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As Good and Rrophy' (1977) point out, there are two basic teacher S
: O o : ' ! ) ?
‘toles: 1instructor and socializer. They belleve that teachers’ role L
. r .

definitio affect their classroom behavior, “and recommend that future )

teachers mgre decistons™about grade level and teaching milieu which !

193 ’ -\

-

reflect the balance of role functions they prefer
Related ideas about the interrelations of role definition, percep—

tion, opinton, attitude, and ultimate behavior have been expressed by

-

LR . /7
various Khle theorists. Typically, role theory assumes tha«arole ' -
e . -"K‘v .
. deftnitio 8 regularize perceptions and responses, especially in ambiguous

. ' o ' situationsf The notion that person,perdeptions influence behavior (as
C e - hd . ‘1 ) b .

"opposed to attitudes and impressions) toward:persons within the sdituation
is 1mportant and has.face valididy, but has not yet been syétematically' e

# , .
researched (Messe, Stollak, & Michaels, Note l) Our study eiamines these

* .

assumptions within the context of teaching.,. - i : Co

.

) \ : . .

L | (“, ' e . }’
v - Data Source _ oL

) } . .

. This study ia.part of a larger, investigation concerned with teacher
) ST

styles and strategiea for coping with problem students. The data‘to be

-

- ; prcsented concern the effect of teacher role definition (as described on ‘
N o - ’ ' _‘ . ' L . n'l A
’ 1This paper wag presented at the annual meeting of the Amprican ‘ :" e
. : ’ Educational Reaearch Association, San Francisco, 1979. ' oo
. ’ o .
. o .‘ . . | ) . . . . K ' ¢ ‘
N _ y ’ o
. . Mary M. Rohrkemper is a research inlern with and project manager of
IRT's Classroom Strategy Study.. Jere E:. Brophy is eoordinhtor of that prdject
and a profeasor of teacher education and. educational p-ychology.
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“two half days 6; research assistants, unaware of the principals'-nominations»:

-socialiyation (4 high abiliﬂ‘\b8 mixed, and 6 average).

. . : - 0.
- a helf%report instrument) and teacher management ability (as rated by the

- -

teac er' principal and | classroom observer) on teacher pérception of and
8

.

responbe to student problem behavior as depiqted in a series of written

-

vignettes. "Data weYe obtained from elementary-teachers in LanBing who L
J ‘ - » L

_had at least 3 years' experience at their current grade levels, dnd who

were recommended by’ their principals as either average or outstanding

- . .‘ 1o

1n dealing with problem students, ' l, . :

-

| . R :
\- - ®e . . . . : . _l~.. ’
« ' Method - _ . ’ o
’ N ¢« ' ~ » . * . N * [ ] L)
. . . Vd . N )
{ As. part of the larger study, all teachers were. .initially observed.for .

>

‘ . 2 . ’ A ) o . . ¢ ..
Observers rated them on general management skills and noted their o

attitude'and response to ‘students who fit the-project's 12 problem=
type descriptions.3 These pbservation data provide a check opy the

teachers self reports éf what they would say and do in the problem.

situations depicted in the vig:ettes. Observers -rating§ of the teach;is R
were eompared with principals‘ ratings, yielding three’ ability groups. ‘

an agreed upon high ability group, an agreed-upon average g:oup, and a

~

\

. mixed group that received mildly. contradting ratings from the principal

vs. the observer. (Teachers who provoked strongly contrasting ratinga

were excluded ) This yielded a sample of 37 teachers,, 19 sho, emphasized

-

__instruction (7 high abiflity, 6 ‘mixed, and -6 average), and 18 who emphasized

,‘ﬁ'\

Following the classroom "o sefvationa, the teachers reaponded to 12 B

- "
- W
LY
. . g - . L R . . iy, . -
. ~ * . ) 1
[ . - )
i : ] ) .

. 3The problem types identified for this study can be divided into subsets
that typify socialization' difficulties (hostile aggressive, passive ‘aggressive,
defiant, rejected by peers, immature); instruction difficulties (failure -
‘syndrome, perfectioniat, underachiever, low achiever, short: attention apan),
-or both (hyperactive, shy/withdrnwn) _ % y ,




‘ written.Nignettes (half of a seri!s of 24) depicting eaoh of bhe 12 types

\

of . student problem behaviors that would require some kind of teacher .

. . # e ’ -
.
.

response (Appendix A) 3

M L

Teachera accounts of what they would gay and’do.if the situation

1

.

. e . K
\\\ A occurred in their classroom were analyzed'byifour Variables: (A)'tquher'”

.psrceives the vignette ‘as a gestalt versus'h series of discréte student"

-

ve .

behaviors, (B) presence of instructional (high or- minimal) versus

[

.imperative- content in influence messages‘ (C) teacher 8 handling of problem

‘ as°organized and sequential (proactiVe)fversus momentary and fragmented

(reactive), and (D) the goal of the influence, attempt involyes attempts

)

‘at long-run solution (mental hygiene/coping techniques, rewards/shaping)

versus. short-‘run" solution (con:rol]threat or punishment) or avoidance

-4

o

. ] . , - " . . : ) k
. (Appendix B). R : ' '

After stating what they would say and do (reporting their behavzor),

I

\\\\. the teachers were -asked to describe thc studgqnt depicted in the: vignette

- Ky .
as they would if they,were helping a student teéacher td understand that
A . : : . :
. . . . S
student_(reporting thelr perceptions). These teacher descriptions were

b} { .

coded for accuracy (Variable D) and’ internal consistency (Variable E),

3

(See coding instrument, Appendix B. )

3

Finally, the teachers were asked to indicate their preferred degree

et

of emphasis on’socialization versus instruction.on ;| 4-1eve1”Role

Dgginition Scale (Appendix C) to g_lpw comparison of. teachers who déﬁined
)
their primary role as sooializer with those who fined'it as.I’structer.'

A\]

L A

Levels one and two~w]re combined to form the instruction emphasis group,

;snd levels three' and

!

four were combined to form the socialization emphasis

'group. . |

L4 s » B ¢ - -t o ¢
o

. . [




‘:“- Cot :'“.. ‘ Coder Agreement

Ovetall inter—coder agreement was high

(3

.

being 672 for Variable D and the highest percent
"- ‘ N . - .
967 for Variable A, . o -
S~ 4 : .
0 . .,.v-/ ¢ . '> . N
e ) _ . Data, Analysis .

. & 1] 4

of the six coding variables shown in Appendix B was,

possibility, analyzed separately,

“ e f .

Agreement within one

o

exa/} agreement befng . - "":g

\

A

i

. ! .

.

;S :
and treated as a repeated measure.

point was over 80% for all scales, with the lowest percent exact agreehent ‘_,'

Y

treated as a 0,1

The dependent measures are catdﬁorical, so.each categdry within‘iach

: Data ~were aggregated by the three vignette types.

instruction problems

LY ‘ <
Yfive vignettes), socialization problem|'(five v

LY

Because these frequencies Were unev
L4

applying constant ‘transforma

.

respectively to the ob erved frequenciea.’

vignettes)

into proportions by°

! Resulgg‘

' Results, which are summarized in. the' table,
”r . - o,

type was much more powerful than teacher ability

o

v in affecting teacher pefbeptions and reported be

AT ceptions and cquitions conterning the student b

‘. d

e vignettes are revealed by’ Variabies A E, and G

.

'chronic behavior patterns, although this was mbr

' *vigdetteu than the socialization el instruction
v . \
-.Qﬂ, .58, and .51 respectifﬁly)., 0verd11, the V.
, +
. '.'understood apcurately by teachers (Variable E),

ignettes) or both (two a2

]

en, scores were transformed’

tions of .2, .2, and .5

4

indicate that" vignette
leVe1~or role definition

haviors.

¢

ehavior depicted in the

(responee cdbgruence) 4

Teacher,per-‘

. Teachers” perceived most vignettes whpliaticallv1$Variable A) as representing

e notab e for the mixed
vignettes (proportions were

ignetted were generally

-'.'1n degrée of,precision.
4,

\"

although with differences

The insccurdﬁies that did occur tended to be in

’ /

," N Variable F collspsed inno Vnriable E and was eliminated.' '

- 2
v, i
R

"u-
-
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»




Pl

Vig“ettes‘depictiﬂs instructiona1 settings which presented more ambiguous > foa

o .

'w . - - . o -\."

problem behaviora, R S . L S e
I . , N . .- ;

Response congruence (Variabla G) was the only category oﬁ;_cognitive""

variables -to reVeal effects ,of ability and role.' The m\re able»téachers _:‘i

o

. - . . .o S C
‘gave more integrated responses.. Overall responses containing clear \ A .
Ny
contradictions were infrequent - and vignettes depicting hyperactivity orl . _i_w‘
Q?assive withdrawal apparently were the easiest for teachers to> comprehend ,‘
. . . X

Teacher behavior (reported influence dttempts) was coded under‘ y
Yariablb B, instructive versus imperative content of:the;influence message;7
Vaniabie~C, proactive versus reactive¥nature_oi'therintluence“attempt;_and”‘
Variable D, goal df‘xhe influence attempt.. ) .: "‘.“11‘ - ._ , T
In general," tvacher response varied as a function'of vignette tvpe. lh';q

» t

- Instruction vignettes (Level l) typically produced"highly in§tructive

- - Ll

reéponses, especially if teachers described themselves as having b

-

socialization emphasis or were in the high management ability group.._

.

Responses to the instruction vignettes were typically proactive and’likely -

-to involve mental health/coping techniques (although rewards/shaping and o
L N - . s
control/threat goals were well represented)

L)

. Responges te the socialization vignettes (Level 2) indicated a quite

different pattern. First, there were nearly as many imperative.responses

. . ' o - ' :
as* highly instructive regponses, and, in general, responses to ‘hese_'

-~ R . . R
" . N . ) . . . .

vignettes were mdne.varied. The socialization vignettes also received the .

most reactive responses, although proactiverresponses were still the most

ﬂypical. Finally, in sharp-contrast-to the instruction.vignettesy mental~

hygiene/c0ping akilla were'mentioned least frequently a8 goals in the

.

socialization situations, and rewards/shaping were almost n0n~exiatent.,

J K

Y

ln place of those long-term goals, teachers atressed short-run control-r

deaist at.&ts in responding to socialization problems. Apparentlya




C oW ;{3‘ the differential straregies proposed for r?sponding to the probiems presentEd -
S VES i - ‘ SO ff?ﬁ
Joo in. rhe instruction versus socializatibn vignectes were due to che ; PRI

‘ v: . - a . " P . : ;r.li'\. N
. ' specific behavior problems inVolved,.rather 8Ran to the yegree of ambiguity Lt
< - ,,“,_. o

e or reduired inferenee (which seemed QO'affecr the cognitﬁve measures) . ?ilrfi;

N v 'C . Socialization péoblems seem more likely thdn instruction pnpblems to reveai"”f"f

o S v

the effects of" role and ability factors. A closer ﬁnalysis of the - :T;_ R

LA

\‘ b

: ;. . fhdividual vignettes, including examination of problem~ownership (Gordon, *
1974; ‘Stollak, 19%3) and controllability bf the behavior (Weiner, Note 2)
? iy

.. .should proVide more information as to what is.responsible fOr these L

differential response pstterns. o

i | : ; The third vignette 1eve1,'concerned ith both'soc¢ialization and ©
instruction,\eppears to be“cqnceptuglly qu erbnt from’the : : o,

instruction. and socialization vignettes, ihese vigﬁettes very frequently )

Ve
*

' " produced non-direct influence messages (ignoring or distracting the B -

\

student) Teachers responded to them proactively and typically stressed

long-term goals. Given the behhviors depicted in these vignettes ."i

*

(hyperactivity and - shy/withdrawn) such responses are sensible._g_ ‘ v
1 o, . 4‘ . ) n_\\ . B * , ‘\:.
\ o . Discussion ' - .
; Teachers' scores on the measures of (l) perceiving ‘the vignette as . e
¢ "-\..,

-2 gestalt versus as discrete behaviors, (2) instructive versus imperative

content, (3) proactive Versus reactive response, (4) goal of influence ot

. 4
-

attempt;. (5) Accuracy of perception' and (6) cengruence of perception .
N ”il';.‘ and response varied most clearly according to type of Yignette. Management :

abllity level and role emphasis had lesser effects. The only main effect

. - obtained for role definition was 1in relation to the instructive content
. 4 : *.
of influence messages. Teachers self-described as emphasizing e

v

‘93' - soclalization gave.more.highly-instructive messageo than teacherl WHb

RS . v—-————:.’*_"*—

. . a£i¢they emphasized-instrgccion. : The'only waln’ effect ‘obtained for lbility S

Lt
¢ * ""' . * oy N 14 ' 1 . s ’ “ * ’ ‘ [
B PR . S . . . - ! P A . . . . .. . o -
. L. . tN : v v e € Lo s . ' A : . . P
A irroxs provided by enic [N " . . » - K RN . - R L. . X : . , . R
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Sy level wia on the meaaur of the congruence of teacher perception and
L iy

‘ F:,'_a';y, ,}response. Htghly integratsf q;sponsea were most. frequent in the high
CRN e e ‘ .
;;:‘Af:ﬁVi“ ability group and least evident in tHe average ability group.A o . B
11;‘ ﬁﬁ??i»_l?i“ Rol: defin;ticn'may hot e as innortant a teacher variable as ..'. }ﬁ "
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Ctoeo . ¥ APPENDIX AGLVIGNETTE INSTRUMENT 1-17 i Tl e A
- ’».' - ! . L. | . . . ] ' ’ .'. o . e .
. o C ? ~: . . ".”: . “.. s 0 . e - '.* . \ .' ~'- o . . ";
v we A 1. Joa could be a capable student,. but. hls selfeconcept T's & poor- that “he ;
o7 actiml ty describes himself as stupid, He makes no Serious effort to léarn, = - -
. L -shrugging off rqsponslﬁllrfyfby saying that Pthq+=smuff" Is toe hard‘fpr,him. L
| ~ Right pow he is Yawdl ing: Instead of gatting started on an assignment: that.you .
*now.he can do; Yéu-knew that | £.you" approach him he will begin “to coﬁplth gt
fhafifhe‘asngnmgnT I's too hard;and that he cdn't do'kt. o .,:}..7_3 -

LY fhfs.mornlhg,Aéeverél students excltedly teil you fhafzoﬁ7¢ﬁe way-to e
. school they saw Tom beating Up._Sam and taking his !unoh;manéy?*fTQm“fS"thgff““”TT D

— - ctassbulTyand has done tifgngs I'ike this many times.,. =~ ¢ O
s , J et . "\ e, . P,
. . \ L 8 . "... ) ' . - . - » .o N g P
d " 3. Bilt is an gxtremely active child, ¥e seems 1o burgt with enargy’, and . T

< “téday He Is barely "keeping the Iid on." This morning,  the .class . is working
' o on.fhelr‘artiarq;pcfs'and_lel‘has-bgen i and out d#shjs seat ffeQuenle. .
Suddenly, .Roger tets out a yell and you look up to see that BI11:has knocked .
S . Roger's sculptufe offshi's: desk, “ BI I says .he dldn'ijean'Yofdo;If,‘ne?wag '
o W, Just refucning R his seat. ' e v

N R ) . - “ 9 ’5 - .

.';é;' L 4, i Mark Ié'nofxwellvéccepféd by his ciqssmafesij Todéy”he héé}beeﬁlfrylng S
. o to.get seme of the other -boys to,play a particula® game- with him, After . -
wrie e *Nmuch pleading the boys ,decide to-play the game, but exclude Mark. ‘Mark argues,

'saying that he should gét. to play. bpcause It wag his idea“in-the first p léce;

2L bubthe boys starf witiert htm. .Finglly, Mark gives up and' slinks off, To-
a © . ¢ Jected agaip. | T e )

- T e t

¥

* .5, Beth has avergge abylity fer school work) but she-is sd anxious abqut
the quality of hek% work +hat she se | dom finishes -an assignment beécause of.
| .all her "sgart-overs." - This morning yéu have asked the children. o make oL
'. = plctures o decorate the room, ‘The time allocated to ‘art has almost run qut'™ +» -
) and Beth Is far from finished With hér picture." You &sk'her about It-and . ¢ !
& tind out she has "myde mistakes" on the ;other onds and this Is hep third at- )
« < Tempt at a "good picture." Ve * S oy

5“\" @ [
i ..

. ¥ s The class Is about to beglh a'qu}?t‘Tho room |s quiéf. Just as yqyfére'-
o A about to begin speaking, Audrey open's her. desk. Her notebook siPFdes off the A
" desk, spilling loose papers on the floor, Atdrey beglns, gdthering up the  papars, -

. é}oﬂly and dellberately, Alt-eyes are upon her, Audrey stops,”grins; and’ - .
' - then.slowly resumes gathering papgrs. Someone Jépghs}-'thgrs_sfarfAtalklng,;

- N . : ’ ’ .l .. ,’t.'. .Q ‘i : ' v . .~' Co .
AR 1. "George's -attention wanders éasily. “Today It _has ‘been’ di vided between . Vo
P . - the discussion and varlous distractions, You ask th\a-queﬁ?lon,'buf he Is .- v
S distracted and doesn'+t hear- you. - BEEEE

. TPiracted and rear-yol

v L A . SRR B

. MY 8L Linda 1s bhright ehough, but” she Is’ ghy ahd ‘withdrawn.. -S3hé doesn't volun-. oy

%; . . teer fé.parchLpatQ In class, and .when you call on hetr-dl rectly’, ‘she often - F'J{fﬁ'f‘
" .- does not respond. . When she does, . she ‘#sual ly whispers. 4 Today, you are check- B
o .Ing seatwark progress.,” Wﬂﬁn you question her, Linda keeps her ‘eyes Ioweced A L
w. » _ artd says nothing, ~ et . - . S T L
AT
O i ’i ' '\ [




.-11...
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» ' . ' v ' . j ' \J

L .o e : ' . v ¢ :
9., Garl can do good work, but- he,seldom does. . He will try to get.out of “wotrR,

1When.you “speak to, him about ‘this, he hakes a show of looklng.serlous_and'pledgh'

Ing reform, but his béhavior doesM t chaqgel'.Jusflnow) you 'see a'+yplcal §Qpné;'~i

C&r?qls mak I ng paber_qlrp}ane§ when he ls_supposeqvfo be working.:-

10, Roger has been fooling around' Instead of working on hls seatwork’ for sev-

- eral days now, - Finally,.you tell him thdt he has to finish or -stay In during

recess and work on*1t then, He says, "l won't.stay In|" and spend$ the rest °

- of the period sutking, As the clasg begins to Iine up for tecess, .he quickly

Jumps up and heads for the door," You fell him that he has to stay Inslda and

finlsh his assignment, b) he Just says "No, | @on't1" and continuas But. +he s
, door to retess, - . : o : . SR

{

- i : : £ ' Lo

F ]

’ .

Al

T qiffy séems ydunger fhaﬁf¥ﬁgﬁg¥ﬁéFi§¥aéé6¥;TfBlyour class. "She has .
Culty getting along with them and Is qulck'fo\fatﬁjet She has just
told you that she heard some of the boys use "bad wordS"~durJng_rgcess;foday.

124 Jeff tries hard But Is the .Jowest achiever In the.class, " This week you o
taught: an Important. sequence of lesgonp. You ‘'spent a lot of extra~time with -
Joff and thought he understood the material. Today you are Feviewrhg.. Al

* the ofheﬁ.sfudents;answer your questions with ease, but when you call on Jeff
" he Is obviously! lost, o SN B
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* dnstructioh problem: 'falluhéf§yndrome;(l), perfec¢tionist (%), short -
attention span (7), underachlever (9), 10Q.adhlever (12). o -

l . ¢
<

Social1zation probiem: Hostile dggressive (2), Fejected: by peers 4y, &
Passive aggressive (6), deflant (10), 'Immature an, . o - .-

shy/wilthdrawn (8), . , M
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Combinad fnstryction and.soclallzatton problem (both) s . hyperactive 3y,
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APPENDIX B: CODING INSTRUMENT S
. . R ) A B . ' o ’ . » )
. - d
Instructions: Read the entire teacher Egsponséi%o the vignette, prior
to ‘any interviewer probling that you' fee Jeads the teacher 'down a path

. 8/he would not have traveled alond, For ‘example, 1f you don't feel - -
the teacher would haye disgussed foljowsup strategies without the. In~- '
tervlewer's question. about 1t'<"Would you do anything else later?"), '
disregard the follow-up Information. Use the overal | comptefehess/rlcgi '

" ness of the response prior to the prqobe, and the teachen's typlcal re< #
sponse pattern (if.any) in other vignettes, to gulde youk judgment. L
If you are unable to declde, code the entire respdnse. Separately |lst o

"~ any unysual responses so we can take alsecond;look'af thed! ' . R

o

w

“ " * - ".’:i' ’ .ot A . .. ;-\,'. . \_. o
o s 4 B e BT IR
, e . - g . ¢ S L .-u"r... : ’
. Coding .for teachers' accounts of -th#1r words and adfiony. e . v
’ a ' ", I ’ . ) "“ ! .
\( /‘/:u v . IS ':_,-’\ J ) ‘

[

A, Vignette as gésfalf.vsl_&lscrefe buhanorsm-fOQegiﬂﬁfi§a“férgf.j.

vigw the depicted behavjor whol Istical Ly, " méagntzing gpgcrf}c'.;‘ ca

- Incldents as pamts of a _pattarn, or.are these. Incidents seen.as - -°
discrete elements that do n 1 comblne to indicate anythtng? -
. Note: T does not have to‘percelve the behavior pattern correctly:
- to be scored 1"~ s/he only ndeds to see It as whollstic/chronic, .
gpe E. for correctness measure. (Examples from.fallure ~
y . _ .

ndrome)

. . " h

. 1. Yes, the behavior Is under§foodfas°an Insfance of a chronic "y
behavior pattern. . ~ B o
N . "l spe you are worried about ‘your work
o and don't want tolstart." .. s 3
2. No, the vignette Is peroceived as“dlsqrefq or.lsolated be- e
. _ “havlors, o ' ) ! L
~ "I see you are dawdling. | know you can do
it, you won't get out of It by saying yoyg
can't." . te -
3. Can'd rate/other

3
L

4 A
[ %4

.® N

A

L

¢ ’

. o o . e e y T
B’. instructive vs, Imperative.content of message. (Vignettes 1~11, -

L 13-23). Does, the ‘teacher's response 'Include reasons why 'the &x<.
pregsed behavior Is lnappropriate qr change Is expected, or doss

. the teacher simply demand/command the student?. Do‘*the teacher's L

© .atterdpts t6 influemce/change the student ‘include rationales?
. N B

.

- This'category also appllés to commands for reparation.and to do's
.7 . and don'ts In the future, For vlgnette .#2, use this category
" only. Yo code what the teacher says to Tom. Eor vignettes #4
‘' ' and 16, ‘code thls category for the teachér's response to the
« . other children,.fiot Mark.4dnd Kethy. (Examples from Imwature
, ¢tatt|Ing) vignettey. -~ - . ' . . Lt Tl

.
o

L,

- . F *

[ . . " ‘ e
) . . ! - L4 N .
- . & . .‘. S i ) & . . . .
. ) T . e . ‘ . : ’ L ’ . ’
. +
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Y

o stop-gap way, provldes a spectfic answer without €oncesrn for

) nghly ln 1ruchvo Tna%hor provldos fhll. de1alled~rarlonalef

+ .

T,

. Information for expectations/actlions) regardling fho JTudwnf'

bohaviar, (lnéJudus-T bolnq an_ Intogral péxf of’ solVlng pro- . /’Kaf

blem) .
M"Were tho boys dofing or saylﬁq anyfhlng to you fo make
vyou feel bad.or.to hurt’you? 1f not, | really don’
' want you to coma and té!l me about thelr behavior.

e ' Other children don't like Yo be tattled on- any méore \than

you do. :So unless you'or someome elsg Is belng hurt,
1'd ratheor you didn't tell me about it," ¥
For vignettes # 1 and 13, code B, for toachers. who help the
student got started, working through problems with him..
2; Minimally Instructive. Teacher provides limited rat{onale/
Iinformation for eéxpectations/actions regarding the student's

behavior. The.message Is not as.complete as those scbred ',

“but is not confined to commands, as those scored 3. That |
' 1s, responses scored 2 -are essentlally "padded" commandS. -
Include rules, If phrased as rules.
"You don't bother me about that. "You only need to
-worry about yourself - unless sbmeone s getting hur*
-or - 1's an emergsncy." £ \

T

3. lmperaflve. Teacher makes® demands wlfhouf glvlng explanaflons

"Don't tell me that stuff."”
"Play on another part of the playground._ .

4, “Can't rate/other. Teacher reSponse does not include Insfrucf

flons or Imperatives or teacher doesn't say enough. Thé
teacher’ may*® Ignore. or, distract thé student.. Code*here for @

teacher Instructidns for dli'scussion or problem solving, gon-

tracts, and other positive approaches, Code modéling w/out -
explanatbon or comment here. de.a., "I'd play with Mark so
thé others would see. ! R, s

"} wouldn't answer her."

"It just Ignore it." '

"Tell me about the game you were playlng‘" o

"I'd tfell them thoy must solve the problem.

and Theq l'd“help them gof started,"

4

.
W

A

N . , o . . (. . a

\p'ﬁsf‘rucflve VS, Imperaﬂve dontent of teacher's. .Message tn ‘In-
structional situations (vignettes L 2 mwd 24), . : \

VR

-

&

ly, Highty Instructiv Teacher provldes full, defalled lnsfruc~ e
tion/help In a po:?ti;gfggd~3uppoﬁfive way, or sends the sfuwgt .

‘doat to a tutor who presumably wlll do the sams..
2' “Minimally lnv*rycflve. Teacher provldes |imited help: ln a.

understanding of necessary concepts, etc. ‘Teachar lrrlfa-
tton or disappointment may be presept.
3. , Imporative, Bora1es/500lds. Tolls student to pay af*enflgn
Vor do It right. "Acts as }f problem s whilimgness to . try.
rather than low abil!ty.

‘ance.. May ignore, distract, or change the assignmont,

\  Inc]
N\ hbre aro confrac*s and o1hor poslflve approaches.

.4, Teacﬁer*does not directly hélp student or provide for ssslsf-

uded - . =



. t R . . o i L oot e . ‘ i
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C. Proactive vy Raacflve Rebponqo. Is tha foacher'f approach

. # thought out'- soquanrlal and- organjzod. (grodctivel, or does it : e

seomsto be momontary. and fraguented Wi ttout evldenco of planning -
or foros|gt (roactive)? Diskinquisif betwoon, problems the-tea-"
‘cher’ has ught about and Jgvaloped a planned response for, ‘from..

o R AR
L 4 . . e . - L . Wt Lo =T P
¢ . R » . N + ] ' ° ' . " oL - Lot
‘ ; . N . . . ‘ B . . . . . i
- e P . - . . . e & A
. . N v ’ I . B f - . -., . t . N

fhose for which the *eacher oes not seem to have developed stra- -

tegles. These latter respoﬂsea seem ta be one-shot, 0n~fho-sdot .

roacflons.' (Example° from perfecflonlsf vignatta) - -,

1. 'Proacflve. Orqanlzed and sequenflal approach" the Immedlafe }

. response |s Imbedded In a broader, programmatia responseg.
", - Code here for teachers who "have the* rautine down." (This

. does not necossarily meah that that routine is effective, .only
: that the toacher takes control and changes/structures the situg
- ation.) Includes preventive approach.

-«

_"Bath, do as mich as you can.now.and then. useuyounm—nlf——
free tims to finish.” Then later I'd talk privately '
~ wlth Beth-abaut this.. ['d also point out Whenever _
o \ | make a mistake br'didn't do something perfect..
~ 2. Reactive. Teacher response is brief amd Indicates a momen-
faryﬁ Jragmenfed reaction that is not part of a. larger, or -
. preyenflve ‘approach, The teacher i$ "stimulus bound," reg=, "
, acting to the situation rafhef thao operaflng To change It.
. Includes citing rules 1f It stops at fhaf.\ )
"Then' turn 1+ Ip unfinished.”

»

. j "Thaf’s’wasffng paper. ”1&3? s our rule. abouf paper? .

*3. Teacher avolds the situation, “Uses distraeting or Ignoring,
| * not for the purpose of extinguishing the behavior, byt for
avolding 'déating with the situation. I+ seems as {f 'the
teacher doesn't know what to- do, but does not fry o get -
more information. ‘ " , '
M1 wouldn't bother with 1+." . ‘ ' B
. "1"would.say, 'l like the colors you have used. -
"and not mention Thaf itts’ not done." '
4 © Other, . - -

T ' . : 2

D, -Goal.of the lnééswpﬁa affemp1 What Is the goal of the Teacher S
esponse to th&Ber&dbnt? Just to stop the behavior in the presenf?
To control :its axprcqsfon In the future? To.replace it with more.
-agpropriate behaviar? This category Is used both Where a change
¢ In student moTlva*ion ar behavlorals needed and where teacher -
‘help” I's neaded. Multiple code . 1f more than-one qlfernaflve
-applies. ‘(Examples from underachlever vignette)
. ,. P -
1. ‘ Mental hygleno/coplng +echnlques. The goal ls replacement of
- Inapproprlafc behaviar-with desirable behayior, vla o "cure"’
‘or change In what the teacher percetves to bé the cause of
- tha.behavlor. .|.e.,-meeting STudenf neads. (Example from
.underachliever vignette¥ '

v L "Then -1 would give him a more ac*lVe rolo in o . -'%~ L

the c1as§rqom to help mim lenrn To Ilke and value
vw O, school"

oo Also coded l arghne ponses fhbf yhvolve bulldlng fhe sfudenf&s

“
[N =




. 1 skills tor coplng wlfh,pr ems, - Those coplng ufrafeqles are

- s T general, extonding’ beyond the lmmodla*e situatian, - (Example
o yo - from short attention spa vlqneffo) '

. ' "Georqe,,\tou know whay |- think about |istening,.. - . we RS
' = Then’I'd work on Ilstpning ski|ls with him...™ = - - o

* . 2. Rewards/shaping. The goal Involves Immediate (ond future) -

r, - replacemant of inappropriate behdvior with desirable behaviof '

- . vla praise, rowards, o r‘confracf systems. This category - ln- .

. cludes teachers shaplng siiccess|ve’ appnoxlmaflons.- Score T
. . all TLTW's here. . ("I [ike the way..."), B

, v "'d tell him to put-the alrplanp away. Then I'd set .
« ~up a contract with him: 1f he finished_ and corrected - .
‘- . . all his work by the end of each wg&k he~eould spend * - S
- . time making airplanes."” . R
* « " "™ wouldn't say anything to hlm, buf ‘loud enough so. D
: hewcou+d—heap7—+_d—saywl$~L%ke~#he—way¢mes¢-of YOU-BFO- oo

. busy woﬂklng. . A _ . v -
. "hvery day I'd stand a llffle further from her and say, RN Ce

' o <linda, a I1ttle. louder..., and praise her wheh shé did .
. Q -, speak up. ‘Eventually L'd be on.:he ofher slde of the
N L " %room." , -t

. . 3. Control/threat or punishmenf \The goal Is to’control ‘the '
exprgsslon of ‘Inappropriate behavior Jn fhe immediate sit- |

o _— uation and/or the future. Tha teacher's concern I's not '-'. e
o Ty, with tre substitution of desirable behavior, but is- Tim mited R
? K %o Tinhibitling “the undesirable behavior, -often through fhreafs\“ Lt
or punishment. Delliberate Ignoring tthat is based on extinc- e
s tlon principlés is also codad here. - U . S N

"M tell him It he ever made airplaneS»agaln, ' o

, . e "he'd stay 'after sthool and he'd know | meart [, ?

$ . mifaNtell him to puf those away ‘and- get busy." .
-7« < 4, Avoldance. v The teachew's goal is to 'avold dealing with the

- " sltuation. Uses distracting or Ignoring, not for extin-,

ol ~ * gulshing- 1he'behavfor, but for avoidlng deallng wlfh The N
ot * sltuatiow. . N ’
" ™ wouldn't bother with him.™ N
>ooge . "l ook everyone, Car! made an alrplane."
T Caw t rafe/ofher. ‘ Y _ o 5 e ‘
. _ ‘ . \
. ~ _ £
. \“.' . ‘ . . . “ . . ! ‘ ' - . o u
‘ T Coding tor Teacher S Descrhpflon of Student. - S gf; . ki;- ‘
ﬁﬁ; " How does’ the teacher percelve/undersfand the sfudenf descrlbed L
) rn fhe vigpef?o? L : //ﬂ, e S e ’rfq.ea.-' Y
4 .'u - .. . . . y - . ’ . <  w R . ".'-\I.',
. ~E. AccUracy of Percepflon. Does *he feache scribe the student ‘ ;
e s . . . as the-vignette Intended, or. has the teagfer "misread" the = . . - B
T e . behavior?, . SEE APPENDED LIST * (Cxamples fnom falLuce syndrome S
. kg vlgnef*e) D T | .~ e
et ";' o " 1. Accurate and preclse. B Coe L .. ‘“J'mgf
el L " "This student |s afrald he wlll fall" '~ ST e i
LT 2 Genorallywaccurafe, but. Jmprecise. .« ' ; S~',lf:*;.<‘
S YRR "TM., student Isn't comfor‘rabla with schqol work "o oot '

9 S K Not lncluded In- +hls AERA handouh . S

. . 1 (e, s ‘ ‘V . K C ;o
' ‘.“'i- \.‘ RV Jo BN
o ' o i SRR o e .“ : W PR
A ot .. . ' . e ' o o, o . . . } . i
I\ M > " =l . . . N L I o




'.. ‘_;' ,‘J ‘ ( M . ’ P 3 -, :. l
. . ’ ¢ ‘- | | ..”‘
| 3. lhaccura?e . ' .
- © " "This sfudqnf is lazy" ' .
' \\; 4, . Teathor parrots. v gno*?e does not dqgcrlbe in own words. .
¢« "Joo could*Be a capable student, buf his telf~ s
. . . corcept Is poor.® - . fr{
PR ‘ .5.. Can't rate. L '
, - ] , \ . ’ . t -
’ R
. - o

.

T Congruence of +eachef percepflon and responsééh\ig ‘ _ o :
L J . .
c Compare the teacher's words to and. actions wit e student with his/her

dgqcrlpflon of the student and rationale. Do the three segmenfs com-
plgmeht one another and form an Integrated response? Would you pre=

b ]

'“'——“““J"“——‘"leT‘fhe“feacher+5‘respcnsprgtven°+he descrlpflon? rafionale? ) R
L ‘  Note-that responses . which are Interna) ly consistent.will rate high on- Lo
. et 'this scalesregardless of théir rishness, credlb(lify, or correcfness & 0
- of premlse. . . L | '
" G, Conslder fhe followlng Three polnf scale: " ; ; b T
¢ “ ‘- . L : l ‘/ :',
. ' - s \: l o
[ . - » <& - ”
. . U . .-ﬁ . 2, ,'V+- \ 31 ! .
. . Integrafed whole o -" L A COanlcflng elements -
. . . _ Y
N (Examples f rom fallure syndrome vignette) - RS '
1. Three. segmenfs are compaflble. form an. integrated response. v
' "1'd help him with-the first tew problems...because
he needs help getting sfarfed...fhls STudenf is afrald =
t@ do his work, afrald=he'll faill." ,
2, Three segments are not’ complefely Integrated, but- there are‘ .
E ’ . o confligts. One or more elements Is - dlfferenf from, but Lt
i not confradchory to, -the others. Y
K - .. ™I'd go over the directlons, with him.to be sure =
v R 2 he understood...he has-a poor sel f concepf...fhls
Y T : student needs to be motivated, encouraged to ‘work B
" - - an his own., . .
“ . ,- 3. .One or more antithetical to the ethers. "Use this " raflnq to
! - tlag any clear centradiction or conflict, where elements -
T T are at crosged purposes. ' AR W | \
S ‘.- . .« ™'d tell him-to take a time out...he needs.to Ils*en..._ G
S ... . this student doesn't understand the Iesson, he doesn't. .
Lo~ o+ know how to do It.". . -, . 3
N 4., Can't rate/other. X, S SR _
RN




- n o Ty . . P . . [
e . oy LW o a \ B . . ; . . A N ) f , .
, . . oo - . . " . .
.. » . . P ot . N . .

. -, ) . . o L . ' - ;“ - Ce ' . . E . R ’. - \ . 5 .
R . . . . S — - + NG,
.. 07 APPENDIX C: TEACHER ROLE DEFINITION FopM , - Subject No
s v o . : b . o N . . .‘ . Q ‘ . . |
: \ ) . i l'.'.~ . _ = . . L S
a:,_'._f-" o .' ~ ; I . : _
T Teachers dlffer in fhelr relaflve emphasls on lnsfruc*lon vs. chlld®
- \ J
soclallzaflon (l e.; dey§lopmenf.of poslflve self-concepf lnforacflon .
: sklkls wlfh adulfs and peers . : . . Some feachers belleve that Thelr
prlmary'goal ls lnstrucflng sfudeqfs in the currlculum.. ther +eachers
* see subject maffer lnsfrucfron as, secondary to the fosferlng of poslflve,
lnslghfful self-growfh of~sfuden*s. How would. you characferlze your rela-
J . : .
s . . tive emphasls on ‘Instruction vs._soclallzaflon ln -youp* *eachlng? . '
] . : . s . - ' . .
_\ ‘ - . . r » .0 . . . | .
¢ . R o & ‘ ' - ' R 9 L .
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L CHECK ONE “, .o - )
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L0 . . s ’ - .. .
) \ .o . o, .
o - 4" ~ ', ” t
A " Much heavier emphasls on Instructlon vs. soclallzatlion.
. “ l_w’__’*"- . Iy .
* ) L4 .
) . . Ko
. somewhat more emphasls on Instruction vs. soclallzation,
. ’ ' ) '. ' * . J ) B . v “
& - N * * . ',
Y R \ : N . ; ¢
. '! ‘4 « .
< Somewhat more emphasls on soclallza+lon vs. lnsfrucflon. N
) b ' . ¢ . . ha | . L . :
’ . _ R : .. & ' . ' e
h .. Much hedvier emphasls, on soclallzation'vs, Insfruction. = ° fo
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