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ABSTRACT o e
: ~ This study compared the results of four different

methods of observing teacher training. In addition, it used the

results to identify those training technigues which seemed to be

ing teachers' behavior in their classrooms.

Twenty-nine teachers were trained by five trainers in five weekly

-training sessions, which were tape recorded. The recordings were

analyzed using these observation methods: (1) Trainer Citation of
Observation Variables; (2) Flanders Interaction Analysis; (3) B. O.
Smith's Analysis of the Logic of Teaching; and (4) Content Analysis.
The dépéﬁgént variable was based upon pre- and post-training = =
observatibons of the teachers in their own classrooms. The findings of
the four observation methods, while consistent; revealed different
facets of the training experience. The most accurate predictor of _
resulting teacher change was the total number of Trainer Citations of

the Observation Variables, but the framework for the model, the
the trainer's interactions, reélied upon the Flanders

structure o}

‘Matrix. B. O. Smith's analysis gave a glimpse into the processes that

take place between the trainer and teachers, and how a teacher is
induced to change. The Content Analysis identified those areas of

training that appear to be the most useful to teachers in enabling

them to change their teaching behaviors. Fourteen tables are included
in thé i:ép’di:t’. \(Autho.rlqp)ﬂ T
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g% ‘ ~ OVERVIEW

Buring the fall and winter of 1981-82, twenty-nine junior high teachers

' in the District of Columbia Public Schools were trained in a program called

Academic Learning Time which taught methods for improving student achievement
with a focus on the effective use of time in the classroom. The
grogram was based on training designed by Dr. Jane Stallings, entitled,

The invoived teachers represented Véribgs‘66ntent areas: mnine in mathe-
matics, seven in science; six in Eﬁgiiéh;‘tﬁféé in history, two in reading,
oné in industrial arts, and one in French, but the emphasis was on reading
skilis in those areas. ThHé teachers were perscnaiiy égge& if fﬁéi would like
t» pariisipate in training by their prifcipal or feg%pﬁal supervisor. In
general, they were selected because of their 1éé&éféﬁip Potential among their
peers. FEight teachers were selected from each of the four regions 5fiEié‘“~+\<g§;

were given two in=service credits for the training; which took place after
School for 2k hours one day a week for five weeks; they were given no other
compensation: |
The topics of the five workshops were:
I. Overview of the Research on Teacher Effectiveness
II. Strategies for Teaching Reading
III. Classroom Management

IV. Behavior Management

V: Feedback and Direct Instruction.

The training is designed for one trainer to work with a small Eroup:
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a session, éEEéﬁiﬁp't to apply the-t&hnigues in their classes during the week;
then return to the:ﬁoiﬁéﬁéﬁ and freely exchange their experiences. Thus the
emphasis is both on (1) content and (2) sharing of experiences.

| The training model used"in the Distritt of Columbia nbtAbnli trained ‘the

trainers. This was accomplished by having a consultant/teacher
trainer; who is associated with the Stallings' Teaching and Learning Institute; .

ors observed. The next morming the consultant met with the trainers in effect

' %5 train thems That afternoon, Tussday, each trainer met with the teachers
- from her region and trained them under the supervision of the cbnsuitént;

' The training groups were intended fo be equal size; however, because of
scheduling difficulties, eleven teachers were allowed in the consultant's
—  __ -group; reported in this paper as group 5: The size of the other trainers'
groups were: three in group 1, six in group 2; four in group 3; and fﬁé in -
group 4.
 Before and after the training each teacher was &sérv;a with one class
Observation Tnstrument. This observation provides detailed information om
teacher interactions every five seconds in the classrooti. The information
is reported in terms of frequency of occurrence for nineteen variables on
the Five Minute Interaction (FMT) reif;;t; and ‘n the percentages of time
data on the teacher behavior in Eﬁéiﬁ classrooms provide the dependent
variable for this Studi. The degree to which teachers alter their teaching
from the pre-{raining observation to the post training observation is the

‘ measure used to assess the impact of the five different treatments, or
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Rather han hiave an observer sit in on each of twenty-five wafksh@ps )
(five worishaps bvé£ five weeks), it was decided to tape rééofa-éééﬁ ééééibﬁ
and to use that as thé basis for the teacher training observations. A precedent
has been established Tor using transcripts to assess behaviors in vork such
as that B% Smith, Wright, and Flanders {Medley and Mitzel), and a tape recordsr
is a reiatively unobirusive participant. "

None of the established methods for observing teacher behavior was sn-
of what was happenisg in the training. If the theory underlying the method
did not measure the aspects of Eféiiiﬁéxiﬁéfﬁiﬁ fact were causing the changes
in the teadhers? béhaviors, then the study would reinforce the opinion of

just one of the "blind men studying the elephant.” It was determined that

what actually occurred in &ifférént‘ydmpiéméntary ways. Fach method could
also ééfiié to validate or refute fiﬁ&fiiéé'éf another method: If similar
results came from two different methods, then one cotid be fairly confident
of the findings. Additionally, using different observation methods would
provide am indication of which method was most predictive of the changes in
teacher behavior.

Four methods of observation were selected: (1) Trainer Citation of
Observation Variables, (2) Flanders' Interaction Analysis, (3) B. O. Swith's -
It would seem that thé measuré which thegretically woiuld most Accurately
pfédiétctéaéhéf:éhéﬁgé on @ny of the thirty-one classroom observation variables
would be the éﬁbﬁhi of emphssis that the trainer put on each of the variables,
measured by counting the trainer references to Sach one. This trainer behavior
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wrong with this, especially if it serves to seﬁsitizé;teachersltd which
classroom variables have the greatest impact on achievement. The mMEasire
of trainer citations should also reflect the trainer's conscious or sub-
conscious concern or sense of importance of that variable. Whether or not
this concern transfers fo the teachers' behavior is directly measurable.

Flanders in his studies stressed the importance of teacher-student
interactions, and this ;é also stressed in the Staiiings\fgaining; By -
measuring the training using Flanders' method, it can be séég whether teachers
who are trained with more intéractive methods begin to teacher Eﬁéif students
with more interactive methods. 7

B: O Smith in his study of the logic of teaching iss sesiciiig b aiggévér
if the type of teacher discourse haé an effect on students: In transfering
his model to teacher training, it can be seen whether teachers learn and
trenslate T:'o' behavior better when questions are ﬂ&i—féétéa to them b’f an’ eval=
‘uéfiﬁé natire, rather than a defining or describing nature; for exampie:

The B. O. Smith analysis may give the best insight into what expectations
the trainer has of the teachers within the workshops.

Finally, the content analysis will catalogue what the trainers said to
the teachers. Their stress on the various aspects of effective teaching and )
their adherence to the traising program can be used to structure an idealized
model for training, much as Dr. Stallings developed an idealized model for
teaching.

One interest of this study is to learn whether or not time-on-task is as -
reasonsble an approach to observing teacher training as it is in the classroom.
A simple time-on-task observation of the tapes indicates that the trainer and |
teachers are rarely off-task; of coursé, it isn't possible to see who might
be daydreaming. And fotal tape time of the workshops isn't & valid measire

because for one workshop, the tape was inadvertently not turned on for the




 Second BALE of the workshop, and in all workshops e, tape Tecorder was
turned off occasionzlly for reasons of confidentiality, goffee breaks, etc.
The verbal behavior of the “trainer and teachers can be measured; however,
with attention paid to the content of training, to the use of time, and to

effective training practices:



CHANGE IN TEACHER CIASSROOM BEHAVIOR

-The.first step in the analysis wés to examine the results q? the pre and
pasﬁ tféigiﬁg observation scores, shoim on table 1. These scores are based
upon Eﬁéyé;éqﬁénéi of Sééﬁfféﬁéé of each variable during a forty-five minute
class ééribd. The fi?st variable,; All Academiéhgtatements;‘;s a sum of the
next ten variables, é%ééptiﬁg Teacher Corrects and éuiaés.l The criterion
for £ﬁé'fiéQﬁéﬁé§ of oééﬁfiéﬁéé;ié an idealized situation which fééiiétié%iij'
expects Sbmé_négéﬁiVéAéCfiViﬁiéS; such as behavior staﬁgpentsg_to héppen in-
a classroom.

The fiédﬁ;ﬁéiéé reported for the D: €. Eé&éﬁéfé were adjusted to more
closely reflect the total freguerncy for the criterion (188).° This was im-
portant for comparison reasons. Just as important, However, it was necessary
to balance the totals of the pre amd post 66§é§§é€i6i§;ﬁﬁiéﬁ; prior to ad-
juétmént, were 282 for the pre observation, and 194 for the post cbservation.

The large total iﬁ-tﬁé~pﬁé observation seems to indicate a_fiurfy of
activity. It Eéi'ﬁé that the Eéééﬁéié;‘éé vet unfamiliar with the program,
were quite anxious and did all tﬁ}ﬁgs at once during the initiai observations.
Another possibility for the difference in the pre and post éféquéhdiés is that

'
*

for the pre éﬁééfﬁéiiéﬁé;kfﬁé observers ﬁéf% newly trained,; and also working
under a tight schedule for completing the required number of obiservations.

-

This was not thé case, four fionths latér, wheén the post bBSérvé%idﬁé were
conducted: One effect of -the high pre observation ééBféé.;éE to give the
trainers and teachers an inflated view of how they were doing without any
training.

Nots that the observations for each teacher veré coidicted by a tiainsd
observer as well as by théir regionnl supervisor who may have also Bééﬁ their

traiver,

L This does not hdié triie for the pré obssrvation scores with which other
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FREQUENCY 07 BSERVATION OF CLASSROO! TYTERISTION VARTABIES'
| Ohservation Varizbles ériﬁé_ri'o'n' | D, é.j."éé%chqrs D, C. Teachers  Difference
| ‘ Pre-Training Post-Training X
1 st Statenents 60 B2 B e
' leher Dstructs/Brlaizs 2500 2.2 0.0 -0
| woscher doks Dest Questighe - 8.0 1.5 Bk S
Doacher dovs Clarifying Questions 3.0 A T e .06
Teacher Calls Upon Different Studsnts  6.00 ;8;71, e 6.58 =13
Stdents Respond R 7 T S 18.80 8.8
Soachiee raises or Suports Sk 9 B -h
fegher Gt 0 . B0 38 3%
Veclies Coprcots and Guides .00 2.25 0.5 bifgw
students ead flowd - Y SR TR ¥ TR Y. &
el Houds Aoud 10,00, 01 T
411 Grgmizing or ¥anaging Statement., 12,00 | .05 8,10 L =20
teaclior Worldng Alone “ 5.00. SR, Lo -8;87'**“
Teichice Moidtoring Uritten York 5:00 A 5,2 -19)
B B havnm Stutoments 500 | 176 _ ‘/‘} | 02 |
11 Sociul Statemsnts 20 .. a1 0 ;01
Intrusion . 0 o LG 1.16 | i .
bsitive Tnteractions - 2.00 55 28 L
Negitive Interactions i o o 20
Total: 188:00° - 186,99 188,46
5 0 R ‘
*x= .05 T |

o
by "The nurbers for the ure~t“rammg and post-training have been adausted proporLionally tc ﬁpvrox*mate ll |

s numher of interactions in the criterion {188). .. . ¢ - |




A second format which v}ag part of the classroom observations vas the
SRI Classroom Snapehot.in which the observer scams the room noting what
all persons are doing at one point in time. The variables for the snap-

: - 3
Shot are reported as percentaée of dccurrence; see tabie 2. )

It can be noted on both tabléé that the teachers did change their |
behav1or between the pre amd post observatmons. On Soms of the varlables
on others; they decreased the frequency (a negatlve dlfferenceﬁ This
sould be expected since there is oaly a set amount of bime during a class
period, and to inchease ome- variable could diminish another. The question
to be xamined is whether the change was in the direction taught to them
&u'ring the trasnie. | |
table 3.) It was explained to them which variables wererpo51o1vely and
which negatlvely correlated with achievement: Additionally, Baséd-on the
pre observatlon profile, eéach teacher was tola to (1) Increaae, (2) con~

. Tinue at the current level, or (3) decrease thé number of interactions he

or she had on eaéﬁ'rariaﬁlei The teachers had the given criterlon for each
variable aad were told to approach it in their teaching. Thé picture became
stightly more confusing for any teachers who had academically higﬁ'éiééééés
. because they ﬁéé&é& fo Tollow other recommendations, such as not reducing
silent reading. 'Eo synthesize the various soprces of recomendations,
teachers were.told to personally try to attaln a balance thatls correct
for_themseives in that ciass in applying- the reseazoh flndlngo.

| ‘A s1mp1e counE,of the direction of the teacner cha;ge shows that for

the correlation to achlevement, teachers 1ncreased or decreased interactlons

in the recommended dIrectIon on ten of the thizteen varlables. For the

)
e

a
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table &

PRRCENTARES OF OBSERVED TIME ON SHAPSHOT VARIABEES

Obsérvatish Variables

\ Reading Silently
Reading Aloud
Making Assigmients

Tnstriiction/Explanation

- Discussion/Review Assignments

bractice Irill |/
Written Assigutents

Taking Test,/Quiz

+ " Social Interaction

Studeit Uinvolved
eiig Discijlined
(lassroon Managenent

ﬁ&: ,Ci . .
*ez 5

Criterion

.00

6,00

| 10,00

25:00

10,00

00

20,00

5,00

B0 Baers
Pre Traiming
1.
| ;E 1.92
5.65
%3
B
540
.19.'96
3.3
S 2
&

W

G-

D, C, Teachers  Difference

Post Training

1,06
59
6.k

| 519
17,20
3.0
15,92

|

bog.

_2;22 o

TR

kv

_ﬁ;32



TNSTRUCTEON AND TRACHER BENAVICR 70 INCREASE OR DECREASE VARTABIES

Observation Variable Corpelation to . Instructions =~ To Approach Direction

' © chigvement - to Teachers (wiiver) (riterian Teacher Chiange
o (% positive - eirgent (diore  (significant)
 Five Minute Interactions - negative) more :isoks less - less) (¥ more, - less)

11 Acadenic Statements - B g o 0.+ W

¥
*
-

Tescher Asks Direct Questions 4 0 2 0 -

Students Respond : 2 o
Peacher Gorneots and Guides ; 2 9§ - .
Students Read Klow . ; % 0 0 4 P

Teacher Reads Aloid F A0 0 X

or’

A1l Gfgéﬁfiiiﬁé or Managing Statements - 0 11 16 non sig. -
Teacher Working Alone - 0 6 i - -
Positive Interactions : 5 b o0 &

Reading Aloud o B b0 & v

(e

Instroction/Brplanation ; 1 1 g 0 4

5l

|
o
-

17

LN
(eI
wn

S‘o"ci'ai Tnteraction

* Stiidenit Uninivolved - 8 3 . s

KAz 65 | .
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- instructions to teachers, ten of .the thirteen variables agreeﬁ and the
remaining three were given as currentiy osk: The dirsstion of teacher change
agreed With all twelve of the changes indicatéd for éﬁpf&ééﬁiﬁé the critecion.
Tt would appear that teachers did heed their individual instructions as well

. s begin to approach the criterion in their interactions: )
It isn't likely, however, that the teachers sought to reduce éefééiﬁv
- positive variables such as, Students Respond, for the purpose of replicating

the criterion in their own classes. What is more likely is that those inter-
actions were reduced as teacheérs put more emphasis on other variables. In

no case does the teacher's imstructions caﬁtradict the correlation to achieve-
dent. In seversl cases, however, the criterion contradicts the other two
categories.
For the purposes of this study, the direction of the recommended change
will be based upon the correlation (positive or negative) with achisvement.
| The quantity and magnitude of these changes in the given positive or negative
direction will be used to compare the five training groups using the different
observational technigquessz o
Table 4 shows the significant changes in the numbér of teacher interactions
by their training gfbuﬁs. A1l five of the groups made significant overall:
improvement as show in the mumber of academic Statements mde in class.

‘ . Additionally, the teachers in Group 1 increased Teacher Praises or Supports;
and Positive Interactions. It will be interesting to mote from the Flanders
analysis if their traimer was also high in praising and supporting them.

The distribution of changes for Group 2ucﬁ the FMI variables closely
resembles the patterns for Groups 4 and 5. Note additionally, fhﬁé Group 2
teachers were the only ones to significantly alter the Snapshot variables.

| This could indicate that for the other traiming groups; the training was

ERIC - 17




table k4

eAMCES T TEACHER BRHAVIOR BY TRAINTNG GROYP

ehservation Variable Group 1  Group2 (roup.3  Group Gr-oupjl i'__}iil
___ Tive Minute Interactions ne3d fw,,n,i ~ n=5 n=11  Groups _
A1 Acadenic Statements 7w T 3 P g
Teasher Rk Divest Questiéts '- L L L
Teacher Calls Upon Different Students - ' BT
Students Respond cwl ow? o cwd o wt et
Teacher Praises or Supports + ¥ 7
Teacher Corrects and Guides LW _wl Y il
Students Read Aloud o e
Teacher Reads Aloud | o i
111 Organizing or Managing Statements _ _
Teacher Working Alone | R S L
Itrision - | .
Posttive Tnteractions - 3 H ‘ L
Reading Aloud + ¥
Making Assignments S .
Fastruction/Explanation | ;e
Written Assigments ¥
Social Interaction . & _w
S%ti&éiit ntmvolved | s .

Group 5 was trained by the consultant.
| 2, Thase changes were not in the dn'emis.on ;ndlcated by the correlatlon with achlevement
( + = increase, - = decrease) |
masgl | |
*5{5 .05 - ) L | ’ o .




. a non-adaptational model in that teachers increased or decreased the
frequency of certain #éfiéﬁieéglbﬁt did not alter the proportions of time
gith to different activities. The other groups did make some changes as
shown by the szgnlflﬂance levels for all groups comblned.

The ktndsdof changes made by Group 2 teachers in the Smapshot variables
reflected the increass mﬂﬂnttén Assignments, but the students were attendiﬁg
'te their writing. Group 2 teachers were also successful in reducing.their time
spent on Making ASsignments. "

Group 3, which lrééem';oieé Group  1 in increasing the Positive Interactions;
also significantly reduced tﬁe interactions of Teachers A§k1ﬁ§.Qﬁés£ioné and
Students Responding, as did Groups 2, L, and 5. The Flanders and B. O..Smith
analyses may shéd light on the training experiences of teachers and the
question~answer neﬁéﬁiﬁf of their trainers: ~

Group ﬁ; similar to Groups 2 and 5, reduced the Teacher Correcting and
Guiding behavior and time spent with Teacher Working Alone. Group U teachers
were unique in significantly increasing the nﬁﬁﬁefé of different students
fhey called upon. HNote that the.num‘ber ot Studonts Respondiag declined.

fewer total student answers were possxbil:e;
Praining for Gféﬁﬁ 5, conducted by the consultant, operatea as a model for
the other training ETOUPS , which may explaln the resemblance of Groups 2 and b,

The consultant in addltlon to establishing the modei for change, was success-—

ful in hav1ng teachers reduce their Grganlzlng and Managing Statements.

20
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methods. For that §a5§asé; tables 5; 6 and 7 were developed: Table 5.

gives the pre and post observation means on eacl: variable for each group.

Table 6 shows the results of analysis of covariance ané provides an adjusted
post observation mean: The éﬁéiiiii: of change in the teachers' classroom
behaviors on each variable from the pre observation mean to the adjustea.

post observation mean is divided by the pre observation mean to give a

iﬁéééﬁré of iﬁééﬁﬁii&é -or percentage of E:Ez}iiéé teachers made in their classrooms.
When é carrection is made to ensire that teacher changes are in the récbm; |
fisnded diFsctiohs (iHcreass variables pasitivély correlated with achievement,
and decrease variables ﬁééééiiiéiﬁf ébfféiéfé& ﬁiEﬁ._ééﬁié?éﬁéﬁE) as done iz table
7, then rankings by group do smerge.

For the FMI variables; given'as fféﬁuénéiés, Group 5 had-the greatest
magnitude of change and was ranked first, Group 3 ramked second, Groups 1 and
2 were very close and ranked Ehn’r’d and fourth respectively, and Group 4 ranked
£ifth. The rankings turned on the variables, Teacher Reads Aloud ifﬁé}‘éna.
Pééiﬁiié Tnteractions (Pf); For PI, 'Eﬁé changes iu Groups 1 and 3 were so great
(see table 5) that Group 3 was catapulted tblt'hr:e second rank, and Group 2 |
was greatly augiiented despite the fact that Group 2 had actually declined a
smail amount (.21 o .18): The problem was caused by using an amalysis of
covariance with groups of une'quai size and widely different pretest to post-
test scores.

‘The results of the analysis of the Snapshot variables;; given as ﬁéz‘ééﬁ—
tages, éﬁé; Gféiif) 2 the first ranking, followed by Groups 5, 35( and 1 res-

pectively. The fifth ranking of Group 4 remains the same a8 the FMI ranking.

in the first.rank: _
Because of the problem with the widely divergent magnitudes of change .

caused by the amalysis of covariance; the percentages are converted to ranks .

- P ¢

21
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Tarialiles wi_’;h ftcronﬁ , e Pre Observatlon Mean bost Observation Mean

frequenCié_L;;? B Gl Grp2 Grp} GrL Grp E_Gwﬁqj Grp b Grp 5
A1 Academic Statements-AAS 50,23 55,56 5628 560l 55:05 SRl B5.02 .31 8102 8338
Teacher Instructs/Explaing-fIE 2519 11,92 17.73- 27.27 0.8 2523 9. 58 17.90 20, 63 22, 8§

Teacher Asks Direct Questions-TADY  27.5% 22.80 2730 16 8¢ 185 18,13 10.% 18.62 12,66 1k
Teackier Asks Clarifying Questions-TACQ 122 082 000 L09 078 L% O 60 068 0.4 058
.Tmmwmmmmsmmmm1weﬁ%6ﬂ 7.2k 658  9.61 11,08 6.82 8.8 759

Students Respond-SR .80 328 2995 2485 256 2B 2308 kb7 15,9 17.80
Teacher Praises or Supports-IPOS 6.81 1% 9:10 10 77 8.6 1l.32 9,79 6.63 7.6 TP
Teacher Corvects I _ 21l 5h 3% 232 2M 3.6 539 198 221 39l
Teacher Corrects and Guides~TCAG 557 13.57 .1.0 0. 9.85 7,35 306 306 L 166 2%
Students Read Aloud=SRA 0.2k 2.0 175 000 077 633 kOB BRI gl 263
Teacher Reads Aloud~TRA 0.00 0.0% 000 000 001 0,00 08 007 LO5 0.8
111 Organizing/Managing Statements-A0OMS-7:99 -11.A2 -9.05 9. 67<13,03  ~3.13 =9.89 12,94 7.2k -7.12 |
Teacher Working Alone-THA 0.7 852 6,34 <6.22 -1k ol 0:00 -0:31 -Li 6y -0i62 -Li57 G
- Teacher Nonitoring Wiritten Work-TMIV .09 650 176 =296 9.7 =219 A 975 -3k 61D
A11 Behavior Statements-ABS 02 2,30 -2.50 <15 LB 0.9 <197 A3l 225 09k
A1l Social Statements-ASS 0,09 =012 0:00 ~0.05 -0:18 -0 16 -0,10 0.00 =0.10 -0.12
Intrusion-I 249 080 <045 -LbL <086 035 250 -0 -2.28 0,95
Posttive Tnteractions-Pl 1@w1w9@¢@ 826 0.8 160 LW 2k
Negative Interactions-NI =0.07 0,00 -0.52 0.00 ~0.04 0.0 -0.03 0,00 00 0.00
percentages o o
Reading Silently-RS 77 085 k5. 0:00 -N0b 0,00 037 0.00 Sk -0k
Readinig Aloud-RA . 025 0:50 550 L2h 21 k87 550 L8 hme 5.2
Making Assignments-MA 70 5.5 -5.63 0.0 -7.69 6.3 1,17 1355 b8k 9.8
 Instruction/Explanation-1/E 13,95 10.92 1765 040 8.7 W23 .93 3.8 B 3ok
Discussion/Review Assignients-DRE  12:57 1050 25.25 26.9%6 9,75 12,97 12,83 27,25 19.12 "16.22
Practice Drill-PD 36 0.3 L7 000 b 8.8 0.05 000 LK LT
Written Assigmments-WA - 211,93 -12,75 -14,08 =25.9% =25.18  =9,80 -22,12 -15.85 ~11;94 ~16:04
Taking Test/Quiz-IT9 %20 393 685 000 330 K10 5120000 L% 65
Social Inferaction-ST = -2:67-10.20 -8.88 -hSH A7 000 -1.88 3.6 sA02 258
Student Uninvolved-SU 330 -22.23 475 156 <356 <013 395 L35 420 -2.09
Being Disciplined-BD : 0,00 -0.67 0.78 0.00 -0.18  0.00 0,00 0.00 ~0.10 -0:19
Classroon enagenent-CH 2,07 710,55 =178 <8:10 -9.14 -Moq&owéﬂeﬁﬁ

* _
EltC iabies which were to be decreased were entered as Hegative numbers It thg teackers resporided appropmtelyo 23
2 = there would be fewer mteractxons and the post observatlon would bé the hlgher number for negatlve vambles

Full Tt Provided by
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KDJUSTED POST OBSERVﬁTION SCORE AND MAGHTTUDY GF CHANGE BY GROUP

Variavles Covariant Main AdJusfed Past Observ'ulon Meain Pnrcentage of Chnngu(idifg_) Correlation
by Acronym  Bffect  Bifect {covaried) M T vith o
frequencies (dif:=1323) (d:fi=h;23) Grp i frp 2 frp 2 Grpiﬁnpj_ﬂmmszgjpplp&pp;w

M

O

W

S

1S R, kel qLlB 8ok 7899 8648 8935 shlw s o s2p E 4
% ;702 k9 22 0 183 16 2% 72 W69 b 93 90 4
i 12:325 3,084 15:63 W72 W2 thly 150 432 7.9 -89 -1k3 68
mey 513 3B L& o ol odo oS8 55 83 00 633 BE |+
TCUDS 8.497 0,759 897 1007 2% 9.2 W -1 60 80 26 1B 4
&R W38 . 338 22,60 22,06.13.77 17.57 1838 -3l 295 -0 -19:6 -28:6 ;
TROS 5,227 L% 1200 9.8 665 7,37 805 762 -19.0 26,9 =28.9 -1.3 +
% 3,083 213 ¢ 356 &8 1.8 230 L1300 687 3 =55 -2l2 b ¢
CAG 0:377 0.837 2:93 55 1532 1.69 289 hr 962 8hil 828 5960+
SRA 0,051 1.695 0.3 9.8 &mn - 7,2 8.7 1183 6.0 25L9 +
__ 4119 L2z 009 653 _'317 L6 025 00 135 00 00200 -+
A00MS 5,139 6,691 388 -0.79 <135 W78 662 -5Lh b3 BER 2.6 -2 -
iy 3610 L7 048 086 -2dg L5 058 ¢ 058 9pl 607 67 B9 ¢ -
THW 6.779 1333 218 <369 9.55 -5.03 54697 33 2.1 69,9 <ho,3 -
B8 30,738 L3l -l WL19 <32k -3b -Lo6 Mkl W83 29.6 1730 %69 -
ASS 0,346 0. Gt 0, 16 0,000 001 <0.09 0,13 78 <167 0.0 860, -20:8 -
I 3,04 1914 0,13 =158 <0072 -LG6 -LB0 9L3 .95 600 2T ih3 -
66610 mEIL Sl LR 2D LI R 39 BB6I59 103 g+
0:014 0,910  0.00 -0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 L0 -556 L0 0,0 -LO -
. percentages o o | :
RS 0.278 2000 001 0.8 006 Sk -00F 00,6 bS5 101k 0.0 -86.5 -
RA 09 0086 - A3 508 5.8 k3590 1.9 G120 71 A6 BT+
HA 2.811 1% -5B8 <121 -135h 653 -6.78 278 781 105 0.0 -11.8 -
/8 0:k 0:261 K3 35 18 3ob 3R Bl B3 BS B53 193 0+
DRA - 0,322 087 1278 1251 2.9 1989 BB L7 100 0.5 62 625 P
2 L1300 -og2 9.53 <0.16 =0.11 L2¥ k&  =0.1-1B2-1063 0.0 93+
WA 338 L0671k k67 72 <983kl 607 95 16 21 436, -
0,528 0,542 bop 5.5 06 0.8 615 2.2 3.6 8.9 0.0 8.k ;
§.067 0.686 FLO7 S066 =281 252 <303 -59.G -0%.5 B8k k5 359 .
Al L7e 1,087 L0l =071 87 S5h 28 b B8 60,6 246.8 -10.k -
BD . 0,676 0.090 0,01 =0:01 -0:0t -0:09 -0:19 - 0.0 -98:5 ~98.7 0.0 5.6 -
o (I o S 49@&@4&34155 831 -2h5 1360 =268 <61.2 -
25
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tzble 7

HIGNTTUDE OF CHANGE TN GCRRECT DIRECTION BY GROUP*

Frequency (PHD) I Percentage (Soapshot) . -
© Vapjalla_ Grpl Grp2 Grpd- Groh Lro5 Variahle Grpl Grp2 Grp) Grp 4 Grp 5

T g g b e Go B 06 W% 0L 005 8%

- 92 69 3k .93 90 RA 17.0° 9120 7.1 2476 173l
my g %9 89 W3 68 M 78 Bl Mes 60 1
m %5 %3 00 &3 w6 & 31 B3 BI B3 1
ws w2l b0 0 @b Wi I L 191 105 82 62
§. Bl N5 ko -6 86 B 1 W2 063 00 9.3
s .2 -0 %9 -89 L3 . b0 35 s Rl 18
By 95 w5 e ko M 72 36 89 00 b
xig <ok g2 b B8 596 s 5.9 5 Bk HS BT
g @2 ~h] uby o 00 23 S .0 %68 06 268 104
Cm 0.0 135 0.0 0.0 2000 0 00 %5 %7 00 -5b
T LR LA L R S B30 b5 1360 268 Bl2

Mo G R8T % %9 Dotal otk ha Skl 133 605.2

w07 B3 B W0 e g s ko 08 07 Y

g b B3 26 AP0 B9 SRR e

5o - a8 167 0.0 -0 22.8 - (percentage of change)

I 0.3 975 -600 =27 -16.5 - f
b0 o3hg 586 16059 1203 2419 ‘,___Ra?‘k_ __l* : 3o 2
i tg %8 L0 0 1o (Lebighest) |

dotal 6932 636.4 14096 3058 632 ‘ hverage of the tio ranks: |
"+ verage 3648 3300 Tha19 -16.09 15%.06 - ' 5;5« 25 25 %0 1o
(percentage of change). I |

Ckmk 3 k2 5 ) | , | H

(1 = highest) s ‘ S ~
"{¢ ih teachers tncreased or decreased as directed by the carvelation with achievement (kable.6), it is

qmwmwmmum@m.HmmMmmmmmMﬁ@a@ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁmwmmmw

;l; .

by the correlation with acliivenent, it ‘is listed as a negative change.

we 8 L .

\\

-
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as sMowin in table 8. From trkis a stabilizeé picture emerges,; and the average _

the FMT and Suapshot ranks confirms the average of the two ranks given in

=y

)
table 7. Tor this study, then, the average . renk from tabie 8 will

: . be ths ranking of reference.
For futurc studies; tws avenues for ranking training groups based on -

outcome variableS such as thess might be recommended: One is to increase

 changes made by teachers. The other i§ to usé a criterion referenced measure

of change which would not be influenced by different group sizes; starting N\

points or opportunitiés to change. If the study has variables more equivalent in

variance and groups of more ecual size; an analysis as done here should be

satisfactory. I : ,

O . . ' ) . !
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Frequency (IHT)

Variable .Grpl Grp2 Gro3 Grplf érp5

able §
* RAWKING OF THE MAGNTEUDS OF CEAYGE Bt GROIP

4

Percentage (Shapshot)

lerighle Grpl G2 Gro3 Gk 0§

M- 2 3 5 b1 2 b1 5 3
11 A T
by L35 1 2 3 2 1 5
moe 1 &2 5 3 I 5 2 1 5k
s o5 -k o2 13 m ko235
R 4 3 5 1 2 B 3 5 h 2 1
1203 13 % 5 2 W 305 b1 2
1 2 3 5 bk o1oom 3 2 5 b
i 13 5 k2 g 3 1 2 Lo
i Y3 2 5 1 2 1 3 5.
TRA A o2 1 35§
4004 1 b 5 3 2 0 R e E
i) 2 3 5 b1 otal: 5 % WS %
w1y 3o ol
g b2 3 5 o1 MkOR L3 L !
I I N
Ul 3 2 1 5 oo e
I 3 1 5.5 . 5 Average of the two renks:

otal: 51 % 6 kB

ﬁV@i‘UEE ) _ ) _ ) L I

ks 2 5 L - 5 1 : .00 225 75 500 2,00

¥

1= lighest; 5 = lowest: .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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TRATNER CTITATTON OF OBSERVATION VARIABILES

iE is reasonable to consider that teachers would change their behaviors
not necessarily because of the manner in which they were trained nor because
of the style of théir trainer; but simply Béé&ﬁéé they were told to do So.
the more likely that the teacher would be aware of that interaction at the
time of the post observations. This could be because the teacher had been
conditioned to think about the variables or because the teacher, by virtue
of the number of citations, knew that that variable was important to the
trainer and strived to please her: n either case; it could be expected that
there would be a high correlatibﬁ between the number ‘of tlmes a trainer men- )
tioned a,sp¢c1flc observatlon variable, and the magnltude of change in that
variable éffécfédrby-téachers in their classrooms. 7
For this éﬁéi&éis the two observers tallied each time the trainer made
a specific reference to an abservation variable, as showd in table 9. Ths
tally was not to be made;fér general discussion of the variable, only the
use of the same words as stated in the vériabié; There was some latitude
in this crlterlon, alioWIng, for example; a tally for the varlable, Teacher
Praises or Supports, when . the trainer 51mp1y_saxd, "pralse.". But an example
such as, "intercom," was not allowable for a tally under the variable; In- -
trusion. Obviously, the problem vas one of aéfiﬁiﬁg iégitimaté tallies.
a spééifié behavior which wauld bé méésuréd;dn thg post cbservat;on;'
The interrater correlation om a one Hour observation of the tape was
r = .97 for 28 of the 29 Eéiiéﬁiéé;‘ On EEéE.85§é555£i6ﬁ; however; one 6Bééf2
ver Pailed to tally references to the varlable, Intrusion. For all 29 vari-

ables, the Interrater correlation was r = .69; The obserVer had plcked up

Intrusion prior to and after thie correlated sample. Several'ﬁlfférent




. . -
' table 9

TRAINER .CITATION OF GBSERVATION VARIABLES

- Variables . Acronym (ol Grpa Grp3 Grpk GrpS
INSTRUCTION

1. A1l Academic Statements - AAS 5 19 h 5 1k

2. Teacher Instructs/Explains;’ Tnstruction/

Explanation (interactive instruction, TIE o :
_ direct dmstruction) = I/E 34 70 22 ko b4l

3. Teacher Asks Direct Questions TADQ 8 19 17 7 5

L; Teacher Asks Clarifying Questions TACQ 7 24 24 6 b

5. Teacher €alls Upon Different Students TCUDS 3 L 2 2 8

6. Student Responds . _ SR &8 9 6 6 2

7. Reading Silently o RS 7 16 10 7 9

8. Students Read Aloud (reading aloud) SRA 30 28 19 2k 32

g: Teacher Reads Aloud (reading aloud) © FRA 22 26 13 25 29
' Reading Aloud (tiean of 8 & 9 above) R 26 279 15 24 30
10. Making Assignments - MA@ 9 1 9 9 9
11. Practice Drill ; PD’ 8 12 6 1 12
12. Written Assignments WA 9 21 1 5 13
13. Test Taking/Quiz C TTQ 9 19 1+ 15 16
CORRECTLVE FEEDBACK .
1k. Teacher Praises or Supports (praise) TPOS 33 3% 28 16 20
15. Teacher Corrects TC 11 11 10 9 &

. 16. Teacher Corrects and Guides (probing o S :

. and guiding) TCAG 19 319 17 19 6

17, Dlscu551cn/Rev1ew AbSlgnments PRA z 13. 6 8 6
'CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT _

18. All Organizing or: Managing Statements AOOMS 3 33 20 19 26
19. Teacher Working Alone THA 13 8§ 2 L 5
20. Teacher Momitoring Written Work - I , ,

(ioni torifig) ' THAW 7 12 5 6 10
21, Intrusion L , , T 1% 12 6 9 b
22. Positive Interactions (interactions) PI 19 28 9 3 10
25. Negative Interactions NI 2 11 & 7 2
2lt, Student Uninvolved ' st 1 5 5 T 0
25. Classroom Management CM 14 16 16 6 2t
BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT
26. Behavior Statements ABS 1 26 13 1 12
27. Social Statements ASS L 8 6 5 1
28. Social Interaction . (sociarizing) ST 7 8 6 8§ 9
29. Being Disciplined (discipiining) BD 2 2 L 7 3
Total: - 359 53k 317 309 335*

Y

*For one half of one workshop for Group 5 the tape recorder was accxéentaliy

not recording. The totsl number of references would more accurately

approximate 369.
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cxplansiiions are piausibi”, but the point is that_the obsﬂrve s should PE
trained or COHQlulJP not to fail to recoghize any observapion variable.

Given the hish lnter”ater rellabllloy of riost of the VarlablCui the
recults are probably fairly accurate: Other spot checks on the tallies
by th: researcher indicated accuracy. The two obssrvers each listened to
6if’éiéﬁ% halves of each trainer's WDrkshoié;éh& thesz were alternated so
the observer tallies are evenly applied to each trainer.

An examination of total number of féf‘eiéi}; to the observation variables
by tho tralncrs (sée table 10) prov1des 40 con81stent raszking with the rarklng
of Eéééﬁéfé‘ éﬁéﬁéé in their classrooms, except for Group 4 which was last in
both. Group 2 had the greatest number of trainer citations, and'was the only
Group with significant Snapshot changes (table 4). Note on the last work-
shop, Group 2 mentioned 19 different variables, more than all the others, and
made repeated references, totaling 9é over all the variables. Tooking at

< B B S e
this table alone, it would appear that the strongest training programs may be
those which have an academic approach with an éﬁpﬁéé&é on the behaviors to
be changed. Howsver, a Tukey test from a one-way ANOVA of trainer citation

table 10*
. _ _ __ Vorkshop ; o
Rank Group I IT IIT IV v Tbtél
b 1 No. 23 22 17 21 15 -
- Sum 70 92 71 73 23 359
2 2 No. 26 27 2k 10 - 19 =
] Sum 113 118 , 172 35 95 534
3 3 No. 2k 21 21 15 1 -
Sum © 119 38 7% L5 Ly 217
5 b No. & 26 25 20 ik 7 -
. Sm- 9% 96 Lk 63 18 399
. — R I I .
1 5 Ne. 20 - 2. 90818 1. -
Sum 88 125 34(68) 57 3 335(359)
*Renk is based upon table 8, the average magnltude of chango.
. Number is the number of dlfzerent varxab‘eé mentioned. :
;Sum is the total nutber of citations for all variables.
Flgures for Group 5 are adiusted for the missing tape for half
Q of thc thlrd workshops - S
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combinnd with mgnitude »f change by group; showed no significant difference

betueen the training groups.

In lgoking for 2 relatinzshiz betwearn the ranking of ih magnitude of |

S —

D

.

change by group (table 8) and the }aﬂking of the trainer citation (tzble 3).
over each varizble; only two varlableo had duvllcate ranxlng t Teacher
Reads Aloud (TRA) and All Behavior Statsments (ABS): This question of
whether or not the number of times a variabls was mentioned in training

hzd an infiuence on how much the teachers changsd that variable is ézam;ﬁéa
by a two-way ANOVA éhiéh showed Siéﬁif&é&ﬁt:ﬁéih effects between trainef

citation and teacher change, (d.f = 1,248; F = 4.467; p. = .036): This sig-
nificant dlfference means that the traxnxng experlenca 'did riot translate

into classroom behav1or. On table 11, which giﬁes the means for the fiva
zroups combined; ard graph I, wnxch i1listrates the szme for trainer citation

by téééhéf change on each varidble, no significant c°rre1at10n i in evidence.

The ANOVA test found that there vas a 51011ficant 1nueract10n between the
variables and ihsther they were from the training or classroom Situation;
(d.fF. = 30,248; F=1:794; ps = .009). This significant interaction; however,
is a result of the iargé increases in some variables and decreases in others.

Other- 51vn1f1cant main affects were found between the varlables, (d f.
3652&8; F = 1.926; p. = .004). The varlables each acted d1£ferent1§‘;s can
Be'seén in Eéﬁie 11. The variables on which teachers reduced their behavior
gencrally fall at the top of the list, and those variables on which the
teachers made the largest improvements are shown at the bottom. A Tukey
test found that the only variable which operated sigfificantly differéntiy
from the others was Positive Interactions (PI) at the bottom of the iist.
Tt was significantly different from the top sixteen variables on the list.

On the graph those are ths variables which form a circle cluster in the bot-
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tom Jleft-hand portion of the graph: One important indication of table 11 is
that the act of teaching is an integrated set of bshaviors, and to modify any
one member of thit set will effect the other mémbers. To increas: some var-

iablcs will decreasc others.
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SCATTERGRAM OF VARIABLES BY TEACEFR CHANGE AND TRAINER CITATICN
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TiJNDERu INTERACTE0N ANALYSIS :
The measurcment and znalysis of teacher-student classroom interactions

¢asigned by Flenders has bson submitied as = major tool. by which teachers .
cay syamine and understand ftheir own behavicrsy and if desired, modify their

accordingly. The Fléndér” syster: srovides a measure of such facets

(o3
o,
@
S
Hu
Ol
P
o
&‘J

as cirect vs. indirect ins“ruction; teacher vs.‘studéné talk, iﬁteraction

vs: monologue; and student—initiated discussion X vs. student resporse. In

sdaition, specific Eéa&héf behaviors such as praising, guestioning, leéEuriﬁg’}

ané reprimanding are measurcd. |
This tool, apﬁlié& to a situation of & tiginer instructing teachers

shouid be most useful for trainers since th°] are in the pr010851on of knowlng
how to best instruct others. In this study, the Fiénders analysis should

nelv portray what types of trainer-teacher inferactions provide the best

ocdel for enccurééiﬁé—féééﬁéi éﬁéﬁgéi Tn addition, insights may be galned

=3

K

into the types of changes inade by teachcrs in the different tralnlng groups. .

tACﬂnlqua with the hclp of a Drogrammed instruction book by William J. -

After féadihg the bbbk,the observers held two practlce sessions of about
2/ hours aach” at the end of which their interrater correlation using all

ten Cdtemorles was r = .82.

taves. This consisted of one minute of observation for each ten minutes of

training time. The start points for the one minute were determined randomly
, 1Ly

from the first ten minutes and assigned using the built=in. counter in each

tave recorder:

REeee ALIYT PRI IAE 1 .
'N’QT blq( hout nh‘whb i

? 37
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THe counter is calibrated to the revolutions of one spindle of the tapes.
Of course, when the tape is quite thick on that(spindle, the revolutions are

°

first tape 5éaaiéé§ was hand %aa&iétéa; noting”the counter number at the end
of each ten minutes of tape time. The second tape ferrder had a different
‘to the first recorder*s one count. The second observer Wwas imstructed to,
multiply the count of his start pbiﬁté by 3.6. When the observations were
Ecﬁﬁié%é&; it was obvious Eﬁéﬁ;fﬁé-aéﬁﬁéiﬁéii had not been accurate since

the second observer recorded only three observations for every five of thé

first observer. This resulted in a sample of about 16% of the time.

During the Eiiﬁféﬁé observation the 6B§éf§éfé,fé665&é& one ééiﬁﬁﬁiééﬁiéﬁ;
or statemént’évéry three seconds, making twenty statements per observation
minute. Using Flanders' method of analysis (sgé'chérts 1=5) ;" each statement
ié paired with the éiéééﬁéﬁf following it. The fi?é% statement is recorded
by row and the siuccessive statement in the appropriate columm of %hat row.
With the sampling the last statement does not have & succeéeding statement.
On the chart, those are fégaféé& as identical pairs (1-1; 8-8; :::) as that
‘tally'was desirable for the most complete row totals. In the analysis of
interaction vs. identical pairs; the last statements have been délétééiffgm
the totals.

Tn lovking for the relationships mentioned’ earlier. between trainer ‘be-
havior and teacher classrooi Béh%viar,bn praiéiﬁg and giestion/answer duads;

N ~

some interesting findings come from the Flanders analysis. For praising .
the percentages for each group were: Group 1 - 1%; Group 2 - 3.6%;

Group 3 - 6.9%; Group ¥ = 1.6% and Group 5 - 0.2%. The utstanding trainer

38
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chart 1 °
oI c,
Flanders' Interaction Analysis:: Group 1% o

Successive Statement °
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0.2 o:xjo:af | | [fosr]osifosr| o7

=

.. Accepts feeling

o

. Praises or encourages 0.1] 0.1} 0:2 | 0.7]0:1 1.1

. Accepts or uses student 0.1 1.0{ 0:1] 6:1}|. ' 0:3| 0.1 1.8
" ‘ideas ] o N R A .

3.6 0.8] 0.1 2.0|0.8|0:7| 8.0

\E]

1=

. Asks guestions

. Expliining or informing 03] |zbfsefon] . |o1f29f0.9] 32.5
- . ‘774.

. Gives directions 0.1]| 0.1 0.2 ; 0.1] . 0.5

el e

N
-
o

. Scolding/reprimanding or
defending authority : - e
. Student talk: expected 0:1 31 0.1 2.k
or predlctable response . .
Student talk: initiated 0:5 l;é 2.k A f:“‘ o éS.O
response — S —— N PN e ‘
No talk/al} talk, transi{ 10 0.1]0.5]1.1 0.6} 1k
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% Trainer Talk (vows 1~7)  If.5% % Indlrect Tralnlng (roas 1-4) 25, 9%
% Teacher Talk (rows 8-9)  49:7% . % Direct Training (vous 57)  7h.1%
% Ho Talk/All talk (row 10) 5.7% o :
. " % Interaction 26;9% S
- % Identical Pairs .73.1% .
T #Figures are reported in percentages..n 5 1480 | - .
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- | T chart 2°

‘Flanders' Interaction Analysis: Group 2¥

Siiccessive Statement

Statement 1l 2] 3| k1 5] 6l 2] 8] 9| |Zotar
.. Accepts feeling ‘1 | 'o.1] 0.3 6.1 | _ 0.2
.. Praises or encourages 2 | 0:2| 0.8 o.z| 0.3} 0:8] 0i1} * Jo.r|1.1]03 ] 3.6
N - —— —t— ~ )
5« Accepts or uses student 3 _ 0.8 0.2 0.1§ 0.1 1.1
ideas ' ‘ ~ 1 j ,
. Asks questions 4| oax| 1.0| 0.3 11.310.200.6 | 3.6
i Ei@iaﬁﬁg or informing 5 0.%] 0.1] 1.5]%.1] 0.6 0.2 2.5[ 2.6 | 5k.0
i2. Gives directions ‘6 , 0.6| 0.7 0.0 | 15
} 19 . _ K
.| Scolding/reprimanding or 'z ] : | | 0.0
i defending authority _ N N - . »
. Student talk: expected 81 0.1] 0.3 0.2} 0.1} 0.1] =~ Jo0.8|1:2f0:1 2.8
or predictable response L : . ' L
). Student talk: :Ln:.tiatéd 9 | 1.8} 0.2]| 0.4} 2.6 | 18.9| 1.3 | 25.3
response : 1K . S S
) No talk/all talk, transi- 10| | ok 0.3} 2.2] 0.1 okt 1;5 3;6 8.0
tion between students -
"% Trainer Talk (rows 1-7) BL . 0% % Iidirect Training (rows.1-4) 13.3%
% Teacher Talk (rows 8-9) 28.0% % Direct Training (rows 5—7) 86.7%
% No Talk/All Talk (row 10) 8.0% . .
. | % Tutersotion - 29.0%

% Tdentical Pairs 71.0%

*Figures are reported in percentages. n = 1708
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N chart-3

Flanders' Interaction Analysis:. Group 3*
Successive Statement o

— - . } . }) - y = - - F BEP

Statement .| LlPE] 2 ) 521 6] 21 8] 2110 Total
1. Accepts feeling 1] oiyp 0:1| 0:1] 01 | o.t 0.k
. \, | .'v
2. Praises or encourages 2 ’ 0:1} o:1 v | o] 0:2 vé;é_
3. Accepts or uses student 3 0.5] o:1 e 0.1} 0.2 0.9

ideas : ]

4. Asks questions L3 0.1] | 2.0] 0:8] 1.0] 0.1) o k1
5. Explaining or informing 5 0:1 1.0|40.0| 0.2] | 0.1] 1.3] 1.9] #.6.

/
i
(o}
L]
=
(o]
L 1
\n
(@]
L]
o

6. Gives directions.

I~
Q!
L ]
o

7. Scolding/reprimanding or
defending authority

+ Student talk: expested | &f |0} 1} 0.2 0

pr predictable response i N E

0.1 26.6

joo
[@]
L]
=
(@]
.
N
(@]
I
AV
[y
.
~J|
Q.
.\
Ql
O
\*2
.
Q|

AN |
o
L]

m\
=
[ ]

~J |
X
L]

Q|
\Ni
it
L]

(o]

9: Student talk: initiated 0.1 0.6 o.

response L

lcxlilwu

0. No talk/all talk, transi- 0.2 0.1] 0.3 1.8] 0.k o.4] 2.1] 8.8] 1%.0
tion between students | /"
% Trainer Talk {zows 1-7) . % Indivect Training (rows 1-4) 12:2% /| .~

% Teacher Talk (rows 8=9)

» % Direct Training (rows 5-7)  87.8% -
% No Talk/All Talk (row 10) o L

P28Y
R

% Interaction 20.7%
% Identical Pairs 79.3%'

¥Figures are reported in percentages: n = 1521
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\ | : Flanders' Interaction Analysis: Group 4*

L , o % Successive Statement ‘ o A

loo
Mo

\ 77777777 t ‘ l%%'ét% é 2 9 | 10 | Total

A

e’ Accepts feeling , -3 70.1 | 0.3 0.1 0:2

2 Pféiééé or encourages 2 .1f 0.5 ' 0.3] 0.2 1.6 .

el

d
An
e
[y
C

5. AcCepts or uses student 3 0.1 1.1 0.1} o.2| . |. 0.2| 0.1 1.6

o Asks questions | i 1.7] 0.2 1.6] 0] 1.2] w8

5. Explaining or informing 0.2] 0.1 1:3|37:4| 0:2 0:2| 1:7| 2.0 3.0

o

5. Gives directions 0.2| 0.2 0.3

lov

O T

i~

7 . Scolding/reprimanding or i

defending authority ’ . 1
}. Student talk: expected or 8 1 0:1] 0.1 o0:1 0:3 2.8| 1.2f 0.1} W4
. predictable response : 1 | '

ho:

). Student talk: initiated 0.1 0.9 o:4] 0.8 1:5| 0.1 32.6| 1.2 | 36.7
response . e : : -

). No talk/all taii, tramsition| 10 | 0.1 0.2 | 0.5 1.6 { 0.5| 2.0| 2.3 7.2
between students - . i N ‘

%

wdirect Training (rows 1-4)  16.0%

% Trainer Talk (rows 1=7) Ind
Direct Training (» ows 5=7) 8.0
In

i 6%
' % Teacher Talk (rows 8-9) =  41.2% -
% No talk/Ail Taik (row 10) 7.2%

teraction 21, 7%

%
% Interact
% Identical Pairs 78.3%

*Figures are reported in percentages. n = 1236
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¢ Statement

Accepts feeling
‘Praises or engourages
: | y .
Accepts or uses student ideas

Asks questions

Explaining or informing

- @ives directions

#Scolding/reprimanding ox.
defending authority ‘
Student talk: expected or
prédictéble respbnse

Student talk: dinitiated
response

No talk/all talk; transition
between students

% Teacher Talk (rows 8=9)
% No Talk/All Talk (row 10)

.LuaLrv J

o o

1l 2y 3) s sl &]z2]8]2lw

j=

0.1

I

0.3

0:1 0.5 0.1

Jun

o

0.1

o.9] 0.1] - | o0.1|-1.6] 0.3] 0.6

Jun

fox.

0:1| ok

23

(o}
L] n
ey

8 0:2| 0:1] 6:3[ 0:3 2.6 1.0| 0.3

031

- 0.6

0.1} 1.3 1.1] ] 0.1i4k.9) 2.7

v

10

[——

0.4 1.7] 0:3| 2:9 7.5

51.7%

55.4%

12.9%

% Indirect Training (rows 1-4) 15.2%
% Direct Training (rows 5-7) 84, 8%

% Interaction 21.3% .
% Identical Pairs 78.7%

*Figures are reported in percentages. n = 1598
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for jriiisiip woes Group 2, which did nst hawe the first ronking; but did
ng ) ! &

hawe the significant changes iAn the claszrocn Snay
ns ardy proup of teachers to significerily increase.their ot

~

- L i Tl R Tt e S

students,; but this did not translate from their trairer's praising:
For questioning behavior the group percentages were: Group 1 - 8.0%;

Group 2 - 3:6%; Group 3 - 4:1%; Group 4 - L.2% and Group 5 - 3.6%. The
P e I 23 P ,

- - ———

intercsting voint to note here is that Grour 1 teachsrs were the only ones .-
6 X : E A

who did not decroase significantly the varizsles of Teacher Asks Direct
Qusstions and Students Respond: The @roup : trainer had been the trainer to

3

e . . ~
The Stallings model for training is desizned for small groups- vhere
teachers are encouraged to bring thsir experiences to the group for suggested

o

If.the teachors transferrod to their classrcoms their experiences from train-
ing, those groups with a greater proporiion of indirect instriction would be

expected to have more praising and supporiing and positive interactions than
_ p Y g L

the teachers in groups with direct training zpproaches. An examination of

table 12 supports this relationship. The Group 1 trainer had the most in-
direct approach, and her teachers were the ones who had increased their
praising and supportiig of students. The link between indirect training and

teacher-student positive interactions wouid.also hold for Group 1, but fails

for Group 3 which also had positive interaciions; but the most direct trainer
style.
Tt could be postulated that trainers who do not dominate the Giscussions

]
7 . . o o B \ O -
classroom interactions: This appears to be supported by the low percentage

of trainer talk (31.7%) in Group 5, which hzd the highest ranking of teacher. .

Ed

Q ' . ' . A A : e s
ERIC R S S - g

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




table 12 .
- !
" GROUP SUMMAPTES OF TIE FLDERS CHARTS
Group 1 Croup 2 Greup Z  Group kB Group @
o madivest Tradning | 25.9%%  13.3% 1 12.2%° 1606 15.
¢ Dircet lralnLng L1 86.7 7.8 6k.0 8k.8
¢ Traincr Talk . b5 6h.0* 51.% 51:6 3L.7°
¢ Teacher Talk = - k9.7 28.0 3h.7 k2 55.k4
¢ o Talk/All Talk , 5.7 8.0 14.0 7.2 12.9
% Tntoraction 26.9 . 29.0*  20.7° 21.7 213
% Identical Pairs C 731 71.0 79.3 76.3 78.7

*Group with the greatest percentage-
°Group with the least percentage.

change. However, the importance of teacher talk vs. traﬂner talk is not”

highést proportion of trainer talk, and Grou? L, ranked 1ast, falls in the

middle of the proportions.

It way be that teachers: from training groups with mbréiiﬁﬁéraciidn
modified their classroom behaviers to have rore teacher Guestioning and
student responding interac%iohéz This would be bast répréséntéa by Group 1
which did not decrease interactions on these varisbles. Table iz iﬁ&iééiég;

however, that no such relationship can be established.

Group 5; which had the highest ranking is different from the other groups
: g :
in the Flanders ahéiﬁéié in the éétégorles; Accepts Feelings, and

Accents or Uses Student Ideas, in which GrOuU 5 has the ?ouest percentage.

-A possible explanation is ‘that the trainer ¢id not want to. aéée;g-EE reinforce

teachers' current oehav1ors, 1nstead she wanted. to encourage them to adont
the behaviors taught by the ﬁfagfam:

Group 2, in which the teachers aiade 8151__1canu charze in the Snapshot
variables, pféSéﬁts a mbdel.distlngulshed in bhféé ways: Group 2 had the

E::tz.:’: f.‘:;‘:; g - . 45
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greatest aﬁo"ﬁ cf trainer tzlle —-- two-inirds of the statersuts. In

AT S I a i WEA BB e e e B A nn e il peES G
eaiition itnis greoup had the greatest nurier of interactions znd praiss.

Phe Flanders andlysis appears to be wery useful for trainers to exarine

£xair own dmdividual styles of traini i: is not as strong in establishing

“';) - . - -
ihat ths dirmensions that it meastres are critical in effecting teacher change;
e vhic IMENS10NS vnat 1t neasures are o wvlca. 1n erlle 6 I3 T .ange., .

/.

s n measwrement tool, it identified an outstanding group on a few items,
but could not discriminate among the remzining giéﬁﬁé:

The adaptatlon of the classroom obser"aulon technique to an obs“rvatlon

taped teacher tralnlng was not dlfflcu‘t There was a feeling of 1nanp

Ol
£

priatenéss of separating categorics 8 and 9 (Predict ted Response ‘and Unsolicited

esponse). In most situations the teachers were asked to give descrlntlans

s

of their classroom situations which could be in either category.

The other major question of misfit was the emphasis on interaction.

The Flanders analysis was desxgned for the suick—Seacher = sks question then

Q-

AN

:xchanges 6f the classroom: For adilts, each speaker, whether
trainer or Leacher usually talks for & prolonged period. That is why so

many of the tallies on the charts fall in cells (5-5) and (9-9). The tallies

in the other cells do, however shed valusble information about the trainer's

style and would suggest that this obssrvation system is valuable, but that

different expectations and analyses of the éata should be made for teachers

in training as opposed to students in a classroom.: -

.:--,\— {\*;1411 wtla' ap. r

s

= Foand? g.,;i ‘b’fuh‘zvu
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B: O. SMITH'S ANALYSIS OF THE LOGIC OF TEACHING

“

&

In the 1950's B. O. Smith studied classroom discourse by using tape

Tecordings. Transcripts of the tapes formed the basis for identifying

episodes or completed verbal transactions between tuo or more speakers.

és Smith describes it, '"We can sense a forward surge in the flow of talk,
propelled by the familiar rising tones of a question or declération. A

spate of responding falk is Thus launched, runs of, then bapers GIE.0
(Smith, p. 3.3) Within this description it can be seen that an episode has
three parts: an opening phase, a sustaining phase, and a terminating phase.
Smith concentrated on the entry statement which initiated the Bﬁéﬁiﬁé pﬁasg
of an spisode. The entry, “always contains a verbal move which evokes at
ieast one, but more often a series of relatéd verbal éxcﬂangés. It is always
a self-initiating move on the part of the person who makes it and is followed
by réspbnding rémarks.“-(émith; PP. SiiLS;é)

of loglc or symbolic operatxons ‘being reqnxred of students, or in thls case,
of téachers in training. The categbry of logic of the entry was determined
by the type of respomse it demanded. Smith used an empirical pfbcedure for

defining the categories based upon the nature of the entries themselves.

The categories which Fit the empirical approach and which were still common

in discourse on logic were: Deflnltlon, Designation, Classification, Con-
ditional Inference.and Substituting. Other categories — Explanation,
Evaluation, and Compars/Contrast -- though not established in studies of
logic, éémané specific forms of logical thinking. The remaining categories;’

Describing; Stating and Reportlng "" " were further categories required'by the

 empirical approach of the study in order to classify all entries; as was the

category,of instructor directions, Directing and Managing -Statements:

-~

47
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 These categories can provide iﬁsights to the type of thought and analyses
teachers were being asked to make of their teaching situations. Certain
questions or entries require teachers to more deeply examine their teaching
behaviors; and thus might be more likely to alter those behaviors. |

" The procedures used basically followed those recommended by Stiith
however, a transcript was nﬁf prépared because of time and cost considerations;
and because it appeared to be ﬁéééssaéy only to write the entry phrases of
the trainers. The entry phrases proved to be the major problem in adapting
the classroofi model to a teacher training situation: In teacher training, “
many of the episodes were initiated by the teachers; and the trainer would
speak only during the terminating phase of the episode. The decision was
sade to only code the trainer's entry statements: As a result; the teacher-
initiated episodes were not used. The major point to be made is that teachers

initiated muich of their own training, which is mot as true of students in a

classroom.

Five observers each listensd to one workshop of each of thé five trainers.
The observers wrote down each entry question or statement of the trainers.
One rile required that a statement could be counted as an entry only if it

é&&f&éﬂf&ﬁ%aéﬁ@&@fﬁm&&ﬁﬁ.Aﬁ&tﬁéﬁﬁéwaé
typed, they were color-Goded by workshop and by trainer, and cut out to have
only one entry on aach slip of paper. The approximately 700 slips; lying in
one pile, were alternately divided into two sets. Four observers formed two
teams; and each team smalyzed all of the emtries in ome of the sets and placed

them in the appropriate category as shown in éﬁéfi.é; ' 435
wﬁ'sing the numbsr of entries by category, except Substituting; and by

trainer; (n = 61); the correlation between teams was r = .82. For Substitutidg

there were no fallies. Hven with the high correlation, there was a problem

in the Stating category for which one team had assigned 102 entries compared

48
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chart 6

CATZGORIES OF IOGIC

mGa:ﬁgnzicsgéi;B;AQLAiﬂiihf",

Used with Catecories

II.

III.

IV.

v

VI.
VII.

VIIZI: ¢

XI.

XII.

XIIT.

DEFRIING —‘“rQV1de the moanlng of a
term. Concern is with how words
other symbols refer to objects.
DESCRIBING - ‘fell abou» somethlng or
renreucrt it by words:

DESIGNATING - identify sonethxng

by nams. Something is. descrited and
the ﬁamé used to refer to it is
asked for.

STATING = state something; simply
naming or describing is seldom

rsatxsfactory.
?
REPGRTiNG - report on-a ﬂocument

or give a summary or review

SUBSPITUITNG - perform a symbolic

operation, usually of a mathematical

nature. P

VALUATING - estimate the worth,
depzndability, desirability of
something; s

based on little or no eVIdence.

CLASSIFYING ~ place a given instance

into the class (type; sort; group,

set, kind) to which 1t belongs.
COMPARING AND CONTRASTING - compare

two things noting their similarities

,and differences.

CONDITIONAL INFERRING - arov1de a

CQnsecuent given an antecedent or

condition in the entrv statemeny.

TYDLALNIVC - explaln a’ particular
event or give axn antecedent, when

a particular consequent is prdbided.

DIRECTING AND MANAGING CLASSROOM =

trainer statements designed to keep

the closs activities movinz.

3

II.

III.

Iv.

VII

VIII.

XI.

. deats with definitions.

answers are to te yes or

no, or a specific answer;
without any explanatvion. -

-

glven the category,

_identifly the items tLat

fall in that category.

answers must give an
explanation; may ansver
a "what" question; may .
begln with yes or no.

L

. summarizing

mathermtical operations

render a Judgggeyg or

evaluatlon that is
profesuloﬁallj based.

‘give an oplnlon* ansvers
:Guestlonu llke hat do

cla881£ys,slven,an item,
identify the category to
which it belongs.

compare or contrast

use inferential hlnklng,
entries contain an
antecedent; may use the

_ word, "if." '

-XIT.

¥III-

responds to a "how" or
"why" question; zives an

sxplanatjon as to why

" something occurred. Nbre

explanatory than STAT_ﬁ

gives instructions of what
to do.

. DEFAGIT ~ legitirate or

illegitimate entries which

g'r-n Y velakt T 2Nous. —

*Smith, pp; 5:1 to 5.18 4
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to the other team's 50: Because distinction among levels of trainers'
entries was of greater importance and because an effect of rater bias would.
be lessened, the team with the fewer number assigned to Stating (meaning
"that finer distinctions were made) féanéiyzéd the 165 entries. This then

- analyzed by the one team. After the reanalyses, the two groups were stxii ‘
correlated with r = .81 Maaor findings of this process were that (l)
teams nééd to know micre clearly to what &ééféé their decisions are to be
lInguIstxcaiiy based, and (2) therve is a team/rater with trainer interactions:

,,,,,,,,,,,

that 1s, the use of words such as "how" or "why" often provided the first

indication of which category was appropriate fbr an entry. The categories
° as defined by Smith were supplemented with verbal clues and working definitions
by the teams ox this research (chart 6).
The most frequent éatégbriés of trainer entries were ﬁéséiiﬁiﬁé; Stating
proportion 6f.6piﬁiﬁg entries, coupled with the low valuating proportion.

-
<

This may explain why Group 1 teachers did not lose or decrease their frequencies
on any of the observed positive varisbles: The effect of the trainer's

constantly askﬁg the teachers’ opimions ia. fact reinforced their current

Group 2 had;the fewest total entry statements; Indlcatzng that the in-
structor did not inmitiate as many episodes or tal ked more in monologues
Refering to Flanders' finding (chart 2, cell 5-5) indicates that the Group 2
trainer did use a 1ot of monclogue, more tham the other tféiﬁéfs; o

the Flanders flndlngs, this trainer had the greatest percentage of trainer

" taik and the greatest number of 1nteract10ns. This trainer used Smlth 5

- a0
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table 13"

CATEGORTES, OF LOGIC OF TRAINERS' ENTRY STATEMENTS

o - Group 1. Group 2 Group 3 Group k Group 5 - Average
_ Categories  # % # %' # % _# % # ¥ 2

. DEFINING 5 2.9l 7 7.06| 6° BB 5 bB| 1 0.6% 3:‘99?

T, DESCRIBING |37 21.6 W hhso ko 28.4 32 28.6 |53 33.8 | 3.3
III. DESIGNATING {10 5.8 |8 808 5.7 19A 17:0_’14 8:9| .9:1
. smeme |2 187 |11 110 |25 1.7 12 10.7 [ 166 | 109
. V. REPORTING 3.1,8l0 o001 070 o.w0f1” 6;6. ?;é
VI. SUBSTITUTING § 0.0|0 0.0]0: 00|00 0:0]0 0.0 0.0
.vn.‘vnwmm‘e'“ 5 29 |4 408 57|9 8019 59[ 53
VIII. OPINING 35 20.51 3 3.0[15 10.6| 7 6:3|18 11.5 10k ,

T%. CiASsmyme | 2 1.210 o0.0| 6 #3|2 1813 19 1.8

[y
L]
AN
[
.
(@)

x.comaRE/ |2 1.2|1 10| 2 nk|lo oo0f2
CONTRAST s
 XI. CONDITIONAL | 4 2.3
INFERRING

\ni
\n
L]
O
|_l
(o}
L]
=~J
=
o
L ]
\O
W
HJ
L 3
N
.|
N

XIT. EXPIAINING |18 10:5 |10 10:0}16 11.3|16 14.3|17 10.8| 1Il.k

XIII. DIRECTING AND|18 10.5| 7 7.0113 9.2| 9 8:0]10 6.k 8.2
MANAGING : '

ST (T -

DEFAULT/NCT! | (6) (3) (6) (6) %)

ASSIGNABLE -

Total: 171 100 21 n2 W
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BéSCfiBing category more than the other trainers and used Opining the

jeast. This trainer apparently wanted short answers based on the content

Beiﬁgﬁlééﬁﬁéa; without any loss of time discussing individual opinions.
Group 3 had the largest praporﬁio'n of classifying entries; although

this was ééili small: In this situafibgi‘tééchérs are asked to identify

the general category_iﬁés which one or ﬁéféféiaﬁgiés belongs Group K

had the largest proportion of designating entries, asking teachers to give
«

[

proportions of valuating questions, asking teachers to judge situations.

Group 5, as in the other analyses, is neither highest or. lowest in any

category -- éseaéf,tﬁg being lowest in ﬁirécfing and Managing Statements.

The expectation that asking teachers to think more carefully about their
own experiences would make them more 1ike1y:Eo .alter their teaching; proved
mot to be true. An indication of, the opposite -- that to make teachers
change, the trainers should rely dore on Describing entries asking teachers
to give short, specific answers —- Was indicateds

The analysis of the logic of the trainers' entry statements provides an
insight into what the trainer expected of the teachers, both in response
miode ané?iﬁ mental processing. Thié in turn 5569&&;& iéf%i&l explanations
for the intéfvéﬁiﬁg processes leading the the teachers' changing their

classroom behaviors. o

b
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- CONTENT ANALYSIS

n aﬁaiiéié;af"eaﬁﬁéﬁt could praﬁéé the most useful data fc’z? a2 study
of this Rlnd Tt would show what was really taught i the tralnlng groups,
an& 1t would show whigh content areds Were stressed by those trainers who
proved to be more effective in caus1ng thelr teachers to change. The corol-,-'
lary to that is that the ana1y51s of content would show which content areas
of traxnxng were the most useful Parts of tralnlng
was dévélopéd empirically based upon the consultant's tralnlng of teachers.
Recall that each Monday the trainer worked with the teachers in a workshop
while the other trainers observed. The next»aaygAthose trainers worké& with
their own workshop teachers and covered the same materidl as the consultants
The consultant's workshop was determined to be the best source of categories

since workshop exchanges often go beyond prinféa cﬁrriculuﬁ méEéiiéié; Thus

\,‘>
of the tralnlng program. The catalogue for the second workshop‘was agaln

based uron the consultant's second dorkshop, using the initial form and sﬁﬁe
plementlng 1t w1th additional 1tems as they wer° 1ntroduced in tralnlng.

The catalogue for each workshop was- developed in this way, building upon the
items given for prior workshops.

The Tive observers used the forms to analyze the training tapes in se-
'quen'cé, So each trainer's workshop was analyzed within the same ca’caiogii"e’ -
restrictions. Observers added additional items to the form when the content
did not conform to the given catalogue items. ‘TIThé o_i;servers tallied each of ¢
the traimer's clauses or sentences under the appféﬁfiaté item. / |

The cbservers were mob formally traimed, but they vere made familiar |
with the catalogue items. They reported no diffiéiiit_iéé in kmowing where

v

*~ o . ~ k3
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table il

TRAINER REFERENCE TO CONTENT CATEGORTES

freg. = the number of clauses or sentences said by the trainer which
fall in the given category.
P. = this category's proportion of éii the trainer's statements:
rank = the rank among tralners in the proportion of statements in
this category-
“@rp Grp Grp Grp Grp '
r 2 3 4K 5
. freq: 100 116 35 155 265 A.1 Background in teacher effectiveness

p. .0 .03 .02 .06 .11 research; general findings about edu=
rank 3 5 2 1 cation, student behavior; this tralnlng.
freq, 185 112 171 114 152 A.2 Trainer personal reactions .and obser-
Pe ;07 03 08 .65 06 vations; "I" statements; discussion of
rank 2 5 1 L 3 today's workshop. ’
freq. 88 83 60 89 88 A:3 Instructions of what to do mext in the "
p- Lok .02 .03 0% .03 . ‘workshop.
rank 1.5 5 3.5 1.5 35 .
freq. W48 276 139 331 306 A4 Setting the workshop climate; strokings
P- .18 .08 .06 .13 .13 . asking teachers,; '"What are you d01ng°"'
rank 1 & 5 2.5 2.5 calling on teachers. :
freq. 146 206 43 59 73 &S Review of prior workshops; report on
Ps .06 .06 .02 .02 .03 homework and other assignments; overview
rank 1.5 1.5 4.5 4.5 3 of future workshops.
freq. 197 236 169. 91 166 4.6 Statement jntended to alter teachers’
P. .08 .07 .08 .ok 07 behavior; homework; what to do in their
rank ‘1.5 3.5 1.5 5 3.5 class that week; training other teachers.
freq. 1¥ 117 252 215 172 A.7 Observation forms: Shapshot, Five Minute
Ps 06 .03 .12 .09 .07 Interaction (FMI),, observatlon process
rank & 5 1 2 3 itself.
freq. 112 222 111 172 115 A.8 Profiles; how to interpret profiles
rank 4 2 g1 I
freq. 125 91 55 165 144 A.9 Workshop packets and materials.
BE,,, 395 ,03 005 007 096 - B
‘rank 3 4.5 k5 1 2 ‘ '
freq. 17 54 16 6 45 A.10 Doesn't cog@gggito content mode: chatting,
'ps <01 .02 .0l * .02 ‘ pleasant exchanges,; jokes, etc.
rank 3.5 1.5 3.5 5 1. 5 )
. freq. 36 37 49 29 24 A.11 €an't hear, discerns
rank 3 5;»3.5 1 3.5 3.5




table 1l continued

TRAINER REFERENCE TC CONTENT CATEGORIES:
Grp Grp Grp Gp Grp .
1 2 3 L 5  B. STRATEGIES FOR TEACHING READING
freq. 13 31 4% 6 11 B.l Clarity; give clear instructionms.
.~ Ps 01 .01 * o+ :
rank 1.5 I. - - - ) )
freq. 5 52 5 0 22 B.2 Variety; use a variety of materials,
p. * 01 * * .01 " activities.
rank - 15 - - 1.5
freqs 66 2F 30 57 32 B.3 Individual differences; assess student
iiww' ;63 ;61 ;Ql 02 .01 levels; use different techniques with
rank 1 L L 2 L - different student ability levels.
freqgs 12 81 29 ¥ 10 B.F Personalize instruction; make instruction
Pe * .02 .0t * * appropriate to each child; individualize
rank - 1 2 - - .within groups. .
freq. 18 90 25 10 42 B.5 Whole group imstruction, small group
p+ .01 03 01 * .02 instruction are recommended; not indi-
rank 3.5 1 3.5 - 2 vidualized instruction. '
freq: 9 8 4 29 26 B.6 Short quizzes; test taking; are recom-
p. * * * .01 -.01 mendeds
rank = - - 1.5 1.5
freq. 9 2 5 9 8 B.7 Practice drill; orat drill are recommended.
p; ) * * * * * i
rank - - - - - ‘ ,
freqg. 5 12 3 12 16 B.8 Discussion; review; students presenting
Pe * % * % .01 material; X 7 '
rank = = - - 1 ' g
freq. 24 15 15 O O B.9 Reading; focus on teaching reading:
p. .02 * .01 * *
freq. 37 46 42 37 39 B.10 Reading aloud; students amd teacher
P. 01 .01 .02 .01 .02 reading aloud, not silent reading are
rank L L 15 L4 1.5 recommended.
freq. 4 s 7 0 1. B:1l Vocabulary; teaching vocabulary;
ps * * * * *
rank = = = = - H ’
. freq. 84 46 6 118 15 'B.12 Teaching reading in content areas -
p. .05 .01 * .05 .01 science, mathematics, etc.

rank 2 3.5 5 1° 3.5 .
f 37 O 95 . 6 B.l3 Teaching students to follow directions,
use "ooks, charts, graphs. ’
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table 14 continued

~

TRAINER REFERENCE TO CONTENT CATEGORIES: .

N@rp Grp Grp . Grp GrP .- i
2 3 L 5 C. CEASSROOM MANAGEHENT

freqg. 89 178 63 49 1@1"6:14 Organization; be organized and reduce

- p. . O .05 .03 .02 .O4 classroom management time; plamning;
.rank 2.5 1 L 5 2.5 record keeping; dlstrlbutlng materials,
freq. 27 76 43 1k 36 C.2 Use of time; allocation of time to each
p- .01 .02 .02 .01 .02 activity; get on task; avcid off-task
rank 4.5 2 2 Lis 2 behavior.. )
freg. 9 12 28 8 12 C.3 Task involvement; "Time on Task."
P- * * 01 * .01

rank - - 1.5 - 15
freqg. 13 3 1 12 38 C.b Academic Learning Time (A.L.T:): students

p. 0L * * * .02 are "engaged" or on task and working at
rank 2 - - - 1 an 80% success rate.

freq: 9 4 8 64 11 C.5 Forming groups and organizing group

p- * * ok 03 * activities.

rank = - - 1 2 -

freq: 26 . 5 17 13 31 C.6 Intrusions, try to reduce them; intercom.
p. .61 * .01 .01 .61 : |
rank 72;5,4<5f44;454424544245

total 175 278 240 160 229

p. 07 .68 11 .06 10

rank L 3 1 5 2

D. BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENY

freg. 7 97 L 18 23 D.1 Student Involvement; causing more student

P. . * 03 * 01 .01 responding; calling on all the students;
rank ~ 1 - 2.5 2. 5 ‘oral responses.

freg. 45 120 65 78 16 D.2 Praising and supporting.

p. .02 .03 .03 .03 .01

rank &% 2 2 2 5 o

freg. 12 27 12 1 17 D.3 Positive Interactxons- Interactléﬁs,

p. o * 01 .01 * .01 smiling.

rank - 2 2 - 2

freg. 9 17 11 139 34 D.4 Motivating behavior; making studentsig?g}
p. * * .01 .06 .01 interested, successful; avoiding negative
rank - - 2.5 1 2.5 statements; clarifying values.

fregq. . 27 10 4 26 15 D.5 Socializing and social statemements are
p. 01 * * .01 .01 to be avoided by the teacher.

rank 2 - - 2 2

freg. 44 213 317 31 39 D.6 Behavior Management; dlsclpllnlng, be-

P. .02 .06 .15 .01 .02 havior statements.

manl zZ 8 2 1 = b S -




TRAINER REFERENCE TO CONTENT CATEGORIES:

Grp Grp Grp Grp Grp
1" 2 3 & 5 E. FEEDBACK AND DIRECT INSTRUCTION

freg. 1 8 0 1 16 E.1 Enthusiasm; be enthusiastic, excited,

pe * * * * .01 involved.

rank - - - - 1

freq. 0 38 6 19 16 E.2 Questxog;ggl use a variety of questions;
P. * 01 * .01 .01 how to ask questions. .

rank = 2 - 2 2

freq. 20 17 26 '26 8 B.3 Direct questions are recommended.

P .01 % 01 .01 %

rank 2 = 2 2 -

freq: 1+ 57 51 16 U4 E.L Clarifying questions are recommended.
p. .01 .02 .02 .01 .02

rank .5 2 2 k5 2

freq. 56 110 18 37 52 E.5 Interactive instruction is recommended
P. . 02 .03 .01 .01 .02 not teacher worklng alone.

fa.rlk 2.5 l #.5 t.’s; 205

freg. 33 173 31 24 50 E.6 Instruction and explanatlon' direct in-
p. .01 .05 .01 .01 .02 structlon, academic and content focus.
rank L 1 L i 2 -

freg. 61 61 25 36 18 E.7 Giving feedback is recommended.

p- 02 .Oa -Ol \-Ol ool N . ) :

‘rank 4.5 4.5 2 2 2

freq. 21 121 10 11 1 E.8 Making assignments and giving homework.
p. 0L .03 * *x % | -

freq. 26 107 4 38 . 15 E.9 Corrécting and guiding; correction; telling
ps -0 03 .02 .02 .0l the student that he or she is wrong.
rank 4.5 1. 2.5 2.5 k.5 '

freq. 20 % 10 6 10 E.10 Written assiguments in class are not
p. .01 * o+ » recommended. ‘

freq. 6 36 10 24 8 E.11 Monitoring written work is not recom-
p: * Jor ¢ 01 mended.

rank - 15 - 1,5 -

total 258 732 227 238 238

p: 10 :21.:10 :10 ;10

rank 3.5 -1 3.5 3.5 3 5




to mark the tallies of the 'ai'riéljréi's. Each observer listened to 6?115?

across trainers.

Similar to the findings in: the citation analysis; items which changed
for each group of teachers, shown it table &, when compared to discussion
of ths saie item in the content analysis bore no noticeable relationship.
The only exception to this was Group 2. In this group, the classroom FMI
variable, €ntrusion; increased; which was not supposed to happen. . In
the content analy51s, Group 2 ranked last 1n discussing Intrusxons and
how to cope with them. ﬁﬁéﬁé ihé Snapshot variables of table %, Group 2
teachers méaé sighifiCant change in two of the varlables, and the Group 2
trainer also ranked highest in discuss1ng these ‘items, Whlch Were Maklng
Assignments and Student Uninvolved.

A broader view of the items in the content éné%ysis compared to the
overall ranks of the groups proviaés some useful information. Recall
that the group ranks are Group 1 = rank ﬁ; éroug 2 - rank 2 ; Group 3
- rank 3; Group & - rank 5, and Growp 5 - rank 1.

Among the Workshop Experience categories, several points are worth
noting. Tten A:4, which calls on teachers to relate their experiences

and includes stroking, is apparently not a recommended irainer behavior

because the two top local trainers; Groups 2 and 3, were the lowest ranked.

another item, A.6 in which trainers give hcmework or %fy to éha'ng'e' teacher

trainers. This may prov1de a clue as to why Group 4, which is 51m11ar

teacher charige: The trainer may not have tried as hard to change the

teachers' behavior. And iter A.lOi th"e 'cat'egory of general frlvoh;ty and

For
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botwoen having fun and changing behavior; it couid féﬁféeéhf an acceptance
of bpe anothéf; é ééﬁefe&éfie; or a réébgﬁizing of the difficulties fzc-
ing teachers without beirng overwhelmed by them: - In fﬁétibtei of the
jorkshop Experience categor;es; Groups 2 and 3. spent the least pro-

portion of sthtcments; apparently, they put their euphasis on the con-

tent of training, not on the communication processes and structure of

the v01kshop
ﬁmong the Strategles for Teaching Readlng, Groups 2 apd 3 ranked the

highest on B.4 personalizing instruction and B.14 readability formilas;

Groups 3 and 5 on B.10 reading aloud, and Groups 2 ard 5 on B:2 using

a variety of materials and B:5 group instruction. The important ob-
servation about B.5 is that it also placed Group 4 in the bottom rank:
This is probably one variable vwhich is key for féachéié who #ill bYe
measured by the SRI Secondary Obs ervatlon Instrument.

Two items @ppear to fall in the "yhat not to do" .column. On these,

in their workshops: The items were B.Bﬂgsséssing and teachlng to student
ability levels, and B.12 teaching reading in the content areas. Group ¥
spent a ot of time aiSéussing'ﬁ.ié. buf,fhe emphasie didn't appear to
encourage teachers to chamge the ways they were teaching Examining

the totals for this area; it doesn't seem that emphasis on Strategxes

for Teaching Reading is that useful in changing teachers' behaviors.

The area of Classroon Management is different. Here the féﬁkihgé on

the categories clOSEiy match the group ranks of teacher changes: Spe-

clflca'llyi a6 items which rank Groups 2, 3 and 5 the highest and Group 4

the lowest are .1 organization, C.2 careful .use of time, and C:3 time on

task: C:6 intrusions has been noted earlier for Group 2.
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In the general ard specific category of Behavior Management (D.6)
'cirésups 2 amd 3 take a leadingsrole: The emphasis and éé'ﬂééhtfétéd‘
discussion on how to deal with behavior and discipline problems may
have proven to be véfy useful to the teachers. The study of trainer
citation found z similar relationship féf the varizble; A1: Behavior
Statements. The other important category in this area is D:3 positive
interactions; which singled out the three top &roups.

‘The findings urder the area; Feedback and Direct Imstruction; are
generally ambiguocus; aithoﬁgh judging by the total, Group 2 chose to put
a much greater éﬁi;hé’s;i’s here, and Group 2 is the only one to significantly
change the structure of the classroom situation as iilustrated in the
Srapshot. Group 2 ranked firét on E:2 questioning; E:4 using éiéfifyiﬁg
questions, E.5 using interactive instruction, E.8 making assigmments,
E.9 correcting and guiding; and B.11 avoiding monitoring. The one item
#hich ldentified the three top groups was E:l enphasis on ustng clarifying
questions. |

In the methods éﬁﬁiéyé& in this content analysis, a comparison of
ranks, simple probability would indicate that the ranking of some of the
items would correspond to any given rankihé of the groups: However,
there was a pattern to the items which matched the ranks, and there
was some logic to why those items fell as they did. A replication of
this analysis with a similar ﬁ:rainihg program would be a valuable iiéii
useful to those who plan training groups and to trainers of teachers

by identifying which are.s should be stressed and which deemphasized.
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CONCLUSION

Observers as they listened to the workshop tzpes made personal
i‘ééﬁﬁéﬁts,éﬁdut other charaéférisiicé they had noted zbout the different
training styles: 1In retrospect; some of these comments could provide
valuable clues to the true dimensions separating the truly effective |
training approaches from those ﬁﬁiéﬁ-éié not as effective. What this
indicates in terms of this study is that a fifth analysis was needed,
thet of the observer ﬁéiiiéiiéﬁi - the person who just listens and
nakes notes about what he or she hears and how that might scrve to
ericourage teachers to change: |

Some of the observers' comments and >ther informhtion about these
trzining groups mightt be useful in préSEniiﬁg a fiore complete picture
of each trainer and her set of teachers: Amother note in passing is
that all the trainers féééivei;Véry high ratings from the Leachers
on gii the workshop feedback forms; and this strong pdéitiVé feeling
2boul the training persisted and was reported again in an evaluation
& year later. |

Group 1 had only fﬁréé‘féécbers; which may have altered the train=
was the fact that oné of her teachers had a class of acadenical \y ad=
vanced s';cud'ents'; thus many of the vari%.ijiég of training were not ap-
propriate for change, and some workshop discussion had to be devoted

ns to the riles. One observer éaﬁuiéﬁié&

that Group 1 seemed to do 2 lot of reinforcing of what the teachers

were elready doing and what they thought: The B: 0. Smith analysis

picked this up in the Opining category.. | L
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Group 2, as noted by two observers; nad a lot of joking and laughing.
This was also found by the Content nnaiys;s. This trainer made one im-
portant statement from the perspective of changing teacher attitudes

| éﬁd behavior: In discussing the criterion as a goal for teachers on
one variable she said, "The criterion is 50, but you are all so good,
that we are zolng to try far 70."

In Group 3 during the workshop in whicﬁ teachers reported on their
experiences trying to improve two variables in their classrooms, this
trainer deVOted a iarge amount of time to these reports -- = what the
veachers had tried and how it had worked. The message of this emphasis
was that the teachers were expected to try o change, and that they
would be held accountable to the group for what they tried.

The Group &4 trainer was described by one ebseEGéE as a counselor
type who used a lot of stroking: On many of the measures of this study
Group 4 fell in the siddle of the ranges; yet these teachers changed
the least. The clue may be in some of the comments early in training.
The trainer asked teachers to imtroduce themselves and In so doing to
state what they "would be able to contribute to the training.” This
is a good technique for catsing people to Support a program but not
for inducing them to change. At another point the trainer reminded
them that they were "the cream of the crop." Again, it's reinforcing;
but may not encourage them to change. The clue may be s'o'méih'ing more
direct, however -- 5&s£a simple mistake in bringing about gtti'tuaé
arid behaviorsl change: During the workshop in which the teaciers were
to select iwo variables to work on that week, the trainer did not
require that i‘.ﬁé’y’#’] state publicly which variables those would be. A
public commitment tc change is an important incentive to cause people

Q io ahanze. In texis of avallable time in a time-on-task model; Group 4




was the shortest. One workshop was cut short by bzd weather; and

when another ﬁéfﬁéﬁ6§ had to be made up, it took place.in a school in
wHich the intercom boomed every ten mimutes (so it seemed); and recess
seemed to take place in the same room with the tape recorder: The con-
ditions were not conducive to good tralning and the workshop was cut =

short.

Group 5 Was trained by the consultant; eleven teachers participated.
while the four other iféiﬁéfé; who Were also supervisors to these '
teachers, observed from the back: One observer commented that this
irainer seemed to be "Straight out of Flanders;” which might be valid
if bysed on the high percentage of teacher talk in this training. The
consultant had héi'ééﬁﬁéﬁié;ﬁaéi é%féﬁgiyigrbuhdéd in the research,

as verified by the Content Analysis, and she also strongly encouraged

the teachers o change. In the final workshop she kept reminding the
neeting at which time she could see how well they had all done. They
responded sirice as a group they changed on the post observations the
nost: |
Tn assessing the relative contributions of the four methods of

observation used in this study, some of thé basic assumptions under=
m@m%m&%mmmwmm%mmﬁmﬁ&
charge based upon an analysis of covariance was tised. Thézprdbiems of

covariance were generally controiied by the use of rank equiva;ents.

than others: »
This method took no recognition of the variables which significantly
changed within each training group and no Tecognition that érbup 2 was

the only group to change the S%apshbt;?aiiaﬂiéé; An assertion of this:



paper, as yet unverified; is that the charz2 in the Snapshot variables

srdicates thai the teachers have restructursd their clsssrooms and have
z1lotted different proportions of time to zctivities.
’n exafination of resilts of the Tour aralyses for Group 5, which

T pembed hiiheSt in iescher change, chows that Group 5 remained undis-
tinjuished except in having'°£he.giea£éé% proportion of teacher talk.
This group feil in the ﬁié&ié of the pack ci mafy of the measures:
This trainer was the consultant, the model Tor other trainers. It
would bs interesting to discover if the master trainer in fact usually
models the typical behavior of training Taiher than an extreme ‘behavior.
Perhéﬁs the mazgnitude of teacher change was due to the effects of the
prestise of the consultant herself, not due to her methods, style or

content of training.

of anaiyéis (éxcept.fianders on perceatage of teacher talk) were not able to
distinzuish those effective training techniques: On the other hand;

if it is z2ccepted that something bevond thie scope of these methods

C?erd the teacher change, namely the effect of the consultant s prestize,
then the four methods can present a strono picture of the most effect:ve
training model for teacher change:

This picture of an effective training model, specifically Croup 2;

iiust be coupled with the assumption that the Stiapshot variables were
measuring the true order of change. The model for effective training
which emerzes and is partially verified by having characteristics similar

: to Group 3 but dissimilar to Group b is:  From Flanders; a trainer who
.does most of £he talking, has frequent exchanges with the teachers and

*uses & lot of .praise; from the Trainer Citation; 4 trainer who stresse




" the content of training by making frequent refererce to the variables

on which the teachers will be observed; from the B. 0. Smith inaiysis,
much elaborating or giving opinions, and from the Content Analysis,

z tFainer who de-emphasizes Workshop Experience categories, but stresses
certain catezories within Strategies for Teacning Reading, Behavior
Wanagement, Classroom Management and especially Feedback and Direct
Tnstruction. The traimer also lsghs a lot.

The different observation methods each made a contribution to un-
accurate predictor of resilting teacher change was the total number of
Trainer Citations of the Observaifon Variables, but the framework for
the model, the structure of the trainer's interactions,relied upoh the
Flanders matrix. B. O. Smith's an'é.iyéis’ zave a glimpse into the processes
that take place between the trainer and teachers and hiw & teachsr 1s
induced to change, and Tinally, the Content #ﬁay’s&s identified those
areas of training which appbar to be most useful to teachers to emable
thenm to change their teaching behaviors. Each analysis made its own
distinct; yet complementary contribution to developing a model for

effective teacher training.

n
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DOES TiME-ON-TASK WCRK

FOR TEACHER TRAINING T00?

Abstract

This study compared the results of four different methods of observing

techniques which seemed to be better at changing teachers' behaviors in their
classroomss

 Twenty-nine teachers in the District of Columbia Public Schools vere trained
by five trainers. in five weekly training sessions; which were tape recorded.

The dependent variable was based upon pre- and post training observations .

of the teachers in their own CiusErooTs: A
The study found that ameng the local ﬁraineré;;ﬁﬁé one who dominated

discussion, used frequent interactions; praise and iéughter; znd maintained

an acadsmic focus was ths most effective: The' findings of the four 6$Sér$§ti6n .

methods, while consistent, revealed different facets of the training experience.
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