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. Abstract

The Junior_ﬂigh Clasg}oom Organizat{on Study as part of a col-

laborative effort between The éhiye?sit& of Texss Research-and Develop-

v

ment Center for Teacher Eddcation, the Austin Independent Schopl District
/ L N ’ v

v (AISDZ, and the National Institute of Ed¢cation. This study was designed
to anaqgriquestions about effective instructiod in junior high school -

- v : .S N
English aﬂdimathemasica classes ‘by fotusing on classroom organization and

¢
»

management, particularly those steps that areMimportant at the'beginning

ch . . R . - - .
1 ; ‘ e ) . o,

of the school year. Muth of the methodology and 1netrumentat10n for'this

study came from,a study done in third-grade clasaea in low SES schools
J

done “in_1977-78 (Evertaon, Anﬁerson, Pmmer, & Clements, Note 1) During

" the school 'year 1978-79, data were collected to address these questions,
. ‘ .

and analyses of the data are’ in progress. Ihia report presents an over- .

view of the hiétory of the study and briefly degcribes.the data c011§g~.':

tion Qctivities. More complete infofmation oﬁ,;be gtudy can be found in
.ﬁvertson, Emmer, and Clements (Note 2). -
‘ )
- g Backgrouﬁ)?
Much tork don; at'theJR&D Center over the Iast f;;.years b; the A
Correlates of Effe;txve Teachxng_grogram (COET) has focused o; classroom
procesazs wh1oh related to achievement in the basic sk11i ére;a in
. ¢lementary and junior high schools. This interéat'ané zeneralzreaearch ]
back;rouhd led COET staff and pefsonnel at the AISD Offices ot Develd}<~
men:sl Programs and %ssearch and Evaluat;on to 101 tlzytackle school

/
\ L4
\ \ L]
L - v ’ \
' ' r A
‘ ‘:.
- ! \
|
\ u_ - ' ,
o % ﬂ‘ ’, L"\-___/ !
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problems of low SES achie&ement. Initial plannxng eff:jts produc;d a

series of research rev1ewe dn effective teach1ng in low SES e%menta.ry4

achools. (Other Center programs were algo involved in otHer components. )7
, " RN . ¢ -
- )
The rev1evs included research done in Austin s-hools by the Center, as -
. . b 2D '
) .
well as work b® résearchers”in other parts of the qpuntry; ‘They covered
“ \. ' ) .‘ .. "”‘ - . L.

the topics of in-service, classrobm structure, teaching methods, teacher- .
' T "7 e ) — . .
- student interaction, and the use pf instructional time. Each waw pro—

. duced 1in twgaformsa a 15~ 20 page paper, and a 5-6 page vu{;ion that

summaz1zed the h1gh11ghts of the ‘research. These rev1ews were

LI B

dxssem1nat7d 1n.the AISD by the. Center ad& by the AISD Office of Research
t S

~and Evafﬁatlon (ORE) with  whom the~Center had worked. closély in preparxng

qbq?réagews. The papers wege part of one of ORE's prlorxty efforts that o,

year, Kh1ch waa the gather1ng of 1nformat10n for dxatrlct peraonnel about

AN P - '

.reseaiéh'findings on instruction of ‘low SES,studenta.(,QRE-prepared ‘
> . . ; ’ o, ' . : xl“
summaries - for ofher g&}ics, and the R&D Center prepared tﬁvzfeﬁiews of . :

B ' -7 . . : 'Ql)y )

- DY

regearch on classroom”processes. » e -

@he result of tifes¢ summaries was that R&D Center staff met with

! »

tors in the.Division uf Instruction and bepan to discuss

researchers might be of further use to pyactitioners in

S . 2

How'the Cent

the District. 9‘ﬁeae contacts resulted in a list of research Qquestions

.
1

about  effective teachipg in elimentary echools, especially low SES

» ) .
schools, whith were of high concern to the staff of the Divis}on of

3

Instruction.

One set of questions on this list was about classroom organizatipn
v

and management. Since:much past ﬁ&D research had yielded conclusions

that these were extremely important faccts of teaching, especially in low
! . :

) . 3 ' . '
SES schools, it wss decided that this topic could be most effectively

)
’
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researched by petsons at the Center, .Indeed, all 6f’£he fisedfch

ﬁ‘.
" summaries prepared by the Center,..and much or1g1nal work done hera, had
’xbressed the meortance of effectlve ovganxzatxon and managemeg '

!

technlquea which resulted in gr#qser student time 1in academgc tasks and

/ . N EEN

greater 1nvolvement with and é%posure to academic” content.

- A] »’
However, very little was known about What spec1f1c teacher behaviors
¥
result in "better" organization. 1In partxcular, lzttle Lnformatlon was. 5.

-

available about what factors are most impogtant'in establish1ng a smooth— - o
k * ) . .( ' ‘

! ' .. N

v 4 '. .' * . . R
_running classroom at the be’ginning of thelyear.. There 18 a wvealth of .

Nﬁehgrdlladvice that ranges from "Don’t smile until Christmas" or "Have
[ ) . =
x?ur rcom organized and ready on ‘the first day of schonl.'"” However, it

‘ " ’ . .
was felt-tbat such general statements were not sufficient. to help a

]

. [y

'teacher Iearn effectlve organ1zat10n, espec1ally when s/he has never ‘

taught before, ,General principles of inmstruction ate. useful but they

A,
f ~ [

must be illustrd¥ed and supported by, cdncrgte examples if tpey are te 'be .

-

internalized by new and inexperienced reachers.
v 4

. Therefore: the Elementary Sokool Claasroom Organization Study was, A -

designed to answer some very specific questions about establishing and

L .S
1 ) Q . ) 1 ;
maintaining classroom organization That results in greater student time .

on task, exposure to content, and achievement. The ultimate purpose of
. ’ i ’ re

the study'was to ‘produce knowledge that could be expressed in terms of.

. . . . . . , . . ("‘ -
specific teacher behaviors that produce effect*®ve management of time,

" instructional materials, contacts between the teacher and stude sts, and

the external constraints imposed on teachers., These topics reflected

.specific district concerns. The study also'yield?d new ways of

conceptualizing classroom organization,




‘ 4
After severul informal discussions with AISD staff, a proposal was
; .

“ /
i

1

' >
sent to the Director of Elementaty, Edacation which presented some objec-
g . _ . s

tives which would be addressed by thefstudy. The response to this P
posal was very positive, .and it was Jgreed to conduct a etudy'during{the
schdool year 1977-78, to focus on organization and management in thltd”

grade classes in schools ‘with large proﬁb;txona of students from low SES

» . -~
”
4

backgrounds.

[y

Principals in 10 Title I and near Title I school® were contacted and

" the proposed study was discussed.with them. Generally, the reaction of
. .’\' . . . .'
the principals was quite favorable, and they arranged £or a méeting with

‘1 Al

their third~grade teachers during the week before echool.» After meeting’
v

w1th facultxes, 29 teachers in exght schools agreed to part1c1pate in the

study. Twenty-seven teachers cont1nued,1n the study until the¥end of tHe

]

. ' v
achool year, ¢ _ .
. P .

Analyses done on the third-grgdé data showed that’managqmént capaQ

bility during the first'three weeks of schcol was a good predicgor qf
oL '~ d', ‘
management capah?lity during the rest of .the year. It was foundvxhat

effect10b managure dlffered s1gn1£1cant1y from less effect1ve managbra 1n

. ¢
many beglnnlng- and - end*of year management rct1v1t1es and behaviors.

A}

Data uaed @ reach these decisions were student on-task behaviors, reader.
. . 14 . A A

ratinrgs based or, careful analysis of narrative data, obrervers' end-qf~ '

year ratings, and class nean residual gain on the California Achievement
i X . . ?.
iEStSv -~ . . L}
' Based nn the positive findinxs from .the Elementary School Classroom
Organxzauxon Study, the dec»sxon was made to study iunior high school

!
lagser to see if ‘similar resuIta-could be fpund: With the school

’
»

district's cooperstion, a similar study was set up to observe junior high

P
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’ y . ’ ’ ' ,
. . . s, .
school English and _mathematics teachers in all 1l of the Austin junior
' . ' A : .
high schools ‘extensively in the first three weeks (including the first
v‘ i l...’./' . ’

day of school) and‘approximately'once every three weeks thereafter. (a
time line of the study is included in Appendix A.) The goal, again, was
tofgnswer'QueStions about the.establishment and maintenanﬁe of effective

classrovm management: ' ' : . :

Lo : . : . ‘ .
Initial Contacts with District Administrators and Teachers

After recéiviné the approval and support of the Austin Independent

. . . ’ K ’ . : .
School District's Director of Secondary Education and of the Of£1§e of

-~
s . 4

Research and Evaluation, initial contacts with nine of the 11 junior high
's¢hool building principals were made in the spring of 1978, The other

two piincipals and schools were 'contacted during late summer. During a

mgetings with the building principals. the purpose and nature of the ,

* Junior High Classroom Organization Study was explained and the approval

"
pf each building principal was received. The representative from the
r /‘ .
rgsearcﬁ’proiedt then requested that the principal call a meeting of all

-~

‘English and math atics teachers so that fﬁe project could be explained

. , .
to them and so that their partjcip;tion could be squgﬂt.' Subsequently,
during May 95’1958, a repfgsentative from the project met with each group ’
of facgulty in.gheir building to discuss the project and t& answer ques-~
tions regarding it. - In each Case: the teacher's participation was
requested, and teachers were allowed to sign up for the study, which was
to be conducted commenciné the following fall. Approxiﬁﬁtely three~
'fourths of'the teachers indicated a Qillingﬁesa to participate, ;nd a

| number of those who did not volunteev indiéated thatlit was because théy

were not plahning to teach in that building the :following year. Thus,
. . , t

the available sample for selection of teachers was reasonably represen=

vs

LY
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tative of - the total pppulation.i Obviously, of course, there are some

volunteer'effects, although they should not be too great, considering the

high acceptance rate.

- -

In order to include new teachers into the study, a representat ive

! '

from the project arranged to\epeak to new teachers during the in-service
, ! . b ' :
'q -

days in the week prior to the beginfiing of the year. Most of thece

teachers were present at the meetings, a 1 approximately one-half indi~

catJd.hillingness~to participate, even though it was their entree into

teaching. ' ' -

Final selection of the teachers from the available pool allowed for
) . * . .
representation from each of the 1l schools in the district and roughly,
N ’ : v ) .

proportional representation on.the basis of years of teaching exper1epée.
In addition, 17 of the teacher® who had volunteered had 2lso participated
in a 1ar§e~aca1e.procesa*product research study three years prior to this

study. All of thege teachers were included in the final sample in order
. i
to test hypotheses regarding stability of teaching behaviors and effects

over time, as well as to study changes in various aspects of these
. : -\
téachers' instructional characteristics. Within the constcaints imposed
« o ! ' .
by the preceding factors, random gelectivh was used to obtain the £inal
Y} . B
i A

samphe. L .

Class and time schedules were obtained from ghe schools for usefin
)

observer scheduling. After the selection of teachers was made, & lettir

»

. . 1 :
was sent to the'53 chosen teachers informing them of the two periods

selected to be ohserved, the names of the observers, .and the schgdule uf
observers during the first week of school. Principals of the ll schools

q \ . . V\l
*re sent a Yetter informing them of the teachers and class periods that

would be participating in the' study, Letters were also ‘sent to teachers

- \
e di




v
\\ r . . ’
.
Y - ’
. k)

t ) ’ ’, : 8t

not chosen fo he participants thanking them for their willingness and
"~ . ' - . . ‘
interest., The takchers and prlncigals.1n the study received the schedule

for the becond and third weeks during the latter part of the first week

of echool.

L4

Observer Selectisg'and Training . o

Nineteen observers psrticipated” in the original phase of data col-

lection. Most of the observers were selected from a list of graduate
. X
¢

students in the fducational Psychglogy and Qufrléulum an@_lnstruccion

depastments at The University of Texas at Austin. One of the require-

A}

~ ments for selection was that they have clasSroom teachihg experience.

t
udy, and

4 * v

Some of the obs»rvers were former\ teachers recru1ted into the p o;ect,
some were obaervers in the third-grade «laseroom organizatlon ai

others were R&D Center staff members. All observers underwent a week' ‘
training which emphasized the nature of junior high classrooms ang the

types of teacher and student behaviors which were important to note:.:®

’
-

Training began a week before the beginning qf.achool. Obgervers met

'thh R&D staff members for appromeately 25 h0urs of training. During

the training gessiors the followxng toplcs were dxscuased. prelxmlnarv
R .
results from the El«mentary School Classroom Organization Study, concepts

‘and terms ‘useduin the study,. techniques for Wrxtlng narratives, noting
‘time intervals,'use of the forms (Student Engagement Rating, T1me l.og,
‘and Component Rating), procedures for)ﬁanding in materials, and how to be
an unobtrusive observer.  Each of the forms was explained in detsail and |
then practiced, using videotdped obsefvatxfna of junior high or epper~

‘level elementary classrooms.” These videotapes also were used for prac-

tice <n writing narratives: The practice, furms were handed in and

- 4

checkvd by staff members, usually overnight, and feedback was given to

(%

?
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»

obgervers during the next session. Copies of dealréble forms were L | , '
provided g0 that the dbservers could compare their own forms with what'
/ S . ‘
was‘\ expected of them. Observer practxce forms were wsed to check reli- , "
[} .

ab111ty also. Ample opportunity vas given for answering quest1ons and )
'y ‘ st

openfended discussions to be sure that observers felt comfortable with
V- , .. ~ )
thg focms and ‘understood the,raéionale for using them. -

, Among the materials provided the observers was a notebook for use
ndur}ng the obdervations (Evertson, Emmer, & Clementg, Note 3). It ‘ . .

contalned 511 the m?merlals observers would need for conduct1ng and - .
9 - =

cdmp}eting their® observations. The notebook was divided into five parta.

ngrratives, time logs, student engagement ratings, component ratings, and

miscel}aneous. Each of the, first four sections included a set of

] N A

guidelinés, a sample filled-in form and blank copies of the fofms.
Observers were instructed that additional copies of each form could be

obtained as néeded. \!aék form had a spandardized 1D field.
] ' ' B .

The miscellgneous settion in¢luded a map of the city with the loca~
tions of the junior high schools marked and igatructions on how.té éet t6

»

each one; general guldelxnea for the observerg, a 113t of standard terms _ y

-
A

used 1in the study; a liegt of teachers, observers’ and code numbers.; aﬁd

other bookkéeping igema'auch as mileage forms. Observers were also pro~:

Qided a ggpefrecorder and blﬁnk tapes for recbrding the narratives. At

the end‘pf the training sessions, obset&ers were given thelr schedules Y J

\ -

for the following weeks. ' '

™

Clagsfdom Observations jn the First Three Weeks -

ﬁ.anpvuf the original 52 participating teachers was scen about 10 or

il vtimes dﬁr!gg the first three wecks.of school yielding-over 375 obser-
<

vation hours, One class of each teacher was secn on the first, second, ) '

1
/

;o ) \ | |




~ o ‘. . .
and fourth days’ of the first week of school, , Another class was observed
. ] "' . ,
on the third and fifth Sdays of that week. Thereafter, each of the two
. '," = \ . o
.c’lasses was seen about equally. REach teacher was seen by two diffecent

a 1

, observers. e '
I . 0 . :
The observatiom sessions iu the first three weeks resulted in four

1 : v _ . . . , -
types of information. .Samples of ‘the forms: are included in Appendix B of
. S B J _ '
this repogt,

D 1. THE NARRATIVE RECORD

thle 1n the classroom, the observers maintained a urlttep record of

claasroom events, with a partlcular focus omn o\ganxzacxon and management.
'The traiwine mgnual, 1nc1ud1ng guldellne quest;ons, was used for
\

'Iefe,ga }mutpoced whlle the observer was recordmg hls/her Eamments in

) gteatet detall iollowxng the observat;on. The narrative technxque, used

Te— 4

' "wFC1assroom Organlzat1on Stui}é allows 1nfotmat1on to be
gathered about a‘wigé array of classroom events: The main areas coveréd
zn'sbe narratxvea or in comments follOW1ng the narratives were.v leader-
'ahlp Ln controllxna-classroom behavior, instructional leadershmp,

LI

1nntructiona1 systems in operation, student concerns, physical arrange~

ment of -the room, constraints on the teacher, personal characteristics of
'f

the Ceacher, v151b1e students, and peer interactions.
Following the observation,. each bbserver recorded the narrative on -
‘fape and made comments at the“end, if necessary. It was found that by

¥

doiqg this, far more detail could be recalled. than could be written

4

during the zégervation thus providing more detailed -information. Narra-
,,/‘u i : o ' :
tives; of ‘each observer were read during data collection by R&D Center

Y

ataff members in order to maintain a high level of qualit} in the
3

descriptions. Obsetvera were#thenxglven feedback on areas whlch;needed




¥
‘ | ) . ) . coo !
" more #ttentlon. A‘typlcal specimen, record length is eight to tgn type-

.
’

writgén pages for a l-hour obseﬁvation. /)f : .

i
|

i s . ¢ ”".»
~ I1. STUDENT ENGAGEMENT RATINGS N
| 4 .
| Since short-term _outcomes of student time-on-task were important to’
f ' yoo

this study, the obseryers filled out a set of ratings which classified

-

' Ld

L} - o

students in eack of eight categorieQ of engagement. The first count was

”»

taken at a randemly selectsﬁ time within the first 1Q minutes of the

: - '
. class period and each 15 minutes thereafter. “Students were classified as.

* ‘

follows: ‘ .

\

ra. Definitely on-task' academic. The student was working on an

. - o
academkcja551gnmentﬁor receiving an academic presentation and very .

clearly paying attent ion.
-
[y . 1

b. Probably on-task academic. The .student was supposed to be work-

4 N ’ 3 . .
ing on an academic assignment or-attending to an academlc presentation
f - R \

but ceuld not confidéntly be said to be attending; however, he was not

definitely off-task either (e.g., staring into space as if thifiking abput
: . T

-

the task). \

*

c. Definitely on-task procedural. The student was 'performing a
L

procedure or routine which waa{prqei;atory to beginning an academic

activity, oY was necessary for finishing it (e.g., passing in papeus for

a trangition). '

Ty

. , - . .
d. Probably on-task procedural. The student was probably engaged

ot %

in some procedural activity, but was not clearly doing s0; however, was

.t ' = , i _ ;
not definitely off-task either (e.g., moving across the ruvom, probably to
‘ ! rd ' ‘ ) t

pick up materials). . : “

P




. ’ ]
\ }” " * ' : K g ’

* -

. . ‘ IR . B
e. Off-task sanctioned. The student was not perfo:ming an aeademic

' " ' . i . ! ! . '
. or procedural task, but was not m1sbehav1ng\(e.g.,‘goxng to the waste-
. ! P »
\ L"vr basket)' “ # ‘ .‘t - \ - .
’ * f. Off-task unganctionea. The student was iavolved in an unde-

Y

sisﬁble activity ot\pof involved in a desirable activity (e.g.,gﬁalkinﬁ

&

. " when this was not allowed or clearly not doing-an assignmgét).
. R :

*
. )

g. Dead time. The student did not have anything apéciﬁi: Re was
‘ o . . Lt \" "

supposed to be doing (e.g., waiting for. the rest of the students to

.
¢

. . finish taking a test). e T '4 N .,

- h. Can't tell. Whéq the observer couid_noq confidently classiff a
1 3

-

o Iétudent q§%§flqnggng tc one of the ahove categories or when the student
‘ L]
could ot be seen, he or sh%;was ceunted here. . I
, ' . 5 ’ - ' .lo . . .
These forms were alsd coded to reflect the: fpormat of the activity.
. : - . 14 "
. 4 . \ . ‘
in the: classroom (e.g., teacher-prese?tptlon to class, academic,, or
_ i .

J ! »

\
v A

individual activities), who was in charge (e.g., teacher in charge, cther '

- adult'present, or student teacher in charge, teacher present), and whati"'

¥ . .the topic wﬁs., P . . i oy C
.. , . R N Y
o o 111, COMPCNENT RATINGS ,

-~

-
. [Se

- ﬁlthough the narfat{ve records'werg?the richest sourfe of data \
) - "1 .

[ J

regarding ‘the teachers' organizational and management behaviors, a sys-

" -
.

tematic set of counts and ratings of specific characteristics was com

pfﬁted(aftet each obgervation in orQer to provide a commog, set of mea-
jerva !

syres for ‘each teacher. :I‘herefore, after each observation, a set of 44 .

“gatings was completed. (During the first and second week of school, only
. v b ”

]

36 vgriables Gere rated. Fg,was felt that additional informafion'was

] [
R

v .
v . »)

nekﬂgd regarding the teachers mgnagement of student behavior, thus an '

. additional eight ratings were added after the seco week.)




. This assessment system had been used in the Elementary School Class-
‘toom Organization Study as a mqérs of identifying global areas that Gy

ferentiate various levels of capability in organizing and structuring

+

classroom activities. Also, the use of“t!: assessment system provided a

way to relate this research study to pfesérvice teacher education, since
' » s

an earlier version of the assessment system had been developed by a "

»
3@ -

committee of facuity from The University of Texas at Austin, including
e ' (3 [ b v

. . " € v .’ y
one member of the AISD PrGJect ptaff. The system was used on a pillot .
basis in the elementary teacher education program at The University of ‘ .
) Y R S C . 1. .
Texes; research on this ‘system-will. allow these preservicé'ctipe:ia to be

* L
validated against teachers in the freld, Several altefat‘ons and addi~
. . N Y ,v's '
t1ons were ,made to the original Yorm to reflect the d1fferent age levels, -
. Yoy .

be1ng observed and the different types of 1nformat10n deslred The greaa

' ot - '!.‘;

)
focused on were: lesson design; ldcating, constructing, uslngvmaterials§
. ‘ ..\'
present1ng 1nformatLon, developlng att1tudes, manag1qg pupil behav1or, : .
‘ [
'methods a§¢hand11ng disrupfive behavior; 1nteract1ng effectlvely, c1ass~

room climate; amount of inappropriate behavior; and teacper 3 reaqt1on to PR
inappropriate behavior. ) : ) '
/ . IV. TIME LOGS A o~
Cof ‘ "’ . : . .
Timq~usg wag another important aspect of this study. It wag felt .7~

that an organized teacher would have maximum time on academic instruction

, spent in transitions between activities angd ' -
!

, and little or no dead time, that 1s, tim&'in
. i e ' \J

ed activity. On the narrative form, there '

’ . +

and very little t1

different subject matt
which students had no assl
was space to the left of the numbered lines to be used to ngpte times such

as the begianing and end of transitions, dead time, and,ipterruptions.




Narrative . .« ° .

Teacher # X4 “School # XX  Subject # XX  Period XX Obsefver # XX

[N

P

Date 8/30/79 ~ # of Students Present 19 N a Page ;l“_of 8
. Start: 8:00 Sl o
- BEG | END | ST. ENC - -
T ’ . b
8:05 ‘The students haver come in: early and are

p—
.

N
.

sitting in their “seats %alking quiatly.
(Bell at 8:05) Some students talk to

teacher; th-.ze others start working ands , »

L ¥S ]
-,

’ reading‘wiﬂn aide. Students know what to

8o already and get busy worKing at their

g

~|lojwl &

—

’

seaty on reading activities. .

Y »
+

: 4—-—-;——-’—-—

. o
These times:were inserted into the taped narrative to provide a feel

. L : - .

for the flow of events in the classroom when the narratives Jre redd. In

-

s n
- | w

add1t10n, 4 time log for each'observhtldn was completed by the ohserven.

*

On th;a form the observer noted the start time, stop tlme, number of stu- )

dents 1nv01ved and a brief descrlptlon of each actlvxty in the ¢ lassrpom
-y : s
[y f

(1nc1ud3ng transitions and dead tlme) The beginnxng timeson the timé

»

log was the bell beg1nn1ng class and the end time was the beIl endlng the

'

class, with octasiogally some notes concer ng hoy time was spent before
, Ratly @ )

» .
. . . . C e 4 . M

ana after class if it was relevant., This time ‘log enables the reade;é{o .

’

‘ 1
follew the schedule throdghout the class period for all of the students i

in' the class. From this time log, one can see how much time wés spent on
academic instruction versus -time in transitions or other non—academic. ',
9 B o L
" rattivities, : LT ‘ ' ‘ oo

Summary ' . _ L:)V

To summarize, by the gnd of the first three wecks, each teacher had

4 . 9

been obsarvkg at least nine times in two of his/her 50 to 60-minute

, & ) / '_, I

PR

13




classes, and each observation resulted 1ﬁ a detailed narratlve, student
engagement rasings, component ratings, and a time log. These data repre-

sent bn’inte ive examiKs:ionﬁof.the beginning of school in Englist and

L]

math ciasses in Junior High\?Lhool.

Other Data Collected from Observers After the First Three Weeks

- ' L]

As a result of the observation' schedule, each observer saw 8ix }
teachers about five-times each, and each teacher was seen by at least two
_obgervers. In order to get additiomal impressions and information, each

observer prowided several summary -ratings and descriptions of each
~ -

teacher s/he observed. The obgervers completed a Summary Component

Ratfﬁg form (using essentially the same form used for each observation)

ip which'they assessed the'teachers/clasarooms according to their overall

0

R 1mpreysxon. The rating was 'based on a scale of 1 to 5 (1 = not at all
)

characterlstlc of the teacher, 3 = nwderately Lharacterlatlc of the

teacher, and 5 = highly characteristic of the teacher). In addxtlon;
"qpserveré answered six questions dealing with*géneral impressions about T~
v e ‘ .-

‘the organization of the classroom on each of his/her teachers antl two .

-

. , . . s ’
general questions regarding advice to new teachers. F1nayky obsgrvers

provided a copy of each teacher's rules, a drawing of theﬁioom arrange~
. Py

.
'S

ment and a copy of the two observed classes' seﬁXing charts. These items

served as an aid to the observers who saw the tea@hé}a"froﬁ Week 5

v

through the end of the schovol year. -

Classroom Obsefvations Aﬁte§4the First Three Weeks '

!

-

e ) 8
After the flrst three weeks of school observations stopped for one
1.

week, During this me,\EIEns were made for the schedul;ng of«observa~ o

.
L

tions for the rest of.the school year. Fiz% observers fyom the original
. ) ) ) ) ) \ |‘ vl ‘ .
‘group of 19, in:luding the sgaff member {n charge of ;ra1n1ﬂgiand managr -

e _ , - Y '

Ty N w15




- ’ ' . <
-
) . PN . © .
"\ ’ \
ing the’ study, were chosen to COntihue observfng for the rebt of the -
’ -
year. Observers.were ;hoscnxwho possessed good narrative-writing skills
R » . f\

! .
and good-teacher rapport. Of the original 53 te@che;%wxn the study, 51

) e

contiinued to participate during the rest of the year, The other two &

teachers transferred'o%t of the}dist;ict.-ﬁA new sttém of schedﬂg§n§ wash

developéd ;s wel& as a ayq;qm for contacting teachers. about the scheduli‘z:>
ing. Using tﬁé'ychggl.d;strict calendar, the‘rémainder of the school *
vear was divided (nt;'eigﬁtkﬁhre'“deek‘c&cleq. Shert schooi weeks, due \;

to hu11dayq or teacHer cvrchulum days, were used for make-up obsérva-
. ’ }\ [}
v '

.

‘tions, Each of thegf1ve observers was assigaed eight to 1l teachers. to
observe, and both clgss periods of each teacher were scheduled:-to be seen
. L

once évery cycle, or approximately once every three weeks. Teachérs were

. sent a list of scheduled observations for their school during the last

week of the previous cycle. Basically, the teacher was seen duJing the
same week of each cycle (i.e., first week of the cycle, etc.) although

the day of the week would Kdifferentﬁ A rotating schedule was set up
\.' ) l ‘ .
to incorporate obserders’' scheduling demands, Q%} an attempt was made to

see all teachers on a variety of days“of the week. Any chgnges in the

. . .
l\xschedulxng were made through the office, and Ceacheru were contacted when

obgervers could not make it to their claqses. For the most part make-up

observations were rescheduled as soon as poasﬁble. Teachers'were '
4 \ ¥ L4 '<

-

requested to inform the offxce of dhy changes 1n achool sqhedules 8o that

v Ji

ubservars could be notxfled anJ,smachedul1ng‘done. After the Chrxstmas

h\lxdtys the schedule,was changed som"@hat %ue to xncreased WOrP time of

( )
one ohserver. ,The observatxons from the last weex of‘Snvtember Lo the

o .

o

end of s¢hb01‘resqited in an additional 850fhours of observations, or
. approximately 17-6n¢-ﬁour observations per teacher. ,

)

4




v

;The observations were resumed after the week-long break. ‘The pur~

pose of following each class through ghe year was to assess continuity or
changeg in organizatiog, mgthods of instruction,tteapher and bubil behav-
107, and short-term ;utcomes. No major changes were fade in the forms or
. "
techniques used; therefore, each obéervation continued to consist of a
ﬁérrative record, a set of student engagément ratings, a set of component
ratings, and a time {og. Ig addition, a system for checking observer
reiiability was established. ’

Reliability ‘ '

During the three 3-wedk cycles prior to Christmas, each observer saw

two teachers normally seen by another obaerver.( A regular obsé?bation

P

was done and all.férms filléa‘but. The component ratings and student

. N .
‘engiﬁemcn; ratings were then checked against the summary component rat-~

ings and a sampling of student engagement ratings from the first three
weeks. It was expected thaé student engagement ratings would not sig-
nificantly vary from éﬁé first three weeks. Allowances were made for
differences in activities in checking these ratings. On the component
ratings, a check. was made to see which dimensions had a variation of more
than one point {on the scale of 1 to. 5) from ;he summary ratings from the
-fjrst three Qeeks; if the two previous observersd agreed. These dimen-
siong vere f?en checked against the written obsérvagion to see 1Lf they
were consistent wich what was written. These, dimensions were also dis-
cussed with the “observer and &ttempt; made to be sure tﬁa; all observers
understood the ratings and were rating them Jonsiatently. ‘Reliability -
and scheduling were discussed with obsefvérs at regular meetings, held

r

once every three weeks and called nu{c often 1f needed.

) . ‘
s
'




hl
. . i ' ¢ .
After Christmas a new system was instituted. During esch cycle, : 0

-1

each observer saw a teache. with the regularly ‘scheduled observer. fJ
L * . ¢ . v :
Arrvangements were tade with -the teachers 'in advance so that the observers '

could sit besidz each other and tave the samg/vantage point for taking . ~> f
) ¥ o

gtudent engagement ratings. The obsecvérs would agree at what time to do

the ratings but they would not consult with eagh other while doing them.
v . . ' v . ! ‘ ) . * , ., . h
In ‘addition to the narrative and student engagement ratings, observers :
}
[} . [

also did the component ratings and time logs. The student engagement:c
ratingé‘hg;b\then compared to see if there was observer agreement. /

component ratings were checked against each other and differences of more

-,

than one number wate discussed: with the obsérvers and checked against the
3 . !- \\ .'\'

‘narratives. Changgs-;¢§€inof‘mhde on any of these forms. Discussions
/

were held in the regularty scheduled,obaerver meetings, to maintain

_reliability. Twent,;thréﬁ\\ i\\checks\were conducted.

. Spot checks were also done on the narratives to be sure that’

observers were ptoviding.fhe desxred deta11 and'gﬁyﬁreze'of all major

polnts. ) '> '
Contacts with Teachegs ) -
Addilional contacts were nade with tpe teachers during the remainder
J . 'l

’ . - T Iy $
of the school 'year. Teachers were infarmed of the reasons. for .and ¢
1]
scheduling of reliability obsersations and other bits of information via.
nutes attached to observatlon scl:adules., In addition, a letter regard- - -

ing achievement testing to be done and other end~of- school data collec~

‘ ) . L]

tion activities was mailed to the teachers in February. ObaerVers

¥ . ¢ .

directly: contacted teachers to set up ¢tonvenient times for the achiave-.

s )

ment testing and interviews. 0
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. .
Othér Data Collected

P | \ : ‘

During the last regularly queduled ohservatioﬁ of each class,

Student Rating of Teacher

\ . . ’ 4
observers administered a student rating form., The form was adapted from

the:Studenp Rating Scale of Instructors developed in L973‘by the Sequoia;

o

Ca}iESrhia-High School District (Stallings, Needels, & Stayrook, Note 4).

The proce&uré took approximatély_lo minutes of class time a® the teaché;

was- not presert while the rating was'given. Stulents were told that

their answers would be kept confidéﬁtigl, that their teachers would

receive only class percentages for each question after the end of the
school year. The observer read aloud the 17 questions on the form and
all of the five alternative answers. Students werd instructed to choose

the answer which best described how tﬁby felt about that class and: that

4

teacher. Questions on the form dealt with instructional and behavioral
y . . T :
organization, as well as teacher style. Students, in general, were very

-

cooperative ‘and.serious while doing this.

Achievement Tests

' Achievement - tests were developed to measure student learning and in

a manner to assure both content’ validity and ddequate reliability. . The

construct ion <f ‘the mathematics achievement test-was based upon curricu-

lum materiale used in seventhfqnd~eighth arade math classrooms in the

- &
school di'strict.: The district-wide adopted textbouk series for juniorl
™~ ‘ ¢
high math was-dxamined and multiple-choice 'items were developed tu

reflect the areas of emphasis in these texts. I4ems on the preliminary

A ] .
. -« . . -

test form were submitted to the Coordinator of Mathematics Instruction

for the school district, and fekdback regarding the appropriateness of

these items was incorporated into the test development activity. The

L} . i




‘mathematics achievement test was divided into two subtests each of 20
minutes duration. The fivst covered mathematics compytation including
whole numvers, fractidns, decimals, and percenté. The second subtest

covered mathematics concepts, applications and reisoning with items drawn

from the areas of geometry, number theory, probability and statistics,
L 4

verbal problems, integers, and other areas™covered in the curriculum.

The final test contained 80 items, with a8 number of both easy anQ\diffi*
cult items 1in order tp‘avoid celling apd basement effects.

The English achievement test was constructed in a similar fashion.
A preliminary form of the test was éubmi;ted to the District Coordinator
for Larguage Arts Instruction and commenés:rega;ding‘thf q@équacy of item
Eampling were incorporate& into the final form ;f the test. District-
wide adopted textbooks for English instruction in seventh and eighth

I3

grades were ;onsultea during the development of test items. An attemét
‘was .made to provid; adequaté representation of all areas of junior high
English curri;ulum wilh the exception of tha; pprtion of the curriculum
dealing with the interpretation of poetry and other forms of literature.
The Bngl}sh test.assesaed other areas of primary emphasis in the
,ﬂistrict;ﬁide curriculum, LTnese involved the various areas of grammar,
usage, and mcchanics, including Qérts of speech, punctuation, capitaliza-
tion, etc. In addition, aeveral‘queétions related to library rgfaren:e
uge were included, since this is generally covered in the jupiot high
curriculum. Ipe finai test consisted of four parts to be administered
during a total tésﬁing time of "0 minutes. Items were chosen tor'repre*
sent all levels of difficulty. Thus, for example, the spelling test

1nc luded a‘nvmber of items at the third-grade difficulty lével on up

- thiough hard~to-spell words from the eighth-grade text.

19
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-

Both the English and the mithemetics achlevement testn were pilot

tested in classrooms which were not participating in. thé regular observa=

tion study. The pilot testing indicated that the tests had”good internal

»
*

consistency reliability, both in'the total score and in the subscale
¢ “ . 5

! 4
scores. Some items were modified as a rebult of the pilot testings and

- \)
)

the mathematics test as shortened somewhat when it prdVed to be too. .
long. The pilot test indicated that the.English achievement test could
' .

. . . ~ .
‘be lengthened somewhat, so about 251 mcre. items were added to each .
- ] ‘ : y
e ' ”

subtest. ~ _ ' . . .

. -
The achievement test was adminisiered during the two weeks following

: , :
the last cycle of observations (the first two weeks of May). The ‘ ,

obgervers gave the test to the ‘classes they obgerved. In most cases, the ,‘,

v

teacher remained in the classroom during the achievement testing. The

-

students recorded their answers to- the test items on a mark-sense scoring

sheet. Students were provided a test booklet, an answer sheet, a Number

2 pencil, and a piece of scratch paper (math: only) during testing. No
incidents wevé reported.by pbserver"édministraford'tha; suggeatcd that

* the conditions during testing would yield invalid information. High

L

[ 4 .
absence -ates were reported in a few instances, so that follow-dp testing

.

was necessary. A test administrator visited six of the classrooms

Lapproximately one week after the original testing and tested those stu-

J
. : . . .
dents present at that time who had been absent during the first test

administration, ‘ ' i
The achievement test data was used as one of the product criteria,
! " .
after adjustment for initial achievement levels as measured by the CAT

results from the preceding year. . 3 C ‘




-
' -

Other Data Collected from Observers at the ‘End of School

! Durlng the perLod from the fifth week of school to, the end of -

gchool, each teacher was seen approximately 17 times. &11 hut four ‘ A

s
teachers were seen at least once for a reliabhility obgervation. ‘w L
Summary Component Rating ' i ‘
“ 4 '\". » * [ 4 » ) .l !
On this form the observers made a final assessment of ther teachers/ . '
- . ¢ / .'., . J

Llaaevooma a»cordlng to their overall impressions‘iust as was done after . .
.o

b the first three weeks of school. Agaln, the rating was based on a s@hle

<

4 of 1 to 5 (1 = not at all charactdtlsttf of the teacher and 5 ?.high}y
characterlstxc of the teacher) These Bat1nga were compared to the

Summary;Compoqent Ratings from the first three weeks, as well as tq the
. N

!

K ratings from throughdut the year.,

Observer Ratings of Teacher ' ; i | . )

i
) .

through. the.Component Rat}ngs*fna{§gfizga, etc., the Observer ﬁatjngs of,
.4 , N

Teacher was created. This was a compilation of questiuns, -many’ of which

‘e . . ¢ . .

. o ' oo
\\ ) In order to gather further information.on the teachers not available
1 .

: were aeleéted'from Drevious studies conducted by COET Yhe questioﬁs) [’
. - J

dealt with classroois arrangement and atmosphere, managkment technlques, .

teacher-student interactions, instructional kechniques,. #nd use of t ime.

These served to give a genkral picture of the teather. The form‘éowg
gisted of “303 questions'and éaéh observer‘fillad out one on each of the
regularly observed teachers. Ag a rough check on observar agrgément, '

some observers from the first threeﬂweeks comﬁlﬁted the ORT on teachers
) [

they had seen frequently enough to form a la . ing, . impressyon.

N } 3 . .

Teacher Competency Checkllst

The Evaluatxon nf Teaching Prugram {EOTY wag also 1nvolved 0 a
)

project with the Austin Independent School sttrxct to systematlually




P

evaluate the new diskrict-wide evaluation system put into effect this

year. A form and a éeries of behavioral descriptors were«developed to’

"& evaluace new teachers and other teachers up for evaluatlon on a three-

v ~

year basis. As a part of the Collaborative School“Based Project, our
) *”

e obs?:vers were asked to fill out a shortened v!rsxon of. this checklst : '_ .

- ' .on . \ -

R for the purpoae of comparlson to certain teachers' evaluatxons donﬂ by . )
" .ghb{rlpginc1palsw Observera were to rate thelr regulafiy observed
' . . .

teachers on a'scade of 1.to 5 in the basi¢ areassof persona} qualities, Coa

‘instrucgﬁohal akills,:c}agstoom managemenf skills; ekg?rtiae'in basic‘

skills and subject area, and interperéonal gkills (a total of 52 ya:i*ﬂ o

- . ’ Ll

ables) The beHavToral descriptora used by ptincipals ta filleout the"

forms wereqalso used by the obserVera to £111 opt the ratlngs...Based on
-
v gerformance 1nfdrmat10n, observers were to est1mate thc teacher's effec~

t . '

‘tiveness 1n meetxnk each of the criferia.n The ratxng acale was designed T : .

v

o8 follows: 5 = g guperior performance Ievel (expected to 1nc1ude only, -

about 5% of the professionals); 3, = the normally expec;éd level of per-

formance'(including approximatelx-56~702 of tﬁe professionals); and 1 =

an unsatisfac;ﬁry“performance‘level one whidh must be imprQQed.(expectud . _—
: 30 1nc1ude only about 5% of che profeas1onals) | In add1t1on obseerrs

. were to rate on a gcale of 1 to 3 as to how conf1dent they felt in rat1ng
. ’ . a . .
'E\ , the teacher oun each partxcular 1tem, based on‘sufficient 1nqumat10n (3 - . . e

!

very confident in making the rating; ! -;not}Very con[ident'an making the
. [N v
' \. ]

rating, insufficiert informationrf; be sure).

v . -y

Teacher Interviews and QuestxonJ;irc

","
Whlle the obaérvatlors are a'rich source. of 1nfurmat;bn, there was

+ much 1wf0tmatxun that could not be ohtained through obsgrvatlons, . 1

y "~ especially about nlanning,’ deciision—-making; ‘nd constraints waffecting th:
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» ‘ ) A . .
teacher. . Therefo;e, each teacher completed an extensive questionnaire

.and was interviewed at the end of the school year.

Interviews. In the middle of October, three math snl three English

-

teachers, identified 48 effective managers, were chosen to be interv:ewed

*
LN

for the purpese of obtaining information on heginning-gf-school planning

. 1

and activities, In addition, each teacher was @sked to describe the "I_"

students in.fhe two classes we were observing and make predictions for

their academit achievement. It was hoped that behaviorgl problems

described by the teachers would show up ‘in the narratives, and specif%:

ways of handling these problems would be_obsérved'and documented. |

'S

During the last month of the school year,. all $1 teachers were

interviewed to ohtain information on planning forwthe beglnnipg'of )

+

school, goals and planning for the rest of . the- year, relative sugcess

4

rates for the observed classes, contacts with other school personnel, and

¢

the’Leaeher's reflectioﬁs on the suﬁooi year., inhaddition, teachers weve
asked to describe memorable behavioral problems and ;hat was done to deal
with them. When a'gystematid reading of the narrqtive; is done, these
sindents will be picked out (if, indeed, they do show up) and the

teachér's methods of dealing with them will be inalyzed. In general,
o .
these interviews provided informition about the teacher's e. ectations

for and assessment of their organizational systems, instructional plan- ”///
‘1/' ‘
ning, and specific students., All inte;views were done at the teachers'
" 4

convenience, usually in their classrooms, either during their of f-period

or after school. Observers interviewed the teachers they had regularly ‘.

-

observed., All interviews were tape-recorded and later transcribed

verbatim. These interviews will be analyzed and content-cuded at a later

tim«. ,,’ '
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- It should be noted that observers che trained for the intervigqﬁ in - .

a session with COET staff members and with a member of the CBAM Project .
staff whose specialty is conducting interviews. 1Ideas for putting the

teachers at ease,. conducting the inturview and giving ‘some feedback to-

, -
the teachers were discussed. It was felt that the observers would be * \‘
best ahle to conduct the interviews with the teachers as a result of
. «

their year—~long relationship. Observers also were more familiar with the
functioning of the classrooms and-were able' to probe for specific answers y
' ’

gith the context of the classroom in mind. Observers were instructed to

‘ give feedback only when they were able to make accurate positive state-
R A
>

~«ments and teachers were told that they would be receiving more informa-

A}
»

tion at a later time. . . : ,

Questionnaire. A four-part questionnaire was given to the teachers

L3S

- .

to be filled out at the end of the school year. Questions in the first

, two parts dealt with items such as materials, grading,\instructional .

P

~ emphases and techniques, teacher—student reLatio';)Z?lipsg etc. On most of

. ] ¢ : . L.
these questions ieachers were asked Lf they used these materials or o .

techniques and how frequently. ‘ .

The third part of the questionnaire was a Teacher Concerns Checklist

>

developed by the PAEI/. .AM staff at the R&D Center (George, Note 5),

' This checklist provided information about teachers' concerns about their o, -
L ‘ ,

role as a teacher. ot | . .

Tha fourth part of the qub?iionnaire was an Educational Opinion‘
y LN . '
Survey based on a questionnaire developed by Wehling and Chacters (1969)

on teacher beliefs .about the teaching process. ' \
. o LN

Teachers were also asked to fill out a piographicgl informat ion

v sheet and describe the effect of the observer Jon their ‘classe..
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Feedback to,Teichers ‘
' - \ ] ‘ } ' f .
- i ! . .
In early August, following the s,pdy,'the 51 participating teachers o,
* . . » t ' \ . ' rl
were sent a packet of feedback materialg. . The packet consisted, of a
. . . . - : -

letter thgnking rhe teachers for participating in the study, the percent- ‘ .

ages of answers to thd items on the Student .Rating of Teachers done by -
. ? ' ' s . .
their two classes, the achievement scures for their two classes and study .
€ t : r . ' ”
means, summary information on the teacher questionnaire, a 11st of con-
. ., N - . ‘ :‘ . ! ‘-
’ i . . v
cepts and terms uged in' the study, and prJL1m1nary results- from the - ~
/—- L4 } ‘ . M 1 ~ .
\ pecd ~ .
study. v oo ) . . .
: g . C

' > ‘Data Analyses ~/ ¢ ot -

-

This section summarizes data analysis proc;Jures already completed,
[ 4

_ o
in progress, or proposed. Where resultsdof data analyses are known, they

‘are briefly described and summarized. More extensive discussion of the, ’

4 . ]
N

Tesults, along with appropriate tables, will be available in separate-

~7

report form in the COET report series. )

§ ' . ’

The data gathered in the Juni~~ High Classroom Organization Study

consist, of the following: _ n ' ("

1. Written narrative records (specimen records) of two classes for.. '

3

each of 25 English and %6 mathematics teachers., Kﬁl~$eacﬁers were ) : )

[
L4

observed-*n one class on the first'day of B¢hool, end on a total of

approximately 10-12 occasions during the first three weeks. For the P

remainder of the year, each teacher was obderved'ever%kchree to four,

’ ;
v . iy !

weeks on two ¢gecasions, once-in each class.

Bl ¢ ' N

2. _Component ratings. A net of ¢ . scales was used after each
. ! *
0- - .
pvbservation to rate a variety of Lnstrucgi?nal and managerial behaviore.

3. Student Engagement Ratings. Thes% asscss- time-on-task during

cach ggiervatiun. <

\




) : ' ) ; EW .
4, Time Iogs. Records of the use of time in various activities and

" groupings.

. 5. Achievement and atfitude measures. Specially constrdcted

\ ’
¢ ~ ~

hacﬂievement tests were administered in éi;h content area in May. ‘Skudent ‘
s o ‘ - . s ,
' Ratinés of tgéjleacmfr (SRT) were also,administe;sddiﬁ May in each class.
s . M . .
Entering aépﬂpvpment scores were estimated by’ the Cglifornia'Achievement. "l
K Tegé (cat), qdminisbe;ed/thenprevious spring‘and made avaglablé to the ‘ B
“o project byithe ;choolsdistrict.‘ ! ‘ . 5 S h
) .
) 6. Sunmary ratings apd\fhecklists. At the end of the year:' ' K
» ohsérvefs‘rgtedﬁqy classif?ed ééachers on a variet; of vgriables.
7. Tegchef ﬁuest wmaire. <%ach teaqhsg dompleted ar exténsive N
. . T . _
l . questionnaire consisting of measures of{?ttiQudes, leiefsf éongﬁrns, and ‘
' Jprcebtigns. | . o | . ' B

t . -~

_ 8. Teacher interviews.  Each teachegrwas.interviewed,in May, and a \
R : , -

verhatim‘transcript'of the interview was produced. The interview focused

on organization, .panagement, -planning, and related\>taaa.

Preliminary Analyses

P | \
A series of analyses were conducted to deLermine the reliability of

many of the observationdl measures. In addition, several o{ the variable

-

sets were factored in order-&s determine dimensionality and to select /' ”
' variables for grouping to form sceles. These analyses were undertak&n '//

preparatory to analyses addressing substantive questions, in order to
' 3 - - ’ -
ascertain the quality of the déta, and to reduce the data sets to

. , ® 4

manageable sizes.

4 ]

b

L

¥

.Between-observer .agreement was verified by comparing Component

Ratings and Student Engagement ﬂ%tings of observer pairs during twenty-

v

- three reliability checks during the year., Using the intra-class corre=‘w

S B

Y

t
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lation statistic to estimate observer agreement, moderate to high values

C A
were obtained For nearty all scales'(see'Tables 1 and 2), Within*teacher
stabilrty was estimated using measures obtained in different} periods for
v ’ . ’
the same teacher. Most of the Component Ratings and Student Engagemcny

4

Ratings bxhibited at least moderate’ stability (see Table 3).

« The reliability.of the achievement and attitude measures was deter-
: _

mined using the coefficient measure of internal consistency.. Both the

\

pilot testing and the study data indicated high reliability of these

1

!
measures.

o Residual achievement scores 'wete calculated for each class, using
the CAT? class medh as the coVa;;;EE>‘~é£5£; partialinﬁ out the 'entering
e ’ ‘ .' \ .

achievement ﬂevels, the residual achievement gain showed significant
[l ¢ M ' . '

stability within teachers (between periods), indicating congistency in

‘
.

' teacher effects from class to class.’ Student attitudes also exhibited

congistency from class to class,'within'teécﬂers,,indicating that the
(] : ’ AN

studgnt ratirgs of a given teacher were stable rom one period to

another. The results were similar in math and Eng}ish clesses and are
rcéPr;gd in Table 4. Correlations'ketwéen the SRT and,acﬂievement
scor;s, and bétween SRT and residual achievement were negligible. Th
intercorreiqtion among the achievement test, thé SRT, CAT, and residual

achievement, measures of on-task behavior and inappropriate and disrup~
‘ J .
& . v
_ tive student behavior are listed in.pr}e 5,' These intercorrelations
,
qeré computed for both math and English for the beginning, as well as the

+

end, of the gchool vear, , | i

‘At least two patterns emerged. All management variables’ vere

significantly related to residual achievement in math after the first
0 .

three weeks of school. This pattern did not appear in Fnglish classes,

t

3 1

27
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. A . ) .
_«English classes, management variahles
i :

™

. . < w .
¢ N . .

N d

although the correlations were in tHe same | ‘edicted direction. 1In ¢
* - '
tere significan)y related to the |

student attitude/'measures. These relatiohships appeared for the first
. | SN | .,
three weeks oﬁ school, as well as the rest of the year. 1in English
' ' ~ v
cladhes.

\
- h 4 "(u.. ' . R
Analysis of Teacher Questl paire S . N

The part of the teacher quegtilonnaire data assesslng bcﬁ f& and "
8 ‘E»
4

A [ ‘

attitydes waalfactor analyzed and rotarid to fit an a priort s uctufg.

} A J < \
A poor fit Yuhféd ‘80 ag exploratory £actor analysis was perfor ed.’ ¢
g & y ’
Ultimatel¥, four scales were, created to summarize this set of ‘data.
» - . iee

The narrative records were being summarized according to an activity
. . (4 .

h Y

dnalysis baged upon Doyle's work. .In addition, several narrative summary b

ratings were developed far use by readers to condense information present .
4 ’

N

in sets of narratives. ' (

Selecti.n of a Subset of Mote and Leés Effecttve Managers . o .

' v -3

%gLFct1on of subsets 9f more and less effective. math and Engllsh
r fe

teachers'was made using multiple criteria. The criteria included

M f - . I
adjusted oupil achievement means; SRT meéans; a management score derived

3 ’
,.\

from an obserx®r énd-ef-year asscssment; average percet..age of adjusted

i medns; SRT means; a mafagement score derived from an

) ¢ ,

obseer end- _;yea('ﬁhsessment; av:rage percentage of unsanctioned, off-
- '\‘ . .

task behavior; and the percentage of time in ‘dcademic tasks during the

) |
pup%} achiev

October May observation period.
In order to avoid seléctiop bias (e.g., confounding of 1Ritial

ability or achievewent levels with Hésignation as a more or less effec—

; -
tive manage;), clkasses were grouped according to edtering CAT means, and
S
subsamples of more and less effective mganagers were selected within high,
;,\. : ‘
”, ~




s+ middle, and Igw initial CAT levelf) In English, seven more effectiveiand

-?

Ao
seven less effective managers were identified; 1in mathematics, six more
’ t .

T ] . .
effecttve'adh sixrless effec.ive managers were identified.

A

Dﬁtakzéhlyses Directed at € ibstantive Questions ?

. 1. Relationships amoig the various sets of variables. A set of

hY *

réfkted questions is whether” and to what extent the various sets of vari-

ables are related. For example, are the teacher behavior variables, such

~ y -

as the Component. Ratings, correlated with student process or product
¥

variables,, such as the engagement rates or residual achievement? Data
: 4

ana1¥§es undertaken to answer ng;e and other related questions used

\ _

correlation and multiple regression methodology. Other analyses which

*

compare different times of the year, and different sets of variables are

also being undertaken. _ ~

3

¢

2. 1ldentification of beginning-of-year dimensions of effective

classroom ménagement. Several aﬁalyées were directed at thig' concern.

; The aubsgmples of more and less effective managers were compared using / ’
data collecéed during the first three weeks of the year, including
narra;ive records, component ratings, and student engagement raﬁeW. .
Numerical data were analyzed via t-tests and ANOVA, with cage studies

based upon narratives used 10 illustrate basic principles.

3. Effects of éntering student achievement level on teacher

behaviors, activities, and management strategies. It is well-knuwn that

A low-ahility classes are perceived as more difficult to teach. Their
\‘ . ) . . . . .
¢ fects on the teacher's chdice of "activities, organization, and
behavior, and the consequences fur student engagement, classroom

processes, and student outcomes are important to identify. Teachers

(seven English and six math) with two contrasting classes, an average~

)

29
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'aﬁility class and a low-ability class, were identified -in the sample.

Data analyses consisted of statistical cdmparisons of observed behgvior

Variab}/s in the two types of classes, along with analyses of theRr
o . ' » { .
activity\structures, based upon the narrative ,‘tecorde from the first .
; '

‘three weeks and the rest of the year.'
4

\

‘ 4, Effects of high heterogeneity within classes. Another important

context }a the influence of variation in students' entering achievement

1 4

on classroom orgadlzation and management. Classes with more diversity of

8

student achievement/ahility would appear to place ‘gRreater demands on the

3 . ..

teacher's plannigg, range of activities, monitoring, and individual con-
tacts. Data analyses weré conduc;%ﬁ'on a subset of 20 Englishwgpd;ZJ
Ky ) A

. \ . .
math clqsses identified as having maan entering CAT 1in the;33rd to 65th
'R
percenttle (exclusxon of, low qu high classes aVOlded confoundxng enter—

z -

ing average achievement with hAmogene1ty~heteronene§ty) Relatlonshxps

between teacher management behavLors, student b?hav;*rs and 0utcomes, and

the amount of within-class variation in stydents' entering achlgvemenp
were examined through correlation andsmultiple regression techniques.

The unarrative records of extremely heterogeneous classes which appeared
. . ¥

to be effectively taught'(in\terms of achievement gains, stuﬁeq} atei~’

D)

tudes, - and classroom man&gcm t cgf@drlif/were analyzed,, Analyses s
)
Ll )
focused on the teachxng and manaigmunt §¢rdbegxes these teachers used to
cope with a high degre; of - v?rlattoﬁxxn § enf entering achxevement. "
- N ' ; ‘ '
5. Relatlonshxps among;;eacher\presage varxables and management =

IR

as ‘administered, ‘jsessxng

characteristics. An extensxve questlonnagr
f

~

i 4 o’

Leacher belxefs, concerns, atq cUdes..ﬂ JP
AINGTT A [

relevant for their management .!;\q-ﬂﬁ pg,g%mxne whether these teacher

mcept1ons thought to bc

characteristics were related to ;lasgrsum' Qcrsses and outcomes, preuage

« \
N , o :
. " . ’

.
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L

variables. derived from the questionnaire were correlated with classroom

.

behavior variables ‘and pupil outcome measures abtaéned from each

. A
teacher's classes. In addition, the interviews with the teqchefb in the
subsamples of more and less effective teachers were -content coded, .This

analysis sought to identify differentes in planning activities, percep-

Fions of management and organization activities and their importance, and

. ’

the teacher's decision-making styles.
‘ il

'
A

EY
Sl
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Table 1
Between-observer Agreement of Component Ratings

for Single Observations
. 4

Variahle _
Number Component Rating Variable <P p <
' )
01 .Teacher descriBes objectives clearly Sh .003
: j
02 Teacher considers atteﬁ‘ion 8pans .73 . .00l
03 Teacher provides assignmk&;s for .
different students .68 .00}
04 Occurrence of verbal class N
participation .55 .003
. - 4
05 Teacher uses a Nariéty of materials b .012
06 Materials are ready and in sufficient g
' quantity 35 . 041
: 07 Materials effectively support S
’ instruction - b6 .010

-

08 Teacher gives clear directions for use

of materiuls . b4 ©,.001

09 Teacher has distracting mannerisms’ .65 - 001

.

10 Teacher maintains eye contact with

! students | . ‘ .61 .001
11 Teacher's preaenfatigﬁ of materials
+ 18 clear : ‘ Wl : 039
12 Teacher's presentation is addpted to ‘
different ability levels ’ -, 56 s .004
13 Teacher provides and/or secks ] ) .
rationale and analysis ' Y .003
14 Teacher states desired attitudes . S0 . | 103
15 High degree of pupil success : .46 .009
16 Cqntent is related to pupil interest
and background k .67 .001
A 3“ ‘1311')
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o
. 1]
R oy " Tahle l-continued -’
’ LN - v A
Variable- T
Number Companent Rating Yariaﬁle ) S p <

Y

1
' .

17  Teacher ﬁrovides reasonable work

standards. - 26 L0k ¥

18 Amoupt’of'positive reinforcement .38 ' 1,029 Ly

’ 19  Teacher :ignalé appropriate behavior 48 . : .097i

20  Teacher reinforces inattentive - ) ‘
hqhayiqr ' B .26 . ' .101

21' Teacher displays consistency in :
dealing wjth¥behavior , .39 ' .024

22  Amount of.disruptive behavior - .22 '.lhl

) _ 23 Source of dipruptive'behavior ‘ 0 . -

24 - Teacher gtops disruptive behavior
quickly - : 0 e

*25 Teacher gives rules’'or prucedures to
stop disruptive behavior ‘ 0 - .

. 1 7

26  Teacher criticizes og\Juetxfles ,

authority to stop disruptive

- behavior | : ‘ 0 | -
. - _
27  Teacher ‘punishes to stop disruptive
bghavior . 0 | -
28 | Teacher ignures disggEtive behavior 0 -
$ d \ (3
29  Teacher has a conference to stop pt
) disruptive behavior 0 - ’
¢ ’ 2 > N .
30  Teacher displays listenipg skills .31 .081 X
- ! .
31  Teagher expresses feelings ©.30 .069
. 32 Teachef 18 receptive to student input T4l 019,
33 Teacher is o.lented to student needs .23 .129
~ 34  Teacher nurtures gtudent affective ‘ g’y ;
L skills .56 .002 .
f

35 Class has task—-oriented focus 65 . .001




s . . . .

" Table lgcohtlnued

.

»
.Variable ° : . ' _ .
Number Component Rating Variable . P pL &
) ) . * \
36 Teacher encourages group cohesiveness .74 .001
; | T |
37 Amount of inappropriate behavior Tl ©,001 2
38 Teacher stops inappropriate behavior ‘ .
~quickly. oo . - .29 092
39 Teacher gives rules or srocedutes to o
stop- indppropriate ypehavior , . .0 .-
4 ) . ) ) + ,
40 Teacher criticizes or justifieé ‘ v
authority to,stop inappropriate ’
behavior ' . .28 ,089
'/. N ' . ) L “ -
41  Teacher punishes to stop . '
inappropriate Yehavior R -Y .002
7 ; .
. 7 42 Teacher ignores inappropriate ) "
' behavior o A o .55 L03
~ ! . N ¢
43 Teacher has conference to stop '
inappropriate behavior ' .29 D73
{ ' 44  Teacher signals desistance of ) A
inappropriate ‘behavior . : .05 408
bt \
- . . A
+ N ’ .
. 4 .

 Note: Data are from observer pairs in 23 observations.. The ,
intraclass correlation estimates the proportion of individual observer
variance that is reliable. The unreliability of Variables 22 through 29
appears to be attributable to the low variauce of those measures during
the reliability observations.

2




Tablo 2

Between~obseryer‘Agreement of Student Engagement

‘Rating Categories for Single Cbservations v
' Category B 0 P <
Definitely on tﬁsk,-academic J1 .001*
g ‘frébably on-task, academic 0 -
' Definitely on task, procedural .67 .001
~Probably on task, procedural’ - | .65 .001 . ,
0ff task, sanctioned . . :78 .bOl
Off task, unsanctioned .74 ".001
Dead time | ' 0 - ) ‘
On task} academicf | _.71 .001
‘ On task, procedural | _ nvf6§. : .0N}
On task, total . | 78 .00
>
. , .
)
‘. ,

: ‘
Note: Data are from observer pairs in 23 observations. The
intraclass correlation coefficient p, estimates the proportion of
individual observer variance that is reliable. The ‘unrelliability of
Dead tim appears to hav: been caused by its very low occufrence during
the reliability observations. \ -

.
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: ] Table 3
/ LY ' S 4 {/ ! .Q~ ’ ' .
N . Between-pgriod Stability of Component Ratings
* ‘ : m—— . - : .
L ¥ B ~ During the First Three Weeks ™
ot * R A -
Variable -, , : . English Math
Number *  Variable Description (50 classes)._ (52 Classes)
— ; " Y
01  Teacher describes objectives clearly K .6 /(// J%y
. . |
02 Teacher~con31ders attention spans DT*
03 Teacher, provides assignments for . . ‘
dlffereQ?“B%udents - A L9 1 84*
: ! ! .
» 04 - Occurrence of verbal class - R v _
participattion ' . 0. . .59%
05 Teacher uses a variety of materials .16 68%
. ‘ \
06 Materials are ready and in sufficient#™ . , . L
' quantity . LA49% L34%
Q} ‘ '
07 Materlals effectively suq’ort .
instruction, 7 A 67* P
-, : ' .
. 08 * Teacher gives clear d1rect10ns for use .
of materials . .66% . H2%
09 Teacher has distracting mannerisms .82% .38%
‘ p v
10 Teacher maintains eye contact with Co
students . .69% .63*
11 Teacher's presentation of mater1a1& . |
18 clear ‘ 66% ‘ ST
12 Teacher's presentation is adapted to !
. different ability levels .56% . 50% ”{
13 Teacher provides and/or seeks
rationale and analysts . 58% L61%
4
14 Teacher states dcsired\at!itudes : JA1* 2%
. : S
15" High degree of pupil. sugcess— ' 49k .35%
16 . Content 1s felgted to pupil 1interes.
and background ' ’.44* L67%
-\
’ ) 4 \
38 - -
‘ o ! \\\
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. .4 - Table 3-continuea
> I ://" v "
Variahle . > ' . English Math
Number Variable Description (50 classes) (52 Classes)
17  Teacher provides reasonéple work _ . -
standards ' .60%* 64%
18  Amount of positive rfinfogcement .38% L70%
Fa .
19 Teacher signals appropriate behavior .pO* . J43%

N »

20 Teacher peinforces inattentive

behavior -~ ' . ¢ LT3 .15
21 . Teacher displays consistency in
‘4 dealing with behavior JJ9% .48*’f
22 Amount of disruptive behavior 6T* .30
. ; ) :
.23 §our¢e of disrupti{é behavior L 56% | 7%
24  Teacher stops disruptive behavier
quickly . .52% L 50%
25 Teachgr gives rules or procldures to ’
stop disruptive beh?vior : 43* A2
26  Teacher criticizes or justifies
authority to stop disruptive ,
behavior 59% 60%
27  Teacher punishes to stop isruptive
- behavior ) - B0 .85%
28 Teacher 1gnores dié;hptive,behavior L39% ' .84%
29 Teacher has a conference to stop
disruptive behavir \\\.29 00
30 Teacher displays listening skills , .52% 69%
31  Teacher cxpresces feelings : - . .60% 65%
; '
;§ Teacher is receptive to student input b g% Y37
33 Teacher is oriented to student nceds L8 * - 43%
34 Teacher nurtures stiudent affective
skills | .31 52%
35 Class has task-oriented focus LA9% .%2*




‘ 4 [ 7
Table 3-continued A /
. Variable English ~Math
Number Variable Description (50 classes) (52 Classes) ”“,f’ -
36 Teacher encourages group cohesiveness .53% .54*
¢ b e |
37  Amdunt of inappropriate behavior .38 A4
38 Teacher stpps inappropriate ‘hehavior ,
—* quickly .40 ) 28 - T
39 Teacher gives rules or procedures to :
stop inappropriate behavior .11 .21
40 Teacher. criticizes or justifies ,
) authority to stop inappropriate ) —*
s behavior .« - J70% .22
41  Teacher punishes to stop .
inappropriate behavior .85% ..28 )
42  Teacher ignores inappropriate- ¢ ‘ -
behavior ’ W 59% L59% . J
43  Teacher has conference to stup . B
inappESBriaie behavior 00 .03
~
44  Teacher signals desistance of * ' .
inappropriate Yehavior - .30 ¢ 0¥
L . 3
L] * .
' w ‘
& ‘ !
( 5
- e
? )
)
d A 1
et o ot e oo e } ‘ . ’
*p < .05, .o ~ _ . \
Note: Coefficients of correlation reported in this table are
intraclass correlations, which provide an estimate of the proportion of
. total varian:e that is stable hetween periods (within teacher). v p

-

Variables 37 through 44 were added to the set of ratings "after the v
second week of ‘observation, so the stabilities reported for these
variahles may be affected by small -numbers of observations. 1In a few
classes, no observations were made on Variables 37~44;

\ ’ /‘ () /’ {" )

e [
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. . - Table 4 ) L', T
. v '
The Consistency Between Periods (Within Teacher) T
'y ’ . . ' r .
. . '\ s h R .
of Class Mean Residual Achievement.and AttNtude Scores ‘p ]
! | pXL
Math teachers (n = 26) .
Yoy
' 48 ) %
Class mean residual achievement .49/ .66 -.01
Class méan Student Rating : ' ‘\‘ ‘
of Teacher . 62 N\ .76 .001
- . o
English teachers:(n = 25) . : K . #
o ' c Y - L
Class mean residual achievement A48 .65 Ol
s
Class mean g}udent Rating
of Teacher . 64 p ..]8 .001 ° f X
[ N . N N
- N2 ‘
N\ : / : . ;
) ‘
'." ) 3 ol
~ l PR 3 . ;
“ | l‘/, <
ERY
LS ‘ KT g
rd . . ‘ H) A ’*
. & ‘ P
} '
L ~ . | \
/4'. ) ’ T .
% ‘ '
~ !' "
’ , i . ' ¢ . q"
'
" .
!
N TR
/ - .o
. ' ) - o [} ,
Note: Data were obtained for cach teacher in two classes. (pp) o A

' Intraclass correlations estimate theVconsistency of each variable when
the estimate is based upon one class (p;) or the average of two classes
(p’Z)o o ) . &
/ § ) i

4l
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Bl | _ | Table 5 |
. & Math _Lntercor'relat:ifﬁt Matric;es for Firs:‘ Three Weeks
: (N = 52) .
FE— | N :
Variable Residual SRT . pAT78 ACH
1. Off-task, Unsaﬁctioned =11 .01 . -.38a -.l39f
- e e
2., On-task, Academic . .06 . .25 -.03 -.02
3 On-task - 49 .18 .23 .27
4'. Disruptive behavilor’ ~,23 o -.,00 -_:_g_?" -_:_2_‘_&_
'5. Inappropriate behavior -.19 .07 -.15 -.20
6. Res"icjual ' p-— ") 24+ =01 .27
7. SRT - ‘ - ~,09 -, 01
8. CAT78 ‘ o -~ .96
9, ACH o ‘ ' ) il
. : v
Math Intercorrelation Matrices for Rest of Year
’ (N = 52) .
Variable Residual SRT CAT78 - ACH
1. Off-task, Unsanctioned ( -.37 -.01 S -23 L=.33
2. On-task, Acvaﬁemic ©o.28 .20 .27 .34
3. On-task L3205 % .31 1)
4. Disruptive behavior -__.\39_ .05 -.21 -.29
5. Inappropx.‘/iate behavior -_311 .09 - 17 -.24
6. Residual - .24 -0
7. SR1 ’ | | - - —,6'9 -0l
8. GAT7S | | R .96
N

9. _ACH . | | \ -

. - 42 EAL
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Table 5~c§ntinued

j English Intercorrelation Matrices for First Three Weeks

" (N = 50)
VAriable Re;idual SRT CAT78 ACH )
1. Off-task, Unsanctioned .. .13 -.32 -.37 -.33 :
A LA 22
. 2. On-tash, Academic .18 012 .29, .32 ,
3. /0On-task .02 W21 40 .39
H T * p—
4. Disruptive behavior  -.17 -.37 ~.36 -.39
b ] e ] AT
5. Inappropriate behavior - =,13 -.43 -.26 -.28 ‘
\
6. Residual . - -.13 .05 ! .29
° 4
7. SRT - Co-2 - 14
8., CAT78 - .97
. s::.'ll?
9. ACH ; | -

¢

English Intercorrelation Matrices for Rest of Year

\ . ~
Y. .
Vi

(N = 50) ° | . '

Variahle Res1idual SRT CAT78 ACH
’
I 0ff-task, Unsanctioned -.18 ~.46 -.10 -.14 )
. ————— . -

2. On-task, Academic 14 ~-.02 .32 .34
3. ‘On-task .19 28 .25 .29
4, DNisruptive bhehavior -, 0y -, 40 «=,23 ~.24

e - [} ;
5. lInapproupriate behavior ~,23 ~.43 ~-.26 ~.30
6. ' Residual - -.13 .05 .29
] . E-——g
7. SRT | - ~.12 R L
B. CAT78 L .97

9. ACH - -

aE‘S .05 is indicated by an underline.
p € .01 in indicated by two underlines.

10'5 /' L] i
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A TIME LINE FOR
THE JUNIOR HIGH CLASSROOM ORGANIZATION STUDY
4

_ Spring, 1978 ”' * Contact made with principals of 9 of the 11 .
] N Austin junior liigh schools. Meetings were
' %1‘ held with the English and math faculty members
to discuss the project and secure 5.
. volunteers. N
. 2 w/
A \!
Mid~August, 1978 Two other junior high principals contacted and
N . . faculc}es met with to nbtain volunteers.
. , | .
4ugust 21-25, 1978 Observer .Tralning at the R&D Center, lasting

!

about 25 hours over a five-day period.

~

-

August 28, 1973  First day of school. Eiphteen observers in one ¢
o class each of 53 teachers (25 English and 26
< math) in 11 junior high schools.

’

August 28, 1978- v
‘September 15, 1978 irgt three weeks of school. Fifty-three
: teachers, two classes each, 8een by 19
obgservers for a total of orer 575 observation
hours, or approximately 11 observatious per
teacher. '

!
[ -

September 25, 1978;
+ May 1, 1979

i\

Fif8y-one teachers, two classes each, seen
approximately every three weeks by one of five
regular observers for & total of over 850
observation hours or approximately 17

fobservations per teacher,

N\ k]

Apri¢ 9-27, 1979 Students in observed classes given the Student
" Rating of Teacher form to fill out during sthe
last regularly scheduled observation of the
class. . :
f ’ >
SMy 1-18, 1979 ' Stﬁﬁents in observed classes given tle
\22?T~developed curriculum-based achievement
\ sts in Engligh {and math.

1]

. May, 1979 ' Teachers were Interviewed and they filled out 4
" questionnaire concerning organization and
. management techniques, planning and beliefs
r . about the task of teaching.
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,— € . . \,
C ‘- NARRATIVE
Teacker #  School 4 Subject f Period #  Observer ¥ .

Date : # Students Present Pag‘ _of
KART

BEG  END ST.ENG
— Lo : ‘ , ,

1. A /TN

12. - ! /

e e - 1

13- ' ) LY

14,

15.

17.

18. o, ¢

19.

20! . -

21.

22.

23. ’ )

24,

1 e At e e - Y e S0+ SN Pt b

25.

e o et St e




Teacher #

\ﬂate

Student Engagement Ratings

T

L)

Number of Students

& School # Subject # Period #

Observew #

1 2 31 4
Time ) .
Format /Cpde \ :

A ¢
Topic «
< e

# in Room 1

%

# def. on, acad.
.

# pfob. on, acad.
s

# def. on, ggoc.‘

# prob. on, proc.

# off, sanc.

# dead time

# can'c see

-

46 ES
7




{1 Ep

Teacher # School # Subject # ___ Period #

COMPONENT RATINGS

Observ.r #

Dgte ) ' Code # of Students Present }

. 1. Lesson Design

S 4 302 1 a. Describes objectives 5 4 3 2°

. © clearly
5 4 3 2 1 b. Attention spans 5 4 3 2
considered
5,4 3 2 1  c. Assignments for 5 4 3 2
' different students i
5 4 3 2 1 4 d. Occurrence of verbal
C ' class participation
2. Locating, Constructing, > 2
ot ~ Using Materials ' 5S-4 3 2
‘5 4 3 2 1 a. Yses a variety of 5 4 3 2
materials
S ¢4 3 2 1 . b, Materials ready 5 4 3 2

S 4 3 2 1  c. Materials effectively’ 5 4 3 2
. support instructions

S 4 3 2 1 d. Clear directicns

3. Presenting Information 5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2 1 a. Distracting mannerisms 5 4 3 2
5 4 '3 ,2"1 b. Eye contact 5 4 3.2
5 4 3 2 1. ¢. Presentation clear S 4 3 2
S 4 3 21 d. Adapted to different -
' levels 5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2 1 e. Provides/seeks
. ' rationale and analysis
, 5 3 2
, 4, Developing Attitudes c 5
S 4 3 2 1  a, Srates desired
. attitudes :
| . . 5 4 3 2
5 4 » 2 1 b. High degree of pupil
: ‘ - success
S 4 3 2 1 c. Content related to
pupil interest/back-
‘ ground 5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2} 1 d. Reasonable work v a4
‘ standards 5 4 3 2
5. Managing Pupil Behavior 5 3. 2
5 4 3 2 1 a. Amount of positive 5 4 1 2
reinforcement '
5 4 3 2 1 b. Signals appropriate h 4 3 7
behavior ’
4 3 2.1 ¢. Reinforces inatt: 47 5 4 3. 2

behavior | 5 o

1 9. Amount of 1uggprqpfiate
~ Dbehavi it

L

5. Managing Pupil Bhvr. (Cont.)

d.

e.

Consistency in dealing
with behavior

Amount of disruptive

' behavior:

£,

Source of disrhptive
behavior

é.'nechods of Handling

"Disruptive Qghavior

.

b'

c.

d.
-
£,

7. Interacting Effectively

Stops quicklymag
Gives rules and procedurer

Criticizes/justifics
authority

Punishes
Ignores

Conference

a.
b.

c.

d.

€.

Listening skills
Expresses feelings

Receb;ive to
student input

Oriented to student needs

Nurturance of
affective skills

8. Classroom Climates

5 8

b,

Task-oriented focus

Teacher encourages
group cohesivenessa

'10. Teacher's reaction to

inappropriate behavior

a.

. Gives rules or procedures

. Conference .

. Deslst

Inappropriate bchaﬁior
is stopped quickly

Criticizes/jus’dfies
authority .

Tunishes

Ignores
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Teacher ¥ "~ School # Subject #  Period # __ Obscrver # _ Date . # in class JPage  of
Start Stop # Subject/activity Start Stop # Gubjéct/gf.tivity ' Start Stop # Sub'ject/Activli‘ty
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