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INTRODUCTION

Michele Gregoire Gill and Helenrose Fives, University of
Central Florida, US, and Montclair State University, US

“People’s level of motivation, affective states, and actions are based more on what they
believe than on what is objectively true.”
(Bandura, 1997, p. 2)

Beliefs can be conceptualized as an “individual’s judgment of the truth or falsity of
a proposition” (Pajares, 1992, p. 316) or “as a set of interrelated notions” (McAlpine,
Eriks-Brophy, & Crago, 1996, p. 392), or “as a set of conceptual representations
which store general knowledge of objects, people and events, and their characteristic
relationships” (Hermans, van Braak, & Van Keer, 2008, p. 128). As noted by Fives and
Buehl (2012), defining beliefs is not always the challenge in this field (although it is
a challenge), but finding consistency across these definitions so that one can come to
a meaningful, pragmatic, and warranted conceptualization of the research seems to
be a more epic quest for scholars in this field: a quest the authors of the International
Handbook of Research on Teachers’ Beliefs have undertaken with zeal.

As Bandura (1997) argued, beliefs more than truth guide our goals, emotions,
decisions, actions, and reactions. In classrooms, teachers, those responsible for the
organization, structure, and tone of learning experiences and social development,
rely on their implicit and explicit beliefs to function in the complex context of
classrooms, embedded in schools, embedded in communities, embedded in larger
national, international, diverse cultures. In the moment-to-moment existence of
practice, teachers frequently rely on beliefs, particularly those that underlie their
intuition, automaticity, and habit, to meet the demands of practice. Teachers’ beliefs
can facilitate or hinder practice by serving to filter, frame, and guide experience,
decisions, and actions (Fives & Buehl, in press). The importance of teachers’ beliefs
is evidenced by decades of research and continued exploration of this construct the-
oretically and practically.
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Educational researchers have addressed teachers’ beliefs in their work for more
than half a century. In some cases teachers’ beliefs were the direct focus of inquiry,
and, more frequently, they served as an additional variable or contextual compo-
nent included in explanations of theory and evidence gathered. This growing body
of research spans multiple disciplines, theoretical paradigms, and methodologi-
cal approaches. Several substantive reviews of this literature exist (e.g., Calderhead,
1996; Fives & Buehl, 2012; Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992; Thompson, 1992); however,
each of these important works reflect a specific framework of the researchers involved
(e.g., quantitative studies of mathematics teachers’ beliefs), and little work has been
done to draw across interrelated fields of study to examine the full corpus of perspec-
tives on teachers’ beliefs. This handbook provides such an effort and frames the simi-
larities and distinctions across the varied approaches to teachers’ beliefs. Specifically,
the goal of this project was to provide novices and experts in the field with a single
volume that discloses the complex landscape of the research and theory on teachers’
beliefs. Chapters in the Handbook review the historical foundations of the field, iden-
tify current trends in the research, and span the varied work that investigates teachers’
specific beliefs about content, instruction, students, and learning.

OVERVIEW OF SECTIONS AND CHAPTERS

The Handbook is organized into six sections that house different approaches to
questions and studies of teachers’ beliefs. Our organization is one approach, and a
blunt one at that, to map the field and name the areas of investigation. The sections
of this book reflect both common groupings of investigations of teachers’ beliefs as
well as an organizational scheme that might be seen in other areas of research. Thus,
we sought to present the research in the most commonly recognized way. Sections I
(“Foundations of Teachers’ Beliefs Research”) and II (“Studying Teachers’ Beliefs”)
provide a theoretical, historical, and methodological framing of the field and ori-
ent the reader to the scope of the work, key findings, common conundrums, and
varied approaches to investigating teachers’ beliefs. Section III, “Teachers’ Identity,
Motivation, and Affect,” frames current understandings of the intersection of teach-
ers’ beliefs within their self-systems as an aspect of motivation for practice, profes-
sional identity, and emotional or affective responses. Sections [IV-VI summarize the
“beliefs about” research. Pajares (1992) noted that teachers (or anyone) do not just
have a “teacher belief”; rather, they have beliefs about specific topics or constructs,
and in particular contexts these specific beliefs seem to matter in varied ways. Much
research has been conducted within key topic areas that are reflected in these sec-
tions of the Handbook, namely teachers’ beliefs about pedagogy and school context
(Section IV), knowing and teaching in academic domains (Section V), and learners
(Section VI). Following the section overviews, we highlight some considerations for
theory, research, and practice that span the topical organization of the Handbook.
We invite the readers to consider these issues as they read across chapters.

Foundations of Teachers’ Beliefs Research

We begin in Section I of the Handbook by addressing the foundations of research
on teachers’ beliefs with chapters on the nature of these beliefs, historical and theo-
retical perspectives on the field, how beliefs develop, and the relation of beliefs to
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practice. Skott (Chapter 2) provides an overview of the current state of research in
the field by addressing the promises of beliefs research as well as the conceptual and
methodological problems that have plagued this area of research, setting the stage for
the more detailed discussions of these issues that occur in ensuing chapters. He then
focuses on addressing the divide between teachers’ beliefs and their practice, arguing
that a participatory framework has potential for advancing research and theory on
teachers’ beliefs. In Chapter 3, Ashton provides a thorough historical overview of the
evolution of research on teachers’ beliefs, identifying how theoretical perspectives
have changed over time. Her chapter should serve as a foundational introduction
for both those well-versed in beliefs research as well as newcomers to the field. Levin
(Chapter 4) builds on these two foundational chapters by delving into the under-
researched issue of how beliefs develop, focusing on the source, context, and stabil-
ity of teachers’ beliefs. She then uses research on Personal Practical Theories as a
model to explain how tacit beliefs develop into explicit beliefs for preservice, novice,
and experienced teachers. Section I concludes with an ambitious chapter by Buehl
and Beck (Chapter 5) in which they tackle the thorny issue of the relation between
teachers’ beliefs and practices. In their chapter, they provide a helpful overview of
the all the possible ways teachers’ beliefs may be related to their practices, supported
by a strong review of research. They then discuss the internal and external factors
that influence the enactment of beliefs and promote key theoretical frameworks for
examining research on beliefs. We agree that these frameworks are helpful and will
serve to advance future research and theory on teachers’ beliefs. As a whole, these
chapters provide a comprehensive overview of both the past and current state of the
field as well substantive directions for future research.

Studying Teachers’ Beliefs

Section II of the Handbook, titled “Studying Teachers’ Beliefs,” provides in-depth
examinations of the methodological issues in studying teachers’ beliefs. In their
organizational review of how teachers’ beliefs are assessed, Schraw and Olafson
(Chapter 6) provide keen insight into the conceptual and measurement challenges
faced by researchers interested in teachers’ beliefs. They identify 10 strategies for
accessing teachers’ beliefs and in doing so provide a solid introduction for chapters 7
and 9. In Chapter 7, Hoffman and Seidel present a comprehensive review of the tools
and methods used to assess teachers’ relatively stable beliefs that have been related to
effective teaching and learning. In doing so they identify five areas of belief “topics”
(e.g. beliefs about self, knowledge, teaching, etc.) and review 33 different measure-
ment tools and approaches that can be used to tap into teachers’ beliefs. Olafson,
Salinas, and Owens (Chapter 8) review common qualitative approaches to research
on teachers’ beliefs and highlight the power of qualitative approaches for research-
ers who seek to understand teachers’ beliefs embedded in the lived experiences and
contexts of learners. Finally, in Chapter 9, Bullough provides a unique exploration
into alternative methods for accessing teachers’” beliefs: teacher writing, scenarios,
and metaphors. In doing so, he offers a rich historical contextualization of these
methods and describes the strengths and concerns associated with using each. Taken
together, the chapters in Section II provide a structured introduction to research
methodologies in this field, an objective critique of common approaches, and sound
recommendations for research.
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Teachers’ Identity, Motivation, and Affect

The third section of the Handbook focuses on teachers’ identity, motivation, and
affect. Chapters in this section focus on identity and self-beliefs (e.g., self-concept,
possible selves), teachers’ motivation, teachers’ sense of efficacy, and the connection
between beliefs and affect. Zembylas and Chubbuck (Chapter 10) provide a ground-
breaking analysis of the intersection between teachers’ beliefs and their identity from
a political framework. In doing so, they address the issue of teacher identity and how
it is both distinct from, yet informed by teachers’ beliefs. Further, they foreground
the political context surrounding teachers’ identity, thereby addressing the issue of
contextual influences on the formation of teachers’ beliefs. In Chapter 11, Watt and
Richardson extend three leading theories of motivation (expectancy-value theory,
achievement goal theory, and self-determination theory), usually applied to student
learning, to address teachers’ motivation and beliefs, thereby broadening these theo-
ries’ scope to provide a more comprehensive overview of the teaching and learn-
ing process. Siwatu and Chesnut (Chapter 12) provide an interesting perspective on
teachers’ self-efficacy research by focusing on the role of self-efficacy beliefs in the
career development of teachers. In particular, they address the pressing question of
how to obtain and retain high-quality teachers, and they offer a list of 10 practical
suggestions for helping teachers to develop resilient efficacy beliefs. Gill and Hardin
(Chapter 13) conclude this section by focusing specifically on the relation between
teachers’ beliefs and affect, highlighting the iterative relationship between teachers’
beliefs and emotions and providing definitions and clarifications of affective con-
structs related to beliefs, based on a review of social psychological and cognitive
psychological research. In addition, they review research related to teachers’ beliefs
about emotion and research on hot models of conceptual change, proposing a theo-
retical framework for studying beliefs in a more realistic context using hot mod-
els of cognition. The chapters in this section make an important contribution to
research and theory on teachers’ beliefs by addressing the contextual, motivational,
and affective factors related to teachers’ beliefs. In doing so, the authors provide a
more nuanced portrayal of how teachers’ beliefs are intricately tied to the educa-
tional process.

Contexts and Teachers’ Beliefs

The chapters in Section IV focus on teachers’ domain general beliefs about teaching,
assessment, instruction, and the school context as well as how the context interacts
with those beliefs. This section opens with a chapter by Fives, Lacatena, and Gerard
(Chapter 14) in which investigations of teachers’ domain-general beliefs about teach-
ing and learning are reviewed. A salient finding in this work is that very few stud-
ies address teachers’ beliefs about learning. Further, the research on teachers’ beliefs
about teaching seems to conflate issues of epistemology, instructional practices,
and learning such that when the common dichotomous comparison of teaching
(e.g., traditional versus constructivist teaching) is adopted, the findings are diffi-
cult to interpret due to conflated and underspecified descriptions of what is meant
by each perspective. A similar issue of ill-defined constructs is reported by Rubie-
Davies, in her chapter on teachers’ beliefs about the school climate (Chapter 15). In
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this chapter, Rubie-Davies describes the ways that teachers’ beliefs influence their
instructional decisions and subsequently influence the class climate. Specifically, she
identifies four sets of beliefs that teachers hold (i.e., self-efficacy, mastery goals, dif-
ferentiation, and expectations) as critical to the development of the instructional
and socioemotional climate in classrooms. Barnes, Fives, and Dacey (Chapter 16)
review the literature on teachers” beliefs about assessment by (a) describing the
research on teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of assessment that range from a
learning perspective (assessment is to facilitate learning) to an accounting/account-
ability perspective (assessment is to hold learners, teachers, and schools account-
able), (b) comparing teachers’ beliefs about assessment purposes across high- and
low-stakes international contexts, and (c) examining the alignment between
beliefs about assessment and teaching practices. The final chapter in this section
by Tschannen-Moran, Salloum, and Goddard (Chapter 17) provides an analysis of
the influence of teachers’ collective beliefs in shaping the school context, which in
turn influences instructional activities in schools. Tschannen-Moran and colleagues
underscore the contextual nature of beliefs and remind readers that teachers’ beliefs
are not developed in a vacuum; rather, they are constructed through interactions
with others in their school, and as such they both shape and are shaped by teachers’
personal beliefs and experiences. Further, they highlight the important role of school
administrators in creating the school climate. The chapters in this section highlight
the intersection of context and beliefs. Further, they illuminate the conceptualiza-
tion of beliefs as part of and shaping the context itself. Fives et al. (Chapter 14) and
Rubie-Davies (Chapter 15) focus on teachers’ classroom level beliefs about teaching
and learning. Barnes et al. (Chapter 16) and Tschannen-Moran et al. (Chapter 17)
offer broader perspectives on the relations of school and community contexts on
teachers’ beliefs and the development of those beliefs in varied settings.

Teachers’ Beliefs about Knowing and Teaching within Academic Domains

In Section V, we turn to a consideration of domain-specific beliefs, particularly
in academic subject areas, and epistemic beliefs about knowing and knowledge,
with a focus on personal epistemology, mathematics, reading, science, social stud-
ies, and technology. We begin with a comprehensive overview of research on teach-
ers’ epistemic beliefs by Lunn, Walker, and Mascadri (Chapter 18) in which the
authors examine the relationship between teachers’ personal epistemologies and
their teaching practice, how personal epistemologies develop over time, and how
they influence children’s personal epistemologies. Next, Cross Francis, Rapacki, and
Eker (Chapter 19) provide a critical review of research on teachers’ beliefs related to
mathematics. Their work draws on both cognitive and sociocultural perspectives to
review the current state of research on teachers’ beliefs about mathematics and their
influence on instructional decision making. Cross Francis and her colleagues pro-
vide an important contribution to the field with their review of the consequences
of misaligned beliefs as well as other beliefs that may interact with teachers’ math
beliefs to influence teachers’ decision making. Next, we turn to beliefs about read-
ing and text in Chapter 20. In their chapter, Maggioni, Fox, and Alexander offer a
critical reflection and review of research on teachers’ beliefs about reading, what
it means to develop as a reader, and what pedagogical practices best support such
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development. Additionally, the authors address implications for both classroom
practice and teacher education programs. Chen, Morris, and Mansour (Chapter 21)
tackle the research on science teachers’ beliefs by focusing specifically on teach-
ers’ self-efficacy and epistemic beliefs about science, examining the antecedents of
such beliefs as well as how these beliefs influence instruction. Further, they pres-
ent a new theoretical model depicting the relation between epistemic beliefs, goal
orientations, self-efficacy, and teaching practice in science including recommenda-
tions relevant to teacher education and professional development. Peck and Her-
riot (Chapter 22) review the variety of beliefs teachers hold about the discipline
of social studies and its purpose in the school curriculum, and how these beliefs
influence the field of social studies education. This section concludes with Ert-
mer, Ottenbreit-Leftwich, and Tondeur’s review of research on how teachers’ beliefs
are related to the use of 21st-century technology in the classroom (Chapter 23).
Ertmer and her colleagues review the history of research on teachers’ beliefs and
technology use, as well as address the beliefs-practice divide. Each of the chapters
in this section provides an overview of the latest research and theory on particular
content-specific beliefs as well as clear recommendations for improving teaching
practice.

Teachers’ Beliefs about Learners

The final section of the book addresses teachers’ beliefs about learners. Included
in this section are chapters on teachers’ beliefs about developmentally appropriate
practice (Wilcox-Herzog, Ward, Wong, & McLaren, Chapter 24), cultural diver-
sity (Gay, Chapter 25), English language learners (ELLs; Lucas, Villegas, & Mar-
tin, Chapter 26), and students with special needs and inclusions (Kiely, Brownell,
Lauterbach, & Benedict, Chapter 27). Wilcox-Herzog and colleagues (Chapter 24)
provide an in-depth look at teachers’ beliefs through the lens of developmentally
appropriate practices and articulate the relation of these particular beliefs about
learners and practice to actual instructional interactions. Issues of diversity and
the complexity of teachers’ beliefs about cultural diversity are problematized and
outlined by Gay (Chapter 25). In this chapter, research on key beliefs about cultural
diversity is identified and critiqued. The salience of these beliefs for teaching and
learning is discussed and implications for practice are offered. Lucas et al. (Chapter
26) delve into the new and expanding literature on teachers’ beliefs about ELLs. The
beliefs teachers’ hold about ELLs’ ability to learn and engage with curriculum filter
the judgments and decisions teachers’ make with respect to these students. Lucas et
al. argue that the growing number of ELLs in the U.S. evidences the need to under-
stand both how these students learn and how teachers’ respond to these learners, a
response that is shaped by beliefs. The final chapter in the Handbook details teach-
ers’ beliefs about inclusion, instruction, students with special needs, and teachers’
self-efficacy for teaching students with special needs (Kiely et al., Chapter 27). The
broad range of topics in this chapter leads these authors to conclude that research
on teachers’ beliefs in this area deserves serious and systematic study. Together the
chapters in this section provide an initial frame for examining teachers’ beliefs
about learners.
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR THEORY, RESEARCH, AND PRACTICE

The research on teachers’ beliefs reviewed in this book is organized by topic. Sec-
tions I and II provide foundational and methodological perspectives on teach-
ers’ beliefs, while the remaining sections follow the outline of belief topics, that
is, topics that teachers hold beliefs about, offered by Fives and Buehl (2012). A
review of the chapters in this book underscores the relevance of teachers’ beliefs
in understanding, predicting, and shaping the landscape of education in local
and global contexts. Our review of the chapters in this book and discussions with
chapter authors has allowed us to identify recurring issues in chapters presented
that should be considered carefully by the field at large as well as by individual
belief researchers.

Considerations for Theory

Research in teachers’ beliefs needs to develop theoretical frameworks that specify
the influence and interaction of teachers’ beliefs within self-systems and sociological
contexts. Some of the fragmentation in the research on teachers’ beliefs evidenced
across these chapters comes from the varied topics of beliefs studied (e.g., beliefs
about teaching, assessment, mathematics, science, diversity, learners, etc.) that have
led to topic-centered research within larger fields of study (e.g., math education or
motivation) that seem to rarely intersect across topics for either theoretical or meth-
odological development. Until researchers of teachers’ beliefs begin reading outside
of their topic interests and expanding the theoretical conceptualization of teachers’
beliefs within and across topics, as a field we continue to risk repetition within topics
rather than forward development of the field of research on teachers’ beliefs.

Teachers’ beliefs are part of a complex multidimensional system with potential
clusters of contrasting beliefs that are or are not enacted in given moments of prac-
tice due to a variety of factors that are situated within the teacher and social con-
text. Theory needs to address the multidimensional nature of beliefs and provide
insights into factors in the individual or context that lead some beliefs to be evoked
in particular instances. Such a theoretical lens might suggest moving away from a
topic focused study of teachers’ beliefs to examining beliefs as evoked in practice by
context.

Related to this is the need for a theoretically guided identification of viable out-
come variables with respect to teachers’ beliefs. Much of the research reviewed in
this book reveals mixed results with respect to the influence of beliefs on practice
and/or student achievement (e.g., Buehl & Beck, Chapter 5). However, the few
theoretical models of beliefs identified rarely indicate that teachers’ beliefs should
directly influence either of these outcomes (e.g., Rubie-Davies, Chapter 15; Siwatu &
Chesnut, Chapter 12), yet it seems to be the continued goal of the researchers to pro-
vide a direct link from beliefs to practice and student achievement. We need com-
plex, context sensitive, well-supported theories of teachers’ beliefs that specify the
functions beliefs may serve and the factors that they may reasonably influence. Gay
(Chapter 25), for example, highlights influences of beliefs on outcomes other than
achievement, including things such as classroom norms, teacher-student relations,
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and affective climate. These factors may or may not influence student achievement,
but they do influence the overall learning experience for children and could be con-
sidered as viable outcome variables for researchers interested in understanding the
entirety of educational experiences.

Finally, there is a tendency across the implications sections of studies of teachers’
beliefs to recommend changing beliefs with little evidence that such changes will
actually lead to better outcomes, especially when those outcomes are underspeci-
fied. Fives and colleagues (Chapter 14) highlight this concern in the final section
of their chapter. They draw on the recommendation from Muis (2004) that beliefs
need to be evaluated in context and from that perspective be considered as more or
less availing, rather than assuming the value of the belief independent of practice,
practitioner, and context.

Considerations for Research Design

The chapters in Section II of the Handbook detail the current state of research design
and raise several methodological issues for consideration. Here we highlight two
design issues that seemed to be both pervasive and under recognized. These con-
cerns relate to (a) the nature of research participant pools, and (b) the conflation
of teacher education pedagogy with research design. As noted by Levin (Chapter 4)
and Gay (Chapter 25), there seem to be several common biases in the selection of
participants for studies of teachers’ beliefs. These biases may be due more to a reli-
ance on convenience samples than anything else, but the bias remains. Thus, across
the studies reviewed in this book, we can note that most of the research participants
were white, middle-class women, located near research institutions, if not enrolled
in courses in teacher education. These samples provide data that shapes our under-
standing of teachers’ beliefs. Researchers need to consider how these convenience
samples may influence findings and begin to develop systematic approaches to sam-
pling that can reduce some of these biases.

Related to the issue of sampling is the pervasive use of teacher education or pro-
fessional development coursework as contexts for research in teachers’ beliefs. In
most cases authors are pulling double duty as both teacher educator and researcher.
When this happens, the individual as researcher and teacher educator may end up
in conflict and face competing goals, where the priorities of one role may need to
supersede the priorities of another. This issue is salient in the methods reviewed by
Bullough (Chapter 9) where teacher writing, often assigned as coursework, is also
used as research data. When coursework is used as data one must always question
the veracity of these self-reports as they are responses to prompts intended to assign
grades. There is an inherent tension in blending research and teaching that requires
systematic attention. This tension is twofold: on one hand, researchers may examine
data on a post hoc atheoretical basis determined by what was gathered as course
instructors. On the other hand, course instructors may gather data to meet their
research needs without considering the educational experiences of their students.
It seems to us that researchers engaging in this kind of work need to take particular
care in examining the ethics, rigor, and meaningfulness of their work in light of
these tensions.
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Considerations for Practice

The research reviewed in this book provides recommendations for theory, research,
and practice. In the realm of practice most implications are directed toward teacher
educators in university or school settings who work with preservice and practicing
teachers. Specific recommendations vary across the chapters, but there are ongoing
issues that need to be considered when making recommendations for practice. First,
delving into one’s own beliefs is hard emotional work; supporting others in this
journey is equally as challenging. The issue at hand is whether teacher educators
are prepared to provide that support. Second, as noted by Gay (Chapter 25) with
respect to beliefs about cultural diversity, many recommendations for practice are
reactive rather than proactive responses to teachers’ beliefs. We would argue that
this concern is present across belief topics. A recommendation to change beliefs is
reactive, according to Gay (Chapter 25). In contrast, a proactive response would
begin with studying successful instructional practices and through this investiga-
tion help current and future teachers construct beliefs that support those practices.
Another theme that is prevalent throughout the Handbook is how teachers’ beliefs
are significantly shaped by school culture and context, from teachers’ efficacy beliefs
(Siwatu and Chesnut, Chapter 12) to teachers’ identity (Zembylas and Chubbuck,
Chapter 10) to collective beliefs and norms (Tschannen-Moran et al., Chapter 17)
to subject-specific beliefs such as mathematics (Cross Francis et al., Chapter 19) to
name a few, though this theme is woven throughout many of the chapters in the
Handbook. The role of school administrators (Chapter 17) in influencing this con-
text is an important one, even if the political context may be inhospitable to particu-
lar beliefs about learning (Chapter 10).

CONCLUSION

This book provides multiple perspectives on the field of research on teachers’ beliefs
from renowned international scholars. As the field of teachers’ beliefs comprises all
other fields within education, this book provides a unified presentation of the cur-
rent knowledge base in the field. It spans theoretical, historical, and domain-specific
perspectives to provide readers with a large-scale scope of the field that is detailed
enough to provide rich information as to the state of research in each area. The topi-
cal coverage ranges from theoretical perspectives to methodological approaches to
beliefs about the self, others, and how to teach. The breadth of chapters provided
will make the Handbook an indispensable resource for guiding future research in
this area. Essential to research in education are the practical applications that can be
used in teacher preparation programs and K-12 classroom environments. Authors
of the Handbook chapters provide explicit research-based examples of how to use
this work in daily practice.

It is because we see beliefs as fundamental to understanding who teachers are
and what they do that we chose to embark on this creating the Handbook. We hope
this endeavor helps the field of teachers’ beliefs research advance in theoretically
compelling and sound methodological ways to help shape our understanding of the
complex nature of learning and teaching in today’s classrooms.
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THE PROMISES, PROBLEMS, AND PROSPECTS OF
RESEARCH ON TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Jeppe Skott, The Linnaeus University, Sweden &
Aarhus University, Denmark

The field of teachers’ beliefs is interested in teachers’ thinking about meta-issues
such as what knowledge is in a certain domain, how students become proficient in
that domain, and what teachers may do to facilitate the development of such profi-
ciency. Also, it is concerned with how these lines of thinking develop and with their
role for classroom practice.

It is beyond the scope of a single chapter to review a field as big as the one of
teachers’ beliefs, and if seen as a review, there are obvious limitations to the present
chapter. One is that I have limited the number of different lines of research included.
I draw on the general research on teachers’ beliefs for instance in educational psy-
chology as well as on two domain specific fields, mathematics and science education,
that both have strong traditions for research on teachers’ beliefs (for mathematics
see Cross Francis, Rapacki & Eker, Chapter 19 this volume; and science see Chen,
Morris, & Mansour, Chapter 21 this volume). I do not, however, refer to other signifi-
cant scholarship, such as mother tongue, history, or ESL education (readers can see
Peck & Herriot Chapter 22 and Lucas, Villegas, & Martin Chapter 26 in this volume
for research on the latter two). Second, I do not deal specifically with different types of
teachers’ beliefs. It is, then, beyond the scope of the chapter to discuss in detail teach-
ers’ generic or domain specific personal epistemologies, their beliefs about teaching
and learning, and their views of themselves as teachers, doers, and learners of par-
ticular domains, as well as what the relative significance is of these different beliefs.

For my present purposes I have chosen to view the field from a fairly high vantage
point. Building on literature from the early 1980s onwards, I discuss the general
rationale of the field, the challenges it faces, and a suggestion for how recent devel-
opments may be taken as indicators for possible ways ahead. The main point is that
the experiences from the last three decades invite us to reconsider the role of domi-
nant theoretical frameworks in the field, including the conceptualization of the key
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construct of beliefs, and the main methods of inquiry. The argument is based on a
reasonably comprehensive reading of the scholarship on teachers’ beliefs. But I do
not claim to do justice to the field in its entirety.

THE PROMISES OF RESEARCH ON TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Prior to the 1980s, suggestions for educational reform generally consisted of care-
fully structured sequences of contents to be taught, sometimes informed by clinical
studies of student learning. However, they largely ignored the role of the teacher for
the students’ opportunities to learn (Bauersfeld, 1979; Lederman, 1992). As Elbaz
(1981, 1983) pointed out the prevailing approaches to curriculum did not acknowl-
edge the “complex type of action and decision making” through which the teacher
positions herself in the curriculum development process (1981, p. 44).

Over the following decades growing numbers of classroom observations and
semi-structured interviews were conducted in order to study the acts of teaching,
including teachers’ thinking as it relates to the profession (Clark & Peterson, 1986).
This was based at least in part on an acknowledged need to move beyond process-
product studies that had linked teacher behavior to student performance (Brophy &
Good, 1986; Fenstermacher, 1978).

In some cases (cf. the quotation from Elbaz above), the new approach meant seek-
ing to understand learning and lives as they unfold in schools and classrooms as seen
from the perspective of the teachers themselves. Beliefs became a key concern, as in
order “to understand teaching from teachers’ perspectives we have to understand the
beliefs with which they define their work” (Nespor, 1987, p. 323, emphasis in origi-
nal). Sometimes the purpose of understanding was coupled with the ambition of
remedying the situation that “the practical wisdom of competent teachers remains
a largely untapped source of insights for the improvement of teaching” (Feinman-
Nemser & Floden, 1986, p. 505).

In other cases, and in contrast to the approach above, research on teachers’ beliefs
acknowledged the significance of the teacher’s thinking but viewed her primarily as
an obstacle to change (Thompson, 1984). In this line of research, teachers were con-
sidered a major problem of implementation. This is evident for instance in a study by
the International Commission on Mathematics Instruction (ICMI) from the mid-
1980s on the future challenges for school mathematics. The study acknowledged the
experiences from the new-math era “that what is desirable might not be attainable;
and that goals must be set which acknowledge the existence of constraints” (ICMI,
1986, the text on the back of the book). Although the section on teachers indicated
that teachers’ suggestions may be useful for educational development, the section on
processes of change stated that most teachers

have firm ideas about their role in the school and clear expectations regarding
both the curriculum and their students. Significant changes in school mathemat-
ics will only be achieved if there are marked changes in the perceptions and atti-
tudes of these teachers and if they are assisted to develop necessary new skills.

How can one attempt to change attitudes, values, skills, teaching styles, etc. and
develop confidence in the use of new methods and technology?

(p. 94)
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The increased emphasis on the teacher’s thinking was, then, aimed either at
understanding classroom processes from the teachers’ perspective, solving the prob-
lems of implementation, or striking some balance between the two. In all cases it was
further fueled by changes in the structural features of classroom practice, such as less
limiting timetables, the availability of a multitude of curricular materials, and the
move towards more child-centered approaches (Eggleston, 1979). Also, it coincided
with a set of reform initiatives that required the teacher to move to center stage of
curriculum enactment. These initiatives were informed by changes in the views of
learning and of the contents to be taught.

The Teachers’ Move to the Center Stage of Curriculum Enactment

The early 1980s marked the beginning of the constructivist revolution, and learn-
ing became reconceptualized as assimilation of new experiences to existing cog-
nitive schemes and accommodation of existing schemes to such experiences
(Cobb & Steffe, 1983; Nussbaum & Novick, 1982; von Glasersfeld, 1995, 2007).
The focus on individual meaning-making shifted the emphasis from teaching—
in a traditional expository sense of the term—to learning, in the form of indi-
vidual students’ adaptations to new experiential realities. Although it is generally
problematic to draw instructional implications from epistemology (Cobb, 1988;
Hewson, Beeth, & Thorley, 1998; Prawat, 1992), there are ways of teaching that
are at odds with constructivist tenets. Especially, teachers are expected not merely
to present sets of ready-made concepts and procedures for the students to copy
and follow, but to engage them in content-related processes that may challenge
their pre-understandings and link the contents to their everyday experiences in
meaningful ways.

This dual emphasis on processes and products to facilitate student learning
was supported by shifts in the understandings of the contents itself, not least in
science and mathematics. The image of science as an accumulation of piecemeal
discoveries of scientific truths was challenged by the history and philosophy of
the field, which pointed to the theory-laden, creative, and tentative character of
scientific claims (e.g. Kuhn, 1962). In mathematics a similar concern for histori-
cal developments was reflected in an interest in mathematical problem solving
and in growing numbers of references to for instance Lakatos (1976). He sug-
gested that mathematics develops through continued processes of proofs and ref-
utations, rather than as the steady growth of indubitable truths. If this is the case
and if ‘school mathematics’ is not to be a misnomer, so the educational argument
goes, students need to become engaged in similar mathematical processes. Con-
sequently the new vision for school mathematics included that students engage
in complex tasks and become involved in and reflect on disciplinary processes
of, for instance, investigating, conjecturing, reasoning, and explaining (National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 2000). These processes serve two purposes.
They constitute educational goals in their own right, as students are expected to
understand and become proficient in domain-specific methods of inquiry, and
they are seen as instructional strategies that provide the students with oppor-
tunities to learn the traditional contents with understanding and in connection
with their out-of-school experiences.
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Although the reform implies a shift of emphasis towards student learning, it
simultaneously increases the significance of the teacher, as it involves an element of
planned unpredictability in classroom interaction (Skott, 2004). The teacher needs
continuously to assess the students’ experiences and pre-understandings, to inter-
pret the academic and cognitive potential of their suggestions and conjectures, and
to adjust her support to individuals and groups of students accordingly (Prawat,
1992). To be able to do so, she needs proficiency and confidence in handling the dis-
ciplinary processes; command over the concepts and procedures that are the envis-
aged outcomes of such processes; and understanding of how the processes and the
outcomes are related. However, it seems equally important that the teacher shares
the view of the content and its teaching and learning promoted by reform initiatives
(National Research Council, 1996).

The research interest in teachers’ beliefs, then, is to a large extent based on the
somewhat rhetorical question of how one can expect teaching-learning processes
in schools to unfold in line with a reform, if its priorities are not shared by the
teacher? Phrased in more positive terms, research and development work in the field
of beliefs promised to solve or at least alleviate the problems of implementation
as they relate to a set of reform initiatives that position the teacher centrally in the
teaching-learning process.

Beliefs as an Explanatory Principle for Practice

As Clark and Peterson (1986) pointed out, process-product studies of teacher effi-
ciency were based on the expectation of a unidirectional causality between teacher
behavior and student learning. Large parts of the early research on teachers’ beliefs
were based on a similar expectation but shifted the research interest from observable
behavior to purposeful action and from the outcomes of instructional activity to the
expected causes in terms of teachers’ beliefs. Teachers’ beliefs, then, were generally con-
sidered a main determinant of instructional activity and of student learning. Schoen-
feld (1992), for instance, emphasized mathematics teachers’ beliefs about the subject
itself and claimed that “the teacher’s sense of the mathematical enterprise determines
the nature of the classroom environment that the teacher creates. That environment,
in turn, shapes students’ beliefs about the nature of mathematics” (p. 359).

Schoenfeld claimed a direct causality between teachers’” subject-specific personal
epistemology and classroom practice. Other research on teacher’s beliefs was, and
to some extent still is, premised on and fueled by a similar, but less determinis-
tic expectation that beliefs significantly shape classroom processes (Fives & Buehl,
2012; Lederman, 1992; Wilson & Cooney, 2002). Rokeach (1969), suggested that
beliefs constitute a “disposition to act” (p. 113); Clark and Peterson (1986) that
teacher behavior is “guided by and make[s] sense in relation to a personally held
system of beliefs, values, and principles” (p. 287); Grossman, Wilson, and Shulman
(1989) that teachers beliefs “powerfully affect their teaching” (p. 31); Pajares (1993)
that “beliefs are the best predictors of individual behavior” (p. 45); and Borko and
Putnam (1996) that “teachers’ knowledge and beliefs—about teaching, about sub-
ject matter, about learners—are major determinants of what they do in classrooms”
(p. 675). Teachers’ beliefs, then, are generally regarded as an explanatory principle
for practice (Skott, 2009a).
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The role attributed to teachers’ beliefs is of particular interest in relation to the
implementation of curriculum reform. In his challenge to the process-product
approach to teacher effectiveness, Fenstermacher (1978) suggested that if “our pur-
pose and intent are to change the practices of those who teach, it is necessary to
come to grips with the subjectively reasonable beliefs of teachers” (p. 174). More spe-
cifically, teachers’ beliefs are viewed as a filter, interpretive device, and transformer
of curricular intentions developed elsewhere (Bryan, 2012; Grossman et al., 1989;
Kagan, 1990; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992). Remarks to the same effect were made in
relation to the specific reform initiatives outlined in the previous section (Beyer &
Davis, 2008; Kagan, 1992; Liljedahl, 2011; Lloyd, 2005; Prawat, 1992). Focusing on
teachers of science and phrasing the relationship in somewhat negative terms, Bryan
(2012) claimed that “the implementation of reform initiatives is compromised,”
when teachers’ beliefs are not in line with the philosophical underpinnings of the
reform (p. 483-484).

In general, then, research on teachers’ beliefs promises to solve or at least alleviate
the problems of implementation. The field, however, does not seem to have fulfilled
the promises of its founders and followers. Attempts abound in teacher education
and development programs to change the participants’ beliefs so as to be in line with
current reform initiatives. However, prospective and practicing teachers’ existing
beliefs seem to be resistant to change (Richardson, 2003), and even when espoused
beliefs do resemble reform efforts, classroom practices may not comply or may focus
on surface features only (Spillane, Reiser, & Reimer, 2002). For instance, the use of
group-work or hands-on materials may be taken as indicators of reform teaching
by the teacher, even though the character of the discussions and investigations bear
little resemblance with those envisaged by the reform.

In spite of these difficulties, the field of teachers’ beliefs is still expected to signifi-
cantly support curriculum reform. One may wonder, however, if these expectations
are overly optimistic and need to be revised. (Skott, 2009a; 2009b). I return briefly
to this question later. Before doing so, I discuss some of the challenges involved in
researching teachers’ beliefs.

THE PROBLEMS OF RESEARCH ON TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

So far I have used the notion of beliefs as an unproblematic concept. However, it is
apparent from the literature that it is not easily defined, and at present there is no con-
sensus about an explicit definition. Further there are significant methodological prob-
lems in accessing these elusive constructs. I discuss these two sets of problems in turn.

Conceptual Issues

Writing about beliefs in general and before research on teachers’ beliefs gained
momentum, Rokeach (1969) saw beliefs as part of a functionally integrated cogni-
tive system that also includes attitudes and values. He defined beliefs as “any simple
proposition . . . inferred from what a person says or does, capable of being preceded
by the phrase ‘T believe that .. ”” (p. 113). Distinguishing beliefs from attitudes and
values, he defined an attitude as “a relatively enduring organization of beliefs around
an object or situation, predisposing one to respond in some preferential manner”
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(p- 112), and a value as “a single belief that . . . guides actions and judgments across
specific objects and situations, and beyond immediate goals to more ultimate end-
states of existence” (p. 160). Others, sometimes working specifically with teachers’
beliefs, also engage in lengthy discussions about the concept and try to disentangle
it from related notions such as knowledge, conceptions, values, goals, and emotions
(Abelson, 1979; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992; Philipp, 2007; Torner, Rolka, Rosken, &
Sriraman, 2010). In spite of the efforts, however, no agreement has been reached
about a definition. Possibly as a consequence, others only define beliefs implicitly
and in use, indicating that in spite of the lack of an agreed-upon definition there
is sufficient consensus about a core of the concept for continued research to make
sense (e.g., Leder & Forgasz, 2002; Wilson & Cooney, 2002). There seem to be four
key aspects to such a core.

First, beliefs are generally used to describe individual mental constructs, which
are subjectively true for the person in question (Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1996,
2003; Schoenfeld, 1998). This relates to the last of the three definitions of knowledge
discussed in Plato’s dialogue on Theaetetus, namely that knowledge is justified, true
belief (Plato, 2009). According to this definition, knowledge is seen as a subset of
beliefs in a broad sense. The complement to knowledge, beliefs in the more narrow
sense generally discussed in the beliefs literature, is characterized not as unjustified
or false, but as not being subject to standard canons of justification and not neces-
sarily being consensual. What to some is a warrant or a plausible reason for a belief,
then, may not convince others and not “function as vectors that move beliefs in their
direction” (Abelson, 1986, p. 223). It follows that beliefs differ from values that have
no associated truth value and from knowledge that carries connotations of objective
truth, either in an absolute or a more social sense of the term. Subjective truth means
that beliefs are characterized by a considerable degree of conviction, but also that
the individual may accept a different position as reasonable and intelligent. Philipp
(2007) suggests that this latter characteristic distinguishes beliefs from knowledge.

Second, there are cognitive as well as affective aspects to beliefs, or at least beliefs
and affective issues are viewed as inextricably linked, even if considered distinct
(Abelson, 1979; Gill & Hardin, Chapter 13, this volume; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992).
McLeod (1992) discussed beliefs in relation to two inversely related dimensions of
affect, the ones of stability and intensity. He suggested that beliefs, like attitudes, but
in contrast to emotions, are relatively stable, and that they are less intense (“colder”)
than both attitudes and emotions (p. 578). Goldin (2002) defined beliefs as specific
“cognitive/affective configurations” (p. 64) with a somewhat stronger cognitive ele-
ment than attitudes and emotions. He also suggested that the affective component
is not an inessential add-on to cognition, but a representational mechanism that
serves to encode different forms of information. In general, then, beliefs are seen as
value-laden, and they are characterized by a certain degree of commitment, either
positive or negative. This relates to the claim that beliefs are often associated with a
vision of “alternative worlds,” for instance in the form of a utopia (Abelson, 1979;
Nespor, 1987).

Third, beliefs are generally considered temporally and contextually stable reifi-
cations that are likely to change only as a result of substantial engagement in rel-
evant social practices (Borko & Putnam, 1996; Calderhead, 1996; Cooney, Shealy, &
Arvold, 1998; Gill, Ashton, & Algina, 2004; Kagan, 1992; Lloyd, 2005; Mansour, 2009;
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Richardson, 2003). For teachers such experiences may stem from their personal lives,
their own schooling, their teacher education programs, and their collaboration with
colleagues. Stability generally implies that belief change is expected to be a long-
term endeavor. There are, though, exceptions (e.g., Liljedahl, 2010), and the quali-
fier ‘substantial’ (in ‘substantial engagement’” above) refers to experiences that are
personally significant, rather than to the duration of the involvement. Pre-existing
beliefs are considered “tenacious, even in the face of contradictory evidence” (Kagan,
1992, p. 76), and phrased in the constructivist terms that guide the larger part of the
beliefs literature, belief accommodation is not easily accomplished.

Fourth, and as discussed above, beliefs are expected to significantly influence the
ways in which teachers interpret and engage with the problems of practice. Some-
times this is an explicit part of the definition (e.g., Mansour, 2009; Op’t Eynde, de
Corte, & Verschaffel, 2002), but even when impact is relegated to a formally less
prominent position, beliefs are generally expected to be influential (Cross, 2009;
Levin & Nevo, 2009; Nathan & Knuth, 2003; Nathan & Koedinger, 2000; Pajares,
1993; Peterson, Fennema, Carpenter, & Loef, 1989; Rokeach, 1969; Schoenfeld, 1998;
Speer, 2005; Torner et al., 2010). This is so even though the expectation of causality
between beliefs and practice has been challenged by suggestions that there is a more
dynamic and reflexive relationship between the two.

To sum up, there is a common core to the concept of teachers’ beliefs in the litera-
ture. The term is used to designate individual, subjectively true, value-laden mental
constructs that are the relatively stable results of substantial social experiences and
that have significant impact on one’s interpretations of and contributions to class-
room practice (Skott, 2013). Consider, for example, beliefs that science is for boys,
that for any task in mathematics there is one best way to solve it, and that students
need hands-on activities to learn with understanding. Each of these may be held
with varying degrees conviction (subjective truth) and commitment (affect), be the
result of long-term experiences with school science and mathematics, and inform
the teacher’s interpretations of and contributions to classroom processes.

Besides this defining core, beliefs are described along a number of different
dimensions relating to how they are held. Rokeach (1969) considered them con-
scious or unconscious and therefore not necessarily explicit. Green (1971) sug-
gested that beliefs are held in clusters, i.e., as distinct sets of beliefs that are to some
extent internally coherent, but held in relative mutual isolation. He also said that
they may be primary or derivative in terms of their mutual “quasi-logical relation-
ship,” central or peripheral in terms of psychological significance, and held with or
without experiential evidence to support them. Building on both Rokeach (1969)
and Green (1971), Cooney et al. (1998) suggested that it may not be the content of
teachers’ beliefs as much as the ways in which they are held that matter for profes-
sional development. Especially, they found that prospective teachers isolated their
current beliefs from or connected them with the priorities and practices of their
preservice program in a variety of ways that significantly influenced their profes-
sional development.

Despite the shared core and characteristics of the concept of beliefs, it is still
somewhat underspecified and there is little consensus on how to distinguish it
from attitudes, values, and world views, terms that are also used in the literature.
Although belief research has contributed significantly to our understanding of the
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sense teachers make of their professional tasks and of how they contribute to class-
room interaction, one may claim that to some extent we still do not know what we
are talking about, when we talk about beliefs.

Methodological Issues

The problem of defining the concept of beliefs contributes to the non-trivial ques-
tion of how to operationalize it, which in turn creates significant methodological
difficulties. Two sets of problems appear when using short-answer, standardized
instruments (Kagan, 1990; Richardson, 1996). First, there are challenges related to
the meaning of the items and of the teachers’ response to them. Standardized instru-
ments are based on the expectation that the items carry similar connotations for the
teacher and the researcher. Also, it is expected that the teacher’s response to any item
is sufficiently transparent for the researcher to interpret it meaningfully. If either of
these assumptions does not apply, any inference of the teacher’s beliefs is unwar-
ranted. Second, standardized instruments may impose a set of beliefs on the partici-
pants rather than elicit their own. Ernest (1991), for example, presents three views of
mathematics, the ones of (1) a toolkit of unrelated, but useful facts and procedures;
(2) abody of knowledge that exists in a Platonic realm; (3) a problem-driven human
creation. If these views are used as a basis for surveys and interview protocols, they
impose a set of possible alternatives on the teacher rather than interpret the sense
(s)he makes of educational issues (Wedege & Skott, 2006).

Addressing such problems, Abd-el-Khalick & Lederman (2000) suggest adopting
a more interpretive stance and recommend using qualitative interviews to gener-
ate more “faithful representations” of the participants’ views (p. 674). Others, how-
ever, argue that beliefs are elusive and neither the participants’ own accounts nor
the researcher’s classroom observations are windows on what people ‘really believe’
(Clark & Peterson, 1986; Feinman-Nemser & Floden, 1986; Wilson & Cooney, 2002)
(see also Hoffman & Seidel, Chapter 7, this volume). As Kagan (1992) pointed out,
teachers may not be aware of or not possess a language to describe their own beliefs,
and they may engage in similar instructional behavior for many different reasons.

Because of these problems the task for the researcher is to infer or attribute beliefs
to research participants based on different types of data. Verbal accounts comple-
ment, elaborate on, or specify inferences made from classroom observations in
order to piece together an image of teachers’ beliefs. This methodological triangula-
tion is based on the assumption of belief stability across contexts, as teachers’ self-
reports or comments in research interviews are considered different manifestations,
but reasonable proxies of their thinking in the classroom. Different methods, then,
are expected to shed light on the same underlying construct. Phrased in terms of
belief clusters, the quasi-logical coherence of the cluster of beliefs on a subject and
its teaching and learning is assumed to dominate the teacher’s rhetorical commit-
ment to a reform agenda as well as her instructional decisions in the classroom. The
quasi-logic of the interview or survey situation, then, is supposed to be sufficiently
similar to that of the classroom for inferences across settings to make sense.

However, methodological triangulation has been challenged on at least two
counts. First, it has been suggested that the expectation of contextual stability, is
unwarranted. Hoyles (1992) and Lerman (2001), for instance, argue that beliefs are
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situated. There may be a “family resemblance” between beliefs espoused in inter-
views and those observed in classrooms (Lerman, 2001, p. 36), but teachers’ beliefs
are “contextualized: to the data-gathering situation; to the interviewer/interviewee
relationship; to the location of classroom, laboratory or other setting; to the particu-
lar group of students, and so forth” (p. 37). According to Lerman, then, different data
sources are unlikely to shed light on the same underlying construct.

Second, it is as Lester (2002) points out logically problematic to infer beliefs from
classroom observations, if one is interested in the extent to which beliefs impact
practice. Lester originally made his point about students, but it is at least as relevant
in relation to teachers. If the intention is to understand if and how teachers’ beliefs
relate to classroom processes, it tends to a circular argument if one infers beliefs from
classroom observations and explains the observations with the very same beliefs.

One suggestion for how to meet these challenges is to use stimulated recall or
some other method of inviting teachers to think aloud about relevant classroom
processes (Kagan, 1992; Skott, 2009a; Smith & Neale, 1989). Such methods do not
allow access to teachers’ thinking in (classroom) practice, but they do provide an
indication of their thinking on such practice and alleviate, but do not solve, the chal-
lenge of assessing teachers’ beliefs in close proximity to instruction.

In spite of the relative advantages of these latter methods the methodological
difficulties appear at least partially unresolved. This calls into question the results
of the field, as the trustworthiness of any study clearly depends on the degree
to which the data generation process allows access to the key construct under
investigation.

Revisiting the Belief-Practice Quandary

If beliefs are an explanatory principle for practice there is little more to explain, if one
finds a high degree of compatibility between teachers’ beliefs as espoused in inter-
views or questionnaires and the practices that unfold in their classrooms. However,
empirical findings do not always substantiate the congruity thesis (Calderhead, 1996),
and Fives and Buehl (2012) even suggested that there are as many studies questioning
it as there are supporting it. The other side to the beliefs-as-explanatory-principle
premise is that an observed discrepancy between ‘espoused’ and ‘enacted’ beliefs calls
for an explanation (Fives & Buehl, 2012; Philipp, 2007). A number of different ones
have been suggested.

Observed incompatibility between beliefs and practice is sometimes explained
with the conceptual or methodological difficulties of belief research, i.e., with prob-
lems linked to the research process itself. It has been suggested that teachers possess
multiple beliefs and that different methods provide access to different ones. The
ones espoused on the reform in a research interview, for instance, may be overruled
in practice by others that are more centrally and/or less consciously held (Bryan,
2012; Philipp, 2007). As a special case of this, Fives and Buehl (2012) argued that
beliefs have different functions, as some filter information and experiences, others
frame problems, and still others guide action. Incongruities may be found, if the
beliefs that guide action and are likely to be observed in instruction differ from the
ones that filter and interpret information and are more readily accessible in research
interviews. Also referring to the problems of method, Speer (2008) argued that
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incongruences arise because analyses of classroom interaction do not pay sufficient
attention to detail, and that higher congruity levels would be found, if they did.

Incongruities may also be explained with constraints on belief enactment
attributed to characteristics of the individual teachers or of institutional factors. A
description of an inconsistency between beliefs and practice may carry connotations
of the teacher being inconsistent. Also it has been suggested that teachers are not
sufficiently knowledgeable about the rationale and teaching-learning processes con-
nected to reform initiatives, even when their (more affective) beliefs are in line with
them (Abd-el-Khalick & Lederman, 2000). Still other studies point to a dominant
school culture, time constraints, curricular materials, and assessment practices as
intervening, institutional variables that modify belief enactment (Brickhouse, 1990;
Brickhouse & Bodner, 1992; Ernest, 1991; Keys, 2005; Lederman, 1992).

Adopting a somewhat more dynamic perspective on the role of teachers’ beliefs
for practice, Schoenfeld (2011) subsumed beliefs under the broader heading of
orientations and combined their significance with teachers’ resources (most nota-
bly knowledge) and goals. In this interpretation there seems to be a dual dynamic
involved in teachers’ enactment of content related beliefs. It depends on classroom
contingencies (e.g., a student making a surprising observation or suggestion) and
subsequently on changing relationships between the orientations, resources, and
goals brought to the classroom by the teacher and goals that arise in the situation.

Except for explanations referring to the conceptual and methodological difficul-
ties of the field, the approaches above modify the expectation of immediate belief
impact. However, they also come to the rescue of the premise that teachers’ beliefs
are the default explanation for classroom practice. They do so by pointing to reasons
why specific, subject-related beliefs—still understood as relatively stable, reifications
of prior experiences—do not play prominently in the particular situation.

TOWARDS A PARTICIPATORY APPROACH

The core of the concept of beliefs suggests that teachers acquire and possess reified,
mental constructs on the basis of comprehensive social experiences. Subsequently
these beliefs take on a life of their own and function as co-determiners of teachers’
actions in the classroom. This is in line with the constructivist foundation of the
larger part of the field and involves a parallel to von Glasersfeld’s comment that radi-
cal constructivism “starts from the assumption that knowledge, no matter how it be
defined, is in the heads of persons” (1995, p. 1). Similarly, belief research starts from
the assumption that beliefs, no matter how they are defined, are in the heads—or
emphasizing affective issues, in the hearts—of people. This links belief research to
acquisitionism with its metaphorical connotations of “knowledge as a kind of mate-
rial, of human mind as a container, and of the learner as becoming an owner of the
material stored in the container” (Sfard, 2008, p. 49). It also sets the field at odds with
the trend in some parts of education to conceptualize human functioning in more
social and participatory terms (Lerman, 2000), a trend that shifts the emphasis from
knowledge and beliefs to a more dynamic interpretation of situated or contextually
embedded knowing and believing in action.

Schoenfeld’s recent work (2011, described above) adopts a more dynamic
perspective than most on the role of teachers’ beliefs for classroom practice, but
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maintains the acquisitionist underpinnings of other parts of the field. I have sug-
gested elsewhere (Skott, in press) that other dynamic interpretations of the beliefs-
practice quandary acknowledge the significance of context as more than a possible
constraint on an otherwise autonomous enactment of teachers’ beliefs (in one or
other understanding of ‘context, cf. Skott, 2009a). Some argue that teaching is a
multifaceted, interactional endeavor, and as classroom practices emerge the teacher
may base instructional decisions on other beliefs than those related to the contents
of instruction (Fives & Buehl, 2012). In a particular situation she may become con-
cerned with manifesting her own professional authority, managing the classroom,
or taking a broad view of students’ needs, rather than facilitating their subject mat-
ter learning (Skott, 2001; Sztajn, 2003). In this interpretation, immediate classroom
interaction, as well as the teacher’s sense of the broader institutional setting, play
decisive roles for which of the teacher’s beliefs are activated at the instant.

Others suggest that beliefs are situated (Hoyles, 1992; Lerman, 2002; Mansour,
2009). In this interpretation it is not the selection of beliefs for the purposes of the
specific interaction that changes, but the content of the beliefs themselves. Hoyles
worked with a female teacher who taught a group of high achieving girls, and sug-
gested that in instruction the teacher’s beliefs about mathematics and its teaching
and learning (her “mathematical perspectives”) depended on her students’ age,
gender, and perceived ability level (1992, p. 40). In this interpretation teachers may
hold multiple, even contradictory beliefs, depending on the context. This does not
necessarily question the premise that teachers’ beliefs, still understood as reified
prior experiences, dominate practice, but suggests that different situations allow the
teacher to gain different experiences to reify. Consequently their beliefs differ across
contexts.

Finally, one may adopt an emergent perspective on classroom processes. Cobb
and Yackel (1996) interpret teachers’ and students’ classroom activity in terms of a
reflexive relationship between individuals’ beliefs and understandings on the one
hand and classroom norms and practices on the other. In this interpretation class-
room interaction forms the backdrop and exerts considerable influence on teacher’s
situated sense of the instructional enterprise, while teachers’ actions, informed by
their emerging beliefs, co-constitutes the situation as perceived by both teacher and
students. The contents of teachers’ beliefs, then, relate dynamically to classroom
interaction and to the broader social context in which they emerge.

This view of belief-practice relationships entails a more dynamically social
understanding of human functioning than the ones mentioned above. Cobb used
this framework to analyze classroom practices while focusing on the students and
emphasized that it involves coordinating participatory accounts of communal activ-
ity and acquisitionist analyses of individual student’s learning (e.g., Cobb, 1999).
Similarly, the framework may be used to analyze the relationships between the
teacher’s emerging beliefs and her participation in unfolding classroom events. In
this case the notion of ‘a relationship’ between beliefs and practice implies only an
analytical separation between the two, rather than a more fundamental distinction.
The approach coordinates acquisitionist analyses of teachers’ beliefs with more par-
ticipatory analyses of classroom interaction.

I suggested recently that yet another framework, relying only on participationism,
may be useful for the purpose of understanding the role of teacher for emerging
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classroom practices (Skott, 2013; Skott, Larsen, & Ostergaard, 2011). The frame-
work, called Patterns of Participation (PoP), is inspired by social practice theory
(Holland, Skinner, Lachicotte Jr, & Cain, 1998; Lave, 1988; Lave & Wenger, 1991;
Wenger, 1998) and symbolic interactionism (Blumer, 1969; Mead, 1913, 1934). In
line with the emergent perspective it views classroom practices as dynamic and
evolving outcomes of individual and communal acts of meaning-making, and it
does not view the teachers’ contributions to the interactions as an enactment of rei-
fied, prior experiences. Rather, it interprets teaching as meaningful reengagement in
the practices that in belief research are assumed to be the basis for the reifications.
Consider, for example, a teacher working with a group of students who have trouble
with a textbook task in mathematics. The teacher’s engagement in the mathematical
discourse may change, if she is simultaneously reflecting on the reform as discussed
in a recent teacher development program; positioning herself in a team of teach-
ers, whose cooperation focuses on the well-being of individual students rather than
on their subject-matter learning; and manifesting her professional authority, as her
mathematical competence was recently questioned at a meeting with the parents. In
this interpretation, the teacher draws upon and renegotiates the meaning of these
prior social practices during classroom interaction. The meaning of high-quality
teaching in the reform, for instance, may be transformed beyond recognition, as
the teacher, in symbolic interactionist terms, becomes an object to herself and at
the instant takes the attitude to herself of weak and vulnerable students seeking to
find the correct answer to the task; of colleagues who emphasize the significance of
students’ self-esteem; and of parents, who argued that teachers’ professional compe-
tence is reflected in their students’ proficiency with standard procedures.

This offers a different perspective than in mainstream belief research on how
teachers function in classrooms, and it questions the assumption of beliefs as the
default explanation for practice. From this point of view the research task is not to
get access to reified mental constructs in the form of beliefs, but to disentangle pat-
terns in the teacher’s reengagement in other past and present practices in view of the
ones that unfold at the instant.

DISCUSSION

The approaches discussed in the previous section conceptualize practice and context
differently. However, they all adopt a more participatory stance than more tradi-
tional research on teachers’ beliefs and are more in line with the social interpreta-
tions of human functioning that have become influential in other parts of education
over the last decade or two. They shift the unit of analysis from mental reifications
per se to (some understanding of) person-in-practice. As a consequence they relate
differently to the problems of the traditional field of beliefs as outlined previously.
These approaches all do away with the belief-practice quandary in its classi-
cal form, as none of them argue a priori that previously reified and contextually
and temporally stable beliefs about the subject matter and its teaching and learn-
ing determine or significantly influence classroom practice. The first two, the ones
of belief activation and of situatedness, consider beliefs influential, mental reifica-
tions, but in comparison to mainstream belief research they question, respectively,
the expectation that the beliefs that dominate teachers’ contributions to practice
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are necessarily linked to the contents of instruction and that they are necessarily
contextually stable. They provide explanations for challenges to the congruity thesis
that situate the acts of teaching in some (but different) understandings of context,
and by doing so they do away with the a priori expectation that teachers’ content
related beliefs are stable and play prominently in practice. However, they face the
same methodological problems of access to teachers’ beliefs as the traditional field
with the added complexity that they require one to attribute a greater variety of
beliefs to teachers in order to understand instructional activity.

In contrast, the third approach, the emergent perspective, argues that there is a
reciprocal relationship between immediate social interaction and teachers’ beliefs,
while the fourth, PoP, limits the emphasis on reifications and suggests that there
is little of any consequence beyond participation in immediate and other past and
present practices. This alleviates, but does not solve, the methodological problem of
the traditional field, as teachers’ participation in discursive or other social practices
is more readily accessible than their beliefs, understood as purely mental phenom-
ena. However, it presents methodological problems of its own, as there is no imme-
diate access to significant prior practices such as the discourses of the reform in
a teacher education program that the teacher has already left. One has to rely on the
teacher’s rhetorical commitments to the reform discourse as well as on transforma-
tions of such commitments as they evolve in classroom interaction. Also, these latter
approaches require the generation of broader sets of data than traditional belief
research (Cobb, McClain, de Silva Lamberg, & Dean, 2003; Skott, 2013). Beyond
interviews and classroom observations on individual teachers, they call for observa-
tions of team or department meetings, interviews with colleagues and the school
management, and participation or observation of less structured activities such as
staff-room conversations. One may argue that this is just an extension of method-
ological triangulation as promoted in mainstream belief research. However, these
different methods are not expected to shed light on the same underlying construct,
i.e., on teachers’ stable beliefs, but to generate data on their participation in decid-
edly different social practices and allow interpretations of how these other practices
link to the ones that emerge in the classroom.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The discussion of the problems of research on teachers’ beliefs may suggest that the
field is in a crisis. The key construct of the field, the one of beliefs, is ill-defined; its
methods are acknowledged to be problematic; and the fundamental rationale, the
one of beliefs as an explanatory principle for practice, is refuted as much as con-
firmed. One may ask why the field continues to attract so much attention.

In spite of the difficulties, however, research on teachers’ beliefs has contributed
with novel understandings of teachers’ thinking and meaning-making as it relates
to the contents, to the students, and to themselves as teachers, doers, and learners
of the contents. Also, the field has developed new interpretations of the role of the
teacher for classroom practice, of the complexities of instructional activity, and of
the difficulties involved in teacher development. With its emphasis on meta-issues,
the field complements research on teachers’ knowledge (Ball, Thames, & Phelps,
2008; Shulman, 1986, 1987; Windschitl, 2004) and the more recent interest in teacher
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identity (Olsen, 2008). However, the most significant results of the field are the chal-
lenges and modifications developed to its own initial raison d’étre, i.e., to the
expectation of belief impact. The main argument of the present chapter is that these
challenges invite us to reconsider the definitions and methods of the field, as well as
the acquisitionist underpinnings.

In education, belief research developed in tandem with the constructivism, and it
is to a large extent informed by constructivist conceptualizations of the individual.
While still influential, constructivism has been challenged by more participatory
accounts of learning and knowing. There seems to be some potential in a similar
shift in research on teachers’ beliefs, even though more participatory approaches
present challenges of their own (cf. the discussion above). This shift entails chang-
ing the unit of analysis from individuals’ beliefs, acknowledging the significance of
context, and focusing on some understanding of person-in-practice.

One final comment should be made about the rationale of a more participatory
approach. I suggested earlier that there were two reasons for the initial research
interest in teacher thinking. One was to understand the role of teachers for class-
room practice, especially as seen from the perspective of the teachers themselves;
the other was to solve the problems of implementation. Any possible relationship
between the two may also be found in the literature.

In the present chapter I have emphasized the problems of an acquisitionist
approach focusing on the latter of the two intentions and advocated a more social
one that shifts the emphasis towards understanding the role of the teacher for the
practices that emerge in the classroom. I suggest that a reasonable agenda for a field
of research interested in teachers’ thinking, including her engagement in meta-
discourses on content, students, learning, and teaching, is to develop accounts of
how such thinking relates to the educational experiences of teachers and students.
This requires interpretations of how classroom interactions relate to the teacher’s
participation in a range of other practices at and beyond the school and classroom
in question. This emphasis on understanding rather than implementation does not
necessarily indicate an acceptance of current approaches and lack of a different
vision for what educational experiences may look like. It acknowledges, however,
that classroom practices, like any practice, are social, and not the exclusive outcome
of any individual’s actions. As a consequence it also acknowledges that the experi-
ence of the last 30 years suggest that more modest expectations should be set for the
contributions to educational reform than those of the initial field of teachers’ beliefs.
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HISTORICAL OVERVIEW AND THEORETICAL
PERSPECTIVES OF RESEARCH ON TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Patricia T. Ashton, University of Florida, US

In the last 20 years, research on teachers’ beliefs, their relationships to students’
motivation and learning, and the difficulty of changing those beliefs has increased
dramatically. In this chapter, key theoretical perspectives that have been useful in
guiding this research will be briefly reviewed in a historical overview with discussion
of important contributions to advancing research on teachers’ beliefs. These per-
spectives include the study of teachers’ beliefs from various orientations, including
personality, philosophical analysis, constructivist and sociocultural theories, beliefs
as emotional and motivational constructs, teaching as persuasion, modifying teach-
ers’ beliefs as a process of conceptual change, and developing and supporting beliefs
from an ecological perspective.

Interest in the study of teachers’ beliefs has evolved gradually over the last 60 years.
In this chapter, its evolution will be illustrated through an exploration of the chang-
ing perspectives on the study of teachers’ beliefs as described in major references:
the four editions of the Handbook of Research on Teaching (Gage, 1963; Travers, 1973;
Wittrock, 1986; Richardson, 2001), the three Handbooks of Educational Psychology
(Berliner & Calfee, 1996; Alexander & Winne, 2006; Harris, Graham, & Urdan, 2012),
and seminal journal reviews (i.e., Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992; see Table 3.1). Conclu-
sions focus on an assessment of the extent of progress in the study of teachers’
beliefs. Recommendations for better theoretical integration and research direc-
tions are discussed.

BELIEFS AS A CENTRAL COMPONENT OF PERSONALITY

Prior to the publication of the first Handbook of Research on Teaching (Gage, 1963),
only a few studies of teachers’ beliefs were conducted, and most were dissertation
studies. The dominance of behavioristic theory during the 1940s and 1950s dis-
couraged research on cognitive constructs, such as beliefs, which is reflected in the
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Table 3.1 Chronology of Handbook Chapters, Seminal Papers, and Theoretical Perspectives

Year  Source, Editor(s) Author(s) Theoretical Perspectives
(if applicable)
1963 Handbook of Research on Teaching,  Getzels & Jackson Beliefs as Core of
Gage Personality
1973 Handbook of Research on Teaching Price Epistemological Beliefs
(2nd ed.), Travers
1986  Handbook of Research on Teaching Fenstermacher Beliefs as Practical
(3rd ed.), Wittrock Erickson Arguments
Beliefs as Sociocultural
Critical Theory
1987  Journal of Curriculum Studies Nespor Beliefs as Affective
1990  Handbook of Research on Teacher Pintrich Belief as Motivational and
Education, Houston, Haberman, & Affective Change: Social
Sikula Educational Psychologist Cognitive Constructivism
1992 Review of Educational Research Kagan Conceptual Change
Pajares Conceptual Change
1996  Handbook of Educational Calderhead Beliefs as Cognition
Psychology, Berliner & Calfee Snow, Corno, & Beliefs as Affective and
Jackson Cognitive Constructs
1998  Educational Psychologist Dole & Sinatra Conceptual Change
2001  Handbook of Research on Teaching Munby, Russell, & Teacher Belief Change
(4th ed.), Richardson Martin
2003  Educational Psychology Review Gregoire Conceptual Change
2006  Handbook of Educational Mason & Murphy Belief Change:
Psychology (2nd ed.), Alexander & Conceptual Change vs.
Winne Persuasion
Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, & An Ecological Perspective
Pape on Beliefs
2012 APA Educational Psychology Fives & Buehl An Integrative Perspective
Handbook, Harris, on Beliefs

Graham, & Urdan

lack of references to teachers’ beliefs in the subject indexes of the first three vol-
umes of the Handbook of Research on Teaching. In the first Handbook (Gage, 1963),
the topic of teachers’ beliefs was not included in the table of contents or the index.
However, Getzels and Jackson’s (1963) chapter on “The Teacher’s Personality and
Characteristics” offers interesting insights with relevance for research on teachers’
beliefs. The authors reviewed in detail the development of the Minnesota Teacher
Attitude Inventory (MTAIL Cook, Leeds, & Callis, 1951) and efforts to assess its reli-
ability and validity. Without addressing the issue of the distinction between attitudes
and beliefs that has a rich history in social psychology that needs to be incorporated
into the study of teachers’ beliefs (see Banaji & Heiphetz, 2010), the history of the
MTAI is informative, as it clearly was based on the assessment of teachers’ beliefs.
Consider sample items used with a Likert response scale: e.g., “Children should be
seen and not heard”; “boastful child[ren are] usually over-confident of [their] abil-
ity (p. 508). The description of the MTAI in the 1951 Manual (as cited by Getzels &
Jackson) touts its “high reliability” and value in predicting teachers’ ability “to get
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along with pupils” and indirectly the teachers’ satisfaction with teaching as a career
(p- 508). The hope of many educators and policymakers at the time was that the
MTAI could be used to select candidates for teacher education and for teaching posi-
tions. The development of the inventory was impressive in some ways. As Getzels
and Jackson described the process, the developers began with 350 items, stated in
the negative and positive format for a total of 700 items. In a validation study of a
randomly selected sample of 100 teachers of grades 4 through 6, the teachers’ scores
on the 164 items selected for use in the final inventory and three independent mea-
sures of teacher-student rapport were used: principal ratings, researcher ratings of
observations of the teachers in their classrooms, and student ratings of their teachers
on a 50-item questionnaire. Other strategies used in the research were problematic.
Selection of discriminating items was determined empirically by asking principals
to identify teachers they considered “superior” and “inferior” in maintaining “har-
monious relations” in their classrooms. Despite the many items on the inventory on
a range of varying topics, the researchers used only a total score in the analysis. A
couple of factor analyses were reported supporting only a one-factor solution, but
analytical procedures were of questionable validity.

Over 60 studies were conducted with the MTALI but the results failed to meet the
high expectations of its advocates. Inconsistencies of results in numerous studies
raised questions about the validity of scores on the inventory. Some research results
suggested the possibility that scores on the measure could be faked. Della Piana and
Gage’s (1955) study of 97 teachers in grades 4 through 6 and their 2,700 students has
particular relevance for future research on teachers’ beliefs. Their results suggested
the possibility of an interactive effect of teachers’ MTAI scores and students’ val-
ues (preference for teachers with a cognitive focus vs. those with an affective focus)
on students’ reported liking of their teachers. Although the researchers’” analyses of
their data are questionable from the perspective of current standards of design and
analysis, this study suggests the current need to investigate the interactive effect of
teachers’ beliefs and students’ beliefs, needs, and preferences on students’ motivation
and achievement.

In concluding their chapter, Getzels and Jackson (1963) lamented the lack of prog-
ress made in understanding the relationship between teachers’ personality and their
teaching effectiveness. They attributed the problem to three major obstacles that
have a disturbing similarity to current problems in research on teachers’ beliefs: lack
of an adequate definition of personality, the inadequacy of measures, and the lack of
adequate measures of teacher effectiveness, which were primarily ratings that were
inconsistent across raters. To these three problems, Getzels and Jackson added the
tendency that still occurs too often in contemporary research: failing to control
for teachers’ gender, age, grade level, and subject matter, and variations in school-,
community-, and class-level variables, including the students’ achievement levels and
SES. Getzels and Jackson attributed these problems largely to the lack of a theoretical
basis for the research. They elaborated on this problem based on issues raised by the
American Educational Research Association Committee on the Criteria of Teacher
Effectiveness (1952, 1953). Getzels and Jackson’s discussion of the importance of
grounding research on a firm theoretical basis merits review today, as many reports
of research still lack adequate theoretical support. As for the future of the MTAI, use
of the instrument virtually disappeared shortly after publication of the Getzels and
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Jackson chapter. For an update on the problems associated with the use of measures
of beliefs and attitudes in selecting teachers, see Metzger and Wu (2008), cited by
Fives and Buehl (2012). Research on attitudes continued in the interval between the
first and second handbooks, but rather than focus on the assessment of teachers’
attitudes, the emphasis was on the teaching of positive attitudes to students.

A DREAM DEFERRED?

The second Handbook of Research on Teaching (Travers, 1973) reflects the editor and
authors’ disappointment in the lack of progress made in educational research in the
10 years following the publication of the first Handbook relative to the amount of
US federal funding received. The editor wrote, “The heavy emphasis in this volume
on what is wrong with educational research . . . reflects the general level of inad-
equacy of much of the research” (p. vii). In this volume, the topic of teachers’ beliefs
appeared on only one page, according to the index. Price (1973) mentioned the need
to conduct empirical studies of how teachers’ belief in a theory of knowledge might
affect their beliefs about education, an early insight into the importance of the study
of epistemological beliefs.

Notably, Peck and Tucker (1973) in their chapter on teacher education in the
Second Handbook were optimistic about the research on teacher education emerging
as the result of the influx of federal funds for the study of teacher education. They
explained that the complexity of the process of teacher education could not be ade-
quately studied by independently conducted studies by single individuals, and the
emergence of research centers that created collaborations within and across teacher
education schools, colleges, and universities held the promise of significant progress.
Their review focused on the encouraging results of experimental studies designed
to increase teachers’ skills in instruction and motivation as well as socioemotional
relationships with students. Although the topic of beliefs was never mentioned in
the chapter, the increases in preservice teachers’ skills and self-regulation reported in
these studies were undoubtedly mediated by changes in their beliefs. In their conclu-
sion to the chapter, however, Peck and Tucker did not sustain their earlier optimism.
They cautioned that the growth of federal funding that seemed so promising from
1963 to 1968 had slowed “almost to a halt” (p. 971), and their hopes for a future in
which systematic collaborative research would guide the development of a more
theoretically and empirically grounded performance-based approach to teacher
education would likely be deferred.

RUMBLINGS OF PARADIGM SHIFTS

In the 13 years between the publication of the second and third handbooks, as find-
ings from experimental studies of teaching practices increased, some educational
theorists began to question the appropriateness of the trend toward training teach-
ers to apply research-based teaching practices, and recognition of the importance
of teachers’ beliefs in determining their practice began to emerge. Floden (1985)
described three perspectives that challenged the role of researchers and teacher edu-
cators as experts who provide research-based conclusions for adoption by educa-
tional practitioners (e.g., Buchmann, 1984; Fenstermacher, 1979; Zumwalt, 1982).
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The advocates of these perspectives proposed that researchers and teacher educa-
tors should engage teachers in discussions about teaching and leave the drawing of
conclusions for practice to teachers. Fenstermacher, in particular, emphasized the
importance of teachers’ beliefs as a major determinant of their practice that had the
potential to enable them to meet the moral responsibilities of their work. Floden
objected to the advocates’ notion that using persuasion (i.e., rhetoric) in the educa-
tion of teachers must be abandoned. Instead Floden argued that the problem is the
type of persuasion used rather than persuasion per se. He acknowledged the validity
of the advocates’ position that the rationality of teachers must be respected and
engaged but maintained that persuasion is appropriate if it is based on sound rea-
sons and allows teachers the opportunity to openly question their instructors and
receive reasonable explanations of the grounds for researchers’ conclusions. This
controversy lingers in the current literature on teachers’ beliefs (see, for example,
Alvermann, 2001).

PARADIGM PROLIFERATION (TEACHER THINKING,
INTERPRETIVE AND SOCIOCULTURAL ANALYSIS)

The difference in the attitudes regarding the quantity and quality of the research
available for review of the editor Wittrock (1986) and chapter authors of the third
Handbook of Research on Teaching compared to the attitudes of the editor and
authors of the second Handbook (Travers, 1973) is dramatic. Unlike the previous
editor’s disappointment with the quality of research and the authors’ difficulty in
finding important research grounded in coherent and integrative models and the-
ories of teaching, Wittrock heralded the flourishing of research on teaching and
reported that all the chapter authors described significant advances in research. Sev-
eral chapters revealed new programs of research in interpretive analysis of classroom
ecologies and cognitive science that were laying the foundation for the emergence of
research on teachers’ beliefs.

In the introductory chapter of the third Handbook, Shulman (1986) described
the process-product approach to studying teaching (that is, the behavior-oriented
research paradigm that was dominating educational research), and highlighted
the emergence of several new research programs that were challenging that dom-
inance. Among these challengers, Shulman noted fledgling efforts to introduce
more cognitive variables into the study of teaching, and he referred to this new
paradigm as teacher cognition and decision making. As a representative of this
paradigm, Clark and Peterson’s (1986) chapter on teachers’ thought processes
included a section on “Teachers’ Theories and Beliefs.” In the 11 pages of that
section Clark and Peterson provided a review of the research on teachers’ attri-
butions for students’ performance and called for research on the relationship
between teachers’ attributions and their planning and interactive decision making
and student achievement. They also discussed research on teachers’ conceptions of
teaching, learning, and reading, their role as teachers, their beliefs about teaching
in open education settings, and principles of practice. Erickson’s (1986) chapter
on the qualitative, interpretive perspective promoted the widespread adoption of
research methods that have contributed to our study of and understanding of
teachers’ and students’ beliefs.
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Fenstermacher’s (1986) chapter on the appropriate use of research findings from
a philosophical perspective merits reconsideration for its potential to improve
teachers’ use of research in their practice. Concerned about the lack of attention
to the “profoundly moral task” of education (p. 37), Fenstermacher used a multi-
disciplinary analysis: (a) philosophical concept analysis to clarify the meaning of
teaching, (b) philosophy of science to differentiate between the roles of knowledge
production and knowledge use, and (c) moral theory to explain that the appropri-
ate use of research is to alter “the truth or falsity of beliefs that teachers have, as
it changes the nature of these beliefs, and as it adds new beliefs” (p. 43). Fenster-
macher viewed these beliefs as the basis for “practical arguments, or some similar
way of acknowledging purposive, passionate, intuitive, and moral properties of
human action . . . the methods for transforming what is empirically known and
understood into practice” (p. 44). In sum, Fenstermacher described an education-
ally sound approach for researchers and teacher educators to use educational sci-
ence to help preservice and inservice teachers develop rationally defensible beliefs
that would enable them to fulfill the moral responsibilities of teaching.

CLARIFYING THE CONSTRUCT OF TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Following the publication of the third Handbook of Research on Teaching, sev-
eral seminal papers appeared that provided the impetus for greater interest in the
potential of research on teachers’ beliefs to inform educational practice. Concern
about the distinction between beliefs and knowledge was increasing. Nespor (1987)
applied Abelson’s (1979) psychological analysis of the distinction between knowl-
edge systems and belief systems to develop a preliminary model of belief systems as
a framework for future research that was theoretically grounded in cognitive science,
and he offered some empirical support for the model from his field-based study of
the beliefs of eight eighth-grade teachers over a semester using videos and inter-
views. The seven features Abelson described as the “hot cognition” that distinguishes
knowledge systems from belief systems bear repeating:

1. The elements (concepts, propositions, rules, etc.) of a belief system are not
consensual. [They are idiosyncratic and personally derived from experience. ]

2. Belief systems are in part concerned with existence or nonexistence of certain
conceptual entities (e.g., God, Extra Sensory Perception).

3. Belief systems often include representations of “alternative worlds,” typically
the world as it is and the world as it should be.

4. Belief systems rely heavily on evaluative and affective components.

5. Belief systems are likely to include a substantial amount of episodic material
from either personal experience or (for cultural belief systems) from folk lore
or (for political doctrines) from propaganda.

6. The content set to be included in a belief system is usually highly “open.”

7. Beliefs can be held with varying degrees of certitude.

(pp- 356-360)

In discussing how these seven features might affect “how teachers learn and use
what they learn” (p. 324), Nespor (1987) focused on the fourth feature, emphasizing
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that the emotions and affect inherent in beliefs shed light on their appeal to
teachers and the tenacity with which they may be held in the face of contradic-
tory evidence. Nespor suggested that, for teachers, beliefs may seem better suited
to helping them cope with “the ill-structured” and “deeply entangled” problems
of teaching than research-based knowledge or academic theory (p. 324). Nespor
concluded by noting that we lack sufficient understanding of the nature of beliefs,
how they develop, the supports and challenges to them, and how to foster them,
a theme that is echoed in Fives and Buehl’s (2012) analysis of current research on
teachers’ beliefs.

Almost 20 years after Travers’s (1973) disappointment with the progress in
research on teaching and despite having compiled a 925-page volume, Houston,
Haberman, and Sikula (1990), editors of the first Handbook of Research on Teacher
Education, concluded that “there has been notable recent progress, but the research
basis for such important work as educating the nation’s teachers is still extremely
thin. Although the importance of research is being espoused, little progress is being
made” (p. ix). To address the need for more and better research to foster teachers’
development, Pintrich (1990) in his chapter in that volume focused on the need
for researchers to integrate research on motivation—particularly teachers’ beliefs
and emotions—into their cognitive models to yield more comprehensive models
of teaching and student learning. In synthesizing the psychological literature on
the issues of what develops during teacher education and how it develops, Pintrich
applied a general social-cognitive perspective. From the cognitive perspective he
noted that “teachers are active thinkers, decision makers, reflective practitioners,
information processors, problem solvers, and rational human beings” (p. 827) and
that, from the social perspective, teachers are embedded in a social context that may
advance or inhibit their cognitive processing. To study what develops in teacher
education, Pintrich emphasized that in their models of teacher thinking and teach-
ing, researchers must integrate “the hot cognitions of self-beliefs and motivation. ..
along with the cold cognitions of knowledge and cognitive skills” (p. 827). Although
he avoided a discussion of the distinction between knowledge and beliefs, Pintrich
highlighted the expectancy-value model of motivation (Eccles et al., 1983) with
his addition of other motivational components as useful for analyzing research
(Pintrich, 1990, p. 842). He included two types of beliefs as central to the three
motivational components in the model: “(a) beliefs about the importance and
value of the task (value components), (b) beliefs about one’s ability or skill to
perform the task (expectancy components), and (c) feelings about the self or emo-
tional reactions to the task (affective components)” (p. 842). Pintrich emphasized
the power of a dynamic conception of self that includes multiple views of the self
(e.g., past, present, and future selves, the achieving self, the nurturing self, the
anxious self) and suggested that this dynamic conception of the self “proposes a
mechanism by which the active self mediates and provides continuity between the
personal characteristics of the individual and the environmental demands of the
situation” (p. 837).

In closing, Pintrich (1990) concluded that “a good foundation for research and
model building in learning and development” comprises four general domains—
(a) teacher knowledge, (b) thinking and problem solving, (c¢) metacognition and
self-regulation, and (d) motivation, and he recommended that “a general construc-
tivist paradigm could be the most fruitful approach to pursue for research” (p. 850).



38 + Ashton

To change teachers’ beliefs, Pintrich was one of the first analysts to recommend the
application of the conceptual change literature (Posner, Strike, Hewson, & Gertzog,
1982). Pintrich pointed out that teachers’ epistemological beliefs about the nature
of teaching and learning might be a particularly appropriate target for belief change
and emphasized the importance of assessing teachers’ beliefs prior to teaching to
identify beliefs that might interfere with learning.

In 1992 two important reviews of research on teachers’ beliefs were published.
First, Kagan (1992) offered a valuable analysis of the rapidly growing research lit-
erature on the topic and issues that remain relevant for researchers. Distinguishing
between knowledge and belief in particular remained a conundrum for researchers.
Kagan asserted that “most of a teacher’s professional knowledge can be regarded
more accurately as belief. . . . [whereas] knowledge is generally regarded as belief that
has been affirmed as true on the basis of objective proof or consensus of opinion.
These are the gauges we use to distinguish facts (knowledge) from mere opinion
(belief) in a particular domain” (p. 73).

To illustrate that the research on teachers’ beliefs was “a riotous array of empiri-
cal research” (p. 66), Kagan (1992) created a 5-page summary table of 25 studies of
teachers’ beliefs, each one focusing on a different correlate of one of two topics: teach-
ers’ sense of efficacy or content-specific beliefs. From her analysis, Kagan described
the consistent findings in such studies as showing that teachers’ beliefs were, for the
most part, stable and resistant to change, and because the beliefs were mostly tacit,
they could not be measured reliably through interviews, questionnaires, or inferred
from behavior; yet with more subtle indirect methods such as constructing concept
maps of their pedagogical understandings and engaging in think alouds (in which
teachers analyzed their own or others’ videotaped performances), teachers revealed
that their beliefs were primarily influenced by three contexts: the students, the con-
tent, and their experientially derived personal beliefs. Twenty years later, Fives and
Buehl (2012) in their chapter in the Handbook of Educational Psychology echoed
similar conclusions about teachers’ beliefs.

In addition to describing the typical characteristics of teachers’ beliefs, Kagan
(1992) discussed the consistent evidence showing that reading and applying research
to their practice had failed to change beliefs of preservice and inservice teachers. This
lack of belief change emphasized the need to investigate the processes implicated in
changing teachers’ beliefs. Kagan, like Pintrich (1990), turned to the literature on
conceptual change as a basis for research on changing teachers’ beliefs. In particular,
she cited Clement, Brown, and Zietman (1989), who emphasized not only the need
to identify the “brittle” beliefs that impede conceptual change but also the “anchor”
beliefs that foster conceptual change, a potentially useful approach that has received
little attention in research on conceptual change.

In the second article published in 1992, Pajares added to Kagan’s (1992) insights
on the implications of research on teaching and offered his own seminal insights
making his article essential reading for teacher educators and researchers studying
teachers’ beliefs. Pajares focused on clarifying the confusion that has hampered the
progress of research on teachers’ beliefs in the hope that belief could rise to its right-
ful place as “the single most important construct in educational research” (p. 329). His
commitment to improving the quality of research on teachers’ beliefs was motivated
by his belief that “beliefs are the best indicators of the decisions individuals make
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throughout their lives” (p. 307), as advocated by numerous philosophers throughout
history and contemporary psychologists (e.g., Bandura, 1986; Nisbett & Ross, 1980).

Pajares (1992) attributed the confusion evident in the proliferation of psycho-
logical constructs (e.g., attitudes, perceptions, perspectives, personal theories), all
“aliases” for beliefs, to the lack of a clear distinction between knowledge and beliefs
(p-327).Inseekinga clear distinction, Pajares turned to notable theorists (i.e., Nespor,
1987; Nisbett & Ross, 1980; Rokeach, 1968) who argued that belief involves stronger
affect and evaluation than does knowledge. However, Pajares suggested that these
theorists underestimated the importance of evaluation and affect in knowledge, and
he concluded that belief and knowledge are “inextricably intertwined” (p. 325). On
the basis of Rokeach’s definition, Pajares proposed a view of beliefs that although
not resolving the issue of knowledge and belief offers researchers a basis for a more
adequate assessment of teachers’ beliefs than has yet been achieved; that is, belief is
“an individual’s judgment of the truth or falsity of a proposition . . . that can only
be inferred from a collective understanding of what human beings say, intend, and
do” (p. 316). Referring to Rokeach (1968), Pajares (1992) reminded researchers that
“beliefs cannot be directly observed or measured but must be inferred from what
people say, intend, and do,” adding the admonition: “fundamental prerequisites that
educational researchers have seldom followed” (p. 314). In other words, researchers
cannot be content with questionnaire assessments of teachers’ self-reports of their
beliefs. They must seek carefully conceptualized, integrated, and validated under-
standings, by focusing on teachers’ context-specific beliefs and their interconnections
to other beliefs and behavior. They should use open-ended interviews, observations,
and related think-alouds to determine consistencies and inconsistencies between
what teachers say, intend, and what they do; reactions to dilemmas that challenge
core beliefs; creations of concept maps that identify the connections between educa-
tional and personal beliefs; and most important, explorations of the beliefs that lead
to motivations and behaviors that affect students’ learning and well-being. Pajares
reminded us that “little will be accomplished,” if researchers ignore the need to con-
nect teachers’ beliefs with teachers’ knowledge and practices and student outcomes
(p. 327). How, for example, Pajares asked, can teacher educators “make educational
beliefs a primary focus of their teacher preparation programs . . . without research
findings that identify beliefs that are consistent with effective teaching practices and
student cognitive and affective growth, beliefs that are inconsistent with such aims,
and beliefs that may play no significant role” (pp. 327-328).

The goal Pajares (1992) set for educational researchers and teacher educators is
no small challenge. He ended his review with 16 characteristics of beliefs, each one
as daunting as the next, reinforcing the need to recognize the complexity, intransi-
gence, and power of human belief systems to promote development or to hinder it.
Our efforts to understand and change them when warranted must be as robust as
they are. Of special note, Pajares cautioned researchers about the dangers of a con-
struct as “messy” as teachers’ beliefs in an area as ill-defined as teaching and referred
to Nisbett and Ross’s (1980) description of the limitations in human inference that
lead to perseveration and rigidity in teachers’ beliefs and to Nespor’s (1987) notion
of an entangled domain as examples that leave teachers unable to use cognitive strat-
egies effectively and uncertain about what to do. Pajares elaborated on Abelson’s
(1979) and Nespor’s insights on the role of emotion in sustaining teachers’ beliefs
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and accounting for their resistance to efforts to change those beliefs. Like Kagan
(1992) and Pintrich (1990), Pajares saw hope in the research on conceptual change
as a basis for promoting warranted change in beliefs (Posner et al., 1982), and more
recent research (e.g., Gill, Ashton, & Algina, 2004) continues to support that effort.

COMING OF AGE OR NOT? THE TENTATIVE LEGITIMACY OF
RESEARCH ON TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Growing enthusiasm for the cognitive and social perspectives reviewed in Wittrock’s
(1986) Handbook of Research on Teaching is evident in the first Handbook of Educa-
tional Psychology (Berliner & Calfee, 1996), the first Handbook to include a chapter
on beliefs. Calderhead’s (1996) chapter entitled “Teachers: Beliefs and Knowledge”
offered researchers hope for progress in studying teachers’ beliefs. However, despite
giving the lead in his chapter title to beliefs, Calderhead devoted less than three
pages to research on teachers’ beliefs. He reviewed Nespor’s (1987) distinctions
between knowledge and beliefs, Pajares’ (1992) discussion of the functions of teach-
ers’ beliefs, and a few studies of teachers’ beliefs about teaching, subject matter,
learning to teach, self and the teaching role, and the relationship of beliefs to class-
room practice, showing the expanding nature of topics of interest to researchers.
This last section is most relevant to current concerns because Calderhead focused
on the inconsistency between two studies of teacher change: Guskey’s (1986) report
of a staff development study that Guskey interpreted as showing that changes in
behavior precede changes in beliefs, if the behaviors are successful, and Richard-
son’s (1994) report of a staff development approach to changing reading instruction
that she interpreted as showing that changes in practices occur with interactions of
behavior and belief and that either can initiate changes in practice. Clearly more
research on this issue is needed.

The handbook chapter by Snow, Corno, and Jackson (1996) on individual differ-
ences in affect and motivation offered important though contradictory theoretical
perspectives on teachers’ beliefs, reflecting the confusion about the nature of beliefs
and the mounting support for acknowledging and studying the role of motivation
and emotion inherent in beliefs. Basing their analysis of individual differences on
the age-old conception of mental states as consisting of affection, conation, and cog-
nition, the authors included a figure entitled “A Provisional Taxonomy of Individual
Difference Constructs” (p. 247). The figure was divided into three separate parts, with
affection and cognition on separate ends of the figure and conation in the middle.
The construct of beliefs was aligned on the far right of the figure under cognition,
specifically under declarative knowledge. In contrast, emotion and attitudes were
shown on the far left of the figure under affection; however, the authors’ discussion
of attitudes and beliefs in the text conflicted with their representation in the figure.
In describing the social psychological conception of attitudes, the authors men-
tioned that “attitudes are usually studied as aggregates of beliefs” (p. 290). Moreover,
in the discussion of beliefs, Snow et al. explained that most of the studies of belief in
education were cognitive analyses that ignored the affective and conative aspects of
beliefs. They cautioned readers that such theories ignore “the emotional or motiva-
tional role [of beliefs]. . .. [Beliefs] are not strictly cognitive. ... The frequent finding
that some ‘cognitive’ misconceptions are deep-seated and resistant to instruction
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suggests that they may also have affective roots” (p. 291). In addition, they called for
research integrating affective, conative, and cognitive functioning, noting that with-
out including affect and motivation in cognitive models the “dynamic, energizing”
aspects of human functioning are lost (p. 295). Thus, although in their preliminary
taxonomy, the authors represented beliefs as separate from emotions and motiva-
tion, their discussion of the affective and conative aspects of beliefs portended the
ultimate abandoning of the cognitive conception of beliefs in social psychology, as
evidence of the affective nature of beliefs has mounted (Banaji & Heiphetz, 2010), an
insight that warrants further consideration in educational research (for a more elabo-
rate discussion on this topic, see Gill & Hardin, Chapter 13).

ENCOURAGING RESEARCH ON TEACHER CHANGE

As further evidence of the slow pace of progress in studying teachers’ beliefs, in
the fourth Handbook of Research on Teaching (Richardson, 2001), Munby, Russell,
and Martin’s (2001) chapter “Teachers’ Knowledge and How It Develops,” similar
to the few pages in Calderhead’s (1996) chapter on beliefs and knowledge, included
only one page on teachers’ attitudes and beliefs. Rather than provide descriptions and
analysis of research on teachers’ beliefs, the authors presented a brief summary of
Calderhead’s discussion of beliefs in his chapter and a summary that failed to do
justice to Richardson’s (1996) excellent review of research on teachers’ attitudes
and beliefs.

In their chapter on teacher change, Richardson and Placier (2001) did not address
teachers’ beliefs directly, but their chapter provided encouraging evidence that chal-
lenged the notion of rigid stability of inservice teachers’ beliefs. Although the studies
cited continued to support the difficulty of changing preservice teachers’ beliefs,
Richardson and Placier concluded that for inservice teachers, “long-term, collab-
orative, and inquiry-oriented programs appear quite successful in changing beliefs,
conceptions, and practices” (p. 921).

INCREASING COMPLEXITY AND THE DESIRE
TO RETURN TO SIMPLICITY

The increasing influence of research on teachers’ beliefs is particularly evident in
the second Handbook of Educational Psychology (Alexander & Winne, 2006), as two
chapters are devoted to it. The growing complexity of researchers’ views on teachers’
beliefs is reflected in the decision of Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, and Pape (2006) to orga-
nize their review of research on teachers’ beliefs from 1995 to 2006 using Bronfen-
brenner’s (1986) ecological model. This decision reflects the many diverse influences
and contexts that impinge on the development and enactment of teachers’ beliefs,
from the teachers’ own personal characteristics and experiences to the diverse needs
and characteristics of the children they teach and their parents’ expectations for
both their children and their children’s teachers, the demands of the school, the dis-
trict, community, state and national context, and the diverse norms and values in the
culture. In summarizing their conclusions, Woolfolk et al. expressed concern about
the trend that has resulted in “ever more discrete constructs” (2006, p. 730), and they
called for a change of direction from such isolated studies of beliefs and knowledge
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toward “designs and methodologies that enable us to address the “whole” of teach-
ers’ mental lives” (p. 73). This recommendation encourages the development of
research designs that are more theoretically grounded, evidence-based studies that
examine the relationship between changes in teachers’ beliefs and their impact on
student outcomes, taking into account the multiple influences from the different
contexts of Bronfenbrenner’s model.

In their chapter, “Changing Knowledge and Beliefs,” Murphy and Mason (2006)
wrestled with two of the most intransigent issues on the topic: (a) distinguishing
between knowledge and beliefs and (b) changing teachers’ beliefs. After reviewing
previous efforts to distinguish knowledge and beliefs, Murphy and Mason con-
cluded that the two constructs are overlapping and the essential distinction between
them is the need to externally validate knowledge.

In their analysis of the process of changing teachers’ beliefs, Murphy and Mason
(2006) reviewed research on the two models that have guided most of the research
on the topic. Though both approaches are grounded in Piagetian constructivist
developmental theory, they have diverged into two relatively distinct approaches
driven primarily by their subject matter: on the one hand, science education and,
on the other, students’ cognitive development. In addition, Murphy and Mason dis-
cussed two more recent models—Dole and Sinatra’s (1998) cognitive reconstruction
of knowledge model and Gregoire’s (2003) cognitive-affective model of conceptual
change. These two models were proposed to take into account the role of motivation
and affect in belief change, as recommended by Nespor (1987), Pajares (1992),
Pintrich (1990), and Snow et al. (1996). Both models include a cognitive mecha-
nism for conceptual change (i.e., systematic processing) based primarily on social
psychological models of attitude change. In addition to the motivational contrib-
utors to belief change incorporated in Dole and Sinatra’s “warm” model of belief
change, Gregoire proposed a more comprehensive “hot” model that includes the
role of the person’s identity, self-efficacy beliefs, goals, emotions, and prior beliefs
in the appraisal process leading to the decision of belief change and the potential
for a less intentional approach to belief change through heuristic processing if
the appraisal process led to a fear response (i.e., threat) rather than an approach
response (i.e., challenge).

In concluding their chapter, Murphy and Mason proposed the need for a theory to
unify the disparate approaches to belief change. To offer direction to achieving that
goal, they offered a brief description of a theoretical framework based on Peirce’s
(1958) conception of beliefs as “conscious, deliberate, habits of action” (p. 320) that
would return researchers to their roots in pragmatism. Although the simplicity of
such an approach is appealing, it lacks the complexity needed to capture the messy
construct that is so multiply determined by unconscious as well as conscious influ-
ences implicated in the increasingly multifaceted models of belief change.

UNDERSTANDING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS IN THEIR COMPLEX
ECOLOGICAL CONTEXTS

In their chapter in the most recent Handbook of Educational Psychology, Fives and
Buehl (2012) referred to the complexity of teachers’ beliefs as one of the more preva-
lent and relevant themes to emerge in the research literature on teachers’ beliefs. This
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complexity is particularly evident in their discussion of internal and external sup-
ports and challenges to teachers” implementation of their beliefs (pp. 482-484). In
their discussion, Fives and Buehl identified several crucial factors that may support
or inhibit whether teachers act on their beliefs. First and foremost, Fives and Buehl
emphasized the role of teachers’ personal beliefs, in particular, beliefs about knowl-
edge, their perceived self-efficacy, and identity. In addition, the authors included fac-
tors impinging on the immediate classroom context, such as parents’ and students’
reactions to teachers’ practices. Among the major external supports and challenges,
Fives and Buehl considered the dramatic effect of culture on teachers’ beliefs across
and within cultures and the role that district, state, and national policies can play in
influencing the curriculum and resources.

In their analysis of recent research on teachers’ beliefs, however, Fives and Buehl
(2012) ended their review with a reminder that the high expectations for research
on teachers’ beliefs are far from fulfilled. They concluded that “the systematic and
wide-reaching emphasis on teacher beliefs needed to bring these predictions to frui-
tion has yet to be seen” (p. 490).

Fives and Buehl (2012) recommended that to construct a hierarchy of supports
and challenges most needed to enhance teachers’ ability to act on their beliefs, these
internal and external influences need to be investigated together to identify the most
powerful influences. Bronfenbrenner’s (1998) bioecological framework is a valuable
structure for guiding research and practice based on Fives and Buehl’s analysis. The
value of Bronfenbrenner’s theoretical framework is that it provides a visual repre-
sentation of the complexity of the multiple contexts as they simultaneously influ-
ence teachers’ ability to enact their beliefs in their classroom. Moreover, it provides
a structure for analyzing and identifying multiple sources for supporting teachers’
efforts that can synergistically empower teachers to act on their beliefs if researchers,
administrators, and policymakers work to integrate these multiple sources of sup-
port rather than focus on single factors whose power is likely to be diminished if not
fully supported by other internal and external contextual forces.

CHANGING THE BELIEFS OF RESEARCHERS, TEACHER
EDUCATORS, AND EDUCATIONAL POLICYMAKERS

The history of the development of research on teachers’ beliefs reviewed here reveals
a sluggish start as researchers have wrestled with how to effectively address such a
messy construct that overlaps with knowledge and is confounded with emotion, but
enthusiasm has swelled in recent years as more researchers recognize that beliefs are
a powerful influence on teachers’ thinking and behavior. However, the history of the
research also reveals an important gap that must be addressed if we hope to make
progress in fostering teachers’ beliefs that will enhance their performance and well-
being as well as their students. For the most part, researchers, teacher educators,
and educational policymakers have held naive beliefs about the potential of chang-
ing teachers’ beliefs with short-term experiences. Social psychology and research on
teaching have repeatedly shown that belief change is a complex, arduous, and long-
term process. From Lortie’s (1969) description of the enduring effects of 16 years of
observations of teachers’ practices on preservice teachers’ beliefs about the nature
of effective teaching and the discouraging evidence of the instability of change in
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teachers’ beliefs, it is clear that long-term commitments to longitudinal evidence-
based research designs that document this long-term developmental process and its
effect on students’ motivation and learning are needed.

The success envisioned for research on teachers’ beliefs will not be achieved if the
research continues to be mostly correlational studies of relationships among teach-
ers’ beliefs and other constructs and modest investigations of efforts of teacher edu-
cators to modify a few teachers’ beliefs. As Fives and Buehl (2012) pointed out, the
many qualitative studies of small numbers of teachers conducted in the last 20 years
are a rich source of ideas, but they need to be validated in further research. Indeed,
the research evidence highlighting the difficulty in changing teachers’ beliefs and
inconsistencies across studies raises doubts about the value of research on teachers’
beliefs. Optimistically, the social psychological research continues to offer hope that
continuing the effort to study the construct in education can be productive. How-
ever, to achieve that goal, much more ambitious, sophisticated, and comprehensive
research studies are needed. Consistent with Bronfenbrenner and Morris’s (1998)
hope for more ecological research, a preponderance of the research should be exper-
imental, keeping in mind Bronfenbrenner’s (1976) emphasis on Lewin’s dictum, “If
you want truly to understand something, try to change it.” However, to enhance the
chances that research on teachers’ beliefs will have the impact on improving teach-
ing and the lives of teachers and students envisioned by its advocates, researchers
must embed research on teachers’ beliefs in the context of the wider contexts of
teaching and teacher education. As Grossman and McDonald (2008) proposed in
their advocacy of a more integrative approach to the study of teacher education and
teaching, researchers should pool their resources and work on common questions,
measures, interventions, and outcomes. They provided examples of initiatives that
have fostered such efforts (e.g., the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching). However, the economic climate is threatening progress in educational
research with another period of retrenchment reminiscent of the 1960s and 1970s,
as once again federal funding disappears. Bolder and more inclusive efforts seem
called for. Consider, for example, the Dunedin Multidisciplinary Health and Devel-
opment Study (e.g., Moffitt, 2011), in which an entire community agreed to partici-
pate in a long-term lifespan study of the development of its children. If faculty in
colleges and schools of teacher education and school districts work collaboratively
to conduct large-scale ecologically based research studies of the multiple contexts
affecting teachers’ and students’ beliefs and their ensuing impacts on teaching and
learning, they have the potential to produce a trove of longitudinal data that could
yield important insights into teachers’ beliefs and the processes by which they impact
teaching and students’ beliefs, motivation, and learning. Progress is possible espe-
cially if teacher education institutions work together to expand their collaborations
into large-scale studies of teacher education and teaching that follow their graduates
into their professional careers in school districts.

Words of caution, however, are needed. In their chapter, Fives and Buehl (2012)
wisely noted the ethical dilemma inherent in trying to change beliefs in light of
the uncertainties about the validity of research findings for implementation across
different contexts. Awareness of this ethical dilemma heightens the importance of
conducting evidence-based experiments with powerful interventions with measures
of teachers’ beliefs that provide reliable and valid scores capable of predicting effects
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on students’ motivation and learning. With interventions in teachers’ beliefs that are
theoretically and empirically grounded in the goal to improve their relationships
with their students and their students’ motivation and achievement, we can better
tackle the ethical dilemmas inherent in belief change.

Pajares (1992), in his effort to clean up the messy construct of teachers’ beliefs,
offered key questions to guide the design and analysis of studies of teachers’ beliefs.
In reading this volume and working to improve future research on the topic, we
need to heed his advice and ask ourselves these questions:

Are [the beliefs] clearly conceptualized?

Are their key assumptions examined?

Are precise meanings consistently understood and adhered to?

Are specific belief constructs properly assessed and investigated? (p. 329; see
Schraw & Olafson, Chapter 6, this volume, for more on this issue)

Most important to remember, however, is Fenstermacher’s (1986) concern that
teachers need to be involved in the process of assessing the ethical implications of
the research findings to enable them to provide a morally responsible education for
their students. To address the ethical issues of education, the following question
should be added to the list: Is there a strong theoretical- and empirically-validated
foundation to the research of teachers’ beliefs that teachers can use to ground their
beliefs that will enable them to promote their own and their students’ cognitive,
emotional, social, and moral development as ultimate goals?
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Barbara B. Levin, University of North Carolina
at Greensboro, US

Teachers hold many different kinds of beliefs simultaneously. They hold beliefs
about knowledge (epistemology), their students (e.g., attributions, locus of con-
trol, motivation, test anxiety, culture, intelligence), and other beliefs about students
and themselves (e.g., self-efficacy, self-worth, self-concept, self-esteem, and sense of
agency). Teachers also hold beliefs about their subject matter (content), how to teach
(pedagogy), and about the many moral and ethical dilemmas and societal issues that
affect their teaching (e.g., politics, poverty, economics). Pajares (1992) identified a
long list of other terms used interchangeably in the literature on teachers’ beliefs:
attitudes, values, judgments, axioms, opinions, guiding images, ideology, percep-
tions, conceptions, conceptual systems, dispositions, implicit theories, explicit theo-
ries, personal theories, personal practical knowledge, and perspectives. Twenty years
later, Fives and Buehl (2012) stated that “the lack of cohesion and clear definitions
has limited the explanatory and predictive potential of teachers’ beliefs” (p. 471).

A brief review provides examples of the multitude of terms used to study teachers’
beliefs. In 1981, Elbaz coined the term practical knowledge to describe teachers’ rules
of practice, practical principles, and images that guide their actions. Elbaz (1981)
also identified five sources of teachers’ practical knowledge: teachers’ situational,
personal, social, experiential, and theoretical beliefs. In 1986, Clark and Peterson
called for studying teachers’ thinking, including their decision making and beliefs.
At that time, teachers’ beliefs were assumed to be a subset of teacher cognition. Con-
currently, Shulman (1986) suggested that beliefs were a “missing paradigm” in the
research on teaching, and Kagan (1992) said teachers’ beliefs were “at the very heart
of teaching” (p. 85).

Research on teachers’ beliefs in the 1980s focused on what researchers alterna-
tively labeled as teachers’ practical knowledge (Clandinin, 1986; Elbaz, 1981, 1983),
or practical theories (Fenstermacher, 1986; Sanders & McCutcheon, 1986), and the
relationship between teachers’ beliefs and actions (e.g., Clandinin, 1986; Elbaz, 1983).

48
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Researchers coined different terms to describe analogous interactions between knowl-
edge, beliefs, and practices. For example, terms used in studies of teachers’ beliefs
included: personal practical knowledge (Clandinin, 1986; Connelly & Clandinin,
1985), practical arguments and practical reasoning (Fenstermacher, 1986), practi-
cal theory (Sanders & McCutcheon, 1986), practical philosophy (Goodman, 1988),
theory of action (Marland & Osborne, 1990), schema (Bullough & Knowles, 1991),
and personal practical theories (Cornett, 1990; Cornett, Yeotis & Terwilliger, 1990).

In the 1990s, Pajares (1992), Calderhead (1996), and Richardson (1996) clari-
fied the differences between knowledge and beliefs and suggested that beliefs were
more personal, whereas knowledge was based on facts agreed upon by members
of particular communities. However, according to Kagan (1992), much of what
had been considered professional knowledge should be categorized as beliefs, and
Pajares (1992) concluded that attitudes, values, perceptions, theories, and images
about teaching were just beliefs in disguise. Unfortunately, Pajares’s (1992) attempt
to clear up the messiness of studying teachers’ beliefs persists (e.g., Fang, 1996; Fives
& Buehl, 2012), perhaps because of the complex nature of teachers’ beliefs.

More current research acknowledges that teachers’ beliefs and teacher knowledge
are closely related, especially the practical knowledge that guides their behaviors.
Researchers have recognized that beliefs tend to be subjective and personal, and reflect
individual judgment and interpretation of a community’s agreed upon knowledge
(Lundeberg & Levin, 2003; Richardson, 1996, 2003). Researchers also recognized
that teachers’ beliefs, including their pedagogical, epistemological, and self-efficacy
beliefs, contribute to a system of beliefs and function as: filters for interpreting their
experiences, frames for addressing problems they encounter, and guides for actions
they take (e.g., Fives & Buehl, 2012). In addition, scholarship about teachers’ profes-
sional identity development emphasized that beliefs are influenced by the social,
cultural, political and historical contexts teachers experience during their careers
(e.g., Beijaard, 1995; Beijaard, Meijer & Verloop, 2004; Fairbanks et al., 2010).

DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Despite the profusion of terms in the literature about teachers’ beliefs, empirical
research provides evidence that beliefs influence teachers’ judgments and actions in
the classroom (e.g., Chant, 2002, 2009; Chant, Heafner & Bennett, 2004; Clandinin,
1986; He & Levin, 2008; Levin, He & Allen, 2013). Consequently, if teachers’ beliefs
influence their teaching, and therefore their students opportunities to learn, then
beliefs should be a central concern of teaching and teacher education (Ammon &
Levin, 1993; Kagan, 1992; Shulman, 1986).

However, there is not much research focused explicitly on the development of
teachers’ beliefs. Arguably, such research requires longitudinal studies that follow
teachers into, through, and beyond their teacher education program because devel-
opmental shifts in teachers’ thinking take a long time (Ammon & Levin, 1993; Levin,
2003). Longitudinal research is also needed because changes in teachers’ beliefs may
be temporary (Schraw & Sinatra, 2004) and situational (Buehl & Fives, 2012; Chant,
2002,2009; Levin et al., 2013) rather than reflect actual developmental changes. Fur-
thermore, different kinds of beliefs may change or develop differently, although this
is an empirical question yet to be studied.
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Reasons for Studying the Development of Teachers’ Beliefs

The prior beliefs preservice teacher candidates bring with them into their teacher
preparation programs serve as filters for interpreting new knowledge and new expe-
riences (e.g., Fives & Buehl, 2008, 2012; Kagan, 1992; Lortie, 1975; Pajares, 1992;
Richardson, 1996,2003); therefore, teacher educators should know what those beliefs
are (Murphy, Delli & Edwards, 2004). Without such knowledge, teacher education
programs may have little influence on preservice teacher candidates because they do
not have enough information to address their misconceptions, naive theories, and
strongly held prior beliefs (Lortie, 1975). Further, knowing teachers’ beliefs better
positions educators to help teachers develop the knowledge, skills, and dispositions
they need to be successful in today’s classrooms (Conway & Clark, 2003; Fives & Buehl,
2008; Watzke, 2007).

Understanding the content and sources of teachers’ beliefs is essential for men-
tors, school administrators, and those who offer professional development for
teachers because teachers’ beliefs guide decisions they make and influence their sub-
sequent judgments and actions in classrooms (e.g., Chant, 2002, 2009; Chant et al.,
2004; Clandinin & Connelly, 1987; Elbaz, 1981; Kagan, 1992; Levin, He & Allen,
2010; Levin, et al., 2013). For example, educators and researchers often wonder why
reform initiatives are not taken up or enacted with fidelity by every teacher. One
reason may be that beliefs held by teachers influence how and why they may or
may not change their practice to incorporate new curriculum, adopt new instruc-
tional strategies, or take up new initiatives. Research on reform-based mathematics
education, science education, and technology integration reinforces a need to study
the development of teachers’ beliefs because of teachers’ resistance to reform-based
practices (e.g., Ambrose, 2004; Bray, 2011; Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010;
Vacc & Bright, 1999; Windschitl & Sahl, 2002). Understanding the beliefs that guide
teachers’ decision making and actions in their classrooms could help educators at all
levels adjust how they work with teachers to provide more targeted feedback to sup-
port teachers’ professional growth and development throughout their career.

Characteristics Affecting Belief Development

While beliefs, and the sources of those beliefs, held by individual teachers are unique
and personal, beliefs can be aggregated and categorized to determine patterns or
clusters of beliefs that may be held in common by groups such as preservice, nov-
ice, and experienced teachers. This section focuses on research about the sources of
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs, and other factors that influence belief development,
including the situated nature and stability of teachers’ beliefs. Most of these studies
are based on beliefs aggregated across groups of teachers, rather than those of indi-
vidual teachers.

Sources of teachers’ beliefs. The sources of teachers’ beliefs may have an influence
on whether or not beliefs are changeable and how they develop over time; therefore,
identifying the sources of teachers’ beliefs is an important aspect of studying belief
development. The source of teachers’ beliefs about what counts as knowledge for teach-
ing stems from both external sources, such as formalized knowledge (Shulman, 1986),
and more internal sources, such as personal experiences (Richardson, 1996). Research
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on teachers’ concerns (Conway & Clark, 2003; Watzke, 2007), while not included in the
list of synonyms for beliefs, also noted the influence of internal and external sources of
their concerns. Buehl and Fives (2009) identified six sources for teachers’ epistemologi-
cal beliefs about knowledge for teaching: formal education, formal bodies of knowl-
edge, observational learning, collaboration with others, personal teaching experiences,
and self-reflection. These findings include both external and internal sources of knowl-
edge for teaching, which matches the results of studies by Levin and her colleagues
(Levin & He, 2008; Levin et al., 2010, 2013) described next.

Levin and He (2008) found that 84 preservice teachers attributed the source of
their pedagogical beliefs fairly evenly across three sources: (a) their family back-
ground and personal experiences as K-12 students (35%); (b) their teacher educa-
tion coursework including exposure to various readings, theories, and professors’
ideas (31%); and (c) their experiences observing and practicing in classrooms dur-
ing their teacher education program (35%). In a follow-up study of 22 inservice
teachers from the original pool of 84 preservice teachers, Levin and her colleagues
(Levin et al., 2013) found that inservice teachers with one to six years of teaching
experience attributed their pedagogical beliefs to (a) what they learned during their
teacher education program (28%); (b) their family values and experiences as K-12
students (27%); (c) their own teaching experiences (24%); (d) recent professional
development, readings, and videos (12%); and (e) observations of other teachers
(8%). Although these studies revealed sources for the pedagogical beliefs of both
preservice and inservice teachers, how or why some beliefs might be more change-
able than others remains an area for further research. In addition, more research is
needed to study connections between sources of teachers’ beliefs and the develop-
ment of teachers’ beliefs.

The role of context and situativity. Situativity, in the context of studying teach-
ers’ beliefs, means that knowledge about teaching and learning is influenced by con-
textual factors (see Skott, Chapter 2, this volume). In fact, attending to context is
paramount to understanding the development of beliefs because teachers’ beliefs
and actions cannot be separated from situations in which they occur; including the
larger social, political, and economic climate as well as the immediate school con-
text. Several studies have found that differences and changes in teaching contexts
influence beliefs, especially with regard to enacting one’s beliefs in practice (Chant,
2002, 2009; Levin et al., 2013). For example, Chant (2002) conducted case studies of
three preservice teachers he followed into their first teaching positions to document
changes in their pedagogical beliefs, which were influenced by their interpretation
of their experiences as beginning teachers in different school contexts with different
school cultures. For example, one teacher Chant (2002) followed was unable to put
all her stated beliefs into action, which was an outcome she attributed to her new
teaching context that was very challenging, not a good match to the supportive and
collaborative context of earlier teaching experiences, and lacking adequate resources.

In a comparative study, He and Levin (2008) elicited beliefs from preservice teach-
ers, their (experienced) cooperating teachers, and their university-based teacher
educators (also experienced, retired teachers). Findings indicated that the content
and sources of pedagogical beliefs among these three groups were similar; however,
the scope of how they described their beliefs differed based on their roles and the
context in which they operated. In this study, the beliefs of the preservice teachers
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were focused on their roles in the classroom and the importance of building relation-
ships with individual students, while their experienced cooperating teachers also
emphasized beliefs about relationships but described relationships as the learning
communities they established both in their classrooms and in their school. University-
based teacher educators also expressed beliefs about the importance of relation-
ship building, but they included sociocultural factors that influence relationships
beyond the classroom and school setting. In sum, differences in the beliefs of these
three groups of teachers appeared to be connected to their situational context and
positionality, including their differing roles, teaching contexts, and years of teaching
experience (He & Levin, 2008).

Another way to think about situativity is to compare beliefs of teachers from dif-
ferent countries around the world. For example, McMullen et al. (2005) used sur-
veys to compare beliefs and practices of early childhood teachers in China, Taiwan,
Korea, and Turkey. They found similarities in beliefs and teaching practices among
early childhood educators about curriculum integration, the social/emotional
development of young children, use of manipulatives to promote hands-on learn-
ing, encouraging play, and the importance of following children’s choices as a guide
for the curriculum. In another survey, Shin and Koh (2007) compared beliefs of
urban secondary teachers in Korea and the United States regarding classroom man-
agement. They found statistically significant cross-cultural differences in teachers’
instructional and management styles, although there were no differences in teach-
ers’ beliefs about classroom management based on years of teaching experience. He,
Levin, and Li (2011) compared the pedagogical beliefs of Chinese and American
preservice teachers using open-ended survey questions derived from a prior study
(see Levin & He, 2008). This study highlighted the impact of traditional Chinese cul-
ture on Chinese teachers’ beliefs and the importance of taking cultural context into
consideration when examining teachers’ pedagogical beliefs by comparing the con-
tent and sources of pedagogical beliefs of 106 preservice teachers from two teacher
education programs in China and the United States.

Buehl and Fives (2012) concluded that beliefs which are “activated or espoused
may depend on the context” (p.475). Relatedly, Levin et al. (2013) found that expecta-
tions within the teaching context affected how teachers’ beliefs about differentiation
were enacted in the classroom. In this study teachers’ beliefs about differentiation
were not enacted fully due to ability grouping required in their school, and because
no further differentiation was expected within those groups by the school’s admin-
istrators. Overall, the research on teachers’ beliefs, including comparative and cross-
cultural studies, highlights the contextual and situated nature of teachers’ beliefs as
factors that can influence both the development and enactment of teachers’ beliefs.

Stability of Beliefs. Research by Buehl and Fives (2009) and others (Olafson &
Schraw, 2006; Schraw & Olfason, 2002; Schraw & Sinatra, 2004) about the stabil-
ity of teachers’ epistemological beliefs highlighted the changing nature of teachers’
beliefs about the sources of knowledge for teaching. Schraw and Olafson (2002)
concluded epistemological beliefs do not change quickly or easily; and Schraw later
claimed “[t]here has been little research on teachers’ personal epistemologies, how
these beliefs develop, are affected by teacher education, or how teachers’ beliefs affect
the development of students’ beliefs” (Schraw & Sinatra, 2004, p. 100). Schraw and
his colleagues called for longitudinal research to study how teachers’ epistemological
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beliefs change over time, and they concluded that teachers’ epistemological beliefs
were not always consistent with how they taught, that teachers held different episte-
mological beliefs simultaneously, and that teachers’ epistemological beliefs included
both general and domain-specific ideas about what counts as knowledge for teach-
ing (Olafson & Schraw, 2006). These studies revealed that teachers hold a variety
of epistemological beliefs about different content areas, which is related to whether
teachers believe knowledge is fixed or changeable, and therefore relevant to under-
standing if and how teachers’ beliefs develop over time.

Other researchers have found that both teachers’ concerns and pedagogical beliefs
can and do change over time (e.g., Alger, 2009; Chant, 2002, 2009; Chant et al., 2004;
Conway & Clark, 2003; LaParo, Siepak & Scott-Little, 2009; Watzke, 2007). How-
ever, still other researchers found teachers’ beliefs resistant (Kagan, 1992; Wideen,
Mayer-Smith & Moon, 1998) or difficult to change (e.g., Putnam & Borko, 1997;
Richardson, 1996, 2003). Buehl and Fives (2009) found that teachers expected their
understanding of teaching to change, while others found beliefs may be changeable
if teachers are aware of how beliefs influence their practices (Chant, 2002, 2009;
Nespor, 1987), and that teachers’ beliefs changed and developed as they gained more
teaching experience (Chant et al., 2004; Fives & Buehl, 2008; Levin et al., 2010, 2013;
Luft & Roehrig, 2007).

In one example, LaParo et al. (2009) compared the pedagogical beliefs of preser-
vice teachers at the beginning and end of a four-year early childhood education pro-
gram to those of their faculty mentors. They found that by the end of their program
preservice teachers held beliefs similar to those held by their faculty mentors about
classroom practices, behavior management, and especially about children and their
development. They also found that the preservice teachers’ beliefs did not change
during the few months of their final student teaching semester. Based on research
to date, it seems safe to conclude that the question of whether teachers’ beliefs are
changeable does not have a definitive answer, and we need further research about:
(a) if, how, when, and why changes occur in teachers’ beliefs over time; (b) whether
or not such changes are observable in teachers’ classroom practices; and (c) what the
catalysts for change and/or development may be. Research that has focused on these
aspects of belief development are described in the remainder of this chapter.

RESEARCH USING PERSONAL PRACTICAL THEORIES (PPTs)

Defining PPTs

As can be seen throughout this handbook, researchers have used qualitative, quan-
titative, and mixed methods to study teachers’ beliefs, including surveys, Q-sorts,
narratives, biographies, life history, metaphors, case studies, etc. Most research on
epistemological and self-efficacy beliefs has been based on survey data. Researchers
focused on teachers’ pedagogical beliefs typically asked teachers what guided their
thinking about teachers and teaching, curriculum, and student learning, and then
interpreted their pedagogical beliefs from what teachers said they do or intended to
do in the classroom. Sometimes they observed what they were actually doing in their
classrooms to look for the enactment of previously expressed beliefs (Levin et al.,
2010, 2013). Because teachers act on beliefs that are often implicit and unexamined,
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several researchers have shown beliefs can be elicited through the personal theoriz-
ing process, which is described next.

Levin and her colleagues completed a series of studies designed to uncover the
content and sources of teachers’ beliefs with the ultimate goal of understanding
if and how teaches’ beliefs develop over time (He & Levin, 2008; He et al., 2011;
Levin & He, 2008; Levin et al., 2010, 2013). Following earlier studies using the per-
sonal theorizing process to reveal teachers’ beliefs (e.g., Chant, 2002, 2009; Chant et
al., 2004; Cornett, 1990; Cornett et al., 1990), they used a process to elicit teachers’
beliefs called teachers’ personal practical theories, or PPTs. Following Cornett (1990,
p- 251), Levin defined PPTs as teachers’ beliefs that guide classroom practices (theo-
ries) based on prior life experiences, including non-teaching activities (personal), and
experiences that occur as a result of designing and teaching the curriculum (practical)
(Levin & He, 2008, p. 56).

The use of PPTs as a proxy of teachers’ beliefs was used during these studies
because it appropriately highlighted reflection on the theory-practice connection
important to both teacher education and teacher development. That is, the personal
theorizing process helped teachers think about and articulate their tacit beliefs and
make them explicit, either orally or in writing. This process also allowed teachers to
choose what they wanted to reveal about their beliefs in their own words. As a result
of this highly reflective personal theorizing process, teachers” beliefs were made
available for examination by researchers and the teacher educators who engaged
them in this process. In studies by Levin and her colleagues, the personal theorizing
process yielded teachers’ pedagogical beliefs, which was likely due to how PPTs were
defined and the examples provided in the context of data collection.

How the Personal Theorizing Process Works

The personal theorizing process has three steps. The first step asked teachers to dis-
cuss a presentation that defined PPTs and presented several examples of different
teachers’ PPTs. In studies with preservice teachers (Levin & He, 2008; Levin et al.,
2010,2013), they also read an article about PPTs (Cornett, 1990). After the presenta-
tion, teachers were asked to reflect on and list their personal beliefs and to describe
them in detail, including how they saw each of their beliefs looking and sounding
in practice in the classroom. Next they were asked to identify the source(s) of each
of their PPTs and were told that there may be more than one source for each PPT.
Preservice teachers were also asked to create a graphic image, either by hand or using
a computer, to represent any connections among their PPTs in a visual manner. This
process typically yielded between four and seven belief statements and 5-10 pages
of detailed explanation per participant. In studies that included experienced inser-
vice teachers (He & Levin, 2008; Levin et al., 2010, 2013), only this first phase of
the personal theorizing process was used to elicit their PPTs, sources of PPTs, and a
description of how teachers enacted their PPTs in their classrooms during an audio-
recorded interview, rather than in writing, to respect their time.

The second stage of the personal theorizing process included data gathering and
self-analysis so teachers could evaluate whether they felt they had good evidence of
actually enacting their PPTs in their teaching. Specifically, teachers were asked to
provide evidence of whether they had carried out their PPTs in the pre-active stage
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of teaching (such as when planning lessons), during the active stage, which might
be evidenced in observation feedback by supervisors, and in the post-active stage
(such as in written reflections about teaching experiences). This part of the personal
theorizing process was undertaken with preservice teachers in studies conducted by
Levin and her colleagues, although Chant (2002, 2009) and others (e.g., Cornett,
1990) also used the second stage of the personal theorizing process with inservice
teachers.

The third and final stage of the personal theorizing process required teachers to
plan and carry out an action research study related to one of their PPTs. In this stage,
both preservice and inservice teachers were asked to find both empirical research
and practical information related to one of their PPTs (Chant, 2009; Chant et al.,
2004; Cornett, 1990; Levin & He, 2008). It was suggested they choose a PPT for
which they did not have good evidence of enacting but still believed in strongly,
or a PPT they really wanted to learn more about so they could better enact it in
their classroom. This research informed their action research plan, which inservice
teachers carried out in their classrooms and preservice teachers carried out during
student teaching. The studies described below used data only from the first stage of
the personal theorizing process.

Summary of Research Based on Teachers’ PPTs

In the initial PPT study conducted by Levin and He (2008), which used the entire
personal theorizing process described above, PPTs were collected over the course of
three years. For this study the researchers analyzed a total of 472 self-reported PPTs
from 84 preservice teacher candidates to try to understand the content and sources
of these preservice teachers’ beliefs, expressed as their PPTs. These data were collected
prior to student teaching, although the participants had at least 150 hours of field
experiences before they wrote about their PPTs. Findings indicated that the PPTs of
these preservice teacher candidates were (1) based on personal experiences both as
K-12 students and their practical experiences and observations in classrooms dur-
ing their teacher preparation program, (2) became their guiding theories for how
to teach, (3) were primarily focused on pedagogy (e.g., what to do in the classroom
and how to do it), (4) were influenced by the teaching contexts they experienced,
(5) were used to guide their classroom decision making during their preservice field
experiences, and (6) provided the foundation of their reasons for acting as they did
in their field experiences. In categorizing all 472 PPT belief statements, four major
content categories encompassed their beliefs about Teachers, Instruction, Classrooms,
and Students. This study helped to develop a framework for categorizing the content
and sources of the PPTs that was used in subsequent studies (Levin & He, 2008).
The second study of teachers’ beliefs based on their PPTs, which was described
earlier in this chapter, compared preservice teachers, their cooperating teachers, and
their university supervisors (He & Levin, 2008). The purpose of this study was to
see if there were matches or mismatches among the beliefs of people who worked
together in the same teacher education program. The content and sources of a total
of 177 PPT statements were collected from 41 participants: 23 preservice teacher
candidates, 8 cooperating teachers, and 10 university supervisors. Findings indi-
cated clear matches in the content of the beliefs these three groups of teachers held
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about Teachers, Instruction, Classrooms, Students, Teaching and Learning, and Par-
ents. However, the scope or perspective of their PPTs differed regarding how these
three groups of teachers described the content of their similarly-categorized peda-
gogical beliefs. That is, beliefs expressed by preservice teachers were focused mainly
on their relationships with individual students in the classroom, while cooperat-
ing teachers’ beliefs were focused on relationships in the classroom and school as a
whole, and university supervisors’ beliefs included sociocultural influences from the
community outside the school on relationships.

The third study based on teachers’ PPTs was a cross-cultural comparison study
of preservice teachers in China and the United States (He et al., 2011), which was
briefly described earlier. In this study the PPT process was modified to collect data
using open-ended survey questions based on categories of PPTs uncovered in two
earlier studies (He & Levin, 2008; Levin & He, 2008). A survey was deemed a more
culturally sensitive approach to research with preservice teachers in China because
they were not usually asked to openly express their beliefs. Therefore, 53 US and
53 Chinese preservice teachers responded to 14 questions pertaining to beliefs about
teachers, teaching, classrooms, students, and teaching and learning. They also indi-
cated their primary and secondary sources for each belief and were invited to make
clarifying comments about any question if they desired, or to refrain from answer-
ing any question they did not feel was pertinent to their beliefs. Surveys were com-
pleted anonymously during one class period both in the United States and China
after a presentation about PPTs as expressions of one’s pedagogical beliefs translated
into their native language. Analysis of the survey data revealed both similarities
and difference in beliefs held by these two groups of preservice teachers, as well as
clear evidence of cultural and contextual influences on the content of the beliefs
of both groups.

A fourth study by Levin and her colleagues (Levin et al., 2010, 2013) was a cross-
sectional, longitudinal follow up of study of a subset of participants from the initial
study by Levin and He (2008). The goal of this study was to see if PPTs changed
over time, how they changed, and what influenced any changes in PPTs. Twenty-
two teachers who had one to six years of classroom teaching experience and had
competed the personal theorizing process as preservice teachers were recruited for
interviews about their current PPTs and their teaching was observed. The pedagogi-
cal beliefs of these teachers changed with regard to both the number and content
of PPTs they expressed based on their years of teaching experience. That is, teach-
ers with six years of experience expressed fewer PPTs compared to those with four
years of experience who expressed fewer PPTS than those with one or two years of
experience. While all participants said they still held their initial beliefs, those with
more experience stated that many of their early beliefs had become ingrained in who
they are and how they teach. They said they did not feel the need to express some
of their initial beliefs because that was just who they were as teachers. In sum, this
study revealed that PPTs can and do change over time, and also that their beliefs do
change when the context changes to either support or not support certain PPTs, as
described next.

The classroom observation data from the same cross-sectional, longitudinal
follow-up study by Levin and colleagues (2013) also revealed that expectations within
the teaching context for three teachers who taught their entire careers in the same
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school, including student teaching, affected how their beliefs about differentiation
were enacted. In this school, students were ability grouped for reading and math
with no expectation for differentiation within those ability groups. As a result, PPTs
about differentiation were not enacted, which was an unintended consequence
of the schools ability-grouping policy and an example of the influence of context
on teachers’ beliefs. Chant (2002, 2009) also found the beliefs of the teachers he
followed longitudinally were influenced by their changing context as they gained
experience and moved to different schools. These studies, and others (e.g., Beijaard,
1995; Beijaard et al., 2004) revealed how the nature of teachers’ beliefs were affected
by both their situational context and experience.

Findings Across PPT Studies

Although most studies about teachers’ beliefs indicate if participants are preservice
teachers, novices still in their induction years, or experienced teachers, there is little
research comparing these groups in order to distinguish differences (for exceptions
see Buehl & Fives, 2008; He & Levin, 2008; Levin et al., 2010, 2013; Murphy et al.,
2004). Arguably, research on the beliefs of teachers with different years of experience
is one way to see developmental differences in beliefs; although only one of the stud-
ies cited in this chapter (Levin et al., 2010, 2013) followed a subset of the same teach-
ers so their beliefs could be compared over time. What is known about pedagogical
beliefs of preservice, novice, and experienced teachers is summarized next.

Preservice teachers’ beliefs. Research on preservice teachers’ beliefs clearly
shows their prior beliefs serve as a filter for what they learn (Clandinin & Con-
nelly, 1987; Elbaz, 1981; Kagan, 1992; Richardson, 1996, 2003). More specifically,
the content of preservice teachers’ beliefs elicited in studies using the personal
theorizing process (e.g., He & Levin, 2008; He et al., 2011; Levin & He, 2008; Levin
et al., 2010, 2013) included pedagogical beliefs about teachers (qualities of good
teachers, roles and responsibilities); teaching and learning (goals, instructional
practices, assessment); the classroom (environment, management); and students
(relationships, how learning happens). However, the percentages of pedagogical
beliefs expressed by preservice teachers in the first PPT study by Levin and He
(2008) were unevenly distributed across these four categories. That is, only 8%
of the PPTs of these preservice teachers were about students; whereas, 28% of
their beliefs were about the teacher, 29% were about the classroom, and 35% were
about instruction. Given the timing of this study, which was completed before
student teaching, these findings were not surprising, even given research about
the concerns of preservice teachers (Conway & Clark, 2003; Watzke, 2007). Other
studies about preservice teachers’ beliefs can be found throughout this handbook,
including the chapters in Section V that focus on teachers’ beliefs about knowing
and teaching in different academic domains.

Novice teachers’ beliefs. Compared to studies of preservice teachers’ beliefs, the
beliefs of novice teachers have not been well articulated in the research literature.
However, in the Levin et al. (2013) study, novice teachers with one or two years of
experience did not change the pedagogical beliefs they held when they were pre-
service teachers, while those with five and six years of experience said that many of
their original PPTs expressed as preservice teachers were “ingrained” and “just the
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way I teach,” which was interpreted as evidence for developmental changes in these
teachers’ beliefs. The novice teachers in the Levin et al. (2013) study also expressed
more pedagogical beliefs (5-8 PPTs) compared to teachers with six years of experi-
ence (2 PPTs). The authors speculated that this may have been because pedagogical
beliefs acted as goals for teachers in this study and novice teachers had many more
beliefs they had yet to achieve compared to more experienced teachers. Conversely,
experienced teachers had more time to enact their beliefs in their practice, so they
expressed fewer PPTs as goals left to accomplish. Expressing fewer beliefs, and think-
ing of beliefs as goals yet to be accomplished, may be a developmental shift in how
teachers think about their beliefs, but this conjecture warrants longitudinal research
with more teachers.

Experienced teachers’ beliefs. For experienced teachers, research tells us that
their beliefs change based on their context, years of experience, and knowledge
about their content (e.g., Beijaard, 1995; Beijaard, et al., 2004; Chant, 2002, 2009;
Ertmer, 2005; Ertmer & Ottenbreit-Leftwhich, 2010; Levin, et al., 2010, 2013).
Pedagogical beliefs expressed by more experienced teachers included beliefs about
their classrooms (structures and management), instructional strategies (student-
centered and differentiated), their students (expectations), and themselves as teach-
ers (professionalism), which indicated a shift away from beliefs about themselves
to beliefs about their students’ needs (He & Levin, 2008; Levin et al., 2010, 2013).
Comparing the percentage of beliefs expressed by 84 preservice to a subset of 22 of
these same teachers 4—6 years later, Levin et al. (2010) reported that the percent-
age of beliefs expressed experienced teachers” were about differentiation (18%)
and student-centered instruction (18%) compared to 8% and 6% of the preservice
teachers’ beliefs. In addition, 10% of the experienced teachers’ beliefs were about
having high expectations for students versus 5% of the preservice teachers’ beliefs,
and 16% versus 8% were about being professional. Thus, Levin et al. (2010) described
a shift away from more teacher-centered PPTs among less experienced teachers
toward more student-focused PPTs expressed by more experienced teachers. One
example was a shift from the importance of building relationships with students to
beliefs about having specific, high expectations for students. Other studies of teach-
ers’ beliefs, especially those related to beliefs about teaching math and science and
technology, also indicated that teachers’ beliefs may become more student-centered
over time (e.g., Luft & Roehrig, 2007; Murphy et al., 2004; Sandholtz, Ringstaff &
Dwryer, 1997), especially with regard to their epistemological beliefs. Nevertheless,
more research, especially longitudinal research, is needed to confirm whether this
observation of more student-centered beliefs expressed by experienced teachers is a
developmental pattern.

In addition, current trends in research about teachers’ epistemological and peda-
gogical beliefs indicates that teachers’ beliefs are complex, seem to be influenced by
teachers’ views of knowledge as fixed or changeable, may differ with regard to differ-
ent knowledge domains, and are likely to be influenced by uncertainty as well as by
external constraints (e.g., Buehl & Fives, 2009; Fives & Buehl, 2008; Luft & Roehrig,
2007; Olafson & Schraw, 2006; Schraw & Olafson, 2002). However, because there is
research that says beliefs are not changeable, and other research that indicates that
beliefs are changeable, a closer look at strengths and weaknesses inherent in research
on teachers’ beliefs is warranted.
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STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES IN STUDIES OF
BELIEF DEVELOPMENT

Unfortunately, there are very few longitudinal studies of teachers’ pedagogical, epis-
temological, or self-efficacy beliefs. There are even fewer longitudinal studies about
how other kinds of beliefs influence teachers’ practice (e.g., moral, ethical, and vari-
ous beliefs about societal issues). Therefore, any claims about the development of
teachers’ beliefs should be considered carefully with regard to both the timeframe of
the research and types of beliefs being studied.

Some studies of teachers’ beliefs claim to be longitudinal but only follow teach-
ers from the beginning to the end of their teacher preparation program, or only
into their first year of teaching. Such research may be reporting short-term changes
in beliefs rather than actual developmental shifts. To begin studying the develop-
ment of teachers’ pedagogical beliefs, Levin and her colleagues conducted a cross-
sectional, longitudinal study of teachers with one to six years of teaching experience
(Levin et al., 2010, 2013), but there are no truly longitudinal studies about teachers’
beliefs that follow a group of teachers throughout their career.

Strengths

Nevertheless, among the strengths of the research on teachers’ beliefs is a persistent
interest in better understanding different types of beliefs, the connection among
teachers’ beliefs and practices, factors that influence the development of beliefs, and
whether and how beliefs change or develop. Researchers interested in beliefs also
understand the complexity and interaction of teachers’ knowledge and beliefs and
they are concerned about using effective research methods (see Section II, this
volume, for more about methodology and assessment of teachers’ beliefs).

Further, using the personal theorizing process as described earlier may serve to
strengthen research because it helps researchers uncover and make teachers’ beliefs
explicit and available for study using their own words. This process also provides
researchers a baseline for seeing if teachers enact their beliefs in practice. The per-
sonal theorizing process also benefits teachers by increasing their self-knowledge,
which theoretically should support them in developing metacognitive thinking about
teaching and learning and a sense of agency (Fairbanks et al., 2010; Levin, 2003).

Because researchers have seen the role that context and different domains of
knowledge play in defining and understanding beliefs, they recognize the importance
of being explicit about naming specific types of beliefs being studied. Using both
qualitative and quantitative research methods is also a strength when studying teach-
ers’ beliefs, as is using constructed mixed methods studies (e.g., He & Levin, 2008).
Nevertheless, research on the development of teachers’ beliefs is limited in several
ways that underscore the messiness of studying teachers’ beliefs (Pajares, 1992).

Weaknesses

First, the proliferation of terms used in studies of beliefs makes it hard to compare
results. Not all research on teachers’ beliefs clearly label the type of belief(s) being
studied and different kinds of beliefs are often conflated in discussions of research
on teachers’ beliefs.
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Second, different contexts in which studies of teachers’ beliefs occur, including
studies of teachers with different years of experience, also limit our understanding
the full scope of teachers’ beliefs, including how they develop.

Third, and maybe most problematic is that most research on teachers’ beliefs
consists of small-scale case studies (typically of one to four teachers). Lack of gen-
eralizability and threats to the validity of small-scale qualitative case studies are
weaknesses; plus, belief data are typically self-report data. These weaknesses affect
the entire field of research on beliefs, no matter what method is used to collect data
from teachers about their beliefs.

Fourth, research on preservice teachers’ beliefs has most often been collected
using surveys, especially when assessing epistemological, self-efficacy, and moral
beliefs. Surveys do not always capture nuances, reasons for, or the sources of teach-
ers’ beliefs unless researchers ask open-ended questions to solicit further explanation
in teachers’ own words. Also, surveys limit our understanding of the development
of teachers’ beliefs unless follow-up studies are undertaken so the same teachers
respond multiple times during their careers to surveys about their beliefs. In con-
trast, the content and sources of teachers’ beliefs, expressed as PPTs, may be elicited
in detail by using the personal theorizing process; however, this is also self-reported
data. Conducting follow-up observations and follow-up interviews with teachers
over time may help confirm whether espoused beliefs are actually enacted in teach-
ers’ practices, but such research is time-consuming.

Fifth, the dearth of longitudinal research on teachers’ beliefs described earlier makes
it difficult to determine if changes in teachers’ beliefs are mainly situational or if there
is a real developmental shift in teachers’ beliefs over time; therefore, longitudinal studies
of teachers’ beliefs are needed. Following teacher education program graduates over
time to learn how their beliefs are influenced by changing teaching contexts is also
essential when studying the development of beliefs. The cross-sectional longitudinal
study by Levin et al. (2010, 2013) is one example of how to study connections between
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and their practices over time; however, such studies need
to be replicated and more ways to study the development of teachers’ beliefs are needed
to find out what triggers the development of teachers’ beliefs and whether develop-
mental shifts or patterns can be predicted or supported in some way.

Sixth, there is a lack of diversity among participants in research on teachers’
beliefs with regard to gender, age, race, ethnicity, language background, and socio-
economic status. The fact that the majority of teachers are female, white, monolin-
gual, and middle class explains this issue. Nevertheless, lack of attention to diversity
remains a weakness that impedes a fuller understanding of the beliefs of all kinds
of teachers. For example, we have few studies about beliefs of teachers who enter
teaching through alternative pathways, and none that purposefully compare beliefs
of male and female teachers, or teachers of color with white teachers, or teachers in
urban school with those in other types of schools. Attention to diversity in studies of
teachers’ beliefs would benefit from more comparative and cross-cultural studies to
elucidate how contextual and cultural factors may influence teachers’ beliefs.

A final weakness in the research on teachers’ beliefs is the lack of clearly articulated
theoretical or conceptual frameworks undergirding most studies of teachers’ beliefs.
Fortunately other chapters in this handbook address many of these weaknesses and
discuss methodology issues about research on teachers’ beliefs in more depth.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Teacher Educators

During challenging times when teacher attrition remains high, it is incumbent upon
teacher educators to prepare teachers who can sustain themselves when competing
expectations challenge their beliefs. Studying the content, sources, and development
of teachers’ beliefs could help teacher educators better understand what preservice
teacher candidates bring into their teacher preparation program, and what they take
from it. If teacher educators expect to influence teachers in their classes, they must
help teachers make their beliefs explicit because beliefs serve as filters, frames, and
guides to what is learned (Fives & Buehl, 2012). Seeking such understanding also
may help administrators who hire teachers, as well as induction support and pro-
fessional development staff, better support teachers as they develop and enact both
their strongly held beliefs and those a teacher education program, school, or district
espouses. The complex and situated nature of beliefs will always make this a messy
enterprise, but there is evidence teachers’ concerns and their epistemological and
pedagogical beliefs can and do change (e.g., Alger, 2009; Chant, 2002, 2009; Chant
et al., 2004; Conway & Clark, 2003; Fives & Buehl, 2008; LaParo et al., 2009; Levin
etal., 2010, 2013; Luft & Roehrig, 2007; Watzke, 2007).

If teacher educators can help beginning and experienced teachers become con-
scious about how their beliefs influence their practice, and also help them develop
metacognitive awareness of their beliefs and practices in action, then maybe this pro-
cess will help them continue to develop as teachers across their careers (Fairbanks et al.,
2010; Levin, 2003). Teachers cite their beliefs as part of their rationale for decisions
they make. Without articulating, reflecting, and acting on one’s beliefs, it is too easy
for teachers (and teacher educators as well) to be influenced by the ever-changing
political and policy climate experienced during a career (Fairbanks et al., 2010; Levin
et al., 2010, 2013). Further, when teachers and teacher educators know what they
believe, value, and are working to accomplish, then they are better positioned to lead
in their classrooms and schools; justify the reasons behind their practices with peers,
administrators, and parents; and question mandates or policies that run counter to
what they believe is best for children in significant and socially just ways. In addition,
when teachers are able to articulate and connect their beliefs and practices, they are
better able to mentor others, share their perspectives with university-based teacher
educators, and provide examples of how practice can inform theory.

Researchers

Researchers interested in studying teachers’ beliefs must be explicit about the kinds
of beliefs being studied. Although challenging, it would be ideal to study all types of
beliefs teachers hold simultaneously because many beliefs influence teachers’ actions
in their classrooms. However, we first need to be clearer about ways to study how
specific kinds of teachers’ beliefs develop over time.

Clearly there is a pressing need for researchers to conduct longitudinal research
that follows teachers for extended periods of time to confirm if and how their
beliefs change, develop, and get enacted in classrooms. However, following teachers
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through their teacher education, or only into their first year teaching, is not enough
to understand how teachers’ beliefs develop throughout their career (Levin, 2003).

Previous research on teachers’ beliefs also suggests using appropriate method-
ologies for studying different kinds of beliefs. Neither single case studies nor one-
time surveys are robust enough to further our understanding of the development
of teachers’ beliefs. Instead, multiple case studies of teachers’ beliefs of all kinds,
including collaborative studies asking the same research questions in many differ-
ent settings would be helpful. Another suggestion is to use mixed methods research
designs. For example, it would be useful to conduct multiple, large-scale surveys
with the same teachers over time followed by multiple observations and case studies
of teachers in the field (Fang, 1996). Therefore, sequential explanatory mixed meth-
ods studies about teachers’ beliefs are reccommended.

As mentioned above, whose beliefs we study is also an important consideration
for researchers in order to better understand how diversity affects teachers’ beliefs.
Most research on teachers’ beliefs to date has been about preservice teachers, largely
because they are convenient for university-based researchers to access. And, while we
do need more research about the beliefs of experienced teachers, there appears to be
no research about teachers who enter the profession through alternative pathways,
teachers who are not full-time teachers, and teachers who leave the profession early.

Related to diversity, it would be wise to study the beliefs of more and less experi-
enced teachers of color, male teachers, and bilingual teachers to see if their beliefs,
or the sources of their beliefs, differ from the white, female, monolingual majority
of teachers (see Gay, Chapter 25, and Lucas, Villegas, and Martin, Chapter 26, of this
volume). Given the changing demographics of today’s student population, study-
ing diverse groups of teachers might yield information that can be applied in other
contexts. Also, because context and situativity influence teachers’ beliefs in action,
we should study ways beliefs of more and less experienced teachers in urban schools
may differ from those in rural or suburban settings. These kinds of studies would
increase our understanding of the situated nature of beliefs, and also offer oppor-
tunities to study the developmental trajectory of teachers’ beliefs in these settings.

Finally, research about any connections between the development of metacognition
in teachers and their beliefs would be of interest, as would determining if certain beliefs
are more changeable than others. For example, I would predict that beliefs that have their
source in a teacher’s personal family or cultural background might be challenging, if not
impossible to influence, but this is another empirical question that needs research.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHERS’
BELIEFS AND TEACHERS’ PRACTICES

Michelle M. Buehl and Jori S. Beck, George Mason University, US

For this chapter, we were tasked with discussing teachers’ beliefs and teachers’ prac-
tices. The importance of research on teachers’ beliefs stems from the possible rela-
tionship between beliefs and practice (Calderhead, 1996; Pajares, 1992; Richardson,
1996; Woolfolk-Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006). However, there is evidence that teachers’
espoused beliefs are not present in their enacted practices and that teachers engage
in practices they indicate that they do not support (Lee, 2009; Liu, 2011). We argue
that this lack of congruence is no reason to discount the power of beliefs. Instead,
it is necessary to understand the potential relationship between beliefs and practice
as well as the possible internal and external factors that may support or hinder this
connection.

DEFINITIONS, METHODS, AND APPROACH TO THE CHAPTER

Teachers’ beliefs have been defined in various ways by researchers with different
emphases on the characteristics (e.g., implicit or explicit nature, stability, situated or
generalized nature, relationship to knowledge) and function of beliefs (see Fives &
Buehl, 2012). We adopt Pajares’s (1992) definition of belief as “an individual’s judg-
ment of the truth or falsity of a proposition” (p. 316), and recognize that teachers
possess beliefs about many different things (e.g., knowledge, students, and instruc-
tion) related to teaching, at varying levels of specificity. We also hold that some
beliefs are explicit to the teacher whereas others are implicit but that all beliefs exist
within a complex, interconnected, and multidimensional system. Within that multi-
dimensional system, beliefs may be primary or derivative (i.e., grounded in primary
beliefs), core or peripheral (i.e., endorsed with more or less conviction) and be held
in clusters, that are more or less isolated, thereby allowing incompatible or incon-
sistent beliefs to coexist (Green, 1971). Although we believe there is some degree of
plasticity to beliefs, such that they can change with time and/or experience, we hold
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that beliefs are more or less stable or consistent within the individual. Addition-
ally, in our view, teacher beliefs are held within the individual and are distinct from
knowledge. That is, knowledge is externally verifiable (e.g., Green, 1971) whereas
beliefs are subjective claims the individual accepts as being true (Nespor, 1987;
Pajares, 1992). Finally, beliefs may serve different functions or roles in relation to
teachers’ knowledge and actions (Fives & Buehl, 2012). That is, beliefs may be used
by teachers to (1) filter and interpret information, (2) frame a specific problem or
task (e.g., lesson planning), and (3) guide immediate action.

Given the purpose of this chapter and its position within the volume, we take a
broad approach to teachers’ beliefs and report on a variety of beliefs. Many of these
beliefs are addressed in more detail in other chapters in this volume, and we encour-
age the interested reader to follow up with additional reading. We conducted a broad
literature search for articles in the ERIC and PsychlInfo databases that contained the
terms “teach* belief*” and “practice” in the article abstracts. Due to the abundance
of work addressing teachers’ beliefs, we limited the search to English peer-reviewed
articles published between 2008 and 2012. Using these parameters, we identified 499
potential articles in ERIC and 283 in PsychInfo.

We reviewed the abstracts for duplicates across databases and eliminated works
based on specific criteria. Specifically, included articles had to be data-based and
assess and/or manipulate both the beliefs and practices of K-12 practicing or pre-
service educators. Articles that inferred teachers’ beliefs from observed practice,
reported on teachers’ intended practices, or referred to beliefs or practices as pos-
sible explanations for findings, without actually assessing or manipulating them,
were eliminated. For this chapter, we defined “practice” as any action that is part
of the teaching process (e.g., planning, decision making, instructional strategies or
approaches, assessment, reflection, work with families, and relationship building).
We excluded studies addressing preschool educators (i.e., pre-kindergarten), other
school personnel (e.g., administrators, librarians), or post-secondary educators,
unless K-12 teachers were included in the study, and, in those cases, we focused pri-
marily on results related to the K-12 teachers.

Through this process, we identified 257 articles in which a wide variety of beliefs
and practices were assessed, reflective of the various belief topics addressed in
this volume. Similar to the previous review by Fives and Buehl (2012), there was
an emphasis on teachers’ beliefs related to literacy, math, science, and technology
as well as reform initiatives in these areas (e.g., inquiry learning and technology
integration). Studies also addressed beliefs about assessment and accountability
efforts and reforms as well as beliefs about students in general and specific sub-
groups of students (e.g., students with disabilities, English Language Learners, and
at-risk students). The majority of these articles (i.e., 215; 84%) addressed the beliefs
and practices of practicing teachers with 40 articles (i.e., 16%) addressing preser-
vice teachers. However, simply categorizing participants as preservice or practicing
teachers obscures important nuances. Preservice teachers were typically involved in
student teaching or were sampled from teacher education courses with field place-
ment experiences whereas practicing teachers were studied at various points in their
careers (e.g., beginning teachers during their induction period [Luft, Firestone, &
Wong, 2011]; teachers identified as expert [Ertmer, Ottenbreit-Leftwich, Sadik, Sen-
durur, & Sendurur, 2012]) and in different contexts (e.g., without regard to level of
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experience and expertise [Liu, 2011]; in the context of professional development
or professional learning communities, often designed to target teachers’ beliefs and
or practices [Rushton, Lotter, & Singer, 2011]). We raise this point to highlight the
diversity in types of teachers studied and to offer an additional reason for conflicting
results on the relations between beliefs and practices.

This body of empirical work, as well as seminal works (e.g. Calderhead, 1996;
Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1996; Woolfolk-Hoy et al., 2006), and more recent reviews
of the literature (e.g. Basturkmen, 2012; Fives & Buehl, 2012; Mansour, 2009) serve
as the basis for this chapter. Given the expansive literature related to teachers’ beliefs,
this is not meant to be a comprehensive review. Instead, our intention is to highlight
current issues relevant to understanding the relationship between teachers’ beliefs
and practices for researchers interested in exploring teachers’ beliefs and practices in
a particular context.

POSSIBLE RELATIONS BETWEEN TEACHERS’
BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Discussions of teachers’ beliefs typically include at least some reference to the con-
nection between teachers’ beliefs and practices. However, the nature and importance
of this relationship has been disputed. In the following sections, we briefly present
evidence of different perspectives on how teachers’ beliefs and practices may relate
to each other.

Beliefs Influence Practice

Beliefs are often identified as precursors to behavior (i.e., individuals enact practices
based on the beliefs that they hold [e.g., Pajares, 1992]). Support for this view has
been ascertained by identifying teachers’ beliefs through surveys, interviews, or other
evidence (e.g., written reflections, statements during professional development) and
then examining them in relation to reported or observed practices. When teachers’
beliefs are correlated with, aligned to, or reflected in their practice, various researchers
have concluded that teachers’ beliefs influence their practices. For instance, Wilkins
(2008) found that for 481 American elementary teachers, beliefs about the effective-
ness of inquiry were the strongest direct predictor of inquiry instructional practices.
Using structural equation modeling, Brown, Harris, and Harnett (2012) found that
primary and secondary teachers’ conceptions of teacher feedback were differentially
related to their feedback practices. Further, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have been
routinely identified as predictors of practices (e.g., classroom goal structures [Ciani,
Summers, & Easter, 2008]; culturally responsive teaching [Siwatu, 2009]; instruc-
tional practices [Thoonen, Sleegers, Peetsma, & Oort, 2011]). However, in quan-
titative studies, the identified relationships between beliefs and practices are often
weak to moderate and data are typically collected at the same time, often through
self-report measures (e.g., Thoonen et al., 2011; Wilkins, 2008).

In contrast, qualitative studies of teachers’ beliefs and practices tend to rely on
multiple data sources (e.g., interviews, surveys, observations, lesson plans, stu-
dent artifacts) collected over a period of time from various sources (e.g., teachers,
researchers, students). For instance, Tsangaridou (2008) interviewed two student
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teachers before a 13-week student teaching experience, observed six periods of physi-
cal education per teacher, and analyzed relevant documents (i.e., unit plans, lesson
plans, and reflective journals). Based on these data, the author concluded that the
student teachers’ articulated beliefs about physical education were reflected in their
practices. Song and Looi (2012) conducted case studies of two teachers with mark-
edly different beliefs about student learning, identified through interviews and video-
taped professional development sessions, as they implemented the same lesson plan
on fractions and division. Based on a moment-by-moment analysis of instructional
practices, classroom interactions, and student learning, the authors concluded that
teachers with innovation-oriented beliefs implement patterns of inquiry-principle-
based practices that in turn support meaningful student-inquiry learning.

Practice Influences Beliefs

An alternative to the argument that beliefs are precursors to practice is the posi-
tion that teachers’ beliefs are shaped by engaging in specific actions and practices
(e.g., Guskey, 1986). Support for this connection between beliefs and practices is
seen most readily in studies on the effects of professional development on practicing
teachers’ beliefs and the effects of field experiences on preservice teachers’ beliefs.
That is, changes in beliefs have been identified after experiences in which practicing
or preservice teachers engaged in specific classroom practices.

The influence of teachers engaging in specific practices on their beliefs is often seen in
the context of teachers’ teaching self-efficacy beliefs or other ability-related beliefs (e.g.,
capability beliefs). As theorized by Bandura (1997), individuals gain information about
their capability to perform a task by personally engaging in it. However, for teaching
self-efficacy beliefs to increase it is important that individuals experience success. Thus,
the level of support that teachers receive during the experience may determine whether
self-efficacy beliefs will increase, decrease, or remain unchanged (i.e., Lumpe, Czerniak,
Haney, & Beltyukova, 2012; Tschannen-Moran & McMaster, 2009; Yilmaz & Cavas,
2008). In their quasi-experimental study, Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009)
found that some teachers who received professional development without follow-up
coaching (i.e., additional support and greater potential to experience success) decreased
in their sense of teaching self-efficacy. Additionally, Lumpe et al. (2012) found that ele-
mentary teachers increased in their science teaching self-efficacy after participating in
a professional development program that included 80 hours of summer professional
development, bi-weekly visits and coaching for a trained support teacher throughout
the academic year, and participation in a lesson study in which each teacher reflected on
the strengths and weaknesses of a lesson they wrote. These findings indicate that engag-
ing in specific teaching practices can increase teachers’ sense of self-efficacy beliefs when
they experience success with those teaching practices.

There is also evidence that engaging in specific practices can change other teacher
beliefs (e.g., beliefs aboutinclusion [Swain, Nordness, & Leader-Janssen, 2012]; beliefs
about classroom management [Yilmaz & Cavas, 2008]; beliefs about inquiry [Rush-
ton et al., 2011]). For instance, Swain et al. (2012) found that there were increases in
preservice teachers’ beliefs about the inclusion of students with special needs after
they completed an introductory special education class that included a 20-hour field
component in which the preservice teachers observed and worked with students
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with disabilities. Similarly, Rushton et al. (2011) found that high school chemistry
teachers were more likely to endorse inquiry views of science teaching after partici-
pating in professional development that included a two-week summer institute and
support throughout the academic year. In contrast, Yilmaz and Cavas (2008) found
that after participating in a teaching practicum, preservice teachers became more
controlling with respect to their beliefs about managing students and less control-
ling with respect to managing instruction. Together these findings demonstrate how
engaging in specific practices may influence the beliefs that teachers hold.

Teachers’ Beliefs Are Disconnected From Their Practices

Findings from other studies have led researchers to conclude that teachers’ beliefs are
not related or are disconnected, misaligned, or inconsistent with classroom practices.
For example, in a study with 1,340 elementary school teachers, Liu (2011) found that
although 79% of teachers held learner-centered beliefs, the majority of them reported
lecturing instead of using more constructivist practices with technology. When
Jorgensen, Grootenboer, Niesche, and Lerman (2010) assessed 25 teachers’ beliefs
about various pedagogical practices through the use of a survey and then analyzed
videotaped recordings of their practices, they identified four areas of inconsistency
between teachers’ beliefs and practices (i.e., inclusiveness/importance of culture, group
work, connectedness of ideas, and multiple pathways). Teachers strongly endorsed the
practices as important, but there was little evidence of them in their teaching and/or
the practices were implemented in an ineffective manner. In Lim and Chai’s (2008)
study of six teachers as they planned and implemented computer-mediated lessons in
mathematics, science, and English, five of the six teachers expressed a constructivist
orientation to teaching but observed lessons were judged to be predominately tradi-
tional. Such studies are used as evidence that beliefs and practices may not be related.

Reciprocal, but Complex, Relationships Between Teachers’ Beliefs and Practice

Another alternative to those positions already discussed, and in our view a more
accurate alternative, is that there is a reciprocal, but complex, relationship between
teachers’ beliefs and practices (Basturkmen, 2012; Mansour, 2009). That is, beliefs
and practices influence one another (Richardson, 1996; Thompson, 1992) and the
strength of this relationship may vary across individuals and contexts as well as the
type of beliefs and practices being assessed.

Longitudinal studies of preservice and practicing teachers’ beliefs and practices
provide evidence of the reciprocal and dialectical relations between beliefs and prac-
tices (e.g., Mouza, 2009; Turner et al., 2011). For instance, Kang (2008) examined
how preservice secondary science teachers translated their personal epistemologies
and science teaching goals into specific actions during a science methods course that
included a six-hour a week field experience in which the preservice teachers observed
and taught science lessons. Although 48% of the 23 preservice teachers in the sample
kept their initial personal epistemologies and science teaching goals and enacted
these beliefs in their teaching (suggesting that for those teachers beliefs influence
practice), 30% of participants engaged in practices that were different from their ini-
tial beliefs. Specifically, five preservice teachers enacted more sophisticated practices
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(e.g., engaging in inquiry-based activities and asking thought-provoking questions)
than their beliefs would have suggested in an effort to “try out” the methods advo-
cated in their science methods classes. After being successful in these practices, these
preservice teachers experienced a shift in their personal epistemologies and teaching
goals. Five other preservice teachers in the study were not satisfied when their teach-
ing actions did not reflect their beliefs, including three who developed more sophis-
ticated views of science and teaching after engaging in the field experience. These
individuals left the course planning to try alternative teaching practices in the future.

In a four-year case study of an elementary teacher that spanned her last year of
teacher preparation through her first three years of teaching, Potari and Georgiadou-
Kabouridis (2009) documented how the teacher’s initial beliefs about teaching ele-
mentary students the concept of number were challenged, and ultimately modified,
during her student teaching and first-year teaching experiences. The changes in her
beliefs influenced future teaching decisions and prompted her to seek out additional
opportunities to develop her mathematics teaching. Such findings show how engag-
ing in practices informs teachers’ beliefs which then affect subsequent actions.

With respect to the strength of the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and
practices, for the studies discussed in the previous sections it is also important to
note there was never a perfect correspondence between beliefs and practices, nor a
complete lack of relationship. For instance, Lim and Chai (2008) concluded teach-
ers’ beliefs and practices were misaligned based on five out of six teachers express-
ing a constructivist orientation but implementing lessons that were predominately
traditional. However, 80% of lessons had some constructivist elements. Further, in
their study, one teacher expressed a more traditional view of teaching and imple-
mented more traditional lessons (i.e., beliefs are aligned for some teachers, but
mismatched for others). Similarly, Jorgensen et al. (2010) identified four areas of
inconsistency between teachers’ beliefs and practices (i.e., inclusiveness/importance
of culture, group work, connectedness of ideas, and multiple pathways) but there
were two other areas (i.e., intellectual quality, learning environment) in which teach-
ers’ beliefs and practices were consistent. Thus, as noted elsewhere, “it is not a matter
of whether beliefs and practices are or are not congruent but rather the degree of
congruence or incongruence between beliefs and practices” (Fives & Buehl, 2012,
p. 481). Instead of seeking evidence that beliefs are or not related, alternative lines
of inquiry should seek to understand the variations in the relations between beliefs
and practices as well as the consequences of belief congruence and incongruence.

Variations in the relations between beliefs and practices based on experience.
From our review of the identified studies, the teacher’s level of development and
expertise is one factor that may contribute to the congruence of beliefs. For instance,
Ertmer et al. (2012) examined the beliefs and technology integration practices of
12 K-12 teachers recognized for their award-winning technology practices. For 11
of the 12 teachers, their espoused beliefs about teaching and technology were evi-
dent in their practices assessed from documents available on the teachers” websites.
Ertmer et al. (2012) characterized the one teacher whose belief and practices did
not align as being “in transition.” This teacher expressed student-centered beliefs
but her use of technology was predominately skill-based. However, there was evi-
dence that the teacher was beginning to use technology to make instruction more
student-centered.
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In their study of preservice teachers’ beliefs about physics instruction, Ogan-
Bekiroglu and Akkoc (2009) classified the preservice teachers’ beliefs and practices
for four “clusters” of teaching (i.e., classroom environment, teaching activities and
assessment, teacher’s role, and instructional goals) as constructivist, traditional,
and transitional (i.e., a mix of both constructivist and traditional). The preservice
teacher identified as having transitional beliefs displayed the greatest inconsistency
between his beliefs and practices. This study also suggests that when teachers’ beliefs
are in flux, they may not necessarily align with observed practice. Additionally, in
a review of 17 studies examining language teachers’ beliefs and practices, Basturkmen
(2012) found that beliefs and practices were more consistent for experienced teach-
ers than less experienced teachers. The lack of relationship between teachers’ beliefs
and practices may be attributable to changes in teachers’ beliefs that are not yet
reflected in their practices or vice versa and, thus, may represent a natural part of
teacher development.

Variations in relations between beliefs and practices based on the type and
function of beliefs. The relation between teachers’ beliefs and practices may also
vary based on the types of beliefs under consideration (Pajares, 1992), their position
within a teacher’s belief system (Green, 1971) and the functions that the beliefs serve
(Fives & Buehl, 2012). That is, some beliefs may be more or less related to specific
practices based on the content of the belief and practice. For instance, in one study,
beliefs about instructional teaching self-efficacy were more predictive of classroom
teaching practices whereas classroom management teaching self-efficacy beliefs were
not (Ciani, Summer, & Easter, 2008). Additionally, core beliefs are more strongly
held (Green, 1971), and thus, perhaps, more strongly related to teachers’ practices
than peripheral beliefs. Phipps and Borg (2009) found that language teachers’ more
peripheral beliefs about language learning were not reflected in their grammar teach-
ing practices whereas teachers’ core beliefs about student learning were observed in
their classroom practices. Moreover, given that beliefs are held in clusters in such a
way that incompatible beliefs can simultaneously co-exist (Green, 1971), conflicting
beliefs may exist within a teacher and be differentially related to the teacher’s prac-
tice depending on the context. For instance, one teacher in Cross’s (2009) study held
conflicting beliefs about mathematics, student learning, and mathematics teaching.
Thus, depending on the context (e.g., type of student and nature of the content) and
which belief is assessed, for this teacher, the belief-practice relationship may or may
not appear to be congruent.

Beliefs may also play different roles in relation to a specific practice or action (i.e.,
filer, frame, or guide [Fives & Buehl, 2012]); and other aspects of the belief system,
or broader context, may intervene, potentially obfuscating the relationship. That is,
those beliefs that are more proximal to a teacher’s actions are more likely to be easily
identified in his or her classroom practice. Thus, beliefs that are implicitly used to
filter and interpret new information may not be as readily observed in the classroom
as those beliefs that are used to frame a specific problem or task (e.g., lesson plan-
ning), and guide immediate action. For instance, Uzuntiryaki, Boz, and Kirbulut
(2010) analyzed preservice teachers’ beliefs about constructivism, lesson plans, and
classroom instruction. They identified instances in which lesson plan components
that reflected the preservice teachers’ expressed constructivist beliefs were not imple-
mented in practice. Although constructivist beliefs were related to the framing and
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planning of the lesson, other beliefs guided the teachers’ actions in the classroom. If
the researchers had only observed classroom practice, without examining the lesson
plans, they would have missed evidence that aspects of the teachers’ constructiv-
ist beliefs were reflected in some aspects of their practice (i.e., lesson planning but
not classroom actions). Consequently, the consistency between teachers’ beliefs and
practices may depend on the function a specific belief served, and its position within
a teacher’s belief system and the aspect of practice that was assessed, and, as we will
discuss, various internal and external factors.

Consequences of Belief Congruence/Incongruence

Researchers often target beliefs as a way to influence or change teachers’ practices to
be aligned with what are viewed as current best practices. Thus, the value of studying
and targeting beliefs rests on their predictive relationship to practice. Evidence that
beliefs influence practice supports their worth; conversely, evidence that beliefs and
practices are not related or that engaging teachers in specific behaviors is effective
in changing classroom instruction is used to discount the importance of teachers’
beliefs. However, there are other consequences to the congruence or incongruence
of beliefs and practices that should be considered.

When teachers are required to implement practices that are at odds with their
beliefs about teaching and what is best for students, teacher satisfaction and well-being
may be adversely affected (e.g., de Jong, 2008; Potari & Georgiadou-Kabouridis, 2009).
One may argue that beliefs will change in time or that they are irrelevant if teachers
are engaging in the desired practices. However, these teachers may ultimately leave
the teaching profession or implement the practices in an ineffective manner (i.e., dis-
tort the implementation of the practice based on their beliefs). For instance, middle
school teachers in Greene et al’s (2008) study of the effects accountability policies
(i.e., No Child Left Behind) on teachers’ practices noted accountability requirements
negatively impacted teachers’ sense of connections with their students and that high-
quality teachers were leaving the profession in response to pressure to perform in
ways that did not meet the cognitive and social needs of their students.

Additionally, congruence between beliefs and practices may not be a desir-
able state if teachers are implementing practices based on maladaptive beliefs. For
instance, Uzuntiryaki et al. (2010) found that beliefs and practices were most consis-
tent for preservice teachers with weak constructivist beliefs (i.e., more of a transmis-
sionist view). Similarly, Lim and Chai (2008) found that the teacher in their study
who expressed more traditional views of teaching consistently implemented tradi-
tional lessons.

SUPPORTS AND HINDRANCES TO THE ENACTMENT OF BELIEFS

In our current review of studies that examined the relationship between teachers’
beliefs and practices as well as recent reviews (e.g., Basturkmen, 2012; Fives & Buehl,
2012; Mansour, 2009), various factors were identified as supports or hindrances to
teachers in implementing their beliefs. A common distinction that is made pertains
to whether those factors are internal (i.e., within the teacher) or external (i.e., resid-
ing in the environment [e.g., Ertmer et al., 2012; Liu, 2011]). We adopt this approach
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Figure 5.1 Relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices in a system of internal and external supports and
hindrances.

but also extend it to incorporate an ecological model (Bronfenbrenner, 1989) to
reflect the various embedded levels of external factors, as others have also done in
discussing teachers’ knowledge and beliefs (Woolfolk-Hoy et al., 2006) as well as
classroom practices (Patrick, Mantzicopoulos, & Sears, 2012). As seen in Figure 5.1,
the belief-practice relationship exists within a broader multi-leveled context of
various internal and external factors.

Internal Factors

Our review of studies from 2008 to 2012 identified several factors within teachers
that either supported or impeded them from enacting their espoused beliefs in prac-
tice. Such factors included other beliefs, knowledge, experience, as well as teachers’
levels of self-reflection and awareness.
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Other beliefs. As previously noted, teachers hold beliefs about many different
topics (e.g., Woolfolk-Hoy et al., 2006), these beliefs exist in a multidimensional
system in which some beliefs are more central than others (e.g., Ogan-Bekiroglu &
Akkoc, 2009), and teachers may hold beliefs that are contradictory (e.g., Cross, 2009;
Green, 1971). Thus, aspects of a teacher’s own belief system may either facilitate or
impede the enactment of beliefs into practice. Teachers’ capability and self-efficacy
beliefs may explain some of the inconsistencies between teachers’ beliefs and prac-
tices (e.g., Ogan-Bekiroglu & Akkoc, 2009; Tang, Lee, & Chun, 2012) in that teachers
are more likely to act on their beliefs about content and various aspects of instruc-
tion when they believe in their own capability to do so. In such cases, teachers’ capa-
bility and self-efficacy beliefs are moderating the relation between teachers’ beliefs
about content and their classroom practices. That is, the extent to which teachers’
content beliefs are reflected in their instruction depends on, or are moderated by,
whether they are confident in their knowledge and skills. Other studies have found
that teachers’ capability and self-efficacy beliefs serve as mediators, accounting for
how other beliefs are related to specific practices. For instance, Nishino (2012) found
that the effects of teachers’ beliefs about communicative language on their class-
room practices were mediated by self-efficacy beliefs for language teaching. That is,
teachers’ beliefs about communicative language predicted their sense of self-efficacy
for language teaching, which in turn predicted their classroom practices.

Teachers’ sense of responsibility for students’ learning has also been identified as a
possible moderator and mediator in the alignment of teachers’ beliefs and practices.
For instance, based on classroom observation and interview data from an exem-
plary teacher and six beginning teachers, Roehrig, Turner, Grove, Schneider and Liu
(2009) proposed a model for how a metacognitive feedback loop may align teachers’
beliefs and practices. They proposed that teachers’ sense of responsibility beliefs may
moderate the relationship between beliefs about teaching practices and students
and teachers’ actual classroom practices (i.e., teachers’ practices are more likely to
align with their beliefs when teachers feel responsible for their student outcomes).
Additionally, they proposed that responsibility beliefs may mediate, or serve as the
mechanism between, the effects of metacognitive awareness on classroom practices.
Turner et al. (2011) also identified teachers’ sense of responsibility as an important
factor in their willingness to attempt new teaching practices to support students’
motivation.

Teachers’ beliefs about aspects of their immediate teaching context are also influ-
ential. In particular, teachers’ beliefs about the malleability of student ability and
motivation (Mouza, 2009; Turner et al., 2011) as well as beliefs about students’ profi-
ciencies, expectations, and needs (Nishino, 2012; Southerland et al., 2011; Tang et al.,
2012) were identified as important across various contexts. Moreover, when teachers
believe in students’ capabilities, as well as their own, such beliefs may override other
less adaptive beliefs. For instance, Hertzog (2011) found that even though a teacher
held deficit views about students’ home languages and cultures, she believed strongly
in her students’ capability to learn. She approached her students with respect and
demonstrated many effective practices for language learning. In essence, the teacher
must believe in his or her ability to implement a practice, view him or herself as
responsible for students’ learning, and believe that students are capable of learning
for beliefs about content and instruction to be implemented in practice.
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Knowledge. To enact their beliefs, teachers need to possess the necessary knowl-
edge. In some cases, researchers found that preservice and practicing teachers did
not act on their beliefs due to a lack of knowledge of the content (e.g., mathematics
[Bray, 2011]; science [Kang, 2008]; Rushton et al., 2011), and in other cases they
lacked the pedagogical knowledge of how to implement the instructional prac-
tices that would align with their beliefs (e.g., Jorgensen et al., 2009; Teague, Anfara,
Wilson, Gaines, & Beavers, 2012). For instance, Ogan-Bekiroglu and Akkoc (2009)
found that although preservice teachers held constructivist beliefs about physics
instruction, the lack of the science content knowledge as well as the knowledge and
skills for implementing constructivist practices hindered the extent to which their
beliefs were observed in practice. Moreover, Mouza (2009) noted the importance of
content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and pedagogical content knowledge in
order for teachers to enact the beliefs about technology instruction that were devel-
oped during a yearlong professional development experience.

Self-awareness and self-reflection. The extent to which teachers are self-aware
and engage in self-reflection are other factors related to the alignment between
teachers’ beliefs and practices. That is, a lack of self-awareness may allow teachers
to enact practices that are not aligned with their beliefs (Roehrig et al., 2011). How-
ever, when teachers discuss the tensions between their beliefs and practices such
inconsistencies can be brought to light and beliefs and or practices can be modi-
fied (Phipps & Borg, 2009). Indeed, self-reflection is essential to aligning beliefs
and practices for preservice and practicing teachers (e.g., Kang, 2008; Potari &
Georgiadou-Kabouridis, 2009) as well as developing more coherent sets of beliefs
(e.g., Ogan-Bekiroglu & Akkoc, 2009). Thus, teachers need to be made aware of
and reflect on the congruence and incongruence of their beliefs and practices.

External Factors

Various external factors were identified as possible facilitators or impediments to
teachers enacting their beliefs in practice. Here we have organized them by various
levels, starting with those in the immediate environment. As reflected in Figure 5.1, these
levels are embedded within one another such that similar pressures or issues at
one level may be instantiated differently depending on the context and they may
affect other external factors at different levels. We represent this in Figure 5.1 by
having terms cut across the different levels of external supports and hindrances
as well as placing related external factors in proximity to each other. Moreover,
research suggests that even in spite of potential challenges and barriers, teachers can
enact practices that reflect their beliefs (e.g., Cincotta-Segi, 2011). In many cases, a
teacher’s perceptions of these challenges are important in determining whether the
teacher does or does not enact his or her beliefs (Bullock, 2010) and their ability to
work creatively within the external constraints.

Classroom-context factors. Classroom-level factors, such as student ability
(Savasci & Berlin, 2012), student attitudes (Bullock, 2010; Southerland et al., 2008),
classroom management (Phipps & Borg, 2009; Teague et al., 2012), and class size
(Dooley & Assaf, 2009), present challenges to both practicing and preservice teach-
ers in enacting their beliefs, but these factors also have been shown to force these
two types of teachers to find ways to enact practices despite potential challenges or
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barriers. For instance, Savasci and Berlin (2012) found that participants reported
using constructivist teaching methods more frequently with higher ability or older
students.

Student attitudes and preferences for instruction as well as students’ overall dis-
positions and behaviors also influence the practices teachers implement (Bullock,
2010; Southerland et al., 2011). In studies of constructivist beliefs, teachers have
reported not implementing inquiry learning due to students’ reluctance to engage
in higher level thinking (Kang, 2008); in fact, Savasci and Berlin (2012) found that
students preferred worksheets to inquiry-based instruction in order to avoid deep
thinking. Southerland et al. (2011) found that students’ disinterest and low self-
efficacy in science presented challenges to science teachers who held ethnocentric
beliefs (i.e., those teachers who believed that their own culture was superior to that
of their students who came from low-socioeconomic backgrounds). Although
these teacher-participants recognized their ethnocentric beliefs, they still cited
student misbehavior as a barrier to enacting equitable science instruction for all
students—thus conveying the notion that it is teachers’ perceptions of barriers to
implementing instruction that can be powerful in preventing teachers from enact-
ing their beliefs.

Others have shown how classroom management issues determine the extent
to which teachers act on their beliefs. For instance, middle school teachers cited
students’ misbehavior as a barrier to implementing developmentally appropriate
instruction (Teague et al., 2012); similarly, in another study (Savasci & Berlin, 2012)
constructivist-oriented secondary teachers were reluctant to implement group work
because of student misbehavior. Large class sizes have also been noted to limit the
implementation of practices teachers view as effective (Uzuntiryaki et al., 2010).

For preservice teachers, working in another teacher’s classroom or under the
supervision of a cooperating or mentor teacher may present additional challenges
for acting on their beliefs about teaching. For example, Kang (2008) found that pre-
service science teachers were reluctant or unable to enact certain instructional prac-
tices because they were teaching in someone else’s classroom, the students were not
their own, and they did not have relationships with the students. In another study,
Ogan-Bekiroglu and Akkoc (2009) found two of the preservice teachers in their
study were unable to implement constructivist teaching strategies because their
mentors expected them to use activities such as multiple choice questions and to
cover multiple topics in one lesson. Such studies highlight how preservice teachers
may not be fully supported in enacting their beliefs during their field experiences.

School-context factors. Much like classroom-level factors, school-context fac-
tors can pose challenges to teachers in acting upon their beliefs, but what is most
important is how teachers perceive these potential barriers. Administration, parental
support, and colleagues as well as the available resources in a school can support
or hinder the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practices (e.g., Potari &
Georgiadou-Kabouridis, 2009; Rentzou & Sakellariou, 2011; Southerland et al., 2011).
Bullock (2010) found that when teachers lacked the resources they needed to feel
successful (i.e., ready-made activities, professional development, and/or guidance),
their practices did not accurately reflect their beliefs. However, Bullock emphasized
that these constraints may not be accurate; what is most important is teachers’ per-
ceptions of potential barriers to practice.
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The role of school culture and community is another school-level factor that may
support or hinder teachers in acting on their beliefs. For instance, Ciani et al. (2008)
explored how a school-wide performance goal structure influenced teachers’
collective self-efficacy and instructional practices. Teachers at high-performance
oriented schools (i.e., those that fostered a climate of student academic competi-
tion) had lower self-efficacy for instruction, classroom management, perceived
collective efficacy, teacher community, and perceived mastery school goal struc-
ture than teachers in schools with a low performance goal orientation. Using a path
model, the authors found that teacher community positively related to the perceived
collective efficacy of the teaching faculty; this perceived collective efficacy was posi-
tively related to teachers’ self-efficacy for student engagement, instruction, and class-
room management and negatively related to teachers’ performance classroom goal
structure. Additionally, teachers’ sense of efficacy for instruction positively related
to a mastery classroom goal structure such that self-efficacy beliefs for instruc-
tion explained the relation between collective self-efficacy and mastery classroom
goal structure. That is, the practices teachers implemented in their classrooms were
related to their teaching efficacy beliefs as well as the teacher community and col-
lective teaching efficacy in the school.

National-, state-, and district-level factors. Education policies and curricu-
lar standards, in the United States and abroad, may present challenges to teach-
ers in enacting practices congruent with their beliefs (Cincotta-Segi, 2011; de Jong,
2008; Tan, 2011; Valdiviezo, 2009). However, the influence of these external factors
depends on the type of policy, the teachers’ role in the political context, and teachers’
individual perceptions.

Language instruction is one area in which policy may affect teachers’ beliefs and
practices (Cincotta-Segi, 2011; de Jong, 2008; Tan, 2011; Valdiviezo, 2009). In the
United States, de Jong (2008) studied the influence of Question 2, an English-only
law passed in Massachusetts in 2002, on bilingual and structured English immer-
sion (SEI) elementary teachers’ beliefs and practices. The teachers who participated
in this study expressed both negative and positive reactions to the policy and its
effect on their classroom practices; significantly, many bilingual and SEI teachers
experienced extreme emotional conflict when they were forced to teach children in
ways that were not culturally responsive and thus did not align with their beliefs.
A similar law was passed in the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (LPDR) declar-
ing Lao the official language of that country. Cincotta-Segi (2011) studied how one
teacher in a remote village balanced his own beliefs to instruct students in their
home language of Kmhmu against the restraints imposed on his beliefs and teaching
by this policy. The participant used the students’ home language (L1) for significant
teaching events and also more creatively (e.g., by using L1 texts to connect students
background knowledge to L2 texts) in order to scaffold the information for students
so that they could create their own meanings.

Curriculum standards create pressure for content coverage for administrators,
practicing teachers, and preservice teachers in field-based experiences (e.g., Dooley &
Assaf, 2009; Greene, Musser, Casbon, Caskey, Smaek, & Olson, 2008), and, much
like national policy, play out differently in various contexts. In Greece, Potari and
Georgiadou-Kabouridis (2009) studied a young teacher, Christina, from her pre-
service program into her first years of teaching. During her first year in her own
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classroom, Christina cited the national curriculum as a constraint on her explor-
atory teaching practices. In the United States, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
law has had a notable effect on teachers and students due to its emphasis on stu-
dent achievement in mathematics and reading (Dooley & Assaf, 2009; Greene et al.,
2008). For instance, Greene et al. (2008) discovered that American middle school
teachers in their sample (i.e., 162 from 13 schools) reported that NCLB had a nega-
tive influence on their practices, particularly those serving low-income students.

IMPLICATIONS FOR RESEARCH AND PRACTICE

In this chapter, we addressed possible relations between teachers’ beliefs and prac-
tices, the potential consequences of the belief congruity/incongruity, as well as inter-
nal and external factors that may support or hinder teachers in implementing their
beliefs in practice. This body of work holds specific implications for both research
and practice.

First, when researchers design investigations to study the relationships between
teachers’ beliefs and practices, careful consideration must be given to who the teach-
ers are. Although the majority of studies have been conducted with practicing
teachers, as our review highlighted, teachers vary in terms of their level of expe-
rience and the extent to which their beliefs are stable or in flux. Consequently,
when teachers’ beliefs or practices are undergoing changes, the two may not align.
Thus, the lack of congruence between beliefs and practice should not be cause to
discard the potential of beliefs. Additionally, when teachers’ beliefs are in flux there
are unique opportunities to study the development of teachers’ beliefs. Thus, teacher
education programs and professional development are ideal settings for longitudi-
nal studies of how teacher’ beliefs and practices develop over time. Moreover, we
identified few studies that followed participants from their teacher education pro-
gram (i.e., preservice) into the early years of their professional practice (i.e., first
three years of teaching; Potari & Georgiadou-Kabouridis, 2009). Such investigations
are likely to inform researchers and teacher educators on how beliefs and practices
influence one another over time as well as how teacher educators can better prepare
teachers for the realities they will face in the classroom.

Second, researchers also need to give careful consideration to the types of beliefs
and practices that they assess, including how the beliefs they target may be situated
within the teachers’ larger system of beliefs and the functional relationship between
specific beliefs and practices. For instance, in discussing belief systems, Green iden-
tified three dimensions of beliefs related to their structure (i.e., primary vs. deriva-
tive), strength (i.e., core vs. peripheral), and clustered nature (i.e., contradictory
beliefs may be simultaneously held in separate clusters). Fives and Buehl (2012) also
discussed how beliefs may serve different roles in relation to teachers’ actions and
cognition. That is, some beliefs filter information whereas others are used to frame a
problem and still others may act as specific guides to action. Such frameworks may
serve as analytic tools for researchers to broaden their data collection and analysis
beyond their initial focus (e.g., teacher self-efficacy beliefs; beliefs about inquiry in
mathematics or science). By considering the role that beliefs play in relation to prac-
tice as well as how a specific belief relates to other aspects of a teachers’ belief system,
researchers may include a broader variety of beliefs and practices yet at the same
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time be more precise in terms of the beliefs that are likely to be relevant. Moreover,
by including a broader array of specific beliefs, researchers may be better able to
explore the mechanisms that undergird the belief-practice relationship.

Third, more research is needed on the consequences of belief and practice incon-
gruence. As we have noted, the lack of congruence may explain individuals’ dissat-
isfaction with teaching as a career as well as why skilled veteran teachers are leaving
the profession or seeking other positions (e.g., de Jong, 2008; Greene et al., 2008).
However, a misalignment between teachers’ beliefs and practices can also spur them
to make changes and try new techniques (e.g., Roehrig et al., 2009; Kang, 2008).
Thus, additional research is needed to explore the implications for belief-practice
incongruity including how it can be productively harnessed to promote teachers’
development and continued engagement in teaching.

Fourth, as evident from the above discussion, there are various internal and external
supports and hindrances to teachers enacting their beliefs. These factors are simulta-
neously present and may interact to influence teachers’ practices. For instance, Dooley
and Assaf (2009) presented a cross-case analysis of a suburban and an urban language
arts teacher in the southern United States. Even though the two teachers held simi-
lar beliefs about language arts instruction and were subject to high-stakes testing and
accountability, their instructional practices were different as a result of administrative
pressure, available resources, transient student enrollment, and district pressures.

The study by Dooley and Assaf (2009) demonstrates how external factors are
present at various levels. Based on their study, Lim and Chai (2008) concluded that
teacher beliefs alone are an insufficient condition for modifying traditional teach-
ing practices (i.e., external factors must also be addressed). We would add to this
that addressing isolated external factors (e.g., providing more instructional time or
resources) may also not be sufficient for changing beliefs and practices. This is not
to say that teachers’ beliefs and practices cannot be changed until there are broad
changes in culture and national policies. Instead, it is a caution that for more local
changes to be effective, they must take the broader context into account.

From a research perspective, the complex and embedded nature of the supports
and hindrances highlights the need for researchers to consider a variety of factors
when examining the relations between teachers’ beliefs and practices. As previously
noted, Bronfenbrenner (1989) provided a useful framework for conceptualizing the
various factors that may influence teachers’ practices. However, few systematically
use it in studying the relations between teachers’ beliefs and practices. Thus, more
attention is needed to the specific ways internal and external factors can influence
the congruence between teachers’ beliefs and practice.

From a practice perspective, it is also important to explore the factors or approaches
that may better prepare teachers to enact their beliefs, even in the face of obstacles (e.g.,
explicit support for how the additional time or new resources can be used in a man-
ner that will better support students’ learning and meet the accountability require-
ments). Others have suggested that teacher education programs need to equip their
graduates with the tools needed for implementing their beliefs in conditions that
might otherwise impede teachers from doing so (Kang, 2008). As noted by Ertmer
et al. (2012), perhaps the greatest emphasis should be given to addressing the internal
barriers (e.g., low teaching efficacy beliefs, maladaptive beliefs about students, lack of
content and pedagogical knowledge) that prevent teachers from acting on their beliefs



Teachers’ Beliefs and Practices * 81

in the current context. Indeed, we also found evidence that highlighted the importance
internal factors (e.g., the teacher’s perception of external factors, sense of responsibility,
teaching self-efficacy, and/or cultural beliefs; Roehrig et al., 2009; Southerland et al,,
2008). However, as demonstrated by Cincotta-Segi’s (2011) case study of one teacher
in the LPDR, teachers can creatively enact their beliefs within external constraints.
More studies that show how teachers can become agentive even within restrictive envi-
ronments may illuminate how to better foster effective practices.

A systems approach to teachers’ beliefs highlights the importance of fostering an
integrated system of beliefs that will best support teachers in their practice and make
them more resistant to external pressures. Thus, within teacher education programs, it
may be advantageous for faculty to identify and focus on a core set of beliefs through-
out an individual’s teacher education program and provide a coherent set of experi-
ences to support their development. Further, careful attention needs to be given to the
selection and training of cooperating and mentor teachers so that preservice and nov-
ice teachers can be better supported in enacting practices that are aligned with their
beliefs and current best practices (Ogan-Bekiroglu & Akkoc, 2009). That is, we iden-
tified studies in which preservice teachers were not able to enact their beliefs as they
were learning their craft, due in part to their cooperating teacher. Such practice, and
some experience with success in enacting one’s beliefs, is essential for preservice teach-
ers in developing their skills and solidifying their developing beliefs about teaching
(e.g., beliefs about content, teaching practices, sense of teaching self-efficacy beliefs).

For practicing teachers, supports are also still needed for these individuals as they enter
and continue to develop within the profession. This includes ongoing, high-quality pro-
fessional development that offers needed knowledge, models for implementing beliefs
into practice, and continued support in the form of mentoring and coaching. Further, in
professional development, there appears to be a benefit in targeting both teachers’ beliefs
and their practices. That is, changes in one may be an impetus for changes in the other
and, ultimately, when teachers’ beliefs and practices are congruent they may experience
greater satisfaction with their work, promoting long-term retention.

Finally, teacher educators should be attuned to the role that reflection and aware-
ness play in supporting the congruence between teachers’ beliefs and practices. For
both preservice and practicing teachers, opportunities for self-reflection and discus-
sion of the alignment of beliefs and practices are essential (Rushton et al., 2011).
By raising this awareness, teachers can be more metacognitive and systematic in
improving their own practice. Our hope is that with such efforts by researchers and
practitioners the promise of beliefs to improve educational practice (Fenstermacher,
1979; Pajares, 1992; Pintrich, 1990) may finally be realized.
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ASSESSING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Challenges and Solutions

Gregory Schraw and Lori Olafson, University
of Nevada, Las Vegas, US

Teachers hold a variety of beliefs about learning, curriculum, pedagogy, and stu-
dent assessment (Alderman, 2004; Calderhead, 1996; Woolfolk-Hoy, Davis, & Pape,
2006), including goal orientations (Kucsera, Roberts, Walls, Walker, & Svinicki,
2011), beliefs about classroom testing (Leighton, Gokiert, Cor, & Heffernan, 2010),
cultural diversity (de Wet & Gubbins, 2011), subject matter (Gregoire, 2003), stu-
dents motivation (Peterson, Schreiber, & Moss, 2011), differences in teaching prac-
tice (Rose & Lim, 2011), classroom management (Gibbs & Powell, 2012), teaching
efficacy and ability to impact students (Goddard, Hoy, & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2000;
Labone, 2004; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk-Hoy, 2001), epistemological beliefs
(Hofer, 2004; Maggioni & Parkinson, 2008) and congruence among beliefs (Ye &
Levin, 2008). It is important to understand teachers’ beliefs and their development
in order to promote better teacher preparation and inservice development, as well
as to understand the potential discrepancy between stated versus observed beliefs
(Speer, 2005; Wilcox-Herzog, 2002). Because teachers’ beliefs may be related to
student achievement, it also is important to understand them in order to promote
student motivation and achievement (Alderman, 2004; Woolfolk-Hoy et al., 2006).
This chapter is divided into five sections. This first section provides a brief over-
view of the chapter. Section two discusses conceptual issues related to the dimension-
ality and administration of instruments. The third section reviews 10 strategies that
have been used in the literature to assess teachers’ beliefs, including questionnaires,
rating scales, concept maps, vignettes, essays and journals, portfolios, verbal reports,
performance observations, drawings, and classroom artifacts. Section four provides
an overview of the quality of instrument development, data collection standards, the
reliability and validity of instruments, and the importance of constructing a validity
argument based on different types of aggregated data that can be used to triangulate
findings. Section five concludes with general principles for improving the quality
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of individual assessments and evidence used to examine teachers’ beliefs. Our main
goal is to identify conceptual and measurement challenges when assessing teachers’
beliefs and to provide clear-cut solutions to them. We do so by identifying four major
challenges, providing a blueprint for a systematic validation plan, reviewing 10 com-
monly used assessment strategies, and summarizing essential assessment principles
regardless of the type of research being conducted.

FOUR CONCEPTUAL CHALLENGES

Conceptualizing an assessment instrument begins with four general issues related to
the purpose of the assessment, the dimensionality of the construct(s) being assessed,
operational definitions for each construct, and an integrated theoretical framework
that describes the relationship among constructs. Henceforth, we focus on instruments
intended to measure teachers’ beliefs or dispositions, using the Goal Orientation towards
Teaching (GOTT) scale developed by Kucsera et al. (2011) to illustrate our recommen-
dations. We selected this instrument for several reasons. One is that it measures goal
orientations in teachers rather than students, which has been the primary focus of goal
orientation theory. A second reason is that it is situated within a well-articulated theory
first proposed by Dweck and Leggett (1988). Third, the GOTT measures three sepa-
rate types of teacher goal orientations and links them to external criterion measures to
assess convergent and discriminant validation, which we discuss below.

The purpose of an assessment instrument specifies its primary intended use,
which usually focuses on either a measure of knowledge, performance skills, or
attitudes. Knowledge refers to facts, concepts and larger conceptual frameworks for
organizing domain-specific information. A performance skill refers to the demon-
stration of a skill though action-based evidence (e.g., performance observation) or
an indirect measure of performance such as an essay, drawing, or portfolio. Attitudes
refer to beliefs and dispositions about a specific phenomenon.

The purpose of the GOTT was to measure three separate teacher goal orienta-
tions, including learning, proving, and avoiding dimensions. The development of the
GOTT focused on scale development, an analysis of reliability and validity of each
scale, and an examination of how the three GOTT subscales are related to other
relevant teaching outcomes. The findings reported by Kucsera et al. (2011) accom-
plished two important goals that focused on the development of psychometrically
reliable and valid scales within the context of an existing theory, and related these
scales to other similar scales such as teacher self-efficacy in order to illustrate the
utility of the GOTT when evaluating teacher goal orientations.

The dimensionality of an assessment refers to how many distinct constructs (i.e.,
performance or psychological dimensions) are being measured. Some constructs
may be one-dimensional while others are multidimensional. For example, Goddard
et al. (2000) described two dimensions of teacher self-efficacy corresponding to
individual and collective teaching efficacy. In contrast, Hofer (2004) and Schommer-
Aikins (2002) each hypothesized four different epistemological constructs. Most
questionnaires measure one to four distinct belief constructs, typically using 6 to 12
items to assess each separate dimension.

The GOTT proposed a three-factor structure in which the learning, proving, and
avoiding subscales assessed different constructs. These constructs were conceptualized
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as distinct constructs that measured different psychological phenomena described
below. The three orientation constructs were predicted to be largely uncorrelated
with one another. Generally, instrument validation studies specify the number of dis-
tinct constructs being measured, their relationship to each other, and their relation-
ship to other variables of interest such as other types of teachers’ beliefs.

Each construct on an assessment instrument should be operationally defined.
For example, Bandura (1997) and Goddard et al. (2000) described collective school
efficacy as the belief that teachers and administrators can work together success-
fully to educate their students. Ideally, the construct should be defined with enough
specificity that there is little ambiguity when interpreting its meaning. A detailed
operational definition also provides facets of a construct that are helpful for creating
instruments to assess it. For example, from the definition of collective school efficacy
we know that it is a collective belief about the ability to positively affect students
through collaborative activities.

The GOTT specifies three separate goal orientation constructs. The learning scale
was designed to measure the extent to which a teacher strives to continually improve
his or her teaching skills, set challenging classroom goals, value effort, and persist
given failures. The proving scale was designed to measure the extent to which the
teacher focuses on positive judgments of competence from students and other teach-
ers. The avoiding scale measured the extent to which the teacher tends to avoid activi-
ties of changes in order to prevent negative judgments of classroom performance.

In addition, a good assessment instrument also specifies the theoretical relation-
ship between the constructs it measures. For example, Schommer-Aikins (2002)
specified that individual epistemological beliefs such as certain knowledge (i.e.,
knowledge is unchanging), fixed ability (i.e., one’s ability to learn is inborn and can-
not be improved), and quick learning (i.e., individuals learn information quickly
or not at all) are largely independent of one another. That is, beliefs about knowl-
edge are not strongly correlated with beliefs about ability or learning. It is important
to note that theoretical claims about the relationships among constructs may be
hypothetical in nature, at least until they can be tested using empirical results that
evaluate the theory. In terms of assessment design, the important point is that the
constructs are clearly defined and a model or theory of how constructs are inter-
related is proposed and tested. The predictions made by these models may be tested
using simple correlations in an exploratory analysis, or through the use of confir-
matory factor analysis (CFA) models that compare the goodness of fit of the model
when the predicted relationships are included or excluded. Strong theoretical models
will fit better when the predicted relationships are supported by the analysis.

The GOTT is situated within the goal orientation theory proposed by Dweck
and Leggett (1988) and further developed over the last 25 years by a variety of
researchers. In this theory, a learning orientation corresponds to the desire to
improve one’s competence in an activity (e.g., classroom teaching), whereas a per-
formance orientation corresponds to a desire to prove one’s competence and to
avoid being judges as poorly performing in an activity. Although goal orientation
theory has evolved, the learning and performance distinction still serves as the basis
of the theory. The GOTT was conceptualized within this theory and the learning,
proving, and avoiding scales were designed in a manner consistent with the theory
and ongoing research.
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TEN ASSESSMENT STRATEGIES

One of the most important questions facing researchers is how to collect data.
Table 6.1 provides a summary of 10 general assessment strategies reported in the
teachers’ beliefs literature: questionnaires, verbal reports, performance observations,
self-reflective writing, tests and exams, vignettes, scales, portfolios, visual represen-
tations, and instructional and classroom artifacts (Osterlind, 2010; Stiggins, 2011).
Some of these strategies, such as questionnaires and verbal reports, are used to assess
beliefs based on explicit self-report, whereas others such as tests and artifacts are
used to assess outcomes related to teachers’ beliefs. All of these strategies are help-
ful and essential to researchers because they capture nuanced beliefs using different
methods that can be triangulated to support evidence-based inferences. We present

Tahle 6.1 Ten Assessment Strategies Used in Teachers’ Beliefs Research

Type of Purpose Typical Example from Strengths
Assessment Design of the Research
Strategy Assessment Tool  Literature
Questionnaires ~ Measure one or  Agreement with Hofer (2004). Measures independent
more specific statements using ~ Usher & beliefs using
beliefs. a Likert scale. Pajares, (2008). same scale; can be
Kucsera et al. used in statistical
(2011). analyses; scores for
different beliefs are
comparable.
Verbal Describe the A structured Koichu & Harel =~ Depth and
reports (i.e., structure, interview with (2007); Zanting  elaboration of
interviews, origin, and scripted probes. et al. (2001). response. In-depth
think alouds) impact of Unrestricted justification of
beliefs. thinking aloud beliefs, evidence and
Describe the during a target behaviors. Insights
ongoing effect activity. into the real-time
of beliefs. effects of beliefs.
Performance Observe actions  Task Speer (2005); Document the actions
observations and activitiesin  performance. Roehrig et al. of teachers, which
a classroom or Spontaneous (2009). may be compared to
experimental actions by stated beliefs.
setting. teacher.
Teacher-student
interactions.
Self-reflective Describe and An essay Crooks Depth of response;

writing (essays,
journals, and
blogs)

Tests and
exams

reflect upon the
content, origin,
and contextual
factors affecting
beliefs.

Assess some
aspect of
teacher
knowledge,
skill, or ability.

focusing on
target questions;
ongoing journal
or weblog
entries.

Off-the-shelf
assessments
or researcher
designed tests.

etal. (2010);
Luehmann &
Tinelli (2008);
Schoffner
(2009).

Facione &
Facione (2007);
Hall & West
(2011); Torff
(2005).

justification of
beliefs, documenting
change in beliefs.
Creating a web-
based community of
learners.

Provide measures of
teachers’ skills and
ability that can be
used as statistical
control variables.
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Vignettes Assess a Written response  Coplan et al. Measures relative
response to or agreement (2011); Olafson ~ commitment to events
events and using a rating etal. (2010). and beliefs described
beliefs within scale. in the vignette.

a targeted
situation.

Scaled Agreement with  Situate oneselfat ~ Stahl & Create common

responses beliefs that span  a specific point Bromme scale across
a continuum. on the belief (2007); Olafson  beliefs. Compare

continuum. etal. (2010). relationships between
beliefs.

Portfolios Collection Electronic Chou (2012); Documenting
of work that collection Salisbury & achievement and
demonstrates of relevant Kymes (2007). change in beliefs
achievement documents. over time. Links data
and progress. sources together to tell

a story.

Visual Describe the Individualsusea  Chin & Identifies key concepts

representations  relationship concept map or Teou (2010); and the relationships
among different  drawing to link Hancock & among beliefs and
beliefs. key concepts. Gallard (2004). salient outcomes.

Provide conceptual
“big picture” of beliefs
and practices.

Classroom Pre-existing Data within McMullen etal.  Provides additional

artifacts data that can be  the classroom (2006); Parke information that
used to enhance  such as lesson et al. (2006). may be used in
triangulation plans, student conjunction with data
and validity work, public of primary interest to
evidence. documents. researchers.

a brief summary of these assessment strategies below, as well as several recent exam-
ples of each method, to guide the reader. For each assessment strategy, we summa-
rize the purpose of the strategy and the typical design of the assessment tool; provide
examples; and summarize main strengths of the strategy in Table 6.1. In addition, we
refer readers to a more detailed discussion of assessment strategies used to measure
teacher quality that we found very helpful in our review (Moyer-Packenham, Bol-
yard, Kitsantas, & Oh, 2008), as well as an integrated set of assessment principles and
methods (Pellegrino & Chudowsky, 2003). A number of sources also discuss general
conceptual and measurement issues applicable to the assessment of teachers’ beliefs
(Aiken, 1999; Baker, 2007; Boekaerts & Corno, 2005; Labone, 2004; Osterlind, 2010;
Schraw, 2010; Schraw & Olafson, 2008; Speer, 2005; Stiggins, 2011; Woolfolk-Hoy et al.,
2006). Using a carefully selected set of assessment strategies provides a solution to
many of assessment challenges described in this chapter.

Questionnaires are the most common assessment data collection strategy used in
teachers’ belief research. Questionnaires may be used in isolation or as part of a larger
survey research data collection strategy (Fowler, 2009). Moyer-Packenham et al.
(2008) found that 40 percent of studies investigating teacher quality used question-
naires and surveys, whereas approximately 10 to 15 percent of studies used one or more
of the remaining strategies. Questionnaires are extremely useful for several reasons,



92 + Schraw and Olafson

including they are easy to administer and score, measure multiple constructs within a
single set of questions, are amenable to sophisticated statistical analyses, and provide a
comparative baseline across different studies. Fowler (2009) provides detailed criteria
for constructing and validating surveys and questionnaires. DeVellis (2003) also dis-
cusses the development and validation of questionnaires in detail.

One special advantage of questionnaires is that researchers may administer a
variety of questionnaires simultaneously to assess both the primary constructs of
interest such as teacher self-efficacy, as well as to evaluate the convergent and discrim-
inant validity of targeted constructs with related constructs such as in-class teaching
strategies and student achievement (Kucsera et al., 2011). Convergent validity sug-
gests that two variables or constructs are related positively such as self-efficacy and
learning, whereas discriminant validity suggests that two variables or constructs are
related negatively such as self-efficacy and anxiety. For this reason, many studies
use multiple questionnaires to examine the inter-relationship among beliefs (Elik,
Wiener, & Corkum, 2010) or to examine the relationships among multiple beliefs
and teacher demographic variables such as age, years teaching, content expertise,
and teaching satisfaction (Leighton et al., 2010). Frequently, multiple questionnaires
are used to develop and test confirmatory factor models (Rose & Lim, 2011).

Verbal reports consist of first hand verbalizations of thoughts, beliefs, and expla-
nations related to teachers’” beliefs, and may include structured and unstructured
interviews (Ye & Levin, 2008), think alouds, blogs, and verbal logs. These reports
may occur concurrently or retrospectively relative to an activity. Verbal reports are
used commonly in teachers” beliefs research to help researchers gain an in-depth
understanding of the origin, development, and impact of beliefs on teachers’ think-
ing and behavior. Interviews are the most common assessment strategy, occurring
in approximately 15 to 20 percent of studies (Moyer-Packenham et al., 2008). For
example, Koichu and Harel (2007) used what they referred to as task-based inter-
views in which participants explained mathematics principles in order to better
understand how beliefs affected instructional choices. These interviews were quite
similar to think alouds in which individual describe their activities, thought pro-
cesses, and reactions to as a task during or shortly after performance of the task.
In contrast, Zanting, Verloop, and Vermunt (2001) used structured interviews to
investigate the relationship between beliefs about mentoring and teaching practices.
Jones, Miron, and Kelaher-Young (2012) used interviews with teachers, students,
principals, and counselors to examine changes in teachers’ beliefs after the introduc-
tion of a scholarship program called the Kalamazoo Promise. Bodur (2012) used
both a 20-item questionnaire and semi-structured interviews to explore teachers’
multicultural beliefs during a one-semester class. Rubin and Rubin (2012) and
Willis (2005) provide comprehensive discussions of interviewing techniques.

Performance observations refer to observing real-time activities such as task perfor-
mance, teaching, or in vivo interactions in a classroom setting or a controlled research
environment that provide information about beliefs or activities that are related to
beliefs (Stiggins, 2011). Foster (1999) and Smart, Peggs, and Burridge (2013) each
provided a comprehensive summary of observation methods. Lyon (2011) studied
the effect of teachers’ beliefs on science assessment practices by observing how and
when teachers assessed students and provided formative feedback. Lim and Chai
(2008) observed and interviewed six teachers from two Singapore primary school
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classrooms to determine whether pedagogical beliefs translated directly into con-
gruent teaching practices. de Haes, Oort, and Hulsman (2005) used a standardized
observation procedure and scoring rubric to assess students’ attitude and diagnostic
skills in a clinical practice setting.

A wide variety of educational studies have examined the consistency of classroom
practice in relation to stated beliefs (Wilcox-Herzog, 2002, Speer, 2005; Ye & Levin,
2008). Studies of this type often use a questionnaire to assess beliefs both before
and after classroom observations. Performance observations are then made of the
teacher’s classroom activities to assess alignment between stated beliefs and actual
classroom practices. Some of these studies utilize standardized scoring, while some
do not. An excellent example of this approach is provided by Roehrig, Turner, Grove,
Schneider, and Liu (2009). Speer (2005) also discusses in detail the use of perfor-
mance observations, including when to use them and how to record performance
data using rubric and video-clips.

Self-reflective writing activities focus on an individual’s perceptions of an experi-
ence and may include essays, journals, diaries, and logs. Guven (2004) used both
structured interviews and essays to assess teachers’ beliefs and the relationship
between beliefs and practices. Essays were used to justify in more detail views and
beliefs expressed during interviews. Because beliefs frequently change over time, but
especially in classes where instruction is intended to impact student beliefs, journals
and blogs are used frequently to capture evolving beliefs and reactions to instruc-
tional activities. For example, Crooks, Castelden, and Meervald (2010) used contin-
uous journaling during a semester based on critical questions concerning reflective
practice. Shoffner (2009) used a similar blogging strategy in which students kept an
ongoing record of reflective practice and beliefs about how and why their instruc-
tional practice changed. Luehmann and Tinelli (2008) also used blogging to pro-
mote student reflection, as well as social networking in which students shared their
reflections, to create a community of learners geared toward reform-based science
practice in the classroom. Olafson, Schraw, Vanderveldt, and Ponder (2011) used
web postings to target questions to promote belief change.

Tests and exams include off-the-shelf or researcher developed assessments of
teaching skills and knowledge (e.g., Praxis exam), content knowledge (e.g., biology),
general skills and achievement (e.g., metacognitive awareness), or cognitive abil-
ity (e.g., critical thinking). For example, the California Critical Thinking Inventory
(Facione & Facione, 2007) has been used in a variety of studies of teacher thinking
and problem solving and could be used easily in teachers’ beliefs research. Other
standardized tests of teaching skills might be used as well. Gallagher (2009) also
found that teachers’” beliefs were related to their understanding and responses to
four types of questions from the Praxis exam. Torff (2005) and Izandinia (2012)
reported that teacher’s beliefs about instructional practice were related to beliefs
about the importance of critical thinking skills, as well as the sophistication of these
skills. Similarly, Meyer (2004) found that expert and novice teachers had differing
beliefs about the role of student knowledge, where expert teachers are more likely to
attribute student learning to prior knowledge and also make better use of students’
prior knowledge. Sherman, Rasmussen, and Baydala (2008) concluded that teacher
factors, including level of training and educational level, and their views about treat-
ment acceptability, influence students’ performance on specific tasks, their ADHD
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symptoms, and their perceived social acceptance. Additionally, Hall and West (2011)
reported that performance on the Praxis exam correlated positively with GPA, ACT
scores, and teaching performance but were uncorrelated with a measure of emo-
tional intelligence.

Vignettes refer to short hypothetical classroom situations or scenarios that individ-
uals respond to in writing or by rating their agreement with the situation described in
the vignette. Vignettes frequently are used in conjunction with questionnaires, inter-
views, and written essays (Mueller & Hindin, 2011; Speer, 2005). Olafson, Schraw, and
Vanderveldt (2010) used three vignettes based on realist, contextualist, and relativist
epistemologies to examine the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and commitment
to classroom practices. Coplan, Hughes, Bosacki, and Rose-Krasnor (2011) presented
teachers with vignettes depicting hypothetical children displaying shy/quiet, exuber-
ant/talkative, or average/typical behaviors in the classroom and asked to rate which
they preferred. Teachers also responded to follow-up questions assessing their strate-
gies and beliefs. Onchwari (2010) also used written vignettes to assess the extent to
which preservice teachers were sensitive to and felt capable of handling student stress.

Scaled responses refer to ratings of the degree to which individuals agree with a
belief or activity. Scaled responses usually span a continuum of possible beliefs, allow-
ing the individual to select the belief he or she most agrees with. Although question-
naires typically use a rating scale of some type such as a five-point Likert scale, they
do not manipulate the type of response scale to which the individual responds. Scaled
responses have been used successfully in many types of social science and opinion
research (Fowler, 2009), but have not been used extensively in teachers’beliefs research.
One exception is the work of Bromme and colleagues (Bromme, Pieschl, & Stahl,
2010; Stahl & Bromme, 2007) who created a 24-item semantic differential instrument
that measures connotative aspects of student’s epistemological beliefs using bipolar
adjective pairs that were subsumed under three hypothesized epistemological fac-
tors, including certainty, simplicity, and source. For example, certainty included the
certain-uncertain pair; simplicity included the simple-complex pair; and the source
factor included the constructed-preexisting pair. Two studies using university students
enrolled in either plant biology or chemistry yielded two reliable factors referred to as
texture and variability. Texture assessed the complexity and sophistication of beliefs,
whereas variability assessed the changeability and permanence of beliefs. Schraw and
Olafson (2008) developed the Four Quadrant Scale, which assessed epistemological
and ontological world views using two axes at right angles to each other that range
from realist to relativist on each axis. This yielded four quadrants, including realist-
realist, realist-relativist, relativist-realist, or relativist-relativist. Individuals first read
a brief summary of each quadrant and then selected a point in the four-quadrant
array that best corresponded to their personal epistemological and ontological world
views about teaching. This enabled participants to record the degree to which they
endorsed realist versus relativist epistemological and ontological beliefs.

Portfolios refer to a collection of work that demonstrates achievement, effort, and
growth over time. Portfolios may include a wide variety of documents such as reports,
picture, test scores, letters from teachers, and awards (Stiggins, 2011). Portfolios are
especially well-suited for giving teachers a purpose and framework for preserving and
sharing their work and beliefs about teaching. For example, Hartmann (2004) used
portfolios to provide mentoring and examine teacher’s instructional strategies and
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beliefs in a preservice mathematics methods course setting. Portfolios also may be a
powerful tool for teacher reflection and change, and thus have been used in a variety
of studies teachers’ beliefs for this purpose. Khan and Begum (2012) provided a
detailed model illustrating ways in which portfolios may be used to promote reflec-
tion and development, and assess beliefs. A number of recent studies have used elec-
tronic portfolios to investigate teachers’ beliefs (Chou, 2012; Salisbury & Kymes, 2007).
Many of these studies combined e-portfolios with other data collection strategies.

Visual representations refer to graphic displays, pictures, drawings, and representa-
tions such as concept maps that show the interrelationship among beliefs, or between
beliefs and other salient concepts (Speer, 2005; Van Meter & Firetto, 2013). Schraw
and Paik (2013) described eight different types of visual representations that can
be used to understand learning, understanding, and beliefs. Martin (2008) used con-
cept maps to assess teachers’ understanding of geography by asking them to construct
an integrated concept map using eight key geography concepts. Rush and Harrison
(2008) sorted responses from high school teachers and aggregated them into a con-
cept map regarding attitudes toward ADHD students. Chin and Teou (2010) used
drawings and cartoons to examine students’ and teachers’ beliefs about biological
inheritance. Hancock and Gallard (2004) used a combination of drawings and follow-
up interviews to examine beliefs about preservice field-based teaching experiences.

Classroom artifacts refer to instructional and learning outcomes associated with
classroom activities that may be accessible as secondary data to researchers, which
provides evidence of classroom activities (Speer, 2005). These may include classroom
and assessment materials such as lesson plans, curriculum master plans, attendance
records, practice tests, learning center materials, laboratory and research log books,
and student artwork (Parke, Lane & Stone, 2006). A subset of these artifacts may be
assembled to argue that curriculum, pedagogy, and learning are aligned effectively
(Waight & Abd-El-Khalick, 2011). Multiple measures also may be used collectively
to promote triangulation and the creation of an evidence-based validity argument
(McMullen et al., 2006; Parke et al., 2006).

We conclude this section by noting that many of the 10 strategies described above
may be combined in innovative ways to meet the specific goals of the researchers. For
example, Gill and Hoffman (2009) used a think-aloud method to capture teachers’ talk
during shared planning time in order to better understand the thinking that supports
curricular and pedagogical decisions made in the classroom. Discourse was analyzed
into six categories of teacher strategic behavior. This approach illustrated the use of sev-
eral of the strategies described above in a hybrid manner, including verbal reports (i.e.,
thinking aloud), performance observations of teachers’ classroom activities, self- and
other-reflection on those activities, and the use of instructional and classroom artifacts.

VALIDITY CHALLENGES AND THEIR SOLUTION

Validity refers to a judgment of the degree to which evidence and theory support the
appropriateness of an inference made from an assessment (Messick, 1989). Validity
is the raison d’etre of an assessment because lack of validity precludes the use of the
assessment to make inferences about the construct of interest (Kane, 2004). Many
factors affect the validity of the inferences and conclusions that researchers draw
about the constructs and theoretical models.
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Fortunately, validity can be improved greatly through the use of a systematic
validation process as the five-stage validation model shown in Table 6.2 that is
modeled after the central tenets of contemporary validity theory (Kane, 2004;
Messick, 1989; Shadish, Cook & Campbell, 2002; Zumbo, 2007). The five stages
of the model correspond to defining the construct, designing the scale, conduct-
ing a pilot test, analyzing the revised instrument, and validating and norming the
results. Two recent validation studies illustrate this process from beginning to
end and provide excellent examples for the interested reader (Kucsera et al., 2011;
Usher & Pajares, 2008).

Stage one focuses on defining constructs, which includes three component steps
described in detail by DeVellis (2003). The purpose of defining constructs is to
clarify the to-be-measured phenomena prior to instrument development by iden-
tifying the constructs of interest, providing detailed operational definitions of the
constructs, and articulating a theoretical framework that specifies the relationship
among constructs and how each of these constructs is related to other variables of

Tahle 6.2 Five-Stage Validation Model

Stage

Validation Activity

Purpose

Define Construct(s)

Design the
Assessment

Pilot Test the
Assessment

Administration and
Analyze Results

Validate and Norm
Results

Identify constructs.
Operational definitions.

Theoretical framework.

Select format.
Construct item pool.
Winnow item pool.

Design the scale.

Create scoring rubric.

Collect and analyze pilot data.
Revise instrument.

Collect data.

Conduct factor analysis.
Final revisions.

Content validity.
Reliability.

Construct validity (test via CFA).

Criterion validity (convergent
and divergent evidence).

Integrated validity argument.

Establish the dimensionality of
instrument.

Name and define individual constructs
being assessed.

Explain relationships among primary
constructs.

Determine how to collect data.
Assess full range of construct meanings.
Select comprehensive subset of items.

Decide how participants will respond
to items.

Score items reliably.

Use data to make evidence-based
decisions.

Use data to eliminate items or scales.

Use data to make evidence-based
decisions.

Evaluate factor structure.

Eliminate items or scales.

Assess all essential content.
Assess the dependability of assessments.

Evaluate accuracy of theoretically
specified factors.

Evaluate predicated relationship to
other relevant variables.

Use collective evidence to justify
inferences.
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interest. Construct definition typically utilizes information based on a thorough
literature review, analysis of similar instruments, and focus groups using experts
in the field.

Kucsera et al. (2011) defined constructs in two important ways in the develop-
ment of the GOTT. The first was to review the goal orientation literature over the
past 25 years and define the learning and performance goal orientations proposed
by Dweck and Leggett (1988). Second, they carefully defined the learning, proving,
and avoiding scales that comprised the GOTT and discussed how they related to the
work of Dweck and Leggett (1988), as well as evolving goal orientation theory. In
addition, Kucsera et al. (2011) also provided succinct operational definitions of each
psychological construct measured by each scale and made specific predictions about
the relationship between these constructs based on the theoretical framework that
guided the research.

Stage two consists of designing the assessment. This includes selecting the format
of the assessment, which may include questionnaire items, multiple-choice or fill-
in-the-blank test questions, structured interviews, or strategies described in more
detail below. Format decisions should reflect the main purpose of the assessment.
A second step is to construct items, usually by consulting an existing theoretical
literature, similar types of assessments that one might use as a template, or through
data from focus groups (Fowler, 2009). We suggest a large initial pool that can be
winnowed and revised by the research team during step three. Step three includes
four activities designed to codify the assessment scale and data-collection condi-
tions (Fowler, 2009; Speer, 2005). One is to select an appropriate scale such as a
five-point Likert scale or a semantic differential scale that standardizes how results
are recorded across respondents. A second is to establish rules and guidelines for
assessment items such as standardized length and wording. A third is to codify writ-
ten instructions used during data collection. A fourth is to establish a standardized
data collection protocol that can be used across a variety of times and settings. Last,
the research team should create scoring rubrics that can be used to train judges to
score subjective data in a reliable fashion.

Stage three consists of pilot test activities in which the researcher collects pre-
liminary data that can be used to assess the quality of individual assessment items.
Pilot tests usually include data from 20 to 30 representative participants based on
the assessment itself as well as verbal reports about the assessment if these data can
be collected (DeVellis, 2003). The purpose of this data is to assure that individual
items are not too easy or difficult, the full response scale is used, the assessment can
be completed in the allotted time, and there is no evidence that items were confus-
ing or ambiguous. Although samples typically are small, reliability data can be used
to assess the feasibility of individual items. Items with low reliability coefficients
(i.e., < .70) can be revised or deleted from the assessment. As a general rule, each
construct should include a minimum of five responses to assure adequate reliability
and sufficient range of scores (e.g., 0—10) that enable the researcher to discriminate
between high and low scorers on the construct.

The GOTT was piloted and validated in three different ways consistent with best
practices. The first was to ask a panel of experts to review items, operational defi-
nitions, and the description of the guiding theory. This helped to codify materials
and definitions before collecting data. The second step was to pilot the developed
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instrument. Kucsera et al. (2011) collected pilot data from 186 participants in Phase
IT of their study to conduct an exploratory factor-analysis solution of the GOTT.
The purpose of this phase was to implement a data-driven evaluation of the data
to assess whether the three-structure structure was credible and that the items on
each of the three scales yielded reliable scores. Phase IIT used 291 comparable par-
ticipants in a cross-validation study to verify the structure and scale reliability of
the GOTT.

Stage four includes a replication of the results after the initial assessment has
been piloted and revised. Typically, the full administration and analysis of the
instrument includes a large, representative sample of at least 100 people. The
full administration may include small changes to the initial testing or be identi-
cal in as in Phase III of the Kucsera et al. (2011) study. A statistical analysis of
data also takes place, frequently using a theoretically driven factor analysis to
determine whether the number of hypothesized constructs and their predicted
relationships are supported empirically (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Final revi-
sions maybe made based on the full administration, or if the results are consistent
with predicted results, the research may proceed to stage five in which technical
validation data is analyzed. Phase II of the GOTT validation study illustrates this
process clearly.

Stage five of the validation process typically incorporates statistical analyses,
although it is frequently the case that qualitative analyses are used as well (Kane,
2004; Zumbo, 2007). From a statistical perspective, validation of attitude and belief
scales should include an analysis of reliability, factor structure, and the correlational
relationship between key constructs and related variables of interest. Statistical pro-
cedures for doing so may be found in a variety of texts (DeVellis, 2003; Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2001). The researcher should provide evidence in support of five aspects of
the assessment, including relevant content, reliability of tests or scales, factor struc-
ture, criterion validity, and an integrated validity argument that addresses the theo-
retical framework used to develop and construct the assessment.

Within stage five, content validity refers to checks to assure that relevant con-
tent has been sampled and assessed. This is often done by using a test blueprint,
alignment to relevant standards, or review by a panel of experts (Osterlind, 2010).
An alignment study asks experts to judge whether all the appropriate content has
been sampled in the assessments. The purpose of this review is to assure that
the assessments sample all of the critical content specified in operational defini-
tions or standards, or a specified curriculum. Pellegrino and Chudowsky (2003)
describe a variety of ways in which researchers may align assessment items to
salient content they wish to measure in order to assure sufficient coverage of the
constructs measured by the instrument.

Reliability refers to the consistency of responses, where higher consistency sug-
gests that the assessment provides a dependable measure of the construct. Reliability
may be assessed in a variety of ways depending upon the form of the assessment
and the objectivity of responses (Labone, 2004; Osterlind, 2010). Reliability should
be above the .70 criterion at a minimum. It is common practice to drop or revise
items based on poor item-to-construct correlations when comparing the reliability
of pilot data. Kucsera et al. (2011) discuss reliability and provide reliability coetfi-
cients on pages 602 and 605 for Phases II and II of their study.
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A test of the factor structure of the assessments is especially important to assure
that each instrument measures the predicted number and type of constructs it
claims to measure (Shadish et al., 2002). For example, an instrument that claims to
measure two types of teacher self-efficacy should yield two factors that may be inter-
correlated (Goddard et al., 2000; Woolfolk-Hoy et al., 2006). Exploratory factor analysis
is used frequently to assess the number of emergent constructs (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001). Kucsera et al. (2011) report the findings of their exploratory analysis on page
602 of their study. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used even more frequently
because it provides a goodness of fit test between the predicted and observed results.
Confirmatory models are preferred because they specify in advance the number of
constructs being evaluated and the statistical relationship between these constructs.
Kucsera et al. (2011) report the findings of their confirmatory analysis in Phase III
of their study on pages 604—605. It is important to bear in mind that even frequently
used constructs and corresponding instruments need conceptual and methodologi-
cal revisions based on ongoing CFA data and theoretical advances (Labone, 2004;
Zumbo, 2007).

Kucsera et al. (2011) also provided goodness-of-fit statistics in Table 2 on
page 605. They compared one-, two-, and three-factor solutions to determine
whether their hypothesized three-factor solution provided the best fitting model.
This model comparison procedure enables researchers to identify the best-fit model
using standard model fitting statistics (Bentler, 2005; Byrne, 2006; Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2001).

CFA models may be used as well to assess the criterion validity of assessments, in
which the main constructs of interest (e.g., learning, proving, and avoiding scales)
are correlated with other variables of interest such as student education, age, gen-
der, achievement, and cognitive ability. For example, teacher self-efficacy scores may
be correlated positively with student achievement, teacher satisfaction, or collective
school efficacy (Goddard et al., 2000). Criterion validity studies usually make pre-
dictions about the convergent (i.e., positive relationships) and discriminant (i.e.,
negative relationships) between the main constructs and other variables of interest.
For example, Kucsera et al. (2011) predicted that the learning scale on the GOTT
would be positively correlated with teacher self-efficacy and teacher impact, while
the proving scale would be negatively correlated with teacher self-efficacy. These
relationships were confirmed, supporting the claim that the learning and proving
scales are related to other salient teacher variables in different ways.

GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR IMPROVING ASSESSMENTS

We believe that researchers may assess teachers’ beliefs in a reliable, valid, and theo-
retically clear manner provided they plan, design, select, and implement assessment
strategies wisely. We summarized 10 general assessment strategies that may be used
separately or in combination in a manner that best suits the researcher’s purposes.
We also provided a five-stage sequence to assure best design and implementation
practices. We close this chapter by stressing five general principles for conducting
theoretically and methodologically credible studies.

The first is to begin with a clear theoretical framework that identifies the
main constructs of interest, provides unambiguous definitions, and outlines the
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hypothesized relationships among key variable in the framework. Ideally, researchers
should indicate whether the goal of the study is to examine the quality of assessment
instruments, test some aspect of the theoretical framework, focus on relationships
between targeted constructs and hypothesized outcomes, or all of these goals. Usher
and Pajares (2008) and Goddard et al. (2000) provide excellent working examples of
the use of theory to guide instrument development.

A second principle is to develop a systematic evaluation plan that guides the con-
ceptualization, development, implementation, and evaluation of assessment instru-
ments. Table 6.2 lists the main steps in a five-stage plan whose goals are to help the
researcher develop instruments that assess the constructs of interest in a clear fash-
ion, construct and revise prototypes, and collect data that provides evidence of reli-
ability and overall validity. This plan should describe the quantitative and qualitative
data analysis techniques used to evaluate the assessment instruments and justify
a validity argument. Table 6.2 includes 18 discrete activities that may play a role
in the instrument development process. Although not all 18 steps are necessary,
researchers should complete as many of these steps as are feasible to assure the best
measurement practices possible.

Principle three is to use a variety of assessment tools to triangulate findings Moyer-
Packenham et al. (2008). A number of the studies cited in this chapter use two or more
strategies that provide different types of data and perspectives on teachers’ beliefs
and the relationship between beliefs and teaching outcomes (Scheetz & Martin, 2006;
Speer, 2005). Multiple assessments enable researchers to examine teachers’ beliefs at
a broader and deeper level (Kane, 2004; Pellegrino & Chudowsky, 2003; Shadish et al.,
2002). A variety of previously unused methodologies could be employed as well such
as Q-sorts (La Paro, Siepak, & Scott-Little, 2009; Rimm-Kaufman & Sawyer, 2004) in which
teachers prioritized beliefs, and beeper studies (Punzo & Miller, 2002) where
individuals are stopped while engaged in real-time activities in order to report beliefs
and ongoing measurable activities. We also believe that a combination of quantitative
and qualitative assessments is optimal, especially when quantitative measures such as
questionnaires are used to assess beliefs and qualitative measures such as interviews
are used to examine the origin and development of beliefs in greater detail.

A fourth principle is to focus on the measurement integrity of assessments.
Researchers may do so by situating constructs within the theory of interest, con-
structing assessments that provide scale scores that are related closely to the con-
struct of interest, and provide a sensitive composite score that is able to detect change
in the belief over time. These scores should be both reliable and valid. Fowler (2009),
Osterlind (2010), Stiggins (2011), and Pellegrino and Chudowsky (2003) provide
guidelines for constructing effective instruments and for assessing the degree to
which they meet minimum standards for reliable and valid assessments.

Principle five is to design theoretically motivated instruments in a manner that
enables the researcher to present a convincing validity argument (Kane, 2004;
Messick, 1989; Osterlind, 2010; Zumbo, 2007). The validity argument should justify
the quality of the individual instruments used in the study, the relationship between
variables of interest, and claims in support of the theory. Kane (2004) and Zumbo
(2007) provide criteria for constructing an integrated validity argument.

Principle five also highlights the importance of triangulation of empirical find-
ings in a theoretically consistent pattern. The best way to do so in our opinion is to
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make specific predictions about the relationships between the constructs of inter-
est (e.g., learning, proving, and avoiding), as well as salient criterion outcomes
these constructs are used to predict. Table 5 in Kucsera et al. (2011) illustrated
the triangulation of variables using observed correlations. Ideally, variables such
as the learning and proving scales on the GOTT should be correlated negatively
with one another and exhibit different and theoretically consistent relationships
to other outcomes such as teacher self-efficacy. Triangulation is essential in order
to establish the validity of the construct measured by the instrument, but also to
demonstrate a larger meaningful pattern of results that is consistent within the
theory that was used to develop the instrument and operationally define the con-
structs of interest.

SUMMARY

This chapter considered challenges and solutions when assessing teachers’ beliefs.
This task may seem daunting at first because researchers typically are more
interested in the content of beliefs than the measurement process used to assess
beliefs. We proposed that researchers begin by clarifying the four conceptual chal-
lenges discussed in section two of this chapter. This focuses on the development of a
well-articulated theoretical framework that specifies the dimensionality and inter-
relationships of the constructs being assessed. Section three discussed 10 different
assessment strategies that have been used previously in the teachers’ beliefs research
literature. We recommended using as many of these strategies as are feasible in order
to triangulate outcomes. Section four provided a comprehensive five-stage sequence
to plan, construct, and evaluate the quality of assessments. We also provided five
general principles to serve as solutions to the assessment challenges described in this
chapter. Using the strategies in Table 6.1 and following the plan in Table 6.2 should
enable research teams to assess beliefs using a variety of different assessment in a
reliable and valid fashion.
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MEASURING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

For What Purpose?
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University of Central Florida, US

Teachers’ beliefs have been described as a “particularly provocative form of personal
knowledge” (Kagan, 1992, p. 65). For teachers, beliefs serve as an epistemological base,
or a theoretical underpinning, orchestrating cognitive, affective, and behavioral deci-
sions that manifest in the classroom. Teachers’ beliefs are widely acknowledged to influ-
ence instructional choices and teaching practices, and potentially determine when, why,
and how teachers interact with students. From a situated perspective, certain beliefs are
related to teaching dispositions that promote superior motivation and learning out-
comes for students (Collie, Shapka, & Perry, 2012; De Corte, Vershaffel, & Depaepe,
2008; Muis & Foy, 2010; Pecjak, & Kosir, 2004, 2008). The precise measurement of
beliefs is a prerequisite to help teachers understand how beliefs can influence superior
learning outcomes via adaptive and constructive pedagogy.

The primary objective of this chapter is to provide a comprehensive and objective
review of the methods and resources that reliably and accurately measure teachers’
beliefs. Although a review of every belief measure is beyond the scope of the current
work, there was a deliberate focus on identifying belief measures found related to
effective teaching or learning, as most teacher education programs operate under
the supposition that the enactment of certain defined beliefs are positively related to
expert teaching (Tatto & Coupland, 2003). The findings in this review should enable
researchers, practitioners, and graduate students to select, administer, and evaluate
a variety of measures.

SCOPE OF THE REVIEW

For the purposes of this review, teachers’ beliefs are distinct and measurable, tran-
scending individual propositions, which are interpreted through “collective under-
standing” of the human condition (Pajares, 1992, p. 316), exclude ideological positions,
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such as those grounded in sociological theory (Gates, 2006), and supersede disposi-
tions that fluctuate according to specific contextual conditions (Tatto & Coupland,
2003). Instead, we emphasized the measurement of durable, stable beliefs, such as
those regarding students, the nature of pedagogy, and the learning context. Measures
included were empirically substantiated through psychometric scrutiny and consid-
ered to be reliable and valid representations of teacher cognition.

Reliable measures are those found to show measurement consistency over mul-
tiple administrations of an instrument, or when using alternate and parallel forms
of the same instrument. For this review, a measure was considered reliable if tests
of stability, equivalence, or internal consistency yielded reliability coefficients > .70.
Qualitative measures were considered reliable if adequate inter-rater reliability was
reported. Measures with evidence of validity are those deemed suitable for making
theoretical inferences or evaluative interpretations of numerical scores (AERA, APA, &
NCME, 1999; Messick, 1989). Sources of validity evidence were evaluated through
examination of instrument content, the reported internal structure of test items,
and indices of convergent, discriminate, or covariance evidence.

Empirical consensus (see Fives & Buehl, 2012, for a review) reveals beliefs may
influence teacher behavior in at least three ways: by filtering how teachers and
teacher candidates process and evaluate content in education and professional
development programs, through influence on how teachers approach and respond
to educational challenges, and by determination of the subsequent actions teach-
ers take in the classroom to cultivate productive educational climates and achieve-
ment. Although empirical research showing causal connections between specific
beliefs and superior learning or motivational outcomes are indeed inconsistent and
tenuous, recent studies have shown promising relationships between what teachers
believe and the nature of their pedagogical practice, which ultimately may influence
student achievement outcomes (Depaepe, De Corte, & Verschaffel, 2010; Muis &
Duffy, 2012; Muis & Foy, 2010; Sakiz, Pape, & Hoy, 2012; Yadav & Koehler, 2007).
Thus, in addition to reviewing belief measures, this chapter focuses on identifying
what measures may assist teachers in recording, measuring, evaluating, and analyz-
ing their own beliefs as a conduit to promoting academically productive teaching
strategies.

DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

How Were Measures Selected?

For this review, only measures that were applicable to assess the beliefs of learners
enrolled in preservice teacher education programs or practicing K-12 teachers were
included. Measurements of “attitudes” and “belief generating experiences” were
excluded as these constructs, although related to the formation of belief structures,
lack stability and are more transient due to the affective nature of attitude genera-
tion (Tatto & Coupland, 2003).

The search process employed the Ebscohost search engine incorporating the
PsycINFO, PsycARTICLES, ERIC, Mental Measurements Yearbook, and Education
Full Text (H.W. Wilson) databases. The initial keywords of “teacher beliefs” and
“measures or measurement” yielded 2,127 results published within the past 25 years.
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The results were narrowed to only include peer-reviewed articles providing a full
text link. The filtering process resulted in 913 potential publications. The search was
further restricted to studies that broadly measured teachers’ beliefs pursuant to the
categorization paradigm developed by Fives and Buehl (2012). The five categories
explained in detail below included beliefs concerning the self, the context or environ-
ment of teaching, content knowledge, specific teaching practices and approaches, and
beliefs about students. Additional searches were conducted using the terms “teacher
beliefs” and “student achievement,” “learning outcomes,” “motivation,” and “perfor-
mance.” After eliminating redundancies, 345 studies were examined, of which 95 are
highlighted in this chapter. Studies excluded for consideration were manuscripts that
primarily focused on the beliefs of students, were ancillary to the measurement of
beliefs, or lacked methodological rigor due to small sample sizes or insufficient psy-
chometric evidence.

Paradigms of Measurement

Teachers’ beliefs are purported to be measured in at least 10 ways (see Schraw &
Olafson, Chapter 6, this volume). Collecting data on teachers’ beliefs is generally
completed using two primary methods: through self-reported descriptions of psy-
chological phenomena purported to influence teaching and learning, or by observa-
tions of teacher behavior and associated exemplars of instruction. Self-report, the
most frequent approach used to measure beliefs, includes methodologies such as
questionnaires and verbal reports. Self-report mechanisms attempt to describe or
quantify beliefs and the cognitive underpinnings that guide learning and instruc-
tion. Observation involves the collection and review of teaching or learning arti-
facts that purport to represent the manifestation of beliefs. Observation exemplars
include performance observations, analysis of self-reflective writing or tests, reviews
of teaching portfolios, visual representations, and instructional and classroom
artifacts.

Data garnered from belief measures should be subjected to quantitative or
qualitative analysis. The objective of quantitative interpretation is to draw logical
inferences from numerical scores, such as when evaluating the correlation among
variables assumed to be related to certain beliefs (e.g., Hudson, Kloosterman, &
Galindo, 2012), when making effect-size comparisons between control and experi-
mental groups as a result of a belief-changing intervention (e.g., Rethlefsen & Park,
2011), or when assessing longitudinal change in beliefs across individuals (e.g.,
Da-Silva, Mellado, Ruiz, & Porlan, 2007). Typically, quantitative analysis results in
the development of statistical models used to evaluate the nature of group differ-
ences or identify patterns that allow researchers to articulate theoretical models of
belief formation, progress, and potency.

Qualitative analyses seek to assess the meanings and logical etiology of teaching
behaviors. Analysis can be conducted at the program, classroom, or teacher/student
level (Tatto & Coupland, 2003). These measures include verbal reports, performance
observations, self-reflective writing, portfolios, and analysis of classroom artifacts
(Bullough, Chapter 9, this volume; Schraw & Olafson, Chapter 6, this volume).
Qualitative approaches are well suited to understand the nature of teachers’ think-
ing and their world-views, yet are not predictive in nature (Richardson, 1996). For



Measuring Teachers’ Beliefs « 109

example, qualitative interpretations allow for a deeper understanding as to how
beliefs manifest in pedagogical practice such as constructivist teaching (Gill & Hoft-
man, 2009), and to understand how teachers reflect on the use of teaching strategies
and the results of their teaching (Kyles & Olafson, 2008; Irez, 2007).

Frequently, data from teachers’ beliefs measures emphasize “outcomes” (Tatto &
Coupland, 2003, p. 156). Analysis of beliefs almost exclusively presumes externally
driven quantification or rich description of conscious experience, despite the intro-
spective and often repressed nature of beliefs. Regrettably, a dilemma exists as incon-
gruence between self-reported espoused beliefs and demonstrated enacted beliefs as
evidenced by teaching practice are quite common (Fives & Buehl, 2012; Woolfolk
Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006). The tacit nature of beliefs may predispose practitioners to
underestimate the influence of beliefs on practice (Tang, Lee, & Chun, 2012), or may
result in reported misconceptions concerning beliefs (Porlan & Del Pozo, 2004). Pre-
cise measurement of beliefs is complicated by social bias, as individual beliefs may
conflict with mandated curriculum (Thomas, Pederson, & Finson, 2001), and even
the most objective practitioners may not consciously recognize their own beliefs
during teaching (Gill & Hoffman, 2009).

How Were Chapter Beliefs Framed?

Belief measures were predominantly framed according to an expanded categori-
zation structure articulated by Fives and Buehl (2012). This structure was chosen,
in part, based upon the objective of maintaining historical consistency in the way
beliefs have been described and categorized over the past 25 years. This classification
was guided by the seminal work of Pajares (1992) and the subsequent reviews by
Kagan (1992), Richardson (1996), and Tatto and Coupland (2003), which substanti-
ates the belief categories selected for Tables 7.1-7.5.

Measuring beliefs about self. Questionnaires measuring domain-specific self-
efficacy or personal epistemology dominate self-belief measurement (see Table 7.1).
Self-efficacy, the belief in successfully executing courses of action (Bandura, 1997),
strongly influences perceptions of teaching ability (Siwatu & Chesnut, Chapter 12,
this volume; Garcia, 2004). However, at the classroom level, teachers’ sense of effi-
cacy, the belief that teachers can positively influence learning outcomes (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), has since emerged as a distinct and measurable
construct (e.g., De La Torre Cruz & Casanova Arias, 2007). The most commonly
used instruments to assess teacher self-efficacy are Gibson and Dembo’s (1984)
Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES; see Denzine, Cooney, & McKenzie, 2005, for a critique
of this tool), which measures general and personal teaching efficacy, and Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, used to mea-
sure self-efficacy for instructional strategies, classroom management, and student
engagement.

Epistemological beliefs concern the nature and process of knowledge acquisition
(Hofer & Pintrich, 1997; Lunn, Walker, & Mascadri, Chapter 18, this volume) and
are often measured along the dimensions of the organization, certainty, and source
of knowledge, and the control and speed of learning using Schraw, Benedixen, and
Dunkle’s (2002) Epistemological Beliefs Inventory (EBI) and Kardash and Wood’s (2000)
Epistemological Beliefs Survey (EBS). Precise measurement of epistemological
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Table 7.1 Representative Sample of Self-belief Measures

Constructs Name/Type of Empirical Psychometric Potential Usage/
Measured Measure Examples Evidence Comments
Epistemic Beliefs about (Maggioni, Van Exploratory and Developed an
cognition in Learning & Sledright, & confirmatory instrument
teaching history =~ Teaching History ~ Alexander, 2009) factor analysis, to monitor
Questionnaire two-factor changes in
principal epistemic
component cognition across
analysis large samples.
Epistemological Epistemological (Chai, Khine, & Factor analysis, Evaluated
beliefs Beliefs Teo, 2006) internal effect of
Questionnaire consistency demographics
(EBQ) on personal
Questionnaire epistemology
among
preservice
teachers in
Singapore.
Teacher self- Teacher (Brouwers & Confirmatory Demonstrated
efficacy in Interpersonal Tomic, 2001) factor analysis that the
relating to Self-Efficacy instrument’s
students and Scale three subscales
colleagues Questionnaire measured
distinct
activities related
to teacher self-
efficacy beliefs.
Self-efficacy to Self-Efficacy (Ritter, Boone, & Content Added an
teach science to Beliefs about Rubba, 2001) analysis, factor additional
diverse learners Equitable analysis dimension
Science Teaching to similar
(SEBEST) instruments
Questionnaire by including
diverse learners.
Teacher self- Teacher Efficacy (Denzine, Confirmatory Evaluated
efficacy Scale (TES) Cooney, & factor analysis validity
Questionnaire McKenzie, 2005) of factors

measured by the
TES, including
the dimension
of locus of
causality.

beliefs is important in the classroom as these types of beliefs are linked to both the
curricular and instructional choices of teachers (White, 2000).

Some methods of evaluating self-beliefs deviate from exclusive self-report by
combining questionnaires with qualitative assessments, or by using innovative anal-
ysis techniques to determine the relation between beliefs and instructional practice.
Brownlee, Petriwskyj, Thorpe, Stacey, and Gibson (2011) determined the effects
of an integrated teaching program on preservice teachers’ epistemological beliefs
using pre- and post-course results from the EBS and information from self-reflective
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writing to measure changes in epistemic beliefs across semesters. To evaluate the
effectiveness of specific teaching methods on teacher efficacy, Rethlefsen and Park
(2011) compared scores on the Mathematics Teaching Efficacy Beliefs Instrument
(MTEBI) in conjunction with open-ended course evaluative questions to determine
that specific training practices such as vicarious modeling and deliberate reflection
positively impact teacher self-efficacy. Heikkila, Lonka, Nieminen, and Niemivirta
(2012) employed latent-class clustering to develop cognitive and affective profiles of
preservice teachers. The profiling approach was useful to conclude that self-directed
teacher candidates had far less stress related to teaching and reported an accelerated
sense of overall well-being. Collectively, these variable self-belief measures provide
strong validity evidence that the worldviews of teachers serve a mediating role influ-
encing the nature, quality, and style of instructional practice.

Measuring beliefs about context and environment. Beliefs about the teaching
context and instructional environment fall into two broad categories. Measures are
primarily used to examine culturally relevant beliefs related to teaching practice with
an emphasis on multi-national pedagogical comparisons, or the evaluation of sys-
temic beliefs such as the collective efficacy of teachers (see Rubie-Davies, Chapter 15,
Tschannen-Moran et al., Chapter 17, this volume). Many contextual studies con-
trol for variables such as teacher background, school curriculum, and district-wide
administrative practices in an attempt to discern the relative influence on individual
and collective beliefs.

The most common method used to assess contextual beliefs is self-report ques-
tionnaires, although some researchers employ qualitative approaches (see Table 7.2).
Predominately measures in this category of beliefs seek evidence of concurrent valid-
ity or assess construct correlation through clear identification of instrument factor
structures. Considering the overt nature of context and environmental influences
such as student behavior, school culture, and apparent demographic differences
across cultures, this category of beliefs provides opportunities for simplicity of study
design. Context measures are ideal for researchers to examine belief differences across
cultures as effect size differences serve as means to validate belief variability among
groups.

One novel methodology used to assess the classroom perceptions of early child-
hood preservice teachers is the Draw-An-Environment Test Rubric (DAET-R,
Moseley, Desjean-Perrotta, & Utley, 2010). The DAET-R method requires partici-
pants to illustrate classroom perceptions using drawings as a visual representation
of environmental beliefs. Drawings are analyzed using a four-factor approach con-
sisting of the role of humans, other living organisms (biotic), physical environment
(abiotic), and conceptions of the environment based upon the definitions drafted by
the North American Association of Environmental Education Guidelines, a profes-
sional development organization for preservice teachers. Analysis of results revealed
that the DAET-R allows for the collection of reliable data about preservice teachers’
mental models and provided predictive evidence that contextualized beliefs influ-
ence classroom practice.

Specific relations between certain contextual beliefs and learning outcomes were
observed by Love and Kruger (2005), who modified a questionnaire (Ladson-Billings,
1994) and sampled K-5 teachers and administrators concerning their culturally rel-
evant beliefs and teaching practices related to communalism, student cooperation,



Table 7.2 Representative Sample of Context and Environment Measures

Constructs Name/Type of Empirical Psychometric Potential Usage/
Measured Measure Examples Evidence Comments
Classroom The Behavior (Martin & Sass,  Factor analysis, Examined beliefs
management  and Instructional ~ 2010) concurrent about play, discipline,
Management validity with the  and the relation
Scale (BIMS) — OTES between behavior
Questionnaire management and
instruction.
Collective Collective Teacher (Tschannen- Content review, Demonstrated that
efficacy Sense of Efficacy Moran & Barr, factor analysis, collective sense of
Scale (CTEBS) — 2004) reliability teacher efficacy was
Questionnaire related to middle-school
achievement, and
independent of SES.
Teachers (Klassen, 2010)  Factor analysis, Concluded that
Collective Efficacy structural teacher’s sense of
scale (TCE) — modeling collective efficacy
Questionnaire may lower feelings of
stress towards student
behavior.
Cross cultural  Early Childhood (Lerkkanen et al., Factor analysis, Validated instrument
comparison Classroom 2012) criterion validity ~ with a Finnish/Estonian
Observation sample previously
Measure validated with a North
(ECCOM) — American sample.
(Stipek &
Byler, 2005) —
Questionnaire
What do You (Seng, Keung, &  Factor analysis, Identified five
Think of Creativity Cheng, 2008) internal dimensions of creativity
Scale — consistency while contrasting
Questionnaire beliefs between Asian

Grouping or
inclusion

School policy/
decision
making

Reflective response

letters — Self-
reflective writing;
Motivation for
Teaching Scale —
Questionnaire

Semi-structured
interviews;
questionnaires

Public School
Teacher
questionnaire

(TQ)

(Kyles & Olafson,
2008)

(Ben-Yehuda,
Leyser, & Last,
2010)

(Ware &
Kitsantas, 2007)

Content analysis

Member
checking,
Fisher’s test of
significance
between groups

Factor analysis

samples.

Emphasized the

tacit nature of
multicultural beliefs
and supported the
notion that multiple
measurements are
warranted for reliable
inferences.

Measured pedagogical
orientation (student/
parent relationships),
attitude toward
inclusion, and daily
practices.

Used a sample of
26,257 teachers and
determined specific
beliefs are related to
teacher commitment.
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community relations, views on urban education, and the importance of race when
instructing primarily African American and Hispanic children. Results from the
belief measure were correlated with reading, mathematics, and the languages arts
subscale scores on the standardized Iowa Test of Basic Skills, suggesting that teachers
who described themselves as altruistic knowledge disseminators, those who had a
strong give back to the community focus, and those who believed in universal student
success were positively correlated with achievement outcomes.

Measuring beliefs about content or knowledge. The measurement of beliefs
concerning content are dominated by beliefs about science and mathematics knowl-
edge, and span a broad range of subject matter, incorporating a large number of
studies (33; see Table 7.3). Beliefs about science knowledge shape curricular deci-
sions (Stolberg, 2007) and can potentially influence accurate student conceptions
about the nature of science (Lombardi & Sinatra, 2013). Measures exist that assess
beliefs about what topics should be taught (Jenkins, 2009), as well as the appropriate
methods to teach science concepts, with a strong emphasis on assessing the degree
of inquiry instruction (Smolleck & Yoder, 2008). As is customary, most content mea-
sures are surveys, with content and response process validity evidence supporting
their use, including the popular assessments of self-efficacy for teaching science, the
Science Teaching Efficacy Beliefs Inventory (STEBI; Riggs & Enochs, 1990) and the
updated STEBI-B (Bleicher, 2004).

Irez (2007) used a reflection-oriented approach to measure beliefs about the
nature of science and conceptualizations of science education. This method involved
two-staged interviews; the first stage generated researcher-developed cognitive maps
of participants’ responses to closed-end questions about the scientific method and
the nature of science, while the second interview asked participants to reflect on the
researcher maps to determine reliability and accuracy of responses. The trustwor-
thiness of the reflection process was verified through qualitative member checking
providing validity evidence that reflective techniques with cognitive mapping were
an accurate measure of underlying teachers’ beliefs structures.

Measuring teachers’ beliefs about mathematics content and teachers’ efficacy to
teach mathematics is of critical importance, as teachers who believe they possess
knowledge and comfort when teaching mathematics strongly influence students’
positive perceptions of their own ability to learn mathematics (Kalder & Lesik, 2011;
Midgeley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1989; Relich, 1996). One novel approach that lim-
its the liabilities of self-report is the assessment of teaching scenarios (Ambrose,
Clement, Philipp, & Chauvot, 2004). The scenario approach attempts to overcome
the introspective nature of beliefs and avoid the forced choice interpretation of
Likert scale surveys. The method asks respondents to indicate open-ended positive
or negative comments and reactions to video-taped classroom learning segments
(see Bullough, Chapter 9, this volume). Researchers then infer meaning to response
patterns, based upon evidence of consistencies and conflicts regarding belief enact-
ment, instead of trying to determine belief etiology.

Although limited in number, some content measures foster data interpretations
that imply direct relationships between content beliefs and student learning out-
comes (De Corte, Verschaffel, & Depaepe, 2008; Pec¢jak & Kosir, 2004; 2008). Using
interviews and observations regarding the application of metacognitive strategies to



Table 7.3 Representative Sample of Content and Knowledge Belief Measures

Constructs Name/Type of Empirical Psychometric Potential Usage/
Measured Measure Examples Evidence Comments
Language Beliefs about (Horwitz, 1988) Content review, Measured how

learning ability

Mathematics
instruction

Models of
mathematics and
science teaching

Orientation
towards writing

Pseudo-scientific
beliefs

Readiness to
teach content

Reading
motivation, sense
of efficacy to
teach reading

Teaching science
through inquiry
instruction

Language Learning
Inventory (BALLI) —
Questionnaire

Unnamed
instrument that
used scenarios and
scoring rubrics

Confidence,
Commitment,
Collaboration, and
Student thinking in
Mathematics and
Science (CCCSMS) —
Questionnaire

Writing
Orientation Scale —
Questionnaire

NSF Surveys
of Public
Understanding
of Science and
Technology

BeTeBaS instrument
(BEginning
TEachers—

BAsic Skills) —

Questionnaire

Teachers— Beliefs
About Students —
Motivation

For Reading —
Questionnaire
(based on the
Motivation to

Read inventory;
Wigfield, Guthrie, &
McGough, 1996)

Teaching Science
as Inquiry (TSI)
Instrument —
Questionnaire

(Ambrose,
Clement, Philipp, &
Chauvot, 2004)

(Hudson,
Kloosterman, &
Galindo, 2012)

(Graham, Harris, &
MacArthur, 2002)

(Losh & Nzekwe,
2011)

(Elke,
Adriaensens, &
Meynen, 2011)

(Quirk et al.,
2010)

(Smolleck &
Yoder, 2008)

convergent validity

Content review,
response analysis

Internal
consistency,
content evidence
of parallel items in
mathematics and
science

Construct
validation; factor
analysis

Content evidence,
concurrent validity

Construct
validation, factor
analysis

Internal
consistency,
content validation,
concurrent validity

Content analysis,
construct
validity, internal
consistency

beliefs about
language learning
impact instruction.

Assessed belief
change in
prospective teachers
concerning methods
used to teach
mathematics.

Indicated despite

a significant
correlation between
beliefs about
mathematics and
science teaching,
belief disparities
exist.

Revealed a three-
factor structure of
explicit instruction,
correctness in
students' writing,
and natural learning
methods are
influenced by beliefs.

Determined that the
pseudo-scientific
beliefs of future
teachers were
similar to the typical
adult population.

Determined that
behavior, capability,
and beliefs are
instrumental in
teacher readiness.

Confirmed a strong
positive relationship
between beliefs
about student
motivation to read
and teaching sense
of self-efficacy.

Showed strong
positive correlations
between outcome
beliefs and

instruction
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solve problems, De Corte et al. (2008) concluded teachers who believed in and used
stronger metacognitive and heuristic models of problem solving accelerated student
performance, while Pe¢jak and Kosir (2008) suggested teachers who believe in strat-
egy diversification and emphasize the importance of reading inspired confidence
and competence in their students.

Measuring beliefs about teaching approaches and practices. Diverse assess-
ments abound that measure beliefs about teaching practice and how teachers
approach instruction. Understanding the theoretical or value-laden influences on
pedagogy is important, as these types of beliefs may influence the use of specific
instructional strategies thought to accelerate student learning. Some measures assess
teaching practice using a domain-general focus such as evaluation of overall peda-
gogical knowledge (Voss, Kunter, & Baumert, 2011), or assess beliefs related to spe-
cific theoretical approaches to instruction including constructivism (Lenski, Wham, &
Griffey, 1998; Plourde & Alawiye, 2003; Woolley, Benjamin, & Woolley, 2004) or
inquiry (Bhattacharyya, Volk, & Lumpe, 2009; Marshall, Horton, Igo, & Switzer, 2009),
although many measures focus on the evaluation of specific practices or preferred
methods hypothesized to assist certain student populations (see Table 7.4).

One intriguing approach to measure teachers’ beliefs concerning instructional
strategies is the teacher belief Q-sort (TBQ; Rimm-Kaufman, Storm, Sawyer, Pianta, &
LaParo, 2006), which was developed specifically as an alternative to potentially biased
observation and the typical self-report approaches. The TBQ method requires par-
ticipants to rank order priorities and beliefs about discipline practices, classroom
practices, and beliefs about children. The rank order process, a forced choice method,
mediates potential personal bias associated with Likert scales, because teachers do
not have to indicate prevalence for demonstrating a particular strategy that may be
influenced by a belief. Instead, the method creates a paradigm for evaluating relative
preference for a particular teaching practice in comparison to another.

Voss et al. (2011) developed an instrument to assess general pedagogical/
psychological knowledge (PPK). General knowledge, encompassing declarative and
procedural knowledge, is purported to transcend knowledge of individual subjects
(Shulman, 1987), and thus a measurement with validity evidence may be critical
to inform overall teacher pedagogy. Confirmatory factor analysis using German
teacher candidates indicated that PPK was a distinct construct measuring corre-
lated factor sub-dimensions, which included knowledge of classroom management,
knowledge of teaching methods, knowledge of classroom assessment, and knowl-
edge of students’ heterogeneity. Although traditional psychometric procedures were
used to evaluate the utility of the instrument, this measure is particularly innovative
as beliefs concerning classroom management were assessed using interpretation of
video-based vignettes, hence employing a methodology less suspect to the bias of
exclusive self-report measures.

Measuring beliefs about students. A paucity of measures (seven) provides reli-
able evidence to assess teachers’ beliefs about students (Table 7.5). The most preva-
lent method of gauging teachers’ beliefs about students are questionnaires, such as
the Personal and Professional Beliefs About Diversity Scale (Pohan & Aguilar, 1994;
used by Dedeoglu & Lamme, 2011), which measured beliefs about diversity in a
personal sense and within a professional context, or the Teachers’ Beliefs and Atti-
tudes Toward Planning for Mainstreamed Students (TBAP; modified for preservice



Tahle 7.4 Representative Sample of Teaching and Practice Measures

Constructs Name/Type of Empirical Psychometric Potential Usage/
Measured Measure Examples Evidence Comments
Use of strategies Critical (Torff & Content Iluminated the use
designed to Thinking Belief Warburton, 2005)  review, internal of critical thinking
promote critical Appraisal — consistency, factor strategies as a conduit
thinking Questionnaire analysis to effective instruction.
Developmentally Teacher Beliefs (Charlesworth Factor analysis, Identified what beliefs
appropriate Scale (TBS)-  etal., 1993) observation data  are associated with
practices by Questionnaire using developmentally
early childhood appropriate teaching
teachers practices.
Constructivist ~ Teacher Beliefs (Woolley, Teacher interviews Revealed that the
and traditional ~ Survey (TBS) — Benjamin, & for construct factors of Traditional
approaches to Questionnaire  Woolley, 2004) identification, Management,
teaching and factor analysis, Traditional Teaching,
learning internal and Constructivist
consistency Teaching can be
identified by teacher
beliefs.
Metacognition  Videotaping (Depaepe, Inter-rater Qualitatively compared
and heuristics and interviews; De Corte, & reliability, teachers in two sixth-
metacognitive  Verschaffel,2010)  member checking, grade classrooms to

Inquiry
instruction in
science

Social and
emotional
learning

Grading

The nature
and purpose of
assessment

model analysis

Untitled
questionnaire

SEL Beliefs
scale —
Questionnaire

Survey of
Assessment
Beliefs (SAB) —
Questionnaire

Chinese-
Teacher
Conceptions
of Assessment
inventory-
Questionnaire

(Marshall, Horton,

Igo, & Switzer,
2009)

(Brackett, Reyes,

Rivers, Elbertson, &

Salovey, 2012)

(Bonner & Chen,
2009)

(Brown, Hui, Yu, &

Kennedy, 2011)

content analysis

Factor analysis,
internal
consistency

Content review,
factor analysis,
convergent
evidence

Vignette content
analysis, factor
analysis, internal
consistency

Factor analysis

determine what beliefs
influence the use of
metacognitive and
heuristics related to
word problem solving.

Determined that grade
level taught, content
area taught, level of
support

received, and self-
efficacy for teaching
inquiry were related to
the frequency of inquiry
instruction.

Measured the teaching
of social and emotional
principles in the
classroom, partitioned
into scales of comfort,
commitment, and
culture.

Confirmed a “success
bias” that may influence
objective grading
practices.
Multi-nationally
identified that beliefs

in improvement,
accountability, and
irrelevance are related
to assessment practices.
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Constructs Name/Type of Empirical Psychometric Potential Usage/
Measured Measure Examples Evidence Comments
Adult students with  Unnamed (Murray, Wren, & Content review, Examined
learning disabilities Likert scale — Keys, 2008) exploratory factor ~ differences in
Questionnaire analysis attitudes toward
adult students
with learning
disabilities based
on demographics
and contextual
factors.
Children’s Revised version of  (Brady & Content review, Concluded
difficulties in Teacher Attribution Woolfson, 2008) internal consistency that teachers’
learning Scale — Vignettes attributions
about students’
difficulties in
learning affect
student learning
outcomes.
Multiculturalism Teacher Cultural (Hachfeld, et al., Content review, Assessed teacher
and egalitarianism  Beliefs Scale 2011) confirmatory beliefs about
in the classroom (TCBS) - factor analysis cultural diversity
Questionnaire and proved the
two constructs as
distinct.
Social Vignettes; (Coplan, Hughes, Factor analysis Found a
characteristics Revised Cheek & Bosacki, & Rose- correlation among
Buss Shyness Krasnor, 2011) teachers’ beliefs
Scale (RCBS) — toward social
Questionnaire characteristics

(i.e., shyness,
exuberance) and
student learning
outcomes.

teachers, P-TBAP), which assessed beliefs, skills, and intended practices concerning
students with mental retardation (Cameron & Cook, 2007).

Alternatively, mixed methods such as vignettes and questionnaires were emp-
loyed by Brady and Woolfson (2008) and Coplan et al. (2011) to measure beliefs
and responses to students’ learning difficulties and social behavior, respectively,
and Ripski, LoCasale-Crouch, and Decker (2011) used questionnaires in addition
to in-class observation. In their study of teachers’ beliefs about social characteris-
tics, Coplan and colleagues (2011) adapted a more comprehensive approach and
presented inservice elementary teachers with vignettes, or hypothetical scenarios, of
children displaying exuberant, typical, and shy behaviors to determine their beliefs
and strategies in relation to teachers’ own degrees of shyness. Responses were catego-
rized into five strategy categories (e.g., high-powered response, indirect strategies).
Additionally, teachers rated levels of student academic abilities, intelligence, and
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possible negative consequences from their behaviors on a scale to determine if teach-
ers’ beliefs about strategies and teacher shyness and child gender moderated strategy
choice. The approach was deemed a valid measure of how teachers’ own character-
istics mediated their beliefs and hypothetical responses toward students’ social and
classroom behavior.

Synopsis of Belief Measures

Tables 7.1-7.5 reveal a compilation of belief constructs and measures empirically
substantiated with strong evidence of validity and as noted supportive of guiding
classroom teaching and learning. However, the measurement of teachers’ beliefs is
dominated by self-report questionnaires, which are frequently subject to response
bias, or the inability of practitioners to accurately report or describe their own beliefs
(Kagan, 1992; Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2006). Researchers should cautiously inter-
pret evidence from self-report measures, and avoid making inferences to divergent
populations that differ from the validity evidence described in a particular study.
Using multiple measures (either self-report or through the adaptation of the novel
approaches described) should enhance the ability of researchers to make plausible,
valid, and reliable inferences from observed data. However, despite the strength of
many instruments to accurately assess which constructs influence teacher practice,
interpretative issues concerning belief data abound.

ACCURATE INTERPRETATION OF BELIEF DATA

Belief measures are designed to provide a means for researchers and practitioners
to interpret the underlying psychological constructs and conceptual representations
that guide teacher decision making and instructional practices. Considering the
largely implicit nature of beliefs (Fives & Buehl, 2012), evaluation of belief data can
be precarious and should be approached with interpretative caution recognizing
errors of both measurement and analysis. Measurement concerns are those related to
fundamental design and psychometric considerations such as reliability and validity
concerns, while analysis concerns are based upon how the data is interpreted and
applied.

Measurement Concerns

First, consideration should be given to the degree of domain specificity assessed
and measured by an instrument or evaluative process. Domain specific measures
are those that refer to the extent of individual emphasis on a particular construct or
subset of beliefs, such as effective strategies for teaching math content (Rethlefsen &
Park, 2011), while domain general measures tend to assess global beliefs or describe
general views of educational practice and philosophy (Sinatra & Kardash, 2004).
Teachers hold general beliefs about education, but also distinct representations
about certain subjects or pedagogical practice. Most measures have a polarized
design focus taking either a domain specific or domain general approach.

For example, Van Driel, Bulte, and Verloop (2007) investigated subject-matter
beliefs in chemistry combined with overall beliefs about curriculum, revealing
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distant factorial structures for each belief type. Similarly, Chou and Kwan (2012)
concluded that Korean preservice math teachers can hold both objective and
non-constructivist views toward mathematics teaching in combination with dis-
parate beliefs concerning constructivism and how general knowledge is devel-
oped. Although the distinction between domain general and domain specificity
is broadly contested based on a myriad of interrelationships among constructs
(Buehl, Alexander, & Murphy, 2002; Pajares, 1992), to mitigate the issue of domain
specificity researchers and practitioners should be keenly aware of the constructs
measured by a particular instrument or method and the type and source of data
upon which validity evidence is based prior to assessing intervention suitability.

Second, design intentionality can also influence the situational applicability of a
belief measure. Attention should be given to understanding what standards, models,
settings, samples, and purposes were considered when psychometrically evaluating
the instrument or measurement tool. In other words, an instrument deemed effec-
tive in one teaching or learning context may not be suitable for another, therefore
limiting the external validity of the inferences from the instrument. Sometimes
referred to as “localization,” the process of validation and subsequent usage of a
measure can be determined through a variety of methods (see Schraw & Olafson,
Chapter 6, this volume). Frequently, a measure is normed for a particular popula-
tion or usage and practitioners should avoid the pitfall of “vulnerability of general-
ization” (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002, p. 22), whereby a measure is arbitrarily
administered to an intuitively similar population. One particularly relevant example
is the use of a teachers’ beliefs instrument to determine hiring or performance assess-
ment models. Metzger and Wu (2008) used meta-analytic techniques to measure
the affective beliefs, values, and attitudes of preservice teachers using the Teacher
Perceiver Interview (TPI) to determine the relationship between results and the abil-
ity to predict teacher quality. Minimal predictive validity evidence (.28) was found
between obtained scores and overall teaching effectiveness. The authors specifically
cautioned, the “TPI does not claim to measure effective teaching but instead iden-
tify teacher candidates who communicate the same professional values and dispo-
sitions as the ‘best’ teachers” (p. 924). Studies of this nature confirm the potential
hazards associated with using teachers’ beliefs instruments for any other purpose
than intended.

Third, issues may also arise from lack of consideration of the malleable nature
of beliefs, combined with the temporality of measurement and changes over time.
Researchers suggest that the stability of teachers’ beliefs operates along a contin-
uum (Fives & Buehl, 2012) with some beliefs subject to rapid evolution and tran-
sition (e.g., teaching strategies, see Muis, 2007) while others, such as views about
teaching knowledge and personal epistemology, may be deemed relatively stable
(Buehl & Fives, 2009). Many empirical studies seek to assess the degree of belief
change associated with an intervention, determine what factors are related to belief
change, or see if and how teachers’ beliefs evolve over a semester or academic year.
These research paradigms would suggest that diverse interpretations concern-
ing the nature of beliefs would be a function of both the timing and frequency of
measurement.

To address the malleable nature of beliefs and better understand belief trajectory,
we advocate longitudinal designs using qualitative or multivariate repeated measures
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techniques. Longitudinal designs are those that collect data at two or more different
times from the same individuals or entities and avoid the consequences of mono-
measurement bias, excluding premature or unwarranted causal conclusions based
upon singular data points. Additionally, longitudinal designs may allow researchers
to assess belief change without direct intervention. For example, Fletcher and Luft
(2011) investigated preservice teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning science
using an interpretative qualitative design and concluded that early field experiences
strongly influenced eventual teaching practices. Repeated observation provided the
ability to reliably assess long-term change in beliefs and practice, which might not
have been feasible through appended observations.

Fourth, levels of measurement can also lead to differential conclusions. Level
means creating an understanding as to the nested influence of districts, schools,
programs, classrooms, or individuals upon belief formation and change, combined
with the contextual circumstances of measurement. Tatto and Coupland (2003)
described the “closeness” of measurement outcomes, indicating that precision of
belief measurement is a function of the relation of measurement to intervention.
Closeness means measuring beliefs at the individual or classroom level since most
interventions designed to influence beliefs are localized. Conversely, an intervention
designed to modify beliefs at the school level (e.g., the influence of district-wide
common-core standards) would require a much more sensitive and robust measure to
reliably assess causal relations with individual beliefs. Contingent upon sample size,
multi-level analysis should be considered whenever possible to account for the mul-
tiplicative and nested effects of various hierarchical influences.

Interpretative Concerns

Historically, a large plurality of measures involve self-reports (Moyer-Packenham
et al., 2008), which typically ask respondents to articulate the degree or potency
of beliefs, the frequency of certain behaviors manifested by beliefs, or the alleged
prevalence of traits or characteristics using a five-point or greater Likert scale. The
majority of studies using self-report employ only a single belief measure (Tatto &
Coupland, 2003), which adversely affects reliability and exacerbates the limitations
of self-reported data.

Self-report is notorious for generating erroneous reporting by respondents
(Kagan, 1990; Kane, Sandretto, & Heath, 2002; Speer, 2005). The automatic and
implicit nature of many entrenched beliefs may result in conscious fabrications
(Feldon, 2007), promulgate mischievous respondents, and contribute to deliberate
response bias (Hyman & Sierra, 2011). Many individuals feel obligated to present
favorable self-images to researchers resulting in response inaccuracies based on the
contrived perceptions of social desirability (Johnson & Fendrich, 2002). Reporting
and interpretative errors are so pervasive that in a study investigating how experts’
self-reported beliefs related to problem solving, Feldon (2010) lamented “partici-
pants’ self-explanations are largely inaccurate” (p. 395). The paradigm becomes
increasingly egregious as many teachers believe that certain epistemological and
pedagogical beliefs are socially desirable, such as employing constructive teaching
strategies, and may exhibit a proclivity to erroneously report actual teaching prac-
tices (Gill & Hoffman, 2009; Judson, 2006).
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Additionally, teachers tend to inaccurately calibrate their own beliefs (Maggioni &
Parkinson, 2008; Muis, 2007), miscalculating the depth of their knowledge and
exemplifying myopic perspectives. Sometimes described as myside bias (Stanovich,
2009), this type of partiality occurs when evidence is used to make moral and affec-
tively grounded decisions, many of which are influenced by belief structures. Teach-
ers focused deeply on individualistic perspectives tend to believe their perceptions
of a situation are more closely aligned with reality than those of an independent
observer (Stanovich, 2009). Thus, interpretation of belief measures should account
for the filtered perceptions of teachers. Myside bias is particularly problematic when
interpreting qualitative measures of teachers’ beliefs such as observations of instruc-
tional practice. Interpretative concerns may be mitigated by employing controls
such as inter-rater reliability and the usage of precise observation protocols with
behavioral exemplars.

Finally, interpretative concerns should be guided by a nuanced understanding
of the cultural exclusivity of belief measures. Most measures have been developed
based upon the philosophy and belief orientations of Western cultures and teaching
practices found in North American classrooms (Choi & Kwon, 2012). For example,
many researchers have concluded significant variability of epistemology beliefs
across diverse cultures (Bernardo, 2008; Chan & Elliot, 2002) with Western beliefs
more deeply individualistic, while Asian cultures align with more collectivist beliefs
about the nature of knowledge (Youn, 2000). Measures deemed relevant and valid
in Western cultures may lack psychometric and conceptual integrity when used
with disparate populations. We advocate cautious data interpretation of localized
measures and more research in this area to precisely determine the regional appli-
cability of belief measures.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS AND
FUTURE RESEARCH

In light of these findings we advance several recommendations concerning the mea-
surement of teachers’ beliefs. First, in order to enhance reliability of measurement
and overcome the liabilities of self-report, variable types of measurements should be
considered. Methods described such as card sorting (Rimm-Kaufman et al., 2006),
illustrative mental mapping (Love & Kruger, 2005), and naturalistic observation of
teacher discourse (Gill & Hoffman, 2009) are just a few methodologies that provide
evidence of validity concerning how teachers’ beliefs influence practice. The utili-
zation of dual measurements, which assesses cognitive processes concurrent with
behavioral observations, provide the advantage of convergent validity evidence and
the potential for more accurate measurement of implicit beliefs.

Second, longitudinal studies that examine the developmental trajectories of beliefs
are highly recommended during the design phase. Multiple observations alleviate
the situational influence of snapshot measurements, while potentially diffusing the
immediate influence of researcher expectations on quasi-experimental outcomes.
Continuous measurement progression allows for observation of behavioral mani-
festations over time, avoiding the pitfall of content and curricular bias, and provides
evaluation opportunities using time series and repeated measure designs, which rule
out many threats to validity (Shadish et al., 2002).
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Third, we strongly endorse investigation of measures that assess the emerging
importance of technology beliefs of teachers (see Ertmer, Ottenbreit-Leftwich, &
Tondeur, Chapter 23, this volume). For example, despite the enormous popularity
of tablet and iPad technology, a February 2013 PsychInfo search using the terms
“teacher beliefs” and “iPad” returned two results, and similar searches using “teacher
beliefs” and “tablets” returned one peer-reviewed article, while “mobile technology”
returned 17 results dominated by small-sample case studies with limited generaliz-
ability. The lack of studies that provide evidence of validity is likely a function of
the transitory nature of technologies used by educators, in conjunction with the
prolonged publication cycle found in educational research, which may not keep pace
with emergent technologies. Regrettably, conceptions of technology beliefs may
strongly influence pedagogy (Ertmer et al., Chapter 23, this volume; Judson, 2006)
and should be a priority for researchers.

Fourth, our review revealed the scarcity of research showing direct causal rela-
tions between teachers’ beliefs and student learning outcomes. We strongly advo-
cate designs that include dependent variables that measure student performance,
such as achievement test scores, measures of engaged behavior, and learner feed-
back. Assuming adequate sample size, designs should include multi-level modeling
to control for the relative influence of school and teacher variables, in order to assess
the true score effect of belief influences.

Finally, our review of the literature revealed the conspicuous absence of empirical
research concerning beliefs about the nature of educational reform, teacher evalua-
tion, and educator/administrator tenure perceptions. Considering the strong reform
emphasis currently proliferating teacher education programs (Good, Wiley, & Sabers,
2010), and as the preeminent goal of belief research is to enhance teacher perfor-
mance and student learning outcomes, it seems shocking that assessments of these
aforementioned belief structures remain so elusive.

Going forward we advocate that researchers and practitioners carefully evaluate
which measures provide valid evidence affirming the instrumental role of teachers’
beliefs on practice. This review revealed a paucity of empirical evidence substan-
tiating that individual beliefs are instrumental in promoting exceptional student
achievement. Although we speculate that belief conceptions are related to variation
in student learning outcomes, we should advance knowledge beyond conventional
wisdom and wishful thinking to empirically validate how teachers’ beliefs influence
cognitions, behaviors, and emotions in the classroom.
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QUALITATIVE APPROACHES TO STUDYING
TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Responding to the question “Why do qualitative research?” Corbin and Strauss (2008)
wrote, “Qualitative research allows researchers to get at the inner experience of partici-
pants, to determine how meanings are formed through and in culture, and to discover
rather than test variables” (p. 12). Qualitative research is perhaps ideally suited to the
“messy” construct of teachers’ beliefs (Pajares, 1992), as the development of a complex,
detailed understanding of teachers’ beliefs can be established by talking directly with
teachers, going to their schools, and allowing them to tell their stories (Creswell, 2013).

Well-designed qualitative approaches have much to offer the growing field of the
study of teachers’ beliefs. A deeper understanding about the ways in which teachers
develop, change, and act upon their beliefs over time and in a variety of contexts
requires the use of qualitative approaches in which researchers can attend fully to
the lived experiences of teachers.

This chapter focuses on studies of teachers’ beliefs that utilized qualitative meth-
odologies. Our chapter has four broad goals: (1) to identify the qualitative methodol-
ogies that are used to study teachers’ beliefs, (2) to describe how these methodologies
have been used in the field, (3) to provide a methodological critique of qualitative
studies of teachers’ beliefs, and (4) to identify a number of exemplary qualitative
studies of teachers’ beliefs. In order to address these four goals, our chapter begins
with a review of studies that utilized qualitative approaches for studying preservice
and experienced teachers’ beliefs. This review describes studies as categorized into
various methodological approaches. Next, we provide a summary of general trends
across methodologies. The final sections of the chapter include a methodological
critique and conclusion.
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DESCRIPTION OF SEARCH AND REVIEWING PROCESS

Fives and Buehl’s (2012) process for reviewing published literature was used as a
guide to conduct our own expansive and thorough review of literature. Although
we were mainly interested in databases such as Academic Search Premier, ERIC,
PsychArticles, and PsychINFO, we did not want to limit our search to only these
databases and risk missing a qualitative article on teachers’ beliefs found in a differ-
ent database. We searched a variety of databases using the search terms “teacher*,
belief*, and qualitative*” along with the following search criteria: limited to peer-
reviewed articles from scholarly publications, and limited to articles written in
English. We did not review several book-length accounts of teachers’ beliefs that
have been recently published, such as Simon Phipps’s (2010) case study on the
development of beliefs and practices in teaching grammar. Nor did we review the
hundreds of dissertations focusing on teacher beliefs and practices, such as Beliefs
and Instructional Practices of Culturally Relevant Educators: A Qualitative Case Study
(Varian, 2008). Our focus on empirical studies also led to the exclusion of hand-
books (i.e., Handbook of Interview Research), books (i.e., Case Study Research), and
book chapters emphasizing methods for conducting qualitative research; how-
ever, we include a number of these methodological references in the discussion of
reviewed articles. Our narrowed focus on selecting peer-reviewed journal articles is
one limitation of our review.

The search described above yielded a total of 568 articles. We then eliminated
articles that did not have a focus on teachers’ beliefs (i.e., parents’ beliefs), were not
empirical, and those that utilized a mixed methods design. We also eliminated stud-
ies that employed emerging and innovative qualitative methodologies as these are
addressed elsewhere in this volume (Bullough, Chapter 9, this volume). After this
process was complete we were left with 112 relevant articles.

In order to systematically review the articles, we created a spreadsheet in which
each article was summarized by methodological characteristics such as participants,
content area and context, the nature of beliefs being studied, methodology, data
sources and analysis, use of methodological references, findings, and discussion of
trustworthiness. The articles were then divided into three equal groups, and each
author received one group of articles to summarize. After we each analyzed three arti-
cles we met as a group to discuss and standardize the process. Summarizing all arti-
cles on the spreadsheet yielded a 29 page document that was uploaded into ATLAS.ti,
a software program for qualitative analysis. ATLAS.ti facilitates many of the activities
involved in data analysis and interpretation, but does not automate these processes
(Muhr, 2004).

Because we were interested in trends that could be evidenced by frequency, we
engaged in a modified form of content analysis (Berg, 2007). As noted by Berg,
“counts” of textual elements can provide a way to identify and organize qualitative
data (p. 269). The analytic activities involved in a content analysis include develop-
ing codes, applying the codes to the data, and identifying patterns and relationships.
An initial list of codes was developed deductively. In this approach, researchers use
a categorical scheme suggested by a particular theoretical perspective (Berg, 2007).
In our case, we began by using Creswell’s (2013) identification of five approaches
to qualitative inquiry that have stood the test of time: case study, phenomenology,
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grounded theory, narrative research, and ethnography. In agreeing with Creswell’s
rationale for these five approaches as standing the test of time, we also recognize that
other methodological scholars have different approaches for identifying qualitative
genres (Marshall & Rossman, 2011), traditions (Atkinson, Delamont, & Hammer-
sley, 1988), or paradigms (Guba & Lincoln, 2005). Using Creswell’s approach as a
framework is an additional limitation to our work.

IDENTIFICATION OF METHODOLOGIES

In order to identify methodological trends, we began by categorizing each article by
its qualitative approach. We use the term methodology as a more generic term refer-
ring to the general logic and overall approach for a research project, and the term
methods to refer to specific techniques used to collect data (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).

As noted above, we started with Creswell’s five approaches to qualitative inquiry:
case study, phenomenology, grounded theory, narrative research, and ethnography.
Action research and self-study were subsequently added as categories as there were a
number of articles that explicitly indicated the use of these methodologies. We also
included an additional category for studies that indicated a more general approach
to qualitative inquiry. The General category was applied to studies that declared
qualitative methodology without indicating a specific approach and to studies that
described qualitative data collection strategies and analysis without noting a specific
qualitative methodology. In the next section of the chapter we provide a summary of
these methodological categories and the ways in which they were utilized.

Case Study

Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores
a real-life, contemporary bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems
(cases) over time, through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple
sources of information (e.g., observations, interviews, audiovisual material, and
documents and reports), and reports a case description and case themes.
(Creswell, 2013, p. 97)

Twenty-nine studies were categorized as case studies. In order to be categorized
as case study, authors needed to explicitly note the use of case study methodology.
For example, although Delgado’s (2008) study of one teacher’s beliefs about English
language learners may have been an example of a singular case study, she indicated
that her research design was a naturalistic inquiry, undertaken to identify the teach-
er’s beliefs as reflected in her practices. Delgado’s study was therefore categorized
as general. Slightly more than half of the case studies described methodology in a
very general manner, without providing a description of the case study’s design. For
example, DeCoito, (2006, p. 342) noted that “a qualitative case study approach was
used,” and Chai (2010) stated that a qualitative case study approach was adopted.

Identifying the cases. Once the researcher has decided that a case study design
is appropriate, the next step is to identify the case(s) (Creswell, 2013). The object
of study in a case study is a specific, unique, bounded system such as a child, a
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classroom, or an event (Stake, 2005). However, case studies vary with respect to the
number of cases involved (Creswell, 2013). In a singular case study, for example,
only one case is selected. Three of the studies were singular cases of individual
teachers.

Stake (2005) used the terms collective and multi interchangeably to describe stud-
ies in which a number of cases are studied jointly. Although 25 of the studies in
our sample consisted of multiple cases, only five studies described a collective or
multi-case study design. Theriot and Tice (2009), for example, developed case stud-
ies of six practicing middle school teachers in their collective case study of teachers’
beliefs and practices related to literacy development. Hoffman (2003) described an
approach that she identified as a modified multi-case study: “Case studies were con-
structed of four elementary multiage teachers by examining each teacher and class-
room carefully, comparing each, and providing examples of beliefs and practices in
these multiage classrooms” (p. 6).

Three studies explicitly noted the use of a longitudinal approach to case study.
Achinstein and Ogawa (2011) conducted a four year qualitative case study, noting
that “The case study approach offers an opportunity to describe teachers’ concep-
tions and the nature of classroom practice over time” (p. 2510). Deal and White
(2006) also stated that the longitudinal nature of their case study of literacy beliefs
and practices of two novice elementary teachers was well-suited to studying evolv-
ing beliefs over the three years of their study. Wyatt’s (2010) study of a high school
English teacher was also conducted over a period of three years, allowing him to
fully explore reported beliefs with observed behaviors.

Participants. More than three-quarters of the case studies involved practicing
teachers, with a majority of participants having more than two years of experience
teaching at the secondary level (e.g., grades 6 through 12). One study (Fletcher &
Luft, 2011) followed five preservice teachers as they became early career secondary sci-
ence teachers. Approximately 80% of the studies had between 2 and 10 participants.
The five studies that included more than 10 participants ranged from 19 participants
up to 50 (Kesici, 2008).

The studies that included multiple cases were bounded by the use of preexisting
groups. For example, the majority of studies involving preservice teachers occurred
within the context of a particular undergraduate course, such as science methods
(Hancock & Gallard, 2004; Osisioma & Moscovici, 2008), social studies methods
(Doppen, 2007), or a multicultural course (Huerta & Flemmer, 2005).

Focus of inquiry. We grouped the studies on practicing teachers’ beliefs into three
main categories: content area, pedagogy, and learner characteristics. The majority
of these case studies focused on teachers’ beliefs in specific content areas such as
technology (e.g., Bain & McNaught, 2006; Chai, 2010), math (e.g., Raymond, 1977),
science (e.g., DeCoito, 2006; Johnson, 2006), or literacy (e.g., Deal & White, 2006;
Theriot & Tice, 2008).

Teachers’ beliefs about instructional strategies and pedagogical issues was the
second largest group of studies. Topics of study included beliefs about group work,
multi-aging, assessment, and culturally responsive teaching. The third category,
with the fewest number of studies, focused on beliefs about specific characteristics
of students, such as students who were deaf and hard of hearing, or those considered
at-risk.
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Applying the same categories to the five papers that studied preservice teachers
resulted in three content areas: social studies (Doppen, 2007), science (Hancock &
Gallard, 2004; Osisioma & Moscovici, 2008), and literacy (Scharlach, 2008). One
study was related to pedagogical issues (i.e., Huerta and Flemmer’s study on beliefs
about diversity), and there were no studies in the preservice case study group that
focused on learner characteristics.

Data collection. According to Creswell (2013), providing an in-depth picture of
the case requires gathering extensive material from multiple sources. Many types of
data collection methods are typically conducted for case studies including obser-
vations, interviews, and collecting documents and artifacts such as lesson plans
(e.g., Fletcher & Luft, 2011), participants’ written reflections and assignments (e.g.,
Osisioma & Moscovici, 2008), and drawings representing beliefs (Hancock & Gallard,
2004). Several studies in our sample combined interviews and observations in order
to examine the relationship between beliefs and practices. Interviews were conducted
to elicit teachers’ expressed beliefs, and then classroom observations were conducted
to determine if teachers’ beliefs were related to classroom practices. For example,
Hoffman (2003) studied four multiage teachers in intermediate elementary grades
in order to determine how beliefs guided their practices. Each teacher observation
consisted of an entire school day and an observation guide was used to record the
data. Additionally, classroom interactions were videotaped. The videotape was
utilized in the post-observation interviews, in which participants interpreted their
classroom practices. As described by Hoffman (2003) “The interviews provided data
about teachers’ beliefs, and the observations provided data about their organiza-
tional and instructional practices” (p. 15).

Analysis. The case studies varied considerably with respect to methods used
for analyzing data and the amount of information provided to describe analytic
procedures. One study (DeCoito, 2006) did not provide any information about the
ways in which data were analyzed. Although DeCoito (2006) spent four months in
a school, conducting classroom observations and interviews with each participant,
analysis of these data was not addressed.

In a few studies, analysis of data was described in a general manner, offering lim-
ited details about analytic procedures. For example, Osisioma and Moscovici (2008)
stated that they “utilized interpretative methods to analyze data” (p. 292), and Reed
(2003) indicated that data “were analyzed for similar phrases, patterns, ideas, and
themes concerning beliefs and practices” (p. 335).

Seven studies utilized the constant comparative method for data analysis (Alviar-
Martin, 2010; Chai, 2010; Deal & White, 2006; Doppen, 2007; Garrahy, 2001; Leonard,
Napp, & Adeleke, 2009; Sahin, 2010). Glaser and Strauss (1967) are credited with
introducing the constant comparative method, which they described as consisting
of four stages: coding, integrating categories, delimiting the theory, and writing the
theory. Basically, the constant comparative method is an analytic process of compar-
ing different pieces of data for similarities and differences (Corbin & Strauss, 2008).
As noted by Merriam (1998), the constant comparative method has been adopted by
many qualitative researchers who are not seeking to build theory. However, the case
studies reviewed did not describe how the constant comparative method was used.

Several studies indicated the use of cross-case analysis. In studies involving a
number of cases, a typical format for analysis includes two forms of analysis. First,
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a detailed description of each case and themes within the case are provided, followed
by a thematic analysis across the cases, called a cross-case analysis (Creswell, 2013).
Achinstein and Ogawa (2011), Casebolt and Hodge (2010), Fletcher and Luft (2011),
Hoffman (2003), Scharlach (2008), Song and Looi (2012), and Theriot and Tice
(2009) all utilized a cross-case analysis in order to search for patterns across cases.
Theriot and Tice (2009) described their cross-case analysis of data from six middle
school teachers’ beliefs and teaching practices in literacy: “In looking across cases we
looked for themes and patterns that emerged from the data” (p. 67).

The use of coding was indicated in six studies (Bain & McNaught, 2006;
Huerta & Flemmer, 2005; Kelly-Jackson & Jackson, 2011; Johnson, 2006; Lee, 2010;
and Wyatt, 2010). Descriptions of coding procedures ranged from minimal, such as
“Data was analyzed by selective coding and sorted into themes and categories” (Lee,
2010, p. 26), to more extensive descriptions. Bain and McNaught (2006) thoroughly
described how interview transcripts and documentary material obtained from
Australian academics were first coded on belief and practice dimensions, and were
further analyzed to create five belief/practice categories. One belief/practice pattern
was described as “learning facilitator” which consisted of a belief dimension that
included a strong disciplinary focus and constructivist orientation and a practice
dimensions that included an open task structure with low interactivity.

Case studies with a quantitative component. In addition, we identified five case
studies that incorporated a quantitative component. Three of these studies (Aulls &
Ibrahim, 2012; Hersman & Hodge, 2010; Savasci & Berlin, 2012) cited Yin, a meth-
odologist whom Creswell (2013) relied upon when describing distinctive features
of case study. Yin (2009) noted that using quantitative data in a case study can yield
appreciable benefits when the quantitative data is relevant to the behavior or events
that are being studied. Typically, the studies in our sample included the use of a
survey instrument or involved the quantification of qualitative data. Survey instru-
ments utilized were developed by the investigator (Bateman, 2008), or were preexist-
ing, such as Hersman and Hodge’s use of the Physical Educators’ Judgments About
Inclusion survey, and the Classroom Learning Environment Survey that was utilized
by Savasci and Berlin.

Aulls and Ibrahim (2012) quantified their qualitative data. They analyzed
21 essays written by preservice teachers about the perceptions of effective post-
secondary instruction. They categorized teacher roles and student roles in effective
inquiry and then calculated the frequency of each category and their effect sizes; as
they described, however, “It is important to note that this study is ‘purely’ qualitative
in nature, even with the reporting of frequencies of effect sizes” (p. 124).

The data collection for the case studies that included quantitative analyses was
extensive. For instance, Bruce and Ross (2008) studied 12 practicing teachers (grades
three and six) who were involved in a six-month professional development program
focused on teaching strategies in math. Over the course of the program the research-
ers observed two math lessons, teachers completed an on-line, self-assessment at the
beginning and end of the program, and each teacher was observed by a peer on three
occasions. At the conclusion of the study, teachers were interviewed. The researchers
calculated means and standard deviations for dimensions of effective teaching when
teachers completed the self-assessment. Bruce and Ross argued that including quan-
titative summaries contributed to the credibility of their cross-case claims.
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Contributions of case studies. Case study methodology is well-suited to the
study of teachers’ beliefs and practices as they occur in the natural setting of the
classroom. The majority of the studies reviewed occurred in the real-life context
of the classroom, and this allowed an investigation of the complex relationships
between beliefs, practices, and contexts. As Yin (2009) noted, “The case study
will typically be about complex events and behaviors, occurring within a possi-
bly more complex, real-life context” (p. 129). The use of multiple methods allows
researchers to gather a variety of data points at different points in time, which is
beneficial when looking at complex phenomenon. As Garrahy (2001) described,
the use of multiple methods was critical to her understanding of possible sources
of gender differences in classrooms, because “A teacher’s gender beliefs are most
often inferred and difficult to capture with one instrument or means of data col-
lection” (p. 84). In the case studies reviewed, data collected while observing teach-
ers in their classrooms was often used to corroborate teachers’ espoused beliefs.
Case study methodology, and cross-case analysis in particular, allows researchers
to discover patterns across cases (e.g., Fletcher & Luft, 2011; Scharlach, 2008) and
to compare the consistency of a phenomenon within and between cases (Aulls &
Ibrahim, 2012).

Phenomenology

The main objective of phenomenological research is to understand the essence of
a single phenomenon. The exploration of the phenomenon occurs by studying a
group of people who have all experience the phenomenon (Creswell, 2013).

There were a total of seven studies that utilized phenomenological, or phenom-
enographic, methodology as the research design. Haser and Star (2009) noted that
phenomenology was the best fit for their study because this work “attempted to
describe mathematics related beliefs, a worldview, of beginning teachers as they were
impacted by the first-year teaching in a national curriculum context, a phenome-
non experienced by the participants” (p. 296). Paakkari, Tynjala, and Kannas (2011)
described their study of preservice teachers’ conceptions of learning as a phenom-
enographic design in which the goal was to reach a collective understanding of the
target phenomenon.

Participants. Two of the studies were conducted in the United States (Flower-
day & Schraw, 2000; Rushton, Lotter, & Singer, 2011). The remaining studies were
conducted in Turkey (Haser & Star, 2009), Australia (Owen, 2009), Finland (Paakkari
et al., 2011), Chile (Labrana, 2007), and China (Zhao et al., 2009). Six of the seven
phenomenological studies involved practicing teachers. The only study conducted
with preservice teachers was Paakkari et als (2011) study of 20 Finnish university
students who were studying physical education and specializing in health education.

Data collection and analysis. The primary data source for all seven studies was
interviews, as is typical in phenomenological studies (Creswell, 2013). The majority
of the studies in our sample described multiple interviews. Flowerday and Schraw
(2000), for example, conducted a series of in-depth interviews with their partici-
pants as they examined teachers’ beliefs about instructional choice. Labrana (2007)
followed the three-interview format described by Seidman (1991) to conduct inter-
views with his 27 participants.
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Thorough descriptions of analytic procedures were provided in most of the
phenomenological articles. Phenomenological analyses typically include several
levels of analysis, including analyzing data for significant statements or meaning
units in order to construct textual and structural descriptions (Creswell, 2013).
Consistent with phenomenological analyses, in her first phase of analysis Owen
(2009) highlighted meaningful units from her interview transcripts of air traffic
control instructors. These were reassembled into categories or themes, showing
that collectively held beliefs and values impacted instructional strategies used in
on the job training.

Contributions of phenomenology. In a phenomenological study, personal
narratives are used to describe a person’s lived experience with a particular phe-
nomenon (Bernard & Ryan, 2010). Therefore, phenomenology is an appropriate
methodology when “one’s goal is to explore a phenomenon about which little has
been written” (Flowerday & Schraw, 2000, p. 635). In phenomenological reports,
including a structural description provides a descriptive account of the phenom-
enon. In Flowerday and Schraw’s article, the structural description vividly described
teachers’ beliefs in their own words, and showed how teachers’ experienced the phe-
nomenon of providing choice in their classrooms. Additionally, their findings about
instructional choice, based on the classroom practice of 36 teachers, allowed Flow-
erday and Schraw to develop guidelines for classroom practice related to when and
how to use choice.

Grounded Theory

Grounded theory is a qualitative research design in which the researcher generates
a general explanation (a theory) that is “grounded” in data from the participants
(Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Participants in a grounded theory study have experienced
the process or phenomena being studied, and the development of a theory is used
to explain the phenomenon or provide a framework for further research (Creswell,
2013). There were six studies in our sample that utilized grounded theory.

Participants. The grounded theory studies involved both preservice and practic-
ing teachers. Roehrig, Turner, Grove, Schneider, and Lui (2009) and Sainz, Palmen,
and Garcia-Cuesta (2012) conducted grounded theory studies of practicing teach-
ers. For example, Roehrig et al. explored the alignment of beliefs and practices of six
beginning teachers and one experienced teacher who had been teaching for thirteen
years. Three of the grounded theory studies focused on preservice teachers: Brownlee
and Carrington (2000) conducted in-depth interviews with eight preservice teachers
about their attitudes toward disability; Lin, Gorrell, and Silvern (2001) studied 298
Taiwanese early childhood preservice teachers’ professional beliefs about teaching
and learning; and Leatham (2007) conducted a study about the nature of technol-
ogy in the classroom with four preservice secondary mathematics teachers. Buehl
and Fives (2009) included both preservice and practicing teachers in their study on
teaching knowledge. They analyzed data from open-ended responses of 53 preser-
vice teachers and 57 practicing teachers, and uncovered a range of different beliefs
about teaching knowledge.

Data collection and analysis. Grounded theory studies typically utilize inter-
views as the primary source of data, and this was the case for studies conducted
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by Brownlee and Carrington (2000), Sainz et al. (2012), and Roehrig et al. (2009).
Two of the grounded theory studies (Leatham, 2007; Lin, Gorrell, & Silvern, 2001)
included additional data sources such as an open ended questionnaire, email cor-
respondence, classroom observations, and participants’ written assignments.

As described previously, Glaser and Strauss (1967) are credited with introduc-
ing the constant comparative method consisting of four stages: coding, integrating
categories, delimiting the theory, and writing the theory. In a grounded theory,
researchers engage in multiple levels of coding including open coding, axial cod-
ing, and selective coding (Creswell, 2013). Buehl and Fives (2009), for example,
engaged in six stages of coding and categorization. In the final phase of a grounded
theory study, a theory or model is typically generated and this is what distinguishes
grounded theory from other qualitative approaches. Lin et al. (2001) created mod-
els of preservice teachers’ beliefs about learning and teaching by first engaging in
initial coding that produced a number of categories and themes. Next, they pro-
duced a diagram of relationships among the beliefs about teaching and learning.
This allowed them to produce a visual display of their integrated conceptual frame-
work that reflected the foundations and major concepts of teaching and learn-
ing in Taiwan (Lin et al., 2001). Roehrig et al. (2009) engaged in data driven open
coding, and then conducted a cross-case analysis to identify key similarities and
differences across teachers in order to develop “a testable model about potential
mechanisms underlying the alignment of beginning teachers’ practices and beliefs”
(p- 167). Although Buehl and Fives (2009), Leatham (2007) and Sainz et al. (2012)
described coding procedures consistent with grounded theory they did not provide
theoretical models.

Contributions of grounded theory. The grounded theory design is especially
important when a theory does not exist to explain a phenomenon (Creswell, 2013).
The theory that is generated is “grounded” in the data from the research (Corbin &
Strauss, 2008). As demonstrated by Lin et al. (2001), the development of an inte-
grative conceptual model that provides explanatory power is a welcome addition
to the field of teachers’ beliefs. The observed patterns of preservice teachers could
be applied to encourage examination of teacher preparation programs and to help
teacher educators gain new perspectives related to preparing teachers for educating
young children (Lin et al., 2001).

Narrative Research

The narrative method focuses on gathering the experiences as expressed in the lived
or told stories of one or two individuals (Creswell, 2013). One study in our sample
was characterized as narrative research. Del Rosario (2006) studied a high school
English teacher’s beliefs about teaching learning disabled students by conducting
a series of individual interviews focusing on situations and events related to the
participant’s beliefs about learning disabled students. Del Rosario concluded that
the narrative approach was a promising methodology as it allows teachers to reflect
on the roots of their beliefs. We agree with Del Rosario that narrative account of
practicing teachers could provide important insights about the development of their
beliefs over time. See Bullough (Chapter 9, this volume) for additional commentary
on the use of narrative method.
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Ethnography

Ethnography is a qualitative design in which the researcher studies shared patterns
of behavior, beliefs, and language of a cultural group (Creswell, 2013). None of the
studies in our sample were categorized as ethnography. Given that the focus of an
ethnographic study is to describe and interpret a culture-sharing group (Creswell,
2013) it is likely that researchers studying teachers’ beliefs do not view ethnography
as an appropriate methodology, as the focus of this body of research appears to be
on individual teachers’ beliefs, not on the beliefs of teachers as a cultural group.

Action Research

Action research is a systematic investigation that focuses on specific problems and
local solutions (Stringer, 2007). It entails full collaboration between researcher and
participants in deciding research questions and data collection with the purpose
of engaging in sustained change (Marshall & Rossman, 2011). Three of the papers
in our sample identified action research as the methodological approach used to
study teachers’ beliefs. According to Stringer, the methodology section of an action
research report should include details about choice of participants, data gathering
and analysis, and reporting processes. Leavy, McSorley, and Bote (2006) and Porto
(2008) provided these details.

Leavy et al. (2006) saw their action research study as supporting reflective inquiry
into their own instructional practices, with the overall goal of implementing a plan
of action to improve the teacher education programs at two sites. Irish and American
preservice teachers participated in metaphor construction activities and reflection
activities which were used as data sources. Analysis of the metaphors constructed
involved coding and categorizing for coherence to a particular pedagogical philoso-
phy. Leavy et al. found that nearly half of the initial metaphorical representations
of teaching were behaviorist in their orientation. Porto (2008) was also interested
in modifying her instructional practices as a foreign language educator so that they
aligned more closely with her beliefs about good pedagogy. To do so, she analyzed
her teaching diaries, which were part of a broader action research study. As a result,
Porto believed insights about her teaching were illuminated and led to becoming a
better teacher educator.

In Liggett and Finley’s (2009) study of 33 preservice teachers’ attitudes towards
discussing controversial diversity topics, the goal was to encourage critical conscious-
ness which “could then lead to activism and change in schools” (p. 34). However, few
details were provided about participants, and data gathering and analysis. Liggett and
Finley used Blackboard discussions as their primary data source, and postings about
participants’ notions of diversity and teaching diverse populations were analyzed
using a “grounded theory method of coding” (p. 35). They found that the likelihood
of beginning teachers discussing controversial topics was dependent on whether or
not they thought such discussions would jeopardize their teaching positions.

Contributions of action research. Action research is particularly suited to
inquiry into professional programs. With respect to teacher preparation, the ben-
efits of action research include enhancing the professional growth of educators, and
improving the educational experiences of students (Stringer, 2007). All three studies
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reviewed involved reflective inquiry into the teacher educators’ own instruction with
the explicit goals of professional growth and improving preservice teacher educa-
tion. As demonstrated by Porto (2008), reflective inquiry into her own practice as
a teacher educator shed light on issues faced by preservice and inservice teachers.
Porto, for example, discovered inconsistencies between her own beliefs and prac-
tices. Like many of the studies with K-12 teachers, Porto found that accommodat-
ing the educational reality of the classroom in the framework of her beliefs about
learner autonomy was difficult: what she said about learner choice and what hap-
pened in her classroom was inconsistent. Engaging in action research allowed her to
uncover the discrepancy, reflect upon it, and led ultimately to professional growth.

Action research studies also provide important implications for teacher educa-
tion. As noted by Leavy et al. (2006), their study showed the need to provide avenues
for preservice teachers “to understand the values, attitudes, and beliefs that they
bring to preservice education and then to plot and monitor their own professional
growth” (p. 1230).

Self-Study

According to Samaras (2002), self-study is a legitimate form of research that leads
to professional development through the critical examination of one’s own teaching
practices. In our sample, one group of researchers described their research as a self-
study (Toll, Nierstheimer, Lenski, & Kolloff, 2004). As teacher educators engaged in
teaching undergraduate literacy courses, they decided to become the researchers and
the participants of their own research in order to study their influence on preser-
vice teachers’ beliefs and practices. Data sources included initial narratives written
by each participant that described a teaching/learning incident, responses to these
narratives, and a final composition that analyzed the literacy stories and responses.
Toll et al. identified a number of conflicts in response to preservice teachers’ beliefs
and actions, including issues related to creating constructivist classrooms. Similar to
the contributions of action research, self-study is an appropriate methodology for
studying the professional development of teacher educators.

General Qualitative Methodology

More than half of the studies in our sample were categorized as General. The General
category was applied to studies that stated the use of qualitative methodology with-
out indicating a specific approach. For example, authors noting the use of longitudi-
nal, qualitative methods (e.g., Borg, 2011; Taylor, 2003) were categorized as General.
These are studies that Merriam (1998, 2009) would term basic qualitative studies,
a type of qualitative research in which the researcher may “simply seek to discover
and understand a phenomenon, a process, or the perspectives and worldviews of the
people involved” (1998, p. 11).

Studies that noted the use of qualitative data collection strategies and analysis
in the absence of a specific approach were also categorized as General. Examples
included Ammah and Hodge (2005), Blay and Ireson (2008), and Delgado (2008)
who noted the use of naturalistic observations and/or interviews. The majority of
studies within this category did not describe the design of the study. Typically, these



Qualitative Approaches « 139

studies included a heading for methodology, and then described setting, partici-
pants, and procedures without explicitly noting that the study employed a qualita-
tive approach (e.g., Cantrell, Burns, & Calloway, 2009; Lotter, Singer, & Godley,
2009). The General category was also applied to studies that indicated a philo-
sophical approach associated with qualitative inquiry. For example, Ganchorre and
Tomanek (2012) and Chikasanda, Otrel-Cass, and Jones (2011) all indicated the use
of an interpretive orientation.

Participants. Two-thirds of the studies categorized as general focused on prac-
ticing teachers, including teachers from the preschool level to teacher educators.
Seventeen studies involved preservice teachers, and the remaining three studies
included both practicing and preservice teachers. The majority of these studies
utilized purposeful or convenience sampling. For example, McCallister and Irvine
(2002) studied 34 practicing teachers who were enrolled in a multicultural profes-
sional development seminar (i.e., convenience sampling). Hodge, Ammah, Casebolt,
Lamaster and O’Sullivan (2004) indicated that their sample of nine teachers was
based on five criteria, including number of years of teaching experience (i.e., pur-
poseful sampling). In contrast to purposeful or convenience sampling, participants
in Namrata’s (2011) study were randomly selected.

Focus of inquiry. For both preservice and practicing teachers, the majority of the
studies focused on a specific content area, such as reading, math, or science. Hart
(2004), for example, studied eight middle school teachers in their first year of teach-
ing in an urban school to see if their beliefs about teaching math changed. Almost a
third of the studies on practicing teachers focused on their beliefs about particular
learners. Sato, Hodge, Murata, and Maeda (2007) studied physical educator teachers’
beliefs about teaching students with disabilities and Hedge and Cassidy (2009) stud-
ied 12 kindergarten teachers’ beliefs about developmentally appropriate practice.

Data collection and analysis. A variety of data collection methods were used,
including interviews, focus groups, classroom observations, and document col-
lection (e.g., reflection logs, journal entries, teacher self-assessments, lesson plans,
teaching portfolios, and personal philosophy statements). Almost half of these used
more than one data source.

Analytic procedures were as varied as the data collection strategies, with most studies
employing coding and categorizing techniques to analyze data for common patterns.
Twelve studies purported the use of the constant comparative method. Jia, Eslami, and
Burlbaw’s (2006) study of 13 ESL teachers’ perceptions of classroom-based reading
assessments included observations, interviews and documents, which were analyzed
using the constant comparative method. Jia et al. described a three-step process that
involved open coding, grouping codes into larger categories, and then searching for
patterns with the overarching categories. In a study of beliefs about technology and
innovation, Davis, Hartshorne, and Ring (2010) also used the constant comparative
method to analyze philosophy of teaching statements and journal entries from 51 first
semester preservice teachers. They described their iterative process as a means of data
reduction that helped them organize codes into emergent themes.

General qualitative studies with a quantitative component. Similar to case studies
that incorporated quantitative components, there were two general qualitative stud-
ies that involved quantitative data collection or analysis. Brownlee, Walker, Lennox,
Exley, and Pearce (2009) utilized an epistemological beliefs survey prior to conducting



140 « Olafson et al.

in-depth interviews with 35 early childhood or primary teacher education students,
while Zanting, Verloop, and Vermunt (2001) engaged in a homogeneity analysis of
their qualitative data arising from structured interviews with 30 student teachers.

Contributions of general qualitative studies. Similar to the case studies reviewed,
the general studies used multiple data sources; however, there was a greater variety
of sources utilized in the general studies. For example, Ganchorre and Tomanek
(2012) initially used preservice teachers” written responses to a questionnaire prior
to utilizing interviews and focus group discussions as alternative methods to explore
attitudes, experiences, and understandings that arose from the questionnaire. Bauml
(2009) described the benefits of using multiple data sources in her study of preservice
teachers’ conceptions of effective teachers: “This design gave the preservice teachers
an opportunity to richly articulate their beliefs about effective teachers beyond what
can be ascertained via questionnaires or surveys, and it enabled me to ask clarifying
questions to further my understanding of their responses” (p. 903). The use of mul-
tiple data sources has the added advantage of providing rich sources of data while
complementing the strengths and weaknesses of each (Ozgun-Koca & Sen, 2006).

Several of the studies relied on the analysis of documents (students’ reflective
writings, philosophy of teaching statements, journal entries). One of the advantages
of collecting documents for analysis is that it is relatively unobtrusive (Berg, 2007)
especially when the documents are naturally occurring. Overall, the use of general
methods were appropriate in order to understand and document the day-to-day
reality of teachers’ disabilities (Hodge, et al., 2004).

Across all 112 articles reviewed, we identified a number of methodological trends.
These are summarized in the next section of the chapter.

METHODOLOGICAL TRENDS

Methodological trends were identified by comparing and contrasting patterns
within the categories previously described and by noting the frequency with which
codes were applied to a number of other categories.

More than half of the studies did not indicate a particular methodological ori-
entation, and the majority of these failed to address research design. Of the studies
that identified a specific qualitative methodology, case study appeared most fre-
quently. Close to 70% of the articles cited between one and five methodological
references. The remaining 30% were evenly divided between those not citing any
methodological references and those citing more than five references. Overall, the
majority of methodological references seemed dated, and newer editions of seminal
methodological resources were rarely cited. For example, Sharan Merriam’s book on
case study methodology is widely regarded as an important resource in educational
research (Creswell, 2013) and was cited in 23 of the papers in our sample. However,
there were no references to the newest edition (2009) of this book.

With respect to participants, two-thirds of the studies examined practicing teach-
ers’ beliefs. These studies included practicing teachers at all levels of schooling, from
kindergarten teachers to teacher educators. The remainder explored preservice
teachers’ beliefs at a number of stages in their education (e.g., first semester, stu-
dent teaching), and four studies included both preservice and inservice teachers.
More than half of the studies involved between one and 10 participants. We were
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surprised to find that 21studies included more than 30 participants. With respect to
gender, the samples were primarily female. There were 10 studies that identified pre-
dominantly male samples. The majority of the studies involved participants in the
United States. Approximately one- fifth of the studies reviewed were non-U.S. based,
and included countries such as Taiwan, Singapore, Spain, Finland, and Australia.

CRITIQUE

In this section we begin by describing how qualitative methodologies contribute to
the study of teachers’ beliefs, and the challenges associated with adopting a qualita-
tive approach. This is followed by a discussion of methodological issues that we
observed as we conducted our review.

Contributions of Qualitative Research

Qualitative research contributes to the cumulative development of knowledge in the
field by leading to “improved understanding of the complex and interrelated processes
of personal experiences, beliefs, and practices” (Fang, 1996, p. 60). The complexity
of the phenomenon under study demands equally complex methodologies, and the
characteristics of qualitative research can respond to this need for complexity.

One of the strengths of qualitative research applied to the study of teachers’ beliefs
is that the methodology allows for prolonged data collection with a group of partici-
pants. This is particularly relevant when considering how teachers’ beliefs develop
and change over time, given that previous studies have shown that teachers’ beliefs
do not measurably change over a shorter period of time, such as a semester (Olafson,
Schraw, Vander Veldt, & Ponder, 2011).

Another advantage of qualitative methodologies is that data collection typically
occurs in natural settings (Creswell, 2013). Observing teachers in their classrooms,
and seeing them behave and act in the context of their teaching allows researchers to
move beyond reliance on self-reported forms of data. The use of classroom observa-
tions provides researchers with the opportunity to capture data related to instruc-
tional practices, which is an important consideration for researchers studying the
relationship between teachers’ stated beliefs and their practices.

A third advantage is that qualitative methodologies can lead to a more in-depth
understanding of a phenomenon. From the data that is collected, qualitative inqui-
ries produce rich descriptions of the context, the participants, and the topic of study
(Merriam, 2009). This feature of qualitative research was noted by one of the stud-
ies in our sample: “The small number of participants provided the opportunity to
deeply probe the research questions being studied. The power of the study relied on
rich descriptions and patterns that described the participants’ experiences” (Schar-
lach, 2008, p. 172).

Methodological and Interpretive Rigor

We structure this section of the critique using Fossey, Harvey, McDermott, and
Davidson’s (2002) criteria related to methodological and interpretive rigor: “The
quality of qualitative research is determined by methodological rigor (good practices
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in the conduct of research) and interpretive rigor (trustworthiness of interpreta-
tions being made). An important component of methodological rigor is transpar-
ency with respect to data collection and analysis, or the extent to which the processes
of data gathering and analysis have been rendered transparent” (p. 724).

One good practice in the conduct of research and in writing the research report is
to clearly identify a research design. This is applicable to qualitative research, accord-
ing to Bogdan and Biklen (2007): “Qualitative researchers have a design: to suggest
otherwise would be misleading” (p. 50). In our sample of studies, a clear description
of research design did not appear to be related to the selection of a particular quali-
tative approach. Within all types of qualitative research, there were examples of both
excellent and less than adequate explanations of the methodological approach. As a
group, however, the phenomenological studies provided the most detailed accounts
of methodology.

Regardless of approach, procedural choices made by researchers are not arbitrary:
“Researchers must be able to make a case for what they did and did not do” (Smith,
1992, p. 103). Bullough and Pinnegar (2001) suggest that making a strong case for
a methodological design includes a description of following the conventions of the
chosen approach: “If a researcher can show that she has followed conventions with
care, including recognized methods of inquiry, then she can assert the authority
of her claims” (p. 15). Following the conventions of a particular methodology is a
category of methodological rigor described by Fossey et al. (2002) as congruence with
the research design. That is, the methods that are used are congruent with the stated
methodology. It is difficult to assert the authority of claims, for example, if a study
that purports to be phenomenological in approach fails to cite any seminal refer-
ences, and instead provides references to case study. There were instances of lack of
congruency in research design in the studies reviewed for this chapter.

With respect to data collection and analysis, transparency is another aspect of meth-
odological rigor. Transparency refers to extent to which data gathering and analysis
have been fully described, and an adequate description of analysis includes evidence of
how the researchers utilized analytic techniques (Fossey et al.,2002). As noted through-
out our chapter, there was a lack of transparency especially in regards to analysis.

Interpretive rigor is described by Fossey et al. (2002) as the extent to which the
findings may be viewed as trustworthy. Trustworthiness refers to the soundness of
the research (Marshall & Rossman, 2011) and was first described by Lincoln and
Guba in 1985. Many of the methodological resources used to provide guidance in
conducting qualitative studies included sections on “trustworthiness” (e.g., Corbin &
Strauss, 2008; Creswell, 2013; Marshall & Rossman, 2011; Merriam, 2009). Approxi-
mately two-thirds of the articles reviewed for this chapter provided some discussion
related to trustworthiness. For example, Tillery, Varjas, Meyers, and Collins (2010)
described their procedures and cited Lincoln and Guba’s 1985 work: “Procedures
such as member checking, reflexive journaling, peer debriefing, and persistent obser-
vation were utilized to ensure trustworthiness and credibility of results” (p. 90).

In Table 8.1, we highlight six studies that demonstrated methodological and inter-
pretive rigor. These studies clearly identified and described the research design, and
provided thorough descriptions of analytic procedures. In doing so, these authors
made compelling cases for their methodological decisions, and provided a number
of methodological references to further strengthen their case. The use of participant
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data (i.e., drawings, interview excerpts) to demonstrate coding decisions was a tech-
nique used in these papers that led to increased transparency. These six studies also
provided discussion related to the trustworthiness of the findings.

CONCLUSION

As noted elsewhere in this volume, studying the beliefs and practices of teachers
presents a number of methodological issues regardless of research design. Perhaps
the greatest issue facing qualitative approaches is the need for methodological clar-
ity. Enhancing methodological clarity begins first with a clear description of research
design. Additional focus on research design is required of all approaches, including
those other than the traditional methodologies. In building a rationale for research
design, the use of appropriate methodological references should be considered. As
indicated earlier in this chapter, methodological references were not provided in
approximately 15% of the articles. It is likely not a coincidence that these papers
also failed to adequately describe research design. Secondly, methodological clar-
ity can be improved through greater transparency when describing data collection
methods and analysis of data. We believe that transparency is particularly important
with respect to analysis. In the absence of knowing how the researcher has reduced
masses of qualitative data into categories, themes, or significant statements, it is very
difficult to evaluate the believability of claims that are made. Greater transparency,
however, might be a source of tension between authors and journal editors as word
limits and space constraints may limit the author’s ability to provide a full descrip-
tion of analytic techniques. Finally, criteria for evaluating the quality of research
should be reviewed by researchers prior to beginning a study, and should also be
addressed within their final reports. As suggested by Fossey et al. (2002) these crite-
ria offer guidance about conducting sound research.

Although we identified a number of methodological issues, we remain convinced
that qualitative approaches have much to offer the field. The development of com-
plex, detailed understandings about the ways in which teachers develop, change, and
act upon their beliefs in their classrooms requires the use of qualitative approaches
in which researchers can attend fully to the lived experiences of teachers.
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METHODS FOR STUDYING BELIEFS
Teacher Writing, Scenarios, and Metaphor Analysis

Robert V. Bullough, Jr.,
Brigham Young University, US

Defining teacher cognition, knowledge, and beliefs as essentially interchange-
able terms, more than 20 years ago Kagan (1990) identified “five alternative
approaches to measuring teachers’ cognitions: (a) direct and noninferential
ways of assessing teacher belief, (b) methods that rely on contextual analyses
of teachers’ descriptive language, (c) taxonomies used to assess teachers’ self-
reflection and awareness of problem-solving strategies, (d) multimethod evalu-
ations of teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge, and (e) concept mapping
techniques” (p. 422).

Based on her review and hoping to encourage further study of teacher cogni-
tion and belief, among Kagan’s conclusions were that the most successful studies
“used techniques that yield qualitative, molar descriptions” of teacher cogni-
tion and belief and that “multimethod approaches [appeared] to be superior. ..
because they are most likely to capture the complex, multifaceted aspects of
teaching and learning” (p. 459). To be sure, qualitative studies focused on teach-
ers’ beliefs have grown dramatically since Kagan’s statement; most studies now
draw on more than one data source, and many combine research methods. It
seems remarkable that in Kagan’s review and discussion no mention was made
of biography, autobiography, or life history, or of how beliefs form and develop
over time, nor was attention given to the contextual nature of beliefs and of how
context informs not only what is believed but what may be spoken and how or
even if beliefs are enacted.

As the cognitive revolution grew in influence in education through the 1970s and
1980s and as constructivism captured the imagination of growing numbers of edu-
cators, tremendous energy was directed toward developing research methods for
exploring teacher thinking, development, and change—and secondarily as means
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for encouraging and focusing teacher reflection. The result has been that since
Kagan’s review the methods used to study teachers’ beliefs have evolved in several
directions and greatly expanded. Beliefs, like knowledge, have come to be under-
stood as situated, grounded in specific contexts and practices, and, operating with
differing intensities and levels of commitment, capable of shaping interpretations of
events, thereby “[disposing] people toward particular actions” (Ambrose, Clement,
Philipp, & Chauvot, 2004, p. 62).

The purpose of this chapter is to explore three of these recent developments, each
representing less a specific research method than a family of strategies sharing a
phenotype. The first is the dramatically expanded place of teacher writing of vari-
ous kinds, most especially including biographical writing, in studies of belief; the
second is the use of scenarios; and the third, noted by Kagan in its emergent stages,
the exploration of teachers’ beliefs through the analysis of teacher and teaching met-
aphors. Situated historically, features of each family will be described, and based
on an extensive literature review, variations in approach and in usefulness will be
considered. Along the way, it will become apparent that Kagan was prescient in her
assessment of the value and anticipated future of “multimethod” approaches to the
study of teachers’ beliefs.

TEACHER WRITING

Teacher writing has assumed a prominent place in studies of beliefs. Forms vary and
the literature is now large. Life histories, autobiographies, teacher journals of various
kinds—diaries, blogs, and logs—and short responses to written problem situations
or scenarios, are now abundant. Besides writing in ways that open beliefs to explo-
ration by researchers and frequently methods course instructors, teacher education
students and teachers often find themselves engaged in the analysis of their own or
of their peers’ written works. Complicating the task of making sense of this litera-
ture, pedagogical and researcher aims blend together.

Although when reading the literature of education, the areas of narrative and
textual analysis may seem to be recent developments, nothing could be further from
the truth (Hsu, 2008). Stories have always been part of human experience, particularly
as humans seek to understand themselves and the world they inhabit. Narratives
ground identity (see Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009); they convey belief and unite a
people. Textual analysis—seeking the meaning of a text—reaches far back in human
history and in the form of biblical exegesis has profoundly shaped what is under-
stood to be the West and Western sensibilities. Interrogating stories through case
analysis was and is the essential task of psychoanalysis, with the aim to re-story the
self (Freud, 1920/1935). Changing beliefs about self and the world is the stuff of
religious conversion—an embrace of new narratives.

Among educators, informally and formally, stories have long been used as data.
Case studies of children published by Zachry (1929) and Blos (1941), both associated
with the Eight-Year Study (Kridel & Bullough, 2007), provided a basis for thinking
through why children behaved as they did and for challenging teachers’ beliefs about
children and rethinking teacher actions. Over the past several years, narrative inquiry
has matured (Clandinin & Connelly, 2000), and its influence within education has
grown dramatically.
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Life Writing: Autobiographies and Life Histories

In calling for “designs and methodologics that enable us to address the ‘whole’ of
teachers’ mental lives,” Woolfolk Hoy and her colleagues pointed to a bias in educa-
tional psychology toward “intraindividual processes” (2006, p. 730). What tends to
be missing in such studies is focus on the social and cultural contexts that shape
teacher thinking and belief. This section will discuss forms of life writing that tend
to emphasize cultural and historical context, followed by a section on methods that
lean more toward an “intraindividual” psychological orientation.

Influences on life writing in education that point toward the importance of con-
text and culture in thought and belief are many and diverse. From sociology came
the seminal work on the Polish peasant of W.I. Thomas and Forian Znaniecki (1918)
and John Dollard’s remarkable work, Criteria for the Life History (1935). Much later
came Erikson’s series of life history studies, each illustrating how the “personal
coherence of the individual and role integration in his group” are complemented
by “his guiding images and the ideologies of his time” which, in turn, are grounded
in “the historical moment” (1975, p. 20). On this view, to understand beliefs neces-
sitates situating biography in history and culture, which is the promise of life history
research: “Moving from life story to life history involves a move to account for
historical context” (Goodson & Sikes, 2001, p. 17).

Ivor Goodson (e.g., Goodson, 1980; Goodson & Sikes, 2001) has done much to
bring the life history to the attention of educational researchers. These efforts found
support in the early autobiographical studies of reconceptualist curriculum theo-
rists, although much of this early work was focused on uncovering personal working
assumptions and thus shared elements of the “intraindividual” bias noted above.
Nevertheless, embedded in some of this work was a criticism of the cultural and
political life of the 1970s. Similar concerns have been expressed about the autobio-
graphical strain of self-study research (Bullough & Pinnegar, 2001; Bullough, 2008).
Clearly, the most powerful studies attend in one or another way to the contexts
within which beliefs form.

Examples of the many species of life writing that attend to context are abun-
dant in the wider education literature. Subedi (2006) required of her students a
“cultural autobiography on how they had come to understand differences, par-
ticularly the religious dimensions of differences” (p. 230). She examined teacher
education student papers to gain insight into how they “understood the needs
of diverse learners in schools” (p. 230). From the perspective that beliefs form
early, are often grounded in a teacher’s experience of schooling, and frequently
are negative, numerous studies have focused on attitudes toward and beliefs about
teaching and learning, particularly related to mathematics, and changes in those
beliefs. Stuart and Thurlow (2000), for example, required their students to write
a “mathematics autobiography beginning with their earliest memories” (p. 115).
As in many other studies (Bullough, 1991), “autobiographies became the basis for
exploring early experiences and served as a starting point for ongoing examina-
tion of connections between ... experiences, perceptions, and beliefs” (Stuart &
Thurlow 2000, p. 115). Similar studies have been conducted in various subject
areas including science (Smith, 2005) and foreign language learning (Leshem &
Trafford, 2006; Numrich, 1996).
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Among the more interesting developments in the educational uses of life
writing is the study by teacher educators of their own beliefs about teaching and
learning and their origins. Along this line Pinnegar (1995) wrote an autobiographical
account of the place of “beginnings” in her life and in her professional development
and explored how these experiences shaped her work in teacher education. Generally
researcher analysis of life writing focuses on identifying the experiential origins and
patterns of belief and changes in those patterns, although taxonomies, about math-
ematics teaching and learning, for example, are sometimes employed.

Journals, Diaries, Blogs, and Logs

Journals, diaries, blogs, and logs represent additional forms of teacher life writing
that find place in the research on teachers’ beliefs. Like autobiographies and life
histories, these often serve a dual purpose as data for researchers seeking insight into
teachers’ beliefs about a topic and as a form of pedagogy that encourages and focuses
authors’ inquiry into their own beliefs and practices—a form of self-study research.
Researchers often study teachers as they generate and interact with journals, diaries,
blogs, and logs seeking to identify the effects of these processes and products on
teacher thinking and development in some domain, with an eye toward improving
teacher education programs and practices.

Keeping a journal or diary is a common human pastime. Through the 1970s, as
the self-development movement got underway, interest in journaling as a means for
personal growth, for getting in touch with the self, in fact as a means for discover-
ing the self, grew. The work of Progoff (1975), including what he described as the
“intensive journal” process and program, is illustrative. To generate data, journal
writers following Progoff’s model employ a set of tested methods for developing
the evolving text and then interrogating it. Underpinning this work is the assump-
tion, present in much of the educational use of journaling, that self-evaluation is the
most powerful form of assessment. By the 1990s journals and journal writing as data
for researchers had gained a place in many fields including counseling, psychology,
nursing, management, leadership, sociology as well as teaching (Bain, Ballantyne,
Packer, & Mills, 1999).

At some point when writing becomes extensive, a line is crossed and a log or
even a blog becomes a journal. Seeking to explore the consistency of behavior and
belief in mathematics, this boundary was approached in a study by Hart (2002). In
addition to a set of instruments assessing student beliefs, Hart examined weekly
participant logs kept during field placements and student teaching: “[Students] ana-
lyzed their experiences in teaching mathematics. They were required to describe a
math experience . .. and to answer four questions about each experience. What was
hard about the lesson/experience, etc.? What was easy? What did I learn? What
would I do differently next time?” (p. 7).

Upon establishing a niche in teacher education and in education research,
journaling rapidly expanded and assumed many different configurations. To get at
specific issues or concerns, some writing was highly structured and carefully guided
(Chitpin, 2006). Other studies were loosely organized (Cole, Raffier, Rogan, &
Schleicher, 1998), structured primarily by the author’s choice of something as worth
writing: for example, student teaching experiences. Journaling that lacked clear
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focus sometimes has proven disappointing (Many, Howard, & Hoge, 2002). Formats
also varied, from blogs and emails to traditional paper exchanges between a teacher
and a student or among students. Some documents were the work of individuals,
while others involved students writing and exchanging what they had written. While
most logs were written, not all involved writing, but simply required daily responses
to multiple choice and forced response items to track changes in belief over time
(Forbes & Davis, 2010).

By describing three types of journals, Wilson, Hine, Dobbins, Bransgrove, and
Elterman (1995) helpfully mapped part of the terrain, each type representing a dif-
ferent form of student data analysis and mode of inquiry: student/tutor interac-
tion, dialogue journals, and critical groups or communities of inquiry. Student/
tutor interaction involves journals written by students and read by their teachers.
Instructor feedback and questions are intended to move the journal authors’ think-
ing along, deepening their understanding of teaching and learning and of their own
values and beliefs.

Dialogue journals involve written interactions between the journal writer
and one or more readers, including peers. The intention is to engage in rich and
intense conversation in which respondents may pose questions “about the student’s
assumptions or arguments, ask for clarification, provide alternative perspectives,
or question the implications of the views for educational practice” (Wilson et al.,
1995, p. 167).

Journaling of critical groups, which Lee (2007) described as “collaborative/
interactive group journals” (p. 322) and what Cole, Raffier, Rogan and Schleicher
(1998) call Interactive Group Journals, have been used as a basis for discussion by
students with the aim of building and strengthening a sense of community. In these
journals, students engage in cycles of writing, responding, and discussing what has
been written, seeking deeper insight into their values and beliefs and greater engage-
ment with their peers.

Strengths and Weaknesses of Research Using Teacher Writing

As a data source about teachers’ beliefs, the various forms of teacher writing have
both strengths and weaknesses. Additionally, they raise serious ethical consider-
ations for researchers.

Fendler (2003) observed that among the potential strengths of life writing is that
it opens up for teacher education students, teachers, and researchers “the ways in
which ... experience affects [perception of] teaching and learning” (p. 22). Writ-
ing autobiographies, life histories, and journals “legitimate(s] the personal voice of
the writer” (p. 22). In addition, life writing may encourage reflection and serve as
a “signpost” of a “learning journey” (Sidhu & Kaur, 2010, p. 48) for students and
for teacher educators who themselves may engage in life writing and journaling.
This outcome is evident when the products of reflection have been collected for
analysis into portfolios (Mansvelder-Longayroux, Beijaard, & Verloop, 2007) or per-
sonal teaching texts (Bullough, 1993). By revealing how beliefs evolve and change
over time, life writing and focused journaling hold potential for elucidating how
all change is biographically and historically grounded and for locating strengths
in teachers’ world views that support learning. Moreover, life writing can open to
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view moments that represent the maturing of a teacher’s knowledge and beliefs
(see Bullough & Baughman, 1997).

Several authors have noted potential weaknesses and even dangers in life writ-
ing, dangers that go well beyond the importance of full disclosure to students when
seeking permission to use their work for research purposes. Goodson and Sikes
(2001) locate one of these dangers in the “colonizing power” (p. 17) of researchers
to situate life stories in larger cultural stories and contexts and thereby appropri-
ate stories as their own. Life writing often makes writers vulnerable, encouraging
them to manage their stories in self-protective ways. Studying teachers’ beliefs and
changes in beliefs among their students increases the likelihood that researchers
will succumb to the dangers of “confirmation bias” (Allen & Coole, 2012, p. 387),
of finding in a study what they are able to see and reporting strategically selected
events and episodes. A related risk is that life writing may “re-circulate and rein-
force existing stereotypes,” judgments widely accepted as essential elements of an
acceptable story-line with the result that no new insights emerge but dominant
patterns of thought and belief are confirmed (Fendler, 2003, p. 22). What follows
may be only a conventional story bounded by personal preferences or essentialized
categories: race, class, gender. Reflection on self is hard emotional work and some
students and teachers are very resistant (see Akbari, 2007). Finally, life writing has
all the strengths and weaknesses of self-reports with the additional challenge of
being wholly dependent on memory and on the author’s ability to compellingly
write, structure, and tell a story.

Journaling—when frequent entries are written over an extended period of time—
has the virtue of offering data that enable exploration both by teacher education
students and more formally committed researchers of the development and change
in thinking. Moreover, when effectively guided (explicit focus is crucially impor-
tant), such writing offers the possibility of exploring teacher change in relationship
to emotion, including feelings about what is transpiring in a teacher’s personal and
professional lives (Debreli, 2011). When focused on unfolding events, like life writ-
ing, journaling can open for consideration contextual influences on beliefs: What is
happening? Who was involved? Why? With what results?

Despite these strengths, journaling brings with it all of the weaknesses associated
with self-report data noted above in the discussion of life writing. As Lee (2007)
has observed, students often find difficulty maintaining interest in journal writing,
thus weakening the quality of its data. Some students simply prove resistant to writ-
ing (Freese, 2006). In Wickstrom’s (2003) study students participating in an
open web-based forum found publicly sharing their thoughts to be threatening. For
good or ill, some bloggers betray no such sensibilities. Lack of time for writing while
engaged in intensive field work also can prove challenging, resulting in wide vari-
ability from study to study in the number and quality of student journal entries.

Wilson and his colleagues (1995) noted an additional difficulty, the challenge for
instructors of responding effectively to the volume of journals and journal entries
received. For researchers, the barrage of materials requiring analysis and response
can prove overwhelming, sometimes impossible. Focus, as noted, may also prove
troubling. Howard and Hoge (2002), for example, concluded from their study that
when journaling is too loosely organized students may conclude that it is a ““waste
of time” (p. 318). As Debrili (2011) observed, unguided journaling results in a
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“considerable amount of irrelevant information [being] recorded” (p. 63). Yet when
too focused, entries may lack richness and important insights may be missed.

Logs, like journals, diaries, and blogs, provide a means for gathering data consis-
tently over time, offering a potential response to the shortage of longitudinal studies
in the wider literature. As noted, logs sometimes take the form of quick responses
to a set of questions that may only involve a rating, ranking, or forced choice—each
taken to indicate something meaningful about how a teacher’s thinking is devel-
oping or changing over time. That logs are usually much shorter than journals or
diaries is both a strength and a weakness. The strength is that logs are more likely to
be completed; the weakness is that the data may not very rich.

SCENARIOS

Scenarios take many forms: written (Ravindran, Greene, & DeBacker, 2005;
Tillema, 2000), spoken as part of an interview (Empson & Junk, 2004; Holt-Reynolds,
2000; Rothbaum, Nagaoka, & Ponte, 2006), or video (Ambrose, Clement, Philipp,
& Chauvot, 2004; Forrester, 2008; Yadav & Koehler, 2007), including clips of sub-
jects’ own classroom teaching (Speer, 2005). Here understood as a real or imagined
account or synopsis of an event, scenarios can be represented almost interchange-
ably by a number of terms: incident, critical incident, or simulated incident, case,
dilemma, issue, episode or vignette, and situation. The roots of scenario use in edu-
cation research are multiple and fragmentary, spreading out in diverse directions
across multiple fields.

Incidents

The critical incident technique was introduced into social science research by Flanagan
(1954) following research begun during World War II. Seeking to identify individu-
als well suited for a range of war-related roles, an effort was made to locate through
observation specific incidents characteristic of effective and poor quality perfor-
mance and to document how individuals responded in these situations. As Flanagan
wrote: “the critical incident technique is essentially a procedure for gathering cer-
tain important facts concerning behavior in defined situations” (p. 335). Over time,
reports of critical incidents replaced observation of them (Gremler, 2004). Often, in
writing or in interview, research subjects identify critical incidents which are then
analyzed, organized, and perhaps rewritten for use by researchers to gain under-
standing of how a target population or individual thinks about, feels about, and
would respond to the incident. Scales may be used to report the range of responses
to the incidents, thus revealing differences in belief.

Critical Incidents in Teaching (1964), edited by Corsini and Howard, offered an
early use of critical incidents in education. Anticipating later work in case analysis,
the editors solicited from teachers a large number of teaching incidents, eventually
selecting 50 for analysis by experts in teaching. Corsini and Howard intended that
beginning teachers think about the incidents in terms of a range of guiding ques-
tions designed to reveal how the problem or issue represented by the incident was
understood and then were to compare their thinking to the experts. One aim of
the exercise was to build knowledge about teaching; another was to “[clarify the
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reader’s] point of view regarding the specific critical incident under consideration”
(p- xxi). The editors’ concern was pedagogical; only later would responses to critical
incidents be thought of as research data useful for gaining insight in teachers’ beliefs.
The same is true of simulated incidents, such as the 32 composing the Inner-City
Simulation Laboratory (Cruickshank, 1969). An important step toward treatment of
scenario responses as research data capable of opening the inner world of teachers
came with the growing influence of the work of Lawrence Kohlberg.

Dilemmas

Kohlberg’s staged theory of moral development grew out of his attempt to make
sense of children’s responses to a set of hypothetical moral dilemmas. As the theory
developed, his interest turned to the question of what teachers and schools could
do to stimulate moral development, including how teachers thought about moral
issues. To this end, he concluded, “The teacher must help the student to consider
genuine moral conflicts, think about the reasoning he uses in solving such conflicts,
see inconsistencies and inadequacies in his way of thinking and find ways of resolv-
ing them” (Kohlberg & Hersch, 1977, p. 57). As Kohlberg (1966) argued,

Exposure to the diversity of moral views of teachers is undoubtedly one of the
enlightening experiences of growing up, but the present system of thoughtless-
ness [in schools] as to which of the teacher’s moral attitudes or views he commu-
nicates to children and which he does not leave much to be desired. Many teachers
would be most mortified and surprised to know what their students perceive to
be their moral values and concerns. (p. 18)

While Kohlberg’s research focused on how children and adults reasoned morally,
the place he and others such as Rest (1979) gave to the use of moral dilemmas and
responses to those dilemmas as data dramatically expanded the range of methods
found useful for exploring human thought and action.

An additional word about Rest’s research is needed, his Neo-Kohlbergian approach
to moral development and the Defining Issues Test (DIT). Although closely related,
the two approaches differ in several significant ways of interest to this discus-
sion. Kohlberg relied on moral judgment interviews to access respondent’s reason-
ing about moral dilemmas. In contrast, the DIT measures stage shifts at the upper
half of Kohlberg’s model similar to many of the studies falling into Kagan’s third
category of methods, those utilizing taxonomies. Subjects read a moral dilemma
and on a Likert-type scale rate and rank a set of corresponding statements on their
moral importance. As Narvaez and Bock (2002) argued, drawing on relatively recent
insights from cognitive science, that in requiring explanations for reasons given,
Kohlberg’s model assumes that “participants make their moral judgements reflec-
tively, that they are able to articulate them, and that the method can be ‘error free’”
(p- 297). Yet as these authors noted, cognitive processes are heavily influenced by
experience, and decisions often occur without awareness and draw upon knowledge
that is tacit (Polanyi, 1958). Moreover, the processes involved in decision making are
implicit. “Research on implicit decision-making calls into question the privileged
place of interview data (dependent on conscious understanding) over recognition
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data (dependent on implicit understanding, as in the DIT)” (Narvaez & Bock,
2002, p. 299). The DIT activates unconscious schema, involving “expectation-based
processing” (p. 302) that function as “mental models . . . for reasoning about moral
dilemmas” (p. 305). By tapping schema (as beliefs function in schema-like ways in
human thought), the DIT reveals much about the underlying implicit beliefs that
inform respondents’ decisions.

Issues, Episodes, Vignettes, and Situations

Two additional developments of the 1960s are pertinent here, each arising as
responses to dramatic cultural and political changes and heightened social con-
flict, and each centering on the exploration of beliefs. The first is values clarification
(Raths, Harmin, & Simon, 1966), which involved the exploration by students and
teachers of issues of various kinds. Rather than directly teach values, the aim was
to engage in a “particular valuing process and to apply that process to value-laden
areas and moral dilemmas in [life]” (Kirschenbaum, Harmin, Howe, & Simon, 1977,
p. 743). The model is based on the assumption that all decisions involve values, and
values imply beliefs.

The second development grew out of a rather dramatic shift in ethics teaching
during the second half of the twentieth century. As Giarelli (1982) observed from his
analysis of changes in standard ethics textbooks, there was a shift in moral philoso-
phy to which textbook authors were compelled to respond. He summarized these
changes by stating:

they all [mark] a broadening of the scope of ethics to include, and be based on,
conflicts of practical judgment, an increased attention to and awareness of the
psychology of moral learning, a commitment to teaching ethics rather than about
ethics, and a translation of these ideas into texts organized around educational,
rather than disciplinary, considerations. (p. 333)

Suddenly, textbook authors were charged with making their cases—episodes,
vignettes, and situations—and their arguments relevant to the times (after all, issues
change over time) and inductive forms of analysis increasingly came to replace
deductive forms. Rather than apply principles to cases, researchers used analysis to
generate principles in support of believing.

Strengths and Weaknesses of Scenarios

Scenarios in various forms and teacher responses to them have found an important
place in research on teachers’ beliefs. In addition to enabling research, scenarios also
have been used to help make beliefs explicit and to encourage reflection on those
beliefs. The aims are complementary reflection is embedded in the very process of
considering then responding to scenarios.

Scenarios have proven especially helpful for exploring the situated nature of
beliefs (Hoyles, 1992; Prawat, 1992). In addition, as Gill, Ashton, and Algina (2004)
have noted, the method may provide richer data than self-reports of teachers’ beliefs.
As these authors concluded, “Teaching scenarios are a first step in examining belief
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change that more accurately reflects preservice teachers’ underlying beliefs than self-
report” (p. 179). Following changes in teacher response to a set of scenarios over time
has proven useful for gaining insight into changes in understanding. In addition,
scenario studies have been used to demonstrate aspects of how beliefs function in
thinking. Yadav and Koehler (2007), for example, found that as preservice teachers
viewed a set of video clips of teaching, prior beliefs about knowledge predicted how
the clips were perceived and which were selected as representative of best teaching
practices.

Yet crafting scenarios that get at the richness and complexity of teachers’ beliefs
with minimal distortion is extremely difficult. Drawing on studies of teachers’
beliefs about diversity, Santoro and Allard (2008) helpfully described some of the
difficulty faced when crafting scenarios for research. These authors turned narra-
tives from teacher interviews and focus groups into scenarios useful for stimulating
reflection about beliefs. While their conclusions may not capture all the potential
educational uses of scenarios or the challenges involved in scenario construction,
they helpfully framed the task. They also suggested some standards for scenario
writing. Namely: (a) Scenarios “should be ‘realistic’ and reflective of situations that
practitioners are likely to encounter in their particular fields.”(p. 174); (b) They
“must be sufficiently ‘removed’ from the participants’ personal contexts ... that
[respondents] have the option to voluntarily [identify] with the scenario” (p. 174)
(For studies intending to reveal teachers’ beliefs by identifying a preference for one
or another course of action described in a scenario, this particular guideline may
not prove useful); and (c) They need to “resonate with a range of participants on an
individual level [and] must incorporate multiple perspectives which participants
can draw upon in relation to themselves” (p. 174). More simply, respondents must
be able to put themselves into the scenario, seeing themselves as engaged in the
actions described.

Additional difficulties are associated with scenario origins and form or pre-
sentation. Some scenarios are imaginative creations written by researchers (e.g.,
Gill, Ashton, & Algina, 2004); others are drawn from research studies designed
to capture reported teachers’ beliefs, frequently from interviews with teachers
(Arbeau & Coplan, 2007); and sometimes teachers are asked to write them as in
Critical Incidents in Teaching (Corsini & Howard, 1964), noted above. None of the
three approaches guarantees that the scenarios created will meet the standards set
by Santoro and Allard (2008) or speak sensitively to changing times and shifting
cultures. That teachers have written a set of scenarios does not mean the scenarios
will be of genuine concern to other teachers working in different contexts or that
the range of actions allowed by or called forth by a scenario is sufficiently broad to
capture the most essential teachers’ beliefs.

With each form of scenario, interpretative difficulties may and often do arise, even
when there is agreement about the essential elements of the situation portrayed.
For example, while scenarios have found a firm place in studies designed to explore
inconsistencies between teachers’ beliefs and actions, some researchers have raised
fundamental questions about such studies. In a provocative piece, Speer (2005)
noted that there are abundant reasons for inconsistencies in professed and attrib-
uted beliefs and practices, an issue of enduring importance (Fang, 1996; Marcos &
Tillema, 2006), notably including the risk that teachers do not share researchers’
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language or understanding. Resulting conclusions, she suggested, are impositions:
“All beliefs are attributed to teachers by researchers” (Speer, 2005, p. 387). Making
a parallel point, Basturkmen, Loewen, and Ellis (2004) argued that not only may
teachers lack the language needed to express their beliefs, they “may be unwilling to
express any unpopular beliefs they hold, preferring to state beliefs viewed as socially
desirable” (p. 249).

In a study of teachers’ beliefs about reading comprehension and ways children
learn to read, Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, and Lloyd (1991) were unwilling to con-
clude teachers beliefs were inconsistent, choosing instead to state that they found
“seeming contradictions” (p. 575): statements of belief that could be interpreted in
multiple ways not revealed by the research. Their results, they suggested, could have
arisen because of differences in researcher and teacher analytic frameworks, and
so “the statements may not be contradictory at all” (p. 576). In part, the concern
about inconsistency may merely represent recognition that beliefs operate at dif-
ferent levels and with different force, and of how differing situations may call up
different aspects of a teacher’s belief system. In grading, for example, when viewed
through the perspective of actual practice, belief in rewarding effort may only seem
to clash with an equally robust belief in honoring outstanding student performance
(Brookhart, 1994).

METAPHORS AND BELIEFS

A simile is an explicit comparison; a metaphor an implicit comparison. “In a simile
we say explicitly that one thing is like another; in a metaphor we simply speak of one
thing as though it were another ... [Metaphors] are a kind of concealed analogy”
(Green, 1971, pp. 57, 60).

Since the linguistic turn in philosophy in the later half of the twentieth century,
which recognized metaphors as essential elements to all language and communica-
tion, this form of analogy has received a great deal of research attention. As Gurney
(1995) argued, metaphor grounds what Wittgenstein (1953) called “first language”:
“original world-views” that are tacit and “fundamentally experiential” (Gurney,
1995, p. 571). Over time, interest in education-related metaphors has increased.
The argument has been straightforward: Behind every educational decision reside
“root metaphors” (e.g., teaching is transmission) operating as “metaphysical prem-
ises” (Bandman, 1967, p. 111) which, in tacitly shaping thought and action, have
required critical analysis (Scheffler, 1960). This philosophical interest has been
joined by a psychological interest, similarly rooted in the growing influence of the
cognitive sciences and their concern with problems of meaning and meaning mak-
ing (Ortony, 1975). Of particular importance for psychologists was schema theory,
with its emphasis on the place in teacher thinking of what Clark (1988) described as
“implicit theories” (p. 6) or preconceptions. An additional although weaker interest
came from sociology, particularly from symbolic interactionism: “The first premise
[of symbolic interactionism] is that human beings act toward things on the basis
of the meanings that the things have for them” (Blumer, 1969, p. 21). Metaphors,
particularly root metaphors, operate as implicit theories, loose schemas, that shape
how the world of people and things is understood and establish boundaries for
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meaning making, including about self and other (Bullough, in Bullough, Knowles,
& Crow, 1991, introduction).

Publication of Metaphors We Live By (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980) galvanized and
focused attention on the place of metaphors in language and action, strongly
encouraging exploration of how metaphors might be studied and perhaps even
changed. For many educators, Lakoff and Johnson’s argument for the place of meta-
phors in understanding human experience and changing beliefs proved compelling.
As Connelly and Clandinin (1988) wrote, “Let us modify Lakoff and Johnson’s title
to read ‘Metaphors We Teach By’” (p. 71).

New metaphors have the power to create a new reality. This can begin to hap-
pen when we start to comprehend our experience in terms of a metaphor, and it
becomes a deeper reality when we begin to act in terms of it. If a new metaphor
enters the conceptual system that we base our actions on, it will alter that concep-
tual system and the perceptions and actions that the system gives rise to. Much of
cultural change arises from the introduction of new metaphorical concepts and
the loss of old ones. (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980, p. 145)

Cook-Sather (2003) nicely set the problem: “a root metaphor must be dug up to
be discerned” (p. 951). But how to dig them up?

Metaphor Analysis

Mapping the terrain. Numerous studies have been conducted seeking to identify
the metaphors embedded in teacher thinking, particularly of preservice elementary
teachers. Several studies have been conducted to identify metaphors or dominant
types of metaphors held by teachers. Typically two purposes have driven these stud-
ies, to “make it easier for student teachers to become aware of the nature of teaching
through metaphor-based reflection [and] to facilitate and simplify research work
related to the use of metaphors” (Chen, 2003, p. 25). The first purpose points toward
links between beliefs and the enactment of teacher roles (Bullough, 1992; Tobin,
1990). In a study of 253 students certifying in either elementary or secondary teach-
ing, Mahlios and Maxson (1998) identified four “dominant” metaphors: teaching
as guiding, teaching as nurturing, teaching as stimulating, and teaching as telling.
In a large Turkish survey study Saban, Kocbeker, and Saban (2007) identified six
dominant metaphors for teaching, the most common ones being “teacher as knowl-
edge provider (student as passive recipient of knowledge)” (p. 128) and “teacher as
molder/craftsperson (student as raw material)” (p. 129), which together accounted
for 51% of the responses.

Literature of this kind has found place in numerous studies, usually involving
a survey or questionnaire designed to identify how a teacher thinks about one or
another aspect of teaching. For example, Alger’s (2009) literature review identi-
fied six dominant teaching metaphors: “Teaching is Guiding, Nurturing, Molding,
Transmitting, Providing Tools, and Engaging in Community” (p. 744). After defin-
ing these metaphors, Alger developed an email survey that was distributed to over a
thousand secondary school teachers, with questions designed to elicit information
about changes in beliefs over time as well as currently desired views of teaching.



162 - Bullough

Along a roughly similar line Massengill, Mahlios, and Barry (2005) developed a
questionnaire that asked beginning teachers to check from a list a metaphor that
best described their experience of school. Respondents were then to give reasons for
the selection, complete a self-esteem scale, identify a metaphor for life and child-
hood, and then generate a personal metaphor for teaching. During their first full
year of teaching the participants were observed, and lessons audiotaped and tran-
scribed to identify metaphors in use. Later the survey was revisited and answers
revised if participants wished. Of the 50 teachers, 5 were interviewed, each repre-
senting a different content area. Brief cases were written to capture development
over time in the thinking and experience of the five interviewed teachers. This study
produced metaphors not only for teaching but for school (“family,” “team,” and
so on); life (“trail,” “river,” and so on) and childhood, supporting the claim made
by Green (1971) that beliefs are not singular, but are organized into systems as are
metaphors. In another study the same team of researchers (Massengill et al., 2005)
identified metaphors that described “preservice teachers’ sense of teaching” (p. 41)
and made comparisons across elementary, English, and foreign language majors. Few
differences were found; the most common metaphor for each of the three categories
was “nurturer.” Finally, identifying metaphors occasionally finds a place as an item
in belief questionnaires such as the Open-Ended Teaching Belief Questionnaire
(Buehl & Fives, 2009).

Analyzing discourse. In addition to questionnaires, numerous studies have
involved some type of analysis of teacher language—written and spoken. For exam-
ple, Dooley (1998) located a student teacher’s dominant metaphor, “teaching is a
two-way street,” by analyzing journal entries, field notes of observations, the stu-
dent’s reactions to a videotaped lesson, and audio-taped interviews. She watched as
the student teacher struggled to realize in practice his beliefs about teaching, being
unable to give students more responsibilities and more say over the curriculum.
Pinnegar and her colleagues (2011) conducted a sociolinguistic analysis of brief
autobiographies (a form of life writing) written by applicants to an elementary
teacher certification program, in order to identify plotlines and teaching metaphors.
They identified “12 [metaphoric] plotlines that accounted for these preservice teach-
ers positioning as teachers: teacher as celebrity, teacher as creator, teacher as expert”
and so on (p. 643). Reviewing the findings, the authors concluded, looking toward
program revision, that “as teacher education is currently constructed, teacher edu-
cators may be unaware of how preservice teachers position themselves or of the
obligations, duties and responsibilities they are ready to assume and those they may
reject or avoid” (p. 647). These authors argued that teacher education needs to take
“into account preservice teachers’ [beliefs about] themselves as teachers [otherwise]
inservice teachers will continue to claim that their preservice teacher education was
not very helpful” (p. 647).

In several studies pre- and inservice teachers were asked to generate their own
metaphors. For example, in a study of the epistemological beliefs of 32 teachers
enrolled in a master’s degree program, Patchen and Crawford (2011) asked teachers
to develop a “historical timeline that depicted the teacher’s life influence and the
decisions that led him or her to teaching” (p. 289) and then to write an educational
autobiography. Based on the timelines and autobiographies, along with their daily
experiences in the classroom, the teachers generated metaphors that described their
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roles as teachers. They then told stories to elaborate the metaphors. The authors
analyzed the data set to establish the relationship between teaching practice as the
teachers reported it and their beliefs about epistemology. One conclusion proved
especially troubling: “Examining the ways in which metaphors were substanti-
ated provided a contextual grounding for interpretation and coding and revealed
that a majority of teachers’ descriptions of practice were not consonant with their
identified epistemological orientations” (p. 289). Attempting to explain this finding,
the authors returned to the data. What they found was talk about a range of impedi-
ments to the teachers realizing their participatory beliefs, prompting the conclusion
that the “dissonance between teachers’ metaphors and the descriptions of these
metaphors reflects, at least conceptually, a defaulting to acquisition-based processes”
(p. 296). When the results were reported to the teachers, most were surprised. In
response they noted that their challenge was “to become more adept at ‘fusing’ con-
structivist pedagogy in which they reportedly strongly believed with the demands
of accountability systems that support acquisition models of epistemology (p. 294).

When developing teacher reflectivity has been a program or personal and profes-
sional aim, teachers or student teachers have often been involved in some sort of
data analysis. Seeking to better understand teachers’ beliefs about learning, Martinez,
Sauleda, and Huber (2001), for example, had 50 experienced teachers enrolled in an
evening course identify metaphors which were categorized into one of three groups
or perspectives: behaviorist/empiricist (57%), cognitive (38%), or situative or socio-
historic (5%). Once the metaphors were identified, the students were broken into
11 groups to share information about the three orientations. Within these groups the
students explored the implications of their beliefs about teaching and learning; care-
ful notes of discussions were analyzed by the authors. Comparisons of the findings
were made with a group of intending teachers and conclusions drawn. Of particular
concern to these authors was the rarity of the “situative” perspective. They had hoped
that the practice of “collaborative reflection may help rectify the problem” (p. 975).
Numerous studies, like this one, have been driven by researcher-preferred metaphors,
often in favor of constructivist notions of teaching over behaviorist conceptions
(Leavy, McSorly, & Bote, 2007). Concerned with improving their own practice,
teacher educators have also engaged in the study of their own teaching metaphors
(Bullough, 1994; Miller, East, Fitzgerald, Heston, & Veenstra, 2001).

Questioning of identity. While many metaphor studies have been conducted
seeking to identify teachers’ beliefs, particularly about various aspects of teaching and
of learning and related to their working assumptions about content, several studies
have focused on the related but more general problem of identity (the formation
of the teaching self) over time. This concern recognizes that many (perhaps most)
teachers consider teaching not simply a role play but a form of life—an embod-
ied expression of who the teacher is or is striving to be as a human being (Sugrue,
1997). As a more or less coherent system of beliefs grounded in biography, bounded
by habit and patterned in emotion, identity is a crucially important arena within
which the struggle to find and form a life-affirming place within schools is played
out. Since all institutions represent and support a limited range of subject positions
complete with preferred metaphors, the challenge for all teachers, but most espe-
cially for beginning teachers, is to negotiate as quickly as possible a life-affirming
set of roles and relationships, which includes choosing how they will be with and
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for their students. Virtually all metaphor studies of teaching speak to this concern
in some fashion. A few attend to it directly and over time, seeking to understand the
processes involved in becoming a teacher and to assist beginning teachers to more
successfully choose themselves (Bullough & Baughman, 1997; Bullough, Knowles, &
Crow, 1991; Sumison, 2003).

Like “possible selves” research (Hamman, Gosselin, Romano, & Bunuan, 2010)
and research into “I positions” (Akkerman & Meijer, 2011, p. 312), metaphors may
be used, not merely to capture current but hidden beliefs, but to form desired images
of self toward which to aspire. In fact, the process of data gathering itself may and
probably does change informants as they reflect on their own thinking. This aspect
of metaphors is nicely illustrated by a study of a secondary English teacher who
conceived of himself as a “husbandman.” Throughout student teaching and into
his first year of teaching, this metaphor called him back to his central beliefs when
losing his way, sharpened his focus on problems of role enactment, and served as a
basis for both self and institutional criticism (Bullough, 1992). In another case study,
Bullough and Knowles (1991) described the struggles of a second career teacher as he
tried and failed to achieve himself as an inquiry teacher within a science department
and school deeply embedded in metaphors associated with maintaining student
control. Lacking skills of enactment, this teacher eventually embraced a metaphor
of “teacher is policeman,” and was miserable doing so. His was a bad role play.

Strengths and Weakness of Metaphor Analysis

The strengths and weaknesses of metaphor analysis in the study of teachers’ beliefs
are directly related to the ways in which metaphor operates in human language
and experience. Metaphors simplify experience and enable comparison. Metaphors
have a generative quality (Jensen, 2006) that tends to open up fresh perspectives on
experience, new ways for making meaning. Metaphors are ubiquitous, and usually
generated easily, although not always. Metaphors operate at various levels and are
accessible, although not without difficulty. At the deeper “root” levels, the more
generative and less surface metaphors capture foundational beliefs—*“folk theo-
ries.” Whether generated by self or researcher, metaphors offer points of criticism
of culture and context according to which metaphors dominate discourse as well
as which are neglected or missing. Metaphors and changes in metaphors have also
proven themselves useful for exploring changes in beliefs over time (Sumison, 2003;
Bullough & Baughman, 1997). Finally, by calling forth ideals, metaphor analysis may
reveal unexpected meanings and encourage future-oriented and consistent action
(Bullough, 1992).

Various weaknesses with metaphor analysis also have been identified. Some prob-
lems relate most specifically to studies reporting metaphors generated by teachers.
Some teachers have difficulty locating metaphors or may generate superficial ones
(Bullough with Stokes, 1994). As with life writing and journaling, distrust of those
who will read and respond to the metaphors may be an issue. A virtue of metaphors,
their ability to simplify complexity and enable discussion, may lead to problems for
researchers. No single metaphor can or will capture the whole of a teacher’s belief
system (Sfard, 1998), although root metaphors may get close. Dissonance is common
(Patchen & Crawford, 2011), as are oversimplification and distortion, including the
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imposition of meaning by researchers onto teachers. Honoring the richness of meta-
phorical language but forgetting its flexibility, researchers may assume meanings are
shared when they are not. In anticipation of this problem, Alger (2009) developed a
“textual description” for each metaphor included in her survey (p. 744).

CONCLUSION

In this chapter I have described three families of research methods used to study
teachers’ beliefs noting origins, research practices, strengths, and weaknesses. As
researchers’ understanding of the complexity of teachers’ beliefs has grown, concern
with simply revealing, identifying, and classifying beliefs, including metaphors,
has given way to other, more challenging, questions. Among these, perhaps the
three most important involve (a) the biographical and historical origins of beliefs,
(b) development, evolution, and change in beliefs over time and in context, and
(c) connections between teachers’ beliefs and classroom practice. To address such
tightly intertwined matters necessitates use of diverse methods of data gathering and
forms of analysis, as suggested by the many studies reviewed in this chapter. Also,
when addressing questions like these, it is incumbent upon researchers to continue
to study teacher education as an arena for developing and changing beliefs and to
engage students as partners in inquiry (Stuart & Thurlow, 2000). A few programs
have done this, but not many (Bullough & Gitlin, 2001). Rather than research-
ers taking full responsibility for identifying beliefs and locating tensions between
beliefs and practices (Phipps & Borg, 2008), teachers and teacher education students
must help locate them and become actively involved in the quest for new and more
powerful forms of teacher education and teacher learning. As suggested, given the
nature of teacher education inquiry, pedagogical and research interests necessarily
intertwine with the result that the very process of generating data—whether writing
life histories or blogging—will likely lead to fresh insights into what is felt and
believed. Opening such moments to consideration, including where ambitions clash
and aspirations fail, would appear to be an important research aim.

With each of the methods described, ethical issues loom large, especially since
much of the research literature on teachers’ beliefs suggests both beginning and
experienced teachers are in need of fixing. When student writing becomes research
data and students or teachers generating data are required to reveal very personal
information, particularly when grading of products is involved, researchers may
find themselves in an ethical quagmire. Before embracing and employing any of the
methods described in this chapter, researchers must carefully consider and address
these issues. Where trust is compromised, results are suspect.
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THE INTERSECTION OF IDENTITY, BELIEFS, AND
POLITICS IN CONCEPTUALIZING “TEACHER IDENTITY”

Michalinos Zembylas and Sharon M. Chubbuck, Open University
of Cyprus, Cyprus, and Marquette University, US

What is identity and how is it distinct from or informed by beliefs? One of the main
challenges in responding to this question is that scholars continuously try to codify
and theorize constructs that are complex, well beyond our capacity to capture and
understand all of their nuances. Additional questions arise as soon as one chooses
a particular definition of one and/or the other construct. Is identity stable, or is
it malleable and constantly influenced by context and competing narratives? Are
beliefs different from emotions and/or cognitive propositions? Are identities and beliefs
related, and, if yes, how? In the last few decades, volumes have been written,
spanning multiple disciplines, exploring these questions.

Despite these numerous studies, we have yet to be able to specify how identity and
beliefs, marked by emotions and values and processed through reflection, implicate
and intertwine with political realities found in larger societal and historical power
relations in ways that are inseparable but not conflatable. Granted, whichever position
scholars adopt in analyzing identity and its intersection with beliefs, context, history,
and power will be supported by rigorous evidence; at the same time, differing posi-
tions will emerge, supported by equally rigorous evidence. More importantly, even
with all the most rigorous evidence compiled and analyzed by the best minds, our
understanding will fall far short of capturing the breathtaking, “dizzying” (Bruner,
1995) complexity of the entity we call identity: its ambiguous nature, its formation
and reformation, and its enmeshment in multiple domains.

This chapter attempts to explore the intersection of teacher identity, teachers’
beliefs, and politics, humbly undertaken with full understanding that our efforts
will inherently muddy the waters, yet with the hope that these efforts will provide
moments of clarity and points of entry to support educators—teachers, adminis-
trators, and teacher educators—in forming and working from/with the construct
of “teacher identity.” Living with that tension is part of how insight advances. We
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will begin by first defining the three key terms—identity, beliefs, and politics—that
constitute the focus of this chapter and describe their intersection. Next, we provide
a brief overview of specific characteristics of teacher identity as seen in a selection of
current literature. We then review the aspects of identity formation as intertwined
with beliefs. And finally, we discuss the implications of this overview for teacher
education, teacher professional development and future research.

DEFINITIONS OF TEACHER IDENTITY,
TEACHERS’ BELIEFS, AND POLITICS

Teacher identity has been recently defined within an explicitly political frame of
reference (e.g., Clarke, 2009; Mockler, 2011; Zembylas & Bekerman, 2008). In this
model, teacher identity is at once a complex matter of the sociopolitical and the indi-
vidual, of discourse and practice, of agency and structure, and of the singular and
the multiple (Mockler, 2011). Teacher identity in this chapter, then, is understood as
a dynamic, career-long process of negotiating the teacher-self in relation to personal
and emotional experiences, the professional and social context, and the micro and
macro political environment. Teachers’ beliefs are understood as the interconnected,
affective, conceptual, and evaluative perspectives that teachers develop about them-
selves, their students, student learning, methods of instruction, curriculum, and
schools as social institutions (Kagan, 1992; Pajares, 1992). Politics are understood as
the micro and macro interactions in which power relations are constantly negoti-
ated and impact on the work of teachers (e.g., school climate, neo-liberal agendas,
etc.). The point, then, is that any definition of teacher identity and teachers’ beliefs
requires recognition that both are formed, interact, and are negotiated not only in
an individual or social process but also in a deeply political process.

Thinking about the intersection of teacher identity and teachers’ beliefs and how
these can be inherently political becomes clearer when we consider multiple units
of analysis. One unit of analysis is the macro, holistic construct of “identity” in gen-
eral. Using the metaphor of narrative, for example, Bruner describes a theory of
personality where the self is “both outer and inner, public and private, innate and
acquired, the product of evolution and the offspring of culturally shaped narrative”
(Bruner, 1998, p. 326). The macro level unit of analysis, i.e., “identity” can then be
seen as unitary or the product of an effort to maintain self-congruence, but it will
inherently require examination at more nuanced, micro-levels, units of analysis that
Bruner calls “indicators.” These indicators include (not exhaustively) elements such
as agency, commitment, resource, social reference, evaluation, qualia, reflexivity, and
positionality (Bruner, 1995, pp. 310-311). Some of these micro-level units of analy-
sis are interior and psychologically oriented; others are socio-cultural-political in
nature. Some may fall into the realm of “nature,” while others are clearly external and
formative. All weave together as individuals negotiate new and old experiences in an
on-going effort to maintain a congruent identity. Each negotiation can implicate
elements of power (social, cultural, economic, etc.) in the narrative formation, with
each then becoming a site where political elements can enter the process. Though
each indicator can be examined individually, all are mutually engaged in the forma-
tion and sustenance of identity; none is atomistic. This narrative process of mean-
ing making, across multiple domains and elements, to sustain a unitary identity,
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that is, interpreting and negotiating apparently contradictory experiences, similarly
described by others (see Crossley, 2000; Ricoeur, 1984, 1988; Taylor, 1992), shows the
inherently political nature of the formation of identity.

The domain of teachers’ beliefs can similarly be better understood through the
use of both macro- and micro-level units of analysis. The macro unit of analysis
derives from the systemic nature of beliefs. Individual beliefs are clustered into inter-
connected, holistic belief systems (Pajares, 1996), also marked by efforts to maintain
congruence, creating what Strike and Posner (1992) called a “belief ecology.” Earlier
beliefs serve as filters for incoming conceptions, determining how to validly inter-
rogate beliefs, what constitutes evidence, and, eventually, which new beliefs enter the
system (see Fives & Buehl, 2012). Prior beliefs also function as interpreters of incom-
ing conceptions, framing comprehension of new experiences and determining how
new beliefs relate to the existing belief ecology. Once “admitted” into the belief ecol-
ogy, the new beliefs exist in a mutually dependent relationship with earlier beliefs,
intact but also always joining and being shaped by and reshaping prior beliefs. The
metaphor of a belief ecology helps clarify what may appear to be contradictory sub-
sets of belief. Specific beliefs a teacher holds about his or her practice may appear
contradictory until they are examined in the context of the larger belief systems
under which they are subsumed and with which they are congruent (Pajares, 1996).

While the ecology of beliefs presents a macro-level unit of analysis, in the same
way that narrative identity formation requires attention to the micro-level of iden-
tity indicators, understanding of beliefs requires analysis of micro-level compo-
nents of beliefs. Abelson (1979), in distinguishing between beliefs and knowledge,
described how beliefs comprise a combination of evaluative and affective compo-
nents. Similarly, Nespor (1987) suggested that understanding the role of emotion
is key to studying beliefs and belief change. While knowledge depends on epistemic
warrant and evidence of truth, belief does not (Richardson, 1996). Consequently,
beliefs derived from value-based determinations of “good” and “bad,” and the cor-
responding emotional content those evaluative determinations produce, are stron-
ger and more tenaciously rooted than knowledge derived simply from “facts” (see
Gill & Hardin, Chapter 13, this volume, for more on this issue). The power of val-
ues and emotion may partially explain why belief systems are resistant to change
even when people are confronted with logical contradictory evidence (Clark, 1988;
Strike & Posner, 1992). Similarly, beliefs grow from and are sustained by anecdote
and experience, propaganda and folklore (Abelson, 1979), adding another layer to
their stubborn resistance to change. Hence, the micro-level unit of analysis is critical
to understanding how beliefs operate to shape both identity and practice while it
simultaneously reveals sites of identity formation that inherently implicate political
negotiations of power.

While beliefs are not always explicitly singled out as components in the narra-
tive process of forming and sustaining one’s identity, their implication is intuitive
(Bruner, 1995, 1998). In both the narrative negotiation of identity and the sorting
and subsuming of beliefs, the reflective process involved is frequently tacit, unexam-
ined, and even unconscious (Nespor, 1987; Richardson, 1996), with the implication
that bringing such negotiations to explicit, conscious level is valuable for identity
formation and/or belief change. However, the complex interplay of micro-level
elements of both identity and belief would suggest that simply priming cognitive
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awareness will be insufficient, given researchers’ descriptions of identity as derived
from multiple, composite, and at times contradictory experiences (Bruner, 1996)
and of beliefs as more affective and evaluative than knowledge (Nespor, 1987) and
based as much on anecdote/experience (Abelson, 1979) as evidence of truth (Rich-
ardson, 1996). At this point, the political nature of both identity and beliefs, and
consequently of their mutually informing relationship, becomes even more appar-
ent. If the elements that comprise identity, including those that comprise beliefs
occurring in a nested, symbiotic relationship, can be emotionally and evaluatively
driven, grounded in experience/history, and reiterated through cultural narratives
and media-informed, nationalistic rituals, and if those elements and one’s reflec-
tion on them/negotiation of them can occur below cognition, the opportunity for
power relations to shape identity, with its accompanying actions, expands widely, if
not overtly.

An example of this intersection of identity, beliefs, and politics is seen in Valenzu-
ela’s (1999) description of Anglo teachers in a predominantly Hispanic school who
clearly identify themselves as teachers who care about the education of their students.
This caring identity, however, is housed in unexamined beliefs about what consti-
tutes caring in education. The teachers practice “aesthetic care” about the logistics of
school—attendance, prescribed dress and compliant attitude in students, instruc-
tion and assessment, achievement, etc.—in spite of their students understanding
of caring as “authentic care” for students, manifested in relationships, honoring of
students’ culture, and so on. When these teachers are confronted with rebellious or
indifferent students, students who are resistant specifically because they believe that
their teachers and the very school structures themselves do not care for them, their
culture/language, or their education, the teachers frequently interpret this student
reality in ways that protect their belief ecologies regarding education and their con-
gruent identities as caring teachers. Since they embrace an identity and belief struc-
ture as caring teachers, the uncooperative students must not care. Rather than reflect
on and critique their own beliefs and identities, teachers condemn the students as
not caring about their own education, thus keeping their own identities, includ-
ing their beliefs, congruent and intact. Even more, the teachers’ unexamined beliefs
hinder their ability to enact “critical care,” that is, contextualizing students and their
learning experiences in socio-cultural-political contexts, both historical and current,
where inappropriate exercise of power has frequently marginalized them. The lack
of historicizing of this situation, coupled with the power differential held by the
teachers/administrators over the students and their families, reveal the way identity
(with beliefs nested in the narrative negotiation of said identity) significantly impli-
cates power and the inherent political nature of identity formation and expression
in praxis.

All in all, the nested and interlocking elements of both beliefs and identity,
prompting negotiation among events and counter-narratives to sustain an overarch-
ing self-congruence, requires researchers, educators, and teacher educators to recog-
nize the power of emotions, of evaluative belief systems, and of tacit, nearly invisible
relations of power in the formation of teachers’ identity. This intersection reflects
the dynamism, the multiplicity, the relational/contextual, and the emotional char-
acteristics of identity; this intersection also matches the dialogic/discursive, agency/
structure, and reflective elements of the formation process. Support for teachers and
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preservice teachers to reflectively negotiate the tension encountered along these lines
of intersection is surely warranted, if teachers’ identity, coupled with beliefs, is to
produce an effective profession.

EXPLORING CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHER IDENTITY

Recent conceptualizations of teacher identity seem to reflect the perspective that
identity is generally dynamic, relational, multiple, and changing over time under
the influence of a range of individual and contextual factors, and that teach-
ers’ identity is an important influence on teaching and learning (Beauchamp &
Thomas, 2009; Beijaard, Meijer, & Verloop, 2004; Day et al., 2006; Rodgers & Scott,
2008). In their review, Beijaard et al. (2004) highlight four common characteristics
of professional identity stemming from the works reviewed. First, identity is not
a fixed entity, but rather the product of an ongoing process of interpretation and
re-interpretation of experiences. Second, the interaction of this ongoing process
involves both a person and a context and thus teacher identity is conceptualized
in relation to communities of practice. Third, the formation of teacher identity
involves agency, that is, it requires the active pursuit of professional development
and learning in accordance with a teacher’s goals. And finally, sub-identities exist
within a professional teacher identity, especially in the initial steps of a teacher’s
career, which contribute to a somewhat harmonious whole. Beijaard et al. (2004)
also emphasize that, although different understandings of teacher identity exist,
often with an unclear distinction between self and identity or between personal
and professional identity, scholars agree overall that identity has a multi-faceted,
dynamic, and relational nature.

Day et al. (2006) reiterate this multiple, dynamic and relational frame of identity
by emphasizing that teacher identities are neither intrinsically stable nor intrinsi-
cally fragmented; rather, teacher identities are more or less stable and more or less
fragmented at different times and in different ways according to a number of life,
career, and situational factors. In other words, interrelationships unavoidably exist
between the professional and personal identities of teachers. For example, preser-
vice teachers develop a preteaching identity on the basis of their student images of
teachers, their initial beliefs and concepts of what constitutes a good teacher, and
their implicit theories of teaching (Flores & Day, 2006). In general, teacher iden-
tity is considered to involve the complex interplay between personal experience and
cultural, social, institutional, and environmental contexts (Sfard & Prusak, 2005).
This understanding of teacher identity reflects sociocultural perspectives and views
identity as both product (as a result of the sociocultural influences on a teacher) and
process (an ongoing interaction within teacher development; see Olsen, 2008).

In addition to this relational and sociocultural frame of teacher identity, more
developmental accounts have also been used in studying teachers’ professional iden-
tity. For example, Rodgers and Scott’s (2008) review highlights teacher identity for-
mation through a lens that emphasizes the developmental stages in which teachers
make sense out of their experiences. Rodgers and Scott’s psychological frame does
not deny that identity is relational; in fact, these authors reiterate some of the char-
acteristics identified by Beijaard et al. (2004). However, Rodgers and Scott’s empha-
sis is more on the importance of considering the developmental aspects of teachers’
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professional identity and the various stages through which teacher identity grows
over time (see also, Bullough & Gitlin, 1995, 2001).

In the most recent review of literature on teacher identity, Beauchamp and
Thomas (2009) reiterate that defining teacher identity is challenging, yet several
characterizations of teacher identity recur, most commonly in relation to the multi-
plicity, discontinuity, and social nature of identity. Two approaches that reflect these
characterizations of teacher identity are the discursive and the dialogical approaches
(e.g., Akkerman & Meijer, 2011; Haniford, 2010; Trent, 2011). The notion of teacher
identity-in-discourse acknowledges that identities are discursively constituted,
mainly through language. Grounded in poststructuralist theory, this conceptualiza-
tion views language (or discourse) and identity as mutually constitutive; identity
construction, then, is a process of struggle because the individual struggles to make
sense of his or her subjectivity by participating (or being prevented from partici-
pating) in various discourses. Similarly, Akkerman and Meijer (2011) conceptual-
ize teacher identity according to a dialogical approach grounded in the emerging
theory of the dialogical self in psychology. Within this frame, teacher identity is
conceived as both unitary and multiple, both continuous and discontinuous, and
both individual and social. Akkerman and Meijer emphasize that, although many
studies in teaching and teacher education describe teacher identity as a narrative and
dynamic construction, researchers neither explicitly present nor discuss a dialogical
approach. On the basis of this dialogical approach, Akkerman and Meijer suggest
defining teacher identity as “an ongoing process of negotiating multiple I-positions
in such a way that a more or less coherent and consistent sense of self is maintained
throughout various participations and self-investments in one’s (working) life” (p. 315,
emphasis in original).

Embedded in these multiple characteristics of identity are several major aspects
involved in the formation of teacher identity intertwined with beliefs: emotion
aspects; narrative and discourse aspects; reflection aspects; and agency/structure
aspects. Beliefs intertwine these aspects, although they are not always singled out
explicitly in the studies undertaken (see also Bruner, 1995, 1998). The following part
of the chapter discusses each one of these aspects, including the role of beliefs, in the
formation of teacher identity.

THE ASPECTS OF IDENTITY FORMATION
AS INTERTWINED WITH BELIEFS

Emotion Aspects

Emotion has been taken up increasingly as an important aspect in the discussion
of teacher identity (Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009; Rodgers & Scott, 2008). Since
the work by such scholars as Hargreaves (1998, 2000, 2001) and Nias (1996) who
recognized emotion as an influential factor in teachers’ professional lives and self-
understanding, interest in emotion and teacher identity as a research focus has grown
(e.g., Cross & Hong, 2009, 2012; Darby, 2008; Hong, 2010; Lasky, 2005; O’ Con-
nor, 2008; Schutz, Cross, Hong, & Osbon, 2007; Shapiro, 2010; van Veen, Sleegers, &
van de Ven, 2005; Zembylas, 2003a, 2005). Collectively, this research in recent years
emphasizes three key themes: first, the emotions experienced by teachers during the
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ongoing construction of their professional identities are deeply connected to their
biographies, their beliefs, and the sociopolitical context of their workplace; second,
emotion is recognized as an influential factor in teachers’ personal and professional
identities, especially in the context of school reform efforts; and, third, emotions,
beliefs, and teacher identity are conceptually defined as interrelated and dynamic,
regardless of the theoretical framework utilized by researchers.

A special issue of Teaching and Teacher Education (2005) devoted to “emotions,
teacher identity, and change” provided a systematic study of the link between emo-
tion and teacher identity from different theoretical perspectives; although teachers’
beliefs were not the focus of this special issue, the intertwining between emotions
and beliefs was evident throughout the studies reported. In particular, five empiri-
cal studies and two discussion papers examined the connections between teacher
emotions and teacher professional identities, especially during times of reform.
Lasky (2005) employed a sociocultural theoretical lens to examine how the dynamic
interplay among teacher identity, agency, and context influenced secondary teach-
ers’ sense of identity. Lasky showed how teacher agency was constrained in the
context of a reform effort by teachers’ emotional struggle to deal with the politics
of increased managerialism and accountability pressures. van Veen et al. (2005)
adopted a social psychological approach to show how teacher emotions provided
indications of a teacher’s identity and his perceptions of the professional environ-
ment in which he worked. Zembylas (2005; see also 2003a, 2007), utilizing a post-
structuralist approach to emotions and teacher identity, showed how a teacher’s
identity was influenced by the emotional rules of the classroom and the school; his
study provided evidence of the power relations involved in the process of teacher
identity formation and the role of the teacher’s emotions and perceptions in this
process. Schmidt and Datnow (2005) incorporated sociological theory to investi-
gate how teachers made sense of different kinds of reforms, the emotions involved
in the process, and the impact on how teachers viewed their role and identity as a
teacher. Finally, Hargreaves (2005) used a social-constructionist approach to explore
how age and career stages affected teachers’ emotional responses to reforms in their
schools; Hargreaves identified important differences between the emotional expe-
riences of beginning and veteran teachers. In their discussion papers, Reio (2005)
focused on how teachers’ emotional experiences and perceptions of school reform
influenced their risk taking and their identity formation, while Kelchtermans (2005)
recommended the term self-understanding—teachers’ dynamic sense of identity—to
encompass self-image, job motivation, self-beliefs, self-esteem, and task perception
by teachers. All of the contributors in this special issue argued that biographical fac-
tors were entangled with the professional context and the structural, political, and
cultural working conditions to construct teacher identity and beliefs.

In their research program over the years, Schutz et al. (2007) and his colleagues
Cross and Hong (2009, 2012) and Hong (2010) adopted a social psychological
approach to explore the transactions among teacher identities, teachers’ beliefs, and
emotions in the classroom. These researchers analyzed the influence of teachers’
domain-specific beliefs and professional identity on their emotional experiences as
teachers attempted to incorporate reform-oriented practices. This research showed
how teachers’ internal psychological characteristics transacted with external social-
historical context to produce emotions and shape teachers’ sense of professional
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identity. Importantly, the findings of this research also showed that preservice and
beginning teachers’ professional identity was related to emotional burnout and
dropping out of the profession.

Other researchers in the last few years also illustrated how teachers” emotions
were involved in the (re)construction of teachers’ professional identity and self-
understanding. Darby (2008) described the fear and intimidation that teachers expe-
rienced when their professional self-understandings were challenged in the context
of a school reform effort. While these teachers at first found the process threatening,
when space for honest exchange of emotions and perceptions or ideas was created,
they gradually felt that the reform efforts offered opportunities for new growth and
learning (see also Zembylas, 2010). This exchange led to a re-structuring of pro-
fessional identity and self-understanding for these teachers. Similarly, O’Connor’s
(2008) study showed that teachers’ emotional experiences were linked to teachers’
professional identities. In particular, O’Connor argued that the caring behavior that
teachers exhibited in their work (e.g., through how they used and managed emo-
tions to care for and about students) seemed to have professional, performative,
and philosophical dimensions; that is, the teachers used their identities to guide and
shape their emotional and professional decisions. Finally, Shapiro (2010), revisit-
ing previously published research along with her personal reflections, discussed the
relationship between emotions, beliefs, and teacher identity. Shapiro argued that a
research focus on emotional identity is important because it could offer alternatives
to the persistent dehumanization and increased instrumentalism of the teaching
profession in our current sociopolitical context.

Narrative and Discourse Aspects

The literature on discursive/narrative construction of teacher identity derives from
the sociocultural orientation (Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009), emphasizing the mul-
tiplicity, discontinuity, and social nature of identity, with several themes emerging
and interweaving in the research. First, linguistic social exchange and identity are
mutually constitutive; the linguistic expression of beliefs then closely aligns with
teacher identity formation. Second, while narrative is often viewed from a psycho-
logical framework—i.e., we make sense of our lives through narration—in several
studies, narrative is a manifestation of socio-culturally founded discourse, both in
the teacher and in the institutions/national contexts in which they are located. Third,
discursive identity formation is dialogically relational, highlighting the importance
of noting how dialogue is influenced by self-beliefs and other beliefs. Teachers posi-
tion their identity in relation to students, other teachers, teacher educators, and dis-
courses circulating in curricula, schools, and national images.

Grion and Varisco (2007) explored developmental identity formation in preser-
vice teachers, novices, and expert teachers through collaborative, on-line discourse
where participants articulated their positions (i.e., beliefs about themselves as teach-
ers) relative to classroom case studies. Both preservice teachers and novices expressed
identities marked by theory-based responses and an emerging sense of community
while experts maintained “strategic individualism” (p. 280), with rigid preference
for practical over theoretical knowledge. Similarly, Thomas and Beauchamp (2011)
studied how beginning teachers’ use of metaphors reflected their circumstantially
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evolving self-perceptions in relation to students and declining personal confidence.
The authors suggested metaphors provide insight into novice’s identities, as well as
implicit expressions of self-beliefs (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980).

The next two studies show the role of context, with implication regarding the
role of beliefs and socio-political power. Haniford’s (2010) study examined how
a preservice teacher’s beliefs and identity as a white preservice teacher in a pre-
dominantly African American urban context emerged in her teaching plans and
reflections. In opposition to her preparation program’s discourse on the pedagogi-
cal value of building lessons based on students’ interests, the preservice teacher
controlled the curriculum exclusively, dismissing students’ interests as “worth-
less,” displaying an identity grounded in the belief that teacher-structured les-
sons designed to support student mastery would ultimately be more engaging and
effective than lessons built on student interest. Smit, Fritz, and Mabalane (2010)
similarly analyzed the role of context in teachers’ identity construction, exam-
ining the metaphors used by teachers in post-apartheid South Africa. Teachers
in ill-equipped schools marked by poverty, expressed identities characterized as
isolated and overwhelmed, while teachers in wealthier schools expressed none of
the negative identity markers. Smit et al. (2010) claimed that the “power relations
[that] are inscribed into the material processes” (p. 103) create the margins where
identity is forged.

And finally, Cohen (2008), using a sociological/discourse analysis framework,
showed how practicing teachers discursively collaborated in toxic contexts of isola-
tion and delegitimizing media that lionized isolated heroes. Together, they nego-
tiated their professional identities by creating counter-narratives of themselves as
collective knowledge producers and agents of change, thus combating the negative
media images. Similarly, Trent and Lim (2010) used a post-structuralist lens to study
how teachers, participating in school university partnerships, responded to the dia-
logical messages communicated from the universities. In one partnership, where
teachers were valued as equals, positive identities emerged, marked by new compe-
tencies, increased agency, and ownership of the partnership. In the other, where test
results were valued over teachers, teachers expressed identities of marginalization
and decreased agency and competence.

Reflection Aspects

The literature on the reflection process in teacher identity formation derives from a
variety of theoretical orientations with four themes emerging: first, identity devel-
opment takes place through reflection on multiple images/beliefs about past expe-
riences and future possibilities; second, reflection on identity is sparked by and
enriched at sites of conflict and discomfort; third, the context of reflection is very
important, including discursive reflection around actual practice rather than theory,
occurring in communities of practice; and fourth, multiple factors, ranging from
observable behaviors to more intangible beliefs and values, are reciprocally impli-
cated in how the reflection process functions in identity formation. Though each
study maintains a specific focus, threads of these themes are woven throughout.
The role of reflection to support and understand identity formation is the psy-
chological focus of Smith’s (2007) study in which she examined how content and
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pedagogical knowledge growth as well as membership in multiple communities
affected identity development of beginning primary science teachers. Increased spe-
cific pedagogical content knowledge competed with generalized pedagogical knowl-
edge and did not automatically translate into strong identities and beliefs of self
as teacher. The more the teachers’ membership in multiple communities aligned
with the identity of science teacher, the stronger the identity formation was, sug-
gesting the power of ongoing identity formation through “drawing on the past and
imagining futures” (Smith, 2007, p. 393). Beauchamp and Thomas (2011) adopted
a similar psychological framework to examine how anticipatory reflection on one’s
ideal self can shape the development of identity in beginning teachers. Participants
responded tentatively to this prompt of “ideal self” with some clear visions of the
ideal accompanied by insecurity over their ability to reach that ideal and little indi-
cation that teachers saw the value of reflection in reaching the ideal teacher identity.
According to Beauchamp and Thomas, this point of insecurity presents a site ripe
for growth provided the beginning teachers receive sufficient support.

Urzaa and Vasquez (2008) also examined a future-oriented, anticipatory pre-
service teacher reflection, using a sociocultural framework. In both mentoring and
post-observation contexts, student teachers demonstrated anticipatory reflective
thinking focused on action, i.e., problem posing and solution identification, includ-
ing feelings of uncertainty regarding their ability to resolve identified problems,
with the possibility of interpreting their experiences in ways that can project greater
meta-cognitive awareness of their possible future identities (i.e., reflection on pos-
sibilities in action). The need for stronger mentoring in the reflection process to
support confidence and agency was highlighted. Warin, Maddock, Pell, and Harg-
reaves (2006), using a similar sociocultural discursive analysis and poststructuralist
orientation of multiple identities, examined the ways the emotional discomfort of
identity dissonance, in this case between one’s self-image/self-belief and how one is
seen by others, can produce spaces for identity growth, particularly when the reflec-
tion is on “self-in-action.” Sutherland, Howard, and Markauskaite’s (2010) study of
reflection in on-line settings also raised the question of how identity forms in dis-
comforting settings and the importance of mentorship. They assessed beginning
teachers’ “voice,” that is, their ability to reflectively (re)interpret their teacher prepa-
ration experiences. While most increased their “voice,” few showed a strong sense of
belief in themselves as teachers. Sutherland et al. (2010) posit the challenge inherent
in on-line work, the need for stronger mentoring, inhibitions about sharing per-
sonal interpretations, and the interference of prior attitudes and beliefs.

Reflection as captured in these selected studies indicates the complexity of
researching the process of identity formation. While focusing on reflection, scholars
narrowed to specific constructs, yet in each study, multiple factors emerged, such
as the role of prior personal (in conjunction with professional) identity, the signifi-
cance of community membership, the importance of mentoring support, and the
value of reflection on actual practice versus anticipated practice. The range of fac-
tors spring from deeper, less visible regions, however. In an effort to organize a more
coherent framework for understanding the holistic formation of a “good teacher”
identity and to understand how teacher educators can support that formation,
Korthagen (2004) provided an “onion” model of the levels of change implicated in
the formation of teacher identity. Starting from the outer ring of the “onion” and
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proceeding inwards, Korthagen presents a multiplicity of complex levels, from tan-
gible and observable to progressively more intangible and abstract—environment /
behavior / competencies / beliefs / identity / mission. Each can reciprocally influence
the other. For example, a teacher’s beliefs about “good teaching” shape the behaviors
she implements in the classroom. We know intuitively, however, that reflection on
efficacy of those implemented behaviors can very well change the teacher’s beliefs of
what constitutes “good teaching.” These levels of reciprocity extend through all the
rings of the “onion.” Elements of one’s personal / professional identity and mission /
calling as a teacher are implicated in what one then believes about teaching practice,
even as one’s beliefs about teaching and learning, students and contexts, can influ-
ence one’s sense of identity and mission. According to Korthagen, then, teacher edu-
cators’ support of preservice teachers in their formation as “good teachers” requires
tailoring reflection to specific levels in the “onion” of teacher identity formation.
While the outer, observable (and measurable) levels of environment, behaviors, and
competencies currently garner much attention from teacher educators and research-
ers, reflection on the deeper core of personal / professional identity and mission /
sense of calling, drawing on the qualities that reside at these points (such as empathy,
compassion, understanding, tolerance, love, flexibility), need equal attention for the
preservice teacher benefit from the interaction among all the levels of change and
formation.

Agency/Structure Aspects

The agency/structural aspects of identity development appear less well-delineated
than the other aspects. The term agency has been defined as the capacity to achieve
one’s goals, implying that a self with cognitive and emotional qualities, perhaps
inherent in an individual, are the source of such capacity (Beauchamp & Thomas,
2011; Day, Kingston, Stobart, & Sammons, 2006). Structure means those external
influences, both context and process, that shape identity development as a teacher
(Schepens, Aelterman, & Vlerick, 2009). In laymen’s terms, the tension is seen in the
debate over “being born a teacher”—an expression of agency—versus “becoming
a teacher” —through structural influences such as teacher education programs or
inservice professional development. This distinction between teacher identity
that is derived from personal agency and identity that is derived from structures
that support becoming a teacher is important since it implicates the nature of who
may become an effective teacher and even the nature of the teaching process itself
(Hoveid & Hoveid, 2008).

Since both the personal and professional are implicated in identity, the question
of static or malleable applies to both. As seen in the literature, professional identity
is situated and malleable, forming and shifting in response to the expectations of
structures (Ball, 1972, as cited in Day et al., 2006). Aspects of personal identity, such
as personality traits, are often seen as inherent and static (John, Donahue, & Kentle,
1991); others, such as beliefs and values, are seen as dynamic (Beijaard et al., 2004).
Both personal and professional identities appear to operate in a dynamic tension,
influenced by both agency and structure, as teachers respond to and are shaped by
the interaction of classroom and institutional structures and the personal invest-
ment derived from agency that such work demands (Day et al., 2006).
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In the USA, for example, this debate around agency/structure is partially seen in
the question of teacher dispositions. Will an effective teacher possess specific per-
sonal qualities (Burant, Chubbuck, & Whipp, 2007)? Accrediting agencies in the
United States maintain that teaching requires ethical dispositions such as fairness,
honesty, and responsibility (Wise, 2005). Similarly, Freire (1998) described qualities
of progressive teachers including humility, lovingness, courage, and a joy of living.
Indeed, many scholars identify moral and ethical personal traits as significant to
efficacious teaching (Burant et al., 2007; Dewey, 1933/1964; Gudmundsdéttir, 1990;
Haberman, 1996; Hansen, 2001; Sockett, 2006.) Whether these are inherent quali-
ties one has from birth or they can be learned is not entirely clear. A psychological
framework posits that some personality traits may be inherent. Do they, however,
influence one’s efficacy as a teacher? That question remains.

Schepens, Aelterman, and Vlerick (2009) conducted a quantitative study of the
relationship among beginning teachers’ personality traits as measured by “The Big
Five” personality trait assessment, the type of elements of preparation, and their self-
reported professional identity as a successful teacher, indicated by level of commit-
ment, sense of efficacy, and professional orientation. Findings showed that “Big Five”
personality traits of agreeableness, intelligence, and extraversion were the strongest
predictors of professional identity formation among teachers. Hoveid and Hoveid
(2008) offer a well-reasoned philosophical discussion of the interaction of agency/
structure, claiming that to achieve the classical ideals/beliefs of education valued in
Norway (in opposition to the neo-liberal and instrumental conceptions of educa-
tional success as measurable outcomes), the teacher will position herself as open to
learning, thus exercising the agency of her self/personal identity in relation to the
institution in which she teaches. They claim that this learning of a teacher identity
illustrates how the teacher’s self intersects with both knowledge and teaching/learn-
ing in the structure of the teaching environment. “This contrasts with a conception
of teaching as a . .. talent that only a few are granted or ... as a way of performing
instructions regulated by a set of defined and measurable universal targets” (Hoveid &
Hoveid, 2008, p. 136).

Day et al. (2006) cited similar findings in the qualitative work of Nias (1989, cited
in Day et al., 2006), who established the initial presence of the personal over the pro-
fessional in early career teachers, with an integration of personal and professional
(where teachers identify themselves as teachers) only coming later in their work
lives in response to the relationships established with their students. This trajectory
illustrated how “personal, professional, emotional and organizational components
of identity . . . connect to individual agency and its interplay with structure” (Day
et al., 2006, p. 605).

An interactive continuum may be a helpful way to conceive of agency and struc-
ture in the formation of a teacher identity. Individuals are born with personality
traits and talents which may support successful teaching in a given context. They
are then apprenticed through society and their own schooling experience to sets of
beliefs and dispositions that may or may not be supportive of good teaching. The
two realities are present in preservice teachers who enter the structures of prepara-
tion programs, where varying degrees of adjustment change and/or enhancement
can occur. Teachers then enter the profession where the support and pressures of
colleagues, context, students, and political environments, interact with personal
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identity characteristics to constitute professional identity. The role of both agency
and structure is present in the entire process. In sum, “identities are a shifting amal-
gam of personal biography, culture, social influence, and institutional values which
may change according to role or circumstance” (Day et al., 2006, p. 613).

In each of these aspects—emotion, narrative/discourse, reflection, and agency/
structure—boundaries quickly blur. For example, emotions are often intertwined
with beliefs (see Fridja, Mansted, & Bem, 2000); similarly, the dynamic, multiple
nature of identity and its contextualized, relational component is clear. Throughout,
these studies demonstrate that reflection on teaching and the formation of teacher
identity, often framed as an individual activity, is influenced by both personal
beliefs, collaborative interactions, and contextual aspects resulting in multiple, shift-
ing identities formed in relation to multiple discourses. By contextualizing teacher
identity formation in relation to larger discourses, the reality of power relations is
highlighted, making the political nature of identity ever more apparent.

IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHER EDUCATION, TEACHER
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT, AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Taking a stance that highlights the intersection of teacher identity, beliefs, and politics
has important implications for teacher education, teacher professional development
and future research. In the first place, our review emphasizes that teacher identity
needs to be conceptualized as a formation (see also Mockler, 2011). The important
process of developing an identity as teacher, intersecting with beliefs, emotions, and
values, is ongoing and spreads throughout one’s professional career. This implies that
teacher education and teacher professional development programs need to provide
intentional, structured opportunities for preservice and inservice teachers to explore
their identities. Finding ways to make this attention to identity more overt may be
a challenge, as Beauchamp and Thomas (2009) point out, because several complex
issues arise: teacher identity formation is constantly shifting; identity change is
sometimes difficult not only for “personal” but also “structural” reasons; and, strong
emotions and self-beliefs are entangled in the process of change. Therefore, teacher
educators and school leaders may need to constantly “invent” new ways of involving
preservice and inservice teachers in professional development experiences—ways
that take into consideration the multiple aspects discussed earlier: emotion aspects,
narrative and discourse aspects, reflection aspects, and agency/structure aspects.
This task of supporting identity development, informed by our review, has different
implications. For example, the common distinguishing boundaries drawn between
“personal” and “professional” identity (see Beijaard et al., 2004) may not be as clear
as sometimes portrayed; rather, they may imply deeper identity politics, discourses,
and practices (e.g., in relation to race, gender, or class; see Alsup, 2006).

Our review has also implications for future research on teacher identity. Taking
a “political” perspective (Mockler, 2011) in studying teacher identity—as opposed
to a psychological or a sociocultural lens—changes the claims that can be made
about identity by situating teacher identity within certain historical, cultural and
political contexts. By understanding teacher identity as historically contingent, for
example, teachers, teacher educators, and researchers are enabled to pay attention
to the power relations that normalize teachers’ lives (e.g., “teachers are made” versus
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“teachers are born” debate). Acknowledging the historicization and politicization of
teacher identity helps teachers, teacher educators and researchers analyze and sort
through various discourses about teacher identity, allowing them to understand
how those discourses operate to fabricate particular meanings about teachers that
are circulated through certain practices.

Also, our review suggests the importance of paying careful attention to the con-
textual specificity of the transaction between larger social forces (macro-political
level) and the internal psychic terrain of the individual and his or her working con-
ditions (micro-political level), highlighting the ways that identity claims are politi-
cized in specific locales. An example of this is currently being seen in the United
States (and elsewhere) where the foundation-driven “corporate reform movement”
in education, with its focus on accountability and free-market models of school
choice (Ravitch, 2010), demonizes teachers and teachers’ unions for most if not all
of the achievement gap seen between white students and students of color as well as
middle-class/wealthy students and students of poverty. Teachers who have a strong
identity as independent, creative educators with deep commitment to the learning
and well-being of their students are regularly confronted with media-driven depic-
tions of members of their profession as lazy, lacking in accountability, and deserving
of punishment. While reality of union flaws of weak teachers is clear and warrants
remediation, the result of this bombardment of negative counter-narratives of teach-
ers is a loss of agency, as their voices are not only omitted from the discussion but
are frequently vilified as ignorant and not to be trusted, an emotional denigration
of the profession with which they have previously identified, producing a decrease
in both the sense of efficacy and value required in a successful profession and a
diminishment of resources to pursue efficacious teaching practices. Consequently,
many good teachers are demoralized, and their sense of identity as successful teach-
ers is shaken; in others, a sense of agency to succeed in the current environment is
undermined, and many are leaving the field (Shapiro, 2010). This intersection of
narratives is undermining teacher identity, with little attention to how politically
driven agendas to privatize public education are sparking and informing these nega-
tive counter-narratives (Ravitch, 2010). Within this transactional process of analy-
sis, teacher identities are understood as embedded in culture, ideology, and power
relations. Support and nurturance of teacher identity, then, must also occur in the
context of culture, ideology, and power relations.

CONCLUSION

In research on teacher identity, it is clear to us that a number of important aspects
are involved in the formation of what is conceptualized as “teacher identity”; these
aspects complicate our understanding of teacher identity and inform not only the
implications for teacher education and teacher professional development but also
our way of studying how teachers develop as professionals. The aim of this review
was twofold: The first was provide a conceptualization of teacher identity that
acknowledges the intersection of identity, beliefs, and politics and the consequences
of this acknowledgment in theorizing teacher identity as being politicized, discon-
tinuous, and shifting. The second was to engage in a review of some works focusing
on teacher identity to highlight four aspects that seem important in the process of



Identity, Beliefs, and Politics « 187

teacher identity formation: emotion aspects; narrative and discourse aspects; reflec-
tion aspects; and agency/structure aspects. We have proposed an understanding
of teacher identity that recognizes the intersection of identity, beliefs, and politics,
suggesting that this understanding has advantages over primarily a psychologi-
cal (Rodgers & Scott, 2008) or a sociocultural lens (Beauchamp & Thomas, 2009),
because (a) it promotes a more holistic understanding of teacher identity that does
not ignore the influence of power relations and politics in teacher identity forma-
tion; and (b) it recognizes the prospects of developing a critical and transformative
orientation towards the conceptualization of teacher identity. What follows from
this conceptualization of teacher identity is a recognition that teacher identity for-
mation is an ongoing process of negotiating one’s beliefs, values, emotions, and
teaching practices, all in the context of political realities. Future research, then, can
incorporate this growing knowledge of the intersection of identity, beliefs, and poli-
tics and their influence on teacher identity formation in exploration of other aspects
that mark the development of professional identities in teaching.
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Beliefs (and values) are implicated in all aspects of our lives. Beliefs influence how
we attend, interpret, and respond to events and those involved in them, by function-
ing as “filters,” “frames,” and “guides” (Fives & Buehl, 2012). From the perspective of
contemporary analytical philosophy “belief” refers to a mental attitude that some
proposition, statement, idea, or fact is true. Beliefs can be both explicitly available
for review and reflection and implicitly held and are related to, but distinct from,
knowledge (see Schwitzgebel, 2011). Beliefs are the convictions that we generally
hold to be true, often without actual proof or evidence. From among the vast array
of things individuals believe at any one point in time, only a limited number can be
at the fore and available for reflection, thus, we are not necessarily consciously aware
of, nor do we actively reflect upon, many of our beliefs.

Psychologists have taken an interest in beliefs which are seen as “underlying states
of expectancy” (Rokeach, 1968, p. 2) that guide attitudes, expectations, and spe-
cific values; are instrumental in defining behavior; and are implicated in actions and
decision making. Beliefs are assumptions that we make about the world, and our
values (i.e., what we deem to be important) relate to those beliefs. For example, an
individual could believe that all people are created equal. Such a belief would lead
to behaviors and attitudes such as treating everyone with respect regardless of sex,
race, religion, age, education, or social status. An opposing belief would likely pro-
duce discriminatory behaviors and attitudes, such as racism or sexism. Each of us
holds a myriad of beliefs about social and physical reality, organized psychologically
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but not necessarily represented in a logical form (Rokeach, 1968). Beliefs vary in
their centrality; the more central a belief, the more resistant it is to change. Concep-
tual change is influenced by values, motivations, emotions, and other “hot” factors
(Pintrich, Marx, & Boyle, 1993). Changes in central beliefs result in changes to the
belief system including changes to more peripheral beliefs (Rokeach, 1968).

Central teachers’ beliefs are those that focus on professional attitudes about edu-
cation, teaching, and learning; of course, teachers also hold beliefs that are periph-
erally or unrelated to teaching. Teachers’ beliefs can be explicitly or implicitly held,
are strongly and positively interrelated (Pohan & Aguilar, 2001), predict teaching
practice and pedagogy (Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1996), relate to
teaching preparation and effectiveness (Mewborn, 2002; Nespor, 1987; Ruddell &
Kern, 1986), as well as student outcomes (Kunter, Klusmann, Baumert, Richter,
Voss, & Hachfeld, 2013). There is a large body of research concerning the power-
ful effects of teachers’ beliefs for their students’ achievements in particular, which
affect students’ perceptions of competence, learning, and achievement. These
beliefs, often communicated nonverbally and unintentionally, are perceived and
internalized by students, with direct consequences for their self-efficacy, motiva-
tion, effort, and achievement (Rosenthal, 2002). Implicit teachers’ beliefs also have
an effect; in the Netherlands elementary school teachers’ implicit prejudices toward
ethnic minority students as less intelligent and with poorer school career prospects
explained ethnic achievement gaps (van den Bergh, Denessen, Hornstra, Voeten, &
Holland, 2010).

Although beliefs and values both constitute fundamental and underlying bases
for attitudes and behaviors, values, to this point, have not been comprehensively
examined in relation to teachers. Core values have been identified and defined as
individuals’ conceptions of what is desirable; values influence how people act and
how they appraise the events they experience (Schwartz, 1992, 1994). Ten “univer-
sal” values have been proposed from empirical research conducted in 20 countries
(Schwartz, 1992, 1994): power, achievement, hedonism, stimulation, self-direction,
universalism, benevolence, tradition, conformity, and security. These basic values
are likely to underpin more domain-specific values, which act in concert with teach-
ers’ beliefs, to shape teachers’ choices, behaviors, and commitment.

Theories of motivation incorporate domain-specific dual belief and value com-
ponents. The word “motivation” has its origins in the Latin verb movere, meaning
“to move,” so that motivation is the study of what moves people to action. Theories
of motivation were developed to understand what energizes individuals to engage
in tasks (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002) and have been developed in relation to students
rather than teachers. This situation changed somewhat over the last decade, as moti-
vation researchers have turned their attention also to teachers. In this chapter, we
begin with an overview of each of three major motivation theories—expectancy-
value, achievement goal, and self-determination theories—which have thus far
been reinterpreted in relation to teachers. This reinterpretation has involved the
adaptation of constructs and processes initially designed to understand students’
motivations. We next review empirical findings pertaining to teachers’ motivations
and explore cultural differences where these have been identified, paying particu-
lar attention to expectancy-value theory within which our work has concentrated.
Finally, we raise some methodological issues and conclude with implications for
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policy and practice, and suggestions for future research in the field. The relevance
and role of beliefs in relation to the study of teacher motivations is highlighted
throughout.

HOW CAN A MOTIVATIONAL LENS ADD TO OUR
UNDERSTANDING OF TEACHERS’ BELIEFS?

Modern motivation theorists have focused on the interrelationships of beliefs, val-
ues, and goals with action to engage in tasks (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002). Self-related
beliefs such as self-efficacy, competence, or ability, figure prominently as inherent
components in motivational frameworks. Teachers’ self-related beliefs have been
extensively examined in the teacher self-efficacy literature, which has made impor-
tant contributions to the study of teachers’ beliefs for some time (e.g., Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007; Woolfolk Hoy & Burke-Spero, 2005).

Teacher self-efficacy refers to the degree to which teachers believe they are able or
feel efficacious to enact certain professional outcomes—such as deploying effective
instructional strategies, classroom management, and engaging students (Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). In general, empirical studies have demonstrated
that higher self-efficacy relates to many positive attitudes and behaviors for teachers
and students (see Siwatu & Chesnut, Chapter 12, this volume). These include bet-
ter or more innovative teaching strategies; greater task persistence, resilience, and
well-being; and enhanced student motivation and achievement (see Klassen, Tze,
Betts, & Gordon, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Constructs
which are conceptually highly related to self-efficacy (such as success expectancies)
are important components within broader motivational theories, which incorporate
additional values components and antecedent socialization influences, thereby pro-
viding larger frameworks within which to study correlates, antecedents, and conse-
quences of teacher self-beliefs.

In expectancy-value theory (EVT; Eccles [Parsons] et al., 1983; Eccles, 2005, 2009),
beliefs about the self, in terms of ability and expectancy of success (closely related to
self-efficacy and self-concept), are posited to combine with different kinds of values
in predicting a range of achievement behaviors such as participation, effort, and
persistence. In self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000), a belief in one’s
own competence is considered a basic need underpinning the progression from con-
trolled to autonomous motivation. While not explicitly a factor within achievement
goal theory (AGT), self-beliefs of ability are implicated in the adoption and conse-
quences of performance/ego versus mastery/task goals. Those who adopt perfor-
mance goals are motivated to demonstrate superior ability relative to others, or to
avoid the demonstration of perceived inferior abilities; this is in contrast to mastery
goals which individuals adopt when they are motivated to focus on tasks for intrin-
sic reasons such as interest.

The study of teachers’ motivations is not in itself a new question; however,
research concerning teachers’ motivations has, until recently, not drawn upon the
motivation literature in an intensive or systematic way. Theories, constructs, and
concepts developed in the student motivation literature are now being fruitfully
applied to the study of teacher motivation. Motivation researchers are beginning
to turn their attention to other aspects of the complex of motivational factors that
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demand greater attention and exploration in relation to teachers. In this endeavor,
they have extrapolated from well-established motivation theories to ask, first, what
kinds of expectancies, values, and goals are relevant for teachers; second, whether
and how we can measure them; and third, whether and how they matter, for teach-
ers, students, and schools.

The burgeoning field of teacher motivation research has begun to demonstrate the
importance of teachers’ motivations for both themselves and their students. Trans-
posing theoretical concepts to the hitherto neglected domain of teaching has required
the adaptation and development of theories which were not originally developed
to apply to teachers. We have elsewhere described this movement as a “Zeitgeist”
(Watt & Richardson, 2008a), in developing theoretically grounded and psychometri-
cally strong approaches to examine teaching motivations within a range of settings.
This emergent teacher motivation literature has originated and developed rather sep-
arately from the literature concerning teachers’ beliefs. However, it is timely to con-
sider what each has in common and ways in which productive cross-fertilization may
occur. The theories which have so far been reinterpreted are expectancy-value theory
(EVT), achievement goal theory (AGT), and self-determination theory (SDT).

THEORIES OF TEACHER MOTIVATION

EVT, AGT, and SDT have recently been adapted to address pressing questions con-
cerning teachers’ motivations for career entry and commitment; efforts and instruc-
tional behaviors; and growth and well-being. The choice of theoretical lens has
depended upon the outcomes under investigation. We began our empirical work
with EVT because it related to the choice of teaching as a career at the initial stage
in becoming a teacher. We have examined teaching career motivations from an EVT
perspective to identify why individuals choose to pursue teaching as a career, and
consequences for their professional engagement, teaching style, and personal well-
being (Watt & Richardson, 2007, 2008b). AGT has focused on how teachers strive to
feel successful in their daily work. From this perspective, Butler (2007) has demon-
strated that the classroom is an achievement arena for teachers as well as students. In
the adaptation and application of AGT, because teaching is an interpersonal activity
(Butler, 2012), the focal outcomes have been dual, concerning both teachers’ devel-
opment and students’ learning. Thus, Butler (2012) has introduced and established
anew class of achievement goal for teachers: relational goals, which describe teacher
strivings to create caring relationships with their students. SDT focuses more gen-
erally on growth and human functioning. Through this lens, teachers’ controlled
versus autonomous motivations have been explored, and consequences for teachers’
quality instructional behaviors versus burnout, as well as for the quality of their
students’ motivations (see Roth, in press, for a review). Teachers’ motivations mat-
ter, because if teachers are not able to realize their motivations in particular school
contexts, it is likely that professional satisfaction and fulfillment will deteriorate.

Expectancy-Value Theory (EVT)

The expectancy-value model of Eccles and her colleagues (EVT; Eccles, 2005, 2009;
Eccles [Parsons] et al., 1983) sets out the importance of individuals’ expectancies, val-
ues, and background socialization influences in shaping their achievement-related
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choices, over and above their demonstrated skills and abilities. Although developed
as a framework to explain senior high school mathematics enrollments (Eccles
[Parsons] et al., 1983), it has since fruitfully been applied to other academic school
disciplines (for example, English and Language Arts [Jacobs, Lanza, Osgood, Eccles, &
Wigfield, 2002; Watt, 2004]; and sport [Fredricks & Eccles, 2002]), as well as to spe-
cific types of careers (e.g., Watt, 2002, 2006; Watt et al., 2012).

Expectancies refer to beliefs about how well an individual will perform on an
impending task (Eccles [Parsons] et al., 1983), and are shaped over time by her or his
experiences and interpretations of those experiences (see Eccles & Wigfield, 1995).
If someone performs a task successfully, she is likely to have her self-beliefs bolstered
by the success and expect to succeed at similar tasks in the future; conversely for
someone who experiences lack of success or failure. However, ability beliefs describe
just one aspect of how individuals relate to tasks. It is also necessary to take into
account the value that the individual places on a task. This is influenced by a number
of dimensions: does the person enjoy the task? (intrinsic value); is the task instru-
mental for any of the person’s long- or short-term goals? (utility value); does she or
he think the task is suited to people like her or him? (attainment value); and, will it
be worth the effort required to be successful? (cost value).

EVT conceptualizes and organizes these four classes of values, which relate to
how a task meets individual needs (Eccles [Parsons] et al., 1983; Wigfield & Eccles,
1992). Intrinsic value is the enjoyment one derives from carrying out a given task,
which has been described as similar to the construct of intrinsic motivation defined
by Deci and colleagues (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Deci, Vallerand, Pelletier, & Ryan, 1991)
and by Harter (1981), as being concerned with engaging in a task out of interest
or enjoyment. Utility value refers to how a task will be useful to an individual in
the future, and has some resemblance to extrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985;
Harter, 1981), in that it taps more instrumental reasons for engaging in a task such
as how it fits into a person’s future plans. Attainment value relates to the extent to
which performance on a particular task provides opportunities for the individual
to fulfill a number of identity-related needs. Cost is the negative values component
which refers to what the individual has to sacrifice to carry out the task. Cost could
include factors such as anxiety, fear of failure or success, and potential loss of self-
worth. Task difficulty beliefs are posited to influence achievement-related outcomes
via expectancies and values (Eccles [Parsons] et al., 1983, Wigfield & Eccles, 2000),
although there has been little research directly addressing those relationships.

EVT and teachers. Previous research into what motivates teachers to enter the
profession has resulted in a steady flow of studies from many countries, of which a
significant proportion has been conducted in the United States. A seminal review
concluded that “altruistic, service-oriented goals and other intrinsic motivations
are the source of the primary reasons entering teacher candidates report for why
they chose teaching as a career” (Brookhart & Freeman, 1992, p. 46). Since then,
an OECD report (2005) reported the most common motivations for teaching to
be the desire to work with youth, potential for intellectual fulfillment, and to make
a social contribution, based on studies from France, Australia, Belgium (French
Community), Canada (Québec), the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, and the U.K.
The desire to work with children and adolescents has been identified as central in
many studies (e.g., Fox, 1961; Joseph & Green, 1986; Kyriacou & Coulthard, 2000;
Lortie, 1975; Tudhope, 1944; Valentine, 1934), whereas “extrinsic motives” such as
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salary, job security, and career status have been more important in different socio-
cultural contexts such as Brunei (Yong, 1995), Zimbabwe (Chivore, 1988), Cam-
eroon (Abangma, 1981), the Caribbean (Brown, 1992), Jamaica (Bastick, 1999)
and Turkey (Kiling, Watt, & Richardson, 2012). However, the absence of an agreed
theoretical and analytical framework has meant researchers have not always shared
understandings of what constitutes intrinsic, altruistic, extrinsic, or other motiva-
tions. For example, the desire to work with children has at times been regarded as an
intrinsic (e.g., Young, 1995), and at other times an altruistic motivation (e.g., Yong,
1995). Varying conceptualizations and operationalizations have resulted in a lack of
definitional precision and overlapping categorizations.

EVT provided a particularly useful and cohesive framework to organize and
guide research concerning the motivation to choose a teaching career. Motivations
previously identified as influential in the teacher education literature were mapped
to constructs in the expectancy-value framework, allowing us to locate previously
identified motivations within an integrative and comprehensive model, which sug-
gested additional important motivations. Our FIT-Choice (Factors Influencing
Teaching Choice; www.fitchoice.org) program of research began at its outset with
the development of the FIT-Choice scale, designed to allow comparative measure-
ments of teacher motivations locally and elsewhere.

The FIT-Choice model taps the “altruistic’-type motivations emphasized in the
teacher education literature (e.g., Book & Freeman, 1986; Brown, 1992; Lortie, 1975;
Moran, Kilpatrick, Abbott, Dallatt, & McClune, 2001; Serow & Forrest, 1994) as well
as more personally utilitarian motivations and intrinsic motivations, together with
ability-related beliefs which are the focus of the broader career choice literature (see
Lent, Lopez, & Bieschke, 1993). In addition to self-beliefs and values, the FIT-Choice
model includes perceptions about the teaching profession (task-beliefs). These
reflect perceived demands (heavy workload, emotional demand, hard work) and
rewards (salary and social status), the imbalance between which we conceptualize as
a“cost.” We have provided a review elsewhere (Watt & Richardson, 2008b) of how the
FIT-Choice factors map to expectancy-value theory, Social Cognitive Career Theory
(SCCT; see Lent Lopez, & Bieschke, 1993), and to key findings within the existing
teacher education literature. All parts of the model are proposed to work together to
predict choice of a teaching career and professional engagement outcomes.

Specific motivations in the FIT-Choice model (see Figure 11.1) are teaching abil-
ity beliefs, intrinsic value, personal utility values (job security, time for family, job
transferability), social utility values (shape future of children/adolescents, enhance
social equity, make social contribution, work with children/adolescents), social
influences (of friends, family, or work colleagues thinking one should become a
teacher), positive prior teaching and learning experiences, and the negative motiva-
tion of having chosen teaching as a “fallback” career in light of claims in the teacher
education literature and the public media wherein entrants may have failed to be
accepted into their career of choice or otherwise unable to pursue their first-choice
career (see Book, Freeman, & Brousseau, 1985; Haubrich, 1960; Robertson, Keith, &
Page, 1983).

Social utility value factors resemble altruism as variously described in the teacher
education literature (Book & Freeman, 1986; Brown, 1992; Fox, 1961; Joseph &
Green, 1986; Serow, Eaker, & Ciechalski, 1992). Personal utility values tap various
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Figure 11.1 FIT-Choice empirically validated theoretical model.

quality of life issues such as having time for family and job security (Bastick, 1999;
Jantzen, 1981; Richardson & Watt, 2006; Robertson et al., 1983; Tudhope, 1944; Yong,
1995). Such values resonate with beliefs about what constitutes a balance between
work and life, how to achieve that balance, and the type of occupation that provides
for a secure future. These personal factors have typically been nominated as extrinsic
motivations in prior research, although that label obscures the distinction from fac-
tors which we distinguish as socialization influences and task perceptions.

The FIT-Choice measurement platform allows for the identification of which
motivations and task beliefs are more and less important for choosing teaching as a
career. It also permits comparisons across settings including Australia (Richardson &
Watt, 2006), the United States (Lin, Shi, Wang, Zhang, & Hui, 2012; Watt, Richard-
son, etal., 2012), Norway (Watt, Richardson, et al., 2012), Croatia (Jugovi¢, Marusi¢,
Ivanec, & Vidovi¢, 2012), Germany (Konig & Rothland, 2012; Watt, Richardson,
etal., 2012), China (Lin et al., 2012), and Turkey (Kiling, Watt, & Richardson, 2012).
Fallback career motivations were uniformly low, except in China and Turkey, likely
reflecting the availability of work within those job markets. Ability and intrinsic
motivations were highly rated among all but the samples from China and Turkey,
in which collectivist cultures career choices may be less based on individual inter-
ests and abilities; or, more basic needs such as job security may have primacy in
a developing nation such as Turkey, on which that sample indeed scored highest.
Social utility values were high in general, but notably lowest in the Chinese sample,
and in between for the German. Social values may be taken more for granted in col-
lectivistic Chinese culture, and the tracked school system in Germany could mean
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future teachers perceive lower agency to achieve social equity outcomes and youth
opportunities through educational structures. Personal utility values were strikingly
similar and rated moderately across samples, presumably reflecting basic needs in
contemporary society, although the Turkish sample rated job security somewhat
higher as already mentioned.

In general, future teachers believed teaching to be a highly demanding career
(including heavy workload, emotional demand, and hard work), with low rewards
in terms of salary and social status. The Chinese and especially the Turkish sample
rated the demands of teaching substantially lower, possibly due to the collectivist
approach to teacher development and group accountability in the Chinese sample,
and the relative demandingness of alternative available work in the developing Turk-
ish context. Perceptions of higher salary in the German setting reflected objective
context differences. Values about teaching as a socially responsible and morally
worthwhile career starkly contrast with fallback and personally utilitarian values, or
beliefs that monetary rewards and status are important career outcomes.

EVT further posits that expectancies and values predict domain-specific achieve-
ment behaviors, such as performance, efforts, and persistence. Yet, little is known
about the long-term effects of initial teaching motivations. Can they have lasting
effects on professional engagement and even on beginning teachers’ subsequent
teaching styles? Results from our longitudinal study highlight an enduring effect
of initial motivations for choosing teaching, which influence professional engage-
ment and teaching styles up to eight years later. We have examined how initial
motivations for teaching (incorporating values and beliefs components) influenced
professional engagement and career development aspirations (PECDA; Watt &
Richardson, 2008b), and self-reported teaching style (TSS; Watt & Richardson,
2007), using longitudinal Australian FIT-Choice data spanning entry to (Time 1)
and exit from teacher education (Time 2), up until 8 years of teaching experience
(Time 3). Intrinsic and ability (self-belief) motivations to teach at Time 1 predicted
Time 3 positive teaching behaviors, as did social utility values through their influ-
ence on whether participants planned to remain in the profession at Time 2 (Watt,
Richardson, & Devos, 2013). Conversely, fallback career motivations subsequently
lowered professional engagement and career development aspirations, and reduced
positive teaching behaviors during early career. Social influences, such as being per-
suaded by family, friends, or others to become a teacher, led to negative teaching
practices.

The most adaptive motivations for choosing teaching as a career were thus abil-
ity self-beliefs, and wanting to work with youth to be instrumental in shaping their
futures and make a social contribution by enhancing social equity (social utility
values)—which resonate with teachers’ adaptive mastery and relational goals orien-
tations identified by Butler (2012; see section following). Problematic motivations
were clearly fallback career and, interestingly, social influences, which predicted
teaching negativity (including responding negatively or angrily to students’ mis-
takes, use of sarcasm, or deliberate embarrassment; Richardson & Watt, in press).
We interpret the negative consequences from social influence motivations in terms
of SDT discussed later in the chapter. Within the SDT perspective, choosing a teach-
ing career based on persuasion from others suggests a “controlled” motivation,
rather than a positive “autonomous” motivation. This has implications for teacher
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recruitment efforts; the negative effect of social influences needs to be carefully con-
sidered when persuading individuals to enter into the teaching profession.

Our continuing program of research addresses several core issues: (a) why choose
the career of being a teacher?; (b) why do people stay in the job, burnout, or leave?;
(c) how do motivations intersect with sociocultural factors to impact teachers’ pro-
fessional development and personal well-being?; and, (d) what types of profiles are
evident in teachers’ career trajectories? Such questions require following the same
individuals over an extended period of time to address critical issues in the current
climate of teacher shortages and concern regarding teacher quality—with implica-
tions for policymakers, employers, and teacher educators. Longitudinal data allow
the real, and necessary, opportunity to explore and test how processes unfold over
time to produce outcomes.

Achievement Goal Theory

Achievement goal theory (AGT) originally distinguished a task (or mastery) goal
orientation from an ego (or performance) one (Dweck & Elliot, 1983; Nicholls,
1984). Since then, the trichotomous goal framework was proposed (Elliot & Church,
1997; Elliot & Harackiewicz, 1996; see also Nicholls, 1989), which distinguished
performance approach from performance avoidance goals, additional to mastery
goals. Individuals who hold a performance approach goal are motivated to dem-
onstrate their abilities relative to others, in contrast to those who hold a perfor-
mance avoidance goal and are motivated to avoid demonstrating their relative lack
of ability. A parallel distinction was subsequently proposed for mastery goals in
the 2 X 2 achievement goal framework (Elliot, 1999; Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Har-
ackiewicz, Barron, Pintrich, Elliot, & Thrash, 2002; Pintrich, 2000a, 2000b) which
introduced a mastery avoidance goal, defined as a focus to avoid misunderstand-
ing, not learning, or not mastering a task. Empirical support for the 2 x 2 goal
structure has been found (e.g., Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Bong, 2009; Nien & Duda,
2008; Njouku, 2007; Sideridis, 2008), although “classical” goal theorists have not
all embraced the mastery avoidance construct (e.g., see the debate in the Journal
of Educational Psychology, 2002). The two approach goal orientations have been
found to relate to more positive predictors and outcomes, with mastery approach
being the most positive. On the other hand, performance avoidance goals lead to
maladaptive outcomes, particularly when self-beliefs of competence are low (Law,
Elliot, & Murayama, 2012).

AGT and teachers. In the program of research conducted by Butler and her col-
leagues, achievement goal theory has been creatively and systematically adapted to
the study of teacher motivation, because the school has been found to be an achieve-
ment arena not only for students, but also for teachers who strive to feel successful
in their work, although teachers differ in their beliefs about what constitutes success,
and thus in their goal orientations for teaching. Teachers’ goals can similarly be con-
ceptualized in terms of mastery, performance approach, and performance avoid-
ance dimensions. Further, strivings to attain close and caring relationships with
students have been identified as a distinct new class of teachers’ “relational goals”
(Butler, 2012). Within AGT, Butler’s work has been significant in tapping previously
unidentified teacher motivations, goals, values, and beliefs about the relational work
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inherent to being a teacher. This line of research has established important links
between teachers’ achievement goals, patterns of communication and behavior in
the classroom, and students’ resultant learning and achievement outcomes (Butler,
2007, in press; Butler & Shibaz, 2008).

Similar to patterns of findings concerning students” achievement goals, teach-
ers’ mastery goals were associated with positive outcomes including adaptive coping
and engagement, mastery-oriented instruction, and their students’ engagement (see
Butler, in press). Performance avoidance goals (to avoid the demonstration of poor
teaching ability) showed clear negative outcomes including defensive avoidance of
help, self-handicapping, burnout, career dissatisfaction, and surface approaches to
instruction involving more competitive classroom climates. Patterns for perfor-
mance approach goals (to prove ability) were less clear-cut. Findings concerning
the newly identified class of relational goals showed these teachers provided greater
socioemotional support to students (see Butler, 2012; Butler, in press).

Self-Determination Theory

Self-determination theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Deci, 2000) focuses on
the social-contextual conditions which facilitate processes of self-motivation and
healthy psychological functioning. SDT is founded on the assumption of three basic
human psychological needs—for competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Ryan &
Deci, 2000). When these three needs are met people experience autonomous moti-
vation and perceive themselves as “origins” of their own behavior, rather than exter-
nally controlled “pawns.” Within this perspective, extrinsic motivations can become
internalized through a process of progressive integration with a person’s sense of self.
There are five self-regulatory styles: (a) external regulation means no internalization
has occurred and motivators are external; (b) introjection is a partial internaliza-
tion whereby the goal has been taken in but not really accepted as the individual’s
own; (c) in identified regulation, the person has understood the activity as some-
thing important for her or his own long-term goals; (d) the last type of extrinsic
motivation is integration, where an identified motivation becomes assimilated with
other well-assimilated aspects of the self; (e) finally, intrinsic motivation is also an
autonomous motivation. The important differentiation drawn by these theorists is
between autonomous (or self-determined) and controlled motivations. Autono-
mous motivation involves volition and choice, controlled motivation involves an
external or internal sense of compulsion (Assor, Roth, & Deci, 2004; Grolnick et al.,
1997). It is possible that initially autonomous motivations could turn to controlled
motivations; for example, when an initial decision (such as to become a teacher)
is autonomous, but then actually doing the work entails a sense of compulsion or
external responsibility. A large literature has examined predictors of students’ auton-
omous motivation, and benefits for their engagement and well-being (see Ryan &
Deci, 2009).

SDT and teachers. Unlike the extensive research that has focused on predictors
of students’ autonomous motivation (e.g., Reeve, 2002), the research on teachers
is quite scarce (see Roth, in press). In studies of teachers, autonomous motivations
have been associated with perceived accomplishment, teaching self-efficacy, auton-
omy supportive teaching practices, and reduced burnout. Based on measures with
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students, Roth, Assor, Kanat-Maymon, and Kaplan (2007) in Israel adapted and
developed measures of teacher motivations from more controlled to more autono-
mous, in relation to why teachers carry out specific, common teaching tasks. Exam-
ples of controlled teacher motivations include to avoid parent complaints or feelings
of guilt; autonomous motivations include to let children feel teachers care about
them, or to be in touch with children and adolescents (Roth et al., 2007).

Consistent with theoretical predictions, teachers’ feelings of accomplishment
increased as teachers moved along the continuum from external to intrinsic moti-
vations; the reverse was true for negatively increasing correlations with burnout
(Roth et al., 2007). Findings for burnout were replicated by Fernet, Senécal, Guay,
Marsh, and Dowson (2008) in Francophone Canada, who also examined relation-
ships of teacher motivations with self-efficacy. Intrinsic and identified motivations
were positively, and interjected and external motivations negatively, associated with
teaching self-efficacy measured by the French-Canadian version (Fernet, Senécal, &
Guay, 2005) of the Classroom and School Context Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale (Fried-
man, 2003). The scale encompassed items related to instruction, discipline, and
consideration of students, which were analyzed as one composite factor. Autono-
mous teacher motivation has additionally been found to associate with autonomy
supportive teaching practices that furnish choice and relevance to students (Fernet,
Guay, Senécal, & Austin, 2012; Pelletier, Seguin-Levesque, & Legault, 2002; Roth
et al., 2007; Taylor & Ntoumanis, 2007; Taylor, Ntoumanis, & Standage, 2008).

APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF
TEACHER MOTIVATIONS AND BELIEFS

Our review of teacher motivation research from the theoretical perspectives of EVT,
AGT, and SDT has highlighted the theoretical adaptations involved in the study
of teachers, the role of self- (and task-) beliefs within each, and empirical findings
so far. In this section, we discuss etic and emic approaches to the study of teacher
motivations and beliefs, with particular reference to extensive cross-cultural, and
intensive situated studies. Human beings develop throughout their life-span and
are engaged in specific cultural contexts where they have shared assumptions about
how the world is, and how all aspects of daily life are conducted. In the forma-
tion of motivations, beliefs, and values, we might expect that different macro-level
cultural factors, ensconced in social and cultural practices, behaviors, and events,
together with the micro-level interactions between individuals and groups, dynami-
cally interact. Thus, motivations, beliefs, and values do not exist independently of
the individuals who hold them in specific social and cultural contexts.

Etic Approaches

Etic approaches describe phenomena in terms that can be applied across cultures.
Teacher motivation, beliefs, and values are located within macro- and micro-level
social and cultural systems constituted by political policies, organizational systems,
policies, and practices at the level of the district and school. Since teachers operate
within these environments located in particular sociocultural settings, it is likely
that these settings will form and fashion teachers’ motivations, beliefs, and values.
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With the development of common measurement platforms from which to approach
the study of teacher motivations across studies and settings, it becomes possible to
directly compare and contrast how motivations differ across samples and contexts.
As discussed earlier in this chapter, we already know that the relative importance of
individuals’ various motivations for choosing teaching as a career differs according
to broad sociocultural factors.

Disturbingly, evidence is accumulating to demonstrate that present school
accountability reforms in the West serve to undermine teachers’ adaptive mastery
and relational goals and promote maladaptive ability and work avoidance goals (But-
ler, in press), also, to reduce teachers’ autonomous motivations and promote con-
trolled motivations (Roth, in press). Kieschke and Schaarschmidt (2008) conducted
an extensive study on teachers’ professional commitment and health in Germany
and expressed concern about the consequences of regimentation and external inter-
ference in teaching; they recommended that: (a) teachers need to be given more
autonomy in their work to allow for self-determined professional goals; (b) exces-
sive demands from overwhelming educational tasks that are completed alone need
to be minimized; and (c) teachers need clearer separation of life at school and lei-
sure time; school tasks often undertaken in the evening and on weekends allow little
opportunity for emotional distancing, recovery, and regeneration. In a teaching-for-
testing culture such as China (see Ho & Hau, in press for a review), it is possible that
findings would differ, if there is a match between individuals’ and cultural beliefs
and values concerning the nature of the teachers’ role and student learning.

Theories for understanding achievement behavior in the West have focused on
the individual as the unit of analysis, based on the concept of an independent and
autonomous self. In contrast, the interdependent self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991)
is more prominent in the East. Consequently, teacher motivation involves seeking
consensus about what works for the common goal, or so-called “middle way” (Gao,
2010; Tsui & Wong, 2009), and a reflection of the yin-yang philosophy in which
opposites are considered interdependent and mutually supportive (Hue, 2008).
In their review, Ho and Hau (in press) wonder what role individual differences in
teachers’ expectancies, values, goals, and control beliefs play in the more collectivist-
oriented cultural context. For example, Klassen et al. (2008) found that Singapor-
ean teachers’ collective self-efficacy beliefs strongly mediated the effects of student
socioeconomic status on perceived school climate; likely due to teachers’ belief in
the interactive and collective influence of the staff as a whole. In contrast, Canadian
teachers in an individualistic culture may maintain a focus on individual profes-
sional development rather than the agency of the group.

Ho and Hau (in press) explained that the existence of cultural factors should not
lead us to conclude that theorization and research can only be carried out within its
culture-specific meaning (an emic perspective), and that comparisons which involve
same constructs and measures across settings are also important to identify where
differences may occur (an etic perspective). However, at the same time, they caution
against transporting Western constructs directly into other contexts without first
examining the meaning and underlying assumptions of the constructs (see Kara-
benick, et al., 2007). Although a substantial literature has accumulated concerning
Chinese students’ learning motivations (see Hau & Ho, 2010, for a review), similar
systematic investigation of teacher motivation is in its infancy.
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Emic Approaches

Situated approaches (e.g., Nolen, Ward, & Horn, 2011; Turner & Patrick, 2008)
involve interpretative analyses of interview and observation data. Such studies do
not seek generalization as their goal, but undertake more nuanced examination of
a phenomenon or setting. Situated studies offer the possibility to understand how
teacher motivations develop, become salient, change, and are expressed in dynamic
interaction with particular student, classroom, and school factors. The conduct of
both nuanced situated studies alongside large-scale longitudinal studies seems to us
to be critical to understand the what and the why of teacher motivations, how they
develop and are expressed, and why they matter.

In the research concerning teacher motivation there has been a greater concen-
tration thus far on psychological variables, and less attention to contextual or situ-
ated aspects (with the exception of the situated approaches). Sensitive, sound, robust
theories and measurements are additionally needed at the level of contextual effects,
to determine in comparative studies how different workplace environments nur-
ture or constrain teachers’ motivations. Developments in multilevel modeling allow
us to examine individuals within settings, to begin to parse the impacts of person
and school characteristics on teacher motivations, engagement, and emotions (e.g.,
Klusmann, Kunter, Trautwein, Liidtke, & Baumert, 2008). In this endeavor, methods
beyond self-report surveys are required. Experience sampling is one method that
can provide insight into teachers’ beliefs, motivations, and experiences during the
act of teaching, enabling moment-to-moment information that may not be acces-
sible if sought after the event. Such a method allows us to examine the exercise in
situ of teachers’ beliefs, values, and motivations in classrooms (e.g., Carson, Weiss, &
Templin, 2010; Keller, Frenzel, Goetz, Pekrun, & Hensley, 2013; Malmberg, 2010).

Both etic and emic approaches will be important to progress the burgeoning body
of work concerning teachers’ beliefs and motivations, incorporating methodologies
additional to self-report, such as observations and experience sampling. Motiva-
tional lenses offer the opportunity to examine relationships within and consequent
upon the broader systems within which teacher self-beliefs reside. It is only now
that we are beginning to understand some of the core values, beliefs, and expectan-
cies that attract people into teacher education, as well as those that influence their
daily practice and students’ outcomes, and sustain teachers as healthy and effective
professionals, within particular sociocultural and contextual settings. Researchers
need to continue to address the motivations and psychological supports that begin-
ning teachers require to sustain their “fitness to practice.” It is intriguing that only
recently have teachers’ own outcomes been considered important in their own right,
and not only as they impact students.

On the other hand, what can the burgeoning literature on teachers’ beliefs offer
the developing field of teacher motivation? The teachers’ beliefs literature has
encompassed a diversity of beliefs including, but not limited to, self-beliefs. Other
beliefs, particularly task-related and sociocultural beliefs, hold promise to enrich
the study of teacher motivation. Indeed, these other kinds of beliefs are important
yet under-studied factors in EVT; task beliefs are also directly implicated in mastery
goals within AGT. The two bodies of literature—teacher motivation and teachers’
beliefs—have developed rather independently and yet, each has much to offer the
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other. It is timely to marry them in a way that goes beyond simple addition or a
pastiche, and systematically fosters theoretical cross-fertilization and hybridization.

OUTLOOK AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

There is an urgent need for reliable, large-scale, long-term, cross-cultural data,
incorporating extensive quantitative measures alongside targeted rich qualitative
components, to examine the what and the why of teacher motivations and devel-
opment. In this pursuit, we may not necessarily wish to keep measuring the same
motivational factors over time. We are presently lacking a coherent developmental
theoretical approach to the study of teachers’ motivations throughout their career.
It may be that different theories will be important to understand different develop-
mental stages. For example, EVT may be most relevant to the choice of teaching as
a career, AGT for teachers’ daily practices, and SDT to the promotion of generally
autonomous motivated behavior.

There will very likely not be a single stage model we can come up with to describe
the development of teachers’ motivations and beliefs. We already know that, in
many Western and European countries, up to 50% of teachers leave within their
first five years (Chang, 2009; Henke, Chen, & Geis, 2000; Ingersoll, 2003; Johnson &
Birkeland, 2003; MCEETYA, 2003; OECD, 2005; Preston, 2000), established in the
United States to be due to a “revolving door” through which large numbers of teach-
ers depart teaching long before retirement (e.g., Ingersoll, 2001, 2012; Ingersoll &
Strong, 2011). By contrast, where teachers are accorded better pay and conditions
such as in Scotland, Ireland, Sweden, Finland, and Iceland, there are fewer recruit-
ment and retention problems than in countries where the pay and conditions of the
profession are lower. It is important to examine the motivations that sustain people
in the profession versus those that deter or push people away, which may not simply
be opposite sides of the same coin.

We expect that different kinds of school contexts will afford the realization or not
of teachers’ motivations, which, if left unfulfilled, are likely to create a double-edged
sword that could lead to burnout and disappointment. For example, teachers who are
motivated to work with youth and enhance social equity, may (and do) find themselves
frustrated and dispirited when their time is taken up by administrative and account-
ability work which takes them away from what they regard as their core responsibili-
ties. This has begun to create a disjuncture between why teachers want to teach, and
the work they are required to spend their time doing. People who became teachers
because they want to work with children and adolescents become less satisfied with
their work, if it means they have little time to engage in relational work on a daily basis.
In this way, the same motivations can be a driving force for good or ill, dependent on
the degree of match between a teacher and her or his teaching environment.

In determining which beliefs and motivations are adaptive versus maladaptive, it
is essential to understand what outcomes are predicted by different beliefs and moti-
vations, within what contexts. Deciding which outcomes ought to serve as outcome
criteria in this endeavor will be a non-trivial matter. It is also necessary to determine
antecedents to, and stability versus malleability of, beliefs and motivations that are
identified as positive or negative, before implications for policy and practice can
be clarified. For instance, stable and non-malleable factors may be best considered at
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selection into teacher education, whereas changeable or malleable factors ought to
be addressed during teacher education and early career induction. To adopt identi-
fied positive beliefs or motivations as selection criteria into teacher education at this
point, in our view, would be premature and insufficiently informed.

It is further necessary for teacher education to equip beginning teachers with
coping strategies to effectively deal with everyday problems and the capability to
self-manage stressful events to support and protect themselves psychologically and
emotionally (Kieschke & Schaarschmidt, 2008). Such goals are given considerable
attention in the preparation of clinical and school psychologists, and ought to be
incorporated as a specific course within initial teacher education programs and
early career professional development. Although mentoring programs for begin-
ning teachers have been introduced in many countries, the success of the programs
has been negatively impacted by inappropriate mentor matches, and low levels of
appropriate mentor and mentee interaction and support (see Kardos & Johnson,
2010; Wang & Odell, 2002). They have also not been designed to specifically address
the psychological and emotional dimensions of teachers’ work.
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THE CAREER DEVELOPMENT OF PRESERVICE
AND INSERVICE TEACHERS

Why Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Beliefs Matter

Kamau Oginga Siwatu and Steven Randall Chesnut,
Texas Tech University, US

In 1977, Albert Bandura introduced the construct of self-efficacy in his often-cited
article “Self-efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change.” Bandura
(1997) defined self-efficacy as “beliefs in one’s capabilities to organize and execute
the courses of action required to produce given attainments” (p. 3). Stated differ-
ently, self-efficacy is an individual’s belief about what he or she can do successfully
(Bong, 2006). Despite the construct’s brief history, a growing body of empirical
evidence supporting Bandura’s theory of self-efficacy and the construct’s ability to
predict future behavior has led to its increased popularity. In the past 36 years,
educational researchers have examined the construct of self-efficacy in the context
of teaching (e.g., Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) and the antecedents and
consequences of a teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
2007; Woolfolk Hoy & Davis, 2006). In this context, teacher self-efficacy is defined
as “individuals’ beliefs in their capabilities to perform specific teaching tasks at a
specified level of quality in a specified situation” (Dellinger, Bobbett, Oliver, & Ellett,
2008, p. 752).

It is a common practice among teacher self-efficacy researchers to introduce
their studies by first attempting to highlight the importance of teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs. To accomplish this, researchers often included numerous citations of research
studies published before 1997 that describe the link between a teacher’s self-efficacy
beliefs and student outcomes such as academic achievement and student motiva-
tion (Klassen, Tze, Betts, & Gordon, 2011; Wyatt, 2012). In many cases, however, the
cited studies suffer from methodological flaws (e.g., use of an invalid self-efficacy
instrument) that make drawing inferences from these studies difficult (Skaalvik &
Skaalvik, 2008; Wyatt, 2012).

212



Teachers’ Self-Efficacy « 213

Complicating matters is that between 1998 and 2009, very few studies were
conducted to examine the link between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and student
outcomes (Klassen et al., 2011). Unfortunately, this is an area that is under-
researched. According to Klassen et al. (2011), between 1998 and 2009, only
2.8% of published teacher self-efficacy studies examined the link between
these variables. Klassen et al. concluded that there is only modest support for
the hypothesized relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy, effective teaching
practices, and student learning outcomes. This modest support has led some
researchers to question the usefulness of teacher self-efficacy research (Wheatley,
2005). This question has prompted researchers to conduct critical reviews of
teacher self-efficacy research (e.g., Klassen et al., 2011; Wheatley, 2005; Wyatt,
2012). These reviews have provided valuable guidance to researchers who are
looking to deepen the field’s understanding of how self-efficacy beliefs develop,
how self-efficacy beliefs can be accurately assessed using quantitative and qualitative
methods of inquiry, and the relationship between teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs
and student outcomes.

Stemming from these reviews of teacher self-efficacy research, we were left to
ponder the value of teacher self-efficacy research, especially in light of the modest
support for the hypothesized relationship between a teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs
and student learning outcomes. We were quickly reminded, however, of two quotes
from Bandura (1997): “people avoid activities and environments they believe
exceed their capabilities, but they readily undertake activities and pick social envi-
ronments they judge themselves capable of handling” (p. 160) and “the power of
efficacy beliefs to affect the course of life paths through selection processes is most
clearly revealed in studies of career choice and development” (p. 161). We believe
that these quotes reflect a perspective that can be used to understand why it may
be difficult to recruit highly qualified individuals into the teaching profession and
why it is difficult to retain those that choose the teaching profession (Ingersoll &
Smith, 2003).

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the role of self-efficacy beliefs in the
career development of teachers.! To accomplish this we first briefly highlight prob-
lems associated with recruiting and retaining highly qualified teachers. Next, we use
social cognitive career theory to assist us in describing how teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs can influence their career-related interests, goals, intentions, and perfor-
mance. With a better understanding of the relationship between self-efficacy and
career decision-making, we offer some suggestions that can be used to assist teachers
in developing resilient self-efficacy beliefs. Finally, we conclude the chapter with two
recommendations for future research.

CONTEXTUALIZING THE PROBLEM

A vast amount of research on the challenges associated with recruiting and retain-
ing highly qualified teachers has been conducted in recent years (see Berry, 2004;
Ingersoll & May, 2011). This is a well-studied area of research and a thorough review
is beyond the scope of this chapter. However, we would like to highlight three
problems related to the recruitment and retention of high quality teachers.
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First, while universities across the nation are successful in preparing more new
teachers than the annual market demands, there are some teaching fields that expe-
rience shortages (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003). Data suggest that there is an
insufficient pool of qualified math and physical science teachers, especially concern-
ing those who are qualified to teach students with limited English proficiency and
disabilities (Boe & Cook, 2006; Urban Teacher Collaborative, 2000). Second, con-
trary to popular belief, retaining teachers is a larger problem than preparing new
ones (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003). While the number of teachers prepared
annually will meet market demands, the number of teachers who leave the profes-
sion prematurely (i.e., within the first five years of service) varies between 5% and
30% (Ingersoll, 2003). Third, teacher attrition is highest in urban schools with a high
percentage of low income, high poverty, and minority students (Lankford, Loeb, &
Wyckoft, 2002). While urban schools are relatively successful in hiring new teachers,
many of the new hires are often inexperienced and in the early stages of their teach-
ing careers (Chizhik, 2003; Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Lankford et al., 2002).

Several factors influence our ability to recruit and retain highly qualified teachers
(Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 2003; Ingersoll, 2003). Drawing from social cogni-
tive theory, we believe that teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs can influence their career
aspirations and career longevity. For example, teachers who are inadequately pre-
pared to teach may doubt their capabilities to manage daily classroom challenges
and thus are likely to experience higher levels of burnout, resulting in a decision
to leave the profession (Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). To
better understand the role of self-efficacy in teachers’ career decision-making, we
draw from social cognitive career theory (Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 1994). We believe
that examining teacher self-efficacy from this theoretical framework will help shed
light on the value of a teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs on his or her decision to pursue
a teaching career and to remain in the profession.

SOCIAL COGNITIVE CAREER THEORY

Overview

Social cognitive career theory (SCCT; Lent et al., 1994), an extension of Bandura’s
social cognitive theory (SCT; Bandura, 1986), is used to explain the processes
through which career interests develop, choices regarding educational and career
paths are made, and success in academic and career engagements is accomplished
(Brown & Lent, 2006; Lent & Brown, 1996). Relying upon the internal and external
variables that influence everyday life, SCCT focuses on three variables that work
together to facilitate personal agency in decision-making and career development:
(1) self-efficacy, (2) outcome expectations, and (3) goals (Brown & Lent, 2006;
Lent & Brown 1996; Lent et al., 1994).

Self-efficacy beliefs are dynamic, context-specific appraisals that individuals
maintain about their ability to successfully engage in certain behaviors and tasks
(Bandura, 1977, 1997). Influenced by everyday activities, self-efficacy beliefs can
vacillate based upon an individual’s interpretations of mastery and vicarious experi-
ences, physiological arousal, emotional reactions, and verbal persuasion (Bandura,
1997; Usher & Pajares, 2008). SCCT researchers would suggest that a teacher’s
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self-efficacy beliefs to successfully engage in tasks specific to the profession (e.g.,
classroom management techniques) may influence their decision to pursue a career
in the teaching profession and their decision to remain in the profession (Brown &
Lent, 2006; Lent et al., 1994).

Outcome expectations are the second social cognitive variable that plays an
important role in SCCT. Outcome expectations are the beliefs that individuals
hold about the consequences of engaging in certain behaviors and tasks (Bandura,
1977). Outcome expectations can develop in one of two ways (Bandura, 1986).
Outcome expectations can develop as a result of firsthand experience. For exam-
ple, a teacher learns from firsthand experience that a particular strategy to teach
his or her students fractions will not result in desirable learning outcomes. On the
other hand, an outcome expectation can develop when consuming secondhand
information (e.g., observing a model; Bandura, 1986, 2001). For example, a pre-
service teacher may develop positive outcome expectations concerning culturally
responsive teaching after having observed a mentor teacher engage in cultur-
ally responsive teaching practices resulting in positive responses from students.
It is important to note that while research findings suggest that both self-efficacy
and outcome expectations can influence an individuals career decision making,
self-efficacy beliefs play a more influential role in this process (Bandura, 1977;
Brown & Lent, 2006; Lent et al., 1994).

Goals represent the third social cognitive variable that plays a vital role in SCCT.
Lent, Brown, and Hackett (2002) define goals as “the determination to engage in a
particular activity or to effect a particular outcome” (p. 263). Within SCCT, research-
ers distinguish between two types of goals—choice and performance goals. Choice
goals are described as one’s intention to pursue a particular activity (e.g., undergrad-
uate students who choose to pursue teacher certification). Performance goals, on the
other hand, reflect an individual’s aspirations to attain a certain level of performance
(Brown & Lent, 2006). The goals that teachers establish rely on self-efficacy beliefs
and outcome expectations. Teachers are less likely to establish goals in fields or areas
where they feel least efficacious or expect undesirable outcomes (Brown & Lent,
2006; Schwarzer & Hallum, 2008). The realization of these goals helps to strengthen
and confirm self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectations (Brown & Lent, 2006;
Lent et al., 1994).

Within a SCCT framework, researchers have postulated three models to explain
career-related interests, choice, and performance. Each model describes how vari-
ous social cognitive variables guide career development (for a detailed discussion of
these models see Lent et al., 1994). For this discussion, we briefly focus on the Choice
Model and the Performance Model, while highlighting the role of self-efficacy.

SCCT’s Choice Model. As described in Lent et al. (1994), the choice model
depicts a process by which an individual’s career-related goals influence his or her
decisions to pursue a particular career path. In particular, influenced by occupation-
related beliefs (i.e., self-efficacy and outcome expectations) occupational interests
develop, leading to occupational choice goals (Brown & Lent, 2006; Lent et al,,
1994). These choice goals, in turn motivate behaviors that will help individuals
achieve their career-related goals. For example, a prospective teacher has high teach-
ing self-efficacy and believes in the outcomes associated with being a teacher. Con-
sequently, these beliefs influence his or her interest in the teaching profession, which
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then translate into the career-related goal of becoming a teacher. With the goal and
the intentions of becoming a teacher, the prospective teacher will likely enroll in a
traditional or alternative teacher preparation program and engage in the appropri-
ate actions that will help him or her achieve the goal.

The choice model can also be used to explain how career-related goals can change
as a result of positive or negative experiences related to pursuing a particular career
(Lent et al., 1994). For example, after declaring an elementary education major, the
prospective teacher may be required to engage in a wide variety of experiences in
the classroom and in the field. When reflecting on these experiences, the prospec-
tive teacher may realize the complexity of teaching math in an urban school. Should
these experiences decrease self-efficacy beliefs or promote undesirable outcome
expectancies, preservice teachers may modify their career-related goals (e.g., prefer-
ence for teaching in a suburban school rather than an urban school, goal of becom-
ing a math teacher) or worse, alter their choice of occupation.

SCCT’s: Performance Model. The SCCT Performance Model is used to explain
and predict an individual’s level of success, performance quality, and the degree
to which he or she persists in the face of obstacles during career-related pursuits
(Brown & Lent, 2006; Lent et al., 1994). According to this model, occupational per-
formance is influenced by an individual’s ability, self-efficacy, outcome expectations,
and performance goals (Lent et al., 2002). As one would expect, an individual’s
ability to engage in career-related behaviors will be predictive of his or her level
of performance. However, ability also influences performance indirectly through
its relationship with self-efficacy and outcome expectations. These career-related
beliefs, in turn, affect the type of performance goals that people set for themselves,
which influences persistence in the face of performance setbacks (Brown & Lent,
2006). The last feature of this model contains a performance feedback loop. Consis-
tent with social cognitive theory, this performance feedback loop influences future
self-efficacy appraisals, outcome expectations, and goals.

Given the important role of self-efficacy in this model, Lent and his colleagues
(1994) stress the importance of individuals making accurate self-efficacy appraisals.
Social cognitive theorists have noted the negative effects of underestimating one’s
self-efficacy, which include setting lower performance goals, avoiding challenges,
and giving up more easily (e.g., Bouffard, Boisvert, & Vezeau, 2002). Drastically over-
estimating one’s self-efficacy beliefs might result in an individual setting unrealistic
goals and attempting tasks that are beyond his or her potential which may increase
the likelihood of failure (Bandura, 1997; Lent et al., 2002). Inaccurate self-efficacy
judgments relative to one’s documented ability can alter an individual’s career path
due to the performance feedback loop that was discussed previously. For example,
a novice teacher who grossly overestimates his or her self-efficacy might establish
ambitious and challenging goals and attempt to engage in behaviors well beyond his
or her ability. In situations where his or her performance is not consistent with what
was envisioned, the novice teacher’s self-efficacy beliefs might decrease, as may his
or her willingness to persist when challenges occur in the future. SCCT researchers
believe that slightly optimistic self-efficacy beliefs are beneficial to engagement and
motivation; however, grossly overestimated self-efficacy beliefs can be detrimental to
task performance and future motivation (Brown & Lent, 2006; Lent et al., 1994, 2002).
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Implications for Teacher Education and Development

We believe that SCCT can be used to explain the aforementioned problems asso-
ciated with the recruitment and retention of highly qualified teachers. As SCCT
suggests, self-efficacy beliefs influence a person’s career-related interests, goals,
intentions, and performance (Lent et al., 1994). In light of this relationship, we dis-
cuss the implications in the context of teacher education. Many of the suggestions
provided might pertain to both preservice and inservice teachers.

Do not assume that high self-efficacy beliefs are always beneficial and that
self-efficacy doubts are problematic. Among many teacher self-efficacy research-
ers the assumption is that high self-efficacy beliefs are desirable and that self-
efficacy doubts are problematic (Wheatley, 2002). This tendency to view high
self-efficacy beliefs in this way may be attributed in large part to Bandura’s early
writings describing the benefits of self-efficacy beliefs. For example, in his 1977
article, Bandura suggests that high self-efficacy beliefs will influence “how much
effort people will expend and how long they will persist in the face of obstacles and
aversive experiences” (p. 194). Consequently, other teacher self-efficacy research-
ers (including the first author, see Siwatu, 2007) have described high self-efficacy
beliefs as ideal. For example, Ross and Bruce (2007) stated: “Those scoring higher
on teacher-efficacy measures are more likely to try new teaching ideas, particularly
techniques that are difficult. High-efficacy teachers are more successful than are
low-efficacy teachers because they attend more closely to the needs of lower ability
students” (p. 50-51).

Wheatley (2002) presented a different perspective. He contended that high
self-efficacy beliefs are not always beneficial and that self-efficacy doubts are not
always problematic. Although Wheatley supported his argument with several
research-based examples, in keeping with the context of this chapter we draw
from two examples related specifically to career development. First, according
to Wheatley, self-efficacy doubts can motivate teachers to learn and improve
their teaching skills, in an attempt to remain (or become) an effective teacher.
An elementary teacher, for example, who is aware of (and values) the need to
use alternative approaches to teach African American students and has culturally
responsive teaching self-efficacy doubts may be motivated to develop the knowl-
edge and skills associated with culturally responsive pedagogy. The development
of these new skills may in return prevent burnout and increase job satisfaction.
A related example provided by Wheatley suggested that teachers who have a false
sense of their capabilities might actually be prone to professional burnout. He
stated,

Teacher efficacy doubts may aid reform by helping prevent teacher burnout.
McDonald (1991) concluded that with growing experience and skill, teachers
sometimes develop a false sense of certainty that sets them up for disillusion-
ment and burnout. The teacher may blame the students or whomever for their
struggles, when the real problem was overconfidence, that is, too-positive efficacy.
This perspective contrasts with the usual assumption that it is teachers’ efficacy
doubts that are a key culprit in teacher burnout and attrition. (p. 12)
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Wheatley’s convincing argument may prompt teacher self-efficacy researchers
to rethink the assumed need to focus on raising teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. We
believe that the focus should be on helping teachers make informed and accurate
self-efficacy appraisals, while also focusing on the nature of their self-efficacy doubts.

Assist teachers in making realistic self-efficacy appraisals. Using SCCT as a
framework leads us to believe that prospective teachers may choose not to pursue
a teaching career on the basis of their self-efficacy appraisals. On the other hand,
novice teachers who enter the profession with unrealistic optimism may have self-
efficacy shattering experiences that result in a premature departure from the teach-
ing profession. As described in these two examples, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs may
influence their career-decision making, and thus it is important that they make real-
istic self-efficacy appraisals. Unfortunately, research findings suggest that teachers
have the tendency to overestimate and underestimate their self-efficacy beliefs (e.g.,
Settlage, Southerland, Smith, & Ceglie, 2009).

One factor that contributes to inaccurate self-efficacy appraisals is faulty meta-
cognitive knowledge (Bandura, 1997; Schunk & Pajares, 2009; Usher & Pajares,
2008). According to Flavell (1979), metacognitive knowledge consists of an individ-
ual’s knowledge of themselves (and others), the task, and available strategies. Mak-
ing a self-efficacy appraisal requires the individual to draw from what they know
about themselves and others, the task, and the available strategies to execute the task
successfully (Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008). Optimistic self-efficacy beliefs, for
example, may indicate that an individual is underestimating the difficulty of a teach-
ing task (e.g., culturally responsive classroom management) whereas self-efficacy
doubts may stem from a teacher’s belief that all novice teachers struggle with a par-
ticular teaching task (e.g., managing a classroom in an urban school), which influ-
ences his or her own self-efficacy appraisals.

When lacking knowledge about a task and its requirements, teachers may attempt
to make an informed self-efficacy appraisal by drawing inferences using similar
and related tasks. Drawing upon these types of inferences might lead a teacher to
naively overestimate or underestimate his or her abilities. Therefore, to assist teach-
ers in making realistic appraisals, teacher educators should design learning experi-
ences that will promote teachers’ metacognitive knowledge and awareness of task
demands, while focusing on the development of related strategies that are neces-
sary to complete the teaching task successfully (Butler & Cartier, 2004). This can
be accomplished in part through strategy instruction supplemented with ongoing,
informative feedback.

Explore teachers’ self-efficacy doubts. Teacher educators should frequently
assess teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs in order to identify the types of task that they
feel most and least efficacious to successfully complete. However, teacher educa-
tors should exercise caution when interpreting teachers’ self-efficacy appraisals.
According to Wheatley (2005), when reading and responding to items on a self-
efficacy measure teachers do so with (or some combination of) an agent-ends,
agent-means, or means-end perspective. For example, if asked, “how confident
are you in your ability to address inappropriate behavior without relying on tra-
ditional methods of discipline,” self-efficacy appraisals may vary depending on the
perspective taken. A teacher with lower self-efficacy appraisals may respond in
such a way due to the belief that (1) he or she can accomplish the task successfully,



Teachers’ Self-Efficacy « 219

but doubts whether doing so would successfully modify a student’s behavior
(agent-ends beliefs), (2) he or she simply cannot accomplish the task successfully
(agent-means beliefs) and (3) addressing inappropriate behavior without relying
on traditional methods of discipline simply does not work (means-end beliefs).
If it is the teacher educator’s goal of designing an intervention or an activity to
increase teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, then understanding the exact reason for the
doubt should be the focus. The nature of the intervention (i.e., self-efficacy build-
ing activity) would therefore depend on the reasons behind the low self-efficacy
appraisal (Wyatt, 2012). For example, if a preservice teacher’s self-efficacy doubts
stem from means-ends beliefs, then it may be most helpful for the teacher educa-
tor to provide the preservice teacher with concrete evidence that engaging in the
task will result in positive student outcomes.

Incorporate the factors known to influence self-efficacy belief formation in
teacher education and professional development activities. Teacher self-efficacy
researchers have cautioned that teacher preparation and professional develop-
ment efforts that focus only on developing high quality teaching skills may not
predict whether the teachers will utilize these newly acquired skills in the classroom
(Chong & Kong, 2012; Siwatu, 2007; Zeldin & Pajares, 2000). According to Bandura
(1997), “perceived self-efficacy is concerned not with the number of skills you have,
but with what you believe you can do with what you have under a variety of
circumstances” (p. 37). Therefore, preparation efforts and professional development
activities should be designed to increase teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs to implement
various instructional tasks in their classrooms.

Efforts to nurture resilient self-efficacy beliefs should incorporate the factors
believed to influence the formation of these beliefs (Siwatu, 2009, 2011; Ross &
Bruce, 2007). These factors include mastery and vicarious experiences, messages
from others, and physiological and emotional reactions (Bandura, 1997). The first
source is mastery experience which reflects opportunities to perform the speci-
fied task(s). A second source of self-efficacy is vicarious experience and involves
the opportunity to observe live or symbolic models. Bandura believed that people
make self-efficacy appraisals based on information they receive from others. Positive
messages from others, a third source of self-efficacy information, may potentially
strengthen self-efficacy beliefs whereas messages that convey inability may weaken
self-efficacy beliefs. The final source of self-efficacy is information conveyed by an
individual’s physiological (e.g., increased heart rate, sweaty palms, and so forth) and
emotional reactions (e.g., anxiety, staying calm, and so forth).

Of these four sources, mastery experiences are believed to be the most influen-
tial because they provide an individual with firsthand experience regarding their
capabilities (Bandura, 1997). However, for preservice teachers who do not have a
lot of mastery experiences to draw from, the other known sources of self-efficacy
information have a greater impact. As teachers gain more firsthand experience, they
are less likely to consider the other three sources when making self-efficacy apprais-
als (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2007). Efforts to incorporate self-efficacy
building components into teacher education and professional development activi-
ties should consider which of the four sources of self-efficacy information is most
influential to preservice and inservice teachers, respectively. Bandura (1997) cau-
tioned, however, that the effectiveness of these experiences are influenced by how
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individuals cognitively processes and interpret them. In the sections that follow, we
address two factors that may influence how self-efficacy information is cognitively
processed—causal attributions and personality factors.

Attend to the cognitive processes through which teachers interpret their
performance. In his earlier writings, Bandura (1986) described the reciprocal rela-
tionship between self-efficacy and attributions. Attributions are the rationalizations
and justifications an individual makes to explain the causes of success or failures
(Weiner, 1986). According to Bandura (1986), self-efficacy beliefs can be influenced
by how an individual explains the causes of an outcome or event. Additionally, the
types of attributions that an individual makes may be influenced by his or her self-
efficacy beliefs. For example, a person with low self-efficacy may attribute his or her
failures to low ability, whereas an individual who is highly efficacious may attribute
failure to effort. According to Weiner (1986), the nature of an individual’s attribu-
tional patterns has behavioral and emotional consequences. For example, novice
teachers who consistently attribute their inability to bring about positive student
learning outcomes to external uncontrollable factors (e.g., students’ ability, students’
family structure, school climate) may decide to leave the profession within the first
five years of service. The decision to leave the profession may result when the novice
teacher does not see himself or herself instrumental in determining or influencing
student-learning outcomes.

Unfortunately, as research suggests, individuals have the tendency to make erro-
neous, biased, and potentially harmful attributions (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).
These types of attributions may in turn influence self-efficacy beliefs. Since indi-
viduals have the propensity to make biased attributions, researchers have examined
ways to change their maladaptive attributional patterns. This process is referred to
as attributional retraining (Schunk, 1989). Grounded in Weiner’s (1986) attribution
theory, attribution retraining is a cognitive intervention designed to change mal-
adaptive attributions to more adaptive ones. Attribution retraining programs are
designed to encourage an individual to attribute events and outcomes to control-
lable causes (e.g., effort, strategy selection).

Despite the widespread applications of attribution retraining interventions in
K-12 and higher education, its use has not been explored within the context of
teacher education. Within the context of teacher education, attribution retrain-
ing may be a viable intervention for experienced teachers whose attributions have
become maladaptive and stable overtime. In addition, beginning teachers may also
benefit from participating in an attribution retraining program. For novice teach-
ers, it may be helpful to assist them in making adaptive attributions before they get
into the habit of making maladaptive attributions. For this reason, it may be more
appropriate to categorize this type of intervention as attribution training rather than
retraining. The purpose of an attribution retraining or training program is to assist
novice and experienced teachers in developing the analytical and cognitive skills
to make adaptive causal attributions. The training program should emphasize the
importance of attributing classroom outcomes and events to controllable causes
(e.g., a non-culturally responsive approach to teaching, instructional design); train
novice teachers to interpret failure and undesirable classroom outcomes as a natural
stage in a teacher’s development; and remind novice teachers to accept responsibility
for desirable classroom outcomes (Fulk & Mastropieri, 1990).
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Attend to teachers’ personality traits that may influence how mastery experi-
ences are interpreted. Psychological researchers have found that personality traits
may predispose individuals to interpret events in particular ways (Ripski, LoCasale-
Crouch, & Decker, 2011). Consequently, this area of research has caught the atten-
tion of researchers who are interested in understanding the relationship between
teachers’ personality characteristics, self-efficacy beliefs, and job-related outcomes
such as professional burnout (Cano-Garcia, Padilla-Munoz, & Carrasco-Ortiz,
2005; Jamil, Downer, & Pianta, 2012).

Jamil et al. (2012) believe that two of the personality traits—extraversion and
neuroticism—contained in the five-factor model of personality (Costa & McCrae,
1992) may be of interest to teacher self-efficacy researchers. An extraverted person is
characterized as having a very positive outlook, experiences positive emotions, and
is less likely to experience anxiety over negative feedback. An individual with a neu-
rotic personality trait is characterized as being pessimistic and anxious and having
the tendency to experience helplessness (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Ripski et al., 2005).
These two personality traits influence how teachers perceive and interpret class-
room events (Kokkinos, 2007; Ripski et al., 2005). Consequently, these personality
traits can potentially influence teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs. Jamil and her colleagues
(2012) tested their hypothesis that personality traits would predict preservice teach-
ers’ self-efficacy beliefs. Consistent with theory and their expectations, the researchers
found that extraversion and neuroticism levels were significant predictors of teach-
ing self-efficacy beliefs. In particular, they found that preservice teachers with higher
levels of extraversion were more confident in their teaching abilities, whereas those
with higher levels of neuroticism had an abundance of teacher self-efficacy doubts.

Jamil et al’s (2012) findings are important given the research that documents
the relationship between high levels of neuroticism and teacher burnout (Cano-
Garcia et al., 2005). Consequently, the influence of personality traits on teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs and career decision-making should not be overlooked. To assist
teachers overcome their neurotic tendencies we offer three suggestions. First, when
provided with opportunities to implement their newly developed skills, teachers
with neurotic characteristics should not have to interpret their performance and the
subsequent outcomes by themselves. Instead, they should be given opportunities to
debrief with a mentor teacher. Doing so might assist the teacher in thinking about
their performance in more constructive and realistic ways. Second, to prevent neu-
rotic teachers from developing a sense of hopelessness following mediocre perfor-
mance, they should be provided with constructive feedback that focuses on aspects
of their teaching behavior that can be modified. Third, SCCT suggests that individu-
als might eliminate teaching as a possibility (or leave prematurely) if they perceive
that the presence of barriers and challenges will prevent them from being successful
(see Brown & Lent, 2006). Teachers with neurotic personality traits might respond
to these perceived barriers with pessimism, which in turn might foster self-efficacy
doubts (Jamil et al., 2012). SCCT researchers recommend assisting individuals (i.e.,
teachers) in identifying how to respond to perceived barriers and teaching them
strategies to overcome them.

Build “teaching” experiences into coursework. During the course of their prep-
aration, preservice teachers should be given opportunities to develop and fine-tune
their teaching skills. Rather than rely solely on students’ field experiences as the
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vehicle in which to practice, we recommend that teacher educators build “teach-
ing” experiences into their coursework. One such training concept that provides
preservice teachers with these opportunities is called microteaching (Allen & Eve,
1968; Cruickshank & Metcalf, 1993). According to Cruickshank and Metcalf (1993),
microteaching is a “scaled-down teaching encounter in which pre-service teachers
demonstrate their ability to perform one of several desirable teacher abilities to a
group of 3-5 peers during a short time period” (p. 87). Two key components of
microteaching are videotaped lessons and feedback (Amobi, 2005; Benton-Kupper,
2001). As Amobi (2005) explained, preservice teachers develop a micro lesson and
then teach the lesson to his or her peers. With an instructor and a group of his or her
peers, the preservice teacher reviews the videotaped lesson. Immediately afterwards,
the small group discusses the presentation at which point they highlight some of the
strengths and weaknesses of the lesson. This small group activity provides students
with mastery experiences (i.e., delivery the lesson), vicarious experiences (i.e., view-
ing the teaching demonstration of others), and verbal persuasion (i.e., opportunity
to receive performance feedback), all of which are instrumental in the development
of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997).

Provide novice teachers with supported induction experiences. During the first
year of teaching, novice teachers may encounter unforeseen challenges and obstacles
that may shatter their once unrealistic optimism. These first-year reality shocks may
cause novice teachers to doubt their capabilities and in turn may influence their
decision to leave the field (Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). Therefore, it is important
to provide beginning teachers with the emotional and psychological support needed
to prevent a drastic decline in their self-efficacy beliefs and job satisfaction (Hobson,
Ashby, Malderez, & Tomlinson, 2009). The act of pairing novice teachers with men-
tor teachers is one mechanism that can provide this much needed support and raise
retention rates (Berry, 2004).

According to Gay (1995), it is important to pair novice teachers with mentor
teachers who have an established record of success. This is important for several
reasons. First, research indicates that observers are more likely to imitate a model’s
behavior if they perceive the model to be competent (Van Gog & Rummel, 2010).
Therefore, novice teachers would be more likely to imitate the mentor’s pedagogical
approaches if the mentor has an established record of success. Second, research that
has examined the effect of modeling on self-efficacy suggests that the effectiveness
of the model is influenced by an individual’s perceptions of the model’s compe-
tence and level of expertise (Labone, 2004). Third, the effectiveness of emotional
and psychological support needed to nurture novice teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs
depends on novice teachers’ perception of the credibility and expertise of the mentor
(Bandura, 1997). For example, when executing a new skill or task, individuals often
rely on the feedback that they receive from others (e.g., cooperating teachers, teacher
educators, school administrators, colleagues). When this feedback is constructive
and comes from a more competent other, it can sustain or increase existing self-
efficacy beliefs.

Carefully structure preservice teachers’ clinical experiences. In a study of
seven successful teacher education programs, Darling-Hammond (2006) noted
that each program carefully structured and managed preservice teachers’ clinical
experiences. For many of these programs, preparing preservice teachers for the
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field of teaching entailed a series clinical experiences preceding student teaching.
These experiences were staggered so that there was a gradual increase in the length
of the experience, amount of responsibility, and degree of complexity inherent
in each clinical experience. With a developmental trajectory in mind, preservice
teachers’ clinical experiences might include moving from classroom observa-
tions to working with students one-on-one to co-planning and teaching with a
cooperating teacher and culminating with teaching one or more lessons indepen-
dently. When this staggered approach to structuring clinical experiences includes
in-depth experiences working in real-world settings, it may provide prospective
teachers with the basis (e.g., understanding task demands) for making informed
self-efficacy appraisals.

Support teachers’ attempts to implement new instructional strategies related
to reform initiatives. The primary purpose of professional development for teach-
ers is to assist them in developing the knowledge and skills to be more effective
teachers (Posnanski, 2002). While some teachers may feel confident in their abilities
to successfully implement newly developed skills, research findings suggests teach-
ers often experience self-efficacy doubts after initial attempts to apply these skills
in their classroom (Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011). This trend is known as
the “implementation dip” (Woolfolk Hoy & Spero, 2005). The emergence of
self-efficacy doubts are likely if the professional development activities were focused
on developing teachers’ pedagogical knowledge and skills, while neglecting to iden-
tify, develop, and evaluate teachers’ implementation self-efficacy beliefs (Posnanski,
2002). Research suggests that the “implementation dip” can be avoided if teachers are
provided with additional support, such as follow-up coaching (Tschannen-Moran &
McMaster, 2009). Tschannen-Moran and McMaster (2009) found that compared to
other professional development formats, providing teachers with opportunities to
observe a model, practice the new skills in their own classrooms, and receive follow-
up coaching had the strongest effect on self-efficacy beliefs and implementation.
Since teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs play an important role in whether new teaching
skills are implemented, it is important to provide teachers with the necessary sup-
port during the early stages of implementation.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

In this chapter, we have examined the relevance of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs
from a SCCT framework. To better understand the role of teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs in career decision-making, we believe that more evidence-based, teacher
self-efficacy intervention research is warranted. In addition, we believe that the
field of teacher self-efficacy research in general can benefit from more studies that
truly integrate quantitative and qualitative methods into a single study (i.e., mixed
methods research).

Within the field of education, there is a push for teacher educators and educa-
tional practitioners to base their practice on the most rigorous evidence available
(Slavin, 2002). Along similar lines, we contend that attempts to develop teachers’
self-efficacy beliefs should also be based on rigorous evidence. This evidence should
inform consumers and producers of teacher self-efficacy research about what will
and will not work regarding self-efficacy belief modification.
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In recent years, teacher self-efficacy research has witnessed an overwhelming
presence of correlational studies (Henson, 2002; Klassen et al., 2011). In an investi-
gation looking at published teacher self-efficacy research, Klassen and his colleagues
(2011) found that within the last 12 years, approximately 77% of studies on teacher
self-efficacy were strictly quantitative and 63% of these were correlational. While
any of the data collected through these methods of inquiry can be used as evidence
(Levant & Hasan, 2008), some research findings offer more “valuable” evidence than
others. For example, suppose we were to design a study to answer the following
research question: Will Intervention X have a greater effect on teachers’ self-efficacy
beliefs compared to Intervention Y? A correlational design and analysis would not
be able to furnish data that would help us to make any causal inferences. Conse-
quently, a well-designed experiment is required (Slavin, 2002). This is not to say that
other research methods and designs do not play a role in the process of examining
the effectiveness of teacher self-efficacy interventions. Qualitative research methods
and correlational designs can be useful in identifying key variables to include in an
experiment.

We suggest that instead of correlational and cross-sectional studies, focus should
be placed on designing longitudinal experiments to observe the influence that the
intervention has on teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and career decision-making. In
order to learn more about the long-term development of teacher self-efficacy, lon-
gitudinal studies allow researchers to observe how teachers’” self-efficacy beliefs
development over time. Klassen and colleagues (2011) suggest that more experi-
mental and longitudinal studies are needed to determine if the interventions are
actually working as hypothesized and how they function over time. Where longitu-
dinal studies fall short, qualitative data collection can help to explain drops, rises,
and plateaus visible in quantitative data giving a venue to better understand how
teacher efficacy develops. Integrating quantitative and qualitative methods in a sin-
gle study can provide stronger empirical evidence, which researchers use to make
better inferences regarding the effectiveness of a teacher self-efficacy intervention.
Integrating quantitative and qualitative methods in this way is referred to as mixed
methods research.

Twenty years ago when teacher self-efficacy research began to flourish and
gain popularity, mixed methods research emerged as a third research paradigm in
the social and behavioral sciences (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Tashakkori and
Creswell (2007) defined mixed methods research as “research in which the investi-
gator collects and analyzes data, integrates the findings, and draws inferences using
both qualitative and quantitative approaches or methods in a single study or program
of inquiry” (p. 4).

The recent teacher self-efficacy reviews by Klassen et al. (2011) and Wyatt (2012)
highlight the value of mixed methods research. Mixed methods research may appeal
to teacher self-efficacy researchers who want to: (1) mix quantitative and qualitative
research methods to either develop a more complete understanding of the research
problem or who want to corroborate one data set with the other; (2) use qualita-
tive data to assist in the interpretation of the quantitative results; (3) extend the
generalizability of the findings of a qualitative study or use the qualitative findings
to develop a quantitative instrument; or (4) embed qualitative research methods to
help inform the development of an experimental intervention, develop a complete
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understanding of the process and outcomes of an experimental intervention, and/or
explain the results of an experimental intervention.

We caution teacher self-efficacy researchers, however, from collecting quan-
titative and qualitative data without carefully considering how they will be inte-
grated. Simply adding an open-ended question to a quantitative questionnaire, for
example, does not automatically constitute a mixed methods study (see Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2011; Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). Teacher self-efficacy researchers can
select from existing mixed methods designs or develop a design that is best suited to
addresses a particular research problem. We agree with Creswell and Plano Clark’s
(2011) suggestion that those new to mixed methods research should consider using
preexistent mixed methods designs. For more information about these designs and
others, researchers are encouraged to refer to Creswell and Plano Clark (2011) and
Teddlie and Tashakkori (2009).

SUMMARY

As previously indicated, many researchers have attempted to highlight the impor-
tance of teacher self-efficacy research by citing the link between a teacher’s self-
efficacy beliefs and student outcomes such as academic achievement and student
motivation. Current reviews of teacher self-efficacy research suggest that there is
modest empirical support for this hypothesized relationship. If the relevance of
the teacher self-efficacy construct was developed on a premise that is modestly
supported by empirical research, it begged the questions, why are a teacher’s self-
efficacy beliefs important and what is the value of knowing nature of these beliefs?
As we pondered the answer to this question, we were reminded of Bandura’s early
writings and the research documenting the relationship between teacher self-efficacy
beliefs and job-related outcomes such as burnout (e.g., Fives, Hamman, & Olivarez,
2007; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010) and job satisfaction (e.g., Klassen & Chiu, 2010;
Lent, Nota, Soresi, Ginerva, Duffy, & Brown, 2011). This influenced our deci-
sion to examine the important role of teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs from the
perspective of SCCT. We believe that SCCT could help us understand why it is
difficult to recruit highly qualified individuals into the teaching profession and
why it is difficult to retain those that choose the teaching profession (Ingersoll &
Smith, 2003).

SCCT suggests that there are many events that might influence a person’s career-
related interests, goals, intentions, and performance (Lent et al., 1994). With the
ultimate goal of retaining highly qualified teachers, we believe that teacher educa-
tors play an important role. During the course of preparation, preservice teachers
are constantly evaluating their decision to pursue a career in teaching. As previously
discussed, preservice teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs can influence their decision to
continue their pursuit of a teaching career. Therefore, teacher educators play a very
instrumental role in shaping the career trajectory of preservice teachers. Teacher
educators should structure learning opportunities that are responsive to preser-
vice teachers’ self-efficacy doubts and that will assist them in developing realistic
self-efficacy appraisals. Upon entering the profession, school administrators should
provide teachers with mentoring and carefully structured induction experiences,
and support their attempts to implement instructional strategies. Following in the
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framework of social cognitive theory, these experiences help teachers develop
accurate self-efficacy beliefs and positive outcome expectations.

NOTE

1 In context of this chapter, we will use the term teacher to refer to both preservice and inservice teachers.
When necessary, we refer to each group accordingly.
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Well-targeted and well-deployed emotion seems to be a support system without
which the edifice of reason cannot operate properly.
(Damasio, 1999, p. 42)

Over two decades ago, Pajares (2002) declared teachers’ beliefs a “messy” construct,
and in that time, numerous researchers have attended to his call to try and clarify
this important construct in the teacher research literature (for a review, see Fives &
Buehl, 2012; Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006). Recently, as the trend in cogni-
tive science has moved to increasingly acknowledge the role of affect and emotions
on cognition—known as “hot” cognition (Thagard, 1989)—education researchers
have begun to examine the influence of affect on learning, including on conceptual
change (Gregoire, 2003; Sinatra, 2005), teaching (Schutz, Aultman, & Williams-
Johnson, 2009; Schutz, Cross, Hong, & Osbon, 2007), learning (Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, &
Perry, 2002), and subject areas (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2004; Zan, Brown, Evans, &
Hannula, 2006). Few, however, have examined how teachers’ beliefs and affect influ-
ence each other. Affect and emotions play a critical role in motivating change in
beliefs (Ashton & Gregoire-Gill, 2003, p. 99); however, scant research exists on the
relationship between teachers’ beliefs and emotions. Only 15 out of 848 pages in
the influential Handbook of Emotions (Lewis, Haviland-Jones, & Barrett, 2008) refer-
ence beliefs; and none of them addressed teachers’ beliefs. The predominant thrust
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of existing research and theory on teachers’ beliefs remains coldly cognitive (Fives &
Buehl, 2012), despite strong criticisms of such an overly rational approach
(Gregoire, 2003). Given the importance of teachers’ beliefs to the educative process
and the important role of affect and emotions in this process, we thought it impor-
tant to attempt to clarify the relation between teachers’ beliefs and affect and their
influence on educational practice.

The purpose of our chapter is multilayered: First, we hope to clarify the relation
between affect and cognition based on the latest hot models of cognition coming out
of cognitive psychology, social psychology, and neuroscience, and to discuss how this
research may be applicable to a better understanding of the relationship between teachers’
beliefs and emotions. Next, we use conceptual change theory, with regard to teachers’
belief change, as a special instance to illustrate the relationship between beliefs and
emotions, updating and clarifying hot models of belief change in the process. Third,
we address the literature on teachers’ beliefs about emotions to better understand the
role of beliefs in shaping the emotional life of classrooms. Finally, we conclude with
implications of this research for practice and directions for further research.

To conduct our review, we searched ERIC, Psych Info, and Google Scholar for
the following search terms: beliefs, affect, teach*, emotions. Because the literature
is sparse, we chose to focus on the literature that was available on these topics; this
was primarily in the areas of conceptual change theory and in the teacher emotions
literature. As the purpose of the chapter is not to provide a systematic overview of
the literature on teachers’ beliefs and affect, because the literature is too thin right
now to provide this, we instead focused on representative articles that supported
our tripartite goals of clarifying the relation of beliefs and affect with regard to
teachers’ beliefs, that addressed affective issues with regard to conceptual change,
and that provided empirical evidence of the role of teachers’ beliefs in shaping the
emotional life of classrooms. Given the variable use of these terms, we turn next to
definitions.

DEFINITIONS

For the purposes of this chapter, we have adopted the following definitions of these
key terms. We acknowledge that these definitions are hotly contested, yet given our
debt to social psychological appraisal theories in shaping our thinking, we have
adopted this particular lens to frame our understanding of these key terms.

« Affect, or feelings, refer to “an embodied reaction of pleasure or displeasure sig-
nifying the goodness or badness of something” (Clore & Palmer, 2009, p. 21).
Moods and emotions are different types of affect.

* Moods are general affective states of “feeling good” or “feeling bad” without any
conscious cognitive cause (Forgas, 2000).

* Emotions are “interpreted feelings” (Ortony, Norman, & Revelle, 2005, p. 174);
whereas feelings are undifferentiated affect (Ortony et al., 2005). Emotions
are generally short in duration, usually have a clear cause, and are available to
conscious awareness (Forgas, 2000).

+ Appraisals are evaluations that help make sense of affect and thus transform
feelings into emotions (Clore & Ortony, 2008).
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* Beliefs are “states that link a person or group or object or concept with one or
more attributes, and this is held by the believer to be true” (Clore & Palmer,
2009, p. 5), differentiating them from knowledge which has greater reliance on
outside estimations of its truth value.

+ Cognitions is a very general term used in social psychological literature to refer
to “beliefs, attitudes, values, and feelings about oneself, others, or the envi-
ronment” (Harmon-Jones, 2000, p. 185). We use cognitions to refer to beliefs,
attitudes, thoughts, and knowledge, but not feelings, to help us focus our lens
on the distinction between thoughts and feelings, beliefs and affect.

With these definitions in mind, we now attempt to clarify the relation between
affect and cognition based on the latest hot models of cognition coming out of
cognitive psychology, social psychology, and neuroscience, and to discuss how this
research may be applicable to a better understanding of the relationship between
teachers’ beliefs and emotions.

Teachers’ beliefs matter. They influence teachers’ behavior in the classroom and
are influenced by teachers’ behavior (See Buehl & Beck, Chapter 5, this volume).
They particularly seem to affect teachers’ justifications for their decision making,
which influences their lesson planning (Gill & Hoffman, 2009; Speer, 2008). Yet,
the predominant thrust of research and theory on teachers’ beliefs remains coldly
cognitive (Fives & Buehl, 2012), despite strong criticisms of such an overly ratio-
nal approach (Gregoire, 2003). Emotions matter too (Schutz & Pekrun, 2007)—
particularly in the complex world of ill-structured problems and human interaction
that comprise today’s classrooms. Emotions shape beliefs and are shaped by beliefs.
They also play a critical role in belief change (Gregoire, 2003; Schutz & Pekrun,
2007). To ignore affective constructs such as emotions is to present an incomplete
and even faulty understanding of teachers’ beliefs. There is not much research on
the relation between beliefs and emotions in education, and even less with regard
to teachers’ beliefs. Even considering the chapters in this volume, one might be left
with the impression that beliefs are solely a cognitive construct. Other chapters
have addressed motivational factors (see Watt & Richardson, Chapter 11, this vol-
ume; Siwatu & Chesnut, Chapter 12, this volume) and contextual factors related to
beliefs (see Tschannen-Moran, Salloum, & Goddard, Chapter 17, this volume), yet
these constructs are not “hot” enough to truly capture the often passionate nature
of teaching and learning in today’s classrooms. Cutting-edge research on cognition
reveals that cognition is “hot” in that it is intimately tied to affect and emotions
(Clore & Palmer, 2009; Cunningham & Zelazo, 2007). Yet, most educational research
has neglected to tie cognition to affect, and even when affect is included in research
questions, it is often treated as distinct from cognition. For instance, Philipp (2007),
in his seminal chapter on mathematics teachers’ beliefs and affect, stated that he was
unable to integrate beliefs and affect, and thus he treated each separately.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN BELIEFS AND AFFECT

Before we can examine teachers’ beliefs specifically, it is necessary to examine more
generally how beliefs and affect are related. Key psychologists interested in learn-
ing have historically addressed the importance of not dissociating emotion and
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cognition. According to Piaget (1981), affect gives the energy; cognition provides
the engine (for further elaboration, see Ashton & Gregoire-Gill, 2003). Similarly,
Vygotsky (1986) claimed that “thought is not begotten by thought; it is engendered
by motivation, i.e., by our desires and needs, our interests and emotions” (p. 252).
Currently, cutting-edge theory is elegantly expressed by Schutz and his colleagues
(2009) in that emotional experiences are defined as “person-environmental trans-
actions” (p. 202), and beliefs serve as one of the “referent points” from which emo-
tional experiences emerge (p. 201). We will return to complex models such as this
one later. Next, we review three different ways in which beliefs and affect can be
related: affect can influence beliefs, beliefs can influence affect, or beliefs and affect
interact in complex, messy ways.

Affect Influences Beliefs

Initial theories about the relation between affect and beliefs held that emotions
influence beliefs. This idea goes back to ancient Greece, as even Aristotle argued that
emotions must be aroused in order for certain beliefs to form (Frijda & Mesquita,
2000). Specifically, “Emotions can awaken, intrude into, and shape beliefs, by creat-
ing them, amplifying or altering them, and by making them resistant to change”
(Frijda & Mesquita, 2000, p. 5). Contemporary thinkers adopting this perspective
are exemplified by Forgas (2000) in his Affect Infusion Model (AIM), in which affect
is postulated to “infuse” cognitive processes (p. 117); specifically, in this model, affect
influences cognition and colors the outcome of such processes (Forgas, p. 110).
Forgas (2000) reported evidence in support of AIM in a series of studies with his
colleagues. In one study, participants were induced into a happy or sad mood and
then asked to watch videotapes of their past social interactions (Forgas, Bower, &
Krantz, 1984, as cited in Forgas, 2000). Results showed that moods biased cogni-
tive interpretations of the interactions in the expected direction, such that positive
moods resulted in more positive beliefs and interpretations of the interactions, with
the opposite occurring for negative moods. In another study, they found that moods
influenced beliefs and judgments concerning complicated social interactions (For-
gas, Bower, & Moylan, 1990, as cited in Forgas, 2000). Facing identical outcomes,
those participants in a negative mood were more likely to be self-critical than those
in a positive mood; the latter were more likely to be lenient with themselves, such
that their moods influenced their self-beliefs. Beyond mood effects on judgments
and beliefs, emotion has been postulated to influence the storage and recall of beliefs
in long-term memory (Nespor, 1987). Emotions have also been found to influence
political beliefs (Frijda & Mesquita, 2000), attention (Clore & Gaspar, 2000), deci-
sion making (Isen, 2008), and goals (Clore & Gaspar, 2000).

Beliefs Influence Affect

For centuries, people have held on to the idea that emotions influence beliefs. How-
ever, advances in cognitive models of emotion now hold that beliefs influence emo-
tion (Lazarus, 1994). Most current theories on the relation between beliefs and affect
are grounded in appraisal theory, which holds that beliefs influence the apprais-
als one makes, which, in turn, influence emotions (e.g., Clore & Ortony, 2008;
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Ellsworth & Scherer, 2003). Moors (2010) posited that appraisals are automatic,
and as such, influence one’s affective responses. To illustrate her claim, she provided
an example of meeting a bear in the woods. This situation is only frightening if
one appraises that one’s life is threatened. Should the bear be behind a protective
glass, as found at some modern zoos that imitate natural habitats, then the situation
would be appraised differently, likely giving rise to positive affect. There is a plethora
of debate in the social psychology community about whether appraisals are auto-
matic and unconscious; and if so, do they count as cognitive processes (Ellsworth
& Scherer, 2003; Gratch, Marsella, & Petta, 2009; Marinier III, Laird, & Lewis, 2009;
Marsella & Gratch, 2009)? The underlying consensus seems to be that appraisals are
often automatic evaluations that help make sense of affect, and thus transform feel-
ings into emotions (Clore & Ortony, 2008). This definition helps clarify the cogni-
tive influence on emotions, while allowing for feelings or general affect to occur at
a more immediate, unconscious level of influence. Appraisals often reflect implicit
beliefs, such as beliefs about one’s coping potential, beliefs about the event’s goal
significance, beliefs about the legitimacy of the situation, etc. (Ellsworth & Scherer,
2003). Thus, tacit beliefs provide the framework within which appraisals occur,
which cause one to interpret a situation in a particular way, which leads to an emo-
tional response. Of course, this process is hypothesized to occur almost instanta-
neously (Clore & Ortony, 2008). In education, these ideas are echoed by researchers
such as Pekrun and his colleagues who claim that control and value beliefs precede
emotions (Pekrun, Frenzel, Goetz, & Perry, 2007).

Complex Interactive Relations Between Beliefs and Affect

There are a few researchers who reflect a more complex view of the relation between
affect and beliefs. Some current models of cognition, based in neuroscience and
cognitive science as well as social psychology, hold that beliefs and emotions, though
distinct conceptually, are nevertheless completely intertwined (Cunningham &
Zelazo, 2007; Damasio, 1994). Goldin (2002) proposed an interesting theory related
to mathematics beliefs that advanced upon prior thinking about the role of affect
and beliefs, and he opened the door to more multifaceted ways of understanding the
relationship between affect and beliefs. In his view, “affect stabilizes beliefs” (p. 69) in
that positive feelings about one’s beliefs entrenches those beliefs; yet beliefs “estab-
lish meta-affective contexts for the experience of emotion connected to the beliefs”
(p. 69, emphasis in original). In other words, beliefs are paradigms through which
situations are interpreted, leading to a recursive model where beliefs shape affect,
which in turn instantiates beliefs. To apply Goldin’s ideas to teachers’ beliefs, con-
sider the following two hypothetical mathematics teachers. Both experience ini-
tial sadness about a student who is failing pre-algebra and may not be able to take
algebra courses in high school, affecting his chances of entering a good university.
One teacher, however, has a strong belief that math ability is malleable and can be
changed with effort and appropriate strategies, so she works with the student and his
parents to come up with a plan to help remediate the student on some basic math
skills that he lacks. This leads to success causing positive emotions that affirm the
existing beliefs. The other teacher, however, believes that ability is fixed, and some
students just cannot “get” higher math concepts, so she does not do anything out the
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ordinary to help the student, who ends up failing the class. In both cases, teachers’
beliefs created a meta-affective context, so that for the first teacher, sadness turned
into hope, and for the second, sadness turned into apathy. These subsequent emo-
tions then reinforce their respective ability beliefs.

Leading theorists of emotions are now embracing more complex, iterative per-
spectives on the back and forth relation between affect and cognitions, which
include beliefs (Clore & Robinson, 2012; Marsella & Gratch, 2009). For the purposes
of this chapter, cognitions and beliefs are used interchangeably in this section, since
we have defined cognitions to include beliefs and knowledge which have histori-
cally been difficult to distinguish in the beliefs literature (Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, &
Pape, 2006). Parkinson (2009), for example, proposed that emotions act as “situated
adjustments to unfolding events” (p. 31). They are responsive to situational changes,
and as such, are situated in events as they unfold, influencing those events and being
influenced by them. In the fields of cognitive neuroscience, research on emotions is
flourishing, based on findings like those reported by Damasio (1994): When cogni-
tions are induced, magnetic response imaging (MRI) showed that emotions are also
evoked. Cognitive and computer scientists are also starting to embrace the explana-
tory power of emotions in understanding human decision making. Some computer
scientists are working on “unified computation models” (e.g., Marinier III et al.,
2009; Marsella & Gratch, 2009), as opposed to dual process models, of cognition to
create programming for more complex robots that can better emulate human deci-
sion making based on emotions and belief systems.

Ortony and his colleagues (2005) have proposed an elegant way to overcome the
chicken/egg issue between emotions and cognitions. In their model, the authors
proposed three levels of information processing: the reactive, the routine, and the
reflective. The reactive level controls approach/avoidance behaviors and signals or
interrupts higher levels. This level contains simple affect, which they call “proto-
affect” (p. 175). Proto-affect evaluates the positive and negative valence of a situ-
ation. The routine level controls automatic processes and contains only primitive
emotions (happiness, distress, excitement, and fear). Implicit expectations play a
large role here, which is why we (the authors) believe that defying expectations can
lead to more systematic, reflective thinking, in that it interrupts routine processing.
General models or paradigms govern at this level. The reflective level is the “locus of
higher-level cognitive processes and consciousness” (p. 177). The authors postulated
that greater motivation exists at this level, and the emotions at this level are the con-
scious ones studied by appraisal theorists.

One of the more interesting aspects of the model proposed by Ortony et al. (2005)
is that they use the model to discuss how learning occurs at each of the levels, making
their ideas valuable for those of us in the field of educational research. At the reactive
level, learning happens through habituation and some classical conditioning; at the
routine level, information is learned through operant conditioning, some classical
conditioning, and case-based reasoning; and at the reflective level, information is
learned through higher-order thinking, such as “conceptualization, analogical, met-
aphorical, and counterfactual reasoning” (Ortony et al., p. 176). This model presents
a sophisticated response to the James-Lange theory of emotion—the claim that per-
ception of an event is followed immediately by the body’s physical responses to that
event and then the emotions follow the behavioral response (Hauser, n.d.)—that
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has shaped much of the discussion on the relation between beliefs and affect: “So, if
one asks the question, ‘Which comes first, cognition or behavior?” the answer has to
be that it depends. When reactions are triggered from the reactive or routine level,
behavior precedes; but when the triggering comes from the reflective level, cognition
precedes” (Ortony et al., p. 189).

Ortony and his colleagues (2005) concluded by acknowledging that nature is not
as distinct as their model: Cognition, affect, motivation, and behavior overlap and
are more integrated than what they can depict, yet their model does capture some
of the complexity of the relation between emotions and cognitions and sheds light
on our discussion. Now that we have an overview of current views on the relation
between beliefs and affect from fields outside of education, we next review one of
the few areas in education where researchers are starting to make a concerted effort
to go beyond “cold” cognition.

CONCEPTUAL CHANGE THEORIES AND TEACHERS’ BELIEFS

Next, we turn to conceptual change theory, with regard to teachers’ belief change,
as a special instance to illustrate the relationship between beliefs and affect, updat-
ing and clarifying hot models of belief change in the process. Pintrich, Marx, and
Boyle’s (1993) seminal article paved the way for affective issues to be studied with
regard to conceptual change. Sinatra (2005) commented on this trend, noting that
the Cognitive Affective Model of Conceptual Change (CAMCC; Gregoire, 2003) was
one of the few models that specified how emotions influence conceptual change.
The CAMCC reflects a more complex, interactive relationship between beliefs and
affect, in line with the models discussed above. According to the CAMCC, teachers’
initial responses to a reform message result in either positive, negative, or neutral
affect based on their underlying self-beliefs, which in turn leads to challenge, stress,
or benign/positive appraisals. Appraisals interact with motivation to influence cog-
nitive processing of the reform message and subsequent belief change. Unlike other
models of conceptual change, the CAMCC is specifically aimed toward explaining
teachers’ beliefs and belief change, as well as depicting how affect and appraisals
influence the belief change process.

Many conceptual change theorists start with some initial affective event, such as
doubt (Bendixen, 2002) or dissatisfaction (Posner, Strike, Hewson, & Gertzog, 1982)
as motivators of conceptual or belief change; however, none prior to the CAMCC
detailed the specific affective mechanisms involved in belief change. Further, the
CAMCC stipulates that dissonance and doubt is not enough to engender belief
change. Following Schlenker (1982), the dissonance must implicate the self-beliefs
of the person receiving the dissonant message which ignites an affective/emotional
response. Support for this aspect of the model, targeting the self-beliefs of teachers,
was found in a study where, when presented with a reform message, teachers who
interpreted the reform as a general school level reform did not experience emotion
about the reform; however, those who interpreted the reforms as affecting their own
classroom practice were more likely to have an affective response to the reform mes-
sage (Schmidt & Datnow, 2005). This aspect of the CAMCC is often overlooked by
those interested in conceptual change, even those who cite the model in their own
research (Southerland & Sinatra, 2005; Zhou, Nocente, & Brouwer, 2008).



Beliefs and Emotions « 237

Hotter models of conceptual change, described here because they include emo-
tion and affect as part of cognition and belief change, such as the CAMCC and the
Cognitive Reconstruction of Knowledge Model (CRKM; Dole & Sinatra, 1998) have
been grounded in dual-process models. Recall that dual process models portray dual
routes of cognitive processing, one involving affective or heuristic processing, and
the other more deliberate, systematic processing (Gregoire, 2003; Petty & Wegener,
1999; Smith & DeCoster, 2000). Central to hot models of conceptual change is the
notion that a negative emotion, such as dissatisfaction, disequilibrium, or doubt, is
necessary to motivate conceptual change. Positive affect is associated with more heu-
ristic, general cognitive processing. Though some still hold this to be true (e.g., see
Fiedler & Bless, 2000), more recent research has found that positive affect can also
lead to deep processing, particularly flexible cognitive processing that includes both
heuristic and systematic elements (Isen, 2008). As Clore and Palmer (2009) noted,
positive affect tends to be relational, global, or category-focused, whereas negative
affect leads to a narrower focus, such as on “item-level processing” (p. 29), creating
a kind of tunnel vision. In the educational research literature, there is also evidence
that positive affect increases motivation, critical thinking, and student achievement
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2004; Sinatra & Mason, 2008).

The CAMCC has found some support, particularly in its claim that teachers’
openness to changing deeply held beliefs can be facilitated by challenging their
beliefs in a way that implicates their selves, and that without implicating such beliefs,
substantive conceptual change is unlikely (Ebert & Crippen, 2010; Gill & Algina,
2006; Gill, Ashton, & Algina, 2004). For instance, Jan, a participant in Ebert and
Crippen’s (2010) study, resisted changing her beliefs about inquiry because her ini-
tial appraisal of the reform message resulted in a benign-positive appraisal of the
message: “After the summer institute, I've realized that I've been doing these things
all along” (p. 380). This appraisal led Jan to make only superficial changes in her
teaching practice. Conversely, in an experimental study of preservice and inservice
teachers, challenging specific beliefs held by the participants in way that implicated
their selves resulted in conceptual change, compared to an intervention that did
not challenge their beliefs, but merely activated prior beliefs (Gill & Algina, 2006).
Kelchtermans (2005) has also shown how important teachers’ self-beliefs and self-
understanding are to their behavior in the classroom, including their motivation,
task perception, and self-esteem, which provides further support for the role of
self-implication in belief change and action. Further, Broughton and her colleagues
(2012), in an interesting study on students’ emotional reactions to Pluto being
reclassified from a planet to a lowly dwarf planet, found that emotions toward a
controversial topic became more positive after instruction and predicted students’
belief change. Though not focused on teachers’ beliefs, their study showed that emo-
tions are involved in the process of belief change.

DYNAMIC MODELS OF TEACHERS’ BELIEFS CHANGE

Although empirical support exists for dual-process models of belief change, such
as the recent findings about the CAMCC (Ebert & Crippen, 2010), current research
on emotions suggests that dual process models do not adequately reflect the com-
plexity of the relationship between cognition and affect (e.g., Clore & Ortony, 2008;
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Cunningham & Zelazo, 2007). As discussed previously, new thinking is emerging,
particularly in the fields of social psychology and cognitive neuroscience, that is
grounded in iterative models depicting the relationship between cognition and affect.
Two theories stand out for addressing the recursive relationship between teachers’
beliefs and emotions: a transactional model (Schutz, Cross, Hong, & Osbon, 2007)
and the Integrated Model of Belief Change (Ashton & Gregoire-Gill, 2003).

The transactional model (Schutz, Cross, Hong, & Osbon, 2007) suggests that
teachers’ identities influence the beliefs they hold with regard to particular activ-
ity settings, which are influenced by their goals and cognitive appraisals, leading
to particular emotional episodes, which in turn may confirm or challenge prior
beliefs. Further, beliefs may be changed in the process, potentially influencing teach-
ers’ identity. The model by Schutz et al. is one of the first in educational research to
show beliefs influencing behavior both before and after the emotion. They give an
example of a teacher whose identity as an authoritarian teacher leads to the belief
that she should remain emotionally distant from her students. When this teacher
receives a letter from a student thanking her for her influence on the student’s life,
the teacher experiences joy, which in turn leads to belief change and a more compas-
sionate teacher identity (Williams et al., as cited in Schutz et al., 2007). One of the
limitations of the transactional model, however, is that emotion and cognition are
discrete events in this model, and though the emotional cycle is recursive, the emo-
tional event and beliefs are depicted as single events in time.

Next, the model proposed by Ashton and Gregoire-Gill (2003) was one of the
first educational theories to depict how beliefs and emotions are inextricably linked.
Their model extends the CAMCC to more clearly delineate how emotions func-
tion to help or hinder the belief change process. In the Integrated Model of Belief
Change (IMBC; Ashton & Gregoire-Gill, 2003), emotions, such as dissatisfaction,
are hypothesized to interact with prior beliefs and motivational factors to produce
a subsequent emotion, which in turn, affects cognitive processing and whether a
new belief is formed, which, in turn, affects subsequent emotional reactions and
behavior. Thus, beliefs and affect interact iteratively to produce or thwart concep-
tual change. As an example, the authors presented three fictional preservice teachers
who hold the belief that a good teacher is primarily someone who makes learning
fun. The teacher educator decides to challenge this belief held by her students by
presenting them with a case study of an experienced classroom teacher who also
holds this belief and centers her teaching on making learning interesting. Students
love her class, but their test scores indicate lower performance than other students
in their same grade who had a teacher that focused on strengthening metacogni-
tion over making learning fun. Ashton and Gregoire-Gill postulated three different
responses to this scenario to illustrate their Integrated Model. The first prospective
teacher (P1) becomes emotionally distressed as she realizes that she could be that
teacher depicted in the case study (her sense of self is implicated, according the
CAMCC). This leads to a strong feeling of dissatisfaction. The model then posits
that if P1 has the concomitant resources (adaptive cognitive and motivational char-
acteristics; Ashton & Gregoire-Gill, p. 114) to tackle this problem, distress might
turn into excitement as she realizes the possibilities of helping her future students,
or fear as she worries about hurting them with poor instruction. In either case, P1
is highly motivated to cognitively process the case study and her teachers’ lecture,
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and the upshot of her processing is a positive feeling about her ability to teach
metacognitive strategies, as well as a revised belief that teaching metacognition is
more important than merely making learning fun for students. Thus, additional
levels of specificity with regard to emotional responses and beliefs are added to this
model, in comparison to the CAMCC or transactional model. P1’s emotions and
cognitions cycle back and forth in an iterative process until some kind of cognitive
balance is achieved.

The authors discussed two other hypothetical reactions to the case study. P2, due
to a prior belief that tests are not valid measures of learning, dismisses the entire case
study, thus neither developing an emotional reaction nor engaging in further cogni-
tive processing about the instructor’s message. The third hypothetical prospective
teacher, P3, has a similar emotional reaction upon hearing the case study as P1, but
unlike P1, P3 lacks the cognitive and motivational resources that might lead to an
adaptive emotional and cognitive reaction to the case study; rather, P3 experiences
anxiety, which leads to superficial belief change to assuage the sense of anxiousness
he feels over what he has learned. Without systematically processing the message,
however, belief change in P3 is short-lived.

Emotions are central to the IMBC and play a critical role in the belief change
process (Ashton & Gregoire-Gill, 2003), and the model is aligned with the latest
research in cognitive neuroscience. Clore and Robinson (2012), in their recent sum-
mary of the most recent research on emotions and social psychology, supported
such “an iterative processing view of emotion elicitation” (p. 315) in which emotions
are seen as “situationally constrained affective reactions” (p. 319). Emotions, in their
view, are slower than immediate affective reactions, and provide information to the
self about progress the individual is making toward his/her goals, thereby facilitat-
ing learning. These insights are well-captured by the Integrated Model and have
powerful implications for research on belief change. These more nuanced views of
the relations between beliefs and emotions have the potential of providing a more
realistic understanding of how beliefs and emotions interact to influence teach-
ers’ decision-making and practice because they posit multiple ways that affective
reactions are central to the belief change process.

BELIEFS ABOUT EMOTIONS THAT INFLUENCE TEACHING

In addition to understanding the relation between teachers’ beliefs and emotions,
teachers’ beliefs about emotions are important to better understand the role of beliefs
in shaping the emotional life of classrooms. Emotions have a long history in psycho-
logical research and have only recently been considered in terms of the educational
context as researchers began to see the teaching experience as not only a cognitive
activity, but rather, as an emotional endeavor (Sutton, Mudrey-Camino, & Knight,
2009; Zembylas, 2007). Much of the existing research on teachers’ beliefs about emo-
tions centers on the issue of emotion regulation, or “the control, management and
ways individuals have of relating to their emotions in an attempt to regulate their
emotional states” (Manser, Cooper, & Trefusis, 2012, p. 236). Emotion regulation
is related to classroom management (Sutton et al., 2009), teacher-student relation-
ships (Sutton & Wheatly, 2003), and positive academic and psychosocial outcomes
for students (Gumora & Arsenio, 2002).
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A variety of strategies exist to promote emotion regulation in the classroom (Fried,
2011); however, in order to use such strategies, teachers must believe both that they can
change the emotional climate of their classroom (Linnenbrink, 2006) and that they
are the ones responsible for maintaining a positive emotional climate (Williams et al.,
2008). That such responsibility lies with teachers is fairly consensual by researchers of
emotions in education (Meyer & Turner, 2007; Oplatka, 2007; Schutz, Cross, Hong, &
Osbon, 2007; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003). On one hand, teachers believe that regu-
lating their emotions in the classroom makes them more effective teachers (Sutton
et al., 2009). On the other hand, teachers do not necessarily believe that their ability
to display emotions in the classroom is a mandatory part of the teachers’ roles; they
see the expression of emotions rather as discretionary and voluntary approach to
manage the classroom (Oplatka, 2007). Note, though, that those teachers who choose
to engage in positive emotion regulation in the classroom through an ethic of care
may find such work both satisfying and “emotionally exhausting” (O’Connor, 2008,
p. 125), a burden that many teachers may not want to take on, given the current
pressure on teachers to meet increasingly rigorous state standards.

Teachers’ beliefs about their emotions, particularly negative emotions, also
influence their goals and appraisals made during classroom interactions (Cross &
Hong, 2012; Meyer & Turner, 2007; Schutz et al., 2007). How a teacher feels at any
particular time and what she believes about her emotions influences her reactions
to a particular situation within the classroom setting (Schutz, Aultman, & Williams-
Johnson, 2009). For example, beginning teachers who experience anxiety over the
complexity of teaching and who have low self-efficacy beliefs about the certainty
of achieving the goals they set for themselves in the classroom have a difficult time
solving the myriad classroom-based issues that arise (Sutton & Wheatley, 2003).
Teachers are more likely to experience and subsequently regulate negative emotions
when they believe their goal of promoting student learning is disrupted (Sutton
et al., 2009). Further, experienced teachers may down-regulate their negative emo-
tions because they believe it makes them more effective in the classroom (Sutton
et al., 2009), and they are more likely to experience anxiety when they are uncertain
about whether or not they are doing a good job (Sutton & Wheatley, 2003).

IMPLICATIONS FOR CLASSROOM PRACTICE

One of the key implications of our review of research and theory on the relation
between teachers’ beliefs and emotions is that emotions matter—they may mat-
ter even more than instructional interventions or pedagogical techniques—when
it comes to understanding influences on students’ learning. Teachers’” beliefs are
affected by their own emotional experiences in the classroom, which in turn affects
their decision-making, which influences student learning. We can no longer afford
to ignore emotion when discussing teachers’ beliefs about learning. Several implica-
tions for classroom practice stem from our review:

1. Having fun is an important part of learning. Teachers ought to increase
students’ enjoyment and positive affect surrounding learning as these are not
incidental “niceties,” but key components in effortful cognitive processing and
self-regulated learning (Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, & Perry, 2002).
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2. Positive beliefs, such as a control beliefs, lead to more positive affect and greater
self-regulation (Op ‘t Eynde, De Corte, & Verschaffel, 2007). Therefore, pro-
moting adaptive self-beliefs should be a component of teacher education
programs and an expectation of teachers once they are in the classroom.

3. Teacher self-efficacy beliefs for facilitating students’ and their own emotion
regulation is important to creating positive learning environments.

4. Teachers ought to gauge students’ initial emotional investment and interest
in the topic and find ways to increase interest and as well as the emotional
salience of the topic.

In addition, specific implications from conceptual change research and teachers’
responses to educational reform efforts are highlighted below based on our prior
review of the leading iterative models of belief change.

1. Resistance to belief change is fueled by emotion (Frijda, Manstead, & Bem,
2000). Teachers’ initial openness to reform messages that challenge their pre-
existing beliefs is affected by their emotional reaction to the message.

2. As Clore and Gaspar (2000) noted, emotions provide information and guide
attention. Therefore, it is important to take into account both teachers’
emotions to new reforms and school initiatives, and it is equally important to
pay attention to students’ emotions in the classroom.

3. In addition to affecting belief change and directing attention, “Emotions can
create new beliefs and strengthen existing ones” (Frijda & Mesquita, 2000,
p. 6). Thus, teachers frustrated by the lack of resources for implementing a new
reform may end up generating negative beliefs about school administration or
state policies that affect their ability to be successful in the classroom.

CONCLUSION

One of the outcomes of this review was to highlight the complex, recursive relation-
ship between teachers’ beliefs and their emotions. Such complexity is often ignored
in educational research (see Zembylas & Chubbuck, Chapter 10, this volume, for an
exception); therefore, we suggest that research on teaching should involve examin-
ing teachers’ emotions in conjunction with their beliefs, rather than keeping these
two fields of research separate, as is currently done in educational research. Studying
motivation and other “warm” constructs is not enough: Affect must be an integral
part of research on conceptual change.

Conceptually, clarity is needed on whether beliefs ought to be considered a “hot”
construct. Beliefs are viewed in the social psychology literature as cognitive con-
structs. Our recommendation is that beliefs, although they influence affect, not be
considered affective in nature, contrary to those who claim that including beliefs
in their theoretical models makes them “hot” models of cognition—a practice that
began with the publication of Pintrich, Marx, and Boyle’s (1993) seminal paper. We
think it essential to retain the distinction between affective and cognitive constructs,
with beliefs firmly on the side of a cognitive construct, albeit one that influences, and
is influenced by, affect.
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In conclusion, we know that emotions and affect can no longer be ignored by
those interested in research on teachers’ beliefs. Teachers’ beliefs are important, but
if we consider only cognitive factors, we are ignoring a critical aspect of decision-
making, judgment, and behavior. Though research is scarce, contemporary, recur-
sive models have the potential for providing a more realistic understanding of the
complex realities that create the emotional landscape of classrooms.
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TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ABOUT
TEACHING (AND LEARNING)

Helenrose Fives, Natalie Lacatena, and Laura Gerard,
Montclair State University, US

Our initial purpose of writing this chapter was to review the research on preservice
and practicing teachers’ general beliefs about teaching and learning. The number
and kinds of beliefs that teachers hold and researchers examine are evidenced in the
27 chapters of this volume. We sought to examine those studies that looked across
subject/content area specialization at teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning.
We argue that beliefs about teaching and learning may be at the forefront of teachers’
work and as such serve as filters, frames, and guides for teacher practice including:
engagement in professional learning experiences, instructional planning, and class-
room interactions (Fives & Buehl, 2012).

We chose to take a content-general perspective in this investigation for two rea-
sons. First, the research exists. That is, while many scholars, researchers, and teacher
educators focus on content-specific beliefs (see Chapters 18-23 of this volume), oth-
ers refer to teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning without respect to content
area or if so, only in passing. Therefore, the goal of this chapter was to capture these
investigations not examined in the other chapters.

Second, investigations of content-general beliefs about teaching and learning
potentially allow for comparisons of teachers’ beliefs across teaching content areas
and experience levels. Some research suggests that belief specialization occurs with
experience (Duffin, French, & Patrick, 2012; Fives & Buehl, 2010). In work with
the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001),
researchers have found that preservice teachers are less able to differentiate self-
efficacy beliefs for classroom management, student engagement, and instructional
practices than experienced teachers, and consequentially report a general sense of
teaching efficacy overall (Duffin et al., 2012; Fives & Buehl, 2010). The same issue of
belief specialization may also hold true for beliefs about teaching and learning, such
that as preservice teachers enter teaching education experiences, they do so with
more general notions of what it means to teach and/or learn. These entering beliefs,
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sometimes referred to as lay theories (Holt-Reynolds, 1991), are typically underspeci-
fied beliefs about teaching and learning based on personal experiences as students
rather than a studied reflection. Thus it seems reasonable that to examine changes
in beliefs or belief development in teachers that a more general assessment of these
beliefs may be necessary at initial levels.

CONTEXT AND FRAMEWORK

Much of current education reform, teacher education, and professional develop-
ment rest on particular perspectives of teaching and learning that serve as a basis for
guiding instructional practices. Common among these perspectives are constructiv-
ist theories of learning that frequently lead to student-centered approaches to teach-
ing (Windschitl, 2002). However, other beliefs about learning and teaching such as
behaviorist learning theories and more transmission, teacher-centered approaches
to instruction are also salient in K-12 classrooms. Moreover, researchers of teachers’
beliefs have an established tradition of dichotomizing the beliefs teachers’ hold into
general paradigms that may be too broad to illustrate the nuances and variation of
beliefs at work in daily practice.

The first challenge we faced in tackling this literature was both conceptual and
pragmatic. There is much disagreement in how one describes beliefs about teaching
and learning. In many instances these beliefs are treated as one notion—for example,
a “constructivist” perspective on teaching and learning (e.g., Teo, Chai, Hung, & Lee,
2008). In other instances, the researchers have made it clear that they are reporting
on perspectives of teaching as “transmission” versus “student-centered” or “child-
centered” (e.g., Bunting, 1985). In many of the studies investigated for this review,
a vague description of constructivism was contrasted with an equally vague under-
standing of a “transmission” approach. In some cases it seemed that the researchers
were comparing the learning theory of constructivism with a teaching practice of
transmission (e.g., Pederson & Liu, 2003).

Conceptually we agree with Richardson and Placier (2001) and Windschitl (2002),
who argued that constructivism is a theory and belief about learning and is not a
theory of teaching. As a theory of learning, constructivism assumes that learners are
active in constructing their own knowledge, that social interactions are important in
this process, and that learning involves the integration of human biological, contex-
tual, and social influences (see Windschitl, 2002). Almost all theories of constructiv-
ism accept these assumptions (cf. Windschitl, 2002; Prawat, 1996; Phillips, 1995).

The purpose of this chapter is to review the empirical literature on teachers’ beliefs
about teaching and learning. In doing so, we were informed by existing theories
of learning and critiques of the convergence of theories of learning with methods
of teaching in ways that fail to fully articulate their similarities and differences
(e.g., Richardson & Placier, 2001; Steffe & D’Ambrosio, 1995; Windschitl, 2002)

EMERGENT DESIGN

A systematic literature review was completed in the ERIC and PsychInfo databases
using the key words teacher beliefs (teach* belief*), learning, instruction, and teach-
ing. This initial review was limited to empirical, peer-reviewed articles. Relevant
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literature reviews, as well as the reference lists of selected articles, were examined in
order to identify articles for inclusion.

Articles chosen for inclusion in this review met the following criteria: (a) a focus
on the beliefs of teachers either employed in a K-12 setting or those enrolled in pre-
service K-12 teacher preparation programs; and (b) a focus on teachers’ beliefs about
learning and/or instruction at a general content and population level. It should be
noted that some seemingly content area specific studies were retained (e.g., Yerrick &
Hoving, 2003). This occurred in cases where the focus of beliefs remained at a more
general level with respect to teaching and learning despite a context or sample speci-
fication. For example, a study of science teachers that examined more general beliefs
would be included, but if the study narrowed to beliefs about teaching and learning
in science only, it was excluded from this chapter. We initially identified 118 articles.
Upon review for content specification, we found 59 final articles that met our crite-
ria and informed our goals for this project.

All articles initially identified were included in an Excel spreadsheet. Following
the approach of Fives and Buehl (2012), the authors each examined and initially
coded one-third of the articles for the basic contents of the article (research question,
design, analysis, and findings). Through multiple meetings and discussions about the
goals and scope of this project, we identified emergent themes in this literature and
developed specific coding categories to address those themes. Thus, we each re-coded
approximately one-third of the articles as studies that investigated and reported on
the following: beliefs about teaching, beliefs about learning, the belief-practice rela-
tionship, and belief change. We also maintained a column in the spreadsheet for our
personal notes and thoughts on the salience of particular articles, potential themes,
and personal insights into the work read. Through this analysis and a recursive pro-
cess, we identified descriptive themes to help us organize the literature.

Briefly, the 59 identified articles included reports of both quantitative (n = 23)
and qualitative research designs (1 = 36). Researchers explored the beliefs of approx-
imately 3,551 preservice teachers across 21 investigations, 5,075 practicing teachers
across 34 investigations, and a combination of both preservice and practicing teach-
ers totaling 1,879 participants in the remaining 3 investigations that included both
participant groups.

FINDINGS

Our findings are organized into four sections. First, we highlight why teachers’
beliefs about teaching and learning are relevant for the field of teacher education
and development using an exemplar study. This is followed by sections on teach-
ers’ beliefs about learning, teaching, and belief change. We close the chapter with a
series of insights and recommendations for the field based on our investigation of
the literature.

Relevance of Teachers’ Beliefs About Teaching and Learning

Teachers’ beliefs influence their classroom decisions and behaviors (e.g., Fives &
Buehl, 2012; Pajares, 1992). In particular, beliefs about teaching (e.g., how it should
be done, what methods are most effective, who is responsible for it, etc.) should
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guide the classroom-level decisions of teachers. Fives and Buehl (in press) argued
that beliefs function as filters, frames, and guides, and that beliefs about particu-
lar concepts/activities may be more or less salient during different teaching tasks.
Motivational beliefs, such as self-efficacy, may guide immediate classroom actions,
while beliefs about teaching and learning may be more salient during lesson plan-
ning and instructional decision making; such beliefs may serve to frame these tasks
and help teachers identify the boundaries of the problem space (Fives & Buehl,
in press). From this perspective we describe Tadich, Deed, Campbell, and Prain’s
(2007) investigation which illustrated how beliefs about teaching and learning are
relevant in teachers’ practice. Please note, when we use the term “practice” we refer
to all activities associated with the practice of teaching, including but not limited to
lesson planning, assessment activities, instruction, and interactions with students,
parents, and colleagues.

Tadich et al. (2007) described a case study in which 24 eighth-grade teachers in
Australia believed it was their responsibility as the teacher to elicit and maintain stu-
dent engagement. Thus, they believed that teaching included engaging students and
identified a series of specific instructional strategies (e.g., task choice, novel teaching
approaches) to facilitate this goal. While the teachers perceived some constraints in
their ability to fully implement such practices, they did attempt to be less directive
and give students more choices in the classroom. Further, Tadich et al. (2007) sug-
gested that these teachers were questioning a more traditional teacher-led approach.
Such attempts at change in practice could not begin without teachers believing
that engagement is part of teaching and that routes to engagement included varied
instructional approaches and student choice. This investigation offers descriptive
insight into the practice of teachers and their need to balance and weigh beliefs
about learning (what students need to learn, in this case engagement) and beliefs
about teaching (how teachers design and implement instruction and assessment).

Teachers’ Beliefs About Learning

Through our search procedures and parameters, we found only a few studies that
directly focused on teachers’ beliefs about learning (Chan, 2011; Brownlee & Chak,
2007). In this section, we highlight Chan’s (2011) research as an exemplar of research
on teachers’ beliefs about learning. Brownlee and Chak’s (2007) study is discussed
in the section on change in preservice teachers’ beliefs. Chan (2011) used the term
“conception” to refer to beliefs about learning and examined conceptions of learning
from a perspective that delineated two broad categories of learning—quantitative
and qualitative. Quantitative learning referred to a more shallow measure of how
much knowledge is acquired and reproduced while qualitative learning is a deeper
conception regarding a change in one’s views and understanding through learn-
ing. Chan (2011) measured the learning beliefs of 231 preservice students in Hong
Kong using the Conceptions of Learning Inventory (COLI) developed by Purdie and
Hattie (2002). Beliefs were measured by responses to 45 items that fell along 9 sepa-
rate dimensions of learning. For example, learning could be viewed as a means
to an end (i.e., “I have really learned something when I am able to use it in daily
life”), or as a degree of understanding (i.e., “Learning is making sense out of new
information and ways of doing things”) (Chan, 2011, p. 91). Overall, mean scores
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of the dimensions representing qualitative views of learning were higher than scores
categorized as quantitative. Chan (2011) concluded that these teacher education
students were more likely to adopt a qualitative rather a quantitative conception of
learning. However, it is important to note that in this investigation, conceptions of
learning were treated as dependent variables in a structural equation model where
epistemological beliefs (beliefs about the nature of knowledge) were found to pre-
dict conceptions of learning. These findings led Chan (2011) to the recommenda-
tion that teachers and teacher educators help learners explore their epistemological
beliefs so that conceptions of learning might be addressed. What this study does not
evidence is whether the differing conceptions of learning led to more or less adaptive
practice in these student teachers. The assumption is that conceptions of learning
as understanding, rather than as remembering or increasing knowledge, are more
desirable.

While we agree with this perspective in general, we think that Chan (2011) and
others reviewed in this chapter and handbook, should consider the empirical rami-
fications of particular beliefs given the socio-political contexts of teachers’ pro-
fessional lives. Muis (2004) offered an alternative to the evaluative description of
epistemological beliefs as either sophisticated or naive. She suggested that research-
ers need to consider the context of learners and offered the notion of more or less
“availing” beliefs as determined within contexts (p. 324). Availing epistemological
beliefs are those that are “positively related to quality learning and achievement”
(Muis, 2004, p. 324). Such a perspective may be warranted when one considers the
professional contexts of teachers’ lived experiences. The notion of more or less avail-
ing beliefs suggests that for some contexts with particular learning goals, identified
potentially at the school, district, state/region, or national level, seemingly less desir-
able beliefs may, in fact, be more availing to teachers in context. This, however, like
any connections of particular beliefs to practice needs to be examined empirically.

Teachers’ Beliefs About Teaching

Teachers possess a wide range of beliefs about teaching. Included in this review are
investigations of teachers’ beliefs about generalized approaches to teaching such as
transmission of knowledge (e.g., Hancock & Gallard, 2004), constructivist teach-
ing (e.g., Pederson & Liu, 2003), and student-centered practices (Snider & Roehl,
2007). In all of these studies, researchers attempted to identify and make explicit
teachers’ beliefs about what constitutes good teaching in a multitude of settings and
across a range of content areas. Next, we provide an overview of the most common
approach to this work, which seems to be a dichotomous sorting of teachers’ beliefs
into more progressive (e.g., child-centered; constructivist) or more traditional
(e.g., teacher-centered, transmissionist) approaches to teaching. This is followed by
a discussion of evidence provided by some researchers that suggests teachers are able
to hold multiple, potentially competing beliefs at the same time (e.g., Niyozov, 2009;
Snider & Roehl, 2007).

Dichotomized perspectives on teaching beliefs. While there are many concep-
tualizations of teachers’ beliefs about teaching, much of the literature has evolved
to focus on two broad categories: (a) student-centered models, typically reflect-
ing constructivist views of teaching and (b) teacher-centered models, typically a
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transmission model of teaching (e.g., Bunting, 1985; Ling, 2003; Richards & Gipe,
1994; Teo et al., 2008). In these investigations, the two categories are frequently pit-
ted against each other and used as a lens for comparisons.

In 1985, Bunting attempted to validate prior work in which she identified four
separate dimensions of teachers’ educational beliefs—affective and cognitive educa-
tional values, directive teaching behavior, and relevancy in subject matter (i.e., link-
ing subject matter to larger global issues). Using a sample of 320 teachers of grades
kindergarten through six, Bunting (1985) analyzed responses to an inventory of
81 statements reflective of the beliefs listed above. This analysis revealed two indepen-
dent dimensions of beliefs held by teachers—student-centered and directive factors.
Student-centered factors included the importance of students’ emotional develop-
ment, the active and direct involvement of students in the learning process, and the
development of students’ problem-solving skills. The directive factor included state-
ments that were highly teacher-directed and controlling of the educational process.
This finding suggests that teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning, when assessed
through Likert-type scales, may collapse into a hierarchy of shared philosophies and
that the theoretical distinctions among beliefs within a single paradigm were not dis-
cerned with this instrument and may be difficult to tease apart.

This juxtaposition between teacher- and student-centered beliefs is also evident in
the findings of other researchers (Ling, 2003; Richards et al., 1987; Richards & Gipe,
1994; Teo et al., 2008). For instance, using metaphors, analysis of student journal
entries, and classroom observations, Richards and Gipe (1994) found that elemen-
tary education majors held teaching beliefs that could be categorized as either teacher
as information giver or student-centered. Their study looked at preservice teachers’
beliefs at both the beginning and end of a semester-long course that included field-
work in an urban elementary school and seminar discussions. The majority of the
preservice teachers studied demonstrated belief orientations reflective of the teacher
as information giver perspective during both pre- and post-course analysis. The use
of metaphors, along with semi-structured interviews, was also employed by Ling
(2003) to study the beliefs of nine kindergarten teachers in Hong Kong. These prac-
ticing teachers also perceived the teacher as being a transmitter of knowledge, or
information giver, who must focus on the objectives of teaching, such as lesson plan-
ning and the delivery of lessons in an orderly and timely fashion, rather than on the
learning process itself and meeting the learning needs of children (which would be
more in line with Richards & Gipe’s [1994] notion of student-centered). Addition-
ally, none of the teachers in Ling’s (2003) study mentioned the students’ control of
and responsibility for their own learning; these teachers expressed very few, if any,
beliefs and practices that reflected the more student-centered philosophy endorsed
by more Western-influenced early childhood education programs. Similar beliefs
were found by Teo et al. (2008) among 582 Singaporean preservice teachers. Teo
et al. (2008) concluded these preservice teachers adopted a more transmissionist, as
opposed to a constructivist, view of teaching.

A traditional, teacher-centered model of instruction was also found to be preva-
lent among a team of four eighth-grade mathematics teachers in a suburban middle
school in Florida (Gill & Hoffman, 2009). These findings were based on an analy-
sis of teacher discourse during their shared planning time. Common traditional-
ist beliefs held by the teachers included the importance of problem solving only
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after teaching the rules (e.g., algorithms, procedures); the use of extrinsic rewards to
increase student learning; textbooks as the primary source of information; and the
belief that students’ intellectual ability is limited, stable, and innate.

Taken together, the studies reviewed in this section evidence a trend to dichoto-
mize beliefs about teaching along constructivist (student-centered)—transmissionist
(teacher-directed) lines. Also salient across these studies was the pervasive perspec-
tive that constructivist beliefs (and practices) were more desirable, regardless of the
teachers’ sociopolitical context that could have rendered such beliefs more or less
availing. Further, by and large, these investigations did not investigate why teachers
adopted the teaching beliefs they did. One exception to this trend is an investiga-
tion by Pederson and Liu (2003), who described the concerns of particular teachers
regarding the implementation of a student-centered approach.

Pederson and Liu’s (2003) qualitative case study focused on the concerns and
beliefs of teachers regarding student-centered learning. Researchers observed and
interviewed 15 middle-school teachers who implemented a computer-based program
designed to support a student-centered teaching model. When describing their role
during this and other teaching activities, most teachers described themselves as facilita-
tors. They also generally believed that collaboration between students was a valuable
teaching technique to enable students to learn how to work together but not neces-
sarily to improve problem-solving and communication skills. Teachers also reported
beliefs that factual information could not effectively be learned through student-
centered instructional techniques. Most of the teachers did, however, believe that
the students’ struggles during these types of activities were beneficial and led to greater
learning. One teacher in this study commented: “We talk in the scientific method that
you sometimes don’t get the right answer but you still learn something from the wrong
answer. So I think it’s extremely valuable” (Pederson & Liu, 2003, p. 72).

Alternatively, another teacher reported a lack of belief in the constructivist
approach to problem solving, namely a concern that student-centered activities
caused confusion and frustration. She remarked that she disliked and found frus-
trating workshops where the materials were set out and she was expected to make
something without direction. As a result, this teacher reported “I usually give them
some [direction] just because it’s frustrating for me” (p. 66). This illustrates the
power of beliefs in guiding teachers’ classroom decisions and practices and the need
to examine teachers’ beliefs about both teaching practices and learning theories.
It seems that this teacher is unaware of the Piagetian (1961) process of equilibra-
tion, which argues that learning is a process of adapting, through assimilation and
accommodation, to discordant events in the environment. That is, learners must feel
a sense of disequilibrium in order to engage in problem solving and construct new
meaning. A teacher who does not believe in the processes of adaptation and equili-
bration as the foundations for learning, would not endorse less directed learning
activities as a sound instructional approach. Thus, in addition to other factors influ-
encing pedagogical decisions, a lack of a full appreciation of the theoretical basis of
constructivism as a learning theory rather than a repertoire of pedagogical strategies
may influence teachers’ beliefs about learning principles and the implementation of
those principles in teaching practice.

Ability to hold multiple beliefs. Snider and Roehl (2007) investigated beliefs
about constructivist and explicit teaching practices as they analyzed the survey
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responses of 344 teachers in kindergarten through grade 12. Results indicated that
one-quarter to one-third of these teachers agreed with statements consistent with
constructivism, even though these same teachers also espoused support for explicit
instruction. The majority of the teachers, however, were inconsistent or undecided
about their pedagogical beliefs. Cheng, Chan, Tang, and Cheng (2009) found a sim-
ilar intermingling of beliefs in their study of 228 student teachers’ epistemologi-
cal beliefs and conceptions of teaching. Overall, the student teachers in this study
strongly believed that the constructivist approach was the best teaching strategy, and
they all expressed a preference for teaching strategies related to a student-centered
approach. When comparing epistemological beliefs with conceptions of teach-
ing, however, some apparent contradictions arose. Four student teachers espoused
sophisticated epistemological beliefs yet held mixed conceptions of teaching, while
11 student teachers expressed mixed epistemological beliefs yet still possessed con-
structivist conceptions of teaching. There is a concern here that these teachers may
be learning the appropriate language of educational contexts and appropriating it
without actually committing to these beliefs.

Similar contradictions in teachers’ expressed beliefs were described by Verjovsky
and Waldegg (2005) in a case study of one biology teacher, Maria, from a Mexican
public high school. Maria’s beliefs about teaching and learning were inferred from
triangulating data of semi-structured, in-depth interviews, classroom discourse,
and questionnaires. Findings suggested that Maria held a positive attitude about the
basic principles of constructivism (i.e., students must construct their own knowl-
edge, students are active participants in the learning process, and teaching should
be connected to students’ lives). Regarding her views on teaching, while Maria
expressed numerous teacher-centered beliefs, such as “I'm going to fill them with
new information to enrich them” (Verjovsky & Waldegg, 2005, p. 473), she was also
concerned with motivating the students to learn and connecting biology to other
sciences, which are more student-centered goals. The results of this investigation
provide more support for the notion that teachers do not always adhere to one single
pedagogical belief, but instead, they blend extreme perspectives or shift beliefs based
on the salience of the task.

Niyozov (2009) argued that putting beliefs into two separate buckets of “teacher-
centered” and “child-centered” is too simplistic. We must look at the goals and ethics
of the teacher to truly understand the teachers’ beliefs and whether he/she is acting on
them. A child-centered teacher may use direct instruction if he/she feels a group dis-
cussion may not respect the child’s ideas. Thus, one cannot just look at the practice and
assume the teachers’ beliefs. For example, teachers in Niyozov’s (2009) study reported
not using cooperative learning, not because they did not like cooperative learning,
but because the students could not have their backs to the pictures of the government
leaders on the classroom wall. Complexities such as these can only be revealed through
a close investigation of teachers’ belief systems and contexts of practice.

Trends in Belief Change

Our review of the literature suggests that, as a result of learning and educational
experiences from kindergarten through college, strong beliefs about teaching and
learning are deeply imbedded and formed in the minds of most teachers—preservice
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and veteran alike. According to Kagan (1992), these beliefs are tenacious and difficult
to change. However, changing beliefs about teaching and learning among preservice
and practicing teachers is crucial if teacher educators hope to change instructional
practices, as these beliefs are at the heart of most aspiring and practicing teachers’
ideas of what constitutes good teaching.

As Wideen, Mayer-Smith, and Moon (1998) determined in their review of pre-
service teacher learning, beliefs serve as a strong filter for how preservice teachers
experience and respond to teacher education programs. Therefore, exposing deeply
held beliefs is a difficult but necessary process to enable preservice teachers to criti-
cally examine and understand the content of their future profession. If emphasis
is placed on teachers’ skills only, and teachers’ beliefs are not taken into account,
any change in instruction is hindered (Alger, 2009). Changing—or at the very least,
challenging—beliefs is also important because static, implicit, beliefs may limit
(as filters) the range of ideas or actions that preservice teachers are willing to consider
(Alger, 2009; Fives & Buehl, 2012).

In this section, we will look at research on two broad approaches examined in the
field to understand changing teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning: preser-
vice coursework, fieldwork, and practice; and professional development. Then, we
will look at the effect of experience alone in the alteration of teachers’ beliefs.

Belief change during preservice preparation. Preservice teachers come to teacher
education experiences with deeply held beliefs. Despite Wideen et al’s (1998) con-
clusions that teachers’ beliefs are not easily changed, several of the researchers whose
work we reviewed showed that beliefs about teaching and learning are malleable.
Several researchers found that they could effect changes in preservice teachers’
beliefs by immersing them in preservice courses that require a variety of experiences,
such as workshops, reflection activities (Brownlee & Chak, 2007), and immersion in
the field (Ozgun-Koca & Sen, 2006). Further, Brownlee and Chak (2007), in a study
of early childhood education students from Hong Kong who engaged in an inter-
national field experience in Australia for two weeks, found that participating stu-
dents demonstrated stronger beliefs about guided rather than directed instruction,
as well as an increase in their belief that children “learn by doing” following their
international observations (2007, p. 16). Their study included visits by the preser-
vice teachers to universities and early childhood settings, attendance at workshops
and discussions, and written reflections. At the beginning of the study, preservice
teachers made only 9 affirmative comments about learning as active discovery, or
the belief that children learn through exploration and life experiences. At the end
of the investigation, this increased to 34 comments in support of learning as active
discovery with an additional 6 comments reflecting beliefs about learning as active
understanding, or meaning making.

Student teaching as part of a teacher education program also served as a catalyst
for change in preservice teachers’ beliefs (Nettle, 1998; Ozgun-Koca & Sen, 2006).
Ozgun-Koca and Sen (2006) reported that definitions for “teaching” changed over
the course of the student teaching experience for 51 preservice Turkish teachers.
Before student teaching, participants indicated that teaching was foremost about
subject matter knowledge. Afterward, the importance of pedagogical content knowl-
edge and instructional techniques began to outweigh mere subject area knowledge
for these preservice teachers. Preservice teachers also changed their beliefs about
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effective teaching from a focus on communication skills, personality, and friendly
interactions with students to skills centered on methodology, pedagogical content
knowledge, and classroom management. In contrast to these results, Nettle (1998)
found that the majority of preservice teachers did not change their orientation to
teaching as a result of their student teaching experience. For those preservice teach-
ers who did change their beliefs, however, it was noted that their approach became
more task-oriented, or teacher-directed, rather than affective, or humanistic in
nature.

Other researchers also found less than desired belief changes among preservice
teachers despite the efforts of teacher educators (Chai, Teo, & Lee, 2009; Haney &
McArthur, 2002; Lim & Chan, 2007). In a 2009 study in Singapore, after partici-
pation in a nine-month teacher preparation program, preservice teachers reported
beliefs that reflected less emphasis and value on student effort and constructivist
teaching methods and more on innate ability and traditional teaching practices
(Chai et al., 2009). Perhaps, as suggested by these authors, this was influenced by
the high-stakes testing environment of Singapore’s educational system or the mul-
tiple demands facing teachers, which speaks to the myriad influences on teacher
beliefs. Based on findings from case studies of four prospective teachers, Haney and
McArthur (2002) also suggested that high-stakes testing and the existing curriculum
hindered preservice teachers from changing their core beliefs and further sharing
control of learning with their students. Resistance to change was also evident in a
study of 19 preservice teachers enrolled in a technology course designed to encour-
age the adoption of constructivist beliefs and practices (Lim & Chan, 2007). While
the examination of artifacts such as lesson plans and reflection notes suggested a
change from a more traditional set of pedagogical beliefs to constructivist ones,
exposure to a constructivist learning experience indicated no statistically significant
change in teachers’ instructional or pedagogical beliefs.

It is important to note that several investigations highlighted mixed results
with regard to the desired teacher belief change (Hancock & Gallard, 2004; Leavy,
McSorley, & Boté, 2007; Yerrick & Hoving, 2003). Overall, the pre-post analysis of
124 Irish and American preservice teachers’ metaphorical representations of teach-
ing and learning indicated a slight drop in behaviorist beliefs and a distinct increase
in metaphors classified as constructivist (Leavy et al., 2007). A closer look at these
results, however, revealed that Irish preservice teachers’ beliefs were resistant to
change and that they tended to hold on to their behaviorist beliefs, while American
students’ beliefs changed more readily to become predominantly constructivist in
nature. These differences may have been due to the nature of changes made by the
Irish students which reflected more complex and detailed perspectives on teaching
rather than philosophical shifts, a limited amount of explanation of the purpose of
these metaphors, or perhaps most concerning, that these preservice teachers upon
direct experience in the complexities of the classroom reverted to more behaviorist
perspectives.

Enrollment in a science methods course, along with participation in field experi-
ences, was also not enough to consistently change the teaching and learning beliefs
of preservice teachers. Yerrick and Hoving (2003) identified “reproducers” as those
preservice teachers who resisted change, taught as they had been taught, and con-
tinued to hold traditional, transmission views for teaching science. Producers, on
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the other hand, reflected on their practices and were able to revise their practices,
become constructors of new knowledge, and focus on their students’ learning. This
same combination of methods courses and fieldwork experiences both reinforced
and challenged the beliefs held by preservice science teachers in a study by Hancock and
Gallard (2004). Based on their analysis of the data from the five case studies, the
researchers concluded that teachers’ beliefs were modified, rather than changed, as
some preservice teachers began to design more students-centered instruction while
others’ beliefs shifted toward a more teacher directed approach.

Belief change and professional development. Professional development, if it is
to be instrumental in affecting change, should also provide teachers with a multi-
tude of experiences during its implementation including opportunities to observe,
experience, and reflect. Illustrating the importance of active reflection and collab-
oration is the work of Goodnough (2008). In this investigation, teachers partici-
pated in a community of practice. A community of practice is defined as a group
“of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and
who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing
basis” (Wenger, McDermot, & Synder, 2002, p. 4). In Goodnough’s (2008) investi-
gation, the six Canadian teachers who were geographically spread conducted formal
online meetings (after meeting initially face-to-face in an all-day session) to plan
and help each other understand science teaching through inquiry. After participat-
ing in the community of practice, these teachers’ beliefs about assessment reflected
an emphasis on the affective domain in learning, and beliefs about inquiry changed
to broader conceptions of the strategy, and beliefs in their abilities to set goals and
improve teaching were developed.

Hunsaker and Johnston’s (1992) research included a four-year longitudinal
study of one teacher’s changing beliefs and practices through a one-to-one project
that included critical reflection and collaboration with a professor. In this qualita-
tive investigation, the nature of beliefs shifted from beliefs about how one becomes
knowledgeable as a teacher. In the beginning the teacher perceived becoming
knowledgeable as a teacher as something received from experts. Later, after actual
experience, the source of this knowledge was seen as the result of personal experi-
mentation. In their work, they found that belief change, though slow, was dramatic.
Thus, in each of the professional development initiatives, positive changes in teach-
ers’ beliefs came about through multi-tiered approaches.

Experience alone as the change agent. We found a collection of studies that sug-
gested experience alone (that is without any other intervening facilitators) can be a
strong predictor of belief change in both experienced and preservice teachers (Alger,
2009; Cook & Young, 2004; Simmons, et al., 1999). According to Cook and Young
(2004), if teacher educators are to combat the firmly rooted beliefs that preservice
teachers bring with them into teacher education programs, then they must under-
stand the most powerful ways to do this, namely that interactions with children have
power to disrupt and change teacher beliefs. Such interactions offer personal mas-
tery experiences that teachers may perceive as more credible and valid than second-
ary reporting of classroom activities. Through analysis of weekly reflections about
beliefs, Cook and Young (2004) found that the 18 preservice teachers they followed
reported that their beliefs were challenged and changed regarding what teachers do,
how they should be, and what they should know as a result of their interactions with
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students. This finding is in keeping with Jones and Vesilind’s (1995) finding that
“interaction with pupils in schools is the most powerful source of information in
constructing the beliefs of preservice teachers” (p. 355).

Some evidence suggests that change is also possible for practicing teachers. Alger
(2009) examined 110 secondary teachers’ beliefs about the nature of teaching as evi-
denced in reflective self-report of metaphor change at the beginning of their teach-
ing careers, their present perspective, and the ideal metaphor (note all data were
collected at one time). In this study, 63% of the teachers reported a different percep-
tion of teaching from their overarching metaphor as a beginning teacher and their
current perspective (p. 748). Specifically, the percentage of teachers who believed
that the teacher’s role was to guide, or to provide tools, increased from the beginning
of their careers. Those who believed teachers were part of a community along with
their students in co-constructing their learning also increased. These findings sug-
gest that practicing teachers’ beliefs may be open to change given time and opportu-
nity to work with students. Alternatively, this finding may also demonstrate that as
teachers develop a richer understanding of the classroom context, they may reclas-
sify some of their earlier beliefs through reflection.

The experience of teaching as the sole facilitator of change is also evident in an
exploratory study of first-, second-, and third-year secondary science and mathe-
matics teachers (Simmons et al., 1999). Through the analysis of in-depth interviews,
classroom environment surveys, and classroom observations, the researchers con-
cluded that beginning teachers enter the profession with a variety of beliefs about
what teachers should be doing in the classroom, and over the three years of the study,
significant belief changes were observed. Overall, first-year teachers demonstrated
teacher-centered beliefs and behaviors, but by the time teachers entered their third
year of teaching, they tended to “wobble” between teacher- and student-centered
practices (p. 80). Additionally, over time, teachers also vacillated in their philosophy
of teaching and their views of themselves as teachers. Simmons et al. (1999) sug-
gested that this may be a result of their enculturation to a particular school system
and their concern about obtaining tenure.

INSIGHTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As stated, our initial goal was to provide a review of the literature on teachers’ gen-
eral beliefs about teaching and learning. We sought to develop a clear understand-
ing of the research terrain including a descriptive conception of the kinds of beliefs
examined, the relation of those beliefs to outcomes of interest (e.g., practice), and
findings related to belief change. Our review has left us with a series of insights and
recommendations to consider when embarking on research, teaching, or personal
reflection on beliefs about teaching and learning.

Explorations of beliefs about teaching must also consider beliefs about learn-
ing. The limited focus on teachers’ beliefs about learning, in general, was surprising
to us as we identified literature in the field. Moreover, a review of the studies we
excluded from our initial pool did not indicate that there were more investigations
of beliefs about learning within content/subject area domains. This lack of research
seems problematic to us, as we view beliefs about learning as the foundation to
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perspectives and decisions about teaching. This was illustrated in the study by
Pedersen and Liu (2003) with the teacher who could not reconcile the student-centered
teaching practice with the potential for students to feel frustrated. The underlying
cognitive constructivist learning principle of disequilibrium (Piaget, 1961) went
unaddressed by this teacher or these researchers as an explanation for the lack of
commitment or belief in this teaching method. Potentially, when researchers claim
a mis-match between the beliefs and practices of teachers with regard to construc-
tivist teaching practices, it could be that there is an underlining mis-alignment
between teachers’ beliefs about learning and their beliefs about teaching that has
gone untapped and needs to be reconciled. Across the investigations reviewed here,
there seems to be an overwhelming tendency to ignore teachers’ beliefs about learn-
ing in favor of examining their beliefs about teaching. We are concerned that this
focus may be limiting what the field can explain and recommend for teacher educa-
tors. Research on teachers’ beliefs needs to expand to clear investigations of beliefs
about learning as distinct from beliefs about teaching, as the former serve as the
foundation for the latter.

Clarity in definitions. Given the great diversity in how beliefs about teaching
and learning are defined and assessed, it seems an essential step for all researchers
in this field to take pains to provide explicit definitions of the beliefs measures, clear
operationalization of those beliefs, and transparent explication of the theoretical
framework that biases the research. This call for clarity in belief research is not new
(see Fives & Buehl, 2012; Pajares, 1992) but is perhaps more salient with respect to
attempts to identify more global beliefs about teaching as student or teacher cen-
tered. Along with the need for clarity in defining beliefs is the need to maintain
consistency in grain size of comparative beliefs. It is unreasonable to evaluate “con-
structivist” versus “transmission” beliefs about teaching. Constructivism refers to a
large scale cadre of learning theories that could span from the radical constructivism
of von Glaserfeld (1981), to Mayer’s (1996) explication of information processing
as constructivist, to the foundational theories of Piaget (1961) and Vygotsky (1978).
As such, the term “constructivism” could mean any range of beliefs about learning
and in turn could suggest a variety of teaching practices that reflect those beliefs. In
contrast, beliefs that teaching is “transmission” seems to reflect a one-dimensional
model of instruction rooted in a behaviorist conception of learning and a teacher-
centered belief about teaching.

The problem of understanding research associated with constructivist (student-
centered)—transmissionist (teacher-centered) teaching is worsened in studies
that compare a ubiquitous notion of “traditional” instruction, which is clouded in
sociohistorical and cultural perspectives that make this term almost uninterpre-
table, with other conceptions of instruction or learning. Seaman, Szydlik, Szydlik
and Beam (2005) provided evidence of difference in beliefs about constructivist
principles replicating a 1968 study in 1998. The students in 1998 were far more
receptive to constructivism than their predecessors 30 years earlier; this study pro-
vides some evidence that perhaps the very notion of “traditional” learning and
instruction, in the US or region where this investigation took place, has shifted
through the constructivist movement that has taken place in education during the
past decades.
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As researchers and teacher educators embark on investigations or reflections on
teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning, it is essential that these beliefs are well
defined for both research purposes and classroom practices. The hallmark of a profes-
sional field is a shared professional vocabulary; when teacher educators resort to short-
hand references of teaching and learning beliefs in their work with preservice and
practicing teachers, they potentially perpetuate an oversimplification of these ideas.

Multiple beliefs perspectives need to be explored. The variety of complex beliefs
about teaching and learning should highlight the need for teacher educators to offer
preservice and practicing teachers ample time and opportunity to reflect on these myr-
iad beliefs and expose how these beliefs support or inhibit effective classroom prac-
tices. At the same time, it is important to recognize that teachers, indeed all humans,
hold multiple differing beliefs simultaneously that may be made more or less salient
during particular tasks or in specific contexts (Fives & Buehl, in press). Researchers
and teacher educators need to help teachers to understand their multiple beliefs and
the potential triggers or contexts that evoke one belief or set of beliefs over another.

Changing teachers’ beliefs. In our final section of findings, we described research
about the nature of change with regard to teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learn-
ing. Important in this work is the consistency of inconsistency in the findings: some-
times beliefs change and sometimes they do not. Lacking in this work however, is
a clear theoretical, empirical, or ethical rationale for why teachers’” beliefs should
change. It seems that in most of this work there was an assumption that teachers’
beliefs were not availing for the kind of practice the researchers hoped to see enacted.
Potentially, the barrier to changes in teachers’ beliefs about teaching may be their
evaluation of the new belief(s) as being more or less availing in their professional
contexts. Belief change, in some cases, may not be based on evidence of potential
best practices or effective teaching, but instead based the teachers’ evaluation that
the new beliefs will serve them pragmatically in their school contexts. Further, in
many instances we found that while teachers may hold the “desirable” constructivist
beliefs about teaching and learning, they also recognized and held beliefs about the
school context and their own ability to act on these beliefs. Thus, changing beliefs
about the nature of teaching and learning may be insufficient to bring about change
in practice that is reflective of those beliefs. Finally, given the variability in findings
on the relation of beliefs to practice, is seems that more work needs to be done to
understand how beliefs function before we engage in wholesale efforts to change
teachers’ existing beliefs about teaching and learning.

CLOSING

Understanding what we do about teacher beliefs and their relationship to practice,
teacher educators can seek to cultivate those beliefs in preservice teachers to influ-
ence their practice in their classrooms. According to Angell (1998), existing beliefs
can represent obstacles to new conceptualizations of teaching, yet beliefs can facili-
tate professional growth if they are articulated as tools for reflection. In studying
these and other ways teacher beliefs can change, teacher developers can seek to cre-
ate professional development opportunities that challenge existing beliefs and thus
transform existing practices.
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TEACHERS’ INSTRUCTIONAL BELIEFS
AND THE CLASSROOM CLIMATE

Connections and Conundrums

Christine Rubie-Davies,
The University of Auckland, New Zealand

Teachers form beliefs based on numerous factors, for example, teaching experience,
underlying teaching philosophy, personal values, stereotyping, and personal back-
ground, all of which ultimately affect how teachers design instruction and what stu-
dents will learn (e.g., Pajares, 1992). The classroom climate can be understood as a
combination of the interrelated instructional and socioemotional climates shaped
by teachers and created with students in classrooms. The instructional climate is
formed through teachers” pedagogical decisions. The socioemotional climate of a
classroom results from the ways in which teachers interact with students and the
relationships they foster both with the teacher and among the students. Together
the instructional and socioemotional structures of the classroom serve to create the
classroom climate. Hence, the classroom climate can be defined as a combination
of the instructional and socioemotional environments in which students live their
classroom life (Babad, 2009).

Beliefs inform the instructional strategies that teachers use in the classroom. Teach-
ers will teach differently depending on their beliefs about how instruction should
be delivered (see Fives & Buehl, 2012; Pajares, 1992). In turn, the way that teach-
ers teach and their interactions with students during instruction contribute to the
relationships that are created in the classroom and therefore to the socioemotional
climate of the classroom (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). This is because teachers’
beliefs about student learning and about how to teach can lead them to instruct and
to interact with students in particular ways. Thus, teachers’ beliefs are powerful con-
tributors to the class climate (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011).

The primary purpose of this chapter is to discuss the ways that teachers’ beliefs
can frame teacher instructional decisions and practices, become associated with the
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Figure 15.1 The contribution of teachers’ beliefs to the class climate via the instructional and socioemotional
climates.

social and emotional aspects of the classroom and, therefore, influence the class
climate. The relationships between teachers’ beliefs, the instructional climate, the
socioemotional climate, and how these contribute to the classroom climate are illus-
trated in Figure 15.1. This figure serves as a framework for the ideas that will be pre-
sented in this chapter. I begin with an overview of the influence of teachers’ beliefs
on the instructional and socioemotional climates of the classroom. Next, I introduce
four belief constructs that have particular relevance for influencing teacher practices
and subsequently the instructional and socioemotional climate of the classroom.
The belief constructs that I focus on are: teachers’ sense of efficacy, mastery goal
beliefs, beliefs about differentiation, and expectations for students. I introduce these
beliefs in turn and describe how each belief can shape both the instructional and
socioemotional climate of the classroom. The chapter concludes with an overview of
how these beliefs, accepted as different psychological constructs in research, appear
to contribute in similar ways to how teachers structure learning and the socioemo-
tional aspects of classrooms.

TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND INSTRUCTION

Teachers’ beliefs have important consequences for both instruction and student-teacher
relationships. For example, Solomon, Battistich, and Hom (1996) showed that teachers
working in low socioeconomic areas believed that students needed a very structured
learning environment. This led the teachers to provide students often with drill and
practice worksheets which were completed at their desks. Peer interaction was dis-
couraged and teachers were vigilant about monitoring student behavior because they
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believed that the students were disruptive. The same teachers acknowledged that the
types of learning tasks they assigned to students were boring for them. Further, they
conceded that they would use far more innovative and challenging learning experi-
ences with students in middle-class schools. Hence, the beliefs of teachers lead them
to structure the instructional environment differently depending on the students they
were teaching.

The degree to which teachers take responsibility for student learning has been
found to influence other instructional practices. In a study by Davis, Ashley, and
Couch (2003), the researchers found that some teachers took responsibility for the
learning of low achievers and planned appropriate learning opportunities for them.
Other teachers believed that it was the responsibility of outside agencies to design
appropriate instructional programs for struggling learners and, therefore, the latter
group was more likely to refer low achievers for specialist help than were teachers
from the former group.

Relationships between teachers’ literacy beliefs and practice have also been
reported. For example, Richardson, Anders, Tidwell, and Lloyd (1991) found that
Grades 4, 5, and 6 teachers who believed that reading skills need to be learned before
students can comprehend text, adopted an approach focused on the teaching of
skills and vocabulary. Alternatively, teachers who believed that students learn to read
by reading incorporated a whole language approach into their pedagogy and used
authentic literature as the basis for lessons.

Similarly, the beliefs of teachers about effective instructional strategies in math-
ematics and consequent practices have been examined. For example, Wilkins (2008)
found that teachers who believed inquiry-based learning was effective tended to use
this instructional approach more often in their teaching. Interestingly, Wilkins also
found that teachers with greater mathematics content knowledge had weaker beliefs
in the effectiveness of inquiry learning and did not use these practices in their teach-
ing. This is an important point that will be emphasized further later in this chapter:
teacher characteristics and attitudes can modify beliefs.

Assessment is a further area where teachers’ beliefs may influence their instructional
practices. In New Zealand, a country that until very recently had no formal standard-
ized assessment at the elementary school level, Brown (2009) found that teachers
believed that assessment could be used to improve student learning. As a result they
used informal processes and formative assessment practices aimed at encouraging
deep learning. The teachers also believed that formal, standardized assessments could
only provide information about student surface level learning and so did not use this
form of assessment. In contrast, in China, where students complete standardized tests
regularly, teachers also believed that assessment could be used to improve student
learning but they believed that students were accountable for their own learning and
as a consequence they used examinations to determine the effort that students had
made to learn the material (Brown, Kennedy, Fok, Sang, & Yu, 2009).

TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND THE SOCIOEMOTIONAL CLIMATE

The classroom is a social context and teachers’ sensitivity to students and the degree
to which teachers believe that responding to students’ emotional and social needs is
important, appear to contribute to the ways that teachers interact with students, the
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feedback they provide, and the warmth they display (Babad, 2009; Weinstein, 2002).
These teacher behaviors contribute to the socioemotional climate in which learning
is fostered. Hence, learning occurs not just within an instructional context but also
within a socioemotional one. This is because at the core of teaching and learning are
relationships.

The norms, values, goals, and interactions of teachers, all of which stem from
their pedagogical beliefs, shape the relationships that teachers have with students,
and the interpersonal relationships of the classroom contribute substantially to the
class climate (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). For example, positive student-teacher
relationships in Grade 6 have been associated with fewer behavioral problems in
Grades 7 and 8 (Wang, Selman, Dishion, & Stormshak, 2010). Further, Skinner and
Belmont (1993) found a strong reciprocal relationship between teachers’ behav-
iors and students’ classroom engagement in elementary school. The interactions of
teachers with students predicted students’ behavioral and emotional engagement
in the classroom. Further, teachers’ liking for students was communicated to them
and this had fundamental effects on the way students experienced teacher inter-
actions. Overall, the levels of teacher involvement with students reported by both
teachers and students were high. However, when teachers were less involved with
students, the students reported a distant teacher-student relationship and conveyed
how teachers were less consistent and more coercive. Hence, the quality of the rela-
tionships which teachers believe is important to foster in classrooms both with and
between students contribute substantially to the socioemotional climate and there-
fore to the class climate.

Because the classroom context is one in which relationships are formed and sus-
tained, it is also a place in which teachers and students experience and display emo-
tions. Every interaction between a teacher and her students triggers an emotional
experience (Brown, Jones, LaRusso, & Aber, 2010). Therefore, the emotions that
permeate the classroom contribute to the class climate. In a recent study, teachers’
beliefs at the beginning of an academic year about their ability to recognize others’
emotions and to understand and self-regulate their own emotions were strongly
related to the establishment of high-quality social processes within their elementary
school classrooms by the end of the year (Brown et al., 2010). Moreover, Brown
and colleagues (2010) found that teacher self-report of their emotional abilities was
related to supportive teacher behaviors and to teacher-student interactions.

The importance of teacher support as contributing to the class climate has also
been found in middle school (Jia et al., 2009). Jia and colleagues found that in both the
U.S. and Chinese contexts, teacher support strongly predicted student self-esteem
and grade point average. Peer support was also related to grade point average but
conversely a lack of peer support in classrooms was associated with student depres-
sive symptoms in both contexts. These results demonstrate the role that teachers
play in fostering not only teacher-student relationships in the classroom but also
student-student relationships. The teacher role in developing relationships is an
important contributor to the socioemotional climate of the classroom and therefore
to the class climate.

Teacher-student relationships early in schooling appear to have long-term impli-
cations for future teacher-child relationships. In a longitudinal study, Hamre and
Pianta (2001) showed that kindergarten teachers’ perceptions of student conflict
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and over-dependency were associated with academic outcomes throughout elemen-
tary and middle school. The quality of the teacher-child relationship in kindergar-
ten was an even stronger predictor of behavioral outcomes at Grade 8 than was the
association with academic outcomes. Hence, negative relational styles of early grade
teachers appear to be strong predictors of subsequent behavioral problems and can
lead to long-term consequences for students.

EXAMINING TEACHERS’ BELIEFS MORE CLOSELY

The beliefs of teachers seem to affect both the instructional and socioemotional cli-
mate of classrooms through the behaviors that teachers display. Variation in teacher
behavior and practices appears to be associated with particular teachers’ beliefs
which moderate teacher practices. Specific teacher psycho-social beliefs have been
investigated within the literature and been shown to contribute to the classroom cli-
mate. For example, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, goal beliefs, teachers’ beliefs about
differentiation, and expectations have been shown to contribute to the ways that
teachers structure their classrooms and the environment that results. The remainder
of this chapter will examine teachers’ beliefs in relation to teacher-efficacy, goals, dif-
ferentiation, and expectations in turn, and discuss the influence of varying perspec-
tives on the classroom climate.

Teacher Self-Efficacy Beliefs

Teachers’ sense of efficacy refers to belief in one’s ability to teach students effectively
and to positively influence their learning (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
2001). While the relationship between teachers’ efficacy and the socioemotional cli-
mate does not appear to have been investigated, there is clear evidence of ways in
which teachers’ sense of efficacy can influence the instructional context. Woolfolk
Hoy, Hoy, and Davis (2009) have argued that teaching-efficacy affects teacher behav-
iors and pedagogical decision-making which, in turn has direct, indirect, and rela-
tionship repercussions for teaching.

Woolfolk Hoy et al. (2009) reviewed the literature and identified some of the
direct effects on instruction, and therefore the instructional climate, of having a
high sense of teaching efficacy. For example, they reported that in comparison to low
efficacy teachers, high efficacy teachers plan more carefully for lessons, effectively
consider the organizational framework of the classroom, and demonstrate more
successful classroom management skills. High efficacy teachers also monitor student
behavior closely and redirect student energies if misbehavior creeps in but they are
more likely to use preventive class management techniques rather than admonish-
ing tactics. Similarly, high efficacy teachers are also more willing to experiment with
new instructional methods and persist if they find the new techniques difficult pro-
vided they can see benefits for learners (Soodak & Podell, 1998).

There are also indirect influences on student learning when teachers have high
efficacy (Woolfolk Hoy, et al., 2009). Such teachers are more likely to work closely
with struggling students to support their learning, and therefore may enjoy a closer
relationship with low achieving students than that of their low efficacy counterparts
(Soodak & Podell, 1998). In two separate studies, Soodak and Podell (1998) showed
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that high efficacy teachers are generally more able to cater to the needs of low achievers
and therefore are less likely to refer them to special education services. Further, high
efficacy teachers are more positive in their predictions about student achievement and
will adjust their expectations in line with student academic development. High effi-
cacy teachers are also more likely to offer students choices in their learning activities.

Teacher response to student difficulty has implications for the relationships that
teachers form with students and therefore the socioemotional climate. Soodak and
Podell (1998) showed that one outcome of high teacher efficacy was that teachers
are more likely to take responsibility for the learning of struggling students and to
adjust their teaching strategies in order to meet the needs of such students. Those
with low teacher efficacy were far more likely to refer such students to special edu-
cation services. Nonetheless, whereas relationships between teacher efficacy and
instructional practice have been investigated in many studies, there is a paucity of
teacher efficacy research that has investigated implications for teacher relationships
and the socioemotional climate. In the only study that could be located, Ho and Hau
(2004) found strong relationships between efficacy for instructional strategies and
discipline with efficacy for being able to provide students with psychological and
emotional support among Australian teachers.

Teacher Goal Orientation Beliefs

Goal orientations are commonly divided into mastery and performance goal beliefs
(e.g., Ames & Ames, 1984; Elliot & Church, 1997). Teachers who exhibit mastery
goal beliefs believe that students will learn best when teachers emphasize the devel-
opment of skills and understanding (Midgley, Anderman, & Hicks, 1995). Those
with performance goal beliefs consider that students learn best when peer competi-
tion and an emphasis on relative grades is encouraged. Teacher goal beliefs have also
been shown to influence the ways that teachers structure the instructional context
(Anderman, Patrick, Hruda, & Linnenbrink, 2002; Midgley et al., 1995). Follow-
ing observations in classrooms and student reports of classrooms that were perfor-
mance or mastery oriented, Anderman and colleagues (2002) provided a summary
of how the context and climate of classrooms differed depending on the teacher’s
goal-orientation beliefs. They reported that low mastery teachers expected students
to learn by listening to information, following directions, and behaving well. Low
mastery teachers believed that errors reflected a lack of ability or effort. Students
could only answer questions when called upon and peer interactions were rare.
Praise was limited to students who conformed to procedural directions. In contrast,
high mastery teachers viewed learning as an interactive process which required stu-
dents to be involved and the emphasis in learning was on understanding. Errors
were viewed as opportunities to learn and teachers provided support and construc-
tive feedback with a focus on gaining understanding and skills. All students were
expected to engage in classroom dialogue and the teachers encouraged all students
to contribute. High mastery teachers encouraged students to interact during class
activities and to support each other. Praise related to the content of lessons and to
students’ understanding of concepts.

The socioemotional climate of the classes of low and high mastery teachers also
varied (Anderman, et al., 2002). Low mastery teachers appeared to be unenthusiastic
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about learning and at times referred to tasks as boring. They did not show con-
fidence that their students could learn and often expressed low expectations of
them. They appeared to lack respect for students’ academic ability. One low mastery
teacher actively discouraged student effort and focused on the form of work (e.g.,
neatness of handwriting) rather than the content. Students in low mastery classes
were often criticized such that the environment in which they were learning was
quite negative. These students were given little autonomy but much teacher direc-
tion and were actively discouraged from asking questions. In contrast, the high mas-
tery teachers were enthusiastic about lesson content and passionate about learning.
Even when students were having difficulty with learning material, the high mastery
teachers expressed a view that their students could learn. These classrooms were
punctuated by warmth and praise that was “mastery related, clear, contingent, and
credible” (Anderman et al., 2002, p. 255). The teachers demonstrated that they had
high expectations for their students and consistently provided meaningful feedback.
Students were given some choice and freedom in their learning provided they were
engaged in their academic activities.

As might be anticipated, teachers with strong performance goal beliefs focused on
tests and grades, and in their instructional practice they emphasized students’ com-
parative achievement with others in the class (Anderman et al., 2002). Sometimes
the references to comparative achievement were very negative which was likely to
affect the socioemotional climate. Conversely, those with weak performance goal
beliefs made little reference to relative achievement, tests, or grades.

Teacher differentiation beliefs. I use the term “differentiation” to refer to teachers’
beliefs about how students with high and low achievement should be treated. Through
interviews with students and teachers and observations in classrooms, Weinstein and
her colleagues (Weinstein, 1986, 1989, 1993, 2002; Weinstein, Marshall, Brattesani, &
Middlestadt, 1982) have shown that high differentiating teachers believe high and low
achievers should be treated quite differently. In contrast, low differentiating teachers
believe that all students should be treated equitably. Weinstein has shown that the
beliefs of high and low differentiating teachers in elementary schools result in students
experiencing quite different learning and socioemotional environments depending in
whose classroom the students find themselves. Weinstein (2002) has related the varia-
tion in beliefs to six major areas: how students are grouped for instruction, the learn-
ing experiences and materials through which the curriculum is delivered, the strategies
teachers use to evaluate and assess learning, the motivation structure employed to
engage students, the level of autonomy students are given in directing and evaluating
learning, and the climate of relationships that are fostered within the classroom. The
ways that the climate of the classroom comes to differ depending on teachers’ beliefs in
relation to these dimensions will be explored below.

In her book, Weinstein (2002) clearly describes how high differentiating teachers
believed that students should be divided into and seated in ability groups. The teach-
ers viewed achievement as being the students’ responsibility, that is, if the student was
struggling it was due to student-centered factors and not to the teacher’s instruction.
In contrast, low differentiating teachers believed students should sit in mixed ability
groupings and that students should support each other. Further, the low differentiat-
ing teachers believed that when students did not learn a concept or idea, the teachers
needed to take responsibility and plan new ways to develop learning (Weinstein, 2002).
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Because high differentiating teachers believed that high and low achievers needed
quite different learning activities, there was a highly differentiated curriculum in
their classes. The high ability students were provided with additional activities
whereas the low ability students were presented with similar low-level repetitive
tasks over extended periods because the teachers believed they needed consolida-
tion. The activities which were planned in the classes of low differentiating teachers
were quite different. They believed all students should be given similar tasks and that
students should work together. The teachers considered that high ability students
needed both direction and freedom while low ability students needed teacher sup-
port to become more motivated and self-directed so that they would make more
rapid learning gains (Weinstein, 2002).

High differentiating teachers believed that intelligence was fixed and therefore
that the teacher could have little effect on student achievement. Low differentiating
teachers, in contrast, held a view that intelligence was incremental. Student progress
was believed to be due to clear direction from the teacher, and appropriate feedback
and support from both the teacher and other students. These teachers held a much
broader view of ability as being comprised of student capability, work habits, and
personality. Further, because the low differentiating teachers believed all students
could learn, they encouraged high level thinking from all students (Weinstein, 2002).

High and low differentiating teachers also held discrepant beliefs about how stu-
dents should be motivated. The high differentiating teachers focused on student per-
formance. They believed that students should be extrinsically motivated with rewards
for achievement and performance, in relation to their peers. However, in the classes
of low differentiating teachers, the teachers believed intrinsic motivation was more
important and so set mastery goals with students. Errors were viewed as opportuni-
ties to learn and student self-evaluation was encouraged (Weinstein, 2002).

Another area where the beliefs of high and low differentiating teachers differed
was in relation to student autonomy. The high differentiating teachers believed that
they should maintain very tight control over students. They also believed students
should work independently and only seek help and guidance from the teacher, not
from peers. On the other hand, the low differentiating teachers believed that stu-
dents should view each other as sources of knowledge and help, and that students
should be given substantial responsibility for their own learning. Because of their
beliefs, the low differentiating teachers fostered a sense of community and collegi-
ality among students with students taking ownership for organizing their groups
(Weinstein, 2002).

The socioemotional aspect of the class climate in classes of high and low differ-
entiating teachers also differed, partly as a result of direct interactions with students
and partly as an indirect outcome of the teachers’ beliefs. In the classes of high dif-
ferentiating teachers, students were frequently labeled, called names, and threatened.
Students who laughed at others were not admonished. There were many public
interactions that were negative and at times these involved students being repri-
manded for performing poorly. Teachers often threatened students with contacting
their parents for non-compliance or below average achievement. In contrast, the low
differentiating teachers’ interactions with students were characterized by trust and
respect and the teachers treated them with dignity. When students’ attention needed
re-directing, the teachers often included humor in the demand and students were



274 « Rubie-Davies

provided with explanations about why they needed to be doing something different.
Parent involvement was encouraged and the teachers showed respect for student
cultural diversity. The collaborative nature of the classrooms included parents, other
classes, and the school community (Weinstein, 2002).

Teacher Expectations

Teacher expectations are beliefs about the likely future achievement of students tak-
ing account of current levels (Rubie-Davies, 2007). Teacher expectations have been
frequently investigated, and similar to teacher efficacy and goal beliefs are known to
influence student learning and the classroom climate (McKown & Weinstein, 2008).
However, with the exception of Babad, Rubie-Davies, and Weinstein, the conception
of teachers’ beliefs as moderating expectation effects has been infrequently explored.

Most often the research investigating teacher expectations has focused on teach-
ers having high or low expectations for particular students, that is, the concept that
teachers will have high expectations for some students but low expectations for oth-
ers (e.g., Rubie-Davies, Hattie, & Hamilton, 2006). A recent view of expectations
portrays expectations as being a teacher-centered construct, a view that reflects the
beliefs of teachers in the capabilities of their students (Rubie-Davies, 2008). From this
perspective some teachers report high expectations for all their students relative to
achievement (high expectation teachers), that is these teachers believed that all of
their students could learn beyond their current achievement levels (Rubie-Davies,
2007). In contrast, other teachers have low expectations for all their students, that
is, these teachers’ expectations for their students’ learning were below the students’
achievement levels (Rubie-Davies, 2007). In New Zealand, Rubie-Davies, Hattie,
Townsend, and Hamilton (2007) identified high and low expectation teachers in
elementary schools through surveys in which class level expectations were measured
through the aggregation of individual student expectations and compared with class
level achievement. High expectation teachers held expectations that were signifi-
cantly above student achievement at the beginning of the year while the expecta-
tions of low expectation teachers were well below student achievement. Further
inspection of the data uncovered that when teacher’ expectations were significantly
above achievement for one group, they were high for all and vice versa. Rubie-Davies
et al. (2007) interviewed the teachers about their pedagogical beliefs, observed them
teaching, and measured both social and academic outcomes for students in these
differing classes. Below I explain how the beliefs and attitudes associated with high
and low expectation teachers differ. Further, I present differences in the beliefs and
practices of high and low expectation teachers and how these influence the class cli-
mate. [ also discuss associations between student self-beliefs and academic outcomes
in relation to the class context.

Low and high expectation teachers differ in their beliefs related to several key
areas. The contrasting beliefs of low and high expectation teachers lead them to
organize and teach their students differently (Rubie-Davies, 2008). For example, one
salient belief is related to grouping students by ability for core curriculum areas
like reading, math, spelling, and written language. All low expectation teachers,
in a sample of nine teachers, grouped their students for instruction and learning
activities because the teachers believed that they needed to discriminate in the types
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of learning opportunities that they provided for high and low achieving students
(Rubie-Davies, 2008). This was not the case for high expectation teachers, however,
and this was surprising because New Zealand, where the research was conducted,
has the highest within-class ability grouping rate of any OECD country (Wilkinson &
Townsend, 2000). While some of the high expectation teachers did group their stu-
dents for instruction (i.e., they taught small groups of students together to develop
skills at their level), they did not group their students for learning activities. That
is, in high expectation teachers’ classrooms students chose the activities that they
would complete and who they would work with. At times students completed group
activities based on mixed ability grouping. This was because the high expectation
teachers believed that all students needed to be challenged and that all students
learned best from exciting, fun activities. High expectation teachers were aiming to
have self-directed learners whereas the students with low expectation teachers were
reliant on the teacher for direction (Rubie-Davies, 2008).

Another area in which high and low expectation teachers differed was in their
beliefs about the monitoring of student progress and in the feedback given to stu-
dents (Rubie-Davies, 2008). Low expectation teachers believed in using testing for
summative purposes and monitored student progress less frequently than high
expectation teachers. Testing was used for grouping students and recording stu-
dent achievement. In contrast, high expectation teachers used assessment mostly
for formative purposes. They regularly provided students with feedback about their
learning, set clear goals with students, and monitored progress towards those goals.
The empbhasis of testing for high expectation teachers was in providing information
about student learning to both teachers and students.

The degree of autonomy given to students in the classes of high and low expec-
tation teachers differed substantially (Rubie-Davies, 2008). Students in the classes
of low expectation teachers were given few choices with regard to their learning.
Instead, the teachers decided what tasks the students would complete, when, and
how they would complete them, and with whom. In the classes of high expecta-
tion teachers, however, students were given far more choices. The students chose the
learning activities they wanted to work on and the peers they wanted to work with.

At times the high expectation teachers also looked for creative and innovative
activities to motivate reluctant learners (Rubie-Davies, 2008). For example, one
teacher created math problems based around cricket (a summer team game played
with a flat bat and a small, hard ball) for a group of boys who did not like math
(Rubie-Davies, 2008). As a result they enthusiastically engaged in solving challeng-
ing problems that supposedly were well in advance of their math level. Indeed, sev-
eral of the high expectation teachers believed that student engagement could be
enhanced by incorporating student interests into their learning experiences because
they believed such activities were motivating for students (Rubie-Davies, 2008).

How high and low expectation teachers viewed their students’ attitudes to school
has also been examined (Rubie-Davies, 2010). The primary level New Zealand
teachers in this investigation included six high expectation teachers (two from low
socioeconomic status schools) and three low expectation teachers (one from a low
socioeconomic status school) identified in previous research (i.e., Rubie-Davies,
2006, 2007, 2008). These teachers rated their students’ perseverance, independence,
reaction to new work, interest in schoolwork, cognitive engagement, participation
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in class, motivation, confidence, self-esteem, classroom behavior, peer relationships,
teacher relationships, parent attitudes, home environment, and homework comple-
tion (Rubie-Davies, 2010). On every one of these scales, the high expectation teach-
ers rated their students more positively than did the low expectation teachers. There
was also a strong relationship between the expectations of the high expectation
teachers and their ratings of student attitudes. Thus, the high expectation teachers
had very positive beliefs about their students that mirrored their positive expecta-
tions, a possible halo effect. The picture was different for low expectation teachers,
however. While their expectations were low, and their attitudes towards their stu-
dents more negative than those of the high expectation teachers, for some ratings,
low expectation teachers’ beliefs about their students’ attitudes were more positive
than their expectations. The low expectation teachers did appear to believe that their
students put effort into their schoolwork (interest in schoolwork and motivation),
were well-behaved (classroom behavior), and related well to others (peer and teacher
relationships), even though their expectations that their students would make positive
learning gains were low. This possibly suggests that the low expectation teachers held
a fixed view of intelligence; they believed students would not achieve particularly well,
even though they acknowledged that the students worked hard (Rubie-Davies, 2010).

Classroom observations of high and low expectation teachers revealed other dif-
ferences that largely reflected the beliefs teachers had previously espoused (Rubie-
Davies, 2007). For example, across several lessons Rubie-Davies (2007) reported that
high expectation teachers made far more statements related to developing student
understanding than low expectation teachers. High expectation teachers, more so
than lows, spent time orienting students to lessons and discussing what the stu-
dents would be learning. Also more frequently than low expectation teachers, high
expectation teachers ensured they linked current learning to prior knowledge or to
previous lessons. The high expectation teachers also provided students with feed-
back related to their learning far more frequently than did low expectation teachers.
Questioning was another aspect of instruction where there were differences between
high and low expectation teachers. High expectation teachers asked significantly
more questions of students than did low expectation teachers and notably asked
far more open questions designed to challenge students’ thinking and develop
understanding. There were also differences between the two teacher groups in the
ways that they responded once students had answered questions (Rubie-Davies &
Peterson, 2011). High expectation teachers, more than low expectation teachers,
praised students for their correct answer, provided students with feedback about
their response, and questioned students further to promote student thinking. Inter-
estingly, the only category in which low expectation teachers interacted more with
students than high expectation teachers was in relation to procedural directions.
Low expectation teachers frequently reminded students of routines and procedures
whereas high expectation teachers had set routines in place early in the year and so
trusted students to enact what had been agreed.

A final area in which there were observed differences was in the ways in which
the high versus low expectation teachers managed student behavior (Rubie-Davies,
2007; 2008; Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). While there were no differences
between the two groups in the numbers of negative behavior management state-
ments made to students, the high expectation teachers far more frequently handled
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behavior positively than did low expectation teachers, which meant that students
with low expectation teachers experienced more negativity than did those with
highs (Rubie-Davies, 2008; Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). Overall, in line with
the beliefs high expectation teachers had expressed, they appeared concerned to
develop student thinking and understanding, to challenge students (Rubie-Davies,
2008). High expectation teachers also provided students with clear feedback about
their learning, used questioning designed to extend and challenge student thinking,
and managed students effectively and mostly positively (Rubie-Davies, 2008; Rubie-
Davies & Peterson, 2011). On the other hand, the low expectation teachers appeared
more concerned with students following directions and responded negatively when
there were any infractions (Rubie-Davies, 2007, 2008).

The beliefs of high and low expectation teachers and the instructional practices
that resulted from these beliefs could arguably be said to have contributed to dif-
fering socioemotional environments for students depending on the type of teacher
with whom they were placed (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). In the classes of low
expectation teachers, differences in ability were made salient through the grouping
of students and differentiation of learning activities. Differences in ability were far
less palpable in the classes of high expectation teachers. Further, while there were
few group changes in the classes of low expectation teachers, group changes were
common in the classes of high expectation teachers. Taken together, Rubie-Davies
and Peterson (2011) suggested that these practices would have contributed to quite
different socioemotional climates with that of low expectation teachers being related
to competition and of high expectation teachers being associated with cooperation
and collaboration.

Moreover, the beliefs and instructional practices of high expectation teachers
meant students had ownership of their learning, some autonomy and clear learning
goals (Rubie-Davies, 2007). It would seem that these practices probably encouraged
a mastery goal orientation since student goals were individualized and students were
encouraged to monitor their own progress. In comparison, the provision of differ-
entiated activities for students of low expectation teachers, over which they had no
choice and a lack of individual goals to provide students with a focus on what was
to be achieved next, suggests the focus in these classes was on comparing groups
and thus a performance orientation (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). Research
has shown that students are very mindful of the ability group in which they find
themselves (Linchevski & Kutscher, 1998) and it seems probable that this may influ-
ence student beliefs about their ability. In contrast, when the focus is on students’
learning, when students believe that their teacher respects them, and when mistakes
are viewed as learning opportunities, this results in a more positive socioemotional
climate (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011), and these behaviors were identified with
high but not low expectation teachers.

Similarly, high expectation teachers implemented a range of strategies in order
to motivate students including incorporating activities that reflected student inter-
ests (Rubie-Davies, 2008). They articulated reasons for their pedagogical decisions
which linked the value of student motivation to improving learning (Hidi, 1990;
Reeve & Jang, 2006). Because low expectation teachers were more concerned with
students following their directions and completing teacher set and designed tasks,
they did not encourage self-motivation (Rubie-Davies et al., 2007). Again, it is likely
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that these differing beliefs and practices of teachers influenced the class climate, with
the former being an exciting, challenging environment with enthusiastic students,
something that may not have been so common in the classes of low expectation
teachers (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011).

In the classes of both groups of teachers, students were able to work with their
peers (Rubie-Davies, 2008). However, in the classes of low expectation teachers,
because students were in ability groups for both instruction and learning experi-
ences, they mixed almost exclusively with their same ability peers. This resulted in
quite disparate groups of students within the classrooms. On the other hand, the
students of high expectation teachers worked in mixed ability groupings and their
seating groups changed regularly. This meant that students had the opportunity to
benefit from constructive peer modeling (Stone, 1998). A further advantage was that
all students had the opportunity to work with all others and the result was a cohe-
sive class atmosphere in which students supported each other, rather than islands of
students working in isolation (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011).

Many of the differences in instructional practices outlined earlier between
high and low expectation teachers, would also likely have contributed to differing
socioemotional climates. For example, the way in which high expectation teachers
emphasized understanding among their students, carefully scaffolding their learning
and monitoring learning would be likely to lead to students feeling confident and
capable about completing tasks (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). This is in com-
parison with students in the classes of low expectation teachers where little time was
spent introducing and explaining new concepts or in checking student understand-
ing (Rubie-Davies, 2007). Hence, for the students in these classes, they may have
been confused and very likely did not feel well prepared for completing activities.
Similarly, because the students with high expectation teachers had clear learning
goals and received frequent feedback about how they were going in relation to their
goals and where to next, they were far more likely to understand the learning process
and recognize where their learning was leading (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011).
Interestingly, this resulted in students who were less dependent on the teacher, rather
than more (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011).

The questioning of students may also have led to differences in the climate of the
classroom (Rubie-Davies & Peterson, 2011). Because the high expectation teach-
ers asked many questions to extend student thinking, asked them of all students,
and scaffolded students to an answer when they were unsure, these students would
probably have felt supported and positive about answering questions. The strategy
of the low expectation teachers to ask closed questions almost exclusively meant that
most responses by students were either right or wrong. Unlike the high expectation
teachers, when students in the classes of low expectation teachers made an error, the
teacher either asked another child or told the students the answer herself (Rubie-
Davies & Peterson, 2011). This may have had the effect that students would feel less
confident about answering questions unless they were certain of the answer.

A final area in which Rubie-Davies and Peterson (2011) suggested that the prac-
tices of high and low expectation teachers differed and affected the socioemotional
climate was in the way in which the teachers managed student behavior. High
expectation teachers managed behavior much more positively than low expectation
teachers, often using statements designed to prevent bad behavior such as praising
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students who were working well. Low expectation teachers tended to react negatively
when poor behavior occurred. Because the high expectation teachers were very posi-
tive towards students, it is possible that the climate of the classrooms was warmer
with these teachers.

Indeed, testing of students (Rubie-Davies, 2007) suggested that those with high
expectation teachers were making much greater academic gains (d = 1.01) than
those with low expectation teachers (d = .05) and across one year, the self-concept of
high expectation teachers’ students in reading and mathematics rose slightly while
that of those with low expectation teachers fell significantly (Rubie-Davies, 2006).

CONCLUSION

This chapter has shown that the beliefs of high efficacy, mastery oriented, low dif-
ferentiating, and high expectation teachers show commonalities. The shared beliefs
are summarized in Table 15.1. These are beliefs that appear to provide the frame-
work for a positive and effective classroom context in which learning occurs at an
accelerated rate. They are also beliefs which appear to result in positive teacher-
student and student-student relationships such that a warm, cohesive class climate
is fostered. As can be seen, the beliefs of teachers that appear to positively affect
the class climate and the class context are related to eight key areas: beliefs that
high-level student thinking should be fostered, beliefs that mixed ability group-
ings are an effective way for students to learn, beliefs that all students can learn,
beliefs that teachers should provide high levels of support and feedback centered

Table 15.1 Key Teachers’ Beliefs by Teacher Type and Resulting Instructional and Socioemotional Practices

Key Beliefs High efficacy High mastery Low differentiating High expectation
teachers teachers teachers teachers
Student high level Challenging Focus on student  Focus on student Focus on student
thinking should learning understanding understanding understanding
be developed experiences Praise for High level thinking  High level
understanding encouraged questioning
Clear learning Extended
explanations learning
Challenging explanations
learning Challenging
experiences learning
experiences
Students learn Implement Mixed ability Mixed ability
better in mixed group work grouping grouping
grouping Variety of grouping  Variety of
All students grouping

complete similar
tasks
Frequent group

All students
complete similar
tasks

changes Frequent group

Classroom changes

community Classroom
community

(Continued)
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Key Beliefs High efficacy High mastery Low differentiating High expectation
teachers teachers teachers teachers
All students can Confident all Confident all Incremental notion  Challenging
learn students can students can learn  of intelligence activities for all
learn High expectations  Success due to Clear learning
High student effort goals for all
expectations High expectations ~ High expectations
Students need Teacher support  Teacher support ~ Teacher support Teacher support
teacher support for learning for learning for learning for learning
and feedback Constructive Positive, Constructive
feedback focused  constructive feedback about
on learning feedback learning
Students need Student choice  Student choice Student choice Student choice
autonomy and Student Student interaction ~ Student
peer support interaction encouraged interaction
should be encouraged Student support expected
encouraged Student support  expected Student support
expected Student expected
cooperation Student
fostered cooperation
fostered
Studentsneedto  Students Students involved ~ Substantial Self-directed
cognitively engage engaged in in learning responsibility for learners
in learning learning Learning is learning Challenging
Challenging interactive Activities based on  activities
strategies All students student interest Activities based
that support contributing to Variety of on student
learning class dialogue strategies to interest
Innovative support learning Innovative
methods methods that
to support support learning
learning
Students learn Mastery goal Mastery goal Mastery goals Clear mastery
and are motivated Dbeliefs beliefs Errors viewed as goals
by developing Errors viewed as  opportunities to Errors viewed as
their individual opportunitiesto  learn opportunities to
skills learn Fostered intrinsic learn

Teachers are
socializers and
facilitators

Class
organization and
management
should contribute
to increasing
learning time

Support socio-
emotional well-
being

Efficient
classroom
organization
Effective class
management
Monitor
behavior,
redirect
Preventive
management
strategies

Warm,
enthusiastic,
passionate

motivation
Evaluation of own
work

Trust, respect,
treated with
dignity, humor

Positive behavior
management

Warm, positive,
supportive,
encouraging,
fostering high
self-esteem
Manage students
effectively
Positive behavior
management
Preventive
management
techniques
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around learning, beliefs that student autonomy and support for peers should be
encouraged, beliefs that student cognitive engagement levels should be high, mas-
tery beliefs, beliefs about the kinds of teacher attitudes that nurture learning and a
positive class climate, and beliefs in the importance of class organization and posi-
tive management.

There are two potentially feasible explanations for the convergence of teachers’
beliefs that appear to influence student learning. First, it may be that research-
ers have simply examined how teachers’ beliefs can influence the instructional
and socioemotional environments of the classroom from different theoretical
standpoints and that each of these lead to the core beliefs above that appear to
be influential in enhancing student learning and promoting social and emo-
tional functioning. However, a more likely scenario is that one set of beliefs
influences the other. Teachers with high efficacy use mastery goals to focus stu-
dent learning because they believe that all students can learn. Because they have
high teaching efficacy and understand the progress that students can make using
mastery goals, they also have high expectations for all their students. Further,
because they have confidence in their ability to make a difference to the learning
of all students (efficacy), set mastery goals which are individualized, and have
high expectations for all students, then their focus is likely to be on their teach-
ing and how to improve learning, rather than on student differences that might
influence learning (differentiation). There is some evidence for this theoretical
stance. Recently, Rubie-Davies, Flint, and McDonald (2012) found associations
between teachers’ efficacy beliefs and having a mastery goal orientation. The
convergence of findings from various theoretical standpoints is exciting as these
particular beliefs appear to be important for student social and academic out-
comes and are worthy of future investigation.
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TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ABOUT ASSESSMENT

Nicole Barnes, Helenrose Fives, and Charity M. Dacey,
Montclair State University, US

“Assessment provides a key interactive context for the struggle for power in the
classroom” (Torrance & Pryor, 1998, p. 82) and may be appropriated for learning,
or, more negatively, for social control in order to ensure conformity to external
expectations, especially the demands of curriculum coverage and classroom
management.

(James & Pedder, 2006, p. 116)

The ability to appropriate assessment for social control is evident across national
boundaries where high-stakes assessment practices are employed to control learn-
ers, teachers, and schools. The use of assessment for such purposes has been widely
criticized, yet the practices continue and seem to expand (Nichols & Berliner, 2007).
At the classroom level, motivational researchers have warned against the use of
competition and external reinforcement as part of assessment practices as these
approaches support a performance goal structure and garner negative effects for
students’ intrinsic motivation (e.g., Ames & Archer, 1988). The potential negative
consequences of assessment practices combined with its ubiquitous nature in K-12
schools suggests that there are potentially a variety of beliefs that teachers may hold
about assessment, that in conjunction with other beliefs and contextual influences,
may influence the practices they employ in the classroom. Certainly, these beliefs
will filter how preservice and practicing teachers interpret information about new
approaches to assessment and frame their curriculum design and lesson planning
(Fives & Buehl, 2012). It is with these concerns in mind that we undertook this
investigation of the empirical research on K-12 preservice and practicing teachers’
beliefs about assessment.

284
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BELIEF TERMINOLOGY IN THE FIELD OF
EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT

Nespor (1987) theorized that beliefs reflect an (1) existential presumption (i.e., per-
sonal truths that are incontrovertible and unknown to the individual), (2) alternative
perspective to experience reality (i.e., what should be rather than what is perspec-
tive), (3) affective and evaluative components (i.e., guided by feelings/judgments
rather than rationality/logic), and (4) episodic rather than semantic structure. Fur-
ther, belief structures or systems refer to the set of beliefs individuals (collectively or
individually) hold about a particular topic (Pajares, 1992). Although some research
on teachers’ beliefs has longer traditions of study (e.g., personal epistemology, self-
efficacy, and specific content domains such as science and mathematics) and have
more clearly delineated the constructs of knowledge and beliefs, researchers of teach-
ers’ assessment beliefs use varied subsuming terminology such as “conceptions” (as
described by Thompson, 1992) and “values” to describe variables of interest.

Thompson (1992) described conceptions “as a more general mental structure,
encompassing beliefs, meanings, concepts, propositions, rules, mental images, pref-
erences, and the like” (p. 130). Essentially, the concept of a conception subsumes
knowledge and belief into a singular construct and provides a framework for describ-
ing teachers’ overall perception and awareness of assessment (in this case). Brown
and colleagues, for example, have established a strong multinational line of research
focused on teachers’ conceptions of the purpose of assessment (e.g., Brown, 2004,
2006; Harris & Brown, 2009). Similarly, the term “value” is also used to describe
teachers’ assessment-related beliefs. James and Pedder’s (2006) instrument, for
example, is designed around a set of theoretically identified assessment practices and
beliefs, measured in terms of how much teachers value each practice. The focus of
research in this area seems to be examining the gap between teachers’ frequency of
use and beliefs about the importance of each practice. Thus, for the purposes of this
chapter we use the terms conceptions and values (as used by the original authors) to
capture teachers’ assessment beliefs.

METHODOLOGY

Peer-reviewed, empirical articles on preservice and K-12 practicing teachers’ beliefs
about assessment published after 2000 (except for a few seminal pieces, e.g., Webb,
1992) and written in English were included in this review. Theoretical manuscripts,
dissertations, and conference papers were excluded. The focus of our review is on
teachers’ beliefs about assessment; we therefore excluded manuscripts that measured
the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and feedback. Due to space limitations,
some beliefs were considered outside the scope of this review including beliefs about
assessment of (1) students with special needs, (2) teachers and value-added models,
(3) preschool education, and (4) specific academic (e.g., science) and non academic
(e.g., socio emotional) content when the content specificity overshadowed the
assessment belief research.

We engaged in several strategies to identify a pool of empirical articles for inclu-
sion. First, we performed searches in Google Scholar, Academic Search Premier, ERIC,
Psych Info, and PsychArticles using a combination of the search terms: assessment,
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beliefs, conceptions, values, and teach*. We read titles and abstracts to identify the
articles that met our inclusion criteria and those that were relevant were pasted into a
Word document. The document was organized and checked to eliminate any redun-
dancy. Second, we reviewed the table of contents for the following journals: Teaching
and Teacher Education, Assessment in Education: Principles, Policy and Practice, and
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice from 2000 to present to identify articles
missing from our previous searches. These titles/abstracts were added to the docu-
ment. Lastly, we re-read each abstract to ensure that each article met the inclusion
criteria. This resulted in 28 empirical articles that met our inclusion criteria.

CHAPTER OVERVIEW

The purpose of this chapter is to overview the research on teachers’ beliefs and con-
ceptions about assessment.! We start by examining the research on teachers’ beliefs
and conceptions about the purposes of assessment and organize these research
findings along a continuum of purposes from pedagogical to accounting. In the
next section, we review the research on teachers’ beliefs and conceptions about the
different forms of assessment including various assessment methods and the use
of formative assessment techniques. Because research suggests that understanding
the assessment context may help to explain cross-cultural differences in teachers’
conceptions of assessment, we review cross-cultural differences in teachers’ concep-
tions of assessment in low- and high-stake accountability contexts. We conclude by
presenting the research on the alignment between teachers’ beliefs/conceptions and
their teaching practices. Findings and implications are then discussed.

BELIEFS ABOUT THE PURPOSES OF ASSESSMENT

We identified five approaches to examining teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of
assessment (i.e., Brown, 2004, 2006; Davis & Neitzel, 2011; Harris & Brown, 2009;
Karp & Woods, 2008; Remesal, 2007). Common across these investigations was the
framing of assessment purposes as serving different goals such as learning/teaching
goals or goals of accountability (of students, teachers, or schools). These differences
were articulated by Remesal (2007) as aligning on a continuum of assessment pur-
poses. The pedagogical end describes assessment as serving to regulate teaching and
learning whereas the accounting end is regarded as quantifying results and grad-
ing learners and school. We found this continuum to be both theoretically com-
pelling and conceptually pragmatic for evaluating other approaches to measuring
teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of assessment. Therefore, we used this notion
of a continuum of purposes to illustrate the similarities and differences across these
investigations.

At one end of the continuum we recognize the extreme pedagogical perspective
which focuses on assessment for learning. The opposite extreme reflects assessment
used for the sole purpose of high-stakes accountability. Table 16.1 provides an over-
view of this continuum and the studies included in it. In our analysis of the research
in this area we mapped each investigation onto our continuum of purposes. This
allocation of purposes was guided by the ways beliefs were articulated by the schol-
ars of the studies we reviewed.
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The perspectives in this section reflect varied research goals, methodology, and
participants. Here we provide a brief overview of each study, and in the sections
that follow we describe the findings from each in relation to our continuum of
beliefs and conceptions about the purposes of assessment. The majority of work
we describe in this section was conducted using qualitative research methodology.
Remesal (2007) analyzed the interview transcripts and artifacts from 50 Spanish
teachers and through this process identified four dimensions of assessment and
mapped them onto a continuum of purposes from pedagogical to accounting.
Harris and Brown (2009) adopted a phenomenographic approach to investigate
whether Brown’s (2004, 2006) model of teachers’ conceptions about the purpose
of assessment and his resulting instrument adequately assessed the full spectrum
of teachers’ beliefs about the purposes of assessment. Their participants, 26 New
Zealand teachers, were interviewed, and their responses were analyzed for concep-
tions of the purpose of assessment (Harris & Brown, 2009). The analysis revealed
seven conceptions of assessment.

Two investigations in the United States identified conceptions of assessment
with respect to different audiences. Davis and Neitzel (2011) conducted a qualita-
tive investigation with 15 practicing middle school teachers and described teachers’
assessment-related beliefs for four different audiences: teachers, students, parents,
and “higher-ups” (i.e., state and district level audiences; Davis & Neitzel, 2011,
p- 208). Karp and Woods (2008) investigated preservice physical education teachers’
beliefs about assessment multiple times (prior to, during, and after implementing
a field-based unit) and through multiple sources (i.e., interview, survey, artifacts)
during a semester long course in physical education curriculum. These preservice
teachers held distinct beliefs about the purposes of assessment for teachers and for
students (based on their personal experiences in high school) and these beliefs fall
along our continuum of purposes.

Employing quantitative methods, Brown (2004, 2006) has embarked on a long line
of research to describe and frame teachers’ conceptions of the purpose of assessment.
Grounded in the literature on assessment, Brown identified three commonly reported
purposes of assessment, namely, assessment is used to: (1) advance teaching and learn-
ing, (2) hold students accountable, and (3) hold teachers and schools accountable
(Heaton, 1975; Torrance & Pryor, 1998; Warren & Nisbet, 1999; Webb, 1992). In addi-
tion to these conceptions of the purpose of assessment, Brown (2004) argued for the
inclusion of a fourth conception, that assessment is “fundamentally irrelevant to the
life and work of teachers and students” (p. 304). Brown developed a four-factor
tool to measure teachers’ conceptions of these purposes called the Conceptions of
Assessment—III (COA-III) questionnaire (e.g., Brown, 2004, 2006).2 Here we describe
the four factors he identified in terms of our continuum of assessment purpose beliefs.

Pedagogical Beliefs and Conceptions About the Purposes of Assessment

Conceptions of assessment at the extreme pedagogy end of our continuum included
beliefs about the role of assessment in learning (Remesal, 2007). This included the
conception that assessment is for the joint use of teachers and students to facilitate
learning (Harris & Brown, 2009) and the belief that assessment is an opportunity for
students to be exposed to and cover material (Davis & Neitzel, 2011).
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Slightly less extreme were beliefs that the purposes of assessment vary by audi-
ence, and for the teacher audience, the purpose of assessment is to facilitate learning
(Karp & Woods, 2008), evaluate and inform instruction, and gauge student invest-
ment (Davis & Neitzel, 2011). In a similar vein, the teachers in Harris and Brown’s
(2009) investigation indicated that assessment is used by teachers to individualize
learning. These functions serve to provide teachers with useful information for
making informed pedagogical decisions.

Toward the middle-pedagogy portion of our continuum, we have placed the
first factor of Brown’s (2004, 2006) COA-III. The first factor is associated with
responses that reflect conceptions that assessment improves teaching and learning
(Brown, 2004). The items associated with this factor target conceptions of assess-
ment as improving learning and teaching (i.e., pedagogically focused) as well as
conceptions that assessment describes abilities (i.e., pedagogically focused but
perhaps not as extreme). Additionally, this factor also includes conceptions about
the validity of assessment, which Brown (2004) persuasively argued was a prereq-
uisite for conceiving of assessment as improving education. If the results cannot
be trusted, then teachers and students cannot use them to improve learning or
teaching. Thus, this factor marries notions of formative assessment, diagnostic
assessment, and validity under the umbrella belief that assessment improves edu-
cation. For these reasons we placed this in the middle of our pedagogy section as
parts of this factor reflect more or less of an emphasis on the purpose of assess-
ment as extreme pedagogy.

Moving toward the middle of the continuum, but still within pedagogy, we
aligned several conceptions of assessment purposes that seemed to suggest a peda-
gogical goal yet carried an accounting tone. In other words, the assessment was or
could be used as evidence to account for teachers’ decisions and actions or were used
to put students “on notice” with respect to class work. In this section of our contin-
uum, we included conceptions of assessment that focused on the role of assessment
in teaching (Remesal, 2007), specifically for facilitating group instruction (e.g., to
group students or manage behavior; Harris & Brown, 2009), to diagnose students’
progress in acquiring knowledge and developing skills (Karp & Woods, 2008), and
to identify students for remediation (Davis & Neitzel, 2011). Teachers also reported
conceptions that assessment was to illustrate for students their progress on class
goals and to generate feedback.

Mixed Beliefs and Conceptions About the Purposes of Assessment

We aligned some of the conceptions of the purpose of assessment in the center of our
continuum because they blended pedagogical or accounting purposes. The align-
ment of these conceptions towards one end or the other of our continuum would
depend on how the assessment was employed in context. For example, in Harris and
Brown’s (2009) investigation, teachers described assessment as a tool used to moti-
vate students through competition and information. Teachers described assigning
scores so students could evaluate their place normatively as well as giving specific
positive feedback on key skills. The analysis offered by Harris and Brown (2009)
lumped these conceptions of assessment into a singular conception of external
motivation, which depending on the actual conception (i.e., to incite competition or
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provide descriptive positive feedback) may be seen as a stronger or weaker concep-
tion of assessment for student accountability. Similarly, in Karp and Woods’ (2008)
investigation, preservice teachers identified an extrinsic motivational conception
of assessment that emphasized competition and comparison akin to the extrinsic
motivation described by Harris and Brown (2009). Thus, this purpose was also cat-
egorized in the center of our continuum.

Lastly, teachers in Davis and Neitzel’s (2011) research reported that assessment
can be used by teachers to evaluate learning and to hold students accountable. These
conceptions were considered more central on our continuum because both of these
functions suggest a level of assessment that, depending on its interpretation and
application, could be used for pedagogical and/or accounting purposes.

Accounting Beliefs and Conceptions About the Purposes of Assessment

Atthe other end of this continuum are teachers’ conceptions of assessment that reflect
accounting purposes, that is to make teachers and schools accountable through eval-
uations of student performance, typically on high-stakes tests. Several of these con-
ceptions aligned with the accountability purpose but were not categorized as extreme
instances. Teachers in Brown and Harris’s (2009) research, for example, identified
reporting to parents as a purpose of assessment. Although the majority of teachers
argued that they reported to parents to defend their grading practices or that parents
were more interested in comparative information (i.e., accounting purposes), some
reporting seemed to suggest a more pedagogical purpose (i.e., to inform parents of
their child’s needs so that teachers and parents could work together).

Davis and Neitzel (2011) reported a similar function of assessment for the parent
audience as that noted in Harris and Brown (2009). For many teachers, assessment
was about giving parents the information they wanted, and for others, assessment
was about sharing student progress on skills with parents (Davis & Neitzel, 2011).
Although this difference in beliefs about the function of reporting to parents sug-
gests assessment may serve pedagogical or accounting purposes, a greater number
of teachers conceived of parents as another group to whom they were accountable.
Thus, we placed both purposes toward the accountability end of our continuum,
recognizing that teachers need to consider their own perspective on this purpose as
well as their hypothesis as to how parents perceive this purpose. In Karp and Woods’s
(2008) investigation, teachers identified two additional conceptions of assessments
that aligned with the accountability end of the continuum, yet do not constitute
extreme accountability purposes. These included teacher assessments that showed
the achievement of standards by documenting student learning and teacher assess-
ments used to evaluate teacher effectiveness.

Several conceptions of assessment were identified as representing extreme
accounting purposes. Brown’s (2004, 2006) research included two dimensions that
reflected conceptions of assessment as serving the extreme purpose of accountability:
assessments make students accountable, and assessments make schools accountable.
Brown (2004) described the conception of assessment as holding students account-
able as including assigning students to groups, assigning grades, or determining
entrance to higher educational opportunities. The latter of these purposes reflect
assessment as being more on the accounting end of our continuum, but depending
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on the nature and context of the assessment in question (e.g., classroom group-
ing, end of semester grade, high-stakes test for graduation or university admission),
this conception could fall closer to or further from the extreme accountability end.
Teachers in Remesal’s (2007) research reported a similar purpose of assessment.
These teachers reported that assessment was used to evaluate student performance
and teacher effectiveness.

Additionally, Brown (2004) described the conception that assessment makes
schools accountable and can be used to evaluate the extent to which a school
uses resources efficiently. This finding was echoed in Harris and Brown (2009)
in that teachers conceived of assessment for external reporting purposes; spe-
cifically, the use of standardized assessments to provide evidence of school-level
success. For instance, one teacher described external reporting as needed for
determining how to allocate resources and for evaluating if schools are perform-
ing adequately. In contrast, another teacher interpreted the looming account-
ability of schools leading to school-level manipulation of testing situations and
data. We aligned this conception with the extreme accounting end of our con-
tinuum as the authors described these responses as focusing solely on school-
level resources and potential negative consequences with little indication that
assessment used for this purpose could also be pedagogical. However, as with the
student accountability conception of assessment, the degree to which responses
to these items indicate an extreme perspective may be bound to the context in
which teachers work and live.

Lastly, teachers in Davis and Neitzel’s (2011) research reported that assess-
ment was used to provide evidence of teacher accountability to the “higher-ups”
and to prepare students for high-stakes tests. We aligned both of these with the
accountability end of our continuum as teachers reported an understanding that
assessments were ultimately used to hold teachers accountable.

Beliefs and Conceptions That Assessment Is Irrelevant

In Brown (2004), teachers identified a conception that assessment is irrelevant to
their everyday work. Items associated with this conception reflected a negative per-
spective of assessment as something that either interferes with teaching and learning
(assessment is bad), is conducted but not used (ignored), or provides little useful
information because of measurement error, inaccuracy, or lack of precision. Simi-
larly, teachers in Harris and Brown’s (2009) research identified a conception of
assessment as compliance or conformity to state-mandated legislation, which the
authors associated with the COA-IIT irrelevance factor. Teacher responses focused on
the purpose of standardized assessments and then provided reasons as to why these
measures should not be used. Thus, as in the irrelevance factor in Brown (2004),
the compliance purpose included conceptions of assessment as being inaccurate.
Thus, we placed both conceptions of assessment outside of our continuum because
if teachers believe that assessment is irrelevant then it cannot (should not) be used
for any of the purposes along the continuum. This reflects a qualitatively different
perspective on the nature of assessment by providing an explanation for why not to
use assessment, whereas the other three dimensions are focused on how assessment
is (or should be) used.
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BELIEFS ABOUT DIFFERENT FORMS OF ASSESSMENT

Most of the research on teachers’ beliefs about the use of various assessment
methods suggests alignment with the pedagogical end of our continuum where
assessment advances teaching and guides learning. While there are distinctions
between preservice and practicing teachers’ conceptions of the effectiveness of
different forms or methods of assessment, it is clear these tend to be clearly
linked to these teachers’ varying experience levels. Common across investiga-
tions was teachers’ beliefs that utilizing formative assessment processes effec-
tively is desirable, but require a level of sophistication found most often in
more experienced teachers. More research is necessary to better connect teach-
ers’ conceptions about different forms of assessment and teachers’ assessment
practices.

Beliefs About Assessment Methods

Preservice and practicing teachers hold beliefs about the effectiveness of differ-
ent forms of assessments (Tittle, 1994). Adams and Hsu (1998) surveyed 269 U.S.
elementary math teachers about their conceptions of assessment and found that
teachers relied on classroom observations as their preferred assessment method.
Very rarely did these elementary school teachers believe that essays were a useful
assessment method, which may be reflective of a content area focus. There was some
variation in ratings between 1st/2nd grade teachers as opposed to 3rd/4th grade
teachers with the latter relying more heavily on homework assignments to assess
student understanding. Preservice teachers’ conceptions of different assessment
types, on the other hand, revealed that they are more likely to rely on traditional,
paper-and-pencil assessments because these are the types of assessments they expe-
rienced in school (Graham, 2005). Furthermore, their assessments tend to measure
low-level knowledge and skills (Wang, Kao, & Lin, 2010).

Wang et al. (2010) used a combination of open-ended questionnaires and
pre-post individual interviews to determine 215 Taiwanese preservice teachers’
beliefs about assessment during the third year of their teacher education program.
Results indicated that participants’ conceptions of assessing content knowledge
were limited to low-level, regurgitation of information covered in the textbook or
during lecture. Few preservice teachers believed it was important to assess applica-
tion of knowledge, and for those who did, their conceptions remained limited to
application of knowledge to solve well-structured as opposed to more authentic,
ill-structured problems. Similar findings were noted for participants’ beliefs
about assessing processes of inquiry with 94% of preservice teachers, indicating
that scientific inquiry is best measured by testing students’ understanding of the
procedures used to complete a laboratory assignment instead of assessing inquiry
processes using the highest cognitive levels of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation
(e.g., Anderson et al., 2001).

With regard to standardized tests, a survey of 272 Canadian secondary school
teachers by Leighton, Gokiert, Cor, and Heffernan (2010) found that teach-
ers believed that their own classroom tests were the most informative assessment
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technique they used to measure student learning. Teachers may conceive students’
performance on their own teacher-made assessments as more meaningful than stan-
dardized tests results because such tests reinforce test-taking strategies (Leighton
et al., 2010) instead of furthering learning or instruction (McMillan, 2003; Plake,
Impara, & Fager, 1993). Similar results were noted by Stiggins and Bridgeford (1985)
who surveyed 228 elementary and secondary school teachers from eight districts in
the United States. Teachers reported that they believed standardized tests were time-
consuming, not aligned with their curricular goals, and a poor reflection of students’
knowledge and skills.

Beliefs About Formative Assessment

Preservice and practicing teachers also hold beliefs about formative (i.e., assessment
for learning) practices. In a qualitative study of 13 Canadian elementary school
teachers, Thomas, Deaudelin, Desjardins, and Dezutter (2011) found that teachers’
conceptions of formative assessment could be classified by time, form, and the role of
the actors. With regard to time, teachers conceptualized formative assessment as an
integral part of the teaching-learning process, refuting the position that assessment
is separate and distinct from teaching. Next, formative assessment should be contin-
uously enacted during the lesson to provide the teacher with real-time information
about students’ understanding utilizing a variety of informal and formal assessment
tools (also cited in Black & Wiliam, 1998; Brown, 2003). Finally, teachers differed in
how they conceptualized responsibility for formative assessment. Some viewed this
as a shared responsibility with students; however, the majority held more traditional
notions equivalent to providing feedback. Of the 13 teachers observed by Thomas
et al. (2011), the researchers noted few opportunities for students to engage in self-
or peer-evaluation and that formative assessment was primarily teacher-directed.
Similar results were noted by Davis and Neitzel (2011), who found teachers to be
primarily responsible for formative assessment processes. In general, most teachers
believed that the primary purpose of formative assessment was to assist teachers in
identifying and diagnosing students’ competencies and motivations. Although this
illustrated relatively advanced conceptions of formative assessment, many report-
edly struggled with implementing formative assessment practices in their classroom
routines.

CROSS-CULTURAL DIFFERENCES IN TEACHERS’
CONCEPTIONS OF ASSESSMENT

Cross-cultural research suggests that teachers’ conceptions of assessment differ
across contexts and these differences reflect teachers’ internalization of their society’s
cultural priorities and practices (Brown & Harris, 2009; Brown, Lake, & Matters,
2009, 2011). A systematic line of research on these cross-cultural conceptions was
implemented in New Zealand, Australia, Spain, Iran, China, and the Netherlands
using Brown’s (2008) COA-III (full and abridged versions). When this instrument
was translated and administered in various countries, results indicated differ-
ing factor structures as well as variation in the pattern and strength of agreement



294 « Barnesetal.

for each factor. It appears that understanding the assessment context may help to
explain cross-cultural differences in teachers’ conceptions of assessment noted in
the research.

Low-Stakes Accountability Contexts

New Zealand, Australia, Spain, and the Netherlands are considered low-stakes
accountability contexts because they require few, if any, compulsory national assess-
ments, and decisions regarding assessment are made primarily at the local jurisdic-
tion or school level (Brown, 2008; Brown, Lake, & Matters, 2011; Brown & Remesal,
2012; Harris & Brown, 2009; Segers & Tillema, 2011). Further, in each of these coun-
tries teachers are engaged in classroom assessment using formative and summative
practices, and these data are used to make decisions (e.g., placement into secondary
school) about students” knowledge and skills. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect
that teachers’ beliefs about assessment in these countries might reflect the “assess-
ment for improvement” conception to a greater extent than they reflect “assessment
for accountability” purposes.

In 2004, Brown examined New Zealand elementary school teachers’ beliefs about
assessment using the 50-item version of the Teachers’ Conceptions of Assessment
questionnaire. His findings confirmed that teachers believed assessment is used to
improve teaching and learning. Furthermore, these teachers agreed that assessment
can be an external measure to hold schools accountable; however, they rejected the
notion that assessment is for student accountability purposes and that assessment
is irrelevant. These findings are not surprising. In New Zealand, schools determine
which assessments will be administered, and teachers use results to assess students’
progress on the knowledge and skills put forth in the national curriculum. There
are public expectations that schools disseminate evidence of student performance,
although these are not state-mandated, and schools have autonomy to determine
the manner in which they report this data. Thus, the finding that teachers believe
assessments are used to hold schools accountable appears to reflect teachers’ under-
standing of these larger, public pressures.

The assessment context in Australia is arguably similar to that in New Zealand,
and therefore it is reasonable to expect teachers would hold similar conceptions of
assessment across both contexts. Brown et al. (2011) investigated Australian teach-
ers’ conceptions of assessment in Queensland using the COA-III (abridged version)
and found that 1,398 primary and secondary teachers agreed that assessment is used
for improvement purposes; however, primary school teachers were more likely to
cite this as their primary purpose for engaging in assessment compared to second-
ary teachers. Furthermore, teachers who conceived of assessment as being used to
improve teaching and learning were more likely to believe that assessment makes
schools accountable. Given these results, Brown and his colleagues concluded that
Queensland and New Zealand teachers hold similar conceptions of assessment and
that this was a reflection of their similar assessment contexts.

Spain also has a low-stakes accountability system in that no external standard-
ized testing is required at the national level (Brown & Remesal, 2012). To deter-
mine whether Spanish preservice teachers hold similar assessment beliefs to New
Zealand preservice teachers, Brown and Remesal (2012) surveyed 996 freshman
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and sophomore students in their respective teacher preparation program. Using a
combination of exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, results indicated that
Brown’s (2004) four factor model did not accurately represent preservice teachers’
beliefs structure. In particular, it was determined that the irrelevance factor was in
fact two separate factors named “Bad” and “Ignore” and that several of the items
that assigned to the improvement factor were now assigned to school accountabil-
ity (Brown & Remesal, 2012). Furthermore, New Zealand preservice teachers were
more likely to endorse conceptions of assessment that conceive of assessment for
improvement, school accountability, and student accountability purposes, whereas
Spanish preservice teachers primarily conceived of assessment as bad. It is impor-
tant to note that the Spanish sample in this study came from the Catalonia commu-
nity which was at the time piloting a regional standardized test at the primary school
level. Perhaps students’ high endorsement of the “assessment is bad” purpose was in
response to this recent change in their local context.

Segers and Tillema (2011) investigated teachers’ conceptions of assessment
and found similarities and differences between Dutch and New Zealand teach-
ers’ beliefs. The sample consisted of 351 Dutch secondary school teachers. Results
indicated a four factor beliefs model indicating that teachers believe assessment
(1) measures student performance and learning; (2) holds schools accountable;
(3) is inaccurate, unreliable, and contains measurement errors (i.e., bad quality);
and (4) is used to make instructional decisions and measure higher order think-
ing skills (i.e., good quality). Two of the factors (#2, #3) were conceptually similar
to New Zealand teachers’ beliefs (i.e., school accountability and irrelevance) and
two were not. Factor one combined Brown’s student accountability and improve-
ment factors. In Dutch secondary schools, teachers relied on both formative and
summative assessment data in their practices, and thus differentiated formative/
summative assessment from assessments used for school accountability purposes
but did not consider formative and summative assessment as serving distinctly
different purposes. This differed from results noted in the New Zealand sample
(Brown, 2004). The Dutch sample noted anew factor reflecting teachers’ concep-
tion that assessment provided evidence for instructional decision-making and
measures higher-order thinking skills. Segers and Tillema (2011) attributed this to
the recent national debate emphasizing that assessments should measure higher-
order thinking processes such as application, analysis, and evaluation rather than
rote memorization of knowledge.

High-Stakes Accountability Contexts

Teachers’ conceptions of assessment were also examined in high-stakes assessment
contexts such as China and Iran (Brown, Kennedy, Fok, Chan, & Yu, 2009; Pish-
ghadam & Shayesteh, 2012). Both countries use public examinations that carry
high-stakes for teachers and students. Examination results determine placement
into different levels of education and acceptance into high-quality institutions.
Additionally, teachers use frequent summative assessments to motivate students and
to inform instruction in the classroom. Therefore, teachers’ beliefs in high-stakes
accountability contexts are hypothesized to reflect endorsement of assessment for
student and school accountability purposes.
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In a study of Hong Kong teachers’ beliefs about assessment, Brown et al. (2009)
found that teachers who conceived that assessment makes students accountable
were also likely to conceive that assessment can be used to improve teaching and
learning. This differed from data collected in the New Zealand sample that indicated
a negative correlation between improvement and student accountability purposes.
To investigate this further, Brown, Hui, Yu, and Kennedy (2011) examined the beliefs
of 1,464 primary and secondary teachers from Hong Kong and Guangzhou, China.
Using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis, teachers’ beliefs were conceptu-
alized as a three factor model: assessment for improvement, assessment for account-
ability, and assessment is irrelevant. Results indicated that teachers from Hong Kong
and Guangzhou responded similarly to the survey, and thus hold analogous beliefs.
An examination of the inter-correlations among factors indicated that the improve-
ment purpose had a strong, positive correlation with the accountability purpose.
This is consistent with Brown et al’s (2009) finding. Additionally, the irrelevance
purpose was weakly and negatively correlated with the improvement purpose, and
weakly and positively correlated with the accountability purpose. These findings are
not surprising given Chinese policies and practices reinforce examinations as a tool
to improve student learning.

Iran, similar to China, is considered a high-stakes assessment system (Pishghadam
& Shayesteh, 2012). In an examination of 103 English language teachers employed
at private language institutions, the researchers found evidence for Brown’s (2004)
four factor model of teachers’ conceptions about assessment, although the extent to
which they endorsed these assessment beliefs differed from the New Zealand sample
(i.e., assessment is used for student accountability, assessment for improvement,
assessment is irrelevant, and assessment makes schools accountable). Similar to
the Hong Kong sample, Iranian teachers’ data showed a strong, positive correlation
between assessment for improvement and assessment for school accountability pur-
poses. Since both countries have very similar assessment systems, it is not surprising
that Chinese and Iranian teachers’ beliefs would be similar.

ALIGNMENT BETWEEN BELIEFS AND PRACTICES

Most of the research on teachers’ assessment beliefs or conceptions is driven by the
view that beliefs influence practices and outcomes (Brown, 2008). Therefore, to alter
teachers’ assessment practices it is necessary to change teachers’ assessment beliefs
or conceptions. Few studies identified for this chapter indicated a relation between
teachers’ assessment beliefs/conceptions and practice; however, some evidence does
suggest that a relationship may exist.

Karp and Woods (2008), for example, investigated preservice teachers tak-
ing a physical education teaching methods course that included explicit instruc-
tion in alternative assessment. In addition to the findings described previously,
these researchers also examined the alignment of preservice teachers’” assessment
beliefs and practices during the planning and implementation of a unit of instruc-
tion in a field placement. These preservice teachers indicated a willingness to try
more alternative and performance-based assessments than they had experienced as
K-12 students; however, when they attempted to implement their envisioned lesson
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and assessment plans, a discrepancy between their beliefs and their actions became
apparent. Karp and Woods (2008) attributed this to preservice teachers’ lack of
experience specifically with alternative types of assessment. They also acknowledged
that preservice teachers struggle with the complexity of the teaching process in the
early stages, which can also contribute to the discrepancy between planning and
implementation.

Moreover, Davis and Neitzel (2011) used self-regulated learning as a lens
to examine how 15 middle school teachers’ conceptualized the purposes and
approaches of their daily assessment practices over three years. Utilizing a struc-
tured observational protocol to quantify frequency counts of the instructional
information, practice, and feedback patterns teachers used, these researchers found
that despite teachers’ articulated wealth of assessment knowledge and expertise,
they rarely prompted students to ask their own questions about their performance
or to engage in self-assessment. Teachers indicated that their assessment practices
were constrained by external demands for particular kinds of assessment informa-
tion. These demands pulled them away from more learning focused assessment
practices that they reported believing in because their context demanded different
practices.

James and Pedder (2006) developed a questionnaire to measure both how often
teachers engaged in particular assessment and learning practices (practice measure)
and how important each assessment practice was for teachers in their efforts to cre-
ate learning opportunities (beliefs measure). Analysis of responses from a sample
of 558 teachers in England identified three dimen