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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The growing concern in education today centers around a 

two-pronged theme of relevancy in the curriculum and attitudes 

teachers possess concerning the profession they have chosen. 

It would appear that both concepts are related to the teachers' 

behavior or performance in the classroom. Curriculum and 

instruction can be a rigid, dull experience or it can be an 

alive, challenging experience. The outcome may depend upon 

a teacher's methods, objectives, and verbal and non-verbal 

expressions for a given student or group of students. If 

teachers could see themselves teaching as the students see 

them, changes in content, procedures, methods, objectives, 

and expressions might be forthcoming. 

The Dallas Independent School District, Dallas, Texas, 

has recently given its professional personnel released time 

during which the educators may assess their own needs and 

take whatever steps necessary to modify, adjust, and change 

behavior. The self-analysis program lends itself to extensive 

use of videotape recordings. Simply viewing oneself without 

some objective measure for evaluation seems to be a waste of 

time. Teachers must be given the opportunity to learn 

skills that can be used in analyzing themselves. Bond. (3) 



studied, thirty-two teachers who analyzed their own verbal 

interaction. The results showed a positive shift in expressed 

attitude toward, one important phase of teaching—in-service 

education. It would appear that a study designed to help 

teachers analyze their verbal and non-verbal expressions, 

objectives, and methods might produce changes from which stu-

dents would reap benefits. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the effects 

of videotape feedback upon teachers' classroom verbal and non-

verbal behavior, objectives, methods, and expressed attitudes 

about teaching. 

Purposes of the Study 

The following purposes were formulated to further clarify 

and identify the problem: 

1. To determine if training in the Roberson code would . 

cause teachers to change their classroom behavior. 

2. To determine whether receiving videotape feedback 

on classroom performance would cause teachers to change their 

classroom behavior. 

3. To determine whether receiving training in the 

analysis of teacher behavior and receiving feedback from 

classroom performance would cause attitudes to change. 



Hypotheses 

Consistent with the above purposes, the following hy-

potheses were formulated to be tested: 

1. At the end of the study, the experimental group of 

elementary teachers who received treatment will exhibit a 

significantly more favorable attitude toward teaching than 

will the control group of elementary teachers who received 

no treatment. 

2. At the end of the study, the experimental group'of 

junior high school teachers who received treatment v/ill ex-

hibit a significantly more favorable attitude toward teaching 

than v/ill the control group of junior high school teachers 

who received no treatment. 

3. At the end of the experimental period, the elementary 

and junior high school subjects will use significantly more 

a. encouraging verbal expressions, 

b. encouraging non-verbal expressions, 

c. higher level affective objectives, 

d. higher level cognitive objectives, and 

e. open methods. 

b. There will be no significant difference between the 

elementary school teachers* and the junior high school 

teachers' classroom verbal and non-verbal behavior, objec-

tives, and methods at the end of the study, 

5» There will be no significant difference between the 

elementary school teachers * and the junior high school 



teachers' expressed attitudes toward teaching at the end of 

the study. 

Background and Significance of -the Study-

Research in teaching has shifted in the last few years 

from research about teachers to research of_ teachers.. 

Flanders* (5) Interaction Analysis, a ten-category system, 

was one of the first effective tools that could be used in 

an objective study of teaching behavior. Possibly because 

the Flanders' instrument concentrates on teachers* verbal be-

havior, much more attention has been directed to the study of 

teachers' verbal behavior than to the non-verbal aspects of 

classroom interaction. Another possible explanation for the 

concentrated study of teachers' verbal behavior is the long-

held belief that teaching is primarily a verbal function. 

This postulation has been challenged from several quarters. 

Hall (7, p. 55)» an anthropologist, states that the different 

cultures of the world each have a unique non-verbal language. 

Ruesch and Kees (14), Jourard. (10), Halpin (8), and Smith (16) 

support Hall's findings by contending that any form of action, 

whether verbal or non-verbal, has a communicative function, 

Jourard (10, p. ^7) stated, that a person will try to read 

the feelings of another person by observing his non-verbal 

expressions, and from this infer the person's intentions and 

motives. An appropriate non-verbal expression may make the 

verbal message most convincing, while an inappropriate 



non-verbal expression may negate an otherwise effective verbal 

communication. 

Halpin (8, p. 103) also stated that highly relevant in-

formation can be communicated non-verbally, and verbal and 

non-verbal language may contradict or reinforce each other 

in face-to-face interaction. In making his distinction be-

tween teaching and learning, Smith (16, p. 89) referred to 

teaching as a system of verbal and non-verbal actions directed 

to students. In his pedagogical model, linguistic behaviors 

are considered verbal, while physical and expressive behaviors 

are considered non-verbal. Students tend to take the expres-

sive behaviors of teachers as a sign of the psychological 

state of the teachers. 

Torrance (17) found that even though teachers verbalize 

to represent certain beliefs or attitudes, their non-verbal 

expressions may betray true feelings which could adversely 

affect the behavior of pupils. 

Three independent observational approaches were tested 

by Galloway (6) in an attempt to develop an effective proce-

dure for ascertaining non-verbal behaviors of teachers in 

elementary classrooms. Six teachers of fourth-, fifth-, and 

sixth-grade pupils were observed during thirty-six sessions 

of one-half hour each. Galloway concluded, that it was possi-

ble to identify encouraging and inhibiting teacher non-verbal 

behavior. 



Videotape as a Feedback Technique 

Use of closed-circuit television and videotape recordings 

for supervising student teachers at Hunter College was re-

ported by Medley (12) and. Schueler, Gold, and Mitzel (15)* 

Phase I of the original project was designed to test the ex-

tent to which video recordings of a student teacher's perform-

ance would (1) assist in describing, interpreting, and as-

sessing the quality of teaching performancej (2) improve the 

student teacher's self-awareness of his strengths and weak-

nesses} and (3) provide a concrete basis of recall of a 

student teacher's performance for supervisory analysis and. 

conferences. 

The Hunter College study tested three supervisory methods 

in a research design involving sixty student teachers. 

Supervision of Group 1 consisted of five classroom visits by 

the supervisor who held a conference with the student teacher 

following each visit. Group 2 student teachers were video-

taped in the classroom, and the recording was used by the 

supervisor in personal conference following each videotaping. 

Supervision of Group 3 student teachers was by a combination 

of supervisor visitation and videotape recordings which were 

used in each supervisory conference. 

The investigators reported that videotapes of class-

rooms in action provided a suitable record for developing 

objective measures of teacher-pupil behavior. Both super-

visors and student teachers responded favorably to the use 

of videotape recordings. 



In an unusually strong endorsement for a new research 

tool, they urged that videotape recordings "be used as a means 

for self-appraisal in performance skills and as an in-service 

tool for teachers. 

This initial exposure to television as a re-
search tool developed a conviction that the new 
medium can make a significant contribution to edu-
cational inquiry. In particular, there is a need 
for more research on the potential of video re-
cordings as a means for self-appraisal in perform-
ance skills such as counseling, dramatics, and 
public speaking. 

Finally, the medium that was employed v/ith 
student teachers is regarded as having even greater 
potential if used v/ith teachers already on the job. 
The young full-time teacher may be in a far better 
position to learn from his own performance than is 
the student teacher who is just trying his wings. 
The privacy of the video recordings makes it possi-
ble for a teacher to -review his own performance 
without subjecting himself to a threat of a super-
visor's visit. The teacher who is sensitive to 
criticism and insecure may find an avenue for self-
improvement which is free from threat in a recording 
that is made impersonally. This is a possible road 
to teacher growth in-service which might be well 
worth investigation by some enterprising school 
district (15» p. 36^). 

Definition of Terns 

Roberson's Teacher Self-Appraisal Code. An observation 

tool which focuses on three major dimensions of teacher class-

room behavior. The behavior is categorized according to 

teacher expressions, teacher methods, and teacher objectives. 

Verbal behavior. The verbal teacher behaviors which are 

recorded, in the Roberson code under Expressions-Verbal,* 

namely, disapproval, unresponsive, inattentive, routine, re-

ceptive , helping, and supportive. 
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Non-Verbal "behavior. The teacher behaviors which are 

recorded in the Roberson code under Expressions-Non-Verbalj 

namely, disapproval, unresponsive, inattentive, routine, 

helping, and supportive. 

Pre-coding;. The recorded teacher behavior as observed 

on the videotape recordings made at the end. of the experi-

mental period. 

Post-coding. The recorded teacher behavior as observed 

on the videotape recordings made at the end of the experimental 

period. 

Limitations 

The population of this study was limited to fifty-one 

teachers from two schools in the Dallas Independent School 

District who volunteered for the study. This limitation was 

imposed because of the inability to secure additional video, 

equipment. There was no reason to suppose that teachers in 

other schools who had volunteered would differ in significant 

ways from those included in this study, 

Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that the subjects would respond honestly 

to the instrument used to measure attitude toward teaching. 

Instruments 

Charles Osgood (13) suggests two criteria to be followed 

in the development of a semantic differential form. First, 

select concepts that are relevant to and representative of 
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the area of research. In this study, teachers were asked to 

rate the concepts MY STUDENTS, MY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, 

EVALUATING STUDENTS, AND PLANNING FOR TEACHING. Second, 

scales selected should (a) be composed of the three main 

factors—evaluation, potency, and activity, and (b) be rele-

vant to the concept being judged. 

The semantic differential format conformed to Osgood's 

Form II. All of the scales were not evaluative. Scales of 

known composition representing the three main factors were 

used. The adjective pairs appeared on the instrument in 

random order. This procedure tended to counteract bias 

tendencies. 

Roberson's Teacher Self-Appraisal Code 

The Roberson code was developed by Wayne Roberson in 

1966. Roberson based the code on three major dimensions of 

teacher classroom behaviort teacher objectives, teacher 

methods, and teacher expressions. The code was designed (1) 

to provide for simultaneous coding of teacher verbal and non-

verbal behavior from videotape? (2) to be used by teachers 

for self-appraisal of classroom behavior; and (3) to adapt 

data processing techniques to recorded teacher behavior. 

The various parts of the Roberson code were modified from 

Bloom (1), Galloway (6), Hughes (9)» and MacDonald (11). 
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Coder Instructions and Procedures 

The coder was given a rating sheet for each videotape 

that was to be coded. Each sheet contained. 120 rows. Each 

row was marked in the five categories of "behavior (Cognitive 

Objectives, Affective Objectives, Methods, Verbal Expressions, 

and Non-Verbal Expressions). The coder marked and processed 

the sheets in the following manners one item in each of the 

five categories was marked at each ten-second "beep" tone on 

the video playback machine. The recorder was stopped for 

approximately ten seconds after each beep to give sufficient 

time for marking the appropriate response in each category. 

Training sessions for the coder were held until .85 

reliability was reached. Brooks (^) reports a study using 

the Roberson code in which six graduate students reported 

coder reliability ranging from .90 to .95* Periodic checks 

were made on coder reliability. 

Procedure for Collecting Data 

Experimental subjects for the study were teachers from 

two schools in the Dallas Independent School District who 

volunteered to participate in the study, Twenty volunteers 

were elementary school teachers, and thirty-one volunteers 

were junior high school teachers. Volunteer teachers from 

similar teaching populations served as the control subjects. 
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Tests 

One test used in the study was a form of the semantic 

differential. Experimental subjects and control subjects 

were asked to complete a pre- and post-semantic differential 

on the concepts MY STUDENTS, MY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, 

EVALUATING STUDENTS, and PLANNING FOR TEACHING. 

The Roberson Teacher Self-Appraisal Code was used to 

measure degree of behavior change in the following five 

areass Cognitive Objectives, Affective Objectives, Methods, 

Verbal Expressions, and Non-Verbal Expressions. 

Equipment 

During the first two weeks of the spring semester all 

experimental subjects were videotaped in their classrooms by 

a trained videotape cameraman. As nearly as possible, video-

taping sessions followed the time, period, and day requested 

by each experimental subject. 

Each of these tapes was twenty minutes in length. Upon 

completion of each of the pre-experiment taping sessions, 

each tape was coded by the trained research coder according 

to the five major categories and all sub-categories of the 

Roberson code. 

During the third week of the spring semester each ex-

perimental subject and each control subject were administered 

a semantic differential on the concepts MY STUDENTS, MY 

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, EVALUATING STUDENTS, and PLANNING 
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FOR TEACHING. The semantic differential was administered "by-

two staff members from the Staff Development Department of 

the Dallas Independent School District. The same two staff 

members then began a series of eight training sessions with 

the experimental group. 

Because time for this project was being furnished 

through released time for in-service education, the experi-

mental group met in two separate locations so as not to lose 

time in moving from one place to another. The elementary sub-

jects were located in far east Dallas, whereas the junior high 

school teachers were located in southwest Dallas. The time 

allotted for. this released time was from 2t30 p.m. to if-jOO p.m. 

during the eight sessions. The eight sessions were divided 

into two sessions each month during the spring semester, 1970. 

Teaching procedures at the sessions were the same for 

both groups. The procedures were as followss 

Session 1 

Administered the semantic differential. 

Brief discussion of questioning techniques. 

Session 2 

Brief discussion of questioning techniques. 

Introduction of the handbook, Instrument for 

Coding; Teacher Behavior. The handbook 

contained definitions and examples of 

category and sub-category behaviors. 
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Session 2 

Passed out and discussed workbook from which 

the experimental group would. be taught 

to code behavior. 

Began training session in which subjects were 

taught to code behavior according to the 

Roberson code. 

Session 4 

Continued training in coding techniques. 

Introduced formula for checking reliability. 

Session 

. Answered problems related to coding. 

Continued training in coding procedures. 

Session 6 

Continued training in coding procedures. 

Session 2. 

Checked reliability of individual subjects. 

Continued training in coding procedures. 

Session 8 

Wrap-up session. 

Administered the post-test semantic differential. 

The post-experiment videotape was made on each subject 

immediately following the eight training sessions. The post-

experiment tapes were taped with the same class each teacher 

used in the pre-experiment tapes. The experimental subjects 
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and the control subjects were administered the semantic dif-

ferential during the same periods of time. 

How Feedback Was Achieved 

At any time between sessions 1 and 8, subjects could re-

quest as many as three videotaping sessions. These taping 

sessions could be with the class or classes of the subject's 

choice. At the completion of any of the taping sessions, the 

tapes were given directly to the subject who asked that the 

videotape be made. Equipment and a place of privacy were pro-

vided in each building so that each teacher could view and 

code his own tape. The research coder did not see these tapes 

unless the subjects requested data from these tapes. Each 

subject developed the skills to code his own tapes, and 

therefore any modification and any change in behavior as a 

result of the feedback were considered to be self-initiated.. 

Analysis of Data 

The hypotheses were tested in the following manner: 

Hypotheses 1, 2, and 5 were tested by first computing the 

intercorrelation matrix for the scales on the pretest and post-

test semantic differential given to the control subjects and 

the experimental subjects. The correlations v/ere subjected 

to a principal axes-factor analysis for the pre- and post-

tests. This procedure was used to identify the evaluative 

scales. A pretest mean and a post-test mean based on the raw 

scores on the evaluative scales of the semantic differential 
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were then computed. Analysis of covariance was used to test 

for significance of difference in attitudinal change "between 

the control subjects and the experimental subjects. The .05 

level of significance was required for rejecting the null 

hypothesis. 

Hypotheses 3 a^d 4 were tested "by computing a mean score 

for the elementary school teachers and the junior high school 

teachers in each of the five major categories and the sub-

categories on the pretest and post-test. The significance 

of the difference between the two means in each of the cate-

gories was determined by Fisher*s t technique for related 

samples. To determine the difference between the elementary 

and. junior high school teachers, analysis of covariance was 

used. The .05 level of significance was required for rejecting 

the null hypothesis. 
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CHAPTER XI 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

In the past few years, researchers have attempted to 

construct observational instruments that describe the class-

room behavior of teachers. Direct, objective, observation 

has an important role to play in measuring teacher effec-

tiveness by classifying effective patterns of classroom 

behavior. 

The research literature which has direct relationship 

to the present study is divided into the following areas 5 

1. Research related to the development of classroom 

observational systems 

2. Research related to the coding of the cognitive 

aspects of classroom behavior 

3. Research related to observational systems for the 

coding of non-verbal classroom behavior 

4. Research related to the effects of feedback on 

teachers' classroom behavior 

5. Research which used the Roberson instrument for 

coding teacher verbal and non-verbal classroom behavior 

6. Relationship of reported research to this study. 
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Research Related to the Development of 
Classroom Observational Systems 

Since the turn of the century, research concerning ob-

servation of classroom behavior can easily be documented. . 

One of the earliest, most persistent investigators to study 

classroom behavior was Barr (9)* Barr developed an instru-

ment which attempted to identify characteristic actions of 

good and poor teachers by using symbols and abbreviations 

for behaviors. Little evidence is available concerning the 

reliability of the instrument. 

In the 19^0's, Jayne (25), in an effort to develop a 

more objective instrument of measurement, devised an obser-

vational scale to be used with sound recordings of lessons. 

He found that by grouping specific activities, a significant 

correlation could be achieved to discriminate between effec-

tive and ineffective teachers. Important to this study was 

his finding that different levels of questioning by the 

teacher produced different levels of thought processes from 

the students. 

The Teacher Characteristics Scale was developed by 

Ryans (32) after one of the most extensive research studies 

of teacher characteristics and skills ever to be attempted. 

The scale defines four dimensions of pupil classroom behavior 

and eighteen dimensions of teacher behavior. Three dimensions 

or clusters of teacher classroom behaviors expressed as 

bi-polar dimensions (warm-aloof, systematic--unplanned, and 

stimulating-dull) correlated highly with bi-polar dimensions 
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of pupil classroom behavior identified as alert-apathetic, 

responsible-obstructive, confident-uncertain, and initiating-

dependent. This research is noted for arousing great interest 

in the study of teacher characteristics. The observational 

record, however, carries with it the difficulty of describing 

teacher behaviors that are appropriate to all teachers. 

In 1929, Thomas (40) made a definite break with the 

then current rating procedures. Emphasis was placed on in-

strument development for the coding of teacher classroom-be-

haviors in terms of classroom climate. The instrument was 

designed to measure interactions between individuals as con-

trasted with actions involving material objects or self. 

The number of social contacts, physical contacts, vocal con-

tacts, and social group functions were observed and recorded. 

A series of studies by H. H. Anderson (5), Anderson and 

Helen Brewer (6), and Anderson and John Brewer (7) were con-

cerned with the measurement of dominative and socially inte-

grative teacher behavior with primary school children. The 

studies showed a significant relationship between pupil be-

havior and the personality of the teacher. Findings also 

indicated that most teacher contacts were dominative rather 

than facilitative. The authors concluded that integrative 

teacher behavior was predominant in classrooms in which 

children showed more initiative and. spontaneity, while chil-

dren with dominative teachers were less responsive and more 

easily distracted from classroom activities. 
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The studies of Lewin, Lippitt, and White (28) confirmed 

most of the findings of Anderson and his associates. These 

studies were concerned with the effects of adult leaders' 

behavior on boys working together in organized club activities. 

Adult influence was classified into three categories! authori-

tarian, democratic, and laissez-faire. Extending the conclu-

sions drawn by Anderson, it was found that authoritarian 

leadership produced greater productive effort on the part of 

the boys, but there was a greater evidence of aggression-among 

the boys and greater dependence upon the leader. Democratic 

leadership tended to produce cooperative work and personal 

interaction. Laissez-faire leadership was associated with 

inconsistent behavior and less productive work from the boys. 

In 19^9, Withall (44) developed an instrument to measure 

the social-emotional climate in classrooms. He postulated 

that learning is most likely to occur in a non-threatening 

situation. By analyzing sound recordings of teacher verbal 

behavior, significant differences were found between teachers 

exhibiting learner-supportive behaviors and teachers exhibiting 

dominative behaviors. 

Medley and Mitzel (30), adapting the Withall technique, 

developed the Observation Schedule and Record (OScAR) to 

objectively quantify classroom behavior. Important to this 

study was the addition of a category for the measuring of 

non-verbal expressions. Reported reliabilities indicate that 
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teacher non-verbal expressions are classified more reliably 

than teacher verbal statements, 

Mitzel and Rabinowitz (31) departed from the reports 

and used the classroom visitation technique. Two observers, 

working independently, found that teachers vary in verbal 

behavior and in the classroom climate they provide* Findings 

also indicated that teachers tend to vary in the consistency 

of classroom climate from one observation to another. 

In 1962, Waimon (4-3) developed an instrument for re-

cording the teacher-learning process in the classroom. A 

team of four members recorded data on the teacher, the stu-

dents, and the behavior setting. The data were recorded on 

time sheets blocked off in five-minute intervals. The team 

members combined their data that had been recorded during 

the observation period. The information was then divided 

into smaller units called episodes of Type A, B, or C. 

Classification depended upon the verbal and non-verbal be-

havior, pupil readiness or lack of readiness for the learning 

task, and on teacher response to the pupil. Waimon concluded 

that three elements—the teacher, the learners, and the 

setting--are dependent upon each other and combine to affect 

the classroom climate. 

Gallagher and Aschner (19) studied productive thought 

processes in gifted children. The authors believed pro-

ductive thinking to include divergent, convergent, and eval-

uative operations. The individual draws upon available past 
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and present facts, ideas, associations, and observations in 

order to reason creatively and analytically. Verbal class-

room interactions were tape recorded and transcribed by 

trained judges. Using a scoring manual, the profiles of the 

thought of gifted students were traced. This research pro-

vided insight into effective methods of teaching for creative 

and critical analytic reasoning. 

Hughes (24) conducted an intensive study involving the 

use of an objective observational system. The instrument 

called The University of Utah Revision of the Provo Code for 

the Analysis of Teaching was developed by Hughes and associates 

to classify .teaching functions into one of the seven major 

categories. In an effort to define "good teaching," these 

categories were used to classify teaching functionsi 

1. Controlling 
2. Imposition 
3. Facilitating 
4. Content Development 
5. Personal Response 
6. Positive Affectivity 

7. Negative Affectivity. 

The categories used by Hughes were similar to those of 

Withall but not restricted to verbal behavior. A description 

of non-verbal behavior was also included. It is a complex 

instrument but accounts for a wider range of teacher behaviors 

than previous instruments. 

The research findings indicate that primary teachers 

were more "controlling" and more "negative" than other 
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elementary teachers. The most frequent function performed 

by all teachers was that of controlling. 

One of the best known systems concerned with classroom 

interaction is the Interaction Analysis Instrument developed 

by Flanders (16). Early research with this system was con-

cerned with the relationship between students' attitudes and 

teacher-behavior patterns. Flanders used a ten-category in-

strument. The seven "Teacher Talk" categories are described 

as (1) accepts feeling, (2) praises or encourages, (3) accepts 

or uses ideas of student, (4) asks questions, (5) lectures, 

(6) gives directions, and (7) criticizes or justifies au-

thority. The first four categories are defined as "indirect 

influence" and. the last three, as "direct influence." Studies, 

conducted by Flanders (14), have shown that students with in-

direct teachers develop more positive attitudes than, the 

students with teachers who were observed to be direct. 

Student behaviors are categorized as (8) student talk-

response and (9) student talk-initiated. The last category 

is used to code those behaviors classified under silence or 

confusion. In order to analyze the data, Flanders developed 

a 10 x 10 matrix system which makes possible the presentation 

of a profile of teacher-pupil interaction. 

The Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis was used 

to investigate patterns of teacher-pupil interaction by Kirk 

(26), Hough and Amidon (23), Amidon and Giammatteo (4), 

Amidon and Hunter (2), and Storlie (38). 
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Kirk (26) used interaction analysis to discover patterns 

of teaching style common to student teachers of intermediate 

grades teaching social studies. He found that by teaching 

the student teachers Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis 

members of the group became more indirect in their attempts 

to motivate and control their pupils. 

Hough and. Amidon (23) studied the relationship between 

training in interaction analysis and attitude toward teaching. 

It was found that student teachers trained in interaction 

analysis had more positive attitudes toward teaching and were 

rated by their supervisors as more successful in student 

teaching than were those who received no training. 

When Amidon and Giammatteo (^) compared the interaction 

patterns of "superior" teachers, as rated by supervisors and 

administrators, with a group of randomly selected teachers, 

they found that the "superior" teachers talked less and used 

more indirect influence than the randomly selected teachers. 

In 1965» Amidon and Hunter (2) developed the "Verbal 

Interaction Category System" to help teachers become aware 

of the importance of their classroom verbal behavior. The 

system is an extension of the Flanders' system. Important 

to this study is the fact that the Amidon system allows teacher 

questions to be categorized into those which are broad and 

those which are narrow in scope. 

Storlie (38) used volunteer teachers to investigate the 

relationship between selected characteristics of secondary 



26 

teachers and change in verbal "behavior# Findings of the 

study indicated that it was possible to produce changes in 

the verbal behavior of teachers by training them in the inter-

action analysis system. 

In a study using Flanders' Interaction Analysis System, 

Furst (18) studied the difference in interaction patterns 

among six grade levels in the teaching of reading to deter-

mine what differences in interaction patterns existed between 

reading and other subjects. As compared to the other grade 

levels, she concluded that beginning at the third-grade level 

(1) teacher talk begins to increase, (2) amount of teacher 

praise is lowest, (3) teacher acceptance of student ideas is 

lowest, (ty) the time a teacher spends in giving directions 

increases, (5) teacher indirect influence is lowest and teacher 

direct influence highest, (6) teacher begins to use ways of 

questioning, and (7) student-initiated response is lowest. 

Teacher classroom behavior was investigated by Spaulding. 

(37)» In 196^, he devised an instrument called the Transaction 

Sample 1 Classroom (TSC) to classify teacher behavior in the 

elementary school setting, Spaulding investigated a wide 

range of teacher-pupil transactions and identified the teacher 

behaviors with specific dimensions of pupil growth and. devel-

opment. Pupils* height of self-concept was found to be sig-

nificantly related to "socially integrative" and "learner-

supportive" teacher behavior. 
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Research Related to the Coding of the Cognitive 
Aspects of Classroom Behavior 

Smith and Meux (36) were the first to attempt to study 

the concepts and principles relevant to teaching behavior in 

terms of the explanatory and valuative dimensions of teaching 

behavior. They designed an instrument to describe and analyze, 

in a logical manner, the molar aspects of teacher verbal 

behavior. The initial report of this project indicated that 

the four categories of Describing, Designating, Explaining, 

and Classroom Management accounted for 62 per cent of teacher 

verbal behavior. 

Based on the assumption that the key aspect of the class-

room is the students' mastery of the subject matter, Wright 

and Proctor (^5) categorized behaviors according to the 

essential aspects of language. The instrument was developed 

for use in mathematics classes. Categories were classified 

into three major dimensions: (1) mathematical content, (2) 

psychological process, and (3) sociological attitude. Findings 

of the study indicated that certain category scores and com-

binations of scores identified different styles of classroom 

teaching. 

Aschner and Gallagher (19) were interested in investi-

gating productive thought processes of gifted students in the 

context of classroom verbal interaction. A five-category 

system was used to classify productive thinking, including 

both the creative and critical analytic dimensions of 

reasoning. Ten classes in the junior and senior high schools 
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were tape recorded for five consecutive hour-sessions while 

two observers took extensive notes on classroom activities. 

The study provided insight into effective methods of teaching 

for intellectual productivity on the part of gifted students. 

Findings showed that expressive behavior in the classroom in 

both kind, and amount of thought output seemed, dependent on 

(1) the teacher's style of asking questions, (2) the sex of 

the student, (3) the goals of the teacher, (4) the composition 

of the class group, and (5) the patterns of attitudinal and 

personality characteristics of the student. 

In an attempt to determine the distinctive aspects of 

roles played by teachers and pupils, Bellack and Davitz (10) 

analyzed classroom verbal behavior. They based their system 

on the assumption that teaching behavior is rule-governed, 

behavior. Therefore, classroom interaction could be described 

as "language games." The research indicated that the roles 

of the teacher and students are clearly defined. Soliciting, 

structuring, and reacting were teacher roles, while responding 

was a pupil function. The authors concluded that the majority 

of the teaching process was concerned with curriculum content 

rather than substantive meanings. 

Shapiro (3^) investigated the way classroom experiences 

structured pupils' cognitive behavior. Involvement and the 

quality of cognitive thinking v/ere found to be significantly 

different in the non-structured classroom environment than 

they were in the structured environment. 



29 

Taba (39) modified an existing system to examine the 

relationship between cognitive processes and verbal trans-

actions. The research showed that the strategy used by the 

teacher determined the "thought unit," or level of thought, 

of the student. Important to this study is the finding that 

the cognitive level of student response is directly related 

to the teacher's ability to formulate appropriate questions. 

Research Related to Observational Systems 
for the Coding of Non-Verbal 

Classroom Behavior 

Torrance (^2) studied the- relationship between teacher 

attitude and pupil perception. He concluded, that teacher 

non-verbal behavior may negate effective verbal communication. 

The behavior of the pupils is dependent upon the teacher's 

verbal behavior and. the perceived non-verbal expressions. 

In a recent study, Shapiro (35) investigated the response 

of judges to incongruent cues of communication. In an effort 

to see if emotional variables are communicated through non-

verbal behaviors, the judges were asked to rate individuals' 

verbal responses and non-verbal cues. Shapiro found, that when 

the two were not consistent, wide variability in judgments 

could be expected. Both facial expressions and linguistic 

messages were used by the judges to interpret the communication. 

Davidson and Lang (13) developed the Davidson-Lang 

Ad.jectival Checklist to measure pupils' perceptions of teacher 

attitudes. Their research indicated that teachers* feelings 
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and attitudes are communicated, both verbally and non-verbally 

and that the child tends to internalize his perception of the 

teacher's "behavior to appraise himself. 

The most comprehensive research to observe systemati-

cally teacher classroom non-verbal communication was done by 

Galloway (20) in 19&2. Teacher non-verbal behaviors were 

classified into three main categories scaled on a continuum 

designated Encouraging-Inhibiting Communication. A group of 

observers were trained to tally the non-verbal behaviors of 

the teacher and record the communication "episodes," Three 

judges, who were recognized experts in human growth and de-

velopment, were selected to make judgments about the episodes. 

Then, selected experts in the areas of communication, leader-

ship, and curriculum observed and assessed the non-verbal 

behavior of each teacher on the basis of the categories in 

which the episodes were placed. Each of the experts inde-

pendently determined the subjects' type of communication in ' 

terms of the encouraging-inhibiting continuum. In each of 

the three observational procedures there was a significant, 

relationship between the rankings of the teachers from the 

recorded categories and from the judges' evaluation of ob-

servation records. Galloway also reported that teachers 

differed in their ability to be encouraging or inhibiting 

non-verbally. The study successfully identified encouraging 

and inhibiting teacher behavior. However Galloway cautioned 

when he said.: 
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Even though there was consistency within and 
between each of two procedures, recording in cate-
gories and observation records, it was unlikely 
that either of the procedures measured nonverbal 
communication exclusively. That is, both proce-
dures permitted the intrusion of verbal messages 
conveyed by both teachers and pupils so as to con-
found any sensitivity an observer might possess 
toward responding to nonverbal cues and messages. 

Research Related to the Effects of Feedback 
on Teachers' Classroom Behavior 

Important to this study is the research done by Thoresen 

(41)» Videotapes were used to analyze the verbal and non-

verbal behavior of college history instructors. The instruc-

tors were provided videotape feedback and counselor rein-

forcement. Although the study did not report conclusive 

findings, there were indications that video playback might 

be a way of promoting significant verbal and non-verbal be-

havior changes. 

Schueler5 Gold, and Mitzel (33) used c3.osed-circuit 

television and videotape recordings to study the teaching be-

havior of student teachers at Hunter College. It was reported 

that both the supervisors and student teachers responded 

favorably to the new research tool. Video recordings pro-

vided a means of objectively measuring teacher behavior. 

Further implications of the study seemed to indicate that 

video recordings used by the teacher would provide a means 

for self-analysis and self-appraisal, The authors suggested 

that the research tool would be even more effective when used 

with in-service teachers. By using video recordings to 
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promote self-improvement, the threat of subjective criticism 

by supervisors is eliminated. 

In 1962, Allen and. Young (1) used the concept of micro-

teaching to study student teachers at Stanford University, 

The work was extended by Aubertind (8) who used video re-

cordings to examine the effects of feedback on teaching per-

formance. It was found that when the pre-service teachers 

received feedback of their own teaching performance, the 

teachers showed significant improvement on following tapes. 

McDonald, Allen, and Orme (29) studied the effects of 

feedback on the acquisition of teaching skills by pre-service 

teachers. The authors concluded that feedback conditions 

proved to be the most effective training arrangement. Massed 

practice of skills and immediate feedback was found to be 

significant over distributed practice of skills and reinstated 

feedback. The self-feedback group performed at a significantly 

higher level of performance than the group receiving no feedback. 

Based on the assumption that the most important factor 

affecting the climate of the group was the way in which feed-

back v/as reported to the participants, Amidon, Kies, and 

Palisi (3) established the following ground rules to be used 

by faculty supervisors of in-service teachers: 

1. The person giving feedback describes, 
rather than evaluates, the pattern of teaching. 
He attempts to give as objective a description as 
possible of what he heard happening, and he avoids 
saying that it was good or bad. 

2. Feedback is offered only in areas that are 
perceived as susceptible to change by the recipient. 
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3. Feedback is given only upon request of the 
person whose teaching is being discussed. 

4-. Feedback is concerned with those aspects 
of teacher behavior that are characteristic of the 
teacher at the time that discussion is taking place, 
rather than with aspects of behavior that are char-
acteristic of an earlier time. 

5. Feedback does not require a teacher to de-
fend his personal opinion or feelings about the way 
in which he is teaching. 

6. Feedback is concerned with specific teaching 
acts, not with generalized interpretations. It can 
be concerned legitimately with the manner of question-
ing used, manner of responding to students, pace, or 
some other pattern of communication (3» PP« 56-67). 

Flanders and associates (17) conducted a project in which 

teachers were trained to observe classroom interaction, using 

a set of categories emphasizing different patterns of teacher 

influence. A direct teaching style was used with one group 

of teachers and an indirect teaching style with another group. 

Teacher use of the category system to analyze their own class-

room interaction was considered as a form of feedback. The 

investigators found that the indirect approach of the experi-

menter was more effective than the direct approach. They also 

found a degree of consistency between a teacher's own style 

of teaching and the method used to influence the progress 

made by a teacher in training. 

In 1965, Zahn (4-6) studied the effects of feedback using 

the Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis. Feedback was 

provided by the college supervisor who objectively recorded 

data of observed classroom behavior and assisted in inter-

preting the matrix for the student teacher. Zahn proposed 
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that the nature of the feedback received by the student 

teacher may be an influencing factor when the student teacher 

possesses a very strong belief-disbelief system. 

A study by Ledbetter (27) in 1967 attempted to determine 

the effects of feedback in developing the capacity of student 

teachers to change their classroom verbal behavior. Feedback 

from interaction analysis observations was given to the ex-

perimental group and withheld from the control group. Findings 

from the research did not affirm the development of more- in-

direct verbal behavior on the part of the student teachers 

who received feedback, Ledbetter recommended that more effec-

tive observer training techniques be developed. 

Hill (22) investigated the effects of feedback on the 

behavior of in-service teachers. Instruction in interaction 

analysis was conducted for three elementary and two secondary 

schools. All teachers received instruction in the use of 

Flanders' System of Interaction Analysis. The investigator 

made pre- and post-observations. The data showed no direct 

relationship between change in verbal teaching behavior and 

training time or mode of feedback from teaching. 

Research Which Used the Roberson Instrument for 
Coding Teacher Verbal and Non-Verbal 

Classroom Behavior 

Roberson's Instrument for Coding Teacher Verbal and Non-

Verbal Behavior is not too different from other categorization 

systems reported in this study. The system is based on three 
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major dimensions of teacher classroom "behaviors teacher 

objectives, teacher methods, and teacher expressions. The 

instrument is designed to provide for simultaneous coding of 

teacher- verbal and non-verbal behavior and to be used by 

teachers for self-appraisal of classroom behavior. 

In 1967, Brooks (12) studied the effects of alternative 

techniques for modifying teacher behavior. The purpose of 

the study was to determine the effectiveness of three differ-

ent approaches designed to help teachers modify their class-

room behavior. The Roberson code was developed specifically 

for this research project. 

Teachers were randomly assigned to three groups: one 

group received instruction in the analysis and coding of 

teacher classroom behavior? the second group viewed their 

own videotape recordings but received no instruction in the 

analysis of teacher behavior; teachers in the third group 

were given instruction in the analysis and coding of teacher 

behavior but did not view their classroom performance on 

videotape. 

Significant differences were not found for the total 

group in all of the categories. When the total teacher be-

havior was considered for the categories Cognitive Objectives, 

Affective Objectives, and Methods, less than 2 per cent of 

the teacher behavior fell outside the sub-categories of 

Knowledge and Comprehension, Receive and Respond, and 

Information-Giving. Brooks stated that in order for total 
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significant change to occur, teachers must be cognizant of 

their objectives in the classroom and understand, how to ana-

lyze their own behavior in terras of desired pupil outcomes. 

Teachers who were trained in the analysis of teacher 

behavior and were taught to code their classroom interaction 

were found to be significantly different from the other two 

groups in three of the categories. The teachers lectured 

less and demonstrated more in Methods, were less routine and 

more helping in Verbal Expressions, and were less inattentive 

and more routine and helping in the Non-Verbal Expressions. 

Self-appraisal was found, to be an effective technique for sig-

nificant change of teacher behavior in the Verbal Expressions 

category. It was reported that the teachers were overwhelm-

ingly in support of the use of videotape and the self-

appraisal approach to evaluating their classroom performance. 

The Teacher Self-Appraisal Program was undertaken in the 

Tucson Public School System under the direction of Grubbs, 

Allen, and Brooks (21). The purpose of the program was to 

help teachers become aware of their attitudes and classroom 

behavior in light of their own. behavioral objectives. The 

classroom behavior of the teachers was measured by both the 

Roberson code and the Flanders code. The Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule was used to measure attitude change on 

the part of the teachers. 

As measured by the Roberson code, the following changes 

were significants 
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1. Teachers spent less time giving information. 

2. Teachers spent more time calling for responses 
from the students. 

3. Teachers spent less time on Demonstration. 

4. Teachers used more Receptive Verbal and Non-Verbal 
expression. 

5. Teachers used less Routine and Support Verbal and 
Non-Verbal expression. 

There was no significant over-all change in Cognitive Objec-

tives or Methods used by the teachers. There were over-all 

significant changes in the Affective Objectives and Verbal 

and Non-Verbal behavior. 

The teacher's behavior as measured by Flanders' code was 

in essential agreement with Roberson's code. Significantly 

less time was spent by the teacher giving directions and sig-

nificantly more time was used in student-initiated talk. 

According to the Edwards, there was some attitudinal 

change by all of the teachers. Findings indicated that the 

teachers seemed to be less concerned with Order. Teachers 

who participated in the Teacher Self-Appraisal Program made 

significant changes in their attitudes and. classroom behavior. 

Relationship of Reported Research 
to This Study 

The research which related to the development of obser-

vational systems indicates that instruments which provide 

objective measurement of teacher behavior have positive value. 
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Educational researchers have begun to emphasize the study of 

teacher behavior and what actually happens in the classroom. 

Investigations of classroom interaction have attempted 

to relate teacher behavior to the level of cognitive achieve-

ment on the part of the student. "The research literature 

indicates that more attention has been given to the study of 

the teachers' verbal classroom behavior than has been given 

to the non-verbal aspects of teacher behavior. The belief 

that teaching is primarily a verbal function is now being 

challenged. 

Videotape recording and playback now offer an effective 

tool for gathering data on teacher behavior. Behavioral 

change on the part of the teacher appears to be related to 

the teacher's receiving feedback and evaluating his own 

classroom performance. 

A survey of the research literature revealed at least 

five aspects which have direct relationship to the present 

study. The first aspect was the development and utilization 

of categorical and systematic techniques to be used in re-

cording classroom activity. 

The second factor which appeared to relate previous 

research to the present study was the inclusion of the cogni-

tive objective dimension. The third and fourth emphases of 

the research literature were related to the feedback from the 

videotape recordings which readily provide a technique for 

the coding of teacher non-verbal behavior. The fifth aspect 
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of previous research which was related to the present study 

was the concept of a self-appraisal instrument for studying 

the teaching act. 

The present study differed from previous research 

literature in at least one notable respect. Insofar as had 

"been determined, the Roberson system had not been used to 

determine the difference between the behavioral changes of 

elementary teachers and. the behavioral changes of secondary 

school teachers. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Description of the Subjects 

The subjects participating in this study were teachers 

in the Dallas Independent School District. The experimental 

group was composed of twenty volunteers in an elementary 

school and thirty-one volunteers in a junior high school. 

The control group was composed of volunteers from an elemen-

tary school and a junior high school located in simi3_ar 

socio-economic areas. All subject areas were included in 

both the control group and the experimental group. The 

selection of subjects was not based, on an equal number of 

male and female teachers. 

The subjects within the elementary experimental group 

remained the same throughout the study. Five in the junior 

high experimental group were not included in the final 

statistical analysis for the following reasonss two of the 

teachers left the classroom to become part of the intern 

program in administrative leadership; one teacher was trans-

ferred to another school within the district} one teacher 

became pregnant and resigned her position; and one teacher 

was a traveling teacher to the building and became involved 

in other staff development activities. The experimental 

*5 



k6 

group which was analysed at the end of the study was composed 

of twenty elementary school teachers and twenty-six junior 

high school teachers. The subjects in the control group re-

mained. the same. 

Instruments 

Roberson's Teacher Self-Appraisal Code 

The Roberson code was used to record the classroom be-

havior of teachers. The system, developed by Wayne Roberson 

(4) in 1966, was modified from Bloom, Galloway, Hughes, and 

MacDonald. The Roberson code is based on three major dimen-

sions of teacher classroom behavior: teacher objectives, 

teacher methods, and teacher expressions. The code was de-

signed to record the verbal and non-verbal classroom behavior 

of teachers and to provide teachers with a tool for self-

appraisal of their own teaching performance as recorded on 

videotape. 

Teacher Objectives.--The first major area of the self-

appraisal instrument is concerned with Teacher Objectives. 

Teacher Objectives are defined as teacher statements of 

anticipated changes in student behavior as a result of selected 

classroom experiences. Teacher objectives are divided into 

two categories, the Cognitive Domain and the Affective Domain. 

These domains are made up of a series of sub-categories. 
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Cognitive Domain 

Objectives call for varying degrees of intellectual 

activity on the part of the students in this domain. This 

activity ranges from simple acts of remembering information 

through acts of increasing complexity such as applying ideas 

to new situations, analyzing the elements of an idea, syn-

thesizing the elements of an idea in creative ways and eval-

uating ideas. The cognitive domain is divided into sub-

categories as follows: 

Knowledge. The knowledge category includes the 

recall of specific facts or information. 

Comprehension. The comprehension category includes 

objectives that indicate a student can use an abstraction. 

Emphasis is on the understanding of meaning and. the 

understanding of the content of material. Three types 

of comprehension behavior are involved.! (1) translation, 

which has to do with an individual's putting information 

into his own words} (2) interpretation, which has to do 

with the student's reordering ideas into a new configu-

rations and (3) extrapolation, which is the individual's 

making estimates and predictions from known information. 

Application. The application category includes re-

membering and bringing to bear appropriate facts, princi-

ples, and generalizations upon new materials. 

Analysis.. The analysis category includes objectives 

that deal with both content and form. The individual is 
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to separate a complex whole into its parts. There is 

a concern for comparing and contrasting relationships 

among the parts when this category is used. 

Synthesis. The synthesis category includes the com-

bining of elements from many sources to form an original 

entity. Emphasis is placed on the individual's creating 

a new configuration from familiar elements which have 

newly discovered relationships to each other. 

Evaluation. This category includes the making of 

judgments about the value, ideas, solutions, methods, 

or materials. Evaluation represents not only an end 

process in the cognitive domain but also a major link 

with the affective domain. 

Affective Domain 

Objectives which call for varying degrees of feeling, 

emotion, or acceptance, rejection, fall into this category. 

Receiving. This category includes objectives 

wherein the teacher intends for the individual to become 

aware of certain information such as basic facts. 

Responding. The responding category includes ob-

jectives in which the teacher intends for the individual 

to become active in doing something with or about the 

information or ideas available. 

Valuing. This category includes objectives in 

which the individual is intended to see the worth of the 

information or idea. 
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Teacher Methods.—The second major area of the self-

appraisal instrument is concerned with Teacher Methods. 

Teacher Methods are defined as the procedures followed 

or the pattern of acts, utilized by the teacher, that are 

designed to facilitate the attainment of certain objectives 

or desired outcomes. Teacher Methods are divided into two 

categories, the Closed. Methods and the Open Methods. These 

two categories are each made up of a series of sub-categories. 

Closed Teaching Methods 

The sub-categories within the closed teaching methods 

area reflect low-level cognitive and affective objectives. 

Teacher methods in this category are viewed as the most effi-

cient ways of exposing students to existing knowledge. Ob-

jectives leading to this type of teaching are more restrictive 

of intended, pupil behavior. 

Information Giving. This category is being used 

when the teacher gives information through lecturing, 

demonstrating, or directing and expects students to re-

ceive this information. The students are then expected 

to be able to reproduce the information whenever the 

teacher asks for it. 

Mastery. Emphasis in this category is on drill or 

practice on the part of the students. The objectives 

are directed toward making student responses so auto-

matic that cognitive awareness is no longer necessary 

for behavior. 
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Problem Solving. This category is used, when the 

teacher sets up a situation in which the student must 

draw upon previous information that has been given to 

him and utilize it in solving this new situation. Only-

one answer is sought throughout the process. 

Open Teaching Methods 

Open teaching methods generally reflect higher level of 

cognitive and affective objectives. The teacher intends for 

the individual to express his own opinions and perceptions. 

Efficiency is no longer emphasized. Stress is placed on the 

student's developing new insights. 

Clarification. This category is used when the 

teacher attempts to elicit personal responses, reactions, 

and meanings from students. No pre-determined. answers 

are sought; rather, students* expressed attitudes, 

feelings, aspirations, values, and impressions are the 

objectives. 

Inquiry. When this category is used, the teacher 

is emphasizing the process of solving a problem rather 

than seeking a solution to the problem. Students are 

encouraged to search, manipulate, experiment, and ac-

tively seek ways of solving problems. 

Dialogue. In this category, emphasis is on explo-

ration. Students seek for that which is beyond present 

awareness to gain insights and produce an aesthetic 
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response. No student contributions are rejected, crit-

icized, or judged. 

Teacher Expressions.—The third major area of the self-

appraisal instrument is concerned with Teacher Expressions. 

Teacher Expressions are defined as the transmitting of 

thought or feeling from one person to another through gesture, 

posture, facial expression, tone and quality of voice as well 

as by speech. 

Expressions are the verbal and non-verbal messages used 

in communication which have the potential for determining the 

course of inter-personal relations between the teacher and 

students. Any action is considered communication when one 

person interprets that action from another person. The in-

terpretation of verbal messages is dependent upon the appro-

priate non-verbal communication which accompanies the message. 

Teacher expressions in the Roberson code are divided into 

two categories, the Verbal Expressions and the Non-Verbal 

Expressions. The sub-categories within each of the two areas 

range from positive or encouraging expressions, through 

neutral or routine expressions, to negative or inhibiting 

expressions. 

Verbal Expressions 

Verbal expressions or messages can be considered, the 

oral communication from the teacher to the student. The con-

scious intent of the teacher is to elicit some response from 
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Non-Verbal Expressions 

Non-verbal expressions can be considered the "silent 

language", or inaudible communication from the teacher to the 

student. The non-verbal message may be communicated through 

the teacher's facial expressions, gestures, posture, and. 

tone of voice. 

Encouraging Expressions. Teacher expressions or 

acts that exhibit or imply praise, encouragement, ap-

proval, acceptance, and pleasure to the student are 

classified in one of the sub-categories of Receptive, 

Helping, or Support. 

Routine Expressions. Teacher expressions or acts 

that cannot be classified as encouraging or inhibiting 

student behavior are coded as Routine. 

Inhibiting Expressions. Teacher behavior that 

conveys disinterest, dissatisfaction, disapproval, im-

patience, or unacceptance to the student is coded in 

one of the sub-categories of Disapproval, Unresponsive, 

or Inattentive. 

The research coder categorized, the teacher behavior-

according to the definition of the categories and sub-

categories. At the end of each ten-second interval, the re-

search coder recorded the teacher behavior in the five major 

categories. The videotape recorder was stopped to allow 

sufficient time for marking the appropriate response. The 

coding sheets that were used contained snnn^ i -



53 

120 ten-second, intervals. After 120 ten-second, intervals 

were coded from the videotape, the data were fed into the 

computer. The print-out sheets from the computer gave the 

percentage of time spent in each major category and each sub-

category for each individual teacher. 

Semantic Differential Instrument 

The semantic differential has been developed, as an in-

strument to measure objectively the connotative meaning of 

concepts. It v/as from Charles Osgood's (3) work with the 

semantic differential that the technique evolved as an atti-

tude measurement instrument. 

There are no standard scales or concepts for the semantic 

differential. Concepts and scales for a given study depend 

on the purposes of the research. A semantic differential in-

strument is a number of seven-point bipolar adjective scales 

used, to rate concepts relevant to the particular research 

study. For these reasons, the semantic differential is a 

technique of measurement rather than an actual test. 

The three main factors found most often in Osgood's work 

are evaluative adjectives, activity adjectives, and potency 

adjectives. In order to index attitude it is necessary to 

use sets of adjective scales which have high loadings on the 

evaluative factors and little or no loadings on other factors. 

In scoring the ratings, one arbitrarily assigns the unfavorable 

poles of the scales the score "1" and the favorable poles the 

scale "7." By summing over-all evaluative ratings, an attitude 
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score would be derived. Intensity of attitude is indexed by 

the magnitude of the polarization of the attitude score. The 

unidimensionality of the attitude scale is automatically 

validated by the factor analytic treatment which uncovered 

the evaluative scales. 

Kerlinger (1, p. 578) states that the semantic differ-

ential can be applied to a wide variety of research problems 

because it "has been shown to be sufficiently reliable and 

valid for many research purposes." 

Osgood (3i p. 127) points out that reliability of the 

semantic differential cannot be assessed in accordance with 

the conventional idea of reliability. With the semantic dif-

ferential, the concern is.for error of measurement rather 

than determination of a coefficient of reliability. 

Because no independent criterion of meaning is known, 

validity of the semantic differential has to be based on face 

validity. In this case, "face validity" is interpreted to 

mean that those concepts that people would probably cluster 

together without the instrument would be clustered together 

when the instrument was administered. 

The validity of the dimensions of meaning which Osgood 

first identified have been subjected to examination by Staats 

and Staats (5)» They paired words with evaluative words such 

as "ugly and bitter" or "happy and sacred." The words paired 

with negative terms took on negative connotations, whereas 

those paired with positive terms became positively oriented. 
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In a i960 progress report of the research done using 

semantic differential, Moss (2, p. 53) concluded that "the 

semantic differential is measuring 'something' consistently 

and in a meaningful fashion, and that, in this respect, it 

is already a useful instrument." 

Construction of the Semantic Differential 
for the Present Study 

The development of the semantic differential used in 

the present study followed the criteria suggested "by Osgood. 

Four concepts were selected as relevant to the research 

problem. The concepts to be rated with bipolar adjective 

pairs were MY STUDENTS, MY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS, EVALUATING 

STUDENTS, and PLANNING FOR TEACHING. 

The next step in the construction was to select appro-

priate scales or adjective pairs. Osgood suggests that these 

scales be selected on the basis of factor representativeness 

and that the scales be relevant to the concepts. The twelve • 

scales used in rating the concepts in this study were selected 

from Osgood's original list (3» p. 37). Adjective pairs from 

each of the three main factors were included. Seven scales 

were evaluative in their primary factor loadings. Two activ-

ity scales and three potency scales were included to obscure 

the obvious purpose of the measurement. The scales appeared 

on the instrument in random order. Scales were selected at 

random to be reversed. Reversals were used to counteract 
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bias tendencies. Seven-point scales were used, the scale 

positions being defined for the subject in the instructions. 

Procedure for Collecting the Data 

A proposal of the present study was first submitted to 

school administrators in the Dallas Independent School Dis-

trict, and permission to do the study was granted. The pro-

posed study was discussed with teachers from two schools 

within the district who had exhibited a favorable attitude 

toward the self-appraisal approach to evaluating classroom 

performance. From these two schools, twenty elementary teach-

ers and thirty-one junior high school teachers volunteered to 

participate in the study. 

A series of eight training sessions were held for the 

experimental subjects during the released time provided by 

the Dallas Independent School District for teachers to par-

ticipate in in-service education programs. The t5.me allotted 

for this released time was from 2:30 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. twice 

a month. The semantic differential was administered to the 

control and experimental subjects during the first training 

session. Instruction in self-appraisal techniques then began 

with the experimental group. 

A brief time was spent discuss5.ng questioning techniques. 

The main categories and sub-categories of the Roberson code 

were defined, and examples for classifying teacher behavior 

were presented. Instruction in analyzing and. coding teacher 
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behavior continued throughout the following sessions. At 

the final training session, the semantic differential was 

again administered to the control and experimental subjects. 

The experimental group met in two locations. Instruc-

tion in the self-appraisal approach to classifying teacher 

behavior was presented by two staff members from the Staff 

Development Department of the Dallas Independent School 

District. The instructors merely helped teachers interpret 

the type of teacher behavior evidenced in a given situation. 

No judgments or statements of "good" or "bad" were made con-

cerning the observed behavior. 

A videotape was made on each teacher at the beginning 

of the experimental period. Any teacher could request as 

many as three additional videotaping sessions until the time 

the post-experiment videotape was made. Each subject devel-

oped the skills with which to code his own videotapes. 

Equipment and a place of privacy were provided in each building 

for the viewing and coding of the tapes. The trained camera-

man was instructed to give the videotape directly to the 

teacher at the end of the taping session. The teachers were 

assured that at no time would anyone except the teacher and 

the research coder see their videotape recordings. The re-

search coder viewed only the pre-experiment and post-experi-

ment videotapes of each subject unless the teacher requested 

additional data from the in-between videotape recordings. 
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Statistical Treatment of the Data 

Hypotheses 1, 2f and 5 were tested by first computing 

the intercorrelation matrix for the scales on the pretest 

and post-test semantic differential given to the control sub-

jects and the experimental subjects. The correlations were 

subjected to a principal axes-factor analysis for the pre-

and post-tests. This procedure was used to identify the 

evaluative scales. A pretest mean and a post-test mean based 

on the raw scores on the evaluative scales of the semantic 

differential were then computed. Analysis of covariance was 

used to test for significance of difference in attitudinal 

change between the control subjects and the experimental sub-

jects. The .05 level of significance was required for re-

jecting the null hypothesis. 

Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested by computing a mean score 

for the elementary school teachers and the junior high school 

teachers in each of the five major categories and the sub-

categories on the pretest and post-test. The difference be-

tween the two means in each of these categories was determined 

by Fisher's t technique for related samples,, To determine 

the difference between the elementary and junior high school 

teachers, analysis of covariance was used. The .05 level of 

significance was required for rejecting the null hypothesis. 



CHAPTER BIBLIOGRAPHY 

1. Kerlinger, Fred N., Foundations of Behavioral Research, 
New York, Holt, Rinehart and Winstonj Inc., 1966. 

2. Moss, C. Scott, "Current and Projected Status of Semantic 
Differential Research," The Psychological Record, X 
(January, i960), 4-7-5̂ • 

3. Osgood, Charles E., George J. Suci, and Percy H. 
Tannenbaum, The Measurement of Meaning, Urbana, 
Illinois, University of Illinois Press, 1957* 

Roberson, E. Wayne, "The Preparation of an Instrument 
for the Analysis of Teacher Classroom Behavior," 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of 
Arizona, Tucson, Arizona, 1967. 

5* Staats, Carolyn K. and Arthur W. Staats, "Meaning 
Established by Classical Conditioning," Journal of 
Experimental Psychology, LIV (195?)» 7^-80. 

59 



CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This study was concerned with the effects of videotape 

feedback upon teachers' classroom performance. The specific 

problem was to determine if the teachers* involvement in a 

self-appraisal program would alter their attitudes toward 

teaching and effect changes in their teaching behavior. The 

experimental and control groups for this study were composed 

of volunteer subjects from the Dallas Independent School 

District. 

The Roberson code was used to categorize teacher behavior 

in the following areas: teacher methods, teacher objectives, 

and teacher expressions. A parallel concern was the expressed 

attitudes of teachers toward the act of teaching. The semantic 

differential instrument was administered to measure attitudinal 

changes exhibited by the teachers. 

The statistical technique used to determine the signifi-

cance between groups was analysis of covariance. The groups 

were not considered to be equivalent since volunteer subjects 

were used. Analysis of covariance permitted statistical 

rather than experimental control of variables. Significant 

differences between the experimental group and the control 

60 
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group and "between the elementary level and the junior high 

school level of teaching was determined. 

To determine the significance of the difference "between 

the pre-codings and the post-codings of the videotapes, each 

main category and sub-category on the Roberson code was 

tested "by the use of the t_ test. Since no direction to the 

change was indicated, a two-tailed test was used. The .05 

level of significance was designated as the point of rejec-

tion of the statistical null hypothesis. 

Statistical Analysis of the Data 

Hypotheses 1, 2, and $ related to the teachers* attitude 

toward the concepts (1) MY STUDENTS; (2) MY TEACHING EFFEC-

TIVENESS,- (3) EVALUATING STUDENTS 5 and (4) PLANNING FOR 

TEACHING; as measured by the semantic differential. 

The intercorrelation matrices of the semantic differ-

ential were subjected to principal axes-factor analysis and 

rotated according to the varimax criterion. 

Table I shows the factor loadings of the concept 

PLANNING FOR TEACHING on the pretest. 
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PRETEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
PLANNING FOR TEACHING 
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Scales I II III IV V 

1. Good—Bad .11 .06 .01 .09 .82 
2. Simple—Complex .01 .01 .87 .01 .12 
3« Valuable—Worthless .25 .36 .22 •13 .65 
4. Unimportant—Important .05 .73 .21 .06 .39 
5» Pleasant—Unpleasant • ?6 .23 .11 .00 .27 
6. Passive—Active .69 .14 .29 .09 .11 
7. Small--Large .66 .00 .43 .25 .09 
8. Strong—Weak .83 .08 .15 .09 .26 
9. Awful—Nice .77 .35 .01 .02 .04 
10. Slow—Fast .31 .72 ,31 .24 .01 
11. Constrained.—Free .13 .08 .04 .93 .18 
12. Positive—Negative .57 .07 .02 .31 .51 

Table II shows the factor loadings of the concept MY 

STUDENTS on the pretest. 

TABLE II 

PRETEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
MY STUDENTS 

Scales I II III IV V 

1. Awful—Nice .39 .19 .12 .46 .58 
2. Slow—Fast .01 .25 .03 .85 .16 
3. Valuable—Worthless .21 .17 .60 .31 .41 
4. Strong—Weak .12 .01 .03 .83 .30 
5- Positive--Negative .32 .02 .07 .13 .78 
6. Unimportant —Important .09 .03 .7 4 .15 .31 
7. Simple—Complex .27 .01 .84 .12 .08 
8. Small—Large .83 .14 .07 .06 .08 
9. Constrained—Free .11 .88 .16 .05 .03 
10. Passive--Active .01 .75 .23 .22 .21 
11. Good--Bad .28 .21 .16 .25 .72 
12. Pleasant--Unpleasant .20 .12 .15 .21 .79 



Table III shows the factor loadings of the concept 

EVALUATING STUDENTS on the pretest. 

TABLE III 

PRETEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
EVALUATING STUDENTS 

63 

Scales I II III IV V 

1 . Positive—Negative .84 .11 .12 .08 .10 
2 . Small—Large .18 .17 .90 .15 .08 
3 . Awful—Nice .56 .16 .26 .26 .48 
4-. Slow—Fast .16 .09 .05 .10 .94 
5 . Good—Bad .82 .06 .10 .17 .15 
6 . Simple—Complex 

Unimportant —Important 
.22 .82 .18 .21 .02 

7. 
Simple—Complex 
Unimportant —Important .35 .70 .03 .34 .22 

8 . Strong—Weak .72 .16 .37 .07 .16 
9 . Constrained—Free .14 .01 .13 .90 .11 

10. Passive—Active .29 • 54 .19 .45 .23 
11. Valuable—Worthless .73 .41 .17 .25 .00 
12. Pleasant—Unpleasant .80 .06 .04 .25 .11 

Table IV shows the factor loadings of the concept MY 

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS on the pretest. 
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PRETEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
MY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS 
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Scales I II III 

1. Unimportant —Important .42 .70 .20 
2. Simple--Complex .10 .84 .24 
3. Positive—Negative .78 .12 .17 
4. Awful—Nice .71 .06 .38 
5. C ons t r a ine d.—Fr e e .44 .05 .38 
6. Valuable—Worthless .72 .44 .18 
7. Small—Large .32 .02 .74 
8 • Passive—Active .68 .20 .39 
9. Slow—Fast .24 .14 .79 
10. Strong—Weak .64 .05 .46 
11. Good—Bad .80 .04 .30 
12. Pleasant—Unpleasant .85 .08 .19 

Table V shows the factor loadings of the concept PLAN-

NING FOR TEACHING post-test. 

TABLE V 

POST-TEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
PLANNING FOR TEACHING 

Scales I II III IV V 

1. Good—Bad .28 .72 .09 .05 .02 
2. Simple--Complex .27 .26 .24 .04 .78 
3. Valuable—Worthless .01 .82 .10 .04 .28 
4. Unimportant—Important .03 .80 .05 .20 .09 
5. Pleasant—Unpleasant .69 .35 .29 .22 .06 
6. Passive—Active .09 .17 .34 .73 .08 
7. Small—Large .14 .14 . 8 9 .08 .19 
8. Strong—Weak .44 .58 .23 .36 .13 
9. Awful—Nice .69 .27 .38 .11 .00 
10. Slow—Fast .78 .03 .11 .00 .03 
11. Constrained—Free .28 .12 .13 .80 . 0 9 
12. Positive—Negative .44 .12 .02 .19 . 70 
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Table VI shows the factor loadings of the concept MY 

STUDENTS on the post-test. 

TABLE VI 

POST-TEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
MY STUDENTS 

Scales I II H I IV V 

1. Awful—Nice .79 .12 .14 .13 .09 
2. Slow—Fast . 2 5 .77 .06 .20 .00 
3. Valuable—-Worthless .55 .15 .59 .09 .00 
4. Strong—Weak .31 .58 .21 .29 .17 
5« Positive—Negative .63 .17 .06 .48 .13 
6. Unimportant—Important .10 .05 .13 .03 .93 
7» Simple—Complex .12 .13 .86 .01 .13 
8. Small—Large .05 .80 . 04 .07 .00 
9. Constrained—Free .13 .12 .15 .85 .16 
10. Passive—Active .13 .03 .14 .75 .27 
11. Good—Bad .73 • 34 .05 .00 .19 
12. Pleasant—Unpleasant .83 .00 . 0 5 .14 .00 

Table VII shows the factor loadings of the concept 

EVALUATING STUDENTS on the post-test. 
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POST-TEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
EVALUATING STUDENTS 
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Scales I II III IV 

1 . Positive—Negative • 54 .30 .14 .39 
2 . Small--Large .22 .79 .26 .02 
3. Awful—Nice .86 .06 .24 .07 
4. Slow—Fast .10 .03 .81 .20 
5. Good—Bad .81 .26 . 25 .13 
6. Simple—Complex .04 .71 .48 .12 
7. Unimportant —Important .70 .07 .18 .43 
8. Strong—Weak .39 .08 .52 .51 
9. Constrained—Free .28 .06 .10 .85 
10. Passive—Active .23 .26 .31 .72 
11. Valuable—Worthless .81 .07 .09 .43 
12. Pleasant —Unpleasant .82 .06 .22 .23 

Table VIII shows the factor loadings of the concept MY 

TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS on the post-test. 

TABLE VIII 

POST-TEST FACTOR LOADINGS ON THE CONCEPT 
MY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS 

Scales I II III IV 

1. Unimportant—Important .04 .90 .09 .11 
2. Simple—Complex .12 .14 .06 .87 
3. Positive—Negative .74 .26 .24 .14 
4. Awful—Nice .82 .04 .00 .15 
5. Constrained—Free .18 .10 .89 .03 
6. Valuable—Worthless .63 .53 .19 .15 
7. Small-Large .66 .14 .21 .29 
8. Passive--Active .28 .05 .47 .62 
9. Slow—Fast .52 .24 .43 .00 
10. Strong—Weak .85 .01 .18 .11 
11. Good—Bad .80 .21 .23 .09 
12. Pleasant—Unpleasant .73 .27 .17 .06 
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By comparing the factor analyses, it was noted that 

seven scales emerged as being evaluative on both the pretest 

and post-test. These scales were good—bad, pleasant— 

unpleasant, valuable—worthless, awful--nice, positive— 

negative. simple—complex, unimportant—important. 

Data related to hypothesis 1 are reported in Table IX. 

TABLE IX 

COMPARISON OF ELEMENTARY EXPERIMENTAL AND 
CONTROL GROUPS' ADJUSTED MEANS ON 

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 

Concepts 
Experimental 
Elementary 

Group Adjusted 
Mean 

Control 
Elementary 

Group Adjusted 
Mean 

F P 

1 3.6293 3.^705 1.5*1-6 

2 3.8000 3.8971 .1^ 

3 4-.0400 3.7286 if.207 .05 

4 3.6000 3.6286 .78 

Of the four concepts rated by the elementary teachers, 

the concept (3) EVALUATING STUDENTS was significant at the .05 

level of confidence. The control and experimental subjects 

showed no significant attitudinal changes on the other concepts, 

The data reported in Table X are related to hypothesis 

2, which states that at the end of the experimental'period 

the junior high experimental subjects would show a signifi-

cant change in their attitude toward teaching. 



TABLE X 

COMPARISON OF THE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL EXPERIMENTAL 
AND CONTROL GROUPS ADJUSTED MEANS ON 

THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
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Concepts 
Experimental 
Junior High 

Group Adjusted 
Mean 

Control 
Junior High 

Group Adjusted 
Mean 

F P 

1 3.6483 3.5055 1.783 

2 3.9670 3.9395 .011 

3 3.9201 3.9261 .104 

4 3.7033 3.7417 .104 

Examination of Table X shows no significant difference 

in the attitude mean changes of junior high teachers in the 

experimental group and the junior high school control subjects. 

The research hypothesis was rejected. 

The data reported in Table XI are related to hypothesis 

5 which states that at the end of the study there will be no • 

significant difference between the elementary and junior high 

subjects' expressed attitudes toward teaching. 

At the end on the experimental period, the attitude change 

between the experimental elementary subjects and the experi-

mental junior high school subjects was not statistically 

significant. An F value of 4.08 or greater was required at 

the .05 level of confidence. The null hypothesis was retained. 



TABLE XI 

COMPARISON OF THE ELEMENTARY EXPERIMENTAL AND THE 
JUNIOR HIGH EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS ADJUSTED 

MEANS ON THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL 
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Concepts 
Experimental 
Elementary 

Group Adjusted 
Mean 

Experimental 
Junior High 

Group Adjusted 
Mean 

F P 

1 3 - 5 ^ 5 2 3 . 6 5 2 0 . 8 0 2 

2 3 . 7 9 3 4 3 . 9 7 2 1 1 . 6 2 1 

3 3 . 7 6 7 7 3 . 9 4 7 9 1 . 7 1 1 

4 3 . 6 2 5 7 3 . 7 4 9 5 . 9 0 6 

The third hypothesis states that the experimental sub-

jects' classroom "behavior would significantly change as 

measured by the Roberson code. It was hypothesized that the 

subjects would use significantly more encouraging verbal and 

non-verbal expressions, move to the higher level affective 

and cognitive objectives, and use significantly more open 

methods at the end of the experimental period. The signifi-

cance of the difference between the pre-coding and the post-

coding of the videotapes was tested by using Fisher's t, test 

for related samples. 

The data in Table XII show the teacher behavior of elemen-

tary subjects coded, in the Methods category. 
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TABLE XII 

SIGNIFICANCE OP THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
ELEMENTARY VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

METHODS CATEGORY ' 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Lecture-
Talk 35.3839 42.3759 -6.9920 17.8968 -1.7029 

Question-
Answer 19.9869 24.6964 -4.7095 14.1890 -1.4467 

Demonstrate 13.8515 0.0 13.8515 19.2818 3.1313 .01 
Direction 25.5669 21.895^ " 3.6715 10.5493 1.5170 
Mastery-

Drill 1.3455 0.0 1.3455 2.2914 2.5594 .05 
Problem 

2.5594 .05 

Solving 1.7215 2.135 -0 .4135 6.0296 -O.2989 
Clarifica-

tion 1.0310 7.6515 -6 .6205 15.2394 -1.8936 
Inquiry 1.0835 0.8160 0.2675 2.6012 0.4482 
Dialogue 0.0 0.4050 -0 .4050 1.2233 -1.4431 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=20. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.093=.05? t of 2.86l=.01j t of 3.883=.001. 

Table XII shows that elementary teachers used signifi-

cantly less Demonstration and. Mastery-Drill. Examination of 

Table XII indicates shifts within the sub-categories, but 

other changes were not statistically significant. 

Data relating to teacher behavior of the junior high 

school subjects in the Methods category are recorded in 

Table XIII. 
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TABLE XIII 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
JUNIOR HIGH VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

METHODS CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Lecture-Talk 6 0 . 6 6 9 6 47.6615 13.0080 21.8615 2.9751 .01 
Question-

Answer 14.3961 21.0961 -6.7000 11.3246 -2.9581 .01 
Demonstrate 6.7811 3.6853 3.0957 8.2080 1 . 8858 
Direction 10.7826 10.8907 -0.1080 10.5807 -0.0510 
Mastery-

1.3984 Drill 1.5023 1.3984 0.1038 2.3004 O . 2257 
Problem 

Solving 1.2273 4.7665 -3.5392 12.4867 -1.4172 
Clarifica-

tion 4.1253 5.6253 -1.5000 11.7038 -0.6408 
Inquiry 0.3823 I . 2 5 7 6 -0.8753 1.6043 -2.7281 . 05 
Dialogue 0.1076 3.6615 -3.5538 10.6.649 -1.6661 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=.26. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.060=.05j t of 2.787=.01j t of 3.725=.001. 

When the teaching behavior of junior high school teachers 

was analyzed, significant findings were indicated. The teach-

ers spent significantly less time in the Lecture-Talk sub-

category and significantly more time in the Question-Answer 

and the Inquiry sub-categories. 

Data reported in Table XIV relate to the teacher behavior 

of the elementary subjects recorded in the Affective Objectives 

category. 
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TABLE XIV 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
ELEMENTARY VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Receive -̂5.6309 39.559^ 6.0715 12.3968 2.13^8 .05 
Respond 51.6829 56. iJ-189 -^.7360 15.9113 -1.297^ 
Value 1.0850 3.9^90 -2.86^0 ^.^772 -2.7883 .05 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=20. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.093=.05,- t of 2.861=.Olj t of 3.883=.001, 

Significant changes within the sub-categories of the 

Affective Objectives were found in the elementary group. 

Table XIV shows that the teachers spent significantly more 

time calling for Value decisions from the students. This 

shift resulted in a significant over-all change in the way 

elementary teachers were spending their time according to the 

Affective Objectives category. 

Table XV reports the data relating to the teacher be-

havior of the junior high subjects recorded in the Affective 

Objectives category. 



73 

TABLE XV 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
JUNIOR HIGH VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

AFFECTIVE OBJECTIVES CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories ceding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Receive 66.7915 49.5899 17.2015 21.8803 3.9308 .001 
Respond 32.4973 46.8342 -14.3369 20.3548 -3.5217 .01 
Value 0.5907 3.5623 -2.9715 5.9014 - 2 . 5 1 7 6 .05 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=26. 
Number of 0bservations-120. 
t of 2.060=.05j t of 2.787=.015 t of 3.725=.001. 

Examination of Table XV indicates highly significant 

findings for the junior high school group. At better than the 

.001 level of significance, teachers spent less time giving 

information for the students to receive; they spent signifi-

cantly more time calling for responses and value decisions 

on the part of the students. This resulted in a significant 

over-all change in the way junior high school teachers were 

spending their time in the Affective Objectives category. 

Table XVI reports the data relating to the teacher be-

havior of the elementary subjects recorded in the Cognitive 

Objectives category. 
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TABLE XVI 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
ELEMENTARY VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Knowledge 68.5904 49.8109 18.7795 14 .6972 5.5696 .001 
Comprehend 10 .6800 9.2520 1.4280 16.5640 0.3757 
Apply 7.5850 5.5970 1 .9880 15.2333 0 . 5 6 8 8 
Analyze 2 . 6 2 9 0 4.7040 -2.0750 5.2849 -1.7114 
Synthesize 0.3170 12 .5720 - 1 2 . 2 5 5 0 18 .8268 -2.8373 .05 
Evaluate 10.1760 17.6404 -7.4645 10.7841 -3.0169 .01 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=20. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.093=.05; t of 2.861-.01; t of 3.883=.001. 

Table XVI indicates changes for the elementary group 

within the Cognitive Objectives category. The teachers were 

found to be spending significantly less time in the knowledge 

sub-category and significantly more time in the higher cog-

nitive levels of Synthesis and Evaluate sub-categories. 

Table XVII reports the data relating to the recorded 

teacher behavior of junior high subjects in the Cognitive 

Objectives category. 
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TABLE XVII 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
JUNIOR HIGH VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

COGNITIVE OBJECTIVES CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Knowledge 76.5030 56.3107 20.1923 21.7635 4.6390 . 001 
Comprehend. 6.3000 7.3480 -1.0480 6.7293 -0.7787 
Apply 7.4807 8.8742 -1.3943 15.7566 -0.4421 
Analyze 1 . 9 8 8 8 6 . 2 0 0 3 -4.2115 8 .2690 - 2 . 5 4 6 5 .05 
Synthesize 0.3819 4.0526 - 3 . 6 7 0 7 7.9336 - 2 . 3 1 3 4 .05 
Evaluate 7.3219 -17.1499 "-08280 11.9141 —4.1245 .001 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=26. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.060=.05j t of 2.787=.01; t of 3.725=.001. 

Table XVII indicates changes for the junior high school 

teachers within the Cognitive Objectives category. The 

teachers were found to be spending significantly less time 

calling for students to receive knowledge. The teacher-

intended Cognitive Objectives called for student responses 

in the higher cognitive levels of Analyze, Synthesize, and 

Evaluat e. 

Table XVIII reports the data relating to the teacher be-

havior of the elementary subjects recorded in the Verbal ex-

pressions category. 
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TABLE XVIII 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
ELEMENTARY VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

VERBAL EXPRESSIONS CATEGORY 

Sub-
Categories 

Pre-
Coding 
Means 

Post-
Coding 
Means 

Differ-
ence of 
Means 

SD t P 

Support 
Helping 
Receptive 
Routine 
Inattentive 
Unresponsive 
Disapproval 

14.7805 
10.2835 
50.7209 
20.4289 
1.2660 
0.2705 
2.2215 

18.19748 
11.8225 
54.4434 
14.4490 
0.6160 
0.2265 
0.2265 

-3.4-170 
-1.5390 
-3.7225 
5.9810 
0 .6500 
0.0440 
1.9950 

10.3713 
15.0261 
13.5471 
11.3109 
2.1122 
0.9702 
5.0401 

-1.4361 
-0.4464 
-1.1977 
2.3048 
1.3^13 
0.1976 
1.7253 

.05 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=20. 
Number of Responses=120. 
t of 2.093=.05; t of 2.86l=.01; 1 t of 3. , 883= .001 . 

Table XVIII shows there was no significant over-all 

change in the Verbal expressions of the elementary subjects. 

Teachers used significantly less Routine Verbal expressions. 

Examination of Table XVIII indicates shifts within the sub-

categories, but the changes were not statistically significant. 

Table XIX reports the data relating to the teacher be-

havior of the junior high subjects recorded in the Verbal ex-

pressions category. 



77 

TABLE XIX 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
JUNIOR HIGH VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

VERBAL EXPRESSIONS CATEGORY 

Sub-
Categories 

Pre-
Coding 
Means 

Post-
Coding 
Means 

Differ-
ence of 
Means 

SD t P 

Support 
Helping 
Receptive 
Routine 
Inattentive 
Unresponsive 
Disapproval 

7.8123 
6.8580 
31.1188 
50.2542 

I . 8 3 0 3 
0.4196 
1.6815 

11.3123 
10.3226 
47.4265 
2 9 . 7 2 1 9 
0.8050 
0.1057 
0.2826 

-3.5000 
-3.4646 

- 1 6 . 3 0 7 6 
2 0 . 5 3 2 3 

I . 0 2 5 3 
0.3138 
1.3988 

6.3104 
10.5182 
19.5352 
21.6718 
2.0211 
0.9033 
4.2652 

-2.7731 
-1.6469 
-4.1739 

4 . 7 3 7 0 
2.5367 
1.7370 
1.6398 

.05 

. 0 0 1 

. 0 0 1 

.05 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=26. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2,060=.05,- t of 2.787=.01; t of 3.725=.001. 

Table XIX shows significant over-all changes for- the 

junior high school teachers within the Verbal expressions 

category. The teachers had significantly more Support and 

Receptive Verbal expressions and significantly less Routine 

and Inattentive Verbal expressions. 

Table XX reports the data relating to the teacher be-

havior of the elementary subjects recorded in the Non-Verbal 

expressions category. 
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TABLE XX 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
ELEMENTARY VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

NON-VERBAL EXPRESSIONS CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Support 4 . 2 9 4 5 36.4104 -32.1159 18.4750 -7.5772 .001 
Helping 2 3 . 2 5 8 0 16.4704 6.7875 22.4933 1.3153 
Receptive 39.5684 36.1779 3.3905 17.5428 0.8424 
Routine 7.5920 2.0820 5.5100 7.4432 3.2267 . 0 1 
Inattentive 22.6814 8.7450 13.7450 13.3984 4.5339 .001 
Unresponsive 0 . 0 9 0 5 0.0450 0 . 0 4 5 5 0 . 1 9 8 3 1.0000 
Disapproval I . 8 5 4 5 0.0450 I . 8 0 9 5 4.5449 1.7354 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=20. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.093=.05? t of 2,86l=.01{ t of 3.883=.001. 

Table XX indicates that the elementary teachers showed 

significantly fewer Routine and Inattentive Non-Verbal ex-

pressions and significantly more Support Non-Verbal expressions, 

Table XXI reports the data relating to the teacher be-

havior of the junior high subjects recorded in the Non-Verbal 

category. 
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TABLE XXI 

SIGNIFICANCE OP THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
JUNIOR HIGH VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

NON-VERBAL EXPRESSIONS CATEGORY 

Sub- Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Support 3.1823 21.2938 -18.1115 13.8667 -6.5305 .001 
Helping 23.0149 15.9092 7.1057 18.1098 1.9618 
Receptive 40.9142 4-6.9288 -6.0146 17.6951 -1.6995 
Routine 6.7088 2.6188 4.0900 4.4827 4.5619 .001 
Inattentive 24.0769 12.9^2 11.1326 11.8073 4.7143 .001 
Unresponsive 0 .1792 0.0692 " 0.1100 0.6990 0.7868 
Disapproval 1.9000 0.1742 1.7257 5.4345 1.5590 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=26. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2 . 060= .05 j t of 2 . 787= .01 ; t of 3.725=.001. 

Table XXI indicates that the junior high school teachers 

showed significantly fewer Routine and Inattentive Non-Verbal 

expressions and significantly more Support Non-Verbal 

expressions. 

The data reported in Table XXII are related to the over-

all changes for the elementary subjects in the major categories, 
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TABLE XXII 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
ELEMENTARY VIDEOTAPES, ROBERSON CODE, 

MAJOR CATEGORIES 

Pre- Post- Differ-
Categories Coding Coding ence of SD t P 

Means Means Means 

Methods 185.2314 192.8709 -7.6394 130.5922 -0.2549 
Affective 

185.2314 

Objectives 72.9754 77-2144 -4.2390 28.4048 - 0 . 6 5 0 5 
Cognitive 

-102.6059 67.3892 - 6 . 6 3 6 8 Objectives 103.11^9 205.7209 -102.6059 67.3892 - 6 . 6 3 6 8 .001 
Verbal 
Expressions 231.3759 197.8514 33.5244 45.1115 3.2393 .01 

Non-Verbal 
Expressions 2 7 8 . 6 5 3 8 151.7164 126.9374 56.5367 9.7866 .001 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers=20. 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.093=.05? t of 2,861=.01} t of 3.883=.001. 

Examination of Table XXII shows significant over-all 

changes for the elementary teachers in three of the five major 

categories. In the Cognitive Objectives category, it was 

found to be significant at the .001 level of confidence that 

elementary teachers moved to the higher level cognitive ob-

jectives. The elementary subjects used significantly more 

encouraging Verbal expressions and significantly more encour-

aging Non-Verbal expressions. For the elementary group, the 

research hypothesis 3a was accepted at better than .01 level 
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significance, and the research hypotheses 3b and 3d were 

accepted at better than .001 level of significance. The 

research hypotheses 3c and Je were rejected. 

Data relating to over-all changes for the junior high 

school subjects are recorded in Table XXIII. 

TABLE XXIII 

SIGNIFICANCE OP THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN MEANS OF PRE-
EXPERIMENT AND POST-EXPERIMENT CODING OF 
JUNIOR HIGH VIDEOTAPES, R0BERS0N CODE, 

MAJOR CATEGORIES 

Categories 
Pre-
Coding 
Means 

Post-
Coding 
Means 

Differ-
ence of 
Means 

SD t P 

Methods 126.5311 207.7599 -81.2287 172.9601 -2.3481 .05 
Affective 
Objectives *4-0.8892 64.7626 -23.8734 30.0189 -3.9764 .001 

Cognitive 
-96.4634 Objectives 78.5011 17^.9645 -96.4634 92.3999 -5.2198 .001 

Verbal 
Expressions 187.3059 239.7942 47.5118 38.2538 6.2100 .001 

Non-Verbal 
Expressions 280.3486 205.3834 74.9653 51.5788 7.2670 .001 

Weighted scores were used. 
Number of Teachers--26, 
Number of 0bservations=120. 
t of 2.060=.05; t of 2.787=.01} t of 3.725=.001. 

Examination of Table XXIII shows significant changes for 

the junior high school teachers for the total teaching behavior 

observed in each of the five major categories. The junior 

high school group used significantly more encouraging Verbal 



82 

and Non-Verbal expressions, moved, to the higher level Affec-

tive and Cognitive Objectives, and used significantly more 

open Methods. For the junior high school group, the research 

hypothesis 3e was accepted at better than the .05 level of 

significancej the research hypotheses 3a, 3b, 3c# and 3d were 

accepted at better than the .001 level of significance. 

Hypothesis 4 states that at the end of the experimental 

period, there will be no difference between the changes in 

the elementary school subjects' teaching behavior and the 

junior high school subjects' teaching behavior. Data in 

Table XXIV relate to hypothesis 4. 

TABLE XXIV 

COMPARISON OF THE ELEMENTARY AND JUNIOR HIGH GROUPS' 
ADJUSTED MEANS, ROBERSON CODE, SUB-CATEGORIES 

Elementary Junior High 
Sub-Categories Group Group F P 

Adjusted Mean Adjusted Mean 

Methods 

Lecture-Talk 46.8540 44.2168 0.118 
Quest ion-Answer 23.5240 21.9979 0.204 
Demonstrate - 0.9291 4.4001 5.207 .05 
Direction 19.7522 12.5394 5.491 .05 
Mastery-Drill 0.0982 1.3229 3.132 
Problem Solving 2.0195 4.8554 0.8 55 
Clarification 7.7726 5.5322 0.380 
Inquiry 0.8195 1.2550 0.695 
Dialogue 0.3426 3.7096 I.832 

Affective Objectives! 

Receive 46.6485 44.1368 0.154 
Respond 50.8296 51.1335 0.003 
Value 3.9275 3.5788 0.048 
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Sub-Categories 
Elementary 

Group 
Adjusted Mean 

Junior High 
Group 

Adjusted Mean 
F 

Cognitive Objectives: 

Knowledge 
Comprehend 
Apply 
Analyze 
Synthesize 
Evaluate 

52.5569 
9.3402 
5.5898 
4.5751 

12.5628 
16.3845 

54.1983 
7.2802 
8.8798 
6.2995 
4.0598 

18.1160 

0.084 
0.848 
0.766 
0.705 
4.039 
0.234 

Verbal Expressions: 

Support 
Helping 
Receptive 
Routine 
Inattentive 
Unresponsive 
Disapproval 

17.1272 
10.5708 
46.6089 
23.1252 

0.7433 
0.2208 
0.2116 

12.1356 
11.2855 
53.4530 
23.0470 

0.7071 
0.1101 
0.2941 

8.238 
0.038 
1.321 
0.000 
0.008 
0.390 
0 .0 86 

Non-Verbal 
Expressions: 

Support 
Helping 
Receptive 
Routine 
Inattentive 
Unresponsive 
Disapproval 

35.9044 
16.4111 
36.4337 

2.0902 
9.0113 
0.0495 
0.0457 

21.6830 
15.9548 
46.7320 
2.6125 

12.7393 
0.0658 
0.1737 

8.252 
0.007 
5.182 
0.873 
1.760 
0.059 
0.815 

.01 

.01 

.05 

Table XXIV shows that when teacher behavior was analyzed 

at the sub-category level for the elementary and junior high 

school groups, five significant differences were determined. 

At the end of the experimental period, junior high school sub-

jects were using significantly more Demonstration, and elementary 

subjects were using significantly more direction in the Method 
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category. No significance was found "between groups in the 

sub-categories of Affective and Cognitive Objectives. 

Reversed weighted scores were used to determine signifi-

cance in the Verbal and Non-Verbal expressions categories. 

The junior high school subjects used significantly more Support 

Verbal expressions than the elementary subjects at the end of 

the experimental period. The junior high school group was 

significantly more Supporting Non-Verbally, while the elemen-

tary group was significantly more Receptive Non-Verbally. 

Data in Table XXV relate to hypothesis 4. 

TABLE XXV 

COMPARISON OP THE ELEMENTARY AND JUNIOR HIGH GROUPS' 
ADJUSTED MEANS, ROBERSON CODE, MAJOR CATEGORIES 

Categories 
Elementary Junior High 

Categories Group Group F P 
Adjusted Mean Adjusted Mean 

Method 184.1127 214.4967 0.391 
Affective 

214.4967 0.391 

Objectives 70.8353 6 9 . 6 6 9 5 0.018 
Cognitive 

6 9 . 6 6 9 5 

Objectives 189.0365 187.7983 0.002 
Verbal 

187.7983 

Expressions 209.7810 230.6170 3.100 
Non-Verbal 

230.6170 

Expressions 152.1440 205.0539 14.205 .001 

Table XXV shows no between-group significant difference 

for the total teaching behavior observed. When between-group 

difference was tested for each major category, significant 

difference was found only for Non-Verbal expressions. At 

better than the .001 level of confidence, the elementary 
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group exhibited significantly more encouraging Non-Verbal 

expressions. 

Summary 

The data secured from observation of classroom behavior 

of the teachers showed significant change in the following 

major categories, as measured by Roberson's codes 

Methods: The junior high school subjects spent signifi-
cantly less time giving information and more time was 
spent using open Methods, 

Affective Objectives t The junior high school subjects 
spent significantly less time giving information for 
the students to receive and significantly more time 
calling for responses and value decisions from the 
students. 

Cognitive Objectives; The experimental subjects, both 
elementary and junior high, moved significantly to the 
higher level Cognitive Objectives, 

Verbal Expressions; The experimental elementary and 
junior high groups used significantly more encouraging 
Verbal expressions. 

Non-Verbal Expressions: The experimental elementary and 
junior high school subjects used significantly more en-
couraging Non-Verbal expressions. 

No between-group significant difference was found for 

the total teaching behavior in all the major categories. 

Only the Non-Verbal category showed elementary subjects using 

significantly more encouraging Non-Verbal expressions than 

the junior high school subjects. 

The data obtained from the semantic differential were 

not significant. There was no significant difference between 

the experimental and control groups' expressed attitude toward 
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teaching, nor were the attitudinal changes between the ele-

mentary and. junior high subjects statistically significant. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

The purpose of this study was to assess the effective-

ness of videotape feedback upon teachers' classroom behavior 

and expressed attitudes toward teaching. Two techniques were 

used to determine if significant changes in teaching behavior 

and attitude toward teaching did occur. The Roberson code 

was used to measure the teachers' performance in the areas of 

teacher methods, teacher objectives, and teacher expressions. 

The instrument used to measure attitudinal change was the 

•semantic differential. 

The experimental subjects were twenty elementary school 

teachers and twenty-six junior high school teachers in the 

Dallas Independent School District. Volunteers from similar 

teaching populations served as the control subjects. For 

statistical purposes, the groups were divided between ex-

perimental and control subjects and between elementary and 

junior high school experimental subjects. 

The elementary and junior high school experimental groups 

were instructed in the analysis and coding of teaching behavior 

as categorized by the Roberson code. Feedback was provided 
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by way of videotape recordings. The experimental subjects 

developed the skills with which to code their own teaching 

behavior.. The videotapes provided the subjects the oppor-

tunity to evaluate their own teaching effectiveness. Members 

of the control and experimental groups were administered the 

semantic differential at the beginning and at the end of the 

experimental period to measure attitude changes toward 

teaching. The independent variable was the self-appraisal 

of videotape feedback, and the dependent variables were (1) 

the teacher behaviors categorized as teacher methods, teacher 

objectives, and teacher expressions and (2) the attitudes of 

teachers toward the act of teaching. 

Findings 

The following findings were formulated from an analysis 

of the data collected in the study: 

1. The data collected by the semantic differential 

which measured attitude toward teaching showed no significant 

difference between the elementary control subjects and the 

elementary experimental subjects. 

2. The data collected by the semantic differential 

measuring attitude toward teaching showed no significant dif-

ference between the junior high control subjects and the 

junior high experimental subjects. 

3. The data collected by the semantic differential 

measuring attitude toward teaching showed that the change in 
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attitude between the elementary subjects and the junior high 

subjects was not statistically significant. 

Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotape showed the elementary subjects 

spending significantly less time in the Demonstration and 

Mastery-Drill sub-categories at the end of the experimental 

period. No significant difference was determined for the 

total teaching behavior analyzed in the Methods category of 

the Roberson code. 

5* Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotape showed the junior high subjects 

spending significantly less time in the Lecture-Talk sub-

category and significantly more time in the Question-Answer 

and the Inquiry sub-categories. When the total behavior was 

analyzed in the Methods category, it was found to be signifi-

cant at better than the .05 level of confidence that the 

junior high school subjects used more open Methods at the 

end of the experimental period. 

6. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotape showed the elementary subjects 

spending significantly less time in the Receive sub-category 

and significantly more time in the Value sub-cateogry. No 

significant difference was determined for the total teaching 

behavior analyzed in the Affective Objectives category of 

the Roberson code. 
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7. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotape showed the junior high subjects 

spending significantly less time in the Receive sub-category 

and significantly more time in the Response and Value sub-

categories. When the total teaching behavior was analyzed 

in the Affective Objectives category, it was found to be sig-

nificant at better than the .001 level of confidence that the 

junior high subjects spent more time at the higher level 

Affective Objectives at the end of the experimental period. 

8. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotape showed the elementary subjects 

spending significantly less time in the Knowledge sub-category 

and. significantly more time in the Snythesis and Evaluate 

sub-categories. When the total teaching behavior was analyzed 

in the Cognitive Objectives category, it was found to be sig-

nificant at better than the .001 level of confidence that the 

elementary subjects spent more time at the higher level 

Cognitive Objectives at the end of the experimental period. 

9. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotape showed the junior high subjects 

spending significantly less time in the Knowledge sub-category 

and significantly more time in the Analyze, Synthesis, and 

Evaluate sub-categories. When the total teaching behavior 

was analyzed in the Cognitive Objectives category of the 

Roberson code, it was found, to be significant at better than 

the .001 level of confidence that the junior high subjects 
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moved to the higher level Cognitive Objectives at the end of 

the experimental period. 

10. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and post-

experiment videotapes showed the elementary subjects using 

significantly less Routine expressions. When the total 

teaching behavior was analyzed in the Verbal expressions 

category of the Roberson code, it was found to be significant 

at better than the .01 level of confidence that the elementary 

subjects used more encouraging Verbal expressions at the end 

of the experimental period. 

11. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and. the 

post-experiment videotapes showed the junior high subjects 

using significantly more Support and Receptive expressions 

and significantly less Routine and Inattentive expressions. 

When the total teaching behavior was analyzed in the Verbal 

expressions category of the Roberson code, it was found to be 

significant at better than the .001 level of confidence that 

the junior high subjects used more encouraging Verbal ex-

pressions at the end of the experimental period. 

12. Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotapes showed the elementary subjects 

using fewer Routine and. Inattentive expressions and signifi-

cantly more Support expressions. When the total teaching 

behavior was analyzed in the Non-Verbal expressions category 

of the Roberson code, it was found to be significant at better 

than the .001 level of confidence that the elementary subjects 
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used more encouraging Non-Verbal expressions at the end of 

the experimental period. 

13* . Comparison of the pre-experiment videotape and the 

post-experiment videotapes showed the junior high subjects 

using significantly fewer Routine and Inattentive expressions 

and significantly more Support expressions. When the total 

teaching behavior was analyzed in the Non-Verbal expressions 

category of the Roberson code, it was found to be significant 

at better than the .001 level of confidence that the junior 

high subjects used more encouraging Non-Verbal expressions 

at the end of the experimental period. 

Ity. When the total teaching behavior was analyzed in 

the five major categories of the Roberson code, between-group 

significant difference was found only in the Non-Verbal ex-

pressions category. At better than the .001 level of confi-

dence, the elementary subjects exhibited more, encouraging 

Non-Verbal expressions than the junior high subjects. No 

between-group significant difference was determined for the 

other four major categories. 

Conclusions 

In relation to the purposes of this study and within 

the limitations established, the following conclusions appear 

to be valids 

1. Based on the results of this study, it may be con-

cluded that videotape feedback used for self-appraisal of 

classroom performance can effect changes in teaching behavior. 
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2. Results of this study support the conclusion that, 

when provided the skills, teachers will use more open methods 

of teaching and will allow students to perform at the higher 

level cognitive and affective objectives. 

3# Results of this study support the conclusion that 

teachers, as a result of viewing their own classroom per-

formance, will use more encouraging verbal and non-verbal 

expressions. 

It may be concluded that both elementary school 

teachers and junior high school teachers will effect changes 

in their teaching behavior. 

5. It may be concluded that videotape feedback, by 

providing the teacher with a means for self-appraisal was 

instrumental in effecting changes in teacher behavior. 

Implications 

The following statements based on the findings of the 

study seemed to qualify as implications: 

1. The self-appraisal program is based on the following 

assumptions! (a) teaching must be viewed as interaction with 

other human beings in a situation designed for learning; (b) 

to improve instruction, a teacher must change his behavioral 

patterns as he interacts with other human beings; (c) each 

teacher needs the freedom to develop his own unique.style of 

teaching; (d) only the teacher can make changes, based on his 

own perceptions; and (e) teachers are more likely to change 

internally when information is based on objective data. 
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Since the in-service treatment of "both the elementary 

and junior high subjects stressed the above assumptions, it 

would appear consistent with the philosophy of the self-

appraisal program that no significant between-group differ-

ences were determined. 

2. All teachers in the Dallas Independent School District 

were free to choose the activity which was conducive to their 

own professional growth. It would appear that the new activ-

ities designed for in-service education of all teachers in the 

District held sufficient impact so that the attitude changes 

between the control and experimental groups showed no signifi-

cant difference. 

3. Influences appeared to be present in the junior high 

school situation which adversely affected the factors measured 

by the semantic differential. 

4. When significant differences in the classroom behavior 

of the teachers were determined, it would seem that the teach-

ers' attitudes toward teaching would also have shown signifi-

cant change. It would appear that the teachers who received 

training exhibited teaching behavior at the end of the ex-

perimental period consistent with attitudes already held at 

the beginning of the study. 

R ec omm e nda t i ons 

The following recommendations are made on the basis of 

the conclusions of this studyt 
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1. Periodic videotape recordings should be made of the 

subjects to determine if the significant changes observed in 

this study had lasting effect upon the classroom behavior of 

the teachers. 

2. A study similar in design to the present study is 

suggested in which a larger sample of In-service teachers is 

used. 

3. An experimental study could be conducted using a 

split-screen adaptation to provide a face-view of the teacher 

and also the students. 

k. The design of this study could be extended to deter-

mine if teachers, by using the coding skills, actually meet 

the objectives they have set for themselves and for the 

students. 
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APPENDIX A 

Lecture—teacher talk or information giving. 
Demonstration—teacher supplements talk with visual clues 

E C or external props. 
L Direction—teacher commands or insists students to comply. 
0 Question--teacher interrogative request for specific 

T S information. 
E Mastery—teacher drills or practices specifics with 
D students. 

H Problem Solving—teacher sets or poses a situation which 
requires the student to arrive at a predetermined 
solution. 

0 Clarification—teacher permits the student to express or 
elaborate feelings, opinions or thoughts without 

0 interruption. 
D p Inquiry—teacher pursues and challenges student statements, 

•g ^ or permits students to question. 
Dialogue—teacher allows students to interact, react, and 

g discuss a topic or idea with interjections, but not 
• inhibiting behavior. 

A Receive—teacher intends the student to listen or be 
F conscious of current classroom activity. 

0 F Respond—teacher intends for the student to comply to. 
E Value--teacher intends for the student to realize the 
C worth of information, idea, belief, or concept, by 

B T utilizing words such as "good," "beautiful," 
I "excellent," etc. 
V 

J E 
Knowledge—teacher intends the student"to recall of spe-

cific information, for which there is only one cor-
E rect answer. 

Comprehension—teacher intends the student to translate, 
C - interpret in his own words, predict or summarize 

C 0 given material. 
G Application—teacher intends the student to use the in-
N formation in a situation that is different from the 

™ I situation in which it was learned, 
T Analysis--teacher intends the student to separate, compare, 
I and establish relationships between concepts, infor-

1 V mation, and ideas. 
E Synthesis--teacher intends the student to combine previous 

learned information and concepts into an original 
V entity that satisfies the student. 

Evaluate—teacher intends the student to make a choice 
or selection from a predetermined number of 

E alternatives. 
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Supportive—teacher praises, repeats student response or 
uses student idea. 

Helping—teacher repeats statement or gives cues and 
assistance that aids student. 

Receptive—teacher indicates by question or direction to 
a student that the lines of communication are open. 

Routine--teacher expressions which cannot be categorized, 
as encouraging or inhibiting. 

Inattentive—teacher disinterest or impatience displayed 
by statements such as "hurry up," "not now,", etc. 

Unresponsive—teacher openly ignores student question, 
request or response. 

Disapproval—teacher admonishes, reprimands, or threatens 
student. 

Supportive—teacher gestures facial expressions and voice 
tone that convey approval. 

Helping—teacher gestures and pointing that assist students. 
Receptive—teacher maintains eye contact with students. 
Routine—teacher movements -that cannot be coded as en-

couraging or inhibiting. 
Inattentive—teacher does not maintain eye contact or body 

gestures that demonstrate an unwillingness to listen. 
B Unresponsive--teacher gestures that openly ignore a stu-
A dent request. 
L Disapproval—teacher frowns, gestures, and voice tones 

that convey dissatisfaction with student behavior. 
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APPENDIX B 

Social Security No.. 

School 

METHOD OBJECTIVES EXPRESSIONS 

CLOSED 

(0) Lecture-
Talk 

(1) Question-
Answer 

(2) Demonstrate 

(3) Direction 

(4) Mastery-
Drill 

(5) Problem 
Solving 

OPEN 

(7) Clarification 

(8) Inquiry 

(9) Dialogue 

1. 
2. 

I G (0) 
N I 
F V (1) 
0 I 
R N (2) 
M G 
A 
T 
I 
0 
N 

8. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
Hi. 
lfr. 

167 
AZs. 
18. 

AFFECTIVE COGNITIVE VERBAL NON-
VERBAL 

(0) Know 

(1) Comprehend 

(2) Apply 

(3) Analyze 

(b) Synthesize 

(5) Evaluate 

(0) Support 

(1) Helping 

(2) Receptive 

(3) Routine 

(^) Inatten-
tive 

(5) Unrespon-
sive 

(6) Disap-
proval 

E 
N 
C 
0 
u 
R 
A 
G 
E 

(0) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

I W 
N 
H (5) 

B (6) 
I 
T 
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APPENDIX C 

INSTRUCTIONSJ The purpose of this study is to measure 
the meanings of certain things by having various people judge 
them against a series of descriptive scales. In completing 
these forms, please make your judgments on the basis of what 
these things mean to you, On each page you will find a dif-
ferent concept to be judged and beneath it a set of scales. 
You are to rate the concept on each of these scales in order. 

Here is how you are to use these scaless 

If you feel that the concept at the top of the page is 
very closely related to one end of the scale, you should 
place your check-mark or X as followsi 

Pair X : s t j _j i Unfair 

OR 

Fair J J s J J : X Unfair 

If you feel that the concept is quite closely related 
to one or the other end of the scale (but not extremely), you 
should place your check-mark or X as follows j 

Pair s X ; s s t _» Unfair 

OR 

Fair j s : s t X i Unfair 

If the concept seems only slightly related to one side 
as opposed to the other side (but is not really neutral), 
then you should check as follows: 

Fair s ; X 8 j : s Unfair 

OR 
Fair » s t : X : j Unfair 

The direction toward which you check, of course, depends 
upon which of the two ends of the scale seem most characteris-
tic of the thing you are judging. 
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If you consider the concept to.be neutral on the scale, 
both sides of the scale equally associated with the concept, 
or if the scale is complete irrelevant, unrelated to the 
concept, then you should place your check-mark in the middle 
spaces 

Fair ! s t X i _s J {Unfair 

It is important that you place your check-marks in the 
middle of spaces, not on the boundaries: 

this not this 

i X s : X : s 

Be sure you check every scale for each concept. DO NOT 
OMIT ANY. Never put more than one check-mark on a single 
scale. 

DO NOT LOOK BACK AND FORTH THROUGH THE ITEMS. Do not 
try to remember how you checked similar items in the test. 
Make each item a separate and independent judgment. Y/ork at 
a fairly high speed through this test. Do not worry or puzzle 
over individual items. It is your first impressions, the im-
mediate "feelings" about the items, that we want. On the 
other hand, please do not be careless, because we want your 
true impressions. 
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good_ bad 

simple « t t _complex 

valuable t : j : worthless 

unimportant^ _important 

pleasant_ t t .unpleasant 

passive i : t : active 

small _large 

strong_ weak 

awful : : j nice 

slow fast 

constrained : i free 

positive : t .s negative 
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MY STUDENTS 
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awful : i nice 

slow 

valuable 

strong 

positive, 

unimportant, 

simple. 

small 

constrained 

passive. 

good._ 

pleasant^ 

fast 

worthless 

weak 

t negative 

important 

t i s complex 

s large 

t free 

active 

bad 

s __ 1 1 unpleasant 
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sraall 

slow 

good_ 

simple_ 

unimportant_ 

strong_ 

constrained 

valuable 

Rate the following; 

EVALUATING STUDENTS 

positive i tm 

passive : 

pleasant : 

awful i : 

jiegative 

_large 

nice 

_fast 

_bad 

_complex 

_important 

_weak 

_free 

_active 

_worthless 

_unpleasant 
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unimportant_ 

simple_ 

positive_ 

awful_ 

constrained^ 

valuable^ 

small_ 

passive_ 

slow_ 

strong_ 

good_ 

pleasant_ 

Rate the following 

MY TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS 

i : 

t i 

t t 

t t t 

: : i 

t : ; 

• • 

important 

: : : complex 

_negat ive 

nice 

free 

_worthless 

_large 

jactive 

fast 

_weak 

bad. 

: 8 « unpleasant 
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