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themselves as having better rapport with teachers, parents, and

pupils. (MHM)
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Do different schools and different tedthers really have a different ¢

effect on how children learn? This question has long been of interest o

to educational researchers. A ;Sbu}ar answer has been thet schools and

N * -

,teachers really have very little differential effect. The great spread
of pupil achievement is almost entirely accountéd for by factors exter-

. ¥
nel-to the school. Pupil achievement, or the lack of .it, is a product

~ -
3

of sociml class, of neighborhood, of initial intelligence, or of.books

in the home. Class size, money spent by the district for education,

level of education of the teacher and other such school related variables
have . not been %een to be highly related’gg school schievement. For
example, Jencks and Brown (1975), in & reanalysis of Project Talent data

‘for 98 high schopls, conclude
... high school characteristics such as social composition,
per-pupil expenditure, teacher training, teacher expetrience,
and class size have no consistent impact on cognitive growth °
between ninth and twelfth grades. These. findings imply that
if we vant to boost sthdent performance, we need drastically
new methods. Our data tell us nothing about what methods
might be most effective. They tell us only that more money, K\
more graduate courses “for teachers, smaller classes, socio-
economic desegregation and other traditional remedies are
unlikely to have much éffect. (p. 320) B

Presented at Annual Meeting of American Educational Research Associ-
ation, San Francisco, California, April 19-23, 19764

R it




-2-

As ‘ca.n be seen from the regression studies that were presenteci ‘as ot
part of this symposium, Jiariables which schools can nc;t directly control
do predict a significant partion of the achievement differences of chil- ‘
dren. Yet, as seen in the Outliez; Studies, some ;qhools seem to be -
doing significantly better and some significantly w;)rse than pz:ec.ii'cted ‘
on the basis of regression prodedures. The observation study represented
an effort to look more closely within schocls in which pupil achievement
was higher or lower th.an predicted.

A group of faculty and advanced graduate students .in education was '
enlisted to ':rork on the study. Starting vith the or,iginaCL outlier forms, '
and a review of relevant literature, the group attempted to geherate
s¥ggestions of relevant factors that migﬂ‘(: be observéd fn schools. ,Spe-
cific scales and scale definitions were then developed. -

e

Arrangements were made for field tryouts of these sceles 4in two,

- ~

public schools.” In each case, four observers visited the school. Pairs -

of observers made twenty-minute observations in six different classrooms

. . I
sO that each observer was pgired with every other observer. Also a pair

[

of observers intervi’é'ved the reading teacher and‘the other two observers
interviewed the school lprincipal.. ‘

After the first field frial's had been made , data were inépected for
reliability, and ;3. group meeting was held to‘di scuss probleﬂ;s and pfoce- l
dures. In this me,etir;g _ag?e.ement was feached that some forms needed re-
vision, some c'ategories needed redefinition, and some nev areas needed 1

to be included. - T ‘
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After instruments had been revised and constructs redefined, names
i :

]
of principals ¢f fourteen school buildihgs in upstate New York were ob-

tained, based on analyses described earlier. Seven buildings were low

v

outliers, and seven were high outlier.

|
.

& school was "high" or "low."
In each school the principal arranged access to nine elementary
school clessrooms between kindergarten and sixth grade. (In a few of

the smaller schools, nine classrooms were not available.) T® observers

S
o

, visited each school. Each person observed four different classrooms,

and the pair observed together in one classroom during the day. In ad-

dition, an interview was held with the school principal and with a read-

-
s

ing teacher in the school.

\ >,

struments that were develobed.

Observers were unsware of whether

/ .

This report includes a brief description of eac® of the seven in-

Data from four instruments were obtained

by classroom observation.

factor analysis of the observation data is

.

... Dpresented and discussed. A sumary of the major ways in which high and
- - 3

low outlier schools were different is also provided.

General Classroom Observation Form

The General Classroom Observatipn ?brm consists of 16 items. . Ques-
. - .

“*tions are grouped under the area of progfam“ehphasis, teacher behavior,
pupil behavior, and facilities. A five-point Likert scé;e was used.
Overationel definitions were developed. for each end of the scale. The

form was-developed specifically for this study.
‘ .

Observation of a Reading Group

The form used for observation of reading clagses is & modification

of an observation system developed and-tested by Ed?cational Testing

\
A

N \ \

L

®
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l ' Service (Quirk, et al, 15%3; Weinberg, et al, 1974). To develop the
original instrument, members of a research team visited second, fourth,
and sixth grade reading classes and kept a log of the activitiés that took
place. Eventually, they arrived at twelve categories to describe what

they called the Content of Instructiop. They also developed definitions and

kY

exemples of each area. The EIS procedure called for a-different student to
be scored on the instrument during each fifteen second interval in an

observation period of fifteen minutes. .

Because in this project & broader range of observational data were
desired, it was decided to attempt to score each category of Content of .

 Instruction on a Likert scale arranged from "Little" to "Much." The
-categories "Extranequs" and. ''Negative Feedback" were dropped from the scale

-

. since other observation devices covered these areas. Separate ratings were

to be made of the activities of children in a reading group directed by the "L

teacher and children not in the reading group. -

< - : T A

- Thus, the farm used in ihe first field tryouts consisted of ten

categories to be rated for the reading group and the children not ‘in the
< reading group. From these tryouts it was determined that one additional
area, oral readiné, vas needed for the reading group. A definition was
written for this area. Also, observers found that the catego;ies available
~dié not allow adequate descripiion of the behavior of ehildren not in
reading groups, and that too much inference wag required to determine

" whether a child wr%}ing at his seat was working on word recognition,- -

ﬁ;aﬁguage structure, or spelling. Therefore, the list of items to be rated v

. £or the non-reading-group was revised and new definitions written.




Teacher Reinforcement ScaLZ

The Teacher Reinforcdment Scaldq for this set of observations was
developed for use in this study. t@g review of literature it seemed
clear that teacher reinforcement mi ell be a critical variable in how
children learn, but the problem remsined of hgy to score this domsin in a
51mple but meaningful way. It was agreed that one might discriminate
betwegﬁ positive reinforcement in the form of praises or token reward, and
puni : ent in the form of scolding, criticizing, withholding privileges,
and, the like. These punlshlng behaviors are labeled as "negative

.

\ rganforcement" on the form, although they do not fit the classical

i}

\ / Along with the distinction of positive and negative, distinction was
loo

made between frequency and potency. Some teachers used a gresat number of

arning definitions of negative reinforcement.

remekrs such as "good" or "corr?ct{ﬁ but they used these remarks so
‘ routinely that obse;vers wondered if they would really have much effect.
Other teﬁchers did not praise as frequently, bu;'they extended and
elaborated their commentsz Opviously, an observer-can't be sure of the
effect of either form of comment on & child, but the rating of potency is
iécluded as & subjectiée meaéure in which the ‘observer attempts to score the
meaningfulness of the reinforcement given. |
Finaelly, it was agreed that what the teaéher reinforced was of
interest:. In some cases teachers praise or éunish the child's actual
produc?--his math paper, or.the way he regds. .At other times teachers

praise the child's general conduct or social behavior--the way he pays

attention or works on an a551gnment. ‘Therefore, it was decided to attempt

to separatg ratings for instructional specific and general, support/5001al\\\*_

behavior reinforcement.

- ERIC oo




Characteristics of Open Education

Items from the Characg%ristics of Open Education form were derived
from the Walberg-Thomas (1971) instrument. In their procedure, teacher
interview was used as a means of supplementing classroom observation, while
i; this study only observation was used to derive data. Since this form
was not used in preiimin&ry field work, no data were available to férm a
basis for gevision. Observers reported that some items were not really

. N

suitable for observation and also indicated that clearer polar definitions

would be useful,

Teacher Questionnaire
In the first planning meeting the Project team discussed the question

of how to obtain information from tegchers that could not be gained through

observation. Clearly, it would be desirable to know asbout teacher »

intentions, philosophy, evaluations of children, relationships with [
administration, end a host of other variables. At the same time, to byild
ip.even a modest_teacher interview would drastically reduce the number of
teachers who could be observed during & school visit.

The decision wes finally reached to prepare a Questionnaire which

v

could be responded to very quickly. The areas of concern in this
dﬁééﬁionnaire were derived primarily from veriables that appeared promising
in the Outlier Study. Thus, the tegﬁher is asked sbout her expectancies
for the children she teaches, her asséssment of the gene}al ability and
attitude ®f her present cIass, the degree to which she would expect help

for various problems that might be encountered, and her assessment of the

locus of control for decisi@n-making.




Principal Interview

The Principal Interview form was developed in large part from vari-
‘ables that seemed to Qg of interest from the original Outlier Study
(Irvine and Heim, 1973). *An effort was madé to obtain (1) specific
&%m&éraphic information about the school; (2) subjective impressions
of the prihcipal concerning the proféssional staff in the school, the
adequacy of facilities and maferiai'sgpport for the reading program,
the locus of control of the.reading program; and (3) principal's Judg-
ment of special problems and'sﬁecial assets of the school.

A;though the form calls for precise answers to most of the ques?ions,

~

the procedure specified an informal interview approach. Thus, the per-

’

" sor. obtaining ﬁaté was encou;aged to engage the principal in discussion

Y .
of the areas to be covered and to probe in specific areas until a scor-

able answer was obtained. THe order of questions might be modified
to fit the circumstances.

o

Reading teacher Interview

, The interview guide used-witﬁ the reading teacher in each school was
adopted from an "Observer Guide-Reading' which was made available to

the Project Director to Mrs. Jane Algozzine, Chief of'the.Bureau of
Reading, State Ed;cé%ign Department. Originally, this observation instru-

ment was used in direct classroom observation, supplemented by teacher

interview, to describe the degree to which reading practices seen as
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ideal were actually practiced. The original instrument consisted of
. & . .

13 Eftegorles, each to be evaluated from "low" to "high" on a five-

point scale. Paragraphs describing "low" and "high" practices were

provided for each item. Also, in the original instrument, considerable

-

space was provided for comments on each room.
In this study it was decided to use ten of the thirteen "Observer

Guide-Reading" categories in an interviéw format with the reading

.

. ~ A
teacher, The definitions of "low" and "highWr Tor,_these ten
~ .
categories were used as a guide for interviewer scoring.\”Aspeéts of the
Ny
reading program which were questioned related primarily toAreadiﬁg\QE it
N ~

.

~

is carried on in.the'classroém. Therefore, the reading person who >,
.seldom ~isits the classroom or talks with the teacher could not be
expected to give_valid responses to the questions'asked. However, all
reading teachers did indicate a general familiarity of the reéding

progrem as carried on in the classroom and di@ seem to feel that they had

a good idea of the answers to these questions about the reading program.
{

Analysis of Data ) 7

Presented in Table 1 are some of the results of a factor analysis

of the items rated in the classroom,

a

4

4
.

Teble 1 about here

. t
The 'five factors which are presented account for 43.1% of the total

»

C :
U L}
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variance., All factor loadihgs of more than .30 are indic§£ed. As Can
: / .
be seen, factor one is largely defined by items on the Open Educat'

form., Factor two is largely defined by items on the aneral Classro m

Observation Scale and positive reinforcement items of/the Teacher

/ ' .
Reinforcement Scale. A considerable amount of oveplap exists between

Teacher Behavlor items which load on both Factor éne and Fabtorvtyo.
. Ny

Factor three is defined by items on control efgpfts, control

effectiveness and negative reinforcement. Fadﬁor four is defined
. / N
primarily by the, potency of reinforcement iyéms, while Factor five is

largely defined by items on the Observation of Reading scale, e

X

A complete contrast of the quantitétive differences between high
and low outlier schools is available in the final project report (Clark,

1974). 1In this paper, only the major conclusions are summerized,

-~

Summary of Findings Which Differentiated Schools

N 1. Teachers in high outligr schools made 1ess overt effort to
maintain class control, had less rigid student behavior but were
rore effective in maintaining the level of control they appeared

to want.

\
»

. 2. Teachers in high outlier schoolé were rated 8s warmer, more

responsive, and showing more emphasis on cognitive development
¢ in classes that did not involve direct reading instrﬁétion as

well as in reading classeéﬁ
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3. Teachers in high outlier schools expected more children to graduate

from high school, to go to,coliege, to become good readers, and to

[}

become good citizens.
4. Teachers in high outlier schools see the children they teach as more

in;elligent, better behéyéd, more pleasant to teach, and their

.
»

\ perents as more congerned.
5. Teachers in high and low outlier schools do not see different amounts
of administrative help available in handling problems,

6. More total activity tekes place in reading classes in high outlier

‘ > schools than in low outlier schools. )
T. Children in reading classes in high oytlier schools engage in more

-

salient reading, while children in low outlier schools engage in more

& oral reading. *

.

-
8. . Reading teachers in high outlier schools evaluated the reading pro-

- gram more favorably. Teachers were rated more favorably in using

P

appropriate material, extending reading,iﬁfg/giher/aféié, asking chil-

dren to resd with a purpose, and uéing/informal diegnosis.

-

9. In grades one to three, teachers 2n high outlier schools gave more
poéitive and less negative reinfo;cement than did teachers in low
;choolsl ) ©w
: 16. ﬁigh égflfe?\fchools appear ed more.open'tpan ld; outlier schools.

11.. Princfpals in high outiierifiszls generally saw their personnel as

more competent than did principal in low outlier schools.

12. Principals in-nigh outlier schools saw themselves as having better ~
. ! .
rapport with teachers, parents, and pupils than did principals in
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low outlier schools. Principsls in low outlier schools reported .
better rapport with the school board.
13. Ttems on physical space and facilities generally did not differentiate

between high and low schools.

Summary and Conclusion

At the end of the study each observer was asked to submit in writing

his impressions of emch of the devices, problemé they faced and the like.

. ‘ A limitation of this study, noted byeseveral observers, was the fact that
'the work was carrieq out very near the end of the school yeer. 0f great
interest is the question of whether ;imilar differences would be noted

at the beginning of the year. Perhaps, in the area of menagement instruc-
tion for example, some teachers give much direction yvery early in the
yeér, establish a firm routine, and need to give relatively few such di-
rec£ions thereafter. "Observers in this study reporﬂéd more magagement
instruction in Yow than in high schools, but it would be interesting to
note whether ‘this difference is the same at the beginning of the school

v ] o / o ’

year.

o

Thus, next steps that might be taken in this area are:
o -~

, : (1) Select the variables that seem to be related to the clearest

differences between schools. : J
. . 4
(2) ' Attempt to clarify further the behaviors that are being rated
and ‘the criteria for rating each of these variables.

(3) Consider Qhe@her the variables identified by these procedures

\\QQPld be meaningfully divided into sub-parts to ‘be more speci-

!
fically studied. {
|
|
|
i
1
|
i
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<
(?) Try out revised ‘materials on & broader geographic basis and
\ksdsﬂ;ﬂ‘u‘x%}h.schbols that, are dehographically more diverse. ‘.
(5) Experiment with thesefiaterials in an in-service and/or
pr;-service context. AN !
(6) Work systematically with a group of teachers to see if

teachers can learn to vary selected behaviors, and study

the effects ®f such variation. { <i;\
]

¥
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