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ABSTRACT 

Educators as well as laymen have recommended that teacher 

education programs be improved. A review of the literature indi

cated that specific components of teacher effectiveness should be 

investigated in relation to explicit paradigms for teacher train

ing. 

The major purpose of this study was to determine whether 

the ability to adapt to a studentrs frame of reference, as mea

sured by change in responses to hypothetical situations, would 

improve with training. The investigation also explored the rela

tionship between adaptability and the following variables: 

(1) open-mindedness, (2) commitment to teaching, and (3) progres

sive and traditional attitudes toward.education. 

This study involved 113 subjects who were enrolled in 

methods courses at The University of Arizona. The design required 

three groups: (1) The Experimental Field Group composed of stu

dents enrolled in a professional field program; (2) The Campus 

Control Group composed of students enrolled in a methods course 

on campus; and (3) The Field Control Group composed of students 

enrolled in a professional field program. It was necessary to 

utilize previously assigned subjects in the field groups. The 

campus control group was randomly selected from the on-campus 

methods courses. 

xi 
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Pre- and post-test measures on four instruments were ad

ministered to the subjects of this study. These instruments were: 

(1) the Adaptability Level Scale to evaluate adaptability, (2) the 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, to determine the degree of open-

mindedness of the subjects, (3) the Kerlinger Education Scale VII 

to measure progressive and traditional attitudes toward education, 

and (4) the Commitment to Teaching Scale to ascertain the sub

jects' degree of commitment to teaching. 

The experimental field group received a training program 

during the time between assessment procedures. This program uti

lized five diverse methods. They included the following concepts: 

(1) adapting to the student's frame of reference as the first step 

in the training program, (2) small discussion groups, (3) devel

oping alternative options by learning several teaching strategies, 

(4) differential training, and (5) simulation. 

Several statistical procedures were used to test the hy

potheses of this study. They were: (1) analysis of variance, 

(2) repeated measures analysis of variance, (3) Pearson product-

moment correlation, (4) biserial correlation, (5) tetrachoric cor

relation, (6) a chi-square test, and (7) Dunnett's post-hoc 

comparison of means. 

The results of this study revealed that prospective 

teachers in the experimental group differed from the campus con

trol group and the field control group in their ability to iden

tify adaptability in hypothetical situations at the conclusion of 

the training program (.05 level of significance). Pre-test scores 
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on the Adaptability Level Scale had a .34 correlation (.001 level) 

with progressive educational attitudes and a -.26 correlation 

(.005 level) with traditional educational attitudes as measured by 

the Kerlinger Education Scale VII. Pre-test scores on the Adapt

ability Level Scale did not relate to the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, 

Form E, or the Commitment to Teaching Scale results. The three 

groups did not differ on progressive or traditional educational 

attitudes, commitment to teaching, or open-mindedness after the 

training program. Prospective teachers who were more open-minded 

did not show a greater change in their adaptability scores at the 

completion of the training program. 

The findings of this inquiry were encouraging. The abil

ity of prospective teachers to identify adaptable behavior of 

teachers in various hypothetical situations improved with train

ing. 

Further research is needed to: (1) strengthen the train

ing program, (2) refine the Adaptability Level Scale, (3) deter

mine the relationship between subjects1 responses to 

paper-and-pencil situational tasks and filmed situational tasks, 

and (4) evaluate subjects* responses to paper-and-pencil or filmed 

situational tasks with behavioral ratings on adaptability. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The need for improving pre-service educational programs 

for elementary teachers has been suggested by many lay people as 

well as professional educators. In an intensive study of teacher 

education programs, Stiles and Parker reported: 

Teacher education programs have been studied more than 
researched. Innovations have tended to be imitated with a 
minimum of evaluation. Practices and procedures have 
evolved rather than developed through controlled experi
mentation. The trend, however, is toward more scientific 
inquiry. Historical, philosophical and normative survey 
types of studies are being supplemented by analytical and 
experimental investigations. Established traditions as 
well as new changes are being challenged to demonstrate 
their superiority. The past decade has seen programs of 
teacher education the center of intensive controversy; the 
prospects are that this will become a field of more con
centrated and more objective research in the years ahead 
(1969, p. 1414). 

Gage (1963) stated that it is necessary to design explicit 

theoretical approaches if effective pre-service programs are to be 

developed. He suggested that the logical dimensions of teaching 

behaviors should be operationally defined and investigated. 

Recently a variety of paradigms for teacher education have 

been devised (Bosley 1969a, 1969b, Clarke 1969, Combs 1965, Joyce 

1968, and Stiles and Parker 1969). One of the promising models is 

JoyceTs teacher-innovator. He noted that: 

To prepare a teacher who will be an innovator requires 
a teacher education program that attends as carefully to 

1 
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his inner resources as it does to his technical compe
tence. Flexibility, commitment and a secure self-
knowledge become as necessary as the possession of a 
range of powerful teaching strategies and interpersonal 
skills (1968, p. 9). 

Combs (1965) supported Joyce on the importance of self-

knowledge and flexibility when he stated that teacher education 

programs need to focus on persons rather than competencies. He 

outlined three considerations for teacher preparation: (1) dis

covery of personal meaning, (2) exposure to important ideas, and 

(3) involvement with students and teachers in various settings. 

Hunt believed that specifying objectives of a teacher 

training program in terms of the components which characterize an 

effective teacher is a useful procedure. He recognized that "com

ponent analysis permits initial characterization of a trainee in 

terms of a component profile and subsequent evaluation of various 

forms of intervention (1968, p. 67)." He suggested that these 

components should be utilized in assessing and planning differen

tial training of prospective teachers. 

Several models of components relevant to teacher effec

tiveness have been developed. Some of these components have been 

evaluated in current programs. The Arizona Early Childhood Educa

tion Center has utilized the concept of the professional response 

(Rubow and Fillerup 1970) in describing components of an effective 

teacher. The Center has then studied various aspects of the pro

fessional response. Results of these studies have indicated that 

specially-trained program teachers' behaviors indeed vary from the 

non-program teachers (Rosenthal 1969a, 1969b, and Zimmerman 1970). 
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Teacher effectiveness is dependent upon many diverse and 

interrelated components. One component, adaptability, appears to 

be interrelated to several important components of teaching and is 

pertinent to certain critical teaching strategies and learning en

vironments which are essential for differentiating instruction. 

For example, Hunt stated that the "importance of adaptability in 

interpersonal communication is self-evident, but its specific role 

in training agent effectiveness, and how a training agent learns 

to become more adaptable, is less clear and merits investigation 

(1970, p. 325).m1 

A prospective teacher needs to acquire the skill of being 

able to identify and differentiate a student's frame of reference 

as a beginning step in adaptability, according to Hunt (1970). He 

suggested that skill in discriminating a studentTs frame of refer

ence is at least a partial prerequisite to the subsequent skills 

of selecting a teaching strategy and creating a learning environ

ment. His initial investigations indicate that this ability can 

be improved through training. 

The Problem 

This study was an attempt to determine whether the ability 

to adapt to a student's frame of reference would improve with 

training as measured by change in responses to a variety of 

^Hunt noted that the "term 1training agent1 applies to any 
person who provides an interpersonal environment for another per
son (or group) to produce a desired goal, and thus includes par
ents, as well as teachers, treatment workers, Peace Corps 
Volunteers, etc. (1966, p. 137)." 
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hypothetical teaching situations. The study also investigated the 

relationship between adaptability and the following variables: 

(1) open-mindedness, (2) commitment to teaching, and (3) progres

sive and traditional educational attitudes. 

Hypotheses 

In order to provide direction for the study, the following 

hypotheses, stated in the null form, were tested at the .05 level 

of significance: 

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference among 

the experimental field, campus control, and field control groups 

in their ability to identify and differentiate adaptability to the 

student's frame of reference after the training program, as mea

sured by the Adaptability Level Scale. 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant negative relation

ship between the ability to identify and differentiate adaptabil

ity to the student's frame of reference, as measured by the Adapt

ability Level Scale and open-mindedness, as measured by the 

Rokeach Scale. 

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant negative relation

ship between the ability to identify and differentiate adaptabil

ity to the student's frame of reference, as measured by the Adapt

ability Level Scale, and commitment to teaching, as measured by 

the Commitment to Teaching Scale. 

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant positive relation

ship between the ability to identify and differentiate 
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adaptability to the student's frame of reference, as measured by 

the Adaptability Level Scale, and progressive educational atti

tudes, as measured by the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant negative relation

ship between the ability to identify and differentiate adaptabil

ity to the student's frame of reference, as measured by the Adapt

ability Level Scale, and traditional educational attitudes, as 

measured by the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference among 

the experimental field, campus control, and field control groups 

on open-mindedness after the training program, as measured by the 

Rokeach Scale. 

Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference among 

the experimental field, campus control, and field control groups 

on commitment to teaching after the training program, as measured 

by the Commitment to Teaching Scale. 

Hypothesis 8: There is no significant difference among 

the experimental field, campus control, and field control groups 

on progressive educational attitudes after the training program, 

as measured by the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

Hypothesis 9: There is no significant difference among 

the experimental field, campus control, and field control groups 

on traditional educational attitudes after the training program, 

as measured by the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference in the 

amount of change in ability to identify and differentiate 
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adaptability to the student's frame of reference between those 

prospective teachers who are more open-minded than those who are 

not. 

Need for the Study 

A review of the literature on teacher education and 

teacher effectiveness revealed the need for continued research in 

both areas (Biddle and Ellena 1964, Flanders and Simon 1969, Gage 

1963, Ryans 1960, Soar 1970, and Stiles and Parker 1969). A care

ful investigation of the details of numerous studies indicated 

that there has been little ^valuation of methods courses for pro

spective elementary teachers. However, in surveying many teacher 

education programs (Gage 1963), one noted that methods courses are 

an integral part of these programs. These courses have frequently 

been a series of unrelated activities and lack an underlying theo

retical base. 

Gage (1963) suggested that any proposed program of teacher 

education which is based on a well-defined theoretical paradigm 

merits examination. Hunt defined such a model when he proposed 

that differential training in teacher education should increase a 

trainee's "capacity to react appropriately to the learner's frame 

of reference (1968, p. 66)." In a somewhat similar manner, Runkel 

(1963) described a model for pupil-teacher interaction based on 

their respective frames of references and the environment in which 
« 

they interact. 
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It appeared that this study would provide teacher educa

tors with pertinent information regarding the prospective teach

er's ability to recognize adaptability to a student's frame of 

reference. The results of the study would also indicate the ef

fectiveness of a particular training program in respect to a 

specific component. An investigation of teacher education which 

is theoretically well-developed and designed is worthy of con

sideration. 

Assumptions and Limitations 

This study was one of the first to investigate the effects 

of a training program on adaptability of prospective elementary 

teachers. Furthermore, the study may be described as an explora

tory endeavor. For these reasons, several assumptions and limita

tions had to be considered. 

Assumptions Underlying the Study 

Some of these assumptions were: 

1. Adaptability to a student's frame of reference is 

probably a component of teacher effectiveness (Hunt 1970). 

2. The ability to identify and differentiate adaptability 

to a student's frame of reference is a measurable skill and respon

sive to test situations. 

3. A prospective teacher must be able to identify and 

differentiate adaptability in a hypothetical situation before he 

will be able to demonstrate increased ability to adapt his behav

ior to the student's frame of reference. 
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Limitations Underlying the Study 

Some of these limitations were: 

1. This study was limited to selected students attending 

the College of Education of The University of Arizona. 

2. Subjects of this study were students already assigned 

to classes during registration. Cooperating teachers, principals, 

and college professors were also already assigned to the field 

groups. 

3. Data were limited to the written responses of the sub

jects in pre- and post-test situations. 

4. Traits measured in personality assessment have shown 

limited consistency across situations. 

Definitions of Terms 

The terms used in this study are defined as follows: 

1. Ability; "The actual power present in an organization 

to carry to completion any given act or to make adjustments suc

cessfully (Good 1959, p. 1)." 

2. Adaptability: "The power to adjust oneself to the en

vironment or to the changes in the environment (Good 1959, p. 11)." 

In this study the prospective teacher's ability to "account for the 

learner's frame of reference will be considered (Hunt 1970, p. 330y 

3. Attitude: "An attitude is a relatively enduring or

ganization of beliefs around an object or situation predisposing 

one to respond in some preferential manner (Rokeach 1968a, p. 

112)." 
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4. Commitment: "A personal or group engagement to sup

port and follow a line of action, an orientation, or a point of 

view or a choice (Good 1959, p. 11)." 

5. Frame of reference: A system of basic principles, 

concepts and values which an individual utilizes to formulate hy

potheses and collect and interpret data, plans and acts (Good 1959, 

p. 237). In this study the adaptation to the student's frame of 

reference will be defined operationally as the effectiveness of 

the prospective teacher to identify and differentiate teacher be

havior in relation to the student's verbal responses in hypothet

ical situations, as measured on the Adaptability Level Scale. 

6. Open-mindedness: "A characteristic willingness to 

think through a situation without prejudice (Good 1959, p. 375)." 

7. Prospective elementary teacher; A person enrolled in 

the College of Education at The University of Arizona who is 

taking his or her elementary methods courses either in a profes

sional field program or in regular methods courses. 

8. Experimental field group: Students enrolled in the 

professional experimental field program in the Department of Ele

mentary Education at The University of Arizona. 

9. Campus control group: Students enrolled in a tradi

tional methods course in the Department of Elementary Education at 

The University of Arizona. 

10. Field control group: Students enrolled in the profes

sional field program in the Department of Elementary Education at 

The University of Arizona. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Many research studies and theoretical constructs are re

lated to the focus of this investigation. The following discus

sion of the pertinent literature is divided into six sections: 

(1) teacher education, (2) teacher effectiveness, (3) adaptabil

ity, (4) attitudes, (5) openmindedness, and (6) commitment. 

Teacher Education 

Improvement in teacher education is an integral aspect of 

more effective education for children. Broudy suggested, "Once a 

society becomes self-conscious about schooling its young, the seed 

of educational theory is sown, and if all goes well, educational 

practice in time ceases to be blindly empirical and guides its 

footsteps by the insights of theory (1963, p. 1)." 

At the present time the general public and professional 

educators are not only self-conscious about current education but 

are also very critical of teacher education programs (Conant 1963, 

Koerner 1963, Smith, Cohen, and Pearl 1968, and Denemark 1970)„ 

Hermanowicz declared: 

The 1960's and perhaps the 1970Ts in the history of 
American teacher education probably will be remembered as 
decades triggering intensified examination, criticism, and 
experimentation. Criticisms of teacher education along 
with recommendations for its improvement have emerged from 

10 
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various organizations and individuals. Debates on how 
best to prepare teachers have been given full-blown 
national attention, and diverse solutions have been pre
sented (1967, p. 3). 

Perhaps one of the reasons for the extensive criticisms 

has been the diversity of opinion on teacher education. For ex

ample, Conant (1963) reported that professors of education have 

not agreed upon the common body of knowledge that prospective 

teachers need in order to develop the essential concepts and con

ceptual strategies necessary in teaching. 

In another analysis, Smith and others observed, "Teacher 

education is dominated by curriculums developed at the beginning 

of the present century when the graduate study of education was 

initiated and when very little was known about teaching and learn

ing (1968, p. 172)." 

In examining this controversy, Sarason, Davidson, and 

Blatt related: 

There are three characteristics of the development of 
teacher-training institutions which deserve emphasis. The 
first is that they arose as a way of meeting a pressing 
social need, that is, they did not arise to pursue theory 
and research in education. Second, and related to the 
first characteristic, the emphasis was on technical, or 
"practical," or how-to-do-it matters. The third charac
teristic is that they developed relatively uninfluenced 
by the traditions and orientation of the universities 
(1962, p. 22). 

Woodring described this controversy as conflict between 

two distinct traditions of teacher education in the United States . 

He reported: 

The older tradition, which long controlled the educa
tion of secondary teachers, and which still controls the 
education of college teachers, provides the basis for what 
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may be called the academic or liberal arts view of teacher 
education. The second tradition - which is newer although 
it now has a history of well over one hundred years - is 
that of the professional educator and is most evident in 
the normal schools and teacher colleges which have long 
provided a substantial number of elementary teachers and 
now prepare secondary teachers as well (1957, p. 17). 

He stated that these two divergent traditions not only feature a 

different curricular emphasis but "represent totally different 

concepts of the nature of man, of the learning process, and of the 

proper role and limitations of free public schools (pp. 17-18)." 

Woodring also recommended that teacher preparation include 

both liberal and professional education and that these two con

cepts need to be developed in an organized pattern. 

After an analysis of current teacher education programs, 

several investigators have disclosed that few of the present pro

cedures and practices in teacher education are based on research 

evidence (Gage 1963, Stiles and Parker 1969, Cyphert and Openshaw 

1964, and Smith and others 1968). Cyphert and Openshaw noted, 

"Existing teacher education content and method have been generated 

almost exclusively on logical grounds without explicit empirical 

reference to a clear definition of criterion behavior (1964, 

pp. 26-27)." 

Coledarci expanded this concept when he concluded, ". . . 

the contents and procedures of teacher education frequently have 

no demonstrable relevance to the actual teaching task (1962, 

p. viii)." 

Numerous educators are convinced that research evidence 

and explicit theoretical constructs should be the underlying 



13 

principles of any changes or modifications in teacher education 

programs (Allen 1970, Cyphert and Openshaw 1964, Gage 1963, Good-

lad 1970, Hunt 1968, and Joyce 1968). 

Allen (1970), as chairman of the Commission on Education 

for the Teaching Profession of the National Association of State 

Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, reported a proposed Seven-

Year-Plan. This plan called for a fundamental and systematic re

vision in teacher education through a gradual restructuring of 

personnel, monies, and facilities. He suggested that these re

sources should be used "to conceptualize experimental programs and 

to develop implementation mechanisms (p. 487)." 

Howard believed that a conceptual scheme is necessary "if 

the preparation of teachers is to become truly a 'studied1 problem 

in education (1963, p. 13)." She described a theoretical con

struct developed at The University of Chicago in which the content 

was "composed of experiences - cognitive, psycho-social, and psy

chomotor - all of them interrelated at least in part, and overlap

ping in practice-teaching (p. 14)." 

One of the difficulties in developing precise paradigms 

for teacher education has been the large number of variables which 

relate to teaching. In reviewing some of the methodological prob

lems of analyzing teacher behavior, Gage proposed t,hat it may be 

more useful to select one variable that appears relevant to some 

i 
rather specific purpose. He recognized that "attempts at univer

sal and all-embracing dimensionalizations can have value as store

houses from which relevant dimensions may be chosen, and facet 
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design can help in insuring some orderliness in the definition and 

selection of dimensions (1969, p. 1451)." 

Hunt (1968) recommended that the specific objects of the 

training program be stated in terms of components which character

ize the effective training agent. He understood that the relation 

between various components must be considered, if such a model is 

to be developed. He suggested that the following factors may be 

utilized as criteria in selecting components for a training pro

gram: 

(1) The order or sequence of acquiring skill on a com
ponent, (2) the pattern among the components, (3) the po
tential ease or difficulty in inducing change with a 
component (since it may be advisable to begin with a com
ponent on which change is more likely to occur), and 
finally C4) the question of how many of the components can 
realistically be expected to change (1968, p. 67). 

Goodlad accounted for the complexities of developing im

proved educational programs when he stated, "nothing short of 

total reconstruction will suffice (1970, p. 62)." He insisted 

that: 

. We must develop comprehensive change strategies which 
take account of the fact that preservice teacher educa
tion, in-service teacher education, and the schools them
selves are dependent, interrelated, and interacting 
components of one social system, albeit a malfunctioning 
one (pp. 62-63). 

Recently there have been several attempts to develop theo

retical paradigms in teacher education. Although Stiles and 

Parker reported that "diversity was the most noticeable character

istic of programs of teacher education at mid-Twentieth Century 

(1969, p. 1415^" they felt that many of the new programs are 
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attempting to base their plans on current research evidence and 

are being subjected to careful evaluation procedures. 

The Multi-State1 Teacher Education Project (Bosley 1969a) 

has been one of the major efforts to improve teacher education 

through the cooperative action of colleges, universities, and state 

departments of education. In this proposal each state has assumed 

a special area of emphasis which ranges from providing assistance 

in communicating research programs to developing model centers for 

the improvement of laboratory experiences. 

Perhaps the most significant development in elementary 

education models has been represented by the nine United States 

Office of Education Projects (Bosley 1969b and Clarke 1969). 

These nine, which have been designated to serve as models for 

other institutions, were the products of Florida State University, 

University of Georgia, University of Massachusetts, Michigan State 

University, Northwest Regional Education Laboratory, Consortium of 

State Universities of Ohio (through the University of Toledo Re

search Foundation), University of Pittsburg, Syracuse University, 

and Teachers College, Columbia University. 

In a careful analysis of the nine models, Clarke (1969, 

p. 285) reported that the models: (1) were developed by groups of 

scholars who often represent various disciplines; (2) were inclu

sive; starting with goals and assumptions, deriving the necessary 

teacher competencies, stating the specific behaviors required of 

•'"Florida, Maryland, Michigan, South Carolina, Utah, Wash
ington, and West Virginia. 
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teachers, and explaining the procedures, materials and evaluation 

techniques needed to determine if the goals have been achieved; 

and (3) considered the conditions required to implement the goals. 

One of the most promising proposals was Joyce's The 

Teacher-Innovator (1968) of Teachers College, Columbia University. 

He believed that there are five processes in teaching: (1) making 

and using knowledge, (2) shaping the school, (3) teaching with 

strategy, (4) creating interpersonal climates, and (5) utilizing 

oneJs own personality, which should be considered in developing a 

teacher education program. 

Many of the assumptions in Joyce's model were based on the 

research and theoretical constructs of Hunt. One of the most im

portant constructs was the idea of differential training (Joyce 

1968, Hunt 1966, 1968). In suggesting the need for differential 

teaching of prospective teachers, Hunt (1968, p. 65) proposed 

that: (1) planning instructional programs must begin with a thor

ough understanding of the trainee's initial characteristics; 

(2) in most situations, there will be sufficient variation among 

trainees to necessitate adapting the program to these differences; 

and (3) regardless of the amount of variation among the trainees, 

a careful analysis of the trainee and the program is likely to de

velop a more explicit consideration of the process involved in 

behavioral changes. 

Hunt (1968, p. 65) recommended that after making these 

assumptions, one should proceed by: (1) stating training objec

tives; (2) considering trainee characteristics; (3) specifying 
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forms of the training program; and (4) deriving those combinations 

of programs most likely to develop the objectives. 

He then selected the concept of increasing flexibility in 

teaching as an illustration of the above model of differential 

training in teacher education. He (1968, p. 72) indicated that an 

educator needs to consider a trainee's present skill level and 

accessibility characteristics in planning training intervention. 

According to Hunt (1968, p. 72), three of the important 

accessibility characteristics are: (1) cognitive orientation, the 

system which the trainee uses to process and organize information; 

(2) value orientation, whether the program is compatible with the 

trainee attitudes and beliefs; and (3) motivational orientation, 

the goals and interests of the trainee. In summarizing the re

search in these areas, Hunt reported that each concept has been 

shown to be important, but the efficacy of these concepts still 

needs to be studied. He suggested that much of research has uti

lized concepts that are too global. 

Although recent teacher education models are most promis

ing, there is still a great need for precisely delineating the 

goals, objectives, procedures, and evaluative techniques of 

teacher education programs. 

It is essential to recognize that underlying any program 

or effort in teacher education are philosophical assumptions of 

knowledge and valuing which essentially pertain to the question: 

what are schools for? (Thomas 1960, Joyce 1970). 
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Teacher Effectiveness 

In a recent review Flanders and Simon stated, "Teacher 

effectiveness is an area of research which is concerned with rela

tionships between the characteristics of teachers, teaching acts, 

and their effects on the educational outcomes of classroom teach

ing (1969, p. 1423)." 

Although a great deal of effort has been expended on the 

studying of teachers and teaching, very little is actually known 

about teacher effectiveness. Saadeh (1970, p. 73) reported that 

no aspect of education has been more studied than that of teacher 

effectiveness . He commented that the studies have often been in

significant or contradictory, and few generalizations have been 

developed. 

In 1953, the Committee on Teacher Effectiveness of the 

American Educational Research Association noted: 

The simple fact of the matter is that, after forty 
years of research on teacher effectiveness during which a 
vast number of studies have been carried out, one can 
point to few outcomes that a superintendent of schools can 
safely employ in hiring a teacher or granting him tenure, 
that an agency can employ in certifying teachers or that a 
teacher-education faculty can employ in planning or im
proving teacher education programs (Remmers 1953, p. 657). 

Getzels and Jackson reported "very little is known for 

certain about the nature and measurement of teacher personality 

and teacher effectiveness (1963, p. 574)." They suggested that 

what is needed is research relating to "specific and distinctive 

features of teacher personality and of the effective teacher." 
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As recently as 1964, Biddle and Ellena, in a summary of 

contemporary research on teacher effectiveness indicated, "It is 

not an exaggeration to say that we do not today know how to se

lect, train for, encourage, or evaluate teacher effectiveness 

(1964, p. vi)." 

Although the results of most research in teacher effec

tiveness is disappointing, Flanders and Simon suggested that "the 

tools long needed for the analysis of the teaching-learning pro

cess are gradually being developed (1969, p. 1423)" and one may be 

permitted a cautious optimism when one considers recent studies . 

There are several landmark studies in the field of teacher 

effectiveness. Barr (1948) has been a persistent investigator of 

teacher competence. In an attempt to identify teacher character

istics that contribute to teacher effectiveness, he administered 

nineteen commonly used measuring instruments to ninety-nine ele

mentary teachers and their pupils, and used pupil achievement as 

the criteria for teacher effectiveness. The results indicated low 

coefficients of correlation. Barr suggested that more objective-

type studies are needed. 

Ryans' Teacher Characteristics Study (1960) was one of the 

most extensive research efforts that has been undertaken. This 

study, which included over one hundred separate research projects 

with more than 6,000 teachers in 1,700 schools, was largely de

scriptive. Many of the projects involved extensive classroom ob

servation by trained observers who used a Classroom Observation 

Record. Three dimensions or clusters of teacher behaviors were 
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identified by Ryans as highly correlated among elementary teach

ers . The behaviors, with each pattern expressed as a major bi

polar family, were: 

TCS Pattern XQ—warm, understanding, friendly vs 
aloof, restricted teacher behavior. 

TCS Pattern Y0--responsible, businesslike, systematic 
vs evading, unplanned, slipshod 
teacher behavior. 

TCS Pattern ZQ--stimulating, imaginative, surgent vs 
dull, routine teacher behavior (1960, 
p. 382). 

These patterns of elementary teacher behavior also corre

lated highly with bi-polar dimensions of pupil classroom behavior 

which were identified as : alert vs apathetic, responsible vs ob

structive, confident vs uncertain, and initiating vs confident. 

In discussing teacher attitudes, Ryans concluded: 

The attitudes of teachers who were judged by their 
principals to be superior in teaching performance were 
significantly and distinctly more favorable toward pupils, 
and also toward administrators, than the attitudes of 
teachers who were judged by their principals to be un
satisfactory or poor (1960, p. 385). 

Hughes (1959) conducted an intensive investigation of 

thirty-five teachers in fourteen schools in an attempt to define 

"good teaching." An instrument, called The University of Utah Re

vision of the Provo Code for the Analysis of Teaching, was devel

oped. Trained observers recorded teaching acts and classified 

each act according to one of thirty-one teaching "functions" 

structured into seven major categories of the instrument. 

Hughes found that eighty percent of the teachers are 

"dominative" in over half their teaching acts, and primary teach

ers were more "controlling" and more "negative" than other 
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elementary teachers. Only one of every four teachers used func

tions that "develop content" in more than twenty percent of their 

teaching acts. She suggested that teachers' behavior patterns are 

relatively stable. 

Hughes* study is noteworthy in that it represents one of 

the first attempts to utilize a detailed instrument to describe a 

wide range of teacher behaviors. 

Flanders (1965, p. 20) developed a ten-category inter

action analysis instrument to record observations of teacher be

havior. The ten categories included seven assigned to teacher 

talk, two to student talk, and one to silence or confusion. 

Flanders (1965, pp. 108-110) conducted extensive research 

directed toward analyzing teacher behavior and the effect of 

teacher behavior on pupil behavior for over fifteen years . He 

tested three hypotheses concerning the influence of "direct" and 

"indirect" teacher behavior on student achievement and student be

havior in experiments with eighth and ninth grade students in 

thirty-two English, social studies, and mathematics classrooms. 

He reported that achievement by students with indirect teachers 

are higher in both social studies and mathematics. The most "con

structive" and "independent" student attitudes were associated 

with the most indirect patterns of teacher behaviors . Indirect 

teachers were more flexible and more alert to studentsT statements 

than direct teachers. They also acknowledged and clarified stu

dent ideas to a greater extent. He concluded that teachers are 
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able to provide flexible patterns of influence and create situa

tions in which students may learn more. 

Gage (1965) indicated that research on the relationship 

between teacher characteristics and pupil growth have been meager. 

He concluded that a review of the literature at the present time 

suggested five global characteristics which appear to be compo

nents of effective teaching. They may be described as: (1) 

warmth, (2) cognitive organization, (3) orderliness, (4) indirect

ness , and (5) problem-solving ability. 

Perhaps one of the reasons for these inconclusive results 

is that frequently only two classes of variables, predictors and 

criteria, have been utilized. Mitzel said, . . during the past 

fifty years it has been characteristic of the research on teacher 

effectiveness to jump directly from predictor variables to the 

criterion variables (1957, p. 2)." 

Mitzel suggested that there are four types of variables, 

or classifications of information. He recommended the following 

variables: 

1. Type I - Prediction Sources - Human characteris
tics on which teachers differ and which may be hypothe
sized to account, in part, for differences in teacher 
effectiveness. 

2. Type II - Contingency Factors - Those factors 
which modify and influence the whole complex of behaviors 
that enter into the educational process. 

3. Type III - Classroom Behavior - The classroom be
haviors of teachers and pupils. 

4. Type IV - Criteria of Effectiveness - The crite
ria or standards which consist of intermediate educational 
goals (1957, p. 1). 
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Current research trends indicated that investigators have 

become more interested in utilizing the above variables as they 

developed models to conceptualize teaching and learning. Soar 

stated that there is a need to analyze teacher effectiveness with

in a theoretical framework. He said, "This sets two requirements 

of the research: that the variables selected for study are ones 

that can be related meaningfully to theory; and that the inter

vening phase of classroom behavior between teacher characteristics 

and pupil growth is specified (1964, p. 288)." 

Gage carefully outlined various factors involved in devel

oping paradigms which relate to research on teaching. He stated, 

"Paradigms are not theories; they are rather ways of thinking or 

patterns for research that, when carried out, can lead to the de

velopment of theory (1963, p. 95)." He summarized five paradigms 

which relate to teacher-pupil interaction as shown in Table 1. He 

suggested that each model may be seen to begin with: 

(I) an element, or several elements, referring to per
ceptual and cognitive process on the part of the teacher. 
The processes eventuate in (II) action elements on the 
teacher's part. The teacher's actions are followed by 
(III) perceptual and cognitive processes on the pupil's 
part, and these in turn lead to (IV) action elements on 
the pupil's side (1963, p. 127). 

Although these models have not accounted for all the com

plexities in the process of teaching, they may provide a framework 

for further research in teacher effectiveness. 



Table 1 

Common Elements in Paradigms of 
Teacher-Pupil interaction* 

Type of 
Element 

Smith Ryans Stone-Leavitt Runkel Stolurow ! 
i 

I. Percep- Teacher's per Teacher's Pu£>il pro Teacher's 4. Comparator • 
tual- ception of situationalj vides stimuli personal unit ; 
Cogni- pupil's be motivation Teacher se needs and 6. Collator-
tive havior al, cogni lects stimuli goals, per recorder 
Elements, Teacher's di tive, gene Teacher per sonal history 8. Library 
Teacher agnosis of tic factors ceives pupil Teacher's unit I 

pupil's state choice of a 
goal 
Teacher's 
frames of re
ference 
The teacher's 
environment 

9. 
10. 

Program j 
Computer • 

i 
j 

j 

j 

II. Action Teacher's Teacher's Teacher Teacher's 1. Display j 
Elements, action instrumental adopts ideal act unit I 
Teacher acts 

Teacher's 
action pat
tern 

3. Pacing i 

unit 
environment Teacher 7. Selector 
al event adopts pro unit 
Teacher's posed action 
goal re pattern 
sponse Teacher car
Teacher's ries out • 

hereditary actual pat ; 
factors and tern 

; 

factors mod
ified by re
inforcement 

* 



Table 1, Continued 

Type of 
Element 

Smith Ryans Stone-Leavitt Runkel Stolurow 

III. Percep- Pupil's per Pupil's sit Teacher pro Pupil's per 5. Knowledge 
tual- ception of uational, vides stimuli sonal history of 
Cogni- jteacher's be motivation Pupil selects Pupil's goals results, 
tive havior al, cogni stimuli Pupil's frame or feed
Elements, Pupil's diag tive, Pupil per of reference back 
Pupil nosis of genetic ceives The pupil's 

('teacher's factors teacher environment 
(state 
j 

IV. Action |Pupil's re Pupil's in Pupil adopts Pupil's act 2. Response 
Elements, daction to strumental ideal action unit 
Pupil [teacher's acts pattern s 

i 
j action Pupil's en Pupil adopts 
s 
i 
j 

vironmental proposed 

s 
i 
j 

event action pat
Pupil's goal tern 
response Pupil car

t 
i 
• 

Pupil's he ries out 
reditary fac actual j 
tors and fac action * 

tors modified pattern 
by reinforce • 

ment 

*(Gage 1963, p. 128) 
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Gage proposed that one possibility to the dilemma of 

"criterion-of-effectiveness" approach may be the notion of "micro 

effectiveness." He said: 

Rather than seek criteria for the over-all effective
ness of teachers in the many, varied facets of their 
roles, we may have better success with criteria of effec
tiveness in small, specifically defined aspects of the 
role ... a sufficient number of laws applying to rela
tively pure aspects of the teacher's role, if such laws 
could be developed, might eventually be combined ... to 
account for the actual behavior and effectiveness of 
teachers with pupils under genuine classroom conditions 
(1963, p. 120). 

Hunt (1970) utilized this type of study in his investiga

tions of adaptability. The importance of adaptability in inter

personal communication for a teachers appears to merit further 

examination. 

Adaptability 

Hunt (1966, 1968, 1970) considered the theoretical compo

nents and implications of adaptability in interpersonal communica

tions . He stated that adaptability is one component in a training 

agent's effectiveness, where effectiveness is defined as the 

. . . capacity to utilize a wide variety of behaviors 
depending upon the particular situation and in relation 
to a particular person or group with the aim of producing 
a particular outcome, and to shift from one behavior to 
another under appropriate circumstances (Hunt 1966, 
pp. 138-139). 

He (1970, pp. 327-328) developed several behavioral tasks 

on adaptability in order to study this component of a training 

agent's effectiveness. Each of these situations relating to 

adaptability meet certain specifications. They are: (1) the 
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training agent receives information regarding the objective of the 

task; (2) the training agent receives information regarding the 

person prior to the task; (3) the training agent's knowledge re

garding the content to be communicated is controlled; and (4) to 

increase the possibility of the training agent's behavior being 

relevant to adaptability, the task must present some predetermined 

obstacles to his accomplishing the behavioral objective. 

The Balance of Power Task (Hunt 1970, p. 328) was one such 

task and has served as the initial prototype. In this task a 

training agent was asked to communicate to another person the con

cept of the balance of power in the United States Government as 

developed in the checks and balances of the federal government. 

The trainee was given information regarding the concept of the 

balance of power, the other person was trained as a role-player to 

present certain obstacles, and the trainee was then given a speci

fic amount of time to present his information. The training 

agent's behavior during the task was then rated on a nine-point 

scale in relation to the obstacles presented by the role-player. 

Hunt (1970, p. 330) developed a manual for administering this 

task. He found "inter-rater reliability is a function of the 

amount of experience of the raters; with highly experienced ra

ters, this agreement was .90 (p. 331)." 

He reported the results of ten investigations in which a 

behavioral task was utilized as a measure of adaptability. These 

studies varied in respect to the training agents studied and the 

purpose of the investigation. He (1970, p. 343) stated that 
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adaptability was not significantly related to either general abil

ity or to conceptual level, although the relationships were posi

tive. The results were significantly related to a measure of 

attitudes toward teaching, sociometric acceptance, and adaptabil

ity ratings based on interviews. 

Hunt (1970, p. 343) suggested that behavioral tasks may be 

a useful means of assessing adaptability, one component of a 

training agent's effectiveness. 

Other investigators have also considered the components of 

adaptability. Fielstra (1963) compared the top and bottom quar-

tiles of two hundred secondary-level student teachers given a com

posite rating scale on teaching performance and discovered that 

one measure which helped to discriminate the excellent from the 

poor was adaptability to a variety of teaching situations. 

Feffer and Sucholiff (1966) used role-taking tasks as a 

basis for evaluating the effectiveness of social interaction of 

children. They interpreted social interaction in terms of 

Piaget*s concept of decentering. Their work seemed promising in 

the continued quest to understand effective interpersonal communi

cation. 

Ginott (1969) emphasized the importance of adaptability in 

parent-child communication. He reported that observing many 

parent-child conversations revealed how little each listens to the 

other. 

Whiteley, Sprinthall, Mosher, and Donaghy investigated 

cognitive-flexibility as a dimension of counselor effectiveness 
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of students in a guidance course. Their major finding revealed 

that "cognitive flexibility-rigidity, as predicted on the basis of 

projective tests, correlated .78 with supervisors* ratings on the 

same dimensions (1967, p. 226)." 

Runkel developed a related construct when he considered 

the general hypothesis that "similarity of structure between two 

cognitive fields increases the efficacy of communication between 

them (1956, p. 179)." In a study of college psychology students 

he reported that students who shared a similar cognitive structure 

with the teacher received higher grades on quizzes than students 

who did not. A further examination of the data has revealed that 

these differences may not be accounted for by differences in scho

lastic ability nor by a preference for the same attitude position 

as that held by the teacher. 

In a somewhat similar manner, Runkel (1963) developed a 

model for pupil-teacher interaction which deserves further study. 

He suggested that both teacher and pupil acts are based on their 

respective frames of reference and the environments in which they 

interact. He hypothesized that personal history and current goals 

affect one's frame of reference. To realize that both teacher and 

pupil acts are influenced by their own frame-of-reference filters 

is a useful concept in studying pupil-teacher interactions. 

Although there has not been a great deal of study of a 

prospective teacher's ability to adapt to a student's frame of 

reference, the above investigations indicated the feasibility of 

such a study. 
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Recently there have been some studies which have shown 

that adaptability may be affected by training. Joyce and Hodges 

designed a program to help prospective teachers become more flexi

ble in their teaching behaviors by: 

(1) training them to analyze teaching through several 
frames of reference; (2) helping them discriminate their 
own teaching behaviors through the analytic schemes pro
vided; (3) helping them plan goals for enlarging their 
repertoire of teaching behaviors; and (4) providing feed
back about progress toward these goals (1966, pp. 414-
415). 

Joyce, Dirr, and Hunt (1969) reported a study of twenty-

four student teachers in a master of arts teaching program. Re

sults of pre- and post-simulations of the Balance of Power Task 

indicated there was an increase in adaptability, although the 

difference was not significant. However, rapport building during 

the behavioral tasks showed a significant (<.01) increase after 

training. 

In another investigation, Hunt (1967) reported the effec

tiveness of a training program with National Teacher Corps candi

dates in which significant increases in adaptability are recorded. 

He suggested that observer bias may be a factor, since the observ

ers were aware they were rating a post-program task. He noted it 

was essential that the behavior on the task be recorded on video

tape to prevent potential biases . 

Flavell investigated the development of interpersonal com

munication in children by considering a child's ability to "take 

the role of another person (1968, p. 1)." He reported development 
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arid training procedure increases in a child's interpersonal com

munication as evaluated in role-taking situations. 

Adaptability to a student's frame of reference not only 

has appeared to be affected by training but also has seemed to be 

related to several identifiable personality components, such as 

attitudes, open-mindedness, and commitment. 

Attitudes 

The study of teacher attitudes is one of the most exten

sive dimensions of research on teacher effectiveness . Getzels and 

Jackson (1963, p. 506) noted that many investigators feel that 

personality factors of the teacher are the most significant vari

ables in the classroom. Underlying these studies were three 

assumptions; (1) attitudes are filters through which stimuli are 

screened before being translated into behavior; (2) attitudes are 

acquired through the principles of learning, whatever these are or 

may turn out to be; and (3) teacher attitudes are significant for 

student learning (Rosenberg, Hovland, McGuire, Abelson, and Brehm 

1960, Rokeach 1968b, and Stern 1963). 

Stern (1963, p. 424) stated, however, that there has been 

surprisingly little direct evidence to support the importance of 

the relationship between teacher attitudes and student learning. 

Many investigators have thought that research on teacher attitudes 

has been rather futile because it has lacked explicit theory 

(Getzels and Jackson 1963). However, it may be too global and 

needs further refinement and analysis. 



32 

One prominent theorist, Rokeach (1968b), reported that 

virtually all researchers agree that an attitude is not a basic, 

irreducible element within the personality but represents a clus

ter of two or more interrelated elements. In Rokeach's definition 

these elements are beliefs (or cognitions, or expectancies, or 

hypotheses). 

He (1968b, p. 450) said that each belief within an atti

tude organization is conceived to have three components: (1) a 

cognitive component, (2) an affective component, and (3) a behav

ioral component. Harding (1954) noted that the relationship be

tween these three components is so close that it is difficult to 

isolate any of these factors in research. 

Rokeach (1968a, pp. 117-118) suggested several structural 

dimensions to help describe the organization of several beliefs 

contained within an attitude, or several attitudes within a more 

inclusive attitude system, or to describe the organization of all 

of man's beliefs, attitudes, and values within his total cognitive 

system. These dimensions are: (1) differentiation - the degree 

of articulation of the various parts with a whole; (2) integra

tion - the appreciation of the similarities as well as the differ

ences between parts; (3) centrality - the parts are conceived to 

be arranged along a central-peripheral dimension wherein the most 

prominent central parts are considered more important and are more 

resistant to change; (4) time perspective - the extent to which 

the whole or the part is viewed in terms of the past, present, or 

future, and the interrelations of these times; (5) specificity or 
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generality - the extent to which one can predict one belief from a 

knowledge of another within an attitude organization; and 

(6) breadth or narrowness - the width of a category in relation to 

the total range of relevant social reality that is actually repre

sented . 

Although theoretical constructs relating to attitudes are 

complex, Kerlinger suggested that "perceptual-cognitive theory be 

exploited to study perceptions of the 'good* or the effective 

teacher (1963, p. 4)." He believed that attitudes are probably 

the maj or determinants of many perceptions. 

Several research studies indicated that attitudes are rel

evant to teacher effectiveness. One of the most widely used in

struments for the measurement of teacher attitudes was the 

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. Getzels and Jackson re

ported that although this instrument appeared to be of value, 

"there are numerous unresolved issues with respect to the nature 

of the findings provided by research using this instrument (1963, 

p. 521)." 

Harvey, Pradher, White, and Hoffmeister (1968) investi

gated the relationship among teachers' beliefs, classroom atmo

sphere, and student behavior in sixty-seven elementary classrooms. 

They stated that teachers with more abstract belief systems, that 

is belief systems characterized by the use of multidimensional 

schemata, not only create more desirable classroom environments, 

but their classroom behaviors are significantly related to the 

behavior of the students. 
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Soar (1970) made an extensive study of tape recordings of 

representative teachers in seven Follow Through Programs . He in

vestigated the relationship between program objectives and the 

verbal behaviors of teachers. These relationships were analyzed 

through factor analysis and the use of Duncan's New Multiple Range 

Test. For example, the Engelman-Becker program involves signifi

cantly more teacher evaluation and control in subject matter in

teraction than the Tucson program. On the other hand, the Tucson 

program does not differ significantly from the Nimnicht, Education 

Development Corporation, Parent Education, or Bank Street pro

grams . Although Soar has described the complexities of studying 

these relationships, he reported some significant differences 

among the programs in the assumed direction of program objectives 

and philosophical point of view. 

Some projects have attempted to determine the relation

ships among teacher attitudes and classroom behaviors . Silberman 

found that a teacher's attitudes toward his students, for example, 

acceptance of a child, were related to his behaviors toward these 

students. He also noted that "most correlations between students' 

predictions and actual observations were also significantly posi

tive (1969, p. 402)." 

Attitudes not only appear to affect teacher competency, 

but there has also been evidence that attitudes may change with 

training. Bloom (1964, p. 195) reported that there must be a 

sizable change in an individual's environment if attitudes are to 

change in a substantial way. Kingsley (1966, p. 25) suggested 
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that changes in attitude take place in a non-threatening climate 

and in a personal relationship. 

Zahn (1967) reported an investigation of ninety-two ele

mentary student teachers in which those student teachers, who re

ceived instruction and supervision using Flanders' Verbal 

Interaction Analysis System had more positive teaching attitudes 

after student teaching than those students who received conven

tional supervision and instruction. He also commented that this 

modification was not dependent on the attitude of the cooperating 

teachers. 

Zimmerman (1970) disclosed that an experimental program 

was effective in changing the attitudes of teachers. Teachers who 

participated in the special program displayed substantial differ

ences in attitudes from those of conventional teachers. These 

differences reflected the philosophy of the program relating to 

the education of disadvantaged children. The attitudes of school 

principals where the experimental program was conducted were not 

systematically influenced. 

Attitudes not only appear to be an intervening variable in 

developing a training program on the effects of adaptability, but 

also relate to other variables. The relationship of attitudes and 

open-mindedness needs to be investigated. 

Open-Mindedness 

Open-mindedness is one component of personality that has 

received a great deal of investigation. Schachtel suggested: 



36 

In contrast to the animals, man is capable of con
tinued growth and development throughout his life if he 
succeeds in remaining open to the world and capable of 
allocentric interest. Such openness is the basis of pro
gress and of creative achievement in individual life as 
well as in the history of mankind (1959, p. 248). 

Rogers (1961), Kelley (1962), and Combs (1962) related the 

concept of openness to the world and the fully-functioning person

ality. Combs believed that the perceptual field of the adequate 

individual is more open to all types of experiences. 

One of the most notable studies of the closed personality 

was the work of Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford 

(1950). They developed the California F-Scale to measure the au

thoritarian personality. This scale correlated with ethnocen-

trism, anti-Semitism, and racial prejudice. 

Rokeach (1960) extended their work through the development 

of the Dogmatism Scale to measure open and closed belief systems. 

The structure of this system, outlined in the previous section on 

attitudes, provided the theoretical construct for the development 

of this instrument on open-mindedness. 

In his book, The Open and Closed Mind (1960), Rokeach re

ported several studies which indicated the substantial reliability 

and validity of this scale. These investigations have shown that 

close-minded individuals do not evaluate information on the basis 

of its own merits, but rather on the source of the information. 

Rokeachfs construct on belief systems was also compatible 

with the work of Harvey (1966) on cognitive structure, flexibil

ity, and creativity. Vacchiano, Strauss, and Shiffman (1968) 
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explored the relationship between dogmatism and several diverse 

personality measures. They reaffirmed Rokeachfs theoretical 

framework. 

Several research studies have related open-mindedness to 

the effectiveness of teacher training programs . Amidon and Hough 

(1967) found that student teachers with more open belief systems 

become more empathetic in their relationships with students, uti

lize data about students in a more objective manner, and are more 

experimental in their teaching techniques, than the students who 

are more close-minded. These investigators have used interaction 

analysis as a training device and a paper-and-pencil situational 

task instrument to estimate behavioral change. Aoki (1969) sub

stantiated their study in an investigation of prospective social 

studies teachers. 

Ager (1970) related elementary student teachers' scores on 

the Dogmatism Scale with their behaviors on Flanders' Verbal In

teraction Analysis System. Although only one category, relating 

to the use of positive reinforcement, praise, or encouragement, 

has shown a significant relationship (open-minded student teachers 

praise pupils more than closed-minded student teachers), there has 

been consistency of the direction and size in the nonsignificant 

relationships. Ager concluded that further investigation of the 

relationship between dogmatism and verbal behavior is appropriate. 

Open-mindedness seems to be an intervening variable in any 

investigation of the effects of a training program on adaptabil

ity. 
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Commitment 

Several investigators have considered the role of commit

ment to teaching in improving teacher effectiveness . Goodlad 

suggested that the first recommendation in reconstructing teacher 

education requires "... admission of future teachers into a pro

gram requiring full time commitment. The student accepts the fact 

that he is entering, full time, upon a professional program de

signed to prepare him to teach in schools (1970, p. 67)." 

Kingsley stated, "Commitment to teaching in the prospec

tive teacher is strong motivation toward the goal. In the Gestalt-

field frame of reference motivation comes from a person's desire 

to reach a goal (1966, p. 12)." 

Although few researchers have developed explicit theories 

in relation to the effects of commitment, many of them believed a 

student's degree of commitment affects his self-concept as a 

teacher, his perception of his work, and his performance in 

teacher training (Combs 1965, Goodlad 1970, and Joyce 1968). 

Kingsley proposed that "motivation is self-set, grows out 

of all the experiences of the individual, and is influenced by the 

present situation (1966, p. 12)." This point of view has been 

well-developed by Lewin (1951) when he said that behavior is a 

function of a person and his environment. He suggested that it is 

essential to understand both the person and his life-space in 

order to begin to determine his motivation. 

In an attempt to investigate the effects of commitment to 

teaching, Kingsley studied over six hundred students in a college 



of education course in Human Growth and Learning. She reported 

that about half of the students were not highly motivated toward a 

teaching career nor did expressed commitment to teaching indicate 

a career commitment. She noted, "Commitment to teaching is not 

significantly related (.05 level) to change in dogmatism. The 

committed students, however, tend to change in the direction of 

less dogmatism, the ambivalent and not committed in the direction 

of greater dogmatism (1966, p. xv)." 

In another study, Qashu (1968) found that those subjects, 

eighty-five students in a beginning course in Human Growth and 

Learning, who were most committed to teaching received higher 

scores on their written reports about children. They also had 

significantly different scores on the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey 

Social Value Scale. 

Commitment, like open-mindedness, appears to be an inter

vening variable in an investigation of the effects of a training 

program on adaptability of prospective elementary teachers. 

Summary 

This review of the literature has supported the basic 

premises and importance of the current investigation. Teacher 

education programs need to be radically improved. These programs 

should be based on theoretical constructs. Teacher effectiveness 

is often difficult to evaluate because a single component is not 

considered in relation to an over-all theoretical design. Atti

tudes affect teacher behaviors. In any study of the effects of a 
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training program on adaptability to a studentfs frame of reference 

of prospective elementary teachers, open-mindedness and commitment 

to teaching are probably intervening variables. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

This study began with a concern over the effectiveness of 

teacher education programs and its relationship to successful com

munication between a teacher and a child. The research was 

devised to investigate the effects of a training program on adapt

ability of prospective elementary teachers. The design also ex

plored the relationship between adaptability and the following 

variables: (1) openmindedness, (2) commitment to teaching, and 

(3) progressive and traditional educational attitudes. 

Selection of Subjects 

The Population 

The population for this study was composed of students en

rolled in methods courses in the Department of Elementary Educa

tion at The University of Arizona during the fall semester of 

1970-1971. Students at this land-grant university may take meth

ods courses either on campus or in the professional field program 

while they are also participating in classroom instruction. This 

university has typically recommended approximately 350 students 

each year for certification in elementary education. 
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The Sample 

The design called for selecting students into three 

groups: (1) The Experimental Field Group composed of students 

enrolled in a professional field program; (2) The Campus Control 

Group composed of students enrolled in a methods course on campus; 

and (3) The Field Control Group composed of students enrolled in a 

professional field program. 

In order to conduct this study it was necessary to utilize 

subjects who were either already enrolled in a campus or field 

program. The experimental field group needed to be the field 

group the investigator of the study was already assigned to coor

dinate. The field control group became the other group assigned 

to District One Tucson Schools. The campus control group was ran

domly selected from the on-campus methods courses during the time 

of fall registration. When students selected campus or field pro

grams, they were unaware there was any potential experimental 

program. 

Kerlinger suggested that when it is impossible to equate 

groups by random assignment, the similarity of the groups should 

be checked, using as much information as available. He said that 

if demographic data and pre-scores are tested for differences and 

there are none, "one may go ahead with the study knowing that at 

least there is no evidence against the equivalence assumption 

(1966a, p. 315)." This procedure will be described later in the 

chapter. 
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Selection of Instruments 

Kerlinger Education Scale VII 

After a careful investigation of various attitudinal in

struments, the Kerlinger Education Scale VII (see Appendix B) was 

selected to measure progressive and traditional attitudes toward 

teaching. This instrument is a more refined version of three 

earlier scales developed by Kerlinger (1967, 1969). This thirty-

item Likert-type scale was constructed with the assumption that 

attitudes are not one-dimensional and bipolar, but rather that 

progressivism and traditionalism are relatively pure factors . The 

items for A (progressivism) and B (traditionalism) are scored sep

arately. In Kerlinger's (1966b) earlier work he recommended the 

use of an A-B (difference) score. However, he (1969) no longer 

suggests this procedure. 

Kerlinger (1969) reported reliability scores ranging from 

.77 to .87 for progressivism for teachers and graduate students in 

North Carolina, Texas, and New York with samples ranging in size 

from 64 to 263 subjects. These same groups had reliability co

efficients of .69 to .85 on traditional attitudes . 

He (1969) stated that all the evidence not only supports 

the theoretical assumptions behind the development of this instru

ment but that progressivism and traditionalism are two relatively 

orthogonal factors. Apparently the VII Scale is a reasonably 

valid and reliable measure of educational attitudes . 
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Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E 

The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, was chosen to measure 

open-mindedness and closed-mindedness (see Appendix B). This 

scale is a general measure of authoritarianism. It contains forty 

forced-choice items on personal and social questions. A high 

score represents a more dogmatic individual. This scale not only 

helps determine how dogmatically a person holds his belief system 

but also how well he tolerates ambiguities. 

Kerlinger utilized Rokeachfs dogmatism scale as an "inter

esting and psychologically significant example of construct vali

dation (1966a, pp. 452-453)." He reported that Rokeach utilized 

the "known-groups method" as well as unique problem-solving situ

ations to test the validity of this instrument. 

Rokeach carefully described studies he and his associates 

conducted to establish validity and reliability of this scale. He 

(1960, p. 95) reported reliability coefficients ranging from .68 

to .93 with a median of .74. 

Commitment to Teaching Scale 

The Commitment to Teaching Scale, developed by Kingsley 

(1966) and slightly modified by Qashu (1968) was selected as the 

instrument to measure commitment to teaching (see Appendix B). 

This instrument has been used with junior students in education 

who were enrolled in a beginning course in human growth and 

learning. 
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In reviewing the reasons for utilizing a questionnaire to 

determine the student's own ideas on his commitment to teaching, 

Kingsley (1966, p. 34) noted that the experts do not agree on the 

most effective means of collecting data. Allport has written on 

this type of questionnaire and has suggested: 

When we set out to study a person's motives, we are 
seeking to find out what that person is trying to do in 
this life - including, of course, what he is trying to 
avoid and what he is trying to be. I see no reason why 
we should not start our investigation by asking him to 
tell us the answers as he sees them. Particularly re
vealing are people's answer to the question, "what do you 
want to be doing five years from now?" Similar direct 
questions can be framed to elicit anxieties, loyalities, 
and hostilities. Most people, I suspect, can tell us 
what they are trying to do in this life with a high degree 
of validity, certainly not less on the average than the 
prevailing validity of projective instruments (1960, 
p. 101). 

Kingsley (1966, pp. 175-176) reported that interviews of 

thirty students tended to corroborate the data received on the 

questionnaire relating to commitment. The reliability between 

pre- and post-tests on Kingsley's study showed a coefficient of 

.84. In Qashu's (1968) investigation the reliability coefficient 

on the commitment scale was .29 between pre- and post-situations. 

Need for an Adaptability 
Instrument 

In order to investigate the major question of this re

search project, it was essential to find an instrument to evaluate 

a prospective teacher's ability to identify adaptability to a 

student's frame of reference. Hunt (1970) developed a situational 

task, the Balance of Power Task, to determine a teacher's ability 



to adapt to an individual student in a role-playing situation. 

However, no instrument was located to assess a prospective teach-

erfs ability to recognize adaptability in others, as a baseline 

for determining his potential readiness for a training program on 

adaptability as preparation for actual interaction with students. 

Since there was no scale available, it was decided to develop an 

instrument for this study. 

Development of Adaptability Level Scale 

Theoretical Construct of 
Instrument 

The idea for a paper and pencil test of adaptability, 

which utilized hypothetical situations, evolved after studying 

Hunt's (1970) rationale for the Balance of Power Task. (See 

Chapter 2, pages 26-28.) After further consideration of Hunt's 

reasoning for evaluating adaptability, it appeared that the con

struct of the Balance of Power Task had an excellent theoretical 

base, but was limited because only one hindrance to communication, 

an inaccurate or incomplete concept, was utilized. It seemed 

feasible to assume that there were several categories of verbal 

interaction that interfered in communication between a teacher and 

a child. 

Several possible restrictions to communication were de

vised. For example, an inaccurate concept might be, "a judge is 

like a priest" or a questioning of the teacher's relevancy, "why 

are we talking about judges?" The investigator then observed 
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numerous classroom situations and listened to several video-tape 

training films of the Arizona Center for Early Childhood Educa

tion. During this process the hindrances to communication were 

more carefully delineated. 

After further reading, observing, and thinking, six cate

gories were constructed. They were: (1) partial or inaccurate 

concept development (Hunt 1970); (2) change of intellectual opera

tion (Guilford 1959); (3) questioning of relevancy of teacher, 

either in relation to content and/or method; (4) negative comment; 

(5) difficult or distracting comment; and (6) irrelevant comment. 

(See Appendix B for examples of each category.) 

These categories were then evaluated in terms of Massialas' 

and Cox's (1966, pp. 103-109) fallacies of effective communication 

and Joyce's category system, reported by Joyce and Harootunian 

(1967), for teacher communication. It became evident that the 

content of the six classifications of hindrances to communication 

may be included in either of these systems. Therefore, it seemed 

that these categories were exhaustive, consistent, and non-

overlapping. It was decided that the rationale of the Adaptabil

ity Level Scale was satisfactory for beginning to develop an 

instrument to identify adaptability to a student's frame of refer

ence . 

Typical hypothetical classroom situations, which included 

the six categories of interferences of effective communication, 

were then devised. An open-ended questionnaire (see Appendix B) 

of possible restrictions to classroom interaction was given to an 
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Elementary Education Seminar and a Techniques of Research class at 

The University of Arizona during the spring of 1970. The students 

were requested to respond with a short paragraph to each incident 

as if they were the teacher in the situation. The replies were 

then carefully studied. 

Twelve hypothetical teaching situations, two from each 

category, were developed. Each situation had four different 

stems. Each stem was rated on a six-point scale, ranging from 

agree very strongly to disagree very strongly. Several elementary 

education professors and graduate students discussed the details 

of the instrument. Three additional hypothetical situations were 

developed. (See Appendix B for copy of instrument and detailed 

analysis of each situation.) The dissertation director, a gradu

ate student, and the major investigator of this study, concurred 

on the appropriateness of each response. The instrument was then 

field tested with teacher groups, graduate methods classes, and 

prospective teachers. 

Evaluation of Instrument 

During the spring of 1970 the Adaptability Level Scale was 

administered to teachers in elementary schools in California and 

Arizona, a graduate methods course at The University of Arizona, 

and prospective teachers enrolled in methods courses at The Uni

versity of Arizona. 

Reliability. The reliability of the instrument was calcu

lated by following the suggestions of Kerlinger (1966a, p. 438) 
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and Magnusson (1967, p. 108). The split-half method of reliabil

ity with the Brown-Spearman correction procedure was utilized. 

Table 2 is a summary of the reliability coefficients of the vari

ous groups tested. 

Table 2 

Summary of Split-Half Reliability Coefficients 
of Adaptability Level Scale 

Group N Reliability Coefficient 

Teachers 

Group A 24 .71 

Group B 14 .42 

Group C 18 .74 

Group D 19 .82 

Graduate Course 

Group A 29 .78 

Undergraduate 
Methods Course 

Group A 15 .73 

Group B 16 .84 

Group C 27 .86 

Group D 31 .73 
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Validity. Three approaches to establishing the validity 

of this instrument were employed. First, each hypothetical situ

ation was developed in relation to the construct of the categories 

of interference to communication. The appropriateness of the re

sponses to each situation was carefully analyzed. (See Appendix B 

for rationale relating to these responses.) 

Secondly, the instrument was given to a panel of eight 

faculty members and graduate students at The University of Ari

zona. Each persons answers were carefully studied. The average 

agreement among all the items for the group of eight was 83%. 

Finally, concurrent validity between a rating scale on 

adaptability and scores on the Adaptability Level Scale were stud

ied. The principals whose teachers answered the scale were asked 

to rate their teachers according to the nine-point scale developed 

by Hunt (see Appendix B for scale) to rate the participants in the 

Balance of Power Task. These ratings were correlated with the 

teachersT scores on the Adaptability Level Scale, The correlation 

coefficients were low positive scores which did not reach the .05 

level of significance established for this study. 

Summary. After studying the results of the field-testing 

of the Adaptability Level Scale in relation to validity and reli

ability, it seemed reasonable to proceed with the study to inves

tigate the effects of training prospective teachers to identify 

adaptability to a student's frame of reference. 



51 

Experimental Design 

Since it was necessary to utilize groups of prospective 

teachers who were already assigned to campus and field classes, 

this design might be described as a compromise experimental group-

control group design (Kerlinger 1966a, p. 315). 

Pre-Testing Procedures 

In the fall of 1970, during the first class session of 

each of the three groups, the Adaptability Level Scale and the 

Commitment to Teaching Scale were administered to all subjects by 

the major investigator of this study. Subjects were told that the 

Elementary Education Department of the College of Education at The 

University of Arizona was evaluating its elementary teaching 

program. They were also informed that their professors would not 

see their responses to the questionnaires and that this evaluation 

would have no reflection on the evaluation of their course work. 

The examiner read the directions that were printed on the instru

ments (see Appendix B for directions for each scale). 

On the second class session of each of the three groups 

the examiner administered the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale 

VII. The directions that were written on the instrument were read 

by the examiner (see Appendix B). 

On the third class session of each of the three groups the 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, was administered by the examiner. 

Again the directions that were on the instrument were read by the 

tester (see Appendix B). 
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During the fourth class session two subjects in the campus 

control group were administered the Kerlinger Education Attitude 

Scale VII, since they had been absent during the second session. 

fill instruments were hand scored by a secretary. They 

were then re-checked by the major investigator of the study. 

Total scores were placed on a summary data sheet in preparation 

for the key-punch operators. 

Training Program 

Improving a prospective teacher1s ability to identify 

adaptability to a student's frame of reference necessitated de

signing several strategies as prerequisites for selecting tasks 

for the training program. In this program five diverse methods 

were incorporated into the procedures. They were; (1) the con

cept of adapting to the traineefs frame of reference as the first 

step in the instructional program (Hunt 1970); (2) the concept of 

small discussion groups as outlined by Joyce (1968); (3) the con

cept of developing alternative options by learning several teach

ing strategy models as proposed by Joyce (1968); (4) the concept 

of differential training as described by Hunt and Sowards (Hunt 

1968, Sowards 1968); and (5) the concept of simulation as dis

cussed by Rogers (1970). 

The prospective teachers in the experimental program were 

involved in numerous tasks which related to the ability to identi-
* 

fy a student's frame of reference. A complete outline of the 

activities and materials utilized in the training program are 
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described in Appendix A. A variety of tasks were developed. They 

included: (1) guided observation of teacher-student interaction 

in classroom visits and video-tapes; (2) discussion of examples of 

open- and closed-communication between a teacher and a child; 

(3) comparing alternative teaching strategies (Ausubel's Advance 

Organizer, Taba's Levels of Thinking, Bruner's Concept Attainment, 

and the democratic process were included); (4) utilization of 

Runkel's (1963) frame of reference model in discussion and simula

tion sessions; (5) planning strategies for asking questions; and 

(6) a variety of appropriate readings listed in Appendix A. 

The training program was conducted by a team composed of 

two professors who were teaching the language arts and social 

studies methods courses to the experimental group and the investi

gator of the study. Each lesson was carefully outlined in detail 

by the writer and discussed with the other team members prior to 

the session. Because of the researcher's commitment to the neces

sity of accounting for the student's frame of reference, several 

sessions were modified during the instructional procedures . The 

summary of activities and materials was a result of a detailed 

diary kept of each session during the training program. In 

Chapter 5 the recommendations regarding the strategies and proce

dures of the program will be analyzed. 

Post-Testing Procedures 

During the second week of December 1970, in a class ses

sion of each of the three groups, the Adaptability Level Scale and 



the Commitment to Teaching Scale were administered to all the sub

jects by a professor and an instructor of elementary education. 

Subjects were again told that the Elementary Education Department 

of the College of Education at The University of Arizona was eval

uating its elementary teaching program. They were also informed 

that their professors would not see their responses to the ques

tionnaires and that this evaluation would have no reflection on 

the evaluation of their course work. The examiner read the direc

tions that were printed on the instruments (see Appendix.B for 

directions for each scale). 

At the next class session of each of the three groups, the 

Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale VII and the Rokeach Dogmatism 

Scale, Form E, were administered by a professor and an instructor 

of elementary education. The directions that were written on the 

instruments were read by the examiner (see Appendix B). 

During the next week, four subjects, two in the campus 

control group, and two in the field control group were adminis

tered the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale VII and the Rokeach 

Dogmatism Scale, Form E, since they had been absent during the 

second session. 

Of the original 114 subjects, one dropped a class, and, 

therefore, the study included 113 students: forty-one in the ex

perimental field group, thirty-four in the campus control group, 

and thirty-eight in the field control group. 

All instruments were hand scored by a secretary. They 

were then re-checked by the research investigator of the study. 
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Total scores were placed on a summary data sheet in preparation 

for the key punch operators. 

Analysis of the Data 

Several statistical procedures were used to test the hy

potheses of this study. They were: (1) analysis of variance, 

(2) Pearson product-moment correlation, (3) biserial correlation, 

(4) tetrachoric correlation, (5) a chi-square test, and (6) Dun-

nettfs post-hoc comparison of means . 

Following the suggested procedures of Kerlinger (1966a, 

p. 315) and Popham (1967, pp. 179-180), several types of demo

graphic data were checked for differences among groups. They 

were: (1) age, (2) sex, (3) marital status, (4) cumulative grade 

point average, and (5) hours in the behavioral sciences. Analysis 

of variance (Popham 1967, pp. 164-177) procedures were employed. 

Differences among groups on the pre- and post-scores of the Adapt

ability Level Scale, Kerlinger Education Scale VII, and Rokeach 

Dogmatism Scale, Form E, were also examined by the analysis of 

variance technique and a repeated measures analysis of variance. 

The differences were tested for statistical significance. 

To study the relationships among the dependent and inter

vening variables, the Pearson product-moment correlation (Popham 

1967, p. 70) and the biserial correlation (Ferguson 1966, p. 242) 

were computed. The correlations were tested for statistical 

significance. 
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The differences among groups on the Comndtment to Teaching 

Scale were determined by the chi-square test (Popham 1967), p. 292). 

Six computer programs (Veldman 1967) at the University of 

Arizona Computer Center were utilized. 

The results of the analysis of data are reported in Chap

ter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this investigation was to determine the 

effects of a training program on adaptability of prospective ele

mentary teachers. In addition, the relationships between adapt

ability and the following variables: (1) open-mindedness , 

(2) commitment to teaching, and (3) progressive and traditional 

educational attitudes were explored. 

The results of the study, which are presented in this 

chapter, support the following statements which are related to the 

hypotheses in the first chapter. Prospective teachers in the ex

perimental group differed from the campus control group and the 

field group in their ability to identify adaptability in hypothet

ical situations at the conclusion of the training program. Pre

test scores on the Adaptability Level Scale had a small, but 

significant, positive correlation with progressive traditional ed

ucational attitudes and a slight, but significant, negative corre

lation with traditional attitudes as measured on the Kerlinger 

Education Scale VII. Pre-test scores on the Adaptability Level 

Scale did not relate to the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, and 

the Commitment to Teaching Scale results. The three groups did not 

differ on progressive or traditional educational attitudes, commit

ment to teaching, or open-mindedness after the training program. 

57 
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Prospective teachers who were more open-minded did not show a 

greater change in their adaptability scores at the completion of 

the training program. 

The data obtained in this study will be reported in three 

main sub-divisions: (1) demographic factors and pre-test scores, 

(2) reliability and validity of instruments, and (3) the testing 

of the hypotheses. 

Demographic Factors and Pre-Test Scores 

Demographic Factors 

Several demographic factors were reviewed for differences 

among the three groups of subjects. They were: (1) age, (2) sex, 

(3) marital status, (4) cumulative grade point average, and 

(5) hours in the behavioral sciences. Analysis of variance (Pop-

ham 1967, pp. 164-177) procedures were employed. There was only 

one difference, marital status, in the three groups on the above 

items (F=5.24, df=2/110, p^.Ol). Table 3 indicates the proportion 

of married students for the three groups and the group as a whole. 

Table 3 

Marital Status of Experimental Field Group, 
Campus Control Group, and Field Control Group 

N Proportion Married 

Experimental Field Group 41 .32 

Campus Control Group 34 .62 

Field Control Group 38 .29 

Total Group 113 .41 
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The summary of the analysis of variance procedure on marital sta

tus is reported in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Analysis of Variance for Marital Status Among 
Experimental Field Group, Campus Control 

GrouR and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

Total 

Groups 

Error (G) 

.24 

1.18 

.22 

112 

2 

110 

5.24 .01 

Although marital status varied among the three groups, there were 

no significant correlations between marital status and the pre-

and post-test scores on the instruments used in this study. 

Pre-Test Scores 

The pre-test scores on the Adaptability Level Scale, the 

Kerlinger Education Scale VII, the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form 

E, and the Commitment to Teaching Scale were examined for differ

ences among the three groups of prospective teachers. The results 

of the analysis of variance procedures revealed that there were no 

significant differences among the groups on these variables at the 

time of the administration of the pre-tests. 



Reliability and Validity of Instruments 

Reliability 

Reliability scores on pre- and post-tests were calculated 

for the four instruments used in this study. Table 5 shows the 

results of these computations. 

Table 5 

Summary of Pre- and Post-Test Reliability 
Coefficients of Five Measurements 

Instrument 
Experimental 
Field Group 

N=41 

Campus Control 
Group 
N=34 

Field Control 
Group 
N=38 

Total 

N=113 

Adaptability 
Level Scale .65 .71 .65 .64 

Kerlinger 
Progressive 
Educational 
Attitudes Scale .53 .78 .63 .63 

Kerlinger 
Traditional 
Educational 
Attitudes Scale .53 .68 .80 .66 

Rokeach 
Dogmatism Scale, 
Form E .71 .76 .73 .73 

Commitment to 
Teaching Scale .88 .71 .69 .76 

Reliability coefficients for the Adaptability Level Scale, 

the Kerlinger Progressive Educational Attitude Scale, the Kerlin

ger Traditional Educational Attitude Scale, and the Rokeach Dog

matism Scale, Form E, were computed by the Pearson product-moment 



61 

correlation (Popham 1967, p. 70). The Commitment to Teaching 

Scale reliability coefficient was computed by the tetrachoric cor

relation (Downie and Heath 1970, pp. 114-115), 

The internal consistency of the Adaptability Level Scale 

was measured by coefficient alpha (Nunnally 1967, pp. 210-211). 

A coefficient of .73 was obtained on the pre-test and a coeffici

ent of .78 was computed for the post-test for the 113 subjects. 

Validity 

Several considerations which relate to the validity of the 

instruments used in this study were reported in Chapter 3. A 

further investigation of the Adaptability Level Scale was con

ducted for this study. The three-member team, who worked with the 

experimental field subjects, rated each subject (N=41) according 

to Hunt's scale of adaptability (see Appendix B). A small corre

lation of .32, which was significant at the .05 level, was ob

tained between the experimental field group scores and the team 

rating. 

Testing of the Hypotheses 

Ten hypotheses, stated in the null-form, were developed 

for this investigation. They were tested at the .05 level of sig

nificance . 

Hypothesis 1 

There is no significant difference among the experimental 

field, campus control, and field control groups in their ability 
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to identify and differentiate adaptability to the student*s frame 

of reference after the training program, as measured by the Adapt

ability Level Scale. 

Table 6 is a summary of the means and standard deviations 

for the Adaptability Level Scale in pre- and post-test situations. 

The range of mean scores on the pre-test was from 49.61 to 54.00; 

on the post-test it was from 51.53 to 57.73. 

Table 6 

Adaptability Level Scale Results 

_Pre-Test __Post-Test 
NX SD X SD 

Experimental Field Group 41 52 .17 9 .88 57 .73 10 .90 

Campus Control Group 34 54 .00 10 .14 51 .79 10 .03 

Field Control Group 38 49 .61 10 .13 51 .53 11 .17 

Total Group 113 51 .86 10 .20 53 .86 11 .13 

The analysis of variance procedure was used to test Hy

pothesis 1. Table 7 indicates the results of this procedure on 

the adaptability instrument for the three groups. A study of 

these data (F=4.08, df=2/110, and p^.02) reveals a difference 

among the three groups on adaptability after the training program. 

Because the groups differed significantly, the null hypothesis may 

be rejected. 
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Table 7 

Analysis of Variance for Adaptability Level Scale 
Post-Test Among Experimental Field Group, Campus 

Control Group, and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio P 

Total 125.00 112 

Groups 483.33 2 4.08 .02 

Error (G) 118.48 110 

In order to further investigate this difference, the post-

hoc procedures developed by Dunnett (Kirk 1968, pp. 94-95) were 

computed. In comparing the difference between means of the experi

mental field group and the campus control group, utilizing this 

method, an F ratio of 2.32 was obtained. An F ratio of 2.72 was 

calculated for the experimental field group and the field control 

group. According to Dunnett!s table (Kirk 1968, p. 535) an F 

ratio of 2.27 or more is necessary at the .05 level of signifi

cance . Table 8 shows an array of the means of the three groups. 

The experimental field group differed significantly (.05 level) 

from the campus control group and the field control group. 



Table 8 

Ordered Array of Group Means and Indications of Significant 
Differences Among the Means at the .05 Level 

Experimental Field 
Group 

Campus Control 
Group 

Field Control 
Group 

57.73 51.79 51.53 

The Xfs lying above the same horizontal level are not significant
ly different; those over different lines are at the .05 level. 

Analysis of variance procedures were used to calculate the 

differences among the two trials on adaptability. Table 9 shows 

the results of these calculations. The results (F=6.07, df=l/110, 

and p_<.01) indicate a difference between trials . The figures 

(F=7.53, df=2/110, p£.001) reveal a difference among groups by 

trials. 

Table 9 

Analysis of Variance for Adaptability Level Scale on 
Repeated Trials Among Experimental Field Group, 
Campus Control Group, and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

Within 

Trials 

G by T 

Error (T) 

43.21 

226.00 

280 .40 

37.24 

113 

1 

2 

110 

6.07 

7.53 

.01 

.001 
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These differences between trials are illustrated in Fig

ure 1. This figure reveals that the experimental field group 

showed a mean gain of 5.56, the campus control group decreased by 

2.21, and the field control group increased by 1.92 points. 

58 

57 

56 

55 

54 

53 

52 

51 

50 

49 

Experimental 
Field Group 

Total 
Group 

Campus Con
trol Group 

Field Con
trol Group 

JJ Trial 1 Trial 2 

Figure 1. Pre- and Post-Mean Scores on Adaptability Level Scale 
for Experimental Field Group, Campus Control Group, 
Field Control Group, and Total Group 
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Hypothesis 2 

There is no significant negative^ relationship between the 

ability to identify and differentiate adaptability to the stu

dent's frame of reference, as measured by the Adaptability Level 

Scale and open-mindedness, as measured by the Rokeach Scale. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation for the total group 

(N=113) on the pre-test between adaptability and open-mindedness 

was -.07. Since this does not reach the +.16 (one-tailed test, 

df=lll) for the .05 level of significance, the null hypothesis 

must be retained. In this study there was not a significant cor

relation between adaptability and open-mindedness. 

Hypothesis 3 

2 
There is no significant negative relationship between the 

ability to identify and differentiate adaptability to the stu

dent's frame of reference, as measured by the Adaptability Level 

Scale, and commitment to teaching, as measured by the Commitment 

to Teaching Scale. 

Because the Commitment to Teaching Scale represents dichot

omized data, the biserial correlation procedure (Ferguson 1966, 

p. 242) on the pre-test scores for the total group (N=113) was 

utilized. A correlation of .05 was obtained on adaptability and 

^A high score on the Rokeach Scale represents a more 
close-minded point of view. 

2 
A high score on the Commitment to Teaching Scale repre

sents an ambivalent or non-committed individual. 
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commitment. Since this is not a substantial relationship, the 

null hypothesis may not be rejected. 

Hypothesis 4 

There is no significant positive relationship between the 

ability to identify and differentiate adaptability to the stu

dent Ts frame of reference, as measured by the Adaptability Level 

Scale, and progressive educational attitudes, as measured by the 

Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

The pre-test data of the total group (N=113) on adapt

ability and progressive educational attitudes were correlated by 

the Pearson product-moment method. A correlation of .34 (one-

tailed test, df-l'll, p_<.001) was calculated. Since the .05 level 

of significance was established, the null hypothesis may be re

jected. There is a small but significant relationship between 

adaptability, as measured by the Adaptability Level Scale, and 

progressive educational attitudes, as measured by the Kerlinger 

Education Attitude Scale. 

Hypothesis 5 

3 
There is no significant negative relationship between the 

ability to identify and differentiate adaptability to the stu

dent's frame of reference, as measured by the Adaptability Level 

Scale, and traditional educational attitudes, as measured by the 

Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

3 
A high score on the traditional attitude part of Ker

linger fs scale represents a more traditional point of view. 
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The Pearson product-moment correlation on the pre-test 

scores of the total group (N=113) on adaptability and traditional 

educational attitudes was computed. A correlation of -.26 (one-

tailed test, df^lll, p_<.005) was obtained. The null hypothesis 

may be rejected. There is a slight but significant relationship 

between adaptability, as measured by the Adaptability Level Scale, 

and traditional educational attitudes, as measured by the Ker-

linger Education Attitude Scale. 

Hypothesis 6 

There is no significant difference among the experimental 

field, campus control, and field control groups on open-mindedness 

after the training program, as measured by the Rokeach Scale. 

Table 10 is a report of the means and standard deviations 

for the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, in pre-test and post-test 

situations. The pre-test scores show a range of mean scores from 

129.68 to 131.16 and the post-test mean scores vary from 128.17 to 

130.50. 

Table 10 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, Results 

Pre-Test Post-Test 
N X SD X SD 

Experimental Field Group 41 129 .68 23. 39 128 .17 20 .60 

Campus Control Group 34 130 .56 21. 33 130 .50 21 .32 

Field Control Group 38 131 .16 20. 82 128 .82 24 .79 

Total Group 113 130, .44 21. 95 129 .09 22 .32 



The analysis of variance technique was computed to test 

Hypothesis 6. Table 11 summarizes the data of this procedure. A 

study <?f these data (F=.10, df=2/110, and p_<.90) show there is no 

difference, other than chance, among the three groups on open-

mind edness after the training program. The null hypothesis is up

held . 

Table 11 

Analysis of Variance for Rokeach Dogmatism Scale 
Post-Test Among Experimental Field Group, Campus 

Control Group, and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

Total 

Groups 

Error (G) 

502.67 

52.55 

510.85 

112 

2 

110 

.10 .90 

Hypothesis 7 

There is no significant difference among the experimental 

field, campus control, and field control groups on commitment to 

teaching after the training program, as measured by the Commitment 

to Teaching Scale. 

In order to test this hypothesis a chi-square test was 

calculated. Table 12 summarizes the post-score observed frequen

cies . In order to compute this test it was necessary to combine 

the ambivalent and not-committed subjects, since not more than 



twenty percent of the cells may have expected frequencies under 

5 (Siegel 1956, p. 178). Because the computed chi-square of .71 

did not approach the 5.99 value necessary at the .05 level of 

significance, the null hypothesis may not be rejected. 

Table 12 

Chi-Square Contingency Table of Post-Test Commitment Scores 
Among the Experimental Field Group, Campus Control 

Group, and Field Control Group 

Group Committed 
Ambivalent or. 
Not-Committed 

Experimental Field Group 
(N=41) 29 12 

Campus Control Group 
(N-34) 25 9 

Field Control Group 
(N=38) 30 8 

X^.71 ( X * .05 df2=5-") 

Hypothesis 8 

There is no significant difference among the experimental 

field, campus control, and field control groups on progressive 
*4 

educational attitudes after the training program, as measured by 

the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

Table 13 is a summary of the mean and standard deviation 

scores for the progressive educational attitudes of the Ker

linger Education Attitude Scale. The scores show very little 

variation. 
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Table 13 

Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale—Progressive 
Educational Attitudes—Results 

__Pre-Test Post-Test 
N X SD X SD 

Experimental Field Group 41 8, .67 .87 8 .85 .77 

Campus Control Group 34 9, .03 .65 9 .08 .68 

Field Control Group 38 8, .86 .82 8, .93 .86 

Total Group 113 8, .84 .81 8 .95 .78 

Hypothesis 8 was tested by the analysis of variance proce

dure. Table 14 summarizes the results of these calculations. 

These figures (F=.83, df=2/110, and p.<.56) indicate that there is 

no difference among the groups that might not be a chance fluctua

tion and the null hypothesis must be retained. The three groups 

did not substantially differ on progressive educational attitudes 

at the conclusion of the training program. 

Table 14 

Analysis of Variance for Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale Post-
Test—Progressive Education Attitudes—Among the Experimental 

Field Group, Campus Control Group, and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio P 

Total 6.13 112 

Groups 5.10 2 .83 .56 

Error (G) 6.14 110 
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Hypothesis 9 

There is no significant difference among the experimental 

field, campus control, and field control groups on traditional 

educational attitudes after the training program as measured by 

the Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale. 

Table 15 shows the means and standard deviations for the 

traditional educational attitudes of the Kerlinger Education At

titude Scale in pre- and post-test situations. All of the means 

made a slight decrease in scores; the experimental field group 

decreased by the greatest amount. 

Table 15 

Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale—Traditional 
Educational Attitudes—Results 

N 
Pre-
X 

-Test 
SD 

Post-
X 

-Test 
SD 

Experimental Field Group 41 5.68 .73 5.15 .90 

Campus Control Group 34 5.49 .97 5.44 .95 

Field Control Group 38 5.83 .98 5.55 .95 

Total Group 113 5.68 .91 5.37 .95 

The analysis of variance procedure was used to test Hy

pothesis 9. Table 16 is a summary of the results of these calcu

lations. A study of these data (F=1.95, df=2/110, and p<j.l4) 

reveal there is no significant difference among the groups on 
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traditional educational attitudes after the training program. The 

null hypothesis may not be rejected. 

Table 16 

Analysis of Variance for Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale Post-
Test—Traditional Educational Attitudes—Among the Experimental 

Field Group, Campus Control Group, and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

Total 

Groups 

Error (G) 

9.08 

17.45 

8.93 

112 

2 

110 

1.95 .14 

A further study of the differences among the two trials on 

traditional educational attitudes was computed utilizing analysis 

of variance procedures. Table 17 reports the results of these 

calculations. The figures (F=19.24, df=l/110, and p_<.0001) indi

cate a singificant difference between trials. The results 

(F=3.99, df=2/110, and p^.02) show a difference among groups by 

trials. 
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Table 17 

Analysis of Variance for Kerlinger Education Attitude Scale— 
Traditional Educational Attitudes on Repeated Trials 

Among the Experimental Field Group, Campus 
Control Group, and Field Control Group 

Source 
of 

Variation 

Mean 
Square 

Degrees 
of 

Freedom 
F Ratio 

Within 

Trials 

G by T 

Error (T) 

33.63 

532.78 

110.54 

27.70 

113 

1 

2 

110 

19.24 

3.99 

.0001 

.02 

These differences between trials are shown in Figure 2. 

This figure illustrates that the experimental field group showed 

a mean decrease of 5.32, the campus control group decreased by 

.41, and the field control group decreased by 3.00 on traditional 

educational attitudes during the training program. 
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Trial 1 Trial 2 

Figure 2. Pre- and Post-Mean Scores on Kerlinger Traditional 
Attitudes for Experimental Field Group, Campus 
Control Group, Field Control Group, and Total Group 

Hypothesis 10 

There is no significant difference in the amount of change 

in ability to identify and differentiate adaptability to the stu

dent's frame of reference between those prospective teachers who 

are more open-iminded than those who are not. 

Table 18 indicates the means and standard deviations for 

the three groups on the pre- and post- adaptability scores by 
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degree of openness as measured by the Rokeach Scale. Subjects 

were categorized as open if their pre-Rokeach score was below the 

4 
mean for the total group and closed if their score was above the 

mean for the total group. 

Table 18 

Adaptability Level Scale Results in Relation 
to Degree of Openness on Pre-Rokeach Score 

_Pre-Test Post-Test 
N X SD H SD 

Experimental Field Group 
Open-minded 24 53 .92 9 .46 59 .50 11 .29 

Experimental Field Group 
Close-minded 17 49 .71 9 .95 55 .24 9 .80 

Campus Control Group 
Open-minded 16 54 .31 10 .47 53 .19 9 .40 

Campus Control Group 
Close-minded 18 53 .72 9 .83 50 .56 10 .42 

Field Control Group 
Open-minded 16 51 .31 8 .51 52 .38 11 .23 

Field Control Group 
Close-minded 22 48 .36 10 .94 50 .91 11 .08 

4 
A high score on the Rokeach Scale indicates a more close-

minded point of view. 
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Analysis of variance procedures were utilized to test Hy

pothesis 10. Table 19 summarizes the unweighted means solution. 

In Table 19, A stands for groups, B stands for degree of openness, 

and C stands for trial. 

Table 19 

Analysis of Variance on Degree of Change in Adaptability 
in Relation to Openness on the Pre-Rokeach Score 

Source Degrees 
°f °f F Ratio 

Variation q Freedom 

Between Groups 188.36 112 0.00 

A 274.22 2 1.46 

B 397.57 1 

C
M
 H
 • 

C
M 

AB 34.85 2 .19 

Error - A 187.67 107 0.00 

Within Groups 43.21 113 0.00 

C 166.56 1 4.30 

AC 272.60 2 7.04 

BC .58 1 

H
 

O
 • 

ABC 14.35 2 .37 

Error - B 38.71 107 0.00 
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Since there was not a significant relationship between the 

degree of openness on the pre-Rokeach score and the change in the 

adaptability level score, the null hypothesis must be retained. 

Table 19 indicates there was a significant relationship among 

trials on adaptability and between groups and trials on adaptabil

ity. In this investigation there was not a substantial relation

ship between the degree of openness as measured by the Rokeach 

Scale and change in adaptability score as measured by the Adapt

ability Level Scale. 

Summary 

The results of this investigation indicate that prospec

tive teachers who participated in the training program on adapt

ability differed significantly from subjects in the campus control 

group and the field group as measured by their ability to recog

nize adaptability in hypothetical classroom situations. The pre

test scores of the Adaptability Level Scale did relate to 

progressive educational attitudes in a positive manner and to 

traditional educational attitudes in a negative way, although the 

correlations were small. Pre-test scores on the Adaptability 

Level Scale did not show a significant correlation with either the 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, or the Commitment to Teaching 

Scale results. At the conclusion of the training program, the 

three groups did not differ on progressive or traditional educa

tional attitudes, commitment to teaching, or open-mindedness. 

There was a tendency, however, for the field control group 



subjects to become less traditional than the campus control group 

in their attitudes after the training program, and for the experi

mental group to show an even greater decrease in traditional at

titudes . Prospective teachers who were more open-minded, as 

indicated by the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, at the beginning of the 

study did not demonstrate a greater change in their adaptability 

scores at the conclusion of the study. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

How can teacher education programs be improved? What are 

the components of effective teaching? Are there underlying atti

tudes that influence a prospective teacher's potential for com

municating successfully with children? The major purpose of this 

study was to determine whether the ability to adapt to a student's 

frame of reference would improve with training as measured by 

change in responses to numerous hypothetical teaching situations. 

The investigation also explored the relationship between adapta

bility and the following variables: (1) open-mindedness, (2) com

mitment to teaching, and (3) progressive and traditional attitudes 

toward education. 

The results of this inquiry which were reported in Chap

ter 4 were very encouraging. The ability of prospective teachers 

to identify adaptable behavior of teachers in various hypothetical 

situations improved with training. 

Summary 

Rationale for the Study 

Parents, legislators, professional educators, and the gen

eral public have recommended that teacher education programs be 

changed. Gage (1963) has proposed that explicit paradigms for 

80 
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teacher training must be devised. In the past few years several 

models for teacher education have been developed (Clarke 1969). 

One of the most comprehensive designs has been JoyceTs The Teacher 

Innovator (1968). 

Many individuals have investigated the components of 

teacher effectiveness. Hunt (1967, p. 67) stated that specifying 

objectives of a teacher training program in terms of components 

which characterize an effective teacher is a helpful procedure. 

He recognized that good teaching is dependent upon many diverse 

components. He (1970, p. 325) hypothesized that adaptability is 

an essential component of teacher effectiveness and relates to 

several other factors of successful teaching. He suggested, how

ever, that the specific role of adaptability in interpersonal 

communication and how one learns this skill is not known and 

should be studied. 

At the same time many investigators have felt that teacher 

attitudes are the most significant variables in teaching (Getzels 

and Jackson 1963, p. 506). Stern (1963, p. 424) reported that 

there has been very little direct evidence to support the impor

tance of the relationship between teacher attitudes and student 

learning. Mischel (1968, p. 36) noted that although personality 

questionnaires have shown considerable stability over time, cross-

situational consistency on such measures has been limited. 

Getzels and Jackson (1963) proposed that research on teacher atti

tudes may have been futile because it has lacked explicit theory. 

Perhaps these studies have been too global and need greater 
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specificity. Several studies have shown that attitudes may change 

with training. 

Open-mindedness is one factor of personality assessment 

that has received a great deal of analysis. Rokeach (1960), one 

of the chief investigators in this field, developed the Dogmatism 

Scale to evaluate an individual's belief system. 

Another variable that has appeared to be related to the 

effectiveness of any teacher training program is commitment to 

teaching. Although few researchers have developed explicit theo

ries relating to the effects of commitment, many of them believed 

that commitment not only affects a student's perception of him

self but also his performance in teacher training. 

Open-mindedness, attitudes toward education, and commit

ment to teaching are likely intervening variables in a training 

program on adaptability to a student's frame of reference. 

Subjects 

The 113 subjects of this study were students enrolled in 

methods courses at The University of Arizona. The design required 

selecting students into three groups: (1) The Experimental Field 

Group composed of students enrolled in a professional field pro

gram; (2) The Campus Control Group composed of students enrolled 

in a methods course on campus; and (3) The Field Control Group 

composed of students enrolled in a professional field program. 

In order to conduct this investigation it was necessary to 

utilize subjects already enrolled in campus or field claisses. The 
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campus control group was randomly selected from the on-campus 

methods courses. The experimental field group was the group the 

investigator of the study was assigned to coordinate and the field 

control group became the other Tucson District One field group. 

Method 

Pre- and post-test measures on four instruments were ad

ministered to the subjects of this study. The experimental field 

group received a training program relating to adaptability during 

the intervening time between assessment procedures . The Adapta

bility Level Scale was administered to evaluate adaptability. The 

Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, was administered to determine the 

degree of open-mindedness of the subjects. The Kerlinger Educa

tion Scale VII was administered to measure progressive and tradi

tional attitudes toward education. The Commitment to Teaching 

Scale was administered to ascertain the subjects' degree of com

mitment to teaching. 

Findings 

An analysis of variance procedure was used to examine the 

hypothesis that there was no difference in adaptability among the 

three groups after the training program. The resulting F Ratio of 

4.08 was significant at the .05 level (F 05 df=2/110, 3.09) and 

the null hypothesis was rejected. Dunnett's post hoc test was 

computed to determine the differences between mean scores. The 

experimental field group differed significantly ( .05 level) from 

the campus control and the field control groups. 
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The hypothesis relating to no positive relationship 

between adaptability to the student's frame of reference and pro

gressive educational attitudes was tested by the Pearson product-

moment correlation. A correlation of .34 (one-tailed test, 

df=lll, p_<.001) was calculated. Since the .05 level of signifi

cance was established, the null hypothesis was not retained. 

The hypothesis relating to no negative relationship 

between adaptability to the student's frame of reference and tra

ditional educational attitudes was examined by the Pearson 

product-moment method. A correlation of -.26 (one-tailed test, 

df=lll, pj;.005) was obtained. The null hypothesis was rejected. 

The hypothesis relating to the relationship between adapt

ability and open-mindedness was tested by the Pearson product-

moment correlation. A correlation of -.07 was computed and the 

null hypothesis was not rejected. 

The hypothesis relating to the relationship between adapt

ability and commitment to teaching was calculated by the biserial 

correlation. A correlation of .05 was computed and the null hy

pothesis was not rejected. 

An analysis of variance procedure was used to test the 

hypothesis that there was no difference in open-mindedness among 

the three groups after the training program. The resulting F 

Ratio of .90 indicated that this null hypothesis must be retained. 

To examine the hypothesis that there was no difference in 

commitment to teaching among the three groups after the training 
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program, a chi-square test was used. The computed chi-square of 

.71 revealed that the null hypothesis must not be rejected. 

The hypothesis that there was no difference in progressive 

educational attitudes among the three groups after the training 

program was analyzed by the analysis of variance procedure. The 

resulting F Ratio of .83 indicated that the null hypothesis must 

be retained. 

An analysis of variance method was also used to test the 

hypothesis that there was no difference in traditional educational 

attitudes among the three groups after the training program. The 

resulting F Ratio of 1.95 meant that the null hypothesis must not 

be rejected . A further study of the differences among the two 

trials, utilizing a repeated measures analysis of variance proce

dure, indicated a significant difference (F=3.99, df=2/110, and 

p<.02) among the groups by trials in favor of the experimental 

group. 

To test the hypothesis that there was no difference in the 

amount of change in adaptability between more open-minded subjects 

and those who were not, an analysis of variance procedure was 

used. The resulting computations indicated that the null hypothe

sis could not be rejected. 

Conclusions and Implications 

The results of this study support the hypothesis that pro

spective teachers may increase their ability to identify adapta

bility in hypothetical situations with training. This study 

should not only be replicated but the relationship between the 

f 



ability to identify adaptability in hypothetical situations and 

the ability to demonstrate adaptability in situational tasks and 

in classroom interactions should be investigated. Mitzel's (1957, 

p. 5) schema for teacher effectiveness research which considers 

four types of variables: prediction sources, contingency factors, 

classroom behaviors, and criteria of effectiveness (intermediate 

educational goals) should be included in any design to improve 

teacher education programs. 

The data indicated that the Adaptability Level Scale had a 

small but significant positive relationship with progressive edu

cational attitudes and a slight but significant negative relation

ship with traditional educational attitudes as measured by the 

Kerlinger Education Scale VII. Although the three groups did not 

differ significantly on progressive or traditional education atti

tudes at the completion of the training program, there was a 

tendency for the experimental field group to decrease their tra

ditional attitudes between trials more than the field control 

group. The field control group was inclined to decrease their 

traditional attitudes between trials more than the campus group. 

Any further study of prospective teacher attitudes should not 

only include this contingency variable of participation with chil

dren but should also consider the relationship between traditional 

educational attitudes and later classroom behaviors of the pro

spective teachers. 

This investigation did not demonstrate a significant rela

tionship between open-mindedness as measured by the Rokeach 
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Dogmatism Scale, Form E, and adaptability as measured by the 

Adaptability Level Scale. Although the theoretical constructs 

between open-mindedness and adaptability appear to be related, 

perhaps the hypothetical situations in the Adaptability Level 

Scale which only relate to teacher and student interaction, actu

ally imply that the two factors do.not share some similar attri

butes . Assessment of personality traits in general has shown 

limited cross-situational consistency. 

The data did not reveal a relationship between commitment 

to teaching as measured by the Commitment to Teaching Scale and 

adaptability as measured by the Adaptability Level Scale. This 

may also be associated with the same factors discussed above in 

relation to open-mindedness and adaptability. However, the im

portance of commitment, when considered as strong motivation 

toward a particular goal, bears further investigation in designing 

teacher education programs. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The Training Program 

Although this was a beginning effort in developing a 

training program on adaptability, the results of this research, 

which indicated that prospective teachers can improve their abil

ity to recognize adaptable behavior, were very encouraging. Many 

of the experiences outlined in Appendix A were new methods for the 

team members. However, the strategies in the training program 

which were discussed in Chapter 3 and the specific methods 
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described in Appendix A appeared to be appropriate procedures. It 

is recommended that they be replicated in a further study on 

adaptability. There are, however, some suggestions that may 

strengthen the training program on adaptability. They are: 

(1) conduct the training program over a longer period of time to 

provide spaced experiences; (2) develop film loops or video-tapes 

of adaptability situations for prospective teachers to analyze the 

variety of hindrances to communication; (3) utilize Hunt's rating 

scale (see Appendix B) to help prospective teachers evaluate the 

teacher's response to the hypothetical situations; (4) provide 

student role-players to interact individually with the prospective 

teachers in hypothetical situations; (5) provide prospective 

teachers with more opportunity to utilize Joyce's (1968) concept 

of teaching with strategy; and (6) arrange for prospective 

teachers to have increased experiences in developing question-

asking strategies. These recommendations will probably improve 

the effectiveness of a training program on adaptability. 

The Adaptability Level Scale 

Several procedures were utilized in developing the valid

ity and reliability of the Adaptability Level Scale (see Chapter 

3). There are undoubtedly numerous techniques that might improve 

this instrument. Some proposals are: (1) develop new stems for 

the items which showed low correlations on the internal consist

ency tests of this instrument; (2) develop film loops or video

tapes of the situational tasks of the instrument; (3) determine 
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the relationship between subjects' responses to paper-and-pencil 

situational tasks and filmed situational tasks; and (4) extend 

Hunt's (1970) concept of the Balance of Power Task to include the 

other hindrances to communication and evaluate subjects' responses 

to filmed or paper-and-pencil situational tasks with their behav

ioral ratings on adaptability. These procedures would undoubtedly 

help determine the effectiveness of this instrument as a means of 

evaluating adaptability to a student's frame of reference. 

Related Investigations 

The recommendations considered in relation to the training 

program on adaptability and the Adaptability Level Scale emerge as 

the most appropriate next steps of exploration as a result of this 

study. In addition, however, there are several proposals that 

merit further investigation. They are: (1) replication of the 

study with a variety of instructors to determine the effects of 

the teacher or teachers in relation to change in prospective 

teachers' behaviors; (2) the development of a similar training 

program with on-campus prospective teachers which utilizes a field 

control group; (3) a study of the relationship between reported 

self-concept and adaptability to a student's frame of reference; 

(4) an investigation of the relationship between students' percep

tions of a teacher's ability to listen to students and observed 

ratings of a teacher's ability to adapt to a student's frame of 

reference; (5) an inquiry of the relationship between teacher 

self-appraisal of their adaptability and observed ratings of their 
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adaptability to a studentfs frame of reference; (6) a further 

study of the six categories of hindrances to effective communica

tion and the particular relationship to adaptable behavior of 

individual teachers; and (7) the development of a training program 

directed at the reduction of traditional attitudes toward educa

tion and the development of more progressive attitudes . 

t 



APPENDIX A 

MANUAL FOR TEACHER TRAINING PROGRAM ON ADAPTABILITY 

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES 

I. Orientation Week - September 14-18, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. All subjects were pre-tested with the four instru
ments described in Chapter 3 on Research Procedures 
on September 14-16, 1970. 

2. On September 16 and 17, 1970, prospective teachers 
visited the two schools where they were to begin 
their training program. 

3. Prospective teachers heard a general orientation by 
the Elementary Education Department chairman and the 
three members of the team on September 16, 1970. 

4. On September 17 and 18, 1970, prospective teachers 
observed in classrooms for two hours each day. 
These sessions were followed by a forty-five minute 
discussion of their observations. The participants 
were in two groups of approximately twenty people 
per group. The discussions were led by team mem
bers . The content of the discussions reflected the 
interests of the prospective teachers. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On September 17, 1970, a copy of Arthur Combs' "An 
Educational Imperative: The Human Dimension" from 
To Nurture Humaneness (1970) and "General Observa-
tion Sheet #1 (see section on Distributive Materials 
herein) were distributed. 

2. On September 18, 1970, a copy of Grace Graham's 
"Toward A Humane School" from To Nurture Humaneness 
(1970) and "General Observation Sheet #2" (see sec-
tion on Distributed Materials herein) were distrib
uted . 
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II. Observation Week - September 21-25, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. Prospective teachers observed for two hours each 
day. During the week they observed at various age 
levels at the two schools. 

2. On September 21, 1970, one team member interviewed 
a panel of fifth and sixth grade students to pro
vide prospective teachers an opportunity to listen 
to students' responses regarding their attitudes 
and feelings toward school. 

a. The instructor interviewed four fifth and sixth 
grade boys and girls for thirty minutes. 

b. The interview included the following type of 
questions: What do you like about school? What 
don't you care for at school? What do teachers 
do that you like? What do teachers sometimes do 
that you don't like? How would you change 
schools to make them better places? 

c. The prospective teachers discussed the students' 
responses for thirty minutes after the panel was 
concluded. 

3. On September 23, 1970, a discussion of the teacher 
as a creator of interpersonal climates was held. 
One of the team members led this discussion which 
included ideas from Bruce Joyce and Berj Harootuni-
an's The Structure of Teaching (1967). This dis-
cussion lasted approximately forty-five minutes. 

4. On September 24, 1970, a fishbowl technique was used 
to focus on the ideas: The most important thing in 
teaching is ... ; and, The best way to learn is . 
. . . This discussion lasted for twenty minutes . 

5. On September 25, 1970, the prospective teachers 
worked in groups of five and six for approximately 
twenty minutes. During this time they outlined the 
tasks of teachers as they perceived them. They then 
spent ten minutes grouping the various tasks into 
appropriate categories. The group then worked to
gether for ten minutes to share their thoughts 
regarding the major tasks of teachers. 
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6. On September 25, 1970, two of the team members role-
played a situation on "The Beginning of School" (see 
section on Role-Playing herein). The prospective 
teachers then discussed some of the issues involved 
in establishing effective classroom climates for 
thirty minutes. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On September 21, 1970, a copy of Bennetta Washing
ton's "A Social Imperative: Respect for the Individ
ual" from To Nurture Humaneness (1970) and 
"General Observation Sheet #3" (see section on Dis
tributed Materials herein) were distributed. 

2. On September 22, 1970, a copy of Bruce Joyce and 
Berj Harootunian's chapter "Creating Interpersonal 
Climates" from The Structure of Teaching (1967) and 
"Creating Interpersonal Climates #1" (see section on 
Distributed Materials herein) were distributed. 

3. On September 23, 1970, a copy of (see section on 
Distributed Materials herein) were distributed. 

4. On September 24, 1970, a copy of "Social Studies" 
(see section on Distributed Materials herein) was 
distributed. 

5. On September 25, 1970, a copy of "Let's Have the 
Courage of Our Doubts" (see section on Distributed 
Materials herein) and "Observation to Assigned 
Rooms" (see section on Distributed Materials herein) 
were distributed. 

Ill. Frame of Reference Week - September 28-October 2, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On September 28, 1970, each prospective teacher was 
assigned to a classroom for the semester of observa
tion and participation. (Prospective teachers spent 
two and a half hours of each day in their assigned 
rooms .) 

2. On September 28, 1970, an informal presentation of 
the idea of a frame of reference was presented. 
Runkel's two models (see section on Distributed 
Materials herein) on frame of reference were de
scribed by a team member during a thirty-minute 
period. The prospective teachers then worked in 
groups of five or six for approximately fifteen 
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minutes to consider the types of comments that typ
ically encourage and prevent a teacher and a student 
from utilizing the same frame of reference in com
munication. The prospective teachers then reported 
the types of open and closed communication they had 
discussed in small groups for a ten-minute period. 

3. On September 29, 1970, the prospective teachers 
viewed the film "Where Is Prejudice?" produced by 
National Education Television (1968) for sixty min
utes . 

4. On September 30, 1970, the prospective teachers dis
cussed the film in groups of five or six for thirty 
minutes. The discussion focused on their personal 
responses to the film as well as the implications 

. for teaching. 

5. On October 1, 1970, prospective teachers reviewed 
the idea of a frame of reference. They spent ten 
minutes adding additional ideas to their list of 
communication categories . The group then worked in 
small groups of five or six and discussed two situ
ations entitled "Balance of Nature" and Follow the 
Rules" (see section on Situations herein). This 
activity lasted for fifteen minutes. 

6. On October 2, 1970, the prospective teachers spent 
ten minutes relating examples they observed of 
teachers and students who did not appear to share 
the same frame of reference. The prospective 
teachers worked in groups of five or six to discuss 
the situation "Map Making" (see section on Situa
tions herein). This activity was for ten minutes. 
The total group then spent ten minutes summarizing 
some of their thoughts regarding the idea of a frame 
of reference. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On September 28, 1970, "Frame of Reference Week" and 
Runkel's two models (see section on Distributed 
Materials herein) were distributed. 

2. On September 30, 1970, "General Observation Sheet 
#4" (see section on Distributed Materials herein) 
was distributed. 

3. On October 2, 1970, "Denny Doodlebug Problem" (see 
section on Distributed Materials herein) was dis
tributed . 
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Adaptability-Interpersonal Climates Week - October 5-9, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On October 5, 1970, the "Denny Doodlebug Problem" 
(see section on Distributed Materials herein) was 
discussed for ten minutes in relation to inaccurate 
assumptions that are made when people are confronted 
with a particular set of circumstances. A situation 
"Halloween Storywriting" (see section on Situations 
herein) was discussed for fifteen minutes by the 
group. 

2. On October 8, 1970, the prospective teachers experi
enced the effects of democratic, laissez-faire, 
authoritarian, and emerging leadership roles of 
groups. One team member pre-arranged leaders for 
three of the groups (all except emerging) and di
vided the prospective teachers into four groups to 
discuss the advantages and disadvantages of using 
the newspaper as a social studies textbook. After 
the groups discussed the question for about six min
utes, the professor asked them to respond to their 
feelings to the group. The prospective teachers 
noted responses which were exemplars of each of the-
groups for a period of twenty minutes . The pro
fessor then shared the results of a sociogram of an 
elementary classroom for ten minutes. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On October 5, 1970, "General Observation Sheet #5" 
(see section on Distributed Materials herein) was 
distributed. 

2, On October 6, 1970, a copy of Bruce Joyce and Berj 
Harootunian's "The Flexible Teaching Personality" 
from The Structure of Teaching (1967) was distrib
uted . 

Adaptability-Interpersonal Climates Week - October 12-16,1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On October 12, 1970, the prospective teachers ob
served a thirty-minute video tape from the Arizona 
Childhood Education Center entitled "Cactus Candy." 
The group then discussed the numerous ramifications 
for language development and cognitive organization 
that the tape represented for twenty minutes. 
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2. On October 13, 1970, the prospective teachers ob
served a thirty-minute video tape from the Arizona 
Early Childhood Education Center entitled "Socks." 
The group then discussed the various categories and 
levels of abstraction that were demonstrated in the 
tape for thirty minutes. 

3. On October 14, 1970, the prospective teachers heard 
a panel discussion for forty-five minutes chaired by 
a team member with a principal and three teachers on 
"Ways of Enhancing a Child's Self-Concept." The 
prospective teachers spent twenty minutes in small 
groups listing words or phrases that enhanced and 
hindered effective communication. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On October 13, 1970, "A Poor Scholar's Soliloquy" 
(see section on Distributed Materials herein) was 
distributed. 

VI. During the week of October 19-23, 1970, no activities re
lated to the training program. 

VII. Teaching with Strategies Week - October 26-30, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On October 26, 1970, the prospective teachers were 
introduced to the idea of teaching with strategy as 
they heard a presentation on lesson planning. The 
presentation used Ausubel's "Advance Organizer 
Model" (see section on Distributed Materials herein) 
and was for twenty minutes. The language arts les
son for the day was an introduction to children's 
written language and also used this teaching strat
egy for fifty-five minutes. 

2. On October 27, 1970, there was a twenty-minute dis
cussion regarding Joyce's concept of "Teaching with 
Strategy" (see section on Distributed Materials here
in) in relation to Ausubel's model. 

3. On October 28, 1970, there was a thirty-minute dem
onstration of Taba's concept formation of an induc
tive teaching strategy with six primary children. 
The major investigator utilized an Intellectual Kit 
developed by the Arizona Early Childhood Center. A 

' thirty-minute discussion of the demonstration was 
held in which prospective students discussed the 



97 

lesson in relation to Taba's strategy (see section 
on Distributed Materials herein). 

4, On October 29, 1970, the social studies lesson 
which lasted for seventy-five minutes used Taba's 
strategy in relation to discussing concept forma
tion. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On October 26, 1970, Joyce*s outline "A Teaching 
Strategy" was distributed (see section on Distrib
uted Materials herein). 

2. On October 28, 1970, Ausubel's "Advance Organizer 
Model" and Taba's "Inductive Strategies" (see section 
on Distributed Materials herein) were distributed. 

VIII. Teaching with Strategies Week Continued - November 2-6, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On November 2, 1970, Bruner's "Concept Attainment 
Strategy" was presented. The discussion was for 
thirty minutes (see section on Distributed Materials 
herein). 

2. On November 3, 1970, the "Democratic Process Teach
ing Strategy" was described in relation to small 
discussion groups of the prospective teachers for 
twenty-five minutes (see section on Distributed 
Materials herein). 

3. On November 5, 1970, a summary of the concept of 
teaching with strategy was presented. All four of 
the strategies previously presented were discussed. 
The discussion lasted for thirty minutes. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On November 5, 1970, an outline of Bruner's "Concept 
Attainment Strategy" and the "Democratic Process 
Model" were distributed (see section on Distributed 
Materials herein). 

IX. Introduction to Questioning-Strategy Week - November 9-13,1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On November 12, 1970, the concept of question-asking 
strategies was introduced. The discussion utilized 
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GallagherTs approach of considering various intel
lectual operations and relating this to the demon
stration on intellectual kits. The discussion 
lasted for thirty minutes. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On November 12, 1970, "Examples of How Problems Can 
Be Presented to Tap Different Intellectual Opera
tions" was distributed (see section on Distributed 
Materials herein). 

X. Questioning-Strategy Week - November 16-20, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On November 16, 1970, the prospective teachers 
shared their examples of a questioning lesson by 
asking other prospective teachers questions about 
their intellectual kit. This activity lasted for 
forty-five minutes and was conducted in groups of 
five or six. The total group then shared some of 
their ideas with each other for thirty minutes, 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. There were no distributed materials during this 
week. 

XI. Summary of Adaptability Training Week - November 30-
December 4, 1970 

A. Activities: 

1. On November 30, 1970, the prospective teachers 
worked in small groups responding to the discussion 
situation "Questioning" (see section on Situations 
herein) for thirty minutes. For fifteen minutes 
they summarized their responses regarding open and 
closed-communication. 

2. On December 2, 1970, the prospective teachers spent 
seventy-five minutes discussing an adaptable teacher 
and open-communication. The first forty minutes 
were spent categorizing comments which encourage 
open-communication that they had developed on 
October 1, 1970 (see section on Distributed Materi
als herein). The next thirty-five minutes were 
spent in a total group, discussing an incident in 
which a white student told another white student, 
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"you're just like a nigger," within hearing of two 
black students. Again, the focus was on considering 
ways to adapt to a student's frame of reference as 
an essential behavior in keeping communication open 
between a teacher and a child. 

B. Distributed Materials: 

1. On December 2, 1970, the prospective teacher's "Sum
mary Comments Regarding Teacher Responses Which En
courage Open-Communication" (see section on 
Distributed Materials herein) was distributed. 

Post-Test Week - December 7-11, 1970 

A. During the week of December 7-11, 1970, the four post-
tests were administered as outlined in Chapter 3 on 
Research Procedures. 
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DISTRIBUTED MATERIALS 

General Observation Sheet #1 

You will be spending approximately two hours in a school 

tomorrow. You will see many different things. Some things will 

please you very much. You will probably have many questions about 

some of the things you observe. 

Before you go, spend a little time thinking about: 

"The best way to learn is . . . 

"The most important thing in teaching is . . , 

As you observe tomorrows try to imagine what might be some 

of the feelings and attitudes of the students. How do you think 

they might feel about themselves? Do you observe anything that 

might give you a clue about their feelings toward learning? What 

do you notice about the relationships among children? How might 

you verify your thoughts about the above questions? 

How do you feel about your observation? What kinds of 

questions do you have regarding your observation? 

If you were in elementary school again, would you like to 

attend this school? Why? 

After you finish your observation, write two comments 

about your observation. Also write at least two questions you 

would like to discuss about your observation. 
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General Observation Sheet #2 

You will be visiting a different age level tomorrow. What 

similarities did you notice about the children? What differences 

did you notice about the children? 

Feelings and attitudes have a great deal of effect on 

learning. What kinds of feelings do you think the children might 

have had toward themselves? Toward their peers? Toward their 

teachers? How might you verify your hunches? 

When you took beginning psychology classes, you often 

heard about individual differences . What four individual differ

ences have you noticed among the students you have observed? Have 

you noticed any similarities? What are they? Did you observe any 

ways in which the teacher provided for individual differences? 

How did you feel after you had spent another day in a 

school? Why do you suppose you felt that way? How do your feel

ings relate to the comments you made earlier regarding: 

"The best way to learn is . . . ." 

"The most important thing in teaching is . . . ." 

After you finish your observation, write two comments 

about your observation. Also write at least two questions you 

would like to discuss about your observation. 
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General Observation Sheet #3 

Today we heard some students' comments regarding learning 

and teaching. Consider some of the clues students gave you in 

this discussion regarding their feelings about learning and 

teaching. What kinds of things might you focus on in your obser

vation tomorrow? From this discussion, what concerns do you have? 

Children need opportunities to make choices. As you next 

observe, notice what kinds of opportunities students have to make 

choices in general, about learning. How might a teacher begin to 

increase students' opportunities to make choices in general? In 

regard to their learning? 

Write down one to two questions you have regarding the 

opportunities for choices in s chools. What choices have you had 

in your schooling? How do you think these opportunities for 

making choices might be increased at the university level? 
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Creating Interpersonal Climates #1 

Perhaps the most important task of a teacher is to create 

interpersonal climates that are conducive to the positive growth 

of each individual in the group. This is no small task . . . and 

yet many teachers are most effective in doing this very thing. 

You will be considering this task from many perspectives 

during the semester for it is central to teaching. 

You might: 

1. List three words you think describe a teacher who 

establishes effective classroom environments, 

2. List three words you think detract from establishing 

effective classroom environments . 

3. Observe in a classroom. How would you describe the 

classroom environment? How did you feel about the opportunities 

for children to develop positive attitudes toward self? Would you 

want a child of yours to be.in this classroom? Why? 

4. Write two questions regarding classroom environments 

that you would like to discuss with others. List one idea you 

think is a necessity in establishing effective interpersonal cli

mates . 
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Do You Act—or React? 

(as condensed from Chicago Daily News, Sidney Harris, circa 1964) 

I walked with my friend, a Quaker, to the newstand the 
other night, and be bought a paper, thanking the newsboy politely. 
The newsboy didn't even acknowledge it. 

"A sullen fellow, isn't he?" I commented. 
"Oh, he's that way every night," shrugged my friend. 
"Then why do you continue to be so polite to him?" I 

asked. 
"Why not?" inquired my friend. "Why should I let him 

decide how I'm going to act?" 

As I thought about this incident later, it occurred to me 
that the important word was "act." My friend acts toward people; 
most of us react toward them. He has a sense of inner balance 
which is lacking in most of us; he knows who he is, what he stands 
for, how he should behave. He refuses to return incivility for 
incivility, because then he would not longer be in command of his 
own conduct. 

Nobody is unhappier than the perpetual reactor. His cen
ter of emotional gravity is not rooted within himself, where it 
belongs, but in the world outside him. His temperature is always 
being raised or lowered by the social climate around him, and he 
is a mere creature at the mercy of these elements. 

Praise gives him a feeling of euphoria, which is false, 
because it does not last and it does not come from self-approval. 
Criticism depresses him more than it should, because it confirms 
his own secretly shaken opinion of himself. Snubs hurt him, and 
the merest suspicion of unpopularity in any quarter rouses him to 
bitterness. 

Serenity cannot be achieved until we become the masters of 
our own actions and attitudes. To let another determine whether 
we shall be rude or gracious, elated or depressed, is to relin
quish control over our own personalities, which is ultimately all 
we possess. The only true possession is self-possession. 
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Social Studies 

Some people define social studies as the study of man— 

man in relation to his physical and social environments . As you 

observe today note all the evidence in which the "world at large" 

is evident in the classrooms. How does the class reflect the 

170's rather than the T50's or 'GO's? Would you use the word 

relevant to describe your observation? If so, how? If not, why 

not? 

What are some of the ways the teacher was aware of the 

pupils' points of view? 

What lines of communication did you notice between 

teacher-pupil, pupil-teacher, and pupil-pupil? 

What seems to be important to teachers—values, beliefs, 

feelings, information, test results, performances? How could you 

verify your answer? 

Write one or two comments regarding your observation. 

What are some of the areas in social studies youfd like to dis

cuss ? 
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Let's Have the Courage of Our Doubts 

A plea for more people who are willing to listen, to 
question, and to learn (as condensed from Mademoiselle, 
Raymond K. Price, Jr., circa 1967). 

It is part of our American folklore that there is some 
mystic virtue in having "the courage of our convictions," as if to 
fight makes right. Yet too often this "courage" is little more 
than a closed mind, these "convictions" merely a package of un
supported prejudices. What we need today is more people with the 
courage of their own uncertainties—people who will stop harangu
ing long enough to listen, to question, to learn. 

During nine years of writing newspaper editorials, my most 
striking (and troubling) reflection was that I found myself less 
and less certain about more and more things. The more I tried to 
get at the facts behind the headlines, trying to work out right 
from wrong, good from bad, practical from impractical, the larger 
became my own gray areas of doubt and uncertainty. 

But the same doubts seldom seemed to assail the bankers, 
housewives and artists I met at parties, or the cab drivers or 
students who occasionally lectured me, or the writers of angry let
ters to the editor. They knew how we should handle school integra
tion or housing or taxes. They knew that this or that politician 
was a total knave or a sainted savior, or that all the supporters 
of a candidate they opposed were fools. 

And it's not only the nonprofessionals (or, more precisely, 
those venturing outside their fields of professional competence) 
who pass their biases as fact. During a recent political campaign, 
I fell into a discussion with a group of psychiatrists. Speaking 
of Candidate X, one of the doctors declared him a paranoid schizo
phrenic. "Why?" I asked, dumbfounded. (I knew the candidate and, 
while often in disagreement with him, had immense respect for his 
brilliance and integrity.) "He thinks differently," said the doc
tor. "He starts out from the same premises as other people, but 
reaches different conclusions." So much for the sanity of poli
tics, and the politics of sanityI 

In asking for a greater leaven of doubt in our public dis
course, I don't mean cynical disbelief in everything—this repre
sents its own kind of arrogance. I mean an inner-directed doubt 
that recognizes one's own fallibility. 

Our opinions are simply the end products of a process of 
judgment. This process can be no better than the facts we feed 
in, but it can be a great deal worse. At each step there is the 
chance of error; in the factual input, in the relative importance 



107 

we assign various elements of that input, in the conclusions we 
draw. It's a fair guess that for every opinion we hold passion
ately, someone else holds the opposite with equal conviction. And 
the firmness with which we hold to our view is hardly a reliable 
guide to its correctness. 

One of the most poignant documents in American history 
came out of Salem, Massachusetts, more than 250 years ago. In 
1692, the good people of that town, acting on the courage of their 
convictions, hanged thirteen women and six men, "pressed to death" 
another man and imprisoned 150 other persons on witchcraft charges. 
It is easy for us, now, to see the error of that hysteria. But 
not until the cataclysm of terror and vengeance was over did the 
twelve men of the jury that condemmed the "witches" find suffi
cient doubt in their own souls to sign a paper declaring, "We fear 
that we were sadly deluded and mistaken." They (and their vic
tims) learned a hard lesson about the elusiveness of truth, and 
the camouflages that passion can lay over it. 

I Tm not trying to knock the dedication; we need dedicated 
people. But we can do without those who insist that they alone 
have a monopoly on virtue or wisdom or truth. The wise man knows 
the limits of prudence; the prudent man knows the limits of wis
dom. If more of us spent a little time totting up all the things 
we have "known" to be true that turned out false; if we were more 
careful to distinguish between what we know and what we believe, 
and to express our beliefs in terms of probabilities rather than 
certainties; if, that is, we had the courage of our doubts, and 
searched more discriminatingly after fact, we would have a far 
healthier public discourse. We wouldn't always be right, but at 
least we would be more nearly right more of the time—which is the 
best that man can hope for. 
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Observation to Assigned Room 

You have just received your assignment and probably have 
many questions. You will want to learn many things about these 
children and their learning environment. Some of the first ques
tions you may ask are: 

1. What range of individual differences do you notice? 
What similarities do you see? Do you notice any ways in 
which the teacher provides for individual differences? Why 
do you suppose he made these decisions? 

2. How do you think the children feel about themselves? 
their peers? their teacher or teachers? On what evidence 
do you base your opinions? 

3. How do you think the children feel about learning? 
What evidence did you observe to make this comment? 

4. How would you describe the interpersonal climate in 
this classroom? List three words that help you make this 
description. 

Some of the first things you will want to learn are: 

1. The names of all the children. Special information 
about individual children, for example, unusual health prob
lems . 

2. The routine organization in the school day. 

a. How does the day begin? 

b. What is the class schedule? 

c. What are the class routines? Examples: How do 
the children enter and leave the room? How are 
materials distributed and collected? How do children 
use the room? How is "time" and "space" scheduled? 

3 . The classroom climate . 

a. What standards have the children and/or teacher 
set up for classroom behavior? 

1. Do the children as a whole appear to feel 
responsible for keeping these standards? 
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2. What evidences are there that the stan
dards are actually being maintained by teacher 
and children? 

3. How does the teacher utilize the physical 
environment to encourage pupil self-control? 

b. When the teacher is working with a small group, 
what standards of behavior are exhibited by the other 
students? How does this enhance the learning situa
tion? 

c. What teacher characteristics appear to encourage 
an effective learning climate? 

1. Courtesy? 

2. Self-as surance ? 

3. Good sense of humor? 

4. Enthusiasm? 

5. Fairness? 

d. What teacher characteristics appear to detract 
from an effective learning climate? Why do you sup
pose this may be true? 

4. The physical environment. 

a. What physical factors such as ventilation, 
lighting and furniture might contribute to and enhance 
the learning environment? 

b. What procedures and routines are used by the 
teacher and the children for cleanliness and order to 
enhance the learning environment? 

c. How would you describe the physical environment? 
Do you feel the arrangements, equipment, and proce
dures contribute to the learning possibilities for the 
children? 

d. Would you describe this as a room in which fa
cilities were planned by the teacher, the children or 
the children and the teacher? What are the advantages 
of each procedure? the disadvantages? What proce
dures probably encourage student growth? Why do you 
say that? 
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Refer to this observation during the next couple of days 
you spend in the classroom. What questions do you have? Turn in 
a couple of questions on Wednesday regarding your observations. 
What do you want to discuss in our small groups? What topics 
would you like us to "lecture" about? 
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Frame of Reference Week 

Today we spent some time talking about the concept "frame 

of reference" and how it relates to establishing effective commu

nication. All of us assume various roles in different situations. 

In each situation we make some assumptions. 

During the next couple of days note at least three dif

ferent frames of reference you assumed in your daily communica

tions . Write down enough data regarding the situations so you can 

recall an example during our next discussion. 

We have suggested that one of the "blocks" to effective 

communication is that people do not share a given frame of refer

ence. During the next couple of days note at least two different 

communications with others which were hindered because the people 

did not share a frame of reference. If the people then improved 

their communications what happened to increase their mutual under

standing? 

See if you can observe a situation in which the teacher 

accounts for a student's frame of reference during a classroom 

situation? Did you observe situations in which you could not 

determine if the teacher was accounting for the student's frame of 

reference? Did you observe situations in which you felt the 

teacher did not account for the student's frame of reference? How 

might he have determined the student's frame of reference? 

Write at least two questions regarding the concept "frame 

of reference" you would like to discuss. 
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/ 
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A Model of Pupil-Teacher Interaction #1* 

*By P. J. Runkelj described in Gage 1963, p. 126. 
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A Model of Pupil-Teacher Interaction #2 

*By P. J. Runkel, described in Gage 1963, p. 126. 
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General Observation Sheet #4 

This is the third week of the semester. You've seen 

several teachers and many children in a variety of school situ

ations . Before you go to school tomorrow, spend a little time 

thinking about: 

"The best way to learn is . . . 

"The most important thing in teaching is . . . 

"How may teachers provide for individual differences?" 

"What choices should children be making about their 

learning?" 

"What do teachers seem to value?" 

"What do children seem to value?" 

When you're in class tomorrow select one or two children 

to consider in relation to the following: 

"What opportunities did these children have to suc

ceed?" (List evidence for your answer.) 

"What choices did these children have to make?" 

(List evidence for your answer.) 

"How may these children feel about themselves?" 

(List evidence for your answer.) 

"How may these children feel about learning?" 

(List evidence for your answer.) 

Turn in a paper not more than two pages long in response 

to the above observation of one or two children on Monday, 

October 5, 1970. 
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Denny Doodlebug Problem 

The Conditions 

Joe Doodlebug is a strange sort of imaginary bug. He can 

and cannot do the following things: 

1. He can jump in only four different directions, 
north, south, east, and west. He cannot jump diagonally, 
(e.g., southeast, northwest, etc.) 

2. Once he starts in any direction, that is, north, 
south, east, or west, he must jump four times in that same 
direction before he can switch to another direction. 

3. He can only jump, not crawl, fly, or walk. 

4. He can jump very large distances or very small 
distances, but not less than one inch per jump. 

5. Joe cannot turn around. 

The Situation 

Joe has been jumping all over the place getting some exer
cise when his master places a pile of food three feet directly 
west of him. Joe notices that the pile of food is a little larger 
than he. As soon as Joe sees all this food he stops dead in his 
tracks facing north. After all his exercise Joe is very hungry 
and wants to get to the food as quickly as he possible can. Joe 
examines the situation and then says, "Darn it, I'll have to jump 
four times to get the food." 

The Problem 

Joe Doodlebug was a smart bug and he was dead right in his 
conclusion. Why do you suppose Joe Doodlebug had to take four 
jumps, no more no less, to reach the food? 
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General Observation Sheet #5 

Many of the current lay writers on education are critical 

of the public schools. Charles Silberman has recently completed a 

report entitled, "Crisis in the Classroom." In his report Silber

man contends that in some respects the schools are better than 

they ever were before. He notes, for example, that more people 

are learning to read. But, in most respects, he charges, the 

schools are "intolerable." 

He says that in the elementary schools, much of what is 

taught "is not worth knowing as a child, let alone as an adult, 

and little will be remembered." As you observe tomorrow see if 

you see any evidence that reinforces or refutes Silberman's posi

tion. 

One of his other major criticisms relates to the fact that 

"schools discourage students from developing the capacity to learn 

by and for themselves, because the schools are structured in such 

a way as to make students totally dependent upon the teacher." 

The result is said to be an authoritatian system that "educates 

for docility." How do your observations relate to this point of 

view? 

Silberman questions many of the underlying assumptions 

about schooling. What are your concerns? What are your hopes and 

expectations? What do you hope our class might be sure and con

sider in relation to these criticisms of the public schools? 
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The Poor Scholar's Soliloquy 

(Stephen M. Corey, Childhood Education, January 1944) 

No, I'm not very good in school. This is my second year 
in the seventh grade, and I'm bigger and taller than the other 
kids. They like me all right, though, even if I don't say much 
in the schoolroom, because outside I can tell them how to do a 
lot of things. They tag me around and that sort of makes up for 
what goes on in school. 

I don't know why the teachers don't like me. They never 
have very much. Seems like they don't think you know anything un
less they can name the book it comes out of. I've got a lot of 
books in my room at home—books like Popular Science, Mechanical 
Encyclopedia, and the Sears' and Ward's catalogues—but I don't 
very often just sit down and read them through when I want to find 
something out, like whenever Mom buys anything secondhand I look 
it up in Sears' or Ward's first and tell her if she's getting 
stung or not. I can use the index in a hurry--to find the things 
I want. 

In school, though, we've got to learn whatever is in the 
book and I just can't memorize the stuff. Last year I stayed 
after school every night for two weeks trying to learn the names 
of the Presidents. Of course I knew some of them like Washington 
and Jefferson and Lincoln, and I never did get them straight. 

I'm not too sorry, though, because the kids who learned 
the Presidents had to turn right around and learn all the Vice-
Presidents . I am taking the seventh grade over, but our teacher 
this year isn't so interested in the names of the Presidents. She 
has us trying to learn the names of all the great American inven
tors . 

I guess I just can't remember names in history. Anyway, 
this year I've been trying to learn about trucks because my uncle 
owns three and he says I can drive one when I'm sixteen. I al
ready know the horsepower, and number of forward and backward 
speeds of twenty-six American trucks, some of them Diesels, and I 
can spot each make a long way off. It's funny how that Diesel 
works. I started to tell my teacher about it last Wednesday in 
science class when the pump we were using to make a vacuum in a 
bell jar got hot, but she said she didn't see what a Diesel engine 
had to do with our experiment of air pressure so I just kept 
still. The kids seemed interested though. I took four-of them 
around to my uncle's garage after school and we saw the mechanic, 
Gus, tearing a big truck Diesel down. Boy, does he know his 
stuff! 
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I fm not very good in geography either. They call it eco
nomic geography this year. We've been studying the imports and 
exports of Chile all week, but I couldn't tell you what they are. 
Maybe the reason is I had to miss school yesterday because my 
uncle took me and his big trailer truck down state about 200 miles 
and we brought almost ten tons of stock to the Chicago market. 

He had told me where we were going and I had to figure out 
the highways to take and also the mileage. He didn't do anything 
but drive and turn where I told him to. Was that fun I I sat with 
a map in my lap and told him to turn south, or southeast, or some 
other direction. We made seven stops, and drove over 500 miles 
round trip. I'm figuring now what his oil cost, and also the wear 
and tear on the truck—he calls it depreciation—so we'll know how 
much we made. 

I even write out all the bills and send letters to the 
farmers about what their pigs and beef cattle brought at the 
stockyards. I only made three mistakes in seventeen letters last 
time, my aunt said—all commas. She's been through high school 
and reads them over. I wish I could write school themes that way. 
The last one I had to write was on, "What a Daffodil Thinks of 
Spring," and I just couldn't get going. 

I don't do very well in school arithmetic, either. Seems 
I just can't keep my mind on the problems. We had one the other 
day like this: "If a 57 foot telephone pole falls across a cement 
highway so that 17 3/6 feet extend from one side and 14 9/17 feet 
from the other, how wide is the highway?" 

That seemed to me like an awfully silly way to get the 
width of a highway. I didn't even try to answer it because it 
didn't say whether the pole had fallen straight across or not. 

Even in shop I don't get very good grades. All of us kids 
made a broom holder and a bookend this term and mine were sloppy. 
I just couldn't get interested. Mom doesn't use a broom anymore 
with her new vacuum cleaner, and all our books are in a bookcase 
with glass doors in the parlor. Anyway, I wanted to make an end 
gate for my uncle's trailer, but the shop teacher said that meant 
using metal and wood both, and I'd have to learn how to work with 
wood first. I didn't see why, but I kept still and made a tie 
rack at the school and the tail gate after school at my uncle's 
garage. He said I saved him ten dollars. 

Civics is hard for me, too. I've been staying after 
school trying to learn the "Articles of Confederation" for almost 
a week, because the teacher said we could not be good citizens 
unless we did. I really tried, because I want to be a good citi
zen. I did hate to stay after school, though, because a bunch of 
us boys from the south end of town have been cleaning up the old 
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lot across from Taylor's Machine Shop to make a playground out of 
it for the little kids from the Methodist Home. I made the jungle 
gym from old pipe, and the guys made me Grand Mogul to keep the 
playground going. We raised enough money collecting scrap this 
month to build a wire fence clear around the lot. 

Dad says I can quit school when I am fifteen and I am sort 
of anxious to because there are a lot of things I want to learn 
how to do and as my uncle says, I'm not getting any younger. 



A Teaching Strategy* 
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According to Joyce a teaching strategy is simply a 

thoughtful teaching operation in which the teacher does what he 

does because he believes it will have a positive effect on the 

learner. The process of teaching with strategy involves the 

translation of positions regarding various forms of teacher-pupil 

interaction into teacher behaviors. Joyce believes that teachers 

need to be able to do the things the strategy asks, or it won't 

work for them. He feels that there are four important categories 

of a teaching strategy. They are: 

1. Syntax. The structure of the strategy, the phases of 
activity and the purpose of each phase and the relationships 
"between phases of activity. 

2. Teacher Reaction. The principles which govern the 
reactions or responses by teachers or materials to the activ
ity of the learner. 

3. Social System. —or the social structure which is to 
be created; the sharing of initiatory activity by the learner 
and the teacher; and the amount of control over the activities 
that emerge from the process of interaction. 

4. Optimal Support Systems. The support which is needed 
to facilitate the teacher's and learner's behaviors. 

*vThese notes on A Teaching Strategy are based on the ideas 
that Bruce Joyce has organized regarding the thoughts of numerous 
people in his The Teacher-Innovator; A Program to Prepare Teachers 
which is the final report, Project No. 8-9019, U. S. Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of Education Bureau of 
Research (New York; Teachers College, Columbia University, 
October 1968). 
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AusubelTs Advance Organizer Model 

Syntax Phase One Phase Two 

Presentation of 
Organizer 

Presentation of 
Verbal Material 
to Be Learned 

Reaction 

kt 
Teacher 

Teacher is seen as presenter. 
No consistent principles characterize 
the model. 

Social 
System 

High Structure. 
Teacher defines roles and controls 
norms. 
Learner roles carefully defined. 

Support Development of organizer and system 
System for presenting it is crucial. 

Material, however, must be organized 
so it pertains to the organizer. 



Syntax 

Task I 
(concept 
formation) 

Task II 
(interpret
ing, infer
ring, 
generaliz
ing) 

Task III 
(applica
tion of 
principles) 

Reaction 
by 
Teacher 

Social 
System 
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Tabars Inductive Strategies 

Phase One 

collect data 
(enumeration) 

identify points 

Phase Two 

identify simi
larities and 
differences 
(grouping) 

explain items 
of identified 
information 

Phase Three 

make and label 
groups (develop
ing categories) 

make inferences 

hypothesize or 
predict conse
quences 

explain and/or 
support predic
tions and hy
potheses 

verify the predic
tion or hypothesis 

Supportive, however, there are distinctive activities 
in each phase. 

Cooperative, but teacher initiates and controls the 
direction. 
The various intellectual tasks, however, are performed 
by the children. 
There is moderate structure. 

Support 
System 

Various sources of raw, ungrouped data. 
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BrunerTs Concept Attainment Strategy 

Syntax Phase One 

Present data— 
indicate posi
tive and nega
tive exemplars 

Phase Two 

Students present 
analogy concepts 

Phase Three 

May repeat one and 
two representing 
more exemplars re
vising concepts. 

Reaction Supportive. 
by In Phase Two must turn discussion to concept attain-
Teacher ment strategies. 

Care must be taken to be sure students are clear 
about their task in Phase One. 

Social Moderate Structure. 
System Teacher controls action, but may develop into a free 

dialogue in Phase Two. 

Support Data are needed in the form of discrete units that 
System can be labelled as exemplars. 

Or—as students become sophisticated, they can share 
in making of data units (as when analyzing a docu
ment ). 
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Democratic Process Model 

Syntax Emerges from the group process. 
Initiated by confrontation with problem situation, 
however. 

Reaction 

W~ 7 
Teacher 

Directed at group process. 
Helps learner formulate, plan, act. 
Facilitative role. 

Social 
Syste m 

Democratic process. 
Low external structure. 

Support Must respond to variety of learner demands. 
System Teacher and students must be able to assemble what 

they need when they need it. 
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Examples of How Problems Can Be Presented 
to Tap Different Intellectual Operations 

(J. J. Gallagher, 1960) 

Intellectual Operations 

Cognitive Thinking 

learning on demand 
through stimulus-
response and recall 

Social Studies 

Who assassinated 
Lincoln? 

Mathematics 

2 + 2 = ? 

Convergent Thinking 

many facts leading to 
one appropriate solu
tion or conclusion 

What would you 
think would be the 
logical reaction 
of the North to 
this assassina
tion? 

If I have $2 and 
someone gives me 
two more, what 
will the answer 
be? 

Divergent Thinking 

going from one fact to 
many possibilities 
(does not often occur 
spontaneously; must be 
planned for) 

What might have 
been some of the 
consequences if 
Lincoln was not 
assassinated? 

How many differ
ent ways can you 
get 4? 

Evaluative Thinking 

weighing various points 
of view 

Was the South 
better or worse 
off for Lincoln^ 
death? 

2 + 2 = ? 
What answer is 
most appropriate? 
2, 4, 6, 8, 10. 
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Summary Contents Regarding Teacher Responses 
Which Encourage Open Communication'" 

Can anyone think of ways you might categorize these com
ments? Do any of you disagree with some of these responses and 
wish to "label" them as closing communication? If so, why do you 
say so? Do you think of any other expressions which encourage 
open communication? 

. . . you1re on the right track, but check again. 

. . . that's interesting, let's find the answer together. 

. . . let's go into that a little further. 

. . . how did you get that? 

. . . tell me about it. 

. . , letT s find out. 

. . . that's interesting. 

. . . why do you think that? 

. . . that's one answer. 

. . . can anyone think of another? 

. . . that's an idea. 

. . . could be. 

. . . yes, but can you add to that? 

. . . let's sit down and discuss it. 

. . . that's a good idea, what does the rest of the class 
think? 

. . . can you add to what • said? 

. . .  I  d o n ' t  k n o w ,  b u t  w e  c o u l d  f i n d  o u t .  

. . . hey, that's great'. 

. . . what made you think of that? 

^Developed by Experimental Field Group. 
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. . . what could you use? 

. . .  d o  y o u  h a v e  s o m e t h i n g  y o u ' d  l i k e  t o  s h a r e  w i t h  u s ?  

. . . why do you think that? 

. . . remind me about that later. 

. . . explain to us why you said that. 

. . . that's excellent, repeat it to the class loudly so 
everyone can hear. 

Some people noted that . . . 

Facial expressions may encourage open communication. 

Questions with open-ended answers encourage open communi
cation . 

Praise—e.g., that's interesting; good idea. 

Trust—e.g., I know you can tell me. 

Interest in child—e.g., let's talk about it. 

Encouragement—e.g., that's almost it; you're on the 
right track. 



SITUATIONS FOR DISCUSSION AND ROLE-PLAYING 
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The Beginning of School 

Setting: It was the first day of the sixth grade. This was 
Miss Watertown's first year of teaching. She was 
anxious to do the right thing. 

Teacher: "Good morning, students. Irm Miss Watertown and I'll 
be your teacher this year. We'll be learning lots of 
exciting things this year. I know you'll like it." 

Student: "Miss Watertown?" 

Teacher: "Yes?" 

Student: "Can I get a drink of water?" 

Another 
student: "Me, too." 

Teacher: "No, I'm afraid not just now." 

Student: "Why not? I'm thirsty." 

Teacher: "Surely you're not thirsty already. We just got here. 

Student: "Well, I am." 

Another 
student: "Me, too," 

Teacher: "At any rate, we will be together this year and I 
think we have some decisions to make about what we're 
going to do." 

Student: "Miss Watertown?" 

Teacher: "Yes ?" 

Student: "Are you married?" 

Teacher: "Excuse me?" 

Student: "I said, are you married?" 

Teacher: "I don't think that's any of your business." 

Student: "I was only trying to be friendly. ..." 
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Balance of Nature 

A fifth grade class had been discussing the balance of 

nature. One boy spoke up and said, "Oh, I understand, Mr. Garcia, 

we wouldn't survive if we didnTt have grasshoppers ." 

Mr. Garcia replied: 

1. "No, I didn't say that, Claude." 

2. "Why do you say that, Claude?" 

3. "In part that's true, Claude. It's a bit more 
complicated, however." 

4. "You see, Claude, we need many kinds of insects 
because they make it possible for us to survive. 

5. "Is he right, class ?" 

6. "That's a possibility. How could we be certain 
if we need grasshoppers?" 

Follow the Rules 

The first grade children were working on math papers. The 

teacher was working with a small group of children. A new boy was 

quietly working with modeling clay at his desk. Margaret spoke 

up, "Teacher, look at Jimmy, he's playing with modeling clay. Are 

you going to take his clay like you did mine?" The teacher . . . 
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Map Making 

A first grade class was learning about maps. They had 

seen a filmstrip on simple map making and manipulated items on the 

sand table. The teacher wondered how much they understood about 

maps. She decided to give them some paper rectangles, scissors, 

paste, and a large piece of paper. She wanted to learn if they 

could make a pictorial representation of the school. On this par

ticular day the principal was visiting in her room. After she 

completed her directions, one child asked, "Do we have to make a 

map?" The teacher ... 

Halloween Storywriting 

A third grade class was preparing to write Halloween sto

ries . Mr. Long, their teacher, had just read them several Hallow

een poems. He then asked the class to list all the words they 

could think of that went with Halloween. He was writing these 

words on the board. Jeffrey raised his hand and Mr. Long asked, 

"What's your word, Jeff?" Jeff asked, "Why do we have to write 

the words on the board? I want to do my own story." Mr. Long . . 

Questioning 

A fourth grade teacher had just given the students an 

assignment to plan the questions they wanted to ask the mayor when 

he came to talk to them. Johnny replied, "I don't want to, my 

mommie doesn't like him." 



APPENDIX B 

INSTRUMENTS UTILIZED IN THE STUDY 

Kerlinger Education Scale VII 

The Kerlinger Education Scale VII is available from the 

author of the scale: Dr. Fred Kerlinger, New York University, 

Washington Square, New York, N. Y. 10003. There is also a manual 

for the instrument as well as a summary regarding the validity 

and reliability of this scale. 

The following directions were given to the prospective 

teachers: 

INSTRUCTIONS: Given below are 30 statements on educational ideas 
and problems about which we all have beliefs, opin
ions , and attitudes. We all think differently 
about such matters, and this scale is an attempt to 
let you express your beliefs and opinions. Respond 
to each of the items as follows: 

For example, if you agree very strongly with a statement, you 
would write +3 in the box preceding the statement, but if you 
should happen to disagree with it, you would put a -1 in the box. 
Respond to each statement as best you can. Go rapidly but care
fully. Do not spend too much time on any one statement; try to 
respond and then go on. 

+ 3: Agree Very Strongly 
+ 2: Agree Strongly 
+ 1: Agree 

3: Disagree Very Strongly 
2: Disagree Strongly 
1: Disagree 

131 
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Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E 

The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E, is listed on page 73 

of Rokeach's The Open and Closed Mind (1960). 

The following directions were given to the prospective 

teachers: 

INSTRUCTIONS: The following is a study of what the general public 
thinks and feels about a number of important social 
and personal questions. The best answer to each 
statement below is your personal opinion. We have 
tried to cover many different and opposing points 
of view; you may find yourself agreeing strongly 
with some of the statements, disagreeing just as 
strongly with others, and perhaps uncertain about 
others; whether you agree or disagree with any 
statement, you can be sure that many other people 
feel the same as you do. 

Mark each statement in the box preceding it according 
to how much you agree or disagree with it. Please 
mark every one. Write +3, +2, +1, or -3, -2, -1, 
depending on how you feel in each case. 

+ 3 :  I  A g r e e  V e r y  M u c h  -  3 :  I  D i s a g r e e  V e r y  M u c h  
+ 2 :  I  A g r e e  o n  t h e  W h o l e  -  2 :  I  D i s a g r e e  o n  t h e  W h o l e  
+ 1: I Agree a Little - 1: I Disagree a Little 
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Commitment to Teaching Scale 

(given before the training program) 

Name Date 

How would you describe your choice of teaching as a vocation? 
Answer this in words which you think best describe the state of 
your feelings about this choice. Underline one of the following 
statements . 

I am certain I want to be a teacher. 

I am still undecided. 

One day I1m sure; the next day I'm not. 

I am still trying to decide. 

I do not think X want to be a teacher. 

I am now certain that I donft want to teach. 
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Commitment to Teaching Scale 

(given at conclusion of training program) 

Name Date 

How would you describe your choice of teaching as a vocation? 
Answer this in words which you think best describe the state of 
your feelings about this choice. Underline one of the following 
statements. 

I am certain I want to be a teacher. 

I am still undecided. 

One day I'm sure; the next day I'm not. 

I am still trying to decide. 

I do not think I want to be a teacher. 

I am now certain that I don't want to teach. 

If your attitude toward teaching has changed in any way this 
semester, what do you consider to be the cause or causes for the 
change ? 



135 

Open-Ended Questionnaire 

Code Date 

The following is a list of situations in which teachers often find 
themselves. Following each situation write a short paragraph de
scribing how you believe you would respond if you were the teacher. 

1. A third grade class is observing a science demonstration. A 
student states, "The metal stick bends when you put it in the 
water. See, I just saw it bend." 

2. A fourth grade class is discussing the physical features of 
Arizona. The teacher asks, "What are some of the major physi
cal features of Arizona?" A student replies, "I wonder how 
the Grand Canyon was formed." 

3. During a writing lesson in a first grade class, the teacher 
said, "When you write you should turn your paper this way and 
hold your pencil like this." A student asks, "Why do we have 
to do it your way?" 
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4. A second grade class is discussing state government. "The 
governor is the most important officer in the state," explains 
the teacher. A student comments, "Oh, he's the boss of every
body ." 

5. On the first day in the sixth grade the teacher says, "This 
year we're going to learn all about percentages." A student 
replies, "Why do we study that? Itrs not important." 

6. During a fifth grade language arts lesson the teacher ex
plained, "Today we're going to write stories about Abraham 
Lincoln." A student replied, "I hate to write, besides, my 
dad says Lincoln was bad." 

7. A second grade class was discussing playground rules. The 
teacher asked, "Now, class, why do we take turns on the bars?" 
One boy said, "I don't I just cut in front of anybody I want 
to." 
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Adaptability Level Scale 

-QUESTION ANALYSIS OF STUDENT RESPONSES 

DIRECTIONS: The following is a list of classroom situations. After each situation 
are several reactions which have been made by experienced teachers. 
Indicate your opinions as to the appropriateness of each reaction by 
rating it according to the following scale: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly disapprove mildly mildly approve strongly 
disapprove disapprove approve approve 

For example, if you strongly approve of the teacher's reaction write 6 in the box 
preceding the statement, but if you should happen to disapprove of it, you would 
put a 2 in the box. Respond to each statement as best you can. Go rapidly but 
carefully. Do not spend too much time on any one reaction; respond and then go on. 

1. A third grade class is observing a science demonstration. Jimmy says, 
"The metal stick bends when you put it in the water. See, I just saw 
it bend.11 

a. "Not really, it's an optical illusion, Jimn\y." 

b. "Oh, it just looks like it bends." 

c. "That's interesting, let's see if we can find out why." 

d. "Oh, tell us what you saw." 

2. A fourth grade class is discussing the physical features of Arizona. The 
teacher asks, "What are some of the major physical features of Arizona?" 
A student replies, "I wonder how the Grand Canyon was formed?" 

a. "That's one physical feature of Arizona. Later we'll find out how it 
was formed, John." 

b. "Do you know how canyons are formed?" 

c. "Is it a physical feature? How are physical features formed?" 

d. "That's an interesting thought, how might we find out?" 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly di sapprove 
disapprove 

mildly mildly 
disapprove approve 

approve strongly 
approve 

3. During a fifth grade language arts lesson the teacher explained, "Today 
we're going to write stories about Abraham Lincoln." A student replied, 
"I hate to write, besides, n\y dad says Lincoln was bad." 

a. "How much have you read about Lincoln? As an individual you need to 
make up your own mind about Lincoln." 

b. "What don't you like about writing?" 

c. "There are many views about Lincoln. Tell us about your dad's ideas." 

d. "If you want to succeed in life, you will need to be able to write. 
This will help you." 

4. During a writing lesson in a first grade class, the teacher said, "When you 
write you should turn your paper this way and hold your pencil like this." 
A student asks, "Why do we have to do it your way?" 

a. "Try it your way, then try it my way." 

b. "Because I'm the teacher and I've taught a lot of boys and girls to be 
good writers." 

c. "It's not ny way, but it's been proven the best way." 

d. "Does anyone have an idea why we hold our pencils and paper this way?" 

5. As third graders were taking a spelling test, Mike said, "Teacher, Susie's 
cheating." 

a. "I don't like to hear tattlers. Mike, throw your paper away." 

b. "Susie please bring me your paper. 

c. "Now, Mike, pay attention to your own work." 

d. "The next word is Thursday." 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

6. A third grade teacher says, "Class let's quickly get ready for our spelling 
test, we're behind schedule." David remarks, "You know, Miss Jones, I 
really like to play kickball." 

a. "We played kickball yesterday, David." 

b. "Fine, what do you like most about kickball?" 

c. "Now hurry up David, I know you like kickball but we've got to have our 
spelling test now." 

d. "Can't you help us, David, we really are behind schedule." 

i 

7. A fifth grade teacher was explaining our country's judicial system. Billy 
said, "Oh, I get it. A judge is like a priest, he's got all the power." 

a. "Oh, Billy, judges have nothing to do with religion." 

b. "In a sense that's true, what do you mean by having power, Billy?" 

c. "I would never make that statement about a democracy, Billy." 

d. "Not really, the powers of judges are quite limited by the Constitution." 

8. A second grade teacher asked her class if 2 x 3 is the same as 3 x 2. A 
child replied, "Two threes are six." 

a. "Is 2x3 the same as 3 x 2?" 

b. "But, Bob, I asked if 2 x 3 is the same as 3 x 2." 

c. "Class, what was my question?" 

d. "Yes, two threes are six. Now is 2 x 3 the same as 3 x 2?" 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

9. The children were preparing for a field trip to the local museum. The 
teacher asked them to all put on name tags. Bob said, "I don't want to 
wear a name tag." 

a. "If you don't put on your name tag, Bob, you can't go on the trip." 

b. "Most of us don't like to wear name tags, Bob, however, it will help 
the mothers to know our names." 

c. "I understand how you feel, Bob, but it will help the mothers to 
learn everyone's name." 

d. ^J'd like you to put your name tag on right now." 

10. The teacher was talking to her fifth grade class. She said, "Today we're 
going to begin to learn long division." A student responded, "Why do we 
have to? What's important about long division?" 

a. "That's a thoughtful question, Susan, what do you think might be 
important about long division?" 

b. "That's a good question, Susan, as soon as we finish studying it you 
will understand." 

c. "Today we're going to begin to learn long division." 

d. "Oh, we will study what's in the book." 

11. It was the first day in a first grade class. The teacher said, "You're 
going to have fun this year at school. You're going to learn to read." 
A student replied, "But last year I flunked. I can't read." 

a. "In our room everybody will learn to read very well." 

b. "I'm glad you were able to tell us how you feel about reading." 

c. "You're not the first to have flunked, you'll make it this year if 
you study hard." 

d. "I think I understand how you feel right now, but you'll feel dif
ferently soon." 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

12. "But why do you smoke, Miss Smith? You know it will hurt you." 

a. "I know it does, but I have a bad habit." 

b. "Well, really that's my own personal business." 

c. "I know you won't smoke." 

d. "It is harmful and I'm going to quit someday." 

13. A fourth grade class is discussing their state government. "The governor 
is the most important officer in the state," explains the teacher. A 
student comments, "Oh, he's the boss of everybody." 

a. "In a democracy nobody is a boss." 

b. "If he is elected by the people, is he a boss?" 

c. "No, someone else makes the rules he follows." 

d. "In a way that's true, however, the people choose him." 

14. In a sixth grade current events discussion, the teacher asked the class 
how the mayor was selected. Jane inquired, "Do all cities select the 
mayor in the same way?" 

a. "Why did you happen to say that, Jane?" 

b. "Help her out class, how is our mayor selected?" 

c. "How is the mayor of Tucson selected?" 

d. "No, I don't think so, but what question did I ask you?" 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly disapprove mildly mildly approve strongly 
disapprove disapprove approve approve 

15. A first grade teacher asked the children to draw a map of how they came 
to school. Joe said, "Do we have to?" 

| a. "Of course, Joe, you can draw lovely maps." 

j b. "We all do our assignments in this room." 

J c. "Why, would you rather not do this, Joe?" 

] d. "We are going to do maps on how we came to school today." 
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Rationale for Responses to Adaptability Level Scale 

Six categories of restrictions to verbal communication 
were constructed for the Adaptability Level Scale. They were: 
(1) partial or inaccurate concept development, (2) change of in
tellectual operation, (3) questioning of relevancy of teacher, 
either in relation to content and/or method, (4) negative comment, 
(5) difficult or distracting comment, and (6) irrelevant comment. 

Each situation in the Adaptability Level Scale related to 
one of these hindrances to communication. The rationale for each 
item will be considered in relation to the category it represented. 

Subjects responded to the situations on a six point scale. 
The choices on the scale were: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly disapprove mildly mildly approve strongly 
disapprove disapprove approve approve 

Category 1. Partial or inaccurate concept development 

1. A third grade class is observing a science demonstration. 
Jimmy says, "The metal stick bends when you put it in the 
water. See, I just saw it bend." 

a. "Not really, it's an optical illusion, Jimmy." 

The most appropriate answer is 1 because the teacher has es
sentially said, "You're wrong," and has provided no recourse 
for the student. The teacher may be aware that the student's 
incorrect answer may be caused by an optical illusion. 

b. "Oh, it just looks like it bends." 

The most appropriate answer is 1 because the teacher has pro
vided no recourse for the child, although she acknowledges he 
may have observed the "appearance of bending." The student 
still has no opportunity to find out what is actually happen
ing. 

c. "That's interesting, let's see if we can find out why." 

The most appropriate answer is 6 because the teacher has let 
the student know he has made an appropriate response and has 
provided him with an opportunity to determine the factors in
volved in the situation while he is supported by the teacher. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly disapprove mildly mildly approve strongly 
disapprove disapprove approve approve 

1, continued 

d. "Oh, tell us what you saw." 

The most appropriate answer is 6 because the teacher is pro
viding the student with an opportunity to explain and enlarge 
upon his answer. 

7. A fifth grade teacher was explaining our country's judicial 
system. Billy said, "Oh, I get it. A judge is like a priest, 
he's got all the power." 

a. "Oh, Billy, judges have nothing to do with religion." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher tells the 
child he is wrong and provides no way for him to increase his 
understanding of the concept. 

b. "In a sense that's true, what do you mean by having power, 
Billy?" 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher lets the child 
know he's on the right track and then seeks more information 
to increase her perceptions of his understandings. 

c. "I would never make that statement about a democracy, 
Billy." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher let's the 
child know he is wrong and that he is also saying something 
he should never say. 

d. "Not really, the powers of judges are quite limited by the 
Constitution." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher does not ac
cept the child's answer and provides no approach for him to 
increase his understanding of the concept being discussed. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly disapprove 
disapprove 

mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

13. A fourth grade class is discussing their state government. 
"The governor is the most important officer in the state," 
explains the teacher. A student comments, "Oh, he's the 
boss of everybody." 

a. "In a democracy nobody is a boss." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher denies the 
child's point of view by stating the opposite position as the 
true idea. The child has no recourse. 

b. "If he is elected by the people, is he a boss?" 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher acknowledges 
the student's comment, but in her rephrasing of the question 
indicates that the student is wrong. This makes it difficult 
for the student to respond. 

c. "No, someone else makes the rules he follows." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher's comment in
dicates she heard the student, but at the same time she let's 
him know that he is wrong. 

d. "In a way that's true, however, the people choose him." 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher indicates she 
has heard the student, that his response is partially correct 
but elaborates and extends the student's response. 

Category 2. Change of intellectual operation 

2. A fourth grade class is discussing the physical features of 
Arizona. The teacher asks, "What are some of the major physi
cal features of Arizona?" A student replies, "I wonder how 
the Grand Canyon was formed?" 

a. "That's one physical feature of Arizona. Later we'll find 
out how it was formed, John," 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher indicates that 
she heard his question and that she will provide a time to 
deal with his answer. However, she does not attend to his 
current concern. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

2, continued 

b. "Do you know how canyons are formed?" 

The most appropriate answer is 5. The teacher indicates she 
heard his question and inquires about his frame of reference 
by responding with another question. 

c. "Is it a physical feature? How are physical features 
formed?" 

The most appropriate answer is 1. By repeating his question 
the teacher does not indicate she has heard what he said nor 
has she really responded to his concerns. 

d. "That's an interesting thought, how might we find out?" 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher indicates her 
acceptance of his response. She also demonstrates that she 
will help him determine the answer to his question. 

8. A second grade teacher asked her class if 2 x 3 is the same 
as 3 x 2. A child replied, "Two threes are six." 

a. "Is 2x3 the same as 3 x 2?" 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher completely 
ignores the childTs response and makes no attempt to deter
mine what he was thinking about. 

b. "But, Bob, I asked if 2 x 3 is the same as 3 x 2." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher in essence 
says you're wrong and makes no comment to inquire what the 
child was thinking about. 

c. "Class, what was my question?" 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher infers that 
the student is wrong and asks the class to inform the student 
what she was asking. Again, the student has no recourse for 
his response. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

8, continued 

d. "Yes, two threes are six. Now is 2 x 3 the same as 3 x 2?" 

The most appropriate answer is 5. The teacher does acknowl
edge the childfs response, but immediately requests the child 
to respond to her question. 

14. In a sixth grade current events discussion, the teacher asked 
the class how the mayor was selected. Jane inquired, "Do all 
cities select the mayor in the same way?" 

a. "Why did you happen to say that, Jane?" 

The most appropriate answer is 5. The teacher indicates that 
she has heard what the student says as she asks for further 
information. 

b. "Help her out class, how is our mayor selected?" 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher acknowledges 
she has heard the student, but suggests that she needs help 
and requests the class help the student understand the ques
tion the teacher actually asked. 

c. "How is the mayor of Tucson selected?" 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher does not ac
knowledge the child1s question, she simply repeats her own 
question. 

d. "No, I donTt think so, but what question did I ask you?" 

The most appropriate answer is 3. The teacher recognizes the 
student's question by giving her a tentative answer, but im
mediately returns to her own original question. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly disapprove mildly mildly approve strongly 
disapprove disapprove approve approve 

Category 3. Questioning of relevancy of teacher, either in 
relation to content and/or method 

4. During a writing lesson in a first grade class, the teacher 
said, "When you write you should turn your paper this way and 
hold you pencil like this." A student asks, "Why do we have 
to do it your way?" 

a. "Try it your way, then try it my way." 

The most appropriate answer is 4. The teacher allows the 
student to try it his way. However, in saying, "my way" she 
has placed the child in a position of opposition to the 
teacher. 

b. "Because I'm the teacher and ITve taught a lot of boys and 
girls to be good writers." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher responds as 
the authority with the answers and provides the student with 
no opportunity to discover anything for himself. 

c. "It's not my way, but it's been proven the best way." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher does not as
sume that the student might have a relevant or appropriate 
idea, but relies on outside authority as the approach to 
utilize. 

d. "Does anyone have an idea why we hold our pencils and 
paper this way?" 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher provides a 
question that allows the students to decide reasons for cus
tomary behavior. The student who asks the question is pro
vided with a situation in which his questioning authority is 
accepted as appropriate behavior. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

10. The teacher was talking to her fifth grade class. She said, 
"Today we're going to begin to learn long division." A stu
dent responded} "Why do we have to? What's important about 
long division?" 

a. "That's a thoughtful question, Susan, what do you think 
might be important about long division?" 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher indicates she 
heard and appreciates the comment of the child. She then 
seeks further information regarding the child's point of 
view. 

b. "That's a good question, Susan, as soon as we finish 
studying it you will understand." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher does acknowl
edge the child's question. However, she immediately replies 
that if you do as I say, you will understand my point of 
view. 

c. "Today we're going to begin to learn long division." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher in no way 
acknowledges the child's comment and simply repeats her di
rections . The child is completely ignored. 

d. "Oh, we will study what's in the book." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher ignores the 
question of the child and provides no opportunity to have 
the child explore his concerns. 

Category 4. Negative comment 

3. During a fifth grade language arts lesson the teacher ex
plained, "Today we're going to write stories about Abraham 
Lincoln." A student replied, "I hate to write, besides, my 
dad says Lincoln was bad." 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

3, continued 

a. "How much have you read about Lincoln? As an individual 
you need to make up your own mind about Lincoln." 

The most appropriate answer is 4. The teacher asks the stu
dent on what basis he makes his judgment and indicates that 
each individual should come to his own conclusions. 

b. "What don't you like about writing?" 

The most appropriate answer is 4. The teacher asks for fur
ther information regarding his opinion. 

c. "There are many views about Lincoln. Tell us about your 
dad's ideas." 

The most appropriate answer is 5. The teacher accepts the 
child's view by asking him to explain his dad's ideas. 
However, she first indicates that there are ml'ny views re
garding Lincoln. 

d. "If you want to succeed in life, you will need to be able 
to write. This will help you." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher indicates that 
there is one way to success, doing what she wants him to do. 

9. The children were preparing for a field trip to the local 
museum. The teacher asked them to all put on name tags. Bob 
said, "I don't want to wear a name tag." 

a. "If you don't put on your name tag, Bob, you can't go on 
the trip." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher responds to 
the child's comment with a threat of not being allowed to 
participate in the field trip. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

9, continued 

b. "Most of us don't like to wear name tags, Bob, however, it 
will help the mothers to know our names 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher acknowledges 
and identifies the commonality of the child's concern as she 
explains the rationale for her request. 

c. "I understand how you feel, Bob, but it will help the 
mothers to learn everyone's name." 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher again acknowl
edges the child's comment as she recognizes how he feels. 
She also elaborates the reasons for her request. 

d. "I'd like you to put your name tag on right now." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher not only fails 
to acknowledge the child's comment but she also repeats her 
request in terms of her authority. 

15. A first grade teacher asked the children to draw a map of how 
they came to school. Joe said, "Do we have to?" 

a. "Of course, Joe, you can draw lovely maps." 

The most appropriate answer is 3. The teacher acknowledges 
the student's question by her response but uses the rationale 
for her answer that the child can do the task very well. She 
does not seek further information. 

b. "We all do our assignments in this room." 

Ths most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher simply states 
that the students are expected to follow the dictates of the 
teacher. 

c. "Why, would you rather not do this, Joe?" 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher notes the 
child's point of view and seeks further information as to his 
feelings in the matter. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly Disapprove 
disapprove 

mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

15, continued 

d. "We are going to do maps on how we came to school today." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher ignores the 
student's comment by reiterating her assignment and noting 
that students must meet the teacher's expectations. 

Category 5. Difficult or distracting comment 

5. As third graders were taking a spelling test, Mike said, 
"Teacher, Susie's cheating." 

a. "I don't like to hear tattlers. Mike, throw your paper 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher immediately 
makes an arbitrary decision without finding out any of the 
rationale for Mike's comment. 

b. "Susie please bring me your paper." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher assumed that 
a child has cheated and makes no inquiries regarding how the 
child perceives her behavior. 

c. "Now, Mike, pay attention to your own work." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher acknowledges 
what the child has said, but does not inquire as to any rea
sons as she tells him his behavior is not appropriate. 

d . "The next word is Thursday." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher does not con
demn either child's behavior, but she also does not acknowl
edge his comment. 

away." 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly approve 
disapprove approve 

strongly 
approve 

11. It was the first day in a first grade class. The teacher 
said, "Yourre going to have fun this year at school. You're 
going to learn to read." A student replied, "But last year 
I flunked. I can't read." 

a. "In our room everybody will learn to read very well." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher in no way 
acknowledges the child's concern. She simply repeats her 
standards of performance. The child's feelings are not only 
disregarded, but the teacher indicates, by her repetition of 
her comment, that the child must meet her criteria of suc
cess. 

b. "I'm glad you were able to tell us how you feel about 
reading." 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher acknowledges 
the child's feelings and states that she is pleased that he 
feels able to share his feelings . 

c. "You're not the first to have flunked, you'll make it this 
year if you study hard." 

The most appropriate answer is 2, The teacher acknowledges 
the child's comment, indicates that others have shared this 
difficulty, but then puts the burden for change in perform
ance on the shoulders of the child by studying diligently. 

d. "I think I understand how you feel right now, but you'll 
feel differently soon." 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher indicates that 
she believes she understands the child's feelings, but pre
dicts that these negative feelings will soon change. 

12. "But why do you smoke, Miss Smith? You know it will hurt 

a. "I know it does, but I have a bad habit." 

The most appropriate answer is 6. The teacher acknowledges 
and concurs with the student's rationale and then attempts 
to explain her behavior. 

you." 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly 
disapprove approve 

approve strongly 
approve 

12, continued 

b. "Well, really that's my own personal business." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher lets the stu
dent know that his comment is very inappropriate. The student 
has no recourse. 

c. "I know you won't smoke." 

The most appropriate answer is 1. The teacher ignores the 
question of the child by telling him how she knows he will 
behave in the future. 

d. "It is harmful and I'm going to quit someday." 

The most appropriate answer is 4. The teacher recognizes the 
student's comment but responds that she will consider this 
comment in the future. 

Category 6. Irrelevant comment 

6. A third grade teacher says, "Class let's quickly get ready 
for our spelling test, we're behind schedule." David remarks, 
"You know, Miss Jones, I really like to play kickball." 

a. "We played kickball yesterday, David." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher does not con
demn the child's comment, but she also does not acknowledge 
his comment. 

b. "Fine, what do you like most about kickball?" 

The most appropriate answer is 5. The teacher accepts the 
student's comment, but does not provide any way to continue 
the tasks of the other students. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 

strongly 
disapprove 

disapprove mildly mildly 
disapprove approve 

approve strongly 
approve 

6, continued 

c. "Now hurry up, David, I know you like kickball but we've 
got to have our spelling test now." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher does recognize 
what the child has said, but insists that he must hurry. 

d. "Can't you help us, David, we really are behind schedule." 

The most appropriate answer is 2. The teacher insinuates 
that the child may not be helpful in the way it is expected. 
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Scoring of Adaptability Level Scale 

The Adaptability Level Scale has 60 items. A maximum 
score of 120 points is possible. If a subject selects the most 
appropriate answer, he receives 2 points. If a subject selects 
the answer closest to the most appropriate answer, he receives 
1 point. 

The Adaptability Level Scale was scored according to the 
following ratings: 

ITEM 1 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #5 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #6 2 points 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #1 2 points d - response #5 1 point 
response -#2 1 point response #6 2 points 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

[•EM 2 

a - response #1 1 point c - response #1 2 points 
response #2 2 points response #2 1 point 
response #3 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 

responses 0 points 

b - response #4 1 point d - response #5 1 point 
response #5 2 points response #6 2 points 
response #6 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 

points 0 points 
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ITEM 3 

a - response #3 1 point c - response #4 1 point 
response #4 2 points response #5 2 points 
response #5 1 point response #6 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #3 1 point d - response #1 2 points 
response #4 2 points response #2 1 point 
response #5 1 point all other 

points all other responses 0 points 
responses 0 points 

ITEM 4 

a - response #3 1 point c - response #1 2 points 
response #4 2 points response #2 1 point 
response #5 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 

responses 0 points 

b - response #1 2 points d - response #5 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #6 2 points 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

ITEM 5 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #1 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #2 2 points 
all other response #3 1 point 

responses 0 points all other 
responses 0 points 

b - response #1 2 points d - response #1 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #2 2 points 
all other response #3 1 point 

responses 0 points all other 
responses 0 points 
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ITEM 6 

a - response #1 1 point c - response #1 1 point 
response #2 2 points response #2 2 points 
response #3 1 point response #3 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #4 1 point d - response #1 1 point 
response #5 2 points response #2 2 points 
response #6 1 point response #3 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

ITEM 7 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #1 2 points 
response #2 1 point response #2 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #5 1 point d - response #1 2 points 
response #6 2 points response #2 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

ITEM 8 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #1 2 points 
response #2 1 point response #2 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #1 2 points d - response #4 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #5 2 points 
all other response #6 1 point 

responses ' 0 points all other 
responses 0 points 
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ITEM 9 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #5 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #6 2 points 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses - 0 points 

b - response #5 1 point d - response #1 2 points 
response #6 2 points response #2 1 point 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 

ITEM 10 

a - response #5 1 point c - response #1 2 points 
response #6 2 points response #2 1 point 
all other all other 
responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #1 1 point d - response #1 2 points 
response #2 2 points response #2 1 point 
response #3 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 

responses 0 points 

ITEM 11 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #1 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #2 2 points 
all other response #3 1 point 

responses 0 points all other 
responses 0 points 

b - response #5 1 point d - response #5 1 point 
response #6 2 points response #6 2 points 
all other all other 

responses 0 points responses 0 points 
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ITEM 12 

a - response #5 1 point c - response #1 2 points 
response #6 2 points response #2 1 point 
all other all other 
responses 0 points responses 0 points 

b - response #1 2 points d - response #3 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #4 2 points 
all other response #5 1 point 
responses 0 points all other 

responses 0 points 

ITEM 13 

a - response #1 2 points c - response #1 1 point 
response #2 1 point response #2 2 points 
all other response #3 1 point 

responses 0 points all other 
responses 0 points 

b - response #1 1 point d - response #5 1 point 
response #2 2 points response #6 2 points 
response #3 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 
responses 0 points 

ITEM 14 

a - response #4 1 point c - response #1 2 points 
response #5 2 points response #2 1 point 
response #6 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 
responses 0 points 

b - response #1 1 points d - response #2 1 point 
response #2 2 points response #3 2 points 
response #3 1 point response #4 1 point 
all other all other 
responses 0 points responses 0 points 
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ITEM 15 

a - response #2 1 point c - response #5 1 point 
response #3 2 points response #6 2 points 
response #4 1 point all other 
all other responses 0 points 
responses 0 points 

b - response #1 2 points d - response #1 2 points 
response #2 1 point response #2 1 point 
all other all other 
responses 0 points responses 0 points 
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Huntfs 9-Point Rating Scale on Adaptability 

Scale Rating Teacher Behavior 

1 completely insensitive 

3 aware of obstacle in communica
tion, but does not change 
behavior 

aware of obstacle, makes some 
attempt to change behavior 

shifts, and changes presentation 
(verbal communication) in 
flexible manner 

changes own behavior and ex
plores for more information 
from learner's frame of refer
ence 
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