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Abstract of Thesis Presented to the Graduate School 

of the University of Florida in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of Master of Arts in Education 

PRESERVICE TEACHERS’ INTERESTS AND PEDAGOGICAL JUDGMENTS 

By 

Kathryn M. Parr 

August 2006 

Chair:  Tracy Linderholm 
Major Department:  Educational Psychology 

Teaching is a profession of making judgments, generally with the goal of 

increasing student outcomes in terms of competence, autonomy, and relatedness. This 

study explored how preservice teachers’ interest in academic domains may relate to their 

judgments. Preservice teachers’ (N = 56) interest was measured using a website, 

containing links to four academic pages (eg., social studies, science, mathematics, and 

literature). Participants browsed the website for 15 minutes. The range of time spent on 

academic pages was 0 to 15 minutes (M = 5.71, SD = 3.87). Participants were asked to 

write a response to four written scenarios presenting pedagogical dilemmas, one from 

each of the four subject areas. 

Results were analyzed in terms of interest at the topic level, domain level, and 

general academic level. Topic interest, as measured by participants’ discussion of the 

topic in their responses, was significantly correlated with competence, autonomy, 

concern, and affective orientation. Contrary to the hypothesis, time spent on specific 

domain pages was not significantly related to pedagogical judgments of the same 
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scenario, but was often more strongly correlated with judgments to scenarios of a 

different domain. Negative correlations between times on different academic domains 

and low alpha coefficients for the rated pedagogical variables across scenarios suggest 

lack of consistency for both the general academic interest variable and the collapsed 

pedagogical judgment variables; therefore results of analyses involving these variables 

should be interpreted with caution. Results suggest, but are not conclusive, that general 

academic interest predicted the quality of preservice teachers’ judgments. Specifically, 

preservice teachers who spent more time viewing academic webpages showed higher 

levels of competence goal orientation, promotion of autonomy, and concern for students 

in their response to the scenarios presented to them. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

One model for understanding the practice of teaching is that of teacher as decision-

maker. Shavelson (1983) provided a review of research on teachers’ judgments and 

decisions concluding that “teachers behave rationally with respect to the simplified 

models of reality that they construct” (p. 393). These judgments are made by integrating 

information from observations as well as evaluating and comparing current conditions to 

previously lived experiences. The model assumes that teaching is a process of making 

reasonable judgments with the goal of optimizing students’ outcomes (Shavelson, 1983). 

However, most people are generally unaware of how they make their judgments and may 

not be most influenced by valid information. Instead, judgments are greatly influenced by 

plans and schemas for what a classroom should look like; a judgment is made when 

something is wrong, such as lack of student involvement or behavioral problems. 

Teachers make judgments based on what they perceive as the problem and what they 

perceive as possible courses of action. However, teachers typically choose not to change 

the lesson and only consider a few possible courses of action without evaluating 

alternatives (Shavelson, 1983).  

Interest, defined as a recognition of value in an object or event, is reflected in the 

individual’s perception of possibilities for action, representation of these possibilities to 

the self, and the setting, resolving, and resetting of challenges (Renninger, 1992). 

Teachers set, give students means to resolve, and reset challenges for students. The 

greater a teacher’s perception of possibilities regarding a subject, the more alternatives 
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the teacher will perceive regarding relevant curriculum, assessment, and feedback. 

Therefore, teachers’ interest may be a significant factor in teachers’ ability to recognize 

alternative courses for action and, consequently, influence the judgments they make in 

the classroom. 

The hypothesis of the present study is that there is a significant relationship 

between preservice teachers’ interests, as measured by their choice of contents when 

viewing website, and the judgments they make in response to pedagogical scenarios. 

Furthermore, preservice teachers’ judgments will be evaluated in terms of Deci and 

Ryan’s (2000) self-determination theory because the theory matches the goals of 

education that include meeting students’ needs of competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness. In addition, to extend the theory to teachers who have not yet practiced, 

preservice teachers were selected as participants. Allowing preservice teachers to respond 

to pedagogical judgments gives them an opportunity to think about classroom scenarios 

and may be useful in improving teacher education programs. Therefore, a more specific 

hypothesis is that preservice teachers’ interest in academic domains is related to the 

extent that their judgments reflect the goals of increasing student competence, autonomy, 

and relatedness.  

The literature review presented in Chapter 2 regarding this general hypothesis is 

organized in the following manner: First the topic of teacher judgments will be described 

and then more specifically how teachers’ goals of competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness influence student outcomes, followed by a discussion of the concept of 

interest and attention, the mechanism through which interest influences decision-making. 

The chapter will conclude with a description of the questions this study aims to answer, 
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the principal hypotheses, and the new methods that are used to measure both judgments 

and interest. 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Teaching is a process of making judgments with the objective of promoting student 

interest, competence, and personal and social development. Based on Wood’s (1983) and 

Yinger’s (1986) description of ill-structured problems, judgment will be defined as the 

process of making a response or evaluation to a situation that does not have a solution 

that can be arrived at by simple induction. Judgments are made when the situation evokes 

a range of possible actions that are often not clear and the outcome of most actions is not 

known with any degree of certainty, though some actions are related to more probable 

outcomes. Yinger provided this description of the problems that teachers face: 

Uncertain practical problems require unique and idiosyncratic approaches to 
solution because of their strong ties to specific contextual factors, the uncertainty 
and competition among goals and the ground for decision, and the unpredictability 
of uniquely configured events. (p. 275)  

Yinger’s description of the problems teachers face matches the definition of ill-structured 

problems indicating that teaching involves a great deal of judgment often based on 

incomplete information and competing goals. 

On the basis of a review of literature on teachers’ judgments, Shavelson (1983) 

created a model of teachers’ judgments. In this model, available information, the nature 

of the task, and the individual differences between teachers are factors that influence 

teachers’ classroom judgments. Shavelson described individual differences between 

teachers in terms of their beliefs and conceptions of the subject matter. For example, 

teachers may have different beliefs about the malleability of intelligence or how the 



5 

 

topics within a subject are interrelated. An additional difference between teachers that 

may influence their judgments is their interest in both the topic and the subject domain in 

general because interest allows for more efficient processing of information (Hidi, 1990; 

McDaniel, Waddill, & Finstad, 2000) and better perception of the possibilities for action 

(Renninger, 1992), qualities that enhance judgment making.  

Although outcomes are uncertain when making a judgment, judgments that 

increase the probability of meeting one’s goals because they include consideration of the 

most relevant information and multiple possibilities for action are regarded as better 

(Shavelson, 1983; Wood, 1983). For teachers, general goals of education include 

promoting students’ competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Researchers have found that 

promotion of competence (Grant & Dweck, 2003), autonomy (Assor, Kaplan, & Roth, 

2002) and relatedness (Furrer & Skinner, 2003) are associated with both student 

achievement and psychological wellbeing. Therefore, an appropriate criterion for 

evaluating teaching judgments is the extent that the judgments reflect an aim to support 

the basic psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness described by 

self-determination theory. 

Self-Determination Theory 

Self-determination theory proposes that humans have basic psychological needs to 

develop and maintain psychological growth, integrity, and well-being. People need to feel 

competence, relatedness, and autonomy in both their immediate situations and over time 

or else they will suffer significant negative consequences. According to Deci and Ryan 

(2000), “To the degree that these organismic processes are hindered by non-favorable 

conditions—specifically when one’s context is excessively controlling, overchallenging, 

or rejecting—they will, to that degree, be supplanted by alternative, often defensive or 
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self-protective processes” (p. 229). In light of this concern, proponents of self-

determination theory have recommended that teachers should promote a classroom 

environment that supports competence, relatedness, and autonomy. Although Deci and 

Ryan have maintained that all three needs are necessary and none can be neglected to 

achieve psychological well-being, they also found that autonomy and competence are 

more strongly related to intrinsic motivation, suggesting that in academic settings a 

secure sense of relatedness should become a more distal priority, with increasing 

competence and promoting autonomy as more prominent teaching goals. Each aspect of 

the self-determination theory will now be described in detail.  

Competence 

Competence is the knowledge and ability to function, develop, or respond. 

According to self-determination theory, individuals who are not provided opportunities to 

experience competence are less likely to engage their current skills or develop new 

abilities (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Because a primary goal of education is to develop 

students’ knowledge and ability in a variety of domains, developing students’ 

competence should be a priority in teachers’ judgments. Teachers who rate increasing 

their students’ competence as a priority have mastery goals. Individuals who hold 

mastery goals believe that effort has a direct effect on outcome and orient toward learning 

new skills, understanding, and improving using self-referenced standards (Ames, 1992). 

Mastery goals facilitate persistence in the face of obstacles, are associated with coping 

strategies such as planning and positive reinterpretation, and predict academic 

improvement (Grant & Dweck, 2003).  

Competence or mastery goal orientations are often contrasted to other goal 

orientations such as performance goal orientations (Ames, 1992; Grant & Dweck, 2003) 



7 

 

and affective goal orientations (Dweck, 1999; Prawat, 1995). Performance goals are 

normative, so that view of success is dependent on performance of others, and are 

focused on demonstrating a positive outcome rather than on the process of learning or the 

meaning of the outcome. For instance, a teacher who holds performance goals for her 

students may have the goal that all of her students make an “A” on the next test. This 

teacher would then construct her lessons and assessments based on the goal of her 

students making an “A.” In this example, the teacher is likely to consider a superficial 

lesson as adequate when followed by a superficial assessment because the goal is 

achieved. The teacher is less likely to challenge her students because this may hinder 

progress toward her goal. A teacher with competence or mastery oriented goals would be 

more inclined to challenge students because this is consistent with a goal focused on 

learning new skills and increasing understanding. Dweck (1999) recommended that 

teachers even apologize when students perform perfectly as it is a sign that the 

assignment was too easy and the students should have been given a more challenging 

task. 

However, teachers are sometimes concerned with the influence that decreasing 

praise and increasing the amount of challenge will have on students’ self-esteem. 

Teachers whose primary concern is students’ feelings hold affective goals. These teachers 

may be content with providing content that is merely entertaining or providing feedback 

with the goal of increasing positive affect rather than feedback that provides information 

about competence. Prawat (1985) interviewed 40 elementary school teachers from 24 

schools regarding the teachers’ general goals or priorities, what they considered to be 

desirable teacher and student characteristics, and their class procedures. Twice as many 
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teachers gave responses that indicated predominantly affective goals than teachers who 

indicated predominantly cognitive or competence goals. Interestingly, the teachers who 

most consistently emphasized affective goals over competence goals were the least likely 

to increase students’ positive affect. Dweck (1999) suggested that praise, when used to 

promote self-esteem, will actually increase students’ passivity and dependence on others 

for their sense of worth. Praise used effusively for work or behaviors that students should 

be expected to do easily is controlling. Such predominantly affective goals may hinder 

the fulfillment of competence needs by suggesting that increased challenge is beyond the 

students’ capabilities and interfere with satisfaction of their autonomy needs by leading 

students to depend on feedback from others for their positive self-worth. Thus, 

competence need fulfillment is often associated with another basic psychological need, 

autonomy. 

Autonomy 

Autonomy is the ability to self-direct one’s thoughts and actions. Autonomy 

supportive judgments allow students to develop and approach their personal goals and 

interests. Teachers who support autonomy tend to support initiative, understand the 

students’ perspectives, create opportunities for choice, encourage student decision-

making, promote valuing the task, promote interest, encourage questions, and resist 

giving directives and solutions (Reeve, Bolt, & Cai, 1999). Assor et al. (2002) provide 

evidence indicating that fostering relevance is particularly important in promoting 

autonomy, whereas suppressing criticism plays a significant role in suppressing 

autonomy. In fact, many behaviors regarded as supporting autonomy, such as providing 

choice, may still be somewhat controlling if not based on a foundation of meaningfulness 
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to the student. For example, when all of the provided choices are uninteresting or 

oppressive, the opportunity to choose does not lead to a sense of autonomy. 

Autonomy is often contrasted with control because promoting autonomy means 

allowing others to take responsibility for their own decision-making. Because many 

teachers are very concerned with classroom management, the topic of autonomy often 

leads to debate. Is classroom management at odds with a concern for supporting students’ 

autonomy? Using a longitudinal, naturalistic design, Kosir (2005) investigated 

elementary teachers’ classroom management styles and discerned two distinct 

orientations: behavioral and cognitive-behavioral. Behavioral style was described as 

managerial with a goal of order and compliance in the classroom; cognitive-behavioral 

style was described as instructional with a goal of increasing students’ self-discipline, 

emotional regulation, cooperation, and integrity. All teachers must manage their classes; 

however, the patterns of teachers’ responses yielded significant differences in students’ 

motivation and independent mastery. Kosir found that when teachers held a cognitive-

behavioral orientation towards classroom management, their students showed higher 

levels of both motivation and independent mastery.  

Although teachers generally want to increase motivation and independent mastery 

in students, teachers may differ in terms of the extent they perceive classroom 

management or increasing student understanding as their primary objective. Warfield, 

Wood, and Lehman (2005) conducted a study in which seven elementary teachers 

videotaped their lessons and developed personal action plans to perceived dilemmas in 

their classroom. Four of the teachers wrote primarily of dilemmas regarding classroom 

management, whereas the other three wrote about their role in increasing student 
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understanding of concepts. Although all seven of the teachers participated in a week-long 

workshop concerning increasing students’ learning autonomy, concern with classroom 

management seemed to hinder some of the teachers’ ability to implement autonomy-

enhancing strategies in the classroom. Students of teachers perceiving primarily class-

management dilemmas were often unclear in their explanations, interrupted by the 

teacher, and not encouraged to discover and correct their own mistakes; students of the 

teachers concerned with dilemmas of increasing students’ mathematical thinking 

provided clear rationales and were questioned by both the teacher and their peers about 

their strategies. These findings suggest that teachers’ perception of what constitutes a 

problem influences the strategies they use and in turn students’ ability to learn 

autonomously. 

Relatedness 

Similar to autonomy, the relatedness component of self-determination theory is 

based on how an in individual interacts with others. As social creatures, people need to 

feel connection and caring with others. Although Deci and Ryan (2000) used the term 

relatedness, the concept is synonymous with the term belongingness and supported by 

research conducted by Baumeister and Leary (1995). Specifically, Baumeister and Leary 

proposed the belongingness hypothesis, that people are driven to form and maintain at 

least one significant positive relationship that allows for frequent, positive, and enduring 

interaction. The hypothesis, supported by an extensive review of empirical and 

theoretical studies, is similar to Deci and Ryan’s (2000) self-determination theory in that 

interpersonal relationships are viewed as fundamental. Baumeister and Leary analyzed 

the ways and extent to which interpersonal relationships affect psychological well-being, 

the relatedness component of self-determination theory. They found that people generally 
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form social bonds relatively easily, spontaneously classify information in terms of social 

relationships, classify information about in-group members differently than the same 

information might be classified for out-group members, and that concerns for 

belongingness influence people’s cognition in that people interpret situations and events 

in terms of implications on their relationships. The need to feel connected to others can 

be satiated; Baumeister and Leary found that increasing the number of close attachments 

tends to have diminishing positive effects. However, people who do not have adequate 

supportive relationships have greater stress and are less likely to have high levels of 

happiness than those who maintain supportive relationships. 

Teachers can provide relational support through interpersonal involvement; 

teachers who have relational goals tend to try to understand and accept the student’s 

perspective, promote empathy, indicate that both negative and positive feelings are okay, 

and self-disclose. Although many teachers may promote affective goal orientations 

(Prawat, 1985) with the aim of meeting students’ needs for relatedness, affective 

orientations emphasize positive affect, whereas Deci and Ryan (2000) suggested that 

attempting to understand students’ emotions whether negative or positive is more 

beneficial for meeting students’ needs of relatedness. If Deci and Ryan are correct, one 

potential criterion for teachers to meet students’ needs of relatedness is to be concerned 

about their thoughts, feelings, and needs and to consider students’ expressions at face 

value when making judgments. Although Deci and Ryan suggested that relatedness plays 

a less vital role in student motivation than competence or autonomy, Furrer and Skinner 

(2003) found that relatedness offers a unique contribution to engagement over autonomy. 

Furrer and Skinner provided self-report questionnaires to 641 students between third and 
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sixth grade regarding their relatedness to their parents, teacher, and peers, their perceived 

control in the academic domain, and their engagement/disaffection in the classroom. 

Teachers’ reports on student engagement/disaffection and the students’ grades were also 

collected. As the number of potential relationships (e.g., parent, teacher, peers) that 

provided feelings of relatedness decreased, so did students’ self-reported feelings of 

engagement. Although relatedness to each of the three types of social partners uniquely 

predicted students’ emotional engagement, students’ feelings of relatedness to teachers 

seemed to be the most influential factor, particularly for boys and older students.  

In summary, judgments are responses to situations that involve a high level of 

uncertainty in terms of the range of possible actions and the outcomes of those actions. 

Teachers’ judgments can be analyzed in terms of the extent that they are aimed to meet 

students’ psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Shavelson 

(1983) described multiple factors that may influence a teacher’s judgment in the 

classroom, including available information, the nature of the task, and the teachers’ 

beliefs. An additional factor, previously unexplored, that may also influence teachers’ 

judgments is teacher interest. The concept of interest can be explored on multiple levels, 

the teacher’s interest in the topic, domain, or academics in general. Interest would be 

expected to influence judgments in general due to the effects of interest on an 

individual’s allocation of attentional resources (McDaniel et al., 2000) and ability to 

recognize possibilities for action (Renninger, 1992). Teachers’ judgments are often based 

on incomplete information and in a short period of time. The information that teachers 

attend is likely to have significant influence on their judgments. Individuals automatically 

attend information that is relevant to their interests (Hidi, 1990; McDaniel et al., 2000). 
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Teachers who are interested in the task and informational features of the topic are more 

likely to attend information about the task than teachers who are interested in non-task 

features of the situation, such as classroom management. Teachers may be differentiated 

on their focus on the academic task or classroom management, and this difference may 

influence student outcomes such as competence and autonomy (Kosir, 2005; Warfield et 

al., 2005). The teachers’ point of focus, whether on students’ behavior or learning, may 

reflect the teachers’ interest in the task. 

Although the influence of teachers’ interest on their judgments and goals has not 

been explored, it may be expected that teachers who are interested in a topic or task are 

more able to promote interest in their students by revealing the value of the task and 

using the task to promote competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Teachers who are 

unable to recognize how the task is satisfying their own psychological needs may be 

unable to facilitate students’ appreciation of the task. Thus, in this thesis I proposed that 

interest would be associated with teachers’ judgments, based particularly on the self-

determination theory. To further explore this possible association, the relevant literature 

on interest is reviewed next. 

Interest 

Dewey (1913) described interest as a dynamic and active concern with a material, 

object, or skill. A task of interest is perceived in terms of its relationship to the individual 

as well as its relationship to other things, as part of a whole. The product of the task is not 

the only part valued, instead it may be regarded as the culminating experience of the task. 

If a person identifies with the task, then engaging in the task is found to be a necessity in 

order to be oneself. In fact, Dewey explained that the longer and more elaborate the task, 

the greater the opportunity for interest to develop. In addition, a task must not only 
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represent some aspect of the self, it also must provide for growth—there must be 

challenge. Thus, interest can be understood as a mechanism for growth and challenge, 

which are important in meeting people’s psychological needs.  

From this general definition of interest, supported by most researchers, two primary 

branches of research concerning interest have been delineated: the influence of the 

individual’s specific preferences for particular domains and the effect of environmental 

factors (situation and material) that trigger situation-specific interest (Krapp, Hidi, & 

Renninger, 1992). The individual’s preferences or individual interests are considered 

relatively stable and are associated with increased knowledge, positive emotions, and 

greater value to the self. In this investigation, general academic interest is assumed to be 

a relatively stable form of interest. The second line of research is on the characteristics of 

the learning environment, usually texts, that tend to stimulate a situation-specific interest 

that may develop into an enduring individual interest. Situation-specific interest is 

thought of as an emotional state aroused by stimuli in the situation’s stimuli (Schiefele, 

1991). Two types of valence are associated with emotional state, a feeling related valence 

associated with a topic and a value related valence, referring to the personal significance 

of the topic. Krapp (2002) noted that although interest is associated with a generally 

positive valence, it does not exclude negative experiences during the process, such as 

feeling pressure or struggling. In this investigation, topic and domain interest are assumed 

to be situation-specific because these forms of interest are considered more dynamic in 

nature. Based on these assumptions about interest, the process of how interest may relate 

to judgments will now be described. 
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Because people cannot focus on everything, interest becomes a mechanism for 

detecting value; interest guides people to what they are prepared to see or are looking for. 

Interest enables someone to perceive the values of an object, idea, or situation (Dewey, 

1913; Renninger, 1992). Note that interest does not distort the world, but rather brings 

specific features of the event or object into focus. The role of interest in focusing people’s 

attention may explain the differences in teachers’ perception of problems in the studies 

by Kosir (2005) and Warfield et al. (2005). 

On the basis of cumulative research on interest, Hidi (1990) proposed that interest 

allows individuals to use attentional resources more effectively by spontaneously 

allocating resources to the interesting aspects of the context. Interested individuals would 

then have additional resources that can be utilized for other tasks (McDaniel et al., 2000). 

The mechanism of spontaneous attention allocation may explain the association between 

interest and increased comprehension, recall, cognitive organization, and persistence 

(Hidi, 1990). Ainley, Hidi, and Berndorff (2002) suggested that interest connects students 

to the task or object and maintains that connection long enough to promote learning. This 

connection is likely due to the recognition of the value of the task or objects to the self 

(Dewey, 1913). Because interest in an object requires recognizing its value, the more 

teachers are attuned to the value of the content they are teaching, the greater interest they 

will promote in the topic.  

Recognition of how a topic is relevant to personal growth may enable teachers to 

recognize how the topic is also relevant to the personal growth of students. In the 

constrained environment of the classroom, teachers who are highly interested in the 

domain may be better equipped to quickly process available information and develop 
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courses of action because interest enables automatic allocation of attentional resources 

(McDaniel et al., 2000). Because judgments are based on the perception of what the 

problem is and what courses of action are possible (Wood, 1983), teachers’ interests may 

act as a lens for understanding classroom situations and possible solutions. The more 

meanings and value a teacher perceives in a topic, the more alternatives for action they 

will generate. In addition, Dewey (1913) proposed that interest is the recognition of the 

relevance of the task or object to personal growth. Thus interest may influence judgment 

due to its role in attention allocation, value perception, and relevance recognition.  

People make judgments based on a perceived problem and possible courses of 

action (Wood, 1983). A problem is identified when the current situation is inconsistent 

with what individuals believe should be happening based on their goals (Shavelson, 

1983). Therefore, teachers who have goals of increasing students’ competence, 

autonomy, and relatedness will seek information that is related to these goals. Once a 

problem is identified, individuals consider courses of action. Teachers have limited time 

and, due to the cognitively demanding nature of teaching, limited cognitive resources to 

devote to problem solving. A possible mechanism for enabling teachers to allocate 

attentional resources to making a judgment is their interest in the relevant topic or domain 

because attention is automatically allocated to interesting information (McDaniel et al., 

2000). The main hypothesis for this thesis is that teachers who are more interested in the 

topic or domain in which the pedagogical problem is situated will make judgments that 

are more effective in meeting the educational goals of increasing students’ needs for 

competence, autonomy, and relatedness. A secondary hypothesis is that teachers who are 
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more interested in academics in general will also make judgments better designed to meet 

students’ needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness.  

Purpose of the Study 

There is need for research differentiating preservice teachers who value the subject 

matter and its mastery from those who pursue teaching for reasons that may not relate to 

academics, such as increasing children’s self-esteem. Interest in academic domains is a 

factor, previously unexplored, that may predict teachers’ judgments. The purpose of this 

study was to explore the extent to which preservice teachers’ interest in academics at 

three levels—topic, relevant academic domain, or academics in general—predicts the 

degree that their judgments reflect competence goals, promote autonomy, and promote 

relatedness. Specifically, preservice teachers revealed their interests through their 

selection of topics to view online and provided judgments to a series of pedagogical 

scenarios.  

Prior Measures 

The measures used in this study differ from previous measures of interest and 

judgment. Teachers’ pedagogical judgments are often measured by having teachers recall 

their thought processes, and interest is often measured using questionnaires. However, 

these measures inadequately capture individuals’ thinking and choices at the time of 

engagement. 

Teachers’ judgments have been measured primarily using a method of simulated 

recall (Shavelson, 1983). This methodology involves playing back a tape or video of the 

teacher’s class. The teacher then watches or listens to the recording and describes what 

they were thinking while they were engaged in the behaviors depicted. This method 

allows the researcher to better understand the motivations and reasoning for the selected 



18 

 

behaviors. However, Yinger (1986) criticized this methodology on multiple grounds. 

First, teachers often notice events on recording that they did not remember while 

immersed in the situation. It is unlikely that the teachers simply ignore the new 

information and base their “reasoning” on their original memory. Also, when attending to 

the recording, teachers are observing the events from a different perspective than when 

the events took place; therefore, different information may be available. Teachers are also 

observing the recording with an increased opportunity to re-analyze the situation due to 

fewer time constraints and removal of the need to put a decision into action. Thus the 

teachers’ are making sense of the recorded teaching episodes rather than their lived 

experience (Yinger, 1986). Finally, because many of teachers’ behaviors are based on 

routines, and therefore automatic, there are probably few conscious thoughts to 

remember.  

In addition to the critique of cued recall as a measure of teacher thinking processes, 

many preservice teachers have taken courses that emphasize the importance of 

competence, relatedness, and particularly autonomy. Thus, it might be concluded that 

preservice teachers will provide comments based on these constructs without truly 

understanding or espousing them. In a study of elementary mathematics teachers, 

Warfield et al. (2005) found that the teachers’ comments about their beliefs regarding 

teaching and learning reflected the rhetoric about educational reform yielding little if any 

variability, but the researchers were better able to understand the differences between the 

teachers’ beliefs by analyzing the comments the teachers made about their students and 

perceived dilemmas. Therefore indirect measures, such as pedagogical dilemmas, may 
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reveal teachers’ beliefs and goals more accurately than direct measures such as self-

report. 

Instead of relying on teachers to explain their own behaviors, researchers can 

understand what information teachers are attending and what their goals are by analyzing 

teachers’ immediate judgments to teaching scenarios. Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, and 

Ryan (1981) used a series of eight short vignettes that described typical problems in 

school to measure the extent that teachers’ judgments promoted autonomy. Teachers’ 

scores on the scenario measure were positively correlated with students’ rating of the 

teachers’ autonomy promotion in the classroom. In addition, the teachers’ judgments to 

the scenarios predicted their students’ preference for challenge, curiosity, perceived 

competence, and general self-esteem in their fall and spring classrooms. Thus, responding 

to hypothetical scenarios can be an adequate measure of teachers’ judgments. However, 

the Deci et al. (1981) measure is limited to teachers’ judgments about their autonomy 

promotion and provided specific options from which to choose. The construct of 

judgment, like the construct of interest, may be more accurately measured if participants 

reveal their goals in a free response format as was done in the current investigation.  

One last measurement issue must be considered with regard to investigating the 

quality of preservice teachers’ judgments. There is a well-established, positive correlation 

between performance on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and problem solving skills 

(e.g., Maier & Casselman, 1970). Thus by statistically controlling for ability reflected in 

SAT or ACT scores, as was done in the current study, a more accurate measure of the 

relation between interest and judgment can be ascertained. 
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Like measures of judgments, the most common measures of interest have been 

criticized on validity issues. Questionnaires as measures of interest have been criticized 

in terms of the question of whether they are actually measuring the construct of interest 

(Ainley et al., 2002). The measures often include questions that are more associated with 

expectation (prior to engaging in activity) or remembering (after the activity). In addition, 

questionnaires often lack context and are influenced by concern for social norms.  

Because interest is conceptualized as dynamic and object-specific (Ainley et al., 

2002; Dewey, 1913; Krapp et al., 1992), measures of interest should reflect this 

specificity. A person can not be merely “interested”; he or she must be interested in some 

thing. The specificity of interest has posed a problem for measurement because 

individuals vary greatly in terms of what interests them. Even if it were feasible to 

present every possible topic of interest, so much variance would lead to difficulties in 

discerning patterns. Ainley et al. and Renninger (1992) have used participants’ choices 

and the amount of time interacting with a text or object to measure interest. However, the 

Ainley et al. method measured participants’ interest on a very limited number of topics 

based on four texts. Renninger’s method allowed participants to reveal their interest in 

particular toys during free play, but the method of observation is very time consuming. 

Furthermore, Renninger has suggested that people may not be capable of articulating 

their interests reliably. Interest is associated with the activities that individuals choose 

and one can surmise another’s interests by observing the choices in activities made when 

not under duress.  

To capture the specificity of interest, in this study I measured participants’ interests 

by calculating the amount of time spent on webpages categorized into specific domains. 
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Individuals may have interests reflected in multiple sites with only limited time to choose 

among them; therefore this methodology may not capture participants’ full range of 

interests. However, the choices participants made in real-time reflected a degree of their 

interests. In addition, topic interest was determined by participants’ choice of topic-

relevant words in describing how they would respond to pedagogical scenarios. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 

Participants 

Fifty-seven students (53 females, 4 males, M = 20.4 years of age) in their first 

semester of the teacher education program at a large southeastern state university 

volunteered to participate. This asymmetric gender distribution is common in elementary 

teaching programs, as well as in the teaching field. Students in the teacher education 

program are assumed to be preparing to teach elementary grades; however one participant 

reported that she planned to teach “high school, overseas.” Students must apply for 

admission to the teacher education program; requirements include either a minimum 

ability score (SAT or ACT) or a minimum grade-point average if transferring from 

another college. Participants reported their SAT or ACT scores and responded to a brief 

survey regarding their reasons for becoming a teacher. College aptitude tests such as the 

SAT have been found to be correlated with problem-solving ability for both males and 

females, particularly the mathematics section (Maier & Casselman, 1970). However, 

because ACT scores are represented as one score, the combination of verbal and 

mathematics sections on SAT was used to be consistent. The data of one participant were 

incomplete due to technical errors and were removed from the analyses, leaving a total of 

56 participants in the study.   
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Materials and Measures 

Demographic Questionnaire 

Participants responded to a brief questionnaire. The first part of the questionnaire 

asked for their name, gender, and initials (in order to match to the website viewing). 

Next, participants described why they were seeking a degree in education. Finally, 

participants reported their SAT and ACT scores or gave me permission to obtain their 

SAT and ACT scores from their transcript.  

Interest 

People are not always reflective about their interests; therefore methods that require 

participants to identify their interests may not be reliable (Renninger, 1992). Interest, 

however, is reflected in a person’s choices and how they spend time. In this study, 

interest was measured at three levels: general academic interest, domain interest, and 

topic interest. For general academic interest and domain interest, I used a method of 

measuring participants’ interests that allowed the participants to choose which topics they 

would read. Topic interest was measured by rating the level of topic interest in the 

participants’ response to pedagogical scenarios described in the next section. 

A website was designed using the university’s WebCT template. The website 

tracked what time the participant began viewing any of the eight content pages. The 

content pages included four academic areas: social studies, mathematics, science, and 

literature and four non-academic areas: romance, media, sports, and household tips. Each 

content page included links to multiple websites. For example, the content page “Now 

and Then,” representing social studies, included web site pages such as National 

Geographic and History Orb. 
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In addition to choice, interest can be reflected in time spent on task (Ainley et al., 

2002; Renninger, 1992). Participants spent a total of 15 minutes on the website and could 

choose the order and amount of time spent in each topic area but were encouraged to go 

to at least two topic areas. The amount of time spent on all academic content pages 

combined yielded the academic time. The time spent on each content page was 

determined by subtracting the time the participant began looking at webpages on a 

different content page from the time they began looking at the original content page. For 

example, a participant spent 3 minutes looking at social studies pages in Now and Then, 

spent 7 minutes on pages related to the media in Popular Press, and spent 5 minutes on 

sites related to literature in Written Word. In this example, the academic time would be 8 

minutes (3 + 5 = 8).  

Finally, to determine if domain or general academic interest might have influenced 

preservice teachers’ choice to become an educator, a question was asked regarding why 

they chose a teaching career (see previous description of Demographic Questionnaire). 

To summarize, interest was measured in terms of choice of website domains, mentioning 

the topic in responding to the scenario, and as a potential reason for choosing a career in 

education. 

Pedagogical Judgments 

Four written pedagogical scenarios were then distributed to the participants at the 

end of the 15 minutes spent on the website. Each scenario posed an ill-structured problem 

necessitating a judgment situated in a classroom; each academic domain was represented 

in a scenario (e.g., social studies, mathematics, science, literature). Participants were 

asked to give a written response to all four scenarios (see Appendix A).  
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I and another researcher, who has a bachelor’s degree in psychology and previous 

experience with coding, independently coded participants’ written responses to all the 

scenarios on a Likert scale that ranged from 1 (least characteristic of) to 5 (most 

characteristic of) on expression of topic interest, competence goal orientation, promotion 

of autonomy, concern for the students, and affective goal orientation. Expression of 

interest was rated on the basis of participants’ mentioning aspects of the topic, for 

example quoting lines from the poem. Competence was rated on the basis of participants’ 

response indicating a desire to improve student understanding or skill. Autonomy was 

rated on the basis of responses allowing students to think or behave independently as well 

as giving a rationale for consequences (Reeve et al., 1999). Concern for students and 

affective goal orientation are potential manifestations of a goal for relatedness. Concern 

for students was rated on the basis of participants mentioning and making a judgment 

based on students’ feelings such as curiosity, boredom, or confusion. Affective 

orientations were rated on the basis of promoting positive mood in students, for example 

by joking or distracting students from negative emotions. Participants’ responses were 

generally in the form of a paragraph in which they expressed what they believed the 

teacher should do in the situation, often putting themselves in the situation. 

The researchers’ ratings were averaged for each variable yielding a score. In 

addition, the average score for each characteristic was also analyzed. For instance, a 

participant might have a competence orientation of 4.5 in science, 1.5 in social studies, 4 

in literature, and 4 in mathematics for an average competence score of 3.5. Here are 

examples of two responses, verbatim, to a scenario in which the teacher is teaching a 
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lesson on density when a few students begin dropping objects into a fish tank in the 

classroom. 

LS: I would ask Suzanne Why do you want to throw your textbook in (rhetorical 
question). Have a discussion stating that you would want to throw something in the 
tank that would benefit the fish; not you! The fish cannot read the text book. 

Note that LS did not address the subject matter of density at all, but rather 

“discussed” the matter of fish tank maintenance. He did not seem to notice or be excited 

about the students’ testing of density. In addition, by asking a rhetorical question, the 

participant did not seem concerned with what the students were thinking at the time. 

In comparison, the focus of the next respondent, TLG, is on the subject matter of 

density. She discussed the problem and allowed the students to explore density on their 

own in a more controlled setting as well as test hypotheses. The responses of LS and 

TLG show clear differences that were reflected in the ratings. 

TLG: I stop Suzanne for a second and decide to move the lesson to another section 
of the room where we set up a “float” tank. Rather than using the fish tank we use 
a big bucket of water and I allow the students to test objects that won’t be ruined if 
thrown in. We discuss beforehand if they think it will float or not and why? From 
there we discuss what density actually means and how it is measured. (Ie. If 
something has a density less than 1 it will float)  

The scores of the two researchers and the average for these two responses were as 
follows: 

• LS: competence (1,1; 1), autonomy (1,3; 2), affective (4,4; 4), concern (1,1; 1), 
interest (1,1; 1). 

• TLG: competence (5,5; 5), autonomy (5,5; 5), affective (3,3; 3), concern (5,5; 5), 
interest (5,5; 5). 

Procedure 

After participants read and signed an informed consent form, they logged onto a 

website using their student identification. Participants browsed the website for 15 minutes 

and were encouraged to browse at least two content pages. I used a stopwatch to keep 

track of the 15-minute time allotment. After browsing the website for 15 minutes, 
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participants logged off of the website and were given a packet including the four 

scenarios, each on a separate page, and a brief questionnaire, including a request for their 

SAT and ACT scores. Participants responded directly on the page and were not restricted 

by time. When the participants completed the packet, they were thanked and offered a 

piece of candy. 

Analysis 

Participants’ SAT or ACT scores were used to control for participants’ ability. The 

data were analyzed using a partial correlation; amount of time spent on academic pages 

was correlated with the general characteristic scores controlling for SAT or ACT scores. 

In addition, time spent on specific content pages was analyzed with the scores pertaining 

to the same content, controlling for SAT or ACT scores. For example, time spent on 

literature pages was correlated with scores on the poetry scenario. With this method, the 

hypothesis that general interest in academics and domain interest significantly influences 

preservice teachers’ judgments, independent of learning ability, was examined.
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Reasons for Career Choice 

Participants described why they chose a career in education, and several 

participants gave multiple reasons. The most common responses were a love of children 

(n = 31, 55%), making a difference or because the job is important (n = 24, 43%), and 

teaching as the only career they had considered, that they had always wanted to teach (n 

= 8, 14%). Two participants described themselves as enjoying learning (4%).  

SAT and ACT Scores 

Participants reported their SAT or ACT scores if they remembered them or gave 

me permission to obtain the scores. Most (n = 50, 87.7%) gave me permission to verify 

their scores. Participants who remembered their scores and allowed verification reported 

their scores correctly. All participants either reported scores or allowed me to acquire the 

scores; therefore data from all participants who completed the study were analyzed. 

These scores were used to control for ability. SAT scores were used for 51 participants 

(M = 1139.6, SD = 103.17). ACT scores were used for 5 participants (M = 23.8, SD = 

4.27).  

ACT and SAT scores were standardized by using linear transformation based on z-

scores using the means and standard deviations from College Board (2001) and American 

College Testing (2001). Each participants’ score was subtracted from the mean of the 

national pool of students who took the tests in 2001, when most of the participants 

probably completed the test, then divided by the standard deviation of the national pool 
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of students who took the test in 2001. For example, a participant who earned an 1170 on 

the SAT was given the transcribed score of .67, (1170 - 1020) / 224 = .67. The 

transformed scores ranged from   -0.54 to 1.98 (M = .54, SD = .50). 

General Academic Interest, Domain Interest, and Topic Interest 

Interest was measured at three levels. General academic interest was measured by 

the amount of time spent on all academic pages combined. Domain interest was measured 

by the amount of time spent on pages within a specific academic domain (i.e., science, 

mathematics, social studies, and literature). Topic interest was measured by ratings of 

scenarios, described in the following section. The total amount of time possible to view 

webpages was 15 minutes. The time participants spent on academic pages on the website 

varied from 0 to 15 minutes. However, the average time spent on academic pages was 

only a little over one third of the total time (M = 5.71 minutes, SD = 3.87). Overall, most 

participants (n = 52, 92.9%) viewed at least one academic page, but 12 participants 

(21.4%) viewed all academic pages combined for a minute or less. The means and 

standard deviations for amounts of time spent on each domain page as well as all 

academic pages combined are presented in Table 4-1. 

Table 4-1.  Means and standard deviations of time (in min) spent on academic pages 
 M SD 

Social Studies 2.55 2.57 

Science  1.37 2.69 

Mathematics  0.59 1.36 

Literature  1.28  1.65 
Academic 
(combined) 5.71 3.87 

Note. Means and standard deviations are reported for the total sample of 56; total amount 
of time to view webpages was 15 minutes.  
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The time spent on specific domain pages showed limited variability. Participants 

spent the least time on the mathematics page and the most time on the social studies 

pages. Table 4-2 presents the number of participants who visited each domain page as 

well as the number of participants who visited the domain for more than a minute. 

Although 54% of participants spent more than a minute on social studies pages (M = 

2.55, SD = 2.57), only 25% of participants spent more than a minute on science related 

pages (M = 1.37, SD = 2.69), and 11% spent more than a minute on mathematics pages 

(M = .59, SD = 1.36). The variability for time spent on social studies pages, from 0 

minutes to 12 minutes, was greater than the variability for time spent on literature and 

mathematics pages. However this difference may be an overestimation of actual interest 

as many participants viewed the pages in order and the social studies pages were first. In 

addition, although 32% spent at more than a minute on literature pages (M = 1.28, SD = 

1.65), no participant spent more than 5 minutes on literature pages. In general, 

participants showed low levels of general academic interest and low levels of interest in 

each of the academic domains, with the possible exception of social studies. 

Table 4-2.  Number of participants who visited each academic domain 
 n n > 1 min 

Social Studies 46 30 

Science  26  14  

Mathematics  21 6  

Literature  31 18  
Academic 
(combined) 52 44 

Note. Total sample size was 56.  

The amounts of time spent on each academic domain were negatively, though not 

significantly, correlated with each other. Constructing the general academic time variable 
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from the negatively correlated domain times violates the principle that variables should 

not be constructed from negatively correlated components. Therefore, results pertaining 

to the variable of general academic interest should be interpreted with caution. However, 

the lack of correlation is not surprising because the amount of time spent on any domain 

webpage necessarily took away from the possible amount of time participants were able 

to view other domain pages. Participants who viewed any one academic page for over a 

minute (M = 2.55, SD = 1.02) chose to view significantly more than one academic 

webpage, t(41) = 9.86, p = .00 (one-tailed), whereas those who did not view any 

academic domain page for more than a minute (M = 1.21, SD = 1.12) did not view 

significantly more than one academic domain page, t(13) = .72, p = .25 (one-tailed).  

Pedagogical Judgments 

The alpha coefficient for reliability between the two coders was .83 for all ratings; 

the alpha coefficient between ratings for each scenario was .87 for science, .79 for social 

studies, .83 for literature, and .81 for mathematics. The correlations between ratings for 

each pedagogical judgment variable were .70 for affective orientation, .78 for autonomy, 

.80 for concern, .83 for competence, and .83 for topic interest. Values greater than .70 for 

consistency estimates are generally considered acceptable (Stemler, 2004). However, the 

alpha coefficients for each pedagogical judgment variable were low: .10 for affective 

orientation, .41 for autonomy, .47 for competence, .50 for concern, and .63 for interest, 

indicating that either the ratings of the pedagogical judgment variables across scenarios 

were not consistent or the participants’ responses relative to the pedagogical judgment 

variables were not consistent. For example, a participant’s response to the science 

scenario may have been rated high on competence, but the same participant’s response to 

the social studies scenario may have been rated low on competence. The lack of 
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consistency among the ratings of the scenarios for the pedagogical judgment variables 

suggests lack of internal reliability for the variables created by collapsing judgment 

ratings across scenarios. Results of analyses of these variables should be interpreted with 

caution. 

Most participants showed a low level of competence orientation (69.6% were rated 

at the midpoint 3 or below, M = 2.65) and topic interest (82.1% were rated at the 

midpoint 3 or below, M = 2.30). Participants generally scored above the midpoint for 

promotion of autonomy (60.7% were rated above 3, M = 3.16), concern for the needs of 

the students in the scenarios (66.1% were rated above 3, M = 3.25), and affective 

orientation (96.4% were rated above 3, M = 3.59). Table 4-3 provides the average scores 

for each pedagogical judgment variable. Patterns of responses emerged for each scenario; 

a description of the pattern of responses for each scenario is provided in Appendix B. 

Table 4-3. Means and standard deviations for pedagogical judgment scores 
Academic 
Domain Topic Interest Competence Autonomy Concern Affective 

Social 
Studies 2.28 (1.0) 2.46 (.88) 2.73 (1.08) 3.15 (1.25) 3.46 (.61) 

Science  2.54 (1.20) 2.85 (1.37) 3.18 (1.17) 3.52 (1.50) 3.53 (.68) 

Mathematics  2.37 (1.22) 2.82 (1.13) 3.32 (.56) 2.78 (1.24) 3.03 (.35) 

Literature  2.02 (1.01) 2.45 (.91) 3.39 (.65) 3.56 (.81) 4.35 (.67) 

General 2.30 (.61) 2.65 (.68) 3.16 (.54) 3.25 (.77) 3.59 (.31) 

Note. Ratings of pedagogical judgments ranged from 1 (very characteristic of) to 5 (not 
characteristic of). 

General Academic Interest and its Relation to Pedagogical Judgments 

A partial correlation between the time spent on academic pages and each of the five 

rated pedagogical judgment variables was calculated, controlling for SAT or ACT scores. 

After controlling for SAT or ACT scores, time spent on academic pages was significantly 
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related to competence (pr = .31; p < .05), autonomy (pr =.40, p < .01), and concern (pr = 

.31, p < .05). Notably, competence, autonomy, and concern were also significantly 

related to participants’ topic interest in the subject of the scenario. The amount of time 

participants spent on the academic sites was not related to topic interest in the scenario 

subject, which may reflect a difference between domain and topic interest. None of the 

variables were related to the participants’ expression of an affective orientation. Table 4-

4 provides a matrix of the partial correlations among the variables across scenarios. 

Table 4-4.  Partial correlation matrix of general academic interest and pedagogical 
judgment variables controlling for SAT or ACT scores  

 Academic 
Time 

Topic 
Interest Competence Autonomy Concern Affective 

Academic 
Time 1.00      

Topic Interest .18 1.00     

Competence .31* .76** 1.00    

Autonomy  .40** .65** .69** 1.00   

Concern  .31* .66** .71** .65** 1.00  

Affective -.01 .06 .23 .11 .09 1.00 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

Specific Domain Interest and its Relation to Pedagogical Judgments 

A partial correlation between the time spent on academic pages of each specific 

domain and each of the five pedagogical judgment variables was calculated, controlling 

for SAT or ACT scores. For example, time spent on mathematics pages was related to 

ratings for the fractions scenario. Notably, the variance in time spent on literature and 

mathematics pages was small; the maximum amount of time any participant spent on 

pages in these domains was 5 minutes on the literature pages and 7 minutes on 

mathematics pages. Because of the limited variability in time spent on these pages, it is 

not surprising that there were no significant relations found between the time spent on 
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these pages and any of the pedagogical judgment variables in either the literature or 

mathematics scenarios. However, the correlations between specific domain interest and 

the pedagogical judgment variables do provide some information about the distinctions 

between affective orientation and the other pedagogical judgment variables.  

Time spent on social studies pages controlling SAT or ACT scores was 

significantly related to affective goals (pr = .27, p = .048). The partial correlations 

between the amount of time spent viewing social studies pages and the pedagogical 

judgment variables for the social studies scenario are presented in Table 4-5.  

Table 4-5.  Partial correlation matrix of social studies interest and pedagogical judgment 
variables controlling for SAT or ACT scores  

 
Social 
Studies 
Time 

Topic 
Interest Competence Autonomy Concern Affective 

Social Studies 
Time 1.00      

Topic Interest .00 1.00     

Competence .05 .74** 1.00    

Autonomy  .21 .36** .35** 1.00   

Concern  .23 .53** .45** .49** 1.00  

Affective .27* .21 .27* .40** .27* 1.00 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

The science pages showed the greatest range in time, as one participant spent all 15 

minutes viewing science pages and 30 spent no time viewing the science pages. 

However, the average amount of time spent on science pages was only 1.34 minutes, 

possibly limiting the extent that relations between the amount of time spent viewing 

science pages and ratings of the participants’ pedagogical judgments could be found. 

Table 4-6 presents the partial correlations found between the time spent viewing science 

webpages and pedagogical judgment variables for the science scenario. The amount of 
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time spent viewing science pages was not significantly related to any of the pedagogical 

judgment variables for the science scenario.  

However, when SAT or ACT was not controlled, the amount of time spent viewing 

science pages was significantly related to pedagogical judgment variables for the 

mathematics scenario, specifically competence orientation (r = .26, p = .05) and affective 

orientation (r = .27, p = .04). These were the only significant correlations across domains, 

but correlations were sometimes stronger across domains than within the domain. This 

finding is contrary to the hypothesis that time spent viewing pages in a domain would be 

related to pedagogical judgments to scenarios in the same domain indicating there may be 

a validity concern with the measure of domain interest or that the academic domains may 

share variance not accounted for in this model.  

Table 4-6.  Partial correlation matrix of science interest and pedagogical judgment 
variables controlling for SAT or ACT scores  

 Science 
Time 

Topic 
Interest Competence Autonomy Concern Affective 

Science Time 1.00      

Topic Interest .26 1.00     

Competence .26 .90** 1.00    

Autonomy  .03 .61** .57** 1.00   

Concern  .13 .70** .71** .82** 1.00  

Affective .21 .29* .29* .26 .33* 1.00 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

For the literature scenario, affective orientation was negatively related to 

competence (pr = -.30, p = .028); whereas competence, interest, autonomy, and concern 

were all positively related to each other. The partial correlations related to the domain of 

literature are presented in Table 4-7.  
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Table 4-7.  Partial correlation matrix of literature interest and pedagogical judgment 
variables controlling for SAT or ACT scores  

 Literature 
Time 

Topic 
Interest Competence Autonomy Concern Affective 

Literature 
Time 1.00      

Topic Interest -.06 1.00     

Competence -.12  .45** 1.00    

Autonomy  -.15  .17  .36** 1.00   

Concern  -.18  .33*  .67**  .52** 1.00  

Affective  .16 -.10 -.30* -.07 -.26 1.00 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

For the mathematics scenario, competence was positively correlated with topic 

interest, autonomy, and concern, but negatively correlated with affective orientation. 

Concern was also positively correlated with topic interest and autonomy. The partial 

correlations related to the domain of mathematics are presented in Table 4-8.  

Table 4-8.  Partial correlation matrix of mathematics interest and pedagogical judgment 
variables controlling for SAT or ACT scores  

 Mathematics 
Time 

Topic 
Interest Competence Autonomy Concern Affective 

Mathematics 
Time 1.00      

Topic 
Interest .14 1.00     

Competence .08 .43** 1.00    

Autonomy  .03 .33* .31* 1.00   

Concern  -.01 .34* .76** .46** 1.00  

Affective -.15 .28* .45** .23 .38** 1.00 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

The time spent on domain pages is often more positively correlated with the 

pedagogical ratings across scenarios than for the responses to the scenario of the same 

domain. The amount of time spent on science pages was more strongly correlated with 



37 

 

the ratings of the responses to the mathematics scenario than the time spent on the 

mathematics pages, specifically for the ratings of competence, autonomy, concern, and 

affective orientation in the mathematics scenario. Social studies time was more positively 

correlated with the ratings for concern in the science, literature, and mathematics 

scenarios than time spent on pages of the respective domains. Social studies time was 

more positively correlated with the rating for autonomy in the literature scenario than 

time spent on literature pages. Time spent on literature pages was more positively 

correlated with competence for the mathematics and social studies scenarios than time 

spent on the respective webpages. Finally, mathematics was more positively correlated 

with autonomy ratings for the science and literature scenarios than for the time spent on 

the respective webpages.  

In sum, domain interest was not related to the ratings of pedagogical judgments in 

any domain except social studies, and in that case the only significant correlation was 

between time on social studies and affective goal orientation. Furthermore, examination 

of the pattern of zero correlations among the variables (see Appendix C) reveals that in 

several instances correlations are stronger between variables across domains than 

between domains. For example, the correlation between science time and math autonomy 

(r = .20) was higher than between math time and math autonomy (r = .03). This pattern 

of results is contrary to the hypothesis that time spent viewing pages in a domain is 

related to pedagogical judgments to scenarios in the same domain and raises questions 

about the validity of the time measures within domains and the specific pedagogical 

judgment variables.  
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION  

The purpose of this study was to examine preservice teachers’ academic interests 

and the relation between these interests and the quality of their pedagogical judgments. 

To summarize the results, regarding their reasons for choosing a career in education, no 

participant indicated interest in multiple academic domains or even a single academic 

domain. In addition, preservice teachers varied in their interest in academic domains as 

measured by their choices in time spent viewing academic and nonacademic webpages 

and in their pedagogical judgments regarding the promotion of students’ psychological 

needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness as measured by their responses to 

teaching scenarios. The average amount of time spent viewing academic related 

webpages was 5.71 minutes out of 15 minutes, indicating that participants spent almost 

twice as much time on non-academic pages. This finding suggests that most of the 

prospective teachers in this study may be less interested in academic domains than they 

are in topics such as sports, media, romance, and household tips.  

Based on findings that interest influences factors necessary for making judgments, 

namely attention (McDaniel et al., 2000) and ability to develop possibilities for action 

(Renninger, 1992), a hypothesis of this study was that preservice teachers’ interests 

predict their pedagogical of support for students’ psychological needs of autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness. Interest was explored at three levels within this study: (a) 

topic interest was measured by participants’ responses to a specific topic and the extent 

they described the topic (e.g., density in a scenario about a science lesson), (b) domain 
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interest was measured by the number of minutes participants viewed webpages within an 

academic domain, and (c) participants’ time on all academic pages combined was used as 

a measure of a general interest in academics. The results of this study will be discussed in 

terms of those three levels. 

First, with regard to topic interest, participants’ interest in the scenario topic is 

related to their support for autonomy, competence, and concern, a potential manifestation 

of relatedness. This finding suggests that topic interest is a factor in predicting preservice 

teachers’ judgments as they pertain to pedagogical scenarios; however the finding is not 

conclusive because both coders were aware of the hypothesis that interest is related to the 

quality of pedagogical judgments.   

Second, with regard to domain interest, out of 20 correlations, only one significant 

relationship was found between the amount of time spent viewing the specific subject 

matter domains and the ratings of pedagogical judgments for the respective domain 

scenarios. The lack of significant correlations may be due to the lack of variability in 

viewing time for the webpages, but the pattern of significant correlations showing 

stronger relations between variables across domains than between domains, such as the 

higher correlation between science time and math autonomy (r = .20) than between math 

time and math autonomy (r = .03), suggests that limited variability does not completely 

account for the lack of relationships within domains. This pattern of correlations raises 

questions about the validity of the measures of domain-specific academic interest and the 

ratings of pedagogical judgments. Participants may have chosen to view non-academic 

pages for reasons other than lack of interest, such as the layout of the template or 

personal events in their lives such as wedding plans. To address the question of the 



40 

 

validity of the measures, future studies should investigate a variety of aspects about these 

measures, including providing more time for participants to interact with topics or objects 

of interest.   

Third, based on Dewey’s (1913) definition of interest as object specific, research on 

interest is often limited to either topic interest or domain interest. However, the 

variability in the amount of time spent on all academic pages combined suggests that 

interest may be more broadly conceived: Participants varied in terms of their general 

interest in academics, in addition to domain and topic interest. Although webpages had 

information on specific topics, reflecting interest as object specific, the amount of time on 

all academic pages combined is a significant predictor of participants’ judgments. This 

finding suggests that there is a common factor in viewing any academic page. Although 

individuals may have varying interests in specific topics on the webpages, the amount of 

time individuals view academic pages reflects an interest in academics in general. The 

findings of this study support the hypothesis that the more interested the teachers are in 

academics, the more likely it is that their pedagogical judgments will promote 

competence and autonomy, and show concern for students’ needs. However, constraining 

the time that participants could spend on the website meant that the longer they spent on 

one subject reduced the amount of time that they could spend on another website. This 

aspect of the measurement of general academic interest resulted in negative correlations 

among the specific domain measures of interest. The appropriateness of constructing a 

measure from negatively correlated components is questionable. As a result the 

significant relationships between general academic time and the pedagogical ratings 

should be considered suggestive rather than conclusive. 
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In addition to finding support for the hypothesized relation between interest and 

quality of pedagogical judgments, the results may have theoretical significance for self-

determination theory. First, the results of this study may have implications for Deci and 

Ryan’s (2000) conception of psychological needs. In this study, relatedness was 

measured in terms of preservice teachers’ affective goal orientation and their concern for 

students. In his study, Prawat (1985) found that many elementary teachers are more 

concerned with students’ affect than students’ mastery of a topic; an explanation for this 

finding is that some teachers may hold affective goals to support students’ needs for 

relatedness. I found evidence for this approach to supporting relatedness in preservice 

teachers’ reactions to the teaching scenarios. They expressed affective goal orientations 

by distracting students from negative feelings, effusive praise, and a focus on making the 

class environment more “fun.” Teachers’ concern for students’ needs offers an alternative 

representation of relatedness in the classroom. In my study evidence of this type of 

support for relatedness occurred when preservice teachers expressed concern by focusing 

on the students’ feelings or goals specific to the scenario: In the science scenario the 

students wanted to experiment; in the social studies scenario the student says she is 

bored; in the literature scenario the student asks for feedback; in the mathematics 

scenario the explanation will cause later confusion. In sum, I obtained clear evidence for 

two approaches to the measurement of relatedness.  

      The second implication in this study for the conception of psychological needs 

relates to Deci and Ryan’s (2000) claim that competence, autonomy, and relatedness are 

prominent psychological needs that are interrelated. In this study, competence, autonomy, 

and concern are highly interrelated, suggesting that preservice teachers who hold 
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competence goals for their students are also more likely to support autonomy and show 

concern for their students’ needs. However, the general measure of affective goal 

orientation is not related to the general measures of competence, autonomy, or concern. 

The significant correlations between concern and competence and autonomy support 

Deci and Ryan’s (2000) contention that the constructs of competence, autonomy, and 

relatedness are interrelated. These correlations suggest that teachers’ concern for 

students’ thought is more related to their focus on competence and autonomy than is an 

affective orientation such as focusing instruction on praising students to increase positive 

affect. However, although affective orientation is not significantly related to the general 

measures of the other pedagogical variables, for the specific domains, affective 

orientation is significantly related to the other pedagogical variables in 8 out of the 12 

correlations. This finding occurs in spite of the limited variability of the affective 

orientation variable. It should be noted, though, that for literature the relationships among 

affective orientation and the other pedagogical variables are negative. To extend the 

theory of self-determination, future researchers should create multiple scenarios that 

allow for greater variability and then compare psychological outcomes of teachers’ 

judgments that evidence an affective goal orientation versus a concern for student needs 

to verify the lack of relationships of general affective orientation and the other 

pedagogical variables and to determine whether affective orientation in specific domains 

is consistently less related to the other pedagogical variables. Further, researchers should 

explore the possibility that, in literature, affective orientation may hinder the promotion 

of the psychological needs of competence, autonomy, and relatedness, as measured by 

concern for students.  
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Because the pedagogical judgments were subjectively analyzed and both coders 

were aware of the hypothesis, the correlations among pedagogical judgment variables 

may be inflated. In addition, the internal consistency of the pedagogical judgment 

variables between scenarios was low, suggesting that either the coders were inconsistent 

in their ratings of participants’ responses or that the quality of preservice teachers’ 

pedagogical judgments are dependent on the topic, domain, or scenario. A potential 

strategy to address this limitation would be for all scenarios to be situated in the same 

domain or for all scenarios to describe a similar type of problem, for example all of the 

problems could deal with students’ behavior or with evaluating and increasing students’ 

understanding of a concept. 

Future studies should include the development of more sensitive and valid 

measures of teachers’ and prospective teachers’ goals in responding to classroom 

situations. Methodologically, this has proven difficult because stimulated recall about a 

past teaching incident often is distorted by current knowledge (Yinger, 1983). In the 

present study, preservice teachers were provided pedagogical scenarios that required 

them to make a decision in the moment, much as they would in the classroom. However, 

because the participants were not constrained by time, the decisions could reflect 

participants’ best solution. A key factor in presenting the scenarios is that they provide 

enough information about the topic because interest in the topic is highly related to 

participants’ expression of goals for increasing student competence, autonomy, and 

understanding student’s concerns. Although most of the scenarios in the present study are 

situated in terms of the topic, the lesson in the social studies scenario is abstractly 

described as a “geography” lesson. A qualitative analysis of the responses revealed that 
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participants’ responses were generally more ambiguous to this scenario than the other 

scenarios that had more description of the lesson. Participants were unable to discern an 

actual problem in the lesson because they were only provided information on a student’s 

response to the lesson. In the future, researchers who use pedagogical scenarios to assess 

teachers’ judgments should be aware of the need to situate the scenario in a specific 

topic: the more ambiguous the scenario, the less participants are able to make an 

informed judgment and reveal their goals. Developing scenarios that are situated, rather 

than abstract, will lead to greater variability of responses and accuracy in identification of 

participants’ goals.  

The present study provided a new measure for interest that used choice and 

interaction time to measure interest. Participants revealed their interests by choosing and 

viewing webpages. Web sites provide a wide range of information on specific topics that 

can be collapsed to form broader, domain categories. However, researchers who use this 

methodology in the future should be wary of how the domain categories on the template 

are laid out. The web site used in this study presented a list format that often led to 

participants’ browsing domains in order. Randomizing the topic order for each participant 

or using a different template (e.g., using icons without numbers in a circular layout), as 

well as increasing browsing time, would increase variability and accuracy in participants’ 

viewing time within domains. Although participants often began browsing with the first 

domain, the amount of time they spent in domains and the subsequent order of domain 

browsing varied suggesting that most of the participants’ web browsing was directed by 

interest. Therefore, the measure reflects the defining facets of interest, specifically choice 

and time spent with topic, but also allows for researchers to group participants by similar 
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interests based on domain categories. However, creating a general academic variable by 

adding time spent viewing the different domain pages poses a statistical problem because 

the amounts of time spent on each domain were negatively correlated, indicating that the 

general academic variable may not be internally reliable. The lack of positive correlations 

between time spent on the four different domains is due to the variables not being based 

on scales but on viewing time within a limited amount of time. Participants who viewed 

any academic page for more than a minute were more likely to view multiple pages than 

those who did not view any academic page for more than a minute. Choosing to view 

multiple academic webpages supports the construct of the variable of general academic 

interest. Therefore, the findings suggest but are not conclusive that time spent viewing 

academic webpages reflects preservice teachers’ interest in academics and that this 

interest is related to the quality of their pedagogical judgments. 

Teachers must make judgments in situations that are context specific and allow for 

a variety of responses without a simple solution known to meet their goals. However, 

because people automatically attend information relevant to their interests, teachers’ 

interests act as filters for determining what the problem is and developing courses of 

action. The preservice teachers who spent more time viewing academic webpages also 

responded to pedagogical scenarios in ways that were more competence oriented, 

autonomy promoting, and concerned with student needs relative to the preservice 

teachers who spent less time viewing academic webpages. Unfortunately, the average 

amount of time preservice teachers spent viewing academic webpages was approximately 

one third the total amount of time available to browse the webpages. In addition, none of 

the participants mentioned an affinity for academics in general or in a particular domain 
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as a reason for pursuing a teaching career. Therefore, although an interest in academics is 

intuitively relevant to a career in teaching and would facilitate problem solving that 

promotes students’ needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness, an interest in 

academics is not at the forefront of many preservice teachers’ desire for a career in 

education.  
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APPENDIX A 
PEDAGOGICAL SCENARIOS 

Domain: Science; Topic: Density 
Currently, you are teaching a lesson on density. You are reading about it with your class 
and asking them questions regarding which objects they think may be more dense. Out of 
the corner of your eye, you see Darryl toss a small rock that he'd had in his pocket into 
the fish tank. Suddenly other students are throwing small things from their pockets and 
desks into the fish tank. Suzanne is getting ready to dump her text book in! How do you 
respond to this situation? 

Domain: Social Studies; Topic: Geography 
You are walking around the classroom making sure students understand and are 
completing their geography assignment when you notice that Jane is staring out the 
window, her geography assignment barely touched.  
"Hi, Jane. What's the matter?"  
"Nothing, I don't want to do my work."  
"Why not?"  
"It's boring. I don't like it." Though some students giggle, most of the students continue 
working. You wonder what other students think about the assignment, so you turn to 
Brian nearby. 
"Brian, do you like the assignment?"  
"Oh, sure, it's easy. I didn’t like yesterday’s assignment because it was hard and I only 
got a C." You nod and turn back to Jane, what do you do to motivate her? 

Domain: Language Arts; Topic: Poetry 
A teacher of an 8th grade ‘gifted’ enrichment class is interested in students learning to be 
poetically expressive. S/he assigns them the task of composing a free verse poem. A 13-
year-old male submits the following: 

When the wild west winds are blowing 
The tall trees will tremble. 
When heavy rains fall from the skies 
And a torrential downpour hits the earth, 
When the tall trees are struck with lightning 
And whole forests catch on fire,  
That is when we feel nature at its greatest. 

After reading it, the student asks, ‘Do you like it? Is it good?’ How ought the teacher to 
respond?  
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Domain: Mathematics; Topic: Fractions 
Ms. Carpo is teaching her class about fractions and determining which fractions are 
greater or less than others. She explains that if the top number or "numerator" is the same 
then which ever has the larger bottom number or "denominator" is smaller. She gives her 
students many examples, 1/10 is less than 1/6; 2/4 is less than 2/3; 4/100000 is less than 
4/10. She also gives examples of the reverse- 1/4 is greater than 1/7 etc. She then gives 
her students time to practice. Ms. Carpo then gives her students a quiz to determine the 
extent to which they understood the lesson; she gives them a list of paired fractions, the 
students must circle the number which is greater. All the students earn above 90%. She 
plans to teach them next how to compare fractions whose numerators are different. 
Evaluate Ms. Carpo's instruction of fractions. What are the strengths and weaknesses of 
this instruction? How could it be improved? 

Likert Rating Scale for Vignettes 
1. Very uncharacteristic of 
2. Somewhat uncharacteristic of 
3. Neither characteristic nor uncharacteristic 
4. Somewhat characteristic of 
5. Very characteristic of 

To what extent does the response show characteristics of…   
an affective goal orientation?   1 2 3 4 5 
a competence goal orientation?  1 2 3 4 5 
promotion of autonomy in students?  1 2 3 4 5 
interest in the subject matter?   1 2 3 4 5 
concern for the students?   1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX B 
QUALITATIVE DESCRIPTION OF RESPONSE PATTERNS 

The science scenario tended to yield two types of responses: Either the participant 
recognized the opportunity to engage the class in active experimentation with density 
(using buckets), or the participant focused on the behavior problems and used 
punishment, directives, or discussion to focus students’ attention to rules and expected 
classroom behavior. Responses that focused on creating a density activity were generally 
rated high in competence goal orientation, autonomy promotion, topic interest, and 
concern for students’ needs. Responses that focused on understanding density showed 
some variation in autonomy promotion. Some participants reported that the teacher 
should demonstrate density principles; other participants’ responses allowed the students 
to experiment with objects of different densities. Participants who asked students about 
their feelings or made jokes to assuage the situation were rated high on affective goal 
orientation. 

Regarding the social studies scenario, many participants recognized that the 
geography task was probably boring, and either considered creating a new activity or 
asked the student for suggestions. However, other participants suggested controlling 
methods to encourage task completion such as the use of rewards or threat of punishment. 
Some participants responded that the student probably had problems either related to the 
task or related to more personal issues and then dealt with the problem of helping the 
student rather than motivating the student. Responses varied on the type of help or 
activity provided, which yielded differences in the competence rating. 

When responding to the literature scenario, participants tended to view poetry as 
something very personal, and therefore should be lauded and tended to avoid any form of 
critique. MIR wrote, “I will always tell my students that they have done well when it 
comes to writing. They are expressing themselves as creative writers and I would never 
knock them down…” However, participants who explicitly mentioned stylistic 
components of the poem, for example the imagery or alliteration, were given relatively 
high ratings for competence (some conceptual suggestions had to be made for the highest 
rating). Responses that did not indicate if the participant read the poem were given low 
interest ratings. Participants who seemed to consider the student’s solicitation of 
evaluation were given high ratings for concern, whereas responses that praised 
exuberantly with no apparent reference were given low ratings for concern, but had high 
ratings for affective goal orientation. A few participants expressed concern that the poem 
was too negative; these responses were given low autonomy ratings versus those that 
allowed expression of thought and feelings. 

In their responses to the mathematics scenario, most participants did not recognize 
that the fraction lesson and the assessment given to the students were very superficial and 
would lead to confusion about fractions. However, most participants did respond that the 
lesson could be improved by allowing students to manipulate pieces of a whole that could 
represent fractions. For example, almost all participants suggested an activity using pizza. 
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This finding suggests that most preservice teachers have a limited understanding of 
fractions and are able to conceptualize concrete examples of fractions in very limited 
ways. 
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APPENDIX C 
ZERO-ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX 

Table C-1.  Zero-order correlation matrix pedagogical judgment variables   
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. SAT, ACT 1.00          
2. Academic 
Time .06 1.00         

3. Science 
Time -.01 .54** 1.00        

4. Social 
Studies Time .12 .59** -.08 1.00       

5. Literature 
Time .02 .30** -.17 -.05 1.00      

6. Math Time -.04 .31** -.08 -.01 .08 1.00     
7. Topic 
Interest .19 .20 .10 .10 .06 .09 1.00    

8. Science 
Interest .35** .27** .24 .20 -.17 .13 .68** 1.00   

9. Social 
Studies 
Interest 

.05 .09 -.02 .01 .20 .01 .75** .31* 1.00  

10. Literature 
Interest -.01 -.10 -.06 -.02 -.06 -.06 .56** .18 .27* 1.00 

11. Math 
Interest .10 .24 .09 .06 .21 .14 .76** .32* .53** .18 

12. 
Competence .19 .32** .28* .13 -.01 .11 .77** .65** .53** .38** 

13. Science 
Competence .33** .29** .24 .25 -.18 .09 .61** .91** .23 .17 

14. Social 
Studies 
Competence 

.01 .16 .08 .05 .14 .02 .56** .22 .74** .27* 

15. Literature 
Competence .12 .04 .07 .02 -.11 .05 .44** .27* .20 .44** 

16. Math 
Competence -.05 .25 .26* -.06 .18 .09 .33** .07 .27* .14 

17. Autonomy  .16 .28* .12 .26* -.04 .13 .55** .61** .33** .21 
18. Science 
Autonomy .11 .15 .02 .08 .07 .14 .39** .61** .07 .20 

19. Social 
Studies 
Autonomy 

.17 .20 .09 .22 -.03 .00 .37** .32* .36** .11 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

20. Literature 
Autonomy .04 .15 .04 .22 -.15 .14 .25 .21 .15 .17 

21. Math 
Autonomy .00 .23 .20 .18 -.07 .03 .31* .23 .28* -.01 

22. Concern  .09 .36** .13 .32* .04 .12 .60** .54** .45** .27* 

23. Science 
Concern .17 .30* .13 .22 .04 .12 .43** .70** .10 .09 

24. Social 
Studies 
Concern 

-.01 .29* .07 .23 .10 .10 .47** .26* .53** .24 

25. Literature 
Concern .04 .00 -.14 .20 -.18 .10 .29* .18 .16 .33** 

26. Math 
Concern .01 .25 .18 .16 .06 -.01 .33** .11 .36** .10 

27. Affective -.07 .16 .25 .06 -.04 -.11 .27* .16 .23 .18 
28. Science 
Affective -.16 .08 .21 -.05 -.09 .01 .21 .22 .13 .08 

29. Social 
Studies 
Affective 

-.06 .15 .04 .26* -.10 -.04 .30* .21 .21 .31* 

30. Literature 
Affective .10 .08 .08 .00 .16 -.10 -.13 -.14 -.06 -.10 

31. Math 
Affective -.03 -.01 .27* -.15 -.11 -.15 .27* .04 .32 .13 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table C-1 (continued).  Zero-order correlation matrix of pedagogical judgment variables   
 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
11. Math 
Interest 1.00          

12. 
Competence .54** 1.00         

13. Science 
Competence .30* .70** 1.00        

14. Social 
Studies 
Competence 

.35** .61** .22 1.00       

15. Literature 
Competence .30* .58** .25 .19 1.00      

16. Math 
Competence .43** .60** .10 .27* .15 1.00     

17. Autonomy  .33** .62** .52** .33** .34** .33** 1.00    
18. Science 
Autonomy .15 .45** .58** .07 .26* .13 .70** 1.00   

19. Social 
Studies 
Autonomy 

.22 .35** .20 .35** .06 .29* .64**  .10 1.00  

20. Literature 
Autonomy .15 .30* .20 .07 .37** .14 .55**  .14  .22 1.00 

21. Math 
Autonomy .33** .43** .22 .36** .23 .31* .53**  .29*  .09 .25 

22. Concern  .39** .72** .51** .35** .37** .52** .76**  .59**  42** .36** 

23. Science 
Concern .22 .54** .71** .08 .23 .17 .65** .82**  .17 .11 

24. Social 
Studies 
Concern 

.28* .43** .20 .45** .16 .31* .44** .15 .48** .22 

25. Literature 
Concern .13 .34** .15 .05 .67** .05 .43** .24  .20 .52** 

26. Math 
Concern .34** .50** .12 .30* .06 .76** .38** .17  .22 .20 

27. Affective .17 .40** .15 .37** .02 .49** .37**  .13 .43** .05 
28. Science 
Affective .14 .38** .22 .19 .19 .35** .023  .24  .12 -.13 

29. Social 
Studies 
Affective 

.10 .32* .20 .27* .14 .20 .49**  .21 .38** .32** 

30. Literature 
Affective -.06 -.11 -.17 .04 -.28* .12 -.01  -.10  .25 -.07 

31. Math 
Affective .28* .35** .07 .40** -.01 .45** .03 -.17 .13 -.01 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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Table C-1 (continued).  Zero-order correlation matrix of pedagogical judgment variables   
 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 
21. Math 
Autonomy 1.00          

22. Concern  .48** 1.00         
23. Science 
Concern .35** .66** 1.00        

24. Social 
Studies 
Concern 

.20 .70**  .18 1.00       

25. Literature 
Concern .18 .55**  .20  .32* 1.00      

26. Math 
Concern .46** .63**  .13  .32*  .16 1.00     

27. Affective .27* .35** .18  .24  .04 .39** 1.00    
28. Science 
Affective .34** .31* .29*  .10  .09 .26* .55** 1.00   

29. Social 
Studies 
Affective 

.33** .43** .27*  .27* .32** .26* .61**  .10 1.00  

30. Literature 
Affective -.25 -.11 -.14  .05 -.26 .01 .53** -.16  .12 1.00 

31. Math 
Affective .23 .09 -.13 .07 -.12 .38** .37**  .11 -.02  .06 

Note. *p < .05. **p < .01. 
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