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ABSTRACT

Statement of'the Problem. What relationships exist between the

teacher student talk dimen51on, the teacher student ideas dimension,
and the evaluative moves dimension when a trijdimensional descriptive .
1'analysis was made of.teacher-student verbal interaction.during..~
evaluative ventures; | o
| Procedures.- The de31gn consisted of recording verbatim teacher-
':student verbal interaction in actual classrooms. The popula;don sampled
- . . L o . X
»cOnsiSted'of_twenty Teachers and 563 Grade Ten §tudents.‘ All teachers
réﬁd studentsﬁwere supplied a-four-page mimeographbcontaininéna.preehil‘i
selected'discussion tonic."Each téacher vas given a:teacheriS-guide;
containing the procedures to be tollowed, and the content to‘be dis— h
"cussed during recording sessions. Teachers were instructed to use

: Awhatever method they normally use during class discussions Recording

4

sessions lasted approximately 35 minutes
\ . .

Two observers were:used t0'code verbal~interaction.:;1 three--

- second time interval wasaused to code verbal behavior. Interobserver- S
' reliabillty was\determined by using Scott s Coefficient (pi). Ten-of_f:

=‘the twenty observation sessions were used to compute interobserver

- reliability. All reliability cOefficients were at or - above 0.85 except L

}av.for one dimension which was é 84

The instrument used to analyze classroom verbal interaction was
5.a Tri-dimensional Observation Category System 1TOCS) TOCS has 19
: “E

’i-categorie?ifor recording cognitive and affective verbal interaction

!
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.\ . :
"5
TOGg)was constructcd by u51ng Flanders Interaction Analysis System (IAS)

“and Moux S Fvaluative Operations Ana1y51s sttem (POAS) Flandcrs TAS.
- Vo
made up the first and the sccond d1mensxons of TOCb——the teacher student

- talk dimension and-the;teaoher-student.ideas dimension, These ‘\ ' R

{ B . &
. ) L

. ’ f
Sl . ~

_dimensions represented the affective domain, . I o Ve f-;i* .

The categories.for the teaCher—student talk dimension were:

(1) toacher responds, (2) teacher 1nit13t95» (3) student responds,n N ;mf}:,.{l
(4) student . initiates, and (5) nS?e of the above. Categoriesxfor the

teaaher-student ideas d1mension were: (6) teacher direction,- , SRS

LY
',

'(7).teaCHer develops'own'idea (8) teacher new idea, (9) student new

"_1dea, (10) student develops own idea, (ll) student directKOn, and
(12) none of the aboVe.. Meux s EOAS made up the third dimension of
TOCS-—the evaluative moves dimension which represented the cognitive
_ldomainr_.The maJor cateéories in thlS dimension were (13) identifica~
‘tibn;moves, (14) descriptive noves, (15) rating moves, (16) criterial
'i noves (17) relational moves, (18) tangential moves, and (19) none of
lthelabove. | | |
l:ddonclusions,f The major conclusions related to this study were .

’the fOIIOW1ng (1) TOCS proved to be a valuable tool for coding class— L

'.Vroom cognitive and affective verbal interaction. (2) Because of TOCS' o

"fcomplexities, it is highly unlikely that teachers will use the system '

hvunder regular classroom instructional situations.

i (3) The findings of this study showed that teacher responsive

1

' fverbal behavior showed no significant positive relationships with ;%H'Eidldi-'ff[
‘istudent 1deas or student new ideas.- Teacher initiative behavior kl
-5vcorrelated 51gn1ficant1y with teacher idea, descriptive moves, and

S e

)



relational moves. Also, teacher new ‘idea correlated significantly with
. A N . . > . W N

o . ‘ .

relational moves. A high positive correlatioh was found between
.

.
\

identification.moves and-téacher ‘dircction. Teaéhér initiation,

correlated significantly'with teacher ideas and criterial moves i~
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- we are warned by Coombs (1971) "many teachers canno'

CHAPTER T

~ . PURPOSE
.
3
inveStigatéfs have grged social.studies teachers to make e
conscious efforts to have students deal with normative is'sues. ~ For
example Raths (1960) stated that students should be 1nvolved in what
“he ca]ls "the process of valuing" (p 28) Br0udy, "‘Smith, and Burnett

(1964) asserted .that Mthe time has come for the curriculum to give

»
primary consideratlon to the study of the values and norms by which
1ndividuals and social conduct is regulated and Justified" (p 141)

¢ o .
Otlers %aye indicated that it is mandatory for the schools as-one of
the agents of social 1ntegrat10n and transformation to deal with the\ :
eth1ca1 or moral issues which pervade our communlty” (Ma331alas and

. Cox 1966 p- 160) And Bruner (1971) has affirmed that it would"be
’ . NI - o .
" desirable: o . A o »f. 3 =
@ .To declare, if not a maratorium, then somethlng of a
de-emphasis on matters that have to do with-the
_structure of HWistory, the structure of physicsy ‘the
_ nature- of mathematical qonsistency, "and deal with it .
rather in. the context of the problems that face us. _ )
(p 21) - ﬁ, T R
v : R B SRR B L
. Thgse views suggest an.least in part that'the' us is on theuteacher. '
‘ A S

" to prov1de a proper instructlod\i c imate for va ues teaching ‘Butll’v-
operate . -w.h’;
'.effectlvely in thlS area because of. confusion andg ncertainty" (p 1).
Jerrold Coombs statement points to the need for instructional models_h

'that will facllitate the teacher s task during normative insdruction ,”

|
i



Two models. that could provide social studies teachers yith
.infornation concerning normative instruction are Meux's (1967) Evalu-
v ~ative Operations Analysis System.(ﬁOAS), and Flanders' Clustered lnterf"
iaction System (CIAS). Meux's Evaluative OAS can”be used to analvze the

. . . . ; * . CEEN
coguitive dimension of normative classroom verbal finteraction.. Two

k dimensions of Flanders' Clustered IAS, teacher-student .talk and source

7]

of ideas dimensions, can be used to analyze the affectiveheomponents of
4 _ : S » }

» (norﬁative classroom interaction;v'By‘comhining Meux's Evaluative_OAS
with Flanders' teacher?student talkaand'source of ideas dimensionsﬂa~
couprehensive'analysis can be‘nade‘of normative classroom verhal

g lnteraction. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to-add to the

LY

growing body of 1nformatioﬁ related to values instructlon by under*

.»taking a tri—dimensioca' escriptlve analysis of the verbal interaction .

:_'displayEd‘Pz)teachersv nd sthdents engaged in evaluative ventures‘in::,vﬁ
MU " 'Grade Ten social studies classrooms. .

N

P .7 cClassroom Observation

. In recent years, investigators have called for systematic .

observation of teacher—student classroom'verbal»interaetion.l Many of
. R A - ) .
'theSe 1nvest1gators have used systematic observation because they have

o ,‘Zfelt that learning theory models have not helped researchers attend to :
h classroom verbal interaction as an object of study (Gage, 1969, p. 119)

gMedley and Mltzel (1963) have suggested that teacher—student verbal
|- . ,
linteractibn be analyzed to obtain information 'about the teaching

‘1U(l969) has called for naturalist studles of "the way it is" withn

i

process and its: relatlonship to pupil learning (p 249) And Goodladls_.L



teaching: '"'objective field study--not requiring hypothcses, controls,

and prctcsts-—might well generate 51gn1f1cant hypotheses for Subsequent

test in fie]d e eriments” .(p. 368)

To make S'stematic observation a defensible techhidu; forl
ana1y21ng teacher«student verbal behavior, some researchers‘have used
observation categOry'systems,(Flanders, 1965 Amidon and’ Hough 1967;
bBellack 1968'.Gallagher‘ 1967 Oliver an& Shaver, 1966) Observation
‘ category.systems have enabled 1nvestigators to analyze varying segmembs
: ¥
of ¥he complex phenomenon of classroom verbal 1nteract10n .

Investigators that have 1ncorporated ohservation category
systems into their research designs have done so w1thin a particular-
theoretical framework. Some 1nvestigators have been concerned with
the affective domain (Flanders, 1965) Other research prOJects have
_‘;focused on the cognitive domain (Bellack et al.; 1966' Gallagher,

l 1967; Smith‘and Meux, 1967) Thegg studies have yielded important ?Ai
_1nformation about classroom verbal interaction However Rosenshine"

il

(1970) noted that systems that focus. on one domain offer only gross '

measures which may obscure other important classroom variables
(p. 284) ‘ ThlS points to the need for multi—dimensional category.
ystems that take into account both the cognitive and affective domains
' Some writers feel that during normative classroom discussions ';f‘
f the affective and cognitive domains are both activated (Raths, Harmin,
'?and Simon, 1966 p- 255) And Smith (1967) claims that the affective f
.and cognitive domains are 1nterrelated“ (p 52) Thus, the verbal |

interaction that is displayed during normative classroom discussions

can only be partially analyzed w1th a. one-dimensional category system



~

. \ .
Therefore, to capture more detail of the interaction prqcess durinag
‘nofmative classroom discussions this investigation utilized a tri-

dimensional observation category system.

Points of Departure

~Thelspécific points of departure fothﬁis Study inciudedi
(1) an. investlgation conducted by\Mllton Meux (1967) which examlned.lé§g;
the logical operations.of claserOm discourse duridg evaluative ‘
ventures, and (2) postulates stated by Ned A Flanders concerning
"relationships bétween the social—psychologlcal and the logical elements
of teacher-student verbalvlnteraqtion. |

"Milton Meux‘s Evaluatlve
Operations Study

Mllton Meux s study had two important impllcations for this.
.;study (1) the results of his study provided a conceptual foundation‘
.,for including the 1og1cal dimension in the analy31s of tedcher-student
verbal interaction, and (2) Meux s Evaluative Operations Analy51s
' System made up one dimen31on of the tri d1mensiona1 category system iy
used to describe.classroom Verbalblnteraction o -
Meux 's evaluatiye operations-study occurred within the context .

h-‘of a larger investigatlon supervised by B. Othanel Smith (1967) which
_hfocused on: the logical operations displayed by teachers and students

: during classroom discourse For the purpose of the1r study they |
‘35'identified units of instruction in classroom verbal interactlon which

they,called_ventures.A-A.venture,was;definedjas‘ a Segment ofadiscourse

~ consisting of a set. of utterances,dealing'with a‘51ngle tOplC”and‘



3

having a single overarching content objective" (p. 6). The achieve~
ment of a content objective is implied in the ideca of strategy. - A
strategy was defined as "a set of verbal actions that serve to attain .

certain.reSUlts and to guard against‘others" (Smith, et a1.;ﬂp.~495L

To carry out a strategy teachers manage classroom verbal act1v1ty by

’utillzing the treatment dlmension

1 The treatment dimension is prlmarily concerned with

"the explication of. concepts, the. analy51s of causal o
»conditions, and the like. . Hére the teacher i 1nvolved»'

‘more with the content of 1nstruction than with the.

" behavior of students. ‘The treatment he employs will’

be influenced more by the requirements of the content
than by student behav1or (Smlth et al., 1967, p 51)

The treaLment dlmension was broken down into moves Moves are )

verbal 1n character and they may be thought of as units of content as

‘well as manlpulatlons (p 53) -Upon analyzing typescripts of class-:;g

room discourse,:Smith‘ et al. identified eight types of ventures *
‘-One type was classified as evaluative.: Meux (1967) defined an eval—
iuative vghture as a unit of discourse in which the objective'

. ds. a rating ‘of an’ action, obJective, event policy, or
-practice, or a rating of a .class of such things with
. respect to'its worth, \correctness, and the like.,"p
‘Discussién’ in ventures of this type usually attempts
- to determine whether or not some action, ete., is to.
! be placed in a- particular value category (p 26)

' Six groups of- moves were found to characterize evaluative ven—“i

‘tnres:_ identification description, rating, criter1a1 relational,

.

-

‘ and tangentlal The identification move is concerned with the

Lo ‘__

. *The eight ventures are conceptual, causal reason, evalua-iu"*
the, intorpretative, rule procedural, and ventures dealing with ~
parthulars.,‘_-' S L .

\



identification of ‘either the object to be valued or the value term &o

" be applied to or withheld from the value'objectqas the rating is made, .
Descriptive noves characterize the value object in ways that are

+ -

relevant to the judgment that an evaluator will make about it. A
'rating move attempts to apply'some'value term to -the value object.
'Criterial-moves are COncerned with the%e%plication,of the'meaningiof'

the value term or with the related process of, explicitly stating the

N
riteria that govern the use of the term in the particular rating B

“

fRelational moves' are those Which bear upon the justification of a ‘
_1rating and-are'extraneous‘to-the=criteria. Tangential moves give
.;supplementary information about the value object whidh is not directly

arelevant tmlits rating. See Appendix A for a review of evaluative
- _ ‘ _ _ . oy .
moVes, L

In Meux s Evaluative OAS rio’ taxonomical hierarchy is implied

Also ‘moves are not categorized as being ;ight or wrong ' Evaluative f“
moves . are concerned with verbal behavior as- it is related to the o

Ticontrol of subJect matter.' The occurrence‘of.moves in-evaluative

'h ventures do not follow a 31mp1e logical pattern Meux (1967) states.;idL‘":'fﬁ

S ”On theoretical grounds the sequencing of learning appears to be

'related to the order of moves (p.f167) Each evaluative move: ahter-

“'poses content and the ordering of the substance of instruction is ﬂ-?pf»}'*V

N

s

>ivrelated to the sequence of moves

Meux found that evaluative ventures occurred more frequently
C)

B3 SRR _
_1n subject matter areas t at emphasized normative content than in

NI . . O

”3those subjects aSSOCiated with descriptive content. The frequencies.‘

_of evaluative ventures per subject area were. History 12 Soc1ology 3,



-"

nEnglish 14, S(iencc 4, Core 4, and none in Geometry Evnluative ven-—

b ~_.\ -
‘o

tures occurred. in the 1nstruct10nal content of the humanitiee and ths&

social studies approximately 1 in every ll ventuIes. 'ln‘the sciences

_they occurred approx1mate1y 1 in’ every 48 ventures.

These findings suggest that Meux s Evaluat1Ve OAS has utility
¢ .

for analy71ng the logical elements. of teacher student verbal 1nter—
'action in those classrooms where normative content is most likely tor
occurv HOWever,'analyzing classroom discourse w1thin a cognitive

framework conceals valuable information concerning the relItionships

.between evaluat1ve|poves and the affective dimensions of teacher-

?;student‘verbal 1nteractig‘¢ For this 1nvestigation, then, Meux s
."six evaluativebcategories formed one’ dimension, the cognitive, of the
:."Tri—Dimen31onal Observation Category Syste& (TOCS) designed to’ -;7;14
‘y‘measu%e thebcognitive and the affective dimensions of normative class-:-f-
'lroom verbal inte;action. Figure I contains behavior definitions‘of
.fghthe categories making up TOCS | Dimension three contains Menx s.di_rﬂ~
ffevaluatlveimoves A seventh category,_.none of the above was added
.to ‘the’ evaluativevnoves dimensiqn This helped satisfy the | |
t‘?enclusiveness ‘criterion, and prov1de reciproc1ty with dimension .

J;n:Flanders Postulates on Classroom
C Verbal Interaction s '

Flanders' postulates concerning the teacher—student talk <
. i _ .

,:dimension, and the teacher-student idea dimension of classroom verbal o

N".dinteraction fogms the second p01nt of departure for this study.‘:f

Unlike Milton Meux s analysis, which focused on the cognitive



FIGURF 1

A TRI DIMENSTONAL OBSERVATION - CATFGORY SYSTFM FOR DESCRIBING
TEACHER-STUDENT AFFECTIVE AND COGNITIVF VERBAL
INTERACTION DURING . EVALUATIVE VENTURES . -

~ DIMENSTON 'ONE

. Teacher

. - RESPONDS.’ Verballacts:whiCh show teacher reac-

tion to pupil initiation. Fulfill expectations
of injtial acts of’ students

f.'INITIATES Verbal acts which. serve to set the

12,

% context for subsequent student verbal behavior.
-
N 3. RESPONDS.’ Verbal acts which ‘show student reac-
. tion to teacher initiation. Student has limited
L " freedom to express own ideas.
Student 4. INITIATES Verbal acts which serve to set the
o S context for subsequent classroom interaction
o p - 5. NONE.QF THE ABOVE. - - %
@‘_ - R DIFENSION Two A
/. ol , o ) ,-ﬁ Lo 5

B 6. - TEACHER DIRECTION Directions to which student .

- ‘1. ~ig .eéxpected to comply S B
N 7. DEVELOPS TEACHER IDEA. -Verbal acts which elabor- '
. e 0 .t ates,. attempts. to’ explain more clearly, or en- .

SR Teacher - . - ,1arges upon’ own idea or idea contained in instruc—-
- ©.- % o ... " tional material Sl
. 8. NEW IDEA: Vetrbal acts whieh serve to introduce,
o . suggest, or interject new 1deas into the :
X ;discussion S ' '
- 3 T - T — .
SN 9. " NEW IDEA Pupils have' alternatives and can ex~ o
O 3¢ 7 press new. idi s about- topie‘introduced by the
g .. " teacher or instructional materials. - - SR SRR
= ‘-7’10, - DEVELOP. PUPIL ‘IDEA. Verbal. acts, which elaborates,:x‘”
AR L b fb“;f[-attempts to explain more clearly, or. enlarges
... Student: . . ‘upon own idea or idea contained in 1nstructiona1
) L% oo material. : R
. “ 11, - STUDENT DIRECTION. Directions o which=teachers
: ' ‘and-.other stuants are, expected to, compiy “

f-NONE OF THE. ABOVE
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FIGURE 1--Continued

DIMENSTON THREE g

13,

L]

EVALUATIVE MOVES*%*

1S,

' 16.
~ of the value term or with the rélated process
of explic1tygstating the criteria that govern

 IDENTIFICATION MOVES. A value object, or a-
" value term, or both are named or identified.
14,

DESCRIPTIVE MOVES. Describe the value object

~ in ways that are relevant to the judgment that ,'
an evaluator will-make about it. '

RATING MOVES. Ratings of the value object as'

‘& complete entity, its characteristics or

instances when the ‘value object is general
rather than particular. =
CRITERIAL MOVES. . Explication of the meaning

the use of the value ‘term.

.~ RELATTONAL MOVES. Justification of a rating
..-and " are extraneous ‘to the criteria
- 18,

TANGENTIAL MOVES. Moves that provide supple--‘

‘mentary . information above the value object
. which is not: directly related to its rating
- NONE' OF . .THE ABOVE.\_-_ .

*Flanders, Ned A AnalyzingﬁTeaching Behavior (Don Mills, R

. Ontario Addison—Wesley Publishing Co , 1970), P 205

- ”/;

: **B O Smith and M. Meux, A. Study of ‘the Strategies of Teaching

(Urbana " Bureau. of Educational Research University of Illinﬂis, 1967), T

PR. 148~49

e



'/f., o ; o - L 10
d1mensxon of clissroomtverbal 1nteract10n, Flandcrs has concentrated
1on the 5061al psychologlcal dimeu51ons of. plassroom verbal 1nteract10n
-Ned Flanders initial contributlonito research in 1nstruct10n was a | ,b R ,;
.research tool (Flanders Intenaction Analy51s System) which allow

systematic observation of classroom verbal interaction .Flanders
-hsInteractlon Analy31s System (IAS) was designed to measure the ’gener~:

~ alized attltudes toward the teacher and the class that the pupils

share in common despite indlvidual differences" (1965 P- 3) Flanders
:,called these. "generalized attitudes" the social psychological class- .

.hroom climate 'Antecedents of Flanders IAS include Anderson 1939

_.Lippitt and White 1943 Bales and Strodthick 1967 See‘ApgéhdixfBr

: Roao

" for a review of Flanders Interaction Analy51s System o - .

fv - Initially (1965) Flanders IAS was based -on the‘concepts.of

: vdirect 1nf1uence by the teacher (wh1ch restricts the student s freedom |

iddof action) and the indirect inflUénce of the teacher (which expands a‘-ff f
fvstudent s freedom of action by encouraging his verbal participation |

.ppand initiative) o .v | h S | |

‘ By 1970 Flanders had shifted the emphasis of teacher student htjfg
.verbal behavior away from 1nd1rect direct to initiative*and response i-ia.u

’<Flanders feels that this is a more parsimonious way*fo conceptualize.;[p.v .

.:5Z'the indirect—direct aspects of classroom interactioﬁ' Indi;sct now ‘:_f."‘
- aj.ﬁ_ :

=vrefers to teacher response with student initiative anﬂadireot«refers e
lto teacher initiative with a student compliance (Flanders ‘1970

Iy ;pp 102 104) See Appendix c for a ‘review. of Flanders Mdaified IAS.‘

A

Flanders teacher-student 1nitiative~response Postulates ;;( _'f Iofaﬁ

'*‘fprovided another dimension of TOCS—-teacher-student talk Figure I xy:&f-:' U
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provides definitions of the teacher-student talk categories. The
Afirst‘clUSter'in Figure 2 represents Flanders' initialgconception of
teacher-student talk.

' Many researchers have identified.teacher—student initiative and

~-response as belng 1mportant elements of classroom verbal 1nteract10n
(Amidon and Hough 1967) "And Flanders states:

Practlcally every researcher who - has’ analyzed classroom
interaction reports various reciprocal relationships
between teaching behavior and pupll behavior. Perhaps
the most: frequently reported is that persistent, active
. - direction on the part of the teacher: produces a pattern o
of pupll response rather than. pupil initlatlon (p 184)
, o . o
;Contlnuous teacher‘in1t1ationetends'to.restrlct the freedom‘of-

actlon of the student making him dependent‘on the teacher "The '

-student recognizes no learnlng problem because the teacher focuses.on»

"the contentrof discussion The more a teacher structures problems’and o

. ! oL ,[. .
‘-asks relatlvely Specific questions,,the more likely students will AT

.complement th1s behaV1or by followxng the teacher s 1nitiative 9{5,_‘
-(Flanders, 1965, pp 8 9) Conversely,‘the teacher can change the' .

response pattern of the student from compliance to: independent actiOn o

:1by allowing the student to analyZe problems confronting him ,f:fke ;:VJ; ;

Teacher—student ideas formed another dimension of the tri—"

'i1lldimensional category system used during this study Figure 1 provides.;ey;dih”

:“G'descrlptions of behavior categories for the teacher—student ideas

fdimension The second cluster in Figure 2 contains Flanders initial .

) ’

'gcategor1es._ Flanders (1970) postulated that the teacher—student

*:talk dlmen31on is related to the dlmension of teacher student 1deas'i
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by
'FIGURE 2%

" FLANDERS' .CLUSTERED INTERACTION ANALYSIS SYSTEM

FIRST’CLUSTER, : CotL el

ﬁf - 1. Teacher Responds
‘. Teacher . Teacher’ Solicits
o Teacher Initiates

SN
.

Pupil Responds o
Pdpil Solicits : - ’ L
Pupil Initiates SR . Y '

None §f_AbOve'v

e}

_'WHO. IS ‘SPEAKING -
Z?

" Pupil

@ U b

'SECOND, CLUSTER

P
-

Teacher Dlrectlon and Idea
. Develop Teacher Idea .
3. 'Cite Teacher Idea

PO

. TeacHer N

4. Cite Pupil - Idea

1}ﬁTPupi15_l 5. . Develo Pupil»Idea
el Xﬁ--an7/6? Above -

'SOURCE OF IDEAS |

LEVEL OF |-
CTHINKING || L7.]

o

T

PR ;-f;)\ _THIRD CLUSTER =

. Factual Level-

.Z:Comparlson Level
fAnalysis Level

. Generalization Level

: 7None of Above R

PRSI O aR | B

- i

*Ned A Flanders, Analxz1ng Teaching Behavior (DOn Mills,\iff:“

'7*1{v Ontaflo Aqg1son—Wes}ey Publishlng Co » 1970), p 205

chey Piblie gt Sl
T T e L
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L For example. teachers need to have information concerning the relation-' D

dimension are related to,stude t thinking:

-t ¢
Teachers can stimulate pupil initiation by reacting to -
and making use of ideas expressed by pupils and by
asking more open questions so as ‘to help pupils express
their own ideas part of the time (p. 184). '
12

. Responsiveness on,the‘part of the teacher to students' ideas will lead

them to greater involvement in-class discussions. Students will set
goals, and the control of the content is exercised by the'student in
. B ‘

the structure of what to give attention to. Thus, Flanders feels that
. .

_thefteacher—studentitalk dime '1 n and. the teacher studentdiaeas

In order to guide a total class discussion toward -
generalizations and explanations that are proposed by
‘the pupils, rather than by the teacher, considerable
. time must be devoted to.titing -specifics, clustering
these citations into. groups,,and speculating about
_ posgible relationships between clusters + ».. Only
,after this 'shared apperceptive mass" of information '
" has been constructed can we expect pupils to develop
logical: explanations and suggest generalizations.
f(Flanders, 1970, p 185) .

o

The teacher—student-talk dimension and the'teacherAStudent idea

<

4 dimension were important considerations during this study If

‘-'teachers are to. provide an atmOSphere in which students are given res— -

ponsibility for making rational decisions concerning important social
‘,&, .

issues confronting them, then teachers need more information concern— -

B ing classroom verbal behavior than Meux 8 Evaluative OAS can provide. S
. _ s A S

“.ship between the teacher—student talk the teacher—student ideas and

B the evaluative moves dimension tévl 53 w'ifi) 'f{' 5.})"?,”

LT,

Three modiflcations were made of Flanders initial categories. -

"“(l) In the "‘PO is speaking cluster, Flanders included teacher—'-iri



students solicits categories——catogories 2 and 5. SeeTFigure'2> In

‘‘‘‘‘

TOCS, tcather student solicitlng behavior was included in teacher—.'
student 1n1t1ative—-categor1es 2 and 4 [/See Figure 1. (2) In

cluster two "Source of Ideas" Flanders did not 1nc1ude student
’

: directions A student.direction category was 1ncluded in TOCS on the

' assumption th“t students would give d1rect10ns, and, (3) none of the

. s
categories in Flanders' third cluster "Level of Thinking} 'was used in

[

TOGS. . ST S

| The flndings of Meux related to the cognitive dimension, and

Flanders postulates concerning the teacher- student talk dlmen51onw and:

the ideas dimensiOn pointed to the possibility of a c0nceptua1 anﬂ

LN

‘procedﬂral extension of Meux s study of teacher—student verbal inter—

L7

“actien during ormative classxoom discu3310ns These considerations o

and'the'practiea onsiderations of- accéssibllity of Grade Ten social

. studies classrooms vblish the direction and»bounds‘of this investi—

3

~ gation.

" Problem

This study investigated the problem What-relationships

'f:-exist between the teacher student talk dimension, the teacher student ;j d,

f. ideas dimension, and the evaluative moves dimension when a tri—

l

f’i‘dimensional descriptive analysis is made of teacher student verbal

iinternction during evaluat1Ve ventures’ -w;f:'_‘"V,.' ".t:% '
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Research Questions

e e ———

P

Becau,e of the purpose, the: research findlngs, and’ thc postu-

lates underlylng this study, the analyqls of the relationshlps between

the teacherfstudent talk dimension,‘the‘teacher—student ideas‘dimen~

sion, and the evaluative moves dimension was guided by four research

questions:

1.

4.

.

* Were there significant relationships between the teacher-

student_tal&rdimension and the evaluative moves dimension?

1

" Were there sighificant‘relationships between the teacher-

talk dimension- and the teacher-student ideas»dimension?

‘Were there significant,relationsnips between the teacher-.

>

~student ideas dimension and the evaluative moves dimension?

!
\

Were. there significant relationships between the-teacherf
student talk diﬁ%nsion, the teacher-student ideas ‘
: : . . L . o e _ '
dimension, and the;evaluative moves dimension?

Scepe and Lihitations  .-=7

) -
3

5

ThlS study was a natural history investigation of the relatlon—‘

RN

' ,ships between three dlmensions of the verbal interaction (teacher—e.f

-

..(

student talk te cher student ideas, and evaluative moves) displayed

. t.

-

’

'_by teachers and student% engaging in no g fve discuésions in Grade

v vand the analy51s of the relationships between thESe three dimensions,

1a Tri Dimensional Observatlon Category Systey (TOCS) was- constructed

e

- by using behavioral categories adapted from Meux s Evaluative OAS and

s

~ Ten social studles classrooms._ To facilitate the collection of data f‘?

T
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-

Flanders' Clustered 1AS.

Limrtations which may have had a bearing on thlS study were:

(l)'The_population observed during this study was nelther a

. : K}
random or representative Sample of teachers, students, classrooms, or

schools. SubJects for thls study were ten teachers and their o

v

students in Grade Ten social studies classrooms. The selection of

R

this population was made on the basis of  Edmonton Public School *

officials' recommendations, and teachers' willingness to participate

in the study.

3

N (2) The presence of audlo recording equ1pment ﬂn outsxde

A observer, and pre~- selected lessons are influences that are not part

-’

of the normal classroom routine. The contaminating effects of these

outside variables are’ not kdgin

{P) While inter observer reliability was determined by coef—

[ \._

fic1ent of agreement between two obsérvers, the study was conducted by

one 1nvest1gator.» This introduces tge possibility of unintentional'

§ o
'inﬁluences‘affecting the'results~ofuthevstudy. R

Definitions of Terms -

' The statement of the problem 1dentif1ed three dimensions of )

lassroom verbal 1nteraction,‘teacher~student talk teacher—student

;ideas, and the evaluative moves dimensions. Thgse terms along with:

:i'-other terms 1mportant -to th1s study are defined below

Interaction analy51s Was deﬁined as .an observation procedure'u

" \-

~designed to permit systematic analysis of teacher student verbal

iy PO
',behav1or. '

i r

1
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“  Natural history study. For this investigation a natural history -

- study'was d@fineﬂ‘as a deggriptive analysis of ‘the relationShips between

: three dimen51ons of teacher- sgudent verbal 1ntcractlon during evaluatlve

vcntures under normal - classroom conditlons.

Normative classroom discussion,» For this study normative class-

r - - o ‘
room\diSCUSSion'was defined.as classroom verba1~interaction;which is

focuszng'on instructional material, dlscuss1on topics, or evaluative
concepts involving value judgments which "may be defined as thoSe judg—"

ments.which rate thlngs with respect to their worth" (Coombs, 1970

P 2). - J . LT

Teacher-student' talk dimension was &efined-as the first affec-

,tive;dimension in TOCS'designed‘to differentiate teacher'initiative and

1

student response by the use of categorles 2 and 3, and student

initiative and teacher reSponse by the use of categories 4 and 1

!

Teacher~student ideas d1mension was deflned as the second affective

dimension in TOCS designed to dlfferentiate as to. whether the substance Cin

y _
of a statement was - attrlbuted to the teacher——categorles 6 7 and 8—- -

Aor.to"the student——categOries 9, 10 and 11-—regard1ess of who is

speaking,' The evaluatiVe moves. dlmension was defined as the thlrd

dimension of TOCS This dlmen31on contained seven categories whlch

were;used to describe the cognitive verbal interaction of teachers

- and students engaged in normative dlSCUSSionS.;

Tr1 dimensional observation categotxﬁsystem :An observation‘fr“

system composed of more than two dlmensions in which verbal behaviors

g

L were defined 1n terms of categories that are mutually exclusive., Thej“

e

e

categories were de31gned in specified order so that units of behavior

"c
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would be recorded within defined limits of_classrnom verbal interaction:
v S . .

... significance of the Study

There is evidence that citizens groups, teachers, students, and

1
B

Asqhoél officials are'b¢coming c6néernéd éboqt vaiués ingt;uqtion;‘ At
}the.same»ti;e, there is‘contrbveréy-over th soéiéi'spgdie$ teachers
should'proceed Vithuvaluésuihstruction. C0up1gd-Qith tﬁgSe.two.ié;ueé
. is the.faét’that Very iifﬁi; faséarch has,beéﬁ c6ndQcted.in clééérooms N
as teachers and students interact during normative dijCUS31°nS (Raths,A
1966, pPP. 205—2065.‘ Therefore, thlS study will‘have significance 1f
fhg‘findipgs<prov1de suggestions for further.empirical stud1e5ﬂof35

N

‘teaching.



CCHAPTER IT . o P
" 'REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

In .Chapter. IT literature related to the purpose'of this study_k

was reviewed.. Hyman (1968 p..3) warns that investigating-teaching

requires the researcher to formulate a particular orientation towards

. f

- his subJect The orientationfin this study conccntrated on teacher—

.student cognitive and affective verbal 1nteraction during actual
teaching Situations Therefore, the literature rev1ewed for this
.study focused on: (l) viewpoints attempting to- define teaching

These vieprints provided the basis for a model ‘of 1nstruction that

incorporated classroom verbal interaction ‘as one of its components,‘ifV’ -

and (2) research projects related to teacher—student verbal interaction.

| fvie“Pdiﬁts'on'Teaching=‘""”

One of the central concerns of Educational Research.is thefry A

' b
- “study of teaching However, research\in teaching is characterized by

"”xia paucity of well established knowledge, and an inconsistent theoreti— j;p~~ﬁ

cal base Two historical perspectives have contributed to this

ahrsituation (l) the lack of . an»adequate definition of teaching, and

"‘(2) the relation of teaching to 1earning (Hyman, 1968 pp. 6= 8)

_first historical perSpective.v_x;;'

_Three sample definitions of teaching will segye to illustrate the 'gif*f?*'}'

[EEN

-“»l; Oakeshott‘. Teaching 1s a practical activity in which A
RITR : a’"learned" person "1earns" his pupils ER
(1971 p 13) S

oy
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i

2. Gage: By teaching, we mean, . . . any inter-
' " personal influence aimed at. changing the
ways in which other persons can or will

, .behave (1963 p 94y, - ~ T

S Con J ‘

3.. Scheffler:f.Teachingemay.be characterized as an activity " .

.. aimed at the achjevement of learning.and.
practiced in such-a manner as to respect the: .
student's intellectual integrity and '
capacity for independent Judgment (1965,
S P 132) : . .

'The definitions of Oakeshott and Gage encompassxmore than':

Scheffler s. However,»Oakeshott s term "learned",person is vague, and

-:how might a ”learned" person 1earn his pupils’ Gage s definition

R

jallows for indoctrination Scheffler s definition of teaching is more ' :j

precise than Oakeshott s or Gage s in that teaching is "aimed at the

]achievement of learning However, what 1s meant by intellectual
!

'-lfintegrity is unclear %iverse definitions such as these led Mitchell

o (1966) to declare

;‘.In short, though we have gone’ some way, it is not very

,3-'far, and it would appear ‘that' we still have a very Yong. -
*way to go. . Theré is, I believe,_an,enormous amount - yet R

7 to be done to distinguish clearly: the processes employed. -
in teaching: and to give greater. precision to- our S A

' j-conception of what teaching signifies (p. 163)

S +

T"hterms of defining teaching, has’ been the reciprocal conception of
teaching~learning Undue stress ‘on- the "teaching—learning" recipro—‘“"

':cal concept resulted in the study of 1earning and in the development

-0.-»

.f-of theories of learning which wo&id make it possible to determine how
: ,.a . R

. 3g_best to teach Eisner (1964) commenting on’ the teaching-learning

U perspective wrote.,“f;°

The second historical perspective that led to difficulties, in;~a:f”'z



4

a.'It is helpful in that he reminded researchers that teaching is more ilﬁffw'ﬁg

) ; S TR
';than unidimensional.* The paradigm is restrictive because other
,components are missing. Recognizing this, Eisner (1964) proposed a

.,g?vthree—component view of teaching., Teaching and 1earning\wete major”

gcomponents of hlS paradigm. However, he added rhe»term instruction

21

The progressives o ‘formulated answers. to. these ques-
. tions-a number of years ‘age. . Teaching and leéarning were .
.~ to be considered reciprocal processes, something like
- buying and selling. Surely one could not buy something
unless ‘somebody was. ‘willing. ‘and’ able’ to sell--and one
" could not..sell unless someone bought. To teach meant
that léarning occurred.: A teacher whose activities in ‘
. the classroom did not . result in 1earn1ng might be SO SRR
._engaged in telling. or. in- talking . . but he certainly s (
was not . engaged in teaching (p. 115) IR
s

- Ta reCeut years researchers have begun to look anev at teaching (Smith..f

7' ‘

1967 Meuk 1967 Bellack 1966 and Hyman, 1968) They emphasize

gthat the teacher s actxvities, whether or . not the student learns make"'

'.up teaching

Phlllip W, Jackson (1962) attempted to get at the heart of v-:fv

. teaching by describing teaching as it in fact ocCurs.' Jackson pointed_flh

';'rto the 1ack of Success of researchers when they focused on the good"

.L.

'fiteacher He postulated that to understand what occurs in the inter—'«'

];iactlon between teacher and student it is neceSSary to understand whar :b T
. goes on before ‘as well as what happens during the "interactive
'7r'teaching 31tuation Jackson labelled the before part of teaching as

"*T preactive teaching.:;f

L the label preact1Ve teaching s commands our
:.j.attention and helps us- ‘distinguish this class of- behavior
S from the’ “*interactive' teaching activities thdt - occurj;'

”itv‘vis—a~vis the students (Jackson, 1962, p; 11) ,; e

' L},Clearly, Jacksdh s paradigm is bqth helpful and restrictive

) RN REA
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N

to help explain-the relationship between teeehing and learniﬁg (Figure

3 bépresents E%snetfs,paradigm).‘ . . ‘ ‘: "~,. oA
&
U FIGURE3 ‘
A PARADICM OF INSTRUCTION TEACHING n.* g
AND LFARNING ) '
" 'Teaching

5epearnidg'is

~ - Instruction -

In Elsner s. paradlgm teachlng activities are described as thatiﬁf.:f

IVportion of 1nstruction whlch is’ effective in moving pupils toward the'i
: ”eattainment of educational ob;ectives reSulting in learning Instruc—j

ition is that group of : activ1t1es planned and executed which are i'd97"

: :jf;intended to result in learniqg In this sense instruction 19 related.; -

'

| Jto the conéept of teaching developed by Smith (1960, pp 229-230)

Aoki (1970 1971) using Johnson 8 (1967) 1nitia1 concepts

=’31dfcarried Jackson s and Eisner s views a step further. Aoki s‘model

ff;consisted of two systems designed to clarify teaching" (1) a curricu—”ﬁtf5fg

Z.l?lum develoPment system, and (2) an instructional system." A curriculum fff}ﬁ.~
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development System consists of intendedvlearning dutéomes»(ILO'S)‘and’

is an input 1nto an 1nstruct10nal system ' An‘instructional system L

' consists of three Phasec of teachlng

vactive Phase;'and a Postactive‘Phase

By addlng an addltﬁonal component to Aokl s. instructional

system, a scheme for’ analyz1ng teaching was developed to fit the

Avpurpose of thls study

”'RecyCle Phase :

E

K
'
h 4

The additlonal component is called the

Flgure 4 represents a scheme for analyzing teaching"

s

"FIGURE"4

/-

A FOUR PHASE SYSTEM FOR ANALYZING TEACHING .

Phase

1: PféﬁctiVé_"ﬂTu

-~Identify Iearner needs..

‘.. ~State learner performance IR
. objectives: cognitive,f L
SRR .affective, ‘and" psychomotor
‘*j‘r~Specify teacher instruc~ " 1|
. “tional processes,‘ohjec—»? S I &
. tives-and strategiles. - N .
e'-Select appropriate obser—'f-uﬁ 5 N R

vatlon system

" Phase Iii Interactive & |

- ,lffPhese3Ifi§ 3?6steeti§e‘f

* * Phage IV:® Recycle <

a Preactlve Phase, an Inter— o

s
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‘Phase T has fonr.stcps: (1 1dent1f1cation of learner needs,
(2) spec1f1cation of learner performance ob]ectlvcs whlth if attained k
Cwill ellminate identified necds, (3) spec1f1cat10n of method and/or
procedures that can be utilized to bring. about -an attalnment of the
'performance obJectives,-and (4) identification of‘a.systematic ohser—
vation system°to be used to.collect information to determine:whether .
' :or not the teacher u1t1mate1y implements his planned program fromistep
. number three |

During Phase I1 the systematic observatig& system identified in

.step number four, the preactive phase, is used to collect information
.'related to the teacher s methods and techniques to determine if the
planned program has been‘implemented If the collected information
i shOws the. teacher is not implementlng hls plan the teacher may:Elect !

to either change the original learner needs and performance objec— ;

'tives that he' is teaching toward or he may elect to revise his o

"_‘teaching

.-

Phase IlI involves the assessment of therlearnEr.s performance -
' accordlng to the measurement specified in the performance objectives
'3:Up0n the completion of an assessment of the learner‘s performance; ‘dl ?‘-
ffdecisions can: be made concerning the attainment of.the specified |

';Ivrperformance obJectives e | T -

| In Phase IV the.teacher‘proceeds back to the preactive phase to f_'

rlfficonsider new learner needs and consequently new.performance objectives =

A . N o~

‘flin the planning for future teaching and learning activities in the

' -next cycle In addition the teacher may revise pr continue to imple—lf.""'

i i;me"t previously implemented teaching activities depending on the , ; ifll““



‘3g1949 and Perkins, 1968) Flanders (1969, p. 142) notes that

n'results compiled from the idcnti[ied observation system.

The Four Phase System for Analyzing Teaching sugyests sevcral

research p0351b111t1es For-example,;lf:we are to understand the

e

E Ainteraction.between‘teacher and student, whatimUSt'we understand'ab0ut o

what goes on before‘and after'the’lnteractive Phase'of’teaching? Or, -

R ) ) < : t

‘how ‘are student needs assessed,’and;if’gaps are‘fouhd in fulfilling

" Student needs:during Phase II‘ hOW'can the gaps be corrected7 Another -

“

‘gapproach could be to set up’ models to assess how best to ehoose

obJectives, and how best to: establish criterla for measuring student

.

:outcomesAon specified.objectives. Also, Phase II offers many other

research'possibilities One of these possibillties was 1nvest1gated
- . . R i

'_ during this-study, namely, the,relationships;betwéen teacher—student

A

.~cognitivefand affective verbal interaction during evaluative ventures.

Literature Related to the Interactive

Phase of Teaching

Observ1ng and analyzing teacher student verbal communication ﬂ

"gjiduring the Interactive Phase of teaching has been carried out since

”1’Fthe 1ate l930's (Anderson, 1939 LiPPiCt and White, 1943 Withall

"lf_recently there has been an upsurge in the number of studies analyzing

7t

Aft:classroom Ve rbal interaction One reason for such dynémic growth has ﬁxiﬂﬁ
.‘d-[libeen the development of observational systems for analyzing verbal

l'di interaction—*Simon and Boyer 1ist 81xty—seven observationvsystemstfl
.L:iwhich deal with communication in the field of Education (1970 p 8)

“V~Literature reviewed for this section of Chapter II concentrated on' ce

e
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affective systems, cognitive systems, multidiménéionaf‘systems, and

values studies.

‘1. Affective Systens
wit53113(1949i develobed a Qlimate,lnggztto.measure the social- 1
- emotional'imhactaof;teacherlstatements on stddentvbehavior. rHis‘
obServation'system‘contained.seven gategories:: (1) 1earner—8upportiVe,
(2) accepting and clarifylng, (3) problem—structuring, (4) neutral |
(5)'d1rect1ve (6) reprov1ng, and (7) teacher self supporting
1Categories'l 2,>and 3 refleét learner-centered-behavior, and ;at¢§

'gories 5 6, and 7 describe teacher centered behavior

Withall applied the Cllmate Index to a random sample -of eight

<

.t . . ‘ . .
sevenfmlnute recorded sessions ofrflvejclasses»conducted'byxfour

V

'.teachers“ofjart, mathematics;'and Latin.»‘Withall'fdund,that teachers

"Adisplaylng a learner~centered climate used a larger proportion of

\ortive, accepting and clarifylng statements, and had the

-

thion of dlrective, reproving, and self~supportive state—=
;fhers that were classifled as teacher—centered tended to '
-ge portions of their verbal statements to problem—structure‘

.A.x . ST . oo -.)0
?ctlve statements f%”- R SR

;landers (1965) developed FIAS for observing classroom climate.ﬂﬁ

fll—known category system was designed for c18§31fying teacher

j,behavior that reflects degrees of freedom which allows studentsﬂf"

;‘.

’F: to think and act for themselves and teacher verbal behaviors whlch

'1tend to restrlct the students These two styles he called indirect

-
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Using FIAS, Flanders (1955):studied the verbal behavior ofr34.
Ncw anland eleméntary'teachcrs. He tollowed the. sdme prOcedure (1965)
vithd34 eighth and'ninth"grade English.and Social'Studies teachers in
the Mrnneapolis public schools.. Results fromfhoth studies'indicated.
.that students of indlrect teachers had hlgher 1evels of attitude - |
'development ( Ol level) | The 1965 study revealed that'students of
fteach%rs employnng 'an above- average proportion of direct 1nfluence
consistently showed less achievement" (p 109). This study also showed

‘that indirect teachers were -more flexible than direct teachers 1n that

indi ect. teac#ers changed their behav1or patterns over time

B ’cat‘gories fOCused on teacher functions. Hughes div1des teadher'

f nctiOns into‘seven categories:i controlling, imposition, facilitating,
developing content, response, positive affectiv1ty, and negative |
;affectiv1ty One of Hughes ‘basic assumptions is that teacher verbal

K behav1or is a determining factor of a student s level of thinking

‘."It ‘was suggested that responsiveness on the part of the teacher £6

NG

& S .

‘ ‘children s remarks, questions, personal experlence w0u1d lead them to'f_

iﬂgreater 1nvolvement 1n c0ntent and stimulate use of higher mental

0

~processes" (p 258) In a study Hughes (1962) observed 41 elementary»“g e

lschool teachers in- Utah Results d1d not support her theory Hughes‘d'h

:‘found that the mediarxproportion of controlling acts was 66 percent inifh

'?pt_over half the acts they performed Seventy four percent of all

.

ltfrecords had 20 percent or less of teaching acts falllng in categories et

”"for exploration, ampliflcatlon, utilization of students questions and

Hughes (1962) developed a system 51milar to Withall s in that her ‘,



remarks, evaluation and stimulation. Teachers also gpave litrle -

,‘Sriteria for positive evaluation acts.
. e 4

2. Cognitive Systems
: ﬁellack, EE‘El (1966) developed a system for analy21ng 1og1cal
disc0urse, This system allowed investigators to_analyze units of dis- k
' COurse called moves . -Bellack’used the idea'of moves fo create a con;
cept of a te;chlng cycle, whlch.makes it possible to dlscuss patterns
of classroom~verbal behavior;d Verbal moves are c1a551f1ed 1n terms of
‘functions theYﬁmertorm-in classroom discourse: (l) structuring,
'(2) solic1ting, (3) respondlng, (4) reacting. He also designed'thed

.system so that classroom discourse could be analyzed 1n terms of types
¢ .

.d of. COntent-mean&ngs: '(l) subStantive, (2)'substant1ve—logical;

j (3) instructional and (4) 1nstruct10na& 1o§;cal N I - ; fro

U51ng the TeachingACycle Category System, Bellack conducted a

study in hlgh school economics classes - The: sample consisted of tape i

i.recordings of four lessons 1nvolv1ng 345 10th and 12th grade studeéts, j‘

'and 15Ateachersj Bellack found that teacher verbal behavior dominated

o -

: ”pedagogical moves Teachers'solic1ted 86'0 percent,-respondkd 12.0 ».'

'Zpercent, structured 86 0 percent, and reacted 81.0 percent of the

‘

'vvtime,, Teachers also dominated the initiation of - teaching cycles, 85

- Japercent;» The basic verbal interchange in the classroom i;zfsoliclting—

: and substantive—loglcal meanings employed one—half of all moves. Aﬂf;-

| responding 8 Two thlrds of the lines dealt w1th substanti e material

[

Achievement test results revealed that those classes judged§*x7'””

-vs:/ 4

R high on test results were taught by teachers who were "less actived]'77



S % : - o Do
in termt o[ porcentuge of lines, spoktn than Aare thc teachers ‘in “the

low groups In the hlgh gr0ups, no more than 61 5 percent‘of the lines

" were spoken by dny of the three tcachers' (p 225) “In terms of.the

'

f‘loglca%;ejtments of SOllCltlng moves, Bellack S ana1y51s revealed that
,teachers of low gr0ups requ1red students to respond to solic1tations :
w1th facts 26. 9 percent of ‘the time Responding ﬁaetual moves in the

" high group occurred 17 -9 percent

allagher and Aschner (1963) designed a Reciprocal Categogz

‘System based on- Gu1lfoxd s description of the intellect hey sought

}to analyze the cognitive dimen51qns of classroom verbal 1nteractfon -

‘by the. types of questions asked by the ttacher . With their system

jverbal behav1or 1s classified 1n five categories (l) cognitive
. N

';memory, (2) covergent thinking, (3) dlvergent thinklng, (4) eValuative

a_thinking

Ifthinking, and (5) r0utine During an empirical study, in which pro-
' ductlve thought pfocesses in gifted chlldren was’ 1nvestigated they

'found that long periods of teacher clarifying student ideas,was needed ’

[

_ibefore students could grasp the p01nt of the topic under discussion

o~

j.Also, that 1t was the teacher that set the pattern for divergent 'g“if

" In those sessions during which the teacher asks for more -
Jdivergent production, the percentages of responsgs in T
‘this area are correspondingly high.: When the,am§% t of -
'divergent productlon requested stays. ‘below 5 ‘perc

 the .decrease in’ divergent production by the students is

‘1marked (p. 192) : :

A general conclusion reached by Gallagher and Aschner was that students .

"'respond in terms of cognitive memory, taking their cues from rigid

patterns of teacher stlmulation (p 190) ) L
B e

¢ -

e



3. .é;;tidimensional SystenS"
faba (19645 designcd a study'infhhich"twenty»elnmentary teachers
uetc trained.in a model of thinking,.and the dhstryctional strategies
:for.tnplementihéche.modei.i The‘Study was hasednonethe assumptions_
'.that-naturationsof thought‘tolloys'an evoiutionary sequence, and, that.i
. ’ ; . R O ' o

" classroom discourse is cyclical in nature.: Using a multiple coding.

system, Taba was able.to represent the flow of claSsroom interaction T

-

.by recording the sequences of transactions between teachers and.
'students; the changes in the levei'of thought; and .the relationships’ -
between strategies, 1eye1,'andAdirection of thpught.

K . .‘ i . - 7‘. . - . . _»f.- o . '.'.
Analysis of typescripts revealed that. the level of student:

. s :

thinking was influenced:v
' .. . By the whole’ pattern of transaction: the particu-
© lar combinatlon of focUsing,'extendlng, and 11fting, ‘the
-t1m1ng.of thtse acts; the length of time spent on a .
"partlcular focus, . . . the ‘distange between the mental .
- operations of the students at-the moment from- the, level
. required by the teacher and the p01nts at ‘which the '51-
o _teacher seeks xnformation from students and g1ves it

.hThe importance of thls statement 1s that it gives some support to the
-'fpgnotlon that any attempt tQ ralse the 1eve1 of thought beyond student
maturatlon early in class dlscu331ons will cause the students to o J o
'Zretlre to a lower 1eve1 of thought “';_‘:;hﬁh:“J p?kdf Tdyeh’_dl 'hu“i

Ollver and Shaver (1966) presented two teachlng styles for:f“

\

o teachrng publlc 1ssues.~ They wanted to determine if teachers could”;; C

fassume and manlpulate Socratlc Analy51s and Recitation Analyses

'-'teathng styles, and if. varlatlons would occur withln.each style

~F1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that teachers were able to operate withln the two

s
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.
. teaching styles at 001 level of signifitance.“:Differencos‘0ccurrod

among teachers in the affective and cognitive categories when.teachers

used thehsame style The differences ranged from 05 to\ 001 level of_.‘

slgnificance . Achievement tests results showed the two groups taught
by the two styles had similar’ test results They’conélude that‘the
fabllity of. the two grOups "had a systematic effect regardless of the
style used by the teacher" (p 302);' (

Gallagher (1968) reported a study of verbal interaction of six

'biology teachers and their students He designed the study S0 that the :

personal style of the teacher would be the main variable that controlled

'.j_performance _ U31ng hls Topic Cla531f1cat10n System he analyzed three
:“dimen51ons of classroom verbal behavior ' Gallagher found signlficant

\
-

'l“;differences -among teachers in the number of COPiCS i“ content VS style

: and on the conceptual level——data, c0ncept and generalization He alsb-

found significant differences among classes in the p\?Eentage of teacher o

'-talk devoted to th% cognitive styles of de5cr1ption, explanation and

LYo

- expan31on o ‘ﬁ S ,.-',' L vfy‘”j_ o

Zahorik (1966) de51gned a multiple category system to investi—'i~

"gate tcacher—verbal feedback’{n fifteen elementary schools duringfi"‘

J -

“g‘current events.reading.lessons.. The lessons were divided into twou,~'
.fparts pre—reading.and.post—reading Results révealed thatAﬂ.

Ateacher feedback was narrow in scope'> The most fredueut CYpe‘of ‘!,y'
’:féedbaCk used W;S epéréV1ﬁg answers of students and calling for an -
d~new tOpic.v Th;.second most frequently used type of feedback was }i o
‘:85k108 students to develop his response further /During the laterf“n'ﬁ

' stages of'discuss1gns'teachersltended-to'use praise confirmation

S
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and "several-answers solicitation.”

4: Values”Studies”" |
‘ A-number ot.methodologicalland conceptuai plans for.value_’t:'
ana1y51s haVe been devéloped Some.of these strategies haperfocused on-_
‘group processes For examplc, Columbia Associates in Philosoph;.(1923)
:developed a plan for systematlcally evaluating ends in relation to their
contributions to other ends Another approach to value questlons‘was'u
“‘offered ‘by Raup, et al (1950) to explicate problem—solvxng enterprises ;ji
-ftby focusing on intergroup processes. Benjamin Cardozo (1961) presented
‘ _an ajudication method for arriving at value judgments.» These methods fll..
'of valua%één seem to offer promi;ing approaches for social studies A
f_instruction but empirical investlgations need to be undertaken before ';i
ipractical application | | | | . "-h A
Smith and Meux ag62; 1967' 1970) and Meux (1967) have, reported
:;results of their investigations of teacher student cognitive verbal i
}'interaction'duringuevaluatlon ventures‘ In their 1967 Study they found
.ifthat.strategies for teaching values 1nnolved 21 forms of input |
"duhehav1or These forms or. moves.are categorized 1n.six groups.;i}
.'zidentlfication, description rating,rcriterial,hreiationai,_andk;t

‘tangential.v__h'iﬁl-'t "3,‘7. fﬂ'f 8 }fﬁ-Z;ifr"'t'f’t ‘ i,,ppr-"fgw“
B b R e . S - fo

' Meux, et al (1967) conducted an exploratory study using 303

‘ﬂ‘llth grade students The purpose of the study ‘was’ to inrestigate the

effects of "different kinds and degrees of Support for a particular '
| gkind of rating move" (p 1) In each school students were randomly
7h‘a331gned to types of presentation and to one of f0ur strategies' CQEESftvf

.gj\_’
A



.“authortty, analogy,'and criteria ‘Results 1ndrcated that the

_crtterion groups reacted negatively to fluor1dat1on and the use of

pesticides more than the other three groups“ (p 28) They also gave h '.

-

better reasons for refralnlng from u51ng pest1c1des Two other studles

C ot

:desrgned w1th1n the conceptual framework of Smith and Meux (1967) show s

’promlse. Chadwick (1970) has developed a procedure for personal 1nter-

v1ews, and Casper (1970) de51gned a programmed text '_f '

In terms of using category systems for observing teacher—student

o verbal behavior during values analy51s with ‘the exceptions of Smith

'f.and Meux and OliVer and ShaVer, very little emp1rica1 investigatlon has

Abeen conducted Lang (1962) studied what effects counseling techniques N

';had on helping college students understand and clarify their values,

* and’ if understanding had any relationship to behavior patterns Gagnon

.i”(l965) conducted a. study that was deSlgned to. help elementary teachers

t

ﬁassist the1r students in learning how to think and clarify values.”;No‘f-

'fattempt was . made to analyze classroom verbal patterns Simon (1958)

' :';reported a study in which ten high school teachers were taught to use

the value clarifying process.‘ Each teacher selected a student that

'sexhiblted a pattern of "non—value—based behavior and used the value ghkhj

. f_aclarifying process to help the student change his behavior.f She found B

ffthat teachers could not use the value clarifying process effectively

Jgand most’of the students did not change their behavior._*if; i

White (1966) studied the relationshlp between values and success ;fi

.“.(.‘.

'Ifxin student teachlng He found that values had no significant relatlon-hiffa

,_/"\ B

fishlp to 8uccess in student teachlng._ Raths (1960) studied 38 high

'f;school underachievers He based hls study on the assumption that e
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- undérachievement was related to a failure'to develop certain values.

"Be.fOUdd that the‘clarifyingyproceduresused\with the GXperimentalvgroup

~had an effect of iﬁéféasinglcheir échievémeﬁt.'

B |

In rev1ew1ng studies that have used observation category systemS'
Qseveral 1mportant points ‘come to light First, student achievement ’
o B :

:tftends to be higher 1n those classrooms where teacher 1nfluence 1s

"'flex1ble (Flanders, 1965) Second, the level of thinking on the part .

4~:Hof the student is related to the level of thinking of the teacher

'5 fthan one dimension of classroom verbal interactiOn. '

B

I,(Taba, 1964 Aschner and Gallagher, 1968) Third teachers in general [

- do not use student 1deas, and student initiation and independent

'|,-
t

'.:thinking are’ not encouraged in. classroom dialogue (Withall 1949

”"v}nughes, 1968 Bellack 1966 ,and Urback 1966) Fourth ‘most category L

%“{systems provide analysis of one dimension of classroom verbal inter— L

t,faction (Urback 1966' Smith and Meux,,l967,_and Flanders, 1965) :Aﬁdgz,g,;

o “fifth multi dimensional observation systems provide investigators withitb

¥

',b;‘a more powerful analy31s of classroom verbal interactlon (Zahorik 1966* :?;

.fand Taba, 1964) This suggests that more emphasis could be given to

ﬂtobservation systems that have the capability of providing data on more ?'ﬁ

Ty

In Chapter II a review of literature related to this study was
' ¢jundertaken ‘_ he first part of the review dealt with the need of |
f: defining teaching, a model of teaching was presented that suggested

h:that the 1nteractive phases of teachlng could be an important research 3f;’

?”}area~ In the second part of the review studies which were 1mportant

AR

Toad
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to the 1nt

purpose of tth study were presented

'2“ )
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eractiVG phases of teaching\and Whlch Were lmportant to the



) CHA?TER'IiI

o

. RESEARCH PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOCICAL -

= CONSIDERATIONS
“ifdjTo acdomplish the purpose of thlS study TOCS was constructed to- kjfT
'f a1d in- the coding of teacher-student verbal 1nteract1on during evalua--if<-
o tive‘ventures | To inSure that‘a reliable and valid record of the verbal
| interaction enhibited by teachers and students was obtained; the present ‘
Robservation.system (Figure l) allowed for clear‘understanding of what ">
behaviors were to be observed and coded ﬂ This meant that TOCS had to.uvi;i}'
comply to certain crlteriards'“l LS e ~ : | |
Kerlinger (1967, PP 506 514) cites five criteria an observationi-Qd’a
system must meet.r (l) The categories must be exhaustive and mutually r
‘ exclusive" (P. 508) - Exhaustiveness is satisfied when the univerSe vi;f:gdi
of behaviors to be observed is defined The observation system used inFIh‘
this study was broken into subsets, called dimensions,_to meet this
..ﬂ requirement teacher—student talk, teacher—student ideas, and evalua-ij}jf‘
- : i o . o :
tive moves.?~To satisfy "exclusiveness" each dimension contained*cate—=;'-
‘ gories that were behaviorally defined. See Figure 1 for categoryq .

1 ‘definitions. Each categpry represented a behavior that WaS CO be

o observed,vand each category applled to only one behavior Furthermore-;ﬂﬁgbf

to make the TOCS really exhaustive a. miscellaneous Category--none °faﬂf“¥
aboVe——was added to each dimeqsion (Flanders, 1970, p 171) ‘ tL j~:¥§ A
(2) Validity and reliability An observation instrument has no-‘{fyv”

o value unless some form of validity can be established fIt‘was_appropriaﬁeV;f
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for this study to establish content Valldlty Content valldlty was -
defined as determlning the extent to whth the coding undertaken by ‘the,

two observers uscd durlng this study could be correlated w1th some out~

smde.crlteria Content Valldlty was established by selecting one sample S

for‘each of the evaluative.moves categories,-and then comparing each

o sample evalnative move w1th a llke sample that was 1dent1f1ed and coded
by Meux durlng his in1t1a1 study of evaluative ventures (1967, pp. ]49*'f‘
161) S » : S . R N

£

Listed below are evaluative moves found by Meux.,_Immediately

following each of Meux s sample moves is an example of a similar

evaluatlve move that occurred during the present study.g, -7:;jf

R 0 :(Me'u;g); ‘I'aé:'{t ification '*Mo"ve -
'Teacher** Is it fair for an author to use emotional appeal in ,:]=5
j which to promote his argument° L :

"ﬁIn thls move the teacher has 1dentif1ed the value object,’"the use f..h

F?}of emotional appeal by an’ author to promote hlS argument A

0

\

’.freachér. OK, you can say anything you have to say On the articles,ﬁqu~{ﬁ;

and stick pretty well to the facts at hand

L : . s . : o
f:'In this move the teacher has identified the topic of discussion-~'fhg;'
Lo LA “u‘*,_v e B PSS
"-?jthe killing of moose by American hunters.'”b-ij >

v

'fizs“h(Meux) Descriptlve MQVE &4i¥iip;‘b;‘bﬁzf,,i,t,ﬁy.t

4 hStudent He (Adams) didn t pay much attention to othe people.i>;’i;fbf:.”

He did“ t change his dec1sions» His decisions H\_‘“i
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- on what he felt was the thing'to be_ddne and he more or .

V ‘less’ 1gnored what othere felt —

(NN
1

The student is desqublng the mode of deCLSion maklng that

',charactcrized Adams when he . was pre51dent

'“‘(Hanson) .DescriptiVe Move .

Studentf What puzzles me is that they came across the border w1th
| all this expenslve equlpment trucks, Land Rovers and a11

that, ah why didn t, ah Customs catch them then. o

'The student is descrlblng the aCt10n° of Customs officials. B

: f(Meux) Rating Move ’}}~"- fh._:<:d" ;‘bl L

.:fStudent I thlnk you had a very good report

'The student 1s praismg another student fOr a good remrt‘

'QeTeacher ,dYou know, there s a difference in the definitions of

(Hanson) Rating Mave
"Student What did 1 think of 1t7: 1 thought 1: was stupid

«f:illegally. [;:d;’*i

AT 7'& 7-~~, L f'j:j‘-v S e N

Co

-

V_yThe student 1s glving a rating of American hunters killlng moosg

1-(Meux) Crlterial Moves p‘fwh:inﬁrij E {hi_'tnt d:'ef:eig;;ehgf£kfﬁif”

P

| “";terms here, don - you’ You define trongnpresidents;*’,;iff'%

ll‘as self—willed and usually defiant. But Jack has
‘ylti}defined it as the president is strong 1n his abllity L
| to get hls own program across.

In this move presidents are deflned "good"_if they are self-willed":ﬁ

deflant, or- can get their programs across. SR R .‘
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(Manson) - Criteriai'Moves o

“Student: I'think I would_eVen be more mad if théy vere Canadians.

‘5'k111ed moose 1llegally.

Canadiansﬁare SuppOSed to,be'more.aware. They are ‘

'supposed to be trylng to keep our game going 1nstead of ©

(

fslaughtering them all the tlme.

In thJ.S st‘tement the student is substantlatmg a rating given

{}, .

<ear11er that the students would be more 1ncensed 1f Canadi an hunters‘,-

x
7

~

N

.(Neux) R'elational Move . 'A B o

. :Teacher. Well Jack 1f he wg% such a strong president how do you 11_

"explaln that he accompllshed Very 11tt1e 1n hls 50ur years.,

In this move the teacher is asklng the student to explain his

=p051t10n 1n llght of new evidence._;

(HanSOQMB RelatlonaL,Move

\ ;Student;. Well I don t m1nd Americans comlng up here, I mean I

S A
don t. have anything agalnst Americans, they can shoot

'“5,1 mooqe, too along W1th Canadlans.g :g;ﬂj'f Lh g Vh, i:‘

ﬁ;_LHere the- student was g1v1ng a discordant characteristic that was

'igcont;\f§ to a prev10us ratlng that it would be good to ban Americans

g8 fdfrom hunting 1n Alberta. :1';?:.,;;§1jjﬂ'

(Meux) Tangentlal Move ‘kpﬂﬁf7'flAhi,f“f”‘ z'dfl_fj{fgti
Teacher" Well I have not bad this experience aq far as you are ..;f‘

o ;F concerned but I have heard from the principal on

occasion when some student felt that I had been unfair or '
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that I -had misundcrstood something. The appeal, in

T most cases, has been an emotional’one, and very ofte

“lin thefthree of us'get togetherland'wotk dutithe "h"
“ for the two. mark 1nstead of. the one mark, we
,ye intellectual and analyze the problem properly
ifetimes it turns out that . the ‘mark wasn t so bad
{fﬁfter all. | o

flase an - emotional apbeal is given -but.lt.is not an instance'

{thor using an emotional appeal o ..'“%j{ 'j"

Tangentlal Move
‘:Well, you know, like T1m sald "they came up and shot them~

',dellberately,f well anybody that gets a moose llcense and |

ﬁ,fgoes out and shoots moose does it deliberately 'rzj‘7- ,»i B

Mthe,moment}L

A comparlson of the above results indicates that the coding under—?rj”

taken durlng evaluatlve moves by the observers used in this study was }'° B

. ‘ T . m»nwvw

"b;valid because the moves can be matched with Meux s coding procedures.t_,”h

S,

‘ Reliability of an observation system "is a simpler matter,

| though by no means an easy one" (Kerlinger, 1967 p 507) Kerllnger
goes on to state ‘E the reliabillty of observations can-be estimated by
correlating the observations of two or more observers" (1967, p 507)
In this study, Scott s coefficient formula was used to determine observer E

agreement between two obServers Flanders (1965) suggests that Scott s

. e
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. coefficient formula was used to determine observer agreement between two

observers. Flanders (1965) suggests that Scott's coefficient’is

unaffected,by'low frequencies, can be adapted to percent figures,_and'is

mo&e_sensitive~at»higher 1eve1s by reliability: o . E vl. U:

,%lls hls coefficient "Pl .and it is determinﬁd:HY
. ~the two.formulas below ‘ ’ . =GR

\, %,

' Formyla I:° 1 = Po = Pe
' : - o -lrr Pe. =,

$ - -v'\\’,‘, . . . ;
Po is . the proportion of agreement, and Pé ‘is the” proa~-ele_ *fi
portion of agreement expected by chance, which.is. found '
by squaring the proportion of tallies in each category
‘and summing these over all categories. ‘
: k.. o
vFormula I1:. Pe= "I . PiZ.
el : 5 . i=1 A

In Fogmula II there are k categories and Pi is the pro=- -
portion of tallies falling into.each category._ “in
Formula I,,can be expressed in words as! the amount by
”‘which the tallies of two ‘observers exceeded chance - ,
. 'agreement, d1v1ded hy the. amount by which perfect agree—.
o ment exceeds chance (Flanders, 1965 pp.,25 26). ‘

;Flanders cautions that error is increased with decreasing fre**‘

"quency of a particular category (1965, p. 30) However he has found

4

L_.a Scott coefficient of O 85 or higher as being an adequate 1eve1 of : AL

\‘

vobserver performance., Interobserver reliability coefficients for this -

'A'L..

. xstudy w1ll be found 1n Figure S “§

Figure 5 represents reliability coefficients for ten of the ﬂi-h

.

hf random. So that each member of the population received an equal chance :1;‘2*

. /
S

- of being selected, a table of random numbers was used (Wert Neidt, and

:,'.Ahmann, 1964, p. 109) Teachegﬁil, 2 a 6 7 11 15 16 18, and 20 ﬁi.f_i

“i:were selected., An inspection of Figure 5 shows six columns Column

v ‘twenty teachers used in this study.: Each of the ten were seiected at Y_?d;Q
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FIGURE 5 o
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one lists the teachers selected. Column two‘indicates the’dimension
thai.mas used to_dctermine~reliahility. Thebnumber of occurrences for
an entirehdimension were used in the reliability calculations. "fi"
coefficients are listed_in column three. Column.f0ur contains the

. - ' v . .
actual percentage'of agreementlbctween the two observers. Percentage
of exnected agreement hy chance isjin column.fivei-sAnd,ithejtotali
numher‘gfioccurrences for each.dimenSion 15’31&45 in column six. Anﬁ¥
inspection of the "pit coefficients indlcates adequate interobserver
.reliability was accomplished. Ahl reliabillty doeff1c1ents were at or.
above 0 85 except for the observations made on teacher 11 ﬁimension

two. \ o

(3) A category system can be'either molar‘or.molecular. Molar

systems are de51gned to measure "large behav1oral wholes as’ un1ts of .

‘vobsErvation. ... . The molecular approach by contrast,_takes smaller

segments_oﬁ behavior'as'units of observation. (Kerlinger, 1967 p 510)

#

The'observation system~used in‘this‘study was molar. For example,}all

: T ] Ty R ; : . o
‘teacher: initiative verbal behavior in Dimension One:v teacher~student

talk was coded in category 2,

-

(4) Observation 1nstruments are, divided into low or: hiéh

inference systems,: Molecular systems requlre 1ow 1nference on. the part

°

‘»of obServer. Molar systems require a higher degree of inference.

cKerllnger (1967) feels that molar systems are more useful than molecular

;'systems:»
L -Systems w1th higher degrees of - inference required of the
-. observer are more common -and probably more useful in ‘most
‘research, especlally in most. educational researchi The 2
‘.jhigh inference observatlon system gives the observer
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labeled categories that require greater or lesser inter-
pretation of the observed behavior (p. 511). . _ BN

High inference systems would‘seem to lessen observer reliability because

of the variability that might occur‘between'observers,ibut Flanders:

feeis that this need not be the case;

There 1§ a theory'ofkﬁhe"unbiaSed,‘biased'observer.‘
The observer is biased in the sense that his categori--
zation must be consistent with his general assessment
of the teacher s intent for a given sequence of action.
He is unblaSed in that he remains open to all.evidence

- that the general intent of the teacher may be changing'
(1965, p. 24) ’ L _

‘"The two observers used»to.code verbal behavior during this study needed .

. to remain alert to momentary‘shifts in,verbalﬂinteraction. For

. example, if’ teacher 1nit1at1ve shifted from closed questions to. open

questions, fﬂow do you feel about that" or "WOuld you like to comment .

Afurther?", the observers had to- take into account the teacher s intent

~
A

f,to let the student develop his. own ideas. - o

(5) The method used to sample behav10r.y.frocedures foriusing an.
observation 1nstrument for coding classroom verbal interaction must k
specify how often observers are to categorize behaV1or (Kerlinger;
1967, pp. 512 513) he unit‘for sampllng classroom interaction during ;{
this study was a three-second time interval. ' o e
” VThe selection of a three second time interval as the unit of

: ?sampling behavior was undertaken to help satisfy validity Kerlinger }l.

'_ states that time samples "have the important advantage of assuring the

”fi.investigator of obtaining representative samples of behavior (1967

Qp. 513) And Medley and Mltzel (1963) feel that for observatlons to -‘:

| rbe valid, representatlve samples of behav1ors to be measured must be



45

observed{-accnrate records,must‘be ohtained, and records nust be scored

. . : . o _
s0 as to‘reflect differenCes in-beha;iorb(n. 250);, Therefore, to‘help
Zinsure validity, two coders rigorously adheredito the following
"procedures' first, they independently coded all evaluative moves cate—_
: gories - This was accomglished by codlng evaluative moves. on verbatim .
vtypescripts. he evaluative moves were_then transferred{.as interval
data,-to the Evaluative Moves Dimension;';lheiﬁualuative'Moves Dimension.
nade up the-Third-Dimension>of the Tri;dimensiOnalObservation System”
| used.in'thiS'study._'TheEvaluatise'Moves.Dinension.{categories 13919):
is displayed’in Figure 6——Sampleucoding.bisolay {he observers.then |
”coded all 1nteraction in DimenS1on One: .teacher~student-talk. Following ,v
- that the observers coded verbal interaction ‘in Dimen31on Two" teacherf .
-h'studentiideas;L A three;second.time beep'was superinposed on eaeh.tape

' récordidg to insure'consistency of"coding, | | | |

i
i

.;Déta'Colléctioanrocedures a3

1

: Populatlon and Samgling

: The selectlon of population for this study was dependent on two

‘i}criteria (l) the willingness of hlgh school social studies teachers ‘

" .

’to part1c1pate 1n the study, and (2) recommendations of Edmonton School l:
J,VBOard-officials., The population consisted of ten teachers and 563

Grade Ten students under their directlon.‘ Each teacher was observed L
“.teaChlng”two separate classes;'b o

'Observation Procedures o

Data obtained for sampling behavior was gathered by recording |
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verbatin teachep—student Verbgl_interactionfin twehty'classrooms,- In_'
.order'toiminlnize theleffectsdof_observation, axprelininaerrecording
session waS'conducted; By conducting.a‘ﬂtrial runffit was anticipated -

that teachers and.students'would hecome acclimatizéd:to theypresence

of electronic eduinment and-an'outsidefobserver. ?After each'recordingh
.ysession, the investiéator and the coooerating_teachers,met'for a blayi,
back sessiOn;:'This'was a necessary procedure in that any.irregularities
‘-:found An the audio—recordings had to be explicated Anecdotal recordsc

’

were made of'the 1rregular1ties..:e
' To 1nsure that verbal interactlon was\preserved a Sony TC—105
T‘with two mlcrophones connected to a microphone Sound Mlxer (Model 68)
Vwas used to record each class session4 During a prellminary recording
ﬁsession 1n two Grade Ten soc1al studles.classes,;lt ‘was found that two |
.:mlcrophones-—one directed toward the teacher and one directed toward |
Alstudents--connected to the Sound Mixer nrovided audio-recordings of

- ) S
o hlgh quality sound reproduetion.f} el

tl Léngth~df»Rééordihg”seésibng;;

i

It was antlclpated that because Grade Ten social studies classes
iifln the Edmonton Publlc Schools were scheduled in blocks of elghty

fminutes,,igmt each obsqrvation w0uld last approximately 45 mlnutes.ffcir*'

5vThls procedure was selected because of the following (1) the first

/lS to 20 m1nutes of the class period would be used by the students/to :

fread the content to be dlscussed (2) teachers would need to perform e

:normal classroom clerical tasks,‘such as settling students down making
';assignments for the following day, and explainlng the reading assignment-d



;verbatim‘teacher-stﬁdent'verbal_interaction.in twenty classrooms;‘lfn-
Q}def-;o“minimiée the etfects:of observation; a preliminary;recordjng ji;u
.»sessiOniwas conductedab Byrconductiné a |;trial run"(it.was‘anticipatedVM

, A , T O R
that teachers and students would becomé“accllmatized to the presence
of electronic equlpment and an out31de observer.y After each recording L
se331on; the 1nvest1gator-and the cooperatingbteachers met for a play- B

“back session. ThlS was . a necessary procedure in that any 1rregular1t1e5'

: . : _\ L
fand 1n the audio—recordings had ta be explicated Anecdotal records

[F phe ke L e T

To 1nsure that verbal interaction was preserVed ‘a’ Sony TC—lOS -

were made of the 1rregular1ties.__ R ;j,“'

= with two. microphones connected to ‘a microphone Sound Mixer (Model 68)

: was used to record each class session. Durlng ‘a preliminary recording
. se581on in two Grade Ten soc1a1 StudleS classes,'it was f0und that two
microphones—*one directed toward the teacher and one direCted toward
‘ B T SR A . : .

students——connected to the Sound Mlxer provided audio-recordings of

hlgh quality sound reproduction.'

._Length of;Recdfding‘SesSions o
It was antlclpated that because Grade Ten social studies classes

: .1n the Edmonton Public Schools were scheduled in blocks of eighty
"Q mlnutes, that each observation would last approximately 45 minutes.ui

“a

ThlS procedure was selected because of the following (l) the first

9

15 to 20 minutes of the class period would be used by the students co:'nv“

B BN

T read the content to be d13cussed, (2) teachers would need to perform

o normal classroom clerical tasks such ‘as. settling students down, making

..A' T

7ti assignments for the folloW1ng day, and explainlng the reading assignment,.u

&
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and (3) maximlzed part1c1pation on’ the part of students can be obtalnoﬂ

in 45 minutes. However, 1t was found that the average length of 1nte1—:“

actionftime;recorded for.this:study was_ZS minUtes.

. . . , v . s
BRI I . N

- Classroom Pr0cedures"'

All teachers and students were supplled a four—page m1meograph

containing a preselected discuss1on topic.. The content of the diSCuS— I
N R * . :

sion tOplC dealt with the 111egal killing of moose in Alberta by

American hunters.‘ The mimeograph sheets contained six articles from : :

the editorial section of the Edmonton Journal December 5 1971 nQneif"

o of the articles was wrltten by a member of the Edmonton Journal

editor1a1 staff Five articles are letters to. the Editor.“,seeig?‘5

BN

Appendix D. for a summary of the articles. )

Each teacher ‘was given a. teacher s guide containing the pro~ ,if.

. cedures to be followed and the content to be discussed during recording ‘f

: sessions Teachers were instructed to use whatever method they normally

:ir use during class di3cussions This procedure was emphasized 1n that

-

L the teacher s guide used in this study.

the PUTPOSe Of the Study was to observe teachers interacting with o

students w1th1n normal conditions. See Appendix E-for a summary of fQWlE

'ﬁi' Observer Ttalning

' Two observers were trained as a team so that the consistent

ground rules could be established This provided each observer with

3

.an understanding of his'biases,’and any category and coding difficultiesf'ﬂ

"u that arose. Flanders training tapes, which provide twelve hours of

teacher-student verbal interactlon were used for training the observers ;?R
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An additional seven hOurs of training was accomplished by u51ng prc—'j

liminaiy recording se551ons obtained from each cﬁassroom used 1n this
,“\ ¢ o . ' o . ..
,study Also, becabse the training tapes contained ftw evaluative

- ventures both observers continued tralning “in this area by analy21ng

't the content of the Editorial section of the EdmontOn Journal Each
'observer completed fifteen hours of training using tPlS procedure

'hefore actual observations were made./ A total of 34 training hours vas.f_
'accomplished before actual coding was undertaken.;.f?; | |

‘ When.the two observers began coding the‘recording sessions, it

'vfwas f0und that it became difficult to- keep the three dimen31ons of - '11.'*;?

‘:__'verbal behavior in perspective.n Therefore, all recording sessionsliififfd

hzﬁwere.transferred to type3cripts,' Both observers coded the typescripts:

. ;until agreement was reached on the evaluative moves categories ftsee?:_@;g;

-

;Appendix F for a sample typescnipt.:, ‘ﬁn,vv‘

'{f.Statistical Proceduresilr T

| | The ;ample p°p“13ti°“ USed in this Study consis}ted of 10 teachers“f".ﬁ'f-"
.‘;énd'their students. hach teacher was . observed teaching tWO SeParatev;;;i"
Tff;claSSes‘.ATherefore, the N for this study was 20 Whenﬁpearson s R o; ;:;t
2'ffMultiple‘CorrelatlonAwas used to test signlficance all 1ntervals of o
vthOded behavior for 20 8e351ons for a. particular category.were correlated;fg
E:L“gwith all intervals for 20 sessiOns of another category.. For example, o
vh:”WhEA‘éategéfl 2--teacher initiates Masvcorrelated with category 13—-Jthf};

,‘1dentif1cation moves, all coded teacher verbal intervals were correlated{ygt

}i.hwith all coded verbal 1ntervals of teacher talk during identification
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The methods used for statlstical analy31s in. thls study wtre'i

‘ 7fselccted on the ba31s of the follow1ng (1) the sﬂuality of three—"

second time intervals, and (2) tests w,re needed that werc sens1tive '

. to correlations between a crlterlon and a P edictor, and correlations
\\ . D iy . LN . .’

ibbetween a crlterion and the welghted sum of predlctors; To determine i;
.relatlonships of a 51ngle critetion andqa single predlctor, a Pearson s:,
product moment correlatlon coeffic1ent was. used To testvthe Joint 5

'irelationship of a slngle Y variable to two X varlable';mmltiple ﬁeji‘

f ﬂcortelation was used Fergu on: (1966) states '"No other system of

ly‘"weights W111 yield a higher correlation between the criterion and the

2 weighted sum of predictors" (p._393) Multiple correlation is denoted.

fhlf%f(?l:i AnvF ratio nesbused toutest whether an. obserhed multiole.cor-ifii;if

reletion coeffic1ent'was 31gn1ficantly different from zé%o. In all f:?

l4tiF tests, the level of 51gn1f1cance was set at O 05,. The T test was ~:];-

‘Hused to tést the level of significance for regrESSiOH COEffiCie“ts

'JIIn all T tests, the level of s1gn1f1can£e was set at 0 05.”.;

oy
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L :".’. ; _"nny_stsm lII\.JTE_VI_{I"RETAT'IQN of“DA"TA N
Inc;oductian“

In Chapter IV results of. this study are discussed and inter- . .ig

pretatiOns given. The discu591on of results and 1nterpretations could o

"only have meaning if certain assumptions could be made (1) would the

"“1tri dimensional observation system designed for this study asseSS the

'“,_vtions-~(2) could a 0 85 interobserver reliabllity coefficient be obtained,

,verbal interactIOn displayed by teachers and students in classroom situa—”y

vbetween two observers, and (3) could proper statistical treatment be
‘ fpund that would manipulate interval data, and provide tests of signifi—"”
'cance. These assumptions were dlSCUSSEd to the researcher s satisfac—,‘

'flftion in Chapter III

s 5

’1‘[IAnalysisJandfInteryretationiof”Research”Questionsh:,Ti:”*7

:}Analysis of Research Question Onev".:yf‘irh-_y.fh."‘jff: 5

' ff The analysis of data in this study was guided by four research
,"‘ﬂ? ERN .

tl”\questiOns.. The first research question was.

a

Are there significant relationships between the teacher—.ﬁ:i"

e student talk dimension and the evaluative moves dimension’ gw

ulData relevant to this question are presented in Table I and Table II

R - - :. el e . . -"_ o

| ﬁfln Table I correlation data and signiflcant values are Prese“tEd f°r ;?A

3

the relationships that occurred when category 1--teacher response“and
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Coeent

‘l'\
VARIABIb PAIRED. CORRELATION COLFFICIENFS .FOR DIMFN%ION

AND DIMENSION THREE SHOWING VERBAL ‘RELATIONSHIPS
BETWFEN TEACHER TALK AND EVALUATIVE MOVES

L TABIE“l.

ONE

.%IR

N Varlables; ‘
Categories 1~2:
Teacher Talk

' Categories;l3-18'
,Evaluatiye Moves |

Variablee;.

.Correlatlon

| Coefflcients "

peN

Values-

S

Jilj._‘
:Iab‘;

15

16
17

v em e em e m e e

.58

N YA

‘11‘228v:._

'1;564 E

Coewr |

-

435
151

:l'ih;i31~lf,ﬂ1A.
RO T

- **Significant at the 0.001 level ° -

S

. .

‘t-fjcategory 2—-teacher initiates--were independently correlated with

lcategories thirteen through eighteen in the evaluative moves dimensionh

'“.category 1 was correlated with categories 13—18.,

B category 16—-criteria1 moves—-and category 18-~tangential moves.

.‘,R

’df:lStatistical tests revealed that 31gnificant reSults did not occur when fff
Significant resultsf~‘” o

'}rdid occur when category 2--teacher initiates-—was correlated with

The

ﬁlcorrelation for category 2 and category 16 was O 66 for category 2 and
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TABLE-IT SRR
VARIABLE PAIRLD CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR DIMENSION ONE

. AND DIMENSTON THREE SHOWING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
' STUDENT TALK AND EVALUATIVE MOVES j.

- \Veriables_ "'Variables
3-4: " "13-18:-
Student Talk - Evaluatlve Moves

Correlation

CQefficientS K . T Value§

13- | ez | as8
O T Y JUEE RN ¢V
BRI PR T R SR T T I
3 | 1e L -0.23 0 RSt
L D 27 R B 1 I -
3 18 069 | oo1 we o]

-

S *Signlflcant at O 05 leveltf'7_ R R T I A
SN **Szgniflcant at O 01 level_ih;_f EPRTEE _,]1f9._fﬂﬂ.5-_fL;;;_57i«

'7218 the correlation was. —O 74 ' Boéﬁ'eof;glgtl¢pg.wafe,atfghéi6;60x{1£§é13f‘"

cy

;;3oof significance._ ~757'. o
- Table II displays the correlations and significant values com— '

'f

. “puted for category 3-—student responds——and category 4—-student

'"fjfinitiates when each was 1ndependently correlated with categories 13—18 ]JJ e

711n the evaluative moves dlmension
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4
Significant results, at the-0.001 level, occurred between cate-

i

gory 3--student responds*—and,category l8——tangential moves;,the
"correlation-was 0.69.' When a correlation between category4-~student
*initiates——and category 18——tangentia1 moves-—was undertaken, a negative

-correlation —0 43 with a 51gn1f1cance of O 05 was found ‘No Other

significant correlations occurred between the‘student talk dimension -

~ -~ and evaluative moves dimemsion.. =~ L

Interpretation of Results for Question One

. , ' ,
' The analysis of the teacher—student talk dimension and the

- evaluative moves dimen51on revealed two points First, no.significant

1va1ue rating m

i.relatlonships emerged when- teacher responsive verbal behavior was .

: correlated with evaluativewmoves Howeyer, student responsive verbal
'b:behavior did correlate high with tangential moves (O 69) During
“..evaluative moves, then, the evidence suggests fhat students respOnded

'to teacher 1nitiation by touching on the value object but not dealing

v}with the value object at any great 1ength The evidence also shows that ,f:]h

Jl;student responsive behavior did not include rating moves norvcriterial o

‘fﬂ-moves. That no correlation was: found between rating moves and student

,I,

"responsive behav1or 1s not surprising due to the fact that during the

v'jQ:twenty recordiEg sessions lasting ‘an average of 25 minutes each a o

Second further analysis showed that teacher initiation and

;criterial mOVeS had a high positive correlation (0 66) Evidently,iia_1jf7”

‘teacher initiative verbal behavior was directed toward establishing L

R N

ve: was given only 15 times by students and six times by VQJyf



s
standards -rules or means of verlfylng the value term once it was
| applled to the value ObJeCt - Student initiative'verbaI behayior showed;'u
no. significant positive relationships with any.evaluative moyes. Ehe |
only significant relationship of student'initiative-uas a negative‘ A

'-J

relationship-with tangential‘moves.A Thls suggests that students wére'
v : ‘ '

dlsc0uraged from inltlatlng or when they did in1t1ate their Verbal

behav1or -was d1rected away from other moves in the evaluatlve moves

‘»dlmen31on. It may be that the lack of teacher response to student )

initiatlve was the factor responsible for this partICUlar Outcome

Analysis of Research Question Two

“The second research»questionvused in this study was: *

Are ‘there significant relationships between the teacher—
- - K " 0 AR ] R :

student talk.dimension~and the:teacheréstudent ideas .
Kfcdimension?.t 'féA- ;f"-~ E h~’f:'~I_ "j‘ ;. ) o ;’;
1:F0r purposes of\analysis data 1mportant to. this quesgion are-

".“bresented in Table III and Table IV , In TabIeHIII.c:rrelation outcomes

¢

'and F values are: presented for the verbal relationships that occurred
when category l——teacher responds~—and category 2—-teacher initiates-—f,

‘I;were separately correlated w1th categorles 6 through 11 in the source of
jideas dimen81on.b"j -'1'“ fo'nv";f" S Ti; N f~'§ j; ;';q<‘;f'.'g,,-'

_,!St?t§s£1°al tests showed that‘significant results were not found
’r-in any of the correlatlons between category 1 and categories 6 through |
_ . CREER .

o II; However,'51gnifrcant results occurred between category 2--teacher nfﬁlh N
h‘kylnltiates—~and category 7——teacher‘idea~—and category lO——pup11 idea_'?;g£;:~*

:.nghe correlatlon between category 2 and category 7 was 0 50 and was

Cop
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TABLE TII

VARIABLF PAIRLD CORRELATION COLFFICIENT9 FOR DIMENSION ONE
' AND DIMENSION TWO SHOWING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
' TEACHER TALK-AND. SOURCE OF IDEA%

Variables: . d V.-'Variables: _ . Correlation ) T values
Categories 1-2 .Categories 6-11 | Coefficients ‘ '
Teacher Talk Source of Ideas ’
1 > 6 0.31 . 172
17 7 ~0.00 Y
1 8 -0.25%, .270
1 9 -0.20 | .37
1 10 " .19 412
1 \ 11 | .02 927
SR SR I, N SN
2 6 0.04 .840
2 7. 0.50 .023 *
2 8 10,57 008
2 9 0.38 095
2 10 -0.71 001 *%
‘L2 ,on 0.04 841

. " o*Significant at the 0.02 level
- **Signifieantfat the.0.00llleVel

significant at the 0. 02 1eve1 There was a negative'cofréiation -0.71.

' between category 2 and category 10—-pup11 idea.:

<

P The setond component of questlon two dealt w1th the relation—
.Shlps between student responding and inltlatlng and the source of 1deas7

' dlmens}on,~ Table IV provides a dISplay of the relatlonships that 'dd

"j:‘;-f' [y
s %
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TABLE IV

VARTABLE PATRED CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR DIMENSION ONE
AND DIMENSION TWO SHOWING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
' STUDENT- TALK AND SOURCE OF IDEAS.

Vériables:- * Variables: ’ ,. ’be:;lation .
Categories 3-4 | Categories 6-11 . ~ Coefficients T Val9es
Student Talk Source of Ideas ' o ‘ :
3 6 -0.31 .| .633
3 1t osyy .018 **
3 8 20,34 .138
3 9 | ~0.20 | .38
3 w0 | - | .o01 %
3 1 o -0.2t [ L3713
4 6 003 | 30
4 7 033 C 154
| 4 8 | owo | lore
- 4 9 0 | 036 x|
4 10 |05, [ 042 wkkx
- 11 020 0 | 3
>

' *Slgniflcant at the 0.001 level

‘**Significant at the 0.0l level

**xSignificant at. thé 0.03 level .’
*xkxSignificant at the 0.04 level

g:occurred betweeF category 3——student responds——and category 4-—student R

. l
inltlates~-when\each was correlated w1th categorles 6 Ough 11



" dinitiation and category.10--pupil}idea:

R

'Significant;results at .the 0.01 level were obtained from a negative

correlation’~0.52 betweeq'category 3--student responds--and category 7--

teacher idea. A positive correlation of 0.74?‘@t_the 0.001 level,

occurred between'category 3‘and‘category.10—-pupil idea. When student

initiation,.category 4, was correlated with categories'6—ll, two
significant values emergedt Thegfirst was a 0.03vlevel of significanceh
C - - ' - . o o o
between categoryAA:and categoryh9~¥student new idea§ the correlation was’
0ﬁ47,' The.second was a1304usigniflcance between category-é;jstudent'

)

_ Interpretation of Results for Question Twa = -

Vo

The‘ébove data showed'four'signiflcant'relationships;_'One of
these relationShips-was>between teacher initiation and‘teacher fdéa»
(.023). In the 1nterpretation of - Quéstlon One, 1t was found that the :

same type of hlgh relatlonshlp occurred between teacher initiation and

‘"criterial moves; Also, the above data revealed that teachers did not

o S . : ' N
réspbnd using student ideas-or?student nEW ideas.: ThlS findlng is

"consistent with what was found when teacher responsive behav1or was’

Cin the tangentlal moves category

correlated w1th the evaluatlve moves dimens1on in Questlon One. ’The

. second 51gnif1cant relationshlp relatlng to QuLstlon Two showed that

t

students responded to teacher 1nit1at10n u81ng student ideas. However,‘i
in Questlon One 1t was p01nted out that student responsive behavior was‘ -
B The th1rd and fourth 51gn1f1cant relatlonships showed that

student inltlation correlated with student 1deas and student new ideasfd,“

-"It~was.poxnted.out;in<the;1nterpretat10n of Questlon‘One that‘student'-

BN
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initiation and tnngcntial moves correlated negativolyﬂ Why»thie ehould
oc¢0r is unknownv Howevcr, one'explanation could hc Lhat the nature of .
teacher initiative'and/or reaponeive vetbal behavior caused étudent
:initiative-vérbal hehavior_to be,dispereed throughout the evaluative
moves.dimeneiondto such aldegree that?positiveieignificant relationehips
between etudent initiation_and evaluatdve:moves.could not be detected by

'statistfcal_analysis. L Lo : ' \

Analysis of Research Questjon Three. . -_" . ; o
The third question'used to guide this study:was}.

-,

b Are there significant relatlonships between the teacher- S

student 1deas dimension and the evaluative moves dimension?'
Correlations and T values for question three are presented in

Table V and Table VI. Table v contalns the relationships that occurredJ

when category-6——teacher direction,ﬂcatégory'?-—teacher idea, and«cate#f

4gory 8——teacher new idea——were 1ndependent1y correlated w1th categories-'

_13 through 18 1n the evaluative moves dlmensionc) o

Statistical'testsbrevealed,that significant.reaultS'vereireached g
»when category 6——teacher d1rection—-was correlated with category 13~-i
’ ;identificationrmoves. The correlation between categories 6 and 13 was

'0 60, the significance level was’ 0 005 Significant results, at the'

0. 01 level, occurred when category 7——teacher idea--was correlated with

LT
e

'l"category lS-*tangential moves, the correlatlon Hetween categories 7 and

: -18 was —0 54 - A correlation of —0 69 was found when category 8—-teacher
‘j’:new 1dea--was correlated w1th category 17——re1ational moves.. Thiswgor—.“

' iirelation was signiflcant at-. the 0. 001 1evel
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.TABLE V

" VARTABLE PAIRED CORRELATION COEPFICIENTS FOR DIMBNSION
AND DIMLNSIOV THREE SHOWING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN
TEACHER TDEAS AND EVALUATIVE MOVES-

60 ,

ONE -

. Variables:
. «Categories 6-8
Teacher Ideas

_ Varlables
Categorf%q '13-18 -
Evaluative Moves

Correlation

'~Coeffici§ntsf- -

fiValqeé

= e e em e we e e e e

.13
14
15

16

A17~

e e e e .

005 *kk
..894-{1
L4350

.908

.64k
.988 -

e

',“_TQOIZT?*‘:

"l *slgniflcant at thg 0 001 1eVe1
A%Significant at ‘the 0.01° level
***Slgnlficant at the 0 005 level
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TABLE V1

'PATRED CORRELATION COEPFICILNFS FOR DIMENSION ONE

61

e

v “AND DIMENSION THREE SHOWING RELATIONSHTPS BETWEEN -
' ' _ STUDENT IDEAS AND EVALUATIVE MOVES &)

Varlables
Categories 9-11
Student Ideas

_ Variables: .

Categorie3'13f18'f'

* Evaluative Moves |

' Coefficients

Correlation

o .
b’ e v e e mme e w ey aee

e T T S CR R D

13-

A ST .

5
16
S
;‘.lu’_18; 
o1
'[’14‘ﬂ_f: 
‘.1 léA f
17

F e e L

- e e - -

B

: *Signiflcant at
_‘ **Signiflcant at
***Signiflcant at

oo AN

the 0 003 1eve1
‘the 0. 012 level
the 0. 03 level
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[y

Table-VI shows.theICOrrelation coefficients that 0ccurred'when :

-

- catcgory 9——pupil new 1dea, category 10——pup11 1de and category 1l~— ’
student dlrectlon in the source of 1deas dlmen31on were correlated w1th ,

‘categorles‘IB.through'lS the-inevaluative moves dimension.»
v . ’ : ’ ) ' s - :. ' T ) . B o
. A posi't-ive.cor:relation of 0.62‘wi’th a 'sign-'ificance; level-of 0.003

occurred when category 9——student new 1dea——was correlated with category

17-—relatlonal moves. When category lO——pup11 idea—dwas correlated w1th

l

. category 15—-rat1ng moves, a negatlve correlatlon of —Q 48 was found,r.f"
the level of Signlflcance was 0. 03. Category 10—-pup11 1dea-—also cor- -

:related negatively ( 0 54) with c&tegory l7~—re1ational moves The.levelwi

-

Zvof s1gn1f1cance for categorles lO and 17 was 0 012. When category 11~—¢~;

,'s;udent dlrectlon——was correlated with category lA——descriptiVe moves, a .

negatlve correlatlon”(eo,SZ) and;a,algnlflcance.levelvof 0.0l‘wasgfound,yc

.+ Interpretation of Data fonQuestion Three |
N L L L . : . R - ..iL:’."
o '.4;,Question'ThreéfaSked iffrelatiqnships;occurrednbetweengthei:17'ﬁ«ﬁﬂ

.1teacher4Studentlideasidimension-and'the7eva1uative’moveé;diﬁenSion.~’Fron}ﬁ,

Jfrfthe date elaboratedyln the‘text and the tables above, it can be seen thatur“
.\5vfour‘posltlvencorrelatlons:occurred‘ Flrst;-when.teachers were giving .
}dlrectlons they tended to 1dent1fy the value object.to be discussed gﬁf”~
i_ﬁthls study'students d1d not 1dent1fy the value ObJeCt so that it could
Jii;be 31gnif1cant1y tested Second teachers tended to Justify rating movesd
efuelng thelr Oanldeas. Thls is 3upp0rted by a hlgh correlation (0 69)

’;between teacher new 1dea and relat10nal moves.. Thls flnding is con31st—w-d

; ent with the flndlngs in Questlon One where it waS‘pointed out that

eacher in1tiative behavlor correlated h1gh (0 66) wfth criterial moves ry
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.‘category or the cr1ter1a1 moves Category

63

.

- Both these facts point out the_dominate'nature,of teacher ideas and

v -

teacher igitiative<during thiS”StUdyﬂ

A thlrd positlve correlatlon of O 62 appeared when pule new 1dea :
A7 ‘ , .

was related to relatlonal moves._ When puplls were txpre351ng the1r°own
'Qldeas durlng evaluatlve ventures they. tended to prov1de supplementary
:'1nformat10n ab0ut the value obJect. The fourth posltlve correlatlon oc-"

: curred,between-pUpil ideas.anducangential.moveS“(O'55)‘ Agaln, 1n

-

- Question One it was stated that student response and tangential moves<

o

had a high p031t1ve correlatlon (0 66) Also, as was found in Question

-

‘.One, Question Three revealed that no p'sitive correlations emerged ‘

» between any category in the pupil ideas dlmension and rating moves'

1‘,

N

' Ana1y51s of Research Question Four

0"‘ ’ ' e
The fOurth reSearch question used 1n this study wasf -

Are there 31gn1f1cant relatlonshrgs between the teacher—"*'7"A

student talk dlmension, the teacher student ideas dimension,

‘ S Co q.;v," : . -.3__ N R A
: and the evaluatlve moves: d1mension° ;,‘; j\.Q,}.il._ﬂvJ 'Q;..t;,.

- ‘.i'

' The analy51s of relatlonshlps 1mportant to questlon fOur requ1red the

. 0

. .'__ddt.a to bé reported and dlsplayed dlfferently than the data 1n questi()ns RN

1 .

’ :1 through 3 Data were reported and dlsplayed 1n terms of multiple cor—?'

‘firelations and signlficant F values. Then, to show t‘ﬁ’effects of inde--/g“*

O

:“v\pendent varlables, regression coefflclents were reported and T values o
"~,fgiVen.‘.‘;"[Cffj'-f.fz'””
4-:“~;9’,:'IﬁfTablngII'significant:ﬁultible eerélatiQhéifor?théatéachérglgh'

"~ Tesponds catégory, the Source of ideas dimension, and the evaluative

¥
e



e MULTIPLT CORRLLATION TABIE FOR TEALHLR RESPONDS

TABLE VII

SOURCE OF IDEAS, AND EVALUATIVE MOVES

64 .

| Vériable:
-,Evaluate
- Moves

' 'Variable_1;.
-, Teacher
" " Responds-

_Vafiable 2:

_Sourbﬁ
of‘Ideas

~1Mulfipléi
Correlation

' F Value - .

'-{fjand~o;75.
‘ <1va1ue of 4 19 was 31gn1f1cant at: the 0 05 level

T Signiflcant at the 0 01 1eve1

b, 19 .
10.94 #*L‘;

‘,,.ﬁ6 77 fajh\:{f&

14
7
17

8 | ousto
| 'HB :'> “j‘.. lOLj5>y
| e ees |
Rt 10 0es8 | asy
Porw™ o sy 13 85 x|

.?i' -

B

" *Significant at the 0,05 level ;f ORI T
”'i*Signifi¢an:fat the O 01 level LS

Amowes'dimensién are présentéd' When ca ggexy 1—-teacher responds-—and

*category 8——teacher ASW 1dea-—were correlated with categorles 14 and 17
{‘.;;-descrlptiwe mwwes’andvfélatlonal ﬁovés——corfelatiéns océwrr;d ét 0. 57
These co;relét;ons had F valués éf 4 19 and lO 94 :Ah;Fiii‘i B
The 10 94 F value was ?fff
When category‘l—;teacher reSponds and :
;éategory 9——student ﬁew 1dea—-were corfelated with categdry 17——re1a—1"

tl"“al “‘°"e$, a 0 66 multlple correlation was’ found T.h?;.F V?‘lue ‘.”'_3_8, R

b'f"jﬁ 77 with 81gnif1cance at the 0 01 level

‘”jj:correlated w1th category 17 also.

”;ffizyl Category 1——teacher responds and cacegory 10——pup11 1dea——were wﬂ"
Thls correlatlon was O 58 w1th a
1,4 51 E value and a s1gn1f1cance at the O 05 level A‘0.0S;LeVélvofi *jf' f

ey
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significancc was. found when catogory 1 and category 7 were correlated
with-category‘l8-—tangentlal noves the F value was 3. 85 Finally, when-
category l——teacher responds and category 10——pupil 1dea——were cqrrelated
W1th tangent1a1 moveS,,an F value of 3 72 and a. 31gn1ficance of O 05 was
v‘i caiculated. - | |
In order to prov1de some explanatlon of'whieh of thellndependent
variables seemed to- be contributing to the correlatlons dlsplayed inAg.
: Table VII, regression coefflclents for.varlable one——category 1 and vari—
: able two——categories 6~ 11 are presented in Table VIII on the followxng‘
© . .
page Slgniflcance values for these coefflcients were computed by using‘p
the T test ’ _Ir‘, '_l.“ ."'. e i [
Table VIII shows that negatiqe regression coefflclents occurred
between'categoryAl and category 8, category l and category 10‘ and cate-',
gory 1 and category 7. A-p081t1v:‘regresSlon”coefficlent'appearedfbe-gze-*d
tween category 1 and category 8 wwen they.were correlated with category
_; - l7—-re1atnonal moves Po31t1ve regre531on coeff1c1ents occurred.when f:
A}Jn':category 1 and caregory‘Q, ahé’when category 1 andvcategory 10 were
. c0mpared For all s1tuat10ns, signifmcant‘T values were found in vari;~'

, able two——source of ideas, categorles 8 10 Categorles 8 10 Seemed to _;g

have the.greatest predictive impact on the evaluative moves categories »fif

Interpretation of Data for Teacher\gespondsL

Source of Ideas, and Evaluatlve d:)e

As was seen 1n Table VIII,,seven signiflcant F values were ob—
: tained. Of the seven 51gnichant F values, four were positive in naturei;.n
these p051t1ve cqrrelatlons o urred 1n the SOurce of 1deas dimen81on--;yfgﬂ
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‘variable two. The teacher response category-—-category I--showed no
csignificant T values. = ' . o ‘ .

L.

In the interpretation of Questions One and. Two. it was pointed out
. . - . . Lo . ».\

‘g‘that~teacher‘resp3nsive behaviorbcould not_be signiﬁicantly“correlatedL'
'with evaluatlve moves‘or student_ideas; The T valuesvin-Iable VIII f?i;
;categories-9vandIIO"Ipupil'new.idea.and pupillidea);conflrm'this finding;'
iAnd 1t appears that these two varlables had -the greatest 1mpact on.

determinlng the signiflcant F values dlsplayed in’ Table VII ‘ In‘other
' ‘words, teacher responsive verbal behavior dld correlate significantly

v

with student ideas 1n the relat1onal or the tangential moves categorlesf

\

: The other s1gn1ficant T value in Table VIII was category 8——teacher new‘A

idea ThlS polnts to: the fact that teachers did not respond to student
& - : - .
B ideas by u31ng»teacher new.ideas, nor did_teachers respgnd’in any gig-

u“‘nlflcant manner to pupll ideas.

TabBe IX shows the signlflcant relatldnships that occurred when .

¥ e R

vcategory 2——teacher 1n1t1ates——and category 7 througb lO——source of

1deas dlmen310n-—were correlated w1th evaluatlve moves categorles 13 14
16 17, and ]8 LA eorrelation of 0. 64 was found when category 2~—teacher

1nitiates——and category 7——teacher 1dea——were relat‘o to category 13—-=1”

‘ identlficatlon moves In‘the evaluatlve.moves dimension.n The F value for

" this correlatiOnlwas‘5;9l When‘category 2-—teacher initiates——and
.“;category 7—;teacher ﬁdea-—were correlated with category 14--descriptive

f;moves;ha— 54 correlation was found.:the 1eve1 of signlficance was 0 05‘
"‘.Ihis!also happened whenhcategories 2 and 8 were correlated.with category
:;>IAL Thc correlatlon was 0 55 with a signlflcant level of O Ol Signifl—f%tff;

. \'.,.

'ficant relat10nsh1ps were found when category 2 and categories 7 8 9 and

' é@ﬁ"’
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~TABLE 1X

© es

MULTIPTF CORRELATIOV TABLE FOR TEACHER INIT]ATES

, " .SOURCE OF IDEAS, AND EVALUATIVE MOVES
‘/ . .

_ Variable: Variable One: Variabie.Two: AR
Evaluative .,Teachef Source of. 5 Mgltiple . F
Moves Initiates Ideas Correlations .| ~ Values-
Categories Category 2 Categories - '
© 14-18 . 7-10 o
13 - - 2 7 0.64 | . 5.91 *
BV 2 7 0.5 | 3.65%
1 2 "8 0.55 | . 3.69 %
16 - 2 7 0.66 | 6.78 *% |
16 2 8 0.6 | 6.75
16. 2 9 0.68 | 7.48°%F
16 2 10 0.79 | 1456w
o 2 7. C0.60 ] 4.84 *

P T R 1 8 0.69. | 7.76%% |
o7 2 -9 0.64 - | 6.19 x|
oo 2 ©10 0.5 | 37 x|

ol s R A R B '1,_12?720#*3
L 18 2 |8 0a75 LSS Rk
) s 2. [ oe | dnes e
- 1§ . 2 0. ] 074 | 10.89 #x
a

C{ *Slgnlflcant at the 0 OS level B
Lo **Slgnlflcant at the 0. 01 level . '
s . 4&' . . .

v

.Q_-'

'i, 10 were correlat&d w1th category 16——cr1tical moveq
E : ? :
v’for 2 7,‘and li‘were 0. 66 for 2 8 and 16 the correlation wab O 79

r

All 51gn1f1cant F values for these correlatlons were at ‘the: 0 01 level‘f

The“caffeiataans"*;*f :
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! - . 69
o Significant F Valuesfwere‘found when category 2 and_categoriesg\‘
- L ' o : R RN
7, 8, 9, and 10 were corre]ated with category ]7——re1ational mbves. The

_corrclations for’2 7, and 17 were 0. 60 for 2 lO, and 17 thcy wekg
0.54. Both of these correlatlons were at the 0. 06 level of significance.
'When categorLes 2, 8,_and 17 were correlated at O 69 relatlonshlp

occurred. A correlation of 0 64 occurred between categorles 2, 9, and

~17. Both of»these correlatlons,were at the 0.01 level of s}gnificance.

g

“When_Category 2 and categories 7, 8,'9, and lOfwere correlated‘with
: ,category 18-—tangentia1'move;——a eignificant.F value of Ofbl was-f0und&
foraeach.multiple correiation. o o o s

- h Table X,-on.the follow1ng page, . shows tQ& signlflcant regressron

. coefflcients for ‘the multiple correlations contalned 1n Table IX above.

2
©

~ These regre351on coefficlents are for 1ndependcnt varlables (categories)
2, 7, 8, 9 and 10 éategorles 2 and 7 both had 51gn1ficant T.values
at-the 0.0S.Jeyel; The coefflcrent for category 2 was -OsSO' for catee‘
.goryLZ it waénO'as. When category 2 and category 8 were compared it

was found that catcgory -8 w1th a —O 42 c0eff1c1ent had a signlficant T
value of’O 05. o gt;j _ - ﬁﬁ o | )
When category 2 and categorles 7 8, 9 .and 10 were compared to

determlne where signlficant 1nfluences f%%urred in relatlon to 6ariable

1(category) Eg;—crlterlal moves, 1t was found 1n each case that coef~

' .dgficient values at the 0. 01 1evel of significance occurred in catégory

_"2——teacher 1n1t1ates Table X also shows the pattern of relatlonships

- .
. 6

1n terms of regre531on coafficlents for category 2, and cat;gorles 7
‘fj 8 9, and lO'when comparlsons were made w1th category l7—-re1ational

-‘moves._ In the case of categories 2 and 7, category 2 had a p051t1ve f
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regreSSion coefficient of O.Sé.andia T value of’O.bl significance, and
category 7 had.a‘negative regression dgeffieient‘of 0.43 and a T value.h
of 2.22'which was.signiiicant at the 0.05 level.

| - a comparison’of regression.coefficients for.categories‘Z and 8
.-shOWedva positive regression.coefficient of 0.51 for category 83 The’

T value was 3.l6rwhich.was significantuat‘the 0.0l levela-\When category
2:and category 9--pupil new idea—*were.conparedflit waslfoundlthat |
category 9 had a 0.62 regression coefficient and.uastsignificantkat the:
0.91 level. Neither category 2 nor category lO——student idea—~had
'significant-T values.i Also when the regression coefficients for :'
category 2 was matdhed with the’ regrcssion coeffic1ents forvcategories
{7, 8, 9,<and(10'during tangential moves, it.was-found thatgcategory 2

- had significant negative i values at the'0.0lllevelyin each c5§é.

[

Interpretation of Data for Teacher Initlates, o

Source of Ideas, and Evaluative MOVESz

.‘_:

Table X dlsplays the Slgnificant regre351on coefficients for

,
j

teacher-1n1tiation——category 2 the source of ideas dimension,.and ﬁiye
" of the seven evaluative moves categories. The firsteﬁignificant

'r:,p091tive T values are. those for variables 2 and 7. This evidence points ,7
‘.out that during identification and descriptive moves teachers initiated o

j using their own-ideas. These findings were not obtained in the analysis

fof data for Question One. It was further pointed out in Question One

that students did not reveal initiative verbal behavior in the identi—‘ .
:fication and descriptive moves categories.‘ s .
The second p051tive T value was found between category 2--teacheri

e
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initiates-—-and category l6--criterial moves. .This same finding was

discussed in relation to Question One where a significant Tivalue of .-

“.OOl_was obtained. CategOry.7f;teacher idéar—was_positiVe but-not - -

.significant. -Thé'next-significant T value was ﬁor‘teacherjinitiation,

t._also, but category 8-—tecacher new idea——had'a'negativefT value, This
: [ ’ . . s ' .
finding indicates that teacher initiative behavior. was dominatejduringl

'Critefial moves, but that behavior did not include tedcher new ideas.

It was also found, as was pointed'out in Table X~:that when

/

teachers 1nitiated during relational moves 1ittle use was’ made of

teacher ideas; However, during relational mqves teachers tended to use

o R - |
vteacher'new ideas as demonstrated by a 3.16 T value. 'The 1ast three

51gn1f1cant T values related to . relational moves fgynd in Table X are

negative. A 51milar finding was found in the analy31s of Question One :-‘

~where the . correlation betWeen teachr 1nitiation and tangential moves-

LR

- ‘was negative

One general finding deallng with this Segment of Question Three o

Loy ’

" was. that teachers demonstrated strong verbal initiatlve hehavior u31ng

~

the1r own 1deas during 1dent1f1catlon deSLriptive, criterlal and

, ,] : .
relational moves. A second general finding, which remains consistent .

' w1th the results discussed 1n Questlons One, Two,‘and Three, is that by

\..‘

usingua-more'powerful COrrelationfstatistical’treatment,‘signifioant 1f-;""

results for rating moves did not 5urface.-

Table XI displayq the significant multiple correlations that

'foccurred when category 3-—student ?esponds, and categories 7 8 9 and

S

R A 4.-‘

"10 in the SOurce of 1deas dimension, were correlated with categories
. l--.:. K

= 14 l7 and ]8 in the eval‘atlve moves dimension.:->

-

T



MULFIPLE CORRhLATION TABLE FOR STUDENT RESPONDS

TABLE X1'

SOURCF OF IDFAS AND EVALUATIVE MOVPS

73

v
" Variable: |Variable One: |Variable Two: | . -
: Evaluative Student . " Source of : Multiple ‘ - F
1 Moves Responds . Ideas Correlatlons Values
Categories . Category 3 . Categories ‘
- 114—18 ! .- . "”’ : 7‘—10
SEVIEE 3 8 .55 [ 3.71 %
17 3 8 “0“69' 7278
17 30 9 0637 | 5.80 %
17 3 10 R 59. G54 % |
18 3. 7 0,72 W1 79,60 |
18 3 8 070 | 26wk
18 | 3. 9 0069 | T7.95 x|
18 3 10 069 | 8004 A |

_ *Slgnlflcant at the 0 05 1eve1
**Slgnlflcant at the 0.01. level

1

s Wheh“categories'3—4student fesbonds‘and:8——teaCherfnew”idea——wereﬂ>]

[ correlated with category l4——descr1ptive moves-—a signiflcant value of""

3 71 was found

ﬂ -

' ::at the 0 Ol 1eve1 was found when category 3 and category 8 qere corre— hil -
. L, . )

the correlatlon was 0 55

'lf lated with category 17-—re1at10nal moves.

A 51gnificant value of 7. 78 L

Significant F vaiﬁes at the e

;0 05 level were also found when categony 3 and categorles 9 and lQ wer.'e.vl_g--'j

h.';correlated with category 17

Table XI shows these relationships.

:ﬂhcategory 3 and categories 7 é/ 9, and 10 were correlated with 18—-tan—7uh'

w’?gential moves,‘31gnificant P values at the O 01 level were found -

&




lo show the cantrlbutlons made by prcdictor varlables on the
. - ‘.\L.ﬁ . C e ‘
¢riterion variables,»Table XIT‘is presunted Durlng descriptive moves,
when a regression coefficiént was figured for gategory 3—~student ?
.responds . and category 8--teacher new.idea, it was .found that ‘category 8 .

N

- had the'greatest predictiVeovalue, The correlation,was_—O.SS'with'arr”
T - . | of was. mh R W e

significant T value of 0.05. 'An analysis of category 3, and categories ¥

8, 9——pupil.new:idea;—and lO—-pupil‘idea during7relational moves-~showed

‘,that categories 8 and 9 had corrolation of‘0169 and‘0'62‘ each.had afﬁ

ysignificant T value at the 0 01 level Category lO-—pupil idea--had a-'

Y

—0 54 correlation and was 51gnificant at the 0 01 level : Buring

"tangential moves, category 3~~student responds—-had the greatest pre—"' |

E . . { a
_ o o
"dictive impact.- Categor1e3;7*'8 and 9 dld not have significant pre- 'g:v
‘ dictive.value When category 3 and category 10 were analyzed it was

.

'found that both had predictlve power but neither was 31gnificant in -
R

-fits influence on the criterion varlable——category lB——tangential moves..ﬂ"

Interpretntlon of Data for Student Responds

AN

Source of Ideas,'and Evaluatlve Moves

BN

: The analy51s of data 1n Tahle XII polnted o@f three important

' 'Tfindings.. First, students d1d not use }eacher new 1deas, or pupil new "l”

»

ﬂxideas, when responding to teacher initiation during descriptive and
itirelational-moves. Second a negative T value for category 10-~pupil

'ideas and their relationship to category 3-—student responds during
PR . s (-*.

--relational moves——category l7--was found It is noticeable that category ‘i;

'.3 was also a negative correlation, but was not signiflcant._ It was

”'ffp01nted out in the 1nterpretation of Question Three that the relationshi

’

z
v'-;flagwrmu“;.. e
-
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between pupil new ideaf—eategory 9--and relational moves was signifi-

o cantly positive,”and that the relat[onship‘betwéen»pupil ideafécategoryi
10-~and tangcntia] moves——catcgory 18——had a significant p051LLve :
,correlatlon; Also, 1f we ‘look at teacher respon31ve behavior and

~relational moves;—as-was_diSplayed in'Table VI, QuestionfThree, it-can ﬁ?;
: : _ STTAs was cisplayed in fable Wi, Question Tyes, Itrcan g

" be seen_that‘teachervnew-idea positively correlated'with relational -

j; that statistical treatment could not detect 51gn1f1cant results.,f“"

"{ category 4—-student initiates, and category 8—-teacher new idea—*Were -

-

S g
ﬁ and 8 were'correlated W1th category 17 a O 01 51gnificant F value of

Questlon One..s} ‘]}4;;Jm;,‘f n.s,,.,_ . , ._,“,.,A‘z;s‘_t.‘.l, Vd;jfgr7wf

of Question Four. Data relatcd to student initiates, source of ideas,.f;_f”ﬁ,.~

moves." PR S O A TP

Three, durlng tangent1a1 moves. student responsive verbal
hehav1or waS~found_to be positively 81gnificant at the »01 1eve1 e

Thls finding was also mentioned in the 1nterpretation of Question One.-h”="

Fourth there were no S1gn1ficant p031tive relationships found between

category 3 and any of the pupll 1deas categories.. What this seems to

‘ fmply is. that students showed strong responsive behav1or, but it was '

dispersed throughout the evaluative moves dimen51on to such an. extent

o

Furthermore, Student response could not be correlated with ratlng

'»moves. This finding is. con51stent with the reSults elaborated in a;-‘%'ﬁ-”Vf

e .
.\ S

Table XIII shows the multiple correlations for ‘the. final portion"”‘:

and evaluative moves are presented Table XIII reveals that when H"(i»;agff

.

. . ='.,
correlated with category 14~—descript1ve moves'va signiflcant multiple

. . . R ! . {__,-~-

other 31gn1f1cant relationships were found.n For example, when categories

.', v




TABLE xlII

°

MULIIPLE CORRELATION 1ABLE FOR SFUDENT INITIATES
R ' . SOURCE OF TDPAS AND FVAIUAT[VE MOVFS

‘Variable: - |- Variable,one:~ Varlable Two S R
-Evaluative | . ~ Student . |. .Séurce of “ -] Multiple |v F -
| Moves . Initiates - ~+ Ideas’ .- |  Correlation |- Values

I CategOries- |- Category- 4 .| Categorles' E R BN I
14-18" - |- .. . 71-10°

T ST T S R TSR ff3l8§.} -

‘>"1§f““ - : . _ : ‘8f_j‘ﬁ _1}f.‘b,6§1rf;".ﬁ.@'16 ** :‘.r,
BT 9 eez f’-s 58 |
sl s R R PR NS B -‘:;_s,.‘;o-*“' i
g : - .4ds: o if:},‘i.eqiséclior_;;ﬁh;sseg:::ﬁ»

,x-

S A =~
.. ,*'r

*Signlflcant at the 0 05 level
**blgniflcant at’ the 0 01 level

iiﬂ;}f:‘ifiv?‘:Tﬁmfgfft;f}iﬁbﬂiff so;f”?;;;?},'bifi‘ﬁ.ﬁif,J};La%?ﬂanf;tt;i:
B 8 16 was found., Signlflcant corfelatlons oere found when category 4 ':?:j‘;g;,
categOry 9—-stuoent hew, idea, and category.10~—student 1de#‘;we;é‘;a1:}£{{frﬁ."
correlated with category 17 Each correlation was significant at the..
Q 05 level. When category 4,‘Category 7--teacher idea and categor§ ?o;tﬁffilt

AR

3 ’ lO--pupil 1deaL—were correlateﬁ with category 18-—tangent1a1 moves,

,A/ Panle 0 i p D e L

signlficant multiple correlatlons occurred

Regression Cbefficl’nts for’fhe final Portlon of Question Fourif35f§-f/

w111 be found in Table x1v on the following page., Duri“"*descripcive_i,;; R

e moves,»relatlonal moves, nd tangcntial moves, categor ,student

initlates*—dld not reCeiv_

3 v'-, ",:":-'- ‘ \ .

,/A-‘

significant T values. Significant T Valuesff':”

e
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’ _forﬂcategories 8 and_9,werelfound at the 0,01 levelt'aFot,catcgories
10 and 7, significant T values at the 0.05 level occurred.

N .
J

1 : .
Interpretatlon of Data for Pupl] Inltlates,
Pupll Ideas and_Evaluative-Movee‘ »ﬁ."‘ cee ,rb a

N . .
Table XIII reveals an . 1mportant relationship That relationshlp

dis between category 4—-student inltiates, pup11 new 1deag and relat10nal

moves. Here 1t ‘was found that category 9—-pupil new 1dea——obtained a“

>

01 1evel of significance. Category 4 was not significant, but was
‘ directional Apparently some student initiative behavior was d1rected

Iotoward relational moves and\not toward rating moves or criterial moves

:_Aduring evaluative veptures.; This f1nd1ng 1s consistent wlth @hat was ;f:f'

[

hifound for Questions One Two; and Ebree.al"‘j ',A-f‘frnidf-‘ ;“i?};j-**

..jif v '*o“' '

- *’*‘“*“Z T e N e Sy

"u L

In this chapter th, analysis and the intetpretation of data

.‘ ",,

‘7fre1evant to this Study was undertaken.. The analysis of the figst three

'f{questions was accomplished on the basis of Pearson s#ﬁ »After;each

' analysis was given, interpretatlon was provided ‘ Th%'analysl

\

“approach Multiple correlation supplied thls approach.. Again, after
' Tk >F[; e

he analysie of dﬁta was displg;ed,ﬁaﬂterpretations of results were

el

&

Dv..




. contlusions could be stated:

- Methodolog;cal RequiremEnts Met

f.thls study the observatloh system was constructed from two existlng ,"ff.b

”'-b) Flander 5. Modified Interactlon Analysis System The result of

" CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -~ = "¢

,Thellimited'scone of'thisgstudy‘indieatedAthatethe following'

-

To analyze the cognltlve and affectlveeverbal communicatlon that

e . B - B
P

h:occurred 1n classrooms used 1n this study, certain methodological

R T

’factors hsg to be met°'fi-f-," G h .7.1*= “f,iﬁ :dff‘fﬂﬁ":l

1) The selectlon or construction of an observatlon system 'Fori

+

;systems a) Meux s Evaluative Operat1ons Ana1y51s System, and

':pmergrng the two systems was TOCS—-a Trl—dimen81onal Observation

J

1

chat TOCS should satlsfy the criterla llsted in Chapter III of this

”Jfa study These crlter;a were met 'v’_ffg‘?f' r'kaﬁi_fgz» o

“4255 he data collection procedures had to be reasonable‘v This-” v

Y

dclasqroom prpcedures, observer trainlng, and*statlstlcal appllcatloq .

-b_Ev1dently, these methodological consideratfons were carried out in a

"?systematlc fashion becauSe interobseruer réllability met the-O 85 leveld

.:f1Category System The construction of TOCS was undertaken withln‘the ;ff}ﬂf I

'iitheoretlcal framework advanced by Kerllnger (1967 pp 506 514) namely, ru;ﬁ::

g

A“-,nece551tated uniformity 1n observat1on procedures recordlng sessions,{”“'ﬂ




b

‘v

" proposed. by otﬂer-reSearchersvusing observation category systems.

Furthermore, a number of significant relationships were found when -

- 8l

,statistical:treatments were applied to the data.

ﬁéppllcablllty to Fieldi‘

Testing. and Teachrgg

One of the 1mportant elements of an observation system is {ts

appllcability to further research and its potentlal for use 1n class— '

. rooms by teachers Flander s (1970) provides a note of cautlon concern—

ing applicability of category\qystems

'“l'.';'. when a new category system is developed attention ‘
s first given to investigating’ criterla of reliability ¢
and ‘validity in a.kind of eagerness . .to become academically

'1[:54'»1respectab1e As high as the" standards of ‘sclentific:

. objectivity’ may be, they are not as dlffﬁcult to achieve
“‘as the. ‘'standards of efficlency which field workers .
' impose in- judglng the utlllty of a,procedure (p 160)

“1'TOCS meets thjistandards of reliabllity and validlty as proposed in j;

'~{Chapter II Researchers and field workers, if thelr problems are well

.:.fdefined, could use TOCS as a tool for analy21ng teaching However, the - ‘

4.” ..

<

i'.jutllizatlon of TOCS in’ 1ts present form by teachers is highly vhc

&

xunlikely The system of codlng,is too complex, and the length of
'”tralning tlme needed to. become proflcient in, the use of the system 1svd7‘““

) 3lftoo long In short, TOCS does not have the functlonal v1abllity for

e teacher use under normal classroom 1nstruct10nal situatlons.,fﬁ

' ‘Sn.gnlﬁkant Fmdmgs N

.".o L 'a' SRS :
: o2 'f U

Lo

Tbe present study was undertaken w1th no particular intent of
. : TR

B

791hidentlfylngispecific”verbal behavgor patterns through hypotheses testing .

“‘However,'it was found during this study that in1t1ative and respOnsive

N
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1) £

» verbal behavior on.the part of teachers and'pupils did show 81gn1f1cant
.ﬂreiationships.. These relationships were discussed at 1Ength in. RS
Chapter iV.' The signiticant\relationships‘tend'to support'Flanders
;(1970)’view‘of theﬁauthority:role pIayed‘hy'teachers_in our’culturef

 In our culture,, classrooin behavxor practlcally invites
© the interpretation that all pupils . . .. possess a
© built-ip dependence on the authorlty of the 1nstrucfﬁt
(p. 288), : .. < :

© This cultural interpretation implies that interaction of the classroom
. teacherpwith'his or'her pupiléucan generally be de5cribed'with'the ’
‘concept of'leadenshipl The good lender fiils a maJor role——1n1t1at1ng

structuré'(Smithé 1973, p. 23); In terms of role expectations the
. . TN e
teacher gives directions, sets standards, organizes activities, and is :

D

inVOIVed in- all phaSes of group activities.

~

The flndings of thlS study did- not seen to shuw deviation from{p

'the 1nitiating structure concept Student 1nitiative behavior duringilﬁaf‘

d'evaluative ventures showed mlnor signiflcent relationships during

"eValuative'moves. Tw0aposlt1ve relatlonshlps-occurred; vOne-was-'f" '
-between pup11 new 1dea and relat10na1 movesq be'second was between.j_ s
‘_p{pupil 1dea and tangentlal moves A negative relationship occurred B
ST i o T ! e e
’.-.between pup11 1n1t1at10n, pupil 1dea, and rating moves A negative- I
S N T AR
f7f"re1at10nsh1p also occurred between pupil 1dea and cr1teria1 moves.:f}'fﬂfiffﬁﬁ?

, v : A SRR
o Slgnificant relationships concerning student responsive verbal behavior R

-\ 7 | \.\.. ‘L‘o«»‘

e

a;and pupils usinggtheir own ideas occurred mainly during tangentlal

Teacher responsive vq;bal behavior showed no 51gnifiCant positive

-

. -_ft'»

i‘relationships with pupil ideaa or PUPil new ideas. In terms °f
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initiative behavior, teachers tended to initiate using their own ideas.
. ) .. . ’ N ) S . ‘3‘
- 3 . 3 . . P . 3 -A » - - - -0
Teacher initiative behavior was, shown to correlate significantly with
o ’ @ ) ’ i. . » " .
teacher idea, descriptive moves and relational moves; durlng_relational
. . N g

mQVes teaqhers tended to use teacher new ideas. A h1gh p031t1ve o

correlatlon was found between idenblflcatlon moves and teacher dlreetion.

s
. . . H o

Also teacher initiative verbal behavior correlated.high (0.0l‘level of

> u

e signlflcance) w1th teacher ideas agd crlterlal moves. Teacher—student ’

- in1t1at1ve and reSpons1ve verbga behav1or dld not carrelate sigdifl—i

e

: cantly w1th rat1ng moves. T _ '-.‘ x

‘Recommendations L - »

ThlS thesls was a natural hlstory study designed to investlgate

the relatlonshlps between student teacher cognltlve and affective verbal

.

interactlon durlng evaluatlve ventures. s The Study was conducted from a R

e
S d

hypothesls free v1ewp01nt Also, the teachers used 1n‘%his stud§ dld

not represent a random sample. Therefore,~1fﬂa'reSEarcher'wishes»to“

i
i .,

‘use TOCS in a researcﬁ situa81on, within thexframework of the recomhenda— ':ﬂ

Y

ok tlons”llstedzbelow_ 1t lS suggested that. random sampllng procedures and

S N

‘l

the null hypothe81s be utlllzed Recommendatlons for further research

v
Yo L e

T

Carerro oo tr“ - '74f; U ‘fg_ A R E

?,1;, Deslgn research prOJects 1ncorporating larger samples of

T .

teachers extendlng over longer perlods of time using experimental and

.

control groups.,A

. . R
%

© 2. De&?lop more complex studles to exam

;

. s
. oy

1nteract10n, student and/or teacher personallty types, $0urce of ideas,'

”ﬂ e {i‘sir':ai '; Af,‘:;::f*f:..%;;iﬁf'l, i;‘i'.::g, ,Q?
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]

and evaluative moves. It was Tound in this study, for gxample, thal
criterial moves were not a sigqificant product of- student initiation or
resxonso, but ‘'was part of teacher verbal behavior duriny teacher

initiation. Tt could Bc as‘Kemb (1961) and Rokeach (1960) have found.
@ : ‘ \ - . :

that emotional factors influenge thinking processes. These .authors make
. : SEEEE U ‘ .

the assumption that .a dynamic relntiunéhip exists between personality and

* . : e . 4

¢

.

the way ‘a person .reasons. For the most part, they have looked ,

speéifically at open-= and closed—mindedness; Yigidity, and dogmatism [
[ . ’

N i

_ . - . S - ‘
as they affect the way a person caﬁ make judgments. A researcher might -
want to investigate these types of7personaiity factors as they relate to'

criterial moves, as well as other moves, and various types of teacher
initiative-response patterns. ' .

o ~

3. .Another research possibility might be that of assﬁming that

¢
t e

Meux's evaluative moves are hygrarchical in nature, an assumption Meux

did not make. If a researcher wished to make a hiefarchigal_assumption,
‘he would bé implying that certain evaluative moves (ident}fication and

descriptive) will occur earlier in evaluative ventures than others

l:(cricefial and relational). Thoygh Meux did .not make this assumption,

N .

' _Flanderé (1970, pp.-184~85), at least theoretically,{indicates”thete are
various reciprocal relationships between student verbal Behavior,f

téacher verbal -behavior, andjﬁattephs of 1ogica1,thihkind.i'Fiandefs
. . L - . " . e . .

'éssﬁmes thatfcertain éequeptiaI §aftéfns of Q;rbal'behavior ﬁani%éét-

) themseives, depeﬁ&iﬁg éﬁ the natuné‘of %kathéf‘initiation and fespbnée{
Types'ofzteéqher inifiétidh and resﬁoﬁse, thep;'cdhld Be<prériment§Lly_

'  matcHéd'bitH>vériou§ inétfuctibna1 sé;tiﬁgs ;deétermine'i% the lével of ;
atudént thinkiﬁg'isIsignificahtly(affegfqd by qifféréntjteaéhé;vinitiaﬁibn.

S
-~
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| « o
wonclusions. listed above was the translation of

. and response patte

4. One of the
. ., . - M R . N ' . .
MCS, in its present state, from @ resgarch rnLLrumgnt to'a tal to be
. , . . I oy
dncorporated into daily lesson plans is unlikely to occur, Yet,
S SN - . ' . ’
Flanders notes (1970) '"Most evaluations of programs in which interaction
‘ S A ) ' . e
+ analysis is used as a learqing-QXperienCe show that.the trainees will
. ¢ t : . : .
sincrease their, responsiveness to pupil ideas and initiative" (p. 374).
. . ’ : N ‘
Also, as was pointed out in Chapter I of this study, educational thinkers -
are becoming increasingly concerned with normative classroom instruction.

Assuming both the above statements are worth investigating,
research studies could beé constructed in which TOCS would be used as a-
‘ . ; . _ . '
. . vehicle for training pre-service or experienced teachers in interaction
‘ . ) : S

analysis.  Any researcher attemptiﬁg this type'of research would be
- ' » ) N .. ) -v . . . . .t “
faced with the decision of whether or .not to use TOCS in its complete

0o

. form. For example, it ‘might be economical to select specific categories
in dimension three, i.é., idéntification,-deigriptive, rating, ‘and,

criterial moves. This would keep -the trainees from‘becomiﬁg overloaded -
, - with the complexicieé of multiple coding. ;The researcher -could then

set up.cxperimental and control groups to determine if subjects do
respond to interaction analysis training, -and if there ¥s change in
" trainee normative classroom verbal beﬁaviOr,h -
. - " M ) R . . . . .

3
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1.

~ (i0

@
“

2

Identificdation Moves

1.1,

» -

/ MOVES IN EVALUATIVE VENTURES
. ; T =TT -

Identification of Value Object and/or Value Term. -Either
the value object, pr the value term, or both, are named
or identified. Tn/the case of the value object beung a.
report or action, it may be given or performed £

¥

Descrlptlve Moves

21

2.2

.

E;plicatlon of Value ObJect | . Loy

o 12.11 Descr1gt10n A descrlptlon of the attributes,

' . properties, ‘etc., of the 'value obJect. When the -

‘ value object is an argument or propositlon, this-

' may 1nc%ude dlscussion of the premises, assumptlons,
or " evidence on which the argument is based. :

2 12 Cla351ficat10n The value obJect s identlfied as

"a member .of some more: general descniptive (not» ‘
normative) classﬁbf things o

v'ai 2~13 Subsidiary Rating The value object is- given some

- .arating which is. different from:(i.e., involves a
different “value term) from the rating which forms
the ma1n point of the d1scussion.-. s

':2 14 Instance Comparlson Instances of the value obJect

. gre. compared An order to 111ustrate or . demonstrate wai*
'some characterlst1c of the value obJect. R

Identlfication of Relat10na1 Propertles..t”

"Q.. '.

L 2 21 Consequences A descrlpt1on of the consequences,-

. ,products actlons, outcomes, etc., of the value

.s,2,22{¥origlns A description or dlscussion of the ante_ n___.

cedents,; origlns, causes or reasons for the value
- object.- ' BRI : : L A

LI

’Instance De3cr1pt10n An'instance or subclass of the o
. 'valué object is named or desCrlbed Characterist1cs,
'or1g1ns consequences,'etc . may be mentloned SR

9



3. 'Ratlng.Moves ' :_ o " I O L

-3.17 Ratlng of the Value Oblect The value. bbiect which forms
the: center of the dlSCUSSLOn is rnted as to lts value. '

. 4 B .

~ 3.2 Rating.of (haracterlstres Gomc'charaeteriStic of -
=~ relational propertye(consequence or orlgln) of the value
obJect isrrated as ‘to. Lts value ‘

. o v
S . : . -

. .§"lnstanCe Fvaluatlon,_ Some 1nstance, or 5ubclass of the .
(ol " Value object is ratied as t6 its value ' The Lnstance may ’
_ be either real prphypothetlcal o

o

4,;>Criterla Moges .f o “x14°f:q‘ o P f,?’f~ -"..f,{i" N

RIS . . - BN

-

St A 1 Explitation of Value Term. A- descrlptlon or" discussion of’
"« the’evaluative: force, or meanlng of the value term. .
‘ ‘ . ¢ - . ,,‘\ f“ et L

e 4, 2 C1t1ng Crlteria A Standard “or rule qr some set of

: LT alternatlve standards or rules,_by which a ratlng of the
-Qk~\\" o + ‘walue obJect can be made, are stated or- d1scussed ' There:

‘ N may; or may.not be discuss10n “of the relatlve 1mportance
' - of alternatlve standards or rules.

4. 3 Substantlation of Crlterla 'Evidence or reasons for or. .
against some rule or standard for ratlng the value obgecé,;'
are given or discussed ',, B o L et

4.4 Irrelevance of Value Term 'The irrelevance of the value - B
”d," term,’ oy some or :all of the crlteria for the value term,
o s e ds asserted or dlscussed ~Or it is asserted that the .

. .. value term cannot be appl1ed because of the lack of '

N approprlate ev1dence :

a . has - . !
! \/ - : . oL e T

QS}.”Relational Moves -\_ ;:Aft"f e 1: Dl _‘;‘*. A

5 l Explanatlon of Discordant Characteristlcs.- Evidence or .
'explanat1on is.given to indlcate why some characteristic
. of ‘the ‘value’ obJect -which is apparently discordant with
.a previous ratlng, sh0uld be dlscounted or 1gnored

v ' :
- 5.2 ,Eﬁting an Alternatlve Value ObJect.. An obJect practice, Qg
. reason, etc., having a value rating dlfferent from ‘the

- value: object under consideratlon 1is c1ted or ‘discussed.

--This alternatlve value obJect may be real or hypothet;cal

S :S,lfeC1t1ng an Authority The opinion or. conclusions of | some
AT S .a'eauthorlty such as g public' figure or textbook writer: are
' T 7c1ted as evidence ?or or against a ratlng of the value

'F;l71;'l1d;jlifl:'f't'viﬁ 21” . ; ;;':lf"’Zwaf;:;.: tf-f?',f;e]':$<i;t;i



)

"

6.

5.4

5.5

object.
of such an authori

Any d

:lmglﬂt tion.

94

iscudgion of .the credlblllty, or expertness
( is dlSO included in this move.

, .
. . \ }
A ratlng ig- supported on the grounds that' it

does. not have the same- characterlstlce\or effects as other

obJectc wh1ch have an opposxte rating.

nal gz ‘The

practiced. Ev

" the analog &

Tangential EVideneee

6.1

Facts,
‘obJect, but ndt directly relevant to the rating of the
object,. are cited or dlscussed
.category are moves in which a value obJect bther than
" the one. which 1s central to the discussion, is rated,

béliefs

Y

value ObJECt is likened to another ‘object

1dence may. or may not. be g1von to ‘suppor't
~

cot ‘ : i A B ) .- 1 » .,\\\

N

etc., which are relevent to the value

(Also included in this

apparently because of, mlsunderstandlng, misinterpretatlon,

-~ etc. )

[

'cuqtomarlly believed ‘to be either good or bad, or widely

5
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TEACHER TALK

G

INDIRECT
INFLUENCE

FLANDERS' ]NTFRACTION'ANALYSIS&§YST§M

»

1.

L

. *PRAISES OR ENCOURAGES

. ,*ASKS QUFGTIONS

L . - @
*ACCEPTQ FEEéING accepts and cla 1f1e9 the
tone of feellng of the students &
unthreatening manner. Feelings may be
positive or negative, Predlcting orLrecalllng
_feelings are'included ' :
pralses or enc0urages
. student actlon or, behavior, Jokes that
release ténsion, ‘but not at the expense of ,
another 1nd1vidua1 nodding head or saying
um hm?" or "go on" are includeda'

*ACCEPTS OR USES IDEAS OF STUDENT: clarlfylng;
* building, or developlng ideas suggested by a
‘student. - As teacher hrings more of his own
ideas 1nto play, shlft to category 5.

asklng a questlon about"
content or procedure with the intent that a
student .answer.- S0

" DIRECT

 INFLUENCE

?,

6.:

7.

[

»

*LECTURING: - g1v1ng facts or opinlons about
_content -or procedure, expre831ng hlS own.. 1deas

' asking rhetorical queqtions

*GIVING DIRECTIONS directlons commands, or
orders which students are expected to comply
w1th ol L _

5 . : | .
*CRITICIZING OR JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY state- .- :
ments intended to: chdnge ﬁtudent behaV1or from

h unacceptable to acceptable patternj bawllng _

. someone out; stating whyathe teacher - 18§ d01ng .

what he s doing, extreme self reference

- : . :

R

 STUDENT ~

| TALK,

.' ﬁSTUDENT TALK £ RESPONSE%

. .’.

talk by studen

SO response to. teacher. — Teacher initiates -t e

[N

9,

contact or sollcits student statement..'

*STUDENT TALK - INITIATIOV ' talk in1t1at d by
‘students. If’ "calllng,on ‘student is, onl to .
1nd1cate who ‘may talk .next, obseryer- mus :
declde whether student'wanted to ta

ke
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10. *SILENCE OK CONFUSTON: pauses, short periods
o of silence and periods of confusion in which
- © communication cammot be understood by the

~_;5 observer.
N

{

*Theré is NO scale implied by these numbers. Each number is
classificatory, designating a particular kind of communication event.
To write these numbers down during observation is merely to identify
and enumerate e0mmunicat10n eventq not to judge them.
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" FLANDERS' MODTFIED INTERACTION ANALYSIS SYSTEM

Reéponse -
L

‘encourages pupil action or behavior.

. ‘1
ACCEPTS FEELING.. Accepts and clarufles
an attitude or the. feellng tone of a
pupil in a nonthreatenlng manner.
Feelings may be positive or negative.

- Predicting and. recalllng feellngs are
included. ‘

&

PRAISES OR' ENCOURAGES. Praises or

Jokes that release -tension, but not at?
the expense of another individual:

~nodding head, .or saying "Um hm?" or

"go On" are'included.

ACCEPTS OR USES. IDEAS OF PUPILS.
Clarifying building, or developing 1deas
suggested by a pupil. Teacher extensions
of pupil ideas are included but as the.

' _teacher brings more of his own ideas into

play, shift to category five.

: 4&1

R

N

Teecher.
© Talk

v -
ASKS QUESTIONS Asking a question about
content or. procedure, based ‘on teacher

ideas, with the intent that a pupil will

answer

 Initiation

LECTURING. Giving facts or opinibuns

‘about’ content or procedures, expressing

his owm ideas, g1v1ng his own explanatlon,
or citlng an authority other than a pup11

GIVING DIRECTIONS Directlons, commands,
or -orders. o which a pupll is: expected
to comply . S .

. CRITICIZING OR JUSTIFYING AUTHORITY.

Statements -intended to-‘change pup11

' pbehavior from nonacceptable to.
atceptable pattern;: bawling someone out,_ ’

‘stating why the teacher is d01ng what he.
is d01ng, extreme self—reference SUREIRI

99
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Pupil
Talk

Response

- 8.

PUPIL- TALk RESPONSE. . Talk by pupils in
,response to teacher. Teacher initiates
the contact or SOllCitS pupil statement
'or structures the situation. Freedom to .
express own ideas is limited.

\

Initiation.

9,

PUPIL-TALK~INITTATION. Talk by pupils

" which they inittate. Expressing own

ideas; initiating a new topic; freedom ‘to
‘develop opinions and a line of thought,.
like asking thoughtful questions; going
beyond the existing structure.

3

Silence

10.

SILENCE OR CONFUSION Pauses, short
periods of silence and periqds -of con-
- fusion in which communication cannot ‘be
understood by the observer -
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HE SAYS '"BAR THEM FOR GOOD"

] see in lhe Journal, 15 moose were slaughtered by Amerlcans,
and the fine was in the sum of $3, 100. This was not nearly enough to
what it should have been. The, fine should have been $1,000 for each
person, and .also. their flngerprlnts taken And they should have been
barred from Canada for ‘goad. : - o

: I know of a case where a local homesteader shot a moose for meat

for his family. ‘The fine was $500. He had to sell two of his milk cows
~which was part of his living. Where does the slack come in between the

big—moneyed guy and the man who makes a bare living N
L 4

: I remember two simllar cases of slaughter of game that happened
back a few. years ago, only thls was elk.

Thlrteenﬂhead were slaughtered north'of Edson, and 17 head- were

 slaughteéred south of Carrot Creek. 'Now these Americans, or some of them,

- AND LETTERS TO THE JOURNAL SAY : o

.could be the “same bunch of gangsters that got the moose. They take

snowmobiles .and run them where  their. pals are waiting with- hlgh-powered

rlfles, and it is no problem to make a wholesale k1111ng ' C
& S . ‘j:f ‘. o ,-' f James P. Peach.

' ' Peers

~ 'IT'S AS IF OUR COURTS ARE.AFRAID' s

When I read the artlcle concernlng the illegal slaughter of 15
moose- by American hunters I could not help but become 1ncensed, o

Not satlsfied with destroying the flora and fauna of thelr own

1and, it seems’ these- Americans want to. spread thelr blight to Canada :
"These - ‘neighbors -of ours to the south “do ‘not seem content unless they“are f

butcherlng somethlng whether it be’ human beings in Vletnam,/in their S
own tity streets and on unlverslty campuses, Or theéir own (and now our)"

W1ld11fe - This lust for carnage seems to be part of the great American"W
‘j_'way we hear s0. much about.,.gv ‘ . ST Co

But what 51ckened Tie even more was the treatment our courts gave :_'>4~

them. “These  men (and I use the term loosely) came. here ‘armed not only
w1th hlgh—powered weapons ‘but_ with trucks and" tracked Vehlcles “This. f

; ‘was no small huntlng party Thls equlpment 1is, expenslve, these men had

plenty oﬁ money

Tr02

. f"‘?g‘., ] .



o probably 1cft w1th a smile on their faces
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% o

Yet our laws scem to thjnk'a $300 fine is going to deter them.
It appears as if our courts, like our . gOVernments are afraid to hurt Y
the feelings of our wealthy friends. - z )

R;'Beruhe,
. Stony Plain

Editor's note: - ‘The maximum fine forbillegal possession of the
moose is $300 ’ - ' S
«

{ . 'SLAUGHTER SHOWS -U. S. ATTITUDE TO RESOURCES'»

I feel that thls wholesale, slaughter of Canada s wildlife
'typifies American crass attitude to. the natural resources of Canada and
other countries » o . - :

‘ As one: who 1is. opposed to the killing of wildlife to satisfy the

killer instincts of so-called sportsmen, I strongly urge a re—evaluation'
of Canada's: game laws and fines for such offences as the one committed
by these Americans : '

s Why must we yield our natural resahrces to satisfy the sadistic

pleasures of foreigners7 -What really hurts is the fact that ‘the fines

L isSued were an insultto all Canadians A mere $100 means nothlng to v
. Americans, who will pay thousands of dollars for a hunting trip " They

o 'l- : Lo Douglas R Flaig,
B ﬂv Unlversity of Alberta

: ?NoﬁWQNoER'CANADIANSfFEQLnTHEY'RE BELITTLED’V;?" ;
It is. little wonder that we Canadians feel belittled by the ,

“Americans when we - come: up with such acts of utter nonsense as evidenced_[
b”by the fines handed out to these lawbreakers from across the border..

. : Each 1ndividual fine should have been of a size the equal of allv!‘~:"
"the fines. ThlS {s what they would: expect in their oun . country Thev,: -
,‘l'plttance that - they left behind wasn't worth the’ court action and w111
- .soon be forgotten as.some sort of Joke C ~-/3 SO

el In Alaska it is C0n51dered less danSemus to- shoot a game warden'&"
-.thah to kill” game illegally “In’ the Fairbanks area a local c0uple who,.
n.Were caught with a fré%hly—killed cow moose, were fined SSOO each and
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had their rifles conflscated So' you can lmaglne ‘what" thLlr authorltles
would do to Canadians caught under clrcumstances similar to those in the

Valleyview area..

, Predators of this ilk. should be’ glven fines ranglng in the
thousands ‘rather than .the hundreds of dollars, then be escorted to the
border and warned never to cross 1t again. :

Let's“opt for a little national Fespect. - ,'_b Do

o v . " A. M. Bradkoski,
' o University Avenue

3

'NOT ENOUGH WARDENS TO DO THE JOB'

. _ The game wardens who caught the American hunters w1th their
111ega1 bag of moose are; to, be commended o S

: R S feel that the flnes were . too small however, to act as a.
'-‘deterrent to-other sportsmen, whether. Canadlan or Amerlcan. Any hunters
v ho slaughter our wildlife in ‘that manner should be flned “have; their
-guns permanently 1mpounded, and be bepned from ever having a huntlng
Ilcense in Alberta again e S v .

o dur game wardens -are too few to properly police our wllderneSS'f
and enforce our game laws, so those few offenders who are caugh& must
_be dealt with severely7 R _ﬁ TR U R ;- :

' e FEAN R
B have heard only too often of hunters ‘who' ‘have" been downw1nd

from a. herd of moose and have’ kllled four and wounded’ two . and bragged .
afterwards that "1t was, like: shootlng fLSh in.a barrel " ‘. :

L The Amerlcan hunters who were caught are, I fear only sllghtly C

le ss Sportlng than the1r Canadian counterparts." o

L koy Sheppard,
, S e S 89A Avenue ,v'

C

LI
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A JOURNAL, COLOMNIST CHARGES .

Z\ 15-MOOSF." SLAUGHTER SHOWS ALBERTA GAME POLICIES INADEQUATE
| B _

By Gordon'Aalborg . S
Journal Peace Area- Bureau o o :

. VALLEYVILW - Several lnadequac1es in Alberta ) game management
policies are exemplified by last week's apprehension. of 11 Amerlcan
» hunters, near Valleyview with 15 111ega1 moose. S

These Americans were fully aware of what out government

. apparently fails to recognize--no fish and wildlife officer, alone,

‘can adequately patrol a-6 000—square—mile district

: The work done by officers Gordon Lee of Valleyview and Jan Allen

- of Whltecourt deserves con81derable credit, but- this doesn' t. alter the
‘fact that this province is severely short—staffed in the game management'
.-department R _e;.;; o - v

v Both parties of Americans came to Alberta——deliberately~—p1ann1ng '
~to hun? without a guide as required by 1aw, and: knowing - they stood an’

‘excellent chance of getting away: with it. . Several of these men had been

. the. govetnment

‘here. befoqe ~ It's obvious in.the”fact that they were properly licenced i
;that some’ arrangement had been made- for an unscrupu10us guide to sign o
pthe required permits for: exporting the meat = -

L Many game officers will admit-—and rightly so——thac this =
fprov1nce s testing standard for big-game guides is little more than a -

- farce. Almost ‘any competent hunter could pass the test, end there s _;‘ '

'evidence that plenty of incompetent|ones have, as well ',;-“y_. : '

o ThlS, in fact was one excuse given by a member of One American
'party for. their flagrant abuse of the law.’ They were unable,: he’ said
to determine whére or how to. find a competent ‘and reliable guide and: ;
»JhOSe ‘to- hunt without one rather than use one of- the many fly—by-night G
0utf1tters operating in the province ' ’Q\:) 5 P ER—

' Here, again, policy is at fault The.. provlnce refuses to take a

~stand in recommending those guides: knOWn to officers as reliable and ‘;Q'* .

fnupstanding members of ‘the profession.. There are dozens 0f so-called
‘ guides Operating 1n Alber;a who couldn t track ¥:¥ moose in fresh snow.
'H;/f . Surely nge upgradlng of licensing standards is called for. lfplj
‘ sn 't prepared to recommend .an. outfitter, then he
QﬁshOuldn t have a licence o - R ~ . :
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'

Existing legislation pertaining to guides has no teeth at all:
there's no longer anything making guides responsible for their clients
or their actions, and even the laws regulating.activities of the guides,

“themselves, are ambiguous and of little use to enforcement officers..

_ Enforcement officers and guides, alike, are divided on the
question of regulated guiding areas, mostly bécause of the problems
involved in distribution of these zones. But the idea has merit and
deserves fnller-investigatiOn. L AR

- Certalnly the most crucial 1ssue however 'is the simple matter
of inadequate numbers of enforcement’ off1cers. The’majority of Alberta's ..
fish and wildlife officers work long hours: l4-hour days almost

‘constantly throughout the huntlng season . And ‘the ‘pay is nothing-to
write home about. . : I S

*At least,six-goodhofficers,have,left”the,department_within the .. = -
past 18 months, mostly because of difficulties with'administrétion. The
job is not w1thout risk, Apart from having. to travel alone over diffi=
cult and. sometlmes impossible roads, the officers have the certain
knowledge that almost everyone they re dealing with carries a we%pon

a

g There have been instances of w11d11fe off1cers being beaten
&ﬂothe;s have suffered vehicle breakdowns in remote areas or spent long
: 'hours flghting their. way through mud and washouts.; T :

- " To the public, they re pollcemen, and they suffer the same
frustrations . . . enforcing Javu they often don't agree with and. didn't
~help to make, but never hav1ng an opportunity to help create- reasonable_
'game laws : PR P S : -

_ Adtquate 1eg1slatlon is. v1rtually the only tool a game offlter
‘has to werk with, and ‘it's obvious some changes are needed part1cu1arly B

'w1th regard te- non~res1dent hunters. .-

! . ”‘;
o Some system must be p0531b1e whereby non resideﬁfmhunteﬁs gan't.
A'be 1ssued licences without praven prov1sion for: the rquired%guldes.""
:ﬁ es. ‘in. leglslatlon could then be implemented so.that a gutpgyns _
‘lly respons1b1e for the act1ons of the hunters under his jur sdlction..’
- : ‘ﬁ. T e
. It mlght be_a good idea to have a committee of working”enforce-
Ement offlcers appointed to hash over’ the W11d11fe Act SRR,

& B
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SUMMARY OF TEACHER'S GUIDE

¥ - Two weeks.before~actual classroom observations were to be made,

hd Y

. the investigator will meet with the'cooperating-teachers‘in%each school,

e

;Theipurpose ahd'the procedures to'be'used during the study WLll be

explained Fach teacher w111 be given a teacher s guide containing the

e

procedures ﬁo be followed, and ‘the content to be dlscussed during

_ recording gessions.

.+ TEACHER'S ‘GUIDE

—

Purgose. The maJor purpoSe of this study is to undertake a triw

u d1mens10nal descriptive analysis of teacher-student- verbal interaction 1

in Grade ‘ten social studies classrooms under normal conditions.- By = .

"vpermittlng the 1nvestigator to make observations in your classroom -
-.under these conditions, further insight into the area of teacher-student

1nteraction may' be gained You are assured that this study is in no. way. -

. an cvaluation of . your performance, and thpt total anonymity will be

malntalned '

jClaesroom Recording Procédures Data collection procedures for this

study involve verbatim /audio tape recordings of .live . classroom verbal

" inter-action. To insu e quality audio'tape recordings, two microphones

Cwill be used——one w1ll

e used to record teacher. talk, ‘the- other will be. }f

n;-used to record -student t lk The two microphones will be: connected to - -
. a Sound - Mixer (Model. 68). The Sound- Mixer- will be attached- 0 a Sony
~.TC-105.. The investigator will be present only to operate the: recording

yequipment.u Anecdotal records will ‘be made- of any- 1rregular1ties that

'foccur in:the recordlngs You may be asked to clarify certain sxtuations, Ll

t where 1rregu1arities occur, after recording sessions

Al

R

: 'Instructional Procedures.. It is recognlzed that the preSence of a- tape :
.. recorder. and--an outside: observer will probably influence- student behavior. -

. Therefore, ‘to” minimize this 1nterference, you -are: asked to use wbatever S

riljmethods you- normally follow during class dlSCUSﬁiOﬂS This procedure
S ois emghasized in that the verbal 1nteract10n recorded should represent

'ff normal classroom dlscourse IR g R T e _,,.‘;4~“
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Content to be discussedd. The content to be discussed during observation
‘scssions consists of aVfour page mimeogriph’ containing a preselected
discdssion topic. The discussion topic is concerned with the illegal
“killing of 15 moose, in Alberta, by American hunters. . All material

contained in the mimeograph pages is taken from the editorial section of

.the Edmonton Journal, December-5, 1971., Of the gix articles, one was
written by a member of the Edmonton Journal. Five articles are letters
. to the Editor. You are asked to base your discussions on the content in
the mimeograph' sheets, and ‘to follow the procedures listed below:

' . 53 T ’

Procedures Notes

.4

of

! . ! . . B . & . ,
1. Pre-recording procedures. During the last' '
.10 to 15 minutes of the class period before
recording sessions, inform your students that = _ .
they will part1c1pate in a. recordlng .session.

‘the foltowing ‘day. Answer any questions they-

may hawve. concerning the nature of. the procedures
~that will be fpllowed.:. You mlght want to

explain -that there will be recordlng equipment
,and an outside observer present during recording
- sessions, and that they will be asked ‘to read

and . discuss 1nformat10n taken from the deonton ) .

2. Procedures to be followed on- those days
vwhen observatlons are to be made. '

'\

2.1

2.2

2.3

‘average

Class dlscu531ons shodld last, on, the
about 45 minutes. =

'Perform any normal classroom clerical ,
'.tasks ' : a

‘Distribute mimeograph sheets to -
~ students. L
- discussion for.today will center on
" ‘the material-in the" mimeograph sheets
‘Allow the students sufficient time
to read ‘all ' the artlcles. )
;should take,from 15 to 20_m1nutes. :

Explain that the

This "

"3"'After students have read the materlal in

" the handouts, begin class discussion.

‘Base

.the’ dlsch31on on the content in the mlmeogreph '

Aﬁ,‘ handout

rD-~A

SR
e .

ST
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SAMPLE VERBATIM TYPESCRIPT
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300 "dollars.

Aforever R SRR o

SAMPLE VERBATIM TYPESCRIPT

Ok, you can say anything 'you have to say on the articles, and stick
pretty wel]ﬁ%o the facts at hand. Ah, George, what did you thnk
of this?

n

‘What did T think of it! (pause) I dan‘t»know. I thought it was
.stupid. : :

Why?

a

How these Yankies -got away with all thet, to come here in Alberta
and' shoot moose like that. Didn't even say how much they got fined.

. ‘

I .

- f

Yes it did. - ro T N
It said 300 dollars. ' o ~
How much did.they get finedh_Pat?

300 dollars. -How much does.e moose cost? i(Confuéion)

How much is one worth? . Does anyone here hunt? qu)you‘know how much

a moose license cost?

[

Over a 100 dollare.b

8. o

Over a 100 dollars for a moose license And, they' got fined, from
these artleles how -much did they get: flned for 11 moose? Or 15.
moose, SOrry. - o

. : "

That 48 not enough; they shduld'heve been fined more.

_ (Confusion)

Oh, is that enough?

I R - ‘ R }ﬁ’
. . ] . 'S L . -;y

Why not,.(name of student)7 ; ‘ff

Well I thlnk it should have been more, I thlnk that, ah thelr,,-
llcense should have been banned _and never let them 1n Canada o

¥

Yes{."'

. Why dlqn t they do the same thlisiﬁheyedid with'thdée»peoplefub {h.

- Fa1rbanks7

S



Ydu.kn0w>thqmaASWer Lo‘thqt. What is it?

1 don}t~know. |

Where is Fairﬁanks?

In Alaska,

In Alaska.

Alaska is in the étates.

Ybﬁ know the answer &o‘thac, why can't they?'.

(Cénfusionj | |

What does the fact that Falrbanks is in Alaska hav;‘t;‘do w1th Ait?”

It is 1n the Unlted States N

Yeah, it is in a d{fferent country §tewart?A

1 donlt\;hink it wgs tptally the‘hqnter's fault,

:.‘Why7 - o

: Z » they," for one thing they are qupposed to have a guidé, and if

the warden is half awake he would have saw that, and there was

‘enough peOple there, they wouldn t be out there, how many. men, 117

Just_sppotlng up moose 1eft and r;ght.,

:>fYéah,.§§tvfhe‘fine-cbgid ha&é;begﬁ mugh Stiffet;
rTheyfare oﬁi¥>a}lowEd~bhe mogsé;éach..
(Cohfﬁsioﬁ). |

:  Yes: ’ ‘

Wéii they did it dellberately | Aéa because‘Alberta was éo, like

‘in The Journal it says that they were' so 1nadequate1y, inadequately :
-1staffed and that is why the yunters got away with it, _

5 .u. _{
|

i

T (Confu31on) __";a

i Now just: a m1nute you are saying they go

2 ' -fav'»zgy with it, did they =
.,.get away with it? o P

No, they<g0t caught,”'
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(Confusion)

“‘S:Q.Well; 1ookkhow many has got away with*it, if they shot 15 moose and
almost got away with it. 1T wonder how many have got away with it?

T: Yes. |

o o . ¢ }

S: Well, you. know, like T1m sald they came up and shot them dellberdtely,

anybody that gets a mouse llcense and goes out and shoots moose

es it deliberately. B _ Lo S ~ o

S: Bnt n t¢slaughter

S: Yeah, well I mean,®yeah I see that but they are only allowed one

' moose a piece, so.they did kill them, but if guys get, 15 meose, they
should have fined them really stlffly ‘and kicked them out of = '
prov1nce

T: Ok Ken.

S What puzzles me is. that they came across tn% border with all thls
expensive ‘equipment, trucks, Land Rovers and all that, ah,: why
~didn" t, ah, -Customs, yeah, catch them then? Because we are not _
allowed to ga down there with any kind of firearms. And they are
allowed ‘to .come up here. : S

T: Ok.'
S:,'They probebly'bought_all thelt enuipment in~Canedaa_ o

" T: Yes.

S: (Inaudible)

T: I have a question to ask WQuld it have made any dlfference would
there have been as much . furor eover.it, would you guys have been as
incensed if it had been Canadian hunters7 S : :

T: 'In'et'e'ad Of Americ.ans";. ) o,

'S:: NO. _ ey

,S They coqld havelprobably been flned more

: T. ‘Yes, would‘yOu ‘have’ been more 1ncensed’ '

“S: If they weﬁ%‘Canadlan; no.}-;_;l lf.“:{1~.l e f{‘f:»‘jfy*=
.":th” You d be as. mad aSVYOu are towatd the Amerlcans:}“Why?}fl

]

LS e ;-»Vf. :
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I don't know. I don't care if they are Americans or Canadians. .

Yés.

"1 wouldn't, I wouldn't feel, you know, as bad, you know, just - if
"Americans, if Canadians went out and killed 15 of our moose, ah, I
~wouldn't like it, I can see one or two because a moose is rather big,

but 15 moose. But, I thlnk I would feel the same way toward
Canadians.

e Yes.

LU

I think I would even be more mad if they were Canadlans, Canadlans
are supposed -to be ‘more aware than, they are supposed to be . trylng

‘to keep our game going instead of- slaughtering them all the time,
‘and.so if it was Canadlans I would_really be pissed off at them.

: Yes (student S name) would you7

Oh, (1naud1b1e)

Anybody else? ’Yes, o - B ._ j;h

N

: 'Canadtans“areVSUpposed to know what is. happening, they dre supposed

to know that there aren't ‘many moose left in Alberta, there is quite

‘a few, but not enough so every guy can go out. and shoot as many as .

he wants. So, I think Canadlans should be more’ aware of what they
are d01ng : : ST

. What about the‘game-laws. Some of you mentioned_this'a'bitTearlier,,,'

but are they.sufficient?H~

N

: No, e : T S

r*‘(Student 'S name)

No.. No way, they ‘have one guy to cover slx thousand mlles, square
mlles,,that is how they got. away w1th it. How can a guy supervise .
6000 square mllesV One Person R T

N

L.‘Also,,anothel problem is, ah, the guldes\I think they should have ,
.more adequately educated guides, trained guides because’ it said 1n.n'c
'here that some of Ehem couldn t track a moose in fresh snow o

R s

.

:‘iOk,‘any other comments° In back Ken

¢ Oh I don t thlnk Amerlcans should be allowed to “come.. up here and
_ ‘,k111 anythlng at all. Because they ‘have’ got a couhtry of their own,
G _tw1ce as b1g as Canada L o - S oo

(ConquIOn) ”'

Lo s . NV A .o . e o
i
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: ;What are’ you g01ng to do with the Canadians that break the law’
: 1Fine them a lot of mdney

3 rKaren.

‘ o I I T

Yes,

I think it sald in here (inaudrble) they are comxng up to Canada to

k111 off all our moose, I -agree 100 percent with that, that ‘they
blew their chances' in trying to control their w1ld11fe as much as we
do, s0, you know, it is their own fault, and they shouldn't be
allowed uplhere to try. and killroff‘all our animals.

(Studegt's name)

Wellb I think we are'talking about the articles we are not talking
about Americans, but about Albertd policies cause ‘that is what ;

"p01nts to through the whole thing. It just uses the Americans as an

example. Really it is talking about “how inadequate Alberta's wild—

"life or conservation,.whatever you want to call it.

Game acts;

: . Game acts. (-~ L SR o,

Keith. - L e "f" o

.,~I think ‘about what it says here there.-is not enough wardens to do-.
the job, T think if they made the jobs a little bit better, like say

better pay, you know, hot as much hassle with the administration

capd all. that stuff that thére wouyld be'a“heck-of-a-lot more guys" in

- here, ‘you know quite a few people are interested in wildlife, but
_once they get into the kind of  hassle. thiey go through to be a game
{'warden and stuff like that, - they turn -around .and leave the job. If

they made the. Job,_ah, ‘easier;, you ‘know, better s0 that it would.

 suit people better, then I thlnk there could be a lot of people .f\ih.'

<

,wantlng to~301n. R T o T

: ;Qk,‘is morezmen the'only.soiution?h;-f‘ L e

A

r_-No, I think more .men . and stricter game laws

:"Well how do you make the gamefihvs stricter9 Yes@{‘f
: ZWell if they do what T am’ thlnkigg of 1nstead of shooting our.
ﬁmoose, 1 would take their license.away -and make it so they c0u1dn t

-;come up, here and hunt for 5. years after

:'JTake thelr license, show them to the border and say don t. come back. ;3

2
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: . You can say that, 1 .think that no person other than a Canadian
should be able to huat our w1ldllfe in our, in our, you.know, in,
‘cause there is not enough to go around anyway, . I guess 1 am just
.prcjudiced against hunting anyway, .but it just, bothers me that, ah,
they, anyone can come up, that isn't Canadian, S0 we should put
that in the laws, that is just for Canadlans

1 You had your hand Up.

fWell ‘I don't mind Amerlcans coming up here, ‘I mean ‘I don' t havc
anythlng against Americans, they can shoot " moose, ‘too, along with
‘Canadians,. but -when they start slaughtering moose and stuff like -
- this, ah, the penalty should be a lot stricter, their. licenses

: should be. taken ‘away for quite a. long period of time, Anvfact. for-
ever. ‘But, I don t mind as long as they obey the laws of Canada
and stuff, I think they should be- able to come up and shoot just
Tike. Canadians R ‘

:'i(Student'S'name) - ;

DI S o ‘\v o
: 'Is thlS 11cense, this Canadian license,(ah when they cdhe out to
- Alberta they buy a Canadian license. ‘ :

.They buy .

1 mean-if you buy one 1n Alberta, and pald here for your license o
. you couldn t hunt,.say, in Quebec7 ' :

.‘LI am not sure. about that, data from the article, that the Alberta
Game’ Act, Whlch meadns it would be. under Alberta’ controly “but I am
~ not sure whether, -you know, if there is a Canadian license or =~ .
- whether there is an’ American _oh;. whether it' is a Canadian. license . '
. 0T not., This is found: in: the BNA. Act. Ah, hunting license, T think
it is; a'provinc1a1 ‘right,. not a’ Federal right which would ‘mean that

‘;A-every province has the right to ‘license, ‘when you get’ fishing f"

‘ 7:i 5_goes to Sagkatchewan and 1f the same thing happens there he can go ,fla

: licemse I know it ‘is an. Alberta . fishing license. " So-he would have
~to-go back to. the States and then reapply for.a Quebec one, you-
~ know,. . R ‘.x o ,'A._ _;A” L AYH 3,.h_ SR ._\‘.i'
:s.Do they keep a record like do they send it to ‘the people in the S
| otier provinces that c0ntrol wildlife resources ‘and’ tell them- what
. happened in Alberta, cause &t can happen again and again in different/
7 places in® Canada “You “Know,.- like a: conventlon, .would their names /'
"~ be sent. down to all provinces7 BecaUSe if” they are not, that is so“j*"
'ridiculous “'2 S : “‘35<vv: ' o e

A{th don t know if the artlcle does tell you, does it? Ken

:So, 1f this is the cgse then it is noé really the provinces fault.
It. 1s all.Canadas a hunter gets his license taken in Alberta, he.
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L ) — . ' o ’ :
to B.C. and all across .Canada. You can get away with a-lot, ah, you
could get away with it 3 or 4 tlmes you get caught so really -it is
not the prov1nccs ) . .

Yes.

{ “What he is‘saying,_llke, like we are not sure but they can go to
~ each province why don't” they take thelr Iicense away-and throw them -

" in-jail for -a while, that way they can't go to. any other prov1nces.

You know if they can’ sweep across provinces you might as well _put

“‘them in Jall, ‘that would stop them for a while b

Yes,-

Well, that would never work because then Canadian and American
relations would sorta be, ‘ah, w0rse.: -

(Confu51on)
T: Yesmh
' S: VWell, if you d1d try to put Americans 1n Jall leon would be breath—'
. ing down our necks, so. it, .ah, w0u1d start a pOlltical hassle. The
- States would charge that we ‘were' treating them unfalr and all that '
: kinda junk : : , S
T: Yes;.‘-..'~:' |
:3.I don t thlnk so, I think that any, you know, average American who

"read about what. happened. here I thlnk they would Jugt be, ah, you ‘,,’s
dknow, 51ck, sicker "about’. the whole' situation, because it was thelr,
Lyou know, these. people are their nationality ‘Oh, we have the idea

E?that Americans -5;31.;, >.: s _:’.1t_: 4._Y._j_;.t~1:3:v,“igA‘{‘1;V.
' t(Confueion).iaS;_h:_T{L | v.f:,;‘:w’jifd ff‘}n*;,’lLilif: -
:]vTHéféyéf?ée Aﬁ??iéanfaoea'carety |

:'erS'f.hd;;hl'”

$§fWe11 11ke, ok c0u1dn t you though 1f they allowed you to keep
moving to- these couldn t you .throw them out .of-the country and not.
'.vallow them to come back into Canada for a couple of years’ :

:HTWell, you w0u1d have to have Canadians, too, who Slaughter moose.¢~;{ﬂ'

/.

{111 would allow them back 1nto Canada but they can t get a permit to;*ﬁEV
"“hunt LT ‘;;5v"'-,_,._ . : S — R

'.i

ﬁ};Yeah that would be prob—~I don re think you can completely throw
'Afthem out, JUSt for 1llegally hunting moose Yes.i”_‘ LT
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-~

1 disagree with Keith when he talks about, ah, those hunters, like .

hould put them in jail. I. think that it only goes to _show hpw
af aid we are-of them if we do put ‘them in jail. If they started ‘

o readlng articles down there about how unfalr we were to Amerlcans

- I'm sure the Americans would not like a severe penalty

»

&

I don't thlnk‘IS moose is going to start a war', L L

.Well I don't thlnk we can,-we need the Uu.S. We need them'because
we export. a lot of stuff down there,- like most of our raw materials o

we. send down there. Like they can pretty well do what they want,
they can put, ah, a 10 percent surcharge tax on- any other. country, '

.l_they can do. that pretty well all over . the world

CTe

‘(Confusion)

Well;-does, are lS'mbdsengqingtto'start a war?
: Well. SO
ST If you broke theklaw down' in the States, Pete would y0u exp t to
© be put' in 3ail7 o _ o ST
. _ " : SON
S;-qué. B o
:..If‘that weﬁe.the‘penalty;,ﬂt
:f'Yesgr” ' g B H"

: Do you thlnk an Amerlcan who came up here and broke the law would '15*

”v.expect to be put in jail if that were - the penalty?

:“iThe Act s fault

:Ok Stewart

:f'well he. has broken one.. of ‘our laws,”and 1 don t care if he is f»vﬁ
- American, :German, oOr. Bulgarian, I that, he has broken one, of our
~laws so. he has got to pay the penalty If Canadians break the

f.law
ingell, dld they get the penalty7 I;-:,.fuei ;ifﬁyah,fff'i:h;.f:pgff:ﬂg‘<
fg'They paid the penalty, 300 doIQars “fﬂ*"_g »{,w,;»ifil<j,;{2‘“ A

":Ok but 1s that the Juﬂge s. fault or the Act s fau1t7 ;

e

:_'Well,,then what are you

"

“:.I would say the Act 19 (1naud1ble)



119 .

I think, I'think it told -them, | think it is mostly their fault,
their only excuse for shooting all those moose was that they were
unable to find a competent guide. - That is no excuse. 1f they can't
find a guide inrall of Alberta, they must have' been not trylng S0 ’
hard,. : : - <

I think that there should be at least, you know. a degree of, ah
you know,- laws. dealing with this, it can't be just cut a dried,

. like if they had no reason if it was" Just sport or gomething and 15 :
moose were kllled whereas if it wasn't, you know, if there was some .

reason for 1t they had somethlng, well thlS is,Just, you know, this
is just what they did, It was a slaughter and there was ‘no real

_Zreason they d1dn t say anything about 1t

I would have to dlsagree w1th some- of that because,'ah T think llke‘, -

I said .before a moose is pretty blg and you ‘can get a’'lot of meat

off of it. And like-11 men and 15 moose, ‘you know; I mean if they N

are going to feed their. families ‘with it .they- could store well maybe

ﬂj what, half of it (1naudib1e) they shot five and one—half moose,

,f-Well I have one ﬁurther question to ask y0u Oh, they, Stewar

-“They had no goad
“the Alberta fvild1ite, ah enforcement.: It doeqn t really say uch
_}wabout how the Americans were wrong . . R

:*hWell I think thlsiarticle shows how scared we: are. of Amerlcans -

5,;Yes, I think they are crazy The article is one—sided

_ ‘something 1ike that or six moose, you know, they. could share it
"amOng their fam111es and it would stlll be enough to feed them

;' Ah," what the fines weren't nearly enough ah 300 dollars to some

milllonalre, he-can just use that.as a tax: wrlte—off.- Some of

. these’ filthiiy r1ch capltalists down there, you know, 300. bucks is ',_
: ;noth1ng to- them el TR T ST L \ o

f(Confus1on)

;f.lee Ken said a lot of Canadlans, you know llke people now,vthe only

. good thlng that came out-of the slaughter was that a bunch of
‘Indian.people like that, -they got. all the-moose. meat That is the
‘only thlng that come out good about it _Kf. SRR oo :

&

ason to shoot the moose, yet thls article ba k

5;{An Amer1can probably wrote the paper Mostly Just talks about how
At wasn't_really thelr fault- they, every paragraph it says here e
-,agaln pol Pey 15 at fault Practically every time it is the. policy,_._:.
. it is not thelr fault That is what the articles say.‘;-' B

: \~. K S o oL

i Do you thlnk the article is wrong7

&

e
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:: One sided which uay?

, v ) ’ , 120
The articles‘are'oneJSided‘for the Amerieanst‘

/

: Well, thty are hacklng at, like they, ah, against Alberta game laws

than they are against the Americans. -All they say, you know, they -

' say well, the articles, [ am mad because these Americans came and’
'slaughter 0ur moose, "and ‘1 don't know- why the Alberta game laws

. ~on and on-about the Alb@rta game laws, about the wardens and o
gu1de9 and all that stuff, they don't even mention the Americans

. only.in a couple of sentences all the rest is about game wardens and'
: stuff 1like that :

Y ‘ .
Ok but ‘now have you, yoil people as a whole have been talklng about
the game laws. or have you been talking about AmericanSV And, do the

. Amer1cans7

n

T8

o (Pause) e R s

letters to the edltor talk about game laws"or ‘do ty talk about the v
K ‘. . Y o . . R .

Yeah, but stlll the article, we are talklng about the artlcle.'

! The arti(_le talks about ‘the. pOlltieS, and the 1etters talk ab0ut the
‘Amerlcans e : S

'(ConfusiOn) LT tf»f=; C Jf /> "b . ' .T A -‘§<> -

Name of student~—you-haven t sa1d anythlng, has the class been

.talktng about Amerlcans or- have they been talklng about’ the game

ﬁ.iAh I would say they have been talklng abOut Amerlcans.n;

.That 1% that is. because the artlcle doesn t talk enough about the
" 5Amer1cans, $0 we dec1ded to talk about them ~

Oh I see.

<

.'VWhat abOut the game,laws7 ﬁoufmany oftyou[beoplefhunt?j_or,haveiff’”‘
thhunted any type. of, game° e e DN

;G(Confu310n) | ”;;u'!fliff,.;l'if?

t;{HoneetI& now how many of.you'have.gotten over your bag.11m1t7.if:.
':SﬁﬁeFlsthg | L B e -

.n,I don t care whether”at was’ flahlng.or dubks.o;.geeae or mobee ori;ﬂ{

Agfdeer or: whatever How many have gone over your bag 11mit for thef ij[
:Qday7 : L L SRR . ' :
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S: (Confusion) S h _ - -f\\\\ |
T: . Have you ever been_caught Doug?“ :
S;~ No therc were about three of us though .
T:_‘Yeah but between the three of you, between the " threerof you,‘dld you}
have more than ‘you should havc7 ‘/', } ‘ S L f o
s: VOneﬂo:ftwo, butanot much. )
»T:‘*ﬁut;fthat.wasVstillﬁagainst, that.was‘over.the-iimit, tight?
St ‘(Confusion)'{ | o EUER D
;T:_J'Keith
- Sty_Do you mean here, or ether.places7
ST I mean here 1n Canada s e .
Si“‘I went over thevl1m1t a- couple of t1mes; yeah here
Tt Who else had hlS hand up’ Jeff | |

S' Vjust one example of the Greyllng, but they are so easy to catch youvv

can't help it.

é

(ConquLOn)

T All rlght but you all in. essence you have broken the 1aw, right7

o 'I mean - I have done it. with trout, too.’
v‘§;i’(Confu§aoQ)5;: fh:: ..‘ 'lj ,ubVTe’efct;f':::;-ﬂ_ R
e md, 1 knews PRSP SO

b.g; [Ah}f,t'f;j;l_;_v’.;-_,

ES K S e n i

4 -Ah I can fish if you break an law with' fish T mean ‘fore.. or less ©
- fish tan, . you know, can come back, well ok we got these: fisherles,T*i
~oor” hatcherles, ‘or whatever they call them, they supply the lakes. .- .7
, gw1th fish but when you' get somethlng ‘1ike moose, when ‘they get down' o
 to one 0T two, you know, and. it happens to be two males, there is no“fgv3
: way you. can save . them.,pu - v s - S

e [

:‘T(Confusion)

:htYeah but well 1s there a dlfference thougho‘z'eﬂ,
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d .

S: YeF there is. :

T: Ok, -what about people, you hava all heard 1 am sure, of some person
who has gone out .and shot seven. ducks when he was only supposed to
shoot -five ducks per day.- Or there are-five guys out shooting;:

: “they are only supposed to have. 25 b1rds and they have got 35

S: Well, fish;.you,said,fiSh here, they are plentlful'you could say
more or -lessy B . S R

T: 1 was saying, ah,

S: A moose is bigger than a’ duck. : 7

T: What difference is there?

S: (Confusion)v

B

i They don t have hatcherles for ducks, they Just reproduce on thelr

own, but fish’ you know you can, ah, make more hatcheries and replant
lakes and ‘there are a lot of lakes in Alberta that never had- fish

' worlglnally, but. now they have been put in by the Alberta Government

&

Doug

The am0unt of meat you get from a duck and a moose there is an awful ,

o ahi, like:lakes; how longfare they going to be there?
8 g
_ ,,- uUm in two years they k111 off all the big ff h and put in-
L es because b1g ones get too’ hard to. catch because there is'.
st & how long are we 301ng to be able to. have fish ‘we.won t
Sy ;more than a couple of hundred years L ,

L (S e o

:'5what dlfference does 1t make 1f you shoot more moose than y0u are R

:*‘supposed to, if you ‘shoot. more “ducks than you are supposed to, you

efﬂare Stlll breaklng‘the law no matter what

Hke (name of student) saysﬂthey have llke fisherles and,”y.'
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(Confusion)

All right, what' you people are¢ saying, what you people are telling

"me, is-that it is all right to do sma]l petty breakings uf the law, -

that doesn't matter. . - - f Qx
- S e .

But if you know you‘are deliherately'takingfmore than younare.SUp—
" posed to, T think you should ‘be fined the same penalty, and a person‘

who ‘didn’'t .know he was taking more, he should not: be -as severely
punished AR :

. Oh, that is just making a big story, a fellow takes too ‘many gish,
."Oh ‘I didn't know, I didn't know, then I'am not Supposed to get
.fined as. much-even though I did know'I could ‘make’ up ‘a story, I

wasn' t sure, I didn t know.-

No, but it/is wrltten, 1 thlnk it is written rlght on, your, 1icense, ‘

. ‘bag limit per day.
A'(Confusion)“

',Oh T thlnk you misunderstood me. on a p01nt there, you know. I

said, ah; it is ok ‘to take more fish, I didn't mean take more, a
1ot more, say 10 or 20 more than you: are supposed to., - I mean maybe

"3 .or 4 is ok, but I- mean, "ok, so" every petson takes. 3.or. 4 of these: o

fish over the 1im1t it is still not going to ‘kill Alberta, or -
Canada because you got, like Jeff said you got these hatcheries, but -

- if every hunter took 3 or. 4 moose more -than he 1s supposed to, you
"know ke Ca ) o . S .

3

:-”It is the same thlng, if. you ‘take every fisherman who has gone out

and taken 3 or 4 more fish than he is supposed to, it adds up

:‘1N0, 1t would I know, but 1t 1s Stlll
(CQ“fUSIOQ)“-" o
’as:fhlt 15" a lot diffe%ent .3ilh"‘ L e
:&iQuit R i

5"You hav got o many supplles, there is such a great supply of

them,,lo “of lakes and ‘they are growing because there are not

‘ 3:’enough fishermen fishing the 1akes. ;514

:'erah fishing is different than huntlng, hunting you can get you:7 o
"moosens : S y : : AN
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=~ B

: That is what T -am saying, fishing is differentf.
: | ) ¢

(Confusion) - ‘ B - : ' .
All right, you guys, Tom.i .' A ‘ .

(Inaudible) - Ah, huntlng, but now’ y0u can get sonar equipment for
fishing and you-.can, ah, get spBt lights for, ah, night flshlng,

'you can, ah, pole fish, you can get telescoplc sights for a pole,

. if you can believe it. And, you can get so that you can shoot rlght

at- the fish and there is no refractlon

(Confuqion)

Ok, if, what happens if yeu, well 1 won t use flshing because Jeff
will shoot me down, but if you uge ducks or geese as-an” -example, 1if

-1 remember correctly a couple of years ago. they severely limited:
" both th¢ybag limit and the, ah, number of licenses. And,. that was

because the populations was. .getting’ down . They had to limit it L
because of the, pagtlally there weren't enough ducinngs ‘born that

.lyear, and there were, the conditions were bad, they shortened the

season, they increased the- 11anse, they 11m1ted they gave out

fewer :licenses, and they lowered the bag limit- 1nstead of being

able’ té kill five, they cQuld only kill 3 that year per day. Ah
is there a difference between killing in that ‘particular year,

»_kllllng five, whlch would. have ‘béen tbe normal bag 11mit when the -

bag 11m1t was 1owered to three, and the . e e yes

‘Ah 1 .am going to- get just a 11ttle bit off the topic, you sald

killing 3 a day, hunters could kill 3 ducks ‘a day for, maybe two

weeks. 1 th1nk there should be a 1imit on that, too.

“You would have to. have some, I am not sure but I thlnk there 1s a

“limit on the tQtal number you can get

:'-(Confu51on)

oL B B : i I

p"

:f If. you have -a hundred huntets Out in one day,,shooting 3 ducks eachf
~day, that. 1s 300 ducks a day for two weeks, that is abOut 1& tlmes :

-3, that is .

;"Both

ézfA 200 ducks S ;f,if".:h f'j~fj,'jw'7f;ffffgg/[ B ,Z?cifi;f"“

:Z‘nght, that cutSrthem down pretty fast

(Confu31on) R

{T_Ok back to the moose.. Is it the game laws that are inadequate, or‘r
"'1s it the pollcing or: 1s it boch\,/ o ERPR

AEER
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“ ~
: » (Confusion) .
Doug,.
. The'wildlife laws, stricter enforcement, the (inandihle)
Ken. L. ' ..' - S S %
T think everythlng but the policing itbelf is at fault cause I mean
you can'only police certain amount of square miles. So, you know,
what you, what you do police youvdo a good JOb of it. So, it is .
really not their fault it is the fault of the laws and the
goyernment . .
_Well, it would be better if.they had morecgnides; : : .
. - Yeah. \ :
Jeff. , =
Well, the law is more at fault than the leiceAere, it is hard to :
patrol such a big area, and it is just, like’the police force:you
“can't stopAall the crimes, but you limit® im down, by restrlcting
laws, and making the,penalties bigger .
(Pause)
What would you people do, you w0u1d change the laws, how would you
change the laws? - : . -
I would shootﬁthe-Ameficane.
‘(Confuelon) L 1 ~ o L ' o SR d‘, T e
If T catch you with two moose and you are only supposed to haVe one - )
that glves me the rlght to shoot you too, doesn tit? o g
'(Confusion).-- L e
How would you change the 1aws i L :o. ' ‘ f?

’ a’

LD

 wel1 you would have to make the fines a lot stiffer, and £}lot morev
"law enforcement. : , o :

>They could make the warden s Job a lot nlcer, 11ke pay them enough. -

::n(Confu51on)

T2

_:Ok you have Suggested that 1aw should be changed to have stiffer '
. finep, we should decrease the: areas the warden. has to control ha;

.f ﬁi there was one. other one, Ken, you, what did you suggest’
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.(Inaudibie)-
Ken?

Either have the fines’ 1ncreased or else have the Amerlcans not<
allowed to hunt in Alberta

't Ok, but when you get to that point Ken, to a certaln extent you

‘ .moose the flne 1s _going to be the same.

'-mlght -agree and 1 might agree, but- another extent I personally say
- those people do brlng a lot of money and they do provide jobs for
" some people, if your.life, if you are a good gulde, Ken, and that
happens to be your JOb . ,_ o
Ok, but I mean there is a lot of Albertans that hunt, and, so
therefore the guldes would be hired, r1ght7 So, I mean one party:
of 11 Americans is -only going to bring one guide. ' If there were
maybe 50 parties of 11 'Americans that would be a. dlfferent'story,.
ok, so they are bringing. up money, but then again what is ‘more,
what means more, killing off our w1ld11fe or bringlng money to
Alberta” ‘
,‘(inaudible). : .

v Beaquiet.

If yOu want “both to exist there is g01ng to be exaggerations on both
sides and\the Americans are going. to- say ok, we'll try something,
if we get away with it, we will. try something more, if we get: away‘
. with that, we'll try somethlng moro,athat is exactly what happened _
here, they.keep on trying somethlng and they got away ‘with lS moose,
and they- only got flnLd 300 dollars eath :

What dlfference is there the Canadlans what d1fference is theref
between a. Canadlan and an Amerlcan are both men,_and they are both
»'g01ng Out to shoot - » :

. (Confusion) o f:_d '

It 1s the sate’ thlng, a lot of - Canadians have gone out and shot 15

W611 Izthinkfit;should;be'more_for:Americansif-

':(Confusion) S e
s Settle down f '~5j . _ °e "-?%}f"
. 1 thlnk there should be restrlctlons on the type of equipment they
‘can use, llke you can shoot from a helleopter you'can- "t use '
snowmoblles they have _cut’.that. out, say you can use.a Land Rover
you have to’ stalk your prey.- - : : - & :

B 0. ‘.', .
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T: Stalking your prey.
YA ]

S:_.(qOHFUSiOﬁ)'

S: You knbm,'certain.people would be~frustrated,fchey wouldn't, they
' couldn't get anything, and they know they couldn't get anything
they wouldn't go. . ' o T ’
T: In other words you want to make it;liké_a_real gport -again.
'§: Yeah.
(Confusion) B ,. 
T Yes. R
 S: -(Confusion) ?. A
<Sf She saidpﬁhat,is tﬁe diffé:enée between Cénadiéﬁéuénd Americans, _
‘but -at least Canadians go along with our laws, they respect our o
lavws. R oo ' o C
" T:  Be quiet, go on.
§: T think the fine should be stiffer for Cénadiahs‘becaﬁse they know .

the law a little. | S \\; B

~T: Steve and ﬁhen Gary-éﬁd the béanut’géiiery:at the back kéep_fhgit.
. shells shut. Ok, go ahead. S S

" (Confusion)

- S:_4Wé1l,‘ifiAmericans.ére'differeﬁt.tﬁan Canadians;how‘Cbme'it.cdsts
them more .to get a license here than nonsrés{déﬁts;'non+C4nadiahs;
etc.; if they were.all the same, they are going to abide by ‘the laws,; -
then why;isn't'théflicense'thﬁfsame? . Why are ye treating them ' .

_ differently? T T e T

-
-

{‘S;i iiiisncqétiﬁg'begause'fhey are'Amgiiqéns;"

‘~T§'Jlf:they,afe'hoﬁ—résidenfs;Aand,'i7am;ndt_sufé.bﬁt-1 wouid'gqess,7
- Jeff that perhaps if]ﬁhey‘caméjfrqm'On;ariO‘tb Alberta.to'bunté.v'.

: '5you;w0uld:be‘qharged a}poqfresidentffgé;'?Bécause_yqp'qre_asndnf=_>
‘igtésident_of.Alﬁefta;'nOt,because“yoh.afe'a,hqn—resident’of'Canada.f‘ﬁ
R T P R E R T
.”vT: 2(Studéﬁf'sﬁnamé);héé'ﬁhé'flooﬁdﬁgi:.u.;k;“ ‘ifbf',~;ﬁij  ;ﬂ:'f' ‘9,."t5%‘
“SE?,Thqy“saj'CanédiénsAShauld'be7chargéd mee.u]f'ddniffthink;sd:bécagse;A*‘- ”

~ :ah, it is the people living here in-Alberta that'a;é,paying,thej.. :

v



\/“'\ L . o y

taxes to keep these animals, we keep. the wildlife parks, these

Americans don't give us anythlng to help make wildlife park,- but

.”they shoot our anlmals
(Confusion) . =«
:'.Ken.-

: "If the Amerlcans have- so many mllllons of square mlles, 1 don t

know .exactly, %ut I would. take a guess, ah, what giveq them the .

right to come tp to Canada to.wreck purlland - .

(Confusion) : - .vf' L ' ”: A

;. Hey, qu1et

From here on the dlscussion became confused
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