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ABSTRACT
<

The complex interaction between teacher and pupils
jdentified by the concept of classroom control has been
neglected as a research topic by both educational and psy-
chological researchers. Consequently, the training which
Education majors receive is often regarded by teachers as
inadequate in preparing them to deal effectively with the
problems which arise in the classroom. The study presented
here is the initial effort to develop a description of
effective teachers which could be useful in training future
teachers,

The conceptualization employed is based on the work of
Ossorio (1966a). In essence, this means that teachers
should be regarded as individuals who engage in intentlional
action, that they have a history of doing so, and that the
type of behavior description to be employed must be as
complex as the behavior belng -described. The type of de-
scriptions used here is in accord with a "rule-following®
model. Thus, there is no sttempt in this study to artifi-
cially reduce the complexity of the teacher-pupll
interaction in order to use a less complex descriptive
systemn.

The method employed involved the observation of slxteen
teachers in their best and worst classes (as identified by
the teachers) for a period of ten hours in each class., Each

of four observers was assigned four teachers and observed.
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f{3 both classes of these teachers. The same oObservers were

used to provide measurements of the classroom control achieve- ]
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meats of the teachers that were not assigned to them,

é?( The results would seem to support the continued devel-

g ;a opment of the type of description employed here. A medlan
;g §L~ split of the teachers in terms of classroom control achieve-
é Egj ments was accompanied by the hypothesized discrimination in

an analysis of variance of the two groups in terms of the

]

policies followed maintaining classroom control. The

failure of the group by policy interactiorn to be signifi-
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cant, however, prevented an examination of the discriminating

power of the individual policies. While 1t is recognized

T
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that further conceptual and empirical work is required

undertaken, this initial effort provides strong evidence

ild vefore the final test of attempting to train teachers is

that the type of description used in this study is worthy

of further exploration.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

To & person living during the soclial turbulence of
the past decade, the relevance of much soclal science
research to contemporary sccliety must seem questionable.
In an era of frequent racial riots, student unrest, open
conflict over national policles, and even political assas-
sinations, it would appear that any research which does
not have direct connections with such social disturbances
would require considerable justification, particularly if
the research is supported by public funds.

Additional demands for justification would seem to
arise from the criticisms of the social sciences, partic-
ularly psychology, by philosophers such as Louch (1966),
Teylor (1966), and even from psychologists themselves
(Ossorio, 1966a). Although it would be too much of & di-
gression to investigate these criticisms in detall, the
thrust of such authors seems to be focused on the "ccncep-
tual confusion! existing in psychology which results in
trivisl research and the isclation of psychological sci-
ence from contact with behavioral phenomena that cccur
outside of a laboratory.

In a2 real sense, there 1s usually nothing of soclal
significence that hinges on psychological research., If
psychologlsts understand the phenomena identiflied in the

first paragraph of this Introduction, it seems doubtful
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that such understanding stems from their scientific activ-
ities. Rather, such understanding would seem to be due %o
the fact that reasonable and intelligent men (even if they
are psychologists) are able to make judgments on the bagis
of evidence that is not collected in laboratories by paper
and pvencil “instruments" and subjected to some "sopnisti-
cated" statistical data analysis. One need only read the
comments and analyses of such socizl phenomena that egre
provided by social scientists to realize thas they diffex
1little in quality from that provided by other astute, but
non-scientific, observers of ppe human condition.

It is because of the acceptance of the responsibility
of the sociel scientist to the socliety in which he lives
that an attempt is made here to provide social as well as
professional Justification for this research. Therefore,
there are two bases upon which it is contended that the
present study is justified: First, it is explicitly deal-
ing with a problem which 1s of real importance to a large
segment of the population (i.e., teachers), and if t.ie
ways that children are treated influences the kinds of
adults which they become, the value to the socliety from
improving the competence of teachers could be consider-
able, Thus, there is something that hinges on this study
because it deals with a soclally significant "practical
problen,

There will be no attempt here to deal with what has

become a "sacred cow" in modern soclal science. To state
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seem TO be any attempts by such researchers to dezl with
the teacher-pupil relationsnhip--in a way that would be:

1) sufficiently comprehensive to include all the actlons
of the teacher relevant to classroom control; .and 2) sug-
gestive“of content to be used in Ttraining future teachers

& curricuium can ve made more relevant
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to The demands made upon the classroom teacher. The pre-

sent study then, is an attempt to deal with the complexity

of The teacher-pupil relationsihip in the hope that an

epproach wnich takes this complexity into account might

lead to the development of an adeguate teacher training

program,

There 1s little point in assinmilating the problems .
of the classroom teacher to those identified by sociolo-
glsts as ones involving "soclal control." The implication
of such an approach would be that all such problenms are
"Che same" under some description, and therefore the most
fruitful approéch would be to identify how the teacher's
problems are the same as those of the summer camp director,
the university president, the army first sergeant, the
police, and the federal government, among others. This of
course makes the Junior high school student “"the same"
under some description to the alcoholic, the prostitute,

e minority group, a military unit, and any other individ-
uals or groups whose behavior is discrepant from that which
1s cefined as acceptable, It may well be the case that

under some description Jjunior high school students are the

[




used to Jjustify the present effort.

The second claim to justification of the present

study stems not from the substantive content but the con-
LJ ceptualization employed. In this study, there is the
] attempt to deal with behavioral phenomena at the conceptual
level'appropriate to them., Consequently, no kind of re-
ductionism 1s used to simplify the complexity found in
the behavior of humen adults. While the type of descrip-

Tlon employed in this study is one with which we are

— familiar as laymeh, it is not commonly used (at least

-~ explicitly) by psychological researchers., The recognition *

sentation in Chapters Two and Three. Chapter Two presents

[: that such is the case accounts for the rather lengthy pre-

the baslc conceptual components of the work of Ossorio

(1966a) and deals mainly with what is observed because

(»—.;.._.,«\
[RS—

thls is an observation study. Chapter Three provides the
conceptuallizationcof the problem of classroom control

which underlies the method used in this study.

— .

The reasons given for justifying the present study

made reference to the criticisms of psychology by modern

e i,
]
L

philosophers, and the presence in the soclety of wide-

spread distunbences which would seem to demand the

exclusive attention of social scientists. 4n additional

reascn for providing such justification stems from the
aimost total lack-of previcus research which is directly
relevant. Thls is not to deny the voluminous research

that nas been done on aspects of the educational process
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which are related to the concept of classrocm control,
but to deny that such resgarch leads directly to the type
of approach used in the present study.

The concept of classroom control is extremely com-
plex, Since it is a concept that is primarily relevant to
the actions of teachers (and not pupils), almost any ac-
Tion of the teacher can be redescribed in terms of this
concept. Thus, a review of the literature dealing with
classroom control would be an impossible task If it were
to include only 2 small sample of the research that would
be relevant to this comprehensive concept. Obviously,
there Wwill be no attempt here to deal with reseerch that
appears under such labels as motivation, learning and
adjustmént of students. However,; it should be equally ob-
vious that the teacher's ability to “motivate" the
students, for example, is alsc a classroom control abila-
ity. It 1s such because this ability would be involved
in achieving the objectives which teachers have, and the
measure of this abiliﬁy would be the extent to which the
actions of students were influenced. In short, the con-
cept of classroom control enables one to recogq}ze that
there are many distinctions among teacher actions that can
be made; however, these actions are not themselves to be
distinguished from classroom control actions. Thus, it
is the concept of classroom control which provides unity
and coherence to the studles which deal with different

aspects of the teacher-pupil relationship.
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To some extent, there exists in educatlional llitera-
ture the tendency to use the term classroom control as a
euphemism for "discipline." "Buphemlsn" ls an appropriate
term here becauge the most common usage of "discipline"
has apparqntly undesiraole connotations for some cducators,
Eowever, as Bowman (1959) has pointed out, the term “"dls-
cipline" has many different uses, not all of which ar
concerned with the teacher's punitive response to class-
room devliance, |

No attempt will be made to explore the conceptual
relationships that exist among such terms as classroom
control, classroom management, discipline, etc., other
than to emphasize that the coacept of classroom control
is not limited to the teacher's responses to deviant pu-
pils. Nevertheless, it is "discipline problems" which
indicate the value of the broader concept of classroom
control because they are generally regarded as an index
of the teacher's lack of ability to control a class., It
is obvious, then, that the absence or infrequency of dis-
¢cipline problems indicates actions by the teacher which are
relevant to the incidence of deviance but which may not b=
direct responses to deviant students.

The usual response by researchers studying disclipline
problems, however, involves regarding then as a "disrup-
tion" of the relationship between the teacher and class.,
This conceptualization cf discipline problems results in

the Tallure to see that there can be some description
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(provided by the concept of classroom centrol) under which
teaching and disciplinary actions are "the same." Conse-
quently, there is & tendency to overlook the integrity of
the teacher-pupil relationship and conclude that disci-
pline is a topic which can be treated independently of the
total classroom setting. . Thus, a line of research re-
stricted to the imhmediate response of the teacher to a
deviant action seems plausible.

This was the approach used by Kouain, Gump, and Ryan
(1961) which they introduced by saying:

The origins of the researches to be summarized

here lay in the authors’' feelings of 1nadequacy

in trying to help teachers, especially begin-

ning ones, with problems of importance to them.

Teachers' questions agbout "what to do when

Johnny disturbs" have been shrugged off with

impatience, or have been answered with slogans

or "principles." Scientific research about

the technology and theory of controlling mis-

behavior in a classroom is elther lacking or

inadequate (p. 235).

Unfortunately, the types of research which are sum-
marized by these authors seem to be just as "inadequate"
as those to which they make reference. The experiments
were carried out in a classroom setting but involved the
use of a person who was not the regular teacher. The time

&l‘”" )
reguired for the experiments was very short. The effec-
tiveness of the technigues used {(verbal responses of the
"seacher" to a stooge) was measured immediately, not in
terns of subsequent deviancies, but in terms of responses

on a rating scale which dealt with questions as to how

f2ir the student regarded the technique, whether he lliked
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the person acting as the teacher, and if he felt like ve-
having in a deviant fashion after observing the techniligue.
Nevertneless, the effects upon otner students of a given
veroval response by the teacher to a deviant studeant are
uadoubtedly relevant to conslder in exploring the general
problem of classroom control., 4 more sultable approacn,
however, would require consideration of the natural setting
of the classroom with the regular teacher in attendance.

In this respect, the author is in agreement with the
positicn taken by Medley and Mitzel (1962):

Underlying this approach is a fundamental postu-

late which should be stated explicitly. If we

disregard incidental contacts between teachers

and pupils outside the classroomn, then any ef-

fect the teacher has on the pupils is mediated

by some overt classroom behavior on the teach-

er's parc. Since the behavior takes place in

the classroom, 1t is therefore capable of being
seen by a properly trained cbserver (n. 317).

While the above statement sounds plausible, one has
to be cautious if he is not to be misled. It is unlikely,
for example, tThat one could attach a great deal of signi-
Ticance to any single action of a teacher, whether a
verbal response as studied by XKounin, Guup and Ryan, or
any other type. One would certainly note (as has Ossorio,
19662) that an action derives some of its significance
from the serles of actions of which it is & part, Thus,
wnile both good and poor teachers could engage in an ac-
tion that might be Jjudged "the same" on the besis of
iimited obsefvation, one could granv wilthout reservation

that the acticns could be parts of different series and
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thus would have different meanings,

In regerd to the actions that Teachers take when
Taced with apparent threats to tTheir control of the class-
room, it is interesting to note that many teachers do not
Tind their college training to be of much value. Rather,
it was "family, pre-college or college extra-curricular
experiences"” which the teachers ldentified as providing
the abilities to deal with the “human relations" problems
in the classroom (North Central 4ssociation Quarterly
1963), If such is the case, it indicates a deplorable de-
ficiency in teacher training., UWnhether such researcn as
is reported here can help to eliminate such a defliclency
rencins to be seen but it is clear that the family and
extra-curricular experiences of Education students cannot
be a substitute for an adequate training program,

Thus, although some attempts have been made to deal
with discipline problems, the comment by Woodruff (1960)
in the Encyclopedia of Educational Research 1s still ap-
propriate,

The concept of discipline or of disciplinary

procedures as a characteristic of the condi-

tions under which learning occurs presents sone

serious problems to the conduct of research, as

evidenced by the fact that as of this publica-

tion there is still almost no research to

report on that concept as such (p. 381).

Perhaps the absence of research on this topic reflects
the recognition by educational researchers that 1t is not

a topic which can be studied independently of the rest of

the teacher-puplil interaction. Unfortunately, there do not
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seem to be any attempts by such researchers to deal with
the teacher-pupil relationship-in a way thet would be:
1) sufficlently comprehensive to include all the actions
of the teacher relevant to classroom controcl; .2nd 2) sué-
gestivé>of content to be used in training future tezchers
so that the college.curriculum carnl De made more relevant
To The demands made upon The classroom teacher. The pre-
sent study then, is an attempt to deal with the complexity
of the teacher-pupil relationship in the hope that an
epproacn wnich takes this complexity into account might
lead To the development of an adeguate teacher training
program,

There 1s little point in assimilating the problems
of' The classroom teacher to those identified by sociolo-
glsts as ones involving "social control." The implication
of such an approach would be that all such problems are
"the same" under some description, and therefore the most
fruitful approéch would be to identify how the teacher's
problems are the same as those of the summer camp director,
the university president, the army first sergeant, the
police, and tne federal government, asmong others. This of
course makes the junior high school student "the same"
under some description to the aleocholic, the prostitute,
a minority group, a military unit, and any other individ-
uals or groups whose behavior is discrepant from that which
1s Cefined as acceptable., It may well be the case that

under some description juanior high school students are the

10
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same as these others, and that tne teacher is the sane as

those who have the function of establishing and maintain- —
ing behavior expected cf others. ut the resources availarle

to teachers vary considerably from those avallevle to others

who might be like her under some descriptlion; and the Jjunior
- highn school student difiers in so many respecis from those
who would be like him under some description that there

seens little to be geained by identifying such a sinilarity.

| The concept cof classroom coatrol seers sufficlently coxm-
- plex Tor consideration of the teacner-pupil relationshir,
i = and until more data are avallable about this relationship,
% ; ‘ it does notT seen advisable To accent similarities with
; , - other relationships until one can describe similarities
Lﬁ } él ' and contrasts with greater precision thaa is now possible,
t | In sum, then, the work presented here is of dual f
o interest, I'irst, the substantive content iavolves thre
practical problem of identifying something wnich could bve
- useful in training future teachers to have greater compe-
Q tence in classroom control., Second, this work makes use
. of the conceptualization of Persons provided'by Ossorio
j (19662), whiech is.independent of any particular substan-

E Tive content. In the next two chapters, it is showm how
this conceptualization facilitates the exploration of

classroom control.
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CHAPTER 2
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEVOZK EWMPLOYED

The conceptual framework employed in this study is

that provided by Ossorio (1966a). Since ocnly selected

Sl
0]

complex position ar

O

-~ A o mam do o o] 2 4 P
asyp Thi presented, .1t must

cts of
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be recognized that the presentation may be somewhat mic-
leading due toc the inablliuy to point out 211 of the
interrelationships which make the system what it is.
Consequently, the reader is encouraged to explore the
position as presented by Ossorio himsell (see References).
Ffor the reader who is totally unfamiliar with his
work, a brief characterization of Ossorio's position mey
be helpful before examining t@e specific aspects which
are Girectly relevent to the research presented here.
Firsi, 1t should be emphasized that Ossorio has not pro-
vided a theory of humen behavior as that term is tradition-
ally used in psychology, but is attempting the develorment
of what he calls a Descriptive Psychology'wnich will
ldentify the subject matter of psychology. Apparently, it
was the inability to identify psychological subject nmatter
independentiy of particﬁlar theories that called for such
& description of the subject matter. This inability made
1t impossible for a neophyte (or veteran for that matter)
to compare positions of the various theorisis in regarcé to
particular topics as the topics were defined in terms of

the theorles, & description of subject matiter which was

i
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For Ossorio, the subject matler cf psychology is
Persons. "Fersons" is used here as referring to a concept

-

but as human beings are the paradigm cas

=

®

e 0

psychology. This

~

should not be taken as a derogatlion of those investigators

they are the obvicus subject matter ot

who are interesied in other subject matier, but it is an

attempt to provide a description of psychological subjectT

matter rather than simply defining psychology asz the
"study of behavior" or "that which psychologists study.”
Ossorio's task consists mainly of explicating what he re-
gards as a distinctive descriptive sysien (i,e., one which

cannot be replaced by another descriptive system) which is

ct

he type of descriptive system provided by Person concepts.

k]

n doing this, he is able to show that extant theories of

L

psychology are all incomplete and severely iimited in what
they are able to deal with due to the lack of linguistic
resources for description of complex behavior, However,
28 Ossorio has pointed oug, theoretical deficiencies are
often overcome by the implicit (and apparently unrecog-
nized) use of the Person concept,

In performing this task of delineating the subject
matter of psychology which would be independent of partlc-

ular theoretical formulations, Ossorio has been strongly

"
3
i)
‘...l

uenced by what has been called “ordinary language"

vhilosophny. It should be empnesized, however, that

13
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Ossorlio does not see nis work as bvelng "philosophical" in

two important senses: 1) Although his position involves

‘,.-.’
[

dealing with the logical coannections of toncepte (partic-

]

wlarly Person concepts), he does not pursue this aspect of
his task in the fashion characteristic of the analytic
philosophers; 2) Ossorio weintains that the task of defin-~

ing the subject matter of psychology is a psychologic

task., It is his contention that psychologists have been
unduly influenced by pnilosophers (particularly philoso-

phers of science) by permitting such philosopdhers to define,

«

not only the subject matter, but the model (i.e., the
“semantic" model) to which emplrical research should con-
form. In contrast, Ossorio urges psychologists to liber
ate themselves from undue influence by recognizing that
peychology is en autornomous science which is not dependent
upon philosophny for a do inition of its task. Nor should
psycnology be burdened With restrictions on theory or
methodology wnich arise Trom gdvoczltes of the "Unity of
science" position, It is the primary task of psychology
to provide an adequate account of human behavior, If
theories and methods satisfy & secondary criterion of
being in conformance with what is known about humans from
other sciences (e.g., paysiology), that is to be valued
but 1t should not determine the procedures required for
verlorming the primary task.

- 23

Lccording to Ossorio, a description of the subject
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tate the recognition of the autonomy of
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psycaology waich wouid not only unburden it from tre re-
straints imposed upon it, dut weuld also illuninate the
subject matter in a way which would encourage the exclora-

Person (capitalization is used here to denobte that it is

The person descriptions with which we are all familisr

invelve, in one way or another,

logical parameterss 1) Know, 2) Want, 3) Know-how and
L) Performance, These are discussed more extensively for

two reasons: a} They provide the bases for the various
types of behavior description which Ossorio has deline-
ated; and b) by the identification of these as the
structural (logical) aspects of intentional actlion, it is
possible to see how the descriptioans preseantly used in
paychology depend upon the coancept of intentional action
without identifying it as such (and in fect, in sone

casgs, strenucusly denying that intentional actior is

o

ccacept vhat is relevant to a behavioral science).
The neuristic device used by Ossorio for the inten-

tional actlon paradigm is a dlamond with the Tour corners




i -
é ' 1€
i
§? s zabeled with the parameters identifled above, The Xnow
* % ] parexeter calls attentlion to the fact that to engage in
§ j B intentional action reguires distinguishing something from
|- § g scmeihning else., AU The ninimun, the Person 1s able ©o
X % — Gistinguish what he wants from other things. NMore cou-
i B - plexly, the Xnow aspect directs attention To the concepntis
l% il that a Person uses (including the Person concept). There .
f i is ro entallment here that the Person is aware of the dise-
| tinctions that are involved his behavior in the sense
r of teing avle to ticule them if he were asked to do
L] so; but coaversely, neither is it implied that he could
not., The point being mede here is that making distince
N tions 1is a logical reguirement of the concept of inten-
ﬁ) i Ticnal action dbut there are no implications about the
- state of awareness of the Perscn,
-~ The Yent parameter denoftes that the Person wants
(] somnething or has & reasca Tor doing something. That this
- 1s & logical requirement is probably most easily under-
? 1 : stocd as it would be uninteliigible to speak of intentionz
| i . action wnere nothing was wanted. The m&jor problens arise
] with This pareneter when it is seen as a "mental cause" of
;
) The actlon observed. & point which requires emphasis,
o - tnen, is that thls, 1lke the others, i1s a logical feature
of intentional actiocn,
) g { The Xnow-how parameter idsntifies the logical reguire-
; L, ment that an iIntentiornal acticn is not an accident nér a
3
f> L- colncidence but somethlng that the Person knows how to do.

1
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to vhat feature, logical or otnerwlise, of iantentional ac-

ion is being referred To by this tTerm, &S a conseguence,
Ossorio has chnanged the name of this logical Teature fron

Wtrs to get" to “overt attenmpt® and is currently using
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HoenPormance.” The confusion seems to ar

enly assuning tnau the Performance refers to ohszervable

behavior (although Ossorio contributes tTo this confusion

Po

vy identifying it as observable oa pages 10, 71, and 80 in
Persons, &8 well as in other places) which occurs after

the "internal processes" of Xnow and Want., That this

"underlylang vrocess theories" and the "psychologist®s

"y 2o G= PN 3 e m i S I Y - £
chat the true understandliag of benavior nmay for-

P |

ever er1ude us hecausge the fcausezst® of behavior are forever

nidlen from us in internal procegsses walch we can only

7
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and which 1limit us To sophlsticated guesses as to
Their true nature,

If shoulid be emvhasized that the logical features of
The concept of intentional action discussed here are not
To be segregated into observable and non-observable Com-
ponents, nor is There & Temporal dimension suggested with
Performance being the last in a series of four separate
events. =Rather, these parameters are loglcal features of

-

the concept of intentional action., They are involved in

the distinctions that we make between one action and an-
other, They are not dependent upon observation in the

sense that we generally conclude that an action has

5)

occurred when we obgerve, or can ldentify, the four param-
gters, Rather, the devermination that there were such
parameters was the product of the thoughtful considera-
tion of intentional actions.

the risk of being redundant, but because this hes

te>
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been such a2 confused issue in behavior deseri

3
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ion, it
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hould be emphasized that the concept of intentional ac-
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mplies the logical parameters (including Performance)

. &

snich have been identiTied. There is nothing in the logic
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of the concept which entails anything about thz observable

ture of these parameters., However, intentional action
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is observable, and it may seem uninformative to assert that
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ves lntentional action but anot its logical

Here, scmeone might be inclined To say "But what is
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it that the individusl rezlly chscrves which enzbles hinm

guestiong would inply tThat we can have a contact with

-

'reallity" whlca would be indevendent of ocur concepiuzl

development., Such questions imply that it is only ocur
conceptual and linguistic inadegvacies, ané ot the lack

of cognitive contact, which preventis us from dealing effec-

Tively with "reality." 4n extrenist of such & position
might even suggest Tthalt the development of langusze has

been like the dropping o
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us and reality so the
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e, and reality on the other. Thus, unlike
Plato’s cavenen, we can see reallty clearly but it is our
talx (i.e., concepts) about it which is shadowy, elusive

Since Thls is not a philosophical treatise, there will

H

be no attenpt made here to reply to the advccate of such a
position other than To simply deay that this "position"
represents any real alternative., 4s Ossorio has pointed
out, language codifles what people know how to do; since

there is nothing in human behavior which hinges on naving

such a2 "prelinguistic access to reality® ifhere is noth 1ing
cf cthnat sort whrich ls misgsing in the accounts of behavior

o o TS - Ts - A m - -~ L’ ~]
cnat we know how to give., The "shadowy, elusive and

19
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, - precess . characteristics (as opposed To distingulishing then
5 (] on the bases of Want, Knbw, Know-now, althcugn These paran-
eters are implied in those action descriptions), It is
[« imporitant to nate nhere that what was observed was two
f (] actions, not two Performances, althougn we distingulszsn DE-
L tween the actions on the basis of the Performence parameter.
[: In articulating actions into the »II paradizm (i.e., the
Pexrson), it is the Perfornmance parameter which enables us
[ to givée such style or trait characterizaticns as 'nezt,”
[: "cavtious, " etc,
n the basis of the Toregoing illustrations, it snoculd
[: be possible to see why Ossorio referz to the Performance
E par;meter as veing the one which is most easily “estab-
1 M
! 8 lished." It is not that the Performence 1§ observed and
| the other parameters are nét, but that the process charac-
- teristics of actions do not reguire looking beyond the
1 ipmediate actions in order to establish them (in fact, it
45 woulid be impossible tc do so). In establishing other
L parameters, it i1s often necessary to have more extensive
E cbsexrvation (e.8., & single hit on The bulls-eye by an
E [ arrow could have been luck rather than a reflection of
h 1 Xnow-hot)., This is not the case for &ll actions, hoéwever,
; ‘A )
: : and the magician offers an example. His magic (i.e.,
; -__ < sleizht of hand) depends upon our inability to establish
é - the procéss characteristics of his acticns.
? —~ | Because we can generally establish the process char-
; | [: acteristics by the observation of an actlon, it is possible
| 1%
i
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cenying that Thls paradlisgm zuilded thelr behavior in de-

1t

signing thelr experiments., 4s an i

tihe concepts of "leprivation,! "discriminative stimulus,”
¥new-how, and Performance. IY is not simply a question

of intentional action, or that any set of terms can be
regarded &s valid as any other set, It is the implicit
use of the intentional action paradigm (as opposed to the
explilicit use walch would enable one To see the relatica-

snins of intentional action tc The more general paradigm,
i.e., the Person). In the deanial that this is the para-
diga which guides thelr ovn behavior, benavicristic

*

pszcnologlsts talk as thougn they have access tTo some “raw
sense data” in the fTorm of "responses;® thus, they do nob
recognize that the identification of sonething as & "re-
spoase" is a relflection of their own skills (i.e., Know-

now-~wnich includes knowing now to use the concept of

intentional action), and not some Given which is independ-

©

at of the concepts they employ.

h ]

Such a2 belied

]
-~

|
]
X

a Given ig an illustiration of the
"emopiricist myth," according to Ossorio, and implies that

waah we do 1s simply “"read off the Testures" of that which

1
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13- observed., It is doubtful that psycholozlists are so ~

naive that they would subscribe to such a nobtion when pre-

¢

¢
[al
|

sente n this form (i.e., they would recoznize, for eram-

h)

ple, that tralaing mekes a differeace in observation

-1

c

c
ct

rently it is 3till no gar to many

(V)

reports) but epp
psychologisés that there 1s no “prelinguistic access to
reality” which enables us to "baptize referents" with words,

-Thus, the notion that the Performance is the obzerv-
able part of the intentiocnal action which could be identie
ie¢ and described independently of other parameters of

*

infentional action has been tgg‘source of nmany blind a2lleys,
Another such blind alley stenmed from the Tact that we not
only éo not observe the Perforﬁance with the other struc-
tural features being invisible, but we have no linguistic
resources to describe the Performance as such independently
of identifying the action., Aittempts to-remedy this appar-
ent lack by developing a "physicalistic language" or by
providing‘physical descriptions of actlions have not been
successful, The meain reason for such feilures is thet we
generally 4o not observe body movements but actions and no
description of the body movenments involved in an zaction
cerries any intelllgibllity as a description of behavior.
(See “"throwing the ball® illustration above., For an example
of arguments for “"physicalistic language," ef Carnap, 1959,
espccially page 182, This article was originally published
in 1932.)

Curiocusly, the theories involv%ng "mentallstlc concepts”

13
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from The supposed nmental causes that are the eatecedents

v "

ﬁ of observed Performances, dbul from the role that these

- . parameters play in the complex conceptual system (i.e.,

~* i ‘
- . - Al 2 1 de Y -y
- tne Person concept) of which they are a part.
1 “ SN 4 t e S - S - >
There is one adlditidasal mistaeke which could be identi- 3
&

Tied as resulting from regarding the Performance as theat

| ‘hich 1s observed as opposed to regarding the action as thé

. unit of observation., This is the development in psychology

; of the methodological procedure known as operationism, 4

(] 'proce&ure such as operationzlly defining coastructs could

- cnly develop when it was believed that the real substance

l: cf behavior was the observed Performence, Thus, the func-

] ticn of operational definitions wes to restrict the
‘)LJ constructs to the observed Perforamzances rather than to the :
. 4

n actions for wnich tThe constructs nad relevance, Not unez-

- pectedly, the definitions provided by this procedure had

f little resemblence to the richness of the concepts®(and ;

. thus behavior) that were supposedly involvéd in éxperi- i

] mentel designs. It would seem clear now that the practical

ﬁ\ significance that operational definitions had for resezarch -

- psychologists was not one of definition, but the impact i

; which They had in clarifying the procedures used by exper- §

~ inmenters. Unfortunately, the ease with which complex

| ] concepts can be given some operationalization has result

in much research which has 1little to do with the phenomena

\ — which the researchers were presumably investigating.
' 1 In sunmery aand coaclusion, intentional action is a S
?
| e 3

il
H
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concept with at least four perameters. LIt 1S these parern-
r.‘- -~ » - R 13 - - - -
i eters that are involved in tne Ailstlnsit.ong ve malte veltween
. K] o 2 . o S p N -» Lk [ A
particular actions &ad beviesn types of actions Tnese
Lﬂ Paramevers are jogicezl aspects of the concept and are nol
r to be regarded es four distinguisnable parts of an &action
{ i
Lot vhich ere sSepasrately identified by close observatlicn of an
] action; but neither are they hidden Irom observation be-
| 9 )
cause they are “intra-psychic process ses" which occur “oIf
] - _
L stage." In being logical Features of a concept, taey
- could not be either of tThese.
- This section has atiempted TO inGicate some of The
. Gifficulties which have émerged in psychological descrip-
‘”J -, - - - . - -
tion as a result of regaraing a logical parameter (i.e.,
| s . . - . . . - s 3
L performance ) as the observational hase upca which to vuild
- o science. These difficultles have Geveloped because psy-
- chologists have mistakenly assumed that “"responseées” could
] be identified and described independently of any concep
bond
tual implications about the other parameters of inventional
E action. It is in this sénse thav Performances were regerded
_ ac observeble and thus dis tinguishable {rom other parameters.
U In noting that actions are processes, which means theat
B they can be dated and clocked, and that Performance iden-
: tifies this Teature of actions, it must be remembered that
&1
: 1+ is the action and not the Performance which s placed
. on & temporal dimeansion, This is merely another way of
s B & emphasizing that 4% is the sction and not the Performance
{
E X LJ which is observed.
kR
.
|
‘ E
%J 206
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The parameters of intenticnal action are noi covserv-
i | able reatures cf the actions bul are the baseg upon which
- we distinguish between ectiong., Thus, we can distiagulsa
i U between actiong on the basis of what is wanted, the 4dis-
A 1 - tinctions that dirferent actions regquire, the differences
L in skills involved, and the process characteristics (i.e.,
J Perfornm &103) which vary with different actions. 4s it is
the Performance which is the troublesome feature as far as
; the role of observation is concerned, it has been répeat-
{: edly ecupnasized that Performance does no» differ from the
othexr pérameters in this respect. This empnasis heas
] seened necessary bvecause of the Types of psychological
L / .
- description that have developed as a conseguence of regard-
{ . .
; ? ing the Performence as observeble, The Tollowing illustra-
f% : 2 tions are presented in the hope that they will clarify
af ; ‘ any misconceptions which are still present,
' i} Consider the following:

1) "He closed the door because he was cold."

C3

2) "Heé closed the door because of the noise.”

— These two actions would seem to be clearly distine
— guisned on the bases of the Want and XKnow perameters (but

not on the bases of Xnow-how end Performance, althougn

N these paramefers are obviously implied in Tthese action
a3 descriptions).

— 3) "He closed the door with his foot."

) LY "He closed the door carefully."

These two actlons arxe distinguished on the basis of

(5]
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process . characteristics (as opposed to distingulshing tren
on the bases of Want, Know, Xnow-how, althouzh these param-
? H ? P

eters are implied in those action descripiions)., IT is

) - ) wer ¥, S % - o fom e
important to naote nere that what was obgerved was wWo

o - -y o . o ey " Y, 3 gde 8. K - .
actions, not two Performances, alticugn we distinguisn ce-

tween the azctions on the basis of the Performance paraneter.

in articulating actions into the PII paradigm (i.e., the
Person), it 1s the Performance paraméter which eanables us

to give such style or tralt characterizations as "neat,"
"cautious," etec,

On the bzsis of the foregoing illustraticns, it shculd

be possible to see why Ossorio refers t6 the Performance

A2

parameter as dbeing the one which is nost casily “sstab-
lished.," + is not that the Performence 1& obgerved and
the other parameters are nct, but that the process charac-

-

teristics cf actions do not reguire looking beyond the
immedizte actions in order to establish them (in fact
would be impossible te do s¢}. In establishing other

paramneters, it is often necessaxry to have more extensive
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Know=-now). This is not the case for &ll actions, however
and the magician offers an example., His magic (i.e.,
sleight of hand) depends upon our inability to establish

the process characteristics 6f his actions.

.!

Because wWe can generally estaeblish the process chare

acteristics by the observation of an actlion, it is possible




S A o RN

»---m..}gf———-.}

{

c

o s A it TR R SR s R AN SNSRI AL S N (. 4 s iy N r—

Dy
\D

=,
D-'
O]
ct
::;l
!.J
: 4,
fu
Q
P
18]
o
ct
b
C
*

*
}.k
ct
@
L
O
8%
(.f

committal, not only about 7

whnether it was even an action that we obserlved. This way

seem paradoxical, but not if ome reczlilis that we obzerve

intentional actlon even though we cannot ectablisn a1l of

ct
vy
W
ci

parameters (i.e., we may not kanow vhat & pérson wants

we do not doubt for 2 minute that he is engesing in in-

cjl
f o
ct

cional action 1f if can be esteblished that he is neking
(]

]

ct
o
)
ct
'-

distinctions). Similarly, if we are uvnable To esiablic?
whether distinctions are being nade, what could be wented,
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and vhether a learni ng history i:

.

ormance, then we cannot éstzblish that 1t was évan an

action that we observed. However, it is impérians to

-

ealize that we are azble to do this becaus € W& ovserve ac-

H

tions., Thusg, anything that we observe could be an actiocn

but our own lack of skill may preveéent us from establiching

nild to learn to give descriptions which are non-commitial
relative to the parzmeéters of action, and thus it is not

survyrising that he could ask, "vWhy is that men shak

| =l
o
0
o)
’
}.)'
]

head?" when cbserving a victim of cerebral palsy. The

-

nild sees the shakKing as an actlon and seeks to establish

O

the reason for someone doing that; we do not see it &s an
actlon, not because of somé&thing which is present or lacke-

ing in the lmmedlate observation, but because we have

learned to distinguish between actions and certain tyves
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of movements. It 1s this distinction wnich 4is obliteratcd

by psychological descriptiocns which regard the Zerforunance

l___!

L C

N

!"

O
i3

23 thé observable basis upon which to bulld an empir

3

1 b oy Y o~ : -
that such empirical Gl-

.()

science., It should be obvious

ny
(]

J

ozists did not confuse thls éls 2.

’
e

o

tinction in their res

Q

1
- g

-

but their attempts to conceptualize thelr activity

Q
}

ne

fond
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which did not require a consideration of the paramelers cf
intentional action has resulted in concepiual conifusion and
the pursuit of nany blind alleys.

PIT The Person

Conceptually, the Person concept is related to the

conéept of intentional action as a whole is to a part,

sfferent logical formats. Thus, person descriptions are,

ol

in a logical sense, functions of intentienal action descrip

ct

ions,
The nmyriad of person descriptions has tended to bve-
wilder psychologists who have regarded them as elusive and

iacking in the precision which sclentifi

(@]
ol
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mands., & frequent response has been to forsake Tne usé of
such descriptive terms in f aver of new terminology which
does not have the surplus meanings which loose ordlinary
language descriptions havé. Anctheér respohise has been to
"operetionalize” the concepts employed such that whal was

-

previously loose and perhaps misleading was made rigorous

3

nd scieéentific
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To Ossorio, the presence of thousands upon thoucsnds

linguistic development which has occurred over centuries.
On the contrary, his lead would suggesi That we not forget
our lanzusge but become more familisr with 1t. Tne nalure
the Temiliarity that he urges does not develop from ithe
wtensive analysis of particular concepts (e.z., as is

practiced by “ordinary languege" analytical philoscphers)

-

~rom seeing the "logic" of person deéscriptions. That

ct

U

o)

-1

s, the Person concept .is a complex concept wlth componeny
o;nccpfs which are linkeéd in systematic ways that need to

be explicated. Such an explication (which Ossorio sees

as his primary task) would let us see the "principles"
(iae.,ylogic) that underlie the production of person de-
scriptions, so that the shee§ numbér of such- aebcr'p ions

is irrelevant.

A Person is an individual whose hnistory is a history

-y

cf intentionel actions articulated into the paradiga of
PII., By this statement, Ossorio has indicated the part-

vhole relauionship that exists between tThe concepts o

4

intentional action and that of Person. Where the PI para-
dign (i.e., intentional action) is the "universal law ofh
behavior, " PII (i.e., the Person) provides the basis for
individval differences., Thus, for Ossorio, there is no

-

conflict betweén "laws of behavior" and individual differ-

p;

aln deviat:

'_.J
o)

ences, Consequently, there is no nced To exp

§~
O

from walversal lawg since the universal law of intentional

3(
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described. Thus, the development of a "paysicalistic lan-

o 3

guage"’ was an important goal in This orientation. This

52
.
g action end the individual differencés which intentional
- i‘ action peérmits are compatible.
_ : Behavior Description
‘ bj As every description 1s someboly's description, it is
- y obvious fhat giving a description 1$ an inteational action
. and in being this, a description reflects the dpsériber‘s
! E mowledge, motivation and skills. These parameters of ine-
i , tentional action are reflected in behavior descriptions
I =
R in two importaat ways: 1) in the scope of the descripiion
- and‘2) in the degree of commitment which the descriper
- wishes to make., (Thus, we call attention zgain to the
] fact that giving descriptions is not "reading off the fea-
- tures" of that which is deScriﬁed.)
— .
i in categorizing descriptions of behavior, Ossorio has
- ‘delineated seven types of description. TheSe are: action,
a course of action, deliberate action, activity, performence,
] social practice and institution. Perhaps it should be
- pointed out immediately that while these types vary in
; generality (i.e., scope), none is to be considered as more
| "ogsic" if by basic it is implied that giving the descrip-
? [: ticn Simnlx reflecfs the fact that this is what "really"
{ f ‘happéned.' IT was this type of concern which led earlier
é B prilosophers to believe that descriptions déuld be more and
f more basic untll there was a one-to-one correspondence be-
§ tween the words used and the "reality" which was being

32
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orientation is réjected by the recognltiion the dezcriptions

are not "word pictures" of reality but are actions involv-

ing what the describer knows, wants, and ¥nows how to 4o.

ooy}

In an action descripiion, the describer comniis rnliz-

0

——y
w
6]
}...l
(35 1)
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to a stetement about &all four of the parametcrs of

Sl s
= Y

intentional action (although these paramsters aré nol ex-

plicitly identified as such)., That is, the describer is

==

~ steting that the observed person could distinguish some-

‘ A thing fron sometnﬁng else (Xnow), that hée had a reason

' 1 (Want) for doing what he &id, and that the process charac-
" teristics (Performance) reflected learni g (Xnow-now) and
: iere not the result of accident or chance. Thig is the
. fullest commitment that an observer can make in givinZ be-
] ‘havior deseriptions but it should be noted that as not
- 21l actions are intelligible in theéemselves, nelther are
~ all ection descriptions. Thus, in a description, "He is

getting a blue rock from that cliff," it may not be clear
why anyone would want a blue rock even though we could ac-

cept the description thau intentional action was

f-1-

avolved
in
This lack of clarity points up chat The paradigm case

of intentional action is one vianich is underteken with “no
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further end in view" and is thus intelligible in itselrl.

A That is, there is no lack of intelligibility or need for
; furtier information if one should hear the above description
i Lt ._ .

at a geologists' outing. The intelligibility comes not

R
o
e

ﬁ LJ merely from placing the description in some context, but

Rt s Aot b ~ N
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in & particular context, and thils contzzt is one of a body
;ﬁj of sccial practices of geologlsis,

Action descriptions have the intelligibility thet
they do because we are able to understand engaging in an
;,7 action for its own sake, Without this kind of behavior,
we would never be able to give eny kind of intelligivle

behavior description as it is the possibility of having

this kind of intelligibility that prevents an eandless
il regression of questions of the form "What does he want Thatl

j fol‘?"

Social practice descriptions provide this ftype of

E Tﬁ intelligibility and most, if not all, actions which can be
§ : f: understood as occurring with no further end in view are
B social practices. Every social group has actlivities whi
b do not reguire justification beyond simply doing them, and
~ societies (and groups) could no doubt be compared and
. (] contrasted by identifying the kinds of actlons which are

performed with no further end in view. This need not impl
J

that everyone in the group would do these things nor would

c—'.

want to do them. What it does mean, however, is That wha

sctions require explanation for a glven person depend upon
nis knowledge of the group. As Felkner (1966) points out:

To persons wWao are memcers with him of the sane
culture his behavior is intelligible as one of
the kinds of things persons in that culture do;
to do such things is part of those persons' way
of living....Thusg, to describe a person’s overt
performance asg veing an instance of the social
practice of faraming 1s to say that farming is
ne of the things that perscas of that culture
do; and, To anyone in that culture who happens

3¢
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T
arance of

an, often tlmes, useful e-
izing" une cescription of
wnich might otherwise h
being very different
practice description is
these only aoparently diverse i
or the same kind, That what is the same ascut
swilling hogs, mending Tences, plowing fieids,
and drilling wheat is that they each are ine
stances of the social practice of ?a%mﬁng. To
say that they are the same kind of periorrance
is not to say that if we look 010831J oxr
neasure caref fully we will be able to see %the
similexrity, but only that they are the Sane

in belng parts of an intelligible whole (p. 58).
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Institutional descriptions are not a different ¥xind of

(68

G

(¢l

ription from social practice descriptions dus are mu

proader in scope. Thus, institutionsal descriptions call at-

ct

tention To The variety of social practices which are orzenlzed
into larger units (institutions) and which are characteri s
Tic of the weay of life of a society, The term institution

is used by Ossorio in much the same way as Ssocioclogists

have employed it end thus there are a limited nuzsber of ine
stitutional descriptions availlable. The specific social
practices involved in meking a living, rai sing a family,

etc., can be redescrived as institutions and the varieties

of soclal practices can be seéen as being “"the same® in this

. aws

¢
In deliberate action, the distinciion being made oy

the Persorn is not simply beiween what he wents digtin-
zuished from other things; in deliberate action the Person
& )

1

distinguishes gctions (i.e., consideration of alternetive

35
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actions as opposed to merely making a distinction necessary

for intentional action). It is this distinction between

intentional and deliberate action which permits one to

speak intelliglbly about lower organisms as engaging in ¥
— intentional action without implying that there is no dif-

f ferences in their behavior from that of humans. What is

distinctively human is not simply engaging in :deliberate
. N ,,}
action (since often we do not), but rather the general

! [ ability (a PII structural concept) to do so.
Withdrawal of commitment on the part of the describer

&
is acknowledged in thre; types of behavior description

}

which Ossorio labels as activity, performance, and course

of action descriptions. As stated earlier, commitment
refers here to the commitment made by the describer to the
four parameters of 1nténtional action, In activity descrip-

tions, the describer withdraws commitments from the Want

and says essentially "This is what he is doing, but I do

not want to (or can't) say why he should want to do this.,"

Withholding of commitment of this sort is usually accom-
plished in ordinary conversation by locutions such as "It
seems as though..." and "He acts as if...," although there
1s no locution which has a general purposé use in ‘that it
signifies that the description given is an activity de-
scription. Although we can recognize that such withdrawal
of commitment can be accomplished, and that it is sometimes
useful to do so, Ossorio is the only psychologist known to
this author who has distinguished conceptually this type

26
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of behavior description from others that are used,
Interestingly enough, it i1s this type of description
which receives great approval by the sciences (particularly
psychology when it emphasizes the difference between a
layman's description of behavior and the scientlst's de-

scription), In the light of Ossorio's conceptualization

of behavior descriptions, it is difficult to understand

why such descriptions should be "less anthropomorphic"
than other descriptions since there is commitment to the
Know and Know-how paremeters. Psychologlsts talk readily
about “"discrimination" (Know) and "learned responses"”
(Know-how and Performance) but it is the Want parameter
this is apparently the biggest bugaboo in sclentific de-
scription. It is easy to see why Want should provide the
biggest obstacle in providing descriptions. Of all the
parameters, it 1s the one which is most difficult to es-
tablish. The ambiguity of the Want parameter stems from
two facts: 1) the same distinctions and skills could be
associated with a great variety of Wants; and 2) the same
Want could be present in actions involving many different
distinctions and skills., Because of this ambigulity, it
ﬁay be expecped that observers wpc make commitments with
respect © the Want parameter of actions will generally
disagree in thelr descriptions swbstantially more than a
set. of obéervers who are noncommital in this respect, IT
cbserver agreenment is taken to be the touchstone to "objec-

tivity," then it 1s easy to see why activity descriptions

37
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should be regarded as more objective than action descrip-
tions. However, objectivity achieved by this device is

not to be confused with having a description of "what really

happens, "

As a precautionary measure to prevent misunderstand-

ing, perhaps it should be pointed out that nothing in what

has Just been sald should lead to the conclusion that
activity descriptions as used by psychologists cannot be
;—[: useful in scientific description (nor even to deny that
§ ; — activity descriptions might be most useful),

: U © As activity descriptions are noncommittal relative to

the Want parameter, performance descriptions are noncommit-

R ST W SO, AT PP SIS RO T ATy 0

tal relative to Want, Kunow, and Know-how. 1In essence,

é*, - this description 1s one which does not distinguish between
;’rﬂ action and movement as both would have process character-
élw | istics. Although Ossorio¢ does not claim to ﬁave found a
use for this type of description, other than to express
doubt as to whether what is going on is an action at all,
@V;J he suggests that the Performance parameter is one which is

—- more easlily established because one can't be wrong about

- the Performance in the way that he can be wrong about the

other parameters. In this respect, the Performance param-

eter is most different from the Want parameter with Know
and Know=how being someplace in between (although it is

e probably easier to establish that a person could distin-

| é ) guish X from Y than it would be to establish that the

Af “J | action of getting X reflected a learning history).

| | P U
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Thus it should be noted that the practice of glving

descxriptions which are noncommittal relative to the param-
f eters of intentional action 1s associated with more security
I insofar as not being wrong is concerned. However, thils |

security is gained at the price of providing information

' s
[ysrrsnrersg b

such that the saféest type of behavior description (i.e.,

i T

g perf ormance description) does not even distinguish between

et i gt

action and movement. Paradoxically, should one routinely

%g fail to make this distinction, ne would no longer be merely

cautious, but would be taking a bold and untenable position
-; .which would obliterate all the distinctions that we now
7 meke in behavior description.

Soclal practices are characterized as having both

{“ performance and achievement standards. That s, when one‘

is engaging in a social practice there are standard (1.e.,

3& recognizable but not necessarily stereotyped) ways of do-

ing whét he is doing; and there are standards which are

used in assessing thg achievement (i.e., the achievement
1s intelligible and there are criteria for assessing the
;?f' occurrence end guality of the achievement), It is the

E:L~ adnerence to such standards which distinguishes soclal

o

practices from courses of action (and thus the correspond-

ing type of description). In courses of action, there are

- {l . similer achievement standerds but performance standards

ere not implied. Thus, one would engage in a course of -ac=

tion where there did not exist any recognized way of o

' [l achieving & goal, and where the attainment of the goal
{ () " / ‘ L=
f L] i 37
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requared invention of new behaviors, or where there were
some standard ways of achieving the goal but these were,
for any reason, unavaiiable or objectionable., It is a
course of action description that would be given, for
example, of a scientist engaged in discovering new facts
about the world, Teachers involved in maintaining class-
roonm cbptrol for which there are no social practices would
also be engaged in a course of action (see Chapter 3).

in apparent paradox is that one could be engaged in a
course of action while engaging 1h recognize@ soclal prac-
tlces, Consider the case of an individual who gains
revenge for actions by a business competitor by supporting
legislation which results in a heavy burden upon the come
petitor., Here it can be seen that all of the actions in
which the vengeful person engages could be the type of
things which any citlzen might do, It is only when these
actions are redescribed as a course of action (i.e., speci-
fication of the achievement desired) that it 1s pessible
to‘recognize that the actions have a coherence which is
different from that which_they have when described as
social practices., In thié respect _course of action
descriptions‘are4s1milar to soclal practice and institu-
tional descriptions in that a course of action provides a
"point" to apparently diverse actions which they did not
hawve before.~(This “point" is identified in the couFsé of
action description by the commitment to the Want param-

eter whlle being noncommittal sbout the other parameters,

Yo
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Thus, it can be seen that the course of action description
is the mirror image of the activity description.
Summary |

' This chapter has attempted to provide an elementary
discussion of the work of Ossorio (1966a). If the attempt
ié not entirely successful, the failure may be due to the
limited treatment given to the Descriptive Psychology which
Ossorio 1is deveioping, and the difficulty in avoiding the
pitfalls which our usual conceptualizations of human behav-
ior (i.e., as psychologists) have created for us, Conse-
quently, the reader is advised to read Ossorio'’s work if
he wishes to have a greater understéhding‘of the implica-
’tibns of the topics discussed in this chapter, |

The primery focus of this chapter has been on the

problems involved in the description of what we observe.
The reason for thé focus should be apparent from the fact
that the study presented here is an observation study. ‘
Although a documentedfhistory of psychological description
is not presented, it is maintained that psychological
descriptions usually reflect the influence of‘one or the
other of two major misconcepti§§§ whiph have been present
.4in psychology for a long time. %ﬁese are a) the influence
of the "empiricist myth" which suggests that observation
i1s simply a mattexr of "reading off the features" of that
‘which is observed; and b) that we cannot observe the "tn-
derlying processes” which are the'mainspyings of human

behavior. It is the latter which Ossério identiflies as

Ll
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; MJ the source of the "psychologist's lament® that we can
.f k] never really be sure about what we say concerning human
‘ - behavior,

It 1s Ossorio's contention that the appropriate sub-

_ Ject matter of psychology is Persons. Persons are individe

~ uals who engage in intentional action and have a history

of doing so.A The person descriptions with which we are ‘

familiar are constructed hy arranging series of intentional

[1 actions into different logical formats. Construction of
o such series is possibly due to the distinctions between

o actions that we are able to make on the baéé;fof the logi-

cal parameters of the concept of intentional éction. The

complexity in description which this permits is not dis-

~cussed in this chapter since 1tv;s a topic which is too
g . involved for an elémentary Treatment,

| . Although an adequate behavior description requires

e the recognition that we observe intentional actions and

[ - not body movements, it is not necessary for every descrip-

tion to be an action description. Thus, Ossorio has

delineated seven types of description which differ in terns

—

of scope or the cSmmitment made by the describer to the

parameters of the intentional action paradigm. These

- ..as.w.,bjm.am_..‘
)
r‘“‘.i
4

seven types of behavior description are action, deliberate

£

action, course of action, social practice, institution,

-

pexrformance and activity descriptions, all of which are -

. discussed at some length in this chapter.

———
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CHAPTER 3
PROBLEM AND HYPOTHESES

As stated earlier, the goal of this line of research
1s to develop training experiences for Education majors
which will enable them to be more successful in dealing
with the problems of developing and maintaining classroom
control;‘ It is not to be expected that a single research
project would achieve such a goal, so thls study der;ves
its significance from being paré of a larger whole. The
part that it plays is one of testing*the‘feasibility of a

- “rule-following" behavior description of teachers., To the

extent that this type of description should make the same
discrimination among teachers that an achievement descrip-
tion does (i.e., a classroom control description), it

would seem that further research along this line would

"~ prove profitable.

On the basis of the previous chapter, it should be

- obvious that the approcach to be used in this series of

studies will be one of explicitly treating teachers as
Persons in contrast to many of the wé?i that psychologists
and educational researchers have treated them, In essence,
what this means is that teachers are 1nd1viduais who engage
in intentional action,that they have a history of doing
sg; and that any description of teachers which s not

based on the recognition of these facts is inadequate as

a behavior description.’ The reader of Ossorio will of

Y3
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course realize that such & statement does not mean that
every description must be an action description. However,
it is only by means of the distinctive descriptive system
which the Person concept provides that we have the complex-
ity in description that the complex behavior of the teacher
requires.,

The Problem

The training of teachers in regard to classroom con-
trol presents problems because there does not now exist
any soclal practices which can be identified as "“class-
room control social practiceé." ‘Thus, in effect, what
research projects such as this are attempting to do is to
deVelop such social ﬁractices.

There are at least two ways in which the preceding
paragraph can be misunderstood: 1) it may appear that it
is being argued-that teachers do not now maintain c;ass-
room controi; and 2) it may appear that the preceding
paragraph ignores the variety of social practices which
can be identified as occurring in the classroom. In re-
gard to'l, an argument that teachers do not now maintain
classroom control would be patently false because the
identification of teachers who cen versus those who cannot
is a relatively easy task., Consgquently, at least some
teachers can be described as having-thé ability to pro-
duce such an acpievement. Sut there is a considerable
diff'erence betwéenﬁa description of the teacher in ternms

¢f achievements and a description of tﬁe teacher in terms

yy
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e of the behavior which makes those achlievements possible,

Furthérmore, and more to the point, even though there are

teachers who can consistently produce such achievements,

—

3
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it is clear that they are not engaging in actions which

can be readily identified (i.e., actions which meet some

performance as well as achlievement standards); yet, it is
by such identification that social practices are charac-

ferized., Thus, it is not surprising that a classroonm

but I don't know how he does it." If maintaining classe~

room control were a question of engeging in social

T T et R

i 3 observer could say "He certainly has good classroom control
[ practices, such a statement would not be made by an ob-

server who, as a teacher, would be familiar with those

practices,

RN M*MTWW"

In regard to 2 above, to sa& that there are no social

&

- practices which can be identified as "classroom control

s soclal practices"™ 1is not to deny that there are social

practices which are now identified as being relevant to
5 classroom control, The teacher engages 1ﬁ many actions
5" which are immediately intelligible to,anyone‘who is famil-
\J lar with the institution of education in our society,

. Thus, actions involved in the preparation and_giving of

s Sn AN WA AR it Bt AN 1 b
§

lectures, assignments, ,examinations, etec,, are the kinds

of soclal practices which make up the institution of educa-

%& i tion, But there are also soclal practices such as assigning
A extra work, depriving pupils of'?omething they value, scold-

) ings, stc., which are related to the institution of education

us
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less directly, It is this latter set of social practices
which are generally identified as "malntaining classroon
control" or "mainfaining discipline.“

The.argument made here, however, suggests that such
an identification is misleading. It{is true that such
actions are intelligible and are the kinds of things that
teachers do, and thus they are in fact soclal p?aqtices;
but they are not a set of practices which aré/;eculiar to
teachers engaged in maintaining classroom control. They

are social practices in that whenever anyone 1s exposed

to behavior which is distracting, disrupting or disturbing,

‘At 1s intelligible that he would seek to bring such behav-

ior to an end. To be annoyed oxr irritated is to have a

reason for getting rid of that which is annoying or irri-

'tating; and 1t is only when one is annoyed but does not

seek to stop it that we ask for an explanation (e.g.,
“What was his stronger reason for not showing his anﬁby-
ance?"). |

| It would appear that many teachers engage in social
practices such as these even though it 1s equally obvious
that learning such social practices was not a part of
their formal training. (Recall the quotation in the Intro-
duction where teacher§ identified their family and extra-
curricular experiences as providing them with the -
techniques that they employed in maintaining classroom
control.) For one thing, since many if not all teachers

engage in them at one time or another, “‘they cannot be the

ul’
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basis for the differences in the achievement of teachers
in respect to classroom control., Secondly, performance
standards characteristic of social practices are lacking
in that such practices are not readily seen as the "kind
of thing you would do" when maintaining classroom control
(although they are the kinds of things you would do if
snnoyed or irritated).

In summsry, then, the training of teachers in devel-
oping and maintaining classroom control presents problems
to educators because there does not exist a body of soclal
practices which can be identified as "classroom control
social practices." The absence of performence standards
characteristic of social practices makes it necessary for
teachers to engage in a course of action when attempting
to develop and maintain classroom control. Thus, since
achievement standards characteristic of courses of action
are avallable, it is relatively easy‘to tell when teachers
have classroom control due to the presence of_achievement
standards but preciudes a specification of how they are
able to obtaln 1t.

et o A

Value of Observation Study

Ah observation study seems a reasonable flrst step
because it permits one the opportunity to bgcome more
familiar with the classroom situation, At the same time,
it enables a test of the feaslibility of a type of descfip—
tion‘which may suggest the kind of content which could be

used in future teacher tralning courses. It should be

47
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clear, however, that it is not expected that the ultimate
solution to the problem of what to teack will be found in
present day classrooms. Nevertheless, the fact that some
Eeachers are capable of maintaining classroom control sug-
gests that descriptions of successful courses of action
may facilitate the development of soclial bractices by
~eliminating costly experimental efforts. The primary con-
 cern in an observational study 1s the type of description
employed since some descriptions would have little value
© in progressing toward the ultimate goal of training
teaghers. |

At this point, one should recall the discussion in
Chapter 2 concerning the argument that gliving descriptions
is not a simple case of "reading off the features" of that
being described., Since glving a description is an inten-
tional action by an observer, it is obvious that the
discriminations that an observer makes and what he knows
how to do are relevent considerations in ahy_gbse:vatioﬁal
study. All observational studies take thls into account,
of course (elthough their doiné so is generally not de-
scribed in this fashion); but many, if not most, observa-
tional stﬁdies tend to restrict the observers to
degcriptf%ns which are operationally defined. In dealing
with the complexity that this stﬁdy is attemptiﬂg to deal
with, however, such a methodological technique was rejected
immediately since it was obvious thaf all the actions of

teachers relevant to classroom control would not be

© a
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fecognized as beingz such by the observers (i.e., it is the
recognition and development of suéh actions wnich are the
goals of the research, n&f”the basis upon which it could
now be done)., Therefore, it was apparent that one could
not rely on tﬁé observer to read off the features of
teacher behavior, and that a limited focus on particular
tﬁpes of action might:prematurely elininate relevant

classroom control actions. Thus, the problem of descrip-

 tion became one of having a description that the observers

were competent to use, & description that would be useful
as content in a teacher training course, and a description -
that would lead one to find, or invent, teacher behaviors
that were relevant to classroom control rather than.re-
quire that such behaviors be recognized as classroonm
control actions béfore the description could be applieéd.
The recognition that giving descriptions is an inten-
tional action is an acknowledgment that the observers, as
well as the yeachers, must be treated as Persons if the
full benefit of an observation study is to be derived.
This is not an admission that a randomly selected peréon
would know how to apply the descriptions to be used in the
study and so 1t was recognized that training would be
necessary. The type of tralning ?eqtired, however, would
be influenced by consideration of the observers as Persons,
In essence, what this means is that the observers as Persons
would already know how to treat teachers as Persons; conse-

quently, that type of training would not be necessary.

4
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h . The 6bservé?s would kpoﬁvhow to do this becauég ihey were

| Fi Persons an& thus would know how teo arply person desérip-

- tions and be noncommittal in the apgrcgriate ways. The

Hj only training necessary, then, woﬁl& be a familiarization
~Q with the particular set of descriptions empléyed.

ﬁ . . The treatament of obServers-éé~Persons is an involved
topic which deserves more space than can be allotted to it

here, In order to keep this manuscrint to a reasonable

i ' length, but at the risk of making apparently arbitrary

; - pronouncements, this topic will not be discussed since it

— would necessitate a discussion of 1) observer agreement,

/

2) person déscriptions as a distinctive description sys<

ten which prohibits specification of criteria for their

application, 3) training by means of paradigm case formu-

C.

lation rather than by definition (operational or otherwisé).

~ and many other complex issues, In fact, what would be re-

quired is a presentation of the Person concept with special

=

emphasis upon Persons acting as 6bservers and experimenters,

The 2rob1em of Description”

If the problém of classroom control is one of devel-

L—g—..]"" t——_} .

oping soclal practices where none now exist, how this is
‘ - T to be done during the formal training of teachers should

i i be given some consideration. Such a concern is realistic

since present soclal practices in teacher education need

to be taken into account, It is unlikely, given the number

- of teacher training programs in this country, that any

content which would require radical changes in the social

.
L Se
:

[ERIC;
il

i
<
!
i |
]

#
[

L.

S




n e ¢ MMW»«_«:- I
?

B Y RV VSUP-RRIS A SISV S -

(rm“”"'
e 5

. ‘.,_d,-..-m.m,

s
| pay
+

e S S

N
i

———
-

{

PR
e i

-

51

practices now employéd would meet,yfth much acceptance;
Consequently, if the exi?tepce of/present methods is to
act as a constraint upon iAproving the competence of
teachers, it would appear that such competenge must be de-
wveloped by using essenﬁially a "“cognitive" aéproach. That
is, as present day training programs influence intentional
action by elaborating the distinctions that students can
make, an approach to theuggpblem of developing'social
practices of classroonm conérol may be limited to this

approach If it is to receive much acceptance, This does

not mean that innovations in soclal practices cannot occur.

It does suggest, however, that the dramétic demonstrations
required for the accep%ance of radical changes in social
précticés are not'likefy to be available when dealing with
interactions as gomplex as those between teachers and
ruplls. Consequently, an approach compatible with current
teache;’training methods would seem most promising.

Cur;ously, the type of descfiption that was selected
for use in this study is suspiciously like the type of
description which was derogated by Kounin, Gump, and Ryan
(1961) as quoted in the Introduction. There, the reader
will recall, those authors introduced a serles of studies
which they felt compelled to underfake as an antidote to
the "slogans and principles" which characterized contem=-
porery discussions of classroom control. (There is ih
Medley and Mitzel's ‘E96é] argument, also quoted in the
Introduction, an 1mplicit suggestion that a description of

"1
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teachers could be given by reading off the features of

“ teachers' behaviors, but as this problem has already been |

i
i

B
discussed, no further comments will be made about it here.)

It should be clear that "what teachers are doing" can be
described in anyinumber of ways, none of wnich is closer
to féality than others (as Medley and Mitzel imply) since
descriptions are intentional actions of observers, and
the kinds of descriptions given reflect the knowledge,

motivation and skills of those who give them. The more

important point about descriptions is that some afg morxre

useful fhan others, and Kounin et. al. question thé useful-
ness of such "slogans and principles.”

The argument made here is that Kounin, Gump, and
é&an are correct in their derogation of such "slogans and
pfinciples" but for fhe wrong reasons; Slogans and prin-

ciples can be useful as prescriptions if the content of

such presériptions could be used as descriptions which
would in fact discriminate between teachers who vary in
their classroom control achievements. As no one has even
teken the trouble to submit to empirical study the content
of the prescriptions which abound in modern educational
philosoph&, the diffigulty in training teachers cannot be
attributed to the use of prescriptions uniess it is possi-
ble to tell which prescriptions are useful and which ones
are not. The present study is concerned with this general
problem of whether such content used as descriptions would

enable the same discrimination between teachers that

S
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Judgments about classroom control achievements produce.
Positive results would indicate that future research aimed

at producing prescriptions useful in maintain}ng classroonm

control would have a good chance for success.|

Although it 1s doubtful that teachers learn during

their formel training to discuss their classroom control
techniques in terms of prescriptions, there is no doubt
tﬁat this 1s what they do. In interviews with teachers,
both in individual end group situations, the author was
repeatedly preéented with self descriptions by the teachers ‘
in terms of the prescriptions which they followed. While |

many teachers may not have been giving accurate descrip- |

tions of their own behavior, the fact remains that the
socializatien which occurs on the job also tends to take
this form. That is, when new teachers discuss their class-
room control problems in the presence of other teachers,

the older teachers present prescriptions as solutions to '

the problems, Although one may not. wish to defend the

particular prescriptions which are offered by such teach- ;
ers, due to lack of any empirical evidence that the older
teachers do in fact follow such prescriptions, or that

following such prescriptions is what makes the difference

in classroom control achievements, the use of prescrip-

tlions 1s what is being noted here.
f

The same type of phenomenon was noted in a cocllection

of over two hundred "eritical incidents" provided by cole-
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lege freshmen. These students were asked to thirk of the
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.teachers that were most effective and;most ineffective in

terms of classroom control and to provide a description of
a typlical incident which éccurred in the classroom of these
teachers in which their effectiveness or ineffectiveness
was clearly demonstrated. The most notable characteristic
of these descriptions was the characterization of the
teachers in terms of the "principles" (policies, fules,
prescriptions, etc.) that they followed in dealingxwith
classroom,tasks. (In the rest of this paper, the term
“policy description® will be used in preference to other M
terms in 6rder to emphasize the guiding function which such
descriptions may have.)

As a consequence of such experiences, it has become
clear to the author that déscriptions of human behavior in
Terms of a "rule-following" model have been seriously over-

looked, although philosophers have suggested the relevance

. of such a model (cf, Mischel, 1964). As a point of clari-

fication, the use of "rule-following" here is somewhat
different from the usage by Ossorio in presenting the Per-
son concept as the "rule-following" model. The relationship
between the term as it is:used here and its use by Ossorio
is that of part to whole because following specifio rules,
i.e., having a concept of appropriate behavior, is a

special caée of th;>more general phenomenon of the use of

concepts by Persons.
In examining the plight of the classroom teacher for

the purpose of teaching future students something that

S+
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would be useful to them in the classroom, and in attempt-'
ing to take into accPunt the complexity of the interactions
in which a classroomgteacher engages. the use of policy
descriptions seems particularly appropriate., It is obvi-
ous, for example, that no training procedure for teachers
would be able to anticipate in detail the myriad of situ-
ations which the teacher might confront in the classroom.
The hetefogeng;ty of students alone makes such anticipation
1mpossib1e.w But it is equally obvious that detalled anti-

cipation would not be required unless one was attempting

. to traln teachers to engage in specific actions, the effect

of which might be to develop stereotypy but doubtful effec-

tiveness. However, as the teacher is an individual who
engages in intentionel action on the basis of what she
Knows, Wants, and Knows How to do, it might be possible

to teach fecommended policies by focusing on the discrim-

_inations that following the policies would require (e.s.,

when it would be relevant to follow what policy).

Since maintaining classroom control requires engaging
in a course of action, there are no guaranteed achieve=-
ments. However, in a situation where success is problenma-
ti¢c because one nct have the skills (i.e., Know-how) to
echieve .a goal, and yet the goal remains as an important
objective, there is no alternative but to engage in a
course of action. The formulation of a set of policies
(i.e., guldes for action) can be regarded as an initial

step that one might take where the achlevement of a goal
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‘makes a course of action necessary. Policles vary in gen=-

erality, however, and it is'an empiricaf question as to

the degree of specificity reqﬁlred if teachers are to be
taught to follow selected policies in an attempt fo improve
their classroom control, in fhis respect, policy follow=-
iﬁéican assimilate to either the course of actlion or |
deliberate action paradigms. To the extent that success

in policy foliowing is problematic beceuse of a lack of
Know-how insofar as following a poliéy is concerned, the
teacner would bé engaging in a course of action; 1f follow-
ing a policy involves selectlion between actions, all of
whiCh_the teacher nows how to do, and the selection is
made on the basis of consistency with a policy, then the
teacher can properly be desqribed as engaging in deliber-

ate action. Although it would appear obvious that

deliberate action would be preferable to a course of

_ actlon, the problem is not quite so simple because the

repertoire of skills which teachers now possess may not be
adequate for engaging in actions that are compatible with
a list of recommended policlies. This suggests that engag-
ing in a cdurse of action may be necessary because new
skills could be developed while doing this, although, of
course, there is no gugrantee that such wopld_be the case,
Consider the role of affection in the teacher-pupll
relationship. The affectional aspect of the relationship
is confusing for teachers because of the possib%e reper=

cussions (from the standpoint of the teachers) on the

S6
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authority aspect ‘of the relationship. Thus, some teachers
will endorse policies Kalthough obviousiy they do not
follow them éiavishly) such as, "Don't smile until Christ-
mas" and "Never show them that you like them" because 1t
is necessary to gain gnd maintain the upper hand or “ﬁhey
will run all ove:>youm“

Setting aside tbe complexities generated bW7d1fferent
age groups, the problem with affection (as withyother
aSpects of the teacher-pupil relationship) is that poli-
cles, as guides to“action, must have some conneqtion to
teachers' skills or they will only be empty “sibgans and
principles" which Education students_endorse in thelr
course work, but which have little relevance to the demands
of the tasks confronting them as teachers. Thls connection
between policies and the skills of the teachers could prob-
ably be maintained by adjusting the level of generality of

. the policies; however, 1f the teachers' skills in develop-

irg and maintaining affectional relationshlips are so
minimal as to result in such épecificity of policles that
each action description amounts to a statement of the pol-
icy being followed, then a description of thls as "policy
following" (while not inaccurate) becomes absurd. Conse-
quently, while recognition must be given to what teachers
now know how to do, it is also the case that new skills
will need to be developed; and the policies which we have

determined by observation studles to be relevant to the

>maintenance of classroonm control may provide us with an
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jindication jof the skills required.

Since/it is a course of action whichmteacheré nust
engage in, as there are no "classroom control social prace
tices," the type of description (as identified by Ossorio)
which seems most desirable to usé in this study 1is the
activity description. Thils, as %he reader will recall, 1s
s type of description where there is withholding of com-
mitment in regard.to the Want parsmeter of intentional
action. The value of this type of description here 1s that
it can apply to all the teachers regﬁrdless of the partic= -
ular Wents involved in individual actions., Thus, behavior

that & teacher now engages in which is consistent with

following policy X cean be described without the implica-

. tion that following policy X is what the teacher Wents to

do. The important point here is that she could be follow-
ing policy X (i.e., following policy X could be the actiocn

. in which she is engaging), and as we are interested in

determining which policies are associated with greater
achievements in classroom control, this is the kind of
information required.

In using these descriptions as activity descriptions,
it may be possible to note that the same actions of the
teacher are relevarit to different achievements (and also
policies). Thus, as has been recognized by teachers them-
selves, the practices associated with preparation and
presentation of teaching éontent are also relevant to the

achievements of the teachers in terms of classroom control.

Y
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The activity description will enable us to organize actions
into man& different series in addition to those which are
now aﬁparenﬁ to teachers., Thus, it may be that the rele-
vant dimensions of classroom control can be adequate;y
described with a relatively limited 1ist of policies, and
that what could be important in the teaching of classroom
control may be Just that fact, -
) In summation of this section, there-are several points
which should be identified: 1) present social practices
of training teachers should act as a constraint upon the
type of description employed in an observation study; 2)
the problem of "slogans and principles" in training of
teachers stems from the lack of empirical evidence, and
not from an intrinsic inadequacy of prescriptions; 3) the
training of teachers to follégmbrescribed policies can only
be done by the recognition of present teacher skills as a
reality constraint which will influence the level of gen-
erality of the policy descriptions; 4) the use of an
actiyity description to describe teachers will enable a
categorization of actions (i.e., behavior) that will facil-
itate the recognition of the dimensions of classroom
control.
Validation of the Measuring Instruments
Psychology can be criticlized for the "conceptual cone
fusion" that has often resulted in the testing of non-
empirical relatibnshiﬁs; that is, the logical connections

that exist among the coﬁcgpts we employ are often
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"discovered" by empirical workers who have failed to exam-
ine such conceptual linkages before engaging in empirical
work., To the author's knowledge, no one has suggested that : é
sﬁéh conceptual linkages could be used in empirical work \
to provide a type of, validation for the measﬁring instru-

rents employed. In essence, this is the situation that

ol bt s

exists for Hypotheses 2 and 3. For example, as mentioned
later in the rationale for Hypothesis 3, the concept of
abllity entails that similar achievements will result from

situations permitting the exercise of an ability. To the
extent that such was not the case, we could withdraw the
claim that a person had the ability to do such and such;

or as an alternative option, we could seek a special
explanation as to why the achievement did not occur. Thus,
if classroom control is an ablllity which teachers have, it
would be exhibited in the achlevements across similar site
uations (i.e., classes), To hypothesize that such similar
achlisvements will be found 1s to make a non-empirical
(1.e., conceptual) étatement. Thus if a teacher has a
high classroom control achievement in one class, and low
achievement for all other classes, we would probably reject
an ability description and perhaps look at student charsac-
teristics as a possible explanation of the high achievement
in the one class, unless there was some question about the
basls for assessing the achievements involved. If we had
reason to believe that our assessment of achievements

could be inadequate, we would withhold commitment by not
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providing ability descriptions until we had established
that our assessment of achievements was adequate., Since

the creatiocn of a measuring instrument gives a reason for

questioning its adequacy, a variety of procedures have been
established for “"validating" measuring instruments. The
approach used here is somewhat different but it is as log=-
ically sound (if not more so) than others which have been
employed. This approach consists of examining the measure-
ments provided against a background of logical implication.
Therefore, since it is widely accepted that classroom con-
trol 1s an ability of teachers (i.,e., there are similar
achievements across classes which distinguish some teachers
from others), fallure to confirm this hypothesis would
indicate that other measures of classroom control should
be employed.

The argument for the use of conceptual linkages as a
basis for an appfoach to validation of the measurément of
classroom control is similar to.the‘argument that‘underiies
Hypothesis 2, In this case, however, it is not a concern
Wwith validation that prompts the.use of a non-empirical
maxim, Rather it is the at£empt to gain assurance that

relevant policies can be constructed. (While this might

bé called “"validation of the policies," 1t would not be
strictly correct to do so.) The non-empirical maxim which
suggested Hypothesis 2 was, "If you‘know what you're doing,
you'ré‘going to do it better than if you don't know what
you're doing." Peghaps the following translation of the

el
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) maxim will indicate its non-empirical nature more clearly:
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B If you can make all of the relevant distinctions, includ-
ing distinctions concerning what actions are relevant to
J achleving a goal, then your success in achieving a goal will

A >

_— be greater than if you cannot distinguish wpen it is neces-

sary to engage in what actions. ;

If someone should not be convinced :about the none-

empirical nature of this maxim by the translation provided,
i and regards the maxim as a statement subject to empirical

1 test perhaps he might become convinced by attempting to

indicate what would count as evidence which could lead to

PR o o FRY

the rejection of the maxim. ’ é

Perhaps it should be emphasized that the use of this

maxim does not make the hypothesis non-empirical. Hypothe=

sis 2 1s subject to an empirical test but the results of

Tk

such a test would not bear upon the non-empirical point
Just discussed. The results would have significance in
considering other features of the study, but neither posi-~
5 | tiie nor negative results could lead to the acceptance or
| rejection of the non-empirical point..

Given the validation of the classroom control instru-
ment, fallure to confirm Hypothesis 2 would be due to three

possibilities: 1) the policy descriptions were not rele-

vant to the quallity of classroom; 2) the observers were

incompetent and could not describe the teachers in terms

- of the pblicy descriptions; 3) the non-empirical maxim

which suggested the hypothesis does not distinguish between

1 ‘ ‘2 ,
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'i) : "Know of " and "Know that" (cf. Ossorio, 1966a). That is,

although the teachers behave in ways which suggest ‘the
distinctions required by the policy descriptions (i.e.,

Know of), they are not capable’of articulating the distince
—~ tions made (i.e., Know that). In this case, "Know that"

TR s o 2 e o e A o -
i

becomes one of recognizing their behavior urider the de-
I scriptions provided to them, If any of these possibilities

occurred to a substantial degree, there would be no basis

RS Sy

for expecting differential correlations with the observers
8 ;by the two groups.

On the other hand, confirmation of Hypothesis 2 would
be evidence that these three possibilities did not occur;

or if they did, their influence would not be sufficlient to

obscure the expected finding based on the non-empirical

maxim., Whlle failure to confirm the hypothesis would not

pinpoint the nature of the problem, confirmation could
not be obtained if any of these three possibilities oc-

curred to any great extent.

Hzp@theses

- As the study presented here was not derived from pre-
vious theoretical or empirical work, including that of
Ossorio, the hypotheses being tested bear the inprint of

practical importance which characterizes the topic itself.

That is, the hypotheses are of the "If I want to do that
sort of thing, I have to be able to do this first" kind,
Thus, in order to achieve some future goal of training

teachers along policy lines, one needs some assurance that

L3
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" he can dévelop bolicies which will discriminate between

groups which are different in terms of their abilitles to
achieve classroom control, In addition, they should be
the kinds of descriptions under which the teachers who do

have the greater abilities would be able to recognize

theilr own behavior. In thls sense, the hypotheses being

tested are the kinds of considerations that any complex
course of action requires, While it is impossible to
specify the detalils of future teacber training procedures,
it is possible-to specify what- must now be the case if the
"rule-following" approach is to be pursued. The hypothe-
ses, presented below with brief rationales, are statements
of conditions which should be confirmed if this type of
approach holds any promise.

1. TWO GROUPS OF TEACHERS FORMED BY A MEDIAN SPLIT OF 16
TEACHERS ON THE BASIS OF THEIR CLASSROOM CONTROL ACHIEVE=-
MENTS (AS JUDGED BY CLASSROOM OBSERVERS AND PUPILS) IN TWO
CLASSES (I.E., BEST AND WORST CLASSES AS IDENTIFIED BY THE
TEACHERS) WILL DIFFER SIGNIFICANTLY IN THE APPROPRIATENESS
OF A SET OF POLICY DESCRIPTIONS AS JUDGED BY CLASSROOM
OBSERVERS.

If training of teachers can be done along "policy-
following" lines, it must be possible to differentiate
effective from ineffective teachers by means of policy de-
scriptions. This is particularly crucial if present
teaché; behavior is to be used as a basls for selection of

the policies to be taught. This means that such training

R
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is dependent upon policy following as a type of descrip-
tion. Confirmation of this hypothesis would be evidence
that this type of description can be profitablyLused in the
realm of the complex teacher behavior identified as class-
room control,

2. A GROUP OF TEACHERS JUDGED TO HAVE GREATER CLASSROON
CONTROL WILL PFROVIDE SELF DESCRIPTIONS THAT WILL BE IN
GREATER AGREEMENT WITH THE DESCRIPTIONS PROVIDED BY OBSERV-
ERS THAN WILL BE THE CASE FOR TEACHERS HAVING LESSER
CLASSROOM CONTROL.

This hypothesis becomes a test of the relevance of

the particulgr policy deécriptions usid in the study be-
cause fallure to confirm this hypothesis would not invali-
date the non-emplrical point discussed earlier, bdut would
be evidence that the policy descriptions used were not
adequate for describing relevant actions to classroom con-
trol.
3. THE MEAN CLASSROOM CONTROL ACHIEVEMENT RATING WILL BE
HIGHER IN BOTH CLASSES (I.E..EBEST AND WORST) ﬁOR THAT
GROUP OF TEACHERS HAVING THE HIGHER TOTAL RATING, '

If maintaining classroomngbntrol reflects an abilitx

~of teachers, then the concept of ability entails that site

nations permitting the exercise of the same abilities will
result in similar achlievements. This hypothesis is a test
of the adequacy of the classroom control mgasuring instru-
ment.,

4, DESCRIPTIONS OF TEACHERS IN TERMS OF THE POLICIES THEY

LS -
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FOLLOW IN MAINTAINING CLASSROOM CONTROL WILL RESULT IN AN
INTRA-OBSERVER DAILY AGREEMENT WHICH WILL STABILIZE IN

‘LESS THAN 10 HOURS OF OBSERVATION,

If present téacher behavior is to be used as a source
of policies to be taught to future teachers, a great nun-
ber of teachers will have to be observed., Practical
problems involved in obtaining funding would tend to elim-
inate approaches that would require more than 10 hours of
observation per teacher before stable descriptions were
achieved,

Summary

The difficulty which confronts teachers in developing
and maintaining classroom control is that there are no
social practices which can be identiflied as "classroonm
control social practices." The purpose of this and sube-
sequent research projects is to develop such social
practices by providing training to Education majors which
‘is based, in part, on the ldentification of effective i
courses of action which some teachers have already devel-
oped. The study reported here ;s concerned with the
description of the courses of action used by successful
teachers. )

Since the .type of description employed is of primary
concern in proceeding toward the goal of training teachers,
it has been argued in this chapter that a "rule-following"
description has the following advantages: a) No radical

changes 1n present teacher training practices would be

%
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required becauSe’it is a type of description that 1s now
employed by educators, teachers and students; b) it is a
type of description which any person used as an observer
would already know how to use; c) it is a type of descrip-
tion that requires one to treat teachers (and observers)
as Persons because only individuals who can engage in
intentional and deliberate aétion can be described (or
describe others) as following rules (i.e., Persons provide
the paradigm case of rule-following); 4) it is a type of
deséiiption vhich can be varied in generality in order to
maintain a connection between the rulec to be féllowed and
the abilities of students learning how to teach; and e) it
is a type of description which can be used by observers
without the necessity of commitment to the Want parameter
of the intentional action paradigm. This permits the cate-
egorization of teacher actions into a limited number of
categories,

An innovation in validation of measuring instruments
which consists of the use of non-empirical maxims or cone-
ceptual linkages is presented. Since there has been
considerable criticism of the conceptual confusion which
exists in psychology, the reader should be careful to note
that the tests of the hypotheses are not tests of the non-

empirical points.

67
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CHAPTER U4
METHOD

In overview, four observers were assigned four teach-
ers each and observed the Best and Worst class (as
ldentified by the teachers) of each teacher daily for an
entire class period for five to ten days (except in cases
of teacher absenteeism), On each day the observers com-
pleted the Observation Réport (Appendix B)., At the end of
each five day period, they rankéd the policy descriptions

contained in the Observation Report as to their appropri-

ateness for each teacher, At the completion of the project,

each observer indicated the appropriateness of the policy
descriptions on a 200mm rating scale (sample presented in
Appendix E) for their four teachers in the eight classes
observed, In order to obtain a measure of classroom con-
trol which was independent of the observers assigned to
the teacher (i.e., the Permanent observer), each observér
visited all of the other classes (gxcept in the few cases
of time conflicts) and the composite rating from these
Visiting observers was used as the basis for determining
the Classroom Control score (i.e., CC score) assigned to

each teacher. A medlan split of this CC distribution

formed a High and Low CC grouping for testing hypotheses

about the relationship between the policy descriptions and

classroom control.
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Selection of a School

In the Washoe Count& Schoel District, there are seven
public Junior high schools, While the primary basis for
selection was the practical one of finding a school that
would cooperate, the school employed has been described by
Dr. Robert Whittemore as having a fairly heterogeneous
soclal class structure and one which is probably typical
of junior high schools across the country. This was the
third school that was approached as the first two schools )
declined participation. Each school was approached in a
different manner, the first involving only a consultation
with the principal, the second involving letters to the

teachers with only three teachers agreeing to participate,

and:the third involving a group meeting of the teachers

with the principal, Dr. Whittemore, and this investigator
in attendance where the project was explained and support
requested. As many of the teachers were familiar with
Dr. Whittemore from courses taken from him at the Univer-
sity of Nevada, his support of the project was undoubtedly
the major factor in galning the cooperation of the teache
ers. The sixteen teachers who participated in the study
comprised the entire teaching staff with thé exception of
those teachers involved mainly in counseling or such none
academic courses as physical education, home economics,
and shop. | |

Selection of Classes

At the meeting with the teachers, they were asked to

A ]
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identify their Best and Worst classes in terms of class-

room control. It was explained to the teachers that the

term "classroom control" was being used in the broadest

[1 | sense and referred not only to the rate or type of disci-
— pline ﬁroblems that existéd, but to the total relationship
b between the teacher and pupils. Thus, the Best class would

vv—

likely be the one that they enjoyed most and were most

effective in (in terms of accomplishing teaching goals),
{} while the Worst class would be the one which provided a
— great deal of strain and seemingly required great expendi-

- tures of effort with few rewsrds. It was telt that anyone

who had ever taught would understand such descriptions,

and there was no evidence that the teachers had any diffie

D | culty in identifying the classes which fit these descrip-
[*‘ tiOﬂSo

Selection pf the Observers

N The observers used in this.study were four women who

were on the substitute teacher list of the Washoe County

{

School District, It was originally intended to use gradue

ate students in Education as observers but the attenpt to

—

obtain such students was unsuccessful., Three of the Ob=
servers used were certified for elementary school teaching

only and one of the observers was certified for teaching

—

in the Junior high school. The basis for selection was

simply the practical one of accepting the first four sube o

{

{

stitute teachers who were able to be contacted and who

agreed to participate in the project. On the first day of
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teaching position and was replaced by another substitute
teacher suggested by one of the remalning observers,

Observation Schedule

71

tralning, one of the observers was offered a full time . :
k

Trhe original schedule of observations -called for ten

consecutive days of observation in the classes identified

by the teachers as being Best or Worst (although not during

the same 10 day period). It was hypothesized, however,
that the observers would develop a stable description of
the teachers prior to the completion of the ten hours of
obserﬁation‘ This was found to be the case and is reported !
in the Results section. As a consequence, the period of |

observation was shortened to five hours after the first

-~

four weeks of the study,

— In maintaining the best dally (two hours each day)

schedule possible for the observers during the entire
study, the usual situation was that the observations of a
teacher's two classes were not consecutive but rather were
spaced by the observation of other classes. The prime
consideration in scheduling was the convenience of the
observers but with one exception, the Best and Worst
classes were counterbalanced to reduce systematic blases
that might have arisen from always observing a particular
type of class first for the four teachers-to be observed.

It might have been possible to compress the length of time

sﬁent in data collection (elght weeks) by increasing the

number of observations made dally, but only twe hours of

g1
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observation per day were scheduled in order to ensyre that
the observers would not become bored.

Training of the Observers

The training of the observers was continuous through-
§u§ the project but it can be discussed as occurring in two
phases., Prior to the project the observers were given 32
hours of Qraining, most of the time being spent in discusse
ing the concept of classroom control and the policy
deécriptions that were to be used in the study., In addi-
tion, nine hours were spent in clasgroom observations to
identify the kinds of problems which might afise. In a
senée, this period was used as a pilot study as modifica=-
tions of the list of descriptions and the technique for
recording Ju&gments nentioned later developed from this
pre;project training period.,

| Unfoitunately, the observational experience provided
during this period was limited by the practical problem of
obtaining teachers in the training school whc would partle-
clpate in such a program, and onlf“five teachers were
avallable to the observers during this perlod. Fortunate-
ly, there was considerable diversity among these teachers
in terms of the relationships that they had with their
classes.so that the experlence was nof as limited as it
might otherwise have been with such a small sample,

During the observations madé Quring this period, two
observers at a time were present in the classrooms. The

training during the discussion periods followed the type

75~




{ﬂw-»
LT —

73

of considerations presented in the Observer's Training

Manual (Appendix A). The main concern was to develop

’awareness of the complexity of the concept of classroom

control and the relationshins of the policy descriptions
to this concept. It was emphasized that the primary goal
of the discussions was not to achieve some arbitrary
standard of agreement emong the observers, but to develop
an understanding of the policy descriptions in terms of
paradign and borderline applications;

During the study, the observers met with the investi-
gator every week for 2 or 3 hours and some training was
given, but most of thls time was spent in additional data
collection, It was at these meetings that the ranking of
the descriptions occurred. Some time was spent, however,
in going over those descriptions which seemed to be pro-
viding difficulty.

Final Selection of Policy Descriptions

In the pre-project training period, there were forty-

six policy descriptlons used to provide a description of

the teachers (see Appendix F, Selection of Policy and Class
Descriptions). In judging the relevance of these descrip-
tions to the teachers observed, the observers were provided
with three options: "Appropriate," "Not appropriate, " and
"Not relevant." The latter category was to be used where
nothling was observed that would count as an opportunity for
following a policy. The observers reported their judgments

on a seven point scale which was a combined appropriateness

73
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and confidence rating. The seven points on the scale were
marked as follows:s

1) Very confident that teacher is not following

this policy.

2) Confident that teacher is not following this

policy.,

3) Slightly confident that teacher is not follow=-

ing this policy.

L) Not sure if teacher is following this policy.

5) Slightly confident that teacher is following

this policy.

6) Confident that teacher is following this

policy. -

7) Very confident that teacher is following this

pollicy.

On the baslis of the discussions with the observers and
other considerations glven below, two major changes were
made before starting the actual project. These changes
were as follows: 1) It was decided to separate the confi-
dence ratings from the appropriateness rating to emphasize
the two judgments involved; 2) The list of descriptions was
reduced primarlly because the amount of time required for
completing the list at the end of each class hour consumed
too much observation time, but also because the observers
did not seem able to work with so many descriptions at one
time. In addition, (or perhaps as a consequence) some
descriptions consistently were glven a "Not relevant" rat-
ing during the training sessions. Although the extensive
observation time permitted in the study might have provided
the cbservers with enough time to examine the relévance of
these descriptions, it was decided that a reduction of the
number of descriptions and the elimination of the "Not

relevant" category would be more likely to force the

-
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observers to consider the borderline as well as the para-
digmatic cases of following the policles presented.

Several criterla were employed in the reduction of the
list of descriptions. As already suggested, those descrip-
tions cénsistently receliving a "not relevant" were dropped.

As the CC rating (i.e., fhe sun of the first elght classroom
descriptions) varied for the five teachers used in the train-
ing sessions, those descriptions which seemed to permit
greater agreement aﬁbhgﬁfhe?obsérvers were retained in pre-
ference to others although tthe other criteria were given

more welght in these Judgments., Thus, for example, & descrip-
tion which all observers agreed was "Not relevant" was still
dropped desplite the consistent agreement, In some cases,
several descriptions were simply combined into a new descrip-
tion despite the above criteria in order to have a description;
avallable for the diffefent types of situations that could

occur in the classroon.,

As a consequence of the above reduction, there re-
mained 24 policy descriptions and the original 10 classroom
descriptions. This form is presented in Appendix B as the

Observation Revort used in the study.

Types of Data Collected

The final 1list of policy descriptions provided three
types of data which wlll be identified in later discussions
by the following labels: 1) Dichotomous-=This refé¥s to
the daily Appropriate/Inappropriate judgments recorded on

‘4
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the Observation Report. In the dally observations, the
observers simply recorded whéther the description provided

was appropriate or inappropriate for the teacher and the

degree of confidence (on & 5 point scale) that they_pad in

that Jjudgment. These judgments were cumulative (i.e.,
based on previous observations as well as those made on the :
particular day being recorded) such that the last Observa- 3
tien Report completed represented the best description

that the observers could give of the teachers (within the
limits of the descriptions provided); 2) Rank--These data
were collected at the end of each week's observations and
consisted of ranking (by sorting 3 x 5 cards) the descrip-
tions within the teachers observed from the most appropriate
to the least appropriate (or most inappropriate)., No ties
were permitted in this ranking in order to force the

observers to make as finz a discrimination as possible even

1f it appeared to be random; 3) Measurement-~These data
were collected at the end of the eight week'observaéion
period and were provided by the observers for each of their
permanent teachers. The form empléyed i1s illustrated in
Appendix E and consisted of a vertlical 200mm line divided
into two equal portions with the end points labelled "Ex-
tremely Appropriate" and "Extremely Inappropriate, " Since,
in some cases, there was at least Slx weeks since the
observers had been in some of the classes, they were
instructed that they could record & single mark for both

classes in the event that they could not make a discrimin-
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ation between them, either on the basis of having forgotten
such a discrimination or never able to make such a discrim-
ination. |

Classroom Descriptlions

These rating scales were included in the Observation
Report and were completed daily by the observers but these
daily reports differed from those given for the policy
descriptions in that they were situation-specific (i.e.,
they wefe not cumulative Judgments but reflected the class
behavior on éach day Being observed). Although ten scales
are included among this set, only the first eight were
used in testing hypotheses about the relatlonshlips between
the teacher descriptions and the c}assroom settings., The
last two were included in this study pnly for the purnrose
of identifying thefrelevance of a stylistic variable (con-
fidence of teachers) and the possibility of'using a global
judgment to replace the other déscriptions in future
research. |

The classroom description scales were also completed
by the puplls in the classes at the end of the observation
period. This was done in order to have a basis for identi-
fying teacher groupings which would be independent of the
observers., As with the observer data, only the first eight
sceles were to be used in grouping of the teachers., Since
some teachers had expressed concern about the form which
the éupils were to complete, they were given the form for

inspection and asked to complete it as they thought the

7
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"average" student in the class would respond,
At the time of collection of the pupil data, the

teachers provided a self description in terms of the policy

descriptions on the Measurement data form described above.

8
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RESULTS

z Since the hypotheses involve a median split of the

— sixteen teachers used in the study on the basis of class-

- room control achievements, an examination of the results

of the technique used for such a division would seem to be

of priﬁéry importance, The data for this division are pre-
sented in Table 1 which includes the classroom centrol

= ratings (i.e., CC ratings) given by the Visiting observers,
- pupils; and the Permanent observers. Although the correla-

| tion between the Visiting observers and the pupils is only

,i\ B 64, it can be seen from the rankings provided in Table 1

Z?) ) _ that insofar as the grouping of teachers is concerned, there

is only minor disagreement. Consequently, the data analy=-

ses involving the median split were based on the Visiting
b observer grouping, and no secondary analyses involving
pupll ratings seemed required.

The product moment correlation between the Visiting

observers and the Permanent observers for the classroon

fs — control ravings was .87, Insofar as the median split of

E the teachers is concerned, the rankings in Table 1 also /

show that it 1s only one teacher who would be included in

 § the High CC group for the Permanent  observers that was not
included for the Visiting observers. The rankings show that

the puplils and the Permanent observers agree in including

Teacher 3 within the first eight ranks (although the

19
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. Table 1
% { Mean Ratings for High and Low
u Classroom Control Groups
3 { Visiting Permanent
|- Teacher Obsecrver Pupils Observer
I8 I- | 13 12.9 (1) 11.0 (4).  1L.o (1)
.| - N 12.L (2) 11.8 (2)  13.2 (2)
il 5 12.3 (3) 10.9 (5)  13.2 (7)
| L High CC 6 11.9 (4.5) 10.5 (6) 11.0 (8)
I 15 11.9 (4.5) 71l.1 (3)  12.1 (5)
:_4‘[: 9 11.8 (6)  12.2 (1)  13.1 (3)
! 12 . 11l.6 (7) 10.3 (7)  12.0 (6)
3 [j 1 11.5 (8.5) 9.3 (12) 10.7 (9)
1 7 11.5 (8.5) 9.7 (9.5) 10.6 (10)
i 3 10.9 (10) 9.9 (8)  12.5 (L)
5), 2 10.L (11) 6.7 (16) 10.3 (12)
JUB Low CC 8 9.9 (12) 7.9 (1L)  10.5 (11)
e 1 8.0 (13) 8.7 (13) 9.4 (13)
i o 7.6 (1) 9.6 (11) 7.9 (18)
i 16 7.2 (15) 9.7 (9.5) 8.5 (1k)
14 10 6.8 (16) 7.2 (15) 6.5 (16)
; Note.= Rank order is presented in parentheses to

facilitate comparisons.
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Vé) - product moment correlation between the pupils and the

Ea Permenent observers is similar to that between the pupils

;{ and Visiting observers with r equal to .64). The agreement

. {d of junior high school students with trained observers could
%i - be regarded as providing somebevidence that the classroom
L

‘control measurement scales required judgments that were

f 1 relatively easy to make,

Table 2 presents the policy descriptions as functions

of group (i.e., High and Low CC) membership and type of
data, As will be recalled, the three types of data identi-
fied here as Measurement, Rank, and Dichotomous, were

collected at different times during the study., The Meas-

urement data were collected at the completion of all
observations; the Rank data were collected on the weekend
following each week's observations; and the Dichotomous
data were collected dally but since these judgments were
to reflect the 1nf1uenc§ of observations made on the preced-
| ing days, only the data from the final day of observation
are presented., Thus, the Dichotomous data are regarded as |
the best description of the teachers that could be given
within the limitations of the list of descriptions and the

type of judgment required, It is oniy by using the data
from the last day of observation that the Dichotomous data

can be regarded as comparable (in the sense of being the

best description possible) to the Measurement and Rank
} t ~— data. \

Since there are three types of data presénted, the

—
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question 1s raised as to the extent of aéreement among
“them., The only statistic which permits a simultaneous
comparison for the different types of data is the Coeffi=-
clent of Concordance. By simply ranking the entries in
Table 2 fpr the two groups, Coefficients of Concordance
were computed. For the High classroom control group, the
agreement in the data ylelded a W of .92, For the Low CC
group, the agreement ylelded a ¥ of ,86,

Since W is a relatively unfamiliar statistic, the
following data are included to provide some perspective,
The W required for significance at the .05 level is .51.
Additional perspective is gained from examination of the
average rho among the three possible comparisons for each
W. For the High CC group, the average rho was .88; for
the Low CC group, the average rho was .78.

Figure 1 1s a graphic presentation of the Measurement
data presented in Table 2. The advantage of this type of
‘presentation is that it shows quite clearly that the de=
scriptions of the High and Low classroom control groups
are qualitatively different. The filled bars, representing
the Low CC group, are relétivéi& close to the 0 line while
the open bars, representing the High CC group, extend a
considerable distance from the 0 line. This indicates
-that the observers had difficulty in making Jjudgments about
what the Low CC teachers were doing since none of the de-
scriptions provided could be judged as being clearly
appropriate or inappropriate, Fox the High CC teachers,
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Fige.l. Mean ratings on policy descriptions for High
and Loz)v” classroom control groups., (Filled bar is Low C€
group. '
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on the other hand, the observgrs could Jjudge that the de~
scriptions were more cleafly appropriate‘or inappropriate.

Figure 1 should not be interpreted as suggesting that
the policy descriptions were irrelevent to the Low CC

group., While it might be the case that Low CC teachers

" follow policlies that are different from those followed by

High classroom control teachers, the decision about the
relevance of a list of policy descriptions must be made

on some basis other than the difficulty in applying the
descriptions, A basls that might be used, for example, is
whether’actions relevant to the policies could reasonably
occur in the classroom. To the extent that there were no
possibilities for engaging in actions which could be re-
garied as relevant to a policy description, then that
policy description would be characterized as irrelevant.
Thus, one basis for assessing the relevance of a policy is
the consideration of the frequency of opportunities for
following that policy. It was this consideration which
explainé the concern with paradigm and borderline cases of
policy following during the traihing of the observers and
discussed more fully in the Observer's Training Manual
(see Appendix A).

Prior to performing an analysis of variance on the
Permanent observer Measurement data, it was necessary to
reflect policy descriptions 3, 4, 16, 17, 18 and 22, so
that a low rating would in all cases represent high con-

trole. In order to have only positive numbers, the scales

&6
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were measured to the nearest millimeter from the Extremely
Appropriate end of the scale (see sample scale in Appendix
E). In order to have an independent criterion for this
reflection, so that it would not involve a simple maximiz-
ing of random variation, the descriptions of the Ideal teach-
er glven by the observers were used as a check on the
reflection., For policy descriptions 3, 4 and 17, all four
of the observers regarded the policles as inappropriate for
the Ideél teacher; for policy descriptions 16, 18 and 22,
three of the four observers agreed that the policy was ine
appropriate for the Ideal teacher. Consequently, since
the wording of the policy descriptions was arbitrary in
this respect, it is assumed that the reflection of these
descriptions was legitimate.

The analysis of variancéngnores differences between
observers since the désign of the study confounded teacher
and observer differences. Thls confounding was a by- ~
product of the decision to have as much observation time
aé possible, and thus there was no overlap between the
observers (except when acting as Visiting observers).

Each observer was assigned fou? permanent teachers with
eight permanent classes; however, all four of the observers
are represented in each of the two classroom control groups,

As shown in Table 3, the only significant F's obtained
were those for the hypothesized group differences and the
policy descriptions. The group main effects confirm the<
hypothesis that rule-following descriptions enable a

&)
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discrimination between teachers who differ in the quality
of classroom control achievements, The differences in
policies indicate that the policy descriptions employed
are measures of different teacher behaviors, but since the
interaction between fhe groups and policies was not signi-
ficant, no statistical examination of the discriminating
power of the individual policies can be undertaken without
the risk of emphasizing chance variations., Although it is
impossible to interpret the lack of a significant inter-
action, 1t 1s possible to explein what such a lack means
by reference to Flgure 2, which is a graphic presentation
of the Measurement data presented in Table 2, In Figure
2, the policy descriptions have been ordered on the basis
of the magnitude of the mean differences between the two
groupé. Thus, the curve in Figure 2 depicts the difference
between the groups for each of the policy déscriptions.
Since the mean difference of 47 mm. is significant (i.e.,
the group main effect), the lack of a significant group by
policy interaction means that random variation accounts for
the difference between the curve and the horizontal line
representing the overall mean diffefence.

Thus, although the group main effect provides a cone
firmation of the first hypothesis, the argument that
observational studies.using the content of prescriptions as
descr;ptions;will;permit.identifigation of useful prescrip-
tions is not supported. The effect of the lack of a

significant interaction between the group and policies will

29
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|
1 lj be examined in Chapter 6.
f 1} The lack of signiflpant differences between classes, |
é and lack of significant interactions involving classes,
g { cannot be interpreted beyond simply recognizing that these
j T findings are compatible with arguments made previously re-
i

garding the capabilities of the observers to apply rule-

4

following descriptions.

The Rank data also discriminated between the High and

Low classroom control groups. A % computed on the differ-

. ence between means of the sums of reanks assigned to the
. policy descriptions for each group was 4,38 (P less than
B .001), A similar finding was obtained for the Dichotomous

data by computing a Maﬁn—Whitney U for the number of appro-
priate judgments assigned to the 24 descriptions for the

J two groups. Since the X for this comparison was L8, the

k tj | normal curve was used for testing the signiflcance of the

ﬁ [I U obtained (z equal 3.56; P less than ,001). Both of these
E tests involved reflection of the policies on the basis of
[} the Measurement data mentioned above.

i Hypothesis 1, then can be regarded as receiving cone-

. ——..

w siderable support, since the three types of data collected
i g ) at different times during the study are consistent in show-
51 = ing that the descriptions discriminated between the teachers
éjj i  who were previously grouped on the basis of their classroom

control achievenments.,

e

T
.

‘ ¥

Table 4 presents the data used for testing the hypoth-

jQ lj esis concerning the extent to which agreement between the
i

i
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3 {i - Table L 5
ﬁ) Agreement on Teacher Descriptions Between
-,’ r Teachers and Permanent Observers
1.

ks Teacher ] Class ,

g Best Worst
% 13 « Oly . +03

g

Ll- oué 050

5 o12 «29

High cC  © .39 U5
15 62 61

9 .63 51

12 .38 19

1 . .32 21

Mean .51 47

7 015 o "’012

3 .32 A1
2 .10 10

Low CC 8 .20 -17
\ lL’- -.10 ""016
11 -.21 -.53

16 . -.36 "026

lo 7 A ‘ "’016 "oLI,-l

Mean ) “001 "oll

Note.- Entries are product moment correlations
of measurement data.

T
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self-descriptions provided by the teachers and the observer
descriptions of the teachers would vary with classroom con-
trol, As menticiied previously, the teachers provided a
self description on the Measurement scales for each class
observed., The entries in Table 4 are the correlations be-
tween these self descriptions and the descriptions provided
by the Permanent observers. Eéch correlation is based on
an Q'of 2k, A transformation of these correlations into
Fisher z's enabled a test of the difference between the
neans of the 2's for each of the classes observed., The
difference between the mean correlations of .51 and ~,01
for the Best class ylelded & Z of 5.19 (P less than
.00001)., The difference between the mean correlations of
47 and -,11 for the Worst cldss yielded a z of 5.63 (P
less than ,00001)., Since this hypothesis was based on the
non-empirical maxim "If you lknow what you're doing, you're
going to do it better than if you doan’t Xncw what you're
doing," 1t should be remembered that these mean differences
do not provide a test of that maxim but rather substantiate
the clainm ;or relevance of the policy descriptions.

Table 5 presents the data for Hypothesis 3 which cone
cerns ﬁhe test of the adequacy of the classfoom control
descriptions employed. It 1s necessary to recall that a
test of this hypothesis is not a test to "discover" if

classroom control is an ability of teachers. It is taken
for granted that classroom control is an ability and so

this hypothesis involves a test of the adequacy of the

13
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] Table 5 o

», Classroom Control Ratings of Visiting Observers

f for High and Low Classrodm Control Groups

] Teacher Total Class

| Best Worst

b 0 12.4 6.2 6.2

-E 5 12.3 6.2 6.1

-2 High CC 6 . l?..9 6.1 , 5.8

15 11,9 6.1 5.8
b 12 11,6 5.8 5.8
1 1 11.5 5.3 6.2
1. Mean 12,0l 6.09 5.95
| U |
% . 7 1105 507 508 ¢
)| ] 3 10,9 5.8 5.1
1Ny Low ¢ 9 9.9 5k 4.5
N Bt 1L 8.0 3l L.6
i: ) 11 7.6 . Ll-o? 209
ARE 16 7.2 Lol 3.1
10 - &.8 1.8 2.0
e Mean | 9.0L . .92 Lell

e Gy
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measuring instrument employed to assess achievements. From
an inspection of Table 5, which presents the classroom cone
trol achlievement scores for the High and Low classroom
control groups by class (i.e., Best and Worst), it can be
concluded that the measuring instrument (i.e., the eight
classroom descriptions) did permit the required discriminae-
tions. A t test for the difference between the means of
6.09 and 4,92 for the Best class was 3.34% (P less than
«005). A t test for the difference between the means of
5.95 and 4,11 was 3.83 (P less than .005). For the total
difference between the groups in classroom control achieve-
ments, a t of 4.48 was significant beyond the .0005 level.
Thus, in showing that similar achievements did occur in
similar situations, the classroom control meaéﬁring instru-
ment was validated and Hypothesis 3 was cdnfirmed. It
should be noted; however, that this validation holds only
for the gross differencgs in'ability that exist between
groups of teachers since the mean difference between the
Best and Worst classes was not significant. Thus, to de=

tect differences in achievements within persons, an

instrument permitting finer discriminations would be
required.

As suggested in Chapter 4, the data collected during
the first four weeks of the study provided not only a test
of Hypothesis 4, but the basis for the decision to reduce
the observation time per class to five hours instead of

the originally scheduled ten. Hypothesis 4 is concerned

9s
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with the length of time required for the observers to pro-

vide a stable description of the teachers, The decision

to reduce the observation time per teacher was based on

the confidence ratings of the observers for the ten day

observation period, the number of intra-observer agreements

on the dichotomous judgments, and the rank order correla-

tions between the 5th and 10th‘day rankings of the policy

sl N Sy

descriptions for the teachers observed during the first

N AN 1 T S
;)
J

period (Weeks 1 and 2) and the second period (Weeks 3 and
k) of the study. In general, the amount of additional ¢

£t e e~ e pr——————

(7

information provided by the second five hours of observa-

tion d4id not seem to justify the effort and expense

£, ‘

f involved, Consequently, and without the need for statis-

™
Qe ]
g

[U——

1% Iy tical test, the following data are regarded as adequately
supporting Hypothesis &4, -ﬁ

“é An examination of the mean confidence ratings pre-

¢ e sented in Figure 3 indicates that rule~following descriptions
can be applied with some confidence after only a limited

(i.,e., one hour) period of observation, Since the points

servers and the 24 policy descriptions, it should be recog-
1 nized that each of the policy descriptions was not applied

[t with equal confidence by each of the four observers.

l§ [ on the graph in Flgure 3 are means based on the four ob-

& Not unexpectedly, the mean confidence ratings continue

é - to increase with the amount of obcervation time. This in-

g = crease is apparent in each period of observation but the

¢ graph in Figure 3 also shows that the confidence for Period

.".,, [
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Fig., 3. Mean confidence ratings in judgments
of policy descriptions for four classroom observers.
{Judgments are: 5~Very confident, L-Confident,3-
Fairly confident, 2-Slightly confident, and 1l-Not
sSurxre. , :
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; {1 2 was slightly higher than for Period 1. The increase in
§

|

_3 17 both periods simply reflects the fact that, in general,
e
= the more time spent in observing a person, the more confi-
{

dent one can be about describing the activities of the

observed person. The slightly higher confidence in Period

2 it ORI,

iy
)

r‘n

2 could reflect the increasing familiarity of the observers

with the particular policy descriptions employed in the

3

study.

f% ) Perhaps it should be emphasized that the decision to
iR

reduce the total observation time from ten hours to five

=

hours was based on the considerétion of several types of

data and not simply the confidence ratings. The data pre-

Piramtasntey
4

{

sented in Figure 4 showing the high intra-observer agreement

between observation days was also involved in this decision.

Although the curves are not parallel to the base line,

e N AT AT
RGO LI O Y
. 22, s L.
S
gy 'y
! ( : o

“ gomash | gty e

which indicates that the observers were changing their de-

scriptions slightly (at least'during the first five days),

the relatively high agreement between the first and second

observation days indicates that the descriptions of the

teachers did not change substantially after an hour's obe-

servation., Again, the reader is cautioned to remember that

these are means based on four observers and a simple count

of the number of agreements., .For any particular observer,

R policy description, or teacher description, the daily

intra-observer agreement might be considerably different.

L At thls point, however, it 1s only being shown that the

T e T el S M 0
1

oo A
e’

[ decislion to reduce the observation time is also supported

[ ' i
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Fig.:li. Mean number of agreements on dichot-
omous judgments of policy descriptions for four
observers.with judgrents made on the preceding day.,
(Total possible agreement is 2l.)
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by the stabllity of the descriptions provided duriné the
first five days of observation,

The additional evidence which influenced the decision
to reduce the observation time is presented in Table 6
which shows the correlations between the descriptions
given of the teachers after five and ten hours of observae-
tion. These correlations were derived from the rankings
of the policy descriptions for each of the four teachers
observed by each observer during the first two periods of
the study. Since these correlations are relatively high,
they'indicate that the descriptions given after ten hours
of observation were not much different from those given

after five hours of observation. Consequently, these data

-also support the decision to reduce the observation'time.

In sum, an examination of.the confldence of the obe
servers in applying the rule-following descriptions, along
with two indices of 1ntra-ob§erver agreement, resulted in
the decision to reduce the observation time before the
study was completed. The additional information which
might have been gained by continued observation of the
teachers by the same observer did not seem to justify the
time or expense involved, |

The only type of observer agreement which is available
for examination, given the design of the main study, is
1ntra-observe? agreement, Some information on these data
has already been provided since they contributed to the

decision to reduce the observation time, Tables ? and 8

l{oe
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. Rank Order Correlations Between
- { The Fifth and Tenth Day Rankings
3 L of the Policy Descriptions
] Observers® !
|- T ~ 2 3 n /
| (R '
' g JJP ] Period 1° +93 -89 86 75
|- : .92 .88 .72 .86
: A .75 .69 . 091 . ‘90
. Period 2 .81 . .85 492 «96
-
r .l) U a. Each observer observed two classes during each
S period '
| l_ b. Each period consisted of observation for 10 days.
.
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present data based on most of the observations made during

st i+

the study. These tables include the data already presented,

but exclude the obse;vations nade during the second five

L) hours for the first two periods of the stud}, since only
B five hours of observation were used for tpe teachers dur-
ing the last four weeks of the study.

The intra-observer agreement was computed by counting

the number of agreements (Dichotomous data) with the judg-

R ments made on previous daYs. The means and standard

B deviations of these judgments are presented in Tables 7

- and 8, As can be seen from Table 7, the observers had

somewhat more difficulty in describing the teachers in the
Worst classes observed,

| [} Table 8 shows that the observers did not differ in

2 the mean number of,intra-observer agreements, Each entry
in Table 8 is the result of summing the number of agree-

ments across teachers and between days for the Dichotomous

data, From an examination of this table, it appears that

& the application of rule-following descriptions was a task

i % v v

which all of the observers could do with relétively little
‘difficulty since the total nuﬁbér of agreements possible
was only 24,

Table 9 provides data which indicate the perceived

| conslstency in policy following as reported by the teachers

- themselves and the Permanent observers for the three types

i
1
% — of data collected, Although the difference between the

mean correlations of .82 and .72 indicates a significant

(o

ERIC
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Table 7
Intra-observer Agreement on Dichotomous
Judgments by Class and
Classroom Control Grouping
Best 4 Worst
Mean S.D, Mean S,D,
High cC 22,82 1.88 22.1 2.52
Low CC 2248 1,80 _ 2.2 3.15
i
Note.-~ Data are based on number of agreements between
days for all observers for first five days of observation.
a. Number of possible agreements is equal to 2l

|03
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Table 8

Intra-observer Agreement on Dichotomous
Judgments by Observers

Observer ~ Mean __ S.D.
1 22,6% 2,57
2 22,5 2.20
3 2249 1.46
L 22,6 2,16

Note.- Data are based on number of agree-
ments between days for each observer for first
five days of observation.

a, Number of possible agreements 1s equal
to 24,

1o
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- Table 9
[ ] Perceived Consistency in Teacher Behavior
- Between Classes
s Teacher Selr® lfggmgnent Observer
‘ "i Meas, Di.ch(ﬂ::b Rank - Meas.
U 13 .82 2L, .87 <99
-I n .87 23 .88 .97 .
- 5 096 2“- 091 085
. High CC 6 o Th 17 053 59
ol 15 81 18 87 77
| 9 72 18 .16 .81
j4:f 12 .85 21 .80 .90
i\] Neans .82 20,2 u76 .88
) || 7 .91 2l .8l .81
- 3 ..o T8 2ly .81 .86
" Lewcc 8 48 21 .70 .75
o 1l 30 16 .28 © W8l
e , ll 097 17 070 . .82
T 16 L5 20 .76 1:00
¢ L 10 %70 1l el U4l
Means 72 20,0 068 087
i a. Teacher!'s self-description in Best and Worst classes,
_ b. Dichotomous data based on number of agreements out
- of possible 2i,
L. H

. ]
. i
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i
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difference between the groups in the teachers' perceptions
of their behavior (z equal 2,36; P less than ,02), the
data suggest that the observers did;hot see any differences,
Table 16 presents a characterization of the classroon
control groups in terms of some characteristics of the
teachers and the curricular status of the classes observed,
Although there was no attempt to control for sex, experi-
ence or class requirements, these variables would not appear
to be highly related to the quality of classroom contrgl
achieved, The one possible exception would be experience,
since the High CC teachers had more years of experience
than thé Low CC group; however, the range of experience for
the High CC group extended from below that of the Low CC
group to above 1t, Thus, the quality of classroom control

is clearly not a simple function of the number of years of

teaching experience,
Observer Agreement Study

The observer agreement study occurred during the
seventh and eighth weeks of observation after the collece
tion of the Dichotomous and Rank data for the main study.
The time was made available by the reduction of the obsef-
vation time per class discussed above,

The seven teachers used in this study were the last
teachers to be observed in the main study and were used for
checking observer agreement because the esarlier teachers
had been advised that they would only be observed for a

total of ten days. In this study, the observers worked

(ee
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t - Table 10

}- - Some Charactéristics of the
& Classroom Control Groups

_ Years of
a ; Sex Experience Type of Class
jl N M P Mean  S.D. Required* Elective.
i High CC TN 10.9 5.5 12 n
-
Low GG 5 3 8.4, 2,5% 12 l
gr ' &. Experience data not obtained for one teacher,
:;; [
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in pairs and all possible pairings of observers were made,

The data in Table 11 indicate that observer agreement

in the application of rule=following descriptions is not
independent of the quality of classroom control, As can
be‘noted in Table 11, the classes observed are arranged

in descending ordcr of classroom control achievements.

'“‘VThe‘felative positions of these classes in the total dis-

tribution of classroom cpntrol achievements for the 32 class-
es observed are also provided. Examinatiog of the rate of
agreement between observers for the three types of data
presented in Table 11 indicates that rate of agreement
varles with classroom control quality. To provide a quan-
titative index of the relationshlip between the rate of
agreément and classroom control, the three types of data
and the classroom control achievement scores were ranked
and correlations computed. The Dichotomous data correlaied
.96 with classroom control aéhievéments. This means that
the number of agreements between observers in regard to

the appropriateness or inappropriateness of the policy de-
scriptions depénded to a great extent on the quality of
classroom control which existed. The correlation of ,81

of the Rank data, and .78 for the Measurement data, with
classroom control require similar interpretations, The
fact that the Rank and Measurement data correlate to a
lesser extent, however, indicates that the relaticnship

between observer agreement and the quality of classroom

control is influenced in part by the type of measurement

)
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1nst;ument employed.

The extent of the correlations between the amount of

.observer agreement and the classroom control scores sug-

gests that there might have been & common bias among the
observers which influenced the policy descriptions of the
teachers. That is, it might be that the observers lgnored
what rules the teachers were following and used the policy
descriptions as a second measure of classroom cohtrcl.i In
the simplést case, the use of the policy descriptions as a

measure of classroom control would involve assigning "“good"

policies to "good" (i.e., high control) teachers and "bad"

policies to "bad" teachers,

In order to dete:mine if the observers used the policy
descriptions'in this fashion, it is nécessary to have some
index of the agreement which existed among the observers
as to what policies were "good" and "bad." This was ac=
complished by having the obsérvers rank the descriptions
as if they were observiﬁg an ideal teacher., These ldeal
data were then examined by means of the Coefficient of Con-
cordance to detect the extent of similarity in the rankings.

This was done twice during the study., The W for the mid-

‘project data was .72; the W obtained at the end of the

project for the Ideal teacher rankings was'.65. (For
comparison purposes, the average rho between observers
for a H of .72 is .63; a W of .65 indicates an average rho
of .53. The W required for significance at the .05 level
18 .38.) The first point to be noted, then, in regard to

1o
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the influence of a common bias among the observers, is that
while there is a statistically significent similarity in
the rankings assigned to the policy descriptions for the
Ideal teacher, the agreement among the observers is not
excessively high,

The second point that should be noted is the lack of
high agreement between observers for teachers having low
classroom control achievements, If a common bias Influe
enced the teacher descriptions in the simple fashion
suggested above, then the rate of agreement should be as
high for Low CC teachers as it is for the High CC teachers.
Since thils clearly 1s not the case for any of the three
types of data shown in Table 11, it is obvious that if a
common bias influenced the {eacher descriptions at all,
the nature of the influence was not one of assigning “good®
policies to "good" teachers and “bad" policies to "bad"
teachers., ﬁ | N

The third type of evidence which should be examined
in considering the influence of a common bias on the
teécher descriptions is presented in Table 12, This table
shows the agreement between the descriptions of all of the
teachers by the Peémanent observers with the descriptions
of the Ideal teacher given by the &same Permanent observers.

Since the teachers are arranged in a descending order on

the basis of classroom control achievements, it is apparent’

from Table 12 that the Dichotomous data are the only data

that show a relationship with classroom control achievement,

%
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That is, the number of agreements (out of a possible 24)
with the Ideal decrease as the quality of ciassroom,control
.'decreasés. This is clearly not the case with the Rank and -

Measurement data., Quantitative indices of these relation=-

ships were obtained by ranking the data presented in Table
» 12 and computing correlations between classroom control

} B rankings and the rankings of the three types of data. The

B R

Dichotomous data correlated .87 for the Best class and .79

[Epiribvipry it s ey

fo: the Worst class. The Rank data correlated .02 for the

!

l _ Best and -.02 for the Worst classes with classroom control.
| _

t () The Measurement data correlated with classroom control to

the extent of .18 for the Best class, and -.i4 for the

Worst class, These data will be éonsidered toaé greater

T oy b7 4 P ek st it 1 £ S TN T 2 (W Ao o e £

extent in the discussion in Chapter 6, 7

In sum, the data examined in regard to the influence

.

Ty

of a common bias among the observers in the descriptions

of the teachers indicate that such a bias, if present at’

-
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all, 1s of limited significance in accounting for the

B different descriptions given to the two groups of teachers., ‘7%
gij . Although the rate of agreement between observers is related §
! % EJ to the quality of classroom control, a hypothesis that ?
: i“ such a differential rate of agreement reflects the operae :
!; = tion of a common bias among the observers is untenabl. .
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I o CHAPTER 6
’E | DISCUSSION
[* It i1s clear that additional research will be required

if the thesis presented in Chapter 3 is to be accepted,

& It was maintained there that it should be possible tb dise~ -

y

tingulsh among the many classroom control prescriptions

—

provided by teachers and educators by identifying which

were useful and which were not. Usefulness was to be de=-

termined by observational studies which used the content

1 [ of the prescriptions as descriptions to be applied to

teachers who varied in their classroom control achieve-

ments., As a consequence of such studles, those

descriptions which were found to discriminate between hléh
and low achievers would be accepted as content to be used

L in teacher training courses,

It was recognized in Chabter 3 thét this identifica-

tion task would require a considerable amount of conceptual

and empirical work. The results presented in Chapter 5
> provide some indication of the direction that this work
ld should now take if the goal of training future teachers

[ is to be achieved, Since the results demonstrate that
1 rule~-following descriptions can be applied within a limited

 S—

~amount of time, and that thls type of description does
enable a discrimination between teacherxs differing in

classroom control achievements, the objectives of the pre-

sent projJect have been attained. The lack of a significant

S  E——

L s -
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group by policy interaction in.the main study, however,

? }j restricts the contribution of this study to the specific

i objectives stated in the hypotheses. Thus, there is no

} i} substantive contribution beyond the identiflication of a

l ‘"E set of 24 policy descriptions which have been demonstrated

| i to make the necessary discrimination only when all 24 are
.-

used at the same tinme.,

¥
L

Additional empirical work is required since the sam-

Ple may not be representative, In addition, an increase

{imems )

in the size of the sample may facilitate the detection of

Ll

the interaction necessary for the examination of the dis-

~ criminating power of individual policies. Although there

PR ,,AT.-..”.‘_-A v oo - e A pp———

is no evidence that the sample is not representative of

Junior high school teachers, the practical basis on which

it was selected (described in Chapter 4) makes it neces-

L sary to check the adequacy of the samp}e. Since the
] present study has presented é useful technique for valida=-

tion and some evidence for the validation of the classroom

i § control measuring instrument which could be used, such an
| empirical check should be a routine matter.,
[J While cdntinuing the necessary empirical work, the

_conceptual 1mp11cations of the results presented here could

—

be examined in more detail. It is clear, for example, that

the application of the policy descriptions was not a task

which was uniformly difficult in high and iow control classge

rooms., 'This suggests that a set of descriptions which can

be used with aqual facility in both types of classrooms

La.ww e
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should be different in some fashion from those used here,
Using the policy descriptions as activity descriptions un-
doubtedly eliminated much of the difficulty which would be
present if action or deliberate action descriptions had
been used. Hewever; it is apparent that the 3mb1guity in
behavior of low classroom control teachers requires more
considerstion.,

A more complex problem is generated by the finding of
significant group differences but the absence of a signifi-
cant group by pelicy interaction. While no conclusions |
could be based on the lack o@_yhe significant interaction,
it nay be ﬁhe case that the p;th projected towards the
achievement of more adequate teacher tralning need not in-
volve the steps identified in Chapter 3. Although such
interactions may be found in future empirical work, a
pursuit of the discriminating individual policies may be
misconceived., Perhaps the 3631 of training teachers could
be achleved by following an alternative path, It may be,
for example, that the important difference between high
and low classroom control achievement teachers 1s not that
high teachers follow different policies, or even that
they follow the same policies as low teachers but to a
greater extent, Perhaps what is important 1s that a
teachexr do enough of the right SOrfs of things (Ossorlo,
1966a); but, in addition, these actions should involve a
recognizable performance 8O that there would be no question

about what .she was doing. Although ”enough of the right

17
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sorts of things" could easlily beconme a hackneyea phrase,

1t may well be an appropriate. phrase to describe what is

the case insofar as classroom control is concerned. If this
were the case, the important emplirical tasks would be to
identify what kinds of behavior would count as the right
sorts of things, and how teachers could be trained tec en-
gage in recognizable performances. It would not be
expected, however, to find in empirical research that each
category (i.e., policy) of such actions would discriminate
between high and low control teachers., It would be expected
that high and low control teachers would differ in the nunm-
ber of policies followed; or they might differ in the extent
to which their policy following involved recognizable per-
formances., Thus, since high control teachers might be

following different policles that are similar only in being

"the right sorts of things," enough of these right sorts
of things performed unambiguoﬁsly could provide a mean
difference between high and low control groups. However,
an interaction between policies and group would not be
expected since the mean difference could be pro&uced'by
high control teachers following more of the policies but
with different policies being most appropriéte for differ=-
ent tea&hers. . _ |
The results of the presentlstudy are compatible with
this interpretation since the mean difference between

groups was significant and the interaction between groups

and policles was hot significant.  Moreover, as mentioned

e
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in Chapter 5, the policy descrip?ioné could-be jJjudged by
the observers as being more cleatly appropriate or inappro-
priate for high control teachérs. This would suggest that
high control teachers engage in more recognizable perform-
ances, In addition, the finding that the number of
agreements in the Dichotomous data with the Ideal teacher

correlated highly with classroom control, while there was

_ @ zero correlation between classroom control and the Rank

- and Measurement correlations with the Ideal, also support

the}argument that “"enough of the right sorts of things"
makes the difference in ciassrdom control. If we can as=-
sume that the Ideal ratings-arrange the descriptions into
sets of the right sorts of things and the wrong sorts of
thingé;_then the number of agreements in dichotomous judge
ments with Ideal would be éxpected to correlate highly
with classroom control. And since high (and low) control
teachers might differ in terﬁs of the particular subsets
of descriptions which were most appiopriate, the correla-
tions based on the ordering of the entire set of 24
descriptions would necessarily be low., Thus, the agreement

with Ideal in the Rank and Measurement daté would not be

- expected to correlate with classroom control.

Consequently, it is required that one engage in a re-
exanination of the basic thesis concerning the identification
of policy descriptions which discriminate between high and
low cimssroom control teachers.,

On the other hand, one should not overlook the

\\q
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alternative that the particular policy desciintions em-

ployed in this study should &liso be re-examined, While

‘the descriptions used permitted a discrimination between

groups, it could be the case that this particular set of
descriptions is not the most rélevant for making this dis-
crimination., From an examination of this set of
descriptions, it is clear that the content of the descrip-
tions is strongly influenced Ly what teachers now;regard

as the kinds of actions which are important in maintaining

classroom control., Since these descriptions did permit a

discrimination between groups, this content has been vali-
dated to some extent but the lack of a significant group
by policy interaction suggests that this kind of content

may not permit the identification of discriminating poli-

cies. This identirication miéht require that different
ways of categorizing teacher actlions should be examined.

At least two alternativés are suggested by the present
research, Perhaps classroom control 1s largely a matter of
alwa&s engaging in actions that are immediately intelligi-
ble to pupils., Or, perhaps it is a matter of the teacher
engaging in actions which permit students to describe her

in terms of the policies being followed, preferably by

" verbalizing the policles but also by being able to describe

her in terms of a prepared list of policy descriptions,
Both of these alternatives are suggested by considering
whether pupils could do what the observers did, It is un-
fortunate that the pupils were not asked to describe the

| 20
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teachers by means of the policy descriptions in this study.

It could be hypothesized, for example, that pupils in high B

'céntrol classes would provide teacher descriptions more

] similar to those given by the teacher, than would be the
— case for low contrdl classes., |
- - In any event, since every action can be described as

following some pclicy, the value of such conslderations

m%ght become apparent in the construction of a list of

policies that would categorize teacher actions differently

V} than they were categorized in this study. These differ-
- ent categorizations nught beﬁmome likely to produce

7] identification of particular policies that discriminate
<

between high and low classroom control teachers, and thus

i .
. validate the approach outlined in Chapter 3.

As a first step in the complex course of action lead-

R
o
1

ing to the gdal of more adequate teacher training, this

study is regarded as validating the conceptualization and

methods employed. Although psychological and educational

r

i researchers exhibit an apparent distrust of approaches

which permit observers to make complex Jjudgments), it is

L clear from this study that the treatment of observers and

teachers as Persons permit the use of descriptions that

cannot be given adequate operational definitions. In addi-

§ tioﬁ, it should be emphasiZzed that studies which involve

"checklist judgments" by observers, even if such lists

include descriptions of actions rather than "responses,"

cannot be regarded as comparable to this study in the type

(LW
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o{_judgménts required. To make a Jjudgment about the poli-
~cles followed by teachers is not simply to sum up frequency
counts of actions that might be relevant in some way to the
policies, It is as difficult to specify the criteria for
application of rule-following descriptions as 1t is to
specify the criteria for the applicatioen of any person de-
scription (cf Ossorio, 1966a). Consequently: the
application of rule~following descriptions cannot be broken
down into simple operatiéns such as counting frequencies.
However, a fact which mist be accepted 1s that persons do
apply such descriptions. To treat observers as Persons,
thed, is to be able to make use of descriptive resources
that are otherwise unavailable,

In summary and conclusion, it should be'restated that
the present - study represents the first step in a complex
course of action. Since achieving the goal of training
teachérs to be more competent.in classroom control will
be the result of a course of action, as distinguished from
engaging in social practices, it must be recognized that
the path projected toward that goal may change direction
depending upon the results obtained by particular actions
(1.e., empirical studies), Althéugh the results of the pre-
sent study validate to some extent the conceptualization
of the projected path towards the ultimate goal, it is
clear that additional conceptual and empirical work is re-
quired, Thus, the present study does show that rule- Y
following descriptions can be applied by observers in a

I Ay X
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|
limited amount of time, and that rule-following descrip-
tions do permit a discrimination between teachers who vary

in classrocm control achievements, Other results, however,

_ g suggest & re~examination-of the thesis that it w%ll be

ST, Y g
——

) necessary to identify individual policies which éisériﬁQ

L inate between high and low classroom control groups.
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INTRODUCTION

NN B

The purpose of this research is to identify similarities
"] and differences among teachers in their maintenance of class-

room control. The concept of ciassroom control is extrezely

WE complex and involves the consideration of almost all of the
interaction between the teacher and students. This is the
E case because that which is being "controlled," when we speak

[: of classroom control, is the relationship that exists between

the teacher and students. Usually, the dominant figure in

[; the interaction between the teacher and the students is the

teacher, ;nd it is the expectation of the scclety that the

L teacher should be in control of the actions of the students
[g. at all times.' This research is concerned with describing
‘ teachers as they attempt ﬁo fulfill this expectation. -
'Lé . The alternatives avallable to the teacher_in.controlling
| the relaiionship tﬁat will exist between her and the students
Lj are varied; and one could expect to find that teachers differ
;} in the extent to which they make use of the‘different alternae-

tives as a functioﬁ of their abilities, training experiences,

and personality characteristics. Roughly, the alternatives

gvailable can be categorized into two main types: direct and

1
indirect, Direct alternatives include all those actions by

‘[; the teacher which are specifically directed towards informing
the students what the nature of the relationship will be.

This would include such things as 1imiting the kinds of topics

discussed with a student, concern with the notion of the

L 127
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respect that a[student should owe to the teacher, the use of
techniques to aintain social distance (e.8e, the use of
titles instead of first names), and many others., The izpor-
tant feature of direct alternatives is that the nature of

the teacher-stadent relationship is directly involved in the

interaction.

Indirect control alternatives that are avalilable to the
teacher include those actions of the teacher-which are con=-
cerned with maintaining ccrtrol of other relationships.

Other relstionships which the teacher is expected to control
are: 1) student-student, 2) student-task. and 3) student-
facility. A teacher defines the relationship that will exist
between the students by such actions as seat assignments,
group task assignments, and explicit statements which desig—
nate how and under what conditions the students will be per-
mitted to interact. The student-task relationship is defined
by the teacher when she deterﬁines the task, states when and
how a task is to be performed, and accepts or rejects a stu-
dent's efforts by the standards for what counts as an accepte
able performance., The relationship between the student and
the facilities in the room (e.é.. pencil sharpener.-etc.) is
defined by stating:when. and by what procedures, a student has
access to such materials.- In defining such relationships, the
teacher is also defining the relationship that will exist be-
tween her end the students by making it clear to the students
that she is the one who controls these otherrelationships.

Control alternatives which are 4difficult to classify as

Cle®
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being direct or indirect (because they can be seen as being
either) include tﬁose actions whiéh‘the teacher might talke
when the student attempts td control the definition of the
relationships that will exlst betweep him and the teacher,

task, facilities, or fellow students, Usually, such attenpts

by the students are labelled "“deviancies" or "discipline prob-

lems" or “classroom disturbances." These lapels suggest that
such student actions present a different task for the teacher,
requiring different skilis. abllities of special personality
characteristicse The concept of classroom control permits

an integrated view of the classroom situation which 1s not

provided by viewing such student actions as disruvtions of

sogething that was going on which is replaced by something
else. In a real sense, the same thing is always going on’
(1.e., control of the teacher-student relationship), but

there are‘simply many facets to such a task. TO see such
student actions as attempts fb control the relationships in
which they engage permits one to maintain a focus on the basic
task of the teacher-~the definition of the teacher-student

relationship. Thus, differences between teachers in terms of

" classroom control would not be simply the differences which

were found in thelr responses to undesirable student actions,
In assimlilating the teacher's responses to student attempts

to control as only one aspect of the teacher's task of define
ing the teacher~student relationship, we can perhaps identify
more clearly why such attempts by students occur mores fregquente

ly with some teaclrers, and why two teachers who are apparently

124,
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responding in the "same way" to undesirable actions produce
different results.,

It should be recognized that the foregoing distinctions
are analytic and that they do not refer to separate and dise
tinctive actlions of the teacher, Thus, any particular action
by the teacher might be simultaneously an action which pro-
v;des a définition of the teacher-student relationship in both
& direct and an indirect way. --This is only a reminder that
any behavioral analysis or description is not to be taken as
a linguistic reflection of the behavior (e.g., as a mirror
reflects an object), but is only one of man& analyses or de-
'scriptions that could be given.
| The research problem; then, 1; one of describing teachers
.who are engaged in actions of defining.the relationships that
Vill exlst between them and the students in the classroom.
There are probably any number of descriptions that -could be
applied te teachers, and thei have been described in terms
of attitudes, values, training experiences, personality vari-
ables, social class, etc. This research will ;%ncre such
descriptions and attempt to describe teachers in terms of the
Policies or rules that they follow in controlling the<defini;
tion of the teacher-student relationship, |

It should be emphasized that this type of description of
the teacher is noncommittal relative to the desirability of
of the type of relationship which teachers establish, To de-
scribe teachers in terms of the policies they follow in cone

trolling the relationship they havse with students is not to

136
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evaluate the relationship, nor to evaluate the policies,

Although historically some policies have been elevated to

prescriptions (e.g., "Spare the rod and spoil the child"),

there would seem to be little evidence, at least in the pro-

Tessional literature, which would suggest that it is more
desirable to follow some policies rather than others.

The task of the observer in this research then is not -
to decide whether the teacher has a "goodﬁ or "bad" relation-

ship with the students, or whether “good" teachers follow

"good" policies. From the standpoint of research methodology,
such Jjudgments "contaminate" the results, and it would be

better if such Jjudgments were not made, However, this is ah

inpossible ideal and as observers, you are likely to make

such Jjudgments even though you will not be recording then.,
It should be rnoted, though, that thé tendency to make such
Judgments may make the task of describing ﬁeachexs more diffi-
cult, and the observers must be especially alert to the
influence that evaluations of the teachers and policies might
have in their reports.

In order to minimize the effect of such Judgments, as

all of the observers will be observing all of the teachers

participating in this project, the following rules will be
in effect regarding any discussion of the project:

1) No evaluation of & teacher or policy will be expressed

at any time.
2) The observers will not discuss anything about the

project among themselves at any time except during the

training sessions,

J 13
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3) During the training sessions,. any incident discucssed

will not be identified in terms of the class in which

| it occurred,

The task of the observer in this project will be to de-
scribe the teacher he observes in terms of a list of twenty-
four policy descriptions. This will be done by having the
observers describe the teachers in terms of how frequently
they followed the poiicy, and by rénking the policies in terms
of how important they are to the teacher's descriptions,

Prior to making these judsments, the observers will observe

a class for ten days. On each day, the observers will make
Judgments about the appropriateness of each of the twentye-
four descriptions and will state the degree of confidence that
they have in these judgments. It is not expected thet the
dally cobservations will be independent, so the increased fa-
miliarity with the teacher should permit the observer to rnake
more accurate Judgnents about the appropriateness of the de-
scriptions provided, This is not to suggest that the twenty-
four descriptions will require an equal amount of observation
time before one could be very confident that they were appro-
priate or inappropriate; nor does it mean that the observer
will be most confident on the last‘day of observation. Quite
frankly, no one can say how long one must observe before max-
imum confidence is attained in giving policy descriptions, but
we do Xnow that individuals differ in the confidence that they
have in their judgments. 4And it would appear that this con-

‘fideﬁce is not simply a function of the length of observation
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time, but rather is related also to other varlables such as
the complexity of the phenomena being observed, the skill
and sensitivity of the observers, and other personality
characteristics,

The descriptions provided in the Observation Report can
all be Jjudged as belng appropriate or inappropriate at the
completion of a single hour's observation. Undoubtedly, there
will not be equal corifidence for all of the Jjudgments after
such limited observatibn, but the technique for recording
Judgments recognizes this by having the observers record
their Jﬁdgments in the following way:

1) The observer records ﬁhether the description is appropriate
or inappropriate; |
2) The oﬁserver records his degree of confidence in his first
Judgment on the following séale} |
" 1, Unsure .
2, Slightly confideﬁt'
3¢ Fair;y confident
L, Confident
5. Vexry confident.

Thus, the second rating to be made by the observer is
, basically the following: "“How strongly do I feel that this
description is consistent’ or inconsistent witﬁ what I have ob-
served so far about this teacher?" Generally, the more con-
tact that we have with others, the more confident that we are
of the descriptions thﬁt we apply to them, unless we find

that the behavior of some others is so complex or mysterious

L \22
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that no description that we cen give seems comprehensive

?f} enough to cover everything that we observe. in such caaes, -
of course, we may be no more confident after a long period of
/ii] " observation tﬁan a short one. This calls attention to tae
EE fact that in giving descriptions, we must always remaln on
' the alert for relevant actions which may or may not be compat-
%{E | ible with the descriptions that we have already given. Thils
i - relates to the present study in the following ways Increased

£

contact with a teacher may make an observer more (or less)

i - confident about the appropriateness of the descriptions which

are available. The observer must be cautious to avoid actions

e S

‘:] which are relevant to the descriptions that he has already
j {] judged, perhaps with great confidence., To do so would suggest
that he can describe a person as well at the end of an hour as

he could after much longer contact. - Obviously this is not the

LS
{
.

case in our contacts with people in our daily lives. In soxme
.cases, we are able to describe people "accurately" after only
"a short acquaintance, but occasionally we meet people that

are very aifficult to describe. One could expect that the

same state of affairs will exist in this project. Some teach-

ers will be more easily described than others, but the observ-

er should remember that additional observation can contribute

to the validity of a descriptlon only if he remains alert to '

o o2 0

relevant actions and situations during the entire observation
periocd.
! TEACHER DESCRIPTIONS

[_.;wn,

N

The comments provided with each description are intended
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to faci;itaﬁe Judgments by indicating the time during a class
period that relevant act;ons of the teacher are likely to
occur, and/or to provide 111us£rations of the type of actions
that would be relevant to the descfiption. It should be clear
that the comments do not define the description, nor are they
to be considered as exhausting the fypes or number of actions
which could be subsumed under the description. It would be
impossible to list all of the actlons that might be considered
as relevant to the decision that a description was appropriate
or inappropriate. In making such judgments, the following |
considerations should be kept in mind by the observers:

1) If it appears that situations which could be-regarded as
relevant to the descriptions do not ocecur, then the observer
would have low confidence relative to the appropriateness or
inappropriateness of the description. However, it has been
Suggested earlier that this list of descriptions is capable

of being rated after only an ﬁour‘s observation; therefore,

it is necessary for the'observer to be sensitive to what night
be considered "borderline" situations as well as the obvious
ones, For example, consider the description "This teacher
permits the students to express their feelings freely." A
"full-blown" case to which this description might be applied
could be one where the teacher spends some time after giving
back test results in respondi;é to the frustration, disap-
pointment, or whatever feelings the studgpts might have.
There would be n$ reprisals by the teacher even if the exprese

sions of feelings ﬁight seem to be a threat to the teacher's

L 13s




authority, or the showing of disrespect for her as a teacher,
adult, or person., It is doubtful that the observers will ever
be exposed to such a full-blown case., However, an observer
might see expressions of frustration (e.g., slamming down a
book, etc.,) which do not meet with reprisals by the teacher
although she does not spend time discussing the student's
feelings, and might not éven express awareness of how the stu-
dent feels., In this case, one can see that the expression of
feeling was not inhibited By the teacher and wbuld describe
her accordingly. (However, further observation might lead

one to conclude that thisbwas the only type of expression per=
mitted by the teacher and thus one would probabiy question |
his previous conclusion.,) -

2) If the observer does néte that relevant situations occur
but the teacher does not éngage in actions which are coxmpati-
ble with the description, then the observer'would record the
judgment that the descriptioﬁ was not appropriate,

3) The task of the observer in this project is to provide a
description of teachers in terms of fhe policy descxiptions.,
Extended observation time is being provided because it is not
cleér how long one must observe before it is possible to per-
form this task. It is obvious, then, that the observer is
not to “forget" anything about the teacher that he observed
the day(s) before, as it may be the cumulative observations
that pexrmit such a description., Nevertheless, it is not ex-
pected that the observer will attempt to remember the actual

ratings given for each description on previous days. Thus,
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one may remember the teacher as permitting the students to

i“' express their feelings. If the observer now sees something
which 1is incompatible with that description, he waild probably

[] have reduced confidence in the appropriateness of tne reren=~

(! bered description (or, depending upon what he now observes,

8 the observer may be very confldent that the description is

{] inappropriate, i.e., that his previous judgment was incor-
.rect.). If he sees things compatible with his memory of what

{} the teacher was like, his confidence is likgly to be in-

?} creased. This is exactly the way we respond whenever we are

at tempting to describe any complex phenomena with which we

"

have extended contact.

When the observer begins to observe a different class of

|

the same teacher, however, he should be prepared to reorient

himself as the descriptions appropriate for the teacher in

‘one class may not be appropriate for another. While the obe-
servations cannot be regarded.as statistically independent,
the observer should be prepared to present teacher and class
descriptions which are based on the classes being observed,
and not “"caxrry over" descriptions from previous observations
vhich may no longer be appropriate.

l. THIS TEACHER TAKES PAINS TO ENSURE THAT EVERYONE UNDER-
STANDS TASK ASSIGNMENTS AND/OR DIRECTIONS.,
Note how assignments are given--Are there expressions of irrie

tation by the teacher when students ask questions about 1t?

S R v R e N e S oo B et N s

Note if teachexr asks questions, etc., to ensure the everyone

understands,
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2, THIS TEACHER TALKS A LITTLE ABOVE THE HEADS OF THE STU=-

DENTS.

Note vocabulary, subtlety, use of similarities, analogles,
metaphors, etc., while lecturing or discussing course content,
Do most students seem to understand and be able to answer
teacher's questions? Do students seem to miss subtle humor,
or abstract connections whlich teacher makes?

3. THIS TEACHER LETS STUDENTS GET AWAY WITH INCOMPLETE Ok
SHODDY WORK;

Note discussion of homework and seatwork--Note also incomplete
answers to questions asked by teachér--Does teacher check to
see if students have completed assigned seatwork or homework?

4, THIS TEACHER "TALKS DOWN" TO STUDENTS,

. Any verbal behavior of teacher might 11lustrate talking to

the students as if they were incapable of understandiné the
simplest notions. In general, note use of &ocabulary, tone

of wvoice, content of comments; that might be more appropriate
for younger age group.

5. THIS TEACHER FINDS SOMETHING ABOUT THE TASK THAT IS-RELATED
TO THE STUDENTS® INTERESTS.

~ Note particularly the introduction to tasks-=-Also when stu-

dents seem to be getting bored or restless. Any relating of
task content to students' lives cutside of classroom would
count here,

6. THIS TEACHER GIVES TASKS WHICH REQUIRE OR PERMIT STUDENT
INITIATIVE OR IMAGINATION.

Do assignments or questions tend to foous on facts only, or

.}:??
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distracﬁions ignored? Does teacher permit students to "get

 the teacher is talking, etc.)? Do several students leave
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is enphasls placed on organizing facts in diffgrent ways, or
are the students encouraged ?o"attempt to extrapolate fron
facts known, or to speculate as to what might have happened
had certain facts been different? Are there any attempts to-
get the students to go "beyond the book" in some way? |

7. THIS TEACHER TREATS STUDENT DISTRACTIONS FROM THE TASK

AS A SERIOUS MATTER.

What is the response of teacher when students are not task-
oriented? Does she act as if such actions are to be expected?

Does she always respond with a simple desist? Are a lot of

her off the subject?"

8. THIS TEACHER TAKES GREAT PAINS TO APPEAR FAIR IN GRADING -
OR PUNISHING.

Whethex ﬁeacher is falr is irrelevant--Does she go to some
lengths to explain to students‘ygz.grade or punishment is
what it is or does she act asoif.she does not.have to justify
her actions to the students? Does ﬁeécher indicate in any
way that her grading or punishing is "objective?"

9. THIS TEACHER MAINTAINS CLOSE SUPERVISION OF THE USE OF
CLASSROOM FACILITIES., |

When students leave thelr seats for use of bencil sharpeners,
etc., are they permitted to dawdle? Are there restrictions

on the use of faclilitles (e.g., One student at a time, or when

thelr seats simultaneously? ;
i

10, THIS TEACEER RESPONDS IMMEDIATELY TO ANY STUDENT DISORDER. |

KL
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Does 'noise level" of classroom tend to build up before teache

I~ er responds? Does teacher ignore minor distractions? How

il " much can students get away with before teacher responds?
%  [l .11, THIS TEACHER FREELY EXPRESSES AFFECTION FOR THE STUDZNTS,.
| ﬁé Is there considerable emphasis placed on maintaining social

distance (e.g., use of titles like Mr, or Miss)? Is the _

f teacher generally "all business?" Does teacher express inter-

: est in personal lives of students?

1} 12, THIS TEACHER PERMITS THE STUDENTS TO EXPRESS THEIR FEEL-

6 INGS FREELY.

Note response‘of teacher when students express feeiings of

Z] frustration or anger, pride or satisfaction, etc.--Note period
immediately following test or disciplinary actims of teacher,

[Y or during difficuit lecture, etc,

{f 13, THIS TEACHER REQUIRES STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH SCHOOL
LJ " RULES. "

Are violations of school rules noticed by teacher? Does

At Ty
-
L]

"

teacher make ény statements which suggest that she does not

support the rules wholeheartedly?

—

_— 14, THIS TEACHER REQUIRES STUDENTS T0 COMPLY IMMEDIATELY WITH
N DESIST COMMANDS,

Does everything "stop" until student complies? Do students

seem to take simple desist commands seriously, or is the

teacher often ignored? Does teacher need to repeat such come

[ .mands frequently?
15. THIS TEACHER USES HUMOR TO EASE DIFFICULT SITUATIONS,
?} Illustrations of difficult‘éituations are when subject matter

1Yo
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is hard to understand--when students are all excifedabout
séhool activities, etc,--during diseiplinary situztions, par—
ticularly when student denies guilt, Or rebels against teacher
action,

16, THIS TEACHER USES SARCASM AND/OR BELITTLES STUDENTS IN
SOME WAY. |
Note when student gives incorrect answer or does inferior

work--when group is disciplined--Note also when students re

‘Ject teacher authority, either as subject expert or in

behavior control, Distinguished from humor (as a lot of stue
dents might laugh at sarcasm) by noting if object of sarcasnm
régards the teacher's action as funny.,

17. THIS TEACHER TENDS TO BE PUNITIVE,

Many actions of students could conceivably'be punished by sone
teachers, ranging from incomplete or untidy work to actions
which students are not supposed to engage in while in the
classroom, or to such things'as improper dress, etC,==Punishe
ment rangeé from use of phys;gél force o making the student
lose self_esteem by feeling like a fool, etc,==The critical
thing to note is whether actions of students which might be
lgnored by many teachers are punished,

18, THIS TEACHER SHOWS FEELINGS OF FRUSTRATION OR ANGER, ETC.
Feelings of frustration or angexr are likely to occur when the
teacher is unsuccessful in what she attempts, or perhaps when
students try to "get her goat," etc, Variations in mooed, even
if they are not extreme, would be relevant here,

19. THIS TEACHER USES THREATENING STATEMENTS SPARINGLY.

My
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Threats are generally made when students engage in non-task
actions 5ut they can be made when giving assignments or any
other time-~Statements usually take the form of "If you don't
ete." or "Stop that or etec.," but threats can be conveyed by
a vocal inflection, _

20, THIS TEACHER'S MAIN RESPONSE TQ STUDENT DISTRACTIbNS IS
4 SIMPLE DESIST,

Whenever a student engages in an action of which the teécher
disapproves, the teacher simply says “"Stop that" or some sime
ilar comment (as opposed to being punitive, sarcastic, ignor-
ing the student action, etc, )

21. THIS TEACHER ENCOURAGES INDIVIDUAL CONMPETITION FOR GRADES
OR OTHER VALUES.

Great deal of emphasis is placed upon‘assignments, tests, etec,
in terms of the difference they make in grades (as opposed to
the extent to wnich they reflect how well the meterial is
learned). Teacher- grades "on.bhemcurve" or uses "gold stars"
or public recognition to~encourage competition.

22, THIS TEACEER USES THE GROUP AS A PUNITIVE AGENT FOR
INDIVIDUALS,

Teacher may attempt to get the. group to laugh, etc,, at a stu=

" dent who does poor work or engages in actions which she finds

unacceptable~~Is there any attempt to use "group pressure" by

threatening a student's positisdn in the group? References to

the group being "held béck" or suffering in some way as re-

sult of individuals' actions illustrates this.

.23, THIS TEACHER MAKES USE OF AVAILABLE OPPORTUNITIES TO

DEVELOP GROUP SOLIDARITY.

142
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Any attempt to develop a "we" feeling, or frequent references

to "we" counts as en attempt to develop a group feeling~-

Creating competition with another class might be used to
strengthen an "in-group" feeling.

24, THIS TEACEER ATTEMPTS TO UNDERSTAND WHY STUDENTS CREATE

4 DISTURBANCE WHEN THEY’DO.

Questions of the teacher dirécted towards the feelings of

students (e.g., frustration, boredom, etc.) would illustrate

this. Also attempts to find out what happened when sudden
disturbance occurs would count here (as distinguished from .

simply telling the students to stop, or being punitive,

etc.).
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CLASS DESCHIPTION

In giving a description of the class, the observer will
record how strongly he agrees or disagrees with the descrip-
tive statements provided., 8Since the descriptions are those
that are frequently applied to the classroom situation, there
would seem little need for elaborating upon them here. One
possible exception might be number ten which calls for a
"global" judgment concerning the overall approach that the
teacher uses in dealing with the class., It should be obvious
that this is not merely a description of the teacher as it
necessitates judgments about the students as well, While
the observer must draw upon his total experience with
children in making this judgment, he must be especially
responsive to the group being observed as each class of stue-
dents may differ in significant ways from the “average,"

A valid judgment_for this description requires the observer
to be sensitive to such differences among students, as the

teacher's approach ﬁay (or may not) be influcaced by these

differences,

\ v
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OBSERVATION REPORT -

Observer

Class

Day

setivity
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I--Inappropriate Confidence 1 2 34 5
A-~-Appropriate Unsure Very high
1. This teacher takes palins to ensuré that every-

9

.10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16,

‘17.
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one understends task assignments and/cr
directlions.

This teacher talks a liﬁtle above the heads of
the students,

This teacher lets students get away with inconm-
plete or shoddy worke.

This teacher "talks down" to the students,
This teacher finds something about the task that
is.related to the students® interests.

This teacher gives tasks which require or pernit
student initiative or imagination.,

This teacher treats student distractions from
the task as a serious matter, ‘

This teacher takes great pains to appear fair
in grading or punishing.

This teacher maintains close supervision of the
use of classroom facilities,

This teacher responds immediately to any student
disorder.

This teacher freely expresses affection for the
students,

This teacher permits the students to express
their feelings freely.

This teacher requires strict. compliance with
school rules, '

This teacher requires students to comply imme-
diately with desist commands.

This teacher uses humor to ease difficult
situations,

This teachér uses sarcasm and/or belittles
students in some way.

This teacher tends to be punitive.
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I-~Inappropriate . Confidence 123435 |

A~<Appropriate Unsure Very hicgn
I A 18. This teacher shows feelings of frustration or B
12345 anger, etc,
I A 19. This teacher uses threatening statements spar-
12345 ingly.
I 4 20, This teacher's main response to student distrace
12345 tions is a simple desist.
I 21, This teacher encourages individual competition
12345 for grades or other values,
iy A 22, This teacher uses the group as a punitive agent
12345 for individuals,
I A 23, This teacher makes use of available opportuni-
12345 ties to develop group solidarity.
I 4 2L, This teacher attempts to understand why students
12345 create a disturbance when they do.

CLASS DESCRIPTION
1 2 3 4 5 6 ?7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Not Slightly Agree tronzly
Disagree | Disagree Sure Agree Agree

1234 1. The students in this class seem to get along
567 with the teacher, ‘
1234 2., The students in this class are usually busy with
567 thelr school work during class tinme,

12 3.4 3+ The students in this class get along pretty well
5 6 7 with each other, ;
1234 L, The amount of disturbance in this class is
567 usually pretty low,

1234 5. The students in this class are pretty cooperative
567 ‘when the teacher asks or tells them to do soze=
- thingo
1234 6. Usually the students in this class pay pretty
567 close attention to what the teacher is saying.
1 é 34 7. This class is very interesting to the students.
567
1234 8. There are very few, if any, students who cause
567 trouble in this class. )
1234 9. The teacher in this class seems pretty sure of
/ 567 herself (himself).
L~ 1234 - 10, The teacher treats the students in this class in
- 567 the ways they ought to be treated,
L - W
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I | APPENDIX C
; ;%g PUPIL CLASS DESCRIPTION f
-f : INSTRUCTIONS (To be read by observers) B
; I am Mrs. and for the past elght weeks, several

of us have been observing different classes in this school in

order to describe what those classes were like, Now, we would
1ike to ask you to describe this class for us. First, thcuzh,
I want to show you how you are to give your descripticens,

In a minute, I will pass out a form which will have ten
sentences that might be used to describe any class, VWnat ve
would like you to do is to describe this class by saying how
much you agree or disagree with each sentence if someone gave
it as a description of this class., Ior example, suppose that
sentence nunber one was: (Put scale and description on board)

1. This class meets in Roonm .

=
skl bkl i
=

Now you would state whether you thought this was an accurate
description of this class by marking a scale like this:

1 2 3 b 5 & ’
E Strongly Disagree Sligntly Not — SIlightiy Agree Stronzly
- Disagree Disagree Sure Agree Laree

Now that was a pretty easy decision to make and all of
you would have marked the same thing because all of you are
very sure about where the class meets,

Here is one that might be a 1little more difficult:
2, The subjJect matter in this class is easy to learn.

ey ot s Lot
R

This one is more difficult because there is no sinmple way to
check the accuracy like in the first example. Sometimes the
subject might be easy and other times it might be hard, but .
you are only able to give one answer, What you would have to
do 1s to think back over the year and try to remember how ruch
trouble you had in learning the material, If it was always
hard work for you, you would circle the "1," and this would
nean that you do not think that this is an accurate descrip-
tion of this class, If you never have any trouble at all,

you would circle the "7" because you could agree very strongly
that this sentence described the class accurately,
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Now notice that oan thlis one, everybody would not circle
the same number. Some people might never have any trouble
learning the materlal and they night circle the "?% and other
people would circle the "1," "2," or "3", depending upon ho¥w
: much trouble they have in learning the material, If they
b (- always have a lct of trouhle, they would circle the "i," if
‘tl they quite frequently have trouble, they would mark a “2,*

}g Ehey had difficulty but not as often, they might mark a
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The thing to remember is that you will be Ziven ten
statements and you must tell us, by circling a number, rniow much
you think that each statement describes this class. You can
do this by saying how much you agree or disagree that the
statements are descriptions of this class, .

You do not need to be concerned about what other people
put down because we are interested in each person'’s opinion
about the class, Also, you can be completely honest in gziving
your opinion because you wlill not have to sign your naxe, and
novody will see what you mark except the man who is doing
this research, Are there any questions?

Think about each statement carefully before you maxiz it
and tell us how much you agree or disagree that the statement
is a good description of this class., After you have fine
ished, look over your paper to make sure that you have
expressed your opinion about all ten statements,
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APPENDIX D

TEACHER'S SELF DESCRIPTION

To the teacher:

At the group meeting, you were informed that the purpcse
of thls line of research was the development of a tyve cf de-
seription that would be useful in training future teachers to
respond effectively to the problems involved in establisninzg
and maintaining classroom control. For several days, an obe
server has sat in your class in order to discover wnhether the
type of description being considered was one which would dise
criminate among teachers, how long it tocok to make such a
discrizination, and the extent of agreement among observers that
could occur with this type of description. We would now like
to see whether self-descriptions by teachers can be given
without the benefit of discussion (i.e., training). ~

Actually, this type of description is one that is already
familiar to teachers, Very simply, it is the description of
teacher actions in terms of a "rule~followinz' model of intene
tional action, It 1s clear that the complexity of classroom
interactions, stemming fremthe diversity in student and
teacher backgrounds, the subject matter, the school district
setting, etc,, i1s an argument against using a type of descripe
tion that 1s so situation-specific that it has little useful-
ness in preparing future teachers, Unfortunately, although
the "rule-following" type of description has been used to
some extent 1ln training teachers, and used by teachers in dee
scribing thelr own classroom actions in interviews, it has
not been used successfully in teacher-training institutions.
Nevertheless, while it will not be defended here, the thesis
of thls and subsequent studies is that the "rule-following"

‘model provides the only type of description that cau adequately

handle the complexity of teacher-pupil interactions.

Without further elaboration, what you are asked to do is
to provide a description of yourself in terms of the “"rules"
that you follow in maintaining classroom control in this
class, Note that "rules" here does not mean the set of rules
that you give to the students but rather the rules, policies,
strategles, etc,, which guide your actions (including those
of setting rules for students) relative to classroom control.
The term "classroom control" is used here in the broadest
sense and includes all actions of the teacher in the class-
room, Thusg, the rules which a teacher follows in maintaining
classroom control subsume actions inveolving the control of teache
er-student relationships, student-task relationships, studente
student relaticnships and student-facilities relationships,
These different "areas" of classroom control are represented
in the following list of descriptions.
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There is a variety of grammatical forms that are enployed
in the following list and some might appear to be more lixe
"personality descriptions" than "rule descriptions.” You co
not need to be concerned about such distinctions, hcovever, as
your task will simply be to indicate the extent to wnicn you
feel that the descriptions at the top of the pases are appro=-
prizte or inappropriate in describing you. Thus, if you felt
that a statement was very appropriate as a description of you
in this class, you would place..a mark across the line pro-
vided. near (or on) the point indicated as “"Extremely appro-
priate." Conversely, if you felt that the statement éid not
describe you at all, you would mark the "inappronriate' area
(i.e,, the bottom half of the line), and if the statenent
were g£rossly inaccurate as a description of you in tnis class,
you would place your mark near (or on) the point designated
as "Extremely inappropriate." You may use any point on the
line to express the degree of appropriateness or inappropriate=
ness of the statement as a descriptlion of you in this class,

4s much as possible, avoid evaluating the statements as
desirable or undesirable. No doubt you will do this to soxe
extent but it should be clearly understood that all of the
statements could be regarded as desirable or undesirable
(that is, if one wexe To evaluate them within frameworxs that
were different from that provided by modern educational phile
osophy). As we are notb concerned with the extent of your
egreement with modern educational philosophy, but are con-
cerned with getting themost accurate description of teacher-
behavior that we can, this goal is more 1ikely to be achieved
if you do not evaluate the descriptions but simply state the
extent to which they are descriptive of you in this class.

In order to ensure that there will be no missing data,
do not omit any of the descriptions as you work through the
booklet, but mark them in the order in which they appear.

The last description is somewhat different and involves
your judgment of the degree of control which you have in this
class.

Thank you for your participation. This completes the
data collection for this class, Please do not discuss the
descriptions with other teachers until all teachers have
been presented with this form. The data collection should
be completed by the end of the week.

\S
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3. THIS TEACHER LETS STUDENTS GET AWAY WITHE INCOMPLETE OX

SHODDY WORK.

Fxtremely
Appropriate

Extremely
Inappropriate
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.POLICY DESCRIPTIONS

Since any actlion can be regarded as following some policy

even if the action occurs only once in a person's life, it
might appear that a list of policies which could be used to
categorize the actions of téachers would be so arbitrary
that it would involve almost random selection, The purpose
of this appendix is to indicate the procedures followed in
the construction of the initial 1list of policies, It should
be recognized, however, that the ultimate list of policies
which would be used in training teachers would be the result
of pitensive empirical work, dealing not only with the devel-
opment of such a list, but also thée problems involved in
teaching Education students how to follow the policies that
were 1nclﬁded.

Perhaps the promise of an "ultimate list of policies"
should be qualified somewhat if such-.a phrase suggests that
there can be constructed a list of policies that would pos-
sess some eternal value or truth, It should be obvious that
such could not be the case except in the inconceivable situe-

ation that all social and technological invention were to be

‘eliminated for a long period of time. Thus, if competence

of teachers in dealing with students can be increased by
neans of training along policy=-following 1ihes, presunably
those responsidble for such training would continue the devel-
opment of such lists as policies as needed,

The particular policies employed in this study were

. 184
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constructed by the consideration of the teacher-pupil relsation-
ship from several conceptual vantage points, In addition,
some empirical work in the form of classroom observaticns,
interviews with teachers, and the collection of teacher de-
scriptions from students was involved. It would be difficult
to identify wffh any precision the exact source for any par-
ticular policy description used, or to assign any welghting
formulé to the different conceptual or empirical activities
resulting in the final list, Thus, while an attempt will be
made here to identify the sources of influence upon the con-
struction of this list, it may be that not all relevant
influences will be mentioned. |

The conceptual vantage point provided by Haley (1963)

in his 5ook Strategies of Psychotheraby began an effort to

identify the different aspects of the teacher-pupil relation-
ship that would seem to require "definition.," The consider-
ation of the alternatives avéilable to the teacher in defining
the teacher-pupil relationship, such as in defining the task,
the relationship between students, etc.,, led to the formula-
tion of some policies, In addition, the attempts by students
to control the definition of.the relationship with the teacher
also indicated some policies which teachers might folloﬁ in
dealing with such attempts. A4lthough Haley's book is con-
cerned directly with the patient-therapist relationship, his
concept of the "definition of the relationship" and the at-
tempts by the therapist and patient to control that definition

proved useful in considering the teacher-pupil relationship.
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The work of Bales (1950) and the distinction between emo-
tional and task speclalists was also suggestive of policies
which teachers might follow in dealing with pupils. This nc-
tion, combined with the common mystique in psychology concern-

ing "expression of feelings," suggested that policles dealing

‘with emotional expression were probably extremely relevant.,

Additional suggestions of policies about emotional expression
came from the interviews with the teachers and from the
“critical incidents" (Flanagan, 1954) collected from freshman
college students. These incidents were descriptions of sit-
nations in their public school experience which seemed to
them to be particularly important in identifying those char-
acteristics which made for success or failure in a teacher's
classroom control attempts.,

The Minnesota Teachers Attitude Inventory ( } also
contains items which were illustrative of policies which

teachers might follow. As mentioned previously, any action

-could be regarded as following some policy and thus it is

possible to translate any person description into policy fornm.
Some of the items on this scale, however, are already very
close to being statements of policles which one could follow

and this was the kind most likely to be used in developing

the list for this study. -

In being responsive to the various sources cited, the
liét of policy descriptions used in this study were not arbi=-
trary in the sense of being selecte@ at random. In addition,

those pollicies which were suggested by several different
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sources were most likely to be included in the list, (Tre
t subsequent reduction of this list is described in the lethod =

section,) Thus, the relevance of a criticism directed toward

A S Rk R Al a it A b T WA s

the "arbitrary" basis for selection of the policies is limited,

S S T

e In some cases, the wording used in the policy descrip-

tions are verbatim statements taken directly from the various

- [ sources identified, In most caseé, however, the descriptions

were constructed by the author, The criteria employed in

i such constructions were: 1) Communicating the concept which

- had been expressed in the various sources mentioned above; .

2) Maintaining a level of generality which was appropriately

that of the verbatim statements which were used; 3) Usinz ex-

f pressions in the descriptions which facilitated the manufec-
? ;E ture of illustrations for training purposes. The first and g
; | thiré criteria wefe relatively easy to meet but the second |
? s remains in doubt because of the lack of an adequate criterion é
é “ ‘ &s to when it had been achiefed. Since it would be the first |
% and third criteria that would be involved in teaching future

j - " EdQucation students, however, the second criﬁerion was regarded

| as adequately met 1f it were possible to satisfy the third

U one (i.e., general enough illustrations so that at least a
| E variety of actions could be subsumed under each of the policy
E ] descriptions to be used). |
i CLASSROOM DESCRIPTIONS

- The set of classroom descriptions used in this study were
developed by the consideration of what was involved in the

“Judgment that a particular classroom "afmosphere“ was

] - | 187 .
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desirable., From the standpoint of the total development of
the student (1.é., in terms of the.learning that occurs, not
only of subject matter but also of attitudes toward school,
authority, etc.) the list seems obviously deficient. The con-
cern with classroom control would seem to necessarily reguire
measurement of the pupll as an extremely complex “product,"
(In brief, it would involve consideration of pupils as devele-
oping éersons.) However, the long range goals of agencles of
socialization are relatéd to actions that can be studied at
the noment because the probability of achieving such goals is
related to the environmental situation at the moment. Thus,
a desirable classroom situation now would seem more likely to
produce‘student development that would be Judged desirable
than a classroom situation judged to be undesirable,

Rather than have a single global estimate of the cless-
room situation, however, it seemed advisable to have judgments
about several conceptually distinct factors which seemed to
be involved in the complex Jjudgment, Although a mathmatical
total for the éighf descriptions used might have provided a

somewhat different estimate thean that produced by a rating

.sczle dealing with the global Judgment, the individual rating

scales for the variables identified had the added advantage
of providing information which could be used for analyzing

the more complex Jjudgment,
Since it is doubtful that anyone would contest the possi-
bility that these eight variables coculd be involved in the

Judznent about the desirablility of the classroom atmosphere,
further elaboration concerning their selection is unnecessary.
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