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INTRODUCTION

Preface

This report describes a two-year investigation of the 1ln-
fluence on student teachers of a trailning program for coopera-
ting teachers. Certaln characteristics of both student teachers
and cooperating teachers were gtudied !0 assess relationships
between and among such characteristics and the ma jor varliables:
trairing, and the classroom instructional behaviors of student
teachers,

T™wo discrete but related projects provide the data for
this report. The first, A Pilot Study (Preparing beginning teach-
ers for working with the educationally disadvantaged: A pilot
study of the influence on student teachers of & training program
for cocperating teachers 1n inner-city schools) covered a contract
period of July 1, 1967 through June 30, 1968.

The second project, A Continuing Study (see full title on
Title Page of report) covers a contract period from July 1, 1968
through July 31, 1969. .

The description and findings of both studies are presented
here as an integrated report. It follows the format suggested
by the Division of Research, but is intended as a final report
to the Bureau of Inservice Education, the Syracuse City School
District and the Division of Research. -

Since the projects involve both a training design and a re- .
search design, both will be detalled, but the greater emphasls
will be on the research phase and 1its findings.

Statement of the problem

Thie problem was initlally stated in the proposal for sup-
port of the pilot study:

sStudent teaching has long heen recognized as
being one of the most critical components in programs
for the preparation of teachers. Typically, the stu-
dent teaching experience 1s the terminal experience
in teacher training programs. In the five year urban
teacher preparation prOgraT ?t Syracuse University
this will not be the case. 1 In this program, stu-
dent teaching is seen as one of several experiences
which are designed to prepare the beginning urban
teachers for an intensive internship during their fifth

(1) See "Urban Teacher Preparation Programsi Proposal
for a New Five Year Program in Urban Teaching,"
Syracuse University, 1967 (mimeographed).




year in inner-city schools, In the five year urban
teacher training program at Syracuse University the
student teaching experience will become the place
where these beginning teachers first learn to apply
the basic skills of teaching in classrooms that contaln
a substantial number of educationally disadvantaged
students. It is here where they will learn to con-
trol and apply teaching behaviors which are both
effective and congruent with th.ir unique potentials
as beginning teachers, and are approprlate for the
students they are teaching. Traditlionally, the coop-
erating teacher has been a key figure in the student
teaching experience. This will be particularly true
in the student teaching experience of the flve year
urban teacher preparation program. The quality of

the supervisory relationship with these student teach-
ers will play a critical role in creatlng the conditions
under which these student teachers will begln to
develop an effective and natural teachlng style

that will be refined later in their internship.

It would seem, therefore, that a well trailned corps

of effective cooperating teachers would be neces-

sary for the success of this initial cliniecal

teaching experience in the urban teacher preparation
program.

Effective teaching and effective supervision
require different skills. Our experience suggests
that supervising teachers, though successful and
perhaps outstanding in the classroom, typically (a)
lack skill in giving useful feedback to student teachers
concerning their instructional behavior, (o) lack
the kind of conceptual understanding of the teaching-
learning process necessary to help student teachers
develop generalizations from exemplars of concepts,
(c) tend to shape the student teachers' instructional
behavior in their (the cooperating teachers') own
mold.

What is needed is a corps of cooperating teach-
ers who can help student teachers develop effective
teaching patterns that are congruent with thelr own
uniaue potentials as beglnning teachers and thelr
perceptions of the role of the teacher that are con-
sistent with the situation in which they teach.

The feedback skills and conceptual models of the
teaching-learning process necessary for effective
supervision have not been readlily avallable to
cooperating teachers in the past. Recent innova-
tions in training designs, instructional materials
and supervisory procedures have, along with recent

R




research findings, now made 1t possible to imple-
ment a training program to develop an effective corps
of cooperating teachers, The project described in
this proposal will involve a workshop in which coop-
erating teachers will be trained to use these new
supervisory tools. In addition, this project will
test the effectiveness of this workshop by measur-
ing the extent to which student teachers working
with the trained cooperating teachers are able to con=-
ceptualize and produce effectlve teaching behaviors
that are consistent with their unlque potentlals

and come to use these behaviors in thelr own teach-
ing.

The research question of the Pllot Study was: Is there
any measurable difference in the behavior of student teachers
(in classroom performance and in response to various instruments)
working with cooperating teachers having certain kirds of train-
ing, as compared to student teachers working with those who have
not had such training? -

The same research question was asked in the Continulng
Study, but the additbnal question was: Does the prescription
of specific differentiated supervisory activities demonstrate
further measurable distinctions among these variables?

Review of related literature

This section could become quite extended. The literature
concerning student teaching and 1ts supervision 1s voluminous.

The past decade has produced research and opinlon-type
literatures concerning student teaching end teacher education
which are related to, but beyond the scope of, this report. Other
sections c¢f the report make reference to this literature,

It was declided to restrict this review to a very brief sum=-
mary of the literature concerning student teaching, rather than
to attempt a comprehensive survey.

Literature related to the instruments of this study are
summarized below in the section on instrumentation,

The dynamic changes taking place in American soclety have
been causing change and expansion 1n the field of education., A
significant portion of the task of coping with the educational
changes has fallen upon teacher educators. The most crucial com-
ponent of teacher-education programs is widely agreed to be that
of student teaching. During the years 1965 and 1966 alone, over
fifty articles and other publications exclusively devoted to as-
pects of student teaching were reported (Association for Student
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Teaching, pp. 129-1563 bibliography).

While most, if not all, teacher training programs contain
student-teaching as a component of their total programs, there
are wide differences as to the procedures they follow in adminis-
tering their student-teaching experiences (Brinegar and Laymon).

It is no accident that student-traching should play so cen-
tral a role in American teacher educsition programs. For one
part of this question see Iannaccone and Button's fasclnating
study of its relationship to attitude formation and initiation
(1964), Corrigan and Garland (1966) point to two basic reasons
for the popularity of student-teaching as a training device.
These sources are our democratic value system and instructional
theory. In the first place, they claim (following Sharpe, 1956)
that modern democratic values prescribe that life preparation
involve learning to deal with a changing world. "Education con-
sists not so much in the mastery of specific techniques and
skills as in an ever-increasing abllity to solve problems, "
(Corrigan and Garland, p. 11). Secondly, modern learning theory,
oriented in large part to direct experlence, dovetalls nicely

‘with this prescription, and student teaching suits them boths

The science of learning provides the knowledge
that an individual learns best when actually involved
in achieving his purposes and solving hls problems,
Thus the modern concept of direct experience is that
it shall provide the learner with an opportunity to
solve his own problems. In student teaching experi-

- ences, positions are created in order to provide the
guldance and opportunities for learning necessary to
meet the objective of helping the student prepare,
through the integration of theory and practice, to
assume responsibility as a beginning teacher
(Corrigan and Garland, pp 11f).

With the increasing importance of student teaching has come
an expansion in the role of the public school in the preparation
of teachers (Brinegar, p 1). Brinegar refers to Andrews' (1965,
p 35) suggestion that over 90% of student teaching 1s now prac-
ticed in off-campus non-laboratory schools, primarily public
schools,and without college control.

The present study took place in an environment and period
in which student~teaching was increasing in popularity and
undergoing critical scrutiny aimed at increasing 1ts effective-
ness. The cooperative relatiénship between public schools and
colleges and universities was at a high point. This study is
an attempt to isolate and describe some of the varlables associl-
ated with the supervision of student teachers.

e




Objectives and Hypotheses

In the following discussion, the term "Objectives' will re-
fer to the expected outcomes of the training phase, the Work-
shops. The term "Hypotheses! wlll refer to the research phase
of both projects.,

In the words of the original proposal for a Pilot Study:

The primary objective of this workshop may be
stated as followss As a result. of this workshop,
cooperating teachers siiould be able to help stu-
dent teachers develop effective teaching behaviors
that are congruent with their {(the student teach-
ers') unique potentials and teacher role perceptilons,
and are effective in gulding the learning of puplls
in inner-city elementary schools.

This primary objective remained essentially unchanged for
both Worksnops.

Eight major. second level objlectives were created to con-
tribute to this primary one. These served as a framework for
the instructional proceces of the Workshops and in turn were the
basis for third level evidential performance objectives which
structured the specific learning activitiles.

I+

These second and third level objectives are included 1n
Appendix A in the form in which they were useé in the 1968 Work-
shop. Also included in that Appendix are coples of 1nstructions
and worksheets thet further document the relationship of activi-
ties to objectives.

No formal hypotheses were generated in the initial re-
search designs.

Informally it was hypothesized that those student teachers
working with Workshop trained teachers would, on the average,
produce better performance in the messures of the study than would
the comparison group. Specifically, 1t was predlcted that they
would show greater congruence between theilr instructlonal inten-
tions and observed classroom performance, more positive attitudes
toward teaching, greater evidence of abllity to conceptualize
the teaching function.

In the Pilot Study, minor hypotheses developed around the
dimension of the assignment of student teachers to one situation
for the entire semester as compared to two different situatlons
during the semester. It was generally hypothesized that the
various measures might show a positive relationship with the full
semester assignment.,
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obtained. Secondary hypotheses posited that there would be
differential performances of student teachers according to the
prescribed supervisory treatmentss namely, that those student
teachers provided the opportunity for feedback from both video-~
tape recording end interaction analysils would perform best on
the various measures; that those using videotape recording, but
not interaction anslysis (though thei. cooperating teacher had
been trained in both), would perform at the next lower level
that those using interaction analysis, but not videotape Yrecord-
ing (though theilr cooperating teachers had been trained in both),
would perform slightly less well; and finally, that those stu-
dent teachers provided with unspecifiled supervisory techniques
would be at the lowest level in their performances.

1
In the Continuing Study, the same major informal hypothesls' \

The rationale for these hypotheses 1s clear, glven the ra- 1
tionsle snd objectives of the Workshops. Optimum feedbsck tech- |
niques are considered the most useful form of supervision which *
should result in improved performance. Those trained cooperast-
ing teachers who are free to use 2ll techniques at thelr dis-
posal should help to produce the greatest improvement. Next in
efficacy should‘'be those who have videotape recording avallable,
and who also have the conceptual framework of interactlon analy-
| sis but do not have access to the videotape tool which 1s per- |
f ceived as having direct impact value. Finally, 1t lis recognized |

that many cooperating teachers have developed excellent tech- |
niques of their own but that the cumulative effect of those tech-
niques will probably be less than the effect of such techniques
'coupled with defined specifilc skills.

These obJjectives and hypotheses led to the specific educa-
tional and research treatments and activities detaliled in the

next section.

/
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PROCE DURES

Subjects involved in the investigation

There were two classes of subjects involved in the investi-
gation: Elementary Student teachers at Syracuse University and
the public school teachers in Syracuse Public Schools and three
contiguous districts who were thelr cowuperating teachers,

In both studies there was some attrition from initial assigne-
ments as a student withdrew or became 11l at a critical data
gathering time. The following figures represent those students
and teachers who comprised the final subjects of the studies,
and who provided the data on which the findings were based.

In the Pilot Study, thirty-one teachers who had been parti-
cipants in the 1967 Summer Workshop and twenty-four teachers
who had not been participants, all in the City School District,
segved a8 the cooperating teacher group in the Fall semester,
1967. |

Thirty-four, student teachers, senior undergraduates 1in
Elementary Education, were assigned to these cooperating teachers
and became the student teacher group of the investigation.

These teachers and student teachers were identified as
thirty-one teachers and eighteen student teachers in the "Work-
shop group,! and twenty-four teachers and sixteen student teach-
ers in the "Comparison group."

The appasrent disparity in the number of subjects is oc-
casioned by the design to test the influence of full semester
placement in one situation as compared to changing situations
each quarter., The following table indicates the number of sub-
Jects in each cell.

W refers to Workshop trained teachers and their
student teachers.

C refers to the Comparison group of Non-Workshop
trained teachers and thelr student teachers.

fs refers to full semester placement of student
teachers B

g8s refers to split-semester (change at quarter)
placement of student teachers.

W c P

T 10 8 18

fe g 10 8 | 18

T 21 16 37

88 g 8 8 16
4 T T 31 VZ'-I-
S 18 16




The Contlnuing Study involved subjects in both semesters
of the school year 1968-69., The cooperatlng teacher group was
comprised of thirty-five 1967 Workshop teachers, fourteen 1968
Workshop teachers, and eighteen Non-liorkshop trained teachers.
Since some teachers served both senesters, the totals here dif-
fer from the table below. Five individuals in the Workshop
were from districts contiguous to the City, so that the total
W group includes six non-city placements and the total C group
includes six non-city placements.

Since all placement of student teachers for the continuing
study was inlitially for the full semester, it was intended that
the number of student teachers and cooperating teachers would
be equal. However, 1t was agreed that circumstances would arise
which would necessitate switching, and that that would be done
as long as the switch was within the same treatment sub-group.
The following table indicates the final dlstributlon of subjects
for the continuing study.

W | c - TTs
67 68 :
\ ' 1
T 2 21 6 29
Fall Semester ‘ :
S 27 | 6 33
B 12 14| 12 38
Spring Semester
S - 26 12 38
‘ ik 35
T T ho 18 . 67
S 53 18 71
TABLE 2

Particlipants are listed in Appendix C.

Educational and research treatments and activities

This section will be divided into the treatments and
activities of the training phase and the research phase.

The Trailning Phase

; The training phase has been described in some detall in
| previous project reports (Clayton, 1967, 1968a, 1968b, 1969).
Material from these reports will be used extensively in thls
section.

.
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The 1967 summer Workshop in the supervision of elementary
student teachers was planned and conducted by Dr. John Hough and
Dr. Thomas Clayton, Associate Professors, School of Education,
Syracuse¢ University. It was an intensive four-week program with
sufficlient instructional time to grant six semester hour credits.
Tuitlon and trevel allowance to the thirty-three participants
were pald by the New York State Education Department., An additione
al stipend to participants was pald fro.. the funds of the Urban
Teacher Preparation Program at Syracuse Unlversity. The instruce
tional program was generated by t..c instructional objectives
described above and displayed in Appendix A.

Since the instructional activities of the 1967 Workshop
have been described in some detall in previous reports (Clayton
1967, 1968a), it 1s appropriate in this report to concentrate
on the activities of the 1968 Workshop for the Continuing Study,
indlcating major changes that were made based on the experience
of the Pilot Study. .

The 1968 Summer Workshop for the Continuing Study was con-
ducted by Dr. Clayton and Dr. Wilford Weber, Assistant Professor,
School of Education, Syracuse University. The program was ex-
tended to five weeks on a schedule that permitted six-semester
hours of credit. Tultlon, travel allowance and stipends were
pald to the thirty-five participants by the State Education De=-
partment.

Where the 1967 program was restricted to Syracuse City
teachers, the 1668 program enrolled five teachers from con-
tiguous districts and included two kindergarten teachers.

. The format and instructional program for 1968 followed the
pattern established in the Pilot Study. Changes included:
--Increased time and attention devoted to the viewing and
analysls of the videotapes of participants teaching in
— thelr regular classrooms.
-=A slight reduction in the emphasis on theoretical models,
especlally those having to do with learning theory.
-=}jodification of the micro-teaching activities to elimi-
nate the immediate re-teach cycle, viewing the second nicro-
teaching session as the re=teach episode, and emphasizing
more strongly the supervisory engagement in the micro-
teaching.
-=Generally greater attention to skill development in
supervisory behavior.

The wOrkshop Activities were summarized in a Progress Re-
port (Clayton, 1968b):

Workshop Activities

To provide technological support for the Worke
shop, two graduatq assistants from Instructional
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Technology were employed. One was currently a gradu-
ate assistant in the Division of Teacher Preparation,
and the other volunteered to start his summer assign-
ment early. During the month of May, they videotaped
~each of the thirty-five prospective workshop partici-
pants in thelr own classrooms to provide data for the
initial phases of the workshop. ' Approximately twenty
minutes of teaching activity was :ecorded for each
participant.

A sampling c¢f those recordings has been retained
at the University as a record of activities and for
further use.

Two experienced teachers, employed as graduate
assistants to supervise student teachlng, were included
in the Workshop roster. They became both participants
and auxiliary staff, and have continued to partici-
pate in the research phase of the study.

Because of the July 4 calendar, the group met a
full five days the first week, three days the second
week, and four days in each of the following three
weeks. The Workshop was scheduled from 8:30 to 3:00.

As a matter of convenlence, dally secretaries were
assigned to keep minutes of the meetings for distri-
bution to the group.

Pirst week activities:

The first week was devoted to developing under-~
standing and skill in the basic intellectual and tech-
nical skills to be used in the Workshop and supervision.
Orientation, operation of videotape equipment, concept=-
ualizations of "teaching" and "supervision", the be-
ginnings of analysis of supervlisory skills, training
in FPlanders interaction analysis, and the administra-
tion of the initial instruments of the research study
were all packed into the first week.

Second week activities:

In the second week, heavy emphasis was placed
on viewing the tapes which had been made in each
participant‘'s classroom, using a trliadic pattern of
teacher role, supervisor role and observer role.
Thus the tapes were used as a basls for initial
experience in supervising, using interaction analysis -
and other techniques developed in the first week.

-10-




Because of spasce and equlipment, while one half
of the group engaged in the behavior described above,
the other half consldered ways to conceptualize
teaching, using such various models as Flanders'
soclal-emotional climate, Gallagher and Aschner's
Cognitive levels, Hughes' public and private cri=-
teria, Bellack's analysis of verbal behavior, Clay-
ton's notions of teacher influenc: and the instruc=-
tional process, This was applied to the basie
‘assumptions of the objective “eedback approach to
supervision.

The behavioral objectlives dealing with video-
taping and interaction analysis were completed for
most of the participants during the second week.

Third week activities:

The major activity of the third week was the
pPlanning for and carrying out of the first micro-
teacning session. .

\

Instead of bringing children in for micro-
teaching as in the previous year, the Workshop
participants arranged to visit a summer school
program in North Syracuse where groups of
children were made avallable for the micro-
teaching expetience,

One half of the group engaged in micro-teach-
ing on Tuesday, the other half on Wednesday. Mon-
day was largely spent on planning for the nmicro-
teaching since the plan called for a "supervisor"”
and "teacher" to work together in planning the ten-
minute lesson. 1Included in the planning was a pre=~
sentation on the Bloom and Krathwohl Taxonomies of
Educational Objectives in the Cognitive and Affec-
tive Domains. _ '

The group on campus discussed theories of
learning and motivation. The group in the field
carried out the micro-teaching task, videotaping the
eplsode and carrylng out a follow-up supervisory
conference using interaction analysis and videotape.

On Thursday, the micro=-teaching was critiqued
and the group attended a summer session Curriculum
Conference on campus.

Fourth week actlivities:

The fourth week inocluded presentation and dis-
il




cussion by two guest speakersi:...Dr. Hough dealing with
instructional strategies and Dr, Lohman dealing with
areas of concern in student teaching.

Learning theory and perception were the main sub=-
stantive areas, and considerable time was spent analyz-
ing the micro-teaching videotapes, role-playlng a variety
of supervisory conferences, and plonning for the second
micro-teaching epilsodes. .

Fifth week activities:

The fifth week was devoted to planning for, carry-
ing out and analyzing the second micro-teaching sessions
and their supervisory follow-ups. When not engaged 1n
these activities, participants worked indivlidually on
sompleting objectives,work sheets and satlsfying any
objectives not yet met. |

Various instruments required for the research
activities were filled out.
\
Subjective Assessment

Participants®’ response to the Workshop appeared to
be very positive, and the instructors felt that the
program had worked very well. There was considerable

evidence that most participants had changed thelr per-
ception of appropriate supervisory behavior and that
many had developed considerable skill in applying new
technigues. :

The Research phase

The research phase of the two studles has been complex and
evolutionary. The original conception was & relatively simple
attempt to assess the probable influence of the Workshop train-
ing on the performance of student teachers. As the Pilot study
progressed, our perceptlon of the variables multiplied. Data
have been gathered that will be reported in this study and
stored at the University, but that cannot be analyzed within the
scope of this report. There appear to be many interrelation-
ships that could be fruitfully examined.

FPor both the Pilot Study and the Continulng Study, research
was designed to assess the impact, Lf any, of Workshop training
upon the classroom instructional behavior of student teachers
and other variables related to teaching.

In the Workshops, selected paper and pencil instruments
were administered to participants in the first days and last
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day of each Workshop. The pre and post administrations included
the Teaching Situation Reaction Test and a form of Semantic Dif=-
ferentlial. The Workshop Activities Assessment Index was completed
at the end of each Workshop. . ‘

These 1nstruments are described in the next section, and

coples are included in Appendix B.
1

For the school year following each Workshop, student teache
ers were assigned to cooperating teachers who had been Workshop
participants and to an otherwise equivalent group who had not
participated in such training. The large majority of regularly
enrolled undergraduate students registered for student teaching
in the semesters under study participated in the program. Those
requiring special placements, those required to fill placement
commi tments in suburban schools and graduate student teachers
were not included.

In the Pllot Study, active research procedures took place
only in the Fall Semester. In the Continulng study, placements *
during both semesters were used., |
\ i
In the Pllot Study, the Workshop group and the Comparison f
group were equivalent in number (see analysis of subjects above). |
Approximately half of each group was assigned to a full semester
with the same cooperating teacher., The other half followed the
i more conventional pattern (for Syracuse University) of kaving
¥ two assignments, at different grade levels, during the semester,

i In the Contlnuling Study, a more complex design was project=

i ed, Four treatment groups were formed, equivalent in number,
three involving Workshop trained teachers and one involving non-
participants in the Workshops.

Group A was asked to use both Interaction Analysis and video-
tape recording procedures in thelr supervision. Group B was
asked to use videotape recording, but not Interaction Analysis, i
and Group C was asked to use Interaction Analysis but not video-
tape recording. Group D, not trained in the Workshops, used
unspecliflied technigues that they had developed through their
own experience (sze memoranda in Appendix D).

During the 1968 Workshop, participants indicated their
preference for inciusion in Groups A, B or C. These preferences
were followed where possible in the assignment to treatment
groups. In some cases, second order preference was necessary
because of the logistics of delivery of videotape equipment,
of sinmilar treatment withln the same school or because of the
need for equivalent size groups. 1967 participants were assigned
to treatment groups without consultation.
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In both the Pilot Study and the Continuing Study, arrange- f

‘ments were made to provide the support of videotape equipment

to those designated to use it: 1in the Pilot Study, all those e

in the Workshop trained group; 1ln the Continuing Study, those
in Groups A and B,

Three sets of General Electric Tri-Pac videotape equip- l
ment (% inch tape) were provided by th: Audlo-Visual Servioce of
the Center for Instruétional Communication at the University,
These sets were rotated among those schools designated to use
videotape 1n the supervision of student teachers. Schedules
for such rotation are included in Appendix D among the sample
memoranda.

No attempt was made to prescribe the speciflc use of video-
tape equipment. Within each school, the teachers were responsie-
ble for scheduling thelr own use of the equipment while it was
there. There 1s evidence that there were tremendous variations ?
in the frequency and quality of utilization from teacher to f
teacher and from school to school.

In the Pilot Study, the equipment was rotated so that it
reached each teacher-student teacher palr six times during the
semester. Reactions to this scheduling caused a revision for
the Continuing Study so that each pair received the equipment
three times during the semester, thus having a longer continu- C
ous period of time to develop its use. %

'With the exceptions of a few samples retained, tapes were
recorded, viewed and re-used. Many participants recommended
retaining the recorded tapes in order to compare early and later
performances. This would probably have been a valuable super-
visory technique, but it was decided that the cost would be
prohibltive in this study. .

One of the broader objectives of these studies was an at-
tempt to redefine the roles and responsibllities of the college
supervisor end the ccoperating teacher.

It was felt that the studies provided an opportunity to
assign greater responsibility for supervlision to the cooperat-
ing teacher and to shift the college supervisor's role toward
that of a lialson between the Unlverslity and the public school,
a trouble shooter when problems occurred, and a conductor of
weekly seminars. Thus, the college supervisors working with the
experimental groups were asked to observe student teachers pri-
marily to obtain data for use in seminars and to move away from
the more conventional supervisory-evaluative use of observa-
tions unless asked by cooperating teachers. There is some
questlon whether, in actuality, this role shift occurred,
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In order to make this shift more probable, graduate stu-
dents in Elementary Education to be employed as college super=-
visors participated in the Workshops and were assigned to the
supervision of speciflied student teacher groups in the studles.

In the Pilot Study, Mr. Walter Koukal participated in the
Workshop and became the supervisor for all of the Workshop
group student teachers in the Fall of :967. Three other Grad-
uate Assistants and lecturers, non-particlipants in the Work-
shop, worked with students in the comparison group.

In the Continuing Study, Mrs. Horence Gray and Mr. DeVillo
Sloan were participants in the 1968 Workshop and became super-
visors of Workshop-related student teachers in the Fall and
Spring semesters of 1968=69,

Mrs. Gray was assigned to Group A which was designated to
use both Interaction Analysis and videotape recording in their
supervisory activities. Mr. Sloan worked with Group B, to use
Interaction Analysis but not videotape recording.

Group C, using videotape recording, but not Interaction
Analysis, was supervised by Mrs., Joan Landers in the Fall
semester and by Mr. Joseph Rousseau in the Spring semester.
Neither of these individuals had been participants in the Work-
shop, but both received individual instruction and obtalned
practice experience in the use of videotape recording.

In the Continuing Study, members of Group D, the compari-
son group, were distributed among three supervisors in the Fall
semester and were assigned to MNr. Wayne Dickinson in the Spring
semester. No special instructions were glven to the comparison
group supervisors, and it was assumed that they defined theilr
roles in unspecified conventional ways. E

Throughout the year of the Continuing Study, all College
Supervisors met regularly (approximately once a month) with
Dr. Ernest Lohman, coordinator of student teaching, to develop
some commonality of procedures in thelr work,

In both studies, the principal investigator met with those

~ seminar groups scheduled to use Interaction Analysls during the
first two seminar meetings in order to provide sufficlent
training in Interaction Analysis for them to respond to the feed-
back process. No attempt was made to have the student teachers
achieve competence in the application of the technique, except
that practice materials were made avallable on an indlividual
basis for those who wished to gain additional competence,

For those groups using videotape, a technically trained
Graduate Assistant in the Division of Teacher Preparation was
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available for for training and assistance during the seminars.

The major data gathering device of both studies was a
series of scheduled observations of student teachers by trained
observers who recorded both an interview and a classroom Ob-
servation six times during each semester.

[

Schedules for each series were prrpared and communicated
: to student teachers and cooperating lecachers. The training of
f observers, their reliability, and the procedures of observa-
| tion are detalled below in the section on Instruments of the

In the Pllot Study, seven observafions were made, with
the first one considered as part of the tralning process, ra-
ther than as part of data gatherilng.

In the Pilot Study, a very careful rotation schedule was
used so that each observer saw every student teacher at least
once and no pattern of observer-teacher famlllarlty was
formed. Subjective analysis of observer reliability for the
Continuing Study, decided that this degree of Trigor was unneces-
sary, and observer assignments were made on pragmatic bases of
availability and convenience, although each student teacher was
observed by at least three different observers,

Other than planned observation, data were gathered from
the instruments of the studies according to the following
schedule. |

As indicated above, during the Workshops, particlpants
completed pre and post forms of the TSRT and Semantic Differ-
ential, and filled out a Workshop Activitlies Assessment Index.

, In both studies, student teachers flliled out TSRT and
Semantic Differentials during the first two weekly seminar
meetings. On the last day of thelr student teaching asslign-
ment they returned to the University, meetlng as a group at
1 P.M., and filled out the post form of these instruments.
In addition, at that final session, they completed a state=
ment of their perception of the supervisory behaviors used
by their cooperating teachers (Workshop Activities Assessment
Index for Pilot Study and Supervisory Activities Checklist
for Continuing Study, see description below). They also re-
acted Lo two versions of the Minnesota Student Attitude In-
ventory, one as they would like their students to respond to
them (Ideal), and one as they thought their students would
actually respond to them (Real).

In a few cases each semester, a few students unable to
attend the meeting scheduled themselves for the next week or
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received and returned the 1nstrumenté;by mall.

Additional data were received from the cooperating teach-
ers within two weeks after the completion of the student
teaching. In the Pilot 3tudy, Workshop trained teachers come
pleted the statement of frequency and value of supervisory
activities actually used by reacting to the Workshop Activities
Assessment Index, In the Continuing Sti iy, all teachers, Work-
shop and Comparison, provided simlilar data using the Super-
visory Activitlies Checkllst,

It was intended to gather data on all student teachers
by having thelr classes fill out the Minnesota Student Atti-
tude Inventory. However, it.iwas found that there were a num=-
ber of teachers and schools that had serlous reservations about
a number of items in that instrument, and there was conslder-
able question about the instrument's viability for primary
grades. Consequently, 1ts administratlon was made optional and =
its results are reported as a blased sample for whatever value L
they may have. ‘ !

Detalled 1nformatlon on these instruments is provided 1in | V
the next section. g

Instrunments of‘the Study

_ The basic selection of the data gathering instruments of
the studies was made prior to the submission of proposals for
support of the research activity. Some changes occurred as a
result of the continuing evaluation of those instruments and
the assessment of continued research experlence,

Some background from the literature, description of the
instruments, and analysis of their utilization follows. The
instruments themselves are included in Appendix B,

1. The Teaching Situation Reactlion Test (TSRT).

The T3RT has gone through a series of revisions since it
was developed by James K. Duncan and Jack Frymler (see Hough
and Amidon, 1963),for use in a non-educational setting. It has
been used in many research studies (many of which are desecribted
in Hough and Duncan, 1965, Duncan, Hough and Thompson, Feb.,
1966, and Duncan and Hough, Sept., 1966).

In its present form (1966 revision) it is designed to mea=-
sure a person's reaction to teaching situations he is asked to
‘imagine. It has been refined so that it may measure speciflc
non-subject-related aspects of a teacher's perception of nls

role. Specifically, an item-analysis of the data 1t produces




will reveal four dimensions of this perception:

1) The dogmatism factor (Rokeach, 1960)

2) The human relations factor, using the G.T. Barrett-
Lennard (1962) Relationship.Inventory, desligned to
measure positive regard, empathy, congruence, un=-
conditionality, and willingness to be known.

3) Thzé?tructure factor (Duncan :nd Hough, Sept.,

19 . .

I4) The objectivity-subjectivity factor, as related
to a teacher's use of data about students (Hough
and Amidon, 1963).

There are forty-eight items in the test, relating to every-
day aspects of teaching, such as planning, classroom management,

and teacher=-pupil relationships. Subjects are asked to rank-
order thelr choices of four possible behavioral reactlons to

hypothetical classroom problem situations. They place these

assigned ranks on an answer sheet which is scored by means of
a master key (see Appendix B for the test and answer sheet).,

The key and directions for using the key are included in Fig-
ure 1 and the text below.

Duncan and Hough report in thelr “Technical Review of the
Teaching Situation Reaction Test” upon several administrations
of the TSRT in conjunction with other scales such as the Call=-
fornia Test of Mental Maturity (Short Form) and the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude Inventory. These studles, they report, have
helped clarify the TSRT's dimensions and its underlyling theory
(p. 5)s After reviewing a variety of studies, they conclude
that the TSRT seems to be both fairly reliable and fake=-re=-
sistant. It has demonstrated predictive vallidity, and has
v, ..related to or confirmed findings in the studies of Flanders
Interaction Analysis...As 1t stands the test has merit" (p.31).

The spaces beneath each set of four numbers are cut out
as "windows"” which are placed over the subject's responses.
Then for each question, the following procedure 1s used for
scoring: '

1) Start with #3.

2) Determine the number of other:responses greater than
the responses under #3.

3) Record that number and cross out the response under
#3

4) Repeat the same procedure for #2 and #1.

5) Sum the recorded numbers.

6) Sum the 48 totals calculated during Step 5. This
grand total is the subject's score on the TSRT.

2. The Semantic Differential Iﬂstrument
18-
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In attempting to get at attitudes toward specific as-
pects of teaching and instructional behavior, it was proposed
to use some form of a Semantic NDifferential Instrument.

The orlginator of the Semantic Differential Instrument is
Charles 5., Osgood. Its description, theoretical rationale and
a review of its applications are reported in Osgood, Succi and
Tannenbaum (1957). A bdbrief description and review appears in
Remmers (Gage, Editor, 1963).

The Semantic Differential can, it is claimed, rather re-
liably and systematically measure attitudes (seen as predis=-
positions towards evaluative respornses) and changes in attie
tude over time. 1Its design allows it to be applied toward
most, if not all toples, and for purposes of the Pilot and
Continulng Studies specific topics relating to Interaction
"Analysls and a model of the instructional process were se=
lected as stems.

The original design of the instrument included affective
reactlons to ltems representing each of the Flanders categories
and aspects of The Model of the Instructional Process (Clayton,
1965) on factor scales of receptivity, potency and evaluation. i’
An example of this instrument is included in Appendix B, %

After the original Semantic Differential Instrument was %
administered to the Workshop teachers and the student teachers
in the Pilot Study, the instrument was revised to include only
those stems which elicited a significant shift in response.
The number of scales on each factor was increased in accord-
ance with the general recommendations of Osgood, Sucel and
Tannenbaum (1957). Each stem was placed on a separate page i
so that responses would be as independent as possible between p
items. This instrument is presented in Appendix B. :

3. Minnesota Student Attitude Inventory | |

The Minnesota Student Attitude Inventory was previously
used by Flanders (1665, passim). In this monograph he discusses
his use of and adaptations with the MSAI, together with some
consideration of its reliability for measuring student atti-
tudes towards teachers. His own use of it was in conjunction
with Interaction Analysis data in his study of direct and in-
direct influence.

See also, J.P. Anderson's Student Perceptions of Teacher
Influence (1959). ,

In the present studies, further adaptations were made to
simplify the . responses of students and the analysis of those

" responses. A set of directions and answer sheet were developed

which called for students to agree (A) or disagree (D) with




K ]
. i

the statements about the student teacher who had been work-
ing with them. ' '

As indicated in the section on research activities above,
the use of this instrument became quite suspect with teachers
and schools that were concerned with possible negative reac-
tions toward instruction and instructional personnel.. Hence,
its use with children in these studiec .as not taken very
geriously. and data were used with recognition of the sample

ias. 5

The more important use of this instrument was in the mea=-
sure of contrast or congruence of the "ideal” and "real” per-
ceptions of the student teachers as they assessed how they
wanted and believed that students would assess them.

4, The Workshop Assessment Index and the Supervisory
Activities Checklist,

For the 1967 Summer Workshop phase of the Pilot Study
the instructors created an assessment index for the workshop
cooperating teachers to fill out, in order to collect infornma=-
tion about their perceptions of the workshop activities (see .
Appendix B).. The teachers were to respond along two dimen=
sions (predicted usefulness and predicted frequency of use)
to twelve items, each of which had been a component of the
Workshop. These teachers were to take these again (now actu=-
al instead of predicted usefulness and frequency) at the con-
clusion of their cooperating-teacher asslgnments, for pur-
poses of comparison.

During the semester the idea developed that 1t might be
useful to administer it to the student-teachers in the Work-
shop group as well, Therefore, special directions were cre-
ated (see Appendix) and these people also filled out the in-
dex at the end of their student-teachlng experiences.

The Workshop Assessment Index was also administered to
the workshop cooperating teachers at the conclusion of the 19=-
68 Summer Workshop. Soon afterward, however, the investiga-
tors conceived of the idea of constructing a measuring de=-
vice that all the participants in the study could take at
the end of their student-teaching or cooperating-teaching
periods. With such an instrument it would be possible to
gain information about just how different the treatment
groups really were, in addition to learning about the ef=-
fects of the workshop upon cooperating and student-teachers
in the workshop group (as the Workshop Assessment Index had
been designed to reveal). Hence the creation of the Super-
visory Activities Checklist, a longer index in terms of the

I .




number of items, but a simpler test which could be filled out
by members of all the treatment groups involved (see Appendix B).

§, The Observatlion System for Instructional Analysis
(0STA). | -

The major research technique of'the studies was observa-
tion of student teachers by trained cbservers. In a very
real sense, the "instrument® includes both the observation
system and the observers themselves. The techniques, rella-
bilities and qualifications of observers are essentially a
part of the instrumentation.

The discussion below includes data about the background
and development of the system, 1ts description, the tralning
and reliability of observers, and procedures used in apply-
ing the "ynstrument.*

A description of some of the early attempts at systematic
classroom observation and analysis, together with a dis-
cussion of the basic requlirements for sound research with
such instruments 1s provided by Donald M. Medley and Harold
E, Mitzel (Gage, pp. 247-328). Edmund J. Amldon and John
B. Hough cover some of this territory and also report on
some more current research findings and applications.

A number of researchers have been concerned with the
question of observing and understanding the kinds of 1inter-.
action that take place 1n classroomns. One of the earllest
was H.H. Anderson (Amidon and Hough, PP. 4-23), who in 1939
studied the integrative and dominative behavior of teachers
in the classroom. Anderson set up categories for behavior
séen 'as ‘tntegrative and those for ¢ominative ones, and has
his observers keep a tally of the kinds of interaction that
took place between teacher and stuc¢ents. At the end of the
observation period the data were processed and analyzed.

From these beginnings, we have, particularly in recent
years, seen the emergence of a great many systems of class-
room observation designed to measure the quantity and quall-
.ty of interaction (see Simon and Boyer for a comprehensive
and descriptive catalogue of these).

Most of the researchers since Anderson have adhered dl-
rectly or indirectly to the dichotomy he drew between dom-
inative and integrative styles of teaching., Other names
have been glven for modes but there 18 a marked similarity
between Anderson’s "jominative-integrative,” Lewin, Lippett
and White's wautocratic-democratic”. (Amidon and Hough, pp.
24-46), Withall's “teacher centered=-student centered”

(1bid, pp. 47-64), Cogan's vpreclusive-inclusive” (ibid,
. J :
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pp. 65-88) and Flanders' "dlredt-inﬁirect“ (1bid, pp. 103=-
116, Flanders, 1965, Amidon and Flanders, 1967).

Flanders 1s the researcher who developed the now widely
used ten-category system, which has been the catalyst for
so many of the current systems of observation that are under
study. He used the results of the above researchers as a
“theoretical baslis for conceptualizing the relationship be=
tween teacher influence and the behavior and attitudes of
pupils.” (Amidon and Hough, p.3), and his category system
has been the basic tool of educators for assessing the so-
clal-ecmotional climate of classrooms. For evidence in sup-
port of the assertion that this climate can objectively and
reliably be measured (and that it is related to teaching
effectiveness), see Amidon and Hough's second chapter.

The systems of observation used in our Pilot and Con-
tinuing studies are examples of the suggestiveness of the
Flanders system for expansion and modification toward the
accommodation of different goais and uses, Hough has pre-

served 1ts usefulness in measuring social-emotional climate,

while augmenting it so that it may do even more than that,
The variations culminating in his thirty-two (or more) cate=

- gory system each possess specific categories so organized

that it becomes possible to examine observed instructional
behavior in the light of learning theory (see Amidon and
Hough, pp. 150-157 and Hough and Duncan, In Press).

Hough'sIObservation System for Instructional Analysis
provides a sophisticated measuring device for the sorts of
interaction that takes place incclassrooms. Although our

' use of it capitalizes upon its virtues vis a vis quantita-

tive measurements, our data and new data collected with it

- might well be utilized for a wide range of purposes.

During the two years of the study, the Observation
System for Instructional Analysis (OSIA, Hough and Duncan,
1969) was going through an evolutionary process,

The original decislion to use the developing nstrument

" was made in the summer of 1967 as Dr. Hough and Dr. Clayton'

considered the kind of data that would be helpful in re-
cording the instructional behavior of student teachers.

3ince Dr. Hough was avallable to particlipate in the
training of observers, i1t was felt that the Pilot Study
should use the newly developed tool and, at the same time,
be useful in its analysis and development., Consequently,
the September 1967 revision of the System was used in the
Pilot Study. I ,

By the time of activation of the, research phase of the
«2 3=




Continuing Study (Fall 1968), the System had evolved into a
more complex category system 1ln which student behavior and
teacher behavior were in parallel categories.

The relative benefits of using the same system in the
two studies, or of using rather different versions of the
system were' considered. If the same system were use., com=-
parisons between the two studiw:s would be facilitated. On
the other hand, in terms of instirument development, the
use of the September 1967 form in the Continuing Study would
indicate failure to utilize continuing development, require
dependence on an unpublished instrument that would probably
not generate further research, and would miss some:6f the
data available with the new version.

Since, again, Dr. Hough was avallable to participate in
the training of observers, 1t was decided that the current
version of the Observation System should be used in the
Continuling Study.

A brief description of the 23 category system used in
the Pilot Study, 1s included below, followed by a more ex-
tended description of the procedures used in the Continuing
Studyo ' , D

2l




- 1 OBSERVATION SYSTEM FOR INSTRUCTIONAL ANALYSIS
| . L T L T e s

September 1967 Revision

CATEGORIES USED DURING STUDENT TEACHER PILOT STULY,

2,

b

5.
6.
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8.
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13.

FALL 1967

Clarifies and accepts student feelings and/or
glves non-evaluative encouragement,

Clarifies and accepts student 1deas and
questions.

Answers student substantive questions.

Teacher-directed silence (used during informa-
tion glving by means of chalk board, overhead,
etbo)

\
Gives substantive information or opinion.

Glves substantive procedursl information or
answers substantive procedural questions.

Asks open questions'(divergent. evaluative).

Asks closed questions (cognitive memory. con-
vergent),

Gives managerial procedural information or
answers managerial procedural questions.

Criticizes or rejects student 1deas. behavior
or feelings. |

Gives corrective feedbaok‘for incorrect ildeas
or behavior,

Gives confirmation of correetness of ldeas or
behavior.

Pralses student 1deas. behavior or feelings
and/or glves evaluative encouragement.

-25-
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14, Gives closéd substantive vérbal response (cog=
nitive memory, convergent).

15, Glves open substantive verbal respcnse (di-
vergent, evaluative). |

16. Gives expression of feeling.

17. Asks substantive or substantive procedural
questions.

18. Asks managerial procedural questions.
19. Silent overt activity.
20, 'Silent covert activity.

21, Student to student interaction designatibn.

t \ .
22. Student followed by student interaction designa-
tion. 3 |

! 4
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23, . Instrustionally non=functional behavior.
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INTERPRETATION OF THi SPHCIFIC AREAS OF THE MATRIX

Area A

Area B

Area C

Area D

Area E

Area F
Area G
Area H

Area 1

Area J

Area K

Area L

Area M

Area N

Area O

FOR, THE 23 CATEGORY SYSTEM (FIGURHE 1)

represents the area of extended acceptance and clari-
fication of student ideas and feelings as well as
non-evaluative statements of. encouragement and re-.
sponse to student substantive questions.

represents the area of éxtended teacher substantlve
behavior, primarily initiation.

represents the area of extended teacher substantive
solicitation.

represents the area of extended teacher negative
apprailsal behavior.

represents the area of extended teacher positive
appralsal behavior,

represents the area of extended student behavior,
\
represents the area of extended sllence.,

represents the area of extended gtudent response to
teacher clarificatlion.

represents the area of extended student response to
teacher solicitation.

represents the area of extended student response to
negative appraisal behaviors on the part of the teacher.

represents the area of extended student response to
positive appralsal behavliors on the part of the teacher,
represents the area which encompasses most of both
areas H and I. It also includes thearea of notation
for those occasions when student behaviors follow
teacher-directed silence and teacher inltlation of
substantive information.

represents the area of extended teacher response with

' clarification behaviors,

represents the area of extended teacher response with
substantive soliclitation behav;ors.

represents the area of extended teacher response with
negative corrective feedback behaviors.
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Areg P représehts the area of extended teacher response with
positive appralisal behaviors.

Area represents most of the area encompassing Areas M and
N plus the area marking occasions when student be-
haviors are followed by teacher initiation of sub-
stantive information. -

!
l

:

The form of the Observational System used in the Continu- . |
ing Study is more difficult to describe., It classiflies class=- + I
room behavior into fifteen specific categories which can be i
1 engaged in by both students and teacher (15T and 155 parallel
} categories). Two additional classes of behavior are defined
‘ irrespective of the specific T=S identification., Thus 1t is
frequently referred to as a 32-category system. However, six-
teen categories (8T and 83) can be further classified in two
ways (open and closed) giving a potential of 48 categorlies or

sub=categories.

In the Continuing Study, theshorter form (32 categories)
was used since the greater refinement of the extended version
did not appear to be relevant to the required data.

The first twenty-six categories of the system are divided
into three major sectlons (Figure 3). These are the substan-
tive, appralsal and the managerial. Substantive behaviors deal
with content. This relates to the knowledge or skills that
are displayed in the classroom with regard to the subject mat- ,
ter that the teacher considers as part of his objectives, f

|

Managerial behaviors relate to procedures of running the
classroom that are not directly related to content. For in-
stance, 1f the teacher requests that the students take out
their math books this is clearly a substantive behavior be-
cause she planned to use the text in.the lesson, If a student
requests permission to get a drink of water, and this is not
part of the lesson, this behavior 1s managerial.

The appralsal behaviors relate to the feedback exhibited
within the classroom., These appralsal behaviors inform the
: individual or group as to the "rightness or wrongness" of pre-
i vious behavior. They are not to be used to identify good and
bad students or teachers. These three major categories are °
broken down into more specific teacher-student behaviors.

] Figure 3 indicates the two headings, teacher behaviors

} . and student behaviors. Under each heading and T1, T2,T3

% etc., and Si, 52, S3 etc, the T refers to teacher and the S
refers to student behavior. The numbers refer to the type of

|

5 , .
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behavior, the capital letter refers Eo who 1s exhiblting that
behavior. Both teacher and student ¢an exhibit the same type
of behavior. There are fifteen behaviors that both teacher
and student can display in this system. The last two behave
tors, X 16 and Y 17, are of a different nature. X 16 refers
to confusion, and ¥ 17 is used to designate that a student
has spoken but is followed by another student speaking. In
between the two S recordings on the tally sheet the observer
would place Y 17.

The category of substantive clarification refers to state-
ments that clarify preceding comment. A student or teacher
may ask for clarification of content. In recording observa-
tions, this behavior takes precedénce over other behaviors.
Responding to substantive solicitation is answering a ques-
tion that refers to the content under discussion. Initiating
substantive information can be either lecturing or a declara=-
tive statement on content. Soliclting substantive responses
refers to asking a question about the content under discussion,
These categories are the substantive categories.

The appralsal behaviors are divided into five categoriles,
Corrective feedback is exhibited when the teacher or another
student corrects misinformation with.:the correct information.
Confirmation is exhibited when one 1is told that the informa-
tion is correct. Acceptance occurs when an opinion is accept=
ed as stated, not in the sense that it 1s correct but rather
in the sense that there is not one correct answer or that the
response is usable without requiring value judgment. Poslitive
personal judgment occurs when a correct answer is glven but
someone, either teacher or student, pralses the answer; nega-
tive personal judgment is Jjust the opposite. A wrong answer
is given and the person 1s told so in a personal way.

. Managerial behaviors are very similar to substantive be-
haviors. The major difference is that they refer to class-
room management irrespective of specific content, A manageyie
al clarification refers to clarifying a question or state-
ment concerned with classroom procedures. Responding to a
managerial solicitation refers to answering a managerlial ques=-
tion. Initiating managerial information 1s a managerial
statement or lecture. Soliclting a manageriasl response 1is
asking a question concerned with procedure or routine.

The last behaviors to be discussed are the silence be-
haviors. Silent covert behaviors occur when it is clearly ex=
pected that someone is thinking, perhaps preparing to respond
to a question. Silent overt behavior is planned silence dure=
ing which time the students are working on content connected
with the lesson. This can be recorded when the teacher is

writing on the board. |

| | -50- |
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informatlion ;
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The thirteen basic categorfes. ﬁlus the silence categor&
as described above are the basic behaviors contalned in The
Observational System for Instructlional Analysis.

This system allows for recording some aspects of non-
verbal as well as verbal behavior., If the teacher glves a
student an instrucivion and the student responds, this 1s re-
corded even though the stud?nt did not say a word,

The categorles of the Observational System for Instruc-
tional Analysis are recorded in five second intervals., Tall=-
jes are recorded on the tally sheet (see Figure 4) at least
every five seconds, or less if the behavior changes in less
than five seconds. The tally sheet is made up of four major
columns as outlined by heavy black lines. Each column is
again divided into three sections or boxes. The research ob=
server started each tally in the middle set of boxes of the
first column with an X, For example, when the teacher asked
a short question, a T4 was recorded. This would be followed
by a student response or S2. The teacher would say, "cor-
rect,” a T6, and then perhaps she would lecture, recorded as
a T3, The lecture could take 30 seconds, Instead of record-
ing a T3 every five seconds the ot~erver places a slash mark
in the box next to T3 every five seconds. The sample tally
sheet has five slashes next to the T3 recording. This 1indi-
cates that the teacher spoke for a total of thirty seconds,
five for the T3 recording and five for each slash. In this
manner the research observer recorded classroom interaction.

The Prediction Matrix

Bach student teacher was interviewed by the research ob-
server before an observation. The purpose of this interview
was to allow the research observer to predict what classroom
behavior would be observed according to the information gath-
ered from the student teacher. Several questions were asked
in order to determine what behaviors the observer would re-
cord. The questions were as follows:

1., What type of lesson am I about to observe?
2. How do you plan to present the lesson?
2. Will this be new materlial or o0ld?
. Will the students be doing any silent work?
5, Do you anticipate any problems with the lesson. and,
'Af so, what kind?
6. How do you handle student responses?

If the student teacher was unable to answer the questlon
as stated then the observer would restate them, These re-
sponses were. then 1nterpreted.1n terms of, categorles of The

Observational System,

-33=
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The research observer would then record his prediction
on a matrix (Ffigure 5). The matrix is divided into four main
sections., Each of these sectlons is outlined by heavy black
lines on the figure, Across the top and down the left side
of the matrix are the symbols that correspond to the symbols
used by the observer when using the analysis system., Within
each square are cells which were fllled in to relate the
type of predicted behavlior in accordance with the interview.
The upper left hand square refers to teacher behavior only,
the upper right hand square refers to teacher-student inter-
action (student behavior following teacher behavior), the
lower right hand square refers to student behavior only and
the lower left hand square refers to student-teacher interac-
tion (teacher behavior following student behavior). 1In the
appropriate cell within each square, the research observer
would record an H if the student teacher anticipated a high
frequency of that type of behavior in her lesson, an M if a
medium frequency of that type of behavior and an L if lower
frequency but some of that type of behavior. Nothing was re=-
corded if the student teacher dld not indicate that she was
expecting a certain behavior. If, for instance, the studecat
LMather expected to lecture for most of the class period,

zil within the teacher square and the T3, T3 cell the ob-

*ﬁ%fer would place an H, However, if the student teacher ex-
pected a lot of questions and answers during the class period
then the researcher would place an H in the T4, 52 hox. Like-
wise if the teacher said that th-re would be some questlions
and answers but not exclusively, then an L or M might be re-
corded, The prediction matrix could then be compared to the
actual tally of classroom performance,

5A. Observer Reliablility

The four observers for the Pllot Study underwent a perl-
od of training in the 23 category Observation System for
Instructional Analysis. Thelr tralning was aimed at two
basic objectives. First, they needed to become familiar with
the system itself, enough so that they could ultimately re-
cord classroom interaction with some proficlilency at five-
second intervals. This part of thelr training consigted of
practice sesslions using both audio and videotapes of class=-
room eplsodes, plus discussion of the subtletlies of the system
and the development of ground rules for discrimination be-
tween categories when amblgulties arise. The final phase of
this part of the tralning was an actual two-week observation
period in which all the student teachers in the Pilot Study
were observed on the job. Training was under the direction
of Dr, Hough and Dr, Clayton,

The second objective of the training sessions was to
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reach a point where the observers were as simlilar as possible
with respect|to the data they would collect were they all to

do interaction analysis on the same teaching segment. The goal
here, in other words, was to make their observation techniques
as uniform as possible. If the data they were to collect was
to be assimilated, a high degree of consistency among them

was obviously necessary.

The only example avallable to the observers at that time
was Flanders' approach to this problem in his early study
involving his ten category system (PFlanders, 1965)., His
technique was to use the Scott Coefficlent, and this proto-
type was followed.

The four observers were brought together, at approximate
intervals of two weeks, in order for them all to record data
on one teaching segment, usually on videotape. Thelr data
were analyzed, thelr Scott coefficients of relliability (with
one-ariother) were computed. Since this was the first use of
this category-system, no criterion coefficient was establlshed.
Observers simply had to proceed with and report the reliabill-
ties achieved at\each session. Whlle there can be no absolute
standards, one general guldeline for evaluating these coef=-
ficients 1s Guilford's (1965, p. 145).

less than .20 slight
020 = 40 low
L0 - ,70 moderate
70 = .90 high

Below is a summary of the rellability figures,

—_ —_ —_— — . eu—————y — - paamy

Reliability Mean of Relliabilities

R;hée of Reiiéﬁiiitiés

Check # Between All Possible Between All Possible
\ Palrs of Observers (6) Pairs of Observers (6)
1 ' .1 7-51 - 075
2 . . W2
(062)* 015 - 063
(s51 = ,70)%
3 063 ot 0514’ - 073
b .65 .57 = .76
‘5** 067 : 05’4' "" 976
6 075 ' .69 - .80
7 2 .67 ! ! 62 -~ 71
8 oé? ) _0_16 - 027
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# Upon inspection it was realized that the low original
reliability was a direct result of difficulties among the ob=-
servers with respect to discrimination between categories 14
and 15 (see Appendix B or text above). A second computation
of relliabllity was then made in which observer talllies in cate-
gories 14 and 15 were considered as tallies in one instead of
two different categorles. The percentages in parentheses re-
flect the results of thls computation,
*¥ Rellabllity checks 5 and 6 were made during the same
morning. .

In the Continulng Study it was determined by the princi-
pal investigator that a Scott interobserver reliability of .65
would have to be attalned before any data would be collected.
Relliabllities were computed midway through the training of
the observers and before each set of observations was begun,
The data for the observers in the continuing study follow.

Grade ' Medium Date Interob- Rell: Range

Level _ ____server bility Low - High .

Train- Primary Live = 9-30 62 «38 .70
6 (primary Iive 10- 3 .82 79 .85
(Primary Yideo - 10=21 .83 | .76 .85
" Fall (Primary Video 11- 4 .80 77 .85
2:€:r (Primary Video 11-17 79 .71 . Sb
(Primary Video 12=- 4 .84 .79 .88
(Primary Video 1~ 8 69 .65' .81

Train- Inter- :
ing mediate Video 2-10 . «59 U2 63
(Primary Video 2=-17 ...83 76 .89
(Primary Video 3- 3 W81 .78 .83
Spring (Jr« Hi. Audio 3=-17 ' 77 72 .81
ester (Jr. Hl. Audio 41l .71 58 .76
(Jr. Hi. Audio 4-28 .85 78 .89
(Jr. Hi. Audio 5=-i2 279 76 .81
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Using the 32 category system required constant moni toring
of reliability in order to maintain performances in the .70 ibo
«90 range. The observers showed a marked decrease in performe
ance when checked just after the semester vacation. BRetrain-
ing was necessary before the second semester observations
could be initiated,

Technical description of procedures used for data analyses.
Instructional analysis data,

The data from the 23 category system for instructional
analysis in the Pilot Study were initially compiled into 23
X 22 matrices in which each cell contained the frequency of
each dladic set of instructional behaviors. The row was de-
termined by the first element of the diad and the column de-
termined by the second. The pattern of prediction by the
student teacher was then compared with the matrix and the per-
centage of cells predicted which were used was calculated,
The percentage of tallies occuring in predicted cells was al=-
so computed, B

\
The data from the 32 category system for instructional
analysis in the Continuing Study were compiled into 32 x 32
matrices as above. '

Data analysis procedures,

Since the Teaching Situation Reaction Test (TSRT) and the
Minnesota Student Attitude Inventory (MSAI) produce a single
nunerlcal score and since those scores were scaled in an in-
terval manner and were distributed approximately normally,
means and standard deviations were used to describe the data.
In the exploratory phase of the study, paired t-tests were
run on the pre vs. post scores on the T3RT to test for Sige
nificant gains. In order to compare the MSAI' "real” with
the MSAI "ideal”, paired t-tests were also run. Data from °
the Semantic Differential instrument were arranged into fre-
quency distributions and chi-square analysis was performed
to test for differences between treatment groups. The Work-
shop assessment index data were arranged in frequency tables
also but no inferential tests were performed on these data.

In order to test the hypotheses for the exploratory
(Pilot Study) phase, two 4 x 2 x 6 analyses of variance were
performed with repeated megasures on the final factor. fac=
tor A was the four treatment conditions., Factor B was shift
on the TSRT in the initial analysis. All those subjects
who showed a higher post TSRT score than they had on the pre=
test were included in level one of Factor B, Those subjects
who had a posttest TSRT lower than the pretest TSRT were
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placed in level two. When the analysis was run with the level |
of MSAI as Factor B, all those student teachers above the .
medlan on MSAI were placed in level one while those below ?
the median were placed in level two. PFactor C was the cone a
vergence of the prediction with the actual observed data (conw ]
gruence of stated intent and observed classroom instructional .
behavior). The measure of this was the percentage of tal- ]
lies in predicted cells.,

In the Continulng Study, the model was the same except
that the four treatment conditions were defined as described
in the deslgn section. Analyses wereé also run separately
on those student teachers who were teaching in the fall sen-
ester, 1968, and those who were teaching in the spring seme-
ester 1969,

The analysls of variance model used was the least squares
solution for unequal cell sizes. It was discussed by Winer: )
(1962, pp. 319-330, 374=378). This became necessary when it \
was found that restrictions on the assignment of student .
teachers would make it impossible to design for equal cell Q§
: l
2

sizes. The model 1s lllustrated below where:
is a treatment

is the performance on TSRT or MSAI
in two levels

¢ 1is cdnvergence of prediction with
observed performance
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ANALYSIS OF THE DATA OF THE STUDY AND
RESULTS OF THE ANALYSES.

In this section the analysis of the data for the Pllot
Study is presented first. Then the analysls of the data for
the Continuing Study is given. These analyses are presented
with the analysis of variance. The descriptive statlistilcs,
further lower-level analyses of varilance, and t tests were nec~-
essary to ascertain the nature of a particular contrast.

Pilot Study

Table 1 presents the analysis of variance for those sub=-
jects in the Pllot Study in all four treatment groups, the
first of wnich was supervised by Workshop teachers for a full
semester, the second of which was supervised by one HOorKe
shop teacher for a half semester and then by another Work-
shop teacher the second half semester. The third treatment
group was supervised for a full semester by a non-Yorkshop
teacher. The fourth group was supervised by a non-Workshop
teacher for the first half of the semester and another non-
Workshop teacher for the second half of the semester.

TSRT

Factor B is a description of whether the student increased
nis score on the TSRT when pre and post tests were compared
or decreased in TSRT score under these conditions. Factor C
1s the congruence of prediction with the actual observed data.
This congruence was calculated as descrihed in the preceding
section by the measure, percentage of tallles which occurred
in cells predicted using the tuwenty-three category instruct-
jonal analysis matrix. The analysls of varlance showed a sig=
nificant ¥ for Factor B (p <.01) which indicated that subjects
who gained in TSRT score had different congruence of predlc«
tion with actual performance than those who scored lower on
the post TSRT. The interaction of treatment and TSRT was al=
so significant (p< .05). Factor C, the congruence was also
‘significant (p < .01) which indlcates that the congruence
shifted signiflcantly as that measure was repeated through
the student teaching experience. h

~ In order to describe these data, means and standard de-
viations were calculated and are presented in Table 2. The
mean convergence on Group 1 ranged from 3 to 58. The mean
convergence for Group 2 ranged from 27 to 58. The mean con=-
vergence for Group 2 ranged from 28 to 63. The mean con-
vergence for Group 4 ranged from 33 to 69. These were stu-
dents from those groups who had an increase in TSRT score when

wlf]e




AN ANALYSIS

TABLE 1

OF VARIANCE PILOT TSRT

W S T T

N e

Source of Variation df MS F

Between | |
A(treatment) . 3 t ‘824,25 0.86
B(TSRT) | 1 U51378.13  53.b2wk
AB 3. 15246,88 15.85%
ERAB 26. 961.78

\

Within
C(congrgence) 5. 5127.45 5,07 %%
AC | 15, 1429.,66 1.41
BC 5. 868.00 0.86
ABC 15. 1225.60 1.21
ERCX 130. 1010.82
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pre and post tests were compared. The analysls of varlance
for these data are presented in Table 3. 1In thls particular
case the only significance was in Factor C, congruence .

(p .01). Table 4 presents the descriptive data for these
students. With this grouping those students in Group 1
ranged in mean convergence performance from 26 to 60. Those
in Group 2 ranged from 29 to 55. Thosa in Group 3 ranged
from 29 to 58. For the fourth group, the mean convergence
ranged from 34 to 53.

The analysis of variance for those students scoring
lower on post TSRT than on pre TSRT is presented in Table 5.
In this analysls the convergence is significant (p< .01)
which means simply that the nature of the interaction of A
and B was not indicated to be in those groups who scored lower
on post TSRT than on pre TSRT.

Table 6 presents the means and standard deviations on
the TSRT tests. None of the shifts from pre to post withiln
groups was significant, but in general, when all students
within groups were compared the post TSRT scores were lower
than the pre TSRT scores.

TSRT Summary

Students generally showed varying convergence within all
four groups. There was no consistent pattern within the con-
vergence. There 1s no evidence to conclude that a speciflc
supervisory treatment influenced the convergence behavior.
Therefore, there was no evidence to enable the re jection of
the hypothesis that there would be no significant difference
between the overall mean congruence of the workshop teachers
supervised group and the non-workshop teacher supervised
groups. There was no evidence to reject the hypothesis that
there was no significant difference between the overall mean
congruence of the half-semester group and the full semester

group.

There was evidence however, to reject the hypothesls
that there was no significant difference between the mean con-
gruence of the various observations for. the four treatment
groups. However, there was no uniform pattern of differences
among these groups. Some groups started with their lowest
convergence and completed the experience with the highest
convergence. Other groups started with a low convergence
rising to the high and then dropping off near the end of the
experience., Other groups vacillated between high and low
convergence, so there appeared to be no systematic effect
within the convergence data.
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TABLE 3

AN ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PILOT STUDY TREATMENT
GROUPS SCORING HIGHER ON THE TSRT IN THE POST-TEST
. AS COMPARED TO THE PRE-TEST

Source of Varliation df MS
B Sétween | |
A(treatment) 3 107.63
. : \“ .
ERAB 6 208,92
Within
C(congruence) ; | 5 1067.04
AC - i5 152,18
ERC 30 | 209,30
#* p <.01
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TABLE 5

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PILOT STUDY TREATMENT GROUPS SCORING
LOWER ON POST-TSRT THAN ON PRE-TSRT

SEEE——

Source of Variation‘ ' ar ¥ F

Between
A( treatmént)' | | 3 30.75 0.12
ERA | 20- | 264,83 0.0
Within N
C(congruence) 5 2320.11 11,96%*
AC o 15 | 197.90 1,02
ERC | 100 - 194,03 0.0
**? p<.01
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TABLE 6

TEST PILOT STUDX

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON THE TEACHING

SITUATION REACTION

M

GROUP -

D . \
A+B
Cc+D

Workshop
Master
Teacher

A
B (1)

(2)

_ PRE

X SeDe
207, 12.95

203.62 12.63

201.17 7.38

267,iu ' 5,93
205L§7,

20l. 38

204.2 11.1
203.5 17.0

204.5 18.9

'~ POST
% S.De

Z04.7  9.58

199.25 8.00

198.5 15,37
203,0  7.91

202,28

200,92

205.1 12.9
186.5 26.5

191.5 28.5

<r

1.01
1.62
0.45

oSl
1.83

0.99
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MSAI

Data relative to students divided into groups both by
treatment and by level of performance on the Minnesota Stus<
dent Attitude Inventory Real version. In this analysis, the
median of the Minnesota Student Attitude Inventory which was
filled out by student teachers as they perceived their stu-
dents would really have filled it out. Those above the mede
1an on the MSAI Real were classed as the first level of the B
Factor and those scoring below the median were classed as the
second level of the B Factor. The analysis of variance for
these data is presented in Table ‘7. :

Among all the analyses only the congruence data showed a
significant variation (p< .01). Looking at eéach of these
levels of the MSAI factor separately, Table 8 presents the
descriptive data for these groups. The mean convergence in

N Group 1 ranged from 28 to 58 with the high performance falle
ing on the fourth observation. The second group ranged from
21 to 53. In this group the highest convergence was on the
final observation. ' In Group C the convergence ranged from
29 to 62. 1In group 3 also, the general trend was lower to
higher convergence as one proceeded through the observations.
In the fourth group, the range was from 37 to 57. However,
thls group seemed to vacillate between high and low converg-
ence on the observations.

The analysis of variance for those people who scored
above the median on MSAI Real is presented in Table 9. The
only significant variation was in the convergence data across
the six repeated measures formed by the observations.

Table 10 presents the descriptive information for' those
who scored below the median on the MSAI. In those students
in treatment one who scored below the median on the MSAI the
range was from 26 to 60 on convergence, starting with the low
convergence and going to a high convergence. In treatment
Group 2 the range was from 34 to 63. This group started with
& moderately hlgh convergence dropped to its lowest point near
the middle and rose agaln to the end. Group 3 had a range in
mean canvergence from 24 to 55 proceeding from low convergence
on the first observation to high convergence on the last.
Group 4 had a mean convergence range from 22 to 58, This
group vaclillated in convergence as 1t was observed through the
semester.

- Table 11 presents the analysis of variance for these data.
Factor C, congruence across the six repeated measures, was the
only significant source of variation.. 2

~Table 12 presents the means and standard deviations for

-ug- e - i\{
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i TABLE 7
2 ANALxsis OF VARIANCE COMPARING LEVELS
{{ OF THE MSAI REAL
Source of Variation | ar " MS F
Between
|
i .‘A(treaﬁmcnt) 3 82.71 0.38
" B(MSAI) 1 710.25 3.29
' \
“ AB ‘\ 3. 166.88 0.77
ERAB | 26. 216.15
' Within
"C(congrﬁgnée) 5, 3316.30 18, 5l%e
AC is‘ 233.96' 1.31
Be 5: 226,52 1.27
ABC 15' 225.68 1.26
ERC iso ﬁi?é.gz
#* pd J01
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TABLE 9

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PILOT STUDY TREATMENT GROUPS
IN WHICH SUEBJECTS SCORED ABOVE THE
MEDIAN ON THE MSAI

Source of Variation - af , M8 ' P

Between

A | | 3. 326,35 1.49

ERA | 14 219.76

Within | o |

)

AC 15 297.66 1.81
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TABLE 11

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE PILOT STUDY TREATMENT GROUPS
SCORING BELOW THE MEDIAN ON THE MSAI

= e
Source of Variation ar -, MS : F
Between |
A | s | 1i1.23 | 0.32
ERA - - 12, 212,00
Within \
c 5- 1855.74 9 lgun
AC - 5. 158.85 0.81
éncx ‘ | 60, 195.49

%% p< 01




TABLE 12

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON MSAI SCORES
PILOT STUDY TREATMENT GROUPS

ol X TEA SeD. X IDMS.D.

A - 90.6 9,67 1115 6.31
B ST 9005 18,7 112,75 2.90
c 86,25 13.6 110,25 7.8
t D ) 83.00 21,1l 113.25  2.90
| A+B . 90,6 14,2 112.0 U4
E C+D 86 16.6 113.8 5.3

T wEE
TABLE 13

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS ON MSAI SCORES
PRODUCED BY STUDENTS IN THE CLASSES
OF COOPERATING TEACHERS PILOT STUDY

GROUP - . X S.D.

1 . 863 . 11,8
2 %st semester 96,7 Z.é.J

nd % semester 83.4 i4.5

3 » 92,1 : 11.7

L 1st % semester 90,7 e 9.8

2nd # semester . 73.2 12,

_—




the NMSAI data. The data is shown for both Real and Ideal con-
ditions in the filling out of the MSAI. Several t tests were
run which indicated that in every case students had a signifi-
cantly different perception of the way they really thought
students would £ill out the MSAI as opposed to the way they
would really like their students to fill out thils instrument,

Group A had a mean on the Real MSAI of 90.6 and the Ideal
mean was 111.4. Group B had a mean performance on the MSAI
Real of 90.5 and on the MSAI Ideal of 112.75. This general re-
lationship held throughout all four groups.

As an optional part of the data gathering, the students
who were taught by the student teachers in the study filled
out MSAI forms. Table 13 presents the mean and standard de~
viation of those instruments. The mean MSAI for those stu=-
dent teachers in Group A was 86.3 The mean student MSAI for
those in Group C was 92.1. For groups B and D who had half
semester experiences there were two MSAI's eaédh, In Group B
on the first half of the semester the MSAI mean was 96.7 and
the Group D first half semester mean was 90.7 and in the
second half semester, the mean was 83.4 for Group B and for
Group D, the mean was 73.2. One might note that the full sem=-
ester students who were supervised by Workshop teachers had
students who filled out MSAI's with lower scores than those who
had non-Workshop supervisors. However, those students wko
had half semester experiences indicated a pattern reverse of
the first mentioned, that is, that those student teachers
who had workshop cooperating teachers had students who filled
out MSAI's with higher scores than those who had non=workshop
coopereting teachers.

Semantic Differentlal

The Semantic Differential instrument measured attitude
changes on the part of student teachers and cooperating teach=
ers. Table 1+ presents the total shift and mean shift on the
Semantic Differential by the student teachers. In general,
most of the shifts were in the negative dlrection, regardless
of the group.

For ease of analysis, the items were grouped relative to
those in the Clayton Model of Teaching, those in the Flanders®
Interaction Analysis System and the one reaction to the con-
cept teaching ltself,

In Group 1, there were negative shifts in almost every
situation except for potency relative to the Clayton Model
items, evaluation and potency relative to the Flanders' ltems
and potency relative to teaching item. In Group 2, there were
positive shifts in both receptivity and evaluation to the Clay=-
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ton Model, a positive shift in receptivity in relation to

the Flanders' System but a negative reaction on all three
factors relative to the concept teaching. On Group 2, there
were positive shifts in receptivity and potency on the Clay-
ton Model items and in evaluation on the Flanders' items. In
Group 4, there were positive shifts relative to evaluation
and potency in relation to the items dealing with the Clay-
ton Model, positive shifts in receptivity, evaluation and
potency of the items in the Flanders' Interaction Analysis

Workshop Assessment, Index

Table 15 presents the data collected with the Workshop
Assessment Index. These data were collected on the Workshop
cooperating *eachers at the end of the Workshop and also col-
lected on tnem at the end of the semester, These data also
were collected on each student teacher at the end of the seun-
ester experience and, for those who taught two assignments,
these data also were collected at the end of the half-sem-
ester period. The Index was scored employing the utility of
the concepts involved and the frequency which those concepts
were used., For the cooperating teachers in Group A, which
was a full semester assignment, Workshop cooperating teachers
broduced a mean of 54 for utility and 48 for frequency. At
the end of the semester, when measuring how they had super-
vised their student teachers, the mean for utility was 39
and frequency 35. The student teachers of these people pro-
duced a mean for utility of 35 and a frequency of 25, These
were less than those produced by the cooperating teacher. 1In
Group B, the cooperating teachers at the end of the Workshop
produced a utility score of 49 and a frequency score of 45,
Their student teachers produced a utility score of 33 and a
frequency score of 28. The cooperating teachers for the
second half of the semester produced a utility score of 40
and a frequency of 32, again lower than that they produced at
the end of the Workshop. The student teachers produced a

Summary

The findings of the Pilot Study are summarized as follows:
There was significant variation in congruence scores in all 1
four treatments when compared both on levels of TSRT and on %
whole TSRT, on levels of MSAI and whole MSAT performance. = The
pattern of congruence varied oconsiderably, however, so that
there was no uniform conclusion that a particular treatment
caused a particular type of congruence pattern.
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TABLE 15

MEAN UTILITY AND MEAN FREQUENCX OF USE OF SUPERVISORY 1
TECHENIQUES WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT INDEX 1967 WORKSHOP '
PARTICIPANTS AND STUDENT TEACHERS ASSIGNED

TO THOSE PARTICIPANTS

DI 50 0 o i, oo il -

]
RS i e
I 2N

SUMMER END OF SEMESTER
' UTILITY FREQUENCY UTILITY FREQUENCY 4
GROUP A  Cooperating ‘
Teacher sk 48 39 . 35 4
Student | | . -
Teacher | 35 25 W
GROUP B(1) Cooperating - H
Teacher b9 ks i
Student | |
Teacher S 33 28 i
i
| i
(2) Cooperating . . ¥
Teacher , ko 32 t
Student
Teacher . | - 29 19
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The Leal versus Ideal perceptions of student teachers
filling out the Minnesota Attitude Inventory form showed that
student teachers have considerable variation between the
ways that they think they actually are percelved and the way
that they would like to be percelved. ' The student-produced
scores on the MSAI were conslderably lower than those scores
suggested as Ideal by the student teachers, but were in the
same renge as those scores produced by the student teachers.,
The student teachers had a relatively well informed feeling
about the way students would f£ill out the M3AI., Attitudes
shifted considerably 1in the process of student teaching as
measured by the Semantic Differential., Most of the shifts
were in the negative direction.

The Workshop Assessment Index indicated that cooperate
ing teachers found listed techniques to have higher utility
and more frequent utilization in the Workshop than they
found later when they were actually supervising a student
teacher. It was also found that student teachers produced
lower scores for both utility and frequency than the cooper-
ating teachers who supervised those student teachers.

N\
fiudings from the Continuing Study

The data for the Continuing Study were collected during
the school year 1968-1969., In it there were four treatment
sroups.e Treatment one consisted of student teachers super=-
v1sed by Workshop cooperating teachers who were instructed to
use both the videotape recorder and Flanders®' Interaction
Analysls as part of the supervisory progrsam. The second
group were supervised by Workshop cooperating teachers who
were instructed to use the videotape recorder but not Flanders'
Interaction Analysis as part of the supervisory program.

The third group were supervised by Workshop cooperating teachw-
ers who were instructed to use the landers' Interaction
Analysis System for supervisory purposes but had no access to
the videotape recorders. The fourth group had cooperating
teachers who were not participants in the Workshop and who
were allowed to use whatever supervisory techniques which

that supervlising teacher felt were appropriate. In order to
delineate the analysis, subjects from the Fall semester were
analyzed separately from those in the Spring semester and

t?en all subjects were combined into an analysis for the total
study.

TSRT. Table 16 presents the analysis of variance for the
entire set of treatment groups using the TSRT pre to post
gain or loss scores to determine levels of Factor B, using
the four treatments as Factor A and using the six, repeated=
measure congruence sets of data as Factor C., There was no
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‘'ABLE 16

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

TREATMENT BY TSRT BY CONGRUENCE
\ALL STUDENT TEACHERS IN STUDY

—
——

~ Source of variation

MS

Between
A (Treatment)
B (TSRT)

AB

Error AB

Within

C (Congruence)
AC

BC

ABC

Error C

310

378.67
17.00
1505.00
914.42

1673.00
686.73
1696.20
1044,73
828.29

1.65

2,02
0.83
2,05
1.26




|

significant F for any of the factors or interactions in Table
16. Looking at the data divided by levels of Factor B, Table
17 presents the analysis of variance for those students who
increased in TSBRT score when pre and post test scores were
compared. In this analysis only Factor C, the repeated mea-
sure congruence data, produced a significant F.

Table 18 presents the descriptive data for this group of
student teachers, those who gained in TSRT score when pre and
post tests were compared. Those students in Group 1, recelv-
ing both videotape and Interaction Analysis supervisory tech=-
niques, had a range in mean congruence from bly,? to 62.1. The
congruence was the lowest in the flrst observation and in-
creased to the middle observation, decreased again, and then
increased to the high point at the last observatlion. For
those receiving the videotape-only treatment, Group 2, the
congruence data ranged from 44.1 to 63.5. These data decreased
after the first two observations, increased to the fifth ob-
servation, and then decreased again. For the group recelv~
ing Interaction Analysis as a supervisory technique, the range
of mean congruence was 47.6 to 59.5. In this instance the !
lowest congruence occurred in the first observation and the
highest congruence occurred in the sixth observation.

For the group receiving no specifled supervisory tech-
nique, the congruence ranged from 43 to 58.4. This congru-
ence increased from the beginning to the fourth observation
and then diminished again to the sixth observation.

Table 19 presents the analysis of variance for-students
whose TSRT score decreased from the first pre-test adminlstra=-
tion to the post-test administration. In this analysis only
Factor C, the within-group change in congruence, produced a
siepnificant F. The descriptive data for these congruence
data 1s presented in Table 20. For Group 1 the lowest con-
eruence was 50.7, the highest congruence was 61.0. The lowest
ocecurred in the first observation, the highest in the second.
All subsequent observations were lower than the second Ob=-
servation.

For the second group, recelving videotape feedback only,
the congruence ranged from 7.4 to 55.1. These congruences
tnereased from the first to the fourth observation and then
decreased. For the group receiving only the Flanders’ Inter-
action Analysis supervisory technique, the mean congruence
ranged from 42.4 to 54.5. These were achleved in the second
and third observation respectively. In the fourth group
with no specified supervisery techniques, the range was from
L4 ,6 to 67.1. These were achieved in the first and third
ohservations respectively.

wb2=
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TABLE 17
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

STUDENT TEACHERS WHO GAINED IN TSRT SCORES
WHEN PRE- AND POSTTESTS WERE COMPARED

E Source of variation af MS Fk
| Between
| A (Treatment) 3 . 94.52 0.34
t Error A 32 277.62
{ Within
C (Comgruence) 5 591.11 2.32%
AC 15 216.06 0.85
Error C 160 254,83
*p<"(005
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TABLE 19
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
STUDENT TEACHERS WITH POSTTEST TSRT

LOWER THAN PRETEST TSRT

e

PV

Séurce of variation df Ms F
Between
A (Treatment) 2 664.13 2,36
Error A 30 280.99
Within
C (Congruence) 5 587.86 2.67%
AC - 15 175.77 0.80
Error C 150 220,52

*p .05
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Erezwing the data down into the separate-gemester angly-
ses, Table 21 presents the analysis based on increase or de-
crease in TSRT scores for those student teachers assigned in
the Fall semester of the 1968-1969 school year. This analysis
showed a slgnificant F for Factor B which was the shift in
TSRT score and a significant F for Factor C which was the
change 1n the repeated-measure congruence data across the six
observations within each treatment grcup.

Breaking these data into separste levels of B, Table 22
presents the analysis for those subjeects whose TSRT score in-
creased when pre and post tests were compared. In this analye
sis only Factor C, the congruence data within the groups,
showed a signiflcant F. The descriptive data for this group
15 shown in Table 23. The mean congruence data for those who
had increased in TSRT when pre and post tests were compared
and who were in Group 1 receiving both videotape and Flanders'
Interaction Analysis supervisory techniques, showed a range in
mean congruence from 33.5 to 63.8, the lowest occurred in the
first observation, the highest in the sixth. For those sub-
Jects recelving only videotape supervision, the lowest congrue=
ence occurred in:the first observation which was 38.4, the
highest occurred in the fifth observation. This was 62.5.
for those subjects receiving the Flanders®' Interaction Analy-
Sis as a supervisory technique, those subjects produced their
lowest congruence in observation four with 47.8 and their
highest in observation six, producing 67.8. In the last group,
with no specified supervisory techniques, the first observa-
tion was the lowest congruence, 32.8. The third observation
was the highest, 55.44,

Table 24 analyzes the data for those subjects with lower
post test TSRT scores than pre test TSAT scores who taught in
the Fall semester. In this analysis there was no factor or
Interaction producing a significant F.

Table 25 presents the mean convergence data for these
groups. Since there were no significant differences, these
data were not’discussed.

Table 26 presents the analysis of variance for those sube
Ject:s who were assigned to student teaching in the Spring sem=
ester of the 1968-1969 school year. In this analysis, Factor
B=the level of TSRT score, and the interaction of the treate
ment A with the TSRT level were significant.

Breaking down the data into levels of B so that the intere
sction AB can be esnalyzed, Table 27 presents the analysis of
variance for those students in the Spring semester who in=-
creased in TSRT score when pre and post tests were conmpared.

In this analysis there were no significant F's. Therefore,
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TABLE 21
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
TREATMENT BY TSRT BY CONGRUENCE
EALL SEMESTER STUDENT TEACHERS

Source of variation df , MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 152.33 0.76**
B (Tsrt) 1 2636,50 13,08
AB ' 3 517.71 2.57
Error AB 25 201,53
Within
C (Congruence) 5 1063.45 4,43%*
AC 15 184,07 0.77
BC ) 185.00 0.77
ABC 15 49,77 0.21
Error C 125 240,28

*%p {,01




TABLE 22

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
FALL STUDENT TEACHERS WHO GAINED IN TSRT SCORE

WHEN PRE- AND POSTTEST WERE COMPARED
\

—— e T

Source of variation df MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 255.04 1.13
Error A } - 14 226,23

,’ Within

C (Congruence) 5 884,14 3,74
AC 15 - 163,10 0.69
Error C 70 236,38

**p .01
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TABLE 24

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

FALL STUDENT TEACHERS WITH POSTTEST TSRT SCORES

\

" LOWER THAN PRETEST TSRT

—

enem—

Source of variation df MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 191,27 1.12
Error A 11 170,19
Within
C (Congruence)' | 5 312,32 1.27
AC 15 88,06 0.36
Error C 55 245,24
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TABLE 26
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
TREATMENT BY TSRT BY CONGRUENCE
SPRING STUDEN& TEACHERS

Source of variation df MS F '
Between
A (Treatment) 3 1803.38 1.18
B (TSRT) 1 25535.50 16.75%*
AB 3 7229.16 4,74%
Error AB. 29 1524,70
Within ‘
C (Congruence) 5 2903.71 2.17
AC 15 1485.87 1.11
BC _ 5 - 2060,19 1.54
ABC ' 15 1228.48 0.92
Error C 145 1340.30

*

**p‘<.05
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TABLE 27

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SPRING STUDENT TEACHERS WHO GAINED IN TSRT SCORE
WHEN PﬁE- AND POSTTEST SCORES WERE COMPARED

Source of variation df MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 140,88 0.59
Error A 11 239,38
Within . .
C Congruence) 5 128,17 0.52
AC 15 335,25 1.35
Error C 55 247,92
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the descri tive data 18 mereiy presented 1n Table 28 and not
discussed.

Table 29 presents the analysis of varlance for those stu-
dents who decreased in TSRT score whe. pre and post tests
were compared. In this table Factor C, the change 1in congrue-
ence, produced a significant F. The mean congruence data for
~his group is presented in Table 30, 'or the group recelving
the combined videotape and Flanders®' supervisory techniques,
the lowest congruence occurred in the fifth observation of
47,0. The highest congruence ocrurved in the gsecond observa-
tion, 66.42, This group markediy decreased in congruence
through the semester., '

The group receiving only the videotape feedback for
supervision had the lowest mean congruence in the fifth ob-
servation, 43.4. The highest was in the fourth observation,
62.5., These data seem to vascillate up and down. The group
receiving just the Flanders®' Interaction Analysls supervisory
technique had the minimum congruence 1in the second observa-
tion of 39.1, the maximum convergence 1ln the third observa-
tion of 56.5. The fourth group with no specified supervisory
technique had its minimum congruence in the first observa-
gion at 39.0, and the maximum in the third observation at
2050 '

Table 31 presents the TSRT descriptive data. These data
sre broken down into Fall and Spring as well as Aindicating
“he mean and standard deviation of the scores for the total
proupe Group 1, receiving the PFlanders® Interaction Analy-
218 and videotape supervisory techniques, had a mean of 210.9
as a pre test, 209.6 as a post test. In the Fall the pre
test mean was 210.5, post test mean 209.4., In the Spring pre
test mean 211.4, posttest mean 211.0. In each case, the mean
on the posttest was less than the mean on the pretest.

Group 2, who receilved the videotape supervisory tech-
nigue only, there was a variation in pattern. The total
scoup increased from 206.1 to 207.3 on the posttest, The
Fall group increased from 204,8 to 207.3, whereas the Spring
gronp decreased from 206.4 to 205.9. 1In the group receiving
just the Planders' Interaction Analysis, the overall shift
wns down from pre-to posttest of 208.7 to 206.7. The Fall
proup showed an increase 1ln mean score, however, from 206.6
to 208.0. The Spring group showed a decrease from 210.9 to
205.3. ror those who were in the non-specified supervlsory
treatment, the overall performance was an increase in mean
seore from 208.6 to 212.6. The Fall group decreased, however,
\n mesn performance from 209.8 to 209.0, whereas the Spring
group inoreased in performance from 204.6 to 215.6.

-5
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TABLE 29
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
SPRING STUDENT TEACHERS WHO SCORED LOWER
ON POST-TSRT THAN ON PRE-TSRT

\
\

—— ————

——

Source of variation daf MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 456,46 1.11
Error A 18 412.57
Within .
¢ (Congruence) 5 675,75 3,20%
AC | 15 277 .86 | 1.32
Error C - 90 210,95

*p .05
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Sumnnrizing the data with respect to congruence scores
broken down according to TSRT gains or losses, and TSRT scores
themselves, whlile there were significant differences in cone-
gruence as the sixth measures vere made on the teaching be-
havior, there was no conslstent pa%t:rn in congruence in any
one of the levels of TSRT performance or in any one of the
treatment groups. There was no consistent performance in
shlift on TSRT in any of the treatment :roups. Therefore, the

null hypotheses related to any of thrsze considerations cannot
be rejected,

MSAI. This sectlon presentg the analysis of the data
based on the lMinnesota Student Attitude Inventory filled out
by the student teachers as they perceived their students
vould actually have filled them out. This will be called the
MSAI Heal score. These data were also analyzed for the total
group and for the Fall and Spring semester groups separately.

Table 32 presents the analysis of variance for the con-
gruence data separated on the MSAI scores above and below the
medlan MSAI Real score for all student teachers in the Con-
tinuing Study. In this analysis and the subsequent ones in
this sectlon, Factor A is the four treatment groups, treatment
ovile belng that group which received both the Flanders' Inter-
action Analysis technique and the videotape recording. Group
2 recelved only the videotape recording technique. Group 3
recelved only the Flanders' Interaction Analysis. Group 4 had
no specified supervisory treatment,

: In the analysls in Table 32, there was no significant F,
Table 33 presents the break-down analysis for those people who
gtored above the median on the MSAI from the total year of the
3tudy. In this analysis there was no significant F. The de=-

sgriptlve congruence data for thls group is presented in Table
34,

Table 35 presents the analysis of variance for the sub-
Jeets in the entire year who scored below the median on the
M5AI Heal. There were no significant values for F in this
analysis. Table 36 presents the data which describes these
congruences., Breaking the data down into those who student
taught in the Fall and those who student taught in the Spring,
Table 27 presents the analysis of variance for all students
vho taught in the FPall semester of 1968-69, when broken down
on the basls of these whose scored above or below the median
on the MSAI Real. In this analysis, Factor B, the levels of
MSAI was significant and Factor C, the repeated congruence
measure within the group, was also significant.

Table 38 shews the analysls of variance on those students
ir the Fall who stored above the medlan on the MSAI. 1In this
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TABLE 32
) ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
TREATMENT BY MSAI (REAL) BY CONGRUENCE
| 'ALL STUDENT TEACHERS STUDIED

.Source of wvariation df MS F

Between

A %Treatment) 3 378.33 0.43

B (MSAL) 1 3229.00 3.64

AB 3 1000,.33 1.13

Error AB 62 887.05

Within ,

C (Congruence) 5 1673.00 1.97
: AC 15 686,80 0.81
1 BC 5 359,60 0.42
i ABC 15 1030.93 1.21

Error C 310 850.51




1‘
@
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TABLE 33
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
ALL STULENT TEACHERS STUDIED WHO SCORED
RBOVE THE MEDIAN ON MSAL (REAL)

———————————. e ————
d

Source of variation

f MS F

Between

A (Treatment) - 3 455.04 1.38
Error A 29 329,60

Within

C (Congruence) 5 276.94 1.10
AC 15 157.74 0.63
Error C 145 - 252.37
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TABLE 35

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

ALL STUDENT TEACHERS STUDIED WHO SCORED
BELOW THE MEDIAN ON MSAI (REAL)

Source of variation df MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 187 .44 0.86
Error A 33 218,72
Within
C (Congruence) 5 434,44 1.84
AC 15 279,60 1,18
Error C 165 236.44
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TABLE 37

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

TREATMENT BY MSAI (REAL) BY CONGRUENCE.

FALL STUDENT TEACHERS

Source of variation df MS F
Between ,
A (Treatment) 3 152,02 0.85
B (MSAI) 1 2168.44 12.16**
AB 3 168.31 0.94
Error AB 25 . 178.33
Within ’
C (Congruence) 5 1063.29 5.25%%
AC 15 184.13 0.91
BC 5 367.94 1.82
ABC 15 304.38 1.50
Error C 125, 202.40

**p <.01
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TABLE 38
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

FALL STUDENT TEACHERS SCORING ABOVE
THE MEDIAN ON MSAI (REAL)

\
'

Source of variation df MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 508,79 4,02%
Error A 11 126,61
Within
C (Congruence) 5 200.67 0.81
AC 15 323.52 1330

- Error C 55 248,57
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F,

F
;

analysis, Factor A or the treatments themselves, produced a

significant F. No other factor or interaction showed slgnifi-
cance.

Table 39 presents the congruence data for these subjects,
In the first treatment group, the minimum mean of congruence
was 43.4, the maximum was 62.2. These were achieved in the
first and third observations respectivcely. The second treat-
ment group, receiving only videotape zs a supervisory technique,
had minimum congruence of 36.0 and maximum congruence at 60.0,
These were achieved in the third and fifth observation.

The third treatment group receiving Flanders® Interaction
Analysls treatment, had minimum congruence in the second ob-
servation of 39.9 and a maximum congruence in the fourth ob-
servation of 67.3. The group with unspecified treatment had
minimum congruence in the second observation of 47.6 and maxie
mum in third observation of 60.15. The highest congruence was
achieved by those in the interaction analysis only group.

The second highest was achieved by those in the combined
interaction analysis and videotape group. There was little
observable difference in congruence performance between those
who recelved videotape only feedback and those who had an un-
specified treatment for supervisory techniques.

The analysis of variance for the Fall student teachers who
scored below the median on the MSAI is presented in Table 40,
None of the factors or interactions was significant except for
C, the shift in congruence within the groups. The descrip-
tive data for these subjects is included in Table 41.

- For the subjects in the first group who received a com-
bination of both the videctape and the Flanders®' Interaction
Analysis, the minimum mean congruence occurred in the first
observation, 38.3. The maximum occurred in the sixth observa=
tion, 64.7. In the group recelving only the videotape super=-
vision, the minimum mean congruence was 35.4 in the first ob-
servatlon and the maximum, 61.9, was in the fifth observation.
In the group recelving only the Flanders', the minimum congru=-
ence was in the fourth observation at 34.2 and the maximum
occurred in the sixth observation at 66.0.

In the fourth treatment group, those with no specified
supervisory technique, the minimum congruence of 27.5 occurred
in the first observation and the maximum of 60.0 occurred in
the last or sixth observation.

Students in the Fall sample who scored below the median
on the lNSAI Real showed a definite increase in congruence as
the semester proceded through the six observations. Each of
the four groups showed the same basic pattern except for the
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TABLE 40

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
FALL STUDENT TIACHERS SCORING' BELOW

THE MEDIAN ON MSAI (REAL)
\

\

Source of variation df MS ' F

| Between
'A (Treatment) 3 79.69 0.36
Error A 14 219,06
Within
C (Congruence) 5 1144.72 6.89%*
AC 15 193.61 1,17
Error C 70 166.12

**p .01
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interaction analysis only treatment group which first went
down in congruence and then produced higher.values.

Table 42 presents the analysis of variance table for
those student teachers assigned in the Spring semester of
the 1968-69 school year, with B Factor teing the scoring
above or below the median on the MSAI. None of these values
of I was significant, therefore, nc aralysis of varlance was
performed breaking these data into sceparate levels of Factor B.

Table 43 and Table 44 present the deseriptive data for
those student teachers in this classification.

Table 45 presents the descriptive data for the Minnesota
Student Attitude Inventory comparing the Real, which was the
version filled out by the student teacher as he perceived his
students would have filled it out, and the Ideal, which was
the student teachers' filling out the MSAI in the way he
would like to have had his students fill it out,

There were marked differences between MSAI (Real) and
MSAI (Ideal) scores in all treatment groups whether grouped
by fall, spring, or total. There were no large differences
among the treatment groups on either the real or ideal admine
istrations; therefore, no analysis of variance was performed
on these data. The least difference between Real and Ideal
versions occurred in the group with no specified supervisory
treatment. This group also produced the lowest MSAI (Ideal)
scores. The student teachers in the interactlion analysis
group with student teaching assignments in the spring semester
produced a distribution of MSAI (Ideal) scores with & much
smaller standard deviation than that produced by any other
group. ,

Student MSAI Scores. The Minnesota Student Attitude In-
ventory was administered as an optional item to students of
the student teachers who were participants in thls study.
There were students of student teachers in each experimental
group who completed the instrument. In Table 46 there are
the means and standard deviations of the student MSAI scores
grouped by treatment group and by semester. In the Fall sem-
ester the group with the lowest mean score on the MSAI was
the first treatment group, those students receiving both
Flanders' and videotape as feedback and supervisory treatments.
Those students who produced the hlghest MSAI scores occurred
in the group for which were student teachers who had no speci-
fled supervisory technique.

In the spring e different pattern prevalled. The lowest
scores on the MSAI were produced by students of student

-g2a
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TABLE 42
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
TREATMENT BY MSAL (REAL) BY CONGRUENCE
‘' SPRING STUDENT TEACHERS

Source of variation df MS F
Between
A (Treatment) 3 1803.35 1.3
B (MSAIL) 1 1318.19 1.0
AB 3 3030.98 2.3
ERAB 29 1298.37
Within
¢ (Congruence) 5 2903.63 2.30
AC 15 1485.88 1.18
BC 5 1271.27 1.01
ABC 15 2244 .55 1.78
Error C 145 1262.39
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TABLE 46

STUDENT MSAL

OF FALL AND SPRING STUDENT TEACHERS

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS

=§—r—-:1*i
Group Semester | Mean | S. D.
1 Fall 86.3 | 14.53
1 Spring 88.4 |17.29
2 Fall 87.7 | 15.03
2 Spring 73.1 | 18.53
3 Fall 95.4 | 15.96
3 Spring 76.9 | 20.73
4 Fall 1 98,9 | 12.24
\ G4 Spring 76.1 | 22,58

-

TABLE 47

WORKSHOP ASSESSMENT INDEX

MASTER TEACHERS' MEAN SCORES

—_— - o
Group Semester Utilicty Frequency

1 | Fall 46 40

1 Spring '+ 50 46

2 Fall 46 39

2 Spring 50 48

3 Fall 47 35

3 Spring 49 42
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teachers who were supervised using thie videotape only as a
supervisory technique and the highest scores were produced by
those students of student teachers who received both Flanders'
Interaction Analysls and videotape as supervisory techniques.

Workshop Assessment Index Scores. Master teachers who
were in the Summer Workshop fllled out Workshop Assessment In-
dex forms at the close of the Workshop. These scores are pre=
sented in Table 47 in the form of means for utility and means
for frequency of use divided into the four treatment groups
and into the two semesters. The range on utility across all
six of the groups was 46 to 50. The range on frequency was
35 to 48, On frequency the lowest reported mean was from the
master teachers of all semester student teachers who received
only the Flanders' supervisory technique and the highest fre-
quency was reported by the Workshop teachers who had student
teachers assigned in the Spring semester. Those teachers re-
ported a mean frequency of 48,

Supervisory Activities Checklist. The Supervisory Activi-
ties Checklist was administered both to student teachers and
to master teachers in all four experimental groups in both sen-
esters. Table 48 presents the frequency of use of supervisory
techniques as reported on that instrument. It is divided into
Fall and Spring semesters and into the four treatment groups,
then into the student teachers and master teachers from each
of those treatment groups. It reports on each item on the
Checklist. Items 11 and 12 are concerned with the use of the
videotape equlipment. In Groups 1 and 2, where that equipment
was directed to be used, 1t was reported to be used by all of
the student teachers and all but one set of master teachers,

In Groups 3 and 4, which were not to use the videotape re=-
corder, no one in the Fall semester reported 1ts use. However,
in the Spring semester, three student teachers and two coop-
erating teachers reported using videotape equipment,

Items 13 through 17 concerned the use of the Flanders®
Interaction Analysis technique. In Groups 1 and 3, which
are concerned with various aspects of using Flanders' tech-
nique, each student teacher and cooperating teacher report
having actually used this technique., In Groups 2 and &4, where
this was not specified, only one student teacher reported
using this technique and two master teachers reported using
it. In the Spring semester, concerned with the same itens,
Groups- 1 and 3 again report heavy use of interactlon analysis.
In Group 2, at least two student teachers and one cooperating
teacher report actually using the Flanders' technique. 1In
Group 4 no student teacher reports the use of this technique,
but at least four of the master teachers claim that they have 1
made use of Flanders. Almost every other item was clalmed to :

~;
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TABLE 48

FREQUENCY OF USE OF
SUPERVISORY TECHNIQUES

Spring semester

Experimental group

v
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have been used by master teachers and student teachers in all
four groups in both semesters.

Semantic Differential. The Semantic Differentlal was ad-
ministered to Workshop cooperating teachers at the beglnning
and again at the end of their Workshop experience. This same
instrument was administered to the student teachers in all
four treatment groups. The Semantic Differential contained
pairs of adjectives related to three fuctors; effectivity,

potency and receptivity, for each of the twelve concepts given

in the instrument. .

‘Tables 49, 50 and 51 present the total shift in those
factors on the concepts of the Semantlic Differential instru-
ment. These totals were equalized so that the effect of dif=-
ferent sized groups would be eliminated from the table.

Table 52 presents the frequency of positive shifts on the
Senantic Differential concepts by cooperating teachers. These
are presented separately by Fall and Spring and then combined
so that a chi-=square analysis could be run on these data. The
chi-square for effectlvity across the three groups of coopera-
ting teachers, was 1,61 which gives a probablility less than
.50 that these occurred by chance. On potency, the chl-square
value was 1.63, the probability was less than .50, For re-
ceptivity, the chi-square value was .45 glving a probability
of less than .80., Each of these probabilitles is considerably
less than that which is acceptable for saying one has a sig-
nificant difference. Therefore, it is assumed that the Seman-
tic Differential did not indicate any significant differences
among the three groups of cooperating teachers on the concepts
listed in that instrument.

Table 53 presents the frequency of positive shifts on
Semantic Differential concepts by student teachers. In this
case, the four treatment groups are presented, separated by
Fall and Spring, and combined for purposes of analysis on each

of the factors. On effectivity, the chl-square value was 6.81,

probability less than .10. For potency, chi-square value was
3,58, probability less than ,50. For receptivity, the chi-
square value was 2.16, the probability less than .70. Only
the factor effectivity showed anything approaching signifl-
cant differences among the four treatment groups. These dif-
ferences were less than would be required to produce a proba-
bility of less than .05 (the level accepted in the rest of
this document), yet the differences were marked and approached
significance. On the effectivity factor those students in

Group 2, the group who receilved videotape feedback as a super-:

visory technique, had more positive shifts than any of the
other groups.
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TABLE 52
FREQUENCY OF POSITIVE SHIFTS
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTTAL CONCEPTS

BY COOBERATING TEACHERS

Treatment group
Factor Semester . Chi square
I 11 111
: Fall 7 5 7
Effectivity Spring 2 7 8 2
Total 9 12 15 X“=1.61(p<¢.50)
: Fall 5 3 10
Potency Spring 3 6 6 2
Total 8 9 16 X“=1.63(p<.50)
|'Fall 8 5 8
Receptivity Spring 2 6 5 2
Total 10 11 13 X“=0.45(p <. 80)

G0 ——

TABLE 53

FREQUENCY OF POSITIVE SHIFTS
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL CONCEPTS
BY STUDENT TEACHERS

———————

| Treatment group
Factor Semester Chi square
I I1 II1 IV
Fall 5 7 - 4 1
Effectivity Spring 3 11 6 6 2
: Total 8 18 10 7 1X°=6,81(p<.10)
Fall 6 11 5 3
Potency Spring 5 6 3 8 )
Total 11 17 8 |11 |[X“=3,58(p<.50)
Fall 10 6 7 6
Receptivity Spring 5 |- 8 2 4 2
Total 15 14 9 |10 [X°=2.16(p<.70)
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Summary. When student teachers were divided within
treatments into groups who gained or lost in TSRT scores when
pre- and posttests were compared, there were significant dif=-
ferences only on the within=-group congruence across the ree
peated measuring of that variable. T[here was no pattern to
this congruence although higher congruences were generally ate
talned in the later ouservations.

When student teachers were catero:i ized within treatment
groups by MSAI (Real) scores above or below the median for all
participants, only the fall student teachers showed signifi-
cant differences. Utilizing both levels of MSAI (Real) per=-
formance, there were significant between-group differences in
the MSAI (Real) levels and significant differences in withine
group congruence across the six observations. Student teachers
scoring above the median on the MSAI (Real) were significantly
different in treatment effect. The hlghest congruence was
achieved by those in the interaction analysis group. The sec=
ond-highest congruence was achieved by the combined videotape
and interactlion-analysis group. There was little observable
difference in congruence between the two lowest groups, the
videotape only, and the comparison groups.

The largest difference between the MSAI (Real) scores pro-
duced by the student teachers and the MSAI scores produced by
the students of those student teachers occurred in the inter-
action-analysis group assigned in the spring semester. Gen-
erally the MSAI (Real) scores were similar to those produced
by the students.

The Workshop Assessment Index (end of Workshop) showed
no marked differences among cooperating teachers assigned to
- use the three prescribded supervisory programs., The Supervisory
Activities Checklist provided evidence that the different
treatment conditions actually prevalled.

The Semantic Differential Instrument indicated strong
shifts (p<.10) among the four treatment groups of student
teachers on the effectivity factor. Those student teachers who
were glven videotape-only feedback produced the highest number
of positive shifts., The lowest number of positive shifts oc-
curred in the no-specified-treatment group.
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DISCUSSION
Interpretation of findings

This sectlon deals with the recults of both studies by
drawing inferences from the statistical findings, speculat-
ing about thelr meanings and indicating possible interpreta-
tious.

A tremendous amount of data has veen collected over the
two~year period. This report dea..: with those data as grouped
data subjected to finlte statistical treatment. By design,
such treatment precludes other possible groupings of data for
analysis. It necessarily limits or suppresses information
about individual cases and the dynamics of behavior change in
student teaching.

However, the statistical treatment exposes areas that are
worth further investigation on a re-grouped, individualistic
or more dynamic basis. It is anticipated that continued study
of these data will delineate some of the relationships that
are hinted at, but not demonstrated, in the statistical analy-
sis.

It 18 recognized that student teaching and its supervision
occur in a tafflingly extensive complex of variables that can
confound those varlables selected for analysics in this study.
Even though the "chance" assumptions of a statistical study
have definite theoretical and practical value, some aspects
of those "chances" have, in reality, more dynamlc cogency
than can be adequately demonstrated in the scope of this study.

The partlcular school 1in a particular city at a particular
time-~the speciflic cooperating teacher and student teacher and
thelr specific potentials for interaction=«the individual stu-
dent, the individual student teacher, the particular classroom
sltuation-~these and many other aspects in interaction provide
an unanalyzed context in which these findings must be considered.

The Pillot Study. It is clear in the Pilot Study findings
that the main effect, the positive relationship between specif=-
lc tralning of the cooperating teacher and the recorded per-
formance of the student teacher, was not demonstrated.

. However, some somewhat more subtle, expected and unex-
pected, relationships were demonstrated, at least in terms
of statistical significance.

1. The major finding is that, lrrespective of treatment
and other variables, all groups changed significantly from
measure to measure in congruence of prediction and actual ob-
served performance in ciassroom instructional behavior. The
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general trend was an lncreasing convergence (even though not
conslstently increasing sequentially from measure to measure),

Somehow or other, in the conditlons of this study, the
experience of student tesching vermitted students to demon-
strate that their instructional behavior became more congruent
with thelir prediction of that behavior. Whether this is a
function of improved prediction of perceived reality or of
improved control of instiructional behavior, or of a betiter
match between both phenomena, the study did not explicate.

The "implications" section below'wlll speculate further
upon this question.

2. A second finding is that the TSRT instrument had some
slgnificant relationships with the degree of congruence of
intent (prediction data) and performance (observation data).

In general, those students who increased in pre=to=-post
TSRT scores showed a greater increasing congruence than those
who decreased in TSRT scores.

\

No prediction of congruence was possible frc. initial
TSRT scores. However, inspection of the data shows that in
most cases the post TSRT showed a decrease in scores as come
pared to the pretest. The one exception is in Group A
(Workshop supervision on full semester assignment) where an
equal number of students increased or decreased, This may ine-
dicate that there 1s some efficacy in continued consistent
supervision as compared to more varied experience.

3. The interrelationships of three types of administra-
“lons of the MSAI produced some significant findings.

By and large, student teachers' estimates of how their
students perceived them were very close to the actual ratings
by students. This finding must be accepted very cautiously
since many classes did not fill out the instrument and the

data are thus derived from an incomplete sample blased in un-
known ways.

The mean of students in all groups ‘showed that thelr de-
slred rating on the MSAI (Ideal) was significantly higher
than their estimates of student perceptions (Real). This nay
be interpreted to say that student teachers wanted to do bet-

ter in the eyes of their students than they actually thought
they had done.

The cnly other difference (consistent but not statistie
cally significant) in the MSAI was thet classes who rated
student teachers at the end of the first quarter rated them
hlgher than those who rated their student teachers for the
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second quarter. In contrast, the ratings of those who had
the same student teacher for the full semester gave a mean rate-
ing falling between those of the first and second quarter.

Again this is the incomplete and blased sample, and any
interpretation 1s suspect. However it 1s another bit of in-
formation which raises the question of the value of full sem=-
ester placement in student teaching.

l, Using the Semantic Differential as a measure of atti-
tude toward teaching and selected aspects of it, there was a
general shift in s negative direction from thebeginning to the
end of student teaching.

There were lnteresting variations from group to group
and from section to section of the instrument., Interpretively,
no pattern has been found to clarify the meaning of these dif-
ferences. ,

5., The Workshop Activities Assessment Index was deslgned
to get some information about the expectations of Workshop
participants as to the value of specific supervisory practilces
and the frequency with which they expected to employ them.,
Some rather fine discrimination ameng practices were called for.

These discriminations are completely destroyed 1in the
summing of the rankings for statistical purposes. The statis=-
tical treatment simply sums the welght of all ranks for fre=-
quency and similarly for value, and makes no distinction for
elternative cholce possibilities. It 1s, therefore, a gross
measure of anticipations of value and frequency.

It is clear that teachers in 21l groups percelved them-
selves as having utilized the summed techniques less frequent-
1y than they had anticipated and perceived them as being less
valuable than they had hoped.

Similarly, when students were asked to indicate the
practices that had been used by thelr cooperating teachers,
they percelved them as using those practices on the Index even
less frequently and with less value..

Interpretations of these findings lie in the actual con-
ditions of student teaching in the real world of the school.
Cooperating teachers found themselves with insufficlent time
for the kind of supervisory activities they wished to engage
in. The pressure of teaching and other responsibllities e-
roded their good intentlons.

Similarly, the pressures on student teachers and thelr
anxiety about the many varlables in the student teaching
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situation caused them to attend less to subtle differences 1n
supervisory behaviors.

The question 1s ralsed in these findings about the carry
over and continuation value of a trailning design, however good
it may be, if the conditions for its application are not care-
fully strvctured, nonitored and maintained. The question 1is
also raisecd about the possible value of concurrent supportive
in-service activities as a necessary part of the tralning

design.

Continuing Study. In most respects, the pattern of the
findings from the continuing study was simllar to that found
in the pilot study. The following points emphasize the major
differences.

1. hile the general trend of congruence was from low con-
gruence to high congruence, and while these congruence measures
were slgnificantly different within groups in most analyses,
there were many instances in which the congruence vaclllated
consideratly. This could have been caused by the varying den-
sity of specified treatments in the course of the student-
teaching experience., If a videotape had Just been recorded or
an lanteraicvion=analysis matrix compliled just before the research
observaction, that observation would record prediction and actual
behavior more strongly influenced by the treatment.

2. Student teachers who scored above the median on the
M34I (i.¢al) and who taught in the Fall semester produced sig-
nificantly different between-group congruences, The group re-
ceiving the interaction analysis feedback produced the hlghest
convergence. The second highest congruence was produced by the
combined interaction-analysis-and-videotape-feedback group.
The vidcotape=-only-feedback group produced congruences simllar
to tne rno-specified-feedtbtack group. Seemingly the interaction
anea.ysis provided student teachers who perceived themselves as
beinzg ronked high by students with analytic skills producing
higner congruence. vVideotape feedback did not seem to influ-
enc.: thls skill measurably.

3. Tae Supervisory Activities Checklist demonstrated that
th.. prescrived treatment conditions had indeed existed. This
incorwiant did not gather data on the extent to which any super-
visory Tecunique was used. The physlical assignment of the video-
Tape apparatus makes it possible to ascertain that no student -
teacher could have utilized this feedback system for more than =
5 per cent of the student teaching experience. No similar in-’ !
forrmation can be obtained for the interaction analysis usage. |

k., The semantic-differential data indicated considerable
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shift in attitude among the student and cooperating teachers,
While there were more shifts in the negative direction than
shifts in the positive direction, those shlfts were distributed
throughout all treatments with one exception. While not sig-
nificantly different, videotape feedback student teachers had
markedly more positive shifts than did the other treatment
groups. This would suggest that the videotape feedback may
have more affective influence.

5. Generally, student teachers who were assigned in the
Fall semester showed more measured behavioral change than those
assigned in the Spring. Whlle no evidence was collected to
enable analysis of this phenomenon, it might be speculated
that time intervenling between the Workshop and the assignment
of a student teacher may have diluted the effect of this
activity. Of course, the season i1tself or the availability of
student teachers for assignment in a particular semester may
have been influential.

In summary, while overall data analysis did not support
the hypotheses, some portions of the student-teacher popula-
tion studied produced differential behavioral changes. In the
pllot study, certaln student teachers defined by TSRT scores
- and by full semester assignment showed influence of the
supervisory techniques. In the continulng study, student-
teachers who scored above the medlan demonstrated differential
effects of the feedback although these effects did not occur
in the predicted order.

Implications'and Recommendations

Implications. Since the findings of the Pilot Study and
the Contlinuing Study are relatively consistent, thelr credi-
bility is increased. The fact that the over-all relationshlp -
between supervisor training and student teacher performance
on the instruments of the study was not demonstrated, and
that more subtle relationships were demonstrated, once agaln
1llustrates the complex nature of the variables in student
teaching.

The methodology and instrumentation of the studies per-
haps carry more important implications than the findings them-
selves. It has been demonstrated that the instruments as used
can provide a handle for describing and analyzing some of the
aspects of student teaching and supervision and their relation-
ships.

The major measure of the study grew out of the notlon of
"congruence." For decades, defensible and measurable criteria
of teacher effectiveness or teaching effectiveness have eluded
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educational researchers. Many reasons for thlis are apparent
and will not be elaborated here. It 1s generally agreed that
the most desirable, but also most elusive, criteria are those
related to the end product-=-learning by children. In any
naturalistic setting, such as student teaching, such measures
are virtually impossible espectially over a relatively short 4
- period of time.

For these studies, it was declilied to use a process vari-

able, rather than a product variable. Viewlng instruction as i
en influence process, and viewilng the teacher as influencing

| the behavior of students by the control he exerts over hils

| own behevior, the investigators reasoned that a useful criteri-
on would be the degree to which the teacher used the instruce
tional behavior he intended to use. Thus they sought a way |
to measure the congruence of intent and action in classroom .
instructional settings.

e e g i — =

Among the possible ways to measure congruence it was de- ’
cided to use systematic observations of student teachers in |
action combined with prior interviews to determine the student |
teacher's intended instructional behavior. Put another way,
the student teacher was asked to predict his behavior and then
observed to determine his actual behavior.

The studies have demonstrated that such a criterion and
its measure are viable. Observers can be trained in a complex
observational system to categorize and record instructional
behavior with a high degree of reliablility. Congruence as
defined has proved useful for the purposes of these studies.

The data on congruence collected in this study provide |
a2 rich deposit which could be mined in many ways. For statiste
ical convenience a simple measure of percent of actual tallies
falling in predicted cells was used in these studies. For
additional analysis or to seek more complex relationships,
other methods could be used. For example:

The predictions in both the Pilot and the Continuing
Studies were actually taken in a manner which permitted
the observers to report the relative welght distribu-
tion of predicted behaviors as well as simply to deline-
ate types of predicted behaviors. Thus, data are avail-
able in which prediction matrix zones are designated

as "heavy" and "iight" in the Pilot Study, and pre=-
diction matrix cells designated as "heavy,"” "medium,”
and "light"” in the Continuing Study, according to

how much of each lesson was predicted to have been
characterized by behaviors so labeled. It would be
interesting to know what sorts of convergence statis-

[
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tics would show up were these welghted approximat-
ions to be utilized. In addition, Pilot Study data
are avallable in which specifically predicted zones
are tallied together, which, if analyzed, would give
a portralt of the kinds of interaction predicted by
different groups. If compared with a refined analy-
sls of the actual teaching data, a still more sophis=

ticated set of convergence statistics would be possi-
ble °

Instructional analysis data and congruence data could be
analyzed in a number of non-statistical ways. Do certain
specific strategles lend themselves to greater congruence
than others? In some cases 18 lack of congruence desirable?
In selected individual cases, what are the relationships
between these data and other measures of the study?

The other instruments of the study have demonstrated Po=-
tential usefulness. Continued accumulation of studies using
the TSRT is Jjustifled by the findings.

The Semantic Differential on concepts in teaching has
proved useful. The disparity of results in the Pilot Study
and the Continulng Study require further explanation. The
investigators have a hunch that the very length of the in-
strument used in the Pilot Study mitigated against positive
attitudes. 1Its novelty value in the initial administration
may have overcome this aspect, while the final administra-
tlon at the end of a rough semester could enhance the nega=
tilve, At any rate, there is internal evidence that the
shorter form used in the Continuing Study has continuing value
in research in teaching.

The MSAI proved questionable for use with children in
the conditions of these studies. However, its use as a self
report of perceptions in the Real-Ideal dimensions proved
valuable,

3peculation about the implications of the findings ralises
more questions than it answers.

It 1s clear that there was an increase of congruence be-
tween stated intent and instructional performance over the
perlod of student teaching. The reason for this is nct clear.
Was 1t a function of adaptation to the student teaching ex-
perience 1tself? Did the intervention of the interviewer=obe
servers provide an attention and practice effect that caused
student teachers to change in ways that would not otherwise
have occurred? There is some slight evidence that for definae
ble sub-groups of student teachers, particular supervisory
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activities were related to positive changes.

This increase in congruence, though significant, was
not dramatic. The overall mean of congruence was approxi-
mately fifty percent. Thus, typically, as much unpredicted
as predicted behavior occurred.

The general tendency to decrcase in TSRT scores and to
vary 4in both directions on the 3emantic Differential requires
further analysis, especlally in regard to relationships
among these shifts in individual cases.

The fact that cooperating teachers used specifiled
supervisory techniques less frequently and with less utillty
than they had intended to ralses a number of questlions.
Although there is no hard evidence on this, it appears that
the everyday demands of the classroom and the school make it
extremely difficult to find time to give full attentlon to
admittedly desirable supervisory activities.

Perhaps the major implication of the findings ls that
the enormously complex serles of situations and activitles
that are called student teaching can be subjected to analysis,
but they must be analyzed in a variety of ways that recog-
nize their complexity. The ideosyncracies of a particular
individual or a particular situation may prove to be more
influential than the evidence provided by grouped data.

Recommendations. ©On the whole, the study generated data
which were more suggestive than conclusive. The whole con-
ception of the study, particularly the unique manner 1in
which interaction analysis was being used, provided continuous
stimulation for thought and conjecture concerning potential
future research in student teaching.

Many of the ldeas evoked by the study fall within
three basic categories. First, during the analysis of the
data there was much interest in but little time for ex post
facto reorganization of the data. Questions were asked con-
cerning possible usefulness of different sorts of comparisons.
Obviously there are almost limitless possibilitlies for this.

Some examples follow: .

a) A comparison of the data of student teachers
working in urban and non-urban schools.

b) A conmparison of the data of student teachers
who taught at different grade=-levels.
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¢) A comparison of the data of student-tecachers
whose cooperating teachers have had “ifferent
anounts of teachlng experience,

d) A comparison of the data of student teachers
whose cooperating teachers had significantly
different scores of various measures of attie-
tude toward teaching.

e) A comparison of the data of student teachers
who themselves come from urban and non=urban
areas.

f) A comparison of the data of student teachers
who worked in larger and smaller schools.

Second, the new ways in which interaction analysis was
being used (and indeed the new systems themselves) suggested
still more possibilities for -use of that mode of analysis.
Some possibilitles which relate closely to the present study

follow: .

i

a) Training of the student teachers themselves in
the particuler interaction analysis system with
which thelr treaching will be measured. This
would enable them to produce their own prediction
matrices whlch would eliminate the variability
which occurs among observer prediction interviews.

b) Short cf training student-teachers in the appro-
prlate observation system, it might be possible
-to create a unifcerm prediction questionnaire for |
student teachers to £ill out which could then g
be transcribed onto prediction matrices by ob=- |
servers or other trained personnel.

Third, for purposes of training rather than research,
discussion and use of interaction analysis data in relation
to other measures of teacher performance and attitude raises
& whole serles of questions about teaching which might not
arise 1in a context from which such concrete vehicles for dis-
cussion are absent. Discucsion of the issue of how much
convergence student teachers made between their prediction
and results leads to the question of just what perfect con-
vergence would indicate about a single teacher, and what
varying percentages of convergence between student teachers

“would tell about their respective performances. To ask such
questions is to begin to explore the nature of effective
teaching from a somewhat different perspective from the ones
commonly taken. To have data on specific kinds of high or
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low convergence avallable for comparison with other measures
of teacher and student performance may eventually provide
ncw forms of information about the problems of teaching,
forms which may be uniquely functional.

Specifilce recommendations'followz

1. Data collected in these studies should be subjected
to continued analysis in terms of individual cases and dy-
namic interrelationshlps among individuals and situations.

2. The instruments and techniques of this study should

be used in contlinulng research on teaching and student
teaching.

3. The TSRT and Semantic Differential should be used
in both research and training to find and clarify relation-

ships among the analytical and the affective dimensions of
teaching.

k. The notion of congruence of intent and action
should prove useful 1f incorporated with feedback devices
in teacher education prograns.

5. In programs to train cooperating teachers, cone-
tinued support and in-service follow=up should be provided.

6. Ways must be found to improve the conditions in
which student teaching takes place so that cooperating
teachers have the time and setting to engage in appropriate
supervisory activities.
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SUMMARY

1. In the Introduction to this report the purpose of
the study and its relationshlp to related literature on
student teaching were described.

RBoth Pilot Study and Continuing Study were attempts to
ascertain whether training teachers to use specified feed-
back practices in supervising student teachers would result
in megsurable change in the instructional behavior of thelr
student teachers as compared to student teachers worklng
wit@;cooperating‘teachers not so trained.

In the Continuing Study, this purpose was further re-
fined to assess the differential value of specific practlces,

The objectives of the training phase (the Workshops)
and the hypotheses of the research phase were explicated.

2. The section on Methods described the training de=~
sign and the activities of the Workshops which involved
thirty-three prospective cooperating teachers in the summer
of 1967, and thirty-five prospective cooperating teachers in
1968, The 1967 group was entirely from the Syracuse City
School District; the 1568 group included five teachers from
three contiguous districts. ,

Research activities were designed to assess the per-
formance of student teachers in the Elementary Teacher Pre-
paration Program at Syracuse University who worked with these
cooperating teachers and comparable teachers who had not
participated in the Workshops.

Observers were trained in relatively complex systems

' for recording observational data on instructional behavior

of teachers and students. They observed each student teacher
involved in the study six times. These observatlons took
place in the Fall semester, 1967, and in both Fall and Spring
semesters 1968-69.

Instruments administered to Workshop particlpants and
student teachers included the Teaching Situation Reaction
Test; a Semantic Differentlal on concepts of aspects of
teaching; the Minnesota Student Attitude Inventory, (a) as
student teachers perceived their ranking by students (Real)
and (b) as they would like their students to rank them (Ideal).
In addition, in the Pilot Study, a Workshop Activities Assess-
ment Index was filled out at the conclusion of the Workshop
and by the Workshop Cooperating teachers and their student
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teachers at the conclusion of student teaching. In the Con-
tinuing Study, the Index was used at the conclusion of the
Workshop and converted into a Supervisory Activities Check-
list which was completed by all participants at the conclu-
sion of student teaching.

A computer program was developed to analyze the data
gathered from the observations and instrument administration.
The primary technique used to determine slgnificance of find-

. ings was analysis of variance.

3. S3tatistical findings were presented textually and
in fifty-three tables.

In all groups there was a statistically significant 1in-
crease in congruence over the student teaching semester.

Differential effects of feedback among the groups of
the Continuing Study were statistically demonstrated only
with student teachers who were assigned in the Fall semester
1968 and who scored above the median on MSAI (Real). Those
in the above classification who received interaction analy-
-sis feedback produced the highest convergence.,

Full semester student teachers in the Pllot Study pro-
duced more consistent behavioral change than those given two
half=-semester assignments.

For all groups in both studles, there were marked dif-
ferences between MSAI (Real) and MSAI (Ideal) with the Ideal
being consistently higher. There were no apparent differen-
ces among the groups.

There were predominantly negative shifts in attitudes
reasured by the Semantic Differential in the Pilot Study.
In the Continuing Study, there were about as many positive
shifts as negative. Student teachers recelving videntape
feedback produced more positive shifts than the other groups.

4y, 1In discussing the findings, the statlstical results
were interpreted and speculation about their implications was
presented. Recommendations were made about tralning designs
and further research in this area.

While the analyses did not demonstrate differential ef- -
fects of the supervisory feedback in all groups studied, evi=-
dence polinted to the existence of such effects in certaln
groups. The intensification of treatment and the development

of processes for student teachers to form their own predliction
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matrices might have produced a more marked effect as well as
more precise measurement of that effect.

Only a few of the variables in the complex student teach-
ing process were investigated, but those have given new in-
sights into the nature of the procesc.
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. ak -4 A — 3
. act very of some very
useful use useful
b) : . .
prebé%iy perﬁ%ps sevegdl dE“IéESt at least
hever once or times every other once a
twice week . week
. a)
nov v‘éfy 4 of so' me 4? verya
useful use ' useful
b ' 3 L L
probaoly cccasion- in many but in alnmost
nevep ally not necessarily every supel
in every super- visory cons
visory conference ference




le

SUYERVISORY ACTIVITIES CHECK LIST

There ars many wags of working with student teachers. Every super-
viser uses a variety of teahniques and activicies,' We are attempt-
irg v got information about the variety that Jifferent cooperating

biachevs use, and their percepticn of the value of éifferent tech-
iques,

In the curren' study seme Wweachers were asked to emphasize certiain
Teahniquesy, otlers ware given no srecial instructions, Will you in-
dicave how you astually worked with your student teacher this past
semedter by checiking the foilowing liist.,

) Ch?mk YE3 or NO to indicate your utilizaticn nf the particular
activivy,

2. Placzla double check for the FIVE activities you used most fre-
quenély.,

3. Indicate the VALUE of each utilized activity bty mark1n§ 1, 2f 3,
4 or 5 in the value column to indicate 'bf 1ittle value" =1, "of
very great value" =5,

YES NG VALUE
\ .
1, PFlanning spesific lessons with
the student teacher prior to
her teachning.

2. Requiring the student teacher
to present a plan, but not planning
witlk her °

3. Presenting a critique of the
lesson as soon as possible after
the teaching episcde.

4, Pratlasing aspects of the teaching,
but aveiding eriticlsm.

5. Evaluating the teaching as you
sea 1%, without ceconcern for
pralse or ariticlsm,

6. Beringing in a third party
{speclallat, prineipal, othex
teacner)} to evaluate the teach-
inx.

7. Ask the student teacher to
sritique her own teaching with
iltele help foom you.

8, Giving the atudent teacher freu-
dom to try what she wants (lulssez-
falre}
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12,

13,

b,

“2-
YES NO
Enccuragirg the student teaclher
tn tyy new ldeas and practices
and o develop her own teaching
styieo

Sarvefuliy directing the student
teachar and eontrolling her ac-
tiviciaes a8 much as peaslble.

Using 28 videotare recoardexr to re-
cord samples of the student teacher's
teaching benaviayr, and then gittin
down with the studenf; teasher in &
GULeOViScry conierente €O view and
discuss tha lesson.

Uoirz a videotape recorder to record
sangies of the student teacher's
teachning behavior, and then allcwing
“he student teacher to view the
sample of the lesson withocut your
PAI2N0E

Taking {nteracticvi analysis on a sample
of ths student teacher's lessen, ylot-
ting the oata into a matrix (or having
the stcudent teachsr plot the data into
a matrix) and then sitting down wikth
¢hy ghudant teacher in a suparviscry
sonferance to anaiyze the gata and dls-
cuss the lesadn,

VALUE

Talcing interaction analysis on a
sample of the student teacrer's lesson,
plctting the data into a mairix (or
having the student teacher pioct the
Jdata into the matirix) and then en-
couvaga the student Teazher to an”’.yze
the aata without ycur presence,

Taking interaction analysis data on
+he stusent teacher, and discussing
i1t witnout piotting & mairix.

Having the student tsacher usa the
patrix 43 a maana of stating instruct-
1onal iptent prloe te a lesson, taking
interaction analyais sn the lasson,
plotting the data into a watrix {or

hav '‘ng the.studeat teachar plct the data
iney a matrix) and then sitting down
Wity tha student teacher 1r & supexvis-
Try sontes mmee Go anzlyze and dlscuss
tre eongru nas oe jJack of consTuenca
Vetwean intendad J4ard aotual vaachlng
tghavion, '
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The Minnescta Student Attitude Inventory January 1969

We shculd like to get as much data as possidble for our student teach-
ing research project, insluding the reaction of children to the stud-
ent teacher, Hence, we would like you to administer the liinnesota
Student Atctitude Inventory,

Heuwever, we recognize that there are two provblems: (1) Some schocls

do net wish to expose children to this type of instrument, and (2)

thz instrument may be tceco difficult for chlidren in Kindergarten and
lower girades., Therefcre, we must leave the use of this to your dis-
eraticn, If you decide to administer it, please follow the directions
telew in order to standardize administration as much as possible.

1.
2.

3.
L.

56

Te

Give ¢children the dirsstions and answer sheet.
Read to them or with them the material on the form.
Answer any nseessary questions.

Yecu may eitﬁer read the inventory items to tae students or give
the inventcry to them t¢ do. This will depend upon your assess-
nent of their ability to handle 1t with a minimum of help.

If you are reading the ltems to the students, read the ltem as
1t is. If further explanation 1s necessary, you may then re-
word. parnphrase, or explain. Similarly you may elaborate 1f
individu=l3s need help on 1tem interpretation when they are
reading the itens.

For sone classes, 1t may be batter to 40 no more than twenty
items at cne time, and then return for a second and third ad-
ministratic.., The answer sheet is set up in three columns to
faciliitate chis, ‘

Pieace make 1t clear to the children that they are to react to
the student teasher and the classrcom situations that exlsted
vhile whe student veacher vas in charge. This is prcbably
best done by referring to the student teacher by. name,
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WMINNESOTA STUDENT ATTITUDE INVENTORY
January 1969

This is not & test because there are ng wrong answers, The answer

te each question is A MATTER OF CPINION, and your true opinion, whate-
ever 1t is, IS THE RIGHT ANSWER, You will be asked a 1ot of questions
about how much you like this class, the teacher who has been vorking
with you, and the work you are dolng here. All the questions refer
to THIS ONE CLASS AND THIS PARTICULLR JEACHER, By giving frank, true

answers to show exactly how you feel, you can help us understand the

opinions of students.

Your teachor will give you a peper with the questions on it or will
read them to you, Yb& will respond by marking an X in a box on your
cnsver sheet,

. HERE IS AN EXAMPLE
The statement you are marking might be: I think ny homework is very
hard., If you agree with this statement op think it 1s a coirecet
statement, mark an X in the first box, lika this

A D

L] L]

If you disagreé with the statement, or think it is wrong, mark an X
in the second box, like this

A D

L] L

1. Flease do NOT write your name on the answer sheet,

DIRECTIONS:

2. Do not slclp any questions---answer each cne oarérully.

3. Make sure that the number on the answer sheet matches
the question numbter vhen you mark your answer,
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MINNESOTA STUDENT ATTITUDE INVENTORY
(DO NOT WRITE ON THIS COPY) |
This teacher asks our opinion in planning work to be *one,
Thig teacher keeps order fairly. |

I get along well with this teacher. '

I find it easy to talk to'this teacher.

5., This teacher never asks trick questions to show how dumb we are.

. 6, Most of us get pretty bored in this class,

\
7. This teacher never slaps us or handles us roughly.

i i i o et

| 8, No one dares talk back to this teacher.

9., This teacher 1s one of the best I have ever had. - >

S A T T T e

10. I Just don't trust this teacher,
11. It is easy to fool this teacher,
’ 12. This teacher makes sure WE understand our work.

| 13. This teacher often cends boys and girls out of the room as punishment,

14, This teacher really understands boys and girls my age.
15, Our teacher is very good at explaining things clearly.
16, Frankly, we don't pay attention to this scacher.

17. Thils teacher has leost the reopect of the class,

18. Sometimes things "get out of control" in this class,

\
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19.

20,

al.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

30.

32.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

Qe
This teacher certainly knows what he (she) 1s doing.

This teacher often "bawls you ocut” in frortof the class,
This teacher makes it fun to study things.
This teacher has some special favorites or "teacher's pets."

Our teacher never gives us extra assignments as punishment.

This teacher wants to check our work to make sure we are on the right

- track.

I really lika'this class,
Sometimes I think this teacher dcesn't hear what we say.
This teacher helps us get the most cut of each hour,

This teacher is cool and calm.

In this class we fool around a lot in spite of the teacher.

When I'm in trouble I can count on this teacher to help,
This teacher becomes confused easily.

This teacher will punish the whole c¢lass when he (she) cantt £ind out
who 4id something baad.

This teacher thinks oclearly.
Some of the students are smarter than this teacher.
This teacher lets us discuss things in class.

It 15 fun to see how much we can whisper before we get caught.

This teacher makes everything scem interesting and important.
B-53




ko.

41,

b2,

43,

45.
16.
.
48,
4o,
50.
Bl.

52.

56.

-3—
I wish I could get even with this teacher,

This teacher knows a lot,
This teacher is quick to see a new 1dea$

This teachexr 1s too bossy.'

This teacher never gets angry and shout; at us,

We often complain Just to get cut of work,

If I could get away with it, I'd sure like to tell this teacher off!
This class 1s noisx\and fools around a lot.

This is the best teacher I have ever had.

You can't walk around in this class without permission.

It seems that somgbody is always getting punisned in this class.

I wich I cculd have this teacher next year. | *

This teacher has lots of fun with us.

Scmetines just thinking about this class makes me gsilck.

Tnis teacher makes very careful plans fcr each dq&'s work,

This feacher helps students when they have problem§ with thelr work.,

. Frankly, we just den't cbey the teacher in this elass,

This teacher always takes time .to find oyt your side of a difficulty.

This teacher never pushes us or shakes us in anger.
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This teacher punishes me for things I don't do,
This teacher likes to hear students' ideas.

We behave well in this class even vhen the teacher is cut of the room.
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“he Oucervational System for Instructional Analysis

Teacrer Zenavliors o Student Behaviors j
e e ’ . ——t
13 Substentive clieriiicabion : 53
T2 Tespoiads vo sukslantive solicitatﬂon 32
arscaontive substantis
T3 Initiates sudstancive ;110;nation 33
v,  Solisits substantlve response | sh
LR R . AL~
g ; Linns
| %5 Coriective feedback | 85
E TE  Cenfirmation S5
ppvaisal ‘7 Leeeptence . S7 Appralsal
P 0 Positive peraonal Judgment | S8
: \
5 legetive pecsonal Judgrent | . SO ]
e =
; Ti0 Langgerlel clarificatiun . S10
| 711 Fespoinds to nmanegerial solicitation - S1l
e eIl | Kanageriel
$12 Initiates mancgermial inlornation 812
1.3 Sellcits muncgeriel rvesponse 813
Leire ' e
| PTG Silent covent activiiy Sy ! |
Llence ! | Silence
; 115 Silent overt activity S15

| Tcachicr e Studsne Eehaviexr

SNG AP  GIRNGR) ¢ FWIPEIN RO DS

L

X 15 Inctéructionally non-funcilonal behavior '

¥ 17 Interaciion Sepayy tion déSi{;ﬁﬁtion

Cateyeries 1-4, ané 10-)3 may te luvrther categorlzed as
a. closed or b. oren. |

3"57 ' o )




WHLQBERN

BOoH<»>REG

SN0 TOHS>PIO wm2BogHn

13.

OBSERVATION SYSTEM FOR INSTRUCTIONAL ANALYSIS

Sept. 1967
1. Clarifies and accepts student feelings and/or |
gives non-evaluative encouragement.
2, Ciarifies and accepts student ideas and questions, | -~
3. Ansuers student substanvive questiohs.
4, Toacher dirccted silence (used during information giving by
mzans of chaik board, overhead, etc;f.
5, Glves substantive informatiocn or opinion,
6. Glves substantive procedural information or answers substantive
| procadural questions.
T. Asks open questiocns (divergent, evaluative).
8., Asks clcsed guestions (cognitive memory, convergent)
9., Gives manageriai procedural information or answers managerial
procedural questious.
10. Criticlzes or rejects student ideas, behavior or feelings.
11, Oives corrective feedback for incorrect ideas or behavicr,
12, Gives confirmation of correctness of ideas or”behavior.

Praises student ldeas, behavior or feelings and/or gives
evaluative encouragement.,

1k,

15‘
16,
17.

Gives c¢losed substantivé verbal response (cognitive memory,
convergant),

Gives copen substantive vefbal‘response (divergent, evaluative),
Gives expression of feellng.

hsks substantive or substantive procedural quéhtions.
Asks managerial precedural questions, |
Silent overt activity.

Silent ccvert azctivity.

i

Student Lo student interacticn designaticn,

Student fallowed by student interaction designaticn,

Instructicnally anon-functional behavior,
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lease place appron

hich follows:
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Teaches:

Teacher:

Students

Peacher:

Teacher:

Teacheyr:

Students

Teachen:

Teacher:

Teacher:

WORKSHEET 2.1 (1968)

ate Planders'® category in spaces provided 1n examples

"Poday we're going to discuss the stories we read yesterdaJ.“

"Please open your books %o page 150, "

"Vour paper is very neatly done, Jimuy."

ithe answer to problem 6 is 362,"

"I think we should go over our homework £irs%t, Iiss Jones

"It looks like you enjoyed your field trip."

"Well who ¢id discover %the Pacific Ocean, Miss Jones?"

(Responding %o g.), "Balboa gdiscovered the Pacific Ocean, John,"

"That do you think about the forthcoming electidné?" |

(Respondlnv o 1.) "It looks like Nixon and Humphrey will
the candidates." | |

(Reupondzng to J.) "fou think Nixon and Humphrey will be the
candldates," | | :
"John, how could ydu giﬁe me such a poor answer?"
"hat 1s ¢alled the commutative law," |
"TE we know 3 + 5 = & vhat do we know about 5 + 32"

“pecording to what you said yesterday the answer 1s
Captain Jo“n Smich,
"fou ghould all pay at stention to the directions at the
the worksheet."

cop of

"Where should the decimal point go in this kind of problem?”
“Jolm has gilven us a very good anﬂwer."‘,

(Cont 1nu¢wg r) "He has said Jamestown was founded before
Plymouth, " ’

(CQntJnuin§ s) "hat else does our book tell us aboub
Jamesaown?

1




WORKSHEET 2.1a (1968)

| Please place apgpropriate Flander's category 1n spaces provided in
- examples which follow: |

.3, Teacher: "Please turn to the map on page 148."

b. Student: "Do we a2dd or subtract in this kind of problem?”

Teacher: '"What é1d you get as the answer for the fourth
problem, John?" |

meacher: "Bill's answer 1s very geod because 1t's so well thought ocut,'

E d,
f e. Teacher:{continuing d) "He has said the water pressure and air
| pressure caused the bar to float." | |
t g Teacher:(continﬁing e) "Does this agree with what the book has to say?
8 Student:(responding to £) "Yes, it does agree with the book." é
E h._____ Teacher: "You seem to be a blt puzzled by that question, John." %
; i.____ Teachers "Your answers to number 6 were reaily poor, closs.”
j.____ Student: "Is my answer to problem 2 correct, Hiss Brown?"
. k._____ Teacher:(responding to j) "Yes, your problem is correct, John,"
! 1, Teacher: "You did very well on your exam, Bill,"
m.______ Teacher: "What ﬁind of problem do we call this, Sue?"
n, Student: (vesponding to m) "That's called a reading problem in our
- book., " | '
c,__”__.Teacher:(responding'to n) "A reading problem,”
D Teachers {continuing o) "Very good."
Qe Teacher: "What's your favorite color, B111?"
r, ____ Student: "I 1like blue the best.”
s._____ Teacher: "Albany is the capltal of New York State, "
._____ Teacher: "Tom, will you please close the window a bit?"
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WORKSHEET 2.5 (1968)

Cell Designations: | f

1. 4=9 6, T-6 11, 4-4 16, 3-3 ,
20 5"5 70' g”i" 3-2. 6"'6 170 6"10 . ,
3. 9-3 8, 8-9 13. 8-7 18, 2-9 ]
L, 4-8 9, 2-3 . 14, 1-1 19, 5-4 | i
5, 8-2 10, ©-1 15, 5-9 20, 9-9 ”

P& ‘28e place nuwbec of approprlate ¢ell in spaces provided in examples
which follows

. b

. Student responds and his response is eritlcized by the teacher.,

ST -

e L I % et S W Ty e et

Teacher critielzes student behavior and gilves student a command.
“Yeacher gives Information and asks a questlon based on that information
Teacher pralses studentis 1ldea and interprets idea,

Teacher asks broad questlon to which student responds with divergent
answer, |

Teacher accepts spudent feeling for extended period.

Teacher asks narrow questiocn to which student responds with correct
answer, | »

Teacher asks several questions,
Student elaborates on his divergent response.
Teacher lectuves for extended perilod.

Studentwresponds with cognitive memory answer and continues by
glving personal opinlon,

Teacher tells students to go to blackboard and they do.

Teacher gives lengthy directions regarding seat work assignment.

Student says he 1s very bored and teacher repeats what student has
sald.

Teacher accepts and builds on a student’s idea,’

Teacher calls}on student who has indicated by ralsing his hand--
that he wants to spealk and student asks a question.

Student answexs with the correct answer and the teacher praises him,
Student interrupts while teacher is lecturing,
Student gives his opinlon which teacher clarifies for class,

Teacher, having accepted stucenc's idea, asks probing questlon
based on the idea. A-16




WORKSHEET 2.5a

lce1d Designations:

1-&-'9 60 7"6 11 ° 14-’4 16 ° 3"3
5=5 T 3-4 12,  6-6 i7. 6-10
9”8 8 . 8"9 1? ° 8"'7 18 ° 2“9
4-' 9. 2"3 1 "o 1""1 190 5"’“’
8"2 10. 9"1 15 ) 5"9 20. 9“'9

' Pl-~nase place number of appropriate cell in spaces provided in examples
- walceh follows

Teacher lectures for extended period.

Teacher asks lengthy question.

Teacher acceptbs student feeling for extended period;

feacher eribicizes studen® behaviocr and glves student a command;

Teacher, having accepted student'’s idea, asks problng question
based on the ldea,

Student ansuers w% th the incorrect answer and the teacher crilticlizes
him,

Teacher accepts and clarifles a student's idea,
eacher gilves lengthy diroetions regarding homewoxlk aub;gnment.

Student respsnds correctly and his response is praised by the teacher.

Teacher asks evaluative question to which student responds with
evaluative ansvieir,

Teacher asks cognitive memory question to uwhlch student responds
with correct answer.

Student gives his opinion which teacher clarifies for class,

Teachei calls on student who has indlcated by raising his hand--
that he wants o speak and student asks a question,

Teacher tells students To go to open their beoks and they do.

Student responds with convergent answer and continues by
giving personal oplinion, ’

Teacher gilves information and asks a question based on that information
Teacherr pralses student's idea and repeats 1t.
Student elaborates on hls own ldea,

Student says he is very happy and teacher accepts what student has
gaid, ' |

Student intevrupts vhile teacher 1s glving information.
A-17




Lzbels:
a.
b.
o
d.
e,
£
d o

&.

h.
i.

Definit

By using the approprl
with the definitions and descriptlons
in the space before the definition or example,

WORKSHEET FOR OBJECTIVE 6.1

Reinforcement

Fositive reinforcement
Negative reinforcement
Aversive stimalaticn
Behavior shaping
Terminal behavior
Intermediate terminal
behavior

Aeceptance
Clarification

lons:

J‘
k.
1.
me.
n.

G,

P
q.
r,

ate label (a,b,¢, ete,) mateh the following terms
velow. Place the proper label

Insight

Figure-ground relstlonship
Social-emotlional e¢llmate
Indirect behavior

Direct behavior

Intrinsle motivatlon
Extrinsic motlvation
Empathy

Congruence or congruent

The condltions which connote the quality of interaction in o

classroom,

Those verhalébehaviors of o teacher which tend to restrilct

the freedom

f students.

Those stimuli from a teacher or sltustion which are designed
o curtail or block a specific behavior of a gstudent.

ob jeetive has been reached.,

The behavior whieh is desired or observed 35 evidence that an

Those verbal behaviors of a teacher which tend to expand the

freedom of students.

Th@_condition, or moment in time, in wihich comprehension, or
s flash of understanding, 1s achieved.

dhme condition in whien two or more persons FEEL egsentially
the same sbout something.

¢lassroom verbal behavior whieh causes the student to recog-
rize that the tescher thinks his statement 1s useful or

worthwhile.

‘s

Giving a peward of some kind immedistely following an emitted

behavior.

4

Rewarding a partial behavier that moves toward the desired

hehavior,

Punishing or criticizing an undesired behavior,

Recelving positive fe
oae 'y posly w0 sptislled one

edback that one's behavior hns achieved
e metivations.,

The conditlom of recognized similsrity between one get of
data and another. (
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14, The peyceptunl conditlon which causes an item or Ob}?ﬂt to
appear differently according to the context,

15. That behavior which gives evidence that the student is moving
toward the deslred final behavior,

16. Pressure on the learner of yecognltion, reward, or puniohment
for symbols of achilevement rather than for the valiue of vhe
sehlevement itself. .

17. Granting to the learner a rewsirrd that he velues for the
specific behavior he has pevriormed.

| 18, The condliion in which the individusl is encoursped, forced,
| or pressured to explicate his statement or position.

Exampiegs

1. The teacher says, "Now, if you do & good Job on this assign- {
ment, your grade will go up, '’ j

2. A student says, "Could you repeat that definition and glve us
an example? '\

3. - A teacher asks a question. A student rvesponds, 2nd the tesacher
says, 'that's almost right, can you take your response a
iltvle farther to come ¢loser to a final answer?”

L 4, A ¢class has been wovklng through s dlscovery lesson, and, at
a particular moment, a majorﬂty of' the class scems to respond
by saying "ah-ha-I think I see 153"

5. A teacher lectures or gives informstion to a class.

6. A student 18 particularly interested in a speelal subject
and the teacher seeks ways vo satisfy this interest,

7. L student tells a tvaéhpr that he has enjoyed a particulsr
story, and the teacher responds sincerely by saying, "I
enjoyed 1%, teo.”

| 8., A teacher lutends to do particular things durlng » lesson,
‘ An observer's intersction analysis indicates that he (she)
has done so. The result could be called - .

9. Inn a gpecifie elaasraom, the Lercher tends to acceept student
| feellings, praise student contrlbutions, sccept student idess,
! and ask questions., Thls would be reflerred to as

behavior,
___1C. A student answers a teacher's questlon. The teacher says,
P "Good, that's right." This could be claasified as indirect -

. influence., It sould also Le classified ny oy

"
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i1,

or

12,

13.

16.

~3e

A student answers a teacher's question. The teacher says,

"wrorg, that's » Terrible answer." This eculd be classified
as dlrect influence (7). It could also be classified as

. or .

A student responds to a teacher's question, and the teacher
(non~judgmentally) repests the student's snswer., This would
be classified as

DL P anece L]

A teacher has a particular behavioral objective for a student,
or group of students. Vhen he checks thelr behavior in some
fashion, he finds that they can a8ll perfoirm satisfectorlly
acecording %o the criterion measure. We would say that they
have achleved the desired 0

A classroom observer makes an anslysis and talks with the
teacher about the welstive use of direct and indirect influence.
He would bLe dealing with the |
in the classroom.

Halfway through s unit, a teacher checks the understanding
(as demonstyated through verbal behavior) of students. He
uses fhis evidence ©o.diagnose student learning and re-plan
nis instructional strategies, We could say that he has
c¢hecked the

of hls students.

—— , a—

The class is working with a felt board and the teacher asks
student to place the eircle on the square to see 1f one is
largexr thsn the other,
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WORK SHEET FOR CBJECTIVE 7.2

in the space provided in ¢olumn A,

54.

Jo

Bxplzining predietions

OLUMN A

&~

Enumerating or listing

e A ST, -

Groupling

Labeling or ecategorizing

Tdentifying

Explaining

Making inferences

Predieting comsequences

Verifying predictions

A-21
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fMat@hﬂth@ gquestions oy elarifyingz statenents in column B with the level of Q
thought processes, listed in column A, “hat the quesiion or clarifyling . ’
' shatement would be designed to solieit I'rom studentcs,

Piace your responses  \

GOLIDN _ B

From che vocatlons we have 1
listed on the board, ¢can you 3
.gelect the ones that would be
government jobs?

Why did Columbus sail for Spain
rethey than Italy?

Gan you seleet s bird Prom the
¢lart that would feed on small
animals?

Why do you think the balloon
would expand 1f you heated the
air thse is in 1?2

it on it seiei

Given the data thst we have heye
about the raw materials and othner |
nature.) resources availasble in
Bolivis, what do you think would
be one of the major industries of |
Bolivis? |

How would you go about finding
out 1f a decrease in water
terpersture from 80° to 6O©
weald result in a decrease in
food consumption for the gold-
f1sh?

Who was President Eisenhower's
Y ice-President?

(lan you arrsnge the groups of
rictures of animals so that when |
“he groups are rearvanged they
sgpresent of continuum of
avolutionary development from

the lowest orvder of development
to the highest?

What would happen in the United
Arab Republie 1f President Nassazy
weve to order general [ree

¢lections for the presidency and §
ruled himself out as s cendidated
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1.

Mo

n.

Do

Viry do you think that we would
have a less serious racial problem
in the United States today i
Pregident Lincoln had not been
agssssingted and had served two
full terms ns president?

With the faets that you now have
abwut place values in the decimal
gystem, the base six number system
and the binavry number system, which
system do you think would be the
best to use if ease of computatlion
was the criterion for selection?

How would you determine 1if an
incyease in shudent pertlecipation
in setting the rules for classroom
behavior would lead to fewer

riles being broken.

Who is the mayor of Syracuse?
Can you make three columns of
numbers, one thst has the highest
in the hundreths place, one that

place and one That has the highast
value in the one's place.

3
}
{
.

has the highest value in the tenﬁh"g%ﬁ

|
i
i

Vihy do you think that Florids would

- e——t

4 sy r—— e T

2o into an econcmlce slump if a chang®

in c¢limate resulted in on average
temperature change that was twenty
degrees lower thsn the present
average temperature?

Can you put all of the rectsngles
in one box and 21l of the tvriasngles
in the other dox?

How was the invention of the print-
ing press velated to increased
availability of knowledge?

Can you select the squave from the
different shaped blocks on the
table?

.‘-
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WORKSHEET FOR OBJECTIVE 7.4

Mateh the questlons or clarifying statements in column B wlth the level
of thought processes listed in column A, that the questions or clari-
fying statements would be designed to solicit from students. Place
your responses in the space provided in column A,

COLUMN A A COLUMN B

T, Cognitlive memory a. How do ycu think our new system of
, clagsroom government 1s working?

. b. Vhot is the largest city in New York -
2. Convergent thought State? -

c. If you had 6 apples and you gave ]
| 2 to John and 2 to Sally, how .
3. Divergent thought many would you have left?

d. If the draught had continued 1in !

. Central New York State, what would |

4, Evaluative thought . have been the effect on the re- 1
creation industry in New York State? |

\ - €. WVho is the governor of New York? i

f. If 2 to the second power is 4, what
is 2 to the third power?

g. Which encyclopedia do you think
was most helpful to you in pre-
paring your report and why?

h. What would be the effects on New
York City 1f we had snother power
blzckout that lassted for & full
week?
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WORKSHEET FOR OBJECTIVE 7.7

Classify the following teacher statements as (a) pralse or encouragement
using private criteria, (b) praise or encouragement using public criteris,
(c) corrective feedback or criticism using private eritera, or (d)
corrective feedback or ¢rlitlicism using public criteria,

1. "I will not put up with any more noise."

2. "You answered that well becruse you gave examples to 1illustrate
your points."

3. "I won't accept that kind of work from you."

4, "Your paper was diffiﬂult to read because there were so many
misspelled words."

5. "Your homework psper made me very happy."

6. "John's statements sbout South America are correct according
to the map in your books."

7. "I don't think' Milt's report was as good as Vera's.,"

8. "Your drawing 1lsn't quite right. ‘The relative size of the
figures destroys the perspective.”

9. "No, your answer 1s incorrect. The dictionary defines that
term as...." ,

i0., "That's a very good answer!"

11. "Yes, that's riﬁht. You remember that we all agreed to use
that procedure.

i2. "No, you may not do that. The Principal won't like it."
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WORKSHEET FOR OBJECTIVE 8.1

{a) Using opaque (regular paper) matrix forms, formulate at least
six models of teachling lntent repiesenting instructional strategies
for specifie c¢ontent and objeetives Tor the grade level that you
teach. On the back of each sheet, describe verbally the content,
objectives and ratlonale for the model.

(b} Describe {with or without modesty) your perception of partlculsr
teashing %alents that you have. (e.g.--"I iiaten well.,"--"I organize
deseription cleariy."-~"I find and present instructional materlsls
magnificentiy."--"1 make kids work.") Explain how these talents are
exploited 1n the imstructlional models.
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APPENDIX B

Instruments of the Study
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TEACHING BSITUATION REACTION TEET

Revised Séptember, 1966

Directions: The case example $Hhat follows hag veen plammed to
measuye your abiliny to work through some of the problems of
handling a classpaom group., You will be given certain infor-
mation about the siassroom group and the working situation,
You will ouen be asked o respond te a number of guestions,
This will be vepeated through a series of problem situations,
The case study has been designed so that you ean respond
regardless of your teaching subjeet field., You do not need

"

technisal subJect patter knowledge to btake this test.

You apre asked to indicate your [irst, second, third, and fourhb
choice under sach queshion by trnserbing respeetively the numbers
1, 2,3, 4, in the spaces wmrovided on the answer sheeths under
(a3 by l8) and {d). The most desirable choiece should be
laveled 1, and the leas’ desirable 4, For example if your Plrst
choise was vesponse {c), your sevond cholce was reaponse (s,
yoar third cholee was response (o), and your fourth choice was
regponse {4}, you would. record your responses on the answer

gheet ag followss

Pﬁ»n s0 do not write on the best beoklet,

w—mww




The Situations:

You have been employed by a school system which 1s engaged in a
geries of erxperimental studles, One ¢f these studies 1lnvolves an
ervperimental c¢lass designed to improve pupils’! general adjustment
Lo thelr environment. A heterogeneous group (physical, mentally,
zo?ially} of tweniy-{ive sixth grade youngsters have slgned up for
lils elass.

The class is scheduled te meet the last hour of the day on Tuesday
and Thursday during the last half year. . Arrangements have been
made s¢ that the class might take trips and students might have an
opportunity to meet informally with the teacher after class,

Around the first of November your principal calls you in fo tell
you that, 1f you ave interested, ycou have been chosen to teach the
experimental class, You were asked because of your background in
chilld psychology and your interest in helping youngsters with
minor problems of adjustment typical of. the pre~adolescent,

Your principal has glven you pretly much of a "free hand"” %o develop
the content of the cwurse and the sctivities in which the students
will be engaged. A good supply of instructlional materlals, hooks
‘on children, and descriptions of similar programs in other scheools
has been made available o you., There will be no direct supervision
of your work, but an evaluation by students and yourself will be
requeszted at the middie and close of the semesber., Studles will
also be made of the gain in perscnal adjustment evidenced by your
students, You know the names of the students who have signed up

for your course, An experienced teacher-counzelor has been asked

by the prineipal te help you when and if you ask for help. The
teacher-counselor knows well each of the youngsters who have signed
up for your ©lsss. ,

ne  Goup e

Seme of the youngsters whe have signed up for the course know cavh
otber very well, having gone through school together, Three do not
ynow anyene eise in the group, Others are only casually acquainted.
Members of the group heve a variety of interests and ablliltles,

and they rvepresent many levels of competence and come from a varlety
of govio-gconomic backgrounds., The guality of thelyr personal
adjustment varies, but none 1s seriously maladjusted,




“2“

f'* A.* You have about eight weeks plus the Christmas vacation to plan for
your clasg: ,

1. VWhen you begin planning the course you would:

(a) Ask your teacher-counselor what he thinks should be in the
course .

(b) Examine the materials avallable to you and determine how they
might be used by members .of the class,

(¢) Read through the copies of publications describing other
school programs of a similar nature and draw ldeas from them,

{d) Interview a randomly selected group of the young people signed
up for the course and set your own tentatlve obJectives
based on these interviews.

5. During early December an important local civie group comes out
against teaching sex education in the schools. Your planning had
1neiuded some sex education. At this point in your planning
you would: | '

(a) Continue plgnning as you have been.

(b) Ask the prineipal if you should ineclude any sex education
in your course,

(¢) Remcve the lessons dealing with sex educaticn.

- (d) Find ways to get the sex education material across without
causing an issue, '

3, About three weeks before your class 1is scheduled to meet for the
first time, your principal asks you to come in and talk with him
about the course, You would hope that your principal would:

(2) Say that if there was anything that he could do to be of help
that you should feel free to call on him,

(b) Indicate to you what he would hope the course would
accomplish during the semester.

(c) Encourage you to talk about the. purposes of your course &3
you sce them after several weeks of planning.

(d) Make specific suggestions to help you in your planning, and

[ 4

encourage you to ducp in for further suggestlions 1f you
need help. '

4. ‘The weekend before the course 15 to start it would be natural
for you to fqel:

{a) Con@erﬁ,that your plamning has been‘inappropriate¢

(b) Anxious to get started and prove your abllity to handle thils
pather d1fficult asslgnment, f

(c; Hopeful that the course will prove of real value o the studeri
Confiden’ knowlng you have done the best you could under the

eircumstances. »
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"3, Yeou
50

“3m

wiil have your Pirst meeting with the group tomorrow.
Tt will he important that you have planned for:

{a) students to pet well acquainted with each other.
{v) explaining your grading system,

() a@tibiﬁies to cateh student latervest.

{d) explaining your compleﬁe program for the semester,

The tea@hermrounselor dyrops by your room and asks i1f he can be of
heip., You would ask him for:

(a}) his opinion about what you have planned for L OMOYrow,

(v) suggestions o help you make a good impression.

() suggesﬁions a3 to what student reaction might be on the first day.
(3} nothing until you had an oppartunityfto meet with the group.

The more important personal information o gather at the first
meeting would bes

{a) intevests of the different students.

(b) parent or guardian, heme address and phone pumber,
(¢) what the students would iike to do in the course,
(d) why they sre taking the course,

Of the things you would do the evening befure meeting the class,
the most essential would be To:

{a) begome Temiliar with the notes for sueh presentations as
y@u might muce,

(h} becoms famililar wlth students® names and any infoirmation
you have zbout them from thelr files,

() beconme familiar with the sequence and naburb of any a@ﬁivities
¢ miay have planned,

(d) bo sure any materials you were, To use wexe available and in
gocd copiition,

Your preatest concern on this night before the first meeting would
e s ; ,

{a) how to appear polsed and at ease.
(b) noyw Lo galn eontoel oY the ﬁrmuﬁ;
(=) hew to handle probilem pupils

(d) how to get your progran moving rapidly and well.
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g, bn meabieg Lhe group Bhue flrst day s number of studenbs come in from
Threo vo Dlve mivubes Late, wollwW¢ng this, as you get your program
underway the students get restless,

10, With The students that come in late you would:

| {a) simply acknowledge Cheir presence and n@tiﬂeablv marlc. them
‘ prasent in the record boolt,

(b} inform Hhem politely sbout the time at which the ¢luss sbarts,
(¢) ask them politely why they were unable to get to class on time.
{d) make clear bo the class as a waule and the late students in
pewbi¢u1ar tihe atendards you will maintain with regard to
vardiness, |
13. You wouwlid handle (et reS%lessneas of’ the group by:
(a} veesenbing your program move dynamically
(6} asking students why they weve regtless
(o) sueaking ©o Vhe group Fimly about paying attention
{4) fiwmtng out onse o twe of the worsh offenders and reprimanding
o
12, You 20?& bell The group your name and:
(&) the rules of sonducth for your class
(0) your expeetations for The clags
(o) aoma of ymuy ”w?%ﬁndl ad Justment problems at, thelyr ape
(a1 soms of vonk interests and hobbles

Yiou would, by your general behavior and manner, try to present
yemupsa L ass

|2
o
<

f2) o and serious but Calp

n

W) efflolent, arderly and business-like

LA,

.
L3

‘ ST . . 4 ‘. s Loy Sl &
) Pelendly, sympathetic and understanding
Vo d understanding, feiendly and fliw

Al You would prepare {or bthe next ueebhing by

—,
i
-

discussing with papils what they woenld 1lke to do and Icmﬁd?m&
g s g Bwo Lodess o

L) el ling Uhem whot e e tey pead

fed wiving sbudents & cholee of two ideas and deternining iu which
e majority Lt Interegtad,

| {4} dissussing yvour plans For Che next meeting with them,
| | B-6 -




girl,

Yevug
Taey boyss
lower alassy slum Amea,
dio not pay any atieation Yo hewr,

ot

(o] b !

have mot with your class Pour Bimas and have made some obseryvatlons,
st partlesilarly diely and you have round they come rom a

One glrl scemg to be withdraws, Thz studenty
Sk 1s a pleasant looking well dressed
Thove ars Pour op five youngsters, apparently very good Iriends

(bobh toys and giris) who do most of the talking and take most of the

initiabive,

i5,

17

Students seem to continually interrupt each other and you.
In the intervests of the twe bays from the slum aren you would:

(a)}find an opporvbunity to discuss the mabtter of cleanliness
withy the ¢lass '

(b)worak to the boys about thelr nezd £o be clean in a conference
with them

(e )inaugurate a eleaniiness competition with a prize to tha% half
of Lhe eiass with the best record, putiing one boy in each half

(d)speak to the boys about thelr need to be wiean and arrange
Paciiitvies at school wheve they eculd eleén up

Tr Ghe interests of the apparently withdrawn girl you would:

. , \ . ) '
{ajbalk e her informalliy over a period of Time to see 1f you
could determine her difficulty

(pYemil on her regulaprly for contributions to the discussion
(g)diseover & skill she haz and have her demonstrate for the class

(d)pave a conference with hey and tell her to become involved with
the olasy disoussion and spesk up

To improve the relatlonship of Uhe group to vhe appaxent):
withdraws gird you woulds .

(a)detzymine wio, LT anyme, is friendly with her and sreanse
Lo hove them work together on ceession

({b)oake the zivd aside and help hey see how dhe ean establish
betvore rmelations with her ciassoatey

{m) arpange to have her wordk with the group of boys and glrﬁg
who heko mest of the Initlavilve ¥

{(a)alion her to work oub her own problen

te Bhe Pour or five woungsber: who do nosth of the

With mepeed ‘
bake the initlative you would tend %o bellfeves

balling and
s brlghber than mosh of the oTher students
v The leadeps of the clasy

(e ¥thure 13 conglderable variation in student's abllivy L«
partlvipate in ¢lsss .

{d)bhey are a Little too eccity and Think they know mors Hin. the
ohhers . ‘

R7
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9. Witk repsrd to whe tendency of class memhers to interrmpt while
othiers are talking you would:

{#) tell the class politely but firmly that interruptions are
impolite and should not continue

{b) discuss the matter with the clésa, determining why this
heppens and what should be done sbout it

(¢) organize a system of hand raising and set rules for students
perticipation in discussion

(¢) set rules for student participation in discussion and rirmly
but fairly reprimand each person who breaks the rules

20, One of the important problems facing you now is to do something which:

(a} will insure that no one is rejected or disliked

{v) will result in everybody's being liked

{¢) will encourage each person's acceptance of the others

(3) will guaranteg that no one's feelings get hurt '
At the beginning of the eighth class session (fourth week) Johnny comes
into class holding on te his arm and very nearly orying. The tears are
welled up in his eyes and he looks away from the others, You notice that
Peter, the largest and strongest boy in the class, looks at Johnny occa-
sionally with a sneering smile. You do not feel that you ¢an let this
pass, s0 you arrange to meet with Johnny and Peter separately after class.
31, You would tend o belleve:

{a} that Johrny probably did something for which ©his wes Just, but
maybe severe, payment

(%} that rober 1s something of a bully

{¢) that Jonpny was hit on the amm by Feter

{4} traz Johnay fe;t badly and Petex wasg qulte aware ol it
22. Woen yoa aeoh with Johnny.you wouleds

{ay ask LI iFf Peter hit him and why

(b erpase nim in conversatlion and’iead slowly into the difficultly

€

Gt gl Bhoat althe rnon

{c) tesl him you wel'e aware +nat he had some JLfficulty and ot'fer
your nely Lo him

—
(7
At

Jer oim gulde the dlacussion apd peveal what he wrruld about
the Lneldent
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23, Whasn you meef wich Peter you would:

{a) teil him that Johnny was upseé whls afterncon and you had
noticed that he {Feter) was looking strange--proceed from there

{t} maite Bim aware that you know he had troutie with Johnny and
necceed mvm Laece

4

{¢] make mim awaxre that he 18 bigger and stronger ther the other
Loys and that he 18 a bully 1f he picks on smaller voys

{3) agk Rim i1 he and Jonnny had had difficulty
26, Wren young people get 1info confllet in' school it would be best to:

(a; let: them pesolve 1t themselves

{b} uein them to establlsh a friendly relationship
¢} find the cause of the Lrouble and work to eliminate it

{
(i) sentyel the school sltuation se that the confliets are less
tikely o arise

F. In general your pregraﬁ h28 been moving aiong satisfaciorily, buk afrer
the elghth meeting you have a feeling tha% the students are beginning to
Tose inbterest, A nunber of students seem Lo be sitting throush alassg
without preally getting ipvolved., Others seem wo stay interested and
active. The boactisy-counselor asks o see you informally over ~cffee.

25, Wien you reet with the feacher-counselor jyou would:
fa) not =alk skout your slass or ita prasent lack of lnvolivement

(b} dlzauss your cunecern with him and liwsten [or sugiestions he
mig;:x‘t Ry v

soe ok about how gatisfactory the esciy meeticgs hud boen

o3
N ¥

4
le

» N

(&) 2live nnaz teachaer-sounselor %0 orlent wne dixzuicrion

26, Your pilanainye or She noxb {rinth} aedsion vwouid insiage?

(&) oner rove Ldsno Lhav you kad noef cried .

{t) mom- ' srirtention of %he lmportanc: of studints dotuy well
(XY Yy v~ ‘( ta .1‘,\"' Bygen
LT o et ']
{e} 50 magee < Tap ideas Doom students dn o sw to omdie Bhe ciass
LTVFAIE § SEERDEICRN § ol {4

ways fe o200 noes students actlively doing something 1n elash

.
(R
.-.lo *
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27, Durios the niath session you would:

(2) vehave mueh as you had in eariler sessions

(%) ?ut §ame atress on the importance of everybody paying attention
n ciaan '

{¢) by careful cbservation determine which students esrem disinterested
(d) speak pointediy to those who were not paying attention |
o8, You would #end to believe the loss of interest due to:

(a) @ yather natural reaction in an elective experimental course

{t) fallure of studenis o realize that they musi contribute much
to a course of this kind

(cz a rather natural group reaction to the experience of working
TogcLner on personal adjustment problems

(8) yeur own tailure in developing good human relationships in
the olass and stimulating the atuvdents

G, Refore Uiie mid toerm (ekghteenth) meeting of the elass you take time out
te thirs abont the experiences you have izad, Tee class has been gocd some
dayy and paop ~theyr days, You have had no word from your prinecipal about
nev yoy work has been, The teacher-counseior has seemed satisfied bdbut
net very wmush imprexsed with what you are doing. You hava heard nothing
apout the yauny preple whoe are being studied. Youn are asked to meet with
the parents to olwense the experimental clazs in an informal way.

25, You would v> moet concermed about:

| {a3) the (atiure af the prineipal and teacher-counseior Lo discuss
the miopvess of the students before your meeting with the parents

(h) what van sheald say to the parents
| () ysur arparent falluve to 1mpres$ ydur teacher~-counselor
; {3; what ri. gruoies of the young pecple are showlng
30, You woul! oonlee EOR o
{1 disrusy ch} nragrags with the teacher-ccunseior
) avk Jov oapn avesointment with the‘prinelpal to f'ind ocut how he
Coedn 4houl yorar warlie
{¢) rlan Se woek hapdsr with youxr greup

not let whe proesent statz of affalrs warry you

”~%
&
T’
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31, When taiving witn the parents you woulii:

{a) encourags them to ask questions about the program

o
r
Nerd

tall them what tne program has conslsted of so far

o ~-
a8 O
S

tell tnem you den't know how well the progeam 1s going

-

tmpm:8s upon them the importance of student participation
in elacs activieies.

S, In this case you would feel tvhat paronte:
{a) ought to be teld how their children are doing in thie class
{(») ought not to become involved in such an experimental program
(¢) are entitled to an opportunity to question you
() ought %o be referred to those in echarge of the experiment
33, At your next class wmeecing:
(a) you would tell\ students what you told thelr parents

(b)) wyou would not initiate any discussion about your visit with
' the paxents ,

‘o) you would dinsuss briefly the parents' interest in the class
{d) you would el fhe students that you expeoeted more zoop-ration

e then pew Thatt thelr parents were lnvoived

H, The ninoteenty nnd tuezntleth class seasions axe very upsatisfaecory,
Yau lzave elass at the end of the twentleth segzion will doubts In your
mird as To woobiey shudentce ave gairding in pereonal and sactal adjustment,
You ean see pnoobims with the strueturs and eirganlzatton nf fihe olass and
bridiove thats 1 Lhase pould be corrected ar 1ff your had done some things
ALrferanuly over oo pant few weeks that you would not. have & problem
with the elaws,

34, ih bl yegen ooy woulds

{a) desiay o wo Lo elass the next day and ask yaur scudents hiow
thipesr 1ot BUoml e progoess af Ghe olase

talrg Slasiory 1Y peomlem cacefully and stave piaoniyr revisions
oy ohe o raazd year

-
&
L

fo) toy e st wonesel$ antept the fact thur 1ifn is ¢iteo £41ted
vith rapeslviments and redwubie your ¢iforts e saks yonr
clansy hatrier iy the fubture by spending more time 1" nveparatrion
ant opreaTde L yo o srudenfs t.o work herdar,

{d) meablen youe acncery At thy next m2ecing of your class and en-
sourcse 3vudents to tallt with you after class about the progress
of the course

B-11l




35,

37.

L l("-‘l

Yesn westo ) osich betber rogarding the accuracy of your entimabe
abeut wits L« wyong with tha class 1f you?

ia) weye woe that some of the studenta ware not being difficult on
patpahe o teet your authority as a new teacher

(%) Rrew news about the axpectations of your students and to what
extent. Eney Peit thielr expeetations were balny met

{2) eould have a coileague in winem you could eonfide and in wnom
yoou cautd tmat, come in and observe your clase and talk with
yoeu

(3) wers sux2 you undexrstood your own needs for success and the
natant to which these needs Influence your feelings

p S 3

4
ALY

avrer the twentleth session, 1t would he natural fo>r you to feel

gt

.

(2} vou wanld lixe te relax and think about the situation over
the weokend

(b) you wishat students accepted the Caet that things that arce
Baurnt Shom 1n selwols are vsually geod (o7 Hhem even though
they mav not }ike what they are learrang all of tho time

{¢) thines seidom #o well all the tLime for sveryhndy and that they
poLLln 'y Lo expeeted to always go well 1o you -

(#) Lt ;avst have b2en wonderful to teact: in the pgond o0ld days when
stndent s wers in aehenl becsuse they waric:d o learm

e oan ottoep® Lo pmalyze the source of fhe prvblem you ara having
With vy Laiy o Woulds

(2} o o confapense with sevaral ot wve brionter ant mors inter-
antey! arodsnme o sec Lf they could gmve yaob any nsight into

r.’*'y., ""\i“‘_x'.‘(‘.t". .

oi—y
ey
-

pans wara AP A elass session Lo shane your sosweerns with vhe

s¥ase ot naetr eeaskions, and sl this tutarzation, rethink

S PR A O

{ri) 8vh o “sacteweniaselor Lo cons Y and ahabrve thi alags
wryetent tiaen and Ralk with you about hls aobservatiorns

{3 cnrasdh tle records of the studenhs Tt aae 11" you conld find

LN ,."t"

3 VRV PTEN R

-9
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o B wour trotye-touxtd neetlipd you wish te make plans for a zeries of
visits tor ALrCorant commanity health and welince agencies. You want tc e
sure biat the youngsters learn from the experiinces and conduct them-
seives properly wihlle traveling to and from and visiting in the agencles.

38, In order to assure that all youngsters lesrned from thelir first
trip you weculd: '

(a) assign parvticular things for all of them to look for and
listen Co

(b) ask each to write a brief commentary on the most important things
they saw and heard

(¢) encourage them to ask guestions while they were there

{d) present them with a chaek sheet of items to be seem and heard
and ask them to check off those that they saw or heard

39. In preparation tor the first trip you would:

(a) tell hem as much as you could about the agency to which they
were poing

(v) tell them you ywere sure 1% would be interesting and fun and let
them see and hear for themselves

(¢) ask thean what they thought they c¢ould exwset and encourage
pulded diccussions about their expenstations

(4) tell them abouk the most interesting things they would sec and hear

40, To insure that the group conducted themselves properliy you would:

{a) set our rules af conduct for them

(r) ask then to hehave as young ladies and gentlaonsn yepresenting
thalr achiinil

{e) ask then wiah roles of aonduct they would propose and develop a
code wisnh the group

{d) asmure Ghem fhuat 1f they :1d not behave preperly they would not
ge on fiopn In the foture _

1, 0n B Loty yem ealliésr

(a) Alvine Lhow Into small greups with 2 jeader pesponsgible {or each
vy and avrange tneit itinerary avg meetinge attey you get to
he grreney '

(P} ask the vowpsrers to got your pesmission first and on this basls
allow therm 0 pursae Ghelr ovm interests K

{e) 1vtr mne anonsy meeple take responsibiilty for deciding wnere Tusy '
could po end vhen

(d) keey troo all togeihner as a manaopeable gup
- B-13
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J. At the close of the thirtieth class session Bob, one of the most able
boys, surmarizes a class discussion on boy-girl relationships with, "Vell,
we 've talked around the subject but we never get down to the important
questions."” The agrcement of a number of the class members is evident,

42, You would tend to believe:

(a) the elass members are too young tc be dealing with important
questions in this area -

(vb) you had allowed just a iittle too much freedom in the discussions
of boy=-girl relationships

(¢) this simply reflects a natural desire on the part of students to
t introduce some excitement into the class sessions

(d) the class could handle important questions in this area with your
guldance and support

43, Before the thirty-first session you would:

(a) clarify the significance and implications of Bob's statement
in your own mind

\
(b) determine what you will and will not allow to be discussed in
clasg in this area

% (c) consult the principal and get direction from him

% (8) discuss the situation with the teacher-counselor with a view
| , to getting ideas for handling the next session

| /
} b4, During the thirty-first session you would:

E (a) propose a 1ist of carefully selected questions you believe the
students have in mind and begin discussions on the most manage~
able of thesn .

A{B) emenn Mor neovent and draw from the stass & Lot of dhat thew
thoupght shoula be dlseunsed

(¢) supgest: that scme questions are not apprepriate for discussion
1n school and that some of these fall in the area of bvoy-girl
relationship g

(a) ask Bob to pilck up vhere he left off and guide him and other class
2embers as they eclarify the directions further discussion should
e ' .




K.

-

Your ciauss nazx an 1ast develeped into a falely cohesive anjt. The dis-
cnealons ary more animaied and everysne partleipates 6 same depgree,
Disagrecnents on 1decas begin to appear and thae srnudants give evidence of
Antepse Teclings on a numbey of issues, George has been partlcutarly ont-
speken., He has very radieal ideas +hat seem to provoke the éthexr students
o disagree but you kmow that the 1ldeas he expresses have some support
from wome psychologists that you consider to be the "lunatic fringe”.
ieorge seldum gives in on a point,

&59 You would believe that these condlitions are llkely to:
(a) ultimateiy strengthen the group
(b) do 1ittle but make it uncomfortable until Gedrge learns his lesson
(e) destroy the group unity unless you intervene

(d) make it dlfficult for progress to be made for some students
until they learn to accept George

46, W1th'regard 0 Goorge you would:
(a) refer him to the teacher-counselor

(b) polnt our to Oporge that he is intolerant of the views ot other
clagsz members ' :

{;) encourage him to express his ideas in ways that would not
ireitvace obher students

(d) politely but firmly keep him frem expressing such 1deas
47. With regard ©o the other students you would:
{a) enccurage them in their effort to stand up ¥¢ George
(b) help them to understand what George is doing to them and why

(¢) help trem to get onto toples and ideas vhere Geoxge ¢culd not
disagree wivh them so forcefully

(d) get into the discussion on their slde and shhw George that he
is wrang

U8, Viktn regawni o youe concern for George as a persin, you wirurd feel
tnat s '

fa) ne 1s developing undemoeratic ticaits by behaving as he does, and
you wouid hepe Lo help nim change :

(b) e dqu.not_understand how to benave in a demonrcatic setiing
and may need help

() te provaoly nas never learmed ceriain soelad sitllis necessary
rar demonratic group benavior and the poseiblllitics of develup-
ing such skills should be suewn him. - '

(¢) e wlll learn sconcx oy lacer that in a demcerasy scme 1deas arve
undeslcable because they f2ond Co destrcy the group -
' B-15




Answer Sheet

TEACHING SITUATION REACTION TEST

?;?:nt) 8t First e pate
1. 3 c 17. a b ¢ 4a 33. a
2, a c 18, a b ¢ -;- 34, a
3. a c 19, a ﬁr. ¢c 4 3%5. a
4, a c 2. a b ¢ 4 36. a
5. a ¢ \ 2. &8 b ¢ d 37. a
6. a ¢ 2, a b ¢ 4 38. e
T. a o 23. a8 b o ‘-;- 39. =a
8. a ¢ 24, a b ¢ 4 4o, a
9. a ¢ 25, 8 b ¢ 4 h, a
10, a c 26, a b o 4 k2, " a
11, a ¢ 27. -a P ¢ 4 3. a
12, a o 28, a b ¢ 4 by, a
13. =& c 29. -:— b ¢ ¢ hs, a
14, a o 30. a b o -;- b6, a
15, a ¢ 31, a b ¢ -; 47, a
16, a ¢ 32, 2 b ¢ 48, a

| =
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DIFFERENTIAL INSTRUMENT FOR ESTIMATING ATTITUDES TOWARD
ES RELATED TC INSTRUCTION,

The purpese of thls instrument is to measure the meanings of certain
{deas angd activities te teachers and preospective teachers by having
Lasm mike fuapments aboui some items according to a serles of des-
criptive svates, In filling ocuk this form, please make your Judgment
on tRe Hasis of what these taings mean £0 you and haw you feel about
N

in this instrument, you will find f1fty or more stavements about
tnings teachers do or may do tnat are related to instructlon, You
will alses find six scales against wnich to rate each statement.

| Vora s now you ave to use these scales: If you feel that the state-
; mont: 18 very fiosely related to one end of the scale, you should place
| your chetk mark as reliows:

Fieaging A 1 ¢ 2 s 5 i ¢  Annoying i
OR
Pleasing 3 2 2 S : $ X : Annoying 1

If yeu feeli that the statement is %gite clotely reiated to one or the
otner end of tihe scaie (but not extiremsly), ycu should place your
gheck-mark as follows:

Mezanirplians 2 z : 2 s : : Meaningt'ul
OR o
Meaningies:s s 3 : 2 3 X : s Meaningful

If the statenent seems only sliphtly related to one side as oppnsed
e the other.(but is not realiy neuvral) then you should check asg

£ollcwy:n
E Tmuertant : ¢ X s ; : : : Trivial
| | R a
; Importani ‘ 2 2 : X s : : Trivial

| The d¢irection toward wkich you check, of course, depends upon whleh of
the 1wo ends of the 3cale seem must characteristic of the atatement
I i arye fuaglrg.

i .

70 you ronstder toe statement to be neuteal on vthe scale, both sides of
trae seide sgually asseciated with the svateément, or if the scale is
sapniotaly jreeisvent, uovalated Lo the‘statement, then you should
viage yeup check-mark irn the middle apace: .

Valuable ? ° X 2 2 s Vorthnless

-~ —

THMPORTANT: 1) Place youy cheek-marks in the middle of spaces, not on

B T PG

Tre Loapgaries,

THis, 3 2 i LR ! 3 f
HNot
. Thiss : A * X g 2 .




-Da

2) Be sure you check every scale for every statement--do not
omit g_ﬁ
ever put more than one check-mark on a single scale.

Sometimes you may feel that you have dealt with the same item more

than once on this instrument. This will not be the case, so do not

look back and forth through the items, Do not try to remember how
you checked similar items earlier. Make each item a separate and

1nde ndent judgment. Work at fairly high speed thro s activ-
{ty. Do not worry or puzzle over individual items., It is your

first impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the items, that
we want, On the other hand please do not be careless, because we

want your true impressions,

B-18
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KEACTLON TO INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITYLES

Fioilivwtng are statements related Lo tnstructional activitize which
booaatorin may 6 do angage in,  Rate each gtatement aceording Lo your

53 S NP wm{r cpdnton or bellef in relation %o sach of the senles

SoXicwiorm bhe statements

Plar ine 2 Jeason or serloy of lensons in detail,

Floasing S : : s . 3 R s Aninaving

s v""";!,:{l“\'? S N .. : N R WVeeaninggful
Trperiant : 3 : S s ___ 3 ¢ Trivial

Sall 3 2 3 . : 3 : Erciting

e 2l K . R 3 : Basy

g Trocedurae 3 5 2 : s 3 s Good Procedure
Prayime pramas with children,

Fyreasing : 3 $ ¢ 3 2 : Annoying
Moand ki se N ; : 2 g ¢ Moaningful
Ioportant N : : 3 3 2 Trivial

il K 2 s : 2 : : Excitving

o T 2 : : 2 3 : Basy

Bad Peocodurs 8 K $ 2 3 s 1 Good Procuﬂure
WMaviny rdecisione about the purposes of a lesacn,

Tinagtitye IR 2 ? H & : s Annnying
MaRN1TLLES3 ot 2 b : 3 3 : Meaningtul
Tmrortant 3 $ 2 g 3 2 : Trivial

v M;-_). "SR % 3 2 2 s Exciting

Had S : : 2 : s : Easy

Bu feesedure 2 5 2 3 3 : : Good Procedure
Sveckine records $o find out abont atudents,

Poovan A 3 5 s 2 : Annoying
Moant oXesa R § 3 : : ¢ ___% Meaningful
Lmpartand S 5 2 : 3 2 2 Treivial

EISS R g ; : : ¢ : Exciting

Hres ? ¢ ’ S S : Easy

D Prescourc .t ¢ ; : : : Good Pracedure
werditer with ehildren to alagnoas thelr needs,

S EEE H - .t ; ’ & : 2 Arnenyingt
teanintloens | TS T " 2 T ? s Moaniiurful
,.'.,)ww*t:dnt, ot : e : 7 Trivial

T oty ¢ 8 : 2 Excitine

Hoend N R : 2 3 : BAasy

Fyar Bawsaegurse e w : s vt Bood Froceduon




—lye

R TN

é'o : "4?‘ l”i:h: ‘5 » ch’ i"l"' )
ieantr 2 2 : % ; : 2 Annoying
P ant ooy ; 2 : 2 : : 2 Meanirgnfal
oy W= T S e D
Lot ang R S 2 2 2 3 Trivial
Trel ; 3 ¢ 2 2 3 ¢ Faeiting
1arm? ‘ s 3 : 3 s Eaay
By Peoagdrid 2 ; . 2 H 3 Guod Procodar:,
T betting spocite poals £or chilemen's leaming,
( ’:\'m'n;* o : U S 1 ARaR Ine
fMrandinpoea E ¢ 2 3 : 2 » Moaninrstul
.’.".,M‘*'t:anu 2 ? ; t 3 : Trivial :
sl ; 3 d : 8 8 : Exciting |
Haps! ' S 3 3 3 g 2 Easgy ]
Rad frocedusx ; 3 3 : 3 : (nod Procedurs
. |
Y, 4 . y . Yy A i
s Glecting instructional matexdalo. |
Prancing X : : 3 3 3 s Annoyin: ]
Maringloss : 2 ; : 2 H 2 Maaning:ul
Dpnetant ; : g 2 2 5 2 Trivial
Imeil . 2 2 s 3 2 » Exeltin,s
. Yavrd 2 3 3 ? 3 : Eagy
dad Froccauxs: ; g 2 2 2 g : Go0d Frocodus:
7 HaWilne instrmuctismsl matesriale.
1204108 ! 3 : : K 3 3 Annsying
R R TR IR T2 : 2 2 5 2 H n Meanirpgtizl
Tnnartant SR S UL S S S I B it o X 2 T 0
PPN \ a 2 2 S R 2 Exaltinge
Hapd o - 2 " s : Eaay
Dagd Procedult 5 2 K , 2 . ¢ QOO Procesbuyy
X Givinge She gamne asepnnent the entlire claus.,
I P Ry o 2 2 : 3 2 2 Annoyinge
"hranin ,,.'.:xzs. [T S : 2 . 2 Meraninginl
Trmophant | : R 3 : 2 3 Trivial
ALl o : 3 : 2 ) 2 ExeIhine
‘!: .':P:.! 3 & e » '; B W - ‘: - .: E -‘l! 1 ‘: {; x.::r, ';.’.‘V'
1308 Bpanedans : .03 2 2 Goaa Pracadiw
arwivgt eihh et leen I amall ST,
I SRF S0 S1T0 ' ..-.....-:' ‘ ‘ — " . hlu’),‘,'in,'f
Hean i lews . : : : Mernfricnl
Trperrhast, ' T G : Trivind
TR o . — ° N Exe{tine
g o . ‘ ! 5 Eaay
BB vmzeye e : 2 d Gm:sd Fronagars
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Eleedaiies s cammnd e e 3 2 Aranoring
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Lo Copbacting o Zull yaeoup 41 acussion,
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WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES ASSESSMENT Il .:X

Tne original directions for reacting to the Index asked tea-

chers to assess the potential value of the activities and to

predict the frequency of use.,
Now that you have worked with your student teacher, will

you react to the index by indicating how valuable the activitles

roaily vwere and the actuai frequency of use. Use the gcales

previded, but asseas what really happened instead ¢ predicticns.




VCRXSHOP ASSESSMENT INDEX

Picase respond to each item on two bases: (8) The potential usefulness
of tuo ideas, slillo, ets,, that have been worked w uring vhe Work-
ghop in terms of your using these ideas, skills, ete., with ycur student
teacher next £21l (b) The probable freguercy of use of the ideas, skills,
etc., as you see your use of them with ycur student teacher next fail,

Piecase respend to cach item, lake your response on the response shaet

Jy placing an (%) at the puint on each scale that represents your present
perceptlon of usefuiness and probable frequency of use asgoclated with
each item. You may make additional clarifying comments with respect to
each ltem if you wish.

1, Using a video tape recorder to record samples of the student teacheris
teaching tchavier, and the sitting down with the student teacher in a
superviscry conference to view and discuss the lesson,

2, Using a videce tape recorder te record samples of the student teacher's
teaching btehavior, and then allowing the student teacher to view the
gsample of the leason without your presence.

3. Taking interaction analysis on a sauple of the student teacherls
lesscn, plotting the, data into a matrix {or having the student teachcr
plot the data into a matrix) and then sitting down with the student
teacher in a supervisory conference to analyze the data and Jiscuss
vhe lesson.

L, Taking interaction analysis on a sample of the student teacherts
jesson, plotting the data into a matrix (or having the student teacher
plot the data into the matrix) and then encourage the student teacher
to analyze the data wlthout your presence.

5. FHaving the student teacher use the matrix as a means of stating in-
structional intent prior to a lesson, taking interaction ana. ysils on
the lesson, plotting the data into a matrix (or having the student
teachee plot the data into a matrix) and then sitting down 1ith the
student teacher in a supervisory conference to analyze cnd ¢iscuss
The congruence or lack of congruence between intended and &actual
teaching behavior,

6. Zaving the student teacher use the matrix as a means of stating in-
strustional intent priox to a lesson, plotting the data ints a matrix
{or having tne student teacher plot the data intc a matrix) and ther
enzowraging the student teacher to analyze the congruence c¢r lack of

cenoruence betucen intended and actual teaching behavior wiltaout
your presence.

7. Helping tae student teacher relate instruction strategy models (re-
ception, interpersonal, etc,) to instructional intent and/or in-
structional behavior without making concrete reference to the inter-
action analysis matrix,

8. Helpinz the student teacher relate instructional strategy models
{reception, interpersonzl, etc.) to instructicnal intent and/or

instructional behavior by making sgeciri reference to reglons
cells, and transition patterns in the interactlon analysis matéix.
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10,

12,

«De

Trnaouraclng and assisting the student teacher in using ¢he Galiagher
Tevsis of Thinking Hedel te relp the student tcacher become more auare
ci ndy her questions, clarifying statemeats, ete., provoie different
icvels of thinking in students, and improve her questioning sklil,

Encouraging and assisting the student teacher in using the Taba Levels
Thinifng Mode) te help the student teacher become wmere avare cf nou

7er quesvions, clarifying statements, ete., provoke different lievels
of thinking in students, and improve her questlionlng skill,

Enccuraging and assisting the student teacher in inferpreting in-
storucticnal and control 1ncidents in the classreom in terms of prin-
ciples Sraun froi theories of the teaching-learning precess (Field
Theory, reinforcement theory, motivation theory, ete.).

Using primarily accepting end clarifying behavicer rather than judg-
rental, directive 2nd telling behaviers during supervisory confercnces
to nhelp the student teacher "see" what occurred during teaching in-
cifents and grow toWard becoming a morve effectlive tieachier in uays
thal are congruent with her unique potential teaching talents,
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