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Teachers' Discrimination

Abstract ¢ . R

Y

The purpose of this study was to determine if téaeﬁérs discriminate. i

among three different types of direct supervisory coweun1cat1on (1nformat1on

oonly, iﬁ?é?ﬁétiéh with stggestions; -and information with directives) in

1nstruct1ona] 1mpravement conferences. Thiffy.§ﬂ6je¢ts.were randomly

’ ass1gned to thrée exper1ﬁeﬁféT groups according to the Latin Squares desian.

: E@fh group viewed v1deotapes which s1muiated supervisory cevferences.u Each

’ 1éhguage;

cenf ?ence d1ffered arcord1ng £0 dearee -of 1nformat1ona; Versus contr0111nqw L

Téﬁguaqe ‘Teacher percept1ons of supportxveness, authent1c1ty, Teya]ty,-

~

trust, and prndmct1v1ty were measured after each conference. Data were

*

analyzed using a repeat%f measures ana1ys1s of covariance. w1th a pr1or1

6ffﬁégbha1 comparisons, D1ffereﬁees 1n ‘teachers' percept1ons toward the

o

three conferenees were found for every mégsure. Information with sugqest1ons,

1nformat1on on1y, and 1nformat10n with di Féi

descending order 0f pos1t1veness. These f1nd1rgs were cons1stent w1th the -

'commun1eafibh theory of Decc1 and Ryan and superwlscry conferenee theory of

‘Giickman that 1nfermat1ona] 1anguage i8 perce1ved more pos1t1ve1y than contr0]11ng
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in Response to Simulated Supervisory Conferences

Co=

“The context, or environment; in which éaﬁﬁaﬁicatioh occurs between

or controlling (Pecei & Ryan, 1982). Informational env1ronments allow

a supérvisor and teacher can be exper1enced as being either 1nformat1ona1

PR

1nd1v1oua1s to 11sten and choose the1r own courses of action. Contro111ﬁd ]

environments, 1n contrast

1nd1v1dua1 a predeterm1ned

restr1ct choice and externa]]y 1mpose upon the

@

course of action; Superv1sors who work w1th

»

‘teachers for purposes of 1nstructioha] 1mprovement often ‘work in ways that

m1ght be cons1dered & either” 1nformat1ona1 or contro]11ng

B]umberq (1974) and Harris (1975) def1ne 1nformat1ona1 and controiling

1aﬁgaagé as subsets of direct superv1s1on cons1st1nq of 1nformat1on,

cr1t1c1sm, stggestions, and d1rect1ves G11ckman ( Note 1) arqueé that,

A

teachers can perce1ve di fferences in d1rPet rv1s1on accord1ng to- language

which 1nforms and language

" what.a teacher m1ght,do ve

whxch contro1s (1 e., the differéhéé_Bétwééh

rsus what a- teacher must do)

The extent to thCh teachers perce1ve those 1anguage d1fferences in

nferences w1th teachers can be exam1ned emp1r1ca11y w1th s1mu1at1on

teEHhiques The use of s1mu1at1on procedures; which. offer: contro11ed

ekpérihehta1 cond1ttons, h

between 1nformat1on presen

as 1nereased in exp]orat1ons of ‘the re]at1onsh1ps

tation and its ut1]12at1ons (Cope]and 4 Atk1nson,~

1978; Ripley, 1983): " The simulation. approach adapts we11 to a parad1qm

adopféd from communication

| asks the question: "Who

The s1mu1atxon researéh st

-

\

theory (F1shbe1n & Ajzen, 1975), wh1ch essent1a11y
ays what; how; to whom, with what effects?“ |
rategy a11ows the man1pu1at1on of who; what howg;

.
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and whom (the 1ndependent var1ab1es) in order to measure effects (the o

dependent variab1es)f The purpose of th1s study was tb determ1ne 1f teachers

d1scr1m1nate amonq d1fferent

types of direct sunerv1sory/oommwnmcat1on in

a conference for 1nstructwonal ‘mproveme@t {t was’ be]neved that teachers

sex, age, and teach1nq exper1

in percept1ons and tnerefore

that:

grice wight account for some of the var1at1on

were treated as covar1ates, It was'Mypothesuzeo

»

-

1. Teachers would perceive differently informakional and

controlling confeﬁences

2. Teachers would perceive superv1sory tonﬁerentes w1th

.

- 1nformat1ona1 1anguage more . pos1t1we1y than superv1sory

» conferenees w1th contro]ling 1anguage as measured by the

depéndent variables

loyalty, trust, and

Subgects

of support1veness, authentwc1ty,

productivity.
Method - .

Th1rty in- serv1ce teachers, 12 ma]es and 18 ?énames; énroijed in

vintroductory sw"erv1s1on ciasses were the subJects " The ages o?*sobjééts

were as follows: one person

“from twenty to twenty f1ve n1neteen persons

d

~ from twenty~51x to thlrty-f1ve, nifie - personf from th1rty s1x to forty Fvve,.

. and one person over forty- f1ve. Teach1ng levels of subJects were as follows:

,,,,,,,,,

_two persons in preschools, th1rteen in e]ementary schools, one in Junlor

high school; seven in h1gh sC

hoo]s and Seven who taught across levels:

w

Average teachlng exper1ence was 9. 5 years. .Subjects were random]y 3551gned -

%o three groups to view the s

meet1ng;

equences of scr1pts dur1nq the seeond c]ass

o




Apparatus

" siripts "B™-and "C" differed from each other by only five words: Noaverbal
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o

T6 insure that language {i.e., what is said) was the only independent

variable in this study, three scripts were performed by a professional

actor playing the role of an instructional supervisor. Script "A" contained

s nformation about the teacher's classroom-and criticism of several students’

Jerformance. Script "% was identical to Script "A" with the addition of
- o ¥ S i o o : o '

Suggestions concerhfing what the teacher migt do to improve student

serformance. - Script "Ci was identical to Script "A" with the addition of

directives concerning what thé,téééhé? must do to improve Student performance.

Tanguage Wéé_kéﬁt consistent from script to script.

The videotaped conferences contained the foilowing scripts:

SCRIPT A (Information only)  °,

 1ive observed your instruction and I have no

qualms about your competence; I recorded that over
eighty percent of your students were on task. They

>

' __were doing what you had planned for them: I noticed
a lot of smiles and enthusiastic chatter which indicates
to me that the kids see the classroom as a pleasant place .

to be. - Also, I recorded during your classroom

discussions that over half of the total talk came from
students. They asked many questions. and responded - to
each other, They seemed free to express themselves o
and were interested in the topic. o i 18
' The only thing that 'l noticed for future improvement

is that three students were not following the assignment.

I went over to them and noticed that they were unclear -
-as to what-they were supposed. to.do: - They had hardly .

bequn the assignment by the end of the class.

SCRIPT B (Information with Suggestions) - Trie same as ' o

- Script A with the following addjtibhal'paragraph; ' -

next class and ask them about the directions. During seat

work time you could move around the classroom.apd look .
over their shoulders to see how they. are doing. You can

What you might do is meet with those three students before

check their work while they are still doing it. You may R

want to make these changes: . T L
. . ; ) . . RPN - ) . ®

k3 S

R A CoeT v ' ' o ' .
iy " sl e S — - L
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TABLE 1 o
Scores and Significance Levels of

Teachers' Perceptions by Scripts

Scripts
. = .. .:__B-Information” — C-Information -

B A-Information - with. . with I
Perceptions Only - _Suggestions . _ Directives F-Values

-

]
E-¥
~Q

*

. Supportiveness 1 3.05 . o 3.47 1.97 A vs.
| R ' o A Vs.
B vs.

C!?‘C"QIWI

e W
o
o

T
ey
e
*

Authenticity © 3,59 - 4.26 313 - Kuws.
; . o - A Vs,
B vs.

W ou
=
o]
(e
*

T — — —

~ Loyalty - ~3.03° - 4.53 L3 Ais. B -
' : o ‘ ‘ A vs: €

B ws. C

P B I 5.57 - Avs. B=24.4
T~ - Avs. C= 3.02
B B vs. C = 42

2

. Productivity 2.63 . 4.07 2.8l A-vs: Be=
1 . T ’ . . ) A‘VS, C -
S - - B s, C=

*Significant at .0% level |
 wssignificant at .01 level . . S L.

lﬁi_f' (89) ‘ | - R B
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SCRIPTC. (Infbrmat10n-w1th D1rect1ves) - The same as

Scr1pt A with the following additional paragraph

What you must do is meet with those ‘three .students
before next class and ask them about the directions, .
During seat work time you should move around the classroom’

-

.and ‘1ook over their shoulders to see how they are doing.

. You have to check their work while they are still doxng
’ 1t _ I want you to make these changes p

variables .
Dependent var1ab1es were def1ned as follows: Supportiveness was the o '/;;;

Q

degree that ‘the superv1sar g behav1or is 0r1ented towards prob]em so]v1ng,
'spantane1ty, equa]1my, prov1s1ona11sm, empathy; and descr1pt1on Trd'
was_ the degree of conf1dence in the superv1sor Authent1c1ty was composed
sallence of self over one 's ro]e toya1ty was the deqree of 1nfarma1
authority. Praduet1v1ty was - the 11ke11hood of chang1nq ane's teach1nq

as a result of the superv1sory conference‘ Each var1able was measured from

professors, and teachers; Independent variables were Scr:pts A B and C
éavariatés were'QUBjeEtit sex, years Qf teach1ng experience; and age.

The three scr1pts were recorded on vaaéatapé and sequenréd in three
different orders accopd1na ta the Latin’ Squares de51gn (W1ner, 1971) .ﬁﬁ f?’ﬁf -
The subaeets were 1nstructed to 1na§ihe that the Supervxsor dep1cted on the |

1de0tape ‘had Just abserved the1r c]assroom, and was meet1ng w1th them for‘

_ purposes of 1nstruct16nal 1mpravement After v1ew1ng each scr1pt, subgectsﬁﬂ

completed an 1nstrument measurang the perce1ved suppbrtipehééé and

i e e

-4
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authent1c1ty of the superv1sor, the 1oya1ty and trust qenerated by the

suoerv1sor, and the product1v1ty of - the 1nstrucfioﬁa1 1mprovement conference\\ - ﬁ:

,SubJects recorded their ré§ﬁ66§é§ to-each 1tem on a six-point Likert-type. ~

Scaie o -
o . — - (-4

To assure that order-of scr1pt presentat1éﬁ did net ‘confound tpachers'

response to. scr1pt three different orders were adm1n1§tered ?ur%hérg to

\(‘

.detect if SCert and” order 1nteré&f1ons were an artifact of this study; .

s on o order effects. were ana1yzed U ,- : . ‘{ . _ WMW»e",

- -

l@ﬂmtsf - -
Hypothes1s number one, that teachers would perce1ve d1fferent]y o _ﬂ,;;;
informational and contro111ng conferences vias ana]yzed in a two stage '

_procedure First, a MANGGVA w1th de, Sex, and years exper1ence as covarsatos

@l

nas used to analyze the overall Scrlpt effect Slgn1f1cant scr1pt effect

was found with W11ks cr1ter1on F=8.44; <. p1, Second, data was subgected o
-"'to o;repeated MANCOVA u51nq a pr1or1 orthogonal comparlsons (N1ner, 1971)

for-eacn‘dépéndent varjab]e;;‘The resu];s'are shoWn in Tab]e'l Note that

gi{;mnéaﬁt— aifféréncés weré‘;fouﬁa'sﬁ a1l five measures with éﬁi}.tééﬁ

-

Insert Table 1 about here |

.

o -

Tz tWo coﬁééri§ons théﬁ'did not’ d1ffer were on the measures trust
and product1v1ty between Scr1pt A - InfOrmat1on Cw]y and Scr1pt C -
information with B1rECt1v Compar1sons on al1 measures beiween Scr1pt A=
‘Informat1on Only and Scr1pt B- Informdtion with Suggest1ons dnd between‘ '

\Scrtpt B - Informat1on w1th~Suggest1cns and Scr1nt C - Informat1on With ' _.Li

“Dlréctlves were §agn1facant.'}5“f" ‘ ””ff'*4"$7h7;:n:wmpuupuw_:} i%ﬁ
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' 7Hyp0ches1s nunber two, that teachers woa]d perce1ve superv1sory
conférences with informational ]anguage more pos1t1ve1y thén superv1sery
confarences with contro111ng ]anguage as meaSLred by the . dependent var1ab1es =
of support1veness, authent1c1ty, 1oya1ty, trust; and product1v1ty, was . _‘ é;

ver1f1ed by descriptive stat1st1cs of mean scores of percept1ons df‘teachers
to superv1sory Scr1pt A (Informat1on enly) Script B (Intormat1on w1th -
: Suggestlons), and Scr1pt ¢ (Information with Directives). Mean scores are
'Hpresented 1n Tab]e la Note that the rank1ng of mean scores of subJects
perceptlons are cons1stent on ai] f‘ve measur es. In gvery case Scr1pt B
'(Informat1on wi th Suggest1ons) is perce1ved more pos1t1ve]y than Scr1pt A
;(Informat1on 0n1y) and Seript A is perce1ved more poswt1ve]y than Scr1pt C

o v

(Informat1on with Dlrect1ves) The h1erarch1ca1 reTat1qn ‘of percept1on of .

. v scripts B> A >C affiris hypothesis two: '; I o ¢
- Finally, to deteriine if script and order 1nteraet10ns were an )

art1fact of this study;.a a MANEOVA 6f order and scr1pt was perfermed There
iwas no overall order é?? t chever, there ‘Was an 0vera]] order and
script effeet Wilks Criterion F=1.65; & . 65 To understand ‘the nature of “ '“ﬂ =
this effect further MANCOVA S for each 1ndependent var%ab1e were done S
There was no order and ser1pt effect for the var1ab]es éuthent1e1ty,

. 1eyalty, and product1v1ty but there was an order and ¢Lr1pt e?fect for the
variables suapart1veness and trust (F=2: 65; p &: 05, F=2. ?2, p Ai 05).
By 1ook1ng at the mean scores of percept1on> by scr1pt énd érder 1n°;
_Table 2, the consistent h1erarch1ca] re]at1on of mean scores of percept1ons

of scrwpts BJ>-A :>C ho]d for a]? but two cases Grder 2 (when subJects

**e__“e,ylewed Scr1pu B first Scr1pt C seuond, and Scr1pt A th1rd) on support1veness

'esu1ted 1n 5cr1pt B and SCT?pt A,hay1nq equa} meanstxhus scrapts A*S>>C

R




wr
\

\( -

-

ot L _ ‘ | : s ' - T‘A . ‘.. ‘_'- :‘ ' o ;. "‘. o :;,_f "_ —./#‘ B
N ¢ ) R . . ? ) ———h E L L . ‘:’\ ‘ - ; ) “‘ ﬂ~ J 'I..
‘ PR R THLEZ R T L
I . Order and-Serift Interactions; . .7 o o

o S R T T X s fﬂ‘r
Supportiveness, Authemticity = Loalty' -~ Trist T Prodipeiviy Bt

R i U PR TR IO A

) . | + ' '\ " o

it

Perceptions

Scripts

. 7
.

e IEEIEE Tear ERE b R RR Bt R R

3] 6] 206+

. L

- ] . L 1 - L o \ : : _
; . . 4+ . . Sl .

o) o) L) a8 3 20 by s 190 3.0 i;,so.. L) 22

Y. J

. — [ . . \ ) , - g0 . . R
> . ’ = T 1. +

- e B ¢ . . W
. - B B . "
5 - .

’ N !

v b3 el g o)t 38| 4.85) a2f 300 5:20) Za0f 3
S I e ‘ ] Il s e B B




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




REENTRAE SR

R S

“Teachers'. Discrimination-

a . . . . . R S

. wwaf”T“'iT”'*wiM\ S Insert Table about here

Discussion

The resuTts of this study appeared to TargeTy cnnf1rm the conmmn1cat1on

th'ory of Becc1 and Ryan (1982) d th uperv1sory conference theory of

‘ GT1ckman (1984) Teachers d1scr1m1nated strong]y in therr percept1ons of

- 1nformat1on and controTT1nq conferences They rateo htghest conferences ) :'j:';

in wh1éh the superv1sor commun1cated 1nf’rmat1on with suggest’ons, rated

iy 4

next conferences in wh1ch the superv1gpr c mun1cated 1nformat1on_on1y,

\\ B and rated Towest the conference 1n wh1ch the uperv1sor commun1qated

1nformat1on w1th directives. SeveraT wr1ters 1n\superv1s1on (Harr1s, 1975

Blumberg, 1974 GT1ckman, 1981) have TabeTed a supérv1sor s conmun1cat1on

that cons1sts of 1nformat1on, cr1t1c1sm, suggest1ons, and mandates as

'kd]rect1ve; The findings of h study suggest that teachers make aner

>, " distinctions in such superv1sory commun1cat1on. It woqu seem’ that there

are at-least three subcategor1es of d1rect1ve superV1sory commun1catwon,

~

d1rect1ve-1nformat10na1, d1rect1ve suggest1ng, d1rect1ve mandat1ng
1
The resu]ts of th1§ study can be part1aTTy exp1a1ned by Decc1 and

Ryan' s (1982) theory of 1nformat1on and controT They pos1t that the greater

cho1ce an 1nd1v1dua1 1s g1ven over h1s/her act1v1t1es,sthe more product1ve o

and»sat1sf1ed the 1ﬁdTVTduaT w111 be Our study showed as pred1cted that

o unfavorabTy wh11e 1nformat1on w1th suggestwons and 1nformat1on aTone wh1ch %51 _';:

‘ g1ves greater degree of teacher cho1ce was rated more favorabTy Yet, Tf
«

the degree of cho1ceﬁ1s cr1t1ca1 to favored commun1cat1on, 1t stands to

et e

- rea o tﬁatr eachers shoqu prefer 1nformat1on onTy above 1nformat1on w1th
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fsuggestions On a continuum of ohoiéé;‘inforhation only gives the
1nd1v1dua1 the most choice wh11e 1nformat1on with squeg‘?ons prov1des an
. 1nf1uenc1ng structure on the individual's choice. - Why then do teachers
rate 1nformat1on with sugqest10ns h1qher than 1nformat*on on1y7 The ‘answer
m1ght~be that in the eontext of a professional superv1sor teacher re]at1onsh1ps,u
'teachers prefer supervesors to g1ve them 8 sense of direction to their d

e 1
choice. Informat1on only does not provide teachers with any operat1ona1 l

* framework for 1mprov1ng their: 1nstruct10n Informat1on thh squest1ons,

,,..“"

'however, prcv1des teachers with a qu1de for accept1ng, rev1s1nq, or
reJect1ng the supervisor s_offered cho1ce.f Therefore, at 1east in a.

professional, tedcher-supervisory context; there may be a limit to the
smount of choice that individuals desire.- '

The results of th1s study have also:. provoked the cur1os1ty of the .

researchers about scr1pt and an order effect ' There was a difference in a

_few cases in how teachers perce1ve scr1pts based on the order in wh1ch they

were v1ewed Although the ana]ys1s of scr1pt and order effect. was, done
as a procedura1 matter to ana1yze changes in hierarchical rank1n§s of scriﬁtsl‘

and the effect d1d not systemat1ca11y create such a]terat1ons, the ootentiaim_;»

;ﬂ#lvhbeffect of order is st1]1 of 1nterest It would appear ‘hat further, studies
of script and order m1ght d1sc1ose 1mportant findings about thé effects on
teachers when a. superv1sor changes ‘the order of eommun1cat1on in a conference.‘
- For example, is there a d1fference in how teachers perce1ve 1nformat1on after
it fo]]ows d1rect1ves as eompared t0 when 1t fo]]ows squest1ons7;~ h
Further quest1ons us1ng Fishbein and Aazen S (1975) paradlgm o?.“Who o

says what, to whom, Wi th what effects7" need to be explored: The question -

Of who 1S:1mportant We do not ‘Know’ 1f teachers percept1ons would d1ffer~t'”
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according to subéfvisar‘s age; gender, or aooééranéé; The quest1on
of what the supervisor communicates has been partially discussed in
the present study Additional research m1ght be done, however by chanq1ng

events such as the teachers verba] sk111s or the student's c1assroom

behavior. WOuld chang1ng the observat1on that 1s commun1cated a1so change

7

the percept1on of teachers towards the scr1pts7 The quest1on of to whom
also may be 1mportant. The hypothesas of this study centered on‘Sfr1pt
effect on teachers; perceptions and aqe, sex, and exper1ence were used as
covar1ates s1mp1y to m1n1mlze error. The number of" subJects was not 1aroe
enough to test with conf1dence categories of age; exper1ence, and sex. . 4
It wou1d be of interest to conduct stud1es w1th larger numbers of subjeCts -

to ana1yze such variables to see if percept1ons of scrxpts var1ed actafaihqiy.

Finally, the last quest1on of the parad1qm with what effect suggests a need

to test other’deoendent var1ab]es For examp!e, we do not know whether _
teachers' observable behaviors in the1r own c]assrooms woqu change as a

result of récéiving varioos coﬁﬁonications'from the SUpéfﬁiéar;

\

fhis study has shown that teaehers, when viewing s1mu1ated video tapes

- of a supervisor commun1cat1nq for purposes of 1nstruct1ona1 1mprovement

| do discr1m1nate among various types ‘of d1rect1ve 1anquage ‘and that 1nformat1on
with suggestions 1S'perce1ved most favorab]y. The qenera]1zab111ty Y

‘of such findings to othef conditions remains to be tested.
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Footnotes

. _The order of investigators' néﬁééféié_f@haémiycontribUEiéﬁéWté,thé
study and manuscript were equally shared. We thank Charles K. Franzdn;
Stephen E. Craner, and Anthony D. Pellegrini for their assistance in this

project:

Note 1: Glickman; €: b Supervision: _The developmental function for =

school success. Bostons MA: Allyn and Bacon; Inpress for 1984

Note 2: Kdtt@é@p,}ﬁ. B. Supervisory authenticity, communication, produc- - -
tivity, and subordinate loyalty. A paper présented to the Annual -
Meeting of the American Educatidnal Research-Association, New York,

March 1982.
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