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ABSTRACT
The proportion of low-income students enrolled in public schools is staggering.
Consequently, it is likely that most family and consumer sciences (FCS) teachers will
teach low-income students at some point in their careers. A review of the literature has
established that teachers’ perceptions and the learning environment climate influence
students and the teaching and learning process. Furthermore, previous literature as
well as the 3P Model of Teaching have demonstrated that teachers’ perceptions affect
the learning environment climate. Therefore, it is important for researchers to
understand FCS teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income students, their
learning environment climates, and the relationship between these factors.
This study investigated the relationships between FCS teachers’ characteristics,
their attitudes toward poverty/low-income students, and their learning environment
climates. Two-hundred and seventy FCS teachers in Texas completed the FCS
Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Poverty and the Learning Environment Climate survey.
This survey was comprised of 90 questions, including questions about teachers’
characteristics (e.g., genders, ages, years of experience), schools’ contexts (e.g., Title
1 status, regions), attitudes toward poverty/low-income students (i.e., excerpts from
the Attitudes Toward Poverty and Poor People Scale (ATP) by Atherton et al. [1993]),
and learning environment climates (i.e., excerpts from the Learning Environment
Inventory (LEI) by Fraser et al. [1982] and excerpts from the Teacher Expectations
Survey (TES) by Gallahar, 2009]).
ix
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Using descriptive statistics, the findings of this study indicate that FCS
teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students are slightly more positive than
neutral. Additionally, teachers who have lived in poverty and teachers with advanced
degrees have more positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income students. The results
also suggest that FCS teachers’ learning environment climates are relatively positive.
Moreover, teachers who have not lived in poverty, who have an alternative
certification, and who have attended more continuing education workshops about lowincome students have more positive learning environment climates. Using structural
equation modeling (SEM), the results of this study indicate that FCS teachers with
more positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income students have more positive
learning environment climates. Besides FCS teachers, this study also has implications
for schools, teacher education programs, other FCS professionals, and future
researchers.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
This chapter provides contextual information about the prevalence of poverty, the
roles of both teachers’ perceptions and learning environment climate in students’ lives,
and the relationship between poverty and the learning environment climate. It also
describes the significance of the study to the family and consumer sciences (FCS)
profession, the purpose of the study, the research questions, definitions of terms, and
known assumptions and limitations of the study.
Introduction to the Study
Prevalence of Poverty
Currently, the majority of students attending public schools live in low-income
households, and there is a higher prevalence of poverty now than there was during the
recession of 2008 (Suitts, 2016). As of 2016, 40.6 million people, including 13.3 million
children under the age of 18, lived in poverty in the United States (Semega, Fontenot, &
Kollar, 2017). Children represent the largest segment of the U.S. population living in
poverty, and in 21 states, low-income students make up more than half of the entire
student population (Suitts, 2016). In another 19 states, low-income students may not be
the majority but still account for more than 40% of the student population. With these
facts in mind, the U.S. has higher rates of child poverty than all other industrialized
nations except Romania (Adamson, 2012; Evans & Anderson, 2013). Accordingly, the
1
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prevalence of poverty in our nation and especially within our nation’s schools is a major
concern.
The highest rate of poverty for any geographic region in the U.S. is the south, as
14.1% of all southerners lived in poverty in 2016 (Semega et al., 2017; Suitts, 2015).
Children living in the south are especially vulnerable to impoverished conditions and are
more likely to be living in poverty than children living in other regions of the country
(Southern Education Foundation, 2013).
The state of Texas, specifically, has higher rates of poverty than most states and
was ranked 37th in the nation (Talk Poverty, 2016). More than one-third of all Texans
live in low-income households (Center for Public Policy Priorities, 2015), and 59% of
children attending Texas public schools are designated as low-income students (Texas
Education Agency, 2017c). Moreover, the percentage of low-income children enrolling in
Texas public schools has increased by 24.1% in the last decade, 7.5 percentage points
higher than the total school enrollment (Texas Education Agency, 2017c). In addition,
54.5% of students enrolled in career and technical education (CTE) programs in Texas
are low-income students. Thus, the majority of students in Texas need and could benefit
from teachers who are knowledgeable about teaching low-income students.

2
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Figure 1.1. Estimated Number of Individuals Under 18 Years at or Below Poverty Level
in Texas (Aaronson, 2011)
Low-income students include those living in low-income households, in poverty,
and in deep poverty. Poverty is defined as an individual or individuals who live within a
household with a household gross income below the official poverty line (United States
Census Bureau, 2017). The official poverty line is a monetary threshold adjusted for the
size and composition of the family, with age playing a factor for one- and two-person
families. However, even families above the poverty line may struggle to meet their basic
needs (Cauthen & Fass, 2008). Families typically require an income double the federal
poverty level in order to meet their basic needs, but the cost of living differs based on
geography. The 2016 Federal Poverty Thresholds for 2016 follow in Table 1.1.

3
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Table 1.1
Poverty Thresholds for 2016 by Size of Family and Number of Related Children Under 18 Years (United States Census Bureau, 2016)
Related children under 18 years
Size of family unit

One person (unrelated
individual):
Under age 65
Aged 65 and older

Weighted
average
None
thresholds

One

12,228
12,486
11,511

12,486
11,511

Two people:
15,569
Householder under age 65
16,151
Householder aged 65 and older 14,522

16,072
14,507

16,543
16,480

18,774
24,755
29,854
34,337
39,509
44,188
53,155

19,318
25,160
30,288
34,473
39,756
44,578
53,413

Three people
Four people
Five people
Six people
Seven people
Eight people
Nine people or more
Source: U.S. Census Bureau.

19,105
24,563
29,111
32,928
37,458
41,781
49,721

4

Two

Three

Four

Five

Six

Seven

19,337
24,339
29,360
33,763
38,905
43,776
52,702

24,424
28,643
33,082
38,313
43,072
52,106

28,205
32,070
37,208
42,075
51,127

31,470
35,920
40,809
49,779

34,507
39,491
48,561

39,156
48,259

Eight
or more

46,400
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Low-income individuals include households with incomes up to 150% of the
poverty line (U.S. Department of Education, 2017), whereas individuals living in deep
poverty include households with incomes up to 50% of the poverty line (Haveman,
Blank, Moffitt, Smeeding, & Geoffrey, 2015). According to the table, a single parent
and four children live in poverty if their household income is $28,205 or less. This
same family is considered low-income if their household income is $42,307.50 or less
and in deep poverty if their household income is $14,102.50. For the purpose of this
study, the term low-income populations/students encompasses all individuals living in
households classified as low-income, in poverty, and in deep poverty.
Teaching Low-Income Students
The effects of poverty have been found to impact the teaching and engagement
of low-income students by numerous researchers (Akiba, LeTendre, & Scribner, 2007;
Davies, 1988; Evans & Anderson, 2013; Evans & Schamberg, 2009; Ferguson, 1998;
Forrest & Alexander, 2004; Holt & Garcia, 2005; Levin, 1995; Liston, McEwen, &
Casey, 2009; Neil, Guisbond, & Schaffer, 2004; Norman, 2016; White, Hill, Kemp,
MacRae, & Young., 2012). Despite some similarities, low-income students are not
exactly the same socially, mentally, and emotionally as their higher-income
counterparts; therefore, teachers must use different methods to have the same
outcomes for those students (Jensen, 2013). However, Jensen indicated that the
differences among students are mostly because of variances in their environmental
contexts and opportunities afforded to higher-income students in schools. Therefore,
5
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low-income students are more likely to have poorer academic achievement, increased
levels of stress, fewer diverse experiences, limited abilities to communicate and
interact in healthy ways, underdeveloped behavioral responses, higher rates of
substance abuse, and poorer health (Evans & Anderson, 2013). In addition to these
disparities, low-income students often face teacher stereotypes, biases, or other
preconceived notions about individuals living in poverty (Davies; 1988; Lewis & Paik,
2001 as cited by Hughes, 2010; Llamas, 2012; Norman, 2016; White et al., 2012),
which can subsequently impact the learning environment climate that teachers create
with and for their students (Benninga, Guskey, & Thornburg, 1981; Cozzarelli,
Wilkinson, & Tangler, 2001; Norman, 2016; OECD, 2009; Palardy, 1969).
Role of Teachers’ Perceptions
It is important for researchers and educators to understand teachers’
perceptions (e.g., beliefs and attitudes) for three primary reasons of importance to this
study. First, teachers’ perceptions toward their students and toward their instructional
practices influence teacher effectiveness (Palardy & Rumberger, 2008). Second,
teachers’ perceptions can affect the teaching and learning process, specifically
students’ attitudes toward the teacher/class/school and students’ motivation and
achievement (Beegle, 2012). Third, low-income students internalize messages about
poverty and the belief that individuals, including teachers, do not care or respect them
and are unable to help them (Beegle, 2012). This may de-motivate students, which in
turn could perpetuate teachers’ perceptions about low-income students. It is not
6
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surprising, therefore, that those teachers’ actions can result in low-income students’
self-perpetuation of what they think their teachers believe. As such, low-income
students are more likely to be assigned to lower level or remedial courses, be retained,
and/or not receive a diploma (Miller, Kuykendall, & Thomas, 2013 as cited by
Norman, 2016; Rumberger, 2013). This lack of knowledge, neglect, apathy, and even
discrimination can be detrimental to students’ education (Lewis & Paik, 2001 as cited
by Hughes, 2010).
Role of Learning Environment Climate
The learning environment climate plays a major role in students’
socioemotional, behavioral, and academic achievement (Adelman & Taylor, 2005;
Battistich & Hom, 1997; Battistich, Solomon, Kim, Watson, Schaps, 1995; Bickel &
Qualls, 1980; Bucholz & Sheffler, 2009; Haynes, Emmons, & Ben-Avie, 1997; Lee &
Bierman, 2015; Loukas & Robinson, 2004; Moos & Moos, 1978; OECD, 2009;
Steinberg, 2014; Wang & Holcombe, 2010; Woolley, 2006). This is important because
adults in the school, including classroom teachers, administrators, and other school
personnel, are responsible for constructing, perpetuating, and modifying the learning
environment climate (OECD, 2009; Woolley, 2006). Although students’
socioeconomic status are out of the control of school personnel (OECD, 2009), the
learning environment climate can be controlled by the adults in the school (Woolley,
2006). Climate plays a major role in facilitating the success of low-income students
(Comer, 1981; Haynes et al., 1997; Johns, 2001) because the learning environment
7
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climate has been found to improve standardized test scores (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch,
2009), student self-efficacy (McMahon, Wernsman, & Rose, 2009), student
attendance (Comer, 1981; Moos & Moos, 1978), suspension rates (Bickel & Qualls,
1980), student aggression, and peer relations (Barth, Dunlap, Dane, Lochman, &
Wells, 2004). Consequently, a positive learning environment climate can assist lowincome students in overcoming the challenges of poverty.
Relationship between Teachers’ Attitudes and Learning Environment Climate
Teachers’ perceptions toward their students have been found to have a direct
effect on the learning environment climate (Benninga et al., 1981; OECD, 2009).
When a teacher views his or her students positively, he or she is likely to be
approachable and helpful with those students; the relationship can be seen in this
pertinent illustration:
The warm and friendly teacher who is rated as superior by the students is a
mature adult whose focus is outwardly directed toward the children and,
furthermore, a person who views the children in a very positive and generous
kind of light (Haak, Kleiber, & Peck, 1972, p. 29).
Thus, teachers with negative perceptions toward students are more likely to develop a
negative learning environment climate for low-income students. Moreover, when
teachers perceive low-income students as lacking, whether cognitively, behaviorally,
developmentally, or from a deficit approach, they are most likely not considering the
complicated relationship between students’ environments and their achievement
8
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(Hanes, 1991 as cited by Haynes 1997). According to Haynes (1991), teachers tend to
view poor academic achievement or maladjustment in schools as a deficit of the
student as opposed to considering how the environment may affect their students’
achievement and adjustment.
Relationship to Family and Consumer Sciences
Since its conception, FCS (then home economics) professionals have been
concerned with improving the living standards of individuals, families, and
communities (Nickols et al., 2009). According to the American Association of Family
and Consumer Sciences (AAFCS, 2017), family and consumer sciences (FCS) is a set
of knowledge and skills that help individuals to improve the quality of their lives by
making educated decisions regarding their relationships, resources, and overall wellbeing. As such, FCS professionals are not only concerned with teaching knowledge
and skills to individuals and families but also improving their quality of life (AAFCS,
2001).
At the core of this study is the desire of the researcher to improve the quality of
lives of FCS teachers and students enrolled in family and consumer sciences classes,
as well as their families. If the results of this study are able to initiate change in
teachers and teacher education programs, then this study can improve the quality of
life of low-income students who receive instruction from FCS teachers. Furthermore,
results can improve the quality of life of FCS teachers by educating and enhancing
their knowledge and skills, thus decreasing the challenges in their work lives.
9
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Improving Students’ Lives
Teaching low-income students and building positive relationships with them is
critical for improving the lives of students, their families, and their communities. In
order to improve low-income students’ quality of life, FCS professionals must strive
to build capacity amongst students, teachers, and teacher educators. In this context,
capacity building refers to “acquiring and using knowledge and skills, building on
assets and strengths, respecting diversity, responding to change, and creating the
future” (Anderson & Nickols, 2001 as cited by Miles & Ralston, 2002).
National Standards for Teachers of Family and Consumer Sciences
The National Standards for Teachers of Family and Consumer Sciences were
developed by the National Association of Teacher Educators for Family and
Consumer Sciences (NATEFACS) and provide standards of excellence for FCS
educators, specifically those new to the profession (Erickson, Fox, & Stewart, 2010).
Four of the standards concern FCS content knowledge and six concern professional
practices. This study focuses on Standard 7: Learning Environment in which FCS
teachers are encouraged to:
Create and implement a safe, supportive learning environment that shows
sensitivity to diverse needs, values, and characteristics of students, families,
and communities.

10
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Expectation Statements:


Implement classroom management strategies that support a physically safe and
accessible environment;



Display and promote tolerance, appreciation, and respect for diversity from a
perspective that includes exceptionality, race, age, ethnicity, religion,
socioeconomic status, gender, and sexual orientation;



Consider basic human needs, human development, relationships, and family
dynamics to support students’ high academic achievement; [and]



Promote a pluralistic environment, engaging students in ethical problem
solving and action (Erickson et al., 2010, p. 204).

Swafford and Dainty (2009) specify that, to be consistent with Standard 7, FCS
classrooms must provide an environment that is caring and reverent for all students,
including students of all socioeconomic status. Thus, these Standards represent the
significance of this study, which focuses on both low-income students and their
learning environments.

11
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Body of Knowledge of Family and Consumer Sciences
The body of knowledge of family and consumer sciences includes three key
concepts: meeting humans’ basic needs, promoting the well-being of individuals,
families, and communities, and operating through a human eco-system perspective
and life course development lens (AAFCS, 2001). It demonstrates the
interconnectedness between individuals, families, and communities throughout their
lives and changing contexts. Central to the body of knowledge are humans’ basic
needs. Human needs affect individual well-being, the strength of families, and the
vitality of the community. Surrounding the body of knowledge are individuals’
ecosystems and development throughout life span, and these exist within the context
of cross-cutting themes: capacity building, appropriate use of technology, wellness,
resource development and sustainability, and global interdependence.
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Figure 1.2. Body of Knowledge of Family and Consumer Sciences (Nickols et al.,
2009)
Significance of Study to Family and Consumer Sciences
This study is significant to the field of family and consumer sciences education
and its body of research. Based on a review of the literature, the researcher could only
locate limited previous literature of both FCS teachers’ perceptions of poverty/lowincome students and FCS teachers’ learning environment climates. Nonetheless,
previous literature that could be located has demonstrated that teachers’ perceptions
affect the behaviors of teachers (Norman, 2016; Palardy, 1969). As a result, teachers’
perceptions affect their mannerisms and actions toward students and the learning
13
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environment climate they develop (Benninga et al., 1981; Palardy, 1969; OECD,
2009; Seaver, 1973). This study has the potential to impact low-income students’
lives, consistent with the mission and body of knowledge of family and consumer
sciences.
Additionally, the “heart” and “soul” of the FCS profession is enhancing
individuals’ quality of life and making a difference, respectively (AAFCS, 2001). This
study relates to the heart and soul of the profession as the results of this study may
make a difference in the quality of life for the low-income students enrolled in family
and consumer sciences courses. The results of this study can also lead to the
development of resources and public policy which will affect the quality of life of
individuals and families.
Problem Statement
Given the prevalence of poverty in today’s classrooms, it is likely that the
majority of teachers, including student teachers and current practicing teachers, will
encounter low-income students throughout their careers. Furthermore, based on the
implications of teachers’ perceptions and the learning environment climate, there is an
urgent need for research about FCS teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income
populations and the learning environment climate that they develop for their lowincome students.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between FCS
teachers’ characteristics, attitudes toward poverty/low-income students, and their
learning environment climate in FCS classrooms. Teachers’ characteristics, including
their ages, number of continuing education workshops, proportion of low-income
students have been found to affect their attitudes toward their students (Rolling &
Burnett, 1997); however, teachers’ races, years of experience, and degree level have
been found to have no effect on teachers’ attitudes (Taylor-Statom, 2012).
Additionally, teachers’ characteristics, including their years of experience, years at the
same school (Bulach & Berry, 2001), genders, (Bulach & Berry, 2001; Opdenakker &
Damme, 2006), and proportion of low-income students (Bondy & Ross, 2004; Hughes
& Complan, 2017) have been found to affect their learning environment climates.
Therefore, this study investigated and tested the main, mediating, and moderating
effects between FCS teachers’ ages, genders, income levels, poverty status, education
and training, and teaching experience, their attitudes toward poverty/low-income
populations, and their learning environment climates.
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Teachers’
Characteristics
& Schools’
Context

Learning
Environment
Climate
(LEC)
Teacher’s
Perceptions
toward Poverty
(ATP)
Figure 1.3. Proposed Structural Model
Note. This study investigated how teachers’ ages, genders, income levels, poverty
status, education and training, proportion of low-income students, and teaching
experience predict their perceptions toward poverty/low-income students and
their learning environment climates. It also investigated how teachers’
perceptions toward poverty mediate the relationship between their characteristics
and their learning environment climate. Finally, it investigated how teachers’
characteristics moderate the relationship between their perceptions toward
poverty and their learning environment climate.
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If teachers have negative attitudes toward poverty/low-income populations
and/or do not develop positive learning environment climates for their students, their
low-income students will likely have lower quality educational experiences than their
peers. Understanding the relationship among these factors is important for future
researchers who will study the influence of education in remedying the effects of
poverty and for current practicing FCS teachers, pre-service teachers, and FCS teacher
educators who will prepare the next generation of FCS teachers.
Research Questions
The research questions this study investigated were:
1.

How do FCS teachers perceive poverty/low-income populations?

2.

How do FCS teachers describe their learning environment climates?

3.

How do FCS teachers’ characteristics (e.g., ages, genders, income levels,
poverty status, education and training, proportion of low-income students, and
teaching experience) predict teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income
populations?

4.

How do FCS teachers’ characteristics predict their learning environment
climates?

5.

What is the relationship between FCS teachers’ perceptions toward
poverty/low-income populations and their learning environment climates?
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a. Do FCS teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income populations mediate
the relationship between their characteristics and their learning environment
climates?
b. Do FCS teachers’ characteristics moderate the relationship between their
perceptions toward poverty/low-income populations and their learning
environment climates?
c. Is the learning environment climate both mediated by FCS teachers’
perceptions and moderated by FCS teachers’ characteristics?

Figure 1.4. Proposed Model with Research Questions
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Definition of Terms
The following definitions are relevant for this study:


Learning environment climate is “the quality and consistency of
interpersonal interactions within the school community that influence
children’s cognitive, social, and psychological development” (Haynes et al.,
1997, p. 322). (This study includes reviews of both the classroom climate and
the school climate as they pertain to this definition.)
o Positive climates include those in which teachers treat students equally, engage
students in the classroom, interact favorably with their students, and manage
their classrooms appropriately (Gallahar, 2009).
o Negative climates include those in which teachers do not treat students
equally, engage students in the classroom, interact favorably with their
students, and/or manage their classrooms appropriately (Gallahar, 2009).



Low-income individuals include households with incomes up to 150% of the
poverty line (U.S. Department of Education, 2017).



Perceptions include attitudes, beliefs, biases, and/or stereotypes to which an
individual subscribes.



Poverty is defined as individuals living within a household with a household
gross income below the official poverty line (United States Census Bureau,
2017)
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Assumptions
The researcher has made the following assumptions for this study:
1.

The FCS teachers in the sample are representative of the entire population of
FCS teachers.

2.

The FCS teachers in the sample were honest in their responses.

3.

The FCS teachers in the sample completed the questionnaire independently.

4.

The FCS teachers in the sample understood the questions on the questionnaire.

5.

FCS teachers want to improve the life circumstances of their students.

6.

FCS teachers want to improve the teaching and learning process in their
classrooms.
Limitations
Prior to conducting the study, the researcher was aware of the following

limitations of this study:
1.

The FCS teachers in the sample who completed the survey may differ from the
entire population.

2.

The FCS teachers in the sample consisted of a convenience sample. This may
limit the generalizability of the study.

3.

The FCS teachers in the sample self-reported their perceptions and practices.
Thus, dishonest or biased answers may have influenced the results.
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Furthermore, the FCS teachers in the sample may have had different meanings
for Likert-type items (e.g., strongly agree, agree, etc.).
Summary
This chapter reviewed poverty rates, especially as they pertain to classrooms in
Texas. It provided an explanation of the roles of teachers’ perceptions and the learning
environment climate as they affect the teaching and learning process. FCS teachers’
perceptions about low-income populations and their learning environment climates
may inadvertently affect what and how students learn within the context of the
learning environment. Previous research has indicated that teachers’ perceptions
(attitudes, beliefs, and biases) affect what and how educators teach (Palardy &
Rumberger, 2008; Wilkins, 2008). Research also demonstrates a direct correlation
between teachers’ perceptions, the learning environment climate, teachers’ behaviors,
and students’ learning outcomes (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974).
Since moving out of poverty can improve the quality of life for low-income
students, it is important that teachers assist low-income students in achieving success.
Therefore, empirical evidence is needed to establish FCS teachers’ attitudes toward
poverty and low-income populations, as this is an indication of their perceptions
toward their low-income students. Due to the limited research found in the literature,
this study explores FCS teachers' attitudes toward poverty/low-income students and
the learning environment climate and the relationship between the two with the aim of
inferring the main, mediating, and moderating effects between factors. By
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understanding this relationship, researchers may be better able to understand the
influence FCS teachers have on low-income students. This study adds to the body of
knowledge of Family and Consumer Sciences, teacher education, and poverty
education.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
In this literature review, the researcher presents a broad review of literature
pertaining to the teaching and learning process of low-income students. The review
begins with an overview of teachers’ education and training. The next section reviews
the impact of poverty and living in low-income households on children’s education.
This is followed by literature about teachers’ perceptions toward low-income students
and the consequences of such. Then, the review includes literature about the learning
environment climate and its significance, especially for low-income students. The last
section of the literature review describes the theoretical framework of the study.
Low-Income Students
Teacher Education & Training
Teacher quality. The notion that low-income children are more likely than
other students within their same age cohort to have teachers that are inexperienced,
new to the profession, or not well-qualified (i.e., trained in other fields) is becoming
more well-known (Hughes, 2010; Ingersoll, 2005). Qualified teachers are less likely to
teach low-income students (Cavalluzzo, 2004), and schools with high proportions of
low-income students are more likely to have teacher vacancies (Strizek, Pittsonberger,
Riordan, Lyter, & Orlofsky, 2006 as cited by Berry, Daughtrey, & Wieder, 2010).
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However, teacher quality is critical for student achievement, which serves to promote
our country’s economic competitiveness on a global scale (Akiba et al., 2007).
Even teachers who are well-qualified are likely unprepared to work with lowincome students (Hughes, 2010). Currently, educational reform has sought to address
issues related to providing a positive environment and ensuring educational
achievement and excellence for all students. As such, Hughes indicated that many
teacher education programs provide future educators with information about and
strategies for implementing best practices to meet the diverse needs of students
according to racial/ethnic differences and/or special needs status. However, in the
United States, few Americans, including teachers, policymakers, and others working
with low-income populations, learn about poverty, related theories, or strategies for
improving poverty (Beegle, 2012). Consequently, many pre-service and practicing
teachers do not understand how poverty can affect the teaching and learning process
(Bennett, 2008).
Pre-service teacher training. Although Adams, Sewell, and Hall (2004)
reported that many teachers were required to take a multicultural education course
while in college, Hughes (2010) found that teacher preparation programs avoid
teaching pre-service teachers about diverse populations in regards to socioeconomic
status (Hughes, 2010). More specifically, secondary education program coordinators
reported spending only about 2.9% of their diversity efforts on economic or social
class issues. This finding, Hughes suggests, demonstrates the high need for educators
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to rethink how diversity is incorporated into teacher preparation curricula and how to
do so without stereotyping students who live in low-income households. However,
teacher education programs often require students to learn about diverse student
populations in a passive manner, as opposed to requiring them to engage with and
teach diverse students (Valentin, 2006). As such, it is not surprising that teachers were
found to feel ill-prepared to teach low-income students and had to learn to do so as a
practicing teacher (Brown & Medway, 2007). Due to poverty’s connection with
educational outcomes, ignoring poverty could reduce the success of other educational
reform and policies set in place with the purpose of improving schools (Levin, 1995).
Within the state of Texas, nine universities have a family and consumer
sciences education program (Holland, 2017). Depending on the program, pre-service
teachers enroll in between three and sixteen hours of coursework related to diversity or
special populations within the course descriptions out of the 120+ hours required for
their degree. (See Table 2.1.) The number of required courses related to low-income
populations is consistent with Hughes’s (2010) finding that few teacher educator
programs prepare students to work with low-income students.
Note: Table 2.1 and Table 2.2 include Texas universities that offer FCS teacher
certification. In order to be reader-friendly and to conserve space, universities are
listed in no particular order.
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Table 2.1
Special Populations Coursework in Texas FCS Education Bachelor’s Degree Programs
Institution
Stephen F. Austin
State University
(Stephen F. Austin
State University,
2017)

Degree
FCS
Composite

Credit Hours
16 out of 120

Course Descriptions
SED 370- Sociocultural and Historic Perspective in American Education
This course focuses on a critical perspective of American education rooted in historical and
sociocultural issues. Power, race, culture, and the struggle for identity are integrated with the
overarching themes of the purpose of education, equity, equality, and the promise of democratic
education so that preservice candidates may develop a professional identity that reflects the
richness and complexity of American education.

SED 371- Curriculum and Instructional Design for All Learners
This course involves the development of learner-centered curriculum and instruction with an
emphasis on culturally relevant teaching. This course also focuses on research-based
instructional models relevant to public school education, especially effective and equitable
education for racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse students. This course also involves a
field experience in local schools over the course of the semester.

SED 372- Disciplinary Literacy
The study of reading and writing processes, language development, and conventions of writing
and content reading. Emphasis will be on instructional and comprehension strategies
appropriate for content area literacy instruction and assessment and for working with culturally
and linguistically diverse learners to improve communication skills.

SED 443- Education in a Global Society: A Cultural Perspective
This course will address professional identity for educators in the 21st century. The
development of professional identity for teachers includes advocacy, communication, ethics,
and leadership. This course synthesizes and builds on the knowledge and skills of all prior
coursework to prepare candidates for the classroom.

Continued on next page.
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Stephen F. Austin
State University
CONT.

FCS
Composite

16 out of 120

SED 450- Assessment for Diverse and Contemporary Classrooms
This course will provide a foundational understanding, both theoretical and practical, of the
essential elements of educational assessment with a focus on diverse populations. In particular,
formative and summative assessment methods will receive a strong focus as well as numerous
other assessment strategies for diverse learners including: placement, diagnostic, self and peer
assessment, alternative, authentic, and portfolio assessment. Measurements, test construction,
validity and reliability will also be course topics. The course will also address standardized
testing and data disaggregation.

(Stephen F. Austin
State University,
2017)

SED 460- Motivating and Managing the Active Learning Environment
This course challenges candidates to reflect on ways to implement research based engagement
strategies and classroom management techniques for a diverse and learner centered classroom.
Through a lens of critical and culturally responsive pedagogy, the candidates will reflect on
topics such as classroom organization and procedures, developmentally appropriate behavioral
expectations, educator ethics and leadership.

Texas State
University

Consumer
Affairs with
teacher cert.

3 out of 124

FCSE

6 out of 120

An analysis of the instructional techniques, strategies and methods appropriate to the effective
teaching of career and technology subjects. Teaching special populations and teaching in
multicultural environments will be addressed. To be taken the Fall semester before student
teaching.

(Texas State
University, 2017)
Texas A&M
UniversityKingsville
(Texas A&M
UniversityKingsville, 2017)

AG 4311- Instructional Methods for Career and Technology Educators

SOCI 2361 Pluralistic Society
Macrocultural and microcultural variables such as ethnicity, religion, age, socioeconomic
status, language, gender and exceptionality and their impact upon major institutions such as
education, labor markets and government.

EDSE 4349 Foundations of Special Ed
History, legislation, practices and opportunities inherent in teaching students with
exceptionalities. Field experience required. This is the first course in the special education
sequence.

Continued on next page.
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University of
North Texas

Human Dev.

(University of
North Texas,
2017)
.

12 out of 55
major hours

HDFS 2033- Parenting in Diverse Families
Commonalities and differences in parenting, caregiving, and family life are emphasized from
systems, ecological and cross-cultural perspectives. Parenting and caregiving in diverse family
forms and cultures are studied in relation to adult child interactions, parent/school/community
relations, family roles, laws, and parenting skills.

HDFS 3423- Family, School and Community
Analyzing family, school and community resources and needs as related to the family life cycle;
child welfare and education, ecological approach; and exploration of careers related to children
and families. Strategies to improve communication and collaboration are emphasized with a
focus on family types, cultures, economic conditions, school systems, community services,
political forces, advocacy groups and other factors that impact young children and their
families. Fifteen hours a term/semester in a field work arranged.

EDCI 4070- Teaching Diverse Populations
Provides knowledge and skills required for developing and implementing challenging
instruction for students who are culturally different, students who received special education
services and students who are identified as gifted and talented.

CMHT 4750- Managing a Diverse Workforce
Workforce diversity provides strength in the current global business environment. Investigates
the concepts, policies and practices facing professionals in the global workplace. Effective
workplace interactions result when personnel hold a global perspective that incorporates an
appreciation and understanding of human diversity. Personnel who perceive themselves as
global employees are a critical element in business success. Managing a diverse workforce
requires working effectively with people who vary by nationality, ethnicity, culture, religion,
gender, language, age, abilities, and unique personal characteristics. This diverse workforce
may be employed in one locale, region or nation, or it may span several countries or the world.

Continued on next page.
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Sam Houston State
University

FCS
Composite

3 out of 120

FCS
Composite

9 out of 120

This course examines growth and learning primarily in secondary environments. Major theories
of teaching-learning processes are studied. Human development related to education is
emphasized. Special attention is paid to diversity in the public school environment. Required
field experiences in 8-12 public schools.

(Sam Houston
State University,
2017)
Lamar University

CISE 4374- Human Growth and Learning

FCSC 3301 - Human Well-being: Individual, Family, Community, World
Addresses quality of life. Case studies/self-evaluations analyze relationships spanning family to
global community. Developmental, ethical, cultural, economic, environmental and political
factors that affect human needs.

(Lamar University,
2017)

FCSC 2306 - Historical & Cultural Context of the Family
People have always lived in families, but what that means has changed
dramatically across time and across cultures. This course explores internal functionality, as well
as how the family unit has contributed to the advancement and/or regression of its members and
society at large.

FCSC 4305 - Non-Traditional Family Structures
Study of family structures beyond the traditional nuclear structure, including single parent
households, polyamorous households, and those headed by same-sex couples.

FCSE
Composite

6 out of 64
major hours

HDFS 2033- listed above
CMHT 4750- listed above
EDCI 4070-- listed above

Continued on next page.
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Texas Southern
University
(Texas Southern
University, 2016)

Human
Services and
Consumer
Sciences

6 out of 120

RDG 401 Reading for Diverse Populations
Presents culturally responsive teaching pedagogies to enhance reading skills development of
diverse populations of children in Texas schools. Focuses on TEKS-related reading
competencies as reflected in K-8 standards. Three hours of lecture per week.

SPED 309 Survey or Exceptional Ed I
Provides a survey of issues related to Learning Disabilities, Mental Retardation, Autism, and
Severe/ Multiple Disabilities in relation to the effects of disabilities on learning. May be taken
in conjunction with SPED 370 during the same semester. Three hours of lecture per week.

OR
SPED 370 Survey of Exceptional Ed II
Provides a survey of characteristics and etiology of physical and speech/language disabilities.
Basic statutory and legislative issues included. Three hours of lecture per week.

Texas Tech
University
(Texas Tech
University
Academic Catalog,
2017)

FCSE
Composite
or
Human Dev.
& Family
Studies
or
Food &
Nutrition
or
Restaurant,
Hotel,&
Institutional
Management

6 out of 127

EDSE 2300- Schools, Society, and Diversity
Historical, philosophical, sociological, and ideologic foundations of education; purposes and
roles of schools in a pluralistic society. Contemporary issues and reform trends in American
public schools. Fulfills multicultural requirement.

EDSE 4312- Secondary Classroom Management and Learners with Disabilities
Prepares teacher candidates for effective classroom management as well as for working with
students who have learning disabilities. Teaches collaboration and differentiated instruction and
organization of social and academic systems in the classroom.

Continued on next page.
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Texas Women’s
University
(Texas Women’s
University, 2017)

FCS
5 out of 120
Composite
or
Hospitality,
Nutrition and
Food Science

EDUC 3482. Teaching Diverse Learners Through Technology Integration.

Human Dev.
& Family
Studies

EDUC 3482- listed above

8 out of 120

Implementation of effective and appropriate approaches to integrating innovative technology in
diverse EC-12 classrooms.

EDSP 4203. Learners with Exceptionalities.
Overview of characteristics of exceptional learners and the history, terminology, legal issues,
and service provision for students eligible for special education.

EDSP 4203- listed above
FS 2003. Diversity in Contemporary Families: A Global Perspective.
Examination of diverse family systems and structures focusing on cultural, demographic, and
historical influences. Analysis of differences and similarities with respect to family form and
ethnicity.

OR
FS 3523. The Care and Education of Children: A Global Perspective.
How social or political systems, geographic locale and cultural values shape views of children
and influence their care and education. Emphasis on differences in attitudes and values when
comparing western and non-western perspectives.
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Table 2.2
Special Populations Coursework in Texas FCS Education Master’s Degree Programs
Institution
Sam Houston State
University
(Sam Houston
State University,
2017)
Texas Tech
University
(Great Plains
IDEA, 2017)

Degree
Master of
Science in
Family and
Consumer
Sciences

Credit Hours
0 out of 36
required

Course Descriptions
None Specified

Master of
Science in
Family and
Consumer
Sciences
Education

0-6 out of
36-41
required

Education in a Pluralistic Society (Multicultural Education/Human
Relations)

(0 hours
required for
students who
already have
certification)

This course focuses on educational practices and policies for people from historically
oppressed groups in the U.S. foundations of multicultural education. Students discuss
contemporary educational issues within the context of multicultural and cultural
diversity and critique curricular materials and resources promoting a multicultural
perspective.

Exceptional Learners in the Secondary School Classroom (Special
Education)
In this course, students learn about legal and ethical requirements for education
exceptional learners; identification, referral, and placement procedures; development
and use of the Individualized Education Program; strategies for teaching and evaluating;
and managing the academic and social behaviors of a range of exceptional and other atrisk learners in the secondary school.
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As the above tables indicates, there is a limited number of courses committed
to teaching diverse students, especially low-income students, and there is a need for
additional teacher training for Texas FCS teachers pertaining to low-income students.
This limited training is one reason that teachers are often ignorant to the cultural
behaviors and norms of low-income families (Holt & Garcia, 2005). With increases in
the current rates of poverty/low-income populations and an increased awareness of the
effects of such, it is imperative that school personnel understand the impacts of living
in poverty and the potential that schools have to alleviate the effects (Levin, 1995).
However, the limited number of courses about low-income students offered in preservice teacher education programs provides evidence that teachers are usually
unaware of how to engage, motivate, and teach their low-income students (Jensen,
2013).
Effects of Poverty and Challenges when Teaching Low-Income Students
Fifty-nine percent of students attending public schools in Texas are lowincome (Texas Education Agency, 2017c). As demonstrated in the next section, for
them, the effects of their environments can have devastating educational consequences
(Evans & Anderson, 2013). The impact of poverty can be seen in a variety of ways,
and some can be detrimental to students’ learning and behavior (Arnett-Hartwick &
Walters, 2016). Furthermore, the majority of low-income students attending public
schools have gaps in their learning (Suitts, 2016). Even though these students may
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experience consequences of poverty, it is important that teachers understand that the
effects of poverty are not irreversible and can be overcome (Levin, 1995).
School and teacher quality. Socioeconomic status is the best single predictor
of the amount of schooling students will obtain, how well they will do in their
schooling, and what they will achieve after school (Levin, 1995). Additionally, lowincome students are likely to attend schools with inadequate school funding and
overcrowded classrooms resulting in these students obtaining a “second-class
education” (Neil et al., 2004, p. 2). However, research has found that teachers can
completely change the effects that poverty has on students’ academic performance
(Hanusheck, 2005), as it is teachers’ behaviors within the classroom that have the
greatest impact (Hattie, 2011).
Compounding these problems, teachers are often ignorant about the cultural
behaviors and norms of families living in low-income households (Holt & Garcia,
2005). Teachers’ lack of knowledge, neglect, apathy, and even discrimination,
therefore, can be detrimental to students’ education (Lewis & Paik, 2001 as cited by
Hughes, 2010). This is because teacher quality significantly influences student
achievement (Akiba et al., 2007). In addition, teachers of low-income students are
more likely to be teaching in an area outside of their expertise, be ill-prepared to teach,
or lack teacher certification altogether. However, students’ underachievement can be
overcome by high-quality teachers (Ferguson, 1998 as cited by Scherer, 2016, p. 32).
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Student outcomes. Poverty has been found to affect students in a variety of
ways including higher levels of stress and anxiety; fewer diverse experiences; a
limited ability to communicate or interact effectively; developmental problems;
underdeveloped behavioral responses; lower scores on academic tests; academic or
school failure; increased rates of dropping out of school; increased rates of entering
the criminal justice system; poorer nutrition; and poorer health (Arnett-Hartwick &
Walters, 2016; Evans & Anderson, 2013; Rabren, Carpenter, Dunn, & Carney, 2014;
Suitts, 2013; Tough, 2016). These effects can play a role in the classroom
environment, such that low-income students experiencing the effects of poverty may
exhibit behaviors that affect the teaching and learning process. For instance, stress
affects individuals’ attentional control at the time of the anxiety (Liston et al., 2009)
and individuals’ working memories in the future (Evans & Schamber, 2009). School
can also contribute to students’ stress, as teachers have reported that low-income
students are more likely to feel anxiety (particularly when school holidays are close)
and may be teased or be treated differently from their classmates (White et al., 2012).
As such, students’ income status can affect their behaviors.
Low-income students are also more likely to have poorer health and nutrition,
which can play a role in students’ educational experiences in a variety of ways
(Arnett-Hartwick & Walters, 2016; Evans & Anderson, 2013). Low-income students
may have limited concentration due to hunger, sleep deprivation, or environmental
factors (e.g., being cold in the classroom). Poor nutrition can also cause behavioral
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problems (Forrest & Alexander, 2004; White et al., 2012). Low-income students may
also have health needs that are unmet (White et al., 2012). Whether due to ill health or
other poverty-related problems (e.g., limited transportation), teachers have reported
that low-income students are more likely to miss school and/or have lower attendance
rates for out-of-school education experiences such as field trips and school activities
(Forrest & Alexander, 2004; White et al., 2012). This implies that low-income
students are less likely to have the opportunity to participate in and gain the benefits
from involvement in Career and Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs), such as
Family, Career and Community Leaders of America (FCCLA) or Educators Rising, or
as it is known in Texas, Texas Association of Future Educators [TAFE]. Nonetheless,
these organizations can benefit students, especially low-income students by providing
meaningful after-school activities “so their education can be ‘not the filling of a pail,
but the lighting of a fire’ (as W.B. Yets supposedly said)” (Suitts, 2016, p. 38).
Low-income students’ cognition and academic success may also be affected by
other aspects of their socioeconomic status. Teachers have also reported that lowincome students are more likely to have learning gaps and learning difficulties (White
et al., 2012). Teachers report challenges in addressing those gaps due to increasing
class sizes and limited staff members. Low-income students’ health concerns and poor
attendance can further contribute to poor academic achievement in some low-income
students (Forrest & Alexander; White et al., 2012).
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Parental Involvement. Davies (1988) found that many teachers reported
limited parent involvement in schools regardless of socioeconomic status or income
level, but for low-income families, there was even less with little or no contact
whatsoever. This may be because low-income parents are more likely to have to work
more hours or be employed in jobs where they are not able to take time off to attend
school conferences, ceremonies, trips, etc., and have less time available to monitor
children. When low-income families did communicate with schools, contact was
generally negative, focusing on children’s poor academics or behaviors (Davies,
1988). It is unclear whether the negative communication may have been caused by or
resulted in school personnel’s views that low-income families were deficient and lowincome parents were apathetic and difficult to contact. Therefore, few teachers
considered the notion that schools’ policies or teachers’ attitudes could have been a
part of the problem.
The negative nature of most parent-teacher contact may be, at least in part, due
to the beliefs of most teachers that families should follow a “middle class model of
contact” (Davies, 1988, p. 1). Teachers also had a middle-class view of what
constitutes good families and correct childbearing. Those families who did not
conform to this model were perceived by teachers to be enforcing inappropriate values
or behaviors (Norman, 2016) or to have problems in school and these problems were
generally blamed on parents’ characteristics and the families’ home and neighborhood
characteristics. For example, Levin (1995) indicated that teachers often associated
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children’s educational problems to their single-parent household status, and many
victim-blame, meaning blame the students for their circumstances, or label these
students as inadequate.
Despite teachers’ beliefs, Davies (1988) found that low-income parents were
highly interested in their children’s education, believed in the importance of school,
and were satisfied with the schools their children attended. The parents reported a
desire to be involved, but they were unsure about how to do so. Nevertheless, lowincome parents had lower expectations for their children’s academic achievement.
While these parents lacked confidence in their own academic abilities, some
(approximately two-thirds) did report checking children’s homework or reading them
a story. Neither the parents nor the teachers showed interest in the potential role of
schools to overcome for social and economic inequalities.
Student Individuality. It is important to note that not all low-income students
are the same, just as all middle-income students are not the same (Jensen, 2013).
However, the above differences provide evidence that teachers may perceive their
low-income students as different from the middle-income students in their classes. As
such, it is imperative that teachers know and build relationships with all of their
students in order to know and understand their personalities, strengths, personal
struggles, and individual differences.
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Teachers’ Perceptions Toward Teaching Low-Income Students
Individuals have predominantly been found to have more negative attitudes
toward low-income populations than toward middle-class populations (Cozzarelli et
al., 2001). Specifically, approximately 39% of Americans blame poverty on laziness
(Seccombe, 2002); consequently, teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income
populations are expected to be just as grave. Despite this assumption, limited research
could be located to determine precisely what FCS teachers’ perceptions toward
poverty/low-income students actually are. Much of the research that has been
conducted is either (a) about teachers (or pre-service teachers) regardless of content
area or (b) relatively old and, therefore, outdated. Many of the studies that have been
conducted more recently investigate diverse students within a multitude of contexts
(Arnett, 2012; Brown, 2014; Gay, 2013; Kumar & Hamer, 2013; Lopez, 2017;
Monsen, Ewing, & Kwoka, 2014; Zyngier, 2012), making it difficult to differentiate
teachers’ perceptions of low-income populations from those of other diverse student
groups.
Nonetheless, some of this research can contribute in a meaningful way to the
current review of literature. For instance, in a study of Australian pre-service teachers,
Zyngier (2012) found that 33% had deficit-based beliefs and attitudes which focus on
the short-comings, problems, and/or needs of culturally, linguistically, and
economically diverse students. In another, less-recent study, Rolling and Burnett
(1997) found that the majority of FCS teachers in their study were found to be
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somewhat open-minded. This study centered on FCS teachers who were teaching
pregnant adolescents. Those who were more open-minded attended more in-service
programs, were younger, or had more knowledge about adolescent parenthood and
generally were found to have more positive attitudes toward pregnant adolescents.
However, those who taught more pregnant adolescents had more negative attitudes. If
the same results are similar for FCS teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income
populations, teachers’ ages, professional development attendance, knowledge of
poverty/low-income populations, and proportion of low-income students will affect
teachers’ attitudes.
Taylor-Statom (2012), on the other hand, found that all teachers had similar
perceptions of low-income students’ abilities and motivations regardless of the
teachers’ races, years of experience, or degree level. However, Rehner, Ishee, Saloum,
and Velasques (1997) found that social workers’ perceptions of low-income
populations were more positive when they obtained advanced degrees had more
positive attitudes toward low-income populations. Therefore, it is important to
examine teachers’ demographics, degree level, number of continuing education
workshops, years of experience, and proportion of low-income students as they may
influence FCS teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income students.
Student Strengths
Teachers have reported both strengths and challenges in teaching low-income
students (White et al., 2012), both of which may affect students’ educations for better
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or worse. Low-income students were reported as typically having a greater
appreciation for school, being able to communicate their needs, being resourceful,
showing empathy toward others, and being able to recover from setbacks more easily
than students living in middle- and high-income homes (White et al., 2012). These
strengths imply that many low-income students are resilient in the face of adversity.
Low-income students’ likelihood of being resilient comes from individual,
family, and community factors (Seccombe, 2002). Individual factors include students’
positive self-esteem, communication skills, health and well-being, and academic
achievement. Family factors include family warmth, support, and commitment.
Community factors include participation in extracurricular activities or other
groups/events, community resources, and positive role models. As such, FCS teachers
have a unique opportunity to integrate many of these factors into their curricula by
teaching students skills (e.g., communication skills), teaching FCS-related content
(e.g., family relationships and health), serving as a role model for their students, and
providing opportunities for students to participate in CTSOs.
Deficiencies and Negative Perceptions
Teaching low-income students is not without challenges. Teachers have often
perceived low-income populations as more negative than positive due to (a) negative
experiences with low-income families or (b) their deficit approach to low-income
populations, meaning that many perceive that low-income students have many
shortcomings (White et al., 2012). The deficit approach is one that blames individuals’
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personal deficiencies for their poverty (Bradshaw, 2005). Commonly cited
deficiencies that individuals use to blame low-income individuals for their
circumstances include their laziness, bad choices, incompetence, inadequate skills,
immorality, and dysfunctionality in the family (Bradshaw, 2005; Katz, 2013).
With these “deficiencies” in mind, Llamas (2012) found that teachers’ had less
respect for their low-income students than for their middle-income students. Likewise,
Norman (2016) found:
Students at high socioeconomic schools were perceived to be leaders, welldressed, supported by families, and in constant need of enrichment. In contrast,
students at low socioeconomic schools were perceived to need discipline and
structure, opportunities to gather background knowledge, and support from
parents (p. iv).
In a qualitative study, Norman (2016) found that many teachers were unaware of their
negative perceptions toward poverty/low-income students, noting that most believed
they were “socioeconomic status-blind” and avoided discussing inequities between
low-income and high-income students. Even so, the teachers in Norman’s study
believed that low-income students were more similar than different, especially in
regards to their academic achievements and attendance problems. Specifically, one
teacher Norman interviewed indicated there was no difference between low-income
and high-income students, yet this teacher explained her perception that special
education students were more likely to be from low-income homes than from high42
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income homes. Regardless of teachers’ awareness of their internal perceptions toward
poverty/low-income students, their perceptions often cause challenges for their lowincome students, even if teachers are oblivious of their negative, subconscious beliefs
(Norman, 2016).
Teacher Expectations
In Norman’s interviews with teachers of low-income students, many explained
that holding high expectations for low-income students was too difficult for them
(Norman, 2016). Teachers’ low expectations, however, can result in these students
being placed in lower ability groups or less academically challenging courses. This
may result in low-income students being more likely to participate in learning
activities requiring repetitive practice (Bomer, Dworn, May, & Semingson, 2008)
even though research has found that these students require the integration of advanced
skills (Levin, 1995). Furthermore, McKown and Weinstein (2008) explained that
teachers may teach students from whom they have high expectations at a higher
quality than students from whom they expect less. Subsequently, several researchers
have indicated that students internalize their teachers’ beliefs and change their
behaviors only to meet the expectations of their teachers (Brophy & Good, 1970;
Darley & Fazio, 1980; Weinstein & Middlestadt, 1979 as cited by McKnown &
Weinstein, 2008, p. 236). This is consistent with the self-fulfilling prophecy theory.
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FCS Teachers’ Strengths and Areas of Improvement Needed
Adams and colleagues found some strengths and areas for improvement in
FCS teachers’ attitudes toward cultural pluralism and diversity (Adams et al., 2004).
FCS teachers, in general, believed that all students should have equal opportunities in
school. They also believed that schools could support diverse students and that
diversity could benefit society. As such, they believed that both cultural pluralism and
diversity were positive resources for students’ educations and that students should be
proud of their heritages and should learn to respect themselves and other members of
society. However, Adams and colleagues also found that, within the classroom, FCS
teachers reported a lack of preparation in working with diverse students, a lack of
curricular materials and resources, and limited administrator support.
Further, FCS teachers reported that they needed additional education and
training in several areas pertaining to working with multicultural education (Adams et
al., 2004). They also reported a need to learn to utilize instructional strategies that
could benefit diverse learners, that apply pluralistic attitudes and viewpoints, and that
diverse students find appealing. Those teachers who were uncomfortable working with
diverse populations desired education/training in multiculturalism, diversity-related
topics, and sensitivity toward diverse populations. Lastly, Adams and colleagues
found that teacher education programs should provide multicultural education which
incorporates curriculum development and instructional strategies which would benefit
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diverse students. In addition, Arnett (2012) found that FCS teachers in Illinois selfreported that they were doing only an “average” job of teaching diversity.
In a study by Rehm (2008), CTE teachers reported difficulties building
community but felt they were somewhat successful in doing so. They reported
difficulties in maintaining high standards for their culturally diverse students.
However, they also reported trying different strategies to overcome those challenges,
and most reported feeling rewarded and perceiving diversity-related challenges as
more positive than negative. In contrast, some teachers reported stress and frustration
related to their challenges. This may be due to a lack of skills needed to teach diverse
populations. These findings, according to Rehm, suggest that teachers may be open to
professional development, support from administrators, and/or support from mentor
teachers. Rehm noted, however, that a large portion of teachers did not respond to the
survey, which suggested a possible lack of openness to diversity.
Teacher Preparation Programs’ Areas for Improvement
Rehm and Allison (2006) found similar findings as Rehm (2008) pertaining to
FCS teachers. FCS teachers reported similar beliefs about the importance of learning
technical information pertaining to cultural differences among individuals and families
and skills for working with diverse students in their teacher education programs
(Rehm & Allison, 2006). Teachers in this particular survey recommended that teacher
preparation programs include cooperative learning, diverse guest speakers, varied
instructional strategies, and the teaching of modification strategies for diverse
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populations. The teachers in the study believed that pre-service teachers would benefit
from working with diverse students and conducting service learning projects that
allowed the pre-service teachers to develop curricular and instructional materials for
diverse students.
The teachers in the study also reported the belief that teachers should be
respectful of and open-minded toward all students and their differences and the belief
that teachers should learn to work with the challenges and appreciate the rewards of
working with diverse groups of students (Rehm & Allison, 2006). One teacher within
this study specifically expressed a desire to learn about poverty as its own culture, and
most believed that pre-service teachers need exposure to different cultures and
experience working with diverse individuals in order to successfully work with those
students as classroom teachers.
Some teachers in this study, however, reported biases and challenges with
working diverse students (Rehm & Allison, 2006). Some of the teachers in the study,
unfortunately, struggled with peer-to-peer and parent-teacher communication.
Communication strategies, therefore, should be emphasized in teacher education
programs in order to lessen the likelihood of teachers’ biases or perceptions that could
harm relationship building.
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Learning Environment Climate
Defining the learning environment climate can be difficult because there are
various definitions and terms used to describe it. For instance, Adelman and Taylor
(2005) noted that the climate can be referred to as classroom climate, ecology, or
atmosphere, or learning environment. The researcher operationalized the learning
environment climate as “the quality and consistency of interpersonal interactions
within the school community that influence children’s cognitive, social, and
psychological development” (Haynes et al., 1997, p. 322). As such, the researcher
investigated both the organizational climate, which includes the social structures and
relationships within the classroom as perceived by students, teachers, and other guests,
and inhabitant characteristics, which includes the traits and inclinations of the
students, teachers, and other guests (Moos, 1973 as cited by McKown & Weinstein,
2008).
The learning environment climate also has various aspects that contribute to
the overall climate, including relationship dimensions, student growth and goal
orientation dimensions, and system maintenance dimension (Moos, 1979). Thus, the
climate is affected by numerous contributing factors; a few of the features mentioned
in the literature that are most related to the operationalized definition of this study
include student-teacher relationships, students’ peer relationships, teacher and student
morale, the use of class time, teacher expectations, teachers’ rules, school and
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classroom safety, competition among students, social values and attitudes, school
connectedness, etc. (Adelman & Taylor, 2005; Steinberg, 2014).
Climate effects. The learning environment climate plays a major role in
students’ socioemotional development, behavior, and academic achievement
(Woolley, 2006). This is why the majority of social scientists and educational
professionals believe the learning environment climate is the most influential school
factor affecting students’ development and readiness-to-learn (Steinberg, 2014).
The relationship between climate and its effects is cyclical: the climate directly
affects students’ socioemotional development, behavior, and academic achievement,
and these three aspects then reflect the climate (Woolley, 2006). First, the climate
affects student socioemotional well-being through teacher and peer support. This
implicates positive climates in their ability to help students to feel safe and
comfortable within the classroom (Bucholz & Sheffler, 2009). Teacher support can
also enhance students’ feelings of belonging within a school (Wang & Holcombe,
2010). These feelings of belonging and respect may also result in students having
more friends within the school (Steinberg, 2014).
Second, the learning environment climate correlates with student behavior,
including misconduct and rates of attendance (Bickel & Qualls, 1980; Moos & Moos,
1978). As an illustration, Moos and Moos (1978) found that a poor learning
environment climate, specifically one that is highly competitive and has little support
from the teacher, more commonly has higher rates of absenteeism. Furthermore,
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positive climates were found to be linked to fewer instances of student suspension
(Bickel & Qualls, 1980), aggression (Lee & Bierman, 2015), and social withdrawal.
Those students who were more connected to their schools were found to be less
delinquent (Battistich & Hom, 1997). Moreover, students who are low in effortful
control may have a more difficult time controlling their behaviors in classrooms with
poor learning environment climates, specifically those lower in cohesiveness and
higher in friction (Loukas & Robinson, 2004).
Third, students’ academic achievement and motivation can be associated with
their learning environment climate, serving as either an aid or an obstacle to student
learning (Adelman & Taylor, 2005). Specifically, students in positive climates were
found to have higher rates of engagement and improved literacy skills (Lee &
Bierman, 2015) and higher scores on achievement tests (Steinberg, 2014). Thus,
students with a sense of school community enjoyed school more, had higher
motivation, better reasoning skills, and higher attainment in reading, writing, and math
(Battistich, Solomon, Kim, Watson, Schaps, 1995).
Discerning the Climate
Similar to the vast number of definitions and contributing factors, the learning
environment climate can be rated with several different descriptors. According to
Adelman and Taylor (2005):
The concept of classroom climate implies the intent to establish and maintain a
positive context that facilitates classroom learning, but in practice, classroom
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climates range from hostile or toxic to welcoming and supportive and can
fluctuate daily and over the school year. Moreover, because the concept is a
social psychological construct, different observers may have different
perceptions of the climate in a given classroom (p. 2).
Therefore, perceptions of the climate serve as the reality of the individual within the
classroom.
That is not to say there are not general guidelines which distinguish positive
climates from negative ones. In general, positive learning environment climates are
those in which students enjoy attending school, staff members enjoy working, and
parents enjoy visiting and volunteering (Woolley, 2006). They are demanding,
supportive, and responsive and moderately structured, foster positive student-teacher
relationships, and engage students (Steinberg, 2014). They have clear expectations
with teachers who praise students and encourage student cooperation. These
classrooms promote students’ positive self-concepts (Hamre & Pianta, 2001) and
nurture student development that is critical for them to be successful as adults
(Mallonee, London, Stokes-Guinan, Westrich, & McLaughlin, 2011).
In contrast, negative learning environment climates are those in which students
lack positive relationships, are more aggressive, and are less academically-focused
(Barth et al., 2004). They are disorganized, have unclear student expectations, too
structured to the point that students disengage, and often have more conduct
problems/disruptiveness and more competitiveness among students (Steinberg, 2014).
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Classes that are overly task-oriented and controlled by the teacher can cause student
anxiety, boredom, and discontent (Moo, 1978).
Climates in Low-Income Schools
Positive learning environment climates are critical for low-income students
(Haynes et al., 1997). In schools with a high proportion of low-income students,
improvements resulting from positive school communities were evident (Battistich et
al., 1995). Hence, the negative climates that are found in most schools with a high
proportion of low-income students can have damaging effects for students (Hughes &
Coplan, 2017). Specifically, many teachers with a large proportion of low-income
students find it difficult to develop a positive climate (Bondy & Ross, 2008).
Likewise, many teachers with a large proportion of low-income students were found to
have more negative learning environment climates (Pianta, La Paro, Payne, Cox,
Bradley, 2002; Stipek, 2004).
Breakthrough schools also provide evidence of the importance of the learning
environment climate for low-income students (Glidden, 1999). Glidden defined these
schools as those with a high proportion of low-income students who achieve at similar
rates of schools with a high proportion of high-income students. Breakthrough schools
were found to have three common traits; one of which is positive school climates.
Furthermore, the principals within these schools believed their most important job was
to develop a positive school climate, including having high expectations for all
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students, teacher involvement in staff accountability measures, a school improvement
plan, and a safe, accepting, and professional atmosphere.
Teacher Traits Affecting the Climate
The researcher could locate limited previous research indicating traits that may
affect teachers’ learning environment climates. Bulach and Berry (2001) found that
female teachers, teachers with more years of experience, and teachers with more years
at the same school perceived their schools’ climates to be more positive and that
degree level did not affect school climate. However, Opdenakker and Damme (2006)
found that female teachers found it more difficult to maintain classroom rules and
formality than male teachers did. Bondy and Ross (2004) and Hughes and Complan
(2017) found that teachers with a high proportion of low-income students had
difficulties developing positive learning environment climates. Therefore, it is
important to examine teachers’ demographics, degree level, years of experience, and
proportion of low-income students as they may influence FCS teachers’ learning
environment climates.
Climates of FCS Learning Environments
The researcher was unable to find previous literature describing the learning
environment climate of FCS classrooms. However, about ten years ago, Johnson
(2007) and colleagues determined areas of research that would be important for FCS
professionals in this decade. Specifically, Johnson mentioned that research should be
conducted on improving the learning environment climates for learners in FCS
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classrooms. The studies the researcher could locate pertaining to FCS climates related
to what should be happening in FCS classrooms, rather than what is happening (Fox,
2009; Swafford & Dainty, 2009; Thompson & Wheeler, 2008). Further, as of 2013,
there was still relatively limited literature about the impact of teacher-student
relationships for secondary students (Gallagher, 2013), regardless of content area.
Relationship between Teachers’ Perceptions and Learning Environment Climate
The relationship between teachers’ perceptions of students and their learning
environment climates has been well-established. Primarily, teachers’ attitudes predict
how teachers behave (Cozzarelli et al., 2001). Under such conditions, studies have
demonstrated that teachers’ perceptions shape the learning environment (Benninga et
al., 1981; OECD, 2009) and how teachers act toward students (Palardy, 1969).
Furthermore, Norman (2016) describes this interaction as two interrelated factors that
are difficult to separate. “Teacher perceptions and attitudes are so interconnected with
their behaviors that the fabric of their thoughts and actions are at times indiscernible
from the woven threads that create their entire being” (Norman, 2016, p. 22).
A study by Ravet (2007) demonstrates this interaction (as cited by Bondy &
Ross, 2008). Ravet found that students who were disengaged from the learning
process reported being bored. However, teachers of those students indicated that those
disengaged students were deficient in their attitudes, abilities, personalities, and/or
family backgrounds. According to Bondy and Ross, had those teachers communicated
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with those students, they would have been more likely to change their instructional
strategies and/or learning environments in order to benefit those students.
However, all too often, teachers interpret students’ behaviors as a separate
issue from their learning environment climates (Bickel & Qualls, 1980). These
behaviors contradict empirically-based findings. Under this scenario, low-income
students may be even more disadvantaged due to teachers’ perceptions and the
subsequent climate created. This causes another problem. First, teachers are more
likely to see low-income students as deficient. From there, students may respond in
two ways. Some students may respond by conforming to what their teachers want
from them (Delpit, 19909). Nonetheless, these students tend to have worse selfconcepts, decreased motivation, and diminished aspirations. Other students will
respond as the teacher expects (Bickel & Qualls, 1980). Those perceptions negatively
affect students’ behavioral, socioemotional, and academic successes, and students
begin to internalize teachers’ perceptions and externalize more negative behaviors.
These behaviors can result in teachers perceiving those students as more deficient.
Therefore, teachers’ perceptions not only affect the climate, but the climate also
affects teachers’ perceptions. In contrast, engaged students may influence teachers’
perceptions to view the students more positively, which can encourage student
achievement (Hughes & Coplan, 2017).
Although several studies have demonstrated the relationship among teachers’
perceptions toward students and the learning environment climate, there is relatively
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limited research about teachers’ implicit perceptions toward low-income students and
how those perceptions influence teachers’ classroom behaviors. Furthermore, there are
no studies that strictly focus on this relationship in FCS classrooms.
Theoretical Framework
The relationship between teachers’ perceptions and the learning environment
climate can be viewed through the 3P Model. The 3P Model of Teaching was
originally developed by Dunkin and Biddle in 1974 (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). This
model explained the relationship between multiple variables that are related to the
teaching process based on empirical evidence. The variables were categorized as
presage, context, process, or product variables.
Presage variables are variables concerning teachers’ characteristics (Dunkin &
Biddle, 1974). They are comprised of teachers’ formative experiences, including
teachers’ demographics, upbringings appearances, and personal and work experiences
thus far; teachers’ education and training, including their post-secondary education
program, professors, and experiences; and teachers’ properties, including their
attitudes, personalities, motives, skills, and other measurable traits. In general, presage
variables can be controlled by teachers and/or administrators. Context variables are
variables that require teachers to adjust their instruction and cannot be controlled by
teachers, administrators, or teacher educators. These variables include students’
demographics, formative experiences, and properties (e.g., abilities, achievements,
etc.); the schools’ context, which consists of school size, co-curricular and extra55
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curricular activities offered, physical structure, diversity, principals’ characteristics,
laws, policies, and customs; the communities’ contexts, including citizenry, resources,
laws, policies, and customs; and the classrooms’ context, including size, resources,
physical environment, curriculum, classroom rules and management. Each of these
presage and context variables affects the classroom.
Within the classroom, process variables are the observable behaviors that occur
within the classroom (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974). For this reason, the model includes a
square, representing the four walls of a classroom, around the process variables. These
variables include teachers’ classroom behaviors and students’ classroom behaviors,
including teacher-student interactions. Classroom behaviors influence one another and
often result in observable changes in students’ behaviors. Process variables are also
related to product variables.
Product variables are the outcomes of the teaching process (Dunkin & Biddle,
1974). They may represent progress, regression, or a lack of change in students’
comprehension. Further, product variables include students’ immediate change in their
knowledge, attitudes toward the subject, and/or skills and long-term change in their
personalities as adults, professional skills, and the like.
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Figure 2.1. 3P Model of Teaching (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974)
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The 3P Model is an ideal framework for the current study because it is an
empirically validated model which illustrates the effects of and relationship between
the presage, context, process, and product factors as well as the interaction of the
former on students’ learning outcomes (Biggs, 2003 as cited by Han, 2014). Just as
this literature review has demonstrated the influence of teachers’ perceptions of
poverty/low-income students and the learning environment climate on students’
behavioral, socioemotional, and academic achievement, the 3P Model of Teaching
demonstrates a theoretical relationship among those variables. The arrows in the
model presume a causal relationship according to Dunkin and Biddle (1974), but this
study aims to further examine the relationship among specific presage, context, and
process variables because of their influence of the end product. While we know that
product variables are important, Dunkin and Biddle have noted the importance of
understanding the process variables (e.g., teaching behaviors, learning environment
climate, etc.) as they occur within the classroom.
For the purpose of this study, only presage, context, and process variables were
analyzed. The presage variables analyzed were teachers’ characteristics including their
ages (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Rolling & Burnett, 1997), genders (Bulach & Berry,
2001; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Opdenakker & Damme, 2006), income levels (Dunkin
& Biddle, 1974); poverty status (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974), education and training
(Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Rehner et al., 1997; Rolling & Burnet, 1997; Taylor-Statom,
2012), and years of experience (Bulach & Berry, 2001; Taylor-Statom, 2012). The
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context variables analyzed were the schools’ proportion of low-income students (i.e.,
whether or not the school was a Title 1 school) (Bondy & Ross, 2004; Dunkin &
Biddle, 1974; Hughes & Complan, 2017; Rolling & Burnett, 1997).The process
variable analyzed was the learning environment climate of the teachers. While this
study did not analyze the product variables, the 3P Model and the review of literature
indicate that students’ achievement is affected by teachers’ attitudes toward
poverty/low-income students and their learning environment climates, and including
product variables may benefit future research studies.
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Figure 2.2. 3P Model of Teaching (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974) with Current Study
Variables
Summary
Although FCS teachers are likely to value multicultural education (Adams et
al., 2004), they may not see the connection between multicultural education and lowincome students. Furthermore, they are likely to report negative perceptions toward
low-income students due to challenges teaching low-income students (Forrest &
Alexander, 2004; Rehm, 2008; Rehm & Allison, 2006; White et al., 2012), their
limited education and training in teaching low-income students (Hughes, 2010), and
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their personal socioeconomic status that are different than that of their low-income
students (Loibl & Fisher, 2013). Miller and colleagues (2013) noted that teachers’
perceptions, stereotypes, low expectations, and unequal placement in advanced and
special education classes can negatively affect students’ achievement and
opportunities (as cited by Norman, 2016).
Those perceptions interact with the learning environment climate. This climate
has the power to be beneficial or detrimental toward students’ behavioral,
socioemotional, and academic success (Bucholz & Sheffler, 2009). Furthermore, lowincome students are more likely to receive differential treatment, which can hinder the
development of positive climates (Delpit, 1990).
Poverty, however, is a problem that schools alone cannot solve. Therefore,
educators and policymakers must consider poverty and its potentially devastating
consequences if they want to make a difference in the lives of impoverished students.
Those consequences are even worse when teachers’ perceptions and their learning
environment climates are negative. Specifically, FCS teachers play a major role in
low-income students’ understanding and application of skills that relate to their future
careers and home lives.
Despite this fact, few studies have investigated the perceptions of secondary
FCS teachers’ perceptions of poverty/low-income students or of their learning
environment climate. Consequently, this study helps to establish FCS teachers’
perceptions toward poverty/low-income students and the learning environment which
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they develop and maintain and infers the main, mediating, and moderating effects
among the two. Studying this relationship in FCS classrooms is important because
low-income students may have strengths and/or weaknesses as a result of living in
poverty, and teachers who understand that the effects of poverty are reversible (Levin,
1995) or that low-income students are not deficient have the potential to positively
influence students’ success.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this quantitative, inferential study was to examine the
relationship among Texas family and consumer sciences (FCS) teachers’
characteristics, attitudes toward poverty/low-income populations, and their practices in
creating the learning environment climate using structural equation modeling (SEM).
The study used pre-developed instruments previously found to be reliable that were
revised for this study (Atherton et al., 1993; Fraser et al., 1982; Gallahar, 2009). This
chapter includes a review of the research questions as well as details about the
instrument used, the pilot test conducted, procedures for sampling, collecting data, and
inputting and coding data, and the data analysis plan. This chapter ends with ethical
considerations and known limitations of the study.
Research Questions
The research questions were:
1.

How do FCS teachers perceive poverty/low-income populations?

2.

How do FCS teachers describe their learning environment climates?

3.

How do FCS teachers’ characteristics (e.g., ages, genders, income levels,
poverty status, education and training, proportion of low-income students, and
teaching experience) predict teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income
populations?
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4.

How do FCS teachers’ characteristics predict their learning environment
climates?

5.

What is the relationship between FCS teachers’ perceptions toward
poverty/low-income populations and their learning environment climates?
a. Do FCS teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income populations mediate
the relationship between their characteristics and their learning environment
climates?
b. Do FCS teachers’ characteristics moderate the relationship between their
perceptions toward poverty/low-income populations and their learning
environment climates?
c. Is the learning environment climate both mediated by FCS teachers’
perceptions and moderated by FCS teachers’ characteristics?
Instrumentation
For this study, the researcher reviewed pre-developed instruments about

individuals’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students and teachers’ learning
environment climates, ultimately deciding to use portions of the Attitudes Toward
Poverty and Poor People Scale (ATP) along with portions of the Learning
Environment Inventory (LEI) and portions of the Teacher Expectations Survey (TES).
Then, the researcher wrote questions based on teachers’ characteristics and their
schools’ characteristics (i.e., context) that were pertinent to the study. The
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combination of questions about teachers’ characteristics and their schools’ contexts
and the portions of the ATP, LEI, and TES together are referred to as the FCS
Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Poverty and the Learning Environment Climate, or the
current study instrument (CSI), from here forward.
Teachers’ Characteristics and Schools’ Contexts
The initial fourteen questions of the current study instrument measure teachers’
characteristics and the contexts of their schools. Questions about teachers’
characteristics were written by the researcher to measure their ages, genders, income
levels, poverty status, education and training, Title I experience, and teaching
experience. Questions about schools’ contexts were written by the researcher to
measure their schools’ Title I status, used as an indicator of the proportion of lowincome students. Table 3.1 indicates each scale and the corresponding question
number on the current study instrument, the question, and the type of variable used.
Table 3.1
Teachers' Characteristics and Contexts of the Schools
Q# on Questions
CSI
Scale: Age (age)
1
How old are you? ______ years
Scale: Gender (gen)
2
What is your gender?
Scale: Income (inc)
3
What was your total household income from all sources before
taxes in 2016?

Variable
Type
Continuous
Categorical
Ordinal

Continued on next page.
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Scale: Poverty Status (pov)
4
Are you now or have you ever considered yourself low-income
Scale: Education & Training (edt)
5
What is the highest level of education that you have
completed?
6
What was your undergraduate major in college?
7
Where did you obtain your undergraduate degree?
8
Did you obtain traditional or alternative certification in Family
and Consumer Sciences?
9
How many college-level courses have you taken on teaching
low-income students?
10
How many continuing education courses or workshops related
to low-income students have you taken in the last two years?
Scale: Title I (ttl1)
11
Do you teach at a Title I school?
12
For how many years have you taught at a Title I school?
Scale: Experience (exp)
13
For how many years have you taught?
Scale: Location (loc)
14
What is your Education Service Center?

Ordinal
Ordinal
Categorical
Categorical
Categorical
Discrete
Discrete

Categorical
Discrete
Discrete
Categorical

The researcher did not include race or ethnicity as a characteristic of interest
because much of the literature and discussion pertaining to poverty also relates to
race/ethnicity. The researcher desired to exclusively focus on poverty and teachers’
perceptions toward poverty without concern for race/ethnicity. Future studies may
include measurements of teachers’ race/ethnicity and how those may influence their
attitudes, but that is beyond the scope of this study.
Attitudes Toward Poverty and Poor People Scale (ATP)
The Attitudes Toward Poverty and Poor People Scale (ATP) was developed
and validated by Atherton and colleagues (Atherton et al., 1993). They developed the
ATP scale as a dependable measure of individuals’ attitudes toward poverty and low66

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
income populations. The ATP includes 37 items with Likert-type statements
pertaining to both positive and negative attitudes toward poverty/low-income
populations. Atherton and colleagues deemed the ATP to be a single-factor scale.
When developing the ATP scale, they assessed the discriminatory power of each
question. Cronbach’s alpha was found to range from 0.89 to 0.93. The researcher
chose to use only even questions for three primary reasons. First, the reliability of only
odd or even statements was found to be sufficient by Atherton and colleagues with
Cronbach’s alpha at 0.87. Second, the researcher wanted to keep the length of the
current study instrument as short as possible to respect the time of the respondents.
Third, the even number questions included questions which the researcher felt would
adequately relate to teachers’ perceptions of their low-income students. For example,
if a teacher strongly agrees that “poor people are dishonest” (question #8), then he or
she may not trust his or her low-income students.
As indicated above, only even numbers were used for brevity. Although
Atherton and colleagues determined the ATP to be a single-factor scale (Atherton et
al., 1993), the researcher grouped questions into three random parcels with the goal of
conducting an exploratory factor analyses for the ATP. Table 3.2 indicates each scale
and the corresponding question number on Atherton and colleagues’ survey, the
question number on the current study instrument, the question, and the type of variable
used. Changes made to the questions and items scored in reverse are also noted.
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Table 3.2
Selected Questions from the Attitudes Toward Poverty Scale
Q# on Q# on Statement and Changes Made
Variable
ATP
CSI
Type
Scale: Parcel 1 (atp1)
2
15
Most poor people will remain poor regardless of what’s
Ordinal
done for them.*
10
19
Most poor people are members of a minority group.
Ordinal
12
20
Society has the responsibility to help poor people. (R)
Ordinal
22
25
Most poor people are discriminated against.* (R)
Ordinal
28
28
Some “poor” people live better than I do, considering all Ordinal
their benefits.
30
29
Benefits for poor people consume a major part of the
Ordinal
federal budget.
Scale: Parcel 2 (atp2)
6
17
Welfare recipients should be able to spend their money
Ordinal
as they choose. (R)
8
18
Most poor people are dishonest.*
Ordinal
14
21
Unemployed poor people could find jobs if they tried
Ordinal
harder.
16
22
Being poor is a choice.
Ordinal
32
30
Most poor people generally have lower intelligence than Ordinal
non-poor people.*
36
32
I believe I could trust most poor people in my employ.*
Ordinal
(R)
Scale: Parcel 3 (atp3)
4
16
Any person can get ahead in this country.
Ordinal
18
23
Most poor people think they deserve to be supported.*
Ordinal
20
24
Children raised on welfare will never amount to
Ordinal
anything.
24
26
Most people who are poor should not be blamed for their Ordinal
misfortune.* (R)
26
27
Out-of-work people ought to take the first job that is
Ordinal
offered. (Minor revision)
34
31
I believe most poor people have a different set of values
Ordinal
than do other people.*
Notes. All other statements on the ATP were not used in the current study instrument.
*Poor people changed to most poor people. (R) indicates items scored in reverse.
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Learning Environment Inventory (LEI)
The Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) was developed to research and
evaluate a new physics course entitled “Harvard Project Physics” (Fraser et al., 1982).
The LEI assesses what the classroom is like based on the perception of the respondent.
The original questionnaire is comprised of 105 Likert-type statements pertaining to the
interpersonal relationships and structural characteristics of the learning environment
(Fraser et al., 1982). The questionnaire includes 15 scales, but the current study
instrument only includes 5 scales (thereby only 35 of the questions) that are more
related to the operationalized definition of the learning environment climate. The
subscales of the LEI this study measured include cohesiveness, diversity, formality,
favoritism, and competitiveness. The researcher did not use the subscales pertaining to
the speed and difficulty of the class, lack of student work, the materials available to
the class, and students’ direction, ability to make decisions, friction and likelihood to
form cliques, apathy, and satisfaction with the class. First, some questions in these
subscales do not relate directly to the learning environment climate which the teacher
has the ability to control. In order to determine that teachers’ perceptions influence the
climate, the variables measured must be at the teachers’ control. Second, some
questions in these subscales are included in the TES.
Reliability of the LEI was assessed with Cronbach’s alpha. Each of the scales
within the LEI has a different reliability score. Reliability for the cohesiveness scale
ranges from .82 to .85 for class means across sample sizes. Reliability for diversity
69

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
ranges from .31 to .43. Reliability for formality ranges from .82 to .92. Reliability for
favoritism ranges from .52 to .76. Reliability for competitiveness is .56.
For the purpose of this study, all items for the five selected scales were used.
However, “members of the class” and “class members” were replaced with “students”.
Table 3.3 indicates each scale and the corresponding question number on Fraser and
colleagues’ survey, the question number on the current study instrument, the question,
and the type of variable used. Changes made to the questions and items scored in
reverse are also noted.
Table 3.3
Selected Questions from the Learning Environment Inventory
Q# on Q# on Statement and Changes Made
Variable
LEI
CSI
Type
Scale: Cohesiveness (coh)
1
33
Students do favors for one another.*
Ordinal
16
38
A student has the chance to get to know all other students Ordinal
in the class.
31
43
Students are personal friends.*
Ordinal
46
48
All students know each other very well.
Ordinal
61
53
Students are not in close enough contact to develop likes
Ordinal
or dislikes for one another. (R)
76
58
The class is made up of individuals who do not know each Ordinal
other well.* (R)
91
63
Each student knows the other students by their first
Ordinal
names.*
Scale: Diversity (div)
2
34
The class has students with many different interests.
Ordinal
17
39
Interests vary greatly within the class.**
Ordinal
32
44
Some students are interested in completely different
Ordinal
things than other students.
47
49
Students tend to pursue different kinds of problems.*
Ordinal
Continued on next page.
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62

54

Students in my class have different purposes for taking the
course. (Minor revision for clarity)
77
59
The class is working toward many different goals.
92
64
Different students vary a great deal regarding which
aspects of the class they are interested in.
Scale: Formality (form)
3
35
Students who break the rules are penalized.
18
40
The class has rules to guide its activities.
33
45
Students are asked to follow strict rules.
48
50
The class is rather informal and few rules are imposed.
(R)
63
55
There is a recognized right and wrong way of going about
class activities.
78
60
All classroom procedures are well-established.
93
65
There is a set of rules for the students to follow.
Scale: Favoritism (fav)
8
36
Better students' questions are more sympathetically
answered than those of average students. (Minor revision)
(R*)
23
41
Every student enjoys the same privileges.* (R**)
38
46
The better students are granted special privileges. (R*)
53
51
Only the good students are given special projects. (R*)
68
56
The class is controlled by the actions of a few students
who are favored.* (R*)
83
61
Students who have past histories of being discipline
problems are discriminated against. (R*)
98
66
Certain students are favored more than the rest. (R*)
Scale: Competitiveness (comp)
15
37
Most students want their work to be better than their
friends' work. (R*)
30
42
Students compete to see who can do the best work. (R*)
45
47
A few of the students always try to do better than the
others.* (R*)
60
52
Students feel left out unless they compete with their
classmates. (R*)
75
57
Most students cooperate rather than compete with one
another.
90
62
There is much competition in the class. (R*)

Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal

Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal

Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal

Continued on next page.
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105
67
Students seldom compete with one another.
Ordinal
Notes. All other statements on the ATP were not used in the current study instrument.
*Member(s) of the class, class members, other members, or individuals changed to
students. **Group changed to class. (R) indicates items scored in reverse. (R*)
indicates items scored in reverse that were not scored in reverse on the original LEI.
(R**) indicates items that were not scored in reverse that were scored in reverse on the
original LEI.
Teacher Expectations Survey (TES)
The Teacher Expectations Survey (TES) was developed and validated by
Gallahar (2009) and subsequently amended by Williams (2012). The survey was
developed in order to measure elementary students’ perceptions of equal treatment
from teachers, the class environment, interaction with other students, and classroom
management (Gallahar, 2009). Williams revised the survey to measure elementary
teachers’ perceptions using the same four scales (Williams, 2012). The survey
includes 22 Likert-type statements. The TES measures equal treatment of students,
class environment, teachers’ interactions with students, and classroom management.
Cronbach’s alpha was found by Gallahar (2009) to be 0.82.
For the purpose of this study, some questions on the survey were modified to
better understand FCS teachers’ perceptions and behaviors toward a variety of
students in the secondary classroom. These changes were made under the guidance of
the researcher’s advisor and approved by the committee. Four questions in this survey
(denoted with ** in Table 3.4) were changed to match the research questions. Because
the TES was originally intended to measure elementary school teachers’ expectations
of their students, some questions required changes in order to learn more about
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secondary teachers’ expectations of their students, regardless of socioeconomic status,
particularly those who are “low-achievers” and those without obvious family support,
both of which are more commonly found in low-income students. Table 3.4 indicates
each scale and the corresponding question number on Williams’s survey, the question
number on the current study instrument, the question, and the type of variable used.
Changes made to the questions and items scored in reverse are also noted.
Table 3.4
Selected Questions from the Teacher Expectations Survey
Q# on Q# on Statement and Changes Made
LEI
CSI
Scale: Equal Treatment of Students (equ)
1
68
All students are given equal amounts of work.**
4
71
I expect the same of students regardless of whether or not
someone from their family comes to school often.
10
77
I expect the same of all students in spite of their
socioeconomic status. (**TES assessed teachers’
expectations of messy students.)
11
78
I expect the same of all students regardless of their race or
ethnicity.
15
82
I expect the same from males and females. (Minor
revision)
20
87
All students are called on equally to answer questions.*
Scale: Class Environment (env)
3
70
My students do well because I make class fun.
6
73
My students do well in class because I do not embarrass
them.
9
76
I encourage students to do their best.
13
80
Students do well because I expect them to do well.
18
85
I think that learning should be fun.
22
89
My students do well because I am organized.
Scale: Teachers’ Interactions with Students (int)
2
69
I prefer students whose personality and temperament is
more like mine. (R*)

Variable
Type
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal

Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal
Ordinal

Continued on next page.
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5

72

I expect less of students without family support. (**TES
Ordinal
assessed teachers’ expectations of messy students.) (R*)
8
75
I am constantly watching the students who often get into
Ordinal
trouble. (R*)
16
83
I act more favorably toward students who always do their
Ordinal
work. (R*)
17
84
I interact with each student for the same amount of class
Ordinal
time. (**TES assessed teachers’ expectations of class
clowns.)
21
88
I expect my students with families who have gone to
Ordinal
college to also go to college. (Minor revision for clarity.)
(R*)
Scale: Classroom Management (mgmt)
7
74
When students do not bring their materials to class, I do
Ordinal
not let them participate. (R)
12
79
I do not help students when they do not have their
Ordinal
materials for class. (R)
14
81
High achievers and low achievers are not allowed to work Ordinal
together in groups on projects. (**TES assessed teachers’
authorization of males and females working together.) (R)
19
86
My students do well in class because I allow them to help Ordinal
make classroom decisions.
Notes. All other statements on the ATP were not used in the current study instrument.
*Boys and girls changed to all students. **These questions included a contextual
change. (R) indicates items scored in reverse. (R*) indicates items scored in reverse
that were not scored in reverse on the original TES.
Current Study Instrument (CSI)
Questions assessing teachers’ characteristics and schools’ contexts along with
questions from the ATP, LEI, and TES were combined to form one survey
questionnaire which assessed teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income
populations, the learning environment climate, and demographic factors pertinent to
the study (See Appendix B). The 90-question survey took approximately 30 minutes to
complete. Of the 90 questions, four questions related to teachers’ demographics (#1-
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4), six questions related to teachers’ education and training (#5-10), two questions
related to teaching at a Title I school (#11-12), and two questions related to teachers’
years of experience and location of the school (#13-14). These fourteen questions
included multiple choice answers. The next eighteen questions (#15-32) from the ATP
related to teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income students, all of which
were Likert-type items. Thirty-five questions from the LEI (#33-60) related to
teachers’ perceptions of the learning environment climate, all of which were Likerttype items. Twenty-two questions from the TES (#61-89) related to teachers’
behaviors within the learning environment, all of which were Likert-type items. The
survey concluded with a section for teachers’ open comments.
Pilot Test
After the questionnaire was developed, the researcher obtained Institutional
Review Board (IRB) approval and conducted a pilot test. The pilot test was conducted
using the same procedures as the full study with convenience and snowball sampling
of FCS teachers outside of Texas who responded to the survey online. Sixteen
participants were obtained via messages and via a post in the Family and Consumer
Sciences Teachers Facebook group. The sample included some FCS teachers the
researcher knows. The pilot test included survey questions as well as additional
questions that asked the respondents about the clarity of the questions. These
responses provided the researcher with feedback regarding the comprehension and
clarity. As such, the FCS teachers answered the survey questions and indicated any
75

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
items that were difficult to understand for the researcher’s further review. Based on
the feedback of the pilot test participants, the researcher revised some items on the
instrument. Changes are detailed in Table 3.5. The researcher also assessed the
reliability of the questions by calculating Cronbach’s alphas for the scales on the
instrument. Reliability coefficients are listed in Table 3.6.
Table 3.5
Pilot Test Feedback and Subsequent Changes
Feedback:
Solution:
What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
“I have a specialist degree.”
Added Specialist option
For how many years have you taught at a Title 1 school?
“Should have an N/A option”
Added an N/A option
Attitudes Toward Poverty (ATP)
“I think they were all clear. My hardest
Added “Think about how much you
thing in answering is that there are a lot of
agree or disagree with the statement
different scenarios that "poor people" could regarding the majority of low-income
fall under. That is why I had to put neutral
populations” to the directions.
for some of the questions.”
“The questions are very broad. I have
Changed “poor people” to “most poor
worked with ‘poor’ people that I know will people” within survey. See Table 3.2 for
rise above and many others who are being
specific questions changed.
taught generational poverty and to rely on
government assistance.”
LEI- The class divides its efforts among several purposes.
“Unclear”
Changed question to: “Students in the
class have different purposes for taking
the course.”
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Table 3.6
Pilot Test Reliability Coefficients
Scale
Attitudes Toward Poverty and Poor People Scale (ATP)
ATP Parcel 1
ATP Parcel 2
ATP Parcel 3
Learning Environment Inventory (LEI)
Cohesiveness
Diversity
Formality
Favoritism
Competitiveness
Teacher Expectations Survey (TES)
Equal Treatment of Students
Class Environment
Teachers’ Interactions with Students
Classroom Management

Α
.815
.596
.594
.649
.755
.692
.530
.732
.498
.693
.587
.761
.746
.285
.443

Even with small reliability coefficients, the author did not remove any
questions because of the fairly small number of respondents (N = 28) for the pilot
study.
Population and Sampling Procedures
After the pilot test was conducted and revisions were made, the researcher
conducted the full study by collecting questionnaire responses. The population for this
study was all FCS teachers in the state of Texas. During the 2010-2011 schoolyear,
there were 2,948 family and consumer sciences teachers in Texas (Davis & Alexander,
2013). The sample for this study was Texas FCS teachers and student teachers who
taught during the 2017-2018 school year who were willing to participate in the study.
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The sample was a convenience sample used as a means to reach FCS teachers and
student teachers in Texas. The researcher aimed to obtain at least 250 participants in
order to have an adequate sample size for the data analysis (Preacher & Coffman,
2006).
Data Collection Procedure
After a request for clarification of the procedures from the Institutional Review
Board (IRB), the researcher obtained IRB approval to distribute the current study
instrument and collect survey responses from Texas FCS teachers and student teachers
in two ways: either by completing the survey at the FCSTAT Midwinter Conference
or online. Surveying teachers has three primary benefits over observations: (1)
surveys decrease expenses associated with measuring the climate via observations; (2)
observations do not measure high inference variables, which are those that require
observers to make assumptions from classroom events (e.g., satisfaction,
cohesiveness), and (3) observations typically measure low inference factors, which are
objective measures (e.g. frequency of X; Fraser et al., 1982; Rosenshine & Furst,
1971).
FCSTAT Midwinter Conference Data Collection
The researcher requested an exhibitor table representing Texas Tech
University’s Family and Consumer Sciences Education (FCSE) program at the 2018
Family and Consumer Sciences Teachers Association of Texas (FCSTAT) Midwinter
Conference in League City, Texas from January 18-20, 2018. The researcher was
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assigned a table within the exhibitor area at which the researcher and one other Texas
Tech University FCSE doctoral student recruited students for the program and
solicited participants for the study. At the conference, teachers visit the exhibit tables
during dedicated exhibit times (e.g., coffee breaks) and at their leisure throughout the
conference. Previous teacher educators have found that FCSTAT conferences provide
an opportunity to effectively collect data for research projects because FCS teachers
attend the conference for professional development and are willing to help with
research endeavors. Collecting data at FCSTAT conferences also allows researchers to
receive verbal feedback about the research from teachers around the state.
At the FCSE table, the researcher asked teachers who approached the table if
they were willing to participate in a research project. When teachers were willing, the
researcher read a script explaining the research project. (See Appendix C.) Each
willing participant was given a 12”x9” envelope which contained a paper copy of the
information sheet and questionnaire. The teachers were informed that they had the first
two days of the conference to complete the questionnaire and return it to the
researcher at the FCSE table. Participants kept the information sheet and submitted
their envelope containing the survey into a box with no identifying information. Of the
approximately 150 registered conference attendees, the researcher handed out 50
envelopes. Thirty-five envelopes (70%) were returned.
Participants who submitted the survey were able to enter into a drawing which
was created to thank the participants for their time. Separate from the box containing
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the surveys, teachers completed a slip of paper requesting their names and phone
numbers to be contacted for a drawing to be held at a later date.
Online Data Collection
Teachers could also participate in the study by submitting survey responses
online via Qualtrics. On January 22, 2018, the researcher contacted the executive
director of FCSTAT, Terry Green, requesting that she send the recruitment email,
information sheet, and link to the online survey to the FCS teachers on the FCSTAT
list serve. (See Appendices E and F.) Mrs. Green sent the information to the list serve
the following day. By January 29, 2018, 187 teachers submitted the survey; of those,
22 respondents did not answer any questions, resulting in 165 usable responses.
Because the sample did not yet include 250 respondents, the researcher sought
out additional respondents via the Texas Education Service Centers (ESCs). The
researcher found the contact information for each of the CTE Coordinators of the
ESCs on the Texas Education Agency’s website (Texas Education Agency, 2017a).
On January 30, the researcher contacted the CTE Coordinators of the Texas Education
Service Centers requesting that they send the recruitment email, information sheet, and
link to the online survey to the FCS teachers in their regions.
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Table 3.7 indicates the service center, contact person, and the action taken by the CTE
coordinator. Between January 30 and February 18, 2018, 80 teachers submitted the
survey; of those, 11 respondents did not answer any questions, resulting in 69 usable
responses.
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Table 3.7
CTE Education Service Center Contacts
ESC
Region 1
Region 2
Region 3
Region 4
Region 5
Region 6
Region 7
Region 8
Region 9
Region 10

Region 11
Region 12
Region 13
Region 14
Region 15
Region 16
Region 17
Region 18
Region 19
Region 20

Contact Person, Title
Eduardo Garcia, CTE Specialist

Action Taken
Referred to region’s CTE
coordinators
Stephanie Benoit, Education Specialist Unable to assist; No list serve
Molly Kresta, CTE Specialist
Sent to region’s teachers
Monelle Rougeau, Education
Sent to region’s teachers
Specialist
Maris Peno, CTE Program
Sent to region’s CTE
Coordinator
administrators
Jeff Eichman, CTE Specialist or Tally No response
Stout, CTE Specialist
Adrian Knight, CTE Specialist
No response
Kerri Bowles, CTE Specialist
Sent to region’s teachers
Michael D. Chapman, Federal
Sent to region’s teachers
Programs Coordinator
Joe Pouncy, Consultant; Jason
Sent to Alex Everett, FCCLA
Cooper, Consultant; or Travis
State Advisor
Waddell, Program Coordinator
Steve Neal, CTE Specialist
Sent to supervisor for approval;
No confirmation
Christine Holecek, CTE Specialist
Sent to region’s teachers
Miya Brevard, CTE Project
No response
Coordinator
Vicki Hayhurst, CTE Consultant
Agreed to send to region’s
teachers; No confirmation
Traci Terrill, Education Specialist
Sent to region’s teachers
Mindy Hampton, CTE Education
Unable to assist; Not allowed
Specialist
by region
Heather Blount, CTE Specialist
Sent to region’s teachers
Patrick Shaffer, Education Consultant Sent to region’s teachers
Angie Haro, Director of Strategic
Sent to region’s CTE directors
Planning & Educational Technologies
Ruthie Kneupper, Admin &
Sent to region’s teachers
Instructional Services Educational
Specialist
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To obtain even more participants, the researcher chose to include student
teachers in the sample. The researcher found the contact information of the university
teacher educators of the Texas FCS education programs using the map of FCS
Education programs (Holland, 2017). On February 5, the researcher contacted the
university teacher educators requesting that they send the recruitment email,
information sheet, and link to the online survey to the FCS student teachers at their
respective universities. This email was sent later than the others to give teacher
educators and students some time to adjust to a new semester. Table 3.8 indicates the
university, contact person, and the action taken by the contact person.
Table 3.8
FCS Teacher Education Program Contacts
University
Lamar University

Contact Person, Title
Tammy Henderson,
Department Chair
Sam Houston State Susan Reichelt, Chair,
University
Associate Professor
Stephen F. Austin Nancy Shepherd, Assistant
State University
Professor
Texas A&M
William Kuvlesky, Assistant
UniversityDean and Professor
Kingsville
Texas State
Sandra Duke, Coordinator of
University
Student Teaching
Texas Southern
Selina Ahmed, Professor
University
Texas Tech
University
Texas Women’s
University

Barbara Allison, Associate
Professor, Student Teacher
Coordinator
Nerissa Gillum, Undergraduate
Program Coordinator
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Action Taken
No response
Sent to university’s student
teachers
No response
No response
Sent to university’s student
teachers
Directed to IRB office;
Researcher did not proceed
due to time required
Sent to university’s student
teachers
Sent to university’s student
teachers
Continued on next page.
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University of
North Texas

Abbas Tashakkori, Department
Chair

No response

Following the directions in the email, both teachers and student teachers were
able to follow the link to the survey. In total, teachers had from January 23, 2018 to
February 18, 2018 to complete and submit the questionnaire, while student teachers
had from February 5, 2018 to February 18, 2018 to complete and submit the
questionnaire. The information sheet explained the voluntary nature of participation
and participants’ anonymity of participation. There was no identifying information in
the questionnaire. Therefore, the last page of the survey included a link to a Google
form, in which participants could submit their contact information to be entered for the
prize drawing.
Prize Drawing
The researcher added the names of the slips of paper from the FCSTAT
Midwinter Conference to the names on the Google document. At the end of February
2018, 8 numbers were generated using a random number generator. Those eight
participants were contacted and sent a $25 money order paid for using the personal
funds of the researcher.
Data Input and Coding
The questionnaire data was entered into the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) software for the researcher to analyze the data. Scores were separated
into categories described in the instrument section of this chapter in order to develop
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measures. Responses from the ATP items were coded with a 5 for strongly disagree, 4
for disagree, 3 for neutral, 2 for agree, and 1 for strongly agree. (See Table 3.2 for
items scored in reverse.) Scores were averaged together to develop scores for each
parcel randomly grouped by the researcher. Likewise, responses pertaining to
teachers’ learning environment climates were coded. Responses from the LEI were
coded with a 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for agree, and 4 for strongly
agree. (See Table 3.3 for items scored in reverse.) Responses from the TES were
coded with a 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for don’t know, 4 for agree, and
5 for strongly agree. (See Table 3.4 for items scored in reverse.) Scores were averaged
together to develop scores for each subscale (atp1, atp2, atp3, coh, div, form, fav,
comp, equ, env, int, & mgmt). Table 3.9 indicates each variable and how it was coded.
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Table 3.9
Coded Variables
Variable
age
gen
inc
pov
deg

maj
univ

cert
col
cont
ttl1
ytl1
exp
loc
ATP
LEI
TES

Coding
in years
0 = female; 1 = male
1 = less than $20,000; 2 = $20,000 - $39,999; 3 = $40,000 - $59,999;
4 = $60,000 - $79,999; 5 = $80,000 - $99,999; 6 = more than $100,000
0 = never; 1 = as a child; 2 = as an adult; 3 = as a child and as an
adult
1 = less than a 4-year college degree; 2 = Bachelor’s degree;
3 = post-baccalaureate program; 4 = Master’s degree;
5 = Specialist degree; 6 = Doctoral degree
0 = FCSE; 1 = other
1 = Lamar University; 2 = Sam Houston State University;
3 = Stephen F. Austin State University; 4 = Texas A&M- Kingsville;
5 = Texas Southern University; 6 = Texas State University;
7 = Texas Tech University; 8 = Texas Women’s University;
9 = University of North Texas; 10 = Tarleton State University;
11 = Abilene Christian University; 12 = Baylor University;
13 = Other In-State; 14 = Other- Out of State; 15 = Other-Unspecified
0 = traditional ; 1 = alternative
0 = 0 courses; 1 = 1 course; 2 = 2 courses; 3 = 3 courses;
4 = 4 or more courses; 5 = not sure
0 = 0 courses; 1 = 1 course; 2 = 2 courses; 3 = 3 courses;
4 = 4 courses; 5 = 5 or more courses; 6 = not sure
0 = no; 1 = yes; 2 = not sure
0 = n/a; 1 = 0-3 years; 2 = 4-5 years; 3 = 6-10 years; 4 = 11-15 years;
5 = 16- 20 years; 6 = 21 or more years
1 = 0-3 years; 2 = 4-5 years; 3 = 6-10 years; 4 = 11-15 years;
5 = 16- 20 years; 6 = 21 or more years
1-20 corresponds with each Education Service Center;
21 = unspecified service center
1 = strongly agree; 2 = agree; 3 = neutral; 4 = disagree;
5 = strongly disagree (Some items coded in reverse.)
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = agree; 4 = strongly agree
(Some items coded in reverse.)
1 = strongly disagree; 2 = disagree; 3 = don’t know; 4 = agree;
5 = strongly agree (Some items coded in reverse.)
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Reliability
The observed variables indicated in the measurement models were found to be
fairly reliable with the majority of the alpha coefficients greater than .6.
Competitiveness, however, was a cause for concern. Based on teacher’s comments
regarding the use of competitiveness in the classroom and the small coefficient, the
researcher removed this variable from the analysis. Table 3.10 indicates the reliability
coefficients for all study constructs.
Table 3.10
Study Reliability Coefficients
Scale
Attitudes Toward Poverty and Poor People Scale (ATP)
Parcel 1
Parcel 2
Parcel 3
Learning Environment Inventory (LEI)
Cohesiveness
Diversity
Formality
Favoritism
Competitiveness
Teacher Expectations Survey (TES)
Equal Treatment of Students
Class Environment
Teachers’ Interactions with Students
Classroom Management
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Α
.813
.546
.653
.501
.758
.674
.692
.652
.792
.099
.820
.654
.618
.587
.587
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Sample Data
Thirty-five paper surveys obtained at the FCSTAT Midwinter Conference were
combined with the 235 usable online responses for a total of 270 responses. Therefore,
the researcher met the goal of obtaining 250 participants. The demographics,
education and experience, and training and experience with low-income populations of
the sample are reported in the following sections as well as in Tables 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9
respectively.
Demographics. The sample included FCS teachers and student teachers who
were predominantly female and between the ages of 20 and 70 years of age. Onefourth (25%) were between the ages of 20 and 35 years, one-fourth (25%) were
between the ages of 35 and 46 years, one fourth (25%) were between the ages of 46
and 56 years, and the remaining one-fourth (25%) were between the ages of 56 and 70
years. The most common age reported was 48 years (n = 9), while the mean age of the
respondents was 45 years (M = 45.37; SD = 12.64). Overwhelmingly, the majority
(95%) of the sample was female.
In regards to the current and previous income levels of the sample, most were
making a relatively high salary but had lived in poverty at some point in their lives.
Approximately one-fourth (24%) of the respondents earned between $40,000 and
$59,999. About one in seven participants (14%) earned between $60,000 and $79,999,
and another one-fifth (22%) earned between $80,000 and $99,9999. Only a small
proportion (7%) earned less than $39,999, and about one-third of those respondents
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(2%) earned less than $20,000. The largest group of participants (34%) earned more
than $100,000. In addition, the majority (68%) had lived in poverty at some point as a
child (18%), as an adult (25%), or as a child and as an adult (25%). In contrast,
approximately one-third (32%) had never lived in poverty.
Texas is divided into twenty districts by the Texas Education Agency. Each
district is serviced by a local Education Service Center (ESC). The location of
teachers’ schools was measured by their ESC (See Figure 3.1.). All twenty ESCs were
represented by respondents, meaning there were responses from across the entire state
of Texas. The proportion of respondents for each district ranged from 1.5% to 6.7%,
except Region 4 in which 15.2% of the respondents worked. Table 3.11 provides
details regarding the demographic characteristics of the sample.
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Figure 3.1. Education Service Centers Map (Texas Education Agency, 2017b)
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Table 3.11
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Characteristic
Age
20-29 years
30-29 years
40-49 years
50-59 years
60-69 years
70 years
Gender
Female
Male
Income
< $20,000
$20,000-39,999
$40,000-$59,999
$60,000-$79,999
$80,000-$99,999
> $100,000
Poverty Status
Never
As a child
As an adult
Both
Region
Service Center 1
Service Center 2
Service Center 3
Service Center 4
Service Center 5
Service Center 6
Service Center 7
Service Center 8
Service Center 9
Service Center 10
Service Center 11
Service Center 12
Service Center 13
Service Center 14

N

%

21
39
35
38
28
1

13.0%
24.1%
21.6%
23.5%
17.3%
.6%

256
13

95.2%
4.8%

6
12
65
38
58
91

2.2%
4.4%
24.1%
14.1%
21.5%
33.7%

86
48
68
68

31.9%
17.8%
25.2%
25.2%

10
5
7
41
5
13
8
7
4
33
16
17
18
4
91

2.7%
1.9%
2.6%
15.2%
1.9%
4.8%
2.6%
2.6%
1.5%
5.9%
5.9%
6.3%
6.7%
1.5%
Continued on next page.
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Service Center 15
Service Center 16
Service Center 17
Service Center 18
Service Center 19
Service Center 20

11
6
16
9
10
17

4.1%
2.2%
3.3%
3.3%
3.7%
6.3%

Education and Experience. Most of the sample had a Bachelor’s degree and
had majored in Family and Consumer Sciences Education (FCSE) through an in-state
undergraduate program and obtained teacher certification through a traditional route.
Specifically, approximately half (52%) had a Bachelor’s Degree and a little more than
one-third (37%) had a Master’s degree. Smaller portions had less than a Bachelor’s
degree (2%), a Post-Baccalaureate education (7%) or graduate work greater than a
Master’s Degree (2%). Of the participants, slightly more than half (56%) had majored
in FCSE (or Home Economics Education). Similarly, the majority (62%) obtained
teacher certification through a traditional route. Most of the sample (83%) attended an
in-state university.
In regards to the sample’s teaching experience, most (63.4%) had been
teaching for more than ten years. Specifically, approximately one-eighth (13%) had
been teaching for zero to three years, one-thirteenth (8%) had been teaching for four to
five years, one-sixth (16%) had been teaching for six to ten years, one-fifth (19%) had
been teaching for 11 to 15 years, one-tenth had been teaching for 16 to 20 years, and
one-third (34%) had been teaching for 21 or more years. Table 3.12 provides details
regarding the education and experience of the sample.
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Table 3.12
Education and Teaching Experience of the Sample
Characteristic
Degree
Less than a Bachelor’s
Bachelor’s
Post-Baccalaureate
Master’s
More than a Master’s
Certification
Traditional
Alternative
Experience
0-3 years
4-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
> 21 years
Major
FCSE
Other
University
Abilene Christian
Baylor
Lamar
Sam Houston
Stephen F. Austin
Tarleton State
A&M- Kingsville
Texas State
Texas Tech
Texas Women’s
U of North Texas
Other- In-State
Other- Out of State

N

%

6
139
19
100
5

2.2%
51.7%
7.1%
37.2%
1.8%

168
99

62.2%
36.7%

35
21
43
52
28
91

13.0%
7.8%
15.9%
19.3%
10.4%
33.7%

152
118

56.3%
43.7%

5
7
9
21
8
24
8
26
46
9
5
53
45

1.9%
2.6%
3.4%
7.9%
3.0%
8.9%
3.0%
9.7%
17.2%
3.3%
1.9%
19.7%
16.7%

Training and Experience with Low-Income Populations. Most of the
sample had not taken college courses or attended workshops that informed teachers
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about low-income students. Almost half (48%) reported having taken no college-level
courses and one-third (33%) reported having attended no workshops on the subject.
However, almost one-fourth (24%) reported having taken four or more college courses
and one-fifth (21%) reported having attended five or more workshops on the subject.
Additionally, most of the teachers were teaching at a Title 1 school but had
fewer years of experience in Title 1 schools. The vast majority (61%) were teaching at
a Title 1 school, although some (6%) were not sure of their school’s status. However,
of those who had experience working at a Title 1 school, one-fourth (24%) had less
than five years of experience working at Title 1 schools and only a small portion (7%)
had 21 or more years of experience working in Title 1 schools. Table 3.13 provides
details regarding the education and experience of the sample specifically as it pertains
to teaching low-income populations.
Table 3.13
Training and Experience with Low-Income Populations
Characteristic
College Course about Low-Income Students
0 courses
1 course
2 courses
3 courses
4 courses
5+ courses
Workshops about Low-Income Students
0 workshops
1 workshop
2 workshops
3 workshops
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N

%

130
46
23
5
19
47

48.1%
17.0%
8.5%
1.9%
7.0%
17.4%

90
46
57
12

33.3%
17.0%
21.1%
4.4%
Continued on next page.
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4 workshops
5 workshops
6+ workshops
Title 1
Teaching at Title 1
Not teaching at Title 1
Not sure
Experience at Title 1 School
No experience
0-3 years
4-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
> 21 years
Not sure

8
31
26

3.0%
11.5%
9.6%

165
88
17

61.1%
32.6%
6.4%

61
43
24
34
37
18
18
8

23.3%
16.4%
9.4%
13.0%
14.1%
6.9%
6.9%
3.0%

Data Analysis Plan
Descriptive Statistics
Teachers’ responses pertaining to their attitudes toward poverty, learning
environment, and demographic and school information were then analyzed using
descriptive statistics, including mean, median (interquartile range), mode (central
tendency), and frequencies (variability) and are presented in the results chapter.
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
Mplus version 8 (Muthen & Muthen, 2017) was used to conduct Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM) to estimate and evaluate the model presented in Figure 3.2.
Structural equation modeling incorporates two procedural feathers: a measurement
model and a structural model (Byrne, 2012). According to Byrne (2012), the
measurement model explains the association between the observed variables and their
95

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
corresponding latent variables, where latent variables are those which cannot be
observed directly and observed variables are those which are used to measure the
latent construct. For example, teachers’ attitudes cannot be observed objectively, so
survey questions can aim to measure those attitudes. Therefore, attitudes serve as a
latent variable and responses to a survey serve as the observed variable. Byrne
describes the structural model as the regression configuration among the latent
variables. The structural model can be drawn graphically in order to depict a clear
conception of the hypothesized relationship.
SEM is the preferred method of data analysis for this study for four primary
reasons. First, SEM estimates measurement error (Brannick, 2017). SEM decreases
the amount of bias in estimates for the relationships among the latent variables,
because the latent variables are free of error. Second, the model is confirmatory as
opposed to exploratory (Byrne, 2012). Confirmatory analyses provide evidence that a
model is valid based on goodness-of-fit indices, beta coefficients, and measurement
errors. Third, SEM also estimates the relationship of the various constructs in one
simultaneous analysis (Byrne, 2012; Statistics Solutions, 2017). Finally, SEM can
visually and statistically show the relationships among the variables (Byrne, 2012; The
Balance, 2017).
The analysis of this study used a confirmatory method of SEM. To do this,
first, the researcher hypothesizes a model based on the 3P Model of Teaching and a
view of the literature (Byrne, 2012). Second, the researcher collects data in order to
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measure the observed variables. Third, the researcher estimates the measurement
model to ensure the observed variables accurately measured the latent constructs.
Fourth, the researcher estimates and analyzes the structural model (Byrne, 2012;
Schumacker & Lomax, 2012). This is done by examining the goodness-of-fit indices,
beta coefficients, and measurement errors. Fifth, the researcher rejects or fails to reject
the model. In the event the hypothesized model is not appropriate, the researcher
generates additional models.
Measurement Model. The measurement models are comprised of factor
analysis regression paths between the observed variables and the latent variables
which the researcher presumes to operationalize (Byrne, 2012). Three parcels (i.e., 6
questions combined at random) from the ATP were used as indicators of teachers’
perceptions toward poverty/low-income students. classroom cohesiveness (coh),
diversity (div), formality (form), favoritism (fav), competitiveness (comp), equality
(equ), environment (env), interactions (int), and management (mgmt) were the
observed variables used as indicators of teachers’ learning environment climate.
Structural Model. The structural model includes the regression paths among
teachers’ characteristics as well as the latent variables which have been found to be
related based on the review of literature. A regression path from the latent variable,
teachers’ characteristics, and the latent variable, teachers’ attitudes toward poverty,
was drawn to investigate how teachers’ characteristics influence their perceptions
toward poverty. A regression path from the latent variable, teachers’ characteristics,
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and the latent variable, learning environment climate, was drawn to investigate how
teachers’ characteristics influence their learning environment climate. A regression
path from the latent variable, teachers’ attitudes toward poverty, and the latent
variable, learning environment climate, was drawn to investigate how teachers’
perceptions toward poverty influence their learning environment climate. A fourth
regression path investigating whether teachers’ characteristics moderate the
relationship between teachers’ attitudes toward poverty and their learning
environment climate was drawn. The structural model in this study includes all
regression paths and is pictured in Figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2. Proposed Structural Model
.
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Assumptions of SEM. SEM relies on the notion that certain assumptions are
met. Some assumptions are related to the data being analyzed. For instance, SEM
requires that the data is on a continuous scale (Kline, 2001; Kumar, 2015), is obtained
from independent observations (Kaplan, 2001; Kline, 2011), and is normally
distributed (Kaplan, 2001; Kline, 2011; Kumar, 2015; Schumacker & Lomax, 2012).
Because they were categorical variables, teachers’ undergraduate institutions and
ESCs could not be included in the analysis. Additionally, the researcher ran frequency
distributions to check for outliers, skewness, and/or kurtosis. Some responses were
skewed, but the researcher did not remove any responses based on guidance of the
committee; as a result, it is important to be cautious when interpreting and
generalizing the findings.
SEM also requires that there is a large sample size (Kaplan, 2001; Schumacker
& Lomax, 2012) with no missing values (Kaplan, 2001; Kline, 2011; Kumar, 2015).
In addition, Kumar (2015) indicated a sample of 500 is necessary for checking indirect
effects. This study had 270 participants. However, a large number of respondents did
not provide their ages (n = 108) or number of college courses about low-income
students (n = 47) on the survey. Teachers may have avoided providing their ages on
the questionnaire to prevent being identified or because they felt uncomfortable
providing this information. Teachers may have not included the number of college
courses they took about low-income students because they did not recall this
information. Furthermore, due to the length of the survey, fewer respondents answered
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questions toward the end of the survey (TES portion; n = 197-239) than the beginning
of the survey (ATP portion; n = 258-264) or the middle of the survey (LEI portion; n =
251-256). As a result, the sample size may have affected the results of the analysis.
Other assumptions of SEM are related to the measurement models and
structural model being analyzed. SEM requires that the model is specified correctly
(Kaplan, 2001; Kumar, 2015; Schumacker & Lomax, 2012). Specifically, for the
measurement model, the observed variables should sufficiently load onto the latent
variable presumed to be measured, and covariance among variables should be low
enough to indicate that they are measuring different constructs (Kumar, 2015).
Consequently, some variables were removed or covaried during analysis. For the
structural model, variables must have a causal relationship. Therefore, the paths
among variables were drawn based on theoretical and empirical research. In order to
test for nonlinear relationships among the variables, data tested for indirect effects and
interactions.
Ethical Considerations
IRB approval was obtained before conducting this survey because this research
study involved human subjects. (See Appendix A.) The survey questions were always
attached to the information sheet, which disclosed the purpose and length of the study
and explained the voluntary nature of participation and participants’ anonymity (See
Appendix D and Appendix F). The questionnaire did not ask for identifying values
that could link the respondent to their responses, so the researcher was not able to
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identify individual respondents. Thus, participants were afforded with complete
anonymity. Although data was stored online via Qualtrics, the data had no identifying
information and, therefore, should not be considered an ethical concern.
Limitations
Although the results of this study will benefit and enhance the body of
knowledge in FCS education and what we know about FCS teachers’ perceptions
toward poverty/low-income populations and the climate of FCS classrooms, the study
is not without limitations. First, responses were self-reported by respondents;
consequently, the researcher is only able to assume that respondents provided accurate
and honest responses to each question. Consequently, teachers may not have expressed
their subconscious (or conscious) biases or thoughts. Next, this study used a
convenience sample; therefore, the sample (N = 270) is not generalizable to that of all
FCS teachers in Texas and FCS teachers in other states. Finally, some assumptions of
SEM were violated, indicating that researchers should be cautious when interpreting
and generalizing the results.
Summary
The results of this study provide data about FCS teachers’ attitudes toward
poverty/low-income populations, their learning environment climates, and the main,
mediating, and moderating effects among the variables. This study is unique in that it
is the only study known to the researcher that combines all of these aspects into one
study. The results can aid future and current teacher educators, practicing researchers,
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and pre-service teachers to better understand FCS teachers’ perceptions and classroom
behaviors when teaching low-income students. An important goal is to understand the
relationships between the variables in order to develop FCS teachers’ capacities to
teach low-income students.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
This chapter includes the results of the statistical analyses of the data collected
as outlined in the methodology section. Five research questions guided the analyses
which included both descriptive statistics and structural equation modeling. The
research questions required two types of analyses. Questions 1 and 2 regarding how
family and consumer sciences (FCS) teachers perceive poverty/low-income students
and describe their learning environment climates were analyzed using descriptive
statistics. Questions 3, 4, and 5 (a, b, and c) regarding the relationships between FCS
teachers’ characteristics, perceptions toward poverty, and learning environment
climates were analyzed by developing and analyzing a structural equation model. Each
question and its corresponding answer is provided below.
Analyses of Research Questions
FCS Teachers’ Perceptions of Poverty/Low-Income Populations
Tables 4.1, 4.3, and 4.5 indicate the responses for each participant for each
ATP question. Tables 4.2, 4.4, and 4.6 indicate the mean and standard deviation for
each question. A one sample t-test was conducted to compare teachers’ average ATP
score with a neutral ATP score (3.0 in which a 1.0 represents the most negative
attitudes and a 5.0 represents the most positive attitudes). FCS teachers were found to
have slightly more positive attitudes toward poverty and low-income populations than
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negative attitudes. There were significant differences between a mean score of 3.0 and
teachers’ average attitudes toward poverty/low-income students for parcel 1 (M =
3.31, SD = .563; t(263) = 9.017, p < 0.01), parcel 2 (M = 3.38, SD = .535; t(263) =
11.551, p < 0.01), and parcel 3 (M = 3.22, SD = .497; t(263) = 7.267, p < 0.01). These
results suggest that FCS teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students are
relatively positive on average.
Table 4.1
Responses for ATP Parcel 1
Question
S.A.
A
N
D
S.D.
Will remain poor
3
33
32
140
56
Members of a minority group
4
46
47
118
47
Society should help poor
24
123
67
41
8
Discriminated against
19
112
64
59
9
Live better than I do
24
95
49
77
18
Consume the federal budget
20
85
87
50
20
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. N = neutral. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly
disagree.
Table 4.2
Means for ATP Parcel 1
Question
Will remain poor
Members of a minority group
Society should help poor
Discriminated against
Live better than I do
Consume the federal budget
TOTAL

M
3.81
3.60
3.43
3.28
2.89
2.87
3.31
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.950
1.022
.962
1.001
1.133
1.055
.563
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Table 4.3
Responses for ATP Parcel 2
Question
S.A.
A
N
D
S.D.
Spend money as choose
3
22
34
121
83
Dishonest
4
4
28
119
103
Could find jobs
7
90
92
65
9
Being poor is a choice
3
22
79
110
48
Lower intelligence
5
25
40
133
60
Trustworthy
28
134
80
19
2
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. N = neutral. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly
disagree.
Table 4.4
Means for ATP Parcel 2
Question
Spend money as choose
Dishonest
Could find jobs
Being poor is a choice
Lower intelligence
Trustworthy
TOTAL

M
2.02
4.21
2.92
3.68
3.83
3.63
3.38

SD
.941
.816
.911
.908
.952
.798
.535

Table 4.5
Responses for ATP Parcel 3
Question
S.A.
A
N
D
S.D.
Can get ahead
53
141
32
27
7
Think they deserve support
7
67
79
87
23
Never amount to anything
2
0
7
118
136
Should not be blamed
12
105
96
48
3
Ought to take the first job
11
100
73
75
5
Have a different set of values
9
59
73
90
33
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. N = neutral. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly
disagree.
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Table 4.6
Means for ATP Parcel 3
Question
Can get ahead
Think they deserve support
Never amount to anything
Should not be blamed
Ought to take the first job
Have a different set of values
TOTAL

M
2.21
3.20
4.47
3.28
2.86
3.30
3.22

SD
.972
1.003
.628
.854
.943
1.056
.496

FCS Teachers’ Perceptions of their Learning Environment Climates
Tables 4.7, 4.9, 4.11, 4.13, and 4.15 indicate the responses for each participant
for each LEI question. Tables 4.8, 4.10, 4.12, 4.14, and 4.16 indicate the mean and
standard deviation for each question. A one sample t-test was conducted to compare
teachers’ average LEI scores with a neutral LEI score (2.5 in which a 1.0 represents a
more negative learning environment and a 4.0 represents a more positive learning
environment). FCS teachers were found to have slightly more positive than negative
learning environment climates. There were significant differences between a mean
score of 2.5 and teachers’ average cohesiveness scores (M = 2.95, SD = .394; t(255) =
-2.148, p < 0.05), diversity scores (M = 3.12, SD = .349; t(255) = 5.606, p < 0.01),
favoritism scores (M = 3.19, SD = .454; t(255) = 6.833, p < 0.01), and competitiveness
scores (M = 2.510, SD = .250; t(255) = 2.565, p < .05). However, there was not a
significant difference between a mean score of 2.5 and teachers’ average formality
scores (M = 3.001, SD = .357; t(255) = .416, p > 0.05). These results suggest that FCS
teachers’ learning environment climates are on average fairly cohesive and diverse and
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that these teachers report demonstrating little favoritism, but some use of competition
within the classroom on average. This suggests that the learning environment climates
of FCS classrooms are relatively positive, and that FCS teachers’ do not have overly
formal or informal classroom rules.
Table 4.7
Responses for LEI- Cohesiveness
Question
S.A.
A
D
S.D.
Do favors for one another
48
199
5
4
Gets to know all others
106
135
15
0
Are personal friends
24
165
46
20
Know each other very well
19
77
143
16
Not in close contact
6
37
140
72
Do not know each other well
6
62
140
46
Knows others by names
65
130
54
5
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly disagree.
Table 4.8
Means for LEI- Cohesiveness
Question
Do favors for one another
Gets to know all others
Are personal friends
Know each other very well
Not in close contact
Do not know each other well
Knows others by names
TOTAL

M
3.14
3.36
2.76
2.39
3.09
2.89
3.00
2.95
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Table 4.9
Responses for LEI- Diversity
Question
S.A.
A
D
S.D.
Has many different interests
117
129
6
2
Interests vary greatly
113
133
9
1
Interested in different things
112
139
4
1
Pursue different problem
26
188
37
1
Different purposes for course
56
169
27
3
Works toward different goals
24
125
95
10
Vary regarding class interests
36
169
42
4
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly disagree.
Table 4.10
Means for LEI- Diversity
Question
Has many different interests
Interests vary greatly
Interested in different things
Pursue different problem
Different purposes for course
Works toward different goals
Vary regarding class interests
TOTAL

M
3.42
3.40
3.41
2.95
3.09
2.64
2.94
3.12

SD
.583
.579
.546
.514
.605
.707
.611
.349

Table 4.11
Responses for LEI- Formality
Question
S.A.
A
D
S.D.
Penalized for breaking rules
25
185
37
7
Rules guide activities
119
134
3
0
Strict rules
14
103
125
13
Informal; few rules
8
86
125
35
Right and wrong ways
49
150
50
6
Well-established procedures
96
138
20
0
Set of rules to follow
79
169
6
1
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly disagree.

108

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Table 4.12
Means for LEI- Formality
Question
Penalized for breaking rules
Rules guide activities
Strict rules
Informal; few rules
Right and wrong ways
Well-established procedures
Set of rules to follow
TOTAL

M
2.90
3.45
2.46
2.74
2.95
3.30
3.28
3.01

SD
.588
.522
.680
.731
.694
.607
.522
.357

Table 4.13
Responses for LEI- Favoritism
Question
S.A.
A
D
S.D.
Q’s answered sympathetically
5
41
143
62
Same privileges
13
53
118
72
Special privileges
5
63
127
58
Special projects
0
3
125
127
Controlled by actions of a few
0
7
131
117
Discriminate against students
3
22
125
103
Favored students
2
34
131
87
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly disagree.
Table 4.14
Means for LEI- Favoritism
Question
Q’s answered sympathetically
Same privileges
Special privileges
Special projects
Controlled by actions of a few
Discriminate against students
Favored students
TOTAL

M
3.04
2.97
2.94
3.49
3.43
3.30
3.19
3.19
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SD
.700
.833
.746
.524
.549
.675
.687
.434
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Table 4.15
Responses for LEI- Competitiveness
Question
S.A.
A
D
S.D.
Work better than friends'
8
101
132
15
Compete for best work
8
110
115
22
Try to do better than others
67
168
14
6
Need to compete
0
13
151
88
Cooperate
4
24
182
44
Much competition
5
38
164
48
Seldom compete
11
117
117
9
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D = disagree. S.D. = strongly disagree.
Table 4.16
Means for LEI- Competitiveness
Question
Work better than friends'
Compete for best work
Try to do better than others
Need to compete
Cooperate
Much competition
Seldom compete
TOTAL

M
2.60
2.59
1.84
3.30
1.95
3.00
2.51
2.54

SD
.649
.692
.622
.560
.574
.646
.639
.250

Tables 4.17, 4.19, 4.21, and 4.23 indicate the responses for each participant for
each TES question. Table 4.18, 4.20, 4.22, and 4.24 indicate the mean and standard
deviation for each question. A one sample t-test was conducted to compare teachers’
average TES scores with a neutral TES score (3.0 in which a 1.0 represents a more
negative learning environment and a 5.0 represents a more positive learning
environment). Responses to the TES further demonstrate that FCS teachers have
slightly more positive than negative learning environment climates on average. A one
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sample t-test was conducted to compare teachers’ average TES scores with a neutral
TES score (3.0 in which a 1.0 represents a more negative learning environment and a
5.0 represents a more positive learning environment). There were significant
differences between a mean score of 2.5 and teachers’ average equal treatment of
students scores (M = 4.29, SD = .453; t(239) = 44.254, p < 0.01), classroom
environment scores (M = 4.26, SD = .432; t(239) = 45.020, p < 0.05), interaction with
students scores (M = 3.52, SD = .654; t(239) = 12.221, p < 0.01), and classroom
management scores (M = 4.34, SD = .475; t(239) = 43.757, p < 0.01). These results
suggest that FCS teachers report average levels of demonstrating equal treatment of
and fair interaction with students and having more positive classroom environments
and classroom management techniques that are greater than a neutral score.
Table 4.17
Responses for TES- Equal Treatment of Students
Question
S.A.
A
D.K.
D
S.D.
Equal amounts of work
51
137
0
48
3
Expect same- involved parent
94
128
0
5
1
Expect same- SES
133
98
0
5
0
Expect same- race/ethnicity
150
88
0
1
0
Expect same- gender
150
83
0
4
1
Students called on equally
46
137
5
27
2
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D.K. = don’t know. D = disagree. S.D. =
strongly disagree.
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Table 4.18
Means for TES- Equal Treatment of Students
Question
Equal amounts of work
Expect same- involved parent
Expect same- SES
Expect same- race/ethnicity
Expect same- gender
Students called on equally
TOTAL

M
3.77
4.36
4.52
4.62
4.58
3.91
4.29

SD
1.041
.644
.615
.512
.629
.901
.453

Table 4.19
Responses for TES- Class Environment
Question
S.A.
A
D.K.
D
S.D.
Do well b/c class is fun
48
161
2
12
1
Do well b/c not embarrassed
60
143
3
7
3
Do well b/c encouragement
162
76
0
1
0
Do well b/c expect them to
85
123
3
7
2
Learning should be fun
134
94
1
3
0
Do well b/c I am organized
42
112
4
36
7
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D.K. = don’t know. D = disagree. S.D. =
strongly disagree.
Table 4.20
Means for TES- Class Environment
Question
Do well b/c class is fun
Do well b/c not embarrassed
Do well b/c encouragement
Do well b/c expect them to
Learning should be fun
Do well b/c I am organized
TOTAL

M
4.08
4.16
4.67
4.28
4.55
3.73
4.26
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SD
.687
.724
.497
.729
.579
1.091
.432
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Table 4.21
Responses for TES- Teachers' Interactions with Students
Question
S.A.
A
D.K.
D
S.D.
Prefer personality like mine
5
49
7
125
28
Expect less w/o family supp.
3
7
0
138
79
Watch trouble students
8
88
4
93
18
Prefer those who do work
2
62
6
100
35
Interact same amount
30
96
8
63
4
Expect same- family/college
26
77
9
67
18
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D.K. = don’t know. D = disagree. S.D. =
strongly disagree.

Table 4.22
Means for TES- Teachers' Interactions with Students
Question
Prefer personality like mine
Expect less w/o family supp.
Watch trouble students
Prefer those who do work
Interact same amount
Expect same- family/college
TOTAL

M
3.57
4.25
3.12
3.51
3.42
3.13
3.52

SD
1.054
.729
1.159
1.123
1.138
1.271
.654

Table 4.23
Responses for TES- Classroom Management
Question
S.A.
A
D.K.
D
S.D.
Can’t participate w/o material
1
9
2
118
105
Don’t help w/o material
2
1
0
101
133
Don’t group high/low levels
2
6
0
104
124
Do well b/c make decisions
48
148
6
15
0
Notes. S.A. = strongly agree. A = agree. D.K. = don’t know. D = disagree. S.D. =
strongly disagree.
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Table 4.24
Means for TES- Classroom Management
Question
Can’t participate w/o material
Don’t help w/o material
Don’t group high/low levels
Do well b/c make decisions
TOTAL

M
4.35
4.53
4.45
4.06
4.34

SD
.726
.614
.710
.724
.475

Correlations among Variables
Correlations among the variables were estimated. First, teachers’ attitudes
toward poverty were significantly correlated with teachers’ learning environment
climates albeit to a small degree (See Table 4.25.). That is to say teachers with more
positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income students tended to also have more
positive learning environment climates. Additionally, there were small but significant
correlations between teachers’ degree level and their mean attitudes toward poverty
scores, between teachers’ number of college courses about low-income students and
their mean learning environment climates scores, and between teachers’ mean number
of continuing education workshops about low-income students and their mean
learning environment climates scores (See Table 4.26.).
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Table 4.25
Correlations among Mean ATP and LEC Scores
ATP
LEC
ATP
------.150*
LEC
.150*
------Notes. ATP = Attitudes Toward Poverty. LEC = Learning Environment Climates.
*p < .05; **p < .01
Table 4.26
Correlations among Teachers’ Characteristics and Schools’ Contexts with Mean ATP
and LEC Scores
MATP
MLEC
age
.106
-.005
gen
-.020
-.060
inc
.011
.078
pov
.115
-.106
deg
.190*
.064
maj
.026
.045
cert
.048
.083
col
.062
.141*
cont
.028
.197*
ttl1
-.056
.062
yttl1
-.044
.085
yrs
-.010
.054
Notes. age = ages. gen = gender. inc = income level. pov = poverty status. deg =
degree level. maj = major. cert = certification type. col = college courses about lowincome students. cont = continuing education about low-income students. ttl1 =
school’s Title 1 status. yttl1 = years teaching at a Title 1 school. yrs = years teaching.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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Measurement Model
The measurement model for teachers’ characteristics and schools’ contexts
(Figure 4.1) was estimated (CFI = .160; TLI = -.027; SRMR = .121; RMSEA= .353);
the standardized factor loadings for teachers’ ages (.042), genders (-.030), income
levels (-.096), poverty status (-.052), education levels (-.024), majors (-.029),
certification types (-.033), college courses about low-income students (-.035),
continuing education workshops (.505), Title 1 school status (.721), years teaching
(.048), years teaching at Title 1 schools (.980) indicated they did not load well onto
one construct. (Teachers’ undergraduate university and education service center were
not included as they are categorical variables.) Factor loadings indicate the
relationship between the latent variable and its corresponding observed variables.
Factor loadings closer to 1.0 are more closely related to the latent variable. Factor
loadings above .5 are acceptable (Woolford, 2015).
Teachers’ ages and the number of college-level courses about low-income
students were removed from the model due to the large number of missing or unsure
responses. (Specifically, 40% of participants (n = 108) did not report their age, and
17.4% of participants (n = 47) were unsure about the number of college-level courses.)
Removing these variables improved the model fit (CFI = .761; TLI = .681; SRMR =
.053; RMSEA= .043), but did not improve the fit indices to acceptable measures
suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999). Removing other non-significant variables also
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did not improve the model fit. Therefore, the observed variables were not combined
into one construct.

Figure 4.1. Original Teachers' Characteristics and Schools' Context Measurement
Model
Notes. age = ages. gen = gender. inc = income level. pov = poverty status. deg =
degree level. maj = major. cert = certification type. col = college courses about lowincome students. cont = continuing education about low-income students. ttl1 =
school’s Title 1 status. yttl1 = years teaching at a Title 1 school. yrs = years teaching.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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The measurement model for ATP (Figure 4.2) was estimated (CFI = .973; TLI
= .963; SRMR = .058; RMSEA= .044); the standardized factor loadings for parcels 13, atp1, atp2, and atp3, ranged from .770 to .841. Because the fit indices were
acceptable measures as suggested by Hu and Bentler (1999) and all factor loadings
were in the correct direction (positive) and of acceptable magnitude, the findings
indicate that they load well onto the ATP construct.

Figure 4.2. Final ATP Measurement Model
The measurement model for LEC (Figure 4.3) was estimated (CFI = .899; TLI
= .874; SRMR = .066; RMSEA = .076); however, the standardized factor loading for
competitiveness was very low (-.073) indicating it did not load well onto the LEC
construct. Thus, competitiveness (comp) was dropped and the measurement model
estimated without it. Competitiveness may not have been significant because many
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teachers noted in the comments that thy use competitiveness as a tool in their
classrooms (e.g., games, etc.). Modification indices also suggested that covarying the
error terms for teachers’ interactions with students (int) and favoritism (fav) and for
formality (form) and classroom management (mgmt.) would improve the fit of the
model and resulted in a much better fit to the data (CFI = .973; TLI = .963; SRMR =
.058; RMSEA= .044) and factor loadings ranging from .46 to .71 (Figure 4.4).
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Figure 4.3. Original LEC Measurement Model
Notes. comp = competitiveness. int = teachers’ interactions with students. fav =
favoritism. coh = cohesiveness. div = diversity. equ = equality. env = classroom
environment. form = formality. mgmt = classroom management.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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Figure 4.4. Final LEC Measurement Model
Notes. int = teachers’ interactions with students. fav = favoritism. coh = cohesiveness.
div = diversity. equ = equality. env = classroom environment. form = formality. mgmt
= classroom management.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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Structural Model
The original model presented in Figure 4.5 was estimated (CFI = .924; TLI =
.905; SRMR = .055; RMSEA = .043), however the coefficients for the pathway from
gender, income, major, certification type, continuing education, Title 1 school status,
years of experience, and years at a Title 1 school to teachers’ attitudes toward poverty
were not significant; similarly the coefficients for the pathways from gender, income,
degree, major, Title 1 school status, years of experience, and years at a Title 1 school
to learning environment climate were not significant. Thus, gender, income, major,
Title 1 school status, years of experience, and years at a Title 1 school were dropped
from the analyses and the model was estimated again. The new model had much
improved model fit (CFI = .962; TLI = .951; SRMR = .057; RMSEA = .039) when
using the suggested fit indices from Hu and Bentler (1999) and is presented in 4.6.
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Figure 4.5. Original Structural Model
Notes. gen = gender. inc = income level. pov = poverty status. deg = degree level. maj = major. cert = certification type. cont =
continuing education about low-income students. ttl1 = school’s Title 1 status. yttl1 = years teaching at a Title 1 school. yrs = years
teaching.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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Figure 4.6. Final Structural Model
Notes. pov = poverty. deg = degree level. cert = certification type. cont = continuing education workshops. ATP = Attitudes Toward
Poverty. LEC = Learning Environment Climates.
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FCS Teachers’ Characteristics as Predictors of Teachers’ Perceptions of
Poverty/Low-Income Populations
Two of the four FCS teachers’ characteristics included in the model were
found to predict teachers’ attitudes toward poverty: teachers’ poverty status (pov) and
degree levels (deg). Teachers’ history of living in poverty was positively associated
with their attitudes toward poverty (β = .154, p < .01). Furthermore, teachers’ degree
levels were positively associated with teachers’ attitudes toward poverty (β = .244, p <
.01). The results indicate that FCS teachers who have lived in poverty and those with
advanced degrees have more positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income students.
Table 4.27 provides the results of the relationship between teachers’
characteristics and their attitudes toward poverty (ATP).
Table 4.27
Standardized Results of Structural Model on ATP
Variable
Estimate
S.E.
Pov
.154**
.069
Deg
.244**
.068
Cert
.000
.069
Cont
.015
.069
Notes. pov = poverty. deg = degree level. cert = certification type. cont = continuing
education workshops. ATP = Attitudes Toward Poverty.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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FCS Teachers’ Characteristics as Predictors of their Learning Environment
Climates
Three of the four FCS teachers’ characteristics included in the model
significantly predicted teachers’ learning environment climates: teachers’ poverty
status (pov), certification types (cert) and continuing education courses (cont).
Teachers’ poverty status (β = -.197, p < .01) and certification types (β = -.143, p < .05)
were negatively associated with their learning environment climates. Teachers’
continuing education about low-income students was positively associated with their
learning environment climates (β = .098, p < .01). The results indicate that FCS
teachers who have not lived in poverty, who have an alternative certification, and who
have attended more continuing education workshops about low-income students have
more positive learning environment climates.
Table 4.28 provides the results of the relationship between teachers’
characteristics and their learning environment climates (LEC).
Table 4.28
Standardized Results of Structural Model on LEC
Variable
Estimate
S.E.
pov
-.197**
.071
deg
-.022
.075
cert
-.143*
.070
cont
.198**
.069
Notes. pov = poverty. deg = degree level. cert = certification type. cont = continuing
education workshops. LEC = Learning Environment Climates.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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Relationship between FCS Teachers’ Perceptions of Poverty/Low-Income
Populations and their Learning Environment Climates
The relationship between FCS teachers’ attitudes toward poverty and their
learning environment climates was found to be significant. Teachers’ attitudes toward
poverty were found to predict their learning environment climates (β = .185, p < .05).
The results indicate that FCS teachers with more positive attitudes toward
poverty/low-income students have more positive learning environment climates.
Table 4.29 provides the results of the relationship between teachers’ attitudes
toward poverty (ATP) and their learning environment climates (LEC).
Table 4.29
Standardized Results of Relationship between Teachers’ ATP and LEC
Relationship
Estimate
S.E.
ATP x LEC
.185*
.080
Notes. ATP = Attitudes Toward Poverty. LEC = Learning Environment Climates.
*p < .05; **p < .01
FCS Teachers’ Perceptions Toward Poverty/Low-Income Populations as a
Mediator for the Relationship between their Characteristics and their Learning
Environment Climates
FCS teachers’ poverty status, degree level, certification type, and continuing
education courses did not have significant indirect effects on their learning
environment climates through teachers’ attitudes toward poverty. In other words,
teachers’ attitudes toward poverty did not mediate the relationship between their
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characteristics and learning environment climates. These results indicate that FCS
teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income students do not mediate the
relationship between their characteristics and their learning environment climates.
Table 4.30 shows the indirect effects of teachers’ characteristics on their
learning environment climates (LEC) through their attitudes toward poverty (ATP).
None of the results were significant; however, teachers’ degree level approached
significance (p =.055).
Table 4.30
Indirect Effects on LEC through ATP
Mediation Variable to LEC
Estimate
S.E.
Through ATP
pov
.028
.018
deg
.045
.023
cert
.003
.013
cont
.000
.013
Notes. pov = poverty. deg = degree level. cert = certification type. cont = continuing
education workshops. ATP = Attitudes Toward Poverty. LEC = Learning
Environment Climates.
*p < .05; **p < .01

FCS Teachers’ Characteristics as Moderators for the Relationship between Their
Perceptions Toward Poverty/Low-Income Populations and Their Learning
Environment Climates
Interactions between teachers’ characteristics and their attitudes toward
poverty predicting their learning environment climates were tested using the approach
described in Klein and Moosbrugger (2000). The results indicate that the relationship
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between FCS teachers’ poverty status, degree levels, certification types, and
continuing education courses did not significantly interact with teachers’ attitudes
toward poverty to predict their learning environment climates. This indicates that
teachers’ characteristics did not moderate the relationship between their attitudes
toward poverty and their learning environment climates. Therefore, FCS teachers’
histories of living in poverty, degree levels, certification types, and number of
continuing education courses do not moderate the relationship between teachers’
attitudes toward poverty/low-income students and their learning environment climates.
Table 4.31shows the interaction effects on teachers’ learning environment
climates through their attitudes toward poverty. None of the results were significant.
Table 4.31
Interaction Effects on LEC
Interactions with ATP
Estimate
S.E.
pov x ATP
.081
.074
deg x ATP
-.016
.077
cert x ATP
-.029
.071
cont x ATP
.077
.077
Notes. pov = poverty. deg = degree level. cert = certification type. cont = continuing
education workshops. ATP = Attitudes Toward Poverty. LEC = Learning
Environment Climates.
*p < .05; **p < .01
Summary
This chapter provided the results of statistical analyses of data from 270
surveys collected at the 2018 Family and Consumer Sciences Teachers Association of
Texas (FCSTAT) Midwinter Conference and online. The results of the analyses
129

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
indicate that FCS teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students are slightly
more positive than neutral. More specifically, those teachers who have lived in
poverty and teachers with advanced degrees have more positive attitudes toward
poverty/low-income students. The results also suggest that FCS teachers’ learning
environment climates are relatively positive. Those who have not lived in poverty,
who have an alternative certification, and who attended more continuing education
workshops about low-income students have more positive learning environment
climates.
The results of the structural equation model indicate that FCS teachers with
more positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income students have more positive
learning environment climates. However, the model suggests that there are no
mediation or moderation effects among the variables. That is to say that teachers’
perceptions do not mediate the relationship between their characteristics and their
learning environment climates nor do teachers’ characteristics moderate the
relationship between teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students and their
learning environment climates.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
This chapter provides a summary of the study, including information found
previously in Chapters I-IV. In addition, this chapter offers a discussion of the results
as they relate to the literature. Lastly, this chapter includes the implications and
limitations of the study as well as recommendations for future research and action.
Summary of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships among Texas
Family and Consumer Sciences (FCS) teachers’ characteristics, attitudes toward
poverty/low-income students, and learning environment climates. This relationship is
vital to the teaching and learning process such that teachers’ perceptions directly affect
how educators teach (Palardy & Rumberger, 2008; Wilkins, 2008) and the learning
environment climate, including teachers’ behaviors (Benninga et al., 1981; Palardy,
1969; OECD, 2009; Seaver, 1973). Teachers who view their students positively are
more likely to have positive learning environment climates (Haak et al, 1972). In
addition, previous research has shown that low-income students benefit from positive
learning environment climates (Battistich et al., 1995; Haynes et al., 1997; Hughes &
Coplan, 2017).
The 3P Model of Teaching provides a framework for this study. This model
was developed by Dunkin and Biddle (1974) and shows the relationship between
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presage (teachers’ characteristics), context (characteristics and properties of the
students, classroom, school, and community), process (observable behaviors that occur
within the classroom), and product variables (outcomes of the teaching process).
Dunkin and Biddle found direct relationships among teachers’ experiences, the
learning environment context, teachers’ behaviors, and students’ learning outcomes
(Dunkin & Biddle, 1974).
As a profession, FCS focuses on improving the quality of life of all
individuals. One way to achieve this goal is for FCS teachers to improve the quality of
life of their students. FCS teachers are in a unique position to improve the lives of all
of their students by teaching life and work-related skills; FCS teachers can also
improve the lives of low-income students when those students utilize the skills learned
in FCS classes to move out of poverty. However, in order to reach the students, it is
the researcher’s belief that FCS teachers must have positive attitudes toward their
students and develop a learning environment climate in which their students feel
comfortable, safe, and ready-to-learn. Therefore, it is important to note that the
researcher could find only limited previous literature pertaining to FCS teachers’
perceptions toward poverty/low income students or the learning environment climates
of FCS classrooms. This study is unique in that it not only investigates FCS teachers’
perceptions toward poverty and their learning environment climates, but it also
combines these constructs using a structural equation model in order to show the
relationships simultaneously.
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Two-hundred and seventy FCS teachers in Texas completed the survey entitled
FCS Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Poverty and the Learning Environment Climate.
Responses to the 90-question survey included information pertaining to teachers’
demographics, experiences, and schools, questions from the Attitudes Toward Poverty
and Poor People Scale (ATP) by Atherton and colleagues (1993), questions from the
Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) by Fraser, Anderson, and Walberg (1982), and
questions from the Teacher Expectations Survey (TES) developed by Gallahar (2009)
and revised by Williams (2012). Surveys were completed either in-person at the 2018
Family and Consumer Sciences Teachers Association of Texas (FCSTAT) MidWinter Conference or online during January and February of 2018. Collected data was
analyzed using descriptive statistics as well as through a structural equation model,
which analyzed the relationship among the variables.
Interpretation of the Findings and Discussion
FCS Teachers’ Perceptions of Poverty/Low-Income Populations
The results of the analyses indicate that FCS teachers’ attitudes toward
poverty/low-income students are slightly more positive than neutral. The findings are
inconsistent with the findings of White et al (2012) who found that teachers operate
with a deficit-based approach toward low-income students. However, the findings are
consistent with those of Rolling and Burnett (1997) who found that most FCS teachers
are fairly open-minded. One reason FCS teachers may have more positive attitudes
toward poverty/low-income populations is due to the finding that CTE teachers have
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reported perceiving diversity-related challenges as more positive than negative (Rehm,
2008).
Of particular importance to this study, approximately one out of seven (13.6%)
FCS teachers believed that most low-income individuals will remain poor regardless
of what is done for them. Similarly, approximately one out of eleven (11.4%) FCS
teachers believe that low income individuals have a lower intelligence, and about one
out of five (19.3%) FCS teachers believe that low-income individuals should be
blamed for their circumstances. Interestingly, a lower proportion of FCS teachers
blame low-income individuals for their circumstances than the general population
does, as Seccombe (2002) found that approximately two out of five (39%) individuals
blame poverty on the laziness of the low-income individual. These statistics are also
consistent with the notions that some teachers do have stereotypes, biases, or other
preconceived notions about low-income individuals (Davies; 1988; Lewis & Paik,
2001 as cited by Hughes, 2010; Llamas, 2012; Norman, 2016; White et al., 2012).
These negative perceptions can be devastating for students’ education (Lewis & Paik,
2001 as cited by Hughes, 2010).
FCS Teachers’ Perceptions of their Learning Environment Climates
The results of the analyses suggest that FCS teachers’ learning environment
climates are relatively positive. FCS classrooms are relatively cohesive, include
diverse student populations, do not utilize favoritism but do utilize equal treatment on
behalf of the teacher, and incorporate positivity (e.g., fun, organized, high
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expectations, etc.) and classroom management (e.g., resource management, students as
decision makers, and grouping of students). The results also indicate that FCS
teachers’ do not have overly formal or informal classroom rules. Based on the
guidelines of Steinberg (2014), positive classrooms are demanding, supportive, and
moderately structured with positive student-teacher relationships, and the analyses
suggest that most FCS classrooms meet these criteria. This is significant because
teachers’ classroom behaviors have the greatest impact on students’ achievement
(Hattie, 2011).
The fact that FCS teachers’ learning environment climates were not found to
be significantly formal or informal but were found to utilize classroom management
techniques is a strength of FCS and CTE classes. This finding is likely due to the fact
that FCS and all CTE classrooms tend to be student-centered as opposed to teachercentered (Brown, 1998; McCaslin & Parks, 2002). When observing a CTE classroom,
one is likely to see interactive lectures, project-based learning, and labs as the primary
means of teaching (Fletcher, Edward, & Djajalaksana, 2014) as opposed to teachercentered lectures with seated activities requiring rote memorization. These
instructional strategies ensure students are engaged in the lesson, are required to apply
their knowledge and skills, and are allowed to direct their own learning. Consequently,
classrooms tend to be well managed with set policies and procedures but not overly
formal or strict. This lack of firmness allows students to learn at their own pace and in
the own ways.
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Some of the statements on the current study instrument were about teachers’
learning environment climates but related directly to teachers’ perceptions or actions
toward poverty/low-income students. While less common, some teachers did report
expecting less from students based on socioeconomic status, (n = 5), race/ethnicity (n
= 1), gender (n =5), and parental involvement (n = 6). Furthermore, the proportion of
teachers who strongly agreed that they expect the same of all students regardless of
race/ethnicity (61%) and gender (61%) were higher than those expecting the same
regardless of socioeconomic status (54%) and parental involvement (38%).
Additionally, the results suggest that students who cannot afford class materials may
be penalized. For example, a small proportion of teachers reported that students
without materials cannot participate (n = 10) or do not receive help (n = 3). These
statistics are problematic because low-income schools that have high rates of academic
achievement tend to have high expectations for all students (Glidden, 1999).
Age and certification type. Although age was removed from the analysis due
to a high number of missing values, it is possible that age could affect teachers’
attitudes toward poverty and/or learning environment climates. Specifically, age could
be related to teachers’ certification type such that the average age of teachers in Texas
was 31.2 for the 2016-2017 schoolyear (Ramsay, 2018). However, teachers who
obtained certification through a university undergraduate program averaged 26.1
years, through a university post-baccalaureate program averaged 30.1 years, and
through alternative certification averaged 33.3 years.
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Teachers’ ages and certification types have been found to affect their teaching
experiences in several ways. In a study of Greek teachers, younger teachers were
found to have higher levels of burnout and emotional fatigue and to be less engaged
with the teaching profession, while older teachers did not feel supported by the
Government (Antoniou, Polychroni, & Vlachakis, 2006). In a study of new urban
school teachers, older teachers were more likely to be career-switchers who viewed
themselves as professionals who chose to be teachers as a means to help students and
to improve society (Freidus & Krasnow, 1991). Furthermore, career-switchers enjoyed
teaching and spending time with students (Freidus & Krasnow, 1991) and were more
confident and committed to the teaching profession (Chester & Beaudin, 1996). In a
study of students enrolled in an alternative certification program, pre-service teachers
at the end of their program had less controlling attitudes about behavior management
than they did at the beginning or middle of their program (Sokal, Smith, & Mowat,
2003). Lastly, younger teachers at the end of their program had more controlling
attitudes about instructional management than they did at the middle of their program.
The different mindsets and challenges of younger and older teachers and traditionally
and alternatively certified teachers may explain why teachers with alternative
certifications have more positive learning environment climates.
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FCS Teachers’ Characteristics as Predictors of Teachers’ Perceptions of
Poverty/Low-Income Populations
The results of the structural equation model indicate that teachers’ poverty
status and degree levels predict teachers’ perceptions toward poverty/low-income
populations. More specifically, those teachers who have lived in poverty and teachers
with advanced degrees have more positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income
students. Rehner and colleagues (1997) found a similar result when studying social
workers’ perceptions of low-income populations; those with advanced degrees had
more positive attitudes toward low-income populations.
In contrast, teachers’ ages, genders, income levels, number of continuing
education courses, certification type, proportion of low-income students, and years of
experience were not found to significantly predict teachers’ perceptions toward
poverty/low-income students. This finding is consistent with the findings of TaylorStatom (2012) but contrasts with Rolling and Burnett’s (1997) findings from their
study of perceptions toward pregnant adolescents. Taylor-Statom (2012) found that all
teachers had similar perceptions of low-income students’ abilities and motivations
regardless of the teachers’ races, years of experience, or degree level. Rolling and
Burnett (1997), however, found that teachers who were younger and who had attended
more continuing education courses had more positive attitudes and teachers who had
higher proportions of pregnant adolescents (or in the case of this study, low-income
students) had more negative attitudes.
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FCS Teachers’ Characteristics as Predictors of their Learning Environment
Climates
The results of the structural equation model suggest that teachers’ poverty
status, certification types, and continuing education courses predict their learning
environment climates. This implies that teachers who have not lived in poverty, who
have an alternative certification, and who attended more continuing education
workshops about low-income students have more positive learning environment
climates.
However, teachers’ ages, genders, income levels, number of continuing
education courses, degree levels, proportion of low-income students, and years of
experience were not found to significantly predict teachers’ perceptions toward
poverty/low-income students. Bulach and Berry (2001) also found that degree level
did not affect school climate. However, Bulach and Berry found that females, teachers
with more years of experience, and teachers with more years at the same school
perceived their schools’ climates to be more positive. Opdenakker and Van Damme
(2006) also found that female teachers found it more difficult to maintain classroom
rules and formality than male teachers did.
Additionally, there was not a significant relationship between schools’ Title 1
status and their learning environment climates. This contrasts with the findings of
Bondy and Ross (2008) and Hughes and Coplan (2017). Bondy and Ross (2008) found
that teachers with a high proportion of low-income students struggle to develop
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positive learning environment climates, and Hughes and Coplan (2017) indicated that
most schools with a high proportion of low-income students have negative learning
environment climates.
Relationship between FCS Teachers’ Perceptions of Poverty/Low-Income
Populations and their Learning Environment Climates
The results of the structural equation model indicate that FCS teachers with
more positive attitudes toward poverty/low-income students have more positive
learning environment climates. This is consistent with the literature, which has
thoroughly demonstrated that teachers’ perceptions can and do impact their learning
environment climate (Benninga et al., 1981; Cozzarelli et al., 2001; Norman, 2016;
OECD, 2009; Palardy, 1969).
However, the model suggests that there are no mediation or moderation effects
among the variables. That is to say that teachers’ perceptions do not mediate the
relationship between their characteristics and their learning environment climates nor
do teachers’ characteristics moderate the relationship between teachers’ attitudes
toward poverty/low-income students and their learning environment climates.
Other Points of Discussion
Poverty status. Teachers’ poverty status was the only variable that had a
significant relationship to their attitudes toward poverty and their learning
environment climates. However, this relationship is an inverse relationship. That is,
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the relation between teachers’ poverty status and their attitudes toward poverty was
positive, whereas the relationship between their poverty status and their learning
environment climate was negative. This relationship is more easily understood by
considering the effects of poverty. When a teacher has lived in poverty, he or she is
more likely to understand that an individual’s circumstances can sometimes be out of
the control of the individual. Therefore, this teacher is more likely to have a more
positive attitude toward poverty. In contrast, that same teacher may still be
experiencing a lasting effect of poverty. Evans and Anderson (2013) noted that
individuals living in poverty may have underdeveloped behavioral responses. If this
teacher has impaired responses to his or her students or their behaviors, then the
learning environment climate developed by the teacher may not be as positive.
Gender. While this study did not find a significant relationship between
gender and attitudes toward poverty or gender and the learning environment climate,
this nonsignificant result may be due to the low-proportion of male respondents. Of
the survey participants, 95% were female. This is compatible with the fact that most
FCS teachers and teachers in general are females. Specifically, during the 2010-2011
schoolyear, 93.3% of FCS teachers in Texas were female (Davis & Alexander, 2013).
The proportion of female teachers is high in other content areas as well. In Texas,
76.3% of teachers teaching during the 2016-2017 schoolyear were female (Ramsay,
2018), and nationally, approximately 77% of teachers teaching during the 2015-2016
schoolyear were female (Loewus, 2017).
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Due to the disproportionate amount of females as teachers, the teaching
profession, including the FCS field, often targets their recruitment efforts toward
males. These recruitment efforts may be highly debated due to the mixed results found
in the literature. Some studies have found that teachers’ genders affect their interaction
with students (Bellamy, 1994; Hopf & Hatzichristou, 1999; Meece, 1987; Omvig, 1989;
Smith, 1991; Smith, 1992), evaluation of students (Ehrenberg, Goldhaber, Brewer,

1995), work and classroom stress, and classroom management self-efficacy (Klassen
& Chiu, 2010); and others have found no significant differences among the genders
(Holmlund & Sund, 2005; Martin & Marsh, 2005).
When female teachers’ characteristics serve as an asset to the classroom, it is
important that FCS professionals embrace these assets and advocate for the profession
by showcasing the strengths of female teachers. The high proportion of female
teachers should not be seen as a deficit to education (Mills, Martino, & Lingard, 2004),
particularly to FCS education. For example, “female teachers tend to be more supportive and
expressive” (Meece, 1987 as cited by Duffy, Warren, & Walsh, 2001, p. 580), which may help
low-income students feel more comfortable in the classroom. However, according to Mills et
al. (2004), teaching is undervalued and seen as a feminine role by much of society.

Implications
Low-income and disadvantaged students have disproportionately enrolled in
CTE courses (Association of Career and Technical Education [ACTE], 2007;
Goldfarb, Olabisi, & Lawrence, 2006 as cited by Pickard & Reichelt, 2008).
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Furthermore, low-income students are likely to benefit from the skills learned in FCS
courses (Pickard & Reichelt, 2008). This study is important for those low-income
students who have enrolled, are currently enrolled, or will enroll in FCS classes. With
a diminishing enrollment in FCS classes (Werhan, 2014), it is imperative that FCS
teachers are maintaining classrooms that encourage students to enroll and re-enroll in
their classes. Teachers’ attitudes toward their students and learning environment
climates have the potential to influence enrollment rates if students think their teachers
respect them and develop learning environment climates that help them to feel
comfortable. Sharing the results of this study also has the potential to affect current
and future teachers, schools, teacher education programs, and the FCS profession.
Implications for Teachers
Teachers need to consider their attitudes and the relationship between their
attitudes and their classroom behaviors (Kumar, Karabenick, & Burgoon, 2015).
Teachers are more likely to repeat negative behaviors brought about by their
perceptions when those perceptions are negative or biased (Calmak, Demirkaya, &
Derya, 2011; Campbell, 2003; Miller et al., 2013; Redding, 1996 as cited by Norman,
2016). Therefore, FCS teachers will be more willing to implement changes to their
programs and build their own and their students’ capacities if they are informed with
empirical research and best practices. This is because “For most family and consumer
sciences professionals, their career is more than a job- it is a calling, an attitude, a
perspective, and sense of dedication that enhances the content and continuing
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education of the field” (AAFCS, 2001). For those teachers who seek to improve their
students’ achievement, the results of this study would likely encourage them to reflect
upon their personal attitudes and teaching practices.
Participating in critical reflection, which is examining their teaching from
moral, ethical, and political angles (Howard, 2003), is particularly important.
Furthermore, Howard provides the following recommendation:
To become culturally relevant, teachers need to engage in honest, critical
reflection that challenges them to see how their positionality influences their
students in either positive or negative ways. Critical reflection should include
an examination of how race, culture, and social class shape students’ thinking,
learning, and various understandings of the world (p. 197).
When teachers honestly examine their own biases and stereotypes without fear of
judgment, they are more likely to be able to consider and attempt to change those
preconceptions for the benefit of their students. Teachers can better understand their
own practices after evaluating their beliefs about teaching and considering which
instructional methods are best for their students (Wilkins, 2008). Furthermore,
educating teachers and enhancing their knowledge and skills about teaching lowincome students has the potential to reduce the stress and frustration some teachers
face (Rehm, 2008), thus reducing their workplace challenges and improving their
work lives.
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It is imperative that FCS teachers understand the contribution they can make to
the lives of low-income populations and contend that students rise to their
expectations. The skills taught within FCS classrooms have the potential to improve
the lives of students in arenas related to their families, households, health,
employability skills, and more. Teachers must believe that their low-income students
are capable of learning and be willing to utilize methods that motivate them to learn
(Hughes, 2010). Furthermore, Bondy and Ross (2008) noted that teachers must do
more than believe in their students; they must insist that students meet expectations.
Implications for Schools
The results of this study indicate that a higher number of continuing education
courses about low-income students is associated with a more positive learning
environment climate. Contrastingly, a higher number of undergraduate courses about
low-income students was not found to predict teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/lowincome populations or learning environment climates. It is possible that continuing
education affects the learning environment climate more than undergraduate
coursework because the continuing education courses were offered while teachers
were working with students in schools. When teachers can consistently and cohesively
apply what they learned during their continuing education workshops within their
classrooms, professional development has been found to be more effective (Birman,
Desimone, Porter, & Garet, 2000). Undergraduate coursework related to diverse
learners is also typically more passive than active (Valentin, 2006). As a result,
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schools should afford teachers with more continuing education courses about topics
important within their school and community contexts. In particular, the results of this
study indicate that teachers benefit from continuing education courses about lowincome students.
Implications for Teacher Education Programs
The results of this study imply room for growth for teacher education
programs. First, teachers with advanced degrees were found to have more positive
attitudes toward poverty/low-income students than those without advanced degrees.
Therefore, the results of this study indicate that baccalaureate level teacher education
programs are not preparing pre-service teachers to develop positive attitudes toward
all students. Pre-service teachers are not obtaining enough knowledge of or experience
with low-income students that could encourage them to reflect upon and/or improve
their attitudes toward poverty/low-income students.
Second, teachers with traditional teaching certificates were found to have more
negative learning environment climates, and those with alternative teaching
certificates were found to have more positive learning environment climates. The
results of the structural equation model suggest that teacher education programs
should better prepare students working toward traditional certification with concepts
related to developing a positive learning environment climate. In addition, the results
indicate that teacher education programs are adequately preparing students in postbaccalaureate programs or alternative certification programs to develop positive
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learning environment climates. This is likely due to the challenge of including all
necessary topics into 120 hour degree programs, half of which are typically required
academic courses.
In many teacher education programs, faculty may find it difficult to teach preservice teachers all of the content and pedagogy knowledge and skills within the
allotted timeframe. In order to incorporate one topic, another topic may have to be
looked over. The largest number of respondents from a single institution were from
Texas Tech University (17.2%; n = 46). Texas Tech University’s Family and
Consumer Sciences Education program already requires that students take more than
120 hours. While Texas Tech University offers a unique benefit to students by having
FCSE faculty teach pedagogy courses, the faculty members are unable to add more
courses to their students’ schedules. One means for teaching students more about lowincome students and other at-risk populations would be through content courses in the
FCS-related departments in the College of Human Sciences (e.g., Human
Development and Family Studies). Faculty may consider contacting other programs to
discuss what is being taught and what could be taught related to diverse and at-risk
populations; this could benefit all students within the class, as even non-education
majors will likely work with low-income populations at some point throughout their
careers. Each teacher education program within the state of Texas likely faces this
same challenge; however, inter-departmental relationships among faculty may help to
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promote the FCSE profession and provide students with a more well-rounded
knowledge base of their future secondary students.
The results also infer that teacher education programs should attempt to rate
teachers’ learning environment climates during teacher evaluations and explain and
encourage the practice of critical reflection. Additionally, although these analyses do
not indicate a direct relationship between teachers’ college or university courses and
their attitudes toward poverty/low-income students or their learning environment, it is
important that teacher education programs continue to teach students about these
issues when possible as teachers are often unprepared to work with low-income
students (Beegle, 2012; Bennett, 2008; Brown & Medway, 2007; Holt & Garcia,
2005; Hughes, 2010; Jensen, 2013).
In a study conducted by Rehner and colleagues (1997) investigating social
workers’ attitudes toward poverty, the researchers indicated that pre-professional
programs should strive to teach students about poverty from more than a theoretical
stance (Rehner et al., 1997). Teacher education programs should develop similar
approaches in order to help pre-service teachers recognize low-income students,
understand the academic impact of poverty and how their low-income students can
succeed in their classrooms, make resources available for low-income students, and
develop relationships with their students and their students’ families (Cho, Convertino,
& Khourey-Bowers, 2015). In order to best prepare pre-service teachers, teacher
education programs should incorporate hands-on learning activities that go beyond a
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one-time experience. Including multiple experiences for students to gain knowledge
about low-income students and other at-risk populations can serve as an asset for
future teachers. Integrating poverty simulations (Cho et al., 2015; Kihm & Knapp,
2015), community tours (Cho et al., 2015), home visits (Ginsberg, 2007), attendance
of community events and completion of errands in their future students’ communities
(Ramirez & Soto-Hinman, 2009), study abroad (Blair, 2002; DeVillar & Jiang, 2012;
Quezada, 2004), and service learning all have the potential to transform pre-service
teachers’ attitudes toward poverty and their future students.
These experiences can help teachers to better understand poverty, recognize
their own biases, view their students and their families more positively, view their
students’ homes as assets as opposed to hindrances, become more empathetic toward
their students and their families, and build relationships with the families of their
students (Ginsberg, 2007; Lin & Bates, 2010; Ramirez & Soto-Hinman, 2009;
Goelman Rice, McCall, & Ogden, 2017). These researchers also found that teachers
who participated in the above activities also planned to apply their new knowledge
within the classroom and created more multicultural lesson plans and more
multicultural learning environment climates.
Implications for Career and Technical Student Organizations (CTSOs)
CTSO participation has the potential to help low-income students overcome
some of the effects of living in poverty. First, CTSOs offer students an opportunity to
participate in prosocial behaviors. This involvement in prosocial activities provides a
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great deal of benefits (Eccles & Barber, 1999) for low-income students who may be
more likely to participate in deviant behaviors (Patterson, 1991). In a comparison
study of the effects of participation in a variety of types of out-of-school activities
(i.e., prosocial activities, extracurricular activities, sports, performing arts, and schoolbased activities), Eccles and Barber (1999) found that both prosocial involvement and
extracurricular activities serve as a protective factor against participating in risky
behaviors. Additionally, prosocial involvement as well as school-based activities have
been found to be associated with students’ liking of school, higher grade point
averages during grade 12, and higher rate of postsecondary enrollment at the age of
21. These findings remain even after controlling for socioeconomic status, gender, and
academic aptitude.
Second, CTSOs can help involved students “face the future with warm courage
and high hope” (Family, Career and Community Leaders of America, 2018, p. 2).
When an activity becomes a part of a student’s identity, it can help him or her to be
more optimistic and hopeful toward his or her future (DeLuca, Clampet-Lundquist, &
Edin, 2016). This is especially pertinent, as lower-income students are more likely to
envision the future with pessimism (Robb, Simon, & Wardle, 2009).
Third, CTSOs can help deter low-income students from dropping out of high
school. Low-income students are more likely to drop out (Lehr, Johnson, Bremer,
Cosio, & Thompson, 2004), especially when they feel that they do not belong, are
disconnected from their teachers, and don’t like school (Jordan, Lara, & McPartland,
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1994). However, CTSOs afford students with teachers, serving as chapter advisers,
who are able to support and develop rapport with the student. Furthermore, structured
out-of-school time plays a role in discouraging antisocial behaviors, which are
statistically related to dropping out (Charmaraman & Hall, 2011). In addition to the
benefits of graduating high school, students’ participation in out-of-school
organizations has been found to be associated with enrolling at the postsecondary level
(Peck, Zarrett, Roser, & Eccles, 2008).
Implications for Family and Consumer Sciences
Because FCS professionals work with individuals in a variety of settings (e.g.,
schools, college/universities, communities, businesses, and other human services
professions [AAFCS, 2017]), sharing the results of this study has the potential to
initiate change and influence the quality of life of many individuals and families. FCS
professional organizations should encourage professionals to create and provide
additional trainings and resources for teachers about low-income learners. FCS
teachers may benefit from professional development conferences and workshops,
webinars, journal articles, textbooks, etc. Professional development can better prepare
FCS teachers to teach low-income students by providing teachers with more time for
reflection about their own professional growth and development (Cornelissen &
Cornelissen, 2013).
FCS professionals working with individuals in contexts outside of traditional
classrooms may also benefit from understanding the relationship between their
151

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
attitudes toward those with whom they work and the climate of their workplace. For
example, extension agents may improve the climate of their workshops after attending
training about low-income community members. With critical reflection, increased
continuing education courses, or both, FCS professionals can improve their own
attitudes toward poverty/low-income students and their learning (or other workplace)
environment climates.
Recommendations for Future Research
There are several recommendations for future studies that can be conducted
based on this research project. For instance, in order to improve the generalizability of
the results, this study should be repeated with random probability sampling of a large
sample of FCS teachers from all states. Using random probability sampling will
overcome the limitation that the FCS teachers in the sample who completed the survey
may differ from the entire population of FCS teachers. First, FCS teachers in different
geographic regions or with lower proportions of low-income students may differ from
those with higher proportions (i.e., Texas). Second, the sample in this study had more
advanced degrees and earned higher household incomes than is typical for many
teachers. Using a large sample will also assess the validity of the findings, particularly
the indirect effects (Kumar, 2015). Only 270 FCS teachers completed the survey,
although there are thousands of FCS teachers in Texas. For context, there were 2,948
FCS teachers in Texas in 2013. This could also overcome the limitation that some
teachers did not answer every question in the survey. For example, a large proportion
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of teachers did not report their ages. By repeating this study with a larger sample of
FCS teachers, researchers may be able to improve the generalizability of the study to
the entire population of FCS teachers.
This study could also be repeated by comparing various groups of teachers
(e.g., comparing FCS teachers to teachers of other content areas, comparing FCS
teachers to FCS student teachers, or comparing FCS teachers in the United States to
FCS (referred to as home economics internationally) teachers from other countries.
These studies would provide additional information about the generalizability of this
study, allow for comparisons among teachers, and provide meaningful data for teacher
education programs.
Second, this study could be repeated by investigating FCS teachers’
perceptions of other student populations. Researchers could investigate teachers’
perceptions toward students who are English language learners or with different
races/ethnicities, genders/sexualities, disability status, or other cultural groups.
Different teacher’ characteristics may be significant in predicting the relationships
among teachers’ perceptions of other student groups and their subsequent learning
environments. Furthermore, Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, and Tangler (2001) recommend
conducting a study in which teachers’ perceptions toward low-income students are
compared to their attitudes toward middle-income students; this should be done with
FCS teachers.
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Third, this study could be repeated by adding other variables to the model. For
example, teachers’ ages were removed from this study due to the large amount of
missing data. Including this variable in the analysis may provide insight into the
relationship between teachers’ ages, certification types, attitudes toward poverty, and
learning environment climates. (See discussion on page 136.) Furthermore, teachers’
races/ethnicities were not included in this study. Other researchers may choose to
investigate the relationship among teachers’ races/ethnicities, specifically as they
relate to teachers’ poverty status and attitudes toward poverty/low-income students.
This could provide meaningful insight given the large amount of data focusing on both
race and poverty.
Fourth, in order to overcome the limitation of self-reporting, this study could
be repeated by surveying students and how they would describe their teachers’
learning environment climates. Some teachers may have reported dishonest or biased
answers (even subconsciously), which could have influenced the results. For example,
Norman (2016) found that many teachers believed they had positive perceptions
toward low-income students but used micro-aggressions or stereotypes when
describing these students during interviews. Furthermore, because of the psychological
nature of learning environment climates, each individual within the classroom may
describe the climate differently (Adelman & Taylor, 2005). Prior research has found
that teachers and students reported different perceptions of the classroom climate
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(Raviv, Raviv, & Reisel, 1990). Therefore, using students’ perceptions to describe the
climate of FCS classrooms is an important next step.
It is also important to note that this study assumed that all students prefer a
similar learning environment climate. Some students may prefer more competitive
classrooms or desire those with less teacher interaction. As a result, this study utilized
prior literature in order to discern positive and negative learning environment climates.
Therefore, qualitative and quantitative research investigating the learning environment
climate students prefer would be helpful.
Fifth, this study could be repeated with questions that further analyze teachers’
demographics and experiences. For examples, this study asked whether or not teachers
identified as having lived in poverty. However, the questionnaire did not ask for how
long or under what circumstances the teachers lived in poverty. Those who
experienced short-term poverty or those who still had other non-monetary resources
may have different perceptions than those who lived in poverty for longer lengths or
who experienced the hardships of paying bills, caring for siblings (or parents), etc. A
more in-depth survey may determine whether length of time in poverty or certain
hardships changed teachers’ attitudes. This, nonetheless, is an important question that
remains, as it would allow schools and teacher education programs to provide poverty
simulations and other targeted training to help those who have not experienced
poverty better understand their students.
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In the same vein, understanding teachers’ experiences with continuing
education is important for future research. Understanding the types of continuing
education, the number of contact hours, the types of activities performed during the
trainings, and the providers may all affect the success of the continuing education in
improving teachers’ attitudes. Therefore, repeating this study with more questions
about teachers’ continuing education experiences can help researchers understand best
practices for professional development workshops and add to the body of knowledge
substantially.
Sixth, researchers could develop additional models to predict the relationships
among variables. Because of the cyclical nature of teachers’ perceptions and the
learning environment climate (Bickel & Qualls, 1980; Norman, 2016; Ravet, 2007 as
cited by Bondy & Ross, 2008), it is possible that the learning environment climate
predicts students’ behaviors which then predict teachers’ attitudes, although this study
indicates that teachers’ perceptions affect the learning environment climate. By
exploring different models, incorporating different variables, or asking different
questions, researchers still have much to learn about the interrelationships among
presage, context, process, and product factors.
Seventh, the researcher can use the current data set to conduct analysis of
variance (ANOVA) and multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) tests. These
analyses can compare the means of teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income
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students and learning environment climates according to teachers’ characteristics.
Publishing these results will also add to the body of knowledge.
Lastly, a deeper look at gender in the classroom is in order. FCS professionals
should investigate gender relationships with the purpose of advocating for the FCS
profession and its predominantly female professionals as assets and not deficits. One
plausible reason gender was not a significant predictor in this study was due to the
small number of men who responded to the survey. Research about the relationship
between teachers’ attitudes toward poverty and learning environment climates
including more males for comparison may demonstrate the value of women to the
profession, particularly in their abilities to provide warmth and support for lowincome students who may need it.
Summary
This study investigated the relationship among FCS teachers’ characteristics,
attitudes toward poverty, and learning environment climates. Although several
previous studies have demonstrated the relationship among teachers’ perceptions
toward students and the learning environment climate, there is relatively limited
research about teachers’ implicit perceptions toward poverty/low-income students and
how those perceptions influence teachers’ classroom behaviors. Furthermore, there are
no previous studies that strictly focus on this relationship in FCS classrooms. The
findings of this study indicate that (a) teachers’ poverty status and degree levels affect
their attitudes toward poverty, (b) teachers ‘poverty status, certification types, and
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continuing education courses affect their learning environment climates, and (c)
teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students affect their learning
environment climates. Teachers, schools, teacher-education programs, and family and
consumer sciences professionals can utilize this practical research to benefit lowincome learners and FCS educators in a variety of contexts. This study adds to the
FCS body of knowledge and provides insight into significant characteristics that may
affect teachers’ attitudes toward poverty/low-income students and learning
environment climates.

158

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018

REFERENCES
AAFCS. (2001). The essence of family & consumer sciences: State of the profession at
the dawn of the 21st century. Retrieved from
http://www.aafcs.org/mediakit/res/fcs-bg.pdf.
AAFCS. (2017). What is FCS? Retrieved from http://www.aafcs.org/AboutUs/FCS.asp.
Aaronson, B. (2011). Interactive: The demographics of poverty in Texas. Retrieved from
https://www.texastribune.org/library/data/demographics-poverty-texas-2011/.
Adams, E., Sewell, D. T., & Hall, H. C. (2004). Cultural pluralism and diversity: Issues
important to family and consumer sciences education. Journal of Family and
Consumer Sciences, 22(1), 17-28.
Adamson, P. (2012). Measuring child poverty: Innocenti Report Card 10. Retrieved from
http://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdf/rc10_eng.pdf.
Adelman, H. S., & Taylor, L. (2005). Classroom Climate. In S. W. Lee (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of School Psychology (89-91). Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications,
Inc.
Akiba, M., LeTendre, G. K., & Scribner, J. P. (2007). Teacher quality, opportunity, and
national achievement in 46 countries. Educational Researcher, 36(7), 369-387.
Anderson, C. L., & Nickols, S. Y. (2001). The essence of our being: A synopsis of the
2001 Commemorative lecture. Journal of Family and Consumer Sciences, 93(5),
15.

159

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Antoniou, A. S., Polychroni, F., & Vlachakis, A. N. (2006). Gender and age differences
in occupational stress and professional burnout between primary and high-school
teachers in Greece. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 682-690.
Arnett, S. E. (2012). Diversity needs: Preparing family and consumer sciences teachers
for the 21st century classroom. Journal of Family and Consumer Sciences
Education, 30(2), 66- 71. Available at
http://www.natefacs.org/JFCSE/v30no2/v30no2ArnettDiv.pdf.
Arnett-Hartwick, S. E., & Walters, C. M. (2016). Advancing Learning by Countering the
Effects of Poverty. Journal of Family & Consumer Sciences, 108(4), 18-22.
Association for Career and Technical Education (ACTE). (2007). ACTE issue brief:
Career and technical education’s role in dropout prevention and recovery.
Atherton, C. R., Gemmel, R. J., Haagenstad, S., Holt, D. J., Jensen, L. A., O’Hara, D. F.,
& Rehner, T. A. (1993). Measuring attitudes toward poverty: A new scale. Social
Work Research and Abstracts, 29(4), 28-30.
Barth, J. M., Dunlap, S. T., Dane, H., Lochman, J. E., & Wells, K. C. (2004). Classroom
environment influences on aggression, peer relations, and academic focus.
Journal of School Psychology, 42(2), 115-133.
Battistich, V., & Hom, A. (1997). The relationship between students' sense of their school
as a community and their involvement in problem behaviors. American Journal of
Public Health, 87(12), 1997-2001.

160

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Battistich, V., Solomon, D., Kim, D. I., Watson, M., & Schaps, E. (1995). Schools as
communities, poverty levels of student populations, and students’ attitudes,
motives, and performance: A multilevel analysis. American Educational Research
Journal, 32(3), 627-658.
Beegle, D. (2012). Educating students who live in poverty. Retrieved from
https://www2.ed.gov/programs/slcp/2012thematicmtg/studentpovty.pdf.
Bellamy, N. (1994). Bias in the classroom: Are we guilty? Science Scope, 17, 60–63.
Bennett, M. M. (2008). Understanding the students we teach: Poverty in the
classroom. The Clearing House: A Journal of Educational Strategies, Issues and
Ideas, 81(6), 251-256.
Benninga, J. S., Guskey, T. R., & Thornburg, K. R. (1981). The relationship between
teacher attitudes and student perceptions of classroom climate. The Elementary
School Journal, 82(1), 66-75.
Berry, B., Daughtrey, A., & Wieder. A. (2010). Teacher effectiveness: The conditions
that matter most and a look to the future. Center for Teaching Quality, March, 120.
Bickel, F., & Qualls, R. (1980). The impact of school climate on suspension rates in the
Jefferson County Public Schools. The Urban Review, 12(2), 79-86.
Biggs, J. (2003). Teaching for quality learning at university (2nd ed.). Buckingham, UK:
Open University Press.

161

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Birman, B. F., Desimone, L., Porter, A. C., & Garet, M. S. (2000). Designing
professional development that works. Educational Leadership, 57(8), 28-33.
Blair, J. (2002). Colleges sending teacher-candidates to see the world. Education
Week, 22(15), 8.
Bondy, E., & Ross, D. D. (2008). The teacher as warm demander. Educational
Leadership, 66(1), 54-58.
Bomer, R., Dworin, J. E., May, L., & Semingson, P. (2008). Miseducating teachers about
the poor: A critical analysis of Ruby Payne’s claims about poverty. Teachers
College Record, 110(12), 2497-2531.
Bradshaw, T. K. (2005). Theories of poverty and anti-poverty programs in community
development. Community Development, 28(1), 7-25.
Brannick, M. T. (2017). Structural equation modeling (SEM). Retrieved from
http://faculty.cas.usf.edu/mbrannick/regression/SEM.html.
Brophy, J., & Good, T. (1970). Teachers' communication of differential expectations for
children's classroom performance: Some behavioral data. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 61(5), 365−374.
Brown, B. L. (1998). Applying constructivism in vocational and career education.
(Report No. RR93002001). Washington, DC: Office of Educational Research and
Improvement. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 428298).

162

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Brown, K. D. (2014). Teaching in color: A critical race theory in education analysis of
the literature on preservice teachers of color and teacher education in the
US. Race Ethnicity and Education, 17(3), 326-345.
Brown, K. E., & Medway, F. J. (2007). School climate and teacher beliefs in a school
effectively serving poor South Carolina (USA) African-American students: A
case study. Teaching and Teacher Education, 23(4), 529-540.
Byrne, B. M. (2013). Structural equation modeling with Mplus: Basic concepts,
applications, and programming. Routledge.
Bucholz, J. L., & Sheffler, J. L. (2009). Creating a warm and inclusive classroom
environment: Planning for all children to feel welcome. Electronic Journal for
Inclusive Education, 2(4).
Bulach, C. R., & Berry, J. (2001). The impact of demographic factors on school culture
and climate. Paper presented at the Southern Regional Council of Educational
Administrators on November 11, 2001 in Jacksonville, FL.
Calmak, D., Demirkaya, H., & Derya, C. (2011). Perceptions of teachers of primary
school students’ parents. e-Journal of New World Sciences Academy, 6(1), 13091317.
Campbell, E. (2003). Moral lessons: The ethical role of teachers. Educational Research
and Evaluation, 1, 25-50.

163

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Cauthen, N. K.; & Fass, S. (2008). Measuring income and poverty in the United States.
New York, NY: National Center for Children in Poverty, Columbia University,
Mailman School of Public Health.
Cavalluzzo, L. C. (2004). Is National Board Certification an effective signal of teacher
quality? (Report No. IPR 11204). Alexandria, VA: CNA Corporation.
Center for Public Policy Priorities. (2015). Poverty and income in Texas: Findings from
the 2015 American Community Survey. Retrieved from
http://forabettertexas.org/images/2015_ACS_Poverty_Income_Chartpack_FINAL
_b.pdf.
Charmaraman, L., & Hall, G. (2011). School dropout prevention: What arts‐based
community and out‐of‐school‐time programs can contribute. New Directions for
Student Leadership, 2011(S1), 9-27.
Chester, M. D., & Beaudin, B. Q. (1996). Efficacy beliefs of newly hired teachers in
urban schools. American Educational Research Journal, 33(1), 233-257.
Cho, M. H., Convertino, C., & Khourey-Bowers, C. (2015). Helping preservice teachers
(PSTs) understand the realities of poverty: Innovative curriculum modules.
Educational Technology Research and Development, 63(2), 303-324.
Comer, J. P. (1981). Societal change: Implications for school management. Washington,
D.C.: National Institute of Education.

164

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Cornelissen, L., & Cornelissen, J. (2013). Factors related to development of the consumer
studies teaching portfolio. Journal of Family & Consumer Sciences Education,
31(1), 14-26.
Cozzarelli, C., Wilkinson, A. V., & Tagler, M. J. (2001). Attitudes toward the poor and
attributions for poverty. Journal of Social Issues, 57(2), 207-227.
Darley, J., & Fazio, R. (1980). Expectancy confirmation processes arising in the social
interaction sequence. American Psychologist, 35, 867−881.
Davies, D. (1988). Poor Families and Schools: An Exploratory Study of the Perspectives
of Low-Income Parents and Teachers in Boston, Liverpool, and Portugal. Boston:
Institute for Responsive Education. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 294 939).
Davis, K., & Alexander, K. L. (2013). Secondary Family and Consumer Sciences
Programs in the State of Texas: A Descriptive Study of the Teachers and
Courses. Journal of Family & Consumer Sciences Education, 31(1).
Delpit, L. D. (1990). Visions of a better way: A black appraisal of public schooling. The
Journal of Negro Education, 59(1), 106-108.
DeLuca, S., Clampet-Lundquist, S., & Edin, K. (2016). Coming of age in the other
America. Russell Sage Foundation.

165

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
DeVillar, R. A., & Jiang, B. (2012). From student teaching abroad to teaching in the US
classroom: Effects of global experiences on local instructional practice. Teacher
Education Quarterly, 39(3), 7-24.
Duffy, J., Warren, K., & Walsh, M. (2001). Classroom interactions: Gender of teacher,
gender of student, and classroom subject. Sex Roles, 45(9-10), 579-593.
Dunkin, M. J., & Biddle, B. J. (1974). The study of teaching. Holt, Rinehart & Winston.
Eccles, J. S., & Barber, B. L. (1999). Student council, volunteering, basketball, or
marching band: What kind of extracurricular involvement matters?. Journal of
adolescent research, 14(1), 10-43.
Ehrenberg, R. G., Goldhaber, D. D., & Brewer, D. J. (1995). Do teachers' race, gender,
and ethnicity matter? Evidence from the National Educational Longitudinal Study
of 1988. ILR Review, 48(3), 547-561.
Erickson, P. M., Fox, W. S., & Stewart, D. (Eds.). (2010). National Standards for
Teachers of Family and Consumer Sciences: Research, implementation, and
resources. Published electronically by the National Association of Teacher
Educators for Family and Consumer Sciences. Available at
http://www.natefacs.org/Pages/Standards_eBook/Standards_eBook.pdf.
Evans, S., & Anderson, W. (2013). Demetrio’s story: Socialization and family adjustment
based on long-term immersion in a culture of poverty. Children & Schools, 35(4),
244-247.

166

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Evans, G. W., & Schamberg, M. A. (2009). Childhood poverty, chronic stress, and adult
working memory. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 106(16),
6545-6549.
Family, Career and Community Leaders of America. (2018). FCCLA vision 2018.
Retrieved from http://fcclainc.org/about-us/StrategicPlan.pdf.
FCSTAT. (2017). Family and Consumer Sciences Teachers Association of Texas.
Retrieved from https://www.fcstat.org/.
Ferguson, R. (1998). Evidence that schools can narrow the black-white test score gap.
Cambridge, MA: Malcolm Wiener Center for Social Policy.
Fletcher, J. Edward, C., & Djajalaksana, Y. M. (2014). Career and technical education
teachers' use of instructional strategies in the p-12 classroom. Workforce
Education Forum (WEF), 37(1), 1-22.
Forrest, M., & Alexander, K. L. (2004). The influence of population demographics: What
does it mean for teachers and teacher education? Journal of Family and Consumer
Sciences Education, 22(2), 37-73.
Fox, C. K. (2009). Learning environment: An overview. Journal of Family and
Consumer Sciences Education, 27(National Teacher Standards 4), 30-44.
Available at
http://www.natefacs.org/JFCSE/v27Standards4/v27Standards4Fox.pdf.

167

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Fraser, B. J., Anderson, G. J. & Walberg, H. J. (1982). Assessment of learning
environments: manual for Learning Environment Inventory (LEI) and My Class
Inventory (MCI) (3rd vers.). Perth, Australia: Western Australian Institute of
Technology.
Freidus, H. & Krasnow, M. (1991). Second career teachers: themes and Variations. Paper
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Chicago, IL.
Gallagher, E. (2013). The effects of teacher-student relationships: Social and academic
outcomes of low-income middle and high school students. Retrieved from:
Steinhardt. NYU. edu/opus/issues/2013/fall/gallagher.
Gallahar, T. M. (2009). Students' perceptions of teachers' expectations as predictors of
academic achievement in mathematics (doctoral dissertation). The University of
Alabama.
Gay, G. (2013). Teaching to and through cultural diversity. Curriculum Inquiry, 43(1),
48-70.
Ginsberg, M. B. (2007). Lessons at the kitchen table. Educational Leadership, 64(6), 5661.
Glidden, H. G. (1999). Breakthrough Schools: Characteristics of Low-Income Schools
That Perform as Though They Were High-Income Schools. ERS Spectrum, 17(2),
21-26.

168

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Goelman Rice, A., McCall, L. A., & Ogden, J. E. (2017). The poverty simulation:
Increasing teacher sensitivity for students living in poverty. National Youth-AtRisk Journal, 2(2), 107-127.
Goldfarb, A., Olabisi, O., & Lawrence, S. (2006). Career and technical education
participation in Vermont: A policy analysis of factors affecting CTE participation
rates.
Great Plains IDEA. (2017). Family & Consumer Sciences Education. Retrieved from
http://www.gpidea.org/course-planner/family-consumer-sciences-education/forcertified-fcs-teachers-and-professionals.
Haak, R. A.; Kleiber, D. A.; and Peck, R. Student Evaluation of Teacher Instrument II.
Austin: University of Texas, Research and Development Center for Teacher
Education.
Hamre, B. K., & Pianta, R. C. (2001). Early teacher–child relationships and the trajectory
of children's school outcomes through eighth grade. Child Development, 72(2),
625-638.
Han, J. H. (2014). Closing the missing links and opening the relationships among the
factors: A literature review on the use of clicker technology using the 3P model.
Educational Technology & Society, 17(4), 150-168.
Hattie, J. (2011). Visible learning for teachers: Maximizing impact on learning. New
York, NY: Routledge.

169

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Hanusheck, E. (2005). The economics of school quality. German Economic Review, 6(3),
269–286.
Haveman, R., Blank, R., Moffitt, R., Smeeding, T., & Geoffrey, W. (2015). The War on
Poverty: Measurement, trends, and policy. Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management, 34(3), 593-638.
Haynes, N. M. (1991). Expectancy and school achievement: An examination of critical
issues. Unpublished paper, Yale Child Study Center, New Haven, CT.
Haynes, N. M., Emmons, C., & Ben-Avie, M. (1997). School climate as a factor in
student adjustment and achievement. Journal of Educational and Psychological
Consultation, 8(3), 321-329.
Holland, A. (2017). Family and consumer sciences education university programs.
Retrieved from https://www.zeemaps.com/view?group=714674&x=82.879797&y=34.443536&z=12.
Holmlund, H., & Sund, K. (2008). Is the gender gap in school performance affected by
the sex of the teacher? Labour Economics, 15(1), 37-53.
Holt, C., & Garcia, P. (2005). Preparing teachers for children in poverty. School
Administrator, 62(11), 22-25.
Hopf,D.,&Hatzichristou,C. (1999).Teacher gender-related influences in Greek schools.
British Journal of Educational Psychology, 69, 1–18.

170

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Howard, T. C. (2003). Culturally relevant pedagogy: Ingredients for critical teacher
reflection. Theory into Practice, 42(3), 195-202.
Hu, L. T., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55.
Hughes, J. A. (2010). What teacher preparation programs can do to better prepare
teachers to meet the challenges of educating students living in poverty. Action in
Teacher Education, 32(1), 54-64.
Hughes, K., & Coplan, R. J. (2017). Why Classroom Climate Matters for Children High
in Anxious Solitude: A Study of Differential Susceptibility. School Psychology
Quarterly, 33(1), 94-102.
Ingersoll, R. M. (2005). The problem of underqualified teachers: A sociological
perspective. Sociology of Education, 78(2), 175-178.
Jensen, E. (2013). How poverty affects classroom engagement. Educational
Leadership, 70(8), 24-30.
Johns, S. E. (2001). Using the Comer model to educate immigrant children. Childhood
Education, 77(5), 268-274.
Johnson, J. (2007). A review of research and scholarly work in family and consumer
sciences education, 1996-2006. Journal of Family & Consumer Sciences
Education, 25(2).

171

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Jordan, W. J., Lara, J., & McPartland, J. M. (1994, August). Exploring the complexity of
early dropout causal structures. Report No. 48. Baltimore, MD: Center for
Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students, Johns Hopkins
University.
Kaplan, D. (2001). Structural equation modeling. Retrieved from
http://sciencedocbox.com/Physics/75567247-Structural-equation-modeling.html.
Katz, M. B. (2013). The undeserving poor: America’s enduring confrontation with
poverty: Fully updated and revised. Oxford University Press.
Kihm, H., & Knapp, S. (2015). The poverty simulator: Experiential learning for family
and consumer sciences students. Journal Of Family & Consumer Sciences
Education, 32(1), 24-28.
Klassen, R. M., & Chiu, M. M. (2010). Effects on teachers' self-efficacy and job
satisfaction: Teacher gender, years of experience, and job stress. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 102(3), 741.
Kline, R. B. (2011). Assumptions in structural equation modeling. In Handbook of
Structural Equation Modeling (R. Hoyle, ed.). Guilford Press, New York.
Kumar, R., & Hamer, L. (2013). Preservice teachers’ attitudes and beliefs toward student
diversity and proposed instructional practices: A sequential design study. Journal
of Teacher Education, 64(2), 162-177.

172

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Kumar, R., Karabenick, S. A., & Burgoon, J. N. (2015). Teachers’ implicit attitudes,
explicit beliefs, and the mediating role of respect and cultural responsibility on
mastery and performance-focused instructional practices. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 107(2), 533.
Kumar, S. (2015). Structure equation modeling basic assumptions and concepts: A
novices guide. Asian Journal of Management Sciences, 3(7), 25-28.
Lamar University. (2017). Comprehensive catalog 2016-2017: BS Family Studies Family
and Consumer Science. Retrieved from http://catalog.lamar.edu/degrees-andprograms/degree-course-requirements/ed/bs-family-studies-fcs.html.
Lee, P., & Bierman, K. L. (2015). Classroom and teacher support in kindergarten:
Associations with the behavioral and academic adjustment of low-income
students. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly (Wayne State University. Press), 61(3), 383411.
Lehr, C. A., Johnson, D. R., Bremer, C. D., Cosio, A., & Thompson, M. (2004). Essential
tools: Increasing rates of school completion: Moving from policy and research to
practice. Minneapolis, MN: National Center on Secondary Education and
Transition.
Levin, B. (1995). Educational responses to poverty. Canadian Journal of
Education/Revue Canadienne de L'éducation, 211-224.

173

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Lewis, A., & Paik, S. (2001). Add it up: Using research to improve education for lowincome and minority students. Washington, DC: Poverty and Race Research
Action Council.
Lin, M., & Bates, A. B. (2010). Home visits: How do they affect teachers’ beliefs about
teaching and diversity?. Early Childhood Education Journal, 38(3), 179-185.
Liston, C., McEwen, B. S., & Casey, B. J. (2009). Psychosocial stress reversibly disrupts
prefrontal processing and attentional control. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, 106(3), 912-917.
Llamas, J. M. (2012). The perception gap: Sociodemographic factors affecting teacher
perceptions of students in urban schools. University of California, Irvine.
Loewus, L. (2017). The nation’s teaching force is still mostly white and female.
Retrieved from https://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2017/08/15/the-nationsteaching-force-is-still-mostly.html.
Loibl, C., & Fisher, P. J. (2013). Academic discipline and personal finance instruction in
high school. Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, 24(1), 15-33.
Lopez, F. A. (2017). Altering the Trajectory of the Self-Fulfilling Prophecy: Asset-Based
Pedagogy and Classroom Dynamics. Journal of Teacher Education, 68(2), 193212.

174

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Loukas, A., & Robinson, S. (2004). Examining the moderating role of perceived school
climate in early adolescent adjustment. Journal of Research on
Adolescence, 14(2), 209-233.
Mallonee, N., London, R. A., Stokes-Guinan, K., Westrich, L., & McLaughlin, M. W.
(2011) Playworks: Supporting positive school climate in low-income elementary
schools. Stanford: John W. Gardner Center (JGC); 2011.
Martin, A., & Marsh, H. (2005). Motivating boys and motivating girls: Does teacher
gender really make a difference? Australian Journal of Education, 49(3), 320334.
McCaslin N. L. and Parks D., (2002). Teacher education in career and technical
education: Background and policy implications for the new Millennium. Journal
of Vocational Education Research, 27(1), 69-108.
MacNeil, A. J., Prater, D. L., & Busch, S. (2009). The effects of school culture and
climate on student achievement. International Journal of Leadership in
Education, 12(1), 73-84.
McMahon, S. D., Wernsman, J., & Rose, D. S. (2009). The relation of classroom
environment and school belonging to academic self-efficacy among urban fourthand fifth-grade students. The Elementary School Journal, 109(3), 267-281.
McKown, C., & Weinstein, R. S. (2008). Teacher expectations, classroom context, and
the achievement gap. Journal of School Psychology, 46(3), 235-261.

175

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Meece, J. L. (1987). The influence of school experiences on the development of gender
schemata. New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 1987(38), 5773.
Miles, J. B., & Ralston, P. A. (2002). Capacity building: A practice perspective. Journal
of Family and Consumer Sciences, 94(2), 11.
Miller Jr, J. W., Kuykendall, J. A., & Thomas, S. A. (2013). Are we in this together? An
analysis of the impact of individual and institutional characteristics on teachers'
perceptions. School Community Journal, 23(2), 137-159.
Mills, M., Martino, W., & Lingard, B. (2004). Attracting, recruiting and retaining male
teachers: Policy issues in the male teacher debate. British Journal of Sociology of
Education, 25(3), 355-369.
Monsen, J. J., Ewing, D. L., & Kwoka, M. (2014). Teachers’ attitudes towards inclusion,
perceived adequacy of support and classroom learning environment. Learning
Environments Research, 17(1), 113-126.
Moos, R. H. (1973). Conceptualizations of human environments. American Psychologist,
73, 652−665.
Moos, R. H. (1979). Evaluating educational environments. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Moos, R. H., & Moos, B. S. (1978). Classroom social climate and student absences and
grades. Journal of Educational Psychology, 70(2), 263-269.

176

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Muthen, B. O., & Muthen, L. K. (2017). Mplus. Retrieved from
https://www.statmodel.com/.
Neil, M., Guisbond, L., & Schaffer, B. (2004). Failing our children. How “No Child Left
Behind” undermines quality and equity in education. Summary Report. Retrieved
from http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/EPRU-0405-62-OWI[1].pdf.
Nickols, S. Y., Ralston, P. A., Anderson, C., Brown, L., Schroder, G., Thomas, S., &
Wild, P. (2009). The family and consumer sciences body of knowledge and the
cultural kaleidoscope. Research opportunities and challenges. Family and
Consumer Sciences Research Journal, 37(3), 266-283.
Norman, P. C. (2016). Teacher attitudes and perceptions of low and high socioeconomic
status students (doctoral dissertation). Utah State University.
OECD (2009). Creating Effective Teaching and Learning Environments: First Results
from TALIS. Paris: OECD. Retrieved
from http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/17/51/43023606.pdf.
Omvig, C. P. (1989). Teacher/student classroom interaction in vocational education.
Kentucky: Department of Vocational Education, College of Education, University
of Kentucky. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED342943).
Opdenakker, M. C., & Van Damme, J. (2006). Teacher characteristics and teaching styles
as effectiveness enhancing factors of classroom practice. Teaching and Teacher
Education, 22(1), 1-21.

177

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Palardy, J. M. (1969). What teachers believe-what children achieve. The Elementary
School Journal, 69(7), 370-374.
Palardy, G. J., & Rumberger, R. W. (2008). Teacher effectiveness in first grade: The
importance of background qualifications, attitudes, and instructional practices for
student learning. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 30(2), 111-140.
Patterson, E. B. (1991). Poverty, income inequality, and community crime rates.
Criminology, 29(4), 755-776.
Peck, S. C., Roeser, R. W., Zarrett, N., & Eccles, J. S. (2008). Exploring the roles of
extracurricular activity quantity and quality in the educational resilience of
vulnerable adolescents: Variable‐and pattern‐centered approaches. Journal of
Social Issues, 64(1), 135-156.
Pianta, R. C., La Paro, K. M., Payne, C., Cox, M. J., & Bradley, R. (2002). The relation
of kindergarten classroom environment to teacher, family, and school
characteristics and child outcomes. The Elementary School Journal, 102(3), 225238.
Pickard, M. J., & Reichelt, S. A. (2010). Consumer economics and family resources:
Internet delivery of consumer economics and family resource management
courses. Journal of Family and Consumer Sciences Education, 26(National
Teacher Standards 2), 78-90. Available at
http://w.natefacs.org/JFCSE/Standards_eBook/Standards_eBook.pdf#page=88.

178

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Preacher, K. J., & Coffman, D. L. (2006, May). Computing power and minimum sample
size for RMSEA [Computer software]. Available from http://quantpsy.org/.
Quezada, R. L. (2004). Beyond educational tourism: Lessons learned while student
teaching abroad. International Education Journal, 5(4), 458-465.
Rabren, K., Carpenter, J., Dunn, C., & Carney, J. S. (2014). Actions against poverty: The
impact of career and technical education. Career Development and Transition for
Exceptional Individuals, 37(1), 29–39. doi: 10.1177/ 2165143414522091.
Ramirez, A., Y., & Soto-Hinman, J. (2009). A place for families. Educational
Leadership, 66(7), 79-82.
Ramsay, M. C. (2018). Educator reports and data. Retrieved from
https://tea.texas.gov/Reports_and_Data/Educator_Data/Educator_Reports_and_D
ata/.
Ravet, J. (2007). Are we listening? Stoke on Trent, England: Trentham Books.
Raviv, A., Raviv, A., & Reisel, E. (1990). Teachers and students: Two different
perspectives?! Measuring social climate in the classroom. American Educational
Research Journal, 27(1), 141-157.
Redding, S. (1996). Quantifying the components of school community. School
Community Journal, 6(2), 131-147.

179

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Rehm, M. L. (2008). Career and technical education teachers’ perceptions of culturally
diverse classes: Rewards, difficulties, and useful teaching strategies. Career and
Technical Education Research, 33(1), 45-64.
Rehm, M. L., & Allison, B. N. (2006). Cultural diversity in family and consumer
sciences: Teachers’ beliefs and recommendations for teacher education. Journal
of Family and Consumer Sciences Education, 24(1), 70-84.
Rehner, T., Ishee, J., Salloum, M., & Velasques, D. (1997). Mississippi social workers’
attitudes toward poverty and the poor. Journal of Social Work Education, 33(1),
131-142.
Robb, K. A., Simon, A. E., & Wardle, J. (2009). Socioeconomic disparities in optimism
and pessimism. International journal of behavioral medicine, 16(4), 331.
Rolling, P. C., & Burnett, M. F. (1997). The influence of open-mindedness and
knowledge on attitudes toward teen pregnancy among family and consumer
sciences teachers. Family and Consumer Sciences Research Journal, 26(2), 142199.
Rosenshine, B., & Furst, N. (1971). Research on teacher performance criteria. In B.
Othanel Smith (Ed.), Research in teacher education: A symposium. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice- Hall.
Rumberger, R. W. (2013). Poverty and high school drop outs. American Psychological
Association, 34(10).

180

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Sam Houston State University. (2017). Department of family and consumer sciences.
Retrieved from http://undergraduate-catalog-2014-2016.shsu.edu/home/familyand-consumer-sciences/index.html#bs-famcon-teach.
Scherer, M. (2016). On Poverty and Learning: Readings from Educational Leadership
(EL Essentials). ASCD.
Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2012). A beginner's guide to structural equation
modeling. Routledge.
Seaver, W. B. (1973). Effects of naturally induced teacher expectancies. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 28(3), 333-342.
Seccombe, K. (2002). “Beating the odds” versus “changing the odds”: Poverty,
resilience, and family policy. Journal of Marriage and Family, 64(2), 384-394.
Semega, J. L., Fontenot, K. R., & Kollar, M. A. (2017). Income and Poverty in the United
States: 2016. Washington, DC: United States Census Bureau.
Smith, D. (1991). Classroom interaction and gender disparity in secondary vocational
instruction. The Journal of Vocational Education Research, 16, 35–58.
Smith, D. (1992). A description of classroom interaction and gender disparity in
secondary business education instruction. Delta Pi Epsilon Journal, 34, 183–193.
Sokal, L., Smith, D. G., & Mowat, H. (2003). Alternative certification teachers' attitudes
toward classroom management. The High School Journal, 86(3), 8-16.

181

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Southern Education Foundation. (2013). Percent of low income students in U.S. Public
Schools. Retrieved from
https://www.childfund.org/uploadedImages/NewCF/Article_Info/Stories_and_Ne
ws/2016/rsz_sefmap%20(1).png.
Statistics Solutions. (2017). Structural equation modeling. Retrieved from
http://www.statisticssolutions.com/structural-equation-modeling/.
Steinberg, L. (2014). Social Contexts in Adolescence. Pathways Through Adolescence:
Individual Development in Relation to Social Contexts, 245-254.
Stephen F. Austin State University. (2017). Family and consumer sciences w/ composite
certification. Retrieved from
http://www.sfasu.edu/hms/documents/Family_and_Consumer_Sciences_with_co
mp_cert_Fall_2016.pdf.
Stipek, D. (2004). Teaching practices in kindergarten and first grade: Different strokes
for different folks. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 19(4), 548-568.
Strizek, G. A., Pittsonberger, J. L., Riordan, K. E., Lyter, D. M., & Orlofsky, G. F.
(2006). Characteristics of Schools, Districts, Teachers, Principals, and School
Libraries in the United States: 2003-04 Schools and Staffing Survey. ED TAB.
NCES 2006-313. National Center for Education Statistics.
Suitts, S. (2016). Students facing poverty: The mew majority. Educational
Leadership, 74(3), 36-40.

182

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Suitts, S. (2015). A new majority research bulletin: Low income students now a majority
in the nation’s public schools. Atlanta: Southern Education Foundation.
Suitts, S. (2013). Update: A new majority: Low income students in the south and nation.
Atlanta: Southern Education Foundation.
Swafford, M. D., & Dainty, H. T. (2009). Learning environment: Respecting diversity
and exceptionality. National Standards for Teachers of Family and Consumer
Sciences, 205-219.
Talk Poverty. (2016). Poverty by state: Texas 2016. Retrieved from
https://talkpoverty.org/state-year-report/texas-2016-report/.
Taylor-Statom, Y. (2012). Identifying successful strategies implemented by teachers in
high performing, high poverty schools to address the diverse needs of
economically disadvantaged students (doctoral dissertation). Trevecca Nazarene
University.
Texas A&M- Kingsville. (2017). Family & consumer sciences education leading to
teacher certification. Retrieved from
https://www.tamuk.edu/hsci/degrees/PDF/FCSE_16_17.pdf.
Texas Education Agency. (2017a). CTE Education Service Center Contacts. Retrieved
from https://www.txcte.org/resource/cte-education-service-center-contacts.
Texas Education Agency. (2017b). Education Service Centers Map. Retrieved from
https://tea.texas.gov/regional_services/esc/.

183

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Texas Education Agency. (2017c). Enrollment in Texas public schools 2016-2017.
Retrieved from file:///C:/Users/capeders/Downloads/enroll_2016-17.pdf.
Texas State University. (2017). Consumer affairs, teacher certification in family and
consumer sciences (grades 6-12) academic program sheet 2017. Retrieved from
http://gato-docs.its.txstate.edu/jcr:862a5d08-f294-43cf-99a6de37f9005dc0/Consumer%20Affairs%20with%20Teacher%20Certification%20D
egree%20Program%20Sheet%202017.pdf.
Texas Southern University. (2016). Undergraduate catalog 2014-2016. Retrieved from
http://em.tsu.edu/catalog/undergraduate_catalog_1416.pdf.
Texas Tech University Academic Catalog. (2017). Family and consumer sciences with
teacher certification, B. S.. Retrieved from
http://catalog.ttu.edu/preview_program.php?catoid=2&poid=942.
Texas Women’s University. (2017). Department of Family Science. Retrieved from
http://catalog.twu.edu/undergraduate/professional-education/family-sciences/.
The Balance. (2017). Using structural equation modeling (SEM): Cross sectional
statistical modeling. Retrieved from https://www.thebalance.com/quantitativeresearch-using-structural-equation-modeling-2297146.
Thompson, N. E., & Wheeler, J. P. (2008). Learning Environment: Creating and
Implementing a Safe, Supportive Learning Environment. Journal of Family and
Consumer Sciences Education, 26(National Teacher Standards 2), 33-43.
Available at

184

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
http://www.natefacs.org/JFCSE/v26Standards2/v26Standards2Std7Thompson.pdf.
Tough, P. (2016). Helping children succeed: What works and why. New York: Houghton
Mifflin Harcourt.
United States Census Bureau. (2016). Poverty thresholds by size of family and number of
children. Retrieved from https://www2.census.gov/programssurveys/cps/tables/time-series/historical-poverty-thresholds/thresh16.xls.
United States Census Bureau. (2017). Poverty. Retrieved from
https://www.census.gov/topics/income-poverty/poverty.html.
U.S. Department of Education. (2017). Federal TRIO programs current-year low-income
levels. Retrieved from
https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/trio/incomelevels.html.
University of North Texas. (2017). Human Development and Family Science, BS
(teacher certification). Retrieved from
http://catalog.unt.edu/preview_program.php?catoid=17&poid=6153.
Valentin, S. (2006). Addressing Diversity in Teacher Education Programs. Education,
127(2), 196-202.
Wang, M. T., & Holcombe, R. (2010). Adolescents’ perceptions of school environment,
engagement, and academic achievement in middle school. American Educational
Research Journal, 47(3), 633-662.

185

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Weinstein, R. S., & Middlestadt, S. E. (1979). Student perceptions of teacher interactions
with male high and low achievers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 71(4),
421−431.
Werhan, C. R. (2013). Family and consumer sciences secondary school programs:
National survey shows continued demand for FCS teachers. Journal of Family &
Consumer Sciences, 105(4), 41-45.
White, M., Hill, I., Kemp, S., MacRae, J., & Young, L. (2012). Poverty and education: A
teacher’s perspective- Summary of the findings of the focus group research.
(BCTF Research Report Section V).
Wilkins, J. L. M. (2008). The relationship among elementary teachers’ content
knowledge, attitudes, beliefs, and practices. Journal of Mathematics Teacher
Education, 11(2), 139-164.
Williams, A. R. (2012). The effect of teachers' expectations and perceptions on student
achievement in reading for third and fifth grade students (doctoral dissertation).
The University of Southern Mississippi.
Woolford, S. (2015). (Factor) analyze this: pca or efa. Retrieved from
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E6MfpNOy5Gw.
Woolley, M. E. (2006). Advancing a positive school climate for students, families, and
staff. The School Services Sourcebook, 777-784.

186

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018
Zyngier, D. (2012). Pygmalions, Galateans, and Golems: Why preservice teacher beliefs
about children from diverse backgrounds (still) matters. International Journal on
School Disaffection, 9(1), 23-38.

187

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018

APPENDIX A
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outside the research could reasonably place the subjects at risk of criminal or civil liability or be
damaging to the subjects' financial standing, employability, or reputation.
Exempt research is not subject to annual review by the IRB. Any change to your protocol requires
a Modification Submission for review and approval prior to implementation.
Your study may be selected for a Post-Approval Review (PAR). A PAR investigator may contact you
to observe your data collection procedures, including the consent process. You will be notified if your
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regulations (45 CFR 46), please complete an Incident Submission form.
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APPENDIX B
FCS Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Poverty and the Learning Environment Climate
Questions about You and Your Students





The purpose of these questions is to tell about your and your students’ demographics.
Please answer each question as accurately as possible.
Indicate your response by selecting the answer corresponding to your chosen
response.
1. How old are you? ______ years
2. What is your gender?
 Female
 Male
 Other
3. What was your total household income from all sources before taxes in 2016?
 Less than $20,000
 $20,000 to $39,999
 $40,000 to $59,999
 $60,000 to $79,999
 $80,000 to $99,999
 More than $100,000
4. Are you now or have you ever considered yourself low-income? (Check all that apply)
 At some point as a child (0-17)
 At some point as an adult (18+)
 At some point as a child and at some point as an adult
 Never
5. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?
 Less than a Bachelor’s degree
 Bachelor’s degree
 Post-baccalaureate program
 Master’s degree
 Doctoral degree
6. What was your undergraduate major in college?
 Family and Consumer Sciences Education
 Other: _______________________________________________
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7. Where did you obtain your undergraduate degree?
 Lamar University
 Sam Houston State University
 Stephen F. Austin State University
 Texas A&M University- Kingsville
 Texas Southern University
 Texas State University
 Texas Tech University
 Texas Women’s University
 University of North Texas
 Other: _______________________________________________
8. Did you obtain traditional or alternative certification in Family and Consumer Sciences?
 Traditional
 Alternative
9. How many college-level courses have you taken on teaching low-income students?
 0 classes
 1 class
 2 classes
 3 classes
 4 or more classes
 Not sure
10. How many continuing education courses or workshops related to low-income students have
you taken in the last two years?
 0 courses
 1 course
 2 courses
 3 courses
 4 courses
 5 or more courses
 Not sure
11. Do you teach at a Title I school?
 Yes
 No
 Not sure
12. For how many years have you taught at a Title I school?
 0-3 years
 4-5 years
 6-10 years
 11-15 years
 16-20 years
 21 or more years
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13. For how many years have you taught?







0-3
4-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21 or more years

14. What is your Education Service Center?
 Service Center 1
 Service Center 2
 Service Center 3
 Service Center 4
 Service Center 5
 Service Center 6
 Service Center 7
 Service Center 8
 Service Center 9
 Service Center 10
 Service Center 11
 Service Center 12
 Service Center 13
 Service Center 14
 Service Center 15
 Service Center 16
 Service Center 17
 Service Center 18
 Service Center 19
 Service Center 20
 Not sure: Please indicate city, so researcher can determine Service Center:
____________________________________________________________
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Attitudes Toward Poverty Scale (ATP)






The purpose of these questions is to determine your personal opinion.
Think about how much you agree or disagree with the statements below.
Indicate your response by circling the answer corresponding to your chosen response.
Options include: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, Agree, or Strongly Agree.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

15. Poor people will remain poor regardless of what’s done for
them.
16. Any person can get ahead in this country.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

17. Welfare recipients should be able to spend their money as
they choose.
18. Poor people are dishonest.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

19. Most poor people are members of a minority group.

SD

D

N

A

SA

20. Society has the responsibility to help poor people.

SD

D

N

A

SA

21. Unemployed poor people could find jobs if they tried
harder.
22. Being poor is a choice.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

23. Poor people think they deserve to be supported.

SD

D

N

A

SA

24. Children raised on welfare will never amount to anything.

SD

D

N

A

SA

25. Poor people are discriminated against.

SD

D

N

A

SA

26. People who are poor should not be blamed for their
misfortune.
27. Out-of-work people ought to take the first job that is
offered.
28. Some “poor” people live better than I do, considering all
their benefits.
29. Benefits for poor people consume a major part of the
federal budget.
30. Poor people generally have lower intelligence than nonpoor people.
31. I believe poor people have a different set of values than do
other people.
32. I believe I could trust a poor person in my employ.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA
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Learning Environment Inventory (LEI)






The purpose of these questions is to determine your classroom environment.
Think about how well each statement describes your classroom.
Indicate your response by circling the answer corresponding to your chosen response.
Options include: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Agree, or Strongly Agree.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

33. Students do favors for one another.

SD

D

A

SA

34. The class has students with many different interests.

SD

D

A

SA

35. Students who break the rules are penalized.

SD

D

A

SA

36. Better students' questions are more sympathetically answered
than those of average students.
37. Most students want their work to be better than their friends'
work.
38. A student has the chance to get to know all other students in the
class.
39. Interests vary greatly within the class.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

40. The class has rules to guide its activities.

SD

D

A

SA

41. Every student enjoys the same privileges.

SD

D

A

SA

42. Students compete to see who can do the best work.

SD

D

A

SA

43. Students are personal friends.

SD

D

A

SA

44. Some students are interested in completely different things than
other students.
45. Students are asked to follow strict rules.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

46. The better students are granted special privileges.

SD

D

A

SA

47. A few of the students always try to do better than the others.

SD

D

A

SA

48. All students know each other very well.

SD

D

A

SA

49. Students tend to pursue different kinds of problems.

SD

D

A

SA

---Continued on Next Page—
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

50. The class is rather informal and few rules are imposed.

SD

D

A

SA

51. Only the good students are given special projects.

SD

D

A

SA

52. Students feel left out unless they compete with their classmates.

SD

D

A

SA

53. Students are not in close enough contact to develop likes or
dislikes for one another.
54. The class divides its efforts among several purposes.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

55. There is a recognized right and wrong way of going about class
activities.
56. The class is controlled by the actions of a few students who are
favored.
57. Most students cooperate rather than compete with one another.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

58. The class is made up of individuals who do not know each
other well.
59. The class is working toward many different goals.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

60. All classroom procedures are well-established.

SD

D

A

SA

61. Students who have past histories of being discipline problems
are discriminated against.
62. There is much competition in the class.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

63. Each student knows the other students by their first names.

SD

D

A

SA

64. Different students vary a great deal regarding which aspects of
the class they are interested in.
65. There is a set of rules for the students to follow.

SD

D

A

SA

SD

D

A

SA

66. Certain students are favored more than the rest.

SD

D

A

SA

67. Students seldom compete with one another.

SD

D

A

SA
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Teacher Expectation Survey
 The purpose of these questions is to determine your expectations for students.
 Think about how well each statement describes your classroom.
 Indicate your response by circling the answer corresponding to your chosen response.


Options include: Strongly Disagree, Disagree, Don’t Know, Agree, or Strongly Agree.
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t
Know

Agree

Strongly
Agree

68. All students are given equal amounts of work.

SD

D

N

A

SA

69. I prefer students whose personality and temperament
is more like mine.
70. My students do well because I make class fun.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

71. I expect the same of students regardless of whether or
not someone from their family comes to school often.
72. I expect less of students without family support.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

73. My students do well in class because I do not
embarrass them.
74. When students do not bring their materials to class, I
do not let them participate.
75. I am constantly watching the students who often get
into trouble.
76. I encourage students to do their best.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

77. I expect the same of all students in spite of their
socioeconomic status.
78. I expect the same of all students regardless of their
race or ethnicity.
79. I do not help students when they do not have their
materials for class.
80. Students do well because I expect them to do well.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

81. High achievers and low achievers are not allowed to
work together in groups on projects.
82. I expect the same from males and females.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

83. I act more favorably toward students who always do
SD
their work.
84. I interact with each student for the same amount of
SD
class time.
---Continued on Next Page—

D

N

A

SA

D

N

A

SA
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Don’t
Know

Agree

Strongly
Agree

85. I think that learning should be fun.

SD

D

N

A

SA

86. My students do well in class because I allow them to
help make classroom decisions.
87. All students are called on equally to answer questions.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

88. I expect my students with families who have gone to
college to also go to college.
89. My students do well because I am organized.

SD

D

N

A

SA

SD

D

N

A

SA

90. Do you have any other comments you would like to add about teaching low-income
students?
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APPENDIX C
RECRUITMENT SCRIPT
Hello, my name is Carmen Pedersen, and I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech
University. Would you be interested in participating in my research study?
(If yes, the researcher will continue reading the following.)
This research project will help me understand how teachers’ characteristics are related to
their attitudes toward poverty and their classroom climates. In this survey, you will be
asked about your demographics and school, your attitudes, and things that occur in your
classroom. Please, answer each question as honestly as possible. Besides providing me
with valuable information, your name will be entered into a drawing to receive a cash
reward for volunteering your time. Please take this packet, and return it to this booth
when you are finished.
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APPENDIX D
IN-PERSON INFORMATION SHEET
Dear Prospective Participant,
My name is Carmen Pedersen, and I am a doctoral student in Family and Consumer
Sciences Education at Texas Tech University. I am seeking current Family and Consumer
Sciences teachers and student teachers to participate in a research study, which examines
the relationship between teachers’ characteristics, their attitudes toward poverty, and their
classroom climate. I hope to use this study to help teacher-educators better prepare their
students to teach low-income students.
This survey will take up to 30 minutes of your time.
Your participation in this survey is completely optional. There are no consequences if
you choose not to participate, and you are free to withdraw at any time while completing
the survey. If you choose not to complete and submit your survey, you do not have to
return the survey to the exhibit booth. At the end of the survey, you will be able to
complete an information card for a drawing for $25 cash prizes. Your information is not
linked to the questionnaire. Even if you do not complete the survey, you are eligible to
enter. Some of the questions ask about your personal attitudes, which may make you feel
uncomfortable. However, your information will be completely anonymous, and I will not
be able to identify you from other participants. I will use your demographic information
for statistical and research purposes only. Also, if you choose not to answer a question,
please leave it blank.
Dr. Allison will answer any questions you have about the study. You can call 806-8344702 or email barbara.allison@ttu.edu. Questions can also be directed to the Human
Research Protection Program (HRPP), Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, 806-742-2064.
If you agree to participate in this research study, please indicate your willingness by
continuing with the survey.
Please keep a copy of the information above for your records.
Thank you for your help.
Carmen Pedersen
carmen.pedersen@ttu.edu
706-340-7049

198

Texas Tech University, Carmen Pedersen, August 2018

INFORMATION SHEET CONTINUED
Please share your thoughts in our research project.
What is this project studying?
The study is called “Family and Consumer Sciences Teachers’ Characteristics, Attitudes
Toward Poverty, and Learning Environment Climates”. This study will help us learn how
teachers’ characteristics are related to their attitudes toward poverty and their classroom
climates. What we learn can help teacher education programs better prepare teachers to work
with low-income populations. We hope to publish this study to make it beneficial for others.
What should I do if I participate?
In this survey, you will be asked about your demographics and school, your attitudes, and
things that occur in your classroom. Please, answer each question as honestly as possible. In
addition, your name will be entered to receive one of several $25 cash rewards for
volunteering your time.
How will I benefit from participating?
You will provide the research team with valuable information that can be used to guide
teachers working with low-income students.
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?
Yes! Your participation is voluntary. Dr. Allison and the Institutional Review Board have
reviewed the questions and think you can answer them comfortably. You may skip any
question you do not feel comfortable answering. You can also stop answering questions at
any time. You can keep all the benefits of participating even if you stop. Participating is your
choice. However, we do appreciate any help you are able to provide.
How long will participation take?
This survey should take no longer than 30 minutes of your time.
How are you protecting privacy?
The questionnaire does not request any personal information. Any use of this material in
reports, publications, or presentations will never be associated with you.
I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?
 This study is being conducted by Carmen Pedersen and Dr. Allison from the Family
and Consumer Sciences Education program at Texas Tech University. If you have
questions, you can call Dr. Allison at 806-834-4702.
 TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research.
You can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your questions to
the Human Research Protect Program, Office of the Vice President for Research,
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409 or email them to hrpp@ttu.edu.
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APPENDIX E
RECRUITMENT E-MAIL
Hello, my name is Carmen Pedersen, and I am a doctoral student at Texas Tech
University. I am collecting data for a research study, and I would appreciate your
participation.
This research project will help me understand how teachers’ characteristics are related to
their attitudes toward poverty and their classroom climates. Attached is an information
sheet about the research study and a link to the survey asking questions that many help us
to understand this issue. In this survey, you will be asked about your demographics and
school, your attitudes, and things that occur in your classroom. No information will be
gathered that could personally identify you. Please, answer each question as honestly as
possible.
Besides providing me with valuable information, your name will be entered to receive a
cash reward for volunteering your time.
Thank you for your time and consideration in helping us answer this important question.
If you have any questions, call Dr. Allison at 806-834-4702.
The link to the study is listed here: https://tinyurl.com/fcsestudy.
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APPENDIX F
ONLINE INFORMATION SHEET
Dear Prospective Participant,
My name is Carmen Pedersen, and I am a doctoral student in Family and Consumer
Sciences Education at Texas Tech University. I am seeking current Family and Consumer
Sciences teachers and student teachers to participate in a research study, which examines
the relationship between teachers’ characteristics, their attitudes toward poverty, and their
classroom climate. I hope to use this study to help teacher-educators better prepare their
students to teach low-income students.
This survey will take up to 30 minutes of your time.
Your participation in this survey is completely optional. There are no consequences if
you choose not to participate, and you are free to withdraw at any time while completing
the survey. If you choose not to complete and submit your survey, you do not have to
return the survey to the exhibit booth. At the end of the survey, you will be able to
complete an information card for a drawing for $25 cash prizes. Your information is not
linked to the questionnaire. Even if you do not complete the survey, you are eligible to
enter. Some of the questions ask about your personal attitudes, which may make you feel
uncomfortable. However, your information will be completely anonymous, and I will not
be able to identify you from other participants. I will use your demographic information
for statistical and research purposes only. Also, if you choose not to answer a question,
please leave it blank.
Dr. Allison will answer any questions you have about the study. You can call 806-8344702 or email barbara.allison@ttu.edu. Questions can also be directed to the Human
Research Protection Program (HRPP), Office of the Vice President for Research, Texas
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409, 806-742-2064.
If you agree to participate in this research study, please indicate your willingness by
continuing with the survey.
Please keep a copy of the information above for your records.
Thank you for your help.
Carmen Pedersen
carmen.pedersen@ttu.edu
706-340-7049
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INFORMATION SHEET CONTINUED
Please share your thoughts in our research project.
What is this project studying?
The study is called “Family and Consumer Sciences Teachers’ Characteristics, Attitudes
Toward Poverty, and Learning Environment Climates”. This study will help us learn how
teachers’ characteristics are related to their attitudes toward poverty and their classroom
climates. What we learn can help teacher education programs better prepare teachers to work
with low-income populations. We hope to publish this study to make it beneficial for others.
What should I do if I participate?
In this survey, you will be asked about your demographics and school, your attitudes, and
things that occur in your classroom. Please, answer each question as honestly as possible. In
addition, your name will be entered to receive one of several $25 cash rewards for
volunteering your time.
How will I benefit from participating?
You will provide the research team with valuable information that can be used to guide
teachers working with low-income students.
Can I quit if I become uncomfortable?
Yes! Your participation is voluntary. Dr. Allison and the Institutional Review Board have
reviewed the questions and think you can answer them comfortably. You may skip any
question you do not feel comfortable answering. You can also stop answering questions at
any time. You can keep all the benefits of participating even if you stop. Participating is your
choice. However, we do appreciate any help you are able to provide.
How long will participation take?
This survey should take no longer than 30 minutes of your time.
How are you protecting privacy?
The questionnaire does not request any personal information. Any use of this material in
reports, publications, or presentations will never be associated with you.
I have some questions about this study. Who can I ask?
 This study is being conducted by Carmen Pedersen and Dr. Allison from the Family
and Consumer Sciences Education program at Texas Tech University. If you have
questions, you can call Dr. Allison at 806-834-4702.
 TTU also has a Board that protects the rights of people who participate in research.
You can ask them questions at 806-742-2064. You can also mail your questions to
the Human Research Protect Program, Office of the Vice President for Research,
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas 79409 or email them to hrpp@ttu.edu.
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