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ABSTRACT
, This doctoral dissertation examines the question of
{ whether student classroom behavior influences teachers! classroon
behavior, and if so, whether the direction of change is predictable,
2s has been suggested by previous research. The foir hypotheses
tested were: 1) There will be a significant change in teacher
behavior when there is change in student behavior: 2} Teacher
behavisor will be significantly more positive during periods of
positive rather than negative student behavior. 3) Teacher behavior
will be significantly more positive during periods of positive rather
tkanr matural student behavior. 4) Teacher behavior will be
significantly more positive during periods of natural rather than
negative student behavior. Twenty-four college teachers were used as
subjects ané were not the assigned teacher of the 2& undergraduate
and graduate education classes in which the experiment took place, 3
=} . nor d4id they know that an experiment was being conducted. Verbal and ;
- nonverbal aspects of teacher behavior were measured, using the
Flanders Interaction Analysis instrument and the Visual Observational
Schedule of Teacher Behaviors. These instruments, with the
statistical analyses of observations, are included in the document.
- The results of all the analyses were consistent, stupporting s
- hkypotheses one, two, and four, and not supporting hypothesis fhree.
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AN VoSN AR

i

‘C

Wy -

N

FENUI S

L R %y




_ o B 7 - ) i
N~ |
&; R '»"‘ U.:;‘z:{. i :25',.:,{/ ::,;Zf;},;g -
. I . -
- = Y.t .
7 - U-S‘QE'«; %go -;ﬁé: )q‘i.\‘:h
- DR /BS
FOB & K 2D23
S D
|
: . o STUDENT INFLUENCE ON TEACHER BEHAVIOR

+q ST T T T T

i
¢ : U.S. DEPARTMLNT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION-
. . . &WELFSSE

t OSFICE OF EDUZATION

: : THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN:REFRCOUCED

: . EXACTLY AS RCCEIVED FRCMTHE PZRZON OR

. -ORGANIZATIGN OFIGINATING 7. POFITS OF

! - - - by VIEW OR OPINIONS STATED DO NUT NECES-

| . ) SARILY REPRESEAT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU-

: CATION POSITION OF, POLICY.

Susan Shurberg Klein
] |
“ 2

A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the
g . - . requiréments for the degree of Doctor of Education in the

Graduate School, Temple University. g

% ‘ : 1970




Dr. Norma Furst and Dr. Surang Kowatrakul contributed help-

- assistance.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ]

When I refer to "we” in connection with this disser-

7t,gibn, it is to acknowledge the help of many people.

Dr. Lois Sebastian Macomber, Committee Chairman, generously

spent countless hours on this dissertation during the past

three years. The cther committee members, Dr. Leona Aiken,

H '-:,;, - ,70 . i a 5 &
ful suggestions in the areas of statistics and classroom be-

havior..

- .Dr. Ted Amidon helped me identify the topic of "stu-

'dents‘ influence on teachers" ané@ along with Dr. Norman

—

Chansky helped me formulate this idea into a research problem.
Dr. Hank‘ﬁberhanj Dr. Willard Gandy, Dr. John Rosenberg,

Dr. Barak Rosenshine; Mr. Lowell Seymore, Mr. Bob Shaffer

from Temple ‘University and Drs. Anita Simons and Lillian Russo

from Research for Better Schools contributed various types of
2 - Many peOple»iﬁ the Washington, D.C. area have also
bggn;egﬁgémeiyéhelpﬁul.' Dr. T.S. Chidambaram, Pat Priester,
and Stan Schachne helped in the statistical analysis of the

‘data. Marilyn Loeb, Judy Weinstein and colleagues at the
: T 4§

-~
»,
"

;ﬁsbﬁucontributed‘many helpful sﬁggggiions. Virginia Oehler,
Beverly H;tkowéii, Pat Lamphear, and Ruth Peed typed the

“final copy . _ ’ i




ST TR . Am T T TR PR AP S e T T BT R AT N T L Pt s gl SRR R R ST, T e T e TR s T MR TR T T UL e o LSS e DT RS TR e sy T A VLI e e e £ s T NP aN B R et w R T RS - - iy

- -

This experiment would have been impossible without
the help of the coordinating teachers, teachers who were

subjects and classes of students in the six calleges. There-

fore I would like teo thank ¥r., Flipp=n, Dr. EHollander,

Dr. Scott, ¥Mr. Thomas and Dr.'ﬁilliamsoﬂ.at D.C. Teachers
College; Dr. Stanley Cohen apd Dr. Roland Tanck at George o
Washington University; Dr. Wiliiam Adrian and Dr. Howard -
Figler at vaaxd Uniﬁexritv: Dr.’Aakins, ir. Anderson,
Mr. Borchert, Dr. éarr, Mr. CCnnley, Dr, Davton, Dr. Glick,

Dr. Grambs, HMr. Xip, Dr. Knolil, Jir. Iarkin, Dr. Medvene,

Dr. Neville, Dr. Rhoads, Dr. Risinger, Dx. Sandler, Mr.

»

Stelzer, Mr. Van Brunt and Lr. Wirth at the University of
Maryland; Mrs. Baer, Mr. Clark, Dr. Xubiniec, Dr. Mickelson,

Mr. Peters, Dr. Roberge, Mr. Scamfano, Dr. Seltzer and Dr.

Wesner at Temple University; and Dr. Berkeley, Dr. Coxg
Dr. Daniel, Mr. Farrald, Mr. Perry and Mrs. Ronr at the
University of South Carolina. I would also like to give a
Y , N , ]
special thanks to all students who fulfilled their
experimental roles so expertly.
Finally, I would like to thank my family for their

€ rojec Mrs. Louisc

generous help in various stages of th

"CJ

Shurberg recorded the directions to the experimenters.

Mrs. Vivian Klein typed several of the draft manuscripts.




o A T R et o e T U a— = e i Y - T e ™
& RE LR ATy ee T TR TR TR T T B T MR oy RG5O AR TR AT A SR N TR R e e Lo A T EL e R e T e T e 2T T 7T - T

v ket 1

Joel Klein wrote the computer program for the complex statis=

%

-

tical analysis. carrcll Klein checked many of the data

W B T el ¥

deereraiog A ST

tabulations and Brett Klein helped in tie delivery of materi-

'n g < Frg W7 A1

als between Washington and Philadelphia.
Last and most of all I would like to thank my husband, - i

' , , R - &

. Perry, for providing continuous financial and emotional support. - R

A T
- R4
f

i*

p

A LN T T

- =
=
ke
I T - T R
-
> _
=
=
- -~
-




g b e T e B e R e T N R - T W e R M e T A e A e N T  —— = et

- TAPL.E OF CONTENTS

Page

* 2

5
>

LIST OF TAB.I‘ES ...‘..........’...‘............".. Viii

LIST OF FIGURES 2 cveeeconcacoccacenencesneennanoy = vids

Passas dans/ s

3 ~ CHAPTER

? I. INTRODUCTION TO’TﬁE'éRdBﬁEM' G eeeeccceanes 1
IT. PROCEDURE eeureeenneenenseeenennnnennnes 21
. ) ] ’ ° A J’{‘

. - . SUbJeCtS ieeeetccrtcccccccccccasccanns - 21
é Experimenters’ ...c.c.cceieiiciicecaeaand 22
‘ MEthOQ ©.ieeicecerccscoancsocsccsocnncscccess 22
3 . INSEIUMENES ceveeerenneceecccccancanones 27
Design and Statistical Aéalysis e 31

III. REsdﬁms-..,t...;...,.,.g..,;,,,.....,...-, 35

Changes in Teacher Verbal Behavior "..... 35
3 ' Changes in Teacher Nonverbal Béhavior....: .- 41
Sumary ..'.‘.........‘...._.....)..‘...‘...,..... 45

IV. DISCUSSION eeeeeeuercsconccccaccnccacanaaa . 46

APPENDIXES

s

A.-  Subjects and ExXperimenters .eiececececeees . 6
B.  Directions to Experimenters i..cececeece.. 66

C." Special Experimental Behaviors fdr
Nine Stlldents ® ©r ® 00 00000 00 00000 sveeo oo 68

v




of the Visual Observatlonal Schedule_..ﬁ,ﬂl

I. Structural‘Modgl_Assgmed for Repeated
Measdres—IntermiXed Latin Squares Design .o .

J. Ana1y31q of Varlance for a Repeated Measure
- "Intermixed Latifi Squares Design (Computa- -
‘A_tlonal FOrmula) ...ccceseccecccocecccencssres

K. ‘Tukey~(a) Procedure Used to-compaxe~r;eéé~

:ment%MeanS‘(quputational Formula) ......

L. -7Comp051te Inteéraction Analy31s Matrlces For

AXl 24 TEACheYS c.ivececeiececccasosonsos.

_.Composite Fregquencies in the Visual Obser=

vational Schedule For All 24 Teachers: ..

T M. ‘Hbmogéneifyfof Variance ...-.,;....;;gwgzm,
N. Pupils nxerc1se Reinfcrcement, PER Obser-

‘Va lOnal SC’hedU.le 0004000000.0.0.00000000.--

vational Schedule and Comparlson ‘Between
,the Treatment Means ........sicecoseocnea

P The Ana1y51s of Variance 6f Verbal Tedghgr

Behav1or Ratios for Clarlflcatlon,
Dlrec ion and’ Cr1t1c1sm and: Compaxrison

Betweeﬂ 'I,rea bment MeanS ©. 0 3 ¢ 0 0 00000005000

, -
Vi

7 Page
D. Summa:y,of'Categbfiés For Flanders ) )
Interaction Analysis ...cc..ccecccionenas 69
Interaction Analysis Variable I ......... 71
Interaction Analysis Variable II ....:c... 72
E. 'Vleual Observatlonal Schedule of Teacher
Be}IaVler_s .’......O....O‘.O.:0.0.0.0‘.(-f.;‘ 7‘3 N .
;E., TéaCher Preference for Student Béha&ibr cee 74
R theraction.Analygis Reliability
’ .Iﬁformatiqn,on Experiment-nata tececoceca 80
H. Analysis of Variance to Estlmate Re_lablllty o
S el

82
s -

.83 .
84.

”,,-._85'-_- . :" v

-

s srare fays s

B9 T -

0., ’“'The AndIYSlS of Variance of the PER Obser— .

91 -

93




- s - ) Page
_ 2. Teacher Preference For Student . )
vii
o .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

il Ml A el e B
*

o AN Y e R R SR R TR oA R e S A S B R I SR R T a e ST £ T AT S

o F T B e T W i Ty, W T S e TR TN ST el U e e s 0 T

£ M sy,

IRY L

& 13

AAF AL g g 1y

RO

¥

Yty

RN




- T s e T T AT o R 2k L e F T T s Sl O e, ®E £ Al e’ S, v T BT T T
- Bt T S T — S e e G S B ST T T AT e T PTRLE el T S LA T i A T e ML S e B B e W g e S T R SaTOEIRs e RV TEeTY AT .
s £ e e

1 h S
- »
b5
- - L - ¥
A 7 o ]
4 R

E LIST OF TABLES
Table Page
1. The Analysis of Variance of Teacher
3 Verbal 1A Variables I and Il eeeececcoccccen 37
4 2. Comparison Betweén Treatment Means of 7 /
Peacher Verbal IA Variables I and IT....:.. 39 )
3. The Analys1s of Variance of the Teacher Visual
Qbservational. Sdhedule or VOS: Nonverbal B
Varlable ® o ® 00 00 0.0 00 o » t..o/o»-o:o.\f - ®-® ® ©° - © & & &6 & 0o & OO 42
: 4. Comparison Between. Treatment Means of
Nonverbal Teacher VOS Varlable......,....,. 44

- LIST OF FIGURES

Figure: Page
1. Treatment Orders Based on a Repeated
- Measures Intermixed Latin Squares

'Deslgn..‘.'!.:‘g’...................‘.........;‘:

24

o

viii




B e R e e T et e S o A S S T

R ek oA e

IR ol
4
puitos we s bl

- _ CHAPTER I " ‘
INTRODUCTIGN TO THE PROBLEM ?

*:

vInteraétion models imply that when two or more
people form a‘relationship or interacf, change in one
affects the other. The teaching-learning process ﬁy its
véfy nature implies such an interaction. Thus, it may be

expected that teachers and students influence one another.

Two main approaches have been taken to investigate

1

this relationship. The early research emphasis was placed on

discovering which presage variabies or teacher characteristics

N

were related t$ student growth. (Moréh & Wilder, 1954).
However, the results of fﬁése studies were unsuccessful
in:idehfifying—stable relationships between teacher traits
and. change in student achievement or attitudes. Even the
related studiés which examined teacher charécteristics failed
'f-' = to predict change in teqcher behavior. (Scar, 1966; Trow,

1960; Wallen, Travers, Reid & Wodke, 1963).

The current emphasis of classroom behavior studies as .

reviewedjby Aﬁidon and Flanders (1967), Rosenshine (in press),
- and Fiandexs;and'simon (1969) has been placed on examining
the relationship of process variables, such as teacher class-
room behavior, tovgttient growth. While the results of these

studies have been sSomewhat inconsistent, they appear to

support a general trend that ﬁositive, or accepting and
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encounagingtteacher behaviors are associated more frequently
with student growth than are negative or rejecting and crit-
ical teacheéfbehaviors.

Although most recent studies of classroom inter-
action were correlational and nonexperimental, the importance
of the teacher's contributions to the classroom process and
especially to the student's subsequent growth’was stressed.

.Little,attentiOn wasAf0cusedfoﬂ student contributions to the
tétal classroom climate cr, in particular, to their teacher's
s;bseguent behavior. However, recent successful use of the
iéﬁeractidnal approach in studies of teécher infiuence én
s;udent behavior indicates that the interactional approach
may be helpful in prediétidhs'involving‘student influence on
teacher behavior. Just as there may be some identifiable
effective teacher behaviors.th;t contribufe to improved stu-
'aent achievement or attitudes, there may be suéh a thing as

"nupil effectiveness,"” which means that students mayfbe'able

to h&lp. their teachers improve their teaching behavior. TO

;e?hi&égf?urner'5~(1967, p-1) pqint,‘an,important.locuSFOf
control for a teé@herls-behavior may lie in the behavior of
his students.

Since there is no direct evidence on whether certain
4




1. Ascertain whether or not student classroom
behaviors influence teacher classroom behaviors at all; and

if so,

2. To Aeterimine wnethér 6r not the direction ©f

change toward xsitive or negative teacher behaviors could

be predicted from specified positive or negative student

behaviors.

Since little attention has been focused on students’
iéfluence‘on their teachers' behavicr, it is necessary to
eiémine related studies in both educational and social psy-
cﬁological ;esearch. Several researchers have discussed
difﬁerent ways in which—stu@ents may contribute to the class-
room climafe.or influence ;;e another. J. Jackson (1960)
and Cody (1966) discuésed how students created norms which
seemed to determine how the class‘functioned and which may
ha&e.ha&:posifiVe or negative effects on the teacher.

P. Jackson (1968) described various student stratggiesaand
pointed oﬁt some ways such as "apple polishing, " "cheating,”
ﬁﬁﬁf“ﬁiﬁYingmit céol" that students influenced each other
'and-Fhéfr:Eeacher;

Kounin (1967) illustrated how student reaction con-

tributed to the classroom climate by describing the "ripple

- .
- %,

effect™ or Thorndike's "spread of effect" that occurs when

a teacher disciplines a student and the other students also

3 3 e A e | O S AR v ST O RN Yl cu
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feel the effects. Gnagey (1960) linked the "ripple effect”

and student influence on teacher behavior by showing that

teachers received higher esteem from the class if a powerful

»n -~ & P = - P Y TRl =L B S~ Il S T -
member ©f the class suomiticsa toO tiié 1scipiinie, ana liLovier

sl ok I M R Sl kAR

esteem,if the high power deviant resisted the discipline.
Other investigators have noted that teachers respond
differently to different students. dJackson, Silberman and

 Wolfson (19691 found that teachers became more personally

N e R

iﬁvolvgd with boys than with girls, and with those students

¥
i-

who were salient rather than nonsalient in the teacher's

WL e e 18 B3k s AL

m%nd, They also found that teachers frequently attributed

negative behaviors to boys ratﬁer than to girls. Feshbach

R T LA AR KA R K EF s Bl vE R0 I L L s YRS RS

] (1969) concluded that studéht teachers placed higher values

AR A

on children's rigid, dependent conforming behaviors than on

LA LM 8 o B

children's flexible, independent and assertive behaviors.
Gotts?! (1967) analysis showed that teachers were irritated

; by students' socially disruptive or offensive acts. Such

‘studies indicate that students and teachers both are aware

gfﬁuﬁmﬁeactxtq{different student behaviors in the classroori.
Anotheriéroup-of studies explored aspects of student,'

influerice on teachers by investigating the {esults of various

; ' types of student feedback to teachers. Most of these studies
_ 4

involved written student feedback. In an investigation using

i : pre- and{post-questionnaires of teacher self-perceptions. and




of student descriptions of their ideal teacher, Gage (1963)
concluded tygt if a teacher learned how the students wanted
him to»behave, the teacher would become more like the stu-
dents' ideal. Tuckman and Oliver (1968), using student
ratings to determine changes in teacher behavior, found that
teécheré~éhanged-their behavior»positiyelf or according to
the suggestions when receiving feedback from students and
negaéively when receiving feedback frém supervisors. Ryan
(;966) attempted to determine if the use of students® written
i ‘ 4

f?édbaCk would change the amount of time during which the
t?achers;takked and the amounF of verbaiornonverbal rein-
forcemént used by beginning secondary school teachers. He
foﬁndn0~significant relatE;nShips and suggested that the
Ié@k-of‘sighificance»was due to~tﬁe high percentage of posi-
tivekstudentrcomments»which pfdbably encouraged the teachers
- not to change. These stﬁaies'seémed-to indicate that certain
-tgaqbef,responses were influenced by students’ written feed-
pack -even though, as Ryan's study illustrated, they may not
hﬁ&g,éhg§§edfﬁheir glassroom“behaviors-

43 récent,experimental study by Jenkins and Deno

(196§):&a§,deSigned}téﬁinVeStigateihdw student classroom

pehaviors, rather than written feedback, influenced teachers'
L

self-evaluations. The authors concluded that the teachers

who received positive feedback from the student experimenters

PR
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jndicated that they found the teaching experience more enioy-

able to themselves and profitable to the students, than did

the teachers who received negative student feedback.
Some evidence in the literature indicates that classes

as a whole, as well as individual students in the classes, may

influence their teachers. soar (1966), in a two year study

‘using elementary teachers teaching different groups of stu-

dents each year, noted a low stability of. some teacher pro-
i _

cess scores such as indirect teaching and pupil physical

i e

fieedbm, Turner (1967) suggested that+ the low stability of

, these_gc0fes was assoc1ated'W1th the change in the nature of

tbe "teacher’ s classes from year to year. Indirect teaching

behav;grs as ideﬁtified.by‘Flanders Interact;cn Analysis
{A@idbﬁ»andflande?s,'1967) inc¢lude positive reinforcing

-

verbal behaﬁicrs such as acceptingAStudents* feelings and

f&ea°~and=praising students- iDi;ecf or negative teacher

verbal oehav1ors 1nclude 1eﬂtur1ng, g1v1ng directons and

criticizing Student behav1or. oppenlander (1969) actually

.iﬁie ti ated the relations hlp of change in teacher behavior

,»£h~gif£erehce35betgeen.qlasges, The reSults:pf oppenlander’s

"“EiﬁaY“fTQGQ%'inaicated:that feui teachers, each teaching two
difierent;sixth/greéefclasses, became more direct when

L

teaching the higher échieving class and more indirect when

teaching the lower achieving- class.
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~ climate.

Many studies of the interaction process have been
carried out using correlational designs. These studies

ipdicatedtﬁat there may be systematic relationships be-
tween positive teacher’behaviors and pégitiveAQtudentjbew
haviors, and between negative teacher behaviors and negative
studéntAbehavidrs (Bngppt, 1967; HarVey: 1968; Liahaderne,
1967; Morrison, 1965 ). |

: The following studies indicated that positive,

agggpting, reWa;ding or indirect‘teaching'behaviqis,and

i ' S
A L. . . ' .
Positive pupil behaviors occurred concur;ently@ Anderson

ks

15943) observed that'whenfazteacﬁé; worked vith a child in
aé‘integgative or indirect Qay rathq;‘ﬁhan dominative or _
airéét-way; the chiidfsnspontaﬁEity éﬁd initiative tended
'tpaincnease{ Morrison (1965}, uéingfa~médified‘0bserva£ioﬂ
Schedule and Record EOSCER), fouhé;that teacherApaftigiég-
E;Qn, mdbility, andaassistance,in;eiemeﬁtary schools wéfe
positively correlated with ﬁuRil pa;ticipatioﬂ,'mdbility,
assistance and empathy.. Béokb@t (1967) used a modifiéd
‘0$§KR*aﬁd‘Reed's pupil inventory f0*3§§é§S tﬁe;Cf&$S ?Iimﬁﬁe
f@ﬁ,nin#hygrade giriS*;phééiéﬁl edﬁgatioﬁ classes. She

found- that the infégfatiVe*intgfactionsffactoriccmpriséd

of positive teacher‘bghaviQLSi*was:re%aféd‘toﬁa»supportive
| N {

5-

The relatiOHShip«betwgenﬁﬁééitivq-teaéhér behaviors

and positive student behaviors noted in the correlational

:
,
B e e e




studies above was supported in an experiment designed by
McDonald, Allen and Orme (1966). Videotapes were made of

Leir vidéo-

ct

intern teachers? teaching during a viewing Of
tapes; some of the intern teachers were reinforced bv the
experimenter for positively reinforcing student participa-

tion and scmée were not. The investigators found that the

pupils of the reinforced teachers participated in class

- discussions more than pupils of the nonreinforced teachers.

They also noted that the reinforced teachers seemed to use
i

léSs negative re.. .:forcement .with their students than did

- the others.

{ -
1

Additional correlational investigations have indi-
cated that positive *eacher behavior was associated with
less negative pupil behavior and that positive pupil be-
haﬁior was associated with less négative teacher behavior.
Simon (1966) using Interaction Analysis found that student
teachers used more praise in their preferred class than
they did in their less preferred class. Gordon (1%966) using
thg'OScARL‘found that supportive teacher behavior was nega-
tively correlated with pupil hostility.

| ﬁahaderne (1967) found that student attention, a
component of positi&e student behavior, was positively
correlated with IQ and was relatively stable over a range
of activities as well as in classes fo; which the students

had diverse preferences. Thus, it was not surprising that

AN AR LV LTSy e e d y N
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study. he found_that the most indirect teachers had more
) ) bright students. To supplement these findings, Cogan (1963)
concluded that pupils‘ self-initiated wo£kand high scores
on requiréd wérk'were positively related to teacher inclusivg ;
ieqiﬁdiré¢t,behavior.

The relationship between critical, nonaccepting,

punishing or direct teaching and pupils' negative behavior

Il
i

was revealed in many of the correlational studies. Harvey
i - :

(3967); using observers to’rate,teacher!and student class-
fgdm‘behaviors,noied that the more a teacher was dictato-
rial and punitive the less #he~students were cooperétive;
‘hélpful,.involvéd,acEive‘and achieving course objectives.
7Lahaderné's (1967) finding that boys' negative attitudes
were cofrelated positively with teacher prohibitory mes-
sagés further supported thévhyéothesis thak-negative stu-
?i g vf@entxbehavior is related to negative or dixecf teaéhing

behaviors.
i Some of the~dbservatidﬁ§i or . case studiegsémphaf
sized negative student béhaviorSgand%teacher;cqrrefaﬁés.
1 Gordon'(1§66) noted a positive correlation between dis—
orderly pupil béhavior‘and~teacher.hqstilitYa Bookout "
(1967) noted thét a‘defénsive-climate»Wasrmoderately |
related to the teacher's restraininéwdireqtibnsa

cunningham (1948) and Jenson (1955) also. observed the




10
relationship between aggressive or threatening classes and
dictatorial or restrictive teacher behavior. Cody's (1966)
study of a slum school class illustrated a negative class-
room behavior cycle. He concluded that the pupils exercised
control and resistance because their legitimate initiation
attempts failed. Soon the class gave the teacher strong
negative reinforcement by passive resistance using subtle
.techniques such as slowing down or over-reacting to some of
t%e teacher's directions. As a result, the teacher became
e;en more controlling.

l Some of the correiational studi;s mentioned other
similarities between teacher and pupil behaviors. HMorrisoc
(1965) found that teacher éﬁd student negative categories
were significantly related, but that most pupil negative be-
haviors were physical and covert instead of verbal. Baxter
(1946) .obssrved that the reactions of pupils and their
teachers were similar; i.e., when the teacher was tense,

'the ¢hildren were tense. Overly (1967) noted that, in
-géﬁéng;, student regponse.pattgrnS‘reflected teacher
.respOﬁSe patterns, . |

- In conclusion, these cbrrelational studies sug-
gested that positive or indirect teacher behaviors were
associated with positive student behaviors and that nega- ]

tive or direct teacher behaviors were associated with

A LM
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negative student behaviors. However, these §tudiés were
correiagipnal and not causal. Thus, although some of the
authors of 1.:he_s,e norrelational stndies ‘e{‘;‘;“haf'-i‘: ed the
importance of the teacher's behavior in eliciting positive
or hegative stpdent behaviors, it appears that students may
have substantial influence on their teachers' positive or
negativeAbehaviors.

While the experimental studies have been considered
t?rdetgrﬁine the influence of student behavior on teacher

I

i - - - .8 - ,q - - e s _.a
behavior, relevant experiments have been conducted in social

péych01dgy and counseling. :Such‘psycﬁokogical experimental
i A

influence the behavior of a target person. Conditioning
nstudieswreviewed by Krasner (1966). revealed that positive
reinforcement influenced subjeécts to emit more of the re-
inforced behavior and to have fewer undQSI?able side effects
than 4id negative reinforcement. Rosenfeld (1967) observed
interviews conducted by adults with eighth grade students
.bh?a bne;tbfoné basis. He found that when the intérviéWer
followed each student's answer with approving response

such as a smile, head nod, verbal acknowledgment and gestic=
ulation, the students showed higher“pqrgentages-gf.smiies
“and head nodsthan.they‘did when the*in£ermiewérs gaVe*dis?gu
appfoviné responses or no r.e'sﬂ_poné:es. Sarpbin and Al;en' (1968)

found that two professors could increase the verbal
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participation of previously low participating students by

iising verbal and nonverbal social reinforcement during and
after student speech. These studies supported the idea
that positive behavior elicits positive behavior and that
negative behavior elicits negative behavior. However, -it
should be noted that the higher fanking person was the
influencer. |

More pertinent to the present study were counseling

studies in which the lower ranking client influenced the

i b e B

behavior of the higher ranking counselor. Most of these

et

studies were also relevant to the present research since the
i

o
client actors delivered the prescribed experimental behav-

iors to an unsuspecting counselor. Bandura, Lipsher and
Miller (1960) found that when hostility was focused on the ther-
i; api:st, he was apt to make an avoidance response. Gamsky and

Farwell (1966) ncted that an increase in client hostility
resulted in an increase in negative behaviors in counselors.
RﬁsSell and Snyder (1963) dbserved.that.hostile clients
evoked-more counselor anxiety than did friendly ciientsu
Heller, Myers and Kline (1963) found that hostile client
behavior evoked hostile interviewer behavior and that
friendly client behavior evoked friendly interviewer behav-
. ior. In a related study, Séndler 11969) found that affec-

tive or feeling statements by the client were more likely




13
to‘be folloWéd by affective counselor‘remarks tﬁan-by non-
affectivetsgatéﬁents.

2l1so pertinent to the present study, are the few

psychological studies which demonstrated how groups influ-
enced individuals, since this situation closely parallels
the classroom arrangement. In the studies of Hastorf (1965),
.and Zdep. and Oakes (1967), the experimenters successfully
;manipuiated experimental conditions to increase or decrease
a?groupmember's verbal participation and leadership attempts.

|
In one of the experiments reported by Hemphill (1960), it
w%s found that a group could influence its leader to ﬁake
more or-fewef attempts to 1éad; In a somewhat different
ééﬁféxt, Blubaugh(léﬁﬁ) fé;nd that negative audience feéd-
baCKAincréased'thespeaker’s total non-fluencies, decreased
tﬁe;épeakér"s rate of SPeaking.and;verbai output, aﬁd made
theuSpeaker:dissatisfied'with and'dislike the ;peéking
experience. Thus, evidence from the correlational c1éss—
~zoom‘studieézand'frdm the counseling and experimental psy-
’cﬁblogiCalstudiesétrongiy,SuggéSted that students do
influgnce_teacherjbehaviorg. Further they suggest that the
direction of Ehé inf}Uence~may be predictable.

Althongh no cav<al studies have focused on deter-
T 4

’$~

-

mining whether -or not students influenced their teachér's
behaviors, theorists have recognized this potentisal influ-

ence. Ryans®' (1963 b) model of teacher information
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processing is composed of "internal informatiocn inputs” or

(™'
n

+eacher characteristics and "external information inputs"Ain
which pupilﬁbehavior is the central variable. Lippitt (1964)
theorized that in the sphere of school influences, teacher.
role decisions and behaviors would be infiuenced by a number
- of wvariables. These wvariables included their’pupils, peer
teachers, sapervisors and profeésional societies. Turner !
‘(1967) using a reinforcement model, identified the students
as a "Jocus of deprivations” or “positive reinforcers” for

1

,Epeir teachers. In addition, Flanders (1957) and Horwitz

(i960) both suggested that the age and ﬁaturity of the stu-
;
déntsmay influence the teacher's behavior since students
éf different ages énd’levei;Aof maturity behavedifferently.
) As has been demonstrated above, a rationale for the ﬁi
poSitiQn,that-students’influence teachers may be found in
several disciplines. The most useful appears to be Homans'
-exchange theory (1961) which is based on concepts borréwed
‘frémfbehaVioral psychology énd elementary gconomi;s. Homans,
im his exchange theory of elementary social behavior, sug-

gests that the amounit of change or influence in a person's

PRI AT oy ¢ ,‘a«fﬁ.hb}'} FOR PR

behavior depends. upon <the frequency of the interaction.
Thus, if there is iittle or no intéraction, communication
or reinforcement, there will be little or no influence.

Unlike reinforcement theory on which it is partially

base@,.Homéns' theory of social exchange clearly predicts
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the direction of change in a person's behavior after both
posi£ive and negative reinforcement. Reinforcement theory
alone prediéts that positive reinforcement would tend "to
maintain or increase the strength of a response or stimulus
response connection." (Deese, 1967, p. 25). Homans' ex-—
change theory augments reinfofcement theory by predicting
that a person receiving positive reinforcement would have
-positive feelings while he continues the rewarded activity.
These positive feelings toward the exchange would infiuence
thev;ecipient to give the originator of the reinforcement
more rewards toxcontinue the interaction in order to receive
more profits.

According to- reininrcement theory, negative rein-
forcement would cause a person to change his behavior, but
the direction of the behavior after punishment is more vari-
able and harder to predict than behavior after positive re-
inforcement. Homans is in agreement with reinforcement
theéry in predicting that if a teicher receives punishment
or, as Homans terms it, high costs, he will change his be-
havior. However, .according to exchange theory the directicn
of change in the recipient's behavior is clearer. The )
person who faces high costs or punishment would feel nega-
tive emotions which may become visible as negative behav-

iors. Eventually this person may desire to withdraw from

the exchange if his costs exceed his rewards.

W
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The theory of social exchange discusses how the di-
rections of behavioral change after positive or negative re-—
infércement-are determined by the quantity and value of the
activity exchanged. According to Homans, the value per unit
of activity; i.e., reward or cost, received is determined by
the economic principle of marginal utility. However, the

original positive or negative evaluation of the type of

activity is not measured by the frequency or value per unit

of behavior evcked from the recipient, which would be tautol-
ogical. Tnstead, the original value of an -activity is mea-
sured by comparison; i.e., asking a person to indicate his

relative costs and rewards or by studying & person's history

of experiences. According to Homans, the relative cost or

7lrewa£d value of a behavior may also be determined by learn-

ing what previous reinfcrcemerits a person has received.

-~ Thus, as each individual's history is unique, his values

diffgr;: Despite thig; Homans says that some human values

are somewhat invariant, especiaily if the subjects have

_had similar cultural backgrounds or experiences.

Thé;QOQditionsiundgr which predictions of direction

are,gossible are limited by two basic assumptions. First,

.

it is assumed that the subject is free tc respond posi-

tively or negatively to any situation and that the sub+- ;
ject®s reactions may be unconscious. If 2 subject has :
freedom te respond to any situation, his behavior must not ;
« , S -

- i
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be controlled completely either by others or by his intern
reflexive mechanisms. Thus, an influencer "would not have

complete "fate control" over the recipient's behavior. Th

17
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assumption was supported’by'Crandall, Katkovsky and Crandall

(x965) when they pvointed out that rewards and punishments

lost reinforcement value if a person did not believe that he

had some control over them. Thibaut and Kelley (1959) also

observed that an individual was not free to respond in ei-
ther a positive or negative direction if the person's re-
sponses were under the control of reflexive or imitatdive
behavior. The second assumption suggests that a subject m

react to another's behavior without being consciously awar

ay

e

of what the person is doing. In support of this assumption,

Emmer - (1957) found that accuracy of pe;ception of student
initiation was unrelated to the teachers' ability to
increase. their use of student ideas or initiation.

Since the assumptions of the exchange theory are
igeggggllyvmet in the teaching role, Homans theory g¢an be
ué%d to p:edict how students influencg_ééacher behavior.
Aceording to exchange theory, if there is an interaction

between students and teachers, there will be influence or

change. If the students give the teacher more positive or .

negative reinforcement than the teacher has given them, it

is

=

ikely that the teacher's behavicr will change to a
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greater extent than it would have changed if the rewards
and coStS‘hgd been equally exchanged.

Exchange theoryv can be utilized to predict how stu-
dents' positive or negative behaviors influence teacher .-
positive or negative teaching'behaviors; Specifically,
Hbmans*xexchange‘theonyAwould predict that after receiving

rewards from a student, both indirect and direct teachers

will }ecome more positive or indirect. This positive re-

lationship exists because as the teachers acquire positive

feelings toward their students, they will give the students

more rewards such as praise, acceptance and clarification of

student ideas. These positive teacher behaviors will en-

—

courage the students to continue their interaction with the

teacher. Exchange theory a1so_predicts that after negative

r

reinforcément bbth‘indirect and direct teachers will become

more hegative or direct. In behaving more negatively or

di;ectly;Ag teacher would ﬁe_likély to criticize his stu-
dents: and even withdraw from interaction with thé c;ass by 7
ifﬁiti@gﬁthé‘students; éhande to talkvin thékclass;obm,'bi
ireﬁqéﬁtwgbsences Qr¥by changingoccupations‘
Itiﬁayibe~antipipated that teachers will have

similar values which they use in assessing their rewards

or costs in inteéractions with their students. According

o exchange theory some human values are somewhat invari-

-

()]

, Y
ant, especially if the group of subjects studied have

Ll e
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similar backgrounds and experiences. Thus, tc the extent
that teachers share scme common history and have similar
role expectations and norms, they may be expected to evalu-
ate certain extreme positive and negative student classroom
behaviors comparably.

Based on the review of the literature and Homan's

exchange theory, it may be predicted that students do influ-

.ence teacher behaviors. Further, the exchange theory per-

mits. a prediction of the direction of change. To determine

whether -or not these predictions can be substantiated, this
experimental study wag designed to teét-the follcwing
hypotheses:

1. There will be é—significant change in
‘teacher behavior when there are changes
in student behaviors.

2. 7Teacher behavior will be significéntly
more positive or indirect during periods
of positive student behavior than during

% : pericds of negative student behavior.
3. Teacher behavior will be significantly
:mOre positive or indirect during periods
of positive student behavior than during
periods of natural student behavior.

4. Teacher behavior will be significantly

more positive or indirect during periods

B B i Al o e it il
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of natural student behavior than during perxiods of
negative student. behavior.

b
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CHAPTER II 21

PROCEDURE

A primary purpose of this experimental study was
tc ascertaiﬁ whether or not teacher behaviors were influ-
enced by students' classroom behaviors. As discussed in
Chapter I, evidence from experiments in nonclassroom situ-
ations indicated that when two or more people interactedf
on;)er all were influenced by the interaction. In addition,
the evidence and theories suggested that if interaction
occurred, a change could result. 1In ciassroom research,
studies of gelationships between student and teacher be-~
haviors have been largely‘éorrelational in‘nature. The re-
sults of these,stqdies demonstrated that certain student
behaviors and certain teacher behaviors tended to occur to;
gether. However, the nature of the research did not emnable
investigators to determine the role of the student behav-
iors in the determination of teacher behaviors. Thus, the
present study was designed to investigate whether or not

student behavior influenced teacher behavior and, if so, in

what direction.

Subjects
Twenty—-four college teachers were subjects in
this experiment. These subjects ranged from graduate

teaching assistants to full professors in six different
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universities. However, they were not the assigned teachers
of the classes in which the experiment took place. Addi-

tional data is contained in Appendix A.

EXpe:imentgrs

'~ The experimenters were the undergraduate and grad-‘
uate students in 24 education classes in six different uni-
versities. The subject matter of the classes ranged from
elementary education to the social foundations of education
and educational statistics. For additional data,regarQing
the exPerimenterséée Appendix A.
Method -
The procedure used in the study was a direct re-
versal of that used in.mostAeducational gxperimentévin
whicﬁ students served as subjects and teachers, oxr other
adult investigators, as expérimenters. ‘In’this-investiga=
tion; teachers served as subjects in 24 experiments while
students in the classes assumed the role of experimenters.
*
,ﬁach’experimént was designed to last one hour and waszdi-
vided into four 15 minute periods. The student eiperimen—
ters carried nut designated positive, negative or natural
behaviqré Aduring each of tﬁe four periods of the experi- S

ment. The order of the treatments was counterbalanced

during each of the 24 individual experiments as indicated

B L S L N O T A R N L R T T A R T e PR T AT
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in Figure 'l, p. 24. Two teachers were randomly assigned
to each of the 12 basic treatment orders.

As was indiéated earlier, the teachers who parti-
cipated as subjects were not the teachers assigned to the
classes. Rather they were guest instructors invited to
teach the class for the hour of the experiment. This was
done to avoid complications arising from differences in
teachers' knowledge of their classes due to time in semes-
ter, type of course, etc., and to facilitate giving the ex-
periment instructions to the students.

Since it was likely that knowledgé of the experi-
ment could influence the subject teachers’ classroom be-
haviors, the subjects were not informed that an -experiment
‘was being conducted until a postéxperiment interview.

This seciecy was possible since the subjects were not the
assigned teachers. Instead, a cooperating faculty mémber
‘E?s‘eontacted, informed of the experimental requirements
énd;aékéd to arrange to have a fellow faculty member teach
a class about a topic in the guest teacher's area of com-
pétéhdy, Thé visiting or subject teachers were given no
infbrmation abOut.the experiment, but the cooperating fac--l5
u¥ty membef was asked to menticn that his class preferred

somé discussion time or a chance to participate. There-

[ RIS ——
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- Figure 1
Treatment Orders Based on a Repeated Measures
Intermixed Latin Squares Design
15-Minute Time Periods
¢ o Subject ’ '
1 Order Teachers l1lst Per. |2nd Per. [3rd Per. |4th Per.
? 1 S-1 positive |negative |control alcontrol b
S-2 |
2 S-3 negative |control btpositive control a
S-4 '
3 3 8=5 control a|positive [control b|negative
: S-6
f 4 S=7 control b| control a negative ipositive
. S-8
- 5 S-9 positive ‘control ajcontrol b negative
S-10 :
6 s-11 negative |control bjcontrol a|positive
S-12 ’ '
7 S-13 control aj{negative |positive |{control b
S-14 ’
8 S-=15 control b{positive |negative |control a
S=16. S ' _
fg S=17 negative |positive |jcontrol alcontroel b q
: S-I8
10 '§~19 control b'controlAaqpositive ;negative 2
S-20 : :
11 S-21 positive |control b{negative |control a §
S -—2 2 g
12 S+23 control a|negative |control b|positive §
S-24 , ;
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fore, all the subject teachers were encouvraged to promote
interaction. - . A ‘
Preceding each experiment, the investigator in-

formed the student experimenters of their roles without

pi)

telling then the experimental hypothesis. Using tape re-

- corded and written instructions (Appendix B), the students

»

vwere told that they were to be the experimenters in 2. in-
véstigation which would last one hour during their subse-

C quent clas:. when a guest teacher was to appear. The in-
’gﬁrucﬁions explained the experiment and the signals for

-

changing behaviers during the four consecutive 15 minute

. treatment periods. During the two control 15 minute peridds,

the students were difected'to behave as they usually would.
-+ - puring the other two periods the -sl.udents were direcféd :

"~ . o behave according to the positive and negative'verﬁal and

t; - nonverbal experimental specifications which were outlined in
"~ the instructiens.

;iﬁéVégééiiméﬁﬁeéé'were asked to perform tdeii ex—
‘:;Eéfimeﬂtél xoleé,in as haturai a manher'ég éossible auring
.'mthg Qosi&ive~éna'nggaéive tfeafmént periodé, In addition;
£$ inqrééSefthe:unifoimity among the 24»e£béxlménts. nine

students were asked to volunteer to cariy out specified

ibéhayiorswdufing the exper imental periods. Of these, three
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. performed a Qesignated positive behavior, three a designated

*

negative behavior, and three designated positive and negative
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beshaviors (Appendix C). In all cases, the nine students
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-~ carried out -he assigned behaviors during the appropriate time
\_ .

®y
o
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Jexte

eriods. one time only. This was done to avoid arousin
P
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suspicions of the subject teacher. The '.udéht behaviors

selected were categorized as either positive or negative ac-

-

" b e vy s

cording to their use in sccial psychological and classroom

resea£ChAstgdics (Blubaugh, 1966; Cornell, 1953; Gotts, 1967;
" Jenkins & Deno, 1969; Lahaderne, 1967; Moxrison, 1965; Parakh,

1967; Sarbin, 1964, 1968).

-’

7

.
—

During each experiment the teacher's verbal behaviors

- e

were recorded by a concealed tape recorder. These tapes vere

‘1ater analyzéa using Fiander's Interactioﬁ Anéi&sis (Ahidon‘
.&vFianders, 1967)-(Appendix ﬁ), by ainedtfai codexr veIl trained
iﬂ the use of this inétfument;_ ﬁhile the verbal behaviors
were tapé—recordéd, the teacher's nonverbal actions were re-
cordedfﬁy.a student ugiﬂg’a'visqal Obse;yaf%onai gcbedule 
éf'Teacher Béhéviors (Appepdi# E). Prior-to_eaéh éxpériment
-?he étudent volunteer was instructed in the use of thé |

Visual Observational Schedule of Teacher Behaviors and asked

+o.become familiar with the instrument.
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- ment andfhiSzpermission,to use the data was requested and

- Instrumerits

(BppeAdix GY. Tt should also be noted thai the original
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At the conclusicn of“eachAexperimént the subject

teacher was asked to £ill put é questionnaireon’his pref-
“erence for student behavior (Appendix F) and was inter-

»iewed about his thoughts during the exéeriment. Finally,

the subject teacher was briefed on the nature of the experi-

granted.

As previously mentioned; both verbal and nonverbal

aspects of teacher clagsroom behaviors were measured in

—thézéféSeﬁt~§€udy. The Flanders' Interaction Analysis in-
~strum§§t:was~used to code the teacher verbal classroom be-
phaviib’i;,sl.. and the Vvisual ‘Obser:vateiona‘l Schedule: of Teacher
Behaviors to code the teacher nonverbal behaviors.

The Flanders' Interaction Analysis Observational

~schedule (IA) (Appendix D) was chosen since it has béen

ised wiGely in ¢lassroom research (Amidon and Simon, 1965;
5 - . . : ~

-%

Rosenshine, in press; Soar, 1966); and has established-

levels of inter-rater agreement. In this experiment the
average inter-rater agreement between the original coder

and @ coder equally qualified in the use of IA was .92 ..

coder established an intra-rater agreement of .93 {(Appen-

- ——— - — I W
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dix G) on 'an initial coding of three tapes and a consisten-
ey check three weeks later. 2Another major advantage of IA
is that the matrices formed from ?he sequential codings of
teacher and student verbal behaviors may be interpreted to
identify numerous ratterns of teaching behavior.

Two patterns of verbal teaching behavior or verval
dependent variables were chosen to measure total and imme-
diate reinforcement aspects of the teacher's positive and
necative verbal behaviors. It should be noted that posi-
tive teacher behaviors such as accepting student feelings,
préising students and clafifying student ideas are called
indirect behaviors in the discussion of these Flanders' IA
variables. Negative teacher behaviors such as giving di-
rections and criticism are direct behaviors in the discus-
sion of IA variables. The two IA variables chosen to
measure the total and immediate reinforcement aspects of
teacher indirect and direct behaviors were not independent
ﬁeaSuressof teacher behaviors since the variabie which
measured the teacher's immediate responses to student talk
was a portion of the total teacher response variable.

The specific behavibr pattern measured by IA Var=

iable I, the common indirect to direct teaching ratio or

i/d as shown inAppendix D (Flanders, 196C; Soar, 1966),

B ey I
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was the ?qtio of teacher indirect behaviors, such as prais-
ing-stﬁaents and accepting their feelings and ideas, to
teacher indirect and direct béhaviors, such as criticizing

and giving directions to the students. To calculate this
(1-3)

(1=3)+(6-7)

2, and 3 were di?ided*by the number of tallies in columns 1,

i/d ratio ( ) the number of tallies in columns 1,
2 and 3 plus“thoée_in 6 and 7 which are the shaded areas in
the mati:i-x-’ for If?;»r Variable I, Zppendix D. However, since
thisxvariéblefwas’used to assess teacher emrhasis on moti-
vation and control, it did not include theAnéutralqtesf
tioning éndélactq;ing~teacher behaviors which are shown in
colunns 4 and 5 in the fmatrix for IA Variable I.

IA Variable I waSIQhosen because it measured all
of the teacher total gositivé and negative behaviors for
each of théls minute treatinent periods. 'Homané*»éx;haggg
‘theory is based on the concept that a person's behavior is
:ihfluéncedfbyjthe~entite«éxchange,situation rather than
‘ébléii,#y the partner's immédiateiy preceding act. fThUS,
‘1§T14df'fhe pésitiye_ana-negative teacher behavidrs in the
exchangé situation wére measured to 1earn-if‘exghan§e
_fhegﬁy"p;ediCtions‘helditrue for cLassrqém-Situatidns OV%@@
15-minute péfiods.

'IA. Variable TI, which measured the teacher's
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irmmediate responses to student verbal behavior was analyzed
to learn if Homans®' theory was supported for immediate as
w=11l as continued exchsnges. IA Variable II was similar to
IA Variable I except that IA Variable II measured only a
portion of positive teacher behavior which immediately
followed student verbal behavior. Measurement of this IA
Variable IT was possible due to the sequential nature of
the IA coding system matfix. It has been used in class-
room research by Soar (1966) and by Powell and Birkin as
reviewed by Rosenshine (ig pressj. To calculate this IA
Variable II or i/d ratio-é—9, the number of tallies in
columns 1, 2 and 3 for rows 8+9 were divided by the number
of tallies }n colamns i, 2 and 3 plus those in 6+7 for
rows 8+49. Thgse areas are shaded in the matrix for IA
" Variable II, Appendix D.

Since nonverbal teacher behavior was a considera-
%ion—of this study; it was necessary to develop a special
instrument. Therefore, the Visual Observational Schedule
of Teacher Behavicrs (VOS) (Appendix E) was designed ex-
pressly for this investigation to record teacher positiveg
and negative nonverbal behaviors. To help in establishiﬁg

these positive and negative classifications, the positive

teacher behaviors were subdivided into three major cate-
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gories: agreement, friendly contact, and attention to stu-
dents. The negative teacher behavior categories were
disagreement, critical contact with the student, passive
withdrawal from the student and lack of attention to the
sfudent. gimilar nonverbal teacher behaviors such as re-—
inforcement, facilitation and attention have Lbeen noted by
Gallqway, (1968) . The specific VOS variable analyzed
later was the percentage of positive nonverbal teacher be-
havior taliies to the total nonverbzl teacher behavior
tallies.

Since the VOS was an experimental instrument, a
reliability measure was needed. Ten raters were used to
ébsegve the same teacher and this yielded a reliability

coefficient of .90 (Appendix H).

Dgsﬁgg'ang Sta;iéti¢alvAnaLysis

The purpose of this expéniment‘was to learn wiether
?x not differences between student experimental treatments
influencéa teacher behaviors. ;fo isolate this relation—l

ship, it was necessary to control as many potential

sources of error as possible. One major source -could be

Variébility~bétween the teachers. To reduce this effect,{

each of the 24 teachers were used as his own control.
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The second source of error could be order effects
of treatments. If the treatments had been given in a fixed
order, systematic biases may have been present and obscured
or confounded effects which were due to the differences
between the treatments. In addition, if the same fixed
:ordér of treatments had been used for each teacher, the re-
searcher would not know whether the results were due to
differences between the treatments or between the time

periods. Even repeated use of several- fixed orders. of

treatments may have been unwise because there may have been

éonfounding—order effects caused by systematic carry-over

effects occurring when a treatment period is influenced by

antecedant treatment periods. To counteract this, it was
necessary to randomize and balance all treatment orders

with respect to the main effects. A 4X4 Latin square would

provide four different orders of treatments or sequences.

However, if the same four randomly selected orders had been
N , _
used?repea;edly,'oraer carry-over effects could have been

amplified. Thus, a design (Figure 1, p. 24) similar to an

Intermixed Latin Squares Design (Cox, 1958, pp. 42-43) was

used to counterbalance the order of the treatments used A

during the 24 individual eéxperiments.-
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3 Therefore, in the present experiment an Intermixed
' Latin Squares Design with all 12 permutations of positive, é
? negative and control treatments was used to attempt to ?
balance out any carry-over effects which might have ?
: appeared for the different orders of treatments. Since 24 f
f tgachers were used it was possible to randomly assign two %
teachers to each of the 12 sequences or orders of treat- %
ments_(Figure-l, p. 24). A modification of Winer's %
Repeated Measures BAnalysis of Latin Squares (1962, pp. 549~ §
554)'was~used to analyze separately each of the verbainand g
nonverbal variables to test hypothesis 1 ﬁo_detexmine if %
the;e was=a.significaﬁt change in teachef—behavior as. a‘ ‘ ) f%
function of student behavior. The structural mo&élﬂand %
formulas for this Repeated Measures Analysis of Intermixed é
Latin Séuares are presented in Appendixes I and J. é
After this analysis of variance, treatment méahs é
iA ib;_ééch of the verbal and nonverbal Variable§ werg com- 1?
> ;
1;3:1;@%;1% to test the directional hy*pothés.es. Thus, to test :
;. : - hypbthesis 2“thé pqsitive-and.négative treatnient éerib&
1 ,mgans»f@;‘eaqh verbal and nonverbal variable were compared
§é§§ﬁately to determine if teacher behavior was more pbsiaﬁ
tive when students behaved positively than whenzsfﬁdents
;i f'; behaved negafiveiy. Similarly, to test hypothesis 3, the
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positive and natural or average control period means were
compared seéarately for each verbal and nonverbal variable to
determine if teacher behavior was more positive when students
behaved positively than when they behaved naturally.; Finally,
to test hypothesis 4, the average natural or control period
means were compared separaéely for each verbal and nonverbal
'VaxiabieAtOAdeterm@neAif teacher behavior was more positive
when students behaved naturally than when théy‘behaved'nega-
tively. ‘Significant -differences between means were established

by using the Tukey (a) procedure described in Appendix K.

T
L4
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CHAPTER IIT

RESULTS

Twenty~four teachers were subjects in one hour
experiments designed to determine whether or not changes in
teacher behavior occurred as a function of changes in stu-
dent behavior during four 15 minute pericds. Four hypoth-
eses were tested to determine the nature of the change in
the verbal and the nonverbal variables which measured
teacher behavior. The Interaction Analyses (IA) Variables
were chosen to measure the total @and immediate reinforcement
aspects of the teachers' p9sitive and negative verbal behav-
ior. A Visual Observational Schedulé Variable was chosen .o

measure the percentage of positive to total teacher nonverbal

4
it e ta Dbt

behavior. Thercomposite Interaction Analysis Matrices and

Visual Observational Schedule Frequencies for each treat-

'
/
¥
3

ment period are reported in Appendix L.

;Qhanggsain Teacher Verbal Behavior

v
kotal 1Y DA 1 AL B S

The first task of the experiment was to test hy-
pothesis one which predicted that teacher behavior would
change when student behavior changed. To determine whether

i

or not teacher verbal behavior changed when student behav=

jor changed, the entire experiment was analyzed twice,
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once .with IA Variable I,_a?d again with IA Variable IT as
dependent.iariabies;_using the'Repgated Measufes Anaiysis
of Variance for ahrlntermikéd‘batin Squares. Design dis-
cussed iﬁ.Chéptér 2, pp. 31-33. Thus, hypothesis one
=was*é§stéd!5ased on analysis of IA Variabre'i,rto'aetérmine
the effect éf student‘béhaviornchénge on-the‘rétié.gf;the
teaChérS";total indirect to indirect and—d;regt,verbal
behavior. Similarly; IA yariabie IT was,anaiyZed-Eo

determine the effect of student behavior change on the

_immédiately following student talk. As indicated in Table

1, there were significant treatment effects for both IA
Variables.* Therefore, it was concluded that there were

significant differences among the teachers® verbal beéhavior

Agg;ipg_the ppsitiVe, negatiVe-and’CQntrol periods. This

indicated that changes in teachers' behavior were a fuhc-

tion 6f changes in students' behavior.

.4 Upon learning that teacher verbal behavior was sig-
nificantly different during the different treatment periods,

.it wa&s possible to fcqmpapé"t:,,he: treatment méans using each -of ..

e T e ome .

#* Homogeneity of Variance tests showed no violatién of the

-assumptions for bétweéﬁ>andfwithin‘snbject»variénge;
(Sée appendix M).
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' when the students behaved positively, than when the students -

Ia Varrable II, predlcted that teacber behav1or’wou1d be :

_51anaf1cantly more 1ndlrect durlné perlods of éos1t1ve student ;
. behayior than:dnrlngfcqntrquperlods of_naturalfstudent’behav— *

for. To test #hi$‘PredictileifhéfPéSiﬁiV?2&ﬁdiébé€;dlfbe£i06”
,\}f’mgansﬁﬁsr)eaeh;iaiVariabie Waré'eampaiediseparatei?fto'detgrminé
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~ the two IA Variables to test the three hypntheses which

predlcted the direction of teacher behav1or change. The

verbal section of hypothesis tw0‘predicted that teacher

"behavior as measured by IA Variable T and IA Variable II

-

7wou1d be sagnlflcantly more irdir rect during periocds of

positive student behavior than durlng periods-of negative

‘studenttbehavibr. -AsfshOWnrin'Table é; the pericertage of

teaehers;_total indirect to indireEtwand dirgct Verbair
b,e’héxior.. 1A A'Variable I, and the pé_rcentage -of ’céaChefSi"’
indirect to indirect and direct responses immedistely
feilqéiné stﬁdent talk,AiA'VariahledIIL were‘greater-duriné
1per10ds of-pos1tlve studenf behatlor than durlng perlods of

(negative-student behavrgr; Therefore, 1t can be_concluded

_that the teachers in the 'sémp‘lél behaired more “‘indi:r,é(:‘tl’yf.-

bghavéa‘_nég‘attmelyn«, | prever ; it should be noted tixa,.;-; means

for the negatlve periocds were suffl 1ent1y hlgh to quallfy as

lndlrect had they been found in Flanders sample«of,gunror

~ high ;s;chool. subjects. '(.196’0):; -

. Hypo;heals three, as. measured by IA Varlable I and
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<

whether or not teacher behavior was$ more inairect when

-—

students behaved positively than when students behaved natu—

-

rally. The results found in mable 2 1nd1cated that there

-

~ were no s;gnlfrcant dlfferences between teacher verbal

behaviors as measured’by<eiﬁhe§ IA VariableAduring the

nv.positive—and.control,periods. Tﬁis>lack_of support for

h&pgtheSis three indicated‘that the verbal behavior of the

»

teachers infthe sample variedflittlefbetweenréhe positive

treatment periods and the control periods.

-

Hypothesis four predicted'that teaéher belizvvior as

- - measured by IA Variable I and IA Variable II would be sig-

nificantly more indirect during control periods of natural

-~ student behavior than durinQAPéxiddsvof negative.student

3 _behgvigp,i As indicated in rable 2, the comparisons between

the control and negative treatment period means as measured’

by IA Variable i and IT supported:hypothesis four. This

_gi,lndlcated that the teachers in the sample/behgved;moré.

3? 1nd1rec+1y durlng control perlods than durlng perlods of -

- gegative studeht.behQonr;y

Ln_sﬁmmary, the results of fhe*aﬁalyses-of immedi-

- ate and total.teacher verbal bshaviors were‘EQnsisﬁent;

‘They:bothgsupported'ﬁypeéheses 6ne;ftwq_endlfour'andﬁfailed

. to support hyboﬁhesis three,

o

-
-~
-4

iy

[
-

taroas




T ET M T PR — TR TR T e w0 B st BRSPS S0 RAS T e TR T A T RS TR S, TR A R L AR a0 T AT Al AT LR ol L ek S e SR LT R mT R T B T T ey e el T
e

41

Changes in Teacher Nonverbal Behavior

The nonverbal measure of teacher behavior was based

on the Visual Observational Schedule of Teacher Behavior,
(veS). The VOS Variable was analyzed in the same manner as
the interaction analysis variables to test the same four
basic hypotheses. Thus, the nonverbal section of hypothesis
1 was tested by analyzing the VOS Variable to determine the
effect cf student behavicr change on the teachers' nonverbal
behavior. The results of this analysis-of variance are
shown in Table 3.* Since hypothesis one as measurea bv the
- VOs Variable was supported.’iy may be concluded that the
teachérsin éhe sampie chagéed their nonverbal behav£or as a
“function of change in student behavior.

U§&n*determining that teacher nonverbal behavior was
significantly different during the different treatment peri-
ods, it was possible to compare the treatment means of the
VOS Variable to test the three hypotheses which predicted
the direction of‘cbgqge in the teachers' nonverbal behavior.

? Hypothesis two predicted that teacher nonverbal behavior

would be significantly more positive during pericds of posi-

tive student behavior than during pericds of negative studegt

# Homogeneity of Variance tests showed no viclation of the
assumptions for between and within subject variance.

RrasstERSIRY | SaEa
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~ Table -3

The Analysis of Variance of the Teacher Visual

Observational Schedule or VOS Nonverbal Variable

- -Effects { a | Mean Square F

Betueen. Subi. 68944.48

lN
I

H
1

. - Order 49541.48 .571

[t
(ol

86730.57

5

. Subj. within
1 Order

| Within Subi. | 22 |  35080.54

Periods 3 9800.59 .831

Treatments : 3 ' 585014.53 , 49.631*

ABO' 30 10567..07 .896

Error | 36 11787.27

*Sig, at © .00L
N
L
i
1
;
!
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behaviOr@ As indicated in Table 4, the results of the
compariSOn.between»the ﬁeans of the VCS treatment periods
supported this second hypothesis. Thus, the nonverbal be-
havior of .the teachers in thé sample was more pesifive during
periods of positive student behavior than during periods of
<negative»student-behavion.

Hypothesis three predicted that teacher nonverbal be-
havior would be more positive when the students acted posi-
‘tiVeli than when the stﬂden&s acted natqrally. The results
in~Tablé 4 iﬁdigatéd—that hypothesis three was not supported.
Thﬁéy:ii:éanubeiconcluded that the teachers behaved in:much
the Same way during béth- positive treatment and control peri-
“")gds;-

The fourth and f£inal nonverbal hypothesis predicted
thatfteachég‘bghaﬁior as measured by the VOS Variable would
o Bégmgfe ébsitive-dgring control periods of natural studen£
‘iehaviqr than’during veriods of negative student behavior.
‘Tﬂ%fieSutts shown in Table 4 supported this hypothesis ‘and
iﬁdiéafed—ﬁﬁattthe»nonvéfbal actions of the teachers in the
4§ampléewgre-ﬁqre positive during.the control periods of
natural student behavior than during periods of negative .

- student behavior.,
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] Summary

In summary, it should be noted that results of the f
anaiyses<of teacher behavior aS—measufed by the two verbal
interaction analysis variables and the nonverbal VOS Variable

Wére‘cénsistént; - They all=support1d:hypotheses one, two and

four and failed to support hypothesis three.
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CHAPTER IV

S DISCUSSION

Despite ‘recognition ¢f the importance of studying
classroom interactions, little attention has been focused
upon the students’ contributions to the total classroom
climate in general or to teachers' behavior in particular.
The present study was designed to investigate whether or not

. student classroom behaviors do influence teachers' classroom

Az i

behaviors, and if so, to determine whether éhe direction of
«T * change is predictable as has been suggested by previous re-
s_,earch—an’d'-HomansJ exchange -theory. '

To determine whether or not the prédictions could be

substantiated, the present experiment was designed to test

i T e TR

- the following hypotheses:
1. There will be;$ significant change in teacher behavior
when there are changes in student behaviors.
'g 2. Teacher behavior will’be significantly more positive or
indirect during periods of positive student beﬁavior than
¥ during periods of negative student behavior.
3. TeatherAgehavior will be sf@nific&ntly more positive or
indi:ect,éuring periods of positive student behavior than

during control periods of natuiral student behavior.
{

e,

4. Teacher behavior will be significantly more positive or

indirect during contrcl periods of natural student behav-

ior than during periods of negative student behavior.

P S o
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The first hypothesis which predicted that there
woulé.he,siénificant~changeS-in ﬁhg verbal and nonverbal
- behaviqtséﬁ the tea§hers when there were changes inlStUdént
behavior was. supported. This finding-Was‘ih~acqord.with-the
resﬁl@émquéther.ciassfocm investigations which suggested
o théi:teééherS-might have been‘inf1Uangd by studeﬁts (Feshbach,

©1969; .Jackson, et. al., 1969; Jenkins & Deno, 1969; Oppenilander,
1969; Soar, 1966; Tuckman and Oliver, 1968). It was also in
- S gecord with the Clasé;pomJbeha?iDr'médélsAQfTRYanS £196§37and

Lippit (1964) as well as Homans' (1961) exchange theory ‘and

the reinforcement theory on which it is partially based.

Upon determining that the teachers in the sample did

in fact, change their teaching behavior when students changed

N.s‘a

their experifiental béhavior, it was possible to tést the-

remaining hypotheses which predicted the direction of change.

To test hypothesis two, the means of the teachers' verbal and

' nonverbal behavior during both the positive and negative peri-
4 085 were compared. These comparisons revealed that the

’t630hei534vérbalﬂand honverbal behaviéstwerewmore positive
when?the?éﬁﬁdéhﬁswbéhaved positiveily than when the students
behavgd‘negatively,,thereby’supporting{hi@bthesis two.

.The results @f hypoth§8i6~f6u§-were similar to thosg’

'cfihzgatﬁesisfth@ When the means of teachers’ verbal and
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nonverbal behaviors during the natural periods were compared
with the meéns during thé negative periods, it was found that
3 the teachers behaved more positively when the students behaved
naturally than when the students behaved negatively as was
predictedu It should be noted, however, that the third hy-
pot@eéis which predicted that teachers' verbal and nonverbal

- " behavior would be more positive when the students behaved
;positively than when the students behaved naturally was not
supporitéd.. This finding suggests‘that‘natural student behav—:
ior was largely‘pdsitive.

Support for this suggestion was gleaned from an analysis
of the data collected on the bupils,EXercise Reinforcement
‘schedule:(Appéndii N), an instrument designed for this study
to ascertain the degree to which the students were carrying

3; f' ~ out instructions. The analysis indicated that student behav-
ior during the control periods was more similar to student
behaviorljn the positive treatment periods than in the nega-
tgyeitreatment periods (Appendix O).

Thus, it may be concluded that when the studénfs be~
haved positively, during the positive and natural experimental
periods, the teachers' behavior was more indirect or positive
than when the students behaved negatively. Conversely, whek

the students behaved negatively, the teachers became more
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direct or negative than when the students behaved positively.
These directional findings were in agreement with Homaus'
exchange theory predictions and previously discussed empirical
research evidence (Blubaugh, 1960; Gamsky and Farwell, 1966;
‘Hellén;=ét,_al., 1963; Hemphill, 1960; Jenkins & Deno, 1969;
7Sarbih & Allen, 1968).

In light of the above ‘results, one of the questicns

:
! , .

which should be raised is whether all teacher béhaviors, or
i - : .

only selected- ones, vary as a function of the variation in
i .
i , 4 .

7§£udéht’behaviors._ Within the framework of the ?:eSént study

it was possible to explore this question in a supplementary

?anaiysisgpf verbal. behavior only. To do that, each category

of. teacher behavior from the IA schedule was analyzed for
Vaﬁiaﬁce*&uyingthe positiée. negative and control periods.
The two controis were combined since teacher behaviors had
been demonstrated to bé,conéistént,for;bOthj In this analysis

focusing on treatment period effects, data were pooled across
S , , ,

- orders and time periods since eac¢h of those factors had been

found previously to have no effect upon teacher behavior.
When a single factor repeated measures analysis of variance
was carried out for each of the seven varbal interaction %Y.

analysis categories (Appendix P), only three of th. sSeven IA

categories were found to vary as the student beéhaviors varied.

LA JE LI S O L I T UL
TR
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Significant treatment effects were found for one positive and
two negative yariabies; namely, teacher use of clarification,
direction and criticism.

Upon ascertaining which teacher behaviors changed
when the student experimental behaviors changed, it was
.possible to test the directional hypotheses to determine
whether or not the teachers used more c¢larification, direc-

- tion and criticism when the students behaved positively or %

*naturaiiy than when the students behaved negatively or
naturally. The results of the comparisons oé these individ-
ual teacher_behgvior‘categ;;ies were consistent with the 5
results of the original analyses of the verbal and nonverbal
vafiébles.with-one exception, namely, lack of support for
hypothesis four as measured by the teachers' use of clarifi-
cétiqn; This exception indicated that the teachers®' use of
ci;rifiéation did not différ significantly during the nega-
tive gﬁdfnéfural student behavior periods.

“This detailed analysis of verbal teacher behaviors
suggested that the teachers may have been more flexible iﬁ
their responses to negative student behaviar than to positivg

-

student behavior. -Of the seven teacher behaviors, negative

student behavior succeeded in inducing both of the two 3

3 - négative teacher behaviors, while positive student behaviors i
- . . b
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succeeded in. inducing only one of the three positive teacher

E behaviors. _Similarly, the teechers may have been more sen—

- -
- -

51t1ve to negatlve student behavior than to pcs1t1ve student

. behavior as indicated by the cbnsistent lack of support for

3 - hypothesis three. Hypo theses two and four compared teacher

responses during negative versus mon-nsgative student
.- behavior periods while hypothesis three compared teacher

responses during positive versus natural student behavicr

‘;g periods.
One can only speculate as to why the other positive

neutral interaction analysesrteacher'behavior categories

-
o SY

- - -
- f—

R failea'toffluctuate aglthé students‘.behaviors changed.

- -
—" ,.v‘ B

Che— e =~ - -

It

- - . e w = emanm

... . .-was’ poe:zble that tbe teacbers dlfferentlal ‘use of category

o — = . s
T mLTT ERS e TERET s e Trm P - emeam—-

P

1, aécepting_student feelings,'wes*got eignificant due to the

<3 -~ -

= 'E;fA‘ 1nrrequent use of category 1 by teachers in this exper1menta1

- - -——

sample. On the other hand p0551b1e explanatlens for lack

= -

. .of'significant change in categcryrz, teacher praise, may

- - . -
- -

have been due to the teacﬁers‘ rrequent, alnost h tual use

- - . -

of‘miidlpraise. ‘This“meyfhave Been due to the possible use-

fullness of praise as a device for_controiiing student

L 'behefior.‘ It was also interesting to note that the teachers’

- -

e - uase -of questioning, categorv 4, and lecturing, category 5,

did not fluctuate significantly as the student behavior

i
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cﬁanged. This suggests that teacher questioning and lectur-
ing are neutral bshaviors which are less likely to be
influenced by student positive and negative actions.

While a comparablé formal analysis of specific non-
verbal teacher behavior was not possible within the confines
of this study, some informal observations appeared to suppert
the verbal analyses with regard to the negative interactions.
During the experimént, two of the teachers frequently turned
their backs to the class and faceZ the chalk board upon
receiving negative reinforcement. 1In addition, during the
post—-experimental interviev“with the teachers, a few of
the teachers mentioned thatthey had considered leaving the
class during the negative treatment period. These observa-
tions also would be consistent with the exchange theory
prediction that people are apt to withdraw from an exchange

when their costs exceed their rewards.

Homans' exchange theory, which is lased on rein-
fgrcement theory was used as the theoretical justification
forthe,h?pOthesized predictions. The results of this
experiment indicated that reinforgement theory alone, may
have been an édequate‘predictor of teacher behavior. How- .

ever, exchange theory as an extension of reinforcement

'theory increased the precision of the prediction of teacher

LT —
AT LA TR,
ke el
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behavior change after negative reinforcemen®. Reinforcement
theory, alone, predicts that when a person receives negative
reinforcement, his behaviarwill change. Exchange theorv
augments reinforcement theory by predicting that after
receiving negative treatment, a person would become negative
‘and direct by withdrawing from the interaction or by criti-
cizing the students. This change toward negative behavior
after receiving negative reinforcsment appeargd to be
supported by the results of the analyses. of the second and
fourth hypotheses as well as the previously'diSEussed
supplementary verbal‘and nonverbal evidence.

On the other hand, reinforcement theory which
predicts no change in the direction of behavior after
positive reinforcement may have been a more accurate pre-
dictor of teacher behavior after positive student reinforce-
ment than exchange theory. This argument would be based on
the assumption that the behavior of the teachers in the
saégle‘Was normally vositive as indicated by their behavior
during the control periods. The lack of support for the

third hypothesis indicated that when the students gave the

teachers positive reinforcement during the positive treat- &

-

ment periods, the teachers’ behavior did not differ

significantly from their behavior during the control periods
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of natural student behavior; i.e., the teachers remained
fairly positive.

The present experimental design combined both the
advantages and disadvantages of being executed in a natural
classroom setting. The first advantageywas that the
results might generalize to»fhe classroom situation more
readily than—resglts obtained‘in‘an artificial situation.
;’2; ; Anothex advantage-was inherent in the use of the guest
teachers who were not aware that they were participating

in an experiment. This use of guest teachers as subjects

S facilitated the briefings of the classes of experimenters
and controlled for other potentialiiy important variables
) such as previous knowledge on the part of the teachers .of

the typical class behavior. The procedure of using guest
téaéhefs provided a coﬁtrol for the amount of previous
iﬁteraction. A further advantage of the design"was'the
’cogtrol~overvﬁhe infernai vélidity. This was effected by

'%Ssigniﬁg the subjects to seguences randomly, by using

.. ):Qaghzsﬁijeé£ teaéhet qs'his own cbﬁ%rol, and by using all
: ; ot the treétmgﬁts w}fhaeachﬂsubject.
é | Despite the internal,val?dity of this experimenti
é thergfwere many limitations ;o its e%terngi validi;y. Tﬁe-
Ep é; most séridgs limitation was due t6 ﬁhe ﬁonrgndgm séleét%gn
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of the subject teédhers, 'Randomizatiqn was not used due to
the previously described procedure to keep the subject
teaéhers unaware of the experiment. Therefore, the
.results of the present experiment cannot be generallzed To
other teachers of college. students.

The precaution of using_guest teachers to control

for internal vaiidity may have presented other disadvan-

[T re—"

tages. Itxwoqld follow that the subjects may have acted

. differently had they beenzteéchingrthgir regﬁlarkg
’assignéd class. 1In other words, the guest teachers may
have dampened theii requnses;to student'behaviors since
they knew. that thkeir perlod of respvonsibility to the class
was short. . In fact, in the postexperlmpntal interviews,

a few;ofAthe‘teaghersiment;oned that had it been their own
clﬁss they*%ouldihave beeﬁmqre criticél éuring thé
ﬁégative period Other t° schers said that they'would have
dismissed the class had it been their own. In addition, it

, ) N
is even possible that the use‘of guest teachers may have

influenced the students' control period behaviors. In the
present investigationf,the;coliegg-students‘ control

period behaviors appeared to be quite positive. However,

it was not known if these positivé;control period behaviors

were indeed typical or if the students'® behaviors were
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influenced by having a substitute teacher or by tﬁe excite-
ment of the experiment.

Other limitations of the study rest in several of
the instruments used, The Visual Observational Schedule of
Teacher Behavior,. (VOS) was developed to reéord teaChér_
nonverbal_béhavior, Aithough, the infgr-rater reliability
coefficient was 90, tﬁe categories of individual noﬁ;

fverbai teache:rbehavior5“were.not tested. The Pupiié

! .
i - }
. Exercise Reinforcement schedule (PER) was also develcped

- - -

=

ifor*this;experiment to check students’ pésitive_and
_néga@ivé behaviorslduiing eéach of the four periqu of the

experiment. The PER was not tested for reliability, since

- it was used only to ascertain whether or not experimental

cogdiféoﬁs'wéré'bgiﬁg;cérried out, ;aihér'than‘asﬂ§ﬁﬁa§or ,
sQurCe,of'@é;a. 'Hdwé%er; manjlof the student béﬁéviqr'

. catggprieé in the werbal Secfiop<gf~ﬁhe-ﬁER, st¢h an
;cggptéﬁgg of feglings, agreement aﬁdpciarificaﬁioﬁ weré
’simil%r“to:{he téaéher*béﬁavior categories which:wérehh
used in iy£era¢tion,analysis. ' In addition, the nonverbal

Y

iséCiiqn df?fhé-PER;gas.based on mention of similariéaieeA'

gories insfhe,élassxoom studies:of;Beairdi(1966), .
- T - _ga-

. Galloway (1968), Kowatrakul (1959), and Lahiaderne ($9§7);

- -~

£

-
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_The fcrced cnoice questionnaire on Teacher
Preference for Student Behavior was also pilct in nature
and used to obtain a general indication of the teachers'
values regarding student behavior. Like the PER, this
qguestionnaire was not checked for reliability. At the

same time, its use was limited to checking whether the

teacher preferences for student beha&ior were in accord

with those rated as positive and negative for treatment

purposes. The affirmative results are shown in Appensix Q.
It should also be noted that since these

E experiments were conducte@ in 24 different classes, no

attempts were madé to control possible systematic

variables such as use of the same experimenters, course

'é~ﬁf content and physical facilities.

Of these variables, the first would appear
important to the present experiment since it was the
experimenters who administered the treatments. In the
'EnvestigatiOn of this possible source of variance, the
result of the PER indicated that while the experimenters
in each class were different, they fulfilled their
experimental roles adequately. ‘ ‘ Y

Due to the limitations stated abové, additional

research concerned with student influence on teacher

Ehs

5
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behavior is needed. First, it may be of value to repeat
the‘expergment with randomly'selected guest teachers to
ascertain if this could be generalized to ~ther college
education teachers. However, it may be more worthwhile to
eiplbré student influence on teacher behavior in the
teacher's own class; This repetition is apt to be
sueccessful since, as indicated previously, some of the
subjects in theAEresent study suggested that teaching in
the class of another, subdued, rather than changed the
direction of their feactions to the étudents' behaviors.

it would also be inferesting to asceriain how
the length of the'studeﬂ% éreatment periods influences
teacher behavior. Since the students were able to
influence teaChe?s? behavs ors during a 15 minute period,
additional research may indicate that students can
influence teachers over a year even more strongly and
permanently.

It may also be helpful for future experiments
to.control for course content. Although the teachers in
the. sample appeared to be consistent in their reactions
to the gtudent experimental treétments, their specific
reasons for rescting positively or negatively to studentS”

behavor may have differed according to the subject area
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taught. During the postexperimental interviews,three of
the five teachers who taught math-oriented courses mention-

ed that the students lack of understanding, rather than

a more detailed

negative behavior annoyed them. Thus,

Stﬁdyfmay‘reveal other interactions which have different

levels of importance or meanings to teachers of specific
~disciplines.

It is poséible that a descriptive study may

reveal that student behavior in certain subject areas

aﬁdfin some. levels of.education is more positive than in
others. Thus, it may be especially valuable to ascertain
 the genefalizability ofthe-results by repeating this
Jeﬁperiment in other than college level classes.

- In addition to the above, future research in

the deveélopment O0f new instruments aﬁd refinement of
*gthers such as the -experimental VOS zad PER instruments
would be heélpful in measuring variables related to
?@tﬁdéht influence on teacher behavior. Increased use of
videétap;ng:would be valuable in assessing nonverbal

"behaviors accurateily.

Additional research also may be initiated to

- _
-
-

-détermine how teachers should best react to certain types

of student behavior, or the reverse. This, in time, would

Ve
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necessitate further research focusing on which student
behaviors influence specified teacher behaviors. Thus,
it may be worthwhile to investigate the relationship
between student behaviors and individual nonverbal
teacher behaviors, other student and teacher affective
behaviors, and student and teacher cognitive behaviors.
It wculd also be interesting to examine teacher
flegibility in rclation to specified student behaviors.
Finally, it may be worthWhi}e to examine the
relationship between teacher and student characteristics,
such as teacher personality and student social class in
future investigationsof student influence on teacher
behavior. Research dealing with student influence on
teacher behavior, like its counterpart dealing with
teacher influence on student behaviof,,may-examiné
relationships‘between student and teacher presage,
process and product variables. 1In fact, student
influence on teacher behavior may be an imporfant ;
variable to consider in future studies of teacher 7 é
effectiveness. Perhaps, like student achievement and-
attitudes, Student behavior may ke an important measure L

-

of teacher effectiveness. Thus, whén and if any two

groups of teachers are compared, it may be wise to
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control for the students' behavior. If this additional
precaution is taken, studies of teadhér effectiveness
based on student achievement might become more consistent
in their identification-of teacher behavicrs which
influence student growth.

If the results indicated in this study are found
to generalize, they will have important implications for
educétional practices. 1In adéition to presenting a new
focus for classroom research, knowle@ge about student
influence on teacher behavior may necessitate modifica-
tion in teacher education curricula. It would seem
iogiCal that education courses should help the teachers
re;lize that the students can and will influence their
beﬁavior. This may help beginning teachers obtain a more
realistic idea of their situation so that they can make
the most of the interaction. The inclusion of this in-
formation in teacher education courses may be especially
’impértént to avoid negative teacher behaviors. This was
suggested by Elkind's (1968) observations that inner-
city children may inflﬁence.their teachers to become the
azual stereotype inner-city teacher who is often a difeq},

critical, rigid person or a beginner, who only lasts a

few months. Conversely, teachers should be helped to
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become aware cf the possibility,that'pesitiéé student

[4

14

behavior may'héip‘ﬁhem to behave more positively in turn.
Téacher awareness of étudenﬁ behavior may bhe

increésed'bf7having téadher education classes utilizg

sensitivitf traiﬁing, techniques of contingenéy manage-

ment, or microteaching so that the student teachers could

gain experiengé handling different types of student feed-

*
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back in both affective and cognitive areas. Upon

developing an awareness of student behaviors, teachers

_ méy profit from instruction on how to best react to student

behavior. For example guidéline5~may be de&eloped to .

tell.a,teacher'who received negative student behavior
_whetﬁer it wouid be bést to criticize the student, to tell
the student how his behavior is imfluencing the tsacher, ' §

~or-to use an alternative positive behavior.

AR AL L I R S

In conclusion, although it is not known if positive

AL S

_behavior is the norm for other college, secondary or

elémehtaffclésSes, the results ofvfhis expefimenflindi¢ated .
ff;;hét7posiéiﬁéi%£qdentvbehavibf inflﬁen;ea‘the.teaqﬁers to ﬁsé.: |
;bﬁéitiQé}béﬁavi;rs.‘ Previcus ;ésearch_on teacher
efféétiéengsé éﬁggestéa that positive teacher behavior -
ié qfté;faséociatéd with teacher effeéﬁivengss in
pgomofing sfudént gréwth; If Fh@ﬁ iogical'cycie }sj

-
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5: completed, it may be argued that a class may become
more préductive by teaching students how their
behavior influences the behavior of their teachers.
Thus, the students may be encouraged to assume
g reéponsibility for their own behavior and purposely

help their teachers behave more effectiveily.
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APPENDIX B

Directions to Experimenters
Please f£ill in:

Course title ) Date Time Age Sex M F

-

Please circle your level in college: Freshman, Sopnomore,
] Junior, Seniozx, Masters,
Doctor's

Directions:

This experiment will last one hour and be divided into
4, 15 minute sections. The signal to start the first 15-
minute period will be the placing of a bright red folder at
a prearranged place where most of the students can see it.
To start the second 15-minute period, a blue folder will
replace the red folder. For.the third 15-minute period,
a white folder will be used and during the iast 15 minutes,

‘a black folder will be used.

Behave as you normally would in class.

1
Blue-—Per. 2 Do the negative behavicrs listed on this page.
White-Per. 3 Behave as you normally would in class.
Black-Per. 4 Do the positive behaviors listed on this page.

T Al e
wneja tive Behavicrs

Positive Behav1ors

"(ngreement or encouragement) (Pisagreement)

smile, nod your head frown, shake your head

(Attentlveness) (Lack of Attention)
iook at the teacher, have an look away from the teacher,
alert posture, take notes on instead, lcok out the window,

the ‘téacher's remarks at the floox, etc.; have
' poor posture, slump, hold
your head, send notes,
¥nit, read, etc.

L
(Cooperation) (Lack of Cooperation) o
Talk with.your classmates only talk softly or whisper with
during a class discussion or your classmates, do not
with your teacher, raise your raise your hand to answer

hand to answer questions, answer questions, follow the




. APPENDIX B- .

- : ’-th'é tg‘acher'é guesfions anfa

- - (continued)

teacher's directions

3 - follow directions -quickly, slowly, incorréctly ox

3 correctly and completely. partially.

* Six students will also do Six studen£SiWill also do
i . - their assigned positive their assiogned negative

: * behaviors. - behaviors. )
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APPENDIX C
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Special Experimental Behaviors
For Nine Students

1. Positive behaVior
Offer to give the teacher chalk, erase the board, pull

_the window shades, etc.

T 2.‘-P051t1ve behavior
Ask the teacher a broad, content related question.

- A- 3. ~PositiVe ‘behavior

7«Ask the teacher to clarify something easy to help us see
how it fits in other places.

R 4. Positive behavior

Say, “Yes, I know how vou feel about »
one of my other professors or a person I reqpect etc.

felt that ‘way, too."

5. :P051t1ve behavior
-Say, "I agree with what you said, something like that

'happened to me, too."

‘Negatlve behav1or ‘
Dr. . _ . (our regular teacher) doesn't usually

do tﬁis.

6. PesitiVe behavior
Gouldtwe-aLSO interpret what you said as _____ to- help
us understand it better? ‘

iNegétive.Behavior |
Argue with the teacher apout a small point.

-7;"Negat1ve béhavior
"~ Walk oat of the room.

. 8. ;Negatlve behavior )
Ask the teacher to repeat his question or some other

phrase:

-

9. Negative behavior ' A

Ask a specvallzed question that _t may be hard for the
teéacher to answer.
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KEein ground ruleso
may mean 2, praise or 4, quastion:
) agreement or 5, part of content)

APPENDIX D ]
’ 69

" Svmma:iy of Categories
For Flanders'

Interaction Analysis

categorize according to function (OK
no may mean 7, dis-

ACCEPTS FEELING: accepts and clarifies
the feeling tone of the students in a
nonthreatening manner. Feelings may be
positive or negative. Predicting or re-
calling feelings is included.

PRAISES OR ENCO’RAGES. praises or encour-
ages student action or behavior. Jokes
that release tension, but not at the
expense of anotheér individual; nodding
head, or saying "um hm?" or “"go on" are
included.

ACCEPTS COR USES IDEAS OF STUDENTS: clar-

ASKS QUESTIONS:

suggested by a student. As teacher brings
more of his own ideas into play, shift to

Category 5.

asking a question about

content ‘or procedure with the intent that-
a student answer, indicating that a stu-

_dent_should talk by saying yes, 0K, etc.:

LECTURIWG. giving facts or opinions about
content or procedures; éxpressing”his own
ideas, asking rhetorical :questions.

GIVING DIRECTIONS' directions, commands,

ed to comply.

1 1.
@] 2.
]
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or orders with which a student is expect-
(Klein ground rule for
college classées-Students do not have to
be observed following the dirrections.)

‘CRIT[CIZING OR JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY‘

statements 1ntended to change student

“ehavior from nonacceptable to accept-

able pattern; bawling someone out;
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APPENDIX D (continued) 70

stating why the teacher is doing what he
is doing; extreme self-reference.

8. STUDENT TALK - RESPONSE: talk by stu-
dents in response to teacher. Teacher
initiates the contact or solicits stu-
dent statement. (Xlein ground rule -~
student laughter is recorded as student

talk)

9. STUDENT TALK - INITIATION: talk by stu-
dents, which they initiate. If "calling
on" student is only to indicate who may
talk next, observer must decide whether
student wanted to talk. If he did, use

_this category.

 STUDENT TALK

10. SILENCE OR CONFUSION: pauses, short
periods of silence, and periods of con-
fusion in which communication cannot be
understooed by the observer.

-
=

Copied from: Amidon and Flanders, The Role of the Teacher
in, the Classroom, 1967, p. 1l4.
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APPENDIX E

Visual Observational Schedule of Teacher Behaviors

General Directions: Record the teacher's behavior every 10
seconds. If there is a change in the behavior, record the
new or concurrent behavior categories before the end of the
10-second period.

Period Date Time

The teacher behavior categories include:

Positive Behaviors

Agreement (smlle, nod)

Fr;endly Contact with Students (help
student, signal for student to con-
tinue, walk or lean close +o student)
PaylAttentlon to Students (1ook
student in the eye, have appropriate
expression)

R — . e

-

Negatlve Behav1ors

Dlsagreement (frown, Shake head)
Critical Contaet with Students
(Do- something to stop the student
behavior, signal, point or make
punishing noise or action)

‘-—*-.---—-n-—-n—-'--.-—-‘—.~—-~--—-n~---.‘-—,—---—.-—.a--~-—--..—--a.-.-——--—-—-m‘—n

fggsere'Wlthdrawal from Student

(teacher put a barrier between self
and: student, walks away from

" students unless to- use instructional

materials, not call on students when
their hands ate up and pther students
are not talklng)

Lack of Attentvon to Students (1gnore {

students, have inappropriate éxpression)

‘Also note any key mannerisms such as putting glasses on or

off, touching head, folding hands, etc.
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APPENDIY F A 74

TeacherLErefe*ence For Student Behaviar

Please put a Checu in the blank that best indicates your

- Prefexrence in each of the 15 pairs of choices.

I PREFER THAT MY STUDENTS:

l..;éﬁk afe%£tentivéiby*héving"aiért posture, looking at
me,*taking~nofés on what_is said, asking broad
;qontenfdfelaieé quéétionSAand_by answering_my
-7:qgestions gﬁiégiy an@ cérrectly,

‘Qr .= -

Aaéiéé‘with;what I say'By smiling, nodding their

-—i---'-i——.-—----——--—- —o-—-..-—-———-—---———---.-.--—-—- .---—q—----.—--“

2, coopprate by volun;eer;ng £5 answer que,tlcns,

% té}king,tO*their-C1assmates,only‘when it helps the
' class, following my directions quickly, and
" correctly, and by offering to help me or by asking

mes to help them.
<or - ' |

are inattentive and ask trite, irrelevant questions,

‘ Ligok?siéépy;ffi@ggi»or play with something on their
desk or_answe; ny questiéns slowly, incorrectly and
; f 1ncompletely. ;Nf_ - 7'ﬂ '“'-A . .

'*3;;le-'agx¢§fwiﬁh Wh?f’l §gf>by Smiling,fnédding their

headsvof sﬁppéfting=what I say with more evidénce.

s 7 it g e E_

it sy’

Joe
3 TR S,

et

=3
4

Ry
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ox

are noncooperative cr disrurtive by asking trite .

et ———

questions to test my knowledge, talk about non-class ;
related matters with their friends during class and

don't volungger to answer my guestions. i

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ jﬁﬁ..-‘u-a--.—-—-n—-.———-—--“-----

D D ey D G T B, i AP WD P o G s G W Bl B Bl sl

4, _ disagree with what I say by frowning or saying that

- £

my statement was incorrect or by distcorting my

original statement.
or

are attentive »y having alert posture, looking at

me, taking notes on what is said, asking broad con-

n - .V

tent related questions and by answering my questions

quickly and correctly. .. ___ e _—

5. ___ are ipattentive znd ask trite, irrelevant questions,
look sleepy, fidget or play with something on their

desk or answer my questions slowly, incorrectly and

incompletely.

or

are noncooperative or disruptive by asking trite

J’Z—'-_

UL I G e @ i i

questions to test my knowledge, talking about non-

class related matters with their friends during

6. ._”,-COOPerate by volunteering to answer questions, E

-talking to their classmates only when it helps the

class, following my directions quickly and




or
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correctly and by offering to help me or by asking

me to help them.

disagree with what I say by frowning or saying that

orxr

my statement was incorrect or by distorting my

> G ) N S Goep S Gy A D TP P G W e Wit P S G ) D AP WD S Bt GRS P P WD A D A S Wi B G Sy e e B D U S S W Bk WP G B> Gy O Hrnt? At WD VA M s =D T

are attentive by having alert posture, looking at

me, taking notes on what is said, asking broad
content related questions and by answering my

questions quickly and correctly.

cooperate by volunteering to answer questions,

- o wn e o w

OB B ety WS By B v i T

talking to their ciéssmates'only when it helps the
class, following my directions quiékly, and
correctly, and by offering to help me or by asking

me_to h,el',E~.§}J—'~e~m~~~----—‘----~~,9---7--,--,'——‘-.-r-!e-79-5~rr-~‘9~”

agree with what I say by smiling, nodding their

- Gy 4ee m Sep *mo v

At " o B > P BV U T P e B Ay €+ (A P U U P T D GO Tl Wy o b S S Gnf B Wt VG PN P B D S et Pt G CHD TP P G B B, W Ao ey n B2

heads or supporting what I say with more evidence.

are inattentive and ask trite, irrelevant questions,
look sleepy, fidget or play with something on their.
desk or answer my questions slowly, incorrectly
and incompLetgly;

cooperate by volunteering to answer questions,

talking to their classmates only whenh it helps the




oxr
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- wﬂ“:"

class, following my directions quickly, zand
correctly, and by offering to help me or by

asking me to he., them.

el S A Sl s

are noncooperative or disruptive by asking trite |

queétions to test my knowledge, talk about non-

class related matters with their friends during

disagree with what I say by frowning or saying that

or

oxr

" TR AN PN g el B Gmm WP T it TP et WD BT CPO PTE BaD Wui W PV Ay VU GD VA B > G Gy TP e Salh VD Gy WP e - D IS B PP AR Py Tep VG TS

ry statement was incorrect or by distorting my

original statement.

are noncooperative or disruptive by asking trite

guestions to test my knowledge, talk about non-
class related matters with their friends during
are attentive by having alert posture, looking at
me, taking notes on what is said, asking broad
content related gquestions and by answering my

questions quickly and correctly.

are inattentive and ask trite, irrelewvant questions,
look sleepy, fidget or play with something on their
desk or answer my questions slowly, incorrectly

and incompletely.
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12. agree vwith vhat I say by smiling, nodding their

~heads or supporting what I say with more evidence.
or .

disagree with what I say by frowning or saying that

my- statement was incorrect or by distorting my

original statement.

Sy Bt PV G VD T s B G G DA e W B i Sy W e} D AP D W N S e TP D D e G Ay T T Y Ay WD S G W P M Pts P} Bty D, VD s Ay TP A WY D S R VY B, W o St

13. are attentive by having alert posture, looking at

me, taking notes on what is said, asking broad
content related questions and by answering my

questions quickly and correctly.
or

‘are moncooperative or disruptive by asking trite

questions io-tesEme kqoﬁledge, talk about non-
class reiated matters with their friends during

_class and don't volunteér to answer questions.

14, cooperate by volunteering to answer questicns,

talking to their classmates only when it helps
the class, following my directions gquickly, and
5 correctly and by offering to help me or by asking

;meito help them.

agree with what I say by smiling, nodding their

heads .or supporting what I say with more evidenced
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. 15. are inattentive and ask trite, irrelevant
) questions, look sleepy, fidget or play with .
. [
: - . something on their-desk or answer my questions
. slowly, incorrectly or incompletely.
F? or
. ‘disagree with what I say by frowning or saying
that my statement is incorrect or by distorting
. ) my oxriginal statement. 7 .
¥
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APPENDIX G

- -

Interaﬂtlon.Analysvs Reliability Informatlon ‘
on Experiment Data

T . ——

Scott's “pi" coefficieﬁt'has been frequently used
to estimale reliability with Flanders' Interaction
Analysis data. (Flanders in Amidon and Hough, 1967)

Py - Pe
1-p,

where- PQ = k

Inter-rater agreement on raqdonlv selected sections
of taves’ :

.24
- .94
= .89

E- ° Positive trials:
E o Negative trials:
L Control trials:

.:’:’:’l.l
|

¥ . Intra-rater agreement on randomly selected but especially
- fast moving tapes .

£  (Investigator coding of tapas and consistency check 3
2 weeks later.)

PosiﬁiVe tr;als: n o= .92

Negative trials: n = .93

Control trials mo= .94

\
" . e
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“  APPENDIX G

Intexaﬂtloq Ana1y51s Reliability Informatlon
on Experiment Data ~ _

14
-

Scott's "pi" coefficient has been frequently used
to estimate reliability with Flanders' Interaction
Analvsis data. (Flanders in Amidon and Hough, 19&7)

Po - Pe
S o Pe
1-p,
- wh?re P% = k
z P.2 . .
,A l
i=1

Inter-rater agreement on randomly selected sections
of tapes .

Positive trials: ﬁ: = ,94 .
Negative trials: n o= .94
T = .89

_Control trials:

Intra=rater agreonent on randomly'selectéd but éséecially
fast moving tapes .

- (nvestigator coding of tapes and consistency check 3
weeks. later.)

Positive trials: T o="",92
Negative trials: = = .93
Control trials: n o= .94
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APPENDIX H i
E Analysis of Variahce to Estimate . ‘
gy - Rellablll..y of the Visual Observational Schedule
I . )
Source of Vvariation af Sum Sqguarss Mean Squares
Between People -6 .535 A .089
(Trials) ‘
‘ Within People . '
(Trials) - 63 575 ".009
‘Between Judges | 9 : .081 .009 ~=y
Residual . 54 58.47% 1.c83
‘Total k69
- N -1 . .009127
E o © 1 - MSy, . p°0ple (trLals) - =1 m =
MSbet'w'een people (trials) ‘
1l - .1025 = ,898 o
b
rlo 9 .
From Winer, 1962, p. 128
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- APPENDIX I )
* . ) ) ) L3 ‘
Structural Model Assumed for Repeated Measures ‘ 3

Iritermixed Latin Squares Design.
= ) 3 . 3 “‘. .. 30, ., 1 - . o
u 40, + 8 (0,) +2&; + By +ABO;j ' + €5ikm

EX; 5xm) k

tation of the four treatment conditions, i.e.,
positive, negative and two control. '

-

o % S i, 3,

sm(ok)_ iepresegts the effect of the 24 subjects
-~ nested in their respective orders

LD iy e

!
é
where Ox represents the effect of 12 orders of presen- !
Aj represents theieffect‘bf the four, fifteenv g

‘minute time periods E
] 1
Bj* represents. the effect of the four treatments _ ' 4
ABOiik’represents that portion of the total interaction 3
' amohg time period, treatment and order, which 4
is estimdble from this design 3
€ijkm represents random error associated with 3
ybsérvation X. .5 . “ E
o > < LJ-': 4 ljm ’
;
L X Y
.'
- ‘ w;
i3
) ] - -
o o SRR P S S S G P S TS SR
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APPENDIX J
Aralys is of Varlance for a Repeated Measure Intermixed
Latin Square Design ‘
(Computational Formulz)
Source of
Variation - df _Formuld for Sum of ‘Squares
Between 9 ) ” 0
Su’o'gect ._2___3_ ESI) + (S5} +...{2S21) " - (zx)
° L4 96
Ordexs 2 5 : 0 ”
(0) 11 (201)" + (202)7 +...(£012)° - (£X)
' g . 96
Subject 2 ) ) 0 -
within 12 (£81)° + (5s2)° +...(zS28)° -
orders Y -
2 2 -2
{201)" + (£82)7 +...(z012)
8
Within 2 0 2
.Subject 72 ¥ - (ES;) + (IS,) +... (£So 4}
~ 4
Periods- ) - ) ) )
(5) 3.02)7 + (zp2)” +...(2A)" - (zX)
T 24 96
Treat- 5
ments 3 Q:z;l) + (sz) (ZBu) - (£X)
() 24 96 -
ABO' 730 (Ecellf)2.+ (Zceliz)2 +...lfcelinyg)? = o2l 0"
. 5 .
2 , .
(£X) - (Period Sum Squares +
96 Treatment Sum of Squares +
Segquerce Sum of Squares)
Craess
Error
(within) 36 Within subj. Sum Squares - (Period Sum
' Squares + Treatmen+ Sun Squzros + ZBC!
.............. St Squares) ST
2 2
Total 95 X" —~ (x)

L N W

")

. -
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S A APPENDIX K - !
:3. .‘ . - ) ) ) © .. - ) ) = Y/ - - ‘7:‘
o Tukey (a} Procedure Used to.Compare Treatment Means : s
s . {Computational Formulaj "~~~ =~~~ 77 777 TTIETTAmTTITTI S
. . 9= Tlarge_st - Tsmallest R o - _
L f -MS error e e e T
G M= 24 (teachers) T e
- - k= 3 treatments (positive, nogatlve and control
g . . T . _except when comparlng controls _
LT T T - w‘xen k =4.) . [

étﬁdEntiZed range 'statisti’ci, Winer, T'ableA B 4,

A
"
x
'
No iy
.
4 N
'
n

- " - - - . - - - - " - - -
- - o ) 648 ° ) i
x - - R . . .
.. . . . _. - - . s - . " -
- - - - -— LT . - - - -
- - - - . - - - - - - -
2 - - . - - . - e " - - .. . = Y
% L, . “u - - -
- Faris - - M -
¥ d
Rk -
4o - -
bt -~ 2 - o= - - - .
.. - - - -
I e - = - - - - = - -
e * - -
s . -
- Lo~ - -
2 -
. L - - -
-~ -3 -
2 . - - ‘. = = -
a P -
= - . - -
-, w7 -
e - P
. . -
hy -z o L = -
- -
£ - - - - - - - .
. . - = - » .
- .
o -~ -
-
- -
. ee -
.
R - - -
A - - .
- - - - - - -
. - .
. - - -
e = - -
‘- -~ 3 - - - -
. < ~
- MDY -
s - . -
& - - " - . -
3 ; "‘s L4 - - -~ -
L7 * .
B - - - .- - -
o= = = e fnd 3 b -
- .l - . x . = - -
P h -, -
. - - - - -
- - ; > »
74 . LT . - - .
> . - -
L= ’
- ks -
. . - .
- - - .
3 . . i
e - -
{3 - . - =
“ 4 . -
. ;
. - - - -
Snd » - s +
-
- -
,
Y . ® g .
7 . - -
e - R
v - =
- - - -
o 4 - ’. ’ -
: 5
4 . .
> -
. - -
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-
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85
Composite Interaction Analysis Matrices
For All 24 Teachers
Positive Treatment Period
1 2 3| a4 5 6] 7| 8 9] 10
1 3 5 2 1
2 1 71 a0l 30l 55 Z 10 42 3 -
3 1{ 16! 20| 561 63 10 26 5
4 119} 45 8 30 40 15
5. 3 7 9{ 5713719 | 14| 3] 14| 227 24
6 -3} 17 a2 1
7 2 6 - il 1 6
8 31| 44| 24 1| 2| 19 5 6
) 31130 44| 94| 264 71 8l 11 973 25
10 2 14 2 | 2 24 26
Frotal 11 | 1911 174 I 579 4275 | 45| 15/ 219 | 1614 } 105
Negative Treatment Period
Bl 2 3l 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 1
2 2 | 18| 32 46 2 1 31 5
3 13 2| 25 37 2 2 36
4 2 172 54 7 21 61| 364 24
5 -1 1 3{ 206°| 3285 19} -8l 20l 252 a2 |-
6 - 1 11°] 23 28] 10 al 37| ‘10l
7 11 20 10| 35 2 21 3
g8 | | 22| 25) 25 14 ‘gl -3} 36l 9| 5
9 ag | 49/ 175 | 328 41| a42] 19| 1091 57
10 ' 23 64 7 2 3 42 58
otal | 1 1139} 971680 | 3872 | 124| 1021 148 1881 | 204 3

e
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APPENDIX I, (continued) : e
. L 6
E ‘ Control a or Natural Treatment Period
3 [ 11l 2131 4 s 1 6]7] 8] 91 10
E 1 )
2. 32 | 14 45 | 1 2 35 6
3 10 | 9§ 13 67 1| 2 9
4 7 122 | 82 | 3]1]e63 | 242 | 15
5 5 | 31197 1 3937 | ol 426 | 132 | 34 1
6 5 g {12111 2 10 | 2 o
7 1 31 9 3 1 - . 1 i
8 28 13 | 22 17 .1 1 58 8 | 4
9 91 {35 l107 | 235 |12 | 7 | 4 | 784 | 17
10 |18 26 1 1 1 3 23 | 56 | ]
lrotaz |0 [135 [92 [501 | 4377 | 39 117 {160 | 1244 | 133 -
Control b or Maturazl Treatment Period
1 2 | 3 4 5 6 | 7 8 9 | 10 ¢
_ z_ 1 {31 )18 | 42 | 1 8 | 3| 5 .|
2 3 | 8 6 | 14 45 & 2 22 |
1 4 1144 70 | 5 56 247 | 11 |
: 5 1 | 2 1224 13795 5 |2 131 | 223 | 35
3 6 2 8 |1 7 4 3 |13 | 1
- 7 b3 |l s ]l 311 1 | 3 |
' : o l-s 4 122 {22116 } 66 15 [3 135 |. 515 =1 . zz]|
- 19 111105 [42 183 1 220 | 7 o1 6 | 800 |18 -f = -~
l o I t-a.1 1] 5 43 | 1 t1 | 4 1s 179 4 . |
hpote1 |1 11431 lioe fso9 14304 134 |17 [146 Ji3s4 f154- | ..
¢ -
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(Continued)

87

Composite Frequencies in the Visual Observational

Schedule For All 24 Teachers

i

-

. -

Positive L"I\E'egat:i_ve Control a Jcontrol b.
ITreatment| Treatment |Treatment [Treatment
Period Period Period Period
Positive anverbal
Behaviors
Agreement 385 159 243 223
Frienéigmzoﬁtact o ]
with students 352 231 269 208
Pay attention to
- -'students 441 343 ) 360 344
Negative Nonverbal
Behaviors =
Disagreement . 18 130 32 13
Critical contact
with students 18 180 21 8
Passive withdrawal ] : )
from_ students 43 __ |...82 19 .. 49 =2
_ . Lack_of attention to I S I
students 46 147 75 43

e, A

B b e s ol i £ i .t s

S A e e
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Homogéneity of Variance

‘ Cochran C = largest varlénce
- sum of the vzriances

Critical values: Winer, Table B.8 p. 654

Between error: C.o9s5 {12,1) .6020
C.9g9 (12,1) = _,7175

. Within error: ~ C.gg (12,3) = .3733

; C.gg (12,3) = .4469
Intefééfl;n Aﬁélvéls Var1 h e T .

. , Between subj. error: Ci2,1 = .498%

Within subj. error: Cjp 3 = .236%

Interaction Analysis,Variagie IT

Between subj. error: C12,1 = .225% . - -

]
N
-
o

A

Within subj. error: - C12,3

- Visua% Observational Schedvie Variable " _
Between -subj. error: ch,l = ,315%
Within subj. error Ci12,3 = .30C*
* Since the obsexrved C statistic does not excez=d +he 05

level critical vaiue, the hypothesis for honogene*tj
of variance was not rejected,
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Pupils Exercise Reinforcement, - P
- . PER Observational Schedule -

-t
-

- .Nonverdal

General Directions: A trained observer will systematicalljy
scan each student's nonverbal behavior. Ordinarily, the
observer will record the most prominent behavior category.
Bowever, if two or more behavior categories are evident,
each will be recoxded.

Behavior Categories , Period __ Date Time

e et B2 I B T 3 1. O

N

-

. .
o n .

Positive - Students Give Positive Reinforcement or Rewards

Encouragement or agreement (smile or nod head)
Attentiveness (eyes on teacher, alert posture,
taker notes cn the teacher's remarks) . -
Cooperation (talk when it helps the class,
hand up to answer questions, follow
teacher's directions quickly and
corréctly, offer physical assistance
to the teacher by giving chalk, lending
book, erasing board, etc.)

Negative -~ Students Give Negative Reinforcement or Punishment

..~ Disagreemént (frown, shake head in Rl e e oty
- disagreement)

Tack of Attention (eyes away from

. teacher, look out window, look to
floor, slump, hold head, yawn, _
stretch, fidget, play with something,
do non-class related work)

Lack of Cooperation (whisper or talk softly
tions, follow teacher's directions only

slowly, incorrectly or partially, walk out
of room)

-y . Ao DY S G A Wt et i W B> s GV Wt Ot D G s T Ao B TP ks Car R B Bl By P B Wl W FEY PrE PV P G S WG T B G S G B P BByt o W — e —— —

to f£riends, hand not up *to answsr ques- . s R

" ———
)




APPENDIX N (Continued)

3Q

Pupils Exercise Reinforcement,

] Véfggi“

PER Observational Schedule

General Directions: The verbal student interactions will be'

coded from the audio tapes of the experiments in a form

+tudents Give Positive
E: Reinforcement cr Rewards

: - Agresment or Encouragement

+1 accept teacher's feelings

+2 agrees with teacher
statement, laughs with
teacher

. 43 clarifies teacher .
statement e

Attentiveness

, +4 ask teacher broad con-
- tent related question

. --- ~- --f5-aniswer.-teacher question -..

quickly, correctly or
completely = ‘

2 R N

Cocoperation

3 _ +6 ask for teacher's help
. cr offer teacher help

similar to the Classroom Interaction Analysis data.

Students Give Negative
Reinforcement or Punishment

Di sagreement

-1 reject teacher's feelings
" oxr behavior, laugh at ~
teacher

-2 disagrees with teacher
statement

-3 distorts or confuses
class on teacher statement

-~

Lagk of Ai@éuticn

~4 asks teacher a trite,
irrelevant gquestion or to
repeat teacher question orxr
statement )

slowly, incorrectly or
incompletely

Lack of Ccoperation

-6 ask a trite question to
test the teacher's
knowledge ‘

answer teacher quéstioh = .=, =_ __.--

===
\\l .

« Presses

OV Sl e LAY £ B g 10

W o d doh ek,

T I R T, L o T L T T T L T T

.
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~ APPENDIX O
: > T ~ The Analysis of Variance .of the )
F ~ .~ PER Observational Schedule :
3 . . - l!
. : Verbal Nonverbal
Effects df | Mean Square F Mean Square F
‘Between subj. | 23 | 15373.03 12679.60
: order |11 | »24163.28  3.3% -17697.0z  2.19 :
. .Sub.within| | o _
7 ee—__order  -|12 | .7317.03 o 8063.06 . :
Within subj. |72 | 63315.42 85693.03
Periods | 3| 38482.57  6.1%= 1627.97 .31
Treatments | 3 [1215747.43 191.6*%* | 1893752.08 360.67%%%
‘ ‘ABO* © |30 | 18018.11  2.98%* |  og24.30  1.87%
Error |36 | 6346.59 : 5250.74 N
. * Sig. at P .05
#*  Sig. at P .01
" k%% Sig, at P .001
[
'
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Teacher Preference for Student Behavior Choices*

* The choice in the column was the preferred

item in the pair

(Rppendix F).

in this forced choice instrument

95

_Coop.Atten.ﬂAgxee Disagree— NoncoopL'Inatten;
Cooperation 5 4 1 | -
-Attentién ;7 4 8 1
" Agreement 22 18 7 T Ty - 1 -
-Di$é§rgemgn£- Ié_ 14 15 72 | i;
ﬁgﬁéaéggraéiénélgA'zl 21 | 20 s
Inattention | 22 | 22 AZi: o1 13 N ,
Colﬁmnf%éa‘ls' {100 Fso -] er s ] 18 - ‘;1‘
Matrix format suggested by Edwards, p. 34. ' .
‘22 of the 24-subjectS’whoﬁpa;tieipafea in fhe T
) experimernt completed the questionnairev e s
7
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