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ABSTRACT

A study examined the effects on teacher performance
and attitudes of several manipulations of the conditions under which
the microteaching: supervisor provides feedback: he bases his critigque
on (1) a videotape of the microteaching lesson which he views with
the microteaching teacher (VT group); (2) an audiotape instead (AT
group); (3) his experience with the live lesson (LL group); or (U4)
the responses of the microteaching student to the Stanford Teacher
Competence Appraisal Guide (STCAG) (SR group). RAll students in a basic
educational psychology course (N=37) were randomly assigned to eight
groups, two groups randomly assigned to each treatment. Data was
obtained from STCAG scores and an attitude scale measuring attitudes
toward various aspects of the microteaching experience. Analyses of
covariance indicated significant differences in students' ratings of
the performance of subjects within the four treatments on all 13
variables. Major findings: The AT treatment appears to be the
strongest, resulting in the greatest amount of change as measured by
student ratings and also being 'highly valued by the microteaching
teachers. The SR treatment effectively produced change in teacher
performance but was not highly valued. The VT treatment appeared
relatively weak in producing change yet was highly valued. The LL
treatment appears least effective and tends to be lowly valued. (JS)
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Microteaching as a technique for teacher training is being adopted

by more and more institutions. "Microteaching currently has the sane
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.promise and danger that newly devised research and training techniques

have always had: the promise of opening entirely new avenues, perspectives,
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‘and alternatives to human exploration; the’danger of locking in too early
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PERSON OR ORGAMZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
POSITION OR POLICY.

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM THE

on a first alternative which af#ose purely out of chance and convenience
‘(Allen & Ryans, 1969, Preface)."

Allen and Ryan (1969) describe microteaching as " a practice set£ing
for instruction in which the normal complexities of théfciassroom are

reduced and in which the teacher receives a great deal of feedback on

EDO0 37391

performance (ppc;1»2)." They state five essential propositions which are
at the core of microteaching. First, microteaching is real teaching.
S8econd, wmicroteaching reduces the complexities of norimal classroom teaching.
For any one nicroteaching lesson class size, scope of content and time

are all reduced. Third, microteaching focuses on training for the ac-

complishizent of specific tasks involving instructional skills, techniques
of teaching, and mastery of curriculum materials. Fourth, microteaching
allows for the increased control of practice. Fifth, microteaching
involves a considerable aumount of knowledge-of-results or feedback.
Equuation of the characteristics within this general model of microteaching
is needed to determine their individual contributions.

The sources of feedback which are present in the usual microteaching

prograir include-the microteaching supervisor, the students who are taught

8
Q
9
M in the microteaching session, the teacher's own reflections, and the
Q
Q.
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playback of video tape. The reflections of the microteachihg teacher
are relatively difficult for an experimenter to control. Informal and
spontaneous feedback from the students is also hard to control. The
conditions under which the microteaching supervisor provides feedback
to the teacher can be manipulated. Likewise the use of ‘videotape is
under the experimenter's control. Given that feedback is an essential
aspect of microteaching, an assessinent of the effects of manipulations
of feedb;ck conditions is an i:portant step in eventually increasing
the effectiveness of microteaching.

This study examines the effects on teacher performance and attitudes
of several manipulations of the conditions under which the micrbteaching
supervisor provides feedback. The conditions are: 1) the supervisor
bases his critique on a videotape of the microteaching lesson whizh he
views with the microteaching teacher (the VT group); 2) the supervisor
bases his critique on an-audiotape of the microteaching lesson to which
he listens with the microteaching téacher (the AT group); 3) the supervisor
bases his critique on his expefience with the live lesson (the LL group);
and 4) the supervisor bases his critique on the responses of the micro-
teaching students to the Stanford Teacher Competence Apprais;l Guide
(8TCAG; the SR group). It should be noted that two of the other three
sources of feedback which have been mentioned are‘still present for the
teachers in all four groups, nanely, student feedback and the teacher's
own reflections. One experimental group only views videotape, the VT

group. All of the experiﬁental groups receive supervisor feedback,

but the bases for this feedback changes across groups.
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IT the other sources of feedback are sufficient to provide the teacher
with the needed feedback, then one could dispense with the videotape
and/or supervisor altogether. This would effect a considerable savings
in time. For this reason the SR group is included. Tuckiian and
Oliver (1¢68) present evidence to suggest that student feedback is used
by teachers to effect positive changes (changes'in the desired direction)
while supervisor's ratings resulted in negative changes (changes opposite

to the desired direction). When supervisor's ratings were used in con-

Junction with student ratings the overall effect was positive. In the
Tuckman and Oliver study it was suggested that the reason for the
negative changes caused by the supervisor's ratings was that teachers

didn't feel éhat the supervisor had enough information to rate them

fairly, etc. Varying the basis for the microteaching supervisor's
critiques could result in different responses on the part of the teachers

to these critiques.

METHOD

Subjects.” All the students in a basic educational psychology course

were randoinly assigned to eight groupé. Two groups were randomly
assigned to each of the four treatments. Several students did not attend
% the first meeting of their group and were not included in the experiment.
The number of subjects not included in the egperiment differed greatly
across groups. However, since the 'subjects had no way of knowing which
treatient their group would receive until after the first microteaching

session, attrition cannot be ascribed to treatments. The factors

causing uore students to drop out of some groups than others are not

known to the authors. Thirty-seven students attended the first ineetings

e




of their groups and were included in the experiment. There was no
attrition within experimental groups once the treatient began.

Procedures. Each of the exverimental groups participated in a micro-

teaching experience. Each subject in each experirental group taught a
short lésson, had his perforuance critiqued by the supervisor, and then
taught the lesson again. However, the basis for the suvervisor's
critiques varied. i
In the AT group (n = 13) the critique was based on an audiotape

recording of the lesson. In this experimental group the supervisor
listened to the audio tape recording of the lesson Qﬁth the teacher and
critiqued the teaching perrfor:iiance on the basis of the audiotape

recording.

In the LL group (n = 7) the supervisor was present during the

actual presentation of the lesson and critiqued each teacher's performance
on the basis of his direect observation of the teaching performance.

In the SR group (n = 5) the crftique was based on the students'
ratings of the teacherfs performance as measured on the STCAG. In this
group the supervisor reviewed the students' ratings and critiqued the
teaching perﬁogmggcg:ogfi@e basis of these ratings. For example, if
the studeats' ratings sho;éa that the teacher was weak in evaluation
techniques, the supervisor asked the teacher to review the evaluation
procedures used in the lesson and then the supervisor made general
suggestions.

In the VT group (n = 12) the critique was based on a videotape
recording of the teaching performance. In this group the supervisgr

viewed the videotape recording with the teacher and based his critique

of the teaching performance on this videotape recording.
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Instrus:ents. The data for analysis were obtained from two sources.

The STCAG iieasured students' perceptions of the teacher's aims, planning,
performancg, and evaluation of the teach and reteach phases of the
inicroteaching experience. On this instrument each scale Las seven
stations ranging from weak to truly exceptional. The second instrument
was an attitude scale measuring attitudes toward various aspects of

the microteaching experience. A five-point scale ranging froiw. extreimely
valuable to worthless was used.

Analyses of the Data. Microteaching as a teacher training technique

‘is based upon the procedure of teach-analyze-reteach. Through feedback

in the énalyze portion the teacher attempts to facilitate a positive
change in her teaching behavior. To assess this change in behavior
gain or difference scores or adjusting statistically for any initial
differences in the teach scores can be used. Gain or difference scores,
however, will not control for initial differences in the performance
scores. 'hnalysis of covariance is an indirect or statistical control
which can be used as a means to per:it valid freatment'comparisons
using observations on one variate (reteach perforiance scores) after

removing the effect of a second variate (teach performance scores).

‘Thus, for the reasons listed above, analysis of covariance was used

in this §tudy.

Analysis of covariance (Winer, 1962) was used to analyze the data
obtained on each of the 135 iteiss of the teaching performance scale
(STCAG). The scores from the first session (teach perforiance) were
used as the covariate and the scores from the second session (reteach

perforwmance) were used as the criterion. If the arialysis of covariance
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showed that the groups differed., comparisons of individual ireans were
nade.

A one-vay analysis of wvariance was used to analyze the data obtained
on each of the 56 iters on the attitude scale. If the obtained F-ratio
was significant at the .05 level or beyond a Duncan's :wmltiple range
tests for ordered means was run. A .05.level of significance was used
for all statistical tests. The ééans and standard deviatvions of the scores

used for the analysis are available from the first author upon request.

RESULTS

Perforumance. The analyses of covariance on the performance scale

indicated significant differences in students' ratings of the performance
of subjects (the microteaching teachers) within the four treatments on
all thiryeen items. These items are listed in Table I.

In general the perforiance of subjecté (the microteaching teachers)
was nost efTected by the supervisor's critique as evidenced by students'
ratings on the STCAG when the supervisor's critique was based on an
audiotape of the microteaching lesson (the AT group) or students' r;tings
of the :ricroteaching lesson (the SR group) . The performance of the
microteaching teacher was least effected by the super—isor's critique when
it was based on his actual observation of the lesson presentation
(the LL group). In general vhen the supervisor based his critique on
a videotape of the uicroteaching lesson (the VT group) the performance
of the ixicroteaching teacher was effected imore than in the LL group

3 but less than in the AT and SR groups.
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Attitudes. The analyses of variance of the attitude data indicated that
of the 56 iterms measuring attitudes toward the microteachingz experience
and other course characteristics, the ratings of the four groups differed
significantly on 12. These items are listed in Table II.

In general the attitudes of the AT and VT groups were significantly
higher than the iL and SR groups toward the microteaching experience.

When considering the potential value of the microteaching experience
for their asﬂfut&feﬁfeééhers, the AT group rated the iiicroteaching
experience significantly higher than the SR and VT groups .

When considering the value of the wicroteaching experiehce with
respéct to the amount of course material learned, the SR group rated
nmicroteaching lower than the AT, VT, and LL groups.

When considering the value of the microteaching experience as a
way of preparing thei for course examinations, the VT group rated the
microteaching experience higher than did the AT, SR, and LL groups.

When considering the usefulness of the microteaching experience
for assessiﬁg oneself as a teacher, the AT group rated the :iicroteaching
experience highest, the VI group next highest and the LL and SR groups
lowest.

When considering the peircent of the total aimount learned in the
course attributable to the :xcroteaching experience and the percent
learned in the microteaching experience which will aid in future
teachiig, the AT group had higher ratings than the SR group. The
LL and VT grdups were not significantly different frori either the AT

or SR groups.
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DISCWSION AND SUMMARY

The treatizent resulting in the greatest amount of change as measured
by student ratingg on the STCAG is the AT treatment. A possible
explanation for this outcome is that most of the skills focused upon

in the microteaching experience vere verbal skills and the teaching
iiethod uost often used was the lecture method. Thus the AT treatnent
resulied in the bulk of the critical information being reviewed by the
microteaching teacher and the supervisor. The AT treataent was also
valued highly by the microteaching teachers except in the area of pré-
paring thew for course exaininations. Within the limits of this study

the AT treatiient appears to be the strongest treatment.

The SR treatment was also effective in producingla change in
teaching perforiance. Tuckman and Oliver (1958) hav;‘demonstrated the
power of‘studeht ratings in effecting teacher behavior. The SR treatment
induced the wicroteaching teachers to focus most of their attention
on the student ratings, thus increasing the likelihood of their causing
changes. The supervisor's stress on teacher reflectionSQ%lsb increased
the likelihood of this source of feedback being used by thélmicroteaching
teachers. It was surprising to note that even though the SR treatment

w
greatly effected teacher behavior, it was not highly valued %y the-
microteaching teachers.

~

The VT treatient appeared to be relatively week in prodifeing chhhggs

in teaching performance. Since, as pointed out above, mos% of the s

EY I .
critical information needed to critique the perforiiance of the micro-

e

teaching teacher was verbal information, the addition of the video - .

/ ’ .
thediwa constituted irrelevant inforwmation. In this particular case Eg‘-
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the irvelevant information vas very attention-getting. People are
interested in seeing themselses. Much of their reaction to the wvideo-
tape appeared to be centered around how they looked rather than to the
critical aspects pf their teaching behavior. Thus the attention paid

to the aural information was probably less. Also the Ffeedback from
student ratings and the teacher's own reflections was probably over-
shadowed. It is interesting to note that the VT group valved the nmicro-
teaching experience imore highly than the other three zroups as a means
of preparing for course examinations. With respect to the sther categories
of responses (Potential value for future teachers, aimount learned, etc.)
the VI group also tended to value the microteaching experience highly
though the differences between the VT and AT groups were not usually
significant.

The LL treatment appears, within the limits of this study, to be
the least effective in producing changes in teaching perfor:ance.
Tuckman and Oliver (1963) showed éhat supervisor's ratings tend to
effect teachers' behaviors to a very slight (even negative) extent.
Since in this treatwent the focus was upon the supervisor's reflections
of the~treatment session, the force of the students' ratings and the
teacher's own reflections was probably weakened. Not ogly did the

LL treatment result in the least amount of desired change in perforwmance

but also the LL treatment tended to be lowly valued by nicroteaching

teachers. ’

The possibility exists that a single supervisor may have:introduced
sone bias into the results of the experiment by praising one form of

feedback over another or by presenting the microteaching teachers with
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different kinds of information in the critique sessions. Hovever the
supervisor consciously tried to conirol such pbssibilities by adhering
te the task of providing feedbacl only on the microteaching teacber's
perioriance as evidenced oy the various feedback conditions. ]
It thus becomes apparent that the less expensive audio method of
Teedbaci inay be substituted for the more expensive video imethod for f
inducing positive behavioral changes in teaching performance. It may
even be possible to dispense with both audio and videotape and focus

attention upon the ratings of the students.
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Table I

Student Ratinga of Hicrg&gachiqg;TegEhers' Performance

= ——— —_ =
Variable ACOVA F-Ratio Ordered Means (p <.05)
Clarity of purposes F(3,30)=22.83, p <.0001 AT,3R >LL,VT *

Difficulty and appropristeness
of the aims ‘ F(3,%0)=14.79, p <.0001 AT,5R >LL, VT

Organization of parts and
whole of’lesson F(3,%0)=24.61, p <.0001 3R,AT >VT >LL

Appropriateness of content for
aims, class level, and '
teaching method ~ F(3,20)=24.29, p <.0001 5R,AT >VT >LL

Evidencs of relati&n between ) . )
materials and content - F(3,%)= £.00, p <.001 AT,3R, VT >LL

Tendency of pupils to come to
attention and direct themselves
to the task : F(3,29)=14.67, p <.0001 AT > 3R> VT ~LL

Presentation of content under-
standable using different points

of view F(3,29)=27.29, p <.0001 AT,3R > VT >LL
Movement from topic to topic

governed by class tempo F(3,28)=12.64, p <0001 AT,3R, VI > LL -
Attentive class and partici-

pates when appropriate . F%,29)= 6.31, p <01 AT >VT,LL
Attempt to connect chance and

planned events to irmediate and , AT >VT >LL and
long range aims F(3,28)=11.21, p <.0001 SR>LL
Teacher-puril relationships ' N.S.D. betwzen )
harmonious F(3,30)= 3.14, p - .05 individual means
Use of a variety of procedures AT 23R 2 VT and
to evaluste progress F(3,29)=15.29, p <.0001 AT ?LL

Teacher and pupils review eval-
ustions for iwprovement purposes  F(3,29)=15.07, p <.0001 AT >VT,LL, SR

*AT,5R > LL,VT means that groups AT and 5K are not different from each other .
but are rated signific¢ently higher than groups LL sad VT on the variable described.
Groups Ll end VT are also not different from =ach other. Jimilar notetion will be
used for all 13 variables.

s
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Table II

Attitudes Toward the Microteaching
Expsrience and other Course Charecteristics

Variable ANOVA FP-Ratio Ordered Mesns (p <.C5)

Potential value for future teacher
Participetion in tesch-reteach:

cycle F(3,19)=3.94, p <.05 AT Z S8R, VT
Anount Learned

Participation in teach-reteach

cycle F(3,19)=4.49, p<.05 AT, VT > 3R

Receiving feedback from supervisor F(3,28)=8.%4, p<.01 VT,AT,LL > 3R

Acting es audiance and observing F(3,28)=3.25, p<.05 AT, VT > 3R
Preparation for course examination

Receiving feedback from supervisor F(3%,28)=4.74, p<.05 VT >LL, AT, 3R

Receiving specific assignment for

reteach session F{3,28)=3.46, p<.05 VT > AT, SR

Experience of re-presenting lesson F(3,28)=3.49, p<.05 VT > AT, LL, 3R
Usefulness in assessing as a teacher

Participation in teach~reteach

cycle F(3,19)=3.33, p<.05 AT >VT

Receiving feedback from supervisor F(3,28)=9.09, p<.0t AT,VT > LL, 3R

Receiving specific assigniwent for

reteach session F(3,28)=3.,22, p<.05 AT, VT >1b
Qther course characteristics
- Percent of total learned in course

attributable to MT experience F(3,29)=5.16, p<.01 AT >3R

Percent of emount lesrned in NT

experience which will aid in

future teaching F(3,29)=%.86, p<.05 AT >R
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