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A great dezl of experimentation has been generated by the current
press for developing performance-based criteria by local, state and federal
officials. Some colleges and universities have already prepared lists of
behaviors necessary in the performance of elementary school teachers, with
criteria to determine their success in the performance of these behaviors,
lany universities are still working to decide what are the necessary skills,
knowledge, and attitudes that a student must demonstrate, in social and
philosophical foundations, in special education, reading, mathematics and
science, early childhood, and in bilingual programs, to be a competent
teacher. ©Some colleges far advanced in the process of development of
performance competence criteria indicate that their facvlty are able to
evaluate only a small -amount of theilr studerits' teaching behavior in
classrooms. Yhere college programs require teaching skill development, .
in simulation or micro-teaching, prior to student teaching, it is frequently
difficult to monitor teaching behavior of the students in the classroom,

The possibility of increasing objectivity in evaluating teaching
behavior became possible with the work of Flanders., 0Some two hundred
systems which have been developed are listed in volumes one and two of
lirrors for Behavior.l Yet, despite the plethora of systems, no one system
has been found completely satisfactory. The instruments tend to examine
either cognitive or affective behavior but are nct comprehensive enough fto
include many critical events that occur in the teaching piocess.

Evaluation of teaching tends to be resisted by teachers. who fear it
will dehumanize and mechanize teaching. Flanrders suggested that since
student teachers needed training in the control of their own behavior they
should learn how to use tools for the collection of reliable information
about the events in their classrooms. EXperience has indicated that
student teachers examining their behavior, as exhibited on video tape, tend

- to see only very generalized and global activities. They must examine these
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behaviors with an instrument that provides a framework for objective
analysis. Many researchers found that teachers need feedback about their
behavior in order to change it. "Self-analysis is not only less painful
than analysis by others but may be more illuminating and motivating for
change. _ _ »

— .

ljiirrors For Behavior, Research for Better Schools and Temple University,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 1968,




~
Z

Borrowing from and building on the ideas of Flénders, Gallagher and
Aschner, Parsons, Galloway and Bloom, Professor Dunay devised a systemn,
named the Baruch Behavior Analysis, for guantifying and interpreting

-classroom teaching behavior, This instrument includes cognitive, affective

and nonverbal components, and self-prescriptions for improvement of
teaching. This paper reports a pilot study with this instrument, as used
by elementary and early childhood student teachers at Bernard i. Baruch
Collepge, CUNY, in the spring and fall semesters of 1972.

Baruch Behavior Analvsis Instrument

The Baruch Pehavior Analvsis requires the student to assess and
prescribe improvement for his behavior as to the extent and patterns of
teacher talk, the distribution of pupll talk, categories of teacher
questions, the kinds @ resvonses tecachers make to students' verbalizations,
and the quality of the“teachers' non-verbal behavior. The students are
also asked to categorize their objectives according to the level of skills,
knowledge, and attitudes they were seeking to develon, to explain how they
obtained evidence that this had been achieved, and to determine what they
planned as a follou-up for the lesson.

Among additional#forms of self-prescription, students identify
questions calling for recall of facts and restructure them to more complex
or to divergent feorms. In the nonverbal component, where students
identify "inhibiting" teaching behavior, such as lack of eye contact,
students indicate their understanding of behaviors which would be
"encouraging" by specifying them.

The instrument contains six components. The extent of teacher talk
vs. pupil talk is quantified, and distribution of pupil talk among
participating children is ascertained. Pupil talk is not analyzed beyond
this section. Teacher talk patterns are distributed among a series of
categories which include instruction and management behaviors, Teacher
questions are examined in detail as to the quantity of convergence or
divergence. The responses student teachers make to children's guestions,
comments, or responses arce coded as constricting or non-constricting.

All coded items are quantified and analyzed by the student teachkz-i, as the
basis for self-prescription for improvement. Nonverbal behavior,

distributed betueen those that are inhibkitory and encouragzing is coded
directly frowr a videotaped teaching sample. All other components are
coded, quantified and analyzed from the student's transcription of his
videotape.

Videotapes

Q

Videotaped teaching samples were recorded by the College Technician,
by arrangement uwith the <tudent teacher, at the school wherc the student
teaching placement 1is ongoing. Students took small groups of children out
of the classroom to an empty room for taping. There were two reasons for
this plan. Some classroom-teachers vere disturbed by the idea of class-~
room videotaping as an intrusion that might distract the children or
disrupt thei: »la:iiad schedules.,. Furthermore, videotaping outside of the
classroom permitted student teachers to experiment with materials and
teaching behaviors which they might not be able to use in the classroom
under the supervision of the cooperating teacher. Videotapes usually were
of ten to twelve minutes' duration. In making transcriptions from tapes,
students were instructed to sample equalliy from the beginning, middle and
ad of the episodes recorded.



Coding

All utterances were coded and wWeighted in the same manner. Students
were required to distinguish between utterances that were sentences,
phrases, or one-word units. A dictionary definition was used to
distinguish a sentence from a phrase, requirins “a group of words
constituting a grammatically complete statement clearly not part of a
larger structure", with a complete subject and predicate, where crammati-
cally reguired. 3ubjectless imperatives, of more than two-words, were
coded as a sentenge. Subordinated clauses were to be coded as phrases.

elghts were assigned as follows: sentences were weighted by ten,
phrases by two and single-word utterances by one. In all cases summed

weighted totals were used to derive percentazes for each category in each
comporient,

Pilot Samples

Student teaching occurs in the two semesters of the senior year at
Bernard i, Baruch College in current programs in elementary and early child-
hood education. Intact, available classes involved in two samples included
33 students in the Spring and 38 in the Fall 1972 semesters, Of students
in the Spring group, nine who were first-semester student teachers, were
included in the Fall sample as second-semester students,

These Baruch College students all entered prior to the open admissions
policy,having qualified for entrance under past procedures.| All of the
students in the Fall 1972 sample were young and female, and:except for two
Black and one Oriental student, all the rest were white. The Spring sample
included three younyg white males. Of the females in the 3pring 1972 sample,
three were Black and one Oriental. Fcur of the females were more mature
women, including two Black women who had prior experiences as paraprofess-
ionals in public schocl classrooms. liany, if not most students carry
another course or two, outside of the education department, during the
senior year, in addition to student teaching. All student teachers attend
three-hour weekly seminars at the Cocllege.

Ilany of the students contributed te their own support through part-
time employment in various capacities., Based on considerations of age,
sex, race and socio-economic levels, the students in these samples appear
to represent a fair cross-section ot the general population of a large
urban university.

Training

fach student teacher received a copy of an 80-page draft of the
Baruch Behavior Analysis, a booklet which includes the instrument for
analysis of teazching, as well as instructions, illustrations and practice
exerclses.

Students in the 3pring sample participated in four one-hour training
sessicns early in the semester, as part of thelr three-hour weekly seminars
In the fall, training was concentrated in three two-hour sessions for first
term student teachers, apart from the seminar, with no additional training
for second-semester students, Students determined for themselves the
extent of their mastery of the instrument.




It was 1ntenaed that all’ student teachers uould complete three
analyses of videotaped lessons: In the Fall sample, it was only possxble
to complete one lesson ver studert. In the preceding Spring, first-
semester students completed two analyses but most second-semester qtuﬂents
ccmpleted - only one. ' Since many young women in thé graduating class ‘were
- pzegccunied with wedding oreparatlona, they were unw1111nq to complete
";aeésﬁg lesson analyse 4 _

Lack of time prevented correctlve training. As a result, some
misinterpretations were only ascertazned by checking complaeted analyses.
In obvious need for revision in procedures is to determxne student nastery
of the instrument prior to use Mlth Vlqutapes.

Revisions in Instrument

. Yhile no major'revxsxons were made in the instrument, from its use.
in the Spring to its use in the Fall, a-number of minor chang-o were made .
to clarify, simplify an? provide more practice exercises : '

) In the interest of simplification, the number of categories vrere
reduced and, wherever »ossible, were constituted as dichotomies. For
example, a contrast is made bhetween instruction and management. Instruction
is separated into tecacher transmission ancd 1nteract1ve teacher-child
exchanges. In the management category a further polarxzatxon exxst@

between classroom and behavior managemen

Instructibns for analysis ofthe;daIa were revised in the direction
of further specifieity and detail. i

‘. N
Findings

Student analyses of their V1deotapeﬂ teachan samples wvere studied
for transcription accuracy, coding reliability, quantxfxcatxon procedures
and interpretation of 1nstructxons, as well their self-prescriptions for
improvement. '

Transcription Accuracy

. Since the student transcription from the videotape constitutes the
basis for all calculations, the Fall 1972 sample was checked for accuracy

. of .transcription. Congruence in transcription of - ;uﬁll talk wvas 160 per

cent. Of the 37 videotapes checked, there were 395 points at which the

student transcriptions of teacher talk differed from the rescearcher’s.

In 177 cases, or 45 nercent of all noints of difference, there was no

change in the calculation of teacher talk, because one word was substituted

for another, without changing the coding or calculation. 1In 45 cases,

one word was omitted by the Student Coder, which would have 1ncreased -

total teacher talk for the 37 students by a weighted total of 45.  “imilarly,

the Students omitted 49 phrases, whicl: would have added 98 to ¢¥ .. »hted
total teacher talk. The 110 sentences omitted by students wou . £ wlded

1,100 to the weighted total teacher talk. Correcting deletiori;
changed sentences or one-word utterances into phrases would hiw
aighted total teacher talk by 49. -The 1,293 addition to tota
2acher talk would increase averaqe weighted teacher: talV‘per tf”




. As shown on Table I, average weighted total teacher talk for 37 . ..«
students in the Tall 1972 samples was 454, Adding an average of 35 to
this figure increases the teacher talk totals by 8 percent, which is the
extent of undertranscription of teacher talk,: :

A detalled analy81s 01 33 of the 37 Tall 19”2 sSeample transcrlptlons
indicated that only 2 transcriptions were free of error, 4ds shown on
Table II. One-third of the students altered 5-or fewer utterances, either
by deletion, addition or substitution of wording, but on the average only

8 words per student were changed. Tuwo-thirds of this group changed 10
utterances or less, With the remaining one-third showing alterations in

11 to 39 utterances. It should be noted that deletlons zgreatly out»
numbered additions and substitutions.

Intercoder Rellablllty

Intercoder rellablllty was determined in two Wways, comparlson of the
Judgments of two trained coders, neither of whom is a2 student, and a
comparison of the student's own coding with that of a trained coder. As.
shown on Takles III and IV, the two trained coders.reached somewhat:  higher
zorrelations than did the student and the trained coder, It should be
noted that Table II refers to the 3pring 1972 sample of 32 students and
Table III refers to the T"all 1972 sample of 37 students, although one

- judge is represerited on both tables.

On Tables III and IV intercoder reliability for distribution of
teacher vs. pupil talk was 96 per cent., In coding patterns of teacher
talk, there was higher correlation between trained judges, 81 percent or
above, than between student and trained judge where the correlations were _
from 80 to 84 percent, except for behavior management, for which the figure
was 44 percent. Correlation coefficients for student vs. trained judge-
were much lower than for the -two trained judges. in - coding types of teacher
questions, and the constricting vs., non-constricting characteristics of
teacher responses to children's questions and comments., The two trained

judges had correlation coefficients ranging from 69 to 96, while the
student vs. trained judge had correlations from zero (for teacher reSponses)
to 74,

Quantification Procedures

- As noted above, minor changes were made in instructions for coding
a wvord, phrase or sentence, in the revised instructions used in the Fall
1972 student teacher sample, chiefly in clarifying the definition of a
sentence by adapting a dictionary definition. ilote that a group of words
coded as a phrase receives a weight of 2, but if these words are thought
to constitute a sentence, the weight jumps to 10. .




'Types and Dlstrlbutlo of Coding Crrors

If participants make errors, results will be’ substantially different
if they err in coding sentences as phrases, rather than phrases as
sentences, - As shown on Table V, of the 37 Fall transcriptions analyzed,

5 students made no 8rrors in coding for sentence, phrase or one-word -
utterance, 10 erred only in coding phrases as sentences, 8 only in coding
sentences as phrases, and 14 made both types of errors. Very few students
made more than 3 errors of either type., In fact, a few students made
large numbers of errors, as indicated on Table V.

Errors in coding for phrases and sentences were grouped into a few
characteristic categories, as shown on Table VI and VII. As noted above,
the définition for a sentence requires a full predicate, and half of all
errors made miscoding phrases as sentences were due to overlooking the
lack of a verb, as in, "What else?" - Other categories Were lack of
subject, vhere needed, in complete predicate, lack of subject and ‘
predicate, and dependent clauses coded as sentences instead of phrases.

Two categories of error accounted for two-thirds of all errors in the
Fall sample, when sentences were coded as phrases. These two categories
are-short sentences, such as "l/hat happened", or sentences with contracted
verbs, such as, "That's right." )

We;ghtlng,Systems o , . A

{

_ Two questlions about the welghting of phrases and sentences, in
‘quantifying teacher vs., pupil talk, were pursued. The first question
concerned the word count of actual sentences and phrases, and the sacond
related to grade level effect on length of sentence or phrase, As she¢ifn
on Table VIII, listing mean sentence and phrase lengths in transcriptions
selected by random sampling, in the Spring and Fall groups separately, by
grade level ‘in which the student geacher Wwas placed, there seems to be
some correlation between grade level and mean length of utterance in the
Spring but not in the Fall transcriptions. A larger sample might show
otherwise, , - :

As to mean length of utterance in the small samples shown on Table
VIII, it should be noted that in both instances teacher talk sentences
average 8 words, wWhile phrases average about 3 words per utterance, °
The .mean length of pupill sentences and phrases is not very different from
that for teachers, in the Fall 'but not the Spring sample. There were
some indications in the Spring 1972 sample of a possible correlat‘on
between length of sentence and grade level.:




Self Prescriptions

Student self~pres€riptions for improved teaching are shoun on
Table I¥, distributed among these categories: distribution of tedcher-
pupil talk, patterns of teacher talk, teachier questions, teacher resgonseg,
‘tezacher nonverbal behavior and other tinds of self-prescriptions.
Combining the Spring and Fall 1272 sanplea, with a total of 790 students,
all but about 8 wrote insightful and approvriate self-wprescriptions for
improvemant in their teaching. Several waere overly critical of their own
performance. ' :

The largest numher of suggestions for improvement uvere made by
students of their questioning techniquss. Of the 248 suggestions for
self-improvement, 70 or 29 percent concerned improved quectioning skills.

\ ijany students indicated they should have encouraged morc' creative and
complex thinking, by aaling more varied or stimulating questions, or
permitting children to malie discoveries on their own. There wvere 48
suggestions for altering the frequency of teacher talk, primarily to
encourage pupil involvement. 0f the 36 suggestions to improve teacher
responses, tie majority wanted to encourage more pupil evaluation and
involvement. Included in “other’ recommendations werec 15 concerning the
need for more or bhetter materials, 7 which suggested too many materials
were used, and 7 indicated pacing was either too.fast or too slow.

Discussion and Tecommendations

The PBaruch 3ehavior Mnalysis requires the student to measure and
prescribe improvement for the amount of teacher and pupil talk and to
quantify the extent of pupil participation. They also assess and
recommend improvement for the patterns of teacher talk,. the kinds of .
uestions asked, the types of responses teachers malke to students' questions
anl comments, and the quality of the teachers' non-verbal behavior. The
students also categorize their objectives according to the level of skills,
tnowledge, and attitudes they were seeking to develop, to explain how théy
obtained evidence that this had heen achieved, and to determine what they
planned as a-follow-up for the lesson. In addition, students state how
they determined whether the pupils had the concepts prerequisite for the
lesson and whether the materials wvere aueguate to aid the children's
understandings.

Problemns noted above relate to transcrintion congruence, some forms
of inter-coder reliahility, coding errors and weichting considerations.
It was interesting to note that, when students prepared their trans-
criptions, on first viewing a replay of their  videotapes, _

they attempted to improve their performance by omitting some
teacher talk which they ne*ceived as redundant, or by reworling sone
utterances to improve their gquestioning -techniques. The extent of such
self-censorship, while not sufficient to distort the quantification to
any substantial extent, 1ndicates the probaole gap. hetrreen intent and
verformance.

In general, the higher coefficients of correlation hetueen judges,
than between student and judge, in inter-coder rzliability, indicates the
\fned for greater mastery by students, c1thcr through further training or
ER\ﬁrnonstration of mastery in coding prier to coding transcription

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Allocating sufficient time for such mastery training, prior to videotaping
and transcrlptlon would be necessary..- Hovever, it is likely that such
mastery tralnlne could obviate the need for written transcriptions,
-permlttlng codlng_from videotape without the 1nterven1ne step of writing
a transcription of the dialopue. Such coding directly from videctape is
‘estimated to reduce the time and labor of a complete analys1s by one-half.
to- tuo-thlrds. ‘ :

ZXamining the low coefficients of correlatlon on Table III,
‘concerning the congruence  of two judmes in coding convergent and dlverwent
questions. and teacher responses as constricting or non-constricting, it
was found that there uvere probably two major reasons. One reason was the
small number of ifems in these categories, Where a small difference
betieen judges caused a disproportionate change in correlation. The other
reason wWas that one error, as to type, tended to be multiplied by
consistent application. Clarity of definition should tend to reduce the
second of error. In fact, an attempt was made to remedy thlS Situation by
reducing the number "¢i” categories in types of questions. imilarly, on
Table IV, comparing a student judgment with a trained ooserver. low.
correlations on comnlex convercent questions, behavior management and the
teacher response cate gories appeared to have the same causes as on Table
III. ( : -

Coding errors, in distinguishing phrases from sentences, could be
expected to decrease substantially with mastery training. It is interesting
that, without such training, errors did not appear large enough to distort
the results to any substantial degree.

s The weights for sentence and phrase were selected because they had
been used by other researchers, notably Parsons. lhile the random samples
of Spring and Fall transcriptions indicate. some overwveig ghting_of sentences,
and underveighting of phrases, the difference, in the opinion of the
uriters, is not great enough to warrant change. wsase of multiplications,
by current weights of 1, 2 and 10 wWould seem to counterbalance the desire
f'or more eXxact weiwhtinﬁ. . S

As to the effect of grade level pldcement on mean length of
utterance,‘a larger sample might produce more reliable and clearer'llnulnqs

. It was 1ntended tc arrange for 3.videotapings, and subsequent analysis,
for each student. Considerations of limited student time, due to attendance
in other courses and in part-time worlk, tend to restrict the student time
available for skill development in self-analysis of student teaching.
Limited faculty time during the semester, and lack of needed assistance to
check coding and analyses also limited possibilities to offer feedback to
students on mastery and analysis. The possibility of training students to
mastery of coding rior to student teaching, may permit more frequent
videotaping, 11ve codlng 7ithout transcription,and the applzcatlon of self-~
prescrlptlons to succeeding videotapes.. . =
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Originally, it was intended to offer. students faculty guidance in
analysis of their mastery and skill development, based on their videotapes.
It -was suprising to find out hou insightful student self-prescriptions
were, Without faculty suidance. However, analyses of several students'
videotapes indicate that self-prescription without guidance or feedback was-
not always sufficient for the extent of improvement in teaching neceded.
For example, one student evaluated her nonverbal behavior as attentive, but
a college supervisor. wvho viewed her videotape stated that the student had
been oblivious to one of the three children with whom she  was working.
Some students, who thought they were giving discovery lessons, VWere telling
children all that was supposed to be discovered. There were several
videotapes in which students irere teaching concepts which had obviously
been well learned previously, usually because no effort was made to assess
children's levels of understanding.

The pllot study reported in this paper uuﬁwests that many students
profited from self- ana1J81s of their student teaching behavior as
represented on videotape. It is likely that these students would have
profited even more from faculty feedback and guidance. OSome students,
who did not perceive their behavior accurately, needed specific forms of
faculty feedback, - With mastery of coding skills and with live coding, P

eliminating time-consuming transcription, more frequent analyses, and i
b

prompt feedback, there may be greater development in.skillful teaching
performance. .



TsBLE I

Fall 1972 Student Teacher Codes, Baruch Behavidr Analysis:
Distribution of Student Calculation of Weighted Teacher Talk

Weimhted Total Teacher Talk Wo. of Students
200 - 299 | 5
-~ 300 - 399 | 12
400 - bog | 6
500 - 599 . 10
600 - 699 o 2
700 - 799 | 0
800 - 899 ) | 1.
900 and over (1,216) | 1
| Total - | : 37

"leighted teacher talk per:
student trarscription .- 454
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Fall 1972 Student Teacher Transcriptions From Videotaped Teaching Samples:
Comparison of Transcription by Self vs. Trained Graduate Assistant n=33

Words deleted,

S Item . . No, of 3tudents added or changed’
SO , (2) (3) ()
o : o, Mean
' (Column (3)
over

. . "Column (2))

Self-deletions from :1
Videotape Transcription:

0 .

.2 0 0
5 or less 11 89 - 8
6. - 10 8 _g%g_' %g
11 -1 ‘ :
16 2 3% 2 535 28
More than 202 2 201 100
Total 33 1,309 L0
Self-additions to
Videotape Transcription: N
0 11 0 0
5 or less 19 106 . 6
6 - 10 1 13 13
11 - 15 . 1 28 28
- 16 - 20 0 0 0
More than 207 o1 _60 60
Total 33 207 6
Self-changes in Yording:
0 : . .12
5 or less 18
6 - 107 ' 3 N
11 - 15 0
16 - 20 0
O

More than 20 " . ¢

lRefers to utterances or parts of utterance deleted.
2Tke highest nunber was 39.
The highest number was 22.
The highest number was 10,

.
i



TABLE TTI

Spring 1972 Student Teacher Codes, Baruch Behavior
Analysis of Vidcot~ped Teaching Samples:
Correlation Coefficient of 2 Coders,!
Researcher ve. Graduate Assistant?’

Percent

Correlation Coeffidieht.

1. DISTRIBUTION OF TALK -
Teacher Talk and Pupil Talk - = .- 96

2. PATTERNS OF TEACHER TALK

a. Instruction ) o 81
be. Q’ Q/R! It o 98
¢. Hanagement-Classroom 96

d. Management-Behavior - 89

3. TYPE OF TEACHER QUISTIONS

a. Routine. 96
b. lemory : : . 84
c. Convergent o _ 71
d. Divergent o . 69
4, TYPEZ OF THEACHZR RESPONSES TO
CHILDREM'D QUESTION3 AND COMMENTS .
Constricting and Hon Constricting 71

,éMixed moded ANOVA for Parametric Data, 2 treatments.

neither of whom is a student.

32

32
32

32

The correlation coefficient represents the judgment of two trained coders,



TABLE IV

Fall 1972 Student Teacher Codes, Baruch Behavior
Analysis of Videotaped Teaching Samples: Correlation !
Coefficients of 2 Coders, Self vs, sxpert Coderl

I
|

Percent
Correlation Coefficient n

1, DISTRIBUTION OF TALK - .
Teacher Tall and Pupil Talk 96 . 38

Z., PATTIRHS OF TEACHER TALK

nnAn

a., Instruction . 80 3
b. Q and Q/R . 81 3
C. nanagement Classroom o 84 3
d. lNanagement-Rehavior g 1 _ Ll 3
3. TYPE OF TZACHER QUESTIONS
- a., Convergent-simple : : 7L - 36
b. Convergent- complex : L1 36
c Dlverpent - ' 70 36
I, TYPE OF TEACHER RESPONSES TO
CHILDREN'S QUESTIONS AMND COMHENTS
' Constricting and
ilon-constricting : _ 03 - 36

1M1xe& Model ANOVA for Parametric Data, 2 tfeatments.
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Fall 1972 3tudent Teacher Cndes, Baruch Eehavior Analysis: Distribution -
of Brrors in Coding Sentences and Phrases, and PFrequency of Errors.

_ A No. of
grrors - | S Students

. Mo errors ) , _ | | 5

Errors only in coding phrases as sentences | - 10
ErrOrs.only in coding éentences as phrases o ' | ' 8 .

Erroré in coding phrases as sentences and sentences as bhrases 14

| - Total | .37

Frequency of errors per student in coding sentences as phrases
and phrases as sentences

No, of students coding Wo. of students coding

Number of errors phrases as scntences sentences as phrases
0 B 13 15
1 | 6 10
2 | - 6 | l
3 6 : 1
4 1 | 0
5 , 1 1
6 1 3
8 2 2
) 9 0 ] 1

lore than 91 N 0

Total Number of Students 37 : 37

1The maximum number of errors per stuaent, per type of error. The student
who made 18 errors of one type made only one error of the other type.
_ L

;
3
< R
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TABLi VI

Fall 1972 Student Teacher Codes, Raruch Behavior

- Analysls of Videotaped Teaching Samples:

~Frequency of

Errors of Coding, in Coding Phrases as Sentences, by Category of Error

24

3.

Category
of Error

Lack of wverb, such as,
"How about a potato?*

Lack of subject where sentence
structure requires it, such as,

- "Want to get your number?", "Taste
like jello,"”

" Incomplete ?redicate. such as,
"ell, this man was--e."

AP

"Lack of subject and predicate,
such as, "Very good, lionica,"

Dependent clause, part of larger
whole, startiag with, "Because",
IIK‘J hen" . (1] Lil{e R l(l

Total of errors

qf ——

“What else?",

Nunmber

of Studerits Number
n=37 of EKErrors

19 33

3 5

L L

6 8

9 17

67

1Slnce one student may make errors in several categories. number of

students cannot be summed.



TABL: VII

" Fall 1972 Student Teacher dees, Baruch Behavior
~ Analyses of Videotaped Teaching Samples: Frequency of
Errors of Codlng, in Coding Sentences as Phrases

Number : .
Category of Studentsl Number
of Error. . : n=37 of crrors
1, Short séntences; frequently an
imperative, such as "Turn around here",
"\Jhat happened then. " ' 13 _ 27 .
2, Yord tangles, or false starts,
-starting sentence with unneeded
werds, such as, "And so", "iell, .
no", followed by a complete sentence. 6 11
3. Contracted verbs, such as, "That's
right", "It's true," 15 ' 27
4, Other errors 8 ) - 18
Total errors 83

———
-

181nce one student may make errors in several categorles. number of
students cannot be summed.




TABLE VIII

- ! . - . -
Fall 1972 Student Teacher Codes, Baruch Behavior
Analyses: Handom Sample ¢f Transcriptions, .
by Length of Sentence amd Phrase

| N Teacher Tslk " Pupil Talk
Giade Level Sentence Phrase Sentence _Phrase
Prekindergarten 8.1 2.6 5.9 2.3
Second ) ' 6.8 5.8 6.1 2.2
Third » o | .1 2.8 _i 6.3 | ‘2.
Fourth | 9.6 2.5 .| 15.0 5.0
Fourth - - 8.8 2.9 9.1 2.2
Sixth 7.5 2.2 5.0 2.6
Mean i 8.1 3.0 7.9 2.8
Spring 1972 Student Teacher Codes, Baruch Behavior
Analyses: Random sample of Transcriptions, h
by Length of Sentence and. Phrase
Teacher Talk Pupil Taik
Grade- Level : - Senterice Phrase Sentence Phrase
Prekindergarten o Coh,9 2.0 5.1 3.4
Kindergarten 6.5 4.0 6.0 |- 7.0,
_ ~
FiI‘St ' 903 ’ l"‘oo ‘.412 1 3-0
Fourth - | 9.3 2.5 b.3 | b
Fifth o 9.0 ! 2.3 7.8 3.0
Total 46,1 20,8 .33.5 25.4
lean . 7.7 3.5 5.6 4,2




1ABLe IX

Spring and Fall 1972 Samples Combined: OStudent Self Frescripticns
for Improved Teachlng

'Number
of Students

1., TEACHER-TALK - PUPIL TALK
: a, Less Teacher Talk and : :
intervention more observation 23
b. Children should have more time :
to think, to use materials, and

talk about them _ 10
c. Shorter or Longer Teacher Gentences 8
d., Encourage more complete Fupil -
response and participation ' 7 ) -

Sub~-Total _ L8

2. DPATTERN OF TEACHER TALK
' a. Refrain from telling Child 11
b. Clear concise language and
~ less Management 10
c. Present problems for children
to solve or encourage them to L
formulate their own ' | 7
d, Give clues and make suggestions
~ or made too many . L
e. liore approval 2

Sub-Total 34

3., TEACHZIR QUESTIONS
a. Encourage creative or complex

thinking 12
b. Permit children to discover on

their own 11
c., More variety and better questions - 9
d, Fore divergent questions 9
e. Less simple convergent {recall facts) 8
f. lore stimulating questions 7
g. Questions should be less structured 5
h, Ask children to predict consequences 5.

1. Designate pupil to respond after

question is presented 2
j. Ask questions based on chlldren s :
experiences o2

Sub-Total : ' 70




Table }X Continued

'y
-w

TEACHER MTuSPOISTE CATEGORIYS

a.
b.

c.
d.

QM
[ ]

Encourage more pupil evaluation

and involvement

Listen more carefully to children's
responsas ) :
Don‘t repeat pupil responscs

Encourage children to apwnly ideas in .

another setting

Restructure children®s languaqge
neinforce children’s thinking
Don't act as sole authority

Sub-Total

5. TEACHER 1OH_VERBAL BREAVION

a.
b.

Co
d.

£.
g.

llore assurance, less nervous

Improve voice quality (louder,
softer, more varicty)

llore eye contact

J'love about and focus attention on. all

4

Sub-Total

RECO: 1 IEWDATIONS |

ilore or better materials required
Too many materials used

Pace too slow or fast

children needed nrereguisite
concepts or had to do prelininary
research to attain concepts in
this lesson .

Thildren could derive information
by observing materials

Subject matter taken in smaller steps

Teacher should try out material or
experiments prior to lesson

Sub-Total

Grand-Total

“lumoer
of “tudents

20
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36



