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Abstract

AN ANALYSIS OF THE PROFESSIONAL SELF-ESTEEM OF

TEXAS TEACHER EDUCATORS

Benesha Bholan, PhD

The University of Texas at Arlington, 2013

Supervising Professor: James Hardy

Increased pressures from a multitude of sources tmectly impacted all educational
institutions. A predicted shortage of qualifieddbers over the next decade means it is crucial
that new teachers remain in the profession an@valigprepared to deal with the challenges that
await them. Although teacher educators play d xite in preparing future teachers to enter and
remain in our schools, research over time has shbatrthey have been historically held in low
esteem by faculty at colleges and universitied-&tkeem can impact job performance as well as

one’s own feeling of self-worth.

The purpose of this study was to gain insights the professional image teacher
educators in Texas have of themselves as welleagrtifessional esteem they perceive from
their academic colleagues in other departmentss Sthdy also investigated whether or not
levels of esteem may be impacted by the size, g accreditation of an institution and if

these beliefs are consistent over time.



This study used a survey initially developed by Reynolds in 1992 and fine-tuned
by Ron Tinsley in 2002. The survey was distribugésttronically to teacher educators
throughout Texas in order to attain data that wedyaed using SPSS software. The study
calculated factor sums in order to test three Hygsds using paired-samplests, a one-way
ANOVA, and independent sampi¢ests. Paired-sampli¢ests were used to determine if
significant differences existed between levelsrofgssional self-esteem of teacher educators
and their perceived professional esteem from cgliea in other departments. A one-way
ANOVA was used to determine if the classificatidran educational institution impacts levels
of professional self-esteem. Independent satelsts established if accreditation or non-

accreditation impacts professional self-esteem.

The research from this study discovered thereigrafisant differences between how
teacher educators in Texas regard themselves profiedly and how they feel they are
perceived professionally by their academic collesgua other departments. The study found
that the classification of an institution has mialimpact on professional self-esteem between
Texas teacher educators. The results of the stsdysaggest that NCATE accreditation may
have a negative impact on those surveyed. Rdsoitsthis study show similarities and
differences exist over time regarding both the gptions teacher educators have of themselves

and the perceptions they have regarding how theyiawed by their academic colleagues.

Vi
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Public schools and teacher educators have beercietphy the many changes to
education over the last several years. Accordirfgniyth and Shacklock (1998),

global conditions are reaching down directly intb®ols, determining what goes on

there. Schools will be transformed from agentsisty for the betterment of society to

servants for economic growth. Coupled with thia igsorldwide move towards
recentralizing control over education through naiccurricula, testing, appraisal, policy
formulation, profiling, auditing and the like whi@gving the impression of
decentralization and handling control down locallfhe image of education is also
revamped by reconfiguring the work of teachinghst teachers appear more as

deliverers of knowledge, testers of learning andbgegical technicians. (p. 20).

Researchers have articulated how the multidimeasissues occurring in schools, classrooms,
and social contexts can impact teacher attritidgaqf&rd & Lehman, 2004). Roughly 20% of
teachers will leave the profession by the end eirttinird year and nearly 50% will leave by the
end of their fifth year (Olsen & Anderson, 2007).

When analyzing the reasons for such high teach&iat rates, it is important to include
teacher education programs since they are thengfgnoint for most teachers. Teacher educator
institutions have evolved into the colleges andadgpents of education that are now common
across the country (Kerr, 1994). While teachercatlan was once the only mission of teacher
educators’ institutions, by the 1950’s, teachercatlors had to help fulfill the many missions of

universities (Kerr, 1994). There can be contraslictlemands concerning teacher education,



including legislative mandates for curriculum cagg, restrictive university regulations, and the
consumer orientations of students in higher edangindelar & Rosenberg, 2000). In
addition, professional standards are in dangeewnfgoignored because of extreme teacher
shortages, which may lead to a teaching workfdneg lacks the necessary competencies for
dealing with the demands of the profession (Beref2e001).

Higher standards in current teacher educator pnagjshould validate the mission of
teacher educators and their profession as a winslever, a closer analysis of the available
research shows that this may not be true. Accgriminsley (2002), teacher educators, who
had once maintained their own institutions strickiyvoted to the training of future teachers,
moved into larger institutions only to be lookednhoupon by academic colleagues who
assumed that teachers were born and not made rdea{2004) stated that teacher education has
long suffered from low status. This status probisma legacy of market pressures that shaped the
history of the normal school; in part it is a s&féect of the bad company that teacher education
is seen as keeping; and in part it is a resulh@kind of work that teachers and teacher
educators do.

Sizer and Powell (1969), the former dean and formsspciate dean of the Harvard
Graduate School of Education, wrote,

Few academic stereotypes are as pathetic as tha pfofessor of education. He (or

she) is gentle, unintellectual, saccharine, and-mehning, the bumbling doctor of

undiagnosable ills, harmless if morosely defenside.is either a mechanic (or cook, as
the picture usually paints him purveying “cook-baekipes” of pedagogy), or he is the
flatulent promoter of irrelevant trivia. From Allvam Flexner to Hyman Rickover, the

sill jargon and Grotesque excesses of the “eduustiprofessoriate” have been



proclaimed. A good many contemporary critics fihd breed so inept as to suggest the

cruelest form of genocide: ignoring the professtitsgether. The professor’s image, to

say the least, is a low ebb. (pp. 61-76)

Braden (1969) defined self-esteem as the experiehbeing competent to cope with the
basic challenges of life and being worthy of happs1 Braden stated that self-worth and our
own evaluation of ourselves is what primarily canses self-esteem. The need for self-esteem
plays an important role in psychologist Abraham Mass (1943) “hierarchy of needs”, who
depicts self-esteem as one of the basic human atmins. Maslow suggested that people need
both esteem from other people as well as innefresffect and both must be fulfilled in order for
an individual to grow as a person. James (19&8g¢dtthat feelings of self-worth or self-esteem
are derived from self-perceptions in relation toens whose skills and abilities are similar. He
also observed that personal expectations are affdut extrinsic factors. Although self-esteem
begins with meeting one’s own expectations, itlmamodified by extrinsic forces, more
specifically the opinions of others. The transgitioom schools of education to universities
would appear to allow teacher educators to achaevienproved view of self-worth gained from
working with other academic colleagues. Unfortehgtmany of their colleagues do not believe
in the importance of teacher education which makeisling a sense of professional self-esteem
extremely difficult. Those who hold the title @chtion professor’ putatively are held to a lesser
standard than faculty colleagues from the libera departments and professional schools across
the campus (Ducharme, 1993).

Teachers often have to adapt to changing requitesand demands placed on them for a
variety of reasons and from many different sourcHse same is true for teacher educators. As

reported by Goodlad (1990), there has been a stvsg®f teacher education identity in the



process of evolving from normal school to the pnésetting. The price that teacher education
pays for its affiliation with the university is thpotential loss of its professional mission.
According to Labaree (2008), this is the Faustiargain identified by critics of the university
school of education like Herbst (1989) and Cliffartd Guthrie (1988), in which the education
school accepts university status in exchange $quribfessional soul. This bargain took form
early in the history of the normal school — whemmal schools agreed to expand beyond their
ability to preserve high quality professional pramgs, and when they adapted to consumer
pressure by increasing academic programs and nadizyny teacher education. By the time
normal schools became universities in the mid-tieémicentury, the terms of the deal were
already in place. The last stage in this evolutipmeath simply formalized the situation, making
education just one school among many and assignangupporting role in the larger

university enterprise (Labaree, 2008). Teacheparation programs in universities became one
of many programs at schools of higher educatiomil&®\feacher educators brought a core of
values and beliefs with them, many of their collgsggemphasized research and publishing as
the most important missions of a university prodessThis resulted in the adoption by schools,
departments, and colleges of education (SCDEs)}wbdiered system consisting of researchers
and clinicians.

Faculty members who are part of an SCDE have gnand often multidimensional
mission. The SCDE faculty members' mission isfegted by a reward structure which, as
many studies suggest, places paramount importancesearch (Fairweather, 1993). Therefore,
there is a discrepancy between presumed, multidsraral expectations for faculty members in
SCDEs and the unidimensional reward structuressemce, there is a tension between what is

expected and what is rewarded (Shen, 1995). Wdmplicates the situation in the SCDE is the



changing context of the infrastructure of higheuaation, of which the SCDE is a part. With the
evolution of many higher education institutionsnfroormal schools to teachers' colleges and
then to regional state universities, researchaeessingly emphasized and the original identity of
the SCDE is gradually lost (Clifford & Guthrie, 188 Educational research and teacher
education as currently practiced is viewed as argimbenterprise because it has embraced
unsound epistemologies, neglected what is regaadéele palpable need for education in a
traditional framework of knowledge with its Plator@nd medieval origins, and complicated the
teaching task with illusions of technique basedaence, rather than accepting it as a task of
initiating children into the life of the mind an@wkloping wisdom and virtue through knowledge
of content (Sedlak, 2008).

According to Tinsley (2002), recent studies haveva that nearly 30% of SCDE faculty
members have little or no direct involvement in pieparation of school teachers, while 70%
have moderate to heavy involvement. With nearlg-timrd of teacher educator’s turning their
backs on teacher preparation to focus on reseactipablishing for tenure acquisition,
difficulties will persist. Researchers maintaiattkhe two-tier system in SCDE’s has proven to
erode the effectiveness of teacher education pmeg(&oodlad, 1990). According to many
scholars (Burch, 1989; Clark, 1987; Lanier & Littl©86), it is the practitioner tier within
SCDE'’s that gives teacher educators a loweredssiatilhe eyes of their academic colleagues
because practitioners tend to spend more time wgtiki public schools and less time
conducting research and publishing results. Aheaeducator who devotes 100% to training
teachers will find him or herself lacking respecin colleagues and, perhaps, lacking a job

(Lanier & Little, 1986).



Over the last three decades, teacher educatigmgms have been heavily impacted by
state government regulations. An early 1980’s meqitted, A Nation at Risk, published by The
National Commission on Educational Excellence (3@f#ned the door for a myriad of
criticisms, proposals, and plans from governmeenages such as The American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Certification (AACTE, 1983helNational Education Association (NEA,
1986), and the Carnegie Forum on Education an&toeaomy (CFEE, 1986). While
professional educators offered widely varying pleorgeacher preparation reform, the
professional community was neither unified nor wdlto change itself (Hawley, 1992;
Popkewitz, 1993). Progressive reform became mbaepolitical issue with decisions made by
those not directly involved in education.

The reform movement beginning in the 1980’s witNation at Risk evolved into even
greater attempts to standardize the American educsystem. The 2002 No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) Act further expanded the role of federal gowment in education. NCLB shifted the
power of schools from local control to national mgjes. While the federal government’s role in
education had been primarily financial, NCLB webb@e and beyond to impact many areas of
teaching and teacher preparation. According tcated (2005), NCLB made the federal
government a major player in regulating the cor&-af2 instruction, controlling teacher quality,
and dictating teacher education curriculum in tagtons of higher education. The No Child
Left Behind law included a provision to guarantdaghly qualified teacher in every classroom.
States have created numerous ways to determinenadiads a teacher “highly qualified”, such
as passing subject area exams, obtaining certgieele or completing other alternatives defined

by the states and approved by the U.S. Departnidtdwcation.



In order to analyze the impact of NCLB, policymekand decision makers required data
on student progress which often came in the forin@tased standardized testing. In Texas,
the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAK&S developed to evaluate student and
school performance. The exams established a gesisindard for students to meet in order to
be promoted to the next grade level or to acquagBbma and schools were given a
performance rating based on student passing ratesse performance ratings impacted campus
funding, student population, and various jobs withach district. The No Child Left Behind Act
(2002) directly impacted SCDE’s by changing theguirements for educator programs and in
turn increasing the pressures on teacher educators.

In an effort in increase the standardization athter education, the National Council for
the Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) @snded in 1954. It includes a peer
review process of a teacher certification prograsell on national standards developed by
teaching professionals. In order to be a NCATEextited institution, organizations must
undergo a costly and extensive five-year reviewecyéccording to NCATE (2012), a poll
conducted by Penn and Schoen states that 82% ptithie favors requiring teachers to
graduate from nationally accredited professionhabsts. Patricia McGinnis president and CEO
of The Council for Excellence in Government, ioaisioted on the website stating, “NCATE
does important work tamprove the quality of education, which is an urtgemority of the
American people. Its accreditation process, basetgorous national professional standards,
helps ensuréhat teachers who graduate from accredited sclawels/ell prepared to help
increase student achievement. Our children deseress and we must work to ensure that all
teachersneet these rigorous professional standards.” Algrto a an earlier study, graduates

of NCATE accredited colleges of education pass afilmtal testing service (ETS) subject matter



and pedagogy examinations at a higher than do gteslof unaccredited colleges of education
and those who did not prepare (ETS, 1999). Therewarently 656 colleges of education that
hold NCATE accreditation. Fourteen of those insitins are located in Texas (NCATE, 2012).
It should be noted that as of July 1, 2013, NCABEswlidated and became a subsidiary of the
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Prepamat{CAEP, 2013).
Statement of the Problem

Since merging into colleges and universities aBE§E, the literature maintains that
teacher educators have suffered low self-esteaamaemic professionals. There is however,
limited data documenting the professional imagehteaeducators have of themselves or how
they are regarded by their colleagues in acadeifti@re have been many reforms enacted
throughout the decades without reference to how ity affect the teacher educators
responsible for implementing them. Pressures asahanging demographics, alternative
certification programs, and governmental sanctlumse altered the approaches of teacher
education programs (Darling-Hammond, 2010). IraBg where the size and graduation rates
of baccalaureate, master’s, and doctoral leveitutgins vary significantly, reform has been
extensive and challenging. As of 2012, fourteestituitions in Texas have chosen to acquire
NCATE accreditation in order to achieve a leveprdstige and separate themselves from the
others. The data we have regarding the effedi@NCATE accreditation on the professional
self-esteem of teacher educators is extremelydumnit

Purposes of the Study

This study explored the beliefs of teacher edusatoTexas and described their levels of

professional self-esteem and the levels of prad@ssiesteem that they believe non-professional

education faculty hold for them. Specifically, #tedy was designed for the following purposes:



1. To determine whether there was a significant teffiee between the levels of
professional self-esteem of teacher educatorsteidgerceived professional esteem
from colleagues in other departments;

2. To determine whether there was a significant dsffiee in the levels of professional
self-esteem among and between teacher educatorgdifferent Carnegie
classifications of educational institutions;

3. To determine whether there was a significant dsffiee in the levels of professional
self-esteem between faculty members from NCATEeaitgd and non-NCATE
accredited institutions: and,

4. To compare the results with Tinsley’s (2002) firgirusing the same population.

Hypotheses

The study examined the responses of 242 teachentxs from 68 colleges and
universities that have teacher certification progga Statistical differences were reported at the
.05 level of significance. Appropriate effect simeasures were reported. Specifically, the study
tested the following hypotheses, stated in the null

Hypothesis 1: No significant differences existween the levels of teacher educators’
professional self-esteem and their perceived psajaeal esteem from non-professional
education faculty.

Hypothesis 2: No significant differences existhe levels of professional self-esteem
among teacher educators from different types dituions, as determined by the Carnegie
Classification System.

Hypotheses 3: No significant differences exighia levels of professional self-esteem

between teacher educators from NCATE accreditechaneNCATE accredited institutions.



Research Question

The study also attempted to answer the followirsgaech question:

In a comparison of the results of the current stanly the results of Tinsley’s 2002 study
on Texas Teacher Educators, do any differences?exis

Orientating Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study was basedorman’s (1976) Self-
Consistency Theory which states that an individusélf-esteem is an important determinant of
effective job performance and satisfaction. Acaogdo Korman (1976), individuals will be
motivated to perform in a manner consistent witkirteelf images. To the extent that their self-
concepts concerning job or task require effectdgsmance in order to result in “consistent”
cognitions, then to that extent they will be motecgto engage in effective performance, and
furthermore, to the extent that one will choose famdl most satisfying those situations which are
in balance with these self-perceptions. Maslow alsiphasized the importance of self-esteem
as it relates to one’s self-worth. Maslow (195&)roed that,

all people in our society have a need or desirafstable, firmly based, usually high

evaluation of themselves, for self-respect or esteem, and for the esteem of others.

We have what we may call the desire for reputatioprestige, status, fame and glory,

dominance, recognition, attention, importance, tiygor appreciation. Satisfaction of

the self-esteem need leads to feelings of selfidente, worth, strength, capability, and

adequacy; of being useful and necessary in thedwdslt thwarting of these needs

produces feelings of inferiority, of weakness, ahtelplessness. (p.21)

10



Significance of the Study

According to Reynolds (1992), a stratified randeample of 255 teacher educators in
Ohio consistently regarded themselves well as psid@als, but did not believe their academic
colleagues from other areas of academia regarded dgually as well. Reynolds found that
these two trends were common among teacher edacatgardless of selected biographical or
institutional data. Reynolds’ study presentedrttost complete statistical data on teacher
educators’ professional self-esteem and perceptbhew they are regarded by their academic
colleagues. Reynolds stated, “Further studieb®professional self-esteem of teacher
educators may lead to a fuller understanding af fy@sition on campus and help break the cycle
of low status and low expectations” (1995, p. 2Zbinsley (2002) conducted a similar study
pertaining to teacher educators in the state ob3exinsley found that teacher educators
maintained a low level of professional esteem wé@mpared to faculty members in other
departments across all Carnegie Classificatiomssbitutions, with or without NCATE
accreditation. Tinsley stated, “This study fouhdttteacher educators in Texas faced difficulties
similar to those faced by teacher educators in @tdecade earlier. Little seems to have
changed in regard to the professional esteem teadoeators perceived from their academic
colleagues” (2002, p. 91). There is need for nebudies and literature relating to the
professional self-esteem of teacher educators andthinfluences the profession. Reynolds
wrote, “Further studies of the professional seteem of teacher educators may lead to a fuller
understanding of their position on campus and hedak the cycle of low status and low
expectations” (1995, p.225). There have been ndéfgrent requirements placed on teacher
educators in Texas over the last decade affedtigig job performance and attitudes and more

research is needed to fully understand its impa@be last decade has also resulted in different
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faculty entering the profession with a variety atkhgrounds and experiences. Strong support
for further analysis relating to the self-esteenteaicher educators in Texas was recommended
by Tinsley when he stated: “Repeating this studyeras in 2012 would yield a sample
reflecting a somewhat different population andhpes also yield differing results” (2002, p.
93).
Method

The purpose of this study was to gain a more cetaplnderstanding of how teacher
educators feel about themselves as academic piafatsas well as their perceptions of how
they are accepted by their academic colleagueslldtved the standard methodology for
emailed questionnaire survey research (Borg & @8al03) and was conducted according to the
guidelines established by Reynolds (1992).

Description of the Research Instrument

Reynolds’ 1992 study on teacher educators in @ai® the original research work that
gathered pertinent data relating to the issuesaedwotthe current study. According to Tinsley
(2002), it was deemed appropriate to continue foviothe conceptual and methodological
framework of Reynolds’ (1992) study in order to dieyp more data from a similar population in
a different geographic region of the country. Baeontinuously changing requirements related
to teacher education and differing populationsslen (2002) recommended repeating his study
in 2012 to analyze possible differing results. iR#gs’ original survey instrument was utilized
in conducting Tinsley’s study with the author’s sent. Reynolds and Tinsley gave permission
for their survey instruments to be replicated fog purposes of this study.

The instrument consists of two parts. Part Omgaios 40 belief statements. The belief

statements present ideas such as: “teacher eslueamits students who would never be
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admitted to other programs;” or “teacher educadoescommitted to scholarship.” Each required
responses in two ways. Response Set A presentbadstdement as: “l believe that...,” and
Response B presented each belief statement aieVéeny academic colleagues would say
that...” The responses to each belief statement veex@ded on a Likert type scale of 1-6,
ranging from “very strongly disagree” to “very stgly agree”. Part Two of the instrument
contains 19 biographical questions, such as ppaintis sex, age, academic rank, and
professional organization affiliations. The surtegk about 25 minutes for each respondent to
complete.

Reynolds creation of the survey instrument ocaclimeseveral stages. First, Reynolds
reviewed a vast amount of literature on self-estaathteacher educators, creating a lengthy list
of pertinent ideas. Secondly, 15 teacher educatd@hio State University were interviewed,
asking each: “What factors do you believe affext/lyou feel about yourself in your work as a
teacher educator?” The interviews were taped eviéwed to isolate common themes among
the interviewees’ thoughts. By combining what vicaed in the literature review and the
common themes of the interviews, Reynolds creatsgtias of belief statements.

According to Tinsley (2002), Reynolds, with hetprh professors and members of his
dissertation seminar, constructed the instrumedtestablished validity through factor analysis,
proving the items’ homogeneity and that the vagalaf each factor grouping do indeed test the
same underlying construct. The instrument’s rditgtwas established through the split-half
method. After one pilot test, the instrument wefsned from comments of the participants and
the analyses of descriptive data for measuresqgtigncy, mean, mode, skewness, standard
deviation, and variance. The instrument was tes¢oh and, after examination of the data,

deemed valid and reliable (Reynolds, 1992).
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Selection of Participants

Officials at the 68 four-year colleges and uniitexs with certification programs were
contacted by email to inquire if they would agre@tovide the names and contact information
of each of their teacher educators who were gedlifo participate in the study. The initial
contact email included details briefly identifyitite researcher, explaining the project, and
defining in specifics the desired information. Relgs defined a teacher educator as someone
who holds a full time tenured or tenure track posiaind spends at least 50% of his or her time
on the preparation of future teachers-defined theeteaching foundations or methods classes or
in supervising student teachers in the field.

The number of teacher educators in Texas, asateby this study, totaled 610. The
required number of completed surveys for a reptasiga data set was set at 234 according to
standards established by Krejcie and Morgan (19T@g electronic surveys were sent via email
to all identified Texas teacher educators in thengpsemester 2013. The 242 completed surveys
comprised the data set that was used for the stlilg.electronic survey and all components of
this study were approved by the Institutional Revi2oard at The University of Texas at
Arlington.

Distribution of the Survey

Each teacher educator was emailed informationrdaggacompletion of the electronic
survey. The email included information identifyiagd explaining the study along with a link to
the electronic survey conducted through the ordum@ey program, Survey Monkey (Survey
Monkey, 2013). The email explaining the study]udang the survey link, is included in

Appendix D of this study.
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Data Collection

Emails were sent out monthly reminding subjectsaimplete their electronic surveys.
Email also allowed participants to communicate a@gessary information needed for
clarification or to ask questions.

Data Analysis

All data analyses were conducted using the SP&Statal package. Each hypothesis
was tested using an appropriate parametric statis@st. Seven factors were identified by
Reynolds (1992). Factor sums were calculated ard in testing each hypothesis. The
following statistical procedures were used:

Hypothesis 1. Paired sampliests were used to compare the means of eachfpair o
factor sums from Response Sets A and B of Parttheoinstrument in order to compare the
means of the “I believe...” responses to the meankeofl believe my academic colleagues
would say that....”

Hypothesis 2. One-way analysis of variance (ANQWAas used to find any significant
differences among the responses of teacher edadabon three different Carnegie types of
institutions—baccalaureate, master’s, and doctotaleach of the factor sum means from both
Response Sets A and B. The ANOVA procedure isgpate for comparing independent
samples from more than two groups. If a signifiadifference was indicated and equal
variances could be assumed, the Tukey post hoeguoe was used to determine any
differences between pairs and the mean sums wexamened to determine the direction of the
differences.

Hypothesis 3: Independent samplests were applied to each of the factor sum means

from both Response Sets A and B of Part 1 of teeument to test for any significant
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differences that may exist between the responst=aoher educators from NCATE accredited
and non-NCATE accredited institutions.
Research Question: Descriptive statistics wepdieghto compare the results of
Tinsley’s 2002 study to the current study.
Definitions of Terms
For the purposes of this study, the following digfons were used:

Academic Colleaguesacademic faculty in the same institution of tlaetigcipant working in

areas other than professional education.

Carnegies Classification The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancementighér Education

currently classifies all degree-granting, accretitelleges and universities in the United States
of America based on their degree-granting actiwittem 2008-2010. The 2012 Carnegie
Classification makes use of the following geneedégories: doctorate-granting universities;
master’s colleges and universities; baccalauredteges; associate’s colleges; special focus
institutions; associate’s colleges; and tribal@gds (Carnegie Foundation; 2012). In this study,
only the applicable general categories, those tgtlcher certification programs in Texas, will be

utilized: doctoral universities; master’s collegasl universities; and baccalaureate colleges.

Teacher Educater one who provides required college and univexsyrse work for
prospective teachers (Lanier and Little, 1986)e dkfinition that will be used in this study was
refined to include the a status of full time, tesdior tenure tracked position with at least 50%
commitment to the teaching of methods courses,dations courses, and/or the field
supervision of future teachers.

Self-esteem- a personal judgment of worthiness that is exga@ the attitude the individual

holds towards himself or herself (Coopersmith, )9&elf-esteem rises from the combined
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senses of personal efficacy and personal worthiaiedss the sum of self-confidence and self-
respect (Branden, 1969; Mruk, 1995).

Professional Self-EsteemProfessional self-esteem is an individual's-ssteem specifically in

regard to his or her professional position and pizcee in that professional role (Tinsley, 2002).
Limitations and Delimitations

There were several confining factors in this study

1. The study was only concerned with teacher edusa@tdhe state of Texas.

2. Data were gathered through the use of self-repsotenly what an individual was
willing to disclose on the survey instrument entettee data. However, the self-
report is virtually the only available method toamsare self-concept and self-esteem
(Burns, 1979). Thus the reliability of informaticontained in a self-report is
considered to be at least as high as that of drgr standard form of human
communication.

3. Participants had to meet requirements as definbé #oteacher educator, excluding
part time adjunct faculty, education faculty whade over 50% graduate courses or
other courses not germane to future teachersimgimnd faculty members who
spend over 50% of their time on administrative Bratt

4. Participants were required to report the Carnedpssification of their institutions
and whether or not their institutions were NCAT[Eradited. In order to maintain

anonymity, these points could not be verified bg thsearcher.
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Assumptions

The following assumptions were made about thidystu

=

Reynolds’ (1992) study was a meaningful work se@ch.

Tinsley’'s (2002) study was a meaningful work ofeash.

The survey instrument created by Reynolds (1998)adiered by Tinsley (2002) was
valid, reliable, and useful for measuring the pssfenal self-esteem of teacher
educators.

Teacher educators in Texas are educated individuaswould respond well to the
survey instrument, fill it out honestly and cortgcin good faith, and submit it as
asked.

Self-esteem is a generally understood concept anld e quantified to a sufficient
degree in a survey format.

Teacher educators’ reports on how they believe #neyerceived by academic
colleagues bear a meaningful resemblance to atstaald are findings worthy of
scholarly research.

Summary

This study analyzed the beliefs of teacher edusatoTexas. It determined if significant

differences exist between the levels of profesdisal-esteem of teacher educators and the
levels of professional esteem that they believe professional education faculty hold for them.
It determined if there is a significant differennehe levels of professional self-esteem among
and between teacher educators from different Cégradgssifications of educational institutions
and among educational faculty members from NCAT&etited and non-NCATE accredited

institutions. Finally, the results of this studgne compared to the results of Tinsley’s 2002
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study to determine if any differing results exi§thapter 2 of this study contains a review of the
related literature. Chapter 3 includes detailestdptions of the participant selection, data
collection procedures, and descriptive data peartgito the participants in the study. A
presentation and analyses of the data collectadgltire study comprise Chapter 4. Chapter 5
entails a summary of the study, the findings, cesions, implications for practice from the

study, and recommendations for further study.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature

A review of psychological literature regarding tiegure of the self and self-esteem was
conducted in order to gain a better understandiriijeodependent variable measured in this
study. An extensive review of literature relattoghe population under investigation, teacher
educators, was also conducted. Finally, it wasrdgd to have a clear understanding of the
organizations and processes behind the agenctbe tio independent variables under
investigation, the Carnegie Classification of lngtons of Higher Education and the National

Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NTH).

This chapter reviews the main constructs that walevant to the proposed study. Itis
organized in multiple sections: The Self; Selfdesh; Teacher Educators; Attitudes Towards
Teacher Educators; Carnegie Classifications; andT™NE Each section offers background
information and outlines sources most pertinenhéstudy. This chapter concludes with a

summary.

The Self

More than a century ago, James (1890) examineddfigition of “the Self”. He
introduced the distinction between thand theMe. He stated that the Self is a duality: it
consists of thé, a conscious and knowing subject, andNtewhich is known to thé James
went on to subdivide thigle into three subcategories, including the soklal The sociaMeis
comprised of the recognition a person gets fronohiser social acquaintances. James (1983)
wrote that “a man has as many social selves as threrindividuals who recognize him and carry
an image of him in their mind. To wound any one¢hefse images is to wound him” (p. 294).

James assertion relays the implicit motivation bétiReynolds’ (1992) study, Tinsley’s (2002)
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study, and the current study, to document the &ffeicthe perceptions and attitudes of others on
self-perceptions.

Cooley (1922) claimed that “self and other do exist as mutually exclusive social
facts” (p. 126). Mead (1934) further clarifiedsthine of thinking and viewed the self as the
product of a social process in which the self isexperienced directly, “but only indirectly,
from the particular standpoints of other individae@mbers of the same social group, or from the
generalized standpoint of the social group as devmowhich he belongs” (p. 138). It has
become common in reviews of the sociological seHirgue that the self is both a social product
and a social force (Rosenberg, 1981). In theifistince, the self is examined as a bounded,
structured object — Mead’s “me” — whereas in theoad instance, the self is examined as a
fluid, agenetic, and creative response — Mead’s The distinction captures the core principle of
a socially constructed self, namely that the se#f joint accomplishment, neither completely
determined by the social world nor pregiven atbf{@allero, 2003). Early theories agree that
the self is a product of an individual’s interaasoand experiences with others and that some
representation of the group or society is a keymmment created within the individual’'s mind
(Onorato & Turner, 2001).

Contemporary literature on the nature of self aorgt many diverse perspectives, yet
certain assumptions remain widely shared (Onorafau#aer, 1999). Psychologists have used
new terminology to further theorize the natureeaif,ancluding self-concept and self-schema.
Self-schema theory maintains that the core selfpz@®s our self schema — ‘knowledge
structures developed by individuals to understariexplain their own social experiences’
(Markus & Sentis, 1982, p. 45). For one persorpahdence may be a centrally-defining

attribute, while for another creativity or extrosgm may be central (Markus, 1977; Markus &
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Sentis, 1982). Self-schemas are stable self-reptasons; they facilitate information-
processing such that individuals quickly acceptgroant information and reject incongruent
information (Markus, 1977). Self —schema theolstsr sought to render their model more
dynamic by introducing the concept ovarking self-concepgiMarkus & Wurf, 1987). The
malleability of the self-system was attributedhe tvarying accessibility of self-aspects that
surround the core elements (Markus & Kunda, 1988he working self-concept thus consists
of the core self-conceptions embedded in a comtiextore tentative self-conceptions that are
tied to the prevailing circumstances” (Markus & Wur987, p. 306).

Self-categorization theory postulates that “thHés®ould not be equated with enduring
personality structure because the self is not advexyperienced in terms of personality or
individual differences” (Onorato & Turner, 2004,3259). Generally, this theory allows for the
existence of core self-schemata that is very i@siso change as well as the cognitive free-will
to join or submit to a shared social context (TegsR002). Self-categorization theorists argue
that individuals rely heavily on self-in-group coangons for the development of self-concepts;
however, they have developed a more complex sykieanalyzing the nature of the self
(Turner, Oakes, Haslam, & McGarty, 1994; Onoratduner, 1999). In short, the self-concept,
or one’s current self-category, is conceived agrdext-dependent cognitive representation
(Onorato & Turner, 2004). The survey instrumeiitagd in the present study adheres to the
principles of self-categorization and the tradidbwiews of James and Cooley by measuring

aspects of both the “I” selves and the “me” selvet®acher educators.
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Self-Esteem

Past research has shown that self-esteem isrggiredictor of life satisfaction
(Diener & Diener, 2009). In a large nationwidedstuCampbell (1981) found that self-esteem
was the strongest predictor of life satisfactiom inational sample of adults in the United States.
Rodewalt and Tragakis (2003) identify that selieegh to be one of the “top three covariates in
personality and social psychology research,” follgnegative affectivity and gender (p.66).
Today there are several sets of reasons thatselfm deserves continuing attention. One of
them is that self-esteem appears to be among thtadevely few dimensions of human life that
stretches across the full spectrum of behavior,miilke the topics of development, low self-
esteem is often mentioned in regard to variousoairpphenomena, such as depression or anxiety
Mruk, 2013). Leary and MacDonald (2003) noted 8taties overwhelmingly show that when
compared to people with high self-esteem, thosk liv self-esteem experience more negative
emotions, affect, or states across the board @p-405). While many experts recognize the
importance of self-esteem, an examination of tteediure reveals a lack of consensus on exactly
what self-esteem is, how it is developed, andstifito the relationships between the self and
others. Mruk (2013) stated that in one sense,ll@aw something about what self-esteem
“really is” because it is a human phenomenon (p.However, as Smelser (1989) observed,
“We have a fairly firm grasp of what is meant bif-esteem, as revealed by our own
introspection and observation of the behavior bead. But it is hard to put that understanding
into precise words (P. 9). He went on to say tes¢archers are still attempting to unravel the

“definitional maze” of self-esteem (Smelser, 1989).

Early definitions of self-esteem tended to stredgee self-evaluation, a cognitive

process, or self-affection, feelings (Wells & Maliw&976). James (1950) stated that our self-
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feeling in this world is determined by the ratiooafr actualities to our supposed potentialities; a
fraction of which our pretensions are the denonoinanhd the numerator our success: thus, Self-
esteem is equal to Successes divided by Pretensiomsher words, self-esteem is the
relationship between our performance and our ideddetween our perceived-self and our ideal-
self (Mruk, 1999). Mruk (2006) emphasized thajames’ ratio, like in all ratios, the number of
successes or failures one has can change as weth means that self-esteem is also a dynamic
phenomenon and must be maintained, especiallygltinres of challenge or threat.

In the early 28 century, theorists examined the various mentatgsses and their
influence on personality, behavior, and attitudadler (1927) emphasized the importance of
success for building a positive sense of self,i@adrly in terms of overcoming feelings of
“basic inferiority” that are seen as playing a &rgle in determining human behavior. Horney
(1937) focused on the difference between real dedlized selves as the central variable in
developing and maintaining self-esteem. In the X96¥hite (1963) summed up the concept of
self-esteem as a person’s experience of efficdmgst solely related to the success or failures
of an individual’s efforts. He argued that, “Itnecessary to make competence a motivational
concept; there is @ompetence motivatias well as competence in its more familiar sense of
achieved capacity” (White, 1959, p.318). Satigfyihis need through the mastery of
developmental tasks and experiencing other sucs@sshildhood results in feelings of
“effectance” and a sense of self-respect. In otwrds, “self-esteem has its taproot in the
experience of efficacy” (White, 1963, p.134). Rdserg (1965) viewed self-esteem as more tied
to the environment and one’s feeling that he oristygod or worthy in the views of others.
However, Coopersmith (1967) tied the cognitive psscof self-evaluation to the individual's

experience of the world, defining self-esteem peraonal judgment of worthiness which the
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individual conveys to the world through verbal regp@nd expressive behaviors. Both
Coopersmith and Rosenberg attempted to measuresiefm as a variable in psychological
studies (Tinsley, 2002). Coopersmith’s Self Estéeventory (SEI) (Coopersmith, 1975) has
become the most widely used assessment instrumém field of self-esteem investigation
because of its regard for both cognitive and aiffecspect of self-esteem (Mruk, 2006).
Fortunately, one central definition of self-estes@mems to have withstood the test of time
as indicated by the fact that a distinct body ofknwas developed around it: Defining self-
esteem in terms of competence and worth or worskifelruk, 2006). Branden (1969) first
offered such a definition when he said that seié@®s “has two interrelated aspects: it entails a
sense of personal efficacy and a sense of persam#i. It is the integrated sum of self-
confidence and self-respect. It is the convictiuat one is competent to live and worth of
living” (p.110). Mruk (2006) stated that “competenin this case, means facing reality directly
and then making rational decisions, which are thbaeallow an individual to solve problems
realistically. Self-esteem, then, is a precioughslogical resource that must be won, can be
lost, and needs to be maintained at all timesnggompetence to worth in this fashion
distinguishes this view of self-esteem from memmpetence. In this new sense, competence
must be behavior that in some way reflects or me®worth or worthiness to matter for self-
esteem” (p. 19). Branden, who stands as the Iggmbpular author on the subject of self-
esteem, revealed self-esteem to be both cognitgetective, as well as dynamic (Mruk,
1999). Branden (2011) characterized self-esteetarasvaluation of my mind, my
consciousness, and, in a profound sense, my pefelfresteem is an orientation toward the
self. Self-esteem is the ultimate ground of camsemness, ground to all particular experience;

this is the single most important thing to be ustieyd about its role in human psychology” (p.
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5). The present study views self-esteem as a nadtt®mmpetence and worthiness developed
both cognitively and affectively. A keyword seaih self-esteem using the standard education
and psychology databases yielded thousands dfiohib®th popular articles and academic
studies. A number of studies relating to self-@stand educators were examined, and several
are worthy of note.

Visscher (1988) found that the measured self-estd#enursing faculty members in
Florida remained consistently high across instngiand programs. Orczyk (1990) found that
publication rates of higher education faculty rosdirect correlation with their measured levels
of self-esteem. Curran (1991) wrote that publitosd teachers in California displayed low
levels of self-esteem and were limited in achievirgher levels of self-esteem by negative
feedback from external sources, such as admiressrand members of the public, which caused
and ensuing sense of isolation in the teacherdéepsmnal lives. Badali's (2011) study of
teacher educators concluded that their self-este@smnegatively impacted by the fact that they
were not always adequately rewarded for their ptmal contributions and that they
experienced high levels of fatigue and anxiety eissed with teaching greater numbers of
students.

Schafer and Keith (1999) reported from a thirtgear longitudinal study that self-
esteem tends to decline over time in individual® wtart out with higher than average levels.
Results showed that individuals starting the stwdlg lower assessments of self-esteem tended
to maintain more consistent levels. The authdrgbated their findings to the higher demands
that higher self-esteem individuals put on theneebo achieve, and not to the aging process.
Kling, Hyde, Showers, and Buswell (1999) found thglh meta-analysis on statistics from

48,000 Americans that men tended to have slightjizgdr measured levels of self-esteem than
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women, at levels of significance ranging from .024. However, their conclusions stated that
neither gender nor age was a strong determinirtgrfat self-esteem levels. Foels and Tomcho
(2005) found similar results from their study cartthg that women and men reported
equivalent levels of self-esteem from both relaticand collective groups.

Reynolds (1992) measured the levels of self-estepatifically as it related to life in
academe, among teacher educators in Ohio and fousgynificant differences between the
reports of males and females, but did find thaeofdculty members tended to have higher
levels of self-esteem than younger faculty memb&wsynolds also found that faculty from
smaller colleges tended to have higher levels lbfesteem than faculty from larger institutions
and that 80% of teacher educators surveyed publisggularly (Tinsley, 2002). However, he
found that teacher educators perceived themses/Emked upon negatively by their faculty
colleagues in other departments, reflecting theudt that teacher education is not worthy of
status as a field of study in higher education that teacher educators are not, as such, worthy
of positions among the professoriate.

Tinsley’s (2002) study investigated the profesal@elf-esteem of teacher educators in
Texas and its relationship to the Carnegie Clasgibn and NCATE accreditation status of
participants’ institutions. His study adheredte procedural and methodological framework of
Reynolds’ 1992 study on teacher educators in Qharder to develop further data from a
similar population in a different geographic regeodecade later. Tinsley (2002) found that
Texas teacher educators’ levels of profession&lestééem were significantly higher than the
levels of professional esteem they perceived froadamic colleagues in other departments.
Tinsley (2002) also found that there was almostlifference in levels of professional self-

esteem or levels of perceived professional esteem &dcademic colleagues between teacher
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educators from different Carnegie Classificatiohketitutions. Tinsley’s study determined that
teacher educators from NCATE accredited and non-INEAccredited institutions revealed no
significant difference in levels of professionalfsesteem or perceived professional esteem from
academic colleagues in nearly all comparison caiegjo He determined that NCATE
accreditation did not boost professional self-aatee perceived professional esteem from
academic colleagues. The present study is an pittendetermine if teacher educators’

perceptions are comparable to the perceptionsacher educators in Texas eleven years ago.

Teacher Educators

Reynolds (1992, 1995) published the first dataatliyerelated to the professional self-
esteem of teacher educators. There is, howevert pertinent information on teacher educators
that can be found. The AACTE’s Research About iea&ducation (RATE) Series,
installments I-111 (1987-1989), compiled by Ducha@and Kluender (1990) and The National
Center for Education Statistics National Study o$tBecondary Faculty (NSOPF) compiled by
Heuer et. al (2006), document and describe the deaphics of the population of teacher
educators in the United States. RATE Series imsgadts 1V-VIII (1991-1995) and the NSOPF
also document other aspects of teacher educatithe ibS, such as changes in field experience
programs, leadership policies, program reforms,ahdr practices. Wolf-Wendel, Baker,
Twombly, Tollefson, and Mahlios (2006) also resbartsimilar descriptors related to teacher
educators. The present study examined data frempréviously referenced studies in order to

gain a better understanding of the population.

A number of statistical studies have measureddhesatisfaction of education faculty

members (Ambros, 2002; Connolly, 2007; Fiorentit@99; Wimsatt, 2002; Xu, 2008). An
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overall analysis indicates that education facuétyehbeen shown to be relatively satisfied with
their jobs, yet generally not so satisfied with slipport of their institution or decisions made by
legislators that affected them (Ambros, Hustor\lé&man, 2005; Connolly, 2007). This
coincides with Reynolds’ (1992) and Tinsley’s (2D@Adings. A state-wide survey of Texas
teacher educators conducted by Miller, Miller, &waltney (1998) investigated the cultural
attitudes and behaviors of teacher educators iag ard found that the population could benefit
from multicultural training. As a study on Texaather educators, this study was examined for
its procedure in determining its population sizagley, 2002). However, Miller, Miller, and
Gwaltney (1998) defined “teacher educator” in mbobader terms than Reynolds (1992) and
Tinsley (2002).

Shen (1995) examined data collected from 1217 S@D&ty members and found a
great deal of fragmentation within SCDE facultidédmost 30% of the sample had little or no
direct dealings with undergraduate teacher prejparateflecting the emergence of a two-tier
system in which education practitioners work witkufre teachers and education scholars do
research and teach graduate students (Lanier & 11986). The two-tier system has been
shown to erode the effectiveness of teacher prapanarograms by lowering the perceived
status of teacher educators and undercutting itsamademic credibility, even within SCDEs
(Labaree, 2008). Shen’s (1995) and Labaree’s (Pd@ings hold implications for the
conclusions and recommendations of the preseny.stud

A handful of qualitative studies have also docutedvaried aspects of the lives of
teacher educators. Gassner (1993) looked intdythamics of teacher educators to help
determine ways in which future teachers might beenfidlly empowered while Kemp (1997)

examined aspects of the lives of women as teacherators. Ambrose, Huston, and Norman
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(2005) studied the impact of family structure oacteer educators. Loughran and Russell (2012)
documented the impact self-studies and self-examimaan have on improving the practice of
teacher educators and on the profession as a whblke afore mentioned studies help offer a
more encompassing understanding of teacher edsdattin as professionals and as human
beings and, as such, hold further implicationgierconclusions and recommendations of the

present study.

Attitudes Towards Teacher Educators

A study conducted by Ducharme and Agne (1982)zetiliquestionnaires and interviews
to determine that, in spite of their long hours atehdy publication rates, education professors
“and, indeed, the field of professional educatine, alien to higher education as conventionally
defined” (p. 33). Ducharme (1993) attributes sarhthe difficulty in identifying teacher
educators as a community to the fact that few anameactually consider themselves as such,
because of their low status. ‘I once describedthbe writes, ‘as “being among the least
welcome guests at the educational lawn party oéthablishment of higher education™ (p. 3).
Woodring (1987) stated that professional educaligmartments have long been targets of
ridicule due to low standards for both studentsfaedlty members. Despite its long history in
the US academy and the ambiguity of its posititslaw status as the ‘Cinderella’s of academia’
(Ham and Kane, 2004, p. 134) has apparently coadimuto the new century (Labaree, 2008).
Such a documented sense of alienation and rejectiacademe reflects long-standing lore that
teacher education is both socially and academitaheath other higher education departments
(Tinsley, 2002). Whatever the causes may be tdvered status of teacher educators in
academe, the perception remains and continuestid e¢sues on campus (Reynolds, 1995).

The present study examines if there have been elsangerceptions in the decades since
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Reynolds’ (1992) and Tinsley’s (2002) research.

Over several decades, an analysis of the litexatacuments adverse attitudes towards
professional education from scholars outside thie fi Briggs (1932) wrote that “by any
reasonable audit secondary education for the masbsaskrupt” (p. 756), and Horn (1933)
stated that the educational philosophy of that g was marked by “superficiality,

fickleness, and instability” (p. 39). Accordingltabaree (2006),

it is common knowledge that professors in the antd sciences risk a loss of academic
respect, including promotion and tenure, if thesuase clear interest in or responsibility
for teacher education. Professors holding acadesmicin education units are in even
greater jeopardy of losing the respect of theidaocac counterparts in the university,
because their close proximity makes association tesécher education more possible.
And, finally, those education professors who a¢yusipervise prospective or practicing
teachers in elementary and secondary schools deedmat the bottom of the
stratification ladder. The message seems to ligfttemcher education fails to become
more efficient in cranking out teachers, the staithe market will find other ways to fill

classroom vacancies. (pp. 34-35)

Negativity towards teacher education has beenttireslated to the national criticism of

education in general (Davey, 2013).

Carnegie Classifications

The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education wasbéshed by The Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching in 1&63tudy and make recommendations

regarding the major issues facing U.S. higher eifluc@McCormick & Zhao, 2005). According
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to McCormick and Zhao (2005), in response to neteng classification system differentiating
colleges and universities along the dimensionswleaé most relevant to its work, the
commission developed a new classification scheni®® to meet its analytic needs. The
categories were defined by both the functions efitistitutions and by the characteristics of the
students and faculties. The Classification wadiglied in 1973 to assist the many individuals
and organizations engaged in research on highea&da (McCormick & Zhao, 2005). While
the Carnegie Classification was not created toarostatus on or to rank institutions, it has been
widely interpreted that way (Tinsley, 2002). Cezhonly as a reference tool for information and
research, the Classification has undergone sermrigions to help strengthen it as a tool,
including the latest revision in 2010.

Under the 2010 edition, the Carnegie Foundatiensidstantially revised its Basic
Classification system, which allows researchemrgi@nize institutions by degree level and
specialization (Carnegie, 2012). The Classificatias deemphasized institutional resources,
reorganized the presentation of institutional typpased on enrollment rather than perceived
prestige, and searching for alternative sourcasfofmation about institutional differences, the
developers of the Carnegie Classification systewe ladtempted to make the information less
vulnerable to interpretation as a ranking systechranre amenable to wide use and to
promoting an understanding of American higher etlonan the future (Schuh, Jones, & Harper,
2010). According to the Carnegie (2012) Found&iarebsite, the Basic Classification
categorizes institutions into six major types: oasate’s institutions, doctorate-granting
universities, master’s colleges and universitieschlaureate colleges, special focus institutions,
and tribal colleges. In addition to the Basic Gifsation, other all-inclusive classifications

include undergraduate instructional programs, gagalinstructional programs, enrollment
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profile, undergraduate profile, and size and sgttidarnegie, 2012). There is also an elective
classification which details community engagemehit.of the included classifications contain
multiple categories delineated by detailed critefide present study made use of the 2012
edition. It should be noted that in order to maimiconsistency with data collected from
Reynolds’ (1992) and Tinsley’s (2002) studies,sbevey instrument required respondents to
identify their institution according to the follomg Carnegie Classifications: baccalaureate,

masters, doctoral, or specialized focus institution

NCATE

NCATE was founded in 1954 through the joint effamtshe American Association of
Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE), the Natlokssociation of State Directors of
Teacher Education and Certification (NASDTEC), iegional Education Association (NEA),
the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSS®i the National School Boards
Association (NSBA) to be an independent accreditiody for SCDE’s in the United States
(Tinsley, 2002). The US Secretary of Education @nedCouncil of Higher Education
Accreditation officially recognizes NCATE as thetinaal professional accrediting agency for
SCDE'’s that prepare teachers, administrators, #met professional school personnel (NCATE,

2012).

NCATE morphed into a coalition of 33 professionsg@ciations of teachers, teacher
educators, content specialists, and local and ptdiey makers committed to quality teaching
representing millions of individuals (NCATE, 2012)ccording to the NCATE (2012) website,
a public opinion poll conducted by Penn and Schamtiuded that 82% of the public favors

requiring teachers graduate from nationally acteedorofessional schools. NCATE’s goal is to
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improve student learning by improving the qualifyeacher education. They do this by
establishing high and rigorous standards for teaetiecation programs, holding accredited
institutions accountable for meeting these stargjadd by encouraging unaccredited school to
prove the quality of their programs by working ford achieving professional accreditations
(NCATE, 2012). In order to acquire voluntary acttation, SCDE’s must put their own
programs into compliance with extensive NCATE stadd through the cooperation and
compliance of all faculty and administrators oftakir professional education programs in order
to receive accreditation and submit to periodicews in order to retain accreditation (Tinsley,
2002). NCATE views itself as changing the cultaféigher education and Pre K-12 schools
(Wise, 2001). As of 2012, NCATE accredits 670itnsbns and another 70 are candidates or
pre-candidates for accreditation (NCATE, 2012)shibuld be noted that as of July 1, 2013,
NCATE and TEAC (Teacher Education Accreditation Gml) officially consolidated into the
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparator CAEP (NCATE, 2013). According to
their website, CAEP is now the sole accreditordducator preparation in the United States
(CAEP, 2013). CAEP claims to advance excellenaduncator preparation through evidence-
based accreditation that assures quality and stgppontinuous improvement to strengthen P-12

student learning (CAEP, 2013).

The extensive standards set by NCATE, and now CAlEBGtly impact teacher
educators. In addition to other pressures of tbhéepsion, teacher educators at many U.S. higher
education institutions are responsible for develgpghe outcomes-based documentation now
required by professional accrediting agencies (Goeismith, 2003). Signs of constriction on
teacher educators include the shift of the Nati@wincil for the Accreditation of Teacher

Education (NCATE) toward performance outcomes ad#sis for making accreditation
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decisions (Bullough, Clark, & Patterson, 2003).adleer and teacher education are inherently
unavoidably political, in that they involve the mdi@tion of conflicting values about the
purposes, roles, and contents of schooling (CoeBraith, 2005). NCATE's rubrics are used to
normalize judgment about what is acceptable andagpable in teacher education. The rubrics
invoke NCATE's power to mark with a scarlet lettieose institutions that are not up to standard,
that are not of “high quality” (Kappler, 2004). ATE is also a tool of a large industry
deliberately attempting to brand its product arctease its values. It has also had the effect of
helping the more major SoEs control the more moras, and even close them” (Varenne,
2007, p. 21). This study examines the effects NEACcreditation has on the professional self-

esteem of teacher educators in Texas.

Summary

The preceding review of literature pertinent to ¢cherent study examined texts relating
to the self, self-esteem, the Carnegie Classitioaystem, and the NCATE organization. In
regards to the first two topics, the literaturee@ed that, over time, some general consensus has
emerged in regards to the nature of the self asasdghe nature and importance of self-esteem in
examining human life. Both academic and populdalipations on self-esteem have resulted in
the general population having an understandingagpdeciation for the concept and its
implications. In analyzing the history of the Cegre Classification system, the literature
pointed out that the classifications were not idexhto bestow status on institutions. However,
the Carnegie Classification System has impactegé¢heeptions of the professionals in higher
education and given them a basis for discriminaging categorizing differences among colleges
and universities in the United States. The polsilaxists that the classification of an institrti

may have implications for the professional seltest of its faculty members. A review of the
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literature pertaining to the history and purpos®&GATE accreditation revealed NCATE to be a
growing organization supported by both powerful arfliiential professional and governmental
agencies. Acquiring NCATE accreditation is a dednag and costly process, but one that
claims to drive continuous improvement in SCDEslgteveloping better teachers prepared to
enter the profession. An increasing number oftutgdns are seeking and maintaining the
nationally recognized status of NCATE accreditatidrich may have an impact on the

professional self-esteem of its faculty members.
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Chapter 3
Method of Procedure

The current study investigated the professionflesteem of teacher educators in Texas
by utilizing the survey instrument and methodolagjitamework of Reynolds' 1992 study on
teacher educators in Ohio and Tinsley’s subse@@0® study on teacher educators in Texas. A
total of 242 teacher educators from 67 SCDE’s ixabecompleted the electronic survey
guestionnaire as requested. Data were utilizexamine how participants feel about
themselves as professionals as well as how théytiey are viewed by their academic
colleagues. Using a thorough statistical compar@&faaw data means and factor sum means,

the study specifically examined the following hyipedges and research question:

1. No significant differences exist between the lewélseacher educators’ professional
self-esteem and their perceived professional estemmnon —professional education
faculty.

2. No significant differences exist in the levels obfessional self-esteem among
teacher educators from different types of institogi, as determined by the Carnegie
Classification System.

3. No significant differences exist in the levels obfessional self-esteem between
teacher educators from NCATE accredited and non-NEAccredited institutions.

Research Question
In a comparison of the results of the current stanly the results of Tinsley’s 2002

study on Texas Teacher Educators, do any diffesaxist?
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General Procedures

The participants in the study were teacher edusatol exas’68 four year college and
university teacher certification programs. An &lexic survey was used to collect data.
Surveys have become a widely used and acknowlesgedrch tool in most of the developed
countries of the world (Rea & Parker, 2012). Sysvare one of the most important research
methods in the social sciences and an importahinapplied work (Marsden & Wright, 2010).
Historically, the three types of survey instrumamisst often used are the mailed questionnaire,
the face-to-face interview, and the telephone w¢er (Borg & Gall, 2003). The Web-based
survey is an alternative to the traditional mait-tachnique whereby individuals are contacted
by e-mail an asked to participate in a survey ithdesigned to be completed and submitted by
computer (Rea & Parker, 2012). The current studgeruse of a Web-based survey utilizing e-
mailed invitations for participation.

Reynolds’ 1992 study on teacher educators in @fai® the original research work that
established the framework for Tinsley’s 2002 stuBpth studies aimed to gather meaningful
data on the professional self-esteem of teacharatdks. The current study followed Reynolds’
and Tinsley's recommendations by using a similathméology to develop data on teacher
educators in Texas. As such, Reynolds’ originafesyiinstrument was utilized in conducting

this study.

Design of the Study

The current study followed a typical design foresmnailed research project in order to
investigate and quantify the beliefs of teachercatius in Texas. The study was carried out in

six stages:
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1. Selection of the instrument;

2. Selection of the participants;

3. Email out of the invitation and survey link;
4. Collection of data,;

5. Treatment of data; and,

6. Conclusions and recommendations.

The Survey Instrument

The survey instrument utilized in this study wagjioally created by Reynolds for his
1992 study of teacher educators in Ohio. TinskgduReynolds’ survey instrument for his 2002
study of teacher educators in Texas. The sung&yument consists of two parts. Part one
contains 40 belief statements that are to be refgubto in two ways. Response Set A asks each
statement as: “I believe that....,” and ResponseéBSeks each belief statement as “I believe my
academic colleagues would say that...” The respaioseach belief statement are registered on
a Likert-type scale of 1-6, ranging from “very stgby disagree” to “very strongly agree.” The

following are the 40 belief statements from Reysb{d992) survey instrument.

Questionnaire Belief Statements:

1. Teacher educators are scholarly.

2. The quality of teacher educators’ research is emguiddat found in other academic units.

3. Teacher education has a second-rate status imihersity.

4. Teacher education admits many students who wouwldrri® admitted to other
programs.

5. Teacher educators are fully accepted in the acadeonnmunity.
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6. Teacher educators have a strong formative influemgereservice teacher candidates.

7. Only those education faculties whose research eimalaly publications help elevate the
status of the department should receive tenure.

8. Teacher educators make good professors becauseioivork with K-12 schools.

9. Teacher education has enough faculty lacking imlscly productivity to warrant
criticism.

10.The campus image of teacher education is ofteaateftl in meager financial support.

11.The knowledge base for professional education lsdeseloped.

12.Teacher educators live in an impossible world sgr¥tiwo masters”; the teaching
profession and the academic community.

13.The research of teacher educators leads to impreweim educational practice.

14.Teacher education is tolerated rather than acceptiné university.

15.Teacher educators are among the best teachersnpusa

16. Teacher educators are committed to scholarship.

17.Studies in teacher education are more demandimgstinaies in other disciplines.

18. Classroom teacher regard the academic work of ézaztucators as irrelevant.

19.The reward system of this institution fairly recaggs good teaching.

20.Teacher educators are viewed as marginal peotite geriphery of the academic
community.

21.The practical vision of teacher preparation anduthigersity’s norms of scholarship are
compatible.

22.The practical, school-oriented responsibilitiesezicher educators lead to lowered status

on campus.
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23.Teacher aspirants are more intellectually able tharaverage college bound high school
graduate.

24.Education as a discipline has yet to develop a lwbdyowledge and technique of
sufficient scope to be given full academic status.

25.Teacher education programs are held in high estaecampus.

26. Teacher educators have low rates of publication.

27.Some students choose education as a last resarfaifing in other majors.

28.Being part of an academic community enhances teher educator’s ability to be
effective with the schools.

29.Teacher educators have traditionally had a diffitole defining their role in higher
education.

30.Teacher educators are weak in research skills.

31.Teacher educators are lacking in the very teacsiilty that they should epitomize.

32.Teacher educators are first-rate academic collesague

33.Education professors have been tarnished in the @ytheir peers by the quality of
students admitted to the field.

34.Teacher educators have a positive impact on stedent

35. Teacher educators have distanced themselves fr@gotiterns of teachers and the
problems of schools.

36.Conducting research is a high priority for teackducators.

37.Teacher educators are respected in the academitwoity.

38.Teacher education is a legitimate academic fielstady.

39. Teacher education is a haven for less able academic

41



40.0n this campus teacher education does not havestige problem.

Part two of the instrument consisted of 18 demdgajiems pertaining to the participant’s
sex, age, academic rank, professional affiliatiamsl institutional classification. Tinsley (2002)
added one item, NCATE accreditation, to Part Twthefinstrument. This item was also
included for the purposes of this study. Reyn@ld®9?2) states the survey can be completed in
about 25 minutes. A copy of the survey instrumesgd in this study is included in Appendix A.

Letters of consent for using the survey instrunagatincluded in Appendices B and C.

Development

The original survey instrument was created in ss\a&tages (Reynolds, 1992). First,
Reynolds reviewed a vast amount of literature dlhesteem and teacher educators, creating a
lengthy list of pertinent ideas (Tinsley, 2002)ec6nd, 15 teacher educators at The Ohio State
University were interviewed and asked: “What fastdo you believe affect how you feel about
yourself in your work as a teacher educator?” interviews were taped and reviewed to isolate
common themes among the subjects’ thoughts. Bypoong what was found in the literature
review and the common themes of interviews, Reysotdated a series of belief statements for
a prototype questionnaire (Tinsley, 2002). A pikdt was conducted using the prototype
guestionnaires. Twenty four education faculty mermlfrom Ohio State University, two of its
regional campuses, and two liberal arts collegespteted and returned surveys (Reynolds,

1992).

Content Validity and Reliability

Following Reynolds’ administration of the pilostethe instrument’s reliability was
established using split-half procedures. The-yalif correlation was transformed into an
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appropriate reliability estimate for the entiret tesing the equal length Spearman-Brown
prophecy formula which yielded acceptable resudtsvben forms of 0.08399 and a correlation
of 0.9130 (Reynolds, 1992). Reliability coefficisntere established for groups of items dealing
with various hypothesized factors using the PeaPoduct Moment procedure. Based upon the
process, one factor grouping dealing with field kvamas eliminated, and other items were
rearranged and reworded. The instrument was thertdned further from subjects’

constructive comments, input from advisors, andatteyses of descriptive data for measures of
frequency, mean, mode, skewness, standard deviatiolhvariance. The instrument was tested
again and, after examination of the data, deemkd aad reliable (Tinsley, 2002). Content
validity was established through factor analysisymg the items’ homogeneity and that the
variables of each of the seven factor groupingsdeed test the same underlying construct

(Reynolds, 1992).

Selection of the Participants

According to Tinsley (2002), the number of Texaacher educators as specifically
defined for the purposes of his study totaled 5BBocedures were taken in order to define the
number of Texas teacher educators as specificaflpet for the purposes of this study. An
official or designated contact person at each S@DEexas was contacted by email requesting
the names and email addresses of the teacher ethuedito qualified for participation in the
study. The contact email included information fiyiedentifying the researcher, explaining the
project, and specifically defining the desired mfation. This study, similar to Tinsley's 2002
study, adhered to Reynolds (1992) definition afacher educator. According to Reynolds
(1992), a teacher educator is one who holds aifuk-tenured or tenure track position and

spends at least 50% of his or her time on the pat¢ipa of future teachers by teaching
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foundations or methods courses or by supervisindesit teachers in the field.

Of the 68 institutions contacted, 48 replied bya@dmwith the information. Nineteen
institutions’ teacher educator faculty members toalle identified by available electronic catalog
information. Cataloged information used for id&aoétion included, employment status (full-
time or part-time), teaching syllabi, professioraik, and job descriptions specific to each
institution. The number of teacher educators ifiedtin Texas totaled 610. The fourteen
NCATE institutions accounted for 224 of the teack@ucators in Texas. Seven master’'s
institutions are NCATE accredited and have a totdl21 teacher educators, while another seven
doctoral institutions are NCATE accredited and havetal of 103 teacher educators. None of
the twelve baccalaureate institutions is accredifeables 3-1 to 3-3 break down all teacher

educators in Texas by Carnegie ClassificationsNBATE accreditation status.

Table 3-1

Texas Teacher Educator Totals by Carnegie Claatit

Carnegie Numberof Number of Percentage of
Classification Institutions Teacher Educatcis  Total
Baccalaureate 12 43 7.05%
Master’s 37 309 50.66%
Doctoral 19 258 42.30%
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Table 3-2

Texas Teacher Educator Totals by NCATE Status

NCATE Number of Number of Percentage

Status Institutions Teacher Educators of Total

Accredited 14 224 36.72%

Not Accredited 54 386 63.28%
Table 3-3

Texas Teacher Educator Totals by NCATE Accreditatatus and Carnegie Classification

Classification and Number of Number of Percentage
NCATE Status Institutions Teacher Educators of Total
Baccalaureate Accredited 0 0 0
Baccalaureate Non-Accredited 12 43 7.05%
Master's Accredited 7 121 19.84%
Master’'s Non-Accredited 30 188 30.82%
Doctoral Accredited 7 103 16.89%
Doctoral Non-Accredited 12 155 25.41%
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The required number of surveys for an acceptabfgesentative data set from of a
population sample size of 610 was set at 234 bgtdedards of Krejcie and Morgan (1970).
Invitations explaining the purpose of the studgluing a link to the web-based survey, were
emailed during the spring semester of 2013 to Xl ®@acher educators with the goal of

receiving a return of a minimum of 234 completet/sys by the end of the semester.

Collection of the Data

Each Texas teacher educator was emailed the iafmmnecessary for their

participation in the study. Each email contained:

1. A letter explaining the purpose of the study;

2. An electronic link to the survey instrument.

A copy of the letter emailed to all Texas teachiraators, including the electronic link to the
survey instrument, is included in Appendix D.

Email messages were sent out monthly remindintjcgaants to complete the survey. A
copy of the reminder letter emailed to all Texasker educators is included in Appendix E.
Email allowed for a number of participants to aslkesfions for clarification or communicate
other pertinent information as needed. At the@day 2013, a total of 242 usable responses

were completed and constituted the data used ifstady.

Treatment of the Data

Data from completed surveys were transferred mleally from Survey Monkey into
SPSS software. The entries were checked to bairceine original data were reflected

accurately. Each survey questionnaire containeoedief statements in Part 1. Each participant
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was to respond to each statement in two ways. ddasgpSet A, consisting of the even numbered
survey questions 2 through 80, begins each statem#n “I believe that...,” while Response

Set B, consisting of the odd numbered survey questd through 81, begins each statement
with, “I believe my academic colleagues would dtt...” The data in Response Set A for
each gquestionnaire were entered into the compatat @40, and the data in Response Set B for
each questionnaire were entered into the compatbi #40.

Reynolds (1992) determined that seven factors wexasured by his instrument.
According to Kim and Mueller (1978), factor anal/s& a process that includes “a variety of
statistical techniques whose common objective repoesent a set of variables in terms of a
smaller number of hypothetical variables” (p. ®eynolds (1992) used oblique rotation factor
analyses to produce matrices from five to ten fact@&Reynolds' examination revealed that a
seven factor solution was the most rewarding im$eof factor differentiation, and it produced
factors with acceptable Eigen values all above Exthermore, the individual survey items that
loaded onto each factor of these factors held hagdogically. Reynolds’ (1992) seven factors

are as follows;

F1 general factor-legitimacy of teacher education;

F2 acceptance of teacher educators in the acasdemimunity;

F3 the acceptance of teacher education on campus;

F4 the research and publication activities of tea@ducators;

F5 the quality of education students;

F6 teacher educators’ influence on education stiscend educational practice;
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F7 the perception of rigor (or lack of it) in té&ec education.

In order to analyze the data with regard to thesdactors, the responses to the items
loading into each factor had to be summed. Hi®iyever, responses to items stated negatively
had to be transformed by reversing their valuetheriikert-type scale. Transformation allowed
for the direct comparison of factor sums — the bighe sum, the higher the level of esteem.
The seven factors were labeled fal-fa7 for faatonsfrom items in Response Set A and fb1-fb7
for factor sums from items in Response Set B. dfamims were used in testing four hypotheses.

All analyses of the data were compiled using tR&S statistical package. The following
statistical procedures were used to test the hgseth

Hypotheses 1: Paired-sample t-tests were useaipare the means of each pair of
factor sums from Response Sets A and B of Parttheoinstrument in order to compare the
means of the “I believe...” responses to the meankeofl believe my academic colleagues

would say that ....”

Hypotheses 2: One-way analysis of variance (ANQWaAs used to find any significant
differences among the responses of teacher edadabon three different Carnegie types of
institutions — baccalaureate, master’'s, and dolctoraeach of the seven factors in both
Response Sets A and B. The ANOVA procedure isgpate for comparing independent
samples from more than two groups (Gelman, 200@)ere a significant difference was
indicated and equal variances assumed, the Tuk&ypéSt hoc procedure was used to
determine the differences between specific paird,then factor sum means were reexamined to

determine the direction of difference.
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Hypothesis 3: Independent samples t-tests wagkeato each of the seven factors from
both Response Sets A and B of Part 1 of the ingntirto test for any significant differences
between the responses of teacher educators fromlMEG&credited and non-NCATE accredited
institutions. If a significant difference was fayrthe factor sum means were reexamined to

determine the direction of difference.

Research Question: Descriptive statistics wepdieghto compare the results of

Tinsley's 2002 study to the current study.

Summary

The procedures of this study were based uponrtheegures of Reynolds’ 1992 study on
teacher educators in Ohio and Tinsley’s 2002 sardieacher educators in Texas. Teacher
educators in Texas were identified institution bstitution and the total number was found to be
610. This study made use of the original instrungewveloped by Reynolds in an emailed
guestionnaire survey data gathering methodologgt asenmonly by researchers in the social
sciences. Surveys were successfully completediByparticipants, exceeding the statistically
necessary minimum number of 234 (Krejcie & Morgh®70). The data from these surveys
were quantitatively analyzed using standard pamosatistical procedures to test the

hypotheses. The findings and analyses of thesmgues are presented in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4

Presentation and Analysis of Data

The results of the study are presented in Chdptéihis chapter presents the results in
several sections. A detailed description of theigipants is presented in section one. The
means of the responses to each of the forty sutems for both Response Set A and Response
Set B are presented in section two. The third@egiresents the seven factors and details how
factor sums were calculated. Section four presietanalyses of the factor sums to test
Hypothesis 1. Section five presents the analysdsedactor sums to test Hypothesis 2. The
sixth section presents the analyses of factor gortest Hypothesis 3. Section seven presents
descriptive statistics to answer the research guesbm this study. Chapter 4 concludes with a

summary.

Description of the Participants

The 242 participants for this study were teacldeicators in Texas SCDEs. A teacher
educator, as defined for this study, is an indigicholding a full time, tenured or tenure tracked
position with at least 50% commitment to the teaglof methods courses, foundations courses,
and/or the field supervision of future teachers.

The average age of the participants was 51.92awtnge from 30-72. The participants
divided by gender included 73.1% females and 2 &&les. Only 6 or 2.5% of the participants
listed master’s degree as the highest degree Hald @97.5% held doctorates. The majority,
84.3%, of the participants were white or Caucasiath the remainder made up of 8.7%
Hispanics, 4.5% African Americans, and 2.5% Asiacifc Islander. The participants were

well distributed among the various tenured or tertack ranks within their institutions, with
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36% assistant professors, 37.2% associate professuat 26% professors. Only two participants
listed “instructor” as rank. The participants wéan three Carnegie Classifications of
institutions: 18.2% from baccalaureate, 26.9% froasters, and 55% from doctoral institutions.
45% of the participants were from NCATE accreditestitutions, and 55% were from non-
NCATE accredited institutions. The average lerajthme in teacher education for the
participants was 15.05 years, and the averagehearidgime in their current institutions was 9.35

years. Tables 4-1 to 4-8 clarify and further bdeakn the demographics of the participants.
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Table 4-1

Participant General Demographics

Characteristic Total Percentage
Number of Participants

TOTAL 242 100
Female 177 75.6

Male 65 24.4
Master’'s Degree 6 2.5
Doctoral Degree 236 97.5
Instructor 2 0.8
Assistant Professor 87 36
Associate Professor 90 37.2
Professor 63 26

African American 11 4.5
Hispanic 21 8.7
White/Caucasian 204 84.3
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 2.5
Other 0 0
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Table 4-1 (continued)

Characteristic Total Percentage

Number of Participants
Baccalaureate Institution 44 18.2
Master’s Institution 65 26.9
Doctoral Institution 133 55
NCATE Accredited 109 45
Non-NCATE Accredited 133 55

Table 4-2

Participant Highest Degree Earned by Sex
Highest Degree Female Male
Earned
# % # %

Master’'s Degree 5 2.07 1 41
Doctoral Degree 172 71.07 64 26.45
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Table 4-3

Participant Ethnicity by Sex

Ethnicity Female Male

# % # %
African American 7 2.89 4 1.65
Hispanic 13 5.37 8 3.31
White/Caucasian 153 63.22 51 21.07
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 1.65 2 .83
Other 0 0 0 0

Table 4-4
Participant Faculty Rank by Sex

Rank Female Male

# % # %
Instructor 1 41 1 41
Assistant Professor 75 30.99 12 4 .96
Associate Professor 64 26.45 26 10.74
Professor 37 15.29 26 10.74
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Table 4-5

Participant Age and Experience by Sex

Sex Average Average Years in Average Years in
Age Teacher Educatior Current Institution
Female 50.91 12.94 8.52
Male 53.85 19.28 10.52
Table 4-6

Participant Carnegie Classification by Sex

Carnegie Female Male
Classification

# % # %
Baccalaureate 36 14.88 8 3.31
Master’'s 50 20.66 15 6.20
Doctoral 91 37.60 42 17.36
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Table 4-7

Participant NCATE Accreditation by Sex

NCATE Female Male
# % # %
Accredited 83 34.30 26 10.74
Non-Accredited 94 38.84 39 16.12
Table 4-8

Previous Occupation by Sex

Previous Female Male
Occupation

# % # %
Elementary Teacher 42 17.36 17 7.02
Middle School Teacher 37 15.29 19 7.86
High School Teacher 33 13.64 16 6.61
Community School Teacher 4 1.65 0 0
School Administrator 49 20.25 13 5.37
Other 12 4.96 0 0
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Item Response Means

The questionnaire used in this study presenteld e@cher educator with 40 items to
respond to in two ways. Response Set A, consisfirige even numbered questions 2 through
80, elicited responses from the point of view ob&lieve...,” and Response Set B, consisting of
the odd numbered questions 3 through 81, elicesdanses from the point of view of “I believe
my academic colleagues outside of professionala@ucwould say that....” The responses to
each item for both Set A and Set B were recorded bikert-type scale of 1-6, with designated
values ranging from 1=very strongly disagree toéy\strongly agree. Table 4-9 presents the
means of the responses to each belief statemebbforResponse Set A (I believe ...) and

Response Set B (I believe my academic colleaguetdveay that ...).
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Table 4-9

Survey Response Means

Belief Statement Mean A Mean B

1. Teacher educators are scholarly. 4.58 3.60

2. The quality of teacher educators’ research is emugdat found

4.42 3.30
in other academic units.
3. Teacher education has a second-rate status imihersity. 3.98 4.08
4. Teacher education admits many students who wowldrrize
3.38 4.07
admitted to other programs.
5. Teacher educators are fully accepted in the academi
3.64 3.62
community.
6. Teacher educators have a strong formative influemce
5.01 4.39
preservice teacher candidates.
7. Only those education faculties whose research eimalarly
3.49 4.26
publications help elevate the status of the departrshould
receive tenure.
8. Teacher educators make good professors becauseioivbrk
4.77 3.93
with K-12 schools.
9. Teacher education has enough faculty lacking inlscly
3.28 3.86

productivity to warrant criticism.
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Table 4-9 (continued)

Belief Statement Mean A Mean B

10.The campus image of teacher education is ofteaatedt! in 4.38 3.72
meager financial support.

11.The knowledge base for professional education I we

4.37 3.71
developed.
12. Teacher educators live in an impossible world seyViwo
3.75 3.09
masters”; the teaching profession and the acadeonnetnunity.
13.The research of teacher educators leads to impreweim
4.48 3.81
educational practice.
14.Teacher education is tolerated rather than acceptie
3.41 3.36
university.
15. Teacher educators are among the best teachersnpusa 4.92 3.65
16. Teacher educators are committed to scholarship. 4.27 3.45
17.Studies in teacher education are more demandimgstioaies
3.36 2.64
in other disciplines.
18. Classroom teacher regard the academic work of ézach
3.38 3.45
educators as irrelevant.
19.The reward system of this institution fairly recaggs good
3.42 3.60

teaching.
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Table 4-9 (continued)

Belief Statement Mean A Mean B
20.Teacher educators are viewed as marginal peofihe at
3.53 3.42
periphery of the academic community.
21.The practical vision of teacher preparation andutheersity’s
3.93 3.85
norms of scholarship are compatible.
22.The practical, school-oriented responsibilitiesezfcher
3.50 3.41
educators lead to lowered status on campus.
23.Teacher aspirants are more intellectually able tharaverage
3.45 2.99
college bound high school graduate.
24.Education as a discipline has yet to develop a lwddy
2.66 3.42
knowledge and technique of sufficient scope toikergfull
academic status.
25.Teacher education programs are held in high estaecampus. 3.23 3.13
26. Teacher educators have low rates of publication. 3.37 3.86
27.Some students choose education as a last resarfaifing in
3.57 411
other majors.
28.Being part of an academic community enhances teher
4.67 417
educator’s ability to be effective with the schools
29.Teacher educators have traditionally had a diffitoie
3.83 3.83

defining their role in higher education.
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Table 4-9 (continued)

Belief Statement Mean A Mean B

30. Teacher educators are weak in research skills. 2.98 3.82

31.Teacher educators are lacking in the very teacslity that

2.55 2.88
they should epitomize.
32.Teacher educators are first-rate academic collesague 4.50 3.59
33.Education professors have been tarnished in the aytheir
3.43 3.60
peers by the quality of students admitted to taklfi
34.Teacher educators have a positive impact on steident 5.08 4.47
35. Teacher educators have distanced themselves fr@goticerns
2.64 3.01
of teachers and the problems of schools.
36.Conducting research is a high priority for teackducators. 3.99 3.47
37.Teacher educators are respected in the academitigoity. 3.66 3.48
38.Teacher education is a legitimate academic fielstady. 5.42 3.95
39. Teacher education is a haven for less able academic 2.45 3.61
40.0n this campus teacher education does not havestige
3.57 3.79

problem.
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Factors

Each factor sum was the sum of a number of itespamses from Response Set A or

Response Set B. The following details the sevetofa and the items loaded onto each factor.

Factor 1

Factor 2

Legitimacy of teacher education

16.and 17. Teacher educators make good protebscause of their work
with K-12 schools.

22.and 23. The knowledge base for professiathata&tion is well developed.

30.and 31. Teacher educators are among thedaesters on campus.

*48. and *49. Education as a discipline has geta@velop a body of knowledge
and technique of sufficient scope to be giwvdhacademic status.

*62. and *63. Teacher educators are weak in rebeskills.

64. and 65. Teacher educators are first-rateescmdcolleagues.

70.and 71.  Teacher educators have distanceds#hess from the concerns of
teachers and the problems of schools.

Acceptance of teacher educators in theéemeie community

10.and 11.  Teacher educators are fully accepted iachdemic community.

*40. and *41. Teacher educators are viewed as malrgeople at the periphery

of the academic community.

*44. and *45. The practical, school-oriented respbitities of teacher educators

lead to lowered status on campus.

*58. and *59. Teacher educators have traditionadlgl a difficult time defining

their role in higher education.
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Factor 3

Factor 4

74.and 75.  Teacher educators are respected at#temic community.

Acceptance of teacher education on campus

*6. and *7.  Teacher education has second-ratesstan campus.

*20. and *21. The campus image of teacher edoicasi often reflected in

meager financial support.

*28. and *29. Teacher education is toleratedamathan accepted in the

university.

42.and 43.  The practical vision of teacher pragpan and the university’s

norms of scholarship are compatible.

50. and 51. Teacher education programs are héigjh esteem on campus.

80.and 81. On this campus, teacher educatios matehave a prestige

problem.

Research and publication activities ofeaeducators

4. and 5. The quality of teacher educators’ neses equal to that found

in other academic units.

32.and 33. Teacher educators are committechiaaship.

*52. and *53. Some students choose educatiorlast gesort after failing in
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Factor 5

Factor 6

other majors.

*60. and *61. Teacher educators are weak in rekeskills.

72.and 73.  Conducting research is a high pyidoit teacher educators.

Quality of education students

*8.and *9.  Teacher education admits many stugletio would never be

admitted to other programs.

46. and 47.  Teacher aspirants are more intel#igtable than the average

college bound high school graduate.

*54. and *55. Some students choose educatioriast sesort after failing in

other majors.

*66. and *67. Education professors have beendaed in the eyes of their

peers by the quality of students admitted éofidld.

Teacher educators’ influence on educatiodents and educational practice

12. and 13. Teacher educators have a strong fmemafluence on

preservice teacher candidates.

26.and 27. The research of teacher educators teaaprovement in

educational practice.
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56. and 57.  Being part of an academic communityaroés the teacher

educator’s ability to be effective with the sclso

68. and 69. Teacher educators have a positive ingoestudents.

Factor 7 The perception of rigor (or lack of it)teacher education

*14. and *15. Only those education faculty whossearch and scholarly

publications help elevate the status of theadepent should

receive tenure.

*18. and *19. Teacher education has enough fatatking in scholarly

productivity to warrant criticism.

*78. and *79. Teacher education is a haven fes Eble academics.

*Negatively stated item

In order to calculate factor sums that would &fmparable magnitudes, the values of
negatively stated items were reversed in scaleaolt=6, 2=5, and 3=4. Negatively stated items
include: 48, 49, 62, 63, 70, 71, 40, 41, 44, 45986, 7, 20, 21, 28, 29, 52, 53, 60, 61, 849, 5
55, 66, 67, 14, 15, 18, 19, 78, and 79. The fasatons were identified for Response Set A as

A1-A7 and as B1-B7 for Response Set B.
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Hypothesis One

The first hypothesis states: There are no sicpnifi differences between the levels of
teacher educators’ professional self-esteem andgbeceived professional esteem from non-
professional education faculty. Paired-samptests were used to test each pair of factor sums
from Response Sets A and B. The paired-samplést&isare given in Table 4-10, followed by

the results of the paired samples tests in Taldl&.4-
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Factor
Al
Bl
A2
B2
A3
B3
A4
B4
A4
BS
A6
B6
A7

B7

Table 4-10

Paired Samples Statistics

Mean
31.71
26.58
17.43
17.45
19.95
20.60
20.32
16.55
14.07
12.21
19.24
16.84
11.79

9.27

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

242

67

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

5.27

4.78

4.04

3.46

5.07

4.00

3.90

3.52

3.46

3.04

2.95

2.68

2.80

2.48

.34

31

.26

22

.33

.26

.25

.23

22

.20

19

17

.18

.16



Table 4-11

Paired Samples t Test

Pair Mean Diff. Std. Dev. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
1 5.13 5.12 15.61 241 .000
2 -.017 1.96 -.131 241 .896
3 -.65 2.74 -3.679 241 .000
4 3.77 3.60 16.295 241 .000
5 1.86 2.29 12.657 241 .000
6 2.39 2.46 15.154 241 .000
7 2.52 2.77 14.136 241 .000

Thet test results (Table 4-11) indicate that theresgyaificant difference between how
teacher educators in Texas view themselves profesity and how they feel they are viewed by
their academic colleagues in all factors with tkeeption of factor 2. Factor 2 analyzes the
acceptance of teacher educators in the academimuaity. The null hypothesis should be

rejected for the other six factors.
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Hypothesis Two

The second hypothesis states: There are no isi@gmifdifferences in levels of
professional self-esteem among teacher educatorsdifferent types of institutions, as
determined by the Carnegie Classification Systélsing factor sums (Reynolds, 1992) as
dependent variables, one-way analysis of variaAbEJVVA) procedures were used to test for
any significant differences among participants friv@ three classifications of institutions under
investigation, baccalaureate, master’'s, and ddctdrable 15 entails the factor descriptive
statistics and Table 16 entails the homogeneifaaibr variances. The results of the ANOVA

procedures testing hypothesis 2 are provided ineléli2.
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Factor

Al

Bl

A2

B2

Factor Descriptive Statistics for Carnegie Clasatibns

Table 4-12

Carnegie
Classification

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

Mean
32
32.06
31.44

31.71

26.16
27.42
26.31

26.58

17.41
18.12
17.10

17.43

17.36
18.17
17.12

17.45

70

Standard

Deviation

6.52

4.97

4.98

5.27

4.57

5.02

4.72

4.78

3.29

4.37

4.08

4.04

2.48

3.67

3.60

3.46

Standard
Error

.98
.62
43

34

.69
.62
41

31

.50
.54
.35

.26

37
45
31

22



Table 4-12 (continued)

Factor

A3

B3

A4

B4

Carnegie
Classification

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

Mean
20.02
21.48
19.19

19.95

20.73
21.63
20.06

20.60

20.25
20.42
20.29

20.32

16.77
16.77
16.36

16.55

71

Standard

Deviation

5.28

5.73

4.49

5.07

3.84

4.63

3.63

4.00

3.33

3.30

4.34

3.90

2.68

3.63

3.71

3.52

Standard
Error

.80
71
.39

.33

.58
57
31

.26

.50
41
.38

.25

40
45
.32

.23



Table 4-12 (continued)

Factor

A5

B5

A6

B6

Carnegie
Classification

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

Mean
13.55
15.02
13.79

14.07

11.98
12.71
12.05

12.21

19.14
19.75
19.02

19.24

17.16
17.15
16.59

16.84

72

Standard

Deviation

3.99

3.61

3.13

3.46

3.19

3.23

2.89

3.04

3.26

2.86

2.88

2.95

2.68

2.76

2.63

2.68

Standard
Error

.60
45
27

22

.48
.40
.25

.20

49
.35
.25

.19

.40
34
23
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Table 4-12 (continued)

Carnegie
Factor Classification

A7 Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

B7 Baccalaureate
Master’s
Doctoral

Total

=z

44

65

133

242

44

65

133

242

Mean
11.66
12.37
11.55

11.79

9.32
9.74
9.03

9.27

73

Standard

Deviation

2.15

2.52

3.09

2.80

2.58

241

2.47

2.48

Standard
Error

.32
31
27

.18

.39
.30
21

.16



Table 4-13

Homogeneity of Factor Variances

Levene
Eactor Statistic dfl af2 Sig.
Al 4.52 2 239 .012
Bl .003 2 239 997
A2 2.108 2 239 124
B2 2.365 2 239 .096
A3 2.865 2 239 .059
B3 1.754 2 239 175
A4 1.826 2 239 163
B4 1.600 2 239 .204
A5 1.317 2 239 270
B5 934 2 239 394
A6 1.571 2 239 210
B6 .058 2 239 944
A7 2.161 2 239 A17

B7 .156 2 239 .856
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Factor

Al Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Bl Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

A2 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

B2 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

ANOVA-Carneqie Classifications

Table 4-14

Sum of

Squares

21.171

6684.581

6705.752

62.976

5452.032

5515.008

45.925

3879.381

3925.306

48.406

2839.395

2887.802

df

2

239

241

239

241

239

241

239

241

75

Mean
Square
10.586

27.969

31.488

22.812

22.962

16.232

24.203

11.880

M

.378

1.380

1.415

2.037

l;_(/)).

.685

.253

.245

133



Factor

A3 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

B3 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

A4 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

B4 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Table 4-14 (continued)

Sum of

Squares

229.007

5961.493

6190.500

108.533

3743.385

3851.917

901

3657.599

3658.500

10.058

2969.942

2980.000

239

241

239

241

239

241

239

241

Mean
Square

114.503

24.943

54.266

15.663

451

15.304

5.029

12.427

76

M

4.591

3.465

.029

405

LCED.

.011

.033

971

.668



Table 4-14 (continued)

Sum of

Factor Squares df
A5 Between 80.662 2

Groups

Within 2811.999 239

Groups

Total 2892.661 241
B5 Between 22.099 2

Groups

Within 2208.153 239

Groups

Total 2230.252 241
A6 Between 24.361 2

Groups

Within 2077.213 239

Groups

Total 2101.574 241
B6 Between 19.430 2

Groups

Within 1706.604 239

Groups

Total 1726.033 241

Mean
Square
40.331

11.766

11.050

9.239

12.181

8.691

9.715

7.141

77

M

3.428

1.196

1.401

1.360

LCED.

.034

.304

.248

.259



Table 4-14 (continued)

Factor

A7 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total
B7 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Sum of

Squares

30.295

1859.957

1890.252

22.021

1465.979

1488.000

239

241

239

241

78

Mean
Square

M

15.147 1.946

7.782

11.011 1.795

6.134

LCED.

145

.168



According to the data presented in Table 4-14nthiehypothesis could not be rejected
for 11 out of the 14 factor sums which yielded eslwfp (significance) greater than .05.
Factors A3, B3, and A5 were the only factors shavgignificant difference among the three
Carnegie Classifications withvalues of .011, .033, and .034 respectively. Rosttests were
conducted in order to determine which specific geohad significant differences between their
mean responses. Since the Levene’s test (Tab® ghbwed that equal variances could be
assumed for factor A3 (significance level of .058%tor B3 (significance level of .175), and
factor A5 (significance level of .270), the Tuke$H test was applied (Table 4-15). The test
revealed a significant difference at a level oB.@@tween the responses from master’s and
doctoral institutions for Factor A3. Similarly,ehest also revealed significant differences at a
level of .025 between the responses from mastadsdactoral institutions for Factor B3 and at a

level of .048 between the responses from mastaddactoral institutions for Factor A5.

79



Table 4-15

Post Hoc Tests for Factors A3, B3, and A5 — Tuk&pH

Carnegie Mean Std.
Factor Classifications Dif. Error Sig.
A3 Baccalaureate—Master’s -1.454 975 297
Baccalaureate—Doctoral .835 .868 .602
Master's--Doctoral 2.289 .755 .008
B3 Baccalaureate—Master’s -.904 72 473
Baccalaureate—Doctoral .667 .688 597
Master's—Doctoral 1.571 .598 .025
A5 Baccalaureate—Master’s -1.470 .669 .074
Baccalaureate—Doctoral -.244 596 912
Master’s--Doctoral 1.226 .519 .048

Factor A3 contains items concerning the acceptahtsacher education on campus from
the “I believe ...” point of view. Teacher educatatsnaster’s institutions have significantly
higher responses to items within this factor, vaittnean response sum of 21.48, than teacher
educators at doctoral institutions, who had a nmreaponse sum of 19.19. Factor B3 contains
items concerning the acceptance of teacher educati@ampus from the “I believe that my
colleagues outside professional education wouldlsaty...” point of view. Teacher educators
at master’s institutions have significantly higlhesponses to items within this factor, with a
mean response sum of 21.63, than teacher edueatdostoral institutions, who had a mean
response sum of 20.06. Factor A5 contains itemseaming the quality of education students

from the “I believe ...” point of view. Teacher ediors at master’s institutions have
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significantly higher responses to items within tlaistor, with a mean response sum of 15.02,

than teacher educators at doctoral institution®) add a mean response sum of 13.79.
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Hypothesis Three
The third hypothesis of this study stated: Tregeeno significant differences in levels of
professional self-esteem between teacher edudabonsNCATE accredited and non-NCATE
accredited institutions. Independent santpésts were used to test this hypothesis. Tablks 4

and 4-17 provide group statistics and variances,Tale 4-18 provides theest results.
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Table 4-16

Group Statistics—NCATE/Non-NCATE

Standard Standard

Factor NCATE N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Al Yes 109 30.99 5.16 49

No 133 32.30 5.31 46
Bl Yes 109 26.10 4.28 41

No 133 26.97 5.14 45
A2 Yes 109 17.14 3.86 37

No 133 17.67 4.17 .36
B2 Yes 109 17.04 3.45 .33

No 133 17.78 3.45 .30
A3 Yes 109 19.83 4.70 45

No 133 20.06 5.37 A7
B3 Yes 109 20.36 3.98 .38

No 133 20.80 4.01 .35
A4 Yes 109 19.94 4.55 44

No 133 20.63 3.25 .28
B4 Yes 109 16.17 3.65 .35

No 133 16.86 3.39 .29
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Table 4-16 (continued)

Factor NCATE
A5 Yes
No
BS Yes
No
A6 Yes
No
B6 Yes
No
A7 Yes
No
B7 Yes

No

=z

109

133

109

133

109

133

109

133

109

133

109

133

Mean
13.49
14.56
11.79
12.56
18.65
19.71
16.43
17.18
11.14
12.32
8.72

9.73

84

Standard

Deviation

3.33

3.51

3.21

2.86

2.99

2.84

2.42

2.83

2.87

2.64

2.54

2.35

Standard

Error Mean

.32

.30

31

.25

.29

.25

.23

.25

27

23

24

.20



Factor
Al
Bl
A2
B2
A3
B3
A4
B4
A5
B5
A6
B6
A7

B7

Table 4-17

Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances

M

431

4.680

2.074

.014

1.937

172

7.633

.057

294

1.043

135

4.386

.145

.702

85

LCED.

.512

.032

151

.906

.165

.679

.006

811

.588

.308

713

.037

.704

403



Table 4-18

Equality of Means t Test—NCATE/Non-NCATE

Sig. Mean Std. Error
Factor t df (2-tailed) Dif. Dif.
Al -1.933 240 .054 -1.310 .67
Bl -1.409 240 160 -.869 .62
A2 -1.020 240 .309 -.532 .52
B2 -1.673 240 .096 -.745 45
A3 -.357 240 721 -.234 .66
B3 -.864 240 .388 -.447 .52
A4 -1.385 240 167 -.696 .50
B4 -1.527 240 128 -.692 45
A5 -2.415 240 .017 -1.070 44
B5 -1.964 240 .051 - 767 .39
A6 -2.826 240 .005 -1.063 .38
B6 -2.184 240 .030 -.749 .34
A7 -3.345 240 .001 -1.186 .35
B7 -3.218 240 .001 -1.014 .32

The null could not be rejected for 9 out of 14 éectum comparisons (Table 4-18).
There were significant differences, at levels sEléhan .05, between the responses from teacher

educators in NCATE accredited and non-NCATE acteednstitutions on factor sums A5, A6,
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B6, A7, and B7. Factor A5 dealt with the qualifyeducation students from the “I believe ...”
point of view. The mean factor sum of NCATE acaeiresponses was 13.49 while the mean
factor sum of non-NCATE accredited responses wastl4howing that teacher educators at
non-NCATE accredited institutions gave significgrttigher responses to items within the factor
than teacher educators at NCATE accredited institat Factor 6 dealt with teacher educators’
influence on education students and educationatipea From both the “I believe ...” point of
view and the “I believe my colleagues outside msienal education would say that...” points of
view, teacher educators from non-NCATE accreditstitutions gave significantly higher
responses to items within the factor than teactiec&ors from NCATE accredited institutions.
The A6 factor sum mean for non-NCATE responsesMagl while the factor sum mean for
NCATE responses was 18.65. The B6 factor sum rfegaron-NCATE responses was 17.18
while the factor sum mean for NCATE responses va43l Factor 7 measures the perception
of rigor (or lack of it) in teacher education. Frdanoth the “I believe ...” point of view and the “I
believe my colleagues outside professional educatiould say that...” points of view, teacher
educators from non-NCATE accredited institutiongegsignificantly higher responses to items
within the factor than teacher educators from NCAiCEredited institutions. The A7 factor sum
mean for non-NCATE responses was 12.32 while tb®faum mean for NCATE responses
was 11.14. The B6 factor sum mean for non-NCATdpoases was 9.73 while the factor sum

mean for NCATE responses was 8.72.
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Research Question

The research question for this study stated: theee any differences between the
results of Tinsley’s 2002 study on Texas Teachercatbrs and the results of the current study?
Table 4-19 provides the paired samplesst results for hypothesis one from Tinsley's @00
study. For comparison purposes, Table 4-20 agawiges the paired sampletest results for
hypothesis one from the current study. Tables 4#14-22 provide the results of the ANOVA
procedure and the Tukey HSD test on hypothesidriovo Tinsley’s (2002) study. For
comparison purposes, Tables 4-23 and 4-24 agauidarthe ANOVA procedure and Tukey
HSD test results on hypothesis two from the curstudly. Table 4-25 provides the Equality of
Meanst test results for hypothesis three from Tinsle2802) study. For comparison purposes,
Table 4-26 again provides the equality of maaest results for hypothesis three from the

current study.
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Table 4-19

Tinsley's (2002) Paired Samplegest Results for Hypothesis One

Pair Mean Diff.
1 6.80
2 .50
3 -.79
4 5.65
5 3.54
6 3.27
7 4.30

Std. Dev. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
5.04 20.249 224 .000
3.23 2.387 233 .018
3.74 -3.242 234 .001
4.63 18.560 230 .000
3.19 16.968 232 .000
3.02 16.444 229 .000
3.01 21.918 235 .000
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Table 4-20

Current Study’s Paired Sample§est Results for Hypothesis One

Pair Mean Diff. Std. Dev. t df Sig. (2-tailed)
1 5.13 5.12 15.61 241 .000

2 -.017 1.96 -.131 241 .896

3 -.65 2.74 -3.679 241 .000

4 3.77 3.60 16.295 241 .000

5 1.86 2.29 12.657 241 .000

6 2.39 2.46 15.154 241 .000

7 2.52 2.77 14.136 241 .000

A comparison of thétest results for hypothesis one indicates a diffegeexists between
the two studies. According to Tinsley’s (2002)dstusignificant differences existed between
how teacher educators viewed themselves profedsi@mal how they felt they were viewed by
their academic colleagues. The null hypothesisnemsted for all seven factors. According to
the current study, significant differences exigine®n how teacher educators in Texas view

themselves professionally and how they feel theywawed by their academic colleagues in all
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factors with the exception of factor 2. Factom2lstizes the acceptance of teacher educators in

the academic community. The null hypothesis shbeldejected for the other six factors.

Table 4-21

Tinsley’s (2002) ANOVA (Carnegie Classificationsg@flts for Hypothesis Two

91

Sum of Mean
Factor Squares df Square F Sig.
Al Between 29.506 2 14.753 1.126 .326
Groups
Within 2987.854 228 13.105
Groups
Total 3017.359 230
B1 Between 10.620 2 5.310 .289 749
Groups
Within 4116.067 224 18.375
Groups
Total 4126.687 226
A2 Between 7.621 2 3.810 214 .807
Groups
Within 4103.918 231 17.766
Groups
Total 4111.538 233
B2 Between 4.980 2 2.490 172 .842
Groups
Within 3323.467 230 14.450
Groups
Total 3328.446 232



Table 4-21 (continued)

Sum of

Factor Squares df
A3 Between 22.987 2

Groups

Within 6221.584 232

Groups

Total 6244.570 234
B3 Between 3.625 2

Groups

Within 4295.337 232

Groups

Total 4298.962 234
A4 Between 20.562 2

Groups

Within 3086.434 231

Groups

Total 3106.996 233
B4 Between 6.230 2

Groups

Within 3301.161 230

Groups

Total 3307.391 232

92

Mean
Square
11.493

26.817

1.1813

18.514

10.281

13.361

3.115

14.353

M

429

.098

.769

217

l;_(/)).

.652

.907

464

.805



Table 4-21 (continued)

Sum of

Factor Squares df
A5 Between 33.242 2

Groups

Within 2135.823 230

Groups

Total 2169.064 232
B5 Between 37.973 2

Groups

Within 2423.459 231

Groups

Total 2460.432 233
A6 Between 18.606 2

Groups

Within 1383.250 232

Groups

Total 1401.855 234
B6 Between 4.157 2

Groups

Within 1897.660 226

Groups

Total 1901.817 228
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Mean
Square
16.621

9.286

18.487

10.491

9.303

5.962

2.078

8.397

M

1.790

1.762

1.560

.248

LCED.

.169

174

212

.781



Table 4-21 (continued)

Factor

A7 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total
B7 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Sum of

Squares

104.407

1618.339

1722.746

22.723

1765.005

1787.728

233

235

232

234

Mean
Square
52.203

6.946

11.362

7.608

Table 4-22

E Sig.
7.516 .001
1.493 227

Tinsley's (2002) Post Hoc Tests for Factor A7— TwkSD Results for Hypothesis Two

Carnegie
Factor Classifications
A3 Baccalaureate—Master’s

Baccalaureate—Doctoral

Master’s--Doctoral

Mean
Dif.

-1.454
.835

2.289

94

Std.
Error

975
.868

.755

Sig.
297
602

.008



Table 4-23

Current Study's ANOVA (Carnegie Classifications)sBks for Hypothesis Two

Factor

Al Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Bl Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

A2 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

B2 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Sum of

Squares

21.171

6684.581

6705.752

62.976

5452.032

5515.008

45.925

3879.381

3925.306

48.406

2839.395

2887.802

df

2

239

241

239

241

239

241

239

241

95

Mean
Square
10.586

27.969

31.488

22.812

22.962

16.232

24.203

11.880

E Sig.
.378 .685
1.380 .253
1.415 .245
2.037 133



Factor

A3 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

B3 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

A4 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

B4 Between

Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Table 4-23 (continued)

Sum of

Squares

229.007

5961.493

6190.500

108.533

3743.385

3851.917

901

3657.599

3658.500

10.058

2969.942

2980.000

239

241

239

241

239

241

239

241

Mean
Square

114.503

24.943

54.266

15.663

451

15.304

5.029

12.427

96

M

4.591

3.465

.029

405

LCED.

.011

.033

971

.668



Table 4-23 (continued)

Sum of

Factor Squares df
A5 Between 80.662 2

Groups

Within 2811.999 239

Groups

Total 2892.661 241
B5 Between 22.099 2

Groups

Within 2208.153 239

Groups

Total 2230.252 241
A6 Between 24.361 2

Groups

Within 2077.213 239

Groups

Total 2101.574 241
B6 Between 19.430 2

Groups

Within 1706.604 239

Groups

Total 1726.033 241

Mean
Square
40.331

11.766

11.050

9.239

12.181

8.691

9.715

7.141

97

M

3.428

1.196

1.401

1.360

LCED.

.034

.304

.248

.259



Table 4-23 (continued)

Factor

A7 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total
B7 Between
Groups

Within
Groups

Total

Sum of

Squares

30.295

1859.957

1890.252

22.021

1465.979

1488.000

239

241

239

241

98

Mean
Square

M

15.147 1.946

7.782

11.011 1.795

6.134

LCED.

145

.168



Table 4-24

Current Study's Post Hoc Tests for Factors A3, &% A4 — Tukey HSD Results for

Hypothesis Two

Carnegie Mean Std.
Factor Classifications Dif. Error Sig.
A3 Baccalaureate—Master’s -1.454 975 297
Baccalaureate—Doctoral .835 .868 .602
Master’s--Doctoral 2.289 .755 .008
B3 Baccalaureate—Master’s -.904 72 473
Baccalaureate—Doctoral .667 .688 597
Master's—Doctoral 1.571 .598 .025
A5 Baccalaureate—Master’s -1.470 .669 .074
Baccalaureate—Doctoral -.244 596 912
Master’s--Doctoral 1.226 .519 .051

A comparison of the ANOVA procedure and Tukey Hi8Bt results for hypothesis two
indicates differences exists between the two studiecording to Tinsley’s (2002) study, factor
A7 was the only factor that showed a significaffiteléence among the three Carnegie
Classifications with @ value of .001 (Table 4-21). In order to determiiech specific groups
had significant differences between their meanarses, post hoc tests were done. Since
Tinsley’'s (2002) study revealed that equal variana®uld be assumed for factor A7, the Tukey
HSD test was applied (Table 4-22). The test reagealsignificant difference at a level of .001
existed between the responses from the master’d@gtdral institutions. According to the

current study, factors A3, B3, and A5 showed sigaiit differences among the three Carnegie
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Classifications wittp values of .011, .033, and .034 respectively. &tests show that equal
variances can be assumed for factors A3, B3, andh&5Tukey HSD test was applied (Table 4-
23). The test revealed a significant differenca kgvel of .008 between the responses from the
master’s and doctoral institutions for factor ABhe test also revealed significant differences at
a level of .025 between the master’s and doctaosditutions for factor B3 and at a level of .048

for factor A5.
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Table 4-25

Tinsley's (2002) Equality of MeartsTest Results for Hypothesis 3—NCATE/Non-NCATE

Sig. Mean Std. Error
Factor t df (2-tailed) Dif. Dif.
Al -1.508 230 133 -.76 51
Bl -.512 226 .609 -31 -1.50
A2 -1.034 233 .302 -.60 .56
B2 -.178 232 .859 -.0939 .53
A3* -1.818 174.592 071 -1.23 .68
B3 -1.474 234 142 -.87 .59
A4 -.627 233 531 -.32 51
B4 .953 231 342 .50 .53
A5 -3.095 232 .002 -1.31 42
B5 -1.813 233 071 -.82 45
A6 -1.494 234 136 -51 .34
B6 733 228 465 .30 41
AT* -3.501 122.752 .001 -1.39 40
B7 -2.766 234 .006 -1.05 .38

*Equal variances not assumed
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Table 4-26

Current Study’s Equality of Meand est Results for Hypothesis 3—NCATE/Non-NCATE

Sig. Mean Std. Error
Factor t df (2-tailed) Dif. Dif.
Al -1.933 240 .054 -1.310 .67
Bl -1.409 240 160 -.869 .62
A2 -1.020 240 .309 -.532 .52
B2 -1.673 240 .096 -.745 45
A3 -.357 240 721 -.234 .66
B3 -.864 240 .388 -.447 .52
A4 -1.385 240 167 -.696 .50
B4 -1.527 240 128 -.692 45
A5 -2.415 240 .017 -.1070 44
B5 -1.964 240 .051 - 767 .39
A6 -2.826 240 .005 -1.063 .38
B6 -2.184 240 .030 -.749 .34
A7 -3.345 240 .001 -1.186 .35

B7 -3.218 240 .001 -1.014 .32
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A comparison of the Equality of Meahgests for hypothesis 3 indicates that differences
exist between the two studies. According to Tiyisl€2002) results, the null hypothesis could
not be rejected for 11 out of the 14 factor sum gansons (Table 4-25). Tinsley’s (2002) data
showed that there were significant differences betwthe responses from teacher educators in
NCATE accredited and non-NCATE accredited insting on factor sums A5, A7, and B7. The
current study shows that the null hypothesis cowlidbe rejected for 9 out of the 14 factor sum
comparisons (Table 4-26). Similar to Tinsley’'s@2pstudy, significant differences exist
between the responses of teacher educators in N@&TiEedited and non-NCATE accredited
institutions on factor sums A5, A7, and B7. In ididd to these areas, the current study shows
differences also exist between the responses di¢e@ducators in NCATE accredited and non-
NCATE accredited institutions on factor sums A6 &td

Summary

This chapter provided data, analyses, and congeris several sections. The first
section presented the response means for all 48 iter both Response Sets A and B of Part 1
of the survey instrument. Hypothesis 1 was thetettusing paired sampletests, which
revealed that the null hypothesis should be rejefieall factor comparisons with the exception
of factor two. ANOVA procedures were used to tegiothesis 2 and revealed that the null
hypothesis could not be rejected for 11 out of ddparisons. The null hypothesis could be
rejected for factor comparison of factors A3, B8Jd #&5. Hypothesis 3 was tested using
independent samplésests which showed that the null hypothesis cooldbe rejected for 9 out
of 14 factors in which there were no significarftetences between the mean factor sums from
NCATE accredited and non-NCATE accredited instimg. The null for the third hypothesis

could be rejected in five of the independent sasigiests for factors A5, A6, B6, A7, and B7.
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Finally, in order to address the research questiated in this study, Tinsley’'s (2002) results for
hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 were presented. A compabisioveen Tinsley’s (2002) results and the
current study’s results revealed differences éeasiveen all three hypotheses tested. It should
be noted that differences in the levels of stattsignificance were determined at the same
value, .05, as Reynolds” (1992) and Tinsley’'s (90fi@dies in order to maintain statistical

consistency.
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Chapter 5
Summary of Findings, Conclusions, ImplicationsFoactice, and Recommendations
for Further Study
Summary of Findings
The present study investigated and analyzed thfegsional self-esteem of teacher
educators in Texas and its relationship to the €genClassification and NCATE accreditation
status of particpants’ institutions. A compariseas also made between the results of the
current study and Tinsley’s 2002 study to idengifiyy differences that may exist. A review of
the literature suggested that from the time thd¢pendent teacher preparation institutions
evolved into schools, departments, and collegeslotation, teacher educators have maintained
low professional status according to their academileagues in other departments. The
literature also suggested that the size, type aanckditations of an institution may also affect
levels of professional esteem. The theoreticah&aork for this study was based on Korman’s
(1976) Self-Consistency Theory which states thahdividual's self-esteem is an important
determinant of effective job performance and satisbn. The study adhered to the
methodological and procedural framework of Reyndl@92 study on teacher educators in Ohio
as well as Tinsley’s 2002 study on Texas teachecadrs. The frameworks were followed in
order to develop further longitudinal data fromraikar population over a span of two decades.
As Reynolds (1992, 1995) and Tinsley (2002) havdiphied the only previous research
specifically on the professional self-esteem o€bes educators, this study was an attempt to
help fill a gap in the literature.
Reynolds (1992) and Tinsley’s (2002) survey insteat was sent to 610 teacher

educators in Texas’ 68 four-year college and usitseteacher preparation programs. A data set
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consisting of the responses from 242 completedesunstruments was statistically analyzed to
determine any significant differences between évels of teacher educators’ professional self-
esteem and their levels of perceived esteem fradeanic colleagues in other departments.
Data related to the levels of professional estemmpdrticipants from different Carnegie
Classifications of Institutions, as well as pagamts from NCATE and non-NCATE accredited
institutions, was also analyzed and tested forssizdl significance. Descriptive statistics were
used to denote any differences between the resfulitee current study and Tinsley’s 2002 study.
Chapter 4 presented the statistical findings aseh@ocedures in detail and a summarized
examination of those findings follow.

Hypothesis one stated there are no significanédifices between the levels of teacher
educators’ professional self-esteem and their perdeprofessional esteem from non-
professional education faculty. According to theldy, teacher educators’ levels of professional
self-esteem were significantly higher than the Ilew# professional esteem they perceived from
academic colleagues in six out of seven factotgerd was no significant difference in the factor
concerned with teacher educator’s acceptance iadademic community.

Hypothesis two stated there are no significaneddhces in levels of professional self-
esteem among teacher educators from different typestitutions, as determined by the
Carnegie Classification System. According to thelg, teacher educators from different
Carnegie Classifications of institutions maintaimeidimal differences in levels of professional
self-esteem and levels of perceived professioriakas from academic colleagues. There was a
significant difference in only three of the foumefactor sum comparisons between teacher
educators from master’s institutions and teachacaibrs from doctoral institutions.

Participants from master’s institutions gave sigaiftly higher responses than participants from
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doctoral institutions when responding to the fathat concerned the acceptance of teacher
education on campus from both the “I believe...” #ml“l believe that my colleagues outside
professional education would say thdtpoints of view. Participants from master’s ingtibns
also gave significantly higher responses than @pents from doctoral institutions when
responding to the factor that concerned the quafigducation students from the “I believe...”
point of view.

Hypothesis three stated there are no significdférénces in levels of professional self-
esteem between teacher educators from NCATE atedeaind non-NCATE accredited
institutions. According to the study, no signifitalifference in levels of professional self-
esteem or perceived professional esteem existout 8f the 14 factor sum comparisons. On
each of the five points of significant differentiee responses of the non-NCATE accredited
teacher educators displayed higher levels of esthkamthe responses of the NCATE accredited
teacher educators. One factor with a significaifédnce between the two groups concerned
the quality of education students from the “I bedie.” point of view. Two factors with
significant differences concerned teacher educatdisence on education students and
educational practice from both the “I believe...” ahd “I believe my colleagues outside
professional education would say that...” pointsiefw The last two factors with significant
differences concerned the perception of rigor &aklof it) in teacher education from both the I
believe...” and the “I believe my colleagues outgidefessional education would say that...”
points of view.

The research question for this study analyzeckifetare there any differences between
the results of Tinsley’s 2002 study on Texas TeaElaeicators and the results of the current

study. According to a comparison of descriptiaistics between Tinsley’s 2002 study and the
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current study, comparative differences exist betwadethree hypotheses. In regards to
hypothesis one, Tinsley’s results rejected all sdaetor comparisons while the current study
rejected six of the seven. In a comparison oflte$or hypothesis two, Tinsley’s results showed
a significant difference in only one factor sum @amson while the current study showed
significant differences among three factor sum camnspns. No commonality was found
between the significantly different factor sum c@mgons. Hypothesis three resulted in three
significantly different factor sum comparisons actog to Tinsley’s results while the current
study resulted in five significantly different factsum comparisons. There was commonality
between three of the significantly different factom comparisons.
Conclusions

Based on findings from this study, teacher edusatoTexas maintain significantly
higher levels of professional self-esteem thardkels of professional esteem they perceive
from their academic colleagues in other departmenke findings also showed that Carnegie
Classification of an institution has minimal impact teacher educators’ levels of professional
self-esteem or on the levels of their perceivedgasional esteem from academic colleagues. In
regards to NCATE accreditation, the findings sugtest NCATE accreditation may have a
negative impact on teacher educators’ levels diggsional self-esteem as well as on their levels
of perceived esteem from academic colleagues. indes also suggest that NCATE
accreditation may not boost professional self-@steeperceived professional esteem from
academic colleagues. The findings suggest thattoue, the professional self-esteem of

teacher educators has increased in certain ardbsremmaining low in others.
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Implications for Practice

The professional esteem of teacher educatorsdesregatively impacted by a variety
of measures. This study found that teacher edigcatd exas faced difficulties similar to those
faced by teacher educators in previous studieser @e last two decades, there appears to be
minimal change in regards to the overall professi@steem teacher educators perceive from
academic colleagues. However, teacher educatdisxas reported that they believe they are
becoming more accepted as a part of the academmmaaity. Teacher educators in Texas are
also able to maintain a positive outlook despiterafuring a history of adversity from academic
colleagues as well as increased pressures fromnadtistate, and institutional reforms.

According to the study, the findings documentck laf significant difference between
responses from teacher educators at different Qeai@dassifications of Institutions. The results
show that in regards to gaining a higher levelrofgssional esteem from academic colleagues,
the move from baccalaureate to master’s to doctostéitutions might prove to be
inconsequential.

The acquisition of NCATE accreditation may be vievas an elevation in status for an
institution, however, the results of this studywHbat it has a negative impact on the levels of
professional esteem of teacher educators. Thishmayresult of teacher educators’ roles in
bearing the responsibility for much of the workahxed in gaining and maintaining NCATE
accreditation.

The results of this study demonstrate that teaegtlecators in Texas are open to sharing
their professional beliefs about themselves and thay believe they are perceived. Further

examination of these beliefs will provide more itiato the challenges that teacher educators
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face as members of academic institutions. Thdteestithis study may reveal that the
difficulties faced by teacher educators may be comto other faculty in higher education and
could, in turn, lead to attempts at system-widerompments. This may result in opening a
dialogue between faculty from all departments isheorto increase awareness and establish
common goals. Administrative decisions in regdodaccreditation could analyze the results of
the study to gain more insight into the processasiediate and long term impact on teacher
educators.

Recommendations for Further Study

The researcher makes the following recommendafanrfsirther study, based upon the

results of this study:

1. Expanding the study to different states to deteenifiimexas teacher educator’s belief
that they are accepted in the academic commundgnsistent among colleagues in
different geographic locations.

2. Repeating the study to determine if significantedénces exist between teacher
educators at public and private institutions.

3. Changing the targeted audience to higher eductdmiity outside of teacher
education to determine if professional esteem dpsamcies exist in other
departments.

4. Alter the survey to include all of the current Gagie Classification categories in
order to analyze if these changes result in diffees in levels of teacher educators
professional esteem when compared to the resufesspbndents from previous

Carnegie Classification categories.
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5. A future study could look at the impact of CAEPr(feerly NCATE) accreditation on
the self-esteem of teacher educators in Texas khasveationwide. Specifically, a
more in depth analysis could be conducted to egploe differences in professional

esteem between teacher educators from accreditedamaccredited institutions.
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Appendix A

Survey Instrument as Used
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<strong>A Statewide Survey of Texas Teacher Educators</strong>

ONLINE SURVEY CONSENT FORM

* 1. ONLINE SURVEY CONSENT FORM
A Statewide Survey of Texas Teacher Educators
Dear Texas Teacher Educator,

You are being invited to take part in a research study on the professional self-esteem of
teacher educators in Texas. This study will be conducted by Benesha Bholan, College of
Education and Health Professions doctoral student, from the University of Texas at
Arlington.

This survey will take approximately 20 to 25 minutes to complete. You will be asked to
complete an online survey to determine both what you believe about the value of your
work as a teacher educator and the value you believe is placed on your work by academic
colleagues outside of teacher education.

Participation in this survey is completely voluntary and you have the right to terminate
your participation at any time without penalty. If you do not wish to complete this survey
you can close your browser. Participation or non-participation will have no effect on your
current university employment status or any future relations with the University of Texas
at Arlington.

Your participation and data record will be completely confidential and data will be
averaged and reported in aggregate. All the information you provide will be used
responsibly and will be protected against release to unauthorized persons. Although your
participation in this research survey may not benefit you personally, it will help us
understand whether or not there is a significant difference between the levels of
professional self-esteem of teacher educators in Texas and their perceived professional
esteem from colleagues in other departments.

This investigational procedure does not pose any more risk than those you experience in
normal daily living.

If you have questions about this project, you may contact me at 817-703-4506 or email me
at benesha.bholan@mavs.uta.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a
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<strong>A Statewide Survey of Texas Teacher Educators</strong>

research participant in this study, please contact the University of Texas at Arlington
Institutional Review Board at 817-272-3723 or via email at regulatoryservicesizuta.edu.

Please print a copy of this consent form for your records, if you so desire.

You have read and understand the above consent form, you certify that you are 18 years
old or older and, by selecting the "Accept and Next" button to enter the survey, you
indicate your willingness voluntarily to take part in this study.

Thank you for participating.

O Accept and Next

114



<strong>A Statewide Survey of Texas Teacher Educators</strong>

PART ONE

The intention of this questionnaire is to determine both what you believe as a teacher educator and the value you believe

is placed on your work by academic colleagues outside of teacher education.
For each statement in PART ONE, select the value that best denotes what you believe to be true and how you believe

your academic colleagues in other areas at your institution would respond.

*2, | believe that teacher educators are scholarly.

Very Strangly Disagres Strongly Disagrae Disagies Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*3. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are scholarly.

\Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagres Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 4, | believe that the quality of teacher educators’ research is equal to that found in other
academic units.

Jery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*5. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that the quality of teacher educators’ research is equal to that found in other academic

units.
ery Strongly Digsagree Strongly Disagree Disagraa agres Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*5. I believe that teacher education has second-rate status in the university.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagres Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*7. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher education has a second-rate status in the university.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Dizagres Disagres bgres Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agres

O O O O O O

*g. I believe that teacher education admits many students who would never be admitted
to other programs.

Wery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Wery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O
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<strong>A Statewide Survey of Texas Teacher Educators</strong>

*9, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say

that teacher education admits many students who would never be admitted to other
programs.

Ve Strongi isagree trongt isagree Isagree Agras Strongl ree Ve trongly Agres
‘ery Strongly Disag Strongly Disag Disag g Strongly Ag 'ery Strongly Ag

*10. 1 believe that teacher educators are fully accepted in the academic community.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O @) O O O

*11. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are fully accepted in the academic community.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagres Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

*12. 1 believe that teacher educators have a strong formative influence on preservice
teacher candidates.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagres Disagres Agres Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

*13. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators have a strong formative influence on preservice teacher
candidates.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Dizagree Disagree Agres Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*14. 1 believe that only those education faculty whose research and scholarly
publications help elevate the status of the department should receive tenure.

Very Strongly Disagrees Strongly Dizagree Disagres Agrae Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*15. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say

that only those education faculty whose research and scholarly publications help elevate
the status of the department should receive tenure.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagres Lgree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

*16. | believe that teacher educators make good professors because of their work with K-
12 schools.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O
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*17. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators make good professors because of their work with K-12 schools.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

*18. | believe that teacher education has enough faculty lacking in scholarly productivity
to warrant criticism.

\Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

*19. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher education has enough faculty lacking in scholarly productivity to warrant
criticism.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*20. 1 believe that the campus image of teacher education is often reflected in meager
financial support.

ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O ®

*21. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that the campus image of teacher education is often reflected in meager financial support.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*22, I believe that the knowledge base for professional education is well developed.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*23. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that the knowledge base for professional education is well developed.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 24, | believe that teacher educators live in an impossible world serving "two masters";
the teaching profession and the academic community.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O @)
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% 25, I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say

that teacher educators live in an impossible world serving “two masters"; the teaching
profession and the academic community.

Very Strongly Dizagree Strongly Disagree Disagree

Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree
O O O O O O

* 26, 1 believe that the research of teacher educators leads to improvement in educational
practice.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagras

Agres Strangly Agres Wary Strongly Agree

*27. 1 believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say

that the research of teacher educators leads to improvement in educational practice,

Very Strongly Dizagres Strongly Disagree Disagree

Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree
Q O O O O O

% 28. I believe that teacher education is tolerated rather than accepted in the university.
Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

* 29, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher education is tolerated rather than accepted in the university.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagraa

Agree Strongly Agres Wary Strongly Agree
O O O O O ®

* 30, I believe that teacher educators are among the best teachers on campus.

‘Yery Strongly Dizagree Strongly Disagresa Clisagresa

Agras Strongly Agresa ‘Very Strongly Agree

*31. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say

that teacher educators are among the best teachers on campus.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree

Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree
* 32. I believe that teacher educators are committed to scholarship.
Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagres

Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree
* 33, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are committed to scholarship,
‘Yery Strongly Dizagree

Strongly Disagres Chisagres

Agres Strongly Agres ‘Yery Strongly Agree
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*34. 1 believe that studies in teacher education are more demanding than studies in other
disciplines.

“ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agres Strongly Agree Wery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 35, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that studies in teacher education are more demanding than studies in other disciplines.

“ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Wery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 36, | believe that classroom teachers regard the academic work of teacher educators as
irrelevant.

ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agres Strongly Agree Wery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*37. 1 believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that classroom teachers regard the academic work of teacher educators as irrelevant.

“ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Dizagree Agres Strongly Agree WVery Strongly Agree

* 38, | believe that the reward system of this institution fairly recognizes good teaching.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagres Disagres Agres Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O » O O O O

*39. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that the reward system of this institution fairly recognizes good teaching.

ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagres Agree Strongly Agree Wery Strongly Agree

* 40. | believe that teacher educators are viewed as marginal people at the periphery of the
academic community.

ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agres Strongly Agree Wery Strongly Agree

*41. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are viewed as marginal people at the periphery of the academic
community.

“ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Digagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O
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%42, 1 believe that the practical vision of teacher preparation and the university's norms of
scholarship are compatible.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagfes Disagres Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O & O O O &

* 43. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that the practical vision of teacher preparation and the university's norms of scholarship
are compatible.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*44. | believe that the practical, school-oriented responsibilities of teacher educators lead
to lowered status on campus.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree agres Strongly Agres Jery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 45. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that the practical, school-oriented responsibilities of teacher educators lead to lowered
status on campus.

ery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agres Jery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 46. | believe that teacher aspirants are more intellectually able than the average college
bound high school graduate.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Jery Strengly Agree

O O O O O O

*47. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher aspirants are more intellectually able than the average college bound high
school graduate,

Very Strongly Disagree Strengly Dizagree Disagrese Agres Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agres

O O O O O O

* 48. | believe that education as a discipline has yet to develop a body of knowledge and
technique of sufficient scope to be given full academic status.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Jery Strongly Agree

O O L O O O

* 49. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that education as a discipline has yet to develop a body of knowledge and technique of
sufficient scope to be given full academic status.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Dizagree Agree Strongly Agres Jery Strongly Agree

O O O Q O O
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*50. I believe that teacher education programs are held in high esteem on campus.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagres Agree Stronagly Agree Very Strongly Agres

O O O O O O

*51. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher education programs are held in high esteem on campus.

Very Strongly Disagres Strengly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 52, | believe that teacher educators have low rates of scholarly publication.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

* 53, 1 believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators have low rates of scholarly publication.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Digagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 54, | believe that some students choose education as a last resort after failing in other
majors.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagres Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 55, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that some students choose education as a last resort after failing in other majors.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagres Disagree Agres Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O @) O

*56. | believe that being part of an academic community enhances the teacher educator's
ability to be effective with the schools.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*57. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that being part of an academic community enhances the teacher educator's ability to he
effective with the schools.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagres Disagres Agres Strongly Agree \ery Strongly Agres

* 58. | believe that teacher educators have traditionally had a difficult time defining their
role in higher education.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O
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* 59, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators have traditionally had a difficult time defining their role in higher
education.

‘fery Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

* 60. | believe that teacher educators are weak in research skills.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagree Agres Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*g1. 1 believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are weak in research skills.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

CJ O O » O O

* g2. I believe that teacher educators are lacking in the very teaching skills that they
should epitomize.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* g3, | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are lacking in the very teaching skills that they should epitomize.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

* 64. | believe that teacher educators are first-rate academic colleagues.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 5. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are first-rate academic colleagues.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Digagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O @) O

*ge. I believe that education professors have been tarnished in the eyes of their peers by
the quality of students admitted to the field.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O
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*67. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that education professors have been tarnished in the eyes of their peers by the quality of
students admitted to the field.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agres

O O O O O O

* 8. | believe that teacher educators have a positive impact on students.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*g9. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators have a positive impact on students.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*70. 1 believe that teacher educators have distanced themselves from the concerns of
teachers and the problems of the schools.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agres Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*71. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators have distanced themselves from the concerns of teachers and the
problems of the schools.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

@) O O O O O

*72. 1 believe that conducting research is a high priority for teacher educators.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*73. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that conducting research is a high priority for teacher educators.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O » O O O O

*74. | believe that teacher educators are respected in the academic community.

Very Sirongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*75. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher educators are respected in the academic community.

‘Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagres Disagres Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agres

O O O O O O
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*76. 1 believe that teacher education is a legitimate academic field of study.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagres Disagree Agree Strongly Agrae Very Strongly Agree
O O O O O O
*77. 1 believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say

that teacher education is a legitimate academic field of study.

Very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

*78. | believe that teacher education is a haven for less able academics.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagras Deamgras Agres Strongly Agres \Vary Strongly Agres
j B
& @, @, O @) O
*79. | believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that teacher education is a haven for less able academics.

very Strongly Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree WVery Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

* 80. I believe that on this campus teacher education does not have a prestige problem.

Very Strongly Disagres Strongly Disagree Disagree Agres Strongly Agres ‘\Very Strongly Agree

*81. I believe that my academic colleagues (outside of professional education) would say
that on this campus teacher education does not have a prestige problem.

Very Strongly Disagree Strangly Disagres Dsagres Agres Strongly Agree Vary Strongly Agrea

O O O O O O
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PART TWO

Biographical questions.

*g82, What is your present age?

* 83. What was your occupation immediately before becoming a teacher educator?
D Elementary School Teacher

I:‘ Middie/Junior High School Teacher

I:‘ High School Teacher

D Community School Teacher

l:l School Administrator or Supervisor

Other (please specify)

-

-

*34. How many years have you been a teacher educator?
=
i
* 85, How many years have you worked in your present institution?
1
2

* 86. What is your academic rank?

O Instrucior

O Agsistant Professor

O Associate Professor

O Professor

Other (please specily)

*g7. What is your gender?
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* g8, What is your ethnicity?

D African American

D Asian/Pacific lslander

Other (pleass spacify)

* g9, What is your highest degree earned?

Other (please specify)

*90. Have you been the recipient of a college or university teaching award as a teacher
educator?

[] e
[

*91. Have you been the recipient of a college, university, or organizational scholarship or
research award as a teacher educator?

[ ver
I:l Mo

What other professional honors have you recelved, if any?

.

*92, Have you been involved in a service project with schools?

D TEes
[]we

(H yes, please expiain briefly below )
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93. What is your publication record in the past three years?

Number of articles published |

in professional journais

Number of books published |

Number of monographs |
published

Number of contributed book |

chapters

Number of reports ‘

Other (specifiy) |

* 94, Which of the following things do you do regularly (select all that apply)?
I:‘ Teach Methods Courses

I:I Teach Foundations Courses

I:I Supervise Field Experience

I:‘ Advise Undergraduates

I:‘ Teach Undergraduates

I:‘ Teach Graduate Students

I:‘ Masters and Doctoral Committees

I:‘ Service at College, Departmental Level

I:‘ Service at the Institutional Level

I:l Community Service

I:I Research

D Administration

D Work Related Travel

D Grant Writing

D Carrying out Funded Projects

D Executive Member of a Professional Organization

D Editing a Professional Journal
I:I None of the Above

95. How many times per year do you normally make presentations at:

National or International |
Meetings

Regional or State Meetings |

Local Meetings |
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*96. In which of the professional organizations have you been an active participant
locally or nationally?

[Jare
[ ] aacte
D AERA

Other or None (please specify)

*97.1s your institution currently accredited by NCATE?

Cvm
O No

*98. Under the current Carnegie classification system, which type is your institution?

O Baccalaureate
O Masters
O Doctoral

O Specialized Focus Institution

*99, Which is your institution?

*100. Briefly describe what you think most accounts for your feelings about professional
self-esteem.
‘ =
<
101. 1 appreciate your time spent taking this survey. If there are any comments you wish to
add, feel free to write them in the space below. Thank you!

‘ |
=
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From:Richard Reynolds <rreynolds1939@gmail.com
Date: Wed, May 9, 2012 at 1:18 PM

Subject:

To: bbholanl@gmail.com

Richard Reynolds, Ph.D.
Professor Emeritus

Eastern Connecticut State University

Windham, CT

May 9th, 2012

| give my consent to Ben Bholan to make use ohtlagerial contained in my doctoral thesis
"The Professional Self-Esteem of Teachers Educasubmitted in 1992 at The Ohio State

University, with the usual proviso that due recadigmi be given.

Richard J. Reynolds
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From: Tinsley, Ron [Ron.Tinsley@stockton.edul]

Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2012 7:49 PM

To: Bholan, Benesha D

Subject: RE: Request to use survey instrument from yousaitation

Ben, | would be very happy to see you replicate2®§2 study. You have my consent to use it as
you see fit. | look forward to reading your results

Ron

Ron Tinsley, Ed. D.

Associate Professor

Director MAEL Program
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Dear Texas Teacher Educator,

Texas teacher educators play a vital role in preparing teachers to be successful in the classroom. What is
frequently overlooked is an inquiry into how teacher educators feel about their own profession or how
they feel their peers view them. This study is designed to gain insights into the professional image which
Texas teacher educators have of themselves and the value that they believe is placed on their work by
academic colleagues in other units of a college or university. As a Texas teacher educator, you can help
us gain more valuable knowledge regarding this subject. This survey will take about 20 minutes of your
time. Your name and e-mail address will not be connected to your response, ensuring complete
anonymity of you and your place of employment. To participate in this survey, please follow the link
below. You may withdraw or decide not to participate at any time. Link for participation:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/texasteachereducators

The survey will remain open until May 21, 2013. Thank you in advance for your assistance. If you have
any questions, please contact: Benesha Bholan, Doctoral Candidate in K-16 Educational Leadership and
Policy Studies, The University of Texas at Arlington, E-mail: benesha.bholan@mavs.uta.edu or Dr. James
Hardy, Associate Professor of Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, The University of Texas at
Arlington, E-mail: jimhardy@uta.edu.
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Dear Texas Teacher Educator,

Texas teacher educators play a vital role in preparing teachers to be successful in the classroom. What is
frequently overlooked is an inquiry into how teacher educators feel about their own profession or how
they feel their peers view them. This study is designed to gain insights into the professional image which
Texas teacher educators have of themselves and the value that they believe is placed on their work by
academic colleagues in other units of a college or university. As a Texas teacher educator, you can help
us gain more valuable knowledge regarding this subject. This survey will take about 20 minutes of your
time. Your name and e-mail address will not be connected to your response, ensuring complete
anonymity of you and your place of employment. To participate in this survey, please follow the link
below. You may withdraw or decide not to participate at any time. Link for participation:

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/texasteachereducators

This is a reminder that the survey will remain open until May 21, 2013. Thank you in advance for your
assistance. If you have any questions, please contact: Benesha Bholan, Doctoral Candidate in K-16
Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, The University of Texas at Arlington, E-mail:
benesha.bholan@mavs.uta.eduor Dr. James Hardy, Associate Professor of Educational Leadership and
Policy Studies, The University of Texas at Arlington, E-mail: jimhardy@uta.edu.
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