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Abstract:

The problem in this study was to investigate the verbal teaching patterns of secondary student teachers
and to determine essentially what these teaching patterns were. As a corollary to the problem, the
Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and the Teaching Situation Reaction Test were administered to student
teachers to determine if these tests could predict successful student teachers prior to their student
teaching experience in the secondary schools of Montana.

It was the purpose of this study, then, to record and analyze the verbal behavior patterns of two groups
of secondary student teachers. One group, the control group, consisted of students who went through
the regular training program. The other group received twenty hours of training in interaction analysis.
Selected aspects of the reconstructed Flanders' matrix were compared and analyzed.

Another aspect of the problem dealt with the possible predictive value of the Teaching Situation
Reaction Test and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale as they pertained to superior teaching. A comparison
and analysis was made between scores achieved on the two tests and such quantitative elements as
grade point average in the major subject area, mean scores on the rating forms used by Montana State
University supervisors and the grade given to measure the success in student teaching.

Procedures. The Fall Quarter, 1969, student teacher group was selected on a random basis from among
those available teaching English, social studies, history, mathematics, biology. The Winter Quarter
group was matched as closely as subject major or minor availability permitted The Teaching Situation
Reaction Test and the Dogmatism Scale were administered to all available student teachers. These tests
were used as both dependent and independent variables. Data were analyzed using F-tests, and t-tests
where applicable. Simple comparisons were also made.

Results. The student teachers trained with Flanders' coding of classroom techniques provided a more
open classroom atmosphere.

The student teacher accepted more student ideas and praised them more, partly as a result, they
criticized them less. The students talked considerably more and the teacher a little less. The amount of
time devoted to content was the same, but it was used differently and the ratio of teacher to student talk
was reduced.

The Dogmatism Scale was effective in predicting desirable change as measured by the Teaching
Situation Reaction Test. Those people scoring high in flexibility and non-authoritarianism made
significant growth while those judged authoritarian made little or no growth. The evaluation system
used at Montana State University did not reflect these differences.
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ABSTRACT

The problem in this study was to investigate the verbal
teaching patterns of secondary student teachers and to determine
essentially what these teaching patterns were. As a corollary to
 the problem, the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and the Teaching Situation
Reaction Test were administered to student teachers to determine
if these tests could predict successful student teachers prior to
their student teaching experience in the secondary schools of
Montana. ' '

1t was the purpose of this study, then, to record and ana-
lyze the verbal behavior patterns of two groups of secondary student
teachers. One group, the control group, consisted of students who
went through the regular training program. The other group received
twenty hours of training in interaction analysis. Selected aspects
of the reconstructed Flanders' matrix were compared and analyzed.

Another aspect-of the problem dealt with the possible pre-
dictive value of the Teaching Situation Reaction Test and the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale as they pertained to superior teaching. A comparison
and analysis was made between scores acliieved on the two tests and such
quantitative elements-as grade point average in the major -subject area,
mean scores on the rating forms used by Montana State University super-
visors-and the grade given to measure the success in student teaching.

Procedures. The Fall Quarter, 1969, student teacher group was
selected on a random basis from among those available teaching English,
social studies, history, mathematics, biology. The Winter Quarter group
was matched as closely as subject major or minor availability permitted.

The Teaching Situation Reaction Test and the Dogmatism Scale
were administered to all available student teachers. These tests were
used as both dependent and independent variables. Data were analyzed
using F-tests, and t~tests where applicable. Simple comparisons were
also made.

Results. The student teachers trained with Flanders' coding
of classroom techniques provided a miore open classroom atmosphere.
The student teacher accepted more student ideas-and praised them more,
partly as a result, they criticized them less. The students talked
considerably more and the teacher a little less. The amount of time
devoted to content was the same, but it was used differently and the
ratio of teacher to student talk was reduced.

The Dogmatism Scale was effective in predicting desirable
change as measured by the Teaching Situation Reaction Test. Those
people scoring high in flexibility and non-authoritarianism made
‘significant growth while those judged authoritarian made little or
no growth. The evaluation system used at Montana State University
did not reflect these differences.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCT ION

Education, téday, is a topic fhat is of vital interest to
Montana, as well as the nation. Few people deny that the interacr
tive process of teaching and learning is a complex one that makes
scientific ‘research difficult..

There is little doubt that scientific research has lagged
in the analysis of the proper procedureslfor teaching. (Flanders,
1951) This lack of research is due to several reasons.

People concerned wifh resea?ch in education havé found it
difficult to develop reliable and valid instrumenfs.that cgnhstaﬁd
the test of replication,(Mitzel, 1960) To understand their diffi—

culty; the subject must be understood. People are so highly complex

and at times #rrational, it is extremely.difficult to.predict their

behavior. Research in science does not have this problem. . A sub-
jéct such as crystal, also highly complex, always reacts in a prer .
dictable fashion following the laws of nature.

Another préblem in the analysis of thé teachiﬁg4pattern ig
the_ﬁatural suspicion class?oom teachers have for any kind of out-
side influence. This basic resistance to change was noted by such
early psychologists as: William James and Ivén Pavlov. (Hilgard and',

Bower, 1966) . ¢
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Teaching is by nature a very personal process. The inner

egos of both students and teachgré are constantly exposed. Each
party can hurt the‘other either intentionallj or unintentionally.
Much of the hurt and consequent withdrawal can be avoided with
ﬁroper training of the teacher.(Flanders, 1951)

| Some speak of thé "born teacher" and his natural effective-
ness with youngsteré. It is wonderful to see such outstanding
examples of teaching competency, but unfortunately, they don't seem

to be born in.sufficient numbers to fill ‘all our classrooms.

For those people who are not born to teach, it is neceésary'

to proﬁide a program where they may attain the highest level of
teaching competency poésible before the& are placed in teaching
siutations and then they should be provided with the proper tech-
niques and tools for continued self-analysis. It is only through
constant work énd vigilance that teachers can achieve and retain a
high level of excellence.

Many institutions of higher learning offer teacher training
programs. If these programs are to meet the challenges of the ever
changing modern day stﬁdent, fhe programs must be freéuently evalu-
ated an updated. Youngsfers are changing and the prégram that
trains their teachers must change with them or become increasingly

less effective.
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However, befpre one can look at possible avenues or direc-
tions of change, one must first determine a base line of present day
performance, This study éttempted to gather base line information
on the present program, as well as explore areas of training never

before offered at Montana State University.

Statement of the Problem

The problem in this study was to investigate the verbal

' teaching patterns of secondary student teachers and to determine

essentially what these teaching patterns were. As a corollary to

- the problem, the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale and the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test were administered to student teachers to determine if

these ‘tests could prédict. successful student .teachers prior to-

" their.placement in the secondary schools of Montand.

It was the purpose of this study, thén, to record and ana-=
lyze the verbal behavior patterns of two gréups of secondary student
teachers. One group, the control group, consisted of students who
went tﬁrough the regular fréininglprograms The other group received
twenty hours of training in interaction analysis. Selected aspects
of the reconstructed Flanders' matrix were compared and analyzed.
(Flanders, 1965)

Another aspect of the prdblem dealt with the possible pre-

dictive value of the Teaching Situation Reaction Test (Duncan with
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"Hough, 1966) and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960) as they

pertain to superior teaching. A comparison and analysis was made
between scores achieved on the two tests and such'quantitative
elements as grade point average in the major and minor, grade point
average in professional subjects, mean scores on-the rating forms
used by Montana State University supervisors and the grade given to

-

measure the success in student teaching.

Need for the Study
A survey of available literature indicated that a relatively
quantitative study of verbal teaching patterns of secondary student

teachers had never been done at Montana State University, nor had

the possible predictivé aspects of the Teaching Situation ‘Reaction

Test and the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale been explored at this insti-

tution. . Additional information is available in Chapter Two concern-
ing the use of these instruments at other institutions.

The period of time when student Eeachers work actively in a
classroom under the direction of a classroém teacher is often viewed
by them as a culmination of their undergraduate college education.
During a personal interview in January, 1970, Mr. G. V. Erickson,
former Director of Stﬁdent Teaching-at Montana State University
stated, '"some student teachers fail because .they are unable to

master basic teaching competencies.'" These unfortunate incidents of




Ll bl L.

- 5 -
failure can be reduced if more reliable instruments of selection
can be developed.

In order to'properly assess the excellence of any program,
it must be analyzed in terms of its objecfives; Presumably one of
the measures of success for prospective_teachers_is the ability £o
obtain and hold a teaching job,- |

In a study by McMurchy (1969), the four-year educétién
graduates of 1966, 1967, and 1968 were polled. Of the fifty-four
percent who responded to the questiénnaire, seventy~five perceﬁt of
the 1966 graduates were still teaching and eighty-two percent of
the 1967. graduating teachers were currently teaching.(McMurchy, 1969)

The student teachers that are graduates of Montana State
University are successful; the.records show.thJ:_s° They are able to
obtain jobs énd hold them, but what is really known about the teach-
ing pattérns of.these people? Are some of them placed in positions
that regult in unhappiness for them and their students? Thg records
show that this is also frue. McMurchy noted that approximatély
three percent of those leaving teaching were'doing so because of
poor Bealth, inability to Reep discibline, or dislike for teaching
(MeMurchy, 1969, p. 60) If more were known ;bout thg kinds of
teaching patterns student teachers possessed at graduation, some
misplacement could be avoided. Not only could misplacementrbé

avoided, but greater efforts could be made to teach the identi-
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fiable skills of superior studgnt teachers to the students in train-
ihg. Presumably the most critical measure of excellence for pfos-
pective teachers would be the creation of a classroom climate that
would encourage every child to develop his abilities to the fullést
extent possible. Studies will be cited in Chaptér Three showing the
relationship between teaching style and achievement. These studies
will also show a rela£ionship between teaching style and student
attitudes toward peers and teachers. The time may well come when
some teachers will not only be hired on the basis of subject égntent,
but also‘on the basis of. demonstrable skill they‘possess in direct )
or indirect teaching proficiencies.

. _As a fesult of this study, the College'of Education at
Montgna State University will have on record the relatively quanti-
tative teaching patterns exhibited by the twenty-two student teachers
who were closely observed. The bésie teaching pattern of eacH can be
accurately re-constructed and evaiuated, and decisions can be
‘reached as to whether these patterns are desirable. This study

should result in a greater understanding of the techniques our

student teachers use.

Limitations of the Study
| It is recognized that this study contains a number of

variables that are impossible to control and yet could be a deter-
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mining factor in the style of verbal interaction present in the
classroom. Fortunately class sizé remained relatively constant,
near an average of twenty-five stﬁdénts per class. However, such
factors as the effects of Fhe different cooperating teachers, ethnic
and geographic.location remain unassessed. In sbite of the factors
moted plus other equally potent variables, it was felt that infor-
mation-gained from a random sample of student teachers over a two-
quarter period of time wéuld be a valuable piece of dat;{

.Another -rather severe limitation was impoéed on the study by
the relatively short period of time (thirty teaching days) tha£ the
secondary student teachers spent in the élassroom° . During the Fall
Quarter, two days of the thirty were school holidays. Of the r;main-
ing twenty-éight, the writer spent fifteen days with fourteen stqdent
teachers. TUnfortunately, three of the fifteen days produced no
usable information as the lessons presented were unsuitable to codé.

Virtually all interaction presented on those observation
days was coded,. The matrices, later presented, aré a fairly Ebmf
prehensive version:oftone day's teaching. \

The study is limited to those secondary student teachers
selected at random Fall Quarter, 1969, and matched as closely as
possible Winter Quérter,,l970, b?L%hbse with appropriate majors and

minors. The majors and minors considered were English, social

~.

studies, history, mathematics and biology since iﬁ\wag assumed that
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there would be more continual teacher-student interaction in these
subject matter areas than in such subjects..as phys$ical education or

industrial arts.

. Definitidon of Terms
Secondary student teacher--Student enrolled in.Education 410

and Education 411 at Montana State University and teaching in one or

more of the grades seven through twelve in public schools of - -Montana. -

. Flanders' matrix--Ten by ten array of unit éells‘grduped
according to rectangular coordinate system used in eiementary math-
ematics systems. " A more complete descripéibn of the categories,
and cells, as Well‘as the matrix is offéred in Chapter, Three,

Example.

123456738910

Accepts Feeling

- Praises or’ Encourages
Accepts or Uses Ideas of Students

' Asks Questions
Lecturing

Giving Directions

Criticizing or Justifying Authority
Student Talk - Response

Student Talk - Initiation

Silence of Confusion

Qwoe~gouUT P WN =

=

I/D ratio--Total of columnsg 1, 2, 3, 4 divided by the total
of columns 5, 6, 7.(Amidon and Flanders, 1967, p: 131) This ratio
compares the time spent praising or asking questions to the time

spent lecturing, giving directions or offering criticism.
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Revised I/D ;atio (RID)--Total of columns 1, 2, 3, (kinds of
praise) divided by the total of columns 6 aﬁd 7 (direction and
criticism), |
Teacher-talk--Total of columns 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, é, 7.
Stu&ent-télk--Total'of columns 8, 9.
T/S--Total of columns 8 and 9 divided into the total of
columns 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7.
Extended indirect influence--Total of cells (1,1), (1,2);
(1,3), 2,1, (2,2),.(2;3)s.(3,1),'(333), (3,3). .These .cells
reflect the amount of time. spent in different categories of
praising the students.

Example

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

SCwowo~NouPWN K

[

Extended direct influence--Total of cells (6,6), (6,7),
(7,6), (7,7). These cells reflect the amount of time spent giving

directions and criticism.
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Example

1.2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

LN

O W o~ >

[

The '"content cross"--Total of cells (1,4), (1,5), (2,4),
(2,5), (B,4), 3,5), (4,1), (4,2), (4,3), (4,4, (4,5), (4,6), (4,7),
(4,8), (4,9),-- (4,10), (5,1), (5,2), (5,3),.(5,4), (5,5), (5,6), '
(5,7), (5.8), (5,9.), (5,10), (6,4), (6,5), (7,4), (7,5), (8,4),.
(8,5),.(9,4), (9,5), (10,4), (10,5). These cells carry the content
covered in the teaching period.

| A.Example

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1
2 17

3 e

4, L]

5 |

6

7 g

8 | :

9 "1

10

Student~talk following student-talk--Total of .cells (8,8),

(8,9), (9,9), (10,8), (10,9).
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Example

1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

VWO UH WN

;i'-'

Silence or .confusion following teacher-talk or student-talk--
Total of cells (1,10). (2,10). (3,10), (4,10). (5,10), K6,10),
(7,10), (8,10), (9,10).
Example

1 2 3 4 5 6 7.8 9 10

O WO~y BN

=

Total silence or confusion--Total of cells (1,10), (2,10),

(3,10), .(4,10), (5,10), (6,10), (7,10), (8,10), (9,10). (10,10).
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Example

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

"—I" i
Q00N U P WN

Indirect teacher response to student comments--Total of cells
(8,1), (8,2), (8,3), (8,4), (9,1), (9,2), (9,3), (9,4).

Example

1 2 3.4 5 6 7 8 9 10

-

e

—_ . :
DWW NOUL WM

Direct'téacher response as a result of student comments--

Total of cells (8,5), (8,6), (8,7), (9,5), (9,6, (9,7).

Ll bl
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Example

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9.10

O WVONO U WN

—

Student-talk following teacher-talk--Total of cells (1,8),.
(1,9), (2,8), (2,9), (3,8), (3,9), (4,8), (4,9), (5,8), (5,9), (6,8),
(6,9), (7,8), (7,9).

Example

1 2°3 4 5 6 7 8 .9 10

— .
QWi

¥

Summary
The availability of‘research information about the verbal
teaching patterns of the secondary student teachers at Montana State
University was explored and it; lack was noted. It was the problem

of this study, then, to investigate the verbal teaching patterns of
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selected secondary student teachers and to determine essentially
what these teaching patterns were. -As a corollary to the problem,

the Rokeach Dogmatism Scdle and the Teaching Sitiation Reaction

Test were administered to student teachers to determine if thesg
tésts couid predict successful student teachers prior to their’
student feaching experience in the secéndafy schools of Montana.
The Flanders' éystem of recording and analysis was used to inyes—

tigate the verbal teaching patterns of the student teachers.
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Chapter 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In revie%ing the literature, two basic categories were
covered: (1) literature pertaining to interaction analysis, and
(2) literature pertaining to the information gathéring instruments.
The information éathering instruments included: (1) Flanders'

system of coding classroom behavior; (2) Teaching Situation Reaction

Test; and (3) Rokeach Dogmatism Scale,

_Early Studies of Teacher-Student Interaction

.Some of the earliest studies regarding a type of interaction
of students and teachers stems from the work of H. H. Anderson and
his associates, Joseph and Helen Brewer and Mary Frances Reed.
(Anderson, 1939) . These studies and later ones tended to polarize
human contacts as either "dominative'". or "integrative" contacts.
Since most research on classroom climate tends to dwell in these
areas it is essential that they be understood.

Early researchers thought of these two kinds of behavior in

this way.

A preliminary study showed.that it was possible to devise
reliable measures of behavior of young children. Behavior was
recorded as ''contacts' divided into two groups of categories.

If a child snatched a toy, struck a playmate, or commanded him,.
or if he attempted to force him in some .way, .such .contacts were

included under the term "domination'". By such behdavior he
ignored the rights of the companion; he tended to reduce the
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interplay of differences and to lead toward'fesistance or con-
formity .in responding or adapting to another.

Other contacts were recorded which tended to increase the
interplay of differences. Offering a companion a choice or
soliciting an expression of his desires were gestures of flexi-
bility and adaptation. These tended in the direction of dis-
covering common purposes among differences. Such contacts were
grouped. under the term "socially integrative behavior". ’
(Anderson' and Reed, 1946, p. 5)

Anderson's work was based primarily on youngsters in the
pre-school and elementary stage of development. It involved five
different teachers over a period of several years. Over a period of
time, certain consistent findings appeared. One of the most signif-
icant findings related to the behavior of the teacher:as it set the
climate for the class. Dominative contacts by the teacher spread
further dominative contacts throughout the room, while integrative
contacts cited further integrative contacts. This tendency persisted
when the teacher no .longer was present in the room. .- A second signif-
icant finding concerned those teachers with a high proportion of
integrative contacts. Pupils in this setting were more spontaneous,
showed more initiative and exhibited more-acts of problem solving.
(Anderson, 1939)

A third finding by Anderson and Reed (1946) showed that

students with a high proportion of dominative contacts were easily

distracted and:showed greater rejection of teacher domination.
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A second early study done bylLippitt and . White (1943) made
an independent analysis of the effect of adult leaders on boys'
groups. .This.study was done under more closeiy controlled 1abora;
tor& conditions. - The role of the adult leaders was made more.con-
sistent as a resu1£ of careful training and roie'ﬁléying; The basic
differences evol%ing—from different personalities were minimized by
rotation pf leaders among the groups. To intensify the effect of
the adult leaders, the groups.were kept at fivé boys. The gxéeri-
ments of Libpitt and White contained some slight variations when
compared to the work of Anderson. .Essentially:though, Lippitt and
White used "authoritarian leadership'" as the integrative contact;
and ?laisséz-faire" as a pattern of.infrequent integrative contacts
mixed with an element of indifference to the rest of the group.

This latter pattern is seldom foun& in the claséréom-and Anderson
and others did not consider it in their studies.

A most interesting aspect of this second independent study
concerns its relationship to the work by Anderson. .With some changes
in ;emantics,.but With'virtﬁally no changes .in behavioral actions the
two studies are mutually supportive. One interesting facet‘of
Lippitt and White involved a conceptual exténsion of Anderson's
"conforming to teacher domination.! Under the more intensive social

climate of the laboratory it was readily seen that extensive compli-
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ance by youngsters occurred if a generalized condition of dependence
was maintained. (Lippitt, 19405
These two'supportive sLudies resuited in severgl other

studies concerning the social climate of the classroom. In a study
by Withall (1949) a seven category system'of integrative-domiqative
behavior gave results similar to.Anderson's. In an early study by
Flanders‘(l951) yoﬁngstérs were exposed éo contrasting patterns of
teacher behavior one pupil at a time. - Flénders noted that the
dominative pattern was consistently d;inked by the youngsters.

The dis;ike was measured in terms of. inability to recall informa-
tion; anxiety.és measured by the galvanic skin response and changes
in the heart beat. .. All three indicators showed pbsitive gains when
integrative contacts were used.

A study by Perkins (1951) supported the general theme of

greater learning bfought abbut.by an‘integrative type of leader.
.Cogan (1956), in a large cross-sectional gtud§ involving 987 eighth
grade students iﬁ 33 classrooms had.a similar finding. Cogan did
not use a system of spontaneous observatipns ;s.did Perkins and
Withall, but a pencil and paper type instrument that éssesse&

(a) student ﬁerceptions.of the teacher; (B) how often the& did
required homework; and (c) how often they did non-required hqmeworg.

Cogan found that they did more required and hHon-required homework




Ll e

di

- 19 -
when they, the students, perceived fhe feacher as an integrative
type rather than a dominant type.

These research projects cited all support the ﬁotion of the
importance of classroom climate. A summarization of the two types.
of teaching patterns follows:

The Integrative or Indirect Pattern

(a) Accepts, clarifies, and supports the ideas and feelings

of pupils.

(b) Praises and encourages.

(¢c) Asks questiqn; to stimulate pupil pafticipation in
decision~making.

(d) Asks questioms to orient pupils to school work.

The Dominative or Direct Pattern

(a) Expresses or .lectures about own. ideas: or. knowledge.

(b) Gives directions or orders.

(c) Criticiées or deprecates pupil behavior with intent to
change it.

(d) Justifies own position or authority. (Flanders, 1965,

p. 6)
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Recent Studies of Teacher-Student Interaction

The year 1956-57 is taken as an arbitrary péint to diétin-
guish studies of two periods. It was at:this-poiﬁ?.that.Flanderé
first used the notion of a matrix in his analysis of data.

In a study done in New Zealand in 1956-57, Flanders (1965)
found a significant relationship Be;ween atgitudes of elementary
.yoﬁngsters and teéching style exhibited by the teacher. It was
shown that:

....classes that scored high on liking the teacher, motivatiom,

fair .rewards and punishments, lack of anxziety, and independence

‘used more indirect influence, while teachers of classes that
scored low used- less indirect influence.(Flanders, 1965, p. 64)

A concurrent study done in Minnesota also confirms;this.(Eléﬁdegs,
1965)

Table 1 gives the interaction analysis data for the five
high and low scoring attitude classes in New Zealand. The subjects
were étandard'4 youngsters, 10 to 12 years old. (Flanders, 1965,

p. 57)
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TABLE 1

INTERACTION ANALYSIS DATA FOR NEW ZEALAND STUDENTS

-éategory in Percent
Type of-Class

Highest Lowest

Acéepts and clarifies feelings 1 0.41 0.05

Praises and encourages 2 2.28 , 0.09

Accepts and clarifies student ideas| 3 6.28 2.89

Asks questions 4 8.71 5.85

Routine administration or state-

ments unrelated to learning 5 0.40 | 0.67

Gives information or lectures 6 24,15 25.40

Gives direction 7 9.58 | 16.50

Gives criticism 8 2.58 6.31

Justifies own authority . 9 31.52 .1 20.35
Pupil talks 10

Silence, pauses or confusion 11 13.71 -19.99

Total Tallies ) 10,769 | 29,054

A third study in Minnesota involved seventh grade social
studies and eighth _grade mathematics classes. .The.general results
are consistent witﬂ those studies cited preyiouély,.i,e., those
teachers uéiﬁgiinéirect teachiﬁg patterns stimulated greater. achieve-
ment than tﬁoéémwho were more .direct. ..In féct; it was found that
"direct teacher influence restriéts learning when a student's pér;

ception of the goal is ambiguous.'(Flanders, 1965, p. 108)

T T
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In an.intensive study conducted by Norma Furst and

Edmund Amidon at the elementary level, variation in verbal commu-
nication was noted in grade level and subject taught.. The schools

involved were divided by economic level; low, medium or high. At

Table 2

least twenty-five classrooms were involved at each level.
is a description of talk by grade level.
TABLE 2
TALK BY GRADE LEVEL
‘Teacher Talk Student Talk Silence
Grade Percentage Percentage Percentage
1 47 32 21
2 41 42 17
3 42 40 18
4 49 39 12
5 47 29 14
6 47 35 16

(Furst and-Amidon, 1965)

.The results of the study show that primary teachers used a
large amount of time in question and answer sessions while the
intermediate teachers appeared to feel that more extensive lecture

was conducive to learning. In the upper grades more time was given

to independent work by the student.
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In Table 2 the columnunder silence is fairly constant, but
an analysis of the matrix reflects different kinds of silence. In
the lower grades silence was recorded as a result of changing seats,
opening books or a general change of activity. In the upper grades
large blocks of silence reflected more extensive seat work.

Praise is used rather exten;ively at the elementary level
and it is interesting to note in this study that it was used most
persistently by the first and fifth grade teachers. Variation in
techpiques of subjects was also apparent. Either by design or
accident teaching of social studies was more indirect than teaching
of reading or arithmetic. The amount of talk initiatéd by the
students was at its loweét level in grade one, but in grade six it
had increased by a factor of ten.

It is apparent from this examination of the material cited
that different teachinglétyleé can be identified by grade level,

but underlying the grade level differences one still finds the con-

‘sistent results first noted by H. H, Anderson thirty years ago.

No one in education today believes that all students are

‘alike. Some would argue that it is folly to expect that any single

method would be effective with all students, and rightly so.

.Certainly, thought and research need to be ddne in the area of pupil

personality as it meshes with teacher methods and goals.
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A study by Amidon and Flanders explores this area. The
study revolved about four treatments done to four different .groups
of students by a single teacher. The treatments included:

(1) Direct teacher influence: clear goals, 35 dependent-

prone students.

(2) Direct teacher influence: wunclear goals, 35 dependent-

prone students.

(3) Indirect teacher influence: clear goals, 35 dependent-

prone students.

(4) Indirect teacher influence: wunclear goals, 35 depen-

dependent-prone students. (Amidom and Flanders, 1961)

The 140 students were selected on the basis of scores of a
dependence proneness test developed by Flanders, Anderson and Amidon.
They consisted of. the top 25 percent of a.larger group of 540
students selected at random.

An examination of Table 3 shows that the single teacher
was able to alter. his behavior effectively. This was noted in the
amount of the category represented under the various treatments.

_The results of the study are especially interesting. First,
no significant difference was fouhd in achievement whether the
groups understood the goals or not. .Second, it was found that those
students in the indirect group scored significantly higher than
those in a direct group upbn a post examination. This second con-
clusion has many meaningful connotations. This is especially true

when further study shows that as youngsters show more independence

these differences of indirect versus direct become less significant.
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TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE OF TALLIES OF INTERACTION

CATEGORIES

Treatmeﬁt
Category Definition 1 2 3 4
Teacher Talk: :
Praise and encouragement:: .1.35 1.61 | 27.04 | 24.90
Clarification and development
of ideas suggested by , ,
students 2.48 0.92 15.78 | 16.10
Asks questions 2.58 1.73 | 28.07 | 30.04
Gives own opinion and facts
(lectures) 63.10 | 61.40 | 13.52 1} 15.97
Gives directions 8.67 | 10.36 0.28 0.27
Criticizes students 13.03 15.54 1.27 0.94
Student talk 5.07 5.29 | 16.47 | 17.17
No one talking 3.49 3.45 7.75 4.69
Total tallies on which the .
percentage figures are based 889 869 (711 746
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When youngsters scoriné in the top 25 percent of independence are
used, no significant difference results. .When compared to the total
sample of students the more dependent prone student is more influ-
enced by the teaching pattern.

Studies have been done at various levels and content areas
comparing the verbal behavior patterns of superior teachers with
those judged not as proficient. One study done by Amidon and
Giammateo (Amidon and Hough, ed., 1967) involved 153 elementary
teachers from eleven districts. This group included thirty-three
teachers identified.as superior by their administrators or super-
visors and 120 for the normative group selected at random.

The results of analyzing the Flanders Matrix indicate that

«...the superior teachers talked approximately 40% of their
. total class time while the normative group talked approximately
52% of the time. The superior teachers were more accepting of
student-initiated ideas, tended to encourage these ideas more
and also made more of an effort to build on these ideas than
.did the average group of teachers. The superior teachers domi-
nated their classrooms less, used indirect verbal behavior
more, and used direction-giving-and criticism less than the
normative group of teachers. The superior teachers asked
questions which were broader in nature than the.normative group,
and their lectures were interrupted more by questions from the
students. There was about 127 more participation in the classes
of the superior teachers. (Amidon and Hough, ed., 1967,

p. 187-188) o :

One might tend to dismiss this study on the basis that it

simply shows that administrators and supervisors tend to pick
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certain kinds of teachers as superior. The concept of a.sﬁperior
teacher.an& teaching mﬁst be identified in more.oﬁjective terms,
If superior teaching is linked with greater achievement by students
on standardized achievement tests and more. positive attitudes
towards others in their peer groups, then studies are avaiiable
to supply relatively objective information about superior teaéhing.
Several examples will be cited.

Nelson (1966) did a study on the elementary level. She
found a positive or favorable relationship between indirect teacher

s

influence and inhibition of students development of written language

“skills.

Furst (1965) also identified certain relationships between
teacher influence patterns and student achievement at the elemehtary
level. She also concluded that there was a-positive relationship
between amount of talk and student ach}.evement°

La. Shier (1966) found that students working with indirect
student teachers achieved more thén students working with direct .
student teachers. .This séudy covered a six week unit in biological
science.

Soar (1966) found similar conclusions at the elementary
level . in a reading comparisbn, -A particularly interesting facet of

Soar's study concerned reading growth in the summer period. Those

students who had direct teachers during the regular year advanced
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three months in reading comprehension while those who experienced
thé indirect influence made a five and one;half month advance in
reading comprehension. This seems to indicate that tﬂe indirect
teacher has an influence after the formal learning situdtion ceases.

The whole Problem of. achievement can be related to the-

student's sensitivity to the teacher as an authority figure. TIf the
teacher is directive the s;udent finds increasing satisfaction in
compliance to authority and his understanding of the subject can
decrease as the course progresses. Only if a climate of reassurance,
freedom and,respect:fOr‘human dignity is maintained does such a
youngster do as well as he is able.

One implication‘of this study is that closer supervision
through the use of direct influence, an all too common antidote
to lower achievement, may be more harmful than helpful for
dependent-prone students. (Amdion and Flanders, 1969, p. 291)

~ This last statement is especially important because it
implies that a youngsterﬂs development is being retarded while it
is suppésedly being stimuiatgd. Those who already ﬁgy have a weak
desire for education may find it further extinguished by remedial
programs. (Amidon and Flaﬁders,.i961)

The above quotation also has implications for grouping.ana

teacher selection. The time afpears to be past when .grouping of
youngsters can take place on the basis of age, sex, .or L.Q. and the

teacher selected solely on the basis of subject content. Now it
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becomes increasingly apparent that persénality factors in students
and verbal teaching patterns of teachers must also be matched to
bring about the desired behavioral change in youngsters. (Amidon and
Fianders, 1964)

At the present time no national averages are available
which represent hard and fast rules as to what is "desirable' or
"undesirable" in the classroom. Probably the person most able to
make the final decision is the individual teacher. It is possibie,
in a general way, to discuss the implications of the reconstructed
matrix.

Some data are cited belqw to give the reader some'insight
into average percentages available on experienced junior high
teachers. These figures represent current practices dand not neces-
sarily the best practices. The actual number of.teachers involved
in this-part of the study was not ‘available, but these figures were
a result of early research at the University of Minnesota and later
research at Temple Uﬁiversity.

Statements that belong to category one, accepts feeling,-
are seldom used, but due to the nature of what they portray, are
considered valuable indicators éf the nature of the climate in the
classroom. The average.amount of time spent in this category is
less than .5 percent. There appears to be.little -difference in

the use of this category by indirect teachers as compared to direct
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teachers. It has been found that indirect teachers use ﬁp to
.5 percent while direct teachers usually use less than .1 percent;»
These differences in amounts were considered minimal in the context
of total class time. (Amidon and Flanders, 1967)

Little.differenceris found between the number of times. the
indirect teacher uses category two, praises or encourages, as com-
pared to the direct teacher. Both use it about 2 percent of the
total class time, However, the (2,2) cell, indicating extended
praisé, is used about twice as much by .the--indirect -teacher--as the
direct teacher.

In category three, accepts or uses ideas of students, there
is a striking.difference. between the .indirect as compared to the

direct. Approximately two percent of- the time is utilized by direct

teachers; while .indirect teachers use..it about 9 percent..of the. time.

"Although some difference.in usage is due-to subject content, large

cross~sectional studies indicate that it .is largely due to teacher
differences rather.than subject area..(Amidon.and Hough, 1967) In
particular, it .is..felt that extensive use of the (3,3) cell is a

reliable indicator of .the.indirect teacher.(Amidon.and. Hough, 1967)

There seems to be little difference in the use of .categories.

four and five as.used by.indirect.and. direct .teachers. Category.
four, teacher questions, .Is used .about 8 percent of the time by.the

direct téacher, while the indirect teacher uses it about 11 percent

-]
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of the time. Category five, lecture, varies from 25 to 50 percent
of the time with litt;e cansistency in détermining the direct or
indirect teacher. (Amidon and Flanders, 1967)

Category six, giving directions; involves a significant
difference in the use of time spent by the two kinds of teachers
discussed. The direct teacher is involved in giving directions
8 percent of the time while the indirect teacher is involved
4 percent of the time.

. Category seven, criticizing or justifying authority, also
involves differences in teaching style. The direct teacher uses
criticism or self-justificatioﬁ,about 5 percent of the time,
while the indirect teacher uses it less than 1 percent of the
time.

A basic difference in category eight, student talk-fe+u
sponse, is noted in how students are permitted to talk. The direct

teacher is marked by about 50 percent of the tallies in the (4,8)

cell, while the indirect teacher is identified by about 30 percent

of the tallies there. The indirect teacher has a much heavier
loading in the (8,8) cell, indicating more lengthy response to Ehe
teacher question. (Amidon and Flanders,  1967)

The same kind of pattern also occurs in category nine,
student talk-initiation, indicator of the indirect teacher is the

large number of tallies in the (9,9) cell. This category will run
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as high as 10 percent or more of the classroom time for some
teachers.(Amidon and Flanders, 1967)

Category ten, silence or confusion, shows a heavier load-
ing for direct teachers as compared to indirect teachers. Ten
percent of the time-spend in silence and confusion was considered
average in a study done with student teachers by Lohman, Ober,
and Hough.(Amidon and Hough, edéq, 1967)

Predictive Studies Involving Validity of the
Teaching Situation Reaction Test

Several studies have been done using the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test as a predictor of student teaching success. . One of

the'first studies involved seventy=-three science student teachers
at The Ohio State Ur;iversity9 Columbus, Ohio. The basic null
hypothesis stated that there was no felationéhip between the grades
in student teachiﬁg and scores-achieved on the T,S,R,T,‘_A tetra-
choric r value of .51 resulted. This value is significant beyand
the .01 level. Therefore, it was concluded that the T.S.R.T. had
some value in predicting student teacher grades.(Duncan with Hough,
1966)

Another study involved forty-eight student teachers at
Keene State, Keene, New Hampshire. Two supervisors ranked the top
ten student teachers and the éleven who were deemed the poorest.,

It was hypothesized that there was no difference in the average
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score-achieved on the T.S.R.T. Using a t value with nineteen
degrees of freedom, results.were significant at better than the
.05'1eve1.(Duncan Wiﬁh Hough, 1966) Once again, the T.S.R.T.
exhibited potential for predicting success in studen£ teaching.

A third study involved seventy experienced teachérs in
a single school system. Two supervisors ranked the nineteen best
teachers and nineteen poorest teachers. It was hypothesiéed that
there would be no difference in the average score of the two
groups. A t test was applied and résults were significant be-
yond the .01 level.(Duncan with Hqugh, 1966) |

Studies Involving Reliability of the
Teaching Situation Reaction Test

One  study concerned with the reliability of the T.S.R.T.
invol&ed eighty-four student teachers at The Ohio State University.
A test-retest situation with.an intervening interval of eighty
days resulted in a product moment correlation of .84. This value
indicates a good degree of reliability.(Duncan with Hough, 1966)

Two studies have been.done involving fake resistance,

Both studies resulted in the same conclusions. Undergraduate
students were unable to fake results to get a.''good" score.
(Dﬁncan with Hough, 1966) A;cording to the studies cited the
T.S.R.T. appears to have good reliabiliﬁy and.vaiidity in pre=~.

dicting student teacher success.
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‘Studies Involving the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale

The Dogmatism Scale is a result of the work of Dr. Milton

Rokeach and his associates. Essentially the test is a measure of
general authoritarianism-and general intolerance.(Rokeach, 1960)

Table four shows the general development of the test and
the search for test reliability. This table shows the development
of five forms of the test and the good reiiability when the test is
used in different geographic regions. This table is, in general,
restricted to university students.

_A second study by Rokeach found a positive relationship
between the selection of groups by peers and scores on the Doggétism
Scale. This and other studies:are discussed in Rokéach.(l960)

Hough and Amidon (1964) explored the possible link between

scores on the Dogmatism-Scale, and successful experience in student

teaching. They found that students with relatively low scores on

the Dogmatism Scale were seen by their supervisors as more effect-

ive teachers. They suggest a link between the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test and the Dogmatism Scale.(Hough and Amidon, 1964)

Zahn (1965) also explored the relationship between pro-

ficiency in teaching and scores achieved on the Dogmatism Scale.

He found that student teachers-who.scored one standard deviation

* below the mean (more open belief system) were more proficient in




Ll bl N L)

LIt

- 35 -

TABLE 4

RELIABILITIES, MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
OF SUCCESSIVE FORMS OF THE
DOGMATISM SCALE

No.of i No.of Relia=~. .-

Form items  Group Cases bility Mean S.D.
A 57 Mich. State U., I 202 .70 182.5 26.2
B 43 New York Colleges 207 .75 141.4 27.2
C 36 Mich. State U., II 153 073 126.,9 20.1

Mich. State U., III 186 .71 128.3 19.2
Purdue U. 171 .76 - --
D 66 English Colleges I 137 91 219.1 28.3
E 40 English Colleges II 80 .81 152.8 26.2
English Workers 60 .78 175.8 26.0
, Ohio State U., I. 22 .85 142.6 27.6
Ohio State U., IT 28 T4 143.8 22.1
Ohio State U., IIT 21 .74 142.6 23.3]1
Ohio State U., IV 29 .68 141.5 27.8
Ohio State U., V& 58 .71 141.3 28.2
' 143.2 27.9
Mich. State U., IV 89 .78 - -
V. A. Domiciliary 80 - 183.2 26.6
24 .93 - -
17 .84 - --

“The Ohio State University V reliability was obtained by a

test-retest, with five to six months between tests. The reliability
of .84 for the V.,A. group was obtained in the same was with at least

a month between tests.(Rokeach, 1960, p. 90)
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their student teaching performance. One of Zahn's indicators of

performance was the Teaching Situation Reaction Test.

In his analysis of validity; Rokeach used groups chosen 'on
the basis of open or closed belief system as they appegred to
others. A comﬁafison of the scores of these known groups estab-
lished a generél relationship between‘the kqown éroup-and the

score on the Dogmatism Scale.(Rokeach, 1960)

It is-interesting to note the failure of one of the first
experiments. College professors were asked to select from.among
their graduate-students groups that were relatively open and groups
relafivély closed. Scores achieved by these groups-as-measured by

the Dogmatism Scale were -not significant. It is possible the

college professors-were poor judges of character or simply did
not know the graduate students well enough. Another alternative
could be the professor-student relationship produces a masking
effect by the student.  As Rokeach points out ''there is little
room for-aprogance, bigotry, or cocksureness in dealipgs-with

professorial authority.'(Rokeach, 1960, p. 106)

Summary
As one reads the literature available linking teaching
style and achievement, the-consistency of the-studies tends to

emphasize the importance-of teaching style-as it relates to-student '
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achievement as well as student attitudes. The general teaching style
which stresses maximum student involvement and warm acceptance of

the students as a worthwhile human being seems to bring significantly

‘greater -benefits in the form-of greater achievement and better

attitudes with less measufable~stress on the-students. If one

accepts the-rather consistent findings, then- it behooves one to
bring about the-kinds of teaching behavior in student teachers

deemed desirable.

Both the Teaching Situation Reaction Test and the Dogmatism

Scale have been used before with good results in predicting student

teacher success. Validity and reliability for both instruments

have been explored and found.




Chapter 3 !

METHOD

The purpose -of this chapter-is to describe the groups of
student teachers involved in the study as well as the.instruments

used to collect the data.

Selection and Description of the
Control Groups

There were-a total of 80 secondary student teachers in-
volved initially with this-study Fall Quarter, 1969. This group
was reduced to 77 because-of tﬁe failure*of people to properly
follow directions on the initial information- gathering instrument,

This group will hereafter be referred to as "Group A'". Of this

'group, all those people teaching in the-subject areas of English,

gocial studies, mathematics, and science were-placed in a sub-

.group referred to as "Group-B". Group B consisted of 37 people.

These ‘areas were picked to restrict the -study and lend greater

homogeneity to the -group involved. It was also felt that there
‘would be -more teacher-student interaction in these-subject. matter

‘areas than in such subjects as physical education or industrial arts.

From the people in Group B fifteen names ‘were selected on a
random basis by lottery-as described by Cochran (1953) and Weinberg

and Schumaker (1962). This group will be referred to as '"Group C".
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There will be no "Group D" in this stuay° "Group E" was chosen to
represent the experimental aspect of this study.
Selection and Deséription of the
Experimental Group

There were -a total of 33 secondary student teacﬁers involved
with the student teaching experience Winter Quarter, 1970. Thirty-
two of these were involved in the-study. This . group will hereafter
be referred to as "Group E". Of this group, all those people teach-
ing in the -subject areas of English? social studies, mathematics aﬁd
science were plaéed in a sub-group referked to as "Group F". No
further reduction of Group F was necessary as it cdnéained the

desired number to.match Group C in the control group.

Instruments Used in the Study
The- following is-a‘'description of the instruments used to

collect-data fofﬁthe-study.

Teaching Situation Reaction Test (TSRT).

As the name-of the test implies, the- student is faced with

a teaching situation and asked to-respond to it by ranking.four"

‘possible courses of action. The ranking is done in accordance with

four theoretical dimensions:

(a) the type of control a teacher would use in the class-~
room, direct or indirect; (b) the relationship the teacher -would
have -with- students in the-classroom, empathetic or -self-oriented;
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(c) the-approach the teacher would take to classroom problems>
of 'insttruction and centrol, objective or subjective; and (d)
the-approach the teacher would have to classroom .methoedology,
experimental or conservative.(Hough and. Amidon, 1964, p.22-23)

The situations are-of such a nature that they'may be considered

subject matter neutral. The situations deal with such itemsas

~ teacher planning, management in the classroom and teacher=-pupil

relationships. There are forty-eight items in the test.(Duncan
with Hough, 1966)

The general situation posed to the individual taking the
test is essentially this:

You have been-employed by a school system which is engaged
in a series of experimental studies. One of these studies
involves a class designed to improve pupils' general adjust-
ment to their environment. A heterogeneous.group (physically,
mentally, socially) of twenty-five thirteen to fourteen.year-
old youngsters have signed up for this class entitled "Teen
Topics" because they thought it would be interesting.

The class is scheduled to.meet the last period of the day
on Tuesday and Thursday- during the second semester. Arrange-
ments have been-made so that the class might take trips and
students might meet informally with the teacher after class.

You have accepted the principal's invitation to take this
class. You have been given pretty much.of a free hand to de-
velop the course. You have-a teacher=counselor to help you and
a goed supply of instructional materials-available, Studies
will be made -of the personal adjustment gains evidenced by a
selected number -of your twenty-five students. (Duncan with
Hough, 1966, p. 3)

The foregoing statement describes the -general situation.

Eleven modifications are posed to the testee. The'-modifications
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include~situations‘dealing with "course planning, handling rest-
lessness and inattention, handling conflict between two students,
handling conflict between a student and the-class.as a whole, work-
ing with shy‘students and .many others."(Duncan with Hough, 1966,

P. 3) A copy of this instrument is included as Appendix A.

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale.

The Dogmatism Scale used in this study>was.developed over

‘a period of years by'Milton Rokeach and has associates. The test

measures -essentially the openness or closedness-of a person's

belief-disbelief system, which, as Rokeach defines the terms, really

‘measures general authoritarianism and intolerance. The various

forms and development of the test are-discussed in The Open and

CloéedﬁMind,(Rokéach, 1960) Form E of the Dogmatism Scale was

used and it is included in Appendix B.

Supervisor's Report on Student Teaching.

This is a check=list form used.by Montana State University

‘supervisors. It contains five categories ranging from "1" being

superior to "5% being poor. Tﬁere.are three general headings.

They include (1) personal characteristics; (2) teaching character-
istics; and (3) professional attitudes. This form.is used primarily
for -conferences between college-supervisors-and student teacher. It

is included in Appendix c.
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Classroom Teacher's Evaluation of Student Teachers.

This is a second check-list form used by the classroom
teacher. It also consists of a five category checklist ranging
from "1™ being superior to '"5" being poor. The evaluation form

is included in Appendix D.

Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis.

.Thg Flanders' System of coding verbal interaction between
teacher and student involves ten categories. These categories
include: (1) accepts feeliﬁg; (2) praises or -encourages; (3)
accepts or -uses ideas of 'students; (4) asks questions; (5) lec-
tures; ‘(6) gives directions; (7) criticizes or justifies.authority;
(8) student talk=-response; (9) student talk-initiation; (10) éilence
or confusion. A trained observer -records.an appropriate number
every three seconds. Additional infgrmation about the categories
is included in Appendix E. Information cdncefning the ground rules
of coding can be found in Amidon and Flanders, pages 24-29 (1967).
As an example, ground rulg.13 is cited. "Rhetorical questions are
not really questions; they are-merely part of lecturing techniques
and should be categorized as 5's.''(Amidon and Flandgfs, 1967, p.29)

After a minimum -of four hundred entries describing the

‘various categories were recorded, an appropriate ten by ten matrix
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is constructed and analyzed. An example of how thematrix is con-~-
structed follows:
A trained observer may record the following sequence-as a

result -of classroom observations

bLunn N oo

For the purpose -of analysis-a ten would be placed at the
beginning and ending of the-sequence giving this appearance. The
tens are-used to balance the 'matrix as it is-assumed that -each

recording period began and ended in silence.

’ =
CUVUILIWN ®™O

=

The tabulation involves every adjacent pair -of numbers.
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first pairc:i:::fo |
g:::::;>second.pair

tMrdpﬁr<:::%;:::>f "
ourth pair

fifth- Palr<::::::é“--\slxth pair

‘seventh pa1r=::::::g:::::::

nlnth:palrﬁfz:::;g—ﬂ””—élghth ?alr
-The first pair-is plotfed as row ten, column four. The

'secbnd/fair'is plotted as:roﬁ'four, column eight. The thiid pair

is-plotted as row-eight, column ﬁwo. This continues until all

adjacent pairs are-plotted.

A sample -matrix follows below:

TABLE 5
.SAMPLE INTERACTION MATRIX

Columns

1 2 3:4 5 6 7 89 10

1
2 1
3 1 ,
4 I1
5 3 1
6
7
8 1
9 . '
10 . 1
~Total |0 f1 1. {1]4aJofo]1]ol1 [9 |

In table 5, cell (4,8) represents a shift in verbal be-

havior from teacher question to-student response. cell (8,2)
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represents a shift from=student'respoﬁse to teacher -praise. Following
this kind of procedure percentages-of different kinds of teacher-
student talk can be -determined and teacher styles:and classroom
climate can be assessed.
Description of the-Sfudy

All groups were-given the Teaching Situation Reaction Test

prior to-:student teaching and again on a post=test basis immediately

‘following student teaching. The Dogmatism Scale was.administered

to both the Fall Quarter -group of student teachers and the Winter
Quarter -group at the same time to preserve the-validity of the test.

Both the Dogmatism Scale-and the pre-test of the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test werenadministefed to'the-eXPéfimental.Group F prior
fo‘receiving the-additional Flanders' training.

Of the -fifteenvpéople~origina11y’se1ected'in experimental
Gréup C, one was later -excluded because of an assignment error, and

two more were - excluded because-of .insufficient data received as .a

~result of coding. This left a group of twelve for close scrutiny

by the writer, using Flanders' methods of coding and analysis.
The twelve students were - assigned to various schools

throughout the -state-of Montana using normal college rules for
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assignment., There is no reason to-suspect any systematic bias in
the-assignment procedures.y
The-experimental group (Group F) of eleven- student teachers

was selected by the -writer -on the basis -of subject major -and minor

.areas.as closely 'as availability permitted. The writer gave the

‘eleven student teachers twenty hours of training with the Flanders'

method of coding interaction analysis. . Emphasis was given equally

to coding-and.interpretation of the reconstructed matrix. Some

~"live" coding was:done by the-students on each other. The majority

of coding-.revolved around two training tapes purchased from the
Association for Productive Teaching, Minneapolis, Minnesota. The

text used was The Role-of The Teacher 'in the Classroom, revised

editidﬁ by Edmund J. Amidon and Ned A. Flanders.

Class attendance remained high . in spite-of meeting two hours
per night -on consecutive nights-of the week. The-students made
frequent suggestions for -inclusion of this-experimen£a1 class inte
the regular educatien:program at Montana State:University.

Following this training, Group F taugh£ Winter Quarter,
1970. The writer observed and coded them using the  procedures
followed by Flanders.

A .descriptive-analysis was made on pertinent areas of

the ‘reconstructed matrix of experimental Group F as compared to
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control Group C. No statistical tests Were-ﬁerformed on;mean scores
of areas of the matrix following the wiéhes of the writer's graduate
committee.
Statistical tests were performed.on the various:sub-groups

using the Dogmatism Scale, the pre~test of the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test and grades in the student's . major areas as indicators

of likeness or unlikeness prior to student teaching. The Fisher
F-test with the criterion being F: -l — :3 Qf
h-a — L
Sa

was used to determine the homogeneity of the two population vari-

ances. Following this the-appropriate t test was-used to test the
significance of the-means under investigation. The procedure used

was-outlined:in Educational Statistics by W. James Popham.(1967)

The predictive aspects of the Dogmatism.Scale-and the

Teaching Situation Reaction Test were-also explored. Both were used

as independent and dependent variables. These results were compared

against the-grades.given in student teaching and the-mean-score

-achieved on the-college supervisor's evaluation form. (Appendix.C)

The'F and t tests were used to test homogeneity-of variances and
equality of means, respectively. ’

The Pearson-.r correlation was used to determine the degree

of correlation between the: average score-achieved on the college

" supervisor's form (Appendix C) and. the classroom teacher's evaluation
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-form (Appendix D). The formula used.is given below:

AR) 2.
- sxy - ERNEY

VX (£FE - %)
. ; GRS

The process of selection of the different groups involved

in the predictive aspects of the Dogmatism Scale and the Teaching

Situation Reaction Test are-described in Chapter Four.

Summary
The various groups-and sub=-groups of student teachers
involved in the - study were-identified. Procedures of random
selection were noted and documented.

The instruments used in the study were identified and

described. These instruments included: (1) the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test, (2) the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, (3) Supervisor's

Evaluation of Student Teachers, (4) Classroom Teacher's Report on

" Student Teaching, and (5) Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis.

The Teaching Situation Reaction Test has been used at other

institutions to predict those who will be successful teachers. It
consists of fortyeeight forced-choice response items. By’ranking»
these responses the testee indicates how he would respond to a

series of educational situations.
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- The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale-attempts to-determine the rela-

tive openness of closedness of a person's belief-disbelief system,
The-use-of this test has-been successfully linked with the: Teaching

Situation Reaction Test.

The Supervisor's Evaluation of Student Teachers is a check-

list form of student teacher evaluation. The Classroom Teacher's

Report on Student Teaching is a similar checklist form.used by the

classroom teacher.

The Flanders' Sysfem of Interaction Analysis includes ten

categories. The identity and use of these categories were-explained.
The rudimentary rules-of the reconstructed matrix were.also included.
The various statistical instruments used in the -study were

identified. Statistical source books were noted.

Lt
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Chapter 4
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

This area of the study will first explore the possible

predictive value of the bogmatiém Scale and the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test as they pertain to success in student teaching as

viewed by the college supervisor. Both tests will be used as both
dependent and independent variables.

The first portion of this study that deals with the pre-

dictive aspects of the Dogmatic Scale and the Teaching'Situation

Reaction Test applies to the Fall Quarter group of student teachers

only. The relatively large number of people available Fall Quarter
(77) enabled a larger number of people to be in the sample-selected.
From a statistical standpoint it would be desirable to have more
studeﬁt teachers available .than seventy—seven‘for the  study, how-
ever, this ﬁas not possiBle-aflMontana State University.
The-statistical instruments used in this part of the study

included the mean, standard deviation, Z variable, F~test, t-test,

and r correlation. Two forms-of the t~test were used. They included:

% 7‘-1 - L= Z - X o
—‘/ £Xz+£x = l I NASTE 5. "
h+n;‘_ h E h" -+ —E;;
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The Fisher F-test used to check homogeneity of variances was:

Fh,~IZ§IL

ny—1 S *

The formula for the r correlation used is listed below.

¢ x) (£Y)
s XY - ¢ N

M= YTErE EnrrivE - s
. n N

Heavy reliance Was;made-dn statistical source books by Pepham (1967)

‘and Lentner (1968).

An Analysis Using the Dogmatism Scale
as an Independent Variable

An investigation of the possible predictive value of the

Dogmatism Scale was done in the following manner. Dogmatism scores

of the Fall Quarter student teachers-greater than one standard
deviation (21.045) from the mean (142.816) were used as-independent
variables determining the selection of scores-on both the pre- and

post-Teaching Situation Reaction Test, the college-supervisor's

evaluation mean score and the corresponding. grade given in student
teaching. The data are listed in Tables 6 and 7. Dogmatism scores
were 164 or higher to indicate those high.in authoritarianism.and

121 or lower to indicate those low 'in this quality.

el
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TABLE 6

CORRESPONDING SCORES TO HIGH
- DOGMATISM SCORES

Dogmatism Average
Score I.S.D. College GPA for
or higher Pre- Post= Super- Student
from mean TSRT TSRT | ' “wvisor ! Teaching
‘173 20%_ 192 1.164 | 3.56
178 206 200 1.257 3.56
166 263 198 1.285 4.00
164 228 218 n/a 4.00
165 196 207 2.000 3.00
166 190 194 3.500 ‘ " 2.56
184 202 223 1.285 3.00
169 239 220 | 2,285 . 3.00.
167 178 194 n/a 1 3.44
166 194 196 1.571 3.56
171 195 196 1.923 3.44
165 199 192 ‘ 2.000 4.00
n = 12 X = x = X = X =
203.083f  202.50 1.645 3.426

LLY. L. N
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CORRESPONDING SCORES DETERMINED BY

_53_

TABLE 7

LOW DOGMATTISM SCORES

Dogmatism Average
Scores I.S.D. College GPA for
or higher " Pre- Post- Super- Student
from mean TSRT TSRT visor Teaching
110 225 219 1.285 . 4,00
112 217 216 3,500 2,56
114 226 216 1.21k | 4,00
77 217 209 16859 3.001
L1110 232 222 1.928 3,00
110 208 216 2.285 L4500
118 190 209 1.857 3,56
116 208 219 1.000 4,00
114 184 - 218 1,357 4,00
120 203% 216 n/a 3056
118 zoé 215 1,285 4,00
121 220 215 1,000 3,00
120 216 203 1,71k 3,56
n =13 X = X = X = X =
211,384 | . 214,615 | 1.77 3,556
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Table 6 and Table 7 were included so that the reader may

determine how the raw data were linked together for the various

instruments used in this phase of the study. Comparisoné of

average scores were made on the last four columns of Table 6 and

Table 7 with the results in Table 8.

AN ANALYSIS OF SCORES USING DOGMATISM SCORES
AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

TABLE

8

High Dogmatism Group

—

Low Dogmatism Groeup

n _Group Mean S.D. [n Group Mean S.D.
12 | Pre-TSRT -2030083 16,378]13 Pre—TSRT_ 211,384 [16.056
12 Post—TSRT‘ 202,500]|11.532{13| Post-TSRT '214,615| 5.140
10 | College 12| College .

- Supervisor 1.645] 1.109 Supervisor 1.773| 0.667
12 | GPA for Stu- 13| GPA for Stu- '

dent Teaching 3,426 0,460 dent Teaching| 3.556| 0.507

——

" After the means and variances were calculated, the variances

were checked for equality using the F-test. A This was used as a guide

to determingt the dppropriate £ model to use as advised by Popham-

(1967) .

A summary of the statistiecal check of the means for the

high and low dogmatism scores determined the following results.
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TABLE 9

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SCORES USING DOGMATISM
- SCORES AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

I - S-tailed Test- ' ;‘]
ing criterion
¢ Comparison of Groups|t-value | at .05 level Significance
High/Low Pre-TSRT 1.368 2.069 Not Significant
High/Low Post-TSRT | 3.349 20190 Significant
High/Low College 335 2,086 Not Significant
Supervisor
High/Low GPA for
Student Teaching| . 687 2,069 Not Significant
e e e

An analysis of Table 9 and the data leading %to its prepara-
tion showed that the two groups of student teachers, one rated high

by the Degmatism Scale, and the other low, did not differ statisti-

cally on the pre-Teaching Situation Reaction Test. However, when the

same groups were given the post~Teaching Situation Reaction Test,

those students rated as flexible and more non-aufhoritarian made a

significant change.

In the light of previous studies done with this test a
desirable change in the teaching competency occurred.. A comparison
of the mean scores of the college evaluation form showed no differ-

j ence between the competency of the two groups. A check of the grades
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grades-achieved in student teachiné also failed to detect a differ-
ence., As far as the College supervisor was concerned, the traits of
flexibility or non-authoritarianism and the ensuing change as meas-

ured by the TSRT were not factors in their evaluation.

An Analysis Using the Pre-Test of the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test as an Independent Variable

Another aspect of this investigation used the pre-test of

the Teaching Situation Reaction Test as an independent variable.
It governed the selection of the corresponding dogmatism score,

post-test of the Teaching Situation Reaction Test, the collége

supervisors evaluation mean score and the grade point average
achieved during student teaching. DPre-test scores of the Fall

Quarter student teachers one standard deviation above and below

the mean were used. The mean pre-Teaching Situation Reaction Test
for Group A was 204,263, and the stanaard deviation was 13.667.
This included scores 218 or higher and 190 or lowere. Dgta are
given in Tables 10 and 11,

Table 11 shows the corresponding scores determined by low

Teaching Situation Reactien Test scores. These data are for Fall

Quarter student teaching.
Table 10 and Table 1l were included so that the reader may
determine the type of linkage between corresponding data when the

Teaching Situation Reaction Test was used to determine the selection
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TABLE 10

218 AND ABOVE

College | GPA for Stu-
Pre-TSRT | Dogmatism | Post-TSRT Supervisor dent Teaching
225 110 219 1.385 1,00
226 n/a 227 n/a k.00
226 114 216 1.214 4,00
228 152 '213 1.857 4,00
228 164 218 n/a 4,00
228 164 218 n/a. k.00
232 110 222 1.928 3,00
239 169 220 2.285 3,00
229 178‘ 224 2,363 3,00
220 121 215 2,000 3,00
219 108 214 1,500 3,00
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TABLE 11
190 OR LOWER
College ' |GPA for Stu-

Pre-TSRT | Dogmatism | Post-TSRT | Supervisor dent Teaching

190 159 191 20357 3,00

188 160 204 1.928 - 4,00

177 147 167 1000 4,00

190 137 206 2,285 3,00

187 n/a 198 1,500 - 4,00

187 171 199 3500 3,00

182 130 195 2,071 3.56
190 166 194 3,500 2.56

190 118 209 1.857 3.56

186 159 180 2,071 3,56

184 11k 318 10357 4,00

188 160 191 1o7ih 3056

178 167 194 n/a 3o lily

189 n/a 202 2,214 3,00

170 126 181 n/a 1,00
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Comparisons of mean scores were made on the

last four columns of Table 10 and Table 11 with results listed in

Tables 12 and 13.

TABLE 12

AN ANATLYSIS OF SCORES USING PRE-TSRT
AS AN TNDEPENDENT VARTABIE

High Pre-TSRT

Low Pre-TSRT

n Group Mean S.D. n Group Mean S.D,
9 |Dogmatism 1400666 | 27,161 | 13 | Dogmatism ~ [L47.230 | 19.837
10 Post—ISRT | 218.800 40451 15| Post-TSRT [L95.333 | 12,697
8 |College 13‘ College
Supervisor . 1.804 | 0.43%2 Supervisor 2,104 | 0.791
10 GPA for Stu-~ 151 GPA for Stu- : :
"~ - | dent Teaching 3,400 0,918 dent Teaching 3.482| 0.473
After the means and-variances were calculated, the variances
were

checked for equality using the F-test. This was used as a guide

to determine the appropriate t-model to use. A summary of the sté—

tistical check of the means for the high and low pre-TSRT showed the

following resulise.
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TABLE 13

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SCORES USING
PRE-TSRT AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

e e — —— —_— ——c— o

Testing
Criterion at
Comparison of Groups t-value| .05 level Significance

High/Low Dogmatism -658 2,086 Not Significant .
High/Low Post-TSRT 6.556%  2.204 | Significant
High/Low College Supervisoy o261 2204 Not Significant:
High/Low GPA for Student

Teaching 1.056 2.093 Not Significant

*Significant at the 0Ol level,

An analysis of Table 13 and the data shows a failure of -the

pre-test of the Teaching Situation Reaction Test to predict corres-

pending people high or lgﬁ in flexibility or non-authoritarianism.,
Neither does the pre-test of the TSRT predict grades achieved in
student teaching or the evaluation score recorded by the college
supervisor. A significant relationship does exist between the pre-
and post-test scores-of the TSRT.
An Analysis Using the Grade Point Average Achieved in
Student Teaching as an Independent Variable
During the Fall Quarier seventy-seven secondary student

teachers were involved with the testing program discussed in this
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stﬁdyo Thirty-five of these people achieved a 4.0 grade point average
for student teaching, while twenty-four achieved a 3.0 or less. For
purposes of analysis the thirty-five who achieved a 4.0 average for
student teaching were placed in one group and the twenty—four‘with
a %.,0 or less in a second group. The grade point average in student
teaching was used as a basis for selecting scores on the Dogmatiéﬁ

Scale, Teaching Situation Reaction Test, and the college supervisor's

evaluation form. The results are presented in tabular form in Table 1k,

TABLE 1k

AN ANALYSIS OF SCORES USING GPA IN STUDENT TEACHING
AS AN INDEPENDENT VARTIABLE

Three-Point GPA or less

Four-Point GPA in St

udent
Teaching Group in Student Teaching Group
n Group Mean S.D. n Group Mean S.D.
_31 Dogmatism ' 23 | Dogmatism
Scale 140,580 | 18.828 Scale 1k 434 | 24,053

35 |Pre-TSRT 204,580 | 13.703 |24 | Pre-TSRT 206,500 | 6.612

35 |Post-TSRT |[207.371 |14.820 |2k | Post-TSRT | 202.375 | 11.590

29 |College :
: - 24 | College -
Supervisor 1.518 | 00450 Super%isor "2.485 | 0.654

After the means and variances were calculated, the variances

were checked for equality using the F—tesi;,c This was used as a guide
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to detefmine the appropriate t model. A summary of the statistical
check of the means for the high and low grade point averages achieved
in studgﬁt teaching determined the following results. ’

- TABLE 15 -

STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SCORES USING GPA IN
STUDENT TEACHING AS AN INDEPENDENT VARTIABLE

Testing
criterion at| ,

Comparison of Groups t-value | .05 level Significance
High/Low Dogmatism .670 2,01 Not significant |
High/Low Pre-TSRT 666 2,05 Not significant
High/Low Post-TSRT 1,397 2,00 Not significant
High/Low College , ,

Supervisor 6.715% 2.05 Significant

*significant at 061 level;
An analysis of Table 15 and the data leading to.its prepar-

ation shows general flexibility and non-authoritarignism does not

seem to be a sigﬁificant factor in the grade achieved'in student

teaching. In a like manner, scores achieve on both pre- and post-

Teaching Situation Reaction Tests for the high and low grade point

average groups do not differ. On the basis of this test, one may

conclude that neither the Dogmatism Scale nor the Teaching Situation

Reaction Test had value in predicting the success of student teachers
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as it was measured by their college supervisor at Montana State University

during Fall Quarter, 1969. There does appear to be a highly signifi-

‘cant relationship between the college supervisor evaluation form and

the grade achieved in student teaching. A Pearson r correlation was
computed using the results of the college supervisor's evaluation ferm
(Appendix C) and the classroom teacher's evaluation form (Appendix D).
The r value computed was .634%. Even though different forms were used
there is a significant relationship be£ween the views of the classroom
teacher and the college supervisor,
A Comparison of Groups A, B, C; E and F Using the
Flanders' System of Coding and Analysis
Since several different groups of student teachers were

)

involved in various aspects of this part of the study, a domparison

of the mean scores achieved by them on the Dogmatism Scale, the

Teaching Situational Reaction Test, and grade point average achieved
in their subject area major was made to determine if the groups
compare favorably in the qualities measured by these instruments.

Techniques of analysis involving the F-tests and t-tests were used,
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TABLE 16

DOGMATISM SCORES

Group Mean S.D.
A 142,816 21,045
B 143,405 22,957
C 137,000 16,596
E 131.437 ' 20.297
F 129.400 23,791

Table 16 is a listing of all the different groups of stu-

dent teachers involved in the studye.

Means and standard deviations

given in this table were used in later amalysis.

TABLE 17

INTERGROUP COMPARISONS OF DOGMATISM  SCORES

-

Critical Critical
, Value Value
Group at .10 "at .05
Pairs [F-value| level [Significance| t-valug level |[Significance
A/E 1.074 l.72 {Not Signifi- 20576' 1,990 | Significant
cant , .
C/F 2,054 2,90 |Not Signifi~ 1.079| 2,086 [Not Signifi-
‘ cant - . cant

gt

Under the assumption that both Group A and Group E could be

considered the entire population of secondary school teachers for
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their respective quarters Z-tests were made to test the subsample

group against the entire population groups, i.e., A and B. The

- Us
—— q

Z variable a Z =
aria used was =

The null hypothesis was rejected

it fa/z= 2, -4/,

TABLE 18

INTRAGROUP COMPARISONS OF DOGMATISM SCORES

Critical
Value

Group at .05
Pairs Z value level Significance
A/C | 2.329 | 1.960 Significant
A/B 235 | 1.960 Not Significant
B/C 1.691 1,960 Not Significant
E/F 2565 | 1,960 Not Significant

In comparing Group A.énd Group C the results were signifif
cant at the .05 level, but they were not significant at the .01
level. This means , theﬁ9 that. there was some question whether
those people who‘major in math, science, social studies énd English
had the same degree of flexibility as the total secondary population
Fall Quarter, 1969, | '

The same tests weré applied to the Winter Quarter Groups of
E and F. In this case the results were not significant. Group F

reflected the entire Group E.
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As a check on the random sampling techniques employed, Group
C was compared against Group B, The results show that Group Q reflec~
ted thé mean of the larger Group B. .

To summarize Table 18, one could conclude that nearly all
subsamples reflected the population as a whole in the area of general
authoritarianism. Only Group C appeared to deviate from this pattern
and this deviation was not significant at the .0l level.

An identical analysis to that.just ;oncluded with the Dogmat-
ism Scale was performed on the various groups using the pre-test of

the Teaching Situation Reaction Test as a measuring device. The

statistical summary is given in Tables 19, 20, and 21,
TABLE 19

PRE-TEST OF TSRT

Group Mepn S.D.
A 2040263 13,667
B 20k . 324 13474
C 206,416 13,924
E - 211.812 11.982
F 215,600 8,000

Table 19 is a listing of all the diffefent groups of
. student teachers involved in thié aspect of the study. The means
and standard deviations given in this table are further analyzed

in Tables 20 and 2l.
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TABLE 20

INTERGROUP COMPARISON OF PRE-TSRT SCORES

Critical Critical
Value Value

Group at o-l0 n fat .05
Pairs|F-value| 1level | Significance | t-valug Tevel | Significance
A/E | 1.30L 1.69 | Not Signi~ 2.727 | 1,980 [Significant

ficant
C/F | 2.027 3,10 | Not Signi- 1.84l | 2,086 Not Signi-

ficant

ficant

the E;testo

Table 20 shows a statistical summary of both the F-test and

An examination of the results cited in Table 20 showed

that the Teaching Situation Reaction Test reflected a significant

difference between all available secondary student teachers Fall

Quarter, 1969, i.e., Group A and all available secondary student

teachers Winter Quarter, 1970, i.e., Group B. The Winter Quarter

group had a significantly higher, or mere desirable mean. However,

a comparison of the mean scores of Groups C and F, ioeo,'the Flanders

and non-Flanders group respectively, showed values that were not

statistically significant. This is important betause these twe

groups will be compared extensively later in the study.
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TABLE 21

INTRAGROUP COMPARISON OF PRE-TSRT SCORES

Critical

Value
Group at .05
Pairs | 7 value level Significance -

A/C | 1.373 1,960 Not Significant

A/B .038 1,960 Not Significant
B/C oty 1.960 Not Significant
E/F 1,788 | 1.960 Not Significant

Table 21 shows the same kind of Z-test described earlier
in reference to the subsamﬁle>testing using the data from the

Dogmatism Scale. All intragroup comparisons were not signifi-

cant. Therefore, one may conclude that Group C approached

educational problems posed by the Teaching Situation Reaction

Test in a manner similar to the tetal Group A. Ip a like manner,
the subgroup F approached educational preblems in a manner similar
to Group E. Howevér9 especially in the latter case, there was
some evidence that the approaches of“Groups E and F might be dif-
ferent.

A third comparison iuvolving the same subkgroups was made,

The analysis followed identical procedures to the previous two. This




. Ll il Ll Lt

- 69 -
time the grade point average achieved in the major subject area was
the criterion used., The results of this aspect of the study are

given in Tables 22, 23, and 2k,

TABLE 22
'GPA IN MAJOR
n Group Mean ~ Standard
Deviation
77 A 2,942 o133
38 B 2.792 «382
12 c 2.710 | - o334
32 E 2,782 432
10 F T 2,946 0507

Table 22 is a.listing of all the different groups of stu-
dent teachers involved in this aspect of the sfudyo The means and
standard deviations were further analyzed in Tables 23 and 24,

'TABEE 23

INTERGROUP COMPARISON OF GPA IN MAJOR SUBJECT

Critical Critical
_ Value : ‘Value
i Greup . at .10 at .05
| Pairs|F-value | level |Significance| t-valug level |Significance
A/E {1,000 1l.72 |Not Signi- 1,797 1,98 |Not Signi-
ficant ‘ ficant
C/F {5,848 3,10 |Significant | 1l.255 2023 |Not Signi-

ficant
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As a result of the information presented in Table 23, one may
conclude that the total available number of student teachers Fall

Quarter, 1969, did not have a significantly different grade point

- 70 -

average in the major area when compared to a like group Winter Quarter,

1970, In a like manner, it was found that there was no significant'

difference between the two special groups, i.e., Groups C and F,.

TABLE 24

INTRAGROUP COMPARISONS OF GPA IN MAJOR SUBJECT

Critical’
Value

Group at .05 .

Pairs | 72 value level Significance
A/C b ,73lh 1,960 Significant

A/B 3,061 1.960 Significant
B/C 2231 1,960 Not Significant
E/F 2,197 1,960 Significant

Table 24”sﬁows the same kind of Z-test used previously. In
this case a numbér of significant results occurred. The intragroup
comparisons pointed ﬁp the faqt that éubgroups B and C had a signi-
ficantly lower grade.point average than grouﬁ A, In a similér manher9

subgroup F had a significantly higher value than Group E,
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Summary of Group Comparisons

Since extensive comparisons of Groups C and F follow, a
summary was made at this point. No significant difference was.
found between Groups C and F in any of the areas checked. They
were statistically the same in the areas of flexibility and non-
authoritarianismo They compared favorably in the aieas of grade
point average in their major subject areas and how they approached
educational problems as measured by the TSBTo

When one compared the Groups A and E, however, some dif-
ferences were noted. The total group of secondary stﬁdent teachers
Fall Quarfer, 1969, appeared to be more dogmatic and scored sig-

nificantly lower on the Teaching Situation Reaction Test; There

was no significant difference in grade point average in the ma jor
area over the two quarters.

An eitensive comparison of Groups C and F using the Flanders
systém of coding and analysis follows. The remainder of this chapter
is divided into two sections. The first section—presents the results
of classroom visitations on non-interaction student teachers, Group
C, while the second section presents results on the interaction student

teachers, Group F.
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Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number l‘

Matrix number one was probably atypical. Certainly the
writer noted nothing like it in the 1iferature or any other stu-
dent teachers that were vi-sited°

.The extremely large amount of time spent in catégory ten,
confusion, indicafed a problem in the classroom management. The
54,260 percent indicated a very severe loss of classroom time.

The 1.118 percent which was the combined totals of all categories
of praise likewise reflected a possible lack of rapport and pos-
sibly a basic lack of knowledge in psychological learning theories.
Due to over half the time being spent in noise and confusion, the
amount of time spend in teacher-talk (26,470 percent) and student-
talk (19.275 percent) may not be relevant. |

Each of seven cells in the matrix contained three percent
of the tallies or more. Three of these were steady-state éells;
They included the (5,5), (6,6), and (10,10) cells. These indicat-
ed extended lecture, extended directions and extended confusipn9
respectively. The other four cells were the (4,8), (8,10), (10,4)
and (10,8) cells. These transition cells reflected the most prom-
inent kinds of interaction present in the classréomo The (4,8) cell
reflected the teacher-question to student-answer phase. The (8,10)

cell reflected the nature of the student-answer to confusion phase.




TABLE 25

PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 1

2 3 A 6.. 7 8 9 10
1
2 0.140 0.070 0.629
3 o.ofo 0.070 ' 0.140
74 0.210 . 4.260 .210 | 0.419
5 0.210 11.104 | 0.908 | 0.070 {o.210 | 0.769
6 0.210 0.629 | 3.003 |1.140 | 1.140 070 | 1.397
7 0.210 0.070 | 0.280 {0.070 | 0.070 .070 | 0.559
8 0.769 |0.280 | 0.908 0.280 | 0.140°{0.280 | 2.305 13.408
9 0.070 0.350 | 0.070 .160 | 0.280
10 3.143 0.838 | 1.188 |0.769 |11.383 {0.210 [36.802
T%

*T indicates Total

-.g[_..

oY T




Lol A - | ] LLL Y

- 74 -
The (10,4) cell was confusion back to a teacher-question. The
(10,8) cell reflected the confusion back to a student-answer.
This was basically a question-answer type lesson with little

pralse and a great amount of class confusion.

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 2

An analysis of the matrix for teacher number two presents
a much different case than the one discussed previously. Iﬁ this
case teacher-talk was 76,127 percent of the time, while student-talk
was 17.788 percent. If these figures were compared to averages for
Fall Quarter, 1969, the teacher was talking mére than average and
the students less than average. Tﬁe lessons were intended to be
essentially lecture with some question and answer and it is evi-
dent from the matrix.

Bach of six cells contained over three percent of the tal-
lies in the matrix. Four of these cells were steady-state cells,
They included the (4,4), (5,5), (7,7), and (10,10) cells. Two
other cells were transitional cells. They included the (4,8) and
(5,4) cells. The (4,4) cell indicated extended question or rep-
etitious questions; the (5,5) was extended lecture; the (7,7) was
extended criticism; the (10,10) cell indicated a shift from .teacher-
question to student-answef and the cell (5?4) refleéted a shift

from teacher-lecture to teacher-question.




PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL -STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 2

TABLE 26

1 2 3 4 5 6. -7 8 9 10
1| 0,034 | 0.034 10.102 | 0.034 0.034
2 |1 0.068 |.0.442 | 0.781{ 0.679 | 0.611 | 0.068 | 0.068 | 0.204 | 0.170 | 0.306
3 0.068 | 0.136| 0.306 | 1.121 | 0.034 0.034 | 0.102 | 0.034
4| 0.034 | 0.136 ' 3.599 | 0.374 | 0,136 0.476 | 7.842 | 0.578 | 1.256
5 0Q034 0.170 | 0,034 3,734 | 25.730 | 0.374 | 0.679 | 0.272 | 1.630 | 1.460
6 | 0.068 0.340 | 0.374 | 2.682 | 0.170 | 0.068 | 0.374 | 0.408
7 0.068 | 1.358 | 0.883 | 0,272 3,666 | 0.102 | 0.171 | 0.713
8| 0.034 | 1.867 | 0.985| 1.969 | 1.256 | 0.340 | 0.951 | 2.037 | 0.442 | 1.155
o | 0.034 | 0.408 | 0.136| 0.340 | 2.241 | 0.068 | 0.442"| 0.102 | 2.648 | 0.340
10 0.204 2.003 | 1.49 | 0.510 |.0.883 | 0.340 | 0.544 | 10.116
#T | 0,238 | 3.395 | 2.139 |14.427 | 34.115 4,481 | 7.332 | 11.032 | 6.755 | 16.090

*T indicates Total

mgL—
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This teacher was one of the highest in the area of extended
direct, extended indirect, and confusion. This was an unusual situ-
ation in which both large amounts of praise and criticism were given.
This teacher was largely lecture orienped with sincere efforts made

by the teacher to '"reach" the students on a more "human level."

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 3

An examination of the matrix for teacher number three showed
teacher—falk covered 75,976 percent of the time while student-talk
Qas 15,207 percent. The teacher-talk was above average for Fall
Quarter, 1969, while the student-talk was below average for the same
period., Class methods revolved essentially around the lecture with
some efforts to include the students in question and answer pro-
cedures.

Each of six cells contained at least three percent of the
tallies in the matrix., Pive of these cells were steady-state cells
indicating a deliberate style of teaching. These cells included the
(5,5), (6,6), (7,7), (9,9) and (10,10) cells. The heavy loading of
the (5,5) cell (41,977 percent) indicated extended lecture; the (6,6)
was extended direction; (7,7) was extended criticism; the (9,9) was
extended student-answer; and the (10,10) was extended silence. The
one transition cell, (4,8) reflected a shift from teacher-question to

student answer.




TABLE 27

PERCENTAGE ‘MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 3

4

1 3 5 6 7 - 8 9 10
1 0.029 - |
) 0.057| 0.427 | 0.341 | 0.569 |- o 0.029 | 0.171 | 0.029
3 0.029] 0.086 | 0.313 | -0.796 | 0.029 0.057 | 0.086
T 0.023 | 0.455 | 0.144| 0.057 | 3.522 | 1.563 | 0.853
5 0.086 0.114 | 2.926 [41.977 | 1.051| 1.023 | 0.177 | 1.648 | 0.711 |
6 0.285 | 0.569 | 4.743] 0.398 | 0.143 | 0.143 | 0.540
7 0.029 | 0.427 | 1.023 | 0.256| 6.078 | 0.029 | 0.256 | 0.739
8 10.020 | 0.682| 0.427 | 0.767 | 1.080 | 0.057| 0.398 | 1.364 | 0.144 | 0.560
9 0.682| 0.313 | 0.285 2.187 | 0.029| 0.455 3.465 | 0.313
10 0.086 1.193 | 1.051 | 0.540[ 0.427 | 0.228 |-0.313 | 6.987
w7 10,020 | 1.619) 1.320 | 7.584 |49.702 | 6.817] 8.833 | 5.482 | 7.726 | 10.821
T indicates Total . ) -

_LLm
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Of the relatively low percentage of-student—talk (13,207
percent), over half (7.726 percent) was student initiated. The area
of extended direct contained the most tallies of any of the student
teachers observed. This teacher would typify many aspects of a
direct teacher, The class remained orderly at all times but the

atmosphere was somewhat strained.

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number L4

An analysis of matrix number four showed a number of inter-
esting and exciting teaching proficiencies., Teacher-talk was 53%.508
percent and student-talk was 37.696 percent. Student-talk was much
above average for.Fall Quarter, 1969, while teacher-talk was substan-
tially less tﬁan average for the same period. Class procedures
revolved around fhe discussion method.. |

Fach of-six cell contained over three percent of the tallies
in the matrix. Three of these cells were steady-state cells, while
three were the transitiounal cells? The éteady—state ce}lé inéluded
the (5955” (8,8) and (999) cells. The (5,55 cell was extended lec-
ture; the (8,8) cell was extended student-response-to a narrow ques-
tion, while the (9,95 cell indicated extended student-response to.
broad teacheé—questionsn The transition cells included the (498)9
(4,9), and the (5,8) cells. The (4,8) and (4,9) cells reflected the

transition from teacher~question to student-answer, while the (5,8)




PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 4

TABLE 28

1 2 3 4 6 7 9 10
1 0.039
2 .078 | 0.390 | 1.286 | 1.480 | 0.274 0.23 1.013 | 0.117
3 312 | 0.234| 0.546 | 1.363 039 | 0.312| 0.312 | 0.156
4 1 o117 1.363 | 0.701 | 0.117 | 0.078 | 3.233| 4.362 | 1.441
5 10.039 | 0.195| 0.117| 2.960 | 17.212 | 0.974 | 0.156 | 3.466 2.376 1.091
6 ; | 0.234 | 0.546 | 1.247 | 0.117-| 0.662| 0.195 | 0.546
7 0.039| 0.351 | 0.351 | 0.039 | 0.156 | 0.195| 0.468 | 0.195
8 .025 | 0,974 1.519 | 2.648 | 0.195 | 0.429 | 10.592| 0.156 | 1.130
9 181 | 1.69 | 1.986 | 1.687 | 0.234 | 0.624 | 0.078| 8.567 | 0.507
10 .078 | 0.234] 1.169 | 1.558 | 0.468 | 0195 | 0.896| 0.585 | 3.622
#r | 0.039 | 4.848 | 3.232 | 11.410 | 28.583 | 3.544 | 1.792 | 19.666 | 18.030 | s8.%01

n'6Lm
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cell reflected the intermittent teacher—studen£ interaction. This
teacher used praise rather extensively (8.179 percent) as compared
to criticism (1.792 percent).
It was obvious that this teacher was well liked by thé.class-
room teacher and the students; It seemed likely that some of this
affection was brought about by the indirect style that was exhibited

in several areas of the matrix.

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 5

An analysis of the matrix for teacher number five showed
teacher-talk covered 749239 percent of the time while student-talk
covered 15.557 percent of the time: Teacher-talk was somewhat above
average for Fall Quarter, 1969, while,_once agéin, student-talk was
below average for thé same period of time, Thelclass situation was
of a rather formal nature with the class technique revelving around
the lecture method with some question and answer includedo

Each of fife_cells contained over three percent of the tal-
lies iﬂ the matrix. Two of these cells were steady-state cells. They
included the (5,5) ghd(lO,lO) cells, The rather high percentage in
the (5,5) cell (39.823 percent) reflected the extended lecture which
was dominant in the lesson. The (10,10) cell showed extended periods
of silence. The three interactive or transitional cells included

the (4,8), (8,3) and (5,4) cells. The (4,8) cell reflected .the




TABLE 29

PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL .STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 5

1 2 3 | 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 |oom | 1 0.031 | o0.184
2 | 0.153| 0.887 | 0.826 0.062 0.367’
3 | o0.031 | 0.062| 1.345 | 2.508 | | 0.031 | 0.062 0.214
4 | 0.031 | 1.865 | 0.795 | 0.031 | 0.062 | 9.383 | 0.153-| 1.315

5 0.031 [ 0.062 | 0.062( 6.235 | 39.823 | 0.489 | 0.367 0.520 | 1.315 1.437

- '[8-

6 0.031 | 0,123 0.428 | 0.428 | 0.062 0.031 { 0.031 0,276

7 0.337 0.520 | 0.123 | 0.398 0.276 | 0,123 0.214

8 0.153 | 2,048 | 3,821 | 1.467 1.865 [ 0.092 | 0.795 2,170 | 0.062 0.489

9 0.123 | 0.184} 0.062 1.437 | 0.031 | 0.092 0.612 0.062

10 ) 0.062| 1.284 1.865 1 0.214 | 0.184 0.520 | 0.245 5.838

*T 0.245 {-2,293 | 4.340 13.631 | 50,337 | 1,406 | 1.987 | 12,959 | 2.598 | 10.208

*T indicates Total
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transition from teacher-question to student-amswer, while the (8,3)
cell showed the teacher acceptance of the student-answer. The (5,4)
cell demonstrated the shift from lecture‘to £eacher-question°

The lesson would be typified by a more formal lecture approach
with student involvement about narrow questions. This approach was
softened somewhat by a fairly extensive use of praise and acceptance
of student ideas. The 4.3 percent total for column three was one of

the highest totals of the group observed.

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 6
An analysis of matrix number six showed teacher-talk util-
izing 59.919 percent of the time while student-talk occupied 22.625

percent of the class time. Teacher-talk was considerably below av-

" erage for this group of student teachers, while student-talk was

above averages,

As it is obvious from the matrix, the class was qrganized
around student involvement. Students were involved in demonstrations
as well as a discussion type lesson.

Each of eight cells contained over three percent of the
tallies in the matrix. This indicated a greater number of feacher-
student interactions than has been observed before. This variety
would tend to hold class interest. Four steady-state cells were
involved. They included the (4,4), (5,5), (8,8).énd (10,10) cells,

The (4,4) cell reflected the extended question or paraphrasing ques-




TABLE 30

PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR.FALL STUDENT TEACHER'NUMBER 6

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 0.036 0.036 1

2 0.284 | 0.922.| 2.022 | 1.383 | 0.107 0,071 | 0.107 | 0.710
3 0.178 | 0.107 | ‘1.561 | 1.383 |- 10,213 0.497 |
W | 0.036 | 0.071 | 8.015 | 0.497 e 10.213 | 1.029 | 2.164
5 | 0.036 | 0.071 | - 4.362 | 13.688 | 0.391 | 0.107 | 0.391 | 0.674 | 1.774
6 | 0.213 | 0.071 | 1.039 | 0.071 | 0.071 | 0.071 | 0.639
7 0.710 | 0.178 | 0.142 | 0.178 | 0.071 | 0.107 | 0.284
8 | 4.717 | 2,412 | 1.738 | 1.100 | 0.07L | 0.710 | 5.852 | 0.284 | 1.490
9 | 0.036 | 0.249 | 0.284 | 0.284 | 1.206 | 0.036 | 0.249 | 0.071 | 1.454 | 0.391
0 .| 0.142 | 3.086 | 2.022 | 0.391 | 0.355 | 1.419 | 0.532 | 12.518
*7 | 0,071 | 5.568 | 3.937 |22.022 | 21.490 | 2.164 | 1.667 | 18.369 | 4.256 | 20.461

#*T indicated Total

...68-.
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tion, while the (5,5) reflected extended lecture. The 13.688 per-
cent for the (5,5) cell was relatively low. The (8,8) cell signified
extended student response to narrow questions while the (10,10) cell
determined tﬁe amount of extended silence, There were also four tran-
sition cells. They included the (4,8), (8,2), (10,4) and (5,4) cells.

The pair of cells (4,8) and (8,2) showed a definite pattern of teacher-

question--student-answer--teacher-praise. If one checks the (2,4)

cell, the sequence will be completed by another teacher-question.
The other transition cells showed a shift from lecture to teacher-
question aﬁd a shift ffom silence to teacher-question. Thelrel-
atively large amount of silence (20,461 percent) indicated that
pérhaps the class pace was a little too slow and too much time was

elapsing between questions.

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 7
An analysis of matrix seven showed teacher-talk was 78,994
percent of the time, while student-talk was 10,197 pércent of the
classtime. The teacher-talk was much above average for this groups.
The class frocedure was oriented around the 1écture with
allowance for some questions; ‘The lessons included the showing of

rock samples and slides,




TABLE 31

PERCENTAGE .MATRIX FOR FALL .STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 7

_ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
- ,
2 10.103 | 0.103| 1.648 | 1.854 0.103 0.103 | 0.515
3 10.309| 0.412 | 0.515
4 | 4.326 | 0.309 6.489 | 0.824 | 1.678
5 0.206° 4.841 | 49.228 | -0.309 0.103 | 0.721 | 1.442
6 0.103 | 0.103 | 0.618 | 0.103 | 0.412
7 0.103 | 0.309 7 0.103 |
8 4.017 | 0.721] 0.618 | 0.618 0.412 | 1.133 0.206
9 0.103 | 0.103 1.751 | 0.103 0.412
1@7' o 2.575 | 2.163 | 0.309 0.206 | 5.562
#T 4,429 | 1.236 | 14.625 | 56.849 | 1.339 | 0.515 | 7.724 | 2.474 | 10.814

#*T indicates Total
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Bach of six, cells coﬁtained over three percent of the tal-
iies in the matrix. Three of these cells were steady-state cells,
They included the (4,4), (595) and (10,10) cells. The (k,4) cell
reflected extended questions, while the (5,5) showed extended lec-
ture, and the (10,10) cell indicated extended silence. ~The heavy
loading of 49.228 percent in the (5,5) cell showed the extent of
lecture in this person's teaching style. The transition cells of
(4,8) and (8,2) followed as natural results of the extended ques-
tions in the (4,4) cell. They indicated a sequence of teacher-
question--student-answer--teacher-praise, which_was generally
considered a favorable style of teaching by research cited
earlier. The other transition cell of (5,4) reflected a shift
from teacher-lecture to teacher-question.

In a conversation with this teacher after the observation,

he indicated he felt the pressure of staying abreast; content-wise,

with his classroom teacher. This pressure of coverage turned a
lesson that could have had gfeat student involvement into one dom-
inated by the teacher. This was expecially noted in the decrease
of étudent involveﬁent as the lesson prdgressede The teacher was
watching the clock and making sure that his lesson plan was covered

by the end of the period.
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Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 8 -

An analysis of matrix number eight showed feacher—talk
occupied 83.829 percent of the time while studen%—talk covered
8.866 percent of the class time. This was much above average
for the Fall Quarter, 1969, teacher-talk, and much below for
student~talk for the same period. Of the student-talk, only
1.089 perdent was student initiated. The class procedure was
lecture oriented with some question and answer,

Bach of five cells contained over three percent of the
tallies in the matrix. Three of the cells were steady-state
cells. These included the (4,4), (5,5) and the (10,10) cells.
The (4,4) cell reflected extended teacher-questions, while the
(5,5) cell signified teacher-lecture. This value of 58.632
percent was partiéularly large when compgred to the other stu-
dent teachers in this group. The periods of silence were quite
small in this classroom. The two transition cells of (4,8) and
(5,4) showed shifts from teacher-question to student-answer and

from lecture to gquestion, respectively.

An examination of the "content cross' showed the highest
figure for all student teachers. This person was well organized

and spend 88.198 percent of the time communicating course content.

This was also reflected in the 1ow.figure for total silence,




TABIE 32

PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHER:NUMBER 8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1

2 _ ’6;052 0.208| 0.260. | 1.504 0.052

30 0.052| 0.156 | .2.178 I 0.104 052
4: o 3.733 | 0.830 | - 4,459 | 0,312 644
5 0.104| 5.288 | 58.632 | 0.260 0.674 |-0.571 | 0.830
6 0.520 | 0.520 | 0.156 | 0.363 .208

7 : . 0.520

8 1.970 | 2,074} 1.089 | 0.778 | 0.363 0,052 | 1.348 .104
9 0.052 | 0,104 0.778 | 7 1 0.156

10 | ' 1.400 1.556 | 0,052 0.778 00052 A
T : «2.074 2.541| 11.976 | 66.356 | 0.830 | 0.052 | .7,777 | 1.089 .310

*T indicates Total
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In a conversation with the student teacher after the obser-
vation, the student teacher expressed surprise at the small number
of times the students were involved in the lesson. Apparently, the
classroom teacher asked for even less student involvement, and got
it. The student teacher was trying for involvement and at this

point failed to realize the lack of success:

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 9
An analysis of matrix number nine showed teacher-talk
océupied 63,870 percent and étudent—talk covered 19,083 percent
of the time, Both figures were near average for this group of
student teachers. An unusual feature regarding the student-talk

was the relatively high amount (14.774 percent) that was student

~initiated, This would tend to indicate a more open classroom

élimateo The class lessons used lecture in combination with
teacher-student discussion.

Each of six cells contained over three percent of the
tallies in the matrix. Three were steady-state cells. They in-
c¢luded the (5,5), (9,9), and (10,10) cells. The (5,5) cell re-
flected extended lecture while the relatively high use of the
(9,9) cell was an.indicafor of the indirect teacher. The (10,10)
cell signified silence. The tramsition cells included the (5,10),

(10,5), and (9,5) cells. The (5,10) and (10,5) cells showed a




PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHER:NUMBER<9

TABLE 33

1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8 9 10

1

2 0.072 | 0.214 | 0.250 0,356 0.036 10.855 | 0:072
-3 | 0.143 | 0.392 0.606 0.072 0.036 | 0,143 | 0.143
A 0.890 | 0.570 | 0.072 | 0.036 | 1.994 | .2.279 2,172
5 0.107 | 2.920 | 38.840 0.926 | 0.143 | 0.072 | 2.314 | 3.062
6 0.036 0.285 | 0.250 | 1.531 | 0.036 0.356 | 0.712
7 0.036 | 0,178 | 0.214 | 0.107} 0.250 | 0.107
8 0.214 | 0,107 | 0.499 | 0.677 | 0,036 | 0.072 | 1.887| 0.285 | o0.534
9 1.424 | 0.855 | 0.819 | 3.560 | 0.072 | 0.250 | 0.036| 6.551 | 1.211
10 0.107 | 0.107 | 1.923 | 3.347 | 0.463 | 0.143 | 0.178 1.745 | 9.043
*T 1.852 | 1.531 | 8.010 | 48.381 | 3.204 | 0.890 | 4.308 | 14,774 | 17.053
*T .indicates Total
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deliberate style of teacher-lecture, perhaps even a little too slow

because over 17 percent of the class time was silence. The (9,5)

cell showed the interplay between student initiated statement and the

teacher's response,

Although many student teachers avoid the issue of discipline
by allowing little "give and take', this teacher met the issue and
was extremely skillful in working with students that could be class-
room problems. -Neither force nor sarcasm were used, but skill in

asking questions or turning a phrase were the only approaches used,

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 10

An analysis of matrix number ten showed teacher-talk of
69.466 percent while student-talk occupied 22,328 percent of the
class timéo Both figures were slightly above average for their
respective groups Fall Quarter, 1969, Of the total student-talk
approximately one-fourth was self-initiated. The classroom style
was a combination of lecture and gquestion and answer.

Each of ten cells contained over three percent 6f the tal-
lies in the matrix., This showed a wide variety of teaching style
and would tend to increase class interest. Four of these cells
were steady-state cells. They included the (4,4), (5,5), (8,8)
and (10,10) cells. The (4,4) cell showed extended teacher-ques-

tions while the (5,5) cell signified extended teacher-lecture.




PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL .STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER .10

TABLE : 34

- 76 -

1o 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 .10
l .
2 | 0.355| 3.131 | 1.300 060 | 0.295 | 0.060 | 0.237
s| . | 0. 1.773 | 0.887 0.060

| 0.119 | 6.380 | 0.709 | 0.119 | 0.060 | 12,050 | 2.954 | 2.422

5 0.060 6.498 | 24.395 | 0.119 0.237 | 2.304 | 1.064

6 10,060 | 0.119 | 0.119 0.119 | 0.060 | 0.119

7 0.709 | 0.178 0,060 ).178
8 4,962 | 2.304| 2,208 | 1.359 887 | 3,131 | 0.060 | 0.119 |

| 0,119 |- 0,119 0.532 | 4.667 | 0.060 | 0.060 0.473 | 0.178

10 | 0.060 | 0.060| 2.422 | 1.064 | 0.178 | 0.060 | 0.237 | 0.237 | 3.899
% | s.435 | 2.836 | 24.809 | 34.673 | 0.591 | i.123 | 16.126 | 6.203 | s.211

*T indicates Total
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The (8,8) cell indicated student response to narrow questions while
the (10,10) cell showed extensive silence°

There were six transition cells. They included the (4,8),
(8,2), (8,4), (9,5), (5,4) and (2,4) cells. The (4,8), (8,2) and

(8,4) cells reflected the question-answer type style of the lesson.

They followed naturally from the (4,4) cell. The sequence might also

take the form of teacher-question--student-answer--teacher-question.
The (9,5) cell showed the intermittent.student-teacher interaction,
while the (5,4) cell showed the shift from lecture to question.

The (2,4) cell indicated the change from teacher-praise fo another

guestion.

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 11

An anal&sis of matrix number eleven showed teacher-talk
covered 67.164 percent of the class time while student-talk used
17.792 percent of fhe class time. Both figures were very near
average for this group of people. Of the student-talk, nearly
one-half of the total was student initiated. The class proced-
ures revolved around the lecture with some question and answer
to clarify points of confusion.

Each of'five cells contained over three percent of thé
tallies in the matrix. Two of these cells were steady-state cells.

They were the (5,5) and (10,10) cells. Once again, there was a




TABLE 35

' PERCENTAGE MATRIX.FOR FALL .STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 11

- -}76—

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1

)| | 0.297 0.445
'3 0.075 | 0.223 | 0.371 ' 0.075 0.075
4 2.892 | 0.233 16079 | 1.631 ] 2.076
5 4,448 | 39.141 | 0.371 | 0.075 | 0.742 | 2.966 | 1.631
6 ' ' : 1.038 ] 0.075| 0.371] 0.149
7 0.233 |- 0.149
8 1.780 | 0.742| .2.373 | 1.854 | 0.075 | 0.075 | 1.631 1.261
9 0.297 0.371 | 3.929 | 0.075 | 0.075 2.743 | 0,519
10 : 't 9,008 | 2.208 | 0.075 | 0.149 | 1.187 | 0.207 | 8.748
*T '2.076 | 0.816 | 12.899 | 49.370 | 1.631 | 0.371 | 9.786 | 9.006 | 15.049

TT

*T.indicates Total
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large amount of extended teacher-lecture (39.l41 percent). The
(10,10) cell reflected extended silence. The three tramsition '
cells included the (4,8), (5,4), and (9,5) cells. The relatively
large percentage in the (4,8) cell when compared to the smaller
amount in the (4,4) cell indicated a number of brief student
answers. The (5,4) showed a shift from teacher-lecture to teacher-
question. The (9,5) cell showed intermittent student-teacher
interaction.

Relatively small amounts.of praise were used consider-
ing the amount of student response noted. This can be confirmed
by noting the sum of columns 1, 2, and 3 and the extended indirect

area in Table 35,

Fall Quarter Student Teacher Number 12

An analysis of matrix number twelve showed teacher~talk of
78,265 percent and student-talk of 15.943 percent. The teacher-talk
was considerably above normal while the student-talk was below nor-
mal for the group. Of the student—talk, about one half of the total
was student initiated. The class was lecture oriented with some
student reports.

Bach of four cells contained over three percent of the tal-
lies in the matrix. Three of these cells were steady-state cellso

They included the (5,5), (8,8) and (10,10) cells. The (5,5) cell,




TABLE 36

PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 12

3 4 5 8 9 10
1
2 0,044 132 | 0.528 0.044
3 0.044 .088 | 0.308 . 044
4 571 | 0.176 ). 044 1.230 | 1.362 | 0.308
5 0.044 284 | 64.735 .396 0.132 | 2.855 | 0.747
6 .088 | 0.352 .132 .088 | 0.308
7 044 | 0,308 . 0bi 264 | 0.044
8 0.352] 0.176 | 0.132 | 0.659 | 7.308 .04k
9 0.264| 0.308 | 0.132 | 3.470 132 .828 | 0.835
10 | .220 | 1.055 .220 0.044| 0.747 | 3.514
*T 0.747| 0.484 | 3.609 71.586 | 0.967 8.713| 7.230 | 5.798
*T indicate >tb£alr ;
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with over sixty-four percent of the time spent in extended teacher~
lecture was very high. The (8,8) cell covered extended student par-
ticipation while the (10,10) cell signified extended periods of silence.
The transition cell, (9,5) showed the relative amounts of student in-~
itiatea talk followed by a teacher response te that talk.

In a later conversation with this student teacher, the stu-~
dent teacher showed complete satisfactidn &ith the fesults of this
observatien. The lesson was intended‘to be a lecture, and in this
success must be noted., The class that this close supervision was
used in was a low achieving class., This brings up to a point cited
earlier, "closer supervisien through the use of direct influence,
an all too common antidote to lower achievement, may be more harm-
ful than helpful for dependént-prone students.'(Amidon and Flanders,

1961, p. 289)

Fall Quarter Composite Student Teacher Matrix
An analysis of the composite student teacher matrix cover-
ing all'student teachers Fall Quarter showed teacher-ialk covered
66,928 percent of the class time, while student-talk occupied 18.745
percent of the time. These figures were considered'aﬁerages for'Fall
Quarter. More than one-third of the gtudent-talk was student initiated.

This compares with another study done with 65.11 percent teacher-




TABLE 37

COMPOSITE PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR FALL STUDENT TEACHERS

1 | 0.008| 0.008 0.022 0.029 0.004

2 {0.008| 0.106] 0.356 | 0.878 0.917 0.050 { 0.015 | 0.078 | 0.268 | 0.251

3 0.075| 0.099 | 0.631 | 1.135 | 0.015|0.008 | 0.092 | 0.075 | 0.163

4 10.044 1 0.029| 0.018 { 2.739 0.512 0.064 | 0.078 | 5.827 | 1.442 1.562

5 {0.015| 0.075{ 0.057 { 3.924 | 34.902 0.600 | 0.325 | 0.596 1.678 1.358

6 |0.004| 0.011 0.191 0.325 1.5550.103 | 0.141 | 0.156 | 0.519

_86—

7 0.015 | 0.409 0.448 0.113} 1.255 | 0.096 | 0.184 | 0.300

8 10.025 1.985| 1.336 1.298 1°241 0.120 | 0.476 3.046 0.141 1.319

9 0.008 | 0.586| 0.353 | 0.431 2.327 0.071 | 0.261 | 0.029 3.189 | 0.413

10 0.053f 0.057 | 1.752 1.696 0.416 | 0.300 | 1.079 | 0.533 | 8.488

*T | 0-067 | 2.922| 2.288 |12.270 ‘43.527 3.000| 2.817 |10.984 | 7.762 | 14.367

*T indicates Total.




- 99 -
talk and 26.29 percent student talk.(Amidon and Hough, 1967) This
second study was done at the Ohio State University and involved
thirty student teachers, |

Bach of six ce;ls contained over three percent of the tal-
lies in the matrix. Four of these cells were steady-state cells,
They included the (5,5), (8,8), (9,9) and (10,10) cells. The in~
clusion of the (8,8) and (9,9) cells reflected the amount of time
spent in extended student-response, The use of extended teacher-
lecture was a dominant teaéhing style, as it was neérly 35 fercenh
of the class time.

The two transition cells that fall into the category of over
three percent were the (5,4) and (4,8) cells. The (5,4) cell showed
the shift from lecture to question, while the (4,8) cell showed the
shift from question to answer.

The low figures in the first three column total showed that
praise was used only one-half as much as in the study involving
thirty student teachers at the Ohio State University cited earlier.
(Amidon and Hough, 1967)

The low total 1n column six reflected the fact that the
directions gilven by'student teachers were often incomﬁleteo It is
pleasing to note that the small amount of direct criticism tends to
mark a good relationship between teacher and class, but this must
be tempered with the thought that the discipline is usually a

product of the classroom teacher,




TABLE 38

FALL QUARTER STUDENT TEACHERS

) ’ Student Teacher Number .
Category 1 2 3 4 5 7 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 Mean
'I/D Ratio ‘ 0.307 | 0.440 | 0.163 0.478 | 0.382 | 1.284 | o0.366| 0.247| o0.217 0.909 0.307 0.067 0.434
Revised I/D Ratio 0.162 0.489 0.195 1.533 2.028 2.500 ) 3.056 5.236 0.827 4.828 1.445 0.700 1.916
Extended Indirect 0.074 1.566 0.60L 1.017 0.280 1.529 0.519 0:316 0.532 0.477 0.079 0.092 0.581
Extenéed Direct 3.494 6.791 [ 11.476 1.560 1.011 1.420 0.620 0.158 1.782 0.]:20 1.040 0.266 2.478
Content Cross 25.297 | 63.663 | 68.209 | 57.767 79.é35 60.479 | 84.261 | 88.198 | 69.580 | 80.998 77.853 82.802 69.861
Indirect '}'eacher Response to Student Comments 2.029 5.775 3.185 9.856 7.859 9.720 5.565 5.292 3.920 | 11.345 5.564 1.365 5.956
Direct Teacher Response to Student Ctm;ments 1.120 5.298 4,206 ’ 6.818 4.312 3.372 2.887 1.973 4.667 7.032 6.082 4.579 4,361
Student Talk Following Teacher Talk 5.344 | 11.684 7.732 ( 16.829 11.957 | 13.021 8.452 6.539 8.409 '18.199 1]:.942 6.021; 10.502
Student Talk Following Student Talk 14.039 6.115 5.484 10.975' 3.609 9.613 1.754 2.336 | 10.683 4.138 5.859 9.928 7.869
Silence or Confusion Following Teache:; of Student Talk 17.463 5.979 3.839 5.184 4.375 7.948 5.257 3.841 8.014 4.316 6.305 2.288 6.23;4
Total Silence or Confusion 5/\;.260 16.090 | 10.821 » 8.801 10.2(;8 20.461 | 10.814 7.310 | 17.053 8.211 15.049 5.798 15,406
Steady State Cells 53.636 | 51.091 | 65.782 | 43.073 | 51,227 | 43.126 | 61.694 | 67.605 | 59.172 | 38.398 56.269 78.222 55.774
3-3 Cell 7 0.000 0.136 0.086 0.234 0.062 ;).107 0.309 0.052 0.143 0.000 0.075 0.000 0.100
9-9 Cell 0.140 2.648 3.465 8.567 0.612 1.454 0.412 0.156 6.551 0.473 2.743 1,828 3.004
Student Talk 19.275 17.788 | 13.207 | 37.696 | 15.557 | 22.625 | 10.197 8.866 | 19.083 | 22.328 17.792 15.792 18.363
Teacher Talk 26.470 | 76.127 | 75.976 | 53.508 | 74.239 | 56.919 | 78.994 | 83.829 | 63.870 69.;66 67.164 78.265 67.068
Teacher/Student TalkiRatio 1.373 4.2;9 5.752 1.419 4.772 2.515 7.746 9.455 3.346 3.11i 3.774 4.909 3.652

00t
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Table 38 is included at this point to summarize the teaching
style exhibited by the Fall Quarter, 1969, group of student teacherso.
The reader may need to refer to the definition of terms in Chapter
One for aid in their identificatiéna A comparison of Tablé 38 along
with its counterpart (Table 50) for the special Winter Quarter group

(Group E) will follow later in the study.
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Winter Quarter Student Tedcher Number 1

An analysis of Winter Quarter matrix number one showed teach-

er-talk covered 72,107 percent of the time while student-talk covered

21.619 percent of the time. When these figures were compared to the
averages for the Winter Quarter student teachers, teacher-talk was
above average while student-talk was below average.

Each of nine cells in the matrix contained three percent'of
the tallies or more., Only two éf these cells were steady-state cells.
The (4,4) cell indicated the extended, deliberate type of teacher
question. The (5,5) cell showed the amount of extended teacher-
lecture. The other sevenr cells in the matrix wefe transition cells,
They included the (4,8), (%,10), (8,2), (8,3), (3,4), (2,4 and (5,
cells. Even though teacher talk was somewhat above average for Winter
quarter, 1970, these transition cells showed the variety of ways it
was used. The (4,8) cell showed the shift from teacher-question to
student response, while the (4,10) cell showed that the teacher fre-
quently needed to wait for a brief spaﬁ of time for the students to
respond. Eoth the (8,2) and (8,3) cells showed forms of teacher-
praise following student-response. The (3,4) and (2,4) cells showed
the transition from forms of praise by the teacher back te questions
directed to the students. . The (5,4).cell showed the shift from

lecture to question.




PERCENTAGE -MATRIX FOR WINTER QUARTER STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 1

TABLE 39

1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10
1 .0.065
2 0.324] 0.971 | 3.366 | 1.878 0.650 .650
3 0.195| 0.777 | 3.431 2.719 065 0.065 | 0.324 | 0.259.] 0.130
4 0.065 | 4.208 1.295 11.975 | 2.072 | 3.172
5 0.130{ 0.259 | 5.502 |23.431 .036| 0.065 | 0.777 | 0.971 | 0.389
6 0.259 | 0.583 .389 0.130 | 0.065 | 0.389
7 0.065 | 0.130
8 5.826 | 4.272.| 2.784 | 0.583 .195] 0.130 | 2.395 | 0.065 | 0.454
9| 0.065| 0.195| 1.480 | 0.777 | 0.971 | 0.065 .230 | 0.130
10 0.065 | 2.395 | 0.842 .130 1.036 | 0.259 | 1.554
*7 | 04065 | 6.667 7.962 122784 |'32.492 .878] 0.259 | 16.700 | 4.920 | 6.279

%*T indicates Total.

- €01 =




7

- 104 -

The almost total lack of criticism was a reflection of the
skill of the student teacher. Several situations arose that woﬁld
have resulted in dipect criticism by a less knowlédgeable teacher,
This teacher used a style indicating partial acceptaﬁce and let the

peer group make the correction.

Winter Quarter Student Teacher Number 2

An analysis of Winter Quarter matrix number two showed teach-
er-talk covered 59.774 percent while student-talk covered 27.111
percent. Teacher-talk was below average while student-talk was con-
siderably above average for the Winter Quarter, 1970, group.

Each of eight cells in the matrix contained three percent'of
the tallies or more. Four of these cells were steady-state cells,
They included the (4,4), (5,5), (8,8) and (9,9) cells. The (4,4)
cgll showed extended teacher—questioho ‘In this case, there was some
difficulty with excessive teacher paraphrasing before the students
were allowed to answer. The (5,5) cell showed a relativelﬁ low inci-
dence of extended teacher lecture (15.326 percent). The (8,8) and
(9,9) cells showed an unusual amount of continuous student involve-
ment. There were also four transition cells. They included the
(4,8), (8,2), (2,4) and (5,4) cells, The first three cells ident-
ified a pattern of teacher-question--student-response--teacher-praise
and back to another teécher—questioq. The (5,4) cell indicated the

transition from lecture to questiono




TABLE 40

* PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR WINTER QUARTER STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER'2

554

774

029

1 .2 3 4 7 8 9 10

1

2 0.274{1.588 1 3.011 1:861 . ;055 1.697 .055

3 0110 | 2.080 | 2.737 | 2.135 0.165 | 0.274 | 0.055
4 0.219 5.146 | 1.095 . 10.072 | '1.478 | 0.767
5 0.219 | 0.548 | 5.419 |15.326 .10 0.657 | 1.314 | 0.438
6 0,110 .219 0.329 .055
7 .110 | 0.055. i
8 6.325 | 2,245 | 0.986 | 1.259° | 0.165| 0.165 | 14.724 | 0.438 .6637
9 0.384 | 0.986 | 0.438 | 1.807 .055 0.055 | 5.246 ,325 |
10 0.986 | 0.438 .110 0.219 | 0.493 | 0.876
T '8.539 10. | 24. 712 0.165 | 27.915 | 9.196 | 3.120

*T indicates Total.

- G017 =~

a4




- 106 -
An analysis of the (3,3) ceil was especially interesting.
This student teacher used thié cell about two percent of_the timeo_
This was nearly twenty times as frequently as the average non-
Flanders trained teacher Fall Quarter. The use of (3,3) cell is
considered especially important by Flanders, Amidon and others.
Its use is generally considered a reliable indicafor of a superior

teacher.

Winter Quarter Student Teacher Number 3

An analysis of Winter matrix number three showed that teach-

- er-talk covered 76.86Ll percent of the time while student-talk occupied

16,964 percent of the time. These two figures represented the high
and low mark in their respective cafegories for Winter Quarter, 1970,
However, when these figures were compared to the muntrained Fall teach-
ers, one finds that about 25 percent of the Fall student teéchers
talked more while about éne—half of the students talked more than

the 16.964 percent eof the time cited abegve,

Each of seven cells in the matrix contained three percent of

-the tallies or more. Only two of these were steady-state cells. They

included the (4,4) and (5,5)‘cellso The (4,4%) cell showed the use .of
extended teacher-questions, while the (5,5) cell showed extended
teacher-lecture. The 35,219 percent speﬁt in cell (5,5) was a high
for the Winter Quarter student teachers, but only average when com-
pared to the Fall Quarter group. There were five transition cells.

They included the (5,8), (8,20, (2,4), (2,5) and (5,4).'ce11s° The




TABLE 41

PERCENTAGE MATRIX FOR WINTER QUARTER STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 3

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 0.081

2 0.324| 0.687 | 4.766 | 4.362 0.283[ 081| 0.445
3 0.162 | 0.445 | 0.566 ' 0.081 ).041
4 3.918 | 0.687 11.188| 0.364| 2.303
5 0.445| 0.081| 5.534 |35.219 | 0.445 0.243] 1.778 .091
6 0.122 | 0.283 | 0.485 .041| - 0.081
7 0.243 L

8 |0.041 | 9.976| 0.283| 1.414 0.364 0.202 | .535 .364
9 0.081| 1.081| 1.979 0.041 485| 0.041
10 |0.041 | 0:122 1.858 | 1.374 | 1.081 0.849] 0.041| '1.818
v | 0.081 |10.946 | 1.293 18;458 44,831 | 1.010] 0.243 | 14.177] 2.787| 6.180

#T indicates Total.
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first four reflected a teaching style of teacher-question--student-
response--teacher-praise followed by either another question or a
shift into lecture. The (5,4) cell showed a shift from teacher-

lecture to teacher-gquestion.

Winter Quarter Student Teacher Number L

An analysis of Winter matrix number four showed that teacher-

talk covered 57.403 percent of the time while student-talk covered
36,058 percent‘of the time. This showed a relatively low level of
teacher involvement with a high percentage of student involvement.
Each of ten cells of the matrix contained three percent of
the tallies or more., This showed a wide variety of interaction
present. Four of these cells were steady-stateycellso They in-
cluded the (4,4), (5,5), (8,8) and (9,9) cells. The first two cells
showed the measure of extended teacher-question and lecture, respec-
tively, while the last two cells were measures of different kinds of
student participation. There were six tramsition cells., They in-
cluded the (4,8), (4,9), (8,2), (5,9), (9,5) and (5,4) cells. The
first three cells shoﬁed a teaching style of teacher-question--two
" kinds of student-resﬁonse—-and teacher-praise, while the (5,9) and
(9,5) cells showed a tjpe of teacher-explanation--student-question
style not recgrded before. The (5,4) cell was a shift from teacher-

lecture to teacher-quéstiono




TABLE 42

"PERCENTAGE ‘MATREX FOR WINTER QUARTER STUDENT TEACHER NUMBER 4

-~ 60T =

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 | | 0.042
2 0.126| 0.709 | 1.793 | 1.208 - ' 0.376 | 0.459 | 0.042
R 0.417 | 1.543 | 2.126 | 0.042 0.334 | 0.501 | 0.084
Wl | ooome| 3.085 | 0.501 | 0.042 | 9.213 |3.335 | 0.959
5 ) 0.084 | 0.209 | 5.544 16.716 | 07376 0.084 | 0.584 | 4.127 | 0.792
6 0.376 | 0.459 0.292 | 0.126 | 0.167
7 0.126 ' | 0.167 | 0.042 0.042 | 0.042 | 0.042
8 4;252 2.001 |2.668 | 1.084 0.251 | 0.209 1 6.295 | 0.084 | 1.960
9 |0.042 | 0.167 | 1.668 |1.334 | 5.544 0.084 | 0.084 | 7.337°| 1.001
io 0.042 0.042 | 1.043 | 0.834 | 0.167|0.042 | 1.668 |-1.251 | 1.501
+T 10,042 {4.711 |5.044 | 17,174 |28.554 | 1.418 | 0.459 18.800 |17.258 | 6.545

*T indicates Total.
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Winter Quarter Student Teacher Numbér 5
An analysis of Winter matrix number five showed that teacher-

talk covered 57.867 percent while student-talk involved 31.867 per-

'cent of the time. Teacher-talk was below average for Winter Quarter,

1970, while student-talk was somewhat above average for the same
period. Approximately one-third of the student-talk was student
initiated. | |

Each of twelve cells of the matrix contained three percent
of the %tallies or more. _This shoﬁéd a very wide variety of inter-
action present, ‘Three of these cells were steady-state cells.
They included the (4,4%), (5,5) and (8,8) cells. The (4,4) cell
reflected the amount of extended teacher-question while the (5,5)
cell was a ve?y ldw 7.309 percent of teacher-lecture. This teacher
was able to teach a c;ass without a great deal of extended talk.
The (8,8) cell showed the amount of extended student-response.
There were nine transition cells. This was one of the highest
numbers of transition cells recordea in this study. The trans-
ition cells included the (4,8)9‘(4,9), (8,2), (8,3), (2,4), (3,4),
(10,9), (9,10) and (5,4) cells. The (4,8), (8,2) and (8,3) cells
showed a teaching style of narrow teacher-question——étudent—
response--and two different kinds of teacher-praise. The (#;9)

cell showed a more general type of teécher—question followed by




h

PERCENTAGE MATRIX

TABLE 43

FOR WINTER QUARTER STUDENT TEACHER -NUMBER5

- 111

1 2 3 4 6 7 8 9 10

1 /

2 0.556| 1.203" 4811 | 1.573 0,093 2.359 | 0.556 | 0.972

3 0.417| 1.943 | 3.516 | 0.833 | 0.047 0.972 | 0.648 | 0.556

4 139 | 3.655 | 1.111 11.148 | 4.580 | 1.342

5 0.093) 0.463 | 3.146 | 7.309 | 0.186 0.787 | 1.064 | 0.787

6 047 0.139 | 0.093 | 0.324 0.232 | 0.093

7 047 |

8 8,974| 3.053 | 2.406 | 0.741 | 0.047| 0.047 | 4.025 0.879
9 1.989.} 1.804 | 1.666 | 1.712 | 0.093 1.342 | 3.053
10 0.139) 0.232 | 2.637 | 0.463 | 0.139 0.878 | 3.238| 2.637
*T 12.165 | 8.927 $21.971 [13.830 | 0.926 | 0.047 | 20.167 | 11.656 | 10.315
*T indicates Totai; .

=2

oy
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a more imaginative student-response. The (9,10) and (10,9) cells
showed the extent of étudents offering their own differing ideas
about the topic. The (5,4) céll was a shift from teacher-lecture

te teacher-question.

Winter Quarter Student Teacher Number 6

.An analysis of Winter matrix number six showed that teacher-
talk covered 62.649 percent ﬁhile student-télk covered 31,065 per-
cent., Teacher-talk was somewhat below average for Winter Quarter,
1970, while student-talk was somewhat above average for the same.
period. Approximately one third of the student-talk was studentA
initiated. Hach of nine cells of the matrix contained three percent
of the tallies or more., This showed a fairly wide variety of class-~
room interaction. There were four steady-state cells. They in-
cluded the (494); (5,5), (8,8), and (9,9) cells., This showed the
amount of teacher involvement in extended question and lecture as
well as the student participation in the forﬁ of response or init-
iation. Thers wére five transition cells., They included the'{4,8),
(8,2), (4,9), (2,4), and (5,4) cells. The (4,8), (8,2) and (2;4)
cells showed a teaéhiné style of teacher-question--student-re-
sponse—-teacher—praiseo The (4,9) cell showed a different, more
general, teacher-question followed by the student's own ideas as
a response. The (5,4) cell showed a shift from lecture to teacher-

question,






















































































































































































































