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ABSTRACT
TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF STUDENT ACCEPTANCE OF INDIVIDUAL
RESPONSIBILITY AT SCHOOL AND FACTORS THAT MAY INFLUENCE THOSE
PERCEPTIONS: A MIXED METHOD ANALYSIS
Steven R. Postiglione
The purpose of the current mixed method study was to determine whether there

were statistically significant relationships between teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school and (a) student gender, (b) student grade
level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of
teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate resources to support students. The
researcher collected and explored quantitative data via perceptions of six teacher-
participants through a 5-point, 15-item Likert scale called the teacher’s rating scale,
which was a measure of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school.
Teacher-participants were volunteers via email recruitment. The student-data of this
study was selected via random cluster sampling by the teacher-participants. The data
pertained to students in three third-grade classes and three fifth-grade classes (90 students
in total). The researcher was not, at any time, privy to any of the students’ names or
personal information, as this information was substituted for numerical designations by
the teacher-participants. The researcher also collected and explored qualitative data by
utilizing a phenomenological method. Data was collected and coded from a semi-
structured, 16-item interview protocol. The qualitative phase of the current study focused
on understanding the subjective, lived experiences and perspectives of the six teacher-

participants (Creswell, 2013). The results of the quantitative phase showed significant



relationships between teacher perceptions and student gender, student grade level, teacher
gender, and number of years of teaching experience. From the qualitative phase, four
broad themes emerged from the data; indicating that parents and families influence
student acceptance of individual responsibility, teacher rapport and connectedness with
students influence student acceptance of individual responsibility, school programs,
activities, and supports influence student acceptance of individual responsibility, and
student acceptance of individual responsibility at school plays a role in their own
academic success. The current study examined factors that may influence teacher
perceptions, as well as the potential impact of those perceptions on students. The
findings could be pivotal for future research into the concept of students taking more
ownership and responsibility for their own learning as well as how teacher perceptions of

students may play a role.
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

It is not uncommon to question one’s purpose. It is not uncommon to replay life
events and question decisions made. It is not uncommon to recall feeling out of control
with hindsight steeped in regret. These feelings may come from a lack of purpose and
individual responsibility. The locus of moral responsibility lies within the individual
(Teo, 1973). Over the past few decades, it seems that responsibility as a character trait for
students has dissolved. What used to be once regarded by society with utmost esteem has
been cast aside by the moral decline of modern-day youth. It appears that the trend today
is to be less responsible for one’s actions (Compagnone, 1995).

Presently, there are accountability measures in place at the school-building,
district, state, and federal level. There is a national focus on equitable academic
achievement within our school system, as evidenced by programs such as “No Child Left
Behind” and “Race to the Top”. Typically, when data show that students are
underperforming academically, it is the system and its faculty, not the student, who are
blamed. As educators, we are held responsible by the state, as well as parents,
communities, and other stakeholders to ensure our students’ success. While many
policies and programs set standards for equitable academic achievement, there seems to
be no “standard” for student responsibility. As a key stakeholder in our education system,
the student should be held accountable for the decisions he or she makes concerning his
or her own academic success. The failure of the individual student to make responsible
decisions for the good of the individual student may render insufficient progress

according to the national standards in place.



Respectfully, an individual student’s perceived self-efficacy and sense of self-
regulation may be disingenuous, where it could be easier to blame others for failure.
There is a notable chance however, that others familiar with the individual student may
contribute to his/her irresponsible behaviors. McLeod (1994) states that the key is to
foster a learning environment where both student and teacher have a clear notion of their
own perceptions of responsibility. The study conducted by McLeod (1994) specifically
examined student perceptions of their own accountability in the secondary classroom,
with a sample of 1,403 high school students. Data revealed that students ranked “‘staying
on task, bringing class materials, making an effort, following directions, and meeting
deadlines” as the highest level of attributes concerning student responsibility (McLeod,
1994, p. 565). “Asking questions, completing homework, showing respect for teachers,
desire to learn, attending class daily, respect for fellow classmates, keeping up grade
point average, bringing materials for class projects, and good study habits” were ranked
as second highest level of attributes concerning individual student responsibility
(McLeod, 1994, p. 565). “Completing work immediately before and after an absence,
good attitude, being open-minded, working collaboratively in groups, being motivated
and seeking help outside of the classroom” were ranked as third highest level of attributes
concerning individual student responsibility (McLeod, 1994, p. 565). While “being
enthusiastic, notifying an instructor before an absence occurs, and being curious” ranked
last regarding attributes of individual student responsibility (McLeod, 1994, p. 565).

Schaeffer (1999) contends that students are consistently pressured by dilemmas
in which they are faced with making responsible choices while growing up in

increasingly worsening environments not conducive to doing so. While the most



prominent aspects of No Child Left Behind focus on accountability via standardized
testing, the inclusion of character education and responsible decision-making is also
notable. The No Child Left Behind Act called for additional support for character
education to train teachers to incorporate lessons and methods to increase, among many
things, responsibility in students (McGuinn, 2006). Despite the focal resurgence on
character education in the early 2000s with character-building programs such as Positive
Behavioral Interventions & Supports (PBIS), significant amounts of research literature
indicate that it is not enough. Kohn (1997) states that forcing or manipulating students to
believe something, will be ineffective and ultimately will not benefit the development of
the students. Kohn believes that responsible decision-making is something students must
do on their own. Famed diarist, Anne Frank said, “...the final forming of a person’s
character lies in their own hands” (as cited in Frank, Mooyaart-Doubleday, & Roosevelt,
1993, p. 260).

According to Steele-Dadzie (2004), motivation for a student to do his or her part
toward his or her own academic success means persisting in the face of challenging
academic demands despite factors like physical, social, and economic constraints, or
despite social distractions. Active engagement and persistence on academic tasks can lead
to success, and non-persistence or avoidance behaviors can result in academic failure or
low performance levels (Steele-Dadzie, 2004). Steele-Dadzie (2004) also argues that
teachers and students reciprocally influence each other’s motivation.

Educators have long been concerned with conclusive elements that influence
student achievement. In academic settings, attributions for success and failure affect

expectations for success as well as performance on academic tasks (Dweck & Repucci,



1973). Clinical psychologist, Dr. Jordan Peterson has argued in favor of the importance
of accepting one’s own responsibility. According to Peterson, it is in responsibility that
most people find the meaning that sustains them through life (Peterson, 2018).
Traditionally, living a meaningful life has required making responsible decisions, with
the fundamental expectation of having successful outcomes. The current study examined
students’ acceptance of individual responsibility at school as perceived by their teachers,
as well as factors that may influence those teacher perceptions, and the potential impact
those perceptions may have on student decision-making.

There are numerous factors that may influence the perceptions that teachers have
of their students. Even when individuals have little information about another, they
naturally form perceptions about them, some of which might be based on stereotypes. At
times, this can lead to misconceptions. It can also lead to accurate assessments of an
individual. Research has shown, when teachers have high expectations, students are more
likely to demonstrate high academic achievement. In contrast, when teachers have low
expectations, students tend not to perform up to their potential (De Boer, Bosker, & Van
der Werf, 2010). Rosenthal and Jacobson (2003) investigated the effect of teacher
expectations on student achievement. The authors coined the self-fulfilling prophecy
effect: Expectations about future performance, even when inaccurate, tend to come true.
Jussim (1989) found that teacher expectations most often predicted achievement because
the expectations were accurate, but only inaccurate and thus biased expectations can
cause self-fulfilling prophecy effects. Brophy (1983) found that teacher expectations do
not always automatically function as self-fulfilling prophecies. He suggested that student

characteristics such as socioeconomic status, age, and motivation influence the



susceptibility to biased teacher expectations. Jussim, Eccles, and Madon (1996) found
that self-fulfilling prophecy effects were stronger for students with a lower socio-
economic status. Miller, Jr., Kuykendall, and Thomas (2013) found that teachers’
perceptions are significantly lower in schools that serve relatively more economically
disadvantaged students. The authors stated that when a greater proportion of students are
eligible for free or reduced-price lunches, teachers have significantly lower perceptions of
the character and academic development of those students. The authors also found
teachers serving disadvantaged populations may not be meeting their own career
expectations, which manifests as negative perceptions of their students and lowered
teachers’ motivation. EKici (2013) found that teachers’ motivation had a significant
relationship to their own self- efficacy perceptions which were affected by experience,
and supports afforded to them, or the lack thereof.
Statement of the Problem

While studies on student perceptions of teachers” methods and effectiveness or
even teacher perceptions of themselves are numerous, fewer studies have explored
teacher perceptions of students’ acceptance of individual responsibility at school, as well
as factors that may influence those teacher perceptions, and the potential impact those
perceptions may have on student decision-making. Problematic behavior and
irresponsible decision-making by students appear to be on the rise nationally, while
academic achievement and attainment of targeted goals are significantly decreasing
(Patalay, 2015). The current study was designed to examine the voice of the teachers, as
the burden of student academic success falls heavier than ever upon their shoulders. The

unique vantage point of the teacher regarding student acceptance of individual



responsibility at school can provide significant data, but factors influencing teacher
perceptions from their vantage point must be considered.
Purpose of the Study

The current study was a non-experimental, correlational analysis of a
phenomenon. This type of study aims “to understand an experience from the
participants’ point of view” (Leedy & Omrod, 2001, p. 157). The focus was to
understand the subjective, lived experiences and perspectives of the teacher-participants.
The research methodology for the current study was a mixed method analysis using a
sequential explanatory design (Creswell, 2003). The purpose of the current mixed
method study was to determine whether there were statistically significant relationships
between teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school
and (a) student gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d)
teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to
adequate resources to support students. The predominant phase that guided the current
study was quantitative. However, findings from the qualitative phase were used to
possibly explain and contextualize the results from the quantitative phase (Creswell,
2003).
Theoretical/Conceptual Frameworks

The current study was guided through the combined lenses of the theory of
planned behavior and attribution theory.

Theory of planned behavior. Developed in 1985, Icek Ajzen’s theory of planned
behavior (TPB) is an extension of his theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Fishbein & Ajzen

1975). Both models are based on the premise that individuals make logical, reasoned



decisions to engage in specific behaviors by evaluating the information available to them.
The theory of planned behavior includes the addition of perceived behavioral control
which takes into account if an individual believes he or she has control over the behavior
he or she may carry out (Hack, 2019). The performance of a behavior is determined by
the individual’s intention to engage in said behavior (influenced by the value the
individual places on the behavior, the ease with which it can be performed, and the views
of significant others) and the perception that the behavior is within his/her control (Ryan
& Carr, 2010). Therefore, while teachers can lend guidance, it is ultimately the sole
decision of the individual student to either accept or reject individual responsibility for

his/her own learning and then act on said decision.

Behavior
Attitude

Behavior

Perceived
behavior

Figure 1. Theory of Planned Behavior Conceptual Framework Adapted from Ajzen
(1991).
Attribution theory. Heider (1958) was the first to propose a psychological theory

of attribution, but Weiner (1974, 1986) developed a theoretical framework that has



become a major research paradigm of social psychology. Attribution theory explains the
connection between perceived causes of situations and the psychological consequences of
these perceptions. The main idea of the theory is that all causes share three basic,
underlying properties: locus, controllability, and stability (Weiner, 1986). These
properties determine the psychological consequences of perceived causes. Perceived
causes have crucial emotional and behavioral consequences, including those related to the
context of achievement motivation (Frey, 2018). For the purposes of the current study,
these underlying properties were defined by their roles in developing teacher perceptions.
Locus refers to the location of a cause, that is, whether the cause is internal or
external to the student. For example, both low effort and low ability are likely to be
perceived by the teacher as internal to a student; something that is associated with the
student rather than with the situation or someone else (Frey, 2018). Controllability refers
to the degree to which the cause is subject to volitional change, that is, the extent to
which the cause is controllable or uncontrollable. Thus, low effort is within the student’s
control because a student can decide how much effort to invest in studying for an exam.
By contrast, low ability is more likely to be perceived by the teacher as an uncontrollable
factor, as a student cannot control the extent to which he/she is endowed with skills or
abilities (Frey, 2018). Stability pertains to the relative endurance of a cause over time.
Whereas enduring causes are seen as stable, transitory ones are seen as unstable. Low
effort is likely to be perceived by the teacher as unstable as on a different occasion, in
principle, the student may invest more effort in studying for an exam. Alternatively, low
ability is stable because basic traits and skills are perceived as being unlikely to change

much or at all over time (Frey, 2018). The current study examined the connection



between factors which may form teachers’ perceptions of student acceptance of
individual responsibility at school and the psychological consequences of these

perceptions on students.

4-6a

Model and Example of Attribution

Process

Causal Attributions: Suspected or inferred causes of
someone’s behavior.

General Model of Attribution Process

Antecedent Attribution Consequence

People Attributions
determine affect our

the causes subsequent
of behavior behavior

- This and
represents expectations

an about
attribution people

Figure 2. Attribution Theory Conceptual Framework Adapted from Young (2019).

The current study combined the theory of planned behavior, as it pertains to the
student process of responsible decision-making at school, and attribution theory, as it
pertains to factors that may influence teacher perceptions of students. These perceptions
can potentially affect (positively, negatively, or not at all) student decision-making at
school. Figure 3 is a representation of the combined theories in a conceptual framework

developed by the researcher for the current study.
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Figure 3. Conceptual Framework for the Current Study.
Significance/Importance of the Study

Few studies have explored teacher perceptions of students’ acceptance of
individual responsibility at school and factors that influence those teacher perceptions.
For the purposes of the current study, responsible decision-making was defined as
decisions made by the individual student for the good of the individual student. Both the
acceptance and rejection of responsible decision-making by the individual student among
groups of his/her peers in school settings affords teachers a unique vantage point where
their perceptions might provide useful data. Factors influencing teacher perceptions from

their vantage point must be considered. The goal of the current study was to provide
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evidence for supporting or refuting the concept of a statistically significant relationship
between teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school
and (a) student gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d)
teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to
adequate resources to support students.
Quantitative Research Questions
RQ1. To what extent do differences exist in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon (a) student gender,
(b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender,
(e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate
resources to support students.
Qualitative Research Question
RQ2. How do teachers perceive the students’ role in their own academic success
in terms of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school and what
factors influence these perceptions?
Mixed Method Research Question
RQ3. To what extent do the qualitative results validate the quantitative findings?
Hypotheses
1. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student gender.
Hq: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student

acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student gender.
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Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student grade level.
H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student grade level.
Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student socio-
economic status.

H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student socio-
economic status.

Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon teacher gender.

H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon teacher gender.
Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon number of years of
teaching experience.

H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon number of years of
teaching experience.

Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon access to adequate

resources to support students.
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H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon access to adequate
resource to support students.
Definition of Terms
Terms relevant to the current study are defined as follows:
Responsibility. For the purpose of the current study, responsibility is defined as “the
habit of doing our duties and living with the consequences of our decisions and mistakes”
(Ryan & Bohlin, 1999, p. 209).
Individual Responsibility. For the purpose of the current study, individual responsibility
is defined as performing one’s duty and being accountable for one’s choices and actions.
Responsibility at School. For the purpose of the current study, responsibility at school is
defined as behaviors performed by the student that will enable him/her to function
successfully in the academic setting such as: Completes assignments, has the necessary
supplies for schoolwork (paper, pencil, text, etc.), follows class rules even when teacher
is not present, gets along well with classmates during group work, willingly does his/her
share in group projects, is ready to begin classwork with the group, can be counted on to
help maintain the classroom’s appearance, participates in his/her own independent
reading, will ask a question if directions or instructions are not understood, and is willing
to help others in class.
Irresponsibility at School. For the purpose of the current study, irresponsibility at school
is defined as behaviors performed by the student that will not enable him/her to function
successfully in the academic setting such as: Makes excuses for not completing

schoolwork, completes schoolwork after several reminders, blames others for classroom



14

disturbances or group failures, must be reminded to start his/her classwork, and must be
told exactly what to do most of the time.

Student Socio-Economic Status (SES). In most education research studies, SES is defined
solely by the free or reduced-price lunch (FRL) variable (Harwell & LeBeau, 2010). For
the purpose of the current study, student socio-economic status will be defined in the
same manner.

Access to adequate resources to support students. For the purpose of the current study,
access to adequate resources to support students will entail a yes or no opinion by the
teacher participants regarding whether they believe to have said access.

Perceived Self-Efficacy. People’s belief about their capabilities to produce effects
(Bandura, 1994).

Self-Regulation. Exercise of influence over one’s own motivation, thought processes,
emotional states and patterns of behavior (Bandura, 1994).

Perceived Behavioral Control. A person’s expectancy that performance of a behavior is

within his/her control (Ajzen, 1985).
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CHAPTER 2
Literature Review
Rationale
Horner and Ngalwa (2004), as cited by (Foncha, Ngogo, Mafumo, & Maruma,
2017) found that poor decision-making by students has a negative impact on the
academic performance of learners. The lack of responsible decision-making and
diffusion of responsibility by the individual student among groups of his/her peers in
school settings affords teachers a unique and distinct vantage point. However, factors
that may influence teachers’ perceptions of their students must be considered. The current
study examined the potential connection between factors which may form teachers’
perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school and the
psychological consequences of these perceptions on students.
Review of Related Research
In this chapter, the literature exploring the construct of individual responsibility
and documenting predictors of its development was reviewed. This review covered
literature emerging from both social-cognitive and behavioral studies and sets this
literature in the broader context of general concepts of student acceptance of individual
responsibility at school and factors that may influence the formation of teachers’
perceptions of their students. A combined framework of student behavioral intent (theory
of planned behavior) and the psychological consequences of teacher perceptions on their
students (attribution theory) was the foundation and theoretical basis from which the

current study was built.
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Theory of Planned Behavior

The theory of planned behavior is an extension of the theory of reasoned action.
The difference between these two theories is that the theory of planned behavior has added
perceived behavioral control as the determinant of behavioral intention as well as control
beliefs that affect the perceived behavioral control. Both theories assume that human
beings are basically rational and make systematic use of information available to them
when making decisions. The theory of reasoned action also assumes that the behavior
being studied is under total volitional control of the performer (Madden, Ellen, & Ajzen,
1992).

The theory of reasoned action is based on the proposition that an individual’s
behavior is determined by the individual’s behavioral intention to perform that behavior,
which provides the most accurate prediction of behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).
Behavioral intention is a function of two factors: one’s attitude toward the behavior
(personal) and subjective norms (social).

Attitude toward the behavior is defined as a person’s general feeling of
favorableness or unfavorableness for that behavior (Ajzen, Heilbroner, Fishbein, &
Thurow 1980). Subjective Norm is defined as a person’s perception that most people
who are important to him think he should or should not perform the behavior in question
(Ajzen et al., 1980). Attitude toward behavior is a function of the product of one’s salient
belief that performing the behavior will lead to certain outcomes, as well as an evaluation
of said outcomes (a rating of desirability).

The theory of reasoned action has been successfully applied to a large number of

situations in predicting the performance of behavior and intentions, such as predicting
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turnover (Prestholdt, Lane, & Matthews, 1987), education (Fredricks & Dossett, 1983),
and breast cancer examination (Timko, 1987). In a meta-analysis of research on the
theory of reasoned action, Sheppard, Hartwick, and Warshaw (1988) concluded that the
predictive utility of the theory of reasoned action was strong across conditions.

However, the predictive validity of the theory of reasoned action becomes
problematic if the behavior under study is not under full volitional control. Sheppard et
al. (1988) pointed out two problems. First, the prediction of behavior from intention is
problematic because a variety of factors in addition to one’s intentions determine whether
the behavior is performed. Second, there is no provision in the model for considering
either the probability of failing to perform one’s behavior or the consequences of such
failure in determining one’s intentions. Ajzen (1985) extended the theory of reasoned
action by including another construct, perceived behavioral control (PBC), to predict
behavioral intentions and behavior. The extended model is the theory of planned
behavior. Perceived behavioral control refers to people’s perception of the ease or
difficulty of performing the behavior of interest (Ajzen, 1991). If behavior is not under
complete volitional control, the performers need to have the requisite resources and
opportunities in order to perform the behavior. The perception of whether they have the
resources will affect their intention to perform the behavior as well as the successful
performance of the behavior.

Perceived behavioral control is a function of control beliefs and perceived
facilitation. Control belief is the perception of the presence or absence of requisite
resources and opportunities needed to carry out the behavior. Perceived facilitation is

one’s assessment of the importance of those resources to the achievement of outcomes
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(Ajzen & Madden, 1986). Ultimately, if one lacks these resources, one must decide to
find ways to obtain them or not. The theory of planned behavior has been successfully
applied to various situations in predicting the performance of behavior and intentions
such as predicting user intentions to use a new software (Mathieson, 1991), to perform a
breast self-examination (Young, Lierman, Powell-Cope, Kasprzyk, & Benoliel, 1991),
and to avoid caffeine (Madden, Ellen, & Ajzen, 1992). Madden, Ellen, and Ajzen (1992)
found that the theory of planned behavior has a better predictive power of behavior than
the theory of reasoned action.

Since the current study was partially guided through the lens of the theory of
planned behavior, the researcher focused on attitude, subjective norms, perceived
behavioral control, and behavioral intention when considering the choices of the
individual student. The researcher did not include the prediction of actual behavior in the
current research design. This study did not attempt to test components of the theory of
reasoned action or the theory of planned behavior; it instead applied its conceptual
elements as a foundation from which individual responsibility in school is viewed.
Predicting the performance of behavior and intentions is a noble and interesting aspect of
behavioral studies and may be applied to future research.

Attribution Theory

Much of the existing understanding of the process explained by attribution theory

comes from research conducted in the context of school achievement. Educators’

attempts to understand
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the causes of achievement or lack of achievement in school often determines their
reactions and attributions to these causes (Frey, 2018). It is important to consider the
psychological consequences for the students from said attributions.

Because the understanding of the reasons for an outcome or event helps people
manage their lives, is has important emotional and behavioral consequences. For
example, the teacher of a student who failed an exam may conclude that this failure was
caused by insufficient efforts to study for the exam. In consequence, the teacher’s
perception of the student and subsequent interactions with the student may make the
student feel guilty and decide to invest more effort when studying for a future exam. By
contrast, if the teacher’s subsequent interactions with the student makes the student think
that the failure was caused by a lack of ability, this student is likely to feel shame and
may decide to quit or significantly reduce efforts to succeed. As this example suggests,
the cause the teacher attributes to the outcome may determine which emotions are likely
to arise in the student and what type of behavior may result from it.

Ajzen’s introduction of the construct ‘perceived behavioral control’ into
his theory of planned behavior was a determinant of both behavioral intention and the
behavior itself. On a conceptual basis, perceived behavioral control is similar to self-
efficacy in that both constructs refer to the person's belief that the behavior in question is
under his or her control. However, operationally, perceived behavioral control is often
assessed by the ease or difficulty of the behavior (i.e., “I find it difficult to study three
times a week because I work after school”). While self-efficacy is operationalized by the
individual's confidence in being able to carry out the behavior in the face of extenuating

circumstances (i.e., “I am confident that I can study three times a week, even though I


https://www.sciencedirect.com/topics/psychology/theory-of-planned-behavior

work after school”) (Bandura, 1994 p.74). Through the combined lenses of theory of
planned behavior and attribution theory, the current study examined how teachers
perceive the outcomes of student decision-making; attribute said outcomes; develop
expectations from said outcomes; and form perceptions from said expectations. The
current study investigated how teacher perceptions may affect the student’s perceived
behavioral control for future behavioral decisions at school.

Individual Responsibility

20

Individual responsibility is best understood in the context of more general theories

of responsibility. However, universally accepted definitions of responsibility are

nonexistent, in part because scholarly perspectives come from fields as diverse as

philosophy, law, public policy, and psychology, and in part because responsibility is such

a frequently and casually used word in our vernacular.

Many philosophical and legal definitions of responsibility focus on an
individual’s acceptance of blame for a past misdeed or oversight (Bennett, 1993;
Brickman et al., 1982; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Other philosophical and
psychological definitions of responsibility zero in on prospective acts of competent
behavior (Fingarette, 1967; Owens, 1982). Morris (1961, cited in Bacon, 1993)
articulated this distinction as the difference between being held responsible and being
responsible. Some of the accounts of being responsible emphasize cognitive aspects of
responsibility: a person’s own perceptions of being in charge of something (Maruyama,
Fraser, & Miller, 1982; Warton & Goodnow, 1991). Other authors focus on behavioral
aspects of responsibility: judgments by others of whether a person typically acts in a

manner consistent with social expectations (Bronfenbrenner, 1961 as cited in Petrullo,
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1961; Wentzel, 1991). Some theorists (Keith, Nelson, Schlabach, & Thompson, 1990;
Warton & Goodnow, 1991) distinguish personal responsibility (caring for self), and
social responsibility (caring for others); other authors use one term or the other without
articulating that boundary (Ford, Wentzel, Wood, Stevens, & Siesfeld, 1989).

Fingarette (1967) devoted considerable attention to the idea of acceptance of
responsibility. He contended that in social interactions, acceptance of responsibility may
be explicit, but more often, it is implicit, and is thus “often overlooked” (p. 30). Owens
(1982) noted a distinction between responsibility associated with particular tasks or roles
and responsibility as a character trait—a “consistent pattern of responding in a reliable
manner” (p. 4). Owens (citing Twiss, 1977) also differentiated between causal
responsibility in the sense of an individual triggering a particular event (I dropped the
vase; therefore, | am responsible for dropping it), normative responsibility as defined by a
moral standard (I dropped the vase; therefore, | should pay for it), and role
responsibility—the “fulfillment of duties” in an ongoing relationship (p. 5). Owens
(1982) noted that individuals are judged as responsible or irresponsible according to their
behavior across situations, but many situational factors affect the extent to which a person
acts responsibly. These include the expectations of others, the motivation of the
individual, and the freedom inherent in the situation.

Owens’ (1982) framework is helpful for analyzing several streams of
psychological research on responsibility. For example, Warton and Goodnow (1991)
explored task-related responsibility, hypothesizing that children’s sense of obligation to
different household chores may be governed by principles regarding self-care (if you

made the mess, you clean it up), self-regulation (if the job is yours, no one should have to



22

pay you or tell you to do it), and continuing responsibility (if you pass off the job to
someone else, it’s still your responsibility to make sure it gets done). The authors’
presentation of hypothetical vignettes to children ages 8-14 suggested different
developmental paths for the three principles rather than “a unitary sense of responsibility”
(Warton & Goodnow, 1991 p. 156).

Hartup and Van Lieshout (1995) summarized the results of investigations into
responsibility, via Owens’ sense of normative, or moral responsibility in ongoing
relationships. The authors cited research showing that cultural variations and aspects of
parent-child relationships (attachment, parental demandingness and responsiveness, and
parenting style) are related to the development of socially responsible behavior in young
children.

Gilligan (1982), also viewing responsibility as understanding and adhering to
moral standards, contended that gender is an important factor in the development of
children’s understanding of responsibility. Boys, she argued, tend to define responsibility
as inhibiting an action that would infringe on others’ rights; girls are more likely to think
of responsibility as initiating an action to meet the needs of others. A set of small-scale,
qualitative studies in which researchers presented hypothetical moral dilemmas to
adolescents and adults provided support for these ideas (Gilligan & Attanucci 1988).

Harris, Clark, Rose, and Valasek (1954) combined several components,
influential to Owens’ framework, in their investigation of responsibility in children,
including responsibility as an abstract moral standard and responsibility as the fulfillment
of duties associated with a particular role. However, their investigation did not support

this broad formulation of the construct. In a large sample of 10-15 year-olds, the authors
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found only small correlations between teacher ratings of student responsibility and
student ratings of their own citizenship attitudes. The teacher checklist consisted of
student behaviors such as “dawdles at his work™ and “sees jobs to be done and does them
without waiting to be asked,” while the citizenship measure contained attitudinal items
about moral standards such as “I would sneak into a movie if I could do it without being
caught,” and "We ought to let Europe get out of its own mess” (p. 22).

Relationship to academic achievement. Academic achievement is another
major factor that has been investigated by several researchers for its relationship to
student responsibility (Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965; Steinberg & Elmen,
1986). Correlational data provide fairly strong evidence for a link between social-
cognitive measures of student responsibility (academic locus of control, use of volitional
strategies, and self-regulated learning) and academic achievement. Correlational data
also show a link between behavioral manifestations of student responsibility and
academic achievement. However, the processes linking these constructs are not known.

Martel, McKelvie, and Standing (1987) found that an important single predictor
of academic achievement among students is the extent to which they are held formally
and individually responsible for their actions. Aside from the currently popular
cooperative learning and restorative justice approaches to instructional effectiveness and
behavioral accountability, individual responsibility plays a major role in current measures
of intelligence. According to developmental psychologist, Howard Gardner (2019), there
are not just two types of intelligence. Gardner believed that 1Q tests capture not only
language and logic but should also consider multiple intelligences (as his theory

suggests). Specifically, individual responsibility is measured in differing degrees in two
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types of intelligences named by Gardner: interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligence.
These measures provide additional support for the importance of an individual
responsibility component to potentially effective educational approaches (Gardner, 2019).

It is commonly assumed that students who take greater responsibility for their
learning achieve greater results (Frymier, 1992), but Steinberg and Elmen (1986)
believed that responsibility is merely a correlate of academic achievement and not a
cause of it. In their study of 120 adolescents, these authors used a somewhat unusual
measure of responsibility that included dimensions of self-reliance, work orientation,
resistance to peer pressure, and involvement in household responsibilities. While cross-
sectional data showed a correlation between adolescent responsibility and school grades,
longitudinal data analysis showed that only one component of the measure of
responsibility (resistance to peer pressure) actually predicted later academic achievement.
The authors also found interactions with student age: In the cross-sectional analysis, work
orientation was more highly correlated with grades for older students.

Social-cognitive aspects of student responsibility have been examined as a
function of student gender and age. In a cross-sectional study, Crandall, Katkovsky, and
Crandall (1965) found that from 3rd through 12th grade, girls report a stronger sense of
responsibility for negative academic events than boys do. While internality scores for
students of both genders increase with age, girls’ scores for negative events were higher
in 6th grade than boys’ scores in 12th. Boys’ internality scores were higher than girls’
for positive events, but the differences were not as outright (Crandall et al., 1965).

Individual responsibility strategies have proven to be potentially effective ways to

increase the percentage of class time that students are actively engaged in the content and
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to promote increases in academic achievement. While much more research remains,
relative successes regarding the acceptance of individual responsibility on academic
achievement exists and needs to be further examined.

Responsibility has been conceptualized in a number of different ways. Different
authors have emphasized being responsible or being held responsible; perceiving
responsibility or acting responsibly in the context of particular situations, tasks, roles, and
relationships, or responsibility as a general character trait. Research results, in the form
of qualitative interviews, surveys, and rating-scale data, support some integration of these
concepts but fail to support a very broad, fully inclusive construct.

Additional factors linked to student responsibility are somewhat limited,
particularly in comparison with the volumes of research available on other indicators of
school performance. However, the literature is sufficient to suggest that student
responsibility is a theoretically important construct and that social-cognitive and
behavioral aspects of student responsibility can be measured with some degree of
reliability and validity. Nonetheless, for educators, parents, school psychologists, and
education researchers, the important question remains: How is it that children become or
fail to become responsible students? Previous research links one or more factors such as
student gender, student grade level, and student socio-economic status to the
development of student responsibility. However, a review of the literature suggests that
these and other factors have been examined in the absence of an overarching theoretical
framework to guide the research. Little attention has been paid to how these factors may
interact with each other in developmental processes like the theory of planned behavior

and attribution theory.
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Teacher Perceptions

Many factors influence the educational success that children have in school. A
student’s relationship with his or her teacher and school is one of the more powerful
connections that youth may experience during their education (Marzano, Marzano, &
Pickering, 2003). Just as there are many factors that impact the overall educational
success of students outside of the classroom, there are also factors that influence how
well children do in school. Factors such as a student’s confidence in the teacher and the
teacher’s perceptions of a student are key to addressing various aspects of student
learning (Miller, Jr., Kuykendall, & Thomas, 2013).

Changes in teacher expectations and perceptions can produce changes in student
achievement. When teachers expect students to do well, students tend to do well; when
teachers expect students to fail, they tend to fail (Brookover, Rosenthal, & Jacobson,
1969). Teachers’ perceptions may be impacted by several factors outside a specific
student. Miller, Jr. et al. (2013) explored how teacher and school characteristics impact
teachers’ perceptions. According to the authors, teachers are likely to have a certain
perception or perceptive value placement on the children they teach based on the
teachers’ own characteristics and those of the neighborhoods in which they teach.

Relationship to student socio-economic status (SES). White (1982) argued that
though it is widely believed that socioeconomic status (SES) is strongly correlated with
measures of academic achievement, weak and moderate correlations have been
frequently reported. Cruse & Powers (2006) explored the use of free and reduced-price
lunch (FRPL) eligibility counts for estimating poverty in school districts. The authors

found a significant positive association between school district FRPL counts and Census
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2000 child poverty estimates. Recent literature shows that poverty proves to be strongly
correlated with academic achievement (Randolph & Prejean-Harris, 2016). A review of
the literature shows that there has long been debate over the relationship between student
socio-economic status and academic achievement. However, fewer studies directly
examine teachers’ perceptions of student socio-economic status and how those
perceptions affect the decisions and academic performance of students.

Miller, Jr. et al. (2013) observed through a regression analysis that a
comprehensive index of teacher perceptions is influenced by several individual and
institutional characteristics. Perceptions did not vary significantly across gender or
marital status lines; however, perceptions were significantly more positive among
minority and experienced educators. Further, teachers with more extensive education and
those teaching advanced grades exhibited significantly lower perceptions of their learning
community (Miller, Jr. et al., 2013). This may indicate that teachers with their own
higher levels of education may hold higher levels of expectations and standards which are
not being met by their students. This calls into question whether said expectations are
realistic or not.

Miller, Jr. et al. (2013) results suggested that teachers’ perceptions are
significantly lower in schools that serve relatively more economically disadvantaged
students. When a greater proportion of students are eligible for free or reduced-cost
lunches, teachers have significantly lower perceptions of the character and academic
development of students, of communications and associations with parents, and of the
overall school climate. According to the authors, these findings support prior literature in

suggesting that socioeconomic status is a critical predictor of teachers’ expectations and
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perceptions of families (Miller, Jr. et al., 2013). However, the authors did mention the
possibility that such findings are the result of a selection effect by which teachers with a
more negative outlook or those less adept at working with socially and culturally diverse
populations are more likely to secure employment in economically disadvantaged
schools. Further, teachers serving disadvantaged populations may not be meeting their
own career expectations, which manifests as negative perceptions of their school,
students, and parents (Miller, Jr. et al., 2013). This relates to the current study by calling
into question the validity of teacher perceptions of their students and whether such
perceptions can be objective and potential factors that threaten objectivity.

Sorhagen (2013) used prospective longitudinal data to examine the associations
between first-grade teachers’ over- and underestimation of their students’ math abilities,
basic reading abilities, and language skills and the students’ high school academic
performance. The author found teachers’ inaccurate expectations in first grade predicted
students’ math, reading comprehension, vocabulary knowledge, and verbal reasoning
standardized test scores at age 15. Significant interactions between students’ family
income and teachers’ misperceptions of students’ math and language skills were found,
such that teachers’ over- and underestimation of abilities had a stronger impact on
students from lower income families (as determined by students receiving free or reduced
price lunch) than on students from more affluent homes.

Preliminary regression analyses were conducted to assess whether child
demographic (student socio-economic status), cognitive, and non-cognitive
characteristics predicted teacher misperceptions of students’ abilities. The results showed

that students’ academic achievements in high school are affected by early teacher



29

expectations, such that high school students whose first-grade teachers underestimated
their abilities performed significantly worse on standardized tests of math, reading
comprehension, vocabulary knowledge and verbal reasoning than would have been
predicted on the basis of their early test scores. Conversely, when early abilities were
overestimated, high school students performed better than expected. The findings of the
study demonstrate that misperceptions of abilities early in students’ schooling continue to
exert an effect on academic achievement 10 years later. This confirms the durability of
self-fulfilling prophecies in the classroom reported by Alvidrez and Weinstein (1999).

Sorhagen’s (2013) findings add insight to the relation between family income and
children’s academic achievement and abilities, in terms of teacher expectations and
interactions with these students. Based on converging literature on resiliency and on
mediating mechanisms of SES on child outcomes, Bradley and Corwyn (2002) suggested
that external support systems and access to additional resources are potential moderators
of the association between SES and children’s academic outcomes, which are similar to
possible mechanisms of self-fulfilling prophecies in the classroom. This points to the
importance of using integrated theoretical perspectives that consider the relations
between mediation and moderation when investigating the developmental effects of SES
(Baron & Kenny, 1986; Lerner, 2003).

Lane, Wehby, and Cooley (2006) found teachers working in schools with high
rates of poverty, student absenteeism, disruptive behavior, student mobility, as well as
low achievement scores may focus their attention on expectations related to minimizing
disruptions to instruction (e.g., managing inappropriate behavior, coming to class on

time). Consequently, it may be that teachers in more at-risk environments emphasize the
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importance of self-control or cooperation skills and deemphasize the importance of
assertion skills in an effort to maintain harmony, avoid conflict, and focus on
instructional activities (Lane et al., 2006). The authors also suggest that it may be just the
opposite. Perhaps teachers in more at-risk environments may expect and reinforce higher
levels of assertiveness in an effort to help students access educational experiences that
may not be typically available in low-performing and high-risk schools with the goal of
encouraging students to obtain a strong education (Lane et al., 2006).

In contrast, teachers working in high-performing, affluent schools with low rates
of student absenteeism and high rates of achievement may articulate expectations related
to maximizing instructional opportunities (e.g., working cooperatively on assignments,
participating in extracurricular activities) (Lane et al., 2006). Perhaps these more affluent
schools have the resources to provide students with a more comprehensive educational
experience. Students in these environments may not have to learn assertion skills to
obtain these experiences. Also, it is possible that self-control skills may not be viewed as
critical by these teachers as these students may face fewer potential incidences of conflict
within and beyond the school setting (Lane et al., 2006).

Lane, Pierson, Stang, and Carter (2010) examined the potential role of school-
related risk factors in influencing teacher expectations. The authors stated that school
characteristics such as poverty, student mobility, school safety, and the number of
students enrolled in school may influence the expectations teachers hold for student
behavior. School risk was defined based on only one index of risk: free or reduced-price
lunch status. The study investigated the relation between school level (elementary vs.

middle vs. high school) and type of program (general vs. special education) to teachers’
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perceptions and expectations by examining these relationships across schools serving
more economically diverse students. Lane et al. (2010) findings suggest that teacher
expectations do not appear to be influenced by the level of school risk and instead,
differences appear to be related mainly to the age of the students served. Typically, the
absence of significant findings also has the potential to inform research and practice.

There is some evidence that socio-economic status (SES) may influence teacher
ratings of child characteristics. Alvidrez and Weinstein (1999) reported that after
controlling for 1Q, teachers overestimated the academic skills of children who were living
in higher socio-economic situations and underestimated the ability of students who
resided in lower socio-economic situations. Similarly, in a study of inclusive teachers'
attitudes toward students with disabilities, Cook (2004) reported that teachers in high
SES school districts were more likely to identify children with disabilities as needing
more attention than teachers in lower SES school systems. Likewise, teachers in high
SES districts were more likely to reject included students with disabilities than teachers
in low SES districts. Given the disparity in findings between this study and other studies,
further research is necessary to better understand the relation between school factors
(such as SES) and teacher expectations.

Relationship to student grade level. Erdem (2016) examined the opinions of
teachers as to what kind of students they prefer in class. The study was descriptive and
was conducted via the survey model. The population of the research consisted of
teachers of first, second, third, and fourth grades in public and private primary schools in
different districts of Ankara province, Turkey in the 2014-2015 academic year. The

sample consisted of 286 primary school teachers chosen by random sampling in public
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and private primary schools in different districts of the Ankara province. The author
created a survey geared toward his teacher sample. The survey consisted of open-ended
questions used to examine the similarities and differences of their responses. Each
question in the survey fits within themes developed through content analysis. Themes
developed were illustrated with frequency and percent values in the submitted tables.
According to the data obtained in the study, a majority of teacher-participants indicated
that they are pleased when students are successful in their lessons, listen to teachers while
they teach the lesson, obey the rules, fulfill their responsibilities, attend the lesson
actively, come to the lesson prepared, and do their homework on time. Admittedly, as
part of their expectations, teachers want their students to be respectful, establish good
relationships with classmates, pay attention to directives and instructions, realize their
mistakes and offer an apology, be helpful, share, and find solutions to problems.

The results of the data collected in Erdem (2016) reveal that a majority of the
teachers stated that they are pleased when students are successful in their lessons, listen
to teachers while they teach the lesson, obey the rules, fulfill their responsibilities, attend
the lesson actively, and come to the lesson as prepared or willing and do the homework
on time. Regarding the personal characteristics of students, teachers indicated that they
want their students to share their feelings and opinions with the teacher; be clean, neat,
tidy, and self-confident; love their teacher and school; be honest; be environmentally
conscious; and read a lot. A majority of teacher-participants indicated that they want
their students to be successful and hardworking, to be honest and reliable, to be warm-
hearted, with high self-confidence, to achieve their objectives, to demonstrate

responsibility, and to respect herself/himself and the learning environment. Some
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teacher-participants wanted students to be individuals who can express their feelings and
opinions freely, are environmentally conscious, and can find solutions to problems in the
future. The teacher-participants outlined specific values that they expect for their
students in order to secure their best future. Additionally, most of the teacher-
participants wanted their students to become individuals who are self-supporting, who are
willing to learn and improve, who are well-informed, who know their rights and are
civic-minded, and who will make a difference for the future.

According to Erdem (2016), 84% of the teacher-participants stated that they love
their students, encourage open discourse, and treat their students equally. Approximately
80% of the teacher-participants indicated that they genuinely and actively listen to their
students, encourage student interest and motivation for the lesson, learn how their
students learn, evaluate the students apart from the exams, and collaboratively problem-
solve in class. This qualitative research may have implications for the current study as
the researcher applied a semi-structured, open-ended interview protocol as part of the
mixed analysis in determining teacher perceptions on what characteristics, among other
things, they believe apply to the responsible and irresponsible student. Erdem (2016),
though rudimentary at first glance, uncovered something very rich in significance as it
applies to the current study. The majority of teacher-participants (286) in his research
advocated for a happy, engaged, future-minded student, respectful of what needs to be
done now for the sake of later. Responsibility on the part of the student was key in his
findings in that it would be the perpetual force that keeps the students on the right track.

McLeod (2012) examined 1,403 student perceptions of accountability in the

secondary classroom. Specifically, high school students from a secondary school located
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in the southeastern portion of the United States were asked to complete surveys based on
five critical questions: (1) What are the qualities and attributes of today’s students (the
millennial generation)? (2) What are student interpretations of our current grading
system? (3) What characteristics describe student accountability? (4) What
characteristics describe teacher accountability? (5) How do the students describe
themselves? According to the author, results indicated that students were confident in
their interpretations of accountability; however, there were discrepancies among student
responses. The results also showed that student interpretations of accountability did not
always match student behavior or performance. The author determined that it is evident
that there is a need for schools to set clear and defined procedures, standards, and goals
for accountability in the classroom in order for students to become academically
successful and future productive citizens in our society (McLeod, 2012 p. 561).

McLeod (2012) argued that students are expected to be responsible to their
teacher but also must be responsible to themselves through self-efficacy. It is the
responsibility of the teacher to incorporate accountability measures to include the student.
By doing so, educators can create a strong sense of efficacy within their students.
Introducing assignments that demonstrate the relationship between the students’ level of
performance and its influence on academic accomplishments presents students with the
power to take ownership of their academic progress. Once students understand that they
can take command of their academics and have absolute influence over their
achievements, accountability standards will be viewed as motivational tools that aid in

student success (McLeod, 2012).
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In order to quantify accountability when setting student standards, McLeod
(2012) argued that it is important to understand the generation of the students being
taught. Teachers may find this easier said than done considering the generation gap
between themselves and their students. Generations are often defined by time period and
shared experiences, which leads to a common sense of values and shared behaviors.
Depending on the events and social influences of the time, teachers may find themselves
in what seems to be a multitude of cultural differences between themselves and their
students. Today’s students may recognize the values of the generations before them but
will adjust some ideas and completely reject others that are not relative to the current
environment in which they live. Because of this, teacher and student may assume the
responsibilities required of one another but truly have no concept of actual liability. It is
imperative that educators become aware of their students’ ways of being and develop
expectations of all parties within their classrooms to ensure academic success (McLeod,
2012). Establishing a respectful working relationship like this requires teachers to have
objective perceptions of their students and vice versa.

McLeod’s (2012) findings support the notion that accountability cannot be
measured only by considering students’ grades. It can also be assessed by observing the
classroom environment. The emphasis of accountability in the classroom must not be
solely based on the educator but should also include student accountability. The key to
fostering a classroom environment where both student and teacher have clear
expectations of their own and one another’s responsibilities is to look at student
perceptions of student and teacher accountability in the classroom. By understanding

student views of classroom accountability, we can then begin the process of
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implementing strategies that foster the development of students as responsible learners
and self-managers (McLeod, 2012). In time, this may have an impact on teachers’
perceptions of their students as self-managers, whose differing degrees of self-
responsibility may directly impact their academic achievement.

It seems that student failure to accept individual responsibility in school is evident
in secondary education, where rampant grade inflation teaches students that their grades
are not necessarily tied to their performance (Gaultney & Cann, 2001). This increase in
grades without a corresponding increase in effort leads “students to believe that for a
class to be considered appropriate it should not require much effort and should result in
high grades for most students” (Ansburg, 2001, p. 4). Edwards (2000) argued that other
consequences include lower academic standards, students’ distorted views of their
academic abilities, undermining the credibility of academic institutions, and the
devaluing of degrees. Gaultney and Cann (2001) further argued that this inflation is a
direct consequence of seeing students as customers entitled to a product (credits) that
they have either paid for (private education) or are owed (public education) rather than as
apprentices working toward a craft or skill. The result is a weakening of standards and a
skewing of instructor and student accountability.

Delucchi and Smith (1997) described the erosion of the legitimacy of higher
education as a symptom of postmodernism, arguing that media such as television news,
documentaries, and radio talk shows have gained as much authority as universities and
that they compete with the rationality and disciplinary standards upon which much of

higher education is based. The collapse of boundaries between the inside and outside of
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the academy delegitimizes the belief in professors as experts, particularly as ultimate
authorities on the subjects they teach. (Delucchi & Smith, 1997)

The College Board documented this phenomenon in a 1997 study, noting that
since 1987, the population of students with A plus, A, and A minus grade-point averages
has grown from 28 percent to a record 37 percent, while their SAT scores have fallen an
average of 13 points on verbal and 1 point on math. (College Board, 1997). Previous
research indicates that students in their senior year in high school spend only an hour per
day studying outside of class and plan to spend only an hour studying per hour of class at
the college level, an assumption that is reinforced when students arrive at college.
Although most college instructors tell their students to expect at least two hours of
homework for every hour they spend in class, the reality is that “most students are quite
successful in terms of GPA while working considerably less than faculty assert is
necessary” (Schilling & Schilling 1999, p. 4).

In fact, current trends in the literature have continued to validate the notion that
academic motivation for school tasks tend to decrease throughout schooling but are
already beginning in the early years of middle school (Rosério, Valle, Gonzalez-Pienda,
& Lourenco, 2012). Rosério et al. (2012) stated that previous data indicated that the
motivational conditions necessary to attain comprehensive and meaningful learning
decrease as students progress from primary education until the end of high school. The
authors stated that the purpose of their study was to test certain predictor variables, most
importantly, grade level, in determining effects on mathematical achievement. The
authors acknowledged that gender was not included in the model because although boys’

achievements were higher than girls in mathematics, in 37 out of 65 PISA (The Program
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for International Student Assessment) countries, most differences were relatively small
(Rosério et al., 2012)

According to Rosario et al. (2012), student participants completed questionnaires
during regular class schedules and took about 25 minutes to fulfill them while diary-logs
were completed by the tenth week of the second term. The authors’ study attempted to
deepen the examination of the relationship between motivational variables such as self-
efficacy for the use of Self-Regulated Learning strategies and math’s academic
achievement of middle school students. They included other variables; among them was
grade level.

Results demonstrated evidence of a significant relationship between grade level
and the motivational variables taken in the model (i.e., self-efficacy). Rosario et al.
(2012) produced findings suggesting that students’ confidence in their capacity to carry
out self-regulated strategies decreases as they progress from one grade level to the next
(from seventh to ninth), despite the fact that the weight of the relation is low. In general,
these results coincide with those reported in the literature, suggesting that students in
middle school lower their motivational levels and commitment to the school tasks,
reporting a less frequent use of learning strategies as they progress in the grade levels
(Rosério et al., 2012). The authors argued that these results suggest the need to rethink
the educational practices in class, for example, by modifying assessment in order to foster
students’ engagement in the learning process. Proposing intrinsically interesting school
activities and offering students the possibility of choosing and controlling their mastery
on the school tasks are important features of student engagement and academic success as

the students progress in grade level (Rosério et al., 2012). Educators should target their
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efforts towards the development of meaningful learning tasks (i.e., intrinsically
interesting and perceived as useful) because autonomy and control of learning are
important dimensions of students’ task engagement. This is relevant to the current study
as the researcher investigated the relationship of grade level and academic achievement.
Literature has suggested that students’ goal orientations link to various
motivational, affective, cognitive/behavioral, and academic outcomes (Fouladchang,
Marzooghi, & Shemshiri, 2009). Therefore, investigating variables related to goal
orientations may be important. Fouladchang et al. (2009) investigated the effect of
gender and grade level differences on goal orientations of undergraduate students in an
Iranian university. The sample consisted of 302 Iranian students at Shiraz University
(64% were females; Mean age = 20.78 years, SD = 1.58) selected by random cluster
sampling. They completed an achievement goal questionnaire. The results showed the
effect of gender and grade level differences on undergraduates’ goal orientations. The
results gave support to some western findings that males have a greater performance-
approach goal orientation than females. Also, upper (post-secondary) graders reported
higher scores on mastery goal orientation than lower (primary/secondary) graders. There
was no significant interaction effect of gender and grade level (Fouladchang et al., 2009).
Fouladchang et al. (2009) stated that grade level is a factor that may account for
differences in goal orientations of students. They argued that most studies to date have
focused on the effects of school context, on the academic practices of schools, on
providing meaningful and interesting tasks for students, on the provision of opportunities
for student choice, and decision-making and reducing emphases on social comparison

and competition on students’ goal orientation. However, the authors believed that
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previous research has paid little attention to the effect of grade level on the students’ goal
orientations.

The purpose of Fouladchang et al. (2009) study was to investigate the effect of
gender and grade level on goal orientations in a sample of university undergraduates in
Iran. The authors postulated that their study would provide the opportunity to determine
whether gender differences and grade level were related to differences in students’ goal
orientations across a different culture (Iran). It was hypothesized that gender and grade
level would affect goal orientations of Iranian undergraduate students (Fouladchang et
al., 2009). To measure goal orientation, an achievement goal questionnaire developed by
Elliot & Church (1997) was used, as cited in Fouladchang et al., (2009). This scale had
18 items divided into three subscales, each containing six items: mastery (e.g., | want to
learn as much as possible from this class), performance approach (e.g., It is important to
me to do better than the other students), and performance avoidance (e.g., | worry about
the possibility of getting a bad grade in this class) goal orientation subscales. Items
scored on a 5-point Likert-type scale, with 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree
for each item (p. 970).

To compare male and female students on goal orientation, the researchers
conducted a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA). The results found for the
effect of gender differences on goal orientation indicated that significant differences exist
between males and females. Specifically, male students had a greater performance
approach orientation than female students. Males’ tendency to seek positive competency
judgments when compared to females supports the Dagnew (2017) findings report that

boys are more competitive than girls, so they might be more performance oriented than
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girls. The results pertaining to the main and interactive effects of grade level showed that
the interaction of grade level and gender was not significant. However, upper grade
students had more mastery goal orientations than lower grade students. This finding
indicated the effect of grade level on goal orientation. The authors suggested that a
possible explanation is that post-secondary students experience a greater feeling of
freedom in universities and this may lead them to adopt more mastery goal orientation.
At the universities, they have some choices in selecting learning tasks, and there is no
need to compete with each other. For this reason, it is possible that goal orientations of
university students change as they move from primary/secondary grades to the post-
secondary grade level. These findings seem to contradict the findings of Rosario, Valle,
Gonzalez-Pienda, and Lourenco (2012) that stated that students’ confidence in their
capacity to carry out self-regulated strategies decreases as they progress from one grade
level to the next. This is relevant to the current study as the researcher investigated the
relationship of grade level and academic achievement.

Lau, Kitsantis, Miller, and Drogin Rodgers (2018) assessed the interrelationship
of elementary students’ perceived responsibility for learning, self-efficacy, and sources of
self-efficacy in mathematics, and differentiation as a function of gender and grade level.
Participants in this study included 442 third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade students from U.S.
International Baccalaureate schools. The authors utilized a Personal Data Questionnaire
to examine how student’s perceived responsibility, self-efficacy, and the sources of self-
efficacy in school. The results showed a significant main effect for self-efficacy, with
grade 5 students displaying greater levels of math self-efficacy than grade 3 students. The

authors found that students who have a strong belief in his or her mathematics ability are
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more likely to take personal responsibility for learning and doing homework, thus putting
forth the effort to persist with challenging tasks. Further, the authors argued that these
students may ultimately aspire to the study of mathematics for a career. Student
perceptions of responsibility for their own learning and knowledge of mathematics
increased with elementary grade level. This finding is consistent with previous research
suggesting that self-regulatory functioning increases as students’ progress through school
and develop greater depths of knowledge (Lau et al., 2018).

Rimm-Kaufman, Baroody, Larsen, Curby, and Abry (2015) examined concurrent
teacher-student interaction quality via grade level and gender. Specifically, they looked at
fifth graders’ (n = 387) engagement in mathematics classrooms (n = 63) and considered
how teacher—student interaction quality relates to engagement differently for boys and
girls in the fifth grade. Three approaches were used to measure student engagement in
mathematics: Research assistants observed engaged behavior, teachers reported on
students’ engagement, and students completed questionnaires. Engagement data were
conducted three times per year concurrent with measures of teacher-student interaction
quality. Results showed small but statistically significant associations among the three
methods. Results of multilevel models showed only one significant finding linking
quality of teacher-student interactions to observed or teacher-reported behavioral
engagement; higher classroom organization related to higher levels of observed
behavioral engagement. However, the multilevel models produced a rich set of findings
for student-reported engagement. Students in classrooms with higher emotional support
reported higher cognitive, emotional, and social engagement. Students in classrooms

higher in classroom organization reported more cognitive, emotional, and social
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engagement. Interaction effects (Gender x Teacher-student interaction quality) were
present for student-reported engagement outcomes but not in observed or teacher-
reported engagement. Boys (but not girls) in classrooms with higher observed classroom
organization reported more cognitive and emotional engagement. In classrooms with
higher instructional support, boys reported higher, but girls reported lower social
engagement.

According to Rimm-Kaufman et al. (2015), three main findings emerged. First,
the fifth graders, on average, showed high levels of math engagement regardless of
informant. The authors also stated that correlations between informants were lower than
anticipated given the simultaneity of the data collection, a finding that suggests the
unique vantage point of each informant. Second, the most systematic finding from the
multilevel models was the link from teacher-student interaction quality to student-
reported engagement. That is, students in classrooms with teachers who show warmth,
caring, and individual responsiveness to their students reported working hard, enjoying
learning about math, and sharing ideas and materials with other students in their
classroom. Similarly, students in classrooms with teachers who used proactive
approaches to behavior management, facilitated smooth transitions between activities,
and made learning objectives clear prior to learning also reported feeling greater
cognitive, emotional, and social engagement in their math learning. This supports Peters
(2009), who noted that a mutual relationship of respect, warmth, and trust correlated with
students taking more responsibility for their learning. This also reinforces the importance
of perceptions, not only of the teacher to her students but also of the students to their

teacher.
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Third, results showed higher engagement for 5™ grade girls than boys on three of
the five engagement measures. Boys’ report of their cognitive and emotional
engagement was more closely coupled to the classroom conditions (emotional and
organizational support) than girls. An unexpected finding was that boys reported higher
social engagement, but girls reported lower social engagement in the presence of higher
instructional support. This supports Gogoi (2014), who concluded that the basis of
gender differences in academic achievement motivation may be rooted in perception of
self-competence, ability, and environmental motivational factors. This may have
implications for the current study where the researcher examined whether gender is an
influential factor on student academic achievement and on teacher perceptions of
students.

Relationship to student gender. Recent decades have been marked by an
extensive movement to analyze bias in people’s thinking, especially in gender-related
issues. Studies have addressed the question of gender bias in classrooms on different
levels—the use of gender in books, learning opportunities determined by students’
gender, or teachers’ gender preferences. When it comes to the subject of gender, many
researchers have aimed to understand gender roles and responsibilities and the
expectations of males and females in societies, cultures, and households. Specifically,
researchers have considered aptitudes, characteristics, and behavior associated with
gender.

Bugdayci (2019) examined the personal and social responsibility levels of
secondary school students. Specifically, they looked at 602 (285 females, 317 males)

students who were studying at the state schools under the Directorate of National
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Education in Konya Province. Utilizing the Personal and Social Responsibility
Questionnaire (PSRQ), it was determined that female students had higher personal and
social responsibility levels in an academic setting. The questionnaire results determined
that that female students were more empathetic, sensitive, passive, malleable, helpful to
others, and able to establish intimate relations in an academic setting, compared to the
male students; while it is reported that the male students were more dominant, less
responsible, less expressive about their feelings, more aggressive, and more brash
compared to the female students (Bugdayci, 2019).

Lau et al. (2018) assessed the interrelationship of elementary students’ perceived
responsibility for learning, self-efficacy, and sources of self-efficacy in mathematics, and
differentiation as a function of gender and grade level. Participants in this study included
442 third-, fourth-, and fifth-grade students from U.S. International Baccalaureate
schools. The authors utilized a Personal Data Questionnaire to examine how student’s
perceived responsibility, self-efficacy, and the sources of self-efficacy in school. The
results showed that female students displayed greater self-regulation than do males:
females tended to employ goal-setting, environmental structuring, self-monitoring, record
keeping, and help seeking more often than male students. Also, female students exhibited
greater motivation and ability to regulate their behaviors than male students (Lau et al.,
2018).

According to Gogoi (2014), gender roles and expectations are all learned and not
biologically predetermined. Gogoi’s study focused on the relationships that exist among
academic achievement motivation with three relevant factors: gender, socio-economic

status, and family relationship pattern. The study was carried out on 100 randomly
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sampled high school students (boys = 50; girls = 50; p. 127). Gogoi’s study employed
the Academic Achievement Motivation Test. This test was developed by Dr. T. R.
Sharma and utilized to assess the samples’ motivation in the field of academic
achievement. The test employed the indirect technique of self-rating to assess students’
level of achievement motivation. It was comprised of 38 items where the test taker had
to make a choice between two alternatives given in the form of statements for each item.
The scores ranged from 0 to 38. Accordingly, students were classified as “High
Academic Motivated, Average Academic Motivated and Low Academic Motivated”
(Gogoi, 2014, p. 128).

Specifically, with regard to gender and education, Gogoi (2014) referred to
findings in the literature that indicated that boys and men are more confident about
mathematics, science, and technology than girls and women (Gogoi, 2014). Boys are
found to be more self-congratulatory, whereas girls are more modest as success has
traditionally been seen as a masculine imperative in many societies. The author argued
that gender roles and expectations are all learned and not biologically predetermined.
They vary among societies and among cultures. The attempt at gender equality focuses
on gender development where both man and woman can actively participate, make
decisions, and gain from the outcomes (Gogoi, 2014). Gogoi (2014) concluded that when
the similarities and differences among boys and girls are equally valued by societies and
are considered equal partners at home and work, the foundations for gender equality will
be laid. This can potentially lend more time to focus on self-management and increased

self-efficacy.
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Self-efficacy is not markedly different among girls and boys until about middle
school, where Gogoi (2014) argued that girls exhibit a lower self-efficacy than boys. It is
important to explore ways in which we can work towards boosting confidence in both
male and female students throughout all subject areas and maintain said confidence
throughout the entirety of their academic careers, as these lessons might translate into
other areas of life besides academics.

Gogoi (2014) concluded that the basis of gender differences in academic
achievement motivation may be rooted in perception of self-competence, ability, and
environmental motivational factors that keep changing from the elementary school to the
higher classes especially for girls as success is still perceived as a male essential. Thus,
the findings of the study allowed the author to reject her first null hypothesis and state
that academic achievement motivation varies in girls and boys. This is relevant to the
current study because Gogoi’s findings indicated that through acceptance and self-
regulation and by providing opportunities of learning, this motivation can be imbibed in
students irrespective of their gender. This may have implications for the current study
where the researcher examined whether gender is an influential factor on student
academic achievement and on teacher perceptions of students.

Gender role stereotypes remain strong influences in society, schools, and daily
life in classrooms. A major challenge for educators is to establish classroom
environments that do not favor one group of students to the detriment of another group
and recognize that gender role stereotypes remain a major influence on schools’
organization, teachers’ practices, and students’ attitudes and behaviors. Hand, Rice, and

Greenlee (2017) examined potential gender biases in high school teachers and students in
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two ways: by asking teachers and students to attribute masculine and feminine traits to
the typical scientist or humanities professional, and by inquiring about the academic
performance assumed of boys and girls. In addition, students were surveyed about their
own self-efficacy in math and science courses and gender-balanced teaching initiatives
present in the classroom. Results showed that teachers and students exhibited subtle bias
by attributing more masculine characteristics to a scientist and feminine characteristics to
the humanities. Teachers and students also reported their belief that boys tend to perform
better than girls in STEM disciplines. Hand, et al. (2017) results supported previous
literature examining self-efficacy discrepancies for girls in math and science classes and
indicated a lack of gender-balanced teaching initiatives in math and science classes.
These results have broad implications for the lack of women in STEM disciplines.
Dagnew (2017) defined gender role stereotyping as the expectation of a person to
enact a series of norms or behaviors based upon his or her sex (Dagnew, 2107). He
further argued that certain types of behaviors are categorized as masculine or feminine.
However, gender as a continuum is social and relational rather than categorical. In other
words, gender only exists as a comparative quality (i.e., if people are “less masculine”
than others, they are also “more feminine” than those same others, even if their biological
sex is the same). Thus, gender role stereotyping occurs when individuals are expected to
enact certain practices or behaviors because of their gender (Dagnew, 2017 p. 159).
According to Dagnew (2017), gender role stereotypes influence classroom
interactions between teachers and students. First, students who dominate the classroom,
answering and asking most of the questions and using the available resources, are called

target students. Regardless of the schooling level, the author stated that target students
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are typically males. Teachers predominantly ask male students more and harder
questions than any other group of students because these students are viewed as
inherently smart. If a target student fails to answer a question, teachers will often
reconstruct the question, breaking a difficult question into a series of simpler questions to
attain the answer. If other students are unable to answer a question, teachers typically
move on, usually to a target student (Dagnew, 2017). Overall, boys are more likely than
girls to answer teachers’ questions. Often, they call out answers, a risk-taking behavior
expected of males, and seek the teacher’s attention. In contrast, girls are more likely to
receive criticism rather than praise for such risk-taking behavior. Teachers reward girls
for being compliant, quiet, and helpful, which are stereotypical feminized behaviors,
according to the author (Dagnew, 2017).

Dagnew (2017) aimed at finding a relationship between student sex role
stereotypical beliefs, self-efficacy, academic engagement, and academic achievement.
Moreover, he attempted to examine the predictive effects of sex role stereotypical belief,
self-efficacy, and academic engagement on academic achievement of Tana Hig
Secondary high school students. The study was correlational in design, focusing on 9'"-
and 10"-grade students of Tana Hig secondary school in the 2016 academic school year.
A questionnaire was used to collect data from the participants of the study regarding their
stereotypical beliefs, self-efficacy, and academic engagement. The author used t-tests,
Pearson’s product moment correlation coefficient, and a multiple regression analysis to
interpret his data (Dagnew, 2017).

Dagnew (2017) indicated that with the reduction of sex role stereotypes, students’

self-efficacy increased overall. With that, student self-efficacy, academic engagement,
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and academic achievement showed to have positive relationships. Hence, the author
recommended that the school community, in recognizing this, should support the students
to further develop appropriate levels of academic efficacy and academic engagement to
promote students’ academic performance (Dagnew, 2017). A key factor in making this
happen is the reduction, and even elimination of sex role stereotypes. This is relevant to
the current study because the findings indicated that gender may influence teacher
perceptions, classroom performance, and academic achievement.

Relationship to teacher gender. Duffy, Kelly, and Walsh (2001) conducted an
observational study investigating the effects of gender of teacher, gender of student, and
classroom subject (mathematics vs. English literature/language) on teacher—student
interactions. According to the authors, little research has been done on the effects of
gender of teacher on interaction patterns, yet differences have been found in the
classroom interactions of male teachers compared with female teachers (Duffy et al.,
2001). The authors state that in Greece, female elementary school teachers were found to
be more sensitive and to give more warning to students about behavioral problems than
male elementary school teachers; where American male and female elementary school
teachers tend to show classroom interaction patterns with students that differ in quality,
rather than quantity (Duffy et al., 2001).

Duffy et al. (2001) found a tendency of teachers to interact more with male
students than with female students. Teacher were also more likely to comment on male
student classroom responses than female student classroom responses. Teachers were

also more likely to criticize the conduct of male students. However, the authors found
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these interactions to depend on the sex of the teacher and the academic subject being
taught.

Krkovic, Greiff, Kupiainen, Vainikainen, and Hautamaki (2014) examined
whether and under which circumstances the interaction between teacher gender and
student gender positively or negatively influences teachers’ evaluations of students’
performance, while controlling for objective measures of students’ performance. For
instance, it could be possible that a teacher with the same gender as a student evaluates
the student as better than opposite-gender students, independent of their objective
performance. The sample consisted of n > 1,500 Finnish 6" grade students (Mage=
12.67) and their respective class teachers. Students completed several academic skills
tests, including a mathematical thinking test, reading comprehension test, and scientific
reasoning test. Furthermore, teachers provided their evaluation of each student,
evaluating students’ performance in different school subjects and answering questions
regarding their probability of academic success. To test whether the teacher-student
gender interaction had an effect on the criterion variable, (i.e. teachers’ evaluation of the
students’ performance), multilevel analyses accounting for between- and within-class
effects were applied. Thereby, the effect of students’ objective performance on teachers’
evaluation of the students and main effects of gender were controlled for as covariates.

Krkovic et al. (2014) found the main results indicated that the interaction between
student and teacher gender did not influence teachers’ evaluation of the students.
However, regardless of their gender, teachers tended to evaluate girls as better than boys
in first language performance (i.e. Finnish language) and potential for success in school.

Teacher gender did not influence the evaluation. The results of the study suggest that the
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interaction between teacher and student gender is unlikely to be a source of possible bias
in the evaluations of students in the Finnish educational system.

Mullola et al. (2011) examined the effect of teacher's and student's gender and
teacher's age on teacher-perceived temperament, education competence, and teachability,
and whether there is significant same gender or different gender association between
teachers and students in this relationship. The participants were a population-based
sample of 3,212 Finnish adolescents (M= 15.1 years) and 221 subject teachers.
Temperament was assessed with Temperament Assessment Battery for Children -
Revised and Revised Dimensions of Temperament Survey batteries and EC with three
subscales covering Cognitive ability, Motivation, and Maturity. Data were analyzed with
multi-level modelling (Mullola et al., 2011).

Mullola et al. (2011) found that teachers perceived boys' temperament and
educational competence more negatively than girls' temperament. However, the
differences between boys and girls were not as large when perceived by male teachers, as
they were when perceived by female teachers. Male teachers perceived boys more
positively and more capable in educational competency and teachability than female
teachers did. Male teachers were also stricter regarding their perceptions of girls' traits.
With increasing age, male teachers perceived boys' inhibition as higher and mood lower.
According to the authors, generally, the older the teacher, the more mature he/she
perceived the student (Mullola et al., 2011). Teachers' ratings varied systematically by
their gender and age, and by students' gender. These factors may have an effect on
teacher expectations and perceptions and could potentially affect student academic

achievement.



53

Wood (2012) examined teacher perceptions of gender-based differences among
elementary school teachers. The author utilized an online survey, issued to 215 teacher-
respondents to collect data. The quantitative analysis revealed no statistically significant
differences; however, the qualitative analysis showed that there were more negative
responses to survey statements pertaining to male teachers. More than half of the
participants perceived differences between female and male elementary teachers,
including beliefs that female teachers are more nurturing to students, despite the fact that
some of these traits might be perceived negatively (such as being too nurturing or too
sensitive). Other data indicated that male teachers are more laid back, but that male
teachers are more dominant and commanding with students (Wood, 2012).

Wood argued that perceived differences between female and male teachers were
especially apparent when it came to their ability to serve as role models and the jobs they
are expected to fill in the elementary setting. Nearly every respondent indicated that more
males were needed in elementary education (Wood, 2012). This finding supports existing
literature that suggests that a significant reason for needing more male elementary
teachers is so that they can serve as role models for students, especially for those students
who lack male figures at home or outside of school. Survey responses were contradictory
to the literature, considering that teacher-respondents perceived male teachers more
negatively than their female colleagues, both generally, and more specifically, with
regard to their functioning as role models for their students.

Hopf and Hatzichristou (1999) examined gender-related differences in Greek
classrooms focusing on teacher gender. It was assumed that teacher-student interaction

patterns would be influenced by teacher gender not so much as a main effect but as
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interaction effects involving variables such as student gender, student achievement,
grade, and teacher specialization (Hopf & Hatzichristou, 1999). According to the authors,
the samples consisted of 1041 elementary school (mean age = 11.4 years) and 862
secondary school (mean age = 14.3 years) students in public schools in Greece. A multi-
informant and multi-perspective approach to academic and psychosocial competence was
used, involving teacher, peer, and self-ratings. Achievement data were also obtained
(Hopf & Hatzichristou, 1999). Several significant teacher gender differences were found
in teachers' assessment of students' competence at both age groups. Furthermore, various
domains of children's self-concept were found to be different in classes of female and
male teachers.

Hopf and Hatzichristou (1999) found several significant differences in the
teachers' perspectives based on teacher gender. Female teachers evaluated children's
adjustment as less problematic regarding various aspects of their academic and
psychosocial functioning (with the exception of children with achievement and peer
relationship problems). There was no differentiation between male and female teachers'
evaluation of girls' interpersonal behavior, while female teachers evaluated more
positively boys' interpersonal behavior as compared to their male teacher colleagues. The
authors argued that female educators tend to be more gender-stereotypic in their attitudes
and expectations of children's behavior and tend to adopt more the stereotypic role of
females, thus being caring, supportive and maternal figures and more accepting of
children's misbehavior (Hopf & Hatzichristou, 1999). The authors added that due to the
greater gender-role differentiation of the Greek society as compared to other countries,

strong gender-related differences were found in every aspect of children's functioning in
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schools. This is relevant to the current study as the researcher examined, in part, if
teacher gender influences teachers’ expectations and subsequently, teacher perceptions of
their students.

Klassen and Chiu (2010) examined the relationships among teachers’ years of
experience, teacher characteristics (gender and teaching level), three domains of self-
efficacy (instructional strategies, classroom management, and student engagement), two
types of job stress (workload and classroom stress), and job satisfaction with a sample of
1,430 practicing teachers using factor analysis, item response modeling, systems of
equations, and a structural equation model. Regarding teacher-gender, the authors found
that female teachers had greater workload stress, greater classroom stress from student
behaviors, and lower classroom management self-efficacy, resulting in negatively
perceived student engagement. Whereas, male teachers, though perceived as stricter in
their classroom management approach, had less stress from student behaviors, as these
behaviors were identified by the male teachers as less serious or problematic.

Relationship to number of years of teaching experience. Podolsky, Kini, and
Darling-Hammond (2019) examined relevant research to determine whether teachers, on
average improve their effectiveness as they gain experience in the teaching profession.
Specifically, they examined 30 studies that analyzed the effect of teaching experience on
student outcomes in K-12 public schools in the United States, as measured by student
standardized test scores and non-test metrics. The data showed that teaching experience
is positively associated with student achievement gains throughout a teacher’s career. The
gains from experience are highest in teachers’ initial years but continue for teachers in the

second and often third decades of their careers. The authors noted that as teachers gain
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experience, their students are also more likely to do better on other measures of success
beyond test scores, such as school attendance (Podolsky et al., 2019).

Though no specific mention of teacher perceptions appears in Podolsky et al.
(2019) study, the authors stated that they controlled for a variety of characteristics,
including student race, student gender, student grade level, student eligibility for free and
reduced-price lunch, and prior year achievement. Some of these variables were examined
in the current study. Therefore, isolating and examining the role of each variable,
specifically in this case -within the context of teaching experience, where the authors
found that increased teaching experience had a positive relationship with student
academic success, is relevant to the current study.

Ekici (2013) examined the responsibility perceptions of new teacher candidates
for learner achievement. A total of 337 teacher candidates participated in the study. The
research data were gathered with the scale of teachers’ responsibility perception of
student achievement, the scale of teacher sense of efficacy, the scale of attitudes toward
the teaching profession, and the scale of academic self-efficacy. To analyze the data,
descriptive statistics, a one-way variance of analysis (ANOVA), a t-test for independent
groups, a Pearson Correlation Coefficient, and Tukey HSD test to define the source of
variation were used with the SPSS-15 package program.

At the end of the study, responsibility perception scores of the new teacher
candidates in student success were found to be higher than responsibility perceptions of
student failure. Therefore, newer teachers saw themselves as more responsible for the
successes of their students and less so for the students’ failures. Moreover, teacher

efficacy perception had a significant relationship to newer teachers’ in-class strategies,
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planning, instruction, and motivation. Statistically significant relationships were found
among new teacher candidates’ responsibility perceptions of student success and
academic self-efficacy perceptions, of attitudes towards the teaching profession,
classrooms, and of overall academic success levels. Ekici (2013) argued that the teacher
plays a major role in the success and failure of a student, especially in terms of the
teacher’s qualifications and ability to motivate his students.

It was determined that there is a significant relationship between new teacher
candidates’ responsibility perception for student success as p < 0.05 and r =.125. Ekici
(2013), therefore, believed that teachers should continually self-evaluate or assess in
order to provide significant data when encountered with new and emerging issues with
student success rates. In this respect, the author argued that teachers can remain on-going
contributors in the measurement of students’ academic successes or failures throughout
their careers (if they choose to) (Ekici, 2013).

Ekici (2013) found that newer teachers perceived themselves as more responsible
for student success. This may indicate that any change in their perceptions of their own
responsibility could potentially affect their perceptions of student acceptance of
responsibility at school. If teachers perceive themselves as less responsible (with more
years of experience) for student academic success, it is possible that they may see
students as more responsible for their own academic success. This potential relationship
is relevant to the current study as the researcher examined if number of years of teaching
experience is an influence on teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual

responsibility at school. The researcher also considered that a teacher’s perceived
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responsibility for student academic success may not decrease with years of teaching
experience.

Unal and Unal (2012) examined whether years of experience affect teachers'
classroom and instructional management approaches. Data were collected from 268
primary school teachers. The findings of their investigation demonstrated that
experienced teachers are more likely to prefer to be in control in their classrooms than
beginning teachers while interacting with students when making decisions (Unal & Unal,
2012). The authors stated that while investigating previous studies, researchers were able
to discover that there is a certain path that teachers follow through their career. While
newer teachers prefer non-interventionism (minimum teacher control), they support
interactionism (shared control) during internship and early career years, and finally they
prefer to choose complete teacher control when they become experienced teachers (Unal
& Unal, 2012).

The participants of this study were 268 elementary school teachers (74.4% female
and 26.4% male). The age distribution of the participants was 22 - 49 (with the average
35.5). Driven by the interval data, participants were grouped into five based on their
years of teaching experience (Group 1: 0-5 years of experience, Group 2: 6-10, Group 3:
11-15, Group 4: 16-20, Group 5: 21 or more) (Unal & Unal, 2012). Using the Behavior
and Instructional Management Scale (BIMS), the authors investigated the differences in
attitudes toward classroom and instructional management between beginning and
experienced teachers, and male and female teachers.

The results indicated that teachers with a higher number of years of teaching

experience are found to be in favor of maximum teacher control (interventionism) more
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than that of teachers with less years of teaching experience. As teachers became more
experienced, they became more controlling on both behavior and instructional
management (Unal & Unal, 2012). The results of this study show that even though most
beginning teachers seem to favor one classroom management approach
(noninterventionism-student oriented), they tend to choose the opposite way as they gain
experience (interventionism - teacher controlled).

According to Unal and Unal (2012), their results also indicated that overall, there
were no significant differences between male and female teachers on their classroom
management beliefs on the behavior and management scale. When considering the results
of Unal and Unal’s (2012) study, the researcher also considered if level of teacher control
has a relationship with teachers’ perceptions of their students. The total results of the
study are relevant to the current study as the researcher examined teacher gender as a
possible influence on teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual
responsibility at school, as well as number of years of teaching experience as a possible
influence on teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at
school.

Relationship to having access to adequate resources to support students. For
teachers, the work environment is determined in part by the educational challenges
associated with the economic and demographic mix of students in the school-
characteristics of schools that are typically easy for a researcher to measure. In addition,
their work environment includes a number of harder-to-measure factors such as the

quality of the school’s leadership and the extent to which teachers are given the leeway to
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make decisions, are supported in their efforts to improve student learning, or have
opportunities to develop professionally through resources and supports (Ladd, 2009).

Timperley and Phillips (2003) examined the ways in which teachers’ perceptions
and expectations of student achievement in two low-income communities changed over
the course of 6 months’ professional development in literacy, and how well those

changed expectations were sustained over the following year. Pre- and post-course

questionnaires and follow-up interviews ascertained changes in teachers’ perceptions and
expectations.

The participants were 31 literacy leaders and teachers from eight schools who
took part in the professional development in literacy and completed both pre- and post-
course questionnaires. All of the participants taught Year 1 students or, in the case of the
literacy leaders, were responsible for overseeing these children's reading programs.
Twenty-six of the teachers agreed to participate in follow-up interviews (Timperley &
Phillips, 2003). The authors found that the professional development opportunity and its
supplemental resources provided a set of conditions that led most of the teachers to
change their expectations of how well children from low-income communities could
achieve. They also found that these expectations were sustained over the following year.
The conditions required to achieve these changes in most of the participants’ expectations
involved a complex interplay of new knowledge in the form of redefining the reading
task and how to teach it, unanticipated changes in the children’s achievement and
teachers’ feelings of self-efficacy in believing that they could make a difference if

afforded the necessary resources and support (Timperley & Phillips, 2003).
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Barbarin and Aikens (2015) argued that better academic outcomes, particularly
literacy and language skills, occur in classrooms that have teachers with high
expectations of students and adequate preparation to teach with rich learning materials
(Barbarin & Aikens, 2015). According to the authors, classrooms serving low-SES
communities, lacking resources and support, often fail to nurture higher order thinking
skills; focus on basic instead of advanced competencies; are less varied and extensive in
topical range; are more repetitive and fragmented from wider bodies of meaning; overly
emphasize discipline and control of interactions and learning tasks; and focus on seat
work and worksheet activities (Barbarin & Aikens, 2105).

Teachers are often viewed as the most important contributors to students’
achievement because they have direct interaction with students themselves and a direct
role in their learning process. Despite the perception that teachers exert a large influence
on student learning, data from studies on the effects of teacher perceptions on their
students’ decision-making is lacking. According to Barbarin and Aikens (2015), very
little of this work has focused on the reading achievement of children within the first 2
years of formal schooling. Nevertheless, several studies have shown that low-income
students are often cut off from access to highly experienced and mature teachers who
may be better prepared to help them overcome academic difficulties. The authors argued
that compared to affluent children, teachers of low-income children are likely to be
novice, have little or no preparation to teach, be without an advanced degree or a full
authorization to teach in their subject area, and have lower expectations of their students’

abilities (Barbarin & Aikens, 2015).
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Also important is teacher conviction that their students can learn. Indeed, such
conviction serves as a leading indicator of motivation and of a teacher’s willingness to
persist to devote himself/herself to students who seem unresponsive, make limited
progress toward academic goals, and show limited promise of meeting rigorous academic
standards. Teacher perceptions and expectations of their students may be affected by the
resources available to them and the potential outcomes from using said resources
(Barbarin & Aiken, 2015). Often, children for whom teachers hold higher expectations
are held to stricter standards, called upon more, and more often pressed for answers. The
authors contend that more research is needed on the links between teacher expectations
and children’s learning outcomes within the first 2 years of schooling (Barbarin & Aiken,
2015).

The researcher has seen repeatedly throughout the literature that a student’s
relationship with his or her teacher and school is one of the more powerful connections
that youth may experience during their education. Peters (2009) discussed a seventh-
grade science teacher whose beliefs, access to resources and supports, planning decisions,
implementation, and student reactions to her student-centered methods were examined
over a 4-week unit on genetics (Peters, 2009). The teacher designed a learning
environment where students from Grades 6 to 8 in a metropolitan area located in the mid-
Atlantic region of the United States were expected to take responsibility for research via a
student-centered approach. The teacher’s role in student-centered classrooms lies more
in the setup of the learning environment than in the direct delivery of information. The
role of the student in a student-centered classroom is an active knowledge seeker. The

author noted that the teacher realized that she needed to show the students from the
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beginning how to take on more responsibility. She deliberately withdrew her authority
over the content to show students that they were capable of taking on the role of active
learners (Peters, 2009).

When the students from Peters’ (2009) study reported about their prior classes
that were based on lecture and note taking, they expressed that they valued the
knowledge only for a short period of time, usually until the test was administered. A
student described the lack of meaning in teacher-centered science classes, ‘I don’t like
that you memorize your notes and you take the test and then it is over, you don’t need to
know it anymore’’(p. 338). When students saw the source of information entirely from
an authority figure, such as the teacher, they failed to see how it related to them and why
they should engage with the material other than to be successful on a test. As students
discussed an activity that took place in the seventh-grade science teacher’s class, the
students described that the learning that took place was meaningful to them. One student
mentioned, ‘I think the trial will stay in my head for a really long time. It was really
interesting to me’’ (p. 338). When it was essential for students to make their own
meaning in order to complete the activity, students developed more detailed cognitive
structures about the content and were more likely to commit the content to long-term
memory (Peters, 2009).

Peters (2009) noted that the perceptions held by the teacher that her students were
capable of taking on the responsibility for their own learning not only strengthened their
teacher-student relationship but also added value to the knowledge the students retained.
Likewise, the students’ perceptions of their teacher shifted toward respect and

cooperation. The author found that students discovered that the quality of their
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knowledge was strengthened by presenting information to their peers for review. Peer
review of work seemed to encourage the students to accept student-centered means as a
suitable method for learning. This is supported by students’ comments regarding the high
value that they placed on knowledge in the student-centered setting and the low value of
knowledge that they placed on the teacher-centered setting where knowledge was only
retained for the test and forgotten after that. Taking responsibility for their own learning
seemed to be correlated to student respect for evidence (Peters, 2009).

The opportunity and support afforded to the seventh-grade teacher in Peters
(2009) to initiate student-centered methods of instruction, positively impacted not only
the teacher’s perceptions of her students, but the students’ perceptions of their teacher.
Both teacher and students were observed to be enthusiastic and encouraged from the new
process. This is relevant to the current study, as the researcher examined teacher
perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school and how these
perceptions may be influenced by access to adequate resources to support students.

A unified lens for exploring context. Together, the theory of planned behavior
and attribution theory provide a practical lens for exploring teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school and factors that may influence those
perceptions. Given the extensive documentation on the importance of teacher
perceptions, it is surprising how little attention has been given to the ways in which these
perceptions are influenced and the if these perceptions, in turn, influence student
decision-making at school. This is not to say there is an absence of literature on the need
to examine teacher perceptions. However, there appears to be a lack of research on a

potential cyclic causality wherein student decision-making in an academic setting may
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form teacher expectations and subsequent perceptions that impact the future decision-
making of the student.

The theory of reasoned action is the foundation from which the theory of planned
behavior was built. It is based on the proposition that an individual’s behavior is
determined by the individual’s behavioral intention to perform that behavior, which
provides the most accurate prediction of behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). Behavioral
intention is a function of two factors: one’s attitude toward the behavior (personal) and
subjective norms (social). Ajzen (1985) extended the theory of reasoned action by
including another construct, perceived behavior control (PBC), to predict behavioral
intentions and behavior. The extended model is the theory of planned behavior.

Perceived behavioral control refers to people’s perception of the ease or difficulty
of performing the behavior of interest (Ajzen, 1991). If behavior is not under complete
volitional control, the performers need to have the requisite resources and opportunities
in order to perform the behavior. The perception of whether they have the resources will
affect their intention to perform the behavior as well as the successful performance of the
behavior. Educators have long been concerned with conclusive elements that influence
student achievement. In academic settings, children’s attributions for success and failure
affect expectations for their own success as well as performance on academic tasks
(Dweck & Repucci, 1973).

Weiner (1980) states: “Causal attributions determine affective reactions to success
and failure. For example, one is not likely to experience pride in success, or feelings of
competence, when receiving an ‘A’ from a teacher who gives only that grade, or when

defeating a tennis player who always loses...On the other hand, an ‘A’ from a teacher
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who gives few high grades or a victory over a highly rated tennis player following a great
deal of practice generates great positive affect.” (p.362). Students with higher ratings of
self-esteem and with higher school achievement tend to attribute success to internal,
stable, uncontrollable factors such as ability, while they contribute failure to either
internal, unstable, controllable factors such as effort, or external, uncontrollable factors
such as task difficulty (Weiner, 1980). Edwards (2000) argued that a decrease in
academic competence may intrinsically shape the student’s attitude toward specific
responsible behaviors in school, as well as his/her perceived ability or even need to
perform said behavior, ultimately affecting his/her decision to behave responsibly (i.e.
study, complete assignments, etc.)

For example, students who experience repeated failures in reading are likely to
see themselves as being less competent in reading. This self-perception of reading ability
reflects itself in students’ expectations of success on reading tasks and reasoning of
success or failure of reading. This may affect future decisions by the student regarding
reading.

Attribution theory does not only apply to students. For the purposes of the current
study, attribution theory was applied to the teacher. The observance of student behavior
by the teacher (i.e. repeated failure) may lead the teacher to consider antecedents of the
behavior (why did the behavior occur?). The teacher may then determine causes of the
behavior. This represents attribution. Attributions may then affect the teacher’s
subsequent behavior toward the student in terms of expectations and perceptions formed

within the academic setting. These perceptions could potentially affect the future
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decision-making of the student, as teacher perceptions may have a psychological impact
on a student’s perceived behavioral control.

Factors such as the teacher’s perceptions of a student and student confidence are
key to addressing various aspects of student learning (Miller, Jr. et al., 2013). It is this
relationship between teacher and student that affords the teacher a unique vantage point
in observing his/her students’ acceptance of individual responsibility at school. In many
cases, a teacher spends more time observing the student than the student’s own family
members, as a majority of the student’s day is spent in the classroom. The teacher is
typically the first to observe the student’s attitude toward a behavior, the influence of a
student’s peers on his/her decision-making, and other contributing factors, such as a
student’s perception of his/her own ability to perform said behavior. Then ultimately, the
teacher is the first to witness the student’s decision. However, the current study also
considered that other contributing factors may include the perceptions of the teacher and
the psychological affects these perceptions may have on future decision-making by the
student at school.

Summary

Research on student acceptance of individual responsibility is relatively limited.
A summary of social-cognitive perspectives indicates that student responsibility has been
conceptualized as students’ internal sense of control over reinforcement in achievement
settings and as students’ systematic use of volitional processes to follow through on
commitments to academic tasks. A summary of behavioral perspectives indicates that
student responsibility has been viewed as a loose cluster of work-related and other

desirable behaviors in school settings. Direct evidence from studies of student
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responsibility and indirect evidence from research on related constructs have indicated
that a behavioral definition of student responsibility, emphasizing students’ patterns of
meeting work-related expectations in school settings, is theoretically coherent and may be
measured reliably. Research on how student responsibility develops has been hindered
by a lack of research on how teacher perceptions of students and their subsequent
expectations and treatment of students may or may not impact student responsible
decision-making in an academic setting.

It is generally accepted that teacher perceptions of their students are made up of
expectations based on the actions and behaviors of those students (Good & Brophy,
1997). Teachers’ beliefs about students’ potential academic achievement become their
goals for the students and shape their daily classroom decisions and actions, including
what they believe to be appropriate curricula and instructional practices. For example,
planning is guided by beliefs about what students need and how they will respond if
treated in particular ways, with decisions determined by how best to accomplish the
expected goals for the students (Good & Brophy, 1997). When expectations are low,
these decisions are likely to include non-challenging and non-academic curricula and
instructional methods with teachers teaching less to the students instead of more (Delpit,
1995). Conversely, when expectations are high, teachers are more likely to assume that
they can and will provide whatever programs and resources are required to meet the
needs of the students to succeed (Reyes, Scribner, & Scribner, 1999). In investigating
teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school, the
current study examined factors that may influence teacher perceptions. These factors

included: (a) student gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status,
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(d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to

adequate resources to support students.
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CHAPTER 3
Methods and Procedures
Introduction

The current IRB-approved study (Appendix A) was a hon-experimental,
correlational analysis of a phenomenon. The research methodology for the current study
was a mixed method analysis using a sequential explanatory design (Creswell, 2003).
The purpose of the current mixed method study was to determine whether there were
statistically significant relationships between teacher perceptions of student acceptance of
individual responsibility at school and (a) student gender, (b) student grade level, (c)
student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching
experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate resources to support students. The current
study focused on a single setting selected to illustrate a potentially larger application
(Creswell, 2013). Specifically, the unique vantage point of the teacher regarding student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school can provide potentially significant data.
The current study also examined the connection between factors which may form
teachers’ perceptions of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school and the
psychological consequences of these perceptions on students.
Quantitative Research Questions

The current study was designed to answer the following question as applied to
student acceptance of individual responsibility at school:

RQL1. To what extent do differences exist in teacher perceptions of student

acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon (a) student gender,

(b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender,
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(e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate
resources to support students.
Qualitative Research Question
The current study was designed to answer the following question as applied to the
perspectives of teacher-participants on students’ role in their own academic success.
Accordingly, the following research question guided the investigation:
RQ2. How do teachers perceive the students’ role in their own academic success
in terms of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school and what
factors influence these perceptions?
Mixed Method Research Question
The current study was designed to answer the following question as applied to
finding a deeper understanding of how teacher-participants understood the experiences
behind the statistics:
RQ3. To what extent do the qualitative results validate the quantitative findings?
Hypotheses
1. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student gender.
H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student gender.
2. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student grade level.
Hq: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student

acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student grade level.
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3. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student socio-
economic status.

H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student socio-
economic status.

4. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon teacher gender.

H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon teacher gender.

5. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon number of years of
teaching experience.

H1: There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon number of years of
teaching experience.

6. Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon access to adequate
resources to support students.

Hq. There will be significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon access to adequate
resource to support

students.
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Research Design and Data Analysis

The current study was a non-experimental, correlational analysis of a
phenomenon. The research methodology for the current study was a mixed method
analysis using a sequential explanatory design (Creswell, 2003). The purpose of the
current mixed method study was to determine whether there were statistically significant
relationships between teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual
responsibility at school and (a) student gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-
economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f)
teacher access to adequate resources to support students. The predominant phase that
guided the current study was quantitative. However, findings from the qualitative phase
were used to possibly explain and contextualize the results from the quantitative phase
(Creswell, 2003).

The data were collected (in the quantitative phase) via a 15-item, 5-point Likert
scale or teacher’s rating scale (Appendix B). The current study was also designed to
examine whether the teacher-participants’ responses to a semi-structured, open-ended
interview protocol (Appendix C) in the qualitative phase validate, explain or
contextualize the quantitative findings from the teacher’s rating scale in the quantitative
phase (Creswell, 2003). The questions in the interview protocol were designed to address
responsibility, student gender, student grade level, student socio-economic status, teacher
gender, number of years of teaching experience, and teacher access to adequate resources
to support students. Teacher-participants’ responses to the interview protocol were
collected and coded by categories, themes, and patterns identified for analysis and

interpretation in accordance to the framework. Qualitative inquiry can inform
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development or refinement of quantitative instruments or generate hypotheses in the
qualitative phase for testing in the quantitative phase for future research (O’Cathain,
Murphy, & Nicholl, 2010).

Descriptive and inferential statistics were used in the analysis of quantitative data
collected for the current study. The unique vantage-point and experiences of teachers can
provide useful data regarding student acceptance of individual responsibility at school.
Factors that may influence teacher perceptions and teachers’ definitions of responsibility
and irresponsibility were examined for the current study.

It was hypothesized that teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual
responsibility at school would have statistically significant relationships to each of the
following: (a)student gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status,
(d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to
adequate resources to support students. A multiple regression analysis was conducted in
order to predict the value of a variable based on the value of two or more other variables.
The dependent variable that was examined by the researcher in the current study was the
teacher’s rating scale score determined by the teacher-participants for each of their

randomly selected students.

The Setting and Participants

The setting. The school was selected for the current study because its grade levels
differed from those with which the researcher had experienced in his career as an
educator. The researcher’s career experience with secondary level education could
potentially create preconceived expectations that could present limitations to the study.

Also, the school was within geographical proximity to the researcher. The data collected


https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4097839/#b40
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for the current study came from teachers regarding students in the third and fifth grades.
These grades were selected because they represent key transition points in the educational
process in which substantial increases in student responsibility are expected as students
transition from primary to middle school (Gill, 2019). Lau et al. (2018) found the
sophistication of students’ self-regulatory functioning increases over broad
developmental periods (i.e. — between 3 and 5" grade) as they accumulate experience
and knowledge. The school was also selected because it was generally representative of
suburban educational settings in this region. Upon a detailed, written request by the
researcher (Appendix D), the superintendent and principal expressed a willingness to
participate (Appendix E).

The participants. The school’s population represented both the primary and
upper elementary/middle school levels (relevant to variable: student grade level). There
were no participation criteria for the teacher-participants aside from being a third- or
fifth-grade teacher in the selected school setting. Teacher-participants for the current
study were volunteers recruited via an email sent by the researcher (Appendix F). Those
who expressed interest in participation were given further initial details regarding the
study from the researcher and then final detailed information via the teacher-participant
consent form (Appendix G).

The student-data were selected via random cluster sampling, which included
culturally diverse students in three third-grade classes and three fifth-grade classes (90
students in total) from a suburban elementary school located nearby a large metropolitan
city in the northeast part of the United States. At no time were students participants in

this study. Rather, the current study utilized data relating to students. The student data
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was collected from teachers regarding a population of students representing both the
primary and upper elementary/middle school grade levels. Those students were enrolled
in the third- and fifth-grade classes of the selected school. The school had 457 students
made up of 54% male students and 46% female students. The school had 43% of its
students receiving free or reduced lunch. Enrollment by ethnicity included the following:
2.5% African American, 29.6% Hispanic or Latino American, 2% Asian or Other Pacific
Islander, and 57.4% Caucasian. English Language Learners made up 10% of the
population, and Students with Disabilities made up 16%. At a total of 69 students, third
graders made up 15.1% of the school population. At a total of 67 students, fifth graders
made up 14.66% of the school population. As previously stated, the total student
population was 457 students. The total combined population for third- and fifth-grade
students was 136 (See Table 1).

The population represented both the primary and upper elementary/middle school
levels. According to the district website, the population was co-ed and culturally diverse.
Instead of selecting the entire population of data, random cluster sampling allowed the
researcher to collect data by dividing the data into small, more effective groups. This
method was relevant for the purpose of the current study because it contained groups that
were similar yet internally diverse. By dividing and classifying the population into
groups (random cluster sampling), the researcher was afforded the ability to account for

individuals relative to the larger population.
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Description of Sample and Population
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Category Number %
Grade Level (Total School)
3 69 15.1
5 67 14.66
Gender (Total School)
Male 247 54
Female 210 46
Ethnicity (Total School)
African American 11 25
Hispanic or Latino American 135 29.6
Asian or Other Pacific Islander 9 2
Caucasian 262 57.4
Other (Total School)
English Language Learners 46 10
Students with Disabilities 73 16
Free or Reduced Lunch 197 43

Note: Data were taken from official school website and verified by building principal.

The current study was a correlation, n* for Power for Pearson Correlation at an

alpha level of .05. For tests of association using Pearson correlations, a moderate

correlation between variables was considered meaningful. To detect a moderate

correlation (r = .30), a sample of 90 analyzable student data records provided 90% power

to discover that the correlation was statistically different from there being no correlation,

that is that the correlation would be 0 at the 0.05 significance (Braunstein, 2007).

Another determining factor for selection was that the school had eligible data

participants who were third- and fifth-grade students enrolled during the 2019-2020

school year that fit the following criteria:

1. Student data eligible for the current study were those not receiving special

education services.
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2. Student data eligible for the current study were those not in the process of
evaluation for possible placement in a special education program.

Instruments

A standardized instrument such as a Likert scale, or the teacher’s rating scale in
the current study means that data were statistically analyzed, and results were presented
in a numerical format. The advantage of this type of quantitative methodology is that it
measured the reactions of a sample to a limited set of questions, thus facilitating
comparison and aggregation of data. Regarding the qualitative interview protocol, in-
depth, open-ended interviews elicited detailed accounts of experiences that potentially
reduced the possibility of misunderstanding and increased the teacher-participants’
willingness to reveal sensitive, albeit truthful information.
Quantitative Phase

Teacher’s rating scale. The teacher’s rating scale was developed for the purpose
of ascertaining the teachers’ perceptions of their randomly selected students’ acceptance
of individual responsibility. The researcher retained the right of final editing and
approval of the instrument “teacher’s rating scale” from its developer (Walsh, 1980)
(Appendices H & 1). The researcher chose this particular instrument because it reflected
the conceptualization of the phenomenon in a manner consistent with the researcher’s
perspective. The teacher’s rating scale is a 15-question, 5-point Likert scale based on the
characteristic behaviors of responsible and irresponsible students identified by Price
(1968). It was used to ascertain the teachers’ perceptions of individual student’s

acceptance of responsibility.
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The researcher also identified the definition of a responsible student (in relation to
the teacher rating scale) as one who displayed good work habits, worked willingly and
made good efforts toward working diligently, used time wisely, was willing to share and
contribute to group work, was personally adherent to classroom rules, was helpful in
classroom activities, and met established standards (Walsh, 1980). The researcher further
identified the responsible student as exercising courtesy and demonstrating autonomy in
decision-making. Some sample selection items included: (2) Completes assignments
without help from others and (4) Has the necessary supplies for schoolwork (paper,
pencil, text, etc.).

Within the same context, the researcher identified the irresponsible student as one
who did not adhere to established classroom standards, made excuses or blamed others,
failed to listen to or follow the directions of the teacher, and displayed disrespect to the
teacher, classmates, and the classroom (Walsh, 1980). The researcher established that the
irresponsible student was a distractive influence in class, hindered the learning of other
students, did little to no work, and made little to no attempt to work independently. Some
sample selection items included: (1) Makes excuses for not completing schoolwork and
(5) Blames others for classroom disturbances or group failures.

Previously noted, students were not subjects in the current study. Since teacher-
participants were asked to rate the behaviors of students (while concealing student
identities) the researcher thought it best to include a parent/guardian informational letter
(Appendix J) and a parent/guardian consent form (Appendix K). The six teacher-
participants were asked to randomly select 15 student names from their class according to

the eligibility criteria. The eligible data participants were third- and fifth-grade students
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enrolled during the 2019-2020 school year that fit the stated criteria. Participating
teachers were instructed to write the names of their eligible data participants on pieces of
paper, put those pieces of paper in a hat, and then randomly select 15 each. Teachers
were then instructed to substitute the name of their student data participant with a number
(see Procedures for Collecting Data).

Due to the current COVID-19 pandemic, for the safety of all involved with the
current study, and in accordance with emergency state mandates to social distance, all
instructional, directive, consent, instrumental, and any other physical materials were
exchanged remotely via email. Regarding the quantitative phase of the current study,
teacher’s rating scales and directives were administered to the participating teachers for
completion remotely via email. Further clarification of instructions was made via
telecommunication (i.e., phone, video teleconference applications). Each teacher placed
the individual student’s gender at the designated space at the top of each teacher’s rating
scale. Only the participating teachers had knowledge of each student’s assigned number
for name replacement. Addressing contemporary challenges associated with human
research subjects, including, but not limited to personal data and privacy concerns, the
researcher contends that this was the best way to enhance protections for the individual
research participants (both teacher-participants and student-data records) (National

Academy of Sciences, 2016).
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Reliability. The developer of the teacher’s rating scale submitted the teacher’s
rating scale in 1980 to 23 elementary school teachers enrolled in a graduate education
class for review and critique (Walsh, 1980). Copies of the scales accompanied by a letter
of explanation were mailed to professional personnel in Louisiana and Texas in the fields
of elementary education and family life for further review and critique. Suggestions for
improving the scales were made concerning use of behavioral terms and rewording of
statements. The developer made revisions and submitted the scales to members of her
graduate committee for further review and approval (Walsh, 1980). The researcher of the
current study conducted a reliability test on the teacher’s rating scale. Cronbach’s alpha
showed the teacher’s rating scale to reach acceptable reliability, a = 0.92. Most items
appeared to be worthy of retention, resulting in a decrease in the alpha if deleted. The one
exception to this was item 3, which would increase the alpha to a = 0.94. As such,
removal of this item should be considered for future research.

Qualitative Phase

The interview protocol. Glaser and Strauss (1967) as cited in Glesne (1999),
and Patton (2002), stated that theory can be generated from inquiry based on interviews
and data gathering in the real world rather than in the laboratory. Specifically,
phenomenology was the predominant qualitative method of research in the current study.
The current study was designed to understand the subjective, lived experiences and
perspectives of the teacher-participants (Creswell, 2013). In interviewing teachers,
insights were gained into what they perceived and experienced as it related to their own
sense of individual responsibility. Teacher perceptions and factors that may influence

those perceptions were examined until patterns and themes became evident (Moustakas,
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1994). All teacher-participants were informed that their participation was voluntary and
that they could withdraw at any time without penalty. Teacher-participants were also
informed that they could choose to not answer questions for any reason without penalty.
The teacher participants were provided with the Teacher Participant Consent Form
remotely, via email, which contained a thorough description of the research study. Upon
the request of the researcher, permission to collect data at the chosen sample population
location was granted by the district’s superintendent. All local school district policies
were followed to ensure safety and confidentiality of all involved throughout the current
study.

In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, qualitative data was collected via
telecommunication. At no time was a face-to-face interview conducted with any subjects.
All interviews were conducted and audio recorded with consent and via a
telecommunication format chosen by the individual teacher-participants. The interview
protocol was semi-structured with 16 open-ended question. The researcher followed the
four-phase Interview Refinement Protocol process outlined by Castillo-Montoya (2016).
This included: (1) ensuring interview questions align with research questions, (2)
constructing an inquiry-based conversation, (3) receiving feedback on interview
protocols, and (4) piloting the interview protocol. The data collected from the interview
protocol process were recorded, transcribed, and coded by themes as per coding methods
described by Creswell (2003).

From a qualitative standpoint, teacher participant interviews were organized by
categories, themes, and patterns identified for analysis and interpretation in accordance to

the framework. This process involved several steps. The first general step was to organize
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the data to be analyzed. After the interviews were transcribed, the raw data was sorted
according to general ideas or broad categories. After the data were sorted, it was read to
obtain a general feeling of the ideas expressed by the teacher-participant interviewees
(Creswell, 2003). Next, the coding process began. For each question, the researcher
searched for the ideas expressed by the teacher-participants. Then a list of topics was
developed which were clustered for similarities. The clusters formed narrower categories;
and, when possible, lines were drawn to connect categories that showed
interrelationships. A preliminary analysis was performed with the connections. The
categories were then coded and themes were identified to form the basis of the
interpretations for the analysis of the data (Creswell, 2003).

Trustworthiness. The interview protocol questions aligned with the themes of
the research questions. For example, “In your opinion, does student acceptance of
individual responsibility at school differ for students of lower socio-economic status and
higher socio-economic status? Explain.” (Research Question 1). “In your opinion, does
teacher gender play a role in how the teacher perceives the student? Explain.” (Research
Question 1). “If a student does not achieve academic success in school, what might be
some influencing factors? Explain.” (Research Question 2). “In your opinion, are students
responsible for their own learning? Explain” (Research Question 2). These are examples
of the 16 open-ended questions from the protocol. The researcher employed the process
of confirmability in order to maintain objectivity. By aligning the interview protocol
themes to the research questions, the researcher ensured, as far as possible, that the
study’s findings were the result of the experiences and ideas of the teacher-participants,

rather than the characteristics and preferences of the researcher. The role of this type of
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triangulation in promoting such confirmability in this context was to reduce the effect of
investigator bias (Shenton, 2004).

After developing the interview protocol, the researcher submitted it for peer
review and critique to his cohort colleagues in his graduate doctoral program.
Suggestions for improving the interview protocol were made concerning use of
vocabulary terms and rephrasing. The researcher made revisions and submitted the
interview protocol back to the same doctoral cohort colleagues for further review and
approval. The researcher employed the process of credibility through this debriefing
process. According to Shenton (2004), the vision of the researcher may be widened as
others bring to bear their experiences and perceptions. These types of collaborative
sessions allow for the discussion of alternative approaches. Peer scrutiny may enable the
researcher to refine his or her methods and strengthen the design (Shenton, 2004).
Procedures for Collecting Data

After obtaining IRB approval, data collection began. Data collection should begin
by determining what information the researcher wants to collect. This should be followed
by setting a timeframe for data collection, determining data collection methods,
collecting the data, analyzing the data, and implementing the findings (Leedy & Ormrod,
2001). Pertaining to the teacher’s rating scale, teacher- participants were granted one
week to gather, record, and return their rating scale responses remotely, via email to the
researcher. The teacher’s rating scale scores worked as correlated measures to shed light
on the research questions, whereas the interview protocol questions aligned more directly

with the research questions. Both the teacher’s rating scale and interview protocol
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worked together to address the research questions of the current study as indicated in
Table 2.
Table 2

Correlation of Research Questions, Teacher's Rating Scale and Interview Protocol

Research Quest. Teacher’s Rating Scale Items Interview Protocol Items

RQ1. To what extent do 1-15 1,3,4,5,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16
differences exist in teacher perceptions

of student acceptance of individual

responsibility at school based upon (a) student

gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-

economic status, (d) teacher gender, () humber

of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher

access to adequate resources to support students

RQ2. How do teachers perceive the students’ 1-15 2,6,7,14
role in their own academic success in terms

of student acceptance of individual responsibility

at school and what factors influence those

perceptions?

RQ3. To what extent do the qualitative 1-15 1-16
results validate the quantitative findings?

Quantitative Phase

All information on individual students was kept confidential. The researcher was
never privy to any of the students’ names or personal information. Student identities
were only known to the participating teachers and principal. Teacher-participants did not
place students’ names on the teacher’s rating scales. Teacher-participants randomly
selected 15 students from their classes and assigned a number to each student. See Table

3.
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Table 3

Description of Grade/Class Student Number for Name Substitution

Grade Level Class Number Substitution

(1-15)

(16-30)
(31-45)
(46-60)
(61-75)
(76-90)

Gr o1 01T W WWw
WNEFEWN -

Indication of grade level and class number were applied in advance by the
researcher atop of the teacher’s rating scales. Assignment of the participating classes
aligned with teacher-participant volunteers. Teacher-participants adhered to the
instructions regarding random selection of their student data participants, as well as the
number for name substitution process, in order to protect the identities of their students.

Regarding the teacher’s rating scale, there were five possible response options for
each of the provided items. These options included: ALWAYS, MOST OF THE TIME,
UNSURE, SELDOM, and NEVER. A response of ALWAYS to an item was assigned a
value of 5 points, while responses of MOST OF THE TIME, UNSURE, SELDOM,
NEVER were assigned values of 4, 3, 2, and 1, respectively. However, for items that are
negatively worded (items 1, 5, 10, and 12), points were assigned in reverse. Therefore, a
response to ALWAYS for a negatively worded item was assigned a value of 1 point,
while responses of MOST OF THE TIME, UNSURE, SELDOM, NEVER were assigned
values of 2, 3, 4, and 5, as the goal of the teacher’s rating scale was to determine the
teacher-participants’ perceptions of individual student’s acceptance of responsibility at

school. Therefore, the higher the teacher’s rating scale score, the higher the teacher’s
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perception of the individual student’s acceptance of responsibility at school. Teacher-
participants were not aware of or informed of the points assigned to their responses.

The item selections on the teacher’s rating scale were classified as either
“responsible” or “irresponsible.” An example of a “responsible” item selection on the
teacher’s rating scale was the following: This Student: 2. Completes assignments without
help from others (Walsh, 1980). Other examples can be found in Appendix B. An
example of an “irresponsible” item selection on the teacher’s rating scale was: This
Student: 1. Makes excuses for not completing schoolwork (Walsh, 1980). Other examples
can be found in Appendix B.

After requesting principal participation via recruitment email (Appendix L) and
obtaining principal consent to participate in the current study (Appendix M), the teacher’s
rating scales were sent to the principal by the researcher remotely, via email. Teacher-
participants were instructed by the researcher to provide a list of their randomly selected
students’ names with their corresponding number substitutions to their principal
remotely, via email. The school principal had access to specific student information that
teachers are not privy to. The specific information that the principal was asked to verify
was student status regarding free or reduced-price lunch. The teacher’s rating scale had a
blank square box on the right side. The school principal was instructed by the researcher
to place a check mark in the box on the teacher’s rating scales of the randomly selected
students who were receiving free or reduced-price lunch, after receiving the name to
number substitution scale provided remotely by teacher-participants. The free or reduced-
price lunch designation was used as a measure of student socio-economic status for the

current study. The researcher was never privy to the names of students receiving free or
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reduced-price lunch. The principal’s participant consent form informed the principal that
participation was voluntary and there were no consequences or penalties for withdrawal,
and withdrawal from participation could occur at any time.

The teacher’s rating scale consisted of 15 Likert-style statements for teacher -
participants to rate their randomly selected student data participants. Their rating scores
indicated how they perceived each student’s acceptance of individual responsibility in
school. The interview protocol consisted of 16 semi-structured, open-ended questions.
The responses of the teacher-participants provided insight into what they perceive and
experience as it related to the teachers’ own sense of individual responsibility.
Qualitative Phase

Interviews were conducted individually and remotely via the telecommunication
application of the individual teacher-participant’s choosing to ensure the safety of all
involved with the current study during the COVID-19 pandemic. The researcher ensured
that all communication was clear prior to beginning each interview. After consent was
obtained to audio record each interview, the questions were spoken in such a way as to
promote thoughtful, reflective responses. Up to one hour was allotted for each interview.
Each interview was conducted, recorded, and then transcribed by the researcher.
Interviews were recorded using the researcher’s Samsung 10s model cell phone, which
required a numerical code for access. During the interviews, the researcher used the REV
app on the Samsung 10s. Rev Voice Recorder is an audio recording, dictation, and
transcription application. After each interview, the researcher analyzed the
transcriptions, recorded insights and made connections to any emerging themes that were

presented (Creswell & Poth, 2016). Teacher-participant interviewees were offered the
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opportunity to read the transcriptions and check for accuracy of their responses to
questions, remotely, via email. The researcher employed the process of credibility by
employing member checking to ensure the teacher-participants consider that their words
match what they actually intended (Shenton, 2004).

The researcher followed the four-phase Interview Refinement Protocol process
outlined by Castillo-Montoya (2016). This included: (1) ensuring interview questions
align with research questions, (2) constructing an inquiry-based conversation, (3)
receiving feedback on interview protocols, and (4) piloting the interview protocol. The
data collected from the interview protocol process was recorded transcribed, and coded
by themes as per coding methods described by Saldafia (2016). From a qualitative
standpoint, teacher participant interviews were organized by categories, themes, and
patterns identified for analysis and interpretation in accordance to the framework.

Data Analysis Approach

Quantitative phase. To examine the research questions, a multiple linear
regression was conducted to assess if the independent variables predicted the dependent
variable. A multiple linear regression assesses the relationship among a set of
dichotomous, or ordinal, or interval/ratio predictor variables on an interval/ratio criterion
variable (Lani, 2019). In this instance, the independent variables included: (a) student
gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e)
number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate resources to
support students, and the dependent variable is the teacher’s rating scale score.

Using SPSS (IBM Corp. Released 2013. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows,

Version 24.0. Armonk, NY: IBM Corp.), independent variables were added
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simultaneously into the model and evaluated by what they add to the prediction of the
dependent variable. The F-test was used to assess whether the set of independent
variables collectively predicted the dependent variable. R-squared—the multiple
correlation coefficient of determination—was reported and used to determine how much
variance in the dependent variable can be accounted for by the set of independent
variables. The t test was used to determine the significance of each predictor and beta
coefficients were used to determine the magnitude of prediction for each independent
variable. For significant predictors, every one-unit increase in the predictor, the
dependent variable increased or decreased by the number of unstandardized beta
coefficients (Lani, 2019).

The assumptions of multiple regression—Iinearity, homoscedasticity,
independence, normality, outliers and multi-collinearity—were assessed. Linearity
assumes a straight line relationship between the predictor variables and the criterion
variable, and homoscedasticity assumes that scores are normally distributed about the
regression line. Linearity and homoscedasticity were assessed by examination of a
scatter plot. The absence of multi-collinearity assumes that predictor variables are not
too related and were assessed using Variance Inflation Factors (VIF). VIF values over 10
will suggest the presence of multi-collinearity (Lani, 2019). Regarding linearity,
homoscedasticity, independence, and outlier, the assumptions were met. Normality and
multicollinearity were violated.

Qualitative phase. According to Creswell (2003), in order to make sense of the
collected data, analyzing the interview responses involves a particular sequence of

interpretation. First, the researcher must organize the data for analysis. This involves
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transcribing the recordings and arrangement of any pertinent documentation. Second, the
researcher must read all of the data to maintain an overall or general sense of what was
collected. Next, the researcher must begin a detailed open coding process where the data
are grouped and categorized. The researcher should use the coding process to begin to
develop categories and themes. The researcher must decide how the themes will be
interpreted in the qualitative narrative. Lastly, the data must be interpreted so to gain a
more comprehensive understanding from the inquiries.

For the first cycle coding process, the transcriptions were coded and analyzed for
themes and patterns. This process involved several steps (Creswell, 2003; Saldana,
2016). The researcher utilized elemental (i.e. -in vivo coding), affective (i.e. -emotion
coding), and exploratory (i.e. -holistic coding) methods of coding for first cycle coding.
Elemental coding methods are primary approaches to qualitative data analysis with basic,
but focused filters for reviewing the corpus and they build a foundation for future coding
cycles (Saldafia, 2016). In vivo coding, a type of elemental coding method, is applying
the words verbatim that participants use to examine the possible dimensions or ranges of
descriptive categories (Saldana, 2016). The researcher conducted this process by using
single words or short descriptions to identify or summarize what was going on
throughout the content of the interview. The researcher underlined and circled key words
and phrases that were descriptive in nature, using different colored highlighter pens to
form common categorical patterns. After a general sorting of data, the researcher reread
both the transcripts and the sorted data in order to obtain a general idea or direction of the

notions expressed by the teacher-participant interviewees.
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Affective coding methods investigate subjective qualities of human experiences
by directly acknowledging and naming those experiences. These human experiences
include but are not limited to emotions, values, conflicts, and judgements (Saldaa,
2012). Emotion coding, a type of affective coding method, was used to label the feelings
that participants may have experienced. Emotion codes label the emotions experienced
by the participants or the emotions recalled by the participants. Saldana (2016) stated,
“Since emotions are a universal human experience, our acknowledgement of them in our
research provides deep insight into the participants’ perspectives, worldviews, and life
conditions” (p. 86).

Exploratory coding methods are a system used to preliminarily assign codes to
data prior to more refined coding systems being established. Tentative labels were used
as the data was initially reviewed. These labels included social, emotional,
behaviors/actions and pedagogy and were aligned with the research questions. A specific
code was used for each large unit of data uncovered to capture categories that emerged
from interview transcripts in a holistic approach to determining underlying themes
(Saldafia, 2016). According to Saldana (2016), holistic coding, a type of exploratory
coding, is appropriate when the researcher already has a general idea of what to
investigate in the data. It is preparatory groundwork for more detailed coding of the data.
Holistic codes can be utilized to grasp basic themes or issues, as a whole (Saldadna, 2016).

Next, the researcher began the second cycle coding process, using pattern and
focused coding. Pattern codes, according to Saldafia (2016), are “ones that identify an
emergent theme, configuration, or explanation. Pattern coding will group summaries into

smaller sets, themes, or constructs” (p. 152). For each question response, the researcher
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identified the ideas expressed by each teacher-participant interviewee. A list of topics
was developed by the researcher, clustered for similarities or patterns. The clusters
formed categories whereby the researcher could connect the categories that demonstrated
interrelationships. A preliminary analysis was conducted for these connections. The
categories were then be focused coded. The goal in focused coding is to compare codes
across participants’ data to assess comparability and transferability (Saldana, 2016).
Focused coding involves searching for the most frequent codes appearing in a body of
work to develop the most prominent category or categories, from which the researcher
can develop overarching themes (Saldana, 2016).

Limitations

Validity is defined as the extent to which a concept is accurately measured in a
quantitative study (Heale & Twycross, 2015). For example, an instrument designed to
measure one thing, but actually measures another, would not be considered valid.
Likewise, reliability, or the accuracy of an instrument, should consistently have the same
results if it is used in the same situation on repeated occasions (Heale & Twycross, 2015).
To enhance validity and reliability in the current study, the researcher conducted a
Cronbach’s alpha as a measure of internal consistency and teacher’s rating scale
reliability (Institute for Digital Research & Education, 2019).

Likewise, in qualitative research, trustworthiness determines whether the research
measures what it intended to measure, as well as the accuracy of the results (Bogdan &
Biklen, 2007). The trustworthiness and validity of qualitative research depends on what
the researcher sees and hears. Lincoln and Guba (1985) noted that credibility,

transferability, dependability, and confirmability are important in establishing
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trustworthiness. One of the ways to ensure credibility is to ensure that those interviewed
have the opportunity to discuss the phenomenon the researcher seeks to explore (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985). Teacher-participant interviewees were offered the opportunity to read the
transcriptions and check for accuracy of their responses to questions, remotely, via email.
Vignettes from the semi-structured interviews were used to further discuss and illustrate
key themes for the current study, which also served as potential support for the results of
the study (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). One way to establish confirmability is to ensure there
is no researcher bias. It is important to interpret what the data tell the researcher in an
unbiased way. Transcribing entire interviews and manually coding them assisted in
ensuring a deep understanding of the interview content and participant intent. The current
study utilized specific methods to enhance, as outlined by Creswell and Poth (2018). This
included corroboration of evidence via clarifying researcher bias and engagement in
reflexivity, (Creswell & Poth, 2018).

Researcher bias and reflexivity. According to Creswell and Poth (2018),
research bias occurs when the researcher has an influence on the results. This is a
potential limitation of the current study. The researcher has been an educator for twenty
years, thirteen of which were as an administrator of safety, security, and discipline. From
this experience, the researcher may have predetermined beliefs of student responsibilities
in school. In order to minimize the influence of potential selection bias, the researcher
selected a sample and population that differed from what the researcher had personal
experience with. In order to minimize the occurrence of outcome bias, the researcher also
selected and gained approval to use an instrument for quantitative data collection, which

was tested and used in previous research from a developer he has no association with.
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Throughout the process of the current investigation, the researcher reflected on his own
perceptions of student responsibility and considered that there are factors which may
influence these perceptions.

Peer review. Peer review entails feedback or evaluation of work, instruments,
methods, etc. to the researcher from people with similar competencies or experience in
the field of research (Creswell & Poth, 2018). After developing the interview protocol,
the researcher submitted it for peer review and critique to his cohort colleagues in his
graduate doctoral program. Suggestions for improving the interview protocol were made
concerning use of vocabulary terms and rephrasing. The researcher made revisions and
submitted the interview protocol back to the same doctoral cohort colleagues for further
review and approval. The interview questions were designed as neutral questions.
According to Patton (2002), neutral questions do not lead the respondent in a direction
that will bias the free expression of individual perceptions.

Sample. The chief disadvantage of using cluster sampling is the notable risk that
the clusters may not be truly homogeneous among each other. This can be due to any
number of possible factors. This is a notable limitation and should be considered for
future research. The current study’s sample size may have also contributed to possible
limitations and should also be considered for future research.

Research Ethics

All teacher- participants were informed that their participation is voluntary with
no consequences for withdrawal at any time. The teacher- participants were provided
with the Teacher Participant Consent Form, which contains a thorough description of the

research study. Upon the request of the researcher, permission to collect data at the
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chosen sample population location was granted by the district’s assistant superintendent.
All local school district policies were followed to ensure safety and confidentiality of all
involved throughout the current study.

There was no indication of pressure to participate in the email volunteer request.
There was no indication of reward or punitive measure in choosing to participate or not to
participate. The researcher spoke with the principal via telephone regarding the use of her
school’s data and teacher-participants. After the principal spoke with the school’s
assistant superintendent, the assistant superintendent asked for a formal and descriptive
request via email. The researcher emailed a formal and descriptive letter regarding the
nature and details of the study and the assistant superintendent responded by granting the
researcher permission to conduct the study as requested.

Researcher Role

In quantitative research, the role of the researcher is to analyze the data with the
help of statistics. Ideally, the numbers will yield an unbiased result that can be
generalized to some larger population (Allen, 2017). The quantitative phase may or may
not provide answers to questions about the frequency of a phenomenon, or the magnitude
to which the phenomenon affects the sample population (Allen, 2017).

In qualitative research, the researcher is the primary research instrument. What
the researcher brings to the investigation from his/her own background and identity
should be treated as his or her bias (Maxwell & Wooffitt, 2005). Since qualitative
research is interpretative research, researcher biases, beliefs, and assumptions can intrude

into the analysis of data (Strauss & Corbin, 1998).
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The researcher of the current study acknowledged that his work-background could
influence his interpretation of data. In order to minimize any personal bias on the results
of this study, member checking was utilized during the interview process to increase the
credibility, validity, and transferability of the study results (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).
During each interview, the researcher restated and summarized information, questioning
participants on the accuracy of the information. In addition, the researcher consulted his
doctoral cohort colleagues throughout the evolution of the current study. Advisement
from the researcher’s doctoral cohort colleagues helped the researcher to focus on
relevant details that participants offered, which lead the researcher to develop themes
from the data. Lastly, the researcher included relevant quotes from participants to
substantiate the findings of the study (Maxwell & Wooffitt, 2005).

Conclusion

The researcher described the research site in detail, including contextual data and
demographics in order to convey its pertinence to the current study. The researcher
detailed the rationale for participant selection and the recruiting process, as well as
sample size and pertinent demographic characteristics. The researcher provided a step-
by-step plan for data collection, including data collection methods and sources. For each
data collection method, the researcher described the technique in detail, citing sources
and the relevance of each method as it pertained to the current study. The researcher
detailed the trustworthiness and reliability of instruments used to collect the data for the
current study. The researcher identified the data analyses utilized for the current study,
including the framework/s that informed how the researcher derived themes that emerged

from the data. This included how computer-assisted quantitative data analysis (SPSS)
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facilitated data analysis, as well as a detailed description of the qualitative data analysis
phase: transcribing, coding, categorizing, thematizing, and applying data. Lastly, the
researcher described how his role as a researcher, professional, and individual impacted
the data collection and data interpretation of the current study. The researcher identified
steps used to recognize and address biases related to his role. In the next chapter, data

findings will be presented that address the research questions.
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CHAPTER 4
Introduction

The purpose of the current mixed method study was to determine whether there
were statistically significant relationships between teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school and (a) student gender, (b) student grade
level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of
teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate resources to support students. The
focus was to understand the subjective, lived experiences and perspectives of the teacher-
participants through the examination of these factors. Results were indicated for each
research question. The research questions that guided the current study were:

RQ1. To what extent do differences exist in teacher perceptions of student

acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon (a) student gender,

(b) student grade  level, (c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender,

(e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate

resources to support students?

RQ2. How do teachers perceive the students’ role in their own academic success

in terms of student acceptance of individual responsibility at school and what

factors influence these perceptions?

RQ3. To what extent do the qualitative results validate the quantitative findings?

The current mixed-method study used both quantitative and qualitative methods.
The predominant phase was quantitative, and the approach was phenomenological. Patton

(2002) described phenomenology in the following way:
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What these various phenomenological and phenomenographic approaches share
in common is a focus on exploring how human beings make sense of the
experience and transform experience into consciousness, both individually and as
shared meaning. This requires methodologically, carefully, and thoroughly
capturing and describing how people experience some phenomenon—how they
perceive it, describe it, feel about it, remember it, make sense of it, and talk about
it with others. To gather such data, one must undertake in-depth interviews with
people who have directly experienced the phenomenon of interest; that is, they

have "lived experience™ as opposed to secondhand experience, (p. 104).

Upon email recruitment, six teacher-participants volunteered and were selected
based on their status as being a third- or fifth-grade teacher in the selected school setting.
The student-data of the current study were selected via random cluster sampling, which
included culturally diverse students in three third-grade classes and three fifth-grade
classes (90 student data participants in total). The teacher’s rating scale was used to
ascertain the teachers’ perceptions of individual student’s acceptance of responsibility in
school. The interview protocol was used to ascertain insights into what the teacher-
participants perceived and experienced as it related to their own sense of individual
responsibility, as well as factors that may influence those perceptions. The specific
factors examined for the current study were: (a) student gender, (b) student grade level,
(c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching

experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate resources to support students.



101

Quantitative Findings
Research Question 1
To what extent do differences exist in teacher perceptions of student acceptance of
individual responsibility at school based upon (a) student gender, (b) student grade level,
(c) student socio-economic status, (d) teacher gender, () number of years of teaching
experience, and (f) teacher access to adequate resources to support students?

The purpose of the teacher’s rating scale was to ascertain the teacher-participants’
perceptions of their randomly selected students’ acceptance of individual responsibility at
school. The collected data was examined to determine whether there were statistically
significant relationships between teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual
responsibility at school and (a) student gender, (b) student grade level, (c) student socio-
economic status, (d) teacher gender, (e) number of years of teaching experience, and (f)
teacher access to adequate resources to support students.

Demographic Information of Teacher-Participants

Four of the teacher-participants were female and two were male. Male teacher 1
had 20 years of teaching experience and taught 3 grade. Male teacher 2 had two years of
teaching experience and taught 5™ grade. Female teacher 1 had eight years of teaching
experience and taught 3™ grade. Female teacher 2 had 13 years of teaching experience
and taught 3" grade. Female teacher 3 had 15 years of teaching experience and taught 5%
grade. Female teacher 4 had four years of teaching experience and taught 5" grade. See

Table 4.
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Table 4

Demographics of Teacher-Participants

Pseudonym Gender Grade Years of Teaching Experience
Male teacher 1 M 3 20

Female teacher 1 F 3 8

Female teacher 2 F 3 13

Female teacher 3 F 5 15

Male teacher 2 M 5 2

Female teacher 4 F 5 4

Reliability

A reliability analysis was carried out on the teacher’s rating scale comprising 15
items. Cronbach’s alpha showed the teacher’s rating scale to reach acceptable reliability,
a = 0.92. Most items appeared to be worthy of retention, resulting in a decrease in the
alpha if deleted. The one exception to this was item 3, which would increase the alpha to
o= 0.94. As such, removal of this item should be considered for future research.
Assumptions

The assumptions to multiple regression were tested first. According to Keith
(2014), the assumptions to this type of analysis are as follows: linearity,
homoscedasticity, independence, normality, outliers, and multicollinearity.

Linearity. In order to test for linearity, the researcher generated scatterplots in
SPSS. A visual inspection of the scatterplot for each independent or predictor variable
(see Figures 4 — 9) would indicate if the assumption of linearity was met for each
independent or predictor variable on the dependent variable. However, the current study
contains 6 independent or predictor variables - five of which are categorical. When

conducting a multiple regression analysis, the coding of categorical data requires the
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development of dummy variables. A dummy variable is a numeric variable that
represents categorical data, such as gender, race, political affiliation, etc. (Hardy, 1993).
Dummy variables meet the assumption of linearity by definition, because they create two
data points, and two points define a straight line. There is no such thing as a non-linear
relationship for a single variable with only two values (Hardy, 1993). Dummy variables
need no linearity assumptions, as they are already linear. The five categorical
independent or predictor variables for which dummy coding was required for the current
study were: Student Gender, coded as 0 = Female, 1 = Male, Student Grade Level, coded
as 0 = 3 grade, 1 = 5" grade, Free or Reduced Price Lunch, coded as 0 =No, 1 = Yes,
Teacher Gender, coded as 0 = Female, 1 = Male, and Teacher access to adequate
resources, coded as 0 = No, 1 = Yes.

Number of years of teaching experience is ordinal and measured in consecutive
numbers. Linearity was violated for data from number of years of teaching experience,
meaning that the data are nonlinear as determined by both visual inspection of the
scatterplot and the R? (see Figure 9). When data is nonlinear/curvilinear it means that the
ratio of change between the independent and dependent variables is not constant and that
the data falls along a curve rather than a straight line (Hardy, 1993). The R? result for
number of years of teaching experience was as follows: R? Linear = 0.012.

Homoscedasticity. A visual inspection of the scatterplot of standardized residual
vs. standardized predicted value showed no signs of funneling, suggesting that the data
met the assumptions of homoscedasticity and linearity (see Figure 10).

Independence. The Durbin-Watson statistic showed that the assumption of

independent errors has been met (Durbin-Watson value = 2.156).
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Normality. Normality was tested by visual inspection of a histogram and analysis
of the Shapiro-Wilk Test on the dependent variable (Teacher’s Rating Scale Scores). The
results from the Shapiro-Wilk Test indicated a violation (Shapiro-Wilk = .000). See
Figure 11 to view the histogram. The visual inspection of the histogram appeared to meet
the normality assumption, as the data contained approximately normally distributed
errors, as did the normal P-P plot of standardized residuals (see Figure 12), which showed
points that were not completely on the line, but close. Only extreme deviations from
normality are likely to have a significant impact on the findings. The researcher
continued to interpret the statistics.

Outliers. The assumption has been met that there are no influential cases biasing
the model. Cook’s Distance values were all under 1, suggesting individual cases were not
unduly influencing the model.

Multicollinearity. Analysis of collinearity statistics show this assumption has
been violated. Even though VIF scores were well below 10, tolerance scores were not all
above 0.2 (Student Grade level = .168, Number of years teaching experience = .174) (see

Table 4). Likewise, these same variables correlated with each other at .901.
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of Teacher’s Rating Scale versus Student Gender.
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Table 5

Summary of Multiple Regression for Variables Predicting Teacher's Rating Scale Scores (n = 90))
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Unstandardized Standardized Collinearity
Coefficients Coefficients Correlations Statistics
Zero- Toleranc
Model B Std. Error  Beta t Sig. order  Partial  Part e VIF
1 (Constant) 61.588 3.488 17.655 .000
Student Gender -9.774 2.415 -.374 -4.047 .000* -.444 -406 -365 955 1.047
Teacher Gender 6.919 2.707 .251 2556 .012* .185 270 231 848 1.179
Student Grade 17.106 5.735 .657 2.983 .004* 235 311 269 168 5.952
Level
Free or Reduced  1.791 2.420 .068 740 461 133 .081  .067  .967 1.034
Price Lunch
Teacher accessto  5.024 3.808 144 1319 191  -.026 143 119 686 1.458
adequate resources
Number of years ~ -.918 448 -.444 -2.051 .043* 110 -220 -185 174 5.741
teaching
experience
Note: *p<.05

In order to respond to research question 1, a multiple linear regression was

Analysis Results

calculated to predict teacher’s rating scale scores based on student gender, student grade

level, free or reduced price lunch, teacher gender, number of years of teaching

experience, and teacher access to adequate resources to support students. The overall

prediction model was significant, F(6,83) = 6.604, p < .05, with an R? of .323, accounting

for 32.3% of the teacher’s rating scale score variance, and an RZagjusted OF .274, accounting

for 27.4% of the teacher’s rating scale score variance at an o = .05. The results indicated

that student gender, teacher gender, student grade level, and number of years of teaching

experience were significant predictors of teacher’s rating scale scores. Free or reduced-

price lunch and teacher access to adequate resources to support students were not
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significant predictors of teacher’s rating scale scores. Regression coefficients and

standard errors can be found in Table 5.

Participants’ predicted teacher’s rating scale scores are equal to 61.588 — 9.774
(Student Gender) + 6.919 (Teacher Gender) + 17.106 (Student Grade Level) + 1.791
(Free or Reduced Price Lunch) + 5.024 (Teacher access to adequate resources) - .918
(Number of years teaching experience), where Student Gender was coded as 0 = Female,
1 = Male, Student Grade Level was coded as 0 = 3" grade, 1 = 5" grade, Free or Reduced
Price Lunch was coded as 0 =No, 1 = Yes, Teacher Gender was coded as 0 = Female, 1 =
Male, Number of years teaching experience was measured in consecutive numbers, and

Teacher access to adequate resources was coded as 0 = No, 1 = Yes.

Student gender was a significant predictor of teacher rating scale scores, (t = -
4.047, p =.000). The value of the slope coefficient was — 9.774 or = -9.774, where
student gender was coded as 0 = Female, 1 = Male. A dichotomous independent variable
such as student gender has a different interpretation than that of continuous independent
variables. In the dichotomous independent variable situation, the value of the slope
coefficient represents the difference in the dependent variable between the two categories
of the dichotomous independent variable (Hardy, 1993). The researcher coded the two
categories of the student gender variable as: 0 = Female and 1 = Male. The comparison
between the two categories was with respect to the category with a value of 0. In this
case, the researcher was comparing male students to female students as female students
were coded as 0. That is, the coefficient represents the difference in predicted teacher
rating scale scores of male students compared to female students. Therefore, going from 0

to 1, is going from female students to male students. As such, the coefficient represents
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the difference in teacher’s rating scale scores for being male students. The predicted
teacher’s rating scale scores for male students were 9.774 points (on average) lower than
female students. In the current study overall, teacher-participants perceived female
students as more responsible than male students at school. Regarding the stated
hypothesis: Ho: There will be no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school based upon student gender, the
researcher rejected the null hypothesis.

Student grade level was a significant predictor of teacher rating scale scores (t =
2.983, p =.004). The value of the slope coefficient was 17.106 or = 17.106, where
student grade level was coded as 0 = 3" grade, 1 = 5" grade. The predicted teacher’s
rating scale scores for 5" graders were 17.106 points (on average) higher than 3™ graders.
In the current study overall, teacher-participants perceived 5" graders as more
responsible than 3™ graders at school. Regarding the stated hypothesis: Ho: There will be
no significant differences in teacher perceptions of student acceptance of individual
responsibility at school based upon student grade level, the researcher rejected the null

hypothesis.

Teacher gender was a significant predictor of teacher rating scale scores (t =
2.556, p =.012). The value of the slope coefficient was 6.919 or g = 6.919, where teacher
gender was coded as 0 = Female, 1 = Male. The predicted teacher’s rating scale scores
generated by male teachers were 6.919 points (on average) higher than that predicted to
be generated by female teachers. In the current study overall, male teacher-participants
perceived students (overall) as more responsible at school than female teachers perceived

students (overall). Regarding the stated hypothesis: Ho: There will be no significant
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stated, “Regardless of socio-economic class, the biggest difference is what the parents tell
their kids because that is what they believe. Also, while discussing socio-economic
status, female teacher 3 stated, “Good parenting means teaching these kids that name
brands don’t matter and that despite what they don’t have, they have to still work hard in
school.” Female teacher 4 stated, “The biggest disadvantage these students have because
of their SES is that they look at their parents and think that’s as good as it gets.” While
discussing student grade level and student gender, female teacher 3 stated, “If the parents
stay on top of them and we do too, ultimately their level of focus should increase as they
get older.” While discussing student gender, female teacher 2 stated, “Parents play a big
role in priorities.”

The researcher’s takeaway from the teacher-participant responses that created this
theme is that parent-influence is generally thought of as an avenue for promoting
behavior at home. However, parent involvement may also enhance children's behavior
and academic performance in school as parents and teachers work together to enhance
social functioning and address problem behaviors.

Theme B: Teacher rapport and connectedness with students influence student
acceptance of individual responsibility at school

Five of the six teacher-participants discussed the influence that teacher rapport
and connectedness has on student acceptance of individual responsibility at school. While
discussing student socio-economic status, male teacher 1 stated, “I do my best to help my
kids and supplement resources. | understand first-hand about haves and have-nots, so | do
whatever I can to help my kids out.” After the researcher expressed admiration for this

notion, male teacher 1 stated, “It has really made a difference in how the kids and I relate
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to each other in class.” While discussing teacher gender, female teacher 1 stated,
“...some kids who don’t have a father figure at home, attach to a male teacher and this
may cause the teacher to connect more to the student.” While discussing number of years
of teaching experience, female teacher 1 stated, “...if you can connect with them early
on, it makes life much simpler.” While discussing teacher gender, male teacher 2 stated,
“I think that it is important for the teacher to talk to the students and build trust.” While
discussing student socio-economic status, female teacher 2 stated, “...I buy them supplies
if they don’t have it.” When further asked by the research how the students respond,
female teacher 2 stated, “They love me. It’s like I’'m a second mom to some of them.”
While discussing teacher gender, female teacher 2 stated, “Students overall respond well
to me because I talk to them and get to know them.” While discussing number of years of
teaching experience, female teacher 2 stated, “It definitely helps when you need to know
your kids.” Female teacher 2 noted that it better helps to address the numerous student
issues that arise on any given day. While discussing student gender, female teacher 4
sated, “I know I have a good relationship with my kids...” Female teacher 4 noted that
with this and interesting content, the students put in an extra effort. While discussing
teacher gender, female teacher 4 noted that getting to know all of her students helps them
to feel safe and comfortable in her classroom.

The researcher’s takeaway from the teacher-participant responses that created this
theme is that teachers are an integral factor contributing to student achievement.
Although curricula, reduced class size, district funding, family and community

involvement all contribute to school improvement and student achievement, one of the
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most influential factors in student success is relationship the student has with his or her
teacher.
Theme C: School programs, activities, and supports influence student acceptance of
individual responsibility at school

Four of the six teacher-participant discussed how school programs, activities, and
supports influence the students’ acceptance of individual responsibility at school. While
discussing number of years of teaching experience, male teacher 1 stated, “We just don’t
always have the support we need to deal with these kids.” When further probed by the
researcher, male teacher 1 noted that there wasn’t enough money in the budget for after
school activities that appeal to all of the students. While discussing teacher access to
adequate resources to support students, male teacher 1 stated, “We definitely need more.
I mean, we are expected to do more with less...” Male teacher 1 noted that the computers
in his classroom are obsolete and some of the keys are missing. Female teacher 1 noted
that students need the support of teachers, but it “...becomes difficult to spare time after
school when there is no money to pay for as many clubs as the students would like.”
Also, while discussing teacher access to adequate resources to support students, female
teacher 3 stated, “Resource could help to make a better classroom environment.” She
further noted that this could make school more interesting and more conducive to
learning. While discussing the students’ role in their own academic success, female
teacher 3 stated, “It helps to get involved in activities like sports or clubs. It teaches a
sense of responsibility that they can apply to their own schooling.” While discussing

teacher access to adequate resources to support students, female teacher 4 stated that
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teaching experience, female teacher 3 stated, “I know which kid is fooling around, who is
lying about studying and who is telling the truth.” When further probed by the researcher
about how this affects her perception of her students, female teacher 3 noted that she has
a good sense of who she can reach, who she can convince to work harder, and who she
won’t even bother trying to reach because it becomes “useless.” While discussing student
grade level and student gender, female teacher 4 stated, ““...they can’t afford to have
missing assignments or be late for class.” While discussing student socio-economic
status, female teacher 4 stated, “They don’t realize that they could do more. They just
have to work hard.”

The researcher’s takeaway from the teacher-participant responses that created this
theme is that student responsibility occurs when students take an active role in their
learning by recognizing they are accountable for their academic success. Student
responsibility is demonstrated when students make choices and take actions which lead
them toward their educational goals.

Quantitative and Qualitative Connections
In this section, the researcher coupled the quantitative data results with the

qualitative data from the interview protocol that supported the quantitative results.

Research Question 3
To what extent do the qualitative results validate the quantitative findings?

As determined in the quantitative phase of the current study, four of the six
independent or predictor variables were significant predictors of the dependent variable
(Teacher’s Rating Scale Scores). The four significant independent variables were Student

Gender (p =.000), Student Grade Level (p =.004), Teacher Gender (p =.012), and



