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ABSTRACT 
 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether first-year teachers’ teaching 

practices improve across time and to identify whether school level (elementary, middle, 

and high) influences new teachers’ teaching practices as measured by the observation 

instrument. Also, the study examined the relationships between first-year teachers’ 

teaching practices, teacher education, school level, and school SES. 

The current research included two studies. Study One was carried out in the academic 

year 2003-2004, and Study Two in year 2004-2005. Both studies involved collecting 

teaching practices data through observations by trained researchers. Study One data were 

based upon observations of 113 first-year teachers and Study Two involved 139 first-year 

teachers. A correlational analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between 

first-year teachers’ teaching practices and school SES. A mixed (2x3x2) Analysis of 

Variance model was employed to analyze how first-year teachers’ teaching practices are 

influenced by types of teacher education, school level, and school SES. 

The study found that the majority of beginning teachers not only showed a desirable 

normative level of teaching practices, but also continued to teach at that level and made 

improvements as measured by the end of year teaching performance measure.  

Three main themes were found in this study: (1) Changes in first-year teaching 

practices across time were not correlated with school SES. (2) Elementary school 

teachers were observed to be more effective in Classroom Management practices. (3) 

There were significant interaction (time by teacher education and school level) effects on 

new teachers’ teaching practices in Study Two. The results indicated that the study of 
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teacher education requires a complex design. Different types of teacher preparation paths 

might suit in different contexts.  
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CHAPTER 1     INTRODUCTION 

In the twenty-first century, the emergence of new knowledge and a technology-

based economy requires highly competent personnel for survival and prosperity in an 

increasingly competitive world. Education is widely recognized as a key to the future. As 

a result, many countries have carried out extensive reforms of their educational systems. 

In particular, much effort has focused on improving teacher education, realizing that 

preparing qualified teachers who can teach a diverse range of learners to world-class 

standards is critical to economic and political survival (Darling-Hammond, 2006). 

The realities of twenty-first century schooling 

Good (1999) proposed reconsidering the purposes of public schooling. As the new 

century begins, he asked “given significant changes in American society, will the 

traditional public school and its curriculum be adequately responsive to the needs of 

twenty-first-century students and citizens” (p. 384). Historically, there has been much 

disagreement concerning the purposes of public schooling. Some believe that purposes of 

schooling are changing as society develops and becomes more complex. Schools always 

should be ready to re-conceptualize their purposes to benefit the greater society (Rich, 

1990; Weller, 1998). Edgar, Patton, and Day-Vines (2002) argued that the public, in all 

of its diversity, has the strongest power in making decisions about its schools. They stated,  

“The public schools in our society are a direct result of public opinion. Members of our 

society value public schooling- supporting it through taxes, sending their children to 

these schools, and participating in public decision making about them” (p. 239). Still 

others consider technology as the most important purpose in the twenty-first century 
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because it requires highly advanced science and technology (Emory, 1995). Clearly, 

citizens hold diverse opinions about what schools are and should be. 

No matter how diverse current definitions and purposes of schooling are, no one 

would deny that modern education is far more complicated and difficult than it has ever 

been. The realities of twenty-first century schooling are: education is becoming 

increasingly important to individual and national success; schools face enormous 

challenges in this information era; standards for learning are now higher than ever before; 

and the importance of lifelong education has been acknowledged given the never-ending 

development of new information and technology. Also, the demographic characteristics 

of the student population have changed dramatically. The ethnic and cultural 

backgrounds of students are more diverse; the new student generation has grown up in an 

electronic world, including computers, the internet, e-mail, online-chatting, messenger, 

and blog. “Meanwhile, in today’s global society, educators have a responsibility to 

promote universal ethical principles of social justice, tolerance, and peace, all of which 

play an important part in the economic, social, and cultural development of our societies” 

(Hamberger & Moore, 1997, p. 301). All in all, the world in which schools and teachers 

work has and is changing profoundly. 

Teacher quality and teacher education 

Given the current circumstances of schooling, the teacher’s role is more important 

than ever. Although responsibilities of education are shared by teachers, administrators, 

parents, and the community-at-large, teachers play a key role. Basically, the quality of 

education is determined principally by the quality of classroom teaching. And, research 
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has consistently shown that—among all educational variables—teachers’ ability is one of 

the most powerful factors that influences students’ academic achievement. Ferguson 

(1991) suggested that each dollar spent on recruiting high-quality teachers, and deepening 

their knowledge and skills, nets greater gains in student learning than any other use of an 

educational dollar. Sanders and Rivers (1996) found that students in some teachers' 

classes consistently showed more improvement than students in other teachers' classes 

and that the effects were still evident 3 or 4 years later. Their studies suggested the 

presence of cumulative effects of teachers on student achievement. They stated that 

students with similar abilities and initial achievement levels may have vastly different 

academic achievement outcomes depending on teachers to which they are assigned. The 

study of Nye, Konstantopoulos, and Hedges (2004) showed similar results. They found 

that “the difference in achievement gains between having a not so effective teacher and 

an effective teacher is over one third of a standard deviation in reading and almost half a 

standard deviation in mathematics” (p. 253). 

Although there is unanimous consensus on the importance of teachers’ quality, 

the question of how to define an effective teacher remains elusive. For decades, 

researchers and educators have struggled to define the characteristics of good teachers. 

Much research on teacher effectiveness in the 1970s and 1980s was summarized in the 3rd 

edition of the Handbook of Research on Teaching (Wittrock, 1986). Other researchers 

have asserted that this literature set the foundation for a systematic, research-based 

analysis of the elements of effective teachers (Nougaret, Scruggs & Mastropieri, 2005).  
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The contradictory views of what defines teacher quality led to the debate on 

teacher education. What content should be taught in teacher education programs? Which 

aspects should teacher education programs place most emphasis on: subject matter 

knowledge, pedagogical methods, or real-classroom experience? Should programs 

include a yearlong internship? The list of issues is endless. 

During the last decade, the debate of advantages and disadvantages of Traditional 

certification (TC) and Alternative certification (AC) programs has been a central and 

continuing theme in teacher education. Proponents of AC have advocated that AC routes 

provide a promising access to attract more capable individuals into teaching who don’t 

want to spend four or five years studying at colleges of education. Also, it has been 

argued that AC routes could decrease the crisis of teacher shortages and diversify the 

teacher population. This is a real advantage as teacher shortages have become a serious 

problem (particularly in large inner cities). In contrast, endorsers of TC have argued that 

AC programs lower the professional status of teaching and student achievement. Further, 

research findings have indicated that less qualified teachers are more likely to be hired in 

urban schools that serve lower SES, minority, and limited English proficient students 

(Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2002). Moving beyond this philosophical debate, some 

studies have compared the relative effectiveness of teachers with a traditional certificate 

versus an alternative certificate. However, the present research evidence comparing TC 

with AC teachers remains controversial. Hawk and Schmidt (1989) found that there were 

no differences between TC and AC teachers, either in observed classroom performance 

or on National Teacher Examination scores. Miller, McKenna, and McKenna (1998) 
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compared students’ achievement scores based upon whether students were taught by TC 

or AC teachers and concluded that types of programs had no major effects on students’ 

scores. Nevertheless, other researchers have reported different results. Darling-Hammond 

(1992, 1996, 2002) reported that AC teachers lack the training necessary to teach 

competently in many settings; they have difficulty in lesson plans, curriculum 

development, and classroom management. Fetler (1999) found that students had better 

performance in mathematics when they were taught by teachers who had passed a 

certification exam. 

Walsh (2001), after carefully examining hundreds of teacher education studies, 

concluded that the claim for research-evidence was primarily based on beliefs, not 

evidence. Tsang (2003) also found that most of the teacher education literature on teacher 

effectiveness was based on opinion and lacked research support. After studying extant 

research on teacher education; the report of the American Educational Research 

Association (AERA) Panel on Research and Teacher Education, edited by Cochran-

Smith and Zeichner (2005), concluded that “the body of teacher education research that 

directly addresses desirable pupil and other outcomes and the conditions and contexts in 

which these outcomes are likely to occur is relatively small and inconclusive” (p. 5). 

Furthermore, the report emphasized the need for more rigorous, larger-scale, and data-

driven educational research, which could provide guidelines to teacher education policy 

and practice.  

The black box of teacher quality as students’ test scores  
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During the past century, researchers have attempted to define teacher quality in 

multiple ways—teachers’ characteristics, teachers’ classroom performance, teachers’ 

professional development, and so forth. Currently teacher quality is increasingly defined 

in terms of raising student achievement scores. Ironically, with the development of 

scientific research methodology, visions of teacher quality have shifted from a 

multidimensional to a unidimensional focus. No Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandated 

that schools and students should make adequate annual progress on norm-referenced and 

criterion-referenced achievement tests. As a result, schools are regarded by some 

educators as “test factories”, where teachers “teach to the test”. Students’ achievement 

scores have become the singular measure of schools’ and teachers’ quality and 

effectiveness. Johnson and Duffett (2005) concluded that in the quest to make schools 

more accountable, test scores are about the only measure consistently embraced by the 

public.  

 Based on the analysis of econometrics, Hanushek (2002) suggested “I use a 

simple definition of teacher quality: good teachers are ones who get larger gains in 

student achievement for their classes; bad teachers are just the opposite” (p. 3). This 

definition provides a simple, if circular equation: teacher quality is equal to test score 

gains, and test scores gains are proof of teacher quality. This simple definition is 

embraced by policy makers and advocated through NCLB. Cochran-Smith (2005a) 

commented on the current situation: 

Teacher quality remains a black box – we do not know what effective teachers do, 

know, believe, or build on, nor do we know the conditions that make this possible… 

 



 19

Knowing that there are variations among teachers and students without any 

information about why, how, for whom, under what conditions, and to what ends 

may allow us to group teachers into segments from highest- to  

lowest-performing, but it does not go very far toward improving teacher preparation 

or schooling. (p. 6- 7) 

 Using students’ test scores as an outcome measure of teacher quality is 

reasonable, but test scores do not tell us how the results were obtained. We need to 

discover what is going on in the black box, if we are to establish good teacher education 

programs. Tsang (2003) conducted an observational study on first-year teachers. His 

study focused on new teachers’ classroom practices. It was found that there were 

significant differences in the performance of new teachers depending on the model of the 

teacher education program they attended. A longitudinal study by Good et al. (2006), 

using an observation instrument similar to Tsang’s study, examined first-year teachers’ 

classroom practices for three consecutive years. It showed that traditionally trained 

teachers scored higher on observed measures of teaching, especially in the area of 

classroom management and at the elementary school level. Tsang (2003) and Good et al. 

(2006) looked into the black box to discover how factors like teacher preparation and 

school level influence new teachers’ teaching practices. Following these studies, the 

current study tried to add one more piece of information to understanding the 

relationships among first-year teachers’ teaching practices and teacher preparation paths, 

school level, and school SES. This study based on observations in classrooms describes 

first-year teachers’ classroom teaching practices in three dimensions—Planning and 
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Preparation/Assessment, Classroom Management, and Implementation of Instruction. 

The study is designed to describe first-year teachers’ teaching practices at the very 

beginning of their teaching career and how their teaching practices change during one 

year of teaching. 

Research purposes and questions of the current study  

The purposes of the study were to examine first-year teachers’ effectiveness in 

classrooms, as defined by their teaching practices and their learning of how to teach 

within their first year of teaching; to identify the relationships among their teaching 

practices, certification routes (Traditional certification or Non-traditional certification), 

teaching school level (elementary, middle, and high), and school SES. 

The following questions are addressed in the study. 

1. Do first-year teachers’ teaching practices (defined as planning and 

preparation/assessment, classroom management, and implementation of 

instruction) change with the first year of teaching? 

2. Are changes (or lack of) in first-year teaching practices associated with school 

SES (defined as percentages of students receiving free or reduced lunch)? 

3. Are changes (or lack of) in first-year teaching practices associated with school 

level (defined as elementary, middle, and high school)? 

4. Are changes (or lack of) in first-year teaching practices associated with teacher 

preparation program (defined as traditional [undergraduate bachelor degree] and 

nontraditional [masters or post-bachelor program leading to certification])? 
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5. How do changes (or lack of) in first-year teaching practices interact with SES, 

school level, and teacher preparation program? 
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CHAPTER 2    LITERATURE REVIEW 

Education remains a source of public concern and has been an object of 

continuous criticism for many decades. Public schools have been under continuous fire. 

Critics have claimed that American students have “failed” in international competitions, 

that current students have lower test results than ever before, and that the school 

curriculum is inadequate. While there have been numerous targets of criticism, the issue 

of teacher quality and teacher education currently have emerged as the primary object of 

condemnation. Teacher bashing by the media and policy makers is rampant. Those who 

work in schools and classrooms have been blamed for the educational failures of the 

nation. Teacher education has been accused of not producing qualified teachers for 

American schools. 

This review starts with an explanation of why American teacher education has a 

bad reputation. After that, research that bears on teacher education and beginning 

teachers is discussed, including: traditional and non-traditional teacher education; the 

knowledge base for beginning teachers; minimal teaching practices for beginning 

teachers; the development and learning expected for beginning teachers; and the 

evaluation of beginning teachers.   

The lowly status of teacher education 

Teacher education has suffered from a basic condition of inferiority. Policy 

makers portray teacher education as a root cause of bad teaching and inadequate student 

learning. Labaree (2004) concluded that the low status of teacher education is due to two 
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major reasons: one is market value and the other is a common belief that anyone can 

teach.   

The United States is the most market-oriented country in the world. In this 

market-centered society, many fields including education are subjected to a wide range of 

persistent market pressures. Labaree (2004) remarked that: 

The evidence shows that market forces have treated teacher education quite badly 

over the past 150 years, assigning it to a position of meager prestige and influence 

and forcing it to adopt practices that have frequently proved educationally 

counterproductive. In short, market pressures have in large part led to the low 

status of teacher education and have contributed significantly to its inability to 

carry out its functions effectively. (p. 17-18) 

There is also the common belief that learning to teach is very easy and that 

teaching is something that most adults could do. In actuality, teaching is an enormously 

difficult job, but it looks easy (Labaree, 2004). As a consequence, teacher education 

confronts an odd and difficult situation. The complicated nature of preparing teachers is 

not acknowledged by the media, public, or policy makers. This is not a new problem. The 

gap between the reality and the perception of learning to teach can be traced back to the 

nineteenth century. Thus, since its inception teacher education has suffered from a low 

status.  

A brief history of teacher education 
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Teacher education in the nineteenth century 

Systems to provide formal training for teachers evolved slowly during the 

nineteenth century. At the beginning of the nineteenth century, private or state-subsidized 

academies and seminaries were the earliest forms of teacher preparation. By mid-century, 

public high schools played an important role in preparing teachers. Eventually, normal 

schools replaced high schools as the major place for preparing teachers. “Although the 

period saw the beginnings of formal training schemes of various sorts, as well as their 

recognition in certification practices, the idea promoted by career educators that it was 

essential for all teachers to be trained in such programs made small inroads” (Angus, 

2001, p. 11). During this period, professional educators advocated that all teachers should 

be prepared through formal training programs, but America citizen were skeptical.  

Teacher education in the twentieth century  

During the course of the twentieth century, professional educators gained greater 

control over schools and teacher licensing systems. Local communities lost the ability to 

set their own standards and to determine who should teach in their schools. Future 

teachers were required to have a formal university-based education instead of a 

certification exam to determine their competence during the first half of the century. 

However, as the century drew to a close, more emphasis was given to exams again. 

Throughout the twentieth century, the public and policy makers showed growing 

interest in education. Teacher quality and student achievement were the focus of much 

educational research. The teacher education system was under attack for: its inability to 

prepare high-qualified teachers; its low standards for entry and exit; lack of a systematic 
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professional knowledge base; and because it had no reliable research evidence to show 

that formal teacher training was positively related to students’ achievement.  

Teacher education in the twenty-first century 

The skepticism about formal teacher preparation continues to run broad and deep. 

Although there were many reforms and development in education during the past one 

hundred years, the perception that it is easy to teach has never changed. The belief that 

most adults can teach is still rooted in the heart of citizens and policy makers.  

In June 2002, U.S. Secretary of Education Rod Paige issued the annual report on 

teacher quality, Meeting the Highly Qualified Teacher Challenge (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2002). In this report, he argued, “the only measurable teacher attributes that 

relate directly to improved student achievement are high verbal ability and solid content 

knowledge” (U.S. Department of Education, 2002, p. 39). Paige reported that “mandated 

education courses, unpaid student teaching, and the hoops and hurdles of the state 

certification bureaucracy” prevent the best potential candidates from entering the 

teaching career. The report suggested that certification should de-emphasize education 

related courses and make attendance at schools of education optional. The report 

reviewed related literature and concluded: (a) teachers’ general cognitive ability is the 

variable most strongly associated with teacher effectiveness; (b) teacher experience and 

content knowledge are also linked to teacher effectiveness; (c) training in pedagogy, 

doing practice teaching, and earning master’s degrees have not been associated with 

student achievement; and (d) there is little evidence that traditional teacher certification 

requirements are associated with teacher effectiveness.  
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Based on this view, pedagogical knowledge and teaching skills are of little value. 

Instead, some contend that verbal ability and content knowledge are sufficient for 

determining teachers’ effectiveness. Therefore, teacher education programs should place 

their primary emphasis on these two aspects in lieu of various education courses. The 

report denied that there is a knowledge base for aspiring teachers and the report 

reinforced the enduring belief among the public that most adults can teach, especially if 

they have verbal ability and high cognitive abilities.  

The report casts one side of a battle between traditional teacher education and 

non-traditional teacher education (alternative teacher education). Those who advocate for 

traditional teacher education have argued that a knowledge base, including different types 

of knowledge, knowledge of subject matter, and knowledge of pedagogy, exists as a 

foundation for teacher education. In contrast, some proponents of non-traditional teacher 

education believe that verbal ability and content knowledge are adequate teacher 

preparation.  

Traditional teacher certification or alternative certification: An inconclusive debate  

The demand for teachers has increased during the 1990s and is predicted to 

continue rising, because of increased school enrollments. In response to the teacher 

shortages, more and more teachers pursue alternative routes. As Darling-Hammond, 

Chung, and Frelow (2002) wrote, “Increases in teacher demand have coincided with the 

growth of alternative teacher certification programs—so named because they provide 

alternatives to the traditional 4-year undergraduate program path to teacher certification” 
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(p. 287). More than 40 states have offered alternatives for teacher candidates who already 

have a bachelor’s degree (Feistritzer, 1998). 

Alternative certification (AC) programs, which now account for approximately 20 

percent of new teacher graduates, tend to enroll individuals who have subject knowledge 

but lack pedagogical skills. In another words, AC offer those whose major was not 

education to have a chance to enter teaching through alternative preparation. Those 

entering through an alternative route to certification often teach while completing their 

pedagogy classes. In contrast, Traditional certification (TC) programs are generally 

offered through a college of education as a four-year undergraduate degree. Aspiring 

teachers have to finish student teaching under the guidance of a supervisor or master 

teacher (Laczko-Kerr & Berliner, 2002; Sandlin, Young & Karge, 1993). A traditional 

teacher preparation program curriculum typically combines subject matter instruction, 

pedagogical knowledge, classroom managerial skills, theories of learning, and field 

experience. 

Lack of scientific evidence in teacher education for either AC or TC 

There have been mixed findings for research comparing the impact of different 

types of teacher education programs. Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2002) compared 

academic achievement of students taught by under-certified teachers with the academic 

achievements of students taught by regularly certified teachers. They excluded 7th and 8th 

grade teachers from their analyses and found that in grades 3-6, all subtests (reading, 

math, and language) were found to be significantly different: students taught by regularly 

certified teachers perform better. Their findings support the assertion that traditional 
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certified teachers are of higher quality than those alternatively certified teachers. Darling-

Hammond (1992, 2000, 2002) continued to argue that traditional certified teachers have 

higher level of teaching practices, have less difficulties in beginning teaching, and are 

more confident and have a higher sense of efficacy, compared to non-traditional certified 

teachers. 

 In contrast, Goldhaber and Brewer(1997) found that teachers with emergency 

credentials do as well as teachers having standard teaching credentials. Miller et al. (1998) 

also concluded that alternative certification did not lead to inferior practices. Miller et al. 

(1998) studied 82 fifth and sixth-grade teachers and found that: there were some gaps in 

self-belief of competence between traditional certified teachers and non-traditional 

certified teachers at the beginning of their teaching. However, at the end of their three-

year teaching, they were not distinguishable based upon their self-evaluation of their 

competence. Moreover, advocates of non-traditional teacher education argued that non-

traditional paths attract a more diverse group of candidates, specifically men, older adults, 

and minorities (Houston, Marshall, & McDavid, 1993; Eifler & Potthoff, 1998; 

Kwiatkowski, 1999).   

Millman (1981) listed five fundamental criteria for valid outcomes (student 

achievement) research in teacher education. 

First, the indicators of student learning should be those that are amenable to 

instruction. Second, the tests should be valid in content and reflect the curriculum 

and the instructional goals of the course. Third, teacher assessments should be 

based on several tests over the course of the year. Fourth, teachers should know in 
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detail what concepts will be tested so that all teachers will have a fair opportunity 

to teach to the content being tested. Fifth, teaching situations should be very 

similar and students should be randomly assigned to classrooms. (as cited in 

Tsang, 2003, p. 35)   

Tsang evaluated some of the most cited studies in teacher education using 

Millman’s criteria. He concluded that only one even approached Millman’s criteria for 

appropriately using students’ test scores to evaluate effectiveness of teacher education 

program.   

Also, the report of the AERA panel (2005) concluded after an extensive review 

that there were but few scientific studies of outcomes research in teacher education. A 

scarcity of good research was a problem for both traditional and non-traditional teacher 

education. In sum, all the data from previous research in teacher education could not 

support an argument that one type of teacher education is superior to the other. More 

data-driven scientific research is urgently needed, because the debate about the 

advantages and disadvantages of traditional teacher education and non-traditional teacher 

education is inconclusive. 

What do beginning teachers need to know? 

The essential role of teacher education is to produce highly qualified teachers. 

What components do good teacher education programs need to have? What should be 

taught in teacher education programs? These questions have received much discussion 

and debate. Many researchers agree that there is a knowledge base for beginning teachers. 

According to Dill (1990) the knowledge base for teaching includes content knowledge; 
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general pedagogical knowledge; curriculum knowledge; pedagogical content knowledge; 

knowledge of learners and their characteristics; knowledge of educational contexts; and 

knowledge of educational ends, purposes, values, and their philosophical and historical 

grounds. Recently, the National Academy of Educational report, Preparing teachers for a 

changing world: What teachers should learn and be able to do (Darling-Hammond & 

Branford, 2005) echoed and broadened the conception of the knowledge base for teacher 

education programs. They used three primary categories for conceptualizing the 

knowledge base: subject matter knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and knowledge 

about learners and their characteristics.  

Subject matter knowledge   

One basic tenet is that teachers must have a deep knowledge of their subject 

matter. Researchers have identified three aspects of subject matter knowledge for 

teaching: (1) knowledge of central facts, concepts, theories, and procedures within a 

given field; (2) knowledge of explanatory frameworks that organizes and connects ideas; 

and (3) knowledge of the rules of evidence and proof (Shulman, 1986). 

The findings from research that examines the relationship between teachers’ 

subject matter knowledge and students’ achievement is extensive, but often contradictory. 

Therefore, better research in this area is badly needed.  

A study by Hawk, Coble, and Swanson (1985) has been recognized as one of 

better-designed studies on the effectiveness of teacher education. They found that 

students taught by in-field teachers had higher math and algebra achievement than those 

taught by out-field teachers.  
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Monk (1994) analyzed data from the Longitudinal Survey of American Youth 

involving 2,829 students. Surveys completed by sampled students, their teachers, and 

their parents were collected to obtain background information such as the number of 

undergraduate and graduate courses taken within science and mathematics. Then, the 

researcher linked students’ test scores in math and science in 10th, 11th, and 12th grades 

with teachers’ characteristics by controlling students’ previous test scores, background 

characteristics, and teacher inputs. The study indicated that the number of subject-related 

courses teachers had taken was generally positively related to student achievement gains 

in specified subjects, although the gains were relatively small. However, Monk reported 

that a positive interaction was detected between subject matter preparation and students’ 

placement in an advanced course. There was a positive effect of the number of 

mathematics courses a teacher took on students’ performance in advanced courses, but a 

zero effect on students’ achievement in remedial courses. This non-linear relationship 

between teacher subject matter preparation and students’ achievement indicated that 

subject matter knowledge preparation might not always positively relate to students’ 

achievement.  

Goldhaber and Brewer (1997) reported some mixed findings in different subject 

areas for the relationship between teacher subject matter knowledge and students’ 

achievement. Their study was based on 5,149 10th grade students and 2,245 math teachers 

from 638 schools. Research results revealed that teachers’ mathematics training in 

college had a significant effect on student math gains. In science there was a positive 

effect of teachers’ bachelor’s degree in science on students’ achievement. However, there 
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was a negative relationship between having a teacher with a certification in English and 

student achievement in English. And in history, a larger (than found in English) negative 

relationship between teachers with a bachelor’s in history and their students’ achievement 

in history was detected.  

Research has yielded some evidence that teachers’ subject matter knowledge in 

some subjects is positively related to students’ achievement. However, interaction effects 

and inconsistent findings across different subjects have indicated that more research is 

needed on the relationship between teacher subject matter knowledge preparation and 

student achievement. Having intensive course work is no guarantee that a teacher can 

affect their students’ achievement positively.  

Pedagogical content knowledge 

Researchers have argued that the kind of content knowledge that supports good 

teaching may be different from that acquired by individuals who pursue a college major 

in a content field. Ma (1999) concluded from her work that expert teachers often have a 

deeper, and more systematic organization of fundamental mathematics than do 

mathematics experts, because their knowledge is organized for teaching. Therefore, 

knowledge of subject matter is not a sufficient “prescription” for content preparation for 

beginning teachers. Subject matter knowledge plus specific related teaching knowledge 

are both important for effective teaching.  

In his seminal presidential Address to the American Educational Research 

Association, Shulman (1986) suggested that besides knowing subject matter and knowing 
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how to teach, teachers also need to be prepared for “pedagogical knowledge” which was 

defined as: 

Within the category of pedagogical content knowledge I include, for the most 

regularly taught topics in one’s subject area, the most useful forms of 

representation of those ideas, the most powerful analogies, illustrations, examples, 

explanations, and demonstrations—in a word, the ways of representing and 

formulating the subject that make it comprehensible to others… Pedagogical 

content knowledge also includes an understanding of what makes the learning of 

specific topics easy or difficult; the conceptions and preconceptions that students 

of different ages and backgrounds bring with them to the learning of those most 

frequently taught topics and lesson. (p. 9-10) 

Shulman’s ideas of pedagogical content knowledge, to some extent, echoed 

Dewey’s vision about teaching and learning. Dewey (1902) pointed out that “it (subject 

matter) needs to be psychologized; turned over, translated into the immediate and 

individual experiencing within which it has its origin and significance” (p. 29). Raths 

(1999) conceptualized three aspects of pedagogical content knowledge: (a) representing 

the course content; (b) offering explanations; and (c) giving examples.  

Although many articles and books have addressed the importance of pedagogical 

knowledge, the research evidence of the relationship of teachers’ pedagogical knowledge 

and students’ achievement is sparse. Ferguson and Womack (1993) found that the 

amount of education coursework teachers completed accounted for about 16% of the 

variance in teaching performance. Monk (1994) also showed that “course work in 
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pedagogy also contributes positively to student learning, and on several occasions have 

more powerful effects than additional preparation in the content are. It would appear that 

a good grasp of one’s subject area is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for 

effective teaching” (p. 142). However it is important to stress that even those studies that 

found pedagogical knowledge to be an indicator of students’ achievement could not meet 

Millman’s criterion. The research base is weak and more research is needed to support if, 

and how, teachers’ pedagogical knowledge enhances student achievement.  

Knowledge of learners and learning              

Understanding different learners and the learning process is vitally important for 

teaching. Physicians could not carry out appropriate medical treatments on patients if 

they did not know how the human body works. Similarly, teachers without knowledge of 

how learning occurs are incapable of making correct decisions about teaching plans, 

materials or instruction. Darling-Hammond (2006) argued that “Ensuring that teachers 

understand who they are teaching and how they learn empowers teachers to organize 

their practice around the pursuit of learning rather than just covering the curriculum or 

getting through the book” (p. 85). More and more researchers and educators recognize 

the significance of cultivating the tools and dispositions to learn about students, their 

families, cultures, and to build on this knowledge in teaching and learning (Ladsen-

Billings, 1999; Zeichner & Hoeft, 1996). 

Donovan, Bransford, and Pellegrino (1999) provided a basic framework for 

teachers’ knowledge of learners and learning, which is composed of four elements: (a) 

the learner and his or her strengths, interests, and preconceptions; (b) the knowledge, 
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skills, and attitudes that we want people to acquire and how they may be able to do so in 

order to transfer what they’ve learned; (c) the assessment of learning that both makes 

students thinking visible and, through feedback, guides further learning; and (d) the 

community within which learning occurs, both within and outside the classroom.  

What can beginning teachers do?   

The initial year of teaching is recognized as a critical stage of a teacher’s career, 

which has a significant impact on their effectiveness, job satisfaction, and career choice 

commitment (McDonald, 1980). Bush (1983) asserted that: 

The conditions under which a person carried out the first years of teaching have a 

strong influence on the level of effectiveness which that teacher is able to achieve 

and sustain over the years; on the attitudes which govern teachers’ behavior over 

even a forty year career; and, indeed, on the decision whether or not to continue in 

the teaching profession. (p. 3)  

In the United States, teacher attrition has long been a problem. Some estimates 

suggest that as many as one-third of teachers leave within three years, half within five 

(The National Commission of Teaching and America’s Future, 2003; Ingersoll, 2004).  

Teacher attrition rates have increased markedly in the past decade. Therefore, conducting 

studies of how beginning teachers’ teaching and learning, develop in particular contexts 

will provide insights into the problem of teacher retention rate and improve teachers’ 

effectiveness.  
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First-year teaching: Failure or success? 

The first year of teaching is characterized as including pressure, frustration, 

anxiety, and emotional turbulence. In addition to assuming the same responsibilities as 

veteran teachers, beginning teachers have to learn how to survive and achieve success in 

a totally new environment. 

Liston, Whitcomb, and Borko (2006) identified three basic reasons that make 

beginning teaching hard. “First, new teachers say the theoretical grounding learned in 

teacher preparation does not equip them sufficiently for the demands of daily classroom 

life; second, they wrestle with the emotional intensity of teaching; and third, they often 

teach in workplaces that are not adequately organized to support their learning” (p. 352).  

Hebert and Worthy (2001) reviewed related literature on beginning teachers and 

concluded that the experience of first-year teaching is often depicted negatively. Much 

research has focused on new teachers’ problems and concerns. There have been many 

well-documented reports that first year teachers have difficulties in planning lessons 

related to students’ ability and appropriate developmental stage, managing student 

behaviors, and handling relationships with parents. Olson and Osborne (1991) found that 

new teachers often inappropriately responded to classroom situations because they failed 

to understand the interactive nature of the classroom context. Rust (1994) also 

documented that planning lessons without an understanding of students’ ability level was 

extremely tough.  

There is also some research to indicate that the first year does not have to be a bad 

one. Solmon et al. (1993) found that, despite having challenges typical of first year, many 
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new teachers were able to adjust to their situation, gain self-confidence with experience, 

and obtain a sense of accomplishment. Hebert and Worthy (2001) presented a case study 

of a first year teacher who thrived on hardships, successfully established herself in the 

school culture, and did well in managing student behaviors. A longitudinal study by 

Good et al. (2006) examined beginning teachers’ teaching practices and showed that 

beginning teachers could teach at desired normative levels and that their first-year 

performance met expectations from schools and districts. 

Domains of beginning teachers’ teaching practices  

Research on effective teaching has evolved through different stages. The early 

stage was presage-product studies. Researchers linked presage variables of teachers (e. g., 

appearance, intelligence, and emotions) to product variables (ratings by supervisors or 

principles). “This approach produced some consensus on virtues considered desirable in 

teachers, but no information on linkages between specific teacher behaviors and 

measured student achievement” (Brophy & Good, 1986, p. 329). 

In the 1930s and 1940s, many methods-comparison studies were carried out to 

identify which method was better in enhancing achievement. However, no consistent and 

conclusive results were reached because the effects of different methods were too small 

to be detected significantly (Medley, 1979, as cited in Brophy & Good, 1986, Brophy, 

2006). In the 1950s and 1960s, the focus was on creating positive classroom climates, 

which could enhance students’ achievement. The 1970s and 1980s stage was viewed as 

the heyday of process-product research on teaching. Brophy and Good (1986) reviewed 

several studies that were regarded as having desirable research characteristics. A series of 
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effective classroom teaching behaviors were highlighted. However, Brophy and Good 

(1986) cautioned that several important limits and qualifications need to be kept in mind 

when interpreting and applying those findings.  

Although there were different views considering what constitutes good teaching 

accompanying different time periods, there was some general convergence on teachers’ 

effective practices at least in terms of general aspects of teaching. Danielson’s (1996) 

framework stands as a product of that general agreement on what effective teaching is for 

beginning teachers. The Educational Testing Service nationally markets a teacher 

evaluation system based on Danielson’s framework and it has been implemented in 

multiple educational settings in many states for high-stakes evaluations. As Tang (2003) 

indicated, “If educators generally disagree on what constitutes effective teaching 

practices, it would be difficult for Danielson to capture such a large audience. The wide 

adoption of evaluation instruments based on Danielson’s framework (which, in turn, is 

largely based primarily on process-product research) shows a general convergence in 

perceptions on effective teaching behavior that relate to findings of process-product 

studies” (p. 33). 

Based on Danielson’s framework (1996), there are three major aspects of teaching 

practices: planning and preparation, classroom climate, and instruction. Each of these 

areas is discussed respectively. 

Planning and preparation 

Planning and preparation is defined as how a teacher organizes the content for 

teaching and how the teacher designs instruction. This domain includes knowledge of 
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content and pedagogy, and knowledge of learner’ characteristics and their related 

development stage. Teachers should be able to design appropriate learning activities, and 

choose proper materials and strategies. Teachers’ selection of instructional tasks should 

embody important learning goals. 

Assessment is also an important aspect of planning and preparation. To be 

effective, teachers must be competent in applying various assessment schemes and tools 

such as observation, student records, rubrics, feedback, and student self-assessment. 

Kluger and DeNisi (1996) conducted a meta-analysis on effects of feedback on 

performance. They found that feedback improved individual performance on average, the 

effect size was around 0.4 standard deviation units. Learning also was more likely to be 

fostered when teachers gave feedback centered on key features of the task.   

Teachers should assess for both formative and summative purposes. Formative 

assessment is to guide or monitor student learning while it is still in progress. Summative 

assessment aims to evaluate students’ learning and teachers’ teaching after one or more 

units (Nitko, 2004). Black and Wiliam (1998) reviewed the literature on classroom 

formative assessment and concluded that teachers’ improved formative assessment skills 

could enhance students’ learning.   

Classroom management 

“The research history is clear and consistent, novice teachers are inundated by 

classroom management problems and concerns” (p. 2). After reviewing one hundred 

studies of beginning teachers, Veenman (1984) reported that first-year teachers ranked 

student discipline as their number one concern. Huberman (1989) also showed that 
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beginning teachers having difficulty in classroom management are more likely to leave 

teaching than those who do not have such problems. Despite the importance of 

management, pre-service teachers reported that classroom management is one of the most 

ignored topics in teacher education (Silverstri, 2001). 

Classroom management is defined as actions carried out to create and maintain a 

learning environment that supports instructional goals (Brophy, 1988). Classroom 

management is highly correlated with students’ time on task and their focus on academic 

content (Good & Brophy, 2003). 

During the past three decades, the focus of classroom management has been 

shifted from intervention to prevention. As McCaslin and Good (1998) pointed out 

“classroom management is often thought of in terms of controlling students—getting 

them to respond quickly to teacher demands, need, and goals” (as cited in Everston & 

Weinstein, 2006, p. 4). Instead of just recognizing and punishing students’ misbehaviors, 

teachers need to proactively create a positive classroom climate that supports learning 

and prevents occurrences of misbehaviors. McCaslin and Good (1996) argued that 

teachers should manage a classroom through the use of engaging content and understand 

that children are social beings. Research indicates that a strong classroom environment 

affects students’ social and academic achievement. Battistich et al. (1991) studied the 

classroom climate of six elementary schools and found that students who experienced a 

high sense of community showed significantly greater academic motivation and 

performance; stronger liking for schools; greater empathy and motivation to help others; 

and more ability to resolve conflicts.  
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Lepage  et al. (2005) suggested that teachers should have knowledge of five 

aspects for effectively managing a classroom: “(1) creating meaningful curriculum and 

engaging pedagogy to support motivation, (2) developing supportive learning 

communities, (3) organizing and structuring the classroom, (4) repairing and restoring 

behavior respectfully, and (5) encouraging moral development” (p. 332). 

Instruction 

There is no single best way to teach. Effective teachers develop a repertoire of 

teaching strategies or models that they can use under different circumstances (Joyce 

&Weil, 1996). As students vary in needs and abilities, instructional practices must change 

to maximize teaching effects. Gunter, Esters, and Schwab (1999) suggested:  

If a teacher creates a single environment in the classroom or repeatedly uses the 

same instructional approach, only those students who learn well in that 

environment or with that approach will succeed. The teacher who utilizes a 

variety of instructional approaches is more likely to reach all students in the 

classroom; moreover, students are encouraged to learn in a variety of ways. (p. 60) 

In their classic work on instruction, Models of Teaching, Joyce and Weil (1996) 

summarized four instructional models based on varied theoretical origins. The behavioral 

model uses ideas about manipulating the environment to modify students’ behaviors. The 

information-processing model focuses on increasing students’ abilities to think—to seek, 

organize, interpret, and apply information both inductively and deductively. The social 

model emphasizes people’s nature as social beings to learn from and relate to one another. 

The personal model encourages self-exploration and the development of personal identity. 
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Although distinct instructional strategies are recommended under the four different 

models, educators agree that there are some similar instructional practices that could 

magnify teaching and elevate learning.  

Effective teachers exhibit skills of understanding students, communicating about 

teaching and learning clearly and accurately, using effective questioning and discussion 

techniques, actively engaging students in learning, and providing quality feedback to 

students. Good and Grouws (1979) conducted a treatment study for fourth grade 

mathematics instruction. The treatment involved a series of instructional behaviors such 

as, reviewing the concepts and skills associated with the homework; focusing on meaning 

and promoting student understanding through lively explanations; and providing 

uninterrupted successful practice. Results showed substantial achievement gains for 

students in the treatment group—within a few months, the treatment group increased 

from the 27th to the 58th percentile on national norms.  

Motivating students to learn is also a critical part of instruction. Research has 

generated a broad range of approaches that teachers can employ to initiate and sustain 

students’ interests in learning. According to Good and Brophy (2000), three aspects are 

of vital importance: (a) establishing a supportive classroom environment in which 

students feel comfortable taking intellectual risks; (b) selecting activities at an 

appropriate level of difficulty; and (c) using a variety of motivation strategies.  

Development of beginning teachers 

“No matter what initial preparation they receive, teachers are never fully prepared 

for classroom realities and for responsibilities associated with meeting the needs of a 
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rapidly growing, increasingly diverse student population” (Bartell, 1995, p. 28-29, as 

cited in Feiman-Nemser, 2001). Researchers and educators have been trying to help new 

teachers connect their prior knowledge and experience of learning and teaching to real 

contexts of contemporary classrooms (Dalton & Moir, 1996). 

Feiman-Nemser (2001) pointed out that there are somethings that can only be 

learned on the job, regardless of how good a teacher education program may be. The 

teacher preparation experience establishes a base for teaching, “the first encounter with 

real teaching occurs when beginning teachers step into their own classroom. Then 

learning to teach begins in earnest” (p. 1026). It has been widely accepted that teaching is 

a career-long learning processes.  

Research focusing on the development of teachers has been grounded in varied 

theoretical frameworks. One perspective has focused on the different developmental 

stages that teachers move through. Fuller’s concern theory (1969) is one of the most 

popular stage theories. Based upon a review of ten studies of teachers’ concerns, Fuller 

proposed three developmental stages. The first phase is teachers’ concern for self, for 

example, concerns for how their supervisors evaluate them, and whether students and 

colleagues accept them. The second phase is concern for task, for instance, concerns for 

their ability for instruction, classroom management, and assessing students’ learning. The 

final stage is described as concern for impact, such as concerns for how their teaching 

influences students and their learning.  

A second perspective is centered on the development of teaching knowledge by 

examining the differences between expert and novice teachers. Berliner (1994) suggested 
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that teachers improve their expertise through five stages—from novice to advanced 

beginners, competent, proficient, and ultimately to expert. This study focused on change 

in beginning teachers’ teaching practices within the first year. Knowledge of novice 

teachers’ practices in assessment, classroom management, and implementation of 

instruction could provide guidelines for beginning teachers’ learning and development.  

Another perspective has emphasized a process of change in teachers’ mental 

models, beliefs, and perceptions regarding teaching and students learning. A number of 

variables have been identified for their relative importance in influencing teachers’ 

change processes. Some studies showed that teachers’ perceptions and prior knowledge 

and experience are biased. In contrast, many studies reported positive changes in 

teachers’ beliefs. Huberman (1989) revealed that teachers who implemented innovative 

methods and experienced positive changes in their students’ learning developed more 

positive changes in attitudes and understandings.  

Recently, teachers’ learning and development is conceptualized as “adaptive 

expertise”. There are two dimensions for teachers’ development—efficiency and 

innovation. “Expertise along the efficiency dimension involves greater abilities to 

perform particular tasks without having to devote too many intentional resources to 

achieve them… lifelong learning along the innovation dimension typically involves 

moving beyond existing routines and often requires people to rethink key ideas, practices, 

and even values in order to change what they are doing” (Hammerness et al., 2005, p.  

360-361).  
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 In sum, teachers’ development is multi-dimensional and includes the 

development of concerns, identities, beliefs, and teacher knowledge. Beginning teachers’ 

first year is critical to teachers’ sustainable development. Research about teacher 

education needs to identify which characteristics, and how, influence teachers’ 

development.  

Classroom observation as assessment for beginning teachers 

Observing teachers’ classroom practices is, perhaps the oldest of all personnel 

evaluation procedures in the field of education. Classroom observation remains the most 

practical activity for collecting formal data about teaching practices (Danielson, 1996). 

Classroom observation as an assessment method for teachers has a long history 

related to the research on teacher effectiveness. Good and Mulryan (1990) cited the 

emergence of the Ohio teaching record in 1941 as making a major contribution to 

focusing classroom-based assessments on the study of teaching effectiveness. In the time 

period of 1970s and 1980s, the era of teacher effectiveness research in American 

classrooms boomed. The employment of the process-product research paradigm designed 

to link teaching behaviors to students’ achievement was dominant in educational research. 

As a result, a wide variety of instruments and procedures were produced for classroom 

observation. These instruments and procedures focused on a broad array of macro- and 

micro observation and assessment variables, such as teacher warmth and enthusiasm, 

teacher expectations, the frequency of student questions, and feedback provided to 

students. Findings from process-product research established a solid foundation for 

evaluation of classroom performance. Danielson’s framework is one of the evaluation 

 



 46

systems for evaluating beginning teachers’ teaching practices that is based on process-

product research.  

Peterson and Kauchak (1982) proposed systematic observation for assessing 

teachers’ practice. They provided basic guidelines for systematic observation: (a) the 

observer as a neutral outsider to the school; (b) a reliable number of visits; (c) focus of 

observations limited to a fewer categories of events; (d) systematic, verifiable and 

permanent recording systems; and (e) coherent and validated data analysis.  

Tsang (2003) conducted a study on evaluating beginning teachers’ teaching 

practices based on direct observations of 63 new teachers with various preparation 

backgrounds. The observation instrument (Tsang-Hester Observation Rubric) employed 

in Tsang’s study was primarily based on Danielson’s system for evaluating beginning 

teachers’ teaching practices. Tsang found that there were significant differences in the 

performance of first-year teachers’ teaching practices depending on teachers’ teacher 

preparation paths. Good et al. (2006) reported similar results and concluded that teachers 

attending traditional teacher preparation programs scored higher in classroom teaching 

practices than those attending non-traditional teacher preparation programs, especially in 

the area of classroom management and at the elementary school level. Both studies were 

based on direct observations of new teachers’ classroom teaching practices. 

My study builds upon these two studies using similar methodology to study 

the performance of new teachers and the relationship between teachers’ performance and 

their teacher preparation paths. Furthermore, my study also examines the relationships 

among first-year teachers’ performance, school level, and school SES.  
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Summary  

After reviewing literature related to teacher education and beginning teachers, it is 

concluded that scientific research evidence is badly needed to show if and how teacher 

education improves their graduates’ ability to teach. Extant studies do not support one 

type of teacher education is better than the other one. In addition to student achievement, 

other outcome measures should also be employed, for example, students’ non-academic 

achievement. The AERA panel calls for more research on teachers’ practices. There is a 

general recognition that a solid knowledge base for beginning teachers is important. The 

knowledge base includes subject matter knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and 

knowledge about learning and learners’ development. However, more robust research 

evidence is needed to examine the relationship between teachers’ effectiveness and the 

basic knowledge base of teachers. The first year of teaching is viewed as extremely 

difficult. Case studies account for a large portion of first-year teachers’ research. And 

teachers’ first year is vitally significant for teachers’ continuing learning and 

development. Classroom observation is an important and the most practical approach to 

evaluate beginning teachers’ teaching practices in spite of its inevitable limitations. 

Classroom observation could provide formal data about teaching practices for formative 

and summative assessment of teacher effectiveness. 
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CHAPTER 3    METHOD 

This study examined changes in beginning teachers’ teaching practices within the 

first year. Moreover, changes in teaching practices were linked with the type of teacher 

education, the school level at which teachers taught, and school SES to identify possible 

relationship among these variables. This project was conducted for two consecutive years. 

Study One was carried out in the academic year 2003-2004, and Study Two in year 2004-

2005. Both studies involved collecting teaching practices data through observations by 

trained researchers.  

Participants  

 In each study, the subjects consisted of beginning teachers from elementary, 

middle, and high school in their first year of teaching in local school districts. All seven 

local school districts participated in both studies, except one district participated in Study 

One only. The sample schools in each study represented a full range in terms of average 

percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch. For Study One, the minimum was 

4.32% and the maximum was 93.43%. The mean was 49.78% and the standard deviation 

was 29.34%. In Study Two, free or reduced lunch ranged from 3.4% to 97.5%, the mean 

was 49.75%, and the standard deviation was 31.53%. 

Study One data were based upon observations of 113 teachers and Study Two 

involved 139 teachers. Teachers’ preparation paths were included traditional 

undergraduate bachelor programs and post-baccalaureate or masters programs. In this 

project teachers in both studies were categorized into two groups: one group obtained a 

traditional teacher certificate, the other had a non-traditional teacher certificate. In Study 
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One, 55 teachers held a traditional teacher certificate, 55 teachers had a non-traditional 

certificate, and three could not be classified because of missing data. In Study Two, 87 

teachers obtained a traditional teacher certificate, 49 receive a non-traditional teacher 

certificate, and one teacher could not be classified because of missing data. See Table 1 

and Table 2 for additional information.  

Table 1
Teachers' Freqencies by Type of Teacher Certificate and School Level 2003-2004
School Level

Number Percent Number Percent
Elementary School 31 56% 20 37%

Middle School 18 33% 13 25%

High School 6 11% 20 37%

Table 2
Teachers' Freqencies by Type of Teacher Certificate and School Level 2004-2005
School Level

Number Percent Number Percent
Elementary School 51 59% 19 39%

Middle School 21 24% 17 35%

High School 15 17% 13 27%

Traditional Non-traditional

Traditional Non-traditional

 

Teachers attended a range of institutions, although in each study, the majority of 

teachers were educated at the local university (Study One = 54%; Study Two = 65%). 

Observation instrument 

The observation instrument employed in this investigation was the Tsang-Hester 

Observation Rubric (THOR), which was based on the Framework for Professional 

Practice developed by Charlotte Danielson (1996). The Danielson system is a major part 

of Praxis III criteria used by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in many studies for 

assessing beginning teachers. 
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Danielson’s framework conceptualizes teaching practices in four domains: 

planning and preparation, classroom environment, instruction, and professional 

responsibilities. Each domain has five or six criteria. There are four levels (unsatisfactory, 

basic, proficient, and distinguished) of performance for each criterion. Each performance 

level has a written description describing teacher behavior for that level.                                                     

The Tsang-Hester Teacher Observation Rubric (THOR) consisted of three 

domains (Planning and Preparation, Classroom Climate, and Implementation of  

Instruction) with 29 criteria. THOR had two basic characteristics that differed from the 

Danielson system. First, the “distinguished” performance level, based on self-directed 

student behavior in Danielson’s rubric, was omitted because scoring that level 

represented notable challenges for observers during a brief observation. That problem 

might well reduce the construct validity of the Danielson system (Tsang, 2003). Second, 

the arbitrary procedure of lowering scores when a teacher’s performance on a criterion 

fell between two performance levels was abolished. Instead, Tsang added two 

performance levels (level 2 and level 4) without descriptions, which allowed observers to 

rate lower or higher based on teachers’ practices. Therefore, Tsang’s system has five 

performance levels, three with descriptions and two without (see appendix A for the 

THOR system).    

The THOR system was used in Study One. A revised THOR system was 

employed in Study Two. Project staff of Study Two modified the system based on in-

depth discussion with the original author, Tsang, in the following aspects. First, the 

original THOR system included eight items in the domain “Planning and Preparation”. 
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Each item was coded based on a 20-30 minute interview with the teacher. Based on the 

findings from Study One, it was concluded that this domain allowed teachers to receive 

scores based on their general knowledge as opposed to their actual teaching practices. In 

addition, the domain was re-labeled “Assessment”, and divided into two sections. Three 

formal assessment items were coded based on an abbreviated teacher interview (10-15 

minutes), and two informal assessment items were coded during the observation, which 

would capture the clarity and actual use of formal and informal assessment by teachers in 

the classroom.  

Second, the domain of “Classroom Climate” was relabeled “Classroom 

Management”. The item that coded “management of transitions” was eliminated under 

the advisement of Tsang, the instrument’s developer, who indicated that previous 

analysis of the code did not contribute significantly to the overall system. Also, 

descriptors of two items (student interaction with other students; appropriate behavior is 

understood and followed by students) were modified so that those two items could better 

capture teacher managerial behaviors.  

Third, the domain of “Implementation of Instruction” was reduced to 14 items 

from the original by moving two items to the domain of “Assessment”. Finally, one item, 

“relates present learning to students’ prior knowledge” was replaced with “bag of tricks”, 

an item designed to capture teachers’ reactive responses to a student’s lack of 

comprehension. 

The revised THOR system is divided into three domains with 24 items, with 3 

items based on interview and 21 items based on observation. The domain of 
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“Assessment” has five items, three items based on a brief interview and two items based 

on observation. The domain of “Classroom Management” has five items; the domain of 

“Implementation of Instruction” has 14 items. The central focus of the revised system 

was to measure teachers’ teaching practices in live classrooms. (See appendix B for the 

revised THOR system used in Study Two). 

Procedure  

Sample selection 

The sample selection processes were identical for both studies. The essential 

recruiting criterion was that all participants have to be new teachers, defined as a 

maximum of 6 months prior teaching experience. First, project staff met with school 

district superintendents to get consent to conduct the study. Then, recruitment 

presentations introducing research purposes, procedures, and benefits were conducted at 

annual new teacher orientation meetings. All new teachers completed a survey about their 

background information: degrees, majors, university or college attended, teaching subject, 

grade level, and contact information. In Study One, all teachers qualified for the 

recruiting criterion were contacted. In Study Two, a random selection of participants was 

used because of a larger population of qualified new teachers.  

Observer training   

Systematic training meetings were organized to train observers how to use the 

THOR system. The essential task for training was to help observers reach agreement on 

their conception of each item and rating performance levels within items. Videotape 

coding was used for both studies. In addition, observers had a chance to conduct 
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observations in live classrooms, which assisted observers’ understanding of individual 

items in actual classroom settings. Further, observers had extended opportunity to discuss 

and clarify their use of the observational system.  

Establishing reliability  

In Study One, two observers were sent to each classroom. Percentage exact and 

within 1-point agreement between two observers were considered as the measures of 

reliability. In sum, observers had 81% percent agreement within 1 point, and 35% percent 

exact agreement. 

 In Study Two, a generalizbility study was conducted for the inter-rater reliability 

analysis. 

Inter-rater reliability in G theory 

In G theory, “facet” is defined as a major source of variation. In Study Two, a 

two-facets model was used to illustrate the inter-rater reliability, since there are two 

major sources of variation in this example--- variation from different raters and variation 

from different times/intervals. Within this two-facet model, there are seven sources of 

variation: 1) the objects of measurement, teachers, denoted by tσ ; 2) constant effects for 

all teachers due to stringency of raters, denoted by rσ ; 3) constant effects for all teachers 

due to times/intervals, denoted by iσ ; 4) inconsistencies of raters’ evaluation of 

particular teachers’ teaching practices, denoted by trσ ; 5) inconsistencies from one 

time/interval to another in teachers’ teaching practices, denoted by tiσ ; 6) constant 

effects for all teachers due to different raters and times/intervals, denoted by, riσ ; and 7) 
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residual effects consisting of the unique combination of teachers, raters, times/intervals, 

and unmeasured facets that affect the measurement and other random events, denoted by 

etri ,σ   

Interpretation of estimated variance components 

The results—variance component estimates for each facet and interaction in the 

model—are given in Table 3.The largest variance component estimate, that for teachers, 

accounts for 50% of the total variance in scores. This is the variance for universe scores 

and indicates that first year teachers systematically differed in classroom teaching 

practices. (This is desirable variability because it is expected that they vary in their 

teaching practices.) The variance component estimates of raters (-0.016) and intervals     

(-0.004) are negative. This indicated that raters did not systematically differ in severity, 

and that teaching practices were stable across the three intervals. Both variance 

components were set to zero, (see Table 3) as recommended by Cronbach et al. (1972). 

Similarly, the variance component estimate of raters-by-intervals interactions is also 

small (3.13%), which indicated that raters could calibrate in the same part of the scale 

and did so consistently at each interval. The variance associated with interactions, that for 

teachers-by-raters interaction, accounts for the second largest proportion of the total 

variance (25%). This interaction indicates that even though the raters used the same 

standards overall, they disagreed somewhat in the relative standings of teachers. The 

variance components estimate (-0.06) associated with teachers-by-intervals interaction is 

negative; which indicated that teachers’ teaching practices are stable across intervals. It is 

set to zero, as seen in Table 3. Finally, the variance component estimate associated with 
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three-way interaction is somewhat large (21.88%). It means that, to some extent, raters 

differed nonsystematically across intervals and across teachers. This variance could be 

due to the three-way interaction of raters, teachers, and intervals and/or other 

unsystematic or systematic sources of variation that were not measured in this model. 

Table 3
Analysis of Variance Results and Variance Component Estimates for Raters, 
Teachers, Intervals, and Interactions

Teachers (t ) 5 46.82 0.16 50.00
Raters (r ) 4 1.70 0.00 0.00
Intervals (i ) 2 0.70 0.00 0.00
tr 20 5.77 0.08 25.00
ti 8 1.62 0.00 0.00
ri 8 2.59 0.01 3.13
tri,e 32 1.92 0.07 21.88
The percentages do not sum exactly to 100 due to rounding. 

Variance Components
Estimates

Percentage of Total
VarianceSource of Variance df Mean Square

 

Relative and absolute decisions and corresponding coefficients in G study 

In G theory, two types of decisions can be considered. The first is due to the relative 

error corresponding to relative decisions. The second is due to absolute error 

corresponding to absolute decisions. Relative decisions are based on the relative ranking 

of individuals and absolute decisions are based on the absolute level of individuals. 

Shavelson and Webb (1991) noted: 

For relative decisions all variance components that influence the relative standing of 

individual standings contributed to error. These components are the interactions of 

each facet with the object of measurement, here persons. For absolute decisions all 

variance components except the object of measurement contributed to measurement 

error. (p. 84) 
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Corresponding to two types of decisions, there are two types of coefficients. For 

relative decisions, Shavelson and Webb (1991) defined the G coefficient as “the universe-

score variance divided by the expected observed-score variance: ( )2
Re

222
Re lppl

E σσσρ += . 

The G coefficient, then, is the proportion of expected observed-score variance that is 

universe-score variance” (p. 96). And for absolute decisions, this coefficient is called an 

index of dependability. It is the proportion of total variance accounted for by the 

universe-score variance. 

In this study, the primary interest is to examine whether first-year teachers’ 

teaching practices measured by the observation instrument related to their teacher 

education paths, school level, and school SES. This correlational question leads to a 

relative interpretation based on measurement. The magnitude of correlation is influenced 

by the relative standing of first-year teachers’ teaching practices. For this two-facet 

design, the variance components contributing to error are and . The 

calculations of the G coefficient for this case are shown in the following.  
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This generalizability coefficient is analogous to the traditional reliability 

coefficient in classical test theory, and can range from zero to one. The G coefficient is 

quite high, 0.89, in this two-facet design.  

Also, the calculations of the G coefficient for a sample D study are displayed in 

the following, in which the number of levels of one facet (rater) is changed to one, 

because only one rater was assigned to each teacher in the real observations. The D study 

calculation is analogous to the use of the Spearman–Brown formula in classical test 

theory, except that here more than one facet can be included in the calculation. 

Sample D-Study Conditions (nr = 1; ni = 3): 

( ) ( ) ( )
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The research purpose of the current study aims to identify the relationship 

between first-year teachers’ teaching practices and their teacher education paths, school 

level, and school SES. The research interest lies in knowing the correlation between 

teachers’ scores of teaching practices and the type of their teacher education, school level, 

and school SES. The scores of teachers’ teaching practices are obtained by systematic 

observations through trained researchers. Teachers’ scores represent the performance 

level of their first-year teaching. Correlating teachers’ scores with their teacher education, 

school level, and school SES calls for a relative interpretation. Correlations are affected 

by the relative standing of individual teachers, not by their absolute levels of performance.  

 



 58

Based on the given data, it is concluded that the inter-rate reliability was quite 

high, 0.89. Generally speaking, all observers had similar understandings of the 

observation instrument and could calibrate in that they used the same part of the 

observation instrument scale and did so consistently at each interval, after the systematic 

observer training meetings. 

Observation procedure  

In both studies, all new teachers were observed two times within the first year. 

One occurred in the fall, which was viewed as the entry-level teaching performance; the 

other happened in the spring and was regarded as the end of the first-year teaching 

performance. Each new teacher was observed on two separate occasions for 

approximately 45-50 minutes. Initially, observers contacted teachers and set up a date to 

observe and interview teachers about planning and preparation. Then observers went to 

the classroom for approximately 45-50 minutes observation and coded teachers’ teaching 

practices based on the Tsang-Hester Teacher Observation Rubric. Typically, observations 

were scheduled in the morning. Most teachers were observed teaching a primary subject 

(e.g., math, reading, language arts, social studies, and science). 

Differences between Study One and Study Two 

There were four differences between Study One and Study Two. First, as 

mentioned earlier, the instrument used in Study Two was a modified version of the 

THOR system used in Study One. Second, in Study One, two observers were assigned to 

each classroom, and the average of two observers’ coding scores was used in the data 

analysis for that year. In Study Two, only one observer was sent to each classroom. And 
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the 45-50 minutes observation was divided into three 10-minutes intervals. The average 

score for the three intervals for each item was analyzed in Study Two. Third, in Study 

Two, the three-interval-coding procedure was applied to all 19 items based on 

observation except two items (item 12—broader view of content and item 13—structure 

of lesson) in the domain “Implementation of Instruction”, which were not scoreable for 

three separate intervals. Therefore, these two items had one global code through the 45-

50 minutes observation. Fourth, in Study Two, a “ not applicable” code was added on 

each item by asking observers if this teacher practice was scoreable with this particular 

item. This change turned the coding processes into a dichotomous decision analysis. Two 

questions were involved in this decision process: (a) whether all coders agree that the 

teacher’s practices were scoreable; and (b) if all coders agree that the teacher’s practices 

were scoreable, how consistent were observers’ scores.  

Data Analysis  

Data analyses were based upon observations of first-year teaching practices for 

the Fall and Spring semester for two consecutive years. The same data analyses were 

executed separately for the first-year data set and the second-year data set.   

1. Descriptive statistics and t test were used to examine the first research 

question (do first-year teachers’ teaching practices change within the first year 

of teaching?). 

2. Correlational analysis was conducted to address the second research question 

(are changes in first-year teaching practices associated with school SES?) 
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School SES was defined as percentage of students receiving free or reduced 

lunch during that academic school year.  

3. A mixed-model three factor (2x3x2) analysis of variance procedure with one 

repeated measures factor was conducted to answer research questions three, 

four and five. The two observations within the first year of teaching (one was 

in Fall and the other was in Spring) comprised the repeated measures factor. 

The teacher preparation program (traditional teacher preparation program vs 

nontraditional teacher preparation program) and the school level variable  

(elementary school (k-5), middle school (6-8), and high school (9-12)) were 

the two between-subjects factors. In all analyses observation scores were used 

as the dependent variables.  

4. Analytical comparisons were made to compare Study One and Study Two. 

Teachers’ teaching practices scores were used for descriptive statistics. For t test, 

dependent variables are scores of teachers’ teaching practices in the Fall and Spring, 

independent variable is the time. For the correlational analysis, two variables, teachers’ 

school SES and teachers’ teaching practices scores were correlated with each other. For 

the mixed-model three factor analysis of variance, independent variables are teachers’ 

teacher preparation programs and school level, and dependent variables are the scores of 

teachers’ teaching practices in the Fall and Spring.  
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CHAPTER 4    RESULTS 

This chapter is divided into four parts. First, the general trend of changes in first-

year teaching practices is described. Second, the correlational study of school SES and 

first-year teaching practices is displayed. Third, interaction effects and main effects of the 

ANOVA model are discussed. Finally, findings from Study One and Study Two are 

compared. 

General trend of changes in first-year teaching practices  

Means and standard deviations were computed to describe the general 

performance level of first-year teachers’ teaching practices for the Fall and Spring 

semesters for three domains including the scale scores and their sub-items. Generally, 

first-year teaching practices in all three assessed domains showed improvement from Fall 

to Spring for both years. Planning and Preparation/Assessment (Study One: Year 2003-

2004, Fall— M = 3.33, SD = .59, Spring—M = 3.59, SD = .59; Study Two: Year 2004-

2005, Fall—M = 3.22, SD = .82, Spring—M = 3.26, SD = .95), Classroom 

Climate/Classroom Management (Study One: Year 2003-2004, Fall—M = 3.61, SD = .80, 

Spring—M = 3.60, SD = .77; Study Two: Year 2004-2005, Fall— M = 3.65, SD = .76, 

Spring—M = 3.74, SD = .87), and Implementation of Instruction (Study One: Year 2003-

2004, Fall—M = 3.38, SD = .62, Spring—M = 3.52, SD = .69; Study Two: Year 2004-

2005, Fall—M = 3.55, SD = .59, Spring—M = 3.62, SD = .75). See Table 4 and Table 5 

for detailed information. 
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Descriptive Statistics for Year 2003-20004 (n=113)

Variable Mean SD Mean SD
 Planning and Preparation
1. Lesson plans provide depth in student understanding 3.18 0.75 3.49 0.84
2. Lesson plans contains clear focus on valuable learning 3.32 0.66 3.70 0.92
3. Lesson content incorporates academic standards 3.31 1.08 3.57 1.06
4. Uses diverse resource materials                                    3.08 0.94 3.49 0.97
5. Lesson plans incorporate multiple instructional strategies      3.38 0.87 3.54 0.82
6. Demonstrates long-term planning                                     3.66 0.87 3.72 1.03
7. Setting learning goals                                                         3.21 0.90 3.57 0.89
8. Assessment criteria and standards                                    3.50 0.91 3.69 0.89
Classroom Climate
1. Teacher interaction with students   3.90 0.83 3.81 0.83
2. Student interaction with students                                         3.66 0.83 3.45 0.79
3. Management of instructional groups/individuals                    3.51 0.95 3.63 0.93
4. Management of transitions                                                  3.71 0.89 3.70 0.92
5. Expectation of appropriate behavior by students                    3.43 0.95 3.58 0.81
6. Monitors student behavior                                          3.47 0.93 3.46 0.81
Implementation of Instruction
1. Importance and value of content                                          3.33 0.75 3.67 0.76
2. Demonstrates content knowledge                                        3.59 0.69 3.84 0.79
3. Explaining new concepts and giving directions                      3.55 0.80 3.58 0.71
4. Relates present learning to students' prior knowledge            3.33 0.78 3.59 0.78
5. Makes effective use of learning materials           3.30 0.68 3.53 0.79
6. Displays and models enthusiasm    3.45 0.89 3.53 0.90
7. Uses clear, accurate, and expressive oral communication  3.88 0.70 3.87 0.72
8. Quality of questions                                                           3.21 0.80 3.54 0.78
9. Student engagement                                                          3.38 0.89 3.33 0.96
10. Structure of the Lesson                                                      3.70 0.83 3.58 0.85
11. Pacing of the Lesson                                                         3.47 0.75 3.50 0.87
12. Providing Feedback                                                            3.31 0.74 3.44 0.76
13. Demonstrating flexibility in responding                                  3.31 0.77 3.50 0.75
14. Instructional activities are lead to accomplishing goals           3.35 0.66 3.44 0.80
15. Fairness and consistency of assessment                             3.12 0.97 3.49 0.90
16. Broader view of content                                                       2.95 1.01 3.15 1.09

Scale
 Planning and Preparation 3.33 0.59 3.59 0.65
Classroom Climate 3.61 0.80 3.60 0.77
Implementation of Instruction 3.38 0.62 3.52 0.69

Fall 2003 Spring 2004

Table 4
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Year 2004-2005 (n=139)

Variable 

Assessment Mean SD Mean SD

Observation

4.  Providing in-class feedback and informal assessment to students 3.21 0.86 3.24 0.99

5.  Fairness and consistency of formal and/or informal assessment 3.21 0.85 3.30 0.98

Classroom Management

1.  Teacher interaction with students 3.83 0.78 3.90 0.93

2.  Student interactions with other students 3.54 0.74 3.53 0.93

3.  Management of instructional groups and individuals 3.65 0.99 3.87 0.95

4.  Appropriate behavior is understood and followed by students 3.65 0.92 3.71 0.97

5.  Monitors student behavior and provides feedback 3.60 0.99 3.75 1.02

Implementation of Instruction

1. Instructional activities are congruent with goals and lead to accomplishing goal 3.64 0.70 3.69 0.85

2. Giving directions and explanations to students are congruent with learning goal 3.53 0.83 3.62 0.79

3. Makes effective use of learning materials to achieve learning goals 3.65 0.72 3.72 0.84

4. Demonstrating effective "bag of tricks" in presenting new or difficult concepts 3.28 0.77 3.31 0.93

5. Demonstrates content knowledge in instruction 3.58 0.69 3.72 0.86

6. Displays energy and conviction for the content being taught 3.51 0.81 3.57 1.01

7. Uses clear, accurate, and expressive oral communication 3.63 0.74 3.75 0.84

8. Quality of questions 3.31 0.84 3.34 0.92

9. Demonstrating flexibility in responding to students' questions and interests 3.34 0.75 3.44 0.79

10. Student engagement and interest in lesson 3.36 0.81 3.54 0.96

11. Importance and value of content presented 3.60 0.70 3.67 0.86

12. Broader view of content 3.53 1.06 3.52 0.99

13. Structure of lesson 3.86 0.88 3.82 0.86

14. Pacing of lesson 3.66 0.87 3.72 0.94

Scale

Assessment (Observation) 3.22 0.82 3.26 0.95

Classroom Management 3.65 0.76 3.74 0.87

Implementation of Instruction 3.55 0.59 3.62 0.75

Spring2005Fall 2004
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Study One: Year 2003-2004 

Planning and Preparation  

A dependent t test revealed that the mean for Planning and Preparation in the 

Spring semester was significantly higher than in the Fall semester, t(90) = 3.568, p = .001, 

Cohen’s d = .47. Cohen’s as effect size was calculated for each dependent t test to 

measure the magnitude of a time effect. The calculation of the effect size (Cohen’s d) was 

based on the illustration of Cohen (1988) on computing the effect size of two paired 

observations. Cohen (1988) defined effect sizes as "small, d = .2", "medium, d = .5”, and 

"large, d = .8 ". Within this domain, means of four items out of eight items in the Fall 

were significantly higher than those in the Spring. These items were: item 1—lesson 

plans provide depth in student understanding, t(90) = 3.133, p = .002, Cohen’s d = .37; 

item 2—lesson plans contain clear focus on valuable learning, t(90) = 3.997, p < .001, 

Cohen’s d = .51; item 4—uses diverse resource materials, t(89) = 3.484, p < .001, 

Cohen’s d = .42; and item 7—setting learning goals, t(88) = 3.181, p = .002, Cohen’s d 

= .38. Clearly in Study One, new teachers improved their assessment skills and practices 

during their first year of teaching. 

d

Classroom Climate 

Means for the domain of Classroom Climate were almost identical from Fall (M = 

3.61) to Spring (M = 3.60), and the dependent t test did not show significant changes in 

this domain. However, the scores for this domain were the highest among the three 

domains in the Fall and each were comparable in the Spring (Planning and Preparation: 

Fall, M = 3.33, Spring, M = 3.59; Implementation of Instruction, Fall, M = 3.38, Spring, 
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M = 3.59). It appeared that new teachers’ practices in Classroom Climate maintained at a 

desirable level over the first year. 

There was one item (student interactions with students) which showed a 

significant decrease from Fall to Spring, t(107) = -2.11, p = .037, Cohen’s d = -0.24. This 

result indicated that student interactions were less supportive of learning toward the end 

of academic year. 

Implementation of Instruction 

Overall, the mean of Implementation of Instruction in the Fall was higher than 

that in the Spring; however, the change was not significant, t(108) = 1.736, p = .085. The 

dependent t tests of items indicated that means of six items within the domain of 

Implementation of Instruction significantly increased from Fall to Spring. They were item 

1—importance and value of content, t(106) = 3.603, p < .001, Cohen’s d = .40; item 2—

demonstrates content knowledge, t(106) = 2.269, p = .025, Cohen’s d = .21; item 4—

relates present learning to students’ prior knowledge, t(104) = 2.649, p = .009, Cohen’s d 

= .30; item 5—makes effective use of learning materials, t(107) = 2.688, p = .008, 

Cohen’s d = .31; item 8— quality of questions, t(102) = 2.904, p = .005, Cohen’s d = .28; 

and item 15—fairness and consistency of assessment, t(87) = 3.003, p = .003, Cohen’s d 

= .34.  

Change over Year 2003-2004 

In summary, teachers showed significant changes in teaching practices over time 

on 12 of the 30 measures across all three domains. Teaching practices in Planning and 

Preparation, and Implementation of Instruction displayed significant improvement from 
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Fall to Spring. For example, teachers were seen as more adept at answering students’ 

questions; more skillful in using various sources of learning materials; instruction was 

more congruent with goals; and teachers asked more high quality questions. 

However, there was one item (student interaction with students) in the domain of 

Classroom Management that significantly decreased from Fall to Spring.  

Study Two: Year 2004-2005  

Although the means of the three domains increased from Fall to Spring 

(Assessment: Fall, M = 3.22, Spring, M = 3.26; Classroom Management, Fall, M = 3.65, 

Spring, M = 3.74; Implementation of Instruction, Fall, M = 3.55, Spring = 3.62), no 

significant changes were detected through dependent t tests. Compared to Study One, 

improvement in teachers’ teaching practices lacked statistical significance. However, 

means of Classroom Management and Implementation of Instruction in Study Two were 

higher than those in Study One in both the Fall and Spring. New teachers’ zone for 

improvement might be confined by a relatively higher entry-level performance, which 

resulted in no significant improvement for Study Two teachers over the year. 

SES effects 

Study One: Year 2003 –2004 

The sample schools in this study represented a full range in the average 

percentage of students receiving free or reduced lunch. The minimum was 4.32% and the 

maximum was 93.43%. The mean was 49.78% and the standard deviation was 29.34. 

 Study Two: Year 2004-2005 

Social economic status of sample schools in year two was similar to year one. 
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See Table 6 for detailed information. 

SES Year 2003-2004 (%) Year 2004-2005 (%)
Mean 49.78 49.75
Median 53.71 39.05
Std. Deviation 29.34 31.53
Minimum 4.32 3.40
Maximum 93.43 97.50

Table 6
Descriptive Statistics of SES (defined as percentage receiving free or reduced 
lunch) 

 

Correlation analyses were conducted to investigate the relationship between first-

year teaching practices and school SES. The unit of analysis was the teacher. Teachers 

from the same school had the same school SES. The results showed that there were no 

relationships between first-year teachers’ practices and school SES, as can be seen from 

the scatter plots shown in Figures 1 and 2. Since all scatter plots were very similar, only 

two of them are presented here. Based on the results of correlation analyses, SES was 

eliminated for the ANOVA procedures that follow.  
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Figure 1. First-year teachers' teaching practices in Classroom Climate in relation to 
school SES. 
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Figure 2. First-year teachers' teaching practices in Classroom Management in relation to 
school SES. 
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Mixed-model three factor Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

A mixed-model three-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to 

examine effects of time (Fall, Spring), school level (elementary, middle, and high school), 

teacher education (traditional teacher education and non-traditional teacher education), 

and their interaction. Tables 7 and 8 present the mixed ANOVA results. Interpretation of 

ANOVA results was focused on those factors that had a significant effect.  
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Table 7
Summary Table of  ANOVA for Year 2003-2004
Planning and Preparation
Source df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Within-Subjects Effects 88
  Time 1 1.85 7.35 0.01* 0.08
  Time * School Level 2 0.14 0.56 0.57 0.01
  Time * Teacher Education 1 0.07 0.30 0.59 0.00
  Time * School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.19 0.75 0.47 0.02
  Error within 82 0.25

Between-Subjects Effects 87
  School Level 2 0.52 1.13 0.33 0.03
  Teacher Education 1 0.01 0.01 0.91 0.00
  School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.85 1.84 0.16 0.04
  Error between 82 0.46

Total 175
Note.* Significant at Alpha level =0.05.

Classroom Climate
Source df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Within-Subjects Effects 105
  Time 1 0.05 0.14 0.71 0.00
  Time * School Level 2 0.88 2.31 0.10 0.04
  Time * Teacher Education 1 0.39 1.04 0.31 0.01
  Time * School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.09 0.23 0.79 0.00
  Error within 99 0.38

Between-Subjects Effects 104
  School Level 2 3.19 4.12 0.02* 0.08
  Teacher Education 1 0.45 0.58 0.45 0.01
  School Level * Teacher Education 2 1.08 1.40 0.25 0.03
  Error between 99 0.77

Total 209
Note.* Significant at Alpha level =0.05.

Implementation of Instruction
Source df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Within-Subjects Effects 105
  Time 1 0.74 2.33 0.13 0.02
  Time * School Level 2 0.39 1.22 0.30 0.02
  Time * Teacher Education 1 0.06 0.19 0.66 0.00
  Time * School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.18 0.55 0.58 0.01
  Error within 99 0.32

Between-Subjects Effects 104
  School Level 2 1.00 1.94 0.15 0.04
  Teacher Education 1 0.04 0.08 0.78 0.00
  School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.53 1.03 0.36 0.02
  Error between 99 0.52

 

Total 209
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Table 8
Summary Table of ANOVA for Year 2004-2005
Assessment Partial Eta 
Source df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Within-Subjects Effects 120
  Time 1 0.09 0.16 0.69 0.00
  Time * School Level 2 0.54 1.01 0.37 0.02
  Time * Teacher Education 1 0.05 0.10 0.76 0.00
  Time * School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.89 1.67 0.19 0.03
  Error within 114 0.53

Between-Subjects Effects 119
  School Level 2 3.53 3.48 0.03* 0.06
  Teacher Education 1 1.34 1.32 0.25 0.01
  School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.41 0.40 0.67 0.01
  Error between 114 1.02

Total 239
Note.* Significant at Alpha level =0.05.
Classroom Management Partial Eta 
Source df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Within-Subjects Effects 121
  Time 1 0.20 0.65 0.42 0.01
  Time * School Level 2 0.47 1.53 0.22 0.03
  Time * Teacher Education 1 0.03 0.09 0.76 0.00
  Time * School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.33 1.07 0.35 0.02
  Error within 115 0.30

Between-Subjects Effects 120
  School Level 2 1.14 1.09 0.34 0.02
  Teacher Education 1 0.02 0.02 0.88 0.00
  School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.68 0.65 0.52 0.01
  Error between 115 1.05

Total 241

Implementation of Instruction Partial Eta 
Source df Mean Square F Sig. Squared
Within-Subjects Effects 121
  Time 1 0.09 0.51 0.48 0.00
  Time * School Level 2 1.00 5.61 0.01* 0.09
  Time * Teacher Education 1 0.21 1.17 0.28 0.01
  Time * School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.82 4.62 0.01* 0.07
  Error within 115 0.18

Between-Subjects Effects 120
  School Level 2 0.43 0.59 0.56 0.01
  Teacher Education 1 0.00 0.00 0.97 0.00
  School Level * Teacher Education 2 0.46 0.63 0.53 0.01
  Error between 115 0.73

Total 241
Note.* Significant at Alpha level =0.05.
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Interaction effects 

Time by school level effects     

Study One: Year 2003-2004 

Although, in the aggregate, the effect of time (Fall and Spring) x school level 

(elementary, middle, and high school) in first-year teachers’ teaching practices was not 

significant for all three domains, the researcher chose to examine this mean pattern more 

closely because one of the major research interests of the study was to look at how time 

effects varied across different school levels. A series of comparisons of simple main 

effects were conducted. 

Planning and Preparation  

First-year teachers from elementary and middle schools improved their teaching 

practices in Planning and Preparation significantly from Fall 2003 to Spring 2004, 

elementary school, t(41) = 2.23, p = .032, and Cohen’s d = .38; middle school, t(25) = 

2.84, p = .009,  and Cohen’s d = .83. First-year high school teachers did not.  

Classroom Climate  

Although there were no significant changes in teaching practices in Classroom 

Climate from Fall 2003 to Spring 2004 for each of the three school levels, it was found 

that first-year teachers from elementary schools had a significantly higher mean in this 

domain than those from middle and high schools in time Two (Spring 2004).  

Implementation of Instruction  

Teaching practices in Implementation of Instruction were significantly improved 

from time One (Fall 2003) to time Two (Spring 2004) for first-year teachers in 

 



 74

elementary schools (t(49) = 2.34, p = .023 and Cohen’s d = .35), but not for middle and 

high school teachers.  

Overall, first-year teachers in elementary schools significantly improved their 

teaching practices in Planning and Preparation and Implementation of Instruction from 

Fall 2003 to Spring 2004. But that was not the case for first-year teachers in middle and 

high schools. Although elementary school teachers did not significantly improve in 

Classroom Climate, at time Two they had significantly higher scores than the middle and 

high school teachers.  

Study Two: Year 2004-2005 

Assessment 

Teachers from three school levels did not change significantly from time One to 

time Two. However, it was detected that teachers in elementary schools had a 

significantly higher mean than those in high schools at time Two (Spring 2005), p = .015 

(the mean difference was .57). 

Classroom Management 

Elementary school teachers significantly improved from time One (Fall 2004, M 

= 3.68) to time Two (Spring 2005, M = 3.85), p = .031. However, the mean of high 

school teachers although not significant, decreased from 3.55 to 3.48. 

Implementation of Instruction 

ANOVA procedures found  a significant time by school level interaction for this 

domain, F(2,115) = 5.61, p = .005, partial eta squared was .089. The pattern of these 

means as shown in figure 3 indicated that elementary school first-year teachers were 
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observed to have a lower level of performance in Implementation of Instruction practices 

in Fall 2004 (M = 3.39, SD = .56) but significantly higher level of performance in Spring 

2005 (M = 3.69, SD = .68), F(1,115) = 12.215, P = .001. Middle school teachers’ 

performance was almost identical for both time periods. High school teachers’ practices 

in Implementation of Instruction decreased across time (Fall, M = 3.48, SD = .73; Spring. 

M = 3.40, SD = .87). 

 
Figure 3. Implementation of Instruction (time by school level). 
 

Overall, teaching practices of elementary school teachers improved in three 

domains across time. The change was significant in the domains of Classroom 

Management and Implementation of Instruction. In contrast, high school teachers showed 

a negative change in domains of Classroom Management and Implementation of 
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Instruction. These findings revealed that changes in teaching practices during the first 

year of teaching across different school levels were complex.  

Time by teacher education program effects 

Study One: Year 2003—2004   

Although the overall ANOVA did not show significant time by teacher education 

preparation effects, the simple main effects analysis found that first-year teachers from 

traditional teacher preparation programs significantly improved their teaching practices in 

Planning and Preparation from Fall semester (M = 3.26) to Spring (M = 3.53) semester, 

F(1,82) = 4.48, p = .037, partial eta squared = .052. However, this was not the case for 

teachers from non-traditional teacher preparation programs.  

Study Two: Year 2004-2005 

No significant interaction (time by teacher education programs) effects were 

found in all three domains. However, a significant three-way interaction effect was 

detected for the domain of Implementation of Instruction; therefore, discussion about this 

two-way interaction should be situated in the three-way interaction. 

Time by school level by teacher education program effects 

Study One: Year 2003-2004 

No significant three-way interaction was detected for this year. A series of simple 

main effects comparisons at each school level was conducted to investigate how teacher 

preparation program influenced first-year teaching practices for elementary, middle, and 

high schools across time. Table 9 displays means and standard deviations for three 
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teaching practices domains, separated by time, school level, and teacher preparation 

program. 

Table 9
Descriptive Statistics (time by school level by teacher education program )

School level Teacher education Mean Sd Mean Sd Mean Sd
Elementary School Traditional (n=31 ) 3.17 0.55 3.74 0.70 3.42 0.54

Non-Traditional (n=20 ) 3.50 0.53 3.57 0.80 3.35 0.55

Middle School Traditional (n=18 ) 3.22 0.61 3.84 0.83 3.48 0.59
Non-Traditional (n=13 ) 3.03 0.59 3.37 0.80 3.27 0.70

High School Traditional (n=6 ) 3.27 0.40 3.25 0.78 3.15 0.52
Non-Traditional (n=20 ) 3.34 0.44 3.29 0.88 3.17 0.79

School level Teacher education Mean Sd Mean Sd Mean Sd
Elementary School Traditional (n=31 ) 3.60 0.59 3.78 0.68 3.57 0.55

Non-Traditional (n=20 ) 3.57 0.50 3.96 0.51 3.76 0.52

Middle School Traditional (n=18 ) 3.66 0.59 3.61 0.79 3.51 0.83
Non-Traditional (n=13 ) 3.31 0.88 3.23 0.98 3.21 0.92

High School Traditional (n=6 ) 3.32 0.50 3.12 0.77 3.29 0.31
Non-Traditional (n=20 ) 3.63 0.69 3.29 0.74 3.41 0.71

School level Teacher education Mean Sd Mean Sd Mean Sd
Elementary School Traditional (n=51 ) 3.30 0.84 3.72 0.69 3.60 0.56

Non-Traditional (n= 19) 3.33 0.69 3.55 0.61 3.32 0.50

Middle School Traditional (n=21 ) 3.10 0.81 3.63 0.73 3.55 0.60
Non-Traditional (n=17 ) 3.48 0.81 3.75 0.91 3.73 0.55

High School Traditional (n= 15) 2.74 0.87 3.40 1.01 3.44 0.85
Non-Traditional (n=13 ) 3.17 0.65 3.67 0.87 3.58 0.58

School level Teacher education Mean Sd Mean Sd Mean Sd
Elementary School Traditional (n=51 ) 3.39 0.83 3.86 0.87 3.66 0.72

Non-Traditional (n= 19) 3.65 0.78 3.83 0.70 3.78 0.59

Middle School Traditional (n=21 ) 3.32 0.89 3.78 0.80 3.78 0.69
Non-Traditional (n=17 ) 3.05 0.90 3.62 0.77 3.53 0.82

High School Traditional (n= 15) 2.75 1.22 3.28 1.09 3.23 0.96
Non-Traditional (n=13 ) 3.15 1.22 3.61 1.00 3.56 0.82

Fall 2003
Assessment Classroom Management Implementation of Instruction

Spring 2004

Assessment Classroom Management Implementation of Instruction

Fall 2004

Assessment Classroom Management Implementation of Instruction

Spring 2005

Assessment Classroom Management Implementation of Instruction
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For elementary schools, it was found that teachers categorized as traditional 

significantly improved their teaching practices in Planning and Preparation from Fall 

2003 to Spring 2004, t(23) = 2.394, p = .025, and Cohen’s d = .50. Also, teachers from 

non-traditional preparation paths significantly improved teaching practices in 

Implementation of Instruction across time, t(19) = 2.548, p = .02, and Cohen’s d = .59.  

Moreover, their practices in Classroom Climate showed a positive change across time. 

For middle schools, teachers from a traditional path displayed significant 

improvement in Planning and Preparation practices from Fall to Spring t(14) = 2.545, p 

= .023, Cohen’s d = .87 

For high schools, no significant changes were found for either teacher preparation 

path in all three domains.  

Study Two: Year 2004-2005 

The ANOVA analysis detected a significant three-way interaction (time by school 

level by teacher education program) for Implementation of Instruction, F(2, 115) = 4.618, 

p = .012. As a result, a time by school level ANOVA was conducted on observation 

scores for Implementation of Instruction for each teacher preparation program to 

decompose the three-way interaction. For traditional teacher preparation programs, no 

significant effects emerged. For non-traditional teacher preparation programs, there was a 

significant effect of time by school interaction, F(2, 42) = 8.296, p= .001. Simple effects 

tests of the time by school interaction revealed a significant effect of time for elementary 

school teachers, t(16) = 4.92, p < .001, Cohen’s d = 2.03. See Figure 4 for the interaction 

effects. 
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 Figure 4. Implementation of Instruction (time by school level). 
 
 

In sum, elementary school teachers from both teacher preparation paths showed 

positive changes in teaching practices across time. A significant improvement in 

Implementation of Instruction was detected for non-traditional preparation paths, but not 

for traditional teacher preparation paths.  

School level effects 

Study One: Year 2003-2004 

Means and standard deviations of all three domains are presented in Table 10. 

Overall, elementary school teachers had higher means for all three domains than those of 

middle and high school teachers for both time periods.  

ANOVA procedures revealed an overall mean difference for the Classroom 

Management domain among elementary school teachers (M = 3.77), middle school 

teachers (M = 3.55), and high school teachers (M = 3.29), F(2, 82) =  4.125, p = .019, 

partial eta squared was .08. The post-hoc pair-wise mean comparisons showed significant 
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differences between elementary and high school first-year teachers, but middle school 

first-year teachers did not differ from either. First-year teachers from elementary schools 

also improved their teaching practices in Classroom Management toward the end of the 

first year as can be seen in Table 10. 

Elementary school (n=51)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Planning and Preparation 3.30 0.56 3.59 0.54
Classroom Climate 3.67 0.74 3.86 0.62
Implementation of Instruction 3.39 0.54 3.64 0.54

Middle  school (n=31)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Planning and Preparation 3.14 0.60 3.51 0.74
Classroom Climate 3.64 0.84 3.45 0.88
Implementation of Instruction 3.39 0.63 3.38 0.87

High  school (n=27)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Planning and Preparation 3.32 0.43 3.55 0.65
Classroom Climate 3.26 0.83 3.23 0.73
Implementation of Instruction 3.17 0.71 3.34 0.67

Table 10

Fall 2003 Spring 2004

Fall 2003 Spring 2004

Fall 2003 Spring 2004

Descriptive Statistics for Year 2003-2004 (time by school level)

 

Overall, elementary school teachers were observed to be more effective in their 

Classroom Management practices than were middle and high school teachers. Moreover, 

only elementary school teachers improved their Classroom Management practices across 

time. No significant school level differences were detected for the domains of 

Assessment and Implementation of Instruction.  

Study Two: Year 2004-2005 

Table 11 displays means and standard deviations of each three domain divided by 

time and school level. Elementary school teachers had better performance than those of 
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middle school and high school teachers for both time periods (Fall 2004 and Spring 2005). 

Moreover, the elementary school was the only school level whose teachers displayed a 

positive change in Classroom Management practices, although this change was not 

significant.  

Elementary school (n=71)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Assessment (Observation) 3.32 0.80 3.46 0.82
Classroom Management 3.68 0.67 3.85 0.82
Implementation of Instruction 3.53 0.56 3.69 0.68

Middle  school (n=39)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Assessment (Observation) 3.27 0.81 3.15 0.90
Classroom Management 3.69 0.80 3.72 0.78
Implementation of Instruction 3.63 0.57 3.64 0.75

High  school (n=29)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Assessment (Observation) 2.92 0.79 2.93 1.19
Classroom Management 3.55 0.93 3.48 1.04
Implementation of Instruction 3.48 0.73 3.40 0.87

Fall 2004 Spring 2005

Fall 2004 Spring 2005

Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Year 2004-2005 (time by school level) 

Fall 2004 Spring 2005

 
 
ANOVA procedures found that there was a significant school level effect for the 

Assessment domain, F(2,114) = 3.481, p = .034, and partial eta squared was .058. The 

post-hoc pair-wise mean comparisons detected significant differences between 

elementary school teachers and high school teachers, p=0.028, the mean difference 

was .44 (See Table 11 for details). Elementary school teachers were observed to be more 

effective in assessing students’ learning and more skillful in using formative assessment.  

Teacher education effects 

In this study, teacher education was divided into two categories. They were: (a) a 

“traditional” undergraduate bachelor degree in preparation, or in conjunction with 

education; and (b) a “non-traditional” master degree in education or post-bachelor 
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program that issues teacher certification. Both paths were pursued in University or 

College settings.  

Study One: Year 2003-2004 and Study Two: Year 2004 –2005 

Overall, first year teachers labeled as “traditional” had higher means than their 

non-traditional peers in all three domains for both times (Fall and Spring) in each study. 

(See Table 12 and 13 for means and standard deviations for the two studies) However, 

the mean difference was not significant. One interesting finding in Study One was that 

Classroom Management practices for teachers with a traditional education certificate 

decreased from Fall  (M = 3.72) to Spring (M = 3.66); while teachers with a non-

traditional path improved Classroom Management practices across time (Fall, M = 3.43; 

Spring, M = 3.54).  

Traditional teacher education program (n=55)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Planning and Preparation 3.20 0.55 3.59 0.57
Classroom Climate 3.72 0.76 3.66 0.74
Implementation of Instruction 3.41 0.55 3.52 0.64

Non-traditional teacher education program (n=55)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Planning and Preparation 3.35 0.54 3.55 0.69
Classroom Climate 3.43 0.81 3.54 0.79
Implementation of Instruction 3.28 0.68 3.50 0.72

Fall 2003 Spring 2004

Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for Year 2003-2004 (time by teacher education program)

Fall 2003 Spring 2004
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Traditional teacher education program (n=87)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Assessment (Observation) 3.16 0.85 3.26 0.94
Classroom Management 3.64 0.76 3.74 0.91
Implementation of Instruction 3.56 0.62 3.61 0.77

Non-traditional teacher education program (n=49)
Scale Mean SD Mean SD

Assessment (Observation) 3.34 0.72 3.31 0.97
Classroom Management 3.65 0.78 3.69 0.80
Implementation of Instruction 3.53 0.56 3.63 0.73

Fall 2004 Spring 2005

Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for Year 2004-2005 (time by teacher education program)

Fall 2004 Spring 2005

 

A summary of Study One and Study Two 

Research findings from Study One and Two are very similar. Both studies 

revealed a general trend of improvement in teaching practices within first-year teaching. 

For school effects, elementary school teachers had the highest scores of teaching 

practices. For teacher education effects, teachers from traditional education paths had 

higher scores of teaching practices in Fall and Spring in each study. However, only Study 

Two showed significant interaction effects for first year teachers’ teaching practices in 

Implementation of Instruction.  

Several major findings were obtained in these two studies. First, first-year 

teachers’ teaching practices had no relationship with school SES. Second, elementary 

school teachers were observed to be more effective in their Classroom Management 

practices. Third, elementary school teachers improved their teaching practices across time. 

Elementary school teachers improved their teaching practices in the domains of Planning 

and Preparation and Implementation of Instruction in Study One, and Assessment in 

Study Two. Fourth, in both studies, teachers’ practices in the domain of Implementation 

of Instruction were significantly improved across time for teachers from non-traditional 
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preparation paths. Fifth, in Study Two, high school teachers who had a traditional teacher 

education had a negative change in Implementation of Instruction but this change was not 

significant. The sample size of high school teachers who obtained a traditional certificate 

is relatively small, which reduces the power to detect statistical differences. High school 

teachers holding non-traditional certificates did not show a negative change across time. 
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CHAPTER 5    DISCUSSION 

The AERA panel (2005) reviewed existing literature on teacher education and 

concluded that purported link between teacher education and classroom teaching lacked 

scientific evidence. Research findings from both sides of the debate (proponents of 

traditional teacher education and advocates of non-traditional teacher education) are 

inconclusive. As a consequence, the panel called for more scientific research on teacher 

education, particularly on its outcomes. “Along the same lines, all of the recent syntheses 

of teacher education research have called for more and better research, and the federal 

government has explicitly recommended causal research in this area” (Cochran-Smith, 

2005b, p. 303). Meanwhile, the panel recommended an extensive new research agenda to 

guide and strengthen future research on teacher education. The new agenda has two 

major components: (a) the concept of student achievement is broadened: students’ test 

scores are no longer regarded as the mere criterion; and (b) more research should 

examine interaction effects of teacher quality and teacher demographic variables on 

student learning. Generally speaking, recommendations for improving research fell into 

the following categories: research design and methodology, basic theory and framework, 

and building an infrastructure necessary to establish a solid foundation for research that 

informs policy and practice. Particularly, the panel encouraged more research focusing on 

the impact of teacher education on teachers’ actual practices.  

My study was conducted to examine new teachers’ practices in Planning and 

Preparation/Assessment, Classroom Management, and Implementation of Instruction. 

Further, the study linked beginning teachers’ teaching practices with types of teacher 
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education, school level, and school SES to investigate how teacher education influences 

new teachers’ teaching practices within different school level settings. The study was not 

designed to prove whether one type of teacher education is better than the other, but 

provided context-specific information on the impact of traditional teacher education and 

non-traditional teacher education on teachers’ classroom practices.  

Beginning teachers’ practices across the first year 

Data from two different studies over consecutive years indicated that teaching 

practices were positive across time for teachers from traditional and non-traditional 

teacher preparation paths. Good et al. (2006) reported that beginning teachers’ entry-level 

teaching practices from both types of preparation programs generally met the 

performance expectations of their schools and districts. 

 My study expanded the findings reported by Good et al. (2006) by considering 

how new teachers change their teaching practices during the course of their first year. 

The majority of beginning teachers not only showed a desirable normative level of 

teaching practices, but also continued to teach at that level and made improvements as 

measured by the end of year teaching performance measure.  

Teacher education and beginning teachers’ teaching practices  

My study found that teachers, in the aggregate across three school levels, who 

teachers had a traditional teacher certificate scored higher in teaching practices than those 

who obtained a non-traditional teacher certificate in the Fall. However, the gap almost 

disappeared by the end of their first year of teaching. Others have reported similar 

findings. A new study by Schalock, Schalock, and Ayres (2006) investigated the 
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relationship between teacher preparation and licensing. Teachers’ classroom performance 

was one of the variables. In their study, teacher preparation programs were categorized 

into three types: high, medium, and low level of departure from traditional preparation 

programs. They found that “the emphases in teacher preparation investigated were 

positively related to the classroom performance of 1st-year elementary teachers, with 

effect sizes in the moderate to large range. These positive relationships, however, 

essentially disappeared in 2nd-year teachers and in some cases reversed themselves in 3rd-

year teachers” (p. 106). Compared to my study, their study showed larger effect sizes on 

differences of teachers’ classroom performance level depending on different types of 

teacher education. Miller et al. (1998) reported that there were some gaps in teachers’ 

self-belief competence between traditional certified teachers and non-traditional certified 

teachers at the beginning of their teaching. However, the gaps in self-belief competence 

disappeared at the end of their third year of teaching. It may be that non-traditional 

certified teachers catch up with traditional teachers in teaching practices, although they 

had a relatively lower score when they began to teach.  

Significant school level effects were detected in the current study. Elementary 

school teachers were rated as having the best teaching practices among the three school 

levels. Particularly in the domain of Classroom Management, elementary school teachers 

had significantly higher means than those of middle and high school teachers.  

Further analysis revealed that there was a significant time by school level by 

teacher education interaction effect on beginning teachers’ teaching practices in Study 

Two and the effect size was .074. Elementary school teachers from both types of teacher 
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preparation showed improvement in teaching practices across time, particularly in the 

domain of Implementation of Instruction; however; the improvement was only significant 

for non-traditional preparation path teachers in both studies. High school teachers from 

traditional preparation paths displayed negative changes in teaching practices in all three 

domains in study Two, although this finding was not statistically significant, likely due, 

in part, to small sample size. Data from Laczko-Kerr and Berliner (2002) also showed 

that the effects of whether a teacher has a certificate on students’ achievement were not 

consistent across grade levels. However the effects were not significant, and no effect 

size was reported. 

My findings suggest that effects of teacher education programs on beginning 

teachers’ teaching practice are non-linear. It is impossible to make a conclusion that one 

type of preparation path is unconditionally better than the other. There may be different 

teacher preparation programs that best suit different contexts. Good et al. (2006) wrote 

“We noted a suggestive pattern in our data that nontraditional teachers may have a 

“niche” at the high school level where their subject matter background may compensate, 

if not obviate the need, for their less developed knowledge of how to mange student 

motivation and learning” (p. 423). Boyd et al. (2006) also suggested that the relationship 

between teacher education program characteristics and teaching is complex.  

Beginning teachers’ teaching practices and school SES 

 Teacher shortages have become a serious problem (particularly in large inner 

cities). Research has shown that schools with lower SES level have difficulty in 

recruiting and retaining high-quality teachers. Also, research indicates that poor students 
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are more likely to be exposed to less effective teachers (Lankford, Loeb &Wyckoff, 

2002). This study found that there was no relationship between new teachers’ teaching 

practices and school SES across their first year of teaching. Teachers’ teaching practices 

could be bad or good regardless of their school SES. The findings suggest that school 

SES does not dramatically influence new teachers’ teaching practices during their first 

year of teaching. However, school SES might have greater effects on teachers’ teaching 

practices in the long run.   

Traditional teacher education or non-traditional teacher education: A complex design 

There have been inconclusive findings for research comparing the impact of 

different types of teacher education programs. In general, the research does not support 

the superiority of one type of teacher education over the other. Based on the fact of 

continuing teacher shortages, non-traditional teacher certification is here to stay. 

Therefore, researchers should investigate not whether such programs work, but which 

ones work best and for whom. There is a growing body of research on the relationship 

between specific characteristics of teacher education programs and teaching practices, 

and teachers’ learning and development. Cochran-Smith (2005b) concluded that “across 

the research, there is evidence that certain program components and characteristics are 

related to teacher quality and pupils' achievement, such as consistent vision, strong 

collaborations between universities and schools, certain course work and school/ 

community fieldwork, and effective use of certain teacher education strategies” (p. 303). 

Boyd et al. (2006) described a study that would “examine pathways into teaching 

systematically to understand better how the characteristics of these pathways affect the 
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quality of the teaching workforce in terms of the individuals who are attracted to teaching 

and the skills they acquire during their preparation, as well as effects on student 

achievement” (p. 158).  

All in all, teacher education is complex. My study supports the argument that 

different types of teacher preparation programs may suit different contexts. Data from 

this study indicated that non-traditional teacher education might have a better fit in high 

school settings.  

Conclusion 

At the heart of the debate about teacher education is the desire to improve 

American students’ learning and achievement. Most policy makers emphasize only 

students’ academic achievement; however, teaching is more than helping students to raise 

their scores on standardized tests. Students’ learning is not only confined to academic 

learning in math, reading, chemistry, physics and so on. As McCaslin and Good (1996) 

argued, an exclusive focus on academic achievement misrepresents what it means to be a 

student and learner.  

Good teacher preparation is considerably more than just preparing graduates who 

function effectively at the very beginning of their teaching career. Teacher educators 

should also be responsible for how their graduates learn and achieve “on the job”. 

Beginning teachers are expected to have a normative level of performance when they 

begin to teach. They need to know how to assess students’ learning, how to effectively 

manage a classroom, and how to implement effective instruction. However, in time they 

need to have a more profound understanding of issues such as management and 
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motivation to expand their potential and to become more thoughtful about their practices 

over a career. A classroom without misbehaviors is not sufficient for maximizing 

students’ learning. Teachers need to learn how to allow students to become more 

involved in co-regulating their classroom behaviors with their own expectations and that 

of their students (McCaslin & Good, 1996).  

After all, teacher education is not only critical to new teachers’ beginning 

teaching practices, but also plays an important role in enhancing teachers’ learning and 

development during the course of their career. There is likley no teacher education 

program that is “the best fit for all” teachers and grade levels. However, some teacher 

education programs work well in specific contexts.  

Limitations of the current study 

The study suffers from four basic limitations. First, my study compared changes 

in teaching practices across time of beginning teachers who obtained a traditional or non-

traditional teacher certificate. Non-traditional teacher education is a complex 

phenomenon. There was no differentiation among non-traditional teacher education 

programs in this study, although most of these programs involved university course work. 

Second, this study used the same observation system as the study conducted by Good et 

al. (2006). They suggested, “It is possible that the THOR observation system is biased 

toward teaching practices associated with the elementary school classroom. It is possible, 

for example, that older students influence teacher ratings more than do younger students” 

(p. 423). Further study of the psychometric characteristics of the THOR system is needed. 

Third, this study did not investigate subject matter effects on teaching practices. Different 
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strengths and weakness of teaching practices may be associated with different subjects, 

and THOR may not be sensitive to these differences. Nye, Konstantopoulos, and Hedges 

(2004) found teachers have larger effects on mathematics achievement than on reading 

achievement. Fourth, one caution needs to be considered when interpreting the findings. 

All observations in both studies were scheduled in advance. As a result, observed 

teaching practices in this project may be optimal rather than typical.  

Future research  

This study used one measure— teachers’ teaching practices—to examine 

teachers’ effectiveness and relate it to types of teacher education, school level, and school 

SES. Future research is needed to examine the relationship between new teachers’ 

effectiveness and teacher education with student achievement as a dependent measure. 

Teachers’ practices plus their effects on students’ achievement produces a more 

convincing outcome measure of the effectiveness of a teacher education program. 

Further, as noted, other measures need to be included (e.g., teachers’ understanding of 

students as social beings and teachers’ professional development). 

           Also, this study detected significant interaction effects (time by teacher education 

by school level) on changes in teaching practices. The findings suggested that traditional 

teacher education programs fit better in preparing elementary schools teachers; non-

traditional teacher education programs may have a better fit in high schools. Further 

study needs to be conducted to examine/confirm this pattern and to explore what 

characteristics of non-traditional education programs account for high school teachers 

having better teaching practices compared to graduates of traditional teacher education 
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programs. Moreover, students’ achievement should be included to investigate whether a 

non-linear relationship exists between teacher education programs and students’ 

achievement, and whether a similar pattern could be detected: non-traditional teacher 

education programs produce high school teachers who can do a better job in improving 

students’ achievement. As Good et al. (2006) commented; “Given the teacher shortage, it 

may be prudent to explore how differential and possibly complementary programs best 

prepare graduates for different school levels” (p. 423). The study described above could 

provide more information about relative effectiveness of teacher education programs in 

specified school contexts.  

           Moreover, the current study addressed teachers’ first year of teaching. Future 

study should follow these teachers into the next few years. Research evidence of 

longitudinal development of teachers’ teaching practices is valuable for decision-making 

about teacher education policy. Further research may examine how specific 

characteristics of teacher education influence teachers’ learning and development and the 

role of inservice education in this process. 
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APPENDIX A 

TSANG-HESTER OBSERVATION RUBRIC 

USED IN STUDY ONE 

 

 



 95

 

Interview   Planning and Preparation Page 1 
     

1.  Lesson plans are designed to provide depth in student understanding 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher demonstrates low    Teacher demonstrates    Teacher uses a thorough  
degree of content knowledge    content knowledge by       understanding of content to  
in lesson design.  Lessons    designing lessons that allow   provide a rich treatment of the  
are based on superficial    students to learn material    content that imparts genuine  
learning without a focus on    beyond facts with attempt at   understanding of the concepts  
deeper understanding.   better understanding.   being taught. 
     
                

2.  Lesson plans contain clear focus on valuable learning  
1 2 3 4 5 

Lesson plans frequently focus   Lesson plans generally focus    Lesson plans incorporate 
on trivial learning, or learning    on learning that is important    learning that is clearly valuable 
with little apparent value.    or useful.     and important for the students.  
     
     

3.  Lesson content incorporates academic standards in planning  
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher does not    Teacher makes an effort to    Teacher seamlessly  
incorporate academic    integrate academic content    integrates academic content  
standards into lessons.   standards into lessons with    standards into creative  
    mixed results.   approaches to teaching. 
     
     

4.  Uses knowledge of diverse resource materials in designing instruction 
1 2 3 4 5 

Information for lessons drawn    Teacher uses outside readings   Teacher incorporates a wide 
from a single source such as   and materials to supplement   range of instructional material 
a textbook.  Little outside    student learning.  Some use of   and media in lesson planning. 
materials used to supplement   diverse media is used.   e.g. info from current events 
 learning.       are incorporated into lessons. 
     
     
         5.  Lesson plans incorporate multiple instructional strategies and a variety of teaching styles

1 2 3 4 5 
Lessons rely heavily on one   Lessons incorporate multiple    Lessons incorporate multiple  
single style of instruction such   instructional styles.  Teacher    instructional styles depending  
as only using group work or    makes small attempt to modify   on the content being taught. 
only using direct instruction.   instructional style depending   Teacher uses creative  
    on the content being taught.   styles of teaching to promote 
        learning. 
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                                  6.  Demonstrates long-term planning in lesson design 

1 2 3 4 5 
Individual lessons are planned   Teacher creates units of    Individual lessons are planned 
as isolated units.  The    instruction that maps out    as a part of a coherent  
linkages between lessons    instructional strategy for more   instructional strategy across  
are unclear.    than a day at a time.     multiple days where future  
        lessons build on current  
        lessons. 
     
     

Interview  Planning and Preparation Page 2 
     
     
                                                     7.  Learning goals for students 

1 2 3 4 5 
Goals are not clearly defined.    Teacher sets learning goals   Teacher sets learning goals 
Teacher designs lessons   for students and designs   for students and designs 
without much consideration   lessons and activities to build   lessons and activities to build 
to broader learning goals or    all students toward the same   students toward goals.  Teacher 
emphasizes trivial learning.   goals.  Goals are moderately   also provides specialized  
    clear.    attention to help students reach  
        learning goals. Goals are  
        clearly defined. 
     
     

                                      8.  Assessment criteria and standards 
1 2 3 4 5 

The proposed approach to    Assessment criteria and    Assessment criteria and  
assessment contains no clear   standards have been    standards are clear and have  
criteria or standards.    developed, and are mostly    been clearly communicated  
    clear to students.   to students.  Clear rubrics have  
        been developed.  
     
     

Observation  
Classroom Learning 
Climate  

     
     

1.  Teacher interaction with students* (TI) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher interaction with at    Teacher-student interactions    Teacher-student interactions 
least some students is    are generally appropriate and   are friendly and demonstrate  
inappropriate to the situation.   respectful, but may reflect    general caring, and respect.   
    occasional inconsistencies.     
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2.  Student interaction with other students* (SI) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Student interactions are    Student interactions are usually   Student interactions are  
characterized by some   polite with very few instances    polite and respectful. 
conflict, sarcasm, or put-downs.   of negative interactions.     
          
     
     
                                                    3.  Management of Instructional Groups and Individuals* (MGI) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Students not working with the    Tasks for work are    Tasks for work are  
teacher are not productively    partially organized, resulting    organized, and students are  
engaged in learning.   in some off-task behavior    managed so most students  
    when teacher is involved with   are engaged in learning at  
    a group or individuals.   all times. 
     
     

4.  Management of transitions* (MT) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Much time is lost in transitions.   Transitions are moderately   Transitions occur smoothly,  
    efficient, resulting in some    with little loss of instructional  
    loss of instructional time.   time. 
          
     
     

5.  Expectation of appropriate behavior are understood and followed by students* (SB) 
1 2 3 4 5 

No standards of conduct    Standards of conduct appear    Standards of conduct appear  
appear to have been    to have been established for    to be clear to all students and 
established, or students do    most situations and most    are consistently followed by  
not  follow standards of   students seem to follow    students. 
appropriate behavior.   follow these standards.     
     
     

6.  Monitors student behavior and provides feedback* (MB) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Student behavior is not    Teacher is generally aware of    Teacher is alert to student  
monitored, and teacher is    student behavior but may    behavior. Monitoring is  
unaware what students are    miss activities of some    subtle and preventative. 
doing, or response to   students.  Responses to    Responses to behavior 
behavior is disruptive to lesson.   behavior is generally    is appropriate with minimal  
    appropriate only slightly    disruption to class. 
    disruptive.     
     
     
Number of Students in Class:      
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Observation  Implements Instruction   
     

1.  Importance and value of content presented 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher focuses lesson on   Teacher focuses lesson on    Teacher focuses lesson on  
mostly trivial knowledge, or    generally valuable aspects    content that represents  
the lesson does not relate to   of the content and standards of   valuable knowledge that  
standards of learning in the   learning are generally evident   promotes in-depth under- 
content area.   in the lesson.   standing of the content  
        standards. 
     
     

2.  Demonstrates content knowledge in instruction. 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher makes content errors,    Teacher demonstrates    Teacher demonstrates  
is unable to engage in    generally accurate content    in-depth understanding of the  
discussions on the content,    knowledge in instruction and    content during instruction and  
or treats the content only     in answering student    in responses to students and 
very superficially.   questions.   provides relevant examples. 
     
     

3.  Explaining new concepts and giving directions to students is congruent with learning goals 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher explanations of new   Teacher explanations of new   Teacher's explanations of new 
concepts or directions to an    concepts or directions to an    concepts or directions to an  
activity are frequently confusing    activity are generally clear and   activity are clearly presented 
to students, or material is    help students understand    and significantly promotes  
clearly too basic for most    the content or task.   student understanding. 
students.         
     
     

4.  Relates present learning to students' prior knowledge 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher displays little    Teacher indicates some    Teacher relates lesson to  

understanding of students    awareness of students prior     
students prior knowledge in 
content areaand  

prior knowledge in content area 
and designs    

knowledge in content area and 
makes some    anticipates likely areas of mis- 

lessons that are too easy,   use of this knowledge in    conception and build these  
too difficult, or omits dealing   planning instruction.   into lessons. 
with prerequisite skills.         
     
     

5.  Makes effective use of learning materials that are appropriate for learning goals 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher communicates    Teacher complements   Numerous,appropriate  
lesson without use of any    presentations with use of some   materials are used & effective  
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materials that are appropriate   
materials that are appropriate 
for goals   at increasing students under- 

 for goals, or materials   
Materials are somewhat 
effective    standing of the content as  

distract students from    in helping students organize   well as improving student  
learning content.    and learn content.   engagement. 
     
     

6.  Displays and models enthusiasm for the content being taught* (E) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher presents content with    Teacher communicates     Teacher conveys genuine  
little conviction and with little   importance of the work with   enthusiasm for the subject,  
apparent buy-in from students.   some enthusiasm.  Students    and students respond to this  
    respond with moderate    enthusiasm. 
    interest.     

     

     

Observation  Implements Instruction   
     
     

7.  Uses clear, accurate, and expressive oral communication  
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher's spoken language is   Teacher's spoken language is   Teacher's spoken language is  
inaudible to some students,   audible, and generally    clear and very expressive. 
contains grammar or syntax   grammatically correct.  Spoken   Use of language and oration 
errors, or is unexpressive.   language is moderately    enhances understanding and 
    expressive.   interest. 
     
     

8.  Quality of questions 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher's questions are not     Teacher asks some questions    Most questions are develop- 
developmentally appropriate    that are developmentally   mentally appropriate and  
and only require recall of    appropriate and require recall    thoughtful responses and  

basic facts and does not   
of facts but inlcudes some 
more    deeper understanding of 

allow for deeper learning.   
thoughtful and analytical 
questions.   content. 

     
     

9.  Student engagement and interest in lesson* (EG) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Majority of students are not 
engaged actively.  Most do not 
contribute to class discussions 
or seem disinterested in the 
content.   

Students are generally 
engaged in lesson actively.  
Many are  participating in class 
discussions and all are at least 
paying attention.   

Most students are highly 
engaged in the lesson.  Students 
display interest in learning the 
content and actively participates 
in their own learning. 
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10.  Structure of the lesson* (S) 
1 2 3 4 5 

The lesson has no clearly   The lesson has a recognizable   The lesson has a clearly  
defined structure.   structure, although it is not    defined structure that enhances 
    uniformly maintained    learning. 
    throughout the lesson.      
          
     
     
  11. Pacing of Lesson* (P)   

1 2 3 4 5 
The pacing of the lesson is too   The pacing of the lesson is   The pacing of the lesson is 

slow, rushed, or both.Students   
generally appropriate for the 
majority    appropriate for students. 

appear to be bored or confused.   of the students. Some students   Most students do not appear 

    
appear to be bored or 
confused.   to be bored or confused. 

     
     

12.  Providing in-class feedback to students* (FB) 
1 2 3 4 5 

In-class feedback to students    In-class feedback to students   In-class feedback is  
is either not provided or is not    is constructive and    constructive and respectful. 
instructive to students.    respectful.  Feedback is    Feedback is effective in 
    mostly useful in helping    clearing up student mis- 
    students improve    conceptions and helps students 
    understanding of content.   think about the process of  
        learning. 
     
     

13.  Demonstrating flexibility in responding to students* (F) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Teacher ignores student   Teacher attempts to    Teacher successfully  
questions that are inappropriate   accommodate students'    accommodates students'  
Teacher's   questions or interests.  The    questions or interests and  
response to students leads   accommodation usually does   enhancing learning by  
to major digression from the    not decrease the coherence of   using student comments to 
lesson.   the lesson.   enhance understanding of the 
        lesson. 
     
     

14.  Instructional activities are congruent with goals and lead to accomplishing goals 
1 2 3 4 5 

Instructional activities do not    
Instructional activities 
generally   Instructional activities are well 

lead to learning goals that are   lead to appropriate learning    designed to help all students 
appropriate for the students.   goals.  The goals are usually    reach the learning goals.  The  
The goals may be too difficult    set at an appropriate difficulty    difficulty level is tailored to the  
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or too easy or they may    level and mostly focus on    students and represent very 
emphasize trivial learning.   valuable learning.   important concepts. 
     
     

15.  Fairness and consistency of assessment* (A) 
1 2 3 4 5 

Assessment methods appear   Assessment methods    Assessment methods are  
to be prone to inconsistency   approach fairness and    fair and consistent.  
and subjectivity.  Assessments   consistency.  Assessment    Teacher makes students  

cannot differentiate students    
methods usually allow 
students   aware of what must be done  

who have learned the    to demonstrate their under-   to demonstrate understanding 
material from those who    standing of the material with    of the material. Multiple 
have not. Only one type of    some exceptions. More than    methods are used 
assessment is used and 
rarely.   1 method is used frequently.   consistently. 
     
     

16.  Broader view of content 
1 2 3 4 5 

The teacher does not relate   The teacher minimally relates   The teacher relates the  

content of the lesson to course   
the content of the lesson to 
course   content of the lesson to  

as a whole or the potential    as a whole and/or the potential   course as a whole and/or the 

application of content outside   
application of content outside 
of    potential application of  

of classroom.     classroom.   content outside of classroom. 
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APPENDIX B 

REVISED TSANG-HESTER OBSERVATION RUBRIC 

USED IN STUDY TWO  
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Interview Assessment
EOS ________ Number of Students in Class:   ________

T1:               T2:               T3:
1.  Formal assessment criteria and standards

1 2 3 4 5
The proposed approach to
assessment contains no
clear criteria or standards.

Assessment criteria and
standards have been
developed, and are mostly
clear to students.

Assessment criteria and
standards are clear and
have been clearly
communicated to students.
Clear rubrics have been
developed.

T1:               T2:               T3:
2.  Use of formative assessment

1 2 3 4 5
Assessment is only used
for summative purposes.
Teacher has no intent to
use assessment to follow-
up on students’ learning.
No formative use of
assessments occurs.

Teacher primarily uses
assessment for summative
purposes rather than as a
way to enhance or retain
learning. Teacher makes
inconsistent attempts to use
assessments for formative
purposes.

Teacher frequently uses
assessments for both
formative and summative
purposes. Teacher uses
assessments as a gauge to
enhance and retain student
learning over time.

T1:               T2:               T3:
3.  Learning goals for students

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher’s goals are not
clearly defined. Teacher
designs lessons without
much consideration to
broader learning goals or
emphasizes trivial
learning.

Teacher sets learning goals
for students and designs
lessons and activities to
build all students toward the
same goals. Goals are
moderately clear.

Teacher sets learning goals
for students and designs
lessons and activities to
build students toward
goals. Teacher also
provides specialized
attention to help students
reach learning goals.
Goals are clearly defined.
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Observation

T1:               T2:               T3:
4.  Providing in-class feedback and informal assessment to students

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher does not use any
means to assess whether
students understand the
concepts being taught.
There is no evidence that
any student learning has
occurred.

Teacher uses some methods
to informally assess student
learning.  The assessment
gives an accurate estimate of
student learning and
questions are asked of more
than just a few students.

Teacher effectively uses
in-class assessment or
questioning to assess
student understanding of
material. Assessment is
conducted on a large
portion of students.

T1:               T2:               T3:
5.  Fairness and consistency of formal and/or informal assessment
1 2 3 4 5

Assessment methods are
rarely used and appear to
be prone to inconsistency
and subjectivity.
Assessments cannot
differentiate students who
have learned the material
from those who have not.

Assessment methods
approach fairness and
consistency. Assessment
methods usually allow
students to demonstrate their
understanding of the material
with some exceptions.

Assessment methods are
fair and consistent.
Teacher makes students
aware of what must be
done to demonstrate
understanding of the
material.

Observation Classroom Management
EOS ________

T1:               T2:               T3:
6.  Teacher interaction with students

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher demonstrates
visible frustration,
exasperation, lack of poise
or confidence in a way
that inhibits learning, or
promotes management
difficulties.

Teacher is generally poised,
confident, and respectful.
Teacher rapport with most
students is positive with
some inconsistencies.

Teacher is confident,
respectful and
demonstrates excellent
rapport with students.
Teacher-student
interactions are warm and
highly supportive to
learning.

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson
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T1:               T2:               T3:
7.  Student interactions with other students

1 2 3 4 5
Student interactions are
disrespectful, mean, or
ridiculing. Student
interactions exhibit a lack
of mutual respect.

Student interactions do not
inhibit the learning activity,
even if the interactions are
not directly related to the
task.

Student interactions are
polite, respectful, and
highly supportive of
learning. Culture of
learning is evident among
students.

T1:               T2:               T3:
8.  Management of instructional groups and Individuals

1 2 3 4 5
Students not working with
the teacher are not
productively engaged in
learning.

Tasks for work are partially
organized, resulting in some
off-task behavior when
teacher is involved with a
group or individuals.

Tasks for work are
organized, and students
are managed so most
students are engaged in
learning at all times.

T1:               T2:               T3:
9.  Appropriate behavior is understood and followed by students 
1 2 3 4 5

Few standards of conduct
appear to have been
established, or students do
not follow standards of
appropriate behavior.

Standards of conduct appear
to have been established for
most situations and most
students seem to follow these
standards.

Standards of conduct
appear to be clear to all
students and are
consistently followed by
students.

T1:               T2:               T3:
10.  Monitors student behavior and provides feedback

1 2 3 4 5
Student behavior is not
monitored, and teacher is
unaware of what students
are doing, or responses to
behavior are disruptive to
the lesson.

Teacher is generally aware
of student behavior but may
miss activities of some
students. Responses to
behavior are generally
appropriate and only slightly
disruptive.

Teacher is alert to student
behavior. Monitoring is
subtle and preventative, or
may not be needed.
Responses to behavior are
appropriate with minimal
disruption to class.

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson
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Observation Implements Instruction
EOS ________

T1:               T2:               T3:
11.  Instructional activities are congruent with goals and lead to accomplishing goals

1 2 3 4 5
Students have a difficult
time understanding how
activities relate to learning
goals. Instructional
activities do not lead to
learning goals that are
appropriate for the
students.

Students generally see the
connection between the
lesson and the learning goal.
Instructional activities
generally lead to
accomplishing learning
goals.

Students clearly
understand the connection
between the lesson and the
learning goal.
Instructional activities are
well designed to help all
students reach the learning
goals.

T1:               T2:               T3:
12.  Giving directions and explanations to students enhance student understanding

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher's directions
and/or explanations to an
activity are frequently
confusing to students, or
are clearly too basic for
most students.

Teacher's directions and/or
explanations to an activity
are generally clear and help
students understand the
content or task.

Teacher's directions and/or
explanations to an activity
are clearly presented and
significantly promotes
student understanding.

T1:               T2:               T3:
13.  Makes effective use of learning materials to achieve learning goals

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher communicates the
lesson without any use of
materials that are
appropriate for goals, or
materials distract students
from learning content.

Teacher complements
presentations with use of
materials that are appropriate
for goals. Materials are
somewhat effective in
helping students organize
and learn content.

Appropriate materials are
used and are effective at
increasing student
understanding of the
content as well as
improving student
engagement.

T1:               T2:               T3:
14.  Demonstrating effective "bag of tricks" in presenting new or difficult concepts

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher fails to provide
alternative approaches or
examples when
confronted with students'
lack of understanding of
new or difficult concepts.

Teacher is somewhat
effective at using examples,
mental imagery, role
modeling, visual
representations, etc. to
illustrate new or difficult
concepts when confronted
with student
incomprehension.

Teacher is very effective
at using examples, mental
imagery, role modeling,
visual representations, etc.
to better illustrate new or
difficult concepts when
confronted with student
incomprehension.

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson
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T1:               T2:               T3:
15.  Demonstrates content knowledge in instruction

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher makes content
errors, is unable to engage
in discussions on the
content, or treats the
content only very
superficially.

Teacher demonstrates
generally accurate content
knowledge in instruction and
in answering student
questions when present.

Teacher demonstrates in-
depth understanding of the
content during instruction
and enhances student
learning, which may
include the use of
multiple/alternative
techniques.

Observation
T1:               T2:               T3:
 Student response to teacher’s display of energy and conviction for the content being taught

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher presents content
with little conviction and
with little apparent buy-in
from students.

Teacher communicates
importance of the work with
some energy. Teacher is able
to draw some students to the
content.

Teacher’s energy and
conviction draws most
students to the content. .
 

T1:               T2:               T3:
17.  Uses clear, accurate, and expressive oral communication

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher's spoken language
is inaudible to some
students, contains
grammar or syntax errors,
or is unexpressive.

Teacher's spoken language is
audible, moderately
expressive, and/or
grammatically correct.

Teacher's spoken language
is clear and very
expressive. Use of
language and oration
enhances understanding
and interest.

T1:               T2:               T3:
18.  Quality of questions

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher's questions are
not developmentally
appropriate or relevant, or
teacher fails to ask

Teacher asks questions that
are developmentally
appropriate and promote
instructional intent, which

Most questions are
developmentally
appropriate and promote
thoughtful responses and

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

 

 

 

 



 108

T1:               T2:               T3:
19.  Demonstrating flexibility in responding to students' questions and interests

1 2 3 4 5
Teacher ignores students'
questions or interests.
Teacher's response to
students leads to major

Teacher attempts to
accommodate students'
questions or interests. The
accommodation usually does

Teacher successfully
accommodates students'
questions or interests and
enhances learning by using

T1:               T2:               T3:
20.  Student engagement and interest in lesson

1 2 3 4 5
Majority of students are
not engaged actively.
Most do not contribute to
class discussions, or seem
disinterested in the
content.

Students are generally
engaged in lesson actively.
Many are participating in
class discussions and all are
at least paying attention.

Most students are highly
engaged in the lesson.
Students display interest in
learning the content and
actively participate in
learning.

Observation
T1:               T2:               T3:

21.  Importance and value of content presented
1 2 3 4 5

Teacher focuses lesson on
mostly trivial knowledge,
or the lesson does not
relate to standards of
learning in the content
area.

Teacher focuses lesson on
generally valuable aspects of
the content and standards of
learning are generally
evident in the lesson.

Teacher focuses lesson on
content that represents
valuable knowledge that
promotes in-depth
understanding of the
content standards.

T1:               T2:               T3:
22.  Broader view of content [code T3 only]

1 2 3 4 5
The teacher is ineffective
at, or does not relate the
content of the lesson to
course as a whole and/or
the potential application

f id f

The teacher uses surface
characteristics to relate the
content of the lesson to the
course as a whole and/or
practical application.

The teacher effectively
connects the content of the
lesson, which enables
students to see the value
and importance of the

h l

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson
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T1:               T2:               T3:
23.  Structure of lesson [code T3 only]

1 2 3 4 5
The lesson has no clearly
defined structure.

The lesson has a
recognizable structure,
although it is not uniformly

The teacher effectively
connects the content of the
lesson, which enables

T1:               T2:               T3:
24.  Pacing of lesson

1 2 3 4 5
The pacing of the lesson is
too slow, rushed, or both.
Students appear to be

The pacing of the lesson is
generally appropriate for the
majority of the students.

The pacing of the lesson is
appropriate for students.
Most students do not

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

Criteria not
all applicable
during this
lesson

 

 



 110

REFERENCES 

 
Angus, D. (2001). Professionalism and the public good: A brief history of teacher      

certification. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED449149) 

Battistch, V., Watson, M., Solomon, D., Schaps, E., & Solomon, D. (1991). The child 

development project: A comprehensive program for the development of prosocial 

character. In W. M. Kurtines and J. L. Gerwirtz (Eds.), Handbook of moral 

behavior and development: Vol. 3. Application. New York: Erlbaum. 

Berliner, D. C. (1994). Expertise: The wonder of exemplary performances. In J. Mangieri 

& C. C. Block (Eds.), Creating powerful thinking in teachers and students: 

Diverse perspectives (pp. 161-186). Fort Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace.  

Black, P., & William, D. (1998). Assessment and classroom learning. Assessment and 

Education: Principles, Policy, and Practice, 5(1), 7-75. 

Boyd, D. J., Grossman, P., Lankford, H., Loeb, S., Michelli, N., & Wyckoff, J. (2006). 

Complex by design: Investigating pathways into teaching in New York City 

schools. Journal of Teacher Education, 57, 155-166. 

Brophy, J. (1988). Educating teachers about managing classrooms and students. Teaching 

and Teacher Education: An International Journal of Research and Studies, 4(1), 

1-18. 

Brophy, J., & Good, T. L. (1986). Teacher behavior and student achievement. In M. C. 

Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching (3rd ed., pp. 328-375). New 

York: Collier Macmillan.  

 



 111

Brophy, J. (2006). Observational research on generic aspects of classroom teaching. In P. 

Alexander & P. Winne (Eds.), Handbook of educational psychology (pp. 755-780). 

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Bush, R. N. (1983). The beginning years of teaching: A focus for collaboration in teacher 

education. Paper presented to the World Assembly of the International Council on 

Education for Teachers. Washington, DC.  

Cochran-Smith, M. (2005a). The new teacher education: For better or for worse. 

Educational Researcher, 34, 4 -17.  

Cochran-Smith, M. (2005b). Studying teacher education: What we know and need to 

know. (Editorial). Journal of Teacher Education, 56, 301-306.  

Cochran-Smith, M., & Zeichner, K. M. (2005). Studying teacher education: The report of     

the AERA panel on research and teacher education. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.).    

Hillsdale, NJ: Earlbaum. 

Cronbach, L. J., Gleser, G. C., Nanda, H., & Rajaratnam, N. (1972). The dependability of 

behavioral measurements: Theory of generalizability of scores and profiles. New 

York: John Wiley. 

Dalton, D., & Moir, E. (1996). Text and context for professional development of new     

bilingual teachers. In M. McLaughlin & I. Oberman (Eds.), Teacher learning: 

New policies, new practices (pp. 126-133). New York: Teacher College Press.  

Danielson, C. (1996). Enhancing professional practice: A framework for teaching. 

Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

 



 112

Darling-Hammond, L. (1992). Teaching and knowledge: Policy issues posed by alternate 

certification for teachers. Peabody Journal of Education, 67(3), 123-154. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (1996). The quiet revolution: Rethinking teacher development. 

Educational Leadership, 53, 4-10. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2000). Teacher quality and student achievement: A review of 

state policy evidence. Educational Policy Analysis Archives, 8(1). 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2002). Research and rhetoric on teacher certification: A response 

to teacher certification reconsidered. Educational Policy Analysis Archives, 

10(36). 

Darling-Hammond, L. (2006). Constructing 21st-century teacher education. Journal of 

Teacher Education, 57(3), 300-314. 

Darling-Hammond, L., Berry, B., & Thoreson, A. (2001). Does teacher certification 

matter? Evaluating the evidence. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 

23(1), 57-77. 

Darling-Hammond, L., Chung, R., & Frelow, F. (2002). Variation in teacher preparation: 

How well do different pathways prepare teachers to teach? Journal of Teacher 

Education, 53(4), 343-354. 

Darling-Hammond, L., & Bransford, J. (Eds.). (2005). Preparing teachers for a changing 

world: What teachers should learn and be able to do. National Academy of 

Education Committee on Teacher Education. San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

Dewey, J. (1902). The child and curriculum. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  

 



 113

Dill, D. D., & Associates. (Eds.). (1990). What teachers need to know: The knowledge, 

skills, and values, essential to good teaching. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Donovan, M. S., Bransford, J. D., & Pellegrino, J. W. (1999). How people learn: 

Bridging research and practice. Washington, DC: National Academies Press.  

Edger, E., Patton, J., & Day-vines, N. (2002). Democratic dispositions and cultural 

competency: Ingredients for school renewal. Remedial and Special Education, 

23(4), 231-241. 

Eggen, P., & Kauchak, D. (1996). Strategies for teachers: Teaching content and thinking 

skills. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn & Bacon. 

Eifler, K., & Potthoff, D. (1998). Non-traditional teacher education students: A synthesis 

of the literature. Journal of Teacher Education, 49(3), 187-195. 

Emory, S. (1995). The future of technology in education: A “multimedia today” 

roundtable discussion. Multimedia Today, 3(4), 12-21. 

Everston, C. M., & Weinstein, C. S. (2006). Classroom management as a field of inquiry. 

In C. M. Everston & C. S. Weinstein (Eds.), Handbook of classroom management: 

Research, practice, and contemporary issues (pp. 755-780). Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Feiman-Neser, S. (2001). From preparation to practice: Designing a continuum to 

strengthen and sustain teaching. Teachers College Record, 103(6), 1013-1055.  

Feistritzer, C. E. (1998). Alternative teacher certification: An overview. Washington, DC: 

National Center for Education Information. 

 



 114

Fetler, M. (1999). High school staff characteristics and mathematics test results. 

Education Policy Analysis Archives, 7(9). Retrieved August 2006 from 

http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v7n9.html. 

Ferguson, R. F. (1991). Paying for public education: New evidence on how and why 

money matters. Harvard Journal on Legislation, 28, 465-498. 

Ferguson, P., & Womack, S. T. (1993). The impact of subject matter and education 

coursework on teaching performance. Journal of Teacher Education, 44(1), 55-63. 

Fuller, F. (1969). Concerns of teachers: A developmental conceptualization. American 

Educational Research Journal, 6(2), 171-179.  

Goldhaber, D. D., & Brewer, D. J. (1997). Why don’t schools and teachers seem to 

matter? Assessing the impact of unobservables on educational productivity. 

Journal of Human Resources, 32(3), 505-520.  

Good, T. L. (1999). The purposes of schooling in America. Elementary School Journal, 

99(5), 383-389. 

Good, T. L., & Brophy, J. E. (2000). Looking in classrooms (8th ed.). New York: 

Longman.  

Good, T. L., & Brophy, J. E. (2003). Looking in classrooms (9th ed.). New York: 

Longman. 

Good, T. L., & Grouws, D. A. (1979). The Missouri mathematics effectiveness project: 

An experimental study in fourth-grade classrooms. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 71, 355-362. 

 

http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v7n9.html


 115

Good, T. L., McCaslin, M., Tsang, H., Zhang, J., Wiley, C., & Bozack, A. (2006). How 

well do 1st-year teachers teach: Does type of preparation make a difference? 

Journal of Teacher Education, 57(4), 410-430.  

Good, T. L., & Mulryan, C. (1990). Teacher ratings: A call for teacher control and self-

evaluation. In J. Millman & L. Darling-Hammond (Eds.), The new handbook of 

teacher evaluation: Assessing elementary and secondary school teachers (pp. 

191-215). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.  

Grouws, D., & Good, T.  (1988). Teaching mathematical problem solving: Consistency 

and variation in student performance in the classes of junior high school teachers.   

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED292680)      

Gunter, M. A., Esters, T. H., & Schwab, J. (1999). Instruction: A models approach (3rd 

ed.). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.  

Hamberger, N., & Moore, R. L. (1997). From personal to professional values: 

Conversations about conflicts. Journal of Teacher Education, 48(4), 301-310. 

Hammerness, K., Darling-Hammond, L., & Bransford, J. (with Berliner, D., Cochran-

Smith, M., McDonald, M., & Zeichner, K.). (2005). How teachers learn and 

develop. In L. Darling-Hammond & J. Bransford (Eds.), Preparing teachers for a 

changing world: What teachers should learn and be able to do (pp. 358-389). San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Hanushek, E. (2002). Teacher quality. In L. Izumi & W. Evers (Eds.), Teacher quality. 

(pp. 1-12). Palo Alto, CA: Hoover Institution. 

 



 116

Hawk, P. P., Coble, C. R., & Swanson, M. (1985). Certification: It does matter. Journal 

of Teacher Education, 36, 13-15. 

Hawk, P. P., & Schmidt, M. W. (1989). Teacher preparation: A comparison of traditional 

and alternative programs. Journal of Teacher Education, 40, 53-59.  

Hebert, E., & Worthy, T. (2001). Does the first year of teaching have to be a bad one? A 

case study of success. Teaching and Teacher Education, 17(8), 897-911. 

Houston, R. W., Marshall, F., & McDavid, T. (1993). Problems of traditionally prepared 

and alternatively certified first-year teachers. Education and Urban Society, 26(1), 

78-89. 

Huberman, M. (1989). The professional life cycle of teachers. Teachers College Record, 

91, 31-57. 

Ingersoll, R. (2004). Four myths about America’s teacher quality problem. In M. Smylie 

& D. Miretzky (Eds.), Developing teacher work force: 103rd Yearbook, for The 

National Society for the Study of Education (pp. 1-33). Chicago, IL: University of 

Chicago Press.  

Johnson, J., & Duffett, A. (2005). Attitudes about teaching: Including the views of 

parents, administrators, teachers and the general public. New York: Public 

Agenda. 

Joyce, B. R. & Weil, M. (1996). Models of teaching (5th ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.  

Kluger, A. N., & DeNisi, A. (1996). The effects of feedback interventions on 

performance: A historical review, a meta-analysis, and a preliminary feedback 

intervention theory. Psychological Bulletin, 119(2), 254-284. 

 



 117

Kwiatkowski, M. K. (1999). Debating alternative teacher certification: A trial by 

achievement. In M. Kanstroom & C. Finn (Eds.) (1999). Better teachers better 

school (pp. 215-237). Washington, DC: Education Leaders Council, Thomas B. 

Fordhan Foundation. Retrieved September 13 2006, from 

http://www.edexcellence.net/better/tcjrs/btbs.htm 

Labaree, D. (2004). The trouble with Ed schools. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.  

Laczko-Kerr, I., & Berliner, D. (2002). The effects of teacher certification on student 

achievement: An analysis of Stanford Nine. Paper presented at the annual meeting 

of the American Educational Research Association (AERA), New Orleans, LA.  

Ladsen-Billings, G. (1999). Preparing teachers for diversity: Historical perspectives, 

current trends, and future directions. In L. Darling-Hammond & G. Sykes (Eds.), 

Teaching as the learning profession: Handbook of policy and practice (pp. 86-

123). San Francisco: Joeesy-Bass. 

Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2002). Teacher sorting and the plight of urban 

schools: A descriptive analysis. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 

24(1), 38-62. 

LePage, P., Darling-Hammond, L., Bransford, J., Berliner, D., Cochran-Smith, M., 

McDonald, M., & Zeichner, K. (2005). Classroom Management. In L. Darling-

Hammond and J. Bransford (Eds.), Preparing teachers for a changing world (pp. 

327-357). San Francisco: Jossey Bass. 

 

http://www.edexcellence.net/better/tcjrs/btbs.htm


 118

Liston, D., Whitcomb, J., & Borko, H. (2006). Too little or too much: Teacher 

preparation and the first year of teaching. Journal of Teacher Education, 57(4), 

351-358. 

Ma, L. (1999). Knowing and teaching elementary mathematics: Teachers’ understanding 

of fundamental mathematics in China and the United States. Mahwah, NK: 

Erlbaum.  

McCaslin, M. M., & Good, T. L. (1996). Listening in classrooms. New York: 

HarperCollins. 

McCaslin, M. M., & Good, T. L. (1998). Moving beyond management as sheer 

compliance: Helping student to develop goal coordination strategies. Educational 

Horizons, 169-176. 

McDonlad, F. (1980). Study of induction programs for beginning teachers (Vol. 1). The 

problems of beginning teachers: A crisis in training. Princeton, NJ: Educational 

Testing Service.  

Miller, J., McKenna, M., & McKenna, B. (1998). A comparison of alternatively and 

traditionally prepared teachers. (Nontraditional Teacher Preparation). Journal of 

Teacher Education, 49(3), 165-175. 

Millman, J. (1981). Handbook of teacher evaluation. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 

Monk, D. H. (1994). Subject area preparation of secondary mathematics and science 

teachers and student achievement. Economics of Education, 13(2), 125-145. 

 



 119

National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future. (2003). No dreams denied: A 

pledge to America’s children. Washington, DC: Author. No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001, Pub. L. 107-110 (H. R.1) 115 Stat. 

Nitko, A. (2004). Educational assessment of students (7th ed.). New Jersey: Pearson 

Education.  

Nougaret, A. A., Scruggs, T. E., & Mastropieri, M. A. (2005). Does teacher education 

produce better special education teachers? Exceptional Children, 71, 217-229. 

Nye, B., Konstantopoulos, S., & Hedges, L. V. (2004). How large are teacher effects? 

Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 26, 237-257. 

Olson, M. R., & Osborne, J. W. (1991). Learning to teach: The first year. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 7, 331-343.  

Peterson, K., & Kauchak, D. (1982). Teacher evaluation: Perspectives, practices, and 

promises. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED: 233996) 

Raths, J. (1999). Knowledge of subject matter. In J. D. Raths & A. C. McAninch (Eds.), 

What counts as knowledge in teacher education? Advances in teacher education 

(Vol. 2, pp. 103-126). CT: Ablex Publishing Corporation 

Rich, Y. (1990). Ideological impediments to instructional innovation: The case of 

cooperative learning. Teaching and Teacher Education, 6(1), 81-91. 

Rust, O. F. (1994). The first year of teaching: It’s not what they expected. Teaching and 

Teacher Education, 10, 205-217. 

 



 120

Sanders, W. L., & Rivers, J. C. (1996). Cumulative and residual effects of teachers on 

future student academic achievement. Research Progress Report. Knoxville: 

University of Tennessee Value-Added Research and Assessment Center. 

Sandlin, R. A., Young, B. L., & Karge, B. D. (1993). Regularly and alternatively 

credentialed beginning teachers: Comparison and contrast of their development. 

Action in Teacher Education, 14(4), 16-23. 

Schalock, H., Schalock, M., & Ayres, R. (2006). Scaling up research in teacher education: 

New demands on theory, measurement, and design. Journal of Teacher Education, 

57, 102-119. 

Silverstri, L. (2001). Pre-service teachers’ self-reported knowledge of classroom 

management. Education, 121(3), 575-580. 

Shavelson, R. J., & Webb, N. M. (1991). Generalizability theory: A primer. Newbury 

Park, CA: Sage. 

Shulman, L. S. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in teaching. 

Educational Researcher, 15(2), 4-14. 

Solmon, M. A., Worthy, T., & Carter, J. A. (1993). The interaction of school context and 

role identify of first-year teachers. Journal of Teaching in Physical Education, 12, 

313-328. 

Tsang, H. Y. (2003). Using standardized performance observations and interviews to 

assess the impact of teacher education. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 

University of Arizona.   

 



 121

U. S. Department of Education. (2002). Meeting the highly qualified teachers challenge:  

The secretary's annual report on teacher quality. Washington, DC: U.S. 

Department of Education, Office of Postsecondary Education, Office of Policy, 

Planning, and Innovation. 

Veenman, S. (1984). Perceived problems of beginning teachers. Review of Educational 

Research, 54(2), 143-178. 

Walsh, K. (2001). Teacher certification reconsidered: Stumbling for quality. Baltimore, 

MD: Abell Foundation. 

Weller, D. (1998). Unlocking the culture for quality schools: Reengineering. 

International Journal of Educational Management, 12(6), 250-259. 

Wittrock, M. C. (Ed.). (1986). Handbook of research on teaching (3rd, ed.). New York: 

Macmillan.  

Zeichner, K., & Hoeft, K. (1996). Teacher socialization for cultural diversity. In J. Sikula 

(Ed.), Handbook of research on teacher education (2nd ed., pp. 525-547). New 

York: Macmillan. 

 
 
 
 

 


	Jizhi Zhang
	A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the
	STATEMENT BY AUTHOR
	This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an advance degree at The University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of the library.
	
	
	
	Teacher education in the twentieth century 24
	Teacher education in the twenty-first century 25
	Lack of scientific evidence in teacher education for either AC or TC27
	Subject matter knowledge 30
	Pedagogical content knowledge 32
	Knowledge of learners and learning 34
	First-year teaching: Failure or success? 36
	Observer training 52
	Relative and absolute decisions and corresponding coefficients in G study55
	Observation procedure 58
	Study One: Year 2003-2004 64
	
	
	Planning and Preparation  64
	Classroom Climate 64
	Implementation of Instruction 65
	Change over Year 2003-2004 65



	Study Two: Year 2004-2005 66
	Planning and Preparation 73
	Classroom Climate 73
	Implementation of Instruction 73
	Assessment 74
	Classroom Management 74
	Implementation of Instruction 74

	Time by teacher education program effects 76
	Study One: Year 2003-2004 79




	Teacher quality and teacher education
	The lowly status of teacher education
	Teacher education in the nineteenth century

	Traditional teacher certification or alternative certification: An inconclusive debate
	
	Lack of scientific evidence in teacher education for either AC or TC
	
	
	
	
	
	Subject matter knowledge
	Pedagogical content knowledge







	Knowledge of learners and learning
	
	
	
	
	
	
	First-year teaching: Failure or success?








	Domains of beginning teachers¡¯ teaching practic
	Instruction
	Development of beginning teachers
	
	
	Summary


	Participants
	Observation instrument
	Procedure
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Sample selection






	Establishing reliability
	In Study One, two observers were sent to each classroom. Percentage exact and within 1-point agreement between two observers were considered as the measures of reliability. In sum, observers had 81% percent agreement within 1 point, and 35% percent exact
	
	Inter-rater reliability in G theory
	Interpretation of estimated variance components



	Relative and absolute decisions and corresponding coefficients in G study
	Observation procedure
	In both studies, all new teachers were observed two times within the first year. One occurred in the fall, which was viewed as the entry-level teaching performance; the other happened in the spring and was regarded as the end of the first-year teaching p

	Data Analysis
	
	
	Implementation of Instruction
	Change over Year 2003-2004
	
	
	
	Study Two: Year 2004-2005







	SES effects
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Study One: Year 2003 ¨C2004
	Study Two: Year 2004-2005








	Mixed-model three factor Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
	A mixed-model three-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine effects of time (Fall, Spring), school level (elementary, middle, and high school), teacher education (traditional teacher education and non-traditional teacher educatio
	
	Interaction effects
	Time by school level effects
	
	
	
	Planning and Preparation
	Classroom Climate





	Study Two: Year 2004-2005


	Assessment
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Classroom Management
	Time by teacher education program effects




	Study One: Year 2003¡ª2004


	Study Two: Year 2004-2005

	Time by school level by teacher education program effects
	Study One: Year 2003-2004
	Study Two: Year 2004-2005
	Study One: Year 2003-2004
	
	
	
	
	
	Study Two: Year 2004-2005







	Teacher education effects
	Study One: Year 2003-2004 and Study Two: Year 200

	Limitations of the current study
	Future research


