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. Trained and untrained teachers/pf the gifted were observed and ‘

, ' compared in the areas of Individualization, Cognitive Qhality of Inter-

— - - ‘.,

S action,_ResponsehPatterns, and'Overall Differengiation. A systematic

classroom observation instrumént developed for thefstudy'was effective t

= o~ in differéntihting‘between the two grolips. As expected, trained teachers
4 T, \ L - -
- used a greater variety of instructional patterns, asked ‘more higher cog~

-
‘ ‘e

nitive level questions and reéponded more facalitatively. S udents in

' these classes gave more higher level responses and initiated interaction -
. . LV .
more often. Unexpecﬁed results included #n indication that the most
" . 13
higher cognitive level activity occurs in small,group gettings. Results

-~ Py

are discussed in terms of implications ‘for evaluation of differentiated

P
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. - instruction. ' “f o . .
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Do teachers of the'gifted actually employ behaviors that are different

-
[

from those used by teachers in regular classrooms? ‘ o . ’ ’

Although recommendations for training teachers of the gifted include a .
variety of unique teaching-learning strategfes, specific teacher behaviors
- have not been‘operationally defined. Two problems are created by this con;
ditiom. ' First, criteria for determining chen a teacher is prepared to teach
the gifted are unavailahlé and second), c;iteri;‘fot identifying the occuréen:e
of'differentiated instruction can at best be only partially defined.

A search for operationally defined behaviors for teachers of the gifted
begins with the basic assumptions underlying the need for' differentiated
instrgction. Originally, this need was defined simply as, "differentiated
) instruction tha is not now offered in existing classrooms”, (Marland, 1972-
Gallagher,.l975 Maker, 1975) Cohn (1977) and Daurio (1977) clarified a dis-

tinction between two major approaches to differentiated instruction.q Accelera-

‘tion required only that students be placed in already existing environments

1

-ahead of their chrbnologlcai peers. This form of differentiation holds no

implications for teaching acts. Tt is not the, teaching that is differentiated,
: s N »

merely the setting. ) ] ’

.«

._-Enrichment, on the other hand, Qrescribes"that gifted students will re- !
ceive instrnction'that is differentiated in both content and methodology. En-
richment differentiation implies an instructional setting that was previously
non-existent. New and different teaching behaViorslare presumably required

in the enrichment form of differentiated instruction.

Al

The precise nature of these behaviors begins to emerge in the regommenda-

~ -

tions for characteristics of”teachers of the gifted. Early lists however,

.
° -

-
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tended to be overly general and nore often than mnot, listed most of the
' - . a * - *
virtues of mankind. 2 list prepared by Maker in 1975 summarized thege .

early traits: . )
= Highly intelligent. ,
p - Flexible and creative.

: , = Self-confident. . g
= Wide variety of interests. — ‘- .
- A sense of humor, . " . ~
-y Fairness, firmness, patience. o
= Sympathy with the problems of the gifted and talented children. -
- Clear self-understanding and understanding of the teacher's role.
- Willingness ‘to devote extra time and effort to teaching. - .
= Enthusiasm about tedching and the sybject matter. - .
- Willingness to be a facilitator rather than a "director of learning."
= Love of learning and desire to-continue.learning. ) o
- Enjoym%nt in working with gifted and talented childgen.

A survey of characteristics recommended,fo;_teacherb of gifted/talented

children completed by The Instructor, in'1977 produced a ranking of 22, charac~

- . -

teristics. The top five characteristics were:
v .

N
£ L4

. Flexibility and acceptarice of differences.

g 1
. 2. skill in developing independent activities. .
’ . 3. Originality, imagination, curiosity. . )
4. Desire to teach G/T children.
5. Honesty.. - 7 -

. i * .. i -
Some refinement in teaching behaviors is available in specific prescrip-
1)

-

tions for teacher training.

"It is recommended that in addition to the general characteristics
listed, the following must be among-the "existing" criteria for
teachers of students gifted in general intellectual : :.lities and
specific academic aptitude:- gkill in and willingne* to utilize
estioning techniques and teaching methods that develop higher .
thought processes in gifted students; extensive knowledge of basic
concepts in the subject being taught as well as related fields; and
knowledge of media and materials particularly useful in his area of
teaching.” (emphasis added) (Maker, 1975, p. 18) .
RN o .

Coletta (1975) presented an argument, based on extensive reviews of the

" literature, that a.reflqctiﬁe stylénof teaching was more desiﬁggle than a

didactic apprdach, He recommended’ use of a modified Flanders model that in-

N _ ~

~, -

.
.
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.
-
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. corporated‘alooms Taxonomy as a basis for assessing which reflective traits

could. actually be. taught to-prospective-teacherss—His reflective strategies o

emphasized ?uestioning,béhavior and, "active listening".

Martinson and Wiener (1976) stressed teacher flexibility, use of higher

* cognitive level questioning, and teacher encourigement in a 19-item rating’

, scale of signiﬁicant behaviors in teachers of the gifted. Although no data

. - &y

were offered on the dlstributlon of behaviors in either gifted or regular

. -

classrooms, the scale,,llke Coletta 5, was based on an extensive review of

»

th literature. |

McCarthy (197%9) reviewed geveral sources of teaching behaviors and

L essentlally found that differentiated 1nstructlon requlred the teacher com~

petencles of: N

.
.

s ability to develop lessoh plans to stimulate higher order . .
- . 1 thinking. -
! . % -
ability to utilize strategies to develop divergent thinking,

problem £inding, problem solving, and/or ‘higher order v
ques inng.

. . ©
Ps

;, L. abrlzty to group students according to interests or other T
E 4 . assessment indices.

<

Although even the wrefined prescriptions fail to operationalize teachlng

.

behaviors when taken in con3unct1on with anticipated student outcomes there

) o are .clear ‘implications for teachers of the gifted. Teachers are to engage .

. + . in behaviors that increase the frequency of higher codnitive level thinking

and will address the unique needs of gifted individuals. Individualization
. [ N

. and higher cognitive level thinking aré‘thereforegviewed as the major attri-

butes of an enrichment-oriented form of differentiated instruction for
s' -~

intellectually/academically gifted students.




Procedures ' C | -

Teaching behe;}drs designed to fulfill these prégram requirements

-~

: ’ . ' : ] -
were cuf&ed from the york of Amidon and Giammatteo (1965), Gallagher (1975)
and Ta&ior and Ellison (1975). A list of teaching behaviors initially

derived from these sources included a variety of personality‘traité and non-

»

performance characteristics. This iist was reduced to four operationally

defined behaviors in cooperation with a group of 54 teachers participating

in a Title IV-C Training Project for Teachers ef the Gifteggs
The Teachers of the inﬁellectually/academically gifted will:
7 i. meet the neeés of individual etudents as manife;ted-in a
‘ variety of grouping_pagterns throuéhoutran inétruptional

period. -

-

2. present questiong and activities requiring-higher cognitive
level (analysis, synthesis, and evaluation) responses from

" gifted students.

- ~

1

3. respond to student answers and products with acknowledgements %"

and’questions' for glarificetion rather than judgemental ..

responses. ’ .- ' v

¥

The Trxaining Program >

-

.. Fifty—fdux teachefs from seven school districts (a Title IV-C sponsorei

Y

project) participated in two, three-week training programs for teachegs of the

intel;ectuglly/academically gifted studenﬁ. ATeachers were trained in abplyiné )
. .

P . - . . ~
Blooms Taxonomy to, questionning and activities for inclusion in normally taught

units of study. Teachers were also introduced to a variety of management
« A ’ &

strategies designed to differentiate and individualize ihsﬁruction fof‘gifted

-
~

students. B

5

3
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Teachers were pre- and post-tested with a test, "Knowledge of '

Teaching the Gifted" prepared specifically for the project. Units of

study prep;red by teachers were evaluated by applying Bloom's Tgxonom§
to all- activ1t1es written by the teachers. All teachers trained demon-
strated statistically signiflcant growth on the "Knowledge" test. A
mean gain of 16.7 on the 3871tem test Qés significant at the .00l level
. ‘ (correlated t-ratio with 52 df.) Units of 5tudy prepared by teachers ; -
’ « " had a mean of 63% higher level activities. This compareéi;ith the 8? . -7
frequzncy of higher, cognitive level activities r;ported by Marland (1972).
The Schools. . ! -

Seven digtricts'participating in the/project had made commitments to
developingK}rograﬁs for the gifted. Districts ranged in_size from one with

"500 elementary level studenté to one with 10,000 students. Distrigfs were
. . i i

. located in rural and suburban cormmunities in Central Western New York State

. . . - S %

with per student expenditures ténging from $2,000 to $3,100.

Four types of delivery systems for the enrichment form of differen-
/ .

tiatiqn emerged in the seven schools. These included:
; . , ‘ \

. Resource Room (2 districts) - Gifted students spent pQEt of

>

their school week in a resource room located in_th?
K building. Time in the resource room by any one st&dent
. |
& !

ranged from one to seven and one/half hours per weeK. . . -

- ~

~

Self Contained {2 dist.ict ) - Giftpd students spenttthe majority
N . o ; .
of their day in a c¢l- room comprised enti;gly of gifted

- - " .
4 students. sSpecial classes (e.g. music, art) were in hetero-

-

D ~~

>
geneous groups.
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o . Departmentalized (2 districta) ~ Gifted student schédules were - - ..

- ’ arranged so tt at all gifted students could be taught at | T
. _//;,%éégt one subjec: by a teacher trained to work with the

f/
e gifted. The subject was generally language arts and the . -

T . ' ~period was either a standard 45 minute and/or occasionally

g a double “(90 minute) period. . . ' v

. . .
.
. . . . .

~ Heterogeneous (1 district) - Gifted students were distributed

, throughout're§ular classrooms in a mainstreamed setting'with

— & . .
. o no special time or space differeéntiation provided. Students

with gifted characteristics were. identified and singled out

frr differeptiated instruction on a variable schedule.

The Study

« ,
¢ -

Although research was not 1ncluded in the original teacher training

LA ’ Project proposal, the lack of empirical evidence focusing on teacher be-

haviors in differentiateu 1nstructional programs Prompted this ad hoc investi-

. .

gation. The study focused on teacher behavio,s in the four different manage-

.

;f; ’ ‘ ment systems adopted by the participating districts. Although student pro-
: &

ducts, teacher competencies as measured by micro-teaching'and paper and pencil

4

’\

: tests, and" teacher interaction with students were explored as potential sources

.
~

- ‘of evidence for clarifying differentiated instruction, it was concluded that

©

classroom interaction'analysis would serve as the most reliable source of data.
;éo . y! The.arguments for this approach appear in Rosenshine (1970); Simon and Boyer
3 .o - * (1974), and. McCarthy (1979). ] ‘/;) .
‘ The three teacher behaviors’developed as the primary focus of the training

pProgram were translated into a sysftematic classroom Ebservation instrument of
s * ) . . ‘ ‘ &
) - - sixteen teacher-student interaction behaviors. Sixteen mutually exclusive

A

¢
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cate&%ries (see app&ndix) were derived initia;iy'to account fo¥ both
teacher and student type of question, teacher reinforcément énrategies and

grouping patterns. A trained observer using the instfrument, pecorded L

,

* each independent and discrete unit of yegpai behavior emitted by the

-+

teacher. Student responses to teacher directions/questions were also
. LY

2t

recorded. Verbal behavior of students who were mot interacting with the

teacher were ignored. . b '

Development of the observatjon instryment proceeded through the

‘followihg steps: ]

. . .
1. Identification of obsqrvable behaviors in cooperation with

trained teachers of the gifted.

- S

2. Face validity of characteristics and definitions estab-

lished by a panel of three experts. T PN
. . . » A

3. Field-testing by the two_authors of the instrument. . .
- " N oo

4. Revisions based on problems encountzred in the classroom.

-

(Note - it was necessary to drop specific question category -
and simply record lower or higher cognitive question)

5. Bstablishing an interrater reliability index. (r = .35 to .95

v

in five independent and simultaneous observations of teachers
ar

7 -

by the two authors)

Sample

The study was carried out in the seven school disgtricts participating in .

- e y M

the Title IV-C training project. A total of 37 teachers in grades two through )

six were observed; twenty-six trained and 11 untrained.(control) teachers. Aall
trained teachers were wofking with gifted students who were, for the most part,
identified based on academic criteria. In some cases, creativity, leadership,

and motivation had been included in the identification process. All control

| o
<

A




- teachers -managed heterogeneous classrooms with a normal frequency of

gifted stuéents. Control teachers were selected from neighboring dis-

. "'1
tricts not participating in the Title IV-C TraiYfing Program.

-~ -
< -

. No attempt yés made to schedule a pre-determined bioqk of observa-
tion time with teachers. The very flexible nature ofﬂgifted progréms

) &
would ﬁave been modified in trying to regulate the observation period.

i

As it turned out, the observer often followed a teacher to a library'fer
work with a small group while a majority of.the~b1&ss‘reﬁained.in the
c}assroom. At other times, groupe ef st&dents weuld.disperse to e
variety of locations for independent or smal. group wcrk‘leaving the

ot
teacher- alone with one or two students or a non-gifted population,

> '

v .. '+ Hypotheses .

Ten hypotheses related to the operationally defined behaviqrs con-

»

.

. sidered desirable for gifted teachers were investigated. The hypotheses

focus on the differences between teachers trained in the implementation .

LY ‘e

of differentiated instruction and untralned teachers in the areas of

s

individualization, cognitive quality on interaction responsz patterns .
and overall differentiation. Comparisons across type of program and group

>

size were also made.

Individualization

Hypothesis T: “Trnained teachers will use small ghoups and one-to-one
Anstriuctional patteans mone often than control teachers, negand,tub 06
phoghram type. .

quothua 2: Trained teachers will Leo,tww. L’eAA (use la/tge glwup
Anstruction) than control teache/w : _ .

- .
I3

In order to me%t the needs of individual students within'inﬁtrucﬁional goals,

it was hypothesized that teachers would need to use a variety of grouping

patterns. fLarge group instruction would be used infrequently and reserved

by
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primarily for presenting information. Since one of the characteristics

-

. . ©of intellectually gifted students -is their ability to master information
quickly and easily, it was expected that large gfoup instruction would be s
used less frequently with gifted students than small group or one-to-one

grouping patterns. .
Hypothesis 3: 8d6-goMed 'pfwgmmé will have z‘jze mosZ small group and

one-fo-one insiruction foflowed by Heterogeneous, Resource Room and Depant-
mentalized proghams. ' '

-

A

Higher level thinking questions and activities tend to generate multiple

~

responsest. Since most of.the students in a Self-contained class would be
working on these activities, more small group. and one-to-one instruction
would be required. Differentiation in a heterogeneous classroom would also

require more of these instructional patterns because of the diverse popu-

.

’ 4 . - P . .
lation, but fewer higher cognitive level responses would be possible because
\
of the basic need of most of the students for direct instruction. Resource

i Room programs generally serve small groups or individua1§/§ggéuseﬂpf their

o

focus on igdividual needs and interests. Dgparfﬁéntalized pPrograms have-a
, -
&

limited amount:of fiye‘in whiqb/;e/ﬁfesent,and”differéntiate'instfgction.
13 ~ i . = '
They would be less Eiggly than Resource Room programs to have the desired

instructional-pattexns. o,
. - TR Pt ;
‘/////’// fognitive Quality of Interaction
///’/ Hypothesdis 4: [Interaction of trained teachens and thein studenti will be ~—

acterized by mone higher Le.ef thinking questions and responses than
interactions of control feachens and thein students. ~

Hypothesis 5: The frequency of higher Level thinking questions and ne-

] dponses will increase as the size of the grono decreases.

‘A"'_‘/

Since the basic pfemi;e of differentiated instruction is that gifted students
- o / .

are capable of higher level thinking and require questions and.activities

which provoke it in order to realize their potential, the quality 3f both




- teacher's questions arnd student's responses were examined. It was antici-

/

.Pated that there would be more high cognitive level interaction in the
trdined teacher's‘questions: Thegécgnitive quality of teacher pPrepared
- 1 .-- Y €¢, .i .
I, . .
actiqitles and student resporiae was not examined. The bercentage of higher J

t .
cbgni#ive level questions was. also expected to increase as the size of the
t
|
grouRp deereased. ‘.

I
It was expected that the highesgt Percentage of higher level thinking questions -

would occur in one-to-one ‘settings, followed by small groups. It would seem
. that the one-to-one relationship would facilitate the use of higher cognitive

- level questions specifically related to the student's work. ’

Teacher Response Patterns ¢

Hypothesis '6: Tnained teachens Wil monre.often acknowledge on o“é)z
duggestions in nesponse to students and Less often confirm, comnect on
praise than conthol teachenrs.

Hypothesis 7: S.tuden/t\é 0f ~rained teachens will initiate dinteraction more
" often than students of control teachers as indicated by a greater percentage
of student /Lnﬂolzmwtéqmgiuing and™ Leacher command/nequests.
\ . D
It was hypothesized that trained teachers of t

ifted would be less judg-
~ !

mental than untrained teachers. This kind of teacher response_.was expected

s
. . . st as 7~
to be accompanied by an increase in student-initiated responses. .The atmosphere

whiqb these categories (in the expected direcéion) is meant to capture is one

»

of "shared inquirizﬂ

| Overall Differentiation . ‘

Hypothesis §: Tnained and gontrot teachers will be sémilar in the areas of
Student Questions, Small Takk, Observing by Teacher, and General Categonies. )

Hypothesis 9: A differentiated progham 45 characterized by an increased
grequency of Highen Level Questions (6), Category and Responses (2), Student
Ofgered Infommation (4),. Teachen ‘Acknowledgement and Suggestion Responses (5),
Teacherr Commands/Requists (8), Lecture (9), Teachen Response of Confinming (13),
Conrnecting (14), and Praising (15).

Given the hybothesized‘characteristics of teachers of the gifted, there did o
not appear to be any theoretical reason why trained and untrained teachers
* \ N

of the gifted should differ on thé“dimgnsions illentified by Hypothesis 8. .

13




< .
A later 'study (Nasca, in press), however, has'suggested that student
guestions may be influenced by the cognitive quality of questions in the

iR§tructiona1 setting. Given Hypothesié 1-6, ﬁypothesis 9 is a composite

Il
"

of characteristics of the differentiated prog:am. . .

. . Hypothesis 10: - Resource Room programs will have the greatest differentiation
as defined by highen percentages in categonies 2, 4, 6, 10, 12, and Lowenr penr-
centage in mtqﬁg/uéu 1, 5, 8, 13, 14, 154ollowed by Departmentalized, Selg-

AN contained, and Heterogeneous Onganizations. _

Results

A

The data recovered from observations was converted into proportions of

-

verbal interactions in each of the 16 categories for each teacher by type

j of program and by size of group that the teacher was interacting with. The
. Py :

data was anglyzed in observation vnits by group size: That is, for each

teacher observed, as many as three observation units; one'large group, one .
. small group, and one individual interaction unit might emerge for analysis.

This method of collating data rqéulted in 100 observation units heziVed from

-

48 discrete 30-60 minute observations of 37 differe;t teachers.

LY

It can be seen from Table la that statistically significant differences

i

in grouping patterns exist between classrooms of trained teachexs and class-_

rooms of control teachers. Although éome of this difference is due to program

§ize} it is apparent that trained teachers operating in gifted programs have

-

maintained a more evenly balanced distribution of grouping patterns than have

\ N . .
untraihed teachers working in regular classrooms.
v | -

(Insert Tables la & lb about here.)

.

Part of the variation in departmentalized and resource room prograﬁs re=-

.
1

ported in Table 1b is due to the fact that tétal é;oup size was occasional{y
] . ’ :

ERIC , L o
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L}

less than 12. Therefore, even though the teacher was working with the
. entire group, the recorded observat*d/ is included undex small ggoup.
nd o . / .
. For this reason, the Chi-square/statistic for Table 1lb reflects both . C

’
o

program size and program grouping differences.

Tables 2 through 4 present the percent of time teachers spent on each

»

- . of the sixteen verbal'behaviors included on the observation instrument for
/ F K !

H

each of the three main comparisons in the -study, experimental and control,

. ' group size, and program type.

N
“

Major differences are noted in the level d% questioning category 2 7
(5 and 61 and level of student response categories (1 and 2). Differences

are also noted in the command/request and lecture category (8 and 9) and in

.

the acknowledging (12) category. All differences are in the anticipated

direction.

hlthough there is not a statistically significant qifference across the
four.program types, it may be observed that the heterogeneous program 156£s
more like the control group setting (Table 2) than it does any of the other
delivery systems.‘ Teachers working with heterogeneous populations that in-
clude only one to three gifted students ténd to carry on verbal interactions
resembling thoEe of untrained teachers..

Although the group size by verbal interaction category analyeis results

.

) in nonsignificant statistical difference, there_is one substantive difference,

i.e. the frequency of hi;her cognitive ievel'responsgs (2). The surprisingly

low frequency ‘of higher cognitive,responges_in;teacher interactions with

individuals reflects a aiagnostic pattern and/or management type questions.

Teachers working yith‘individuals more often focus attention on what the
. "= ’ T .
¢hild has done, how he/she has donc it, or what specific plans the student

has for next steps. It is also worth noting the relatively high frequency

- ! 4
»

*
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, N i .
of higher cognitive level questions ¢6) in gmall group settings. This
/ «
finding was unanticipated. é\' - A
. . /} )
(Insert Tables 2-4 about here.) E . .

<
~

fables 5 through 9 campare exﬁerimental (trained teachers cf the gifted)

with control teachers on two subseis of verbal behavior., Statistically sig-

"nificant differences are seen only in the guestioning behavior qg teachérs
And responding péttg;ns of students in Table 5 and in what hayeabeen'classi—

fied as positive attributes of:gifted classrooms and negative attributeg-gf
’ \ .

interactions with gifted students. Teacher responses to st'ient answers and
¢ N * . L

- R . . .2& -
initiated statements (Table 6) show almost no differences. ‘A set of neutral

teacher behaviors that were not expected to show differences between groﬁps
(Table 7) confirm expectations.

= . {Insert Tables 5-7 about here.)

PN

Table B”preSents a comparison of four particularly desirahle behaviors
' '

- in gifted classrooms. Teaehers trzined to work with gi}ted students carry"
- ’ Sn'tﬁése behaviors more often tﬁan untrained teachers.

o -, Table 9 presents a c;;paéison of seven less desirable behaviors in
inﬁeraefing with tﬂé gifted. Aithouéh ag;kn lacking in statistical sig-
nificance, there is a substantial difference in favor of the experimental

group.

- . [y

(Insert Tables € and 9 about here.) v
Tables 10 and 11 present verbal behaviors that tend to be less de~

sirable in gifted classrooms. ‘There. are no statistically significant . -

Ta- . differences across program type (Table 10) or size of group (Table llx‘for




»
«

this ‘subgroup of’behaviors. The heterogzneous classroom (Table 10) does

~

not have a substantially larger percentage of these behaviors (63.7%) than
the other three program types. Small groups (Table 11) “tend to have fewer

of these behavinrs (44.1%) than either interactions with large. groups or
~

‘individuals.

A (Iﬂsert‘T9b1es 10 and 11 about here.)

Tables 12 and 13 preseat results of what may be classified as neutral
interactions, i.e. interactions that are neither seen as articularly needed

. / - .
nor detrimental with gifted students. BAs expected, there \re no significant

differences and only minor ‘trends that are not interpreted.

k4

. ! . N
* (Inser&\Tables 12 and 13 about here.)
. ) . i - . .

\Tables 14_and 15 compare tyre of group and group size on the subset of

" interaction behaviors considered desirable for use with gifted populations.

Although statistical significance is not a characteristic of the findings,

- +

T it may be observed that trends favor small groups and any program.other than
LIS

-

a heterogengous grouping pattern.

(Insert "Tables 14 and 15 about here.) —~—

*

These relationships were hypothesized based on the content requirements

.

of each management structure. The Resource Room program focuses heavily on
-
N
differentiatiun with no academic content r xudirbments. Each of the other

' prégrams ha; the baélc curriculum to teach in déition to. differentiated
instruction. The nep;rtmentali;ed Program typically is responsible.for
mastery of oniy one Eontent area and studénts are chosen based on’péd—
ficiency in that area. Alnhougg the basic curriculum must be taught in

-

the self-contained classroom, homogeneous grouping would seem to contribute

17 AR




to substantial differentiation. Heterogeneous programs not only have
~ Py -

the basic curriculum to teach, but must also deal with a wide range of

~ abilities in students.

Discussion. _’ ’ #

Individualization

L

' Hypothesis 1 and 2 were confirmed by the data. There was a significant,
. Q§§gifference in the grouping patterns used by trained and untrainedoteachers.

As'exbected, the trained teachers used the three groupingfpatterns almost

i

equally, whereas the untraired teachers useq, predominantly large group

instruction. of the three grouping patterns, trained teachers used§§1ighéﬁy

L.

more one—to-one instruction than the other two. This is consonant with the

. a
s emphasis on meeting individual needs through independently pursued projects

¥ . !

. . in the differenciated curriculum. S , f Da

B

. . Hypothesi 3 was not confirmed. It was expected that .the frequency of

P A

a grouping pattern other than large group would increase across program types

-~ e -

from Departmentalized, Resource Room. Heterogeneous, to Self-Contained. The

results were an increase across program types from Self-contained, Depart-

mentalized. Heterogeneous, to Resource Room:; In conducting the observa- ’

tions, several reasons for this became apﬁarent. The self-contained class-
! rooms -were frequently characterized by brief large group instruction by a

o ‘ guest speaker, one or more of the students, or the teacher. 1In addition,
> /o,

x geveral .large group activities such as simulation games could not be'coded

o

) as small group or individual interaction because u§3ally the teacher'was an

A

. obgsexrver, On the. other hand, trained teachers in Heterogeneous and Depart-

» 4

mentalized programs were required to use small-.groups and individual inst-

“-ruction to accomplish differentiation. Iikewise, the Resource Room programs

obqervad‘leldom had enough students at eone time to be. classified as a lﬁrge

18 U -
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. * M 4 .
group even though instruction might have been occurring to the total group.

S _
In order to distinguish between these conditions, -a redefinitibn‘of large .

and small groups in terms of "total" and "subsét of the total" instead of

Lhe number of students would be needed, .

The- expectat{ons that traxned teachers would use different grouping
patterns than untrained teachers was fulfilled. Examined. by program type,

the.self—contained<egpérimental classroom most closely resembles the con-

&

trol group in the amount’ of large group instruction used,.but that is the

v -
extent of the similarity. The differentiated program in the self-contained . >

A S

program uses far more individual instructional activities than the pntrbl

gronp. Regardless of'proarém type it would seem to be the case that

¢

teachers of the gifted need to be adept in using differeni grouping patterns

to meet the needs of-their'particular instruptional group whether they be;\
L e

homogeneously or heterogeneously grouped

1%

Cognitive Quaiity of Intetaction T ¢§.-" i _@' .. ~. - .’

Hypothesis 4 was confirmed (Table 2). Categor;es 5 and 1 are lower

& 1

level questions and responses, and Categories 6 and. 2, higher lfvel ques-

tions and responses. Althdugh thevmethod of analysis did not permit specific
comparisons within those categories, visual'inépection reveals marked differ-~ ﬂ%
ences. Trained teachers asked lower level questions 11u9§ of' the time and

higher ievel qeustions%5;0% of the time whereas untrained teachers asked ,
lower level questions iS.S%,of th; time and higher ievel questions only 0;4?.

This difference in level of ques;ions was reflected in'the differences in
cognitive quality of stuéent response%.' Studepts of trained teachers had an
almost equal numb;r'of lower and higher level responées; 12.9% lower level,

3

12.1% higher level. sStudents of untrained teachers in whose classes very few




higher level questions were asked, responéed very seldom at a higher

.
b 1

cognitive level; 20.9% lower level, 0.9% higher level. It is interesting
to note that even though lower level questibns were asked a greater percent
of time, the cognitive level of students responses was. equal between lower

and higher levels. This could indicagé that whgn stud~nts are encouraged

s e .
e

to think at higher cognitive levels with sggg,quesfibns:-they do so in other.

P - ) ’ 3 ) *
situations as well. fThis is upported by the: common notion that gifted )
- ) . < ‘.

students sometimes do poorly on.standardized fésts‘because they read too

]

much into the guestions. . .

The total difference between trained and untrained teachérs on all cate-

) E ' .

gories was not significant. This was expected sinte the observation instru-.
ment was designed with positive, negative and neutral componeﬁts of a

- v

differentiated progran. . ) -t 2

Hypothesis 5 was not confirmed by the data. It was expectéd that "the
\ N N 3

) . o4 s . 3 . { -
largest percent of-higher cognitive level questions and responses would occur

in one-to-one interaction. Instead, the data indicate that the largest percent

i
— L

occurf in small groups.‘~0bservers report that individual interactions were

3

.. - S e R & .
often for the purpose of diagnosis, or management, i.e. checking on student's

. . R 3 ’

progréss on a particvlar task, and ﬁlanning for the next steps in a process.

Small groups were characterized by'groupq‘of students who had mastered ‘a set

» > Q
of common information, so the teacher's questions could more often require the
pProcessing of that information. Large group instruction was, as anticipated,

y

pPrimarily for relaying factual information. Teachers .seemed ‘to use higher

cognitive level questions only to begin or end a large group session.
Response Patterns
«
Hypothesis 6 was confirmed Sy the data. Trained teachers responded more

often to studeﬁts by making suggestions or acknowledging than by confirming,

correcting, or praising than untrained teachers did. The difference between

. ' . ' 23() :
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S . .
groups was most marked in Category 12; Acknowledging. The use of these

-valueless responses is particularly important in encouraging divergent

thinking (Feldhusen and Treftinger, 1974).

, Hypothe31s 7 was also confirmed by the data. Two categories,
- . . \
{,I ) . student's yolunteering information and teacherS'use of command/requests,

were taken és an indication of the degree of'stpdents' initiation of inter-

-
Y

s \ action. 1In both cateyories (4 and 8), results were in the expected dlrec~

. tdons. Establlsning an environment which encourages student initiated

N nehavior'is pParticularly important for-individualization agcyell as the
development of student ’independence.

. Overall Differentiation
]

Hypothesis 8 was confirrqed. There waé. a slight difference in ,cat‘eg;ory"
11- Teacher Observing. This difference mey be due tovfhe greater degree of’ )
continuous 1nvo1vement by trained teachers, but the difference is so small,
no conc%ysion é; Possible based on these data. g .
‘ Hypothesxs 9 was partia;ly confirmed. There was a statistically sig4
nificantrdifference between trained and untréined teachers on the positive{,
éomponents of differentiated instrn;tion.\_The?géyes no difference on the
negative components. Trained teachers did have' ﬂovaer, a~1ower percentage
-of behaniors in eacn'negative component categor&.
_Hypothesis-—10 was not confirmed.. There was no statistically sig-
nificahﬁ difference among program. types on positive, negqtive and neut;al
‘c nents of differentiated inetruction. The only trend noted is that
Hetercgeneoue progrems had a higher percent of negative components and a

lower percent of positive components. This would be expected because of the

fact that gifted students are a minority in these claesroops.
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Trained teachers of the gifted do enéage'in behaviors that are .
Gifferent from those of regular classroom teachers. Questionirg-if?!fe- s
gies, reinforcement patterns and lize And variety of'inst c%}onal groups
are the areas in which most notable differences occur.
Resource rooms demonstrated the highest ‘level of differentiation
uh;le heterogeneously organized classrooms demonstrated the lowest level.
A question of how such differentiation has been integrated into regular
acadenmic topics remains unanswexed in this study. .
 The highest frequency of desirable "differentiated teaching behaviors.
for the giftegd" occurs in small group interactions Surprisingly, inter~
actions with indfviduals tend not/to include significant percentages of
higher cognitive level questioning, This finding vas explained by further

analysis of the interaction in which !;agnoctic inquiries by the teachers

%

were found to predominate. That is, teachers' interactions with individuals

:focused on the students' use of time, materials and resources rather than on
» / N A ’ . . .
thought process. Specifically, planned higher cognitive level interactions

occurred most often in small group settings.

-

Summary “

Trained and untrained teachers of the gifted were observed and compared

in the areas of individualization, cognitive quality of interaction, response

patterns, and overall difrerentiation.' 2 svntematic classroom ebservation
-~

instrument developed for the study was effec“xve-in di.ferentiating between

-

the two groups. as expected, trained téachers used a greater variety
of instructional patterns, asked more higher cognitive level questions and
responded more facilitatively. Students in these classes gave more higher

(IR ’

.level responses and initiated interaction more often. Unexpected result§

>




L]

‘ occurs in small group settings..

included an indication that the most higher cognitive level activity

s

b

Relults from this study indicate that a teacher's qualifications

- for the classroom interaction component of 1nstructing\the gifted lie in:

<

’

—

1 -~ Use of a variety of'grouping'patterns. ~ " -

2 - 8pontaneous use of higher cognit;ve level questions.-

] =

3- Facilitative zesponding tather than correcting or praising

comments.

’

Vbrbal interertions utilized by teachers of the ‘gifted and mazntenance ‘

o

- of, a variety of grouping patterns designed to meet unique needs of gifted

. Btudents have been operationalized in ﬁgis study. Results may be used in

-

occurrence

’,

pre-servict training'prog;ams as well as program evaluation in which the

differentiatedfinstruction requires 6hlidation.

AN
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- Table la

\ VT Observations ' )
‘ - - . .
: X ) Group SiZe by.Teacher Training .

Total Observation
. Time ~ - \ .. '

Group _ (in_minutes) Large Group Small Group Individuals
- c T - N = 13+ N=2- 12 -
' ' . ; ~ , *
| Trained Teachers - 2,157 " 28% 33 39%
, Untrained Teachers 323 56% . 15% 29%

L Chi Sq = 17.56 df = 2 pg .001
¥
- \J
4
BN
Y - <4 |
, . ~ .




Table. lb

Observations

" Group Size by Program Type

Total Observation

) . Time '

Group (in _minutes)
" Depart- . .. 593

mentalized :

Self-Contained 553
Resource Room 510

. .
Heterogeneous 501

Large Group Small Group & 1Individuals
308 46 (68%) 228
51% . 04s (48%) 441
20% 37 (79%) 42%

268 358 (73%) 38s

-

Chi §q = 58.43 df = 6 P .001

24




: S : . Table 2 . ‘ c )
w7 ‘ Category of Interaction x Teacher Training
: i > in Percent of Time

vategory ’ ) - .

-

Teachers 1 2 3 475 ,.6 7 ,°°8 9 10 11 12 13 14 ,° 15 , 16
ggpériusnéal 12.9 ] 12.1} 6.5 | 14.0]11.9] 5.0 |'1.1] 5.6 |6.8] 2.6 0.8 | 11.6| 4.8 2.3 1.2 | 0.7
- 2 . - - . = X r3 R
Control - | 20.9 0.9! 6.9 9.7V15.5! 0.4 1-0.8f 9.1 I8.9! 1.5 1.7 7.8 6.6 4,41 3.8 l 0.7
, Chi Sq'= 23.41 df = 15 N.S.
’ ) N “Table 3 . : )
o e Category of Interaction x Program Type .~ ‘ ‘
’ OO in pPercent of Time
Program Category ' - : . T -
Type 1 2 3 4 5 6 7, 8 9 10 11 | 12 13 14 15 16 .
Dept. - | 13.7.] 13.0{ 6.2 |14.4 | 10.7] 5.1 | 0.7] 5.5 {5.2] 2.0 | 1.6 | 1%.2| 4.4 | 2.6 1 1.4 | 0.9
s.C. "11.7 8.8| 8.0 118.3 8.8] 3.7 | 2.4] 6.1 | 8.7} 3.4 1.0 9.8 4.3 2.3 0.8 0.8
R.R. 14.1 | 12.0] 6.6 J15.8 [11.5] 4.6 | 0.6] 3.3 | 6.7 3.1 1.1 8.2] 4.2 1.8 1.2 0.7
ﬂét. 20.3 4.1 5.5 1 9,0 l16.3! 3.7 1 0.71 7.2 1 2.5 1.4 0.4 10.61/ 6.5 3.6 2.5 0.6
. : SRS Chi Sq = 26.59 df =.45 N.S. .
.- ‘ ‘Table 4 .
Catddory of Interaction x Grouping Pattern: . -
in Percent of Time
Category 5 S y .
- pattern * 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9, .10 11, r12 ,. 13 14 15 , 16
large ) 15.9 | 8.8 | 5.3 |11.9 h3.5 | 3.0 | 1.4] 7.5 [ 7.8] 1.4 6.7 | 12.8 4.6 2.9 1.8 | 0.6
- small 14.1 {15.9 | 4.3 |12.9 ho.9'{ 7.5 | 0.8f 4.7 | 5.0/ 1.8} 0.5 | 11.8 5.4 2.5 1.5 0.4
- N 7 Y -
S * - N -
s _Individuoi ' 14.7 V 4.2 7 9.6 116.7 f12.7 1 2.6 1 1.1 5.0 | 8.2! 3.9 1.6 7.2 5.3 2.6 1.5 1.0

Chi Sq = 23.95 df = 30 N.S.
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Table 5
Questioning Components at Differentiated

Instruction by E;p; Control ’ . b

.

Cateqory -
’ 1 2 5 6 row total T
Exp. 12.9 |, 12.1  11.9 5.0 a9
¥ cont. - 20,9 0.9 T155 0.4 37.7
- Col. Total _33.8 13.0 27.4 5.4 79.6 S
" i | Chi sq = 15.95 af = 3 ?(;‘.'01’ o
.Table 6 7 . .
feacher Rﬁgponse Coméonents of Differentia;ed .
Instruction by Exﬁ. Control
- _Category .
‘ 10 12 .13 14 15 row total
Exp. 26 11.5 48 2.3 1.2 22.5 '
Cont. 1.5 7.8 6.6 4.4 3.8 24 1
Col: Total 4.1 . 19.4  11.4 6.7 5.0 46.6
| > chi Sq=3.20 af=4q NS
. Table 7 o
Neutr;l Coﬁponents of Instruction
) ! by Exp. Control
Categ;gy
3 7, 1 16 row total
N Exp. 6.5 1.1 0.8 0.7 _ 9.a"
Cont. 6.9 0.8 1.7 0.7 . 10,1 T
Col. Total s 13.4 1.9 2.5 1.4 19.2

Chi sq = .09 df = 3 N.S.
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o Table 8 R , T
| Fositive Components of Differentiated c L :
) , Instruction by Exp - Control . . ’ :
- 2 4__ 5 _ . 10 12 Total K
Exp. 12.1 14.0 5.0 2.6 11.6 3
‘pént.. o - 97 .04 15 . 7.8 20.3- -
Col. Total _ 13.0 2317 5.4 4.1 19.4 ' 65.6
- ﬁ - ) chisg=11.9 af'=4
R
) " Table 9
”\\\\ , Neglative Components of Differentiated
T " Instriction by Exp - Control
LA .
1 5 8 s 13— “14 15
Exp. 12.9  11.9 5.6 . .6.8 4.8 - 2:\5\\\ 1.2
Cont. 2009 15.5 9.1 8.9 6.6 4.4 3.8
Col. Total  33.8 27.4 14.7 | 15.7 11.4 6.7 5.0
‘ Chi sg = .42 aAf = 6
,/// L
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Table 10 _
, - Negative Components of Differentiated - \
. Instruction bv Prooram Type - .
in percent of time
Category . \
ongrm’ "‘v ) .”wi _,\
Type 1 5 . 8 9 - 13 14 15 " _Total v
., vapto 1307 1007 . 505 ) 50‘2 ' ‘04 . Qoé ; » 1.4 . 43.5
B 3 ’ . ) Y . ' D : .
s.C. - 12.3+ 8.8 ) 6.1 ‘8.7 4.3 2.3. . 0.8 42.3
" & R.R. 4.1 11.5 3.3 8.7 4.2 1.8° 12 . 42.8
Het. 20,3 16,3 - 7.2 7.5 6.5 5.6 . 2.5 .°% 68.7
2 Col. Tot. 59.4  47.3 ° 22.i  28.1 - 19.4  10.3 5.9  192.3
K Chi Sq = 3.20. af =18 N.S. _
- _ Table 11 .
Negative Comporients of Differentiated '
’ Instruction by Group Size ‘
in percent mgtime o )
- Category
Group . . . S - o Row | -
“Size 1 5 .8 9 13 14 15 °  7Total - -
N ~ ' K . .
Large 25.9  13.5 7.5 7.8 .- 4.6 2.9 1.8 54,0
SN ’ ; ' L3 *
. Small 4.1 109 ' 4.7 50 5.4 2.5 1.5 . 44.1
7 4.7 12.7 5.0 8.2 5.3 2.6 1.5 50.0
' Col. Tot. 44.7 ° 37.1. 17.2 21,0 _15.3 8.0 4.8 148.2
‘ o - Chi Sq = 1.59 4f = 12 N.S.
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e Table 12
Neutral Components of Digfc:cntia.ted
Instruction by Type of Program
' in percent of time. .
- ‘Category |
) N * . Row
Program 3. 7 . 1 16 Total
" Dept. . 6.2 0.7 1.6 0.9 9.40
I - — . : B N '3’
5.C.' ; 8.0 2.4 1.0 .0.8 11.48
“R.R. 6.6 0.6 1.1 0.7 . 9.0
Het.. 5.5 0.7 0.4 0.6 7.2 -
-Col:Total 26.3 “ 2.4 - 4.1 3 37.8
Chi Sq = .14 df =9 N.S.
) Table 13 .
; Neutral Components of Differentiated
in_ntruction by Group Size ’
in pexcent of time )
1, .
f Category .
Group . " C Row
« gize 3 t 1 16 Total
Large 5.3 1.4 0.7 0.6 8.0
. Small 4.3 0.8 0.5 0.4 6.0
' zna. 9.6 1.1 1.6 1.0 ‘ 13.3
Golitotal 19.2 3.3 2.8 2.0 27.3
TRk gy e : 1 .
e Chi sq= .09 df =6 nN.5. -
J " .-
. o E
. .
% __ .
¥ . ‘ |
[ < .
, 31 |
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Tahle 14 . © .
Positive cunponen,ts of Differentiated . '
3 .
Insm'ction by Type of Prog:aﬁ\)
R * in percent of time .
- ‘ ’ . ]
; Category ;
- ) - ; . ) ) _ Row ~-. -
Program . 2 4 6 4 10 12 (_Total = T
Dept. . 13.0 4.6 - 5.1 2.0 13.2 4.7,
. ¥ . . : : o - ;
s.c.’ : 8:8 18.3 3.7 3.4 9.8 4.0 -
R.R. 11,07 15.8 . . 4.6 31 T ‘8.2 427 ., :
B B‘to - ’ 4o.1 9.0 . 307 104 .o 10:6 \ 2808 . i';
Col. Total . 36.9 57.5 17.1 . 9.9 © 41.8 163.2
i . Chi Sq = 4.58 .df = 12 N,.S.
oo o . - Table1ls -
. — . ¢
Ppsitive Components of Differentiated ' .
i "Instruction by Group Size . )
- " in percent of time L. R
- Cateje'ry s > r )
Group " - - Row
Size o 2 4 . 6 10 12 - Total
Large . 8.8 11.9 3.0 1.4 12.8 37.9
Small -~ 15.9 12.9 7.5 . 1.8 .  11.8 - 49.9
) mdo . ,“ | 4o2 1607 2-6 : 309‘ 3 7.2 o ‘ 3406
o colo Tot‘l 28o9 ) N 4105 1301 T 701 3108 122o4
. - . - - a
-~ . ’ . ' “( . chi sq - 9089 df - 8 NoSo




Appendix .

1 T ‘
¢

dDifferentiated Instruction: A Classrcom Verbal Interaction Scale

- -
-

This instrument is designed as a live classroom observation instrument.
A frequency tally is recorded for every discrete piece of verbal behavior
emitted by a teacher and student(s) with whom the teacher is interacting.

Student Talk

'~;\: ' Categoix Label ‘ . . Behavior |
. "*\.\\ I . * . ) -
~1- S lower level Responsge * The student offers a response based
) . ' on recall and/or comprehension of -

information. .

2’ Higher Level Response The student provides evidence of pro-
cessing information in oxder to create
a response.

3 Question The student asks a question. :

4 Information The student volunteers to share infor-

, ’ mation not in direct response to a
teacher directive.

Lo X '
Teacher -Talk (Indirect) : ) : ‘

5 Lower Level QuesStion The teacher asks'a question defined as
, . knowledge or comprehension. (Bloom Taxonomy)

6 Highe. Level Question The teacher asks a question defined as
. &, : Application, Analysis, Synthesis or
Evaluation according to Bloom's Taxonomy.
7 Small Talk The ‘teacher engages in personal conver-
" sation with the student. .

-

Teacher Talk (Direct)

<

8 ) Command/kequest The teacher makes & statement for which
' . . either an overt or covert student response
is anticipated.

.9 Lecture/Instruction The teacher,is presenting information for
which no immediate student response is
required.

10 . Suggestion l The teacher offers a student one of

. gseveral alternative opportunities.




Teacher Talk (Responding)

1 ) Observing . The teacher is listening to or
watching students engaged in inter+
) acting with each other or with materials.

12 Acknowledging The teacher merely indicates that a
« : student response or request has been
. offered.

13 Confirming w The teacher indicates that a student
. : - response meets some criteria established
. ) for the ' group.

14 Cérrecting . The teacher provides feedback” designed
¢ . to’ modify or correct a student response.
4 -
: 15 Praising ! The teacher provides positive praise
’ .. ’ oL . ‘for the students coritribution.

Teacher Talk (General)

16 _ General Management oriented and/or non-definable
teacher behavior. .

&
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