MONTANA

STATE UNIVERSITY

The effects of instruction in the Hunter Instructional Model on teachers' sense of efficacy
by Ronald Ray Bolinger

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education
Montana State University
© Copyright by Ronald Ray Bolinger (1988)

Abstract:

This study investigated the effects of training in the Hunter Instructional Model and Teachers' Sense of
Efficacy, an important expectation of performance for teachers based on Bandura's two-factor
theoretical model of self-efficacy. Overall Efficacy was clarified by Ashton and Webb to include the
Sense of Personal Efficacy, or the assessment by the individual teacher of his/her own competence, and
the Sense of Teaching Efficacy, or the expectations that teaching can influence student learning.

The purpose of the study was to determine if a teaching model such as the Hunter Instructional Model,
which is designed to enhance individual teachers' skills and effectiveness, also contributed to their
attitudes and feelings about how well they can perform their jobs and their feelings of whether they can
effect student learning.

Further, the study determined whether the variables of gender, grade level of students taught, teachers'
experience, and the ability level of the students made a significant difference in Teachers' Sense of
Efficacy.

The Teacher Efficacy Scale, designed by Sherri Gibson, was used as the major instrument to gather the
information based on a pre/post mean change score design. A series of two-way and one-way analysis
of variance measures were used as the statistical measurements. A t-test was applied to determine the
significant difference between the pre/post mean change scores.

The study determined that training in the Hunter Instructional Model significantly changed the attitudes
and opinions of the teachers about their ability to teach (Personal Efficacy) and their Overall Efficacy,
but did not promote a significant change in the teachers' attitudes about students' ability to learn
(Teaching Efficacy). Further, the study determined that the teachers' experience and grade level taught
made a significant difference in Personal Efficacy and Overall Efficacy.
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- ABSTRACT

'This study investigated the effects of training in the
Hunter Instructional Model and Teachers' Sense of Efficacy,
an important expectation of performance for teachers based
on ‘Bandura's two-factor theoretical model of self-efficacy. .

Overall Efficacy was clarified by Ashton and Webb to.

include the Sense of Personal Efficacy, or the assessment
by the individual teacher of his/her own competence, and
the Sense of Teaching Efficacy, or the expectations that
teaching can influence student learning. ' -

; The purpose of the study was to determine if a
teaching model such as the Hunter Instructional Model, -
which is designed to enhance individual teachers' skills -
and effectiveness, ‘also contributed to their attitudes and .
feelings about how well they can perform their jobs and
their feelings of whether they can effect student learning.

Further, the study determined whether the variables of
gender, grade level of students taught, teachers’ experi- .
ence, and the ability 1level of the students made a
significant difference in Teachers' Sense of Efficacy. *

The Teacher Efficacy Scale, designed by Sherri Gibson,
was used as the major instrument to gather thé information
based on a pre/post mean change score design. A series of-
two-way and one-way analysis of variance measures were used
as the statistical measurements. A t-test was applied to-
determine the significant difference between the pre/post .
mean change scores. | '

The study determined that training in the Hunter
Instructional Model significantly changed the attitudes and
opinions of the teachers about their ability to teach
(Personal Efficacy) and their Overall Efficacy, but did not -
promote a significant change in the teachers'. attitudes
about students' ability to learn (Teaching Efficacy)..
Further, the study determined that the teachers' experience
and grade level taught made 'a significant difference in
Personal Efficacy and Overall Efficacy. : ' :




CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In the last ten years, there has béen a great deal of
research in the school improvement litérature éoncerning
teacher effectiveness. 'The"literature points out variousjff
teachih§~mode1s with the'_objecfives for imb;oving teachef.ry
behaviors ﬁo‘"increase the likelihood of learning™ (Huntef, .
19855,:‘Eor example,'thefé,are Varioué models of teaChingff
‘ as'ouﬁlined byiBruce JQYée (1983), in édditidn‘td‘specifiq‘
.réseérch that has detailed methodologies that ﬁeachersqcan'.
use to improve instructioﬁ (Bennett, 1978). | |

lMadeliné " Hunter developed -and ﬁresénted the Hunter
Instructional Model to many teachers'ahd Schbol districts‘
across the country. - Thé ﬁodel is based on psyéhoiogidal"‘
principles and learningftheqry.'from- a variety of educa-
tional..rééearchers. Translatihg "theory into praéticég"-'
the\,Huntér; Model purports to uﬁdeigird the teachiﬁg 
decisioﬁs made by evéry .teacher'intb.meanihgful classidomj”
inStruction (Hunter, 1979); | |

.Madeline Hunter has been lauded - as "ohe of tOdaY's j

‘foremost = practitioners in the areas of teaching and . -

learning” (Lambert, 1985, p. 68) and has had "more




2
influence on teachers in the last ten years than any other.
person" (Brandt, 1985, p. 61). ' o

Proponents of the‘ model 1nd1cated that it shows
teachers the value of studylng the process of teachlng, as
well as the content to be taught (Freer and Dawson, 1987).

Freer and Dawson noted:

There exists a vast "~chasm, which educators haue

called the theory-to-practice gap. . Madeline"

Hunter has been busily filling it for years with =~

propositional and conditional knowledge, based on

research, subject to further testing, but joy-
fully recognlzed as truth by administrators and
teachers afflicted with a pragmatic - hunger for

.. practical approaches (p. 68). o

'The Hunter Instructional Model is not without its

critics. One of the most often noted criticisms is that
there has ' been little- scientific research to support. the
model (Gibboney, 1987a; Dav1dman, 1984; Slav1n, 1987).

. Several studies haVe‘ 1nvestigated :thel.success of
various instructional improvement programs;‘ As‘noted by -
Thomas Guskey, "Few have assessed the . .. effects‘of.
[instructional improvement. programs] upon teachers"
(Guskey, 1985, p. 378).

. Guskey continued:

. There is some evidence. that indicates thathwhen‘
teachers adopt . more effective instructional .
_practlces and gain evidence of increased 1earn1ng
among their students, they accept greater person-
al respons1b111ty for their students' learning
-and feel more positively about teadhing (p. 378)

In 1976 and 1977, the Rand Corporation sponsored two

comprehensive studies dealing with the cognitive soclal
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learning theory défined as "the extent ﬁofWhich'a teécher'
believed he or she had .the Capacity 'fo 'affeét‘student ;
rerformance”" (Berman et  al., 1977, p. 137). Lafer:the'if
concept, based on Alberf Bandura's (19771 self—efficaéf‘;
cognitive social learning.theory, Qas refined aﬁd fufther-g
applied to education by Patricia Ashton and _Rddman’Webb:’
(1986).in which they defined it as."teachers“ situétiQnT“fﬂ
specific'expectétioh‘that they cah help.studénts iearn" (§;.
3). Ashton and Webb furthef.clarifiéd teachers'-éenSe of
efficacy in two dimensioﬁs: (1) Sense of cTeaching Effif
cacy, ‘or the expectétibn that lteaching can:‘influence"
student 1learning, and (2) Sense of ‘Persohal Teaching
Efficécy, or the assessment by the individual teadhei‘Of"
his/her own téaching ,COmpetenée. ‘Thesé ‘th_dimensions'
together make .up"thé -Overall Teachers' éehsé:df Efficééfflf
(Ashton and Webb, 1986). - |

In order to study the effects that an instructional
iﬁprovement program sucﬁ as the Hunter Instrﬁctional Mbdel
has -on Ovérall Teacheré' Sense of Efficacy .and' its

dimensions, the following problem statements are presented.

Statement of the Problem

The problems of the étudy.were:
(1) To determine if there was a significant difference in
teachers' Overall Efficacy after instruction in the

Hunter Instructional Model.
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(2) To determine if there'wasla.significaht‘difference in
Teachiﬁg 'Efficacyv afterﬂ instruction -in',théxﬁunter
Instructional Model. | - " |

(3) ‘To determine .if there waé a significant differencg in
Personal Efficacy after instruction in: the Hunter
Instructibnal:Model{ | )

(4) To determine if there was a significaﬁt-differehcg in 

| teachers' Overall .Efficacy based on -gendér, dfade

level of téachiné, years'qf teacher's éxperienée, and
~the ability level of the'studénts being taught.

(5) To determine if theré was a significant difféfence‘in 

Teaching Efficaéy based on gender, gradé level of =-

Eeaching,‘ years of teaqhihg‘,'experience,' and ,the“:‘”‘

ability level of'thé students being taught:

(6) To determine if theré was.a significant‘difference in7
Personal Efficacy baséd on gender, Qrade 'level.pf 
teaching, years 6f teaéhing experience; ?aﬁdv the

ability level of. the students béing taught. . "

Need forrthé‘Study

Although the Hunter,InstruCtional Model has been used
‘éxtensively; a frequently'heard  critidism is ~thé lack of
research evidence in supporting- the claim that the mbdel
improves 1earning; as well as.teaqhers' senée:of‘efficaéy;'

Most recently, Gibboney (1987a) noted:
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Without a solid pattern of evidence to support
the claim for improved learning, there is no
scientific basis for the Hunter Model. The links
she infers (I cannot wuse the term cause and
effect) between 1learning theory and roles for
teaching have not been demonstrated. Even the
basis for the model, learning theory, can be
questioned if the criterion for testing in educa-

tional settings is applied (p. 48).

Others, including Leonard Davidman (1984) of the -
California Polytechnic State University, reviewed éevéral
teaching m@dels in general, and the Hunter Instructibnal
Model specifically,. and concluded that "the Hunter Model
should undergo research-based scrutiny”just as other models .
and theorists about learning.have".(p. 11)..

Hunter has addressed the need for further research,
while defending past and present studies of her wdrk. 'In a
conversation with the writer, she stressed the impdrtance
and,need of further studies, especially . in the-.areaé of
student gains and teacher behavior (Huntér, 1985a).

In 1979, Patricia Ashton and Rodman Webb begah an
intensive study specifically addressing the éoncepthpf
teachers' sense of efficacy which théy‘défined as "the
extent to which teachers believe they can-affedt Stﬁdgnt
learning" (Ashton and Webb, 1986, p. vii). The'concéptﬁal
framework of self-efficacy had been researched ‘by_Albéft
Bandura -and others as .psychological constructs. 'Ashtpnuand'

Webb felt that "teachets' sense of efficacy might be an

impbrtant construct . to fufther ‘oUr‘understanding ofﬂfhe]




motivétion [and attitudesj of teachefs"‘(Ashfénﬂ and Webb; T
1986, p. vii). | | o | |
According to Banduré,.the effipacy.thg6£y'ﬂotéd that

teachers' éfficacy "infernceS'their thbughts‘and'feelings;“

‘their choice of activities, the amount - of effort they .

expend, and the extént of their ,pérsisfehéeﬁ (Bandura;
1981; pp..200~201). In addition, several coﬁstructs,of"the‘  
.Huntér Instructional Model -parallel the dimeﬁsions ‘Qf-
teachers“‘Sense of Efficacy{'_According‘to Huhtér,(l985b);'
the- concept that eVeryl student can :be‘"fééched' b?”a
"ékilled, | artful"  'téacher 'uis, aﬁ_ aSSumptiQh 4wﬁi¢hn
'corfespOnds to the Senée of Teaching Efficdcy‘dimensibn.

Further, the major purpose of the model addresses the‘idea.

of increasing . personal ‘teaching competencé‘ which

corresponds to the Sense of Personal Efficacy dimension. .
Severai\Hunter_ Instructidnal'Model studies'have-been
conducted, including thegBeginning Teacher‘EVaiua;iqn.Study”;'
in ‘Napa/Vacéville (Robbins and. Wolfe,‘-1987; Stallingé;;'"
1985), a four-year study in Califorﬁié, which.proﬁided‘l
supportive data. The Hunter InStructioﬁal‘Modéllwas first
validated by Project Linkage)ra state¥fﬁnded‘grant provided
by thef‘California State Départment of EduCation (Hunter,
1987); ‘;n‘additibn, reSéarcthapérs and diSserfations hgve
been completed regardinguépecific éreaé of‘thé modélﬂ |
Nonetheless, ’accéfding' £o~ the critics of the model,

there has not been. a  satisfactory reseqrch‘-base




demonstrated for the Hunter Model (Gibboney, 19875; Slavin,
1987). | | | | |
Hunter (1987) noted the ma1n strength of the nrograﬁﬂh‘”"
and the reason for _;ts.popularlty is that; aeeording ta_rf.tﬂ
teachers, "it works.“’ 4 -
- She continued:

After a day in 'the  trenches,' teachers and.
administrators have mneither the inclination nor
energy to wade -through research——particularly
'when .they find these research-based learning
pr1nc1ples corroborated. by . ~common .sense ‘to be .
effective (p. 52). ' A

pavidman (1984) Dbelieved the ‘assessment\ofrthe popu-
larity of the Hunter Instructional Model was due to the
fact'that it raises the status of the teaching prefessiont
and "fulfllls 1mportant teacher needs" (p. 11).,‘ | |

_To elaborate on this p01nt Dav1dman contlnued

The llne of reasoning which supports this view is
that the .model gives experiénced teachers new
labels for the kinds of teaching behaviors they
already manifest, to some degree. Thus, the .
model, for many teachers, provides positive
reinforcement for what they're already doing, or

. agree- that they should be doing.  After complet- ' .
ing [the program]}, teachers can see what was only .
dimly perceived prior to the'program, namely that
they are already utlllzlng most, but not all, of
the instruction [principles] (pp. 11-12).

Davidman believed that the Hunter Instructional Model

gives teachers and their administrators their own "scien-

tifically sanctioned, very precise, commonly understood
voeabulary which can be utilized‘ in COnversatidns with:- -

other teachers, administratOrs,‘parents,‘[etc.]",(pw 12).




Davidman continued:

Although it has not been established empirically;

I believe the above mentioned factors provide. . .

many teachers with a greater sense of intel-.

lectual, or cognitive, control over their very

‘complex work environment. This control, in turn,

may contribute to anxiety reduction, and higher

degrees of teacher satisfaction and morale, as

well as improved instructional_~ techniques -

The end result, according to Davidman,. is&that'"many”}
teachers, because of the . . . model which is now their
tool,‘feel’ more professional"”. (p. 12). He conéluded,k‘-
"Certainly the possibility that this is true calls'fbr‘more_7 
investigation into thefaliégéd phénOmena" (p. 12)+

- The research ‘conéerning teachers' sense of-éfficacy,-'”
élthough not labeled épecifically, ‘addresses Davidman's -
belief as noted by the studies of Ashton _and'Webb (1986)
.and others.

Ashton and Webb (1986) noted:

The results of our research indicate that teach- .

ers differ in their efficacy attitudes, and these.’

differences are reflected in teachers' behavior

and students' performance (p. viii). o

Ashton and Webb (1986) included as "péftiCularly
relevant for the design of research to enhance teachers'
sense. of efficacy" among Lothers, teacher education -
programs.

Madeline Hunter .(1985b) agreed with Davidman ‘concern--- |

ing the need for additional. research of her work in'nqtingu.

that:




behaviors are

9

Models are judged on their ability to guide
behavior, predict = outcome, and . stimulate

research; not on being the final answer. My .
model was developed to accomplish all three.

' purposes. If it has contributed to educators'
use of research-based knowledge to make and
implement more successful professional de01s1ons,
if it encourages the constant addition of new
research-based propositions to guide future
actions of teachers and administrators, if it
results in 1increased teacher and student success
and satisfaction in schooling, then it w1ll have
served its purpose (p. 60).

Bruce Joyce (1983) noted:

Models can bring. about specific changes in a
teacher's teaching [techniques! and that. one
objective of training teachers is to help them
acquire a variety of models of teaching which
they can = use according to their judgement
(p. 81). : ‘ ' ‘

Carroll (1963) pointed out:

Such a model should use a very small -number of
simplifying concepts, conceptually independent of
one another and referring to phenomena at the
same  level. . . . It should suggest new and
interesting research questions .and aid' in the

solution of practical educational problems

(p. 723).
As is noted by‘Gorton’(1982):

. « « beyond the issue of the improvement of
teacher Ssatisfaction and morale lies the even
more basic issue of the relationship between
improving teacher satisfaction and morale and
increasing teacher productivity. It 1is the
latter issue that 1is 1likely to assume greater
importance in the 1980's and beyond, and it

deserves more attention on the part of theorists, -

researchers, and education managers (p.,1907),

Research has shown thaf "teaehing practices

and ;"'(
generally strongly and consistently related -

to student learning and, hence, to teachers' effectiveness
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in'the classroom" (Brophy and,Evertsén,.1976); This s£udyt B
attempted to detefmine if-training'in thé ﬁse of thé Huntéf
.Instructional Mddgl, wﬁich is-intendéd to impfo&e teaéhé&sf.
effectivéness, also  impfoveé teachérs' sense-of‘efficééy.
In addition, it pfovided "further invesfigétion of the
relationships between teadher _characteristiCs“‘(i.é;, sex,v
years of teaching experience, grade levels) and sense off
efficacy," as fecommendéd by " Sherri Gibson (1983, . 106)_

in her study.

v

General‘QuestiOns,to Be Answered
by the Study

(1) Was there a statisticall& significant change‘in Teaéh-
ers' Sense of Overall Efficacy after they complete
training in the Hunﬁér‘Instructionél Model?

(25 Did geﬁder, level -of teaching, vyears Qf_teachingsf
expérience, or ability level of students being taught
have any effect QnﬂTeachers; Sense‘of.Ovérall‘Efficaéyﬁ
after completing tfaining'in the Hunter instruétiohal
Model? ' | |

(3) Did teachers change their attitudes and bpinions aboutl
their own ability: to‘ teach after .training in<thé,

Huntef Instructibnal\Model?

(4) Did teachers change their attitudes“and‘opinioﬁs.about'?"‘“"H

students' ability to learn after training  in the

Hunter Instructional Model? ~
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(5) Did ‘teacher characteristics such as. gender, grade]f.f”ﬂf7w

level of teachlng, years of teacher s .experlence, andf,_dﬁ@*‘*

the ability level of the students- belng taught havei?'ﬁgfy’

any effect on the‘~Teaching' EffiCacy of the teacher:;

. after completing training 1n ‘the Hunter Instructlonallfﬁ‘j?*

Model?
(6) Did gender, grade level of teaching, vyears of teach—

ing experience, and the ablllty level of the students_f

heing taught have any effect.on the Personal EfflcacYV‘; .r '

of the teacher after‘completing training in the Hunter'f

Instructional Model?

Procedures

The procedures of the study were to survey the
literature and existing research related to the Hunter
Instructional Model alohg with a description of the major o
elements of the Hunter Model A chronologlcal review ofh;
the research concerning self efflcacy was completed

A list of school districts which offered_training lh
the Hunter Instructional Model for the'1987—88.school year
was obtained with assistance from the  University ‘@f
Idaho and' Idaho State ‘University. Several, Idaho school
dlstrlcts offered the tralnlng, 'with ten of the dlStrlCtS‘3
: part1c1pat1ng in the study. Teachers enrolled in the
participating districts served as the population for the

study (see Appendix A).
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A telephone ‘call, followed by an introductory 1etter,d ,T.QJ

was directed to each dlStrlCt trainer (see Appendix F) In’
addition to explaining the prOJect the letter detailed the K
research topic and solic1ted each trainer s ass1stance. o

During a followup telephone call, any questions of theT

trainer were answered ‘and',details of training such as i

timing, length, procedures;‘ﬁand_ 1nd1v1dual qualifications'f

-of the trainer were requested. In all but one7district,“ffﬂw

the contact person was also the trainer. 1In all cases, the *
trainers had been either trained by Madeline Hunter or:
-another qualified trainer of the program.

A Speleled number of 1nstruments, based on the number'

of partic1pants enrolled in each‘class,‘was sent to then'{'

trainers to be administered;during‘the first classhseSSion
and served as the pre-test for the study. After the
instruments were administered ' by the trainer, they'were“n
returned to the writer. | |

Fach instrument includedla. cover‘page'with_a note oft
- explanation to .the participant and four demographic qnes;d
tions in addition to a .reqdest-‘for an identificatiOn
number. The two—page,. thirty—question Teacher Efficacy,
Scale was attached to the cover letter (see Appendix A)

The followup 1nstrument that served as the,post-testﬁj

was similar to the preftest fwitha the exception’ that 'a

revised form was used which presented the questions in a
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different order (see Appendix B). ’ Negatively stated items
were reverse scored. | |
The Teacher Efflcacy‘$cale was given to determine each;

participant's teacher efficacy score, which'served :asithe

_major data for the study. The Teacher Efficacy Scale 1s & o

thirty- 1tem, leert format instrument developed and vall—,f

dated by Dr. Sherri Gibson (1983) at the Un1vers1ty of\f

Southern Callforniar . The instrument was created as.part
- of a study to develob a measure of.teacher efficacy thch;
.as ncted‘earlier, had been' identified as a Varlahle;for..
individual differences in’:teaching effectivenees (Ashtdn,f

and Webb, 1982). The study also examlned the relatlonshlp

between teacher efflcacy and observable teacher behav1ors‘ .

(Glbson and Dembo, 1984)
Factor analys1s of response ‘frOm 'teachersl'tc:theFI
thirty—item'Teacher Efficacy -Scale yielded two'subStantial
factors that correspcnded.to Albert;Bandura'su (1977) two-
factor theoretical hodel‘of self-efficacy. A multitralt;i
multimethod analysis that’_supportedj both ccnverqent;andx'
discriminate validlty analyzed_data rrom teachers on three,_;
traits kteacher efficacy, verbal ablllty, and flex1blllty)
across two methods of measurement (Glbson and Dembo, 1984)
Although the scale contains thlrty items, s1xteen 1temsf
were considered ‘for‘ analysis based on_acceptable rellaf'g

bility coefficients.




14

The scale represents scores in two dlmen51ons' (l) the~

Teachers' Sense of Personal Efflcacy, which refers to "thefi

teachers' assessment of their own teachlng competence, -and

(2) Teachers' Sense of Teachlng Efflcacy, which refers to .
“the teachers' expectatlons that teaching can 1nfluence N

student 1earn1ng" (Ashton and Webb, 1986, p. 4); and an@?if

Overall Sense of Teacher Efficacy  scores. Analys1s :ofﬂme.':'

internal consistency reliabilities of the measuresfyieldeaip
Cronbach's alpha coefficients of ;78 for the persona]ff
teaching factor, .75 for the teach1ng eff1cacy factor, andﬁ

.79 for the total teacher eff1cacy score for the totalf""

sixteen items (G1bson and Dembo, 1984) .

The information‘and data were analyzed using a one-

way analysis of variance to determine if there .was. ‘a

'dlfference in teachers’ Overall Efficacy, Personal Efflcacy

’

and Teachlng Efflcacy after 1nstructlon in the Hunter‘~
Instructional Model. A series of two-way analjsis “of
variance measures - were ‘used._to"determine. if there . was

interaction in oOverall Efficacy, Teaching Efficacy and.

Personal Efficacy basedlnon gender, level of teaching(

experience, and the‘abilityilevel of students being taughta'

after instruction in the’  Hunter Instructional Model.

Finally, a t—test was computed between the pre-test and.
post—test change scores to determlne if there was a s1gn1f—"

icant dlfference. A two-tailed test was conducted at the

;05 level of significance.
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‘Participating 'teachers were identified only by the
last four digits of'-their social securlty' number, or-b
another identification number, to allow for the matchlng ofd.
'pre—test and post test scores, which was a major part of;‘“
the study. All part1c1pants' testing 1nstruments 1ncluded'n
"‘a sectlon in which the necessary' demographlc -data werehn
furnished, including soc1al securlty number, gender, years‘
of emperlence, level of teaching, and ability level of :
students being taught. |

L1m1tat10ns and De11m1tat10ns
‘ of the Study

-(l) The study was limited to the 1987- 88 academlc year.‘
(2) The study considered only teachers part1c1pat1ng 1n-

‘schools from the state of Idaho.

'(3) The study was limited to the ‘teachers from schoolje."

© districts who had access to tra1n1ng ‘in the Hunter
‘Instructional Model.
(4) In some cases, partlcipation in the training'was due
| to a condition of'employment in the teachers' school
districts, while some of the participants in the
training volunteered to take the training.

(5) The study was 11m1ted to the areas of self—efflcacy,

uthat deal w1th Teacher Sense of Efflcacy as it relates dh‘-‘

. to educatlon.
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(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
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Definition of Terms

Teachers' Sense_ of Overall Efficacy:_ The s1tuat10n-;ﬁa“

specific expectation of teachers _that they can help.
students learn and that students are capabie‘ Qfxiﬁ
learning what they teach (Ashton and Webb} JQSGX;fas
measured by the Teacher Efficacy Scale. |

Sense of Teaching Efficacy: A dlmens1on of Teachers?f

Sense of Overall Efficacy wh1ch refers to teachers“f'

expectations that teaching can 1nf1uence Zstudent
learning (Ashton and Webb, 1986), as measured by}the' f
Teacher Efficacy Scale. - |

Sense of Personal Efficacv: A dlmens1on of Teachers'

Sense of Overall Efflcacy which refers: to the lndl—:ﬁt‘ﬂ

vidual teacher's assessment of his/her own.teachlng

competence (Ashton-and Webb, 1986), as measured by the
Teacher Efficacy Scale. ' |
Self-Efficaey: A cognitive social learningAtheory‘of

behavioral change that regulates behavior and deVeloPS'

- as ‘an individual acquires a conviction of perSOnal

- competence neécessary to achieve a desired outcome, .

determines how much effort will be expended, and
determines how long it will be sustained in the face .
of obstacles and adVerse‘expetiences (Banduray 1977)f:
Teaching: A constant stream df-professional decisiens'

made before, during, and after interaction=with'the




(6)

(7)

student; decisions which, ‘when implemented, increéase . -~

the‘probability of learning'(Hunter,'1982)

Model of Teaching: ~ Guidelines for de81gn1ng educa—_ o
tional act1v1t1es and env1ronments that spec1fy waysfrﬂaf

of teaching and 1earn1ng - the patterns for teachlng‘f:uh

strateqgies (Joyce, 1983).

Hunter Instructlonal Model: The practlces and teachlng:"‘ ;

strategles as3001ated w1th ‘Dr. Madeline Hunter, empha—A

sizing three critical teachlng decisions: (a) content :

~ to be learned, or what content to teach, (b) .learner. .
behavior, or what the student will do to 1earn;and to,

demonstrate learning has occurred~ and (C) teacherfhf' 3

behav1or, or what the teacher does to fac111tate the.L
process of learning based on identified pr1n01ples of

learnlng (Hunter, 1976)
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

For the pﬁrposes of this study, the related literature -
will be presented'under'the following main topiés; These
topics will include: (1) The Development of the Hunter
instructional Model, (2) What 1Is the Hunter Instructional
Model--A Descriptioh of - the Model,'(3) Related Research .
Studies and Programs Using‘the.Hunter Model, (4) Criticisms
of the Model and Huntér's Responses, (5). Reasons for.
Success of the Hunter Instructional Model, (6) Chron-- -
ological. Development of Teachers' Sense of Efficacy, and .
(7) Research Related to Teachers' Sense of Efficacy.

The Development of the Hunter
InstruqtionalAModel

Madeline Hunter .has been noted as one ‘of_ the major‘
influences on teachers during the last ten years (Brandt,‘
1985), whose 1ideas have 'spread like wildfire“.sihce her -
eiements'of an effective lesson were introduced ‘in the iate-

1960'S (slavin, 1987, p. .56). She was the principal;of'theﬁ
/lab‘sdhool at the Universify of Califorhia at'Los.AngéléS}f'
| for many vears and iS‘curréntly a faculty memberfof‘thet

" UCLA Graduate School of . Education (Slavin, 1987). She is
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an international consultant and has written seVeral books -

and made an extensive  series of video'tapes. She has

- published . articles extensively in many educatlonal'

jogrnals, .periodicals, and - magazines; writing about.her
"theory-into-practice"_ideas that have'come to bezkhown'as;
the Hunter Instructional ‘Model. -
The Hunter Instructional Model was develobed over a:'.
number of years at the UCLA lab school ' With the help of
her colleagues, behaviors and characteristics of'hundreds’
ef teachers were observed, and exemplary characteristiceﬁl.
were isolated and identified (Farrell, 1982;‘ Waliace(
1982). o | |
Hunter credits the basis of her model to theOrists
sueh as Benjamln Bloom, whom_she liste as one of the}most-

influential contrlbutors to American :education (Hunter;

-

1985b). Hunter claims to have taken what the reeearChmhaé:f'

Validated about teaching and translated it 1nto "somethlng
teachers can use tomorrow mornlng as they make educatlonal'
decisions" -(Brandt, 1985, p. 61). |

| Hunter's Instructional Model. is referred to ‘im.the"f
literature by several names, includings' "A Clinical Theory

of Instruction," “ITIP;" "Mastery Teaching," "PET," "Clini—

cal Teaching," "Target ‘Teaching," '"The UCLA Model," and

"The Hunter Model" (Hunter, 1985b Evans, 1982), as-well as

Eesential Elements of: Instructlon""(Mannatt‘ and ' Stow, ‘

1986). There is also a 'fellowup component dealing_With
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supervision. For the purposes of this discussion, it is:{]‘m

referred to as the Hunter Instructional Model and focus 1s

primarily on the teaching learning process.

'The Process of Teaching in the
Hunter Instructional Model

In the literature concerning the Hunter .Instructional °
Model, Hunter discusses the process of teaching in two

ways: the science and the art of the process of teachlng.

Based: on two decades -of _studying effective.-classroom"'”

teachers Hunter explains the debate of whether teaching is
.an art or true sc1ence by calling the "s01ence" of teaching”
the -"profess1onal [teacher] deCiSions and the'[studentlhl
behaviors that result from those decisions." The Mart" of
teaching, she refers to as the i.'non-tangible,-intuitive,
extrasensory perceptions,‘Which still reside in the cate- '
éory of the'unarticulated 'artistry"of_teachingv (Hunter,;7f
1976, p. 162). . B |
Hunter defines the act of-"teaching"‘as:
‘. . . a constant stream of professional decisions
made before, during, and after interaction with
the student; decisions which, when implemented, . .
increase the probability of learning (Hunter,
1982, p. 3). ' )
As the foundation of'the theory of the ‘model, Hunteri,.ﬁ
believes that .teachers are not: necessarily born,i hutf
- through a systematic, planned series of developed;competen;-

cies, can be made (Hunter, 1976). According‘to Hunter,
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Successful teaching' is not "based on what the
teacher was, but depend[s] on what the teacher -
[does] in planning and implementing . . .. the .
. plans in the teaching-~learning process (Hunter,
1976, p. 163). ‘ : - R

What Is the Hunter Instructlonal Model--
. A Description of the Model

The basis of the Hunter Model 11es in the teachlng :

process -itself, and the - decisions that a teacher uses,_- B

regardless of who or what is. being taught (Hunter 1982)

In her research, after 1dent1fy1ng hundreds of- the crltlcal‘.

.elements used by successful teachers,_ three‘major catee"
gories of teacher decisions‘were identified: (i);COntent-

tc be learned, or what content to teach next; (2) learner -

behavior, or what the student will do. to learn and to

'demonstrate learnlng has occurred and (3) teacher‘hehay-”_;s‘ff'

'1or, or what the teacher does to facilitate the process of'x

learnlng (Hunter, 1976)° This, therefore, is Hunter's

' contention; if these professional decisions are made

correctly in the framework of the students, and‘tcfthe _

specific situation, "learning will  be. increased" (Hunter, .
1982, p.. 3). To elaborate, Hunter states,

.If what the teacher . does is consonant with what"
is now Kknown about cause-effect relationship in
learning, and if- that . teacher's decisions and -
actions reflect awareness of the current state of
-the’ learner and the present environment, thelrj.
learning will predictably increase 'in the des1redﬁ
direction (Hunter, 1979 p. 1). - ‘
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Hunter's goal is .to produce teechers1who.can;makez
correct teaching decisions, .either befere or ‘duriﬁ§ ;
instruetion, based :on research ‘principles:‘end based 6ﬁ3:

deliberate artistie‘préctice (Hunter, 1985b; Hunter,.1987).fH

In the sections to follow, each of the thfeelcriﬁicei SRR

teaching decisions according to the Hunter Instructional

Model will be detailed.’

The‘Critical Elements of Teacher Dedisions

- Content to be learned. The -first criticaljteadhing'”

decision outlined in the Hunter Instructional Model is the =~

"what" oricontent of teaching, or the intended -learning to

which teacher-learner attention is being directed (Hunfer,

1982). Elements considered under this heading entail many =

facets of "essential subelearhings" (Hunter,'1982), includ--
ing knowledge of jpriof student 'learﬂing, prereqUisite
learning, use of time, etc. (Hunter, 1979) (see“Figure 1).
In addition, the’criteria' of an instructidnal objec~
tive such as the audience, the desired behavior of the
students, specific circumstances of instrﬁction, and the ;
criteria for completion should all be considered (Huntef,:
1982).‘ |
The training model:empheeizes‘the need fef the.teacher
te be able te correct by diagnosing the leveljof4diffi¢ﬁ1£yli
of the leéson, to be eertain that the content ‘is approé_

priate to the learner. Bloom's Taxonomy is stressed tof




Figure 1.

CONTEHT.

- The Hunter Model.

THREE CRITICAL TEACHER DECISIONS

Teaching is a constant stream of making and implementing decisions, before, during and
after instruction which, when implemented, will increase the probability of learning.

Hhat will the content be? What is to be taught?
Describe what the learner already knows.

OBJECTIVES:

Where are we going? Teaching to an objective

What will we do? 1) Why the lesson is

Why? important :
2) How the lesson will

Goal, Long-term-~
teach reading

benefit him/her per-
. sonally

-3). Better selection of
0b jective-Purpose - learning activities
short-term . 4) Evaluation

CRITERIA OF AN TNSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVE.

1) Audience (Who-TLW)

2) Behavior (What will the learmer do?)
3) Condition (What situation?)

4) Degree of completion (Criterion)

State objectives at beginning of class
discovery of objective.

1) Students learn better.

2) Teachers enjoy teaching more.

3) Adds vigor to teaching, resulting in
increased learning..

DIAGNOSIS:

Why diagnose? Find out....know/don't know
can/can't do

How? Formal - Pretest

Informal - Sampling/oral

Inferential. - Infer about present
from past. (Student in Algebra II.
mst have passed Algebra I.)

LEVEL OF DIFFICULTY:
diagnose the correct level of difficulty.

LEVEL OF COMPLEXITY: Compared with Bloom's -

Taxonomy:
Higner--Evaluation Lower--Application
Synthesis Comprehension

Analysis Knowledge

"1) Determine basic informa-

Task analysis to formally

=== LEARNER BEHAVIOR

What will the student do to learn?

INPUT:
How will the student learn?

OUTPYT:

What will the student do
to show that learning did
take place?

tion.

2) Organize information so
that the student can see

1) Choral responses
2) Sample individual

the relationships. response
3) Present in simplest 3) Signaled response
possible language. .
Read Write
Listen Demonstrate
‘Observe Perfornm
Discuss Tell
Experience Recite .
Do Contrast
Compare
1) Perceivable to the

teacher~—observable
Validates learning;
measures learning

2

~

ERRORS:

1) Dignifying Errors
(Supply question to
- answer; express value
of the answer given.)

2) Prompt or assist

3) Hold the student
accountable--gentle,
mild, firm, severe

LESSON PLAN |

1) Anticipatory Set
a) Focus the students' attention. .
b) Provide very brief - -practice on previously
achieved or related learning.
c) Develop a readiness for the instruction that
will follow.

~-I==TEACHER BEBAVIOR

What will the teacher do to facilitate learning?-

HOTIVATTON:

c Level of Concern-Visibility-Stand close to student
Neutral--Doésn't do ‘anything

F Feeling Tone - Pleasant ~ Unpleasant
I Interest - Personalizing things - Vivid or novel

K EKnowledge of Results ~- Immediate reinforcement
specific

S ‘Success - Achievement - Some challenge or difficult
Change level of difficulty-
Risk - uncertainty

R Reward -- Intrinsic (learning for sake of learning}
. Extrinsic (paycheck)

REINFORCEMENT'

. 1) Positive ~- Inéreases the desire of the student

2) Negative
3) Intermitient

) Extinction--Ignore behavior--go away

Regular massed positive reinforcement
Intermittent

RATE AND DEGREE:

1) Meaning-—Greater the meaning, the better the rate

and degree of learning.

'2) Sequence-The sequence of items to be learned will

affect 1,2,3 & 10 will be easiest to
remember.

a) Pulling out the middle and reviewing

b)* Chaining--Learn sequence in reverse
order

¢) Using vividness in the middle

'3) Relationships--Establish relationships between

1tems to be learned Teoat-sweater).

‘u) Active participation by’ tne ‘learner: increases his/

her rate and degree.

a) Overt -- Observable--write, do, say
b) Covert-- Can't be seen--thinking

€T




Figure 1--continued.

'CONTERT
TASK ANALYSIS:

1) Select objective task.

.2) Break down tasks into sub-tasks.

3) Sequence the sub-parts.

4) Determine what the student can or can't do.

THINGS TO DO _TO AVOID WASTING TIME:

~

}::—:xacnﬁn EEHAVIOR

> LEARNER EEEAVIOR

Three ways tbnprovide an anticipatory set:

a) Ask questions

b) Quick quiz :

¢) Provocative or controversial statement
(interest grabber)

State Objectives

5) Practice-—Small amount, with meaning, many short

better than long; mass at first;
quality is the key.

a) How much material? -~ Short, meaningful chunks

b) How long? -- Intense short'periods with intent
to learn

Why relevant to student?

c) How often? -- New learning «- mass practice
State the purpose of the lesson.

Many, close together

d) How well? w- Thorough at first; briefly after
learning

1) Sponge activities.
2) Beam questions to entire group (while passing
out paper). - 3) Input
3) Give assignment or quiz.

u) Ut{lize prime time wisely. Providing basic information (films, books,

lecturers)

TIME: =~ - . a) Determine basie information. -

‘1) Quantity of time--fuiction of administration b) OPSattze igfzzmattin so that the student can
) time—rm= . see the relationships.

2) Quality of time- runction of teacher ¢) Present in simplest possible language..

PRIHCIPLES OF CHALEKBOARD/OVERHEAD ?ROJECTOR USE: 4) Model

1) Say it before you write it.

2) Use only key words and simple diagrams.
.3) Positional --Relationships.

4) ‘Erase before introducing new material.

RETENTION:
1) Meaning =~ Reason to learn
Past learning to give meaning to presen:

2) Feeling Tone -- Neutral feeling tone doesn't aid.
. . remembering N
Pleasant - Uupleasant

3) Degree of Original Learning <~ Short, meaningful

4) Practice Schedule == Mass practicing .
. Distributed practice

5) Transfer -- 0ld 1earn;ng can aid or block learning ’

Example-aIllustratiou--Outline

a) Highlight the critical attributes--description.
“b) Avoid distractions or controversial issues.
¢) Teacher presents the first model to avoid the
risk of. an incorrect model.
d) Introduce non-examples:

ve

"BRAIN--THQ HEMISPHERES:
Left: Thinks in words | Right: Thinks in pictures

o Reading ' . o Art
o Writing o Media
o Calculating .0 Meditation

Modal Descriptors. Modal Descriptors

TRANSFER:

1) Similarity -- of éhe elements
2) Association -- of time

3) Degree of original learning
4) Critical attributes

‘Makes material relevant and meaningful--
Past --=> Present

¥hy Model?

a) Reaching into the past and using models the
student is familiar with.

o Linear o Intuitive b) Introduce new materials building on the past.
o Termal o Folistie . . | 5)check or nderstansieg

o Analytical o Visual Spatial a) Choral response (All respond in unison; must
o Rational o Synthetic -be on task; avoid embarrassment )

© Propositional ‘0 Metamorphic b) Signaling

o Explieit o Appositional ¢) Ask questions (sampliug/dip-sticking)
©-Logical [}

Tacit . ..~ : 1: d)-Quick quiz
’ C 6) Guided Praetice--Monitored work, Individual/Group
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teachers,'ehcouraging' conside;ation of élllconteny,based
on specifi@ levels of 'complexity.- Hunter nofes.the need
for teacher planning of the content of the 1esSdn'and'
consideration of correct-level based on the needs;§f £hé-
studeﬁts (Hunter, i982).j - |

| Other "decisions" ahd techniques aré suggested {ih.the ;
model such as ideas for use of classroom time on.task;ﬁuséf
of the chalkboard or overhead, and :consideratioﬁSj.offj
learner "learning style" and hemispheficity. -

The learner behavior. @ What the learner will do;lér

the student behavior that makes learning possible,.isgthé,;

. second critical decision (Huntér, 1982). The modei‘focﬁsés

on two aspects of the étudent's léarning behavior.'_"The‘
first aspect 1is the inputl or how the student acquirés'the
knowledge or skill, such ‘as‘read,‘ observe; diééqss; éﬁg. 
(see Figure 1). The other aspect is‘based on‘whapruhfer: .
calls the output, "which validates acquisitigﬁ‘ df,fhe'f
knowledge or skill," is  perceivable, and "validates" thatw‘
the student has 1earned‘the‘objective (Hunter, 1982, p.'S).ig
The‘Hunter Model distinguishes' three_impp;téntugehérF

A

alizations:

12

(1) Teaching and learning is focused on the intended
objective since the attaining of this objective ié’the‘

. . purpose of the instruction.
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(2) - As Qith content, the learning objective‘is at the
appropriate level of difficulty, including the.levels
suggested in‘Bloom’s-Taxonomy. o
(3) Monitoring and adjusting is occurring, or the constant,]
monitoring to adjust(learning to make -sure that the‘,

new_learningilbeing considered challenges and is-beinqz_

learned by the student. Hunter refers to this as' . .

"dlpstlcklng" (Hunter, 1976, p. 165), and suggests

]
several meth%ds including choral responses ,individual:
"problng," wrltlng, etc. .
Included in the model as a.learner behav1or, but noted; g
hyfeducators as "d01ng Madellne Hunter" (Slav1n, 1987
P. 56), is the spec1flc approach to presenting a lesson, or’
the seven steps of a teaching eplsode.
According to; Hunter'(1987), all seven steps are notf'
necessary in every lesson, but it. is a "decision“ of the‘.
teacher to decide which steps are appropriate.< The steps-
in the model‘lnclude- | |
(1) Anticipatdry Set: Byp asking questions, "interest .
grabbers,"-etc., the learner's attention is focusedlon_
.the lesson. | |
(2) Statement of Objectives: The purpose of'the'lesSOn'
| and relevance to the student are explalned |
(3) Prov1de Input by the Teacher: At - this .step,“theﬁ
teacher provides the basic information.and‘explains-'

relationships in a variety of methods and techniques.
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(4) Modeling the New Learning: By highlighting the .~ -

"critical attributes" and demonstrating,’leafning‘Will

be enhanced.

(5) Checking for Understanding;' " The teacher agtérminésff“%]'Th

the 1éve1 of understanding by a variety‘of-methods;!'

(6) Guided Practice: The .teachef monitors the leérner'é-aﬂ
wdrk and is available to‘prbvide'assistance.:i‘“ |

(7) Independent Pfactibe: With tﬁe' aésumpﬁionj that.thé -
' students understand _thep lesson,. - extra»‘pfééticéiisﬁf“

assigned.

Teacher behavior. The third critical 'decisioh,iS“thé

behavior of the teacher, or what the teacher does to

facilitate learning.. - Hunter indiéates a -teacher,uliké. jf'-¥

everyone else, can only control one person in the studentf';V'

teacher relationship -- him/herself (Hunter,'1985b). 1’F6r';v

this reason, she notes, the "deliberate and:conséious"fuseq*u.

of the established research-based pfinciples ofvlearping-byf“
the teacher wili guide student response and "increaéé the"
likélihood" of acdéleratéd student ‘achieVement;.incféésQ'
the motivation of students to learn, increase the'ébeed_and }*
amount (rate and degree) of learning, and promote retention
_and appropriate transfer.of tﬁgt 1earning to new situations

(Hunter, 1982, p. 6).

‘Hunter believes it 1is unnecessary to argue about =

methodology .of learning, but rather, given the_conteﬁt}

learner. task, and teaching the prinéiples of learning,
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achievement will be facilitated at each particular time for-
each particular learner (Hunter, '1976). sKnowihg these - .

' principles of learning, in her view, and "délibefatelY'éndﬁ -

artistidally ‘using them; - is a hallmérk:‘offifhe maStefha-“

teacher" (Hunter, 1982, p. 6).-

Principles of learning. These afe the major priﬁr';
ciples of feacher behavior as described above;, and are
discussed as follows: | k
(1) Motivation: This is the student's "intent" to leafh 

and is very important to the overall success ‘of

‘student learning.(Hunter,‘1967a; p; 37). 5ACcording Eo’l'ff"

Hunter, "motivatiQn[ is not generic, 'but it ,ié -
learned.” Teachers need to become knowledgeable abéuf B
it and skilled in iﬁéréasing the studenté' mbtivatioﬁ' 
to learn (Hunter, 1982, p. 11). Although many factors :
‘are’ beyond the"teacher's 'cbntrol,' there{ are;_sixwf
factors that the Hunter _Instrﬁctional Model outiines )
as possibie'ways td""interact" and ‘assiét‘ih student
motivation: | |

(a) Level of concern: Finding an optimai ﬁointtiﬁ:
the student's céring toe 1learn is the-ébfective.:
Either too high a'-level or too_léw will broduce
littlg ‘'or no .learning} but a moderate'levei:”
"stimulates efﬁért to learn." Examples of tech- -
niques are phyéiéal proximity to a student not -’

participating,.Sﬁrprise tesﬁing, etc. The model




(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)
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encourages deliberéte and conscious adesfing‘of
this level to gain motivation (Hunter, 1982);

Feelingifone: Since the‘Qay a student féelsii;-a
classroom affects,motivation, studeﬁtSV.Will-put*
fbrth more éffért in a pleasant leafn}ng,situai
tion and if they feel successful, producQ a
pleasant feeling. However, an unpleasant feeling

tone may be required to increase achievement. "It

is the knowledge of the creation of‘the-désifedfﬁ "*.

feeling tone ‘that will ‘produge the‘necessﬁry
student motivatidﬁ-(Hunter, 1982). x

Interest: ‘Creating interest in learning by
relafing learning to the 'student's:'lifé‘ or
accentuating the novel’ br vivid  aré_‘Wa§é\of;*
creating intereSt‘and motiﬁation (Huntef;ﬂi982i. |
Knowledge’of results: Motivation will likely
increase . if specifip knowiedge 6f results is

known. According to Hunter, we find out - what we

"are doing - well, what needs to be improved, and -

what to do to improve ‘it; then there 1is reason- :

able probability that we'can improve-if'(Huptgr,v 

1982).

Success: Teachers can help students feel suc- = °

cessful by making- a careful diagnosié fothé!.?“7

student's. ability. in‘ order for a :Student‘to‘f

feel success. fhere must be some effort in the
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task to give a feeling of accomplishment. Lack . = '

of success or success affects motivatioﬁland'iéia
major.céncern forﬂinétruétion‘iHuﬁter; 1982).'  

Relation of activity to reward: When the activ-
ity itself is ;ewarding, it produces‘a situétioﬁ
where the motivation is intrinsic,Tthe‘actiQity'

will always achieve the goal, and motivation .will =

- compound. Extrinsic motivation is dependent on s

and changes. - with the specifié 'environmental”'i‘

‘situation (Hunter, 1967a).

The six factors of motivation as described abOve ‘

not presented as discrete items, but rathér a

combination of one or all of them promotes, according '

to Hunter, a motivation to learn (Hunter, 1982).7‘If'ﬁ

- all students attained intrinsic motivation or self- L

motivation, a teacher's job would be easier, but, as ;|

Hunter indicates, ~because this is _usuaily"nqt'thex “

case, a teacher using. the principles of. motivation . .~

can.Stimulate learning (Hunter, 1982).

Hunter concludes,

If you are the learner and are putting forth

-effort and are somewhat concerned about the

outcome, yet you experienced (1) the pleas- -
ant feeling tone of being (2) successful and
you found the material (3) interesting,
novel, and related to your own life, then if
a teacher gave you (4) immediate -‘and spe-
cific knowledge of results about what you. "~
had accomplished -and helped you to continue .
to improve your performance, there is a high-
probability that you enjoyed .the- whole
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process. = You're motivated to 'do it some-
more' because you enjoyed it (pp. 22-23). '

Farrell (1982), in his article "MotiVationﬁand
Learning" concerning the Hunter Model, concluded thaf -
If these [principles of iearning] aré"”
present, learning .will be successfully
enhanced and reinforced; if they are miss-
ing, learning will at best be inhibited or
at worst nonexistent (p. 8). '
(2) Reinforcement: - This is another principle of leérnihg‘
| that apblies the ideas of Skinner in the élaésfdom. 
Hunter (1967a) oﬁtlines the four major concéptslof
feinforcement, which she says '"should be of value to-
-:éveryone éngaged in the process df learning whiéh is‘
essentially tﬁe process of changing behavibr" (p. 1){_
(a) ‘Positivé reinforcement: A positive reinforcer
will strengthen the response it follows andimgke"
it more likely'fo reoccurL It means stféhgfhéh¥
ing of the BéhaQior that brought én the positive
reinforcer. | | | o
(b) Negative reinforcement: A negative-reinfofcer;
can be anythiqg,-according to Huﬁter; unpleaéant
of not desired'by the student that‘weakehs'the '
behavior it immediately follows. |
(c) Intermittént' reinforcement: Intermittehf rein-
forcement distinguishes fiming of the reiﬁforge;.
ment, meaning :more'at firétiand then‘afgradual;;

.decline.




(3).

(4)
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(d) Extinction: Extlnctlon will happen 1f there 1s
.no positive’ or negatlve relnforcement cau81ng ther
behavior to stop.- . |

Rate and~Degree:' This is the principle-of learning‘inf ‘

which several areas -are explored 1nclud1ng mean1ng,-7'

the greater'the meaning“to the learner, _the_better;f:
rate "and degree,_cf -learning. Hunter‘ describes:
sequence as the order in which items are'learned7ﬂ
affecting the speed- in which learnlng takes place

Suggestion of relationships by the - teacher bulldlngﬂ'

associations between two or more items enhances thei;.;th“'
rate and degree.df.learning. Flnally, practlce -in=af_ﬂ'

: specific and ‘s?stematic. way 1ncreases the rate”andlaf
‘degree of learning (Hunter, 1969), with -small amédntS'

~with meaning at. first when the learning process'isﬂf
'occurring. Hunter malntains the quallty of learnlng

" is the most 1mportant concern..’

Retentlon: This is the pr1nc1ple of,learning-that}

according to Hunter, is the way a teacher can helpc".*.-”'”
-stndents remember as a teacher searches "for methodsff'

"that are more productive .of learnlng and ways that?f-

result more surely in reténtion of that whlch has been‘

' learned" (Hunter,31967b p. l).;

v (a) -Meaning:‘=Relatlnghthe léésbn'_td-ftheflearner'sﬁ._h'

own life and experience provides meaning'and)aidspf

remembering.
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(b) Feeling tone: :When the teacher tries to makehtheﬁff .f{?ﬁ

learning as.pléasant as possible, Hunter contendsﬁ'
that the pleasant feelings w1ll promote learning.,t

Unpleasant feelings also promote learning,,but'

this could be non productive. Finally, a neutral‘fﬁ'"

feeling tone .is "useless" as far as memory 1sf~ B |

‘concerned, as it does not invoke ‘any feeling85_
(e) - Positive transfer: Retention can be ‘gained by ..
the students through the teaching ‘of'thefnew'*

information'and by pointing -out-the similarities e

of old learning Whenever the' transfer of oldit”r'"h

learning to new learning takes place, lt.§$S;St$f‘-
the new learning.

(a) Negative transfer: Retention, accerding‘ to

'Hunter, is impeded whenever the memory: ‘of. one "

learning-interfereS' with another and the.teacher'g

stresses difference.

- {e) Practice schedule: - Hunter notes that teachers‘_ h

must decide  "how -much,“ "how many times,”:and_
"how often" the learners‘ should practice the :

" lesson to '"maintain adequate meaning" (p )

- She suggests "mass practice",with short 1ntervals -

~at first, '1and later,‘ distributed practice to.
maintain the 1nformation.
(5) 'Transfer of Learning: This is the fifth- principle of

learning and is referred to by Hunter (1971) as a-
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-+« .+ source of real economy of time and

energy because, as previous learning facili-
tates or interferes with new learning, such
transfer of learning can effectively
decrease or seriously increase the time
needed to achieve a new learning (p. 2).

Hunter notes four generalizations that ‘will ‘help .-

teachers teach transfer of learning:

(a)

(b).

“(c)

Transfer is important because it is the heart and
core of problem—solVing, creative thinking, and

all other higher -mental processes, as well as

- inventions and artistic products. It. provides a’

source of real economy in time and energy in -

learning.
The four categaries 6f‘ fadtors which encourégef.'
transfer are: (1) similarity of enQironmeﬁt,
actions, and feelings; (2) associéﬁidn‘ of two

learnings; (3) adequate degree of the original

.learning; and (4)‘identification' and labelihg of

the critical and in&ariant properties or generalfl
izations that make a\sitqation what it is. |

Verbalizing the critical element which triggers
transfer is desirablé,because the éct 6f making‘

explicit and labeling: (1) focuses the‘learner .

'on the critical element rather than an unimpor-

tant one, and (2) increases the consciocus recog- '

nition of that element in a new situation.
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(d) - The most important factor promoting transfer (not -
because it is more powerful, but" becausé it is

more subject ' to - instructional control) is the

identification of . those Critiéal and:uﬁVarying3} B

elements, attributes, and generalizations Which .
signal that sométhing is what it - iS,>SO positive

transfer willi take rlace “and inappropfiate'

transfer will not occur. To"aéhieve-this}skill}”;77“‘{

we should teach: (1) categoriiation, (2) idénti—wﬁ»iv

fication of critical‘attributes, (3) predifferen-jﬁ T.f"

tiation skills, and (4) generalizations.

What has beén presented here is a brief discussion of

the major components'of the content of the .Hunter Inétfﬁc—l 

tional Model. The formal training qohsists of thirty hours

of training, usually over an extended period of time.

Related Research Studies and Programs
Using the Hunter Model .

Madeline Hunter notes that a model should not be
considered the final answer, but should contribute to
. « . educators' use of researchébased knowledge
. +«+ .« to encourage the constant addition of
research-based propositions, . . . [and] increase.-
teacher and student success and satisfaction in
schooling (Hunter, 1985b, p. 601)..
The major principles of the Hunter  Instructional Model are

research-based, borrowed from major theories and concepts, = -
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such as Bloom's Taxonomy, Rosenshine (direct instruction),i"
and Skinner (motivation), among others.

- The three critical de01s1ons described in the Hunter

Instructlonal Model are cons1stent with the’ Greenwood and;'ﬂ

Good (1974) discussion of. the "teacher as dec;s1on3maker,"
The authors wrote:
- (1) .Decision making is a critical aspect of the,
teacher's job.

(2) The teacher typically makes decisions on the
basis of his personal belief system, whlch
we prefer to call his theory. :

{3) Education courses should help the teacher“
examine - and state his theory and give him
the opportunity to ‘integrate. it. w1th many
scientific educatlonal theories.

(4) The teacher [should] develop his de01s1on
making skills by giving him the opportunity
to make decisions (p. 2).

The Hunter Instructional Model also seems to .be
cempatible with the effective school's research in several
other areas. As Cohen (1981)‘states,_ | I

A necessary pre-condition for the implementation

and success of the five factors [noted in the

effective school research] is a large proportion

of well-motivated students (p. 29).

This is consistent with the Hunter Model addressing motiva-
tion directly (Hunter, 1982).

" Two major studies have been completed using the Hunter
Instructional Model. "Project Linkage," the efirst major
validation study, was Jsponsored by a California State .

. "/ L
Department of Education grant to the UCLA Graduate

~School of Education. The grant was to test the Hunter
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.InstruCtional Model in a Los Angeles inner—city schooln'
where test scores are "at the bottom s1xth percentlle ofl

the nation" (Hunter, 1987 p. 51). |

The project was evaluated by the federally funded ;~

Center for the Study of Evaluatlon at UCLA, and "showedi

students doubled, and -in some cases quadrupled their*fi"'

previous gains" (Hunter,. 1987 p. 5):

Other gains listed.in the study included‘a réductibn”
of vandalism and d1sc1p11ne problems and an increase in‘the
self concepts of the students (as measured by ava;lable."
. instruments) (Hunter, 1987; Hunter, 1985b).
' Several research studies have beentconducted”concern— o
. ing the Hunter Instructional Model, with thejmost-recent;f.
and notable known as the fﬁapa/VacaVille Project" at_the_
‘Napa County Unified School _District in Callfornla.: QTheff
evaluation was designed bf” jane Stalllngs ;and GeorgeT”V
Mohlman in 1981 (stallings; 1985; Stalllngs,' 1987) tgﬁf
-measure "the impact of Hunter's Instructional Theory;Ihto—l'
Practice training on teacher behavior, student enéaged_
rates,'and student achieyement_in'reading and‘mathematicsﬁft_
‘ ‘(Robblns and Wolfe, 1987, p. 59). | S

The National Instltute of Educatlon conceptuallzed the ..
project w;th two goals: '

(1) To find out if comprehens1ve staff develop—fr

- ment might lead to: higher -student engaged - . -
" rates and- hlgher student achlevement,\and 3

(2) To ascertain whether comprehens1ve staffv-
- development programs would have more impact -
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on student achlevement than would Tltle I
services (stallings, 1987, p. 63).

The analysis of the evaluation project vyielded the,t';
following results:

(1) Teacher Dbehavior: There were significant .
positive changes “in- the teachers' appro-
priate -use of ‘instructional skills to the .
end of the third vyear, but the scores’
dropped during the final year. . -

(2) Student engaged rate: There was significant
. improvement in each of the first three years
until year four.

(j) Student achievement: Students galned in
reading and math until the fourth -year when
the achievement scores dropped (Robblns and
Wolfe, 1987, p. 60). .
Notable in these results was that out of the original
520 ‘students enrolled in 1982, only 102 remained_after thei ‘

fourth year (Stallings, 1987). Further, &tudents in the -

project from ~its inception: in 1982 achieved higher acores-'"

in reading and mathematics during the last year‘than'
students entering for the first time that year.

In addition to the major studies detalled above, there '
have been several dissertations done on parts of the model,
in addltlon to Rosenshine's work whlch

. . . supports the model as an effort to synthe— .

- size all of these resedarch 'bits and pieces! into .

a cognitive decision-making model of teaching

rather than having them remain as isolated and. .

disjointed fragments (Hunter, 1987, p. 51). '

.Other_ instances - of ‘implementation‘ of ' the model in:

school districts and projects across the country are

referred to 1in the research, including eastern Washlngton‘
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state (Lundsgaard, 1982) and in Pittsburgh (Wallace 1982)
both ut111z1ng the model for 1nstructiona1 improvement. and'

 supervision with positive 'results.‘ In Washington the.

project, called - "Child: Serﬁicef Demonstration Center "f*f

!
included ' several rural districts, while the Plttsburgh:m

project, called the "Pittsburgh ResearCh Based: Instruc-

tional Superv1sory Model," was 1nst1tuted in an urban area.7

Both prOJects chose the Hunter. Model for s1milar; .

reasons: (1) significant student .gains, (2) clearly out—‘
lined steps in diagnostic- prescriptive teaching, and (3)‘a'
supervision component as-well as a training component.-'

In Cedar Rapids, 'Iowa -(Jacobson, 1984)'a schobl'
improvement project ' using the Hunter Model produced.,
positive results in enhan01ng teacher skills as well as
‘those of principals.' |

A’significant study - to improve 'teaching practices,'
in which. the Hunter Instruction Model uas one vof tenf‘
- "research-based staff develOpment practices," was cailed
-the School Improvement Modelaby Richard Manatt and Shirley'
Stou and was concluded.at‘ Iowa State'_universitf tin'1986 '
(Manatt'and Stow, -1986, pf'118). -

Oof the"ten original interventions, the Hunter‘ﬁodel B
(which the study called "ﬁssential Eiements of Instruc-
tion") was selected along with the Teacher Expectation:and
.Student-Achievement (TESA) program to be .used as 1nterven—r

tion strategies in the five 01ty school districts.
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Results of the study indicated that the participating L ;3

teachers' average increase in post-test scores from pre-

test scores as measured by a knowledge incteaching criteria-

measure was 50.35 percent to 68.93 percent COrrecf; for a -

total average gain of 18.58 percent correct.

Criticisms of the Model and
Hunter's Responses

Several educators have cr1t1c1zed the Hunter Instruc—¢.
tional Model in the past few years. . Most recently,

Education Leadership, Rlchard Glbboney (1987a) concluded

(1) The content of the model consists prlmarlly
of techniques unrelated to a coherent body
of educational theory. . :

(2) The training process didactically presents
techniques that. are unrelated to ideas and
uninformed by reading or discussion.

(3) Teachers are implicitly viewed as technical.
decision makers,..not professional decision
makers. : o

(4) The model accepts the educational status -
quo, in part, because it excises teaching
from its essential context, and it offers an
incomplete and atomistic rather than a more
complete ‘and holistic account of learning
and teaching.

(5) Because the model is non-intellectual and =~
mechanistic, it is not a fundamental
response to  the problem of quality of
education (p. 50). ' : '

Additionally, Gibboney - (1987b) also criticized ﬁhe“ﬁl'

research base for the Hunter Instructional Model by noting

that the final report of.the'Napa study indicated a drop in
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reading scores (in the final year).and shdwed no-difference,
from the control school.: | ‘ a | ”

In response to Gibboney;?Hunter (1987) replled td;thed
eriticism'concerning the model being nonrintellectual.hyrf
- noting: | |

Gibboney's complalnt that the model is' non- -
‘intellectual is a perplex1ng twist. The model is
more typically criticized for expectlng thinking -
"at an impossibly high level, asking teachers to
understand psychological prop051t10ns translate
them into high speed, artistic performance
(procedural knowledge), -'and constantly monitor
teaching '~ decisions ° by . conditional knowledge :
(asking 'when?' 1is each proposition appropriate

and 'why then?' Could .any ' requirements of a - N
professional be more 1ntellectually demandlng (p.’ ‘
52)?2

Hunter continued by;dismissing the statement that her
model 1is mechanistic in notlng that the seven elements
teachers should think about do not constltute the Hunter
Model for supervision (Hunter, 1987).

Hunter stated:

I deplore the fact ‘that many observers - are.

looking for the presence or absence of certain

elements rather than the appropriateness .and

artistry of implementation 'of the decisions a

teacher makes (p. 52). : :

‘Hunter (1987) continued by notlng admlnlstrators u31ng‘
a "checkllst mentallty . .,.‘,present an 1ndlctment of theff
admlnlstrators' preparation“ (p 52).

Hunter defended her model's research base, 01t1ng the;

Pro;ect Linkage evaluatlon and the Napa PrOJect.. Flnally;'-f

'sh. " addresses the issue- ‘of transfer of learning'WhiCh'-
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Hunter (1987) calls the "ﬁltimate goal in learning" and
recently has éynthesized "into a reasonably bfactical-model 
to inérease the probability of'transfef" (p. 53)., o

Others, such as Rober; Slavin k1987) in "The_Hunteri—v
zation of America's Schools," also criticized thé reséérch-.
basis of the Hunter :InstructiOnal Model, pointing to.thé'
Népa_Project in which the control school gained éomparabiy'
to the Hunter Model school.

Hunter replied that the Napa .research- suggests thé
model was effective, but not maintained. She aﬁded,-"The
research fails to report that:many teachers in the control
schools had prior training in the model -- from the’ same -
traineré” (Sitavin, 1987, p. 60).' “ | B

Slavin (1987) continued by referring to the Huﬁtef
Model as '"traditional teaching" (p. 57). 1In reply, Hunter .-
asked: . A ' S

Has it been the :traditién for teacheré to

- consclously and deliberately base their decisions

- on knowledge? . . . Most .good teachers. 'got the .-

hang of it' through trial and error, not by

practicing research-based teaching (Slavin, 1987,

p. 60). ' . _

Bbth'siavin and Hunter. lament what Slavin warned as
"large-scale, mandated implementation of' stripped-dbwn;'

" formula-like 'applicétion df [Hunter] principieé" (Slayiﬁ;
'1987, p. 57). Hunter.agreed"by noting: | . -

'It's an indictment. of - graduate university pro-

grams- that professionals offer a checklist

instead of adequate supetrvisory education. Super-
visors should be looking for appropriateness and
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artistry in teachers' decisions; not for the .
Presence or absence:.of a certain behavior -
(Slavin, 1987 p. 60). o =

- Leonard Dav1dman (1984) ¢riticized the' Hunter Instruc—'ﬂf“tr\“

tlonal Model for its lack of validation.: He noted:

The Hunter Model has been partially, but"not

widely or systematically validated, and - :

therefore, quite '~ worthy of more _rlgorously :
- defined, longitudinal comparatlve 1nqu1r1es {p. .

12). L

Davidman (1984) continued:
For the Hunter Model of instruction to qualify. ash
. a scientifically and strongly validated model of .
- instruction many more longitudinal replications
in ‘diverse school districts are needed (p. 12).
Hunter (1985b) wrote an article entltled "What's Wrong .
with Madeline Hunter?" “(or: as she noted, "What's wrCng'
with the model?") in whichlshe dispelled the "myths" that‘;
had been waged acainst her model.l Included in the "myths":
were: |
(1) The model is rigid and stifles creativity: To this,
Hunter replied, "This model should provide the:launchy‘,
pad from which creativity can‘sbar"ﬁ(p.y58). o
(2) The model ‘was created to evaluate teachers: Hunter

'replied, "It was created to increase'teaching'excelr

. lence. aUsing the model has changedj manysmarginal ri~-

" teachers into . effective  ones and effective teachers:-
into masters" (p. 58).
(3) The model is great for direct teaching, but does

not apply to the. arts,-sto dlscovery learning,.or
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cooperative learning: ﬁunter challenged the statement
by noting that "ﬁhé- model undergirds fhé.decisibns-f
made in every.mode of teaching;r-. . e Anyhstyieféf‘f‘
téaching or‘ learning may - be ﬁéed,[but.phé téaéhéﬁ f
remains responsible'for'léarning outcomes" (p. 59);
Thé model applies only-to.elementary‘teachihg: Hﬁnéeftu

contended that "the model is equally effective in ele-

mentary, secondary, and university teaching" (p. 59).

Hunter (1985b) commented on several "misunderstandings" o

that lead to abuse of the model, including:

(1)

(2)

(3)

Administrators believe that teachers should try tolusenﬂ'

-every element of  effective instruction: - Hunter
responded, "Any observer who uses a checklist to make ,"

sure a teacher is wusing.all seven elements does not

understand the model" (p. 60).

Promoters of the:quél want to start with teachers:
Instead, Hunter suggested, "Knowledgé - of effécfiVé
Iteéching‘should first be learned by the admiﬁistrators‘
dnd.principals to internalize skills" (p. 60).

Leaderé are not adeéuately trained: This, aCéording
to Huhter, "results : in a lack of understandihg,

misunderstanding, and misapplications . . . of a

potentially powerful model for increasing éucceSsiinL 

teaching and learning" (p. 60).
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Reasons for Success of the Hunter
' InstructionalsModel

As mentioned earlier, with the ‘criticisms have‘comef3

- wide and enthusiastic acceptance of the model.as a "commonQT"’

sense translation offwellffounded instructional theoryrbﬁtt:
into practical terms" (Slavin, 1987, p. 56). . . =

Freer and Dawson (1987) noted three reasons why their
;model has been so popular with practltloners-7 '

(1) The model is clear . .« .. providing the .

o template for - thinking about the process of .
teaching and lesson preparation versus the
prescriptive 'do this--say that' of most
teacher guides. . o

(2) . The model can be ' applied almost immediately.
.. . [with] 'many of the  principles
exemplifying - approaches' they ' have used
successfully but in a willy-nilly fashion.
Training, then, appears to capitalize on a
transfer of learning, which aligns old and °
new practlces in more logical and productlve'.
ways. ‘ : :

- (3) The ‘model promotes a common vocabulary
which practitioners: see as immeasurably
beneficial whether teaching, supervising, or
just plain talking about teaching (p.-68) ‘

Dav1dman (1984) mentloned several reasons why, 3in bisnﬁw
view, the model has been popular and successful-

(l)' [The model] .says loud and clear that teach-}'f
ers can make a difference, [and] can signif-
. icantly ‘affect learning... . .. o

(2) It is viewed as a flexible, general model*;
- which 1leaves abundant room for teacher
. decision maklng, in intelligence'and art-
istry. . . . :

(3) " It provides -1nstructlonal guldellnes and.ﬁ'g;
' skllls which -teachers value. .. oo LT
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(4) It raises the status of the teachlng profes-
sion by arguing that progressive teaching, -
teaching gulded by the essential principles .
of teaching, is a scientifically 1nformed -
enterprise (p. 9). - -

Davidman (1984) contlnued by noting that he belleves_n;i'hﬁt”

that -because the model glves experienced teacherS'newu;‘

labels for kinds of teaching behaviors they already have,fe‘a

it provides positive reinforcement ‘for what they are

'already doing or. agree they should be doing. Although'he fj7

has no research-based data, he concluded by saylng that the'}Tu

model "prov1des many teachers with a - greater sense of . -

~1ntellectual control over thelr very complex‘ work env1ron—_“7

ment" (p. 10).

Chronological Development of -
-Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

Bandura's Conceptual Construct

What has been recently called "an‘important-faotor inM;
school improvement" (Dembo_andﬂGibson, 1986,ﬁp.p35)- is‘the_t
theory iof Teachers' Sense of . Efficacy," based on thetﬁi
;eseafch in se1f4efficac& of Albert Bandnra and hlS asso—
ciates at Stanford University. "Self efflcacy," accordlng )
to Bandura (1977), "is a cognitive mechanism that fegulates’
behavior" (p. -191) | Schunk (1981) explained that"the
."theory of self efflcacy postulates that dlfferent modes off
influence change behav1or in part by creatlng and strength-"'

ening self-precepts of efflcacy" (p. 93). He continued:

)
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Perceived self-efficacy is .concerned with judg- .
ments of one's capability to perform given
activities. ° In this .view, perceived self-
efficacy affects ° behavioral - functioning by -
. influencing people's choices =~ of activities,
effort expenditure, "and persistence in the face -
of difficulties. . The Thigher the perceived
efficacy, the greater is the sustained involve-

* ment in the activities and subsequent achievement
(p. 93). : ,

Bandura (1977) éxplained what Gibson and Dembo (1984)
referred to as his two—compdnent model. He said that any’
-positive endeavor is a "means of creating and strengthenind.’
expectations of personal efficacy" (p. 193). . However, he
distinguished efficacy . expectations from outcomewexpéctaf
tions by noting:

An outcome expectancy is defined as a person's

estimate that a given behavior . will lead ‘to

certain outcomes. An efficacy expectation is ‘the
conviction that one can successfully execute the
behavior required to produce the ocutcome. Outcome

and efficacy expectations are differentiated,

because individuals can believe that a particular

course of action will produce certain outcomes,. .

but 1if they entertain serious- doubts about

whether they can perform the necessary activities

such information - does not influence their

behavior (p. 193).

The concept of self-efficacy can be traced to-thefwdyk
of Lewin and Rotter and it concerns the "judgements'of‘
one's capability to produce a given pattern of behavior'"
(Schunk, 1981, p. 93) or, as noted by Denham and Michael
(1981), "a teacher's confidence in his [her] potential
effectiveness [which] is thought to be the_baéis. for more

effective teaching" (p. 39).
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The Application of Self—EffiCacy-
to Education--The Rand Studies

In two important studies sponsored by the Rand Corpor;j{j
ation (Armor et al., 1976; Berman et ai., 1977), this

concept was applled to teachers and defined as. "the extent'

to which the teacher believed he or she had the capac1ty to»h‘n

affect student performance" (Ashton ahd Webb;' 1986,..h”
p. 137). o

Outcome and efficacy expectatlons were measured 1n tuo
Likert—scale items whlch,suggested: | |

(1) When it comes right down-to it, a teacher‘really can't

~do much because most of -a  student's motlvatlon and=§;

performance: depends ‘on h1s or her home env1ronment.

(2) If I really try hard, I can get through to even the‘f“-

most difficult or unmotiVated students.

The results of the study (Berman - et al.,‘ 1977) indiF

cated that Teachers' Sense of Efficacy was "significantiy,if

related'to.students' achlevement" (p. 15).. This was a -
'breakthrough accordlng to Ashton and Webb (1986), because"j
the tests suggested that Sense:of Teachers"Efflcacy_ was a
,cohpohent of teacher motivation associated with student

achievement. In addition, Teachers' Sense of Efficacy was

related to teacher and student behaviors that suggest that ..

teachers ‘with a high sense of efficacy are more llkely to
be attentive to the individual-needs of all students and to

respond to students in a positive, accepting, supportive‘”"
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. style that encourages student enthusiasm and invblvementjinr“:

decision making.
As noted earlier, as a result of the .National

‘Institute of Education study: beginning “in 1979 éndithe

" earlier Rand studies, the two Rand .queétions wefé'not

significantly correlated (Ashton and Webb, 1986),_and"£hus

the concept of Teachers' Sense of Efficacy was‘disfin—‘

guished by two independent dimensions: - (1) Sense of

Teaching Efficacy and (2) Sense of Personal Efficacy (See

Figure 2).

Teacher's Perception of Own Capabilitiés

(Source: Berman et al., 1976, p. 225.)

Figure 2. Teacher Efficacy Perceptions.
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The Sense of Teaching Efficacy

The Sense of Teaching Efficacy dimension "refers to
teachers' expectafions that teaChing 'ban influehéé Sé&éént-
learning . ‘. . despite external obstaéles such ésvfamilé
_background‘and‘student_ ability™" (Ashtoﬁ ‘and: Wébb;u1985,
'p; 4). | | E - ' A

Teachers high in this dimension Would agree wifh Bloom
(1981) that "what any person‘in the world caﬁ learn,:almost
all beréons can learn 'if provided with approp:iate ptior”.

and current conditions of-leafning" (p. 13%).

The Sense of Personal Efficacy

The .Sense of Personal Efficacy dimension'refers‘to.thgi
teacher53 perceptions of their own teaching abilities and :
competence and how it "influenbés_their choice‘of clésspbomy
'mahagement and instrﬁctional-strategies" (Ashton:énd W?bb4 -
1986, p. 4). | o

The so-called 'marginal teachers' who doubt
their abilities : to manage the behaviors of
students . . . may allow those students to ignore
classroom rules or doubt their . abilities to
motivate certain students . . . may permit those
students to remainh off-task during instruction
(Ashton and Webb, ‘1986, . p. 4). '

Research Related. to Teachers'
Sense‘of,Efficacy

rThe 1979 National Institute.of Education Study‘isfthé Cenn

most comprehensive research on Teachers' Sense of Efficacy..
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to date and. has produced other spin-off studiee;:FThe;flfwl
~objectives of the research were to clarify'the ,néture‘bf.7ﬁ
the efficacy construct by'investigating:

(1) factors that fa0111tate and 1nh1b1t develop-a
ment of a sense of efflcacy in teachers, '

(2) teacher behav1ors,that ~are associated with
their sense of efficacy, » :

(3) .effects of teachérs' sense of efficacy'on_t
students, other teachers, and .other aSpects .
of the school environment, and )

(4) methods of influencing the development of
teachers' sense of efficacy (Ashton and
Webb, 1986, p. vii). .

The results of the‘ﬁstudf, which nextended ever'three;f-
. years, yielded a research reView in all-areas of the ednea-
tional environment (Ashton and Webb, 1986), looklng at the
effects on the Teachers' Sense. of Efflcacy1concern1ng:p,'

" (1) Student characteristics
(2) teacher characteristics
(3) Teacher ideology
(4) Role definitions-
(5) Class size
(6) Activity structure
(7) School size and. demographlc characterlstlcs
(8) School norms -
(9) Collegial relatlonshlps
(10) Principal-teacher relations
(11) Decision-making structures
(12) Home-school relations
(13) Nature of the school district .
(14) Legislative and judicial mandates ~
(15) Conceptions of the learner ' :
(16) Conceptions of the role of .education

In summing  up the study, Ashton and Webb (1986)
stated:
The results of our research indicate that teach-'

ers differ in their efficacy attitudes, and these ‘.-
differences are reflected in teachers' behavior -
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and students' performance. Our resUltSIéISO-
demonstrate that efficacy attitudes are elusive
and changlng (p. viii). S

-Other 51gn1flcant flndlngs of the. study included:

Teachers with low efficacy . scores tended to stratify."
their claSSes more by ability and then tended toLgivé
more effort, attention, and affection téﬁtheir high-.

ability students.

-Low efficacy teachers 'perceived student behavior,

particularly that 'Qf their low achieving students, in

terms .of its potential threat to orderliness.

High efficacy téachers‘.were not as likély toﬂbe
angered or to feel threatened by misbe#avior"ofi
students. |
High efficacy teachers seemed  to édmmuniégte cieatiy .
their expectations aboqt which student behaViofs;were
appropriate, seldom overlooked infractioné _when'they
did occur, - had rodtine procedures for ”enfo#ciné ;.
classroom rules, and were @ore likely to keep-their' ,
students and themselves on task. '

High efficacy teachers -had higher acédemié standérds

even for 1low - achieving students, monitored on-task

behavior more frequently, built more positive and ..

fewer punitive relations with their students, had more -

~open communications with their students, appeared more; ‘

. supportive of student initiatives, and involved their = -
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students in more. decisions (Ashton and Webb;_1986;.

Berlinger, 1984).

Finally, four areas for further research were noted;as* ,

"particularly relevant" for research to enhance‘Teachersf.:-7

Sense of Efficacy: (1) teacher education programs, (2) be- |
ginning teacher socialization practices, (3) school organ=‘

~ization, and (4) parent—teacher relations..

Teacher Efficacy Scale——The.
" Gibson Study .

Gibson (1983) conducted a study tcv'develop an instrue“
; ment to measure teacher efficacy and examine‘the relatidn-f‘
ship }hetween teacher efficacy ‘and cbserQable' teacher;,
behaviors. Besides valldatlng the Teacher Efflcacy Scale,;
the results of the study noted that a teacher $ sense. off‘
self-efficacy - can provide a major determlnlng po;nt,for
effectiveness in the classroom. - . |
| " As noted by ‘the. results of the: stndy,-‘Gibsonfand~d
Derbo (1984) indicated that ' o
. . . high sense of efficacy teachers used the-J
classroom time more effectively, criticized their

students less, and persisted in 'wait time'’ more
for students needing addltlonal tlme Ap. 569)

In addltlon, low efflcacy teachers were less llkely to-A'”

,exhlblt the overall ‘sense of w1th1tness (Kounin, 1970).
The Gibson (1983) study 1nvolved three dlStlnCt phases-3
to contrlbute to the constructlon of_ the Teacher Efflcacy*.

Scale. Phase one involved "factor analy51s and rellablllty
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estimates of the Teacher Efficacy Scale" (p,‘100)..-PhaSej.‘7

two 1nvolved f1fty—f1ve teachers who were enrolled
graduate educat1on courses to ‘complete two measures offd
teacher efflcacy, two measures of verbal ab111ty, and two:

measures of flexibility. ™ These six measures were _then

analyzed using a multitrait-multimethod;,COrrelational'

‘matrix to evaluate convergent and discriminant-validity}.‘ s

,Phase three of the study ut111zed selected teachers basedh
.on prev1ous hlgh or low eff1cacy scores to correlate theg
efflcacy score and observatlon of classroom 1nteractlons
such as allocations of time and specific feedbackﬁ

responses.

The results of the study (Glbson, ‘1983) 1nd1cated':‘! '

Personal Efflcacy and Teachlng Efflcacy corresponded toi* f'

Bandura S two factor theoret1ca1 model of self-efflcacy.t
The construct . of Teacher Efficacy, accordlng to the study,s
‘“appears to include a Personal Efflcacy e o o as‘well as ar”h
~dimension of Teaching ‘Efficacy" (p- lOll- : Internal'
vcon51stency re11ab111ty estlmates were establlshed for aﬁf
total scale as well as.the two subscales at .79,..7§;and”
-« 718, respect1vely. | | | |
-Further, the s1gn1f1cant correlatlons in  phase two
‘:demonstrated both a convergent and d1scr1m1nant va11d1ty.l
Accordlng to G1bson (1985),‘"These correlatlons supported;r
the contentlon that the three constructs are dlfferent fromj

B each other’ and that tralt variance for Teacher Efflcacy,T
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exceeds method variance" {p: 102), ‘a‘.strong ‘eupportfforﬂ
discriminant validity. :

Data in phase three revealed

. o . dlfferent trends between high and low effl—.‘
cacy teachers in teacher " use of .time variables
and feedback patterns, while there was no signif-
- icant difference in the total academic ‘time (use)
variable (p. 102).

. The conclusions of Gibson's (1983) study included the
following:

(1) Teacher Efficaey is ‘multldlmenelonal con-
sisting of at: least two dimensions (Personal”
Efficacy and Teaching Efficacy).

(2), The two dimensions’ of Teacher Efficacy‘j
-clearly correspond to  Bandura's two~ -
component model of self-efficacy. :

" (3) . Evidence of .construct validity = for Cthe
" "Teacher Efficacy construct 1s presented from‘,
several measures. -

(4) . Teacher Efficacy appears to serve as an.
intervening variable which  influences
specific teacher behaviors which . are known

- to yield significant student outcomes
(pp. 103-104).

The Teacher Efficacy Scale has‘been widely used .for

other studies according to Gibson. 1In a conversation with -

- the writer, she noted that several stddies have uSed-dr
were presently using the instrument as a Teachers' Senseneff‘

Efficaey measure (Gibson} 1987).

Other Related Research

1% their literatﬁre -teview in 1982, Fuller et:al.

.- reported that teachers'wown‘efficacy is_rerely included_in_ ?[g

the  "voluminous and. controversial teacher expectation
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_literature,"  but included information concerning‘.how'F'i'”:‘

teachers may boost students' efficacy (p.‘ll). 'ZCocpergand

Good (1983) inciuded several - studies of thefeffectfof;__;“'i"

‘teachers on students' efficacy, bUt.Othéf'eresearchersfsﬁchf':n':f'”

.as Brookover and deCharms "suggest how teacﬁerS'holdingﬂin

high efficacy may model this percéptual _aﬁteceaéntth -
achievement within their students".(Fuller et alf,“i982,

p.- 11).

- The literature' highlights 'much of the-'research onpéjh“iﬁff

" teaching in which classroom organization and behav1or arej*ffE-if‘

the key elements (Brophy and-Evertson,' 1976) and findingsL
Jabout teacher student relationships that seem to be con31s—}p
tent regardless of the,method of 1nstruction‘and; rorms~of'
,ciassroom.organiZatidn (MacKenzie, 1983). o |
These mcdels of . teaching have prlayed a key‘role_in'
developing a‘ flexible, theoretical base for the study‘of
teaching (Joyce, 1983; Hunter, 1985b), and can be applied
to a variety of classrocm situatione, "not as a recipe, but .
as a guide for the decisionslof-teacherS" (Hunter, 1985b,
p. 59). B . |
Donald Medley (1982), commenting on‘the 'future Qf‘the
teacher effectiveness research, noted, | o |
The content of a teacher s repert01re of compe-
tencies should be conceived of in large part -as a
matter of strategies or models. The abilities to
select models appropriate to objectives, and the
ability to implement each model,. once it has been

selected, would be the principle teaching skills
a teacher needs. Teacher training . . . would be
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organlzed around these types of decision—makihg_;
':'SklllS (p. 1900). L e

A descrlptlon of the methods and procedures that. were

used w1ll follow in Chapter 3.




58

CHAPTER 3

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

1

The problem of this study was to determine if there

was a difference in' Teachers' Overall - Sense of Efficacy}

after receiving training in-the Hunter Instructional Model

~The study determined if the variables oftteachers'

_gender,yievel of teacning, experience, and the,ability?(
level of the students being taught proyided,a'signifiCantfjf

difference in Overall Teachers' Efficacy, Teaching Efficacy,iﬂ_f--

and Personal Efficacy aftefytraining in the Hunter.Instrﬁcf

3

tional Model.

The study also determined if there were significant

differences in the two dimensions of Overall Teachers'

Sense of Efficacy -- Sense of, Teaching Efficacy and‘Sense*f’ )

of Personal Efficacy -- after instructlon in the Hunter Lo

'Instructlonal Model (Ashton and Webb 1986)

The"purpose of the. study was. determlne ifa

teaching model such as the ‘Hunter-Instructlonal Modei;

which is ‘designed to.-enhance.iindividual teachersF skills;ﬁ*'”

and effectiveness, also contrlbuted to their attitudes and "

feellngs about how. well they can ‘perform their jobS’and

Overall Sense of Efflcacy.
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,In fédditioh,' the study. probbSed  to 'detefﬁihé- if
teacher characteristics éuch as gender} level of3£eaéhing,"
experience, and ability level of the students .in the

-téacher's class made é difference in their-:Sehse_ fo:

‘Efficacy. | N

This chapter includes a descriptién'df_the pdpﬁlation;,f

the data doliection process, the. hypotheseé;_ aﬁd. the--

statiStical procedures applied in the analyses oflthe}data.;

Description of the Population

The - population for fhis. sfudy léonsisted 'offjéli f
participaﬁts in the training ‘6f _the"Huhter InStrUCtiopa1 
Model for the 1987-88 schéol year in nine distriéts in the’
State‘of'-Idaho. - The nine - districts representéd:éVefy )
populatioﬁ area in the state, ‘including sevéfainf3th§.'
state's largest disﬁricts (seelAppendix E). TQOA dfffhé'{
districts had two participating instructional grdups;' In
all cases participation in the study was on a volunteéf
vbasis.A _

 _Of the 224 total participants who' began the'éouﬁse,
207’finished ‘the-traininé and were available to COmplete
the poSt—test. ' Several:_of' the origihal parficipanf&

- dropped the instruction during the interim of the codee ot

did not complete the findl post-test. - Not all participénts,- f

. answered  every question. Thus there was somé difference in <~

number of responses on individual questions.




60

The: breakdown of participants ‘revealed thatf“the
population consisted of 110 elementary teachers, forty-two
middle school ot junicr. high teachers,‘Sixty four high
school teachers, and eight higher ed-ucation/othe-r° There:'
wete seventy-two male teachers and 152 female‘teachers;"
with'twenty having taught for two years or less, Sixty-two
for three to eight vyears, and i42lteachers With hine'or
more years of teaching experience. | |

Most of the population B (185) worked With reguiarlhf
education students, with eighteen ih special education,:‘
eleven in remedial or basic education, and ten working with
advanced or gifted students.

The population of the study met the requirements of at
least thirty cases for each independent variable, based on%d
_Cochran's (1963) Formula. "The  Hunter Model cogrse.was
designed for a total of thirtf hours of instruction, either

in a concentrated period of time or over several weeks.

Data Collection Prccedures

'The *followinén steps were taken to collect the data
used in the study:
(1) A list of school districts in Idaho was obtained from
personnel at the University of Idaho in Moscow and

Idaho State University in Pocatello.

“(2) Nine districts were involved‘with the Hunter program,-"d

with two districts. offering double sessions.
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A total of 224 individuals were administered the pre-

inStruction_instrument with 207‘ also.‘completing.aﬂ

post-test. Part1c1pants who did not f1n1sh the course_'

constituted the dlfference between the pre test number B

and the final usable 1nstrument total
Introductory telephone calls were made to‘district'

personnel responsible for leading the classes.“ln'allf?

but one district, ‘the respons1ble person was also the S

tralner for the course. During thlS telephone call afffif-.

general explanation of the study was g1ven and permls—
sion to send an 1ntroductory letter was requested

A letter was sent to each district detalllng the
purpose of the study} and requesting part1c1pat1on-ofil
the district in the study (see Appendix F). | |
A followup telephone call was made to each district-toJ

answer any questions' and to prov1de detalls of the":

district's tralnlng such as timing, length _of traln-l°_"

ing, procediures, materials, and'indlvldual gualificaF'
tions of- the trainers{ In all cases, it was notedp
that the trainers recelved 1nstruct10n e1ther dlrectlyf
fromhMadellne Hunter or from-a quallfled 1nstructor

In most cases the course was‘afflllated with a unlverff

-8ity course and a corresponding number of hours'to,thef~

‘semester credits or dlStrlCt in-service credlts.

A spec1f1ed number of pre test 1nstruments, determlnedl'

by class enrollment, were sent to each tralner or
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district representative. and were given duringvtheii

" first class session. The pre—tests were;retdrnedj.‘

- after completion.

All partlclpants enrolled in the course were glven the
Teacher Efflcacy Scale durlng the first class sesslon,to

determine pre- 1nstructlon.Sense of Efflcacy; Forms A and Bh'-tﬁ

of the Teacher Efficacy Scale (see ,Appendices B and C)

-served as the pre-test and post-test for the studyfand

provided the major compositron of the data.'_ All of thel '

'instructionS‘ concernlng the admlnlsterlng and adm1n1stra—'

tion of the scale were included in each teacher packet.

Assurances of confidentiality were included in the preface

for the participants.

Because it was necessary.. to matdh‘-the pre—tests With‘i
the post-tests, ‘the last four numbers of the. teacher s

social security number or a s1m11ar 1dentlflcatlon number

was requested.

Instrumentation

The Teacher Efficacy Scale is a thirtyJitem, six—point

Likert-format instrument developed and validated in 1983 by

Dr. Sherri Gibson and Myron Dembo of the Un1vers1ty of-a

Southern California. This instrument was chosen because it

renders an Overall Sense of Teacher Efficacy score as well

as subscores in each of the two d1mens1ons- Teachers‘.

Sense of Personal Efficacy, whlch refers: to "the teachers'.:
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\

assessment of their own teaching competence," and Teachérsh

Sense of Teaching Efficacy, which refers to "the teacheréﬁ

expectations that téaching can. infiuence student learning" -
(Ashton and Webb, 1986, p. 4).
Anaiysis of internal consistency reliabilities of the

measures indicated Cronbach's alpha coefficients of .78 for

. the personal - teaching facpor, .75 for the teaching efficacy"

- factor, and .79 for . the total .teacher“‘efficaéy score. -

Although the scale cqntains,.thirty items, sixteen items

were considered for analysis ‘on the basis of acceptable

'reiiability coefficients ‘(see Appendix D). Negatively

stated items were reverse scored.

Responses to a ~ list of teacher characteristic..

variables were asked of each participant as part of the. .

test packet to provide integral information for the:study.f

As suggested by prior: . research recommendations, - areas

'inéluded- were: (1) gender, (2) level of teaching}

.(3) Years of teaching experience, and (4) ability level of

students being taught.

During -the analysis, the variables were sub;labeledvas

follows:

(1) Gender: (a) male; (b) female.

+(2) Leyvel of Teaching: (a) elementary; (b) junior high/Q 

middle SChoél; (c) secondary; (4) _higher-educafiqn/.

" other. -
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Years of Teaching EXperience:'_(a)'O—é-years}‘(b) 3—8i:
years;iand (c) 9 years and over. o | -
Ability Level of Students: (a) vspecial ‘educa-tiOn-/“j

learning disabled——mild moderate, severe; (b)_remedéf -

~ial or bas1c——Chapter I; (c) regular programr~.and_“

,(d) advanced

. Hypotheses

"The following hypotheses werectested°

There is no s1gn1f1cant interaction between gender andli

exPerience as measured by the change in ‘pre- test'andh._ﬂunsﬁ
post test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy,scoreS'of theh~'

_ Overall‘Teacher Efficacy Scale. .

There is no significant interaction betWeen gender'and“!
experience as measured by the change in pre test and. .

post test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy scores of the

Personal Efficacy- subtest . of ‘the ‘Teacher"EffiCacy.’
_scale; |
‘There is no significant interaction between gender and

experience as measured by the'change in pre=testﬂand'1

post-test Teachersr Sense of Efficacy scores‘of the

Teaching Efficacy subtest of the Teacher Efficacy

"Scale.

'There is no significant 1nteraction between gender

- and level of teaching as. measured by the change in
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pre-test and post-test ‘Teachers' Sense of Efflcacy
scores of the Overall Teacher Efflcacy Scale.

There is no 51gn1f1cant 1nteract19n_between gender and

level of teaching as measured by the change in pre—

test and .post-test Teadhers',Sense of Efficacy scores

of the Personal Efficacy subtest: of the Teacher

Efficacy Scale.
There is no significant interaction between gender and

level of teaching as -measured by zthe,change‘ in pre+ -

~test-and post~test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy scores -

of the Teaching Efficacy -subtest of the Teacher’

© " Efficacy Scale.
(7)

There is no significant interaction between gender and

ability level of stndents as measured by the change in

pre—teSt and post-test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy .

,scores‘of the CveralllTeacher Efficacy Scale.:

There is no significant interaction between genderland
ability level of students as measured by the change in

pre-test and post-test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy

scores of the Personal EfficaCy subtest of the.Teacher.x

efflcacy Scale.

There. is no s1gn1f1cant 1nteractlon between gender and -

ability level of students as measured by the change in
pre test and post- test Teachers' Sense of Effrcacy

scores of the Teachlng Efflcacy subtest of the Teacher

Efficacy Scale.
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There is no s1gnificant interaction between level'of_

" teaching and ability level of students as measured by‘

the change in pre- test and post test Teachers' Sense

'of' Efficacy scores of the Overall Teacher Efficacy

Scale.

There is no significant interaction_between level'cf
teaching and ability level of students as measured byﬂ
the change in pre- test ~and post-test Teachers' Sense
of Efficacy scores of the Personal Efficacy subtest'
of the Teacher Efficacy Scale.

There is no Significant interaction between level-offi

teaching and ability level of students as measured by

‘the change in pre test and post-test Teachers ‘Sense
of Efficacy ‘scores of the Teaching Efficacy subtest .

fof the Teacher Efficacy Scale.

There is no significant interaction between level of
teaching and experience.as-measured‘by the change in
pre—test'andApost—test Teachers' ‘SenSe‘ of’ Efficacyf
scores of the Overall Teacher Efficacy Scale.

There is no Significant-interaction between level of .

'teaching'and‘experience‘as measured by the change in

pre-test .and post-test. Teachers‘ Sense of Efficacy

Ascores of ‘the Overall‘Teacher Efficacy Scale.

There is no s1gnificant interaction between level of
teaching and experience as measured by the change in

pre—test and post—test ‘'Teachers' Sense, of Efficacy
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"scores of the Teaching Efficacy subtest of the

Teacher Efficacy Scale.

There 'is no significant -interaction between experi-

ence and ability level of students as measured by ﬁhe

an

change in pre-test and poét—testheachers' Sense of
Efficacy scores- of the Overall Teacher Efficacy‘
SCéle. | |

There is no significént interaction—betweeh-experi—v

ence and ability level of students as measured by the

change in pre-test and post-test Teachers' Sense of

Efficacy scores of the . Personal Efficacy subtest of

‘*the Teacher Efficacy-Scale.

(18)

There is no significant interaction between experi-

ence and ability level of students as measured by the
change in pre-test and  post-test Teachers' Sense of

Efficacy scores of the Teaching Efficacy subtest of

. the Teacher Efficacy Scale.

(19)

(20)

(21) .°

There is no significant' difference in 'thé chaﬁgé df".
overall Teacheré‘_'sénse of Efficacy_scores in the
partiqipating school districts.

There is no significant diffefence in ;he Peréoﬁal
Efficacy dimension.scofes of . the participating sChqol,

districts.

There is no significant - differenCe‘in the'Change'in‘"
Teaching Efficacy' dimension .scores of the partici- .

pating school districts.
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Statistical Procedures

The computer !serviceS' provided? by Montana. State
University. and the Statistical Programs for the Social
‘Sciences (SPSS) were used to test the hypotheses. | |

In order to analyze the data in testing Hypotheses 1 TL
through ,18, a series of two-way analysis -of varlance'
meesurest,were appiied. Gender' and._years of teachlngh;
eXperience‘were used as vthe independent variables to testﬂ”
the interaction effect on the dependent yariahles offohenge'
in :pre—test' and post- test Overall Teachers' Sense“ of
Efficaoy scores, Personql Efflcacy scores, and Teachlng ;1
Efflcacy scores in Hypotheses l through 3.

Gender and level of teachlng were used as 1ndependent'
variables to test the interaction effect on the‘dependent
.variables of. change 1in pre-test and post-test Overell
Teeohers' Sense of Efficaoy scores, Personai ’Effioacy
soores, and Teaching Efficecy scores 1in 'Hypotheses 4
through 6.

. Gender and abilrty Level of the students were used as
_independent variables to test.the interaction effect”on the
dependent variables of change. in pre-test andépost-test
Overall Teachers' Sense of Hfficacy scores in Hypotheses 7
through 9. |

Interaction effect for Hypotheses 10 through 12 were

teSted using ‘three two-way analysis of variance measures
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.with the level of teaching 6f the participants énd the
ability:level of the students as the independehtjvariableé.;[
The dependent varfgbies included‘thewéhange ih'pre—tééthékd
post-test Overall“ Teéchgrs'. Sense of Efficacy scores,
Peréqnal Efficacy ,chahge écoreé, and ‘Téaching.Efficacy
change §cores. | -
; Inlorder -to analyze the interaction éffecEVOf‘datavin‘
Hypotheses 13 through 15} two-way anaIYSis of vafiance
méasuies, were used with ievel.of teaching‘and,numbér of
iyears of experience of the participaht being used. aslthé
indepqndent variables,' Thé-‘change in pre~tes£_aﬁd‘pos#~
test Téachers' Sense of Overall Efficacy »scores,‘Chénge of
Personal Efficacy, and.change of Teaching Efficacy scores
'wefe the dependent variableé.” |
. The number of years of experienée of.thgﬁparticipahts
and the . ability -levéll ofl‘sthents wére‘the_indepéhdént
variabies_‘for HypotheSes 16 through 18 vto test ‘the
interaction effect with - -the dependent‘variables'of change
in pre*test  and post—tést, Overall'.Teachers‘ Sense  of
Efficacy 'scores, changé in?Personal Efficady.5cores,vand
chénge in Teaching.EfficéCy "scoreﬁ usiné two;way analysis
of vafiénée measurés: _ | - |
| Ferguson (1981) stated that studies."may'be deéigned
to permif the §imultaneous . investigation of tw0vekperif‘*
7men£al 'variables" ‘(p. 251); | In ‘such cases, a twdéway

analysis of variance is appropriate when interaction
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between two or more indepehdent VafiableS'Withla‘depehdent_-
variable is being tested. | i |

~ According toﬁkerlinger*(l973), analysis of varianée{

'« . . frees us from. working with only one
independent variable. at a time and gives us a
-powerful lever for solving . . -. problems. It
increases the possibilities- of making our
experlments exact and precise’ and permlts us to.

_test hypotheses -that.cannot be tested in another

~ way, at least w1th pre0151on (p. 238).

_ In order to test Hypotheses 19 through 21, a series
of one-way ‘analysis of variance measures were used to -
determine the difference in thepchange in Overall Teachers'
Sense _of Efficacy scores, ‘changer in ‘Teaching‘Efficacy
scores,. and change in Personal Efficacy scores vand the
'pattiCipating schooi district~'groupsr Accotding to
Fergusonl(198l), the one-way analysis of variance measure
is appropriate to use "to test the signifioance of-the'
differehces between the means of a number of different
populations™ (p. 234). If differences were found, the
.'Newman Kuels post hoc procedure was used. '~When' the -~
s1gn1flcant mean dlffetences were preSent,‘"a posterioti"-
or post hoc methods‘Were ava;lable to be wutilized tO‘foous
on multiple comparisons;iaccotding to Ferguson.

~ The Newman*Kuelsp pfooedure was used -on the basis that
"the;probability of,rejecting;_the null hypothesiS‘when'it
is trﬁe, would‘ not“exceed, .05 level . of significance"~
(p. 310).F, The .05 ieyei of‘7statistical s;gnifioahce was -

chosen:as an appropriate, level because, as Kerlinger (1973)




noted,. it "has persieted'with fesearchete'beéauée 1t.iee"
considered . . . neither too: hlgh nor too low for most:
social scientific .research . . . and ‘has been w1de1y.‘
advocated" ‘(p. 170). - e
Finally, a t-test was computed between the pre test;

and post test change scores to determlne if there was a-

‘significant difference. -A~two—ta11ed test was_conducted at-

the .05 level of 31gn1flcance.

| Analysis of the. data w111 be con31dered in Chapter 4.‘ﬁ
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

The results of the data analysis used for the problems
of the study‘are contained in this Chapter. Thé  test of

each hypothesis is presented;

Problems of the Study.

‘ The,prbblems of the'study were:

(1) To determine if‘théfe wés a signifiéantidiffefence in
fteachers' Overall Efficacy after' instruction in the
_Huntér Instructional Model.

(2) To determine if there was a significant difference in -
the'participating‘teachers"Overali Efficacy‘based'on.
gender, grade level of teaching; years of téééﬁing-‘

iéxperiende; and tHe ‘ability 1evél of the students

being taught. | | |

i(3)‘ To detefmine if there wés a significant différghce in
the .teéchers" .Séﬁse‘ of Pefsdnél Effidacf‘ after.
instruction in fhe Hunter Instructional Model.

(4) To detérmine .if“thgre was a significant-differéncé in
the teachers' "éeﬁse of Teaching Efficacy after

instructipn‘in,thé Hunter Instructional Modei._
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(5) yTo determinef:if there was a significant difference in"x
| the participantsl Sense of Teaching Efficacy 'hased on.
gender, level of teaching, experience,'and the ablllty
level of the students: belng taught.

-(6) To determine if there was a s1gn1f1cant dlfference in -
the participants' Sense of Personal Efflcacy based on
gender, level of teaching experience, and:- the ability“'
.level of the students heing taught.' | L
'A total of 'twenty -one hypotheses were formulated to'_

;prov1de the data for the problem statements; A onefway_

analeis of variance was usedias.a method for testing the

significance of Hypotheses; 19,.through‘r21,‘ which were
ﬁnintended‘to answer problem statements one,.three.and.four.

Whenever a significance'was .found, the Newman—Kuels post'

hoc procedure was applied at the .05 level of 51gn1flcance.
A serles of two- way analys1s of variance measures were-

used to test for interaction of Hypotheses‘1 through 18.

Tables and figures have been used for the purpose of clarl-';

flcatlon.- The results for each hypothes1s have been

presented and analyzed separately.

" Hypotheses

’Hypothesis 1l:

Hypothesis 1 stated that there was no interaction
between the gender of the teachers and the number of years

of‘thelr_ experlence and the change scores in pre test and
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post-test of the Overall Teacher Efficacy Scale. " The data
are contained in Tables 1 and 2.

Table 1. Table of means for Overall Teacher Efficacy

change scores accordlng to gender and years of
teaching experience.

Years of Teaching Experience

Gender 0-2 Years 3-8 Years 9 or More Years.
‘Male : 9.29 ' 5.80 S 8.20
 Female 11,130 ©7.42 T 6.87

'Table.Z. Analysis of variance of mean Overall Teacher',
: ..+ Efficacy change scores accordlng to gender and
years of teachlng experience. -

; Sum.cf : . Mean _- ._ _Sigl
Source of Variation SquareS' ‘DF  Square. "F - of F.
Main Effects  132.641° 3 44.214 763 516 -
' Gender - 7.719 1 7.719 .133  '.716
Experience - 118.601 2 59.301 1.023  .362
2-Way Interactions ‘ . ' S g ,
Gender by Exper. - 78.086 2 36.543 631  ..534.

-~

The results of the: two-~way analysis of variance test -

rindicated that there was no significant interaCtion‘betWeen7ﬂ-

the Overall Efficacy change scores and the gender. and c
experience of the .teacher. . Based - on rﬁhese results, |

Hypothesis 1 was retained.
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‘Hypothesis 2

.Hypothesis 2 stated. that there was no interactienl,
between"teachers': gender and the ‘humber of fears of'
teaching experience and the change‘scores-in theifersonal .
- Efficacy subtest of the Teacher Efficacy Scale. The data
are contalned in Tables 3 and 4. |

Table 3. Table of means for Personal Efficacy change
scores accordlng to gender and years of teachlng

experience.
Years of Teachlhg Experlence
.Gendera'. . O—Z‘Years . 3-8 Years . 9 or More Years
Male R 7.43 6.27 7.24
,lFemale : ' 9.38 6.03 .63

Table 4. Analysis of variance of mean Personal Efficacy
' change scores accordlng to gender and vears of
teaching experlence. L

‘Sﬁm of Mean S Sig. -

Source of Variation sSguares DF  Square F prF

Main Effects 66.542 3 22.181 .933 1426
Gender 3.639 1 3.639  .153 . .696
Experience 58.781° 2 29.390 1.236  .293

2-Way Interactions _ . . | .
‘Gender by Exper. . 21.709 2 10.854  .457  .634

\.

The”results of the twojWay‘analysis of‘variance test -~
indicated that there was no interaction between the mean

Personal . Efficacy change scores and the gender and
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experience of the teacher. Based on these results,

-Hypothesis 2 was retained.

 Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3 stated tﬁat £here‘ was no interacﬁion
. bétween teachers; gendér and experience as measufed by the :
cﬁange ih pre-test and post-test Teachers‘ Sense of Effica-
cy'scores of the Teaching. Efficacy subtest 6f the Teacher.

Efficacy Scale. The data are contained in Tables 5 and 6.

.Téble 5. Table of means for Teaching Efficacy change
: scores according to. gender and years of teaching
experience. :

Years of Teaching Experience

Gender 0-2 Years =~ 3-8 Years 9 or More Years

. Female 1.75 1.1 .26

Table . 6. AnalySis of variance of mean Teaching Efficacy
‘ change scores accordlng to gender and years of
teachlng experlence. -

" Sum of Mean - Sig.

Source of Variation Squares DF  Square F ‘of F-
Main Effects | 26.011° 3 8.670 .295  .829
Gender ' .001 1 - .00l .000 .994
Experience - 26.009 2 13.004  .443  .643

2-Way Interactions , ‘ _ ,
Gender by Exper. 53.986 2 26.993  .919  .401
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Results of the two-way analysis of nvariance‘test'
showed that there was no interaction between the mean
Teachlng Efflcacy ‘change scores “and the :gender‘.and'
experience of the teacher. ~Based on these results;

Hypothesis 3 was retained.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4- stated that there was no interaction

B betweenateachers' gender and grade level taught as measured

by the change in pre-test and post—test Teachers' Sense of
Efflcacy scores of the’ Overall Teacher Efflcacy Scale. The
data are contalned in Tables 7 and 8.

The results of the two-way analysis of variance indi-

'cated that there was no interaction between the means of -

the pre test and post test .change scores. of ‘the Overall ‘
Teacher Efflcacy Scale and the gender of the partlclpants
and the grade level taught. Based on these_results,'

Hypothesis 4 was retained.

Table 7. Table of means for Overall Teacher Efficacy
change scores accordlng to gender and grade
level taught.

: » Grade Level Taught
Gender Elem. Mid.Sch:  High Sch. Higher Ed.

‘Male 10.53 .- 4.69 - 7.63 . _° .11.33

Female 7.73 .  5.35 9.00 - - 4:00
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Table 8. ‘Analysis of variance of mean Overall Teacher
Efficacy change scores according to gender and -
grade level taught.

: Sum of Mean o :Sig.
Sourceaof Variation " Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects ' 340.772 4 85.193 1.513 .201
Gender ' ' 23.916 1 23.916 - .425 ‘,515\”'
© Grade Level 328.822 3 109.607 1.947. .124A'
2-Way Interactions _ . o
Gender by Grade: -180.415 3 60.138 1.068 .364. -

Hypothesis 5
| 'pretﬁesis 5 stated that there was no iﬁteraCtioh'
betweennpfe—test and post-test mean scores of tHe Persenai'-
Efficacy dimension of the Teacher Efficacy Seale 'and
teachers; gender and grade: level ‘taught. The datafaﬁe :

contained in Tables 9 ‘and 10.

Table 9. Table of means forePersonal Efficacy change
: scores according to gender and grade level

taught.
Grade Level Taught
‘Gender  Elem. Mid.Sch. High Sch. Higher Ed. -
Male 7.79 4.76 8.00 8.86

Female 6.56 ~ 5.91 7.86 ' 6.00
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-Table 10. ‘Analysis of variance of mean Personal Efficacy
: change scores according to gender and grade
‘level taught. . ¢ :

Sum of | Mean Sig.

Source of Variation -Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 140.517 - 4 35,129  1.490 .207.
Gender | 3.873 1 3.873 .164 .686
_Grade‘Level . ' 132.610 3{‘ 44,203 1.874 .136
- 2-Way Interactions L |
' Gender by Grade . . 40.473 3 13.491- .572  .634

Resﬁlts of the two-way analysis of variance tesf
:éhowed that. there was. no interaction betweén the meanv
“-change scoreé in the éreftest énd post—teét scores of thé”
“Personal Efficacy dimension of the Teacher Efficacy Scale

and’ teabhéis' gender and grade level taught. Based on-

thesé results,'HypothesiSZB‘wasfretained.

Hypothesis 6

' Hypothesis 6 stated that there was ‘o interaction:
1be£wéeh the * gender of the participanfs and their level of
teéching énd‘the mean change in the pre-test and post-test
scores .of the Teaching Efficacy subtest of the Teacher -
. Effiéacy Scale. The data are contained in Tables 11 and
12. '

.The feéults of the,two—wéy analysis of variance showed

. that there was no interaction -between the .gender of the
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participants and their . level .of teaéhing and the mean
change scores in the pre—tesf and post~test.of the Teaching
Efficacy dimension ef the Teacher Effigady Séale. Basé@non 
thesevresults, HYpofhesis 6 was fetaiﬁéd. |

Table 11. Table of means for Teaching Efficacy change
scores according to gender and;grade level

taught. i
' - Grade Level Taught ,
Gender Elem. Mid.Sch. - High Sch. ' Higher Ed.
Male =~ 2.50 -.50 -.07  2.67

Female  1.20 . -.57 - . 1.05 ~=2.00

‘Table 12. Analysis of variance of mean Teaching Efficacy
' change scores according to gender and grade
level taught. ‘

: ) Sum Qf : Mean ' .Sig.
Source of Variation . Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 125.241° 4 31.310 1.084  .366
Gender 4.975 - 1 4.975 172 .679
Grade Level 125.116 3 41.705 1.444  .232
Q-Way Interactions | . '
Gender by Grade '62.214 - 3 -20.738 .718  .542

HYpothesis 7

Hypothesis 7 stated that there was no interaction
N ) ' ' .
between the pre-test and post-test Overall Teacher Efficacy

: change scores  and the ~gender of ' the ‘teachers and the
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'ability level of the students. The data ~are contained in
Tables 13 and 14.
,TableJ13. - Table of means for Overall Teacher Efficacy

‘change scores according to gender and - ablllty '
,level of students. :

Ablllty Level of Students

:Gender f : . Special Ed. Remedlal _ Regular Ed. 'Advanced__"
Male | 8.00  ~ -2.00 8.07 10.00

Female 9.92 ©7.00. 7.15  9.33

'-Table_14. Analysis of variance of mean Overall Teacher
: ' ‘Bfficacy change scores accordlng to gender and
ability level of students.

Sum of 'Mean o Sig.

Source of Variation Squares DF - Square F of F
‘Main Effeécts 70.529 4 . 17.632 -+ .302 - .877
- Gender 12,055 °© 1 12.055 .206  .650
student Abil. 58.578. 3 29.526 .334 .801
ZrWanInteraCtions | |

Gender by Abil. = - 91.107 3 301369  .519  .670

The results of the,two—uay analysis of variance showed.
that there was no interaction between the pre-test and'l
;post test Overall Teacher Efflcacy change scores and thej;
‘gender of the teachers and the student ablllty level Based‘

‘,on these results, Hypothes1s 7 was retalned
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Hypothesis 8

Hypothesis 8 . stated that :thefe was no interaction

- between the gender of the teachers and the ability level of

. their studeﬁts and the ‘meah pfe-test aﬁd post—test-change

scores of

the Personal Efficacy dimension  of the Teacher

Efficacy Scale. The ‘data are contained in Tablés 15 and

— e

l6.
Table 15. Table of,means_for'Peréonal Efficacy change
g scores according to gender and ability level
of students.. ' '
_ _Ability Level of Students
,génder Special Ed. Remedial Regular Ed. Advanced
Male 5.00 ~4.00  7.21 12.00
Female 6.92 6.43 6.58. ~8.00
Table 16. Analysis of variance of meah PersonallEfficacy
. : change scores according to gender and ability
level of students. ‘ '
Sum of Mean ‘ Sig.
Source of Variation Squares DF  Square F. _of F
‘Main:Effects ‘ 33.517 4 8.379 . 346 .847
~ Gender 7.728 1 7.728  .319  .573
Student Abil. 25.611 3 . 8,537 .352 . -.788

2-Way Interactions

. Gender by Abil. . 35.275 3 11.758  .485  .693
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- The reSults of thef:two4way -analysis :cf Variance
indicated there was no. interaction between the pre test and
.‘post test mean scores on the Personal Efficacy subtest of
the Teacher Efficacy Scale and the gender of the teachers
and thée ability level vof their students.fr Based'on these

results, Hypothesis 8 was retained.

. Hypothes1s 9

Hypothes1s 9 -stated_.thatl there was no'interacticn
. between the mean pre—test»tand post—test-‘sccres of the
reaching Efficacy dimension of thevTeacher»Efficacy Scale
and the,gender of the teachers' and ability level of their d
1students._ The data are contained in Tables 17 and 18
;The-results of the »two—way~ana1ys1s~of variance test
showed that there was no‘interaCticn‘ between the prertest
.:and ncst—test'_mean scores:on'the Teaching-EffiCacy'Subtest
' bf. the Teacher Efficacy Scale and the gender: of‘the
teachers and the ability level of their students. Based on

these results, Hypothes1s 9 was retained

“Table 17. Table of means: for-Teaching Efficacy change
‘ scores according to gender and ability level
of students.

' Ability Level of Students
Gender Spe01al Ed '~ Remedial Regular Ed. Advanced

Male . 3.00 -~ -6.00 .73, =2.00

. Female .  2.00 .38 .66 1.00
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Table 18. Analysis of variance of mean Teaching Efficacy
change scores according to gender and ability
level of students.

Sum of - Mean Sig.

fSource of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 58.279 4 12.070  .410 .801
 Gender ‘ .103 1 ©.103-  .004 . .953

‘Student Abil. ‘ 48.154 3 16.051 .546 f652
2-Way Interactions

Gender by Abil. 45,991 -3 15.330 .521 .668

Hypothesis .10

Hypotheéis 10 stated that there was .no interaction
“between gredee level of teaching and. abiiity leQel.of
students as measured by“ the change ip‘pre—;est and post-
-test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy scores of the Overall
ATeacher Efficacy Scale; The ‘data are contained in Tables

19 and 20.

Table 19. Table of means for Overall-Teacher'Efficacy o
‘change scores according to grade level taught
and ability level of students.

Grade Ability Level of Students ,
Level ; - - - -
Taught Special Ed. | Remedial Regular EAd. Advanced
Element. 8.10 | - 4.33 8.53 10.00
Mid. Sch. 5.00 9.00 4.62 .00
High Sch. 10.60 - =2.00 8.09 " 9.33

Higher Ed- . .00 - . .00 8.40 .00
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Table 20. Analysis of variance of mean Overall Teacher
Efficacy change scores according to grade level
taught and ablllty level of students.

o - Sum of ~i ~ . Mean ‘ Sig.
_ Squrce,of‘Variation Sguares DF Sgquare: - F of F
Main Effects o 335.153 6 55.859 .974 .445
Grade Level - 276.679 3 92.226 1.608 . .190
Student Abil. 18.297 , 3 6.099 .106  .956 .
2-Way Interactions - _
Grade by Ability 241.539 5  48.308  .842 . .522

The results of the two-way analysis of variance test

showed that there was no interaction between the pre-test

and post-test mean scores of the. Overall Teacher efficaey

Scale and the grade level of teachlng and abilityelevel of
vSEudentSu ‘Based on these reSults, .Hypothesis_ 10 was

retained.

Hypothe51s 11

Hypothes1s 11 stated that there was " no interaction

‘ S
between grade level of teaching and ability level of

students as measured by the change in pre-test -and post- -

test Teachers' Sense .of Efficacy scores of the Personal
Efficacy dimension of the Teacher Efficacy Scale.  The data
are contained in Tables 21 and 22.

The results of the two- way analy51s of variance showed

that-there was no interaction between "the grade level of

T




.teaching and

- of mean pre-test

"_Efflcacy dlmen51on of the Teacher Efflcacy Scale.

ability level'
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and post—test

sCores

“these results, Hypothes1s ll was retalned

jTablefZI.

of therstudents.and the change:'”‘
of the Personal _—

Based:on'd;-"‘

Table of mears for'Personal Efficacy change‘

- scores according to grade level taught and
ablllty level of students. :
.Grade . : ‘

"Level Ablllty’Level of.Students ' .
Taught Special Ed. - Remedial Regular Ed., Advanced
Element. 6.60 ~ 6.00 6.81 12.00
Mid. Sch. -1.00 6.75 '5.46 .. .00
High Sch. 7.60 4.00 8.09 8.00
' Higher Ed .00 .00 7.60 .00
Table 22. Analysis of variance of mean.Personal Efficacy

change scores according to grade level taught

and ability level of students.

A Sum of Mean Sig.
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 149.814 24.969 1.047 .397
Grade Level . 124.024 41.341 1.734  .162
Student Abil. 13.170 4,390 ,.184 .907
2-Way Interactions o , _
Grade by Ability 8l:363 5 16.273 .682 .637
.Hypothesis 12
Hypqthesisflz stated that there was ‘novinteraction

between grade level taught_and ability level of students as
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" measured by the change in pfé—test- and post-test Teachers'
'Sense of Efficacy scores of the‘Teaching Efficacy dimensidn'
of the Teacher Efficacy Scaleg The data are contained in.
Tables. 23 and 24. |

Table 23. Table. of means for Teééhing Efficacy change

scores according to grade level taught and
ability lével of students. :

Grade P - .

Level A?lllty Level oflStudents.:

Taught Special Ed. - Remedial Regular Ed. Advanced
Element. 1.50  -1.50 . 1.67: - -2,00
Mid. sch. - 6.00 ' 2.25 . -1.06 | .00
High sSch.. ~ 3.00 -6.00 .18 1.00

Higher Ed - ~ .00 .00 .80 .00

- Table 24. Analysis of Varianée of mean Teachihg Efficacy
S change scores according to grade level taught
“and ability level of students. : :

. - sum of - Mean o Sig.
Source of Variation ‘Squares ~ DF - Square F of F.
Maini Effects | 152.455 6 25.409  .885  .507
 .Grade Level  104.278 3 34.759  1.210 - -.308 -
. Student Abil. ©32.188 3 - 10.729  .374  .772
. 2-Way Interactions _ ' ’ . ,
© ‘Grade by Ability 178.995 5  35.799 .1.247  .289

- The results of the two-way analysis of variance ‘showed
: fhat tHere was no interaction between the pre-test and

, pdst-tesf mean scores of the Teaching Effiéacy subtest of
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the Teacher Efficacy'Scale'and the grade leVel' of teaching
and ability level of students.' Based oh these resuits,

4

‘Hypothe51s 12 was retained.:

Hypothesis 13i

Hypothesis 13 stated’ that. there Uwas'fho interaction .
“betweeh,_grade level . of teaching and=number of years‘cf'
teachiﬁg experience- of the particlpatlng teachers (as’
‘measured by the change 1n pre- test and post test Teachers'__
-Sense of Efficacy scores" of the‘ Overall Teacher Efficacy
_Scale, The data are contained'ihﬂTables 25 and 26.

The results of the two-way analysis of Variance shbwed
thaththere was a significant interaction between the grade
'1evé1 of ‘teaching and the'years of teaching‘experience of
‘the part101pat1ng teachers and the pre test ~.and post—test
rmean_change scores of the Overall Teacher Efficacy Scale.

Therefore, HypotheSis 13 was rejected, .indicating -that the-_

‘Table 25. Table of‘means‘for'OVerall TeacheriEfficacy'
change scores according to grade level taught
and years of teaching experience.

Grade ‘ ‘ S .
Level | erars of Teaching Egperlence,"
Taught - 0-2 Years 3-8 Years ..© 9 or More Years
Element. © 12,00 - 9.73 - 7.33
'Mid. .Sch. 9.40 . 3.89 4.58
High Sch. . 9.83 © . -2.00 S 9.18

Higher B4 - - .00 . "4.00 = 11.33 .
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Table 26. Analysis of variance of mean Overall Teacher
' Efficacy change scores according to grade level
taught and years of teaching experience. '

‘Sum of .~ Mean Sig.

Source of Variation Squares DF  Square . F  of F

Main Effects 471.759 ' 5 94.352 1.743  .128

~ Grade Level 346.837 3 115.612 2.136  .098

' Experience - ‘ 165.529 2 \' 82.765 1.529 .220
" 2-Way Interactions _ ‘ S

 Grade by Exper. 634.907 . 5 126.981 2.346  .044

grade level taught by the teachers and the number of years
of’ teaching experience had‘ an interaction effeét "in the -

degreefof‘Overall‘Efficacy‘sdorés.

‘Hypothesis 14

Hypothesis 14 stated . that there was no intgraction
bgtweenvthe grade level of teaching and the number of years‘
of:teaching experience as. meésﬁféd by‘ the‘change in pre-
tést'énd.bost—test méan-{scéféé ‘of the Personal Efficacy.
éubtest of the -teacher Efficacy‘ Scale. The data are
contained in Tables 27 ‘and 28. ‘
| The fesults of'ﬁhe two—wéy énalysis of variance showed
fhat‘theref was a significant.intéraction between ﬁhe pre-
test and post-test mean scores of the _éersonal Efficacy
subtest of the Teacher Effiéacy Scale and the grade

level of teaching and the number of vyears of ekperience.
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Therefore,. Hypothesiér ‘14 was  rejected. The results
iﬂdicated the participation in the Hunter Model positively
affected the. Personal Efficacy mean scores of the teachers
based on the grade level of their students and the nuﬁbér

of years of teaching expérience.

Table 27. Table of means for Personal Efficacy change
" scores according to grade level taught and
years of teaching experience.

Years

Teaching _ Grade Level Taught ,
Exper. Elem. ‘Mid;Sch. High Sch. Higher Ed
0-2 11.00 . 6.40 8.50 .00
3-8 : 7.54 4.40 1.00 6.00

o+ '6.12 5.83 8.63 8.67 -

‘Table 28. Analysis of variéhée_of mean Personal Efficacy -
- - change scores according to grade level taught
and years.of teaching experience. ' '

‘Sum .of " Mean Sig.

-Squrce.of-Variation Squares DF  Square F of F
Main Effects | 177.828 = 5 35.566 1.604  .162
Experience .. . 54.662- 2 27.331 1.233  .294

Grade Level . 114.925 . 3 38.308 1.728  .163

waay Interactions S _ ‘
-Exper. by Grade.  295.131° 5 59.026 2.663  .024
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Hypothesis 15

‘Hypothesis 15 stated ‘that there ‘was no interaction

between grade level of the students ahd‘the number of‘&gars

of experience of the teachéré as measured by.the change in-

pre-tést and post-test Teachers' Sense of Efficacy sScores

of the .Teaching Efficacy subtest of the Teacher Efficacy

‘Scale. The data are‘contained in Tables 29 and 30.

Table 29. Table ofnmeanS'for Teaching Efficacy change
scores according to grade level taught and-
years of teaching experience.

Years T B R

Teaching — .Gra@elLevel Tagght‘ 7 .

Exper. . Elem. - Mid.Sch. . High Sch. Higher. Ed
0-2 1.00 ©3.00 1.33 © .00
3-8 2.23 -1.22 -1.40 =2.00

9+ 1.12 =1.25 .50 2.67

Table 30. Analysis of variance of meéan Teaching Efficacy

change scores according to grade level taught
and years of teaching exXperience.

Sum of o " Mean Sig.

Source of Variation Squares DF  Square F of F
Main Effects ’ ©171.050 5 34.210 1.178 322
Experience 38.683 2 19.341 .666 .515

Grade Level 145.041 3 48.347 1.665 - .176

2-Way Interactions

- Exper. by Grade ’ 113.038 5 '-22.608 .778  .567
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The results,of.the tWOtwéY analysis offvariance test
showed that there was no 'interaction between thergrade'
level of the students and the number of years experience‘ef'
the-teacher and the pre—test and pestetest change in mean
_seores of the Teaching Efficacy subtest of’ the‘Teacher
Efficacy Scale. Based on'these‘results, Hypothesis 15 was

1

‘retained.

Hypothesis 16

Hypothes1s 16 stated that there :Was no interactien
between the number of years of experience of the partlcl—'
pants and the ability level.df students. as measured by,the'
ehange in - pre test and "postetest Teachers‘ Sense of
Efflcacy scores of the Overall Teacher Efficacy Scale. The
data are contained in Tables 31 and 32.

The results of the two-way analys1s of variance test
showed that there was no interaction betWeen the pre-testi

and post-test'change scorestof the Overall Teacher Efficacy

Table 31. Table of means for Overall Teacher'Efficacy'
change scores accordlng to years of teaching
experience and ablllty level of students.

Years Ability Level of Students

Teaching - , — ,

Exper. Special Ed. - Remedial Regular Ed4. Advanced
L 0-2 21.00 . .00 9,50 .00
3-8 ~8.00 3,50 S 7.11 - .00

9+ S 7.82 . 6.67 - .7.30 . 9.50
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Table 32._‘Analysis of variance of mean”OVerall Teaeher
‘ : . Efficacy change scores according to years of
teaching experience and ablllty level of

students.
| : sum’ of o Mean ~ sig.

. Source of Variation Squares, DF  Square F  of F,
Main Effects  184.337 5 36.867  .631 - .676
 Experience 125.036 2  62.518 1.070  .345
" Student Abil. . 59.415° 3~ 19.805 - .3397 .797
2-Way Interactions B : .
 Exper. by Ability 116713 3. 38.904 .644 740

«Scalen‘and the number ‘of"Years"of experience of" the
partieipating teachers ‘and the _ability' level of‘theif
students. Based on these results, Hypbthesis 16 was

" retained.

IHquthesis 17

“Hypothesis 17 stated Jtnat] there was“no interaetion
_between the number of years ef experlence of the part1c1-
pants and the ability level of students as measured by the
Lehange; in pre-test and post-test Teachers' Sense of
Efficacy scores of . the Personal Efficacy subtest of the
Teacher Efficacy Scale. The data are contained in Tables
33 and 34. N | |

The results of,the. two-way analysis of variance test
snowed'that thefe was no interaction between the number of

years of experience of'xthe teachers ‘and-ability,level of
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_the students and the change in. pre.test and post test mean
scores of the Personal 'Eftlcacy subtest of the Teacher
Efilcacy Scale. Based on these results, Hypcthesis 17:Was
Tetained. o |

$able 33. Table of means for Personal Efflcacy change

scores according to years: of teaching ‘
experlence and ability level of students..

Teaching 7 . Abl;lty Level of Students o

Exper. : Special Ed. @ Remedial Regular Ed. Advanced
0-2, ©11.00 .00 8.29 .00
3-8 6.50 . 4.50° . 6.14 . .00

9+ .. 6.00 - 6.67 - 6.87 . 8.80

. Table 34. Analysis of variance of mean Personal Efficacy
- change scores according to years of teaching
-experience and: ability level of students.

sum of  Mean  sig.

hSQurcedof Variation Squares DF Square F of F
Main Effects 86.072 5 - 17.214  .714  .614
Experience 60:269 . 2 30.135 . 1.250 - .289
Student Abll : 23.168 3 7.723 .320 .811
2—Way Interactions . . : . : ; ' . _
' Exper. by Ability - 16.704. 3 5.568 .231  .875.

Hypothe51s 18

Hypothes1s 18 stated that there' was nq*intefactibn ;

'dbetween the years ‘of experlence 'of the participating'
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teachers and*the ability level Qf the stﬁdents‘and-the pre-
test and . poSt-test mean change SCeres -of the Teaching
Efficaey subtest of the Teacher Effibacy Scale. The‘data
‘are contained in Tables 35 and 36.
Table‘35.t Table of means for. Teaching Efficacy change-:‘

. scores according to years of teaching
experience and ability level of students.

Years - ' _
. Teaching . Ability Level of Students -
‘Exper. " Special Ed. Remedial- Regular Ed. = Advanced
0o-2 =~ 10.00 .00 1.21 . . .00
- 3-8 1.50 -1.00 1.02 .00

o+ ©1.82 , - .14 <42 - .25

‘Table 36. Analysis of variance of mean Teaching Efficaey
. change scores according to years of teaching
experience and ability level of students.

sum of | Mean . S8ig..

Sourceeof Variation Squares = DF Square F of F -
Main Effects - 73.948 5 14.790  .500 .776
~ Experience 24.883 2 12.442 . 420 J657 -
Student Abil. . 47.939 - 3 15.980  .540  .656 °
| 2-Way Interactions : B | :
Exper. by Ability 55.996 3 18.665  .631  .596

The results of the two-way analysis of Varfance showed
that there was no interaction .between the pre—teet,and

.;‘postftestfscores of .the Teaching Efficacy subtest of the




'.96‘
;;T¢a¢her,Efficacy Scale and théfnumberfofiyears:of experi-

"ence of the teachers and the.ability level of the students.

‘-._Based on_these‘iesults, Hypbtheéis 18 was retained.

“Hyﬁothésié ié

 ijothesis' 19 étated that fhere was no significant
diffefence between the participating school districts in-
;the’chéngé in pre-test ana_post-test‘mean scores of:OVerall
Séﬁse‘df:.Efficacy as ‘measured by the Teacher Efficaéy' 
Scale. The data are contaiged in Tables-37 and 38.

'l The anaiYsis of wvariance showéd that there were no
sighificaﬁt differences in the Overalil EffiCacy pre~tes£
and posﬁ—teéf change UScbrés -betWeen‘ the participating
'échool diétridts. Based on these’ resulfs, Hybothésis‘19
was retained.

Table 37.° Tablé-of‘méans for Oﬁérall Teacher Efficacy -

change scores according to the participating
school districts. '

| Standard-

. School. Mean
District N o Change ‘Deviation
District 1 5 . 4.8000 3.0332
-District 2 30 : 6.1333 . ' . 7.2385
District 3 28 ‘ .8.0000 T6.1222
District 4 14 - - " 6.4286 5.7874
District 5 9 10.6667 11.5217 .
District 6 9 12.1111 7.3220
District 7 14 10.7143 6.9992
District 8 17 5.3529 6.9367 -
District 9 18 9.7778 9.6623
- District 10 11 4.6364 .6.2653
District 11- 18

6.5000

8.0750
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Table 38. Analysis of variance of mean Overall Teacher
Efficacy change scores according to the
participating school districts.

Source " Sum of ‘Mean F

of_Variation Squares DF - Square B F - Prob.
Between Groups 820.5545 - 10 82.0554 1.487 .1516

within Groups  8989.4802 . 162 = 55.4906

‘Total 9810.0347 172

Hyﬁothésis 20

. ‘éybothesis 20 stated that there was no significant
- difference between the participating school‘ diStriéts in
_the change in pre-test and post-test mean scores of the‘
férsonal Efficacy dimension of‘the Teacher Efficacy Scale.
;The q5§a are contained -in Tablés 39 and 40.

~Table 39. Table of means fdr Personal-Efficacy change
scores according to the participating school

© districts.
School ' o © Mean. © Standard
. District N - Change Deviation
District 1 5- 4.0000 4.1833
District 2 30 ' 6.9667 ' 4,7013
District 3 28 5.7143 ‘ . 3.5679
District 4 . 14 - . 5.0714 3.2217
‘District 5 9 8.7778 5.9114
District 6 11 ' .. 8.6364 ‘ 5.6084
District 7 14 ' "7.9286 - 4.6816
"District 8 19 5.3684 4.8098
© District: 9 . 19 . 9.3684 - 5.9648
District 10 12 5.4167 . .3.9187
. District 11

18 7.1667 5.5545
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Table 40. Analysis of variance of mean Personal Efficacy
change scores according to the part1c1pating
school districts. :

Source’ Sum of Mean ' : F
.of Variation Squares DF Square F Prob.

Between Groups  394.6440 10  39.4644 1.7361 ~ .0764
Within Groups 3818.8979 168  22.7315 . '

Total | 4213.5419 178

The analysis of variance showed that there were no.
significant differencesh in the pre-test and post-test
change scores .in the hPersonal Efficacy dimension of the
Teacher Efficacyc Scale between the participating school
districts.' Based on. these resuits, Hypothesis 20 was

retained.

Hypothesis 21

Hypothesis 21 stateg' that ‘there. was no significant'
difference between“the‘ participating school districts in.
the change in pre-test and post test mean scores of the
Teaching Efficacy dimension of the Teacher Efficacy Scale.
The data are contained in Tables 41 and 42.

' The analysis of variance _showed that thefe were'no‘
significant differences between,the pafticipating‘distfiqts
'and the -change in pre—test‘and'post—test mean-scores;in the
Teaching Efficacy dimension'of the Teacher Efficacy Scale.

jBased on these results, Hypothesis 21 was retained.
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Table 41. Table of means for Teaching Efficacy change

scores according to the participating school

. districts.

- School

Standard

-.6667

Mean

District N Change Deviation
District 1 5 .8000 3.1937
 District 2 31 -.9032 5.4366
District 3 - 29 2.6207 4.9165
District 4 15 1.2000 . 5.3077
District 5 13 . 7692 6.0849
District 6 10 3.5000 3.7786
District 7 14 2.7857 5.4233

District 8 18 -.5556 6.0120 "
‘District 9 19 1.1053 - 5.5767
~ District 10 13 -.9231 4,2123
Distric¢t 11 18 5.5836

Table 42. Analysis of variance of mean Teaching Efficacy
to the participating

change scores according

Total

5299.5351

" 184

school districts.
vﬂSource Sum of ‘ Mean ' F
-of‘Variation Squares- DF Square -F . Prob.
Between Groups 428.4760 .. 10 42.8476' 1.5306  .1320
Within Groupé‘ 4871.0591 - 174 . 27.9946
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENbATIONS

The purpose of this -chapter is to summarize the
impértant points from thé peridus chapters and to ahalYZe
. fhé_meaning‘ ofvthe data. fhere are Ehree sections Within"
;his ghapter.‘ A summary of- £hé.chép;ers is giveﬁ :in the1
first section, in addiﬁion to the 'finaingé of the study.
In.;he second.section, éonclusions are drawn. . The recom--

mendations are offered in the third section.

”;Summa v

In thé léét‘ten'yeéfs,,there hés'been a‘gréat déal of
.réseérch which has been cdnducted in the area of tgachér
- effectiveness. . Several :;médélS' of teaching"_have_beeh:
introduded which have produced positive”studént aﬁd.teacher
’gainsf‘ ' Includéd in thesé_modéls,is‘the Hunter‘Insﬁruc-
';tional Model developed'by‘Médeline Huﬁter of the UniverSity
- of Célifornia at Los Angeles. ' |
| Aiqritiéism of the Hunter Instructional Model has been
._that'fheré is insufficient lrésearch concerning the model, :
fféspeéiaily - in the areas qf‘téacher‘behaviof §ﬁd_studeﬁt '

‘gains.
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. One areacccncerning teacher . behavior is the Sense of
cTéachcrs' Efficacy, which. refers to how teacher béhaviof
affects the feelings and thoughts of teachers to help~theif
. -students 'leqrn. Two dimehsions df overall Sense of
' Teacﬁers' Efficacy aré:' (i) Teaching Efficacy, “orcthe
expcctation that teaching can influence student learning,
_and. (2) Personal EffiCacy,- or the asscssment by the
indiﬁidual teacher of his/her own teaching compétence.
.:‘The problems of the study wefe.to determine if‘there
wasjany change or‘differénce.in Overall Efficacy, Teaching
-Efficacy and Personal Efficacy ‘in teachers as a result of
tfcining in the<Hunter Instrﬁctional,Model.‘ In addition,
teacher characteristics of gender, grade level of students,
3‘yearS'of teachers' experience, and ébiiity vlevel- cfuthe
-students were studied to determine if any one or cdﬁbina-
tion of the characteristics affected Overall Efficacy or
phe- two dimensions of Teaching Efficacy and Personal
Efficacy. H -
' The data for the study‘were obtained ‘using the teacher
'Efficacy Scale - developed by Sherri Gibson. The populétion
of the study consisted of thc teachersrcf‘the‘nine‘paftici4
.<pa£in§f school districts which‘ offéred training in the
“Huhter Instructional Model during the 1987-88 school year.
 ”The related literéture wés reviewed in ‘Chapter‘z‘of
this. study under seven main topics: (1)'Deve10pment'cf

the Huhter‘Instructional ‘Modél, (2) Wwhat Is the Hunter
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Instructibnal‘ Model? A Deécriptionw-of lthe Model,
(3) Related Research Studies and Programs ﬁsing the Hunter
Model, (4) Criticisms of the Model and Hunter's Responsés;
(5) Reasons for chcess of the Hunter Ihstrucﬁiénal Model,
(6) Chronological"DeVe;Qpﬁent‘ bf TéacheréF“sense} of
Efficacy, and (7) Research Rélated to-TeéchefS' Sense of
Efficacy. | o

Included in the review of the litératufe in Chapter 2
of the study was the development. and background of the
_Hunter Instructional Modélland Madeline Hdntei's ideas of
vthé‘process of,teaching; | A'thorouqh‘déscription of the
" Hunter Instructional Modél'was given, incihdiné a'compre-
ﬁensive overview of the model in Figure 1 with ité major'
elements.

The related research aﬁd examples - of the programs
"~ using the' Hunter Instructional Model were presented.
~ Because the Hunter Instruétional.Model has been ConiroVer—
sial, a review of the qriticisms was preéenﬁed along with
»Madeline Hunter's respénses. Finally, an voverview of
.reésonS' why the Hunter Instructional Model has enjoyed
'success was presented. ' |

The concept of Teachers' Sense of Efficacy was
. presented with a chrpnological developmént ;giVen ~in the
- last portion of.Chaptef 2;;~Aibert Bandera'sf(l977)’"self—
efficécy“‘constrqct was présented along with the applica-'

tion of the construct to education by the Rand Studies
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.(Bermah et al.; 1977; 'Armorket al., 1976; and Ashton and -
Webb, 1986). |
The two dimensions"of' Teachers' Sense of Efficacy
were3discussed 1nc1ud1ng Teachlng Efflcacy . and Personal
Efficacy; and the additional research related to Teachers‘
*Sensehof'Efficacy was_reviewed; |
. Finally, a description'of the Teacher -Efficacy Scale,
’ihcldding its developmeht and- validation, was presented as |
the data collecting ihstrﬁment, for the study. Of the.
thirty'-total questions{lpsixteen: were considered_in'the
_analy51s. | | -
| The methods and procedures of the study were described
in Chapter 3, includlng a‘descrlptlon of the populatlon,
the-data collection procédures, the hypotheses that:teSted
the research problems, and the statistical procedures that

were applied in the analysis of the data.
Results

,In summary, Idata from Hypothesis 19 of the study
showed there was a positive_oaih in all of the participat—‘
ihg school districts in Overall Efficacy, althoqgh,
according to the data, the training ih the Hunter Instruc;
tionai Model did not appear to»be systematicaily better or
worse from school district to school district. There were
no,significant differences in Overall Efficacy pre-test and

post-test change scores among the participating school.
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districts, indicating that external factOrs such as differ-
ences in trainers, 1ength'of the courses, and timing in the

school districts did 'notl‘inhibit the gains in Overali

" Efficacy. Therefore, 1f there were notable events that

happened in the diStrlCtS, these events did not s1gn1f1—

cantly ihfluence the gains in Overall EfficaCy,-since the

amounts of gain among the various school districts were not -

_s1gn1f1cantly different._

Analys1s of the data of Hypothe51s 20 1ndicated there

were positive change scores in all of the participating

school districts in the Personal Efficacy dimehsidn; of

Overall Efficacy, which'refers to the individual teacher's
assessment of his/her own teaching competence. -‘Because
there‘were no significant differences amcng the districts

in the pre-test and post-test change scores, external

. factors of the individual districts did not .appear‘ to

1nf1uence the training process.

According to analyS1s of the data of Hypothe51s 21,

:-not all of the part1c1pat1ng districts made positive gains

in the Teaching Efficacy dimension of Overail Efficacy,

which refers to teachers' expectations that teaching. can

" influence . student 1learning. ~Four of the nine districts

registered a negative mean change score, although there was

" no ‘significant difference in the change‘ in Tbaching

Efficacy .among the participating school districts. As

:ndted*in the earlier discussioh,geven though:some of the




: 1‘0;‘5.
schéol districts registered negati?e ~¢hangé scores, fthe’
- amount of change was not significantly different .from

school,district to school district.: |

_Analysis-of’the‘datafwas'completed‘to determine if the
téaéher characteristiés.of‘(l) gender, 2) gfadé level of
'teaching, (3) teaéhe:’s years Qf experience, and (4)‘the
-'ability level of the . students Being taught méde a
significant diffe;ence in Overa11 Efficac§; A series of
two-way analysis of vaéiéhcé ‘measures ﬁere‘ compléted to
._test for interactidn betﬁeénLthe pre-fest and post—test
‘change_scores of theKOverall;Teachers' Efficacy Scale'and 
‘the abbve téacher characteristics. _ |

The results of the data indicated thaﬁ there was no
significant interaction in OVeréil Efficacy‘change scores
-in the‘following'teéCher charaéteristics: (15 gender ahd-

years of teaching experience, (2) gender and level of -
 teaChin§, (3) gender and ability level of the students
| taﬁght,_'(4) level of teaching and ‘ability level of‘-thé'
:studehts_taughtf and (5)_eXperience of the teacherS‘ahd‘
ability level of the'studénts.taugﬁt.

The results of the t-test to determine if there was a
significant difference bétween the pre;test_and postffest_;
Score in thé Overall Efficacy and Pefsonai and'Teachiﬁg
diﬁensions indicated a significént difference in Persénéi

Efficécy -and Overall Efficacy (p < .05)., While ‘a
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‘Signiflcant difference was not found in the Teaching
Efficacy dimension (see Table 48, Appendix L).
. The only ;hypothe31s dealing with Overall Efficacy
_change scores to be rejected was Hypothe51s 13 wh1ch stated
‘ that there was no significant 1nteraction between the level
of - teaching and the years of teaching experience as
'measured-by the change‘in preetest and‘pOSt—test.Teachers;
_Sense of Efficacy scores of the Overall Teacher Efficacy
"Scale. Figure 4 (Appendix G) 111ustrates the interaction.
As shown 1n Figure 4, teachers with nine or more
fears of teaching experience had. less Overall -Efficacy
chanée in the elementary level than the three to eight. year
category,_butghad greater'change'scores as the grade level
;increased, .indicating4,that -Onerall ‘Efficacy in this
~‘category was more likely ,to“occur in teachers who 'Were
‘instructing older students.' ConverSely; the data indicated
'._teachersv in the three to eight year category “had their
greatest Overail Efficacy change in the elementary level
A.and: significamtlyl declined in the ‘higher graderlevel
'categories. Beginning teachers had high_Overaii Efficacy
~ change scores in all grade levels. '
| The analys1s of the data indicated that there was no.“
'QSignificant interaction in Personal Efficacy change scores
- in the‘folloWing combinations>of teacher characteristics:
(1), éender-and‘yearS‘of experience, iZ) gender and level of

"teaching, (3) éender and ability level of Vthe ‘students
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taught, (4) level of teaching and ‘ability level of students
wbelng‘ taught, and '(5)‘ years. ofd,teaching‘ experience‘uand
ability level of the students‘taught;:

‘The data from Hypothesis 14 indicated the only
uinteraction in Personal Efficacy Change“SCores. Thus,\
ﬂhﬁypothesls.l4‘was rejeCted;s-It'Stated that there wasvno
?slgnificant.interaction between_the level -of teaching;and
-?ears of teaching-egperlence as measured’b§‘the;changelin o
vfpre—test and post—test:Teacherst Sense of . Efficacy scores
.of the Personal Efficacy d1mens1on of the Teacher Eff1cacyh
chale. Figure 5 (Appendlx H) 1llustrates the interaction.
| As shown in F1gure 5, the teachers w1th nine or. more"
f.years of teaching experlence had less Personal Efflcacy
fchange in the elementary level than the other two cate—
gories, similar to the Overall Efflcacy change, but had the_
l;hlghest change scores in the h1gh school and upper level,‘
"whlle those  teachers with three to elght years of experl—,
ﬁence showed a comparable decllne toward high.school. Beg1n—
~n1ng teachers 1nd1cated generally h1gh change scores 1n all,;
:grade levels except mlddle school/Junlor hlgh school. |
Flnally, the results of the data showed that there was
:no s1gn1f1cant 1nteract10n “in Teachlng Efflcacy change"
%fscores 1n “the follow1ng comblnatlon of teacher charac—
. terlstlcs-‘ (1) gender and years of‘teachrng experience(
-“1(2) gender: and level of teachlng, (3) gender and abillty'

"-level of students be1ng taught,;(4) level oflteaching{andl-
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‘years of expérience, (5) 1level of teaching and ability
levei:of-students beihg taught, and (6) years of £eaqhing
experience and ability 1evé1pof'students‘being taught;'iThé
* above ‘represent all of t#e possible'teacher'characteriétic
combipétions, indicating there was. no interaction for

. Teaching Efficacy change scores.
Conclusions

There wereipbsitive’gains.ih a;l of.thé districts in.
: both Overall Efficacy and théﬁPersonal Efficacy dimension,
~ which referé to iﬁdividual teacher's assessment of his/her
own téaching competence; while some of the disfricts showed
‘ ﬁegafive gains in Teaching‘.Effiéacy, which refers to
.:teachers' expectations thatvteaching can‘inf1Uende_student
learning. Therefore, thé .following conclusions‘ aré
offered: | | |
(1) - Training in the Hunter Instructional Model signifi-
cantly changed thé .attiﬁudes' and opinions of the
 teachers abéut“their ability to teach (see Table 48,,.
.Appendix L), which is‘c0nsi$tent with the ihtént and'
purpose of the inservice training. Therefore, these
results appear to'supportvthe assertions of pavidman
(1984), as noted in Chapter 1, that the ﬁuntef
Iﬁstrﬁctional.Model does provide positive change and
 "empirically establishes" that the teachers in the

study believe they have a "greater sense of
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intellectual control over their very complex work
environment . o« o as well as improved instructional
techniques" fp. 12). Fnrther, as can be seen~in Table
45 (Appendix. I), Personal Efflcacy change scores
increased from ten percent in one dlstrlct to as much
ashtwenty—four percent‘in‘another dlstrlct, indicating
that training in the Hunter Instructional Model had a
positite effect on the‘teachers aﬁa their attitudes

about their ability to teach.

Training in ,the Hunter Instructional Model did not

significantly prcﬁide a positive change in‘hthe

teachers' attitudes and opinions about"students‘

‘ability to learn (see Table 48, Appendix L), althOUgh

the change scores were not s1gn1f1cant1y different
among districts and the negatlve change scores were
minimal (see Table 46, Appendix J). This could be
because the Hunter Instructicnal Model is not specif—
ically directed. toward the Teachlng Efflcacy dlmen51on
.of the Overall Sense of Teachers' Efflcacy. The fact-
that the largest positlve change wasrthlrteen percent
and the negative change was three percent would appear
to suggest this conclus1cn. In addition, the differ-

ence in change scores -was not significant at the .05

!

i
1

level. Therefore, school‘districts seeking to adapt a“

strategy to increase Teaching Efficacy would need to
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" ‘address this' issue with an additional dimension or

programs.

‘Training in the Hunter Instfuctional Model signifi-

Cantiy changed the Ovexali Sense of Teachers'

.Efficacy (see Table 47, .Appendix‘ K). Because the

- Overall Sense of Téacheré'_Efficacy is made up of the

two dimensions of'Tgaching,and Personal Efficacy, this

‘conclusion is based primarily on the strength of the

positive chanée of the PersonalyEfficacy dimensioh.‘
As can be seen in Table 48 (Appendix L), the differ-

ence between the pre-test ‘and post—test scores were

“significant at the .05 level.

The gender of the teachers involved in training in the

Hunter Instructional. Model had no effect on Overall

. Efficacy or the two;dimenéions of Teaching Efficacy

and Personal Efficacy. Therefore, this would indicate

" that it makes little difference whether the teéacher is

male or female with regard to the effect that the

 .training has on them,‘,

.. The ability level;of”the‘studénts‘taUght by teachers

involved in training in the Hunter Instructional had

minimal effect on Overall Efficacy or the two dimen-

-sions of Personal Efficacy and Teaching Efficacy."

4

.‘Therefofe, the ability level of the student did not

" .appear to significahfly influence the Overall Sense of

Efficacy of teachers in this study. This contradicts
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the findings of previous researchers which "indicated
that the lower the ability 1level of the student

taught, thezlower the expectation effect ofnTeachers’

Sense of Efficacy. It should be noted,.however, that

the majority of teachers .in the ‘study worked with
regular education students.

Beginning teachers experienced the highest Overall

-Efficacy changes and would appear to‘be the group most

likely to gain maximum,.benéfit from the Hunter
Instructional Model training.

Téachers at the  high§.schoo1 level - would receive’
max imum bénefif from the training in terms of positive
change in either the beéinning of their careers or
after nine years of éxpérience. In practical terms,

this would not mean that high school teachers in the

three to eight yeé; ékperience category shoﬁldn't

receive the inservice training, but rather it could

" indicate that:

(a) ‘the teachers in this experience category may have
started the traiﬁiné with a.relatiVely hiéh_Sehse
of Efficacy, and‘thﬁs fhere was little changé;-or

(b) 'the teachérs in tgis éxperience category may‘ha@e_

| sfarted the training with a low Sense of,Effiéacy
~and the training.didclittle'to inérease or change

it.




(8)

(9)

112
Therefore, school district personnel responsible for

inservice training should recognize this character-—

istic of high school teachers in. their mid-years of

experience.

Teachers at the junior high/middle school teachlng
level are best 1nserv1ced in. the Hunter Instructlonalg
Model in. the beginning years of the1r.exper1ence.-

Sinee elementary teachers had 'an Overall Efficacy

change at any level of experience, inservice training
~can be offered at any point ofhtheir experience. This

"might be due to the fact that elementary teaching

tends to be child oriented with emphasis on teaching

‘techniques (such as those emphasized in the Hunter
. Model) as opposed to- secondary teaching where'subjeet

matter has traditionally been emphasized.

Recommendat ions

The following are offered as recommendations for

further study:

(1)

(2)

An investigation. that further measures the strength

and specific'amount of change in Teachers' Sense of
Efficacy should be explored to determine the exact
amount of change.

Further study 1nto other 31tuat10na1 and organlza—

- tional variables such -as dlfferent areas and states‘

should be 1nvestlgated to determlne' if  Teacher
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Efficacy is situation spécific and'méy bé generaliied
- to other settings. |

This study may be ‘extended by‘ further cortelaﬁihg

Teachers' Sense of Efficaéy with studeﬁt achiéveméntg
Further inveétigation.to determiae why teachers~in,thé1
thfee'to eight yééps of ékperiénée'cateéory seem to
have less change in Teacher Efficacy than the other”
experience groups.’ - | |

A study dealing'With other teaching models should be
pursued to see if sihiiar results occur as with the

Hunter Instructional Model.
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APPENDIX A

DISTRICTS PARTICIPATING IN THE STUDY




Table 43. Districts participating in the study.
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Location

20

_ - No. of
District Participants '(Region)
Aberdeen . 5 Eastern
_ Blackfbot (group #1) 31 'Eaétern
Blackfoot (group #2) - 30 Eastern 
Eoise 15‘ South@este:n
Coeur d'Alene 29 Northern
'Kuné 13 Sputhwesterh
Lewiston 16 NOrﬁhefn‘ )
Moscow : ’ 23 ‘ Norﬁhern
.Pocatello (group #1) 24 “Southeastern
Pocatéllo (group #2) 18 . Southeastern
'Filer-Twin.Ealls

- Magic Valley .
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Dear Participant,

Thank you very much for completing theé follow1ng
scale. The information from your responses will be used.as
part of a study on the effect of the Hunter Instructional
Model on Teachers' Sense of Efficacy. Your responses will
,be kept ‘strictly confidential. ‘

Because you will be asked to complete both a pre- and
post-instruction measure, you are requested to complete the
- following demographic data in addition to a four-digit
number, such as the last 4 digits of your social security
number, so that both pre- and post-measures can be matched.

Again, all responses will be kept in complete confi—
dence. S : : o

‘Sincerely;

" Ronald Bollnger, Chalrman ‘
"~ Study Committee .

- - - B Bt s S ot Gt e e Y - i P B Bt M S e W s e e e St B R it W8 e e e T e e et S e i —— fas — ——

PLEASE INDICATE THE FOLLOWING BY CHECKING THE RESPONSE THAT
.BPPLIES TO YOU AS AN EDUCATOR' '

\

”(1)H-Your gender: ‘[ 1 Male‘ [ ] Female

(2) The: ‘'grade level of" students you work w1th the majority
- of the time: :

[ 1 Elementary School . [ ] Middle School or Jr. High'
[ 1 High school ‘L ' , '

(3)  The number of vyears you have been an educator,
" - includ-ing the 1987- 88 school year- :

[ 0-2 years [ 1] 3-8 years.’ L1109 years or more

,(4)_,The ab111ty level of students you teach in the major~ .
- ity of your ass1gnments. .

[ 1 special education (i.e., 1learning disabled-—mild,
' moderate, or severe)
Remedial or "basic" educatlon (i, e., Chapter I)
Regular education program
jAdvanced (i.e., gifted- talented)

r—

.(5)"The last four (4). dlglts_‘of your social security .
' ,'number. - : L
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TEACHER EFFICACY SCALE -
© 1983 SHERR! GIBSON, PH._D.

Form A

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each

statement below by C/rr/mg the appropriate numeral to !he right al each
sra!e/nen!

1. When a student does beites than usual, many times it is because |
exerted a little extra effort.

2. The hours in.my class have little influence on students compared to lhe
influence of their home environment.

31 pargnls comment to me that their child behaves much better at school
than he/she does. at home, it would probably be because | have some
specific techniques ol managing. his/her behavior which they may lack.

4. The amount that a student can learn is primarily related to family
* background.

5. If a teacher has adequate skills and motivation, she/he can get through
lo lhe most dilficult students.

. B. If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any
__discipline.

.7 Vhave wenough training to- deal with almost ény learning problem.

.8. My teacher training program and/or experience has. gwen me the
necessary skills to be an eﬂecuve teacher. .

9. Many teachers are stymied in their attempts to help students by lack of
support from the community.

10, Some students need to be placed in slower groups 50 they are not
.sub]ecled to unrealistic expectations.

11. Individual differences among leachers account for the wide variations
in student achievement.

12. When a student is having difficulty with an assignmeﬁl‘, I am usually
able to adjust it to his/her level.

13. It one of my new students cannot remain on task-for-a particular
assignment, there is little that | could do.to increase his/her attention.until
~ he/she is ready.

14. When a student gets a better grade than he usually gets, it is usually
because | found better ways of teaching that student.

15.. When | really try, | can get through to most difficult students.

“16. A teacher is very limited in what he/she can achieve because a
student’'s home environment is a large influence on his/her achievement.
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17. Teachers are not a very powerful influence on student achievement

when all factors are considered.

18. If students are particularly disruptive one day, | ask myself what | have

‘been doing dilferently. 1 2 3 4 5 6
19. When the grades of my students improve:it is usually because | found - ‘

more ellective teaching approaches. : 1 2 3 4 5. 6
20. If my principal suggested that | change some of my class curriculum, |

would feel confident that | have the necessary skills 1o implement the

unfamiliar curriculum. : o 1 2 3 4 5 6
21. Ifa student masters a new math-concept quickly, this might be because ) 3 .

! knew the necessary steps in teaching that concept. . 1 2 3 4 5 6
22. Parent.conferences can help a teacher judge howmuth to expect from a

student ‘by giving the teacher an idea of the parents’ values toward .

education, discipline, etc. . - 2. 3 4 5 6
23. 1l parents would do more with their children, | could do more. 1 2 3 4 5 6.
24, If a student did not-remember information | gave in a previous lesson, | ‘

would know ‘how to tncrease his/her retention in the ‘next lesson. ‘ LI 3 4 5 B
25. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, | feel assured .
that | know some techniques to redjrect him quickly. 1 2 3 4 5 6 :
26. School rules and policies hinder my doing the iob I was hired to do. 1 2 3 4 .5 6
27." The influences of a student’'s home experiences can be overcome by

‘good teaching. : T 1 2 3 4 5 6
28. When -a child progresses after being placed in a slower group, it is .

usually because the teacher has had a chance to give him/her extra

attention. ; ] 2 3 4 5 6
29. If one of my students couldn’t do a class assignment, ] would be able to

accurately assess whether the assignment was at the correct level of ) )

difficulty. 1 2 3 4 5 6

'30. Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may not reach many . :
students. . _ ' _ 1 2 3 4 5 6
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APPENDIX C

TEACHER EFFICACY SCALE, FORM B
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Dear Participant,

" Thank you very much for completing the following
scale. The information from your responses will be used as
part of a study on the effect of the Hunter Instructional:
Model on Teachers' Sense of Efficacy. Your responses will
be kept strictly confidential.: : :

- Because_you will be asked to complete both a pre- -and
. post-instruction measure, you are requested to complete the

following demographic data in addition to a four-digit
number, such as the last 4 digits of your social security
" number, so that both pre- and post—measures can be matched.

- Again, a11 responses will be kept 1n,complete confi-
_dence. : a : '

. Sincerely,

Ronald Bolinger, Chairman
Study Committee

et s > = e ot et Bar G S s o M e e M S ——— — ot B e e et B e B B St G B S e e o B e i B e P = e e S > s e e B

‘PLEASE INDICATE THE FOLLOWING BY CBECKING THE RESPONSE THAT
- APPLIES TO YOU RS AN ﬁlUCATORz

(1) Your gender: [ 1 Male [ ] Female

(2) The grade level of students you work w1th the majorlty
of the time:

[ 1 Elementary School - [V] Middle School or Jr. High
[ 1 High school - : N :

(3) The number of years you have been an educator,
' includ-ing the 1987 88 school year:

[ 1 0-2 years [ 1 3-8 years [ 1 9 years or more’

(4) :The ability level of  students you teach ‘in .the major-
ity of your assignments: '

[ 1 Special education (i.e., learning disabled-—mild,
- moderate, or severe)

Remedial or "basic" education (i.e., Chapter .I)

Regular -education program ‘

Advanced (i.e., glfted ~talented)

p— P
[ ]

(5) The last ~four (4) digits ‘of your social security
: number: , '
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TEACHER EFFICACY SCALE

© 1983 SHERRAI GIBSON, PIL.D.

Form B

Please indicate. the degree to which you agree. or disagree with each
statement below by circling the appropriate numeral to the - l/gh! of each
statement. )

.1..

.3'

8.

10.
1.
12.
13.

14,

" 15,

Thé amount that a student ean léarn is primarily

related to family background.

When a student gets a better grade than he usual-
ly gets, it 1s usually because I round better
ways of teaching that student. . .

If a student masters a new math concept quickly,
this might be because I knew the necessary steps
in teaching that concept. o

The influences of a student's ‘heme' experiences

.can be overcome by good teaching.

My teacher training program and/or experience has
given me the necessary skills to be an errective
teacher.

‘When a étudent does better than usual, meny times

it 18 because I exerted a little extra effort.

School rules and policies hinder my doing the Jjob
I was hired to do.

If parents comment to me that their child behaves
much better at school than s/he does at home, it
would' probably be because I have some specific
techniques of managing his/her behavior which
they may lack.

‘If parents would do more with their children, I

could do more.

If a teacher has adequate skills and motivation,
s/he can get through to the most difficult
students.

If a student did not remember information.I gaVe
in a previous lesson, I would know how ¢to
increase his/her retention in the next lesson.

‘A teacher is very limited .in what s/he can

achleve because a student's home environment is a
large influence on his/her achievement. -

Teachers are not a very powerful influence on.
"student achievement when all factors are

considered.

If my principal suggested that I change some of
my class curriculum, I would feel confident.that
I have ‘the necessary skills to implement the
unfamiliar curriculum.

The hours in my class have little influence on

students compared to the influence or their home

environment.

1 2
1 2
1 P2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
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Parent cénferences'éan Help a teacher judge how

_much to expect from a student by giving the

-~ teacher an idea of the parents' values toward

17.

18B.

19,

20.

21,
22.
23.
2y,
25.
26.
27.

28.
29.

30.

education, discipline, etc.

Some students need to be placed in slower groﬁps-_
so they are not .subjected to unrealistic expec-

,tations.

Many teachers are stymied in their attempts to

help students by lack of support from the "
community. ’

If students are particularly disruptive one day, .

I .ask myself what I have been doing d;fferentlyt'

When a child progresses aftervbeing placed in a
slower group, it is usually because the teacher
has had a chance to give him/her extra attention.

If a student in my class becomes disruptive and
noisy, I feel assured that I know some techniques
to redirect him quickly. -

If one of my students couldn't do-a class assign-
ment, I would be able to accurately assess
vhether the assignment was at the: correct level
of difficulty.

When‘ I ‘really try, I can get through to most
diffiCylt students. : . -

If one of my new students cannot remain on task

for a particular assignment, there is little that .-

I could do to increase his/her attention until
s/he is ready.

I have enough training to deal with almost any
learning problem.

Even a teacher with good teaching abilities may
not reach many students.

Individual differences among teachers aécount for
the wide variations in student achievement.

When a. student is having difficulty with an
assignment, I am usually able to adjust it to
his/her level.

When the grades of my students 1mproVe it is
usually because I found more effective teaching

approaches.

Ifr students“aren't discipiined at home, they
aren't likely to accept any discipline.

w
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APPENDIX D -

QUESTIONS USED FOR.SCORING

TEACHER EFFICACY SCALE
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Table 44. Questions used for scoring Teacher Efficacy
Scale. .

Dimension | .. Form A , R Form B
Personal Efficacy o1 .06
| | 12 28
14 .02
15 ) 23
19 | 29
21 o 03
‘24 o 11
25 o 21
| 29 22
Teaching Efficacy | _ 02% - 15%
' | 04%* - 01*
06* .30+
16% : 12%
23% | 09
27 04
30% ' 26

*Indicates hegatively stated items that were reverse
" scored. L :
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APPENDIX E

MAP OF PARTICIPATING DISTRICTS

BY AREA
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Figure 3.

ABERDEEN

BLACKFOOT-GROUP 1
BLACKFOOT-GROUP 2

POCATELLO-GROUP 1
POCATELLO-GROUP 2

FILER-TWIN FALLS

Map of participating districts by area.
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~ APPENDIX F

LETTER OF INTRODUCTION
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.HHIL[LCREST ELEMENTARY S

. Ronald Bolinger (208) 226-2391.
Principal '

August 21, 1987

Dear . v

As we recently discussed on the phone, as an admin-

istrator in American Falls, I have been interested. in the

process of the science and art of teaching behaviors in the .
classroom. This has cultivated my interest in the Hunter
‘Instructional Model as a tool to help teachers in the ‘
'classroom, following rece1v1ng tra1n1ng from Dr. Hunter at
UCLA in 1985. :

‘As a result, I have chosen a study dealing with the
_Hunter Instructional Model as part of my doctoral graduate
work at Montana State Un1vers1ty, under the dlrectlon of

'.Dr. Don Robson.

_ Spec1f1ca11y, the study deals with the effects the
- Hunter: Instructional Model has on teachers' sense of
- efficacy. This social psychological construct is based on’
Albert Bandura's self-efficacy studies and deals with two
dimensions: (1) Sense of Teaching Efficacy, which refers
to teachers' expectations that ‘teaching can influence
student learning, and (2) Sense of Personal Eff1cacy, which
refers to the teachers' assessment.of their own teaching
- competence.. Both d1men51ons make up the total sense of
efficacy construct. o :

o To measure teachers* sense of efficacy, I will ,be
using the Teacher Efflcacy Scale developed by Dr. Sherri

Gibson. (see enclosure), a .30-question Likert scale. The

completlon time for the 1nstrument 1s 15 m1nutes or less. '

As an educator involved in the tra1n1ng of the Hunter
Instructional Model in:our state,. I am writing to enlist
your support for the study by administering the Teacher
Efflcacy Scale to the teachers you are. respon51b1e for
training, one before the training and a followup - post-
instruction measure. -Five demographic questlons w111 also
be included. :




137

~ Page Two
August 21, 1987

‘The research concerning the Hunter Instructional
‘Model, especially as it deals with the effects on teachers,
-is wvery 'limited. Hopefully this study. will add to the
:research.. '_ o : S

I will be giving you a followup call w1th1n the next,

- week to discuss the study further and answer any questlons.
QI apprec1ate very much your time and assistance.

Sincerely,

Ronald Bollnger
Pr1nc1pa1 '

RB/j1h
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APPENDIX G

INTERACTION GRAPH OF MEAN OVERALL EFFICIENCY
CHANGE SCORES FOR YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

AND GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT
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APPENDIX H
. INTERACTION GRAPH OF MEAN PERSONAIL EFFICIENCY

CHANGE SCORES FOR YEARS OF EXPERTENCE

ANDAGRADE‘LEVEL TAUGHT
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APPENDIX I

' PERSONAL EFFICACY CHANGE SUMMARY_BY‘DISTRICT
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~Table 45. QPgrsonal-EfficaEy change 5umhaty by distriqt.

H

“Mean: ‘”Mean-‘ o
. : Before After Total . Per-
. District Instruction Instruction Change cent
Aberdeen 41.8000 45.8000° 4.0000 10
Blackfoot--Group 1 ~  41.9677 = - 48.9344  6.9667 ~ 17

" Blackfoot--Group 2 . 416000

Boise 145.5333

Coeur d'Alene - 42.9167

" Runa 40.9167
- Lewiston | 41.9375
- ' T ‘ .
‘Moscow 41.8095

Pocatello--Group 1 - 39.4348

47.3143

486047
51.6945
49.5531

49.8661

47.1779 -
48.8032
48.0000

46.8334

5.7143

- 5.0714

'8.7778
8.6364
7.9286

5.3684.

9.3684
5.4167

7.1667

19

20
21

19

13.

24

13

T o e s e e S o e = e e B G e S e o B Bt B o s Bt o B s e e e e AT B ot Wt B e W S S e e B s e . t s M=

Pocatello--Group 2 142.5833"
. Filer-Twin Falls 39.6667
Total Mean SCOreé‘ 41.5?82

48.4165

"6.7650

Highest possible mean score.;.,........;Q.......,...;L;

Lowest possible mean SCore.........

‘Percent of pre;test‘mean of pdssible mean score,....;..
Percent of post-test mean of highest possible '

mean S_COI'ev.o.._.‘..--.-.,-..._......f..

54
79%

90%

14 o § -
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APPENDIX J

' TEACHING EFFICACY CHANGE SUMMARY BY DISTRICT
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Table 46. Teachigg Efficaq& change summary by district,

‘Mean - Mean .

: o ~~ Before After . Total Per-
"District ~Instruction Instruction Change cent
Aberdeen | 22.0000 22.8000  .8000 4
- Blackfoot--Group 1 27.0968 26.1936  -.9032 -3
Blackfoét——eroup 2 24,7241- | 27.3448 2.6207 11 
Boise 26.6000 27.8000  1.2000 5
Coeur d'Alene’ 29.5333 30.3025  .7692 3
Runa ' 26.4167 29.9167  3.5000 13
Lewiston . 24.5000 27.2857  2.7857 11
Moscow 527.9060 27.3444 ~.5556 -2
" Pocatello--Group 1 26.8333 27.9386 - 1.1053 - 4
"Pocatello-—Group 2 25.0714 24.1483 -,9231"'—3‘
Filer-Twin Falls 25.1667 24,5000  -.6667 -2
'Tofal‘Mean‘Scores 25.9857 26.8704 .8848 3
Highest poséible mean score.;..}.};....,...;..a;;..}... 42
Lowest possible mean score.,§.....}.....,......ﬁ..@...; 7

Percent of pre-test mean of possible mean score........'63%

Percent of post-test mean of hlghest p0551b1e _
mean SCOrell.'lQ.I...lQ.‘..IIl....II.....C.II..C..I.... 62%
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. APPENDIX K.

OVERALL EFFICACY CHANGE SUMMARY BY DISTRICT
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Table 47. Overall Efficacy qhange summary by district. .

Mean

75.3650

Mean : : .

c Before’ After = Total. Per-

District - Instxuction Instruction _Change‘ cent
' Aberdeen 63.8000 68.6000  4.8000 - 8
.Blackféot;—G:oupll 69.0645 74.9600 | 5.8355 2l 8

| Blackfoot--Group'2  66.2069 . 74.8571 8.6502 . 13

‘Boise . 70.1333 75.4286 - 42953 6.

‘cdéur d'Alene 73.5000 80.6000  7.1000 - 10
Kuna. 67.3333° 79.1000 11.7667 17

3 Lewistbn?:"'f' | 66:4375 77.4286 . 10.9911 .17
Moscow - 69,6000 73.7368 .  4.1368 = 6
Pocatello--Group 1  65.6757 76.0000  9.3043 14
Pocatello--Group 2  67.5833 72.6875 5.1042 - 8
Filer-Twin Falls 64.8333 71.6500  6.8167 11
Total Meaﬁ Scoreé 67.8187 7.5463 - 11

Highest possible Mean SCOIE..cceseeeresicesccansocnnson
Lowest possible mean SCOIE....vceceerencencscceconsnass

o
16

Percent of pre-test mean of poésible‘mean écore...s.,;.g70%'

Percent of post-test mean of highest possible
mean SCOre..-..l‘."l....j”‘.l.ll.....I...l.l.‘..lﬂl"t.l'Iq.

- 79%
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APPENDIX L

T-TEST SUMMARY FOR SIGNIFICANCE OF
PRE-TEST/POST-TEST MEAN CHANGE .

'SCORES FOR ALL CASES
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Table 48, T-test summary for significance of pre-test/
' post-test mean change scores for all cases.

Std.  Dif. Std.  T-

Variable N  Mean - Dev. . Mean Dev. Value Prob.
Personal. Efficacy: o _ o
Pre-test. 179 . B1.4469 5.229 -6.8101 4.865 =-18.73 000
Post-test ' 48.2570 . 5.497 - '
Teacher Efficacy: | . ‘ . ‘
Pre-test . . 185 26.2757 5.549 -0.7622 5.367  -1.93 .055
Post-test ' : . 27.0378 5.470 S L

OGeréll'Efficacy: _ . _ o
Pre-test 173 67.7688. 8.356 .-7.5838 .7.552 -13.21 ...000
Post-test  75.3526 -9.199 S S
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APPENDIX M

AUTHOR'S PERMISSION TO QUCTE

COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL
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PERMISSION TO QUOTE/REPRODUCE
COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL

"I, Sherri Gibson, Ph.D., owner of the copyright to
the work known as."The Teacher Efficacy Scale" (1983), a
two-page, thirty-question instrument, hereby authorize
Ronald Ray Bolinger to use the above—referenced'matérial
in its entirety as a part of his doctoral dissertation to
be submitted to Montana State University.

I further exteﬁd thié authorization to University
Microfilms Interhational, Ann Arbor, Miéhigan, fbrwfhe
~ purposes of reproduéing and distributing microfilmed
copies of the dissertation.

2L N /@f(,@jm | ;5/1%/88

(Signature) " (Date)
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