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ABSTRACT

training programs designed .for high school students and teachers with
an overall objective of developing studeat and teacher skill in
discussing controversial issues effect1Vely. The course materials
1dentify 13 moderator techniques which. tgachers practice, and 13
~participant technlgues vhich students practice. Behavipral data mere
collected. by aud;otape recording a 25-minute classrooam discussion on
on a controversial issue both before and after the course.
Questionaaires, vocabulary tests, veekly logs of issues, and °
classroom observation were utilized and inter-rater reliability was
- computed. Belhavioral results for students and teachers are presented.
- Critiquers, students, and teachers ‘each used the same scale to rate
the discussion. Postcourse Teacher Questionnaines were filled ocut by
the teachers and in general, strong support was given to the :
‘usefulness of the course. Overall, DCI produced an 1pproveqent in the
use of discunssion technigques. Beﬂause of feedback from students and
teachers, several xevzsions u111 'be lade in the course materials and
-techn;gues. (RC) - : . :

”Discu551ng cOntroversianIssues(DCI) is a skill .
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INTRODUCTION

Discussing Controversial Issues (DCI)* is a skill-training program

designed for high school teachers and students. The overall course.
objective is to develop teachers' and students“skills in discussing con-
trover51a1 issues effect1ve1y/ | | |

" The main rat1ona1e for develop1ng such a course is the fact that in
order to become effect1ve c1t1zens, students must be able to cope rat1ona1]y
with the value d11emmas and conf11cts that the diversity of our society

creates. Schools should also help students d1scr1m1nate cr1t1ca11y among

T T

t'alternat1ve courses of actton N ‘
| One way to help students deal with cont’tversy is. to have d1scussions
that involve an open exchange of views in a rat1ona1 c11mate of shared
respons1b1]1ty Curricula 1nvo]v1ng d1scuss1on exist, but there are few

:,nprograms to train teachers ornétudents 1n d1scussion techn1ques Both °
teachers and students will have more effect1ve d1scussions of controvers1a] l

issues if they learn spec1f1c d1scuss1on techn1ques

D1scu551ng Controvers1al Issues presents the viewpoint that the pur-

pose of a controvers1a1 1ssues dlscuss1on should be to develop students'

‘insights into the1r own and other peop]e s op1n1ons Teachers shou]d not

use d1scuss1ons to. 1ndoctr1nate students or to 1mpose their value Judgments
oon students, Instead the goal should be to expose students to all points

:of viewiandrto help them deyelop criteria for making the1r own judgments.

To do.this,'teachers need to»assume the nonjudgmental role of a-faci]itator :

“or moderator and students:need to assume the role of active participants.
me ts | ‘ 1

* The main f1e]d test vers1on, reported on hqre, was titled u1n1course 14;
A D1scuss1on Aggrgach to Controversial Issues .




' The course materia]s-identi%&_%hiréeen modefééor teéﬁhfﬁﬁes,'which
teacher; préctice, and thirteen participant‘techniqdés, which students
,praéfice. These téchnihues along with the course objectiveé are»iisted on.

the qéxt-twq péges. Many of the techniques are based on the work of Oliver
andrShaver (1966) dbng at Harvard5University and_Massialas~(1966) at the o
‘University-of Michigan. | " |

For -students fhe course was a unit of sthdy 1n one of their regular

classes. Several teacheré'incorporated the discussion into the'Opgoing.
curriculum; others treated ggl'as a,separate‘unit. |
N The purpose of the-main field test was to obtain data on.behavioral
changeS'asééciated with'ggl.-'CourSe.techniques'were‘analyied individually
in order t0'§s§ist io the'sﬁbsequent revision. | | ‘

":Course ijectives'and‘discuSSion te;hniqges are pre;enﬁed separately
for the moderator and the participants. Tables 18, 19, 20, and 21, listing

all the behavioral results, are presented in the Appendix...-



COURSE OBJECTIVE:

[INTRODUCTION]

-

[CESSON ONE)

LESSON TWO

[LESSON _THREE]|

{LESSON_FOUR]

3
Table 1la

COURSE OBJECTIVES AND TECHNIQUES

.To develop teacher and student skills needed for effec-

. tive discussion of controversial issues, and to develop
student insight into their positions on 1ssues

TECHNIQUES FOR THE MODERATOR

bgective To develop your skill in init ing a dis--
cussion of controversial issues..

1.

'Involve studéniiéin deciding what issue to discuss.

.Obgectiv To develop your skill in maintaining a dis-
- cussion of controversial issues in which different

points nf v1ew are openly expressed

1.
2.
3.

3.

V
i

Use supportive silence.
Ask students who haven't spoken what they think.
Support the right to speak of a student who

' expresses an unpopular point of view.

~Objective: Ta develop your skill in listening and
Eeeping the discu551on focused on the controversial

issue. - |
1. State the issue at the beginning of tn;'diScussiun.
2. Question the relevancy of remarks. ‘

Summarize discussion trends.

‘ ~0b;ective To deveiop your skill in probing and urder-"

stan 1ng different positions on an issue.

1.
2.

Ask for a temporary agreement to allow the discus-
sion to be resumed after a deadlock.

Point out places where students should use part1c1-
pant techniques : .

Objective: To develop your sxill in ending a discus51on
by eva uating its effectiveness

W N

~ , ) \ i

Ask for a brief .review of the discu551on ®
‘Ask students to state positions different from. their own
.. Ask if anyone has modified his pogition. '

.~ Discuss with students whether and how they want to

continue to deal with the issue.

7
h



INTRODUCTION

[CESSON ONE] -

b

 [CESSON TWO|

[CESSON THREE]

- [CESSON_FOUR)

Table lb

| TECHNIQUES FOR PARTICIPANTS

Objective: To develop your skill in 1n1t1at1ng a
discussion of controvers1al issues.

‘1.‘ Decide wh1ch.controvers1al issue to discuss.

ObiechVETJ;TE_develop your skill in maintaining

a discussion of controversial issues in which
different points of view are openly expressed.

l. Talk to each other rather than to the moderator.

2. Avoid monopol1z1ng, give several others a chance

to speak after you 've spoken.
3. Avoid speaking in a hostile tone of voice or
. engaging in personal attack. ‘

Objective: ?To develop your sk1ll in listening and =
Eeeping the d1scuss1on focused on the controvers1a[

issue.

1. Acknowledge a pfev1ohs speake? /

'1_v2. Quest1on the relevancy of: speakers remarks to

the issue being discussed. -

bJect1ve< To develop your sk1]l 1h probIng and
understand1ng different pos1t1ons on an 1ssue

1. Ask for clar1f1cat1on.
2. Ask for evidence.
3. Ask about values.

Objective: " To develob your skill in ending a -
d1scuss1on by evaluating its effect1veness

Review the mahn po1nts of discussion.
. State positions different from yours.

State any mod1f1cat1ons you've made in your
-own position. -

Decide whether and how you want. to cont1nue
to deal with the issue.

4
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Sample

[

After seeing an overView of Discussing_Controversial IsSues, teachers .

_ were 1nv1ted to vo]unteer to part1c1pate in the main f1e1d test he]d dur1ng
'Spr1ng 1971 In add1t1on to the use of the course the Far West Laboratory

1
offered to supp]y coord1nat1on and the ‘necessary equ1pment

’ Two semeste« units from ‘the Co]lege of Notre Dame in Belmont, Ca11forn1a,

. were ava11a51e to those who comp]eted-the_ent1re course. . of the 46_teachers
Who-VoTunteered'to participate_in_the training, 3b"ohose'to receive'college

- credit. ‘Grades 8 through 12 inc]uding|Severa1 abi]ity'levels:were repre=-

; sented. Other;sample characteristics.ire presented 1n'Tab1es 2 and_ 3.

: AContrOl'Group S A

An attempt was made to recru1t a contro] grgup by offering a $15, 00
honorarium to other teachers in the same schoo]s for the dompletion of two
' 25-m1nute aud1otapes of a c]assroom d1scuss1on of a controvers1a1 1ssuel .
IAs Tab]es 3 and 4 -show, the exper1menta1 and contro] groups were nonequiva-
1ent, furthermore, we. were unab]e to contro] for pre-post practice effects. '
The- subsequent ana]ys1s ver1f1ed\that 1ndeed we had- been unsuccessfu] 1n |

'our attempt to get a true contro] group Because of this diff1cu1ty, the

‘ _-resul*s for the "control" group are- presented separate]y in the Appendix

instead .of in the(ma1n ‘body of th1s report. -The “contro]" group had sub-
stant1a11y h1gher entry levels on the key student var1ab1es of acknow]edg-
cnent and. 1nteract1on In~add1tion-the "contro]" moderators indicated more

'conf1dence (before the course) in their sk111 as moderators and: the1r ab111ty

to teach a course on. d1scussing 1ssues.v R




Dichotomizing the Study.

As a result of field obserVations and the subsequent data-analysfs; it
e ’ :

became appar t that'most'of‘the 17.c1asses in two of the‘urhanvschools

' reacted to DCI in a marked]y d1fferent way from the rest of the sample.

’These two 1nner c1ty schoo]s, which 1nc1uded compensatory and opportun1ty

: c]asses, exh1b1ted cons1derab1y lower entry levels and less 1mprovement on e
several variables than did the other exper1menta1 classes. Interv1ews w1th
the\teachers in these schoo]s revea]ed that for many of the students DCI was '
an rntrus1on into thei prev1ous~arrangements regard1ng_the1r curricu]a,
Havindvbeen given the option of attendanoe'for‘prior,currioula,;they_now:
-resented hav1ng to take part in the course every-day-for over.four weeks.

| Because of these c\rcumstanceS\ it was dec1ded to ana]yze the two

dev1ant schools se.arately from the rest of the samp]e. For ease in reference,'

" the ana]yS1s of the main ample is referred to as;btudy 1 (E1 exper1menta1,. R

C] contro]) w1th the rema1n1ng two schoo]s descr1bed under Study 2. ,The _

‘\ﬁ)relat1ve lack of SUCCess 1n the Study 2 schools 1%m1ts the sc0pe of general-

1zab111ty regard1ng the course 's effect1veness. ﬁ

. | | 7
'\y - Data Collection !
t

@
Behav1ora1 data were col]ected by aud1otape record1ng a. 25-m1nute

c1assroom d1scuss1on on a controvers1a1 1ssue both'before and after the

course. A Laboratory field worker s1gna1ed the teacher when 5 m1nutes :

,frema1ned 1n each d1scuss1on. _

Quest1onna1res, vocabu]ary tests, week]y 1og° of 1ssues, and class- -
room observatlon were . a1so ut111zed | In addition, tearhers, students, and _

Laboratory cr1t1quers used the same s ale to rate 1ndependent1y the |



g.
' TabTe 2’
S - Sample Breakdown s
o ‘Number ‘of Classrooms
j _ Expérimental" Cbnt;ro], :
San Franc1sco Bay Area (urban). ' o _ 18- 8
~ San Francisco Bay Area (suburban) o -1 17 -7
“Fresno, California (p.wate, Catholic) 0. 8 4
: | SEEE 3 |19
'."Applré'ximate number - of students i ~ 1100 500
[ S - i
\ . o . f’
'3e§< of Teacher =~ . . _‘;/ |
/ ' Experimental ‘| Control
Study 1 Male | 18 5
_ _ Female ' 14 8
Study 2 -~ Male . L g f2
Female : e _ 4 4
.‘\\L
o Table 4\ N
: Gre'ide"l./evel“ and Vocabujary 'Score_ :
IR - .
| _Grade Level Viiocabilary Score _ (Maximum =20)
X s.0. . | X . T s.D.
gy 10.2 1.2 14.0 1.9
Cy. 9.9 1.3 13.6 1.3
Ey 11.6 5 13.5 2.5
C2 11.0 9 12.8 1.3



discussions on the fol]owxng six aspects (1) whether the discussion moved

" a1ong smooth]y, (2) whether students were ta1k1ng to each other and not

Just the modérator, (3) whether students were really 11sten1ng, (4) whether
the dlscuss10n remained’ focused on the issue, (5) whether students 1earned

from the d1scuss1on and (6) the effect of the d1scuss1on in terms of posi-

tive act1on/ .

.+ . Inter-rater Reliability

Each audiotape was independent]yfscored'by two of four critiquers,

| none 'of whom was on the development team. Pearson product-moment corre1aa

tion coefficients were computed for the variables with an under]ying'con-f »

tinuous distribution.. For dichotomous variables, percent of agreehent is
reported. The r's reported in Table ¢ represena“weightedAaverages of the

r s computed separate]y for each combination of two raters.. Since average

‘ scores were used in the ana]ys1s, the r's were adJusted using the Spearman-

Brown prophecy formula (Horst, 1966)

“In general the rel1ab111t1es appear to be 1ower than those obtained

-in previous evaluations of courses deve]oped by the Far west Laboratory.
o ) » L

The variables7ih,this study,'howeVer, are somewhat-unique and the discus-

sions include a ' large amount of rapid-student.interaction. For variables

‘ | : . . o )
with low occurrence, . the product-movement correlation is not necessarily

a good measure of accuracy of agreement- for'example,_although the tally

, lfferences between raters fOr\the var1ab1e "asked about values" were
) rarely greater than one, "“the rel1ab1l1ty is very 1ow (.43). Other than for

_ th1s var1ab1e, the 1owest rel1ab1l1ty co ff1c1ents<9ccurred for the sca]ed

subJect1veqrat1ngs which were done after the other behav1ors\were\scored.



s Table §

‘?~Inter-rater ReliabiTity L

o h c r
- ~Moderator  Techniques
Calls on non-talker" o .74
Summarizes discussion trends - - .79
. _Asks students to use techn1ques : .68
"-Questions relevancy _ ’ . .78 -
Asks for temporary agreement o ' . .73 S //
* Miscellanecus moderator talk - - .96 ,
. Non-moderator talk : o ; .89 /
. - Participant Techniques - . ' p
LT ’ S . T
Asks for &vidence L : - .87
‘Asks_about values B - .43
Asks for clarification I _ .80
Questions relevancy - - : . S ' .80 |
Personal attack , .81
“Student-teacher interaction o ) ' - .97 '
Acknowledges- a previous speaker o o ,96 S
-+ Does not acknowledge a preyious speaker . .68 . -
PR - | . . . . .
- RatingScales ' . . ®
--Smoothriess of discussion ) ) .65 Y
;Studends talking to each other ' 81.. - -
- ‘Students 11sten1ng to each other " .47
Discussion remained focused on the issue: A : .66 . e
Student$ learned L ’ .52 . R
D1scusi;on of pos1t1ve effect I A 46 0
. - « ' . . I . : o /&' -~ o
:Dﬂchotomous Var1ab1es g S Percent of Agreement
1.. Issue stated exp11c1t1y . : ‘ . 81%
2. Unpopu]ar position. taken by student ' 90%
3. Dfiscussion bogged. down T ’ 90%
4a. Moderator asks for review . . . . 78% )
4b. Students give adequate reyiew ' . . 87%
.5a. Moderator asks for opposin position - : . 98% . A
. 5b. Students state opposing position accurately - 96% S, T
6a. Moderator asks -for modi fi ation . . 93% o e
( 6b,Students give modificatio o 95% : -
,/7/}/Moderator asks ‘about the next step - . 95% _ .

. 7b. Students dlscuss the next step o 93%

. ~ . . . . > .
T / « I . . o '
o . . . N . - ~ .
. . <2
. ; . . ‘ . 1
. Lo . K
P ’ : ‘ - ‘ .
. . . . . X
1} 1 ~
o




i a measure‘of.hoW'widespread the behavioratl, changes are.

10 e

BEHAVIORAL RESULTS

Introduction

. The moderator results are presented in the order in which each

technique appears in the Teacher Handbook (see Table la) followed by ,
the results of ‘the student participants. Although the rat1ng scales -
were based on the same raw behaviora] data (i.e., the aud1otaped dis-
cuss1ons), they are presented in a separate section 1in order to faolln—x=;
itate presentat1on of the data. The f1na1 summary will 1ncorpordte a}]
resuTt§ together '. : . |

In reading the tables one must be cantious in.comparing Stndy 1 ' '_.gh _
with Study 2 The s1ze of the p's cannot be used to assess relatlves, [ |
f d1fference in shifts, since the degrees of freedom based on samp]e size
are qu1te d1fferent |

The tests of s1gn1f1cance (i.e. .y the one-tailed t tests for correlated p -
scores) are e presented mainly for those readers who- are used to such re- ¥ f'"»g.
porting. Difficulties assoc1ated with th1$ method of ana]ys1s are - '(
described in several sources (e.gr, Morrison and Henkel, 1970). -
»

Finally, the percentage of teachers or classes of students who

improved is presented for each of the techniques. This statistic gives

N .
o



N

- Table 6

~ Teacher Use of Moderator Téchniques - Lessons 1 and 2

1
* p<.05

** p<.01 (deéreases)

Siandard deviations are expressed in percent units.

e
i
.~ :
. T

. M=z N1
R . Pre ____Post. % Im-
~ Variable Groyp| X | S.D.J X S.D. t proving
Lesson 1 A - , ,
Percentage of [ £y [33.08| [12.3W2z.6d  |11.1) -a.0%% | 75y
teacher talk Ep [36.3% 8.7M133.64 «|12.61] .5 45%
(T/T4S) | ' o S
" Non-moderator E; | 5.9 5.0 | 4.2 2.7(-1.9 | 59%.
talk ‘ Ey | 2.6 1.9 5.1 - 5.2 1.5 . 55%
Moderator calls . | Ej | 2.1 2.1 1.1 1.2 [ -2.7%% | 223
on non-talker E, | 1.3 1.2 1.4 2.0 .1 45%
--------------------------------- ————h e - --—-—;—----.-__--'--——-"-----——-_---
Lesson 2 '
"Moderator states Ey 75% | . 84% . 9%
. issues at beginning E2 45% 73% ! 28%
(percentage using | - ' e -
“techniques) — ’
Moderator ques- | Eq | .1 3l .4 7] 2.0 | g
tions relevancy Ey 0 N +3{ 1.0~ 9%
' Moderator E1 1 ..9 91 1.4 v: 1] 2.2 63%
summarizes discus-{ Ep ( .4 S .7 8] 1.2 27%
sion trends ‘ ' . o
;
N e /"_, - A
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Evaluation of Teachers' Use of Moderatbr Techniques -

"Lesson 1

Technique: Use supportiVe silence.
Measure a: Percent of teacher talk in a five-minute portion taken ffom the

middle of the_tape.

The data represent the prOpqrtion oflthe.number of times the teacher
spoke in relatipn to the total number of utterahces by both students ahd .
the teacher. _ i' : -

| E] (the main exper1menta] group) made a. substant1a1 change, wh11e E2
showed some 1mprovement The entry levels for th1s var1ab1e are quite a bit
Tower than those found in prev1ous Far West Laboratory stud1es, which sampled’.

from c]assroom 1nteract10n not necessar1]y of the d1scuss1on type

: Measure"b. Number of 1nstances of non-moderator ta]k in a 15-m1nute

-

port1on.

Teacher- talk which did not qualify as one of the moderator techniques |
or as miscellaneous moderator talk was classified as noanoderato? talk.
_Misce]]aneouS'ﬁoderator talk ine]pdes things like the,teacher'caliing on.i
'stp&ehts whe'reduest to speak or dnswering”a question.from a student.

Th1s measure was an attempt to 1mprove upon previous teacher talk
measures wh1ch d1d not attempt to d1fferent1ate between des1rab1e and un-
desirable talk on the part of teachers.

Only the main. exper1menta1 group 1mpf6§ed in decreas1ng the1r use of

non-moderator behav1or The increase shown by E2 is difficult to explain.



-

Technique:. Ask students who haven't spoken what they th1nk
Measure: Number of times in 15 m1nutes that the moderator calls on

¢
- a nOn-talker.

.

' fWhen this variable was first defined, the authors had planned to use
“videotapes to record‘the discussions. The suhsequent move to audiotape'
made this a difficult variable to measure. Raters had to (1) hear specific-
N comments by the moderator (e g., "You haven t sa1d anyth1ng, Pat What do
}ou th1nk about th1s?") or (2) if the moderator s1mp1y sa1d someth1ng like

"What do you think, Todd7" and Todd's voice appeared to be one. that the rater .
| had not heard prev1ously |

F\ _The_results here are 1nconc1usive.. As with several other techniques,
it {s difficult to assessvappropriateness; for ‘example, if all students |
partic%pate actiuely, then the-technique of calling on non-talkers_is not

»
-_needed '

For the students percept1on of how much they each part1c1pated in the

d1$cuss1on, see the sect1on on the: student quest1onna1re (pages 43 and 44)

zIechniguei Support the r1ght to speak of a student who expresses an un-
| popular point of view. )

Measure:  Of the number of t1mes wh1ch a student expresses an unpopular

v1eWpo1nt (as ev1denced by general disagreement from the rest
- of the group), the proport1on ‘of the time that the moderator

expressed support for the part1cu1ar student

So infrequent was the occurrence of a student express1ng an unpopular
point of view (9 t1mes in a total of 124 tapes) that the measurement of this

technique was not carried further.
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Lesson 2 -
Technique: State the issue at‘the beginning of the discussion
Measure: Percent of teachers who state the 1ssue in specific terms at

o the beg1nn1ng of the discussion.

Mere statements of the general topic were not counted (e g., "The

i
\

- discussion for today is on marijuana. “) The 1ssue had to be stated in a

TN,

* form such as "Should mariauana be 1ega11zed?“ - N

Technique: Question the relevancy of remarks.. - ﬁ\

Measure: Number of times moderator questions relevancy in a~1§<minute

"~ portion.

‘Raters ta}lied,whenever the moderator asked students’abohtvthe,rela—
tionShip of‘their remarks to the issue at hand, e.g.,-"Hdw does ydur
example re]ate to the 1ega11z1ng‘pf marijuana?" |

| The low frequenc1es here make the data analyses somewhat academ1c._:_.
" As mentioned’ ear]1er, it is d1ff1cu]t to assess whether the behavior was or
1was not appropr1ate If, on the posttest students make fewer 1rre1evant
"remarks, then»natural]y these‘"des1rab1e“ moderator techn1ques shou]d

. decrease Arelated measure 1s the rat1ng of\whether the d1scuss1on

~ focused on the 1ssue (see Tab]e 1T on\page 30) ““”“f**“"Lm”“ B

‘uTechnigue' Surinari ze d1scuss1on trends. -+

N

- Measure:  Number 'of times dur1ng 15 minutes of d1scuss1on that the

' moderator asks for a summary.
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This tethniqUe was tallied whenever thé mpderator géve a summary or
..'inco?pbrated“tWD‘brtmore_students‘ poSitions ot{dtsdussed in what diréc-
tion the discdssion was heading. | |

For th1s var1ab1$, a céi]ing effect is operating in that-it is

probably undesirable to summar1ze d1scuss1on trends more than one or two

timés. It Wdu]d appear that E] 's posttest use of th1s sk111 1s sat1sfactory.

!
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-Table 7

- Teacher Use of Moderator Techniques - Lessons 3 and 4°

. Ny=32 Nzéll .
. v . o ‘
. Iy S Pre 1 Ppost 1 % Im-
... Variable . . Group | ¥ S.D. ¥ ls.p. t | proving
Lesson 3 . . _
~ Moderator - g a2 | e 20 3w
: ,temporary agreement Es Q- - 0 g A0 112101 0 0 18%
- Moderator asks ; ' - L | S . f
students to use |, Ey | .9 | 1.1 1.4 1.5 2.7% | 59%
techniques i B 3 41 1.4 1.4 2.7% | 73%
",'f-*-----'?--f-f--'ﬁ--f-i-r---*'----*---T-f-f----f--*ff---*--------------4
Lesson 4 (Percentage Using Techniques) | by L pl
Moderator asks B L T 1535 | ) 81y 02 |
for review By 45% E -1 55% . .| .34 .|
Moderator asks ‘ ] _ o
for positions 2By 6% " - | . |28% .0l
d1fferent than owWn | E2 o 0 1 0
Moderator asks . 'E] | o , e .03 B
for modifications | E, | -J18% | ol .25
. Moderator dis- - - - _ . L
‘cusses . the next’ CEy ] ] 3% » | 28%) 00 |
step ~ Ep 1. 9% | - 45%;- e 064“_

* p? OS L

1 Probab111 Ly Tevels der1ved from the Binomial Test-(S1ege1, pp. 36442).

»{_..
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P
Lesson .3
~ Technique: -Ask for a temporary agreement to allow the d1scuss1on to be
ST resumed after a dead]ock
Measure: of the deadlocks that occurred, the proport1on in wh1ch _the

_moderator asked-for a'temporary agreement.

Deadlocks;'as deftned by'raters' deciding whether the discussion
'bogged down due to d1sagreements, occurred in only 10 of 124 d1scuss1ons
Therefore, the average ‘number of 1nstances of temporary agreement is. 11sted
for each group w1thout the f1ner ana]ys1s.' Although E] showed a’ statis- |
't1ca11y s1gn1f1cant 1mprovement, ‘the posttest was still rather low with
fewer than a fourth of the c1asses ‘using the techn1ques The 1ow occurrence/
of dead]ocks suggests that the technique of temporary agreement was not |

‘needed

f: - -Technigue; Point out places where students should.use participants’
| o 'techniques. o b. ' o - o _
Measure:“ " Number of t1mes moderator asks students to use the part1c1pant
| | techn1que of 1) asking for c1ar1f1cat1on, (2) ask1ng for /

: ev1dence, or (3) asking about va]ues in a 15-minute port10n.
| _ | . /
Both;groups showed improvement’in the use of_thjsﬂmoderatori




18

Lesson 4

Technigue: Ask for a'brief_review:of the -discussion.
‘Measure: Percent of .teachers who ask for a review. at leastuoncelduring

the last eight minutes of the discussion.

The main exper1menta1 group made a s1gn1f1cant gain and had a

substant1a11y higher percentage of teachers us1ng this skill.

Technique: Ask students to-state-positions-d{?ferent’from their own.
Measure:  Percent of teachers who, during the last eight minutes of the

) discussion;_ask students to state other students‘ positions.

.' Aga1n only .the main exper1menta1 group shows a substant1a1 1mprove-
.ment. Even here, however, the postcourse percentage is stil rather 1ow
_(28%)

A poss1b1e exp]anat1on is the fact that many c]asses were unab]e to
cogplete a d1scuss1on’1n the 25-m1nute tap1ng period. Although a Labora-.
tory field worker signaled when there were five minutes rema1n1ng, many
~classes never got around to formal]y conc]ud1ng the1r d1scuss1ons
" Other classes may not have had t1me to use a11 four techn1ques in |

the- br1ef end1ng t1me per10d.-

- echn1gue _.Ask 1f anyone has mod1f1ed his. “position.. . - E—

Measure. Percent of teachers who, dur1ng the last e1ght m1nutes of the ‘
discussion, ask students about mod1f1cat1on_of pos1t1ons,
The\comments'previous1y made regarding the concluding of discussions

also apply here.



Technigue: Discuss with students whether and how they want to continue

to deal with the issue. - | iy

. &
Measure: Percent of teachers who, during the 1ast e1ght m1nutes of the. -

d1scuss1on,. discuss with students_\;g'uether "}l%they want . .
to continue to deal with the issue. y '
egafn the problems in measuring the conclusion of a discussion apply
here. In this case both experimental groups showed a noticeable improve-

ment.

Summary and Discussion

Study 1 . -
‘The course appears suocessful in (1) reducing the percent of teacher-

' talk, (2) reducing'the-amount of'non-moderator talk and increasing.thes
percent of moderators who (3) state issues exp]1c1t]y, (4) question. rele-
vancy, (5) summar1ze, (6) ask for temporary agreement (7) ask students to

.._.._.-‘ £ P

use techn1ques, (8) ask for a review, (9) ask students to state others

positions, (10) ask for mod1f1cat1 ns, and (11) ask about the next step
at the end of a d1scuss1on. o

"Some of t“f variables evin ed low freguencies and are poss1b]y of

4_;__,Ae——41tt}e~pract1cal ‘value when i 1dered by themselves ' Furthermore, it 1s '
not known how- often techn1qu s should be used; sometimes a s1ngle 1nter-

ventJon may be effect1ve,/or perhaps none at all is needed.

‘Q ) » "\ h ....»..,.,4.” /
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Study 2 -
' i
On only four var1ables did E2 moderators 1mprove m stat1ng the
issue; (2) ask1ng students to use technlques, (3) asking for a’review,

(4) ask1ng students about the next step at the end of a d1scuss1on
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. " Table 8

Student Use of Part1c1pant Techn1ques

N]-32

Ne=

m

-'LeSSOns 1.and 2

Variable

% Im--

proving

:Lesson 1

Percent: student talk T’

_ :Student—to -student
1nteract10n

, Students, persona]
- attack .

© e Lesson 2
o

“Students ackan]edge-a
<irevious speaker

'Students quest1on1ng
: 1rre1evancy

66%
64% |

o
. * i 2 .
—Oo . ~No

N
. & e

*. e
L

0w,

»no

. . N
W W

4,5

2 5**
i I ".0
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&

 Evaluation of Students' Use of Pafticjpant Techniques

Lesson 1 .
. ) - ‘ ¢ , ,
Technique: Talk to each other rather than the mgderator. - i
Me3Sure a: Percent of student talk in a five-minyte sampie. |

L These f1gures are comp]ementary to those found 1n Table 6, Percent

of Teacher Ta]k

Only tﬁe main exper1menta] group showed a non- tr1v1a1 1ncrease in

percent of student talk

Measure b= Student-student interaction in a five-minute portion (i.e.,
‘the number. of times a student spoke after another student had

just spoken)
X \

For example, if IS represe ‘a student sneaker and T:the teacher when
PR ,speak1ng, then $ST§§3TST represents. three student student ’nteract1ons
One 6f the main goa]s of DCI was to get students to talk more to each
other and less to the teacher. ‘The course was clearly successfu],ln,1n~

creasing the student-student interaction for Eys as shown in Table 8.

Teehniguc: Avoid speaking in a hostile tone'ofvvoice or engaging in .

personal attack. | »
Measure: Number of times hostility or hersonal'ettack'occurred in a
15-minute portion. | i

0' - - .
“Some indications of hostility were shouting and derogatory personal

neference. Frequencies are extreme]y low, indicating that students

4
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" generally -do avoid hostility in classroom discussion. It is interesting
to note that, although the course treated the reduction of pérsona] attack
or hostility as desirable, James Shaver of Utah State University has said
that he expects such attacks fo incréase as students get mdre invo]ved in

discussions.]

Lesson 2
- | \ ) B
Technique: Acknowledge a previous speaker.

’ Measure: In a five-minute portioh, the number of times a student speaker
prefaces his remarks by feferring tc the words or spécific

. . < , ¥
ideas of a previous speaker. :

A large gain was made by E; students wh0'more"thanﬁdoubled their
~amount of'acknqwlédgment. This group also exhibited a far greater per-

centage of classes that improved from pre to post.

Technigue; Question the relavancy ofispedkef's remarks to théeissue being
| discussed, - ’
Meésure: Number of times‘in 15 minutes that a student asks that a
spgaker explain'how hiS comments are related to the issue at

hand. | : . : ‘ |

¥

X
Low frequencies again make‘the analysis of differences of academic'”.
interest. This variable is,_of course, related to the extent that irrele-

s
vant comments were made.

1

personal communication
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Table 9 ; \“\¥\\g\\\\\\

. . ’ / b. .
Student Use of Participant Techniques - Lessons 3and 4
N=32  Ny=ll |

. Pre ' Post | % Im-
Variable Group X . S.D X . 1S.D. t proving
Lesson.3
Students asking | E; [ .5 7(1.3 1.5 | 3.0% | 50%
for clarification | E, .1 205 .6 8 2.2* 45%
Students asking | E; | 1.3 2.0( 3.0 1.9| 4.4% | 693
for evidence | Ep 2.2 2.5 1.5 9 -.8 | 45%

‘Students asking Eq . 21 .5 7 @ 2.3* 0Ny

- about values 1 E2 0 o .1 1 ; 1.4 8%

N el IR S N e I I IS I mﬂ{

Lesson 4 (Percentage of classes in which o 1 al _ ,
technique was used) ' N P '

Students giving | Ej 1 22%, ' 47%, | .02
review | Ep 1 2T% ' : 18% .50 _
Students 'stating R B |
position different] Ep- Ky /I | 25% .01

~than own - E2 9% 9% 75

Students modi- | Ej 1o ez ] .00
fying position E2 | 0} - 1 9% . .50
Students stating | ' '
where to go from |.E; , 6% 19% - | .03
here , , | E2 9% 18% .50

¢ .

* p<.05
** p<.01 y
lllProbabi]jty levels derived from the Binomial Test (Siegel, pp. 36-42).
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Lesson 3
- LN

Technique: Ask for c]ar1f1cat1on
Measure: In a 15-minute portion of the discussion, the number of times

a student asks a speaker to clarify what he said.

Both groups showedvan increase in the use of this skill. The overall

goal for Lesson 3 was to give sdme_depth to the discussion.

Technique: Ask for evidence.
Measure:. In a 15-minﬁte portion of the discussion, the number of times
a student asks the speaker to back up his assertion with

evidence.

Students in Ey showed 2 clear ihchease:invthe use of this skf]i.

Because students also gave more reasons after the coUrse?'the in-
crease in asking for evidence is probably more subétaht%a] than it seems
at first gIance; i.e., there were hore opportunities {; ask tor evidence

or, the pre- than on the posttest.

Technique: Ask about va]ues S

Measure: - In a 15-minute port1on of the tape, the number 6? times a !

studeht asked about values. o S

Low frequencies were found. It appears that the codrée'Was‘unsucceSE-:
ful in gett1ng students to make much use of this ‘technique.. It is possiﬂ]e
that in a 25-minute discussion it is not appropriate to ask about %a]ues |

because the level of commun1cat1on is st111 somewhat superf1c1a1

7
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/
Lesson 4

Technique: Review the main points of discussion.
Measure: During ‘the last eight minutes of the discussion, whether or

not a student reviewed the main points.r

As with all the Lesson 4 measures, student performance is highly de-
pendent‘on the teacher's performance as moderator. As shown in the pre-
vious section, moderators-did not make substantial.use of'the_Lesson 4 |
techniques.- In this case, for euample, if the moderator asked for a
review then students had a higher probability of actually giving one. Stu-
dent reviews were not counted if they were grossly inaccurate or mere re-

vstatements of the particular speaker s position..

As shown in Tab]e 8, only E] showed any 1mprovement It is impor--
tant to remember that several c]asses felt they did not have time to. con-
clude the discussion and hence did not get around to using the techn1ques
of Lesson 4. . A
Technigue: State posittons different from yours.

' Measure: During the last e1ght m1nutes of the discussion, whether or not

a student stated another student S pos1t1on

Aga1n on]y Ey made an 1mprovement However, it should be noted that
even 1n th1s group, 75% of the c]asses did not use ‘the techn1que on the post-

tape.

Technigue State any mod1f1cat1on you've made in your own pqsltion
Measure: Durlng the last eight m1nutes of the discussion, whether or not

a student expressed a mod1f1cat1on of his position.
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—

- The results here should be interpneted in relation to ‘the moderator
results described earlier. | _ |
| There’was some improvement, but Tow postcourse levels. If none of the
students in a discussion'modified their‘positions, this is not necessariﬁy a

poor discussion.

Technique: Decide'whether»and how you want to continue to deal with the
issue. | ’ |
Measure: 'During the last eight minutes of the discussion, whether or not

a student discussed how-to continue to deal with: the issue.

Both groups"showed moderate increases. In each case a laraer per=-

centage of moderators discussed the next step than d1d students.

Summary and Discussion

The ma1n exper1menta1 group 1mproved for all course behaviors except
for engag1ng in persona] attack; however, the students in EZ made fewer and
sma]]er ga1ns The most s1gn1f1cant E; gains were in student-to-student

. 1nteract1on, acknow]edgment of a previous speaker, ask1ng for ev1dence, and

the ‘our Lesson 4 techn1ques

P
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RATING SCALE RESULTS

- v

&

Cr1t1quers, students, and teachers each used the same scale to rate
the d1scuss1on on six aspects . These. measures were an attempt to discern
(1) d1fferent1a1 rater percept10ns, in part1cu1ar, between students and |
teachers, (2) per "eptwns of shifts; and (3) differences 1n'percept1ons
among the two ,reatment groupings. '

The,cr1t1quers did not use these forms until severa] tapes had
already been'scored. This explains why the N for critiduers is Tower than

Jthe N's for students or teachers. | _ "

A]] three groups of raters (students, teachers, cr1t1quers) seem gen-
erally to agree about the trends»w1th regard to smoothness of the d1$cus- .
sion. They all perce1ved that 3 1mproved s]1ght1y (but the teacher ratErs{'
noted a somewhat greater 1mprovement) | -

Table 10 presents the resu]ts f0r rat1ngs 1 to 3 The first rating

/ - ‘measures the extent to wh1ch students interact w1th each other rather than
w1th the moderator Substant1a1 ga1ns were made by E] ', | B
For the rat1ngs of the extent to wh1ch students appear to be 11sten1ng
to each other all raters detected an 1ncrease for Ey. The resu]ts for the
other group are m1xed There was one 1arge sh1ft perce1ved teache“s in Ez

. felt their d1scuss1ons 1mproved i | _

Tab]e 11 presents rat1ngs 4 to 6. Rating 4 measures the eitent to
'wh1ch the pre- and postcourse d1scuss1ons stayed focused on the issue.
»‘ | For Study 1, o11y the teachers noted a substant1a1 1mprovement This in part

is explained by their low initial rat1ng_of 2.3. Ez.recelved mixed_reviews,
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~ - Table 10
! _ Results of Ratings 1, 2, and 3
-~ - Ny=30~Students N,=10 Students
) 29 Teachers 10 Teachers
20 Cr1thugrs v 9 Critiquers -
: Pre - Post . % Im- -
~ Group -Raters X - S.D. X S.D. t proving
. | . . ) *
- . 1 ' » _ v
“Rating 1 ‘ I Y

Discussion bogged down <----» Moved along smoothly.

- Eq Students 1 3.0 .5 §¢0 .5 .3 47%
Teachers 2.5 .9 o - .8 ,3;0** - 46%
| Critiquers 3.1 - .6 3.2 .6 4 45%
2 | Students 472,97 .3 2.7 - \7 - .9 30%
i Teachers 2.7 . .8 2.3 .8 -1.3 20% .
| Critiquers 3.4 .5 ] 3.2 .6 | -1 22%
Rating 2 : 1 : " 4
‘ , "Talked to moderator +---—+> Talked to each other
Ey |~ Students 2.8 - 7 3.2 .5 3.7%4 - 73%
. Teachers 2.3 .9 3.1 .8 5.0 71%
- | Critiquers. 2.3 .8 3.2 .8 | 3.7 75%
Er Students 2.7 1.1 2.6 6 1 =.3 50%
Teachers . /2 3 1.1 2.3 1.0}y .0 50%
Critiquers 2.7 | 1.4 2.6 1.0 | - .1 33%
Rating 3 1 ) ‘ 4
L Students not listening <«----+ Really listening
7 | Students C 3.3 .3 3.4 4. .9 | 53%
Teachers 3.1 .8 3.3 .6 .8 29% -
Critiquers 3.0 .7 3.2 .6 1.2 50%
Eo> | Students 3.3 .5 3.2 .6 | - .8 “30%
Teachers 3.2 .6 3.6 .5 2.4* 1 40%
.Critiquers, 2.9 .7 f 3.0, .5 2 | 44z




Table 11 i
Results of Ratings 4, 5, and 6
© Ny=30 Students. = N,=10 Students
o 29 Teachers : 10 Teachers .
: . S 20 Critiquers - 9 Critiquers
- Pre ﬂ - Post % Im-
Group " Raters’ X S.D _4"_ X S.D. t | proving
N B LI :
Rating 4 o 1 . : . _ -4
- Discussion wandered ~ «----> Focused on issue
Ey | Students 3.1 5 291 .6 |-.9 40y
| Teachers 2.3 7 3.0 .5 ] 4.3%* | 61%
_Critiquers 30 | .6 §-3.i-1 .8 .1 50%
Eo Students 3.0 . 4 2.7 4 1-2.0 | 30%
Teachers 2.6 | 1.0 2.8 | .8 | .5 40%
Critiquers | 2.8 5 § 2.9 .3 J 1 33%
- Rating 5 - 1 | | 4
‘ ' ~* :No learning . *---->  Students learned
I  E; | Students 3.0 4 3.2 4 | 2.2% | 53
I Teachers 2.7 7 3.1 g 2.3% -43%
| Critiquers 2.4 W7 2.7 - g1 1.3 . 45%
Ep - | Students 2.9 3 2.7 7 1-1.0 " 40%
: Teachers 2.8 . 9 I 2.9 .6 A4 | 30%
Critiquers 2.3 .5 2.3 -4 .2 - 33%
' 3 S
~ Rating 6 1 4

Discussion of no effect«----> Resulted in positive action

Eq Students .6 2.8 4 1.8* |. 53%

" | Teachers 2.3 2.7 .8 2.2% -46%

Critiquers 1.8 2.2 J ] .2.2% 70%

Ep Students 2.6 . - 2.4 .6 |-1.0. | 20%

- { Teachers 2.3 2.6 .5 1.0 40%
_Critiquers 1.9 - 1.6 7 |- .6 33%
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_ Rating 5 measures the extent'to winich students learned something from

- the discussion. All raters felt that E; improved. -

Rating 6, which is also summarized in Table 11, measures the extent

“to which the discussion resulted in positive action being taken. E] was

seen to have improved by all raters. Teachers felt that Ez'improved while

students and critiquers felt othe#wise,

. . ;
/
/
!

- Summary and Discussion
. , ) 7

/
Conclusions must be tempered by the fact that the ratings tended to have

Tow reliability coefficients. |

| “The- main expefiﬁentaivgroup was seen tq”havébimproyed by'allsthree

groups of raters on every rating exéebt numbér'4'(whether the discussion

: focuSedvon the issue). For-this rating, students noted a S]ight de#rease;wi
o but teachers perceived a substantial impfovemént, The E2'groﬁp-exhibited 5

"shifts Both up and down, but mostly dowﬁ.\

/
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 POSTCOURSE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRES: ="

; f‘}

] ' . Resume from Long Form

The following summary 1s taken from a more detailed comp11atxon by

" Rachel Ann Elder (1971)

Postcourse Teacher Quest1onna1res were f111ed out by 36 teachers (21
ma]e,and 15 fema]e) w1th an average of 8 years of teaching exper1ence _ '\_;h_
(range 2 to 21 years). In general the teachers strong]y support the
usefu]ness of the course and urge 1ts further development, they made |
many suggestions for revision of specific aspects of the course but ‘ o

"~ listed more strengths than weaknesses for al] the major components oF/-—f‘
° . the course: . B _,;. '
1._~ Teacher Handbook Most teachers commented favorab]y on the c]ar1ty
o and good organ1zat1on of the handbook a]though ha]f of the teachers
_ made suggestions for revisions of-one or more spec1f1c 1tems _
2. . Student Handbook The maJor1ty of the teachers felt that the stu-
oo - dent handbook was we]]-wr1tten a]though a fourth of the teachers
| ‘_found the. h;ndbook too d1ff1cu1t for at least some of the1r students
to read and a sixth of the teachers commented khatv1t was ‘not sophis-
“ tjcated enough for o]der,:brighter students.- Thus, the handbook
seemed to be, as intended,_most usab]e- for thehso-called_average
-high schoo] student. A]though half the'teachers reported students'
negative react1ons to the handbooks and suggested changes in format
to make it more 1nterest1ng, varied, and 1ess forma] no teacher :

'>recommended elimination of the Student Handbook. The teachers

seemed to agree with- the content of the student materials, but to ask_
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_vised because they are too ambiguous or too easy.

33

that the. format be modified so that ‘the teacher can select the Tevel
of difficulty and the timing according to the characteristics of the -
students in- the class |

Self-check Exercises. A1though most of the teachers supported the

/idea of haVing self check exercises, students did noi always see the ,Z

purpose of the exerCises and some of the exercises. need to. be re-

Self—evaluation Forms. These were generally considered an,important';
7strength of the course, although revisions may be needed to provide
more variety in format and make them more - adaptable for different

students

Videotapes. 'Teachers found theSe'useful,lbut_awfourth_of them.encouné

“tered difficuities in the modei’films;‘especially'ambiguous.items in

the mode]l film.check lists. About a fourth of them encountered tech-

) nical difficulties with the Video equipment

Classroom»DiscuSSion Set~up (three groups at.one'time) 'Teachers'

-seemed to have more difficulties with the small discuSSion groups
" than with the parts of the course preViousiy discussed at-the same

. time two-thirds of the teachers reported advantages of the small

groups. Suggestions for‘varying or adapting this procedure might

be helpful. - B - " , | o -

- Tape Recording and Playing Back Some of Your Discussions. Two?

thirds of the teachers had difficulties in obtaining usable tapes,

but two- thirds also reported this as valuab]e for students. Teachers

did not: comment on its ‘value for their own learning. Teachers need

~ more he]p in iearning how to- obtain usable tapes, and probab]y also
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8. Coordination of the Course by Far West Laboratory Personne] “Al-
though the teachers were in general favorably 1mpressr with coor-
dination by Far West personne], it is clear that this course, at
least in its present form, is not completely se]ffinstructionai
'for the'teacher:;the, teacher needs and appreciates_support.in”

carrying through on this course.

The mest freouently listed interesting topics were 1egalization’issuesk
(drugs, abortion, capital punishment, prostitution;'etc.) and school
issues (compulsory attendance; grading, and Iocal-school po]icies’.v
Human re]ations, social revolution methods, and war issues were tess
ifrequently mentioned. ' |
of the 36 teachers, 34 observed changes in their students, in add1t1on ’
'to 1earn1ng techn1ques of the course, some teachers reported_that stu-
dents have 1ncreased respect for each other ' ' o _ =
Half the teachers reported that some of ‘their students thought the | '
course beneficial and some were negat1ve. A fourtn of the.teachers reported
students were positive about'the value of the course and a fourth said.
‘most of the students were negative. So many teachers reported widely'
»d1vergent student reSponses within a classroom that “it seems c]ear that
. there are important student var1ab1es related to pos1t1veness and nega-
.t1veness toward. the course Intelligence or prev1ous academ1c records
were not given as character1$t1cs assoc1ated w1th student eva]uat1ons
of the course Sat1sfact1on seemed to be assoc1ated w1th hav1ng 1earned

ome of the techniques, and d1ssat1sfact1on seemed to be assoclated w1th D1s-

russ1ng Controvers1a1 Issues having rep]aced part of a course wh1ch the student

&
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"had chosen and with students not seeing the importance of”learning'dis- v

cussion techniques Of the 35 teachers, 34 felt that th1s course should -

be 1ncluded in the h1gh school curriculum.

early a third of the teachers reported that they talk less 1n d1scus-;'
sions since tak1ng the course and a sixth say they are better l1steners
_These are~techn1ques emphas1zed in the f1rst part of the course Techj _'

_ n1ques int e last part of the course were less frequently ment%oned
_” - but teachers_commented on many 1nfluences on their teaching that were
'related to;the course, but not to specific~technigues.~"

The majority of teachersxfelt?the'course‘was suitable for allihigh'~

school students, although seven would recommend}it mainly faf” ungey; -
-~ high school students and}an_equal number for.juniors and-seniors; Tt
would seem;appropriate_to continue_to say thatrthe course is intended
for grades 9-12. L | |
The course is seen by teachers as be1ng equally appropr1ate ‘for soc1al‘f

studies and English courses

i

Ry

If teachers could choose how and when to use the course w1th students.:
most of them would e1ther use it at the,beg1nn1ng of the year or inte-
grate the mater1als into their ongoing course. Student mater1als should
therefore be produced"in forms and medla to facilitate such var1ed uses.

Almost all the teachers felt that D1scuss g Controvers1al Issues

o was better or much better than other 1nserv1ce education courses they
have taken. Teachers had a pos1t1ve att1tude toward the: course and urge
_1ts further development They seemed to ask for three types of revisions

greater flex1b1l1ty in schedul1ng, more emphas1s on research and analys1s

-k
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of issues, and more variety and interest in the Student Handbook. This
seems to indicate that teachers are‘wiTling to puf more of their own
time and effort into adapting the cdurSe'rather than expecting revisions
that would make this a self-contained unit for students. (Hoysver, they
would‘appreciate a more intereéting $tudent Handbook.

_The following tables convey a.type of global assesément by teachers

- of the course.

Tab]e 12

Compare Discussing Controversial Issues with
your other inservice education experiences

t

Much better
Better
On par
Worse.

. Much worse
No others
Blank

— c—
00 =’

o

I—or\:ooa

Total 36

.- Tabie13

Assugigg,;hatjDT§E§§;5ng Controversial Issues is revised to correct .
-1 the deficiencies, do you feel it should be included in the high school
curriculum? ‘ :

) , c o
16 Yes, strongly -
17 Yes - .

' Uncertain

No

No, strongly

Optional

No, should &e incorporated in
subjects being taught

~
I—‘—‘OO—‘

Total 36
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Teacher Questionnaire - Short Form

"~ After both the pre and post discussions, teachers used a rating
scale to assess their attitudes and skills. For the resuxts shown in
Table .14, the percent gaining indicates thosérteQChers whs e postrétings
were higher than their preratings. Since a 4-point scalé s used, thé
minimum gain‘counted'would be'bf oné unit.

Both groﬁbs expressed a high level of ;omfortableness fegarding
having discussions of}controversial issues in their classes. This is
undgrstandab]e in view of the fact that the teachers involved Qolunteered
to take the course.

Both groups of teachers perceived én iﬁprovement in their skill as
moderators. The persentage,gaining as well as the size of fhé gain were
substantial. 7' |

The data from Questidn 3 exhibit a trend similar to that shown for
the second question. Teachers whd took the course felt they improved in
their ability to moderate diécussfoﬁs-as well qs teach the skills needed.

Ey started at a Tower level but equalled Ep on the posttest, in
respondin§ to the question on understanding the issue beihg discussed.

For the final question,‘neither of the groups: expressed any real
changé-in.their fesponSgs regarding consideration of vaiues a]though,their

entry levels were on the bigh side.
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Table 14
Teacher Questionnaire - Short Form

Ny=29 Np=10

Group S | Pre W Post % Im-
\ X S.D. x | S.D. ot proving

|
!

1.A How do you feel about having controversial issues in your class?

1 : 4
Uncomfortable _ ' Comfortable
s | 3.9 | .4 38| .5 | -.8 | 7%
Es : 4.0 0 3.8 .4 -1.5 0
. 2. ‘Yourr skill as a moderator is
1 ‘ 4
in need of a lot of improvement ~ satisfactory
Eq : 1 2.3 1.0 3.1 .6 4.1%  64%
E, 2.4 .8 3.2 .8 2.4* 70%
3. Your understanding of how to teach discussion skills is
C 1 - 4
unsatisfactory : o satisfactory ,
E1. 2.2 .9 3.2 .6 | 5.1" 68%
Ep - - 2.2 .8 3.1 7 2.6% 70%
- 4. As a result of the discussion, your understanding of the.issue
. 1 : 4
became less clear - : became clearer
LB - | 2.9 8 ) 3.4 7 2.5% | 543
- " Eg 1 3.2 .6 .4 7 .7 30%
5. 1In a controversial issues discussion, consideration of values is
1 4 _ .
_ usually inappropriate - of primé importance ,
, £y . 3.5 gl 35! .6 | .2 25%
o . Ep. 3.4 g 331 s | -4 | 20%
' |
* p<.05
\‘1 ) ¥k p<.0]- -~
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| ROSTCOURSE STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES
. , / ‘

Questionnaires were summarized by class with answers ranked in order
of'frequencv Tallies represent classes: for exampl » under Student Com-
ments on the videotapes, 12 classes had "need a b ter model film- checklist" -
as one of the three most frequent responses, §=42 classes.

/ y

Table 15

y

Comments on Handbooks//

26 S1mp11fy/[use eas1%r vocabulary
18  Condense; _
17  Make more interesting.
13 More examples
Explain techniques better
Less repetition
Make less easy
- Eliminate book _ .
Define hard words
Use multicolors : S,
More detail . . o s =
“ITlustrate . T T
More exercises .
More con'ersation

WWWwHHHBONNN

Comments on Videotape (How to Improve)

12 Better model film checklist examples.(less obvious)
10 Explain techniques better 4 /
Make less phony '
. Use one group and one subJect per film
. Etliminate :
Larger screen
‘Make more 1nterest1ng
Condense _ : ‘ : B
Color TV : o -
Fewer interruptions of drscuss1ons - L
Explain answers better
Better topics
Use negative examples, too -
-Longer topics
Better examples
Better sound
Less repetition
Slower

SRR PAIOTOIUIUICIC OO 0W

PPRTSRTRTPAN,
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‘Techniques Left Out, But Important

NN wWPeO

Gett1ng and bringing research ev1deqce to class

Selecting issues
Bringing non-participants in
Sticking to one topic

- How to keep interest going

Techniques that Should be Dropped

S NWeaEAsO

- Avoid hostile tone and personal attack

- Acknowledge previous speaker

Avoid monopolizing
Ask about values
Supportive evidence

What Did You Dislike About the Course?

17 Tco long

17 Boring

16  Issues chosen

16 . Reading handbook

10  Videotapes

8 Taping discussions
- 8 Forced discussions

7 - Too short

6 - -Inflexible time schedule -

5 Not enough controversy

5 Discussing in front of others

4 Papers required

Overall, What did you iké<about-the course? -

25 Be1ng able to talk free]y

23 The discussions

17 Learning the techn1ques

16 Hearing what others had to say
"12 The videotapes

8 Learned more about the topics

8 Interesting new topics

7 Different from other courses

6 Helped overcome shyness

6 Little ar no outside work

6 Student interaction

5 Up-to-date topics

5

Chance to discuss controvers1al jssues in class
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What Didn't You Discuss that You What Nere the Three Most’ Interest1ng
Would Have Liked To? Issues That You Discussed?
22 - Drugs o o 15 Abortion -

17 Vietnam War : 10 © .Drugs

12 Ecology ‘ - 8 _Women's liberation -

10 Abortion 7 Draft '

9 Premarital sex 6 Capital punishment :
9 Calley 6 Calley

9 Rel1g1on 5 Premarital sex

7 Women's liberation 5 Population

7 Draft ’ 4 -Space program

7 Marriage 4 - Vietnam War

6 Racism 4 Bussing :

6 - Police brutality -3 Compulsory education

5 -~ Welfare 3 Religion ,

5 Generation Gap 3 Police brutality

5 Capital punishment 3 Prostitution

4 Sports . . s : ' X o

4 18 year olds' vote : (three choices per class)

4 Space program

3 Birth control

3 Compulsory education

3 . Euthanasia -

3 Bussing

3 Open campus . I
3 “Government influence

3.

Parent/ch1ld relationship

" When asked to compare-ggl.with their 6ther'courses, the students.

in the.expeffﬁental groups made the fo]Towing fesponsesi

. - ) E] (33 classrooms E 19 classrooms

_ . 440 students) ”., 80 students)
‘Better N I 1) 'S S 3
On par o - 49% ' 54%

Worse B - 21% . ' 15%

After the pre- and p0$ttape discussion, the students in the discu§sion

filled out a-one;page questionhaire. Some of the results were‘reporteq,

b
.
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earlier in the section on Rating Scales. The remaining results, discussed

below, are summarized in Table 16. | | |

Item 1: ~ Students in E; clearly indicated that DCI resulted in an
increase in student involvement in choosing the issue. Those

in E2 apbarently were already involved in choosing the issue._

For items 2 and 3, it was considered desirable for the |
middle category (“remained the same") to deciease. Tﬁe’rationaTe
here is that the discussion should affect the pafticipants in some
way, including whét might be considered negative ways.

Item 2:1" ‘ ‘The‘major change shown by. Ey was én 8% increase-fn the per-
centage of students whose undérstanding of theirvown position
became clearer, complemented by a 9% decrease in the percentage
of stqdeﬁts whose understanding rehained the séme. Ezﬂshowed'an
increase in the proportion of students whose understanding of

- their oﬁn posjtion became clearer, with an accdmpanying ddwnéhift

in the proportion of,students'whose position rempined the same.

Item 3: © Ey students indicated an increase while E, students showed a
decrease in the proportion of students whose underStanding of

others' positions became clearer.

Item 4: . After the course, a larger percentage oflE]f§tudents and a
| _smaller percentage of E, students felt that the discussions
o strengthéned their original position. For Ej, an. increased per-

7

centage said their positions had been modified somewhat.

!




Item 5:
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The main finding here is that as a result of the course,

the percentage of Ey students who'spoke several times increased,

whi]e'the pércenfage of Ey students that djd not speak at al] was

decreased. This corroborates our finding'that in some of the
E» schools which had a humber of immigrants from Hong Kong, the.
teachers reported that, as a\nesultbof.the coUrse,.some studénts

were speaking up in class for the first time.

N
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. Short Student Questionnaire:

N\ N 7 Table 16

‘Study 1 and Study 2

/ E] Ezw-
Pre Post | Pre | Post A

._'Thevissue-was chosen by o |
Teachers and Students . 36.4% |59.6% [61.9% | 68.8%
Teacher Only. . 44.5% |15.9% |17.5% | 16.2%
‘Students Only : ' : 19.1% | 24.4% 120.6% | 15.0%
As a resu]t of the discussion, your understanding of your own posiév
tion on the issue j |
‘Became less clear | 3.6% | 4.8%: ) 1.0% | 6.4%
Remained the same 49.7% 140.6% |[57.7% |42.3%
Became clearer 46.7% |54.6% [{41.2% |51.3%

.- Your understanding of the position of others -
Became less clear - 2.9% | 4.21 | 5.2% | 3.8%
“Remained the same 24.8%. |17.6% }32.3% |38.5%

Became clearer 72.3% |78.2% §62.5% |57.7%
‘As a result of the discussion, yodr original position was _

o E , R , -

" Strengthened. 36.7% |(43.8% [43.3% |35.5%
Modified somewhat 57.0% |52.8% ||47.8% |56.6%"
Neakened - - 6.2% |-3.4%  8.9% | .7.9%

. rDur1ng the d1scu5510n you spoke i} »
Several times’ | 38.09 |48.3% Jo9.6% |32.9%

o A few times 52.2% [43.9% |[57.1% |.58.2%
- Not at all c.4% 7.8% }13.3% | 8.9%
. o,




USE OF SfUDENT HANDBOOKS

As an unobtrusive measure of actual student use of the course materials, -

52 Student Handbooks were collected after \the course was over.

Tab]ef]? ;

L Use of Handbook.Exercises\g\

- : % of Students Doing Exercises . -
1T A . Self-Evaluation
Lesson =~ .- Model Film . | Self-Check First Second -
: : Checklist ~_List Discussion |Discussion
1 ' 87 42 ' -n .y 63
2 & | 53 | 65 62
3 86 . 75, . .33

ol
Although tne'individua1 _percentages f1Uctuate, the overall use by
. students rema1ned relat1vely constant throughout the four ]essons for
examp]e, fewer students did the -model f11m check11st and se1f-check11st
for Lesson 4 than Lesson 3, wh1]e more students used the Lesson 4 Evalua- .
tyon forms. ' \ M
An interesting,study would be the fnvestioation of the relationship
'_between uselof7the eiercises and'performanoe”jn;djseussionsa_ This would
be a fitst7stepvin assessing the relative imoontance\of the various facets -

-~ of the course.
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'SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION -

~ Overall Assessment

y .

o o S
Overall, DCI produced an improvement in the use of discussion techniques

among those classes in Study 1 who - took the'course; Some of‘the behaviors
'exhibited substantial'shifts'in-the desired direction, while others. were of'
too low a magnitude'to be‘of practical value when‘considered’individually.l
For some of the shifts, we are not able to say whether or not the changes e
definitely represent an improvement _ _
: The students in Study 2 who. took the course improved slightly. As _
utilized in the: main field test, DCI d1d not accomplish its specific
obJectives with this group, which included opportunity and compensatory
..classes..in. urban,schools.w_uhen Eq and Ea -are.compared, -they. seemedwequ1va~_wu~,~_,e_
1ent in their: attitudes toward the course.’ On most variables, the two groups |
had Somparable entry levels but quite di fferent .post course scores.
~In Study 2 both moderator and participants performed»substantially
worse than-those'in Study. 1. There is possibly an interactive effect _
whereby poor performance by say, the participants, promotes poor perform-

- *
-ance by the moderator.

/

"Revisioxs Based on Main Field Test Data -

‘In response to student comments on the course, the Student Handbook

o

~_has been rewritten to incorporate cartoons in an attempt to make the

reading more interesting. In aodition, the reading level was lowered and

!
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- humor was added. The writing style became more direct and informal.wv
Students lndicated that they-disliked the model tape checklist discrimina-
. tions. Accordlngly, students are now asked to watch for certain discusslon
characteristics, and thelmodel tape is intended to stimulate'discussion.

Both teacher and students had d1ff1culty with the ‘technique of _
asking about value bases. This techn1que has been dropped in th° most recent |
version | .

Because teachers complained about the rig1d1ty of the four-week
schedule, the rev1sed course was made self-pacing. Each teacher w1ll |
decide how long to'spend‘on a lesson _ = ,

Sample lesson plans were developed based on what f1eld test teachers
said seemed to have worked the best. They prov1de gu1del1nes for planning
‘act1v1t1es with students and suggestions for using the course materials.

choosing topics, giving feedback, andygiving assignments that maintain

_students' interest.
~ Because the previous method of tape recording discussions and play-
ing them back foruthe whole class-proved unworkable,'teachers are now

asked to aud1otape segments of~d1scuss1ons that they moderate and

. evaluate their performance us1ng self-evaluat1on forms.




APPENDIX




el

3se| ay3 uo NP u:m ;P o_ ‘6 mm_ampsm> .mamuopusm*
. _

v\

.co,uson ajnuLw

N 9 ‘G ‘¢ |
S3nuLW G ® U0 paseq SL | 3[qeLaep

¢2 Sa|qeLJeA pue fS3}nULW g

- %0 - 82 . %9 de3s 3xeu 3noge sysy gl
- %0 - xop %20 ° mcowpmumwwuoe J03 SYSY L.
- %0 - *mm %9 y suopausod 7/
: p:m;mmmpu ;o» mxm< oL
: A [
- %9€ - bpw %€S  mapAau ;oy,m¥m< 6
¥ Aw._ ) L 65 (s'1) 8L [(13L) 6 _ mwscpccump; :
_ o asn 03 mpcmnzum mxm<_.m
sL (z ) U LE w bz | ) - Jususa.be
: . Aaedodudy. 104 SASY "L
29 (6" ) €9 |(L) L [(6° )6 Aavuuns Joy SASY °9
€z, (9° ) ¢ e (AN b .An. )L ,aumm>mp ,m:ompmmzoA.m
i 4.5 - %8 asL A3t
\ ¢ -oL1dxa gansst S33e3S ‘P
v [(eL) e (6 )9 2 (e | (e S49Lef-uou uo s(1e) "¢
Le (2’6 ) 08 [(6°¢) t 5 65 (L2 * 2t [(0°S) 6°G Y104 403RASPOW-UON 7
.9 (L°0L) %82 |(6°2L) %62 6L (L _PA g2 |(€72L) %be |ALEI Joydway jo qua43d |
| . \ S N
| “ \ T 401vd3a0W
SNTAOUAWI | - G°S) NVAW | ("0°S) NV3W | | INIAOGdWI | (-0°S) NV3W | ("0°S) NVIW -
% 3S¥N0DLSOd | 3SUN0ITUd % 3SYNAILSOd | 3S¥N0IIUd | . .
. . S378YIYVA
(€L=N) T0YINOD Amm"zv.JAquszmaxm _

Puauapm -

|-

mp_zmmm _m;op_m;mm ;oum;muoz

- 8L 31981

|-

-

O

Bl A i Tox: provided by ERIC

E



49

. "uotjuod ajnullr G| e uo g
uo 2| pue ‘[ ‘ol ‘s mm_ampgm> fadejoypne syg 40 uotquaod o

msoogmmm—u 40 Jaquny =

N »

‘L °9 ‘G ‘g sa|qeideA pue mmuscps 8 1sel ayy
INULW G @ UO P3sSeq 3JB p pue 7 | SI|qeLdep

L Apms

6L 3(qeL

- 20 %0 - 261 %9 dais 3xau mwmmzumma 21
- %62 %0 - %22 %0 . uor3Lsod satyLpoy ° ||
- %L %0 - %52 %€ - suoty
. =L1sod ,sS43y3o saje3is ‘0L
- %/ gyl - 9/ y27° /| maLAau mum;:uum SaALY ‘6
9 [ (90 )s [(z ) w |6 )s (2 )1 sanjea 3noge Sysy ‘g
vs | (002 ) 7L [ (671 ) v 69 |(6°L) 0°c |(0°z) €L 2UPLAD 40y SASY “/
9 | (L))ot (8 ) 05 | (s'L) et [(£0 )'g [uorzearyae(d oy sisy °9
L€ (0 ) e (1° ) o bE (20 )y | ) 0 AouRAD[3u4L suoLIsanh g

8¢ (L°s ) €6 | (12L) 2°2L 18- [(L'8) 0"eL|(e6) 5§ Jayeads
m ) . . m=o~>mgn sabpa |MouYIy *p
L 19 (t't) s (v ) 2z £9 (0°1L) 9 (e ) joe3le jeuosadd g
b5 (9°6) 9-8L( (5°2L) 012 L | (16 ) 0712 | (S°2 ) §°pL yLe3 Juapmys °2

9% (¢°5 ) v 11| (L2L) o€l 18 | (9°8 ) 0°sL[(2°9) 89 uot3oe
° -;mpcp Julapnis-quapnis |
IN3anLs

ONIAOHAWI | (*0°S) NVIW | ("0°S) NV3W | | SNIAGHdMWI | (70°S) Nvaw ] A;m.wm-z<uz T
% 3S¥N0ILSOd | 3S¥N0IIFYd % 35¥N031S0d.| 3S¥N0I3ud
SRRSO DU SN WU N R E . $318YIYVA
» (E1=N) T041INOD »(2€=N) WIN3IWI¥3dX3
S3|LNS3Y [eJdolARYysg Juapnls

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E




50

¢

.:oru;oa 3NnuLw G| e uo g ;7 g

m ‘¢ ¢Z S3|qeLdeA pue tsajhutw m,

umm_ ayz uo 2| ucm ‘LL .op ‘6-'sa|qetaeA tadejoipne ay3 40 uot t340d agnutw G e uo ummmaxmp L aLgetaep

4

- %0 . %L1 - -~ %Sh %6 da3s 3xaU jnoge sysy ‘2|:
- &0 W - - %0- %281 (SUOL3RILILpOW JOF SYSY L
- %0 %0 - %6 %0 m:opupmoa . -
‘ JUBUB4HLP J0j SASY *OL
- %05 %€E - %S5 26 M3LABL 404 SASY °6
Jos (s i) el (9 )y e W)L | ()€ - - sanbuydey
- : asn 03 mu:w_u:u_.m S)Sy 8
€€ (vv )20 |(0c )oO° 8L (L) v (0° )or ‘jusudaabe
xgmgoasma €04 SYSY °/
05 | (6" )oL |(s ) @ | ) |5 ) spusay soziJequng g/
€€ (e )2 |[(0oc )or 5 (e ) (0" Yo AoueAs|ad suorysand °g
- %05 %49 - %L 560 |A1310t1dxe anssy sajels ‘¢
il (zrr) et | (vL) 9t st [(0°2) v'L | (z°L) gL | saiiea-uou wo sty g
0 (s ) eLL|(Lv) vs G§ (26 ) 1's | (671 ) 9°2 j¥1e3 403e43pOU-UON *2
£€ (6°LL) %S¢ | (L°SL) %ee Y (9°2L) %€ | (L°8 ) %9¢ [AL®} 49ydeas jo uadad L
P o RIRZEI
ONIAOYAWI | (*0°S) NYIW | ("0°S) NVIW | | ONIAONAMWI | (*0°S) N¥3W | (*d°S) NVIW ~ .
% 3S¥N0ILSOd |  3SUN0JFUd % 3S¥N0I1S0d | 3SUN0IIY “ .
— — — SI19YIYVA
(9=N) 1041NOD (L1=N) TWINIWI¥3IdX3I
- ¢ RS)
2 >._u:...—m S} |nsay _.mxo;mcmm LOmemuoz Em

04 mpnmh



51

w g1

.:owppon ajnuLw mp euo g /L ‘9 ‘g .n mmppmwpm>Avcm fsajnulw g 3sel ay3

.

SWOOUSSBLD 40 JBQUNN = N

pue ‘|| ‘0L ‘5 salqerdeA tadejoipne ay3 jo uoijdod 3InULW G © UO Paseq 3ue § pue ‘Z ‘| salqeide)
- %0 711 - %81 %5 da3s 3xau mmmmzumwa..mp.
- %0 %0 - %6 %0 © uoL3rsod s3L4LpON " ||
] %0 %0 - %0 B Lisod ssueuz0 seresg <ol
- %L1 %1 - %02 1z | mepaas azeansoe saas 6
€€ (e )ye [ YU 8l (e )t |[(00 )L | sanLeA jnoqe mxw«\Jm
g€ | (8 )&l |(21) 9l s |67 ) sl |(s2) 2 30USPLA3 40} SASY * L
€e (8 )¢ |(6 )9 .m¢. (8 )9 _[(zn )1~ ,:omawu_&w;mﬂu 40} SASY 9
0 (0" Yo |(o )o 0 (€0 ) 1° [(e ) 1" | -AdoueAsjauuy suor3sand °g
05 | (sz) 1z |(9°6) 8% s |(e5) s's |(672) L% | Jayeads
, . ] _ : . snoLAdud sabpamouydy ‘¢
oL (2 )1 [ ) e 8 |z ) |0 ) o © y2e33E - |BUOSIS] €
05 | (z'6) 9L |(s7€ ) 6701 S8 |(£§) 9'eL |(97€ ) L2 ALe3 JUBPMIS 2
ee (A28 ) 88 [(L5) 9 St (6°6 ) €9 |(t'€) 5§ f; | uorjoe
| | o -493U} 3UIPNIS-3UIPNIS * |
: 0 TNFGNLS
INTAQYAWI | ("G°S) NV3W | (*@°S) NvaW | |INIAOQYWI [(-a"S) Nyaw | (°a°S) Ny
% | 3s¥n0o1sod | 3sunoodud || % ISUN0DLS0d | 3S¥N05IUd

1

x (9=N) T041NO?

» (LL=N) TYININI¥3d¥3

SITAVIYVA

2 Apms -

mu#:mmm Fm;ow>m

12 219}

ysag Juapnic .

.

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E

B




52

Table 22

Results of Ratings 1,

N1=12 Students
13 Teachers
10 Critiquers

2, and 3 — Control Group

Ny= 6 Students
6 Teachers
-5 Critiquers

——— "
‘ - Pre Post 1% Im-
Group Raters X S.D: X S.b. | t |proving
1 ' ,
Rating 1 1 . | 4 L
Discussion bogged down «----- Moved along smoothly

€1 | Students 3.0 5 28 | 4 |-1.3) 7%

- Teachers | 2.8 | . .7 2.7 8 |- .6 23%
| Critiquers - | 3.0 | ".4 2.8 7 - .7 208

Co Students 3.4 | 4§30 W3 |-2.4 17%
Teachers 3.2 8- I 2.5 .6 -1.6/ | 17%
Critiquers 3.6 .4 3.1 .2 =3.2% 0%

Rating 2 1 4
o - Talked to moderator > Ta?ked to sach other
C; | students ~ | 3.0 .| .3 [3.1 |- .4 4 | 33
- | Teachers 3.0 1.0 { 3.0 9 0 23%
L Critiquers . . | 2:6 | .9 § 2.7 .8 .3 20%
"C; | Students 3.0 | .7 | 2.9 4 | -.6 | 17%
Teachers - 2.8 | 1.0 3.0 .6 .3 50%
| Critiquers 2.9 1+ 1.0 2.5 1.2 -.8 | 20%
~ Rating 3 o1 - - 4

: Students not listening <=~-~-+ . Really 1istening -

C; | Students | 3.3 | .3 3.2 | .4 [-.4] 4
Teachers 3.5 7 3.4 5 -.7 1 8
Critiquers 3.0 5 129 - 7 -.2 40%

Cr Students 3.4 4 1 3.3 3 - .9 3%
‘Teachers 3.7 .5 3.5 . 6 -1.0 0%
Critiquers 3.5 .5 3.0 0 -2.2 0%

* p<.05 (decrease)



Table 23

C | Results of’Ratings 4, 5, 6 — Control Group .

N;y=12 Students Np= 6 Students
13 Teachers 6 Teachers
10 Critiquers 5 Critiquers
i
- b Pre Post - % Im-
Group | Raters X S.D. T S.D. t |proving
_Rating 4 1 - 4
Discussion wandered <+---->  Focused on issue
Cy | Students 2.8 | .3 | 2.8 S -4 | a2
- Teachers 2.7 I 1.0 2.8 Y .2 31%
i Critiquers 2.8 . .6 2.6 .8 - .7 30%
C; ' Student 3.2 4 §27 ¢ .6 | -1.5 | 33%
i Teache 2.8 .8 2.3 S 2.2 0%
| Critiquers 1 3.7 | .4 | 2.3 9 ] -3¢ 0%
Rating 5 1 4
No Tearning Cmm> Students - 1eairned
Cy | Students | 3.0 4§29 "5 | -.4 | 33%
. Teachers | 2.5 9 3.1 .9 2.2 54%
{ Critiquers | 2.4 J 2.3 A4 -..6 20%
-Cp . Students 3.3 .5 3.0 .4 2.6 1 7%
. Teachers 2.8 4 2.8 | .8 - 0 .33%
‘ Critiquers | 2.9 2 123 3 1 -3.2 0%
Rating 6 - 1 : ‘ 4
Discussion of no effect +----> Resulted in positive action
c] Students 2.9 | .5 [ 2.6 4y A }z2.0 9%
Teachers .| 2.5 1.0 2.6 /"<'1.0 J5 8] 46%
| critiquers [ 2:0 | 7 fve /"6 |6 | 308
’ C2 Students 2.9 .6 2,5 4 -4 2% 0%
Teachers 2.2 A 2.4 .6 1.0 33%
Critiquers | 2.2 .8 1.9 A4 -1.2 | 20%
‘o % p<.05 (decreases) f

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A[{L(y*.kaOI (decrease )
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Table 24

Teacher Questionnaire -- Controi Group

Ny=13 ‘N2=6

' Pre . Post ot 1%
Group | 11X S'DT ‘ X S.D. Improving

. How do you feef.about having controversial iSsues'in your class?
; e :

Uncomfortable . ~ Comfortable
3 J‘ 3.8 | .6 3.8 | .6 o] 5
Lo . 3.7 .5  M3.7 o __.8 __ L 0 1 __ 7% .
. Your ski]i as a moderator is o '
' 1 : -4
~in need of a lot of improVement : satisfactory:
i | 2.8 | .8 29 | .9 3 | 3%
-C 2 7 1.0 | 2.8 1.2 1.0 | ]7%
Your understanding'of how to teach discussion is .
'unsatisfactory E _ satisfadtony_

¢ | 2.8 | .9 |29 6 | .3 | 2%
2 25 | 6 |25 8 | To.| 7%

As a result of the discussion your understanding of the issue
4

became less clear ' : o became clearer_~

- 3.3 | .6 |34 | 5 | .4 | 3%
G | 32 10 |33 | 8 | .4 17%

In a confroversial issues'discussion, consideration. of vaers\is

1 ' 4
usually inapproprjate ‘ : - of prime
| ' ~» f{mportance
; 3.8 | .4 |38 | .4 o | 8%
C2 3.2 8 3.2 .8 | 6 33%
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Table 25

Short Student Questionnaire

: Study 1 and Study 2 -- Control Group

: —_ 1%

G Ca
Pre Posf | Pre Post
T.. The iésue was choseh-by: | |
Teachers and Students 30.2¢ | 35.2% || 61.5% | 66.0%
Teacher Only 48.3% | 45.7% 23.1% | 29.8%
Students Only 21.6% | 19.0%2 || 15.4% 4.3%
| - | : i |
2.  As a result of the discussion, your understanding of your own
_position on the issue ' - o ‘ R
Became less clear 2.6% | 5.7% | 2.5% | 4.3%
Remained the same - 44.8% 39,6% 40.0% 55.3%
Became- clearer 52.6% | 54.7% | 57.5% | 40.4%
. -Your understanding of the bosition of others
. Became less clear 6.1 | 2.8 | 0.0% | 2.1%
Remained the same 27.2% | 23.6% | 30.0% | 33.3% - _
- Became clearer - 66.7% | 73.6% || 70.0% | 64.6%
4: ‘As a result of the discussion, your original positidnvwas R
Strengthened » a0.25 | 38.2% | 41.0% | 44.7%
Modified somewhat . 55.4% | 58.8% 56.4% | 53.2%
" Weakened . " 4.,5% 2.9% 2:6% | 2.1%
5. During the discussion you spoke | | " |
. . o . 1 7\“'/
. Severa) times , 42.4% 40.4%- || 32.5% | 35.4% ° . _
A few times - 50.9% 49.0% 60.0% | 54.2% o g
Not at all ©6.9% | 10.6% 7.5% | 0.4 g
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