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Chapter 1: Introduction

School teachers have been found to have an important impact on the
academic, social, and emotional development of students (Alvidrez & Weinstein,
1999; Felner, Ginter, & Primavera, 1982; Furrer & Skinner, 2003; Jennings &
Greenberg, 2009; Skinner & Belmont, 1993). Given the importance of the teaching
role, recent research has begun to examine teachers’ own development and well
being. Educational psychology researchers have made key discoveries alhausteac
beliefs and motivation such as how their interpretations of students’ performance and
behavior relate to their motivation and emotional reactions. For example, #acher
beliefs about the controllability of academic outcomes have been linked to their
motivation and emotional responses in ways similar to students’ beliefs (Reyna
Weiner, 2001; Hammen & deMayo, 1982). Teachers’ attributions are also linked to
their self-described interactions with students (Brophy & McCaslin, 19923eThe
links illustrate both the positive and negative experiences that teachers Hae in t
classroom and how such experiences can be predicted by teachers’ beliefseabout t
changeability of their circumstances as well as those of their styé&rdgs & Buehl,
2008; Frenzel, Goetz, Stephens, & Jacob, 2009; Hammen & deMayo, 1982; Reyna &
Weiner, 2001; Sutton & Wheatley, 2003).

However, compared to students, teachers’ cognitive-emotional processes are
not nearly as explored or well-understood. Moreover, the research literaturaghat
addressed teachers’ beliefs and related emotions most thoroughly —fresearc
teachers’ appraisals and attributions — has produced inconsistent findings. For

example, the emotions that teachers experience following certain studernbtseha



are not always as expected, and often teachers’ subsequent behaviors and
communications to students are also inconsistent (Liljequist & Renk, 2007; Reyna &
Weiner, 2001). Accounting simultaneously for efficacy has complicated thermatt
(Liljequist & Renk, 2007).

How can the educational psychology literature better explain the connection
between teachers’ beliefs about students, their self-directed cognitidrthiea
emotional responses thought to follow from teachers’ thoughts? One relatively
unexplored possibility has emerged through research on implicit theories, a
framework developed by Carol Dweck and her colleagues (Dweck, 2008; Dweck,
Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Dweck and colleagues’ implicit
theory framework introduced an alternative way to understand how people make
sense out of their everyday experiences. In this view, individuals’ beliefs or
“theories” of themselves and their social world can be either flexiblgidr fihe
perspective might be compared to attribution theory in its use of the concepts of
stability and controllability, but it more directly addresses the influefteliefs
about whether or not a person or situation can change or improve and whether or not
efforts to control or influence specific outcomes can be successful (Urdamé&rTur
2005). For example, a teacher might consider her students’ intelligence to be
malleable such that even repeated failure can be overcome.

According to Dweck’s model, implicit theories can influence subsequent
cognitions, motivation, affect, and behaviors in important ways. Empirical work
supports this notion. For instance, elementary and secondary students’ and young

adults’ implicit theories predicted the expectations and judgments that these



individuals formed about their own and others’ capability in achievement settings
(Dweck et al., 1995). Similarly, teachers might form judgments about the figxibil
of students’ capability in the classroom, either expecting stable studérnpence
or believing that changes are possible. Implicit theories have also presticiedts’
emotional reactions to and interpretations of their context-specific sescasd
failures, as well as those of others (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Applyingahis t
teaching contexts, teachers might become excited and feel a challengedaityre
interactions with students, or they might become frustrated and hopeless in thie face
student failure or lack of engagement. Finally, implicit theories have prédicte
students’ task and strategy choice and persistence in academic and sk&iavan
when accounting for their efficacy beliefs concerning their ability topteta these
tasks (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). Similarly, perhaps both implicit theories aicd@ff
in teaching would explain teachers’ motivation more consistently than previous
theoretical frameworks, including how teachers are affected emotidnyatheir
classroom experiences and even their desire to persist in their teacbitgy eff
Despite the usefulness of the implicit theories model as a motivational
framework, it has not been applied in the context of teaching to the extent that
attribution models have. Therefore, the current study extended Dweck and
colleagues’ (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, & Wan, 1999) model
of implicit theories to investigate the link between teachers’ beliefs aheiut
students and themselves, and teachers’ emotional processes. Spectieallyrént
study examined teachers’ implicit theories, sense of teaching gffimad discrete

emotions and burnout symptoms in an attempt to build a fuller picture of teachers’



experiences in the classroom. The next section will introduce the basic implicit

theories framework upon which the study was based.

Model of Implicit Theories and Associated Constructs

Much of the previous research on teachers’ thoughts and emotions has used an
attributional framework - one which defines the causes of specific eventsiby the
locus, stability, and controllability - but the findings about teachers’ remctiave
been inconsistent. In several studies, teachers’ attributions that should have been
stress- or anger-inducing according to theory, were inconsistently atesbwith
outcomes such as distress, depression, and retributive goals (Liljequist & Renk, 2007;
Reyna & Weiner, 2001). Teachers’ negative attributions about students did not
predict, for instance, anger at these students or intentions to punish them as expected
(Butler, 1994; Reyna & Weiner, 2001). In explaining these relationships, the
researchers suggested that other variables such as self-efficacskgnobad factors
like previous training or teaching experience, could impact the associatioreebe
teachers’ attributions and their motivational or emotional outcomes. Expanding on
these possibilities, Weiner (1983) discussed the tendency to find inconsistent
relationships in attribution research by criticizing researchershgstsons that their
participants see causal attributes in the same way as they arel dgfitmeorists; he
commented that "the a priori categorization of causes is accepted withoulecosi
the situation as perceived by the subject” (p. 535). Weiner’s criticistnkghited the
importance of understanding how participants view the various subjects of their

attributions. Studies of teachers yielded inconsistent findings because tieeyotve



accounting for the basic characteristics of attributes like abdithey are defined by
teachers.

A solution to the problem appeared in Dweck and her colleagues’ social-
cognitive research on the implicit theories of students and young adults (Dweck &
Leggett, 1988). Including implicit theories as part of the general category ofigcegni
appraisals or attributions, Dweck described them as individuals’ fundamemtéd bel
about the nature of personal and interpersonal attributes (Molden & Dweck, 2006).
These fundamental beliefs about the nature of attributes like intelligerlig, abd
social behavior allow researchers to account for the problem of erroneous
assumptions about construct meaning; participants can indicate their persasal vie
of the constructs, that is, whether they see them as fixed entities or asbiaadied
changeable. However, while implicit theories have been associated witticspec
emotional and motivational outcomes, this work has not been extended frequently to
studies of teaching.

Findings about teachers’ appraisals of their students and their emotional
experiences (including burnout) seem to parallel the work on implicit theories and
emotions in research on students and young adults (e.g., Bar-Tal & Saxe, 1979;
Hammen & deMayo, 1982; Kokkinos, Panayiotou, & Davazoglou, 2005; Martin,
2006). To date, however, no study has explored the relations between teachers’
implicit theories about specific aspects of their social-acadewes, ltheir efficacy
for affecting students’ social and academic outcomes, and teachetsreho
experiences, all of which likely have an important impact on their teaching. The

existing research, in fact, has yielded inconsistent findings that migkplzened



through applications of Dweck’s model, which describes specific cognitive and
motivational processes that link teachers’ appraisals of attributes witlertin@ional
and goal-related outcomes.

Dweck and Leggett (1988) defined implicit theories as individuals’ domain-
specific conceptions about fundamental human attributes such as ability, pgrsonali
or morality. In self-directed implicit theories, some individuals believetheat own
ability is fixed and cannot be changed; it can simply be demonstrated or proven to
exist. These individuals would be said to hold an entity theory about ability, and the
focus of their achievement goals would be to perform as well as possible given the
unchangeablédrait-like nature of their ability. Other individuals might believe that
their ability is malleable, and that it has the potential to improve and adapt. These
individuals would be said to hold an incremental theory about ability, and the focus of
their goals would be to add to the currstateof their ability; their goal would be to
learn. Thus, Dweck and Leggett stated that a fundamental difference betwgen enti
and incremental theorists is that entity theorists focysrovingtheir ability, while
incremental theorists focus anprovingtheir ability.

What are “theorists,” according to Dweck? Chiu, Hong, & Dweck (1997) say
that “an individual's implicit theory about the fixedness or malleability ofq@eality
sets up an interpretive framework for understanding the social world,” (p. 28). In
other words, a person uses information that is relevant to a specific attribute
differently — and pays attention to and interprets information differently — if her
guiding implicit theory about that attribute is different from others’. Gaher

speaking, a theory might be defined as an organized set of statements tlia¢slescr



explains, and predicts behavior (Berk, 2008). Therefore, with implicit theories,
individuals use their experiences (and attitudes and moods), their intericad dtasd
statements about change and malleability, to describe, explain and make predictions
about others and themselves. Thus, by calling someone a theorist, Dweck is saying
that this person has a basic internal guide for using information in his or her
perceptions. This guide helps the person describe what is happening, explain why it
might have happened, and try to predict with some degree of certainty wkalyis li

to occur in the future. Incremental theorists might tend to base their predictions on
intentions, goals, or other situational and temporary conditions, whereas entity
theorists might be more likely to make a global judgment about who sonsemme

what his or her stable traits are (Molden & Dweck, 2006).

What this means for teachers is that, as teachers attempt to organiaet,instr
and manage their classes, they might be more or less susceptible to &ahlag
judgments of their students based upon only a little information, which could
influence their future interactions. For example, in a vignette study usmngary
transcripts of a murder trial, Dweck and her colleagues examined adultsigntky
of hypothetical defendants. Entity theorists used “character” informduadrignded
to be less relevant to the actual circumstances of the case, whereaentare
theorists used situation-specific information to make their judgments z&hey,

Hong, & Dweck, 1999). Applying this to teaching situations, teachers sometimes
must assess students’ “guilt” or “innocence” in terms of their performamtsocial
behavior, and if teachers with tendencies toward entity thinking are moretbkely

make global trait judgments, they might not notice when students change or improve



their behavior. In contrast, teachers with incremental tendencies migtdrbdikely
to observe subtle differences in behavior or achievement. (see Erdley & Dweck,
1993).

Dweck and her colleagues noted further distinctions between entity and
incremental theorists’ motivational patterns that could help predict tlieatiaé and
behavioral differences. In their research on students and young adults, they found
that entity theorists, who believed that given attributes were fixed, fdcusthe
adequacy of their ability and sought positive evaluations of their ability KBk
Trzesniewski, & Dweck, 2007; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Kammrath & Dweck, 2006).
These individuals tended to avoid challenge in experimental tasks, seekingelke easi
tasks as positive indications of their ability, and they tended to give up when they
encountered resistance or failure. The authors noted that a “helpless pattern”
emerged when entity theorists experienced difficulties. These thdwetsdime
doubtful of their ability, felt frustrated and anxious, and made irrelevant
verbalizations that hindered their successful completion of the task. Both the
effectiveness of their strategies and their overall performanceadsa when they
experienced failure.

In comparison to entity theorists, incremental theorists, who believed that
specific intellectual and interpersonal attributes could be changed, doocudke
improvement of their ability and sought information that would provide feedback
about how they were doing. They tended to use the outcomes of events as part of a
process related to their learning rather than an indication of the product of their

ability, and thus sought challenge in experimental tasks instead of avoiding it. Whe



incremental theorists encountered resistance or failure, Dweck and eagoek

noted that they maintained their focus, and in some cases, did not even define the
feedback as failure. Instead, the authors noted a solution-oriented “masteny’patt
which the participants engaged in task-relevant self-instruction and mmiaati
monitoring, viewed challenge as opportunity, experienced positive affect often in the
form of “unflagging optimism” (Dweck & Leggett, 1988, p. 258), and maintained or
increased their use of effective strategies.

Note that the motivational, affective, and behavioral relationships that Dweck
and colleagues found for the two types of theorists were centered around tké&sr beli
about theirown ability. The authors said that these outcomes were results of the
theorists’ “self-systems,” that is, the combination of the implicit the@mesgoals
(e.g., mastery or performance) which impact how individuals evaluate thvesseld
their capabilities (Dweck, 2008). However, implicit theories are also fdcuse
externally on social relationships and evaluations, such that individuals might form
beliefs about whethathersare able to change or not. For example, people might
hold entity or incremental beliefs about others’ personalities, morality, or
competence. Dweck and colleagues also found patterns in these social implicit
theories as well (Dweck et al., 1995; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). For examplg, entit
theorists, who viewed others’ attributes as fixed or uncontrollable, tended to form a
“jJudgment” orientation, evaluating others’ attributes in order to form future
expectations of them (Molden & Dweck, 2006). Their beliefs about the attributes
tended to be oversimplified. For instance, Dweck et al. (1995) found that, when asked

about whether certain positive or negative behaviors are indicators of another



person’s morality, entity theorists were more likely than incrementatitite to state
that these behaviors implied something about their stable underlying mosal trait
regardless of whether the behaviors were good or bad. Additionally, when cedlleng
or faced with the negative behaviors of others, entity theorists would not initiate or
persist in attempting to resolve social conflicts, or they would rejectrotcapunish

the offending individuals (Dweck, 2008; Dweck et al., 1995). Their affective
reactions in these situations tended to be evaluative as well, such that tbeyoxer
likely than incremental theorists to experience contempt or anger.

Conversely, incremental theorists’ views of others’ attributes asabédler
controllable tended to form a “development” orientation such that their goal was to
understand and possibly improve the attributes of others. When evaluating others’
attributes, they tended to focus more on circumstantial or psychologicakfdaor
could help explain other individuals’ behavior. They focused on analyzing the process
of the behavior rather than making a simplified evaluation. For instance, when asked
about positive or negative behaviors as indicators of another person’s morality,
incremental theorists were less likely than entity theorists to usé exjpéanation,
and instead made more allowances for intent or external social pressures than did
entity theorists (Dweck et al, 1995). Additionally, when faced with socialesiggl
or difficulty, incremental theorists focused on mastering challengesdiading
positive exchanges rather than seeking retribution. Their affectivéoreaténded to
be more symmetrical with the experiences of those who opposed them, such that they
were more likely to feel empathy toward those with whom they were in disagméem

compared to entity theorists.
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In summary, entity theorists seem to be more focused on deciding what kind
of person they or others are, whereas incremental theorists are more focused on
increasing mastery over personal or social circumstances. Thesendderne
beliefs can impact goal choices, interpretations of and responses to various yents a
outcomes, and how people interact with others in their social context. Based on their
beliefs, the amount of control that people assume over events might have a strong
impact on these interactions. Dweck and her colleagues “suggest that the way
something is categorized has important consequences for the way itad;tfixatd
or uncontrollable things that are important will tend to be monitored, measured, and
judged, whereas controllable things that are important will tend to be acted on and
developed” (Dweck & Leggett, 1988, p. 266). This observation has important
implications in teacher practice. Consider, for instance, how teachers whadmoni
and measure” ability would be quite different from those who “develop” it.

In the following sections, Dweck’s model is extended to teachers’ motivation
and experiences, particularly those related to their general interasttbrstudents.

A discussion of Dweck’s model as applied to the teaching context is presented,
followed by specific connections between the model and teachers’ senseaulyeff

and their emotional experiences in the classroom.

Teachers’ Implicit Theories

At times, teachers might ask questions like, “Can students who are failing
improve?”, “Can unmotivated students ever become engaged?”, or “Can disruptive
students learn to get along with others?” Teachers who ask these questiorfeehight

discouraged if they think the answer is no. Brophy and Good (1974) stated that
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teachers’ beliefs in the changeability of their circumstances wérahéte the active
or passive nature of their approaches to teaching. These beliefs carroamfjgoke
about fixed intelligence or personality to those about the flexibility of their
curriculum. Teachers’ implicit theories can impact both their internal mmthadt
processes and their social interactions. As noted earlier, researchdindimggrning
students and adults have linked implicit theories to the amount of effort and
persistence exhibited in achievement settings (Molden & Dweck, 2006), emotional
and motivational responses to failure (Dweck, 2008; Dweck & Leggett, 1988;
Molden & Dweck, 2006; Tamir, John, Srivastava, & Gross, 2007), or even the
amount of help offered to and received from others (Fives & Buehl, 2008; Heslin,
Vandewalle, & Latham, 2006; Tamir et al., 2007). Similar investigations within
teaching contexts could reveal key links between teachers’ beliefs and the
motivational and emotional consequences of their attributions.

When considered as a subset of teachers’ attributions about their students,
implicit theories might be quite powerful in determining teachers’ respooses
stressful stimuli. Implicit theory researchers have found that even irtiomthat is
potentially threatening to one’s identity or sense of self, when paired with an
incremental theory, can be adapted into positive motivational and emotional
outcomes such as persistence in academic tasks, resilience in emotiohaing!l
and positivity in social interactions (Dweck, 2008; Dweck et al., 1995; Molden &
Dweck, 2006; Tamir et al., 2007). The authors state that incremental theorists

interpret even failure outcomes as information that can be used for improvement
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instead of a fixed, unhappy ending; they still see the potential for goainattai
rather than simply thwarted, unachievable goals.

What implications do these findings about implicit theories have for teaching?
When teachers are faced with undesired classroom outcomes such as siudent fai
or unruly behavior, perhaps entity theorists would believe that their students are
incapable of significant improvement, whereas incremental theorists woiddebel
that their students’ circumstances are changeable and controllable.@figcdiven
that implicit theories provide an explanation for how individuals react (e.g., with
approach or avoidance of tasks in immediate contexts, in their experiences of
emotions, and in their long-term academic behavior and relationships; Tamir et al.,
2007) and how they cope (Hong et al., 1999), a better understanding of these and
related processes in teaching contexts could be helpful for teaching w.aatigkcit
theories could help explain individual differences in teachers’ efficacy famowmng
students’ achievement and classroom behavior, the emotions that teacheene&peri
or even their development of burnout over time. Such explanations could then be used
to maintain or improve teacher effectiveness and to develop supportive instructional
contexts.

The current study applies the implicit theory model to teachers’ general
beliefs about students’ ability and behavior, and examines how this model might be
used to explain teachers’ efficacy and emotions. The previous section addressed
general research about implicit theories and how it can be applied to teddier
next section will address the relationship between implicit theories areffsedicy,

and the implications that this relationship has for teaching contexts.
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Teaching Efficacy

Self-efficacy is an important part of Dweck’s model as a link between lay
theories and motivated behavior. Self-efficacy is defined as an individuaés theit
he or she is capable of performing some context-specific future goal or task(Ba
1989a; Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, Gerbino, & Pastorelli, 2003). While both
entity and incremental theorists have varying levels of efficacy acgpraliDweck,
the relation between efficacy and behavior differs for each type of theosistkD
and Leggett (1988) found that high-efficacy entity and incremental theebogt tend
to exhibit mastery patterns in achievement and social settings. Instpntngn low
in efficacy, incremental theorists continue to exhibit mastery patterngvout |
efficacy entity theorists begin to exhibit helpless patterns, in which tlugivation
and performance deteriorate.

The association between implicit theory types and efficacy can be edtiende
understanding instructional practices, classroom management, and teachers’
emotions. Teaching efficacy, individual teachers’ beliefs that they carahaoesitive
impact on students’ achievement despite barriers (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007), is
commonly thought of in three ways: efficacy for classroom management, student
engagement, and instructional practices (Tschannen-Moran & Wolfolk Hoy, 2001).
High teaching efficacy is related to adaptive teaching practicesasyatovision of
student choice (Flowerday & Schraw, 2000), increased teacher motivation such as
intentions to provide needed assistance to students (Brady & Woolfson, 2008), and
positive emotional experiences in the classroom (Fives, Hamman, & Olivarez, 2007)

Teachers with high efficacy might experience more positive emotions stetliag
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relaxed, happy, and optimistic compared to low efficacy teachers. In contrast,
teachers with low efficacy might feel more anxious, sad, ashamed, or, guailtypver
time, these might be the teachers who are most at risk for burnout and depression
(Hammen & deMayo, 1982; Winograd, 2003; Zembylas, 2007). Bandura (1989a)
noted that “[s]elf-judgments of operative capabilities function as one set afialox
determinants of how people behave, their thought patterns, and the emotional
reactions they experience in taxing situations” (p. 42). Despite this agsociat
between emotions and self-efficacy, little research has addresseddbsspof how
teaching efficacy is connected to emotions like anger or happiness (Sutton &
Wheatley, 2003).

Dweck’s model has been used to guide research on efficacy and motivational-
emotional outcomes in other populations, and it is therefore a good candidate for
making predictions about such relationships in teaching contexts. In the currgnt stud
teachers’ efficacy for classroom management and instructional psactilt be of
focus in order to account for how teachers’ implicit theories might be relatedhto bot
social and academic functioning in students. The two categories were chosen because
of their expected relation to teachers’ implicit theories about students. iEqegif
efficacy for instructional practices can be thought to relate mostykoseeachers’
theories about student ability in that they both concern student learning. Similarl
efficacy for classroom management can be thought to relate most ¢wsedyghers’
theories about student behavior in that they both concern students’ ability to behave
appropriately. While efficacy for student engagement will likely als@ lsamme

bearing on the emotional outcomes of teaching, it does not overlap conceptually with
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the constructs of student ability and social behavior specifically, so it mighie as
effective a predictor given that the efficacy construct tends to be domain and even
task-specific (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). The following
section further elaborates on the applications of implicit theories in teabhough

an examination of the link between implicit theories and teachers’ emotions.

Teachers’ Emotional Experiences

Emotions are viewed as an adaptive component of human functioning in that
positive and negative emotional reactions provide both feedback about goal
achievement and motivation to attempt to achieve goals (Keltner & Gross, 1999;
Lazarus, 1995). For example, emotions can be described as multicomponential
“processes that relate environmental input to adaptive output” over time (Gross, 1998;
Keltner & Gross, 1999, p. 472). This means that emotions can link people’s
attributions about causal objects to their personal goals and perceptions afnvhat ¢
be done to maintain goal outcomes (Russell, 2003), connecting current “input”
conditions and perceptions to “output” — what should be done next. With respect to
teachers, knowledge about this process can lead to an understanding of how emotions
are related to teaching and classroom interactions as well as to opportanities
provide support in teaching contexts. In particular, given recent research findings
about teachers’ experiences of specific positive and negative emotionEr@ngel,

Goetz, Pekrun, & Wartha, 2006), teachers’ experiences of burnout (Chang, 2009),
and the association between stressful teaching experiences and teankersf se

efficacy (e.g., Fives et al., 2007), examination of teachers’ implicitigeecould
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provide an important link between their teaching efficacy and emotions, patyicular
those that could negatively impact their performance and interactions wdtmss.

Dweck and colleagues found that negative emotions such as anxiety and
frustration are associated with helpless patterns in students and youngveueréas
positive emotions such as enthusiasm and enjoyment are associated with mastery
patterns (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Hong et al., 1999). Additionally, in helpless
patterns, individuals distract themselves from their tasks and goals and sesnetim
begin to dissociate themselves so that they value the task less over tinnstdurg,
Dweck and Leggett (1988) noted that students who were encountering difficulties
while completing concept formation problems would sometimes alter the rukgk or
about irrelevant activities in which they were more successful. In pasterns,
however, individuals maintained or increased their focus on solving problems
relevant to the task as a way of coping with challenges (Dweck & Leggett, 1988;
Hong et al., 1999). In these studies, individuals who exhibited mastery patterns
seemed unconcerned about failure entirely; rather than offer explanatiavisyf
they were unsuccessful, they became more engaged in self-monitorindgfand se
instruction, and they were excited about the opportunity in the challenge. In applying
the implicit theory model to teaching contexts, there are several pathbelcan be
made for teachers’ emotional experiences.

Emotions are an important aspect of teaching. Sustained negative experiences
in particular can hinder teachers’ effectiveness and student interachdrsgra
permeate other aspects of teachers’ lives (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008; Hagbés

McPherson, Kearney, & Plax, 2003; Sadowski, Blackwell, & Willard, 1986). Frenzel
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et al. (2009) suggest that consistent experiences of particular kinds of emations (
pleasant or unpleasant) can affect teachers’ motivation and their interaations w

their students. Even emotional expressions that teachers attempt to condeal ca
perceived by and have an effect on their students (Frenzel et al., 2009; McPherson et
al., 2003). Additionally, attribution research has found relations between effort
attributions for failure and teachers’ anger, because teachers sta%ffalleable,

or controllable by students (Butler, 1994). However, a consistent lack of effort in
students, while interpreted as changeable, also leads teachers to exactesnits

in the future; their anger may increase or turn to helplessness (Givvin, Stipek,
Salmon, & MacGyvers, 2001; Reyna & Weiner, 2001).

Along these lines, teachers who experience negative emotions like anger and
helplessness over a sustained period might be at risk for certain copingtficul
such as excessive stress and burnout (Hammen & deMayo, 1982; Kieschke &
Schaarschmidt, 2008; Yoon, 2002). Such difficulties are not only unhealthy for
teachers, but they can harm the teacher-student relationship, which can adieat st
motivation and learning as well. Burnout is described as emotional and physical
exhaustion or depletion related to individuals’ work conditions (Fives et al., 2007).
While emotional depletion or exhaustion tends to be most emphasized in the
literature, depersonalization and reduced personal accomplishment have also been
discussed (Fives et al., 2007; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1997). Emotional
exhaustion occurs when teachers feel out of energy and resources resatting fr
investing too much of themselves in their work. Depersonalization occurs when

teachers feel negative, cynical emotions toward students, and this mayaitec
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teachers treat their students. Finally, teachers who feel a reducedfspas®onal
accomplishment evaluate themselves poorly, are unhappy with teaching,land fee
distressed, as if they have failed (Fives et al., 2007).

Given Dweck’s findings of helpless patterns in low efficacy individuals who
tend toward entity thought patterns, it is reasonable to expect teachers with these
motivational tendencies to be most likely to suffer burnout. Indeed, researchers have
already shown a connection between low efficacy and negative coping in young
adults (Tamir et al., 2007), and entity theorists tend to see effort as plegsnof a
role in determining their success than incremental theorists do in detegrthieir
success (Hong et al., 1999; Tamir et al, 2007). Considering that incremertaltseac
would be expected to persist in their problem solving efforts with students, this
tendency might make them prone to burnout, too, since they might throw themselves
into their work longer than is emotionally healthy for them. However, Dweck (1999)
noted that incremental theorists are perfectly capable of knowing wheretam+
they are just buffered from the perception that failure is a reflectioniofsthéc
ability. Instead, it is feedback, perhaps about what to do differently in order to
succeed the next time.

The current study, described next, will attempt to bridge gaps in the Ireratu
by combining teachers’ implicit theories with their efficacy and emotiona

experiences in a single investigation.

The Current Study

The goal of the current project is to examine relations among teachers’

implicit beliefs, efficacy toward teaching, and emotional experiencesdBan
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Dweck’s model, teachers’ implicit theory categorizations will be usegploe
whether teaching efficacy and emotional experiences relate diffete the theory
types (see Figure 1). The types of implicit theories that are of intenesern
teachers’ entity or incremental beliefs about students’ academic apititgocial
behavior. Teaching efficacy will be examined in a way that is specific ¢bitepn
practices and classroom management, thus paralleling implicit theloes a
students’ ability and social behavior. Finally, teachers’ emotional expesavitt be
examined concerning the experience of both positive and negative emotions (i.e.,
enjoyment, anxiety, and anger) and teachers’ experiences of symptoms of burnout
(i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal
accomplishment).

The sample consists of 183 U.S. high school teachers from mostly Mid-
Atlantic states. Most teachers chose to participate based on informatied ahitdr
them about the study from their principal after school district approval; a féw hig
school teachers also participated who heard about the study via word of mouth. The
constructs were measured using Likert-type scale measures fanititmglories,

efficacy, and emotion, as described above, and compared quantitatively.

Research Questions and Predictions

1. To what extent do high school teachers fall into unique classes that are
consistent with their implicit theory beliefs about student abiity and
social behaviof?
The answer to this question will establish the structure of teachers’ beliefs

about students’ academic and social ability. Given the dichotomous nature of
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Teachers’ Implicit Theories

Implicit Theory Tendency (beliefs about student ability and social bet)avi

Entity Tendency Incremental Tendency
Teaching Efficacy Hi T. Efficacy Lo T. Efficacy Hi/Lo Efficacy
(for instruction and
classroom management
Emotion (+) Emotions (-) Emotions (+) Emotions
(discrete emotions Lo Burnout Hi Burnout Lo Burnout

enjoyment, anxiety,
anger;burnout
emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization,
reduced personal
accomplishment)

Figure 1.Conceptual Links Among Implicit Theories, Efficacy, and Emotions Based orclD{#609)
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the implicit theory concept in distinguishing between entity and incremental
theories, this question is designed to test the current data for the presence or
absence of multiple classes, which might correspond to different ways of
thinking about the flexibility of students’ attributes. The outcome of this
guestion will determine whether subsequent questions will address implicit
theories as continuous or discontinuous variables corresponding to
incremental and entity beliefs.

. To what extent does teachers’ efficacy for instruction and management
covary with their implicit beliefs?

Prediction: According to Dweck’s previous findings, no significant relagon i
expected between efficacy and implicit theories such that higher and lower
efficacy are equally likely for incremental or entity beliefs.

. To what extent are teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences,
including burnout symptoms, predicted by teachers’ implicit theores?
Prediction: Incremental theories are expected to relate significant

positively to positive emotions (i.e., enjoyment), and negatively to negative
emotions (i.e., anxiety and anger) and symptoms of burnout (i.e., emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and low sense of personal accomplishment)
such that incremental theories are predictive of adaptive emotional outcomes.
Conversely, entity theories are expected to relate significantly ayadively

to positive emotions and positively to negative emotions and burnout,

indicating less adaptive emotional outcomes.
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4. To what extent do implicit theory beliefs and efficacy explain jointly
teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences, including bunmn®
What does a consideration of both variables’ interaction explain about
teachers’ emotional experiences beyond their individual contributins?
Predictions: Following previous implicit theory findings in other populations,
incremental theories are expected to be related positively to positiveoemoti
regardless of high or low efficacy. However, entity theories are expeched t
related positively to positive emotions as long as efficacy scores are@iso hi
but to be related positively to negative emotions with lower efficacy scares. |
this description, “positive emotions” refer to high positive emotions
(enjoyment), low negative emotions (anxiety and anger), and low burnout
symptoms (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and low personal
accomplishment). “Negative emotions” refer to low positive emotions
(enjoyment), high negative emotions (anxiety and anger), and high levels of

burnout symptoms.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

Introduction

In many achievement contexts, children are taught from an earlhatge t
natural intelligence is the sole means to learning and achievemerduRdstiin
U.S. culture, many parents praise their children’s successes by,sa&nge so
smart,” (Dweck, 1999). However, there are also many adages and wordslofmwvi
that encourage us to persist in achievement settings by rejecting ¢Ratthelief
(e.g., “Some of the world's greatest feats were accomplished by peoptaarot
enough to know they were impossible” — attributed to American journalist Doug
Larson). Evidence of the major difference between the two ways of thinking irise
the emotions experienced during academic and social challenges. Forenstanc
Dweck and her colleagues have found that those who rely on intelligence often
become afraid or irritated if they cannot solve a problem with minimal to @i@der
effort, which is a possible indication that their intelligence is insuffici@hereas
those who rely on continuous effort to solve problems often remain encouraged to
persist (Diener & Dweck, 1978; Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

What happens if divergent ways of thinking about intelligence and other
attributes operate in teachers, whose impact on students’ motivation and achievement
has been well-documented (e.g., Hamre, Pianta, Downer, & Mashburn, 2007)? What
are the implications for teachers’ emotions, and how does this relate tdfihacye
in the face of students’ academic and social challenges? Dweck’s irtipioites
framework is one framework that can be used to understand how teachers’ thoughts

about students and their emotions related to teaching are connected to one another.
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Specifically, the application of Dweck’s implicit theories frameworkglasn beliefs
about the flexibility or stability of fundamental attributes, might extend theadoot
research on teachers’ appraisals, which has revealed important connecti@enbet
cognitions and emotions in teaching. The framework also can be used to explore these
relations with respect to the self-efficacy construct, which is an imp@saeict of
teachers’ self-theories and also relates to social behavior in teaching

In this chapter, research on implicit theories will be presented and désicribe
terms of the distinctions between the two main theory types: entity and imtae¢me
theories. These two types will then be explored with respect to their connection to
self-efficacy, which has been studied more extensively in research bmgeac
Finally, the relation between implicit theories and emotions will be exaimnin
including a discussion of burnout. Where little research exists on teachers’
experiences, the review will include findings in other populations, typicegigarch
with students and occasionally other adult professionals. The goal of the reveew is t
gain a sense of a motivational process in which the tenets of the implicietheori
framework are tested. In particular, the review explores the exteii¢b the
implicit theories framework can provide a clear motivational connection betwee
teachers’ thoughts about students and teachers’ self-efficacy anddtieres that
they experience in the classroom. Specifically, the review explores hibtheve
framework’s concepts of entity and incremental theories might applgtbdes’
general motivational experiences and how they integrate with the concepts of

teaching self-efficacy and emotions in particular.
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Implicit Theory Background

As noted by motivation researchers, it is often individuals’ interpretations of
the causes of outcomes, rather than simply the outcomes themselves, thtteiffect
motivation and emotional reactions. In educational contexts, for instance, gacher
reactions are often affected by how teachers interpret students’ achig\zrde
social behavior. Traditionally, this connection between cognitions and motivation has
been demonstrated in research on teachers’ attributions, their interprethtidns
unexpected or undesirable events occur (Weiner, 1985). However, in traditional
attribution research, teachers’ interpretations of the causes of studemestcave
been studied in a way that prescribes how certain attributes are ca§dreaeer,
1983). Primarily, attributions about students’ effort are often restricted to
categorizations as temporary or unstable, internal, and controllable in naturegasvher
ability is categorized as stable, internal, and uncontrollable. This meamsstéorce,
that students who fail due to low ability have little chance of controlling orgatgin
their future outcomes, and for the most part, the research on teachers’ emotions
corresponding to such interpretations has supported this generalization. However,
some studies have shown discrepant connections or have lacked a connection
between teachers’ attributions about such student outcomes and their subsequent
reactions and goals. This discrepancy suggests that not all teachers tisizukéne
way about students’ fundamental attributes and behaviors, at least not in terms of the
stability and controllability of attributes like ability and effort.

A different way of addressing the problem of how to categorize attributes has

been presented in the implicit theories approach. In their early reseéncttwadents,
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Dweck and her colleagues tried to understand why a group of students might have
similar ability, but some of them tend to give up when presented with challenge — a
helpless pattern - while the others persist and seem to flourish in challerslisg @
mastery-oriented pattern (Diener & Dweck, 1978). Their research led them t
emphasize the importance of malleability in beliefs about fundamental atritod

the role of effort. Dweck identified two modes of thinking about fundamental human
attributes, and she referred to each mode as a type of basic “theory” suclophat pe
could hold either an entity theory or an incremental theory about a particulauteattr

An entity theory ascribes a fixed quality to attributes such that they cannottbe bui
upon or adapted, only measured as a permanent trait. Thus, attributes are seen as
unchanging entities. An incremental theory, conversely, allows for flexiand
malleability in attributes such that they can be adapted and developed —thy ca
built upon in increments (Molden & Dweck, 2006). The description of such beliefs as
theories comes from people’s tendency to form ideas about how to explain and make
predictions about their own and others’ fundamental attributes or charactedstis

also the case with attributions. Thus, these ideas might be thought of as rudimentary
theories, because they attempt to describe, explain, or predict behavior inianteffic
way (Berk, 2008).

Dweck noted that implicit theories are often stable, but they are not
unchangeable. She noticed that most people tend to apply a predominant implicit
theory — entity or incremental — across contexts in consistent waysigdtseem
trait-like (Dweck, 1999). However, despite often predictable tendencies to apply

certain theories, people’s thoughts and interpretations can vary acrosersstaaitil
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even in similar situations at different times, and they are responsive tdieduca

training, and other developmental influences, which will be discussed below.

The Role of Effort

The role of effort emerged in Dweck’s research as an important way to
distinguish between implicit theories, particularly with respect to enaition
outcomes. For entity theorists, exerting effort indicates low abilitgumsethose who
are “smart enough” or “good enough” at something should be able to do it with ease.
When a task is challenging, entity theorists tend to become worried, anxiouslyor eas
discouraged (Dweck, 1999). In contrast, incremental theorists see effort as yprobabl
the most important influence contributing to their success. Current refapens
abilities, or circumstances can change, according to incremental thesmibts
therefore effort is necessary for creating that change. In gernena,is positive
emotionality associated with this kind of flexible thinking. For instance, akver
studies have documented the benefits of flexible beliefs for a broad rangge of a
groups from school-aged children to adults. Flexible beliefs predict finding vadue a
enjoyment in academic work, obtaining a higher GPA, improved conscientiousness
and effort in learning, persistence despite obstacles, social outreach drdl conf
resolution, and help-seeking (Blackwell et al., 2007; Dweck, 2008; Gervey et al.,
1999; Kammrath & Dweck, 2006; Karafantis & Levy, 2004). In each of these studies,
the authors make a distinction between entity and incremental theoristasnotethe
role of effort. Effort isfutile for the entity theorist, because if ability is natural and
cannot be enhanced, then adding more effort only demonstrates weakness.

Conversely, effort igssentiafor the incremental theorist.
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Thus, if ability is achieved, according to the incremental theorist, then isffort
key to that achievement. Using likability as an example, if entity the@igierience
social rejection, they might conclude after only one instance that they dcableh
a trait quality — and experience dejection. In contrast, incrementaldtsemight
meet rejection with the explanation that maybe they said something inapf@apria
the person who rejected them was having a bad day. These theorists miggdl still
awkward or sad, yet there would be hope for future improvement as well, and within
reason, they might decide to try again later. Thus, the difference betntégn e
theorists and incremental theorists is that, for incremental theoristsislzere
openness to possibility that leads to positive emotion in the face of difficulty.

The next section will describe available literature on implicit tkesoand
similar frameworks for evidence to suggest that teachers hold differgintitm
theories. In particular, it will make conclusions based on evidence that teaggbets
hold different beliefs about students, particularly in terms of the malligyadsfli
students’ ability and social behavior. The first subsection examines howghetim
theories framework has been studied in other populations. Then the limited research
on teachers’ implicit theories is discussed specifically. Finally, sufrttee more
extensive literature on teachers’ appraisals about students’ intelligedd®havior

is discussed, particularly regarding how much these attributes can change

Judgments About Others
An extensive amount of Dweck’s research has involved implicit theories
about others’ attributes, and she has observed specific emotional outcomes that result

from entity or incremental theories. For instance, when participantsasieee to
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explain others’ behavior, their answers could be separated broadly into two
categories: making judgments of others or considering the circumstahnicés v
changed, might help them to develop (Dweck & Leggett 1988; Dweck et al., 2005).
Entity theorists tended to see others’ behavior in a static way, such that gnce the
made a judgment, they were less likely to change it than incremental thdemigts
theorists often formed quick judgments and stereotypes based on superficial or
arbitrary qualities, and they tended to describe people with respect to trats ra
than situational context; incremental theorists tended to consider circuesstatioer
than character information, and they were more open to new information in making
decisions rather than making quick judgments or conforming to stereotypesk(Dwec
et al., 1995; Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997; Levy, Plaks, Hong, Chiu, & Dweck, 2001).
For example, Gervey et al. (1999) used vignettes describing a murder triahtmex
adults’ judgments of hypothetical defendants. Entity theorists tended te drat
“character” information, information about defendants that tended to bias the
participants toward certain conclusions, and that was irrelevant to the adeal c
facts. Thus, information such as whether a defendant had tattoos or was weatting a s
and tie in the vignettes was important to entity theorists in making judgments about
guilt or innocence. In contrast, incremental theorists used situatiotalrfasrder to
make their judgments, and their decisions were unaffected by dispositional
information presented about the defendant.

The above studies suggest that entity theorists are more prone to use trait
information and group stereotyping than incremental theorists, who tend to consider

situational factors as did the participants in the jury study (Dweck et 8b; L8vy
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et al., 2001). Chiu et al. (1997) described entity and incremental theorists as
“differentially liable” to potentially biasing information. This meanst thiatity and
incremental theorists may not be equally susceptible to or affectedtbipdsed
stereotyping. The authors found that when making social judgments, entity theorists
seemed to absorb trait information and stereotypes more readily than inctementa
theorists, who used a broader array of information to form their expectations and
interpretations of events.

These findings have important implications if similar tendencies exist i
teaching contexts. If teachers who hold an entity theory form judgments of student
that undermine their goals to help students improve, then their interactions with
students will likely be very different from those of incremental theorishexs.

Exploring these kinds of beliefs will add to current understandings about teachers in
important ways. Specifically, if the distinction between entity and impheibties is
meaningful for teaching contexts, it might help explain why teacherdigaagdn
previous appraisal studies have differed from traditional theoretical expestédee

e.g., Reyna & Weiner, 2001).

Teachers’ Beliefs About Students

Although research on teachers’ implicit theories about students’ attributes is
not very common compared to research in other populations, there is some general
evidence of implicit theories in teaching and other professions. Researblaghat
been conducted in management contexts will also be included in this section because

of managers’ similar position of leadership or other developmental guidance of
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groups of people who are working toward common goals, and often require training
and education to reach those goals.

Research in teaching contexts has suggested that implicit theories function i
teachers, although the evidence is limited. Studies of K-12 teachers’ béluefs
student ability have found differences in entity versus incremental thinking in
teachers and related these differences to the amount of control teachased)mrer
students, their efficacy, and even their support of 1Q testing for giftedBassd-
Cepero & McCoach, 2009; Midgley, Feldlaufer, & Eccles, 1988; Looney, 2003).
Across studies, higher control was associated with entity versusiectal thinking,
and higher efficacy was associated with incremental versus entikyrti Entity
theorists were also more likely to endorse 1Q-based testing fodmgf$s, although
there was no correlation between incremental thinking and endorsement pfemulti
approaches to measuring intelligence, as Garcia-Cepero and McCoach (2009)
expected. Other constructs have also been explored in teachers’ theoriesygncludi
teachers’ thoughts about the nature of teaching ability. In their caseo$tudy
practicing and pre-service teachers’ perceptions of whether teadtilitg is inborn,
Fives and Buehl (2008) identified several themes in teachers’ thinking thaitedla
spectrunof beliefs rather than a clear separation between entity and incremental
beliefs. The themes that emerged were: 1) teaching is an innate, inborn, dr natura
ability or talent, 2) it is somewhat innate but requires polish, 3) it is innate for some
but learned for others, 4) it is learned entirely, and 5) it is a calling ¢ &éngheir
discussion, the authors expressed the most concern for those who viewed ability as

innate for two reasons: if teachers with entity-type beliefs ever serugtil teaching
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effectively, they might be less receptive to assistance if they thinki¢laeining
talent is insufficient because it cannot improve. Also, as mentors, these teachers
might be more likely to think that developing teachers do not belong in the classroom
if they are not already good at teaching, and they might be less bkeqjd
developing teachers to improve. Conversely, Fives and Buehl expressed the most
approval of teachers who believed that teaching is a learned ability béoayse
would be most receptive to teacher education - both as mentors and as those being
trained — and they also might be more resilient when difficulties aribeindaily
classroom interactions. Their observation that there was substantial ovewaprbet
theory types is one that will be revisited.

Implicit theories have also been explored in other management contexts
outside of teaching. In a series of studies involving the implicit theoriesichgers
and their ratings by subordinates, entity theorist managers were ratesirby
employees as less willing to invest in helping others to improve (Heslin, Vandewall
& Latham, 2006). In a targeted training of entity theorists, however, managers
exposed to training that involved incremental thinking did respond to what the
authors referred to as “induced incrementalism” (Heslin et al., 2006, p. 895).
Compared to a group that received training without an incremental component, the
induced managers were more willing to train a hypothetical employee who had
performed poorly, they offered more suggestions for coaching, and their soggesti
were of higher quality than non-induced managers. These findings provide evidence

similar to Dweck’s (Hong et al., 1999) that theories can be induced, at least
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temporarily, and are especially promising for possible applications initgach

contexts.

Implicit Theories and Efficacy

When considering teachers’ thoughts about students, what role does efficacy
play? When teachers think about students’ potential, does this relate to tbayeffi
to teach their students effectively? Teaching efficacy is connectealctoets’
emotional and social experiences in the classroom and so is of interest in this study
Teaching efficacy has been explored in appraisal research, and is considerad to be
key component of teachers’ thought processes in predicting their emotiactadms.

This component delineates how teachers with different efficacy levelseald to
have different emotional experiences in the classroom; for example, teathdmsv
efficacy for teaching a subject might experience higher anxiety thahdes with
higher efficacy. Research also shows differences in teacher-studesattiotes as
well as student achievement for teachers with high versus low efficacldinen-
Moran et al., 1998). The following discussion expands on these findings.

Bandura (1993) described general self-efficacy as “people’s beliefs thieaut
capabilities to exercise control over their own level of functioning and over events
that affect their lives. Efficacy beliefs influence how people feel, thinkiviatet
themselves, and behave” (p. 118). Expanding on this general definition, teacher (or
teaching) efficacy refers to teachers’ beliefs that they can hpesitve impact on
their students’ academic and/or social outcomes despite situational andwaintex
barriers (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001), and

is one of the more frequently studied constructs in teaching motivation. The first
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descriptions and measurements of teaching efficacy originated with ti® RA
studies, which used two simple items aimed at tapping teachers’ beliefskabout t
extent of their contribution to students’ outcomes, given that other groups and
contexts also determined students’ outcomes (see Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy,
& Hoy, 1998, for review). These items were, “When it comes right down to it, a
teacher really can’t do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance
depends on his or her home environment,” and “If | really try hard, | can get through
to even the most difficult or unmotivated students” (Armor et al., 1976 cited in
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998, p. 204). The RAND items distinguished general
teaching efficacy (GTE; first item) from personal teachingcatfy (PTE; second
item) to form overall teaching efficacy (TE).

The initial teaching efficacy construct in the RAND studies was predicf
a number of outcomes, including student achievement, teacher stress, and teacher-
student interactions during classroom instruction. Many studies followed whidh use
a combination of the same and different measures, in which the researeldeis tri
improve upon the original items. Often, researchers increased the number and
specificity of the items in order to improve reliability and capture finer dgioas of
the constructs, such as math or science, or special education contexts. The subsequent
measures by authors such as Gibson and Dembo, Guskey, and even Bandura, were
largely successful to some degree, in that they maintained their correlatiorisen
original RAND items as well as their relations to both student and teachenmsgc
(Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). However, their attempts to obtain context- and

subject-specificity and therefore predictive strength sometimssdrguestions about
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their items possibly beingpo specific such that they might not be useful beyond very
narrow applications.

Tschannen-Moran et al. (1998) reviewed the various scales and their
correlates. Overall, the RAND items, the TLC (Teachers' Locus of CorRaie &
Medway, 1981), the RSA (Responsibility for Student Achievement - based on
Weiner's attribution dimensions - Guskey, 1981), and the Webb Efficacy Scale
(Ashton, Olejnik, Crocker, & McAuliffe, 1982) revealed positive correlations
between higher teaching efficacy and higher student achievement. @tties $tave
supported this finding, associating higher teacher efficacy with improved student
performance and classroom behavior across several domains (Ashton, 1985; Looney,
2003). Efficacy was also shown to be correlated with teachers’ willingoess
implement innovations, their willingness to stay in the teaching field, lowessst
(including that caused by student behavior), lower negative affect, and fewer negative
student interactions (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Additional studies further
supported these findings (Guskey, 1982; Yoon, 2002). For example, in a study of
elementary and secondary teachers based on Weiner’s attribution theory Guske
(1982) found that when faced with successful and unsuccessful classroom situations
in general, teachers tended to credit more internal responsibility forssesaman for
failures. When students failed, the teachers emphasized insufficient stifiolént e
more than insufficient ability to teach, which would imply that they could notrobtai
different results with different classes.

Overall, findings revealed that teachers with high efficacy appeakitteir

teaching with confidence, encouraged their students to take academic riskedand us
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effective teaching strategies (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). Comparech&rseac
with low efficacy, high efficacy teachers experienced more enthus@stieaiching,
resilience to setbacks, and willingness and determination to work through student
difficulties themselves rather than refer students (Ashton, 1985; Tschannen-Moran e
al., 1998). Conversely, fitting with Bandura’s general conceptualization of self-
efficacy in which lower efficacy is characterized by negative affeahura, 1993),
teachers with lower efficacy experienced more anxiety, anger, and slepres
symptoms than teachers with high efficacy, and they were more likely to be
dissatisfied with their jobs and leave the profession (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998;
Yoon, 2002). Low teacher efficacy was also associated with burnout symptoms and
patterns of self-handicapping (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Thus, self-efficacy has
been well-established in its relevance for teaching contexts in generaithnd w
respect to teachers’ emotional outcomes in particular.

In terms of teacher development, teachers with more years of expenience o
specialized training were more confident about their ability to teach tmeicudum
and exercise classroom management (Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). Loa2@33) (
study of high school teachers revealed that efficacy for classroomgement and
for instructional practices was related positively to years of teaexipgrience .
Additionally, across suburban, urban, and rural contexts, student teachers reported
higher efficacy following their training (Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008),
particularly when they received strong guidance in their programs. FuUfihes et

al. (2006) found an increase over time in the relation between high provision of
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guidance, higher efficacy, and lower symptoms of burnout by the end of student
teaching.

Context, however, does appear to play a role. Student teachers’ sense of
collective efficacy tended to be lower overall in urban contexts compared to other
contexts (Knoblauch & Woolfolk Hoy, 2008). Collective efficacy is the perception
that the school faculty can have a positive impact on students, and while it is not of
focus of the current study, it does relate to teachers’ experiences of pasdive
negative events in the school setting.

Additional research has further connected teachers’ efficacytdidheir
experiences of emotion. In a study that examined the effect of Irish te'qobsitive
and negative experiences on their efficacy and commitment to teaching,nylorga
Ludlow, Kitching, O’Leary, and Clarke (2010) suggested that positive events are
perceived differently than negative events, and that each has a qualitafiezgndi
effect on teachers’ efficacy. The authors suggested that it is not so mucestecer
of negative events that impacts teachers’ efficacy as the absencéigéments. In
this way, even if students fail or misbehave, for instance, teachers mligieesti
powerful to help them improve if they have other positive experiences or receive
helpful support. Similarly, Guskey (1987) also posited that efficacy functions
differently given positive versus negative performance outcomes becauese thes
outcomes are discrete dimensions that do not fall on a continuum from positive to
negative. According to Guskey, positive outcomes are experienced in a different way

from negative ones, and thus will provide qualitatively different feedback to tesacher
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with respect to their efficacy (as is the case with hedonic bias, in whidietsa
might blame students for failure but take credit for students’ successes).

The authors discussed above emphasized the importance of considering how
teachers perceive events that are in line with or in opposition to their tegcdailsg
how their interpretations of such events are related to their efficatgaiching, and
the impacts that these interpretations might have on their emotional expeaedce
ability to cope. Efficacy tends to vary by context, even within the same teachers
(Woolfolk Hoy, Hoy, & Davis, 2009) and efficacy might be enhanced in supportive
contexts such as in schools with a responsive administration that givesiciebr, t
feedback for improvement of teaching methods and includes teachers in the decision
making process (Cervone, Mor, Orom, Shadel, & Scott, 2004). As Skaalvik and
Skaalvik (2007) and Bandura (1993) noted, individuals with low efficacy might dwell
on coping difficulties and engage in avoidant or “escapist” (Skaalvik & Skaalvik,
2007, p. 692) emotional patterns. However, people who receive adequate support and
helpful efficacy-relevant feedback might be empowered to reverse stieimpa
(Bandura, 1993; Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998).

Implicit theories and efficacy often covary in research and thus are an
important aspect of the current study. Initially, teachers’ selfaglaplicit theories
might appear to be similar to self-efficacy. Both address the teachpebitty or
competence. The distinction between them is that a self-directed implany the
Dweck’s framework is defined as whether one loacomeor improve whereas self-
efficacy in Bandura’'s framework is defined as whether oneloam performa task

outright. One denotes change, the other denotes an absolute ability to accomplish a
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task. The distinction becomes clearer when considering teachers’ infpmitets

about students, which are of interest for the current study. Regarding students,
teachers’ implicit beliefs are about whether students can become or epnpnav

their efficacy beliefs concern whether they can help students improveoBibtese

types of beliefs might influence teachers’ interactions with their studedttheir
emotional outcomes. However, whereas these outcomes have been demonstrated in
teaching efficacy research, the application of the implicit theorieseframk in

teaching is relatively new.

Beyond the definitions of the constructs, there are other connections between
implicit theories and efficacy. Previous discussion has indicated that Dweck found
both high and low efficacy entity theorists AND incremental theoristseBw1999;
Dweck & Leggett, 1988). However, theorists’ views of efficacy appeared to.differ
Regarding efficacy, entity theorists might agree with the s&tgMi'm not good at
that,” while incremental theorists might agree with, “I'm not good atyt@&tSo
although there is a correlation between incremental theory and high eficanef/,
2003), there also might be a definitional difference because of a tendency for
incremental theorists to answer positively in general; even if they do not lenow a
much about a given subject at the moment, their belief in their potential to learn or
change is stronger. Dweck noted that this type of responsiveness to unknown
circumstances is typical of a mastery pattern, in which even individuals with low
efficacy still aim for and see the possibility for improvement, improve theitegy

use over time with new experiences and feedback, stay on task, and experience more
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positive affect such as enthusiasm compared to entity theorists (Dweegdeitt,
1988).

Training in incremental theories also has been shown to impact efficacy
outside of teaching contexts. In a study of young adults, Martocchio (1994) found that
computer program trainees experienced positive changes in their efficacy and
reductions in anxiety when they were taught incremental beliefs aboutkitieins
acquirable. Thus, although both types of theorists might have high and low efficacy,
there seems to be an increase in high efficacy when incremental motivatioe@pat
are active.

The research on implicit theories and efficacy has revealed a link between the
two constructs that is relevant for teaching contexts. In general, incréheataes
appear to be connected adaptively to efficacy such that even people with lower
efficacy might still believe in their capability to improve and thus be morby like
have higher efficacy over time, whereas entity theories might be moraeletl for
people with lower efficacy. Additionally, regarding emotional outcomes, nesbas
demonstrated that efficacy is a consistent predictor of positive affeetcinetes, with
benefits for teachers’ supportiveness and responsiveness, enthusiasm, @eaitieénc
determination to resolve student difficulties (Tschannen-Moran et al., 199&n@ey
the current findings, however, there is no comparable research demonstrating how
useful implicit theories are for predicting teacher emotions — the outcongsrest
in the current study — as there is for efficacy. Thus, the goal of the cuudnisto
test the tenets of the implicit theories framework while consideringyitegaefficacy

in the prediction of teachers’ emotional outcomes.
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The Role of Emotions

The current study examines teachers’ implicit theories and their dooméar
teachers’ emotional experiences, particularly the good and bad experteatozamt
affect teachers’ work. However, the simple task of defining emotionsecan b
difficult one; “[everyone] knows what an emotion is until asked to give a definition,”
(Fehr & Russell, 1984, p. 464, as cited in Oatley & Jenkins, 1996). Simple
descriptions of emotion can vary drastically; researchers have desaribedres
alternatively as painful or pleasurable physiological experiences (vam B&egers,

& van de Ven, 2005), physical expressions such as changes in facial appearance,
verbalizations, or body posture (Sutton, 2004), cognitive states involving a strong
feeling of wellbeing or discontent (Hargreaves, 1998), or a mild to intense desire or
tendency to do something — to act — as a result of strong feelings (Hargreaves, 1998;
Lazarus, 1991; Zembylas, 2005). Hargreaves (1998) stated that “The Latin origin of
emotion is emovere: to move out, to stir up. When people are emotional, they are
moved by their feelings” (p. 835). These descriptions are different from anlotite

they are not necessarily discrepant. Descriptions of emotions often tefiedfences

that can take over the entire body, including thoughts, physical sensations, and even
actions.

In order to overcome disparities in emotion definitions, contemporary
researchers often combine the various ways of describing emotions into a process
where thought patterns and physiological experiences form indicators ofswhat i
personally meaningful or valuable in a given moment. Emotiom&epeople in a

sense, in a direction either toward or away from a goal or emotional trigigey €dll
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attention to the trigger, making it a temporary mental priority (Lazarus, 1991).
Emotions and emotional episodes can be difficult to distinguish; they can blend
together. People can feel several emotions — even conflicting ones — in a given
moment, and emotions are such a part of everyday experiences that people sometimes
fail to notice them (Lazarus, 1995). People can also get into “moods” that are not tied
to any specific event (Lazarus, 1991). In order to clarify the types of dRessell

and Feldman Barrett (1999) descrilmenle affectas “the most elementary

consciously accessible affective feelings,” (p. 806). These kinds of fealieg

accessible to people’s awareness but not necessarily always at trentavetheir
consciousness. Core affect is parpadtotypical emotional episodesr the kinds of
emotion processes that involve conscious awareness of the associated event, goal, or
trigger, that can be said to have a beginning and end. Each labeled emotion falls on a
continuum of two intersecting axes: high to low levels each of pleasure and arousal
(Russell & Feldman Barrett, 1999). Some emotions can be subtypes of others, so, for
instance, anxiety and panic would be sub-categories of the broader categoty “f
Russell and Feldman Barrett asserted that a prototypical emotioralepepresents

an entire psychophysiological and social process rather than a statiedsotadent;

they provide highly specified physical indications of what is personally mgifahi

calling our attention to events and goals that can be acted upon, and they are also
socially meaningful and often can be perceived and interpreted by others. B&fcause
these characteristics, the process components can be explored thepeetdtall

empirically in specific ways, particularly with respect to their alionplications.
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Emotions are often referred to as positive and negative, but this is not meant
to imply that positive emotions are good and always desirable and negative emotions
are bad and undesirable; they simply refer to our interpretations of how ewents ar
aligned to our desired goals. Lazarus (1991) distinguished between positive and
negative emotions only as the results of appraisals of a "beneficial or hperdah-
environment relationship,” (p. 6). Emotions are a fluid and constantly changing part
of the motivation process. This means that there can be positive consequences to
negative emotions and negative consequences to positive emotions (Lazarus, 1991).
Oatley and Jenkins (1996) referred to emotions as the “guiding structures of our lives
— especially for our relations with others,” (p. 124). They direct our attention to
values, goals, and needs, and let us know whether these have been — or are likely to
be — advanced or threatened (Lazarus, 1991). Emotions are subjective, and while
some have argued that emotions oppose or inhibit rational thought, under normal
circumstances they are simply a beneficial and necessary partooigiméve-
motivational process (Oatley & Jenkins, 1996).

In order to account for the process of emotions, the current discussion
addresses “discrete” emotions — relatively intense and brief fesditesg shat are
“focused on a specific target or cause - generally realized by tbei\e of the
emotion,” (Barsade & Gibson, 2007, p. 38; Lazarus, 1991; Sutton, 2007). The
discussion examines theoretically some types of cognitions that are thobght t
important parts of the emotion process, and thus might be correlated empiritally w
discrete emotion indicators. Specifically, the ways that people think about @thdrs’

their own abilities appear to predict emotional outcomes; these kinds of interpretive
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or evaluative thoughts — implicit theories and efficacy — are thus examinéebifor t
association with positive and negative emotional experiences. Given that$emeher
the population of focus, their thoughts about students and their own ability to
influence students’ academic development and social behavior are explored in
relation to teachers’ emotional experiences in school.

Many studies on emotions in teaching are qualitative, so some of the evidence
presented draws upon detail from key studies describing complete classroom
scenarios, particularly those on teachers’ thoughts about their emotioed telat
teaching. However, the available survey research for quantitative comparisons
between different emotions and cognitive-behavioral constructs is also included to

provide a broader range of experiences.

Teachers’ Emotions

The study of teachers’ emotions might lead to the questions, “Is there
anything unique about teachers’ emotions that they need to be studied over other
professionals? Doesn’t everybody feel the same emotions?” Teachersreamot
might follow the same process as other professionals’ emotions, but their caree
context requires that they be very aware of their emotional expressions drahseac
in consideration for the students that they teach (Oplatka, 2007). Research has
demonstrated the influence that teachers’ emotional and behavioral expressions ca
have on their students, both positive and negative (Hamre et al., 2007; McPherson,
Kearney, & Plax, 2003; Yoon, 2002). Additionally, the U.S. teaching population has
suffered from high attrition in recent years, and this also creates diéf&ul

particularly for students when the school year is interrupted. Teachersavieo le
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often cite high stress and lack of control over their teaching and the schoagolici

that affect them, with relatively low pay and little administrative suppamany

instances (Wallis, 2008). It is therefore very important to study the psychalogica
processes involved in teaching, especially considering teachers’ thougbti®nsm

and evidence that they are becoming unable to cope with daily stressors, which is an
indication of burnout. Insights about how these elements are connected can lead to
innovations in providing support and education for teachers, particularly those in
more stressful educational contexts.

Research on teachers’ experiences has revealed a broad array ohgemoti
related to teaching and their positive and negative causes. Despite thgilelsi
inclined than other helping professionals to report their negative feelingsaons
of social desirability (Sutton, 2004), teachers have reported feeling anxiety,
frustration, disappointment, and anger relatively frequently (Frenzel, (Biefzhens,

& Jacob, 2009). In interviews and case studies, for instance, teachers have reported a
range of negative emotions related to students’ misbehaviors or negative emotion i
the classroom, from simply feeling frustrated to feeling (jokingly) $kangling a

student (Hargreaves, 1998; 2000). Some teachers have noticed their colleagues
getting frustrated simply because students are frustrated (ldeegre2000).

In most cases, however, the strongest student-directed anger and frustration
seem to result from intentional noncompliance. It is the poorly behaved,
uncooperative rule-breakers — those who argue with teachers, insult therasertoef
try — who are seen as deliberately or intentionally insubordinate, and who

consequently tend to anger teachers the most, especially when teachersdhave trie
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help them (Hargreaves, 2000). Revisiting the implicit theories approach, ter®ac

view these kinds of behavior as uncontrollable or unchangeable? The answer is likely
no. When teachers become angry at students, appraisal theory suggestg that the
believe that this behavior can change; appropriate displays of andigebréo be
interpreted to mean that the student is the source of a teacher’s distress #ed tha
student can do something about it (Lazarus, 1991). However, if a teacher instead
becomes sad or helpless, this might indicate that she believes that therstaatiot
change, that either she or the student, or both, are powerless to improve the current
situation.

Another common negative emotion in teaching is anxiety or uncertainty,
which illustrates the temporal differences in teachers’ thoughs illustrative self-
exploration study, an education professor-turned-elementary teachemukesaenath,
social studies, and language arts examined his emotion-based journals ffiosh his
year (Winograd, 2003). He felt unhappy “butterflies” (p. 1653) when his students
were about to enter the classroom, and felt anxiety or fear that began evegoas he
out of bed in the morning. Winograd was often reluctant to face the day and his
students simply becauseantiticipatedfrustration. This study’s findings emphasize
the role of future expectancies in determining teachers’ emotions (Pekrun, 2006;
Weiner, 1985); Winograd believed that his bad situation would continue on, that it
was stable, and he became frustrated and anxious even in the absence of immediate
threats.

Teachers’ different understandings of their students’ backgrounds can also

influence the emotions they feel. This difference demonstrates the comple
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involved in teachers’ interpretations of classroom evémmsexample, in an
ethnographic study of emotion in teaching, a teacher was threatened pysidadl
student; she received a death threat but felt only disappointment. Although she was
affected by the incident, especially because she had worked hard and struggled to
help the student academically and socially, she did not feel angry. The author noted
that the teacher did not want to blame the student because she believed him to be a
victim of circumstances beyond his control (Zembylas, 2007).

The above examples are meant to illustrate the contribution that cerisn typ
of cognitions — interpretations and judgments of behavior, and how much teachers
understand their students and their circumstances — contribute to the emotion process
This means that teachers’ interactions with students will be affected bieholers
think about them, and by teachers’ emotional responses to those thoughts.

Of course, there is also a very positive side to teaching; some teachers eve
describe teaching as a thrill and get immense fulfillment from it. An edion of
the emaotion literature on teachers’ perceptions reveals that teacpherepege
enjoyment when their students seek mastery and are self-directed|fithss f
teachers’ goals for students and portrays respect for teachers, whichtheakeeel
happy and perhaps more connected to students (Frenzel, Goetz, Pekrun, & Wartha,
2006; Martin, 2006). Despite the frequency of many negative emotions discussed
above, enjoyment tends to be the most frequently mentioned emotion among both
elementary and secondary school teachers, and student motivation is the strongest
predictor of teacher enjoyment, whereas problems with student discipline tend to

predict anger and anxiety (Frenzel, Goetz, Stephens, & Jacob, 2009). Additionally,
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there is evidence that teachers’ enjoyment impacts the subsequent enjofyment
students via teacher enthusiasm (Frenzel, Goetz, Ludtke, Pekrun, & Sutton, 2009).

There are several common instances in which teachers experience enjoyment
In many interview descriptions of enjoyment of teaching, teachers have used the
terms “affection” or even “love” (Hargreaves, 2000; Sutton, 2004). Maybe the most
common instance of this occurs when students succeed. When their students do well,
teachers sometimes experience feelings of love or affection towaratstutiey also
report feelings of pride, exhilaration, or contentment when their students advance
through academic content or overcome social difficulties (Hargreaves, 2000).
Elementary and secondary teachers in Hargreaves’ (1998; 2000) studiesdttiraffe
when students were unlikely achievers, when they saw evidence of studentsggrowin
maturity throughout the school years, and when they felt expressions of love from
their students. For example, teachers experienced positive emotion when students
changed their negative attitude toward learning to a positive one, when students
missed them during absences, when they were their students’ favorite teatleers
previous students volunteered to help younger students, and when they were able to
share spontaneity, humor, or “warm fuzzies™ with students (Hargreaves, 2000, p.
818).

The feeling of pride in particular shows how involved teachers can be in their
students’ educational experiences. In Hargreaves’ (1998) interview studyedf#ibt
and 8th grade teachers in Ontario, Canada, the teachers felt proud when students were
respectful and tolerant of one another's differences. The study noted that these

teachers tried to create a respectful and safe emotional climateifosstudents, and
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they used teaching methods which encouraged students to contribute to thaticlimate
their interactions with one another. Thus, their observations of students’ positive
interpersonal behavior reflected on their own contributions and exhibited a futfillme
of their goals. All of this highlights the interplay between teachers’ thtsugward
students and the emotional, bi-directional experience of teaching and learning.

Another example of positive emotion is feeling encouraged or satisfied.
Hargreaves (2000) found that the majority of secondary teachers were erddwyag
their students’ positive emotionality — respect, humor, and appreciation, for instance
especially when other forms of support were lacking. Teachers also felt agpedur
by students who simply said hello or thanked teachers for allowing them to do
something (Hargreaves, 2000). Encouragement might be thought of as a feeling of
renewal that reinforces a teacher’s goals and efforts. Thesearomes were reported
especially in secondary teachers, whose interactions with students tendealaiee be
brief or distant emotionally (Hargreaves, 2000).

Positive emotions like encouragement are not restricted to ideal classroom
circumstances. Oplatka (2007) conducted semi-structured interviews of teachers of
disadvantaged children who felt emotionally rewarded and obliged to help children,
even when students were having difficulties. These K-12 teachers were sampled
based on their outstanding socially-oriented behavior in their schools. Oplatka noted
that, rather than placing blame on the more difficult children, the teach&adns
sought them ounore:they asked the students about their lives and provided a place
of emotional safety in their classroom. These teachers expressed posdiane

and they chose deliberately to express caring despite negative circleag@agc
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Sutton, 2004), emotional actions which they said brought about positive change in
their classroom interactions and thus validated their actions.

Oplatka’s study suggests that having a flexible view of students might be
important for positive emotional outcomes when difficulties arise. Perhapsviise
- beingviewed by students in a way that is considerate of circumstances rather tha
stereotypes — is also important. The research supports both sides. Teachers are
rewarded emotionally when they believe that students view them as individuals rat
than in a stereotyped way. Similarly, teachers like to see their studemdividuals
with unique experiences. Examples include when teachers are recognized higstude
for their roles outside of the classroom contexts in which they typically ihtetah
as their skills in leading extracurricular activities, or when teadfears the
opportunity to help students outside of class, whether with their own subject or an
entirely different one. In cases where these situations occurred, bothrsemuthe
students felt more relaxed, engaged in fewer power struggles, and looked farward t
participating in the interaction (Hargreaves, 2000; Zembylas, 2007). Teats®rs
felt more respect toward these students, whom they understood in a flexible rathe
than a static way (Hargreaves, 2000).

A change in how teachers view even individual students might have a
broadening effect. In one of Zembylas’ (2007) case studies, a teacher changed her
view of a student with learning difficulties and subsequently emphasized a more
caring atmosphere for all of her students including the target student. This student
was previously maladjusted and insubordinate, and although the teacher still felt

frustrated when the student acted out, she also felt joy when he was responsive to her
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efforts to encourage and build a connection with him. The teacher reported that her
caring actions and emotional responsiveness provided him a more adaptive climate.
Over time he responded well to the class and his other classmates and taadhers
he even achieved better grades. This is evidence of positive emotional and academic
outcomes following a teacher’s deliberate attempt to emphasize a stymbeatisal
to improve, both to him and to herself. The anecdotal evidence opens up the
possibility that implicit theory research — whose main emphasis is on the
interpretation of students’ abilities as having or lacking potential to changeld
explain connections between teachers’ thoughts about students, emotions, and
motivation that are not yet well-understood.

In summary, research on positive and negative emotions supports the notion
that teachers are impacted affectively by their interactions withghelents,
particularly with regard to how they think about student achievement and social
behavior. The participants in such studies often hold goals for high student
achievement and for positive interactions with their students, and they attempt
frequently to make sense out of why their students behave the way they do. These
tendencies create a context for further exploration of teachers’ beleefsense-

making” through examinations of their implicit theories.

Other Theoretical Approaches to Teachers’ Emotions

Implicit theories concern the perceived changeability of attributes like
intelligence and social behavior, which is most similar to the combination of
controllability and stability in attribution research. Thus the current sewitbrwill

consider how teachers’ attributions about students’ control and responsibility over
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their outcomes predict teachers’ positive and negative emotions in attribution theory
research.

There is a good amount of overlap between implicit theories and the similar
constructs of basic appraisals and attributions, so it is important to address these
constructs and their similarities and differences. Generally, eablesd approaches
note that there are predictable emotional outcomes that follow from certain
interpretations of behavior. For instance, if the cause of an undesirable behavior is
thought to be stable and uncontrollable, one’s approach might be relatively minimal
in trying to change the circumstances surrounding that behavior or the behavior itsel
If a behavior is unstable and/or controllable, however, one’s approach to addressing
the cause might tend to be more involved, effortful, and proactive. A good example
might be found in the distinction between personality and habits. Personality is
usually viewed as a static trait — it cannot be changed. Thus, people might choose to
stay away from others who are “crabby” or “mean”. However, if people know
someone’fabits,that person might be allowed more flexibility. Thus, someone who
is crabby in the morning before he or she has had coffee is not viewed —eaf treat
the same way as someone who is simply “crabby”. The former person might be given
more opportunities to interact with others — maybe post-coffee — and approatthed wi
more openness in general compared to the generally crabby person. In thisexampl
both attribution theories and implicit theories frameworks could explain others’
behavior toward the crabby people by examining the perceived controllability,
stability, or — in the case of the implicit theories - the malleabilityhefoehavior. In

essence, these all examine the capacity for change in some way.
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Additionally, implicit and attribution theories distinguish between internal,
self-directed beliefs and external, socially-directed beliefs, whschiafluence the
types of emotional outcomes experienced. For example, whereas pride andrghame a
self-directed emotions with certain cognitive precursors, sympathyraycaee
directed at others for specific reasons, too. These connections will be exploeesd mor
below.

There is also an importadifferencebetween implicit theories and attribution
research. While the implicit theories framework focuses on the chanteabihe
attribute in question — which is most similar to a blending together of the two of three
major features of attributions mentioned above — controllability and stabitity — i
refrains from pre-assigning whether or not an attribute is changeatiés \naty,
effort might not be as controllable or unstable to one person as it is to another, nor
might ability be as uncontrollable or stable. How does the possibility for tidsofi
interpretive difference affect how people approach achievement situations?
particular, how does it affect how teachers approach and react to their students’
achievement and social behavior?

Although the current review is not about attribution or appraisal theory
specifically, it addresses the frameworks to answer the question of how$eache
thoughts and interpretations affect their emotional outcomes. Therefore, dppraisa
theory and attribution theory might often appear as if they are interchaageabl
However, it is acknowledged that they comprise very different fundamental
approaches and lines of research (see Smith, Haynes, Lazarus, & Pope, 1993, which

compares the two types of cognitions to one another in predicting emotional
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outcomes). It is important to acknowledge this difference to prevent gemeyar
trivializing the extensive research in these areas that still comsiloetv knowledge
to understandings in achievement motivation and other diverse fields.

A quick overview of cognitive appraisals and attributions will help to
illustrate teachers’ thinking about students and their emotional outcomes where the
is little background in implicit theories. Appraisal theory addresses inateedi
reactions to emotion-provoking events, particularly unexpected or undesirahle ones
The typical reaction involves an initial positive or negative feeling about what
happened, the event itself, and almost simultaneously but subsequently, an
interpretation regarding who or what caused that event to happen — why it happened,;
these are primary and secondary appraisal. Using anger as the emotiomlang tea
a student who failed an exam as the context, in primary appraisal a teachier’s ba
goal has not been met so the teacher might experience an initial dostesssteon.
This distress might be followed by a cognitive search for why that evemtredc
which would be called secondary appraisal. A teacher who thinks that the student
failed the exam because he did not study — that is, insufficient effort —lystbke
blame the student and feel anger or disappointment in that student. This is a relatively
common finding in research on teachers’ emotions (Yoon, 2002). Conversely, a
teacher who thinks that the student was not smart enough to pass the exam might be
more likely to feel sympathy for that student, certainly not blame. Applying
attribution theory, this connection between the teacher’s interpretation and her
emotions might be explained by noting that attributions of insufficient effert a

characterized as internal, unstable, and controllable, so the student is resgonsibl
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the failure, whereas attributions of lack of ability are characterig@aternal, stable,
and uncontrollable, so the studenhat responsible. The common expectation, based
on appraisal and attribution theories, seems to be that no one can do much about low
ability, so there will be a lower expectation for significant improvememipesed to
low effort.

However, there are studies that show that teachers do not always have these
exact reactions. Bernaklleiner, a pioneer of attribution theory, suggested that there
is a problem inherent in pre-determining study participants’ views of adslmut
causes of outcomes, like effort and ability (Weiner, 1985). He noted that thereeis mor
flexibility in the ways that people perceive attributes and other outcomes than
appraisal theory allows for in claiming, for instance, that abilighwsysseen as
stable and uncontrollable. Research on teaching seems to support this observation. As
described in later sections, sometimes teachers react without angatsotogpunish
students for not putting forth enough effort toward their work, and sometimes they
even tell perceived low-ability students that they should try harder. Thgbe lmei
simple discrepancies, but they could be very important for understanding deeper

patterns of thinking about and interacting with students.

Implicit theories and emotions about academic performance

When do teachers react positively and negatively to students’ academic
performance? As noted above, when students succeed especially after trying hard
despite previous failures, teachers often feel exhilaration and affectidgrefor t
students. Some teachers might become angry, surprised, or disappointed when their

students cheat or otherwise fail to try to achieve their potential, and they might
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eventually feel apathetic with repeated student failures, an occurrenbashat
implications for burnout. The research on attributions can help to understand
teachers’ emotional tendencies associated with student academic outcomes.

A major reason why teachers might experience negative emotions like anger
and disappointment is due to perceived student responsibility — the belief that a
student could have prevented failure but chose not to. Several vignette studies have
investigated the likelihood that students who fail assignments or testsére hel
responsible if these actions are seen as being due to their lack of trying tonctunfor
academic or social standards (Butler, 1994; Clark & Artiles, 2000; Lilje§uignk,
2007; Reyna & Weiner, 2001). Some of these studies incorporated physiological and
social indicators of emotional episodes, namely teachers’ observable reactions
communications, and goals subsequent to their reaction. In each case, the researcher
expected that teachers would not hold students responsible if they viewed them as
unable to meet such standards. For example, elementary school teachers in one study
reported feeling angry and disappointed when students could not answer homework-
related questions correctly in class because they had not studied (B@#gr, 19
Communication analyses revealed corresponding behaviors and cognitions indicating
the teachers’ goals; teachers told the students that they had not spent eneugh tim
studying and that the teachers had expected better performance frorOthtra.
other hand, when students failed due to low ability, teachers in the study tended to
feel compassion and, sometimes, helplessness. In these cases, teaehaunscive
less likely to offer direct outcome information (i.e., saying “That’s wihrajpd more

likely to call on another student or guide the low ability student through another
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attempt to answer the question. Two things are important to note in the teachers’
feelings and their communications. First, the feeling of helplessness was not
commonly reported — this is particularly relevant for implicit theoryaesein

teachers because it might indicate that those teachers saw their Slodeakslity

as a stable trait that could not be helped through increased student or teadher effo
This trait — or entity — view could be distinguished from a view that, perhaps, the
studentcouldimprove, but the teacher did not have the ability or skill to make the
necessary impact. The second note is about teachers’ behaviors and communications.
Sometimes teachers called on someone else, but other times they would guide
students through the problem rather than say outright that the student answered
incorrectly. This might indicate a difference in teachers’ thinking about tkat

student was able to achieve. In one case — calling on a different student €lle tea
communicated that she did not believe the student capable of arriving at the solution
eventually (or maybe she had insufficient time). In the other case — co#tthing
student through the problem — the teacher communicated that the student could
improve and that the teacher was able to help the student get there.

Other studies have also found inconsistencies in teachers’ behaviors. Reyna
and Weiner (2001) provided questionnaires to two separate groups, one of
undergraduates who pretended to be teachers as part of the study, and the second of
experienced high school teachers. Both groups responded more negatively to
students who failed for reasons that teachers interpreted as controllablass
laziness or a temporary lack of effort. In particular, the lazy student, whhse fa

was due to controllablend stable causes (versus the student whose lack of effort was
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inconsistent), was met with the most negative affect and feedback in the pretend
teacher group, although this interaction was not significant in experienceéreada
contrast, students who failed due to low ability received sympathetic reaagions
both groups because their failure was seen as outside of their control.

There was another important difference between the two groups’ subsequent
goals following their attributions, however. Reyna and Weiner incorporated
participants’ decisions about punishment into their study. They found that students
pretending to be teachers reported goals of retributive punishment (punishment for it
own sake) rather than utilitarian punishment (that meant to help the student learn or
improve in some way) when students’ failures were seen as controllableahbled st
Experienced high school teachers, however, endorsed utilitarian goals wettyaiat r
to the type of student failure. Additionally, their endorsement of utilitariars goas
significantly higher than their endorsement of retributive goals evenzpstadents,
who received the most negative responses in the study overall. This finding
demonstrates again that attributions are not sufficient on their own to account for
teachers’ reactions. In this case, especially, the difference measpeing teachers
and experienced in-service teachers was apparent as well. Thisdasg fias
implications for implicit theory research in that experience over timeaimirtg,
might make teachers more likely to adopt an attitude that students are Bleacha
even when their behavior is stably negative. The reader might note thatiSazy”
trait-based label compared to a situational explanation for why a student did not

complete her homework on several occasions.
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Researchers of teachers’ perceptions of student achievement have also
suggested that incorrect interpretations of stability in students’ atgibatehave
negative outcomes. In teachers’ consideration of the stability and intentiaialit
students’ behavior and motivation, their reactions and decisions about how to respond
are sometimes based on inflexible appraisals of students’ behavior, as indgicated i
some teachers’ tendencies to ignore students’ changing individual cirocestaver
time (Givvin, Stipek, Salmon, & MacGyvers, 2001). These inaccuracies may prevent
students from transitioning to more positive motivational and social patterng if thei
teachers do not take notice (Ford & Smith, 2007). However, Reyna and Weiner’s
(2001) finding that in-practice teachers formed utilitarian goals to hediests learn
and improve regardless of the perceived stability of their misdeeds sughpested t
many teachers do often create contexts that allow students to demonstrate
improvement; perhaps these teachers are more open to acknowledging positive

changes in students’ social behavior as well.

Implicit theories associated with managing students’ social behavior

Given that a major aspect of teachers’ classroom life concerns the
management of students’ social behavior in addition to helping them achieve
academic goals (Wentzel, 2002), how teachers think about students’ behavior will
also be important determinants of their subsequent interactions with their students
Teachers’ judgments and consequent emotions vary depending on how a teacher
views the controllability of students’ social successes and failures taeaebers’
goals. In a vignette study of K-6 teachers designated by principathers e

outstanding or average in handling behavioral problems in the classroom, teachers
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responded to children’s behavioral problems with concern when the problems were
perceived to be uncontrollable, and when the problems were stable (Brophy &
McCaslin, 1992). Non-disruptive students, such as shy, distractible, or perfeationisti
children, received more teacher sympathy and less blame than aggressivenor def
children, whom teachers rejected. The latter students’ behaviors were viewed a
controllable and intentional, and they thwarted teachers’ goals for the clash.ove
These results parallel the findings in Brophy and Rohrkemper’s (1981) earlier
vignette study of elementary school teachers, in which teachers’ atinbuii
controllability and especially intentionality predicted student blame véesliags of
empathy. Similar trends — anger, distress, and rejection accompanyiralabler
appraisals, and supportiveness accompanying uncontrollable appraisals — have been
found in teachers of elementary children with emotional and behavioral difficulties
(Poulou & Norwich, 2002).

Actual teacher-student relationships have also illustrated how teachers’
emotions reflect teachers’ differential interpretations of social prablerdpequist
and Renk (2007) studied general and special education teachers’ appraisals of a
current or previous year’s student for their reactions to the target stulokeimés/ior.
Teachers reacted differently to externalizing and internalizing stpdebliems; they
became more distressed over externalizing problems that affected $&gola¢s than
for internalizing problems, and their distress for externalizing problemsd¢odie
in the form of student blame versus pity. The more students were judged to act out in
class, the more likely their behavior was to be judged as controllable; consequently

teachers’ emotional responses were increasingly negative.
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Interventions and training programs that target teachers’ interpretations als
contribute to our understanding of the link between teachers’ cognitions and their
emotional reactions. In a vignette study of training effects on teadmrsiisals,
elementary and middle school teachers who received special training in erotiona
behavioral management, or who had trained to work with students with emotional
difficulties, were significantly less likely to experience negative emnat responses
following their students’ aggressive behaviors, even when they saw them as
intentional (Alvarez, 2007). Their preparation provided a buffer against debilitating
emotions via their cognitive and behavioral techniques for coping with the behavior
and increasing their efficacy to handle it. Alvarez’ (2007) findings suggést tha
teachers’ emotions do not always follow a predictable pattern; that thispzete
alter significantly depending on what a teacher thinks about his or her student during
emotion-provoking events. In this case, training played a key role, but other
background experiences and personality characteristics might alsdetas well

(see Sutton & Wheatley, 2003).

Conclusions about implicit theory-relevant emotion research findings

Similarly to implicit theories, the appraisal and attribution research disdus
above examines the cognitive consequences and meaning-making that often occur
after a teacher’s initial emotional reaction to an event. A teacher migahge at a
student who disrupts class, for example, if the disruption was seen as controllable
(Weiner, 1983; 1985). A relatively common or typical reason for teachers to feel
angry or disappointed is when students fail because they did not try hard enough

(Butler, 1994). Appraisal theory suggests that stronger reactions might doer w
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undesirable events are very important to the teacher and if they occuedipea
illustrating the influences of value and stability on resulting emotionalioaact
(Lazarus, 1991). Value and stability considerations might be especially imiporta
when studying teachers’ implicit theories because when teachels’fgostudents
are not met, their beliefs about students’ ability as stable or changegbke mi
determine how likely they are to make consistent efforts to help students improve.

Conversely, empathy and sympathy are likely to occur when one believes that
another person could not influence a negative outcome, even when the outcome is
personally important to the attributor. Teachers seem to feel these emations a
respond with concern to behavioral and academic problems when students are not
disruptive and their actions are uncontrollable and unintentional (Brophy &
McCaslin, 1992; Brophy and Rohrkemper, 1981; Clark & Artiles, 2000; Poulou &
Norwich, 2002). Empathic feelings are especially thoughtful. They show that a
teacher is thinking about students’ circumstances and identifying with argeeli
concerned about them. What does this mean for implicit theories? Sympathetic
feelings imply pity that a student lacks guality to perform well, but for an
incremental theorist, this is a temporary phenomenon. Teachers with inclementa
theories might feel sympathy in the moment when they realize that stieteked
experience within a subje@ndstill hold them responsible for improving in the
future. This might help to explain inconsistencies in teachers’ thinking found in
previous attribution research.

Thus, a common conclusion based on research in attribution and appraisal

theory disciplines is that predictable emotional responses typically fologidns
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regarding the causality of events, including physical reactions, commong#bi
students, punishments, and rewards. Across studies, there is support for the notion
that teachers’ judgments about the various causes of student behavior lead
consistently to specific emotional reactions. Namely, when teacheitseasttrdents’
failure to low ability, they tend to feel sympathy or pity toward those studButke,
1994; Clark & Artiles, 2000; Reyna & Weiner, 2001). When students are seen as
putting forth low effort, however, teachers instead report feelings of anger or
disappointment. According to Brophy and McCaslin (1992) "adults tend to respond
with concern, assistance, and attempts at long-term solutions when children's
problems do not threaten or irritate them, but to respond with anger, rejection, and
emphasis on short-term control or punishment when they do" (p. 44).

It is also important to note, however, that whmestfindings on teachers’
emotions and their interpretations of students’ behavior conform to theoretical
expectations in general and demonstrate the contributions of classical appraisal
approaches to understanding teacher motivation, several studies have yneloheys fi
that were inconsistent with typical appraisal or attribution theory-basex@nces
(e.g., Butler, 1994; Liljequist & Renk, 2007; Reyna & Weiner, 2001). These
inconsistencies regarding teachers’ motivation and emotions could be explained
further by implicit theory research, which has not been applied consise@ntly t
teaching.

It is of note that the attribution studies discussed often sampled outstanding
teachers. These teachers often experienced positive emotions and madmasttibut

unstable causes even in difficult student circumstances, and pushed students to exer
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effort through tasks. There were not as many studies of struggling téachers
experiences, but the existing ones indicated that teachers had difficultyiratiog
and helping students, especially when anxiety was pervasive. There isushlton
understand regarding how teachers’ thoughts are connected to their emotional
experiences, but the findings in different groups of teachers suggests thatigidre m
be an important implication for understanding the connection between teachers’
implicit beliefs and their emotions, even in terms of how effective teacheejgdaed

to be.

Emotions and Burnout

The study of teachers’ emotions often leads to a discussion of the negative
consequences that can result from the intensity of teaching. Burnout isuthefres
ongoing negative experiences, cognitions, and affect that drain teachegy. ener
Teachers who work in distressed or impoverished contexts are partictilask/ a
(Grayson & Alvarez, 2008). Applying previous discussions about qualitative
differences between negative and positive events, burnout can also occur adtthe res
of the absence of positive experiences. An example of a teacher at risk of bumout ca
be found in a case study by Zambylas (2007), who investigated a White female
teacher’s emotions involved in teaching social justice in a majority Afrdgaerican
high school. The teacher experienced self-doubt and disappointment as a result of
continuous student disruptions. Her power struggles with students stifled her efforts
to plan creative exercises during her first semester, and she experieoreplex
cycle of anxious feelings and poor outcomes that made her want to give up on her

goals: “...the vicious cycle of anxiety planning—> mediocre outcomes
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disappointment> anxiety perpetuates within me, to the point that | nearly abandon
the social justice aspects.” (Zembylas, 2007, p. 363). The teacher noticed her
disappointment at current outcomes and her subsequent anxiety that was caused by
her interpretation of the events — she feared that the “mediocre outcomestabtse s
and might continue despite her planning.

What themes characterize burnout? Burnout is the physical and emotional
depletion associated with long-term effort toward one’s occupation accadgani
negative emotion, and is characterized in most studies by some combination of
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and decreased sense of personal
accomplishment (Fives et al., 2006; Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). Emotional
exhaustion is the feeling of being emotionally and physically drained assiné of
the intensity of and lack of replenishment from one’s work; depersonalization is the
loss of concern for the individuals whom one serves or helps in one’s occupation; and
decreased sense of accomplishment is the sensation that one’s efforts have not been
rewarded with positive experiences, acknowledgments, and interactions. Burnout is a
consistent, pervasive feeling of negativity and futility; the individual hasalbst
positive feelings, sympathy, and respect for those whom he is supposed to support
(Maslach, 1978).

Researchers have noted that burnout affects teachers’ perceptions of the
severity of student misbehavior (Hamre, Pianta, Downer, & Mashburn, 2007). For
example, in a study of Greek primary school teachers and undergraduate education
majors, Kokkinos et al. (2005) found teacher experience and student gerelateto

to participants’ reports of the severity of student behaviors. As in Lilje§uRsnk,
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(2007), antisocial or externalizing behaviors were seen by all teachema@asevere
than internalizing behaviors. Additionally, the authors concluded that burnout inflated
participants’ responses to negative behaviors, and they handled aversive student
behaviors less adaptively when experiencing burnout symptoms.

These findings highlight that it is important to consider teachers’
circumstances when they show symptoms of being burned out. Maslach (1978)
asserted that, despite the fact that certain aspects of burnout migedtiatasl with
personality, it is better to focus on characteristics of the stressfukyathiens in
which people function, including client factors, rather than focusing on “idergifyin
the bad people” who stop caring about their clients (p. 114). It was this latter kind of
thinking that Dweck aimed to counteract when she identified variations in the ways
that people can view themselves and others; Dweck (2008) showed in her research
that not only do the different ways of thinking, the implicit theories, lead to
differences in the way that individuals react emotionally, approach sitaatio
barriers, and interact with others, but they can also change from less adagiiity

— beliefs to more positive ones.

Implicit Theories and Burnout

How do teachers’ thoughts about students’ potential relate to burnout in
teaching? While there is not much research on teachers’ implicit theodd¢iser
emotional experiences and outcomes, especially with respect to burnout, Dweck and
her colleagues examined motivational patterns that can lead to preditiansame

of the connections between teachers’ implicit theories and emotions. Tleeirctess
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particularly helpful for understanding negative patterns that can lead tedslpks
and burnout.

Dweck’s research explored implicit theories in order to provide an explanation
of why some individuals display mastery patterns and others helpless patterns i
school and social settings. In particular, they asked why, when background
knowledge and accomplishments are similar among individuals, some adapt
successfully to their subsequent challenges and failures, and others do not fare as
well, using ineffective strategies, becoming distracted, and often givingwgck &
Leggett, 1988). The researchers described the role of implicit theories, the yendenc
of individuals to view their attributes like intelligence or morality as eitlegible or
fixed, in determining these adaptive differences. Dweck (1999) noted that some
students, for instance, would become anxious about not being intelligent enough, as if
they could never develop enough skill to reach their academic goals. Thesesstudent
believed, according to Dweck, that when it comes to intelligence, “You only have a
certain amount of it, so you'd better show that it's enough and you’'d better hide it if it
isn't” (p. 21).

In a longitudinal-multimethod study of implicit theories of emotion, Tamir et
al. (2007) connected college students’ views of emotion as malleable or fixed to thei
later adjustment. College students who began their freshman year with an entity
theory about emotion regulation had lower self-efficacy for emotion regulatiah, use
fewer cognitive reappraisal techniques, and had fewer positive emotionakexpsri

throughout their first term compared to incremental theorists. Over timgy, entit
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theorists received less social support, and their emotional and social adjustment
suffered.

There are similarities between teacher burnout research findings ahd res
that Dweck has found regarding learned helplessness, a defeated motivattenal pa
in which people give up easily when met with difficulty, have low efficacy for
accomplishing tasks, and exhibit little help-seeking (Henderson & Dweck, 1990).
Learned helplessness is characterized by goals to demonstrate or prioyenddidh
tends to be seen as fixed, and which is also considered to be low. In achievement
situations over time, it is concluded either that appropriate effort cannot txgtexke
in order to achieve success, or that such effort, once executed, will not pay off. Thus
eventually people refrain from trying altogether, and this decision is acosdday
feelings of loss and lowered self-esteem.

Researchers have also found positive adaptation and coping patterns to be
related to emotion. In a study about participants’ actual relationships, K#menich
Dweck (2006) used prospective and retrospective examinations of conflict situations
to assess how individuals dealt with social conflict. Even though both entity and
incremental theorists experienced the same amount of conflict, whentleattists
felt strong negative emotion, they tended to become increasingly silesingeto
discuss their experience with the person with whom they were in conflict.Judowe
incremental theorists became more likely to voice their concerns constiyatitre
the other person the more negative emotion they felt. These findings might be

interpreted to suggest that teachers’ implicit theories might affacbstive and
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negative emotional patterns, which is important, especially when considering the

prevalence of burnout in the teaching profession.

Implicit Theories, Efficacy, and Emotions

Is there a “most adaptive” combination of implicit theory type and effiqacy i
predicting teachers’ emotional process? Considering the evidence theemas
presented about the positive motivational and emotional benefits of incremental
theory beliefs and high efficacy, it might be reasonable to suspect treatstaer
added benefit of having the “best of both worlds” — both an incremental belief
approach to challengesd high efficacy to influence students’ academic and social
growth. Assuming that incremental theories and high efficacy predictyaositi
emotionality separately as they have in previous studies, might their irderécm
a magic bullet of sorts for teaching adaptively and avoiding burnout? Or would high
efficacy be sufficient regardless of theory type, or an incrementalteeough
regardless of efficacy to predict positive emotional and motivational patéerns
Dweck and her colleagues have suggested?

Dweck noticed that efficacy seems to serve a different function in entity
versus incremental thinking. In a way, efficacy seems to matter moeatity-type
motivational patterns than it does for incremental patterns. While entitydtsewrth
high efficacy and incremental theorists in general are similar — thegaghpand
persist through difficult tasks with enthusiasm rather than avoiding difficattytlaey
tend to use effective strategies for problem solving — entity theoristsowitfficacy
tend to become discouraged or anxious, and they give up when they are challenged

(Dweck, 1999; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). The authors were surprised to find that
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incremental theorists did not seem to be affected when their efficacpwgahéy
still exhibited the positive affect and effective persistence that ffighey entity
theorists had, and sometimes found evemeenthusiasm for the more challenging
tasks (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

No known studies have examined the interaction of implicit theories and
efficacy in predicting emotional outcomes for teaching, but several studies have
demonstrated that the basic constructs are connected. As discussed efehencds
in implicit theories predicted emotional and social outcomes in college students in
Tamir et al.’s (2007) longitudinal study; specifically, incremental theargrelated
positively with higher efficacy over time. The relevance for this conneation i
teaching has been discussed by researchers: “Teachers' beliefs\geghility
(malleable vs. fixed) ... and their own efficacy to teach (Ashton & Webb, 1986;
Midgley et al., 1989) should affect the teaching practices used, which, in tute, crea
a climate that focuses children's attention on either improving or demonstrating
competence, or avoiding demonstration of incompetence” (Urdan & Turner, 2005, p.
307). As demonstrated in previous studies (McPherson et al., 2003) teachers’
emotional reactions and experiences have an impact on their teachingepractic
the classroom climate that Urdan and Turner referenced.

Although studies that link teachers’ implicit theories about student ability to
constructs like efficacy or emotion are rare, some studies have examised the
relations. In a study about the transition to junior high school, Midgley, Feldlaufer
and Eccles (1988) found moderate relations between teachers’ beliefs abmit stude

ability, the amount of control teachers exercised over students’ activittetheir

71



efficacy such that fixed ability beliefs were associated with beiage controlling

and feeling less efficacious. Looney (2003) also found teacher efficacy to be
correlated with teachers' beliefs about student ability, such that hidglcacefwvas

related to incremental versus entity beliefs. Studies of other adult profés$iana

found similar results. In an experiment by Tabernero and Wood (1999), managers-in-
training who possessed an incremental theory developed higher self-efichcy

more satisfaction during a management simulation, and their managemahzerte

was superior to that of entity theorists. These results show basic evidaneerihss
professions, incremental beliefs and efficacy show a positive relation to oheranot
and that they predict positive emotional and behavioral outcomes.

Other studies have emphasized the connection between teacher efficacy and
constructs that are relevant to implicit theories, including mastergtedelassroom
structure and openness to improvements in student behaviors. High efficacy K-12
teachers in Wolters and Daugherty’s (2007) study tended to emphasizeegymast
(i.e., incrementally-based) structure in their classrooms more tharocanpante (i.e.,
entity-based) structure; compared to lower efficacy teachers;témadeers
emphasized learning and improvement at each student’s current level rather than
competition and social comparison. Dweck has noted that a mastery approach to
learning is associated with incremental theories, and tends to keep studeses foc
and effective (Dweck, 1999). Supporting this, high efficacy teachers have also been
found to notice changes in students’ behavior more frequently than low efficacy
teachers, who tend to focus more on a single characteristic or trait (Tournaki &

Podell, 2005). These findings provide more support for the connection between
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higher efficacy and incremental theories, both of which are associdtegasitive
emotional outcomes.

Other findings suggest that the connection between implicit theory-relevant
beliefs, efficacy, and affective outcomes might be more complex. In astudy
various adult professionals that included educators undergoing an inter-rater
calibration training common in management contexts, Dierdorff, Surface, anth Brow
(2010) examined motivational correlates of three types of goal orientagansing
goals (LGO), prove performance goals (PPGO), and avoid performance goals
(APGO). The authors explained that learning goals are characterizechastery
approach to understanding new material and learning new skills, and that
performance goals are characterized by a desire to prove one'g @bditoid
demonstrating failure, which is interpreted as evidence of a lack of aptituele. T
authors also noted that learning goals bear similarities to incremuesdaiets while
performance goals bear similarities to entity theories (Diefrdodl., 2010). In the
study, goal types and efficacy to learn the required material were sipe€eldictors of
cognitive (concept memory test), behavioral/skill (trainee-traingrgabatches), and
affective outcomes (confidence to perform the skills learned during training).

The results of this study were mixed. Learning goals - in whichdeamere
interested in self-improvement — predicted confidence and traineerteagreement,
but not the concept memory task score. They also predicted transfer in the form of
passing a subsequent exam that qualified raters in the field. In a preliciadygis,
participants with learning goal orientations were more likely to attempftatlnatary

gualification exam. Prove performance goals predicted trainee-trgresment and
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memory task score but did not predict confidence or passing the qualification exam.
Avoid performance goals negatively predicted rater agreement and menkory tas
scores but did not predict confidence; avoid goals also negatively predictedriransfe
Thus, most of the results corresponded to the authors’ predictions in that learning
goals predicted positive affect, rater agreement, and transfer; prove @erterm

goals — thought to be more adaptive than avoid goals — also predicted learning
outcomes positively; and avoid goals were least predictive of adaptive outcomes.
Neither performance goal type predicted affective outcomes, howevanprised the
authors that even prove performance goals were unassociated with confidence
explained this outcome by noting the link between performance goals and entity
thinking. The authors stated that individuals high in PPGO might believe that ability
is unchangeable, making them “less likely to experience increases inothiggeace

to accomplish the trained task (i.e., task-specific self-effica@jigrforff et al.,
2010, p. 1187).

In this same study, high and low efficacy also interacted with goal types in
some cases. For rater agreement and memory task outcomes, avoid perfgoatnce
were a strong negative predictor when efficacy was low. Additionally, ford=orde
outcomes, there was a positive effect of prove performance goal orientagon
efficacy was low, but no impact of PPGO when efficacy was high. Finally, theese w
also an interesting interaction for qualification exam transfer outcomesints
with a PPGO and low efficacy had tleastlikelihood of passing the qualification
exam, while participants with a PPGO and high efficacy hadtistlikelihood of

passing the exam out of all participants.
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In summary, although goal orientations are a different construct from implici
theories, the commonalities justify further exploration of the implicicadly
contribution beyond the individual constructs alone. The study illustrates the
sometimes complex relations between goals based on beliefs about attribute
malleability and their cognitive and affective outcomes. For instance, when
examining the interaction between goal orientations and efficacy, thevedence
that the combination of performance goals - based on entity thinking - and low
efficacy might be especially deleterious for certain kinds of achievemeitroes,
but, when efficacy is low, a prove performance goal orientation might actually be
associated witimprovedconfidence. More research in this area is justified for
clarifying these relations.

Further studies illustrate the complexities involved in the connection between
efficacy and emotional outcomes based on the type of student behaviors thasteacher
encounter. Liljequist and Renk’s (2007) analysis of teachers’ selédetediefs in
the attribution process yielded results that were not predicted by the.theory
Specifically, teachers’ efficacy predicted the relationship betvageibutions and
distress based on the type of problem behavior. The higher teachers’ personal and
general efficacy for teaching (the belief that teachers andrtjer lacademic context
could improve students’ learning or behavior), the higher their attributions of
students’ control over their externalizing problem behavior, and the more likely they
were to be distressed by internalizing batexternalizing problem behavior

(Liljequist & Renk, 2007).
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Thus, the more problematic of the two types of problem behavior as assessed
by most teachers — externalizing behavior — failed to yield a negativgomal
response in teachers with higher personal efficacy. Instead, theserseappeared to
have become more concerned with the children with internalizing problems, for
whom they generally had more compassion. This particular finding could have many
explanations, however, and thus deserves more exploration; for instance, more
efficacious teachers might feel more comfortable addressinghaekzeng behavior,
thus giving them more opportunity to focus on other student behaviors such as their
students’ shyness or anxiety. Although the current study does not examine the
relation between teachers’ efficacy and specific types of problem studhevidre
that can lead to teacher distress, it does examine the motivational processimgpnnec
teachers’ efficacy to their emotions, and it uses teachers’ implicit éseasifactors
that could help explain that process.

There are no known studies relating both implicit theories and efficacy to
burnout. However, Fives et al. (2006) examined teacher training programs for
elementary and secondary school teachers in order to relate dimensioraoy eff
and burnout. Before training, two efficacy types in particular, efficacy for
instructional practices and for classroom management, predicted both $€aehse
of personal accomplishment and their depersonalization of students (negatively in the
case of the latter dimension). The authors noticed in particular that while student
teaching was stressful to participants, depersonalization of students tendeerto low
across both elementary and secondary teachers. This effect appeared fironge

elementary trainees, whose depersonalization scores began higher and ended lowe
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than secondary trainees’ scores. The authors also found that the student te#ithers wi
higher efficacy at the end of the study showed lower burnout symptoms across all
three indices.

While burnout was not included in Ashton’s (1985) study of middle and high
school teachers specifically, correlations did associate higher teathigagy with
supportiveness and acceptance toward students, and even tolerance of student
disagreement. Higher personal efficacy was also associated with erscoard@nd
attention paid to all students, which created a responsive learning environment. These
beneficial characteristics tend to be lost when teachers suffer from b(ergut
teachers are less able to understand how students feel, deal with their pratidems, a
create a relaxed atmosphere for them; Maslach, Jackson, & Schwab, 1986). Ashton
also emphasized the importance of specificity in the measurement of yeHioac
suggested a relationship between efficacy and teachers' attributions but did not
expand upon this statement.

Finally, evidence has also shown that teachers in stressful working conditions
are more likely to suffer burnout and its consequences like attrition and depression
(Chang, 2009; Gold, 1984). One study examined the connection between stress and
efficacy in elementary school teachers’ interactions with their studeots (2002)
found that elementary teachers’ reports of stress caused by behavioalitypging
students and teachers’ thoughts about leaving the profession predicted the number of
students with which elementary school teachers reported having difficult
relationships, but efficacy was not predictive. Also, there was no relationshipdnet

stress and positive student relationships in this study, suggesting thabitiatass
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between stress and positive teacher-student relationships might beigablitat
different the association between stress and negative relationships. Tdisce is
evidence of a connection between stress and burnout in which efficacy is an
important contributor, however. In a study of teachers’ implementation of a new
curriculum, Ransford (2007) noted that efficacy provided a buffer between burnout
and low quality of implementation such that higher efficacy increased imptatioa
quality even when teachers experienced burnout. Guskey (1982) called for the
continued and urgent exploration of the connection between long-term effects of
stress and efficacy, stating that teachers with low efficacy might leedehilitated

by stress, leading to reduced effectiveness in their interactions witistiaents.

Maybe because Dweck did not study as many adults, she did not present
evidence of burnout, per se, but she did see a similar helpless pattern in younger
children and adults that could characterize similar symptoms as burnout and have
similar cognitive predictors. Even though the tasks that participants complketed w
brief, some entity theorist children became sad and distressed when they did not
perform well, believing that they were not good enough to solve the problem (Dweck
& Leggett, 1988). Molden and Dweck (2006) have also noted the connection
between entity theories and long-term negative outcomes in social ilmesaat
college students, including lower performance and isolation due to negative social
perceptions.

For these reasons, a different way of understanding teachers’ emotions and
cognitions is found in Dweck’s (1999) approach to implicit theories as beliefs about

fundamental attributes, which might underlie how teachers approach student
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achievement and social interactions. Dweck’s framework differs from gbpeaiaal
theories by allowing participants to define the stability of attributesselves, and

she has noted how experiences — like being told how smart you are as a young child -
can influence these definitions. Dweck proposed that implicit theories about
characteristics like ability and intelligence impact many asp&oéducational

contexts, including the emotions associated with achievement and failure. Téerefo
these beliefs should be informative in research about teachers’ emotionsate rel

cognitions.

Developmental and Other Demographic Considerations

There are several developmental and demographic issues that might impact
the study of teachers’ beliefs and motivational experiences. Included in theke a
age groups taught by teachers, and teachers’ gender and nationality. § eaoldar
students might think differently about the students that they teach compared to
teachers of younger students. For instance, teachers of high school students might be
likely to think that their students’ learning patterns — good or bad - are moiesthbi
than those of younger students; if entity theories are more common in high school
teachers, the importance of high efficacy might be especially importaeticters
with entity beliefs in order to serve as a buffer against maladaptiv@riggaractices
and interactions with students when students are not performing well. Supporting this,
in Guskey’s (1982) comparison of elementary and secondary teacherg\effiw
author noted that teacher efficacy was associated positively withuéitinis of effort
(which is particularly valued in incremental thinking), and he suggested that

secondary teachers expected older students to enter the classroom habviispesta
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patterns of learning; thus any negative motivational patterns in studeults be

more difficult to change, according to secondary teachers. Ransford’s (20y) st
also found that efficacy — along with administrative support — was moreatfar
teachers of upper grade levels in quality of curriculum implementation. Thentur
study will focus on high school teachers in order to explore the connection between
implicit theories and efficacy in predicting emotional outcomes in this population.

Gender differences have also been important in the study of implicit theories,
efficacy, and emotions — particularly in the study of burnout in teachingoualh
results have been mixed. While gender differences were not found in teachers’
efficacy in Looney’s (2003) study, male teachers were found to have aireute f
view of student ability than female teachers. Inconsistent gendetsdiface also
been found in burnout studies: while some studies have found that female teachers
tend to report higher levels of emotional exhaustion, male teachers morespften r
depersonalization or cynicism toward students (Chang, 2009; Gold, 1985). Ransford
(2007) did not find gender differences in reports of burnout, however.

Differences in reports of burnout have also been reported across nationalities.
Kokkinos et al. (2005) found that Greek teachers scored moderately in symptoms of
physical and mental exhaustion similarly to standardized samples in the U.S.,
although they did not display the negative symptoms of depersonalization and
diminished personal accomplishment common to U.S. samples. This finding
illustrates that, as with other outcomes, teachers might not score siradesgs all

of the dimensions or all populations, and differences in scoring patterns could predict
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coping differences. Population differences might highlight contextual diasiras
in teaching and academic conditions.

It is also important to note developmental differences between the samples
used to establish Dweck’s framework and the adult samples of interest fortéet
study. There are two important differences between these samplessttddférence
concerns their age groups in that Dweck and her colleagues’ studies akamine
children and young adults’ beliefs, whereas the current study examinesi¢ifie dfel
adults who are often well-established in their careers. Beyond age, the second
difference involves the status of students, or those who are taught or guides, vers
the status of teachers, or those who manage or lead others.

Regarding the age difference in the samples, students in Dweck’s firssstudie
tended to be in late elementary school (e.g., Dweck & Leggett, 1988), and their goals
were usually to accomplish tasks with explicit goals and outcomes. Some tasks we
easier while others were designed to be more difficult such that wderd not
expected to complete them. In other studies, Dweck and her colleagues examined t
beliefs and relationships of older students who were often in college, comparing their
implicit beliefs to their cognitive, emotional, and social outcomes (e.g., Kathr&r
Dweck, 2006).

Would the findings based on these samples normally generalize to the current
population of teachers? Developmentally, the school-aged samples that Dweck and
her colleagues selected for their original studies were experienaijog periods of
developmental change and transition that likely affected their belietg ¢he nature

of fundamental abilities and characteristic behaviors, particularlydigi. In school
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and at home, itis likely that these students were taught actively or indabotly

their ability to change one or another type of attribute (e.g., personalitiigariee,
appearance). Even by high school and college, students are still answering the
guestions of who they are and what they are capable of, the answers to which often
also require asking whether they can change or have an impact on important
outcomes and attributes (e.g., Schwartz et al., 2011).

In comparison, career-aged adults’ beliefs might be expected to lnectglat
stable compared to those of children, adolescents, or even many college students.
Adults might experience changes in their beliefs about their own or others’
competence, for instance, with important, transformative experiences oriliarfam
environments, and their certainty about the qualities of attributes mightiée icéb
guestion in these circumstance. However, the frequency of major changes might be
expected to be lower in working adults than during earlier years and school
experiences. Consequently, the findings of previous implicit theory resgatdti
need to be replicated in adult samples in order to establish whether the types of
thinking that are associated with entity or incremental theories ar@assanioss
working adults and younger students. For instance, given the possible differences in
stability of beliefs between these groups, would adult samples yieldtige sa
proportion of entity and incremental theorists? Are there changes in thaboctur
over time as people get older? Although the current study is not longitudinal and is
thus unable to address change over time, it examines the composition of implicit
theories in the adult teaching population, so it will help begin to address these kinds

of concerns.
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A second, related issue involves the status of the current sample in that
teachers are in positions of authority or management, whereas students in previous
studies were under others’ authori&ar adults who have management positions, and
for teachers in particular, implicit theories of others have very speoifistraints —
the adults need to meet broader organizational requirements and standards of
performance in a set amount of time, they need to keep the classroom or office
running smoothly, and they need to maintain multiple students’ or groups’
productivity simultaneously. Sometimes these constraints can bedirassfthey
might lead to limited emotional margin for mistakes or misbehavior. Famnost
under more stressful conditions, it can be difficult to maintain some of the more
adaptive ways of thinking about and interacting with people that allow them to
improve over time. Additionally, as with the case of hedonic bias where people tend
to take credit for successes but blame others for their failures (Wein8j, 198
teachers’ theories about their own ability to change might be different, perbaps m
flexible, than their theories about their students. Thus, teachers’ beliefs alumuts
should be further examined in research.

The responsibility that accompanies teaching or management can yield a ve
different experience from that of students or subordinates, who do not necessarily
need to consider how their behavior and interactions affect the functioning of the
classroom or office to the same extent. Students might be inconvenienced by one
another’s misbehavior, for example, but they will not necessarily corissethat
misbehavior will impact learning objectives that need to be met for therdagek.

How this difference in responsibility for others impacts teachers’ ampleliefs is of
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interest for the current study; thus, the structure of teachers’ badhiets students,
and how those beliefs relate to teachers’ efficacy and emotional exqeeyief

teaching, are examined.

Conclusion

Despite the important contributions of current findings in research on implicit
theories, more research is needed in teaching contexts overall, espe@siabtsh
how teachers’ implicit theories about students are related to their mmtieatd
affect. The studies discussed in the present review show preliminary evidance
teachers hold implicit theories about different subjects, and that their thexaies
related to teachers’ sense of efficacy and even background variables sanbexs g
The current study will test the tenets of the implicit theories frameindhe
teaching context, and it will extend the work by examining how teachers’ itrgolitt
efficacy beliefs relate to their emotional differences. Dweck has foundantotbe
an important indicator in how efficacy functions differently in entity versus
incremental theorists (Dweck & Leggett, 1988), and it might therefore be a \&luabl
aspect of the teaching motivation process.

For the current discussion, these outcomes are especially important because
aspects of implicit theories and the efficacy construct have similar motightind
emotional outcomes for teachers. In particular, individuals who hold entity theories
and those with low efficacy are found to be more susceptible to negative emotions
and experiences of burnout (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007). Because teaching tends to
be profession in which strong emotions are common, there might be important

consequences of teachers’ beliefs for the emotional health of teachergllsioec
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those whose students are not meeting educational standards, lack motivation, or
misbehave in class (Fineburg, 2010).

In a discussion that parallels the implicit theories concept, Woolfolk Hoy et al
(2009) suggested that higher teacher efficacy might effect attributions of
controllability both for teacher and student outcomes. The authors noted that research
has not addressed this connection, but that higher efficacy teachers beliewe in the
own potential and the potential of their students such that they both model and seek
out behaviors in their students that reflect what the authors call an “agentic”@pproa
to learning — one that is active, strategic, and effortful in addressirgraipes (p.

14).

Thus, according to these authors, teachers with higher efficacy mightrhave a
inherent tendency toward incremental beliefs, or at least teaching bahavior
accordance with incremental thought patterns. The current study allows for a
investigation of how high and low efficacy relate with teachers’ implicitriles,
potentially providing a better understanding of how efficacy plays out fonées
according to Dweck’s (1999) framework.

A final question might be asked as to whether there is always a benefit to
holding incremental theories. In the general framework of implicit tagpri
incremental theories always seem to “win out” over entity theories irstefm
cognitive strategies, mastery goals, and adaptive emotions. Why, then, would
individuals hold entity theories at all? Weiner (1985) talked about the benefit of
stability, which is being able to make a prediction about what will happen in the

future because current conditions will remain unchanged, whereas with ingtalslit
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difficult to make a prediction — the future is unknown and uncertain, which is
uncomfortable. Dweck (1999) and colleagues also discuss this same appeal of being
certain about outcomes, even if the certainty is not necessarily that the outiiome w
begood Dweck says that entity theories give us a sense of security in knowing the
future, knowing what to expect, and having a sense of predictability. Also, because a
entity theory is easy to transmit and learn in its simplicity, it is easys®ato
others as truth. In his bodbutliers, Malcolm Gladwell discussed the tendency for
adults to base decisions about how successful children can be on arbitrary
circumstances, both in educational and extracurricular contexts. He citedhesea
demonstrating how creating certain structural contexts for students inertieiet
settings puts some at a disadvantage, and one of his conclusions about why such
disadvantages are allowed to continue relates to why entity theories appeal to us

Do you see the consequences of the way we have chosen to think

about success? Because we so profoundly personalize success, we

miss opportunities to lift others onto the top rung. We make rules that

frustrate achievement. We prematurely write off people as failures. We

are too much in awe of those who succeed and far too dismissive of

those who fail. And, most of all, we become much too passive. We

overlook just how large a role we all play — and by ‘we’ | mean society

— in determining who makes it and who doesn’t (Gladwell, 2008, pp.

32-33).

In other words, entity theories allow individuals to make conclusions about

concrete traits quickly — both in themselves and in others — and this quick cegainty i
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very appealing because it is reassuring and comfortable. Howeveraihteirs

achieved at the expense of opportunities for development, which could happen in
educational contexts, then the teacher’s role could become increasingiylidaiid
student’s likelihood of success compromised, particularly for those students who are
not performing well. This is not to say that teachers with a tendency towasd entit
thinking will be bad teachers. They might, however, show different — perhaps less
adaptive — thought patterns toward their students, which might then have important

impacts on their emotional outcomes.

Measure and Design Considerations

During the previous discussions of the research that supports this study’s
goals, several concerns about the measurement of the constructs arosell heey wi
discussed in the following section. Specifically, the section will addrasssiss the

measurement of implicit theories and efficacy.

Measuring Implicit Theories

Several theorists have noted the difficulty of designing studies of motivation
and emotion that are both theoretically sound and ecologically valid (Lazarus, 1995;
Weiner, 1983). Quantitative survey or vignette approaches to studying attributions
and emotions tend to isolate attributional or emotion “types.” These approaches are
often based on hypothetical vignettes, and tend to lack ecological validity.
Experimental approaches, while using actual problem-solving approaches in
academic or social settings, also tend to be very controlled such that théfreukydi

in extending the conclusions beyond, for instance, solving word or math problems or
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befriending a pen pal. Alternatively, whereas many quantitative studiésoare
narrowly focused on a few constructs, some qualitative studies are too congextuall
immersed to make controlled associations between environmental and personal
variables or establish cause-effect relationships.

An alternative is to utilize measures based on self-reports that provide
information concerning participants’ subjective perceptions of these phenorhena. T
current study was designed to address such concerns, not only by accounting for
teachers’ views of the fixedness or malleability of student attributes,doubl
examining the factor structure of the data with the aim of clariffaiegcognitive
(efficacy) and emotional (burnout) relations to implicit beliefs. In paldic the
current study attempted to improve upon previous work by using analyses of the data
structure to examine whether the data support a clear distinction betweenypesry t
that corresponds to implicit theories regarding student ability and behavior.

The analysis of the implicit theories data structure in the current study
involved factor mixture models as a way of testing for a clear separatioroof the
types versus a continuum from entity to incremental beliefs. The use of mixture
models allowed for an examination of both categories and dimensions in the
constructs of interest. In the current study, the question was asked whether high
school teachers’ implicit theories should be considered as distinct categeries
designated in Dweck’s framework, or whether there is a continuous structiare wi
more overlap between entity and incremental beliefs. Researchers hdvgevsal
different methods for analyzing implicit theories in previous studies, but none have

examined the structure of the data in terms of whether there is a naturalieepara
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among theory types. For example, researchers have, alternativelysedeasd
analyzed implicit theories as continuous despite their conceptualization as
dichotomous variables, they have used cut scores to divide participants despite there
likely being minimal difference between scorers who fall just above and lileéow
cut point, and they have eliminated scores altogether that fell within a macdje r
(see e.g., Chiu et al., 1997; Dweck et al.,1995, Gervey et al., 1999; Hong et al., 1999).
Despite the fact that previous research has consistently imposed aicatego
structure on implicit theory data in order to conform to theory without actualigdes
the nature of the data, Dweck (1999) has discussed the possibility of overlapping
beliefs consistent with aspects of entity and incremental theories. However,
guestion remains to be answered whether entity and incremental theor@segist,
and what that means motivationally. Fives and Buehl (2008) interpreted their
gualitative findings to indicate that — in contrast to Dweck and colleagues’ fgding
implicit theories might fall on a continuum rather than existing as an entity-
incremental dichotomy. Even when their participants talked about teachingits a s
that can be learned, there was also evidence of entity thinking within theisslst.
As described earlier, the researchers noticed many mixed views and itesaiessin
teachers’ descriptions about whether teaching ability was a learned or ikitlorn s
Thus, given that teachers’ implicit theories about teaching ability seeen to b
somewhat complex, it is reasonable to explore the potential complexitieg in the
theories about student ability as well. Therefore, the current study accoontieel f
latent, or unobserved structure of the complete data rather than forcing cuat-offs i

scores or analyzing only extreme values and removing middling ones. In other words,
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the study examined how the expected theoretical structure compared terthe lat
structure of the teacher dataexplored, prior to further analyses, whether a clear
distinction between entity and incremental theories was supported in the teacher
sample versus a continuum from entity to incremental thinkingyduether
meaningful conclusions could be made in the event that a group of unclear scores
emerges, i.e., the “bunch in the middle,” whose scores have been discarded antirely i
some studies.

Finally, the study considered the theoretical expectation that entityebe
are related to lower efficacy and negative emotional experiences @aahipar
incremental theories, which predict positive emotional experiences regaotlles
efficacy levels. Because of the lack of research on implicit theariesching, there
was not enough known about teachers’ implicit theories to assume that previous
findings connecting higher efficacy with incremental theories would playout
teachers. Additionally, Dweck’s work has demonstrated that there can be sabstant
differences in efficacy regardless of theory type. Therefore,uthrerd study
explored the various possibilities without an expectation that incrementaktheori

would necessarily correlate with higher efficacy.

Measuring Efficacy

In the current study, previous research informed the selection of efficacy
measures. The current study explored efficacy’s relation to implicitiésesnd
emotion using two of three subscales of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficaey Scal
(TSES/OSTES; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). These two scales,

efficacy for instructional strategies and classroom managemer civesen as
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conceptual matches for the two implicit theory domains of interest: studel@naica
ability and social behavior, and to predict teachers’ emotional outcomes reléted t
domains. In Fives et al.’s (2006) study, two specific types of efficacycaeyffor
instructional strategies and classroom management — were paryicsieflll for
predicting burnout outcomes. Ransford (2007) also found efficacy to be specific to
the tasks of interest: although efficacy was an important predictor ofudumc
implementation quality, the classroom management subscale was not a significant
predictor. The author suggested that this kind of efficacy might “not quite equate t
being more efficient in delivering lessons” (p. 60). Because of the specdidite
outcomes of interest, in the current study, only two types of efficacy wpeetexi to
relate to the two implicit theory types of interest. Specifically, affycfor

instructional strategies was expected to correspond to teachers’ ini@aiies about
students’ academic ability, and efficacy for classroom managememxpasted to
correspond to teachers’ implicit theories about students’ classroom behaviorsFor thi
reason, these two types of efficacy were measured, whereas the thjreffigaey

for student engagement, was not included.

Based on some definitions in several studies, there also appeared to be
substantial overlap between the conceptualization of efficacy, incremental theor
constructs, and even affect, highlighting the difficulty of separating mativahd
emotion from one another. For example, the affective outcome variable in Dierdorff
et al.’s (2010) study was measured using an efficacy scale. In particukaeffcacy
and implicit theories are connected conceptually to the potential of future

accomplishments. Thus, there might be a true correlation in that people with high
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efficacy also tend to “think incrementally,” so that both constructs are tappanthent
same underlying phenomenon (Looney, 2003). The current study examined the
separate and combined contributions of implicit theories and efficacy to outcomes
like emotions and burnout, as the fourth research question explored, to try to uncover
any distinction. Future work, however, should explore the similarities between the
efficacy construct and teachers’ implicit thoughts about theirability, which was

not part of this study.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The current study investigated teachers’ implicit theories about studetyt abil
and social behavior, their teaching efficacy for instructional strateg@é€lassroom
management, and their emotional experiences in the classroom. Speciheally, t
following research questions were examined:

1. To what extent do high school teachers fall into unique classes that are
consistent with their implicit theory beliefs about student abiity and

social behavior?

This question established the structure of teachers’ beliefs about students’

academic and social ability. Given the dichotomous nature of the implicit

theory concept in distinguishing between entity and incremental theories, this
guestion was designed to test the current data for the presence or absence of
multiple classes, which might correspond to different ways of thinking about
the flexibility of students’ attributes. The outcome of this question determined
which analyses would be used to answer the remaining questions, whether
based on analyses of latent classes or analyses of continuous factors, which
indicated whether responses fell closer to the “entity” or “incremeatal’of

an implicit theories continuum. (see further explanation in the design and

analysis section at the end of this chapter).

2. To what extent does teachers’ efficacy for instruction and management
covary with their implicit beliefs?

Prediction: According to Dweck’s previous findings, no significant relation

was expected between efficacy and implicit theories such that higher and
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lower efficacy were equally likely given tendencies toward increrhenta
entity beliefs.

. To what extent are teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences,
including burnout symptoms, predicted by teachers’ implicit theores?
Prediction: Incremental theories were expected to relate signlfiaand
positively to positive emotions (i.e., enjoyment), and negatively to negative
emotions (i.e., anxiety and anger) and symptoms of burnout (i.e., emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and low sense of personal accomplishment)
such that incremental theories were predictive of adaptive emotional
outcomes. Conversely, entity theories were expected to relate sighyficant
and negatively to positive emotions and positively to negative emotions and
burnout, indicating less adaptive emotional outcomes.

. To what extent do implicit theory beliefs and efficacy explain jointly
teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences, including bunmi®
What does a consideration of both variables’ interaction explain about
teachers’ emotional experiences beyond their individual contributins?
Predictions: Following previous implicit theory findings in other populations,
incremental theories were expected to be related positively to positive
emotions regardless of high or low efficacy. However, entity theories were
expected to be related positively to positive emotions as long as efficacy
scores are also high, but to be related positively to negative emotions with
lower efficacy scores. In this description, “positive emotions” referredgto h

positive emotions (enjoyment), low negative emotions (anxiety and anger),

94



and low burnout symptoms (emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and low
personal accomplishment). “Negative emotions” referred to low positive
emotions (enjoyment), high negative emotions (anxiety and anger), and high

levels of burnout symptoms.

Participants

Sample and Sample Size

Teachers from high school districts in the mid-Atlantic region were sdaght
the current study via proposals presented to each district, although anyice-begh
school teachers were eligible for participation and some teachers respondedtto di
word of mouth requests from associates and colleagues.

One hundred eighty three teachers participated in the study. Over 98% of the
sample was obtained from school districts in the Mid-Atlantic United Stabes
teachers did not supply information about gender, and 15 did not supply their
ethnicity; of the remaining sample, 121 (68%) teachers were female, and 161 (96%)
were European American. Of the remaining sample, three (1.6%) teadters
African American, two (1.2%) were Native American, and one each (.6%) were
Hispanic or listed themselves as Other. Due to low ethnic representatiretiess
sample, ethnicity was not included in the main analyses as a control variable (see
“Additional variables” section at the end of this chapter). The sample was
representative of the gender and ethnic distribution in the counties from which the

majority of the sample was obtained.

95



Procedures

Approval of the research was sought at the district level and subsequently at
the school level via principals. Principals were contacted by email or phdna wit
proposal that explained the general purpose of the study. Principals were given the
opportunity to ask questions and raise concerns about the study; for interested
principals, the researcher arranged a time frame for data collectioreaatinets in
his or her school. Prior to data collection, the principal and the researchednotifie
teachers about the study and encouraged their participation. Teachers araerednf
that participation was voluntary, their responses were not accessibledneacept
the researcher and her advisor, and there was no penalty for not particifating
incentive was provided for participation in the form of a raffle for eight $25 pinizes
the form of school supplies or cash. Informed consent was obtained for all
participants prior to data collection.

Participants completed questionnaires either through pencil and paper forms
or through an online survey. Participants’ responses were kept confidential in a
locked location that was accessible only by the researcher; informatiorttedbm
online was password protected and also accessible only by the researdhner. Eac
participant survey was anonymous so that it did not contain other identifying
information, except where participants could opt in for the raffle, providing their
names and email addresses.

Given that the current study used online surveys, there were a few issues to
consider. Online surveys tend to have significantly lower response rates than paper

and pencil surveys, but online questionnaires also have the stronger likelihood of
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being completed in their entirety without missing data (Kongsved, Basnov, Holm-
Christensen, & Hjollund, 2007; Nulty, 2008). Among populations where internet use
IS more common, response rates tend to be higher. In the current sample o$ teache
which use of online grade reporting, training, and academic interaction was
predominant (for instance, with parents and administrators), there wasera bett
likelihood of obtaining a desirable internet-based response rate (for mstaggonse
rates for internet-based surveys can range between 30% and 60%; Kongsved et al
2007; Nulty, 2008).

Nulty (2008) recommended that the method of survey administration should
be in alignment with respondents’ needs, abilities, and preferences. Tasithers
busy schedules might not have the time to meet in person for a paper-and-pencil
survey, but they might respond to a small number of reminders as has been found in
other studies; too many reminders become annoying and are not shown to be very
effective (Kongsved et al., 2007, Nulty, 2008he available results are inconclusive
about a best method of collection, however, and therefore most studies recommend
that researchers use multiple methods of collection that make both interreeabdse
paper and pencil forms available, make use of reminders (but not many), and provide
sufficient time for participants to complete the surveys. Consequently, teacliee
current study were offered multiple forms of the survey as desired, and, in cases
where the researcher had access to participant emails, they wardaena
participate once by the researcher or the principal.

In the current study, response rates for schools ranged from a few sgaeher

school to between thirty and forty-five for several schools in which principalsed
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teachers to have free time to complete the survey. Ultimately, the onimatfor
helped to access teachers who were unable to be present for data collection days, but

some teachers did prefer the paper and pencil format and these were also provided.

Variables and Measures

This section describes the measures used in the current study. Scale
reliabilities for each measure are listed in Table 1. ltems for eaabureeare

included in the Appendix.

Implicit Theories

Teachers’ implicit theories about students’ ability were measured tnsng
six-item Theories of Intelligence scale (Dweck & Henderson, 1989 adapted i
Looney, 2003). Sample items include, “How much a student learns depends more on
their natural ability than my teaching strategies,” and “If studer@$aving trouble
with a subject, they will probably continue to have trouble with it in the future.”
Teachers’ implicit theories about students’ social behavior were measingcan
adapted version of the three-item Implicit Theories of Others’ MorabtyAtiults)
scale. The adaptation included changing words like “others” to “students” and words
like “morality” to “ability to behave appropriately,” and adding three samilems to
increase reliability. Sample items therefore included, “Students’yatalibehave
appropriately is something basic about them and they can’t change it mudh,” a
“There is not much that can be done to change students’ classroom behavior.” For
both implicit theory subscales, responses ranged from “1 — Strongly agree” to “6 —

Strongly disagree.”
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Table 1

Sample and Original Scale Descriptions and Reliabilities

Scale Teacher Original Scale Number of Likert Teacher Sample Orig Scale
sample ¢) Reliability (o) ltems Range Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Implicit Theories
Theories of Intelligence scale (Scale and
reliability data from Looney, 2003) 81 83 6 1-6 3.62 (.81) 329 (.91)
Implicit Theories of Others’ Morality (Dweck, 3.97-378
1999; Reliability data from Dweck, Chiu, & .88 (6 items) .85-.94 3 1-6 4.74 (.80) ('95 1 '24)
Hong, 1995; cites multiple studies’ reliabilities) ' '
Efficacy
Ohio State Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale —
Instruction & Management Subscales (Short .74 .86 (instruct) 4 1-9 7.28 (.95) 7.3(1.2)
Form; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk, Hoy, .90 .86 (mgt) 4 1-9 7.17 (1.16) 6.7 (1.2)
2001)
Emotion
Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and’9 (enjoy) .92 (enjoy) 4 3.46 (.54) 3.44 (.45)
Anger Related to Teaching (Frenzel, Goetz, .71 (anger) .89 (anger) 4 1-4 1.77 (.61) 2.03 (.56)
Stephens, & Jacob, 2009) .74 (anxiety) .86 (anxiety) 4 1.52 (.53) 1.45 (.44)
.91 (exhaust) .90 (exhaust) 9 30.19 (11.13) 21.25(11.01)
lz/ll\?zig?;?th;nccl)(itolnnvznl_tgirt)tlar_ fgggftors Survey.77 (deperson) .79 (deperson) 5 0-6 10.65 (5.19) 11.00 (6.19)
' ' ' .80 (accomp) .71 (accomp) 8 47.53 (6.11) 33.54 (6.89)
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While Looney (2003) did not address the construct validity of the scale for
implicit theories about student ability, there was some evidence for convengent a
discriminant validity in her correlational comparisons between theseshahdfother
study constructs. There was a moderate relation between the abilgyrsaad
teacher efficacy, school size, and department size, such that teachersowgarst
incremental (versus entity) beliefs tended to also exhibit higher @ffeyad teach in
smaller schools and departments overall. Teachers’ beliefs about studgntvaiod
not correlated significantly with other school contextual conditions, such as sources
of efficacy information or perceptions of departmental organization, nor were they
correlated with student performance or years of teaching experiencelations
between implicit theories and contextual measures might indicate a confourmeéetw
teachers’ fundamental beliefs and other factors that have been shown to impact thei
attitudes toward teaching. Similar “fixed ability” items in Midgley, Faldéer, and
Eccles’ (1988) study of junior high and high school teachers were related
inconsistently across samples to teachers’ efficacy and control biligis. sample
of teachers who taught pre-transitioning students who were preparingddiemi
school, implicit theories about fixed ability were unrelated to efficacy oraont
However, post-transition middle school teachers’ beliefs were relateddacgfand
control such that more entity-focused beliefs were associated with higbacyand
a less-controlling approach to teaching..

The Implicit Theories of Others’ Morality (for Adults) scale, watablished
by Dweck et al. (1995) as a separate subscale from two others, beliefs about the

changeability of intelligence and of the world as a whole, using factor as@gsess
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five separate studies. In each study of students or young adults, theories about
morality loaded consistently on a separate factor from intelligence ardi tveories.
In multiple regression analyses, theories about morality were shown to be
independent from respondents’ sex, age, political affiliation, and religion, and the
subscale was not confounded with self-presentation concerns such as self-ngpnitori
or social desirability.

Dweck and colleagues’ implicit theory scales were chosen for thatydbil
measure teachers’ views about how much students can adapt their learningadnd soc

or interpersonal behavior on a fundamental level.

Teacher Efficacy

Teacher efficacy was measured using two of three subscales of Tschannen-
Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s (2001) Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES}, Shor
Form. The subscales for Instructional Strategies and Classroom Mamageme
included four items each, and sample items included, “To what extent can you
provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused?” and
“How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?” The
response format ranged from “1 — Not much/ Not well” to “9 — A great deal.” To
establish construct validity, Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy (2001) used factor
analysis to find three moderately-correlated factors that distinguishdu ¢lee
efficacy types: student engagement, instructional practices, andolassr
management. The authors noted that the factor structure was less distinct for pre
service teachers, so they recommended using the full 24-item scales for thi

population; the current study used only in-service teachers, however, so the short
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form was justified. The three-factor structure was also replicatad psincipal
components analysis by Looney (2003).

The TSES scale was chosen because of its focus on teachers’ perceityed abili
to influence students’ academic and social functioning, which complemented the
implicit theory measures. Additionally, in accordance with previous theoretical
discussions of teacher efficacy, the TSES assessed teachers’ persemalf se
efficacy, or how much they believe they can help students improve. This was
distinguished from other measures that assessed teachers’ gewnérabteéicacy,
or their beliefs about the extent that teachers in general can help stugenigeim
The latter measures have been debated as to whether they truly meacusest
efficacy or some other construct such as Bandura’s 1986 discussion of outcome
expectancies (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001; Tschannen-Moran et al.,
1998), and therefore were not included. The TSES was developed following
extensive validity testing that stemmed from consideration of several @oiynosed

scales (e.g., Armour et al., 1976; Gibson & Dembo, 1984).

Teacher Emotions and Burnout

Teachers’ emotional experiences were measured using Frenzed €@09)
three trait measure subscales of the Assessment of Teacher Emjokmeety, and
Anger Related to Teaching scale (ATEAA; adapted from the Academic Emotions
Questionnaire; Pekrun, Goetz, Titz, & Perry, 2002) and Maslach et al.’s (1996) three
subscales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory — Educators Survey (MBI-ES).

Each subscale of the Assessment of Teacher Enjoyment, Anxiety, and Anger

(ATEAA) scale consisted of four items; sample items included, “I often have good
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reason to be happy when teaching this class,” and “I am often worried that my
teaching in this class is not really going well.” Responses weretitigge and

ranged from “1 - strongly disagree” to “4 - strongly agree.” Due to the $ubool
context, scales were adapted to fit teachers’ experiences acroggamldisses rather
than specific to single classes (e.g., “I often have good reason to be happy when
teaching.”).

The ATEAA scale was tested by its developers for convergent and
discriminant validity using correlations between the scale items andadtaet,
burnout (i.e., the MBI), and social desirability measures. The ATEAA cordelath
other measures in some expected ways: teacher enjoyment was et mredderately
and positively with positive affectivity; anxiety and anger were coedlatoderately
and positively with negative affectivity, while enjoyment was corrdlatgatively
with negative affectivity (absolute values of correlation coefficientged from .25
to .37). The strongest correlational relationships were found between the ATEAA
scale items and teacher burnout, such that enjoyment was correlated hegétive
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization, and positively with the sense of personal
accomplishment subscale of the MBI. Anxiety and anger correlated negatitiely w
sense of personal accomplishment, and positively with emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization, with the exception that the relationship between anxiety and
depersonalization was not significant (absolute values of significant ¢amela
coefficients ranged from .32 to .56). According to emotion theory, positive and
negative discrete emotions fall under the broader category of affectabaneblides

such constructs as mood and stress (Lazarus, 1999; Russell, 2003); discrete emotions
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like enjoyment and anger, therefore, would be expected to share similatitiessich
constructs under the larger affective umbrella. Finally, the ATEAA was related
with self- or other-directed social desirability measures except thettamas
significantly and negatively correlated with self-directed satgsirability, such that
higher anxiety scores correlated with very low scores on self-deceptiigipos
(Paulus & Reid, 1991).

The ATEAA scale was chosen because the three positive and negative
academic emotions represented major affective aspects of teachemngdepo
experiences (Sutton & Wheatley, 2003); moreover, these emotions would be expected
to occur when teachers are in both the “development” and “judgment” patterns
associated with teachers’ implicit theories and efficacy (Dweck & ¢gg$988).

The Maslach Burnout Inventory — Educators Survey (MBI-ES) also meshsur
teachers’ emotional experiences. The three subscales of the MBI-ES included
Emotional Exhaustion (EE, 9 items), Depersonalization (DP, 5 items), and Personal
Accomplishment (PA, 8 items). Sample items included, “I feel emotionally draine
from my work,” “I feel | treat some students as if they were impersaijacts,” and
“I feel I'm positively influencing other people’s lives through my work.” Seova
each item of the MBI-ES ranged from “0 — Never” to “6 — Every Day.” In other
studies, item scores for each subscale were added such that high, moderate, and low
total scores indicated corresponding levels of burnout for the Emotional Exhaustion
and Depersonalization subscales, and opposite levels of burnout for the Personal
Accomplishment subscale. So for example, scores of 27 or higher for the EE

subscale, 14 or higher for the DP subscale, or 30 or lower for the PA subscale would
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each indicate high amounts of burnout. However, the scale manual also noted that
averages in educational research were common, as with other Likert scadescfiyia
Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). The MBI-ES was chosen for the current study as an
indicator of teachers’ coping reactions to the emotional demands of their work.

To establish initial construct validity for the MBI, Maslach et al. (19964l use
principal axis factoring and retained items with high loadings on only one factor.
They then reevaluated the scale with new samples to find four factors, witlothree
the four fitting the inventory subscales and having acceptable eigenvaluéschvists
al. (1997) also cited other authors who replicated the three-factor structure of the
general MBI (e.g., Enzmann, Schaufeli, & Girault, 1995; Golembiewski, Scherb, &
Boudreau, 1993) and the MBI-ES (e.g, Iwanicki & Schwab, 1981; Gold, 1984).
While the educators survey was mainly validated in U.S. teacher sampldgy vali
was also established in other populations. In a study of Dutch teachers, the three-
factor structure was confirmed, and burnout according to the MBI-ES was
distinguished from symptoms of psychological strain and somatic complaints,
providing evidence of discriminant validity, although the emotional exhaustion
subscale did show similarities to these other symptoms based on its factordaading
both the MBI and, to a lesser extent, the general symptom scales (Schaai@igDa
& van Mierlo, 1994). The MBI-ES was linked to other convergent measures of

depression, job stress, and coping styles by other studies (Konert, 1997; Meier, 1984).

Additional Variables

A demographic questionnaire assessed additional background variables for

teachers (gender, ethnicity, years teaching, grade levels taagbal $rincipals
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were asked to provide information about the school overall (number of teachers,
students; class size; and department size), but only two schools participated and thi
information was not used. Teacher background variables have been related to
teachers’ beliefs and emotional experiences in previous studies, but relationsthave
been consistent across studies (Dweck et al., 1995; Fives & Buehl, 2008). Thus, the
study included several self-reported background control variables in the anAlyses
stated above, self-reported ethnicity was not used in the control analyses due to
homogeneity in the sample. Thus, control variables included gender, years teaching,
and grade levels taught, the last of which was categorized as whetherd¢acbket

early grades (9or 10" grades) or not. Dummy variable codes were created for the
categorical variables such that for gender, a “0” designated males ahd a “1
designated females, and for early grades, a “0” designated that a w@ghaught

11" and/or 1% grades and a “1” designated that a teacher talban/or 18

grades at least (i.e., they might also have taught later grades). Yaehiagevas a

continuous control variable and did not receive a dummy code.

Design and Analysis

The design of the current study is correlational, utilizing self-report,
guantitative Likert-type scale items to measure teachers’ implairy beliefs about
students’ ability and behavior, teaching efficacy, and emotional experiexiats] to
teaching.

The analytic strategy used factor mixture modeling (FMM) to identify
whether the structure of the data suggested the presence of classes lrapdidibn

theories. One historical challenge of implicit theory research has beehabaés
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are defined as categorical conceptually but often measured continuousty. Fact
mixture analyses tested for the “best” measurement model of the data based on the
number of classes and factors. In the current study, the best model was-alasgle
model, indicating that the data were composed of a single continuous factor with
entity beliefs falling on one end and incremental beliefs falling on the other.

Thus, the current study modeled teachers’ thinking about students in a way
that varied from most previous work based on Dweck’s implicit theory model. Once
the first research question was answered regarding the presenceed itcldbs data,
all subsequent comparisons were made between implicit theories and teachers’
efficacy and emotional experiences using structural equation models (SEM).

In this last section, the research questions are accompanied by a brief
description of the analytic strategy that addresses the questions mostelgequat

1. To what extent do high school teachers fall into unique classes that are
consistent with their implicit theory beliefs about student abiity and

social behavior?

A one-factor mixture model with one and two classes was tested for fit with
the data. If the two-class solution had acceptable fit, then the meaning lafsthesc
would be interpreted with the expectation that the differences reflectachtep
between classes based on implicit theory beliefs (i.e., latent factanstiyrand
incremental theorists based on their beliefs about student ability and sbeaidoge
However, the structure of the data suggested a single class, and subsequest analyse

used scores on implicit beliefs about student ability and implicit beliefs afooiens
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social behavior as latent factors, as determined by theory, and compared their
relations to the other variables discussed in research questions two through four.

Structural models were specified for all remaining analyses based on the
domain specificity of the types of implicit theories. Therefore, in eaclstiulCtural
equation model, one factor modeled implicit theory type, either for beliefs about
students’ ability or for beliefs about students’ behavior, and one corresponding factor
modeled efficacy type, either for instructional strategies or forrcass
management. Additionally, in each model, a single outcome emotion factor was
specified. Factors for implicit theories are labeled F1, factordfioaey are labeled
F2, and factors for emotions are labeled F3 in the remaining discussion.

2. To what extent does teachers’ efficacy for instruction and management
covary with their implicit beliefs?

The bidirectional path between the factor for implicit belief (F1) and therfact
for efficacy (F2) was examined for significant correlation in eachsfulictural
equation model. The factor models disattenuated error variance better than
correlational analyses, and thus the joint relations could be compared in their
prediction of the emotion outcomes in research question four.

3. To what extent are teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences,
including burnout symptoms, predicted by teachers’ implicit theores?

For this research question, a reduced series of SEMs was specified to examine
only the path from implicit theory (F1) to emotion (F3), and the results of the well-

fitting models were compared to the results of the full SEMs that includedogffica
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(F2). In each model, the latent unidirectional paths were examined from thatimplic

theory factors to each positive and negative emotion variable, including burnout.

4. To what extent do implicit theory beliefs and efficacy explain jointly

teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences, including bunm®
What does a consideration of both variables’ interaction explain about
teachers’ emotional experiences beyond their individual contributins?
To answer this question, the full SEMs with all three variables tested the

individual paths of implicit theories (F1) and efficacy (F2) in predicting thetiem

outcomes (F3); subsequently, an interaction term of implicit theory bejiefHibacy

was included in a latent variable interaction model to examine any muliysicat

effects on teachers’ emotional experiences.
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Chapter 4: Results

This study investigated teachers’ implicit theories about student ability and
social behavior, their teaching efficacy for instructional strategidsEssroom
management, and their emotional experiences in the classroom. Resultseartegres
for the following research questions:

1. To what extent do high school teachers’s beliefs fall into unique classes that
are consistent with their implicit theory beliefs about student abititlysacial
behavior?

2. To what extent does teachers’ efficacy for instruction and managemeny covar
with their implicit beliefs?

3. To what extent are teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences,
including burnout symptoms, predicted by teachers’ implicit theories?

4. To what extent do implicit theory beliefs and efficacy explain jointly teathe
positive and negative emotional experiences, including burnout? What does a
consideration of both variables’ interaction explain about teachers’ emotional
experiences beyond their individual contributions?

The current chapter is structured as follows: 1) a discussion of preliminary
analyses includes coverage of missing data, tests of assumptions and disgaodti
descriptive statistics; 2) the primary SEM analyses of intereskplaimed according
to the research questions; and 3) supplemental discussion follows, which includes a

consideration of power.
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Preliminary Analyses

Missing Data

Missing data can be systematic, having patterns that are important for
analyzing the data because they can either be systematic, inflatingerestimating
the relations between the variables of interest, or non-systematic, having no
identifiable patterns that do not affect the relations between variablee. aiee
several types of missingness: Missing completely at random (MCARBS3jngiat
random (MAR), missing not at random (MNAR), the last of which is the most
problematic because it means that there is a discernible and unignorable pattern or
reason why participants did not respond to particular measures, and this violates the
assumptions of most data analysis procedures (Brown, 2006; Peugh & Enders, 2004).
Conversely, many techniques are robust to minor violations such that data that is
missing at random is acceptable. Most missing data patterns do not meet the
requirements of missing completely at random (Brown, 2006). However, there is no
statistical test for distinguishing between missing at random and MNA&m&atOne
option is to examine the data visually for consistent patterns of missingness.

Upon examination of the data, two teachers did not complete the survey and
thus had data missing at the end of the survey. Other teachers missed one or two
guestions throughout the survey, with tendencies to miss questions later in the survey.
The skipping of random items might have been due to the presentation of multiple
guestions on a single page, up to 22 questions in the online format which the majority
of teachers completed. Teachers were not required to complete all iterpaga ia

order to advance to the next sections of the survey. Therefore, they were noédhform
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when items were skipped unintentionally. Other teachers appeared to choose not to
include demographic information such as gender, ethnicity, or years th&iaey
taught, all of which were freeform responses. The “ethnicity” variable lvealeast-
responded-to variable, with 15 responses missing, which could suggest thaathe dat
were not missing at random if the missingness was related to the variaigle be
measured (e.qg., if underrepresented groups were more likely than majority ethni
groups to omit this response, then the majority representation could be inflated).
However, had all responses to this variable been provided, the sample would still
have lacked sufficient representativeness of non-majority ethnic groups.orbaeref

this variable was not included in the analyses. Otherwise, there was no discernible
pattern to missing responses and thus missingness was not determined todb®relate
the nature of the variable; variables with any other missing data were assuhave

at least MAR status. In factor analyses, Mplus uses the full informatigimna
likelihood (FIML) estimation method for missing data (Muthén & Muthén, 2010).

Use of the FIML estimator accounts for missing data by determiningéiéood

for each case using only the variables for which that case has data. Atiexoé

this occurs with the observed covariates, which are not allowed to be missing. Of
these, there were 10 teachers who had data missing on the demographic responses
that were used as covariates, and these cases were excluded from the analyse
involving the controls (i.e., n for these analyses was 173 rather than 183). Otherwise

all cases with missing data were included in the analyses.
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Tests of Assumptions and Diagnostics

The presence of non-normality and outliers in data can cause unreliability in
several ways. Non-normally distributed data patterns such as skewnesstasid kur
can cause standard errors (SE) and chi-square values to be unreliable, thog affect
the tests of model and path significance. Based upon visual analysis of histogram
plots, the data in the current sample were normally distributed with some observed
skewness. Implicit theory and efficacy variables were not as skasveariables
reflecting positive and negative emotional experiences. In the emotioblearia
however, there was a tendency toward a positive skew for negative experiences (
teachers reported lower frequencies of experiences of anger, aexietyonal
exhaustion, and depersonalization) and a negative skew for positive experiences (i.e
teachers reported higher frequencies of experiences of enjoyment amthpers
accomplishment).

One variable, Depersonalization, was highly kurtotic, having a narrow, tall
distribution, which indicated that the responses were piling around a single response
with fewer responses spread about the mean.

Muthen (2011) recommended an alternative to the traditional corrections for
skewness and kurtosis common in assessments of normality because more recent data
estimation methods are robust to the effects of non-normality so that suchicosrec
are not necessary. For instance, due to the robustness to non-normality in current
maximum likelihood estimation methods in Mplus, he recommended that models be
specified using both ML (maximum likelihood) and MLR (maximum likelihood —

robust) and comparing the standard errors and chi-square values. Inspection of these
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values in the current data revealed that the standard errors and chi-square dalues di
vary slightly across the two estimation methods, and therefore the results difhe M

estimator, which is robust to non-normality, are described for each model.

Descriptive Analyses

Means and standard deviations are presented in Tables 1 and 2. The means
and standard deviations in the current sample were comparable with findings for
similar variables in previous studies. However, there was a slightly higlzer fore
the current study’s emotional exhaustion and personal accomplishment variables tha
for the previous reported original MBI scale indicators for teachers. Faoton
variables, mean differences were assessed using t-tests for gendergaadde
taught in terms of whether teachers taught early secondary gradesttéhedriable
was assessed in order to account for any difference in thinking regardingeyoung
high school students (if"®r 13" grades) and older students, whose ability and
behavior might be thought of as more stable than younger students.

T-tests were not significant for the majority of mean differences fodeyeor
for any variables for grades taught, with one exception for the implicitidse
variables. In the gender t-test for implicit theories about ability, woiden 8.74,
SD=.777,N = 120) had higher mean scores than did nves 3.39,SD= .823N =
56),1(174)=-2.713p=0.007,d = 0.44. In the gender t-test for implicit theories about
behavior, womenM = 4.85,SD=.769,N = 119) also had higher mean scores than
did men M = 4.57,SD= .819,N = 55),t(172)=-2.203p=0.029,d = 0.35. This
indicated that women had a small to moderate mean tendency toward incremental

thinking versus entity thinking compared to men, using the general rule that Cohen’s
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d values of 0.2 are considered to be small effects, while values of 0.5 are considered
to be medium (Cohen, 1992).

Pearson correlations among variables of interest in the main analysessargqulén
Table 2. The number of years that participants had been teaching correlated
significantly and positively with enjoyment of teaching and negatively wigea

such that teachers who had taught longer reported more frequent enjoymensg and les
frequent experiences of anger than teachers who taught for fewer yearsy Ama

other main variables, almost all correlations were significant with monlesbderate
magnitudes in expected directions (between |0.20| and |0.50]| with a few balves a
and below). For instance, correlations were positive among mutually positive
experiences such as enjoyment and sense of personal accomplishment or mutually
negative experiences such as anger and emotional exhaustion, and correlations were
negative among combined negative and positive experiences — such as efficacy for
instructional strategies and depersonalization. Theories about ability anddoehavi
were measured on a continuum from tendencies toward entity beliefs on the low end
and tendencies toward incremental beliefs on the high end (i.e., strong disagree
with entity-like statements); these were correlated positivdly both types of

efficacy, enjoyment, and personal accomplishment, and negatively correitited w
anger, anxiety, emotional exhaustion, and depersonalization. However, there were
two exceptions: the variable for theories about student ability did not correlate
significantly with anxiety, and efficacy for instructional strategis® did not reach a
significant relation with emotional exhaustion. The strongest correlatiotist, wi

>0.50, occurred between the two types of implicit theories such that, for instance
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Table 2

Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 Years Teaching (ig;gé)

2 I\Eﬁi(t);es About Student .0.147 (ggﬁ)

3 'éf;ﬁgcﬁ)srAbout Student .0.019 5g1** (g;gg)

4 Fnzlt?ﬁgggﬁgl Strategies 0.091 167 325" (gg;g)

5 ,\Eﬂfgﬁggi:ﬁég“mom 0.072  .262% 486%™  .622% (ﬁgg)

6 Enjoyment A50%  .209% 206  .411**  .300%* (g:g%)

7 Anger 152 -226%  -249%  -230%  -288% - 490 ((1):28;)

8  Anxiety 0139  -0.114  -191* -200% -308% -422% 396 (é:gig)

9 Emotional Exhaustion -0.098  -290% -293*  .0.122 -264* -388% 50T 368 (igg‘?‘)

10 Depersonalization 0142 -279%  -342%  _156*  -282% -A71%  504%  304% 545 é:égg)
igg‘:;‘;'ishmem 0.122  .207*  .300*  .430%  4A27*  5QO% - A72%  462%  -336*  -400* (5’_%52)

Note: *p<.05; **p<.01. n ranged from 167 to 181 per correlation. MeGDs) along diagonal.
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responses indicating incremental beliefs about ability were assbardhesimilar
incremental responses about student behavior. Correlations above 0.50 also occurred
between the two types of efficacy, between the two positive emotion outcomes of
enjoyment and sense of personal accomplishment, and among three of the negative

emotion outcomes: anger, emotional exhaustion, and depersonalization.

Main Analyses

This section presents the results of the analyses that addressed the four
research questions of interest. Each question is listed with its rationalepeoteel
variable relations based on theory. All of the main analyses were perforithea w
robust maximum likelihood estimator (an estimator that is robust to non-rikyymal
using Mplus version 6.12 (Muthén & Muthén, 2010).

1. To what extent do high school teachers fall into unique classes that are
consistent with their implicit theory beliefs about student abiity and

social behavior?

This question established the structure of teachers’ beliefs about students’
academic and social ability. Given the dichotomous nature of the implicit theory
concept in distinguishing between entity and incremental theories, this queaton w
designed to test the current data for the presence or absence of multigle eldssh
might correspond to different ways of thinking about the flexibility of students’
attributes. The outcome of this question determined which analyses would be used to
answer the remaining questions, whether based on analyses of latestalasse
analyses of continuous factors, which indicated whether responses fell cldser to t

“entity” or “incremental” end of an implicit theories continuum.

117



To address the first question, a one-factor confirmatory mixture modéjFM
with two classes was specified with the goal of modeling the theoretitiakctmn
between entity and incremental beliefs while allowing for some diféerén
magnitude. This kind of mixture model incorporates aspects of confirmatooy fact
analyses in that the data are modeled at the latent level and allow ftiowaalang a
factor continuum, but the population from which the data were drawn can be thought
to have two or more theoretical (unobserved) groups that therefore have different
factor means. This is called population heterogeneity (Lubke & Muthén, 2005), and
was the interest of the current study. FMM assumes measurement invaoiatiat
parameters other than factor means do not vary across classes. Othetepsutaiate
could potentially vary across subpopulations include factor loadings, intercepts, and
residual variances; however, if these vary, the observed measures risk ngeasuri
different constructs in each different group. In Mplus, all other paranaters
constrained to be equal across groups so that measurement invariance is@aaintai
An additional assumption is that the observed continuous variables are multivariate
normally distributed. In order to account for non-normality in the data, Mplus also
uses a robust maximum likelihood estimator for this analysis.

Essentially, the FMM analyses imposed class distributions on the data and
tested whether two models that differed by one class provided better or weose fi
“badness of fit”) to the data. The Vuong-Lo-Mendel-Rubin likelihood ratio test and
the Lo-Mendel-Rubin adjusted LRT are two methods used by Mplus of comparing
two models, and each produces a fit statistic for a significant improvemdat of t

current model over a model with one fewer class. The current models weszdsses
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for the probability that a two-class representation of the implicit tretactor was a
better representation of the hypothesized true model than a single-class
representation. If so, the classes would be interpreted with the expectationetha
would represent entity theorists and the other would represent incrementatsheori
However, both tests were non-significant for the presence of two classes aers
single class (see Table 3), indicating that high school teachers’ laddmi$ students’
ability and behavior appear to be distributed within a single grouping. Thus, the
categorical distinction between entity theories and incremental thesraiscussed

in the literature was not supported; the two theories would need to

be addressed as a continuous factor with entity theories on one end of the continuum
and incremental theories on the other end.

Table 3

Factor Mixture Model Information for Ability and Behavior Theories

Vuong-Lo- Lo-Mendel-
Theory Loglikelihoo AIC Mendel-Rubin  Rubin Adjusted
Model d LRT LRT
(p-value) (p-value)
AACt";‘iﬂfym'C 1504.091  3048.182 0.5354 (ns) 0.5526 (ns)
Classroom 1559 508 2499.057 0.4815 (ns) 0.5081 (ns)
Behavior

Specification of Structural Equation Models for Remaining Questions

Consequently, to address all research questions, a series of structural equation
models (SEM) was specified. The SEM and previous FMM approaches were chosen
for several reasons. First, they offer more statistical power to détects because

they disattenuate error from the estimates. Second, they provide an esfithate
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relation between variables at the construct (i.e., latent) level rather thaedisered
level; this gives a better sense of the magnitude of the relation in the popuhatien a
the reason why standardized estimates serve as a type of effecesigite the
advantages, though, there are also costs to using latent models versus measured
models in that factor models tend to require larger sample sizes; insuffamaple
sizes risk lacking power to detect smaller effects. Finally, simplasured analyses
might tend to reveal the same conclusions as latent ones, with more parsimony. In the
current study, however, the sample size was deemed moderate enough to justify the
latent approach and considerations of power are discussed following the findings.
Each model consisted of a factor for implicit theory about ability or behavior
(designated as F1), a factor for one type of efficacy (F2), and a factosingle
emotion outcome (F3, see Figure 2 for path models). There were six emotios, fact
which were comprised of three discrete emotions - enjoyment, anger, aaty anxi
and three emotional categories associated with burnout — emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and (lack of) personal accomplishment. Thus for each of the six
emotion factors, two series of models were specified. One model series, thg-“abil
instruction” model, included the combination of implicit theorydoademic ability
and efficacy foinstructional strategiesand the other model series, the “behavior-
management” model, included implicit theory &dassroom behavioand efficacy
for classroom managemerithis combination yielded twelve models — six “ability-
instruction” models and six “behavior-management” models (see Tables 4 and 6).
In order to address research question three, a series of reduced SEMs was also

run that excluded the efficacy (F2) variable in order to establish a caymbetween
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implicit theory (F1) and emotions (F3; see Tables 5 and 7). The outcomes of both the
reduced SEMs and the full model SEMs are discussed in the research question three
section. A final analysis introduced an interaction term in order to addresaittte f

research question.

Design and Preliminary Assessment of the Structural Models

The basic three-factor structural model was saturated, meaning that each
factor was connected to each other factor; as a result, the measurement and the
structural models yielded the same results. Therefore, for simplicityttualy
structural model is presented, which shows the directionality of the effectBespe
without the measurement portion (see Figure 2). The portions not shown in the
figures include the factor indicator paths, in which the first item of each sea
used as the factor marker, and the indicator error paths and variances. Tkddactor
implicit theory type and efficacy were allowed to covary and there wercross-
loadings specified, so all indicators were congeneric, only loading on thiginales!
factor. No error covariances or cross-loadings were allowed becausevidseno
theoretically justifiable explanation for these relations.

Although reliability was assessed initially using Cronbach’s alpha, this
reliability indicator tends to be less preferred in analyses of lateafl@sidue to its
dependence on composites that do not account for error, leading potentially to
overestimated or underestimated scale reliability (Brown, 2006). An dlterest of
reliability that accounts for the likelihood of replicating a factor overatguk
measurements is Coefficient H (Hancock & Mueller, 2001 as cited in Hancock &

Mueller, 2010). This value was calculated for the basic and control full SEM models
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(see Table 8), and the reliability for all factors was acceptable ialtfaftthe values

exceeded a reliability of 0.7 as recommended by Hancock and Mueller (2010).

Coefficient H reliabilities were similar to but slightly higher thea Cronbach’s

alpha values. Compared to previous samples, there was lower consistency in general

for the efficacy and discrete emotion variables, but the current valuestilere s

acceptable.

Table 4

Step 1b) Basic Structural Model Fit Indices- Emotion Variables Prediitom Both

Implicit Theory and Efficacy

Predictors: Ability Theory (F1) + Efficacy for Insictional Strategies (F2)

Emotion Variable (F3)

Chi-square (df)

RMSEA (C.1.) CFl  SRMR

Enjoyment 110.813 (74)
Anger 106.846 (74)
Anxiety 110.583 (74)

Emotional Exhaustion
Depersonalization
Personal Accomplishment

352.263 (149)
195.727 (87)
205.700 (132)

0.052 (0.030 0.071) 0.947 0.052
0.049 (0.026 0.069) 0.947 0.053
0.052 (0.030 0.071) 0.942 0.059

0.086 (0.075 0.098) 0.864 0.065
0.083 (0.067 0.098) 0.863 0.074

0.055 (0.040 0.069) 0.914 0.061

Predictors: Behavior Theory (F1) + Efficacy for &8eoom Management (F2)

Enjoyment 110.477 (74)
Anger 109.670 (74)
Anxiety 104.739 (74)

Emotional Exhaustion
Depersonalization
Personal Accomplishment

315.335 (149)
167.409 (87)
205.734 (132)

0.052 (0.030 0.071) 0.967 0.044
0.051 (0.029 0.071) 0.965 0.052
0.048 (0.024 0.068) 0.970 0.048
0.078 (0.066 0.090) 0.911 0.060
0.071 (0.055 0.087) 0.930 0.061
0.055(0.040 0.069) 0.941 0.051

Note n =183; Grayed values indicate models with poor fit
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Table 5

Step 1a) Basic Structural Model Fit Indices- Emotions Predicted lingplicit Theory

Alone

Predictor: Ability Theory (F1) Alone

Emotion Variable (F3) Chi-square (df) RMSEA (C.1.) CFlI SRMR

Enjoyment 44.726 (34) 0.042 (0.000 0.072) 0.977 0.041
Anger 44.773 (34) 0.042 (0.000 0.072) 0.974 0.042
Anxiety 51.734 (34) 0.053 (0.019 0.081) 0.959 0.057

Emotional Exhaustion
Depersonalization
Personal Accomplishment

253.722 (89)
112.511 (43)
119.198 (76)

0.101 (0.086 0.115) 0.872 0.067
0.094 (0.073 0.115) 0.880 0.067

0.056 (0.035 0.074)

0.931 0.060

Predictor: Behavior Theory (F1) Alone

Enjoyment 62.477 (34)
Anger 57.963 (34)
Anxiety 59.912 (34)

Emotional Exhaustion
Depersonalization
Personal Accomplishment

246.911 (89)
108.897 (43)
139.561 (76)

0.068 (0.040 0.094) 0.953
0.062 (0.033 0.089) 0.956
0.065 (0.036 0.091) 0.954

0.041
0.055
0.047

0.098 (0.084 0.113) 0.883 0.064
0.092 (0.070 0.113) 0.903 0.066

0.068 (0.050 0.085) 0.918

0.054

Note n =183; Grayed values indicate models with poor fit

Table 6

Standardized Parameter Estimates: Emotions Predicted from Implicit Thedry a
Efficacy

Predictors: Ability Theory (F1) + Efficacy for Insictional Strategies (F2)

Emotion Variable (F3) F3 on F1 F3 on F2 F1 with F2 ‘R
Enjoyment -- 0.501 0.227 0.309
Anger -- -0.343 0.225 0.187
Anxiety -- -0.274 0.227 --
Emotional Exhaustion - - - -
Depersonalization -- -- -- --
Personal Accomplishment -- 0.543 0.227 0.319
Predictors: Behavior Theory (F1) + Efficacy for &8eoom Management (F2)

Enjoyment -- 0.271 0.484 0.150
Anger -- -0.319 0.483 0.153
Anxiety -- -0.326 0.484 0.120
Emotional Exhaustion -- -- -- --
Depersonalization -- -- -- --
Personal Accomplishment -- 0.439 0.484 0.239
Note. n =183; -- = model/path not significant; tdaell = value not measured. Grayed values indicaidels

with poor fit.
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Table 7

Standardized Parameter Estimates: Emotions Predicted from Implicit TA&mTg

Predictor: Ability Theory (F1) Alone

Emotion Variable (F3) F3 on F1 F3 on F2 F1 with F2 ‘R
Enjoyment 0.265 --
Anger -0.272 --
Anxiety -- --

Emotional Exhaustion -- -
Depersonalization -- -
Personal Accomplishment 0.197 --

Predictor: Behavior Theory (F1) Alone

Enjoyment 0.304 0.093
Anger -0.274 --
Anxiety -0.196 --

Emotional Exhaustion -- -
Depersonalization -- --
Personal Accomplishment 0.302 --

Note. n =183; -- = model/path not significant; taell = value not measured. Grayed values indicaidels
with poor fit.
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Step 1) Basic Structural Model - No Control Variables/Interaction. Step 2a) Interaction Model —No Control Variables.

T T T

F1
Implicit

F1
Implicit
Theory

Gender T-Years Early Grades

F1
Implicit
Theory

Step 2b) Control Variable Model —
Interaction Term Excluded.

Figure 2.Full analysis structural modelgith no control variables or interactions (Step 1), interaction term only (Steprzh
control variables only (Step 2b).
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Table 8

Coefficient H Factor Reliabilities

Model: Base Model: Control
Emotion (F3) F1 F2 F3 F1 F2 F3
Ability Theory (F1) and Efficacy for Instruction8trategies (F2)

Enjoyment 0.861 0.761 0.817 0.855 0.763 0.811

Anger 0.861 0.786 0.728 0.854 0.796 0.736

Anxiety 0.861 0.771 0.764 0.854 0.779 0.760

Emotional 0.860 0.774 0.926 0.854 0.779 0.927
Exhaustion

Depersonalization 0.861 0.772  0.900 0.855 0.777 0.902

Personal 0.861 0.762 0.846 0.854 0.764 0.842

Accomplishment

Behavior Theory (F1) and Efficacy for Classroom ldgement (F2)

Enjoyment 0.920 0.907 0.817 0.918 0.907 0.808
Anger 0.920 0.908 0.725 0.918 0.907 0.734
Anxiety 0.920 0.907 0.762 0.918 0.906 0.756

Emotional 0.920 0.921 0.926 0.918 0.907 0.927

Exhaustion

Depersonalization 0.920 0.908 0.894 0.918 0.908 0.902

Personal

: 0.920 0.907 0.849 0.918 0.907 0.845
Accomplishment

Note Values> 0.7 are preferable

Factor validity was assessed by examining the output for 1) direction and
magnitude of loadings and 2) recommendations for indicator cross-loadings. All
indicators loaded in expected directions, although for some loadings the variance
extracted was not above the sometimes recommended value of 0.5 (Hancock &
Mueller, 2010). There were also some significant modification index
recommendations for cross-loadings (above 4) in most models, suggesting some
shared variance among the target factor and other factor indicators, suchesnbetw
implicit theories and efficacy. Although the expectation was stated in trentur
study for a non-significant correlation between these two variables, previoskihas
shown correlations between these two types of cognitions (e.g., Looney, 2003).
However, as discussed in the next section, cross-loadings were not allowed among

variables.
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Fit Assessment Strategy

Overall goodness of fit was assessed using a combination of fit indices as
recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999). The current study used a specific
combination of two out of three indices whose thresholds for acceptable data-model
fit have been derived empirically, meaning that their accuracy in dejdittitas
been tested and replicated across studies. The root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) assesses models based on parsimony, penalizing fiaodels
additional parameter estimations whereas some other indices simply impnozeea
parameters are added; thus, parameters should be meaningful in order for the RMSEA
to improve. Perfect fit values would approximate 0.00, but because obtaining this
value is unlikely in studies, the recommended value for acceptable fit is at or below
0.06. Calculation of the RMSEA index also provides a confidence interval that gives
a range of values; in a best-case scenario, the entire interval falisthel
recommended 0.06 value, but in most cases this interval range falls above and below
the cutoff, which means that the value, as with the other indices, should be interpreted
cautiously. The comparative fit index (CFI) is a comparative or increirnadex
that assesses fit compared to a baseline model of no association betweensndhicator
this case, perfect fit is indicated by a value approximating 1.00, so avahget
should be high, at or above 0.96. Finally, the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) assesses the absolute fit based on the closest approximation of thedobserve
variance/ covariance matrix. Given that a perfect, yet unrealistic, value wo

approximate 0.00, target values for SRMR are typically set at or below 0.09.
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Specifically, model fit was considered adequate when the recommended
criteria were met for the combined CF0.96 and SRMR: 0.09 or RMSEA< 0.06
and SRMR< 0.09 indices. When RMSEA values were slightly above 0.06 but the
lower value of the confidence interval value fell below 0.06, the model was treated as
adequate if the SRMR was also acceptable. When comparing models, for instance,
with the factor interaction models improvement over a previous model was dssesse
using Akaike Information Criteria (AIC, a parsimonious index in which smaller
values indicate improved model fit) and loglikelihood values, which approximate a
chi square distribution and whose difference statistic can be tested forcsignifi
improvement between models (Muthén & Muthén, 2010).

Examination of modification indices and standardized residuals was
conducted to identify localized areas of poor fit (i.e., strain) either with gheasn
needed or extraneous parameters that could be eliminated. Although failing tp speci
a needed modification detracts from the interpretability of the parasstterates
(e.g., misspecification can cause the relations among other variablesriodbketo
be inflated or underestimated), all modifications need a theoreticallyviabl
explanation in order for the final model to have a meaningful interpretation (Brown,
2006). In the current study, none of the recommended modifications were made;
specifically, no additional parameters were freed by allowing for cavesi between
the error variances of two indicators or for loadings of indicators on factors. This
decision was made because there was not a theoretically viable reasow theall
suggested connections without also needing to make other connections that would

have been justifiable, either due to conceptual similarity of the overallrgotssbf
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interest or similarity in wording of specific items. For example, in oneeoéHility-
instruction models, a recommendation for significant model improvement was made
to allow the errors to covary for the indicators, “Whether students can behave
appropriately or not is deeply ingrained in their personality. It cannot be changed very
much.” and “Students' classroom behavior is something that teachers can't change
very much.” There was no previous work or theory that suggested that centasn it
should relate beyond the explanation of the included factors, nor was there a unique
pattern of wording that applied only to these two items to indicate method variance,;
other items had similar phrasing and terminology. Therefore, model fitssassed

in the original, unmodified models.

Table 4shows good fit for the basic models for all of the discrete emotions of
enjoyment, anger, and anxiety, but unsatisfactory fit for two of the three burnout
variables; for burnout variable models, personal accomplishment also had good fit,
but not emotional exhaustion or depersonalization. Once adequate model fit was
confirmed, the direction, magnitude, and significance of parameter estivages
assessed in order to interpret proximity to the expected theoretical retationg
variables.

In the interpretation of the implicit theory portion of acceptable models in the
full SEM, with respect to the first research question, all indicators loadeificagtly
and positively on their designated implicit theory (F1) factors. With respéicet
implicit theory for student ability indicators, items two and five had the weakes

loadings, and in the implicit theory for student behavior models, item six had the
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weakest loadings (see AppendiX¥a@k descriptions of these items). Each loading had
a standardized value above 0.4, however, so no changes were made to the scales.

SummaryInitial analyses suggested a single class to be a better fit for the dat
than two classes; the current data did not support the theoretical distinctiorrbetwe
entity theories and incremental theories.

2. To what extent does teachers’ efficacy for instruction and management
covary with their implicit beliefs?

Prediction: According to Dweck’s previous findings, no significant relation
was expected between efficacy and implicit theories such that higher ard low
efficacy were equally likely given tendencies toward incremental dydrgliefs.

In each of the full SEM models for ability-instruction and behavior-
management, contrary to prediction, there was a significant positivenebmsiween
implicit theory (F1) and efficacy (F2; see Table 6). Greater nhiaggmiwas found in
the relations for the behavior-management model versus the ability-instraouddel,
for which the relations were more modest. In particular, there appeared to be
significant overlap for the variables for implicit theories for behauvnak efficacy for
classroom management with a standardized estimate of about 0.48 for each model.
This indicated that for each change in implicit theory, there was close to a half
standard deviation change in the same direction for efficacy. For examihiankaisg
about students became more incremental (versus entity-like), self-gfitccac
management of students’ classroom behavior became higher as well. Tros relati
was weaker for ability-instruction with a standardized estimate of about 0.2Bgbut

same trend was present such that teachers’ incremental thinking about students’
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academic ability was associated positively with their self-affideeliefs for adaptive
and responsive academic instruction.

Summary. Counter to expectation, a tendency toward incremental thinking
was associated with higher efficacy, whereas a tendency towardtbmikiyng was
associated with lower efficacy in both ability-instruction and behavior-mamege
model types for all emotion outcomes. Although the prediction that there would be no
correlation between implicit theory and efficacy was based on previous refgarc
found variability in efficacy given both entity and incremental theories, nmengal
theories and efficacy both assess the possibility for change and thusteorrela
positively.

3. To what extent are teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences,
including burnout symptoms, predicted by teachers’ implicit theores?
Prediction: Implicit theories, represented by a continuum with entity
theories on the lower end and incremental theories on the higher end, were expected
to relate significantly and positively to positive emotions (i.e., enjoymamd),
negatively to negative emotions (i.e., anxiety and anger) and symptoms of burnout
(i.e., emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and low sense of personal
accomplishment). Conversely, entity theories were expected to relaifecaigly
and negatively to positive emotions and positively to negative emotions and burnout.

For this research question, a series of reduced SEMs was run with only
implicit theory (F1) and emotion (F3) variables, excluding the efficacy\&2able.
These models are discussed in addition to the full SEM models (with efficacy

included) in this section (the reduced models are presented in Tables 5 anth 7). Bot
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the reduced and the full SEMs fit the data well for all emotion (F3) outcomeptexc

for emotional exhaustion and depersonalization. Consistent with prediction, the entire
set of reduced, theory-only models resulted in a significant prediction of theoamoti
variables by both the ability and the behavior implicit theories except for thdsmode

for anxiety. Anxiety was not predicted significantly from the variablerfgplicit

theories about ability. Absolute standardized estimates ranged from 0.196 top0.304 (
< 0.05).

In the reduced models, only one model resulted in a signifi¢%aior an
emotion (F3) variable; the theories about behavior model that predicted enjoyment
resulted in ai®? value of 0.093[ < 0.05), a very small effect. With respect to this
model, teachers’ enjoyment was predicted significantly and positively byig¢be
about ability such that tendencies toward incremental thinking were associdited wi
higher ratings of enjoyment and tendencies toward entity thinking weraaegoc
with lower enjoyment ratings.

Although implicit theories (F1) predicted emotions (F3) in all fitting models
in thereducedSEM except for the anxiety model, in thdl SEM, the inclusion of
efficacy (F2) made the implicit theories (F1) effect non-significahgreas efficacy
(F2) now predicted emotions (F3) significantly for all fitting models. Imedbels,
including the anxiety model for ability theory which originally resulted moa-
significant F3 prediction in the theory-only models, the absolute standardized
estimates were now significant and ranged from 0.271 to Ops48.05).

All models except for the ability-instruction model predicting anxiety tedul

in a significant?? for emotion (F3) variables. In these models,Rhealues ranged
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from 0.120 to 0.319p(< 0.05).With respect to these models, the paths that tended to
be the largest and result in the larger total F3 effects were in the moetigipg
positive emotionality. For instance, efficacy for instructional strasegredicted
enjoyment and personal accomplishment significantly and positively with
standardized paths over 0.5@0<0.05), and efficacy for classroom management
predicted personal accomplishment significantly and positively with a sthnek

path over 0.400p(< 0.05). However, the standardized path from efficacy for
classroom management to enjoyment had the smallest value of the positiasemoti

The models for anger and anxiety that also resulted in a signiRéasnded
to have slightly smaller standardized paths that showed a negative relatiooaoyeffi
ranging from -0.274 to -0.34p € 0.05). In these models, both efficacy for
instructional strategies and efficacy for classroom managementiecdegatively
anger and anxiety (except that anxiety did not reach a signifafiiect in the
efficacy for instructional strategies model). This indicated thahtxa who reported
higher efficacy in both categories also tended to report fewer instancesobang
anxiety.

Summary. In a set ofeducedmodels that excluded efficacy, implicit theory
predicted most emotion variables significantly such that tendencies toward
incremental thinking were associated positively with the positive emotional
experiences of enjoyment and personal accomplishment, and associated Igegative
with the negative experiences of anger and, less consistently, anxiety titéme
more incremental responses were on the positive end of the implicit theory

continuum, this indicated that the responses that were more incremental were
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associated with higher reports of enjoyment and personal accomplishment, and lower
reports of anger and anxiety overall in this reduced model.

However, analyses of thiall models revealed that the effect of implicit theory
on the emotion variables was non-significant once efficacy was included. In those
models, efficacy also predicted emotional outcomes significantly and positvel
the positive emotional outcomes of enjoyment and personal accomplishment and
negatively for the negative emotions of anger and anxiety. Thus, although both
implicit theory and efficacy showed similar relations to the outcome vasidbie
role of efficacy appeared to be most salient for predicting emotions, whergasti
theory was not salient when efficacy was considered simultaneously.

4. To what extent do implicit theory beliefs and efficacy explain jointly
teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences, including bunm®

What does a consideration of both variables’ interaction explain about

teachers’ emotional experiences beyond their individual contributins?

Predictions: Following previous implicit theory findings in other populations,
implicit theories that were incremental were expected to be related/plysit
positive emotions regardless of high or low efficacy. However, entity tiseaegee
expected to be related positively to positive emotions as long as efficaeg seere
also high, but to be related positively to negative emotions with lower efficamgssc
In this description, “positive emotions” referred to high positive emotions
(enjoyment), low negative emotions (anxiety and anger), and low burnout symptoms

(emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and low personal accomplishment).
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“Negative emotions” referred to low positive emotions (enjoyment), high wegati
emotions (anxiety and anger), and high levels of burnout symptoms.

A term was added to the full SEM without control variables to model the
interaction between incremental theories (F1) and efficacy (F2) to érbefR (See
Figure 2). This term allowed for assessment of the contribution above and beyond
individual contributions of the factors for implicit theory and efficacy. Thistjoi
contribution would mean that the score of the emotion outcome would vary based on
whetherbothimplicit theory and efficacy scores were high, low, or a combination, as
pictured in Figure 1

To assess the interaction models, the AIC value of the interaction models was
compared with models whose fit had been acceptable before the interaction was
introduced. Using the AIC criterion, only two interaction models showed
improvement (i.e., had a lower AIC score): the ability-instruction model ginegli
anger and the behavior-management model predicting depersonalization (®ee Tabl
9); however, the test of model improvement of multiplying -2*loglikelihood
difference for the first model resulted in a non-significant improvement over the
corresponding non-interaction model. The same lack of significant improvement was
found in most of the other models except that the behavior-management model
predicting depersonalization yielded significant improvement over the noagtita
model, based on the -2*loglikelihood difference test. However, the initial fit for the
non-interaction depersonalization model was poor (See Table 4); moreover, the
interaction term for this model, which was of interest for addressing thentur

research question, was non-significant (See Table 10), meaning thatdisene
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Table 9

Step 2a) Model Comparisons for Interaction Added - Emotion Variables Predimtedbth Implicit Theory and Efficacy

Predictors: Ability Theory (F1) + Efficacy for Insictional Strategies (F2)
No Interaction Term (Nested Model) With Interaction Term (Comparison Model)  Model Improvement
-2 times loglikelihood

Emotion Variable Loglikelihood Free Loglikelihood Free

AIC AIC difference

(F3) (HO) Parameters (HO) Parameters (i1 df
Enjoyment -3251.112 6592.224 45 -3250.185 6592.369 46 18sy
Anger -3437.885 6965.769 45 -3436.727  6965.455 46 2.316 (ns)
Anxiety -3316.431 6722.862 45 -3316.405 6724.809 46 oyesR
Emotional Exhaustion -5214.134 10548.268 60 -5213.329 10548.657 61 b1
Depersonalization -4057.478 8210.957 48 -4057.471 8212.942 49 o(edy
Personal Accomplish -4662.578 9439.156 57 -4662.050 9440.100 58 1086

Predictors: Behavior Theory (F1) + Efficacy for &8eaom Management (F2)
Enjoyment -2850.293 5790.586 45 -2850.144 5792.287 46 o298
Anger -3028.984 6147.968 45 -3028.005 6148.010 46 1888
Anxiety -2903.428 5896.857 45 -2903.355 5898.709 46 oge
Emotional Exhaustion -4801.580 9723.159 60 -4801.005 9724.010 61 hap (
Depersonalization -3642.893 7381.785 48 -3639.937 7377.874 49 5.912*
Personal Accomplish -4255.151 8624.301 57 -4254.631 8625.262 58 hep (

Note n =183

Table 10

Parameter Estimates: Depersonalization Interaction Model - Contrab¥kes Excluded

Behavior Theory (F1) + Efficacy for Classroom Managment (F2)
Emotion Variable F3onFl F3onF2 FlwithF2 F3onF1xF2

Depersonalization (F3) -0.175 -- 0.438 --

Note. n=183; Standardized estimates arfchBt provided with interaction output.
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meaningful additional contribution of the interaction between implicit theory and
efficacy for this or any of the models. Additionally, the outcome variable
depersonalization (F3) loaded significantly on the behavior theories variaplendr1
not on efficacy for classroom management (F2), which had not happened in any of
the previous non-interaction models. It is unlikely that this final unexpected isesul
valid, however, because the model had poor fit in all previous analyses, so despite
there being significant improvement for the depersonalization model, the
improvement might not have resulted in acceptable fit overall.

Summary. Contrary to prediction, no interaction effect was supported in any
of the analyses, indicating that the individual contributions of implicit theorygfd
efficacy (F2) in the prediction of emotion variables (F3) were not improved upon by

the additional consideration of the interaction between implicit theory andosffica

Relations to Control Variables

Once basic models were assessed for fit and it was established that the
interaction term was non-significant, control variables (i.e., whether gradies were
taught, teachers’ gender and their number of years teaching) were iettddube
full SEM without interactions to measure population heterogeneity, or mean fact
differences related to the control variables (Tables 11 through 14). Thaselaar
control variables were chosen for several reasons. Teachers ofl@gHischool
grades might think differently about their students than teachers of latksgr
Students in earlier high school grades are still making important adjustments
academically and socially following their school transition while oltletents might

be seen as more stable, which can affect teachers’ efficacy (Guskeysira8ajly,
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gender differences have emerged in teacher motivation; for instancehéte®degin

to exhibit symptoms of burnout, female teachers might experience mor@eahoti
exhaustion than male teachers, while male teachers might be more cynaral tow
their students and thus report more effects of depersonalization. Finally, the number
of years that teachers have taught is relevant in that more experieadeel sehave
shown different, often more adaptive, motivational and emotional responses to
challenges than less experienced teachers or pre-service te&ores£( al., 2006,
Looney, 2003; Wolters & Daugherty, 2007). Given that the variables of interest in the
current study have shown correlations to these other variables, it is important to
consider the potential impact that grade level, gender, and years of geeahinhave

on the relations between teachers’ beliefs about students, their efficddhiean
emotional outcomes.

Recall that in the preliminary analyses, mean differences for men and women
were found only for the implicit theories variables, and there were significant
correlations between the number of years that participants had been teachingy and onl
two emotion variables — enjoyment and anger. However, it was important tolcontr
for their relations tall variables in the model so that all linear relations could be
accounted for simultaneously, giving a better sense of the relations among the
variables of interest in the population. For the same reason, the teaching of early
grades variable was also included in the full model; although there were no
significant mean differences for this variable in the t-tests, the full nmodgit have
provided a better estimate of the relations among factors and control varmaoles t

the composites on which the original t-tests were based. Within the full model,
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Table 11

Step 2b) Control Variable Model Without Interaction - Emotions Predicted limghicit Theory Alone

Predictor:Ability Theory (F1) Alone

Emotion Variable (F3) Chi-square (df) RMSEA (C.1.) CFI SRMR
Enjoyment 85.396 (58) 0.052 (0.026 0.075) 0.941 0.047
Anger 92.023 (58) 0.058 (0.034 0.080) 0.922 0.051
Anxiety 98.896 (58) 0.064 (0.041 0.085) 0.908 0.060
Emotional Exhaustion 314.442 (128) 0.092 (0.079 0.105) 0.855 0.065
Depersonalization 152.473 (70) 0.083 (0.065 0.100) 0.864 0.065
Personal Accomplishment 170.751 (112) 0.055 (0.038 0.071) 0.904 0.062
Predictor:Behavior Theory (F1) Alone
Enjoyment 91.646 (58) 0.058 (0.034 0.080) 0.947 0.044
Anger 92.126 (58) 0.058 (0.034 0.080) 0.942 0.055
Anxiety 95.279 (58) 0.061 (0.038 0.082) 0.939 0.052
Emotional Exhaustion 297.331 (128) 0.087 (0.074 0.100) 0.879 0.064
Depersonalization 150.180 (70) 0.081 (0.063 0.099) 0.895 0.061
Personal Accomplishment 187.254 (112) 0.062 (0.046 0.078) 0.907 0.054

Note n =173; Controls: Gender, Years Teaching, and T&acly Grades (Band/or 18). Grayed values indicate models with poor fit.
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Table 12

Step 2c) Control Variable Model Without Interaction - Emotions Predicted nplicit Theory and Efficacy

PredictorsAbility Theory (F1) + Efficacy for Instructional &ttegies (F2)

Emotion Variable (F3) Chi-square (df)

RMSEA (C.1.) CFlI SRMR

Enjoyment 160.388 (107)
Anger 162.351 (107)
Anxiety 162.671 (107)

Emotional Exhaustion 417.505 (197)
Depersonalization 233.561 (123)
Personal Accomplishment 261.003 (177)

0.054 (0.035 0.070) 0.920 0.054
0.055 (0.037 0.071) 0.910 0.057
0.055 (0.037 0.071) 0.910 0.061
0.080 (0.070 0.091) 0.851 0.064
0.072 (0.058 0.086) 0.861 0.070
0.052 (0.038 0.065) 0.898 0.062

PredictorsBehavior Theory (F1) + Efficacy for Classroom Maeawgnt (F2)

Enjoyment 163.573 (107)
Anger 163.527 (107)
Anxiety 166.231 (107)

Emotional Exhaustion 381.578 (197)
Depersonalization 233.093 (123)
Personal Accomplishment 271.412 (177)

0.055 (0.037 0.072) 0.949 0.047
0.055 (0.037 0.072) 0.947 0.053
0.057 (0.039 0.073) 0.944 0.053
0.074 (0.062 0.085) 0.902 0.060
0.072 (0.058 0.086) 0.911 0.060
0.056 (0.042 0.068) 0.926  0.053

Note n =173; Controls: Gender, Years Teaching, and T&acly Grades (9 and/or 18). Grayed values indicate models with poor fit.
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Table 13

Standardized Parameter Estimates: Control Variable Model With Emotions R diom Implicit Theory Alone

Predictor:Ability Theory (F1) Alone Gender Years Teach

Emo (F3) F3onF1 F3 on F2 F1 with F2 F1 F2 F3 F1 2F F3 Rea
Enjoy 0.270 0.470 -0.159 0.260 0.116
Anger -0.329 0.468 -0.160 -0.260 0.143
Anxiety -- 0.470 -0.159 -0.216 --
EmoExhaus  -- - - - -
Depers -- -- -- -- --

P Accomp 0.245 0.472 -0.159 0.200 --
Predictor:Behavior Theory (F1) Alone

Enjoy 0.284 -- -- 0.212 0.128
Anger -0.263 -- -- -0.200 --
Anxiety -- -- -- -0.195 --
EmoExhaus  -- -- -- -- --
Depers -- -- -- -- --

P Accomp 0.317 -- -- -- 0.125
Note. n =173; -- = model/path not significant; tdaell = value not measure@rayed values indicate models with poor fit.
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Table 14

Standardized Parameter Estimates: Control Variable Model With Emotions Prefiimte Implicit Theory and Efficacy

PredictorsAbility Theory (F1) + Eff. for Instructional Stragees (F2) Gender Years Teach

Emo (F3) F3 on F1 F3 on F2 F1 with F2 F1 F2 F3 F1 2F F3 R
Enjoy -- 0.464 0.259 0473 - - -- -- 0.200 0.312
Anger - -0.300 0.249 0471 - - -0.159 - -0.226 0.226
Anxiety -- -0.273 0.255 0474 - - -0.158 - -0.182 0.116
EmoExhaus  -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --
Depers -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --

P Accomp -- 0.482 0.259 0474 - - -0.158 - -- 0.294
PredictorsBehavior Theory (F1) + Eff. for Classroom Managet(&i2)

Enjoy -- 0.265 0.503 -- - - -- -- 0.227 0.181
Anger -- -0.326 0.502 -- - - -- -- -0.220 0.190
Anxiety -- -0.350 0.502 -- - - -- -- -0.213 0.157
EmoExhaus  -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- --
Depers = = = = = = = = = =

P Accomp -- 0.408 0.503 -- - - -- -- 0.180 0.248
Note. n =173; -- = model/path not significant; tHarell = value not measure@rayed values indicate models with poor fit.
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however, the early grades variable still did not predict any of the variableg st
significantly, so the results for that control variable have been excluded from the
current discussion.

Compared to the original non-control models, the models that included the
control variables of gender and years teaching showed similar fitrsteéth good
fit for all outcomes except for the two burnout variables of emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization (See Table 12). Additionally, related to research question te/o, onc
the linear relations for control variables were accounted for betweeniintipdiory
and efficacy, the correlation between these variables was slightly hingimethie
original models (Table 14), with a standardized estimate of about 0.25 in the ability-
instruction models and about 0.50 in the behavior-management models. This outcome
supports the expectation that accounting for effects of related varialleseimat of
theoretical interest can allow for a better sense of the relations @snter this case
the relations between efficacy and implicit theory were slightly ggon

Results of the control models were also similar to non-control models in
assessing outcomes for research question three. For example, both control variable
models for ability and behavior resulted in several signifiBAmredictions in the
reducedSEMs that excluded efficacy as a predictor (Table 13). In the prediction of
enjoyment, a® value of 0.116f{ < 0.05) was obtained for the ability theory model
and 0.128§ < 0.05) was obtained for the behavior theory model; these were still
small effects but they improved slightly from the non-control variable modbus,

supporting the initial results, theories about ability and theories about behakgor we
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significant, positive predictors of teachers’ enjoyment of teaching in theed
model; tendencies toward incremental thinking were associated with highgs raf
enjoyment and tendencies toward entity thinking were associated with lowe
enjoyment ratings.

Additionally, in only the control variable models, teachers’ anger was
predicted negatively by implicit theories for ability such that, for the retloomlels,
higher anger ratings were associated with an entity tendency in thifdong student
ability. Finally, teachers’ sense of personal accomplishment was also @dedict
positively by theories about behavior in the reduced model such that higher personal
accomplishment was more associated with beliefs that student behavidesbteal

In the full SEMs with efficacy included, however, efficacy, and not implicit
theory, predicted each emotion outcome, which resulted in a signiRCémt the
emotion (F3) variables (Table 14). Values ranged from 0.116 to (34.2.05).

Here, as in the original full models, some of the larger effects of effwecurred in

the prediction of the positive emotional outcomes, with standardized paths over 0.400
(p < 0.05). In these models, efficacy for instructional strategies predicteltets’

reports of enjoyment positively, while efficacy for instructional straegnd for
classroom management both predicted teachers’ reports of personal accoeglishm
positively. Both model types predicted anger significantly, but unlike the nomtont
variable models, the control models also predicted anxiety significantly. The
standardized path from efficacy for classroom management to enjoyment had the
smallest value of all emotions in the control variable models. Overall, the basic

relations of interest were replicated in the control models, with soméseffec
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becoming significant in the control models that were not before, indicating that
including the control variables added to the explanation of the outcome variables of
interest.

The specific effects of the control variables can be considered furitige |
models that analyzed the linear relations of gender and years teaching tidis fa
the implicit theories variable (F1) was predicted significantly &ydgr and years
teaching in most ability models but not in behavior models (and not in the full-SEM
model that predicted enjoyment; see Table 13). The standardized pathsriiden ge
to ability theory were about 0.470 and the paths from years teaching to abdity the
were about -0.158(< 0.05).Women and, to a lesser extent, teachers with fewer years
of experience, tended toward incremental beliefs about ability, but no sighifica
difference emerged for implicit theories about behavior.

Similar to previous findings in other studies showing more years of teaching
to predict adaptive outcomes, the number of years teaching was also aasignific
predictor of most emotion (F3) variables such that, in the full SEM, more gears
teaching were related significantly to higher reports of enjoyment and teperts
of anger and anxiety within both ability-instruction and behavior-management model

types. The absolute standardized paths ranged from 0.180 to P 22705).

Supplemental Analyses

Power Analyses
The power to detect effects of different sizes depends upon several things,
including sample size and degrees of freedom, or the number of free paranegters us

to estimate effects versus the number of pieces of information in the variance-
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covariance matrix used as parameter inputs. While it can be difficult tcagstim
power for SEM, one alternative that can be used post-hoc involves using information
from the current data to find the minimum sample size that leads to signifitAnt pa
estimates. In the current study, small standardized path estimabesioDa2 or

below indicated that the effect size was small for the prediction of ematitheb
implicit theory variable when accounting simultaneously for efficacythismreason,
a larger sample size was needed to detect these paths. Whereas a filewadaikd
include information about the original sample size, a model covariance marix fil
created from raw data requires the researcher to enter the samplarsusgiynthis
permits the researcher to assign different sample sizes when using the mode
covariance matrix rather than using the actual sample size. Therefoeesérhe
models are re-run and the sample size is increased gradually, the samptendiich
previously nonsignificant effects become significar &t0.05 indicates the
minimum sample size required to detect the smallest effects, holdingeatiaistant
(i.e., not changing the size of the estimates or errors).

All of the models were re-run to predict each emotion outcome from implicit
theory and efficacy, including the control variables. A maximum likelihoothasbr
(ML rather than ML-Robust) was used because the robust estimator requirgataa
and could not be run from a covariance matrix. However, examination of the
estimates for the two sets of models — the new ML models based on covariance
matrices and the original ML-Robust models based on raw data — revealed oy mi

fluctuations such that the standard errors remained the same.
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Across models, there was a broad range of sample sizes required to reach
significance for all paths of interest (see Table 15); the rangererasli73
(standardized path coefficient: -0.25) for predicting anger from abilitryite 750
(standardized path: -0.10) for predicting anger from behavior theory. With the
exception of both personal accomplishment models and one of the anger models, the
other modehs ranged between 173 and 300. In some cases, depending on the
stability of the models, paths did not reach significance with a fafge., 1000).
These included both anxiety models and the ability-instruction model for
depersonalization, however, the latter model had poor initial fit. Generalljisgea
an additional 100 to 150 participants might have provided sufficient increases in
power to detect the paths of interest for well-fitting models in the curnashy,st

assuming all else was held constant.

Table 15

Post-Hoc Sample Size Estimations (minimum n to reach significance of previously non-
significant estimates)

Behavior Theory (F1) &

Ability Theory (F1) & Efficacy for Classroom
Emotion (F3) Efficacy for Instruction (F2) Management (F2)

Enjoyment 285 (0.14) 285 (0.15)

Anger 173 (-0.25) 750 (-0.10)
Anxiety N/A (-0.02) N/A (0.00)

Emotional Exhaust 300 (-0.29) 215 (-0.16)
Depersonalization N/A (-0.22) 250 (-0.21)

Personal Accomp 425 (0.12) 500 (0.11)

Note. N/A = Effects not significant aftarof 1000. Model fit decreases with increase&tandardized
path estimates are in parentheses.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The current study applied Dweck’s (1999) model of implicit theories to the
context of teaching by examining high school teachers’ beliefs about thelitgxibi
students’ ability and behavior, and examining how teachers’ implicit thedroes a
students were associated with teachers’ efficacy and emotions. Pregearchehas
measured implicit theories in students and young adult populations, but the current
study aimed to examine the implicit theory construct in teachers goakgile
relations to teachers’ efficacy and emotional experiences, which are amfport
elements of the implicit theory framework. The study also examined théus&raé
the data for support of previous conceptualizations of implicit theories as
dichotomous, distinguishing between entity-type beliefs and incremental ladlais
attributes like ability.

The major premise tested in the current study is that people who see attributes
as static will have a different motivational approach to especially negatrds than
people who see attributes as changeable. In particular, previous work has found that
people who view attributes like academic ability as being unchangeabiehaite
lower efficacy to overcome challenge that involves those attributes, andithesnd
to have more negative emotional experiences than people who view attributes as
malleable, that is, having the potential to improve (Hong et al., 1999).

Previous work has also focused on participants’ views of others’ attributes. In
studies where participants interpreted the attributes of other people actioies as
static and therefore uncontrollable, the participants saw situations invdioseg t

people or interactions as incapable of improving, and they experienced negatve affe
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related to the relationship as a result (Kammrath & Dweck, 2006; Tamir et al..(2007)
For teachers, this is an important consideration because, if such situations doeur in t
classroom, teachers with static views of their students’ potential giighup too

soon when students can still improve, or they might not notice when improvement has
already taken place (Givvin et al., 2001).

In determining how well Dweck’s framework applied to teachers, a étsifs
analyses examined the categorical distinction between entity and incrementa
theories, testing whether teachers’ beliefs could be separated meayingbuihe
two categories, or classes. Initial mixture analyses of the imfiieitry data failed to
substantiate the existence of multiple classes, indicating that, in thetcaneple,
high school teachers’ beliefs about students’ ability and behavior appeared to be
continuously distributed. Thus, the categorical distinction between entity theadies a
incremental theories as discussed in the literature was not supported. @hengm
analyses treated the implicit theory variable as continuous to examiakaiisn to
efficacy and the emotions of interest. These analyses examined therfitctirsl
equation models of the relations between 1) implicit theories and efficacypgit
theories and emotional experiences, and 3) the combined contribution of implicit
theories and efficacy above and beyond their individual prediction of emotions.

Adequate fit was found for models with and without control variables. In
SEM models predicting emotions from implicit theory only, implicit theory tedi
emotion outcomes well, suggesting that an incremental theory was relatedto mor
adaptive emotional outcomes than an entity theory. Additionally, when efficaxy w

included in the models, efficacy and implicit theory covaried such that incraiment
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theories were associated positively with higher efficacy. However, @&yorm
unexpected findings emerged: when accounting simultaneously for efficacy,

implicit theory variables predicted emotions poorly, and no significant ciiena

effect was found between theory and efficacy in predicting emotion.. localptable
models, efficacy was a superior predictor of emotional outcomes compareditatimpl
theories. In general, higher efficacy was predictive of increagegiraent and

personal accomplishment, and decreased anger and anxiety. Therefore, overall, the
connection between implicit theory and adaptive emotional outcomes was not
supported, while previous findings of the emotional benefits of high efficacy were
supported. The implications of this finding might be important for supporting teacher
education and development, with teachers’ self-beliefs about their abilitiptariee
assist students through academic and social difficulties playing a keg thksr
emotional well-being, particularly in terms of their enjoyment of teacamdytheir

sense of accomplishment in their career.

Despite the overall finding of the study that efficacy was a superior pyedict
of positive emotional outcomes compared to implicit theory, the reduced models
predicting emotions from implicit theory did show a basic connection between the
two variables. In general, incremental thinking appeared to be connected taréhe m
adaptive outcomes (e.g., enjoyment of teaching, a sense of personal accoemplishm
and less anger and anxiety), which supported previous findings and the theoretical
premise that perceived flexibility of basic attributes is benefforamotivational and
emotional well-being. In teachers, beliefs in the malleability of studacésiemic

ability and social behavior could predict improved teaching motivation and practice,
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although this association would need to be demonstrated with further study that also
accounts for teachers’ efficacy. Overall, there is at least mimniial support for

the benefit of beliefs that are more incremental, as promoted by receiaitithgbry
studies in the teaching population (e.g., Fives & Buehl, 2008; Looney, 2003).
However, the combination of efficacy and incremental theories in predicting
emotional outcomes appeared to result in efficacy’s subsuming implicit tHéecise
instead of having a combined meaningful effect. Further study might reeealim

terms of what, if any, independent effects implicit theories have on teachenast

like experiences of emotions when considering efficacy simultaneously.

Additional discussion is presented in the order of the research questions,
followed by a discussion of the study’s limitations.

1. To what extent do high school teachers’ beliefs fall into unique classe

that are consistent with their implicit theory beliefs about studenhability

and social behavior?

When a two-class, single-factor mixture model was specified to allderfac
means to vary across classes and holding the other estimates invariantlassess c
the data did not support a two-class model. Specifically, the expectation was not
supported that teachers’ beliefs about students could be distinguished intoieategor
of entity and incremental beliefs. Instead, implicit beliefs in the curesnpke were
distributed about a single mean and could be modeled by a single latent factor for
beliefs about student ability and a single factor for beliefs about studesroclas

behavior.
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Implications. The purpose of this question was twofold: 1) to support
previous distinctions in implicit theory research that indicated a dichotomous nature
of implicit beliefs, and 2) to study the model of implicit theories in the teaching
population given the potential impact of teachers’ beliefs on student academic and
social outcomes. Overall, in an application of theory, the question was asked whether
it was reasonable to expect that teachers held distinct incremental apthewotiies.
This study attempted to apply a modeling strategy that would parallel tbabret
distinctions where previous studies imposed such distinctions without testingahe dat
directly. Given these two purposes, the previous conceptualization of implanitethe
as categorically distinct was not supported in the current teaching séntipke.
finding is replicated in other studies, it might imply that the conceptuializat
entity and incremental beliefs as distinct theoretically is misleading

In terms of theory, conceptual overlap between entity and incremental theories
might mean that these two categories of beliefs might not exist as tiritieories
at all, or that the strict dichotomy between entity and incremental theoigés be
oversimplified, at least when applied to teaching contexts. The first pogsimiitid
imply that teachers do not hold distinct theories reflecting entity anenmestal
beliefs. Instead, teachers’ interpretations of student performance amibbehight
be based on the most salient information that is available for making decisions about
themselves or others. Some teachers’ beliefs about their students migireba m
less rigid due to their current situational demands, their immediate ingtiqns of
the situation and the people involved, and possibly their level of comfort with the

uncertainty of having many possible interpretations. For instance, Dweck (1999)
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proposed that the benefit of entity thinking is that individuals can impose a sense of
stability or certainty on the qualities and attributes of individuals, why thegvee

the way they do, especially when they do things that are unpleasant. Accordingly,
teachers’ entity-type conclusions about students might be based on superficial
information in situations when teachers are uncomfortable with not knowing why
their students behave inappropriately in class. Teachers in high stress or high stake
teaching environments, for instance, might be more likely to believe that students
who misbehave consistently over a period of time are simply “bad students” who are
uninterested in learning. However, these same teachers’ beliefs imégigtecwhen

they are in a good mood or when allowed more freedom to determine the course of
student learning.

Dweck has also acknowledged recently that some circumstances, such as
being overly-invested in the outcome of a situation (in terms of self-worth, for
instance), can lead to maladaptive behavior like self-handicapping even in those
whose beliefs are categorized as incremental. It is these ciemoastthat have led
recent theorists to consider a reconceptualization of the original incréraeata
entity categories and the usefulness of such categorizations for adapinvegiomal
outcomes. In their longitudinal studies of high school students, for instance, Ziegler
and Stoeger (2010) suggested that a combination of beliefs about one’s weaknesses or
deficiencies as changeable and beliefs about one’s proficiencies assigin be
more adaptive. The authors found that students’ stability beliefs about themtcurre
skills and abilities and their beliefs about adaptability of deficits an#nvesaes were

similarly predictive of adaptive achievement out comes. For example, bothdfype
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beliefs predicted students’ confidence to learn the material of interést study

(i.e., math and physics), students’ mastery beliefs toward the material, and thei
perceived likelihood of choosing to enroll in similar courses in the future, Thus, there
is evidence in recent research that a reconceptualization of the originaitimpli
theories framework that allows for flexibility of beliefs might be mareusate than

the current framework which imposes an incremental and entity dichotomy on
implicit beliefs.

A more lenient conclusion given the empirical overlap between entity and
incremental beliefs would be that a dichotomous conceptualization is somewhat
accurate bubversimplified Instead of two separate categories of beliefs which are
relatively stable in most circumstances, as the framework suggesissther to
whether a teacher interprets student attributes as fixed or mallegibiebaj “It
depends.” Dweck (1999; Levy et al., 2001) has suggested that it can be important to
consider previous experiences and exposures, such as to meaningful events or
specialized training, when determining people’s interpretations of otttéibutes,
such as their social behavior or academic ability. Thus, for teachers, haungg
in intellectual, emotional, or behavioral disorders or disabilities could have a
profound impact on how they view student behavior; trained teachers might have a
more complex view of student behavior for instance, where they see some specific
attributes as unlikely to change and others as more flexible, than teachers without
such training. The implication for theory is that applications of Dweck’s madel i
teaching, especially at the high school level, needs to account for individuabwariat

both in the teachers who are evaluating students, with respect to previousreer
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and training, and in the student populations that are being taught. For example,
teachers in inclusion classrooms where students have intellectual desailight

answer very differently about how much some of their students can change, compared
to teachers of very high achieving students.

From a measurement perspective, therefore, asking teachers whether all
students’ “classroom behavior” in general can be changed or not might be an
insufficient assessment of their implicit theories. The tendency to regptmel
middle of the scale could be teachers’ way of saying, “It depends,” or thatg@uci
either-or response is unrealistic or not useful for teaching contexts.dfet & more
accurate way of measuring these theoretically dichotomous beliefs would berto off
measures with only two choices: “changeable” and “unchangeable.”

Overall, the implicit theory framework that poses incremental and entity
beliefs as opposites is not supported in the current teaching sample. Returning to
Fives and Buehl (2008), the current findings might reflect teachers’ tenséncie
report arange— not a dichotomy - of responses to whether students’ attributes can
change, from beliefs that attributes are completely learned andaoiteefieiible, to
being something that students are born with. As Fives and Buehl noted, teachers
likely see these attributes as being affected by some combination o$factor
changeable and unchangeable, thus allowing for individual differences and context.

2. To what extent does teachers’ efficacy for instruction and management
covary with their implicit beliefs?

Despite the imposed prediction of no correlation between implicit theory

beliefs and efficacy, a tendency toward incremental beliefs was assosigh
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higher positive efficacy beliefs. This association was small but signififor implicit
beliefs about ability and instructional strategies efficacy, but modgtatger and
significant for implicit beliefs about student behavior and efficacy fasctaom
management. The findings imply that within the sample of high school teachers, a
belief in the possibility for student change is positively connected to a thediedne

can have a positive impact on student outcomes in both academic and social arenas,
with a stronger tendency for these to be connected in the social-behavioral domain of
the classroom.

Implications. Previous work has noted the connection between incremental
beliefs and higher efficacy (e.g., Bandura, 1993). In particular, with poor
performance, incremental theorists use negative feedback as information for
improving performance, whereas entity theorists see it as diagnostic ability.

Thus this question was designed to establish whether efficacy played antliftdee

for incremental than entity tendencies later in research question foudiffeéagnce

was not substantiated in the current study, however. The data from the currest sampl
suggested that a very simple connection exists between implicit theory i@adyeff
where responses on the “incremental” end of the implicit theory continuum are
associated with higher efficacy, and responses on the “entity” end areatessoadth

lower efficacy.

Conceptually, both constructs addrpss$ential— potential for change or
potential to achieve a desired outcome. If there is no possibility for improweme
then there is likely less motivation to try to achieve the outcome in terms a¥@osit

affect, effort, or persistence. However, if improvement is possible, via sttiaent
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or teacher capability, then adaptive motivation is more likely to follow. damhters,
then, there might be an associationbetween beliefs about the adaptability of stude
ability and behavior and beliefs that teachers can have a positive impactron thei
students.
3. To what extent are teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences,
including burnout symptoms, predicted by teachers’ implicit theores?

The relations among emotions and implicit beliefs were complex. Two sets of
models predicting emotion from implicit theory were run: one with only these
variables and one that also included efficacy as a predictor. In reduced omdgels
allowing implicit theories to predict emotion outcomes, implicit theories fdityabi
and behavior tended to predict emotional experiences significantly in expected
directions. In general, beliefs about student ability and behavior as flexduleted
positive teaching experiences of enjoyment and a sense of personal aduoemtis
and less anger and anxiety. However, beliefs about student ability as waiblang
predicted less enjoyment and personal accomplishment, and more anger atyd anxi
than the more incremental beliefs.

Once efficacy was introduced in the full models, however, in no model did
implicit theory continue to predict the emotional outcome, contrary to expectations
Most variance in emotion variables was explained instead by efficacy inheoth t
academic ability and the classroom behavior models. This outcome suggested that
the current sample, teachers’ thoughts about the flexibility of students/ibebad
academic ability were less important than their efficacy to support ssudent

achievement and behavior outcome in determining their emotions experienced while
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teaching. In particular, instructional strategies efficacy wasigly positively
predictive of enjoyment of teaching and personal accomplishment; classroom
management efficacy was also very predictive of a sense of persomabéisbment.
Both types of efficacy were moderately negatively predictive of aamgbanxiety,
such that higher efficacy was associated with lower levels of theseoesoti

Implications. Why did implicit theories fail to predict emotional outcomes in
the presence of efficacy? The result of this analysis hints at a mgdéfiect of
efficacy, but a full test of mediation was not the purpose of this study and would need
to be explored specifically. It is possible, however, that implicit belesfd fnto
efficacy beliefs as an information source, either providing a sense of wiiahgka
are to be overcome or what permanent barriers are in place.

In contrast, teachers’ thoughts about their own capability to help students
might simply be more salient than implicit theory for teachers, partiguiegarding
the emotions that were of interest in the current study, given that the positive or
negative assessment of the ability to achieve a desired outcome (helpimgsstude
learn and behave appropriately) will generate feelings like enjoymdregrghusiasm
or frustration and anxiety. General beliefs about students’ capacity fogelaae not
likely to generate these very immediate, contextualized emotions to tbeeséant.
Thus implicit theory might be more removed empirically from the self-gicec
efficacy and emotion variables. Efficacy has been shown in previous studies to
predict emotional experiences (Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk Hoy, & Hoy, 1998), so
the effect of implicit theories toward others might be less predictive s¢ theneral

emotional outcomes.
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To illustrate this possibility, an example can be made of Bandura’s (1989a;
1989b) statement that people’s thoughts about their capabilities determine their
emotional reactions during challenges. In particular, he saw the discyepatween
internal standards and personal attainments as differentially “motiating
discouraging ... partly determined by people’s beliefs that they can attajpdlse
they set for themselves” (Bandura, 1989b, p. 33). In the current study, teachers’
efficacy was demonstrated to be a consistent predictor of emotional outcomes, in
support of the social-cognitive framework. The role of implicit theories might a
support the framework if implicit beliefs about students contribute to teaguals,
in line with their outcome expectancies, which Bandura stated are used asuabntext
information about how attainable a particular goal is likely to be. Thus, implicit
theories might be more predictive of cognitive processing than they aneodions,
explaining their lack of connection to emotions when efficacy was also corsidere
the current study.

4. To what extent do implicit theory beliefs and efficacy explain jointly
teachers’ positive and negative emotional experiences, including bunmi®

What does a consideration of both variables’ interaction explain about

teachers’ emotional experiences beyond their individual contributins?

Contrary to the prediction, the interactive contribution to the emotion
variables was non-significant. Each model that included the interaction ierdhtéa
provide a significant improvement over the model without the interaction, with one
exception for the model for theories about behavior predicting the depersomalizat

emotion outcome. In that model, however, fit was poor before introducing the
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interaction, and the interaction term did not predict the depersonalization variable
significantly. Given findings of no impact of implicit theory when effica@sw
included in the model and the lack of an interaction effect, the efficacy factor
contribution alone was the best predictor of variance explained in the outcome
emotions.

Implications. As indicated in the previous discussion, implicit theories appear
to be weak predictors of emotions given the contribution of efficacy. In order for any
joint effect to be established between the two predictors, any directaffeqtlicit
theories would first need to be established. However, if the effect of impkaties
on emotions was indirect through a self-directed variable such as effic@ayight
also explain the lack of interaction. Further exploration can clarifydhaection

between these variables.

General Implications for Teaching

Given that the framework of implicit theories did not fit teachers’ emotional
experiences as expected, the question might be asked whether it is reletwatyt to s
teachers’ implicit theories. Why might the idea that teachers hold dicbhatom
implicit beliefs about students be valid? Previous work has found that interpersonal
relationships and interactions can be impacted by how people view their own and
others’ abilities, personalities, and related personal attributes — aschiimgeable or
unchangeable (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997; Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995). Studies
have also shown that more intense negative emotions are associated with negative
interactions (e.g., experiencing negative emotions intensely isd-étatejection and

communications that are harmful to the relationship), but not necessarily witlgosit
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interactions (e.g., experiencing negative emotions does not predict voiciag one
experience of the situation proactively or trying to accept one’s diffesanith

others; Kammrath & Dweck, 2006). These findings have not been assessed often in
the teaching population, yet they seem to translate readily into emotionakexpe

that teachers might feel, like frustration and disappointment related to student
behavior and academic performance and, especially, the interpretatistutieatts
cannot change these attributes.

The current study did not support the connection between implicit theory and
emotion in teachers. However, the unique aspects of the study might have limited the
ability to find a consistent relation between teachers’ beliefs and thetranal
outcomes. The Kammrath and Dweck study, for instance, was one of the only studies
examining emotions related to beliefs about others. It did not conclude that implicit
beliefs were related to emotional experiedwectly. It simply found relations
between implicit views and similar views about relationshipdalso found
connections between the emotions that participants experienced and other hgbations
outcomes. For example, incremental theorists believed that relationships could
improve, and the number of negative emotional experiences that they had was
associated with negative communications, lower satisfaction with relajensind
other challenges. Thus, in the current study, the attempt to make the leap from
teachers’ theories about students to teachers’ emotional experiences midghgdrave
limited given that the connection from implicit theory to emotions has typicadliy be
found in studies o$elf-directedmplicit theories about one’s own attributes, but not

about the attributes of others.
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This distinction between findings from previous work on self-directed implicit
beliefs versus implicit beliefs about others might also help explain whiyeesi
efficacy was strongly predictive of emotion. Efficacy has a focus onfgealmut
adaptability similar to implicit theories (e.qg., a teacher who feésaefous might
agree with the statement, “I can adapt my teaching strategies tth@eeteds of my
students”). These kinds of self-assessments, when valuable to the teatier, wil
much more likely to predict her experiences of enjoyment or frustration during
teaching because they are clearly connected to desired outcomes over which the
teacher is assessing her influence. Thus, the connection between effidaryation
in the current study replicates connections from previous research feeg,, F
Hamman, & Olivarez, 2006; Guskey, 1987; Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy,
1998).

Based on current findings, it is difficult to conclude whether or not it is
meaningful to study teachers’ implicit theories because the current stietedlif
from previous studies in important ways. For instance, the current study used a new
way of analyzing the data and did not first replicate previous methods (for @ampl
where middle scores were excluded). A separation into groups did not emerge,
however, so a current conclusion is that the theoretical distinction between
incremental and entity theories is not supported for teachers. The likelihgoods
that a general belief aboall students might not apply well to the majority of
teachers for several reasons. First, their experiences with many stadendaily
basis demand that they approach student learning and behavior on a case-by-case

basis for the most part. They know which students need more help and which do not
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need as much direct guidance for each class they teach, and this might be a much
more important consideration than an overall implicit belief about whether students
can ultimately improve their ability or not. While their beliefs about studeigistm

tend to stabilize (Givvin et al., 2001), teachers also might challenge thentselves
remain unbiased, being aware of changes and improvements in their studengs despit
stable previous behavior (Ford & Smith, 2007; Zembylas, 2005).

Secondly, teacher training provides teachers with specific skills tosaddre
various academic and social needs which students present. Therefore, their
confidence might override any fundamental beliefs about student ability and
behavior. Also, asking experienced teachers to describe ALL students universgally i
different challenge from asking students for their self-reportedrgi¢ions, since
students will be very unlikely to have considered variations in the nature of student
ability to the extent that teachers have. Perhaps a more realisssmgst for
teachers might be a modified question set asking aoonéstudents: “There are
SOME students who will never be able to improve their academic ability normatte
how hard even the most skilled teacher tries.” This adaptation retains thea¢ssent
distinction between entity and incremental beliefs while allowing steméility for
individual differences.

It is also important to consider why the emotions of interest were chosen.
Enjoyment, anger, and anxiety have been shown in teaching research to be melevant i
educational contexts - these are simple emotions that are understoodareadiiys
might be some of the most salient for teachers. In particular, happinessgand a

have been demonstrated to be some of the earliest emotions to emerge in children
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because they are easily understood (Berk, 2008). Enjoyment is associated with
pleasurable experiences in line with one’s desired outcomes. Anger issifsbra a
threat to an individual and/or his belongings or loved ones. In qualitative research on
teaching contexts, teachers have reported feelings of enjoyment irosguahere
their students work hard and enjoy learning, and they have expressed feelings of
anger when their students did not try hard enough or behaved inappropriately
(Hargreaves, 1998; Sutton, 2004). Anxiety can be more complex but is a feeling of
pressure or uncomfortable uncertainty or lack of control over a valued outcome or
goal, often one that the person is responsible for bringing about. For instance,
teachers have described feeling unsure or anxious about managing the various
responsibilities of teaching amidst their other life demands (Winograd, 2003). Thus,
although many other emotions are likely in teaching contexts, the three emotions of
enjoyment, anger, and anxiety were chosen because of their tendency to appea
frequently in teachers’ descriptions of their emotional experiences (Sutton &
Wheatley, 2003).

The relative immediacy of the above emotions might also be relevant in
explaining why efficacy was a better predictor of emotions than irhfiieories.
Implicit theories about various attributes, as they are conceptualizethlaleeacross
contexts (Dweck, 1999). Thus, teachers’ implicit theories about whether students ca
improve academically or behaviorally would not be likely to fluctuate alorty wit
immediate classroom demands and circumstances the way that efficaty mig
Therefore, efficacy, and not implicit theory, might be likely to paraikelational

changes in emotions like enjoyment, anger, and anxiety, which are steoasesd
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with the immediate classroom context. As an extension, interventions targeting
teachers’ sense of efficacy for various classroom challenges can phytenftizence
emotional well-being because of this relation.

Also in terms of the possible masking or mediating effect of efficacy on
implicit theories, it might make sense that implicit perceptions of howlitdde”
students are — whether academically or behaviorally — translatesdoete@to a
general perception of self-efficacy for influencing students posit(eeg., “If my
students can change then | can aid in that change and | can help in spesifikevay
adapting my teaching strategies to bring about that change.”). A simiteemtey to
“personalize” student attributes and behaviors has been discussed as a hedonic bias
as when teachers take responsibility for students’ success and they eeerien
resulting positive emotions like pride when students overcome a problem (Brophy &
Good, 1974; Weiner, 1985). As mentioned earlier, this kind of self-perception might
have a more direct influence on how a teacher feels about teaching than haly gener
implicit view of students, which would be more externally focused.

Thus, while incremental theories have been associated with positive
adjustment, many circumstances will still likely put teachers labfiburnout and
other coping problems. However, if the difference in theory types is predictive of
positive adjustment, taking steps to understand how to support teachers further given
these findings will be integral to creating and maintaining positive teaahithg
learning environments. For an anecdotal example, the superintendent of Prince
George’s County Public Schools, Dr. William Hite, noted in 2010 that “effort creates

ability,” and that it is his belief that all students, given the right effart,achieve at
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very high levels (Presentation at the Oct 13, 2010 colloquium of the Maryland
Institute for Minority Achievement and Urban Education). However, he noted that a
noticeable proportion of teachers do not hold this same belief, and that the
experiences of these teachers and their students could be impoverished asla result
the current and future studies are able to clarify and characterize thamseags
surrounding the benefits of implicit theories for teaching contexts, then this

framework might be very useful for teacher education and interventions.

Implications for Measurement of Implicit Theories, Efficacy, and Emotion Variables

The current study demonstrated that teachers’ beliefs about studemkete |
inconsistently to their own emotional experiences. It attempted to makeeptaaic
leap by linking judgments of students to teachers’ own emotions, without due
consideration of other motivational factors related to emotional outcomes in previous
studies (e.qg., attributions, goals or expectations, social relationships or Sumport
superiors or other teachers, and structural constraints such as school policies, in
addition to the possible mediating role of efficacy; Brophy & Good, 1974; Fives et
al., 2007; Ford, 1992; Frenzel et al., 2009; Reina & Weiner, 2001). A
recommendation for future work, therefore, would be to include teachers’ reports of
their expectations and goals that they form based upon their implicit bahefshen
relating these to teachers’ efficacy to help students achieve thoseTgzalkers’
emotional responses to goal achievement or failure would thus have a clearat, indire
connection to implicit theories. If implicit theories continue to develop throughout
adulthood, it is also possible that teachers’ emotional and motivational expgrience

serve as feedback for their implicit theories. Following especialgnimgful positive
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or negative educational events, teachers’ emotional reactions might cams® th
change their current beliefs about students. A particularly disappointing serie
student academic or behavioral failures, for example, might lead somerseatio
previously held a belief in students’ fundamental ability to improve to question this
belief. The development of implicit theories in terms of how they change or stay
constant throughout adult life experiences is another area that is relatively
unexplored, however.

The current study identified an issue in the link from conceptualization to
measurement of implicit theories that requires further attention. Simplyahéhat
implicit theories have been measured in the past does not match their
conceptualization. Previous researchers measured implicit theories oresssaigl
comprised of one-sided statements designed to indicate both incremental gnd entit
theories, despite the conceptual distinction between incremental and entitgstheor
typically, participants were asked to respond with agreement or disagrédement
entity-oriented belief statements (cf. Chiu, Hong, & Dweck, 1997). This procedure
was justified because participants tended to agree with incremental ctveces
when they had also indicated agreement with entity statements. Accordgg to t
researchers, the incremental choices appeared to attract agreemeshniotitraily
indicate incremental beliefs. However, as Fives and Buehl (2008) and the current
study have found, teachers’ beliefs also lack a strong distinction betweanentaé
and entity beliefs, even with entity-only options provided. This lack of distinction has
presented a challenge for implicit theories research, as noted by effoakdo m

choices corresponding to entity beliefs more salient given the tendenceéovatr
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incremental statements (Dweck et al., 1995). When incremental choices were
included at all, some studies have made them more extreme in order to limit
affirmative responses due to social desirability (e.g., “No matter whase, you can
significantly change your intelligence level,” Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, &n\1999,
p. 591). However, if choices that indicate incremental beliefs are attramtive,
socially desirable, to some participants, then how do researchers distinguish this
attractiveness from a belief in the incremental nature of the attribgtgestion? A
possible answer emerges in the connection between efficacy and increheriakt
found in the current study.

In order to challenge the tenets of the implicit theory framework, it was
predicted in the current study that implicit theory type would be unrelateddacsff
— or that both incremental and entity theorists hold a range of high and low efficacy
levels (see Dweck & Leggett, 1988). However, the sample data did not support
distinct incremental and entity categories, and in the continuous relatiomst hig
efficacy was associated with stronger incremental beliefs. $hacation might be
explained by the two variables’ conceptual similarity. Implicit thecaies efficacy
beliefs are conceptually similar in their assessment of malleadilitye possibility
for future change, so their distinction might be clarified in the teaching papulati
between statements like “I can help students improve” and “students can improve.”
As stated earlier, the latter type of statement might have more impactabgedais
teachers set for helping their students improve, whereas the “I can h&dpiesta

might reflect how a teacher feels more directly given a particul&nedesutcome.
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The current study did not include teachers’ reports of their goals for students,
however.

Rather than assessing goals, the current study examined the effastiwehe
which teachers’ emotions could be predicted directly by their implicit #eeand
efficacy. Although the connection between implicit theories and efficacylsas
examined, the current study did not explore whether changes in efficacy migjlat pre
changes in implicit theories and vice versa over time. The previously diglcuss
difficulty in distinguishing between teachers’ incremental and entiigfisahight be
resolved by studying possible causal connections between implicit theories and
efficacy. During very challenging tasks, for example, people sometiaudate
between affirmative and negative beliefs (“This can be done .... | can do tids,” a
later, “No, this cannot be done. | can’t do this.”). In teaching, then, future research
might examine whether teachers’ entity beliefs are more saliemt thiag are feeling
less efficacious or vice versa, and, similarly, whether their increniegitafs are
more salient when teachers are feeling more confident or vice versavothds
explain why it is difficult to find a predominating entity or incrementaldfeh many
study participants, and maybe particularly in teachers.

While it can be difficult to explain such subtle connections between implicit
theory and efficacy, a possible feedback loop might be derived from Bandura’s
discussion of efficacy (Bandura, 1993). According to Bandura, entity theorghstpre
a lowering of efficacy over time whereas efficacy tends to be mahemnés
students with incremental theories. However, this process might continue to unfold if

efficacy alsanformsimplicit theories, particularly after the positive and negative
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emotional reactions that call attention to changes in efficacy. Forpdeasay that

over a period of time a teacher’s students performed particularly poorly oeseri
standardized tests even after exerting high effort and dedicating kxsisaime to

test preparation. This teacher’s efficacy to help his students might dediich,

would likely cause him to feel distressed personally beyond any general
disappointment that he feels about the students’ outcome. As a result of hisoreflecti
on his personal efficacy and his negative emotional reactions, he also might be more
likely to question whether his students can improve in general. Thus, the personal
change in efficacy might also lead to changes in the teacher’'s generatitibgiefs

about his students.

This possible connection between efficacy and implicit theories might be
applied to the teaching context in general: if self-efficacy predictsiadajagnitive-
motivational strategies and personal goals as well as adaptive emotamiaing the
latter of which is supported in the current study, then teachers’ existptigitm
theories might be influenced over time by high or low efficacy. Teacbleasiged
implicit beliefs could then determine their general goals and expectatiostsifi@nts
via their belief that students either can or cannot improve in specific domains. These
general expectations, which might be similar to outcome expectanciesdui’s
model (Bandura, 1989b), could then feed back into teachers’ specific self-directed
goals for their interactions with students and their efficacy to meet ¢joadg, thus
completing the loop.

The findings of the current study also suggest that certain positive emotions

are not predicted at the same rate as negative emotions; positive emot®ns wer
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predicted by implicit theory and efficacy more consistently and, in sossscaith a
greater magnitude than negative emotional outcomes. It is possible that emotions
might function in a qualitatively different way that does not suggest that theynfal
continuum from negative to positive emotionality. For instance, feeling less of a
emotion, such as happiness, can lead to a neutral feeling, but a continued decrease in
feeling happy does not necessarily bring about feelings of sadness osdistnesis

an important consideration because previous literature has suggestedaihlalt oiec

the perceived absence of positive experiences rather than the presencevd negat
experiences that leads to motivational decreases (Morgan et al., 2010). Tamir and
colleagues (2007) also distinguished between participants’ views of différiliip

of positive versus negative emotions in the likelihood of their experiencing those
emotions, indicating that emotional experiences can be predicted by aspects of
individuals’ belief systems. If positive and negative emotions relate elifieily to
implicit theory or efficacy, then understanding this process can contribute tocadva
in policies for teaching or improved support for teacher development.

Finally, teachers’ implicit beliefs about ability paralleled theirdfslabout
behavior in the current study. This relation supported previous findings that theories
can be relatively stable across contexts (Dweck, 1999) such that, for exampleg holdi
an incremental belief about student ability can predict incrementaldabefit
student behavior. In the current study, beliefs were not specified to assomate ac
domains, but their correlation might justify exploration of cross-domain relations.
Theoretically, there is support for the connection between student achievement and

social behavior, particularly in teaching contexts where students’ acagergress
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is often impacted by students’ social behavior (Wentzel, 1993; 2006). Thus, it might

be expected that teachers’ beliefs about students would reflect a sonitection.

Limitations

Several limitations were present in the current study. This sectiodiggliss
the limitations associated with the lack of domain specificity in the vasgathle
tendency toward positive teacher responses, the lack of representativehess of t
sample, and the failure to model variables shown to be related in preliminary
analyses.

Conceptually, lack of domain specificity was an issue in that the study
examined general beliefs and experiences not specific to any parsichjact,
learning activity, or group of students. Instead, teachers’ generakhebed
assumed to predict their emotions in general for all students at all levelsrassl a
subjects. The problem with such assumptions is that, on a given day, teaclnérs mig
form beliefs about specific students or even specific groups or classrooms ofstude
but it can be much more difficult to put a general labedlbstudents regarding
whether or not they can change their academic ability or social behawghlt be
unlikely that a general implicit view is what impacts teachers’ iggmeport of their
emotional experiences in the classroom. Perhaps a better assessmetimehe
might explore whether certain domain- and group- specific implicit teeampact
more specific teacher-student interactions such as their offeriistpase to
struggling students. These kinds of interactions might then influence particular

emotional outcomes related to teaching.
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An additional limitation occurred in the appearance of a positive bias in
responses; for example, teachers in the current study reported higher tlage aver
personal accomplishment and lower emotional exhaustion than previous studies’
respondents. Positive bias might be due to social desirability, where sonergeach
who think students are unable to improve might report the opposite. However, it is
possible that responses fell on the positive end in the sample because of the tendency
to obtain access to schools that are performing well and whose teachers do have a
generally positive experience of teaching. The sample was alsoIsetiegewithin
schools, so perhaps teachers who had more positive experiences were more likely t
participate compared to non-participants. Finally, it might simply be inahee of
the teaching population to have positive beliefs about students’ potential and positive
experiences of teaching on average. This statement is probably overly o@timist
However, for example, one teacher responded after completing the survey thdt she di
feel exhausted emotionally after teaching, but it was a “good” exhaustiont #ikeos
one feels after a good workout. She felt like answering some of the questions
affirmatively implied a negative experience of her teaching that she did eotlint
This is a fairly common issue in quantitative studies, in which certain stait® can
take on different meanings or make suggestions that participants cannot modify. He
comment also expressed some of the specificity that might need to be induded i
future studies: “after teaching” she felt exhausted, but she was referang t
temporary exhaustion that would subside within hours rather than one indicative of
being worn down by one’s teaching experience in a persistent, detrimewptal wa

Future studies might account for temporary states of teaching such as tayeanf
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year and other contextual aspects or meaningful events in teachers’ lives such a
standardized assessments.

The previous paragraph hints at the need for a more representative sample.
Future research might sample deliberately from various cultural backgrounds or
training experiences. It might also target teachers in specific ¢sritexcomparison,
such as establishing a representation of teachers in disadvantaged school®m addit
to the easier to obtain schools that tend to have more resources and support. A more
representative study might be also be able to assess whether findings eagecepli
under conditions with sufficient power to detect small effects such as might occ
with the implicit theories variables.

Additionally, in terms of design, the empirical connection between the two
implicit theory variables and the two efficacy variables might necéssitaanalysis
of combined models where conceptually similar variables are allowed to covary. Fo
instance, the theory types were strongly correlated with one another, iaadyefor
instructional strategies was also strongly correlated with effifaoglassroom
management; in fact, all of these variables were inter-correlated. Egidétie
importance of considering the connection between these predictors is found in the
correlation between the variable for theories about student ability andfetheh
efficacy variables. The expected correlation to efficacy for instmatistrategies
was actually weaker than the correlation to efficacy for classroomageament. Also,
recall that the two efficacy measures were part of a scaledahtaticed a third
measure for student engagement. In order to maintain conceptual parsimony, the

study did not assess the third efficacy measure, but the engagement etiicalle
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might play an important role in the overall story. Thus, in the future, studies should
attempt to incorporate variables that have a conceptual connection, in addition to
maintaining parsimony of the modeled relations.

Overall, the results of this and future studies could change the way implicit
theories are conceptualized, at least with respect to teachers’ thouglitstabents.
In the current study, the language changed as the study developed, frecnigtide
of “incremental versus entity theories” to one of incremental and eteigéncies”.
This change in language reflected the lack of a clear distinctiorebetincremental
and entity beliefs with respect to measurement. The teachers’ resptises
guestions showed a clear middle majority rather than neat categaheassponses
closer to the extremes of the theory scales. Whether teachers’ betiefstudents
can be categorized into one theory type “or” the other in a distinct way might be
determined by future studies that examine domain-specific relationsehadoser to
the original studies in other populations in their relatively narrow focus on ispecif
tasks (i.e., within academic subject or activity, or specific to a partikudrof
support or social relationship). Other constructs have experienced this kind of
empirical exploration with researchers’ attempts to understand exactlfirrethe
grain should be. Self-efficacy is one such construct (Bandura, 1993; Tschannen-
Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) in which different kinds of efficacy, such as efficacy
for instructional strategies and for classroom management, have predicteeindiff
outcomes such as time spent helping students or tendencies to give up on students.
Despite some agreement about the need for domain specificity in the meaguyém

these kinds of self-perceptions, however, the likelihood that this is the reasorkfor lac
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of support of the implicit theory model in teachers is low. It is more likelystiaie
reconceptualization of the dichotomy between incremental and entity theories i

needed, at least in terms of applications to teacher motivation.
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Appendices

Appendix AMeasures and Items

Variable Measure Author ltems
Teacher Theories of Dweck & All Items - Beliefs About Student Ability (1 =
Implicit Intelligence Scale Henderson, Strongly Disagree to 6 = Strongly Agree)
Theories - 1989 1. How much students learn depends more on their
Student (adapted in natural ability than on my teaching strategies.
Ability Looney, 2. Students have a certain amount of intelligence,
2003) and you really can't do much to change it.
3. If students are having trouble with the subject
they will probably continue to have trouble withrit
the future.
4. Students’ intelligence is something about them
that you can't change very much.
5. Some students are born having more learning
potential than others.
6. Students can learn new things, but you caaltyre
change their basic intelligence.
Teacher Theories of Dweck, All Items (1 = Strongly Disagree to 6 = Strongly
Implicit Student Social 1999 Agree)
Theories - Behavior scale 1. Students' ability to behave appropriately assl
Student Social (adapted from is something very basic about them and it can't be
Behavior Implicit Theories changed much.

Teaching Self-
Efficacy

of Others' Morality
scale; Dweck,
1999)

Teachers’ Sense of Tschannen-
Efficacy (TSES)! Moran &
Ohio State Teacher Woolfolk
Efficacy Scale Hoy (2001)
(OSTES)

2. Whether students can behave appropriatelytor no
is deeply ingrained in their personality. It canhet
changed very much.

3. There is not much that can be done to change
students' classroom behavior.

4. Some students have a tendency to misbehave in
class, and there is little a teacher can do alodit P

5. Students' classroom behavior is something that
teachers can't change very much. JTP

6. Some students are just born to misbehave. AYW
All SubCategories (1 = Not Much/ Not Wellto 9 = A
Great Deal) Note: Short form is first four items in
each subscale.

Efficacy for Instructional Strategies

1. To what extent can you use a variety of
assessment strategies?

2. To what extent can you provide an alternative
explanation or example when students are confused?
3. To what extent can you craft good questions for
your students?

4. How well can you implement alternative
strategies in your classroom?

5. How well can you respond to difficult questions
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Variable

Measure

Author

Items

Teacher
Emotions

Assessment of
Teacher
Enjoyment,
Anxiety, and
Anger Related to
Teaching Scale
(quantitative) -
adapted from the
Academic
Emotions
Questionnaire
(Pekrun)

Frenzel,
Anne C.
Frenzel,
Goetz,
Stephens, &
Jacob
(2009)

from your students?

6. How much can you do to adjust your lessons to
the proper level for individual students?

7. To what extent can you gauge student
comprehension of what you have taught?

8. How well can you provide appropriate challenges
for very capable students?

Efficacy for Classroom Management

1. How much can you do to control disruptive
behavior in the classroom?

2. How much can you do to get children to follow
classroom rules?

3. How much can you do to calm a student who is
disruptive or noisy?

4. How well can you establish a classroom
management system with each group of students?
5. How well can you keep a few problem students
from ruining an entire lesson?

6. How well can you respond to defiant students?
7. To what extent can you make your expectations
clear about student behavior?

8. How well can you establish routines to keep
activities running smoothly?

Trait Measures (1 = strongly disagree to 4 =
strongly agree; adaptation note: “this class” was
removed from all items or other minor adjustments
were made to reflect teaching in general.)
Enjoyment

1. I enjoy teaching.

2. Because | have so much fun teaching, | gladly
prepare for it.

3. I teach with enthusiasm.

4. | often have good reason to be happy when
teaching.

Anxiety

1. I feel tense and nervous when teaching.

2. 1 am often worried that my teaching is notIxeal
going well.

3. | feel distressed when preparing for teaching.
4. | get worried when | think about teaching.
Anger

1. | often have good reason to get angry when |
teach.

2. | feel annoyed when | teach.

3. When | teach, | occasionally get really mad.

4. Teaching is really frustrating.
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Variable Measure Author Iltems

Teacher Maslach Burnout  Maslach, All Subcategories (0 = Never to 6 = Every Day):
Stress, Inventory Jackson, & Emotional Exhaustion (9 items), Depersonalization
Coping, (Educators) - 22 Schwab (5), and Reduced Personal Accomplishment (8)
Burnout items (1986) Sample items:

EE = | feel emotionally drained from my work

DP = | feel | treat some students as if they were
impersonal objects

PA = | have accomplished many worthwhile things
on this job (reversed)

Background - Teacher Looney All items (Fill in the blank)
Teacher Demographic (2003) Tell Us About Yourself
Demographics Questionnaire 1. Sex (Male/Female)

2. Race (Fill in - no options)

3. How long have you been teaching?
(Years/Months)

4. How long have you been teaching high school
(Years/Months)

5. What grade level(s) do you currently teach? (Fil
in - no options)

6. At which school do you teach? (Fill in - no
options)

7. How long have you been a teacher at this school?
(Years/Months)

8. To which department(s) do you belong? (English,
Math, Science, Social Studies, Other Blank)

9. What subject(s) do you teach? (Fill in - no

options)

Background - Principal Looney All items (Fill in the blank)

School Basics Questionnaire (2003) Please provide the following background about your
school

1. Number of students

2. Number of teachers

3. Teachers' average class size

4. Percentage of faculty turnover

5. Approximately what percentage of your teachers
are: Caucasian, African-American, Hispanic, Asian
6. Approximately what percentage of your teachers
are: Male/Female?

7. Approximately how many teachers are within the
following departments: English, Math, Science,
Social Studies, Art, Foreign Language, Physical
Education, Special Education, Business Education,
Other

8. What percentage of your students qualify foe fre
or reduced price lunch?

179



Appendix BPermission Letters

ey COLLEGE OF
SN EDUCATION axp
B HUMAN ECOLOGY

ANITA WooLFoLk Hov, PH.D. PROFESSOR
PSYCHOLOGIOAL ETUDIES 1N EDUCATION

Dear Alexis ¥. Williams

You have my pernussion to use the Teachers ' Sense of Efficacy Scale in your research. A copy of both
the long and short forms of the mstrment as well as scormg mstmctions can be found at:

http:/fwww coe.chio-state edn/ahoviresearchinstruments him

Best wishes in your work,

S ; T
[l (b orthodd HHoe

Anita Woolfolk Hoy, Ph.D.
Professor

CoLLEGE OF EDUCATION PHOME E14-282-3774
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For use by Alexis Williams only. Received from Mind Garden, Inc. on April 4, 2011

&
m%nd garden
www.mindgarden.com

To whom it may concem,

This letter 15 to grant permussion for the above named person to use the following copyright
matenal;

Instroment: Maslach Burnout Inventory, Forms: General Survey, Human Services Survey &
Educators Survey

Authors

MEBI-General Survey: Wilmar B. Schanfeli, Michael P. Leiter, Christina Maslach & Susan E.
Jackson

MBI-Human Services Survey: Christinag Maslach & Susan E. Jackson
MEBI-Educators Survey: Christina Maslach, Susan E. Jackeon & Richard L. Schwab
Copynight: Copynight © 1986 by CPF, Inc. All rights reserved in all medinms.
for hiz'her thesis research.

Three sample items from a single form of this instrument may be reproduced for melusion in a
proposal, thesis, or dissertation.

The entire instrument may not be meluded or reproduced at amy time in any other published
matenal.

Simcerely,

1"3
Fobert Mozt

Mind Garden, Inc.
wwrw mindgarden com

Copyright & 1286 by CPP, Inc. All rights reserved in all mediums.
Published by Mind Garden, Inc., wawew.mindgarden.com
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Appendix CIRB Consent Documents

Ifage | of A

University of Marviand Collepe Pack

il Haw

Teacher Consent Form A; Gieneral Letter

Projact Titla

Purpose of the 'S-I"i.ldy

Applhcitions u_.r'!.lnl-'a:':k. rg).l'jci-‘-rh;.;;?r_v Madel tn Teachers’ .?.??—ﬁ'ﬁimﬁ}
and Emutionm Exporicnces

'I'hjs.:ztudy invites you fo share your experiences as i high school teacher.
The purposs is 1o understand teachers’ beliefs abour their students as
well as their metivational and cmatianal expecicnees in tha classracm.
This esearch is heing conducted by Alexis ¥. Williams, under the
supervizion of Kathryn K. Wenteel, Pho D at the University of Maryland,
College Park.

Procadures

Termission 1o conduct this study hus been grunted by your principul. You
will receive/may print u copy of this consent form lor vour cecords, The
atdent rescarcher will give you the survey o complete in (school lecation}
| Ploase follew the Tk provided o complete thie anline survey]; it is
expetled (o take about 20 minoces, Trems on the survey will ask yon
vehether you agree with statements like, “How much students learm
depends more on their nulural ability than on mey weaching steulegies,” and
“Hecause [ have so much fun teaching this class, 1 zladly prepare for it.”

Fotential Rizsks and
Discomforts

Thera arc nio known risks wssociuted with participating in this research
atudy. Your purlicipation is anonymous - you will not provide any
infurmation that would identity yow as part ot the study. Onee voo have
campleted the study, you may choose 1o provide basie contact informarion
to erder an optional ratfle, but this information will be separated from vour
survey responses. In any event, remember that vou may skip items, stop at
any time, amlior decline to participatc without penalty.

Potential Benafits

Confidentiality

This research iz not designed to help vou personally. However, miven the
relevance of the study to current literatuee on feacher mafivation and
{euher-stdent interactions, participating schonls will be invited for

| feedhack and discussion baged o the lindings of the sudy,

Your survey is anemymous and will not cuntain information that may
personally ientify yow, ATl data callected will he protected by password
for digital information, and by lock and key for written information. Omly
the: Principul Investigator and Student Invesiigator will have acgess fo
wullected dara,

Right to Withdraw
and Questions

Your participation in this ressarch is completely voluntary. IF you decide
to participate in this research, you may stop participating at any tme, IF
you decide not to participate in this study or il you stop participating atany
time, you will nol be penalized or lese any benelirs for which you
olherwise qualify. If you are an employes or student at LMY, your

| emplovment status or academic standing will nat be affected by your

partigipation or non-parlicipulivn in this study,

If you decide ro stop taking part in the study, or if vou have questions,
wuneeros, or conplaints, please contact Alexis ¥, Williams or Kathryn K.
Wenmzel, Ph.D. at-3304 Bermjamin Building, L niversity of Maryland,
College Farle, ME} 20742; 301314 1 283; aywgumd.edu or
wertzeldumd.edu.
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Page 2 of &

! 'Partlcipa nt Right;_

University sf Maryland College Park

desdriile [EF]

report o FegarcR-pelatad injury, plaace contaci:

Uiniversity of Maryland College Fark
[nstfutivoal Review Board Cilice
0101 Lee Building
College Park, Maryland, 20742
E-mail: irbiiomd.cde
Telephooe: M01-405-475

Ty research bay beea reviewed aceording to che Liniversity of Mavplawd, |
College Pork IRB procedures for research invotving human sehiecis.

Statament of Consent

our signature indicates that yau are at least | § vears of age; vou have read
this ennzent Ferm or have had it read to you, vour questinns have heen
answered Lo your satisfaction and wou v luntor by agree to perticipats
this research study, ¥ ou will received|may print] o copy of this signed

cansent fiarm.

[f wou mgree to parlicipate, please sign your rmed| tvperclick I
AgreaiConsent”] belaw. - |

Signatura and Date

NAME OF SURIECT i
|Plcase Frint | o |
SIGNATURF. (1F SLBIECT

DATE

IRB AFPROVED
ERT'IRES {9

JAN 08 2012

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
COLIEGE FARK
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Puge 3 ol &

Vniversity of Maryland College Poark

Aty Late

Teacher Consent Form B: Word of Mouth Letter

Froject Titla

Appticationg af Dwved's fnplic it Theory Mocdel i Teachers Seif- Ffie acy |
catied Emonienal Experieincas

Purpose of the Stﬁdjl'

I his stody invites you b share your experiences as a high schanl teacher.
‘I'he purpuse is 10 undersiand teachers” belisls abeur shadents as well 2k
their motivational and emotionul experiences in the classrnom. This
research is heing conducted by Alezis ¥, Willlams, under the
supervision af Kathryn I, Weatzel, Ph. 12 at the Loniversity of Maryland,
Collcge Park.

Procedures

Permission to conduct this study has been granted by the [nstitutional
Review Boanl at Lhe University of Margland. You will receive’'may print a

| Enpy of this consent form for vour records. The stedent rescarcher will give

you the survey to eomplele in (school location) |Pleaze follow the link
provided o eampleke the ooling survey]; it is expocted o take abeot 20 |
minutes. lems on the survey will ask vou whether you agree with
slatements Like, “Tlow much students leam depends more on their nameral
ability thun on my teaching sirategies ™ und “Becauze | have 2o muoch fun

| eeaching Lhis clags, 1 g_!a;d]}.r prepare for it

“Potentlal Rlsks and
Discomforts

There are no kawoewn risks associated with participating in this rescarch !
study. Your participation is anonymeous - you will ot provide any
information thut would identity ynu as part of the study. Once yuu have
completed the shidy, you may chuose lo provide basie coneace informuticn
ta enter an cptionol raffle, but this information will be sepuraled Fum your |
survey responses, In any event, remember that you may skip itcms, stop at
any Line, and’or decline 1o participare without penalty.

Faotential Berafits

This pezcarch is not Uesigned to help vou personally. Flowever, given the
relevance of e study to current literature on leachet motivation and
eaclier-student interactions, parricipating schools will be tnvited for
teedback und discussion based on the [indings of the study.

“Confidentiality

¥our survey s anenymous and will not contain informatinn that may
personally identify you. All data collested will be protecled by passwornd
frr digieal infornation, and by lock and key fur written infarmarcion. Only
the Principal Investigater and Student Investigator will huve wocess o
coltccted dats

"Right ta Withdraw
and Questlons

 our participaticn in this research is completely voluncary. If you decide

to participate in this rescarch, you may slop participating at any time. [T
you decide nor to participaie in tis study or it you stop participating st any
time. you will not be pemalized or lose any benetits far which you
olherwise qualify. IF you are an emplayee or student ut UMD, your

I employment status or academic standing will not be wilecled by vour

i participation or num-piiticipaticn in this study.

| If yuw decide e stop taking part in the study, or if you have questions, i
concerns, or compluints, plesse conact Alexds Y. Williams or Kathrm R. |
Wentwel, Ph.D. ar:3304 Benjamin Huilding, University of Maryland, |
Caollege Park, B 20742, 301 2141283 aywiZumd.edu or !
wentzelmumd edi.
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age 4 of G

T Laie

Farficipant Rights

Statement of Consent

I e foret cpeie SRR bt your ripkls o8 a reveare parifcipant o sl fo
report o resvarchierelted bijeen, please comlol:

Univeraity of Maryland Collepe Fark
Institutinnal Review Buand Office
3101 Lew: Building
Collepe Park, Maryland, 20742 |

F-mail: irhiglumd. edu [
Telephone: 301-405-0674 |

This resvarch has beem veviewed uccording s the University of Miryioed,
Culluge Park (R procedures for research imvolving humar subiects,

Your signature indicates that you are al lemst LB years of age; you have read
this cengent form or buve hud i read 1o vouy your questions have besn
answered o your salisfaction and yon valuntarily sgree L parlicipule in

| this pesearch study, You will received|may print] o copy of this signed |
| enmsent form,

1
1T you agree to participate, please sign your name/Tvpefelick 1
Apreedonzent ] below,

Signature and Date

NAME OF SUBJECT -
[Please Print] - |
SM:NATURE OF SUBJECT

DATE

IRB AFFROVED
BEXPIRES ON

JAN 06 2017

UHIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
OOLLEGE FARK
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Page 5 of b

Project Title

University of Maryland College Park

SitalE e

Principal Consent Form

T'.'dﬂl.iisa.rr'umt of Pheeck s Dnplicit Theory Maode! to Teachers” SelfLfficacy
rnd Fmational Experivnces

Purpose of tha Study

Procedures

This study innvites teachers to share their eﬁip-ej_-ie:ic-ek'ﬁs a hi}gh school
tescher. The purpase 15 (0 uislerstamd teachers’ beliels aboul students as
well as their metivational and emational experiences in the classioom, |
This research is heing conducted hy Alexis Y. Williams, under the
supcrvision of Kathryn K. Wentzel, Ph. 12 at the University of Maryland,
_E.‘nllcg_c_!-_‘alk.

Permizeion to conduct this stedy has been graneed by the Institutional
Review Hnard at the University of Maryland. Yoo will receive/may print a
eapy of this consent form for your records. The student resesrcher will give
wou the survey o complele o1 (schoul location) [Plesse follow Lthe link
provided Le complete the chline survey]; it is expected to take about 20
minutes. [tems on the survey will ask wou tor information relevant to
teachers’ backgrounds and expeniences at vour school, such as the number
of students und teuchers. subjects laupht, amd lurmover rate.

Potential Risks and
Diapomforts

Potential Benefitz

Confidentiality

There arc no known risks ossocited with participating in this research
study. Your paricipation is ananymous — you will net provide vour name
ar identifying information. In any cvent, remember chat you may skip
itomns, stop at any lime, and'or declhine to porticipate withoul penalty.

This reacarch is not desipned to help you personally. However. piven the
relevance ol the study 1o current [itecature on teacher motivation and
teachar-shident intoractions, participating schnols will be invited for
feedbock nnd discuwssion based oo the Dindinges of the study.

Y our swevey 15 eoon ¥ and will sol contein mlonoation sl may
personally identify you. All data collected will be protected by password
for digieal information, and by lock and key for writlen information. Onky
the Principal Investigator and Student [nvestigator will have access to

| collected data. |

Right to Withdraw

- and Queastions

Yuur parlicipation in this research is completely valuntary, 1T vou deside
L parlicipare in this resparch, vou may stop participating at any time. if
wou decide not o pudicipule in this study or if you step perticipating ol any
time, vou will not be pernalized or lose any benefits For which von
atherwize gqualify. If you are an emplayee or student at LIMID, vour
emplayment status or academic standing will not e effscted by vour
partieipation or non-parlicipation in this study.

I you decide Lo slop taking part i the study, or U vou have questions,
concems, or cutnplaints, please contact Alexis Y. Williams or Kathrvn B,
Wenteel, Ph.Db, ar23304 Renjamin Ruilding, University of Maryland,

| College Tark, M 20742; 301 314 .1283; evwigumd_cdu ar
wentmzlfEumd.edo. G tals

Participant Rights

I vow hove g-u.:-srm.-us ot your FIgRER 28 i PATEIRCH Darcinamt oF wind to
report o resecrch-relmted fmfwre. please condace:

Luniversity of Marvland College Park
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Page 6 of &

University of Marvland College Fark

Dniisair [

Institutional Review Board Office
Uil Lee Building
Callege Park, Maryland, 20742

E-mail: jrbEumd.edu
Telephone: 301-305-0TE

| Fhis reseorch fuis been reviewed accerding fo che Dniversity of Mervland,
Clollege Purk IRE procedures for resgareh invedving fnman subjects.

Statement of Consent

Slgnature and Date

Your sipnuture indicates that you are al Lleast 18 years of age; you have read :
this consent fom ar have had it read to o, vour questions have been
answered 1o your satisfaction and you voluntarily agree W parlicipate in

lhis research study. You will receives] may print] a vupy of this signed
cansent farm.

Il wour agree to participate, please sipgn your nameTiypeiclick
ApreadConsent”] below.

MAME 0F SUBJECT
_|P]em Print|
SHENATURE OF SURIECT

' DATE

HB AFFROVED
EXFIRES ON

JAN 08 201

TMEVERSITY OF MARTLAND
(OLLECEFARE
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Appendix D Report of Examining Committee

mniversikby of HMarvland, Collage Park
Rezeatrch and Graduats sStudies

EZPCET OF BXAMINING COMMLUTLLE

Eeport Dete: April 04, Z0LZ

Hame : Williams, AZlexis Ymon Iniversity TD: 10Z-12-32032
Program - Buman Dewclopnentc Legres fought: Lh.D.

Nate ~of the Oral BExam: 04,/11/732 Committes Approved: 0£702712

The above student’s disgertation has been succeszfiully defended and iz approvad
kv the “ollowing commikbes. 3y signing and cubwitting this forw, ths commitbtes
certifies thzt all disserbabion corrections =ecquired by the committes have besn
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T urdaratand that grades of 'incomplete’ (I} and ‘na grade' (N3] oust De
chanced prior to a sludent belns ol sared Zor graduztion, I raguest that
the Graduate School charge all ipcompleics and no grades Tor dissertation
oredizag [A%%R) to The grade of ., Thiz szame grade may alec be aswsigned
for dissertacion credics Lor the currens zemsster., [If this iz not elgned,
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Glossary

Implicit Theories — Beliefs about the malleability or stability of personal attributes;
these include incremental theories, which are centered around beliefs ihatesttr
are flexible and malleable, and entity theories, which are centered arowefd thelt
attributes are inflexible and unchangeable.

Teaching Efficacy— The belief that one can impact positively his or her students’
academic and/or social outcomes despite barriers.

Emotions — Subjective experiences of discrete positive or negative affect (e.g.,
enjoyment, anxiety, anger) directed at a specific object (event, persasilying
cognitive appraisals of cause related to one’s goals or desires, and including
physiological changes and expression as well as other tendencies to act.
Burnout — emotional and physical depletion associated with work; symptoms include
emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and decreased sense of personal

accomplishment.
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