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ABSTRACT 

The investigation of expertise in teaching has followed the lead 

of research in domains other than education in that it has focused on 

the cognitive processes that define expertise. This study has 

shifted the focus to the actual classroom teaching, comparing 

expert, novice, and postulant (those without pedagogical training) 

teachers. Each of six teachers (two experts, two novices, and two 

postulants) taught the same unfamiliar lesson to the same group of 

students, in the same classroom. These half hour lessons were 

videotaped. Two aspects make this study unique. First, the teaching 

situation was controlled to the extent that each teacher taught the 

same lesson to the same students. This was done to try to separate 

expertise from the experience gained from teaching a familiar 

lesson to students known tij the teacher. The second aspect pertains 

to the method of analysis. Instead of viewing these tapes from just 

one perspective, four perspectives were used. Observers 

knowledgeable in the areas of subject matter knowledge and 

delivery, connoisseurship and criticism, nonverbal communication, 

and teacher evaluation instrumentation viewed each of the six tapes 

and analyzed what they saw from their individual perspectives. 

These analyses were then content analyzed by the author. 

Results and discussion were first analyzed for each perspective 

separately, comparing the three groups of teachers for similarities 

and differences. This was followed by a discussion of similarities 

and differences among the four perspectives, particularly focusing 
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on the interplay of the four perspectives within the three groups of 

teachers. A key point made was the diversity of information 

piOvided by each perspective and the unique insights provided from 

the use of all four. 



1 1 

CHAPTER ONE 

REVIEW OF RESEARCH ON EXPERTISE 

Introduction 

This study begins with the image of expertise. The notion that 

someone is an expert, or has expertise in a particular area, provides 

a positive picture, as well as a goal to be attained. This is because 

expsrtise is considered a virtue in society, something to be admired 

and sought after, with few restrictions on the area or domain. The 

study of expertise provides information that is not only interesting, 

but also useful to the understanding of hoth the cognitive processes 

necessary to accomplish a task and become an expert as well as 

information about the task itself. Research in the area of expertise 

initially began in domains outside of education, but, in recent years, 

investigations have begun into the characteristics of an expert 

teacher. 

Research in education has provided information about what 

classroom tasks and teacher behaviors are important (e.g., Brophy & 

Good, 1986; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986), but now that these tasks 

and behaviors have been delineated, it is necessary to investigate 

them more closely to determine how they differ when performed by 

teachers at various levels of expertise and experience. This 

investigation can be done by comparing those teachers defined as 

expert or experienced with those that are beginning or novice 

teachers. 



In the area of investigation :nto the behaviors of expert 

teachers, Koehler (1985) calls for the investigation of those 

characteristics and beliefs of effective teachers that enable them 

to inquire, experiment, and improve. The ways in which experts 

12 

think could then be incorporated into preservice programs. Because 

a major problem in the transfer of skills from college courses to the 

field results from the contextual differences, perhaps knowledge 

about the thinking of effective teachers (how, when, and why they do 

something) would be useful to the preservice teacher. 

Berliner (1986) states several uses of information about the 

identification and study of expert teachers. Some of those are: 

1. Providing information concerning the identified routines and 

scripts used effectively by experts to those who are less 

experienced or less effective. 

2. Providing a source of better understanding of pedagogy for 

beginning teachers, through the provision of exemplary performances 

fro m experts in the form of case studies. 

3. Developing a way for cooperating teachers to be able to 

articulate the basis for their expertise and skill. Because the 

acquisition of expertise is related to the automaticity of 

performance, these teachers need a way to talk about their 

knowledge base in a way that is helpful to their student teachers. 

4. Providing information about the performance levels of those 

with various levels of pedagogical training to those who influence 

certification decisions. 



5. Providing information about those characteristics that 

distinguish the experts from ordinary teachers to those concerned 

about the definition of the master teacher. 
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While information is being gathered that begins to address the 

issues stated above, a review of the literature on expertise shows 

some areas of weakness in methodology and focus. This study will 

further investigate the nature of expertise, by building on research 

both in other domains and in education, and by extending the 

methodology to provide unique information. 

Research in Domains Other than Education 

Those who have studied expertise in other domains have 

attempted a definition. Expertise is generally thought to be gained 

through a great deal of practice and knowledge acquisition. This 

expertise can come in different forms. Some forms are part of 

everyday roles, such as balancing a checkbook or fixing an appliance. 

Other forms are found in specialty areas, such as chess or physics. 

An expert can be defined as someone who recognizes each situation 

he or she encounters and has a particular response tied to that 

situation (Lesgold, 1984). This knowledge is specific to the area of 

expertise and is not generalized to other areas. Experts' knowledge 

of events in their area of expertise allows them to remember 

complicated events more easily. Development of expertise is a 

matter of developing quick access to a body of knowledge, both 

conceptual and procedural. Competence comes from the interaction 

between knowledge structures and processing abilities (Glaser, 
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1987). Experts restructure their knowledge and procedures for more 

efficient use in their environment. 

Glaser (1987) talks about this organization of knowledge in 

terms of schemata. A schema represents knowledge that is 

experienced, providing a prototype in memory of a frequently 

experienced situation. This prototype is used to interpret a present 

situation, to impose meaning and make inferences. The abilities of 

experts include knowing what they know and do not know, planning 

ahead, efficiently apportioning time, and monitoring and editing 

efforts to solve a problem. 

Kolodner (1983) ties expertise directly to experience. There are 

two types of knowledge, semantic knowledge, or the facts that are 

learned, and episodic knowledge, or experience. The differentiator 

between the novice and the expert is, then, experience. Both can 

have the same semantic knowledge, but the expert builds on that 

knowledge with episodic knowledge, allowing him or her to use the 

semantic knowledge better. Experience turns unrelated facts into 

expert knowledge. 

Building on these definitions and concepts, studies have been 

done in different domains to look at the development of "expertise." 

These studies focus on the cognitive processes of experts and 

novices. In the area 'of chess, experts were defined as chess 

masters and champions. These experts remembered chess pieces in 

chunks, rather than individually (Chase & Simon, 1973b; deGroot, 

1965), showing an ability to reconstruct chess positions almost 
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perfectly. Chase and Simon (1973a) identified the boundaries of 

these chunks, with a suggestion that superior performance of 

stronger players comes from the ability to encode larger perceptual 

chunks. Experts did not, however, differ from novices in 

remembering meaningless chessboard positions, suggesting that the 

expertise is specific to that which is an important aspect or task in 

the domain. Experts can store the solutions to many problems, while 

novices have to analyze each situation as a novel problem. 

Other researchers have investigated the idea that other experts 

in other domains may have the ability to 'chunk' knowledge, and that 

skill in these domains may also derive from a large set of 

recognizable patterns in that domain. Two relevant studies in the 

area of expertise in bridge (Charness, 1979; Engle & Bukstel, 1978) 

found these similarities. Charness (1979) found that the ability to 

problem solve in bridge varied with level of skills and that it 

depended on a large set of recognizable patterns. Experts recognized 

solutions more quickly, while novices spent time looking for 

alternative lines of play. Engle and Bukstel (1978) also had bridge 

players of varying skill level perform several relevant tasks. They 

found, as did those investigating chess, that memory performance 

pertaining to structured components of a bridge hand varied 

according to level, whereas unstructured components produced no 

difference in performance based on expertise. Experts chunked 

information about bridge hands more efficiently, but this was only 

true of relevant, structured hands. 
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Electronics technicians were also studied for similarities (Egan 

& Schwartz, 1979). When asked to reconstruct a circuit diagram 

from memory, experts showed similar chunking or grouping, and they 

recalled more of the drawings than the novices. This advantage was 

not true for the recall of randomly assigned symbols, which is 

consistent with the findings in bridge and chess. 

McKeithen, Reitman, Rueter, & Hirtle (1981) looked for 

similarities in information processing with skilled computer 

programmers. These programmers were asked to recall a computer 

program, after brief exposure. The researchers found that skilled 

programmers organized the task of memorizing the program 

differently from novices and intermediates. Whereas novices 

memorized using common-language associations, experts memorized 

using more efficient associations based on programming knowledge. 

Intermediates used a combination of the two associations. 

In other domains, the reasoning process of problem solving was 

investigated. In mathematics, experts show an increase in speed 

required to apply a postulate, and they reason using forward search, 

as opposed to backward search (Sweller, Mawer, & Ward, 1983). 

Forward search consists of reasoning from the given postulates in 

mathematics to produce the conclusion. Backward search consists 

of reasoning backward from the conclusion. 

Reasoning backward involves setting goals and subgoals and 

keeping track of them. Less knowledge is required, but more partial 

results must be stored in working memory. Reasoning forward 
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eliminates the need to keep track of subgoals. Forward search 

requires having a sufficient representation of the problem to make 

straightforward inferences, and enough knowledge to focus on the 

most promising solutions. This is what experts learn through 

experience, learning to associate various inferences with various 

patterns of features in the problem. 

In physics, experts also use forward search while novices use 

backward search. Where novices focus on equations, experts 

concentrate first on understanding the problem (Lesgold, 1984). 

Novices use a means-end model, selecting an equation and then 

working backward to solve unknown quantities. Experts use a 

knowledge-development model, selecting and applying a principle 

that allows the model to collect necessary information (Larkin, 

McDermott, Simon, & Simon, 1980b). Results from other studies in 

physics similarly suggest that novices represent problems and 

events more literally, while experts organize problems around the 

inferences and principles in which the problems are subsumed. Chi, 

Feltovich, and Glaser (1981) found that novices classified problems 

at surface levels, according to physical properties, while experts 

classified the problems at a higher level, in terms of physics 

principles. It was also found that physics experts generated 

analogies and then critically evaluated the validity of the analogy 

when problem solving (Clement, 1984). 

To investigate problem solving using an abacus, Hatano, Miyake, 

and Sinks (1977) provided expert abacus operators with situations 



18 

in which they calculated addition problems without an abacus and 

with distractions. Those at intermediate levels of expertise 

calculated the problems rapidly, but moved their fingers while 

mentally calculating. Their performance was slowed when their 

finger movement was inhibited by the experimenter. The grand 

masters, however, did not move their fingers, and performed the 

calculation faster than if they had actually used the abacus. Their 

problem solving abilities were highly automatic and rapid. 

An important aspect of expertise across domains is the 

automaticity of the processes. Operations that are initially slow, 

requiring conscious attention, eventually become more rapid and 

automatic with practice. Novices seem to have difficulty utilizing 

the knowledge that they possess, producing inefficiency in the 

information management system. Experts can use knowledge more 

efficiently by placing some task components in automatic 

processing, while increasing the processing capacity for additional 

knowledge. 

In general, experts learn recurring patterns in the problem, 

learn to represent the problem in abstract terms, reorganize their 

approach to a problem to capitalize on features of the domain and 

efficiency of solution, and develop better memories for information, 

often through chunking, that is involved in the solution of the 

problems (Anderson, 1985). Larkin, McDermott, Simon, & Simon 

(1980a) refer to these patterns as an index to guide the expert 

quickly to relevant stored knowledge. This knowledge includes 
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schemata that guide interpretation and solution by using the 

schema's rules and assumptions for interpretation (Larkin, et ai, 

1980a; Lesgold, 1984). Experts find better ways to approach and 

represent problems that allow them to solve the problems by simple 

retrieval and pattern recognition. 

Research in Education 

Some aspects of expertise in other domains seem to pertain to 

the study of teaching. Glaser (1987) indicated, as mentioned above, 

that the abilities of experts include knowing what they know and do 

not know, planning ahead, efficiently apportioning time, and 

monitoring and editing efforts to solve a problem. These abilities 

seem particularly important in the management of a classroom. 

There is a distinction, however, which was also discussed by Glaser 

(1987). Whereas the study of expertise in other domains was drawn 

from highly structured fields, there are still questions about how 

experts solve problems in "ill-structured" domains. Hatano (cited in 

Glaser, 1987) distinguished between routine expertise and adaptive 

expertise. Routine expertise is understood in terms of speed, 

accuracy, arid automaticity. Expertise is gained through repetition. 

This expertise is the focus of most research in domains other than 

education. Adaptive expertise, however, depends on variation, where 

understanding is valued more than efficient performance. The 

environment of a teacher appears to be more of an understanding

oriented environment, rather than efficiency-oriented. While the 

information gained from the study of routine expertise is useful, 
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the study of adaptive expertise in an understanding-oriented, iJI

structured environment seems more relevant to the study of 

expertise in teaching. Expert/novice research in other fields 

provides a necessary foundation, but specifically useful information 

about expertise in teaching requires the direct study of expert 

teachers. 

Some researchers on expertise in teaching have tried to 

determine what characteristics of an expert in education are similar 

to those characteristics determined by research in other domains. 

Others investigated expertise in teaching without these 

comparisons. One of the initial tasks involved in the investigation 

of expertise, regardless of the focus, concerns the definition of 

expertise in teaching. Berliner (1986). states that whereas the 

concept of an expert in chess, and even in physics and mathematics, 

is fairly easy to agree upon, expertise in teaching is more difficult 

to define. In the elementary grades student performance is often 

used as a measure, but in secondary education, where students have 

several teachers in the course of a day, a definition becomes more of 

a problem. There is no agreed upon set of criteria for judging the 

expert teacher. 

Another problem deals with the confounding of expertise with 

experience. The acquisition of expertise in other domains is seen to 

be developed through a great deal of practice and experience, yet 

there is a widely held belief that experience and expertise need to 

be separated. Because a clear distinction can not, at this point, be 



made between the two, many researchers look at experienced and 

beginning teachers instead of attempting to define the expert. 
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Erickson, Thomas, Pelissier, and Boersema (1985) were 

interested in experienced and inexperienced teachers' ways of 

attending to and making sense of events in the classroom. They 

observed and interviewed experienced second grade teachers 

throughout an entire school year. Undergraduate teacher education 

majors and student teachers were also studied. The researchers 

found that experienced teachers rarely notice a classroom 

phenomenon in isolation, but rather they make connections across 

phenomena. These teachers have the ability to notice very specific 

details in the classroom, and interpret the significance of those 

details in light of more global contextual information. These 

teachers can shift their attention rapidly to fit the needs of the 

situation, yet they seem to avoid focusing attention on information 

over which they can make no positive change. Inexperienced 

teachers (teacher education majors), however, make fewer 

connections across phenomena, focusing on bits of information in 

isolation. They also do not notice phenomena in as fine a detail nor 

do they make connections concerning phenomena across time. 

Inexperienced teachers tend to focus on the unruly behavior 

problems in the class, being more concerned about management than 

instruction. The student teachers in the study, who were between 

the two groups in terms of experience, also were between the groups 

on the results mentioned above. 
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Fogarty, Wang, and Creek (1983) investigated differences 

between experienced and novice teachers' use of student 

performance cues, their instructional actions in response to these 

cues, and the nature of the instructional goals and prior knowledge 

that they report pursuing during the process of ongoing instruction. 

Their experienced teachers were elementary teachers who had been 

identified as competent by school administrators. The novices were 

participants in an internship program in the school. Teachers were 

videotaped conducting a lesson, and information was also gathered 

through stimulated recall reports of the instructional goals and 

prior knowledge considered while conducting the lesson. Results 

indicated that novices implemented fewer instructional actions in 

response to student performance cues, and they considered prior 

knowledge about subject matter content, student history, and 

pedagogical principles less often during the lesson than did the 

experienced teachers. These experienced teachers considered a 

greater variety of instructional goals in making classroom 

decisions, most often considered goals pertaining to student 

understanding and motivation, and were able to attend to a larger 

number of student cues simultaneously. 

Leinhardt has conducted several studies (Leinhardt, 1983a; 

1983b; Leinhardt & Greeno, 1986; Leinhardt, Weidman, & Hammond, 

1987) in which she looked at elementary teachers, judged expert 

through nomination by supervisors and by the unusually high 

achievement level of their students. The novices were student 
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teachers. Both groups were observed teaching lessons in 

mathematics. Classroom observation, videotaping, interviews, and 

stimulated recall were used to gather data. 

Leinhardt states that experts operate with a well defined but 

flexible agenda that includes general goals, alternative strategies, 

and routines. The use of routines reduces the cognitive processing 

for the teacher and provides the intellectual room to deal with the 

unique aspects of the lesson. These routines include structures both 

global and specific. Examples are homework check activities, or 

ways of distributing papers in class. These routines become 

automatic through practice and are performed fluently, without 

effort, by both the teacher and the students. 

Leinhardt found that expert teachers constructed a math lesson 

around a three staged core of actions. These stages move the 

activities from total teacher control to independent student work. 

Teachers began with a presentation of information which may 

involve the students, then moved to a shared discussion and solution 

of problems, and then to either interactive seatwork or independent 

seatwork. Novices, on the other hand, presented lessons with one or 

two activity structures, and they had to build the routines anew for 

each class because of a lack of continuity from class to class. 

Expert teachers assigned homework only if there had been two 

rehearsals in class. Novices used homework as a way to finish an 

incomplete lesson. 
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Experts have a large repertoire of activity structures and 

usually several forms of each one. Important characteristics of 

these structures are that they are very flexible, able to be shifted in 

order or pieces taken from one segment to another, and little or no 

explanation is necessary for the students for carrying them out. 

Novices, however, do not work in a routine way so each part of the 

lesson is different and students must be instructed each time as to 

their roles. 

Knowledge of student competency was tapped in another study 

(Leinhardt, 1983a). Experts and novices were asked to estimate the 

amount of overlap between the curriculum to which a child had been 

exposed and a criterion test for each child. The key differences 

appeared in the analysis of the think aloud while doing the overlap 

task. Experts identified sources from which the child would have 

learned the information, while the novices did not. This difference 

in the way the task was viewed indicated that the experts focused 

on the teachable elements and the sources of instruction. Experts 

also described how the student might get the item correct, what 

strategy the student would use, whereas novices tended not to 

describe these elements. In general, experts use the information 

about students that they have collected in instructionally relevant 

settings to improve their teaching of students. Experts tended to 

see each item as consisting of teachable elements that have or have 

not been taught yet, whereas novices looked at item difficulty, 

rarely using a curriculum schema. Novices' concerns seemed to be 



primarily about the difficulty of the item for the novices 

themselves. 
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Dunn, Taylor, Gillig, and Henning (1987) focused on the lesson 

planning process, studying expert junior high language arts teachers 

(nominated by a supervisor) and novices who had completed their 

student teaching. They were asked to plan a lesson related to a 

short story, and think aloud as much as possible. Experts integrated 

their knowledge about students with what they knew about the 

author of the story, to predict possible student responses. They also 

talked about the effectiveness of certain strategies with certain 

types of students in the past. They then made planning decisions 

regarding what they would do with the story. This was all done 

prior to reading the story. None of the novices made any planning 

decisions before reading the story. Experts saw the story as more of 

a means to an end, whereas novices saw it as an end itself. Experts 

accessed a schema about teaching the particular author immediately 

after they were given their instructions. This enabled them to make 

what appeared to be automatic plans before they even read the story. 

Berliner and colleagues added an additional group of subjects, 

referred to as "postulants," who have content area knowledge in a 

given subject but who have no pedagogical training (Carter, Sabers, 

Cushing, Pinnegar, & Berliner, 1987; Clarridge & Berliner, 1987; 

Clarridge, Stein, & Berliner, 1987; Cushing, Sabers, & Berliner, 

1987; Sabers, Carter, Cushing, Pinnegar, & Berliner, 1986; Stein & 

Berliner, 1987; Stein, Clarridge, & Berliner, 1987). This additional 



group provides information that cannot be confounded with 

experience, but focuses on the difference between pedagogical 

training and no pedagogical training. 
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The researchers conducting these studies used simulation, think 

aloud, and stimulated recall while looking at differences among the 

three groups in such areas as dealing with the simultaneity of a 

classroom, processing student information, lesson planning, 

thoughts while teaching, student expectations, and estimation of 

student performance. 

In one study (Sabers et aI., 1986) subjects were asked to plan 

for the take over of a class, having been provided with information 

about the students in the class and what the teacher had been doing 

instructionally. Subjects were then asked to recall general and 

specific information about the students, and to explain their lesson 

plans. Results included the fact that the experts were considerably 

less interested than the postulants in remembering specific 

information about the students. They did not find the specific 

student information to be important to their task of taking over a 

new class. These experts combined the student information into a 

more general picture of the typical student. Postulants paid much 

more attention to the specifics about each student. Novices were 

also unwilling to focus too much on student information, they did 

not want to influence their impressions of the students by reading 

the last teacher's remarks. Experts were also likely to disregard the 

information from the previous teacher, not wanting to place a lot of 



27 

validity in someone else's impressions. Postulants, on the other 

hand, tended to accept the information as valid. When thinking about 

taking over the class, experts thought most about getting the class 

to move through the curriculum, and figuring out where the students 

were in terms of the content. They· talked about making changes in 

the procedures developed by the previous teacher, and establishing 

their own routines. Novices referred to making changes, also, but 

not to the same extent. Postulants were less concerned about broad 

curricular issues and more inclined to take up where the previous 

teacher had left off. 

In another study (Cushing et aI., 1987) subjects were shown, 

simultaneously, three videotapes of a junior high classroom. They 

were asked to respond to questions about management and 

instruction, and then, while viewing the tapes a second time, they 

were asked to talk aloud. Experts were much more able to monitor 

and interpret the multiple events within the classroom. Novices and 

postulants were often puzzled about what they were viewing. When 

talking about the tapes, experts interpreted and evaluated more than 

the other two groups. Novices and postulants just provided a 

recount of the activities viewed, rather than interpretation. 

While viewing the tapes, the experts were better able to view 

all three tapes simultaneously. Scanning a classroom seemed a 

natural activity for these experts. Novices and postulants tended to 

focus only on the center screen and they appeared to have difficulty 

consistently monitoring all three screens. In general, experts were 
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better able to make sense of what they were viewing, to handle the 

simultaneity of the three screens, and to interpret and evaluate the 

classroom events more accurately. 

Stein et al. (1987) looked at experts', novices', and postulants' 

ability to estimate the percentage of students who would respond 

correctly to specific items on a standardized assessment 

instrument. While they did not differ in their ability to estimate, 

there were differences in the think aloud that they were asked to do 

while making their estimates. Experts offered much more 

information about the "collective" student, and much more about the 

role of the curriculum in students' abilities. Experts used 

information about the most representative reference group, as well 

as knew more about the scope and sequence of the curriculum. They 

were better able to label each item, which assisted in the retrieval 

of the appropriate information from memory. Experts also analyzed 

the task demands of the item more often than novices and 

postulants, while not being aware that they were doing so. They 

also knew more about student cognition, and, in particular, what 

problems the students would have with the item. 

Following the actual presentation of a lesson to a group of 

confederate students, experts, novices, and postulants were asked 

questions about the students in the class (Clarridge & Berliner, 

1987). When asked about behavior problems, experts responded by 

indicating that these behaviors were typical and not anything to 

worry about. They all had consequences in their own classrooms for 
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dealing with the behaviors. Postulants, on the qther hand, expressed 

a concern about these behaviors, indicating that they had ignored 

them because they did not feel they were in control enough to handle 

the situation. In some cases they indicated that they had not even 

seen the behavior. 

When asked to talk aloud while viewing a videotape of their 

lesson (Stein & Berliner, 1987) experts' protocols contained more 

talk concerning students, concerning inferences about students, and, 

in particular, more inferences about students dealing with academic 

issues. 

Statement of the Problem 

After reviewing the literature discussed above, this study 

focuses on three distinct considerations: 

1. Much of the research on expertise has been conducted in 

elementary classrooms. This research continues the research of 

Berliner and colleagues discussed above that looked at secondary 

school teachers, teaching in the subject matter areas of science and 

mathematics. 

2. While classroom observation and videotaping have been used, 

control of the subject matter content and student behavior has not 

been accomplished to the same extent as that proposed. This study 

uses videotaped lessons from subjects in the three groups of expert, 

novice, and postulant, with the subjects teaching the same lesson to 

the same group of students, under similar conditions. 
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3. Much of the research on expertise deals with the thought 

processes of experts and nonexperts, through think aloud, stimulated 

recall, and interview procedures. These procedures answer some 

questions about the nature of expertise, but many questions are left 

unanswered, particularly about differences and similarities in a 

teaching situation. This study investigates classroom performance 

in such a situation. 

An attempt is made here to answer questions about the 

characteristics of experts, but that is not the only focus. The 

approach is exploratory, investigating the characteristics of several 

different perspectives and analysis systems for describing what is 

happening in these lessons. From some perspectives differences 

among the three groups may be found; from other perspectives 

differences may not be found. Some differences found may seem 

useful for addressing the issues in the introduction; some may not 

seem useful. The success of this study is in the comparison of 

different perspectives and the knowledge gained from the 

differences and similarities found among both the types of teachers 

studied as well as the perspective used. 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF PERSPECTIVES 

Four perspectives were chosen for the analyses in this study. 
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These four were chosen because of their prominence as areas of 

interest and focus in the study of teaching as well as their variety 

and distinction among the four. The perspectives are (1) Subject 

Matter Knowledge and Delivery, (2) Connoisseurship and Criticism, 

(3) Nonverbal Communication, and (4) Teacher Evaluation 

Instrumentation. 

Each perspective is presented below, with a review of relevant 

issues and research and a description of the approach to be used. 

The discussion of the four perspectives is followed by a discussion 

concerning the process of content analysis. This process is used for 

the analyses of the approaches. 

Subject Matter Knowledge and Deliverv 

While knowledge of subject matter is a critical feature of 

teaching, the focus of research has been primarily on the principles 

of effective teaching, regardless of subject matter. Shulman (1986) 

feels that the subject matter knowledge of the teacher should be at 

least equal to that of the lay colleague who is the subject matter 

major. 

Shulman (1987) discusses subject matter knowledge and 

delivery within the concept of pedagogical content knowledge. He 

refers to this knowledge as the "blending of content and pedagogy 

into an understanding of how particular topics, problems, or issues 
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are organized, represented, and adapted to the diverse interests and 

abilities of learners, and presented for instruction." (p.8) Knowledge 

includes the most useful forms of representation, analogies, and 

explanations, and representing the subject so that it is 

comprehensible to others (Shulman, 1986). He considers this 

knowledge to be the distinguishing point between the content 

specialist and the pedagogue. 

Shulman presents a model of pedagogical reasoning that relates 

to pedagogical content knowledge. This model consists of six 

aspects. The first, comprehension, pertains to the ability of the 

teacher to critically comprehend the set of ideas to be taught. 

Teachers should understand what they teach, and, if possible, 

understand it in several ways. The second step is the 

transformation, or the process of preparing the lesson, interpreting 

the ideas in the form of new analogies or metaphors, choosing the 

instructional methods,. and adapting and tailoring the presentation to 

meet the characteristics of the particular students. The third step 

is the instruction, which consists of organizing and managing the 

classroom, assigning work, and interacting effectively with the 

students. The fourth step, evaluation, consists of checking for 

understanding. The final two steps, reflection and new 

comprehension, consist of the teacher looking back on what was 

taught and learned and gaining new knowledge from the experience. 

Some researchers have investigated subject matter knowledge 

in the classroom. Carlsen (1987) explored the effects of subject 
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matter knowledge of biology on teacher questioning and classroom 

discourse and found that, when teachers know their subject matter 

well they asked fewer questions of the students, the students talked 

more, they asked more questions, they volunteered to speak more 

often, and their discourse sequences were longer. When teachers did 

not know their subject matter well the teachers asked more 

questions, usually more low cognitive level questions, and the 

students tended to have briefer responses to the teacher's questions. 

Dobey and Shafer (1984) investigated subject matter knowledge 

of pendulums and found that teachers who were knowledgeable about 

pendulums were less likely to have teacher-directed activities, 

were more likely to pursue new aspects, tended to allow more 

student ideas, and were more likely to stray from the questions on 

the teacher's information sheet. They suggest that this is because 

these teachers are more confident of their ability and are less likely 

to try to keep the students within the scope of their knowledge. 

Similarly, Hashweh (cited in Carlsen, 1987) found that teachers 

with high subject matter knowledge of physics differed from those 

with low subject matter knowledge in how they planned to question 

the students, in the fact that they planned to ask about material not 

covered in the text, and that they were less likely to use questions 

emphasizing recall of the material in the text. 

Leinhardt (1983a) states that subject matter knowledge 

provides a support for the lesson structure knowledge, but it also 

constrains the lesson structure in that different types of content 
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need to be taught differently. Leinhardt and Smith (1985) explored 

the use of subject matter knowledge in mathematics among experts 

and novice teachers using card sorts and fraction knowledge 

interviews and found that the experts exhibited a more refined 

hierarchical structure to their knowledge. They also found, through 

interviews and observations of classroom instruction, that, among 

the experts, there were differences in levels of subject matter 

knowledge. These differences were in the level of conceptual 

information presented and in the emphases in their presentations. 

Regardless of experience or expertise, teachers often provide 

incomplete descriptions of concepts and relationships. 

Leinhardt (1987) also studied two teachers, one considered high 

in the skills of teaching but limited in her knowledge of 

mathematics, and one moderate in teaching skills but high in 

knowledge of mathematics. She found that, while the teacher 

knowledgeable in mathematics was more accurate and complete in 

her presentation of math concepts, her lessons were "dull" as 

compared to the teacher less knowledgeable in math but 

knowledgeable in teaching skills. Leinhardt concludes that, while 

subject matter knowledge is important for such aspects of teaching 

as generating useful examples or for anticipating errors of the 

students, one must not overlook the power of skilled teaching. While 

the instruction given by the teacher who was less knowledgeable 

was inaccurate and confusing at times, her students' performance in 

fractions was equal to the students of the teacher who was more 
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knowledgeable. Leinhardt feels that many good teachers are lacking 

in mathematics knowledge, but that it may be easier to teach 

elementary teachers the mathematics than to teach the skills of 

teaching to those knowledgeable in math. 

This last study raises questions about the importance of expert 

subject matter knowledge in the definition of classroom expertise. 

Carlsen (1987) makes the interesting point that maybe high subject 

matter knowledge does not necessarily lead to better teaching and 

that the goals of the lesson may be hindered by too much teacher 

subject matter knowledge. He found that student questions in 

situations of high teacher subject matter knowledge often led the 

topic off task and this mayor may not be helpful, depending on the 

needs of the class and the available time. 

Others view subject matter knowledge as more of a key variable 

in the definition of pedagogical skill and expertise. Shulman found 

that one teacher's instruction varied considerably when teaching 

content she knew well versus teaching content with which she was 

not as comfortable or familiar. He concluded that her teaching 

behavior was "bound up with comprehension and transformation of 

understanding. The flexible and interactive teaching techniques that 

she uses are simply not available to her when she does not 

understand the topic to be taught." (Shulman, 1987, p.18) 

Some experts themselves seem to tie subject matter knowledge 

directly to their expertise. When asked to plan a lesson on 

probability, a topic not normally part of secondary school curricula, 
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and to then teach the lesson to a group of high school students 

(Clarridge et aI., 1987), the experts were uncomfortable with the 

idea of teaching a lesson in which they were not familiar with the 

subject matter, and showed indications of concern. In fact, one 

subject dropped out of the study because of these feelings 

concerning content knowledge. 

Probability was chosen because it is generally not taught as 
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part of most high school curricula. Because of this, the teachers 

would likely not possess the pedagogical content knowledge referred 

to by Shulman. The question then becomes, is the ability to present 

content, no matter how unfamiliar, more a matter of pedagogical 

skill or subject matter knowledge? 

Connoisseurship and Criticism 

One approach to the study of classroom events is that proposed 

by Elliot Eisner (1976; 1977; 1979; 1985). He feels that in order to 

deal with educational questions, there are no foolproof methods or 

certain answers, but rather a need for sensitivity to context, an 

appreciation for nuance, and a set of skills one can use to see the 

situation from different perspectives. Eisner's approach deals with 

artistic perception, exploring characteristics of what is 

encountered. The point is to use the imagination, by manipulating 

the images that are seen to explore alternatives that cannot be 

encountered empirically. Eisner refers to this approach as a form of 

aesthetic criticism, called educational criticism. 
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In his discussions of the need for educational criticism, Eisner 

starts with what he refers to as the traditional approach to 

educational evaluation (Eisner, 1977). Traditional approaches to 

educational evaluation, based on the "science" of education, are built 

on assumptions and aims that look for laws or law-like 

generalizations. This leads to an oversimplification of events and a 

focus on the quantity rather than the quality of a particular 

situation. These aims attempt to objectify knowledge, to make it 

measurable, to remove emotional expression. 

This traditional approach also leads to a focus on the future and 

the achievement of objectives rather than a focus on the 

significance of the present. Goals are set and uniformity becomes 

the desired outcome. These assumptions behind evaluation have a 

profound influence on the priorities of education. 

Eisner discusses a need for an alternative form of evaluation, "a 

needed supplement to the use of scientific procedures ... " (Eisner, 

1977, p.345) He does not believe that education is a process that 

simply develops out of these scientific procedures, but rather a 

process that differs from individual to individual, context to 

context. Because of this belief, educational evaluation should not be 

the seeking of ways to control, but rather the seeking of ways to 

enhance the individual artistry of the teacher. This process requires 

educational connoisseurship and criticism. 

Both connoisseurship and criticism have their origins in the 

arts. If classrooms are viewed as ideographic in nature (as Eisner 



views them) then evaluation can contribute by raising the level of 

awareness of what happens in a particular classroom. 

Connoisseurship is a form of expertise in any human endeavor. 
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It contributes to this level of awareness "by refining the levels of 

apprehension of the qualities that pervade classrooms." (Eisner, 

1976, p.140) One can b& a connoisseur of anything, with the shared 

quality that connoisseurs "appreciate" what they encounter. 

Appreciation is defined as an awareness and understanding of an 

event. 

While connoisseurship is the art of perception and appreciation, 

criticism is the art of disclosure. Connoisseurship provides the 

knowledge of subject matter necessary for effective criticism. 

Connoisseurs can appreciate what they encounter, but it takes the 

critic to disclose this appreciation. 

An educational critic views an educational phenomenon much 

like an art critic would view a work of art. Educational criticism 

does not categorize events, but rather constructs an image of what 

occurred. This image is related to the event but gives it a level of 

vitality and meaning by using language artistically. There is an 

emphasis on context, for straight facts, unencumbered by context, 

are paradoxically non-factual (Eisner, 1985). 

There are three elements to educational criticism: description, 

interpretation, and appraisal. Description requires the most artistic 

demands, by describing the event factually and artistically, 

illuminating qualities. This includes communicating what is salient, 



often through the use of metaphors and analogies. Metaphors help 

both the reader and author fill in the empty pieces of 

conceptualization (Leinhardt, 1986). 
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Interpretation involves determining what the situation means 

to those involved, applying theoretical ideas to explain the 

conditions described. This includes accounting for the interactions 

in the event and why they occur. This aspect requires the use of a 

variety of social sciences and the wisdom which comes from 

experience in the classroom. 

Appraisal involves determining the educational significance, or 

import, of the event. This is where value judgments are made. 

AppraIsal requires a background in educational theory, educational 

philosophy, and educational history to be able to understand the 

values implied in the described situation and to recognize possible 

alternatives. The critic uses what he or she sees and interprets to 

draw conclusions about the situation. 

There are assumptions behind the use of educational criticism 

(Eisner, 1985): 

1. If individuals are to be able to describe characteristics of a 

situation, they must be able to see interactions among the 

characteristics that occur. 

2. Seeing characteristics requires more than looking. It 

requires discerning what is significant, given some frame of 

reference. Seeing is an achievement that is cognith~/e in nature, not 

just a task to perform. 



3. Situations can be described in a variety of ways, such as 

through propositions, numerically, through prose, or visually. 
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4. The function of description is to help another person or group 

better understand the situation being described. 

5. Each form of representation has unique utilities and 

limitations for revealing significant qualities that one has seen. 

The function of a critical narrative is to help people to see, 

understand, and appraise the character and quality of educational 

practice and its consequences. The qualities must be present and 

the observer must have the ability to note their presence. 

Anticipatory schemata determine what is perceived or not 

perceived in a situation. What one does not have a schemata for one 

is unlikely to experience, and what one does not experience, one does 

not miss. The observer experiences what he or she knows how to 

find. Connoisseurship provides the content for knowing, the 

schemata necessary to experience. It provides the appreciation, 

awareness, and understanding of what one has experienced, providing 

a basis for judgment. The senses provide the means through which 

the environment is experienced, but sensory systems are sensitive 

to some but not all environmental qualities. The information that is 

picked up provides the basis for the conceptual formations. Once the 

concepts are formed they can be recalled and treated imaginatively. 

This conception provides a basis for knowing. The kind of knowing 

depends on the kinds of conc~pts, which depends on the sensory 

system and the qualities available in the environment. 
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Issues of validity deal with believability and referential 

adequacy (Eisner, 1979). Believability is achieved through the 

process of structural corroboration, like triangulation or 

circumstantial evidence. The writer provides compelling 

conclusions by supporting these conclusions with evidence which is 

related to the transpired events. Structural corroboration in 

criticism is much like that which is sought by lawyers presenting a 

case or detectives solving a crime (Eisner, 1976). The puzzle is 

pieced together so that the evidence is persuasive to support what 

the critic writes. These pieces' are put together to form a whole 

that makes sense. 

Referential adequacy enables someone with less 

connoisseurship to see what otherwise would be unseen, both subtle 

and complex, by ensuring that the situation to which the cues point 

can be found by the reader. If someone can look at the phenomena 

and find what the critic described, then it contains referential 

adequacy. (Referential adequacy is made even more possible through 

the use of the videotape and the accompanying ability to playback 

features to further scrutinize such things as expression, tempo, and 

movement (Eisner, 1977).} 

Criticism is also useful in leading to generalizations about 

educational practice. The use of critical procedures provides a 

method of disclosing important phenomena in one classroom that 

other teachers and classrooms can share, but it also provides 

information about what might be worth looking at in other 
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situations. Educational criticism provides both content within a 

particular classroom and a "refined sensibility" (Eisner, 1977, 

p.356) about the phenomena in other classrooms that may be useful 

to study. 

Relating to the initial discussion of an alternative approach to 

educational evaluation, Eisner (1985) delineates the dimensions in 

which the scientific and artistic approaches differ: 

1. Scientific application is concerned with validity. Artistic 

application considers validity to be a matter of persuasiveness of 

personal vision and utility to the extent to which it informs and 

illuminates. 

2. The focus of scientific application is on manifest behavior, 

whereas artistic application focuses on experiences that individuals 

are having and the meaning of the actions for others. Reference is 

made to what is not observed, using manifest behavior as a cue. 

3. The ability to generalize is accomplished in scientific 

application through random sampling and describing well the 

parameters of the universe. Artistic application makes 

generalization possible because of the belief that the general 

resides in the particular and what one learns from a particular 

applies to other situations. Artistic application locates the general 

in the particular, sheds light on that which is unique about the 

situation, while conveying insights that exceed the limits of the 

situation. 



4. Scientific application is limited in the degree of license 

allowed. Artistic application allows the license to render more 

incisively and persuasively what has been learned, without 

distracting from validity. Instead of a facade of objectivity, 

artistic application exploits the potential of selectivity and the 

emphasis to say what needs saying, as the investigator sees it. 
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5. Scientific application is interested in prediction and control, 

to anticipate the future. Artistic application is after explication, 

making it an heuristic activity. 

6. Scientific application uses a variety of standardized 

instruments as sources of data. Artistic application uses the 

investigator as the major instrument. 

7. The ultimate aim of scientific application is the discovery of 

truth. Artistic application seeks the creation of meaning, 

meaningful images, diverse interpretation, and coherence. 

The investigation of the results of educational criticism and 

how the description, interpretation, and appraisal of each teaching 

event compares and contrasts across groups of teachers are a focus 

within this study. The analysis of each criticism looked for common 

concepts and similar metaphors within groups as well as 

differences among the groups. The usefulness of educational 

criticism in teacher evaluation and in the description of teaching 

lies partly in its ability to discern differences and change. 
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Nonverbal Communication 

The focus of research on the classroom communication system, 

as summarized be Cazden (1986), has been on the analysis of various 

aspects of interaction. The events of the classroom and the 

contexts in which certain participation structures are appropriate 

are studied, as well as the development of students' understandings 

of both verbal and nonverbal cues. How cultural differences in 

interaction skills create situations of differential treatment by the 

teacher is another area of focus. Interaction has also been analyzed 

in relation to student learning. While these analyses provide further 

insight into the structure of the classroom and of learning, little 

has been done to look at differences in the effectiveness of the 

teacher and how differences in classroom interaction style could be 

related. 

A key reason for including a measure of nonverbal 

communication in this study is summarized in an hypothesis stated 

in an article by Grant (1977). She states that the nonverbal "aspects 

of a teacher's activity might contribute to his or her own unique 

performance in the classroom (p.204)." Perhaps this uniqueness is 

dependent on more than individual characteristics. Perhaps it is 

tied to the teacher's classroom expertise. 

The investigation of nonverbal communication has resulted in 

many theories, and investigators often want to believe that clear 

cut explanations can be determined as to the relationships, effects, 

and consequences of nonverbal behavior, but this is unlikely, 
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according to Galloway (1984). A primary reason is that researchers 

cannot even agree on a definition of what is referred to as 

Hnonverbal. n Some define nonverbal communication as a shared code, 

including a sender who intentionally sends a message to a receiver 

who consciously receives it. Nonverbal behavior, then, includes the 

broad category of behavioral responses other than words. Woolfolk 

& Brooks (1983) consider the definition to include both nonverbal 

communication and behavior, including everything nonverbal that 

transmits information from one person to another, regardless of 

whether either the sender or the receiver is consciously aware of 

the transmission. 

When looking at classrooms, there is much more than just 

movement around the room or eye contact to observe. The primary 

aspects of nonverbal communication include proxemics (what is 

communicated through the space and distance between people), 

coverbal (gestures, facial expression, and eye contact), and 

paralanguage (voice tone, pitch, and speech rate and length). 

Galloway (1984) states that there may actually be more nonverbal 

communication going on in the classroom than is in the power of the 

observer to discern. Part of the complexity derives from the idea 

that nonverbal expression is highly dependent on context. Certain 

expressions in one classroom situation may communicate differently 

than if those same expressions occurred in another classroom 

situation. 
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Reasons for studying nonverbal communication in the classroom 

are stated by Woolfolk and Galloway (1985, p. 81). "By attending to 

nonverbal features of classroom interactions we can better 

understand how students and teachers perceive each other and the 

events of the classroom. We can relate teachers' attitudes toward 

students to subtle aspects of the teachers' nonverbal reactions to 

the students ... Thus we can trace the development of impressions, 

expectations, responses, and reactions in classroom transactions." 

These behaviors can, through changes in such behaviors as eye 

contact or distance, subtly and quickly change classroom context and 

relationships. 

Some research on nonverbal communication in the classroom has 

focused on the effects on student performance. Results from some 

studies indicate that nonverbal behavior does affect student 

performance. Woolfolk (1978) found that students wrote more 

sentences in connection with a vocabulary lesson when the teacher 

exhibited negative nonverbal behavior. She found that the best 

combination, in terms of student performance, seemed to be positive 

verbal behavior in conjunction with negative nonverbal behavior. 

Kaufman (1976) found that students learned more if the teacher was 

active nonverbally, both through coverbal and paralinguistic 

behaviors. Driscoll (1979) found that students learned more with 

teachers who had high rates of gesturing and dynamic voice tone. 

Many studies involving nonverbal communication deal with 

teacher expectations and how they are communicated to the student. 
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Hall, Rosenthal, Archer, DiMatteo, and Rogers (1977) feel that the 

mechanism that communicates the self-fulfilling prophecy to 

students is the teacher's behaviors. Rosenthal (1973) derived three 

types of teacher behaviors that seem to be associated with teacher 

expectancy effects. They are climate, the amount of warmth and 

encouragement on the part of the teacher; feedback, the type of 

evaluative comments given the student by the teacher; and output, 

the kinds of opportunities to which the student can respond. The 

classroom climate deals with nonverbal behavior. Teachers seem to 

create a warmer socioemotional atmosphere for students whom 

them perceive as bright, displaying nonverbal behaviors that are 

associated with positive emotional attraction (Cooper, 1979). They 

send messages of high expectancy by treating students more 

warmly, smiling more and nodding their heads, leaning toward them 

more, and giving them more eye contact (Chaikin, Sigler, & Derlega, 

1974: Hall et aI., 1977). Teachers physically stood closer to 

students they had labeled as accepted or indifferent than they did to 

students who had been labeled as rejected (Brooks & Wilson, 1978). 

Cooper (1979) presents his Expectation Communication Model as 

to why teachers behave variably with students associated with 

varying levels of expectation. He states that personal control and 

success implications dictate the observed patterns of teacher 

behavior. This model is based on the assumption that personal 

control is of substantial importance as an explanation of human 

behavior (Cooper & Good, 1983). He found that teachers perceive 
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less control and less possibility of a successful outcome during 

interactions with low expectancy students, especially in public with 

the interaction initiated by the student. The particular classroom 

context also plays a role in the control of success with low 

expectancy students, while it does not for high expectancy students. 

These perceptions influence the classroom climate. The most 

maximizing way of controlling the performance of the low 

expectancy student is by inhibiting student initiations in public 

settings and by creating an unrewarding environment for such 

initiations. Behaviors such as smiling, the lean of the body toward 

the other person, and eye contact are associated with a rewarding, 

warm environment, and would therefore not be appropriate behaviors 

if increased control was desired. The teacher's perception of 

control in the classroom influences the climate and amount and type 

of feedback in the classroom which, in turn, influences the rate of 

student interaction. 

Teacher behaviors also communicate information to the 

students about the teacher. Chaikin, Gillen, Oerlega, Heinen, and 

Wilson (1978) found that the closer the teacher was to the students 

the more that teacher was liked and judged to be a significantly 

better teacher. Teachers who exhibited both positive verbal and 

nonverbal behavior were rated more positively and were seen as 

more attractive and likable than teachers who exhibited either 

negative verbal or nonverbal behavior and those who exhibited both 

negative behaviors (Woolfolk & Woolfolk, 1974). 
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As indicated above, much of the research on nonverbal 

communication in the classroom has dealt with the study of 

individuals and how they affect others, as opposed to studying the 

interaction between two or more people. While the classroom is a 

context unlike other social situations, nonverbal communication that 

delivers affective messages, those communicating attitudes and 

feelings, are not as situation specific as other messages (Woolfolk 

& Galloway, 1985). 

Another important distinction is between regulatory and 

affective uses of nonverbal behavior (Woolfolk & Galloway, 1985). 

Such behavior as standing close to a student may be done for 

management purposes or to communicate liking. Doyle (1977) feels 

that, in some regards, affective and regulatory uses of nonverbal 

behavior are incompatible. Whereas researchers support regulatory 

nonverbal communication as important to student performance, 

communicating affectively has a relationship with performance that 

is little understood. Therefore, given the dichotomy of standing 

close to a student to communicate affectively, and standing back to 

better regulate the entire class, attention should first be given to 

regulatory communication. Woolfolk and Galloway (1985) feel, 

however, that the two may be inseparable, and that artificially 

separating the two distorts the conceptualization of teaching. 

Teachers use various behaviors for different purposes 

interchangeably and instinctively, considering possible 

consequences, the specific context, and the expectations and 



cultural norms of the students, before determining appropriate 

nonverbal behaviors. 
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Communication is comprised of a relational component and a 

content component. The content component consists of verbal 

interaction, whereas the relational component is communicated 

primarily through nonverbal messages (Plax, Kearney, McCros~ey, & 

Richmond, 1986). This study deals with nonverbal relational 

communication, specifically aspects of relational communication 

developed and investigated by Judee K. Burgoon and Jerold L. Hale. 

Relational messages indicate how people regard one another, 

their relationship, and the context of the relationship. There are a 

variety of message themes that are often interrelated, but 

conceptually distinct. Burgoon and Hale (1984) examined the 

literature pertaining to relational communication in a variety of 

fields, such as anthropology, biology, psychotherapy, sociology, and 

communications, and developed a schema of the content or 

dimensions of relational communication. They proposed twelve 

message themes that were predominant in the various literatures 

reviewed. Three dimensions that are traditionally recognized are 

control, affection, and inclusion. From the review, however, there 

are more than three dimensions of the relational message exchange 

process. 

Other dimensions include intimacy (including the continuum of 

affection-hostility), inclusion-exclusion, intensity of involvement, 

depth-superficiality, and trust. These dimensions are interrelated, 
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with intimacy, inclusion-exclusion, and intensity of involvement 

part of a general concept of immediacy, which is defined as 

behaviors that enhance physical and psychological closeness. 

Emotional arousal and composure also appear as common dimensions, 

as well as similarity. The last two are formality and task-social 

orientation. 

Burgoon and Hale (1984) then developed a 32-item Likert scale 

questionnaire dealing with subjects' interpretations of an 

interaction in which they were engaged. The purpose of the analysis 

of the questionnaire results was to determine which dimensions 

mentioned above appeared as highly independent factors. A principal 

components factor analysis produced a four-factor solution. The 

first factor consisted of intimacy elements, such as liking, 

attraction, trust, and depth. There were also items dealing with 

similarity and formality, with an indication that greater intimacy 

was accompanied by greater informality and expressions of 

si milarity. 

The second cluster contained items that dealt with emotional 

arousal; hostility, frustration, and responsiveness, as well as 

elements of immediacy such as inclusion and receptivity, sincerity, 

rapport, and social interest. The third cluster contained elements of 

the dominant-submission dimension, with an inclusion of 

aggressive, ingratiating, persuasive, and competitive behaviors. The 

fourth cluster dealt with distance and uninvolvement. 
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An additional oblique factor analysis produced eight factors 

labeled as (1) similarity and social orientation, (2) dominance

submission, (3) receptivity and task versus social orientation, (4) 

emotional arousal and composure, (5) honesty, (6) intimacy 

(affection, trust, and depth), (7) composure and detachment and (8) 

formality and intimacy. 

An additional study used an augmented version of the Likert 

scale questionnaire. Factors from an oblique factor analysis 

produced eight factors. The first was an arousal-composure factor 

with items reflecting tension, relaxation, and comfort. The second 

and third factor contained different aspects of dominance

submission, one dealing with persuasion and winning approval and 

one dealing with dominance and control efforts. The fourth factor 

dealt with involvement, the fifth with social versus task 

orientation, and the sixth, seventh, and eighth concerned degrees of 

formality, simi!arity and physical attraction. 

The primary result from the two studies was that relational 

communication is multidimensional, consisting of more dimensions 

than the generally accepted ones of affection, inclusion, and control. 

A compilation of the two studies produced a theory that relational 

communication consists of as many as twelve dimensions. These 

themes include (1) dominance-submission, (2) emotional arousal, (3) 

composure, (4) similarity, (5) formality, (6) task-social orientation, 

and (7) intimacy, which is comprised of (8) affection-hostility, (9) 
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trust, (10) depth-superficiality, (11) inclusion-exclusion, and (12) 

intensity of involvement. 

A third study (Burgoon & Hale, 1987) used a further modified 

Likert scale questionnaire, and produced seven dimensions -- (1) 

similarity/depth, (2) receptivity/trust, (3) immediacy/affection, (4) 

dominance, (5) equality, (6) composure, and (7) formality. They 

consider this a refinement over earlier solutions and to be regarded 

as a more precise depiction of the clusters of message themes that 

were identified by the participants. 

Burgoon and Hale (1984) feel that individuals may encode and 

decode relational messages simultaneously in four broad classes. 

These messages communicate the degree of affection, attraction, 

trust, and liking for another; the degree of detachment and avoidance 

or approach and involvement in the relationship; how emotionally 

aroused and frustrated or relaxed and composed a person feels 

during the interchange; and what attempts are made to dominate, 

persuade or ingratiate the other, and in so doing, exercise relational 

control. Using these four fairly independent dimensions, Burgoon, 

Buller, Hale, and deTurck (1984) investigated what nonverbal 

behaviors communicated these relational messages. Specifically, 

they looked at those behaviors thought to communicate "immediacy," 

those that increase or decrease the physical and psychological 

distance between people. These behaviors signal the degree of 

involvement and sensory stimulation in the encounter, as well as 

implying a positive or negative evaluation of the relationship. These 

"~ '.~""'-
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behaviors are physical proximity, eye contact, body lean, smiling, 

and touch. The purpose of the study was to assess the role of each 

of the five behaviors in communicating the themes of the four 

relational message clusters. 

Subjects participated in a conversation in which confederates 

exhibited various combinations of the five behaviors (e.g., close 

proximity, backward body lean, no eye contact, smiling, and 

touching), and then they completed a version of the above-mentioned 

Likert scale questionnaire. 

For the behavior of eye contact, increases in eye contact 

communicated greater intimacy, immediacy, and dominance. It was 

also associated with greater relaxation, informality, and nonarousal. 

Physical proximity, or closeness, communicated greater intimacy 

and involvement, but also a greater composure and less emotional 

arousal. Closer proximity also communicated greater dominance. 

Forward body lean expressed greater intimacy and less distance, 

while smiling was interpreted as expressing greater intimacy, 

greater involvement, and greater relaxation, composure, and 

nonarousal. Touch communicated greater intimacy and immediacy. 

Combinations of these behaviors intensified and detensified 

these results. The least intimate communication was communicated 

through backward body lean and no smiling. Close distance was 

interpreted as more intimate, regardless of amount of eye contact or 

body lean. Far distance and no smiling communicated low intimacy, 

regardless of eye contact level. Smiling indicated more intimacy 



than no smiling, regardless of body lean or proximity. Overall, 

proximity was the biggest determinant of interpretations of 

intimacy, followed by touch and smiling. 
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High eye contact with close proximity communicated greater 

involvement than any other combination of the two. Backward lean 

with no smiling was more communicative of detachment than either 

of the two behaviors alone. High eye contact and close proximity 

reduced the effect of the usually negative meaning of backward lean. 

Proximity was the most important determinant of dominance

submission. 

The investigation of these relational behaviors and how they 

may be exhibited differently across the three types of teachers are 

the focus of the nonverbal communication perspective in this study. 

Except for the indirect connection between teacher effectiveness 

and student performance, there has been no research investigating 

how teachers communicate relational messages and how those 

messages might correlate with expertise or experience. 

Teacher Evaluation Instrumentation 

A major concern in the field of education is the development of 

a reliable and valid measure of teacher performance, both for 

formative and summative evaluation. Debate continues as to the 

correct approach to be taken; should those classroom indicators that 

correlate with student learning be used as measures of "good" and 

"bad" teaching, should objective checklists be used, how much 

observation is considered enough, how much evaluator training is 



enough? According to Wise, Darling-Hammond, McLaughlin, & 

Bernstein (1985), developing a appropriate evaluation instrument 

requires defining the teaching task and providing a method for 

judging the teacher. 

This requirement consists of a definition and a method. 
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Detemining a method pertains to the ability of the system to analyze 

and discriminate among teachers to the degree necessary for the 

system's purpose. Determining a definition pertains to deciding 

which criteria are used to evaluate performance. Concerns about the 

type of instrument needed to discriminate performance is briefly 

discussed first, followed by concerns about the criteria. 

Attempts to determine accountability, particularly those tied to 

career ladder plans and merit pay, are built on the premise of an 

existing effective teacher evaluation system; one which can 

distinguish among various levels of teaching ability. According to 

Darling-Hammond (1986) the use of objective, low inference 

evaluation instruments exacerbates the tendency to think of 

teaching as an unvarying exercise that is unrelated to the 

characteristics of the students or the context of the situation. 

These instruments are an attempt to make evaluations evaluator

proof. The effects of the evaluation on overall instructional quality 

is limited to the design of the evaluation instrument. 

Another viewpoint states that a measurement procedure must 

have four attributes (Soar, Medley, & Coker, 1983): (1) it must 

present the observer with a standard task, (2) it must provide a 
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record of the performance, (3) it must have an agreed upon scoring 

key, and (4) it must have standards ceveloped against which each 

performance can be measured. The use of rating scales which depend 

too much on high inference judgment on the part of the evaluators is 

detrimental to the evaluation process. Debates about high versus 

low inference as well as checklists versus narratives are numerous. 

Opinions about the appropriate criteria used in the evaluation 

instruments is varied, with some believing that practices which 

have been supported by research should be used and others believing 

that this use is inappropriate. Reyes (1986) supports the idea of 

using the results of research on effective teaching when he states 

that there is no advantage in encouraging teachers to adopt 

practices that will not result in increased pupil learning, therefore 

observation criteria should come from research. Stodolsky (1984) 

feels that, after reviewing the research on the stability of teaching 

behaviors over time and context, the only success in obtaining a 

valid and representative assessment would be by substantially 

increasing the number of observations and systematically selecting 

occasions to represent various subjects, instructional forms, and 

goals of teaching. Opinions and suggestions, supported both by 

research and by theory, are as numerous as those who hold them. 

Scriven (1987) discusses, specifically, the practice of 

research-based teacher evaluation(RBTE), or the idea of focusing on 

those indicators that are correlated with teaching success. He feels 

strongly that it cannot be a legitimate method of teacher evaluation. 
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He expresses concern that some indicators are not generalizable to 

other content or contexts, although they are assumed to be 

generalizable when used for RBTE. Another issue concerns the 

weighting of these indicators and the fact that they are often 

weighted equally. 

Scriven distinguishes among correlation, explanation, and 

evaluation. Many of these indicators have been found to correlate 

with measures of stude'nt learning, but the fallacy arises from the 

idea that this indicates a causal relationship between the two. 

Indicators that have been established as components of good 

teaching are not established as explanations of why teaching is good. 

This makes these indicators useless for teacher improvement, which 

is considered one of the two purposes behind RBTE. 

The confusion between correlation and evaluation results in 

three problems. The first is the issue of indicator-sampling. Some 

teachers may score high on some indicators, while other teachers 

may not. Therefore, all indicators of good teaching need to be taken 

into consideration. The problem arises because not all indicators 

are known at this point, and there is a risk that some teachers may 

possess indicators that have not yet been studied. A second problem 

pertains to the combinations of indicators and the issue of how they 

should be combined, if at all. If there are interaction effects, 

combining indicators could decrease their validity. The third 

problem pertains to validity and the fact that the use of some 

indicators becomes a moral and social issue, such as the possible 



conclusion that females are better than men as primary school 

teachers. 
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The reason the use of these indicators is what Scriven describes 

as "sloppy" is the fact that it relates to the use of a "secondary 

indicator." A secondary indicator is one that "applies to an 

individual only through his/her membership in a group which has a 

statistical tendency to exh ibit this characteristic." (p.15) 

An important distinction exists between criteria and indicators. 

Criteria of job performance are provided in the job description, and 

doing them well or badly is automatically connected with doing well 

or badly at the job. Indicators, however, are signs of good or bad 

performance, not a matter of definition. Indicators are simply 

correlates and not criteria for judging people. Further distinctions 

need to be made, however, between primary and secondary 

indicators. 

Primary indicators are criteria as determined through the 

sampling process. Criteria pertain to facts regarding the 

performance of the population, whereas primary indicators are once 

removed, as a sample is once removed from the population. 

Secondary indicators, on the other hand, are only statistically 

related to performance. Using secondary indicators for judging 

people is the same as using the notion of guilt by association. 

Scriven feels that the use of secondary indicators when better ones 

are available is "a sign of incompetence or prejudice." (p.17) 

Secondary indicators that predict lack of success are not evidence 
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of ~.:ailure. Whenever possible judgment needs to be made based on 

the criteria, whether the required standards are being met, or, in the 

case of judgments of outstanding teachers, whether performance on 

the required standards is exceptionally high, the issue is the 

difference between statistical correlation and criterial connection. 

The definitional connection between good teaching and the criteria 

for it is very different from the correlational connection between 

good teaching and the indicators of it. "The difference is no less 

than that between correlations and causes." (p.21) 

The brief look above at the literature on teacher evaluation 

shows differences of opinion about the use of research-based 

indicators to judge teacher performance, whether for summative or 

formative evaluation. This study does not attempt to settle these 

differences. Because of the wide use of evaluation instruments 

using research-based indicators, an evaluation instrument of this 

type was chosen as one measure of analysis. 

The observation instrument used in this study resulted from one 

developed at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill (White, 

Wyne, Stuck, & Coop, 1987). The development of the instrument was 

an attempt to follow the lead of other professions, by looking at 

empirical research to determine teaching practices that are 

consistently related to student performance. Practices that have an 

established relationship with student achievement are considered to 

be practices that form the state-of-the-art of teaching (Wyne, 

White, Stuck, & Coop, 1986). 
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The procedure began with a review of the literature on teacher 

effectiveness. The criteria for inclusion in the analysis were (1) 

the study had to be empirical, (2) the variables had to deal with the 

delivery of instruction, the management of instruction, or the 

management of the students by the teacher, (3) the related outcome 

had to be student learning, (4) the research had to focus on discrete 

teaching practices that could be observed and described, and (5) the 

practices had to be ones a person could learn or improve with 

practice. More that 600 research studies were reviewed and 300 

met the criteria. From the review, 28 teaching practices were 

derived, which were classified into five broad teaching functions. 

Those functions are the Management of Instructional Time (those 

practices that result in the efficient use of the time scheduled for 

student learning), Management of Student Behavior (those practices 

that help teachers manage student behavior over the range of 

instructional and non-instructional activities), Instructional 

Presentation (those practices that lead to increases in the quality of 

student learning time), Instructional Monitoring (those practices 

that provide the teacher with information on the students' skills and 

progress), and Instructional Feedback (those practices that provide 

students with information on the quality of their work). The 

instrument derived from these functions is the primary instrument 

of the Carolina Teaching Performance Assessment System (CTPAS). 

These practices were not included in the CTPAS as a 

prescription to be strictly followed, but rather as practices that can 
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be performed in a variety of ways to produce a wide range of 

effective teaching performances (Wyne et aI., 1986). Given that they 

are outcome related elements of effective instruction it is supposed 

that they should be used whenever possible. 

The content validity of the instrument was tested using 

evaluations of a panel of nationally recognized authorities in 

effective teaching research, and extensive field testing focusing on 

the relevance and acceptance of the instrument. The instrument was 

to be used for both performance improvement, or formative 

evaluation, and performance appraisal, or summative evaluation. 

The recording of information should be in such detail as to enable 

the development of a plan for improvement, and performance ratings 

are made on the five teaching functions. These ratings are a 

summary of the observation of the cluster of different practices 

subsumed under each function. 

The observer's manual provides guidelines for the use of the 

CTPAS. Training in the system is essential, and the observer needs 

to be thoroughly familiar with each function and the description of 

each practice. 

Schlechty (1985) reported on this evaluation procedure, used in 

the Charlotte-Mecklenburg Career Ladder Plan. The stated purposes 

of their procedures included (1) a clear communication of 

performance expectations to both the teachers and the 

administrators, (2) feedback to the teachers regarding the extent to 

which they are meeting the criteria, (3) information to the district 



regarding the training, assistance, and support that the teachers 

need, (4) data to assess the quality of the training and assistance, 

and (5) information to make and defend personnel decisions. 
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The Charlotte-Mecklenburg evaluation system is further based 

on the principles that evaluation should be continuous, that it should 

be based on multiple criteria and multiple evaluators, and that 

personnel decisions should be based on data collected over a long 

period of time. Classroom performance is but one area to be 

evaluated, and this is to be observed, in addition to the principal and 

mentor, by observer/evaluators. 

Observer/evaluators visit each classroom of those teachers 

involved in the career ladder plan, using the instrument described 

above (White et al. 1987). and compile detailed descriptive notes as 

well as rate the teacher on the five performance areas. The 

observer/evaluator report consists of a rating and a narrative 

description of the events that prompted those ratings. Schlechty 

(1985) reported that, out of over 2100 observations conducted, 

fewer than 10 descriptions were challenged and, with one exception, 

the fewer than 50 ratings challenges focused on the extenuating 

circumstances behind the rating rather than the rating itself. 

Schlechty (1985) also reported that the Charlotte-Mecklenburg 

Plan permits observer/evaluators to remain in their positions for 

only two years, since the intention is to draw these observers from 

teachers on the higher levels of the career ladder, with no desire to 

keep these quality teachers out of the classroom for an extended 
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length of time. This also maintains the evaluation as a professional 

activity rather than a supervisory activity. 

The CTPAS was adapted for use in a district in the Southwest. 

This instrument consisted of the same five functions, but only 27 

practices. Each practice has several descriptors listed to facilitate 

understanding. The functions, with practices and descriptors, 

appear in Appendix A. 

The district employs three observer/evaluators. This is 

currently the second year of the plan, and all three observers are in 

their second year as observer/evaluators. Each of the observers 

observes each teacher in the district career ladder plan twice during 

the school year. Both the ratings and the narratives are provided to 

the teacher, with the teacher's mentor discussing the results and 

planning any instructional improvement necessary. The total of the 

six ratings for the year comprise the points used to determine 

salary increases. 

Because the CTPAS evaluation instrument is representative of 

evaluation instruments which focus on research based evaluation 

criteria, it was used as the basis for the teacher evaluation 

perspective. The emphasis, however, is on its ability to 

differentiate among the teachers. Evaluation instruments, 

especially those used in conjunction with career ladder plans, hope 

to distinguish clearly the expert, or Master, teacher. If this goal is 

possible it should be able to distinguish among the subjects in this 

study. 
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Content Analysis 

A procedure commonly referred to as content analysis was used 

to analyze the written analyses of each of the observers. Content 

analysis is perceived and defined differently by different authors. 

Some discussions of content analysis often refer to the process as 

"quantitative" (Borg & Gall, 1983; Monette, Sullivan, & DeJong, 

1986), counting units of analysis followed by statistical analyses to 

determine significance. Others focus on the qualitative aspects 

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1982; Ericsson & Simon, 1984; Krippendorff, 1980; 

Miles & Huberman, 1984). Krippendorff (1980) defines content 

analysis as "a research technique for making replicable and valid 

inferences from data to their context." (p.21) Its purpose is to 

provide knowledge, new insights, and a representation of "facts." It 

is a method of inquiry into the meaning of messages. Messages do 

not have just one meaning, meaning being relative to the 

communicator, and data can be looked at from numerous 

perspectives. Content analysis is unobtrusive and accepts 

unstructured materials. One looks for trends, patterns (identifying 

principal elements), and differences (differences in messages by 

two communicators, or by one communicator at two difference 

occasions). 

Ericsson and Simon (1984) also focus on the qualitative aspects 

when they discuss the difference between "hard" and "soft" data. 

Soft data, that which results from protocol or content analysis, 

involves the use of inferences, and the problem with soft data is 
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that different interpreters make different inferences and therefore 

will. not agree in their encodings. Interpretations are likely to be in 

favor of the interpreter's particular theoretical orientation. 

Bogdan and Biklen (1982) refer to content analysis as a 

procedure for raising concrete relations and happenings to a higher 

level of abstraction. They also caution the analyst not to be afraid 

to speculate and vent ideas. 

The approach used in this analysis is based primarily on 

framework provided by Miles and Huberman (1984). They discuss the 

process in terms of constructs and patterns derived from the data. 

The process of drawing conclusions requires building a logical chain 

of evidence, from the data, to themes and patterns through 

clustering, to careful assessment of the usefulness of the patterns, 

to subsuming these patterns under more general constructs. They 

suggest various tactics that are useful in the analysis. One tactic is 

counting. Whereas the analysis does not involve analyzing numbers 

per se, the identification of themes or patterns in the data require a 

sense that something happens often and consistently. Another 

tactic, of primary importance in this analysis, is that of noting 

patterns and themes. This is accomplished by clustering data 

together that fit into a particular pattern or category. These 

categories can be preexisting. 

Some categories are built into the analysis of some of the 

perspectives, such as categories of dominance or immediacy within 

the nonverbal communication perspective, or categories of 
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classroom management or instructional methods within the teacher 

evaluation perspective. While these categories are useful when 

analyzing the perspectives for similarities and differences within a 

perspective, and are used within perspectives, they will not work as 

categories across the perspectives. This requires that categories be 

allowed to emerge during the across perspective analysis. 



CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 
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This chapter deals with issues of methodology, with a 

distinction made between two sets of methodological issues. One 

set pertains to the selection of the subjects, the particulars of the 

teaching situation, and the use of video taping. This set is referred 

to as the situational procedures. The other set pertains to the 

analysis procedures for viewing the tapes. This set is referred to as 

the anaiysis procedures. 

Situational Procedures 

Subjects 

The subjects used in this study were drawn from a pool of 

experts, novices, and postulants, created for a project funded by the 

Spencer Foundation, entitled "Differences in the processing of 

information by expert, novice, and postulant teac[:lers." The experts 

were junior and senior high school mathematics and science 

teachers from schools in a large metropolitan area in the southwest. 

The experts were initially nominated by their superintendents or 

principals, and then observed in their classrooms by project 

personnel. A pool of 18 experts was developed, with each having 

over five years experience, teaching a variety of grade levels and 

courses within the area of secondary mathematics and science. 

The pool of 15 novices consisted of student teachers from the 

University of Arizona teacher training program. They were judged to 



be excellent student teachers, as determined by their student 

teaching record. 
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The 21 postulants were individuals with successful careers in 

business and industry who had had experience in scientific and 

mathematical fields such "",ti chemistry, engineering, or computer 

technology. They had expressed an interest in teaching, but had had 

no formal pedagogical training. 

Eight experts, five novices, and five postulants were chosen to 

participate in a study which involved planning a lesson, teaching 

that lesson to a group of students, and then thinking aloud while 

viewing a videotape of their lesson. While all 18 teachers were 

videotaped, only six teachers, two from each of the groups of 

experts, novices, and postulants, were used for this analysis. The 

two experts were chosen because, in previous studies, these two 

teachers had consistently exhibited the characteristics labeled as 

those of an expert. The two novices and two postulants were 

selected with an attempt to match two obvious characteristics of 

the two chosen experts, gender and use of instructional material. 

One subject from each of the groups is male, one is female, while 

one from each group primarily used an overhead projector for 

instruction while the other primarily used the chalkboard. These 

distinctions were arbitrary, and not key issues in the distinction 

among levels of expertise, but the purpose was to control extraneous 

variables. 
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Procedures 

Subjects were asked to take half an hour to plan a lesson on 

probability, which they would then teach for half an hour to a class 

of approximately 11 to 15 high school students. Probability, and in 

particular Pascal's Triangle, was chosen because it was viewed as 

being a topic that was not a part of most high school curricula, and 

therefore would be equally unknown to all subjects. They were 

provided with standard information on the Triangle and other 

aspects of probability, such as combinations and permutations, as 

well as optional materials for possible use. 

The "students" used for the lesson were actual high school 

students, chosen from an acting club at a local high school. In order 

to create classroom situations that were as consistent as possible 

across teachers, these students were asked to assume typical 

student roles, such as disinterest in the lesson, asking questions 

indicating a lack of understanding, or arriving late to class. Each 

student was assigned a role. Seven of the roles required specific 

behaviors, while the remaining students played the role of an 

"average" student. 

Following the half hour of planning, the subjects immediately 

taught the lesson in a standard high school classroom supplied with 

both a chalkboard and an overhead projector. Each lesson was 

videotaped from the back of the room, focusing on the teacher, but 

including the students in the view as much as possible. 
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By controlling the subject matter, as well as the behavior of the 

students, information could be provided about differences among 

these three groups that is separate from the experience of these 

expert teachers. Research has shown that experienced or expert 

teachers develop routines for the first day of class, for getting to 

know the students, as well as routines for text use and lesson 

presentation. Providing these teachers with a lesson that they had 

not taught before and students they did not know provided a 

situation in which expertise and experience would be the 

distinguishing features. 

It is also recognized that the controls placed on the situation 

limit the ecological validity of the study. Much of what goes into 

teaching, such as extensive planning, establishing classroom rules, 

or becoming familiar with the students, were not part of this lesson. 

Because of that, the results need to be considered with the 

limitations in mind. The study focuses on comparison of 

performance, not on an accurate analysis of actual classroom 

teaching. 

Analysis Procedures 

A prototype of an analysis procedure that was adapted for this 

study is the comparison of analysis systems proposed by Morine

Dershimer (1986) and accomplished by Eisner (1986), Peterson, 

Kromrey, Micerri, and Smith (1986), Rosenshine (1986), and Shuy 

(1986). In that study, each observer viewed a tape of William 

Bennett, Secretary of Education, teaching a lesson on Federalist 



72 

Paper No. 10 to a group of high school students in Washington, D.C. 

The purpose of these analyses was not the particular findings 

regarding Bennett's teaching, but rather the comparison of the 

various analysis and evaluation systems (Morine-Dershimer, 1986). 

Delamont (1986) reviewed the four analyses and found the most 

striking feature to be the variety of foci in their analyses. There 

was diversity in what was focused on, what were considered 

strengths and weaknesses, and what was considered significant. 

The purpose of this study is to adapt the procedure of using 

different analysis systems, but with the additional focus of not only 

looking at differences between the analyses due to perspectives but 

to also see if one, a few, or all of the perspectives can differentiate 

among the three groups of subjects. The purpose is exploratory in 

nature, investigating what might emerge from the data. Viewing the 

tapes from only one perspective would not only limit the chances of 

finding distinctions, but, more importantly, would limit the 

possibility of finding interesting, useful distinctions. 

The four chosen perspectives are those delineated in Chapter 

Two. Three of the four perspectives were used by one observer each, 

while the remaining perspective, Teacher Evaluation 

Instrumentation, was used by two observers. 

Observers 

The focus on subject matter knowledge and delivery consisted 

of the perspective of Virginia Horak, assistant professor in the 

Division of Teaching and Teacher Education at the University of 
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Arizona, with an emphasis in secondary mathematics instruction. 

She analyzed the tapes for subject matter knowledge and accuracy 

as well as the ability of the subjects to communicate the content to 

the students. 

Interpretations of the tapes within the framework of 

connoisseurship and criticism were made by David Flinders, 

assistant professor of Education at the University of Oregon. Dr. 

Flinders worked with Elliot Eisner at Standford University while 

pursuing his doctorate. He analyzed each tape; describing, 

interpreting, and appraising each teaching event. 

The messages communicated nonverbally are delineated by 

Cynthia Olney, a doctoral student in Educational Pyschology. She 

received her Masters in Communication at the University of Arizona, 

under the direction of Judee K. Burgoon, and continues to be involved 

with Dr. Burgoon in several research endeavors pertaining to 

relational messages. 

The adapted CTPAS evaluation instrument was used for the 

perspective of teacher evaluation. Two of the observer/evaluators 

for the Flowing Wells School District in Tucson, Arizona, Ann Bennon 

and Marianne Hopkins, were chosen. Each had been a classroom 

teacher, currently holding the position of observer/evaluator with 

extensive training in the use of the instrument. They observed the 

tapes independently, each making ratings where applicable and 

writing a narrative of what she observed. 'The form used appears in 
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Appendix B. Two observer/evaluators were used to provide a check 

of inter-observer agreement. 

Procedures 

Each observer viewed each half hour lesson. The order of the 

tapes was determined randomly, with each observer viewing the 

tapes in the same order. Depending on the approach that observer 

used, checklists were filled out or notes taken. The number of times 

the tapes were viewed varied with the perspective, with no one 

viewing the tapes more than three times. Following the viewing of 

each lesson, the observer reviewed his or her notes and either wrote 

the analysis or dictated the analysis of the lesson into a tape 

recorder. Those that were taped were transcribed and the analyses 

were then content analyzed. The approach to content analysis used 

in this study was delineated in Chapter Two. 

Aspects of the data analysis were similar for each of the 

perspectives. Three of the four analyses were audiotaped and 

transcribed, one analysis (Nonverbal Communication) was a written 

analysis. In all perspectives initial steps consisted of reading and 

rereading the documents, noting recurring themes and ideas 

expressed. In two instances, Nonverbal Communication and Teacher 

Evaluation, themes and areas of focus were provided through the 

structure of the observers' perspectives. In the remaining two 

perspectives the themes were derived from the analysis. 

The six subjects are distinguished by number, from #1 to #6. 

Subjects #1 and #2 are the postulants, subjects #3 and #4 are the 
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novices, and subjects #5 and #6 are the experts. Because many of 

the observers referred to the subjects as teachers (e.g., "Teacher #1 

did ... ") the subjects are designated as Teacher #1 through Teacher 

#6. 

The results are provided in a similar manner for each 

perspective. The process used to analyze the documents is 

discussed initially. Then a summary of each teacher is described, 

based on the themes derived from the process. Following the 

summaries, comparisons are made between the two teachers in each 

category and among the three groups. 

Two key questions were addressed in the content analysis. 

I. What differences in the content of the analysis are observed? 

A. What differences emerge among the expert, novice, and 

postulant teachers, within each observer's perspective? 

B. What differences emerge among the observers across each 

category of teacher? 

2. What similarities in the content of the analysis are observed? 

A. What similarities emerge among the expert, novice, and 

postulant teachers, within each observer's perspective? 

B. What similarities emerge among the observers across each 

category of teacher? 

Following the viewing and analysis of all six tapes, each 

observer was asked to open a short questionnaire that he or she had 

not seen previously. They were then asked to rate the six teachers 

in the areas of motivation, content presentation, organization, 
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relaxation, friendliness, enthusiasm, and perceived experience (see 

Appendix C). They were also asked to rank the teachers according to 

the observer's perception of their expertise. These results were 

analyzed to; (1) determine differences or similarities in ratings 

across the perspectives for each question separately, (2) determine 

differences and similarities in rankings across the perspectives for 

the three ranking questions, and (3) compare individual ratings for 

each teacher with the rankings given by the same individual. 

The results from the content analyses for each perspective are 

presented in Chapters Four through Seven, followed by a discussion 

of these results in Chapter Eight. The results and discussion of the 

Questionnaire are presented in Chapter Nine. Chapter Ten consists 

of a final discussion and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

SUBJECT MATTER KNOWLEDGE AND DELIVERY 

The following chapter describes the process used when content 

analyzing the transcriptions of the observer using the perspective of 

subject matter knowledge and delivery, and the subsequent results. 

The content analysis focused on the comments made by the observer 

while viewing the tapes. Comments included judgments about 

quality as well as non-judgmental description of what was 

occurring on the tape. Following a discussion of the process are 

descriptions of the comments concerning each teacher and 

comparisons among them. 

Process 

The analysis process began with several readings of the 

documents. The unit of analysis was the individual sentence. Initial 

readings produced a list of twenty four ideas that were being 

expressed in at least one of the six documents. These ideas seemed 

to fall into two general categories, those ideas that dealt with the 

knowledge of the content and those that dealt with instructional 

issues. The documents were read further, keeping these two 

categories in mind. Focus was on judgments on the part of the 

observer. In the category of content knowledge, were the comments 

indicating a lack of knowledge or an indication of accuracy about the 

content? Were comments negative or positive about the mode of 

instruction? 
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At approximately the eighth reading it became clear that the 

two categories were not all inclusive. The idea was then pursued 

that there were in fact three categories: discussion of content 

knowledge, discussion of the delivery of the content, and discussion 

of general issues of teaching techniques and instructional practices. 

The documents were then reread to determine if these categories 

were all inclusive. After several readings, these categories seemed 

all encompassing and mutually exclusive. Further analysis focused 

on variations within these categories. 

Within the category of content knowledge the focus was on how 

accurate the teacher was in the information conveyed to the 

students. Within the category of delivery the focus was on what 

forms of delivery were used, how well the content was delivered (in 

particular, comments about confusion or lack of understanding on 

the part of the students), and how many and what suggestions were 

made to improve the learning situation. Within the category of 

general pedagogical issues the focus was on whether the techniques 

used by the teacher were commented on positively or negatively and 

what techniques were the focus of comment. A final consideration 

was given to the proportion of comments that fell in each category 

and why it may vary in different situations. 

Description 

Teacher #1 

The comments concerning Teacher #1 consisted of 39% dealing 

with content knowledge, 51% dealing with the delivery of the 
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content, and 9% dealing with teaching techniques. All of the 

comments about content knowledge expressed the inappropriateness 

and incorrectness of what was being conveyed to the students. The 

observer pointed out eleven situations in which the teacher made 

incorrect statements, failed to define the concepts well, used terms 

incorrectly, and exhibited a lack of comfort with the content. The 

following comments provide a sample of those made: 

• She incorrectly says that if you throw the dice six times six 

different numbers come up ... that's an incorrect statement. 

• She talked about rolling dice but she used a lot of 

inappropriate terminology many times. 

• She doesn't define these well ... I don't think she's real 

comfortable with the topic and doesn't know exactly how to 

explain it. 

No comments were made indicating that she taught something 

correctly or that she was comfortable with the content. 

Under the category of delivery of content, the comments were 

also generally negative, followed by suggestions as to· ways of 

improving the delivery. The observer commented that the teacher 

had not provided adequate preparation and background for the 

students before jumping into the content of probability. She further 

commented that the teacher's introduction was poor, because there 

was no general discussion prior to talking about combinations and 

probability, she presented information from nowhere with no 

connection to other discussions, and her presentations of three 



points were confusing. The observer made suggestions on how the 

presentations could have been done better. The teacher did not 

define terms prior to using them. She missed an opportunity to 

create student interest by not following up on a comment made by 

one of the students and failed to adjust a problem activity. In 

general, she did not do an effective job teaching the content. 

Comments about delivery included: 
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• I don't think she's even introduced the topic appropriately. She 

started talking about combination and probability without 

really ever having talked to the students about it in general. 

• She even seemed to realize part way through that it didn't 

seem to be working ... But even though she appeared to realize 

it wasn't working she didn't change. 

• Teacher #1 did not do a very effective job in teaching 

probability or combination and permutations. In fact it was 

difficult for me to tell exactly what she was supposed to be 

teaching. 

The category concerning teaching techniques contained 

comments about how the teacher failed to involve the students 

through questioning or asking for their input. While the teacher 

seemed interested in the students and occasionally involved them, in 

general she did not. Comments included: 

• She isn't interacting at all with the students. She isn't asking 

them any questions. She's not getting any input from them. 



• She finally asked if the students had questions. That's the 

first time since she began that she's given them a chance to 

ask questions. 
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• When she began talking about having boys and girls or going to 

betting on odds she seemed to get some involvement but she 

didn't take advantage of that involvement and the students' 

interest. 

In general, the impression of Teacher #1 was of someone who 

did not have the content knowledge necessary to present accurate 

information, nor did she know how to deliver the content in ways 

that would not confuse the students and provide the most 

appropriate methods for efficient understanding of the information. 

She also failed to involve the students through questions and 

drawing on their interest. 

Teacher #2 

Discussion concerning the accuracy of the content presented by 

Teacher #2 was not as extensive as Teacher #1, consisting of only 

three sentences. There was only one comment which dealt 

specifically with incorrect information; the other two were general 

comments. These comments were. 

• He talks about predicting the probability of an outcome. 

That's improper use of the terminology. You don't predict a 

probability. 

• I don't think he has a good grasp on probability and the use of 

Pascal's triangle. 



• I don't think he's giving the students right information on 

some of what he's talking about. 
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Comments concerning the delivery of the content dealt primarily 

with the presentation of information without adequate foundation, 

or the presentation of information in a confusing manner. The 

teacher began the introduction well by asking students what they 

know about probability, but the teacher got off on a tangent during 

the introduction, he failed to provide a good foundation about 

probability before introducing Pascal's triangle, he initiated an 

activity that confused the students' understanding of probability, 

and did not relate the topic to anything meaningful to the students. 

While his introduction was good in terms of the examples he 

generated of the use of probability, the lesson did not proceed 

constructively from there. Comments included: 

• Teacher #2 goes directly into talking abut Pascal's triangle 

without ever having established a good foundation for what 

probability is. 

• He did a nice job in attempting to introduce it but after the 

introduction then his lesson fell apart because he didn't do 

anythi~g with the teaching. 

• He seems to be able to relate easily to the students and talk 

about things that are interesting to them with the gambling 

aspect of it but he didn't teach them anything. 



83 

Comments about teaching techniques focused on his attempts to 

get the students involved and on his lack of direction. These 

comments were: 

• He at least asked them what they know so that he knows 

where to begin and gives them a chance to become involved in 

the lesson. 

• Teacher #2 is involving the students a lot and asking them a 

lot of questions and letting them respond. 

• He's also not giving the students much direction or positive 

feedback in terms of whether their answers are correct or 

not. He's letting them respond without his being very 

directive or very guiding. 

In general, Teacher #2 made few mistakes in the content 

discussed, but the presentation of the information was confusing. 

The confusion was generated because there had been no foundation 

laid prior to some discussions and some examples were meaningless 

and confusing to the students. While Teacher #2 involved the 

students to some extent, he did not provide adequate feedback and 

guidance. 

Teacher #3 

Discussion of the content knowledge of Teacher #3 consisted of 

nine comments. She used terms incorrectly, provided inaccurate 

information, and indicated a lack of background in the subject 

matter. Comments included: 



• She went on that once we know probability we don't have to 

talk, things don't depend upon chance, and that's not correct. 

• She's making a lot of mistakes. The teacher doesn't have 

enough background. 

• She said something wrong again. She said the probability of 

something increases over time, and that is not true. 

84 

Comments about the delivery of the content were generally 

positive, often just relaying neutrally what was seen. The 

introduction went well, and her method of introducing the concept of 

permutations was considered good, with a minor suggestion to make 

the example more concrete. She didn't, however, establish an 

adequate concept of combinations. She proceded with a discussion 

of Pascal's triangle without the proper foundation concerning 

probability. A suggestion was made about improving this discussion. 

A final comment dealt with the idea that, with better knowledge of 

the content, the lesson would have been effective. Comments 

included: 

• Teacher #3 does quite a nice job of introducing the topic of 

probability. She asks the students several questions about 

what probability means to them. 

• The idea of having the students toss the penny and record the 

results is a good idea. She should have done that, I think, 

before she ever talked about Pascal's triangle, then they could 

have talked about probability and then gone into Pascal's 



triangle and how you can actually compute the empirical 

probabilities. 
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• If she had a good background in the content she could probably 

teach it effectively. The methodology, as I said, was good. 

Teaching techniques were viewed favorably, and more comments 

concerning them were made for Teacher #3 than the previous two. 

The comments included positive remarks about her introduction and 

how she provided an advance organizer. A comment was also made 

about the teacher's interaction with the students, her use of 

questions when she thought they weren't understanding, her ability 

to keep them on task and involved the entire time. Comments 

included: 

• She did a nice introduction on telling them what they were 

going to be learning. giving them a brief outline of an advance 

organizer to what they would be doing ... I like that approach, 

that students know where they're going, they know what 

they're learning now, how it fits into the rest of the lesson. 

• Teacher #3 had better interaction with the students. She 

asked them more questions, she got them more involved. 

• She asks students questions when she thought they weren't 

understanding or weren't paying attention. She was task 

oriented. She kept them on task. They were supposed to stay 

involved the entire time. This was very, very good. 

In general, Teacher #3 was lacking in content knowledge, often 

giving incorrect information. With the exception of presenting 
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content without adequate background information, she delivered the 

content in ways that were viewed either positively or neutrally. She 

used teaching techniques that were all commented on positively. 

Teacher #4 

Of the three comments concerning the content knowledge of 

Teacher #4, only one indicated a lack of understanding. It did not 

indicate, however, that he gave incorrect information. The 

remaining two indicated that he was comfortable with the content 

and knew what he was talking about. These comments were: 

• I don't think he adequately defined probability. 

• He seemed to know what he's talking about. 

• He seemed comfortable with the topic. 

Comments concerning the delivery of the content were generally 

negative. His introduction got too involved in a poor example of 

probability, he gave inadequate directions for an activity, he failed 

to provide a definition of probability, and he presented the students 

with an example of probability that was meaningless to them and 

too complex. He did not follow through on an activity that he told 

the students they would be doing and he did not provide closure to 

some of the ideas presented. Positive comments included a 

discussion about probability that talked about events that occur as 

well as providing a good explanation of where the numbers in 

Pascal's triangle derive. Comments included: 
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• Teacher #4 passed out the coins and told the students he was 

going to have them flip them four times, a number of 

occurrences of that and then he never went ahead and did it. 

• He didn't ever follow up or give closure to any of the ideas he 

presented. 

• He does develop where the numbers came from a little more 

nicely than I've seen done before. He explains to the students 

by relating back to the flipping of the coin example where the 

ones come from and the twos, and threes and then it just 

extends that by looking at the pattern. 

Comments about teaching techniques focused on student 

involvement, the use of lecturing, and his teaching style. Teacher 

#4 did not involve the students much in the lesson. He primarily 

lectured, with the students showing little interest.· He did not 

create much interest in the topic. Comments included: 

• He still does not allow the students to take an active part in 

it. He is very directive and does a lot of lecturing as opposed 

to allowing the students to become involved in the lesson. 

• The students seem to be very bored and are not involved in the 

lesson at all. They are sitting back and watching but he's not 

asking them any questions or inviting them to ask any 

questions or to become involved. 

• Teacher #4 appears to be really quite still and lacks any 

enthusiasm for the topic. He's very businesslike and states 



things very succinctly, but he doesn't create any kind of an 

interest in the topic for the students. 
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In general, Teacher #4 was comfortable with the content and 

gave only minor inadequate definitions. He, however, did not present 

the content in a clear way. He gave poor directions, did not follow 

through on planned activities, and failed to get closure on some 

topics. His presentation style was stiff and businesslike and he did 

not involve the students. 

Teacher #5 

Knowledge of content for Teacher #5 was discussed in four 

sentences. Comments pertaining to his lack of knowledge were 

solely in the area of a correct definition of combinations. Comments 

included: 

• He's shifting to combinations ... but he's telling the students 

incorrectly during one part of the lesson. 

• I'm not sure that's the usual way of talking about 

combinations, but I think it's confusing. 

• A few times he gave them incorrect information ... he didn't 

seem to really know about combinations. 

Comments concerning delivery were generally just descriptive, 

with some positive remarks and one showing concern. His opening 

activity, explaining sets, was described, as was an activity in which 

the students participated. Comments were positive regarding the 

use of grouping to work on possible permutations. The only negative 

comment concerned the fact that the teacher did not follow up after 
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having the students offer their ideas about the possible number of 

combinations. Final remarks mentioned that this teacher's content 

coverage was different from the others, focusing just on finding 

permutations and combinations. The observer, however, felt the 

students had learned more than during the lessons of the other 

teachers already viewed. Comments included: 

• Putting students into groups and having them make 

permutations of all of a groups of three objects is probably a 

good idea. 

• He asked them if there was any connection between the two 

combinations with two objects, six with three and twenty 

four with four and he never went on to answer his own 

questions. 

• He didn't cover the variety of the content but I think his 

students know what a permutation is and I think they know 

i'low they would make different combinations given a set of 

three or four objects which is more than maybe the other 

students in the other classes learned. 

Teaching techniques were all addressed positively. They 

focused on the teacher's use of cooperative learning groups, hands on 

learning experiences, and his interaction with the students. 

Comments included: 

• He's taking advantage of the question they asked and getting 

everyone involved in trying to answer that question. That's 

good. 



• He's constantly walking around giving them encouragement, 

getting them started. 
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• Teacher #5 worked effectively with the students in 

cooperative groups. He kept them on task, he asked them 

questions, he gave them guidance, he allowed them to put the 

results on the board, all the things that are good with 

cooperative learning groups. 

In general, Teacher #5 did not have a firm understanding of the 

content but he narrowed the focus of instruction to a small area, 

increasing the likelihood of the students learning. Comments on his 

delivery was neutral to positive, and his use of cooperative learning 

groups and his interaction with the students was viewed positively, 

as well as indications that he ran the cooperative learning groups 

well. 

Teacher #6 

Teacher #6 was the only teacher who did not receive comments 

about inadequate or incorrect content knowledge. Three comments 

were made regarding content knowledge; all three indicated 

understanding and comfort with the content. Those comments were: 

• She seems to understand combinations, permutations, and 

probability very well. The content she's presenting is 

accurate. 

• She seems comfortable with the topic ... seems to know what 

she's talking about. She's not afraid of the topic, not 

uncertain of the topic. 
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• Her lecture was not plagued by incorrect information. 

Comments about delivery consisted mostly of delineations of 

what the teacher was doing with an indication that the activity was 

good. She used a good, every day example of probability, asked good 

questions of the students, drew on information provided by the 

students, actively involved the students in the discussion of 

Pascal's triangle, and had the students apply their new knowledge to 

a game. Comments included: 

• Breaking the student up into pairs and having them toss two 

coins for each pair seems like a good idea. They're finding out 

what probability is in a hands on real work situation. 

• In looking at the results that the students recorded when they 

tossed the coins the teacher asked good questions. She asked 

them if it's what they expected, and if they said yes or no then 

she followed up by asking them why. She's asking thought 

provoking questions. 

• She had them apply what they knew to develop or invent a 

simple little game ... it was a nice application of their ideas 

of probability. I believe she did a very nice job. 

Several comments were made about teaching techniques, all of 

which were positive. These comments referred to student 

involvement, asking questions of the students rather than just 

lecturing, trying different activities during the lesson, and 

monitoring the students' activities. Comments included: 
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• She gets them involved and then she finds out what they know 

about it. 

• She's taking one approach, if that didn't work she took another 

approach. She's being very effective and I like the way she 

tries different things in one class period. She asked some 

questions, she discussed, she lectured a little bit, they 

worked in groups, she did a variety of things. 

• She had the students working in groups a couple of times, 

while they did that she walked around and looked at the groups 

and worked with the groups and encouraged them asking 

questions. She monitored their activities. 

In general, the observer felt that Teacher #6 was familiar with 

the content and taught it correctly. She felt her delivery was 

efficient and her activities were good. Her teaching techniques 

were viewed very positively. Overall, this teacher was considered 

very effective. 

Comparisons 

Prior to discussing specific comparisons, an additional aspect 

of the analyses needs to be mentioned. A theme existed within these 

analyses which transcended the three major categories discussed 

earlier. The observer consistently mentioned particular aspects of 

teaching that she seemed to consider important. These aspects were 

central to the discussion of the teaching techniques used. The 

observer made note of the amount of student involvement in the 

lesson, whether questions were being asked of the students, whether 
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an attempt was made to find out what the students already knew 

about the topic, and whether there was general interaction between 

the teacher and the students. Both the situations in which these 

techniques were used or not used were delineated. 

Within that framework, some aspects of the discussions are 

important to note. One group of teachers, the postulants, received 

the most negative comments within the three categories. While 

content knowledge did not divide according to group (this will be 

discussed later), comments related to lack of skills in both teaching 

techniques and delivery of content were most prevalent within the 

discussions of the two postulants. These comments related to 

pedagogical skill, in which the two postulants had no training. 

One area of distinction was that pertaining to suggestions made 

by the observer. Whereas the observer made no suggestions about 

appropriate teaching techniques, instead just indicating when 

something had or had not been done, the observer made suggestions 

of better approaches to use in the delivery of specific content. 

While a case could be made that any time a comment indicates that 

something was not done appropriately an unspoken suggestion for 

change is made, the pattern of the actual spoken suggestions was 

interesting. 

The observer made suggestions for improving content delivery 

for only three teachers, the two postulants and one of the novices. 

Postulant Teacher #1 had two suggestions made, one concerning a 
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missed opportunity to develop student interest and one concerning a 

confusing presentation. Those suggestions were: 

.. I believe the teacher missed a golden opportunity to talk about 

what probability is and what chances are and what luck 

means. She could have related them all together and gotten 

the interest of the class. 

II The use of the tree diagram to show first, second, and third 

events on having boy/girl children is not a good way of doing 

it. She would be much better off to just list them. 

Postulant Teacher #2 also had two suggestions made, both 

suggesting a better activity. These comments were: 

.. It would have been far better for him to ask the probability 

for any given one of them to get a head or a tail and then he 

could have given some meaning . 

.. He would have been far better off if he would have just taken 

the one half of the probability of getting each one on each 

throw then multiplying those out to get 1 over 128. At least 

they would have understood a little bit of what they were 

dOing. 

Teacher #3, the novice, had four comments made, concerning the 

number of examples given, the order of presentation, and better 

presentation of the content. Two of these comments were: 

.. She could have given more examples ~f probability, I think, 
j 

although the students seemed to have a little bit of an idea. 



• She should have done that, I think, before she ever talked 

about Pascal's triangle, then they could have talked about 

probability and then gone into Pascal's triangle and how you 

can actually compute the empirical probabilities. 
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The interesting distinction here appears in the narrative prior 

to the suggestions. In the case of both postulants, the observer 

made suggestions following comments indicating that the students 

were confused, that they lacked understanding, or that there was 

something wrong with the delivery of the content. In the case of the 

novice, the observer made suggestions following a general 

description of what was going on, with no indication of confusion or 

lack of understanding, and, in one case, the suggestion followed a 

positive remark. While there is no speculation on why the comments 

about the one novice contained suggestions, these suggestions were 

clearly within a different context from the postulants. Suggestions 

resulting from poor delivery were made only for the two postulants. 

These two were the two with the most negative comments regarding 

delivery of content. This follows, given their lack of pedagogical 

knowledge. 

One way of comparing these teachers' analyses was to consider 

the proportion of each document given to each of the three 

categories; content knowledge, delivery of content, and teaching 

techniques. Proportions were determined by counting the number of 

typed lines that consisted primarily of discussion in one of the three 
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categories. These proportions are discussed by category, beginning 

with content knowledge. 

The proportion of the analyses devoted to content knowledge 

ranged from 5% to 39%. Teacher #1 and Teacher #3 had the largest 

proportions, 39% and 38% respectively. Teacher #2, Teacher #5, and 

Teacher #6 had proportions that were almost equal, 11%, 12%, and 

9% respectively. The lowest proportion was Teacher #4, with 5%. 

The size of the proportion relates to the number of errors made 

in the presentation. The two teachers who made the most mistakes 

were those with the highest proportions. The two with 11 % and 12% 

had a few errors or a low level of confusion, and the two with 9% 

and 5% were the teachers who knew the content and appeared to be 

comfortable with it. 

These proportions obviously do not group according to the 

expert, novice, or postulant grouping. This is not surprising, 

however. The design of the original study, as discussed earlier, was 

to present the teachers with a situation in which they had had no 

experience teaching the content, and would therefore all be 

approximately equal with regards to content expertise. While the 

two teachers who appeared to know the least about the content were 

from the postulant and novice groups, this could be coincidental. It 

could also be tied to knowledge of delivery and knowing what to 

teach and what not to teach, based on comfort with the content. The 

experts were the only group with both teachers receiving a low 

proportion of content knowledge comments. 
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Proportions of discussion concerning the delivery of content 

ranged from 45% to 79%, making up the largest proportion of 

discussion for all six of the teachers. The two teachers with the 

least amount of delivery discussion (Teacher #1 with 51 % and 

Teacher #3 with 45%) were also the two teachers with the most 

discussion of content knowledge. The other proportions for the 

remaining four teachers ranged from 67% to 79% (Teacher #2 with 

79%, Teacher #4 with 70%, Teacher #5 with 69%, and Teacher #6 

with 67%). Where content knowledge was seen as a problem, more 

time was devoted to discussing that topic, and when it was not a 

problem, or only a minor one, more time was given to discussions of 

content delivery. 

The most interesting distribution of proportions was in the 

category of techniques of teaching. These proportions ranged from 

9% to 25%. The two lowest proportions (9% for Teacher #1 and 10% 

for Teacher #2) were both in the discussions of the two postulants' 

performances. The two novices had proportions of 17% for Teacher 

#3 and 25% for Teacher #4 and the experts had proportions of 19% 

for Teacher #5 and 23% for Teacher #6. More time was given to the 

discussion of the teaching techniques of those who had had 

pedagogical training. 

An interesting relationship appeared in the observer's 

comments. When content knowledge was viewed as lacking, 

relatively more comments were made about it, and when teacher 



techniques were considered positively, relatively more comments 

were made. 

98 

Further investigation into what was discussed was necessary at 

this point. The comments regarding teaching techniques made 

concerning the two postulants dealt primarily with those things that 

they did 1l.Q1 do. They did 1l.Q1 ask questions of the students, did !l21 

involve the students, and did 1l.Q1 provide guidance for the students' 

learning. One of the novices had comments about teaching 

techniques that were positive, indicating that she did get the 

students involved, organized the lesson well, and kept the students 

on task. The remaining novice had more negative comments 

regarding his teaching techniques, primarily about his lack of 

student involvement, but his comments had an interesting difference 

from those of the postulants. While it was obvious that the obser~er 

preferred certain teaching techniques, as indicated above, the 

comments for Teacher #4 both recognized that he did a good job, 

while not doing what the observer preferred. This was different 

from the negative comments made about the postulants, which 

indicated a missed opportunity when these techniques were not used. 

Examples of comments made about the postulants' teaching were: 

• He's not giving the students much direction or positive 

feedback in terms of whether their answers are correct or 

not. 

• She doesn't interact with the students enough and she doesn't 

get their input at all. 



Comments concerning the techniques of Teacher #4 were: 

• His method is just lecture and does not involve the students 

very much but he lectures it very plainly. 
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• He's very businesslike and states things very succinctly, but 

he doesn't create any kind of interest in the topic. 

While in some ways the novice, Teacher #4, did not teach the 

way the observer preferred, there were qualifiers to the negative 

comments, but there were no qualifiers to the negative comments 

made about the two postulants. 

Returning to the issue of the proportion of discussion spent on 

teaching techniques, one suggestion regarding the increased amount 

for the novices and experts would be that, even with the negative 

comments made about some of the techniques of Teacher #4, the 

techniques used by a" four of the novices and experts were 

noticeable, which did not seem to be true of the postulants. Aside 

from comments about involving students and asking them questions, 

there was nothing else to say about the postulants' teaching 

techniques. While it probably cannot be said that someone who is 

teaching has L!Q. technique, perhaps those techniques are not varied 

or recognizable enough to note. 

Further consideration of the discussions of the two experts 

produced some additional ideas. When looking at the role of content 

knowledge in the definition of expertise, an interesting aspect of 

the discussion of the two experts appeared. One expert, Teacher #6, 

had an adequate background in the content area, was comfortable 
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with it, and conveyed it most successfully to the students. She also 

received the most comments both about delivery of content and 

about teaching techniques, all of which were positive. She did not, 

however, receive the least amount of comments about content 

knowledge. Perhaps the appropriateness of the content delivered and 

the apparent background in that content made the already good 

delivery and techniques even more noticeable and worthy of 

discussion. Perhaps an adequate knowledge of the content is 

necessary before good delivery and teaching techniques are apparent. 

This idea ties to the discussion of the other expert, Teacher #5. 

This teacher was not as comfortable with the content and made 

some mistakes with regard to the definition of combinations. Out of 

the four teachers who did not have an adequate background in the 

content, he was the only one to not receive comments about the 

inappropriate flow of the lesson and the lack of background provided 

to the students before content is presented. But Teacher #5 was 

also the only one who did not try to cover all the content available. 

Each subject was given information on probability, permutations and 

combinations, and Pascal's triangle, including the history of the 

triangle. They were instructed to teach whatever aspects they 

wished to teach. Everyone, except Teacher #5, taught aspects of 

probability, permutations and combinations, and the triangle. 

Teacher #5 narrowed his lesson to a basic discussion of 

permutations and combinations. Within this lesson, he was 

successful. The observer even made a comment that, while his 
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lesson was different from the remaining five, his students probably 

learned more than the students in the other situations. This teacher 

took that with which he was most comfortable and focused his 

lesson on that, offering the students a successful learning 

experience. Perhaps a part of this teacher's expertise is the 

recognition of what he knows well enough to teach. This also 

includes knowing enough about what students can learn and how they 

learn it to know ahead of time what can adequately be covered in a 

given amount of time. 

The purpose of the use of this perspective was to determine 

what was seen in the six lessons with respect to content knowledge 

and content delivery, and whether distinctions could be made among 

the three groups. No clear distinctions were made among the groups 

with regard to content knowledge, but this was anticipated. 

Distinctions were made, however, in the areas of delivery and 

teaching techniques. Novices and experts received more positive 

comments about delivery, with negative comments primarily tied to 

their lack of content knowledge or, in one instance, to the use of 

techniques not favored by the observer. The most important 

distinctions were associated with teaching techniques. More 

comments were made about the teaching techniques of the novices 

and experts and more of those comments were positive. It appears 

that the use of this perspective in distinguishing differences 

between those with pedagogical knowledge and training and those 



without is useful. This perspective did not, however, make 

distinctions between expert and novice teachers. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CONNOISSEURSHIP AND CRITICISM 
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The following chapter describes the process used when content 

analyzing the transcriptions of the observer using the perspective of 

connoisseurship and criticism, and the subsequent results. 

Comments made by the observer after viewing the tapes included 

comments which describe, interpret, and judge. Following a 

discussion of the process are descriptions of the comments 

concerning each teacher and comparisons among them. 

Process 

The analysis process focused on the individual sentence as the 

unit of analysis. The sentences within each criticism could be 

listed under four categories: (1) description of what was happening 

in the lesson, (2) direct quotations of what the teacher or a student 

said, (3) an interpretation of what was occurring, and (4) a value 

judgment about what was occurring. These categories are the same 

as those described as being the essential aspects of educational 

criticism; description, interpretation, and appraisal. Quotations can 

be subsumed under the category of description. These three 

categories provide the framework for the behavioral descriptions 

and the subsequent comparisons. 

While other perspectives focused on specific aspects of the 

lesson, the observer using this perspective focused his attention on 

whatever aspect of the lesson seemed most salient in his judgment. 

Because the focus used by the observer varies among the teachers, 
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this is also an aspect for description and comparison. This focus is 

interpreted following discussion of the three categories. 

Description 

Teacher #1 

The criticism of Teacher #1 was entitled "Food for Thought." 

This teacher was given the name of Susan Baker. Approximately 51% 

of the analysis consisted of descriptive comments (including 

quotations), 26% consisted of interpretive comments, and 23% 

consisted of appraisal comments. 

From the very beginning, the description, interpretation, and 

appraisal of this teacher's performance was couched in the metaphor 

of fine dining versus simply eating. Susan Baker's lesson was seen 

as one where many ingredients were put before the students, but 

without the time allotted to digest and enjoy the food, and without 

any of the ambiance associated with fine dining. No attempt was 

noted to see that the students even partook of what was provided. 

Students were inattentive to what the teacher was saying. The 

descriptive sentences within this analysis assisted this metaphor. 

They are provided as needed to support interpretation and appraisal. 

Comments included: 

• A demonstration of random chance comes first using a set of 

dice, followed by explanations of distributions, permutations, 

sets, combinations, Pascal's triangle, binary decisions, 

populations, generalizations, and bell shaped curves. 

• In the rush, student contributions are sometimes cut short. 



• Several girls look around the room aimlessly as their 

neighbors slump in their chairs or hunch over their desks 

propping their heads up in their bent arms. 
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Interpretive comments also retain the metaphor of dining versus 

eating. The image continues to be one of food presented but not in a 

way that it can be digested well. Interpretive comments included: 

• Each ingredient holds educational nutrition but its amount and 

diversity may well be difficult to digest. 

• Susan provides no appetizer that might serve to draw the 

students into their academic meal. Neither does she provide 

dessert and coffee at the conclusion of their repast. 

• The quick pace of the lesson and the exclusion of student 

comments creates a heavy cuisine for the student's cognitive 

digestion. 

Appraisal of the lesson communicates a negative judgment 

concerning what was accomplished. Some aspects were good but the 

end result was less than desirable. The closing comment was: 

• She does give a great deal of attention to measuring out 

ingredients, making sure curriculum recipes are accurately 

followed. Nevertheless, both culinary and piscatological 

artistry moves beyond cookbook achievements. 

The focus of this analysis was on the delivery of the lesson. 

Much was provided for the students in the way of content, but at 

times there was too much, and the delivery was lacking all the parts 
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necessary for the students to receive the most out of the lesson. 

Therefore the students came away with little or no content learned. 

Teacher #2 

The criticism of Teacher #2 was entitled "Adrift." This teacher 

was given the name of Jack Turner. While the title suggests a 

metaphor of a boat adrift in the water, the analysis proceeds with 

no direct reference to this metaphor except for the final appraisal 

statement. Approximately 70% of the analysis consisted of 

descriptive comments (including quotations), 18% consisted of 

interpretive comments, and 10% consisted of appraisal comments. 

The description focused on what topics were covered during the 

lesson, primarily at the beginning, and some examples of 

interactions between the teacher and the students. Descriptive 

comments communicated a slow paced, disconnected lesson with 

confusing statements made by the teacher. Much of what was 

discussed was initiated by the students. Almost all of the 

descriptive comments were provided prior to any interpretive and 

appraisal comments. Descriptive comments included: 

• Jack moves quickly to a student who has her hand raised in a 

bid for attention ... Jack nods and repeats part of her answer ... 

The student continues immediately ... Jack responds and then 

moves on to ask other students for more examples of where 

probability is used. 

• One student complains that he doesn't understand ... Jack 

responds ... Another student observes ... Jack explains that 
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different games have different odds. Similar exchanges 

continue for several minutes then Jack pauses and concludes. 

Interpretive comments focus on the lack of relevance, clarity, 

and focus of the lesson. Comments included: 

• They (examples) do little to clarify the difference between 

luck and probability. 

• There is a staged quality to Jack's lesson and Jack's 

interaction with the students. Not staged in the sense of 

being performed under artificial conditions and in the name of 

educational research, but staged in the sense of being 

disconnected from anything beyond itself. 

• Gambling, marketing research, and weather forecasting would 

seem remote concerns to high school students. 

Comments dealing with an appraisal of the lesson presented the 

picture of a boat adrift. There seemed to be no reason given (or 

perceived) for Jack's lesson. The appraisal comment was: 

• Jack's introduction, development, and brief closure failed to 

make the educational significance of his curriculum clear. 

Without this the lesson remains disconnected and rudderless. 

Guided more by student questions and testimonies than by any 

sense of shared purpose. A staged performance, school for the 

sake of school. 

The focus of this criticism was on the delivery of the lesson. 

No purpose was given for learning the content, the lesson was 



disjointed, and no clear direction was provided by the teacher to 

assist the students. 

Teacher #3 
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The criticism of Teacher #3 was entitled "Learning How to 

Understand." This teacher was given the name of Ms. Alport. No 

specific metaphor was provided for this analysis. Approximately 

80% of the analysis was description (including quotations), 7% was 

interpretation, and 12% was appraisal. 

Descriptive comments in this analysis consisted of a fairly 

compete delineation of each aspect of the lesson. A picture was 

communicated of a teacher who provided a lot of direction as to 

what was expected of the students, what was not expected, and 

what would be happening for the next half hour. Almost all of the 

descriptive comments were provided prior to any interpretive and 

appraisal comments. Comments included: 

• Ms. Alport begins her class by asking the students to move 

forward ... The students complied and Ms. Alport continued ... 

"Now what I need for you to do right now is if you have with 

you a clean sheet of paper, please take it out. Anything else, 

put it away." ... She then goes on to carefully explain the 

lesson that lays ahead. Sign posting each step that they will 

take ... 

• Ms. Alport distributes copies of the triangle directing her 

students to "just look at it. Don't try and make heads or tails 

of it yet." 
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• First, some students were asked to move to desks toward the 

front of the room. Second, all students were asked to take out 

a sheet of paper. Third, two students were asked to describe 

... Fourth, all students were asked to copy ... Fifth, all 

students were asked to toss a coin ... Sixth, all students were 

asked to add a row of numbers. 

The interpretive comments enhance the perception that the 

students were not given much to do that required a lot of thinking on 

their part. These two comments were: 

• The third task, which only two students engaged in, holds a 

potential for requiring students to think about the nature of 

probability but this potential is not realized. 

• Everything is laid out for them ... in some instances they are 

told what not to do. 

Appraisal comments focus on the desirability of having the 

students involved cognitively, and this teacher's lack of purpose in 

that direction. Comments included: 

• One might ask, to what degree does a given classroom 

experience require that the students engage in the exercise of 

thinking? ... Each of these tasks might be accomplished 

without a great deal of thought. 

• The very nature of the lesson, its directed stance and the 

teacher's explicitly narrow instructions, conspire against the 

student's conceptual abilities. Perhaps Ms. Alport 

demonstrated the case where learning can be made too easy. 
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The focus of this criticism was on the learning processes of the 

students. The students were not seen as being given the opportunity 

to develop their own cognitive processes and the teacher was 

viewed as making the learning too easy. 

Teacher #4 

The criticism of Teacher #4 was entitled "Language, Gender, and 

the Implicit Curriculum." This teacher was given the name of Jack 

Burton. Approximately 60% of the analysis consisted of descriptive 

comments (all but four lines being quotations), 33% consisted of 

interpretive cO,mments, and 6% consisted of appraisal comments. 

The analysis begins with a long quotation of Jack Burton's opening 

remarks, and the remaining descriptive comments were used to 

support interpretive and appraisal comments. 

Descriptive comments (primarily quotations) communicated a 

formal presentation of the concept of probability, with a lot of 

confusing statements. The teacher presented the content in a think 

aloud format, with examples that appeared irrelevant to high school 

students. Comments included: 

• "Today we are going to be talking about, as you probably know, 

probability. But I don't want you to think that we're really 

going to be talking about probability." 

• "The other thing I'm going to be using the word 'experiment.' 

That brings to mind test tubes and mad scientists and 

bubbling chemical solutions or perhaps animals in cages. But 

in probability an experiment is really more of an event." 
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• "I don't want a big intimidation factor here." 

Interpretive comments pointed to his formal language and the 

ways in which his language and examples tended to exclude the 

students, in particular the female students. Comments included: 

• "Let's put the magazines away, please," "I don't want a big 

intimidation factor here" carry with them a syntax and 

semantics that distances Jack from his students. 

• The female students may feel particularly distanced from both 

Jack and the curriculum for another reason. The examples 

Jack uses in his explanations may be less accessible to the 

life experience of the female students than the experience of 

the male students. 

• Jack's implicit message that he does not want a "big 

intimidation factor" is ironic, because his implicit language 

contradicts this. 

The final appraisal statement focused on the unspoken 

curriculum being communicated which may be detrimental to the 

students. The appraisal comment was: 

• The formality of Jack's language, his gender biased examples, 

and his potentially intimidating explanations are all part of an 

implicit curriculum, a curriculum that may be unwittingly 

miseducational for some students. 

The focus of this criticism was on the communication style of 

the teacher. Through terminology and examples, this teacher 
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conveyed an underlying message that was seen as possibly 

contradictory to the purpose of communicating and learning content. 

Teacher #5 

The criticism of Teacher #5 was entitled "Advertising 

Knowledge." This teacher was given the name of Scott Wills. An 

analogy is presented briefly in the title and in one interpretive 

comment to suggest the lesson was like a television advertisement. 

Approximately 60% of the analysis consisted of descriptive 

comments (including quotations), 18% consisted of interpretive 

comments, and 22% consisted of appraisal comments. Except for one 

interpretive comment near the beginning of the analysis, all of the 

descriptive comments appeared prior to any remaining interpretive 

comments and all appraisal comments. 

Descriptive comments communicated a picture of a teacher who 

was very comfortable asking a lot of questions. These questions 

were interspersed with some direct instruction. Some confusion on 

the part of the students was described, which was dealt with by 

more questions. Comments included: 

• The questions from here on out are stacked one on top of the 

next. "Our lesson's on permutations and combinations, right?" 

"That has to do with what part of mathematics?" "What is a 

set?" "What's this?" 

• The questions are interupted briefly for Scott to give a 

definition of permutation. 
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• Again, the students falter, unable to explain the difference. 

Scott responds to their hesitancy characteristically with 

more questions. 

Interpretive comments pertained to the pace and flow of the 

lesson, and what the students might remember. Comments included: 

• My description of Scott's lesson is intended to capture various 

points that the students might possibly remember, after they 

have left the classroom. 

• The lesson is quick paced in its movement from question to 

question, example to example, activity to activity. What is 

absent is any degree of thematic focus or follow through. It 

zigzagged from question to example to activity and back to 

question. 

• It's more like the juxaposed images of a television 

commercial than it is like the development of a story. 

Appraisal comments deal with the lack of coherence in the 

lesson and the resulting possible problems in comprehension for the 

students. The appraisal consisted of a make believe interview with 

one of the students following the lesson. 

• Imagine how an interview with one of Mr. Wills' students 

might take place after the lesson. Interviewer: "Is Mr. Wills a 

good teacher?" Student: "Yes, he's alright." Interviewer: 

"What was the lesson about?" Student: "Oh, that's easy. We 

talked about arrangement, order, permutation, and, urn, 

combination." Interviewer: "What do those terms mean?" 
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Student: "They have something to do with the way things are 

put together." Interviewer: "What's the relationship between 

permutation and combination?" Silence. Interviewer: "What 

else did you talk about?" Student: "Pascal's triangle." 

Interviewer: "What's that?" Student: "It's numbers set up in a 

certain way. There's a pattern where you add certain ones 

together to get others." Interviewer: "What's it for?" Student: 

"I don't know, but I can make one for you." Interviewer: 

"Thanks, but that's okay." 

The focus of this criticism was on delivery of content. This 

teacher's delivery of the content was such that students were not 

provided with enough information and did not have the opportunity to 

fully comprehend what was being taught. 

Teacher #6 

The criticism of Teacher #6 was entitled "The Art of 

Communication." This teacher was given the name of Jane 

Donaldson. Approximately 70% of the analysis consisted of 

descriptive comments (including quotations), 14% consisted of 

interpretive comments, and 16% consisted of appraisal comments. 

Almost all of the descriptive comments appeared prior to any 

interpretive or appraisal comments. 

Descriptive comments communicated a picture of a teacher who 

used a lot of physical gestures to accentuate her comments, who led 

the students comfortably through the lesson, and who communicated 

naturally with the students. Comments included: 
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• As she talks she brings her hand up towards her short, brown, 

hair, making gestures, and speaks in an animated tone of voice 

... Her example is accompanied by a pantomime through hand 

gestures and facial expressions of the discouraged gambler. 

• Jane continues, leading the class through other examples, 

weather forecasting and insurance. She then moves to the 

example of coin tossing, and asks the students to work with 

partners in a coin tossing activity. 

• At one point a student comments that he understands why 

heads on a coin are called heads, but asks why the opposite 

side of the coin is called tails. Jane responds quickly ... With 

another nod of her head Jane goes back to explaining 

combinations and permutations. Another student raised a 

point ... Jane responds by returning to an earlier example. 

Interpretive comments focused on what Jane's style and 

comments were communicating to the students. Comments included: 

• This self-disclosure invites the students into her world and 

helps build solidarity between the student and teacher. 

• Many of Jane's comments confirmed what the students know 

and their abilities ... acknowledging their work and its value. 

Appraisal comments focused on the importance of Jane's 

communication style. This comment was: 

• These various features of Jane's lesson are part of the art of 

communicating with others. They are subtle and intuitive, but 

common to everyday experience and essential if teachers hope 



116 

to connect with their students in ways that are meaningful 

and mutually satisfying. 

The focus of this criticism was on communication style. This 

teacher's presentation contained features that were conducive to 

constructive, meaningful interaction with the students. 

Comparisons 

Comparisons can be made of various aspects of the criticisms. 

These aspects are the similarities or differences in which of the 

three categories were used and in what proportion, the focus of the 

criticism, and the tone. 

Similarities in the categories across the six criticisms dealt 

with both presentation as well as content. All of the analyses 

included a description of the lesson which provided a clear picture 

of the aspect of the lesson on which the observer focused. Much of 

this description consisted of direct quotations, primarily of the 

teacher. Prior to reading the interpretive and appraisal comments, 

an image was provided as to what the interpretive and appraisal 

comments would address. Viewing the interpretive and appraisal 

comments first, the description provided a substantiation of these 

comments. 

The presentation of each category varied only slightly. In two 

criticisms, Teacher #1 and Teacher #4, the descriptive comments 

were made intermittently throughout the criticism. In the 

criticisms of the other four the descriptive comments were 

primarily at the beginning. This did not distinguish among any 
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groups. All or most of the appraisal comments were at the end in all 

the criticisms. 

Proportions of the criticisms which were descriptive, 

interpretive, or appraising varied across all six individual teachers. 

Proportions of descriptive comments (including quotations) ranged 

from 51 % to 80%. Proportions of interpretive comments ranged from 

7% to 33%. Proportions of appraisal comments ranged from 6% to 

23%. There was no pattern of these proportions that distinguished 

the three groups of teachers, nor did proportions within each 

teacher's criticism produce any consistent pattern. 

Two aspects of the criticisms that produced some similarities 

as well as some differences were the focus of the criticism and the 

tone. Three of the six criticisms focused on delivery. Two of these 

criticisms were of the postulants and one was of an expert. The 

delivery of one postulant was lacking in essential elements and the 

delivery of the other postulant was disjointed and lacked purpose 

and direction. The delivery of the expert was specific to the 

content, lacking enough content information to ensure that the 

students understood. Two of the remaining criticisms focused on 

communication style. One of these was a novice and one was an 

expert. The communication style of the novice was formal, 

distancing, and inhibitive. The communication style of the expert 

was viewed as essential to a meaningful relationship with the 

students. The final criticism focused on the learning and cognitive 

processes of the students. This criticism was of a novice. This 
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novice provided too much direction and didn't allow the students to 

think for themselves. 

The other aspect was the tone of the criticism. Five of the six 

criticisms communicated a problem with the lesson. These 

problems varied from delivery to cognitive processes to 

communication style, but they indicated that something was in need 

of improvement. The remaining criticisms communicated a positive 

aspect in the lesson. This criticism was of the communication style 

of an expert. 

The purpose in using this perspective was to determine if 

educational criticism and connoisseurship was useful in 

distinguishing among levels of classroom expertise. While clear, 

concise images were created that communicated what was 

happening within each classroom, distinctions among groups were 

not as clear. 

One clear distinction can be made. The criticisms of the two 

postulants were unique in that they both focused on lesson delivery, 

with problems arising primarily from the structure and focus of the 

delivery. The problems with the expert's delivery pertained to 

content knowledge. 

While the only positive criticism was that of Teacher #6, an 

expert, the criticism of the other expert was negative. Because of 

this and the difference in focus, no distinctions can be made about 

the experts. The criticisms of the novices contain no distinctive 

characteristics. 
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NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION 
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The following chapter describes the process used when content 

analyzing the transcriptions of the observer using the perspective of 

nonverbal communcation, and the subsequent results. The content 

analysis focused on comments made within predetermined 

categories of behavior. These comments were non-judgmental, in 

terms of whether the observed behaviors were good or bad. 

Comments consisted of descriptions of teacher behavior. Following 

a discussion of the analysis process are the descriptions of the 

comments concerning each teacher and comparisons among them. 

Process 

The observer analyzing the nonverbal communication behaviors 

of the six teachers categorized her discussion according to eight 

relational categories. These categories are dominance, similarity, 

receptivity, affection, immediacy, task/social orientation, 

involvement, and arousal. Within her discussions of these 

categories, terms common to the study of nonverbal communication 

were used. Definitions of the categories and these terms are listed 

below: 

Dominance - control, influence, or power over the others. 

Similarity - communicator attempts to identify with others, either 

verbally or nonverbally (e.g., holding arms in same position as 

other, speaking at same rate). 

Receptivity - openness and trust toward the others. 



Affection - liking or attraction. 

Immediacy - psychological and/or physical closeness. 

Task/Social Orientation - "down to business" versus sociable or 

people-oriented. 

Involvement - focused attention paid toward others. 

Arousal - lack of self-control, nervousness, or tension. 

120 

Adaptors - head, hand, or feet movements that occur when speaker is 

attempting to adjust to the audience. These are often nervous 

gestures (e.g., shuffling feet, tapping fingers on the chair arms). 

They could also be body movements that allow the teacher to see 

better, hear better, etc. 

Body Orientation - body angle toward the class (e.g., a direct lean 

would be shoulders square to the students in a face-to-face 

pose). 

Forward (Backward) Lean - trunk lean. 

Illustrators - gestures used to complement or explicate the verbal 

stream (e.g., gesturing with the hand while talking). Usually 

these seem more under the speaker's control than do adaptors. 

Qualifiers - words like "really," "very," or "so." These words are 

associated with submissive language (e.g., "This cake is so, so 

wonderful !"). 

Upward glides - rising vocal inflections at the ends of phrases, 

often associated with questions or an appeal for reinforcement 

(e.g., "This is a really good movie, don't you think?"). 



Vocal dynamism (or dynamism) - variability in vocal inflections 

associated with enthusiasm. 
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The unit of analysis was each phrase and what it communicated 

about each category. Because the eight categories are useful for 

viewing the nonverbal behaviors exhibited by these teachers, these 

categories were retained when analyzing similarities and 

differences among the three groups. Behaviors within each of the 

eight categories are discussed for each of the teachers. 

Descriptions of each teacher's behavior are divided into four 

parts, followed by a summary. Each part consists of a statement 

followed by observer comments about each of the eight categories. 

The four parts are divided as follows: (1) dominance, (2) similarity 

and receptivity, (3) affection and immediacy, and (4) task 

orientation, involvement, and arousal. The parts were determined by 

the amount and flow of the comments made by the observer. 

Description 

Teacher #1 

This teacher was viewed as moderately dominant. She showed a 

mixture of dominant and submissive cues. vVhile some submissive 

behaviors were exhibited, a strong dominant gesture counter

balanced them. A comment was: 

• She is sitting when students come in (submissive), she cocks 

her head to one side (submissive), says "okay" after sentences 

(submissive) ... However, she points her finger when talking to 

students, which is a dominance gesture. 



There seemed to be no attempt to emphasize similarity or 

dissimilarity, and she appeared moderately receptive, with 

conflicting cues. A comment was: 

• She keeps one shoulder toward the class (indirect body 

orientation) ... toward the end, she started to write on the 

board, then turned toward class, which is a more receptive 

gesture. 
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She appeared no naffectio nate, with conflicting immediacy cues 

suggesting moderate immediacy. Also because of the indirect body 

orientation, immediacy was decreased. Two comments were: 

• She shows moderate immediacy with individual students, 

e.g.,when they talk, she moves toward them. However, she 

appears rather unsure of how close she can get -- she moves 

toward them, then pulls away as though experiencing 

approach-avoidance. 

• She appears nonaffectionate. Her voice is "clipped," and 

therefore not warm. Vocal dynamism seems forced. 

Teacher #1 seemed task oriented, was moderately involved with 

the students, and showed an degree of nervous arousal. Comments 

included: 

• She seemed task oriented in that she asks and answers her 

own questions, and is not willing to wait for the class to 

respond ... she adheres closely to the topic and does not permit 

digressions. 
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• Her eye contact indicates involvement, but her somewhat non

fluent vocal qualities and lack of gesturing indicates less 

involvement. She also stays on the outer periphery of the 

desks. 

• She shows a considerable amount of nervous arousal ... she 

paces toward and away from students, as though trying to find 

a comfortable speaking distance ... she fiddles with a pencil 

has a non-fluent voice with forced dynamism. 

In general, Teacher #1 was fairly moderate in the categories of 

dominance, similarity, receptivity, immediacy, and involvement. 

There are clearer indications of lack of affection, task orientation, 

and increased arousal. 

Teacher #2 

This teacher exhibited fairly dominant behaviors, suggested by 

his lack of upward glides, his controlled illustrator gestures, as 

well as his relaxed body posture, which indicates dominance. 

Comments included: 

• He shows signs of dominance when students enter; he is 

standing, has a hand on his hip ... slouching and showing other 

relaxation cues, such as leaning on file cabinet, walking with 

hands in pocket. 

• At one point he perches on the edge of the desk, decreasing 

distance between him and students. 

He exhibited numerous similarity messages and high receptivity 

to the students. Comments included: 
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• He uses examples and topics that are relevant to the students' 

lives, an attempt to identify (show similarity). 

• He listens without interrupting students ... he maintains a 

direct body orientation toward students as much as possible 

even when he writes on the board, he turns his back only long 

enough to write, then immediately readjusts to face-to-face 

orientation. 

He exhibited moderate to high affection, through voice qualities, 

and was moderate in immediacy, shifting from low immediacy 

initially to higher immediacy. Comments included: 

• His low voice and dynamic vocal qualities are indicative of 

affection. 

• At first, he is relatively nonimmediate because of his height 

and the barriers he allows between him and the students. 

However, his high degree of eye contact and direct body 

orientation with students makes him moderately immediate. 

Teacher #2 was also primarily task-oriented, with some social 

orientation. He was very involved with the students, as indicated 

through his communication with them, and he showed a low level of 

arousal. Comments included: 

• He is primarily task-oriented, although he permits students to 

digress, does not interrupt, and has a slow speaking pace, 

giving him an element of social orientation. 
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• He seems very focused on the students because he uses a 

questioning approach to teaching (attempting to make them 

talk) , and listens carefu lIy. 

• He shows little nervousness ... no adaptors ... his voice is very 

fluent ... he is relatively relaxed. 

In general, Teacher #2 was moderate in task/social orientation, 

affection, and immediacy. He was stronger in behaviors suggesting 

dominance, similarity, receptivity, involvement, and low arousal. 

Teacher #3 

This teacher exhibited highly dominant behaviors, both with 

posture and verbal tone. She exhibited some submissive behavior in 

the form of verbal qualifiers. Comments included: 

• She is standing behind the desk and is dressed in a suit. 

• Her clearly enunciated words, commanding tone of voice, fast 

speaking rate, and interruptions when students are speaking 

are high dominance cues. Also, she looks places other than at 

the students. 

She made no attempt at similarity and seemed relatively 

unreceptive, in her lack of eye contact with and orientation toward 

the students and her interruption of students. Comments included: 

• She looks often at her hand and at the board instead of at the 

students. She keeps her right shoulder toward the students, 

with an angled rather than direct body orientation. 



126 

• She interrupts a student who is asking a question. She is not 

inclined to permit students to finish sentences before she 

responds. 

Teacher #3 was nonaffectionate in her verbal tone and lack of 

eye contact. She exhibits moderate immediacy. Comments included: 

• Her vocal tone is unempathetic when talking to a student with 

a question. Even when she passes out handouts, she does not 

engage in eye contact with individual students. 

• She exhibits moderate immediacy, because she does not have 

barriers between herself and students. However, the low eye 

contact prevents high immediacy. 

She was very task oriented in her focus on the content rather 

than the students and a dislike of interruptions. She exhibited low 

involvement behaviors and little arousal. Comments included: 

• She is noninteractive with students, talks quickly, uses 

overheads instead of the board (communicating task 

orientation through preparation). 

• She shows low involvement because of her lack of interaction 

with students. 

• She shows little nervous arousal ... her gestures are highly 

controlled. 

In general, Teacher #3 was moderate in behaviors indicating 

similarity and immediacy. She was stronger in dominance, lack of 

receptivity, lack of affection, task orientation, low involvement, and 

low arousal. 



Teacher #4 

This teacher was highly dominant in both his posture and 

physical location as well as his tone of voice and lack of eye 

contact. There were several indicators of this dominance. 

Comments included: 

• He greets the class standing in front of the room, hands on 

hips, saying "let's put the magazines away." 
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• When he walks near the students, he stands near but behind 

them so they cannot see him without uncomfortably craning 

their necks. 

• He has a commanding tone of voice -- loud, very little vocal 

inflection ... no upward glides or qua.lifiers. 

Teacher #4 emphasized dissimilarity, in his use of vocabulary 

that was unfamiliar to the students. He was nonreceptive in his 

noninvolvement with the students and his body posture. Comments 

included: 

• He uses vocabulary that could be used in professional journals 

(e.g.,"using past performance to predict future performance," 

the undefined word "binomial"). 

• He lectures with arms crossed across his chest and looks at 

the board and floor as much as at the students. 

• He stays at the perimeter of the room, not getting involved 

when students are experimenting in pairs with coin tossing, 

and provides no supportive comments. 
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He was nonaffectionate in his voice tone and lack of interaction. 

He also exhibited nonimmediate behaviors in his proximity to the 

students and his lack of eye contact. Comments included: 

• His monotonic, loud voice and lack of interaction make him 

seem as though he doesn't really like the students. 

• This teacher is a "board hugger." He keeps as much distance as 

possible between himself and the students. He always angles 

away from the students. When he does stand near a student, it 

is behind the student. The closeness is not of the type 

associated with affection and receptivity -- it is closeness 

associated with high dominance needs. 

• The lack of eye contact compensates for the physical 

nearness. 

He was very task oriented with his voice tone, impatience, and 

posture. He was not involved with the students, and exhibited some 

degree of arousal. Comments included: 

• He has a businesslike tone of voice and the lecturing style, 

which discourages student participation. He asks questions, 

but does not wait for responses -- indicative of a task

oriented person's impatience. 

• He speaks in a monotone, doesn't look at them much, and 

doesn't appear to be checking that they understand what he is 

talking about. 



• The arms across his chest and the rigid body posture all 

indicate nervousness. He also seems highly uncomfortable 

with silence -- he must talk constantly. 
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In general, Teacher #4 was high in the extremes of all 

categories. He exhibited dominance, dissimilarity, lack of reception, 

lack of affection, lack of immediacy, task orientation, lack of 

involvement, and high arousal. 

Teacher #5 

This teacher showed low dominance with verbal qualifiers, body 

posture, and location. There were some dominance gestures. 

Comments included: 

• This teacher shows low dominance .. uses lots of verbal 

qualifiers and tag end sentences ... arms are pulled close to 

his side, rather than dominating space. 

• He stands in front of the podium, eliminating barriers between 

self and class. 

• There are some dominance gestures, like picking up student's 

belonging (infringement of student's "space"). 

Teacher #5 expressed similarity with the students through his 

choice of language. He was very receptive in his interaction style 

and his physical proximity. Comments included: 

• He uses language similar to the students' (e.g.,"Where are you 

guys ... "). He also uses examples from their worlds. 
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• He uses a questioning style, waits for them to respond, then 

listens closely. He shows active listening. He makes a point 

of using students' names. 

• When he puts students in groups, he walks from group to group 

and bends down making himself highly available to the 

students. He gives lots of verbal encouragement to get them 

to participate. 

He was very affectionate, exhibited in his voice quality and use 

of student's names. He exhibited highly immediate behavior through 

body posture and orientation. Comments included: 

• He is very affectionate, indicated by calling the students by 

name, and using a dynamic voice without clear· enunciation 

(making a "gentle" vocal quality). 

• He stands in front of the overhead, maintaining direct body 

orientation with students. When talking to individuals, he 

often leans down toward them. At the board, even if he turns 

his back on the students to write, he constantly looks over his 

shoulder and even leans toward them as though to maintain 

closeness. 

He was very socially oriented, as indicated by his 

conversational style. He showed high involvement by his proximity 

to the students, and he showed very low arousal. Comments 

included: 



• He is very socially oriented, indicated in his slow speaking 

rate, talking slowly and conversationally. He rambles 

somewhat, not quick to go to the point. 
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• High involvement, indicated by his moving about the groups, 

giving personal attention to the students, actively listening, 

using students' names. 

• He was exceptionally low key {low arousal}. His walking and 

gesturing were very controlled. 

In general, Teacher #5 was low in dominance and arousal and 

high in similarity, receptivity, affection, immediacy, social 

orientation, and involvement. 

Teacher #6 

This teacher showed low dominance through attire, body 

posture, and voice inflection. Comments included: 

• She keeps her elbows close to her sides, a submissive cue 

since she is not dominating space. She cocks her head to one 

side frequently. 

• Vocally, she talks with lots of vocal inflection {caused by 

tag-end questions and qualifiers}. 

Teacher #6 expressed similarity through self disclosure and the 

use of the students' language. She was very receptive in her 

questioning style, eye contact, and proximity. Comments included: 

• She attempts to express similarity through language that 

students themselves use. She also is self-disclosive about 



herself (Le. about how she would bet on coin tosses), as 

though she is trying to identify with the students. 

• When students are in groups, she plays with them -- doing 

what they do is a similarity cue. 
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• She uses a questioning style, waiting and showing active 

listening cues (e.g.,smiling, head tilt, and nodding). She also 

makes a point of learning names of students. 

She showed affection in her use of students' names and voice 

tone and diction. She exhibited immediacy cues with her posture and 

proximity. Comments included: 

• She shows affection toward students. She uses students' 

names and smiles at them. Her voice is dynamic and diction is 

imprecise, making it gentle and soft. She talks quietly when 

dealing one-to-one with students, a sign of liking. 

• She attempts to create closeness between self and students 

by bending near individual students and talking quietly when 

they ask for her help. She bends forward when showing 

students how to use the triangle and maintains direct body 

orientation when talking to the class. 

She was moderately task oriented, with some signs of task 

orientation and some of social orientation. She was highly involved 

in her interaction with the students, exhibiting active listening, and 

patience. She was moderately nervous in her gestures, speaking 

rate, and verbal non-fluencies. Comments included: 
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• She is moderately task oriented, in that she tells the class 

ahead of time what th~~/ are going to talk about. She obviously 

has an agenda. 

• She is socially oriented to the extent that she does listen to 

students without interrupting them. They are able to digress 

slightly. 

• Her questioning teaching style is interactive and draws the 

students into the conversation. She is willing to answer off

the-wall questions with patience (e.g.,"why do they call it 

tails?"). 

• She shows a moderate amount of nervous energy -- a few 

adaptor gestures, fast speaking rate, and verbal nonfluencies 

are examples of arousal and some lack of self-control. 

In general, Teacher #6 was moderate in arousal and task 

orientation, low in dominance, and high in similarity, receptivity, 

affection, immediacy, and involvement. 

Comparisons 

An important aspect of the analysis of nonverbal communication 

differences among these groups was that there are no predetermined 

relationships between the relational messages discussed and levels 

of expertise. While there are some indications, discussed in Chapter 

Two, that negative versus positive nonverbal behaviors are 

associated with student achievement, there has been nothing done 

with specific relational categories and their relationship to either 



experience or expertise. Therefore, this analysis was less 

confirmatory that other analyses might be, and more exploratory. 
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Comparisons were made among groups within each category 

separately. The first category was dominance. A noticeable 

distinction made that separated by group appears in the initial 

comment indicating level of dominance. The two postulants, Teacher 

#1 and Teacher #2, were defined as "moderately dominant" and 

"fairly dominant." The two novices, Teacher #3 and Teacher #4, 

were both defined as "highly dominant." The two experts, Teacher 

#5 and Teacher #6, were both defined as displaying "Iow dominance" 

behaviors. 

The postulants' descriptions of dominance indicated a mixed 

message in both cases. Some dominant behaviors were exhibited, 

such as pointing and relaxation gestures, but there were also some 

submissive behaviors. These behaviors, both dominant and 

submissive, were not the same for both of the postulants. 

The novices were both labeled "highly dominant." Except for the 

use of verbal qualifiers by Teacher #3, all of the observed behaviors 

indicated dominance. Common behaviors between the two teachers 

were commanding voice tone, little eye contact, and standing when 

the students entered. Other behaviors were similar, though not 

described exactly the same, such as dominating the floor time and 

interrupting the students. 
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Both of the experts exhibited primarily submissive behaviors. 

They were described as using verbal qualifiers and keeping their 

arms close to their bodies. 

Within the category of similarity, there are no clear 

distinctions, but some subtle indications of some differences. One 

of the postulants made no attempt at similarity while the other 

exhibited similarity behaviors. One of the novices made no attempt 

at similarity while the other exhibited dissimilarity behaviors. 

Both of the experts, however, exhibited similarity behaviors. 

The experts exhibited similarity behaviors primarily through 

their use of the students' language. This was not true of the only 

other teacher, postulant Teacher #2, who exhibited similarity 

behaviors. Her behavior was the use of topics or examples that were 

relevant to the students. 

Receptivity behaviors also made some subtle distinctions. The 

postulants were split, with Teacher #1 labeled "not receptive" and 

Teacher #3 labeled as having "high receptivity." The novices were 

labeled as "relatively unreceptive" for Teacher #3 and "nonreceptive" 

for Teacher #4. The experts, however, were both labeled as being 

"very receptive." 

The behaviors that indicated receptivity on the part of the 

postulants dealt with body orientation. Nonreceptive behaviors also 

were primarily pertaining to body posture as well as interrupting 

the students, or not involving them at all. The experts exhibited 

several receptive behaviors that were not exhibited by the 
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postulants or novices. These behaviors were their questioning style, 

active listening, waiting for the students to respond, and using the 

students' names. 

Behaviors communicating affection showed some distinction 

among the groups. Postulants were again mixed, with Teacher #1 

exhibiting nonaffectionate behaviors and Teacher #2 exhibiting 

moderate to high affection. Both of the novices exhibited 

nonaffectionate behaviors. The experts once again both exhibited 

behaviors communicating affection. 

In the case of the postulants and novices, the voice tone was the 

primary indicator, with such comments as "forced vocal dynamism," 

"unempathetic vocal tone," and "monotonic loud voice." Lack of 

interaction and no eye contact were also indicators for some of the 

postulants and novices. The experts had two indicators that were 

the same for both yet different from the other two groups. These 

indicators were their use of student names and their dynamic voice 

without clear enunciation or with imprecise diction. 

Immediacy behaviors also showed distinctions among the 

groups. Postulants both exhibited moderately immediate behaviors. 

The novices were slightly split, with Teacher #3 exhibiting 

moderate immediacy and Teacher #4 exhibiting nonimmediate 

behaviors. The experts both exhibited behaviors indicating high 

immediacy. 

Behaviors of the postulants and novices noted to indicate the 

level of immediacy dealt with proximity to the students, body 
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orientation, and eye contact. The behaviors of the experts also dealt 

with proximity and body orientation, but the one unique behavior was 

the bending or leaning toward the students when talking or listening 

to them. 

Task/social orientation behaviors also showed minor 

distinctions between the experts and the other two groups. The 

postulants and novices were viewed as task oriented, with 

descriptors including "primarily task oriented," "very task oriented," 

and "task oriented." Teacher #2 was described as primarily task 

oriented, with an "element of social orientation." Experts were 

slightly mixed, Teacher #5 labeled as "very socially oriented" and 

Teacher #6 "moderately task oriented" but "socially oriented" also. 

The task oriented behaviors of the postulants and novices 

included the speaking pace, the lack of interaction, not being willing 

to digress, and adhering to the topic. The socially oriented 

behaviors included not interrupting the students, a slow speaking 

style, and allowing digression. None of the behaviors, either task or 

socially oriented, fell clearly within the groups. 

Involvement behaviors showed clearer distinctions among the 

groups, primarily in distinguishing between the experts and the 

other two groups. The postulants were described as "moderately 

involved" and "showing involvement." The, novices were labeled as 

showing "low involvement" or "not involved." Both of the experts 

were viewed as showing "high involvement" or being "highly 

involved." 
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Involvement for the postulants was exhibited differently. 

Teacher #1 had eye contact, but stayed on the periphery. Teacher #2 

showed more involvement through focusing on the students and 

listening carefully. Novices exhibited behaviors that indicated no 

involvement. Teacher #3 lacked interaction with the students, and 

Teacher #4 had little eye contact and interaction. Experts, however, 

exhibited involvement behaviors by their personal attention to the 

students, actively listening, using the students names, and drawing 

the students into the conversation. 

Arousal indicators did not distinguish the groups. One 

postulant, Teacher #1, one novice, Teacher #4, and one expert, 

Teacher #6, exhibited some signs of nervousness or nervous energy. 

Indicators of nervousness were voice control and pitch and the use 

of adaptor gestures. 

Seven of the eight categories showed varying degrees of 

distinctions among the three groups. Arousal behaviors did not 

distinguish groups. The seven remaining categories were the focus 

of the following discussion. 

The two postulants were similar on dominance, immediacy, and 

involvement, but were split moderately on task orientation and 

similarity, with clearer distinctions on receptivity and arousal. The 

postulants have no behaviors that distinguish them from the other 

two groups. 

Novices, however, were very similar to each other on five of the 

seven categories. They were both highly dominant, unreceptive, 
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no n affectio nate, low in involvement, and high in task orientation. 

There were moderate differences in immediacy, with one exhibiting 

nonimmediate behavior and one showing moderate immediacy, and 

there were moder~te differences in similarity, with one making no 

attempt at similarity and the other approaching dissimilarity. The 

picture that developed for the novices was one of a task oriented 

person who dominates, does not involve him or herself with the 

students, does not show similarity, receptivity, or affection for the 

students. 

Experts, on the other hand, showed a very different picture. The 

two experts were very similar on six of the seven categories. They 

were both low in dominance, very receptive, very affectionate, high 

in immediacy, similarity, and involvement. There were moderate 

distinctions in task orientation, with one expert slightly more task 

oriented than the other. They both had more social orientation than 

the other two groups, however. 

The purpose of the use of this perspective was to determine the 

degree to which each of the six teachers exhibited eight relational 

messages and whether distinctions could be made among the groups 

based on these messages. While the postulants presented a mixed, 

unclear picture, distinctions could be made between the experts and 

the novices. The picture drawn of the experts was one of 

involvement and affection for the students, showing a willingness to 

be receptive to what the students' need, identifying with the 

students through attempts at similarity, and not attempting to 
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dominate the situation. This was clearly a different picture than 

that drawn of the novices. There was much more physical and 

psychological distance between the novices and their students than 

there is with the experts and their students. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

TEACHER EVALUATION INSTRUMENTATION 

The following chapter describes the process used when content 

analyzing the transcriptions of the two observers using the 

perspective of teacher evaluation, and the subsequent results. The 

content analyses focused on both the rating scores given for each 

practice as well as the accompanying narrative. The narrative 

consisted of comments which were sometimes judgmental 

concerning what was observed, but primarily a non-judgmental 

description of what was seen. Following a discussion of the 

analysis process are the descriptions of each teacher's behavior and 

comparisons among them. This is provided for first Observer #1 and 

then Observer #2. 

Process 

The analysis process for the teacher evaluation instrument 

followed the functions and practices delineated in Appendices A and 

B. The five functions are (1) Management of Instructional Time, (2) 

Management of Student Behavior, (3) Instructional Presentation, (4) 

Instructional Monitoring, and (5) Instructional Feedback. Within 

each function there are from four to ten practices. The two 

observers completed the form in Appendix B, with a narrative 

describing what they observed and the reasons given for particular 

ratings on the practices. 

The narratives generally provided an indication of whether the 

teacher accomplished the particular practice, a description of that 
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activity, and occasionally a reason as to why this particular activity 

accomplished (or did not accomplish) the practice. The descriptions 

of each teacher's behavior discussed below consist of the 

delineation of the comments made of each practice. The comments 

made by the observers which are given as examples in this 

discussion were drawn from the same eleven practices in all cases, 

to provide a method of comparison among the teachers. The eleven 

practices are as follows: Within Management of Instructional Time, 

(1.3) gets students on task and (1.4) maintains high time on task; 

within Management of Student Behavior, (2.4) surveys frequently and 

(2.5) promotes appropriate behavior/stops inappropriate behavior; 

within Instructional Presentation, (3.4) presents lesson 

understandably, (3.5) provides relevant examples, and (3.6) provides 

for high success rate in tasks and questions; within Instructional 

Monitoring, (4.3) assesses performance of all students and (4.4) uses 

questioning techniques effectively; and within Instructional 

Feedback, (5.1) provides in-class feedback and (5.4) provides 

sustaining feedback. These eleven were chosen because most of the 

comments were made of these practices, they were practices that 

were relevant to this unique teaching situation, and they provided 

the best picture of what was occurring in the classroom. The 

number following the quoted comment indicates the practice (e.g., 

(2.5)). 

Comparisons made among the groups of teachers also follow the 

practices and functions, as this was the guideline used consistently 
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by the observers. "Not applicable" is indicated when a particular 

practice is not evident, and this practice is then not averaged into 

the function average. Because of unique aspects of the lesson, some 

of the practices were consistently marked as "not applicable." 

These practices included three from the function Management of 

Student Behavior; (2.1) establishes administrative and 

organizational rules, (2.2) establishes rules for verbal participation, 

and (2.3) establishes rules for movement. Another, under 

Instructional Presentation, was (3.1) begins with review, and under 

Instructional Feedback, (5.2) provides out-of-class feedback. These 

practices are not discussed under the individual descriptions unless 

the teacher received a rating in that practice. 

Observer #1 

Description 

Ratings made on each teacher, the function averages, and the 

total rating are indicated in Table 1. 

Teacher #1 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #1 had some, 

but not all, of the materials ready. Starting the class quickly was 

rated as "not applicable." The teacher did not get the students on 

task and provided no activities to keep them on task. Comments 

included: 

• Through the lesson there was rarely more than one or two 

students attentive to the teacher. (1.3) 
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• She provided absolutely no activities that engaged the 

students, either overtly or covertly. (1.4) 

Table 1. Rating Results Using O.E. Evaluation Form: Observer #1 

Postulants Novices Experts 
~at tt Itt 1 Itt2 Itt~ Itt~ Itt5 Itt6 

Management of Instructional Time 
1.1 2 3 3 3 3 3 
1.2 nfa nfa 3 nfa 3 3 
1.3 0 2 4 2 3 3 
1.4 Q 2 ;3 2 ~ ~ 
Average .66 2.33 3.25 2.33 3.00 3.00 

Management of Student Behavior 
2.1 nfa nfa 3 nfa 3 nfa 
2.2 nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa 
2.3 nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa nfa 
2.4 0 0 3 2 2 2 
2 15 1 2 ;3 ;3 2 2 
Average .50 1.00 3.00 2.50 2.33 2.00 

Instructional Presentation 
3.1 nfa nfa nfa nfa 3 nfa 
3.2 1 3 3 3 3 3 
3.3 1 2 3 3 3 3 
3.4 1 2 2 3 3 3 
3.5 2 3 2 3 3 3 
3.6 0 2 2 2 3 3 
3.7 1 2 3 2 2 3 
3.8 0 1 2 2 2 3 
3.9 nfa nfa 2 2 3 3 
310 1 1 2 2 2 3 
Average .88 2.00 2.33 2.44 2.70 3.00 
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Instructional Monitoring 
4.1 nfa nfa n/a 0 nfa nfa 
4.2 nfa nfa 2 0 3 3 
4.3 0 2 2 0 3 2 
~,~ 1 ~ 2 1 ~ ~ 
Average .50 2.50 2.00 .25 3.00 2.66 

Instructional Feedback 
5.1 nfa n/a 2 1 3 3 
5.2 nfa n/a n/a nfa nfa n/a 
5.3 2 2 3 3 3 3 
5,~ ola ~ ola (2 ~ ~ 
Average 2.00 2.50 2.50 2.00 3.00 3.33 

Total 4.54 10.33 13.08 9.52 14.03 13.99 

~. T#1 = Teacher #1, T#2 = Teacher #2, T#3 = Teacher #3, T#4 = 
Teacher #4, T#5 = Teacher #5, and T#6 = Teacher #6. 
Cat # = Numeral indicated adjacent to practices (Appendix B). 

Under Management of Student Behavior, the teacher did not 

survey the students' behavior. She did not deal with inappropriate 

behavior nor did she do anything specific to promote appropriate 

behavior. Comments included: 

• This teacher did not in any way, that I could observe, survey 

the student behavior. The hairbrush, ... students turning 

around, the teacher did not appear to notice these at all and 

the teacher did not address any of this behavior. (2.4) 

• I did give this teacher one point out of five for promoting 

appropriate behavior and stopping inappropriate behavior for 



no other reason than that the class was fairly will behaved 

considering there was nothing for the students to do. (2.5) 
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The Instructional Presentation began with a weak introduction 

that was hard for the students to understand. She spoke effectively 

and precisely, but got off track occasionally. The lesson wandered 

from topic to topic and lacked understandability. She provided no 

activities to engage the students. She presented an example that 

was visual, but still confusing to the students. She did not provide 

for a high success rate. She maintained a brisk pace but kept getting 

off track. She summarized concepts on several occasions, but 

because she switched topics rapidly this did not help the students' 

comprehension. Comments included: 

• She started out talking about one dice and then she slipped in 

two dice, without really explaining what that was going to do 

and what she had in mind. She switched from one idea to 

another so frequently that it was difficult for the students to 

follow ber. (3.4) 

• Toward the end of the lesson the teacher attempted to provide 

guided practice activity through the use of relevant examples. 

She began putting Bs and As on the board in groups of three 

and illustrating the concept of rearranging them. (3.5) 

• She did not provide for high success in tasks and questions, 

primarily because she did not provide any tasks and she did 

ask a few questions but she didn't specifically insure that the 

students would be successful with those questions. (3.6) 



147 

Instructional Monitoring was practically non-existent. There 

was no independent work to monitor and no activities that would 

help assess the students' understanding. She asked questions, but of 

a superficial nature. Comments included: 

• The teacher needed to provide some type of activity that could 

be monitored, some sort of activity that elicited an overt 

response of some sort. This was not provided and because of 

this she was not able to assess the performance of all the 

students. (4.3) 

• She did ask several questions and the students were able to 

successfully answer them. The questions, however, were not 

detailed questions and were strictly at the surface level. 

(4.4) 

Instructional Feedback was also practically non-existent. She 

provided no in-class feedback nor any sustaining feedback. She did 

affirm correct answers quickly. Comments included: 

• She was not able to provide in-class feedback. (5.1 ) 

• There was no sustaining feedback possible. (5.4) 

Teacher #1 met district standards on only one function, 

Instructional Feedback, with an average rating of 2.00. This was 

because of a 2 rating on (5.3) affirms correct answers quickly, with 

the other practices in this function receiving a "not applicable." 

Average ratings on the remaining four functions were between 0.50 

and 0.88, all indicating a need for improvement. 
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Teacher #2 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #2 had 

materials ready and he began class with a "good morning," and an 

introduction. The students were engaged quickly and were on task at 

the beginning of the lesson, but later became more and more off 

task. Comments included: 

• He began the class by saying "good morning, is everyone here?" 

This enabled the students to focus on him ... This engaged the 

students fairly quickly at the beginning of the lesson. (1 .3) 

• Time on task varied throughout the lesson. Early in the lesson 

the time on task was high ... then the students seemed to lose 

focus and as there were no activities the time on task dropped 

toward the end of the lesson. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior, the teacher did not 

survey students and did not attend to any of the inappropriate 

behavior. Appropriate behavior was maintained to some extent by 

calling on the students randomly. Comments included: 

• The teacher did not appear to survey the students for behavior 

at all. Several students engaged in non-academic activities 

This did not appear to be observed or noted by the teacher. 

(2.4) 

• The teacher did tend to promote appropriate behavior by 

calling on students randomly... There was some teacher 

movement also, which maintained his physical presence. No 
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inappropriate behavior was addressed, however, in this lesson. 

(2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation began with a weak objective, but 

engagement of the students through the use of student opinions. The 

teacher spoke effectively and precisely, although the volume seemed 

low in the back. The lesson was understandable with relevant 

examples, but he lost the students' attention and the lesson became 

slow and confusing. There was no final summary. Comments 

included: 

• The initial part of the lesson was p,resented in such a way 

that the students were able to understand the use of relevant 

examples, such as surveying styles, marketing research ... it 

became less clear when he got into how to determine 

probability. (3.4 and 3.5) 

• (no comment concerning 3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of the use of questioning to 

assess their performance. There was no independent work to check. 

The questions were effective in assessing their understanding. 

Comments included: 

• This teacher was able to determine the performance of some 

of the students through his careful use of questioning. But 

because all responses were not elicited of all students at any 

time, he was unable to assess the performance of all of the 

students. (4.3) 



150 

• Sound questioning techniques were used effectively in this 

lesson. He used questions to assess student understanding and 

he also used questions to probe for additional information and 

to guide student thought. (4.4) 

Neither in-class nor out-of-class Instructional Feedback was 

provided. Correct answers were affirmed quickly and sustaining 

feedback was used effectively in several instances. Comments 

included: 

• In-class feedback and out-of-class feedback were not 

applicable to this lesson. (5.1) 

• Sustaining feedback was provided fairly effectively 

throughout the lesson. This type of feedback was used to 

probe for additional information as well as to aid in the 

student's success. (5.4) 

Teacher #2 met district standards with averages between 2.0 

and 2.5 on four of the five functions. On the function, Management of 

Student Behavior, the average rating, 1.00, indicated a need for 

improvement. 

Teacher #3 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #3 had 

materials ready prior to the beginning of class. She started the 

class fairly quickly by having them move to the front so that they 

might see better. She began immediately with the objective and was 

effective at keeping them on task. She used words such as "look at," 



"copy down," and "take out" to maintain participation. Comments 

included: 
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• This teacher was very effective at getting students on task 

throughout the lesson. She focused their attention early, at 

the beginning of the lesson. (1.3) 

• A high time on task was maintained through most of the 

lesson. Most of the students were attending to what the 

teacher was doing and [they] appeared ... to be following the 

directions the teacher gave them. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior, this teacher did 

establish some organizational rules when she had the students move 

to the front of the class and told them what they were to have on 

their desks. She surveyed the students often, stopped inappropriate 

behavior in an effective way, and maintained appropriate behavior. 

Comments included: 

• The teacher appeared to survey the class frequently for 

student behavior. (2.4) 

• She was able to spot inappropriate behavior quickly when it 

did occur and then to stop it quickly. An appropriate behavior 

was promoted primarily through the use of activities that 

kept the students focused and on task. _ (2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation varied throughout the lesson. 

The first part was very effective, including the introduction and an 

explanation of why knowledge of probability is important. She spoke 

effectively, presented an understandable lesson, with relevant 
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examples. Intermittent summaries were provided, and she told the 

students often that the information they were learning would be 

used later in the lesson. There were problems at the end with her 

presentation of Pascal's triangle which caused problems for the 

students and they started asking questions indicating a lack of 

understanding. The lesson needed smoother transitions during this 

latter part. The success rate for the students, because of the lack 

of understanding at the end, was rated as low. There were 

intermittent summaries but no final summary. Comments included: 

• The beginning part of the lesson, was presented very clearly, 

very understandably. (3.4) 

• The lesson design was clear ... it included the provision of 

information, examples, relevant examples, and some sort of 

student activity. (3.5) 

• The success rate, the ability of the students to understand 

this last segment was very low. (3.6) 

Instructional monitoring was possible during the independent 

work but the teacher stayed at her desk and did not monitor. She did 

not assess their performance. She questioned the students, but in a 

general way. Comments included: 

• The teacher did not closely monitor the work, during this time 

that the students were working she did things around her desk 

rather than walking around the classroom and seeing how the 

students were doing. Because of this she was not able to 

assess the performance of all of the students. (4.3) 
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• She did question the students periodically and through this 

activity she was able to determine a very general assessment 

of the student performance, but overall the assessment was 

cursory, momentary, and very, very general. (4.4) 

In-class Instructional Feedback occurred when she shared each 

student's results with the rest of the class. She affirmed correct 

answers quickly but provided no sustaining feedback. Comments 

included: 

• In-class feedback was provided after the coin tossing 

activity. At this time she asked each student what they had 

come up with, what their results were and she reiterated 

these results to the entire class. (5.1 ) 

• There was no sustaining feedback and this was really not 

applicable as this was not needed under the circumstance. 

(5.4) 

Teacher #3 met district standards with averages between 2.0 

and 3.25 on all five of the functions. The lowest rating was for 

Instructional Monitoring and the highest rating was for Management 

of Instructional Time. 

Teacher #4 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #4 had the 

materials ready and got the students on task by focusing them on the 

front. He used words such as "look," "let's imagine flipping," and 

"work harder" to maintain involvement. Students were not generally 



focusing on his lesson and did not seem to be on task. Comments 

included: 
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• He attempted to get the students on task by initially focusing 

on the words "focus on the front" and then he went into the 

introduction. (1.3) 

• He gave directions during the period which meant to engage 

the students and elicit either overt or covert participation 

however the students did not appear ... to be actually 

participating most of the time. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior, he surveyed the class 

and stopped some inappropriate behaviors. Some inappropriate 

behavior was ignored, however. Comments included: 

• The teacher did attempt to survey the class, especially at the 

beginning of the period. (2.4) 

• He stopped both of these inappropriate behaviors ... then later 

in the period when he saw the student combing her hair he 

moved, walked back to the end of that row and stood there for 

a while, standing next to the girl. This did indeed get her to 

stop... (2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation began with an introduction, 

"effectively and precisely" stated. The teacher tried to make the 

lesson understandable by using relevant examples. It progressed 

smoothly, with some modeling used to make the lesson clear. There 

was no early activity, however, and the students did not seem to be 

paying attention. The assignment given was unclear. He summarized 



points repeatedly but there was no closing summary. Comments 

included: 
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• The lesson was also understandable to a degree, because it 

moved logically through its different stages, in other words, 

through the lesson design. (3.4) 

• He used many examples throughout the lesson which were 

designed I believe to help the students understand and also to 

keep them focussed by making the examples those that the 

students would be interested in. (3.5) 

• (no comment concerning 3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring was a problem because there was little 

of it. He did not check independent work. He used questions, but not 

to monitor understanding. Comments included: 

• There was practically no monitoring of the students or of the 

success, the progress of the students at all. He did not check 

during the independent work to see whether the students were 

doing the work correctly, whether they were confused or 

indeed even if they were doing it at all. (4.3) 

• He did use questions throughout the lesson, however these 

questions were not used to monitor student progress or 

comprehension. All they were meant to do was to guide the 

student's thought from one idea to the next. (4.4) 

Some in-class feedback was provided, but this only on one 

occasion. Correct answers were affirmed correctly and sustaining 



feedback was used, but not as consistently as it might have been. 

Comments included: 
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• There was a hint of in-class feedback toward the end of the 

lesson when he said that a student asked a question and he 

said ... (5.1) 

• Sustaining feedback was used once during the lesson to help 

Dan or Don become successful with the question that he was 

unable to answer initially... but sustaining feedback would 

have helped the student understand the concept of the 

information that she was questioning. (5.4) 

Teacher #4 met district standards with function averages 

between 2.0 and 2.5 on four of the five functions. The fifth function, 

Instructional Monitoring, received an average rating of 0.25, 

indicating a need for improvement. 

Teacher #5 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #5 had the 

materials ready and began the lesson quickly by asking if every"ne 

was there. He got the students on task through activity grouping, 

and maintained a high level of time on task. He used words such as 

"think of patterns," "review sets," and "figure out" to keep the 

students involved. Comments included: 

• Getting students on task was accomplished as he provided 

activities, primarily group activities, that elicited either 

overt or covert responses from the students that kept them 

actively participating. (1.3) 
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• Generally time on task was high ... it appeared that most of the 

students were actually participating in the class and appeared 

interested in the lesson. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior, he did establish 

organizational rules when he established groupings within the class. 

He surveyed the class while moving around the room. His physical 

presence promoted good behavior, and he stopped some, but not all, 

of the inappropriate behavior. Comments included: 

• He moved from group to group and this enabled him to visually 

survey the student behavior. (2.4) 

• Although he did not stop all the inappropriate activity that 

went on in the classroom he did address some. Because the 

teacher moved from group to group and was constantly 

maintaining his physical presence throughout the room, good 

behavior for the most part was maintained. (2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation did include a review of the 

concept of sets. He introduced the lesson, using examples relevant 

to the students. The students worked in groups, discovering the 

patterns themselves and applying their knowledge. The lesson was 

generally understandable with some slight confusion, there was very 

high success rate, transitions were time consuming at one point, and 

there was no final closure. Comments included: 

• The lesson was, for the most part, understandable to the 

students although confusion did occur when the teacher failed 



to give the students a definition for combinations which he 

had earlier said he would do. (3.4) 
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• He used keys as examples which helped make the concept very 

clear and vivid to the students. (3.5) 

• Because the students "discovered" the patterns of permutation 

the success rate for this part of the lesson was very high. 

(3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of checking individual work 

by moving around the room. A group assessment of performance was 

obtained, rather than an individual assessment. He used good 

questions to help monitor the students' understanding. Comments 

included: 

• Because he visited all the groups several times during the 

lesson, he was able to make a general assessment of the 

performance of the students, group assessment is what he 

was able to do. (4.3) 

• He used sound questioning techniques, he used these questions 

to direct student thinking, to give hints, to provide for 

student success, as well as to monitor their understanding of 

what was going on. (4.4) 

This teacher provided Instructional Feedback through in-class 

sharing of what each group discovered. Correct answers were 

affirmed quickly and sustaining feedback was used on several 

occasions. Comments included: 
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• He did provide in-class feedback when he let the entire class 

know what the groups had discovered in terms of how many 

combinations each group had been able to determine. (5.1) 

• Sustaining feedback was also used to individual groups as he 

went from one to the other. There are several examples of 

sustaining feedback early in the lesson ... Another example 

occurred later in the lesson ... (5.4) 

Teacher #5 met district standards on all five functions with 

function averages between 2.33 and 3.00. His lowest average rating 

was in Management of Student Behavior. 

Teacher #6 

Within the function of Management of Instructional Time, 

Teacher #6 had materials ready prior to the beginning of class, and 

she started the lesson quickly by greeting the students as they 

walked in, encouraging them to sit down and focus on her. She 

stated the objective immediately and used words such as "listen," 

"record," "look," and "notice" to maintain participation. Although 

there was some off task behaviors, a majority of the students were 

on task. Comments included: 

• She provided directions which engaged the students to 

participate either overtly or covertly. (1.3) 

• Those students seen on the screen appeared to be on task most 

of the time. There were some times when notes were passed, 

or students looked off, or looked down, or whatever, but the 
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majority of the students that were on the screen appeared to 

be on task for most of the time. (1.4) 

Within Management of Student Behavior, the teacher did little 

surveying except when she moved around the room from group to 

group. While there was some inappropriate behaviors that she did 

stop, others she did not seem to notice. Comments included: 

• I really didn't see her survey very often for student behavior. 

However, she was able to visually monitor the behavior of the 

students as she moved about the room going to each group as 

the students were doing group work. (2.4) 

• She did not notice inappropriate behavior such as note passing, 

pencil sharpening, which was very distracting, and the tapping 

on the desk. (2.5) 

During the Instructional Presentation the introduction consisted 

of discussing experiences drawn from the students. The lesson was 

understandable and it progressed clearly through several steps. She 

also used relevant examples that were interesting to the students. 

She modeled an activity, therefore increasing the students' success 

rate. Summaries were given often and there was a good closure 

activity, but there was no actual final summary. Comments 

included: 

• The lesson was understandable for a number of reasons. The 

organization was relatively clear as she moved from the 

introduction to modeling, tossing two coins, then she had the 

students state hypotheses ... (3.4) 
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• Another way that the lesson was understandable was through 

her use of relevant examples. She used numerous examples 

that interested the students and that were relevant to the 

lesson. (3.5) 

• The success was also insured through the modeling prior to an 

activity and through the sustaining feedback she was able to 

get students who was previously unsuccessful to become 

successful. (3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of moving around the room, 

although it was not clear if she was monitoring for success or just 

making sure the students were on task. She did help one group after 

ascertaining that they didn't understand. Although she monitored 

their independent work, she was not able to assess all of the 

students' performances. She asked sound questions, most of which 

were in the form of sustaining feedback. Comments included: 

• She really was not able to assess the performance of all 

students. Through her contact as she monitored the 

independent work she was able to make a general assessment 

of how well the students were doing. However, there was no 

work product collected. (4.3) 

• She did use sound questioning techniques effectively. She 

used questions to monitor their comprehension and also to 

guide their thought and to help in the discussion, to bring 

information to the discussion, probe for additional 

information. (4.4) 
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Within Instructional Feedback, in-class feedback was given 

when she shared the group results with others in the class. Correct 

answers were confirmed quickly and sustaining feedback was used 

effectively on numerous occasions. Comments included: 

• In-class feedback was provided as she gave knowledge of 

results of the group work. She did this by having the students 

bring their results up to the front of the room and record them 

on the chart. (5.1) 

• Sustaining feedback was used effectively to guide student 

thought, probe for additional information and help assure 

student success. There are numerous examples of sustaining 

feedback. (5.4) 

Teacher #6 met district standards on all five functions, with 

function averages between 2.00 and 3.33. The lowest average rating 

was for Management of Student Behavior, with an average rating of 

2.00. 

Comparisons 

Comparisons can be made of both the ratings given to each 

teacher and of the descriptions accompanying those ratings. The 

initial comparisons are of the numerical ratings. 

Within the function of Management of Instructional Time, one 

postulant, Teacher #1, clearly received ratings that were below the 

others, with an average rating of 0.66, indicating a need for 

improvement. The two average ratings of 2.33 were received by one 

postulant, Teacher #2, and one novice, Teacher #4. The highest 
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ratings were received by the two experts and the remaining novice, 

and the top rating, 3.25, was received by the novice, Teacher #3. 

Because of similar ratings by one postulant and one novice, and the 

highest rating belonging to a novice while the two second highest 

were the experts., there are no distinctions made by group based on 

the average ratings for Management of Instructional Time. 

The ratings for Management of Student Behavior make slight 

distinctions, but strong distinctions only for the postulants. Both 

postulants received ratings that indicate a need for improvement 

(0.50 and 1.00). The remaining four received ratings that ranged 

from 2.00 to 3.00, and the two with slightly higher ratings were the 

two novices. The experts received lower ratings. Distinctions can 

be made among the three groups, with novices' ratings the highest, 

postulants' ratings the lowest, and the experts' ratings in the 

middle. 

Within the function of Instructional Presentation, postulant 

Teacher #1 received an average rating indicating a need for 

improvement (0.88). The remaining five teachers received ratings 

which met district standards, with a gradual increase in average 

ratings from Teacher #2 through Teacher #6. The two experts 

received slightly higher ratings than the two novices, and all four 

were higher that the one postulant, Teacher #2. Slight distinctions 

can be made among all three groups, with the experts' ratings the 

highest, the postulants' ratings the lowest, and the novices' in the 

middle. 
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Two teachers, one postulant (Teacher #1) and one novice 

(Teacher #4) received average ratings for Instructional Monitoring 

that indicate a need for improvement. The remaining postulant and 

novice received ratings that met district standards. The two 

highest average ratings were those of the two experts, although the 

rating of Teacher #6 (an expert) was only slightly higher than that 

of the rating of Teacher #2 (a postulant). A slight distinction can be 

made between the experts and the remaining teachers. 

All six teachers received average ratings that met district 

standards for Instructional Feedback. The two highest ratings were 

received by the two experts, the two middle ratings were received 

by one postulant and one novice, and the lowest ratings were 

received by the remaining novice and postulant. Distinctions can be 

made between the experts and the remaining teachers. 

Descriptions of the practices which accompanied the ratings 

were generally non-judgmental, consisting of an indication of the 

presence or absence of a practice, with an occasional example. 

Terms such as "effective," "very effective," "very understandable," 

"very smooth," and even "good" were used only six times throughout 

all six descriptions. Three of these judgments were used with 

Teacher #3, two with Teacher #4, and one with Teacher #6. The 

postulants did not receive any of these positive judgments. 

Given this lack of judgment in describing the teachers, finding 

distinctions among them needed to be based on the presence or 

absence of a practice. The absence of a practice was sometimes 
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indicated with "not applicable" and other times it was rated low. 

Those practices that received "not applicable" when not present 

were those dealing with starting the lesson quickly, establishing 

organizational rules and rules pertaining to verbal behavior and 

movement, beginning the class with a review, presenting 

assignments clearly, maintaining deadlines and standards, checking 

independent work, and providing in-class and out-of-class feedback. 

The observer would occasionally indicate that ratings were not 

given because the situation was an "artificial" classroom situation, 

but these comments were not given consistently enough to 

determine which practices did not seem relevant to this specific 

situation. Because comparisons are made based on the presence or 

absence of a practice, those marked "not applicable" are considered 

absent. 

Management of Instructional Time consisted of four practices. 

All of the teachers, with a minor exception in the description of 

Teacher #1, had materials ready and available prior to the beginning 

of the lesson. Starting the lesson quickly was discussed in only 

three cases, one novice and the two experts (the others being "not 

applicable"), and each discussion indicated that the lesson began 

fairly quickly. With the exception of Teacher #1, all of the teachers 

got the students on task. Consistently high time on task behavior 

was indicated for only the two experts. One postulant and one 

novice had few students on task, the other postulant and novice had 

students on task in the beginning but lost some students as the 
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lesson progressed. Therefore, a slight distinction was made 

between the experts and the remaining two groups in their ability to 

maintain a consistently high level of time on task. 

Management of Student Behavior consisted of five practices. 

One novice and one expert established some organizational rules by 

having the students move forward, or by grouping them for 

activities. The rest were marked "not applicable." Establishing 

rules for verbal behavior and for movement was "not applicable" in 

all cases. Surveying of students was done by the novices and the 

experts, but not by the postulants. The postulants did not deal with 

inappropriate behavior, one novice stopped inappropriate behavior, 

and the other novice and the two experts stopped some inappropriate 

behavior. Appropriate behavior was maintained through questioning, 

activities, and physical presence by the two experts, one novice, and 

one postulant. A distinction can be made between the postulants and 

the remaining teachers in that they did not survey the students and 

they did not deal with any of the inappropriate behavior. 

Instructional Presentation consisted of ten practices. Only one 

expert provided a review prior to the introduction to the lesson. The 

introductions received little discussion except that those of the two 

postulants were "poor" or "weak" and the introduction of one of the 

novices was "very effective." Indications of the teacher speaking 

"effectively and precisely" were only made for the postulants and 

novices, with nothing said about the experts. Lessons were mostly 

understandable except for those of the postulants, with one 
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postulant beginning with an understandable lesson but losing clarity 

later, and the other postulant just not presenting an understandable 

lesson. All of the teachers except one postulant gave at least one 

relevant example during the explanation. The success rate was high 

for only the two experts. One postulant and one novice did not have 

success rate discussed, and the other postulant and novice were 

described as either not providing for a high success rate or having a 

low success rate. The pace was considered brisk for one postulant 

and one novice, and slow for one postulant and one expert. Smooth 

transitions were either nonexistent or not discussed for the two 

postulants, while transitions were smooth and clear for one novice 

and one expert and having some problems for the other novice and 

expert. The presentation of assignments was IInot applicablell for 

the two postulants, was not discussed for one expert, and had some 

problems for the remaining three. One postulant, two novices, and 

one expert provided some summarizing, but no one had a final 

summary. Distinctions can be made between the postulants and the 

remaining teachers in their poor introductions and distinctions can 

be made between the experts and the other groups on their high 

success rate for the students. 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of four practices. No one 

maintained deadlines and standards. The two postulants did not 

provide independent work so therefore could not monitor it. The two 

novices did not monitor the students' work. Both of the experts did, 

however, monitor the students' work by moving around the room. One 
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postulant and both novices did not assess student performance. One 

postulant asked questions but did not assess every student. The 

experts primarily assessed group performance. One postulant and 

the two novices asked questions, but not effectively for assessing 

the students' progress and understanding. The two experts and one 

of the postulants effectively used questioning techniques. 

Distinctions can be made between the experts and the remaining 

teachers in their use of student monitoring and more thorough 

assessment of performance. 

Instructional Feedback consisted of four practices. No one 

provided out-of-class feedback. The postulants did not provide in

class feedback because they did not assign work. One novice 

provided a little feedback, and the remaining teachers provided 

feedback by sharing the results the students obtained during their 

activities. Everyone affirmed correct answers quickly. Sustaining 

feedback was used by all but one novice and one postulant, with the 

two experts using sustaining feedback on several occasions. 

Distinctions can be made between postulants and the remaining 

teachers in that postulants did not provide in-class feedback. This 

was tied, however, to the fact that they did not give an assignment. 

A summary of the distinctions that can be made include some 

which separate the experts from the novices and postulants, and 

some which separate the postulants from the novices and experts. 

Experts are distinguishable from the novices and postulants in their 

ability to keep the students consistently on task, their use of 
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student monitoring and assessment of performance, and their high 

success rate through their tasks and questions. Postulants are 

distinguishable from novices and experts in the fact that they did 

not survey the students and did not deal with inappropriate 

behaviors, their poor introductions, and their lack of in-class 

feedback. None of the practices separate all three groups. 

Observer #2 

Description 

Ratings made on each teacher, the function averages, and the 

total rating are indicated in Table 2. 

Teacher #1 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #1 had her 

materials ready, but it was difficult to tell when the class started. 

She did not involve the students in any way to get them on task, and 

they were not on task throughout the lesson. Comments included: 

• Getting students on task, here was one of the major flaws of 

the lesson. The students were not one task. She didn't involve 

them. (1.3) 

• This teacher would probably get a very low score on 

maintaining high time on task because indeed the children 

were not on task. (1.4) 

Under the Management of Student Behavior, this teacher 

surveyed the students, but she did not do anything with what she 

saw. She did nothing to promote appropriate behavior and did not 

deal with inappropriate behavior. Comments included: 
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Table 2. Rating Results Using O.E. Evaluation Form: Observer #2 

Postulants Novices Experts 
Qat tt Ittl Itt2 Itt3 Itt~ Itt 5 Itt6 

Management of Instructional Time 
1.1 3 3 4 3 3 3 
1.2' 3 3 3 3 3 3 
1.3 0 1 3 2 3 3 
j.4 1 1 ;3 2 ;3 ~ 
Average 1.75 2.00 3.25 2.50 3.00 3.00 

Management of Student Behavior 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 2 2 3 2 3 3 
2 15 Q Q ;3 2 2 ;3 
Average 1.00 1.00 3.00 2.00 2.50 3.00 

Instructional Presentation 
3.1 nla nla nla nla nla n/a 
3.2 1 3 4 3 4 3 
3.3 3 3 3 

,... 
3 3 " 3.4 2 3 4 2 4 3 

3.5 2 4 3 2 4 4 
3.6 1 2 3 1 3 3 
3.7 2 3 3 2 3 3 
3.8 2 2 3 1 2 3 
3.9 nla nla 3 1 3 3 
3.Hl 2 j 0 0 2 1 
Average 1.87 2.60 2.89 1.67 3.10 2.89 
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Instructional Monitoring 
4.1 nfa n/a nfa nfa 3 n/a 
4.2 nfa n/a nfa nfa 3 3 
4.3 0 0 2 0 3 2 
~A Q 2 2 1 3 3 
Average 0.00 1.00 2.00 .50 3.00 2.67 

Instructional Feedback 
5.1 nfa n/a n/a 1 4 
5.2 nfa n/a nfa n/a n/a n/a 
5.3 0 2 3 1 4 3 
5,~ j ~ ota j ~ ~ 
Average .50 2.50 3.00 1.00 3.67 3.00 

Total 5.12 8.10 14.14 7.67 15.27 14.56 

~. T#1 = Teacher #1, T#2 = Teacher #2, T#3 = Teacher #3, T#4 = 
Teacher #4, T#5 = Teacher #5, and T#6 = Teacher #6. 
Cat # = Numeral indicated adjacent to practices (Appendix B). 

• She was watching the students although it doesn't do any good 

to watch students if you're not going to react to what they're 

doing or what they're not doing in this case. (2.4) 

• You can survey a lot and if you're not addressing inappropriate 

behaviors during these surveys you're really not accomplishing 

anything ... This would be a very low score because there was 

nothing done, except at the very end, for promoting any 

appropriate behavior. (2.5) 

Instructional Presentation was lacking an introduction and the 

students were not tracking what the teacher was saying. She spoke 

effectively and precisely but did not stay with the objectives, 

wandering off with "inane" comments. She used some good 
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examples, but others indicated some problems. There was no 

attempt at obtaining a high success rate for the students because 

the students were not involved and the teacher answered her own 

questions. The lesson started slowly but eventually the pace was 

brisk. There were few transitions and she did not lose the students 

because she never had their attention. No assignments were given 

and there was no closure. Comments included: 

• Presents lesson understandably. On our scale there would be a 

low score particularly in this area. She did not stay with her 

objectives, she wandered off. (3.4) 

• While she did do some things, she did some good modeling, she 

showed how when she rolled the dice, how this was an event ... 

but when she moved into her examples of, like letting the 

students choose the male/female model I feel this was quite 

an error in judgment. (3.5) 

• The item, providing for high task success, there is a great gap 

in the lesson. The students were not involved to the point 

where they had tasks and most of the questions that she 

addressed to the students, she promptly answered herself. 

(3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring was limited because there was no 

independent work for the teacher to monitor and she did not assess 

the students' performance because they were not involved. She 

asked questions, but she answered them herself. Comments 

included: 
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• Assess performance of all students. No. Definitely not. 

Students were not involved, they were not participating and 

therefore, performance could not be assessed. (4.3) 

• Questions that she was using were questions she was 

answering herself and really could not at all be used to 

monitor student progress or to gauge their understanding. 

(4.4) 

Instructional Feedback was non-existent because there were no 

activities to provide the opportunity to give feedback. No comments 

were made about affirming correct answers quickly or providing 

sustaining feedback. Comments included: 

• Feedback was something that needed to be worked on. It 

would have been appropriate to involve the students more in 

this lesson and she could have gotten some feedback from 

them. (5.1) 

• (no comment on 5.4) 

Teacher #1 received ratings that indicated a need for 

improvement on all five of the functions. The average ratings ranged 

from 0.00 to 1.87, with the lowest rating for Instructional 

Monitoring and the highest for Instructional Presentation. 

Teacher #2 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #2 had 

materials ready and started the lesson quickly. The students were 

not on task other than just being quiet, as he did not involve them in 
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lesson. Comments included: 
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• Students were not on task, other than being politely quiet, I 

guess you could say. (1.3) 

• High time on task was not maintained ... it was very obvious 

that the students were not focused on the lesson for large 

periods of time. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior, this teacher visually 

surveyed the students, but did not address anything. He did not deal 

with any of the inappropriate behavior. Comments included: 

• This teacher did monitor or did survey, visually survey his 

class. He watched the children, watched the students, looked 

to see what was going on but he did not address anything. 

(2.4) 

• The inappropriate behavior involved, putting on makeup during 

the entire class and reading ... general things that you expect 

to see in a classroom but none of this was dealt with so the 

inappropriate was not dealt with at all. (2.5) 

Instructional Presentation included an introduction which had 

the students involved. He spoke effectively and precisely and the 

lesson was understandable because he was organized, knew the 

material, and kept some of the students interested. He used relevant 

examples, but had a high success rate for only a few of the students. 

The pace was all right, transitions were minimal, and no 
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throughout the lesson but no closure. Comments included: 
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• He presented the lesson understandably. It was organized, he 

know his material, he kept some of the students interested 

and focused on him, just because of the interest level of the 

material. (3.4) 

• One of the reasons he was able to do this was because of the 

relevant examples which he used. He was strong in this area. 

(3.5) 

• The high success rates on tasks and questions involved such a 

small amount of students, or in such a small amount of time 

to be virtually negligible. (3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring was limited because there was no 

independent work to check. Therefore there was no assessment of 

the students' performance. He asked good questions, but not the type 

to monitor progress. Comments included: 

• Performance of all students was certainly not checked at all. 

(4.3) 

• Teacher #2 did use questioning techniques and did some rather 

good questioning in the earlier parts of the lesson. But these 

were not to monitor progress. (4.4) 

Instructional Feedback included affirming correct answers, with 

an adequate use of sustaining feedback early in the lesson. 

Comments included: 

• (no comment on 5.1) 
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• Sustaining feedback was provided early on in the lesson when 

the teacher was asking for ideas and he wanted to elicit from 

students a little elaboration ... so, with sustaining feedback, 

Teacher #2 was adequate. (5.4) 

Teacher #2 met district standards, although on the lower end of 

the range, on three functions, Management of Instructional Time 

(2.00), Instructional Presentation (2.60), and Instructional Feedback 

(2.50). The average ratings for Management of Student Behavior 

(1.00) and Instructional Monitoring (1.00) indicated a need for 

improvement. 

Teacher #3 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #3 had 

materials ready and started the lesson quickly. She got them on task 

by asking the students for their attention. The level of the time on 

task was appropriate. Comments included: 

• She did actually get them together and asked for their 

attention and got them on task. Letting them know that 

definitely she was ready to start class and now was the time 

to settle down and get going. (1.3) 

• The time on task appeared to be perfectly within the realm of 

acceptability. (1.4) 

Under the Management of Student Behavior, the teacher 

established rules to some degree by having the students move up 

front and clear their desks. She did survey and monitor their 

behavior and stopped some of the inappropriate behavior, but 
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included: 
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• As far as the surveying went she did survey the students, she 

monitored their behavior. (2.4) 

• She did attempt to put a stop to some of the inappropriate 

behavior ... she allowed other inappropriate behavior to go on. 

(2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation consisted of an introduction 

during which the students related their own experiences. The lesson 

was presented understandably, with small amounts at a time and 

examples as she went along. There were opportunities for success 

during the activities of note taking and coin tossing. The pace was 

fine and the transitions were done very smoothly. Assignments 

were presented clearly, but there were no summaries and no closure. 

Comments included: 

• The lesson was presented understandably. She presented 

small amounts of things. She was very careful to explain 

things as she went and she gave examples as she went. (3.4) 

• She built upon the information as she went along which made 

it very relevant for the students and they were asked to write 

this down so this effectively engaged them at this pOint. (3.5) 

• They appeared to have a certain success rate in what they 

were doing, the only task they were really engaged in doing 

was writing down the definition but that did sort of focus 
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them and in the flipping of the con, which they all did, they all 

participated and they all had a chance to give answers. (3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of assessing their 

performance by asking them to give the results of their coin tossing 

activity. Questioning was not used a lot, and only with some of the 

students. Comments included: 

• In assessing the performance of all the students she did ask 

everyone's results on the coin flip. (4.3) 

• Questioning techniques were not used extensively in this 

classroom. She would ask some general questions and she got 

some general answers but there again the questions were not 

answered by all students, but just by some students. (4.4) 

Instructional Feedback included only affirming correct answers. 

There was no opportunity for sustaining feedback, because there was 

no monitoring of feedback. Comments included: 

• (no comment on 5.1) 

• There was no opportunity, in this particular lesson, there was 

no example of where she provided sustaining feedback, I don't 

know that I would fault her on that ... When you don't have a 

whole lot of feedback and monitoring sometimes the 

opportunity to do the sustaining feedback just doesn't arise. 

(5.4) 

Teacher #3 met district standards on all five of the functions, 

with a range of 2.00 to 3.25. The lowest average rating was for 
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Instructional Monitoring and the highest was for the Management of 

Instructional Time. 

Teacher #4 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #4 had 

materials ready and got the class started by asking the students to 

focus up front. The students were on task only in that they were 

listening. They were not participating in any activity. The time on 

task was not very high and a lot of the students were off task most 

of the time. Comments included: 

• Getting students on task, only in as much as they were 

listening to what he was saying. They weren't doing anything, 

they weren't physically having to partiCipate in the initial 

portion of the lesson. (1.3) 

• Time on task was not real high, there again, it was a lecture 

type situation and students weren't actively participating, 

weren't actually involved ... I can see a lot of students were 

off task a good deal of the time so he wouldn't have gotten a 

real high score. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior, the teacher surveyed the 

students. He addressed some, but not a lot of the inappropriate 

behavior. Comments included: 

• He surveyed, he noticed things. (2.4) 

• He didn't address a lot of the inappropriate behavior ... In the 

beginning now he did get the magazine put away ... at one point 

he went over and stood by the hair comber which did stop her 
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for a while ... but other than that the inappropriate behavior 

went on. (2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation included an introduction which 

consisted of the definition of some terms. He spoke effectively and 

precisely. The lesson started out understandably, but then he began 

lumping examples together and the lesson got confusing. Some 

examples were good, but others were difficult for the students to 

understand. His pace was brisk and the lesson moved along well. 

The students were not with him at all times, however. He presented 

the assignment in a confusing manner and there was no summary or 

closure. Comments included: 

• As far as presenting the lesson understandably, I wouldn't give 

him real high points on this. (3.4) 

• He did use examples as he went through this and he tried to 

relate things to some of the students' experiences as he went 

into Pascal's triangle .. , he did do some of this but it wasn't 

enough of it and it wasn't terribly effective but there was 

some of it done. (3.5) 

• (no comment on 3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring was limited because there was no 

independent work to monitor and he did not assess the students 

performance. There was some questioning, but it was not very 

effective. Comments included: 

• He did not assess performance of all students, just definitely, 

absolutely not. (4.3) 
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• He did do some questioning but he got nothin'g from them in the 

line of answers to his questions until toward the very end 

when he started them out like pulling teeth ... he did a little of 

this but it wasn't really effective. (4.4) 

Instructional Feedback was marginal. He affirmed correct 

answers and did some paraphrasing. Comments included: 

• At one point someone was giving some answers and he said 

"yeah, that would balance things out usually" so here you have 

a little in-class feedback. (5.1) 

• Sustaining feedback. There again marginally in a very general 

manner. He would do a little paraphrasing, occasionally, but 

not very often. (5.4) 

Teacher #4 met district standards, although on the low end of 

the range, for Management of Instructional Time and Management of 

Student Behavior, with ratings of 2.50 and 2.00 respectively. His 

average ratings for Instructional Presentation, Instructional 

Monitoring, and Instructional Feedback indicated a need for 

improvement, ranging from 0.50 to 1.67. His lowest average rating 

was for Instructional Monitoring. 

Teacher #5 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #5 had 

materials ready and started the class quickly. He got the students 

on task by talking with them, which focused the students' attention 

on him. For the most part, time on task was fine. Comments 

included: 
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• He spend a few minutes kibitzing about himself, and kind of a 

joking manner, just very briefly built a little bit of feeling 

tone in there which focused a lot of the student's attention on 

him. (1.3) 

• The time on task was fine for the most part throughout this 

lesson. It would fall probably within an average range. (1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior this teacher surveyed 

frequently by moving around the room. He maintained appropriate 

behavior through his presence and dealt with some, but not all, of 

the inappropriate behaviors. Comments included: 

• He did survey frequently, he monitored the students and he 

moved around the room quite a bit, and this enables you to 

maintain behavior and focus attention just by your physical 

presence. (2.4) 

• He did address this and say "let's cool the pencil sharpening" 

but there were a lot of other off task behaviors that were not 

addressed. (2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation began with a "grabber" 

introduction using keys, which was very graphic and concrete. He 

did a "fine job" in presenting an understandable lesson and provided 

the students with the opportunity for ownership by having them use 

their own items for the activity. There was a high success rate, 

with the students involved and doing things. All of the transitions 

were good except when breaking into groups, which took too long. 

The students understood his assignment and he repeated himself. 
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There was no closure at the end but some summaries along the way. 

Comments included: 

• As far as presenting the lesson, he did a fine job with this. He 

presented his lesson understandably. (3.4) 

• He used the discovery mode where he had students doing 

things, getting into groups, bringing out items of their own 

which is always good, that gives them ownership in the 

lesson. (3.5) 

• The students appeared to have a high success rate in what 

they were doing and they were involved in things, they were 

doing things ... the monitoring and feedback that went on 

during this was very good which also encouraged more success 

and more participation. (3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of setting some standards 

when he made sure they did what he wanted them to do. He checked 

their work by moving around from group to group, and assessed group 

performance. He used questions to monitor and guide, but mostly for 

instructional development. Comments included: 

• He assessed the performance of the students more as they 

were within groups. You would almost say he assessed the 

performance of the students within their groups. (4.3) 

• The questions were used more to guide thinking which in this 

kind of a lesson would be perfectly acceptable ... he was doing 

some questioning and using this for monitoring purposes but 
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most of the top questions were along the line of instructional 

developing or guiding of thinking. (4.4) 

Instructional Feedback consisted of several examples of 

sustaining feedback, which often occurred to assist a student. He 

also affirmed correct answers. Comments included: 

• By in-class feedback we're talking about more like sustaining 

feedback and he did this several times. (5.1) 

• Sustaining feedback occurred when students needed some help 

in phrasing things or expressing themselves ... He's giving 

them a little guidance and letting them experience the 

success and come to some conclusions on their own. (5.4) 

Teacher #5 met district standards on all five functions, with a 

range from 2.00 to 3.67. His lowest average rating was for 

Management of Student Behavior and his highest was for 

Instructional Feedback. 

Teacher #6 

Within Management of Instructional Time, Teacher #6 had 

materials ready and started the class by focusing on the students as 

they entered the room. She got them on task by talking about what 

they would be doing. There was fairly high time on task through 

active participation. Comments included: 

• She got the students on task and talking about what they were 

going to be doing and getting them going along that line. (1.3) 
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• Fairly high time on task was maintained, mostly because she 

had more active participation than some of the other lessons. 

(1.4) 

Under Management of Student Behavior this teacher surveyed 

frequently. She did not stop inappropriate behavior, but by keeping 

them busy they did not have time to misbehave. Comments included: 

• She frequently surveyed them so visual surveys were fine. 

(2.4) 

• While she didn't really stop any inappropriate behavior she 

kept them busy enough that they didn't have as much time to 

spend doing the strange things. (2.5) 

The Instructional Presentation included an introduction with 

examples. She spoke effectively and precisely and presented the 

lesson understandably. She presented the examples well and used 

the situation to develop the lesson further. There was high success 

rate through involvement. A brisk pace was maintained and the 

transitions were smooth enough. She did a good job presenting the 

lesson and the assignments. There was minimal summarizing and no 

closure. Comments included: 

• Her lesson was presented understandably. (3.4) 

• She did some good things with examples, she not only 

mentioned areas where probability could be used ... she used 

the situation as an opportunity to develop, to really focus in 

on what she was talking about and not just let them wander 

off. (3.5) 
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• Students had a high success rate in what they were doing. 

They were with their coin flipping and then bringing it up and 

that also involved the students as they came up and they 

actually recorded on the overhead projector what their results 

were. (3.6) 

Instructional Monitoring was accomplished. She checked work 

by walking around the room and assessed some but not all of the 

students. She used questioning to guide and make generalizations 

but not for monitoring. Comments included: 

• She asked some questions and got some answers from 

students, but not all students were participating in that this 

was not the kind of lesson where you use a lot of assessment 

but she should have been doing some checking to make sure 

they were tracking her. (4.3) 

• She used a lot of questioning techniques, she was using 

questions to guide some thinking and to have them draw some 

conclusions and to make some generalizations about what they 

were doing but this was not exactly monitoring. (4.4) 

Instructional Feedback consisted of affirming right answers and 

providing some sustaining feedback, although there was not a lot. 

Comments included: 

• (no comment for 5.1) 

• She provided some feedback, sustaining feedback when people 

were asking, when she was trying to get a little broader based 

answer ... she was not eliciting a lot of answers per se, and so 
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sense because of course it wasn't appropriate for this 

particular lesson. (5.4) 
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Teacher #6 met district standards on all five functions. Her 

average ratings ranged from 2.67 to 3.00. Her lowest rating was for 

Instructional Monitoring and her highest were equal for Management 

of I nstructional Time, Management of Student Behavior, and 

Instructional Feedback. 

Comparisons 

Comparisons are made of both the ratings given to each teacher 

and of the descriptions accompanying those ratings. The initial 

comparisons are of the numerical ratings. 

Within the function of Management of Instructional Time, one 

postulant, Teacher #1 received the only average rating indicating a 

need for improvement (1.75). The other four teachers received 

average ratings that met district standards, although two were at 

the lower end of the range with 2.00 for Teacher #2, a postulant, and 

2.50 for Teacher #4, a novice. Both experts received average ratings 

of 3.00, and the highest rating was received by Teacher #3, a novice. 

There is a slight distinction between the postulants and the other 

two groups, based on the average ratings for Management of 

Instructional Time. 

The average ratings for Management of Student Behavior made 

some distinctions among the groups. The two postulants, Teacher 

#1 and Teacher #2 both received average ratings of 1.00, indicating 
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a need for improvement. The novices and experts received ratings 

that met district standards, but the ratings did not distinguish 

between the two groups. The two highest ratings were for Teacher 

#3, a novice, and Teacher #6, an expert, both with 3.00. The lowest 

ratings were 2.00 for Teacher #4, a novice, and Teacher #5, an 

expert. A distinction can be made between the postulants and the 

other teachers, but no distinctions between novices and experts. 

Within the function of Instructional Presentation, two teachers, 

Teacher #1, a postulant, and Teacher #4, a novice, received average 

ratings that indicate a need for improvement, with 1.87 and 1.67 

respectively. The remaining ratings all met district standards, with 

a narrow range of 2.60 to 3.10. The lowest rating among these four 

was received by Teacher #2, a postulant, the middle ratings of 2.89 

were received by Teacher #3, a novice, and Teacher #6, an expert. 

The highest rating was received by Teacher #5, an expert. No 

distinctions can be made among the three groups based on ratings 

for Instructional Presentation. 

Three teachers, Teacher #1 and Teacher #2, both postulants, and 

Teacher #4, a novice, received average ratings for Instructional 

Monitoring which indicate a need for improvement. Teacher #1 

received the lowest rating, with 0.00, Teacher #4 received a rating 

of 0.50, and Teacher #2 received the highest rating of 1.00. The 

remaining three teachers, one novice and two experts, received 

ratings which met district standards. These ratings were 2.00 for 

Teacher #3, 2.67 for Teacher #6, and 3.00 for Teacher #5. A 



189 

distinction can be made in that only the experts as a group had both 

teachers receive ratings that met district standards for 

Instructional Monitoring, and their ratings were the two highest. 

Two teachers, Teacher #1, a postulant, and Teacher #4, a 

novice, received average ratings for Instructional Feedback that 

indicate a need for improvement. The ratings were 0.50 for Teacher 

#1 and 1.00 for Teacher #4. The remaining four teachers received 

average ratings that met district standards, vvi~h the lowest, 2.50, 

received by Teacher #2, a postulant, the two middle ratings, 3.00, 

received by Teacher #3, a novice, and Teacher #6, an expert. The 

highest rating, 3.67, was received by Teacher #5, an expert. Again, 

there is a slight distinction between the experts and the remaining 

teachers in that only the two experts both received ratings that met 

district standards. 

Descriptions that accompanied these ratings were primarily 

non-judgmental, indicating whether a practice was present or 

absent. Observer #2 used such adjectives as "effective," "adequate," 

"good," and "strong" to describe some practices. These adjectives 

were used on one or two occasions with all teachers. The terms 

"inane" and "error in judgment" were used for Teacher #1. 

As with Observer #1, distinctions among the teachers needed to 

be based on the presence or absence of a practice. The absence of a 

practice was sometimes indicated with "not applicable," sometimes 

with a low score, and sometimes with "--." Comments were made by 

Observer #2 about the difficulty of using their criteria when 
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viewing a videotape in which not all of the students could be viewed 

and some initial classroom procedures, such as establishing rules 

and standards, would not be applicable in this situation. 

Management of Instructional Time consisted of four practices. 

All . of the teachers had their materials ready and, with the exception 

of Teacher #1, all of the teachers started the class quickly or 

appropriately. One postulant did not get the students on task, and 

the other postulant and one novice got them on task only in that they 

appeared to be listening. The other three got the students on task by 

involving them in an activity. Teacher #1 did not have the students 

on task, Teacher #2 and Teacher #4 had them on task for a while, but 

it was not maintained, and the remaining three, one novice and two 

experts, kept the students on task through the use of activities. A 

distinction can be made between the postulants and the other 

teachers in that the postulants were not efficient at getting the 

students on task nor maintaining a high level of time on task. 

Management of Student Behavior consisted of five practices and, 

while " __ " was placed under the practices of establishing 

organizational rules, establishing rules for verbal behavior, and 

establishing rules for movement, Observer #2 did mention that 

Teacher #3 established rules to a minor degree when she asked the 

students to move up front and clear their desks. All of the teachers 

surveyed the students but not all dealt with inappropriate behavior. 

The two postulants did not deal with such behavior at all, and the 

remaining four dealt with some, but not all, of the inappropriate 
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behavior. Comments Were made of the two experts that they 

maintained appropriate behavior through the use of activities and 

their presence around the room. Distinctions in this function appear 

in the ability of the experts to use techniques to promote 

appropriate behaviors. 

Instructional Presentation consisted of ten practices. Only 

Teacher #1 did not introduce the lesson well. The remaining five 

presented appropriate introductions of one kind or another. Four of 

the six teachers had comments about speaking effectively and 

precisely; the remaining two had no comments about this at all. 

Everyone presented an understandable lesson except for Teacher #1, 

who wandered, and Teacher #4, who got bogged down in his 

examples. Examples were relevant and understandable for all 

teachers except Teacher #1 and Teacher #4, who had some good and 

some confusing examples. Success rate was not high for Teacher 

#1, who had no involvement; the rate was high for some students 

only for Teacher #2 and for a few activities for Teacher #3; no 

comment was made about success rate for Teacher #4: and both 

experts had consistently high success rates due to the use of 

activities and monitoring. Pace was generally fine and transitions 

were either minimal or adequately smooth for all teachers except 

Teacher #1. No assignments were given by the two postulants, the 

assignment was given in a confusing manner by Teacher #4, and the 

other three gave understandable assignments. While one postulant 

and the two experts provided some summarizing along the way, no 
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one provided any closure to the lesson. Distinctions can be made in 

this function in that only the experts produced a high success rate 

among the students by involving them in activities, monitoring their 

performance, and encouraging success. No other practices within 

this function showed clear distinctions. 

Instructional Monitoring consisted of four practices. Only 

Teacher #5 set standards by indicating that he expected them to do 

as he asked. The two postulants and one novice had no independent 

work to monitor, while the two experts moved around the room to 

see that they were on task. Again, the two postulants and one novice 

had no work with which to assessment student performance. The 

other novice and the experts assessed at least some of the students. 

One expert assessed primarily group performance. Questioning 

techniques were used by all of the teachers, but the type of 

questions varied. Teacher #1 answered her own questions, Teacher 

#3 did not use questions extensively enough, Teacher #4 used 

questioning that was not very effective, and the remaining three 

used questioning for guiding and development of the lesson, but only 

Teacher #5 used any questions for monitoring. One distinction 

within Instructional Monitoring was the fact that the postulants had 

no activities with which to monitor or assess student performance. 

The other was a more consistent use of good questioning techniques 

among the two experts. 

Instructional Feedback consisted of four practices. For the 

practice of providing in-class feedback, comments were only made 
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for Teacher #1, who provided no feedback, Teacher #2 and Teacher 

#4, who provided minimal feedback, and Teacher #5, who provided 

feedback several times. No comment was made about affirming 

correct answers for Teacher #1, but the remaining five teachers all 

affirmed correct answers. No comment was made about sustaining 

feedback for Teacher #1; Teacher #2 and Teacher #4 provided some 

sustaining feedback; such feedback was deemed inappropriate for 

Teacher #3 and Teacher #6; and Teacher #5 provided a lot of 

effective sustaining feedback. No clear distinctions can be made 

based on the comments for Instructional Feedback. 

A summary of the distinctions that can be made include some 

which separate the experts from the novices and postulants, and 

some which separate the postulants from the novices and experts. 

Experts are distinguishable from the novices and postulants in the 

ability of the experts to use techniques to promote appropriate 

behaviors, which was not mentioned for the other two groups. 

Experts also produced a high success rate for the students through 

activities and monitoring. Postulants are distinguishable from the 

novices and experts in that they were not as efficient at getting the 

students on task and maintaining high time on task, and that they did 

not provide activities for the students that would have provided the 

opportunity to assess their performance and understanding. They 

also did not deal at all with inappropriate behavior. None of the 

practices separate all three groups. 
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Discussion of Two Observers 

In interpreting these ratings and comments, consideration 

needed to be given to the fact that this was an unusual teaching 

situation. Some of that is dealt with in the use of "not applicable" 

for practices that might not be observable in this situation. Because 

a "not applicable" rating is not averaged into the function average, 

these missing elements did not lower ratings. One function that 

might have been affected by the unusual teaching situation was 

Management of Student Behavior. In discussions with the teachers 

following their lesson, Clarridge, Stein, and Berliner (1987) 

reported that the experts to a large extent and the novices to a 

smaller extent chose not to deal with the inappropriate behaviors 

because it was not their class and they saw no point in establishing 

rules when there would be no follow-up lesson. This helps to 

explain the lower ratings on "stopping inappropriate behavior." The 

other functions should not be as much affected by the unusual 

situation. 

There are differences that appear between the ratings and 

descriptions of the two observers. Observer #2 provided slightly 

more indication of quality of performance in the way she described 

the practices, but the positive descriptions did not clearly appear 

primarily in anyone group. Observer #2 also provided more 

comments than Observer #1, averaging to a little less than one 

additional page of transcription per teacher. She provided more 
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description of what was occurring, she repeated herself more, and 

provided more suggestions on what should be done. 

Distinctions noted within both observers' comments come down 

to distinctions between the absence or presence of practices. There 

are not clear differences among groups in described effectiveness 

levels. Some of those differences, however, appear in the numerical 

ratings. For Observer #1, the clearest differences, although slight, 

are indicated in the ratings within the Instructional Presentation 

function. There are more ratings of "3" for the two experts than the 

novices, and more ratings of "3" for the novices than the postulants. 

The postulants are the only two teachers to receive ratings 

indicating a need for improvement. Instructional Feedback also 

showed some slight distinctions in the ratings. The experts were 

the only two to receive only "3s" and "4s." The other four received 

some "2s" and "1 s." 

For Observer #2 the two experts received only ratings of "3", 

but one novice received the only "4" for Management of Instructional 

Time. The function of Instructional Presentation produced several 

ratings of "4" but these ratings were spread throughout the three 

groups. Within Instructional Monitoring only the two experts 

received any ratings of "3" and within Instructional Feedback only 

one expert received ratings of "4." 

Differences in the numerical ratings of the two observers 

existed, but in most cases were minor. Within Management of 

Instructional Time, the only average rating that varied more than 
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0.50 was that given to Teacher #1. Observer #1 gave her an average 

rating of 0.66 and Observer #2 gave her a rating of 1.75. Both of 

those ratings did, however, indicate a need for improvement. 

There were similar results for Management of Student Behavior. 

All average ratings for the two observers, except one, were within 

0.50 of each other, and the two teachers who received ratings that 

indicated a need for improvement were the same for both observers, 

Teacher #1 and Teacher #2. Teacher #6 received a rating of 2.00 

from Observer #1 and 3.00 from Observer #2, but these ratings both 

meet district standards. 

Ratings for Instructional Presentation varied more substantially 

between the two observers. Ratings varied by more that 0.50 on four 

of the six teachers. Both observers gave Teacher #1 a rating which 

indicated a need for improvement, with a rating of 0.88 for Observer 

#1 and a rating of 1.87 for Observer #2. Observer #2 gave Teacher 

#4 a rating which indicated a need for improvement, with an average 

rating of 1.67, while Observer #1 gave him a rating indicating he 

met district standards, with an average rating of 2.44. The 

remaining four received ratings by both observers which met 

district standards, but the ratings varied between Observer #1 and 

Observer #2 for Teacher #2 (with 2.00 and 2.60 respectively) and 

Teacher #3 (with 2.33 and 2.89 respectively). Teacher #5 and 

Teacher #6 received fairly consistent ratings. 

Ratings for Instructional Monitoring were relatively consistent, 

with all but one teacher receiving ratings that did not differ by more 
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than 0.50 between the two observers. These five teachers also 

consistently received ratings by the two observers indicating a need 

for improvement or meeting district standards. The one difference 

was for Teacher #2. Observer #1 gave this teacher an average 

rating of 2.50, indicating that he met district standards, and 

Observer #2 gave him an average rating of 1.00, indicating a need for 

improvement. 

Instructional Feedback included some average ratings that 

varied and some that did not. Observer #1 did not rate any teacher 

as needing improvement for Instructional Feedback, while Observer 

#2 rated Teacher #1 and Teacher #4 as needing improvement. The 

other difference was in the rating of Teacher #5, who received 3.00 

from Observer #1 and 3.67 from Observer #2. Both of these ratings, 

however, indicate that he met district standards. 

An indication of consistency between the two observers exists 

in the total average ratings. If the total ratings are ranked from the 

lowest score to the highest, both of the observers have ranked the 

teachers in the same order. Observer #2 rated more practices with 

a "4" than did Observer #1, which made the ratings of Observer #2 

more variable in general, but their order was consistent. Teacher #1 

has the lowest score, followed by Teacher #4, Teacher #2, Teacher 

#3, and Teacher #6, with Teacher #5 receiving the highest score. 

While individual ratings may vary, both observers distinguished 

among the teachers in the same way, from the one with the lowest 

score to the one with the highest. Distinctions among the teachers 
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are generally very small, with the exception of Teacher #1 and 

Teacher #4, and the practical significance of these distinctions is 

minimal, but both observers rated them in the same order. They also 

both gave the two experts the highest ratings. 

In their comments the observers were very similar, with a few 

discrepancies. Those discrepancies are indicated and the 

similarities are not individually discussed. There were minor 

discrepancies in the narrative of Teacher #1. Observer #1 noted 

that not all of the materials were ready, and Observer #2 did not. 

Observer #1 labeled her questions superficial and Observer #2 

indicated that she answered them herself. 

In the narrative of Teacher #2, Observer #1 mentioned that 

appropriate behavior was promoted through the technique of 

randomly calling on the students. This was not mentioned by 

Observer #2. Observer #1 indicated that some assessment was 

accomplished through questioning, and Observer #2 indicated there 

was no assessment. 

Teacher #3 provided the most discrepancies between the 

observers. Observer #1 mentioned some problems with the very end 

of the presentation and Observer #2 did not. Observer #2 felt the 

transitions were smooth and Observer #1 felt they could be 

smoother, specifically at the end. Observer #2 said the success rate 

was high for some of the students, Observer #1 focused only on the 

problems with the end of the lesson and stated that at that point the 

success rate was low. Observer #2 did not indicate that there was 
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when they shared the results of the coin tossing activity. 
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There was agreement on Teacher #4 except that Observer #2 

stated there were no summaries given and Observer #1 stated that 

there were some. Discrepancies in the narratives of Teacher #5 

were only in comments made by one observer and not made by the 

other. Observer #1 indicated that Teacher #5 established some 

organizational rules, he provided the students with a review at the 

beginning of class, and he provided in-class feedback when they 

shared the results of their activity. Observer #2 stated that 

standards had been set during class. 

Discrepancies in the narratives of Teacher #6 consisted of 

Observer #1 stating that in-class feedback was provided through the 

sharing of results, which Observer #2 did not mention this, and the 

indication by Observer #2 that appropriate behavior was promoted 

through the activities, which was not mentioned by Observer #1. 

In general, these discrepancies seem minor. Both observers 

provided a description of each teacher that clearly distinguished 

each teacher's lesson from that of the others, and the descriptions 

of an individual teacher made by each of the two observers are 

similar enough to match each pair. 

The purpose of the use of this perspective was to determine if 

distinctions could be made among the groups based on their 

performance on the individual practices as well as on the rating 

scores. Some distinctions were made between one group and the 
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other two. Distinctions that both observers found between the 

experts and the other two groups were those dealing with the 

experts ability to get the students on task and maintain a high level 

of time on task and a high success rate through the use of activities 

and monitoring. Distinctions between the postulants and the other 

two groups were similar in one case and varied between the two 

observers in other cases. 80th agreed that the postulants did not 

deal with any inappropriate behavior. Other distinctions made by 

Observer #1 focused on the postulants' lack of surveying, their poor 

introductions, and their lack of in-class feedback. Distinctions 

made by Observer #2 focused on their inefficiency at getting the 

students on task and keeping them on task and the fact that they did 

not provide activities with which to monitor and assess the 

students' performance. 
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DISCUSSION OF FOUR PERSPECTIVES 
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This chapter provides the discussion of the results delineated in 

Chapters Four through Seven. Each of the four perspectives is 

discussed separately, beginning with Subject Matter Knowledge and 

Delivery and followed by Connoisseurship and Criticism, Nonverbal 

Communication, and Teacher Evaluation Instrumentation. While each 

perspective was used to determine its ability to distinguish among 

the three groups of teachers, some perspectives found differences 

between only two groups, or between one group and the other two 

groups together. Therefore, only those distinctions made through 

the use of the specific perspective are discussed. 

SYbject Matter Knowledge and Delivery 

The results of this analysis produced differences in the amount 

and types of comments made concerning the content delivery and 

teaching techniques of the novices and experts, as opposed to the 

postulants. Postulants received the most comments pertaining to 

errors of omission, about what they did !l.Q.1 do. The clearest 

distinction made with this perspective pertained to the difference 

between the analyses of the postulants and those of the other two 

groups. The postulants clearly lacked the ability to deliver the 

content, regardless of content knowledge. Comments about teaching 

techniques were most prominent among the analyses of the novices 

and experts, those with pedagogical training. Distinctions were not 

clear between the novices and experts. 
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When viewing these analyses for the relationship among content 

knowledge, content delivery, and general teaching techniques, there 

are two primary areas of focus. The first pertains to the quality of 

performance. Some teachers had poor content knowledge of various 

aspects of probability, some provided a less than adequate delivery 

of the content, and some used poor teaching techniques (or no 

apparent techniques at all). The interesting aspect is that teachers 

who were poor in one of the three areas were not necessarily poor in 

the other two. 

There was a connection between content knowledge and content 

delivery, but only in one direction. When a teacher demonstrated a 

lack of knowledge of the content, primarily through incorrect or 

vague statements, this negatively affected delivery. Delivery 

became confusing, incomplete, and difficult to understand. This 

connection was not true, however, when content knowledge was 

adequate. Delivery of content could still be poor even if knowledge 

of content seemed appropriate. The postulants were examples of 

these two situations. Teacher #1 lacked content knowledge and the 

ability to delivery content appropriately. Teacher #2 did not lack 

content knowledge, yet his delivery was confusing and meaningless. 

Content knowledge directly affects content delivery only when the 

ability to provide effective content delivery is available. An 

appropriate level of content knowledge does not provide the sole 

ingredient for appropriate content ·delivery. 
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The other area of distinction pertained to the number of 

comments concerning content knowledge, content delivery, and 

teaching techniques. When content knowledge was lacking, 

comments focused heavily on this problem. When content knowledge 

was not a problem, more discussion focused on content delivery. 

Comments about content knowledge, therefore, seemed to supercede 

comments about content delivery. When it was poor, little else 

could be seen. When it was adequate, delivery was more obvious. 

Comments concerning teaching techniques were given more often to 

the novices and experts than the postulants. Postulants surely did 

not lack techniques, but there seemed to be other aspects of the 

lesson that pre-empted comments about techniques. 

The relationship among the comments in the three areas is 

characterized by those of the two expert teachers. Teacher #6 

received the most comments about delivery and teaching techniques, 

and relatively few comments about content knowledge. Her content 

knowledge was good, requiring little comment, and her delivery and 

techniques were considered very effective. Perhaps because the 

content knowledge was good there were more things noticeable 

about the delivery and techniques. But the fact that delivery and 

techniques were considered effective depended only in part on 

content knowledge. Teacher #5 lacked a thorough knowledge of the 

content, but the comments he received concerning delivery and 

techniques were primarily positive. Comments about delivery and 

teaching techniques for both experts indicated the effectiveness of 
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the presentation in teaching the students the content. This was not 

true of the novices, with Teacher #3 having too many problems with 

content accuracy and Teacher #4 not involving the students enough 

to be effective. While this distinction does not contribute to clear 

distinctions between the novices and experts, it does provide an 

indication that content delivery and appropriate teaching techniques 

have key roles in good teaching, in spite of content knowledge. As 

Leinhardt (1987) found in her study, the power of skilled teaching 

should not be overlooked. 

Shulman (1987) found that the style of instruction was tied 

directly to the content knowledge. While style of instruction was 

not an issue here, content knowledge clearly effected the focus of 

what was seen. Teacher #3 would probably have received far more 

positive comments about delivery and teaching techniques if the 

content knowledge had been better. The content knowledge of 

Teacher #4 was adequate, but it seems unlikely that his delivery and 

techniques would have changed with increased content knowledge. 

In addressing the question asked in Chapter Two, the presentation of 

the content relied on content knowledge to some degree, but it relied 

on pedagogical skill to a larger degree. 

Because content knowledge and content delivery were so 

interdependent, distinctions between the novices and experts were 

not possible. While Teachers #3, #5, and #6 all seemed to have 

fairly good presentations, the positive comments about Teacher #3 

were clouded by her lack of content knowledge. Were the two 
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experts really better at content delivery (as indicated by generally 

positive comments about delivery), or were they simply comfortable 

enough, and accurate enough, with the content to produce that 

result? Teaching skill is clearly important and does not result from 

sound content knowledge, but the level of content knowledge 

influences, perhaps detrimentally, teaching skills. 

Connoisseurship and Criticism 

While the individual criticisms provided a clear image of a 

particular teacher presenting a particular lesson, they did not 

provide a way to usefully distinguish among the levels of expertise. 

One key reason for this seems to be the uniqueness of what was 

focused on in each classroom. 

The educational critic and connoisseur views each classroom 

and each occasion within the classroom as a unique situation; one 

which is so tied to context that it would be unlike any other 

situation. In addition to this uniqueness, educational 

connoisseurship comes from a knowledge of classrooms and their 

activities, and connoisseurs bring with them their own individual 

knowledge and experiences. Because of this, what is 'seen' in a 

particular classroom, what is salient, is dependent on the specific 

context of that situation and the experiences and knowledge of the 

individual critic. 

Because of the combined uniqueness of the situation and the 

critic, the focus of the criticism can vary greatly. Within the six 

criticisms in this study the focus ranged from lesson and content 
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delivery to communication style to cognitive processes. Possible 

additional foci are numerous. 

The focus of the criticisms of the two postulants were both on 

lesson delivery. This is an important distinction because knowledge 

about appropriate and effective ways to present a lesson are aspects 

of pedagogical training to which the postulants have not been 

exposed. The aspect of these two lessons that were salient to the 

critic dealt with key differences between those with or without 

some pedagogical training. But distinctions are also important 

between the novice and expert teachers. This is especially true if 

educational criticism is to be used for comparison and subsequent 

evaluation. No distinctions could be made between the novices and 

the experts in this study. 

Perhaps one solution is the specification of focus. Reviewing 

the criticisms of the novice and expert whose focus was 

communication style, very useful images were created about these 

styles. The information delineated could provide insight into how a 

teacher might improve his or her style. This can actually be done by 

reviewing these two criticisms. The novice might learn from his 

criticism and the criticism of the expert just what he might do to 

better communicate with the students. The distinctions between 

these two criticisms might also prove to be examples of differences 

between novices and experts. But since communication style was 

not the focus of the other analyses of a novice and an expert, this 

cannot be determined. 
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Arguments could be made for and against specifying the focus 

prior to observing the lesson. Critics would most likely say that 

such specification inhibits the perception that each classroom 

situation is unique and context bound. The contexts in these six 

tapes were similar enough to make comparisons across tapes, given 

a similar focus, but this would not be true in a normal, natural 

classroom" environment. Such specification of focus downplays the 

role of context and makes comparisons impossible. 

The counter argument states that without such specification, 

comparison is not possible. The result becomes the comparison of 

apples to oranges. How can it be said that an expert's 

communication style is different from a postulant's lesson delivery 

on any other level except that of difference in focus? Nothing can be 

communicated in this instance about clear differences between the 

postulant and expert based on their levels of classroom expertise. 

A common point exists in these arguments. Both arguments, for 

and against, emphasize the fact that comparison does not seem 

possible through educational criticism. (This use of criticism has 

not been advocated by proponents of educational critiCism.) Given 

that this is true, comparisons cannot be made among these six 

teachers, or, more specifically, among the three groups. The 

potential possibly existed in this study because of the controlled 

context. But specification of focus was not requested of the critic 

(it was not known a priori that this specification was necessary), 

so, while the criticisms are useful as images of individual 



208 

classrooms, and may be useful for evaluating the individual 

performances, they are not useful for the comparison of levels of 

pedagogical expertise. 

Nonverbal Communication 

Results of the analysis of the nonverbal narratives indicated a 

distinct difference between the novices and experts in their 

nonverbal communication. The novices communicated dominance, 

lack of involvement, no attempt at similarity with the students, no 

receptivity, and no affection for the students. Experts were low in 

dominance, high in involvement and similarity with the students, 

very receptive, and very affectionate toward the students. There 

was much more physical and psychological distance on the part of 

the novices than the experts. There are a variety of possible 

explanations for this difference. 

The affective aspects of classroom interaction are not taught in 

teacher preparation courses. Does the closeness to students come 

with time and experience? One suggestion would be that the novices 

are so involved in the task of teaching content they do not have the 

time to deal with affective issues. Yet this content was new to all 

of the teachers, so familiarity with content is not the key to 

aI/owing time for affective considerations. Perhaps the difference 

is the familiarity with pedagogical skills. Even without the 

familiarity with the content, these experts know how to teach, and 

this knowledge is much more routinized than the pedagogical 

knowledge of the novices. 
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The difference in behaviors could be derived from a need, or lack 

of need, for control. As discussed earlier in Chapter Two, Cooper 

(1979) and Cooper and Good (1983) tied teacher behaviors that 

communicate an unrewarding, colder environment (similar to that of 

the' novices) to the teacher's need to gain control over a perceived 

uncontrollable situation. The novices in this study did not know the 

students. They did not know what to "expect" from them. Perhaps in 

an effort to gain control of the situation, the novices exhibited 

nonverbal behaviors that were not conducive for the students to 

initiate interaction with the teacher. This seems natural in such an 

unknown situation. But the experts did not exhibit these behaviors, 

even though the situation, and the students, were also unknown to 

them. They exhibited nonverbal behaviors which open up the chances 

of interaction with the students. 

Whereas the novices did not "know" the students in this 

situation, the experts most likely did, at least at a general level. 

Calderhead (1983) studied experienced, novice, and student teachers 

and found that the experienced teachers had a great deal of 

knowledge about their students before they met them. This 

knowledge provided the experienced teachers with information for 

determining what learning and behavior problems might occur. 

Novices and student teachers could not determine what was 

expected because they did not have this knowledge of the "collective 

student." 
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Similar findings appeared in other studies. Carter et al. (1987) 

gave expert, novice, and postulant teachers information about a 

class of students as part of the process of taking over another 

teacher's class. The experts spent much less time reviewing 

specific. information about the individual students, yet they seemed 

to know what kinds of students they would be teaching. Clarridge 

and Berliner (1987) also found that the experts in their study, in 

which the subjects (experts, novices, and postulants) discussed the 

behavior of students following their lesson on probability, labeled 

the behaviors of the students as "typical" and not something by 

which to be bothered. Stein et al. (1987) found, during a task on 

estimation of student performance, that the experts had more of a 

general knowledge about the "collective student." Finally, Blank 

(1985) investigated the student cues that teachers use to make 

decisions concerning intervention during student learning and found 

that cues concerning "general student behavior" provided for almost 

50% of the cues. 

If knowledge of the students in the classroom is a prerequisite 

to relinquishing control of the classroom, as discussed by Cooper 

and Good (1983), then the experienced teacher benefits from a 

knowledge base prior to meeting the class that allows the teacher to 

relinquish control sooner. It cannot be determined from this study 

just how much time would be necessary for the novices to gain 

enough information to relinquish control. It also cannot be 

determined whether time is even the necessary variable. 
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There is a consequence of exhibiting the kind of behaviors that 

relinquish control. When a teacher provides a warm, accepting 

environment in which the student feels he or she can become more 

actively involved, by asking questions or responding to the teacher's 

questions, this increases the student's sense of self-efficacy. 

According to the findings of Cooper and Good (1983), the self

efficacy of the student influences his or her performance. 

Therefore, there is a connection between the teacher's nonverbal 

behaviors and the student's academic performance. Student 

performance is often the primary measure of a teacher's expertise, 

although it was not one of the criteria used in this study when the 

experts were nominated. Perhaps the willingness to relinquish 

control to the students, which results in improved student 

performance, is a key attribute of an expert. 

Teacher Evaluation Instrumentation 

The purpose of using the evaluation instrument in this 

particular situation was to analyze the classroom performance of 

these teachers and to determine whether distinctions could be made 

among the three groups, based on the criteria within this 

instrument. While this purpose is not one of evaluation, the use of 

an instrument to evaluate a teacher's performance depends directly 

on its ability to assist or provide behaviors and practices. The 

narratives which accompanied this instrument did not provide clear 

qualitative distinctions between any two of the three groups, but 
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distinctions which could be made discriminated between groups on 

the presence or absence of a few select practices. 

The observers were better at distinguishing similar practices of 

the experts than of the postulants. Both observers found that the 

experts were better able to get the students on task, to keep them 

on task, and to maintain a high success rate for the students through 

activities and monitoring. Distinctions made that separated the 

postulants from the other two groups dealt exclusively with their 

lack of ability. They did not deal with inappropriate behavior, they 

did not keep the students on task, and they did not provide activities 

with which to monitor performance. In general, distinctions made 

concerning the experts pertained to behaviors they 2id. perform and 

distinctions concerning the postulants pertained to what they QlQ 

rutl perform. 

These distinctions are not, however, tied to the quality of the 

practice. While the practices that experts perform lead to the 

opportunity to evaluate them on some of the other practices, like 

assessing student performance is tied to having activities that can 

be assessed, there was no clear indication that the presence of all 

of these practices is tied to the quality of the lesson. Quality of 

performance, however, is related to evaluation. The narratives that 

accompany the ratings are used for the improvement of instruction 

and are not used directly for evaluation. Clear descriptions are 

necessary for the improvement of instruction, not value judgments. 
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Judgments were made about the practices, with the values 

related to the judgments appearing in the ratings given. These 

r~tings did distinguish among some of the teachers, and to a lesser 

extent distinctions were made among the groups. The experts were 

the most similar in ratings, with the two novices and the two 

postulants receiving fairly diverse ratings within each of those two 

groups. Although average ratings within each group helped to 

distinguish among those groups, the large variance of within group 

ratings made such comparisons difficult to interpret. 

While clear distinctions could not be made among the groups 

according to ratings, there were consistent distinctions among the 

teachers, as rated by the two separate observers. Both observers 

rated the teachers so that the rankings that resulted from their 

total score were identical for both observers. The context 

surrounding this artificial teaching situation mayor may not have 

contributed to the individual teacher's performances, but what still 

remains true is that however representative their performances 

were as compared to their performances in real classroom 

situations, the observers rated that performance consistently. In 

spite of some internal differences between the observers for 

specific practices, a similar picture was provided for the relative 

quality of the teachers' performances. 

If the shift is made to using these ratings for evaluation, 

distinctions among the groups are non-existent. One of the 

postulants was fairly consistently rated as needing improvement, 
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but the other postulant was not. One novice received low ratings 

indicating a need for improvement by one of the observers to a much 

greater degree than the other observer. The two experts received 

ratings that were only slightly higher than those of one of the 

novices and one of the postulants, and only under some of the 

functions. No one, particularly the experts, received ratings 

indicating a "practice used in an exemplary manner," a rating 

seemingly appropriate for the "expert" teacher. This is most likely 

the result of the artificial situation. When making comparative 

judgments about these teachers, the observers judged them against 

the performances of the teachers in their district. Clearly, the 

teachers in this artificial situation, even those determined to be 

"experts," could not measure up to this comparison. Differences 

among the groups existed when compared to each other, but not when 

judgments were made based on outside comparisons. 

In addition to considering the usefulness of the instrument for 

discriminating among the groups, the distinctions made need to be 

considered. Postulants were lacking in some skills that would be 

taught in teacher education programs, such as the need for students 

to be on task and involved, and ways to deal with inappropriate 

behavior. Some practices of the postulants were absent, but the 

postulants did not exhibit any practice (except their 1AQ..!s. of a 

particular practice) that the novices and experts did not exhibit. 

While the shortcomings of the postulants can be tied to a lack of 

pedagogical training, the practices that distinguished the experts 
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are not necessarily practices that novices do not know about. One 

novice made some attempt at these practices, but was not as 

consistently successful as the two experts. The experts were more 

consistently and successfully involving the students in the lesson. 

The presence of these student involvement practices cannot be 

considered to be present only among the lessons of expert teachers. 

These practices are just several among the many practices deemed 

important for every teacher to perform. Perhaps the key difference 

is one of consistency. These experts involved the students during all 

segments of the lesson. Novices surely know that this is important. 

Perhaps the difference exists in how important the involvement is 

judged to be, or in the ability of the experts to maintain this 

involvement. 

Summary 

The discussions above focused on the results of each 

perspective separately, as though no other perspective was used to 

analyze the data. Chapter Ten ties the results of the four 

perspectives together and presents a discussion of those findings. 
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The purpose of the questionnaire was to determine if there were 

similarities across the observers in how they felt about the 

teachers, based on specific adjectives and rankings. While the 

perspective each observer used would influence his or her opinions 

about each teacher, the use of a shared set of adjectives and 

rankings would provide a common ground for comparison. The 

questionnaire consisted of two parts: A group of seven rating scales 

on which each observer rated each teacher on seven different 

concepts, using the same scale for all six teachers to provide 

comparative data, and three opportunities to choose the rank order 

of possible expert, novice, and postulant teachers. The results are 

discussed in three ways: (1) comparisons of the five observers on 

their responses to the rating scales, (2) comparisons of the five 

observers on their rankings, and (3) individual analyses of each 

observer and how his or her results on the rating scales compared to 

results on the rankings. This is followed by an overall discussion of 

the results. Results are presented in Appendix D. 

Rating Scales 

The design of the rating scales was an attempt to determine if 

the observers would group the two experts, two novices, or two 

postulants closer together on the scale than they would anyone of 

the experts, novices, or postulants with a teacher from another 

group, and to see if anyone group was far removed from the 
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remaining two. There was generally no consistent pattern in the 

groupings, based on the three groups. Given the criteria of only two 

teachers falling on adjacent parallel lines on the rating scale, the 

two novices met this criteria three times and the experts met the 

criteria 11 times. The two postulants did not meet this cr[teria. 

Experts were grouped in a group of three adjacent ratings with 

Teacher #3 four times. 

No group was far removed from the other groups. Some 

individual teachers were rated farther than three parallel lines 

away from the other teachers. These specific teachers are 

discussed within the analyses of each observer. 

On the rating scale concerning motivation, Teacher #5 was rated 

by all five observers as being the most motivating and Teacher #6 

was rated second by each observer. This was followed by Teacher 

#3 in four of the five cases and Teacher #2 in the remaining case. 

The least motivating teachers were fairly evenly divided between 

Teachers #1 and #4. 

In three of the five ratings concerning level of effectiveness at 

communicating content, Teacher #6 was rated the highest. The 

other two observers rated Teacher #5 the highest. The second 

highest ratings were split among Teachers #2, #3, #5, and #6. 

On the rating scale concerning organization, Teacher #6 rated 

the highest for two observers and Teacher #3 rated the highest for 

the other three. The second highest ratings were divided among 

Teachers #3, #5, and #6. The teacher rated the highest on three of 
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the five scales concerning relaxation was Teacher #5, with Teacher 

#6 receiving the remaining two highest ratings. These same 

teachers rated second highest in four of the five cases in which they 

did not receive the highest rating. One observer rated Teacher #2 

second highest in relaxation. 

Teacher #6 received the highest ratings concerning friendliness 

by four of the five observers and the second highest rating by the 

remaining observer. Teacher #5 received the highest rating by one 

observer and the second highest rating by the remaining four 

observers. On the scale concerning enthusiasm, Teachers #5 and #6 

were fairly evenly rated first or second by all of the observers. 

Perceived classroom experience was less consistent. The 

highest ratings were given by three observers to Teacher #5 and by 

two observers to Teacher #3. The second highest ratings went to 

Teachers #2, #3, and three times to Teacher #6. 

Of the 35 possible ratings (five observers X seven scales) 

indicating the lowest end of the rating scale, either Teacher #1 or 

Teacher #4 received the lowest rating in all cases except two, 

which were received by Teacher #2. Second to the lowest ratings 

were received by either Teacher #1 or Teacher #4 15 times and by 

Teacher #2 14 times. 

In the final rating scale each observer was asked to provide his 

or her own anchor descriptors and then rate each teacher. Teacher 

evaluation Observer #2 did not complete this scale. The other 

observers indicated descriptors which fit directly with the content 
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of their analyses, with the observer using the perspective of subject 

matter knowledge focusing on the level of student involvement, the 

observer using the perspective of connoisseurship and criticism 

focusing on artistry, the observer using the perspective of nonverbal 

communication focusing on understanding and identification with 

the students, and the observer using the perspective of teacher 

evaluation focusing on classroom management. Their ratings were 

consistent with the comments made in their narratives. One 

interesting aspect of these ratings was that on three of the four 

rating scales, the anchor descriptors chosen were ones on which 

both experts rated the highest. Two of these sets of descriptors 

dealt with the interaction with students and one dealt with artistry. 

Teachers #1 and #4 received the lowest ratings on the two which 

dealt with student interaction, and Teachers #2 and #4 received the 

lowest ratings on the one which dealt with artistry. 

Rankings 

Observers were asked to rank the six teachers on their personal 

choice of an "expert" teacher, a "novice" teacher, and a "postulant" 

teacher. On initial comparison of the three responses of each 

observer, some difficulties appeared to exist with the rankings of 

the personal choice of the postulant teacher. Both observers using 

the perspective of teacher evaluation ranked the six teachers in the 

same order for both their personal choice of novice and personal 

choice of postulant. The observer using the perspective of nonverbal 

communication ranked the six teachers in the same order for 
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personal choice of expert and personal choice of postulant. The 

observer using the perspective of connoisseurship and critcism 

ranked the same teacher first for both the personal choice of novice 

and the personal choice of postulant. Because of this difficulty, only 

the rankings for the expert and the novice were further considered. 

It was also not clear what criteria were used to choose the rank 

order of the novice (if they were seen as novices or postulants, 

according to the definition in this study), as it seemed to vary 

among the observers, based on a comparison with their narratives 

and their ratings. These discrepancies are discussed in the 

individual analyses. 

A comparison of the five observers' rankings for both their 

choice of an expert anrl their choice of a novice shows an obvious 

similarity in the patterns. Three of the five observers chose 

Teacher #5 (an expert) as their first choice of an expert, and the 

remaining two· observers chose Teacher #6 (an expert). For second 

choice, those who chose Teacher #5 for first choice chose Teacher 

#6 for second choice, and one of the observers who chose Teacher #6 

for first choice chose Teacher #5 for second choice. The remaining 

observer chose Teacher #3 for second choice. 

The teachers chosen as fifth and sixth choice for an expert 

were, with one exception, those chosen as first and second choice 

for a novice. Those chosen first or second for novice were divided 

fairly equally among Teachers #1, #2, and #4. Teachers #1 and #2 

were postulants and Teacher #4 was a novice. 
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One result which was consistent with their scores on the 

evaluation instrument was the rankings of the two observers using 

the teacher evaluation perspective. Both teachers ranked their 

choices of the expert teacher identically and ranked their choices of 

the' novice taacher very similarly, with individual rankings being off 

no more than one place. The order chosen for the expert teacher was 

consistent with the order of total points earned on the evaluation 

instrument by both observers. 

Individual Analyses 

Subject Matter Knowledge and Delivery 

The observer using the perspective of subject matter knowledge 

and delivery ianked Teacher #6 (an expert) and Teacher #3 (a novice) 

as the first two choices for the expert teacher. This was followed 

by an expert, a postulant, a novice, and a postulant. Her first two 

choices for novice were Teacher #4 (a novice) and Teacher #2 (a 

postulant). This was followed by a postulant, a novice, and the two 

experts. Her two top choices for an expert were the two teachers 

who received the most positive comments about their content 

delivery and teaching techniques. There was no clear pattern in her 

two top choices of a novice. 

While some ratings were consistent with her rankings, theie 

was one discrepancy that was interesting. While Teachers #6 and 

#3 were her first two choices for an expert, Teachers #6 and #5 

were consistently at one end of the rating scales. These two 

teachers were the most motivating, the most effective at 
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communicating content, the most organized, the most relaxed, the 

most friendly, the most enthusiastic, and perceived to have the most 

classroom experience. Teacher #3, who ranked second in choice for 

an expert, was moderate in motivation, one of the least effective at 

communicating content, moderate in organization, relaxation, and 

friendliness, and fairly high in enthusiasm and level of classroom 

experience. There appeared to be something about Teacher #3 that 

made her an expert which was not associated with most of the 

descriptors. 

This discrepancy was also true of the observer's choices of a 

novice. Her first two choices were Teachers #4 and #2, yet Teacher 

#4 was fairly high in communicating content and moderate in 

organization and relaxation. Teacher #2 was fairly high in 

motivation and moderate in classroom experience. The only rating 

scale in which they were similar was the scale concerning 

enthusiasm. They both ranked low in enthusiam. 

Some individual teachers received ratings that were more than 

three parallel lines from the others. Teachers #3, #2, and #1 were 

perceived as far less effective at communicating content than the 

other three. Teacher #4 was perceived as far less friendly and 

Teachers #1 and #4 were perceived as having far less classroom 

experience. Teacher #6 was perceived as far more organized. 

Teachers #3, #5, and #6 were perceived as far more encouraging of 

student involvement. 
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Connoisseurship and Criticism 

The observer using the perspective of connoisseurship and 

criticism ranked the two experts, Teacher #6 and Teacher #5, as the 

two top choices for an expert. This was followed by a novice, a 

postulant, a novice, and a postulant. His first two choices for a 

novice were Teacher #2 (a postulant) and Teacher #4 (a novice). 

This was followed by a postulant, a novice, and the two experts. 

There was no clear explanation of these choices, based on his 

analyses. 

There were some similarities between the ratings and the 

rankings. His first two choices for expert (Teachers #6 and #5) 

were rated as the most motivating, the most friendly, the most 

relaxed, and the most enthusiastic. Teacher #5 was moderate in 

effectiveness at communicating content and low in organization. 

Teacher #6 was most effective at communicating content and high 

in organization and perceived classroom experience. 

The two top choices for a novice were similar at being least 

effective at communicating content and being the least friendly. 

Teacher #4 was least motivating, the least relaxed, and perceived as 

having the least amount of classroom experience. Teacher #2 was 

the least organized and the least enthusiastic. 

Teachers #2 and #4 were perceived as far less effective than 

the others at communicating content and Teacher #4 was perceived 

as far less relaxed and having far less classroom experience. 

Teachers #5, #6, and #1 were perceived as far more friendly and 
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enthusiastic. 

Nonverbal Communication 
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The observer using the perspective of nonverbal communication 

ranked the two experts, Teachers #5 and #6, as the first two 

choices for the expert teacher. This was followed by a novice, a 

postulant, a postulant, and a novice. Her first two choices for 

novice were a novice, Teacher #4, and then a postulant, Teacher #1. 

This was followed by a novice, an expert, a novice, and an expert. 

There is difficulty interpreting these rankings based on her 

perspective, because none of the relational messages she delineated 

are tied to concepts of expertise. Therefore, interpretation of her 

choices depends more on her responses to the rating scales. 

Some of her ratings are similar in pattern with her rankings. 

Teachers #5 and #6, her choice of expert teachers, were rated as the 

two who were the most motivating, the most friendly, and the most 

enthusiastic. Their ratings were split on the other scales, with 

Teacher #5 considered the most effective at communicating content 

but Teacher #6 as moderate on that scale, both teachers considered 

high at being organized, but slightly below Teacher #3, Teacher #5 

being the most relaxed but Teacher #6 being moderate on that scale, 

and Teacher #5 having the most classroom experience but Teacher 

#6 rating closer to the least classroom experience. 

Teachers #1 and #4, her choice of novice teachers, were placed 

on the rating scales in close proximity at one end of the scale on six 
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of the seven scales. They were considered the least motivating, the 

least effective at communicating content, the least organized, the 

least relaxed, the least enthusiastic, and the ones with the least 

classroom experience. While Teacher #4 was considered the least 

friendly, Teacher #1 was moderate on that scale. 

Teachers #1 and #4 were perceived as far less motivating than 

the others and Teachers #3 and #4 were perceived as far less 

friendly. Teachers #5 and #2 were perceived as far more relaxed 

and Teachers #5, #3, and #6 were perceived as having far more 

classroom experience. Teachers #5, #6, and #2 were perceived as 

identifying with and understanding students far more than the other 

three. 

Teacher Evaluation Instrumentation 

Observer #1. The observer (#1) using the perspective of 

teacher evaluation ranked Teachers #5 and #6, both experts, as the 

first choices of expert teacher, followed by a novice, a postulant, a 

novice, and a postulant. Her first two choices for novice were 

Teachers #1 and #2, both postulants, followed by a novice, an 

expert, a novice, and an expert. These choices were consistent with 

the comments on the narratives and the scores on the evaluation 

instrument, which suggested that Teachers #5 and #6 received the 

highest scores and accomplished most of the practices delineated, 

and that Teacher #1 received the lowest score and Teacher #2 

receiving a score only slightly higher than Teacher #4, but both 

Teachers #1 and #2 lacking in several practices. 
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Five of the seven rating scales showed the two chosen experts, 

Teachers #5 and #6, together on the end of the scale. The two 

experts were seen as most motivating, most effective at 

communicating content, most relaxed, most friendly, and most 

enthusiastic. They were considered organized, but not as high as 

Teacher #3, and Teacher #5 was rated as having the most classroom 

experience with Teacher #3 following closely and then Teacher #6. 

Teachers #1 and #2 appeared adjacent on only two of the rating 

scales, but they were always toward the end of the scale. Teacher 

#1 was rated the lowest on all of the seven scales, with Teacher #2 

or Teacher #4 receiving the next lowest ratings. 80th Teachers #1 

and #2 were considered the least relaxed, and the least organized, 

although Teacher #1 was considered noticeably less organized than 

Teacher #2. In the remaining five rating scales, Teacher #4 fell on 

the rating scale between Teacher #1 (with the lowest ratings) and 

Teacher #2. All ratings for Teacher #2 were at the lower half of the 

scale except for effectiveness at communicating content, where 

Teacher #2 was moderate. 

Teachers #5, #6, and #3 were perceived as far more motivating 

and friendly than the others and Teachers #5, #3, and #2 were 

perceived as having far more classroom experience. Teachers #1 and 

#2 were perceived as being far less relaxed. 

Observer #2. The observer (#2) using the perspective of 

teacher evaluation ranked Teachers #5 and #6, both experts, as the 

first choices of expert teacher, followed by a novice, a postulant, a 
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novice, and a postulant. Her first two choices for novice were 

Teachers #1 and #4, a postulant and a novice, followed by a 

postulant, an expert, an expert, and a novice. These choices were 

consistent with the comments on the narratives and the scores on 

the evaluation instrument, which suggested that Teachers #5 and #6 

received the highest scores and accomplished most of the practices 

delineated, and that Teachers#1 and #4 received the lowest scores 

and lacked in several practices. 

Again, five of the seven scales showed the experts, Teachers #5 

and #6, appearing together on one end of the scale with Teacher #3 

receiving higher ratings on the remaining two, followed closely by 

Teachers #5 and #6. The two experts were considered the most 

motivating, the most 'organized, the most relaxed, the most friendly, 

and the most enthusiastic. Only Teacher #3 was considered to be 

more organized and having more classroom experience than these 

two. 

Teachers #1 and #4, the first two choices for novice, were 

rated as least motivating and least effective at communicating 

content. Teacher #1 was rated as least organized, least relaxed, 

least friendly, and having the least classroom experience. Teacher 

#4 was low in motivation and classroom experience and moderate in 

organization, relaxation, friendliness, and enthusiasm. 

Teachers #2, #4, and #1 were perceived as far less motivating 

than the other three, Teachers #2 and #1 were perceived as far less 

relaxed, and Teacher #1 was perceived as far less friendly. 
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Teachers #4, #2, and #1 were perceived as having far less 

classroom experience. Teachers #5, #6, and #3 were perceived as 

being far more effective at communicating. content. 

Discussion 

As indicated earlier, the purpose of this questionnaire was to 

determine if, in spite of different perspectives, these five observers 

could both pick out the expert, novice, and postulant teachers as 

well as rate individual teachers the same, based on seven 

descriptors. In addition to rating the teachers, the rating scale was 

designed to determine if the two teachers in each group would be 

rated more similarly than the other four. 

Across observers, rating scales, and rankings the two experts, 

Teachers #5 and #6, were the most consistently similar and rated at 

the high end of each descriptor scale. While, with the exception of 

motivating, communicating content, and classroom experience, these 

descriptors were not tied directly to expertise, they were qualities 

that were discernible in these tapes as well as generally considered 

to be desirable traits. They were consistently associated with the 

experts. 

The rank order of expert was also very consistent. First choice 

for all observers was an actual expert, and second choice was an 

actual expert for four of the five. While the individual analyses 

were not always as clear cut in distinguishing the experts from the 

other two groups, each observer still picked out the experts. An 

important consideration needs to be noted before interpreting these 
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findings. The observers were simply asked to rank their choices of 

expert, novice, and postulant. They were not asked to base this 

judgment on either their analyses or their ratings. Because of this 

there is no way of determining precisely the criteria that these 

observers used for their rankings. The criteria could be something 

not covered in either their perspectives or the rating descriptors. 

Some observers were more consistent than others in rating 

their chosen experts higher than the other four. The subject matter 

knowledge observer chose Teacher #3 as an expert, but consistently 

rated Teacher #5 higher. The critic and the observer viewing 

nonverbal communication were inconsistent in a few ratings with 

Teacher #5 in the case of the critic and Teacher #6 in the case of 

the nonverbal communcations observer. The two teacher evaluators 

were very consistent, rating Teacher #3 higher than one of the 

experts in only two instances each. The variability of the 

inconsistencies is not large enough to say that one observer over 

another was more or less apt to associate the descriptor qualities 

to the experts. 

A final result that distinguished the experts was the grouping of 

the two experts next to each other on the rating scale, separated 

from the other four teachers. This occurred 11 times, far more than 

the adjacent ratings of the novices, which only occurred three 

times, or postulants, which did not occur at all. This indicates, 

again, that the experts were distinguishable from the others far 

more than the other groups. 
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The results of the rankings and ratings of the novices were not 

consistent. The ranked choice of novice, in three out of five cases, 

was actually a postulant. While low ratings were consistently given 

to those teachers who were ranked as novice, they were mixed 

among two of the postulants and one of the novices. No clear 

distinction can be made between the novices and the postulants. 

To return to the clear distinction made between the experts and 

the other two groups, the consistency across the observers can be 

explained in two ways. Either they associated the ratings on the 

descriptors with qualities of expertise or they used criteria, shared 

or not, that was not delineated anywhere in this analysis to obtain 

very similar rankings. It seems unlikely that they used their 

analyses for criteria, because distinctions were not quite so clear 

within individual analyses as the distinctions in the rankings and 

ratings. The only analyses that clearly matched the rankings were 

those of the teacher evaluators. The observer viewing nonverbal 

communication distinguished the experts by their openness with the 

students, but there is no indication, either from this observer or 

from the research literature, that this quality is associated with 

expertise. (This possible association is discussed in Chapter Ten.) 

The most likely process used in choosing the expert teachers, in 

the opinion of the author, was an incorporation of a varied amount of 

information from the analyses, a certain amount of consideration as 

to the high ratings these experts received, and a large amount of 

integration of all aspects of the tapes that were observed, 
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regardless of whether it pertained to their individual perspectives. 

Determining which teacher is an expert requires much more than the 

narrow focus of individual perspectives. 
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CHAPTER TEN 

FINAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The final chapter addresses two issues. First, the combined 

individual results and a discussion of the similarities and 

differences among the four perspectives are presented. These are 

followed by a segment providing suggestions concerning the 

direction of future investigations in each of the four areas. 

Combined Results and Conclusions 

Individual discussions of the results of each perspective and the 

results of the questionnaire have been presented in Chapters Eight 

and Nine. This section brings together the results of each 

perspective on each teacher, discusses similarities and differences 

among the teachers and among the groups. First are the combined 

results. 

Pulling all of the analyses together and summarizing what each 

observer said about each teacher, an overall picture of the teachers 

is provided. Below is a summary of these compilations, beginning 

with Teacher #1. Each description consists of four sentences, each 

presenting a summary of the perspective's analysis in one sentence, 

beginning with subject matter knowledge and followed by 

connoisseurship and criticism, nonverbal communication, and 

teacher evaluation. 

Teacher #1 lacked content knowledge, presented a confusing 

lesson, and did not involve the students in the lesson. Her lesson 

delivery was missing key aspects that would have made the lesson 
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easier for the students to digest. She nonverbally communicated a 

lack of affection, a moderate amount of dominance, similarity, 

receptivity, immediacy, and involvement, a task orientation, and 

increased arousal. Her students were not on task, she did not deal 

with inappropriate behavior, her introduction was poor, and her 

presentation wandered and was difficult to understand. 

Teacher #2 had some inaccuracy in the content delivered, and 

presented a confusing lesson with a lack of foundation and direction. 

The lesson delivery was missing focus, purpose and direction, being 

guided too much by student questions. He nonverbally communicated 

dominance, similarity, receptivity, and involvement, a moderate 

amount of task orientation and immediacy, and low arousai. His 

students were not on task, he did nothing to deal with inappropriate 

behavior, the lesson was understandable but sometimes confusing, 

and he did not assess the students' performance. 

Teacher #3 lacked content knowledge, but provided a good 

introduction and would have presented a very effective lesson if 

content knowledge had been better. She gave the students too much 

direction and seemed to expect too little of the~, which did not 

allow for their cognitive development. Nonverbally, she 

communicated dominance, a lack of receptivity, affection, 

involvement, and arousal, a high level of task orientation, and a 

moderate amount of similarity and immediacy. Her students were 

primarily on task, she stopped some inappropriate behavior and 

maintained appropriate behavior, her lesson was generally 
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understandable and very effective· with some difficulty at the end, 

and she provided some in-class feedback. 

Teacher #4 was generally comfortable with the content but 

presented a meaningless, complex lesson with inadequate directions 

and little student interest. His formal communication style was 

such that he distanced himself from the students, particularly the 

female students, and intimidated them. Nonverbally he 

communicated a high level of dominance, dissimilarity, and arousal, 

a task orientation, and a lack of receptivity, affection, immediacy, 

and involvement. His students were off task, he addressed some 

inappropriate behavior, the lesson was fairly understandable but the 

assignment was unclear, and he did nothing to monitor or provide 

much feedback. 

Teacher #5 lacked some content knowledge but presented a 

lesson in which the students were actively involved in groups, with 

teaching techniques that were viewed positively. He used a 

questioning style of teaching but his content delivery was lacking 

enough information to enable the students to fully understand the 

content. He nonverbally communicated a low level of dominance and 

arousal and a high level of similarity, receptivity, affection, 

immediacy, social orientation, and involvement. His students were 

on task, he surveyed a lot and maintained appropriate behavior, his 

lesson was generally understandable with a good use of group 

discovery and a high success rate through monitoring and providing 

feedback. 
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Teacher #6 had no problem with the content and presented a 

very effective lesson with good teaching techniques, student 

involvement, and monitoring of activities. Her communication style 

was such that it opened essential lines of meaningful 

communication with the students. She nonverbally communicated a 

moderate level of arousal and task orientation, a low level of 

dominance, and a high level of similarity, receptivity, affection, 

immediacy, and involvement. A majority of her students were on 

task, she surveyed and maintained appropriate behavior by involving 

them in activities, her lesson was understandable and interesting, 

with a high success rate through monitoring and providing feedback. 

While perspectives were different and criteria for judgment 

varied, similar information was found by more than one perspective. 

This is particularly true of subject matter knowledge and teacher 

evaluation. Both focused on the lesson and its delivery as well as 

descriptions of student involvement. These two perspectives noted 

problems in delivery. The teacher evaluation was more specific in 

breaking down the lesson and commenting on problem areas than the 

other perspective, but this was not true when delivery problems 

were the result of poor content knowledge. Two cases are Teachers 

#3 and #5. Teacher #3 lacked content knowledge and gave the 

students inaccurate information. Only one teacher evaluator even 

noted that there was a problem at the end of the lesson, and she did 

not indicate the cause of the confusion. Teacher #5 had some 

difficulty with content knowledge, but this was not noted by the 
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teacher evaluators. This is most likely because subject matter 

knowledge is not a criteria for focus by the teacher evaluators, but, 

more importantly, confusing content could be overlooked or not 

noted, with the evaluation result still being positive. Where the 

focus was content delivery, as in the case of Teacher #5, the 

educational critic noted the problems in content knowledge. 

The nonverbal communication perspective provided information 

that did not mesh directly with the results from the other 

perspectives. Only the criticisms of Teachers #4 and #6 matched at 

all, with the results of Teacher #6 being a more complete match. 

This does not downplay the usefulness of nonverbal communication 

as an area of investigation. In fact, the clearest distinctions among 

the experts and novices were made through their nonverbal 

behaviors. 

Some common conceptions and perceptions do exist across the 

perspectives, but the major focus of each perspective is different. 

The subject matter knowledge observer focused primarily on content 

knowledge and how it affected delivery. The teacher evaluators 

focused on the mechanics of the lesson and teacher/student 

behaviors. The observer noting nonverbal behavrors focused on eight 

specific relational messages not directly associated with classroom 

performance. The educational critic shifted focus depending on what 

was salient in each classroom. 

The subject matter knowledge observer distinguished between 

postulants and the other two groups in their ability to deliver 
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content well regardless of content knowledge, but the confounding 

of . subject matter knowledge with delivery produced confusing 

results concerning differences in levels of pedagogical expertise. 

The educational critic noted some distinctions between the 

postulants and the other two groups, but no distinctions based on 

pedagogical expertise. The two teacher evaluators distinguished 

between the postulants and the other two groups in the postulants' 

lack of important practices, such as stopping inappropriate behavior, 

monitoring the students, and assessing their performance. They also 

distinguished between the experts and the other two groups by the 

experts' strength at keeping the students on task and consistently 

monitoring the students and assessing their performance. The 

observer noting nonverbal behavior distinguished clearly between 

the novices and the experts in the amount of warmth and openness 

communicated to the students. 

One concept appeared consistently across all four perspectives, 

but only in the analyses of the experts. This concept pertains to a 

student-centered classroom environment. Each of the observers 

noted something about the two experts that indicated a focus by the 

expert on the student. 

While the subject matter knowledge perspective did not have 

any specific focus on student involvement, it was an aspect of each 

lesson that was commented on by the observer. A postulant and a 

novice also involved the students in their lessons, but the experts 

were the only two as a group about whom comments were made 
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about the consistency of student involvement through activities and 

student questioning. 

The educational critic commented on the student/teacher 

interaction when discussing both of the experts. The criticism of 

Teacher #6 was clearly focused on the positive, meaningful, 

interaction between the teacher and the students. The criticism of 

Teacher #5, while focused primarily on' his content delivery, did 

include several comments about the natural way in which he 

consistently asked students questions. This discussion of a positive 

interaction with the students was not part of the criticisms of the 

other four teachers. 

The observer noting nonverbal behaviors clearly found that the 

two experts communicated more messages of affection, receptivity, 

immediacy, similarity, and involvement than the other teachers, 

particularly the novices. These messages provide a warm, open 

environment in which the students feel comfortable about involving 

themselves in the lesson. 

The two teacher evaluators also found differences between the 

experts and the other two groups which relate to student focus and 

involvement. Results from their analyses indicated that experts 

maintained appropriate behavior by involving the students in 

activities, they monitored the students by moving around the room, 

and they consistently assessed the students' performance by asking 

them questions. 
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Although it may not have been a primary focus, all five of the 

observers mentioned an active student-focused connection between 

the students and the expert teacher. Why the expert creates this 

connection most likely varies with the perspectives, but it is 

clearly an important concept to keep in mind when investigating 

expertise. 

The primary conclusion drawn in this study is the importance of 

a wide range of foci when studying teaching and, specifically, levels 

of expertise. As mentioned in Chapter One, research on expertise 

has focused primarily on the thought processes of experts and 

nonexperts. This study focused on the teaching situation. The 

common quality of all four perspectives was the use of observation 

as the data gathering method, but with each perspective different 

aspects of the teaching situation were viewed. Methodological 

pluralism is supported because of the diffarent foci and results 

from investigating thought processes through such methods as 

stimulated recall versus the foci and results from investigating 

classroom teaching through observation. Within the technique of 

classroom observation, four different methods were used, consisting 

of such tools as checklists and different perceptual frameworks. 

Information was clearly provided from each of these four methods. 

The study of classroom expertise is too new to say one aspect 

of the teaching situation is more important than others in 

determining what makes an expert an expert. The common thread 

that runs through all four perspectives is important, but each 
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individual perspective can provide vital information on its own. The 

results from the content analysis of each perspective provide 

different glimpses at possible areas of classroom environment and 

performance that could differentiate the expert from the novice and 

the postulant. 

This study controlled the teaching situation across teachers, 

but this control created an artificiality that most likely confounded 

the results. The next step is to take the hypotheses which develop 

out of the glimpses and further investigate, within actual 

classrooms, how these perspectives contribute to knowledge about 

expertise. 

Further Investigations 

Some suggestions are made below about future directions for 

the use of these perspectives. The first ones pertain to the 

investigation of subject matter knowledge as an important aspect of 

expertise. The results of that aspect of this study support the idea 

that content knowledge plays a key role in classroom performance 

and judgments of expertise, but that pedagogical skill perhaps plays 

a larger role. Yet even strong pedagogical skill is hindered by poor 

content knowledge. The question needs to be pursued concerning the 

interaction of the two and the level of content knowledge necessary 

in order to create no detrimental effect on the skill of teaching. 

Further investigations into the usefulness of educational 

criticism should be linked to its usefulness in comparing teachers 

with various levels of classroom expertise. As discussed in Chapter 
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Eight, criticism as it is currently conceptualized does not seem 

conducive to comparative studies because of the strong emphasis on 

the importance of context and what is salient. While the role of 

context should not be downplayed, perhaps there are ways of making 

educational criticism more conducive to comparison of teacher 

expertise. 

The most surprising result of this study was the clear 

distinction between the novices and experts in their relational 

messages communicated to the students. Further investigations are 

warranted into the relationship of nonverbal communication with 

teacher expertise as well as student performance. Many studies 

have defined expert teachers as those with students who perform 

above the level expected. It seems unlikely that this is the only 

criterion of expertise, but if it is one, then increasing a teacher's 

level of expertise would require increasing student performance. If 

this is associated directly with the nonverbal messages sent by the 

teacher, this information would provide useful information to those 

in teacher education and staff development. 

The final area of future investigation is that of teacher 

evaluation instruments. The use of the particular instrument in this 

study indicated its usefulness at discriminating among the presence 

or absence of specific practices, but the controlled, narrow view of 

the videotaped lessons precluded any conclusions about its 

usefulness in teacher evaluation. If these evaluation instruments 

are to completely assess a teacher's performance, then attention 
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clearly an important aspect of teacher effectiveness but it is 

overlooked in this and other evaluation instruments. 
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Referring back to the previous discussion concerning the 

common concept of a student-centered environment, this concept 

should have a key part in all investigations in the four areas as well 

as any other area. It should be part of the framework of any 

question concerning the study of expertise. What an appealing notion 

that expertise is in part simply a matter of turning the classroom 

over to the student. The next step in investigating expertise 

involves designing studies of actual classroom situations that focus 

individually on the various elements in each perspective that deal 

with teacher/student communication, and investigate these 

elements within the actual classrooms of beginning teachers, 

experienced teachers, and those designated in some way as expert 

teachers. 

Final Thoughts 

The purpose of this study was twofold. One purpose was to 

determine if the use of the individual perspectives was beneficial in 

distinguishing among the three groups of teachers. The other was to 

compare the results of the four perspectives across each group. 

Each purpose provided valuable information. While the number of 

subjects used and the format of the study preclude any statements 

concerning generalizable characteristics of the expert teacher, 

doors have been opened and seeds planted to guide further research. 



APPENDIX A 

CAREER LADDER DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
EVALUATION CRITERION 

Function 1 
Management of Instructional Time 

1 .1 HAS MATERIAL READY 
Has materials easily accessible 
Has materials in sufficient quantity 
Has materials ready for distribution 
Has equipment ready and functional 

1.2 STARTS CLASS QUICKLY 
Is in classroom (teacher) 
Gets attention of class promptly 
Begins relevant activity promptly 

1.3 GETS STUDENTS ON TASK 
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Uses non-disruptive cues or signals to get student attention 
Secures and focuses student attention 
Ensures that most students are on task most of the time 

1.4 MAINTAINS HIGH TIME-aN-TASK 
Provides relevant assignments 
Ensures that student response indicates attention to relevant 

tasks 
Ensures that most students are on task most of the time 



Function 2 
Management of Student Behavior 
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2.1 ESTABLISHES ADMINISTRATIVE AND ORGANIZATIONAL RULES 
Establishes procedures for attendance, call slips, lunch 

counts, etc. 

2.2 ESTABLISHES RULES FOR VERBAL PARTICIPATION 
Establishes rules for whole class, small-group, and 

independent activities 

2.3 ESTABLISHES RULES FOR MOVEMENT 
Establishes rules that govern student behavior 
Ensures that student response indicates established routines 

2.4 SURVEYS FREQUENTLY (VISUALLY) 
Is positioned to observe instructional area(s) 
Can see all students 
Is aware of student behavior and activity 
Maintains classroom presence 

2.5 PROMOTES APPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/STOPS INAPPROPRIATE 
BEHAVIOR 

Stops inappropriate behavior ASAP 
Stops most serious disruption first 
Focuses on cause of disruption 
Uses least disruptive technique 
Employs positive reinforcement for appropriate behavior 
Uses negative consequences for inappropriate behavior 
Ignores behavior if intervention would be more disruptive 
Demonstrates effective classroom management skills 



Function 3 
Instructional Presentation 

3.1 BEGINS WITH REVIEW 
Reviews previous lesson, task or activity 
Enhances student review with questions 
Provides continuity between previous and current lesson 

3.2 INTRODUCES LESSON 
Previews lesson 
Communicates purpose of lesson 
Presents outline, structure or overview of lesson 

3.3 SPEAKS EFFECTIVELY AND PRECISELY 
Avoids using halting, garbled or convoluted speech 
Avoids using ambiguous terms or expressions 
Avoids using "Uhs", "Ums", and other habitual words or 

phrases 
Uses the voice as a teaching tool 

3.4 PRESENTS LESSON UNDERSTANDABLY 
Uses vocabulary and sentence structure appropriate to 

context 
Ensures that student response implies understanding 

3.5 PROVIDES RELEVANT EXAMPLES 
Uses examples related to topic, task or assignment 
Uses more examples for difficult concepts or principles 
Uses task-relevant demonstratior,ls, work samples 
Ensures that student response implies understanding of 

example 
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3.6 PROVIDES FOR HIGH SUCCESS RATE IN TASKS AND QUESTIONS 
Assigns tasks appropriate to context 
Asks questions and presents problems appropriate to context 
Ensures that students experience high success rates on tasks 

and questions 
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3.7 MAINTAINS BRISK PACE 
Maintains a lesson flow that indicates appropriate pace and 

tempo for context 
Adapts lesson pace to student success rate 
Adjusts difficulty level of tasks and questions rather than 

slowing pace 
Avoids spending disproportionate time with one student or 

group 
Avoids having disruptively long pauses, periods of silence, 

or confusion 
Avoids over-dwelling on tasks, questions, or discussions 
Avoids over-use of student presentations (individual or 

group) 
Avoids allowing one or more students to dominate lesson 

activities 

3.8 PROVIDES FOR TRANSITIONS BETWEEN AND WITHIN 
Accomplishes shifts with minimal loss of time 
Prepares students for transitions with signals or cues 
Plans smooth and efficient transitions 
Avoids directions or announcements during transitions 
Ensures that students are on task at conclusion of 

transitions 
Ensures that student response indicates established 

transition routine 

3.9 PRESENTS ASSIGNMENTS CLEARLY 
Gives assignments clearly 
Gives cornph:~x assignments in writing 
Questions students to determine understanding of assignment 
Ensures that student response indicates understanding of 

assignment 

3.10 SUMMARIES MAIN POINTS 
Concludes lesson or lesson segments with recap 
Requires student recall or explanation of important points 
Helps students sense closure 



Function 4 
Instructional Monitoring 

4.1 MAINTAINS DEADLINES, STANDARDS 
Matches work requirements to student capabilities 
Holds students accountable for work products 
Provides evidence of established deadlines or due dates 
Provides evidence of established performance or product 

standards 
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Provides evidence that deadlines and standards are enforced 

4.2 CHECKS DUR!NG INDEPENDENT WORK 
Moves around room or instructional area 
Checks performance or progress of all students 
Remains alert to students who need attention 

4.3 ASSESSES PERFORMANCE OF ALL STUDENTS 
Checks regularly to determine student understanding 
Collects information on student performance regularly 
Uses oral, written, and performance work samples 
Checks to see that students can apply, transfer skills 

4.4 USES QUESTIONING TECHNIQUES EFFECTIVELY 
Ensures that student response indicates understanding of 

question(s) 
Ensures that student response indicates understanding of 

question sequence 
Demonstrates appropriate questioning techniques 



Function 5 
Instructional Feedback 

5.1 PROVIDES IN-CLASS FEEDBACK 
Gives feedback on assigned in-class work of all students 
Provides prompt feedback on performance 
Provides sincere feedback specific to assigned task 
Avoids nondiscriminative or general feedback 

5.2 PROVIDES OUT-OF-CLASS FEEDBACK 
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Gives feedback on out-of-class work to all students 
Provides prompt feedback on performance or work products 
Provides sincere feedback specific to assigned task 
Ensures that student response indicates a feedback routine 

5.3 AFFIRMS CORRECT ANSWER QUICKLY 
Avoids needless repetition or elaboration of student response 
Uses positive oral or gestural signals for correctness 

5.4 PROVIDES SUSTAINING FEEDBACK 
Allows time for student response 
Provides guides or probes if there is no response or incorrect 

response 
Indicates degree or level of correctness or appropriateness 
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APPENDIX B 

O.E. EVALUATION 

Teacher: Date/Time: 
Level: School: 
Cla~s: Room: 
Evaluator: Students: 

Explanation of Rating code 

( 5) Practice used in an exemplary manner 
(4-2) Practice meets District standards 
(1-0) Practice needs improvement 
(N/ A) Practice not applicable 

1. MANAGEMENT OF INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 

( 1.1 Has materials ready 
( 1 .2 Starts class quickly 
( 1.3 Gets students on task 
( 1.4 Maintains high time-on-task 

FUNCTION AVERAGE: 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY: 

2. MANAGEMENT OF STUDENT BEHAVIOR 

( 2.1 Establishes administrative and 
organizational rules 

( ) 2.2 Establishes rules for verbal 
participation 

( 2.3 Establishes rules for movement 



( 
( 

) 2.4 
) 2.5 

Surveys frequently 
Promotes appropriate behavior! Stops 
inappropriate behavior 

FUNCTION AVERAGE: 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY: 
r-

3. INSTRUCTIONAL PRESENTATION 

( ) 3.1 Beg i ns with review 
( ) 3.2 Introduces lesson 
( ) 3.3 Speaks effectively and precisely 
( ) 3.4 Presents lesson understandably 
( ) 3.5 Provides relevant examples 
( ) 3.6 Provides for high success rate 

in tasks and questions 
( 3.7 Maintains brisk pace 
( 3.8 Provides for transitions between 

and within 
( ) 3.9 Presents assignments clearly 
( ) 3.10 Summarizes 

FUNCTION AVERAGE: 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY: 

4. INSTRUCTIONAL MONITORING 

( ) 4.1 Maintains deadlines, standards 

250 



( 
( 
( 

) 4.2 
) 4.3 
) 4.4 

Checks during independent work 
Assesses performance of all students 
Uses questioning techniques effectively 

FUNCTION AVERAGE: 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY: 

5. INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK 

( 
( 
( 
( 

) 5.1 
) 5.2 
) 5.3 
) 5.4 

Provides in-class feedback 
Provides out-of-class feedback 
Affirms correct answer quickly 
Provides sustaining feedback 

FUNCTION AVERAGE: 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY: 

TOTAL: 

251 



APPENDIX C 

OBSERVER QUESTIONNAIRE 
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On the following two pages there will be some items to which 

would like you to respond, concerning the teachers on these tapes. 

Using only your analyses of the six tapes, you will be asked to rate 

the teachers on different aspects of their teaching. Do not review 

the tapes. 

Please respond to the directions on pages1 & 2 first, WITHOUT 

looking at page 3. After responding to page 1, proceed to page 3, but 

.QQ. NOT return to pages 1 & 2 after completing page 3! 

Thank you very much for your assistance in the analysis of 

these teachers' performances. As soon as the study is completed I 

will provide you with the results. 
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page 1 

The following are some scales with brief descriptions at each end, 
which can be used to describe these teacher~. All of the teachers 
will" be rated on the same scale. Indicate the two teachers that fit 
at ~ ~ of the continuum by placing their numerals (1,2,3,4,5, or 
6) at l.llit 1wQ. ~ of the scale, and then place each of the remaining 
four teachers in between, but place them on the scale according to 
how far apart or how close they are to each other and to the two end 
teachers. An example would be as follows: 

[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[-------[-------[ -------]-------]-------]-_ ..... ] ....... ] ....... ] ....... ] 
3 5 1 4 2 6 

Most motivating Least motivating 

. [---_ .. _[ -_ .. _--[ ---_ .. _[._-----[ -------[ -----_.[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]_._._--]----_._] 

Most effective 
at communicating 
content 

Least effective 
at communicating 

content 

[---_._-[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[-------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

Most organized Least organized 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-_ ... _---]-------]-------] 

••••••••• 0 ~ •••••••••• _. _ •• ~ ....... _, ... •• "._ •• , __ •• ,_ •• - _ ••••••••••••••••••• - •••••••• , •••••••••• , ••••••••••••••••• __ •• _ •••• ~. __ ••••• _ •••• _ -- ••••• - ••••• , •••• ' ", •• w_, .•• - •• - -' ••.••••• - .- •• -•. , •• -. -, ••••• -. ,---,' •• -, ..••• 



254 

page 2 

Most relaxed Least relaxed 

[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

Most friendly Least friendly 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

Most 
enthusiastic 

Least 
enthusiastic 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

Most classroom 
experience 

Least classroom 
experience 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

On this scale, indicate descriptive words that you feel are 
important, but that I have not mentioned, place those words at each 
end, and then rate the teachers. 

[ _______ [ _____ ~~[ _w _____ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] 

:a:'-. ... _, 



Please rank the teachers according to your choice on the three 
criteria: 

Your personal choice of an "expert" teacher. 

First 
choice 

Your personal choice of a "novice," or beginning, teacher. 

First 
choice 
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page 3 

Last 
choice 

Last 
choice 

Your personal choice of a "postulant," or a person with no formal 
teacher training . 

. 
First 
choice 

Thank you again for your valuable cooperation and 
assistance!! 

Last 
choice 
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APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS 

Most motivating Least motivating 

SM 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 2 3 4 1 

CC 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

5 6 3 1 2 4 
NV 

[-------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------] -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 2 3 1 4 

TE#1 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 3 2 4 1 

TE#2 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------] -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 3 2 4 1 

Most effective at 
communicating content 

SM 

Least effective at 
communicating content 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------] --_ .. _-j-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 .54 321 

CC 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

6 3 1 5 2 4 
NV 

[-------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------] -------]-------] -------] -------]-------]-------] 
5 2 3 6 1 4 

TE#1 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[-------]-------]-------]-------]-_ .. _---]-------]-------] 
653' 2 4 1 

TE#2 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 3 2 1 4 
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Most organized Least organized 

SM 
[-------[ ---a-Bar -------[-------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 4 3 2 1 

CC 
[-,;-----[ ---a-Bar -------[-------[-------[-------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
3 6 1 4 5 2 

NV 
[ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] ______ D ] _______ ] _______ ] 

3 6 5 2 4 1 
TE#1 

[---a-Bar -------[ ----Baal -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------] -------] -------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 3 5 4 2 1 

TE#2 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
3 6 5 4 2 1 

Most relaxed Least relaxed 

SM 
[-------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ ---a-Bar -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

6 5 4 3 2 1 
CC 

[-------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 1 2 3 4 

NV 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]_ .. _---]--_ .. _. ]._---_. ]._-----] 
5 2 3 6 4 1 

TE#1 
[-------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------]-------]-------] -------]-------]-------]-------] 

5 6 4 3 2 1 
TE#2 

[-------[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]--~--:-]-------]-------] 
5 6 4 3 2 1 
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Most friendly Least friendly 

SM 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 1 3 2 4 

CC 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 1 3 2 4 

NV 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

6 5 2 1 3 4 
TE#1 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 3 2 4 1 

TE#2 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ ~------[ -------[ -------] -------]-------]-------] -------]-------]-------] 
6 5 3 4 2 1 

Most 
enthusiastic 

SM 

Least 
enth usiastic 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 3 1 2 4 

CC 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 1 3 4 2 

NV 
[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------] -------] -------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 3 2 1 4 

TE#1 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 

6 5 3 2 4 1 
TE#2 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------] -------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 3 4 2 1 



Most classroom 
experience 

SM 
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Least classroom 
experience 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 3 2 1 4 

CC 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
3 6 1 2 5 4 

NV 
[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-~-----] 
5 2 3 6 4 1 

TE#1 
[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------] -------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 3 6 2 4 1 

TE#2 
[-------[ -------[ -------[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
3 6 5 4 2 1 
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Scale with descriptor words chosen by observer: 

SM: 
Ignored Student 
Involvement 

Encouraged Student 
Involvement 

[-------[ -------[ ------+.------[-------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
4 1 2 3 5 6 

cc: 
Most Artistic Least Artistic 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
6 5 1 3 2 4 

NV: 
Understands/Identifies 
with Students 

Does not Understand/ 
Identify with Students 

[-------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------[ -------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------]-------] 
5 6 2 3 1 4 

TE#1 : 
Classroom Manager Least Able 
[ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ [ _______ ] __ ~ ____ ] _______ ]_u _____ ] _______ ] _______ ] _______ ] 

3 5 4 2 6 1 
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Personal choice of an "expert" teacher: 

First Last 
choice choice 

SM f2 3 5 1 4 2 
OC 6 5 3 1 ~ 2 
NV 5 f2 2 3 1 4 
TE#1 5 6 3 2 ~ l 
TE#2 5 f2 ;3 2 4 1 

Personal choice of a "novice," or beginning, teacher: 

First Last 
choice choice 

SM 4 2 1 ~ f2 5 
OC 2 ~ l 3 S 6 
NV 4 1 3 5 2 6 
TE#1 l 2 ~ § 3 S 
TE#2 1 4 2 f2 5 ;3 

Personal choice of a "postu lant," or a person with no 
formal teacher training: 

First Last 
choice choice 

SM 2 l ........ - S 3 6 
OC 2 3 5 4 1 f2 
NV 6 S 2 ~ j ~ 
TE#1 1 2 4 6 3 S 
TE#2 l ~ 2 -.a.- S 3 

N.Q1e.. SM = Subject Matter Knowledge, CC = Connoisseurship and 
Criticism, NV = Nonverbal Communication, TE#1 and TE#2 = Teacher 
Evaluation Instrumentation, Observers #1 and #2. 



262 

REFERENCES 

Anderson, J.R. (1985). Cognitive psychology aru1l1s. implications. 
New York: W.H. Freeman. 

Berliner, D.C. (1986 ). In pursuit of the expert pedagogue. Educational 
Researcher, .1Ji(7), 5-13. 

Blank, D.E. (1985). An investigation of teacher decision-making 
while tutoring fifth grade students engaged in problem solving 
using a computer simulation. (Doctoral dissertation, University of 
Maryland). Dissertation Abstracts International, ~(8), 2174-A. 

Bogdan, R.C., & Biklen, S.K. (1982). Qualitatiye research .f.Q.r 
education: An. introduction !Q. theory.ruJ.d. methods. Boston: Allyn 
and Bacon. 

Borg, W.R., & Gall, M.D. (1983). Educational research. New York: 
Longman. 

Brooks, D.M., & Wilson, B.J. (1978). Teacher verbal and nonverbal 
expression toward selected pupils. Journal Qf Educational 
psychology, z.o., 147-153. 

Brophy, J., & Good, T.L. (1986). Teacher behavior and student 
achievement. In M.C. Wittrock (Ed.), Handbook.Q.f research on 
teaching (3rd Ed.) (pp.328-375). New York: MacMillan. 

Burgoon, J.K., Buller, D.B., Hale J.L., & deTurck, M.A. (1984). Relational 
messages associated with nonverbal behaviors. Human 
Communication Research, jjl(3), 351-378. 

Burgoon, J.K., & Hale, J.L. (1984). The -fundamental topoi of relational 
communication. Communication Monographs, ll, 193-214. 

Burgoon, J.K., & Hale, J.L. (1987). Validation and measurement of 
fundamental themes of relational communication. Communication 
Monographs, §,!, 17-41. 



263 

Calderhead, J. (1983, April). Research la.tQ. teachers' aruL student 
teachers' coanitions: Exolorjng 1b.e. nature 21 classroom practice. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Montreal. 

Carlsen, W.S. (1987). ~ M l!Q.U..a.ak1 Ih.e. effects .Q.f science teacher 
subject-matter knowledge QJl teacher Questioning a.n.d. classroom 
discourse. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Washington, D.C. 

Carter, K. Sabers, D., Cushing, K., Pinnegar, S., & Berliner, D.C. (1987). 
Processing and using information about students: A study of 
expert, novice, and postulant teachers. Teaching arm Teacher 
Education, a(2), 147-157. 

Cazden, C.B. (1986). Classroom discourse. In M.C. Wittrock (Ed.), 
Handbook Qf. research Q!!. teaching(3rd Ed.) (pp.432-463). New York: 
MacMillan. 

Chaikin, A.L., Gillen, B., Derlega, V.J., Heinen, J.R.K., & Wilson, M. 
(1978). Students' reactions to teachers' physical attractiveness 
and nonverbal behavior: Two exploratory studies. Psychology in 
1tJ.e. Schools, 15" 588-595. 

Chaikin, A.L., Sigler, E., & Derlega, V. (1974). Nonverbal mediators of 
teacher expectancy effects. Journal 21 Personality and. Social 
Psychology, aQ,(1), 144-149. 

Charness, N. (1979). Components of skill in bridge. Canadian Journal 
21 Psychology, ll(1), 1-16. 

Chase, W.G., & Simon, H.A. (1973a). Perception in chess. Cognjtiye 
Psychology, 4, 55-81. 

Chase, W.G., & Simon, H.A. (1973b). The mind's eye in chess. In W.G. 
Chase (Ed.), Visual information processing. New York: Academic 
Press. 

Chi, M.T.H., Feltovich, P., & Glaser, R. (1981). Categorization and 
representation of physics problems by experts and novices. 
Cognitive Science,~, 121-152. 



264 

Clarridge, P.B., & Berliner, D.C. (1987, November). perceptjons.c1 
student btrenaytOJ .as. a function Q.f expertise. Paper presented at 
the annual meeting of the Rocky Mountain Educational Research 
Association, Tucson, AZ. 

Clarridge, P.B., Stein, P., & Berliner, D.C. (1987, November). ~ 
planning Q.f a lesson: A study.Q.f. expert. novice . .sn.d. postulant 
teachers. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Rocky 
Mountain Educational Research Association, Tucson, AZ; 

Clement, J. (1984, April). Non-formal reasonjng in experts' solutions 
12. mathematics problems. Paper presented at the annual meeting 
of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans. 

Cooper, H.M. (1979). Pygmalion grows up: A model for teacher 
expectation communication and performance influence. ReYiew.Qf 
Educational Research, ~(3), 389-410. 

Cooper, H.M., & Good, T.L. (1983). pygmalion grows lJ.Q.;. Studies ln1.b.a 
expectation communication process. New York: Longman. 

Cushing, K.S., Sabers, D., & Berliner, D.C. (1987). Expert. novice, .and 
postulant differences in pedagogy Q..!l tasks involving 
simyltaneity. Unpublished Manuscript, College of Education, 
University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ. 

Darling-Hammond, L. (1986). A proposal for evaluation in the 
teaching profession. The Elementary School Journal, M(4), 531-
551. 

deGroot, A.D. (1965). Thought.an.d. choice in chess. The Hague: Mouton. 

Delamont, S. (1986). Discussion: A view from a quadruple outsider. 
Teaching an.d. Teacher Education, 2(4), 329-332. 

Doyle, W. (1977). The uses of nonverbal behaviors: Toward an 
ecological model of classrooms. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 2.a(3), 
179-192. 



265 

Driscoll, J .B. (1979). The effects of a teacher's eye contact, 
gestures, and voice intonation on student retention of factual 
material. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Southern 
Mississippi). Dissertation Abstracts International, aa(9-B), 4557. 

Dunn, T.G., Taylor, C.A., Gillig, S.E., & Henning, M.J. (1987, April). 
Experience. expertise .and. teacher planning. Paper presented at the 
"annual meeting of the American Educational Research -
Association, Washington, DC. 

Egan, D.E., & Schwartz, B.J. (1979). Chunking in recall of symbolic 
drawings. Memory aM Cognition, 7(2), 149-158. 

Eisner, E.W. (1976). Educational connoisseurship and criticism: Their 
form and functions in educational evaluation. Journal.Q1 Aesthetic 
Education, 1Q.(3-4) , 135-150. 

Eisner, E.W. (1977). On the uses of educational connoisseurship and 
criticism for evaluating classroom life. Teachers College Record, 
la(3) , 345-358. 

Eisner, E.W. (1979). II1e. educational imagination: Qo. ~ design and 
evaluation Qf schoQ! programs. New York: MacMillan. 

Eisner, E.W. (1985). Ib..e. an Sli .ed.1Jcational eyaluation' .8. personal 
view. London: Falmer. 

Eisner, E.W. (1986). A secretary in the classroom. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 2(4), 325-328. 

Engle, R.W., & Bukstel, L. (1978). Memory processes among bridge 
players of differing expertise. American Journal .Qf Psychology, 
ai,(4) , 673-689. 

Erickson, F., Thomas, D., Pelissier, C., & Boersema, D. (1985). 
Teachers' practical ways Qf seeing. Unpublished manuscript. 

Ericsson, K.A., & Simon, H.A. (1984). Protocol analysis: Verbal 
reports as..d.ata. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 



266 

Fogarty, J.L., Wang, M.C., & Creek, R. (1983). A descriptive study of 
experienced and novice teachers' interactive instructional 
thoughts and actions. Journal Qf Educational Research, ZZ(1), 22-
32. 

Galloway, C.M. (1984). Nonverbal and teacher-student relationships: 
An intercultural perspective. In A. Wolfgang (Ed.), Nonverbal 
behavior perspectives. applications . .and. intercultural insights 
(pp.411-430). Toronto: Hogrefe. 

Glaser, R. (1987). Thoughts on expertise. In C. Schooler, & K.W. Schaie 
(Eds.), Cognitive functioning rum social structure ~1M~ 
course (pp. 81-94). Norwood, NJ: Ablex. 

Grant, B.M. (1977). Analyzing teacher nonverbal activity. Theory J..n1Q. 
practice, 1.6.(3), 200-207. 

Hall, J.A., Rosenthal, R., Archer, D., DiMatteo, M.A., & Rogers, P.L. 
(1977). Nonverbal skills in the classroom. Theorv J.n.tQ. practice, 
li(3), 162-167. 

Hatano, G., Miyake, Y., & Binks, M.G. (1977). Performance of expert 
abacus operators. Cognition,~, 47-55. 

Henley, N.M. (1977). Body politics' power, .s..ex...aa.d. nonverbal 
communication. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Kaufman, P. (1976). The effects of nonverbal behavior on 
performance and attitudes in a college classroom. (Doctoral 
dissertation, Oklahoma State University). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, ll(1-A), 235. 

Koehler, V. (1985). Research on preservice teacher education. Journal 
.Qf Teacher Education, M(1), 23-30. 

Kolodner, J.L. (1983). Towards an understanding of the role of 
experience in the evolution from novice to expert. International 
Journal Qf Man-Machine Studies, la, 497-518. 

Krippendorff, K. (1980). Content Analysis: An introduction 12. ~ 
methndology. Beverly Hills: Sage. 



267 

Larkin, J., McDermott, J., Simon, D.P., & Simon, H.A. (1980a). Expert 
and novice performance in solving physics problems. Science, 2Qa, 
1335-1342. . 

Larkin, J., McDermott, J., Simon, D.P., & Simon, H.A. (1980b). Models 
of competence in solving physics problems. Cognitive Science., !, 
317-345. 

Leinhardt, G. (1983a). Novice and expert knowledge of individual 
student's achievement. Educational Psychologist, l.a(3), 165-179. 

Leinhardt, G. (1983b, April). Routines in expert math teacher's 
thoughts arut actions. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, Montreal. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 234 980) 

Leinhardt, G. (1987, April). What ~ subject matter knowledge 
~? Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Washington, DC. 

Leinhardt, G., & Greeno, J.G. (1986). The cognitive skill of teaching . 
. Journal Qf Educational psychology, ZB.(2) , 75-95. 

Leinhardt, G., & Smith, D.A. (1985). Expertise in mathematics 
instruction: Subject matter knowledge. Journal Q.f Educational 
Psychology, 77(3), 247-271. 

Leinhardt, G., Weidman, C., & Hammond, K.M. (1987). Introduction and 
integration of classroom routines by expert teachers. Curriculum 
InQuiry, 1Z.(2) , 135-175. 

Lesgo!d, A.M. (1984). Acquiring expertise. In J.R. Anderson & S.M. 
Kosslyn (Eds.), Tutorials in learnjng .and. memory (pp.31-60). San 
Francisco: W.H. Freeman. 

McKeithen, K.B., Reitman, J.S., Rueter, H.H., & Hirtle S.C. (1981). 
Knowledge organization and skill differences in computer 
programmers. Cognitive psychology, il, 307-325. 

McKinney, K. (1986). How experts teach math. Research in brief. 
Washington, : Office of Educational Research and Improvement. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 280 681) 



Miles, M.B., & Huberman, A.M. (1984). Qualitatiye.d.a1a. analysis; A 
sourcebook Qf ~ methods. Beverly Hills: Sage. 

268 

Morine-Dershimer, G. (1986). Introduction: Perspectives on a 
teaching episode. Teaching Md. Teacher Education. 2,(4), 299-300. 

Peterson, D., Kromrey, J., Micerri, T., & Smith, B.O. (1986). Evaluation 
of a teacher's classroom performance using the Florida 
Performance Measurement System. Teaching and. Teacher 
Education, 2(4), 309-314. 

Plax, T.G., Kearney, P., McCroskey, J.C., & Richmond, V.P. (1986). 
Power in the classroom VI: Verbal control strategies, nonverbal 
immediacy and affective learning. Communication Education, 3.5., 
43-55. 

Reyes, D.J. (1986). Bringing together teacher evaluation, observation, 
and improvement of instruction . .Itlsl Clearing House, .5.9.(6), 256-
258. 

Rosenshine, B. (1986). Unsolved issues in teaching content: A 
critique of a lesson on Federalist Paper No. 10. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 2(4), 301-308. 

Rosenshine, B., & Stevens, R. (1986). Teaching functions. In M.C. 
Wittrock (Ed.), jjandbook Qf research Q.D. teaching (3rd Ed.; pp.376-
391). New York: MacMillan. 

Rosenthal, R. (1973). On the social psychology of the self-fulfilling 
prophecy: Further evidence for Pygmalion effects and their 
mediating mechanisms. M.S.S. Modular Publications,~, 1-28. 

Sabers, D., Carter, K., Cushing, K., Pinnegar, S., & Berliner, D. (1986, 
August). Saliency and. utility Qf information f.Qr. expert. novice. 
and. postulant teachers. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
the American Psychological Association, Washington, DC. 

Schlechty, P.C. (1985). Evaluation procedures in the Charlotte
Mecklenburg career ladder plan. Educational Leadership, ~(3), 
14-19. . 



Scriven, M. (1987). Validity in personnel evaluation. Journal Q.f 
personnel Evaluation in Education, 1, 9-23. 

Shulman, L.S. (1986). Those who understand: Knowledge growth in 
teaching. Educational Researcher, 15,(2), 4-14. 

Shulman, L.S. (1987). Knowledge and teaching: Foundations of the 
. new reform. Harvard Educational Review, ~(1), 1-22. 

269 

Shuy, B.W. (1986). Secretary Bennett's teaching: An argument for 
responsive teaching. Teaching anQ Teacher Education, 2(4), 315-
323. 

Soar, B.S., Medley, D.M., & Coker, H. (1983). Teacher evaluation: A 
critique of currently used methods. Ebl Delta Kappan, ~(4), 239-
246. 

Stein, P., & Berliner, D.C. (1987, November) Experts', novices', and. 
postulants' thoughts during teaching. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Rocky Mountain Educational Research 
Association, Tucson, AZ. 

Stein, P., Clarridge, P.B., & Berliner, D.C. (1987). Teacher estimation 
of student knowledge: Accuracy, content, .an.d. process. Manuscript 
submitted for publication. 

Stodolsky, S.S. (1984). Teacher evaluation: The limits of looking. 
Educational Researcher, .u(9) , 11-18. 

Sweller, J., Mawer, R.F., & Ward, M.B. (1983). Developing of expertise 
in mathematical problem solving. Journal m Experimental 
Psychology, 112(4). 639-661. 

White, K., Wyne, M.D., Stuck, G.B., & Coop, R.H. (1987). Assessing 
teacher performance using an observation instrument based on 
research findings. NASSP Bulletin, Z1(497), 89-95. 

Wise, A.E., Darling-Hammond, L., McLaughlin, M.W., & Bernstein, H.T. 
(1985). Teacher evaluation: A study of effective practices. I.h.a 
Elementary School Journal, M(1), 61-121. 



270 

Wyne, M.D., White, K.P., Stuck, G.B., & Coop, R.H. (1986). Carolina 
teaching performance assessment system observer's manual. 
Group for the Study of Effective Teaching, School of Education, 
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill. 

Woolfolk, A.E. (1978). Student learning and performance under 
varying conditions of teacher verbal and nonverbal evaluative 
communication. Journal.o.1 Educational psychology, Z.Q.(1), 87-94. 

Woolfolk, A.E., & Brooks, D.M. (1983). Nonverbal communication in 
teaching. In E.W. Gordon (Ed.), Review.o.1 research in education (pp. 
103-149). Washington, DC: American Educational Research 
Association. 

Woolfolk, A.E., & Galloway, C.M. (1985). Nonverbal communication and 
the study of teaching. Theory.l.n.1o. practice, ~(1), 77-84. 

Woolfolk, R.L., & Woolfolk, A.E. (1974). Effects of teacher verbal and 
nonverbai behaviors on student perceptions and attitudes. 
American Educational Research Journal, 11(3), 297-303. 


