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We provide a critical review of existing teacher responsibility measures, develop the rationale for, and introduce a new Teacher Responsibility Scale (TRS). Evidence from a sample of German pre-service teachers (Study 1) and American in-service teachers (Study 2) supported a multi-dimensional model of teacher responsibility with four subscales that assess responsibility for student motivation, student achievement, relationships with students, and teaching. The study demonstrated that teacher responsibility is conceptually and empirically distinct from self-efﬁcacy, and that the associations between responsibility and self-efﬁcacy vary by the type of educational outcome. Implications for research on teaching and teacher education are discussed. Ó 2012 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction The current emphasis on performance-based accountability in schools places responsibility on teachers for ameliorating such unsatisfactory educational outcomes as low student performance and high rates of school dropout (Linn, 2006; Schalock, 1998). However, there is scarce evidence about how teachers themselves view their responsibilities and the conditions under which they are willing to accept personal responsibility for such outcomes. In particular, there has been insufﬁcient attention to both the conceptualization and the assessment of teacher responsibility, including the distinction between responsibility and such closely related constructs as teacher efﬁcacy (i.e., teachers’ conﬁdence in their capability to produce desired effects in their classrooms). Accordingly, we present two studies that were designed to: (a) introduce a newly developed measure of teacher responsibility, (b) demonstrate that this measure is conceptually and empirically distinct from teachers’ sense of selfefﬁcacy, and (c) compare the relations between responsibility and
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efﬁcacy with regard to critical educational outcomes. In Study 1, information from pre-service teachers in Germany was used to develop a multi-dimensional assessment of teacher responsibility and to examine how it compares with teacher self-efﬁcacy. Study 2 was then conducted to verify the factorial structure of the newly developed Teacher Responsibility Scale (the TRS) with in-service teachers in the United States. We begin by explicating different conceptualizations of teacher responsibility and the challenges associated with its assessment. 1.1. Conceptualization and operationalization of teacher responsibility Personal responsibility can be deﬁned as a sense of internal obligation and commitment to produce or prevent designated outcomes, or that these outcomes should have been produced or prevented (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011). According to this deﬁnition, responsibility can be approach-oriented (to produce an outcome) or avoidance-oriented (to prevent an outcome), and it can refer to past, present, or future events. It can be considered a dispositional variable (i.e., some people are generally more likely than others to assume
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personal responsibility), or it can be domain- and outcome-speciﬁc (i.e., people’s responsibility may vary for different types of outcomes). Sense of responsibility is important for social relationships in formal contexts, such as feeling responsible to fulﬁll professional obligations, as well as in such informal contexts as feeling responsible to provide help. In addition, personal sense of responsibility can have important implications for motivation and self-regulation (cf. Higgins, 1997; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994). In educational contexts, various conceptualizations of teacher responsibility have been linked to such outcomes as positive attitudes toward teaching and professional dedication (Halvorsen, Lee, & Andrade, 2009), job satisfaction (Winter, Brenner, & Petrosko, 2006), positive affect toward teaching (Guskey, 1984), teachers’ belief in their ability to inﬂuence students, teachers’ willingness to implement new instructional practices (Guskey, 1988), and with student achievement (Lee & Smith, 1996, 1997). Despite such promising ﬁndings, however, educational research has faced critical challenges regarding the meaning and the measurement of teacher responsibility, which we review in detail in the following section. Although the topic of personal responsibility has been examined in various disciplines, including psychology, philosophy, and sociology, and from a variety of different perspectives (Auhagen & Bierhoff, 2001), relevant work with teachers has been limited to operationalizing teacher responsibility in terms of the following ﬁve approaches: internal versus external attributions of causality and control, single-item measures of responsibility, responsibility for speciﬁc outcomes such as education about multiculturalism and diversity, generic measures of responsibility used with teachers, and measures of collective teacher responsibility. Operationalization and sample items of existing measures are shown in Table 1. In the following section, we outline these ﬁve approaches to the assessment of teacher responsibility, discuss their conceptual and methodological limitations, and explicate the distinction between personal responsibility and self-efﬁcacy, which are often viewed as conceptually intertwined. 1.1.1. Responsibility as locus of control Guskey (1981) and Rose and Medway (1981a, 1981b) explored teachers’ personal sense of responsibility from a locus-of-control perspective. Within this framework, responsibility is deﬁned as the degree to which teachers perceive themselves, versus external factors that are outside of their immediate control, to be the cause of positive or negative classroom outcomes (Guskey, 1981; Rose & Medway, 1981a). According to this approach, responsibility is operationalized as attributions to internal and presumably controllable causes such as the teacher’s behavior (see Table 1). Teacher responsibility, operationalized as internal locus of control, has been positively linked to teacher efﬁcacy (Guskey, 1982, 1988). Guskey (1987) even proposed that responsibility and efﬁcacy may be conceptually indistinguishable, suggesting that teacher responsibility reﬂects “a teacher’s belief that ‘I made this happen’,” whereas self-efﬁcacy reﬂects “a teacher’s belief that ‘I can make this happen’” (p. 41) and consequently that only a temporal distinction differentiates the two constructs. There are several conceptual ambiguities, however, that warrant the need to distinguish between teacher responsibility and locus of control, as well as between teacher responsibility and teacher efﬁcacy.1 First, although responsibility and locus of control share



1 Although our focus is on the distinction of responsibility from other closely related constructs, it is important to note that locus of control and self-efﬁcacy are also conceptually distinct. Speciﬁcally, locus of control reﬂects the extent to which outcomes are perceived as contingent upon one’s own actions; whereas efﬁcacy indicates the extent to which a person believes that he or she is able to perform these actions (Bandura, 2006).



the dimension of personal and presumably controllable causality (e.g., “Something happened because of me”), causality is not sufﬁcient to deﬁne responsibility. Causal attributions reﬂect beliefs about the internal or external reasons for “what is” or “what has been,” whereas responsibility also refers to “what should be” or “what should have been” (Ames, 1975; Weiner, 1995). For instance, Ames (1975) proposed that “it may make perfectly good sense for teachers to say that students failed because they did not try hard enough while ultimately viewing themselves as responsible for arousing student interest” (p. 675). Second, Weiner (1995) proposed that persons may not be judged responsible for an outcome that they have caused if there are mitigating circumstances (justiﬁcations or excuses) that alleviate or offset that responsibility. Finally, internal control and sense of efﬁcacy do not necessarily imply feelings of internal obligation to exercise control over or to implement actions for which one feels efﬁcacious. A belief that one is able to do something does not necessarily imply that one feels personally responsible to actually do it or that one should have done it. It is entirely possible for teachers with comparable levels of internal control beliefs and sense of efﬁcacy to assign different degrees of personal responsibility for an outcome or to consider others more responsible. Therefore, it is important to distinguish between controllable causality and responsibility (cf. Weiner, 1995). 1.1.2. Single-item measures of teacher responsibility Several studies have distinguished between “controllable causes” and teachers’ self-ascriptions of responsibility, but these studies have typically used single items, asking teachers to rate their degree of responsibility for a student’s performance on a single scale from “not at all” to “very much” or from “low” to “high” (see Table 1; Ames, 1975; Matteucci, 2007; Matteucci & Gosling, 2004). The use of such single-item measures may be problematic given potential biases related to variability in wording and format, and due to undetectable measurement error (cf. Krosnick, 1999; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). In addition, singleitem measures are not suited to assess responsibility as a multidimensional construct. Forced-distribution scales have also been used as single-item measures. For instance, Ames (1975) employed a Washer Stacking Task, which asks instructors to distribute 100 washers among themselves, the student, and the “situation” according to each factor’s relative degree of responsibility for the student’s task performance. A problematic aspect of this assessment is that, unlike individuals, a situation cannot assume personal responsibilitydit can only be a causal factor. Therefore, responsibility ascribed to the self and responsibility ascribed to the situation may have different meanings. Others (e.g., Brandt, Hayden, & Brophy, 1975) excluded attributions to the situation and asked participants to partial the responsibility for student performance only between themselves and the student. Such measures are appropriate only if comparative responsibility is of interest (i.e., how responsible the teacher feels relative to the student), since they do not indicate whether students and teachers share a lot or just a little responsibility. 1.1.3. Multi-item measures of teacher responsibility for speciﬁc educational outcomes 1.1.3.1. Responsibility to provide education about diversity and multiculturalism. Silverman (2010) examined pre-service teachers’ sense of responsibility to teach students about multiculturalism and diversity and included multiple responsibility items that conceptually distinguished between responsibility and other related constructs such as teacher efﬁcacy. However, she assessed teacher responsibility as an underlying latent factor that includes
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teacher efﬁcacy, advocacy, and teacher beliefs about culture, multiculturalism, and diversity, and included responsibility items in more than one construct. For example, the subscale “Culture” combined such items as “The deﬁnition of ‘culture’ has become blurred” and “It is my responsibility to ensure all forms of culture are valued in my classroom.” As a consequence, the empirical and conceptual distinctions between these constructs and their relations to responsibility are not entirely clear. 1.1.3.2. Responsibility for students with special needs. Another approach involves the assessment of teachers’ sense of responsibility for working with students with special needs. Kauffman, Wong, Lloyd, Hung, and Pullen (1991), for instance, used a modiﬁed version of the Inventory of Teacher Social Behavior Standards and Expectations (Walker, 1985; Walker & Rankin, 1983) to assess teachers’ willingness to accept students who display problematic behaviors in their class and to take responsibility for dealing with the students’ problems with or without technical assistance (see Table 1). Teachers’ responsibility was assessed as their willingness to deal with students’ problematic behaviors with or without technical assistance; teacher efﬁcacy was assessed as teachers’ preference to deal with students’ problematic behaviors without technical assistance. The correlation between responsibility and efﬁcacy was positive but not signiﬁcant (Kauffman et al., 1991). This operationalization, however, is somewhat problematic. First, it is possible that even highly efﬁcacious teachers prefer to receive technical assistance for students with special needs despite feeling conﬁdent in their capability to deal with such students on their own. Thus, this assessment may not capture the full spectrum of teacher efﬁcacy. Second, it does not take into account the possibility that a teacher may feel highly efﬁcacious to help a student but may not feel responsible to invest the necessary effort or resources to do so. This ambiguity highlights the need to clarify the operationalization of teacher responsibility and its relation to efﬁcacy. 1.1.4. Generic measures of responsibility Several measures of responsibility can be considered “generic” because they capture the overall degree of perceived responsibility without referring to speciﬁc outcomes. The Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976), for example, is widely used in organizational contexts to capture the effects of different job characteristics (e.g., job autonomy) on such psychological states as responsibility, and the implications for work attitudes such as job satisfaction (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976; Humphrey, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2007). Responsibility is deﬁned as the extent to which “the individual feels personally accountable and responsible for the results of the work he or she does” (Hackman & Oldham, 1976, p. 256). Using an abbreviated version of the Job Diagnostic Survey with three responsibility items, Winter et al. (2006) found relatively low internal consistency of the scale, but general support for the job characteristics modeldresponsibility was positively related to such job characteristics as autonomy and positively predicted teachers’ job satisfaction. An adapted version of the Job Diagnostic Survey for the teaching profession with German teachers, however, failed to identify a coherent responsibility factor (van Dick, Schnitger, Schwartzmann-Buchelt, & Wagner, 2001). Additional studies using the Job Diagnostic Survey indicated that U.S. teachers reported relatively higher levels of responsibility for their work compared to other workers with similar educational levels (Ellis & Bernhardt, 1992). Canadian teachers, however, rated themselves less responsible compared to employees in professional and service jobs (Barnabe & Burns, 1994). In sum, although there is general support for the job characteristics model for teachers, the assessment of teacher responsibility within this framework is problematic.
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Another generic measure of teacher responsibility was developed by Lester (1987), who assessed responsibility as a component of job satisfaction. However, only three of eight items directly refer to responsibility, which indicates conceptual heterogeneity (see Table 1). 1.1.5. Collective teacher responsibility Rather than personal responsibility, Lee and colleagues examined teachers’ sense of collective responsibility, which was positively related to student achievement across several academic disciplines (Lee, 2000; Lee & Loeb, 2000; Lee & Smith, 1996). However, the operationalization of collective responsibility varied across studies. For instance, using data provided by the Consortium on Chicago School Research, Lee and Loeb (2000) assessed collective responsibility in terms of teachers’ perceptions of how many of their colleagues felt responsible for different educational outcomes (see also Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010).2 Lee and Smith (1996), on the other hand, studied the concept of collective responsibility as an aggregate of teachers’ self-evaluations. Responsibility also was assessed as a composite of several theoretical constructs, such as teacher efﬁcacy, internal locus of control, and personal responsibility for students’ learning. Items representing these constructs formed one psychometrically coherent factor; however, most of the items were originally developed to assess teacher self-efﬁcacy rather than responsibility, and only one of 12 items directly referred to responsibility. 1.1.6. Conclusions A review of extant literature indicates, ﬁrst, the need for a more comprehensive conceptualization and operationalization of teacher responsibility for important facets of their work, and second, the need to distinguish responsibility from self-efﬁcacy, since the belief that “I can” (i.e., teacher self-efﬁcacy) may not necessarily translate to a sense of “I should” (i.e., teacher responsibility). Accordingly, the present studies were designed to: (a) introduce a new measure of teachers’ outcome-speciﬁc sense of responsibility, (b) demonstrate that conﬁdence in one’s ability to produce or prevent a designated outcome does not necessarily imply a sense of personal responsibility for this outcome, and (c) explore whether the relations between self-efﬁcacy and responsibility vary according to those outcomes. 1.2. Scale design As explained subsequently, the TRS assessed teachers’ willingness to assume personal responsibility for negative educational outcomes that they should have prevented (e.g., students’ lack of interest). The rationale behind each of the design decisions is discussed in the following sections: (a) the target of teachers’ responsibility (responsible for what), (b) level of item speciﬁcity, (c) authenticity (actual or imagined outcomes), (d) time frame (past, present or future), and (e) valence of the responsibility judgments (positive or negative). 1.2.1. Target of responsibility In order to identify the target of teacher responsibility, it is necessary to distinguish between teachers’ sense of responsibility for providing students with opportunities for academic success and teachers’ responsibility for whether students are actually successful. In a seminal article, Coleman (1968) identiﬁed two diverging views about educators’ professional responsibility: to provide educational services versus to ensure that these services result in desired student



2 Others have used a similar approach, but judgments of responsibility were mixed with such constructs as extra-role behaviors and perceived importance (Kardos & Johnson, 2007, Table 1).
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Table 1 Different approaches to the operationalization of teacher responsibility. Approach



Source



Scale description and sample items



Responsibility as internal locus of control



Responsibility for Student Achievement Scale (Guskey, 1981)



Teachers are asked to divide 100 percentage points between two alternative explanations for a positive or a negative classroom outcome that reﬂect either internal or external attributions. The scale consists of 30 forced-choice items, half of which are positive and the other half negative. Sample items:  If a student does well in your class, would it probably be (a) because that student had the natural ability to do well, or (b) because of the encouragement you offered?  When your students do poorly on a test, is it (a) because they didn’t really expect to do well, or (b) because you didn’t insist they prepare adequately?



Teacher Locus of Control Scale (Rose & Medway, 1981)



Teacher responsibility for student failure (Matteucci & Gosling, 2004) Bipolar scale (Ames, 1975) Washer Stacking Task (Ames, 1975)



Multi-item measures of teacher responsibility for speciﬁc educational outcomes/domains



Responsibility to provide education about diversity and multiculturalism (Silverman, 2010)



Inventory of Teacher Social Behavior Standards and Expectations (Kauffman et al., 1991; Walker, 1985; Walker & Rankin, 1983)



Generic measures of responsibility



Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman & Oldham, 1975)



A total score is obtained as the number of items for which a teacher selects the alternative that indicates an internal attribution (i.e., that something happened because of the teacher). Two separate scores are computed for positive and negative items. Teachers are asked to think of a student who is failing either due to lack of effort or lack of ability and to rate the extent to which they held themselves responsible for the student’s failure on a 7-point scale ranging from 0 (not at all) to 6 (very much). Instructors are asked to rate their responsibility for a student’s task performance on a 43-point scale from 1 (low) to 43 (high). Instructors are asked to distribute 100 washers among themselves, the student, and the situation according to each factor’s relative responsibility for the student’s task performance. Number of washers assigned to the self indicates the amount of perceived personal responsibility relative to the responsibility assigned to others. Teacher responsibility is assessed as an underlying factor of ﬁve different constructs: culture, multiculturalism, diversity, advocacy, and efﬁcacy (122 items total). Sample items for the subscale culture:  The deﬁnition of ‘culture’ has become blurred  It is my responsibility to ensure all forms of culture are valued in my classroom. Participants responded to all items on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree). Teachers are presented with a list of 56 positive student behaviors (e.g., “Student follows classroom rules”) and 51 negative behaviors (e.g., “Student is physically aggressive with others”), and are asked to mark positive student behaviors as critical, desirable, or unimportant and negative student behaviors as unacceptable, tolerated, or acceptable. For those items marked critical or unacceptable, teachers are asked to indicate whether: (a) The student would have to have mastered the critical skill or be within normal limits on the social behavior in question prior to entering the teacher’s class, (b) The teacher would accept responsibility for dealing with the student’s problem, so long as technical assistance were provided, (c) The teacher would take responsibility for dealing with the student’s problem and would not require technical assistance. Teacher responsibility is assessed as the number of items for which the teacher chooses responses B or C, indicating that the teacher would be willing to accept the student in his or her class. Participants are asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with 6 items, which form one factor. Sample items:  I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the work I do on this job.  I feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my work on this job.  Most people on this job feel a great deal of personal responsibility for the work they do. Four of the items refer to personal responsibility, and two items refer to the responsibility of “most people” on this job. Participants respond on a scale from 1 (Disagree strongly) to 7 (Agree strongly).
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Single-item measures of teacher responsibility



A total score is obtained by averaging the percentage points assigned to answers that reﬂect an internal attribution (that the outcome happened because of the teacher). In addition, two separate scores are computed for positive and negative items. Teachers are asked to endorse one of two options indicating either internal or external attributions for positive or negative classroom events. The scale consists of 28 forced-choice items, half of which are positive and the other half negative. Sample items:  When a student does better in school than he usually does, is it more likely (a) because the student was trying harder, or (b) because you tried hard to encourage the student to do better?  Suppose your students did not appear to be beneﬁtting from a more individualized method of instruction. The reason for this would probably be (a) because you were having some problems managing this type of instruction, or (b) because the students in your class were such that they needed a more traditional kind of approach.



Participants respond on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree).



Participants respond on a scale from 1 (Disagree strongly) to 6 (Agree strongly). Teachers’ collective responsibility is assessed at the school level based on an aggregate score of teachers’ self-evaluations. The scale includes 12 items, combined into one score. Sample items:  I can get through to the most difﬁcult student.  Teachers make a difference in students’ lives.  Teachers are responsible for keeping students from dropping out. Collective teacher responsibility (Lee & Smith, 1996)



Five response options are offered for each item: “none,” “some,” “about half,” “most,” and “nearly all.” Teachers’ collective responsibility is assessed based on teachers’ responses to four items representing teachers’ perceptions of their colleagues. It is assumed that the four items represent one construct, but statistics were reported only at the item-level. Sample items:  Teachers act as if they are responsible for students’ learning, even for those who are not in their classes.  My colleagues think it is important for teachers to work together. Collective teacher responsibility (Kardos & Johnson, 2007)



Participants respond on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). Teachers’ collective responsibility is assessed at the school level based on an aggregate score of teachers’ evaluations of their colleagues. The scale includes 7 items, combined into one score. Sample items:  How many teachers in this school feel responsible when students in the school fail?  How many teachers in this school feel responsible to help each other do their best? Collective teacher responsibility (Bryk et al., 2010; Lee & Loeb, 2000) Collective teacher responsibility



Teacher Job Satisfaction Questionnaire (Lester, 1987)



Teacher responsibility is assessed as an eight-item scale that represents three different concepts:  accountability for one’s own work (3 items, e.g., “I do have responsibility for my teaching”)  studenteteacher relationships (3 items, e.g., “I get along well with my students”)  participation in school policies (2 items, e.g., “I try to be aware of the policies of my school”)
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outcomes. Coleman noted that over the past century the responsibility for students’ academic success had gradually shifted from students and their families to educators, concluding that “the responsibility to create achievement lies with the educational institution, not the child” (p. 22). The implications of such strong responsibility for teachers and students are not well understood, including such important questions as whether too much responsibility may put teachers at risk of burnout, and whether a stronger sense of responsibility on the part of the teacher implies a decrease in student responsibility. Yet the notion of outcome-based responsibility is currently at the core of high-impact educational policies. Examples of such policies are the implementation of performancebased accountability systems (e.g., Frymier, 1998; Schalock, 1998; Schraw, 2010) and educational approaches such as the “No Excuses” model that has received empirical support and substantial popularity (e.g., Abdulkadiroglu, Angrist, Dynarski, Kane, & Pathak, 2009). Although this trend is most prevalent in the United States, the emphasis on teachers’ performance-based accountability is increasing in other countries as well, including the United Kingdom and Germany (Levitt, Janta, & Wegrich, 2008; Maier, 2010). In view of these current trends in education, our design decision was to assess not only teachers’ responsibility for providing educational services (e.g., preparing engaging lessons in order to increase student interest), but also for outcomes (e.g., whether or not students are actually interested). A challenge related to our focus on outcome-based responsibility is that teachers may feel responsible for a variety of educational outcomes, including student motivation, learning, achievement, safety, relationships with students, and different teaching practices (e.g., Lauermann & Karabenick, 2009; Broadfoot, Osborn, Gilly, & Paillet, 1987, 1988). We selected ﬁve domains of teacher responsibility deemed important for students and teachers: responsibility for student motivation (interest, liking, and value of the subject taught by the teacher), student achievement (learning, performance, and academic progress throughout the school year), students’ selfconﬁdence (students’ conﬁdence in their ability to be successful in their classroom), for having positive relationships with students (students trust the teacher, rely on the teacher when they need help, and know that the teacher truly cares about them), and for providing the best possible instruction (the teacher’s lessons are as effective and engaging as the teacher can possibly make them). Although a subset of domains cannot capture the full spectrum of teachers’ sense of responsibility, the goal was to focus on key responsibilities with which most teachers could identify, and thus to develop a scale that teachers would consider highly relevant for their professional lives. 1.2.2. Speciﬁcity Responsibility can be operationalized with different degrees of speciﬁcity, from experimental studies and vignettes that describe speciﬁc situations (e.g., Ames, 1975; Weiner, 1995) to scales that assess personality characteristics and general behavioral tendencies (e.g., Bierhoff et al., 2005; Winter, 1992). For increased relevance we selected a moderate degree of speciﬁcity, asking teachers about situations that are likely to occur in any classroom (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine was not interested in the subject I teach” and “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine had very low achievement”). 1.2.3. Authenticity Responsibility can be assessed in reference to hypothetical situations versus actual outcomes. Hypothetical situations are more abstract and may be considered less authentic. Their distinct advantage, however, is their applicability regardless of teachers’ personal experiences. Therefore, statements included in the present scale were hypothetical and used the conditional stem: “I would feel
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PERSONALLY responsible if.” The advantage of using conditional items is especially important in the assessment of pre-service teachers, many of whom may have limited teaching experiences. 1.2.4. Time frame Existing research has often focused on teachers’ ascriptions of responsibility for past events (e.g., Ames, 1975; Matteucci, 2007; Matteucci & Gosling, 2004); however, teachers may also feel responsible to fulﬁll professional roles that apply across time (e.g., to teach about diversity; see Silverman, 2010), and may feel responsible to produce or prevent events in the future (e.g., student success or failure at the end of the school year). In order to provide wide applicability, therefore, the proposed measure is based on hypothetical events that could occur at any time point. 1.2.5. Valence Judgments of responsibility may also vary according to their positive or negative valence; for instance, there is a distinction between teachers’ sense of responsibility to ensure that a positive outcome occurs in their classroom (e.g., to ensure that a student is interested in the subject taught by the teacher), and their willingness to assume responsibility if this outcome was negative (e.g., if a student was not interested in the subject taught by the teacher). Although both operationalizations are consistent with our deﬁnition of responsibility, the design decision was to focus on negatively valenced items. Whereas most teachers would likely agree that they are responsible to produce such important outcomes as student motivation and achievement, there may be greater variance in their willingness to hold themselves responsible if these outcomes did not occur (e.g., if student motivation and achievement were low). It was considered important to capture this aspect of critical selfjudgment, ﬁrst, because it has been identiﬁed as a core component of personal responsibility (cf. Winter, 1992), second, because teachers themselves consider critical self-judgment an important component of being responsible (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2009), and third because it can have implications for behavior regulation and performance improvement. For instance, in a comprehensive review of the literature on counterfactual thinking, Epstude and Roese (2008) point out that self-directed counterfactual thoughts, such as what the person could or should have done to improve a negative outcome, predict future performance. Positive or neutral events, on the other hand, are much less likely to prompt such thoughts. Similarly, several researchers indicate that responsibility judgments are typically prompted by negative rather than positive outcomes (Bovens, 1998; Weiner, 1995). 2. Study 1 Study 1 had three research objectives. The ﬁrst objective was to test the factorial structure of the TRS, which generated the following hypothesis: Hypothesis 1. The newly developed scale would form ﬁve distinct factors: responsibility for student motivation, for student achievement, for student self-conﬁdence, for relationships with students, and for teaching. The second research goal was to demonstrate that teachers’ internal sense of responsibility for educational outcomes could be empirically distinguished from teachers’ conﬁdence in their ability to produce or prevent those outcomes. This distinction was examined by creating a teacher efﬁcacy scale with items that were parallel to the responsibility items (see Appendix A). The objective was to demonstrate thatddespite parallel item contentdconﬁdence in teachers’ capability (e.g., “I am conﬁdent that I can get any of my students interested in the subject I teach”) does not necessarily



imply a sense of responsibility (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine was not interested in the subject I teach”). These considerations generated the following hypothesis: Hypothesis 2. Teachers’ conﬁdence in their capability to produce or prevent designated educational outcomes would be empirically distinguishable from their sense of responsibility for those outcomes. The ﬁnal research goal was to test whether the association between teacher efﬁcacy and responsibility would vary by type of responsibility outcome (student motivation, student achievement, student self-conﬁdence, relationships with students, and teaching). It is possible, for example, that some outcomes are perceived as controllable but may exceed teachers’ sense of professional responsibility, whereas other outcomes may be viewed as an important part of teachers’ role responsibilities but may be perceived as difﬁcult to inﬂuence. In the absence of speciﬁc expectations based on prior research, the following hypothesis is non-directional: Hypothesis 3. The relations between self-efﬁcacy and responsibility would vary as a function of speciﬁc educational outcomes such as student motivation, student achievement, student selfconﬁdence, relationships with students, and teaching. 2.1. Method 2.1.1. Sample Data were collected from secondary-level pre-service teachers in a German university. Participants were recruited by the same instructor in two lectures they attended in their teacher education program. Overall, 315 pre-service teachers completed the survey (70% female, age range 18e37 years), corresponding to a 79% response rate. Thirty-nine percent (124) were recruited from a lecture for beginning students, and 61% (191) were recruited from a lecture for advanced students. In addition, the participants were enrolled in one of two teacher education programs: 77% (243) were preparing to teach in the highest academic track schools in the German school system (combined program for Gymnasium and Gesamtschule), whereas 22% (69) were preparing to teach in vocational schools (Berufskolleg; 1% non-response). About half (147) of the participants had experiences with teaching, typically in the form of tutoring individual students or small groups of students (3% non-response). 2.1.2. Procedure All participants were invited to participate in an online survey, using their university email account. Items within each scale were presented in an order that was randomized across participants. In addition, because the content of the responsibility and efﬁcacy items was matched, their order of scale presentation was also randomized such that some participants responded to the responsibility scale ﬁrst, and others to the efﬁcacy scale ﬁrst. 2.1.3. Measures 2.1.3.1. Responsibility. Teacher responsibility items were preceded by the statement: “Imagine that the following situations would occur when you are a teacher. To what extent would you feel PERSONALLY responsible that you should have prevented each of the following?” The scale included 21 items designed to represent ﬁve areas of responsibility: responsibility for student motivation (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine was not interested in the subject I teach”), student achievement (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine had very low achievement”), students’ self-conﬁdence (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine did not believe that he or she can be successful in my class”), relationships with students (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine thought he/she could not count on me when he/she needed help”), and teaching (e.g., “I
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would feel personally responsible if a lesson I taught was not as effective for student learning as I could have possibly made it”). The items were responded to on an 11-point scale with labels from 0 (not at all responsible) to 100 (completely responsible), in 10-point increments. The choice of this scale was informed by a pretest, which indicated that the participants were intuitively using a 0-to-100 percent scale in reference to their degree of personal responsibility. 2.1.3.2. Efﬁcacy. The efﬁcacy scale was parallel to the responsibility scale, with items preceded by the statement: “Imagine that you are a teacher. How conﬁdent are you about each of the following?” (e.g., “I am conﬁdent that I can get any of my students interested in the subject I teach”). Participants responded on an 11-point scale with labels from 0 (not at all conﬁdent) to 100 (completely conﬁdent), in 10-point increments. 2.1.3.3. Demographic information. Participants were asked to indicate their gender, age, current semester, academic track for which they are preparing to teach, and whether they have had any teaching experiences. 2.2. Results The ﬁrst set of analyses examined the factorial structure of the teacher responsibility scale. First, we present the descriptive analyses of the responsibility items. Second, we present the results of a cross-validation study with an exploratory and a conﬁrmatory factor analysis (CFA) testing the a priori hypothesized factorial structure (Hypothesis 1). Third, we compare the responsibility scale with the efﬁcacy scale in order to determine whether responsibility and efﬁcacy represent two empirically distinguishable constructs (Hypothesis 2). Finally, we examine possible variation in the relations between responsibility and self-efﬁcacy as a function of different educational outcomes (Hypothesis 3). The comparative ﬁt index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) and the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) were used to evaluate the ﬁt of the tested models. A good model ﬁt is indicated if the CFI and the TLI are in the mid-90s or higher, and RMSEA and SRMR are less than .05; values of less than .08 for RMSEA and less than .10 for SRMR are considered acceptable (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005; Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004; Raykov & Marcoulides, 2006). All analyses were performed with Mplus, and missing data were estimated with the full-information maximum likelihood (FIML) algorithm. 2.2.1. Factorial structure of the teacher responsibility scale Each item was responded to by between 311 and 314 participants (i.e., maximum of 1.6% missing data on each variable); 298 cases (94%) had no missing data. With the exception of one item distribution, there were no substantial deviations from normality, as indicated by skewness ranging from .93 to .38 and kurtosis ranging from .73 to .78 (see Kline, 2005). One of the variables had skewness and kurtosis greater than 1.0, but was excluded due to overall poor psychometric properties in subsequent analyses. A conﬁrmatory factor analysis (CFA) indicated that the expected ﬁve-factor model had only marginally acceptable ﬁt to the data and thus required modiﬁcations, c2 (179, N ¼ 314) ¼ 433.81, CFI ¼ .91, TLI ¼ .89, RMSEA ¼ .07, SRMR ¼ .07. Speciﬁcally, an exploratory factor analysis was performed on one randomly selected half of the sample to modify the original model, and a conﬁrmatory factor analysis was performed on the other half to test the replicability of the modiﬁed model (for more information regarding the use of exploratory factor analysis for model speciﬁcation prior to crossvalidation with conﬁrmatory factor analysis, see Gerbing & Hamilton, 1996). The exploratory analysis was a principal axis
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factor analysis with oblique rotation, and factor extraction was based on eigenvalues greater than 1.0. Problematic items were eliminated if they failed to load on their designated factor, if they had high crossloadings (>j.40j), if their variance was not well explained as suggested by low communalities, and if their loading on their designated factor was not strong (


resp1 RSM



.81 .78



resp2



.81 resp3 .70 resp4



RSA



.36



.73 .77



resp5



.78 .74



resp6 resp7



.48



.34



resp8 .39



RRS



.75 .74



resp9



.70 resp10 .53 resp11 .66 RTE



.79 .78



resp12 resp13



Fig. 1. Factorial structure of the teacher responsibility scale in study 1. RSM ¼ responsibility for student motivation; RSA ¼ responsibility for student achievement; RRS ¼ responsibility for relationships with students; RTE ¼ responsibility for teaching. Exact wording of each item is shown in the Appendix A. All coefﬁcients are standardized and are signiﬁcant at the p < .001 level. Residual terms are not shown in the ﬁgure.
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Fig. 2. Eight-factor model distinguishing between responsibility and efﬁcacy beliefs in Study 1. RSM/ESM ¼ responsibility/efﬁcacy for student motivation; RSA/ESA ¼ responsibility/ efﬁcacy for student achievement; RRS/ERS ¼ responsibility/efﬁcacy for relationships with students; RTE/ETE ¼ responsibility/efﬁcacy for teaching. The content of each efﬁcacy item is matched with the content of corresponding responsibility items (e.g., resp1 corresponds to eff1). The wording of each item is shown in the Appendix A. Residual variances of observed variables and covariances between non-corresponding responsibility and efﬁcacy factors were included but are not shown in the ﬁgure. All coefﬁcients are standardized and are signiﬁcant at the p < .001 level.



After conﬁrming a satisfactory ﬁt of the modiﬁed four-factor model, additional analyses were conducted to test alternative models. First, we compared the four-factor model to a one-factor model, which had inferior ﬁt to the data (Dc2 (6) ¼ 549.83, p < .001; one factor: c2 (65, N ¼ 314) ¼ 636.01, CFI ¼ .66, TLI ¼ .59, RMSEA ¼ .17, SRMR ¼ .11). This provides support for the multidimensional structure of the scale. Second, because of the relatively high correlation between the motivation and the achievement factor (r ¼ .70, p < .001, see Fig. 1), a three-factor model combining the motivation and the achievement factors into one factor was also tested. However, the four-factor model presented in Fig. 1 had clearly superior ﬁt to the data and was retained (Dc2 (3) ¼ 140.62, p < .001; three factors: c2 (62, N ¼ 314) ¼ 226.80, CFI ¼ .90, TLI ¼ .88, RMSEA ¼ .09, SRMR ¼ .05). Third, the correlations between the four factors in Fig. 1 were moderate to high (.34e.70), which may indicate a single higher-order factor. A model with a single higher-order factor provided an acceptable, yet signiﬁcantly decreased model ﬁt compared to the original model shown in Fig. 1 (Dc2 (2) ¼ 26.51,



p < .001; single higher-order factor: c2 (61, N ¼ 314) ¼ 112.69, CFI ¼ .97, TLI ¼ .96, RMSEA ¼ .05, SRMR ¼ .06). Our analyses in the following sections are therefore based on the four ﬁrst-order factors. 2.2.2. Distinction between teacher responsibility and teacher efﬁcacy A second set of analyses was conducted to determine whether the responsibility and the efﬁcacy scales measure two empirically distinguishable constructs. First, a four-factor model was tested in which each responsibility item was replaced by its corresponding efﬁcacy item (see Appendix A). Second, we tested whether an eightfactor structure, including four responsibility factors and four parallel efﬁcacy factors, provides a superior ﬁt to the data compared to a fourfactor structure that combines responsibility and efﬁcacy items. The model ﬁt of a four-factor efﬁcacy scaledincluding 13 efﬁcacy items that correspond to the responsibility items in our previous analysisdwas satisfactory (c2 (59, N ¼ 315) ¼ 129.51, CFI ¼ .97, TLI ¼ .95, RMSEA ¼ .06, SRMR ¼ .03). In addition, the four efﬁcacy



Table 2 Correlations between latent responsibility and efﬁcacy factors in Study 1. Responsibility
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2.2.3. Associations between responsibility and efﬁcacy and the four domains of Educational Outcomes A 2 (Teacher Beliefs: Responsibility vs. Efﬁcacy)  4 (Educational Outcomes: student motivation, student achievement, relationships with students, and teaching) repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance (RM-MANOVA) was employed to test the differences between responsibility and efﬁcacy as a function of the four domains of educational outcomes. Both factors were within-subject factors, since the same participants responded to all items. The analyses indicated signiﬁcant main effects for Teacher Beliefs (Wilk’s L ¼ .90, F(1, 313) ¼ 36.13, p < .001, h2p ¼ :10) and for the four Educational Outcomes (Wilk’s L ¼ .27, F(3, 311) ¼ 278.07, p < .001, h2p ¼ :73), as well as a signiﬁcant interaction effect between the two withinsubject factors (Wilk’s L ¼ .53, F(3, 311) ¼ 90.90, p < .001, h2p ¼ :47). These results suggest that pre-service teachers’ beliefs about their responsibility and their self-efﬁcacy are not equivalent, and that the relations between these two types of beliefs vary as a function of different educational outcomes. Paired t-tests were employed to further examine the mean differences between responsibility and efﬁcacy for each educational outcome (see Fig. 3). These analyses indicated that three of the four comparisons were signiﬁcantly different: student motivation (MResp ¼ 38.06, SD ¼ 21.04, MEfﬁc ¼ 55.33, SD ¼ 19.36; t(313) ¼ 14.50, p < .001, d ¼ .82), student achievement (MResp ¼ 51.47, SD ¼ 18.18, MEfﬁc ¼ 56.58, SD ¼ 17.84; t(313) ¼ 4.80, p < .001, d ¼ .27), and teaching (MResp ¼ 68.25, SD ¼ 17.99, MEfﬁc ¼ 65.44, SD ¼ 17.34; t(313) ¼ - 2.60, p ¼ .017, d ¼ .14). Sense of responsibility and efﬁcacy with regard to relationships with students did not differ



3 The results were replicated without allowing intercorrelated error variances. However, this assumption is plausible because the content of the responsibility and the efﬁcacy items was intentionally matched. Intercorrelated error variances indicate that there is a relation between items with the same content that is not explained by the underlying responsibility or efﬁcacy factors.
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factors had good internal consistencies: efﬁcacy for student motivation (a ¼ .83), student achievement (a ¼ .81), relationships with students (a ¼ .78), and teaching (a ¼ .82). This suggests that the responsibility scale and the efﬁcacy scale have parallel factor structures. In order to test whether responsibility and efﬁcacy are two empirically distinguishable constructs across educational outcome domains, we combined the previous analyses into one model with eight factors (four responsibility factors and four corresponding efﬁcacy factors). This eight-factor model is illustrated in Fig. 2, and the correlations between the eight latent factors are shown in Table 2. Correlations between error variances of responsibility and efﬁcacy items with parallel content were also estimated.3 The model ﬁt of this eight-factor model was satisfactory, c2 (258, N ¼ 315) ¼ 443.58, CFI ¼ .96, TLI ¼ .94, RMSEA ¼ .05, SRMR ¼ .05. Next, we tested whether a four-factor model that combines each pair of corresponding responsibility and efﬁcacy factors (e.g., efﬁcacy for student motivation and responsibility for student motivation) has a superior ﬁt to the eight-factor model. The analysis indicated that the proposed eight-factor model had a clearly better ﬁt to the data (Dc2 (22) ¼ 1234.77, p < .001). Furthermore, combining any of the four pairs of factors led to a signiﬁcant decrease in model ﬁt compared to the eight-factor model: student motivation (Dc2 (7) ¼ 376.17, p < .001), student achievement (Dc2 (7) ¼ 520.83, p < .001), relationships with students (Dc2 (7) ¼ 243.06, p < .001), and teaching (Dc2 (7) ¼ 307.33, p < .001). This supports Hypothesis 2, according to which the responsibility and the efﬁcacy scales measure empirically distinguishable constructs even after holding the item content parallel in both scales.
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Fig. 3. Mean differences between responsibility and efﬁcacy factors in Study 1. Error bars indicate one standard error above and below the mean. The responsibility and efﬁcacy factors were measured on an 11-point scale ranging from 0 (not at all responsible/conﬁdent) to 100 (completely responsible/conﬁdent), in 10-point increments.



signiﬁcantly (MResp ¼ 72.63, SD ¼ 17.14, MEfﬁc ¼ 73.44, SD ¼ 16.96; t(313) ¼ .85, p ¼ .396, d ¼ .04). In sum, pre-service teachers’ sense of responsibility was signiﬁcantly lower than their sense of efﬁcacy for student motivation and achievement (with moderate to strong effect sizes), but was slightly higher than efﬁcacy for teaching (with a small effect size). These analyses suggest that the relations between efﬁcacy and responsibility differ as a function of the speciﬁc educational outcome, in support of Hypothesis 3. 2.2.4. Additional analyses An important question regarding the presented analyses is whether the differences between the responsibility and the efﬁcacy items may be attributable to the approach-avoidance orientation of the items, as opposed to conceptual differences between responsibility and efﬁcacy. In order to examine this question, we compared whether efﬁcacy items for negative outcomes (e.g., “I am conﬁdent that I can prevent any of my students from having very low achievement”) are empirically distinguishable from responsibility items (e.g., “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine had very low achievement”). We focused in particular on responsibility and efﬁcacy for student achievement, since two of the four efﬁcacy items in this factor had an avoidance focus (to prevent an outcome), whereas the remaining two items had an approach focus (to produce an outcome). The tested models are illustrated in Fig. 4. First, a baseline four-factor model (separating efﬁcacy items with approach and avoidance focus, as well as their corresponding responsibility items) had a very good ﬁt to the data (see Fig. 4a, c2 (10, N ¼ 315) ¼ 8.62, CFI ¼ 1.00, TLI ¼ 1.00, RMSEA < .01, SRMR ¼ .02).4 Next, we tested a model combining the efﬁcacy and responsibility items with matched content and matched avoidance focus (see Fig. 4b), but found that this model had very poor overall ﬁt (c2 (13, N ¼ 315) ¼ 191.67, CFI ¼ .82, TLI ¼ .61, RMSEA ¼ .21, SRMR ¼ .10), and was signiﬁcantly worse than the baseline model (Dc2 (3) ¼ 183.05, p < .001). These



4 Similar to the previous analyses, we allowed residual variances of items with matched content to be correlated.
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students), and 24 were identiﬁed as duplicate cases based on their IP addresses, panel identiﬁers, and demographic data. The ﬁnal sample thus consisted of 412 K-12 teachers (68% female, age range 20e67 years). Twenty-eight percent were currently teaching at the elementary level, 4% at the elementary and middle level, 9% only at the middle school level, 5% at the middle and high school level, 52% only at the high school level, and 2% were teaching grades K-12. Twenty-one percent reported that they were teaching in high-poverty schools (more than 75% of the students are eligible for free or reduced price lunch), and 34% in low-poverty schools (25% or less of the students are eligible for free or reduced price lunch).
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Fig. 4. Comparison of responsibility and efﬁcacy items in (a) a baseline model, and (b) a model in which responsibility and efﬁcacy items are matched with regard to content and avoidance focus (to prevent an outcome) and are merged in one factor. ESA_1 ¼ efﬁcacy items with approach focus; RSA_1 ¼ responsibility items corresponding to ESA_1; ESA_2 ¼ efﬁcacy items with avoidance focus; RSA_2 ¼ responsibility items corresponding to ESA_2. The items are shown in the Appendix A. Residual variances are not shown in the ﬁgure. All coefﬁcients are standardized and are signiﬁcant at the p < .001 level.



analyses indicate that even when responsibility and efﬁcacy items have the same valence orientation (here, avoidance focus), responsibility and efﬁcacy remain empirically distinguishable. 3. Study 2 Study 2 was conducted to test whether the TRS developed on a sample of pre-service teachers would be applicable to an independent sample of in-service teachers. For descriptive purposes, possible variation in responsibility was examined with regard to (a) gender, (b) school level (elementary versus secondary), and (c) teacher-reported school poverty (percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch). 3.1. Method 3.1.1. Sample Data were collected from a convenience sample of kindergarten through 12th-grade (K-12) regular in-service teachers in the United States who were recruited from a national online survey panel. Registered members of this panel are invited to participate in online research surveys in exchange for monetary incentives. A careful screening process was implemented to ensure that only current K-12 in-service teachers were included. Overall, the survey system identiﬁed 736 potentially eligible cases, 324 of whom were excluded for the following reasons: 168 were excluded because they were not regular school teachers (e.g., tutors, student teachers, substitute teachers, day care professionals, paraeducators, special education teachers), 112 were excluded due to incomplete surveys, 20 had provided implausible data (e.g., that they teach 0 or 1



3.1.2. Measures The TRS developed with pre-service teachers was used in this study, with four modiﬁcations. First, a German-English translation and back-translation was performed.5 Second, the item “I would feel personally responsible if a student of mine failed my class” was excluded, resulting in a total of 12 items (see Appendix A). This item was excluded because not all students can fail a class (e.g., kindergarten) and because the formal criteria for failing a class may vary greatly across schools regardless of the teacher’s sense of personal responsibility. Third, since teachers may teach different subject areas and grade levels, they were asked to think about a speciﬁc “target class.” This procedure was adapted from the Survey of Chicago Public Schools, which is conducted by the Consortium on Chicago School Research. The instructions were as follows: “For the next section of the survey, we would like for you to report on ONE speciﬁc class, which we will call your TARGET CLASS. Please report on this ONE class, even if it is not typical of the classes you teach. How to determine your TARGET CLASS: Your TARGET CLASS is your SECOND PERIOD class on Mondays. If you do not teach a class second period, or if second period is part of a doubleperiod class, your TARGET CLASS is the next class you teach in the day. If you are a ‘self-contained classroom teacher’ this is your TARGET CLASS.” The participants were then asked to think of this target class when responding to the responsibility items: “Imagine that the following situations would occur in your TARGET CLASS. To what extent would you feel PERSONALLY responsible that you should have prevented each of the following?” The fourth and ﬁnal modiﬁcation was that instead of an eleven-point scale, we used a more common seven-point scale, ranging from 0 (Not at all) to 6 (Completely). All items were identical to Study 1. 3.2. Results 3.2.1. Factorial structure of the Teacher Responsibility Scale (TRS) Each item was answered by between 409 and 412 participants (i.e., maximum of .7% missing data on each variable); 399 cases (97%) had no missing data. Items pertaining to responsibility for student motivation and achievement were approximately normally distributed (skewness ranged from .57 to .04, and kurtosis ranged from .88 to .15), whereas items pertaining to responsibility for relationships with students and for teaching were somewhat



5 This process included a translation by the ﬁrst author who is ﬂuent in both languages and, as one of the creators of the scale, was able to consider conceptual as well as linguistic equivalence. An expert panel of German and American researchers reviewed the translation and a back-translation was performed. German pre-service teachers and American in-service teachers were interviewed to ensure that the items are interpreted as intended (see Karabenick et al., 2007). This process was completed prior to Study 1.
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negatively skewed (skewness ranged from 1.52 to 1.03, and kurtosis ranged from .31 to 2.03). A conﬁrmatory factor analysis indicated that the expected fourfactor structure had very good ﬁt to the data, c2 (48, N ¼ 412) ¼ 106.48, CFI ¼ .98, TLI ¼ .97, RMSEA ¼ .05, SRMR ¼ .03 (see Fig. 5). The internal consistencies of the four factors were also satisfactory: responsibility for student motivation (a ¼ .88), for student achievement (a ¼ .86), for relationships with students (a ¼ .87), and for teaching (a ¼ .87). Similar to Study 1, we tested alternative models, which however produced inferior ﬁt to the data: a one-factor model (Dc2 (6) ¼ 1143.51, p < .001; one factor: c2 (54, N ¼ 412) ¼ 1249.99, CFI ¼ .62, TLI ¼ .53, RMSEA ¼ .23, SRMR ¼ .13), a model merging responsibility for student motivation and for student achievement into one factor (Dc2 (3) ¼ 177.53, p < .001; three factors: c2 (51, N ¼ 412) ¼ 284.01, CFI ¼ .93, TLI ¼ .90, RMSEA ¼ .11, SRMR ¼ .06), and a model with one higher-order responsibility factor. The model with one higher-order factor produced only marginally acceptable ﬁt to the data and was signiﬁcantly worse than a model with four ﬁrstorder factors only, Dc2 (2) ¼ 113.54, p < .001; c2 (50, N ¼ 412) ¼ 220.02, CFI ¼ .95, TLI ¼ .93, RMSEA ¼ .09, SRMR ¼ .09. Analyses thus supported the hypothesized four-factor structure with an independent sample of in-service teachers. 3.2.2. Additional analyses Possible variation with regard to gender, school level, and teacherreported school poverty were tested in a set of MANOVAs with the four responsibility factors as dependent variables. For school level, only elementary and secondary teachers were compared, excluding teachers providing instruction at multiple levels (6% excluded). Teachers reported school poverty in four categories indicating the
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Fig. 5. Factorial structure of the teacher responsibility scale in Study 2. RSM ¼ responsibility for student motivation; RSA ¼ responsibility for student achievement; RRS ¼ responsibility for relationships with students; RTE ¼ responsibility for teaching. Exact wording of each item is shown in the Appendix A. All coefﬁcients are standardized and are signiﬁcant at the p < .001 level. Residual terms are not shown in the ﬁgure.



23



percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch: less than 25%, 26e50%, 51e75%, and more than 75% of the students. No signiﬁcant differences were found with regard to gender (Wilk’s L ¼ .98, F(4, 405) ¼ 1.70, p ¼ .149, h2p ¼ :02) and school poverty (Wilk’s L ¼ .96, F(12, 1053) ¼ 1.51, p ¼ .113, h2p ¼ :02), but there was a signiﬁcant difference with regard to school level (Wilk’s L ¼ .97, F(4, 382) ¼ 2.68, p ¼ .032, h2p ¼ :03). Elementary teachers reported somewhat higher responsibility for student achievement than secondary teachers (MElem ¼ 3.84, SD ¼ 1.29, MSec ¼ 3.55, SD ¼ 1.31; F(1, 385) ¼ 4.09, p ¼ .044, h2p ¼ :01), and there were no signiﬁcant differences for the remaining responsibility factors. 3.3. Discussion Our primary objective was to provide an important and necessary foundation for future research on teacher responsibility by clarifying its meaning and assessment. First, we provided a systematic analysis of different approaches to the deﬁnition and measure of teacher responsibility and speciﬁed existing ambiguity regarding the conceptualization and operationalization of the construct, as well as conceptual and methodological problems encountered in prior research. Second, we discussed ﬁve dimensions of scale design that described the development of a conceptually and empirically sound scale of teacher responsibility: target of responsibility, speciﬁcity, authenticity, time frame, and valence. These dimensions, along with our deﬁnition of responsibility (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011), can serve as a guide to evaluate the potential and the limitations of existing assessments of responsibility (e.g., scope, area of applicability, reference point). For instance, whereas prior assessments have typically focused on single educational outcomes, the present scale is multi-dimensional. Similarly, whereas some researchers have utilized generic measures of responsibility (low speciﬁcity), the present scale includes speciﬁc educational outcomes. Further, whereas prior assessments are often limited to past events (time frame), the present scale focuses on events that can occur in any classroom at any time, and that are applicable to both pre-service and in-service teachers. Third, the TRS closely followed our deﬁnition of personal responsibility (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011) in a manner that carefully aligned the conceptualization and operationalization of the construct. Analyses demonstrated the scale’s applicability to both pre-service and in-service teachers across two educational systems and determined its discriminant validity when compared with teacher efﬁcacy, despite the fact that responsibility and efﬁcacy have often been viewed as conceptually intertwined (e.g., see Guskey, 1987). The development of the TRS thus lays the foundation for examining several important issues, including a better understanding of: (a) the development of professional responsibility in pre-service and in-service teachers, (b) contextual inﬂuences on teachers’ sense of responsibility, (c) the relations between personal responsibility and efﬁcacy, and (d) the mechanisms through which responsibility inﬂuences the instructional process. First, a better understanding of the concept of personal responsibility in educational contexts is important for both preservice teachers, who are developing a sense of professional identity (What are my responsibilities as a teacher?), and in-service teachers, who face the challenge of reconciling their own views of responsibility with professional demands; these demands include meeting students’ academic and social needs, as well as ensuring that they are providing the best possible instruction in accordance with professional norms and expectations (e.g., Dahlgren & Hammar Chiriac, 2009; Fischman, DiBara, & Gardner, 2006). The development of professional responsibility presents a challenge for pre-service and in-service teachers, which warrants further
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examination. For instance, in a qualitative study, Dahlgren and Hammar Chiriac (2009) concluded that teacher education programs seem to struggle with providing adequate support for pre-service teachers’ identiﬁcation with their professional role, including understanding and fulﬁlling their professional responsibility. This developmental process does not end with teacher education, as in-service teachers often struggle with inconsistencies between their own views of professional responsibility and formal professional requirements, as well as with fulﬁlling all of their responsibilities while receiving minimal guidance about how to carry out “good work” in their professional context (Fischman et al., 2006). In order to aid further research in this area, an important objective here was to introduce a scale of teacher responsibility that is broadly applicable across educational settings and at different points in teachers’ careers. Despite marked differences between the two samples used in the present studydpre-service teachers in Germany (Study 1) and in-service teachers in the USA (Study 2)d the TRS had very good psychometric properties and a replicable factor structure. This suggests that the scale is suitable for conducting research that examines different patterns of pre-service and in-service teachers’ beliefs about responsibility. For example, teachers may have narrowly deﬁned responsibility (e.g., responsibility only for students’ academic, but not social needs, or responsibility only for own teaching, but not for actual student outcomes), or an inﬂated sense of responsibility that is difﬁcult to fulﬁll and that may therefore cause psychological distress and a sense of being overburdened. It remains to be conﬁrmed which set of beliefs is most beneﬁcial for students’ and teachers’ well-being, as well as how teachers’ responsibility beliefs may change throughout their careers with regard to the four responsibility factors identiﬁed in the present research. Second, it is critical to recognize that teachers’ professional responsibility is embedded in a variety of contexts; teachers may feel different degrees of responsibility depending on the characteristics of their teacher education program, their students’ characteristics, school characteristics, and characteristics of the education system. Results of Study 2, for instance, suggested that responsibility was not related to teacher-reported school poverty, but there were signiﬁcant differences between elementary and secondary teachers in the amount of responsibility they were willing to assume for their students’ achievement. Although poverty presents a challenge that likely inﬂuences teachers’ ability to fulﬁll their professional responsibilities, evidence suggests that strong leadership and a positive organizational habitus can lead to a strong sense of teacher responsibility for students’ learning, regardless of such challenging circumstances as poverty (Diamond, Randolph, & Spillane, 2004). Such moderating factors may explain the missing link between teacher responsibility and school-level poverty and indicate the need to examine the relation between school context and teacher responsibility further. The identiﬁed differences between elementary and secondary teachers, on the other hand, are analogous to prior research on teacher efﬁcacy, as secondary teachers often feel less efﬁcacious than do elementary teachers to inﬂuence their students’ learning. This decreased sense of efﬁcacy from elementary to secondary schools has been attributed to teachers’ beliefs that the learning habits of older students are more difﬁcult to inﬂuence, to decreasing parental involvement as students become older, as well as to logistical barriers such as larger school size, departmentalization, ability grouping, and whole-group instruction (Eccles et al., 1993; Maehr & Midgley, 1996). It is unclear, however, whether these contextual inﬂuences affect responsibility independent of efﬁcacy, or whether a decreased sense of efﬁcacy also leads to teachers’ decreased willingness to assume responsibility. In addition, these



inﬂuences have not been studied with regard to the remaining educational outcomes considered in the present studydstudent motivation, relationships, and teachingdfor which no differences between elementary and secondary teachers were found. Finally, an important contextual factor that should be considered is the educational system in which teachers are expected to fulﬁll their professional obligations. Although the present study was not designed to compare different educational systems, it is noteworthy that despite critical differences between German preservice and American in-service teachers (e.g., Bloemeke, 2006; Cooper & Alvarado, 2006), the same four dimensions of responsibility were identiﬁed. This suggests that the TRS is well suited for comparative research along these four dimensions. Third, the distinction between responsibility and self-efﬁcacy demonstrated in the present study has important implications for teachers because it suggests that teachers’ conﬁdence in their ability to produce designated outcomes does not necessarily imply a sense of responsibility for these outcomes. Accordingly, teachers may choose not to engage in behaviors for which they do not feel responsible, even if they feel efﬁcacious (cf. Silverman, 2010). Research focusing on the teachers’ role in producing desirable classroom outcomes should thus focus not only on teachers’ capability to inﬂuence these outcomes, but also on their sense of responsibility, since one is not implied by the otherdthe belief that “I can” may not necessarily translate to “I should” and vice versa. The combination of high sense of responsibility but limited efﬁcacy deserves special consideration since it may lead to a sense of helplessness and psychological distress as a consequence of perceived inability to fulﬁll one’s professional responsibility. Finally, a major challenge facing future research is to examine the mechanisms through which responsibility inﬂuences the instructional process. Recent reviews of the literature on personal responsibility indicate that existing theoretical frameworks have been applied to teachers only fragmentarily or not at all (Lauermann & Karabenick, 2011, in press). For instance, attribution theory has focused almost exclusively on teachers’ ascriptions of responsibility to their students but not their self-ascriptions (e.g., Weiner, 1995); self-discrepancy theory outlines important implications of one’s “ought self”dresponsibilities, duties and obligations of the selfdfor motivation, self-regulation, and emotions, but none of these relations have been tested with teachers (Higgins, 1997; Higgins, Bond, Klein, & Strauman, 1986); and despite consistent ﬁndings in the organizational literature relating responsibility to important outcomes such as job performance and job satisfaction (e.g., the job characteristics model; Hackman & Oldham, 1975, 1976; Humphrey et al., 2007; Winter et al., 2006), the empirical evidence with teachers is relatively scarce and has faced methodological challenges. The conceptual explications of teacher responsibility and its operationalization in the TRS provide an important step toward resolving such methodological challenges, clarifying the conceptualization of teacher responsibility, and providing the foundation for systematic and expanded research on teacher responsibility and its implications for student outcomes and teachers’ professional lives. Acknowledgments We would like to thank Marold Wosnitza and his research team for their invaluable contributions at multiple stages of this research project. In addition, we acknowledge Colleen Kuusinen, Nick Yoder, and Loren Marulis for their help with pretesting our measurement instrument, as well as Kara Makara and Glen Raulerson for their general support. Thanks also to the anonymous reviewers and the editors for their suggestions which improved the ﬁnal version of the article.
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Appendix A. Teacher Responsibility Scale (TRS) and corresponding efﬁcacy items



Teacher responsibility I would feel personally responsible if.



Teacher efﬁcacy I am conﬁdent that.



.a student of mine was not interested in the I teach. .a student of mine did not value learning the I teach. .a student of mine disliked the subject I teach.



Student Motivation



(resp1) subject (resp2) subject (resp3)



Student Achievement



(resp4) .a student of mine failed to make excellent progress throughout the school year. (resp5) .a student of mine failed to learn the required material. (resp6) .a student of mine had very low achievement. (resp7) .a student of mine failed my class.a



Relationships with Students



Teaching



a



(resp8) .a student of mine thought he/she could not count on me when he/she needed help with something. (resp9) .a student of mine did not think that he/she can trust me with his/her problems in or outside of school. (resp10) .a student of mine did not believe that I truly cared about him/her. (resp11) .a lesson I taught failed to reﬂect my highest ability as a teacher. (resp12) .a lesson I taught was not as effective for student learning as I could have possibly made it. (resp13) .a lesson I taught was not as engaging for students as I could have possibly made it.



(eff1) .I can get any of my students interested in the subject I teach. (eff2) .I can get any of my students to value learning the subject I teach. (eff3) .I can get any of my students to like the subject I teach. (eff4) .I can get any of my students to make excellent progress throughout the school year. (eff5) .I can get any of my students to learn the required material. (eff6) .I can prevent any of my students from having very low achievement. (eff7) .I can prevent any of my students from failing my class.a (eff8) .I can get any of my students to believe that he/she can count on me when he/she needs help with something. (eff9) .I can get any of my students to believe that he/she can trust me with his/her problems in or outside of school. (eff10) .I can get any of my students to believe that I truly care about him/her. (eff11) .I can teach any of my lessons so that it reﬂects my highest ability as a teacher. (eff12) .I can teach any of my lessons so that it is effective for student learning. (eff13) .I can teach any of my lessons so that it is engaging for students.



Item included only in Study 1.
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