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Introduction

Teacher monitoring is viewed as an important instructional behavior that

influences student learning. Many effective teaching models with the monitoring

component have emerged from a plethora of research studies on effective teaching.

These research studies have found that monitoring seatwork and homework

assignments positively influence student achievement scores (Goldberg, 1985;

Stalling, 1985)

As a result of the teacher monitoring findings, many states have developed and

implemented instructional models with a monitoring component. To be an effective

teacher, all teachers are expected to demonstrate monitoring behaviors. For example,

the Tennessee Instructional Model (TIM) views monitoring as an element of instruction.

Therefore, teachers are expected to allocate some classroom time by walking around

to supervise students' on-tasks behaviors and to facilitate their practice learning

opportunities.

The Problem

To a large degree, teachers have primarily been viewed as the facilitator of

student learning and monitor of practice opportunities. This concept is due largely to

effective teaching research that has focused on the teacher-student relationship in

classrooms.

On the other hand, subsequent studies have found that monitoring behaviors of

parents and self can also foster learning. That is, parent monitoring at home

influences student achievement (Campbell, 1987; Mills, 1989). Tomarken &

Kirschenbaum (1982) contend that positive self-monitoring can lead to successful

outcomes when people are trained. What these studies strongly suggest is that other

instructional support systems can be used to supervise and facilitate with the student
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learning process.

Many classroom are equipped with paraprofessionals who assist with students

and classroom activities, especially with special learning problems. In many cases,

paraprofessionals are often viewed as the second teacher in the classroom. They

frequently serve as monitors with various classroom activities. Yet, there seems to be

a void in the literature concerning paraprofessionals in classroom settings. Little or no

research has been conducted to examine the effects of paraprofessionals or teacher

aides on student learning. Therefore, paraprofessionals are very seldom trained to

perform the expected instructional behaviors as regular teachers are.

Purpose of the Study

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the effects of three types of

monitoring sources on student learning. The three monitoring effects were the teacher,

the teacher aide, and peer help. The study also examined the effect of no-monitoring

help on student learning. The secondary purpose was to determine significant

differences between the four groups of monitoring with the student learning.

Methodology

During the academic 1991-92 year, the experimental study was conducted

during the second six-weeks grading period at a high school in East Tennessee. This

grading period was selected because it had fewer interruptions, and the students were

re-orientated to a nery school year.

Forty-three seventh (N = 30) and eighth (N = 13) graders were randomly

selected from math classes. With the sampled groups, two random procedures were

necessary because two math classes had a large number of special education

students. The first random sampling did not include special education students. A
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sample of special education students were randomly selected from that particular

population. This sampling procedure was used to avoid having too many special

education students in one group or the other. It was important for tie researchers to

keep the groups equally distributed as possible.

Subsequently, the seventh and eighth graders were then randomly assigned to

one of four groups. Group I was identified as Teacher Help; Group II as Peer Help;

Group III as No Help, and Group IV as Aide Help. After students were assigned to one

of the groups, the groups were then randomly matched with the style of monitoring that

each would do throughout the experimental period.

Three monitors were selected for the study. Since one of the researchers was

a teacher at the school, this researcher served as one monitor for the group. Chapter

1 aides served as monitors for another group. In one group, the students paired

themselves off differently each day to monitor each other. The last group worked

independently as self-monitors or without any monitoring.

Monitoring guidelines and instructions were given to all participants. The

guidelines described how the monitoring of seatwork/homework would be conducted.

Each group received the same instruction at the beginning of each class session.

assignments were given for the seatwork/homework. Groups I, II, and IV received

special monitoring guidance for performing their seatwork/homework.

Group 1 (teacher help) After the seatwork/homework assignment is given,

the teacher may then observe the student's work and help the student with problem

areas in the assignment. The teacher will observe the student's work carefully, and

reteach whatever is necessary.

Group 2 (peer help) - After the seatwork/homework assignment is given, the

students may help each other by comparing their work, check for errors, and help each

other with the understanding of the particular assignment. If one student observes that
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another student is having difficulty with the assignment, he or she may help that

student, or may ask for help from the teacher. The teacher may help the student with

the problem with which the student is having difficulty, but no other assistance may be
given.

Group Ill (no help) - After the seatwork/homework assignment is given, the

students must work independently at his or her seatwork/homework assignment.

However, the student may ask for help from the teacher, but the teacher will not initiate

the help. After the teacher has assisted with the student, the teacher will not check for

understanding of other encountered problems.

Group IV (aide help) - After the seatwork/assignment is given, the student

will be monitored by the Chapter 1 paraprofessional. This teacher aide may observe

the student's work and help with problem areas in the assignment. However, the

paraprofessional may not help any other groups other than the group that is assigned

to her.

After the guidelines had been given, each class was reassigned in their seating

arrangement. The groups were then placed in areas where they would be sitting

together. This arrangement was done in order to help the monitors with their

accessibility to the students to whom they would be monitoring. Both monitors and

those being monitored knew their tasks.

Each day the objective was stated and written on the board for the entire class.

The class time was divided into two parts. During the first half on the class period, a

lesson was taught from the objective. Upon instructional completion, the monitoring of

the session began with the monitoring process. The monitoring process was used

throughout the grading period and at the conclusion of a posttest.

Each student in each group had his/her work checked for understanding as he

or she performed the assignment. The person who monitored the assignment could
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offer suggestions for correcting the mathematics problem in which the student would
be working. Group III worked independently without the assistance of a monitor. Each
group member was responsible for completing the seatwork/homework assignment,
and was responsible for having the assignment ready the next day of class.

With the experiments, weekly quizzes and a posttest were given. Individual
records of achievement scores were maintained throughout the monitoring period.
These records included daily grades, quiz grades, and the final six week's test grade.
These grades were then averaged, ranked, and compared within and between
groups. In addition, I.Q. scores for each student was recorded.

Data Results

The eighth grade class adapted to the experiment more quickly than the

seventh grade class did. Perhaps this result was partially due to the eighth graders
having more experiences in the junior high setting.

The initial phase of the study went smoothly; however, after a short period of
time, only the eight grade class managed to stay on task throughout the experimental

study. In addition, one seventh grader withdrew from school as the study was being
conducted.

Descriptive, correlational, multiple regression, and one-way analysis of
variance (ANOVA) were used to statistically analyze the monitoring effect of teacher,
teacher aides, and peer on achievement scores. To test significant statistical
monitoring and achievement score differences, the level of significance was set at .05.
Descriptive Summary

A descriptive summary of the data showed average mean achievement scores
before and after monitoring behaviors. In fact, during the first six weeks before

monitoring, achievement mean scores were higher than posttest scores with
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monitoring. For example, the pretest mean score with daily grade (76.3), quiz (75.0),
and test (78.3) was higher than the posttest scores in these areas. It was evident that
monitoring did not increase achievement mean scores.

The Impact of Monitoring

When the data were analyzed for monitoring influences, there was hardly any
correlation between any of the achievement scores and monitoring sources. For
example, the coefficient value with monitoring and posttest scores was hardly visible
(r= .06). Low coefficients also resulted with daily grades (r= .09) and quiz (r= .04).
Perhaps these findings were partially due to inconsistent monitoring behaviors with
one teacher aide, as well as the school's change with decreased instructional time.

Nevertheless, the data were further analyzed for significant correlations with
achievement scores. It was observed that the three academic performance levels
during both six weeks had high correlations. The high coefficient values with the
pretest and posttest achievement scores could be observed. A significant correlation
was found between pretest daily and test scores (r= .75, p = .0000) and quiz scores (r=
.57, p = .0002). It was interesting also to observe the significant relationships between
the first and second-six weeks. Daily scores during the first six weeks significantly
influenced daily (r= .68) and test (r= .67) scores during the second six weeks. Similar
findings were found with testi and quiz2 scores (r= .77), testi and test2 (r= .79).

Expected significant correlations were found with I.Q. and achievement scores at all
three performance levels.

Predictable Factors with Achievement

Multiple regressions procedures were used to determine the effect of monitoring
on posttest achievement scores. Pretest achievement scores were also analyzed for
their effect on posttest achievement scores.
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It was expected that since earlier correlational findings with monitoring were

low, there wouldn't be much effect on achievement. Multiple regression results

confirmed monitors did not have an effect on any posttest achievement scores.

Therefore, the monitoring behaviors of teacher, teacher aide, and peer could not

predict the student achievement. On the other hand, the combined monitor effect with

posttest achievement scores did produce high predictable effects. For example,

monitor and daily posttest scores had a 34% effect on quiz scores, while monitor and

daily scores could predict test scores 57% of the time. Monitoring behaviors and quiz

scores only had a 28% effect on test scores.

The highest predictable effect on posttest achievement scores could easily be

observed with pretest achievement scores. If the students scored high on their pretest

daily, quiz, and test grades, the likelihocd they would do well on posttest achievement

scores. In fact, pretest scores had 64% effect on posttest daily grades, while pretest

scores had a 65% effect on the test grades. The effect with posttest quiz grades was

only 27%. Afterwards, the researchers decided to analyze grade level effect on

pretest and posttest achievement scores. With pretest posttest scores, grade level had

no effect. Yet, the combined grade effect with IQ, monitor, and pretest scores was high

with posttest achievement scores. 77% of the variance found in posttest daily grades

was explained by these factors. Student's daily grades, quiz, and test scores during

the first six weeks without monitoring had the greatest beta effect on the posttest daily

scores (R2=.76). Only 44% of the variance in quiz2 was explained by the factors.

Pretest scores with daily, quiz, and test could also be predicted from grade, IQ,

and monitoring scores. In fact, 67% of the variance found in the daily scores and 63%

of the variance in quiz scores were explained by these scores. Test scores had the

highest predictable value (R2=.79) from these daily and quiz scores, grade level, 10,
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and monitn-. Daily grades had the greatest beta effect (42%) on predicting test scores.

Monitoring Differences

Monitoring and achievement scores were elso analyzed for statistical significant

differences between student groups. First, monitoring group differences with posttest

achievement scores were analyzed with one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and

ANOVA with repeated measures. The results showed no significant monitoring group

differences with posttest achievement scores.

With repeated measures of ANOVA, the monitoring group effect on posttest

scores did not change. The various monitoring groups did not a significant effect with

repeated measures of posttest scores. Achievement scores were the same with

paraprofessional and peer help as with teacher help. These findings strongly suggest

paraprofessionals and peer monitoring should be considered as valuaole resources

with student learning.

Conclusions

Although this study was limited in scope, there are some implications that

paraprofessionals and peer help can facilitate regular teachers with student learning.

If paraprofessionals are placed in classroom settings to facilitate teachers, it is evident

that more research is needed to determine the classroom effects with teacher aides.

This study has attempted to identify other availably classroom resources that can

assist teachers with shared instructional and n ''pring time with students.

There is also some implication from the study that very little attention has been

given to monitoring behaviors of teachers. What is known from research on effective

teaching is that student learning increases with teachers who walk around to facilitate

students with seatwork assignments. However, the specific monitoring behaviors with

varied student abilities is unclear. The study suggest more research is needed to

identify effective monitoring behaviors. When we understand how monitoring
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behaviors can be effectively employed, parents can continue the process with student

homework.
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