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ABSTRACT

) - Student teachers' perceptions of locus of control was
investigated. Locus of control is defined as representing the extent

. of dependence upon inner or outer forces, the extent one is willing

to invest. in shaping the environment, and the perception of
reinforcement as dependent upon those efforts, or upon random events.
The specific questions were: (1) Does locus of coantrol explain the
variance in student teachers' perceptions in simulated educational
situations? and (2) Do student teachers attribute success or failure
in actual teaching situations in view of their locus of control? Two

- hundred randomly selected student teachers participated. They
responded to the Rotter IE Scale for the study of locus of control,
and to two questionnaires, one of which investigated background
wvariables. In the other, subjects were asked to react to eight

’simulated situations posing various educational problems, each i
followed by several possible solutions representing a characteristic
perception and attribution of either external or internal

orientistion. Subjects were required tq chéose the one solution that
represented how they would behave. The selected factors of locus of

_control considered relevant to teaching were: (1) inner ve, outer
sources .of authority; and (2) zttribution of success or failure to
inner or outer°forces. The findings revealed that locus of control

- does influence student teachers' perceptions and attributions. These
findings have implications for teacher education programs and '
individualized education methods. (JD) v
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, ,‘rho !ulo o! rofomco of tho present study is

1ndividmuntion of teacher education.o In this context | -

1t was the-aim of the stuly to investizate whether locus of control-

" ar rofloctod in tescher behsviosr in simulated educationsl situs--

tions and in attribntion of mcus/ failure following tuchfng

. experiences. l'indj.us based on quostiomuru and interviews with °

‘ 1
student-teachers indicate that lLocus of Comtrol explains the varisnce

in perceptions and attributions.’
Purther questions and implications for teacher

education are suggested.
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Locus of Control, Perceptions and Attributions -
of stulont,-toaehors in educational situations

¢

'l'ho ides of Mﬂdmlizui&m of instruction has in the last years

“deepened its roots. to such an extent that it is no longer s poi.nt of

contention. Imructioul methods are developed sad carried out with

regard to thuuution.

Teacher educators stress and sdvocate this

view and their” stndnt-tmhors are oxpoctod to teach acco:dingly

Paradoxically mh. thh idea :is well prnehod in teacher .

ecucation institutbdns but is usually not oporatimuy translated and - '

-~

put into pmtteo in teacher tuining methods.

Vsrious ui'ituiu of training do, hmr, r.onsiduf individual

aifferences, each in its ewn specific way. The cuﬁ novement, for

imtanco; sllows for individual pacing and rate of learning, but the

strategy i.tuif vomaing the same for all. (Houston 1974). The same

is true for tbo tuehors' COnums npproach, f!rst suggested by Puller
(1969) md further Molopod in the R ‘ D center at the University of

Texas at lmstin. This npyrouch sdvocates personalization of tuchcr

3y

oducntion in view of ‘specified developmental stages of studenmts' concotnt.

It ums. hawever, that esch student goes’ thmgh t’ho same stages and

in the same order. It is again one view and strategy for all, slbeit st

dif!mut‘utu of speed. Both oquu involve different approaches,

byt once they are doytd thoy are employe. in the same way for every

'tmnt‘o

The main proposttion of the present study is "tuch vhit you

preach”, more specifically:

1f teacher educations expect their. studonts




to’ adaptiinstruction to individual differences and. apply 8 variety
‘ 6f methods for this purpose, tfuy’ should do the same for thoir‘gtudo'nt's.‘ o ’ ‘.

Such a view would iquéuong other things, the consideration of stuient- :

O»‘l

tuehors porsoulity eluuctoristics in the process of training, md
adup_ution of training ueozdiuly, especially since no simgle -othod )
of teacher education can be superior for all. This proposition is in
lim with: tho Aptitudo ‘l'rutltnt lntouction (ATI) suggested by Cronbach
(1977), which h’nn that no siuglo treatment is capnblo’of neoting
varying nood:. Many sptitude trutmt 1ntoractiom have been 1r.vut1utod
at the olcus’ntary school level but hone has yet been studir_‘. with ‘tudmt-
regard to studont-toachors. Should, for example, a highly d'o:u'tic K ‘
' student-teacher bo tuinod in the same may as his poor, who may be a
| highly cmtivo, opbm -minded porsont Will both types benofit most
from tho same program of ‘teacher oducation? Or uy it be that the
employment of- different prograas will get better tresults. 'These question_s
may be ';nsnrd in tho'futuro by the AT1 tocﬁﬁiquo if employed at the -

tollege level.

a
° &

o ’ T o 3uch studies may be valuable only if it ii indeed - :oved that

9

porsoﬁality characteristics do make a diffoorcnce.md explain variance
- ) o in teaching bohav‘i‘ors.- Thus, vot;ifyltpg the reflgction of personality
tu:ltsﬂ in teaching behaviors is a proi“oquisito stap. .

. It is the .u of this study towinvostigato possible relationships and
rofiocttous of pormal clm-actoristics ‘in pcrcoptiom and teaching (
behaviors of student teachers. One such porsomlity construct selected \
e . to stlrt vith 13 Locus of Contml by Rotlor (1956) . locus of Control '
refers tg the extent of dopcnd'nco upon inner or outer forces, the oxf‘nt

|
Sy : of uéti.vo offorts one is willing to invest in shaping his environment, L 1
E B o ) R ‘ ‘ ' ; 1
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and to: the perception of reinforcement as dependent upon those efforts,
or upon Tandom events. (Lefcourt 1976¥, Phares 1976). This personslity
construct has béen quito widely studied at the pn-collego lml and it
emerges 8s a central encompassing concept capable of throwing light on

varyii.g behaviors. Dupito the face sppncsbnity of the concept and .its
rolovancy in boluving of teachers it has not been studied at this lwol. )

ln tho attempt to ucomin whether ranging porsonllity clnractoristics o

» can sccount for nrying behaviors 1n tuching, this construct hu been

selected as & contrul variablse, bocsuu of its potontial to relate to

~

crucial 1uun in -.ucstlon, such as teachers' autonomy vs. dopondonco,

gy

‘personsl rosponsibility, initiation and risk taking. o ¢

: ‘rho spociﬁc questions uddressed are: - “
- Does Locus of Control explain the variance in student-tuchors'

perceptions in simulated educstional situations?

- Do studont’-tuchors attribute success/failure in actual

teaching situations in view of their Locus of Control?,

Method ;.

Populstion ’ e .,
Two hundred subjects were randomly selected from four types of teacher

" education programs. The reason for including diverse populations of studeni
teachers was to study possible effects of environmental settings on percéptions .
and attributions as compared to the hypothesized personality effects. , \

The subdivision of -student popul;tfon is as follows:

<
L Y P ] . -
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, high school to‘ching 1. fleld bugci oric'mted“"‘“"h_
training for: ) ' " 2, scademicslly oriented 25
olmtary ‘school teachign g | .
3. field based oriented 40 ;
" 4. scademically oriented 58

Total 200

-

Research Instruments .

1) - The Rotter IB Scale (1966) for the study of Locus of Control,

2) ' Questionnaire 1m;1udin¢: Background varisbles age, ethnic origin-.

type of pre-service program. The reason for this inclusion his
in research findings which indicate & relationship between age,
ethnic origin and L. of C, . : ) ’
Bducttiothl Simulated Situstions (BSSQ) This questionnaire was

ospoct;lly dcvolopod for the mmt study, It consists of ﬁ

situations posing vatious cduutiml problm, each follwod by seversl

possible somticms,° each representing & charscteristic perception and
aftrit"mtion of either -external or internal oriontstio‘n. Subjects were
initially asked to '1nd’1cato the extent to which they agree to each ouf the
suggested solutions. (34 were then required to choose the one solution

which best represented the mamner in which thoy would behave in sugh .

v situstion' 1f asked to act. 'ﬂw eight BSSQ items covered topics of

locus of control and topics mlwant to rulities and routine in school
settings. The seloctod factors of locui of control considered reievant

to teaching were: 1) inner vs. outer sources of suthority. 2) cttribup

3
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tion of success or failure to 1npor or outer forces. ) C
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. The selected topics vere: discipline problems in the classruom
and curricula planning and implementation. 'n\o'f’ollo\dng table illustrates

the contents of the questionnaire:

<

. =
¢ " authority’ attribution , .
discipline 2 itns 2 items
curriculum 2 isems 2 items

4
<

L

The eight ‘li.tﬂltiﬂ!i“ﬂ selected from a larger poof that had

been p;ountod to two mivorsity professors, who sorvod as judges and who

wers asked to judng tho itus at fuo value as to their relevancy to the
factors and topics— untionpd nbovo. Only those 1te-s that were agreed upon by

both ,,udgos as r_oprountating the view.mder quqstion. were included.

‘ The employment of both forced-choice and intorval scnlos was deeidod
upon for several ressons: to force subjocts to choose one bnt view and
thus avoid a possible tendency towaids the cent:r and .at the same time
leaving hin tho freedom to express his noro oxact view, which uy be on
neither oxtrous. Using. both possibilitios was an attempt to cops with

the well known diloq. of dichotomy vs. dualism )(qunmor 1958) .

. These two kinds of measures could also Field convergent validity

(campbe11¥piske 1967). - : S <

simulated situations questionnaire): one forced-choice score mging fron

0-8 on B (oxtomlity) and two scores on I and om E, eachrranging fron 0 40

{8 items x 5 points)

‘ These total scores were made up by _n'nb-scoro.s pertaining to "“n‘xthority‘i~

s ¢

“and to “attribution®. .,

t

Scoring - each subject received 3 total scores on the BSSQ (educational | .
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' 3) ToschinLBehaviors (luci'o tosch‘ing situation) - 14 subjects, randomly

selected from the wholo study population were asked to teach two short
- lessons of 7-10 limtos uch. to s small group of S-7 pupils. The topic of
one lesson pertained to a picture and the other to s short story, thus

accomodating’ students that feel comfortable with one or other mode of

-

)

stimulus material; visual or verbal. ,

Scoring - No a-priorl (or a post eriori) criteria for amalyzing the
lessons with Tespect to locus of Control could be agreed upon, since
‘observable teaching behaviors could not be distinctly s‘ssocistod with ‘

oithor internal or oxtoml oriontstions. (This point will be sls!;orsted

in the discussion) @n\nr, one score relating to the lossons ‘was dorivod from

s short inverview, both following the teaching sessions; ir which subjects '
weré asked to suggest ressons for pox;coivéd{'ihccs'ss/fiil&ro. Two independent
raters anslyzed the protocoled intervicws with_regard to internal/external

attribution, to success/failure, Inter-rater agreement was 90%.

[4

FINDINGS

Findings in ‘beth table 1 1nd1csto that the variance of the cpitorion -
pcicoptions and sttributions in educational sqitqs_tions_- is significantly
oxplsinod by the predictor - B score on the Botter scale. The other

ndopondont varisbles - type of prognl, age and ethnic origin - did not

&

explain the variance to any significant extent.

1 :Bout here*

—Ynsert Table

Table 1 represents ﬂndings based on tho internal scale scores. All forcod-

choice scores yield even .stronger bet's, since both Aind of scores yleld
shilsr gosults only those based on the internal scale are reported.

-~
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Perception of authority was slso significantly predicted by
Locus of Control, but not by the other considoi:d variables. Since
findings were of & negligidle difforoncp when received by the inte;val
and the forced-choice sctlog, alwvays in the favor of the latter, only

those based the interval scale viil be reported.

Insert table 2 sbout h;r.

The_variance of attributions of success and failure was also

significantf& explained by Locus of Controi and not by the other
? N -

.hypothosizo& predictors.

Since the numbér of $he observed student-teachers was too small

to ;llov_for regression anai}iés, cgofficionts of. correlations were used
to establish the extent of ;o§stionsh1ps between Locus of Control,

perceptions and sttributions in micro-teaching sitgutions. Coefficients
of correlations were .67 (P .05) between Locus of Control ana the . .

- o
score on inserview and .50 (P .0 ) between the ESEQ and the intorg}cw.

¥

'Pirdings indicate that the questions raised in this study can be
answored affirmatively: Locus of Control is indeed influentsl on students-
teackers' perceptions and attributions, as rgflociod both in questionnaire

rasponses and in actusl toaching situations.

9
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Discussion - \~
The proposition of the present study involves the individualization
‘of teacher training processes in order to accomodate differging personality

characteristics of trainees. This led to the need to investigatc whether

,9 R .,
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pewsonaiity chmctcristics are rofloctod in simlatod oducatioml
N

situat:lons. o ) Co

! " ';indingsgin’dipnto that Locus of'Control, the selected -
‘personality construct st;:die&. wu‘ rc-l.sted “to studoqt\-toschors'

perceptions and sttributions. Becsuse of dif(icul'tto; in isolating
specific and oburv;b_l' toiching behaviors we did not concentrate upon
sctual teaching that may be direct and systematic 1nd1cat§rs of Locus of
Control. It semms that attributes of this construct uvy serve as notintors

in pro-tuching processes nnd as 1nt0rprotators 1n post-teaching procosns A

“but do not lead -to spociﬁc observadle bohaviors 1n the process of teaching

itself. This notion dosorvu. of courso, further study and 1nvestigttions.

) ° ra e ~

N'evortholeu, tuchor oducttors should be gware of thou pre tnd post
,tluc..ing processes, sinco t{m may be detrimental in gducstion. For ..
éMlo, sttrib&tion’ of failure to’ students, or to persons othér than .
the teacher himself, may result in lackfof efforts to improve teaching. .
The line of thought in this case may be-as follows: 'Nhy should I try

harder, if results do not depend up'on':y effor‘ts";.or: "why should I

devote thoJ with'-y class since those children \un'tvachiovo nnythhig

-

- P

no matter what I do". ' - d

14

¥hat may be tho hpuutiom for teacher education prognu.

is s crucial question that stens fro- the prum findings.

‘ Prgunt educational goals potut to .the need of mtom.dus.
1nnovst1vo. crutivo toachors. These attritmtu lccord with internal
rather thnn externsl oriontations. One implication then l* concern
student ulection.

’ Y.
/ . e .o
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"th could ;:o argued on the one hand that high scorers on E-scale should

not be uc,copt’_od, on the o}.hor hand, this policy may result in loss of ;
students who are 'vory promising in other fospocts » and since there '13 no
‘ consensus uiarding what constitutes good tuching. suc)ptf\ implication
s}lgx;ld be very carefully weighted. If high scorers on externality are,
howev.r, accepted, the question of change arisa.s; change, to the e:'ttent
that it is at all possible poses s moral dillemma. . Do teacher educators
. have the right to interfere will pormality? Can suc;h intorference be
morally justifiodf One could, of courn, clain that the ultimate benefit
of pupils in the source of such justification. -If su;h atti.tudo dominates,
. then the question is how one can induce change. - |

From the oxisting roportoiro of tsacher training methods, discussions

-
.

“based of envelf confrontation with one's ovn orientations night be heipful.
. Tho. 1iteraturs on self confrontation is promising in this respect (Puller &
o 'M;nnﬁlg 1973). Micro-teaching technigues intended to prove that intense

a offorts on .the: part of the teacher can influence pupil achievonont » Bay

also bo holpful in changing’orientation towards a ‘more 1nward direction.

This uy be considered by s,iq €8 be a trude intervention and a humanist
uy opposo such intorvmtion. A solution of this dillemma will depond
upon one' s o;rn views and turns the question of 1ntorvontion in studont-
© tnchors' locus of control into an 1ntrig\?ng field of 1nqu1ry. Considorntion
of awareness of locus of control in teacher education institutions ‘and

further fesearch into this area is an effort that may bo in the future

justi fied by its results. R

’
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TABLE 1

Locus of Control and Simulated Educational Situations (SESQ)

<

Predictora

~

k|
explinied .’
nrh%g

4

cﬂt.rion

Locus of caitrol
(R score)

Training Program
'Au .
‘Origin

76

.18

-015 o
‘001

.38

01

.01
.01

76

A1

04

b} 03

528

total score
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Table 2
- Loecus of ‘Control and Authority (SE3Q partial score)
2 .
Predictors 4 explanied p Criterion
' S v varisnce
Locus of Gintroi .
(l-u'.l!.) . 73 33 . 72
Origin -.02 .01 .04 Authority. 543"
. ; (pertial Score .
on SESQ) -
Training Program BTy .01 .03
Age -.13 .01 -.01
df., 4&; 184
) :u P<«.01 )




. ' TABLE 3
Locus of Control and Attribution to Pailure (SESQ partial score) )
2 : “
Predictors T explained . : Criterion - ¥ *
variance P . ’ , -
Locus of Control ‘
(E-score) . +61 " .37 .61 .
Training Pi-oxru " .09 .01 -G Attribution of 38.2™ '
) . Failure ¢ o
(rartial sEsQ) :
“‘- o . -.m .01 n‘
Origin 01 .01 .01
I
d.f. 3, 187 ’
&
.
16 .
’ i




_TABLE 4

Locus of Control and Attribution to Success (SESQ partial score)

[

— K3
Predictors r explainied [3 : . ‘
. variance Criterion : 4
Locﬁi of Control - . .
("'8&!.) . 36 013 . 35
: g Attribution .
Training Program .26 e -03 .33 to success  11.74™
. (partial
SESQ)
“‘ -.09 001 017
Origin .01 .01 01 T
d.£. 4; 183 <
mp < 01
&
Y
- & 1 7 3"( .




