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ABSTRACT .
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psychological tone-~-accepting ‘versus r2jecting, and neutral versus
judging; (3) possibility for reflective thinking--long versus short,
and repetitious versus singular; and (4) logical structure--"entry"
'versus "sustaining." The secondary. objective was to determine what

- relationship may exist between patterns revealed by the )

- glassification system and (1) personality -measures, (2) creative
strategies, {3) predisposition for learning in art, and (4) learning
in art as measured by strategy convergence. Twenty arct education
students participated in eight studio periods and 6 evaluative
sessions, during which sessions, tapes were made which provided the’
primary source of’data. The results of the tpsting of five hypotheses
during the study show: (1) closed teachers use more "entries" than do

" ‘open, teachers; (2) "entries" or mnew teacher statements relate.
positively to aesthetic gains in art; (3) teacher opeh statements
relate positively to gains in strategy; (4) there is no significant

. relationsFip between strategy of student or the teacher and any
. measure- of verbal behavior used in the study; and (5) gains in

aesthetic quality are positively-.related to the length of student

statements and the/  percent of student talk. Data are presented in 26

tables. (DB) : C ' :
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IV”RDDUCLION

Problem

The devel@pment of evaluatkve ablllty is of prlmary-impartaﬁce in
L
the arts. BRecauss of the lack of ﬂeflnlte standards the student must be
. - 7 -
able to establish meaningful standards‘ior his own work in order to assess

hlS an pragless and to prcvide goals for future action. Therefore, the
role of the Leacher in helping a ‘single student to fevelop his evaluative

power is considered th: most important area for the study of interaction,

Research at Penn Stats in which the principal researcher had parti-

cipated, had attested to the irﬁp@ftirl'_:}aéf the teacher taking an active
ffolE»dufing evaluative sessions. The same rescarch also provided the
stfuctufe of accounting for individual differences through strategies
of credtivity and a means for EvaluatipgingWCh or learning by étfatégy
convergence. _ . g -

The basic prublmm @i thls study was to describe thP verbal inter-
'! .

active patterns of student and téachér in a manner that w111 lead to an
understanding of the‘effectivé‘verbalibehaviaf of the art teacher in

evaluative situations.

Ob]ectlves ) . AT o 1 .

.

The princlpal cb;ectlve cf thls study was to develop.a classification
\

_ system for the elements of student and teachér evaluaélve dlalggue which

3

would account far (1) “the con:ent area-«task centered versus per;pheral

R .
Txr

rand Qpenfvg:sus clnsad; (zg_pgychc;ogical tonEe-aecepting versus rejecting,

¥

r « 0 . O ! - - - ) N
s e o : : : : : ’



and neutral versus judging; (3). possibility for reflective’ thinking--

¢ 1 (] = » » i : *
long versus short, and repetitious versus singular; and (4).logical

structure--'"entry' versus ''sustaining.' The secondary objective was to

*

determine what relationship may exist between patterns revéaied by th

1€

classification system and (1) personality measures; (2) éfeative strate-
gies, (3) predispositibn for learning in art and (4) learning .in art as

measured by strategy convergengce.

Because cf the exploratcry nature of this study it should be stressed

L

thit its purpose is to develop as well as test hypotheses Hyp@theses
suggested by initial exam{Patlon of tapes ‘were the fallcw1ng
1. - Teachers that are highly ﬁred spoged wlll’use more entrles
| than will teachers that are loyer in art learning Préqiépcsition,
2. «Tﬁe use of moré "enttiés" will relate poéitively to learning

in art. - ]
/ . ‘ S - .

3. Teacher statements that are more open and task-centered will .

K

relate positively to learning in art.

4. When the teacher and student are of unlike strategies, the
:tegcherywill use more '"entries' and ‘they will be more open and
task-centered. ‘ "

5. Lcnger stqdeﬁt-réépgnseé'wiff be positively related to learning r

o . , B )
in.art. (It-is-thcught that a longer response is eévidence of

A

" more seIf-reflecthn ) . ' 7

. Re la tad Reseafch

. ' As revealed in Table 1 the prcpcsed study may be descrlbed as,
- D
(1) ccntrnlled (2) related to persanallty, (3) rETated to personallty

A . . . . '



development as learning, (&) having a system of few categoriésg (%)
concerned with content, (6) multi-dimensional, (7) involved with one

peacher talking with one student, (8) striving for moréfempirical judgments,
(9) concerned with only verbal behavior, (10) studying the statements of
both teacher énd st;denz, (11) concerned witbzsequenée of sﬁatements.

Table L also shows that these qualities are in line wi;h current trends

in interactive studies. E

Table II shows the source of the vdrious elements of the proposed
" ® *

system of interactive analysis. One category found in many of thg other
systemsiiﬁsTissing from the pfoﬁcsed system--procedural directions. The
amissiun'issthe result of ﬁorking with a highly structured situatién in
which the.directicns'have_alreédy been given before the student meets

T

with the teacher. It should be observed that the proposed study for the |
: -

first time brings together the major concepts of previous systems of
interactive study.
) ,
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‘T‘REN%S IN INTERACTIVE STUDIES RELATED TO THE. PRESENT STUDY
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CHAPTER 11 R

, . PROCEDURES

\ - l - -

\\**ngzle ‘ . -/!

\\\x The sample consisted of twenty students enrolled in an art educa-
.tion methods class during the fall of 1964. The students were predomi-
nantly female as is typical of undergraduate art educaticn'ﬁajérs_ The
‘students were for the most part seniors who would be practice teaching
during one of the next two terms. This period of their develcpmént rep=
resented a time when maximum. experimental controls could be used on sub;
jects approximating beginning teachers. |

For the experiment the 20 subpjects were asgigned to 10 teams. 1In
. ,

each team one person was to act as the student and one person was to act
N A

as the teacher. The Stqdents theﬁ drew from the same still life with
identical materialé =" pen, bt"ﬁshj and‘zgk on White.pager.A During the
gcufse of the 90 minute studio period thé %ork of eaéh student was' photo-
graphed in procegs. Photographs were also'ﬁéde of the\}inished products
at the end of t?e studic‘perigg. Before the next studio period each
'stu§ent metrindépendently-with his teacher for the phfpcse of evaluating
his work (as revealed in the éhotographs) énd setting up goals for the
\\ next studio period. 'During:the evaluative session a-tape reccrdiﬁngas

" made of thé dialogue. After four studio periods had alternated with three
A T ) :
evaluative sessions the teacher and the student in each team exchanged
s / L ‘5 : - . , e
roles and campleted four more studio periods and three more evaluative

. = ) - | ‘ - -
T sessions. f

13-
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Data =
The tapes made during the evaluative sessions were the primary source
of data for this study. They were given to the principal investigator by

Kenneth Beittel and Robert Burkhart who were responsible for the experi-
) ' i

ment just described. Their work was supported by U. S. Office of Educa-
tion Cooperative Research Project No. 1874;' As well as the tapes, which
were a by-product of their study, Beittel and Burkhart also made available

scores on the following personality measures and measurements of gains
L4

in art.
1. Measures of creativity - complexity, aestheticism, originality, !
independence, flexibility, and- divergent.questions.

2. Measures of predisposition for learning in art - theory, creative

orientation, self-rating (process), w. d equations.
3. Measures of strategy gains in art as indicated by judgment of
- . - - - .

process photographs. on criteria for spontaneity and criteria

for divergency.

5 ]

4. Measures of aesthetic gains in art as judged by sportaneous and
- K - N .
e 1
divergent judges.
These measures- are all described in the final report’of'ﬁhe study men-
. =3
_Eioned above. The developmeﬁt of measures for the tapes is the work of

A~

the ﬁresent investigator and is reported in the following pages.

1 slight variation of the method of Beittel and Burkhart was also - . .
employed. As well as judging each student's work against the work of the
other students (resulting in a "Relative: Aesthetic judgment"), internal
aesthetic judgments were made which compared a single student’s first
works with his last works. Judgments were made on a scale of +5 (gains)
to a -5 (loss). Judge agreelment is slightly lower than for ‘the relative
aesthetic judgments because the strategy preferences of the judges seem to
be more pronounced. : : :

1 -

=2 ) : N .
) B &

4

14
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Method of Judging Tapes : ' ] -

7 The task ‘of transcribing the tapes proved ..ot anly to be highly tlme
consuming but also less objective than desirable for providing an ab ject
that waS*agaiﬁ to be judged. JDbjectivity was lost in the quality of the
recordings themselves - tﬁey were ﬁade at 1 7/8 [t. per second and the
subjects were untrained in speaking so that they would be raca%ded clear-
ly. Many wofds wére diffiecult to understand gnd to transcribe them was
to exércisg a sugjective Judgment.;ﬁbﬁgétivity was lost again through
the use or lack of use of pronunciation. In either case emotional tone

could not be judged ahjectively from typed scripts.

To make Judgments while lLStenlng to rhe tapes not only required the

' development of new procedures but ﬁecéSSltated a new method of judging

"entries." Smith!(lz) judged them by hindsight - a method that would be
impossible while listening to the tapes. It was finally determined that

the essential quality of an ''entry'’ statement was that in relation to

" what had gone before it introduced something new for consideration.

Newness could be judged while listening to the tapes.
The unit to be judged at one time was another major consideration.

Many utterances were viewed as meaning only "I agree with you, keep

talking;" These ExprESSlQnS of lnterest or attention seldom 1nterrupfed
the principal speaker s traln of thought of hlS flow Df wgrds Therefore
lt was determlned to disregard. these utterances and make judgments only
when the pessession of the "flogr" deflnltaly changed

During judge t%alning the final dlfficultles were worked out. The
principal investlgatcr operated the tape recorder, and stcpped it briefly:

“whén ‘a Judgment was to be made It should be noted that this decision

12

g
T
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i -
was also a judgment but a judgment that could be ;mmediately checked when
thelre:order was again turned on. On mést tapes the judngﬁt was easy
to make but on a few tapes errors wefe made, necessitating backlng up‘aﬂd
:replayinéﬂall of one unit for.judgment. By'recording the number on the
foatagé ihdigatof of the machine an objective measure of the length of
each statement was also obtained. In a check for the ability to repeat
the judgments on the éizé of the unit to ﬁe judged it waSjébsefved that °
in two successive tries the tape was stDpped in exactly the same place
62 out of 64 tries. The percent of accuracy was therefore 97. &

Discussion.and judging triélsﬁbf the principal investigator and ﬁarée

Doctoral candidates in art education resulted in the following names and

definitions for the criteria to be judged.

s
Scale ’ Name Céesignéges- Definitiong
3 on al to 3 scale)
- Entry to sustaining New ‘ . Relationship of one state-
: 3 ment to previous state-
L o ‘ ’ . ments=--new ideas‘not just
- , new words. ’
= - ° . £y : _2,\«’::
Singular to Repetitiom Repetition fnternal restatement
: ) of parts within a single
= statement. '
. Accepting to Rejecting Rejecting : Agrees or disagrees with
’ . . - pre%ious statement.
Neutral to judging Judging Level of emotlonal dis-
oy B - - ) play (31ther negative
or positive).
Task-Centered to ' Task : Closeness of statements
Peripheral o - to the job of evaluating
- ' ' - ' the art--not a scale Df
B , . siabstractness.
Open to closed ' Open 3 Inclusion of or request
" : ' for multlple consideta=
‘EIOﬂS. .
. _ g o o o ) ' ra
o -

Aruitoxt provided by exic [

[ERJ!:‘ | : .;—f? } ) | - 7 ; - 'ra Lo ; f “?;i,f
< e - | . : . . j_E;;‘ : .
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Other grecund rules that were established are the following:

1,

ERIC

A i Text provided by ERiC

‘are clese between the two parte of’ (1) ‘new and repetlt;on, (2)

ISPESVWETE to be judged in units-=-that ie, the three tepee rep-
resenting the three eveluet;ve eeseLcne of ane teeehef talking

with one student would be judged ¢: one time. Thls would make
pass;ble the two fal;ow1nu rule

The Judgment for the flrst statement on the flret tape was ar- P

-

bitrarily set at two. Each statement, thereafter on all three

tapes, would be judged for newness on the basis of all the state-

ments that have gone before.

In so fer as pOSSlblé the JudgEméﬂgﬁan each erltenlen were to

L3 N f\
represent movement f:om the beee efwthe individual rather than a ~

constant Judgment fELathé to the entire sample. It was felt
Y

that eﬁ indieetien éf individual ehenge wquld give a better basis

&

, fef appl;eetlon.c If for exemple, "tesk".wee foﬁnd to be of value,

a teecher wauld not ‘have to take a teet to determlne whether he’

used a eufficxent number ef taek stetements, rether he wculd know

. -

that no matter how he rated on teek new——te incfeeee in task

_ would prabably reeult in more .student 1earﬁ1ng.- ‘.: . ' .

Judgmente were to. be made on both student end teeeher etetements.,

=

Slnce tapee veried ;n length and because it soon: became apparent;
that there wee little or no chenge frcm the beg;nning to the"
end of each tepe, it was determined to Judge no more. then 113

ft. of eeeh ‘tape at the rata of 1 7/8 ft. per second,

1

The criterxe were to’ be judged in pairs. Eiﬁeefthe distinetions

.t

s - ,
’ T,
regectlng and Judglng, end (3) task and open, it was felt that




O

'ERIC
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~—

one person could do a better job of keeping the two separate.

-
.

During the actual judging human energy was to be conserved by ¥
“having each criterion .judged by only one person (60 tapes X.
approximately 60 stateménts each X 6 criteria = 21,600 judgments.
A total of 44 Lapeé %ere judged in this manneéﬁ The tapes from
three students wefe not judged because their test matéfial was incémplete.
All of Lhe tapes from angther student had to be re;ecged because they were
too vague to understand. Thus, four students representing 12 tapes were

lost. Four students had one tape that was too vague to understand. Thus

éomplete data were available for 16 students and their teachers. Each

teaching team was represented by from two to three tapes!(

i

Judge Agreement and Reliability

To test Eor judge agreement all three judges initially gudged all
six criteria for 64 statemantsron one tape. This meant that they listened
to one tape th}ee times_makihg two judgments each time. The agreement was
foﬁnd to be acceptable. As shown in Table III all the coefficients of
correlation are well above the .01 level .6f significance.

Since only one person was to juége each criterion it was important
té‘know whefher the judges would'still be makiﬂg‘jhdgments the same way
at the end Qf judging--a process that requ1red a week of intense work‘

Therefore the tapes that were judged first were regudged at the very end

of the week of judging. Table IV: shcws that the Judges were all able ‘to

»

éérepeat their judgments well above the .01 level. The judge for repe§

tition was mcst accurate with) 992--tha judge for regectlon was least:

[ - Y -

accurate with 507 - v

yan

el al T



TABLE III

CDRRELATIDN MATRICES OF INDEPENDENT; JUDGES' SCORES

-ON EACH OF THE VERBAL JUDGMENTS .
. N = 64 statements
T A% B . A
< -
Newness B .709; - Open = > B 443
C .611 .649 C 453
A% B A
Repegition B .821 Judging B . 743
c -.812 .730 - | cx .727.
A B A
Task B 4607 Rejecting B .607
C .53 467 c#* " .635
*Judge for that criterion for all tapes on final study.

1 All correlatidhs are wg 1 above the .01 level

TABLE TV .

(RRELATION OF VERBAL JUDGMENTS MADE ON
THE SAME TAPE AT THE BEGINNING AND AT
3 THE END OF THE'JUﬁGING‘
= 64 étatemeﬁts ” ,Judgement
-judge A New .597**-
Judge ‘A Rep . ‘3922**
Judge B. Task .52 T
Judge B Ogén .668**
' Judgé* c Re j . 507%%
Judge . C Judg 691wk

*kyell above ‘thé

.01 level of significance (.01 =

13

.587

of 51gn1E1cance

L

.254 when DF = 62).
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ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND FINDINGS

[

Consistency of Verbal Behavior

Inspection of the judges' recording sheets showed that .individual

¢

teachers and students were receiving fairly consistent scores on each
criterion. Therefore means were calculated for, each eriterion for each

student. A comparison of mean scores for the first period with dcores

for the last period (see Table V) revealed that verbal behavior was
largely consistent between, as well as within, teaching periods. For

the teachers, changeé were noted only in the number of new questions.

The students were more flexible with changes being made in judging, task,

and openers, \ . .

B

\

An almost complete lack»éflgonsistency was found between a subject's
behavior as a student and as:a tgacher (see Table V1). -The percent of

time spent talking‘and cpeneréyare_the only measures of verbal behavior

\

as a student which relate sig@ificantly to behavior as a teacher. There

) . . b : . ) : .

is a slight, but not signifidaht tendency for the student to just re-
verse his behavior, as noted on the other criteria.

- = i -~

Relationship of Verbal Behavior to Personality T B
N The dominant rele - rnship between pefsonality'and verﬁigﬁ§ﬁggvicg

for students is that those with high aesthetic interests are less likely’

to use rejecting and judging statements during any of the periads‘and
13 = . - -

; are more likély tcrstick to the task and talk a lot during the first

O




15
- TABLE V
CORRELATION OF MEAN SCORES ON FIRST AND LAST TAPES
N = 16
Student - Teacher
Yo New : . .220 478
T . Rep . .735%* .548%
' Rej . . 769%% : ) .538%
Judg ' . 703%% -.0417F
Task . . 489 224 -
Open . .541% .398
% Time. .621% . 700%%
+yariables selected for study of directional trends between first and
last tapes. ‘ i
* .05 level of significance.
%% ,01 level of significance.
TABLE VI
CORRELATiONS BETWEEN VERBAL BEHAVIOR OF THE SAME
SUBJECTS ACTING AS STUDENTS AND AS TEACHERS & ) -
~ , SN =12 '
’ "New - =.306
Rep =124
~ Rej -.205
Judg -.,303
Task 7 041 . . _ ,
Open ® . - .555% - o
% - .663% ) g -
Length < ,011.
* ,05 levél of significance. ’
, N
4
] E
: f
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\x : , length of statements, newness and repetition.

16

period. Students who make more open statements are not likely té be
cémplex. Students ﬁhé make prcgreésivély more new statements are likely
to sbﬁre high in originality. Teachers 'high in.aesthetic interests gte.
élsb:;ess likely to make opén statements. The teacher who scores high
in complexity ié likely to be less judging in his statements and will
p;obably stick closely t@.the task.

Téachérs who are high in originality are likely to be rejecting and
talk a lot. The iﬁd&péﬂééﬁt teacher is likely to be judging and not

open during 'the first periodrand seldom repeats himself.

Factor Analyses of Verbal Behavior

Because behavior as a student did not relate to bghavior as a teacher

it ‘seemed aﬁﬁropriate to undertake separate factor analyses for student

‘statgmenﬁs and for teacher statements. For the students three factors

were found: R

i

1. Length

donsisting of the per cent of time gpént talking, the .

£

¥y

.2, Task '~ consisting of task and open.
3, Judging- consisting of rejecting and judging.
Three factors were also found for the teachers:

s . . o L s
1. length . - consisting of per cent of time spent talking, length
) & . ‘ o
of statements, and repetition. ) \

2 Rejecting- consisting of rejecting, judging and task. Task 1is
- negatively réléted to the cher‘two,'

3. New - consisting of new and openness.
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TABLE VII oy

SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF "STUDENT
CREATIVITY AND STUDENT VERBAL EBEHAVIOR

N = 16
1SSD | ISSD  BBCL-X3
Complexity Aesthetic Originality
S Rej-1 : -.579% '
S Rej-M -.511%
S Judg-1l : =, 707%%*
S Judg-2 =.542%
S Judg-M : N -.576% ,
S Task-1 .574% ¥ o0
DS New ’ . ‘ .519%
DT nehn -.552% ' -.564% :
T Task-1 o .503%
TL-1 _ LL45%
* .05 level of significance.
%% 01 level of significance.
: . & 7
o TABLE VIIT

STGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN MEASURES OF TEACHER
CREATIVITY, AND TEACHER VERBAL BEHAVIOR

N = 16
ISSD . ISSD . BEBC1-X3 BBC1-X3
Complexity .. Aesthetic, Originality Independence
Judg-1 -.531% - o 561%
Task~2 . » e
Rep-2 ' _ e - Lo
Rep-M . 3 -.559%
Rej-2 B K .588%* '
Rej-M ' .568%
Judg-1 ’ - o =.503%
Task-2 T .663%% w7
Task-M .505% : . ‘ .
Open-1 o ' o : ' -.571% .
Open-2 . =.534% ' ‘ ' )
%=1 ' L693%%
* .05 level of gignificancei .
%% .01 level of significance.

23 °
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ROTATED MATRIX OF FACTOR LOADINGS FOR STUDENT VERBAL EE’HAVIQRl

FACTOR I -~ LENGTH

New-1
New-2
New-M
Rep-1
Rep=2
Rep=-M
%=1
L-1
%=2
L-2
Ja=MM
L-M

o mmumruo ol

FACTOR II - TASK

Task=1
Task-2
Task=M
Open-1
Open-2
Open=M

S

F 1

0.71171*
0.50809%*
0.87315%
0.89103*
0.84810%*
0.79644%
0.82839%*
0.70266%
0.85678%
0.89735%*
0.85849%
0.89846%%

0.00138
-0.00633
0.01894
0.19085
0.44389.
0.46702

FACTOR III - JUDGING.

Rej-1
Rej=2
Rej~M \
Judg=~1
Judg=2
Judg-M

w

LT I R I R

et

0.05565
-0.33243
-0.15083"

0.21562

0.10189

0.09313 °

o]
™

.04229
.19152
.03924
.16196
.24068
47875
.21352
.26070
.04051
.28572
.27863
.25134

]
[cNeoRuRoNoNoReoNojeRolaie]

L71319%
.75890%
L,91660%% ;
.75559%
.66425%
.76991%

eReNeloloe

-0.73045

=0.40510

-0.58621
-0.62613
-0.13523, -
-0.24480

accounted for 27% and F III accounted for 7%.

=(J.0N5390
=0.45513
-J.065358
0.18%27/
=0.,04992
-0.15718
-0.13089
~-0.18087
0.17017
-0.04121
0.01969
0.12781

-0.41707
-0.05996
-0.13864
-0.32132
-0.32044
-0.04558

.53527
.67776%
.64019+
.59962
0.91274%%*
0. 89941*

[= N e el oy

Before rotation FI accounted for 427% of the total variance, FII

* Indicates hlghegt loading on any factor for this varlable

*% Indicates highest loading on this factor for any variable.

04
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ABLE X
ROTATED MATRIX OF FACTOR LOADINGS FOR TEACHER VERBAL BEHAVIORl

FACTOR I - LENGTH

F 1 F 2 F 3
T %=1 0.75254% 0,17160 -0.31772
T L-1 0.70182%* -0.12774 . -0.15632
T %=2 0.69217% -0.07163 " -0.21509
T L-2 0.70976% 0.03146 0.37151
T %=-M 0.90833%* 0.00198 =0.18549
T L-M 0.83696% 0.10665 0.15120
T Rep-1 0.78100%* 0.19838 0.06441
T Rep=2 0.55466% 0.04451 0.54753
T Rep-M 0.76869* 0.13912 0.25429
“FACTOR 1I - REJECT1ON
T Rej-1 0.17917 0.76415%* 0.02313
T Rej-2 0.01036 0.82535% =0.31513
T Rej=M | 0.12786 0.87497%* -0.17765
T Judg-l 0.09150 0.46308% . -0.21847
T Judg=-2 0.43284 0.64161%* 0.20489
T Judg~-M 0.37367 0.80399%* 0.06356
T Task-1 0.26639 -0.63463% 0.02067
T Tagk=2 .0.03938 =0.62337% =0.11807
T Task-M 0.17880 =0,85935% -0.11244
FACiDR IIT - NEW
T New=1l -0.11231 0.11349 0.81075%
T New~-2 -0.19754 0.07430 0.63435%
T New-M -0.04684 0.14273 0.80760%
T QOpen-1 0.41654 -0.28075 0.58707*
T Opén-2 0.01459 -0.19897 0.75151%*
T Open-M 0. 16878 -0.27084 0.81883%%
1 Before rotation F1 accounted for 27% of the total variance, Fi[
accounted for 21% and FIII accounted for 16%.
* Indicates highest lgading on any factor for this variable.
#% Tndicates highest loading on this factor for any variable.

o At ALt o b i AL
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Correlations of Verbal Behavior with Learning

Table XI gives the significant correlations between judgments of

teachers' and students' statements and sﬁuaents! learning in art.
. .

Table XI actually consists of three tables - one table contains.correla-

tions for all students {n 16), one fer divergent students (N = 10),

i

and one for spontaneous students (N = 6). It will be observed that, in
/

i

some cases, studants af the different strategles learn best under different

types of verbal treatmentrg For the readet‘s/ease of interpreting these
I
/

tables the variables of verbal behavior havé been grouped into their

app. opriate factors,
Correlations between verbal behavior and learning in art suggest that
it may be well for all students to refrain from judging or becoming

v

emotional, and to remain open in their statements, since these relate

positively to strategy growth. Fo or students to talk a large part of the
'\
T time correla?es with aesthetic growth. -

As might be expected, fbr_the teacher to talk a lot relates neégatively

to student growth in aestheticism. The other :force which the teacher can

ex&rt’on the learning of all students is to use open and new statements.
t ?

These correlace ﬁith strategy grgwth

leférenges between the spontanecus ‘and the dlvergent sections of

Table XI suggest that the ratio of student and teacher talk is qertainly

;ﬁportant for the divergent students but not necessarily as important
- for the spontaneous studeqgts. It is also important for divergent students

to refrain from judging and\for teachers oi spontaneous students to get

away from the task. \\ ) '

Teacher open statements ar;\§?cd for the strategy growth of both
. : . A -
spontaneous and diveérgent studenté\fdt teacher open starements may have

w

T - \ .:2E;
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. 8§ L-M*
DS New
DT Task
T Judg-2

Task=2

Open-2

New=1

L I | ]

New=2

H

e

New=-M
Rep-1
Rep-2

Rep-M
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A
; TABLE XI )
SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STUDENT ART GAINS AND
VERBAL BEHAVIOR FOR STUDENTS AND TEACHERS
ALL N = 16
Aesthetic, Relative Aesthetic, Internal Strategy ' -
D 8 . T W D 5 T W D g - .
-.537%
. ' -.518% .
.598%
=.524%
L 623%K
.506%
540% : _535% .
.499% : , , i
573* . 508% L610%
L .551% . ;
é -.508% . | )
.516% : ‘
535w o | o 567+
-.526% ' ‘ o C ’ |
.512% .522%
o E . ’ .528% o f -
; . . N . 7 . 491# x . S4z% .
“ o ' L679%%° 531k 6LLwk
. =.670%k . ’§_5§1* T 1 . . .
-5546**4 =, Th2%k- S66%| - 54T - -.sobx| - .603% ,6B9*X ,666%k -
- ) . . £ . . .
-.555% -.738%k. - |- 568 ’ o s
2, 749w | o
Ssik —7isee|-.e21w -.585% - .650%)
~506%  |-.s28% - ;
& g .
27 -
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8 7%-2
5 LLZ
s %-M
5 L=-M
DT Task
T.Judgal
T Task=1
T Taaé-z

Task~M

-

Open-1

L T |

Open=2

X

Open~M

New=1

Hoow

New=-M

T Rep-1

T Rep-2

.f Rep~M

T %-1
T L-1
T %~2
T L-2
T %-M

T L-M.

Aezthetic, Relative

D s T W
=,659%
760
L618%
.640%
L671%  .694*
L]
- 712%
&
N

-,613% - 574% -.669%

-.627% -.637%
-.562% -.562
- . BUEK
-.633% - .818%¥= 633
= .BESWK '
. .657% - .GLO®
- B74%H
 -.560% - BS54k

—.671% -.694%

e

TABLE XI
(continued)

DIVERGENT N = 10

l Aestheti%, Internal
i ,
‘ D 5 T W D
A!
P -.655%
|
: -.563%
!
|
|
; .596%
677%
g"‘x
¢ 516%
563%  .566%”
539% .539%
677%
.625% 666
i .632%
.542%
-.760% - .647%
-.610%
-.625%
-.576% -.544% =.576%|
.728%
-.645 -.645%
.554% |- 551
.637%
=.563% = S566%
-.565% R v
. =.545% =,658%
-.625% = .666%
~.538% -,516%

. 28

22
v
Es
Strategy

s T W
 LL678% -.655%

-.5688%

. 704%

T =700

.53T*

.695%
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<« s +
-
’ TABLE XI .
v . (continued)
SPONTANEOUS N = 6
' Aeithetic, Relative Aesthetiec, Internal ’ ‘Strategy
D s T W D s T W ) s T
§ Taak-2 o - o -.872%
$ Open-1 ' ' : , -.B50%
B . —
§ Open-2 .B12%
§ Rep-1 . ) LB41* .
f S Rep-2 .815% .853%
S Rep-M . .823%
T Rej-M 4 !372;
s T Judg-1 S . 9495k
. z T Judg-2z  -.977%k o -.Bl4% o
} T :rask,-z; © .B53% <
T D T Open ,800% .BOOW »
T New-2 ' . o " .900%  .900%
. T New-M " : , "f ) .895% ,BYSH
i T Rep-2 , . _ = .B4T* : LO11%
: T Rep-M = -.853 B - .97 3dk ' '
* .05 lgy‘el! of significance.. - - ; -
. *k .01 level of significance. . . .
. .
. . .

rF
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negative effects on the aesthetic growth of divergent students.

The dominant picture of all three sections of Table XI is that
student talk relates positively to aesthetic growth, while teacher new
statements relate to strategy growth and slightly favor spontaneous
students.’ (That both épentsnecus and divergent students have sﬁrategy
gains in spontaneity may be an expression of the value of depth training
in the teaching of spontaneity.)

Sequence ofﬂétatemgﬁts
. =
In order to determine what type or types of statements might follagw
different types of statements, the six factors* for student and teacher
i statements were entersd as variables omn a ‘correlation program according
: to the following scheme:
D st T. 1st S. 2nd T. 2nd S,
ot Statement Statement Statement Statement
- Case No. 1 1. Length 4. Length 7. Length . 10. Length-
3 -7 2. Rej 5. Task 8, Rej 11. Task
: 3. New 6, Judg ‘9. New 12. Judg
1 . o
d 2nd | T. * 2nd S. 3rd T. 3rd S.
) Statement Statement Statement Statement
1 Case No. 2 1 2 3 45 6°'___ 1 89 10 11 12
3rd T. 3rd' 8.  4th T 4th S.
. Statement Statement Statement Statement -
Case No. 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 718 9 10 11 12
Significant cofrelatiéns revealed the'éequence patterns repeated in
Table XII, XiII, and XIV. Different sequences, it will be observed, result
-k . #The score for éach factor was that score obtained on the level variables
. of that factor. - y )
. )
1 '
O
ERIC = ' - 30
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» ticularlxgimpcrtaﬁt as it will later be\sh n that .this arrangement re-

judge preﬁudic

[N
[

when' the students and Eeacher§rweré’grguped differently according to
strategy and predisposition for learning. 1If we assume that the se-

quences repeated for all teaching teams is - natural, ‘'or at least a

=

typical sequence--and it does look loglcal-- then we can rate the various’
possible combinatiens of studsnts and teachars according to the natural-

ness of the flow of c@ﬂversaticn. in Tables XII and XIIT asterisks (*)

3

follow sequences that are less natural or less typical.

, <z : .
It will be observed that the most natural or typical sequence pattern
oceurs when a closed teacher talks with an open student. This is”par- .

sults in the most learning in art. e _ \;\ ;
1]

.

Learning ianrt and Grouping of Teacher and Student Accarding to Strategy

L ; e : acs 1 A2 4
! : : .

Because of the small population, an analysis- of variance using classi-

fication of béth strategy and predisposition, would have resulted in

| ' _ , . ) :
numerous bLank cells. Therefore a two fﬂlt@r anaLy51s,cf variance was

I . ) -
undertgkén folr grQUPlng of students flrSt agcbrdlng to stfategy and

second, accoqding tdtpredisp351fgﬁﬁ As dependent varlables all the art
gaiﬁ scores, and all of the verbal bé%avicr measures were used,

Few Slgfxr;cant differences fh 1earn1ng or talking were found When

" gtudents and teachers werge gnnuped according to strategy, and thase that

»

/

students cé spontaneous teachers galn more in. aesthetic qual;ty whi ke

.were found 'zeem to be of small importance. Spontaneaus judges feel that

divergent ﬁudges pre er the. wark of students working w1th divergent
|-

F

ﬁ&achers;/ These findings can only be interpreted as an expressiOn of

!

it b o ¢ g i i e 8




Student

Spontan~ous

Divergent

’

TABLE XII

SEQUENCE OF STATEMENTS WHEN STUDENTS AND TEACHERS
ARE PAIRED ACCORDING TO STRATEGY

-
Teacher
Spontaneous Divergent ~}
N = 59 Statements P = N = 144 Statements P =
*7. Rej—»S. Task .05 'T. New—S. Long - .05
T. Rej — S. Judg .01
) *5. Long =+ T. Rej .01,
%S Jddgxa T. Rej .01 *S. Long —» T New .05
»
- — f e -
|

CN-= 169 Séatements N = 161 St%temEnts

*i. Long — S. Long .01 T. New— 5. Long .05

*T. New —» S. Task .01 7 /(_

| S. Judg —» T. New .01

*5, Task—> T. Long .01 )

#S. Long—»T. Rej .05 '

*Not a typical'sequence .

. _
< - ‘ v
; o .
7
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TABLE XIII
SBQUENCE OF STATEMENTS WHEN STUDENTS AND TEACHERS - ‘
ARE FAIRED ACCORDING TO PREDISPOSITION -
- Teacher .
Open e . Closed ’ :
N = 133 Statements P = N - 186 Statements P = i
*T. Rej—7 S. Long .05 T. Rej— S. Judg .05
T, New—~—'5. Long .01 ) “T. New — S. T.-Qng 05 . -
o ®T. New—S. Task .05 : '\
g" : R ] . i )
! . . ' %S. "Judg—> T. Rej - .01
S Judg —» T. New .01 S, Judg — T. New , .05 8
£ B *
2 \ '
3 ’ — — — |
B ™ Iy
n _. _ N v :
*T. Long~—> S. Long .01 %T. Rej—» 8. Task = 0L , '
9 . T. Rej—=S. Judg .01 T
é %5, Long = T. Long .01 7 ,
" %§. Task—T. Rej . ,05 |~ *s. Judg~—T. Rej, 05 .
S. Judg—>T. New 1,05 L
H . . T .. ; ° 5
i*Nm;! a -typi}cal‘ response -
' ¥ o
r




)
/

TABLE X1V

TYPICAL SEQUENCE OF STATEMENTS

533 Statements

Long — 5.

.Réj=—* 5.

New —» 5.

Judg— T.

Long

New

.01
01

01

L
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lzarning in Art and grouping of Teachers and Stgdgp;s”Accordiﬁg to
Predisposition

When analyses of variance were computed for predisposition using the
same methods and dependent variables described above the results were
both rewarding and revealing (Table XV through X¥). First, and perﬁaps
most important, closed teachers have students that learn more in terms of
total strategy growth, especially growth in spontanéiLy. Second, the
differences in learning are explained in terms of verbal behavior. When a
closed teacher talks with an opeéen student, the SCUdéﬁt uses more task and
judging statements. Student task statements correlate with gains in
spontaneity for divergent students and student judging statements cor-
relate with gains in éivergency for spontaneous students. Closed teachers
use more new statements and fewer task statements. The former correlates
with gains in strategy for all students and the latter correlatés with
gains in aesthetic quality. The order of effects for all the analyses
nf variance is the same: cl@séd teacher and cpenAstudent,-éver closed ;
teacher and closed student, over open teacher and cpen étudent; averanpéﬂ
teacher and closed student. Thus pred;sp051t10n of the student is im-

pcrtént but not as lmpcrtant as the predisposition’ of the teacher.

Measures of Pred13pc=1t1cn

Because Eeaéher pradlspc51tlcn prOVed tc be so important it seemed
neqessary to 1ook at the_ 1nd1v1dual measures of pred;spcs;g1on for the
-teachers and to determine whether they mlght predict 1earn1ng. In Table
XXI1, wiﬁh‘on}y one exception, each of the measures predicts.high gains

in aesthetic quality and lok strategy gains.

O

ERIC

JAruitoxt provided by exic [ /"
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Summary

This study has thus described personalityzfactors that relate to the
quality of the teacher kclosedﬁess) and coAthé quality of the student
(openness). It has further shown that maximum learning occurs when a
closed teacher talks with an open student. Paralleling the increased
learning when a clcsed teacher works with an open student are verbal

sequence pdtterns which are more typical and individual verbal traits

‘which correlate with total strategy lea. ning in art, learning in one's

_ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

opposed strategy, and aesthetic gains in art.

36  /
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TABLE XV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TOTAL STRATEGY GAINS IN ART

Source of Variation D.F. Sums of Squares Mean Squares F-Ratio P =
Teacher 1 124i0159 124.0179 3.5137 .10
Student 1 4.6607 4.6607 0.1320

Error 13 458;8393 - 35.2953

*Interaction is not significant and is therefore assumed to be zero.
Closed teacher and épen student (20;1);> closed teacher and closed student
(19.0)‘> Q?en teacher and open student (14.5) > open teacher and closed

student (13.4).

TABLE XVI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR SPONTANEOUS GAINS IN ART

Soufce of Variation D.F. Sums of Squares Me?n Squares F~Ratio P =
Teacher 1 143.4337 ° ' 143.4337 7.4163 .05
Student 1. 1.9515 F.1.9515  0.1009 .

Error .13 251.4235 ?  19.3403

*Interaction is not significant and is therefore assumed to be zZero.
" Clozed teacher and- open student (11.0) 7 clcsed_teacher and closed student
(10.3) > open teacher and ‘open student (4.9) §'Qpen teacher and closed

°  student (4!3).

37
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TABLE XVII

ANALYSTS OF VARIANCE FOR STUDENT TASK STATEMENTS

Source of Variatiom D.F. Sums of Squares Mean Squares F-Ratio P

Teacher 1 751.5007 751.5007 1.0916 "

Sfudent . 1 491.3723 491.3723 0,7137

Interaction . 1 4147.8000 4147.8000 ° 6.0248 .05
" Residual 12 8261.5000 €88.4583

Closed teacher and open student (2.67))’ closed teacher and closed student
(2.56) > open teacher and open student:(2,53)>open teachr - and closed

student (2.42).

TABLE XVIII

. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR STUDENT JUDGING STATEMENTS

Souf;é of Végiatién" “D.F. Sums éf Squares  Mean Squares F-Ratio P =
Teacher ’ S | 81.6129 81.6129 0.3727
s;uden£ o 1 368.6137 368.6137 1.6834
Interaction 1 . 1052.8400 1052.8400  4.8082 .10
Residual . 12 2627 .6200 © 218.9683

. .

Closed teachéf:énd open student (5.98) > cpen-éeatﬁéf and open student
(5.26) > open teacher and closed Sﬁudent'(AiZI) > closed teagher:an@

closed student (3;79)}

w
®

e il
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TABLE XIX
ANALYSIS OF VARIZANCE FOR TEACHER NEW STATEMENT
Source of Variation D.F. Sums of Squares Mean Squares F-Ratio
Teacher 1 1056 .0100 1056 .0100 3.4223
Student 11 137.9600 137.5600 0.4471
Error ' 13 4011.4200 308.5708

*Interaction is not significant and therefore assumed to be zerc.

Closed teacher and open students (1,70))’ closed teacher and closed

students (1.64)>‘ open teacher and open students (1.54) > open teachers

and closed students (1.48).

TABLE XX
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR TEACHER TASK STATEMENTS

[N

Source of Variation D.F. Sums of Squares Mean Squares F-Ratio
Teacher ‘ 1 " 915.3N000 915.3000 4.l931
Student o 1 " 3.7000 3.7000 0.0170
Efror 13 2837.7000 218.2846

#Interaction is not significant and is therefore assumed to be zero.

Open teacher and open student (2.85) 7 open teacher and closed student

(2.84) 7 closed teacher and open student (2.70) > closed teacher and

closed student (2.69).

33
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TABLE XX

SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STUDENT ART GAINS AND

MEASURES OF TEACHER PREDISPOSITION AND CREATIVITY
- ~
ALL N = 16
Aesthetic, ‘Aesthetic,
" Relative Internal Strategy
D S T W D S T W D 5 T
5 6 7 17 23 24 25 29 11 12 13
BRC1=X3
Word Pairs =.789
+ ) - .
SDT Py . 703 .500 .629 - .550 HS -.623
WET ' -.502
155D
Complexity -.539
FAT
Flexibility - -.581
+

m

measures of prédisposition - all other measures are o

: \\
\ .
*. \\\ % 5
; \
5 Q 4
S \ EAS I

f creativity.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Suﬁport,fgr Hypotheses

/ The first hypothesis-"reacheré that are highly predisposed will use

more 'entries' than will teachers ghat are lower in art learning pre-

‘disposition,' must be rejected. Ev1dence shows that just the opposite

is true. Significant at the .10 level, closed teachers (teachers law
in predisposition) use more eritries' ‘or new statements than do open

teachers (teachers high iﬁspredisposition)!

-

Hypothesis number two "The use of more 'entries' will relate positive-
3 .

Ll

ly io learning in art" must be accepted. Eight significant correlations

£

show that "entries' or new teacher sﬁatements relate positively to aesthetic

gains in art. The facﬁ that the relatlonship for the divergent students

is slightly léss than Slgnlflcant is- eas;ly explained by recent research

#0
by B ittel (3) which shows that dlvergent students do not learn as wall
as.spcﬁtaneoﬁs students when they wcrk;in-depth with one material.

Hypothesis number phrée "reacher statements that are more open agﬁ

-

task-centered will relatg positively to learning in art,' is partially

. accepted. Three significant correlations show that teacher open and task

statements relé;e positively to gains in aesthetic quality for spontaneous

jstudents! For divergent students, hcwever, the relationéhig;is negative,

LY

as shown by. 17" s;gnif;cant correlatlcns. Still teacher open statements
i’
do relate "positively to gains in str ategy as shown by three 51gn1ficant

N 1

correlations. -
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Hypothesis number four "when the teacher and student are of unlike
strategies, the teaeﬁér will use more 'entties'_and they will be more
open and task centered,' must be rejected. No significant relationship
was found between strategy of student or the teacher and any measuve of
verbal QEﬁavior uéed in tﬁis study. The important distinetion is not
strategy but predisposition.

Hypothesis number five, "Longer student responses will be positively

related to léérning in art,'" must be accepted. Eighteen significant cor-
felatigps‘shgw that gains in aesthetic quality are positively relatad to
the length of student statemenis and to the per cent of student talk.
Conversely, 27 cﬁrrelations shoew that the length of teacher statements

and the per cent of teacher talk is negatively related to gains in

aesthetic quality.

Ideﬁtlty of the Teacher and Student

It is clearly seen that the teachér is different from the student.
When studéﬁts become teachers they act~differentlyssscme'patterns of
verbal behavior are almost reversed. ﬁéteovez, the personality structure
of the good teacher éeemg to be‘eppasite that of the good studénfﬁ It is

of p051t1ve value fo: students to be hlgh in theory, to have a creative

orientation, to have aesthetic interasts, to rate themsefbes highly, to

. be interested in prdcess and to be able to rank the same obge;ts in dif-

ferent orders. These qualities, however, seem to be of negative value
for the teacher. Thus the student shbqid be open to nmew experience and
S :

the eache: should be fairly rigld in his ideas Moreover, if we cbserve

the ﬁegatlve value of flex;bility, ccmplex;ty and fluency (per cent of

42
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teacher talk), extrecme deubt is cast on the value of what has been con-

sidered a creative.téacher. Since the two roles are different and since
students change their verbal.behaviér when they become teachers, it would.
seem dégirable to prepére students for teaching by techniques that will
build up an image cof what the teacher should be (give the student an

idea of what to become) and techniques that will teach and give the student

practice in the teacher's role durlng interaction.

E#treme doubt is also .cast on the value of a passive supportlng role
for ﬁée teacher. Tﬁe téacher, it appears, must have definite ideas of
his own. Hhe may c¢ven serve as an]image of society against which the

student tests his idea. This image of the teacher does not reject the

" Mpidwife'" concept of Plato but rather amplifies it and suggests that the

encounter of teacher and student may be a tiﬁe of pain for the student
and skilled help from the Eegcher; R |

Péin, in so far as it is painful to examine. the consistency of one's
thoughts, seems to be minimized when the student ii épen,fand‘the’QEacher
seems to be most skillful when he 1s closed. Wﬁen the gtﬁdent is already
pregnant with ideas (predisposed) the teacher's job is s;mplér. &hen the

student is not open to learning the teacher may be faced with the: problem
of fertilization as well as delivery. An open teacher i5 a real handi-
cap to an open student but nature takes its course and the student will

deliver. The 51tuat1cn is somewhat hopeless when the student is not .

pregnant and,the teacher 1is. afrald to fertilize. 1In terms' of verbal

behavior we/See the open student and closed teacher conversing in patterns

that suppleéent one anether, The teacher makes a new statement, for
f

. f . -
example, 7nd it is fcllowed by a long student statement.' The former is

good for étrategy growth and the latter is good for aesthetlc growth.
v s

=
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the closed student talking to the open teacher, the _,

pattern of their talk tends to negate itself. A long student statement

(usually producing aesthetic growth) is followed by 2 long teacher state-

ment (usually producing aesthetic loss) and teacher new statement (usually

producing strategy gains) are followed by student task statements .(which

produce losses in strategy).

ot

Y . /
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TRANSCRIPTS OF TAPES

The transcripts of tapes reproduced here represent approximately the

‘first 70 feet ofsthe first period that a particular student talked with

his teacher. The speeches are.divided just the way they were judged.
Parenthetical scat&ﬁents represént statements that seemed to only acknow-
ledge the continued attention: of the listgéér. Thé numbers to the left
of eachistatemént,-cr unit of judgment, are a record of the actual judg-
ments. The first number in the series eXpresses the length of the state-

mént in terms of number of feet of tape at the rate of 1-7/8 feet per
- J;s. )

second. The other numbers represent judgmenzs on a one-to-threc scale.

The first tape is the one that was used for testing jﬁdge agreement
and réliabil;tyi The second tape was made by the same two people after
they had exchanged roles. The two are a fine examplé‘of the tendency

for openness and per cent of talk to remain constant. The first® tape,

with an open teacher and a closed student, represents the lowest strategy
! . . ;

¥

gains in art--only e;ghE‘innts out of a possible 39. In the second tape,

where the closed subjec® is now the tedcher, the student gained 25 points--

. -

- g \
one of the highest.
The third tape was made by two open subjects who converse in vague

(open) generalities. Tape four.was made by two closed subjgcts.' As might

be -expected, gains in both cases were about average--15 points and 12

"points respectively. = . ] ‘ ) /

The fifth tape was made by the student 'who gained more tham any other
student--28 points. Tﬁe,studgﬁt is open, of course, and the t acher=--the

teacher is closed, naturaily! ' ’ .

ERIC : » | ’

~
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TAPE ONE
STUDENT: Divergent - Closed

TEACHER: Spontaneous = Open

&

L

5 ,

60 = a0

£ =2 A0 @™y

0 4 udaow 3

A= E O /MDD 7

1-2 13311 T. Suppose that you begin by telling me what you were
trying to achieve here.

3.2 2 2222 8. Well, at the beginning I really didn't have too much

in mind = I am too tight and I am just trying to see
if I can find a way to loosen up and ahh (T. Yes)
That's my solution, loosening up - I just looked at
the pictures, looked at the collection of material
and the first thing that came to mind I drew.

1-1 13111 T. Then that's what you are trying to do--loosen up
‘ there--(S. Loosen up, yes). Well, do you think
that it is working? ’ :

2.1 33322 -8. Well, I'mpot really loosening up - I am still tense = 7
) I'm still tight = I'm still rigid - T'm still detail-
' ing - but I'm not as tight as I used to be in the

subject matter - No. I haven't loosened up yet - that's
At
1-2 13111 T. Well, do you think that you are following the still ~_/

1ife .téo closely, or =--

2.2 32233 8. No, I think it is just my background., I started out
’ : in architecture = (t. Yes) Well, I haven't got rid .
of that background, and I don't want to get rid of it.
(T. You don't want to?) Mo, 1'1l1l put that on tape,
I don't want to get rid of that background. I like
to be tight. (T. You like to be tight?) Right, I
can't loosen up - it is just against me - I think if
I loosen up it ‘luoks sloppy. -

'fl-Z 13111 T. Then your idea of something good is pomething like
what you have done here. .

1-1 111

L
sV
¢3]

Ahh - Define good - What do you mean by good? . (

2-2 23122 T. Well, I méan your idea of good in a painting or a
' drawing is something like this.
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S. Well, this really does not have much detail - if you
could have seen my other drawings - granted there's
detail - the fourth is done very loosely,. of course. '
(T. Yes). The third isn't done quite so much, but
1'11 admit there is some detail here, some detailing,

- ’ but nmot as much as the other drawings - the other

. drawings I was doing - I look at the still life

T . and draw it exactly the way I saw it, and I draw the

“ whole thing not just one little segment, but I draw

1 everything just as it appears--as itishaulé appear.

1.2 13 11 T. And here you are taking portions of it?

.6-1 3.3 3f1 1* 8. And here I am taking portions - here the first elément
/ "is part of the door - there were just a few pieces of

/ wood there, but I took it to indicate a door and I

/ : just drew a door out - in a funny proportion = it's

coming out and twisted = the planes are not parallel’ -

here it's coming out of prdportion = you can see that

it's coming off from a vanishing point. (T. Yes) These

"two .lines are out of proportion. 1 just wanted to

ftwist it that way = this piece of wood here = just a

piece of junk zetually ﬁ;jﬁst,axpiece*gﬁ junk wood =

and I just threw it together and I had no idea of

form - I don't know why I put it together like that,

but that's the way it went together. I ‘looked at _

that gourd there and I thought of a bowling ball - .

that-'s why it looks like a bowling ball and shows up

. in ‘there. ' '

1-11 2111 T. Let's seée = your idea of loosening up then is getting

rid of detail and this stuff. =

6=-3 3333 2 §. 'No, my .idea of - loosening up right now. - instead of
Co taking the still life as it is, I am taking the still
life apart. I'm tfying to get action '~ get movement =
here you can see that there is movement.. (T. Yes.) ™
& Supposedly, there are some still elements = thig is .
. held by an oversize nail - but it'is held in an
imaginary plane - where the film - the movie film is
winding around through there so-it kind of negates .
the fact that thiseis on a plane because’ the three’

ceems t0 be behind the picture, and yet you can't see

I ‘ a distinguishable plane,“‘The door is going back =

. ' - this,sign here is floating. (T. In ‘other words,)
o . If you suggest a plane here and wyet there's fiot a
Lo - plane - I want a little more (T. Spatial) Yes,
) " ~ spatial development.. ﬁ""" - '

\ERIC I .
. e ¢ ‘ ) i
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1-2 13111 T. PBut do you still like these angular lines?

T still like to be rather stiff - I won't =ay this is
exactly still. I can work much stiffer than this - .
but this is as loose as I want to get., (T. Yes)

As quick - I like to be slow and methodical.

o
I
o
fud
EH
r
[N
-
o

.IAPE IWC
gTUDENT: Spontaneocus - Open
TEACEER: Divergent - Closed
1.2 13311 T. First thing - what are ygu.trying to do?

1-3 12233 5. 1I'm not really trying to do snything - I just drew -
really I was working a 1ictle bit with line last time.

01 13111 T. Working with line - in which ones?

1-112212 S. 1In both of them and in these I want more line = moving
line - .as in this last one. . . =

3-3,13211 T. 1 see moving line.. Ahh - I can see right now that

' .you are almost totally opposite me - at least in your ®

hasic approach right now - ahh - it looks like you

. t these done in a hurry. Do you get these done

i : : ' very fast or what? ’

1-112111 S. Yes, I did about seven of these last time.

5.2 12111 T. what did you do - the first thing that comes to mind -
just sit down and start throwing things together, or oo
do you sit %GWH and think?

1-1 12132 S. No, I don't think - I just sit down and start [drawing’ = %
it'e usually the same thing over and over aga n) but i
I -- -

1-1 13322 T. ‘That's what I noticed. Everyone seems to be, basical- - -
ly the same thing with l1ittle variation. But,/ ahh =-- G
) . ) ‘i ] . e * : B
, 0-213122 S, Well, there is one that is differeat ther
. 7 . ;o
-
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Well, this one right away looks different. (5.
vou mean this one here.) You've got round and round
and round written on it - is that trying to get the

~ feeling of motion by putting the word round in,

or ==

No, I just wrote round and round and round on it -
1 was looking around the room -

Some of these - well quite & few of these in fact -
you can't tell which is top, bottom or side - at
least 1 can’t at the moment, ahh - are they. intended
to be that way? Do you intend’them to be looked

at at any view,‘and angle?

No, they hagve a,bottom = they have a top - - - 1
think you can Séﬁ the top and bottom.

What I mean is, (S. Yeah) Teke this number. off ard
you could-look at quite a few of these not knowing
what they were. - if you didn't know what they were,
of course, you are the artist (S. Ahh) but if you

did not know what they were you would not know which
angle, which edge to put them on. This one with the
leaf in particular, without the leaf you can't tell
at all, fhe long edge or the short edge - either long
edge or short edge, (S. mmm) except for the fagt
that you've got the number - the 102 down here.

Well, I didn't really intend to do that - mostly you.
can tell thich end i?‘up. (T. Yes) Like I said, these
two are just experiments. .

What.do you mean‘J;yoﬁ';aid experimen?s = what do
you'mean by experiments?
. E |
Well, like I said, I was working with line and then
I used -the p=:nfor the first time, which I wisﬁq}
hadn't. of. ‘ ,
-k

You used-pen for; the first time. In which, one was .

z

There! - i just used it .very lightly. I didn't use .

it that much. . o

. .. w e
| ~ .
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All you did, in essence, then was to use the pen just
as a - at the end just as a 1ittle added texture.

Yeah - 1 don't like it.
Whac don't you like about the pen?

I don't know - 1 like big, bold lines. I don't like
fine lines. ‘

Well; is that what you like about the bfuéh.‘dLé:

veah) Then the bold lines.
And you can get more variation with a brush.

Well; 1 can disagree with you there - in fact, { would
like to but I will nct disagree. (S. : Well, what) T

" would like to disagree with that strongly - well with

a pen you can get (s. 0o, I) more variation than you

‘can with a brush (§. you mean with a ) but not ncces-

sarily, but with the point or edge and different
varying we ‘ghts - you can get the points to separate
and you get a fine lines = close, fine lines.

Yes, but there is not as much variation as I like and
with a brush you can get a Very fine line if you want.

1f youd want to - it can be difficult to get the fine
lines. (S. Well, if you say so.) Well, let's leave
the pen and brush argument go for a little while -

it is just so much extraneous remarks .

A
1

TAPE THREE
IVSTUDENT; Divergent = Open

TEACHER: Diveigent - Open

Is there any drawing here = any part of the progcess
that you would like to talk about?’ /

T think the only yvalid one is the product of the last
one I did. (T. And, what do you feel interests you?)
Well, I think that I solved the problem of putting down

‘the thing that I wanted to get in the drawing -'and I

53
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got it. I got more than that = which to me, to make
a drawing that I really, really love - you‘have to get
everything - when T make something like creatjive rela-
tion into development - what I have been doing in the
past and what 1 am going to bc¢ doing to mean something
to me - in my whole painting as a whole - where the
others are more or less what I consider practice or
tries.

1-2 13211 T I1i’ other words, you feel that all that you huve done
in this one is all summarized in e

2-1 13311 g. 1In my final one - not only my other drawings are sum-

marized in this last product - all my drawing experi-
ence of the past that I have had is summarized in
there, too - and something beyond - something new

that L have never done before. I like it. ) ,

1-1 13211 T Youlike it very much. (8. Yes.) Why?

-~ N-2 13211 S. [ just said why. (T. Because it's a summary of)
Well, it is an important step for me in my creative
wortk. '

o

5.513111 T, Do you .hink. that the still life helped you?

Well, it makes no difference - you are something
there =~ and I found something there that I used or a
- gtimulus on the still 1ife. ’
6-3 13222 T. Earlier you said that this as a regult was an accumula-
tion of the past - in these drawings that you did -
the nine drawings that you did.before you came to
this ong = were you concerned, therefore, with the
product 'or with the process of doing. (S, Continued
in the final one) 1In all of your drawings did you have
a gpal that you were working for that you\feel you s
, achieved here and that you were concerned ith reaching
i this goal, Have you achieved it or how did you work?

5-2 23232 S. How yaﬁ achieve it is part of achieving it. You
can't separate process from product because, well,
you know one process goes with what you want for a
product. I found out what the process was or should
be to achieve it, and then I just did it in the final
one. The others were an experiment, although this
one was an experiment that worked. I}don't know 1if
it makes sense to you. )

O . - - ' . .

wc .. : o

o : Ry ’ o
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T. Why do you feel that this one worked more than any
of the others that you drew?

r

L

I
s

=2 2 3 2 2 1 S. Well, probably because it is more aesthetically good

and, it works because what I put down, the form of

lines and strokes, meant something - meant what I wanted
it to mean =~ what I wanted it fo do. . In some of the
others you could ‘take away a line or a stroke and it
wouldn't make much difference, where in this one it's
there and it has to be there, 1 feel, to solve the

. problem?

1-213111 T. 1In other words, you did confront yourself with a
problem and you worked with it. And, this is what
you came to a conclusion of. !

—
¥

1-1 13 11 Yes. (T. O0.K., fine.)
3-2 13311 T. In your drawing you said that you liked the whole
' part of it. 1Is there any part of this drawing, any.
part that you especially like to elaborate on or
carry forth? o

19-2 1 33 3 2 S. You mean use -again in another drawing D:.paintiﬁg.

(T. Yes, some technifue that yaﬁ would like to develop.)
Well, I don't know if I go along with' that further

. developing. technique, but I can say that "in this work

C ' there is a continuation of the kind of thing that I
would like to be involved with - thag is line and
direction, maybe, of drawing - in wifich, maybe, in~
that way it is relevant to my whole creativé work. I
don't know if I can just point it gdt. I think the
whole drawing exemplifies that .

£
!
Py

TAPE FOUR
STUDENT: Sp@ntaﬁeéus < Closed
’ TEACHER: Spontaneous - Closed {

1-2 13311 T. Would you like to tell me what you had.in aind when”
you first began your drawing. Lo -

Well, the first.idea I had in’ mind, as a result of
one of my classes, was to get an overall effect, I .

M
1
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wanted to achieve a sense of continuify, working
1 all over the drawing, just lightly with no detail -
« getting an effect of the shapes, size and placement
of the objects = exactly where L wanted them. Then
perhaps later the detail would come in.

2.2 13211 T. Well, did you have some other thing in mind. Were
you interested in getting a rich color, I mean’'in
your value, or were you just interested in the pattern?

[ was interested in patterh.in two respects. I like
to get the feeling Of:ﬁhé wire mesh, and I think that
o 1 did get it although I did not duplicate it I 7 s
wanted to get the feeling of decorativeness around the
frame, which T gave with a sense of texture, although,
again, I did not duplicate it. I wanted to get a
sense of values: I think I succeeded in my final of
.having a gray tone, black-and several other shades,
although I do feel that there is too much of a jump
.from thé one gray shape to the white. *T think I could
have had maybe one or two other values in there. I,
well - ‘

Wn
L}
e
[ g
hosd
[
[
[#a]

1-1 133 11 T. Iwas going to say, if ycu's;arted over again .what
would you.have done differently to avoid having a
sharp contrast? - o —

1-113111 S. I think I would have put a gray, a slightly darker
: tone, around this one object. o
0-11'3 111 T. Do you think this is an idea that 'you would like to
: - " follow through = trying to get the all-over pattern?
4-123 211 /s, Well, I think so if you just do.detailed work then I -
‘ ; : think that you don't get a whole all-over picture.
" You get a series of little pictures - a picture hete -
a picture here - things don't hold together like a

i

unity. To get unity you have to work all ovér“the 3

-y

WAt

paper at once. I found this out. This works for. & = g

me. T think it is faster this way, tos, because if™
. .. you do it all over you get it done fast instead of
. ; - worrying with one little point. You get busy with
= & i that., - (T. Yes) I think you can work faster this

° .

9.9 13211 .. = ¢hink you are right in that respect, because if
: you,try to work for ‘an all-gqver thing, you don't

.
Lo
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3-213211 T,

': down here .- I notice that yo\

1-2 13111 T.

51

overwork on the part. I notice that you have a very
close-up view of it. Ypu went right to one spot dnd

you tried to work from that spot and tried to develop
¢ into an interesring arrangement. '

ves, 1 usually do that because in this way if I do
it all over T will have so many objects in my drawing
that it will just be lost and 1 will have to do some
detail (T. ¥es.) Do you understand? €T, Yes.) 'L
have to havé so much in it that I think it will be
cluttercd. I like simplicity, as T think you can
tell. (T. Yes.) =Bhape and a simplest form that 1
think is expressive. I think this close-up view that
I just got several shapes that I liked, put them together
in a pleasing way and avoided too much detail. I

made them simple. This is the way I liked to work.:
You are definitely spontaneous then in your approach.:
Ahh; let's see. 1I:notice = fhis in the second drawing
took a little different
dee again that you started

area to concentrate on. I
out with a neutral gray.

I don't .like this one as well. I think the first one”’
is much more successful. This is, ahh, T think I got

a little messy and a little bit clﬁﬁtaréd in this one. -
As you see, it's not as defined. I think the other

one is more expressive. It is simpler. 'This one

tends to get sort of messy, I think. . . co,
pid you. feel.that this was finished, or would yDu}

5 34 & - . ) ‘
like to spend more time on it? '

1-113111 8. 6ijI%§gst don't like it because 1t just dgesn't —
: ‘'seem to Compare == : . ) o
) \ ; . . ) . . ’ A
1-1 131271 T. Youdon't feel as- though you reached your goal in ' |
P that one, (S. No.). As well as the first one. o /
. : R - Lo . -,
1-143 1.2 1. S. No, I-thifik the first ome is what I like. )
_\'\‘ ’ o ‘ -
x . . 7 - 7- - ' ,
X TAPE FIVE ~  ~ /
. _ . . : I, :
. STUDENT:: Divergent - Open j\ : ‘ [
- ‘\x; S
%EACHER: *Spontaneous = Closed . K l

. I-seé.that in your first shot théré you startég out ) '

|

x




with 4 single element. s there dany paribicuidr reason

v ovou did this?

p-2 2 0 20 S W li. i omwas concorned mesely with these cirvcular
1

EREE BT ¢ geemed that thers was a gasket on top ol

. which recaliv fascinated me and 1

-

plyia =t1i11 1H1

shewht ild crnter my drawing around this.

1-2 2 3,2 11 T. 1 woa. And, 1n your shols here the higgest dirference
15 begwa.n your third and f[curth shots. Were you
arriiyiing [er something different? wWere you striving

te chapgs 10 in scms way?

21 S Well, ! othoughe that the third pilcture didn't ceccupy
cnoeuwgh space on the shect of paper, so 1 decided to

[}
i
r

ewpand it aad get in a liccle more variety by gatting
‘h oA tew difforent textures, and, 1 don't know, just
trving Lo occupy most of the space on the page. )

2 32 L1 - T, 1s there any particular way that you expanded this
picture? 1 know you said that you starced out with
the gasket and then some of the boards. There still
{sn't Loo much texture in the third shot. What were

you trying to strive for up until that point?

T
i
find

i
1
N
P
Lo
[
p—
—
w

Well, usually when L start drawing something like
this, 1 tvyv to capture a mood or a feeling about the
object tha: I am drawing. Actually, 1 feel that I

cun't really draw something unless 1 know what 1 am

drawing. Actually, T was kind of exploring the still
life.

3-2 13211 1. 1 see that yoﬁ>try and get the  composition down as a

~ whole and then go from there. Now with your second
series 1 notice that you started out again with the
gasket, 1ikn wvecu said before, this interested you,
and you tried to fill up the whole page and - just ex-
ploring the gasket. Would you like to explain that?

3-2 23211 S. Well, like I said before, 1 was really interested in

+ et that gasket. It fascinated me. So I started over.
' ‘again by trying to fill the pase with the gasket it-
b self, and not different articlcs acound it, and, well,

I kind of played darks against lights. And, I don't
know how successful ir was, but 1 tried to explain
this gasket.

’El{lC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Mo you Teol tedi tlheoec pictures are complete as

vou vanted them in the time peried allowed?

No o 1oam net saristicd =t all wich this second =
an as Lar as 1 have 2o0€, 1 think they .are 0.K..

bue 1, well, they ar. not complete There should be
GOre ;A8 far as 1 am concerned.,

we1i, cither in the first or second serics, is there
something that you would have done diflevently 1if
vou would hays had more time to work on it?

well, 1 den't konow 1f 1'd of had more time 1 rrould
probably have gon¢ oi f on, not on a tang=nt exactly,

Lur 1 would of done more exploring. as in thé fourth

drawing. 7. In the tirst series?) WRight.
Why did you £i11 'in some of the parts of the gasket!
Is that the gasket thers? (S. Yes.}) You filled in

certain sections with the dark object behind it
blrcking out_ part of it. Would you like fo explain
any oif these particularly dark places? Was it just
as you saw them, or were you just trying to work for
contrast effect,; oOr whal”

well, in this case, there was actually a board behind
this gasket and I, well, in this case, [ whs mostly
trying to show contrast 1 mean that 1 thought 1it
would add move to the picture. '

Do you prefer to draw something just as you see it?
Or, would ycu l1ike to draw more oOF legs as you feel
at that time?

Well, usually T like to draw things as 1 see them,
more or less. Sometimes I get off .on a tangent and
| do vary a good bit. 1In this case, 1 was trying to
get away from a COPY of what 1 saw and was trying ro
bring a little emotion into it and just vary it in
general, 1 guess. ol

In your first series, like I said before, there is
the greatest difference between the third and fourth
shot,” and in the second series there arc only three
pictures. And,; do you think -if there were 2 fourth
picture, do you think you would. have changed it much.

”
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probably vowhen Low orl under a time limit
ity os Jawlv until [ oget near the end, and
fhen 1omay ey b wurle real rast LY finish the pic

And 1n doiag rhis, @ lot of v drawings sometimes

chaitge drasticalls | think a4 lot ot my drawings

would hawe a4 lor more variety and texture in a

Lourth drnwi
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TARLE XXII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS
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2.536 L3990
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1.967 inl
) 7 60.000 3. 830
S oo 34066 5740

655 T
257 i99

5 186
. 153 L 103

New
Reid

Jude
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B 0D et O b b r—
o |
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Task . 157
Open .960 .292
7 40,000 13.900
Long 195 9.241
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USED IN TARLES

interact

(i thin cratcmonts)

A1 (}1,25—— i)

R(*‘,_]
Judsy Juduoing (emolisn)
I Taslk (evalusting the student 's wort)

. (multiple viewpaint)

Onen Op

B Per cent of rotal valk

Loty Length of statement

T Teacher's statement

S Student statement

b Direction (increase or decrease for the 3 tapes--
inercase = 3)

1 First tape
2 Last tape
M Mean of all tapes

Divergent gains or divergent judges

Spontaneous gaint or spontaneous judges

Total of both strategies or all judges

Within stldent's own strategy or judge's of the
same strategy Aas the student

O

ERIC

r
b Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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The analysis

shortly after che

nf new, O

reported here is based
pringipai ipwogtigator

cenlbyy, stotemants.

o

REPLICATION

an a study that was strucrured

the probable importance
determine whether

The problem wWas to more

learning would result from the teaclhier's usc of sustaining queslLions or fyom
entry questions. The most imporcani (hing that this analysis shows 18 that
whon teachers try to be sustaining they also use more entrics and that

reachers who use

i

that interest

of entries ail relate factorially.

(the rlosed, teacher
respect the student

positive,

The analysis is reported as an

aot available until

secondly, because the work reported here is 'solely

listed below.

mEweae

in the scudent,

enLries are also more gustaining The discovery 18

the use of sustaining statements and kl.e use

Thws the teacher with definite ideas
described in the conclusion) is also more likely.to

te own ideas. This finding reaffirms the value of a

rather than a passive teacher role.

+

appendix first, because the data were

the body of the final report wés almost completed, and

that of the authors

N

-

'REPLICATION'FACTOﬁ~ANALYSIS OF INTERACTION TAPES

Robert C. purkhart

Tﬁis’verificgt
subjects: Were 4 spo
with studenté of 11

teacher-student int

i

by

and Melissa Winger

] . / . . ]
study was based on 18 interaction tapes. The

igﬂ

ntaneous teachers and &4 divergent teachers each working

ke and opposed strategies. Two tapes Were made of each

eraction plus 2 additional tapes. A panel of 4 judges

. 68
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cualuated 442 statements, 271 peacher statements and 221 student statements.

Judges had been careful traiped; categories were discussed and agreed upon

hefore judging begpan (see index of criteria). probably for this reason, the
judge reliability was high, the mean of the correlation of the 4 judges with
the total at 327 (Swe Table ):(XIII)

Among the vesulting 18 categovies, ¢he correlation matrix shows very
feyw sianificant correlations, hQecause of these low intercorrelations, the
factor anlysis is not accounting for large portions of the matrix variaticns,
as was indicated by the communalities The factor analysis (see Tabhle XX1V)

shiows a relationship between teacher interest in student and student interest

in himself, 1.2. when the student is interested in himself, the teacher is

also interested in him. Likewise, teacher task-centeredness relates directly
to student teaslk-centeredness., Only these two categories, task-centeredness,

factor 2, and interest in student, f[actor 3, are common O both teachers and
students ‘and they are highly interrelated. All remaining categories separate
inte factors characteristic of either teachers or students

Factors 4 and 6 refer to newness, @pénness, and sustaiming-questioné,
Teachers cluster in [actor 4; Students, in factor 6 Thus they are inde-
pendent and separate. In each case, however, TNEwWwness, ppenness, and sustain-
ing fall together and, therefore, must be similé%\ 1n factor 5, acceptance
1pads with emotionality for teacher statements; while for studegts, in
factor l,raCCEptaﬂCE falls with repetition and footage. Simila’fiyi repe-
tition and footage load together fofvﬁeacﬁer statements. suggesting that

repetition and footage are interrelated for both teachegs and students.

Although emotionality falls with acceptance for teacher statements, it does

v

not lpoad with newness, openness, O sustaining categories as it does for

students. This would indicate that reachers can be open, use new-entry

-
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questions, and sustain
Thig is noi the case £

ness and openness for

L
Teacher responses factor and

“ Table XXV) the firsc «

interest in students;

of acceptance and emot

INTERCORREL

rhe learning communioaiion Without hoing emational.

or student

=]

as cmoticnality is associated with news=

srudent statements.

e e L
UITSLaL1iis

the second

ionality.

ATIONS OF

of

L)

lyzed alone fall into 3 factors, (sece

enstaininG., Openness, NEWNess and

of repetition and fontauwe; and the third,

FACTOR VARTABLES FOR TEACHERS

L2502 s .
sustaining interest newness

interest in student 163
newness 404 055
openness 314 L2114 .281 .
factor 2 factor 3

footage emotionality
repetition .229 acceptance , .229

Factor Eﬂa]ysis of stude

dcceptance loading on one factor;

nt responses indicates repetition, footage, and

interest in student rand task-centeredness

falling together on & second factor, but in a bipolar relationship suggest-

ing that interest in t

the task; and newness,

third factor., (See Ta

he student is often negatively related to interest in

openness,

ble XXVI)}

emotionality, and sustaining making up a

INTEREORREiATIONS OF FACTOR VARIABLES FOR STUDENTS

factor 1

acceptance

footage
repetition’

.226
.334

footage i

.502 -

70

g



! ~\‘n - 1
interest in_student
task-centeredness 112

factor 3

sustainiog emotionalily openness
gmotionality : . 325
OPENNESS 277 - 303
i . b e ~
newness 237 ) 229 . 170
#

This replication justiﬁiés jones® factor analyzing the teacher and student
sLaLemanCS'scparately’as they do not intercorrelate and are largely
factorially independent. These two scparate analyses replicate the total
analysis and are very gimilar structure-wise.

Newness is associated with .openness for both 'student responses and

teacher responses and sustaining statements are related to new statements.

Tn other words, those toachers who are making new statements are also
B R4 .

b2 =z

"making sustaining ones. Thus in Jjones' system teachers making sustainin
& : 2 Yy 3 g 2

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and open statements are probably making new stavements. This becomes

theoretically impoftant because it indicates

that né% entry type statements

1 :
are related to sustaiding statements, the two-relating significantly and

-

positively to one another The teacher who utilizes new entry statements

sustains responses even in situations where they have been instructed to. do
one and not the other, as was true on the tapes of this replication study,
The following is 4 comparison of Jones' factor loadings with ‘those of

the replication study:



3

FACTOR 10OADINGS FOR_TEACUER VERBAL BEHAVIOR

A Jones’ study Ruplication study
factor 1+ repetition factor 12 re iom
length fo
factor 2. rejection (acceptance) factor 3- agceptance
' judoing (emotionality) emntionality
factor 3+ nev facvror L newness
DpCﬂ o 3?‘:".!’1‘51?’ 55
sustaining
interest in student .
FACTOR LOADINGS FOR STUDENT VERBAL BrHAVIOR ’
r
factor L: repetition ' factor 1. repetition
length - footage
new \;} dcceptance
‘actor 2: open : factor 2: task-centeredness
task » interést in student -
he s s~ :
factor 3:. rejection (acceptance) factor 3. sustaining )
0 judging (emotionality) _emotional
openness
1 2 e
! newness
Factor analysis shows the 7 catepories for teacher statements closely’
parallel Jones'; however, factor analysis of the same categories for ’ 7 '
students does not replicate Jones'. Student behavior is evidently more -
variable from one nopulation to another. . ' .
’ . 3 .

‘ | ‘ 72



TABLE XXTIT

leER*RELEﬁRILETY OF & JUDGMENTS
orF 8 TEACEER*CATFGDRIES AND 8 SIUDENTECATEGQRIES

variahis i average
number variable name judge 1 judge 2 judge 3 judge 4 judgment
| sustaining - t 978 953 .196 .902 1907
> sustaining 810 786 634 .759 T2
s {atercst in student-c .86 672 84T 847 805
4 interest in stndent-s, 933 .809 .897 | 620 815
s sce=ptance - € 714 .683 , 8449 L7156 .751
- ¢ acceptance® - S ,929 .907 .843 .935 1,904
7  emotionality - t .826 .86Y .830 913 jgﬁﬂ
. § emotionality - s 957 .937 867 987 .932
o newness - t 870 929 900 946 .91)
N 10 newness - S 928 .916 .830 545 805
) 11 repetition = t 742 722 -, .866 .812 786
12 repetition - 5 798 844 . 930 906~ -870
13 *atask-centerednes;lt 574 .686 700 62t 646
14 Qéékeéen;eredﬁessis .811 .948 +. 701 .573 758
15 openness - £ 919, 'gs3 . .778 853 848"
16 épennésg{; s © 910 ‘go4 . .783  .874  .865
total R . B 82
wthe tape footage (variébles 17 and lé in the factor analysis) needed" no
reliability check s’iznce’footagev.is a mea,ptemen.t and not a judgment. '
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INDEX OF CRILERLA

(s o Lerw intended o desipnace the relationship of the judged

ponswe to previous statements or ideas. A scors ol 3 indicates a
statcment in opposition or entirely apart from any formerly expressed
idea, 2 describes a tangent rosSponse that has in some way grown from

the prec~ding conversation, ancé 1 indicates repetition of an idea

rhough stated in different terms.

Repebition raiirs to repetition of the same words or ideas within cne
such repeotitions were counted and judged as

Task Centriredness 1s a measure of the student-teacher's completion of
the assigncd purpese--'to evaluate the work and working proceduré.”
3 was given where there was evidence ol direct reference to work cor
procrss; 2, where reference was made to the work with corresponding
evaluative comments; and 1, where 1o reterence was made tc the rask

Openness eXpresses expectation of A variety of answers. 1f the state-
ment was flexible leading to a wide variety of possible answers it

was-given a score of 3. A 2 described a more neutral statement and

1 indicated a closed statement which suggested its own answer, L1.e.;

qr.estions which could be answered only yes or no.

Accaptance. This criterion was designed to measure the response tO

32 statement in terms of the degree tO which the other's idea has been
considered. Were the idea obviously considered, the statement was
scoped 3. 2 indicated only acknowledgment and 1, total ignorance.

) 11}
Emcgipnaligy,réfers to tone as reflected in words and inflections,
i.e., the degree of involvement. 3=would indicate strong emotional
involvment; 2, partial inpvolvement; and 1, no involvement.

Sustafning is a term which acts as a measurement of rhe concern for
further clarification or further elaboration, ofteti in the form of
additional information. A judgment of 3.indicates a continuation or
outgrowth of the idea, 2 refers to reitteration of the idea, and 1
designates ignorange of the idea. ‘

‘Interest in grudent as a measure concerns both the student's and

tcacher 's interest in the student. Statements were judged as (a)
interest in student = 3, (b) interest in teacher - 2, and (c) interest
- 2

in product - 1. -
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