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the difficulty of the teaching assignment, a judgment which this
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It is generally recognized that no person is more
important in the education of a future teacher than the super-
vising teacher, also called the "cooperating teacher," with
whom the novice undertakes student teaching. The supervising
teacher has tremendou; influence in many ways. For example,

Seperson and Joyce (1981) found that cooperating teachers had
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a highly significant impact upon the teaching styles of their
student teachers. The relationship therefore, between teacher
and supervising teacher, is important. Such a concern is
unéerlined by the results of a study of Southall and King (1979)
who asked supervising teachers to identify the critical
incidents faced by student teachers--a critical incident being
defined as a situation which might "jeopardize the completion
or success of the student teaching experiéhce“ (p. 34). The
most comhon critical incident identified by these super?ising
teachers was, by far, the "lack of communication between
cooperating teacher and the student teacher" (p. 35).

The present study was directed toward understanding one
plausible basis of such poor communication: A conflict in.
basic beliefs about the cause of pupil success and failure.

For example, as Weiner (1972) has suggested, parent-teacher
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conferences are likely to deteriorate rapidly if the parent
.and the teacher hold conflicting views about whether the
cause of a pupil's failure in schools lies with the teacher or
with the pupil. Similarly, a breakdown in communication is
likely to be found if student teachers believe that the
pupil's successes are to be attributed to the teacher and
pupil's failures to the pupil when their-supervising teachers
believe the opposite. B

There is empirical evidence to suygest that such»;
conflict in causal beliefs midhi frequently occur. The
literature shows that actors and observers usually make
-different attributions of the consequences of the actor's
behavior. Under a variety of conditions, individuals acting
in achievement settings, unlike observers, usually attribute
success internally to themselves. while failure is attributed
to external factors (Arkin, Gleason and Johnston; 1976;
Nisbett, et 2l., 1973; Larson, 1977; Miller, 1976). While -
some writers explain this "self-serving bias" in motivational
terms (e.g., Larson, 1977; Miller, 1976), others have adopted
an information processing framework (Jones and Nisbett, 1971}
Monson and Snyder, 1977). They point out that since actors
and observers have different infcrmation available, the
observed differences in attriﬁhtion patterns may not be a
matter of "bias."” It seems clear, however, that in inter-

preting such findings, it is important to note the conditions

of the study (Miller and Ross, 1975).
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In the field of education, Beckman (1973), using a "bogus
student,” found that teachers téok relatively greater credit
for their students' success and less blame for failure than
did neutral observers of the teaching session. However, in a
different but also contrived setting, Ames (1979) found
teachers readily accepted responsibility for student failures.
With instructions to rate the importance of different causes
of their pupils' successes and failures in class, Keislar
(1979) found that the extent of such a "bias" among student
teachers depended on the success orientation of the individual.

Attributions for teaching success and failure reflect
causal beliefs, beliefs as to who or  what deserves credit or
blame, in other words responsibility. As such, attributions
are fundamental psychological factors to be understood in any
discussion of teacher accountability. The causal beliefs of
supervising teachers are basic to the way they evaluate the
performance of student teachers and the way they interact with
them.

It was the purpose of this investigation to understand
better the attributional patterns of supervising teachers, in
relation to iheir student teachers. A secondary goal was to

develop and assess the merits of -an instrument to measure the

attributions of supervising teachers.



The instrument

_The attribution test consisted of two parts, one dealing
with "pupil success in learning" and the other treating
"pupil failure to learn.®" There w2z a total of 36 items,
eaqh consisting of a statement whosé importance as a cause was
to be rated on a six point scale.

Using an adaptation of Weiner's attributional modél (1979),
the causal sources, or attributional categories, were: pupil
ability, pupil effort, student-teacher ability to teach, .
student-teacher effort, help from the supervising teacher,
and difficulty of the task (the teaching assignment). Three
items, arranged randomly throughout the test, were used for
success attributions to assess each of the above attributions.
Examples are "The student teaéher tried very hard to do a good
job oflteaching," "1 gave the student teacher the right kind
of support."” Each statement on the failure attribution scale
was a restatement in the negative of the corresponding success

statement, e.g., "I gave the student teacher very little
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support.” A parallel test, identical except for slight differences

in wording, especially in use of pronouns, was prepared for use

by student teachers. These two attribution tests are presented

in Appendices A and B, respectively.
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‘Method
The two forms of the test were distributed to 165 student

teachers and their supervising teachers. To preserve complete
anonymity, no identifying data was obtained other than level

of teaching in school. All respondents were assured that there
.was no interest in knowing anyone's name. Useable tests were
obtainea from 106 supervising teachers and 95 student teachers.

Because of an occasional skipped item, the N for some analyses

was lower.

Results
The first qﬁestion is about the adequacy of the instrument

for the student teachers and the supervising teachers
separately. The reliabilities, Cronbach's alpha, of these

12 scales, for supervising teachers, ranged from .75 to .92.
But. because of the likelihood of a response set to rate state-
men;s generally high or low, the 36 raw scores for each person
were transformed to standardized scores. The rgliability of
these individualized standardized ratings ranged from .58 to
.85, somewhat lower but still satisfactory for measures based
on only three items. Very similar ranges were obtained for the
student ‘eachers. The reliabilities of all these scales, both
raw and standardized scores, are presented in Tables 1 and 2,

which also show all means and standard deviations for both

groups.



Unlike most. attribution tests, where the word ability or
effort is used to denote the source, the present instrument
used three statements for each of such terms. To find out
whether the three statements "hang together,” as expected,

a factor analysis was undertaken for each group separately.
For the supervising teachers, all 36 items, except two, loaded
with the other two items of the scale for which they were
designed. But even these two exceptions conformed, when the
second highest loading was taken into account. The factor
analysis calléd for exactly twelve factors. Ten scales loaded
on completely separate factors. TwO scales for failure,
teacher ability and teacher effort, loaded together on one
factor indicating that thesé scales were not highly distinct
for the supervising teachers. An almost identical set of
findings was obtained from the factor analysis of the student
teachers. These results, with one Or twb exceptions, confirm
the fact that the three different statements were perceived
by respondents as being fairly unified peasures, distinct from
the other scales.

The pattern of attributions given by the student teachers
under these general instructional conditions, indeed reveal a bias,
self-serving or otherwise. As shown in Figure 1, the stude it
teachers attributed to themselves, both for ability and effort,
greater importance for pupil succesS than they attributed to
the pupils, but they attributed to the pupils' ability and

effort relatively more importarce for failure. This interaction



was highly significant (F = 37.4. pg,01). 1In othef

words, they took relatively more Credit f£Or success and
less blame for failure, an interactjo,n more pronounced for
secondary than for elementary teaCheys (F = 9.4, p<.01).

The critical finding, however, jies in the data for
supervising teachers also presented ;, Figure 1. Here it
may be noted that supervising teaCherg also display the
same bias: They give the student techers relatively more
credit for pupil success and 1lesS blare £fOr pupil failure.
This interaction was also quite Sigpjficant (F = 20.22,
P<.01). The differences between €lepentary and secondary
supervising teachers were not signifjcant.

The supervising teachers did noy differ in their "bias"
from the student.teachers; the trip)g .interaction (2 teachef
' roles x 2 outcome conditions X 2 Cauges) Was not significant-
Nevertheless, supervising teachers qjq give relativeiy more
credit to the student teachers (VeXrsyg the pupils) than 4aid
the student teachers themselves (F = 7,24, p<.01). At the
same time, the supervising teachérs blamed the pupils relatively
less than did the student teacherS (g = 5.75, pg.01).

In an effort to throw more liSht on the nature of this
apparent “"identification” with tbBe stydent teacher, the <caleés
were rescored so as to provide measyres of the difference

between attributions to the student {.jcher and attributions



to the PUPilg geparately for Suggess and failure- These
"aifferences g .ores, consisting of 12 *Eeng each, constituted
for student go,chers essentially e méASurq of internality.
- The reliabi)j,jes were .62 304 o fOF suecess and failure
respectively_ We might note, Darentnetlcally, that two such
"internalityw goales have Peen sPecifiaally Qeveloped for
teachers (Guskey, 1980; ROS® 3ngq Med“”y' l930).

For the supervising teachers' tnese difference scores

nq
2 *7? for failure.

were fairly rejjanle, .67 IOF Syggess
Using the djfgerence scal®S’ We p 5cb the Sape conclusions

as before: mw. gypervisinrd teﬁehers ga’s Tore credit to

the student pe,chers (rel2tivVe ¢y yne PPy than the student
teachers Gave tpemselves, 279 relatively legg blame to the
pupils. But tpjs relationship depenaea'on hoy, the supervising
teacher felt o nt his or PET Oy, assistance. assessed by a

3 item scale, 1f superVising teycher? fele their own help to
the student teacher was iﬂPortint fo¥ pUPiY Syccess, they
significantly'blamed the studeny teacber relatj_v-ely more for
failare (r = 55 p¢.0l)- Therg as 23%° an unreliable tendencyY
to give Telajyely less ¢t tq yne #%dent teacher (r = -.10)°

ac
té her felt that pupils

Conversely, the more the suPervising
1p,

failed becauSe of his or beT laek of ne-P the 1ess relative
for .

credit Was gjyen to the stUdent teacbef ¥ 'Syccess (r = -.22,

e (x o
P{.01) » MOre y.jative blame for £ailv* = .30, pl01).




These attributions for f"lure illustrate an augmenting

Principle (Kelley, 1971): Thé m°te a suPerVising teacher feels |

on, the °ther hang,

Personally responsible for PU?ll fyj1ure’

teacher is blamed, and the les® Sregit given,

a discounting principle may b€ opﬂtating for Success® The more

a supervising teacher feels ré°FOngjple fOF Pupiy succ®SS: the

less credit and more blame iS giveh to the Student geacher.

It is of interest to not€ that the S“PerVising reacherg

had gtrong views about what cOPStiy res 3P €asy o gifficult

traching assignment. Attribu‘iona go the Sasinegg of the
teaching task correlated much nlgher with attrip. ¢jons to
PUPil ability (r = .62) than With g ;1 effory (. . .38)

Simjlarly the correlation of 3tt:ibution5 to tagk difficuity

with attributions to lack of PUPll _pilit¥ (r =  ¢5) w@S Much

higher than to lack of pupil efott (x = +31). ye ma¥Y ©ONclyde

that when supervising teacher J%dg. how Qifficyyy a t€2CRing

assjignment is, they give much MOTe weight to the ability Of the

PUPils than to how much attent?®R op ef£PTt such pupils aFe

knoyn to display. Student teacher&' iucidentally' ook the gape

POsition.  All these correlatif’n Q3§ grexrePCes were signiflcant (p<.01) . °

A limitation of this study Negqgs t° be mentjgoned- Althoygh

the gtudent teachers and the 59PSty;ging teacherg wer® drawn

from the same program, the proPOTtyg, of Teturng jeft SOM€thing

'y
<
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to be desired. We do not know how many of each of the two
groups were addressing the same classrooms in their replies.

A replication gtudy is called for in which student teachers'
responses are paired in some way with those of their supervising
teachers even though both individuals remain unidentified. This
design would increase both the precision and information value

of the study. such a replication study is currently underway-

Conclusion

The way that Supervising teachers think about the causes
of pupil Success and failure in the classroom would appear to
be important for the student teacher who is teaching those
pupils. This paper suggests, contrary to what might be expected
on the basis of other research in social psychology, that when
pupils Succeed in learning, supervising teachers are more likely
to give credit to the student teachers than these beginners are
themselves. on the other hand, when pupils fail to learn,
supervising teachers are less likely to blame tbhe pupils.
However, these tendencies are related to how ruch the supervising
teacher believes that his or her help, or lack of it, was an
important reason for the pupil outcomes. Important, also, is
likely to be the supervising teachers' estimate of the difficulty
of the teaching assignmeat, a judgment which this study has
suggested is more closely related fo what the supervising teacher

_believes are the abilities of the pupils than their motivational

11
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patterns. The key role played by supervising teachers in
teacher education justifies further attempts to understand
their causal beliefs which underlie their evaluation of

student teachers.
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Figure 1. Atiributions for pupil success and failure
: by supervising teachers and student teachers.
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Table 1

Means, S.D.s, and Reliabilities for Supervising Teachers' Attributions

- Number of _
Items Attributions Mean S.D. Reliability
A, Success to
6 Pupil 18.0 ( 1.33) 5.5 - (2.7) .84 (.66)
3 ability 8.1 ( .04) 3.2 (1.8) .79 (.65)
3 effort 9.9  ( 1.29) 2.9 (1.5) .75 (.58)
6 Teacher (ST) 23.5 ( 5.32) 4.2 (2.2) .83 (.68)
3 ability 11.1  (2.18) 2.7 (1.6) .84  (.76)
3 effort 12.4  ( 3.14) 2.1 (1.2) .79 (.67)
3 Super. Teacher 9.9 ( 1.23) 3.2 (1.9) .85 (.79)
'3 Task Ease 5.5  (~1.70) 3.8 (2.2) .85 (.78)
B. Failure to

6 Pupil (FP) 13.3  (-1.36) 6.5 (3.2) .83  (.68)
3 ability 5.6 (~1.44) 3.6 (2.0 .75 (.60)
3 effort 7.8 ( .08) 3.9 (2.1) .87 (.80)
6 Teacher (FT) 13.2  (-2.11) 8.9  (4.5) .92 (.84)
3 ability 5.2 (-2.09) 4.6 (2.3 .90 (.75)
3 _ effort 8.0 (- .02) 4.9 (2.8) .88 (.83)
3 Super. Teacher 5.1 (-2.13) 4.5 (2.4) .91 (.85)
3 3.9 (2.3) .84 (.76)

Task Difficulty 6.9 (- .59)

17 | |
: Figures im-parentheses refer to results from standardized scores I




Table 2
Means, s.D.s, énd Reliabilities for Student Teachers' Attributions
Number-of
Items Attributions Mean S.D. Reliability
A. Success to
6 Pupil (SP) 18.7 ( 2.08) 5.5 (2.8) .83 {.65)
3 ability 8.6 ( .43) 3.1 (1.8) .76 (.56)
3 effort -10.1 ( 1.65) 3.2 (1.8) .82 (.79)
6 . Teacher (ST) 22.0 ( 4.35) 4.4 (2.7) .81 (.71)
3 ability 10.6 ( 1.88) 2.7 (1.8) .80 (.75)
3 effort 11.4 ( 2.47) 2.5 (1.5) .79 (.66)
3 Super. Teacher 9.1 ( .50) 4.0 (2.4) .86 (.77)
3 Task Ease 5.9 (-1.88) 3.2 (1.8) .75 (.48)
B. Failure to
6 Pupil (FP) 16.4 ( .21) 6.6 (3.5) .86 (.75)
'3 ability 6.7 (- .83) 3.9 (2.1) .83  (.65)
3 effort 9.6 ( 1.04) 3.6 (2.1) .85 (.78)
6 Teacher (FT) 12.6 (-2.47) 7.4 (3.3) .88 (.67)
3 ability 4.9 (-2.26) 3.9 (1.7) .88 (.55)
3 effort 7.7 (- .21) 4.3 (2.4) .82 (.68)
3 Super. Teacher 5.5 (-1.81) . 4.5 (2.5) .89 ({85)
3 Task Difficulty 6.9 (- .98) 3.6 (2.1) .74 (.61)

ote: Figures in parentheses refer to results from standardized scores

O
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- 10. X réally helped the student teacher. .- 5 4

19.. The student teacher paid very careful attentlcn 5 . 4

sart J. 4Analysis of Pupll Sueccess in Learniqg :

‘Directions. During ‘the term, when the student tecacher was in charge, there were
occasions when pupils in the class were successful in learning. We'd like to ask,

"Why did they learn so well on these diffcrent occasions?” There are probably a number
of reasons depending on the particular pupils and the particular occasion. But try
to think about all the events, when the student teacher was in charge, which repre-
sented succeszful learning. The more often a reason applies, the more important it

is in explaining pupil suvccess in learning.

For each of the statements below, :.ndlcate the 5 = An extremely important reason

importance of each statcment by circling a 4=21av important reason

- -number using the code in the box to the right.
3 = A fairly important reason

o - | 2 = A somewhat important reason
- . . : L ‘t 2=2 slightly important reason

O = Of no importance at all

- NWhen the student teacher was in charge X "
: . " : " Impoxrtance of this Reason for Punil
Reasons for Pupil Svccess in Learning - .
) . _ Success in Learning
7. The pupils were very capatle learners. 5 4 3 2 0
8. The student teacher spent a lot of time 5 4 ' 3 .2 1l 0

. pPreparing for this lesson.

9. The student teacher has a lot of ability for . 5
teach:.ng this subject. . -

11. Teaching this subject to these pup:.ls was ’ S 4
& very easy assignment. : '

.12. The pupils worked very hard.

33. The student teacher has a real talent for 5 4 3 2 i o0
teaching in this field. . e
14. The student teacher tried very hard to do S5 4 3. 2 i o
a good job of teaching. oL .
4 3 2 1 0

“35. Most teachers would have had an easy time vwith S
_this teaching task. ‘

Z36. I gave the student teacher the r:Lgl‘t klnd <5 4 3 2 b | o
of support. L : L : -
32. !‘he pLP:LlS knew how to lezrn .this subject well. " § 4 2 p -0

18. The pupils really tried tc do their best.

n

™
W wow

N

/

~

o

to what he or she was doing.

20. The student teacher was good at getting th:.s 5 4 3 2 h § 0
subject across. . . _ : ' )

21. The pupils had a lot of aptit:udc for this subject.:": 4 3 2 1 0

22. Any teacher would have found 11; easy to teach S 4 3 2 b 3 0
these pupils. - .

23, I tried hard to assist the student teacher. 5 4 3 2 'y o

24 ‘:Qx pupils paid very careful attention that day. S - 4 3 2 b § 0




-

Directions.

Part II. Analysis of Pupil Failyre to Learn

During the term, when the student teacher yas in charge, there were

occasions when pupils in the class were not successful jn learning. We'd like to

ask, "Why did they fail on thesc occasions?”

depending on the particular pupils and the partzcular occasion. But try to think
about all the events, when the student teacher was in charge, when represented pupil
failure to lcarn. The more often a reason applies., the more important it is in .

explaining pupil failure to learn.

For each of the statements below, indicate the
importance of cach statement by circling a
number using the code in the box.

" When the student tcacher was in charge
Reasons for Purpil failure to Learn

25. :The pupils were fair}y slow learners.

25,"{'1143 student teacher did not prepare well
enough for the session.

27. The student teacher really doesn‘t have much
- .ability to teach this subject.

28. I didn't rcally help the student teacher.
.29. 'l‘eaclung this subject to this class was a
- most difficult assigament.

" 30. The pupils didn't work very hard on that
occasion. .

'31. The student teacher is Just unable to teach
this field well. : . .

32. The studcnt teacher didn't try very hard to
do a good job of teaching. .

—.33. Most teachers would have had a very tough'
~ ~  time with this teaching task. -

33 I gave the student teacher very little support.

35, The pupils didn't know how to learn tlu.s
subject.

36. The pup:.ls didn't try to learn that day.

32. '.rhe student teacher didn't pay enough attent:.on

to what she or he was doing.

38. The student teacher is not good cnough at
getting this subject across.

39. The pupils had little aptitude for the topic.

0. Any teacher would have found it very hard to

tecach these students,

2% Y diadn't try hard@ enough to assist the

LR

@ Student teacher.
EKCrhe puepils didn't pay attention that: day.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

5 = aAn extremely important reason
4 = p yery important reason

3 = ) fairly important reason

2 = p gomewhat impdrtant reason
1 ="p slightly iméortant reason
0 = of no imdortance at all

2

Importance cf this reason
foy pupil failure to learn

s. £ 3 2 1 .0
5.- 4 .3 2 1 0

5 4 .3 2 1 0
5 4 -‘3 2 h | o
5 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 1 0

5 4 3 2 1 o
5 4 3. 2 1 o
5 4 3 2 1 0
5. 4 .3 2 1 0

ur W
PO
ww
o N
-
oo

B
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There are probably a number of reasons

.
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P{”t\;v: Analysis of St"‘d&nt quc€e—= R Loy ning:
"—5§\

Ay ostremely important

Directions, sometimeg students in your clasg are reason

] qﬂite Successful in lea_rning_ why daid they l&m

. 4
so well on these differq;: occasions? IPoXe Are S A Very important reason
Pmb?bly a number of Teasons depe.nding on Fhe 3 .
particular student ang day. But try *° thing A fairly important reaso®
about all the events quyi;o the past t&°° 3y 2 o
often eacli reason wasg important. The WOTE ofy a Somewhat important reason

the xeason applies, the more important it is_

Por each of the Statenme, ingicate th
N ts below, an 1)
importance of €ach Statepent by circli®d 2 Muy . =0 - .

using the code in the . ,—Qo importance at ‘all

1=
A Slightly important reaso®

I\‘h&rtance of this ::'gt‘ﬂ_s_‘.’n/.fo\t

. in
Reasons for Student g, _cess in LearBd _ Student success in lear?2®d

49. The stuydents were very capable 1ea¥Pers. 5 i 3 2 L
'50. I spent a 10t Of tyne preparing £OF this egson- $ 4 3 2 1 °
51. I bave a lot of abijs;yy for teachiPd HBls ,sect” s 4 3 2 1 9.
52. By Supervising teacher really helped ™ 'S 4 3 2 1 °
S3. Teaching this Subjecy o these studePtS waq a ver? '
easy assignment. | $ 4 3 2 1 ©
54. The students workeg very hard. _ S 4 3 2 1 °
=5. I have a real talent gor teaching 1% TPis g4 4. S 4 3 2 1
56. I tried very hard ¢4 4 o good job of teaehing. S 4 3 2 1 °
S e e s e S 9
58. My Supervising teacher ga;ve me t_he right ]lind of |
support. ; S 4 3 2 1 °©
_ 59. The students knew how to learn this subjeet welt” S 4 3 2 1 0
60. The students really prie d.to do theit best‘ 5 4 . 3 ' 2 1 0
61. I paia very carefu) ,ipention to wpat T waq doind’ S 4 3. 2 1 0
62. I'm good at getting y4p;5 subject acFOSSe S 4 3 2 1 0
_ 63. The students had a 3, of aptitude £OF thyg subject.- S 4 3 2 1 ©
e T e g e 7 P 0 s
65. My supervising teacher was availabl® when I - ‘ 0
needeq help. . S 34 3 2 1
66. The students paiq Very careful attﬂ‘tion e d2Y° S 4 3 2 1 °
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. Part V: -Analysis of M

_DirectionS. you may have found during the FoSt N Eaih extyemelY *tant reason
tthat sometimes students were not successf -ln

learning. Why did they fail on these ocCa5>onS? 4=2a very impo:tant Teason
There &Y€ Probably a nurber of reasons dePf&ndlhg

on the Palticular student and day. The mO¥S 3 = A fajryy impOFTANt reason
often the Xeason applies, the more importaﬂt '

3t is. 2=2 Someyhat impoXtany reason
For each Of the statements below, indicate the 1=2a Slightly i%P° Ttant reason
importancé of each statement by circling a ﬂumb*b

using the coge in the box. ogofn"iﬁportanceatall

I nce of S reason for
Student £2225C o jearn
S 4 3 % 1 o
5 4 3 2 31 9o

Reasons for Student Failure to Learn

67. The students were fairly slow learners-
68. I did not prepare well enough for the 5353‘10:1‘
69. I really gon't have much abilj.ty to teaoh this

subject. i o S q 2 1 0
70. My SUDervising teacher didn't really helP Re, S ¢ 3 2 1 o
71. Teaching gnis subject to this class was 2 Tosy .
" @ifficult assignment. 5 ¢ 3 %2 1 o
72. The Students didn’t work very hard on t92C Seasion- S ¢ 3 2 1 o
73. I am just unable to teach this field well" 5 4 3 2 1 o
74. I didn’t try very hard to do a good job of Yexching- S q 3 2 1 o
75. Most teachers would have had a very toud” tlug jth Y
this teaching task. S 4 3 h § o
© 76. My SUpPerXvising teacher gave me very 1ittl€ shppogt. S 4 3 2 h 3 o
7. The Students didn't know how.to learn th3® s‘lbject- S 4 3 2 0
6. The Students aidn't try to learn that d3¥" 5 a4 3 2 12 o
79. I didn't pay enough attention to what I ¥o© Ysng- S 4 3 2 1 o
' 80. I am DOt good in getting this subject ac¥°SS. S ¢ 3 2 1 o
81. The Stvdents had little aptitude for the top iQ, 5 4 3 2 1 o
82. Any teacher wonld have found it very T}afa to teach 5 o 2
these Students. e « 3 1 o
83. My SUP€XVising teacher wasn't available vhen X neeaed s 4 3 2 1 o

help- )
84. The Studenes didn't pay attention that d2¥°

g
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