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 ABSTRACT
: This Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) report

describes two. studies on the effects of student-teacher interaction
on student performance. Study I explored the relationship between
three kirds of teacher behaviors (modeling, teacher attention to
individual students, and praise-giving to indiwvidual students) and
the pupil's academic achievement. The daily achievement of nine
kindergarten children in the upper third of their class was recorded.
videotapes of 16 lessons (15 to 30 minutes each)\on the use of
cuisenaire rods for mathematical development were analysed. Results
indicated that neither the teacher's modeling behavior nor the amount
of praise and amount of individual attention awarded by her was
related to the children's academic achievement.. Study II investigated
the act _of two methods of teacher input on student performance:
working with one small group for a 5-minute pericd while the other
children worked independently (condition A) and mcving from table to
table giving irdividual assistance as needed /(condition B). The
subjects, 28 kindergarten children, were divided into five
heterogeneous groups. One group of six students was assigned to
condition A and the rest to condition B. Differences in achievement
between condition A and B were not statlstlcarly significant,
although there were more statements of academlc 1nput to students
under condition B than under condition A. (CHM) °
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The Kamehameha Early Education Program

The Kamehameha Early Education Program (KEEP) is a research and
development program of The Kamehameha Schools/Bernice P. Biéhop Estate.
The mission of KEEP is the development, demonstration, and dissemination
of methods for improving the education of Hawaiian and Part-Hawaiian
children. These activities are conducted at the Ka Na'i Pono Research

and Demonstration School, and iﬁfpublic classrooms in cooperaﬁion with

. ’
the State Department of Education. KEEP pr;;ects and activities involve
ﬁany aspects of the educational process, including teacher training,
curriculum development, and child motivation, langgage, andkcognitionf

More detailed descriptions of KEEP's history and operations are presented

in Technical Reports {'1-4.
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Abstract

\ The two studies presented here are representative samples of projects

which grew out of the Fducational Specialist research-training seminars.

i1t has heen one goal of Educational Specialist training to enable these

teacher-consultants to use empirical methods in assessing the educational

practices of themselves and others. While neither of these studies report
strong effects, both are impressive examples of beginning research, and

demonstrate that teachers can effectively use research methods in refining

classroom operations.

'The Editors
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Sample Project A

Relationships Between Selected Teacher Behaviors and Pupil
Academic Achievement: Preliminary Observations

~Kathryn H. Au

The informatioﬁ presented in this studva?s:gathered froﬁ a set of
lessons 1 taught as part of a training program inaolving videotape analysis
of my teacﬂing. It was'my purpose in thesc lessons to explore ways in which
systematic obsefvations w0uld yield relevant teacher-pupil interactions. |
Specifically, 1) modeling, and 2) praise and attention statements directed
to individual students weére examined in terms of thef% relationship to
pupils' academic achievement. This focus on academic achievement is in

—

contrast to the application of hehavior analysis to problems of classioom

management.

Method
Subjects
Nine kindergarten children, in the upper third of their class, were
selected from the KEEP Class 1. The g;oup was of mixed socio;economiv
background, six children being from middle-class families, and three from
families receiving finarcial assistance .-om the State. The students were
seated at tables in a semicircle around the table.

Teacher Behaviors

Three specific teacher behaviors were invesrigated: (1) modeling,

(2) teacher attention to individual students, and (3) praise to individual .

-
(V)
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students. The éffects éf each of these behiviors will be discussed in turn
under two headings:; Modeling, and Teacher Praise and Attentdion,

Pupii Achiévement

Pupil achievement was measured on a daily basis. One achie&emeﬁg
objective was required each day. 1If the child met the objective, he received
a,score of 1; if he did not, he received a score of 0. Although a student
was measured only on a single predetermined objective each day, further
objectives were frequently introduced. The objzctives were of graded
difficulty, beginning with an exploration of the rods, to addition problems,
in which one addend énd the sum was stated, and thg child haa to find the
missing addend. A student's success or failure on a particular day cannot,
therefore, be related solely to the events of that day.

Procedure C
Videotapes of sixteen lessons on fhe use of cuisenaire rods for

mathematical development were analyzed. The lessons were from 15 to 30

minutes in duration.

1. ‘The Effects of Modeling on Acaéemic Achievement
Little is known at present about exactly what a teacher carn do to help
her students learn. However, one frequently used teaching technique is
modeling, where the teagher dcmonétrates; or has a student demonstrate, step-
by-step, what is reduifed to comélete a particular assignment. This method
may be contrasted with that of giving directions verbally without acting out

the various steps. Thus, the first hypothesis I attempted to test was

whether more teacher modeling leads to more students aéqomplishing the

.day's objective.
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Observation and Reco%ding of Instances of Modeling

Modeling wits defined as'follows: showing the children what to do, or
what was expected of them by pestures or manipulation of instructional
materials, usually accompanicd by ‘a running verbal commentary. Modeling
for an indiviual child, with materials in front of the teacher or with the
child's own materials, was coded as teacher—attenﬁion.

Thirty-second time inter?als were used; any occurrence of modeling during
an interval was recorded. Reliability on the modeling category was
established at 83.3 percent.

Results : \\\

The amount of modeling dore by the te:ncher during each lesson was

calculated as the number of intervals in which modeling occurred/total number

of intervals. The amounf of modeling showed a gradual drop over the
16-lesson period (see Figure 1). However, an cxamination of pupil achievement
by days (Figure 2) and by weeks (Figure 3), showed that the decrease in
modeling was not related to a decrease in the children's level of peiformance.
Discussion

The amount cf‘modeling bv the teacher gradually decreased over the
period of the 16 lessons without a parallel decrease in the children's level
of achievement. This is a hiéhly desirable trend frdm a teaching standpoint,
and may indicate that the childfen became more able to learn from verbal
instructions. For young children, a great deal of modeling may be useful
when a new set of activities is first introduced. Later, as the children
acquire ﬁeeded skills, the amount of modeling may be decreased and more verbal
instruction substituted.

To test the effect of mndeling in a more systematic way, an experiment

could be set up using two groups of children--one group being taught with a
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Figure 3
The Percentage of Pupil Achievement

of Daily Objectives by Weeks

great deal of teacher modeling, especially at the beginning, and one group
being taught with little or none. If both groups were to pursue the same series

‘ N, .
of objectives, achievement under the two conditions could then be compared.

\

1I. .Effects of Teacher Attention and Praise on Student Achievement
~ The second focus in observing my videotaped lessons during self- ~
examination was whether the amount of individual attention and individual

pFaise given was related to achievement of the same daily objective as

-~
Q -
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described above (if mor e individual praise and attention resulted in better
achievement, it would have implications for increasing those teaching behaviors).

A further implication would be in regard to the size of the class, A tcacher

.

is able to give a much higher rate of individual attentionand praise in a

-»

small group, in a regular-sized class. But, if there was no relationship
between greater teacher attention and achievement, it would seem that most
teacher time could just as well be devoted to large-group teaching.

, .
Catepories ‘'of Teacher Behavior: Praise and Attention

Praise of an individual child (P1)

This ‘category included such terms as, "good," "nice,” well done,"” and

other iaudatory comments given by the teacher. "Right" would only be scored

if it was stated enthusiatically. Comments setting up a child's behavior as
a model to the others, such as 'Terri has been working so nicely'" would be

scored Pi. Not included in Pi's were "0.K.," or descriptive comments like

“"Rosie is stacking her rods."

Attention to an individual child (A1) gl

e

This category included verbal exchanges betwcen the teacher and an
individual child, instructions to a single‘child. and comméﬁts on a child's

behavior, such as "Ronnie is working on his problems."

Method of Scoring

A simple frequercy count was taken of the number of times that the

~

teacher praised or gave attention to each individual student. For nraiée,
reliability was established at 89.6 percent, and for attention, at 82.7
percent. A tally for Al or Pi Qas’made for eaéh unb%oken interactidﬁ. Tf
the teacher talked to child i, then addressed a remark to child 2, then

returned to child 1, there would be two tallies for child 1. The same rule

~

applied if the interaction was broken by the Eéacher'svgiving instructions.

Both Al and Pi could ‘be scored for the same set of remérks.

| s >

.'li) '_ b | j\\\\\\\\\\\; .
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For example, "Dinah, that was very quick work. (Pi). Now, would you read

your .answer to =e." (Al). The same appliled to, "Good, (P1) now read

your answer to us." (A

Results
. \ ’
Amountts of teacher praise and attention were calculated by taking the

total number of individual praise anq atténtion comments made by the teacher
" in one lesson, divided by the number of intervals in that lesson. Results
are shown in the graphs by days.(Figure 4) and by weeks (Figure 5). The
aﬁount‘of praise given by the teacher remained relatively cons.ant over

weeks, while the amount of attention showed a downward trend after the

7
/

second week.
Overall, amount of praise and amount of individual attention was
. J _ , X

unrelated to achievement, as measured by the number of children who passed
X, .

objectiveé each day. For the pﬁrpose of examining differences between
High and Low achievers, individual children were ranked for achievement
according to the number of days that they achieved the objective, divided.

by the number of days that fhey;were present. Results are shown in Table 1.

!

Table 1

A

Tndividual Achievement Ranking .

Student Number Percent Days Achieved Objective

- . 100.00
100.00

91.70

91.70

: 81.20

! 62.50

57.10

50.00

45.40

AN =R« BEN Ic NV, B S OR SR
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Figure 5

Amount of Praise and Attention per Interval by Weeks

Further analyses were then conducted with the top ghree students

~ (High ach;evéfs) and the bottom three students (Low aqhievefs).

High and Low aays of praise or atfention were obtained by the féllowing
method. The inaividual praise statements or attention behaviors by the
teaéher were summed over éll sessions ;nd over all qhildren. This: was
divided by the sum of all the lessons that each child attendeé\multiplied
by the total number of minutes oflinstrudtion during the fifteéﬁ seséions.
The resulting ffgure'represeﬁted an overall average of’the numﬁgx of praises
or attentions given per child per minute. - A1l days on which this‘avéfagc.
number wésuhighér were cntéghrigcd as High dDayvs, and all days dn which thch
average was iower we;e categ;rized‘as Low Days. \\

e ,

. ‘ .
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_ Eécﬁ child would receive on the average praise once in every 3.56 minules
(overall average number of praises per child per min;te=.279). For both
High and Low achievers, there was no signiticant relationship. betwecen high
praise gnd'success'and low praise and failure to achieve ;he day's objective

(see Table 2).

Table 2 .

Praise and Achievement

'High Achievers Low Achievers
A NA. o ‘A NA
- High , 1 High -
Praise 15 0 . Praise 13 12
Low - : . Low /
Praise 123 1 Praise 7 7
\\ -
\ X%=.641 : x%=.014

. A= AchiéQed the day's objective - -
NA = did not achieve the day's objective
There was nb significant relationship between high teacher attention
. auz 3uccess, or low teagher attention and failure, for the High échieyers.
However, for the Low achievers, a relatiogship; although notfsighificant,
was found (see Table 3). |
ITable,a shows the results when teacher praise and aFtention are
considered together. For_Lowlacﬁievers,‘a'significant felationship exists
between high praise and attention conditions andAsﬁccess, and low praise
ana;httenfion and failure, but thg'samé:rélationship does ﬁb;'occur with
High achievers. : .
Discussion

As mentioned enrlier, the achievement of the children oa aay given

- 1 ’j
Q ‘ o . . (V)




Table 3

Attention and Achievement

digh Acnievers

" Low Achigyers

A ‘NA

Praise and Attention and Achiévement

High Achievers

\
'

Low Achievers

35-12

. A NA
High | : High ‘ X
Attention i2 ' 0 Attention 13 ‘ 7.
‘Low . Low _ ) i’
Attention 26 1 Attention 7 12 %
. \ .
X2=.456 X2=3.092
| p<.10
1
Table 4

A NA A NA
High Praise Higthra:Lse :
and Attention 14 . 1 and Attention 14 6-
Low Praise . Low Praise
and Attention 24 . 0 and Attention 6 . 13
\-.# J"
14=1.642 < x2=5.757
p=.20 p<.02"

day cannot.be related to that -day's events only. Thus, it is not su;prising

to find thaf there is no clear relationéhip between .amounts of teacher

-t

praise and attention, and total group achievement in these lessons.

i}

A point to be taken into consideration is the overall rate of oraising =

students, which in this case was quite high. Sirnce the childreu were
: ¥, ’
normally giver. a great Jeal of praise, it may be that #ithin the apparently

high range recorded in these lessons, slight variations in the amount bf

praise given did not make much difference to the students. That is, tearher

Al

(. - ‘ g : 13 o o




.noticeable effects.
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praise may have a bearing on academic achievement, but variations in the
amounts of praise, in this case, were érobably not large enoughzfo have

With the coding of attention, even more questions arise. Teacher
statements coded as atténtion were numerous and included different behaviors.
One subéétegory already mentioned was that of.moﬂeling for i1ndividual
children. Asking questions_directed to individual children was‘arother,v

prompting or cueing individuals still another. The question of appfopriate'

timing can be raised. Providing additioﬁal individual dinstruction to a

child can be appropriate o; inappropriate, depending’oﬁ whézhet or not the
child really needs the extra help of’not. ) 4;1 '
The preéent findings‘suggest‘that the perfor;ancé of HigﬁléchiquFs is
not sensitive to different amounts of attention within the variation
obgerved in thése sessions. The aéademic behaviors of the High a;hieVErf
were apparently maintained by an intermfftent échedule of teacher reinforce-

ment. These students continued at a nigh level.of achievement even on days

when they were relatively. neglected, as compared to the average amount of

" attention given to the class as a whole. - On the other hand, the Low achievers

db seem to be more successful on days when they receive relatiQely high

" amounts of attention. This trend becomes significant for the Low achievers

&hen praise and attentlion are considered conjointly. 'On'days in which the Low

~

\

achievers receive a relativelv high amount of attention and/or praise, they

: . o
sukceed on the objectives significantly ‘more thdan 6n low days of attention/
praise.
\ How can a teacher get the most information across to the greatest
_ . > _
number of children, in the shortest amount of time? This stu44 suggests

/

. : ’ ]
that much instruction of High ac™ievers can be decne in large groups. Hoawever,
2 ' o

roo- . " “ -
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for Low achievers, certain kinds of large group instruction,.in which they
receive little individual attention, may be wasted in terms of academic
achievement. This idea is consistent with the practice in many school

settings of grouping students by ability level, with the low ability groups

e

being much smaller than the high ability groups.

L£]

-l

-
|
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Sample Froject B . /
The Effect of Teﬁcher Input on Student Performance

. Kathryn H. Au

The use of learning centers is basic to many elementary education

programs. At the Kamehameha Early Educaticn Project (KEEP),dufing the_

schoolvyeaf 1972-73, learning centers formed the core of the academic .

program, providing the format in which kipdergarteners received instruction
D e
in number work, writing skills, visual discrimination, letter recognition,

. ahd colors. Many diffgrent structures and groupings'of a Claés,afe'boésible
'wifhin‘the 1earning—center"format; and the teacher can spend. her time iﬁ |
Qafious ways. The general problem féceﬁ {n devising a succégsful.}earniﬁg- -
center format is thét of finding the qptimal arrangement of sfrﬁctufg'and_
teacher time in order to elicit the greafeét écademic’achievemegf. |

The problem'éonsidered iﬁ.thé present experiment focused on effective_

use of teacher time. With 28 students working at small tables on'individually

prqgrammed materials, a teacher can use her instructional time din two

]

different ways. She can either work with one small group at a time, while

the remaining children are working independently; or, she can move from
table to table giving assistance to individual 2hildren as needed. The
question of interest here was whether one of the two methods would gibe the

teacher more opportunity to provide academic input, 'or whether there wonld |

1

‘bg no-difference bethbnlgﬁE“mztthE'iﬁ"fﬁfé regard. Mdrc'speclYiﬁally,”'T;_
the study investigated»whother.a teacﬂer, workiqg.with a small groﬁb of si;
children over five continuous minutes, would giVe more units of academicﬁ
st;tements“tﬁ§n if she &as monitoring 22'childfen for 20 minutes, giviné

individual help as she saw fit.

-
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Methkod

Subjects

The student subiects were 28 kindergarten children at KEEP., They werz
divided into_five acacemically heterogeneous_groups each group was given a
‘color name for identification (i.e. green, orange, blue, red, ard yellow)

The groups were essentially equal, none containing a disproportionate number
of either exceprionally bright. or dis.uptive children. Thc six Ss'in the
"green' group were assigned to condition A, while the remaining groups were
assigned to condition B, in which the teacher moaitored all 2 children’ at
once.

The teacners in the experiment were the four teachers of the KEEP
staff, all of whom had previously handled the learning-centers and were
familiar witi. the children. The teachers were similar‘in that all had some .
background in elementary teaching, but differed greatly ih amount of \
teaching experience.

Setting : " ' L

Learning-centers were conducted from approximately 8:25‘a.m.; or as soon
las morning routines were'finished to 9: 15 a.m. Within the classroom, there
were five learn1ng centers, each consisting of a large table and six . chairs,
 and supplies such as pencils, paste, scissors, and a box with individual
work"folders, containing‘assignments for each of the 28 children.

- Each group was. assigned to one center for a 25-minute period so that
they worked at tvio centers on any mornlng The centers were given numerical-
names (l-writing skills, 2-visual discrimunation,:3—number‘work :4ecolors,

“and 5-letter recognition), and the groups moved from center to center in
numeric;l order. The orange group, fer example might go to centers 2 and 3

8 & -
] .
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on Monday, centers 4 and 5 on Tuesday, centers 1 and\e on Wednesday, and so

‘ — \

on. Onc¢ schedule for the rotation of groups from ceuﬁgr to center was
sct up for the entire time perlud of the experiment.
Qgsignggngiuppntrol Subjects

To compare the achievement of the children in the grgeh-gfoup.with the

rest of the class, each chiid was matched with a con;rbi child for eac.
center. The alternative méthod of matching each child in the greeﬁ group
with one child in the restlof the class was dié@arded because of the
differences iﬁ achievement levels already pfeseﬁt within the;cenfers:
‘Instead, at the beginning of the experiment, green group children were matched
~with other children of the same achievement ievei at each of the various
centers. bne excgption to this'practiée was made in assigning the qontrol
child;en‘for achievement at centér 2. Since the children sta%ted‘on a

-\

completely new series of objectives, the control group was matched to the

green group by I.Q.
" This manner of chooéing control ;hildrén was an unusual procedure
because it meant, theoretically,.that one child could have five different
.Controls; one for each center. 1In fact, two children had four differént -
’controlé, and four children had three different controls. .Thg rest of the

children had one or two matched controls.
Prpééd;re ,
Under condition A,'fhé experiﬁéptal.conditian, the teacher stafioned

herself at the given center with t@é green group for a period of five
. , / \ N ) . .

minutes. During this time, she watched the group closely, attempted to
reipfdrce appropriate behavior of individuals within the'gfoup. and provided

as much agademic'input as possible. The teacher still kept an eye on the

_rest of the class, but she. concentrated as much as possible on the designated

Rl

b
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group. The o;her students had been instructed beforeﬁand to wait for the
teacher to help chem rather than to approagh her for help. |

vnder conditfon B, thé teacher continued to run the learning-centers
as she had done previously, exc%pt that she.ignored the green groub. She
walked around the room scanning the.lafge group, reinforced appropriate

Each of the four teachers ran the centers’ for five conseéutivé school
days. Center‘ﬁime was Aivided into two periods of 25 minutes each. Each
25—minuteipvriod was split into five 5~minute?segménﬁs, with .one of the

5-minule segments scheduled for condition A. During the remaining 20 minutes,

the teacher conducted the class under condition B procédures. The 5-minute

pefiodlduring which the teacher instructed the green group only, was

randomly assigned to one of the five 5-minute time slots within a learning-

. center period. That is, condition A could occur during the first, second,

third, fourth, or final five minutes of the 25-minute pericd.

Data Collection

’

Data were collected on two dependeht variablces:” 1) amount of teacher

acadewmic input, and 2) academic achievement of the children.

Teacher academic input. The teacher's verbalizations were tape rccorded.
, ‘

v

A transcript was made'and a count of input units was then taken from the
\ -
transcript. /
A teacher verbalization Was;counted as a unit of academic input if it
involved onc of the fol lowing:
) 1. Explanation given to a child, including ipstruction and
- modeling; -

" 2. Correction of a4 child's work responses, (specifying what he

is doing wrong);
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e

3. Reenphasis or reminder, reiteratipg directions previously given:
4. Directed question;
\

5. Answer to nchild's question;

6. .Directibq,'not inciuding procedural difections:

7. P;aiée for a correct academic response by a éhild. when the
 :proper b?havior has.been speéified; |

8. Checking%a child's work.

Reliability of scoring for the teacher input category;was established
\ .

—~—-at 90 percent by.comparing‘agreements and disagreements of two independent
observers. \

A transcript was mad? each day for one of the t&éuiéarning-center
periods of the 5 minutes éf condition A and a randomly selected 5 minutes of
condition b.: The teacherSﬁWere not infcrmed which period would be selected

for transcription.

Academic achievement cof the students. Two basic measures of achievement

were used: 1) number of pages of work completed by a child at a'giVén

center (a measure of effort), and 2) number of pages completed correctly (a
measure of academic achievement). Assignment at the five centers varied
considerably in difficulty and time required for completion and, therefore,

number of pages completed at one center was not necessarily comparable to

the number of pages completed at another center.

.

> !

Results

Thg number of hnits of’ncaQemic ingut delivered upder coqdi#;on A and
under coﬁditioﬁ B ove; her 5 days of téaching~ﬁere c;mpared for each'teécher
(see Table i). Only f6r~Teaéher 4 w;re the n;ﬁber of units reliablyﬂ

higher under one of the conditiens, namely under condition B (£=11.27, p«.01).

oo o ‘j‘) ‘ . \
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However, when the number of academic input statements are éveraged
for each teacher in each condition, and the mean number of statements given
in each condition are avalyzed for the teachers as a group, there are

significantly more units of academic input given under condition B. than

under condition A (t=4.54, p<<.02).

Table 1
Mean Ndﬁber of Teacher Academic Inputs
in Experimental and Contrdl Conditions

Experimental A : Matched Controls

Teacher " (Green A Group) ) (Other - B Group)
1 ~25.6 “nesy 30.2  (N=5)
2 33,3 (Ned) 41.8 (N=4)
3 | 35.0  (N=5) 41,8 (N=b)
4 _ 26.5 . (N=5) 34.5 (N=4)

Academic Achievepent
Table 2 shows the achievement of the green group childrgn and their
controls by center. The figures shown represént nvérage number of pages
- completed and correct per day,.when averages for all six childrep are summed.
The figures give an idea of how many pages the whole group might be expected
to complgEe on the average at.each center in a singie session. In terms of
both pages correct and pages completed, it can be seen that the.experimental
group children ranked‘slightly ahead of the contfols at ce;ters i, 2, and 5.
However, there ;as no significant difference in achievement between the 5
experimental group children and their controls at any center. When a;hieve—
ﬁén; at all five centers is considered, the difference between the two

'groups is not significant.

-~
A
4
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Table 2
Mean Number of Completed and Correct Pages for

Experimental and Control CGroups by Centers

Center 1 Center 2 Center 3 Center 4 Center 5
:cor_| comp | cor ) comp| cor | comp } cor | comp] cor | comp
Experimental '" .
Group 37.21 41.6}21.8| 25.9) 14.6] 2t.4| 7.3 7.4] 8.1 9.0
Matched .
Controls 36.3| 39.8 |1 20.6| 24.3)14.9}21.6} 7.6] 7.6} 6.6] 6.6
L . - . .

Comparison of Green Group Achievement Under High Inpui and Low Input Teachers

Further data analysis was carried out/to determine if there was any
relationship between teachefs who gave high aﬁ& low input, and achievement
- of tﬁe green group (conditién A). Teacher 2 had the greatest input with an
average of 39.3 statements ;f input to the experimental group children per
S5-minute time period, thle Teacher 1, on the ayerage, made only 25.6 state-
ments during the same length of time (see Table 1). The difference between
the two.teachers' rate of input is significant to the .05 levél. | L

However, ;here was no great difference in green grdup achievement.
While the differences are not statistically significant, some differences
in the means for btoth pagés correct and.pages completed were found. In
both cases, the means are higher under Teacher 13~the low input teacher,

than under Teacher 2, contrary to the expectation that teacher input and

student achievement would be positivel§ correlated.

Discussion
The results indicate that all four teachers made more statements of
academic input to students under condition B than under condition A. Thus,’

a teacher who is monitoring a large group of children in learning-centers is
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likely to give more statements of acadgmic input to students tbaﬁ when she is
‘monitoring a small group ofycﬁildren at a singié learning~center. Appéren;lyf
with a large group of children, if is more iikely at any giveh moment that -~ -
on: or more children will need help. With a small group'of children being
monitored for five minutes, the number of opportunites for a teacher to

render asﬁietancefis restrictgd} o

In the learning-center situation, it wonld seem that teaéher time can

" best be spént monitoring th? 1arge‘group, and giving assistancea as needed

by the :hiidren. This strategy would be in contrast to Qne in which the
tea;her followé « fixed schedule, spending a set period of time each éay
working wi%h smail groups at different 1eérning-centers.

However, the &ata make it questionéble qhether_large group monitoring.
is actually’preferable. Differences in achievement betwéen condition A and'

"B wefe'not gstatistically significant, yet children under the former condition
did do better. Tﬁis trend, although slight, is surprising in 1igﬁt of the
fact that the teachers made fewer academic statements under condition A.

When academic achievement is comparea within the green‘group,‘a_similér
trehd is found. The children éerform somewhat higher under the lower
input situation. A These findings indicate tﬁat absolugé number of academic
instruction units 1is not necessarily related to students' academicv

(échievement.

Possibly, differences in achievement between the large aﬁd the small
group conditions might have been more pronounced had_thé%e been more
specification of thé teachers' roie in condition B. while the procedure to
be followed fdf condition A was spelled out, ‘the ptoceduéé for condition B
was 1éft largely to the tcaéhers‘ own judément. ,Observatioﬁs suggested

that the teachers sometimes acted in condition B as they did in condition A.

Q ' .. ' -)5)
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-'While they were supposed to be monitoring the large group, they tended to

station themselves at one center, spending four or five minutes with the

small group of children working there.

Future Directions

The results of this study indicate many areas of research in effective
teacher strategies in learning-centers. Foremost among these shbuld ﬁe 3
closer and more thorough examination of teacher statements of academig
input, as caﬂ be seen from the achievemeﬁf uﬂder condition A, which wasb~ i
equal to that upder condition B despite significantly léss frequent'teachgr
input: Soﬁe of the subcatégories éf input, such as giving direcfions;
praising, or explaining,'should'bE'elaborated ana reliably coded in the
future. | | | :

Teacher use of "voice control" when children afe iu learning-centers
could also be explored. An example\of good voice control might occur when
a teacher makes statements to one child which.are intended for the benefig
6f the whole g;oup, as Qell.i This type of inpgt'seems to be a practical

cdmprohise between giving individual attention and maintaininé control of-

;

£

the group.
Various methods of checking children's work systematically and immediately

in the learning-centers, might also be rHe subject oq future experiments. A
\ .

real problem, which often arises in learning-centers, is thac the teacher feels
that she lacks information about how students are spending their “ime, and

what' they are learning. Children may experience similar fezllngs because

they do not get enough immedizte feedback about their work. A sense of

."closure" is important for both children and teacher, and is effected by

daily checks of a child's work.
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