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ACKGROUND AND PROBLEM STATEMENT

Rationale for this-Stud); .

Teacher centering is one,of the fastest growing innovations on
*

the/educational scene today (Schmieder,& Yarger, 1974). It has been

egiimated that it usually takes.over:twentirYea4 for a nel Concept to

be-ac7epted. Although Centers have,been in operation for ten years in
A

'sections of our country such as the midwest, the'Teacher Education

eenter has essentially entered the'inainetream 'of educational-thought

I ...:-.

,and praOtice in less than five years (SChiilied0- & Yarg(i;' 1974): The
.- .

.-. I .

impIementa on of competencybaged programs,,has e000u'raged the developd%.
T.

1

. .

-::,mentof centers by Colleges and
,

iversities:

.4.

Since Teacher EducOlón Cent rs are a national trend'in.education
4 's

it behomies eduCators to fivesti ate the question of their effectiveness.

PurthermOre, the claim'

backing of a sound 136 ,Ag
Among.the claims upport of the center concept are

those maintaining that the cente : is a place and a'vehicle:foi
-

deoigningy facilitating 4nd proho ing desired changes in education

vahced ;6:Support the-Center concept lack the
t

resaith.

(Collins, 1912,); is a mechanismf r the sharing of the responsibility,

and the accountability for improvpag teacher education (Collins, 1970);

offers improved preservice and inservice education through a unified

opliroach to both (Co11ins,)11972; Smith:-i. B., 1975).

'for Centers are being made withery little research, particularly

These claims

experimental researCh, to supporlpm.

The current literature
1
141Wes little data on which to make

, ...a,.
decisions as to the.erfect of centers

,
upon teacher education, It.

focuses, aiMost exclusive4? n sUch issues as loalsi, Organizational'

.

:.. 11.1'
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structure, sovereignty, stgfing and funding. Few attempts have been

made to provide.eMpirileal data comparing'the-effectiveness of Teacher

11.

Education Centers'with traditional programsconeerning the preparation
°

4x

Of'competent professionakedueators.
,

. The question that 'as yet remains to be answered.is whether or not

centers maka a positive difference in preservice tdacher education.

This reseal/eh addressed this problem.

Problem, -Statement 4

The purpose of this study was to Inyestigate the problem,of

rwhether or no centers make a difference in the, student teacher com-
,

potency of preservice teacher education.

tions addressed were:

$ore Specifically, the ques-

1. Do center student teachers from randomly-selecited incenter-

situations verbally inteia with stUdents differently than randomly-

selected noncenter student teachers? . .4

2. Do center student teachers have concerns that are different

from those of nontenter student teachers?

Discussion of the Problem Statement

In narrowing down the problem of which 'fictors to assess in

21deterMining 141ther or not centers make A difference in teacher.
-

preparation, several dimenslons were considered.. ,While the whold

question of the effectiveness of the inserVice component of a Teacher

Education Center is important to determine, the decision was made to

evaluate the behavior of preservice Personnel only. There were ,

Several reasons for this. Firstly, the development of centers,in the

metropolitan area where this research was implemented has focused on

preservice education. Secondly, the evaluation of centers 9icles :

,



for preserVice edUcation contInUes tO be of current concern to the

faculties of the'many'colleges and uniVersities whose programs are

implemented in centers.

The issue of the attitude of:center student ted0hers toward the
,

'student teaching experience as compared with noncenter student teachers.

has been investigated in:a veryjeW studies, onlYitwo of whIch were
a..

a.

,both large'scale Studies, and experimental in nature (Collins, 1970;

Teacher Edu7cation Center.Self Study, 1975.) And while evidence con-
,

cerning aititudea may be very Supportive of the Center Cbncept, realis-.

.tically, it is data on the analysis of teaching behavior and teacher°

growlitthat will.clarify the acceptability'uf the center concept.

,For this reason the decision was made-to investigate teacher

behavior using the fnllowing:
la,

(a).4nn instrument to mea4nre thel.
4p,,

interaction between student teachers and their students, amd 014-,an,4-

instrument to measure the concerna offstudent teachers

mental (center ,. and a control-(aoncenter) group.

Interaction analysis instTUiaents have been widely-used to obtain
.

research data.about tructinn (Travers, 1973; Simon & Boyer, 1970).
.k:

The Collins study

using an eiperi-

,

nters used the Flanders'instrument to'analyze

4/.teacher student interaction. The interpretations Of the evidence

demonstrated'that student teachers in centers teach differently (with

/
"statistical significance)'than do those in noncenter situations

(Collins, 1970), but additional.evidence needs to be gathered. The

Interaction Analysis for ,Seience Teachers (IAST), was selected to

obtain teacher7student interaction.data fo4k this research.

5



The concerns of center student teachers as a iroup have been stud ed

only one investigation in process while thifk particular research wa

eing designed. The

hat related-to attitudes, is a relatively new dimension of the study of

4

conceptualization of teacher Concerns" an area soMe

teaching. An instrument tO measure teacher concern4 the Teacher Concerns

, Checklist(TCC), has been refined and validated sufficiently for resevch

and was threfore selected as a measure of teacher growth conceptualized
,

in terms of\ concerns (George, 1974).

Recognzing that research has indicated a significant relationship
\

between the clinical assessment of'teaching personality and the problems

reported by student teachers_ and-Vith their teaching.behavior (Pullet-,

"and Peck, 1974), it Was decided to have the subjects.take the Sixteen

Personality Factor\Questionnaire. The data from this ttst were correlated

with that from the use of .the two major instruments, the Interactian

Analysis for Science Teachers and the Teacher Concerns Checklist.

To summarize,-building on previous'rese'archj,the purpose Of this study,
,

was to investigate tht question of whether onot teacher centers make

positivq7,4ifference in preparing student teachers. To do this, data wer9
1

:collected on the student-teacher Verbal .interaction,:concerns and person-,

.
.

ality of center student teachers in comparison with noncenter student
_

.
,

,

teachers. A listing of the specific hypotheses tested hat been included

A at the end of this paper for reference (Appendix).

Limitations

Tfiis study was conducted within the follawing recognized limitations:

1. The data were colleCted aver a time period of only one, quarter

ing one-group-of"student teachers.

. During the time the experimental TrOup was student teaching,

th e Center subjects who had not yet taken E17,I 343,. the Elementary



/
School Curriculum, were taking.this course blocked with ,their student.

teaching. The problem of identifying itand tewhatZegree this course

may haye contributed to any.changesmeasured by the inatruMenps used

in thip study was a recognized concern;

;
3. Thd Center Coordinator wherethis research was implemented was

also the experimenter in- this study. The Coordinator did attempt to,

minimize the. effect of the-research by.not discussing the existence

`of:or the nature of the experiment with the Center student teachlers..
a.

The findjngs of.this:itudy may be limited to centers similar
.

tothe one in which this research.wae carried out.'

5. The measures were--abtained during the last few Weeks, of tilt

school year befare.the eummpr recess.

6. The.persons were'trained to code the audio tapes using fhe

IAST as part of a project for a course-taken at the urban 6nivereity

where this research was implemented- :This arrangement did not allow
, f

for the amount of time and work needed to echieve a More ecceptable

(

estimate of obperver reliability With an interaction analysis systeM

that is as complex as tjle IAST.

Summary, of the Need-lor the Study

.

;

Claims- have been made for the teacher education concept as a

vehicle for educational improvement..Centers.are operating across the
.

S ,
,

1Y.,S., based-upon thi,s assumppce.. Yet,very little research in general;

end only two major experimentafstudies in particular, have been
,

ctindUcted to support thiS assumidtion.

The ,need to investigati 'experimentally wheper or not centers are
1

making a difference in preservice teacher education is obvious. Thia

regearch addrelsed thiellrpblem.

e

Pc

,
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..RESEARCA*THODOLOCY

Descriptinn'of the-Popniation und the Sampling.ProcedUBes

This research was condncted.using the education major_ whO student

leaught dutpg.the spring quarter of 1975 at a large metiopolitan university.

On!the untleigraduate level, this pcpulation.consisted'of. ElementarY,

Early Childbood, and Educable Mentally'Retaided majors; an the graduate

,
lever, it-included. Students working toward certification (--:r alUsters

degree-in 4pecial Education oi ElementarYEducation.

,Randomized assignments of the subjects to both the experitental

)1tand, control. groups w.as accomplisKed prior to'tbe spring .velarter during

which this research was carried out. initially, the experimentalAnd
4.

cOntrol groups Consisted of twenty-two suSjects each. Unanticipated

complications renuced the n er of subjeCts to fourteen.within each

group.. 'A discusSio0A the power estimates as a function of sample

size' is.included In the seceion on research findings..

The expeiimental group was then Assigned to one Teacher Education

Center by the Director ofJaeld Ekperiences St the:nrbanUniVersity
.

sponsoring this iesearch. The control group:meMbers wereasSigned to

placements in the. metropnlitah.area other than in.a. center.

Treatment- of thefxperimentaiGrOup

The treatment ofthe experimental 'grOup_placed at the. Rusk Teacher

Education Center was the prOgram.i,as directed by the CenterCoordinator

and implemented by her with the assistance of' the center cOoperating

teachIrs.

a

ibre spedifically, this program'consisted of a series of content'

semlnars directed bY the Cnordinitor on the following topics:

discipline, reinforciment strategies,'and questioning techniques. An

Orientation Day program prior to the beginning of the quarter was used
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,s

to acquaint'the'atudentsteacherS with the center so as to facilitate4
. A

. their placement with, a cooperating teacher. The studentteaChers also

anal3rzed their teaching thrOugh.the use of audio and.video tapes,
1..1 ,.:'

. ,

--.....,:_,*

several%times during the quarter. They individualizld their student

teaching programs through the use of objectives which were.summarized
,

,

as a basis for evaluation at the completion of the quarter. Throughout

.the,quamittry the center coordinator was present on a daily.bakis to

supervise And counsel the stpdent teachers.and work itth the cooperating

teachers in supervision.

Treatment for the Non-Center Student Teachers ,

k
Since tee non-center group was randomly selected,-it was expected

A

4",..\,that their,experiences weie representative of those that most student

have during student.teaching. The control group subjectsteachq

,WeFe,placed in non-center situations without-any input into their

4.
prOgrams for.the quarter.

.These student teachers were upervised by a varietyfOf professors

en.d.,:graauate,teaching assistants from tie-several departments Within

; the School Of Education at the p. an univertity spOnsoring this.retearch.

The nature of the college-related experiences associated with these

' assignments varied frot binimsl supervision to weekly seminars with the

college superVisOrs..
-

'The funetiOns of these seminars were almopt exclusively to allow

the discussion of concerns among a group of.student tenchers supervised

, K
by: one college supervisor and to clarify the loilistics cif that

suprvisor 's requirements fof student teaching. The teminars did.not

focus.on a content or skill area such as discipline.or questioning

techniques aNid the-center seminais.

4K,
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. NotificationV the Experimental and Control Groups

. The experimental group was notified about four weeks 'prIor to .

the end of the uarter that they 16(eeded 6 make an audio-tape for use-An-

this research, a d t at they required.to take the Teadher'

Concerns Checklist Sictees Personality Factor Questidhnaire on.

June 2. The pembers of this ctoup were toldkonly.that they were, part

of a study concerning centers and that the specificS Of the research'.

would be disclosed tO them after the testing was completed.

ACaboUi the s eJi1016 the control group members were notified of
.

.,their participation 07 hie*udy through a formal letter. This

communicationllso epecihed the procedures for.audio-taping and the

date and time they were to report to take the. l'es-PF and the TCC.

This was followed ,by an informal.phone call to allow the experimenter

' feedback friath the studant teachers and.to answer any questions which

these people might have.concerning their participation in the study;

. --The cooperation of all of.the supervising t,dacheis and the principals
".

at the schoolsAmvolved was secured prior,to the data,collection.

Recordins.:the Audio-Taped

-11he procedures for recording the audio;,tapes were outlined in the

letters mailed to the control group', and the memotandum distributed to

the experimental group. All subjects were asked to audio-tape three

fifte.en-minute segmens of their claesroom teaching time on three

different mornings of the week and at varying times during these mornings

Is
during the last two weeks of the quarter.

Thetape cassettes were mailed to,the control group members.

Witfiin the center, ihe COordinator distributed the tapes tO the dtbjeeta.
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Coding: the- Tayes

Five persons were ttaine0 to et(de th' audio -taPes using the IAST.

.

Theie-coders were undergraduate students taking a learningtheory/course

at the urbanuniversity weviously identified. They were selected by

the experimenter from among a group frakthis class who volunteered.to

ccilde as 'part of their course work.

These five students met with the experimenter for two hours twice

weekly forALx weeks. *The' training procedures used were those generally
"""..

reconnended for use with interaction analysis instcuments; that is, thelk

coders alternated coding and.discussed their Eodings for the purpose

of increasing intera-coder agreement in,classifying what they heard on

the tape. Ten different tapes were .used for training purposes

bec4use according to Winer. (1971), and Ha11 '(1972) at least this number

,.
is needed to legftimately determine the intraclass correlation

t, coefficient which the experimenter ustd/65-balculate inter-coder
. . ,

reliability/.4 .54 r
. ,-

/ ';14
' DeterminineCtder Reliability

4 ,
4

When Verbal'behavior is coded over a period of time, it 'is important

..'...id,determine coder stability. Coder.stability is the extent to whichw
. ,Jc .

there is agreement in coding'over a period of time andkamong ceders.

Coder stability among several coders is called inter-coder reliability.
V. 4

As recommended .by WIner (1962) and Hall (1972), the intraclass

correlatiorlOefficient was used to calculate inter-coder reliability

because it has been observed that as the nuMber of tategories in.a

-

system of interaction analysis increases and the.pace of the leason

quickens, there is an apparent reduction in the validity of the Scott

Coefficient, the customary 'stet ticefor calculating observer reliability

.(FIanders, 1967).i c 5.
4.

;



Vince the coding was a partial requirement for a college ourge.
(

- .

add due to the 'ensuing
*
end of.the quarter; it, was neceseary far the .

.,,:.
. - .

. - ,.
7 -

cOaers to code the acival.tapes for tile stud prior to the
t
final..,

.t
.

./ calculation of .the-intlass correlation-ooefficient for inter-rater

0, .4 ,

..
. 4 4

.

reliability. ,The resU.ts of the calculation are discu sed atthe'end A
1

of.the section on rese,arch indings.

'Coding the Tapes

As soon as the subjects.returreed the reoraed tapes.to the eXPerimenter,

she randomly selected,one.from among the three tapes SUbmitted by e'ach

person,. These randouly,--Chosen tapeswere'then giv.en its the coders t
.

. .

codeusing the IAST. The sheets-of pnper'with the coded information

were mItiled to the Researoh and Development Center at Austin Texas

Where the computer cards werk punched.

Testing

At 3:00 p.m., on June 2, 1975, the members of both the experimental.
A

and control groups met in a room on tee campuS of the.urban univerikty

previously mentioned to fill'out the 16-,.PF and:Teacher Concerns Checklist.
,

.
.

. After thelp4O, lting session, the experimenter answered'questiods raisea

!'''
.

.
.

.'about°tt.W.rtattre of the study. .

...!

The experimenter Scored the 16-PF and TCCts.. ., The data from them

.:.i'.,..,.
.

4.- .
.

.
.

- .:
,

that were relative to the.hypotteies forgilated at-the initiation of

thi
....

.

. ;s 'study, .werepunched an computer
.

cards; ,

. Data Anhl&sis

The initial analysis at the fAST.data wasr-performea at the Research

t
.294 Developtent Center at the University of Texas at Austin sidce.the

. . .

1.44 :program for scording the system wa's already on the Computer there where..
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JAI
IwapAlOrel'optd.- The computer a1i4ets with thePmatriees forthe subject

_

461h ihe gioups as well as the ratio.and frequency tallies needed to test

.
the.hYpothebes were returned _to the experimentet.,

e .

The remainder of the data analysis involved the use a the compute

facilities at the metropolitan university sponsoring.the research. Two

-
statistical techniques wbre applied to test-the hypotheses: analysis

of variance and 'correlation..

A fixed. effects profile analysis of variance design was used with
-d

one bttween sUbjects(factor
(treatment,condition) and one within .

.subjects factor (test item-type). The speCiiic computehprogram used

was AN0yRK-an analysis df variance for repeated measures. This analysis

..,

was run-three tir.es:' once with the 'AST ratio data;10.agaid with t 1AST
.

_

. ..

,
freqUency tallies; and 'finally, with the TCC scores.

Had gnificance.beed indicatetd. thy is procedure, thd GeiSser

and
Green.ollEellniilariaWConseryat4e F Test (1958) would have been

.t
uaed as descrAbed,in caltd (1973) to correct for possible inter-

*

dependence, amoAg the dependent measures and violation of the Assumption

i

of homogeneity of variance.

The scores from the TCC and theTAST liete correlated with the
4:---

16-PF factora: The computer program used fcr this correlatidh was

the81003D which printed out a-correlation'va ril,;.for the subjects

in the experitental and,control groups comb d.

,
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REPORT OF RESEARCH FINDINGS

General Results the'Profile Analysis.of'Variance

An analysis of.vari ce phowed tfat the between subjects factor

. (Center treatment) did not have an overalll.significant effect (p) .05)

as measured by either the interacion AnalYsis for Science Teachers

or the'Teacher Concerns Checklist. The F values computed for the be-
d

tween subjects factors were as follows: :34. toi-the IAST_ ratio daea.

(Table I); 1.04 for the IAST frequency data

the.TbC (Table 3).

Noeignificant differences were found in the,interaction effects
. °

betWeen treatment and\test types in any of the analyses of'variance.

(Table 2); an4d .43 for

The F ratios computed for the interactions were for the IhgT ratio

data,:.25 (Table 11, for-the MST frequency data, 2.07 (Table 2), and

for the TCC, 1.28 (Table 3). This indicated that the treatment.did

not produce significant changes in the experimental group on any of the .

tests.

General Results of the Inter,Correlat on

A correlation among the sixteen personality factors is measured by

.the Sixteen Personaiity Factor Oues4onnaire with the priMary tactics,
. NI,.

the levels'of questioning, the flexibility ratio and the indirect/direct

teaching ratio (from the IAST) and the three concernp'(frOm the TCC) re -

sulted in no significance .(p) .05). BaSed upon these resuits,jt was-

concluded thatr (a) .there was no relationship,between.the coOcerns ex-

pressed by teachers)as measured by the.TCC and the personality factors

adcording to the 16 -PF; (b) there was no relationship between the
1

, .

concerns of student'teachers and their teaching behavior as measured by

the IAST instruMent and; (c) there was no relationship between the

14

'12
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Table I
I

UniVaiiate AnalYais of Variance

^

JAST Ratio Date.

Source

ffetween Subjects
Center Treatment (A)

'

. Error -

. .

,

l',.. Within Subjedts

Test.Type (T) .-.
.

Treatment and Test Type(AT)
Error

1

26

5

5

.130 .

30.85
. 88.70

931.11
21.22

84.55

.34

T1.01
.26

46.

15



Table 2?

Univariate Analysis,of Variance

IAST Frequency Data

A

Source df

Between Subject
Center Treatment (A) 1 119518 1.04

'Error.' 26 1145.32

Within Subjects
Test Type (T) 6 48809.26 ,43.29
Treatment and Test Type (AT) t 2334.91 2.07
Error 156 1127.27

16
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TSble-3

USivati4eAnalysis Of Vati*Re-
',. k7;;.,.,

J.

-Teaéht. Conéerns Chegklis
. #

15:

,

At4''k,4:

ms .

, - A

rest Type:,(T)-

Test Type (AT)

1 141.44 . 3 ,

26 328.48

2 49236.22 510.16
2 96..51 1.28

52 74.90

IA't

' /
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If

personality factors of teachers aad their teaching behavior as tsted'

by 16-PF and the IAST.

Power was calcUlated using the tables_fOr statistical analysis

by Collet (1969). Foetbe large effect,,the power estimate fOrthe

treatment factor was 'approximately ,78. ile is dower than would be

desired, comparable estimates are not uni4ie to educational studies.

Intr-Coder Rel bilit

Since it was recognized thatthe val dity of the Scott coefficient

commonly used to estimate intercoder reliability decreaSes as the.pace

of a lesson quickens-and the number of categories in a system increAses,
. .

the intraclass correlation was calculated. This was a category-by-

category analysis for each of the five coders Across ten minutes of the

same ten tapes. The resulting coefficg6 are listed in Table 4. A
. .

"gr'01* s\

,

coefficient value of .50' or greater is genera4y considered to'be ac-
-' .

ceptable;

WhilAthe incidence of a low coefficient can indicate the law in-

. cidence of a category.on the tapes-coded; this -assumption is not cot-

pletely supported by the-experimenter's evaluation of:the tapeslused for 4
3

training die -codets.. .The conclusion is that im some Of the cAtegories

such as 4 and 9, which:had. high incidence, the low coefficients mustbe

.,fhAresult of.low coder reliability., Th other categories, such as 1, 2

,

and 7, the assumption that a low cOrrelation coefficient is te td the
e

low incidende of that 'category is warranted by an.analysis of the tapes

used to CoMpute' the esti:date.

- SinCetheprOcedures outlined in the IA:sT Manual for ,training coders
!

in developing.a common fraing of reference'were carefUlly,followed (Hall,'

1972), the explanationof the low estimate of &oder stability lies in the

1 8

16
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Table 4

Obser4er Reliability Coefficients.

IW For,the Intraclass Coitelation

17

.."

'Catpgory- COefficient

. :Accepts feelings

2,6 Praise

3; Accepts students' statements .

4. Question

. Direction

..00

.00

.07

Provide substantive informatipn

Criticizes or rejects student's behavior

Teacher Controlled silence

. Student stateMent

10. Student questions

11. Affective response

12. Stbdent activity

.13. Division of student-to-student intefictian

. ,

14. Nonfunctional behavior
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amount of time allotted for training the coders. Since these persons/were

coding as a project requirementNr an undergraduate course, the amount
6

of time necessary for developing a common frame of reference exceeded that

4 '

available.within the constraints set up for coder training.

Sum:Tux of ,Findings

from'the repeated-measUres analYsis of variance for each of

.

4. ...
.

the test 4ypes:yielded statisticaaly insignifiCA differences between the
,

experimental:and' control groups. The inter-correlations among the measures

-did-qot result in. significant cor.relatl.on coefficients.

r,

2 0,
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DISCUSStMAND IMPLICATIONS'

Dismission of the Limitations Affecting the Lack of Si.g.pificeee

The lack of statibtically significant findings.besed upon the typotheses

testedmust be cautiously interpreted in light of the limitations imposed
,

by several conditions: These limitations are generally of several kinds

/

relating to die following: researeh methodology, the sociology of the

schO9l6 and the current research problem of identifying differenCes.
'

In centers.

Reseaich Methodology

-, Limitations Related to Low Power-Estimates

'With regard to research methodology, the initial qualification is the
,

low power Vimate, a function of reduction in/saipple size to twenty-

eight subjects due 'to 'uncontrollable factors. Change would be diffiCult

to detect under these circumstances due to the:probability of making a
1

Type 1 error,, that is, not rejecting a null hypotheSis that IS

really false. Real 'differences.may not have been detected. 'However,

low power estimates are not uncommon in educational research.

Low Coder Stability

A second factor related to research. methodology was the low estimateS

of intercoder reliability. .The training Of students to code ai part,of

a project foran undergraduate course has severe limitations with an

19

interaction analysia-eystem as complicated as the IAST, v. .2. The problem

of developing acomomon frame of reference ia multiplied with increases-in.

the amount of categories in a system, the nuMber of coders and the

frequency.Of transitions in the tapes coded. Developing coder-reliability

with the IAST requires a situation unlimited by time constraints.

21
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Reeearch in the Classrooth

Another reserch limitation involves the neneseity of tiding the class-

rooms,of a public schoOl system for research,: While such a setting

provides the most realistic situation for the study of teaching, control

of the variables is limited by the need tO aVnid-disruption of normal'

Trocedure.. The need to tape-the Classroom.teaching,of the student

teachers as Close.to the end of the quarter as possible:to maximize

-
.tbeir time for growth reeulted intaping sonie attificially'akranged;

situations Classroom-routineS had been.relaxed for end-of-the-year

-activities,'etudents were hyperactive and teachere patience limited.
k

Test Scoring, Reliability.and Validity

Handncoring the 16-PF and the TCC.may have reduced,the reliability

of the Measures.: .Furthermore, despiteraltensive reliability studieS'

with the 16-PF,. the,anthore urge carp in relying'npon the results of

nne test to measure personality. And while-reliability estimates

fcalculated for the purposes.of this research were comparable to those

of the test developers confirMing.reliance upon the stability of the

-:test, use of several forms ofthe 16-PF Might'have resulte&in increased

resPonse reliability. .

The connept validityof the 16-PF has been cross-validated in

extensive studies with different adult pOpulation samples (Manual kor

16-PF). Validity.studies for the TCC, however, have been carried out

with only a few population SamPles and,additional validation studies-

are currently in progress. Intercorrelations using the subjects in

thisetudy ,resulted incoefficienti that weke considerably higher than'

those reportedby theTCC'authors. This was interpreted'idmean that

a pattern of 'concerns. expressed was difficult to discern because
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whenever a student teacher $xprAted a concern, he or she tended to do so

in two or even three of the categories ratheAan only one. Confirmin'g,*

thit, FUller .(the author of the Concerns Theory) observed the tendency, 40.

of teachers to express concern over whatever situation was spggested-to
,

-
'them (Fuller, Parsons & Watkins, 1969).

To summariie tett results fltay be questioned 'Oue to: hand-scoring

.fp

,teat reliability using the 16-PF; thd need to improve the concept vali

oilthe TCC.

Identifying Center Differences

The ldck pf significance.on any'of the measures reported previously

could also be -due to the typgs of tests U:sed tovmeasure change. The

measures used nt bave adequately reflected the changes that were44 y

.made in the eipetimenta1 group.

This is especialry trlie of research on centers because .%e potential
r _

1-F

sources of effects within centers haire not been.lecurately identified

and could be attributable to several interactive phenomena as the litera-

ture illustrates (TECSS, 1975). Indeed, considering the paucity of

studies on centers and the complex center makeup, the few significant

, differences reported in the literature are remarkable-(TECSS, 1975;

Collins, 1972).

Sociology of the Sdhools

Several other limitations which may have influenced the insignificance

found in this study relate io the sociological makeup of the schools in-

volved: The failure to measure more flexibility, indirectness, open Ties-

tions and concern for pupils among the center student teachers as com-
7

pared with their nOncenter-counterparts could be related to the complex

'sociological nature of the public schpols where th.e experimentai group was

23
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Teachers.within this school system have been assigned-to schod%

\..\\ , according-to a toutt-ordered racial ratio and students)attend either,4

their neighborhood 'school ACT a school of their choice wher they

would be a part of the racial minority. The racial makeup of the student

body of the Center school's were from low income families. By contrast,

the control groul3 studenei taught in suburban, white, middle class

neighborhodds. It could,be argued that the'Center student teachers were

reflecting some of the oOkcei,:s'and teaching styles and strategies of

. .

their,cooperating teachers'specific to both urban sdhools in general and

to a specificfmetropolitan school system in particular.

Lack of a Well-Developed Center Proven'

.0ne final consideration in placing this researph in perspective

is the lick of a well-developed program at the Teacner,EducatioiS
.v

Center used for this research. To make a real kfference er
0-1

1

education program needs'to provide experiences that wili:r0

.

1

behavioral changes.

The program currently provided at the center needs: to be expanded

to include-more clinical evaluation of teaching techniques by trained

cooperating teachers. Such a program can best be based upon decisions

made about .which teaching competencies should be achieved by the Student

.teachers.who-are graduating from the university plaCing students in that

center. 'Direction-and program-decisions based otl that identification of

direction are needed to clarify program definitio4 within the.center.

This! research-may have been directed at measuring.effects thai bould

only result from'a richer center ,program in terms of experiences

providea for:the student teachers.

2.4
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Additional Discussion Of-Data

Several trends within-the data were not apparent as a result of

the analysis relevant to hypothesis -testinp* As mentioned previously

the F value for theanalysid of variance co*CtedOn the frequency

dataIortheinteraction)etweentreetment of test type and the

means demonstrate that in Somecategories of teachiidig lnhaviors there
. _

was iore,indirect behavior within the'experimental group than in the

control group. 'While recognizing that these:could be r andom evehts

/and shouldbe tentatively accepted, they are consistent with previmis

centerresearch (aollins, 1972).

.Furfher-investigation of the IAST:matrices' of hoth groups provokes

sone interesting questioqs. The tally, on the teacher-to-teacher tran-,

sition category was higher for the control group (1637 tO 1907) but

the control group's tally for the student-to-student Continuation

block: wad twice that of the experimental group (614-to 1240). When
t

the higber control group's teacher-acce ptance-of-student-sXatement

tally (507 to 699) is viewed ih the light,.of this huge diflerence'in

-the amount of student talk, it nOakes the control group's apparent

indirectness as toncluded seem much less certain. It would appear

easier to score a higher freqUency in the acceptance-of-student-

statement categorywhen there are twice as meny stuclent statements

to accept.

The question,beiomes, did the style of the noncenter student
.1. .

teachers elicit more student responses or could the double verbal
-

_output by students of the.control group be a function of the socio-

economic makeup of those schools within middle class suburban

)
.

I

neighbórhoods. There is research, supporting the latter explanation,

a



,TehiCh indicates that students in inner-City school§ ta4 lest and
4,

.

require different disciplinary tactics than subur44'students

( defson 1967). Continued analsis of the IAST printouts revealed
'; b:

grekfer e.of teachei panagement.techniiqueaby the 'expetimental

jgroUp in s study, which ia also conaistent with the literature.

'Finally, 'the teacher talk/student talk ratio.(2.68 to. 1.82).

indicates more acceptance of student behaviot by the expeiimental

group in teims of categOry one:, which represent6 teacher tecognition

of and identif/scation with thefeelings Of studentS, If stUdents

were lessverbal but teachers.acceptitg,-,it would be logical to .expect

.exactty\what the center data indicated: less teacher accepiance of

student statements buta large tally of-positive:affective teacher

'

4*
4

the testodf

suppOrted _the concyosion that the noncenter.

p

gioup was'tote indirect, used more Open queltions ad& accepted more

student responsea than the experimental gtoup. Furtherl.istudy of their-
. .

responses.

To.summarize'this analysis of ihe IAST data

4

.statistical significance

.444.

printouts, however, viewed in'light of the:rdsearch on student behavior

vis-a-Vis the, socioeconomic natuie of the neighborhoods of the schocas,

makea such a cOnclusion appear less clear.

Imalcations fot Future-ReSearch

Based. upon previous research.as well as the limitations of the

'research methodology,Lthe concerns related .to identification df Center

'differences and thesoCiological nature of schools as "discusgetrele-

vent to this study, the following suggestions are offetedfor ,futUre

investigation:
1

i

1-7. To eliminate the confounding factors tiklatedto inner-city

achools, balance 'the placementOf student teachers in inner-city an
. . -

4,

suburban schools within the exOetimental ancrcontiol grolpa. e.= .
.
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An alternative would be to use four groups placing an experimental

and a control section in both.inner-city and suburban settings.

A 'corollary to this is the need to carefully'deftne the criteria

by which inner-city and)suburban schools ate identified.

2. Use a larger sample,to increase power.

3. Collect data during the Fall and Winter Quartets to eliminate

theprdtlems attendant to collecting data in'a classroom during the

last weeks of a school year.

4. Train &den. within 'a Situati nal framework that permitiLthe

attainment-of acceptable coder reliabi ity. ,This would require post-

poning coding until adequate reliabili y.'coefiiciehts have been
.

estimated.

5. Continue to use the Interaction-Analysis for Science Teachers.-
_

.

25

The low codei reliability estimates calculated for thii studY an the
).

4
statistically iignificant findings in previous tesearch using an

0

interaction analysis system to measure change (Collins, 1472)

warrants repliCation of this aspect bf the study.

6. Stipend attempts to'measure center effects using the.Teacher

Concerns Checklist. This suggestion.is based on evaluation of the

validity questions involved'in the development of the instrument and

the lack of signifj:CAlt results using the TCC in the respt Maryland

study1(TECSS% 1975).

7. While-this study was designed with an awareness of the .

importance,of the role of the cooperating teacher during, student

teaching, the decision was made to focus-thia research an measuring

changes in student teachers only. Investigation of the role of the

cooperating teacher anokits relationship to the student teachers within

centers could provide valuable information concerning any differences

27
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centers might make in teacher edudation.

7

8. . The insignificant,results obtained in this study suggest the

need to approach center research with caution both through formative
.

evaluation of wlat is happening in centers as well as through the

Use of conceptual models for research and teaching. Analyaes of the'

teaching learning proceas upon which formative elaluation should be

based are as Important as the use of conceptual models in,guiding

improvements in ttkcher education (Gage, 1963),.

h 4

ginie way to approach the analysis of center activity would be

through the use of case studies. Careful investigation of a small

number of individual'student teachers might provide insight into the

significance of centers that-4.lost in group analysis. This kind of

investigation would hopefully lead to the deveIopment-of paradigms

1-1)ipartterns of research that would guide decisions conde'rning which
-s

\
.

4
,ittriablet and the relationship among them that would provide needed

' r4search data about centers.

. Implications for Teadher EdUcation

As indicated in the previous- discussion of the research findings,

considering the yet underdeveloped program at ihe Teacher Education

-.--,-Center Where this study was implemented and the 'research on centers,

this Study may haye been attempting to measure results that did not

eitist. This conclusion points clearly to the need for program decisions

concerning the student teaching phase of teacher education:programs.
.

To Make a 'difference, the imudent teaching experience nwst be

strUctured around what research has identified as good teaching and
1

.

.00.. ..

hoW these comPetendies carebe developed. An irtegral part of a

28
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student teaching program is the selection and training of classroom

teachers as supervisors and as models for the new professionals

31.3;ed with them. The center condept offers a framework for the

implementation of this training, both preservice and inservice that

appears to be making a,difference-in centers with more developed

programs (TECSS, 1975; Collins, '1972). The.center concept itself,

however, must not be naively'assumed to be a,Oanacea. 4part from the

1

.prograns it. can'facilitate.

A second implication lor teacher education suggested byNthe

research findings discussed in this .chal5ter is the need to differentiate

among.competencies needed for innerLcity teaching and those needed to
As

function successfully in suburban,schools with students from higher

socio-economic classeg. The higher percentage (50%) of student

Nerbalization and less direction-giving by.teachers in suburban

schools (noncenter in this study). as measured by the IAST may have

complicated the interpretation of the data from that instrument.

The nonsignificant results may weli have reflected the differences between

teaching in inner-city versus suburban settings rather than ceneer

versus noncenter situations.

This not only reinforces the need to avoid a simplistic approach

.to an interpretation of the findings reported in this study,- but

points again to a well-documented but frequently ignored heed of

inner-city, integrat&I education: tic) deal effectively with the

problems in these schools, teaChers need skills and understandings

that are different from and not crucial tO success in suburban schools
ige

(Ornstein, 1975) . The failure to measure a difference in the-itudent
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teaChA.from the Teacher Education Center used for this study may

refle t a failUre to address the Special needs of educators in metro-
.

polit n schoolS in the teacher education prograi implemented in ihe

center. Such an indictment should not be ignored.

.A final word of caution in edUcational 'program development IS

warranted by the insignificant results obtained. Despite prejudice
1

against the null hypothesis among researchers and editors (Greenwald,

1975,0 gcceptance of the null hypothesis ean provide information as

valuable as refection when adequate researCh procedures haVe been

followed: Recognizing this, thettack of a measurable difference in

center effect in this study should.Cause educational decision-makers

to pursue center'development carefully. Such caution is needed at

this ,pite when public criticism of 'the use of educational funds as).

especially severe. The use of good research to guide decision-
.

making, however, is always sound policy.

1

.1
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Based upon a;treview of the literature in general and previous

reSearch on Centers and expetience with Centers in partieular, the

experimenter chose to investigate certain hypotheses. "These are stated

fiist as general 'research hypotheses -followed by the related statisti-'

cal hypotheses stated in the null form. The level ok statistical

significance selected for each was ..05.

1. The Center student 'teachers Will ,demonstrate more indirect

teachirig behavior than the noncenter student teachers aS melsured by

the IAST.

1.1 There will be. no difference in the (a) indireect/direct

teaching ratio; (b) the revised \indirect/direct teaching,ratio; and

(c) the teacher talk/student talk,ratio, as measured Sy the IAST.
.

.
1.2 There will be no difference iii the (a) teacher to teachdr,

(b) teacher to student, (c) teacber response to ,student and, 'fd) single

student continuation,blocks on the interaction analysis matrix as

-measured by the IAST.

2.. Centey student teachers will' demonstrate more varied and. less

rigid patterns of/classroom interaction.

2.1 Tkere will be no difference in the primary tactAcs as measured

by the IASI'.

2.2- There will be no difference in the 4exibility tatio as

measutea b) ;the, TASr. 1r

3. The questioning strategies oi Center student teachers will be

*so,
more open as indicated'both ,by the kind of questions (open verstas cloSed)

3 4
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,

asked and hyrthe teachers acceptance of the student resPonse (nez.
..

looking for one-right Answer):.

3.1 'Thete Will be no difference in the,levels of questions
4

,

asked by' theteacher as measured by.the IAST.

There will be no difference in the number of talliesin the

accepv:ace-of-student-statement Category._

3_3

7

Center student
,

teachers will demonst&te a higher level of

conccrn than nOncenter student teadhers.

4.1 There will be no difference in the concerns factors "as

:measured bY the Teacher Concerns Checklist.

,There will be a positive relationship between teaCher.behavior,

and' the level of teacher cencern...ofboth'the Center and.rion-Center

student teachers.

5.1 There will be. no relationship between the concerns factors

:and the levels Of questioning:,

5.2 There will be no-relationship betweenthe Concerns factors

and the primary tactics.

5.3 There will be no relationship between the.concerns factors

and the direct/indirect teaching ratio.

5..4 'There will bQmO relitionship between the concerns factors

and the flekibility ratio.:

6. There will he a positive relationship between3the 16-PF

factor§ and the 4AST and TCC scores...

.6.1 There will be no relationship:between theconcerns factors and

.14NT 16-PF factors.

6.2 There will be no

the l6F factors.

relationship between.the primary tactics and

35



6.3 There will. kno reloZionship between the 16-PF and tho'

levels of questioning.

61:4: There Will be no relationship between the. 16 7PF and the

indirect/direct teaching Tatio.

6.5 There wiall' be no relationship betweeh the 16-PF and the

fleXibility ratio..
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