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“The purpose of “lls .study % ‘wns «to determine t.he degree to wh:ch teachers'

_paruclpatxon in the sttemahc Training for @ffecplve Teaching Progm STET) _

.affected changes in: 1) their sense of self-efficacy, '2) their locus of confﬁl, and 3)
; Y

: the stﬁtegias ‘they use for classmom management.

S : P

Teachers vohnteered to take .the STET co rse whlch wis offered thrcugh their
schiol board hy an Educmona] ‘Psychologist and Guxdance

students with chroniybehavior problems. They were dskgd 1o i

teachers .were' yested before the prog‘um on their reaet onis to igugttes depfcung

ounsellor. “Seven

dicate their self-

. efficacy judgements toward each Vig'nette-'nnd state ‘how they would handle each’

situation. ‘They were alsa-tested for their Jocds of control. These procedures were

repeated after the STET prog'rnm ‘was concluded. In Qddition;. teachers’recorded .

theit reachons to each session on a weekly basis.

“Both an individual and group analysi

f the results

d

d. The reslllts

mdmateﬂ that | the STET prog;sm did appear w influence positive chan;es in

some teache*s reported ‘sense ‘of self emcney and mﬂuenced teachers’ to reuet ina
* more supportive, less punitive, way toward students depicted in the Vngneues
The prog‘rs;m did not seem-to affect movemenz 'nward an mternal ]ocuseof coutrol

in teachers. -

A The fack of time allowed for the teachemta lully discuss the strutegfu pm;enud
in the STET program appesred to play a’ {act.or in the results. Also, the unique
attitudes and sbnlms that the teachers possessed before enrolling in the program

.

tended to result in a diversity of outcomes on the test measures after the program.




F oo Y a C e T - e
" Dr. Glenn Sheppard, thesis advisor, for his tir_ge,"patie‘iice,?ang encouragement.

Ackhondg‘eﬁie‘nts o

L 1 "
1 would like to (hgnk the following people: * i

The teachers yvho willingly gave their time to cox!npletc the program and

* questionpaires. o ; gy b

’

STET leaders Ben Dalu‘m and Lawrence, Bynq, for their suppory during the

| F 3
“Dr. Bill ‘Spair for his advice on the analysis.
it ’ |

. .

s

My wife; Karen, for her continued encourugémex!t and support. -




« . ' iv 2
, : -
- . S N
ol Table of Contents
; N 2 x
1, OVERVIEW =~ , ~ .
‘LL lnzroduemn Sk e oga % \
urpose of-the Stndy & 1
# 1.3.Rationale PR a m \
R A G T ProBlem Ownm\np \

o, ¥ 4 Re;lenrch Hypotheses .
{* 1,5. Liinitations of the Smdy
7 1.6. Summu-y
2. REVIEW OF THE LITERA,T_URE
20 ‘Classroom Mlnhgemenl and Eﬂ‘ecuve‘l'uchmg
_22_Adl Teacher Training .

"2:3. Attitude Chdnge -, .

" ,23.1. Locus of Control ~ *
! 2.3.2. Sell- emcuzx
", 2.4. Summary

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. General Design

. 3.2. Test Instruments
1. R:ponslblhtyn for Student Achievement Quutionnxire

i Vignettes . i 3
e =% 3. Problem Ownership md Strategies to Redm:e - Misbehavior
4. Self-efficacy | . . 1 \\ .
. 3.2.5. Weekly Quuhonnnlre o ‘, -
Delivery of STET o B o

3.1. Personnel Involved in the Stlldy

R




4. RESULTS, .
4.1:Statistical An.lyus .
4.2, Individual Pr; y %
4.2.1. PARTI
.422. _PAR'HCIPANT #z
*4.2.3. PARTICIPANT #3

'u7'wm1armm S RS phdy o

4.3.Summary v gy .
'6. DISCUSSION. > . .
5.1 Researth Analysis *¢- -

5.2, lnterprehhnn of the Resilts apd Conclumons
5.3. Recommendations — L=
5.4.Conglusiori *
}ppandlx A. Letters of Cnrrupcndmce
Appendix B. Test lnltrumeng.s
A,ppendlx C. Twelve Types of Problem Beluvlor
dis D. STET Reglstrati Form o E
A dix E. R Coding of V




" Figure 4-5:

" Figure 4-1:
N

- Figure 4-2:

‘Flgu;e 43

Eigure 4-4:

. Figures-8:
" . Figure 47:
) Fign;-e 4-8:
Figure 4-9:

Figure 4—10.

Freq\lency

Coneephlgl Model of the tudy.
of Behnvmril anid” STET Strstegles B.eponed

in ane\pxnt #1's R-ponsu to 12 Vignetles Before and

After the STET Prog'n.m P

Frequen cy” o of Vigneuu Assigned to Each Category of
Problem Ownership. xnd Coftrectly ldennhed for-Prabjem,

in Participant #3's Responses to 12-Vignettes Before and

Frequency “of Vignetts
" Problem  Ownershi
Problem Ownersﬂlp
Alter Receiving the S

- After the STET ngnm ¥
Azslgned to Euh Cltegory of .
and - Correctly ,Identified’- for

y \ Particij

’Pr‘o

b #,3 Before and

51

52

5

57

58

Ownership” By, Pnhclpmt #1,’ eIore und A!te( 3
Recemgg* the STET Progra.m : :
"Pmlclpmt #1's Eva]nstinn “of lhe Weekly ‘STET
‘Smlons Ol\l 4 Vanablu Ssusfnchon With the Session,."*
Degree' ol‘ ‘Own Pnrtmpntmn, Practical Use of
Inl‘ormnnon,\ and Conﬂdence in Using the Skills, -and
Degree to Which the Session Objectives Were Met, W
Pamclpsnt #1's Scor& on -Self-Efficacy - sid
ibility for Student A¢ Before and Aner .
Recemng the STET Pr rogt! N
Frequéicy of Behavioral nnd S’I‘ET Stntegxeﬂ Reponed
in Participant ‘#2's Responses to 12 Vignettes Before and
After the STET Program.: "' -~ " : ... o
‘Frequency of Vignettés ‘Assigned to Each Category of
. Problém Ownership: drticipant #2, Be!ore and After
Réceiving the STET Py ogram.
. Participant #2's Eyaluation- of " the Weekly STET
Sessions on 4 Variables: - Sati action With the_ Session,
Degne of “Own Particips llon, Practical “Usé of
Information, and Confidence in Using the Skills Taught.
Pﬁ.rtlelpn.nt #2's gcores on _Self-Efficacy and-
ibility for Student Achil Before and Af ter
Receiying the STET Pr ogram.
Frequency of Behavioral and STET Strategles Repoxted,




Fl;un 4-11:

Figure 4-12:

“Figure 4-13:

5 Flgure 4—147

Figiire 4-15:

5. %
* . Figure 4-16:

Figure 4-17:

Figure 4-18:

Figure 4-10:

" Figure 4-20:

Flgnre +2l:

" Figure 4-22

Figure 4-23:

“Information, md Confidence in Using the Skills Taught.
Pnrticipmt‘ #4's  Scores on Sell-Efficacy 'and -

vii

Participant #3s Evdumon of the Weekly STET .

Sessions on 4 Variables: Satisfaction With the Sesgion,
Degree of -Own Partmpa(mn, Practical ' Use of
Information, and Confidence it Using the Skills Taught.

Pntxclpant #3's Scores on Self-Efficacy . snd -

ibjlity  for Student Aéhi Before and
After Recgwing ‘the STET Program.
quuency of Behavioral and STET. Strategm Reported
in Participant #4's Responses_to' 12 Vignettes Bel‘ore
and After the STET, Program.”. ~ '

Frequency of Vignettes' Assigned to Each Cate of -

Problem. QOwnership- ‘and Conectly ldenhﬁed for
Problem Ownership By' Participant #4, Before “and
After Receiving the STET Progrun

Participant ‘' #4's Evaluation “of " the , Weekly STET
Sessions on 4° Variables: Satisfaction With|the Session,

Degree . of (Own Participation,, Prlc&xcn.l Use, ofv‘

for Student Adchi Bgl‘ore and
After Receiving the STET Program.

Frequency of Behavioral and STET Strategies Reported ]

in Participant #5's Responses to 12 Vignettes Bel‘ore
. and-After the STET:Program.

Frequency of Vignettes Assigned to Each Category of
Problem Ownership and. Correctly’ Identified for

Problem Ownership_By. Parficipant #5 Before and .

Alter Rectiving the STET Program.

anexpant #5’s. Evaluation of lhe ‘Weekly ST’ET‘
- Sessions on 4 Variables: _Satisfaction With the Session,’
Degree of Owi - Pntmpahon, Pract cal . Use of

Informlnon and Confidence in’ Usmg the:Skills Taught.
PAmupmt #5's - Scores - on"- Self-Efficacy ~and
ponsibility fot Student Achieve Before - and
After Receiving the STET Program.
Frequency of Behavioral and STET Strategnes Reported”
in Participant  #6's Responses to 12 V\gneues Before
and After the.STET Program.
Frequency of Vignettes Assigned to Each Category o{,
Problem . Ownership and* Corréctly Identified for
- Problem Ownership By Participant #8, Before nnd
After Receiving the STET Program

Participant #6's Evaluation of . the, " Weekly STET ¥

Sessions on 4 Variables:* Satisfactin with the Session,

84

85

o7 .

76

77

f&"’z:




« Figure 4-24:

Figure 4-25:

Figure 4-26:
e

i
~ Fignre 4427:
Gy P
Figure 4-28:

Degree of Own Participation, Practical Use of
Information, and Confidence in Using the Skills Taught.
Pamerpnnt #86's Scores on. Sell-Efficacy and
nsibility for Student Achi 3 Be!ore and
After Receiving the STET Program.
Frequency of Behavioral and STET Strategies reported
in Participant. #7's ‘Responses to 12- Vlgneﬂ.es Before
and After the STET Program.
Frequenéy of Vignettes Assigned to Each Cutegory of
Problem Ownership and ' Correctly Identified for
Problem ‘ Ownership: By Participant #7, Before and
After Receiving the STET Program. -

,Parmlpaut #7's. Evaluation - of the .Weekly STET

Sasum; on4 Variables: “Satisfaction: With' the Smlon,

Degree “of ‘Own ' Participation,- Practical Use " of

Information, and Confidence in Using the Skills Taught.

Participarit = #7's Séores ‘on . Self-Efficacy and
ibility “for * Student “Achi 3

‘After Receiving the STET Program. '

- . ] e

4

Before and |

86

- 87




Table 3-1:
Table 41

. Table 4-2:
. le!l‘! 4';8:
Tll;le 4
“Table 4-5:

Table E-1:
Table E-2:

Schedule of STET Sessions.

: Lis't. of Tables
. /

Participants' Mean Self-efficacy Scores Before :.nd After
Completing the STET Program.

nts' Responsibility for Student Aclnevement
After the STET ng'ram

Pooled Interc;rrelnhons of Totsl Sample of Self- efﬁcacy.

and RSAQ Scores. R
STET Analysis of Vll’gnenes. .
Brophy's Behavioral’Analysis of Vignettes.

- - 36

T2 -
}43: .
e
a5,

48

- 133
.. 134




& - Chapter1 . '
OVERVIEW = .

+1:1, Introduction , \

\
? o Tenchers‘have long been the subjeét’or rgéeérch in Lhé‘ field of education il o
Ty mainly because of’lfﬁ""lmportance they play.in the lwes ol’ the ‘students Lhey' :
l ’ L “ teach. Teaching is 2 demanding p i (@d the 1 at e mdlcabes that
( ' teacliers "are not without concerns. Crui »‘ k (1081) ¢ letetd a statistical ~ B ’
%3 . analysis “of teachers’, reported dllﬁculues and found that their problems fell info -
five broad areas of concern representmg unfulﬁlled goals: - B PR
L Amhahon» need to estabhsh and maintain BO d relationships thh * g =
= ! olher§ in the school,-staff, and.pupils. ) :
_ 2. Contml- need l‘or pupils to behnve appmpnntely, to be rel‘mvely q\net .
. 3 and Prderly, and courteous. - 2 - L
e - '3 Parent relﬂ.',ions‘mps and home condmuns- néed to work wel| with
g + _parentsand understand home cofditions. -~ - v
= 4 . 47 Student success- ‘need for students to possessthe knowledge, skills, aud ' ¥
N M ammdes necessary for sucqpss b 5 ) .
5. Tlmg— need for more time to phn evklunte, ete. and less tlme for : /
& . mle'rruphons unproducuve faculty meetings, ete. > . Lo Lt r
. s 8 . .
The task of maintaining order nnd discij in the appears to be
l’nremost among teachers. concerns. lndeed a 1982 Gul]up survey » idenuned
“,, d\scxplme as the n.umber one problem confronting ~America's public’. achools T N,
v Snmllary local research by Baksh (1980) provnded. indications that tenchm in
v Newloundland also have difficulty in O.Ius area of temhln; ' - " e Y
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P

- There are arguments that changes in society have madg‘ the task of

s
. .disciplining students ‘more " difficult for' teachers (Dinkmeyer and Dinkmeyer,
1976). Toaay, students are recognized as baving certain legal rights and priveleges

within the cnnhnu of zhe schiool. Parents hnve;bacome more aware of their rights -

and are becoming more critical of teachers’ acuons Advocacy groups also have
developed which help ensure studen!s‘ _rights are Tespected. Conseqllently,
teachers have lgst ‘many of ‘their tools of control and many* educators feel =
~ vulnerable dealing With the increase m discipline problems (C)mme{lu 1980)
i &, . )
K In response’ to the concerns expressed by teachers, the area of inservice’
"a .. . educatidn ha.s recexved mor, emphasls in recent years. Edelfelt (1981) cites che/)
5 subsuntmlw increase in the number of “articles ‘written on : the sub;ect frop

197.4 -1079. Vanous progmms havg been developed bo meet the need$ of teachers -
in l.hen demandmg prol'wslon One such gmup of prog‘rams fall under the general

as *teaching effectiveness*. P kS *

category omn

3 i - .
' *Téaching, effectiveness® programs offer tenchers trsini;xg Jh various %
components of the’ teachmg process. Skills to help. teac’hers contml disruptive. o
"behsvmr, to commumcate more e!lectwely. xnd w orgunze the cla’ssraom are
examples of whiat mos pr()grnms offer. Teather Eﬂ'echveness Training by ‘Gordon "
(1974) is ‘one such program as is the: program of Teacher Effectiveness and

Clsssroom Hmdhn Pm ect'TEACH lh7

) 'Oile of the more recenl. *teaching effectiveness® programs available is

‘Svstematic Training for Effective Teaching (STET) by Dinkmeyer, McKey, and
! Dmkmeyer (1980)., The STET prognnwu developed I‘ram the sttemnhc

Training for Effective Pn?enhg_g progrnm (STEP; Dmkmoyer and ., McKny, 1978). .- -

L STET utilizes.the prmo.lples of “Adlerian psychology l‘orm\llated by Alfred Adler’’
( . and expapded by Rudolf Drelkurs (1950] . =
. A ‘

o Accordmg to the Authors (Dmkmeyer el al\, 1080) the STET |
[ intended t.ooﬂ‘er psrhc)panu : R ' g
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1 - i
\tA practical theéory of human behavior and misl_)ehavior‘

,2.‘.'\ for basing ed ion on ic’

3. Skills for listening, responding, exploring alternntlves and resolving.
conflicts.

4. A workable system of dlscxplme based on prevention and on nnturnl 7
and logical consequences. g "

5.An di di of group dy ics, group ledd: ip, and grou})
.procedures. . 7 .

6. Helpful zpproafhes to students with specnal needs

7. Methods of mvolvmg parenls in their children's edncahon (Dmkmeyer

, et oal mso)

. Dinkmeyer and Dinkmeyer (1976) Teel that research indicates schools are
ineffective.in controlling student misbehavior and providing a positive Jearning

nvironment. In the developmebt of STET, they acknowledged the importance of

teachers’ being able to accurately- interpret student misbehavior, and to

implement strategies to redﬁce the misbehaviox;.

- A'skill which some ‘researchers regard as an mmal step towards e"echve
classroom management is that of identifying who "owns® the problem when 2
student misbehaves; or, whose needs and rights are being interfered with: the
student, teacher, or both (Gordons r\970) Subsequently, the need, for specific ';
strategies to reduce a student's misbehavior is identified. According to the

authors, the STET program offers teachers skills in both these areas.

After undergoing training to effectively control student misb:hnvior one

would expect teachérs'to show an increase in self efﬁcncy, or confidence in_ their™ "

‘ability to handle a vanety of classroom Situations and to respond appropriately to

a range of student behaviors, * Slmnlgrly, if such training were elfectw%, te_nchers
should be more willing to attribute success or failure 4o change behavior to their
own ability, rather than to external reasons ll;e‘y haye no control over.




- " . N .y g ®

. 8 \
© To reilenle/ ‘the STET program focuses on the teacher as a change agent
and#he authors purport to provide teachers with skills and strategies to deal ‘mqn:
effectively with ty démands of teaching. Unfortunu\tely, the STET program has .

i not received much evaluation to, ine if it is ful at achieving its goal 2
and objectives. : : : o
“1.2. Purpose of the Study . Al

The purpose of this study was to determine the degree to which teaghers'
pnruclpmon ina STET prog‘ram affects changes in: - 1) their sense of self emcscy,
_ﬂ_Lhml_loc.usof control; and 3) the strategi they use for classrg ¢ o

1.3. Rationale L Taw 2, ' - , PR

S 8 % :
The extent of previous research examining *teathing ' effectiveness®

programs has been limited. Gordon's (1674) Teacher Effectiveness Training (TET)

program s one of the earliest programs developed; and thus has received the most . *
f ( study. 'l‘be TET literature revealed that the’ progrnm had ‘previously achieved
‘positive results in;  (2) - improving preservxce and experienced teachers'
communication ‘skills-(Aspy, 1977; Blume, 1977; Dillard, 1974; Fine, 1675), (b)
classroom teachers' humanistic qualities “(Duncan; 1975), " and (c) _student -

achle\emenl. in mathamuucs, readmg, and. ve(bal nteas, is well as’ sbudent

attendance (Aspy, 1077) The. TET p:ograms were reported m have little or no

effect in changing teachers’ conceptual bellel‘ systems (Steck," 1975), sell'-reported

' behn\ ioral ‘changes or. relmonshlp skills (Clevelnnd 1975), and leacher attitudes
qunrd |eachlng (Aspy;. 1977 Dillard, 1974). - AR L

: ' Support for-the pti , fhat red_ programs fike TET or STET are
5 ;[I:Qtive,in‘_ providing teachers with ing sk;lls ;n 1
‘(é‘.gq i ification of problem ¢ hip, use of Li of
logical énces to misbehavior) has not been-do ited. The research- also -

has not concentrated on whether such prognn&s enlunce teachers’ confidence in .

. hemg nble to deal with |1.\|dent misbehavior, or whe‘her they mshll in teachers a

‘




” : g
greater feeling of “self- responsibility for their actions. Fmally, lmcmg the '
development of ‘groups asuiey undergo -such programs has not been the common”
approach taken by researchers. Yet information gathered-from such monitoring of
the process has potential for providing valuable clues to-explain the -program

outcomes. Sl
I

1.3.1. Problem Own_eréhlp' —

The concept of *problem ip* bas received di ion by various

“writers concerned with psychotherapy‘\and perenting. Gordon (1970) has suggested ,

that confligts between, children and’ parents coﬁld be subdivided’in‘to categories
) reflecting’ the degree to which. the Chlld]en and pnrenl.s were' frustrating one’
anofher’s neéds: ,Research indicates that these cntegcrles or levels -of problem'
~Sownership. influence how parents xespond loward Vigriettes lnvolvmg conﬂlcls
owith chnldren For example, ‘Sto]lak Scho]om, Knllmnn, and Saturansky (1973)

i

found thnt parentnl p on sich as sssurfiin S h

solnuon‘onented stance versus an unsympal.heuc, autbomanan stance varied?®
q .

'dppendmg on who'*owned* the problem in the vignette.

- Similarly Gordon (1974) hns suggested it is impbrtant to identify ‘w!w owns
the problem v\hen exammmg clmmom conflicts, Problerns in t‘enchcr smdent
mtemchon can lhns be dwlded into three types:

. Te;cher»owned problems, in which student behavior \nter!eres with
" the ‘téacher's -meeting this/her needs, or causes the teacher to feel .
frustrated, upset, irritated, or angry. L '

*2. Shared pmblems, in wh)ch a teacher and a student ml,erfere with' eakh
other's need satisfaction. h
N
3. Student-owned problems,‘ Yin which students' need satisfaction
frustrated by people or events which do not include the teacher.

‘

Indeed, .Gordon ()074)‘ suggests speuiwm arious types of

probiemsl For dealing with student-owned problems he.recommends active
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v

k
listening, em,pnl:hy, and other nqn-din?/ e techniques. For dealing with teacher-

- owned problems he suggests nunication through * I * ’ followed by
negotiation for commitments for change in behavior.

Brophy and Rohrkemper (iaéo) found in their’ l;udy' of tnellers' responses
to Vignettes that teachers did not.respond in the ways Gordon mommends They
found _that teachers' did ﬁyplcllly respond sympathetically to students. ‘with
slu}!ent—qwned problems but this was .ususlly with 2 combination of

«environinant:l manipulation, advice, and suggestions;, rather than with active

listening. When dealing with students ing teach: d Broblems.in’ the
. vighettes, tnchers were.more likely to uspond punitively than to.engage in the -
kind of problem wnvm; ,' iati thut Gordon d: - ;

- As mentibned emrlier, the c’oncep_t‘ol problem ownirxhip was also introduced . -
by Dmkmeyer ‘et al. (1980) in t.he

'STET program. Identifying who owns  the

. & % problem is seen as being portmt before the teacher actually decides to :pply a
. logical conse to thie imisbehayic ut 2 shldgnt '
L a.z. STET and Discipline .~ "~

e The identification of who owns the problem is only one strategy which the
STET  program ndvocnhs fer teachers to, use in dealing with classroom
o rmsbehavwr ) i Aoy ol <%, *

= The STET program edheres o the Adlerian, philosophy th’lt all behavior
" has urpose Once the goal or purpose is determined, behavior can be understood.

All ehsvxors, mcludmg misbehav:or, lre the resnlt or!chmces mnde in strivirg
toward selecled gonls

. o s W
Purposwc behwlor s best understood aceo‘rding to Dreikurs (1957) in terms

, of children's goals of misbehavior: 1) attention; 2). power; 3) revenge; and 4)
digplay of inadequacy. . :
)




— -
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Children who sttempt to attsin attention will use sttention-seeking
behnvi;')'r; sometimes secking negative attention rather than being ignored.

Childrdn whose goal is power, try to demonstrate they can do what they
wish, and attempts to mtervene will be thwarted

Revengeful children are often dls]lked and attempt to hurt others because
they bave been hurt. i - P

" Childgen who dlsplay a snse of mmﬂq\mcy have an extremely low self-
esteern They use madequngy as protecuon from hvmg o perl‘orm

Teachers recogmze a st.udent's gonl of mxsbehavmr by ‘becomning aware of

thexr own spontmeons reactions to the.behavior and by obseiving the :mdents'
reacuons to corrective’measures. Fof example, if the teacher feels annoyed an
compelled to cun'ect or coax, the student probsbly. ‘wants nteuuon If the tencheg
is an.gr) and uants to shéw. the cluld that the behavior will not be tolerated, the
goal is probably power, The goal of revenge is evident'when the teacher | lee]s hurt
and wishes to°get even- with the studenc When & “teacher has a leb]mg of
helplessness-and despair, coupled wnh a reaction-to g1ve¢||p on the mdmdual the
goal is perhaps a dxsplay of |nadequa,cy L e
Another clue to the purpose. o gosl of misbehavior is the student's reaction
" to correction. If attetition is/deéired the bebavior will cease tel porarily;“b‘ul
probably resume nt a more persistent level. When- the gozl s power; the
, m\sbehsvnor is hkely to become more intense. wher efforts are mnd to decreuse it”

The revengeful will become more violent and: vindictive, while the individual who

displays inadequacy will contlnue with passive, “self- del’emng behgvior.
(4! 1




BTE AL gl N T b
'g.,

are bemg heud Once heird, mndenu;, may M more mchned to explore

durn-uvu and resolve conflicts cooperatively.

Encouragement is another key to a successful dlissroom en'irpnmen‘t.v When

teachers ly try to find hing to value and in each student,
relationships begin to improve. SN % o :

? . The application ‘of natufal 2nd logical c'onseqnenea (Dreikurs, 1968) 4""“»

.7 ¥students misbehave is recommended rather thm an sutocratic, pumuve lpprw:h

to dlsclplme. Such consequences, when devmd by ieuhtrs md— studenis:.ogelher,

e

encourage sel} dmnphne and social mterest

Another ccmponanz o[ the STET prognm are lctwmes deslg'hed to, Help
/4 teachers nndershnd thenr ‘own. behnv:or, and how the beliels they hold- may be

hmdenngv their relationships with students. As the teachers come to reslize what

an efféctive teacher is and does, thése behe!s supposedly can chmgp, ucordmg to
Dinkmeyer et al. (1980).

Although the STET program is structured, the program leaders phy. arole
in‘the change process. According to Dinkmeyer et al. (1080), STET group leaders
are expected to help group members disc\ls, apply, and practise the mcepfs lnd
skills prsented They bave the |mporunt function of mod:llmg lhe

[ and ivation skills ad d in the prognm and presenting 2

democratic approach.

1.3.3. Self-efficacy _ - .

Research has establighed Ql:.e im'port’l‘mce"v of attitude eiimge s a step

towards changing behavior (Ajzen ‘and Fishbein, 1677). Indeed, cognitive
<psychologists feel a person's actions are a result “of his thoughts and beliefs on

issues, events, and himself, N -~ 7
. ¥ - ! '

tiated by/Bmdlm (1977) whi !idgm{‘mstn_lu

e There is a body of research




" the importanceof a person's self-jud, of ability as a d inant of future-

success with achieving at a task. Bandura uses the tg;m'x *self-efficacy® to refer to

these self-judgements of how well one can organize and implement actions in
specific situations that ‘may’ contain iambigugus, unpredictable, and possibly
. " stressful . camponenfs. »Atcorajyng to his theory, the individual's *efficacy

exp i -,.his that he can

execute the behavior to
pmduce certan—outcomes and the ytrength of bellef in one's own el'Iecuveness

PR are pnmary wgmt mechariisms that injtiaté psychological chsnge Emcacy

appmsal mvolves the process f ',‘ ib

g the relative

of many
factors, such as self percephons of ability, ta.sk difficulty, effort expended, smount + *  *

of external ald recewed s:tuahonal circumstances under which the performances 4
’ N ey occurred, nnd tempurnl paﬂern of successes and Tailures (Bandura, 1981).

¢ L4 thn measuring an mdmdqgl‘s expectnuons of being able to S\IccesSfII“y
accomplish 'certain inslis, Bandura (1977) discerns three salient, f;ctors; degree,
magnitude, aid’ ggﬁerality F;lrther, lie distiﬁguisi:es-betu'een process expectations 0 _ ¥
and outeome expectations. Such a distinction makes it possible to specify what T
person  thinks b:s/her chances are of succeeding at certum specific tasks, m iy

s relnhon to his/her overall chances for success. ., . y & . A

According to ‘Bandvurs (1980)/, *Perceived self‘eﬂzmcy can have’ diverse
effects on behavior, thought pattérns, ard affective arousal® . Bandura (197;) huiz
found that people tend to avoid tasks which they believe exceed their copmg .

S ablhues, but. they undertake and perform nssurzdly activities they»judge
themselves capable of handling: Evidence also supports the view that the stronger-
\  the perceived self-efficacy, the more persistent and vigorous are the indiviﬂuh!‘q
efforts; efforts which are likely, if the level of self-efficacy is high, tocontinue
= even in the face of initial difficulties (Brown and Inouye, 1978; Schunk, 1979).

¢ - . G
People's percepti of their own bilities can also influence their

thought - processes and emotional reactions iduring anticipatory: .and actual _-

with the i People who judge’ t!gemselves ineffectual ix‘:.
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coping wnth environmental demands tend to genemte hlgh emonona.l arousa.i )
become excessively preoccupled with personal deﬁcxencles, and recognize potential
difficulties 'as more formidable than they really are (Beck, 1976; Lazarus &,
Launier, 1978} Meichenbaum, 1077; Miller, 1979; Sarason, 1975.) The greater the

" perceived inefficacy, the bigher is the self-generated distrés on any given-task °
(Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 1080). '

Bandura’(lgﬁ) ‘identifies four factors which influence self-efficacy: previous
performance at a task, seeing similar others' performance, verbal‘persuaslon, and
information from: your own physmlopcal state.

hcney to teachers was

i The specific_importance” of the construet’ o! sel
‘reported in As_h_ton +(1984). She defmed_!,eaeher efficacy s the 'extent to which
“teachers believe they have the capkéily to affect student p crformance; Studies by

d Armor, et.al. (1975) and Berman, et al. (1977) found a s:gmhcnnt relationship
‘betyveen teacher. sell’-efﬁcacy nnd smdent nch)eveme t. Ashton, Webb and Doda
e ' (1983) supported these findings. Indeed the lmportance of teacher self-emca»cy to
the survival of bhe teaching professlon has been s\lggested by Glickman and

srgmncnnc!y lower in sense of self-efficacy than first or fifth " year students.’
" Finally, Berman and MeLaughlin (1077), in their evaluation of 100 Title 111
projecls involving eIementary -and secondary teachers, found* lhat the. most
|mponant h eristic d the effecti of changeagent “projects

Mas Lenchers sénse of efﬂcscy -8 beher that, teachers can help even the most
dll’l‘lcult or unmotivatéd students. .

When we, cahsjder the relationship between low sellefficacy and stress it~

‘seems to be of even greater importance for teachers to have an wcceptable level of

self-emcucy In 1070 McGrnth defined stress as " wa percéived excess. of

divid Ll

1 dé d uver an’ I's perceived to meet them,
nnd when failure to meet these demands hu important cansequ;ucu * The effects

of stras m teachers lnve been fcund f.o be nswclated with mcreased student

e . Tnmashlm (1982). ‘They reported. that teachers who left the profession were i - - —
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anxiety and less effective teaching and discipline techniques (Coates and

AThorensen, 1978). Fuller Q)BD) lde,nuned concerns with self and personal

adequacy as a solrge of anx:ety in teaches hileé Reed (1979) provided support:

that inadequate training causes stress afd burnout. i

1.3.4. Locus of Control o ’ . =

Another( construct, lat related to self-efficacy and of imp to -
some researchers in education is 'locns of control.” Accordmg ‘to Rotter's (1954)
social learnifig theory, persons holdmg an mtemal percepuon of control over. ..

ding events in their ieve that zhey haveconsiderab

control over what happel vm’ their lives;: wkule persons holditig extemnl

perceptions of control tend - to believe that evenls are essentially - not in thelr,

“control and’$imply happen due to chance or fate: Unlike Bandura's theory, Rotter

perceived. his construct of locus ot cpntrol as & more generalized ‘characteristic, -+’

alluded to as a lity construct.

A number of studies have been conducted on the influence locus of coitrol

has op behavior - attitudes, and emotional arousal. Teachers with an internal
locus of control have been found to be more ;{emo;’ratic toward students in both
ajtitude_and ‘practice than are teachers with an external locus (Barfield andy °
Burlingham, 1074; Rose and Medway, 1981; Sadowski, Tylor, Woodwa §

Peacher, & Martin, 1982; ’I‘aylor, 1980). Similarly teachers with an mternu] locus®

of control- arrﬁﬁml’y-thnn those with an external locus to encourage self-
dlrected behavior among students (Rose and Medway, 1981), maigtain organized
]earnmg environments (Brophy and Ewnson, 1976), and utilize new l.echmques

“demonstrated to. affect stndent motivation (Berman, Mannghhn, Bass] Pauly, &

Zellman, 1977). - .
) N 7
. With gegar@s to locus of control and stress, studies report that the negative.
e‘ffects‘uf stress appear to be ',redlixced if one perceives he b: some! degree of
cofitrol over his environment (Hokansen, DeGood, Forrest, & Brittain, 1971;

Lefcourt, 1976; Staub, Tursky, & Schwartz, 1871).
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While there has been much research on the topic of locus of control, thm is
more needed in the area of iddntifying what factors influence people's orientation

‘from external to internal (Phares, 1976). The theory proposes that as individuals

become more skilled in controlling the outeome.of situations and in eliciting
desirable consequences, a resultant shift in the way they perceive responsibility for

their actions should ogcur; a shift towards an internal locus of contrg] thus seems ™

likely. - =

. ’ 7

In the preceding discussion a ‘case has been prsented as to why we vmuld
expeel. to fnd changes in teachers’ cl and attitude

as & Jesult of the STET program. Ir mdmduﬂs llndergo Y progrun where they.

are taughl, skills, have the opportunity to share experiences, and receive the
snpport of prolesslonul:, Al'ur the program there should be evxdence of ckl.ll
and i If-confidence and self. ibility for their acuons

Figure 1-1 depicts a ¢ 1 modgl for thiis rati
The results of this research ha;u; both theoretical and practical significance <

1)t will prov:de Innher evaluation of STET, a program whxch is increasingly

bemg used-with teschers but wlmh has received little study; 2) it will contribute

further information.in the area of the two "exp theories ,,self-efficacy
and locus of control; and 3) it will provide further information to the area of
1 i ofscats g = * e ]
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DEPENDENT INDEPENDENT ASSUMED -
VARIABLE 'VARIABLES . CHANGES
1
: | 4
. o g *
o oy
Skills in Increased Self-efficacy
Identifying in Decreasmg Student
Problem Ownership Misbehavior °
o : - ‘lmp'roved
STET 3 \ \ Teaching
= 7 &
1 Behavior
> : '
. Skilsand Stronger Internal
/ Strategies . Locus of Control
for Reducing Regarding Student
! Student Behavior
" Misbehavior

-Figure 1-1:  Conceptual Model of the Study”™*

1.4. Research Hyp,c)\ﬁe’s—es

The following Research Hypotheses have been formulated:

" HYPOTHESIS #1: Teachers: who participate in the STET program will

w2

show a‘signiﬁ‘cant change in their reported sense of self-efficacy s measured by

their ratings of confidence in being able to cope with situations described in

Vignettes depic g,ing students wiéh chromic ‘_Keha.v‘ior problems.

- HYPOTHESIS #2: Teach;zx;s who participate in the STET program will

.- show a significant movement toward an internal locys of control as measured by 3

the Resgonnbxlng for Student Acmevement Questionnaire (RSAQ). i+




I " L N
. HYPOTHESIS #3: Teachers who participate in the STET program will we

more STET-related strategies when teaching students as measured by\t:ﬂ'i
writtep P to si ions described in Vi depicting  students “With

chronic behavior problem

HYPOTHESIS #4: Teachers who participate in h.( STET program wlll

* show & sxgmruun. :h/mge in their sbility to identify problem ovmershlp o s
‘measured by their written resp: to situations described in Vignettes

studente with-chronic behavior problems. | & :

HYPOTHESIS -#55 Positive changes in teachers' locus of control and self-
efﬁéuy will be depéndent on teachers’* ineredsed ability . to xdennly problem
) ownmlnp and use of more STET-related strategies. &

HYPOTHES]S #6: There will be a significant relnﬁon’shi‘p between teachers'
ongoing attitudes towird. themselves nd the STET program during' the program,

as messured-] (the Teachers Weeklx Qustmnnnre, and their subsequent reports

of sell-efficacy, locus of control , and classroom maragement strategies.

1.5. Limitations of the Study i ) &

The absence of s control group-in this one-group, pretest-postest design
posed specific threats to ‘internal and external validity (Campbell and Stanley,
1986). The investigator notes the following limitations of the study:

1! Reactive effects of the testing procedures may have hampered the
results. The possibility that the participants answered in the expected
way and not_according to- their true feelifgs exists. The investigator
atternpjed to reduce this risk by emphasizing it was a study of the
-program and not the teichers, by omitting the title from the RSAQ,
and by having teachers only lm'.nl their forms which were then placed
1n sealed envelopes to besen by this mvuﬂga.tor only. s

2.The _ interaqtiqn of the pretest and the treatment ‘may provide a
compeun; hypothesis to explain the results. The pretest may have
caused the participants to give more lhoughl to their attitudes
* towards teaching.
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T 3 ANl data was ucumulued zhmngh teachers' ull’-repon and not

= . through cl . The i ig assumed but csinot

7 prove that such written responses reﬂecl to’ some degree how uuhels
would respond in real life situations.

EY

«

N

. The Vignettes can only simulate real classroom events and lack' the
S s rich context that surrounds classroom interactions. It is possible that
2 certain.teachers might look more impressive in their classroom than
. ] : they do in- their responses to the Viggmls and some might look Im 3
: v . . . impresive. -

. It -is possible that between the pref_gst and po'stat a significant event
= may have occurred ‘which would influence the responses on-the postest.
However, the |ncluslon of weekly questionnaires as part of the program
;valumon helps cnuhol for the effect ol lns'.ory 4 B

o

Ipnnts ln '.he program volnnuered and only a pmpomon ‘of v
p- cofnpleted all of tha test. mstrumantb Thus the selection - -
.factor may be ali '.auom p .

& Sf.ausncnl regrtss vn isd poss|ble hrmlahon of the shldy s well

1.8. Summlry R . &

N
This clnpt;x hn pmen'.ed ﬂle ralwnle for smdymg che-sttemnu -

- pmgnn; deiignied o assist teachers (o Imome more eﬁecuve. This study is
asure STET's eﬂect on l.'w:hers ntm.uda 'md their us; of -,

. th:relatedhlcrntuu 5 o g . %




- Chapter 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

ln the review. of literature for this study three mjor areas were mvesug:l-ed
by the. author-V Classroom Ma.mgement and Effective Tem:hmg, Adlenan Teacher I %
Tmnmg, nd Attitude Clnnge . =

- 2.1, clnuronm Mana;ement and Effectlve 'l;eaclung

“ and discipline (Crawford and Robmson, 1983) N - 5 '

]denhl‘ymg the nttnbum of an, eﬂ‘ectwe teacher s a dlfﬁcult task and )
dependen'. to a certain extent on “the’ theoretical base from which a ruearcher 3 5
operates. With the fiicrease o! rese:&'ch in the area, however, some consensus is
bemg ruched on the i ification of such-teacher. ch:

It has been noted by.On_:stein u’:’d Levilie-(lﬂ&l) that much research rélated

- '.o_lhe effectiveness of uur.l:‘u: has concu'ned?ﬁ‘e!f with the various lppm;chq to

Such  spproaces " to . manjgement and -

for student s

dures for i )l ! bave i li

bchnvnor, lurnmg, and duclplme Of the studies, which have involved classrosm

® mlna;ement, there hu been- much .emphasis on d:e mvungluon of teacher

b istics and behaviors that affect i i fng, dssaionmai e

Y

. Emmer and Ever!.son (1981) state that the "modem' era of resenrch on *

+* classroom management: began with Kounin's (1070) sludy of I’orty-mm.’ ﬁrst ad .

d-grade- classrooms. They vid ed w:h class; lor s .day’ and coded the
behavior of selected students. Teacher h:hnvnor was l.lso ucoud usmg the
lollowmg vmlhlu o W “I
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. With-itness : the degree to which the teacher communicated awareness
of student behavior; measured by computing the fatio of the number
of times the tedcher stopped deviant.behavior appropriately, to the
total number of attempts to stop it.

. Overlapping : the teacher's ability to attend to more than one event or
issue at a time, without becommg totally diverted. by devmnt
behavior.

©

Rl

Smoothness and momentum aspects of the teacher’s movement 4
through different activities. Smoothness in moving through a lesson .

- meant not interrupting sestwork or an instructional 'sequence with

. 1rrelevant information, and_ not becomipng dlverted by events ‘that are
+ not i ing” in any iceable mannér. Mo referred !.n
avoxdmg behavmr that slows-down a lesson.

IS

. Group alerting : the teacher attémpted to keep’ the studerits attentive.

P

. Accountability :.how ‘well the teacher momtore;l ‘and mmntamed
., student performancé 2

. Valence and’ challenge arousal : ﬂie ratio of times the teather used a
motivational comment ‘during -a transition to the mnext lesson,
_compared to the totaT number of transitions. @

.o

<

»'Seatwork variety and ch e ‘and reoitati vanety and chall
the degree to which the s'.udent was presen!ed with-varied activities or
task demands d\umg & given time unit.

== Kounin ‘(1070) found high to modernte correlations between é‘tud\enu'
bebsvnors of work involvement(and . freedom from ‘deviancy, and thh-ltness,

-'- smoothness.and moment\lm, and group alerting. Muderate correlations, be).ween

such(pnsmve student, b haviors and bili ,uv lapping, and valence and

‘challenge nrousul were, observed Finally, there were-no significant cnrrelnuons ror

seatwork variety or recitation vnneLy

F!inher' fo tion on wlmt ibutes-effecti ‘tea‘chers have wns provided

in the Clnssroom Orgnmzmon Study (COS). ‘This was & Iongtudmal deseriptive

study of 1 ducted: by the Rasenrch and Developm:nt

Cenm for Teacher Education in 1977-1978. - A
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Twenty-seven elem&ntary school classu pnrt.xclpatmg in the COS were
.observed intensively during the first two weeks of the school year, and at three or
four-week intervals throughout the ‘year. Data. collected included detmled
narrative record$ of classroom events, student 'beﬁavior mehsures, mtiugs of
specn‘lc teacher behaviors, - and logs of how clas§ time was used. At the end of the .

study. the dxlx was. compnled to |denm’y a group of teachers who were' succmful

in blishing and maintaini 1l ged plasses, lund, in whose classes
" studerits made good achievemnent ga‘i‘ns. "
e B * N .
The effective ‘cl. blished rules and p: d that

guided student behaviors in 2" variety of n_ctiviiie’s‘in their classrooms. The Beuer

. managers taught)these procedures to students and utilized the first few weeks of
school for socialization of children into 4he cl stting. They consistently”
g their rulésand’ dy e ,. and co i d them ear]y to students:- The'

P

be(ter managers- also monxtored student behavior very carefully and pruvlded
feedback regarding the approp! ‘ntenss of behavior. Finally, they were consistent

in responding to student behavior and dealt with it quickly when it occurred .

-Brophy and Putnam .(1978) found that a'bility to” esLa‘blish rapport
(fnendlmss and sincerity) ahd ego strength (self conhdence and ability to stay
calm gnd solve problems in a cnsxs) were key chsractensucs that affect sucoess in

classroom management

More recent research by Brophy and Rohrkemper '(1880) lndlcated that -
teachers ranking high in management skills were more npl. to: .
1. Allow students to tel] their-side of fhe story prior w‘tnkmg’a'ction.

2. Hold the students responsible for Qheir owa behavior. - * .

3. Try to change the students Lhrough problem solvmg and socmhznhon
methods, rather than pumshment . .

It Would seem that the ;qu.mi of an effective teacher as defined through
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resenrch on classroom management ;;ppesr to be similar-to the qualities promoted

in the STET program.. A teacher who can }o.mmnmcate with hh/her students,

! .motivate them and npply conecuve measures to misbehavior within a democruuc
" environment would sppear to be more effective.
o - S :

A comparison of the vgrious theoretical approaches to the handling of

" student misbehavior has él{{ been conducted (Weber and Reoff, 1083) The

1 1

researchers ‘reviewed the research on ¢ and

lustered el

into the following: categories:
authoritarian, behavior mudxl’ncunon group process, mstrucuonnl mtlmndahon,

. B perrnlsslvc soclo-emohonal chmate, and cookbook strntegles

In in\'gstigaﬁng the rsggrch by Weber and Rdrr’(m‘aa), Allen (1984)-found

. utilizing praise and ! L “sharing leadership, developing cooperation,
I'ostermg group coheslveness, mvolvmg stydents in decision making, employing

classmom mcetmgs, resolvmg conflicts through™ discussion . and negotmuml,

providing il b i relevant and ap iate curriculum ‘and mstrnchon, ‘and
empio)’ing logical consequences. In addition to these strategies which are
promoted in STET, the program also includes strategies ‘dv'outed. by Gordon
- (.1974); utilizing effective communication, active listening, and the identification of

. problem ownership.

of (he strategm listed above, strong empmcnl evidehce has been founc( to
v ! i advocate the following: uuhzmg praise and encouragement, developing

cooperation, fostering group coh: , and employing cl meetings.

Intimidation strategies have not been, found to be effective, with harsh reprimands
ahd corporal punishment actually being condemned However, Weber and Roff
,(1983) note that many of the cl i related to
Adlerian Philosophy and Psychol “"‘ lack irical support.

the following strategies to-be ‘consistent with A‘dlerinn Philosophy.‘nnd Psychology: - -
> ¢ 5




A

2.2, Adlerian Teacher Trnin?ng

.7'0 - -0.

‘In a review of the literature there appeared to be supportive evidence for
the strategies taught in Adlerian training programs, L

With regards to determmmg the el‘!acuveness ofa C—Gro\lp, Hoffman (1978)
found it to be beneficial in reducmg attentmn-gemng behaviors in students' He
assigned atterition-seeking students to either of four condltlons; a) ten weeks of
Adlerk graup counsellmg, b} a class with one of the teachers ‘who paruclpsted in
“the C-Gmup, <) ten weaks of Adlerian group counselllng and expusure to one or
the C-group teachers, lo_r d) no exposure to any of the above treatments. Three

observers recorded in the classroom how many time§ attenﬁon-seeking behavior

| wns " exhibited by a. student dunng £y three minute time span The results:

P

indjcated that’ teachers appeared to henem ‘from nu,endmg such a.group -and,
wheri’, this was cnmbmed wnth Adlemn group. counsellmg for students, the

preyalence of attentmn-gethng behnvwr was reduced even more.

Main (l978) investigaed the-changes ih tencher trainees as a function of
their participation il either of two models of Adlerian child management training:
traditional/open forum or C-Group\s..l-['e administered the Attitude Toward the
Freedom of ¢ Children Scale-1, ,'I.‘ixe Adlerian Behaviors Rating Scale, and the

Inventory of Fulfillment of Client Expectancy to individuals randomly assigned o .

a C-Group, Ogen7Fornm‘quup, and aControl Group. Significant iricreases were

re/c’otded on the scales aftér the treatment for both Adlerian groups bit not the *

cbnlrol group. This lead the ‘suthor to conclude bothtreatment methods were

effective at increasing the teachers’ attitudes of freedom toward children and X

democratic ‘behavior. For greater n.tm,ur]e and behavioral cha.nge the author
~ recommended the C-Group Gver the tradltlonal Open-Form Group:

1A C-Group is an Adierian term used to describe 3 group of no more ihan ten-twelve

. individuals who share feelings, skills, and experiences. The C-Group is the basic process within

the STEP and STET programs and the *C* stands for'the forces which occur within the group:
Congultation, - Collaborati C ificatio n ion, ~C jali

Comn and Change. (Di Pew. & Di 1979)

.
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Moroose (1672) found in his study that trainibg student telcheu in Adlerian
. connsellmg techniques relu.nng to classroom behavidr . changed students'
percep f cl and soci ic choice. Compared to the control

* group, the Adleriul»luined students had fewer isolates and rejectees.

Widner (1980) looked at the efféct of Adlerian teacher l.nmmg on improved
0 jon in, social probl ing class meetings. He had trained
‘observers to rate teachers, and students befor: and after trestment as being
'damocuuc “or *attocratic* in four response categories: Informing, Quuuomng.
Responding, and Encouraging. Teachers were also: administered the Attitude
Toward the Freedom of Children Scale-11. The results after the treatment

- indicated 2 significant increase in teachers' attitudes toward freedom in children
for -the experimental group. Also, the number of student responses increased

signil’icantly,'and teacher re ds d for the injental group. The
- response ies were not ined for qualitative changes after the treatment,
however. The author Tud ’_‘n more d ic approach appeared to be

evident as a result of training.

The effectiveness of Adlerian parent and teacher study groups to change
maladaptive behavior was investigated by Nelson (1980). She had-parents and
teachers assigned to two groups. In-the experimental group parents and teachers
rated children before and after they participated in the-Adlerian training. Another

. group of parents and teachers formed a control group and they rated children at
the same times as the’ experimental group, but did not receive any intervention.
The- results of the study revealed that children's maladaptive behavior, as
perceived bi' the parents and teacher, did change in a positive direction in the
home and school for the experimental group.

Greer (1978) also conducted._n sl.ndy-“ “to determine if an Adlerian,
psychology-bue:{ tea¢her-training mqdel influenced teachers' perceptions of .
students’ behavior. Ope’ group recejived such a mo_d‘el, the othér’did not. Both
groups rated several "problem® students on a school behavior and attitude scale

\
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before and after the treatment pbu@ On the postest the experimental group

“rated the students signi more positively. The jon drawn by Greer
(1978) was that either behavior changed, or that only perception of behavior -,
changed. v . — y

- |
! Finally, Allen (1984) condicted the first empirical evaluation of the STET

program. He examined the effect of the STET program on teachers' attitudes and
:perqepﬁoﬁs of ‘their students’ behavior. In his experiment he had two groups of
teachers enroll in the STET program 6I‘Iered as a graduate course in’ niversity. A

third group of volunteers who were mr.ersled in tl.kmg the course were assigned
to the control grol/ At the beginning of the ;ndllate course the three groups
were given the Minnesota Teacher 's Attitude Inventory (MTAI) and the Teacher's
Attitude Toward Students * Beluvnor Scale (TASBS). The scales were then'
administered at the end of thu course as npostest In’addition, nndumly selected \
subjecls from both groups were observed in cllssroom instruction during the
treatment and a behavior checklist was used to record the lrequency of Adlerian
sl.rn.egm implemented by the teachers.

The findings from this study provided mixed relults. Ome of the
‘experime‘nm %‘lp’ showed. a significant positive change in their attitudes as . :

‘measured by the MTAI.in _oomparisugAw the control group'; the other

experimental group did not. This same experimental group who showed positive
attityde change also appeared to use more STET-related behaviors than the
contral group as indicated by the observational recordings on the behavior

checklist. - This diﬂerencg' was not observed in the other experimental group,
'however. There was no significant- difference >in--either of the three grbpps on
tfncﬁe "~ perceptions of their target students' behaviors, as meésured by, the
TASBS; The suthor, concluded that STET positively _;ﬂ‘ecled ‘teachers' attitudes ¢
“and increased their use of STET related behidviors, but significant efleéts were

dependent on the- mmhrlty of the control group with the trenmem‘. group and

time of treatment._
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2.3. Attitude Change

Soclal psychologists place a heavy emphasis on the relnhonshxp between
attitudes and behavior. Attitudes, as defined by Petty, Ostrom, and Brock (1081),
are "general and enduring favorable or unfavorable feelings about an object or
issue.® There has been much researnh in the area, and a'l Iuge‘nmount of evidence

" indicating attitudes are-not rellnhle prednctors of behmﬂcr ‘Ajzen and Flshbem s
(1977) review of the literature, /hewever, reyesled that in all twenty-six studles

examined where npproprme measures were .employed, si

nt correlations
between attitudes and behaviors were evident, ' '

The. devel"opment of attitudes is ‘considered’ by many to be a learned
phenomena Thus an’ mdwldnal‘s l‘gelmgs about his own ab|hty, md what he‘
attributes' sugcess and fallure to, may be largely. dependent on his past

. expenences. The strength of a person 's beliefs, and their duration, determme the '

chances of changing such beliefs: Cognitive psychalogi h as Meichenb

(19:7) and Ellis {1061) take the approach that mcreased awnrenes; of one's

Lhonghts, behefs, and attitudes are necessary components for change.

B Adlerinn par:n', training gi'mlps (STEP, etc)’hnve traditionally been
successful in changing, attitules of parents. With the use of scales such as tlie
-Parental Attitude Research Instrument (Schnefer and Bell, 1869) researchers have
found such programs. to produce positive changes in purental attitudes toward
child rearing (Kamali, 1969; Moore and’ D britsky, 1070). As joned °

prevnously, there is some support’ for Adlerian teacher training programs nﬂectmg
am;xde change (A]len 1984 and Msm. 1978)

How%ver, the available research does not provide sufficient evidence to draw

conclusions that. Adlerian teacher programs are - effective o’ causmg attitude °

chnnge With regards o tHe effects a program llke STET has on changing teacher
nmtndm aboub tl% own/aﬁllt\le!,\such evldence has not been yrnvnded

//““ ‘

'z

/




2.3.1. Locus of Control

Since Lhe Locus of Control ruct is idered an theory,.:
much-of the e research has been focused on correlations of the construct with

behavior. As mentioned previously, there has been less emphasis on how one can
cause movement toward an internal locus of céritrol. Experiments with children

and adolescents dominate the area, and show varying degrees of success.

For example, Nowicki and Barnes (1973) examined inner-city Black children
who were attending a structured outdoor camp for a week. Co\lnsellors taught the
children the connection between their behaviors. and the eonsequenca of tl*x ,
behaviors. The results showed that the children showed a more internal locus of
conhml after one week; as indicated on the chxldran s locus ol control scale. Those
who mturned for a second week scored slgnmcsnﬁy more lntenul on the scale

Barry (1981' assigned a group of hypernmve :hnldren to a reluman_
therapy- prog‘ram The six week program was successful in prodllcmg hlgher
internal locus of control scores, among other pos'mve effects. Auempfs by Liss -

-'(1074) and’ Morris (1977) to enHance-movement toward an internal locus in
children during a brief intervention program were less successful. '

In workink with adults, attempts to change locus of confrol orientations
l\}ve‘not relied on behavioral interventions as muchf those studies which have
(Braton, 1981; Tait, 1976 ), resulted in little movement towards an internal locus

of control. i
An,extensive intervention program by Roueche and Mink (1976) met with
greater success. Using a system of individualized learner-oriented insl,ruction that
" emphasized careful behavior sequencing, the mvesu(ltors sought ‘to develop a
sense of personal worth and internal control ln a sample of st\ldenu luendmg

lling to incresse li was also

commumty colleges in Texas. Ci
utilized, and measures of student behavior in the large experimental group
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(N=1300) were taken over three semesters and compared with a control group.-
Results clearly demonstrated such a planned intervention significantly changed
the stydents’ locus of control orientations in the internal direction.

. One commonality amongst the studies is the recognition of the need for

confrontation of one’s beliefs to enhance movement toward an internal locus. The

literature on self-confrontation for teachzrs is prolmsmg in this xupeu (Fuller &

_ Manning, 1973).

.Rather than duign training programs to directly enhance teachers' internal
beliefs; Guskey (1981) suggests designing programs that focus upon ways in- which
teachers can have a stronger influence upon the lelrnmg of their students and, as

/

a result, gain ‘a greater sense of self- rasponslblh'.y Wlth the lncrensed lelrnmgv ;

outcomes of their students, they should assume greater responsibility for the

academic successes and failures of their students. -

2.3.2. Self-efficacy.

As joned earlier, judger of self-efficacy are based on four ;;rinciptl
sources of information. Subsequently, changes in an individual’s judgements. of
their capability will be dependent on lhm four variables. Bandura (1982) states
that p i are the most ial in i ived self-

P

efficacy. heighten J '\ d self-efficacy; failures lower'it.

=S

Bandura, Adams, Hardy, and Howells (1980) tested the strength of self-

efficacy theory with a group of adults suffering from agorophobis-fear of public
places. The researchers treated the. subjects in group sessions where they were
taught how to identify situational and ideational elicitors of fear, how to manage
fear arousal throngh’sel[—relaxnion_, ang how to deal assertively with social
situations in which 'they are disregarded or explohéd, Then each subject was
accompanied out into community settings and provided physical assistance when
needed to master tasks they previously would not do on '.hei_: own. These assigned
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tasks progressively "became more challeniging. Self-efficacy scales were
administered to subjects before treatment and they rated their confidence in bemg
able to-achieve at tasks’ related to thexr fear of public places Post-treatment

. measures indicated significant- increases in the subjects’ ratings of self-efficacy,

actual observed copihg behavior, and their performance of tasks.

Williams, Dooseman,.and Kliefield (1984) compared two treatment models
with individuals suffering severe height and .driving phobias. Individuals were

a) mastery-oriented

randomly assigned to one of three
treatment based on self-e!!'ic;;cy, i)) exposure treatment, and ‘¢) no treatment.

Subjects judged their-ability to perform variods approach tasks and then were

given actual behavioral-approach tests before y’rt‘?ceiving treafment. Also, their

'annclpated level of unx)ety_.bel‘ore attemptmg the tasks ‘was recorded i in addition

tests. The results of- the study revealed that subjects who _were guided zhrough

to ‘actiial perfo[mancerelated anxiety upon the behavi
'mnstery of the tssks and kpbjecfs who  received exposure to gradually .more
challenging tasks without aid, both scored higher on-postests of approach behavior
and self-efficacy, it comparison to the control-group. However, the group who

received guided mast€ry scored significantly higher than the exposure group. ’

Studies indicate *that the use of peers modelling success at a task has

potential for increasing an individual's self-effi y jud According to

Bandura (1977, 1982b) modelling is an observanonul source of information about
a person’s self- ef( cacy. Bandura (1077) first demonstnt'edv.the influénce modelling
has on increasing self-efficacy with adults fearful of snakes. Later, Brown and
Inouye (1978) demonstrated the Teverse to be true; o‘bse:ving similar others fail at
_ 8 task miay decret‘ase an ipdividual's self-efficacy towsrds that task. In their study

they had college students observe 2 'model similar to, themselves in .age and sex”

who repenbedly [axled on an anagmm t&;k Compamon ol’ the pretest and posttest
measures of - their- self- judgemenl rahng,s on being able .to complete the task

revealed a .d. d scoge. Also, self-efficacy was found to be predlctly_ﬁe_ol'
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persnsunce on the insoluble task; the greater the pereexved sell-efficacy of the
student, the longer he or she persisted.

Verbal persuasion is apother method of getting people to believe that they
possesggghe capabilities that will enable them to achieve at & certain task.
Chambliss and Muray (1979) administered the Rotter Locus of Control Scale to a
group of overweight females and chose those who clearly had an internal or
external locus of control as subjects. All subjects were placed on a weight
reduétion program for two weeks and given placebo pills which. they were told
would facilitate neight loss. The subjects were then randomly assignéd to three

ccn&itio.ns: 4)_one(group received vfeedback ot.wngntumion.s, encouraging them
on their efforts to\lose weight, and that the pills were placebos, b) others were
. enéounged to' continue attributing the weight loss to the pills, and c) a control-

group iweré. given no communications regarding their success. Subsequent
.reqordil.rgs of weight revealed' that individuals having an internal locus of control
‘in the 'group who receiv"zd‘ encouragement for their efforts lost the mosl. weight.
lndmduals having an external locus of control in the group who were told the,

. drig was rssponﬂble Tor their mnml weight loss also showed a significant weight
loss. The uuthols concluded Lhnt social persuasion can be effective with
individuals who already have some belief they can produce effects lhrongh their
actions. —

)
Thus the literature appears to demonstrate that certain factors play an

important role in the

of an individual's self-éfficacy. However,

s -
research has™ concentrated on the study of self-efficacy theory with adults in

settings; its to teachers though has received very little

considerétion. Yet it seems likely that participation in a group whete teachers are g

taught skills, where discussions of their successes oc.c:lir, and achievements are

encouraged, should have positive effects on the pnrticipiﬁts‘ sense of self-efficacy.



2.4. Summary

This chapter has presented a review of the related literature concerning the *
independant variables of this study. The results of the studies indicate that
Adlerian teacher training has positive results on behaviors and interpersonal ~
relations. Changing attitudes of teachers as a result of such training has met with -
limited success. There is a definifé lack of research exlminjng the effects teacher
iménicg piogun{s bave on teachers’ u(itudg of self-confidence and self-
responsibility for, their actions. The following chapter will present the

methodology and procedures for this study. .




Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY

3.1. General Design

, The Systematic Tniixins for_Effective Tegch’ing (STET) proggam was
adiministered to a group of teach¥rs in St.oJohn's over & four month period. “'The
'geneul design em]zlqyed to study the.effects. of the program on teachers was a

on;group pretest-posttest qunsi-expei-imbqtal &.esign (Campbell and Stapley,
1966). * : % 3

Eleven teachers voluntarily participated in the STET  program (short
version) as inservice education offered |;y their school board. They met once

weekly for approximately one hour during 2 nine week period. .

Questionnaires were administered. lo-‘eachen at the beginning and -end of
the program, and aftér each weekly session for the Qurnt_ion of the proﬁm. Seven
out of the eleven group participants completed the pre and post questionnaires

- and this seven constituted the sample. The independent varigble in the study ‘was
the STET program, and the dependent variables were feachers”: skills in\
identifying problem ownership, strategies for handling student misbehavior, self-
efficacy for decreasing student misbehavior, and locus of control regarding stadent

achievement.
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3.2. Test Instruments -

* 3.2.1. Responsibility for Student Achi ¢ Questionnaire (RSAQ)
Since thesdevelopment of the Rotter Internal-External (I-E) Scale (Rotter,

1966), there have been a ial frymber of mstrnmen!s d “ d to measure

the copstruct of locus o( mntml/The Rsmnnblhtx for Stugznt Aclnevcmenb
Questionnaire (RSAQ) is one of a sew recentl; d:veloped ulls,dmgn:d “to
measure the oonstnlct ln teachers (Guskey, 1981)

- — The. RSAQ is aimed at 'meesmg teachers' behels in- rsponslbdlly‘

v ively in i _' nnd sehool related situations® (Guskey.
1981). ‘It is d of -thirty al ati veighti uemr Ench ltem 'stema

describes either. 2 positive or negntlve student lchlevement expenence which
routinely occurs in classroom Hfg (See Appgndlx B). The stem is Tollowed by one
" alternative stating that the event was caused by the teacher -and aﬁpther stating

" that the event occiirred because of factors.outside of ‘the, teacher's immediate

v control. &

Since most teachers view classroom evepts as being complex and stemming

— _ from"more than Yy s‘ingle cHuse, the either-or; forced choice ‘Tormat - popular with

P most scales was not cosidered appropriate by the test's per. Conseq A
. : teachers are asked to divide one. hundxed points between the two alternatives,

‘_") : dqpendlng upon. their beliefs. ’I'hlls Lhe weight assigried a particular alternative
Q\ly vary from zero to one h\mdrgd, but combined alterngtive weights for an item

always total.one hundred points or .one hnndr_ed‘perc!nt. .

The positi t items indi i g “internal® al ives (R+) ;vere: 1b,
3b, 5!;‘ 88, 7a, m,,lz;, 15a, 18a, 198, 21a, 23a, 23a, 26b, 27b. The flegative-
event items indicating *internal® altérnatives (R-) were: 2a, 4a, 8b, b, 11h, 12a,
14b, 15b, 17a, 20a, 2, 25b, 28, '20a, 30b. Scoring of the RSA
» lccompluhed by’ averaging the weights assignéd to the fnternal responnblhty
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-alternatives across items. The R+ score was obtained by averaging across ‘all

positive itefns; the R- score by aveiaging across all negative items, and the total R

score by averaging the R+ and R- subscores.

The- RSAQ was developed on a sample of two hundred and fifteen

elementary apd secondary school teuchers from -a large metropolitan school

7 e sysf.em Forty-four of the teachers were male one hundred and. seventy -one were

female All had volunteered to participate in an inservice educptlcn program for.

’\ s \\Iuch they would receive both g'raduate education credit and salary-lnne .

placerhent credit.

thus appeared to be assessed on’the RSAQ. Test-retest reliability of ong hundred

reveal’ed_"ccrrelxtivns of .739 for total R scores, .718 for R+, and .784 for R-.
These,correlationswere all statistically significant (p<.001).. -

Calculations of internal consistenc{*we}e ly for the R+

and R subscales. Scores ranged from .754 to .781 on the R+ subscale and from

.881 to".899 on the R- subscale, indicating the latter R- score {o be somewhat
more‘reliab\e When i;:te:correletions were conducted between the R+ and R-
subscales the s&ure was quite low (r=. 203) prqviding further evidence that the R+
and R- subscales’ are relatively mdependént Thérefore it would be possible for an
individual to have & high or low score on the R+ subscale, but & different score on

‘the R- suhsea]e For" example, teachers may have felt they have some coutrol

toward, and were respnnslb]e for, students’ success but at the same time" ot fce]

attributed to other fgc'ors besides th¢ teachers' lack pf ability.

The RSAQ thns_appeered w‘be'aﬁproprhie for this study, based on its
development and intended use. A risk hes in the fact that the scale is new and has
recelved little use. -

A factor mal)sls Was completed on the items mdlcahng a rather clear’

: ' distinetion between iterns from the R+ and R- subscales; two different factors
- 4

-and twp teachers given the scale a second time after a four-month - interval *

responsxhle when studeuu fail to succeed. Rather, student failure may have been o
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3.2.2. Vignettes

The Vignettes used were originally develope’d by Ro’hrkemp’er and Brophy
(1979) for use in their Classroom. Stmtegy Studz They first compiled. a list of
pp ty behavi from inati by -the

Classroom Stm‘teg! Study staff consisting of professors and teachers. The list was

then feduced to twelve syndromes or patterns of problem behavior {See Appendix
C). The twelve patterns' of behavior were defined to be mutually - exclusive,

although several,could exist in the same student.~

Next, twenty-four .Vignettes depicting incidents involving (ﬁctfbn,al) students

“were developed, based ‘on the twelve identified patterns of problem behavior

(Brophy & Rohrkemper, 1980). The Vignettes were then grouped irito three levels

. of problem hip: primarily h d problems, primarily student-
* owned problems; and more equally shared probleims.

After & pilot study 'of the Vignette's Guestionnsire on a group of teachers

. this author-decided to reduce the Vignettes to half the number (12) since teachers
.indicated it took too long to answer the questions adequately (See Appendix B).

Vignette's 2, 6, 9, and 10 depicted primarily teacher-owned,prbb]ems and in

each of these situations the student's actions threatened the teacher's needs for

* authority and control. Vignette's 4, 5, and 12 depicted primarily student-owned
@ prohlems and their feelmgs of inadequacy or self-evaluation frustrated progress

toward their own goals but didn't threaten the need satisfaction of the teacher.
Finally, Vignette's 1, 3, 7, 8, and. 11 ‘Were considered shared problems and, while
the students did not'directly threaten the teacher's wthonty, they still created
clnsswom msnngement problems.




3.2.3. Problem O hip and Sf ies to Reduce Misbeh

Participants were asked to identify *problem ownership® with regards to
each Vignette by simply placing a check mark next to one of the three types
provided on the Record Form (See Appendix B). Before being asked to do so, they
were provided with a briel written introduction to the . concept of *problem
6wnership' to ensire they would bave enough background information lo
understand the question before doing the course. Space was also provided on the
Record Form for the participants to briefly describe what they would do if this

“incident oceurred in their class and why. A.Isor they were asked what they would
say and why. These questions were provided for each of the twelve Vignettes.

3.2.4. Self-eﬂ'lcncy

The‘ same Record Form was utilized for the self-efficacy measure.- The
_participants were presented with a scale from 1 to 100 for -each Vignette and
asked to: *Place an X-along the line to indicate how confident you are in your
ability.to cope with this situation.® A bigh score was indicative of a greater sense
of self-confidedce. This question ‘w&s posed to determine one's efficacy
expectation, and not outcome expectation. Such a method to aquire sell-efficacy
scores was typical of that used by other researchers.

It was felt that by having the participants judge their ability to deal with

eacb of the twelve Viggelus mnlhple measures ‘of ull"elﬁucy for specific
sn.uauons would be provided.

3.2.5. Weekly Questionnaires

Imme’diltely following each STET session, teachers individually completed a
questionnaire (Appendix B) in which they indicated on a 5-point Likert scale how
satisfied they felt about the m:eting; bow much they participated, how practical

they felt the ideas were, and how confident they felt in their ability to implement
the ideas.
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3.3. Delivery of STET

3.3.1. Personnel Involved in the Study

There were two male STET leaders; both had previous experience with
Adlerian Philosophy and Psychology, and each of them had a Master's Degree in
Educational Psychology. '

One of the leaders was a Guidance Counsellor employed in school settings

and had led both S‘T’ET:nnd STEP groups previously. The other leader was
ployed as an Educati nal Psychologist with the R.C. School Board -and also
had experience léading a STET group . = :

3.3.2. Sample s Ca

‘The sample-for this study . _', d of seven indivi ployed in various

schools under a local School, Board who' volunteered to participate in the program

There were three males and. four females who sll served in various texehmg

dividuals also had administrati

duties in & school.

3.3.3. Procedure "

*This researcher initially sent a letter'to the STET leaders to present the

proposed study -of the STET group being formed (Appendix A).

An open invitation was !el;l to teachers in s‘chools under the jurisdiction of !
the School Board to attend & meeting describing the STET program being offered
by the Board (Appendix A). The individuals were provided with a brief
introduction to the program at this-meeting by the STET leaders. They were 8lsd

asked to coniplete a form indicating their reasnns for wanting to eyoll in the

| program, their feelings toward pn.rhclpntlng in research, and other hukglound

mrox?atmn (Appendix D). . | =, § o
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‘The author was pmenl and briefly explained to the group that he was a full

time graduate student in'E Psychology at ial University and was
conducting a study for his Master's thesis. Specifically they were told that thu
was a study of the STET program and how it affects teachers. -Next they were

informed of the i ires that required ion; one involving cl

situations to which they would be asked to respond, and the other contained

questions about their feelings lqwn;ds student performance. Brief weekly )

questionnaires would be administered after each session 'and discussion was

presented on the \pplicnioq of this research for future use of the S;!‘E'I"program.

It was emphmzed Lhn'. thelr 1denm.y would be respecud and all that was
“heeded on the forms were initials to, differentiate one from the other. Next the,
" group was, told they were undeér no obhgs.hon to participate in the res:arch and

that it was entu;gly their decision. Thirteen of the people who auended’deelded o
participate in the group, and indicated they were agreeable to participating in the g

study.

The RSAQ and Vignettes accomyaniecf by the Record Forin were
administered to the group'dt the beginning of the second meeting (first session).
They were asked to briefly review the RSAQ and read Vignette #1 and respond
on the Record Form. The group were then asked to complete the forms b;!ore'
the next week’s session. Thus the pretest was actually administered after the first
session, but this was unnoidt{zle dueto a delay in copying.

Nine of the completed pretest forms _were returned.2  Two of the

participants stopped attending the sessions after the lecond week, one because of =~

otlier commitments and the other did ‘mot prtmdg a reason. 'Unfonum)ely, “both”

. these individuals had leted the pretest it il The result was a «

group of eléven, out of which a sample of seven had completed the pretest forms.

' Each group member completed a brief questionnaire after each «session, which was

placed in an’ envelo‘p: and sealed by a STET leader for this researcher. .

2Some participants felt the questionnaires were too time consuming and did not complete them.
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The group met pach Monday at 3:30 for a period of appmxunntely one hour

over a duration ol‘ nine ‘weeks. Each group member was supplied with a STET

Teacher's Resource Book and were required to read a chapter before each session.

Activities and readings were thus assigned in accordsnce with the STET program.
Lesson #6 was omitted due to lack of time and the group was asked to read the

chapter insu?nd;; a brief discussion was held on the chapter in the following weekly
session. Also, STET tapes were not used in the last meeting to allow time for

feedback from the gréup on the program. The “other lessons which were not
covered-in the program were Numbers 9, 10, Lll and 13. Several sessions were
postponed due to school holidays and poor weather. Table 3-1 presents the‘
program schedule and attendance for the sessions.

00 N1 b 00 00

L + Table3-1:, Schedule ‘of STET Sessions. +
Session Date Leaders ¢ 2 Attendence

Intro. Feb. 2 B&L 13
N Feb. 11 B&L 1
Feb. 25 © B'&L ' 10
. Mar. 4 B&L 9
Mar. 25 L. ¥ . 10
. Apr.-1 1 B&L 7
(6) N Apr. 22 L e 9
. 5 Apr. 29 B 6
12 ©  May.-6 B 5, 8
B&L, Tt

14 . May 13

3 J—

During tﬁe program this researcher sent & letter to the group thanking them
for their ‘assistance with the study"thus far, and as a token of appreciation offered
to request funds from thie university for the ‘group to use as they wish. A social’

" was held at the-completion of the program. '

All participants were given self-addressed envelopes contsining the RSAQ
and Vignettes after the last meeting, asked to complete them, nd to then forward *
the epvelope to this regearcber. After three weeks a letter was written by this
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researcher” as a reminder to those who had still not returned the forms (Appendix-
A). This letter was placed in the envelope sent by the School Board which also

d

certificates ing the particip on their ful
completion of the coiirse. The letter was followed up by a phone call and offer to
pick up the completed forms (of those individuals who had previously completed
the pretest as well). Four of the seven-completed forms were collected in this
manner. —~ - -
. . . ,

8.3.4. Overviéw of the Sessions
The following is a brief description, of the contents covered in the weekly
sessions : ’ . - '

Session 1- Und ding Behavior and Misb for. .

The initial chapter related the effect of social change: upon the 'lraditioml
teaching and discipline methods.” A’ case was presented for the democrnticv’
classroom and equa]jly ‘between teacher and studerfts. A rc\:iew of Adlerian and
Dreikurian theory of behavior (e.g., *Four Goals of Mjsbel;avior') was supplied. A |
process for’ determining the goals of misbehavior and for providing more

- ws enpasized : o
Session 2- Understanding More About Students and Yourself.

The importance of family constellation and lifestyle were presented. As well,

the session addressed beliefs teachers had toward students that interfere with
rejationships. Finally appropriate stfategies to deal with misbehavior were-covered

in the lesson. .
Sesslon 3- Encour The Prime Motivator,

"The concept Tf nt was pi d, and the distinction between
encouragement and/praise was made. Encouragement was indicated to.be a more

desirable. response.
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Session 4- Communication: éhtenh:g. - .
—- The use of reflective listening and open responses as a means of furthering
= communication was advocated as opposéd to the traditional roles of listening to

students. The importance of listening to enhance teacher-student relationships was

stressed as well. &

Session 5- Communication: Problem Solving Conferences.
: Solving problems through the use of effective questioning was presented. -
& ‘Helping. students learn to make decisions b\ased on a systematic appx:oacll was
" focussed on through the strategy of Exploring Allernatives. ‘

" Sesslon 7- Discipline as an Educational Process.
7 E, Discipline was introduced as a means of teaching mponmbll\ty and effective
\dxsclplme measures were presented in two semons, preventive and eorrecnve The »

latter section included the use of Natural nnd Loglcn.l Consequences.

Session 8- pline: Selecting the Appropri App! h

* A method of choosing the most effective disciplinary method based upon the

goals of misbehavior and. probl hip was provided. Examples of discipli
situations were supplied for practice in choosing the various discipline approaches.

» Sesalon 12- The Class as a. Group Clasaroom Meetings.
The - usefuld of d 1 meetings was presented and

guidelines were provided.

—  Session 14- Working with Parents. : -
The need to improve: parent-teach lationships was

Subsequently, ways to involve parents in education were provided in addition to

tips on holding successful parent conferences.
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3.4. Evaluation /

Due to the relatively small number of subjects and lack of a control group

on which to make a comparison of results, the major focus of the analysis had to
be placed on individual vs. group data. With s small sample there is a risk of
committing a Type Two Error, accepting the Null Hypothesis that there is no
change between the pretest and postest when it should be rejected (Kerlinger,
1973). Thererore'euh participant’s ;osponsu were pn‘)ﬁled and, descriptive
statistics were used to.compare pretest and posttest results on the measures of

self-efficacy, locus of control, and id 'Ship.

of problem

Té determine if there"Was dny. change in the RSAQ scores, a comparison of
)+ the pretest and postest R-!-/%d’;

Similarly, differences bet:

R- scores for each individual was carried out.
the individual's pretest and postest scores on the
Problem O hip questi was d ined through i of the' total

number of Vignettes correctly identified for problem ownership before and after
the program. The difference between each group member's total self-efficacy
score was analyzed by totalling each utiqg of self-confidence provided for each
Vignette and obtaining the mean (Bandura, 1677). =

- ' The strategies suggested by teachers to handle the situation depicled in each
meu were m&lyzed for differences between pretest and posttest results.

used were d to listed STET principles and coded
for their presence or absence by this her (. dix E). Examination of the

* —individual's responses using Brophy's behavioral snalysis (Brophy and
Rohrkemper, 1980) was also conducted. Brophy's method of bel;:vionl analysis

and

involved the use of four general categories of behaviors; rewlrdinx..supportive,
threatening/pressuring, and punishing. Under each of these headings h:e listed
specific behavioral intervention strategies based on behavior modification theory '

® 5 -

(see Appendix 3).

. 3The presence of Encouragement 'll‘l coded under both the STET and bebavioral analyses. All
of the other responses were coded under one category only.
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To reduce the effects of experimenter bias thig mﬁr\cher assigne
to each of the Record Forms and gfén]ied the pretest and pystest fol
Almr multiple analyses of the Vignettes were conducted by thls resegrcher on four
different occnsmns until sufficient reliability was determined. vidual's ‘scores
on the pretest were then mntcbed with their respective postest scores for further

) ua]ysm

"Data from the Teacher's Weekl: uestionnaire confaining the process
information was profiled in raw. form and discussed in relation to the other

measures.

Analysis for the i ification of groups of individuals who showed
similar responses within the sample was conc\ucted usmg a Q-Factor Analysis (See
Kerlinger, 1973). This- technique treated the subjects as varisbles and clustered

individuals together based on the slmllanty of their responses.

3.5. Summary

This chapter presented the development of '.he study, the '.est ms(mmentx
used, ‘and the procedure followed in the ndmmlstratmn of the STET course and
collection- of data. The next chapter will present the results of the study with

discussion of the.findings.
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Chapter 4 :
= 4RESULTS =~

‘This chapt_ei will be divided into three compotients. F;st, the statistical
analysis of the data will b be presented. The scores from each of the seven
.Partic?pants in the sample will-then be profiled individually snd discussed.

4.1, Statistical Analysis . o \1‘

. A QFactor analysis ‘combining the process® data frbm the Teacher's Weekly
Questionnaire and summary data from the self-efficacy and RSAQ scores was
conducted. Each of the seven individuals was treated as a factor in this procedure.
The analysls did not identify unique individuals or subgroups within the total
gmnp Fmther attempts to identify nnlque groupings using this technique or the
combined data proved fruitless. Thus there were no individials among the group
who stood out: with regards to their.scores on all the tests combined. Consequently,

further analysis was conducted on individual tests.

In Table 4-1 the means and standard deviations for each ‘of the individuals®

self-efficacy scores before and after attending the STET program are provided.

Examination of thé mean scores indicate movement in a positive direction for

most Participants, with substantial increases being evident for Participants #2,

#4, and #7.. Interestingly, Participants #I,‘ #2, #3,and #4 all appesred '.o have'

Higher scores than the other three individuals. This finding was confirmed with a ’

test of independant samples; ss & subgroup these four ihdividuals. had a

significantly ' higher score on Self-efficacy before the program compared 1o the
, remaining three members (¢(5)= V5.04§,.;p<.05')'. This difference was maintgifed
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. . |
Table 4-1: Participants’ Mean Sell-efficacy Scbres
Before and After Completing the STET Program.
s

Particpant Before STET After STET. -
‘ Mean SD. Mean SD.
1. . 7R¥——11.88 55._ds 8.79
2 ) 6250 9.46 ‘75.4“1 10.49
3 7138 - 7.4l 7554 6.90
4 E 7080 15.90 . 71.0§\ . 7.55
s 46.60 12.47 49.58 “ 14.49
] 55.02 15.54 ) 53.95 11.52
7 4075 18.83 " 60.04 15.41

on the posttest ss well (t(5)= 5,060, p<.05). Included in this subgroup baving.

? . higher scores wer¢ three males, and three of the four (one female) also were

ministrators in their schools. The second subgroup was—comprised of three’

_~" females who were not ini Thus signifi individ: :differences were

found on the self-efficacy scores that were not evident on the Q-Factor analyéis of
the combined data.

s o
Examination of the standard deviati reveal diff in the
of self-efficacy scores in the group, with 2 general trend toward less variability

after program completion. As Qgroup however, Participants 1-4 tended to show

more consistency in their answers after the STET prefram Lh“m the remsining
three Participants, .- i (

Exsmination of the pre and post trends for the Participants’ resporsibility
for student achi indicated the suby ps did not appear to differ. Table
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4-2 r;veais that for one Participant (#4), sell-responsibility scores increased
(indicq“ting movement toward an internal locus of control), while for anather (#7),
there was a reduction in score 1indicnin§ movelient toward an external lgeus of
coutm]).\ There was little change evident for the remainingvﬁve Participants. A
similar trend appeared in the Participants’ responsibility for stude;;v, failure, with
just one individual's scores increasing (#4), but for two individuals, .major
dec;euses wete evident (#2, #7). There was little change for the remaining four
Pjticipa.nt& Table 4-3 presents this data. " '

Table 3-2: Participants' Responsibility for Student

. Achievement Before and After -the STET Program.

Participant. © Pre R+ . ‘ Post R+
MEAN S.D. MEAN S.D.

1 . 50.00 15.07 53.33 13.98
2 T s 27.31 i
3 % 50.08 17.59 48.00 v 1743
4 - 46,66 28.08 6000 1957
5 40.53 21.08 - 54.00 13.56
6 49.33 2.49 "53.33 12.47
7A ) ’ ‘ 61.00 26.40 . 31.00 260

“ Post-hoc' intercorrelations ‘of. the total sample of self-efficacy and  sell-
redponsibility scores revealed ﬁ{eresting findings. Table 4-4 indicates that the
Participants’ Pre_R+ scores were not correlated with the Pre R- score (r=.072).
Similar to ‘what Guskey: (1981) discovered, " teachers with high feelings of

responsibility for student success may not neccessarily have the same feelings

. toward student failure. A significant negative correlation was found between the

»
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Table 4-3: Participants’ Responsibility for Student
Failure Before and After the STET Program.

Participant Pre T & Post R

' MEAN __ SD. - VEAN 5.
1 56335 1554 w08 1257
2 0 . 9.6 < 55.33 1146
3 . 5433 1038 5366 - 12.84
KR 47.00 26.12 68.33 22.48
5 6100 e ;- 57.33 11.23
6 < "5000 . . 000 D513 . D146
7 7 g ¢ sm N :’134100' 24,50

pretest R+ scores and s‘ubsequent postest R- scores (r= -.869, p< 05). Thus it
appeared that some Participants who scored [airly !ugh in responslblhty for
student achievement before the STET program had low scores‘ in reﬁ)ons\blhty

for sludent failure after the program. Agam thls neganve ‘correlation was not
o bl L,

evident before Pan.lc)pnnts began the STET, pro;ram (r= 072) but was obvious

afterward (r= - 869, p<.05): Examination of the pretest -and postest trends in
Tibles 4-2 and 4-3 revealed this evident for Participant #1 (Pre R+= 50.00, Post
R-= 48.66), and: Participagt #7 (Pre R+= 52.66, Post R-= 31.00).

For Participands #4 and #5v'the reverse seemed evident; a lower R+ score:
on the pretest was follm‘ed by a higher postest R- score (P;-e R+= 46.66, Post

_R-= 68.33; Pre Rt= 49153, Post R-='57.33).. Therefore, even though a »

X "" iduals had hig‘her If-efficacy scores than the others, changes in
self-respofuibility wete observed in members of both groups. The correlation
between the pretest #nd postest selfl-efficacy scores indicated little change in the

d w o %
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) ’l“lble 4-4: Intercorrelations of the Total Sample
! of Self-efficacy and RSAQ scores.

PreR- . PreSE Post R+ Post R- Post SE
PreR+  +072 +a20 722 -.869 * -115
Pre R- .. -.258 -158 T 4030 . +.004
Pre SE . T4l +.155 +862°
Post R+ B . ) 2 ’+.;'i2 % +.‘1_13’ )
Post R- R * i +.371
A‘ .05 level of significance #

‘relative positions of the Participants (r# 862, p<.05) while the correlation
betv_veen the Post R+ and R- was unexpected (r==.872, p<.05).

A procedu}e‘ of *pooling® the data was used next. This disregarded the
dil[ferences of the individuals' scores on the pretest in examining trends. Table 4-5
illustrated that the significant correlation between the pretest and postest self-
efficacy scores observed in Table 4-4 were not evident when the data was pooled

(r=.-.048). Another finding was tlie high correlation between the pretest R- and

" pretest self-efficacy scores (r= -.892, p<.05).

The statistical analyses appear to indicate that change in self-responsibility

did take place for some individuals. Two individuals showed toward

"increased: self—responsiyility for student failure, and two indivi;']unls showed

movement towsrd’ a decrease in self-responsibilty. Whether or not the individual
had an initial high score in self-efficacy did not appear to influence the direction
of change. !
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Table 4-5: Pooled Intercorrelations of Total Sample
of Self-efficacy and RSAQ Scores.

Post R-

Pre R- Pre SE Post R+  "PostR- Post SE

PreRs 4003 -.080 734 © 920t -.043

PreR- -892* -.237 : -.049 § -.174

" PreSE +280 | -.028 048
Post R+ . o issee -5 -

-.143

* .05 level of significance



4.2. Individual Profiles

4.2.1. PARTICIPANT #1

Participant #1 entered the STET program with the following goals: to
obtain better ways of desling with discipline, motivate sell-discipline in students,

and to improve self-image ls a teacher.
.

Strategies to Deal With Situations in Vignettes

The Teponses {6 the Vignettes were first coded following Brophy's (1981)
system. Examination of Figure 4-1 reveals this Participant's responses towards
the Vignettes appeared to mostly contain th(eluninglpr&uring statements, four
of which ‘were coded under specific behavioral criticism (*What was your reason
for being out of your seat? Wh}jt‘wns the result of your action?®, '_'Cun.yon please
wait until recess to play with your airplanes: You won't be able to work and play
at the same ti\n‘e", *It's easy to walk out but not so easy to walk back in.",
*Thankyou Betty but you should- not come running to me every time that
happens.*) and one potentially embarassing response, (*Would you like to tell us
what you are thinking about George?*). There were four examples of supportive
strategies employed, two each of providing comfort/reassurance, (*You're not
doing your assignment? What seems to be the problem?*, and, *You don't seem
to be getting slong with others?®), and two of providing encouragement,
['Complim;nt her efforts. Point out the good things on the picture. She needs

*, and,

the work. You seem to have done a good
)ob here Linda. Could you explain this part to me pleml") Punitive strategies
were evident once, in the form of restifution (*I would like you to give Sam back
h_is money and apologize.*). There was no evidence of rewards being :dvoclted.

‘An‘ analysis for the presence of STET techniques was conducted and

revealed evidence of problem solving strategies in three of the Vignettes,
('Appmn‘ch him quietly and talk with him.-Try to help him see the parts that. he
can do.","Talk to Mark privately. Try to uncover what it is about hi‘m that
others dislike.®, ahd, *Maybe, Jeff, we could get together s little (lfl’e later.[Try
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Figure 4-1: Frequency of Behavioral and STET
Strategies Reported in Participant #1's
Responses to 12 Vignettes Before and
After the STET Program.

to find out where he is lost."]). the use of

were evident in two msuncs “which were coded under Brophy's supportive
strategies as well. In two instances- there was a possible goal of misbehavior
identified (sttention) and the response taken was to ignore the student (*Nothing.
Wait it out. She’s looking for lttenhon

too much.”). There was one ext mple of the- use of logical consequences,

and, *Secking attention-don’t provide

(*Remove his seat from the aréa and semi-isolate him."), but there was no

idence of ;lti!izing, p/el meetings. .

After completing -the STET program the Pl‘nicipnnt‘s Tesponses were

primarily supportive. Out of the five . instances,. four were coded under
eomfort-/ruisurmcg, (*What seems to be the cause of the problem?", "fl‘ry to
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explain that perfection is not what we are looking for.*, *Stop and wait for him
to come back-then repeat the question.*, and 'Répul. the question quietly. If she
still doesn't answer leave it for the time.* and the other supportive strategy
involved encouragement of behavior, (*Try to help him see he is not stupid by
pointing out what parts of the" lesson he does know.*). Thrénuning/prmuring
responses wére much less evident compared to the pretest and found in only one
instance, (*I would appreciate it it you didn't come and tell tales on other
students.*). The lone incident of punitive strategies remained the same and
involved xsmuuon, (*Make him repay the money *) while the lack of rewnds
remained unchnnged. . .
i P tou X
The use of one STET-taught principle increased, with-evidence of lngicll I
consequences bemg applied in four mstmces (" Remove Bill to an isolated area of
the class to prevent his mterfenng wn.l: the other memben of the class.”, *Have
her complete what she has in ‘the time remaining and use it to decorate the
room.*, *You hedve a choice-you can do your work now and’ mn‘ke aixpianes now
or do the work after class if you want to make airplang@now.®, and, *Remind
him in private that he has work to finish and that he will have to do it on his own
time .eilher at lunch or after school.®). Problem solving approaches were used in
two of the Vignettes, oneless than on the pretest (*...see her after class. At which
time T could try to find out the reasons why sh¢ didn't respond.”, and, *Try to
help her see that this kind of activity is one of the causes ol her inability to get
_along with other students.”). In one situation the Putle)pmt identified a
probable goal of misbehavior (“Ignore Audrey's attention seeking and-return to
giving out the test and giving instructions.®). Ei‘\coungzment was less evident (b'y

one) and there was no increase in the utilization oI' group/clusroom meev.my

Initially this individual tended to nly on: the use -of threatening and
pressuring strategies to deal with the situations in the Vignettes but was alsq,qulte'_
supportive. After completing the STET program supportive approaches were still
evident, but the use of threatening statements was reduced and logical
consequences were util.ind more. : ) E
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.

Identification of Problem Ownership

\
Of the group this Participant correctly identified the most number of
Vignettes for problem ownership in the pretest (8) but identified two less (6) after

completing(t-be STET program. Figure 4-2 indi atee ihe distibution of ownership
identification changed little. 4 -

{
uron\x
AFTER
Tescher- Studenz:  Vignettes >
Shared owne Corzectly
riviens  Piobiems Problens  Identified

vicaErTES

Figure 4-2: Frequency of Vignettes Assigned to Each
Category .of Problem Ownership and
Coryectly Identified for Problem-Ownership
'¥y Participant #1, Before and After -
Receiving the STET Program. ‘.
Weekly Ratings =

Based on a scale of 1-5, the Partlclpants‘ feelings wward each of the nine’ 9)

weekly sessions were recorded. Higher ratings indicated ﬁsmvs feelings toward
. . .

. the sessions, i

5

« Figure 4-3 reveals the Participant’s self ratings towards the STET sessions.
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Examination of the figure indicated a fairly stable profile with cb;lsisunlly high
self-ratings on the variables of satisfaction with the program, participation in the

‘program, and practicality of ideas. Confid ppeared to have il d

somewhat for the last two sessions. -

S - Satisfaction

? - Parzicipacic
- ¥ - Practicality
C - Confidence

fRm e,

Veeks

Figure 4-3: .Participant #1's Evaluation of the
‘eekly STET Sessions on 4 Variables:
Satisfaction With the Session, Degree
of Own Participation, Practical Use
of Information, and Confidence in Using
the Skills, and Degree to Which
the Session Objectives Were Met.

Self-Efficacy and Teacher's Responsibility Y

Adequate reliability of the self-efficacy ent was expected as the

procedure used was typical of that used by other Tesearchers (eg. Bnndur_n,' 1980).
Tnterpretations were made with this consideration. Figure 4-4 indicates there was
not a substantial change in the Participant's self-efficacy scores but the postest
score was lower than the pretest-score (Pre SE= 66.6; Post SE= 71.36). The

" - initial score was quite high comﬁiied to the other members of the group and thus

the small decrease was not significant. d

-
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Figure 4-4: Panlclpnnt 1's Scores on Self-Efficacy
and R lity for Stifdent Achi v
Before and After Receiving the STET Program.

Siﬂarly there was a slight decrease in the P&'rticip;nt's RSAQ scores- after
Gompleting the program. The small decrease was evident on the responsibility for
student achievement (Ii+) and student failure (R-) scores : (Pretest R+= 59.0,
R-= 56.3; Postest R+= 53.3, R-= 48.6). The significant finding from the
intercorrelation analysis previously discussed however, inaicated a decreased
reponsibilty for student failure, compared with the hlgher responsibility for their

achlevement observed from the pretest.




+ unpredicted significant decrease in reponsibility for student failure may be related

“to the individual's initial goal of wanting to improve self-discipline in students.

53

Conclusion
Thus it appears that Participant #1 held posiiive feelings towards the

STET program and there are indications of increased use of one STET principle,

combined with a decrease in the use of threatening/pressuring strategies. The

The pretest responses on the Vignettes showed evidence of this desire on two

occasions (e.g:, "...help him see his role in the problem®). It seems plausible that

the Participant learned ways of i ing students' self-r ibility which .

résulted in 2 decrease in self feelings of responsibility.

. I B P . e



4.2.2. PARTICIPANT #2.

This person entered the program with the following goals; as a refresher to a

course previously taken (TET), and to learn fxemuﬁniquu.

Strategies to Deal W!th'Simntlons in Vignettes

Using Brophy's analysis, the responses of this Participant towards the
situations in the Vignettes were primarily supportive (four instnnces_)A - Included:
amongst the four supportive ‘npprouhes; was one example of instructional
strategies being employed, (eg. *Joe needs ‘l,o be given small projects to raise his
self-esteem and personal worth.”, ope of support involving peers, (*Have him
paired with a student who can make friends more easily."), one | i:wolving parents
(“Speak to Linda’s parents to see how she behaves at home.*), and one
categériz'ed as comfort/reassurance, (*Rob you Know therwswer. Take - your time
to recall what you have Jearned.®). There were two examples of punishment
being advocated, one involving parents, (*Call Tom’s i)aren‘ts.') and the other
involved possibly the principal, (*Ensure he does not go outside. Contact
adminisfr;giqp if necessary.*). Finally, uider the coding of zhniuninﬁ/_pressuring

Behaviors there were two ples of specffic b

1 criticism ‘used, ("George,_
you must pay closer attention to a speaker.” and *Betty, you should. not tell on

other boys and girls."). There was no evidence of rewards being used. -

Examination of the responses for the presence of STET tgcimiques revealed
logical consequences were applied on four “occasions, (*Set a course of action or
pr‘ocednra with Bill as to when he is allowed to move about., *Give it to her as a
home assignment. Explain that although quality is important, time frames are
too.", *Audrey you have the same amount of time to do your _les{ as the others.
Get rem‘iy to do it.", and, *Give him a set time to have thé work completed®.).
Individual problem solving was used in two instances, (*Go thr;ugh each part of
the assignment w discover the part he can and will cio independently and leave
him to do them.®, and, *Try to discover why Mark is not well aécepted.®).

A substantial increase;in the number of supportive strategies being used

- i

’
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Figure 4-6: Frequency of Behavioral and STET
Strategies Reported in Participant #2's
- Responses'to 12 Vignettes Before and
v i After the STET Program.

.+ were observed in the P;rhclpant's. responses after completing the program. Of the

eight incidences of support-being advocated, four involved instructional methods,
(fBegin" Joe on a task that ;'ou both believe he is capable of achieving.®, *Give
her less work to do so she can concentrate on quality.”, *Activities can be
assigned to, jmprove attention span.”, and, *Have Jeff tested to see where his
fmmy level really is and try to work.pith bim from there.*). There were two
c){amp_lis o!/ support involving the use of peers, (*Tommorow have them work on

a. dhared-project.”, and, *Have Linda participate in small group activities.?).

There .was one incident each of utilizing parents for support, ("‘Disrcuis—s—':he'

problem with her parents as this would seem to be a problem. that is eoming from
home.”), and providing comfort/reassurance, (*It's not important that work be
pérlect, It is normal for people to make mistakes.*). There was one example each
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of a thre:lening/i)r&;s\lring approach,.(*Tell her, that you do not want her to tell
you what the other children do.") and a possible punitive response involving
parents, ("Have the office contact hef parents so you can talk to them as sdon as

possible.*). Again, no rewards were used. 4 . .

Analysis for the presence of STET-related responses indicated some increase. -

b 4

Use of individual problem solving ques i eased to three inci s, (*It
would be better to meet him Tn & private éetting to discuss with him adjusting the
work to his needs.®, *Talk to Tom.after school...Have him think of ways to earn

money to eliminate the need of having him take it from someone else.”, "Mark .
there must be a problem here. Lét's see what the reasons ﬁfght be wh'y. t,hg boys ~

don’t want you to play with them.®, and 'Discns; the problem with her“parents
as this would seem ‘go,he a problem that is commg !‘rom  home.*). A possible goal
of misbehavior (anenhun) is alluded to with the lppropnate strategy employed,
: (*Remind the class that the test i to begin. Ignore Audrey.totally,*). The use of
logical consequences was less evident than on the pretest and found on two.
occasions, (*Put Bill in a space by himself.* and *Roger, you do not have your
work“done. We need to work out-a schedule of after-school times so that you can
do it."). There was no evidence of utilizing the group/class-for advice to solve a
problem or of using enéouragément. ’ ? ’

Thys it appeared that this individual used mainly ;:mpportive strategies plus
sorhe STET-ad: d hes before ing the program. Afterwards he

shuwed a large increase in the use of supportive strategles #nd a combm;mon of
an increase and reduction in ST‘ET-rehted appmsches .

Identification of Problem Ownershlp

. This Purucnpant correctly identified four Vlggetm for problem ownership
on the pretest and six on the postest. Figure 4-5 indicates there was htcle change
in tHe distribution of the numiber of Vignettes which were assigned the various

types of ownership. Howgver it was evident this individual classified the majority

of the Vignettes as student-owned problems. N
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-Figure 4-8: Frequency of Vignettes Assigned to Each

Category of Problem Ownership ’
By Participant #2, Before and After 7
Receiving the STET Program. {
Weekly Ratings " \

. AN
Figure 4-7 reveals this Participant's weekly ratings of the STET sessions

.were quite high; especially in the areas of satisfaction with the sessions and

lity of the ideas d. Self-ratings of confidence in being able to

implement the' ideas were generally high, while scores’on degree of participation

“were lower for the majority of the sessions. Attendance at the s&ions-wu not

X regular.

" Self-Efficacy and Teacher's Reponsibility

There nppenrea to be a substantial increase in the Pﬁticipmt's sell-efficacy

. scores (Pré SE= 65.8; Post SE= 75.4). This higher score contrasted with

. detreased scores in responsibility. Similar to Participant #1, this individual




s - satistactaon
P - Participation
¥ - Practicalicy
¢ - Confidence

High

Figure 4-7: Participant #2's Evaluation of - =
TS . _the Weekly STET Sessions on 4 Variables:
N ‘ ¥ . ¢ Satisfaction With the Session, Degree
: ~of Own Participation, Practical Use* -+ ’. -
of Information, and Confidence in Using
*,  the Skills Taught.

showed & lowered reponsibility for student failure after the program. "Unlike

l"articipaht #1 however, he did not have a higher score of responsibility for

student achievement before beginning the STET pr;zg'ram ‘(Pretest R+= §2.6,
R-= 79.0; Post R+== 45.6, R-= 55.3). b
Conclusion .
- . an:npant #2 gave positive ratings toward the sessions attended, with the
of self-ratings on participation. Ri toward the Vignettes were

primarily supportive with evidence of STET-advocated techniques also present on

the pretest. Positive increases were observed after the program in the use of

S ' bvehviviorl.l strafegies while there was a combination of an increase and decrease in C
the use of specific STET s ies. The Participant's low d of th;

" . sessions and low feelings of ‘participation in the ‘ussions may have been a factor in

~
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Figure 4-8: Pa‘rtmpnt #2 's Scares on Self-] Emcuy

andR: for Student Achi
Belore and After Receiving the p
STET Program. .

the outcol‘e Neverthelw, if this persons goal was ¢ obtain- a :efresher to
prevtons tmmng in a TET course, his pnlluplhon may have been sufficient for
such a purpose. The mcrnsed score fn_self-efficacy would tend to support this
notion. Perhaps. there was somie reaffirmation that strategies he was.using were

> appmp,ri‘ntg, in addition to new »techniqli'a being presented. The decrgu‘e in
responsibility for, student l‘a‘il‘ure was not predicted however.
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4.2.3. PARTICIPANT #3
This Participant did not state any goals before entering the program.

Strategies to Deal With Situations in Vignettes

Unlike the other Particip this individual's resp towards the
Vignettes were primarily th ing/pressuring hes. Twelve were coded

under this category, eight of which were examples of specific behavioral criticism,
(*'Do you think that's right, Tom?' You have to make him virtuous for virtues
sake, but if that doesn't work you take him where he is and threaten his.”, *Now,
Bill, do you see. what you've done. You shouldn't have been up.®, *You should
not aim for perfection in these classes, Beth. We.only-have so much time.", *I'd
tell the class t6 stop ta!kmg and listen.®, "Pick up those papers fast, Audrey, and
don't-interferé like that again.®, *You're interrupting the class. You have to do
your work.*, *This stuff is u-nportunt to yo\n I'm working to teach you, you
should work too. ~ and *T'd tell her not to be such s tattler.®). Two responses
were categorized as threats involving others, (*Don’t do xt again or I'll phone your
parents.”, and, "If I couldn’t make him do his work, [‘d take him to the principal.
‘T'll take you to the principal.’®) and the remaining ‘two responses involved
sarcasm/ridicule, (**This is ridiculous,' in h‘tone meaning unacceptgble.®, and
* Asking someone else would embarass him a little, so he'll want to try not to get
caught at it agsm *). There were four examples of supportive strategies, three
involvi mg Lhe use of comfort/reassurance, (*I wouldebably go and tellhim that
1 believe he can do_this stuff.®, *I'd get down low by her desk so I could catch her
eye and ask how is it coming?*, and, *I could se.he can't concentrate and I could
say, ‘What's on your mind?'*) and one involving the use of peers, (*I would tell
the boys they should let Mark play.*). On four occ#ions punishment was used;
twice involving a physical approach, (*...get upset, :jd maybe shake him up, and
tell him to sit in his desk and work.® and, *Grab him and make him sit down.*);
once in the form of resmutwn id Make Tom give bnck‘ the money.*) and the other
example of punishment mvotved the parents, (“If it persisted, I would phone his
+ parents.”). There was ho evrden_ce of rewards being suggmed.
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Figyre 4-9: Frequency of Behavioral and STET
Strategies Reported in pant #3's
Responses to 12 Vignettes Before and
After the STET Program.

The presence of STET strategies was minimal, with <;ne incidence each of

the _" of logical (*She just wouldn't get a picture put up .
unless slie finished it on her own time.*) and a problem solving approach, '(*I'd
see him after school. ‘What's going on these days?'®).

On the postest there was evidence.of tep threatening/pressuring responses,
five of which were specific behavioral criticism, (*Work on that. What can you
do? Maybe we need & rule for you.*, *That's not very nice. Everypné‘ plays
together in this class or no one plays.”, *Eyes up here everyone. I'm the teacher
and [ expect your attention.®, *You have to pay attention. I'm here to teach you
so you have (: learn.®, and, "Don't be a tattle tale ‘Beuy.') l-‘oy such

=
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responses involved sarcasm/ridicule (*We're waiting for you 'Joe. Are you
ready?®, *Do you see the pain you've caused? Do you like to cause pain?®, *Ask
sorr;eone else. This would embarass George.®, and, *Now you have the class's
attention Audrey. Are you glad?") and one response involved another adult, (*If
this happens again you'll see t‘he principal.*). Supportive approaches were evident
on. live occasions, three of ‘which were categorized under comfort/reassurance,

(*Be gentle and accepting and not too demanding of the child.®, *How are you

‘geuing along...”, and, "Is there something on your mind? Can 1 help you?*).

‘There was one example of support involving instruction (*He may need special
ed.’). Punitive strategies were evident twice in the form of restitution, (*Have
him give the money back. *) and once involviﬂg another adult, (*Go to the office.
You won't listen to me so we' 'll see if you 'l llsten there.”). Agnm, there was 10

evidence of rewards being used.

There nppéared to be '.wo—' uations Where ‘Pprobl Iving ies were.
employed, (*Try to get at the root of the problem. Have her re?ognize it med try
to work on it.", and, "I might try to help him somé more...probe to see where the
problem is.*). A logical consequence was applied once, (*Take in the picture and
have her finish it on her‘own time...lunch, recess, home.*). No further evidence of
specific STET strategies was observed.

This Participant appeared to rely mainly on threatening/pressuring
strategies to deal with the situations presented in' the Vignettes before the

_progrgm.  The slight reductions in the use of punishment and' threats were

encouraging, but there were no increases in the use of more positive approaches.
Overall there was little evidence of STET strategies being mentioned in the

“responses on the postest.

Identification of Problem Ownership

The number of Vignettes correctly identified by this Pnrtmpnm remained
the same on the postest as the pretest (5). However the individual classified two
more Vignettes as student-owned problems rather than shared problems.
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.
Scores on the weekly vanables for this individual were geneully hxgh

overall, with confidence in being able to implement the ideas lowest for half of the
sessions but higher for the last two sessions. . b

Self-Efficacy and Teacher's Responsibility
__The Participant’s sell-efficacy score-imitially was quite'high (Pre SE= 71.36)
byt showed little change on the postest (Post SE= 75. 50) Similarly there wns’ "

ba‘sxeally little change in either of the RSAQ scores (Pre R+— 50.8, R-= 64.3; [T
Post R+= 48.0, R-= 53.6).
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Conclusion

. Thus it appeared Participant #3 relied primarily on the use of

* threatening/pressuring strategies in responding to the Vignettes both before the

program and afterwards., Some positive movement w&S evident but not a
substanna] amount. Weekly ratings toward -the program sessions were positive,”

mth the exception of confidence in being able to implément the ideas being low

. on several sesslons A high degree of self-efficacy towards the s\tuauons in the
# Vgenes was maintained and there was little change in re _ponslbxhty Overall,

there did not sp}ﬁ:r to be major changes for this individual as a result of the

STET ‘program. The decreases in-use of p\nmshment and threats was encouraging
—

but more movement in these directions would have been desir: le. N\
'
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4.2.4. PARTICIPANT #4 .

The major -goal for this individual was to ebtain 'ideas for dealing with
students who,misbehave, for dealing with teachers and parents, and for more

effective communication.

Strategles to Deal With Situations In Vignettes
This Participant used supportive strategies on eight occasions in the first

completion of the questionnaire. Three of these involved the use of peers,

" (*Organize group games. Arbitrarily assign groups to ensure Mark is not excluded

or the last one selgc_@ed"., *..I would use small groups for discussion to make
‘Linda more “comfortable.”, and, *Since Carl can do good work, buf"doesn't, 1
wou]d‘v se him to work with other students who may be having difficulties.").

Three of the supportive approaches involved comfort/reassurance, (*I would tell

.+~ Beth shg is not an artist,and thefefore is expected 6 do only the.best she can.®,

*Try to encourage Ahim to participate ‘and become more “involved in_ cIns\s
discussions, and praise him for his efforts.”, and, *Let her know I am sensitive to
her fgelings but that I would like fo have her share her ideas.”). There was also
one example of encour;gement used, (*Have Beth show me the pictures she-has
done. Make light of the ‘mistakes’. Discuss with Beth the good points of her
piécpre.') and support was provided through instruction on one &ceasion as well,
(®...make 'a list of his difficulties and try to get help for him in a“remedial or
special-ed class.*). On five occasions there were threatening/pressuring responses,
four of which were coded under specific behavioral criticism, (*I would tell Billy
that although I.realizejue‘is enthusiastic and excited ov‘er his project, he cannot

constantly disrupt the students and damage ther property.®, "I would talk to.

George about his inattentiveness and the effect this is having on- his overall .

*I would let him know that I do not like his behavior or his failing to
complete his work.®, and *I would tell her that I do not want her to tell on other
students... .*). There_was one situation where a threat involving tbe st@dents

parents was used, *I would tell Tom that since he is continuing to bully other , .
students, I am going to contact his parents.®). There was no evndence of arbitrary-"~

pumshment or the use of reyards.
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Anafysis for the presence of specifié STET strategies {evéiled two examples,

of the application of logical consequences, (*Inform Joe that you kiiow he can do
..the assignment and if he does not,want to do it ‘now he can do it after school-'or ~
recess, or lunch.”, and, *Move Billy to. a corner or an area where, if he gets out of
his seaf, he is away from the others and cannot disrupt their projects.” )L The,
_——.-)denhﬁeahon of probable goals of misbehavior followed with the recommended
strategy, was observed twice, (" would not récognize Audrey or say anything to
her at this time. She is seeking nnentién‘..,'. nn/d, *I'would ignore whanEtry‘lBld“ -
me because I do not want to reinforce her I:leed to gain attention.”). The strategy g
-+ of asking the gmup/clm’l‘or their input to help a situation Avas used “once, ("1
would use c]im discussions to talk about feelings and how they ‘,Emve felt when

Eod
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they are left out.”) as was the use of encouragement. There was no evidence of

pruﬂem solving strategies.

s

Atter completion of the STET program this Participant showed 2D jncrease,

in the use of supportive strategies. Four of the ten supportive approaches involved
the use of peers for support, (*Have Jeff act as a tutor for other students in the
class who are less capable than he'is.*, *Use small group play in the class. Select
“Mark as ti:e group leader.®, *Use smali group discussion.®,-sud, *Use Carl as a
tutor...").
comfoft/reassurance, (*Jeff, I slready know you'know the work.” and, *Carl, you

Two of the supportive approaches were coded under

know the work.*). The four remainifig exampfw of. support involved specific
praise, ("Encourage Linda to-spenkl/up and praise the !mallqs‘t effort.), the use of

parents, (*He and -his parents shoiild be called in to a confeténce. to discuss...*), *
“‘the use of- af” instructional approach)\(*Jeff has dificulty-in coping and needs

remedial help.'); and thie useof en'couraiementfﬁ?oint out-the positive .aspects
of Beth's picture. Let her know y‘ai‘n appreciate her effgis;). There‘werg rp\ir
instances where threatening/pressuring strategies ‘were used, thres of. whick
involved specific behavioral criticism, (*George, if you don't pay uttentionén class
you will miss out on much of the informafion you will need to pass the course.®,
*Carl, I cannot tolerate your b_el}nviQL'_, and *I find it very annqying when you

constantly tattle abcu‘@‘the other students.) and one situation involving parents,

("Let bim know his behavior is unacceptable and unless he refrains from bullying

.other children you will have,fo contact his parents."). The use of Rewarding

approsthes increased by, two. In one case a special privilege ‘was assigned, (*In
order to give him_positive means of-gaining attention have him do jobs in the
classroom or around school.), while in ‘the other situafion a - contract was
planned, {(*Draw up a co‘n,,tnct for Carl.*). There was no evidence of the_ use of
arbitrary. pqnlshmeni. g . e

Analysis of the Vign ettes for the presence of specific STET strategies
revealed two examples of logical consequences being applied, (*Move Bill to &
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section of the room where he can move around fully without disturbing others.*,
and, *If she continues to misbehave have her leave the group without further
discuésion.‘), One example of the use of the group/class to provide input in
solving a problem was observed, (*Have students discuss how they feel about
tattling.®) and; as mentioned earlier, there was one instance of the use of
encouragement. Individual problem solving was evident once in the form of the
contract planned (already coded under rewards) but there was no evidence of goal
identification.

On the initial responses toward the Vignettes there was evidence of &
variety of strategies used by this Participant. After the program there were
mdlcauons of mcreued positivé behavioral strategies (e.g., support and rewnrds)

. but little change inthe use of the STET principles coded.. Overall, the responses
on both tests were of high thty e >

Identification of Problem Ownershlp : -

For this Participant there was baslc:lly. little change in the ‘number’ of
Vignettes correctly identified for problem ownership. Fewer Vignettes were
classified as t@cher-owned problems on the po;le;t., bowever.

‘Weekly Ratings

This individual's ratings on the variables of satisfaction, ]m.rl.lclpluon‘ and

practical use of the ideas were hlgh for each of the sessions.  Confidence was high
. during the first two sessions, lower in thie next four, and then high_for the last two

sessions. -

Self-Efficacy and TeacKei's Responsibilty

- This individual sppeared to have a positive increase in self- e[flency ‘after
completing the STET program. Consldgrnng the Puuclpant'u initial high scote

(Pre SE= 70.8), an increase of over six points op the postest would seem
substantial (Post SE= 77.1). Further, the reduced standprd deviation score on the
postest indicated more consistency in- self-efficacy judgements toward the
Vimenes.‘ d
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By Paiticipant #4, Before and After

" Receiving the STET Program.

. _The increases on the M were substantial(Pretest R+= 466, R-=47.0; !

LR ' . Postest R+= 60.0, R-= 68.3) indicating substantial movement towards increased
respons’ii)ilily and an inte:’nn.l locus of control. The significan} qe/gative correlation
between Pre R+ and Post R- discussed previously (Table 4-5) has specific

relavnnce here. as the difference between this P&nmpnnt‘s scores are q\ute large.

Concluslcn
It would seem Lhnt. chmge has definitely occutred in Participant #4 after
. . completing the STET _program. Positive movernent was evident. in self- efficacy.

a.nd elf- ibility, for student achi and failure. Scores were morer

. : conmtent in self-effi icacy as well.. Written reapons- toward the Vignettes wcre of
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high qua]ity,_be{me tﬁe STET program, and this was maintained with more

.. evidence of support and rewards, and less use of threats. Positive movement was

not evident with respect to identification of problem hip.. The individual's

P

weekly ratings toward the sessions were high overall, but were lower on the-

copﬁdence variable in four of the sessions. Both STET leaders were impressed

with this person’s participation- in the sessions and prol‘ici:xyzcy“iﬁ using the skills
taught. B .
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42,5, PARTICIPANT #5

The goals of Participant #5 were to |mprove relations wnh students, lum
more about discipline, and decrease frustrati nn dnlmg with studenu

Strategies to Deal With Situations in Vighettes
The raponsu o! !hls Puhclpmt toward" the Vignettes contained five

ling/ all dnmﬁed as specific behavioral eriticism,’
(*Confront Tom and make him awareof ‘bis wrong bebavior.*, *I would speak

harshly to Bill and make b'u'n aware of what he had done, probably more to

- satisfy my own frustration than to help him.*, *I would point out to the other .

students that they ) Were not, uthg in g proper way with Mark.®, *Carl is
lazy...Reasoning with him is not enough. I would be firmer with demands for work
from him.*, and, *I would go 9.0 some trouble to tell her that it was not
appropriate for one student to tell on another though not at this exact time.®).
There was evndence of four supportive approlche: used, two of whlch were
instructional, (*Keep returning to him and asl.mg more questions to ensure he is
listening.®, and, *Go over the material again. See if. y’ou can find another way to
approach this that would make it clearer for him.*); onme involved

comlfort/reassurance, (*Comimunicating with Linda requires special patience and

*), and one of (*I wotld-point out similar things he had
done well in the past that indicate his ability to cope with this.®). l"_‘nn'uhment"
was evident on three’ i and involved restitution, (*I would make him

apologize and give the money back to Sam.*); loss of privilege, (*...deprive him,of

something he likes-hockey, gym, etc.*); and, another aduit, (*I would report it to -

the office and not let the student back in class until he reported to the ofice.*).
The use of a reward in. the form of a special privilege was observed, (%I would find
something special for Mark to do that would distract him from the rejection of

. the other students,*). 5 *

An ml‘lyals for STET techniques revealed the presence of ‘one each of logical

consequences, (*If-this was a reyuted problem I'd insist they pass in the first and
s
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Figure 4-17: Frequency of Behavioral and STET
Strategies Reported in Participant #5's
Responses to 12 Vignettes Before and
After the S#l‘ Program.

.only copy.*); problem’ solvmg, (*Perhaps she will respond’etter after school
Then you could draw her out more.®); and encouragement, as mentioned

previously.

After the coinplétion of the STET program, ‘supportive teéhniques were
evident on six occasions, two of which involved ir‘lé&ruction, (*You might have
been well advised to move things' around a bit so he would not have so much
activity as the art class afforded.”; and, ‘Go back over the learning steps-at some
other time and try to find the point he goes astrny.') The olher suppomve
strategies mel\lded the use.of peers, ("Point out some strengths w his classmates
s0 they can see him qffferently. *); the use of comfort/reasurance, (*Consistent l\ut
gentle atfention might help Linda to open up a bit.*); the use ‘of encouragement,
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(*Find concrete examples that illustrate his abilities and convince l;im that he is.
able to do these things well.*); and 2 ‘kid gloves treatment', (*Your concern or at
least your show of it and the patient attention of the clpsi mi;h‘t lhav'l her that,
she is putting everyone out.*). Thrwe’?hg/p;usnring,mponm were observed
on four occasions, (*Point out to Tom that this is not acceptable behavior in your

| classroom.®, *Point out to Bill the result of hjs actions ﬁd glicit an apolovagy lron.x
him.*, *Firm but gentle pressure for better work and behavior...*, and, *Point

out to her that mature people don’t do this.*). Punishment ‘and rewards each
were evident on:e,"('l would, bave to send him to the pn‘ncip"ﬂ for attention in
this case.), and, (*Give hir a more active role...Perhaps he could serve as a class

notetaker or secretary.®). =

There was evidence®of each of the following; logical consequences, (*I would
have her look over all her stdrt-overs and have ‘her select the one she thought was
best even though unfinished.*); problem solving, (*Stay after school and check
her seatwork when she is better able to talk to you.*); group/class meeting,

J'Perh:;:s the class could help to explore the reasons for Tom's behavior.*); and

encouragement.

Parti ip: #5 used a "‘ jon of mainly threats, support, and
punishment and some STET-advocated techniques in reponding to the Vignettes
initially. The postest showed evidence of more support, and less punishment and

threats. No changes in specific STET strategies were evident. |

- Identification of Probleta Ownership i
There was basically no change either in the number of Vignettes correctly

identified for problem ownership, nor in the distribution for this Participant.
A s

Weekly Ratings /\

Examinstion, of Fig j 4419 revealed lhl} individual's sell-ratings on
participation_consistently r aiv§ lower scores ‘than-on the other variables.

Overall, scores % hat lower for this Parti ip .- pared to the dther
\|  members of the group previously discussed.
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Figure 4-18: Frequency of Vignettes Assigned to Each
Category of Problem Ownership and
N Correctly Identified for Problem Ownership
. By Participant #5, Before and After
Receiving the STET Program.

Self-Efficacy and Teacher’s Respbnuiblllty
There ‘was basically no change in this Participant's sell’-el‘l‘ic’z‘i_cyb on the
postest even though the individual's score was initially low on thi test (Pre
SE= 46.6; Post SE= 40.6).” -
~
ln(erestmgly there appeued to be a ahght increase in the responslbxhty for

. studnnl achievement (Pre R+—— 49.5, Post Ri= 54! 0), but a slight decrease in

Lhe respons|b1l|ty for student failure (Pre R°= 640, Post R-= 57.3). With
referehee to Table 4-4 however, it appears tht positive change has occurred
ring the relation between the Pre R+ and Post R- scores..
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Figure 4-19: Participant #5's Evaluation of the )
Weekly STET Sessions on 4 Variables:
Ty = Satisfaction With the Session, Degree of

A\ Own Participation, Practical Use of
Information, and Confidence in Using
‘the Skills Taught. )
Conclusion

For this individual some positive change has occurred in the responses to the
Vignettes but there was no evidence of increased use of specific STET techniques.
Self-ratings on participation in the sessidns were consistently lower than the other

variables and self-efficacy did not change sub. ially. Pmihl_y the indi idual's -
lack-of participation m the sessions were indicati o ne in practising the ’
skills taught and relm:d to little increase in sell—emcney even though mlull scores .
‘were quite low.
e .
s ® ;
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4.2.6. PARTICIPANT #6

This person’s goals were to find a balance between authority and leniency,

and to be able to handle severe discipline problems more'eﬂectively.

Strategies to Deal With Situations In Vignettes

Compared to the other Participsnts, this individusl's respones to the
- Vignettes before attending the STET program were primarily supportive when

analyzed using Brophy's coding. Of the seven examples of supportive strategies
three involved instructional techniques, (*I'd try to spend more time with Joe.®,
*I'd put him in the front desk.*, and *I'd go over the material again,*);
comfort/reassurance was evident twice, (*Joe I know you're hn\;ing ‘trouble right
now but’if_you do a little at a time I'm sure it.will get ea;ier.', and, *1 think you
probrably . feel bad Mark but please give the other boys a. ‘chante.*);
encouragement was observed once (*Wow, that's’a great picture Beth. 1 ca

wait to see it finished.®); and support involving peers was used once, (*I'd_speak
to the other boys and ask them to let Mark play."). Three e?(amples of

threatening/pressuring approaches were located, (*Audrey, please put these things

back as quickly and quietly as you can.”, *You're certainly able to do better work
than this.", and *I don't listen to tales, Betty.*). There was one instance of
punishment being applied in thé form of the loss of a privilege, ("I'd take away

the paper airplanes."). No rewarding strategies were observed.

Evidence of probl lvi ies were identified .on three
of pi g T

(*Ld spe’ak' to Tom privately....Tom, would you like to tell me about it'.", 'l‘d’

speak tothim privately in the corner. 'Is there something wrong'?*, and, *I'd try
to find out if there wa:; anything bothering her. ‘How are you dbing'!')‘f As
already mentioned; -encouragement was used' once while the application. of a
logical consequence was evident once as. well, (*I'd set Bill up in a section of the
room to quiet him dm’vn.')‘ There ‘was no evidence of -the identfication of the
goals of misbehavor or of asking the group/class for help - with n/ﬁlu;ion.

The-Participant's resp aflter leting the STET 'program revenledl
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Figure 4-21) Frequency of Behavidral and STET
S N Strategies Reported in Participant #6's
AR Responses to 12 Vignettes Before and
. v After the STET Program.

" supportive strategies were used in eight situations. There were two occasions
where instruction was'employed, (*1'd move-him to the front of the room to get
his attention.*, and *Spend more time reviewing with him.¥). However, peers
were utilized in three situations this time, (*Call a.clnsfg meeting.”, *I'd organize
_some classroom games which would include M:nrk. *, and *Organize small group
discussions  so she'd have tn talk  to her peers instead of met®).

’

" Comlorting! ing-re i , (*Try to get him to attempt

a little. 'T think you can do u.' Help bulld self-uteem. ) and, *I'd ask him to stay

so I could talk vo him. Is thery Aomelhlng you 're, 'upset about?*). There was .

evidence of one encouraging spproach ('I'd praise it's [plceure] goed pomu to
hulld sell-confidence.”).. There were three'Vignettes where threatening/pre

onses

. were obsefved; (*I'd tell Audrey to lglva the.papers where they were and retuft .
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to her seat.®, "Pay attention please George.®, and *I don't listen to tales.®). The
use of punishment, (*Move-Carl to an isolation spot.”) and rewards, (*I'd try to

“'make a contract with him for work done.") were each evident once.

. Examination for. the presence of STET strategies indicated logical
consequenbes were used twice, ('Move Bill toa'spot away from others.”, and Id
accept the plcture as it is. ') as were mdmduul pn:blem solving techmques, (*r d
try to make a contract with him..*, and ']'d ask him to stay so I could talk wnh
him. 'Is there anythmg you're upset about?'*), ‘There was one example “each of
using the group/class for assistance,(*Call a e!ass' .*) and the use of
encouragement, (*I accept the picture as it was. I'd prpise its good points to build .
her self-confidence."). An increase in goal identification "

t observed.

It would appear that this Participant relied mainly on supportive
4

pp to handle the situations in the Vignettes, on the pretest and posttest.
The us¢ of STET-advocated approaches were evident as well, but there did not

seem to be any changes after completion of the STET program.

Identification of Problem Ownership

This Participant’s ability to correctly identify problem ownership remained
at the same level on the postest as the pretest,(5). Two more Vignettés were *
perceived as shx;red problems on the postest (8).

Weekly Ratings
" In the initial sessions, sansl‘actlon received high raungx and confidence much
lower scores. Confidence was higher in the later sessions, and overall, responses

were quite varied and dependent on the particular session.

Self-Efficacy and Teuher 's Responsibility

.. Very httle chnnge was observed in this Pnruupnnt's responses on -either
tests. The pretest score on self-efficacy was Pre SE:= 55. 0, while on the postest it
v_vas. Post SE= 53.9. Similarly, the RSAQ scores showed no significant increase,
(Pretest R+= 49.3, R-=50.0; R+= 52.3, R-= 51.3). '
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Figure 4-22: Frequency of Vignettes Assigned to Each
Category of Problem Ownership and
Correctly Identified for Problem Ownership
By Participant #86, Before and After
Receiving the STET Program

Conclusion -

1t would seem that little change has occurred for ‘this Putici’pant on either
of the measures. The responses on the Teacher’s Weekly Questionnaire indicate
Participant #6 felt strongly positive toward some sessions, substantially’ less
.toward ather;, and-had a combination of high satisfaction but lower confid:

‘with others. This is & possible explaination for the outcome.
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4.2.7. PARTICIPANT #7‘

This ] persons goals were to understand more of why a chlld behaves a
¢ particular wa} “and: what can be done ‘to change this behavior, and to be more
posluve atall lees.

Etrntegﬁes to Deal Wlth Situations in Vlgnettu <7
On ‘the pretesl this, Participant gave fivé responées; two of which were
globnl behnvnora] pmse, (®Start. by praising him in areas where he i s successful.®,
and, *Maybe 'by giving her praise and encouragement she will gain.a beu.er
>+ image.*). There ‘was one example-each of comfort/reassurance, (*Since he works
hard apci' is still having difficulty, all gne e do is offer “help and
encouragement.*}; ‘kid gloves' treatment, (*Tom s being the class bully to Spek
attention. Ignore as much bad behavior. as possible.*); and one suppo_rtvirve
approacli recogni thé need to be

+ (+He pecds to be-challenged.*). -
There was one mcldent each of the use of threat/presswe, ("I would tell Beuy to
feel responsiblé l'or only her own behavi

p\uusl(ment (*Action should hhvn
- been taken edrlier. He could have stayed back from gym.

and. rewards, (* Kécp
him busy by having him help you and other students.")."

The only evidence of specific STET techniques was the lone example of goal
identification, (*Andrey is seeking attention. It would be best to say nothing and
begin the test.”). *

. « / )
On the postest there were six incidences of supflortive strategies used. Two

of these were involving’ comfort/reassurance, (*Give her plenty "of positive -

reinforcement as she begins.®, nnd‘, *I know you understand what we are talking -

¢ )
abouyt...*). There¢ were also two situations involvin;,lhe use of instruction, (*Give

her small chunks'of work to do.*, and, *Maybe if Jeff were asked & qiestion right:

" at the onset he may remember better sincg one tends to remember the beginnig ¢

- better.®). There waq one involving global praise, (*Since she is bright there nflst
be lots of chances-

v.e_Lindmposit!ve reinforcement and encouragement.®), and.,*
one recognizing the need Jor m wmon, (*Gordon needs | w be mouvnted 1). No'
threatenmg, punitive, nor rewnr ing ltrlteg\b wefe evident. '

%

.o
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Figure 4-25¢ Frequency of Héhgzvioral and STET
Strategies reported in Pamclpant #7's
Responses td 12 Vigaettes Before and

B <o After vhe STET Program
- . ' & i
There were two of possible probl lving hni used, -

(*Maybe if the teacher had discussed this with Roger she would have found out
why, he uasnt doing the seatwork.* xl{d *Thereid a reason for Betty bemg a

tgul Try “tofind o‘ub why she behaves as she does.*), Finally ﬂlerg was one

example each-of_the’ use of the’ gruup/c]a.ss. (*Talk 'to.the students and without
being mean have them think how they would feel if they were excluded from the
game."), and, of goal identification, (*Igore as much of this behavior as Jis
. possible. Audrey is using this technique to seek'atte‘nlion.').
| & ’ = — - :
Parlicipant #7 used predominant] supportive ies Qn the pretest and

just one specific STET~relMed technique. 0\5 the postest there was evidence of

n B \
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» ldex;tlﬁcstion of Problem Owneraklp !
. X This individual correctly identified three Vignettes for problem-ownershlp
3 op the pretest and five on the postest. This lncresse was no doubt mﬂuﬂmed by
the Participant classifying all twelve Vnggenes as descnbmg situations with
) shared problems on the postest. i
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’ @ Category of Problem Ownersh\p and - . 5 .
- Correctly Identified for Problem Ownership -
. Ey Participant #7, Before and After. -t
b Recewmg the STET ngrarn o 7
L . : ; X
5 . ‘Weekly Ratings g »
ko This indmdual like most of the kru\\p, scored highest on the sat\sfnchon
! . vmable Self-ratings for partici and fidence were onsistently lower
o w ¥ o throughout the program however E £ I )
b °




88 R %
. ; a
s 4
. c e
N ; i ¥ 2 practicality
5 = Confidence
High " L '
s ’ -
IR \/' i )
3 * >
2 a . .
% " s
B 1 « - " 9
“ .
50 T TR T et S T B v
Weaks >
* N Figure 4271 Participant #7's Evalustion of the
e Weekly STET Sessions on 4 Variables:
. Satisfaction With the S&ioq, Degree '
of Own Participation, Practical Use
of Information, and Confidence in Using
—_ # . the Skills Taught. .
Self-Efficacy and Teacher's Responsibilty -

A substantial dncrease in this Participant's self-efficacy was observed, (Pre

SE; 49.7, Post SE= 80.0). However a decrease in' responsibility was very

evident, (Pretest R+= 61.0, R-= 52.6; Postest R+= 31.0, R-= 23.3). Again, the'

" signifiéant negative correlation found between Pre R+ and Post R- scores in
Table 4-5 vin‘pnrth!ly due to this person's scores.
Conclusion . L v i 2 ' = 5
It would sgam'thqg some ‘positive changes havé oceurred in Participant #7's
responses to the Yig‘ ettes. Positive growth in self-efficacy has occurred as well. In
contrast to the 'positive_;:hlnge's, 2 large reduction in repollxsibility for ‘student
success and failure was 'evidem; According to the STET l;nden, some.resistance

from this individual towards the progrém's ideas was evident.




¢ - serone [

- R | ;

' 3 v : :
resonsisiiiey

Re K
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4 3. Summnry v

\" . This chapter has prese ted the results ot‘ the stndy, first through 2
statistical .group . analysxs and. \then tbrough mdwnduul profiles of the seven
Participants. Further discussion" of the: results will occur in ihe following chapter
: d

.in addition, to program d

‘and for further

_ Tesearch,




. STET p'mgram and after

! varmblhty in their. seh'-efflcscy mdgements t,owards the Vlgneu.es al‘ter the

Chapter 5 LR RS,
3 DISCUSSION. :

This chapler will address the. hypothses stated in Chnpter 1 md nmlyze
s.nd draw concluswns from the research findings. Recommendmons for future iise
of the STET program will be supplied gg well as suggesuons for gu(thgr research.

5.1. Resenrch Analysis i : e i
HY'POTHESIS #1 Cog - L W «

Teachers who parhcxpate in -the STET prcgnm will show- a sxgmﬁcmt
change in, their reported sense of sell’-elﬁcacy as measured by their ratings of

deseribed 1

«confidence in being able to cope with sif in Vig

. students ith chronic behavior problems. Three of the Participants (#2,#447) -

di.spla);ed major gains in their Toported sense of self-efficacy, as determined by

their respol:su to 12 Vignettes before and after completion of the STET program.

One individual. (#3) showed & small i increase, one “showed a' small decrease (#1),
and there wa$ basically no change for the.remaining two anclpnnts (#5, #8).

It was interesting to observe a distinet groupini of four Pnnici};nnts (#'s1
to 4) who had a sigdliﬂcantly higher sense of séll-efficacy before entering ‘the

in* ison to the ining . three

members, R tetest of independent samples confirmed the significante. The same
four. individuals not only had hxgher scores of self-éfficacy, but showed less

progranh. G ¥ F ¥



Thus while the results were not the same for all seven individuals, there did
appear to be evidence that the* STET program had a positive effect on some
i . S . : -

a.rllclpanu R .
HYPOTHESIS #2 X
Teachers who participaté in the STET program will show & significant

gno_yement toward an internal locus of control as measured by the Responsibility
for_Student .Achievement Questionnaire (]lsi\_o_] With lhe exception of one
mdmdunl (#4) there was ba’smally no lncren.sed movement observed toward an
internal locus of control, as measmed by the RSAQ. For two individuals (#2,3#7) .

'-there were major decreuses in post test scores, lndlcuhng movement towards an

external Joéus of control. With Tespect to the total raponses on the RSAQ, the

distinet gmnpmg of &hb fo\lr h)ghly "' ffaceous Participants previ dlscussed

* was not evxdent

Pos( hoc mterconehhon analysxs of the total sample of self-efficacy and

sell‘-responslblhty .scores revealed significant findings, For two Participants

< (#1,#7) there was a : ificant negative lation between ibility for
di i beforethe STET program and responsibility for student

failure after, the program. For Participants #4 and #Sthmmé’ wis’{ﬁe?a_ :
lower sense of responsibility for achievement on the pretest was 'l‘éllowed by a

hlgher sense.of self- reaponslblhty for student failure after completing the STET

program.
. The results indicate that the P&ticipmts in the STET program did .not

show a significant movement toward an internal locus.of control‘\as measured -by

the Responsibility for Student Achievemen't uestionnairré (RSAQ). It is plausible

thnt the shorter Yersion-of the STET ;;rogrsm did not provxde sumcxent time to
change attitudes in. the group




HYPOTHESIS #3

Teachers who pmmpnte in the STET program wﬂl use more STE‘I‘-relnted.
strateges when teaching students as measurea b{(thelr written _responses to

situations .described in Vlggetbes deplctmg students with  chroni¢ behavior
problems A’ review ol the Pamclpmls' written responses to the Vignettes
mdzcated little change in their, use of the specific STET techniques such as
1dent|f3|ﬁ§ possible goals of m ishehavior, providing

and applying
log:cnl consequences, pmb]em solving, or group meetings to situations. '

A behavmr analysis oI their respons- did reve\l mtere.sung ﬁndmgs,'

‘howevér As' 8 group. it nppenred that the Partlclpnnts id cbange There was

svid, ol' less

/p "and more rewardmg/supporhve
rosponses t6 the situations described in the Vlgget(a Fot all Parhc\pants except

one (#3), responses were predommnntly more supporhlve thsn ‘threatening or .

pumshmg sner completion of the pragram 5 i
I

Thus whi]e actual use of speciﬁc STET techniques did"nqt appear to have

d “towsrds-STET-ad d ies seems'to have occurred.

"l‘lie use_of support with less-reliance on threats and arbitrarj,phn'ishment re
¢ ¢ St

steps in the direction of & more.d ic system of class ‘The

. lack of more evidence for the Partlclpnnls‘ usé of specxrc STET techmques may
be due to an insuffi cient amount of time available in ‘the short verslon of the

,program. {ndeed, after the program was completed the’ Participants commented
that they felt. more ‘time was needed to dlscnss Aheir ‘ownexperiences and
N dlrﬁculnes with pfoblem smdents ‘There was support for the hypothesis:

m_(pomnsx## l_.,/.».: sy The

Teachers who pamupm <n. the, STET program. ")@‘?‘* a si\gn‘ icant

v x . »
change in their nb:hty ident ify problem hip as red by their written
responses },o i described in Vignettes depicti ,_suidbnts with chronic

- behavior p ob) * The results indicated that the Participants did not show an

“incréase in their ability to identify problem ownership for the situations described




in the Vx ettes. The Pamclpants had 2 tendency to view the Vignettes 'as
depicting shared “problems, w_xth very few responses mdlcn.nng solely teacher-
owned or solely st\ldent-t;wned problems. This bypothesis is not supported and it
would appear that more tlme was needed* for the Farticipants to grasp - this
colu_:ept of ldanh[ymg ‘who owns the pfnblem.

momasxs#s E [ #

Positive changes in teachers' locus of control and self- efﬁcncy “will he_ LR

) dependenz on teachers mcreased ability to ldenhfy problem ownership and use of-

*more STET-related strategies. - This hypothesis was difficult to, address since there  * -

x‘ms only “one Paﬂicipmt who showed-a positive change. in locus of control after
completlon of. the STET. program (Participant #4) Also. there were no major.
mcreases in abxhty to identify problem ownership among the Partmpauts

Sii:ce three individ "did show i d scores in \-efficacy’ (#2, #4,

and #7) it wo\xld appear “that the icquisition of - different approach to classroom'

in itse]f was icient to increase their sense of self-efhcacy toward
the Viggett?s i}: itself. ‘Increased ability to idéntify préblem cwner;hip did not
seem to pl}y -an’ important role in chnnginé their self-efficacy scores, ._Whether
more posmve chmges in locus of control and self efficacy would"have been
observed if Participants® showed increased ablllty to correctly de'.ermme problem

hip " cannot-be d ined by this study. The hypothesis is neither
conﬁrmed nor. uﬁconﬁrmed.' . . X g, e
HYPOTHESIS #8 - .. L

There will be a significant rehnonshxp between ‘teachers’ ongoing amtudes_
toward themselves and the STET program dunng thie program, as measured by
the Teachers Weekly Q\lestlonnmr and their subsequent n:pcrzs or sell‘-efhcncy, .

locus of control , and cl; I Asi

was not established between the Participants’ on‘g'oing auitud_;s dm:ir;g the

program . as’ measured by the lTencher‘s Weekly vguenionns.dre,' ‘and- their

subsequent reports on. the tests admini d sfter their letion of the STEP~_

prograim. Participants’ mponsu throl}ghout the p!ogmm tended to (be




: / = i -‘ ! o ‘ s g ' .
; . favourable, however, with most scores near the 4 mark on 5° S;point scn.le There
. were no extremely hegative reacnons toa putlc\lla.r session.. Dmcussmns with the
- STET leaders after the program supported this finding as thiey received positive
. reactions from all Psrticipnn(.T in the program. The responses to the program
'.were 3 ble but the were too diversil to be able to establish a
definite link between o o reacions and fial reslls

St B2 Interpretation the Its and Conclusi
1 p N 4 e
An analysls of the res\llts léd"to the fu_llowing conclusions ard

.
: | "

1 The Systematic Trslu ng l’ar E!feg&lve Teuchmg Frogrum STET appears
to have potential to slfmﬁcamly chmge one's sense of self -efficacy as measured

e interpretations.

by the teachers’ responsés ‘to| written situations depicting,students with chronic

behavior problems. Change may be influencéd by the particular characteristics
and attributes an individual possesses before “entering”a  program.—The
Pn{ticipants‘ commets after "Yhe program indicated a-ne'é% fér more time to)o‘er
the' material presented and allow for further discusgion, of individual cases. Had
theée» been provided, _perpgp‘s all” teachers' sexf-ju'd{;emen's of. }.heir ability, to ~
effectively handle " k

-2 Thewﬂwmmssﬂm net

appear to positively. affect tenfhers sense- oP locus of control as mnsured by the
nsibility . for Student‘ Achievement._Queéstionnaire (RSAQ). The shorter *

' "version of the STET. program does not seem to provxde sufficient time to effect

would have i d.

Ehsnge toward an internal lomﬁs of control for most individuals. *

o | 3. The stcemmc Training for Effectwe Teuchmg Prog!smi STET) appears

to lmve a pnsmve mﬂuence kowsrd encouraging a more suppgmve and less

» ] e ing/punitive approach to , |n teachers, as me d -

i by their written responsés to s‘m‘uons c{anbed in Vl ettés depicting students
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with ghronic behuvmr\pmblems The shorter vemon of the program does not
ensure that teacheérs will aquire and use speclfic STET strategies, ‘but movement

and less.-auto h to ol

towards & more

mnnagement is attainable.

- 4. The Systematic Praining for Bffective Twhmg Program (STET) does

not seem to affect | leaqhers' ability to 1denur prob]t‘am ownership, as measured by
their written responses to situations described in Vi ignettes depicti students with

. chranic behavnor problems. It would appear that more nme needs tg be addressed
on this topic in the STET progum 11‘ tenchers are expected to develop this skill.

5. The relauonshlp between mcreased ablllt ] to identify problem ownership™

and use of more STET-related strnteg‘les, and positive changes i in locus of control

“and self-efficacy. has not been utahhshed in this-stidy. The variety of responses  *

\ . .recorded from the Participants prevents this rese;rcher from arriving at a
conc]ug'iol}. s :

6. A significant relationship “between teachers' ongoing attitudes toward
— themselves and the STET program during the program, and their subsequent
' 0 v reptﬁ of self-efficacy, locus of control, and clmroom management strategies was
e tot established. Although ongoing attitudes were zenerally positive amongst the
group members, the outcome scores were diverse. . .

7. The ;euchers' attitudes and skills before they entered the STET program
appesr to hnve phyed s major role in the final results, Indeed changes can not be
evaluated on the same basis for all individuals if the teachers are at different
levels initially.

Y

N
8. The Participants were génerully posmve wwnrd the program (and .the
leaders). Some < of their recommendnmns were:

1; The STET pmgram should be oﬂered to individuals in teacher 3
tmnmg, perhupa 28 part, of ¢ the Bachelor of Edncshon progra.m '

-, ¢
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The'STET program should be ol‘l‘ered at individual schoo]s, with the
admlmstmhon requlred to. participate.

One meeting each week is too much; L3 _meeting sbon]d be held every
two weeks, preferably not on Mondays.”

. There should be more group building exercises at lhe beg]nnmg of the
" program, to maké\r‘nembers more at ease.
i
. More- time should be made available bo allow tenchen to present
lndlvndual cases nhd recewe feedback on how to deal wxf,h situations.

+- 6. More' kl should be spent Olf P actising skllls presented at the

‘=

5.3.

,meehngs eg. commumcatlon skllls) ; .
b e

. More training wou]d be /necessary for the teachers to become STET
leaders.” /. f . '
Recommendatlons ] .

Il N
1. It.is recomme{ded ‘that the study be rephcated with the following ™

changes A larger gﬂ{up of subjects shquld be used.. A control group of subjects

‘should be, mclnded/ who would .be gwEn both the prehests :md postests. The

.sessions should Le extended to allow* for sufficient dlscusswn and practice of the

skllls taught lndeed the Valldlty of the;study can-be verified only with a much
i

larger sample,/n cont\‘ol group, and prest*ntatlon of the complete STET STET program.

2. Addmonal sf udnes should be caﬂlducted to study the effects of the STET
progra.m on students as, well as their tenﬁhers -

, |

/ 3. Researnher,s ihou]d make an efl'brt to determine the umque abilities and

der to ensure the m&md\ml‘s needs are addressed.

-at/htudes or their suls)ec's before beginning teaching en‘echveness programs, in

/{r

4. Future stud’ies could examine the data to determine whether subjects

liave attained their previously stated goals. This may provide further insight into

program effectiveness..




L . 5 1

5.4. Conclusion

The problems inhérent -ln educational research’ invol‘;ing volunteer é’nbjecf.s
and attitude change make it difficult tq_srrive at conclusive results which are
generalizable. The sacrifice of some strict controls in order to provide research on
relevant issues is s‘ometimes‘nécessaryA s . . L

It would appeir thiat the Systematic Training for_Effective Teaching

* Program (STET) has potential for .improving teachiers' effectiveness in h’andlihg'

studentd. However, it _is-dependent t5 a degree, on the unique wh‘araqt_;eri’stics

idual possesses before entering such & program. The result of ta;kix;g

attitude. With this consideration in mind, this study may serve as a foundation
for further research on' the program and provide. support for ‘the. possible

" introduction of such a pfbgram into teacher training institutions.
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" Intentions of Study
% . February 4, 1985

+ Mr. Lawrence Ryan
Educational Psychologist
Roman. Catholic School Board

Dear Mr. Ryan:

This refers to our récent di ion ¢ ing'my interest in evaluating the

Systematic Training for Effective Teaching (STET) program as my thesis topic in
partial fulfillment of the Master of Education:program at M rial University. —

T understand Mr..Benny Dalton, Guidance Counsellor at St. Joht{'Bosco,

" will be on‘enng the STET program and there is a possibility youand Mr. Dalton
may con;omtly offer STET to another group of teachers. Should -the teachers

agree, 1 would like to study What effects the STET program has on, their attitudes

T clated to teaching..”

. Speciricauy, 1 intend to utilize i;uestfionnaims to measure tcachers' sense of

self-efficacy, locus of control‘, and ies for cl; once

before the STET program is iﬁitiated, and once afterward. As well, 1 will be
asking the teachers to complete brief questionnaires after each weekly ‘session
regarding their satisfaction with the program. The presenter will be asked to

complete a similar form which should take only a few. minutes.

As presenters you may find Ll:ns ongomg information from the group useful
reedbuck - &

1 would appreciue advance notification ;;l‘ your initial meéting with the
teachers to ensble me to “visit and ask for their participation in ‘this study.
Natumlly the confidentiality of everyone involved will be nspected

Thankyou for your initial support nnd'llm looking forward to hearing from
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a J
you.You may reach me by calling either of the following: 737-8614 (M.U.N.) or
- e =

726-4866 (Res.) . :
: Yours sincerely,
Anthony Alexander

cc. Dr. Glenn Sheppard
Department of Educational Psychology
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Introductory Letter . Y- ’\\__
“ S.TET. i )
= = N
. -~ SHORT COURSE S )
Dear Principal: o : ¥ o J
Beginning in February, a short course entitled *Systematic Trail;i;lg for
Effective Teaching® will be offered to teachers.fmm Kindergarden to Grade 8 in .
our system. The contents of the short course will include 14 topics, listed as
follows: )
1. Understanding Behavidr and Misbeh

1 N .
2. Under?a’xﬁﬁlg;More About Students and Yourself.

3. Encour : The Prime M

istening.

4. Communication:

&. Comn:mnication‘: Expres;ing Ourselves to students.

6: Communication: Problem Solving Conl‘e,renc‘es.‘ l

7. Discipline as an Educational Process.

; | 7

8. Discipline: Selecting the Appropriate Approsch. - :
9. The Class as a group: Croup Dynamics. § l
: 16. ‘The Class as a Group: Croup Leadership Skills.

11. The Class as a Group? Group Guidance.

12. The Classas a G;oup: Classroom Meetiﬁgs.

13. Understanding Students with Special Needs. ’

14. Whrking with Parents.

Attached to this letter you will find copies of a brochure which' gives more
il;lformation about the S.T.E.T. program. . /n



109

Pleakinfcrm your peachers that there will be an introduclory_v session held
on Monday,\Feb. 11th, 3:30 p.m. at the Catholic Information Centre. Teachers -
from vS'. John Boscoe, who have already taken the short course, will be present to .
t.alk about the Vs.lue and limitations of the program. They will attempt to answer .
questions your Lenchers may wish to ask abonl the S’ TET program.

‘Please discuss this letter at your next staff meeting and/or photocopy the

information for*ybur teachers 4 ” -’ /
. s o

J ; /
Your teachers mak& no commitments by attending this initial svssi/om on

P_‘ek.‘ 11th. Any teacher wha decides,to.enroll in the Short Course can'reghter at
this time. (The sessions will be held on Monday afternoons ffom 3:30 - 4:30). *

Thankyou for your cooperstiop.
S.TET. Leaders '

Ben Dsl'.on School Counsellor ~
Lawrence Ryan - Educational Psychologxst

w
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Letters of Appreciation o -

March 15,1085
Mr. Benny Dalton & Larry Ryan
S.T.E.T. Leadérs
‘¢/o RomafiLatholic School Board
Bonaventu; _AAvenue. St John's

&-
Dear Benny and Larty:

&
Just a short note to express my appreciation for your sssistance with my
stidy of the Systemstic Training for Eﬂecti\{e Teaching pfogram. '\

In recog‘mtmn of the hme your group menrnbers hnvv, contributed, 1 have
annched.b letter of gratitude. As well, I" hnve requested some monies from the .
University for your group to use upon completion of the program. I would
appreciate it if you would tske a minute to read the attached ‘letier to ygu
group.

Once again, I thank you.
" S Yours sincerely,

' Anthony Alexander

Graduate Student
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Dear _Group Members: \\f e

Thought I would take this opportunity to express my grstitude for your
A’nssistance thus far with my study of the Systematic Train’ing for E(féc{ive
Teaching program,
V, _In telking to some of you I have become aware of your feelings with regards
to ti;e {ime_required to cofnple'e the questionnsire given to you. This concern is
-perhaps heightened, considering the time you have already devoted to the weekly
S.T.E.T. meetings. I ful!y appreciste your concern! .
P - . y
: Howé\‘rer, having already reduced the ques‘tionmire to its present form I
‘cannot perform further.reduction for when you eomx\:lete it & 'second time. I am
under obligation to meet the research requirexﬁents for a msster"s tﬁesis;

tandards of which are pred ined by the university. I hope you
my position. '
: .

T can assure you that while you are being asked to initial the forms, your
responses are being tabulated as a group. My interests are ultimately in how you
feel as a group towards the S.T.ET. program.

# . 3
Once again, a sincere "thankyou™ and I look forward to hearing from 'you in
the future. ’
= i Yours si‘ncérely,
Anthony Alexander '
8 Graduate Student
: - \
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Reminder to Complete F"onér N - 3
' Y ; . * Juned, 1985~
Dear ST.E.T. Graduate, oy S o
Congratulations on your‘ ful cart ‘_" of the T atic Training

for Effective Te:ching program (S.T.E.]

This is a F nal note of appreciation for your asslslance in my e\ aliation of i

" thé STET. prégram.

N

% o s Pg
Tam devoting all of my energies toward completing the project this summer
which I hope will be ¥f some benefit for Benny and Larry in their [ul,ure use of | *

the program. Unfort\mately, the project can’ not be completed until I receive the

final qneshonnmres ‘

I realize this is a hectic time of year for .you as teachers. However, [sam in

p need of the completed questionnaires. If you have not already done’

<0, I ask jou to please forward the envelope as soon as possble (within a week 7).

If you have any cancerus ar qucsuons pleast: call me at 72}4866 (Res ) or
73748614 (M. ON).

1 Once agaml Lhank you and good ]uck in your fuuue endeavors.
o b Yours #ucerely,
. ° Anthony Alexander
° - T ! Graduate Student
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DIRECTIONS  * - A

For each of the I'ol-lowing questions, )')lease give n.\rveight or percent to

R ibility for Student Ach ent Q

EACH of the two choices accotding to your preferences. For example: -
“1.1f most students cou;plete 3 home assignment you make, is it usually:

‘a because of their personal motivation?

_ because you were very clear in. making the
t understood ? .

You may feel that students complete assignments .more because of person’nl
motlvmnn than because of your clafity in making the assignment. ln that case,

you m\ght answer:
' 85%

#

Or you may feel the opposite. The percentage will vary accardmg to how strangly
you feel about each alternative. You may see choicé (b) almost totally responsible
for students completmg asslgnments apd might give it 99%. Choice (a) would then
get 1%. The two must always 4dd to'100%.

&
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LIlfa student does well in your class, would it probably be: \
because that sludent hnd the namral ability to do

b. because of the encougagement you offered?

"2, When your class is having trouble understanding sométhing yau have

taught, s it ns\lally

because you did nol explain it very clearly’

" because your students are just slow in undershndmg
concepts’ - .

X

.‘ b. ;___ o because you let them know what you expect?

4. When-a-student in yom class, c:m't remember somethmg you sald ;ust ’

monments before, it 1s usually:

s - - because you didn't stress the point strong enough?l

b. . because some students just don t pay nttentlon?

5. Suppose your chairman or’ principal says ynu are domg a ﬁne job. Is

that likely to happen: .

a. because you've: been successful with most of your,

" b, 4 becatse’ chauman and pnnclpnls say that sort of

thing-to mativate uuhersT

L8 Suppose you . are pnmculmy successhll in one class. Wonld lt probably

_ -happen: Y
8. _ _ . because- you helped them overcome thelr learning
dlfﬁculhesf
b ___ 7 bena\lse these students usunlly do well in school?v

7.1 yﬁﬁ.ﬁm‘dénu learn an 1dea quickly, is it. »

"
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2

2

learning efforts?

a. because you were successful ‘in encouraging their

b. because your students are basically intelligent?

If your chairman or principal suggests you change some’ of your class
procedures, is it more likely:

a bé(nuse of his/her personal ideas about teaching

methodology?

b, "because your students haven't been doing well?

When' a large percent of the studenls m your clus are doing poorly.
does it usually happer: .

because they have done poorly before and dont

the he]p they need’

. \'\'hen your studenu seem to learn something easily, is it usually:

a _____ because they wemalremdy interested in it? ¥
b __ because. yo\l have helped them orgnmze the
concepts? -

~When students in.your class forget something that you explained

before, is lt usually

. ' because most stndents forget new concepls quickly?

b ____ because you didn't get O,hem actively involved in
learning? ' 5

. When you find it hard to get a lesson'across to particular students, is
it:

_____ bectuse you hnven tinsisted on theu learning zurher'
lessons?

b ____ because, they are ‘just slow in understanding and

learning?

because ytm haven'r. bad l.he time to gavc them a]l X
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=

. Suppose you present a mew .idea to your students and most of them
remember it, is it likely to be:

14. When your students do poorly on a test, is it:

a. because the); didn't really expect to do well? .

b. g because you didn't insist they prepare adequately?

15. When parents commend you on your work as a teacher, is it uslully

_ because you have made a specml effort, with - their

because their child is generally & good student?
16: If & child doesn't do ‘well in your class, would it probably be:

a. _i__ ' _ because he/she did not work very hard?

b because you didn't provide the proper motivation for
him/her? T ’ ; -

3

. Suppose you don't have as much success as usual with a particular
class. Would this happen:

& because you didn’t plan as carefully as isual?
! b. _ _ _ __. because these students just had’ less ability than - .
others? ) .
v .

E

. If one of your students says, *Ya know, you re a pretty good teacher,
is it probzbly

¢ because you make learning easy for that student? .

b. because studénts generally try.eo get on s students’

good side?

3

. Suppose you'find that many students are eager to be in your class. Do
you think this'would happen:
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a. because most students feel you bave a nice

personality?

becmm you encoursg® most of your students to

lenn well?

I Snppose you are trying to help a student solve a particular problem

but he/she is having: great difficulty with it. Would this happen:
a because you may not be explaining it at bis/her

b. & because he/she is not used to being helped by

. When you find it easy to get a lesson across to a class, is it:

a. . because you could-get more students to participate

in the lesson?

~b. ___(beuuse the lesson was an easy one to teach?

. When a student in your class remembers something you talked about

weeks before, is it usually:

N because some students have that potential to
remember things well?
[ R — because you made the point interesting for that
student?

. If you -are working with a student who can't remember a concept and

he/she suddenly gets it, is it likely to happen:

. When you are hm_ng a hard time getting your students interested in a

lesson, is it usually:"

a. because .you didn't have time to plan the

pruenuuon well?
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b. ____ _ because your students are generally hard to
motivate? i
25.If one of your students says, * You'ye a rotten teacher! *, is it
probably: ’

8. s becausé. many your students have learning

problems7

b. because you haven't been able to give that student
enough “individual attentmn"

26. When your students seem xntereswd in your Iessons nght from the
beginning, is it:

a. because the M)plc is oné which students generally
find lnterestmg? '

b. __ because you® were able to get most of the stndents
Involved? S . .

27. If you were to discover most of the students in your class doing well,

would it probably be: .
a. __ because their parents were supporting the schools
b. __ __ _ because you had been able to motivate them to work
hard?

& When your students seem to have difficulty learning scmethmg, is it
usually:

Ta because you are not willing to renlly work at it?

b. _.___ because you weren't able to make it intercsting for

20. If a parent is critical of you as a teacher, is it likely to be:

a. _ because you have dlffxcu]ty getting that parents
"t do the work you require?

D
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30. On those days when you are depressed about teaching, is it:
because learning is a difficult activity for mas

a
your students?

because you just weren't able to motivate students

ny of

" % Work a5 hard as they should?
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Vignettes

9

©

IS

o

-3

“

. Mark is not well nccepted by his classmates. Today he has been tryin

. Joe could be a capable student, but his self-concept is so poor that he

actually describes himself as stupid. He makes no serious effort to
learn, shrugging off responsibility by snymg that *that stuff* is too
hard for him. Right now he is dawdling instead of getting started on
an assignment that you know he can do. You kmow that if you
approach him hé will begin to complain that the assignment is too
hard and that be can't do it.

. This morning, several students excitedly tell you that on the way to

school they saw Tom beating up Sam and- taking his lunch money.
Tom is the class bully and has done things like this many, times.

. Bill is an extremely active child. He seems to b;lrs} with enel:g"y, and

today he is barely "keeping the lid on.* This morning, the class is
working on their arts projects and Bill has been in'and out of his seat "

frequently. Suddenly, Roger lets out a yell and you look up to see
that Bill has Knoéked Roger’s sculpture off his desk. Bill says he didn’t

mean to do it, he was just returning to his seat. >

to get some of the other boys to play a particular game with fim,
After much pleading ‘the boys decide to play the game, but efclude
Mark. Mark argues, saying that he should get to play because/it-was
his idea in the first place, but the boys start without him¢ Finally,
Mark gives up and slinks off, rejected again.

. Beth has average ability for school work, but she is so anxious about

the quality of her work, that she seldom finishes an assignment
because of all her "start-overs.".This morning you have asked the
children to make pictures to decorate the room. The time allocated to
art has almost run out and Beth is far front finished with her picture.

You ask her-about it and find out she has "made mistakes® on the _

other ones and this is her third attempt at a *good picture.*

\
. The class is about to begin a test. The room is quiet. Just as you are

about to begin speaking, Audrey opens her desk. Her notebook slides
off the desk, spilling loose papers on. the floor. Audrey begins gathering
up'the papers, slowly and deliberately. All eyes are upon her. Audrey
stops, grins, and then slowly resumes gathermg papers. Someone
Iaughs: Others start talking. . 3

. George's attention wanders easily. Téday it has been divided between

the di: jon and various di: jons. You ask him a question, but he
is distracted and doesn't hear you. Yy :

ey 3 : i
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8. Linda is bright enough, but she is shy and withdrawn. She doesn't
- volunteer to participate in class, and when you call on her directly, she
often does not respond. When she does, she usually whispers. Today,
you are gheckixyg seatwork progress. When you question her, Linda
keeps her eyes lowered and says nothing.

+9. Carl can do good work, but he seldom does. He will try to get out of
work. When you speak to him about this, he makes a show of looking
serious and pledging reform, but his behavior doesn't change. Just
now, ‘you see a typical scene: Carl is making paper mrplanes when he *
is supposed to be working.

‘10. Roger has been fooling around instead of working on hiseatwork for
several days now. Finally, you tell him that he has to finish or stay in
during: recess: and work on it ‘then. - -He says, *I won't stay in!* and
spends the rest of the period sulking. AS the class begins to line up for
recess, he quickly jumps up and heads for the door. You tell him that
he has to stay .inside and finish' his assignment, but he ]\lst says "No, I
don’t!* and continues out the door to recess. N .

11. Betty seems younger than the other sugdents in your class. She has *
difficulty getting along with ‘them and is quick to tattle. She has just
told you that she heard some of the boys use *bad words® during
recess today.

12. Jeff tries hard but is the lowest achiever in the class. This week you
taught an important sequence of lessons. You spent a lot of extra time

ith Jeff and thought he understood the material. Today you are
ewing. All the other fidents answer your questions with ease, but
when youw<all on Jeff he is obviously lost. 4
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Directions )
Included with this form are 12 Vignettes depicting common classroom
situations. Please read Vignette #1 and then turn to the Record Form .#1 and

answer the questions provided.

Then read Vignette #2 and answer the questions on the Record Form #2,

and so on.

"The first question for each of the Vignettes on the Record Form deals with
the tonéept of "problem ownership®. Since"you may not. be familiar with the
" concept, a brief deseription has been provided below.
Problem Ownerslng

Gordon (1974) has snggested that the ldent)ﬁcatlon of who owns a problem
is lmportnnt in exnmmmg classmom conflicts.” He suggests that problems in
teacher-student interaction can. be divided into three (3) types: .

1. Teacher owned problems- student behavior interferes ‘with the
teacher’s meeting his/her own needs and causes the teacher to feel
frustrated, upset, u-maf.ed or angry. .

2. Shared problems- teacher and ‘student both own the problem, they
both mterfere with each other’s need satisfaction.

3 Student owned problems- student’s need satisfaction is rrustrated by
people or events which do not mclnde the teacher.

Teachers are ultimnte]y reéponsible for whxt occ_nrs in their classr(‘)oms, and
therefore hs:'e at Teast some degr;e of ownership in all problems that _oc}:nr there.
For the twelve (12) Vignettes attached to this Form, you are to indicate whether
the student problem behavior depicts a g;nmanlz teacher owned problem, equally
sharéd problem, or primarily student owned problem

Try to respond as if the situation has just oceurred in your class.
. . ” h
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RECORD FORM /
VIGNETTE # Indicate wha is the primary owner of the pmblen‘; (check
one).
_ PRIMARILY TEACHER OWNED PROBLEM
o _SHARED-PROBLEM
L “PRIMARILY STUDENT OWNED PROBLEM)

Briefly describe what you would do if this occurred in your class. Why?

‘What would you say? Why?

Place an X alonig the line to indicate how confident you are jn your nhility'qp cope
with this situation. ’
‘1 25 50 75 100 =

1 1 ) I 1

i wantiat O3
Confidence
-
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‘Weeky Questiannaire
1. How did you feel about this meeting ?
1 2 3 4 5

Very - | " Very
Dissatisfied Satisfied

" 2. How much do you feel you participated in

the session ? .

Very. Very
Little ‘. Much

3. How practical do you feel were the ideas
pyesented in the session ?

~ Very Very
Impractical _Practical

4. How confident are you in your ability to

- implement. the ideas presented in the session ?

1 2 3 4 5
. Very
Unconfident Confident

5. How would you improve this session ?
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: TQél{'e Types of Problem Behavior
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e

. Failure syndrome- These children are convinced that they cannét do

the work. They often avoid starting or .give up easily. Signs: easily
frustrated; gives up esslly, says " can't do it:*

. Perfectionist- These clnldren are unduly nnxlons sbout mslang

. mjstakes. Their self-i d dards are i high, so that

(3

-~

S"

=

they are never satisfied wnth their work (when they should be). Signs:
too much of a *perfectionist®; often anxious/fearful/frustrated about
quality of work; holds back l’mm class participation un]ess sure of self.

A Underachlever These childfen do 2 minumum to just *get by.* They

do not value schoo] work. Signs: indifferent to schoot work; minumum’
work output; not chnllenged by sclmol)vork pootly monvnted

. Low achiever- These children have difficulty, even though théy, may

be willing fo work. Their problem is low’ potential or lack of readinéss

_rather than poor motivation. -Signs: dlfﬁculty following directions; *

difficulty completing work; poor ; progresses slowly.

Hostile aggressive- These children ‘express hostility through direct, ~

jntense behaviors. They are. not easdy concmlled Signs: mt\mld&tes

and threatens; hits and pushes; damages property; antagomzes hoshle,
easily angered. N
R

Passive ggwessw&- These children express opposition and resistance to
the teacher, but indjrectly. It :often is hard to tell whether they are
resisting deliberately or not. Signs: subtly oppositional and. stubborn;
tries to control; borderline compliance-with rules; mars praperty rather
Lhnn damages; disrupts surreptitiously; drags feet.

Defiant- These children reslst authority and carry’on a power struggle
with the teacher. They ‘want to have their way and not be told what
to do. Signs: . 1) resists verbally (e.g., *You can’t make me...*, *You
can't "tell me what to do...*; ‘makes derogatory statements about
teacher to others); 2) resists non-verhally (e.g-' frowns,grimaces, mimics
teacher; arms folded,hands on hips,foot stomping; looks away when
being spoken to; laughs at inappropriate. tifes; may be physxcally

% \lolent toward teacher; dehbemtely does what teacher says not to do).

o

. Hyperactive- These children shcw extensive snd almost. constnnt

movement, even when sitting. Often their movements appear to be

* without purpose. Signs: squirms, wiggles, jiggles, scratches; easily

excitable; blurts out answers and comments. often out of seat; bothers

-other children with noises,movements; energetic but paurly duected

excesslvely touches objects or people N : &
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" 9:Short attention span/distractible- These children have short attention

spans. They seem unable to sustain attention and concentration.
Easily distracted by sounds, sights, or speech. Signs: has difficulty
adjusting to changes; rarely completes tasks; easily distracted.

0. Immature— These children are immature. They have poorly developed
emotional stability, self-control, self-care abilities, social skills, and/ar
responsibility. Signs: often exhibits . behavior normal for younger -
children; may cry easily; loses belongings; l‘reque‘ntly appears helpless,
incompetent, and/or dependent.

I.Reiected by peers- These children seek peer interaction but are
rejected, ignored, or txcluded. Signs: forced to work and play alone;
lacks social skills; often picked on or teased. 3 =

2. Shy/withdrawn- These children avoid personal interaction, are quiet
and unobtrusive, and do not respond well to others. Signs: quiet and
sober;, does not initiate or volunteer; does not call attention to self.
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S Appendix D
STET Registration Form
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Roman Catholic School Board for St. John's
S.T.E.T. Short Course
Feb. 11, 1085

REGISTRATION FORM
Name: N
Position:
School:
Home Tel.No.:

Gmde Level(s) You Are Teachm i

Have you taken previous tmmng similar to the STET progrnm’

<~ Yes - No
(1f yes, Please explain) t

Please give your reason(s) for wanting to take the STET Program.
- ’ »
Kl

Do you object to pleting research
the Short Course? '

while you are taking

‘ Yes No




131

_ (If yes, Please explain your reasons.)

What do you expect to gain from taking this short course?

.

Are you willing to make a commitment of approximately one hour per week

(Monday, after school) for 10-12 weeks?
' Yes

(If you are uncertain, Please explain.)

Thank You, -

S.T.E.T. Leaders
Ben Dalton
Lawrence Ryan

No -

Uncertain




Appendix E
Respoense Coding of Vignettes
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Table E-1:  STET Analysis of Vignettes.

Encouragement -
Statement which emphasizes support of the individual's

behavior, effort, or work-not the person himself.

Goals of Misbehavior
Staternent identifying a probable goal of misbehavior

(e.g., Attention), followed by a refejence to the

ofa

that is du-ectly rehted bo!the mlsbehxmor-not
arbitrary pnnlshment

Problem Solving - =
Individual meeting with the student to discuss, listen, '
and explore the problem-not to reprimand.

Group Meeiing R
Utilization of the class for théir input, advice, and

idéas on a situation-not just instructonal grouping.
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Table E-2: Brophy's Behavioral Amlysis of Vignettes.

REWARDS

Symbolic Reward

Material Reward
_Special Privelege

Teacher Reward

Contracts

Other -

SUPPQRTIVE

Specific Behavioral Praise
Global Personal Praise
Encouragement
Comfort/Reassurance
Defending the Student
Kid Gloves Treatment
Supportive Isolation’
Involves Peers
Involves Parents
Involves Other Adults
Instruction .
Modelling Acceptance
Other

THREATEN/PRESSURE

Specific Behavioral Criticism
Global Personal Criticism
Sarcasm/Ridicule
Diagnosing

Third Degree -

Involves Psrents

Involves Peers

Involves Other Adults

Other

_ PUNISHVMENT

Loss of ‘Priveleges

Punitive Isolation

Extra Time

Extra Requirements
. Restitution

Physical Punishment

Other Adult

Other
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