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ABSTRACT

The general purpose of th*s study was to develop,
implement and evaluate a program designed to teach teachers
to respond effectively to pnovocation in the classroom. More

soecifically, tie intent was to develop a workshop which'
could.be used aS'inservice'é;aining for experienced teachens,
or 'as allearning modyie in undergraouato teacher education.
The workéhop devoloped.incorporates a theoretical

preéentation, modeling, and guioed role oiaying. Evaluation

" involved subjective evaluation by participants, a short
wriften téSt; andiraters' comparisons‘of treatment versus l&
control subjects"ﬁanaiing of videotaped role»play confron—‘

\

‘tations'with'provoking'étudent actors.

-

. The results demonstrate the general effectiveness of the
workshop in teachingithe recommended method of Interventilon.

Statistically significant differences were obtained on four

r
out of the five components taught and also on the raters’

comparisons of the treatment  versus control group total scores

A

on the composite re§pon5e‘taught.

iv
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTTON

i s

.

The Nature of the Trob)em

"Prominent among the array bf psychosqpial stressors
-are the day—toﬁﬁay provocation experiences that incite -the
arouéal of anger." (ilovaco, 1975, p. xi).

Failure to ﬁope effectively withvprovocation can be
particularly unf&;tunate in one's work situation; especially
in settings which demand interpersonal competence. One such

4set§ing is the .school, where teachers are at times confronted”

with students whose behavior causes them to feel frustrated,

~

irritated and angry. .

Pupil disruptive behaviors, and related teacher Iinter-
ventions, reTaip a focus of concern for teachers and student
teachers .allke (Cardot, 1973; Chiu, 1975; Driscoll, 1971;

Fipk, 1973; Jones and Blankenship, 1972; Palardy and Mudrey,
1973; Purkey and Avila, 1971;‘Winston: 1976). In fact,

Carnot (1973) states that the issue of classroom discipl&né'
causes teachers greater anguish and worry than any other |
‘aspect of the total school ﬁrogram. Thls was borne oufarecently
in Lethb;idge, Alberta when 300 out of 500 teachers in attendanée
at‘the District Teacher's anferencé chose tonregistér‘for a
session on Disruotive Behavior in the Classroom\ﬁheﬁ this was
one alternative out of approximately fifteen (Zingle, 1977).4

Gordon (1974) and others (Chamberlain and Weinberg: 1971;(
Kass and Drabr.an, 1970; Keith, Tornatzky and Pettigreﬁi }97U§

McCarthy, 1975) maintain that feachers tend to handle such
. . l i ) [

\
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confrontatlions fneffectivcly relyiﬁg on Lhroats,'insults,
punishment and blaming, both overt aﬁd conccated.  Such |
cespon: o of'ten cead to esdalnkion of hostilities and
detorioration of tcachor—s{udcnt felationships (Carnof}
1973; Kass and “rabmau, 1970; McCarthy, 1975).
Considérablq literature und rescarch have heen devotel
to the probleﬁ of maintaining classroom discipliné. For
example% Gnagey (1975) recently summari:-cd findings from
143 sources, in an attempt toijUSent teachers with spécif*c
practical sugges@ions fof efféctive clas.room management.
Many of the agproaches recommended ﬁy.Gnagey (1975) and
otﬁers (Browg and Phelps, 1961; Chamberlin, 1971; Dunkin
and Biddle, 1974; Ffancis, 1975; Karlin and Berger, 1972;
Kounin, 1970; Mécéoby, Ié?l),.require that teachers fe—

~

examine their entire phiioSophy of education, and
substantially modify instructional methodologies. Wéilé
these are undoubtedly valﬁablevand necéééary procesées.
for teachers to eﬁgage in, it is felt thatrteachéré woﬁid
bentfit from afspeéific learning'e;perience, focusing on |
a particular élgésrgom‘event: devéloping mdregeffe;tive
and humaniétié coping stf?tegies with students who proﬁdﬁe

them. There are indications (Vander Kolk, 1975) that:

'tgachers are very feceptive to progrémé geared “oward

1mprovingfﬁhe quality of teacher-student relatiqnshibs, anq .

i : )
that significant change‘in_téacher'performance can result

from specifiExbraining in interpersonal skills (Carducbi,_
1976; Vander Kclk, 1975). '

I :

BT ey



Gordon (1974) sugpests the need for?teachers tovlearn
to confront provoking students in ways which have a low
probability of damaging the student's self-esteem and, at
the same‘tihe, a high probability of influencing\them to
nodify thelir own behavior Cordon recommends an honest
'exprfdsion of feeling from the teacher letting the sfudent
know Just how his behavior is interfering with the teacher S

needs. Gordon' s suggested methods of intervention consti-

tuted the orimary focus of the workshop developed in

\

Nl

conjunction with this study oo i

&

Purpose of the Study

The ‘intent of this study was ‘to develop, implement and
evaluate a program designed to teach experienced teachers
to respond effectively to provocation by students.

More specifically, the purcose of this study.was to
develop g workshop which could be used as-inservice training
with experienced teachers, or as a learning module in under-
'graduate teacher education. The workshop developed was‘
based‘largely onvthe;theory of 4homas Gorgon, and incorporated
modeling and guided role pnlaying. For the purposes of the
study,'the.workshop was conducted and evaluated -with a group
of experienc.d t achers who uere registered in an Educational
. Psychology urce University ofﬂAlberta. “vsluation in-

volvedrsubjec e evaluation by participants, a short written

test androleplay confrontation with provoking students.

-
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Limitations

Considerable effort was directed toward making the
modeling, role play and test situations as realistic gnd

relevant as possible, in ordef to bromote generalizability

3

to real-1ife situations. However, 1t 1s recognized that
there are serious limifations (Good, Biddle, and Brophy,

1975) in generalizing from laboratory to actual classroom
¢ 1 .

settings.

4

It was not the intenﬁ in this study to demonstrate the

.relative effectiveness of components jz the workshop,

rather, to evaluate 1ts effectiveness fas a whole.
. i

For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that

method of intervening with pro-

Gordon's (1974) suggest-r

voking spudenté, is an ective method. Although this - i

/ '
assumption 1s acknowledged as a significant limitation

(Good, Biddle and Brophy, 1975; McNeil and Popham, 1973;

Peck and Tucker, 1973), no attempt was made here to demon—f'

strate resulting improvement 1n student behavior. Also; /

) i
there was no intention to endorse Gordon's approach as thé

. [ 4
best or only useful teacher response to provocation. Rather,

it was inﬁended-to present this épproach,as a useful alter-

nativeiﬁwhich teachers may wish to have in their response
: . /

{

repertoire.

Limitations to the evaluative companent of the stuéy

E o

include the fact that the effegﬁs of the workshop leader
. i .

characteristics remains\unexamfhed. As well, it should be

]

!
/



\
poinﬁed out that the subjects in this study were probably
"well motivated Eé learn the approach presented in the workshop,
”as they had_enfollrd in .a course dealing with 1nterpersonél
relationships in the classroom. Other factorsisuch as group
interéction effects, timing, environmental comfo;t, etc. also
undoubtedly influenced lea- ing outcomes and 1limit general-

1zability.

Overview of the Study

Chapter I introduces the focus.of this study, indicates
its purpose, and identifles some limitations. Chapter II |
revieﬁé relevant literature in thevareas of typical teacher
response.to provocation, authenticity 1n teachér—student
relationships, teécher strategies forumanagement of disruptive

.behavior in the classroom and program,dévelopment. Chapter 111
describes the development and gilves a detailed description of
"the prograﬁr Chapter IV describes the implementation and
evaluaﬁion of phe program. Chapter V presents reéultszand
discussion. Chapter VI gives a summary and presénts conclu-
sioﬁs and recommendations relaﬁed to the study and the

conduction of future workshops using this model. Appendix A

contains a teaching manual for the workéhop.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A search of recent publications in the filelds of ‘education
and psychoiogy yé@lded concentrations‘of literature, relevant
to this'study, falling 1n the genefal areas of: typical
teacher response to provocation; guthenticity in teacher-student
rélationships; strategies for teacher management of disruptive
behavior in the classroom; and program development. ‘Reviews'

of literature in these four areas are presented herewith.

Typical Teacher Response to Provocation

Mention wagzmade in Chapter I of the extent oﬁ‘teachef
and sfudent“teacher concern regarding classroom éontrol and
41scipline.' Chiu (1975) reoorts further that when 3,000
prospective teachers were asked, "What giveslyou the greatest
céncern or‘worry as you plan for your first teaching position?ﬁ
80 percent answered: "Diséipline." This being the case, one
might expect that considerable attention has been paid'to the
study of this iésue. Unfortunately, however, this assumption
is mot éﬁpported (Al§Chu1er and éhea, 1974; Chiu, 1975) when
one reviewé the literature of empirical research in the area.

Considerable attention is, however, gi&én to documenting
the fact that teachers do.experience diffiéulty in thelr
responses to,pro%dcatioh, and in identifying typical teacher
' responses. For example, Chiﬁ (1975).collected teritical

incidents' of discipline management from 85 senior student



.

teachers, following sixteen‘week practice teaching experlences,
and found that they reported using threats, and punishment in
80 percent of provoking.situations, although they'frequently'
descrihed these resbonses as ineffective.

John Shea, principal of a Junior high school in
Massachusetts, having identified discipline as the school's
most important problem, collaborated in a two-year study
With Alschuler and his colleagues of the University of
Massachusetts, to investigate this problem (Alschuler and
Shea, 1974). Thexifound the following teacher behaviors
'to be the most common responses to provocation: body language
(e.g. pointing, finger snapping, staring), ignoring, making
loud noises (e.g. slamming door, slapping down ruler),
rOrdering,'invoking sarcasm, threatening and implementing
threats, delivering mini-lectures, and making physical ‘ C e
contact.

Thomas Gordon (1974) has found that teachers attending
teacher effectiveness classes, when asked to respond to
provoking student behavior, do so 90—95'percent of the time
in ways which have a high probability of producing one of
the following effects or outcomes: causing students to
resist change causing students to feel that the teacher\

" thinks they re stupid or incapable, making students feel the\\
teacher has little consideration for them as people,s making
students feel guilty, ashamed or embarrassed chippingAaway
at students' self esteem, provoking anger and revenge, and

~

causing students to give up.

/"‘
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Haim Ginott (1972) has also identified what he sees as.
common, but destructive teacher resoonses to misbehavior
These include such things as cutting comments, getting laughs
at a student's expense, name calling, sarcasm, verbal spank-
ings, rudeness, preaching and dwelling on minor incidents,
and 1abeling (e. g- crybaby//;ise guy, stupid, dreamer) . |

Ginott (197&) expresses the pelief that teachers resort
to blame,'shame, rebuke reproach, threat and punishment
dailly. He cites the following 1ist of destructive utterances
observed to flow from a fifth grade teacher in a single day
(p. 106): * e A\

" Why can't you be good for a change?
Why are you so selfish?
Why do you have to fight with everybody?
Why can't you be like the other children?
Why must you interrupt everybody? ‘
Why can't you keep your mouth shut once in awhile?
Why are you so slow? R
Why do you always rush?
" Why must you be such a pest?
Why are you so disorganized?
Why are you such a busybody?
Why do you forget everything I tell you?
Why are you so stupid?

Ginott (19T74) maintains that as long as teachers are ™~

" motivated by personal pique and private vendettas, they will

-

- invite counter- vengeance, with students interpreting their
responses as justification of past misbehavior, and an excuse
for further offense. &?_\*‘ ‘ R
_It is evident from the foregoing, that teachers and
teacherveducators are in fairly good agreement as to the.
shortcomings of current practice, and the need for .change,

if not regarding solutions. This should not be surprising,



as Dunkin and Biddle (1974) remind us that research in

»
-

education to date has tended to tell us more about what not

to do in teaching than what to do.

Authenticity in Teacher-Student Relationshig§

In their revolutionary book Teaching as a SUbversive'

5&251121 Postman and Weingartner (1969) main%ain that if
Schools and teachers do not seem to be doing Xhat needs to
be-doﬁe; this can and muét be fhanged. They believe that
Students tend to learn ﬁoétlr %ly the behaviodrs they see
enacted by’Qheir teachers. As Charles Bidwell 01973; p; h1y)
‘ Points out "in its aimé teaching is'coterminous Qith social-
1zation" JIf we are dissatisfied with destructive teacher
responses to provocation in the classrood, and if we believe
that such responses promote a cycle of retaliation, then we
oyght to direcplour attention to intervening in this cycle
in. such a way that teachers begiﬁ to funqtioﬁ'as more
de;irablé role models_interpefsonally;

carl Rogers, in Freedom to Learn (1969), has called for

a significant change in the psychologlcal climate in schools,
a movement toward freedom,cémmunication and self-reliance

for teachers and students. He describes teachers as facili-
tators ofﬁ}earning, and he maiptainscthat the quality of this
iacilitation depends entirely on the personal relationship
existing between the facilitator and-the learner. Rogers
Suggests That teacﬁers ought to pay as mucq attention to their

relationsni “~h students as to content material. He



believes that teachers who are skilled facilitators will be
more inclined to work out interpersonal frictions and pro-
blems with students directly, in a self-disolosing way,
rather than dealing with such issues 1in a punitive manner.
3 Truax and Carkhaff (1967) also speak of a need for
teacher-student relationships to grow in the direction of
greater authenticity or genuineness. They recommend that
teachers enter directly into personal encounters with students
and express the feelings and attitudes they are experiencing.
A similar, vie; is- set forth by Carkhuff and Berenson
(1967) who stress that the most effective communication
between two human beings is direct and honest communication.
They cite the work of Aspy (1965), who studied the differential
effects of high and low functioning teachers on student - |
achievement with 120 third graders,‘matched for sex and IQ.
Aspy found that teachers who offered high levels of congruence
‘created conditions conducive to greater student achievement.
Vander Kolk (1975) maintains that little has been done
to prepare teachers for their humanistic role in the class-~
x‘room. Yet, there appears to be considerable agreement in
the education literature (Carmot, 1973; Chamberlain and
Weinberger, ,1971. McCarthy, 1975; Mixer and Milson, 1973;
Vander Kolk 1975; Winston 1976) of a need for teachers to
move toward greater humanism and genuineness in their rela-
tionships with students. McCarthy (1975) for example,
maintains that, while teachers have by and large relinquished

corporal punishment, all too often it has been replaced by



tumultuous verbal criticisms whigh humiliate children in front
of thelr peers.

There are some indipations that humanistlc pupil control
ideology (as measured by the ?Upil Control Ideology Form
developed by Willower, Eidell and Hoy, described in Halpin,
~Goldenberg and Halpin, 1973) correlates well W1th other'
teacher characteristics which are believed to be positive.
For éxample, Jones and.Blankenship (1972) studied the rela-
tionship of 68 bilology teachers' pupil control and ¢lassroom
.practice, and found that teachers with more humanistic as
opposed to custodial pupll control ideology were more sulted
to instifute Innovative science programs. Halpin, Goldenberg
and Halpin (1973) studied the relationship of creativity
(as measured by Torrence Tests of Creative Thinking) and
pupil control ideology in 99 student teachers enrolled in
teacher education classes at the Unilversity of Georgia. They
found that less creative potential teach-rs were more author-
itarian in their pupil control ideology and tended to ;élate
to students in an impersonal manner. Also, Brenneman,
Willower and Lynch (1975) investigated a group of 276 public
schodl teachers ip Pennsylvania, comparing gheir level of
self-accebtance and acceptance of 6thers (using Berger's
instrument).to their jpupil control ideology. They foﬁnd.that
ihigh levels of acceptance of others correlated well with
~humanistic pupill control ideology. However, self—acceptancé
appeared to be unrelated to puplil control ideology. This

"~ latter findin-~ is surprising,. in that others (Cangemi and

11
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Khan, 1973; Purkey and Avila, 1971) have found that teachers
who dlscipline cffectively tend to have positive self
concepts. There 1s some indication‘that teachers who see
themselves as capable and competent are less inclined to
pqrceive student misbehavior as a personai insult to them

. (Cangemi and Khan, 1973; Purkey and Avila, 1971).

One particularly disturbing finding emerged from a -
projeét'by\Hoy (1968), when he conducted a lohgitﬁdinal study
of 175 student teachers over a one-year period. He found
that teachers .at both the e;ementaéy and secondary échool
‘levels showed éignificantly more custodialvgupil controil
ideology éfter each succéssive period of teaéhing experience.
He concluded that the process of socialization within the
\schoql sﬁbcultﬁre is én important influence in reshaping the
pupil control_ideology of beginning teachers.

Thomas Gordon (1974) challenges teachers to risk becoming
more authentic in their. relationships with ééudents-—to risk
allowing students to know them more iqpimately, as perébns
capable of feeling disappointment, hurt, anger and fear. He
believes that such genuine self-disclosure oh the part of
teachers, will allow students to pérceive them as réal people -

people with whom they can have meaningful relafionships.

Strategies for Teacher Management of Disruptive

Behavior in the Classroom

Many different approachés to the management of disruptive

behavior in the classroom have been offered over the years.
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A brief revieW/of some of these méphods will be presented

N

here, along with several authors' déTinitions of disruptilve

pupil behavio7. e

Definitions of Disfdptive Behavior

— ' o

Driscoll (1971) set forth to identify the pupil disruptive
behaviors that student teachers perceive to be the most fre-

guent and the most serious. He surveyed 664 student teachers

»

from Michigan State Universlty during their final session,

and ldentified the following 1list of behaviors as the most

frequent disruptive behaviors:

whisperiling

- falling to follow directions

- making noise

- talking ouf

- daydreaming

- reading or writing while teacher 1is ﬁalking
- chewing gum

- clicking pens .

Alschuler and Shea (1974), cooperating in a joint
university-junior high school, two year project in S
‘Massachusetts,. observed the foliowing disruptive behaviors to
be those inaulged in most frequently byftheir students:

- communicating ﬁo other studénts; unrelated to'lésson
(e.g. talking, whispering, lip-reading, note passing)
- vefbally abusing other étudents (e.g. teasing, threatening)
i ©"

- putting down the teacher (e.g. mumbling; shrugging,

grimacing) |



- complaining about orders (e.g. "Someone else'étarted it"
or "I didn't do anything.") -

- maklng physical contact with other students (e.g. brushing,
pushing, hitting, throwing object)

- moving around {e.g. getting up to sharpeh pencll or throw
sqﬁething in wastebasket, changing seat)

- makling noise ke.g. tapping .foot, drummling on desk, playing
Imaginary harmonicé;snapping cigérette lighter, giggliﬁg,
crumpling paper, banging tgeth with pencil)

- making solitary escape (ignoring, daydreaming, combing
hair, sleeping)

- Intruding (coming in 1ate; making funny faces through
doorway window) - L o

- forgetting or not having materilals

—Jdeclaring independence (refusing to obey apparent unjust
or demeaning order) Q%

Chiu (1975) ehbloyed the ucritical' incident technique
in order to determine 85 student teachers' perceptions of
discipline problems in the elementary school classroom. The&

identified the following 7 categories of misbehavior as‘.

N

repeated most frequently:

talking

- aggressiveness (e.g. hit%iﬁg, tripping)
- work not doné or incomplete. !

- Inattentiveness

~'disobeyed instructions o ¢

- misused school property

14
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- stealing or usins without permlssion
Of the above behaviors, the first two (talking and
- . ' .
aggressiveness), accounted for 80 percent of*the incidents

described by these student teachers.

X One further relevaht‘study was conducted by Kass and
Drabman (1970) of the State University of New York. They
studied the disruptive behaviors of two particula?ly dis-
_ruptive/secqnd-grade students oVer a four-thonth period. i%hey
found that a modified version of O'Leary and Beéker's (1967)
catégories of disruptivenbehavio} weréusuitable for itemizing

the behavilors they,obéefved from these boys. Their modified

. categories are: )
_ out of chair bghavipor \\_
- touching others' property -
- vocalization : | ' ;iff

- pldying : ' - o
- orienting (turning "around in chair)

- noise - ' . ‘ .

L]

'~ aggression
- time off task ' | s : .,

It deid appear, from the foregoing, that there 1is
considerable-agreément regardihg what constituteé diéruptive
behavior'in the classroom*\with the most common behaviors
appearing to be activities which are interruptive, either to

the teachef or to other pupils in the class.

15
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Behavior Therapy Approaches to Disruptive Classrogem Behavior \\'

Behavior tgchnology’has much to offer tgachers"wisﬁing
to modirfy maladaptiyé pupil classroom behavior.‘- Many autHQ;s .
(Goodall,‘1972;‘Greénberg and O'Donhe;l, 1972; Kirschner and
Levin, 1975; O'Keefe and Smaby, 1973;.Rimm an(;_ﬁl;és.ter's, 197h;
- Rudner, 1973) have reported successfui application of behé—
‘vior modification techniques‘in teaching childrem appropriate
classroom behavior. Saeme of these techniques are contingencx
management, extinétion, behavioral contracting, assertivé
training, modeling5 ang behavior rehearsal.ﬁEach of theée
methods will be briéfly discussed, the latter three, under
the section dealing with program development.

"Cont%ngency management consists of the contingent
presentation and withdrawai of rewards and bunishments"'
(Rimm and Masters, 1974, b; 166). The use of this method
in the classroom necessitates careful identification of the
behavior to be.chahged,rand of the reinforcers which may be
.manipulatéd ef%eétive%y for the pérticular child 1nvol§ed,
as well as those,reinforceré which arexpresently maintaihing
.the maladaptive behavibrs (Rimm .and Masters, 1974).

?gntingency'management, with the use of positive
reinfbrcers was eﬁployed byikirschner and Levin (1275) in
an attempt to alter'%helaggressive beha%ior of a group of
1Qtoll3yeax'oldboys. The boys received check marks“from
their teachérs for good behavior, and were able to exchange

these check marks for meeting time with the group, the pur-

chase of game- from the psychologist, or héving a 'good! .

BB
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o
letter sent to their parents. Also, once the group of boys
as a whole earned sufficientpoints; they cguld choose a field
trip to such places as a local TV station or a miniature
golf course. These positive reinforcets proved to be very
powerful in increasing the frequency pf non—aggressive target

behaviors, and these improvements were shown to be maintained

o

over time.

-"Extinction is the term used to describe the relatively
permanent unlearning of a behavior (tne elimination of a
behavior from a person's repertoire)" (Rimm and Masters,
1974, p. 195). Tt is believed that extinction will occur

e

when reinfoéorcement of a behavior ceases. Consequently, if

a téacher can manaée to consistently not reinforce undesirable
behavior, it should eventually diminish after an initial »
increase in frequency and intensity‘(O'Keefe and Smaby, 197§).
The difficulty with effective use of extinction principles

in the classroom, however, rests with the fact that many a
powerful reinforcers are not‘under‘the control of the teacher,
ratﬁer, they are manipulated by the students themselves

(0'Keefe and Smaby, 1973). The study of Kirschné/\and Levin
(1975), referred to previously, also incorporated extinction

procedures to decrease the aggressiv behavior of 10 to 13 year

'0ld boys. The boys'~teachers were carefully instructed and
- \

~

. rehearsed, not to. reinforce aggressive behavior in the class--
room by saying such things as "Stop:that" or "You know better,"
etc. ‘It is .often recommended (Cahoon and Wenrich, 1970;

O'Keefe and ‘Smaby, 1973; Rimm and Masters, 1974) that such

L



extincﬁion procedures be qoupled with the "concurrent
reinfofcement of the desired behaviors. In Kirschner and
Levin's (1975) study, this was done by having the boys' teach-
ers, read and implement the suggestions/made by Tinsley and
Ora (1970), in their article "Catch the Child Being Good."
"Behavior contracting is an4agfeementwbetweeﬁ two parties
which specifies: (1) a requirement to be met (a task), and
(2) the consequerices for fflling that requirement (a reward).
This agreement can be stated in a conditional sentence, 'If
&ou will do the task, then you will receive the reward.'" “
(Willson, 1976, p.. 7). Eeha%ior contracting has been shown
to be Qéry effective in reducing inappropriate behaviors
and increasing on task behavioré in elementary scl. 1 class-
rooms YAnandém and Willlams, 1971; Brigham and Amith, 1973; u
Deg, 1972; Frost, 1973;'Meisels, 197&). O'Keefe and Smaby
(1973) cite instances of its effective use in high schools
as well, and they'emphasize'the involvement of a variety of -
éigﬁificant persons, E.g. teacﬂers, parents, and other
students ). Kirsqpner énd Levin (1975) incorpbrated a=behaviof
contract, along with the other éethods’mentioned above, iﬁ
their work witp/LOtoﬁf??ééf?ﬁuiaggressive boys. A sample

] o

of this contract would be: . o

I (student's name) agree to try to stop fighting and

threatening other kids in my class. Each mo- :.ng and

afternoon that I do not fight or threaten, m <Teacher

will give me a check (v). Every (day of the week) I

will have a chance to meet with (psychologist). At these

meetings, I can buy the following things with my .hecks:
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1. 3 checks allow me to meet with my group and (psychologist).

2. 7 checks or more allow me to buy a game, model, ball or
other thing’ from (psychologist). I can also save my
checks to buy a more expensive toy or game.

3. 8 checks or more in one week will earn me a good letter
sent home to my parents.

Student‘signs

Psychologist signs -

-

(Kirschner and Levin, l97§; p. 203)
The.above discussion represents a brief and incomplete
réview of béhavior therapy approaches to disruptive behdvior
in ﬂhe classroom More thorough reviews are .available in

such sources as Rimm and Masters (1974) and Baird et al. (1972).

Adlerian Approach to Managemént of Disfgptive Classroom Behavior

Rudolbh Dreikurs 1s one of the major modern proponents
of Adlerian psychology, or Individual Psychology, as it is;
called by some. He founded and directed the- Alfred Adler‘
Institute in Chicago and also founded the Journal of Indivi&ual
Psychology. Dreikurs has adapted Adler's.tpeoriesrfor use by
parents and teachers, and has expoundedvthese theories 1in
numerous books and other publicatinns the-nost relevant of

which; for teachers,. is Maintaining Sanity in the Classroom

(Dreikurs; Grunwald, and Pepper, 1971). Dreikurs maintainSr
that all behavior is goal directed, and that generally these
goals are concerned with belonging fo a group. Children;s
misbehavior iséeen as an indication of discohragenent, and

1s perceived to result from the child's pursuit of one of

. - :
the four follow;ng goals:

v



1. Attention seeking - the child may engage in a variety of
acceptable and unacceptable behaviors to gain attention
and thereby'fgel siénificant.

2. Power - the child who acts out to gaih attention, fre-
quently meets with adult attempts to suppress and coﬁtrol
him. Inevitably a power struggle between adult and chila
results.

3. Revenge - the child who 15 unable to gain feelings of
slgnificance by meéns of getting attentioa or through
power struggles, will ultimately resort to revenge, -
hurtinglpther people as he feels hﬁrt by them.

4. Display of Deficiencies - the child may eventually try to
avoid further humiliationznuiembarrassment,by withdrawing
from participation and seeking~to be left alone. /&his is
“the ultimate indication of a discouraged child.

(Dreikurs, Grunwald and fepper, 1971)

Dreikurs; Grunwald and Pepper (1971) go on to outline

, how teachers can learn to recognize the immediate goals of

the child, and the resulfing consequences of his misbeha&iori
They attempt to teach teachers how to obtain a "recognition
reflex" from = misbehaving child, by hypothesizing to the
chlld possible goals of his behavior»(e.g. “Could it belthat>
you're doing that to keep the teacher busy with you?"), and
garefully observin; “he child for indications that he recog;
nizes the stated gozl to be correct (e.g. the child'may emit

a .knowing smile, laughter or a twinkle in- the eye, etc.)..
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< Dreikurs, Grunwald and Pepper (1971) stress the importance
of teachers Learning skills of responding to immediate dis-

ruptions in constructive ways, and they give many examples of

_ teacher interventions tailored to the particular goals of the

child's misbehavior (see Dreikurs, Grunwald and Pepper, 1971,
pp. 29-30). |

‘ Dreikurs 1s perhaps best known for his emphasis on
natural and logical consequences (Dreikufs, 1971, 1972;
Dreikurs and Cassel, 19735 Dreikurs and Gre&, 1968)‘in
shaping behavior. He maintains that children ought to expe~- ™
rience the natural outcomes of their misbehavior (e.g. 1if work

is unfinished the c&ild is not ready to move into the play

period), and when natural consequences are unsafe or imprac—

4

. tical, that adults oughtnto arrange loglcal conseguences which

would serve as deterrents (e.g. 1f the child is npt careful

with speclal classroom equipment, he is not capable of using

\
it) (Dreikurs, 1971).

Dreikurs (1971) also supports the use of role plraying,
and problem solving discussions id dealing with episodes of

misbehavior ‘n the classroom. - ' -

Ginott's Method of Handling Disruptive Classroom Behavior

Haim Ginott- (1972, a) expresses the opinlon that teachers
frequently become angry in the classroom, yet feel guilty

and troubled by these feelings, believing that 'good' teachers

~would not be prouoked to anger. Ginott maintains that

enlightened teachers recognize that their anger responses‘are

normal and natural. He feels that the emphasls should be placed
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on how to express anger 1in the classroom, rather than
debating whether or not it should be expressed (Ginott 1972
b). X
Ginott (1972, b) calls for congruent teacher
communication, which he defines as "communication that is
harmonious authentic; where words fit feelings" (p.;79). He
believes that "every teacher can acquire competence and caution
in communication‘ and become Tess abrasive and less provo—

P
cative" (p. 77). He places emphasis on the quality of the

teacher-student relationship, and the powerful impact of-

"personal statements from the teacHer. He stateS~(Holt Ginott,

Salk and Barr, 1972) that typical teacher responses to provo-
cation are destructive and arouse revenge fantasies in ‘
children, whereas congruent teacher responses have the
potential of teaching children that all feelings are legit-
imate (Snider and Murphy, 1975) .

Ginott's (1972, b) style of 1ntervention might be

/i:characterized as 'anger without insult'. Essentially, he

v

makes the following suggestions to teachers regarding their

response to provoking students in the classroom:,

l, address the child's situation, not his personality or

-'character (e.g. "The books are on the floor. They need

to be picked up," not "You are so messy," or "You are
irresponsible."). | - .

f. send 'I' mesSages'rather than 'you' messages (e.g;gVI
am appalled," "I ‘am annoyed," "I am furious," not "You

are a pest," "Look what you've done,”" "You are so stupid "y,
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Ginott (1972, a) stresses that when teachers genuinely
express anger, children tend to be very attentive, and often
respond with compliance, out &f surprise. One questions
then, 1f this method might lose its:effectiveness over time
as. the surprise élement disappears.

_ Ginott has been criticized by Holt (Holt, Ginott, Salk
and Bau, 1972) who contends that Ginott's approach makes

the misbehaving child the centre of the teacher's attention,

. and consequently can lead to lengthy diversions. He;flatly

states that such negotiating does not belong in the classroom.
Ginott is also criticized_by Jensen (1975), who argues
that teachers should withhold their responses‘from students
when they are experiencing anger. He maintains that it is
preferahleﬂfor teachers to wait until they feel they can be
neutral or‘congenial before approaching students regarding

incidents of misbehavior.

3

Application of Kounin's ReSearch Findings Regarding Disruptive

Classroom Behaviors &fh

Kounin (1970) describes the results of three intensive

sthdies of classroom observation, which in total involved 105

elementary school teachers, and observation periods spanning

168 full teaching days. Kounin has been commended by Ginotte'

(1972, a) and Dunkin and Biddle -(1974) for the originality of
concepts ‘used, the sophistication of observational methods,
the high reliability of coding judgements and the strong

relationships detected between. teacher and pupil variables.

23
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Kounin (1970) and his assoclates were interested in

determining what teachers do differently in classrooms with

high work invol&ement and low misbehavior versus classrooms
with low work involvement and hiéh misbehavior. They wefe
able to identify certain categories of teache style and

" behavior which_correlateq significantly with c¢i.ildren's beha-
vior in ‘the claséroom. Thesé'categories are briefly
summarized by Ginott (1972, a) as follows:

"WitBitness"

An effective teacher demonstrates that he knows what.
1s going on in the classroom. He does not pick on the
wrong child for a deviant act of another." He singles
out the initiator, not the onlooker, or victim. He 1lives.
up.-to the proverbial picture of having "eyes in the back
of his head." '

ﬁ‘“pverlapping"
" An effective teacher can attend to two issues simul-
taneously. While Mary was reading, two boys in- the seat-
WOork area were talking. The teacher said, "Mary, continue
reading. I'm listening, " and almost Instantly said to
the boys, "I can hear you talk. Now turn around and do
your seatwork." A

This teacher took care of two issues without fuss and
without lossgof time and temper. 1In contrast, an

24

"ineffective teacher becomesaimmersed'in a minor misbehavior,

while dropping thée main activity.

"Movement Management" - ‘

In each classroom, children move physically (as from
desk to reading circle) and psychologically (as <rom
arithmetic to spelling). How teachers initiate, maintain,
and terminate such moves significantly affects discipline
in the classroom. Kounin's research shows that ineffectiye
teachers overtalk and fail to maintain momentum in move-
ments. '

"Group Focus" . )

Effective teachers focus on the group. During
recitations they do not become immersed in one chiild.
They have at their disposal a variety of techniques for
alerting the class.

- o

(Ginott, 1972, a, pp. 174-179)
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Dunkin and Biddle (1974) point out some shortcomings of
Kounin's work, in that no attempt has been made to relate the{
N, '
identified tgacher variables with student achievement. Also,
tévddfe,it Is not known whether or not teachers could be
taught to improve their managerial styles in the direction of
Kounin's research findings. However, Dunkin and Biddle (1974)

suggest that "Kounin's research holds considerable promise

for the eventual improvement of classroom teaching" (p. 161).°

Gordon's Approach to Management of Disruptive Classroom Behaviors

Gordon (1974) suggests that a unique kind of relationship

must exist between teachers and students, 1f teaching-learning

processes are to'work effectively--some kind of connection,

1link or bridge. 1In his book Teaching Effective Training, -
he devotes considerable content to the develpr ” ~ these

connections or links, which he perceives to bé fac lite-ed by
communicatioﬁ skills. |

Gordon (1974) maintains that teachers rely far too ne  -ily
on disciplining by meéns of punishment, blaming and shaming
(see discussion of typical teachgr responses presented earlier
in this chapter), and he challenges them to develop skill in
nonpower methods in order to achieve discipline and order. He
suggests that_in doing so, teach;rs would’needmﬁo familiarize
themselves with a new language in talking about discipline.
For example, the traditional language of power, exemplified

by such words as control, direct, policing, enforcing, laying

" down the law, reprimanding, etc. would be replaced by such
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terms.as confrontation;“éollabofation, conflict resolution,_
problem solving? negotiéting, mutual agreements, yorking
things through, etc.

Gordon (1974) carefully differentliates between student
and téacher—owned problems. When dealigg‘with student-owned
problems, such és poor achievement, diécouragément, personél
defeat, ete., ﬁe recommends that teachers allow s;udents to
initiate and supply the direction in resolution. He feels
that the teacher in this situation 1s operating as a_listener
and counsellor whg is primarily interested in the studené's'
needs. Convérsely, when the .teacher identifiés-atproblem as
a teacher-owned problem (€.g. interruption, tardiness,
forgetfulness) Gordon contends that a quite different approach
is called for. Here the teacher.ought to initiate communica-
tion on the subject, -and be active in the problem solving
process,‘moving toward a solution satisfactory to himself. 1In
tﬁis instance, Gordon‘feels that the teacher ié legitimate in
being concerned primafily with his own needs.

When a situatio: has been identified as one in which the
teécher owns the prQPlem (1.e. a situétion ip which student
behavior actually or‘potentiélly interferes with the teacher's
legitimate needs), Gordon (1974) suggésts that the teacher
send Qhat he calls an "I—Messagg." An "I-Message" facilitates
the teacher refaining.responsibility for his own feelings and
behavior, while leaving the’studenﬁ respaonsible for his féel—
ings and beﬁgvior. According to Gordon (1974) "I—Messagés"

have three essential components:




1. ‘Stating what 1s creating a problem :v:r the teacher (e.g.
a non-blaming, non-judgemental description of what is
unacceptable).
2. Pinning down the @angible or concrete effect that the
specific behavior described has on the teacher (e.g. how
is the student's behavior interfefing with the teacher's
needs).
3.V Stating the feelings generated within the teacher because
"he is tangibly affected-(e.g. the'genuine feeling
experieﬁced by the teachef in Ehis situation, whether .
this is fear, disappointment, hurt% frustration, etc.). |
Gordon (1974), urlike Gigott (1972; a) cautions teachers
against expressing anger in their "I-Messages". In fact,
Gordon describes anger as a secondary emotion which always
follows a primary one. He encourages teachers to look beneath
the surface when they experience‘anger, énd attempt to identify
what the primary feeling 1s, in order to include this primary
feeling in their "I-Message'". - He admits that such a process
may leave the teacher in a Vulnerable position (discussed in
more detall in the section regarding authenticity in teacher-
stgdenturelationships,-earlier in this chapter).however, he
reports that teachers who persist with this method, eventﬁally
find students themselves sending more honest messages. _ ”
Carducci (1976) has demonstrated the effectiveness of
"I-Messages," in reducing the frequency of disruptive behan
jor with 64 fifth grade students. Teachers trained to use
"I-Messages" experienced significantly less disruptive behavior

1
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even though these messages were delivered at a low frequency

rate. This study also demonstrated that the use of "I~ o
Messages" was ;. »ior to the use of teacher commands, 1in

reducing the 1 :uency of disruptive behavior.

{

Program Development™,

Objectiives

i
!

Anderson and Faust (1973) streés the importance of
identification and proper statement of educatienal objectives
in the early stages of lesson or pre%ram develepment They
maintain that the clear statement of/objectives makes teachers
more effective, by clarifying goals; ‘and providing criteria
against which to evaluate 1earning/

Mager (1962) has been a particularly prominent force
in speeifying the necessafy components of properly.stated
objectives. These components are:

1. an indication of what the'petformance 15
. N
2. an indication of the conditions. under which the performance

will take place

3. an indication of the minimal level of aCCeptable perform-
~ : f

ance ; - : j

/
Mager (1962) and Gronlund (1970) empha31ze the importanae

S

of stating instructional obJectlves in terms of learning \*\/

outcomes and in terms of student rather than teacher}perfdrmﬁnee.

Nicholls and Nicholls (1972) stress the need for makiné

use of carefully stated objectives to dictate the content,

materials and methods-to be used in facilitating lear. .ng.

i
1
A



Modeling ' ]
Albert Bandura (1977) maintains that mddt human behavior

'is learned observationally through modéling. This observa; :

/ tional learning, he suggests, is governed by the following

/ component pgocesées:

1. attentional processes - attention to models will depend
on: the interpersonai attraction of the models, "the salience =»
and complexity of the modeled behaviors, and the perceptual
set of the Observer,

2. retention processes - retention of modeled activities will
depend on attention, ability to code, and presence of vivid
imagery on the part of the learner.

3. motor reproduction processes - behavioral enéctment of
modéled behavior will‘depend on the;Observér'S abilify to
convert symbollc representations intb épprobriafe actlion, °
monitor these actions, and refine them oﬁ the basis of.
informative feedback.

4, motivational proces;es -~ Observers are mpée 1ikely to
adoptfmodeled bahaviér if 1t results in outcomes they
value, than if it has unreWarding or punishing e;}ects..

" Modellng has been shown to be an effective technique in
facilitéting the learning of complex new responses in a wide
variety of areas, from altruism (Bryan and Brickman, 1973;
Yarrow, Scott and Waxler, 1973), to moral judgement orienta-
tions (Bandura and McDonald, 1963; Keaséy, 1973; Prentiée, L
1972; Sarason and Ganzer, 71973), to concéptual behavior
(Zigler and Yando,"lé?%;,Zimmerman and Rosenthal, 1972) and’
ﬁerceptual Judgements (D%vidson'and Liebert, 1972). ; //)///

e

VAR



30

: . . TR
Moré specifically, modeling has been demonstrated to

Be'an effective method of teaching adﬁlts to modify affective

t

responses. TFor example, Perry (1975) compared the use of

N

school tutgrsf

verbal instructions and audid—tape modeling of embathicd
counsellor responses, in training a group'of 66 clergymen.-
She found that while presence of instructions augmented
learning, the ér;tical factof was exposufe.to deeling tapes.

Eskedal- (1975), in working with 56 students enrolled /in
a master's level counseling course at Suffolk.University

N

ooncludedthatbfief videotaped preéentations by a symbolic

role model were efféctive in increasing students’ level of

spebific knowledge about the initial couhseling relatibnqhip.
In another récent study, McGuire, Helen and Amolsch

(1975) coébared‘the effects of modeled versus descriptive N

instructions in assisting 60 male undergraduate studénts to

learn the skill of self-disclosure. They concluded’that the

subjects! levgl of di;closure increased as a functyén of

length of exposure to mbdeiing vidgotapes but not és a,funétion

of length of exposure4to videotaped descriptive i#structions.

N

In a somewhat similar study, Robisson (l974»rcpmpared
. ] .

the effectiveness of behavioral versusyverbai quelinglin
téachiné collége students assertive Pehaviors,,éinding‘tﬁe
behavioral modeling to Be more influential. S

Lehman (1974) has also demonstrated the qéefulness of

modelingyin facilitating the development of ehpathy'in high

—,
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v .
Despite these inai ions of the value of modeling in
faciliteting hodificetion of interpersonal response patterns,
~ there doesﬁnot appear to be reports in he education litera-
ture of application of modeling techniques with teachers.

Apparently, the ‘Issue of live versus symbolic models
sis not a particularly important one (Bandura, 1970, 1977).
It has been shown ' it adults can effectively acquire atti-
tudes, emotional responses and new styles of conduct via
filred modeling (Bandura, 1973; O'Connor, 1969, 1972; Wolf
and Cheyne, 1972). 1In fact, Eisler, Hersen and Miller (1973)

q

point,but several advantages of filmed over live models--

the opportdnity for careful rehearsal, and accurate repetition.
) . - d:b -

Role Playing

e

Bandura (1977) suggests that behavioral rehearsal .
serves as‘an important aid to memory, following-nobservation - \\\

of symboi%gimodeling. He states that "the highest level of
pbservatiénal learning 1s achieved by first orgénizing,and

rehearsing the modeled behavior symbolically, and then enacfing '

1t overtlyd-(p. 27)-.
l - ,
Rachman](l972)-§oncludes that the positiye impact of

- modeling can.be enhanped\by:a combination of audio and visual

presentatiens, repeated practice, prolonged exposure times,
the use of multiple models, participant modeling, and the
Euse of relax tion training.

It is 'S iyrising that role playing or behavior rehearsal

has not been more wildely used 'in the ~education of teachers

X'
< .
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(Fink, 1973; MeFall and Marsten, 197%). It appears to hold 2
considerable potential for shaping intermersonal responses -
(Friedman, 1972), particularly when combined with modeling

' (Bandura and Jeffrey, 1973;ABerger,,1966; Friedman, 1971;

Gittelman, 1965).

,Assertive Training : -

"Assertive behavior is interpersonal ‘behavior involving
ﬁhe honest and relatively straightforward expression of
feeling. Simnly stated, assertive training includes' any
therapeutic procedure aimed at increasing the client's anility
to'engage in such -behavior in a socially appropriate manner"
(Rimm and Masters, 1974, p. 81).

| While numerous studies appear, making use of assertive

training with children 1in school situations (reviewed by
Rudner, 1976), this author was unable to locate inssances of
assertive training for teacners. Yet, in light of mucn of | i
the foregoing litenature review, it would seem appropriate
to initiate such studies directed toward classroom teachers.

Eisler et al. (1975) and Sansbury (1974) have pointed
out ,that assertive responding in fact involves the coordination
of a variety of verbal and nonvefbal behaviors, thatcis,
developing assertiveness is a complex undertaking. Often
the techniques employed to teach assertion ‘are equally
involved (Eisler, He;sen and Miller,,l973;_Friedman, 1971;
ﬁéfsen, Eisler a "ﬁiller, 1973; Rathus, 1972) incorporating

such things as/modeling; instruction, performance feedback.

and behavioy/r‘hearsal. ‘Modeiing techniques have been shown

,/(
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to be particularly useful in teachiné.bersons to respond
assertively‘(Baddura, 1973), even when modelingvis presented
symbolically via videotaping (Eisler, Hersen ahd Miller,"l973;
Miller, 1973; Rathus,-1973).
“Fensterhelm and Baer (1975) have described the following
four characteristics of the truly assertive person:
1. He feels free to reveal himself. Through.wo;ds and
actlons he makes the statement, '"This 1s me. This
1s what . I feel, think and want!'"
2. He d;n communica%e with people on all levels--with

strangers, friends, family. This communication is
" always open, direct, honest, appropriate.

©

3. He has an active orientation to life. He goes after
what he wants. In contrast to the passive person
who waits for things to happen he attempts to make
things happen. ' ’

4. He acts in a way he himself respects. Aware that he
cannot always win, he accepts his limitations. However,
he always strives to make the., good try so that win,
lose or draw, he maintains his self-respect.

(Feristerheim and Baer, 1975, p. 20)
: ¢
It seems likely that such characteristics as those
described above, would be desirable for classroom teachers.
As Rimm and Masters (197“) are careful to point out, what is
advocated in assertive training is not unreflective and

spontaneous emoting, but;rather; honest- feeling expression,

‘tempered with a knowledge of likely interpersonal consequences,

o
and a sensitivity to the rights of others. 1In this respect,

the goals of assertilve training appear to align well with
Gordon's (1974) method of intervening with provoking students

in the classroom.

-~ R ¢
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Summary " ‘
| The 1deas Biscussed throughout thid chapter, in relation
to the: limited.natppe of typical teacher responses to provo-
cations the need for greater authenticity in‘téacher—student
relationships; the approachesbto manageﬁent of di%ruptive
classroom behaviors; aﬁd the vélue of modeling, behavior
rehearsal and assertive training in deifying behavior;
provided the impetus for the preseﬁt study. It is the opihion
of this author,_that feachers and students would benefit from
‘teachers learning to respond more genuinely in relating to

students, and that programs<should be developed to that end.

A}
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CHAPTER III

DEVELOPMENT AND DESCRIPTION OF TREATMENT PROGRAM

&

This chapter focuses on the phases of workshop development,

and presents a detalled description of the workshop itself.

Development'ﬁ

The literature review, in Chapter‘iI, supports the need
for a program designed to assist teachers to learn more
effective methods of responding to provocation in the class—v
.room.’ The author found\the contributions.of Rogers, Carkhu{f,
Gordon and Ginott, and the various authors dealing with
behavioral teaching strategies (see literature review,
Chapter II) perticularly useful in developing the workshop.

| The follewing objectives were‘identified for the

workshop:

General Objective

To facilitate teachers learning an appropriate method of
intervening when students provoke them in the classroom.

Specific Objectives
To assist teachers to: : y

1. Consider alternate ways of handling provoking classroom
" situations, other than by venting anger or controlling
expression of feelings. ' )

2. To identify classroom situations which they personally
find provoking. -

3. Develop a cognitive understanding of Gordon's method of
intervening in provoking situations.

. Demonstrate Behaviors.consistent_with Gordon's method of
" intervening in provoking situatlons- »



The author visited two Edmonton elementary and Jjunilor high
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This statement of objectives indicates the author S
belief that the, teachers participating in the workshop must
first develop a feeling that they personally may benefit
from learning an .lternate responsej to add to their
repertoire. Care was taken in introducing the"objectives,
to emphasize that the method of intervention being focused
on, was not beilng presented as the best or only way of
dealing with provoking sitnations.

In developing the workshop, an attempt was made to use

time efficiently, and to develop a format which could be

"quite readily implemented by others (e.g. undergraduate

teachers, school counsellors, etc.). The workshop incorpo-

rates a brief theoretical presentation, modeling of the .

—

‘recommended teacher response to provocation, and role playing/ ™

of provoking classroom incidents (see Figure 1). Attempts
were made to use situations relevant to the workshop

participants.

Selection of Provoking Situations

In developing the provoking classroom incidents to be
used for the role playing sessions, the modeling tape, and
the test situations, application was made of the typical
teacher.responses to provocation identified in the litefature
review (see éhapter II). Also, an attempt was made to increase
the lihelihood_of selecting situations relevant'to workshop

participants; and to avoid choosing unnecessarily simple-or

m o

'complex incid- nts by consulting with some local teachers

/

L
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ATION IN THE CLASSROOM
¥

RESPONDINC TO STUDENT PROVOC

WORKSHOP FORMAT v
General Introduction and Objectives of the . 15 minutes
Workshop “
“ \ .
Viewing of Modeling Tapes and Discussion’ 30 minute§
Essentlial Components of Teacher Response to - 15 minutes

Student Provocation

COFFEE BREAK

Examples of'frovoking Situations froh Wofkshop lévminutes
Participants N

Rélg Play Practice in Small Gﬂoups - 1 hour
Summary and Feedba;k ‘ 15 minutes
Written EvaluationJofIWOrkshop gnd Test | ' 20 minutes

Figure 1.
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schools, and through informal discussion with approximately
“ |

a dozen tecachers, eliclted a number of real-1life situations
which occurred recently in these teachers' classrooms, and

which these teachers believed to be commori.

Preparation of the Modeling Tape

Two different model$ were selected to portray teachers,

one male and one female, in order to facilitate the partici-

pants (male and female teachers) identifying with these
models. The two models selected had previous experience in
modeling, effective teacher behaviors to groups of teachers.

Three situations were chosen on the basis of insights
gainedvfrom the literature review (see Chapter II), and input
from local teachers. These situations focused on: (1) a
student interrupting her teacher who 1s attempting to give
Instructions, (2) a student who refuses to do as his teacher
requests, and (3) two students who are fighting between |
themselves.

A decision was made to model "a 'typical' (but less
-{u\

' effective) method of handling the provoking situation, as

well aS\the method recommended in the workshop. This decision
was based on the hope, that 1n watching the 'typical' response
presented, the participants would indeed acknowledge the need
for alternatives: The contrast was also included in order to

clarify the differences between 'typical! responses, and the

response being presented as more desirable.

Two 'students were selected to participate in the modeling

tape a twelve year old girl, and a fourteen year old boy.
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These students were chosen on the basis of'their demonstrated
ability to act, - -and their interest in participatihg in the

project.

Desbription

f

General>IntPoduction and Objectives f the Workshop

(Time Required - 15 minutes)

After welcoming the participants to the workshop, and
having them share some information regarding their teaching
experience, the workshop facilitator made the follpwing
introduc@or& cbmments:

Teachers at timés encounter classroom situaﬁions
(students who are forgetful, interrupt, don't pay attention,
ete.), which arouse feelings of'fru§tration, irritation 'and
anger, and they deal with thése situétions in a vafiety of
wéys. Thomas Gdérdon's research in teacher effectiveness,
however, has revealedithat 90-95% of such teachef responses
“to provoking situatidns, involve some negative.eva’ ‘n
of the student and foster resistance to change. vHe. , he
suggests fhe need for teachers to learn.to confront provoking
students in ways which‘have a lower probability of damaging
the student'§ self-esteem, and at the same time, a higher
probébility of influencing tHem t% modify their own behavior.
Gordon has found that when childrén are told (in an'honest
and non-blaming way) how their behavior affects the téacher,
they are generally surprised, and they respénd more often
than teachers would imagine, simply out of consideration for

their teacher's needs. | L -
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This workshop will focds on Gordon's method of confronting

[0

provoking Students, a method which fosters an honest expression
of feeling from the teacher, and lets the student know Just

how his behavior is interfering with the teacher's needs. Yet,
the responsibility for formulating a response to the teacher's
confrontation remains clearly xith the student, in that the
teacher does not tell the student what he should feel or do.
'This is not a matter of teachers simply learning to vent anger
towards students, as venting anger tends to make students more
aggressive and reactive in return.

» Gordon recommends that teachers examine th@ir feelings

and try to identify their responses to particular proroking
situations in the classroom. He maintains that_many other
feelings'frequently accompany anger. For example, the teacher
may experience hurt, frustration,,embarrassment, discouragement,
insult or disappointment as the primary feeling when provoked,
yet may habitually attempt to control all expression of .
feeling, or respond with angry feelings which blame, ridicule,
embarrass or‘criticize the,student.

The method of confrontation being focused on in this work-
shop necessitates authentic self disclosure on. the part of the |
teacner and consequently, requires teachers to identify what
their feeling response is,in the particular situation, and to
share these feelings with the student concerned, without insult-
ing them or putting them down. This method of dealing with

provoking'Situations, assists students to perceive their

teachers as real people with'their own needs, people_With whom-
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they can have meaningful relationships.

The facilitator then distributed coples of the above
text, and copieé of the objectives of the workshop (see
section-on pfogram development above, for objectives).
‘ObjectiQes were discussed and elaborated, and participants
;

,xihdicated that they were interested in pursuing thesée

objectives;

-t

Viewing of Modeling Tapes and Discussion
(Time Required - 30 minutes) :

At this point in the program the modeliné tape1 was
introduced, and the workshop participants received written
.>guides for viewing the tape segments. .The guide for viewing
the 'typical' but undesirable intervention,segments'consisted
of the questions:

1. What things did the teacher say or do that.may have caused
the student to feel insulted or put down? ,

2. How might the teacher have handled this situation
’ differently?

Participants' responses to these stimulus qugséidns,
as well as other self—initiaﬁed responses (e.g. corments on
teaching style portrayed) served as the basis of d’-cussion
after observation éf each 'typical' teacher respon segment .
The guide for viewing the recommended teacher intervention

method, consisted of the following questions:

1. V=:s there a genuine expression of feelii.,g by the teacher?
If so, what feelings were expressed?

1This moteling tape is available from Dr. Peter Calder,
Educational Psychology Department, University of Alberta.

t
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2. What was unacceptable to the teacher?

3. ' Did the teacher say what effect the student s behavior
had on her?

4. 1In what ways did the teacher focus on the studeét?

5. Was the studen£ given an opportunity to respond?
Participants' responses to these stimulus qufstions,

as well as self—initiated responSes, served as thé basis of

discussion following the observation of eacﬁ segmént portray-

ing the fecommended hethod of teacher intervention. It wés

anticipated that these particular questions would be instru-

_mental in faciiitating a personal recognition of elementé

of effective teacﬁer response to provocation.

Essential'Components of Teacher Response to Provocation in

the Classroom

(‘Time Required - 15 minutes) _

At this pointﬁin the workshop, the facilitator distributed
the followingAlist of five essential components of teacher
response to provocétion in the classroom, adapted from Gordon

(1974).

1. State the problem (i.e. what is the student doing.that
1s unacceptable?). :

2. State what effect this problem has on the teacher.

3. Express . the feelilngs genefated in the teacher.

4.  Focus on the student (e.g. eye contact, use of the stu-
dent's name, movement toward the student, etc,).'

5. Give the student an opportunity to respond.

These components were disQussed and elaborated with examples

from the facilitator and the participants themselves. These

f
Wb L
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components of teacher responsc were then tranécribed on a-

“
blackboard, and'participants were urged to use them as
criteria for their own ﬁerformance in the?role.playingdepi~
sodes to be engaged in later.

Prior to coffee break, the facilitator:briefly explained
that since role pla§ practice was to be part of the workshop,
it was desirablg to obtain relevant, real—life‘experiences
from the participants themselves, as the basis of this role
playing. Guides for recording these incideﬁts were distrib;

uted at this time, in hopes that some informal discussion

may be generated on this topic over the break period.

Examples of Provoking Behavior in the Classroom

(Time Required - 15 minutes) !

Teacher participants were given three copies of a guide
(see Figure 2), and-were urged to record specifically what
occurred in the particular incidents described, using béhaV—

ioral terminology.

Role Play Practice in‘Small Groups
(Time Reqﬁired -1 hour)‘

Participants were requested to divide into grgups of
three andAto designate one member as the teacher, Oone és the
student, -d one aé an observef, in each situation role
played. They were further instructed to rétate these rolés
with each situation role played so that éll pérticipénfs
would experience several trials in each pole: Participants

were given guides (see Figure 3) for use in theilr observer role.
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EXAMPLES OF\PROVOKING BEHAVIOR IN THE CLASSROOM

\

Please describe an incident which has occurred in your class-
room which caused you to feel frustrated, irritated, or -ngry
with a student or students.

1. Describe the context of the provoking incident (e.g.
class activity at the time, what happened just before,
grade level).

2. What exactly did the student do or say that was provoking?
(Include nonverbal behavior.)

' - ‘ o
3. What was the teacher's reaction? (Include nonverbal . \
behavior.) '

4., Describe the outcome.

<y

Figure 2.




@BSERVER GUIDE FOR ROLE PLAY SITUATIONS

——

Did the teacher state what the problem behavior was?

Yes
No-

Did the teacher state what effect this behavior had on
her/him’> Yes

No
Did the teacher express her/his feelin s°
Yes
No
I S0, didfbhe/he do so .in a non-blaming way? Yes
; No —
in a genuine way? Yes
. No :
. Did the teacher focus on the student concerned?
Yes
No o

How did the teacher demonstrate this?

o

45

Did the teacher give the student an opportunity to respond?

Yes
No

OtherAéomments?

Figure 3.

——



The facilitator's role throughout this ssgment of‘the
program consisted of circulating amohg the role play%@g
groups, providing suggestions tc participants, particularly
those assuming the teacher's rolé, and attempting to glve

support and encouragement for role nlaylng efforts.
\ |
\ 1

Summary and Feédback ‘EB

(Time Required - 15 minutes)
+ This time was devoted to a sharing of experliences from
the small groups, as well as emphasizing the objectives 6f

participants trying the recommended approacn in thelr own

classroomn. o

¢

Written ¥®vraluation of Workshop

(Time Required - 10 minutes)

-

o2
X»:}..

Participants were given a questionnaire (sge Figure U4)

and asked to anonymously give thelr candid responses.

Written Test

(Time Requiréd - io.minutes) ‘ 9
In order to determine whether or not participants had
Siomprehendeds and were.able to recall the main elements of
the recbmmended approach to provocation, they were asked to

. briefly complete a written test (see Figure ).

!

Agteaching manual for the workshop is presented in

f@pendix A.

4o
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RESPONDING TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION !

Did you ehjoy the workshop?

Yes .

No [
Do you feel that the theoretical presentation was effective?

Yes
No

Were the modeling tapes helpful?

Yes - ¢
No .

Do you think the modeling tapes portrayed realistic class-
room situations

|

Yes

If not, please explain. ' - .

Was the role playing useful?

Yes

No
Do you feel you recelved accurate feedback from the
observers in your group?

Yes
No

Do you feel that this workshop
- should be included in undergraduate teacher education
courses?
Yes ; —
No .
- =>should be made available to groups of teachers for
" professional development? _
Yes i
No A

Do you think you will try this in your classroom? ..

Yes
. No

Please write comments on the back.

Figure 4.

A



G

TEST

RESPONDING TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

Briefly explain what Thomas Gordon believes about the
teacher expressing anger in the classroom. '

D

Thomas Gordon states that 90-95% of teachers respond to
provoking situations in ways which, .

. List the essential components of teacher response to-

provocation \as presented in the workshop).

a)

" b)

c)

d)

e)

Figure 5.

48
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CHAPTER IV

- \
IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION OF TREATMENT PROGRAM

In this chapter the author discussés the design for
implementing and determining the'éffectiveness ofrthe treat-
ment program adopted in the present study. The hypothéses
underlying ﬁhé oresent study are listed, the sample 1is

described, 'and the fesearch design 1is discussed. The methods

of subjJective and objective evaluation of learning outcomes

are elaborated.

Hypoéheses

The following hypotheses were developed 1in order to assess
the influence of tﬁe treatment program. >
1. That teachers who haye participated in the treatment
program, will acquire an understanding of the recommended
method of intervening with provoking students in the class-
room, as evidenced by written test scofes on a test
deéigned to assess undéfstanding of the method presented

in the workshobp.

°

2. That teachers who have participated in the treatment pro-

gram, will be able to demonstrate the recommended method|
of intervening with provoking students in the classroom,\
‘as evidenced by treatment control-group raters' score
comparisons of videotaped role play confrontations.

3. That teachers who have particivated in the treatment pro-

gram will perceive this program to be relevant and useful.‘

to them in their teaching role, as evidenced by subjective

evaluation comments.

b9



\ Samgle

The sample consisted of 44 experienced teachers, who were
enrolled in an undergraduate educational psychology’course,
University of Alberta' All persons énrolled 1in thils course
participated in the proiect as part of course requirements.
The subjects were randomly assigned to either the treatment
or control group. Once membership was assigned the groups
were compared on the factors of years of teaching experience,
grade taught, location of school, and sex of participant.

Comparison of treatment anq eontrol group members, on
the dimension of years of teaching experlence, revealed
similarity‘of‘this trait (see Table 1). The differences in

mean years of teaching experience (treatment group - 8.7 years

control group - 12.2 years) is accounted for by the presence

of three teachers in the contr7l group with more than 25

years of -experience.

~ -
r

L Table %&h; 4
Comparison of Treatment J@ﬁﬁt;:f Groups

on the Dimension Years of Teaching Experience -

= a

. Less Than 5 to G 10 or more Mean
Group: N 5 years years years years
Treatment 228 27% 27% 469 8.7
Control 20 25% . 20% 554 . . 12.2

—

a Two members of the treatment, group did not submit the
personal information requested .

50
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On the factor of grade level taught, the makeup of the
treatment and control groups aopears similar (see Table 2).
It 1s Interesting to note that in both groups, at least 58%
of the teachers teach kindergarten through grade three, and
fewer than 20% of each group teach aBove the grade six level.

Table 2 |

Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups
on the Dimension: Grade Level Taught

Group "N K-gr. 3 gr. U-6 gr. 7-9  gr. l0-adult
Treatment 22 542 32% | 4.5% 9%

Control 20 507 30% 15 % 5%

The dimension of location of school was examined because

'\‘vxthe experimenter understood that many of the workshop parti-

cipants would be from outlying areas, and there was some

concern that in randomizing assignment to groups; without
controlling for this factor, there may be uneven.distribution
of this trait. Examination of Table 3 shows that this was not
the case. . The two groups had surprisingly similar makeup in
this regard -

" The two ‘groups were also similar when compared on the
basis of sex of the participants (see Table U4).

In summary, the sample consisted prima%;ly of female.
kindergarten to grade six teachers, with an average of ten

years teaching experience. Slightly more than one half of

the subjects teach in ‘the metrovolitan Edmonton area, the

others 1in oullying areas surrounding'Edmonton, . ' :g
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Table 3

Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups
on the Dimension: Location of School

Group N Metropolitan Area Outlying Area
Treatment 22 59% 419

Control 20 55% 5g

A

Note. Metropolitan area includes: Edmonton, St. Alberta,
and Sherwood Park.

Outlying area includes: Morinville, Aldergrove,
Barrhead, Fultonvale,
Hobbema, Drayton Valley,
Tomahawk, Darwell, and
Onoway .

Table U

Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups .
on the Dimension: Sex of Participants

Group ) N S Female Male
Treatment : 24 , 21 3

Control 20 16 4

1

Research Design.

For analysis, the test measures of the treatment group
_were compared with the +-s¢ measures of . the control group.
The‘%est was administered to the control group while the work--
shop was conducted with the treatment group. The treatment
group was then.given,the test while control group subjects

‘attended the workshop.

B
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Evaluation Methods

Program effectiveness was assessed by determining the
extent to which participants: (1) gained an understanding of

. C e
the avproach recommended, (2) could behaviorally demonstrate ,
this appbroach, when confronted with provoking students in rolé
play situations, and (3) perceived the workshop to be relevant,

enjoyable and useful.

Written Test

In order to determine if varticipants gained an under-
standing of the approach recommended in the workshop, théy
“were asked to complete a brief written test (see Figure 6)
at the conclusion of the workshop.: (Suggesteq answers and

scoring criteria have also been included in Figure 6.)

Videotaped Role Play Confrontations with Provoking Students

In order to attémpt to determine whether or not workshop
participants had in fact incorvorated the recommended approach
into‘their behavioral repértoire, all subjects were subjected
to a éontrived test situation (for the treatment group this
test occurred after the workshop, for the_control group; prior
to the workshop). During thé short (2 to 3 minute) role play
sesslions, subjects were»confronted‘with two student actors,
one of Whom was portraying a pfovoking-student in clasé. All
role play confrontations wefe videotaped for the use of raters
at a later déte.' o '

The two student éntors, a'twelve_year old boy and a nine

year old'girl, were instructed and éarefullyarehearsed to

N N
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TEST

RESPONDING TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

(a) or (b) 1.
~earns 1
point

(a) or (b) 2.
earns 1
point

“any 3 of 3.

these 5
earns 1
point

Briefly explailn what Thomas Gordon believes
about the teacher ~xpressing.anger in the
classroom.

a) Anger expressions are destructive.
b) Often other feelings accompany anger and

it may be more honest for the teacher to
express these. .

Thomas Gordon states that 90-95% of teachers
respond to provoking situations in ways
which,. .

a) put students down (e.g. ridicule, blame,
embarrass, order, criticize, shame, etc.)

b) evoke resistance to change

List the essential components of teacher
response to provocation (as presented in the
workshop) . : o

a) state the problem

b) state the effect on the teacher

¢) state feelings generated in teacher

d) focus on student

e) give the student an-opportunity to respond

Total: 3 points

2
<7
. f

Figure 6.
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initiate provoking behavior. Each student actor. rehearsed
two different provoking incidents;,the girl was to: (1)
behave in an inattentive manner while the teacher gaQe
detailed in:tructions, then ask what was supposed to be done,
and (2) pass a derogatory cartoon of the teacher to her
classmate, 1in an interruptive manner when the teacher was
talking. The boy was instructed to: (1)'mutter‘(loud enough
to be heard by the teacher) "What a bore!'" Jﬁst after the
.teacher inﬁroducéd the topic fdr'the=lessong and (2) refuse
to move Qhen the teacher requested him to do so. The students‘
were 1nstructéd, and réhearsed with several adults; to then

respond to agchers in whatever manner seemed most natural,

realistic = ic to them. For example, if the teacher
s sE 2 ) s

re§pond-’ B2’ way that they felt cooperative - to

cdgbéra: :,% ,xhéyﬁfg}t«apologetic - to apologize, or if

~they felt aﬁﬁgé%hisxip - to antagonize further, etc.. The

students ro“ated the order in which they role played the

!

different situationsﬂ This r..ation allowed each student a
breékifrom his for ﬁer) prdvoking.role, and allowed him (or
her) éo focus on a éifferent ihcident each time 1t was his
(or her} turn. In,éll,test situations each student actor
portrayed a provoking stﬁdenp.20 times. Botp.students were

-present 1n, each si%uation, in order to promote greater realism

for all participaﬁtsu
Control subjécts were given the following instructions:

This afternoon's workshop will focus on ways of
dealing with students who provoke teachers in the class-
room, and we feel it would be useful for you to try out
interacting with a real ~hild in a provoking situation
ahead of time.

f

# i
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I want you to imagine that' you are at the end of what
has been a long, rather frustrating day. Think about a
child or chlldren in your own classroom who tend to
frustrate you.

Now when you enter this room, you will be videotaped
in a role play situation with a young grade 6 boy, Mike
(or a grade 4 girl, J111), who will do something which .
would annoy or provoke you as the teacher. o

Please respond to the child's provoking behavior with
the most effective means you know of to deal with the
situation. Do not use ignoring.

You will be welcome- to view this tape at a later date
if you wish.

Treatment subjects were given identidél instructions,
with the exception of the first paragraph, which for these

subjects read:

This morning's workshop focused on learning a
particular method of dealing with provoking students in
the classroom. We would now like to see if you can
demonstrate this méthod with a real child in a pro-
voking situation. : ' ‘

Rating of Videotaped Role Play Confrontations

-

.Pripr to rating, segments of the tést situation video-
tapes were combined in a random order and transferred to mastér
tapes for ﬁse by raters. |
Three raters were tralned to rate the videotaped role
play confrontafions, scoring points for the simple presence
or absence of the criteria described in Figure 7. Two
raters then independently viewed and rated each role‘play ‘ g
segmeht.
| The majority of the taped teacher-student interactions

were 2% to 3 minutes in length, however, several teachers

Y —~
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RESPONDING TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

RATING CRITERIA

Subject # L Rater

Criteria Description Frequency

1. States the problem
(e.g. throwing books on
the floor, disturbing
.others, not listening,
interruoting, refu51ng
to do as I ask).

2.. States the effect of the
- problem on the teacher
(e.g. I can't concentrate,
I have to repeat instruc-
tions, I find it .
distracting, It is wasting
teaching time).

3. Expresses feelings ,

‘ {e.g. This 1is frustrating R
me, I find this upsetting, ‘
I'm getting annoyed).
Note: Do not count "How
do you think I feel" or
"I'm tired too" or "L :
don't 1like d01ng it either, . &
etc. J ‘ '

. Focuses on the student
(e.g. movement toward the
student, using the student's
name) .

5. Gives the student an
opportunity to respond
(e.g. pausing, open-ended

" questions, asking student's
opinion). :

Subject's Sccre: (the number of criteria demonstrated)
Note. Maximun score possible-is 5 points.

Figure 7.
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left the room before time was up,.consequently,,these”segments
were less tﬁan 2% mlnutes. Raters were instruetedwto
cbnsisteﬁtly rate qaly the fiﬁst 2% minutes of teacher—
student interactiqn (using a timer); or to rate the entilre

interaction in those few cases wheré the segment was less

than 2% minutes in lengthl

For analysls, scores were counted only if they were
recorded by bothfindependent raters. For exaﬁple, if one
rater scored a particular teacher as havlng expressed feelings.
(criteria #3), and the\second rater'did'not, then the teacﬁer N

did not receive a point‘for exbressing feelings.

B

Subjective Evaluation

In an attempt to determine to what extent the part101pants

perceived the workshop to be relevant enjoyable and useful,

< .
e

and in order to obtain suggestlgns regarding areas for 1mprove-
ment,@all'werkshop participants were requested to anonymously
and c%\ 1i*dly complete a questionnaire (see: Figure u) at the
conclusion of the work hop Results of these questlonnaires

)

: _were tabulated, and are reported in Chapter V.

I S



CHAPTER V

RESULTS AM TISCUSSION

In this chapter, the results of the written test, the

videotaped‘role play confrontations and the subjective

" evaluations, will be presented and discussed.

e
Results

Results of Written Test

Hypothesis one states: that teachers who have-

participated in the treatment program will acquire an under-
standing of" the recommended method of intervening with
provoking students in the classroom, as evidenced by written
test scores,'on_a test designed to assess understanding of

b

the methodrpresented in the workshop. .
At the conclusion of the . rkshop, treatment subjects
were requested to complete a br: ef written ‘test (see Figure 6
p- 5u for test items and corinr criteria), in order to ‘
determine if they had an unucrstanding of the recommended
method of intervening with provoking students. Answers to
test questions were scored according to the criteria outlined
and the following results were obtained for each item
Question #1 Briefly explain what Thomas Gordon believes about
the teacher expressing anger in the classroom.
21 of the 24 respondents (87. 5%) answered

ythis;question in a way whioh met the_criteria

" i1dentified.

9
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Question 4o

Question #3

60
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Thomas Gordon states thdt\QO 95% of teachers

respond to provoking situationl\in wa s which,

J

21 of the 24 respondents (87.5%) answered
this question 1: a way which met the. criteria

identified.

~

List the essential compoien'~ of teacher response
to provocation (as present: . in the workshop)

20 of the 2“ respondents (83%) answered

e '\\

'?fthis question in a way which met the criteria

On the

subject recalling just one.

r‘iddntified 16 of the 24 respondents (67%)

were able to recall four or five components of
teacher responsesg even though only three
componentsgwere*required to meet the criteria of
this iten . Only h_of the 24 respondents were
unable to recailfthree oomponents of teacher

‘ p

response, 3 reéslling only two compoﬁ%nts and 1

. - . “ . "‘ ‘1. .
cal test scores 18 of the 24 respondents (75)

answered all three test items in a way which met.the criteria

identified.

2 of the 24 respondents (8%) answered two of

the three questions satisfactorily, and 4 of the 24 respondents

““(15%) answered only one of the three questions satisfactorily

In view of the findings reported, hypothesis one 1s

supported.

A
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Videotaped Role Play Confrontations

Hypothesis two states: that teachers who have partic-
ipated in the treatment program, will be able‘to demonstrate
the recommended method of intervening with provoking students .
in the classroom, as evidenced by treatment-control group s
raters’' score comparisons of videotaped role play -
confrontations. .

Role play confrc-tations were rated as outlined in/

Chapter IV (see 1 7, p. 57 for detailed descriptﬁon of'
criteria). Raters' scores for treatment and cowﬁgg% groups

are reported in tables 5 and 6. Thé raters obtained 95%

< ~
. . A
agreement and, as mentioned earlier, any discrepant points ,twﬁ, T ey
S - . Nt ge e O
were not 1included in the subjects' scores. : . . R “f§fc@
‘\‘;‘\4%;?) R

In summafy, it appcars that the treatment subjJects were
significantly better able to demonstrate all individual

criteria outlined, with the exception of focusing ©h the \w
3%

student %which was demonstrated by all subjects. Alsoa it is

: . g -

apparent that the mean performance of treatment sﬂbjects Was

L

significantly better than the mean performance of the controls.

Consequently, hypothesis two 1s supported.
. . .
. i ' o .
Subjective Evaluation N N

Hypothesis three states: that teacﬁefsiwho have partic-

‘\\

ipated in the treatment progiam will perceive the program to
be relevant, and useﬁul to them in their teaching role, as
evidenced in their comments on«the subjective evaluation.

At the conclusion of the workshop, treatment subJects

were requested to anonymously and candidly complete a

/
/ v
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Table 5
A Comparison of Treatment and Control Groups
‘ on Individual Criteria

Treatment (N=23) Control (N=18) v
frequency % of frequency Z. of z
Criteria of response response of response response score
#1 (States _ S *x
the problem) 17 L% 1 5.5 b4.39 -
#2 (States o T
the effect) 12 52% -0 0 % 3.64
#3 (Expresses ' R 1
feelings) 22 962 .0 0. %, 6.12
#4 (Focuses on o : v
the student) 23 100% 18 100 % -
#5 (Gives
opportunity . S e

to resptnd) 15 . 65% 6 .33 % 2.04

*% significant at the .01 level for pone-tailed test .
¥ significant at the .05 level for one-tailed test

.~ Table 6
A -
A Comparison of Treatment and fentrol Groups
on Mean Total Scoréds

,~m ‘g' .
Group N ' Mean SD t
Treatment 23 3.9 1 . 'Y
10.46

Control < 18 1.4 ) .5 ,

Note. Welch's adjustment (Ferguson, 1971, pp. 155-157) was  ©
" used in light of the apparent discrepancy in .
population variances. ’ )
ol d significant at the .0005 level for one-tailed test. -

#
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giving their comments

] , p- U479,
The results of thils evaluatlon are summarized

questionnaire (see figure 4
on the workshop.
in Table 7. A-sampling of participant comments appears below
Regarding the theoreticalvpresentation, one participant
stated "might not have been enough if I hadn't done reading
‘ , one

When asked if the modeling tapes were helpful
especially since there was a followup,

participant stated "Yes
and another, "Perhaps a film or more examples would help 1in

developing principles.’

In relation to the question-—Do you think the modeling
tapes portrayed realistic,classroom situations? -the following

4 ?»fx' )

\
comments were made'_ﬁﬁ
students are not always reasonable or mature enough

-

"NO

to reason things out

"No, there are many more*pupils in class
the manner of lesson, presentation

"Only to some extent,
"Yes, but perhaps the solutions came too quickly, in
1"

reality the teacher would have to struggle more.
for the average middle Junior high classroom

-

appeared to be ‘the cause of the disruptive behavior.

"Yes,
o
"Yes. It would be impossible to have them totally realistic
they served the purpose. ) N

g ,

"Yes, unfortunately, -~ the negative ones

A number of suggestions were made rggarding the role

Two participants suggested that they would

Other comments were

‘playing seSsions
like to have observed other small groups role playing, and
Q:‘;‘(

o>

three suggested the need for more time.

"Discussion was more helpful "

v -
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Table 7

Summary of Treqtmént SubjJects'
Responses to Participant Evaluation N=24

. No
Question ‘ Yes - No . Answer
1. Did you enjoy the workshop? oU - -
2. Do you feel the theoretical

presentation was effective? 23 - 1
3. Were the modellng tapes

helpful? 23 - 1
. Do you think the modeling

tapes portrayed realistic

classroom situations?: 19 3 2
5. Was the role playing useful? 21 - 2 . 1
6. Do you feel you received

accurate feedback from the ,

observers 1n your group% - 23 -, 1
7. Do you feel that thls workshop: .

-~ Should be included in under-

graduate teacher e?ﬁ?ation? 23 : - 1

. W
— Should be made avai?gble to
groups of teachers for e

professional development? 24 .~ ) -

8. . Do-yousithink you willftry this
approach - in your classroom? ) 22 - , 2

L s
QiS4
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"We got‘qaught ub discussing causality."

Regarding feedback from observers in the small group§3
comments made were:. |

"We tended to get tangled up in complications."

"Yes, but difficulf to do in such a short time."

"Feedback came from the whole group." i '

"Discussion w: ; good - very observant of verbal‘communica—‘
tion - many times we fell short." )

"They were very good at spotting feelings in m&self."

In commenting on whether or not this workshop should
be includéd in undergraduate and experienced teachér education,
three participants said,_"Definitely!" and three participants 
pointed out the importance qf presenting such a program iﬁ
conjunction with student teaching for undergraduates. ;
When asked if they wddld try.this approach in'their,own
‘classrooms, oﬁe partidipant stated, "I sometimes do." and
“‘another comméntquﬁYeﬁgtbut I'd need.a lot of practice to

g
.
T

change my mind:
The following general critical remarks were=madé:

"I'm dubious about whether or not it would work for long.
I could forgseelong arguments with-a sympathetic teacher."

"Responding like this could be effective as an element
of surprise, however, I feel that continued use would
nullify effects.

"I would try this out, but- it would be only one of the
many strategies I would use. Putting this into practice
would take time and effort on my part." , ,
"I feel unsure of the effectiveness of this method,
however, I do feel in cert%in situg@ions it might work."

RAEBLS v
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In responding to the live test situation (videotaped
role play-confrontations), many teacﬁers directly and indirectly
expressed anxiety, and expressed feeling threatenedtgt the
thought Qf someone assessing how they handled the situatibn.
This points out the need to support teabpers in research-
related test situations. 1In this regard; it 1is recommended
that teachefs undergoing ro}e play tést situations with real
children, have a sesslion with an emphatic facil;tator after-
wards. Evéry subject in this project did have such a
debriefing sesslon, and many teachers used this time to
express diccatisfaction with théir own responses.

Aslde from usinglfhe videotaped role play'confrontations
.fto obtain raters' scores, the material oﬂézhe tapes provided.
considerable other information and insights. For example,

although many of the ﬁeachers participating in the workshop

- expressed anxiety about the role playing, criticized it as

unreal,ﬁénd generally stated that théy were unfamiliar and
uncomfortable with 1it, they were most cooperafive in attempting:
to ilmmerse ghemselves in the teacher's role with the student
actors, and many teachers engaged in resourceful,.role-
related adlibbing. _ h - »» |

Other observatioﬁs noted‘in viewing the tapes, Include
the different approach styles of yoﬁnger_versus older téachers,
aé %ell;as male versus female teachers. Younger teachers l
apﬁgareé to do less 'preacﬁgng' and more consulting wiﬁh the
students. Male teachers‘apﬁgared iriclired to use intimidation

(e.g. physically grasping the\student's.desk,»or towering over

[ T
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the student) more so than female teachers.

It was also interesting to note the extensiveduse (in
treatment and control groups) of a negotlation process with
provoking students (e.g. "What would you rather do?" or
’"What suggestions do- you have to make this more interesting?"
etc.). Also, the teachers generally appeared to respect
students' property. For example, the student actor who was
anticipating being caught with a derogatory cartoon of the ’%ﬁV
teacher, found to‘ner surprise, that teachers generaliy did
not snatch this from her, or demand to see it, but rather,
readily responded to her claims that 1t was hers, and did
not investigate regarding the content. .This, despite the fact :
that the students uere passing the cartoon back and forth
in a disruptive way and giggling at it.

Another interesting Observétion occurred in the situation
during which one student actor was ‘to fail to oay attention
’while instructions were being given out, t- - ask for a
repetition. Most teachers responded immediately to the first
cues indicating that the student was not paying’attention,
and actively engaged the student's attention toythe t sk
(e.g.turpointingtx>thestudent?spage, or reouesting the

student to read out instructions‘ etc ) before proceeding

N
L8

‘One further interesting observation was that the student actor
who)was not playing out a provoking student in a given segment,
frequently spontaneously aligned himself or herself with the

teacher behaved in a 'model! fashion and engaged in positive




% ‘
One fictor that becomes very apparentlon view;ng the
videotaped role play confrontations is‘that the student”
actors tended to 'overact' their provocative behaviors.
They behaved in a manner more provocative than the role they
rehearsed, and they persist d with thelr provoking behavior
regardless of the teacher's responsei While atltimes they
automatically responded with compliance, the& generally
quickly resumed a provoking role.
One possible regson for this occurrence may be the
impact of the research assistant who praised and encouraged
| the.student actors regarding provoking behaviors demonstrated
in the first rfew segments, and suggested that they be
persistent. Another ractor may be the influence of parti-
pating in the confrontations with the second student actor,
Whereas each student had rehearsed with. just adults. On
breaks between segments, the student actors could be heard
glggling about aspects of their performance sharing
perceptions of how the teacher handled the situation, and
avidly planning their next approach )
This"overacting' was probably a blessing in disguise;
in that the student actors.remained enthusiastic about their
own roles,- and 1ntrigued by what the teachers would do in
response, throughout the day. It was probably also beneficial
in the respect th" 1t gave teachers reoeated opportunities
to try out responses to provokiné behavior. In many instances,
it was noted that treatment subjects responded initially with
rather automatic behaviors, and only as the provoking behavior

. A
persisted, were able to try out the recommended approach.

,-
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One disadvantage of the 'overacting' was the fact that

1t aroused frustration in the teachers, and many of them

arrived in the dxbriefingﬁuw”
/\v

about their;at&empt" to

ion feeling badly and defensilve
. ) ©
with the situation. They ‘equired

Q&
reassurance that the student actors were unreasonably persis-
tent, and that thelr attempts to handle the situation would
probably have more impact on ‘students in a real classroom.

In any case, the students were'remarkably consistent in
the intensity and‘persistence of their provoking behaviors,
and they played out thelr roles seriously, without once
breaking into langhter-or otherwlse interrupting their acts
during taping.

A few eomments concerning student actor preparation may
be useful here. Considerable care was administered in intro-
ducing the project to the\student actors, and 1n“discuSsing

thelir possible participation. It was considered crucial that

the students clearly understo 7 ‘he objectivf

the project,

and fﬁ particular, that they understood the pérpose of the

;

, ) A
videotaped role play confrontations, and that they perceived .
‘ _ .

their roles as contrijuting to a learning process for teachers.

The student actors did appear to adopt this understanding and

perception, as evidenced by their spontaneous alignment with
/ . . . .

the teachers during their neutral roles, thelr polite and

friendly inﬁeraction with the teachers followling segments,

>

and their ability'to discuss their evaluations of various

teacher approaches at the conclusion of the project.
4

One fina_ observation regarding the videotaped role play

confrontations concerns the component of expressing feelings.

v
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feelings, initially tend to fely on. the expression of angry

As discussed in Qhatter I, Thomas Gordon (l97“) has found

in his t. er, effectiveness training orograms that teachers
who are learning to make 'I' statements expressing their
feelings rather than expressing feelings which may be under-
lying their anger. It is interesting to note, that in this
study, 70% of the treatment subjects were successful in
expressing feelings other than anger (e.g. disappointment

upset, frustration, unhaopiness, etc.) even thouph 25% of

these subjects accompanied such feeling expressions with

expressions of angér'and annoyance. It is evident on viewing
tne tapes, that teachers could use assistance in learning
to express feelings with congruence, since many of thein/
feeling statements are made neutrall\, wi ot appropriate
gesticulations and tone of voice.

One further outcome of the . kshop was the collection
of 73 specific examples of pr voking behavior in the class-
room, from worksnop participants. These e§amples were used
during the role play sessions and could be used in future
for modeling situations and examples during the initial

presentation of the method to be learned.
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CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summarx

Theigeneral purpose of this study was to devéﬁﬁpi implement

-and evaluate a program designed to tcach teathers to réspond

effectively to vrovocatién in the classroom. More specifically,

: R
the intent was to develop a workshop which could be used as

inservice training for experienced teachers, or as a learning

module in undergraduate teacher educ . .n.
The workshop developed, incorocr . s a theoretical
presentation, modeling, and guic role playing. Evaluation

involved subjective evaluation py partfcipants,-a short
written test, and raters' comparisons of treatment versus
controi subjects' handling of videotaped role play confron-

tations with pggvoking student actors.

Conclusions

The results demonstrate the general effectivénéss of the
workshop‘iﬁ teachiné fhe recommended method of intervention.
Statiéti&ally significant differences were obtained on four
out of the five components taught, and also on the raters'
Cbmparisons of the treatment versus control groﬁp total scores’
on the composite response taught. ‘

| The results of participéﬁts' éubjective evéluations, as
wéll'as-the literature review, support the ﬂeed for such a
program'as the one developed in this study; particularly since

such a program does not éppear to be ofherwise available. .

a a,



Aside from the treatment effects, otheriintert [ng

.w,'

_informationﬁgyd.insights were gained. lt uas tound that

while teachers expressed anxiety and discomfort wmth role
playing, they appeared to willingly participate in, and;
benefit from this as a learning method. - 't was also found
that, while teachers do tend to.focus on disruptive studentS,
and on occasion give'them opportunities‘to respor that the
components which may be described as involving at - lveness,
(i,e. stating the problem stating how this problem is

affecting the teacher and .expressing feelings), do not seem:

to naturally occur in teacher response to-provocation: Thisv

2

: é ’
suggests the possible value of focusing more specifically on

teaching each of these components,. as suggested by Bandur»

N

(1977) prior to attempting a composite response It was
also apparent that teachers require particular assistance in
-

expressing feelings, in such a way that their non-verbal

behaviors are congruent with their verbal. responses

Recommendations

" Program'lmprovements j

A number of suggestions for program improvement follow
naturally from the discussion of resnlts prcsented in the

previous chaptér. One improvement . commended would be ’
$

‘f;provision for more extensive rOJe playing, perhaps inter—

2

spersed with quality feedback and f‘trthm modeling of thev

-

recommended method The quality of feedback could possibly

be augmented by making videotaping and playback equipment‘“

N
A
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B teaching method For-example, 1tew. .d be interesting tol

usefulhess of studying the behavio of teachers in video—

, : _ v
' taped role play confrontations wi - 2nt actors, as a.

“teachers examine and criticize their own sponses oh viewingh;

“the tapes,. ther return to the role play situation and attempt"

.....

available to each small group) These changes would

unfortunately involve .the rneed for. extra time money“and w ﬁﬁg
» AR

N

: organizational effort. Implementing such»changes woulduprobably: o

require at »east a full day workshop, whereas, in the present . - gl

v N

study, teachers Were available for only a half day focus on

this topic

It is further recommended that consideration be given w
. ) ‘.
to supportive followup measures, designed to facilit@te

' teachers incorporating the new response pattern in their own,ﬂ

classroom. This improvement would also require an extended
2 ‘ . e

time commitment and expense

! ;
Further Research k i '

It is recommended that consideration be giVen to the

< )

S, d
to modify their response in a specific direction Such a
« T, N\“’» 4

'measure may promo e hat Bandura (1977) refers to as corrective\%g

\)

3.

self adjustmen%? e '15

It 1is- further recommended that the matter of typical
» . ¢ . . _‘;40
teacher responses to provocation be. further explored. Whiley S

. \

Gordon (197“) ma i ntains that teachers tend: to put students

'vdown in response to their own feelings of perSonal threc,.;

‘could it be that teachers put students down nfore out of a.

“

—
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?;;{} .
teaching congruence betweén ‘verbal . and non- verbal responses.

EN q ' Y - * .
response.to gd‘éral role expectations? If this 1s the case,

role expectations.

teachers may require assistance tongCognize and modify their

It is also recommended that attentionfbe directed toward .

facilitation of attitudinal change, particularly in»praCe
changgs can result from short workshops,

 anign
n&ﬁ

eérsonal responses would necessitate courses or longer

{? .

;_ticing te@ghers.

It 1s apparent that specific behavioral

\

however,

_ : PR
.programs developed with this objective in mind.

It WOuld seem that teacheﬁ&@would benefit from some of the

methods presently used in teaq@ingﬂcounsellors\this response

One further recommendation involves the matter of

'pattern

of thé ~workshop developed in conjunctiorjwith this study,

in that teachers inqthe treatment group were significantly

\En sgmmary, the rgghlts demqnstratetheeffectiveness

it

llr«

-,

it is

ted that¥ significant qualitative changes in‘teacher‘s

—

beﬁter able to demonstraté the recommended approach to s@udent

L. ‘\. .
-provdcation than wére thgwcontrol subjects

'1t describing it as relevant

"assist them with student- teacher interaction

. t".

J

»

i

.

who p;¥t1c1pated in‘thefﬁ

o

They also expressed the need and

Also the teachers

X

- desire for other programs of this natume to be developed to
- .

orkshop were most enthusiastic about

enjoyable and‘usefu&-to theﬁ? =
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:RESPONDQNG'TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM T
WORKSHOP FORMAT

General Introduction and Objectives of the 15 minutes
Workshop : s )
Viewing of Modeling Tapes and Discussion ' 30 minutes
N} . - . k -
Essential Components of Teacher Response to - 15 minutes
Student Provocation o ‘

4
oF ’
- o]
: 2

(e

L S .
", COFFEE BREAK : . » B
Sy R | | . //-—’/)///

. s . v L. - # . .

) ) e o ) .
Examples of Provoking Situations Trom WOrkshop . 15 minutes
Participants ) L , e S

SN o L e e S aw
:ole|Piay'Tfactipe in:Small Groups ‘ " 1 hour
: Sum&@ry and Feedback* Ce . L ) 15 minu?es '
Cow o E b S - L
Written Evaluation'of Workshop ahd Test . ;o 20 minutes
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Note to workshop facilitator: Re Introduction

After w oming participantsgto,the wbrkshop, the facilit@tor
may wisb\to gpcou age them gq share some LnformaFion regarding
their teabhing bacggroung. ThisAmay aséigt participants.to
cﬁoosé‘roleﬁplay éroups:; 1. L | : - .
It is the intent o}'the inéroduction‘to demonstrate that
thefé‘ié a need for teadhers to learn more effective methods of

dealing with provoking students, as 'well as to briefly introduce

~the method to be taught, and stimulate interest. S
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RESPONDING TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

INTRODUCTION

Teachers at times ;ncounter classroom situations
‘(students who are forgetful, interrupfﬁ'don't pay attention,
etc.), which érouse fee;ings of frustration, 1£ritation and
anger, and they deal with these si*uations in a variety of
ways. Tpomas Gordon's research in teacher effectiveness,
ﬁowever, has fevealéd thap 90-95% of such teacher responses
to provoking situations, involye some negative evaluation
. of the Qtudent, and fosfef resistance to change. Hence, he
suégests the need;for teachers,to‘learn to confront provoking °
‘students in ways which have a lower probability of damaging
the student's self;esteem, aﬁd'at the same time, a higher
probabigity of influencing them to modify thelir owq’behavior.
Gordon has found that when children are told (in an honest
and non-blaming way) how their behavior affects the teacher,
they'aré generally surprised, and they respond more often
than teachers would ?magine, simply out of éonsideration for
their teacher'svneeds.

This workshop will focus on Gordon's method of
confronting provoking students, a ﬁethod which fosters an
honest expgession of‘feeling from the teacher, and 1 ¢S the
student know just how his‘behevior is interfering with the
teacher's needs. Yet, the responsip%lity for formulating

a response to the teacne 's confrontation remains clearly

with the student, in that.the teacher does not tell the



student what he shouid feel or-do. This 1s not a matter
of teachers simply learning to vent angér toQards students,
as venping anger tends to make students more aggressive and
reactive in return.’
' Gordon recommcids that teachers examine their feelings
and try to identify their respbnses to particular provpking
situations in tﬁe classrbom. He maingains that many other
feeiings frequently accémpany anger. Fo examy'le £he
teacher may experience hurt, frustratior . - sment,
discouragement, insult or disappointment . - primary
feeling when'provoked, yet m?§ habitually attempt to control
all expression of feéling, o?}respond y}th angry feellngs
which blame, ridicule, embarraés or criticize the student.
The method of confrontation being focused on in this
workshop necessitates‘authentic self disclosure on the part
of the teacher, and consequently, requires teachers to
identify what their feeling response is in tHe particulér
situation, ;nd to share these feeliﬁgs:with the student’
concerned, without igsulting them or pdtting'them_down. This

method of dealing with prdvoking situations, asSisps students

to percelve their teachers as real people with their owh

needs, people with whom they can have meaningful relationships.

ot

90



Note to workshop facilitator: Re Objectives

Distribute coples of the objeétives to participarts

. It 1s recommended that participants be encouraged to explore
the meéning of these objectives for them as in@ividuals, and as
a group. It 1s hoped that participants will feel a commﬂtmenﬁ'
to the stated objectives, or that they will suggest an alternate

more personally relevant statement of’ objectives

é
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Q
"OBJECTIVES OF THE WORKSHOP

GENERAL: To facilitate teachers learning an appropriate method
of intervening when students provoke them in the
-classroom.

Specific Objectives

@
To assist teachers to: ‘

1. Cohsider alternate ways.of handling provoking classroom
situations other than by venting anger or controlling
expression of feeling.

~
"
4

2. Identify classroom situations which they personally find
provoking. .

3. Develop a cognitive understanding of Gordon's method of
1ntervening in provoking situatlons. .,

-

U{ Demonstrate behaviors consistent with Gordon's method of
interyening in provoking situations.
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Note to workshop facilitator: Re Modeling Tapes

Distribute guldes for viewing modeling tape.

It 1is rgﬁommended‘that the modeling tape be stopped .
following each segmént to allow for diséuésion stimulated by’
.the‘guide questian;, as.well as other self-initiated responses
by participants aﬁd/facilitator. It 1is hoped that particlpants

will begin to recognize the elements ?f éhe recpmﬁended~method.

WA e
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GUIDE FOR VIEWING MODELING TAPES |

-

What things did the teacpef say or do that may have
caused the student to feel insulted or put down?

. . How ‘might the teacher have handled this situation

differently?

3

Positive Example

1.

Was there a genuilne expression of feeling by the teacher?

'If sb, what feelings were expressed? .

What was uﬁ%cceptable‘to the teacher?

Did the feadher say what effect the student's behavior
had on her? ' S

In what ways did the teacher focus on the student?

1
. - -

+

Was the student given an opportunity to résbbnd?
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Note to workshop facilitator: Re Essential“Components\of
) : Teacher Response to Provocat%on
e .~ in the Classroom .

Distribute copies of Essential Components of Teacher
Response to Provocation in the Classroom.

It 1s recommended that these components be discussed and
elaborated with examples from the facilitatof and the
_participants.

- It may be helpful to provide a 1list of these tomponents

(on a blackboard, overhead projectdbr or newsprint) which 1is

readlly visible to all participants as they role play.

95



ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS OF TEACHER RESPONSE

TO PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

(adapted from Thomas Gordon)

- State the problem (i.e. what is the student doing that

is unacceptable?).

=

State what effect this problem has on the Té€acher.

Express the feelings generated in the Teacher.

~Focus on the student (e.g. eye contact, use of the
student's name, movement toward the student, etc.).

+Glve the student an opportunity to respond. »

96
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Note to workshop facilitator: Re Exémples of Provoking Behavior
: in the Classroom

Distribute three copieé of Exump<is of Provokiné Behavior
in the Classroom, to each participant p iér to coffee break..

It 1is recommended that the facilitator discuss the-
desirabilityiof obtaining relevant, realistic provokiné situations
to be uéed as the basis of role playing. bistributing these

forms prior to coffee break~may facllitate informal discussion

of the topic during the break.
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EXAMPLES OF PROVOKING BEHAVIOR-IN THE CLASSROOM

I

7
. . . '
Please describe an incldent which has occurred in your class-
room which caused you to feel frustrated, irritated, or’ angry
with a student or- students. LT

- . ) /’/"A

1. Describe the context of the prbvhkiﬁg in¢i§§npf(é:g,
class activity'at the time, ﬁhat~naﬁbénggfgﬁ§;§$efore,

grade level). »

N =, 3
2. What exactly did the student do or say that was provoking?
(Include nonverbal behavior.) - :

.

fel

L

3. What was the teacher's reaction? (Include nonverbal
behavior.) .

“n

4. Describe the outcome. \
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Note to: workshop facilitator:, Re Role Playing

- Request participants to divide into groups oﬂ three and
to designate one member as the teacher, oné as the student, and
one as an observerrfor=each situation role played.

Distribute and discuss the Observer Gui%e for Role Play
Situations, cncouraging participants to give horlest feedback to
those role playing.

Suggest thaé group members rotate roles after each role
play situation so that all ‘participants experlence several
trials in each role. |

It 1s recommended that participants use their own personal
examples of provoking situations as the basis of role playing.
The facilitator may, however, be wise to have extra situations
at hand should the need arise. | _

It 1s further recommended that the facilitator circulate
among role playing groups providing additional’modeling’where
necessary, giving suggestions to those in the teacher's role,
and providing support and encouragement for role playing

attempts. - .

e O O
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Did the teacher:-give the student an opportunity to respond?

100

~

OBSERVER GUIDE FOR ROLE PLAY SITUATIONS

Did thg\feacher state what the pgpblem behavior was?

Yes
No

Did the teacher state what effect this behavior had on
her/him? Yes \

No ‘ , . VA
Did .the teacher express her/hls feelings? -
: Yes :
No -
If so, did she/he do so in a non-blaming way? VYes
' . No
y in a genulne way? . °~ Yes
No
Did the teacher focus on the student concerned? |
Yes _ ~
No .
How did the teacher demonstrate this?
> o KN

Yes
No o

Other comments?

RN



-Context:

Teacher:

>Mark:‘

(9 years)

Teacher:

Context:-

Teacher:

.o Jdim:
(8 years)

Teacher:

yesterday?! ;

the teacher) to hear that he. finds thisgbgying;

| ’ L a0
V '

»

ROLE PLAY - SITUATION #1

In a Grade IV classroom, the teacher 1s starting
the arithmetic lesson, and in so doing requests
that students take out their homework to check
their results. Mark, once again, has forgotten
his books at home. ' _

-

Suggested Dialbgue

"Okay, we'll move on to arithmetic now. Would you

please take out your homework assignment from

(Excléimingy "Oh oh, I can't! ... .I don't have
my books here!" ‘ .

ROLE PLAY - SITUATION #2 °

PRy

Ed -

In a Grade iiI'classroom, the- teacher 1s introp- '
ducing a science project when Jim sighs and mutters
just loud enough for those around him’ (including

-

-

Suggested Dialogue , . -

"I wouid’like you each tq choose two other people

_ to work with during this projectand . . . ."
(Sign;ng-and muttering) "Oh brother, what a bore!"
. 9 . ' C S
~ ' . o

-
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ROLE PLAY - SITUATION #3

~ Context: 1In a Grade II classroom, the teacher 1is reading
" story to the class, when Sandy starts to loudly
tap a pen on her desk.

Suggested Dialogue
g

<

Sandy: (Slouched in chair, loudly tapping pen on desk as
(7 years) teacher reads aloud)

Teacher: -

Al

Jd s il
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TEST

,RESPONDING TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSROOM

1. Briefly explain what Thomas Gordon believes about thé&
teacher expressing anger in the classroom. '

L}

2. Thomas Gordon states that 90-95% of teachers.respond-to
provoking situations in ways which, .

B

3. List the essential components of teacher response to
provocation (as presented in the workshop).

a)
b)
c)
d) :»

e) . A . | / L]
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Note to workshop facilitator: Re Summary, Feedback and
‘ Evaluation' '

‘ It is recommended that participants be given an opportunity
to engage 1n unstructured sharing of experliences from the role
play sessions.

Distribute Particlpa Evaluations!
It ié recommended that participants 6¢~encouraged to give
candid comments regarding the workshop, aﬁﬁ o make suggestions

' for improvement wherever possible.
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RESPONDING. TO STUDENT PROVOCATION IN THE CLASSﬁOOM~

PARTICIPANT EVALUATION

1. Did you enjoy the workshop?

v

Yes
No

2. Do you feel that the theoretical presentation was effective?

Yes
No

3. Were the modeling tapes helpful?

Yes | \

No d Y
4. Do yeu think the modeling tapes portrayed realistiec claé;—
room situations? ' ‘ \

Yes _' ) o
No - ’ \

If not, please, explain. \ \

5. Was the role playing useful? ' 4
Yes - ) ’ ’
No

/’6>\\Do you feel you received accurate feedback from the
Observers in your group?

Yes
2 No o ,
7. Do you feel that this workshop: x \
- should be included in undergratuate teacher education
courses? :
Yes
No
- should be made available to groups of teachers for
professional development?
Yes °
No . : ' /

8. Do'you'think you will try this in your classroom? K

N

Yes o/

No- ' ;.
9. Please write comments on the backﬁ 4




