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ABSTRACT

THE DESIGN, DEVELOPMENT AND FIELD TESTING OF A TECHNIQUE TO

MEASURE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF ADULT EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS IN

MANAGING THEIR VERBAL COMMUNICATION OF INTENT WHEN

ESTABLISHING THE INSTRUCTOR/LEARNER RELATIONSHIP

by

John Brown-Parker

The aim of this study was to investigate the

effectiveness of instructors in managing their verbal

communication of intent when establishing the initial

instructor/learner relationship.

Six major phases were employed in the methodology:

1) The development of a conceptual framework explaining the

role intent plays in the instructor/learner transaction and

the design of a coding technique; 2) Pilot testing; 3)

Content validation by a panel of judges; 4) Modification

after panelists' feedback; 5) Training of naive coders to

learn and apply the technique with reliability; and 6) Field

testing of the coding technique.

From the findings of the study, a major conclusion

was that initial interaction between instructor and learners

facilitates the instructor being perceived as helpful and

well-intentioned. The instructors most effective in

establishing rapport were distinguished from those who were

least effective by consistently adopting patterns of

communication in which they frequently: 1) checked for

misunderstandings; 2) ensured learners had enough time to

respond; 3) reinforced their learners' responses through
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the use of positive praise, regard or acknowledgement; and

4) indirectly explained their intent through the use of

questions, suggestions or requests.

The communication patterns used by those instructors

who were perceived as least well-intentioned, were

characterized by: l) a lack of interaction with learners;

2) a propensity to use long sequences of direct explanations

or clarifications of intent; 3) the frequency with which

they prepared their learners that upcoming explanations were

not meant to be seen as malicious or arbitrary, and 4) made

excuses for some behavior based on having no alternative

course of action by reference to their ascribed power as

instructor.
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Chapter 1

IDENTIFYING THE PROBLEM

In an effort to establish an adequate instructor/

learner relationship, the well-intentioned adult education

instructor has an incentive to avoid communication behaviors

that could be interpreted by learners as contrary to their

psychological needs or learning interests. To minimize

inaccurate communication of intent when establishing the

instructor/learner relationship, the adult education

instructor functions in two roles. First, as observer, to

discern verbal messages and nonverbal cues that indicate

learners have understood or misunderstood the instructor's

intent. Second, in response to this feedback the instructor

functions as actor, consciously managing his verbal and

nonverbal communication to ensure that the learners'

perceptions are congruent with his desire to be seen as a

helpful and well-intentioned instructor.

During the first class meeting the adult learner has

minimum information about the instructor's competence,

integrity or intent. Thomas and Pondy (1977) and Schmuck

and Schmuck (1971) suggest that each party has a need to

know the other's intent in order to predict how they might

interact appropriately in the instructor/learner

relationship.
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When confronted with feelings of anxiety and under

some pressure to view oneself in positive terms, an adult

learner unfamiliar with the "culture of the classroom", may

tend to see others as the source of any discomfort or

frustration. Seeing himself as fair and reasonable, and

identifying with other learners in a similar situation, a

learner often shifts the blame for any dissonance onto the

most obvious source of discomfort -- the instructor. The

learner is apt to selectively attend to and recall negative

aspects of the instructor's verbal and nonverbal

communication. This can culminate in an exaggerated

impression that the instructor is being intentionally

uncaring and uncooperative in the instructor/learner

relationship.

Within the context of the adult education classroom,

this situation becomes an extremely difficult communication

problem for the instructor to resolve. The instructor must

attempt to accommodate the needs of each adult learner who

brings into the initial meeting a bundle of diverse

expectations, goals, experiences, assumptions, norms,

beliefs, world views and even linguistic differences (Houle,

1961; McNeil, 1976; Knowles, 1977; and Sarbaugh, 1979).

Given the authority and responsibility to facilitate

learning, classroom instructors typically function in a

predominantly oral communication situation. It is a

situation in which a large group of learners are influenced,

whether favorably or unfavorably, by the instructor's overt
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attempt to control, manipulate or manage the learning

environment. A great deal of the instructor's success is

dependent upon his repertoire of verbal communication

skills.

The quality of this communication is suggestive of a

particular type of instructor/learner relationship. That

is, the perceived relationship and intent of the instructor

is judged as positive with a desire to help and share; or as

neutral, with a tendency to ignore or be indifferent; or as

negative, with a tendency to dominate, frustrate or thwart

the learner.

No studies in adult education were found that

offered a conceptual or operational framework providing

adequate descriptive categories of verbal communication used

by instructors to manage their intent in the instructor/

learner relationship. No empirical studies were found that

attempted to measure the instructor's verbal management of

intent.

At present many well-trained and well-intentioned

adult educators are dismayed and discouraged when their

efforts to build adequate instructor/learner relationships

are not reciprocated and instead, learners drop out or

conflicts occur. Therefore it seemed worthwhile to learn

more about adult education instructors who are 'most

effective' or 'least effective' in managing their verbal

communication of intent when establishing an instructor/

learner relationship.



PURPOSE

The purpose of this study was to develop and field

test a technique for classifying and measuring the verbal

communication used by adult education instructors for

managing their learners' perceptions of instructor intent

when establishing an instructor/learner relationship.

Research Objectives

In order to facilitate an orderly and systematic

approach to the design, development and field testing of the

technique, a number of research objectives were formulated.

Objective #1 To develop a conceptual framework, a
 

classification scheme and a measurement technique to allow

objective data collection. This first step was based upon

an approach advocated by Amidon and Hough:

In the behavioral sciences, principles of human

behavior are often derived as a result of a specific

pattern of activities. An overall conceptual

framework is first proposed from which hypotheses

are formulated and tested. The development of this

framework as a first step is important in that it

gives both substance and direction to the process of

formulating and testing. When hypotheses are

accepted, the data from such research provide the

formulation of theory. When principles of human

behavior can be derived from theory, then theory

gives direction to action. Specific instances can

then take on generalizable meaning (Amidon and

Rough, 1967, p. 2).

Objective #2 To field test this technique for
 

classifying and measuring the verbal communication used by

adult education instructors to manage their learners'

perceptions of the instructor so one is seen as helpful
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and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship.

The following enabling objectives were formulated to

give direction to various phases of the field test:

Phase 1: To pilot test the feasibility of this

technique which allows reliable coding of an

instructor's verbal management of intent.

PhaSe 2: To invite a reaction panel of expert

judges to act as external criteria for content

validation of the conceptual framework,

classification scheme and coding technique.

Phase 3: To modify the tentative conceptual

framework, classification scheme and coding

technique based upon the feedback provided by the

panel of experts.

Phase 4: To train a naive group of coders to learn

the classification scheme and apply the coding

technique with reliability.

Phase 5: To establish if there were statistically

significant differences between the verbal

communication used by instructors who were 'most

effective' and 'least effective' in their management

of intent when establishing the instructor/learner

relationship.

The following research questions were asked during

this final stage of the field test. They were as follows:

1.0 Are there differences or similarities among the verbal

communication behaviors used by the five instructors who

were identified by learners as 'most effective' managers of

their intent?

1.1 Are there differences or similarities among the verbal

communication behaviors used by the five instructors

identified by learners as 'least effective' managers of

their intent?
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2.0 Do the verbal communication behaviors used by groups

of the 'most effective' instructors differ from those verbal

communciation behaviors used by groups of 'least effective'

instructors?

3.0 Are there patterns of verbal communication which are

used more consistently by the group of 'most effective'

instructors than by the group of 'least effective'

instructors? Conversely, are there patterns of verbal

communication which are used more consistently by the group

of 'least effective' instructors than those used by the

group of 'most effective' instructors?

ASSUMPTIONS AND BIASES

A recognized bias and five assumptions underpin this

study. First, the bias is held that the humanistic and

democratic assumptions and practices of andragogy are an

appropriate foundation for the management of adult education

classroom environments. This approach adopts those

mentalistic and psychological theories which stress learner

needs, mutual trust and respect, mutual support and help,

physical and emotional support, acceptance of differences,

mutual responsibility for planning outcomes, freedom of

expression and access to information, and encouragement of

self-directed and learner-centered instruction. Educational

thinkers influencing this bias are Abraham Maslow (1970),

John Dewey (1938), Carl Rogers (1969), Julius Nyerere

(1976). Paulo Freire (1970) and Malcolm Knowles (1977). By
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identifying this bias at the onset of the study, it can be

understood why the conceptual framework of this study

emphasizes the positive dimension of an instructor's verbal

management of intent; that is, those verbal communication

behaviors used to help avoid misunderstandings,

misinterpretations or potential conflict when establishing

an instructor/learner relationship.

A description of the characteristic uniqueness of

the reality in which we move can help us to better

understand some phenomenon. As Weber (1949, p. 78) argues,

"order is brought into this chaos only on the condition that

in every case only a part of concrete reality is interesting

and significant to us, because only it is related to the

cultural value with which we approach reality". In line

with this thinking, the first of the five assumptions is

that it is possible to develop an observational technique

that minimizes distortion and provides a plausible

representation of actual events or reality. This assumption

is based on the view that a true representation of reality

can be had by expressly and consciously selecting, analyzing

and organizing specific observable phenomena.

The second assumption is that the verbal

communication classified by the researcher, and evaluated by

a panel of expert judges, is a plausible representation of

the major observable verbal behaviors used to manage the

learners' perceptions of instructor intent. Based on the

Thomas and Pondy (1977) 'Intent' model of conflict
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management, it follows that verbal communication can be

initiated by either instructor or learner to discern the

other's intent. One can ask for or offer clarification of

specific statements or actions; one can announce

frustrations or reactions to another's behavior; one can

offer explanations, excuses or reparations; or one can give

or receive feedback that will avoid future

misunderstandings.

The third assumption is that instructors who are

successful in establishing adequate rapport or 'ideal

relationships', are also seen by their learners as well-

intentioned. Instructors who are less successful in

establishing adequate classroom rapport, will be seen by

learners as less well-intentioned.

The fourth assumption is that the greater the

difference between people's normative beliefs, overt

behaviors, role expectations, and world views, the more

dissimilar will be the perceptions and intepretations of

each other's intent. The learner's perception of the

instructor's intent will then influence how the learner

develops the subsequent relationship with the instructor.

This assumption evolved from an intercultural communication

principle postulated by Sarbaugh (1979) who contends that as

"the perceived relationship and intent moves from most

homogeneous to most heterogeneous, the probability of

communication breakdown increases" (p. 71).
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The fifth assumption is that the adult learner,

unsure of the normative rules and expectations of the

classroom will be particularly sensitive to his personal

assessment of his adequacy in the face of academic demands

and the congruency of his interests with those of his

instructor, peers and institution (Boshier, 1972 and 1973;

Clarke, 1980). If there are incongruencies or

misunderstandings, the learner will tend to see themself as

the cooperative and reasonable party in order to retain self

respect and esteem (Thomas and Pondy, 1977; Lerner and

Simmons, 1966). It seems plausible to assume that a great

deal of the blame for incongruencies or frustrations will be

shifted onto the teacher for allowing this to occur.

Exaggerated attributions of intent will be ascribed to the

instructor if the behavior: 1) seems to constrain the

learner's behavioral alternatives or outcomes; 2) is

perceived as intentionally detrimental to the learner's

interest; and 3) is considered anti-normative or unnecessary

(Tedeschi, 1973).

IMPORTANCE

There are four main elements of this study that

underlie its importance to adult education. First, the

study can benefit the adult learner. Successful

facilitation of optimal conditions for learning requires

instructors to be successful managers of their

communication. If instructors become more aware of the
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verbal behaviors that help to accurately communicate

instructor intent, classroom failures could occur less

frequently.

Second, the study could be of particular interest to

adult education instructors in understanding more about the

verbal communication patterns they use to successfully

manage their learner's perception of instructor intent.

Generally, instructors have an incentive to manage their

communication in an attempt to have learners perceive them

in some specific way. In the learner-centered classrooms of

adult education, it is important for the instructor not only

to be trustworthy, helpful and willing to share, but also to

be seen by learners as trustworthy, helpful and willing to

share. In short, it is important for the instructor to be

perceived by his learners as well-intentioned.

Third, the notion that a person's intent provides a

central organizing principle in making sense out of another

person's behavior has been supported by philosophical

heuristic argument. To be human is to form intentions

towards our world and to assume that others have intentions

toward us. In recent years there has been increasing

interest in attempting to operationalize and utilize the

seemingly ambiguous concept of intent (Anscombe, 1966;

Maselli and Altrocchi, 1969; Schmuck and Schmuck, 1971;

Crittenden, 1974; Thomas and Pondy, 1977; Sarbaugh, 1979;

and Freyberg, 1980). Thus, it is important to build upon

this growing body of existing knowledge and attempt to
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further understand a concept that may help to better

describe and explain human communication processes.

Fourth, while many classroom climate assessment

systems and teacher/learner interaction analysis systems

indirectly acknowledge the role which intent plays in

establishing adequate instructor/learner relationships

(Pratt, 1979; Simon and Boyer, 1974; and Lake et al., 1973),.

no studies were found that utilize intent as the central

organizing concept. The methodological precedents of this

study may provide a foundation for further inquiry into the

role intent plays in the establishment of adequate

interpersonal relationships between instructor and

learners.

GENERALIZABILITY

The subjects used in this study were a convenience

sample of Australian instructors drawn from a metropolitan

region of Australia. Because of the non-random selection of

instructors in the sample and the small class sizes, the

findings of the field study cannot be generalized to a wider

population of instructors, nor to adult education

instructors who work in similar educational settings in

Australia. Similar studies will need to be carried out

using this coding technique to establish the strength of its

reliability and usefulness.
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LIMITATIONS

In this study there are five limitations to the

methods and approach used to investigate an instructor's

verbal management of intent. First, this study was limited

to an examination of verbal communication used by adult

education instructors. No attempt was made to observe or

measure the nonverbal management of intent by the

instructors.

It is acknowledged that: l) the nonverbal

communication channel carries over 65 percent of social

meaning (Birdwhistell, 1970) and has an overwhelming

influence upon interpersonal communication (Smith, 1979); 2)

there is an intimate relationship between nonverbal and

verbal communication (Knapp, 1978; Mehrabian, 1968); 3)

often nonverbal behaviors conflict with or negate the verbal

message (Mehrabian, 1971); and 4) the study of nonverbal

communication in teaching has significant potential in

helping to better understand the teaching process (Smith,

1979).

However, as Banks et a1. (1978) suggest, because of

the methodological complexities and problems in observing

and recording nonverbal communication, it was decided to

limit the study to a single variable, that of verbal

communication.

Research relative to tabulating, analyzing and

interpreting nonverbal behavior in classroom settings

is in its infancy. There is as yet no agreement

on a unit of measurement, procedures, interpretative
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rules or generalized stability of any conclusions

reached (Banks et al., 1978. p. 14).

Second, single variable verbal communication is part

of an information system that is generally examined using

either a structural or content approach (Monane, 1967).

According to Donahue, Hawes and Mabee (1981), the structural

approach focuses on the individual as the unit of analysis

and assesses who talks to whom, about what and how

frequently. In contrast, the content approach focuses on

utterance patterns and assesses: 1) what is said (content).

2) how one feels about what is said (relationship), and 3)

what one should do about what and how something is said

(control). While a learner's attribution of intent might be

based on all of the above three types of information, the

measurement technique developed for this study is limited to

the content or what is said in a verbal utterance.

Third, the coding scheme used for systematic

recording of an instructor's verbal management of intent is

event-sequential and utilizes a verbal utterance as the unit

of analysis. Like any communication construct, the unit of

analysis and categories used in the coding scheme are a

function of the research interest and a limited

approximation of behavior. Their appropriateness is

dependent upon their functional value and their

plausibility. There is no reason to believe that to code

according to a time interval is any more important than

coding predefined functional units that ignore duration.

For example, one category may take tens of seconds to
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articulate while a simple 'we' or 'our' message may take

less than a second.

On the other hand, all coding systems using units of

analysis that are discrete and exhaustive, whether based on

a time interval or a sequence of events, assume that each

behavior tallied is equivalent. This poses the problem of

losing the intensity of a rare but important event by its

ending up as a tally on a score sheet (Ellis, 1977). Given

these limitations and the nature of this exploratory study,

the use of an event-sequential coding scheme was adopted.

Fourth, audio-recordings of instructors were limited

to the initial meeting of each class in the third term

rather than in the first term of the year. It was expected

that most learners would be meeting their instructor for the

first time. This was not the case as a large number of

learners had joined their class in the previous term. As a

result, some learners may have based their rating of the

instructor's effectiveness in establishing the instructor/

learner relationship on previous meetings rather than the

instructor's effectiveness during the particular class

meeting that served as the source of data.

Fifth, because the field test sample was selected

from two sets of extreme scores, the internal validity of

the findings could normally be effected by statistical

regression. However, the instrument to identify high and

low scores in establishing initial rapport was designed only

for use at the first class meeting and was not intended to
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be administered for a retest or post—test to assess any

change in the relationship. Although the two groups of

instructors were selected on the basis of the extreme

scores, the instructors were subsequently evaluated on the

unrelated dependent variable of instructor verbal

communication behaviors. This would suggest the findings

associated with the second variable should be reasonably

free of the regression effect.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

The following terms and phrases are used in the

description of this study. Definitions for each term and

phrase are provided to form a common basis for

understanding.

Adult Education. The process whereby men and women, alone
 

or in groups, attempt to improve themselves by

increasing their skills or knowledge, developing

insights and appreciating or changing their attitudes;

or the process by which individuals or agencies attempt

to change men and women in these ways (Houle, 1970).

Andragogy. A model of assumptions about adult learners in
 

contrast to traditional concepts of youthful learning

subsumed under pedagogy. The model assumes that as

individuals mature:

1) their concept moves from being a dependent

personality toward being a self-directed human being

2) they accumulate a growing reservoir of experience

that becomes an increasingly rich source for

learning; 3) their readiness to learn becomes

orientated increasingly to the developmental tasks
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of their social roles; and 4) their time perspective

changes from one of postponed application of

knowledge to immediacy of application and

accordingly their orientation toward learning shifts

from one of subject-centeredness to one of

performance-centeredness (Knowles, 1980).

Attribution. The inference that an observer makes about the

causes of behavior, the 'what' or the 'why' of either

one's own or another person's behavior (Bar-Tal, 1978).

Conflict. The process which begins when one party perceives

another has frustrated or is about to frustrate some

concern of theirs (Thomas, 1976).

Evening College. School-based providers of non-credit

leisure and vocational instruction in Australia for

adults below the college level.

Motive. The 'why' of human behavior. Motive is quite

distinct from intent. Motive is the moving force,

desire, wish, want, need or cause which induces action.

It is the state of feeling that impels one towards an

act. In general use, the meaning of motive often shades

into the meaning of intent (Words and Phrases, 1958;

Roget's Thesaurus, 1978). A person may have a good

intent but a bad motive, or a person may have a good

motive but a bad intent. Motives are described on a

continuum from 'good' through 'arbitrary', 'willful',

'deliberate' to 'malicious'.

Intent. The 'what' of human behavior. It has six main

conceptual synonyms: aim, purpose, design, object, goal

or objective (Webster, 1961; Words and Phrases, 1958).
 

The 'zone of intent' which the study addresses is
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confined within the establishment of interpersonal

'relationships between instructor and learners (the

affective domain), rather than the learning goals or

objectives set by the learner or instructor (the

cognitive domain). Intent is an act or emotion of the

mind that seldom is capable of direct or positive

observation or proof. It is a mental or psychological

state and can be evidenced only by words or conduct of

the person who claimed to have entertained them. A

declaration of intent, however, may be false. Intention

is used as a synonym for intent in this study.

Perceived Intent. A logical process of inference from cues
 

perceived by an individual or individuals. From the

perceiver's point of view, any effect of another

person's actions, whether past, present or anticipated,

is a potential reason to believe that this person has

engaged in that action. To infer that the action

occurred for certain reasons is to specify one's

perception of that actor's intent (Jones and Davis,

1962). The perceived intent of another is usually

expressed as an underlying disposition on a continuum

of descriptors from 'helpful' through 'neutral' to

'harmful' (Sarbaugh, 1979). The term does not refer to

the more intuitive process based on the personal

knowledge or awareness of one's own intentions.

Paralinguistic Cues. The voice qualities including pitch,
 

pitch control, rhythm control, tempo, articulation,
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resonance, glottis control and vocal lip control

(Harrison, 1974).

Verbal Communication. The exchange of information though

oral or written linguistic symbols or signs.

Nonverbal Communication. The exchange of information

through nonlinguistic symbols or signs.

Coding. A system for translating real events into

quantifiable units. For this study it is the

transformation of qualitative data obtained by

audio-recordings of instuctors into a form which renders

them open to quantitative treatment. This operation

requires coders to separate qualitative materials into

units and then classify the unitized material according

to a category scheme devised for the study.

OUTLINE OF CHAPTER CONTENTS

In Chapter 2, precedents in literature are reviewed

to provide an overview of the conceptual and operational

approaches that have been used to examine the role 'intent'

plays in human relationships.

In Chapter 3, the design of the conceptual framework

is explained. It includes a discussion of the theoretical

orientation to communicating intent in the classroom, the

development of a classification system for measuring an

instructor's verbal management of intent and the design of

the coding technique.
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In Chapter 4, the methodology employed in each of

the six major phases of the study are described and

explained. The phases are: 1) development of an initial

draft of the conceptual framework, classification scheme and

coding technique; 2) a pilot test; 3) validation by a

panel of judges; 4) final modifications and refinements

based on the findings of the pilot test and feedback from

panelists; 5) training of a naive group of coders to learn

and apply the technique with reliability; and 6) field

testing of the coding technique.

In Chapter 5, the findings of the field test are

reported. These are presented in three parts: 1) instructor

effectiveness as rated by learners; 2) coding reliability;

and 3) the analysis and comparison of a small group of 'most

effective' and 'least effective' instructors in their verbal

management of intent.

Chapter 6 summarizes the conclusions drawn from the

- findings of the field test and provides implications and

recommendations for future research.
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PRECEDENTS IN LITERATURE

The review of precedents in literature provides an

overview of the conceptual and operational approaches that

have been used to examine the role intent plays in human

relationships. Though very few studies have dealt with the

management of intent, the studies that are reviewed form a

logical theoretical basis for the conceptual framework

developed for this study.

PHILOSOPHY AND INTENT

The concept of an instructor verbally managing his

intent is based on the premise that reasons for acting in

some way do exist in a person's mental state which can

result in intentional actions toward somebody or something.

Anscombe (1966) argues:

Ancient and medieval philosophers -- or some of

them at any rate -- regarded it as evident,

demonstrable, that human beings must act with some

end in view, and even with some one end in view.

The argument for this strikes us as rather strange.

Can't a man just do what he does, a great deal of

the time? He may or may not have a reason or a

purpose; and if he has a reason or a purpose, it in

turn may be what he happens to want; why demand a

reason or purpose for it? And why must we at last

arrive at some one purpose that has an intrinsic

finality about it? The old arguments were designed

to show that the chain could not go on forever; they

pass us by, because we are not inclined to think it

must even begin; and it can surely stop where it

stops, no need for it to stop at a purpose that

20
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looks intrinsically final, one and the same for all

actions. In fact there appears to be an illicit

transition in Aristotle, from 'all chains must stop

somewhere' to 'there is somewhere where all chains

must stop' (Anscombe, 1966. p. 34).

This explanation shows why some linkage between a

person's intents or purposes, and their actions must at

least begin. Given that intentional action does exist,

useful approaches to describe and explain this phenomenon

within human relationships can proceed.

Attempts to interpret the phenomenon of

intentionality, to operationalize a theory of intent, or

even delineate the unique characteristics of how people

articulate their intentions have been left to recurrent

philosophic argument. Few philosophers have overcome a sea

of conceptual and semantic ambiguity to satisfactorily

describe, explain or define the slippery concept of intent.

The most common philosophic approach taken to the study of

intentionality is ontological or metaphysical in nature and

views intentionality as a predominantly mental act.

Arguments are mainly concerned with the conscious awareness

of one's own intent and the subsequent relationship between

intentions and actions (Aquila, 1977; Ross, 1978 and

Griffin, 1978).

Within this context, Meiland (1964) draws the useful

distinction between purposive and nonpurposive intentions as

well as conditional and non-conditional intention. Both

categories of intent suggest that time, symmetry and

congruence are integral components of intention.
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Kramer (1978) utilizes the concept of control to

explain which actions are intentional. In communication,

people have a battery of sociokinetic verbal and nonverbal

powers which they use to increase status, influence,

persuasion, attraction and trustworthiness, and do

intentionally or unintentionally control others. Whether

such control is used to help or to injure is a moral issue.

Lowe (1978) offers the proposition that in any

relationship intentionality has moral dimensions. He

suggests receivers tend to judge sender's actions as

blameworthy and malicious, when they are perceived as

intentional. Injustice is seen to occur not so much because

some basic need is not being met, but rather the injustice

lies in the perception that a person is intentionally

exploiting a situation that prevents or deprives

satisfaction of needs.

In contrast to ontological and metaphysical

approaches, a phenomenological approach adopted by Matejeko

(1975) helps explain another perception of intent, this time

from the observer's point of view.

From the dialectical viewpoint, social life is

first of all a process of becoming, not just of

being. The human psyche is an active element and

not only a passive receptor of an external world.

... Thought and activity penetrate one another. We

... impose our own order upon reality which in its

true nature is chaotic and multidimensional. "The

mind selects only certain characteristics of

phenomena as significant; it finds cultural meaning

in only a segment of reality; it falsifies the world

at the very least by omission. Culture, then, turns

upon the mind and perpetuates the illusion"

(Matejeko, 1975. p. 11).
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Two key assumptions are made by Matejeko that

underpin the rationale for much of this study. First,

people have only a limited capacity to process the reality

around them. Second, because of this limitation, people

must be selective about what messages they decide to

process, and that tends to be a culturally learned

perceptual behavior. This dialectical approach has its

roots in Karl Mannheim's sociology of knowledge with its

theme of social relationism (Berndt and Berndt, 1973). This

idea of perceiving 'where one stands' in the social

hierarchy is seen as a determining factor in social action

and commitment, and supportive of the notion of perceived

relationships and intent (Sarbaugh, 1979), a concept central

to this study.

The related theory of cultural relativism

(Herkovits, 1949; Benedict, 1934; and Whorf, 1967) supports

this study's conceptualization of the classroom as a mini-

culture with its own set of rules and norms that influence

how instructors and learners interact with one another. It

is a Situation where conflicts can occur if a new learner is

not made aware of the intent behind certain instructor

behaviors which may be unfamiliar or puzzling to the

learner.

In summary, philosophic writings have typically

approached the concept of intent by stressing its

mentalistic dimension. There is a preoccupation with how

individuals form intentions or control their intentions in
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the role of actor. The arguments are eloquent, and the

logics complex and sophisticated. Invariably, their

arguments overlook the fundamental distinction of people

being both an actor and observer (Thomas and Pondy, 1977).

While there is a clear distinction between acting

and observing, the distinction between thought and action or

between mentalistic states and behavioral responses, is

problematic. However, these unresolved issues do not refute

the notion that a person as actor can be forming intentions

while controlling the verbal and nonverbal behaviors to

which others may attribute certain intents. In the role of

observer, one also simultaneously processes vast amounts of

feedback to make continual judgements about the intent

others have toward them.

LAW AND INTENT

Legal precedents provide a useful guide to how the

concept of intent can be successfully defined and utilized

within context specific situations dealing with human

relationships. Interpretations of intent are dependent upon

the context of the case to which it is applied. The

conceptual framework of this study also provides an

organizational structure to help understand the role intent

plays in the instructor/learner relationship within the

context of an adult education classroom.

An important operational distinction made in law, is

that 'intent' and 'motive' are not one and the same thing.
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'Intent', in its legal sense, is quite distinct from

motive. It is defined as the purpose to use a

particular means to effect a certain result. Motive

is the reason which leads the mind to desire that

result (Baker v. State, quoted in Words and Phrases,

1959, p. 14).

In general, there is legal agreement that intent can

only be implied or inferred from expressions or conduct or

both, when considered in the light of the given

circumstances.

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY AND INTENT

Maselli and Altrocchi (1969), in a summary of

research findings dealing with the attribution of intent;

suggest that:

Attribution of intent, often observed in human

interactions, is central to person perceptions and

interpersonal relations and indirectly raises

theoretical issues concerning the relevance of

intentions. . . . Attribution of intent is

alternatively described as a logical process of

inference from cues or as a more intuitive process

based on personal knowledge of one's own intentions.

The internal-external dimension and individual

coping techniques with motivational arousal are .

promising individual variables. Attribution of

intent often contributes to perception of the social

world as more predictable and to socially

appropriate behavior but can also lead to behavior

which is destructive to self and others (Maselli

and Altrocchi, 1969. p. 445).

To make sense out of the complexities of human

behaviors and make a person's environment more stable and

predictable, people are generally held responsible for their

behavior. Intentions are attributed to them in order to

help explain the reasons for their behaviors.
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Nadel and Altrocchi (1967), Heider (1958a, 1958b),

Jones and Davis (1965) and Bronfenbrener (1964) suggest that

the attribution of intent is the essential link between

observable acts and non-observable inferences about a

person's disposition towards another person. In

relationships where power or intimacy play an important

role, one often observes extreme attributions of intent

related to either great trust or great mistrust, often

resulting in extreme consequences. Further, Nadel and

Altrocchi (1967) found that hostile intent tends to be

attributed to persons who represent privilege, achievement

or advantage.

When applying these findings to the adult education

classroom, it is plausible that when new learners are faced

with a great amount of potentially confusing information or

acts contradictory to their expectations, there might be a

tendency to attribute blame to the most obvious cause of

this discomfort or confusion, the instructor.

The process and logic employed in this type of

attribution of intent appears to be based on the concepts of

covariation, configuration and inference (Kelley, 1973).

The man in the street and the scientist share

the same general approach to the interpretation of

behavior. Both assume that B = f(P,E). Behavior is

a function of the person and the environment. Thus

behavior is assumed to convey information about both

P and E. . . .

An observer of a person's behavior can make

judgments about several different (though

interrelated) aspects of its meaning: (a) the

positive or negative quality of the consequences of

that behavior, (b) the specific nature of the

motivation that underlies it (the P factor because
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there is always some kind of P involvement), and (c)

the main type of cause(s) involved in the behavior

(the allocation between P and E, the stability of

the causal factors) (Kelley and Thibaut, 1978 p. 214).

This type of inferential logic, so often used by

people in their everyday living and thinking (Schultz,

1951), is important in understanding how adults view the

intent of their instructor in the early development of the

instructor/learner relationship. Learners tend to make

inferences about the intent of the instructor based on

unfamilar situational or communication cues and on the false

assumption that the instructor should think and act in the

same way as the learner.

Bar-Tal (1978) suggests that perceptions of intent

in a relationship may well prove to be one of those causal

dimensions that are used as excuses for success or failure

in the learner's performance. However, studies drawn by

DeCharms et al. (1965) and Maselli and Altrocchi (1969) make

the distinction that people differ in the degree to which

they attribute intent to others, and in the degree to which

intention is attributed to them.

Thomas and Pondy (1977) note the relative neglect of

addressing the conflict management activities of the

principal parties themselves. This appears to be a legacy

of behaviorism and experimental gaming where intentions,

feelings, attitudes or ideas simply accompany or follow

behavior. They do not argue this theoretical orientation is

invalid but for practical purposes it defines conflict

management in such a way that it places the main parties in
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a relatively primitive mode of interaction. The key to

conflict management by principal parties is to understand

the role of higher mental processes during an interaction.

The role of attributed intent is central within any conflict

episode:

. . . attribution of other party's intent is a

central activity in conflict episodes, and that these

attributions play a crucial mediating role in shaping

each party's reactions to the other's behavior --

specifically mediating hostility and retaliation

(Thomas and Pondy, 1977. p. 1089).

Their study of attribution data from executives,

indicates that there are strong biases in the perception of

intent. Individuals tend to see themselves as cooperative

and reasonable while they tend to attribute competiveness or

unreasonableness to the other party. Each party in this

potential conflict situation acts as both observer to

discern the other's intent, and as actor to manage the

other's impressions of their own intent.

The Thomas and Pondy (1977) model is based largely

upon attribution theory applied to a management situation,

but it does not address the dynamics of interaction that

clarify the specific processes used to perceive or manage

the communication of intent.

COMMUNICATION AND INTENT

Ekman and Friesen (1969) operationalize intent in

terms of the deliberate use of nonverbal acts to communicate

a message to another person. While their schema focuses on

inferences about the sender's mentalistic state it does not
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address the behavioral responses to feedback from the

receiver.

On the other hand, Schmuck and Schmuck (1971)

conceptualize a reciprocal communication process based on

personal intent. Communication is seen as emanating from

individual needs, motives and desires and involves sending

messages about personal intent, whether they are concerned

with control, information, love or anger. Effective

communication exists between two people when the receiver

interprets the sender's message in the same way the sender

intended it. Congruence of message is dependent upon the

matching of intentions, behaviors and interpretations.

Figures 1 and 2 illustate the crucial role intent

plays in understanding miscommunications that occur during

interpersonal transactions. It is a situation when the

message received does not accurately reflect the intentions

of the sender. For example, when persons, intentionally or

unintentionally, attempt to impress, they set the stage for

distrustful communication. While attempts to impress are

not an unnatural human phenomenon, it tends to encourage

further superficiality and concealment, defensiveness,

justification or falsification to keep 'face'.

MacKay (1972), has also developed a model of

intentionality using the two extremes of goal-directed

communication and non goal-directed communication, as

illustrated in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 1

POSITIVE CYCLE OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

(Schmuck and Schmuck, 1971. p. 52)
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FIGURE 2

NEGATIVE CYCLE OF INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS

(Schmuck and Schmuck, 1971. p. 53)
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FIGURE 3

MACKAY'S MODEL OF INTENTIONALITY

(MacKay, 1972. p. 24)

Tubbs (1978) uses a four cell matrix that

illustrates the ease by which even the most unintentional

message can be misinterpreted. Figure 4 clarifies Tubbs'

model.
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FIGURE 4

TUBBS' MODEL OF INTENTIONAL AND UNINTENTIONAL COMMUNICATION

(Tubbs, 1978. p. 3)
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McMahan (1976) sees verbal and nonverbal

communication performing different but complimentary

functions in person perception during social interaction.

In his study, subjects receiving incongruent communication

cues made more extreme attributions concerning a speaker's

intentions than when communication cues were consistent.

Sarbaugh (1979) introduced the notion of 'perceived

intent' as a more productive and manageable way to

operationalize the concept of intent. Using a transactional

analysis theoretical orientation, he approached the intent

of interacting parties from introspection about his own

intent in various situations. He identifies six categories

of intent:

1. To share experience, beliefs, feelings and

materials.

2. To help with a task, including dealing with

feelings and questions.

3. To ignore or avoid the other person, including

messages.

4. To disrupt a transaction, or the efforts to

establish interdependent activity.

5. To dominate the relationship through 'put downs'

manipulating power, status, etc.

6. To injure the other person or group physically,

socially or psychologically. This would include

attacks on status, integrity, self-concept, etc.

(Sarbaugh, 1979. p. 33).

When two parties have the same positive intent in

engaging in a transaction, the intent is more likely to be

realized. Conversely, if intents are not the same, or both

are negative, there is a fairly high probability that the

intent of one and often both participants will be

frustrated. The intent of the participants is more likely

to be known if participants share a homogeneity of code



33

system, world view, values, role expectations and other

normative beliefs.

In most transactions, intent is not explicitly

stated. It generally is inferred from prior and

present cues emitted by the other party. The

meaning derived from those cues then forms the basis

for the 'perceived intent' which in turn sets the

tone for the communication (Sarbaugh, 1979. p. 34).

Sarbaugh (1979) argues that there is an integral

connection between perceived relationships and perceived

intent.

PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIP AND INTENT

Sarbaugh (1979) suggests that one of the principle

variables which determines degrees of commonality in any

communication interaction, is the participants' perceptions

of their relationship and intent. In his taxonomy,

'perceived relationship' is defined as including perceptions

of feelings, goal orientation and the structural

configuration of the relationship. 'Perceived intent' is

operationally defined in three dimensions; intent to share

or help, intent to ignore, or intent to disrupt, dominate or

injure.

Baron and Byne (1977) support the notion that

perceived intent is an integral component of the perception

of any Situation or relationship. They consider the process

of social perception in three sections. First, nonverbal

communication is presented as the main channel for

understanding emotions and feelings, a position supported by

Knapp (1978), Ekman, Friesen and Ellingworth (1972) and
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Birdswhistell (1970). Second, the personality

characteristics such as motives and intent are inferred from

observed verbal and nonverbal behavior through the process

of attribution. Third, impression formation occurs when

diverse bits of information are combined and integrated to

form a unified concept of a person. How one expresses

impressions of this unified concept of self in a

relationship is central to the Thomas and Pondy (1977)

'Intent' Model of Conflict Management, and the central

concern of this study.

Most literature precedents agree that the perceived

quality of a relationship is dependent upon the quality of

interpersonal communication (Reckman and Goethals, 1973;

Newcomb, 1956; and Kelley and Thibaut, 1978). The perceived

quality of relationships is a topic of emphasis in both

counselling, education and other helping service

literatures. Little attention has been given to utilizing

or operationalizing the concept of 'intent' in the forming,

maintaining or repairing of helping relationships.

EDUCATION AND INTENT

In the literature of adult education, little

emphasis has been placed on the differences between the way

children and adults attribute intent and responsibility. As

Piaget (1965) found, until approximately age ten, many

children take the seriousness of an act's consequences into

account rather than the actor's intentions, when attributing
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responsibility. This view receives support from studies by

Shaw and Sulzer (1964) and Walster (1966) who would suggest

that adults, rather than children, pay far more attention

to, and are held responsible for, acts that are perceived as

intentional.

In a study examining the different ways adults and

children perceive the power of negative emotional

communications, Fernster et a1. (1977) found that: 1) both

adults and children perceived and communicated negative

emotions accurately, 2) there was little difference between

adults and children in the ability to express emotions, 3)

adults perceived fear more accurately while children

communicated fear more accurately, 4) adults communicated

sadness more accurately than children and 5) there are

developmental trends in the ability to accurately perceive

verbal communications.

Givens (1978) suggests there is also a tendency for

people to perceive more accurately and communicate negative

nonverbal behaviors. Adult strangers, not linked by clear

role relationships or expectations, tend to initially

respond to one another with innate adversive rather than

culturally learned affiliative signals: a situation not

unlike the first meetings of adult education classes.

From a more traditional viewpoint, Steele (1970)

uses a definition of intent that typifies how the concept is

currently confined to the cognitive domain and expressed as

behavioral outcomes of instruction:
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A teacher's intents are the ideals and objectives

he holds along with the outcomes he expects from

whatever unit of instruction he teaches. Practices

are his actions in relation to his students,

including assignments and tests (Steele, 1970. p.

3371-A).

Fresburg (1980) points out that the study of intent

in education has been confined to either educational

philosophy or specification of behavioral goals. He shares

a concern with Crittenden (1974) that although teaching is

an intentional activity, under pressure from the

experimentalists, purpose has tended to become a rather

dirty word in psychology. By association, the notion of

purpose also has been neglected in research on teaching

(Fresburg, 1980. p. 39). Teachers too often intend

something in their goal statements but do not necessarily

attempt it. Fresburg (1980) sees the role of feedback in

teaching as crucial in understanding whether a teacher's

intentions have been understood.

The teacher functions with two controls. The

first is his instructional plan of action, his

intent. The second is his insightful and self-

conscious interpretation of his own and his students'

behavior gained through feedback (Hough and Duncan,

1970. p. 16).

Stake (1969) also considers 'goals', 'objectives'

and 'intents' to be synonymous. His use of 'intents'

includes the planned-for environmental conditions, the

planned-for demonstrations, the planned-for content

coverage, and the planned-for student behavior. His model

illustrates the contingencies among intended antecedents,

transactions and outcomes and identifies the congruence
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between intended and observed antecedents, transactions and

outcomes. As shown in Figure 5 this 'intent' model

considers contingencies between past, present and future

intents, as well as judging their congruency against actual

observations of behavior.
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FIGURE 5

STAKE'S MODEL FOR PROCESSING OF DESCRIPTIVE DATA

(Stake, 1969. p. 118)

Axinn (1974) argues that any meaningful

conceptualization of education must take into account the

essential function of the intent of teachers and learners.

He suggests that the most practical base for categorizing

educational activities is the intent of learners and

teachers. It is his view "... that both (intent of learners

and teachers) are essential to the educational process and
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that the importance of neither can be dismissed if the vital

and central dynamic of that process is to be appreciated and

preserved, let alone improved" (Axinn, 1974. p. 13).

Figure 6 illustrates Axinn's intent paradigm that

shows a clear division between types of educational contexts

and the subsequent intent of outcomes from both the

teacher's and learners' perspective. He identifies

educational outcomes as either intended or unintended and

characterizes these according to the various educational

systems: formal, nonformal, informal and incidental.
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FIGURE 6

THE FUNCTION OF INTENT IN EDUCATIONAL CONTEXTS

(Axinn, 1974. p. 9)

Figure 7 shows how Farmer, Voravarn and Vorapipatana

(1974) have utilized the concept of intent within a time

frame of immediate, intermediate and ultimate consequences.
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Consequences of any action can be intended or unintended, as

well as anticipated or unanticipated and can be judged as

either positive, neutral or negative.

A theoretical model to determine the intention of

professional people to participate in continuing education

was developed by Grotelueschen and Caulley (1977), based on

the work of Fishbein (1963, 1967), Fishbein and Coombs

(1974) and Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). However the

operational definition of intent does not clearly

distinguish between 'motive' and 'intent'.

METHODOLOGICAL PRECEDENTS

The logical and empirical requirements for utilizing

a systems perspective as a theoretical basis for this study

were influenced by arguments posited by Monge (1977) and

Rossiter (1977). Monge (1977) argues that systems theory is

not one monolithic logical framework. He identifies four

alternative ways to use systems theory to think about

phenomena: open, closed, cybernetic and functional/

structural systems. Each alternative logical paradigm has a

number of empirical requirements or criteria that must be

consistent with the logical criteria.

In order to conceptualize any communication as an

open system, Monge (1977) states the following logical

conditions must be met: 1) Identification of the components

of the system; 2) Specifications of relations in the

system; 3) Determination of system behavior; 4)
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Stipulation of the environment; and 5) Determination of the

system's evolution. To measure or examine an open

communication system in the real world, Monge (1977) further

states that the following empirical requirements must be

met:

1) Measurement of all relevant variables at a given

time, including inputs and outputs, thus measuring

structure.

2) Measurement of the change in each variable as a

function of all the others, thus measuring

process (Monge, 1977. p. 23).

In the short term, the open systems paradigm offers a

practical compromise and allows a plausible explanation for

the particular system used in this study. In the long term,

the open systems model provides flexibility for further

integrating of subsystems into interrelationships that help

gain a clearer perspective of the macrosystem (Rossiter,

1977).

The systems of analysis through which observations

are carried out in a classroom setting have been

comprehensively reviewed by Medley and Mitzel (1963), Webb

et a1. (1965), Bellack et a1. (1966), Amidon and Hough

(1967), Flanders (1970), Yee (1971), Rosenshine and Furst

(1973) and Chanan and Delamont (1975). There seems general

consensus that interaction analysis is an acceptable

technique for capturing quantitative and qualitative

dimensions of instructor verbal behavior in the classroom.

It is important to consider the methodological

issues associated with the training of coders and the

analysis of sequential interaction. Ned Flanders (1966)
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sees problems of observer training and reliability as

twofold:

First, converting men into machines, and second,

keeping them in that condition while they are

observing. The ideal observer team is a group of

like-minded individuals who will respond

consistently with the same category number when

presented with the same communication events. The

problem is twofold because once training has

produced an acceptable level of reliability, it can

still deteriorate due to the unending variety of

judgments that arise and require consistent

treatment. Apparently no system of training can

anticipate all of the judgements that an observer

will be required to make. Since most observer teams

must maintain their reliability over periods of time,

. . . new judgments must be discussed so that all

observers treat them consistently (Flanders, 1966.

p. 7).

SUMMARY

The preceding review of literature precedents

examines the role 'intent' plays in human relationships.

First, there is support for the belief that 'intentions' do

exist and play a pervasive role in our mental lives.

Whatever philosophical or theoretical orientations are

adopted, there seems general agreement that most things we

do are done with certain intentions or for certain purposes.

While the importance of the role of 'intent' in human

behavior is problematic and a recurrent issue, logical

debate from ancient and medieval times to contemporary

philosophers have argued for its existence.

Second, the concept of intent has dynamic and

temporal dimensions. Philosophers such as Meiland (1964)

and Anscombe (1966) describe a chaining or linkage of intent
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between the past, the present and the future. Attribution

literature uses the terms 'motivations', 'behavior' and

'consequences' to explain the interpretive implications of

intent (Kelly and Thibaut, 1978). Sarbaugh (1979) utilizes

a temporal notion to explain perceived intent and

relationships. In educatiOn, Stake (1969) uses the three

dimensions of intended antecedents, intended transactions

and intended outcomes. Farmer et a1. (1974) makes use of

the concepts of anticipated and unanticipated intents,

judged on a time continuum of immediate, intermediate and

ultimate consequences.

Third, except for a few scattered examples, the

concept of intent is viewed as a mentalistic or

psychological state. There have been few efforts to explain

the role of 'intent' in classroom interaction, although

there appears to be growing interest in the concept. The

precedents of Law provide the most fruitful directions for

usefully distinguishing the notion of intent from motives,

promises, attempts and other related concepts (Words and

Phrases, 1958).

Fourth, in communication literature, the notion of a

person sending out nonverbal and verbal messages that are

goal-directed and non-goal directed has become axiomatic.

That is, communicatioon is either intentional or

unintentional (Ekman and Friesman, 1969; Tubbs, 1978). A

growing body of literature, particularly the Thomas and

Pondy 'Intent' model (1977), the 'Personal Intent' model of
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Schmuck and Schmuck (1971) and the 'Perceived Intent' aspect

of Sarbaugh's Intercultural Communication Taxonomy (1979).

acknowledge the reciprocal role between actor and observer

when communicating intent. The dual role of a person

functioning as both actor and observer to manage impressions

of intent and to discern other's intent, is not refuted in

the literature precedents. This fundamentally different

perspective of examining the activities of the principal

parties used to discern or manage intent seems to have been

ignored in most of the precedents reviewed. However, this

view of an instructor intentionally carrying out some plan

of action as actor, and then interpreting his own behavior

and the learners' behavior as observer through feedback, is

supported by Hough and Duncan (1970), Fresburg (1980),

Thomas and Pondy, (1977). A

Fifth, methodological precedents in the literature

of education and communication provide a research tradition

for studying communication in natural classroom settings and

lay a foundation from which to observe and describe an

instructor's verbal management of intent. The key

methodological precedents in education used in this study

included: Medley and Mitzel (1963); Webb et a1. (1965);

Bellack et a1. (1966); Amidon and Hough (1967); Litwack et

a1. (1968); Flanders (1970); Yee (1971); Rosenshine and

Furst (1973); Chanan and Delamont (1975) and Frick and

Semmel (1978). Key precedents in communication methodology

included: Guetzkow (1950); Ellis (1977); Hirokawa (1980) and
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Donahue et a1. (1981);

The precedents in literature reviewed in this

chapter have formed a logical theoretical basis for the

design, development and field testing of the conceptual

framework, classification scheme and measurement technique

of this study. A description of the design of the study

follows in Chapter 3.



Chapter 3

DESIGN OF THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and

explain the design of the conceptual framework developed for

the first phase of the study. A systems approach is used to

illustrate how an instructor's verbal management of intent

is only one component of the reciprocal communication

process between learner and instructor in the adult

education classroom.

The chapter is organized into three sections: 1)

Theoretical Orientation; 2) Development of a Classification

Scheme for Measuring an Instructor's Verbal Management of

Intent; and 3) Design of a Coding Technique.

THEORETICAL ORIENTATION

Fundamentally, general systems theory is the science

of organizing and of organization. A basic function of

utilizing a systems approach is to conceive difficult

concepts in terms of wholes and begin to understand the

function of its interrelated parts (Ruben, 1972).

Identifying the Parts of the System
 

In this study, the 'whole' was the understanding of

the concept of communication of intent in the adult

education classroom. The 'interrelated parts' are

46
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as follows: 1) the instructor's perception of verbal and

nonverbal messages; 2) the instructor's verbal and nonverbal

management of intent; 3) the learners' perceptions of verbal

and nonverbal messages; and 4) the learners' management of

verbal and nonverbal messages of intent. The particular

'part' that was of interest to this study is the

instructor's verbal management of intent in the instructor/

learner relationship.

In order to meet the logical conditions and

empirical criteria set by Monge (1977) for using an open

systems approach, and to meaningfully describe the system

under study, the communication system framework advocated by

Ruben (1972) was adopted. Figure 8 was originated to

illustrate that an instructor's verbal management of intent

is only one subsystem in a complex circular process of

communicating intent. A more detailed explanation of the

complex interdependence of these communication processes is

provided in Appendix A.

DEVELOPMENT OF A CLASSIFICATION SCHEME FOR MEASURING

AN INSTRUCTOR'S VERBAL MANAGEMENT OF INTENT

The Thomas and Pondy (1977) schema for the

management of intent was used as the foundation for the

classification scheme developed for this study. It was

selected because it accurately reflected many of the verbal

activities used by instructors to manage intent in a

classroom setting. Changes were demanded of this schema

when it was taken out of the business and industry setting
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COMMUNICATION OF INTENT: AN OPEN SYSTEMS MODEL
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and adapted to the adult education classroom.

A Schema for Managing Impressions of Intent

Thomas and Pondy (1977) classified into five main

activities the verbal behaviors used to manage intent.

These were: Scanning, Explaining, Preparing, Excusing and

Repairing and are outlined in Figure 9.

 

ACTIVITIES SAMPLE STATEMENTS

Scanning "Is anything wrong?"

"What's your reaction to that?"

Explaining "What I meant to say ...."

"I think you misunderstood ...."

Preparing A "I regret having to do this."

”Unfortunately, circumstances require ..

"This is nothing personal.”

Excusing Unintegtional

"It was an accident."

"I have no idea that ...."

No Alternatives:

"I was forced to ....

"I had no choice."

"It was unavoidable."

Legitimate:

"You deserved it."

"We were only protecting

ourselves."

Repairing Apologies:

"We were in error."

“I am sorry."

Penance:

"Please accept this ...."

"Let us make it up to you."

"What can I do?"

 

FIGURE 9

MANAGING IMPRESSIONS OF OWN INTENT

(Thomas and Pondy. 1977. p. 1098)
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This schema, entitled 'Activities by the Actor for

Managing Impressions of Own Intent' is part of an 'Intent

Model of Conflict Management Among Principal Parties'. It

takes a fundamentally different perspective from those

generally adopted in conflict literature.

Thomas and Pondy (1977) see the key to managing

conflict between principal parties is to understand the role

of higher mental processes during a conflict episode. The

role of one of these cognitive activities, the attribution

by each party of the other's intent, is the central

construct of their schema for managing impressions of one's

own intent in a relationship.

They make a distinction between each party's role in

managing conflict, a viewpoint overlooked by most

literatures on intent. They distinguish between each

party's role as both actor and observer. As actor, each

party is viewed as attempting to manage the other party's

impression of one's own intent. As observer, each party is

seen as attempting to discern the actual intent of the

other. Accepting the attribution of hostility as a given,

the Thomas and Pondy (1977) schema focuses upon the

activities which are directed towards clarification and

influencing attributions of intent.

In summary, the Thomas and Pondy (1977) schema

assumes people avoid giving the impression of intentionally

harming others, or impressions which would likely generate

hostility and retaliation, and so damage a relationship.
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Modifications to the Thomas and Pondy Schema

The five verbal activities of the Thomas and Pondy

(1977) schema shown in Figure 10 fall into two naturally

occuring verbal activities used by instructors to manage

their intent. First, a Proactive set of verbal activities

which are used to avoid or minimize the learners'
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misinterpretations of the instructor's intent. Second, a

Reactive set of verbal behaviors which are used by the

instructor after an obvious communication breakdown has

occurred, and the instructor attempts to excuse his action

and repair the relationship. Figure 10 illustrates how the

Thomas and Pondy (1977) schema was progressively modified

and developed for this study.

Initially the schema was divided into four main

classifications: Assessing, Explaining, Excusing and

Repairing as shown in Appendix B. However, after the pilot

study and the assessment by a group of expert panelists, the

classification scheme was modified to include the two

additional classifications of Preparing and Equalizing.
 

Categories in the final schema were numbered 1 - 13 for ease

of coding and manipulation of data. A category 13 was added

to provide for the coding of utterances made by the learner.

A complete summary of the final classification scheme and

examples of common cues used by instructors to verbally

manage intent are presented in Figures 11 and 12.

Assessing. The Thomas and Pondy (1977)

classification Scanning was too inclusive for the classroom

situation. An additional category Requesting was added to

make up a new first order classification of Assessigg.
 

This conditional form of questioning gives the

learners the freedom to respond by affirming or disagreeing

with what has been asked of them. There is some degree of

learner control implied in this verbal message.
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CLASSIFICATIGC our cam ESCRIPTIG‘ G Venn. BEI'WIG

ASSESSING

1 ; Asks for feedback about the learner's mental state and

react on to or understanding of the instructor's actions.

 

2 §§QH§§¥lflfii Asks for information, action or understanding in the

orm o a request. Using this conditional form of questioning, the

learner is free to disagree or reject the invitation or request.

 

PREPARING

EBE§ABIN§3 Attempts to convince the learners that upcoming communi-

cat on is not based on malevolent or arbitrary motives. This oc-

curs when the instructor anticipates that some future behavior may

be easily misunderstood or misinterpreted. To avoid upsetting the

learners. advanced ground work is given as a gesture of goodwill.

This may include Statements of regret. time sequence indicants or

tension release in the form of humor, anecdotes or quotes.

 

EQUALISING

iugglngg Indicates the relationship between the instructor and

earner is symmetrical and based on equality - neither one up or

one down. The power of the instructor is shared by the use of 'wefl

'us' and 'our' messages as well as self disclosure and empathizing.

'we' messages that include the instructor but exclude the learners

are not part of this category.

 

R : Gives positive acknowledgement, encouragement. praise.

re nrorcement, agreement, acceptance or concurrence with the learn-

ers, without rejection. Includes the use of common courtesies and

politenesses to the learner. This may be a simple please or thanks

 

EXPLAINING

§g§§§§1{g§: Gives direction in the form of a suggestion or opinion

an imp ies autonomy of the learners with freedom for alternatives.

 

: Gives explanations or statements of the instructor's

purposes, goals, strategies, outcomes. reasons, objectives. etc.

 

§L93151+flgg Restates. repeats or clarifies the instructor's origi-

ns exp anation that may be misunderstood. It occurs when the

instructor perceives a communication failure or potential breakdown

 

EXCUSING

Eggn§gng - ”NQNTENTIONAI: Disclaims knowledge of a previous event

or e avior t at as rustrated the learner. and makes the excuse

that it occurred accidentally, through a misinterpretation or lack

of awareness. The purpose of the excuse is to convince the learner

that the behavior was not meant to be malevolent or arbitrary.

 

Séiuglufi - EEQITIMATE: Defends past or present actions as being

i erate ut legitimate in the role of instructor to rule out any

malevolent or arbitrary motive and show the action was fair and

reasonable. Includes excuses where there were no alternatives but

to follow established norms or rules.

 

REPAIRING

Aggpggy: Directly admits personal blame or error for a misunder-

stsn ng and seeks forgiveness. It is a psychological sacrifice to

demonstrate the instructor's care and concern for the learners.

 

AN : Makes up for a wrong done to a learner when an apolo y is

not enough. Directly offers a concrete form of additional he p or

assistance to repair the relationship.

 

 

LEARNER

W3: All learner communication with the instructor. This can

e initiated by the learners or occur in response to the instruc-

tor's communication.

 

FIGURE 11

FINAL REVISION OF THE CLASSIFICATION SCHEME

FOR AN INSTRUCTOR'S VERBAL MANAGEMENT OF INTENT
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CDDE CAM SMLEOJES

1 Scanning Is that clear? Is wrong" Well

Doyouimderstand? mat'symopinicm"

Vhat'sya2reactionto..7 Ham

2 Requesting Wildyhiexplainthatforue? Couldwehave

silence? Would you move forward? Could you

tellueif...?

3 Preparing Ibfortunatelytinehasninoutso. First,

Vhatymsaidwasmealternativehit. Nett

week... BeforeIgomIshaildTEllym.

4 Sharing We... 02... ...withus. ('we"nessages)

Vbeanenttocollege... (self disclosx2e)

Ithinkllmowhowyoufeel. (enpathizing)

5 Regarding Good. Mann. Yes. Fine. O.I(. 6021.

That's clear Couldbe. Maybe. 'lhatwaskind

ofym Please 'mankyou. Goodmrning

6 Suggesting flsymmght Ithink couldusea

orpen 'Ihefieldtripcouldinclude

7 Stating mepi2poseofthisch23eis. . 'l‘hisneans.

'Ihereasonthisisincludedis. . Takecnlysix.

8 Clarifying matlueanttosaywas... Ineedtogoover

thatagain... Letaerepeatthat... That is,

aiFriday... Inotherwords To rephrase ..

9 Excusing Itwasanaccident. Ihadnoidea... Iwasn't

lbintentimal aware Really, it wasn't meant that way.

10 Excusing Ihavenochoicebutto... Itwasunavoidable

legitimate as... Themiversityrequires... Itismy

respcnsibilityto insist As instructorltnist.

ll Apology Iwaswrmg. Imadeamstake. Forgiveue.

Sorry. Iapologize. Itwasmyfault.

12 Penance letnemakethatuptoyuiby... WnatcanIdo

to... Perhapslcaildrepairmyblunderby...

13 learner * (All learner cannmication with the instructor)

  

 

FIGURE 12

SAMPLE CUES TO ASSIST IN IDENTIFYING

VERBAL CATEGORIES
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Preparing. At first, the Thomas and Pondy (1977)

classification of Preparing was seen as one specific type of

an explaining activity and seemed better oganized as a

category within the Explaining classification. However,

after pilot testing it was apparent that instructors used

the preparing behaviors so frequently that it was necessary

to create a separate classification. It was found that the

instructors often used humor, jokes, anecdotes, poems,

stories and sequencing indicants to forewarn the learners

that upcoming communication would not be based on malevolent

or arbitrary motives. These unique ways of laying the

groundwork to avoid upsetting learners did not fall neatly

within the classification of Explaining.

Equalizing. After the pilot test, the

 

classification of Equalizing was added to the scheme.

Informal conversations with adult learners indicated their

need for an empathetic instructor who would not talk down to

them. This empathy aspect of a relationship is.described by

Rogers (1969) in terms of unconditional positive regard.

The simple acceptance of learner responses without

rejection, the extending of basic courtesies and self-

disclosure (Kossen, 1975) by the instructor was seen as an

activity to equalize the power in a relationship. In the

pilot test, it appeared that the 'most effective'

instructors used identifiable communication behaviors in an

effort to make the relationship appear more equal. That is,

neither one up or one down.
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Two categories make up the classification

Equalizing. First, the Sharing category indicates the

relationship between instructor and learner is symmetrical

with the interaction based on equality. The power of the

instructor is shared by the use of 'we', 'our', 'us'

messages, as well as the use of self-disclosure. Second,

the category Regarding incorporates the use of positive

praise or the extending of courtesies or politenesses

normally accepted in society such as a simple 'please' or

'thankyou'. It also includes the instructor's positive

regard or acknowledgement of learners' responses through

agreement, acceptance or concurrence so as to avoid

rejecting their ideas as worthless.

The addition of this classification and its two

categories weakened the original classification scheme by

reducing its previous simplicity. Both categories in the

final Equalizing classification are not discrete. All other
 

categories used in the scheme are discrete categories. Both

the Sharing and Regarding categories can occur on their own,
 

but more frequently were found to occur as an integrated

part of the message of another category in the scheme. For

example, the utterance: 'Could you please move to the front

of the room?', combines the categories of Requesting and

Regarding.

While the Thomas and Pondy (1977) model of intent

does not include the dimension of control as being important

in a person's management of intent, it was found to play an
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important and persuasive role in a learner's perceptions of

the adult education instructor's management of intent. Thus

these combination categories were incorporated in the new

classification of Equalizing in the present scheme.

Explaining. The Thomas and Pondy (1977)

classification of Explaining was found to be far too
 

inclusive to adequately distinguish the various types of

explaining activities typically used by instructors in the

classroom. This classification was broken down initially

into two separate categories of Stating and Clarifying.
 

The category of Stating accomodates the direct

verbal explanation of an instructor's intent. This includes

statements or explanations of educational purposes, goals,

objectives, strategies or outcomes.

The category of Clarifyipg was added to
 

differentiate another type of explaining activity that is

used to restate or clarify an original message that might

have been misinterpreted or misunderstood. It occurs when

an instructor perceives or anticipates a communication

breakdown.

An additional category of Suggesting was also added

after the initial pilot study as the 'most effective'

instructors used suggestions when communicating in a ratio

of about 4:1 to those instructors identified as 'least

effective'. Suggesting is conceptualized as giving a
 

direction in the form of an opinion or recommendation. This

indirect form of explaining implies autonomy for the
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learners as the suggestion is phrased in a conditional form.

Freedom for learner response is implied as an alternative

response can be offered by the learners. The words

'perhaps', 'might', 'could', and 'would' identify Suggesting

utterances.

Excusing. The post hoc excusing of behavior which

Thomas and Pondy (1977) describe in terms of Unintentional

Excusing, No Alternative Excusing and Legitimate Excusing

were more specifically operationalized, but without

substantive changes in the concepts. After the pilot study,

it was found that coders had difficulty in distinguishing

between the No Alternative and Legitimate examples of the
 

Excusing categories. As these categories were infrequently

used in the classroom situation, the two categories were

collapsed under the category Excusing - Legitimate.

Repairing. The repairing of a relationship which
 

has been damaged by the learner's misinterpretation of the

instructor's intent is termed by Thomas and Pondy (1977) as

Apologies and Penance. These categories were further
 

operationalized for this study. The category of Apology

includes verbal behaviors used to accept personal blame or

error and ask for forgiveness. It is a psychological

sacrifice to demonstrate the instructor's concern for the

learner. The category of Penance includes verbal behaviors

offering a more substantive form of instructor sacrifice

when it is obvious an apology is not enough to repair the
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relationship. These distinctions were inferred by Thomas.

and Pondy (1977) but never specifically articulated. These

two categories make up the final classification of Repairing

in this study.

Summary of Modifications. The final nomenclature

for identifying an instructor's verbal management of intent

incorporated six classifications and twelve categories. As

displayed in Figures 10 and 11, it includes: Assessing -

Scanning and Requesting; Preparing; Equalising - Sharing

and Regarding; Explaining - Suggesting, Stating and

Clarifying; Excusing - Excusing Unintentional and Excusing

Legitimate; and Repairing - Apology and Penance.
 

A further category Learners was added to allow

examination of the interaction between instructor and

learners. It includes communication with the instructor

that is initiated by the learners as well as the learners'

responses to the instructor's communication. To ignore

learner communication would be violating the interactive

nature of any communication process.

DESIGN OF A CODING TECHNIQUE

A coding technique was designed to record and

analyze the frequency and sequence of utterances

incorporated in an instructor's verbal management of intent.

To field test this technique, audio-tapes were made of

thirty two instructors' verbal communication during their

initial lesson and the tapes of the five 'most effective'
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and the five 'least effective' instructors were then

transcribed and coded. This transformation of qualitative

data into quantitative data involved two operations. First,

the transcripts of each instructor's communication were

separated into utterances. Second, a category code was

assigned to each utterance.

To assist coders in more accurately conceptualizing

and recording their perceptions of the categories, a number

of recognition rules were developed as criteria for breaking

up transcripts into segments (unitizing) and then assigning

a category or combinatiion category to each segment

(categorizing). These rules are described in Appendix C.

Design for Selecting Groups of the 'Most Effective' and

'Least Effective' Instructors

 

A learner response form, based on the Anderson and

Anderson rating scale of initial rapport (Anderson and

Anderson, 1962) was adapted and refined during the pilot

test. It served as a criterion measure to identify from

thirty-two instructors sampled, the five instructors 'most

effective' in managing their intent, and the five

instructors who were 'least effective' in managing their

intent. It was assumed that instructors who were successful

in establishing adequate classroom rapport or 'ideal

relationships', would also have been seen by their learners

as well-intentioned. The converse would be true for those

instructors who were 'least successful' in establishing

rapport with their learners.
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The Anderson and Anderson (1962) rating scale of

initial rapport was the most reliable and valid instrument

available to measure 'ideal relationships'. It reflects

observable communication behaviors within relationships

which are conceptually consistent with the management of

another's perceptions of intent. It also is a more

appropriate and simpler measurement tool than the Barrett-

Lennard Relationship Inventory (1962) which is more reliable

in measuring 'something of the adequacy of certain kinds of

important relationships' (Lake, Miles and Earle, 1973). The

Instructional Process/Environment Questionnaire (Pratt,

1979) which was developed especially for use in adult

education classrooms was rejected for lack of sufficient

validation or proven reliability. Details of the

development of the student rating scale are provided in

Appendix D.

Design for Recording and Transcribing

To record an instructor's verbal management of

intent a microcassette audio tape was made of the first hour

of the initial lesson for each instructor sampled. Since

the coding technique was designed to analyze the content

component of an instructor's verbal message, the use of an

audio tape eliminated the nonverbal communication channel.

Further, typed transcripts eliminated paralinguistic cues

that might distract coders from the content of the message.

Details of procedures used for recording are described in

Appendix E.
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Audio tapes were transcribed, the transcription

independently checked for errors, typed and proof read.

Special attention was paid to punctuation and appropriate

paragraphing. Procedures for transcribing tapes are

described in Appendix F.

Design for Coding Categories and Combination Categories

The first twelve categories in the classification

scheme in Figure 11 define the functional behaviors that an

instructor employs to verbally manage his intent. Category

thirteen defines any learner verbal interaction with the

instructor. For ease of coding, each of the thirteen

categories were designated a corresponding arabic number

from 1 to 13.

All categories, except for the categories of Sharing

(category 4) Regarding (category 5) are mutually exclusive

and were defined so only one event could be coded at any one

time. The two categories Sharing and Regarding can occur as
 

separate events as well as concurrently with all other

categories except themselves and category 13. For example,

an instructor's utterance '"Joe, what's wrong?'", is first

coded as Regarding (category 5) because the instructor

acknowledged the learner by name. However, the utterance is

a question that seeks information about the learner's mental

state and is therefore also coded as Scanning (category 1).

In this case, two categories occurred concurrently in the

same utterance so the coder would combine the category

numbers and form a new combination category of 51.
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For uniformity of coding, when category 4 or

category 5 are combined with any other categories, the 4 or

5 category always precedes the other category in the

combination. This creates twenty-two possible combination

categories. They are: 41, 42, 43, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 421,

411, 412 and 51, 52, 53, 54, 56, 57, 58, 59. 510, 511, 512.

The total number of discrete categories or

combination categories that can be derived from the final

coding technique is thirty-five. That is, thirteen major

categories and twenty-two combination categories. These

thirty-five discrete categories and combination categories

are exhaustive and inclusive of all the possible instructor

verbal communication of intent that takes place between an

instructor and his learners.

Rules for Unitizing and Categorizing. To enable

coders to identify the occurrence of a category or

combination category, sample cues for each category were

included as an addendum to the category definitions of the

classification scheme. During the pilot test and with the

assistance of the coding team, these rules were formulated

and refined. A final set of recognition rules for unitizing

and categorizing, along with procedures for unitizing and

categorizing transcripts are described in Appendix G.

Validity of the CodingfiTechnique. To enhance the

validation of the conceptual framework, classification

scheme and coding technique developed for this study, two
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procedures were adopted. First, a reaction panel of six

experts were invited to act as external judges and offer

feedback on its sufficiency and appropriateness. Second, to

gain a measure of predictive validity in a field test, the

application of the coding technique should show that

substantial differences exist between the frequency or

sequences of utterances used by instructors who are the

'most effective' verbal managers of intent and those who are

'least effective'.

Design for Analysis and Display of Coded Data

The functional utility of the coding technique is

dependent upon its potential to assist in the collection,

tabulation and interpretation of utterances or utterance

sequences which recur or combine in a variety of ways. The

following procedures were designed to assist in the

meaningful analysis of coded data.

Tabulating and Recording. Transcripts were coded,
 

the coding recorded on tally sheets and keyed into a

microcomputer in sequences of 80 utterances. A display

screen with a capacity for eighty characters allowed visual

checking while entering code numbers. The entire sequence

of coded utterances was printed by the computer and checked

for errors.

A suite of six microcomputer programs were used to

assist in the tabulation, display and analysis of data. The

first computer program was used to input and print the
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entire sequence of coded utterances used by an instructor.

A sample of a tally sheet and a printout are shown in

Appendices H and I respectively.

A second program was used to edit the sequence of

coded utterances and allowed alterations, deletions and

insertions to be made. The remaining four programs printed

frequency reports of instructor utterances, paired

utterances or sequences of three utterances.

l. Prequencngeports

The third program printed a statistical summary of

utterances used by an instructor. The statistical summaries

for the 'most effective' and the 'least effective' groups

were also analyzed to calculate an aggregate summary for

each group. ‘A statistical report for each instructor shows

the frequency and totals for classifications, categories and

combination categories as well as percentages for categories

and combination categories. A sample Frequency Report is

shown in Appendix J.

2. Sequence Reports of Paired Utterances

The fourth program calculated and printed a report

of all utterance pairs used by an instructor. Aggregated

summaries for more than one instructor were also printed.

This matrix provides a display of a possible 1925 pairs

which the 35 category coding scheme can produce.

The matrix consists of 35 rows and 35 columns. Rows

are read horizontally on the matrix and columns are read
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vertically. .Each of the 35 rows and columns correspond to

one of the 35 major categories or combination categories of

the coding technique. Each row represents a first

utterance, and each column the succeeding utterance. The

utility of pairing utterances in a sequence of dialogue is

shown in Figure 13.

 

Coded Transcript:

"Goodsgirl./ Take that up slowly./ (Learnerliesponds)/

Don't go too fast,/ because if youego too fast it will

break./ John howSAre you going?/ (Learnir responds)/

Soiiy,/ didn't mean t3 disturb you."/

Paired Utterances:
 

 

lst pair 3rd pair 5th pair 7th pair

('“J‘wfi r—M F—‘g—w r-_J\—-——

5 7 l3 7 8 51 13 ll 9

‘JW ‘ffi—j LINN L——-..H.-. '

2 d pair 4th pair 6th pair 8th pair

FIGURE 13

PAIRING UTTERANCES IN A SEQUENCE

As illustrated in Figure 13 the sequence in the coded

transcript is represented by a series of code numbers that

are read from left to right. To form a paired sequence,

each code number is used twice, except for the first and

last numbers which are only used once. In the above

sequence, nine category codes or combination category codes

were used to form eight pairs. As in the matrix design that
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uses this method of pairing, there will always be 'n-l'

pairs from 'n' major category or combination category

codes.

3. Sequence Reports of Three Utterances

The fifth and sixth programs identified and printed

the frequency of predecessors and successors of selected

utterance pairs. An utterance pair from a two-way summary

may be chosen for analysis only if its frequency of

occurrence is at least one percent of the table total. To

find the frequency of predecessors or successors of just one

utterance pair at a 1% threshold involves a search of a 35 x

35 x 35 matrix and its 42,875 possible combinations of a

sequence of three utterances. A sample Sequence Report of

Three Utterances is shown in Appendix K.

Interpretation of Matrices. First, if two or more
 

matrices have unequal total frequencies, selected tally

totals for cells of the two-way matrices are converted into

percentages. This allows comparisons between various

categories used by instructors to verbally manage their

intent. Composite matrices of a number of instructors can

also be compared using this method.

Second, inferences about often used sequences of

utterances are made. By understanding the relationship

between the rows and the columns, probability statements are

made about what precedes or what follows a paired category

of interest. Using procedures to analyze matrices suggested
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by Flanders (1970) and Ellis (1977), flow diagrams of

utterance sequences, based on matrix data, are identified.

Third, the matrix is used to identify cells of

interest in which there is a heavy concentration of tallies,

as well as cells in which there are no tallies.

Fourth, as the tallies in the matrices represent

frequencies or proportions of nominal data, statistical

tests for data analysis are limited to nonparametric

techniques as suggested by Siegel (1956), Flanders (1970)

and Ellis (1977). They suggest the chi square statistic is

an appropriate procedure for use with matrices of frequency

data which represent contiguous states. Chi square tests

for goodness of fit or as a test of independence are

employed to determine whether: 1) the frequencies of

utterances and utterance sequences used in one part of an

instructor's lesson differ significantly from another part

of the same lesson; 2) the frequencies of utterances and

utterance sequences used by instructors identified within a

homogeneous group are similar to one another; and 3) the.

frequencies of utterances and utterance sequences between

instructors who are 'most effective' managers of their

intent are different from those who are 'least effective'

managers of their intent. Cochran (1954) and Mimball (1954)

provide procedures for the correct partitioning of chi

square contingency tables to help find specific sources of

variance.
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Design for Reliability and Validity of the Coding

Technique

In order to assess the reliability and validity of

this newly developed coding technique, a number of

strategies were adopted to establish if the coding

technique: 1) could be learned and applied with consistency

between independent coders; 2) could be judged by a panel of

experts to have content validity; and 3) could show that

significant differences exist between the frequency of

sequences of utterances used by instructors who are 'most

effective' or 'least effective' managers of intent.

Coder Reliability. The issue of being able to use
 

this coding technique with reliability is crucial to the

study. Frick and Semmel (1978) suggest a number of

practical means for minimizing intercoder error. Coders

should reach nearly perfect agreement on unambiguous

examples with the expert coder before actual data

collection. Coders should also be expected to reach

agreements on ambiguities that might arise in coding. They

emphasize:

Criterion-related and intraobserver agreement

measures have been recommended for both before and

during a study, but these measures should not be

used as evidence of observer agreement in the actual

classroom. Rather, these are measures to assist an

investigator in documenting adequacy of observational

skills. The purpose of such efforts is to minimize

the possibility that observers are primarily

responsible for potentially unreliable observational

data.

Ellis (1977), argues that the critical issue is that

only a coding scheme that can be learned and applied with
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consistency is reliable. He identifies four sources of poor

reliability:

The first three are research design such as

inadequate data sampling; poor training of observers;

and the coding scheme itself (e.g., too few

categories, poor category definition). The fourth

problem area is statistical tests for reliability.

(Ellis, 1977. p. 12).

Ellis (1977), Hirokawa (1980) and Donohue et a1.

(1981), argue for the superiority and appropriateness of

Guetzkow's estimate of reliability with sequential

interaction data. Guetzkow's (1950) formulae are straight

forward procedures for calculating unitizing and

categorizing reliability coefficients. As well, they take

into account the complexity of the coding scheme and the

degree to which coders agree with each other.

To ensure the coding technique was learned and

applied with consistency between independent coders,

Guetzkow's (1950) procedures for estimating unitizing and

categorizing reliability were adopted. These estimates for

unitizing reliability provide a measure to compare how often

independent coders make errors when dividing up the same

transcript into utterances. For example, a page of a

transcript may be divided into utterances at different

points such that the total utterances obtained for each

coder are equal in number, but the utterances may not be

coterminous. As well, two coders may end up with a

different number of utterances if one coder regards a given

sentence as containing two or more utterances while the

other coder regards the same sentence as only one utterance.
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An explanation of Guetzkow's (1950) formula for calculating

the reliability of the unitizing process is included in

Appendix L.

To ensure agreement among coders when assigning

category codes to utterances, Guetzkow's (1950) procedure

for estimating categorizing reliability was used. This was

based on the assumption that dividing a transcript into

utterances is independent of the subsequent assigning of a

category code to each utterance. The procedure for

calculating the reliability of categorizing requires the use

of two formulae as shown in Appendix M.

Guetzkow (1950) argues that for practical purposes,

"experimenters need not have more than 150 units of

qualitative material classified by two coders to obtain

stable estimates of the probability with which each unit is

classified correctly" (Guetzkow, 1950. p. 54). He concurs

with Frick and Semmel (1978) that periodic checks of masses

of up to 150 utterances are needed to ensure coding

standards are being maintained.

For this study, acceptable intercoder coefficients

between independent coders were set at the .95 level when

computing unitizing reliability and .80 for categorizing

reliability.

SUMMARY

The purpose of this chapter was to describe and

explain the conceptual development and design of the
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theoretical framework, classification scheme and coding

technique. The direction of explanation moved from general

theoretical issues to the specific operational definitiions

of the categories used to measure an instructor's verbal

management of intent in the instructor/learner relationship..

The three sections included the: 1) Theoretical

Orientation; 2) Development of a Classification Scheme for

Measuring an Instructor's Verbal Management of Intent; and

3) Design of a Coding Technique.

In the following chapter, Methodology of the Study,

the procedures employed during the six major phases of this

study are described. These include the procedures followed

from the development of the initial draft of the coding

technique through to its final field testing.



CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

In this Chapter the methodology employed in each of

the six major phases of the study are described and

explained. The phases were: 1) the development of an

initial draft of the conceptual framework, classification

scheme and coding technique; 2) a pilot test to establish

the adequacy of the classification scheme and the

feasibility of the tentative coding technique; 3) the

content validation of a second draft by a panel of experts;

4) final modifications based upon the feedback provided by

the panel of experts; 5) the training of a group of coders

to learn the classification scheme and apply the coding

technique with reliability; and 6) the field testing of this

technique.

PHASE 1

DEVELOPMENT OF AN INITIAL DRAFT OF THE CONCEPTUAL

FRAMEWORK, CLASSIFICATION SCHEME AND CODING TECHNIQUE

A tentative classification scheme and coding

technique were developed and shared with a number of

American adult education practitioners. The resulting

reactions indicated the need for modification of the coding

procedures and use of an event sequential approach.

73
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4 PHASE 2

PILOT TESTING TO ESTABLISH THE ADEQUACY OF THE

CLASSIFICATION SCHEME AND FEASIBILITY OF

THE CODING TECHNIQUE

On returning to Australia, a pilot study was

conducted in order to: l) establish the adequacy of applying

the classification scheme to a natural classroom setting; 2)

establish if acceptable intercoder reliability coefficients

could be reached between the researcher and a colleague in

its use; and 3) refine the data gathering procedures and to

test the adequacy of the instruments to be used in the field

test.

Seven procedural steps were followed during the

pilot study. These were: 1) selecting the participants for

the pilot study; 2) protecting the anonymity of

participants; 3) testing the suitability of microcassettte

recorders; 4) transcribing and typing of transcripts; 5)

establishing the adequacy of a student response form; 6)

establishing acceptable intercoder reliability coefficients

using the coding technique; and 7) thanking participants in

the pilot study (see Appendix N for a summary of these

procedures).

The pilot study achieved three objectives. First,

it was established that with modifications, the

classification scheme could be applied to a natural

classroom setting. Second, acceptable levels of intercoder

agreement were reached between two independent coders when

using the tentative coding technique.
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Third, the following data gathering procedures or

instruments were tested and refined: l) a microcassette

recorder that produced quality one hour audio-tapes was

selected and recording procedures were established; 2)

procedures for transcribing were developed; 3) the modified

Anderson and Anderson (1962) learner response form was

adapted for the Australian classroom setting and its use as

an adequate criterion measure to distinguish instructors who

are 'most effective' and 'least effective' in establishing

rapport with learners was achieved; and 4) procedures for

the selection of participants, protection of their anonymity

and follow up correspondence were established.

PHASE 3

THE CONTENT VALIDATION OF A TENTATIVE CONCEPTUAL

FRAMEWORK, CLASSIFICATION SCHEME AND

CODING TECHNIQUE

Upon completion of Phases 1 and 2, a second draft of

the conceptual framework, classification scheme and coding

technique was constructed. To enhance the content

validation of this second draft, a reaction panel of experts

were selected and invited to provide feedback on its

adequacy.

A panel of six persons were invited to carry out

three tasks: 1) to respond to specific questions about the

clarity, relevance, format and examples provided in each of

the classifications of the scheme; 2) to respond to a number

of general questions regarding the overall strengths and

weaknesses of the classification scheme and coding
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technique; and 3) to make any general recommendations to

improve the overall quality of the conceptual framework,

classification scheme or coding technique.

a Appendix 0 provides a summary of the criteria and

procedures used to select the panelists, as well as a

description of the tasks they were requested to carry out.

*1 PHASE 4

FINAL MODIFICATIONS TO THE CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK,

-:, CLASSIFICATION SCHEME AND CODING TECHNIQUE

Feedback elicited from the panel of experts provided

critical insights into the strengths and weaknesses of the

second draft of the conceptual framework, classification ‘

scheme and coding technique. An attempt was made to achieve

consensus for each question posed and for the general

commemts made by the panelists. The major changes made to

the second draft as a result of this feedback are described

in Appendix P.

PHASE 5

TRAINING OF A CODING TEAM

f1 In this crucial phase of the study, acceptable

levels of intercoder agreement had to be achieved before

commencement of the field test. A number of people not

initially aware of the research purposes had to learn how to

break down sections of speech into units and code them

according to the classification scheme. Each coder had to

work independently and obtain intercoder agreement around

the .80 level.
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Five major tasks were undertaken in this phase of

the field test: 1) identifying persons for the coding team;

2) preparing a training schedule; 3) training of coders; 4)

coding of field test transcripts and remedial training and

5) bringing closure to this phase of the study. Detailed

procedures used in this phase of the field test are provided

in Appendix Q.

PHASE 6

THE FIELD TESTING OF THE CODING TECHNIQUE

The purpose of this final phase of the study was to

determine the predictive validity of the coding technique

when field tested in a natural classroom setting. If the

coding technique is to be used with any confidence, it seems

reasonable to expect that it distinguishes some consistent

and meaningful differences between the verbal communication

used by instructors who are 'most effective' or 'least

effective' managers of intent.

In order to achieve this purpose, the verbal

communication behaviors used by a group of five instructors

identified by their learners as 'most effective' and a group

of five instructors identified as 'least effective' in

managing their intent, were systematically analyzed and

compared.

Specifically, the following research questions

guided this phase of the study:

1.0 Are there differences among the verbal communication

behaviors used by the five instructors who were identified
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by learners as 'most effective' managers of their intent?

1.1 Are there differences among the verbal communication

behaviors used by the five instructors identified by

learners as 'least effective' managers of their intent?

2.0 Do the verbal communication behaviors used by groups

of the 'most effective' instructors differ from those verbal

communciation behaviors used by groups of 'least effective'

instructors?

3.0 Are there patterns of verbal communication which are

used more consistently by the group of 'most effective'

instructors than by the group of 'least effective'

instructors? Conversely, are there patterns of verbal

communication which are used more consistently by the group

of 'least effective' instructors than those used by the

group of 'most effective' instructors?

In an attempt to answer these questions, the

following procedural steps were followed in the field

testing of the coding technique.

Step 1: Selection of Subjects
 

Subjects were drawn from a convenience sample of

thirty-two adult education instructors attached to four

evening colleges in a metropolitan region of Australia.

None of the sixteen male or sixteen female instructors held

formal qualifications in adult education and two-thirds of

the instructors were not trained teachers. Class sizes of

the sampled instructors ranged from five to nineteen

participants.
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The following sequence summarizes the procedure

utilized in the selection of subjects:

1. A state coordinator and regional coordinator for

adult education were contacted by phone and letter in order

to gain permission to approach evening college Principals in

their area. Permission was granted.

2. Five evening college Principals, including one

College Board, were contacted by telephone, letter, and then

by a personal visit.

3. Working in cooperation with four Principals,

participation in the field test was presented to instructors

as a mutually beneficial and reciprocal learning experience.

A letter was written which invited instructors to help in

the field test (see Appendix R).

4. Principals distributed the letter to their

evening college instructors and over a period of two weeks

noted the details of those willing to participate in the

field test.

5. Thirty-eight interested instructors were phoned

for the following purposes: 1) to explain details of the

field test; 2) to gain approval to record their first or

second class meeting using an unobtrusive micro-cassette

recorder; and 3) to request that five minutes before the end

of the lesson, the learners be given time to respond to a

student response form. It was stressed that participation

was voluntary and anonymity of all participants would be

protected.
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6. Dates, times and locations were finalised with

the thirty-two adult education instructors and two hundred

and ninety-five learners who voluntarily assisted in the

field test.

7. None of the participants were informed of the

exact nature of the investigation until data gathering was

completed. To avoid the introduction of any unnecessary

bias, the study was explained in general terms of examining

different communication styles used in adult education

classrooms.

8. Before the completion of the college term, a

written invitation was extended to all the Principals and

participating instructors of each evening college, to visit

the researcher's home to discuss the study (see Appendix S).

As a reciprocal gesture, the researcher presented a session

on classroom assessment techniques at the inaugural adult

education inservice training workshop for the region.

9. At the end of the study, a brief summary of the

results were mailed to all participants in the field test.

Step72: Data Gathering
 

A data collection team was trained in the use of

micro-cassette recorders as well as procedures for

administering the learner response form at the end of each

instructor's lesson. These procedures are described in

Appendix E.

Audio recordings were made of each two hour lesson

and learner response forms were administered five minutes
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before the end of each lesson. They were collected and

placed in a large envelope clearly marked with the

instructor's designated number. At the end of each evening,

the response forms were scored and results recorded.

Step 3: Identifying Groups of 'Most Effective' and

'Least Effective' Managers of Intent

The learner response form, developed and refined

during the pilot test, served as a criterion measure to

identify from the thirty-two instructors sampled, the five

instructors 'most effective' in managing their intent, and

the five instructors who were 'least effective' in managing

their intent. A summary of the mean scores of the learner

response forms is provided in Appendix T.

Step 4: Transcribing Tgpes and CodingfiTranscripts
 

The first hour of the audio tapes of the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' groups of instructors were

transcribed, checked for accuracy, typed, and proof read.

The completion of these tasks involved approximately twenty

hours of working time. Procedures for these tasks are

described in detail in Appendix F.

The transcripts were then coded by the researcher

and the coding team using procedures described in Appendix

G. Acceptable intercoder coeffecients between independent

coders were set at the .95 level when computing unitizing

reliability, and at the .80 level for categorizing

reliability.
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Unitizing and categorizing reliability coefficients

above .80 were established for the initial 400 utterances of -

the first three transcripts coded. Acceptable levels of

agreement above .95 were obtained for randomly selected

segments of 100 utterances in the other seven transcripts

coded. For further details of these coefficents, see

Appendix U.

Feedback was provided to each coder on the

reliability coefficients obtained and review sessions were

conducted to focus on commonly occurring coding errors.

After completion of the study, letters of thanks and

a summary of the research findings were sent to each member

of the coding team.

Step 5: Display of Coded Data
 

Once acceptable levels of intercoder agreement were

reached for unitizing and categorizing the coded

transcripts, the coded data was tabulated and keyed into a

microcomputer. This was analysed using a suite of six

programs developed for the study and for use with a 48K desk

computer.

Step 6: Analysis of Coded Data
 

In order to answer the research questions that were

formulated to guide the systematic analysis and comparison

of the verbal management of intent between the group of

'most effective' and 'least effective' instructors, the

following analyses of coded data were carried out.
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Research Question 1.0 Are there differences or
 

similarities among the verbal communication behaviors used

by the five instructors who were identified by learners as

'most effective' managers of their intent?

To determine whether the verbal communication used

by the five instructors in this group differed from each

other, chi-square tests for goodness of fit were employed..

Significance levels were set at the .05 level.

Additional partitioning of 2 X 5 contingency tables

into 2 X 2 auxiliary tables was carried out following

procedures suggested by Cochran (1954), Kimball (1954) and

Ellis (1977). This allowed subdivision of chi-square into

components to reveal specific sources of variance among the

five instructors in the 'most effective' group.

a. Conversion of Frequencies into Proportions.
 

Because of the unequal numbers of utterances used by

the five instructors in the first hour of their lessons, the

frequency data were converted to proportions. This allowed

meaningful camparisons to be made within this 'most

effective' group of instructors.

b. Differences Between Categories and Combination

Categories

 

 

For each instructor, a tally was made of the use of

the major categories and combination categories. The total

number of utterances made by each instructor was recorded.

Then, the use of any one major category or combination

category was calculated as a proportion of the total number

of utterances used by that instructdr during the first hour
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of the lesson (categories 1 to 12). The frequency of the

utterances made by learners, (coded as category 13), were

calculated separately as a proportion of all utterances used

by both the instructor and the learners (categories 1 to

13).

Using Brandt and Snedecor's formula for computing

chi-square in a 2 X 5 contingency table (cited in Cochran,

1954), tests of significance for differences between

proportions were calculated for each category or combination

X2 = ijj - pTx.

Pq

A step by step guide to computation of this chi-square test,

category. The formula used was:

the use of auxiliary 2 X 2 tables, and the subdivision of X2

into components, is provided in Cochran (1954, pp. 430-

434).

Possible sources of variance between proportions

were then identified. 2 X 5 contingency tables were further

partitioned into selected 2 X 2 auxiliary tables to

subdivide chi-square into components and to reveal specific

sources of variance among the 'most effective' group of

instructors.

c. Differences Between the Use of Selected

Paired Utterances

 

 

Using a matrix for each instructor, the most

frequently occurring paired utterances were identified and

rank ordered. The ten most frequently occurring paired

utterances were then selected for analysis and comparison.
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A prepared worksheet similar to that shown in Figure

14 was used to compute possible sources of variance between

the proportional use of selected paired utterances for each

instructor in the 'most effective' group. A 2 X 5

contingency table was partitioned into selected 2 X 2

auxiliary tables to subdivide chi-square into components and

reveal specific sources of variance between the five

instructors.

d. Differences Between the Probability of One

Category Following Another in Selected Pairs

Two criteria were applied to select those paired

utterances to be investigated and those instructors in the

'most effective' group who showed statistically significant

similarities in their use of the particular paired utterance

under investigation.

First, the ten most frequently used paired

utterances were selected for investigation. Second, only

those instructors within the 'most effective' group whose

use of the paired utterance did not differ significantly

from one another were selected for comparison (a homogeneous

subgroup). Third, using the matrices for each of the 'most

effective' instructors of this homogeneous subgroup, the

cell frequencies for the paired utterances under

investigation were compared.
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FIGURE 14

WORKSHEET USED TO CALCULATE SOURCES

OF VARIANCE BETWEEN PROPORTIONS
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Fourth, the probability of the succeeding category

of an utternace following its preceding category in a

selected paired utterance was calculated using the following

formula:

Cell frequency for succeeding utterance

Row frequency for preceding utterance

P:

Fifth, using a prepared worksheet, similar to that

shown in Figure 14, possible sources of variance between the

probability of one category following another category in a

selected paired utterance was computed. A 2 X 5 contingency

table was partitioned into selected 2 X 2 auxiliary tables

to subdivide specific sources of variance between

homogeneous groups of instructors.

e. Differences Between Selected Sequences

of Three Utterances

Sequences of three utterances were selected if the

initial paired sequence appeared as 5% or more of the total

utterances used by each instructor. The five most

frequently occurring sequences of three utterances were rank

ordered and compared.

f. Differences Between Categories and Paired

Categories Used in the First Half and the

Second Half of a Lesson

 

 

 

To establish if an instructor's verbal management of

intent remained constant throughout the lesson, the total

utterances used by that instructor were divided into the

first and second halves of the lesson and then compared.

Chi-square tests of association were employed to detect

statistically significant differences between the utterances

used in these two equal segments of the lesson.
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Researchguestion 1.1. Are there differences or
 

similarities among the verbal communication behaviors used

by the five instructors who were identified by learners as

'least effective' managers of intent?

To identify any differences, the same procedures

were used as have been described for the 'most effective'

group.

Research Question 2. Do the verbal communication
 

behaviors used by groups of 'most effective' instructors

differ from those verbal communication behaviors used by

groups of 'least effective' instructors?

To answer this question adequately, it was necessary

to select only those instructors within the 'most effective'

group that showed homogeneity in their use of the category

or paired utterance under examination. Similarly, it was

necessary to select only those instructors in the 'least

effective' group using the same criterion. Thus, only those

subgroups of instructors already identified as homogeneous

in response to Research Questions 1.1 and 1.2 were

compared.

These homogeneous subgroups identified in the 'most

effective' group and in the 'least effective' group were

then compared to assess if there were any statistically

significant differences between: 1) the use of all

categories and combination categories; 2) the use of

selected paired utterances; and 3) the probability of one

category following another in selected paired utterances.
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Chi-square tests for independent samples were

employed to establish if there were statistically

significant differences. A significance level of .05 was

set for all comparisons.

To compare differences between the use of selected

sequences of three utterances in each group, the five most

frequently occurring sequences were identified, rank ordered

and then compared.

Research Question 3. Are there patterns of verbal
 

communication which are used more consistently by the group

of 'most effective' instructors than by the group of 'least

effective' instructors? Conversely, are there patterns of

verbal communication which are used more consistently by the

group of 'least 'effective' instructors than those used by

the group of 'most effective' instructors?

Using the similarities and differences already

identified within and between instructors in the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' groups, consistently

occurring patterns of verbal communication used to manage

intent were compared.

SUMMARY

In this Chapter, the methodology employed in each of

the six major phases of the study were described and

explained. The phases were: 1) the development of an

initial draft of the conceptual framework, classification

scheme and coding technique; 2) a pilot test to establish
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the adequacy of the classification scheme and the

feasibility of the tentative coding technique; 3) the

content validation of a second draft by a panel of experts;

4) final modifications based upon the feedback provided by

the panel of experts; 5) the training of a naive group of

coders to learn the classification scheme and apply the

coding technique with reliability; and 6) the field testing

of this technique.

In the following chapter, the findings of the field

test are reported. These are presented in three parts: 1)

instructor effectiveness as rated by learners; 2) coding

reliability; and 3) the analysis and comparison of the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' groups of instructors in

the verbal management of their intent.



Chapter 5

FINDINGS OF THE FIELD TEST

In this chapter, the findings of the field test are

reported. The verbal communication behaviors used by the

'most effective' and 'least effective' groups of instructors

were analyzed and compared. The following summary

highlights the major similarities or differences found

during the field test in the use of the categories, paired

utterances and sequences of three utterances:

l. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tended to verbally interact more

frequently with their learners throughout the lesson than

those instructors who were 'least effective' managers of

intent.

2. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tended to interact more frequently with

their learners throughout the lesson by the use of: 1)

Scanning (questioning to assess if learners have

misunderstood or misinterpreted their instructor's intent),

and 2) Regarding (reinforcement of learner responses through

the use of positive praise or acknowledgement of the

learners' contributions or efforts).

91
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3. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tended to indirectly explain their

intent by making a suggestion rather than always using a

direct statement or giving an order to the learners.

4. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship were the only instructors to follow up

an apology for an error or misunderstanding with an offer to

do something concrete to repair the relationship.

5. Instructors who were perceived as the least

helpful or least well-intentioned when establishing the

instructor/learner relationship tended to make more excuses

for their action in terms of having no alternative course of

action, or that their action was legitimate in their .

ascribed role of instructor than the 'most effective'

managers of intent.

6. Instructors who were perceived as the least

helpful or least well-intentioned' when establishing the

instructor/learner relationship tended more frequently to

prepare their learners that an upcoming explanation was not

meant to be seen as malicious or arbitary than those

instructors 'most effective' in managing their intent.

7. Similarities existed between the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' instructors in that: l) the

sequences of the most frequently paired utterances examined

were not random and the coded utterances in a sequence could



93

be maximally predicted by knowing the immediately preceding

coded utterance; 2) the proportional use of categories and

sequences of utterances remained stationary or constant

throughout the recorded session; and 3) the subgroups

compared were made up of two to five instructors who shared

a homegeneity in their use of a category, paired utterance

or sequence of three utterances.

COMPARISON OF THE VERBAL COMMUNICATION BEHAVIORS USED

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' AND 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' GROUPS

Three main research questions were formulated to

guide the systematic analyses and comparison of the verbal

communication behaviors used by the five instructors 'most

effective' and five instructors 'least effective' in their

management of intent. The findings are reported in response

to each of these questions.

Findings in Response to Research Question 1.0

Research Question 1.0 asked: Are there

differences or similarities among the verbal communication

behaviors used by the five instructors who were identified

by learners as 'most effective' managers of their intent?

Differences or Similarities in the Proportional

Use of Categories by the 'Most Effective' Group

Because of the unequal number of utterances used by

the five instructors in the first hour of their lessons, the

frequency data for each instructor were converted to

proportions as shown in Table l.



94

TABLE 1

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF EACH CATEGORY

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

CM mm“ - , .» “True?" 5 11 RANK ORDERING or '12 scams

1 5127111111190 12.75 22.60 6.50 16.27 15.62 13.90 Stating 41%

2 REQUESTING - .12 .10 - .17 .11 Regarding 14%

3 PREPARING 7.00 6.61 9.02 10.07 10.10 9.00 Scanning 14%

7. 5117.11ch .16 2.20 1.32 .96 .26 1.00 Clarifying 13%

5 120711101110 16.02 11.06 13.07 11.15 19.66 14.43 Preparing 9%

:76 succssnnc 2.33 5.09 7.01 7.31 9.10 6.94. Suggesting 7g

7 sumac 40.59 17.90 48.68 63.00 13.00 1.0.92 Sharing 1:

a CLARIFYING 21.15 13.11. 11.67 11.75 10.39 12.90 Apology .39;

9 sxcusmc-ummsu-nomu. - - .u. .24 .09 .17 Excusing

3 10 EXCUSING-I.EGITIMATE - - .09 .12 - .02 (Unintentional).2%

11 APOLOGY - .12 .10 .2: .77 .10 Penance .15

g 12 PENANCE - .12 .10 - .17 .11 Requesting .l%

ifutal N of utterances 1-1211 643 032 114.0 034. 1165 4616 Excusing

5 11 1.0/11:11:11 29.57 12.70 25.31. 32.20 27.19 29.09 (Legitimate) .025

f 16:61 N 61 utterances 1-13: 912 1237 1527 1210 1600 6507    
 

' The percentages in each instructor category (1-12) are calculated as percentages of (hr

total utterances in the 1-12 categories used by each instructor

' The percentages for each instructor in the learner category (13) are calculated as

' percentages of the total utterances in all categories (1-13)

 

An examination of obvious differences in the

proportional use of categories in Table 1 indicates

Instructor 2 verbally Scanned (category 1) for

misunderstandings three times as much as Instructor 3.

Referral to their coded transcripts revealed Instructor 2

used the Scanning category 22% while teaching an intricate

skill and using a very conversational but Socratic style of

questioning. On the other hand, Instructor 3 used the

Scanning category only 7%, adopting a traditional

demonstration technique to teach long sequences of skills

and only scanning for understanding at the end of each
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sequence.

The other major discrepancy within the 'most

effective' group was the use by Instructor 1 of category 8,

Clarifying. This category was used 21% of the time, which

was 7-10% higher than other instructors. Inspection of the

coded transcript revealed Instructor 1 was giving a great

deal of individualized instruction of a detailed and

creative nature. There was a tendency to explain abstract

ideas by clarifying a concept using a variety of concrete

comparisons or analogies.

Except for these differences, the proportional use

of all categories by the five instructors or their learners

in the 'most effective' group did not vary more than 10%.

However chi-square tests of significance for differences

between proportions using a 2 x 5 contingency table showed

significant differences in the proportional use of all

categories (p =.05).

In an effort to establish some homogeneity between

the verbal communication used by the five 'most effective'

instructors, the twelve categories as shown in Table l were

collapsed into the six classifications of Assessing,

Preparing, Equalising, Explaining, Excusing and Repairing as

displayed in Table 2. Again chi-square tests found

significant differences among the proportional use of each

classification by the instructors or learners in the 'most

effective' group (p=.05).
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TABLE 2

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF EACH CLASSIFICATION

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS
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* The pertentages in each instructor classification (1-6) are calculated as percentages

of the total utterances in the I-6 classifications used by each instructor

: The percentages for each instructor in the learner classification (7) are calculated

as percentages of the total utterances in all classifications (1-7)

 

Unable to establish that the five 'most effective'

instructors shared any commonality in their proportional use

of categories, the 2 x 5 contingency tables used for

computing chi-square tests of significance for differences

between proportions were further partitioned into selected 2

x 2 auxiliary tables. This subdivided chi-square into

components to reveal specific sources of variance among the

'most effective' group (p =.05).

In Table 3 it can be seen that some subgroups of

instructors within the 'effective group' show no

statistically significant differences in their use of a

particular category. On the left hand side of the page, the

2 x 5 contingency tables show the category under inspection,
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TABLE 3

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF CATEGORIES AND

COMBINATION CATEGORIES BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

      

CATEGORIES 1 6 2 (Scanning) Iaamczoa at 3.5. x: p

lastauctoa
Coapaaaaoa

1 z 5 4 5 :1-5 1:015 2 .394461 3.26 NS

2:! l l2.07059l 99.73 .001

9 82 188 77 119 184 650 1.445:205 I .136249 1.20 NS

*9 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 12.610301 104.19 .001

CATEGORY 3 (Preparing) ‘““““°“ 6: s s x8-—-————-- . . . p

Insteactaa c°"““°" '

7 2 5 4 5 al-S 7:2 1 .0054550 .01 NS

5:415 2 .0030360 .02 NS

* 45 55 112 84 120 416 192:5'405 1 1.0943520 13.42 .01

** 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 1.1028430 13.45 .01

CATEGORY 4 - 1114211116260.

Iaattucxoa 715 1 .0070682 .72 NS

1 2 5 4 5 11-5 114 1 .0061232 .62 115

1051304 1 .0774415 7.85 .01

* 1 I9 15 8 3 46 7050304:2 1 .1680141 17.02 .001

** 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 .2586747 26.21 .001

CATEGORY 5 - Iaatauctoa
—— (Regarding) CWPM" d: s.s. 1' p

Iaatauctoa 214 I .357403 2.89 NS

7 2 3 4 5 17-5 7:5 1 .000355 .00 NS

244:145 1 .790241 6.40 .02

* 103 92 I49 93 229 666 244.145:5 I 4.250461 34.42 .001

** 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 5.398460 43.71 .001

CATEGORY 6 (Suggesting) Inauuczoa d: s.s. x: P

Iaatauctoa CO'P““°"

7 2 5 4 5 (1.5 215:4 2 .1827250 2.83 NS

115 1 1.8966654 29.39 .001

* 15 49 89 61 106 320 z.5.4:1.s I .0175446 .27 NS

** 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 2.0969350 32.49 .001

CATEGORY 7 (Stating) 1114;406:011. d: s s x: p

lastaucroe ca'p¢4“°“

1 z 1 4 5 1.1-5 1:: I .24718 1.02 NS

3:415 2 13.83627 57.23 .001

* 261 316 555 366 390 I888 102:50405 I .70266 2.91 NS

** 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 14.78611 61.16 .001

CATE.GORY,_8 (Clarifying) 1 u ‘
' as at ca x,

1 2 Iaataucfoe 5 ‘1‘; Cospaaxaon df s.s. p

2:51415 3 .424873 3.76 NS

* 136 111 133 98 121 599 2.5.4.5:1 1 4.985282 44.13 .001

*‘ 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 5.410155 47.89 .001

CATEGORY 13 (Learners) 18‘0“!“ at s 5 x1
-—————————- - . . p

Iaatauctoa C0.”““°“

1 2 3 4 5 aI-S 71515 2 1.02848 4.97 NS

214 1 .01017 .09 115

* 270 405 387 396 435 I893 204:10505 I 4.53084 21.98 .OOI

*** 913 1237 1527 1230 I600 6507 Total: 4 5.57769 27.04 .001

communion CATEGORY 6’ -,. 11102711162011
(Shari 9) Cos-penises <1: s.s. x: p

lastauctoa 1:5 I .000312 .01 NS

1 2 5 4 5 aI-S 2:5 1 .030390 .04 (S

~ 105:205 1 1.029775 12.52 .001

* 75 73 132 42 93 415 145020514 I 1.595108 19.49 .001

** 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 2.649874 32.37 .001

constructor CATEGORY 55 (Regarding) 11162466264 0: s s x, p

Instauctoa
Coapaaisoa

1 z 1 4 5 :1~5 :14 1 .0109744 :15

11315 2 3304490 5 20 NS

' 55 34 105 40 80 314 2.4 :14505 I 1.456712 2.68 001

3‘ 643 832 1140 834 1165 4614 Total: 4 1.8081360 28.51 .001

 

' Total utterances for the category examined

*' Total utterances for all categories ’1-12)

*** Total utterances for all categories (l-l3)

5 All utterances in combination with either a category 4 or a categorv 5
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the designated numbers for each of the five 'most effective'

instructors and the proportional use of that category. On

the right hand side of the page, 2 x 2 auxiliary tables

subdivide X2 into components to reveal specific sources of

variance between selected subgroups of instructors. For

example in category 8, Clarifying, Instructors 2, 3, 4 and 5

do not differ significantly in the use of that category. The

source of the variance among the five instructors lies with

Instructor 1 whose proportional use of category 8 reveals a

chi-square value of 44.13 with p =.001.

To assist easy identification of those subgroups of

instructors whose use of categories were similar, the

relevant findings of Table 3 are summarised in Table 4.

This table highlights subgroups of instructors who showed no

statistically significant difference in their use of the

category under examination. For example, in the use of

Preparing (category 3), the subgroup made up of Instructors

3, 4 and 5 showed no statistically significant difference to

one another. This was also the case with Instructors 1 and

2. However, these subgroups are recorded separately to

indicate there was a statistically significant difference

between them in their use of that category. Having

identified homogeneous subgroups of instructors in the 'most

effective' group, the next step was to establish if their

use of categories remained constant throughout the lesson.

To do this, all coded utterances for each of these

instructors were divided into two according to the two
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TABLE 4

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM TABLE 3 TO IDENTIFY THOSE

'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS WHOSE USE

OF CATEGORIES WERE SIMILAR

 

HOMOGENEOUS GROUPS or INSTRUCTORS WHOSE

USE or A CATEGORY HAS N01 SIGNIFICANTLY CATEGORY

DIFFERENT FROM EACH OTHER

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

Ih4,5 Samuumg (CatJ.& 2)

3,4,5 Preparing (Cat.3)

1,2 Preparing (Cat.3)

1,5 Sharing (Cat.4)

3,4 Sharing (Cat.4)

1,3 Sharing (Combinations with Cat.4)

2,5 Sharing (Ccmbinations with Cat.4)

1,3 Reyuflim; (CaUxxmyEH

2,4 Ikganfing (caUxmmyffl

2,4 Regarding (Canbinations with Cat.5)

1,3,5 Regarding (Cbmbinations with Cat.5)

2,3,4 Suggesting (Cat.6)

1,2 Stating (Cat.7)

2,3,4,5 Clarifying (Cat.8)

2,4 Learners (Cat.l3)

1,3,5 Learners (Cat.l3)
 

 

halves of each lesson and compared. As shown in Table 5,

chi-square tests of association were employed to detect

statistically significant differences between the categories

used in these equal segments of the lesson.

Examination of Table 5 reveals that there were no

significant differences (p=.05) during the two halves of the

lesson by subgroups of 'most effective' instructors in their

use of Scanning (categories 1 and 2), Preparing (category

3), Sharing (category 4), Regarding (category 5) and Stating

(category 7). There were some marked differences in the use

of the categories of Clarifying (category 8) and the Sharing

combination category (category 4).
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TABLE 5

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE FREQUENCY OF CATEGORIES USED IN THE

FIRST AND SECOND HALVES OF THE LESSONS PRESENTED

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

  

 

 
 

CATEGORIES 1+2 £42§§Q§Z_é CATEGORY 13

(Scanning) (Suggesting) (Learners)

'4 X z p H X 2 p S X 2 p

9 1 .00 NS 0 1 u 1 L95 NS

E 2 g 2 -08 NS 3 2 .99 Ms

E 3 u 3 -04 NS 3 3 15.32 .001

g 4 .50 NS :3 “ 3"33 -°0’ g 4 .26 Rs
5 5 .78 NS 5 5 H 5 .33 NS

CATEGORY 3 Eél§§9§z_l. COMBINATION CATEGORY 4

(Preparing) (Stating) (Sharing)

3 1 .56 NS 3 1 1.86 NS ‘3 1 1.07 NS

3 2 1.78 NS 3 2 1.53 Rs 0 2 1.13 NS

4 3 .04 NS 3 3 B 3 11.83 .001
3 4 .19 NS m 4 g 4

5 5 .13 NS 5 5 a 5 5.39 .05
...4

CATEGORY 4 CATEGORY 8 COMBINATION CATEGORY 5

(Sharing) (Clarifying) (Regarding)

X ' p 16 X 2 P H X 2 p

S 1 - - u 1 S 1 .17 NS
3 2 g 2 4.40 .02 g 2 .31 NS

3 3 - - 3 3 .L98.fl$ O 3 L32.01

O 4 .60 NS 3 4 g 2.00 NS 2 c1 .00 NS

2 5 .50 NS .4 5 6.02 .02 ,5 5 .04 NS
H

CAT
CATEGORY 5 EGORIES 9: 10. 11 & 12

Low frequency prevented meaningful comparison
(Regarding)

1. x: p Note: i)- =Low frequency prevented meaningful

3 1 .02 NS comparison with X'

g 2 .04 NS ii) X’ figures only calculated for 'most

‘2 2 ix :1: effective' instructors whose use of

5 5 ' paired utterances were 99;

signficantly different

 

On the other hand, no more than one instructor

varied over time in the use of the categories of Suggesting

(category 6), the Regarding combination category (category

5), and Learners (category 13). Instructor 3 showed the
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greatest inconsistency in the use of categories over time

and accounted for variance in categories 8, 13, and

combination categories 4 and 5. Referral to the transcript

indicated a marked change by Instructor 3 from a group

demonstration in the first half of the lesson to

individualized instruction in the second half, where

instructor/learner interaction increased along with a

subsequent increase in learner responses (category 13),

instructor clarification (category 8), sharing (category 4)

and regarding (category 5) verbal communication activities.

Differences or Similarities in the Use of Selected

Paired Utterances by the 'Most Effective' Group

Table 6 lists the proportional use by instructors of

the ten most frequently occurring paired utterances. It can

be seen from the table that the five most frequently

occurring paired utterances used by the 'most effective'

instructors all involved verbal interaction between learners

(category 13) and their instructor.

While there appears no striking discrepancies in the

proportional use of the paired utterances among the five

'most effective' instructors in Table 6, these differences

are statistically significant at the .05 level. However a

closer inspection of the 2 x 2 auxiliary tables used to

subdivide chi-square into components in Table 7 reveals that

only one or two instructors are the source of variance.
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TABLE 6

A COMPARISON OF THE TEN MOST FREQUENTLY OCCURRING

PAIRED UTTERANCES USED BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. . t r -

”figuflgguugflw 1'19"“: ° __ RANK ORDERING or x SCORES

PAIRED OrrERAuces 1 2 3 4 5 x

13 --7 8.33 9.79 6.42 12.53 7.50 8.75 13 - 7 (Learner followed by Stating) 99'.

7-13 5.48 10.03 6.82 12.21 5.88 8.03 7 -1} (Stating " Learner) 8%

. 11-«5 8.66 4.61 6.68 5.29 8.94 6.86 13 - 5 (Learner “ Regarding) 7%

1 «13 5.04 8.98 2.62 6.02 6.75 5.83 1 '13 (Scanning " L-earner) 55

5-13 6.03 1.941L19 2.854.443.83 5 '13 (Regarding " Learner) 4%

7 7 3 18 2 99 7 86 4 31 3 13 4 44 7 - 7 (Stating " Stating) 4%
' ' ' ' ' ' 7 - 8 (Stating " Clarifying) 4%

7 ~11 5.92 2.83 4.00 4.48 3.69 4.06 3 _ 7 (Preparing ., Stating) 3%

{<8 8—7 2.08 1.62 2.75 1.63 1.06 1.81 8 - 7 (Clarifying u Stating) 2%

Lil” 3.51 1.70 3.74 4.64 2.44 3.17 8 _ 8 (Clarifying n Clarifying) 1%

a —-8 1.64 .32 .39 .57 .56 .63       
5252: i) 9 Criteria for selection was the five most frequently occurring

paired utterances used by the 'most effective' instructors

ii) ** Criteria for selection was the five most frequently occurring

paired utterances used by the 'least effective' instructors

iii) Occurrence of paired utterances expressed as a percentage of the

total utterances uses by each instructor

iv) A paired utterance such as 13 - 7 means that a learner utterance

was followed by an instructor stating his/her intent

 

Table 8 is extrapolated from Table 7 and summarizes

those 'most effective' instructors whose use of paired

utterances was similar. For example, in the use of paired

utterance Learner followed by Stating (13-7), the subgroup

made up of Instructors 1 and 2 showed no statistically

significant difference to one another. This was also the

case with Instructors 3 and 5. However, these subgroups are

recorded separately to indicate that there was a

statistically significant difference between them in their

use of the paired utterance 13-7.
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TABLE 7

DIFFERENCES IN THE USE OF THE SELECTED PAIRED

   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

    

UTTERANCES BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

PRER 0 U1 ii '7 Ina£Auctaa

H (Learner-u-Stating)
to-puuon 9‘ 3's“ "' P

Isatauctoa 5:5 1 .0915030 1.15 NS

1 2 5 4 tl-S 1:2 1 .1115995 1.39 NS

5.5.1.2 1 .6117280 7.67 .01

* 76 121 98 154 120 569 505910114 1 2.1624095 27.10 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 2.9772400 37.31 .001

PAIRED 011 R 7- 1......92... u s s x,

(Statingutearner)
Coapauum ' ‘ P

7 2 5 4 5 tl-S 1:5 1 .0092334 .13 NS

. (15:4 2 2.0312640 27.53 .001

* 50 124 104 150 94 522 [95:20504 1 2.1506286 29.14 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 4.1911260 56.80 .001

PAIRED U AN 13-5 Iu‘uuqtgg d! s.s. X3 P

(Learner--Regardin9)
Coapaaiaon

l 2 5 4 5 t1-5 1:5 1 .0047185 .07 NS

2:514 2 .3155060 4.94 NS

* 79 57 102 65 143 446 795:20504 1 1.6013295 25.09 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 1.9215540 30.10 .001

PAIR 0 U1" RAN -13 17182844414204. 0: 5 S X1 P

(Scanning—-Learner) “'Pm‘"

l 2 5 4 5 tl-S 114:5 2 .171340 3.12 NS

512 1 1.672910 30.50 .001

* 46 111 40 74 108 379 1040515'2 1 1.148756 20.94 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 2.993006 54.56 .001

PAIREE UT TERANEE 5’13 1018134492011 (If S . s . X 2 P

(Regarding--Learner) c""“‘"°“
l 2 5 4 5 37-5 514:5 2 .1960432 5.33 NS

. 1:2 1 .8761064 23.81 .001

* 55 24 64 35 71 249 102:50495 1 .0071094 .19 NS

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 1.0792590 29.33 .001

P_—_RAIRED011E ANCE 7-7 1945499596 a: 5.5. x, p

(Stating--Stating) “WWW

1 2 5 J 5 xl-S 1:2:5 2 .049075 1.16 NS

. 5:4 1 .858358 20.22 .001

* 29 37 120 53 50 289 1495:3114 1 1.320086 31.10 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 2.227519 52.48 .001

PAIRED UTIERANCE 7-8

. . . In4tauctoa

(Stating-;Clar§fying‘) 5 “-5 “van" 6: s.s. x: p

213:4:5 3 .1737284 4.46 NS

* 54 35 61 55 59 264 2.5.405:l 1 .3712866 9.54 .01

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 .5450150 14400 .01

(Clarifyingo-Stating) c°'P“"“°"

1 2 5 1 5 :1-5 1:2 1 .0113165 .64 NS

5:4:5 2 1.0835315 60.85 .001

5 19 20 42 20 17 118 162150405 1 .4266967 23.96 0011

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 1.5215447 85.45 .0011

PAiR D UTTERA 7'7 In‘xgunga df s s X3 P i

(Preparing-Stating)
Co-pmun

5 4 5 :7-5 2:5 1 .0381856 1.25 NS 1

125:4 2 .0825582 2.69 NS 1

* 32 21 57 57 39, 206 205:10594 1 .5555287 18.12 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 .6762725 22.06 .001

1—-__

PAIR D UTT RA -8

- ° _ ' - Isatsuttoa
(Clarifyirgg Clasrifyi‘ng) “-5 Cup . on df s.s. x2 p

2:3:4:5 3 .0061288 .98 NS

* 15 4 6 7 9 41 2059405:l 1 .1089482’ 17.40 .001

** 913 1237 1527 1230 1600 6507 Total: 4 .1150770 18.38 .001   
* Total incidences for the paired categories examined

** Total utterances for all categories (1-13)
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TABLE 8

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM TABLE 7 TO IDENTIFY THOSE

'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS WHOSE USE OF PAIRED

UTTERANCES WERE SIMILAR‘TO EACH OTHER

 

HOMOGENEOUS GROUPS OF INSTRUCTORS WHOSE

USE OF A PAIRED UTTERANCE HAS NOT

SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM EACH OTHER

PAIRED CATEGORY

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

1,2 (Learner followed by Stating) (13- 7)

3,5

1,5 (Stating " Learner) (7-13)

1,5 (Learner " Regarding)(13- 5)

2,314

1,4,5 (Scanning " Learner) (1-13)

3,4,5 (Regarding " Learner) (5-13)

1,2,5 (Stating " Stating) (7- 7)

2,3,4,S (Stating, " Clarifying)(7- 8)

1,2 (Clarifying " Stating) (8- 7)

2,5 (Preparing " Stating) (3- 7)

1,3,4

2,3,4,5 (Clarifying " Clarifying)(8- 8)
 

 

As shown in Table 9, it was further established that

the use of six out of the ten paired utterances examined

remained constant throughout the lesson. In the use of

Learner followed by Stating (13-7) and Preparing followed by

Stating (3-7) only one instructor showed a significant

difference in the first and second halves of the lesson.

However, in the case of Stating followed by Stating (7-7)

and Regarding followed by Learner (5-13), most instructors

in the 'most effective' group were not constant in their use

of these paired utterances.
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TABLE 9

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PAIRED CATEGORIES USED IN THE

FIRST AND SECOND HALVES OF THE LESSON

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

PAIRED UITERANCE 13-7

(Learner--Stating)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

PAIRED UTTERANCE 7-13

(Stating--Learner)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

U
b
U
N
I
—
l

PAIRED UTTERANCE 13-5

(Learner--Regarding)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

Note:

U
b
W
N
O
—
l

x1 p

H

.00 us 31

3.97 .05 o 2

L31 NS 33

U 4
a

.27 NS :5
H

X1 p u

.72 NS 31

0 2

83

:4

.17 NS 55

x2

.00

1.95

.93

X!

.4.39

.24

4.07

PAIRED UTTERANCE 1-13

(Scanning-~Learner)

p

NS

NS

NS

PAIRED UTTERANCE 5-13

(Regarding--Learner)

p

.05

NS

.05

PAIRED UTTERANCE 7-7

(Stating--Stating)

X' P Significant difference

1 1.03 NS at .05 level and so no

2 :07 "3 meaningful comparison

3 3.57 NS

4 .38 NS could be made.

5 71.50 NS

i)- ==Low frequency prevented meaningful

ii)

comparison with X'

X' figures only calculated for 'most

instructors whose use ofeffective'

paired utterances were not

sigificantly different

PAIRED UITERANCE 7—8

(Stating-~Clarifying)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

X‘ p

l

2 .17 NS

3 1.33 NS

4 .16 NS

5 2.86 NS

PAIRED UTIERANCE 3-7

(Clarifying--Stating)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

X2 p

1 .05 NS

2 3.20 NS

3

4

5

PAIRED UTTERANCE 3-7

(Preparing--Stating)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

X‘ p

1 2.00 NS

2 1.19 NS

3 4.57 .05

4 .36 NS

5 .64 NS

PAIRED UTTERANCE 8-8

(Clarifying-Clarifying)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

x1 p

l

2 .07 NS

3 .00 NS

4 00 NS

5 00 NS

 

Differences or Similarities Between the Probability of

One Category Following Another in Selected Paired

Utterances Used by the 'Most Effective' Group

Table 10 examines the differences in probability of

one category following another in selected paired

utterances. In order to find out the extent that a person
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TABLE 10

DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY FOLLOWING ANOTHER

IN SELECTED PAIRED UTTERANCES FOR 'MOST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
  

‘ EEIEQ UTTERANCFl5—7

-_ In4£4uczoe ,
(Learnerz Statsing) ‘ “-5 Cowman d! 5.5. x p

1.2.3.514 1 3.89151 18.50 .001

* 76 121 98 154 120 569 1:2:3:5 3 1.09412 5.21 NS

** 269 405 387 396 435 1892 Tocal: 4 4.98563 23.71 .001

PA D 011 R 7-1 11130.net“ d, s s x3 p

(Stating--Learner) “"‘P‘u‘m‘

1 2 5 4 5 11-5 2:4 1 .032001 1.41 NS

113:5 2 1.300230 5.73 115

* 50 124 104 150 94 522 204:10305 1 11.390869 48.88 .001

** 184 271 401 323 318 1497 Total: 4 12.723100 56.02 .001

’5 luuuctaa
- df 5.5. x:

(LearneruRegarding) c“"“‘“" p

1 2 5 4 5 a1-5 2:4 1 .109639 .61 NS

1:315 2 .873686 4.85 NS

* 79 57 102 65 143 446 204:10505 ..1 9.666455 53.65 .001

** 269 405 387 396 435 1892 Total: 4 10.649780 59.11 .001

‘ PAIRED—“Run:Aug 1-13 ”mm... f .

Conpcaiaon d 5'5‘ x P
(Scanning--Learner)

1 2 3 4 5 11-5

* 46 111 40 74 108 379

** 71 173 63 108 154 569 Total: 4 .422531 1.90 NS

‘ PAIRED UTT RANCE - 3

(Re srdin --Learner) "“"““5‘°“ df s.s. x3 p

(I 29 3 4 5 c1-5 “'PW‘"

' 2:3:4:5 3 1.443594 5.93 NS

* 55 24 64 35 '71 249 2o3.4o5:1 1 3.905816 16.04 .001

** 90 69 139 85 211 594 Total: 4 5.34941 21.97 .001

PA ANCET-‘I

- _- - InAtAucton 2
(Stating: Stat’ing) ‘ s r “5 “"44““ d: s.s. x p

1:2:4:5 3 .121235 .78 NS

* 29 37 120 53 50 289 1920405:5 1 6.177272 39.65 .001

** 184 271 401 323 318 1497 Total: 4 6.298507 40.43 .001

‘ PAIjRjommamc- '

(Statin «Clarif in ) ”‘n‘“.‘w‘ df s.s. x1
1 9 2 3 Y 9‘ 5 t1-5 Conpwon p

2:5:415 3 .171600 3.05 as

* 54 35 61 55 59 264 2050405:1 1 18.197873 106.00 .001

** 184 271 401 323 318 1497 Tocal: 4 18.369473 107.05 .001

PAIRED UTTERA!E§ 8'7 In‘mctgn d: S s X: p

(Clarifying--Stating)
Conpmson ' '

1 2 5 4 5 t1-5 1:2:5 2 .1016233 .59 NS

10295:304 1 2.0531910 11.95 .001

1' 19 20 42 20 17 118 3:4 1 1.3904790 8.08 .01

** 114 102 112 95 111 534 Total: 4 3.5499033 20.62 .001

PAIR U NE 7'7 lat/mecca df 8 S x,

~ - Calpaaison ' ' p
(Prepar1ng--Stat1ng)

1 2 5 4 5 t1-5 1:514 2 1.378730 5.64 NS

2:5 1 .201869 .83 NS

* 32 21 57 57 39 206 505048205 1 6.526511 26.68 .001

** 40 45 95 78 101 359 Total: 4 8.107110 33.15 .001

P8 II '8 11140.net“ df S S x, p

(Clarifying-Clarifying)
Conpawon

1 3 S a: 1-5

* 15 4 6 7 9 41

** 114 102 112 95 111 534 Total: 4 .2281281 3.22 NS

 

* Total incidences for the paired categories examined

2* Total utterances for the preceding category in the pair
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could confidently predict the probability of one category

following another, the ten most frequently paired utterances

were analysed. For example, the paired category 1-13 in

Table 10 shows that on the right hand side of the 2 x 5

contingency table there were no significant differences

(p=.05) among the five 'most effective' instructors in the

probability of a learner responding when his instructor

scanned for understanding.

In Table 11, a summary of the findings from Table 10

are extrapolated to identify the mean probability of one

category following another in frequently used paired

utterances by the 'most effective' instructors. For

example, it is shown that on average, the probability with

which one could confidently predict if learners would

respond to their instructor's scanning (1-13) is 68% of the

time.

TABLE 11

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM TABLE 10 TO IDENTIFY THE R

PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY FOLLOWING ANOTHER IN FREQUENTLY

USED PAIRED UTTERANCES BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

PAIRED UTTERANCES EXAMINED R Probability

(1 - 13) Scanning followed by Learners 68%

(3 - 7) Preparing " Stating 57%

(5 - 13) Regarding " Learners 38%

(13 - 7) Learner " Stating 28%

(7 - 13) Stating " Learners 25%

(13 - 5) Learner " Regarding 24%

(8 - 7) Clarifying " Stating 18%

(7 - 8) Stating " Clarifying 16%

(7 - 7) Stating " Stating 15%

(8 - 8) Clarifying " Clarifying 8%
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From Table 12 it can been seen that in most cases

the probability of one category following another in the ten

most frequently used paired utterances did not differ

TABLE 12

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY FOLLOWING

ANOTHER IN SELECTED PAIRED UTTERANCES FOR THE FIRST

AND SECOND HALVES OF THE LESSON FOR EACH OF THE

INSTRUCTORS IN THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

 

PAI D UTTER

(Learner-~Stating)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

U
I
U
N
H

PAIRED UTTERANQ: 7-13

(Stating--Learner)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

PAIRED UTTERANCE 13-5

(Learner--Regarding)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

Notg:

U
i
b
U
N
t
—
l

U
L
‘
W
N
H

X!

.72

.29

.03

1.51

X!

2.96

.00

17.05

.08

.14

x2

.13

.21

.01

.23

.02

p

NS

NS

NS

NS

p

NS

NS

.001

NS

NS

p

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

U
b
u
N
H

M
b
U
N
D
—
fi

PAI D UTTER

(Scanning--Learner)

x2

.23

.84

.13

.65

.00

x2

x2

4

6.

.52

.52

30

-13

p

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

PAIRED UTTERANQ; 5—13

(Regarding--Learner)

p

NS

NS

NS

'0’

PAIRED UTTERANCE,7-7

(Statingo-Stating)

p

NS

.05

.02

11"==Low frequency prevented meaningful

ii)

comparison with x'

X' figures only calculated for 'most

effective' instructors whose use of

paired utterances were not

signficantly different

PAIRED UTTERANQ; 7-8

(Stating--Clarifying)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

1

2

3

a

5

x!

2.04

'.00

.64

6.38

p

NS

NS

NS

.02

PAI§§0 UTT§RANC§ 8-7

(C1arifying--Stating)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

U
§
U
N
H

X!

.31

9.64

.16

p

NS

.01

NS

PAIRED UTTERANCE 3-7

(Preparing--Stating)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

b
c
fi
w
N
D
-
J

x2

.00

.06

2.50

2.28

.61

p

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

PAIRED UTTERANCE 8-8

(Clarifying-Clarifying)

I
n
s
t
r
u
c
t
o
r

U
'
I
S
‘
U
N
H

x!
p
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significantly throughout the lesson. The notable exception

was in the probability of Stating being followed by Stating

(7-7) which showed variances for two out of the three

instructors whose use of that paired utterance was similar.

Sequences of Three Utterances Used by the

'Most Effective' Group
 

For the instructors in the 'most effective' group,

the five most frequently used sequences of three utterances

were rank ordered and compared. The ranking of incidence is

shown in Table 13. From examination of Table 13, the most

frequently used sequences of three utterances are summarized

TABLE 13

RANKING OF INCIDENCE OF SEQUENCES OF THREE UTTERANCES

FREQUENTLY USED BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

RANK ORDER

1 2 3 4 5

 

139543 13.57.13 8.1397 5413-»5 7»8+13"
 

13-97013 13--1-13 7o13-e7 1-13-v7 7—»l~13

 

 

1

2

3 1 1395913 7-v7-97 13-e7-d3 7913-57 7.1395

4 7+13-7 13-97913 3-’7~13 13-97d~8

13d>1§l3

 

'5 1395,13 13—>7~13 1-13-v5 5+13-+5

7-13-v7 7-1~l3

'
M
O
S
T

E
F
F
E
C
T
I
V
E
'

I
N
S
T
R
U
C
T
O
R
S

   
Criteria for selection: Sequences of three utterances were identified

if the initial paired sequence appeared 5% or more of the frequency

total of each instructor. These sequences were ranked according to

their frequency for each instructor.
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in Table 14 to highlight the interactive pattern of verbal

communication between learners and their instructor.

From Table 14, it can be seen that within the 'most

effective' group of instructors, a predominant pattern of

interaction between instructors and their learners emerged

in the use of sequences of three utterances. Apart from

Stating (category 7), these interactive sequences used by

the 'most effective' instructors are typified by Scanning

for misunderstandings (category 1) or the giving of positive

praise or acknowledgement to learners (category 5).

TABLE 14

SUMMARY FROM TABLE 13 TO IDENTIFY PATTERNS IN THE SEQUENCES

OF THREE UTTERANCES FREQUENTLY USED BY

THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

13- 7-13 Learner -- STATING -- Learner

13- 1-13 Learner -- SCANNING - Learner

13- 5-13 Learner -- REGARDING - Learner

5-13- 5 REGARDING -- Learner - REGARDING

7-13- 5 STATING -- Learner - REGARDING

1-13- 5 SCANNING -- Learner -- REGARDING

7-13- 7 STATING -- Learner -- STATING

7- 8-13 STATING - CLARIFYING -- Learner

13- 7- 8 Learner -- STATING - CLARIFYING

7- l-13 STATING - SCANNING - Learner

Note: i) A sequence of three utterances such as 13 - 7 - 15 is read as:

'a learner utterance, followed by the instructor stating,

followed by another learner utterance'

ii) Sequences of three utterances have been arranged to highlight

the interactive nature of verbal communication between the

instructors and their learners.

 

 

Findings in Response to Research:guestion 1.1

Research Question 1.1 asked: Are there differences

or similarities among the verbal communication behaviors
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used by the five instructors identified by learners as

'least effective' managers of their intent?

Differences or Similarities in the Proportional Use

of Categories by the 'Least Effective' Group

Table 15 shows the differences and similarities in

the proportional use of categories by the five instructors

in the 'least effective' group. An inspection of the table

shows an obvious difference in the proportional use of

categories by Instructor 7. This instructor verbally

scanned for misunderstandings (Category 1) twelve times as

much as Instructor 9, and two to three times as much as the

other instructors. Referral to the coded transcripts

TABLE 15

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF EACH CATEGORY

BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 

 

    

Instructor - 1

CODE CATEGORY 6 7 8 9 10 ...-i“ RANK ORMRING “- x SCORES

1 scauuxuc 3.60 12.16 5.28 1.10 4.86 5.87

2 REQUESTING .17 - .12 - .17 .09 .

3 manumc ' 17.67 9.52 13.71. 9.56 6.87 11.51 Stating. 48E

4 SHARING ' - .25 1.35 1.10 .50 .66 Clarifying 22:

“s 1151;190:111: 9.78 3.62 1.29 :76 11.79 6.11 2:32:32: 1:;

6 SUGGESTING 6. 52 1.88 7 . 24 4 . 4| 3. 52 4 . 7D Scanning 6%

...7-...S"“Nc 38.08 55.1: 46.50 52.91. 45.56 47.98 Suggesting 5%

8 crwa1rv1nc 19.90 17.42 19.26 27.76 25.96 21.52 . a

9 EXClJSlNC-UNIN‘I'ENTIONAL 1. 54 - .61 - .34 .48—J :::;::9 1’.

10 EXCUSINii-IECITIHATE 1.89 - .61 - .84 ...-63“ (Legitimate) 1%

ll AHNDGY .86 - .98 .17 - 4S Excusing

‘2 ”m‘mm ‘ ' ' ‘ ' ’ . (Unintentional) .5:

Total N of utterances 1-12‘ 583 798 815 544 597 3317 Apology 05%

13 LEARNER 13.50 14.29 7.18 2.86 11.71 10.85 Requesting .l%

Total N of utterances 1-13' 674 931 878 560 700 374.3 Penance 0% 
 

* The percentages in each instructor category (1-12) are calculated as percents“?I 0‘ 1“?
total utterances in the 1-12 categories used by each instructor

The percentages for each instructor in the learner category (111 are calculated as

percentages of the total utterances in all categories (1-131
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revealed Instructor 7 would: 1) make a statement, pause, and

then finish the statement with a rhetorical form of question

§;S: "Obvious, isn't it?", "It looks awful, doesn't it?" or

2) leave no time for a response e43, "Did you see me? Watch

me again.". While three instructors used the Apology

category (category 11), none of the 'least effective' group

used the Penance category (category 12).

The twelve categories were collapsed into six larger

classifications as shown in Table 16. However Chi-square

tests of significance for differences between proportions

using 2 x 5 contingency tables found differences in the

proportional use of all classifications at the .05 level.

TABLE 1 6

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF EACH CLASSIFICATION

BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

  

Instructor

C1101: 0.115511710111021 6 7 8 9 10 i

1 ASSESSING 3.77 12.16 5.60 1.10 5.03 5.96 ..

z PREPARING 17.67 9.52 13.76 9.56 6.87 11.51 RANK ORDERING 0‘ x SCORES

1 EQUALISING 9.78 3.88 5.66 3.86 11.89 6.77 Explaining 7a:

6 EXPLAININC 66.69 76.66 73.00 85.11 75.01 76.20 Preparing 12%

5 sxcusmc 3.63 - 1.23 - .01 1.11 Equalising 7g

6 REPAIRING .86 - .98 .37 - .65 Assessing %

. N/utterances (l—6)* 583 798 815 566 597 3337 Repairing A55

1 7 ILEARNER 13.5016.29 7.18 2.8616.71 10.85

Nlutterances (l-7)£ 674 931 878 560 700 3743    
 

* The percentages in each instructor classification (l~6) are calculated as percentages

of the total utterances in the 1-6 classifications used by each instructor

I The percentages for each instructor in the learner classification (7) are calculated

as percentages of the total utterances in all classifications (1-7)

 

As displayed in Table 17, a further partitioning of

the 2 x 5 tables into 2 x 2 auxiliary tables subdivided



113

TABLE 1 7

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF CATEGORIES AND

COMBINATION CATEGORIES BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

CATEGORIES la 2 (Scanning) luauuctu of S S x3
. . . p

lutauctaa ca"“‘“"

6 7 I t6-70 6:81”! 2 .0936375 1.68 NS

7:9 1 3.9515383 70.80 .001

* 22 97 44 6 30 199 6'8'7017'9 1 1.1038632 19.77 .001

** 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 5.149039 92.25 .001

CATEGORY 3 (Preparing) luauuctaa <1: 8 S x,
— , . p

luuuctoa Coepmaon

6 7 9 9 70 t6-70 719 1 .0000390 .00 NS

618170 2 1.7659343 17.34 .001

* 103 76 112 52 41 384 6080701709 1 2.6589337 26.11 001

*9 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 4.4249070 43.45 .001

CATEGORY 4 (Shari ) Inauuctoa—_ "9 c... . .. a 3.5 x1 ,

Inauuctea 7: 70 1 .0020876 . 32 NS

6 7 8 9 70 116-70 8:9 1 .0019876 .30 NS

70701909 1 .0548332 8.37 .01

* 0 2 11 6 3 22 70909070“ 1 .0292369 6. 7 .05

** 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 .0881433 13.46 .02

CATEGORY 5 (Regarding) 1.1324891“ u s s x: p

lustauctoa Cospc41aoa

6 7 9 9 70 t6-70 7:9:9 2 .0771831 1.34 NS

6:70 1 .0767610 1.33 NS

* 57 29 35 15 68 204 70909:6070 1 2.6680359 46.49 .001

n 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 2.8219800 49.16 .001

CATEGORY. 6 S gstin ) Instnuctaa
———-— ( 099 9 Conan“ df s.s. x: p

lunactoa 6:8 1 .0176816 .39 NS

6 7 8 9 70 I 6-70 9: 70 1 .0227580 .51 NS

60919070 1 .5633753 12.57 .001

* 38 15 59 24 21 157 60909070:7 1 .8384789 18.70 .001

** 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 1.4422938 32.17 .001

CATEGORY 7 (Statin Intimates
—— 9) Cal-pm." df s.s. x1 p

muuccu mo 1 .030578 .12 11s 1

6 7 I 9 70 116-70 7:9 1 .156100 .63 NS ’

. 90701709 1 6.561910 18.28 001!

* 222 440 379 288 272 1601 8'70'709:6 1 6.921242 27.73 .001}

** 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 11.669830 46.76 001

CATEGORY 8 (Clarifying) 111.281.6264 ‘1‘ s.s. x, p

Inaccuctoa Componeaon

6 7 8 9 70 lib-70 6:7:9 2 .2396648 1.42 735

9:70 1 .0916291 .54 NS

* 116 139 l57 151 155 718 60707:9070 1 4.8744961 28.37 .001

** 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 5.2057900 30.83 001

custom 13 (Learners) runner“ df s s x, p

Inauuctca Conpwaen

6 7 I 9 70 £640 617:” 2 .0520300 .54 NS

33' 1 .6133068 6.33 .02

* 91 133 63 16 103 406 6070701709 1 1.1384622 11.75 .001

*** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 1.8037990 18.65 001

communion CATEGORY 67(Sharing) Int/metal: at s s x, p

lnauuctoa
Ceepmaou ' '

6 7 8 9 70 86-70 7:9:70 2 .3420398 2.68 NS

617 l 11.7572520 92.15 .001

* 89 46 276 49 41 501 6081709'70 1 25.2046322 197.53 .001

“ 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 37.303924 292.36 .001

communion cartoon? 57(Rggarding) Issuactoa a s s x: p

Instauctea
Coapaaucu

6 7 8 9 70 16-70 7:70 1 .0005916 .02 NS

619:9 2 1.4879164 55.50 .001

* 42 19 ll 5 15 92 707026409 1 .0244964 .92 SS

** 583 798 815 544 597 3337 Total: 4 1.5130044 56.44 .001

* Total utterances for the category examined

'9 Total utterances for all categories (l-lZ)

“‘9 Total utterances for all categories (1-13)

5 All utterances in conbination with either a category 4 or a category 5
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chi-square into components to reveal the specific source of

variance among the 'least effective' instructors.

An inspection of Table 18 shows a summary of the

findings extrapolated from Table 17 and identifies those

'least effective' instructors whose use of categories was

similar to each other. For example, in the use of

Clarifying (category 8), the subgroup made up of Instructors

9 and 10 showed no statistically significant difference to

one another. This was also the case with the subgroup of

Instructors 6, 7 and 8. However, these two subgroups are

recorded separately to indicate that there was a

statistically significant difference between them in their

use of category 8.

TABLE 18

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM TABLE 17 TO IDENTIFY THOSE 'LEAST

EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS WHOSE USE OF CATEGORIES WERE

SIMILAR TO EACH OTHER

 

HOMOGENEOUS GROUPS OF INSTRUCTORS WHOSE CATEGORY

USE OF A CATEGORY HAS NOT SIGNIFICANTLY

DIFFERENT FRW EACH OTKR

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

6,8A) Samufimgi (Cat.].& 2)

7,9 Pnflxuing (Cat.ZH

8,9 gmufing (Cat.4)

7,10 Sharing

7,9,10 Sharing (Canbinations with Cat.4)

6J0 Mnmflnw Kan M

7,8,9 Regarding

7,10 Regarding (Combinations with Cat.S)

6,8 Suggesting (Cat. 6)

9;“) Smxfifitnx; -

7,9 Stating (Cat. 7)

8,10 Stating

9,10 Clarifying (Cat. 8)

6,7,8 Clarifying

6,7,10 Learners (Cat. 13)
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The findings of the chi-square tests of association

(p=.05) used to establish if the use of categories remained

constant throughout the lesson are displayed in Table 19.

TABLE 1 9

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PAIRED CATEGORIES USED IN THE

FIRST AND SECOND HALVES OF THE LESSON OF INSTRUCTORS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

IN THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

CATEGORIES 1+2 m5: CATEGORY 13

(Scanning) (Suggesting) (Learners)

H X: p 7-6 X! p 8" X' p

3 6 6.55 .02 3 6 .00 us § 6 .89 N3

2 7 g 7 5 7 7.22 .07

1'1 8 7.45 773 1. 8 .83 NS t: 8

t; 9 z; 9 .67 773 a 9

g 10 .52 NS 510 2.33 773 5 10 70.57.07

CATEGORY 3 CATEGORY 7 COMBINATION CATEGORY 7.

(Preparing) (Stating) (Sharing)

.. X! p .. X‘ P .. x2 p

8 6 3 6 o 6

° 7 2.79 NS ”
S 7 .05 NS :1 o 7 4.68 .05
1.7 8 L- 8 .59 NS 3 8

3‘: 9 .37 us :1 9 4.00 .05 1‘; 9 2.9., NS

.510 .5 1° 4-76 -05 ,5 10 76.07 .007

CATEGORY A CATEGORY 8 COMBINATION CATEGORY 5

(Sharing) (Clarifying) (Regarding)

x: p n X7 p H x: p

u o o3 5 - - g 6 L17 us .. 6
u 7 - - g 7 .78 NS 3 7 .75 us

a s - - u 8 L64 N5 5 8

f; 9 - - g 9 .32 NS 07 9

5 10 - - H 10 .78 us .5 10 .73 NS

CATEGORY S CATEGORIES 9L10, 11 & 12

(Regarding) Low frequencies

prevented meaningful comparison

15 X‘ P Ngtg: i)--Low frequency prevented meaningful

g 6 comparison with x'

3 7 7.69 NS .13.) x: f.

3 8 7.40 NS igures only calculated for 'least'

2 9 ”.27 .001 effective' instructors whose use of

_, 10 paired utterances were 293

significantly different
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The table reveals that there were no significant differences

between the two halves of the lesson in the use of Preparing

(category 3), Suggesting (category 6), Clarifying (category

8) and Regarding (combination category 5). Only one

instructor varied over time in the use of Scanning

(categories 1 and 2), and Regarding (category 5). Over half

the instructors showed a variance over time in their use of

Stating (category 7), Learners (category 13) and Sharing

(combination category 4). However, due to the low

frequencies of Category 9 (Excusing, Unintentional),

Category 10 (Excusing, Legitimate), Category 11 (Apology)

and Category 12 (Penance), meaningful comparison using chi-

square tests for statistically significant differences was

not possible.

Difference or Similarities in the Use of Selected

Paired Utterances by the 'Least Effective' Group

The proportional use by the 'least effective'

instructors of the ten most frequently occurring paired

utterances are displayed in Table 20. It can be seen from

this table that the five most frequently occurring paired

utterances used by the ‘least effective' instructors

involved no verbal interaction between learners (category

13) and their instructor.
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TABLE 20

A COMPARISON OF THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF SELECTED PAIRED

UTTERANCES BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

””fiiniifiiz‘luufié'm I"°"“°‘°’ _ RANK ORDERING or '72 stones
PAIRED UTTERANCES 6 7 8 9 10 X

13 -7 2.23 6.36 1.82 .56 6.01 3.26

7"‘3 1-63 ‘-‘9‘~‘9 -35 3‘72 2-‘3 '7 - 7 (Stating followed by Stating) 13%

t 18 -5 3.86 2.80 2.96 1.25 7.01 3.58 7 . 8 (Stating " Clarifying) 9%

1 -13 1.63 6.36 1.25 .56 2.29 2.68 l 8 - 7 (Clarifying " Stating) 7%

5-13 1p.53 .651.37 1.07 6.57 1.95 1 3 - 7 (Preparing " Stating) 4%

-7 7-7 4.46 17.8547.” 21.67 13.65 12.87 8 ' 8 (Clarifying " Clarifying) a:

7 —8 6.86 10.11 5.93 15.76 9.59 9.28 13 ' 5 (Learner " Regarding) (1%

66 8-7 3.57 7.10 5.1316.13 8.30 7.28 7 l '13 (Scanning " Learner) 3%

3-7 6.39 6.95 2.05 6.11 3.15 6.07 13 - 7 (Learner " Stating) 3%
P—— 7 -13 (Stating " Learner) 2%

8-8 3.27 2.15 .91 6.80 6.72 3.60 1 S -13 (Regarding ,. Learner) 2%

595g; 1) * Criteria for selection was the five most frequently occurring

paired utterances used by the 'most effective' instructors

ii) '* Criteria for selection was the five most frequently occurring

paired utterances used by the 'least effective' instructors

iii) Occurrence of paired utterances expressed as a percentage of the

total utterances uses by each instructor

iv) A paired utterance such as 13 - 7 means that a Learner utterance

was followed by an instructor stating his/her intent

 

Reference to Table 21 reveals that there were

statistically significant differences at the .05 level in

the use of paired utterances by the 'least effective' group

and the 2 x 2 auxiliary tables identify the particular

instructor who was the source of variance in the use of each

paired utterance.

Table 22 is extrapolated from the findings of Table 21

to identify those 'least effective' instructors whose use of

paired utterances were similar. For example, in the use of

paired utterance Stating followed by Learner (7-13), the

subgroup made up of Instructors 6 and 8 showed no
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TABLE 21

DIFFERENCES IN THE USE OF THE SELECTED PAIRED

UTTERANCES BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

 

 

'WWIRANCE 13-7

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

Instauctaa
. at 5.5. X' p

(Learner-—Stating) “'pm‘“

6 7 8 9 10 16-70

* 15 59 16 3 28 121

** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 1.5888928 5.79 NS

PAIR TT RANC -

—‘-—‘—§J°.”7 12:12:18: .. .1 :
(Stat1ng--Learner)

Iaatauctoa 7:70 1 .00900164 .38 NS

6 7 8 9 10 8 6-10 6:: 1 .00087270 .06 NS

668:7.10 1 .67303900 19.96 .001

* 11 39 13 2 26 91 6o7o8o10:9 1 .28328240 11.96 001

8* 676 931 878 560 700 3763 Total: 4 .76620056 32.30 .001

PA ANC -

.1 ’ 12:12:11.2: .. s.s. .. .
(Learnero-Regarding)

6 7 8 9 70 t6-70 68718 2 .0487344 1.41 NS

9:10 1 1.0286136 29.80 .001

* 26 26 26 7 49 134 6070889970 1 .1419282 4.11 .05

** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 1.2192762 35.32 .001

O UTTER 1-13

. 12:12:13: .. .. ,,
(Scann1ng--Learner)

6 7 8 9 10 t 6.10 6:: 1 .0056827 .21 NS

789870 2 1.3439618 51.69 .001

* 11 59 11 3 16 100 6088709070 1 .4170187 16.03 .001

** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 1.7664632 67.93 .001

PAIR D A 513

~ 5”“ 12:11:18: .. .. :
(Regarding—~Learner)

6 7 8 9 70 1 6-70 889 1 .0029826 .16 NS

687:70 2 .6179440 32.31 .001

* 17 6 12 6 32 73 8098607070 1 .1139529 5.96 .02

9* 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 .7348795 38.43 .001

PAIREO UTIERANC; 7-7
_ _ 62::822f2: 02 5.5. X7 p

(Stat1ng--Stating)
6 8 9 10 r 6.10 7:9 1 .452741 6.06 .05

618870 2 2.816636 25.13 .001

* 30 166 71 120 94 481 709:6'8'70 1 9.933138 88.70 .001

*9 674 931 878 580 700 3763 Total: 6 13.200515 117.87 .001

#

P“ . 1:71:28: .. .. :
(Stating--Clarify1ng) "

7n6£4uctoa 7:10 1 .0110231 .13 us

6 7 8 9 10 1 6-10 6:8 1 .0310683 .37 NS

60811070 1 1.0060760 11.96 .001

9 66 96 52 88 67 367 6.8.7.10:9 1 2.7342276 32.51 .001

** 676 931 878 560 700 3763 Tocal: 6 3.7823750 66.97 .001

A
PAIRED UTTERAN 8 7 17161711161804 df s s x3 p

(Clarify1ng--Stating) Conpmaon ' '

laatauczaa 7770 1 .0572102 .85 NS

6 7 8 9 10 (6-70 6:8 1 .0933229 1.38 NS

6o8s7o10 1 .7925218 11.76 .001

9 26 66 65 79 58 272 6o8.7.10:9 1 3.0811421 65.73 .001

** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 6 6.0261970 59.72 .001

PAIRED UTTERAEE‘3-7 3:322:37: d! 3.5. x! p

(Prepar1ng--Stat1ng)
8 9 70 t6-70 719870 2 .0882722 2.27 NS

8:6 1 .7147924 18.35 .001

* 43 46 18 23 22 152 7099708806 1 .0455892 1.17 NS

** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 .8486538 21.79 .001

W Instinct“.
. df 5.5. X3 p

“(Clarifying-Clarifying) “'pw‘"

leatauctoa 9:10 1 .0001587 .00 NS

6 7 8 9 70 x6-10 6:7 1 .0486810 1.40 NS

99702607 1 1.2035236 34.62 .001

* 22 20 8 38 47 135 6079987018 1 .8336781 23.98 .001

** 674 931 878 560 700 3743 Total: 4 2.0858414 60.00 .001

 

* Total incidences for the paired categories examined

** Total utterances for all categories (1-13)
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statistically significant difference to one another. This

was also the case with Instructors 7 and 10. However, these

two subgroups are recorded separately to indicate that there

was a statistically significant difference between them in

their use of the paired utterance 7-13.

TABLE 22

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM TABLE 21 TO IDENTIFY THOSE

'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS WHOSE USE OF PAIRED

UTTERANCES WERE SIMILAR TO EACH OTHER

 

HOMOGENEOUS GROUPS OF INSTRUCTORS WHOSE

USE OF A PAIRED UTTERANCE WAS NOT PAIRED CATEGORY

SIGNIFICANTLY DIFFERENT FROM EACH OTHER

lxwmner (3 Sta

Sta Lamnmm‘

\
7
\
7

(
D
H O

Manner

hfinmer

hammer

Sta Sta

Sta (mar

0

~

Sta

Sta

Cl

O

‘

H
Q
H
Q
S
m
l
-
‘
k
o

O 

8

9

6

7

8

9

6

9

 

As shown in Table 23, the use of five out of the ten

paired utterances examined remained constant throughout the

lesson. In the use of paired utterances 13-7, 7-13, 13-5

and 1-13, no more than one instructor showed a significant

difference in the first and second halves of the lesson

(p=.05).
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TABLE 23

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE PAIRED CATEGORIES USED IN THE

FIRST AND SECOND HALVES OF THE LESSON

BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

   

  

 

PAIRED UTTERANCE 13-7 PAIRED UTTERANCE 1-13 PAIRED UTTERANCE 7-8

(Learner-—Stating) (Scanning--Learner) (Stating--Clarifying)

1. X' p X‘ p X‘ p

3 6 1.67 173 3- 6 4.50 .05 E 6 2.17 713

g 7 .62 NS ‘6’ 7 .03 NS 0 7 .04 NS

:.- 8 6.25.02 :1 8 g 8 .70 113

t; 9 .00 us 73‘ 9 g 9
,510 2.29 773 310 7: 10 .06 113

H H

PAIR D UTTER 7- 3 PAI D UTTERANC 5- 3 PAIRED UTTERANCE 8-7

(Stating--Learner) (Regarding--Learner) (Clarifying-~Stating)

H x! p 7-0 x! p p X! p

3 6 .87 us 3 6 3 6 .17 NS

'5’ 7 11.37 .001 g 7 g 7 .00 173

3 8 ..70 NS 3 8 .33 NS ‘7: 8 .56 NS

00 9 m 9 .00 173 ... 9

.5 10 5 10 :3 10 1.10 113

PAIfiD UTTERANCE 13-5 PAIREJDLUTTERANCE 7-7 PAIRED UTTERANCE 3-7

(Learner-~Regarding) (Stating--Stating) (Preparing--Stating)

p X1 P - Significant difference 3 X7 p

3 6 7.38 NS at .05 level and so no 3 6

U 7 3.85 .05 - :3 7 7.39 N3

3 8 .62 NS meaningful comparison 3 8

11 9 could be made. 2 9 .04 NS

210 ... 10 .36 113
H

PAIREQfiUITERANCE,8-8

Note: i)-- Low frequency prevented meaningful (Clarifying-Clarifying)

comparison with X' x, p

ii) X' figures only calculated for 'least' '3
. . ..- 6 7.64 713

effective instructors whose use of g 7 .20 NS

paired utterances were 39; 3 8

51 ificantl different "1 9 1-63 NS

9" ’ £10 .53 17s
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Differences or Similarities Between the Probability of

One Category Following Another in Selected Paired

Utterances Used byfthe 'Least Effective' Group

From Table 24 it can be seen that there were no

significant differences between the five 'least effective'

instructors in the probability of one category following

another in the paired utterances of 1-13 and 5-13. It can

be extrapolated from these figures that on average, the

probability of Learners (category 13) responding after an

instructor asks a question (category 1) was 60% of the time,

and the probability of Learners (category 13) responding

after an instructor acknowledges or gives a learner positive

praise (category 5) was 40% of the time.

Table 25 summarizes the average probability of one

category following another in the paired utterances used by

the 'least effective' group. For example, from these

findings it can be expected that when a Preparing category

(category 3) is used by a 'least effective' instructor, it

will be followed 51% of the time by a Stating category

(category 7). Similarly, when a Stating category (category

7) is used by a 'least effective' instructor, it is probable

that 43% of the time it will be followed by a further

Stating category, 28% of the time by a Clarifying category

(category 8) and only 9% of the time by a Learner response

(category 13).
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TABLE 2 4

DIFFERENCES IN PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY

FOLLOWING ANOTHER IN SELECTED PAIRED UTTERANCES

FOR 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' GROUP

 

 

jIPA'I'R‘§——T101171; Am; 13,-7

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

(Learner--Statin ) 7“““9‘” d: s.s. x!

6 7 8 g 9 10 86-10 “'PW‘" p

6:819:70 3 .629582 3.01 NS

* 15 59 16 3. 28 121 69899970:7 1 4.191938 20.04 .001

9* 91 133 63 16 103 406 Total: 4 4.821520 23.05 .001

W mum“. d! 5.5. X7 p

(Statingo-Learner) “'"W‘"
lastsuctoa 618 1 .0214927 .32 NS

6 7 8 9 10 8:11.10 7:10 1 .0306709 .66 115

69887670 1 .4001849 5.97 .02

* 11 39 13 2 26 91 6979897079 1 1.3406654 20.01 .001

** 152 394 228 257 229 1260 Total: 4 1.7930139 26.75 .001

WA:, 13-5 71160.net“.
. d! 5.8. X' P

(Learnero-Regarding) c°"“‘““
6 7 8 9 10 t6-70 8:98” 2 .1582860 .72 115

7:6 1 .4398500 1.99 NS

9 26 26 26 7 49 136 7.618.9410 1 4.7898778 21.66 .001

99 91 133 63 16 103 406 Total: 6 5.3880118 26.37 .001

A A 1-15
é;‘2jf:: a: s.s. x: p

( Scanning--Learner ) p

6 7 8 9 10 x6-10

* 11 59 11 3 16 100

99 15 . 91 28 6 27 167 Total: 4 1.762086 7.25 115

A D A 5-13 78618.net“ df S S x,

(R » Conpaaiaoa ‘ ' p

egardinfgulearner)

8 9 10 s6-10

* 17 6 12 6 32 73

99 40 28 34 13 67 182 Total: 4 1.518598 6.27 Ns

PAIRED 7’7 lnatauctoa df S S x, p

(Stating--Stating)
Conpwaon

6 7 8 9 10 16.70 7:9:10 2 .666660 1.97 NS

6:8 1 1.185971 5.02 .05

9 30 166 71 120 96 681 648:7.4410 1 7.315817 31.00 .001

99 152 396 228 257 229 1260 16:61. 6 8.966268 37.99 .001

PAIRED UTTERANCE 7-8 lutauctas d: S s x3

(51’. t' . Cal-107114126081 ' ' p

a ing--Clarifying)

6 7 8 9 10 16-70 679110 2 .6506380 2.26 :85

7:8 1 .0159500 .08 NS

9 66 94 52 88 67 367 7981699970 1 2.6330318 13.19 .001

99 152 394 228 257 229 1260 Tocal: 6 3.0996198 15.53 .01

PAIED fl! EEEEE E-T
. . 52:““9‘2: 8: 8.3. x: p

(Clarifying--Stating) "M

6 7 8 9 70 16970 78889 2 1.223905 5.01 NS

6:70 1 1.533114 6.28 .01

* 24 66 45 79 58 272 7080,8‘070 1 3.876370 15.88 .001

** 103 135 111 145 148 642 Total: 4 6.633389 27.17 .001

PAI D U71 RANC -7 178684689304 df s s X3 P

(Preparing,«5tating)
Conpmaon

6 8 9 10 (6970 619110 2 .1710060 .68 NS

778 1 4.7722100 19.12 .001

* 43 46 18 23 22 152 7688669670 1 .0799484 .32 NS

** 88 69 63 43 39 302 Total: 4 5.0301734 20.12 .001

P71 -8 '
. , g;““€‘:: 88 s.s. x: p

(Clarifying-Clarifying) PM

6 8 9 10 16-10 6:9 1 .1615226 .85 :75

778370 2 4.1885630 25.22 .001

* 22 20 8 38 47 135 6698768670 1 .4049304 2.44 NS

99 103 135 111 165 148 642 Total: 6 6.7350160 28.51 .001
 

* Total inci‘dences for the paired categories examined

** Total utterances for the preceding category in the pair
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TABLE 25

SUMMARY OF TABLE 24 TO RANK THE R PROBABILITY OF ONE

CATEGORY FOLLOWING ANOTHER IN THE PAIRED UTTERANCES

USED BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

PAIRED UTTERANCE EXAMINED 2 Probability

(1-13) Scanning followed by Learner 60%

(3- 7) Preparing " Stating 51%

(8- 7) Clarifying " Stating 49%

(7- 7) Stating " Stating 43%

(5-13) Regarding " Learner 40%

(13- 5) Learner " Regarding 33%

(7- 8) Stating " Clarifying 28%

(8- 8) Clarifying " Clarifying 28%

(13- 7) Learner " Stating 23%

(7-13) Stating " Learner 9%

 

An inspection of Table 26 reveals that in seven out

of the ten paired categories examined, the probability of

one category following another did not differ significantly

(p=.05) during the lesson. While there was variance between

instructors in the paired utterance 13-5, only one

instructor showed variance throughout the lesson in the use

of the paired utterances 7-13 and 7-7.
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TABLE 26

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY FOLLOWING

ANOTHER IN PAIRED UTTERANCES USED BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE'

INSTRUCTORS DURING THE FIRST AND SECOND

HALVES OF THE LESSON

 

 

PAIRED UTTERANCE 13-7 PAIRED U‘I’TERANCE 1-13 PAIRED UTTERANCE 7-8

 

(Learner-~Stating) (Scanning--Learner) (Stating--Clsrifying)

2

o
U a S 6 z.

3 6 5.38 NS 0 7 .00 us 3 7 3; NS
8 3 ‘2 NS :3 :3 . NS

3 . 3 8 I. 20 NS 1.1 8 I. 26 NS
3 9 - 05 u 9 .00 NS 3 9 .22 Ms
c 10 .04 ,5 10 1.28 us c 10 .21 NSH

H

PAIRED UTTERflE 7-13 PAIR D UTT RANCE 5-13 PAIRED UTTERANCE 8-7

(Stating-~Learner) (Regarding--Learner) (Clarifying--Stating)

X‘ p
n X‘ p X’ p

§ 5 -76 ”5 § 6 .27 83 3 6
3 g ’4-;: mg g 7 .02 NS 3 7 .58 NS
3 10 ‘-4' as 3 8 .08 NS 3 8 .14 NS
'5 ~ - 2 lg .00 NS 3 9 1.81 NS

... .03 NS 5 10

PAIRED UTTERANCE 13-5 PAIRED UIIERME 7-7 PAIRED UIIERANCE 3-7

(Learner--Regarding) (Stating--Stating) (Preparing--Stating)

X2 p 2
H X P X2o “

pU 6 .63 NS 8 6 .29 NS 3 6 N7 I. 90 NS 0 U ° 00 S3 8 6 08 0 2 a 7 6.22 .02 u 7u 9 . .- 5 8 L26 us 3 8E 10 ”:15 '0’ 3 1(9) .83 Ms 6’ 9 .71 113
H .00 NS ,5 10 1.25 NS

N .
PAIRED UIIERANCE 8-8

ote. 1)-=-Low frequency prevented meaningful (Clarifying-Clarifying)

comparison with X’ x! p

ii) X’ figures only calculated for 'least' 3 5 33 NS

effective' instructors whose use of 3 '7 .

paired utterances were at E 8 NS

significantly different 2 13 I 45

 

Differences or Similarities Between Selected

Sequences of Three Utterances Used by the

'Least Effective' Group

Table 27 identifies in rank order the five sequences

of three utterances most frequently used by the 'least
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effective' instructors.

Table 27, indicates that the predominant pattern of

three utterances is the use of the combinations of the

Stating (7) and Clarifying (8) categories. Table 28 has

been extrapolated from Table 27 and has been included to

highlight the lack of interactive communication between

learners and their instructor.

TABLE 27

RANKING OF INCIDENCE OF SEQUENCES OF THREE UTTERANCES

FREQUENTLY USED BY THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5

Ex: 6 7-6-8-6-8 7+7-68 7+8+7 13-9-5613 3--7--8

>

E g 7 7+7-t-7 7-6-8-9-7 7-9-7->8 8+7-6-7 7-61613

U

33 g 8 7+8+7 7+7--7 31.7-7 8»7->8

B 5 13-65913

U)

E E3 9 7646—7 7-8--7 8-—7-7 7+7-8 8+7—n-8

14

- 10 7-67a-7 7--7-o-8 7¢8+7 13+5-13 8+7+7  
 

Criteria for selection: Sequences of three utterances were identified

if the initial paired sequence appeared 5% or more of the frequency

total of each instructor. These sequences were ranked according to

their frequency for each instructor.
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TABLE 28

SUMMARY FROM TABLE 27 TO IDENTIFY PATTERNS IN THE SEQUENCES

OF THREE UTTERANCES FREQUENTLY USED BY

THE 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

 

7-7- 8 STATING -- STATING -- CLARIFYING

7-8- 7 STATING - ClARIFYING - STATING

7-7- 8 STATING - STATING -- CLARIFYING

7-1-13 STATING -- SCANNING -- Learner

8-7- 7 CLARIFYING - STATING -- STATING

8-7- 8 CLARIFYING - STATING -- CLARIFYING

7-8- 8 STATING - CLARIFYING -- CLARIFYING

3-7- 8 PREPARING - STATING - CLARIFYING

13-5-13 Learner -- REGARDING -- Learner

5955: i) A sequence of three utterances such as 7-7-8 is read as:

'instructor stating, followed by instructor stating,

followed by further instructor clarification'

ii) Sequences of three utterances have been arranged to highlight

the predominant use of Stating (Cat. 7) and Clarifiying (Cat. 8)

and the lack of verbal interaction between the instructors and

their learners.

 

Findings in Response to Researchguestion 2.0

Research question 2 asked: Do the verbal

communication behaviors used by groups of the 'most

effective' instructors differ from those verbal

communciation behaviors used by groups of 'least effective'

instructors.

To answer this question adequately only those 'most

effective' or 'least effective' instructors who showed no

significant differences (p=.05) in their use of categories

were chosen for comparison. Thus only those subgroups of

instructors already identified as homogeneous in response to

research Questions 1.0 and 1.1 were compared.
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Because of the low frequencies of Category 9

(Excusing, Unintentional), Category 10 (Excusing,

Legitimate), Category 11 (Apology) and Category 12

(Penance), meaningful comparison using chi-square tests for

statistically significant differences was not possible. As

Figure 15 shows, the 'least effective' group tended to use

these categories more than the 'most effective' group of

instructors. Category 10 (Excusing, Legitimate) was the

category most frequently used by the 'least effective'

instructors, while the 'most effective' group were the only

instructors to use Category 12 (Penance).

Figure 16 has been included to provide an overview

of the proportional use of the combination of the various

categories with Category 4 (Sharing) and Category 5

(Regarding). From this figure it can be seen that the 'most

effective' group used the Regarding combination category far

in excess of the 'least effective' instructors. On the

other hand, the 'least effective' group used the Sharing

combination category far in excess of the 'most effective'

instructors.
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g 1
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3 Category 9 = Excusing (Unintentional)
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9 10 11 12 11 = Apology

CATEGORY 12 = Penance

FIGURE 15

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF CATEGORIES

IN THE 'REPAIRING' CLASSIFICATION
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a) COMBINATIONS WITH

"SHARING" CATEGORY

 
KEY:

I 'Most Effective' group

[::] 'Least Effective' group

Combination category

 
41 = Sharing + Scanning

43 = Sharing + Preparing

45 = Sharing + Regarding

46 = Sharing + Suggesting

47 = Sharing + Stating

. a 48 = Sharing + Clarifying

61 43 65 66 67 48 410 410 = Sharing + Excu51ng

COMBINATION CATEGORY (Legitimate)

51 = Regarding + Scanning

52 = Regarding + Requesting

b) COMBINATIONS WITH

" 53 = Regarding + Preparing

"REGARDING CATEGORY 56 = Regarding + Suggesting

57 = Regarding + Stating

58 : Regarding + Clarifying

59 = Regarding + Excu51ng

(Unintentional)

 

51 52 53 56 57 58 59

COMBINATION CATEGORY

FIGURE 16

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF

COMBINATION CATEGORIES
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Differences in Proportional Use of Categories by

the 'Most Effective' and 'Least Effective' Groups

In Table 29, the proportional use of categories by

subgroups of 'most effective' and 'least effective'

instructors are compared. Chi-square tests for independent

samples show the statistical significance of differences

between each group in their proportional use of a category.

In six out of the ten categories examined there were

significant differences in their proportional use by the

'most effective' and 'least effective' subgroups at the .01

or .001 levels. In the use of the other four catgories

examined, at least one of the subgroups compared showed no

significant difference in the use of that category.

A closer inspection of these figures reveal that the

'most effective' subgroups used categories in the following

ratios to the 'least effective' subgroups: Scanning 5:1,

Regarding 3:1 and 4:1, Suggesting 7:4, Sharing (combination

category) 12:7, and regarding (combination category) 4:1 and

2:1. On the other hand, the ratio in the use of categories

by the 'least effective' to the 'most effective' subgroups

were Preparing 3:2 and Clarifying 3:2 and 2:1.

With the use of both Sharing (category 3) and

Stating (category 7) there were significant differences

between the 'most effective' and 'least effective' subgroups

but the ratios of each subgroup were not constant. 143, The

ratio of the 'most effective' to the 'least effective'

subgroups in the use of Sharing (category 4) was 1:6 and 3:1

and Stating (category 7) was 4:5 and 5:4.
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TABLE 29

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROPORTIONAL USE OF CATEGORIES

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' AND 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' SUBGROUPS

 

CATEGORIES 1+2 (Scanning)

Proportion of

 

 

 

 

 

Instructor categories to total x1 p

utterances (1-12)

* .

.. 6:311. W "we .0...

CATEGORY 3 (Preparing) Proportion of

Instructor category to total X2 p

utterances (1-12)

3;, 3:3 ml“f 1575 10.23 .01

* 3+4+5 316 : 3139

u 7+9 Ira—rm ~30 “3

" Sh '
CATEGORY 4 ( aring) Proportion of

Instructor category to total X2 p

utterances (1-12)

* 1+5 4 : 1808 58 NS

** 7+10 5 : I395 °

* 3+4 23': 1974 6 45 02

** 7+IO 5 : I395 ' '

* 3+4 23 : 1974 ,4 NS

** 8+9 I7 : I359

C .
ATEGORY 5 (Regarding) Proportion of

Instructor category to total X2 p

utterances (1-12)

L, .313” W185E 1666 80.73 .001

:* $Ig+9 38%—é—%}§% 149.60 .001

_______CATEGORY6 (suggesnng)Proportion of

Instructor category to total X2 p

utterances (1-12)

:* §:g+4 199 : 2806 7.36 NS

** 9+10
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TABLE 29 (cont.)

 

CATEGORY 7 (Stating) Proportion of

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-12)

* 1+2 651 g 1612 9 30 o;
** 7+9 723 : I352

* 1+2
651 : 1612 14 41 001** 8+10 577 = 1575 ° '
 

8 f ' )CATEGORY (Clari ying Proportion of

Instructor categories to total x! p

utterances (1-12)

* 2+3+4+5 463 8 3971 58 50 00]

** 6+7+8 ‘12 = 2195 ' .
* 2+3+6+5 663 . 3971
.6 9.10 m ”9'” '0‘”
 

CATEGORIES 9, 10, ll & 12

Low frequencies prevented meaningful comparison

ATEGORY 13

C (Learners) Fraportion of

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

 

 

* 1+3+s 1092 : 6060
** 6+7+10 ‘527‘7-2305 ’49-’0 -00’
* 2+4

801 : 2467

** 6+7+10 m ”“3 -°°'

COMBINATION CATEGORY 4
 

Proportion of

 

 

(Sharing) Instructor categories to total x! putterances (1-12)

* 1+3 207 . 1783** 7+9+10
:

24.11 .001

* 2+5 166 : I997
** 7+9+10 77—1939 2.34 NS

COMBINATION CATEGORY Sproportion Of

(Regarding) Instructor categories to total x' P
utterances (1-12)

* 1+3+s 26o : 2968
.. 7+1o “m3 ”'03 '0‘”
* 2+6 76 : 1666 s 96 01
** 7+10

3‘ ‘ I395 . . 

Note: i) ' Those 'most effective' instructors with no significant differences

in the use of the category under examination. Each instructor's

proportional use of the category to his/her total utterances are added

to make up proportions shown in column 2.

ii) ** those 'least effective' instructors with no significant differences

in the use of the category under examination. Each instructor's

proportional use of the category to his/her total utterances are added

to make up proportions shown in column 2.
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Differences in the Use of Selected Paired

Utterances by the 'Most Effective' and 'Least

Effective' Subgroups

Table 30 provides a comparison of selected paired

categories used by the 'most effective' and 'least

effective' subgroups. There were statistically significant

differences between the 'most effective' and 'least

effective' instructors in their use of eight of the nine

paired utterances compared. The exception was in the use of

the paired category 3-7 (Preparing followed by Stating).
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TABLE 30

DIFFERENCES IN THE USE OF SELECTED PAIRED UTTERANCES

BY THE 'MOST EFFECTIVE' AND 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' SUBGROUPS

 

 

 

 

 

PAI D UTT 3-7

(Learner--Stating) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

* 1+2 197 : 2150

** 6+7+8+9+10 IZI 1 3763 ,94°06 '00'

* 3+5 218 : 3127

*4 6+7+8+9+10 m ”-77 ~00’

EAHEQAEEEEMELLQI

(5t8t1"9“L°°"‘°r) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

EAEEQJEEEEEQLIEQ.

(Learmr"“°9”di"9) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

* .

*9. a?” W2223 2513 71.71 .001

* .

** 2:31; W224; 399“ 20.64 .001

.flflflglfllflflflfligtil

(Scanning--Learner) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

:* gig+5 228 f 3743 53.29 .00,

.flflflfllfllflflflfliitll

(Regarding-'Lflrmr) Fraportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X1 p

utterances (1-13)

* 3+4+5 79 : 2150

*1: 8+9 m 79.23 .007
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TABLE 30 (cont.)

 

liflfifliflflflflflthl

(Stating--Stating)

The 7-7 paired categories within the 'effective' and

'less effective' groups were significantly different at

.05 level and so no meaningful comparison could be made

PAI D UII R 7-8

(Stating--C1°rif71"9) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

 

 

* 2+3+4+5 210 : 5594

*4: 6+8 W ’9-3’ '0‘”

* 2+3+4+5 210 : 5594

.1... 7+10 m “~00 -°0’
PM 0 1111 RA -7

“huffimffintmfi Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

 

* .

** éifi %%—+—%%§g 22.04 .001

* 1+2 39 : 21 0

** 7+1o 126—T'1651 75'35 ~00’

Eflflgfliflflaflfilitl

(Preparingnfiatim) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total X2 p

utterances (1-13)

 

* 1+3+4 146 : 3670

** 7+9+1o ‘9I‘7‘IT9I "0 ”3

* 2+5 60 : 2837

.... 7+9+1o m ’7'“ '0‘”

PAI D UTT R -8

(Clarifying-Clarifying) Proportion of paired

Instructor categories to total x2 p

utterances (1-13)

** 6+7 57 = 1555 ' '
* .

** giggh+5 fig—e—gggg 254.75 .001

 

525g: 1) * Those 'most effective' instructors with no significant differences

in the use of the category under examination. Each instructor's

proportional use of the category to his/her total utterances are added

to make up proportions shown in column 2.

ii) 8* Those 'least effective' instructors with no significant differences

in the use of the category under examination. Each instructor's

proportional use of the category to his/her total utterances are added

to make up proportions shown in column 2.
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Table 31 provides a summary of the ratios between

-the 'most effective' and 'least effective' subgroups in

their use of paired utterances.

TABLE 31

RATIOS BETWEEN 'MOST EFFECTIVE' AND 'LEAST EFFECTIVE'

SUBGROUPS IN THEIR USE OF PAIRED UTTERANCES

 

PAIRED UTTERANCE EXAMINED RATIO OF USE

'Most Effective' : 'Least Effective'
 

 

7 - 13 (STATING followed by Learner) 5:1 & 7:4

1 - 13 (SCANNING " Learner) 4:1

13 - 7 (Learner " STATING) 3:1 & 7:2

13 - 5 (Learner " REGARDING) 3:1 & 2:1

5 — 13 (REGARDING " Learner) 3:1

'Least Effective' : 'Most Effective'

8 - 8 (CLARIFYING followed by CLARIFYING) 9:1

7 - 8 (STATING CLARIFYING) 3:1

8 - 7 (CLARIFYING " STATING) 2:1

3 - 7 (PREPARING " STATING) 2:1

Note: The use of all paired utterances by the 'zmost effective' and

'least effective' subgroups compared were significantly different at

the .001 level.

 

As shown in Table 31, every paired utterance that

included interaction between the learners and their

instructor, was used by the 'most effective' subgroups from

twice to five times as often as the 'least effective'

subgroups. On the other hand, the 'least effective'

subgroups used paired utterances that contained Preparing,

Stating or Clarifying categories from twice to nine times as
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much as the 'most effective' subgroups.

Differences in the Probability of One Category

Following Another in Selected Paired Utterances

Used by the 'Most Effective' and 'Least

Effective' Subgroups

An examination of Table 32 reveals that there were

similarities in the probability of an instructor using an

explanation (Stating, category 7) after a Learner's response

(category 13); and a Learner (category 13) responding to an

instructor's acknowledgement (Regarding, category 5). There

was a significant difference (p=.05) in the probabilities of

one category following another in all other paired

utterances examined.

From the Comparison of these probabilites displayed

in Table 33, major differences are apparent. For example in

the 'least effective' subgroups, the probability of a

Clarifying category following immediately after a previous

Clarifying category (8-8) was 20% more than the 'most

effective' subgroup of instructors.
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TABLE 32

DIFFERENCES IN THE PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY FOLLOWING

ANOTHER IN SELECTED PAIRED UTTERANCES BETWEEN SUBGROUPS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

OF 'MOST EFFECTIVE' AND 'LEAST EFFECTIVE' INSTRUCTORS

PAIRED UTTERANCE 12-7

(LearneruSiati ) Total Total 2
net ctors category catigory X p

7

* 1+2+3+5 415 : 1496

.. 6+8+9+10 177—273 2 - 96 ”3

PAIRED UTT R 7-

(Stating--Learner) Total Total

Instructors category catfipory X‘ p

1

* l+3+5 248 : 903
** 6+8 ‘24‘7—_380 123.93 .007

* 1+3t5 248 : 903

** 7+1o 65 = 623 ‘5'57 '00’

* 2+4 274 : 594
** 6+8 2E : 380 172.97 .001

*, 2+4 274 : S94
** 7+10 65.: 623 166.82 .001

PAIRED UTTERANCE 13-2

(Learner--Regarding) Total Total

Instructors category category x2 p

13

* l+3+5 324 : 1091

*4: 8+9+1O "8'2‘7—‘1'8'2 ”-55 '0‘“

* 2+4 122-: 801

** 6+7 52 : 225 7.64 .0,

* 2+4 122 : 801

** 8+9+10 -EZ—?——I82 80.20 .001

* I+3+5 324 : 1091

*‘A’ 6+7 52 : 225 3.84 .05

W

(Scanning--Lesrner) Total Total

Instructors category category X! p

* 1+2+3+4+5 379 : 569

** 6+7+8+9+10 : 4°39 '05

PAIR D UTT R -l

(Regsrding--Learner) Total Total x , p

Instructors category category

1 5

* 2+3+4+S 194 : 504 .15 NS

** 6+7+8+9+10 73 : I82
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TABLE 32 (cont.)

 

PAIRED UTTER 7-7

(

Total

 

 

 

 

(Stating--Stating) Total

Instructors category category X1 p

7 7

* l+2+4+5 169 : 1096
** 6+8 = 23.52 .001

* '1+2+4+5 169 z 1096
** 7+9+10 : 187.50 .00!

PAIR D UTI RA 7-8

(Stating-—Clarifying) Total Total

Instructors category category X1 p

7

:* 313+“15 21° 3 1313 15.71 .00:

* 2+3+4+5 210 : 1313
** 6+9+10 : 62.13 .001

W

(Clarifying--Ststing) Total Total

Instructors category category x2 p

7

* l+2+5 56 : 327

.... mm mm ”-3" '0“

W

(Preparing--Stating) Total Total

Instructors category category X2 p

* 1+3+4 14 :

** 6+9+10 “3§‘?“%§% ”°’9 '00’

* 2+5 60 : 146 3.59 NS

** 6+9+10 38 : I70

PAI§§D UII§RA§§§ 8-8

Clarifying-Clarifying) Total Total

’ Instructors category category X2 p

8 8

* .
l+2+3+4+5 41 ; 534 44.4, .00,

Note:

** 6+9
 

i)*

in the use of the category under examination.

Those 'most effective' instructors with no significant differences

Each instructor's

proportional use of the category to his/her total utterances are added

to make up proportions ahoun in column 2.

ii) ** Those 'least effective' instructors with no significant differences

in the use of the category under examination. Each instructor's

proportional use of the category to his/her total utterances are added

to make up proportions shown in column 2.
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TABLE 33

COMPARISON OF THE PROBABILITY OF ONE CATEGORY

FOLLOWED BY ANOTHER

 

% Probability

SELECTED PAIRED UTTERANCES EXAMINED MOST LEAST

EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE

1 - 13 Scanning followed by Learners 66% 60%

3 - 7 Preparing " Stating 68% 51%

7 - 13 Stating " Learners 25% 9%

13 - 5 Learners " Regarding 24% 33%

8 - 7 Clarifying " Stating 18% 49%

7 - 8 Stating " Clarifying 16% 28%

7 - 7 Stating " Stating 15% 43%

8 - 8 Clarifying " Clarifying 8% 28%

Note: The probability of one category following another in the

selected paired utterance used by the 'most effective' and 'least

effective' subgroups were significantly different at the .05 level.

 

Differences or Similarities in the Use of Sequences

of Three Utterances by the 'Most Effective'

and 'Least Effective' Groups

An examination of Tables 13 and 27 reveals that for

the ten most frequently used sequences of three utterances

by the 'most effective' group, there was always interaction

between the instructor and his learners. Over 80% of these

sequences contained either the instructor scanning for

misunderstandings (category 1) or giving learners positive

praise or acknowledgement (category 5).

In contrast, in the ten most frequently used

sequences by the 'least effective' group, only two sequences

show any interaction between instructors and learners, or

any use of Scanning (category 1) or Regarding (category 5).
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Findings in Response to Researchguestion 3.0

Research Question 3 asked: Are there patterns of

verbal communication which are used more consistently by the

group of 'most effective' instructors than by the group of

'least effective' instructors? Conversely, are there

patterns of verbal communication which are used more

consistently by the group of 'least effective' instructors

than those used by the group of 'most effective'

instructors?

Patterns of Verbal Interaction Between

Learners and their Instructors
 

The most distinctive differences emerging from the

the comparison of the 'most effective' and 'least effective'

instructors in their management of intent were the patterns

of verbal interaction between learners (category 13) and

their instructors. During the first hour of lessons,

learners communicated twice as much with the 'most

effective' instructors than with the 'least effective'

instructors. This pattern remained constant throughout the

lesson for the 'most effective' instructors but this was not

the case with most of the 'least effective' instructors.

A characteristic pattern occurred in the use of

paired utterances that included interaction between learners

and their instructors. In all cases the 'most effective'

instructors used these interactive paired utterances from

twice to five times as much as the 'least effective'

instructors. Except for the paired utterance 5-13
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(instructor Regarding followed by Learner response), the use

of these interactive patterns of paired utterances by the

'most effective' instructors remained constant throughout

the lesson. On the other hand, and except for the use of

the 5-13 category, the 'least effective' group used these

interactive paired categories with less consistency

throughout the lesson.

There was no clear pattern in the probability of an

instructor's utterance following a learners' response, or

vice versa. There were similarities in the use of the

paired utterances of 5-13 (instructor Regarding followed by

a Learner response) and 13-7 (Learner utterance followed by

instructor Explaining). There was a 9% greater probability

of instructor Regarding (category 5) following a Learner's

utterance (category 13) in the 'least effective' group than

in the 'most effective' group. On the other hand there was

a significantly greater probability that learners would

respond to questions or explanations made by the 'most

effective' instructors than those in the 'least effective'

group.

A dominant pattern of verbal interaction between

learners and their instructor occurred in the sequences of

three utterances most frequently used by the 'most

effective' instructors. In all cases, the ten most

frequently used sequences of three utterances included some

interaction between the instructor and his learners. These

patterns of interactive sequences of three utterances used
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by the 'most effective' instructors were typified by

scanning for misunderstandings (category 1) and the giving

of positive praise or acknowledgement to learners (category

5). Only two interactive patterns 13-5-13 (Learner

utterance followed by instructor Regarding followed by

Learner utterance) and 7-1-13 (instructor Explaining

followed by Scanning followed by a Learner response) were

used with any frequency by the 'least effective'

instructors.

Patterns in Assessing
 

The greatest difference between the 'most effective'

and 'least effective' instructors' use of categories was in

their pattern of assessing if they had been misunderstood by

their learners. The 'most effective' group used the

categories of Scanning and Requesting (categories 1 and 2)

five times more often than the 'least effective'

instructors. In both cases, this pattern of assessing

intent was constant throughout the lesson in both groups.

The pattern of a learner responding to an

instructor's question (paired category 1-13) occurred twice

as often with 'most effective' instructors than with the

'least effective' group. In fact, there was a probability

that learners would respond to assessing of intent 66% of

the time, which was significantly different to that of the

'least effective' group.

The sequence of three utterances, 7-1-13 (Stating

followed by Scanning followed by Learner response) was used
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frequently by both groups. However, the patterns of l3-l-13

(Learner followed by instructor Scanning followed by Learner

response) and 1-13-5 (Scanning followed by Learner response

followed by Regarding) were utilized more frequently by

'most effective' instructors than the 'least effective'

group.

Patterns of Explaining
 

Three major verbal patterns emerged in the way the

'most effective' and 'least effective' instructors explained

their intent to their learners. First, the 'least

effective' instructors used the Preparing category before

Explaining (3-7) consistently throughout the lesson and

twice as much as the 'most effective' group.

Second, the 'most effective' instructors utilized

the category of Suggesting (category 6) as an alternate form

of explanation a little less than twice as often as the

'least effective' group.

Third, there was no clear pattern in either group's

proportional use of Stating (category 7) over time, although

the 'least effective' instructors Clarified (category 8)

their communication twice as much as the 'most effective'

group.

However, the use of explanation in the form of

Stating (category 7) combined with Clarifying (category 8)

in paired utterances and sequences of three utterances was

the dominant pattern of verbal communication used by the

'least effective' instructors. The four most frequently
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used paired utterances by the 'least effective' instructors

were made up of various combinations of Stating (category 7)

and Clarifying (category 8) and were used from twice to nine

times as much as the 'most effective' group. The use of

these combinations were so frequent that one could predict

from the 'least effective' group's pattern of explanation

that there is a 49% probability that Clarifying (category 8)

would be followed by Stating (category 7), a 43% probability

that Stating (category 7) would be followed by Stating

(category 7) and a 28% probability that Stating (category 7)

would be followed by Clarifying (category 8). This is in

contrast to only a 9% probability that Stating (category 7)

would be followed by a Learner response (category 13).

With sequences of three utterances, nine out of the

ten most frequently occurring sequences used by the 'least

effective' instructors contained a Stating or Clarifying

category. Seventy percent of these sequences of three

utterances were made up solely of combinations of Stating

and/or Clarifying categories.

Patterns of Verbal Reinforcement

A distinct pattern of positive reinforcement of

learners' utterances was used by all instructors. However,

the 'most effective' instructors consistently used

throughout their lessons the Regarding category (category

5), or a combination of Regarding with other categories,

three to four times as often as the 'least effective'

instructors.
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The 'most effective' instructors reinforced their

learners' responses by acknowledgement or praise two to

three times as much as the 'least effective' group. The

'most effective' group used this paired category (13-5)

consistently throughout their lessons while there were

significant differences in its consistent use by the 'least

effective' group. While the 'most effective' instructors

used this pattern of reinforcement most frequently, there

was a greater probability of the use of Regarding (category

5) following a Learner's utterance (category 13) when a

learner eventually did respond to a 'least effective'

instructor. It should be noted that the learners in the

'most effective' group talked with their instructors twice

as much as did the learners in the 'least effective'

groups.

This pattern of positive reinforcement occurred in

forty percent of the sequences of three utterances used by

the 'most effective' instructors while it occurred only once

in the 'least effective' sequences.

Patterns of Sharing
 

There were no distinct patterns in the use of the

Sharing category (category 4) by either the 'most effective'

or 'least effective' instructors. One 'most effective'

subgroup of instructors used the sharing category three

times as much as the 'least effective' instructors, while

another subgroup of 'least effective' instructors used the

Sharing category six times as much as a 'most effective'
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subgroup. However, the use of the Sharing category

(category 4) by the 'most effective' group did not vary

significantly throughout the lesson, unlike the significant

variations found in the 'least effective' group.

While the 'most effective' instructors used the

combination category of Sharing (category 4 combined with

any other category) almost twice as much as the 'least

effective' instructors, neither group used this combination

category with consistency throughout the first hour of the

lesson.

Patterns of Repairing the Relationship
 

Although low frequencies in the use of the

categories of Excusing, Unintentional (category 9);

Excusing, Legitimate (category 10); Apology (category 11)

and Penance (category 12) prevented meaningful statistical

comparison, the 'least effective' group tended to use these

"repairing" behaviors far more than the 'most effective'

instructors. This trend was most apparent in the use of the

Excusing, Legitimate category (category 10). The exception

was in the use of the category of Penance (category 12)

which three 'most effective' instructors utilized, while no

instructor in the 'least effective' group used this

category.
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SUMMARY

In Chapter 5 the findings of the field test were

reported. The verbal communication used by the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' instructors was analyzed

and compared. The following summary highlights the major

similarities and differences found during the field test in

the use of the categories, paired utterances and sequences

of three utterances:

l. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tended to verbally interact more

frequently with their learners throughout the lesson than

those instructors who were 'least effective' managers of

intent.

2. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tended to interact more frequently with

their learners throughout the lesson by the use of: 1)

Scanning (questioning to assess if learners have

misunderstood or misinterpreted their instructor's intent),

and 2) Regarding (reinforcement of learner responses through

the use of positive praise or acknowledgement of the

learners' contributions or efforts).

3. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tended to indirectly explain their
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intent in terms of making a suggestion rather than always

using a direct statement or giving an order to the

learners.

4. Instructors who were perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship were the only instructors to follow up

an apology for an error or misunderstanding with an offer to

do something concrete to repair the relationship.

5. Instructors who were perceived as the least

helpful or least well-intentioned when establishing the

instructor/learner relationship tended to make more excuses

for their action in terms of having no alternative course of

action, or that their action was legitimate in their

ascribed role of instructor than the 'most effective'

managers of intent.

6. Instructors who were perceived as the least

helpful or least well-intentioned when establishing the

instructor/learner relationship tended more frequently to

prepare their learners that an upcoming explanation was not

meant to be seen as malicious or arbitary than those

instructors 'most effective' in managing their intent.

7. Similarities existed between the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' instructors in that: 1) the

sequences of the most frequently paired utterances examined

were not random and the coded utterances in a sequence could

be maximally predicted by knowing the immediately preceding

coded utterance; 2) the proportional use of categories and
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sequences of utterances remained stationary or constant

throughout the recorded session; and 3) the subgroups

compared were made up of two to five instructors who shared

a homegeneity in their use of a category, paired utterance

or sequence of three utterances.

In the next and final chapter, a summary of all

phases of the study are presented and conclusions drawn from

the findings of the field test. From these conclusions,

implications and recommendations are made for further

research in the area of the management of intent in the

instructor/learner relationship.



Chapter 6

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpose of this study was to develop and field

test a technique for classifying and measuring the verbal

communication used by adult education instructors for

managing their learners' perceptions of instructor intent

when establishing an instructor/learner relationship.

This section presents a summary of the major

findings of the field test and the conclusions that were

drawn from the research are then discussed. Implications

will be drawn from the conclusions and recommendations made

regarding further research in the area of the verbal

management of intent.

SUMMARY

In conducting this study, nine major distinctions

were found between those instructors rated as 'most

effective' and those 'least effective' in their verbal

communication of intent when attempting to establish an

adequate instructor/learner relationship.

For those instructors who were most successful in

establishing initial rapport with their learners, their

verbal communication was characterised by: l) a high

frequency of verbal interaction between learners and their

151
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instructor throughout the lesson; 2) the constant use of

questioning to assess if the learners had misunderstood or

misinterpreted their instructor's intent; 3) the constant

reinforcement of all learner responses through the use of

positive praise, reference to the learners by name, or the

verbal acknowledgement of a learner's contribution or

efforts; 4) the instructor explaining intent in terms of

making a suggestion rather than using a direct statement of

intent; and S) a tendency not only to apologize for an error

or misunderstanding but also to make an offer to do

something concrete to repair a relationship.

For those instructors 'least effective' in

establishing rapport, their verbal communication was

characterised by: 6) a high frequency of explanations of

intent by the contiguous use of various combinations of

statements or clarifications; 7) the preparation of learners

that an upcoming explanation was not meant to be malicious

or arbitary in any way; 8) a tendency to make excuses in

terms of having no alternative course of action, or that

some action was legitimate in the role of instructor; and 9)

repairing relationships frequently through making apologies

or excuses, but never offering to do something concrete to

repair a misunderstanding.

There were a number of similarities in other

patterns of verbal communication used by both the 'most

effective' and 'least effective' instructors. First, in

most instances the sequences of paired utterances examined



153

were not random but formed specific patterns such that a

knowledge of a preceding event increased the predictability

of what was likely to follow. While the probability of one

category following another in a selected paired utterance

appeared closely related to the proportional use of that

paired utterance, there were two notable exceptions. It was

predictable that when either of the 'most effective' and

'least effective' instructors questioned to check that they

had been understood, there would be at least a 60 percent

probability that this verbal scanning (category 1) would be

followed by a learner's response (category 13). When either

group of instructors used acknowledgement or praise, there

was around a 40 perecent probability that the succeeding

utterance would have been a learner response

Second, over half of all instructors, each teaching

in different subject areas, showed that their use of the

various categories or sequences of verbal communication

remained constant throughout the first hour of the initial

lesson of the term.

CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions have been drawn from the

findings of the study:

1. A naive group of persons can be trained to learn

the classification scheme and apply the coding technique

with reliability when unitizing and categorizing transcripts

of verbal communication used by an instructor.
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While the coding technique is not difficult to

conceptualize, it is difficult to apply with accuracy and

consistency without thorough training in its use. Coder

errors were often made in distinguishing between Stating

(category 7) and Clarifying (category 8) when unitizing and

categorizing long sequences of utterances that were largely

made up by these categories. It was also difficult at times

to distinguish whether the use of the word "we" was meant in

the context of sharing power in the relationship and coded

as category 4, gpg, "we the people in this room", or if it

referred to the accumulated knowledge of experts in a

content area, §;g, "we the experts who know about such

matters". This ambiguity in meaning was never satifactorily

resolved.

2. The coding technique can be used for obtaining

objective data but can only measure one dimension of

communication. That is, the content of verbal messages used

to manage intent when establishing an instructor/learner

relationship.

It is important to understand that application of

this coding technique is limited. The quality of a

relationship in a verbal message, the control implied in a

verbal message, the impact of the intensity of a message, or

the congruence between verbal and nonverbal messages cannot

be measured by this technique.

When coding, the influence of paralinguistic cues

contained in an utterance were avoided through the use of
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written transcripts to assist the coders in focusing only on

the content of the message. However, this resulted in a

confusion as to whether an utterance was made in a positive,

neutral or negative way. This lack of knowledge of the

relationship, control or intensity implied in a message

prevented a more accurate interpretation of the intent of an

instructor's verbal communication. For example, the present

coding system does not distinguish whether the 'most

effective' instructors verbally scan for misunderstandings

in an encouraging and positive tone, or whether the 'least

effective' instructors verbally scan for misunderstandings

using indifferent or negative tones. The use of a learner's

name could be a genuine acknowledgement and regard of that

learner's identity as an individual, but a learner's name

said in a sarcastic tone could well be the antithesis of

positive acknowledgement and regard.

3. The categories of the classification scheme

represent communication behaviors that occur in an adult

education classroom situation.

Generally, this was the case except for five

categories that occured infrequently in some instructional

situations. As would be expected in the first meeting of a

class, it was not necessary to repair the new instructor/

learner relationship through the excessive use of Excusing -

unintentional (category 9), Excusing - legitimate (category

10) Apology (category 11) or Penance (category 12). Making

use of Requests (category 2) instead of using a more direct
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form of communication was used so infrequently during the

field test that this category was collapsed and incorporated

into the Scanning category (category 1). However, the

Requesting category (category 2) was used a great deal by

the 'most effective' trained instructors in the pilot tests

which were conducted in more formal institutional settings

and with much larger classes.

4. The findings of the study strongly suggest that

adult education instructors who wish to been seen as helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the initial

instructor/learner relationship in their first class meeting

should ensure maximum verbal interaction with their

learners.

It appears that the frequency of interaction between

instructors and learners is related in some way to the

learner's positive perception of the initial instructor/

learner relationship. Conventional practice in adult

education stresses the use of highly interactive 'ice

breakers' in the first meeting to help establish a

nonanxious learning environment and a relationship that will

encourage further participation in learning. While no

instructor observed during the field test used these 'ice-

breaker' activities, there was still a great deal of verbal

interaction between the 'most effective' instructors and

their learners. Conversely with the 'least effective'

instructors, there was a lack of interaction with learners

and a preoccupation with getting information across to the
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class.

The level of interaction facilitated by instructors

in the first meeting may well be an initial indicant to

learners of the instructor's respect for the learners' ideas

and experience and that in future classes the instructor

will be genuinely willing to share the ascribed expert power

of his role of instructor. While the facilitation of

interaction appears an important factor in achieving the

desired goal of being perceived as well-intentioned, the

findings also suggest that to be effective, instructors

should consciously manage their verbal communication and

subsequent interaction using the following strategies:

Frequent Scanning to Check for Misunderstandings.
 

Adult eduation instructors should frequently scan for

misunderstandings or misinterpretations. Instructors who do

this will be perceived by their learners as more well-

intentioned than those instructors who less frequently use

the Scanning category in their verbal communication.

When either a 'most effective' or 'least effective'

instructor scanned for a feedback about possible

misunderstandings there was approximately a sixty percent

probability that a learner would respond. The crucial

difference was that the 'most effective' instructors scanned

for feedback about misunderstandings figg_times as often as

the 'least effective' instructors, used the paired utterance

1-13 (Scanning followed by Learner response) £92; times as

often as the 'least effective' instructors and the learners



158

responded to verbal scanning twice as often as the 'least

effective' instructors.

Useful verbal indicants of the quality of the

instructor/learner relationship appear to be the frequent

use of the following sequences of three utterances: 13-1-13

(Learner, instructor Scanning, Learner) and 7-1-13

(instructor Stating, instructor Scanning, Learner); and to a

lesser extent, the use of 1-13-5 (instructor Scanning,

Learner, instructor Regarding) and 1-13-7 (instructor

Scanning, Learner, instructor Stating).

Frequent Regarding of Learners' Efforts.. Adult
 

education instructors who verbally reinforce their learners'

responses through the use of positive praise or simple I

acknowledgement of their learners' contributions will be

perceived as more helpful and well-intentioned than those

instructors who use this type of communication less

frequently.

When either a 'most effective' or 'least effective'

instructor used the Regarding category (category 5) there

was approximately a forty percent probability that a learner

would respond. The crucial difference was that the 'most

effective' instructors used this type of regarding

communication to positively reinforce or acknowledge

learners' efforts more than twice as often as the 'least

effective' instructors. They used the paired utterance 13-5

(Learner followed by instructor Regarding) three times as

often as the 'least effective' instructors and the
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probability that learners could expect some reinforcement or

praise after an utterance was ten percent higher than that

of the 'least effective' instructors.

More effective verbal managers of their intent

should attempt to consistently adopt the use of the sequence

l-l3-5 (instructor Scanning followed by Learner response

followed by instructor Regarding). This verbal sequence

appears to be a key indicant that distinguishes those most

successful from those least successful in their verbal

management of intent. In essence, and as supported by the

findings, the 'most effective' managers of intent appear

more concerned about frequently checking for possible

misunderstandings, ensuring their learners had enough

confidence to respond, and then showing the courtesy and

concern to regard this response by some form of

acknowledgement.

Use of Indirect Explanations of Intent. Adult

education instructors should indirectly explain their intent

in terms of making a suggestion rather than always using a

direct statement or order to the learners.

The predominant feature of the 'least effective'

instructor's verbal communication in this study was their

propensity to use long sequences of direct explanations or

clarifications, often from twice to nine times as often as

the 'most effective' instructors. In contrast, the 'most

effective' managers of intent made greater use of indirect

verbal interaction through the use of asking more questions,
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giving praise and acknowledgement, and suggesting rather

than telling.

Similar results to these were found by Flanders

(1969) in Minnesota and New Zealand using his classroom

interaction analysis technique with school age students.

Instructors who scored high on students liking the

instructor, motivation, fair rewards and punishments, lack

of anxiety and independence; all used indirect influence in

their classroom management. Although these findings were

related to school age students, they also are consistent

with the concerns and anxieties of adult learners when they

commence a new class.

5. The findings of the field test suggest that

adult education instructors who wish to be seen as helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the initial

instructor/learner relationship should attempt to repair any

misunderstandings by offering a simple apology for a mistake

and should avoid making excuses based on the the ascribed

power given to them by their learners in their role as

instructor.

While insufficient frequencies in the use of

Excusing and Repairing categories (categories 9, 10, 11 and

12) prevented meaningful comparison for statistically

significant differences, there were clear trends in their

proportional use. Unlike the 'most effective' managers of

their intent, the 'least effective' instructors never

followed up an apology with any further action to diffuse
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any potential hostility as a result of their error or

behavior. This suggests a lack of empathy, a lack of

experience or a possible preoccupation with pursuing some

preconceived role of how an instructor should behave. This

explanation gains plausibility when the data also suggest

that the 'least effective' managers of intent usually made

excuses for their behavior in terms of having no alternative

course of action, or legitimizing their action by referrence

to their ascribed power role of instructor.

Those instructors unsuccessful in establishing an

initially adequate instructor/learner relationship

fallaciously believed that an instructor has little need to

be concerned about the feelings of his adult learners. This

is in contrast to the instructors perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned who were the only ones to follow up an

apology for a misunderstanding with an offer to do something

concrete to repair the relationship.

6. Those adult education instructors who tend to be

perceived as least helpful or least well-intentioned when

establishing the instructor/learner relationship can be

identified by the frequency with which they prepare their

learners that an upcoming explanation is not meant to be

seen as malicious or arbitary.

Unexpectedly the instructors perceived as 'least

well-intentioned' tended to use the Preparing category

(category 3) significantly more than the 'most effective'

group. As the most predominant pattern of communication of
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the 'least effective' instructors was a straightforward

Stating and Clarifying of intent, it is plausible to think

that they were also very direct in preparing their learners

that an upcoming statement was not to be interpreted as

malicious or arbitrary in nature. This reinforces a

previous argument that more effective managers of intent in

the instructor/learner relationship should rely on a more

indirect, varied and interactive verbal communication that

includes Scanning, Regarding and Suggesting, as well as the

use of Stating and Clarifying to diffuse possible

misunderstandings. This would minimise the necessity to use

the Preparing category.

7. Similarities exist between the 'most effective'

and 'least effective' instructors in that: 1) the subgroups

that were used for statistical analysis and comparison were

homogeneous in the sense that there were no significant

differences in their use of the category or sequence of

utterances under examination; 2) the sequences of the most

frequently paired utterances examined were not random and

the coded utterances in a sequence could be maximally

predicted by knowing the immediately preceding coded

utterance; 3) the proportional use of categories and

sequences of utterances remained stationary or constant

throughout the first hour of the lesson.

The direction of these findings provide a positive

indication that the coded data collected and compared in

this study met the criteria of order, stationarity and
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homogeneity posited by Hawes and Foley, 1976 and Hewes 1977.

This adds strength to the assumption that the data gathered

by use of the coding technique is not so inconsistent or

randomly arrayed that it can not be combined and used with

confidence for matrix analysis.

8. From the methodology developed for the study,

additional conclusions were drawn. First, the training of

physically handicapped persons to perform transcribing and

coding tasks utilizes a previously untapped source of

effective assistance when patience, perserverence and

intellectual skills are demanded.

Second, the use of microcomputers to assist in the

tabulating and analysis of coded sequential data is a

convenient and cost effective alternative to the use of

larger institutionally based computers.

Lastly, in this developmental study, the

encouragement of others to actively participate in its

design and implementation allowed the reSearch objectives to

be met while at the same time providing a useful learning

opportunity for all participants.

The nature of the methodology necessitated the

identification and selection of a large number of support

personnel to assist with data collection, transcribing and

coding of data. Without access to a network of voluntary or

low cost contract personnel, there are budgetary and

logistical constraints to replicating a similar study. It

was found that organisations and sheltered workshops for the
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physically disabled provided a pool of determined and

competent support personnel whose services had been

previously neglected for short term contract work of this

‘nature.

The use of a microcomputer in this study was a

useful tool for the level of analysis required. However,

when working with the sequential data and matrix designs,

limitations were experienced in developing adequate programs

within the capacity and range of the microcomputer. In

particular, even a double density 48k data memory did not

have the capacity to satisfactorily analyse patterns of

coded verbal behavior beyond sequences of three utterances.

Consistent with the ethical and philosophical

assumptions of adult education, it was encouraged that

participation in the study by learners, instructors,

administrators and contracted personnel might also be a

mutually beneficial and nonthreatening learning experience.

Time invested in sharing a tangible form of reciprocity and

feedback through face to face discussion, informal small

group luncheons followed up by more formal inservice

training sessions and written feedback maximized involvement

and ensured access for future adult education researchers.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A review of the design of the study and the results

of the field test indicate the need for further modification

to the classification scheme, procedures for gaining access
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to participants, identification and selection of support

personnel, and data analysis. As well, implications for

further research need to be considered. In view of this,

the following recommendations are made.

3290mmendations for Modifications to Classification

Scheme

1. Subject to further testing, the category of

'Requesting' (category 2) might be collapsed back into

'Scanning' (category 1). It was rarely used in the field

test and caused some coder confusion in distinguishing

between the categories of 'Requesting' and 'Suggesting'.

2. More critical redefinition of the rules for

coding the categories of 'Explaining' (category 7) and

'Clarifying' (category 8) are needed. Most coder errors

occurred unitizing the long sequences of utterances that

were largely made up by these categories.

3. To avoid confusion as to whether an utterance

was made in a positive, neutral or negative way there is a.

need to include the added dimension of the relationship

implied in the message to more realistically interpret an

instructor's verbal management of intent. Future approaches

should utilize both instructor and learner behaviors using

the classification scheme of this study and then add a

'relationship' code to indicate the quality of the

relationship inferred in the utterance. For example, the

same sequence of three utterances 1-7-13 used by two

different instructors might be more meaningful when
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distinguished as l(+)-7(+)-13(+) for one instructor and

l(-)-7(+)-13(-) for the other.

Two available techniques for coding interaction from

a relational perspective have been developed by Ellis (1976)

and Donahue (1980). Each coding technique has established a

high degree of reliability and validity in communication

research studies.

Recommendations for Gaining Access
 

1. Because of initial difficulties experienced in

obtaining access to classrooms, it is recommended that

special attention be given to approaching administrators,

principals and instructors. It should be emphasized that

their participation will be a mutually beneficial and

nonthreatening experience. In the Australian climate of

staff cutbacks, insecurity of tenure and a tradition of

obtaining little or no benefit or feedback from studies

previously conducted in the classroom, there seemed a

suspicion and mistrust of research. It appeared to be often

equated with some form of job evaluation and was initially

seen as a threat to one's instructional competence or

integrity.

2. Particular attention and time should be invested

in face to face contacts, the writing of simple, courteous

and straightforward correspondence explaining the research

purpose and building into the research design some tangible

form of reciprocity and feedback to all participants.
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Recommendations for Identifying Suitable Support Personnel

From the experience of this study, it is recommended

that the resources of organizations or sheltered workshops

for physically disabled persons be utilized in similar

studies as they provide a pool of determined and competent

support personnel.

Recommendations for Data Analysis

The existing computer programs used for data

analysis of this study should be modified to include: 1) a

conversion of frequency data to proportions; 2) display of

selected computations into histograms; and 3) an additional

program for computation of chi-square analyses and the

partitioning of chi-square to allow identification of

differences within and between groups of instructors.

Recommendations for Further Research

Differences observed between instructors 'most

effective' and 'least effective' in their verbal management

of intent suggest further inquiry is warranted. In terms of

further research effort, it is suggested that the following

recommendations be considered:

1. That the results of the field test be further

substantiated by replicating the study with samples of

instructors drawn from different adult education settings.

2. That both instructor and learner communication

be coded using the classification scheme develdped for this

study. It would be useful to add a relationship code to
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help indicate the quality of the relationship implied in an

utterance.

3. That the coding technique be utilized to examine

how instructors verbally manage their intent during

conflicts that occur at different times throughout the

duration of a course.

4. That the conceptual framework and classification

scheme be used as a starting point for further inquiry into

other aspects of the communication of intent in adult

education environments. For example, the examination-of: l)

the nonverbal management of intent; 2) the congruence

between an instructor's verbal and nonverbal management of

intent; 3) the ability of instructors to recognize

culturally different messages of intent or to simultaneously

synthesize multiple messages of intent; 4) the learners'

perceptions and management of intent; 5) the learners'

perceptions of the intent of the verbal communication used

on the screens of computer based learning systems or in

written materials.

5. Further research is also suggested in response

to the following hypotheses that have been generated by the

field test:

a) Instructors who are perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship facilitate more verbal interaction

throughout the lesson than those instructors who are 'least

effective' managers of intent.



169

b) Instructors who are perceived to be more helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship verbally interact more frequently with

their learners than those instructors who are 'least

effective' managers of intent.

c) The verbal sequences of three utterances made up

of any combination with either Scanning (category 1) or

Regarding (category 5) are used more frequently by 'most

effective' managers of intent than those who are 'least

effective'. This verbal pattern is a characteristic

indicant of instructors 'most effective' in their management

of intent.

d) It is predictable that learners will respond

more frequently to the assessing of intent by instructors

who are perceived as more helpful and well-intentioned than

those seen as 'least effective'.

e) Instructors who are perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship interact more frequently with their

learners throughout the lesson by the use of: 1) Scanning

(questioning to assess if learners have misunderstood or

misinterpreted their instructor's intent), and 2) Regarding

(reinforcement of learner responses through the use of

positive praise or acknowledgement of the learners'

contributions or efforts).

f) Instructors who are perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/



170

learner relationship make more suggestions to their learners

than those 'least effective' instructors who favour direct

statements of intent.

g) Instructors who are perceived as most helpful

and well-intentioned when establishing the instructor/

learner relationship tend to follow up an apology with an

offer to do something concrete to repair the relationship

far more than those perceived as 'least effective' in their

management of intent.

h) Instructors who are perceived as the least

helpful or well-intentioned when establishing the

instructor/learner relationship tend to make more excuses

for their action in terms of having no alternative course of

action, or that their action was legitimate in their

ascribed role of instructor than the 'most effective'

managers of intent.

i) Instructors who are perceived as the 'least

helpful or well-intentioned' when establishing the

instructor/learner realationship tend more frequently to

prepare their learners that an upcoming explanation is not

meant to be seen as malicious or arbitary in any way than

those instructors 'most effective' in managing their

intent.

In its present stage of development, the conceptual

framework, classification scheme and coding technique

provide a means for empirical description to identify

characteristic patterns of verbal communication used to
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effectively manage intent in the instructor/learner

relationship. It provides a conceptual screen through which

the verbal communication used to manage intent may be

viewed.
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APPENDIX A

COMMUNICATION OF INTENT IN THE CLASSROOM

The Environment. This is the setting in which the system

operates. The environment for this study was the adult education

evening college classrooms of a metropolitan region in Australia.

The Boundaries of the System. The boundary of the system, the

focus of this study, was the verbal communication that takes place

between instructors and learners.

The Suprasystem. The suprasystem is conceptualized as

comprising all 0 the complex and interrelated systems, their subsystems

and components that are concerned with the communication of intent in

adult education classrooms.

Together with the environment, the suprasystem can be thought of

as an ecosystem. Each of the systems are dependent upon the other. If

there is a change in one, there will be a compensatory change in another

to restore the equilibrium of the larger ecosystem. If one system

completely breaks down, it may result in the collapse of the ecology of

the suprasystem. For example, if an instructor fails to verbally

acknowledge the expertise of a trainee who clearly has superior

knowledge in some subject under discussion, an irreparable conflict may

occur or a learner may drop out of the course.

The Suprasystem of all communication of intent in the classroom

is made up of four smaller systems linked in a circular interpersonal

process as shown in Figure 1. Within the Suprasystem, two of the

systems deal with mental or psychological states of the instructor or

learners, while the other two systems deal with the behavioral responses

of the instructor or learners. In order to illustrate the link between

these psychological states and behavioral responses when communicating

intent, it was necessary to further develop the model shown in Figure

2.

 

The System. The suprasystem for this study can be viewed as

consisting of four separate yet interrelated systems. As shown in

Figure 1, System 2, the instructor's management of intent, was the

system under study.

The Subsystem. System 2 consists of two subsystems. Subsystem

A is the nonverbal communication subsystem and Subsystem B is the verbal

communication subsystem. This study was limited to Subsystem B, the

verbal communication used by an instructor to manage intent.

The Components. Subsystem B is made up of three components.

These components are the content of the verbal message (what is said),

the quality of the relationship contained in the message (how one feels

about what is said), and the control implied by the message (what one

should do about what and how something is said). Only one component,

the content of the verbal message in an instructor's communication was

examined and measured in this study.

Egyel of Analysis. The component 'content of message' of

Subsystem BIIh System 2 was the focus of analysis. A classification

system of thirteen categories and twelve combination categories was

built for conducting the analysis.

Unit of Analysis. A verbal utterance was the unit of analysis.

Depending upon the content of the message, an utterance was either one

word, a phrase or a complete sentence.
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COMMUNICATION OF INTENT: AN OPEN SYSTEMS MODEL
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* The Process of interpreting Messages of Instructor Intent

Intentional or unintentional verbal and nonverbal messages are:

l) processed and filtered through the learners' language system, norms,

beliefs and world view; 2) matched for compatibility with learners' own

psychological needs and learning interests; 3) continually checked for

any incongruencies; 4) combined, synthesized and interpreted tentatively

as intentional or unintentional in nature; and 5) finally matched

against the instructor's assumed motives to judge whether he/she

intends to help, ignore or dominate the learners.

FIGURE 2

COMMUNICATION OF INTENT IN THE CLASSROOM
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The Link Between Forming Intentions

and Communicating Intentions (Instructor)

To help understand the dynamics of the the link between an

instructor's covert intent, the perception of his learners' intentions

and the instructor's overt communication of intent, Figure 3 has been

included.
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FIGURE 3

THE LINK BETWEEN FORMING INTENTIONS AND OVERTLY

EXPRESSING INTENTIONS (INSTRUCTOR)

Instructor's Mental State. An instructor's mental state is

separated into: 1) perceptions of intent, and 2) covert intentions.

The instructor acts simultaneously as observer to perceive messages of

others' intent, and as actor to covertly plan the management of his own

communication. The three categories describing the intent of learners

is based on a nomenclature developed by Sarbaugh (1979, pp. 33 and 50).

 

Instructor's Behavioral Response. From a mental state of

intent, there is a praxis from thought to action. The instructor makes

a behavioral response to his mental state and overtly communicates his

intent using verbal or nonverbal messages. The lines that connect the

instructor's mental state and behavioral response on the model are drawn

to indicate the simultaneous process of praxis. As the distinction

between thought and action is problematic, a broken line links the

instructor's mental state and behavioral response.

 

The Process of Integpreting Messages of Instructor Intent.

Figure 4 illustrates the link between an instructor's verbal and

nonverbal messages, and the learners' perceived intent of these

messages. The distinction made between intentional and unintentional

messages is important (MacKay, 1972) since even the most caring or

competent instructor may unconsciously incorporate easily misinterpreted

habits or idiosyncratic expressions into his communication (Ekman and

Friesen, 1969).
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THE PROCESS OF INTERPRETING MESSAGES 0F INSTRUCTOR INTENT

Messages Processed Through Learner's Values. The learner

processes all messages through his own code system, norms, beliefs and

world view. If the instructor says something that is not congruent with

the learner's beliefs and experience, there will be a lack of shared

meaning and a likelihood of a misunderstanding occurring. The concept

of processing or filtering ideas through a set of criteria based on

experience and values is adapted from Knowles (1970) and Sarbaugh

(1979).

Messages Matched Against Needs and Interests. The message is

then matched against the learner's own needs or interests and

interpreted as intentional or unintentional.

Congruency of Message is Checked. Different types of verbal and

nonverbal messages are sent simultaneously by the instructor. Agreement

between verbal and nonverbal messages is critical for verifying the

credibility of a message (Graves and Robinson, 1974). The learner

continually checks the congruency of what is said, how it is said, and

the instructor's consistency in carrying out his intentions.
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Messa es Interpreted and Evaluated Against Motivee. Having

simultaneous y 1) processed the instructor's message against their own

values, 2) decided if their interests are compatible with those of the

instructor, and 3) continually checked for incongruence between the

verbal and nonverbal messages, the learners then evaluate these pieces

of information against the instructor's assumed motives. Judgments are

made regarding the instructor's disposition towards the learners. That

is, does he intend to help, ignore or dominate the learners.

It is acknowledged that people differ in the degree to which

they attribute intent (Maselli and Altrocchi, 1969). This

interpretative process of the model highlights the close but distinct

functional link between motives and intent.

The Link Between Forming Intentions and nggunicating

Intentions (Learners)

 

The process describing the learner's mental state and behavioral

response as shown in Figure 5, is identical to the one previously

discussed for the instructor. In short, the learners' perceptions of

the instructor's intent are matched with the learners' own covert

intentions. There is a praxis from thought to action and overt messages

of intent are communicated to the instructor.
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FIGURE 5

THE LINK BETWEEN FORMING INTENTIONS AND OVERTLY

COMMUNICATING INTENTIONS (LEARNERS)

The Process of Interpreting Messages of Learner Intent

The final link from System 4 back to System 1 is an identical

process to the one described from System 2 to System 3. That is, the

instructor processes messages, selectively matches the data against his

own needs, checks the congruency of the message as either intentional or

unintentional and then evaluates this interpretation against the

learners' assumed motives. This final link is illustrated in Figure 6.
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THE PROCESS OF INTERPRETING MESSAGES

OF LEARNER INTENT

The Completed Cycle

The circular process that links the four systems in the model of

communication of intent in the classroom is complete. In summary, an

understanding of the interrelationships between the systems for

communicating intent assists in visualizing that the instructor's verbal

management of intent is only one system in a complex and dynamic process

of communicating intent in the classroom.

VERBAL COMMUNICATION OF INTENT IN THE CLASSROOM

At the systems level, there are two distinct subsystems: the

verbal subsystem and the nonverbal subsystem. As this study focuses on

the verbal communication of intent, Figure 7 further illustrates how:

1) the instructor and learners verbally communicate their intent, and 2)

the psychological processes they use to infer intent.

Highlighted in this model is the instructor's need to perceive

multiple verbal messages of intent from the learners while on the other

hand, the learners need only to focus their attention on those verbal

messages of intent sent by the instructor. That is, from the students'

viewpoint, his relationship with the instructor is perceived as being on

a one-to-one basis. However, from the instructor's viewpoint, he must

process and interpret multiple messages of intent that may be sent

simultaneously from a large number of learners.
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* The Process of Interpreting Messages of Instructor Intent

Intentional or unintentional verbal and nonverbal messages are:

l) processed and filtered through the learners' language system, norms,

beliefs and world view; 2) matched for compatibility with learners' own

psychological needs and learning interests; 3) continually checked for

any incongruencies; 4) combined, synthesized and interpreted tentatively

as intentional or unintentional in nature; and 5) finally matched

against the instructor's assumed motives to judge whether he/she

intends to help, ignore or dominate the learners.

FIGURE 7

VERBAL COMMUNICATION OF INTENT IN THE CLASSROOM
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INSTRUCTOR'S VERBAL MANAGEMENT OF INTENT

The effectiveness of an instructor to accurately communicate

intent is dependent upon his successful management of the three

components of a verbal message. A model to show the relationships

between these three components: the content of a message; the quality of

a relationship in a message; and the control implied in a message; is

illustrated in Figure 8.

Component 3: Control Implied

in Message

      SCANNING

REQUESTING

PREPARING

SHARING

REGARDING

SUGGESTING

STATING

IFYING

EXCUSING-UNINTENTIONAL

'LEGITIMATE

REPAIRING-APOLOGY

-PENANCE'

  

 

ASSESSING

PREPARING

EQUALISING

  

        

    
     

      

  EXPLAINING

 

       

 

  
EXCUSING  

  

 

 

  
  

 

  
Component 1: Content of Message

FIGURE 8

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE THREE COMPONENTS OF AN

INSTRUCTOR'S VERBAL MANAGEMENT OF INTENT
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The component 'Control Implied in Message', represents one

dimension of a verbal message which an instructor can use to control the

direction of interaction between himself and the learners. By managing

this aspect of communication, the instructor can imply how learners

might respond to his message. For example, an instructor who is

constantly pressed for time might often demand an abrupt end to a group

discussion. To accomplish this, he consistently terminates the group's

activities by a phrase such as 'Perhaps we should leave it there'. Over

time, this phrase is not seen as a suggestion but rather it becomes a

recognized cue for learners to quickly cease their discussion.

The component 'Quality of Relationship in the Message', is

represented in Figure 8 by the categories conceptualized by Ellis et al.

(1981) to analyze the relationship dimension of human communication.

This dimension of a verbal message reveals the nuances of symmetrical or

complementary interaction between an instructor and the learners. For

example, the category 'Dominance' means an attempt to restrict severely

the behavioral options of the other. 'Structure' is an attempt to

restrict the behavioral options of the other but leaves a variety of

options still open. 'Equivalence' is an attempt at mutual interactions

which do not seek to control the flow of interaction. 'Deference' is

the willingness to relinquish some behavioral options to another while

retaining some choice or preference. 'Submissiveness' is the

willingness to relinquish behavioral options to another while retaining

little or no choice (Ellis et al., 1981).
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APPENDIX B

INITIAL CLASSIFICATION SCHEME

rms'r mDIFICATION (Before Pilot Study )

mm mm non mama's VERBAL mmn'r or 11mm

Classification Code Category ' Verbal Behavior Description

  

P
M
A
C
‘
I
‘
I

V
L
'
I

ASSESSED!)

SCANNING: The active verbal solicitation of feedback

about the learner's nental state concerning their

reaction to the instructor's behavior. (It does 593

include the nonverbal solicitation of student feedback.)

 

BMIIRGI—

""_'I

St

Tarmac. 'm- verbal behaviors directed towards convincing

the learner that upcoming consunication is not based on

aalicious or arbitary actives. rm: occurs when the

instructor anticipates that his mare behavior say

Metate or upset the learner and in order to allow it to

be seen in a sore positive way, he provides advanced

groundwork as a gesture of goodwill. It say include

stateaents of regret or situatioml constraints.

’Em no. r e initial direct verbal explanation or the

instructor's intent. Tue say include explicit state-ants

of educatioml purposes. goals, objectives. outcoaes or .

strategies.

alumna; The verbal. restateaent or clarification of the

instructor's arianal seasage that has been aisundeutocd

or sisinterpreted. It occurs when the instructor perceives

a ccuunication breakdown or mlure.

 

 

 

 

 

R
E
A
C
T
I
V
E

EXCIBING
—_—m“mums-re. verbal beinviors claiaing that the

LEGITIMATEI The verbal behaviors defending the instructofrs

 

fifimomm Verbal behavion disclaim knowledge of a

previous behavior or event and excusing it as occunn‘

accidentally or because of a sisunderstanding or

sisinterpretation. This occurs only after an obvious

frustrnion or aisuzuerstandin; for the learner. The purposei

is to convince the leaner that the behavior did not.

have a nalioious or arbitrary active.

 

instructor had no alternative for his actions but was

required to follow an established rule or core. This occurs

only after an obvious mutation or launder-standing for

the learner. The purpose is to rule out nlicdous active.

 

action as being deliberate it leatiaate in his role as

instructor. This occurs only after an obvious trustntion

or aisunderstanding for the leaner. The purpose is to

convince the learner that the behavior was ”fair" or Just.

 

 EPAIRIM
 

AIDE: The verbal behaviors directly—acntting peuonal

blaae or error and/or sans; for torgwness. This oceun

after the instructor perceives he has hurt, offended or

visibly upset the learner. It is a psychological malice

to desomtnte the instructor‘s concern for the learner.

 

mm. The verbal behaviors offering a substantive ton

of instructor “entice. This occurs arts: the instructor

perceives he has hurt. effected or visibly upset the leame

but sees an apology as not enough to repair the relationshi

 

 

All other verbal behaviors or the instructor that are at

directly related to his aanagesent of intent.

    All other behaviors not included in the first ten Qualifies

This car include silence or learner verbal behaviors. J
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FIRST MODIFICATION (Before Pilot Study)

INITIAL 3m (HES FOR VERBAL MUCH CATEGORIES

 

P
R
O
A
O
T
I
V
T
I

ASSESSING

 

Wire anything wrongr

”Hell?”

"what's your reaction to...?"

”Hanna?”

 

EXPLAINING

 

PEPARINC: "I regret to have to do this .._.W

"Unfortunately. circumstances/tine.

”This is no personal ...”

”You've made a good point but ...”

"I think we have run out of tine. so ...”

"I want you to be aware of ...”

"Be prepared for the ..."

”what you have said is one alternative but ..."

 

STATING: "The purpose of tk‘ds is to ..."

”The three objectives I wish to cover are ...”

”The course is designed to ..."

”By the end of the lecture . .."

 

CLARIFYING: "What I meant to say ...”—

"I think you misunderstood ...”

“Perhaps I should go over that again ..."

"To rephnse that . . ."

  

 

I
E
A
C
T
I
V
E

 

EXCIEING

UNINTENTIONAL: "It was an accident ..."

- "How! I didn't realize ...”

”I had no idea ...”

“I didn't know I ...”

”It nan't scant tint way."

 
 

m ALERNATIVE: "I had no choice ..."

”The Universiy specifically ...'

"It was unavoidable.”

”I as forced to ..."

 
h——————,—

LEGITIMATE: "It's my responsibility ...”

”As facilitator, I must ...”

"The course outline clearly states ..."

"well you see. the department requires ..."

”But you must remember that the class agreed ...”

 

 REPAIRING
 

APOL___C_)__GY:"I made a nistakeferror.”

”It was all my fault."

”Please forgive me."

"I'n sorry."

“I apologise.“

   PENANCE: ”Let me sake it up to you by ..."

"Please accept this as ...”

"what can I do to

”Perhaps I could repair the damage by ...”
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mum'smmwm

Clusificatichode mdwm '

Am

1

 

W6: Asks for feedback about the learners' aental state concerning

theirreectionlmderstendinn of the instructor's actions or behaviors.

 

mush for intonation, for action, or for understanding in the

torn of a request. Using this conditional tern of questioning the learner

is given the {reader to disagree or reject the invitation or request.

 

manna: Attenpts to convince the learners that upcaing cmication is

not based on aalicious or arbitrary actives. This occurs when the instructo:

anticipates that sue future behavior nay be easily misunderstood or

nisinterpreted by the learners. To be seen in a more positive say, & avoid

upsetting the learners, he provides advanced gromd work as a gesture of

goodwill. This aey include statusents of regret, tension release in the

tors of Jokes, hueor, laughter, anecdotes, peace or tine/sequence indicants.

 

SHARING: Indicates the relationship betveen the instructor & learner is

synetrical (interaction is based on equality - neither one up or one down).

nepcvercfthe instructor is sharedbythe useot "ea". "us", and "our” ,

as well as self disclosure or opining.

 

masonic: Gives positive praise or extends the coin-tales & politenesses

nornally———_accepted in a society. This nay include a simple ”please" or

"thank you" . It also includes the instructor's regard for learner responses

by acknowledgment, agree-ant, acceptance, concxn-rence without redection.

 

SW:Gives direction in the tern of a suggestion/opinion. ‘mis tors of

directionimlies autonm of the learners & freedo- tor alternatives.

  

STATmG: Explanations/statute or the instructor's purposes, goals,

obJectives, strategies, outcms. reasons. etc..

 

mm:aestating.repeating or clarifying the instructor's original erplsx

-ation 7nessage that my be misunderstood/misinterpreted. It occurs vhen

the instructors perceives a cannucation failure or breehdovn.

 

mgwmmomz: Disclains bovledge of a previous event or behavior

I: ashes the excuse that it occurred accidentally,through e nisinterpretation,

or mavareness. This occurs a_£_t__eran obvious misunderstanding /trustration

by the learner. The purposeorthe excuse is to convince the learner/s that

the behavior vas not aeant to be malicious or arbitrary.

 

am Home: : Defends actions as being deliberate but legitimate

in the role of instructor". Includes excuses that there was no alternative

but to follow established horns/rules. The purpose or the ercuse is to

rule out nalicious/erbitrary active 8 shoe the action use "Just"&&"fair. "

 
 

mam

REPAIRING _: Directly shitting personal bless/error 5- /or asking

for forgiveness. This occurs aft—er a nieunderstanding.l’t is a psychological

sacrifice to insonstrste the i—nstructor's care In concern for learners.

REPAIRING [PEARCE I: Directly ottering a substantive torn or sacrificefis

occurs a__rterthe instructor perceives he has hurt,oftended or upset a learner

& realizesan salon is not enoggh to repair the relationship

All other instructor verbal behaviors not related to intent, does not fit

a_nz of the above classificationsI or is unclear or ccntusigg

 

 

All other verbal behaviors not in the above classifications - including

other ersons etc..
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SCHEHA FOR INSTRUCTOR'S VERBAL MANAGEI‘ENT (I: INTENT

Saple Gus To Assist Identificatim of Verbal Classifiuticns

Is that clean! Is anything among? Do you undensmnd?

Hunt's youn opinion/pom 05 vim? Wall...f Hes- ..f

what's youn auction to !

Would/could you explain/dandy dict son we I

Would/could you move to on. snout 2

Would/could you tell me i6

Could we have silence .'

Unfioatunatelytimehnsnunout so

mm.» neoa'neneto.

I want you to be me 05 theseWpoints" sinstly,

Myousaiduns one altonnctive but

Lat me AWM you somadling

Beflone we go on, let's sins: Neatweeh

Goodhenvens, it's pouning buchats outside (do you

dintweshouldendupalittleeenlyfl

”We" "as“ "Oun'- unenusedtobtcludemeinsmuctonas

«magnum, notasambuoadlesacultyon

some onganization/[Wm

"Sel‘ Disclosmeh When I went to school.. I duinh m...

8 "Opining' Myuiéealunys Innyopinion...

Thanhyou" Please... Goodmnning... IUthyou

you'ne “albumbatten. Thatwas lu‘ndo‘you

Good. tithe. lbs-.Yes.Fine. 0..KGoon.Tho.t'seieat.

Could be. Maybe. Sune.

 

 

Penhaps younighx/could/muld medounto on snout 05 the

class. I‘youaneailnendymcouldsflninow.0unmipcould

 

The punpose 06 dus cause is to. .. I won't be hone neat week.

dueendo durum/u. . leshtocoven... Thismenns. ..

neoson isincludedisto. Mn. Jonesuulllgive...
 

Mlmnttosay... Penhnps I'llgo owndzatagoin...

Lat nenepeatdut... Town/tow, dutis, on wednesddy . .

To nephnnse duet... In odweuonds ...onunoxiscalled...

...sonat‘uves humus Itcanclso be undenstood by...

Itunsanacaident... WowIIhddnoideu...qusn'tamne

Iludnohnowledge... Ididn'tbnowdut... Iunstotslly

me... Really, itunsn'tmntdnctuny.

 

10

I
:

I
S

Iluvenochoicebatto TheUniuUniumsixyneqm‘nes.

Itunsunnvoidnbleos III-60432.4 by «all nulesto.

It's my nesponsinilay to insist As insinuctu, I must

Wall you see, due dement nequinas Rumben the class synced...

Inns mug. I node a make/mun. Yes, it ans my gault.

Sonny.1’s sonny. I apologize. Please accept my apology.

Lateeeahedmtuptoyouby... Pleaseacceptdxisasa...

Mmldoto... Pwupslcouldnemnmeulsmeeby...

 

 

:
5
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APPENDIX C

RECOGNITION RULES FOR UNITIZING AND CATEGORIZING TRANSCRIPTS

l. RULES FOR UNITIZING

1.1 The unit of analysis is a verbal utterance which is coded

according to the definitions of the thirteen categories or twenty-two

combination categories as defined by the classification scheme in this

study.

 

1.2 An utterance by an instructor or learner is a continuous

flow of verbal communication and, depending upon the content of the

message, may be one word, a phrase or a complete sentence.

1.3 An utterance always finishes at the end of a sentence or

when another person interrupts.

1.4 The start and finish of an utterance is indicated by a

vertical slash. For example: '/"Use that cup,/ the one with the silver

handle."/'

1.5 A sentence may be divided into a number of utterances if

unrelated ideas are linked by a conjunction or a comma that indicates a

definite pause in the flow of an instructor's communication. For

instance, in the following example an instructor makes two statements

(category 7/category 7) that are unrelated in content but are linked by

a conjunction as well as separated by a comma to indicate a definite

pause in the flow of communication: '/"0n the paper write down your

native language and,/ on a separate piece of paper write down the

countries you have visited."/'

1.6 A sentence which lists a number of related qualities,

functions or objects is unitized as only one utterance. For example:

'/"His pocket contained two pins, four coins, a knife, a piece of

string, a handkerchief, a half eaten candy bar and a spark p1ug."/'

1.7 The words or phrases such as 'alright', 'y'know', 'well

now' and other common and meaningless idiosyncratic idioms used in

conversational Australian English to begin or end a phrase or sentence

are not identified as separate utterances. They are unitized within the

utterance they start or finish.

2. RULES FOR CATEGORIZING

2.1 An utterance is coded as only one category or combination

category.

2.2 The coding of the content of a message contained in an

utterance is inferred from its relationship to the preceding or

succeeding utterances.

2.3 Coders should not infer inflections or emphases to any

utterances except where shown by conventional punctuation marks or a

marginated note on the transcript.

2.4 A category is coded by writing the appropriate category

code number directly above the utterance on the transcript.

2.5 All questions are coded as either 'Scanning' or

'Requesting' categories (categories 1 and 2).

2.6 The categories of 'Sharing' and 'Regarding' (categories a

and 5) may occur as separate categories or concurrently with another

category. Whenever any two categories occur concurrently, the
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Categories 4 or 5 are coded first, followed by the number of the other

category. For example:

13 52

'/"(Learner talk)./ Could I have your attention please?/ Could I have

2 5

your attention?/ Thanks."/'

2.7 An instructor's laughter is always coded as a '45'

combination category as it contains an element of 'Regarding' and

'Sharing' behaviors.

2.8 If the word 'yes' is included as part of a 'Suggesting',

'Explaining' or 'Clarifying' utterance, that utterance is coded as a

combination category. For example:

5 13 5

'/"Yes./ (Learner talk)./ Yes you and I should get together."/'

2.9 Words such as 'alright', 'y'know, 'well now' and other

common Australian idiosyncratic ways of beginning or ending an utterance

are not coded as a combination category. They are categorized within

the utterance they start or finish.

2.10 If the coder is unable to classify an utterance, the

utterance should be tentatively marked with a marginated note. Later,

the coder should refer to the audio tape of the instructor to help in

coding this utterance. No other changes must be made to the coding of

the transcript on the basis of the tape.
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APPENDIX D

ANDERSON AND ANDERSON (1962) INTERVIEW RATING SCALE,

Interview Rating Scale Form A

INSTRUCTIONS

It is essential that all ratings be made by you as honestly as possible.

Your task is to rate your counseling experience at the present time. Rate your experience in terms of

"what is now," not “what ought to be."

Look at the following example which has been filled out to show you how to use the scale.

Always Occasionally Never

[3 C] E] C] D

The person who marked this thinks that his counselor is occasionally a nice person. You are to answer

all the questions by placing a check in the box which best expresses what you feel about your interviews at

the present time. Use any one of the five boxes for rating each statement according to the extent it holds

true in your own experience.

l. The counselor is a nice person

Here are some hints to help you:

l. Work rapidly. There is no time limit. but do not spend much time on any one item.

2. Mark all items according to your feelings today.

Now proceed to answer the questions on the following pages.

Remember:

l. Try to answer each question as honestly as you can right now.

2. This is not a test.
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INTERVIEW RATING SCALE

Name ................................................. Date ..........................

Items Scale

Always Occasionally Never

A O N

I. The counselor gives the impression of being intellcc- [Z] [3 C] [j [j

tually aloof from the client. (I) 1 2 3 4 5

(2) 0 -2 -l 0 +3

2. The counselor creates a feeling of “warmth” in the A O N

relationship. D C] E] [j [j

5 4 3 2 1

+3 +3 - 3 - 3 - 2

3. The counselor has a condescending attitude. A O N

[:1 D C] D [3

l 2 3 4 S

0 — 3 -l 0 + 3

4. The counselor insists on being always “right.” A O N

D C] C] C] C]

2 3 4 S

- 0 0 0 +3

5. The client feels secure in his relationship with the A O N

counselor. C] C] D D C}

5 4 3 2 l

0 +3 —3 - 3 0

6. The client has confidence in the counselor. A O N

C] C] Cl C] [:1

5 4 3 2 I

0 +3 —3 —2 0

7. The counselor is uncertain of himself. A O N

C] D C] C] C]

l 2 4 5

- - 3 - I + 2 + 3

8. The counselor is artificial in his behavior. A O N

U C] C] D D

l 2 4 S

-3 -1 +3 +3

9.‘ The client feels like a misguided delinquent around A O N

the counselor. C] C] D E] Cl

1 2 3 4 5

O -2 0 +3

10.’ The client feels the counselor will jump on him if be A O N

says the “wrong” thing. C] D D C] D

l 2 3 4 5

0 0 0 0 +3

II. The counselor’s tone of voice conveys the ability to A O N

share the client’s feelings. C] D D C] :1

5 4 3 2 1

+3 +3 - 3 — 3 - 2

12. The counselor acts as if he had a job to do and didn't A O N

care how it me accomplished. D C] D [j C]

l 2 3 S



l3.

I4.

16.

17.

18.

21.

23.

25.

26.
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The counselor “communicates” the attitude that the

client’s problem is of real importance.

The counselor is very patient.

The counselor is a warm, sincere individual.

The atmosphere of the interview helps the client to

see more of himself.

The counselor frightens the client.

The client feels blocked and frustrated in his attempt

to relate to counselor.

The counselor acts cold and dLstant.

The client feels the counselor has a genuine desire to

be of service.

The client feels accepted as an individual.

The counselor pushes the client into saying things

that aren’t really true.

The counselor behaves as if the interview(s) is a

routine, mechanical process.

The client feels a sense of satisfaction from the coun-

seling sessions.

The counselor accepts expression of the client’s

thoughts and desires without condemnation.

The counselor shows a flagging of interest.

A

.
L
N
D

D
I

t
o

t
o

U
N
D

o
N
D

C
I
D

N
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m
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z
L
i
a
z
t
w
m
z
o
w
a
z
o
u
u
z
o
g
g
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m
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o
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m
z
fi
m
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27.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

3 5..

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

O
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The counselor’s techniques are obvious and clumsy.

The counselor is restless while talking to the client.

The counselor has a casual relaxed manner of open-

ing the interview.

The client is tricked into relating confidence: he did

not wish to disclose.

The counselor communicates little understanding of

the client.

The client can talk freely about his innermost feelings.

The counselor’s remarks make things clearer for the

client.

The client feels frustrated with the counselor.

The client distrusts the counselor.

The counselor is awkward in starting the interview.

The counselor is (to the client) a very “human” per-

SOD.

The counselor makes far-fetched remarks.

The counselor has a good sense of humor.

The. counselor‘s tone of voice encourages the client.

t
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l
l
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A
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41.

42.

43.

44.

45.’

46.

47.

48.

49.

SO.

‘ Items found by Correll not to differentiate between “good” and “poor” interviews.

(I)

(2)
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The client feels grateful for the counselor’s help.

The. counselor understands completely the client’s

feelings.

The counselor’s language is confused.

The client is open, honest, and genuine with the

counselor.

The counselor is a “clock-watcher."

The counselor gives the impression of “feeling at

ease.”

The client feels more like a “case” than an individual.

The client is comfortable in the counseling situation.

The counselor is a co-workcr with the client on a

common problem.

The client respects the counselor’s ability.

Weights assigned for scoring by the authors.

Weights determined through l’hi coellieicnt analysis by Correll.
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STUDENT RESPONSE FORM ADAPTED FROM

ANDERSON AND ANDERSON (1962) INTERVIEW RATING SCALE

02M Coo/cs0. Mamba,

I'm a doctowt candidate Ln Adult Education with the College 05 Educatc’on,

Michigan State. Untthty, USA. I'm 0.114319 to {calm moltc about the ways

ins-tweaks comatcatc with adult students dwu'ng the fittest 5w lessons

in a coma. I'd uhc you help.

You wtc invited to head the scanning dbtcctéons and sham yowt FIRST

IMPRESSIONS 06 the inst/watch who just wanted this tuson.

Alt auponscs tutu be confitdcutc‘at. rs Z: 2

to _ :9

John W-Paahu

mm:W?' T' .N.m m was

1. Please share your FIRST IMPRESSIONS of your instmctor's omnication

duz'mg this lesson. For ample:

1. The instructor is open and A...” W” 3"

D m D
honest with the students.

The parses-t tho mead this question thinks his/hat instructor is

occasionally open and mat with students in the class.

2. Please mower ALL QUESTIONS. Place a cross [at] in the box that best

esqaresseshouwaaelabaattheinsmactoratthismt.

REMINIER: ALL RESPWSES WILL BE CWIDENTIAL

MK AS QJICKLY AS POSSIBLE

TI'ERE lSMPfiEDTOVRITEYQlRNN‘EWD-EPAPER

 

Please circle your: age range .

under 20 , 30-34 45-49 60-64

20-24 35-39 50-54 over 65

25-29 40-44 55-59

Picasc now pitocccd to answvt Ute qacsttoas on the 50851;:qu pages.
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11.

12.

13.
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.
d

FIRST IPPRESSIONS

Alvsys

The instructor creates a feeling of E]

warmth in his/her relationship with '

students.

‘Ihis instructor really understands C]

how I feel. '

The instructor’s language is confusing. E]

Theinstructor tends totalkdounto U

the studmts. ’

Always

The instructor insists on being always right. [3

t

I feel secure in my relationship with [3

this instructor. ‘

The instructor is mcertain of himself/herself. C]

The instructor tends to be sawwhat artificial [J

(not sincere or gamine) in his/her behaviour. :

The instructor's tone of voice conveys his/her E]

ability to share the students' feelings. -

The instructor cannaicates the attitude that D

the students' probl- are of real inportance.

This instructor is very patient. [:1

lbelievelooddbequiteopenmdhmest U

with this instructor. -

The instructor gives the inpressim that U

he/she feels at ease with this class. -

Al's”

Occasionally

mommy

New
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

21

210.

26.

27.

28.
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2

Alnyl

The instructor is a warm. sincere person. [:1

The instructor tries to give the inpression U

that he/she is such smarter thm the students. :

‘lhe atmsphere of this classroom helps me to [I

feel sore cmfident.

‘Ihe instructor acts if he/she had a job to do E]

md isn't so accented about the students. N

Moan

I feel blocked and frustrated in my attecpts E]

to relate to this particular instructor. 3

The instructor acts cold and distant. U

Ifeelthisinstructorhasagauinedesire

to cake studmts feel less anxious or uneasy. E]

I feel accepted as an individual in this class. C]

50-.”

'meinstructorbei‘uvesasifteachingisa. [j

routine. mechanical process. :

I feel a sense of satisfaction from this [1

initial class session. 1

The instructor can accept expressions of the [1

students' thoughts or beliefs witl'mt .

negative caments or cmdennation.

The instructor show a general lack of interest C]

in the subject he/she is teaching. 2

Mn“

I'm unsure were I stand with this instructor. [3

The instructor seal- Womble vixen trying U

to talk informlly with students. :

’l'heinstructorhasacasua18relaxedmr

of comnnicating with students. -
D

Always

PLEASE TURN OVER TO THE NEXT PAGE
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31.

32.

33.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
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This instructor shows little understanding

of the adults in this class.

IfeelII'uvethefreedomtotalkaboutmy

meme or feelings in this class.

The instructor's explanations are clear

and straightforward.

The instructor is vague about what he/she

expects frcn the students in the class.

I distrust this instructor.

The instructor is Ward in relating to

the people in this class.

The instructor's tone of voice tends to

encourage the students.

IfeelasifIanjustanotherstudentin

this class, rather than an individual with

specific learning needs and interests.

I feel very comfortable in this classroom

situation.

I have confidence in this instructor.

The instructor is a coworker with the

students in their efforts to learn.

I respect this instructor's ability to

effectively cannicate with adult students.

THANKYQJSOMJJ'IFGRYQRTIPEANDI‘ELP.

Always (mmfly
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APPENDIX E

PROCEDURES FOR AUDIO RECORDING

 

PREPARATION

1) Number each cassette tape with the instructor's assigned

number.

2) Tighten the loose tape by turning the inner spools. This

avoids tangles.

3) Place the tape in the recorder and rewind to zero.

MAINTENANCE
 

1) Insert fresh batteries for each recording session.

2) Set the recorder at the slowest speed to ensure one hour of

uninterrupted recording.

3) Set volume to mid-recording range.

RECORDING
 

1) Approach the instructor before the lesson begins and

request to place the microcassette in his shirt or coat

pocket.

2) Direct the microphone towards the instructor's face.

3) For those instructors without a suitable pocket, the

microcassette can be attached to a belt or a shoulder

strap.

a) When possible, turn on the recorder for the instructor just

prior to the commencement of the lesson. Often,

instructors unfamiliar with microcassettes forget to turn

it on, or press the wrong button.

4. BACK-UP TAPE
 

1) Place the back-up tape recorder flat on a desk, close to

the instructor.

2) Direct the microphone towards the instructor.

3) Turn the recorder on, ensuring that the record button has

been activated.

4) Place a book or paper on the top of the recorder to make

its presence less obtrusive.

AFTER RECORDING
 

l) ¥§reak off the side tabs of the tape to ensure that the tape

cannot be accidentally erased or recorded over during

transcribing.

2) Store in a cool place away from heat and electrical or

magnetic fields.
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APPENDIX F

PROCEDURES FOR TRANSCRIBING TAPES

The first hour of an audio tape is transcribed.

A transcriber with foot pedal and automatic rewind is used to play

the tapes.

A tape is played in short segments to allow accurate transcribing.

Normal paragraphing and punctuation rules are used except for

the-following:

a) A new paragraph is commenced anytime a different

person speaks.

b) A period indicates a definite pause in communication that

shows closure to an utterance or series of utterances.

c) A comma is used to indicate a clear but temporary pause in

the flow of communication.

The tape speed should only be slowed down on the transcriber to

facilitate understanding of unclear sections of the tape.

Upon completion, the tape is independently replayed by an

assistant to check for accuracy and errors against the completed

. transcript. Marginated notes are made if a substantial

difference is found to occur. Mutual agreement must then be

reached on its interpretation with the backup tape used as a

second reference. Punctuation should be closely checked for

accuracy.

The transcript is typed using double spacing. It is then proof

read for spelling and punctuation accuracy or errors. Any

corrections are made and a photostat copy of the final

transcript produced.

The completion of this process by two people for one, one-hour

lesson involves approximately 20 hours of working time.
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APPENDIX G

PROCEDURES FOR UNITIZING AND CATEGORIZING TRANSCRIPTS

Two independent coders or coding teams are given copies of a

numbered transcript.

The first ten pages of the transcript are read so that coders can

familiarize themselves with the content of the lesson and the

instructor's communication style.

The transcript is divided up into segments of five pages. This is

a realistic and obtainable mass of material to code in a short

concentrated coding session.

Each segment of the transcript is first broken up into utterances,

using the rules for unitizing described in Appendix C.

Each utterance is then coded according to the definitions of the

coding scheme explained in Figures 11 and 12 on pages 53 and 54.

When the transcripts are completely coded, random samples of

segments of over 160 utterances are recorded on a worksheet (see

Appendix V).

Calculations of intercoder reliability coefficients with another

independent coder are then made.
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APPENDIX H

SAMPLE TALLY SHEET
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SAMPLE REPORT OF SEQUENCES OF THREE UTTERANCES
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APPENDIX L

GUETZKOW'S PROCEDURES FOR ESTIMATING UNITIZING RELIABILITY

Guetzkow's (1950) formula for calculating the reliability of the

unitizing process is:

U:

'U', the reliability of the unitizing process is expressed as

the difference between coders by a percentage of the sum of the

utterances obtained by each coder. '0' represents the number of units

obtained by the first coder and '0%' is the number of units obtained by

the second coder. '0' is always the larger number, regardless of the

coder involved.

As illustrated in the figure below, Guetzkow (1950) also

provides a simple and accurate graphic procedure to calculate an index

of coder accuracy at the .01 or .05 levels of significance ('o/n'),

given that the percentage difference between coders ('U') is obtained

from the segments of approximately one hundred utterances ('N').
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FIGURE

RELATIONSHIP OF CODER ACCURACY TO AMOUNT 0?

MATERIAL CODED (Guetzkow, 1950. p. 50)

For example, a percentage difference between two coders is 10%

in one segment of 100 utterances. Using the abscissa for N on the 1%

level scale, the point on the graph is located for 'U' = .10, and N = 1

(one segment of 100 utterances). The point falls slightly above the .05

index line for coder accuracy.
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APPENDIX M

GUETZKOW'S PROCEDURES FOR ESTIMATING CATEGORIZING RELIABILITY

To ensure agreement among coders when assigning category codes

to utterances, Guetzkow's (1950) procedure for estimating categorizing

reliability was used. This was based on the assumption that dividing a

transcript into utterances is independent of the subsequent assignment

of a category code to each utterance. The procedure for calculating the

reliability of categorizing requires the use of two formulae as shown in

Figure l.

 

t2 + 2n?1 + Jth + 2nP1)2 - 4(c2 + n)n(P1)2
 

 EKULATIIHQ 1: I? =
 

 

 

 

 

2(t3 + n) -’ 2(t2 + n)

. = K 2 _ 2 + l
EQUATION 2. P K _ 1 p K _ 1 p K _ 1

p = the probability with which both coders correctly classify

an utterance

K = the number of categories in the classification scheme

Pl= the proportion of agreement actually obtained between

coders

P = the theoretical proportion of 'n' utterances upon which

two coders can agree

a t-test (t = 2.58 or 1.96) used to estimate the lower

limit of p at the 12 or 5 Z levels of significance

n = the number of utterances

-
H

II

FIGURE 1

FORMULAE FOR ESTIMATING RELIABILITY OF CATEGORIZING

(Guetzkow, l950. pp. 47-58)
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A practical example of the use of Guetzkow's procedure is

illustrated in Figure 2.

EQUATION 1:

(2.58)2 + (2 x 400)(.90)

2[(2.58)2 + 400]

+ 4(2.58)2 + <2x400)(.90)12 - 4[(2.58)= + 4001400(2.53T=

" 2[<2.58)2 + 4001

 

P

 

== .855

EQUATION 2 :
 

The value P = .855 is substituted in equation 2.

-_2.__—p+—1___

35 - 1 35 - 1

35
.855 ~————— 2

35 - 1p

'. p == .92

FIGURE 2

EXAMPLE OF THE USE OF FORMULAE FOR ESTIMATING

RELIABILITY OF CATEGORIZING

(Guetkow, 1950. pp. 47-58)

The proportion of agreement between two coders (P) in this

example was estimated as .90 on 400 utterances in a category set

consisting of thity-five classifications. This proportion was

calculated from an intercoder reliability worksheet used in the field

study as shown in the Figure 3. To test the probability (p) with which

the two coders correctly classified the segment of 400 utterances at the

1% level of significance, the values P =.90, t = 2.58, and n = 400 were

substituted in equation 1. Finally, P = .855 was substituted in

equation 2 to calculate the probability (p = .92) with which both coders

correctly classify an utterance.
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Guetzkow (1950) also provides an accurate and simple graphic

procedure for estimating categorizing reliability. Figures 4 and 5 can

be used to obtain an estimate of the value of interaction reliability

(p) used in the previous example.
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FIGURE 4

RELATIONSHIP OF OBTAINED AGREEMENT TO THEORETICAL AGREEMENT

(Guetzkow, 1950. p. 53)

In this figure, the curve labelled P‘ = .90 is used. With n =

250+ on the abscissa for the 1% level scale, P is read on the ordinate

as 22.85. In Figure 5 on the next page, the curve for K between 10 and

50 is approximated for thirty-five categories. with 'P' on the ordinate

as .85, the value 'p' on the abscissa is found to be = .91. The

graphical estimate of .91 is very close to the estimate of .92 computed

from the two formulae and hence the graphic method appears adequate for

training purposes.

Guetzkow (1950, p.54) argues that for practical purposes,

"experimenters need not have more than 150 units of qualitiative

material classified by two coders to obtain stable estimates of the

probability with which each unit is classified correctly." He concurs

with Frick and Semmel (1978) that periodic checks of masses of up to 150

utterances are needed to ensure coding standards are maintained.
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FIGURE 5

RELATIONSHIP OF THEORETICAL AGREEMENT TO THEORETICAL

CORRECTNESS OF CLASSIFICATION (Guetzkow, 1950. p. 52)
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Literaturegprecedents supporting Guetzkow's approach

Frick and Semmel (1978) suggest a number of practical means for

minimizing intercoder error. Coders should reach nearly perfect

agreement on unambiguous examples with the expert coder before actual

data collection. Coders should also be expected to reach agreement on

ambiguities that might arise in coding. They emphasize:

Criterion-related and intraobserver agreement measures have been

recommended for both before and during a study, but these

measures should not be used as evidence of observer agreement in

the actual classroom. Rather, these are measures to assist an

investigator in documenting adequacy of observational skills.

The purpose of such efforts is to minimize the possibility that

observers are primarily responsible for potentially unreliable

observational data.

Ellis (1977), argues that the critical issue is that only a

coding scheme that can be learned and applied with consistency is

reliable. He identifies four sources of poor reliability:

The first three are research design such as inadequate data

sampling; poor training of observers; and the coding scheme

itself (e.g., too few categories, poor category definition).

The fourth problem area is statistical tests for reliability.

(Ellis, 1977. p. 12).

Ellis (1977), Hirokawa (1980) and Donohue et a1. (1981), argue

for the superiority and appropriateness of Guetzkow's estimate of

reliability with sequential interaction data. Guetzkow's (1950)

formulae are straight forward procedures for calculating unitizing and

categorizing reliability coefficients. As well, they take into account

the complexity of the coding scheme and the degree to which coders agree

with each other.
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APPENDIX N

PROCEDURES USED DURING THE PILOT STUDY

Step 1: Selection of Participants for the Pilot Study

Administrators, instructors and learners of two colleges were

visited and permission was sought and granted to: 1) make an audio tape

of the first class meeting in the term and 2) to allow ten to twelve

minutes at the end of their lesson to administer a short learner

response form. Times and dates were finalised for data collection.

Step 2: Procedures to Protect the Anonymitygof Participants

To ensure anonymity, names of institutions or participants were

deleted from the recordings and assistants were requested not to discuss

the contents of each tape.

Step 3: Testing the Suitability of Various Types of Microcassette

Recorders

A microcassette recorder was selected that recorded sixty

minutes per side of each tape, was small enough to fit snugly into an

instructor's coat pocket, and was sensitive enough to pick up quality

recordings of both the instructor and learners in a small group

setting.

Because of the unobtrusiveness of the microcassette recorder, it

was found that instructors and learners were no longer aware of its

presence after the first five minutes of the lesson. Procedures for

audio-recording are described in Appendix E.

Step 4: Transcribingand TypingTranscripts

Professional transcribing services proved too expensive so an

alternative procedure for handwriting original transcripts,

independently checking them against the tape, typing and proof reading

was developed. These procedures are described in Appendix F.

Step 5: Establishing the Adequacy of a Student Response Form

As shown in Appendix 0, the fifty items of the Interview Rating

Scale (Anderson and Anderson, 1962) are divided so that eighteen items

refer to client behaviors and the remaining thirty-two items refer to

counselor behavior. Clients are asked to indicate on a scale from 1 to

5, their perceptions of the counseling experience. Scores may range

from 250 (ideal) to 50 (minimum).

This rating scale reflects observable communication behaviors

that are conceptually consistent with the verbal management of another's

intent. That is, it is assumed that instructor's who are successful in

establishing adequate rapport and 'ideal relationships' are also seen by

their learners as well intentioned. Instructors who are less successful

in establishing classroom rapport will be seen as being less well

intentioned. It is further argued that the most highly rated factors

for successful counseling of adults, the listening and communication

skills, are not the sole domain of 'professional counselors'. As Hall

(1977) and Riggs (1978) suggest, the personal side of giving counsel and
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establishing rapport in a relationship is shared by instructors and

counselors alike. This instrument has also been used successfully as a

criterion measure of the quality of communication in a relationship by

Correll (1955); Brams (1961) and by Riggs (1978).

Given the conceptual consistency of this instrument, the rating

scale was adapted for use in an adult education classroom by changing

the nomenclature of 'counselor' to 'instructor'; 'interview' to 'class';

'client' to 'learner' and the title 'Interview Rating Scale' to

'Communication Rating Scale'. Further minor modifications were made

after discussions with small groups of college instructors and

learners.

In the pilot study, one hundred and fifty adult learners were

asked to complete the modified Communication Rating Scale. Learners

were encouraged to circle any word or phrase that appeared ambiguous and

then invited to discuss any suggestions that might improve the

instrument.

The study revealed that: 1) adult learners were uncomfortable

with 'rating' their instructor on their first meeting but agreed they

could offer 'first impressions' that might change over time; 2) some

older adult learners had difficulty with the small type on the scale and

found the mass of numbered boxes and the fifty questions a little

overwhelming late in the evening; 3) the average time to complete the

rating scale was between ten to twelve minutes; and 4) the scores

recorded for eight instructors clearly distinguished those ranked high

by learners as effective in establishing rapport and those ranked low.

For example, in a possible range of 50 to 250, scores ranged from 147 to

250, and the highest mean score was 239 compared to the lowest mean

score of 192.96.

Based on these findings, subsequent discussions with instructors

representative of the sample used in the field test and review by a

panel of judges, final modifications were made to the instrument. Care

was taken to substitute language that was more easily understood by

Australian learners and which did not detract from the questions'

semantic accuracy.

The major modifications included: 1) A-Change of the

instrument's title from 'Communication Rating Scale' to 'First

Impressions'; 2) Use of larger, bolder type face and a reduction in the

number of questions from fifty items to forty items. The criterion used

for omitting these items was based upon the item analysis of the scale

undertaken by Correll (1955). He found eight of the fifty items were of

little value in differentiating between 'good' and ‘poor'

communicators.

Finally, a test of the completed instrument with a small group

of learners, similar to those who would use the instrument in the field

test, showed the rating scale took no longer than five to six minutes to

complete. All directions and questions were easily understood and

acceptable to the learners.
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Step 6: EstaglishingAcceptable Intercoder Reliability Coefficients

using the Technique

Typed transcripts of the audio tapes of six instructors were

coded and analyzed. A colleague was trained to use a draft revision of

the coding technique. Selected sections of the transcripts were coded

independently and compared for intercoder agreement with the researcher.

‘ Intercoder agreement was assessed by the use of a procedure developed by

Emmer and Millet (1970). This formula is:

Coder agreement = l - Coder A - Coder B

Coder A + Coder B.

 

The formula uses the total tabulation of all utterances identified by

each coder. 'A' is always the larger total, regardless of the coder

involved. Intercoder reliability coefficients falling between .50 and

.80 were established. Frick and Semmel (1978) and Bradley et a1 (1978)

suggest reliability coefficients falling around .80 are practical and

adequate figures to aim for.

A comparison of coded transcripts of the instructor rated as the

most effective at establishing rapport was compared with that of the

least effective instructor. Differences were found in the frequency of

categories and utterance sequences used with particular categories. For

example, the most effective instructor used the categories of

'requesting', 'suggesting' and 'Clarifying' in a ratio of 4:1 to those

used by the least effective instructor.

Step 7: ThankiggParticipants in the Pilot Study

On completion of the pilot test, letters of thanks were sent to

all administrators and instructors who participated in the pilot study.

At the end of the study, a follow up letter of thanks, a copy of the

final classification scheme and a summary of the study's findings were

also sent to all major participants in the pilot study. Samples of the

types of letters sent are contained in this Appendix.
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CORRESPONDENCE

(Add-Lass I

(Date)

(Name and address)

Dear (Name)

 
I wish to thank you for participating as a member of the (pilot study,

6ie£d test OA'aeac£ion panczl in the research to design,

develop and field test a technique to measure adult education instructors'

verbal management of intent.

Your assistance and cooperation have made a substantial contribution to

the success of the overall research endeavor.

For your information, I have enclosed a brief summary of my research

findings, the final revision of the Management of Intent Classification

and Code System, the First Impressions Student Response Form. I trust

they may be of some interest to you in understanding more about how

instructors tend to verbally manage their intent, and how some students

perceive their instructor's intent.

Again, thank you for your help. If you wish further information, please

feel free to contact me at any time. I will be happy to share other

aspects of the research or respond to any specific inquiries.

Regards,

mal-

John Brown-Parker



APPENDIX 0
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APPENDIX 0

PROCEDURES FOR SELECTING PANELISTS

Step 1: ContactingProspective Panelists
 

Prospective participants were contacted first by telephone and

second by personal visit to provide details of the research project, the

intended function of the panel members, a timeline for completing the

task and a request for the candidate's participation.

Step 2: Selectingthe Panel Members

Ten candidates were approached and six participants were chosen.

From the four panelists at Michigan State University, two panelists had

previously conducted extensive research in classroom assessment

techniques. The third panelist was selected for his broad background in

both adult education, communication and familiarity with systems theory.

The fourth panelist was selected for his extensive expertise in

communication systems theory and the analysis of sequential interaction

data.

0f the two Australian panelists, one was selected because of his

interest in legal definitions of intent as well as his experience in

teaching to diverse groups of adults. The other panelist was selected

for his competence as an adult education practitioner, an expertise in

systems analysis and a wide knowledge of adult education practices

throughout Australia.

Step 3: Tasks for the Panelists

Each participant received by mail, copies of the second draft of

the technique and was asked to complete the feedback forms and share

comments on a cassette tape as outlined at the end of this appendix.

Step 4: Collection of Feedback Forms and Followup

The completed forms and tapes were collected and a letter of

thanks was sent to each panelist. After completion of the study, a

further letter of thanks was sent to each panelist along with copies of

the final revision of the classification scheme and a summary of the

general research findings.
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FEEDBACK FORMS FOR REACTION PANEL

FEETBACK FOR“! Fm CONTENT VALIDATION

OF TI-E SCI'IBWA'DEVELOPED T0 MEASIRE

AN INSTW S VERBAL MANAGHENT

OF INTENT

‘l‘hepurpoaeofthisformisto solicityourreactims to

patimsregardingtlnscimathatlnsbemdeveloped

toclassifytheverbalbetuviorsusedbyminstructorto

mnagea learners perceptions of mutants: intent.

meillbeaskadtorespmdtospecificqmstimaabwt

eachofthefurtem classificatiauusedinthesclm.

meillbeaskedtorespmdtoamnberofgermal

quaatims relative totheoverall su'mgthaandwaakneas-

asoftheschcm.

Aawell, youwill be invited tomakeanygmeral suggestima

the plausibility of the meptual frmrk that

underpins the logic of the sebum.

YURCAIDIDWAREW. YOIRGIITICIS'BAND

masmascrvmcwsmmmsmnmmnm

FmALREVISICNCFTHESCHEI’A.

SIEEa1"IflIflLJA81ZAIBILIflIH_IHE_EDJILJ!!1£§1AIEQ.JIEEEEIS

l. Pleuereadtheattached extract franSectimloftheresearch

proposal, 'Tdaitifying the Problen."

2. Please read the attached copy of Sectim 3. Part A "A Camptual

Wk for Exaninirg Managua“: of Intait."

3. Pleaaereadthesctmformmstructor's erbalhamgenent of

Intuit locatedmthenexttmpagesofthisfom.

m-W

1. Please refer to the questims m the attached blue colored form

titled “Classificatim Analysis".

2. Please read each classificatim and respcmd to the questim/s

aakedebwttlntparticularclassificatiminthspaceprovided

cm tin blue'Claasificatim Analysis'form.

3. Please feel free ‘tojnote any additimal'oannnta in the space

providedmtheblmfotm , our: ifywprefer, mginate cements

against the classificatims on the next two pages.

TM". to the back page so»: suadwc Meet/Lona ""
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5313-W

Pleasereadthegeneral questimsmthe llowform

titled " General Questions for Tape-Reno spmses".

Please note down your respmse to these qmstims.

Using the cassette tape provided. youuny wish to expand

or further clarify your written mts or suggestims

to these generalqmstions.

Ifthisisthecase. muldyoufirst idmtifythequestim

you are to snsuer by quoting its number. and restating the

quastim itself.

Any additimal writtm or oral calm-its regarding the

appropriatmess of the scheme or its supporting conceptual

scheun would be waloane.

Sisal-W

2.

Please place all materials in the emrelope provided and

pi“! :

Mrs. Judi Bram-Parker

1533-? Spartan Village Phone: (517) 355-2913

East lansing

MI 48823

Mrs. Bram-Parker will call and pick up the antelope.

WMWSOfln-IEOR Winn-3mm *****

PAMOFMIOWVAIMMW

CE'DHSSWAM MW'SVEREAL

WOFINENI‘
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GENERAL “ESTIONS F0? TAPE'RECORDED RESPONSES

THESCHB‘IA

mataremreestrmgthsofthisschena?

What are three weaknesses of this schem ?

htadditimalchmgescanymrecmxdtoinprmtheoverall

qmlityofthisschenn?

TIECWEPTUAL WK

that are three strmgths of the canepmal fimrk ?

mutatetlreewealmessesofthecmceptmlfirmk?

htadditimalchmgescanyouraomudtoiuprovetboverall

qmlityofthecmceptualfrmworkofthisstudy?

"‘“ A cassette tape has been included in «this package should "’“

you «uh tq expand 06 awaken may you): Mitten comment:

on Augguuons ’
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CORRESPONDENCE

mamas)

(mun

(Name and adduced 06 panelist)

Dear- (Name 06 WWII

Just a note to thank you for participating as a member of a reaction panel

of five judges in my research to design, develop and field test a

technique for measuring adult education instructors' verbal management of

intent.

Your assistance and cooperation has made a substantial contribution to

the further refinement and modification of my conceptual framework and

classification'system.

I am delighted to report that l have now recorded the initial class

meeting of thirty two adult education instructors. The student response

form "First Impressions", designed to rate on instructor's ability to

establish initial rapport with a class, proved sensitive enough to

clearly distinguish a group of "high" and "low" scores.

At present, Judi and l are now transcribing and typing up cassette

recordings of the five instructors with the highest student mean ratings

and the five instructors with the lowest student mean ratings.

During the last six weeks I have been training a research team of five

quadriplegics to code the completed transcripts. So far, we have reached

801 agreement in breaking up transcripts into appropriate units of

measurement (utterances). This Tuesday, we are aiming for 80% inter-rater

agreement between categories. Wish me luck! Working with this group of

handicappers has become one of the more exciting and rewarding aspects of

my research.

I also have some other good news to report. A good friend and masters

student in adult education with the University wants

to extend the relational aspect of my schema for his thesis. I already

appreciate that my schema could be strengthened by an additional

relational dimension between learner and instructor but do not have the

time nor the resources to undertake the task. I am delighted to see that

someone is prepared to pursue the next logical step in my inquiry into

the verbal management of intent.
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I must apologise for taking so long in writing to you. My procrastination

is not a reflection of my lack of appreciation for the obvious amount of

time and effort you put into providing me with helpful and insightful

feedback.

I'm afraid that before Judi's return I was swamped with arrangements for

my data collection as well as the demands of developing and teaching a

new program at the Institute. After Judi's return, I'm afraid I became

swamped with the pleasant demands of my new research assistant whom I

hadn't seen for seven months! (Classification: Repairing; Categories:

Apology and Excusing - legitimate!)

But, thankyou again for your help. It has been greatly appreciated.

As soon as this frantic madness of transcribing, typing, coding, and

analyzing data subsides, I shall provide you with a more coherent and

systematic summary of the final revision of the schema and conceptual

framework for my research.

Kind Regards,

 

John Brown-Parker



APPENDIX P
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APPENDIX P

CHANGES MADE TO THE CLASSIFICATION SCHEME ON THE

RECOMMENDATION OF THE PANELISTS

Changes to the Conceptual Framework

The logical and empirical requirements of an open system were

specified along with more precise explanations of the purpose, functions

and parts of the system

Diagrams were simplified and modified to show the dynamic and

circular nature of the system. Complex diagrams were divided into more

easily understood segments with accompanying explanations of the

interrelationships between different parts of the system

Changes to the Classification Scheme i

Categories 13 and 14 were collapsed into one category labeled

'Learner'. This included all learner verbal interaction with the

instructor.

Sample cues were refined and minor modifications were made to

most categories in the classification scheme. The distinction between

the categories 'Apology' and 'Penance' was clarified.

 

Changes to the CodingTechnique

Scott's E; coefficient for estimating intercoder agreement was

replaced by Guetzkow's (1950) formulae for unitizing and categorizing

reliability. It was suggested that as transcripts had to be first

broken up into smaller units, Guetzkow's (1950) reliability measures

would be more appropriate.

The explanation of the coding technique was expanded to include

more comprehensive descriptions of: l) the design for recording and

transcribing; 2) the design for coding categories and combination

categories; 3) rules for unitizing and categorizing; and 4) Procedures

for establishing reliability, validity and data analysis.

A number of useful suggestions regarding the sufficiency of the

learner response form resulted in modifications to the information page

and the deletion of two questions.



APPENDIX Q
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APPENDIX Q

PROCEDURES USED TO IDENTIFY AND TRAIN A CODING TEAM

Step 1: Identifying Persons for the Coding Team

It was necessary to identify a number of intellectually able

persons who had the time, commitment and concentraton to be trained as

coders and, once competent, were prepared to be employed to code large

masses of data. Contact was made with a number of handicappers and l

occupational therapists. The practicalities of approaching paraplegic

or quadriplegic persons for assistance were discussed.

An occupational therapist in charge of a program training

handicappers was contacted by phone and then visited (see this Appendix

for a summary of the proposal). The proposal was presented at two

meetings with the occupational therapist and administration staff of the

hospital. The proposal was not seen as appropriate for the hospital's

clientele but a referral was made to a sheltered workshop managed by an

independent quadriplegic association.

A dozen members of a residence run by a group of physically

handicapped people were visited. The proposal was explained and

procedures for coding were demonstrated. Specific needs of potential

coders were discussed. An invitation was made to join the coding team

and a further meeting was arranged so that interested persons could

discuss specific details for scheduling and payment.

 

Step 2: Preparing a TraininggSchedule

A followup meeting with five interested persons was held and the

following arrangements were made:

1. Weekly two-hour training sessions were to be held

in the evening at the coding team's residence.

2. Target dates were set for reaching acceptable levels of

intercoder agreement and for completion of the coding of

the field test transcripts.

3. Mutual agreement upon payment was negotiated.

Step 3: Training of Coders
 

A training schedule, as described at the end of this appendix,

was successfully completed after a total of twenty-four hours of

training over twelve two-hour sessions.

In week 7, four coders obtained unitizing reliability

coefficients ranging from .84 to .99, while the other coder's

coefficients ranged from .44 to .66. After review and practice, all

coders gained unitizing reliability coefficients ranging from .91 to .99

in week 8.
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In week 9, a controlled assessment determined the group's level

of agreement for categorizing transcripts. Intercoder reliability

coefficients from .35 to .81 were produced. It was agreed that given a

time constraint, some coders with extreme physical disabilities became

frustrated when they could not physically sustain their coding rates.

8y consensus it was decided to work in pairs with the most physically

handicapped quadriplegic working with the least physically handicapped

paraplegic. One coder, acknowledged as the most competent, agreed to

work independently.

After review, a second assessment in week 11 produced

reliability coefficients ranging from .65 to .82 between four coders.

Coefficients between the five coders and the principal researcher ranged

from .74 to .82.

Step 4: Codingof Transcripts and Remedial Training

Week 12 was devoted to review, practice and improving the

classification scheme and coding technique. Field test transcripts were

independently unitized and categorized by the researcher and the coders.

Unitizing and categorizing reliability coefficients above .80 were

established for the initial 400 utterances of the first three coded

transcripts and acceptable levels for segments of 160 utterances in the

other seven transcripts were achieved.

Reliability coefficients were reported to each coder and several

small group review sessions focused on commonly occurring coding

errors.

Step 5: Closure to the CodinggPhase of the Research

As an acknowledgement of the coding team's determination,

loyalty and success, it was arranged for an article to be published in

the Higher Education supplement of a national newspaper as displayed in

this appendix. A dinner was held with the team and final contractual

payments made.

At the end of the study, letters of thanks and a summary of the

research findings were sent to each member of the coding team.
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CORRESPONDENCE

(Addaesal

(Date)

(Name. and add/Luz: 05 Occupational The/input)

re: Proposal to invitem of disabled persons
 

to jcfin a researH'l team to assist in c ‘

transcripts of verbaI behaviom' bf adult

education hastructors.

Dear (Name)

I would like to confirm our conversation last (Data) regarding the

possibility of inviting a small group of disabled persons ( perhaps a group

of quadriplegic persons) to assist an in coding transcripts of verbal

behaviour in adult education classroous.

As I suggested to you, I would invite interested disabled persons to join

a small tean of research assistants. Each research assistant wild be trained

by myself or my wife to code transcripts of adult eduation instructors' verbal

behaviours [see attached schena that research assistants would need to under-

stand and apply].

Training could be carried out as a group activity, in pairs or on an individual

basis at the disabled person's hane. Training would continue until team members

achieved an acceptable level of inter-rater agreeuent. After this level of

coupetence was achieved, each umber of the team would be asked to code 2-3

transcripts used in the research project.

The coding of transcripts could be carried out in the research assistants home,

at theirompaceandat tires that are oorwenient to them. Ienvisageatime

franeof about 3 maths fran the training of the teen to the completion of the

last transcripts.

The intellectual requisite for this task would be a person of average ability.

The physical aspect of the task requires the research assistant to be able to

write or type a mnber (1 to 13) against a utterance made by the classroom

instructor on the transcript.

It is envisaged that payment for pmicipating as a number of the research

tean mold be negotiated on a contract basis at a untually acceptable rate

to each party.

The research project itself, is for my own dissertation for a doctoral degree

in Adult & Continuing Education with the College of Education, Michigan State

University, USA [ attached is a letter of introduction from my dissertaion

Director, and an abstract of my research proposal ].
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My wife Judi, who also is a doctoral candidate in Education at the sane

university will be assisting an in the training program. I've attached

her professional profile to give you sane idea of her background and

carpetence .

Lastly, I would like to add that the idea for utilizing the intellectual

talents of a physically disabled group of persons was initiated by

i Name.) a disabled person, and colleague of mine at the (Name 06

Institution) It made a lot of sense to make this part of my research

project a postive learning experience to inprove the self concept and

confidence of a physically disabled but intellectually able group of

persons who could responsibly carry out a task that requires tine, commitment

and concentration.

I trust this surmrizes scan of the mjor aspects of our discussion (Name)

With the professimal advice and suggestions from you and your staff I

believe this preposal might meet a untual need of myself, and the clientele

you serve.

I request that you and your colleagues consider this proposal and perhaps let

an know of your decision by mid- Septarber.

Myouforyourhelpandtiaeinwhat Iknmris alreadyaveryfull

schedule. If you have any further questions please phone me at any

tine on (Mamba)

Yours Sincerely,

5%62D_

John Brown-Parker
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GOAL

To train five independent coders to reach intercoder reliability

coefficients at the .95 level for unitizing and at the .80 level for

categorizing.

DURATION '

24 hours of training over 12 two-hour sessions were conducted

each Tuesday evening from August 11 to October 27, 1981. Ten minute

coffee breaks after fifty minutes of training were allocated.

METHOD

Small group discussion; recognition games and quizzes;

brainstorming; review, reflection and evaluation sessions; timed and

self-paced application exercises.

AIDS

Flashcards; prepared exercises; overhead transparencies; charts

and large paper aids that can be progressively assembled, matched or

placed in sequence; folders and thick stemmed pencils (for quadriplegic

coders).

SCHEDULE

Week 1 - General introduction to the conceptual framework,

classification scheme and coding technique using

transparencies and handouts. Short application exercises

matching labels to definitions and sample cues. Use of paper

aids that could be progressively assembled.

Week 2 - Understanding and recognizing categories 1-5. Team

game to match sample cues with the correct category. Review

and assignment to practice coding of prepared phrases and

sentences.

Week 3 - Review. Understanding and recognizing categories 6-

13. Team game to match sample cues with correct categories.

Application assignment to code prepared phrases and sentences.

 

Week 4 - Use of flip cards to automatically respond to code

numbers and to match definitions to a classification.

Discussion session and review of progress. Setting target

dates and goals for training. Introduction of the pilot test

transcripts in a short application exercise.

Week 5 - Flip card review for remembering and matching code

numbers, classifications and sample cues. Introduction to

the concept of unitizing. Application assignment.

 

Week 6 - Review quiz and flip card exercise. Unitizing

practice in pairs. Discussion and suggestions for improving

classification scheme. Feedback on progress.
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Week 7 - Trainees facilitate review session and flip card

exercise. Practice in pairs to reach acceptable unitizing

coefficients. Target set to reach agreement next session.

Week 8 - Controlled and timed individual unitizing exercise to

reach acceptable levels of agreement. Development of rules

for unitizing.

Week 9 - Trainees facilitate review session and flip card

exercise. Coding rules for categorizing utterances

introduced and discussed. Individual practice and assignment.

Week 10 - One hour categorizing test for individual coders.

Immediate feedback and discussion of errors. Coding teams

formed to: 1) overcome frustrations with physical limitations

when coding; and 2) give support and confidence to the weaker

coders. Emotive plea to practice during the ensuing week to

'break down the last barrier to success'.

Week 11 - One hour categorizing test for coding teams.

Acceptable levels of intercoder agreement reached.

Celebration.

Week 12 - Reflection and review session. Suggestions for

improving the classification scheme, coding technique and

rules for unitizing and categorizing. Terms and goals set

for coding the field transcripts.

 

Note: The coding team comprised of four quadriplegics and one

paraplegic.
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NEWSPAPER ARTICLE ON THE CODING TEAM
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MEMBERS of the research team talk over their work.

Disabled help out With
 

mgh research proiect

8y MICHELE FERGUSON

PhD STUDENT John

Brown-Parker faced a

major problem when he

returned to Sydney from

Michigan State University

to begin practical work

forhisstudy.

Where could he find a

research team with the

patience. perseverance and

intellectual skills necessary

In. his wits' end. he asked the

advice of a. co-worker. Mr

Fred Kaap. at the Interna-

tional in Institute

where he had begun work.

Mr Kaap suggested that Mr

Brown-Parker approach

group of physically disabled

people to help — people to

. whom determination was

part of daily life.

So Mr Brown-Parker met a

dozen members of Aster

House. the base of a group of

independent. physically

handicapped peoppe.l

Five of them agreed to take on

the uous task on a con-

tract. basis. Brown-

Parker trained David Brice.

Jim McGrath. Bob McKenz-

pie. Ross Smith and Bruce

Teakle for the long job

ahe .

Mr Brown-Parker’s

arose from a concern that

many adult education teach-

e dismayed when

their well-lntentloned efforts

toacreau raport. with stu-

dents often resulted in lear-

ners dropping out and class-

roomcon

His work involves a method of

systematically mquiring into

the instructors' verbal man-

agement. of intent. He has

designed a framework and

measurement technique {or

study

this purpose

After doing a pilot study. Mr

Brown-Parker had taped 32

initial classes of NSW adult

instructors ~ which were

transcribed for the study.

The job of his live-man re-

search am was to learn

how to break down sections

or speech into units and code

them according to a classifi-

cation system Mr Brown—

Parker had developed.

"This was the crucial phase of

the study." he said. "They

had to obtain an acceptable

level of inter-rater agree-

ment."

The team has now achieved a

level of 80 per cent inter-

rater agreement. a high level

by anyone“a stand

“Every member of thesteam is

extremely capable and their

work ethos of sticking a Job

out until it is completed is

obvious in their determina-

tion to continue the job.’ Mr

Brown-Parkersald.

“Looking at the results solar I

am hoping the study will be a

success."
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APPENDIX R

INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN FIELD TEST

l Addaus )

(Uatcl

Dean Colleague-s .

I'm a doctrinal. candidate in Adult Education tooth the College 06 Education,

Michigan State uiu'thtq, USA. I'm aging to team mate about the ways

human/u commas «itch aduLt {came/u dating the 51AM 52w Lessons

05 a. cawuc.

I'd Lilia you/i help.

1. WYOUCOULD HELP:

First. Iwouldlflceymn'permissiaitorecordthe firstorsecondmeting

We with your class( using a ditto-cassette tecordeFl'.

Second, I'daskthatyougivem tenudnutes at theendof the lesson to

five out a smdent response fan. This form requests the students to give

their "first inpressions" of partials: commutation that took place

the lessai. [ This form takes about 5-10 uiimtes to earpiece. I will

collect the forms as the studmts leave the classroan .]

2. Hon wiu. he FINDINGS or has STUDY BE USED ?

All recordings of your lesson and the studzits responses will be strictly

catfidential. Neither you, your class or even your institution will. be

idmtified in my research study.

You and your: students my be assured that the ' t ethical & professional

staidardshavebeen. andwill caitinuetobefol tl-a'ougl'nitthesmdy

to safeguard the catfidentiality and mint? of all participmts.

3. WILLTl-EREBEANYUSEFLLFEEJBAcx?

Ihopethatbytheendofthetermeillhzveanalysedmydataandbeable

tosharewithyouatentatiwsimmryofuyfindings.

Iwouldbemre thanhappy to sit domwith individial instructorswho

participate and talk over their particula: cannxiicatiai style. or the

ofuyresearchintocamanicatiminadultemcatiaiclasses.

I
:

focus

.WIWLIIGTOTHANKYOUFGRYOLRASSISTM:

3'?
thmkstothoseinstnmtorskindenoughtohelpmoummy

wifeandlttnightitmghtbeaniceideaifwecouldinviteywaroimd

toourlmforabarbeque.

Apartfruii mgoodwineandcmversationmbothwuldlikethe

opportuiityto ornilymetotheradult emicatiai practiaarsidiohave

acmpmfessiaialinterest(both wifezidlhavebeenmyfrm

MsiefOtIOyaarsandm'vealotto earnaboutouromcoimtryl).

Iowldmkearrmgmtswiththehincipalforastdtabledatearmmd

dissidofthetetin.

:i Beau»Packet
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CORRESPONDENCE

(Addams)

(Date)

(Name and add/Less 06 College Adams/tam)

re: Invitation to adult education instructors

to participate in a research proiect

MTermE,TeLtenber 198I

Dear (Name)

First, lettie thankyouforgivingupymrtim lastweeksowecould

discuss my doctoral research project. As I unntioned to you, I'm a

doctoral candidate in Adult Education with the College of Education,

Michigan State University. USA. I'm interested in learning aura about

the ways instructors commnicate with adult learners during the first

few class metings.

Mymjorconcernis thatmanywellmeaningandcaring instructors are

sometimes discouraged when their efforts to build a sound pedagogical

relationship are not reciprocated. Instead, adult learners drop-out

or conflicts occur.

Miamderstandings can easily occur in an adult education class that is

often made up of people of different ages, experience, backgrovmds,

interests and even natives for attending the class. My research focuses

on verbal camunication patterns that assist instructors to be perceived

as more helpful or well-intentioned by the adult learners in the class.

I request your permissicri to invite interested instructors at your (College)

to assist E2 in my research.

1. WWWCDULDHHP

First, I would ask instructors for their permission to record either the

H'r'st of secaid class meeting [ using a smll micro-cassette recorder ).

Second, Isntldalsoaaktheinstructor to giveueS-lOudnutes at theend

mlesson so as to give out a student response form. This form

requests students to share their "first inpressions" of caimmication that

took place during the lesson. ‘Ihe forms would be collected as students

leave the classroan.

I
n
)
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2. PWWIIL‘DIEFINDDBSOFMS’NDYBEUSED?

All recordings of the instructor, or the students'responses will be kept

strictly confidential. Neither the instructor, students or the institution

(nature or geographic location) will be identified in any way in the study.

You, your staff, students and institution may be assured that the highest

ethical and professional standards have been, and will continue to be

followed throughout the study to safeguard the confidentiality and the

anonimity of all participants.

3. WIIL‘DEREBEANYUSEPILFEEDBACK?

Bytheendofterm3, 1981, Ihope tohaveanalysedmydataandbeable to

share with the instructors a tentative summry of my findings.

Iwouldbemre thanhappy to sit downwith individual instructorswho

participated and talk over their cannmication style, or, discuss the

general aspects of my research into comninication in adult education classes.

(Home), Ismldbemrethmgladtosharemyofmyexpertiseinachilt

eduation withymrstaffdiringaninservice sessionorinanyotherway

you felt might be appropriate.

Attached a'e ies of: . Letter of undue. ' from Re ch Direct ,

cop %. Abstract 0 ReseargnScudy sear or

Schana used in the research study

. Student Response Form

Professional Profile of myself and my wife

(who will be assisting in data collection)

U
i
J
-
‘
U

I trust this information will give you an accurate perspective on my research,

andhowtheinstructorsatyom'centre ‘ thelp. Ifyouneedanyfurther

informtion, please phone on at any time at hane : (No.) or work: (No.)

Again, thank you for your courtesy and assistance.
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CORRESPONDENCE

(Add/L666 )

(Date)

(Name and address 06 Regionai Await/taxed)

Dear (Name 05 Regional Admémmaxoa)

I would like to cmfirm om: telephone conversation on (Date)

regarding my intention to carry out some research in the Evening

Colleges in the (Home 06 Region)

As I mentioned on the phone, I'm a doctoral candidate in Adult Education

with the College of Educaticn. Michigan State University, USA. I am

cmrently enployed at the (Name 06 IMWon) a lecturer

in training of trainers and calamity education. From a research point of

view I'm interested in learning more about the different ways instructors

comnmicate with adult learners dining the first few class meetings.

I have followed your suggestion of contacting individual Principals of

Evening Colleges, outlining my research interest and asking their co-operation.

Sofar I have contacted the Evening Colleges of (Name 06 Regain)

I'm delighted with the courtesy and professionalism with which my

request has been received, and the helpfulness of the Principals concerned.

Basically I have requested that interested instructors allow me to record

their first or second class meeting. In addition I've asked that the

instructor give me about 5-10 minutes at the end of the lesson to give out

a short student response form. 'lhis form requests students to share their

“first inpressions" of sane aspects of camunication during the lesson.

All recordings of lessons and student responses will be confidential.'I'he

highest ethical and professional standards have been and will continue to

be followed thorougtmt the study to safeguard the anonindty and confident-

iality of all institutims or participantsininthe study.

Attached for you- information are copies of:1) Letter of Introduction from

my Pesearch Director. ii) Abstract of the Study and iii) Student ReSponse Form.

Thank you for your assistance and co-operation.

Yours Sincerely,

John Bram-Parker
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APPENDIX S

CORRESPONDENCE TO PARTICIPANTS IN THE FIELD TEST

(Addaeaal

(Date)

Dear (Name 06 inatteczonl

re: Participation in Adult Education Research

Just a short note to thank you for allowing me to record your lesson. The

quality of the recording was very good. My wife and I are now transcribing

and typing up selected cassette recordings.

Please thank your class again for me. I really appreciated their cooperation

and honest responses to the "First Impressions" questionnaire they completed

at the end of the lesson. -

By allowing me to record the communication that took place in your classroom,

you have helped me to field test the instrumentation and coding system I

designed for my research study.

Your assistance and cooperation has made a substantial contribution to the

success of my overall research endeavour.

As soon as I complete the analysis of data and complete my study, I will

send you a summary of my research findings.

To simply say thanks for helping me out, mv wife and I would like to invite

you to our home for lunch on Saturday, (Date) at 1.00 p.m. After

lunch, I'd be happy to explain more about my‘research study with you. If you

are unable to attend, would you please let me know at one of the above

telephone numbers.

Thankyou again. I trust you have an enjoyable and rewarding third term and

look forward to seeing you soon.

Regards,

.-\ -.-.m ‘ ' ‘ -~ ~.

if; “Qt-‘9‘" § Exc/gw-.-f . ‘_‘.
R

John Brown-Parker
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CORRESPONDENCE

(Addneaal

(Dale)

(Name and addneaa 06 College Admlnlalnaloal

re: Participation in Adult Education Research Study

Dear (Name 06 College Admlnlalnalonl

I wish to thank you, your staff and students for assisting in my field

research in the design, development and field testing of a technique to

measure an instructor's verbal management of intent.

The Quality of cassette recordings made during the initial class sessions

were very good. My wife and I are now transcribing and typing up selected

recordings.

As soon as I complete the analysis of data and finalise my study, I will

send you a summary of my research findings.

To thank your instructors for helping me out, I have invited them to our

home for lunch on Saturday, (page) at I.00 p.m. Judi and I would

be delighted if you would join us. After lunch, I would be happy to

explain more about my research study with you and your staff in an

informal "in-service" session.

For your information, I have attached copies of the letters of thanks

written to:

I. All instructors who participated in the study.

2- lReglonal Admlnlaznaloal

3- (Stale Admlnlalnaloal

Again, thankyou for your help. Your assistance and cooperation has made a

substantial contribution to the success of my overall research endeavour.

It has been a pleasure working with such a committed and caring group of

adult education practitioners. I look forward to seeing you again at my home.

Regards,

Jchn Brown—Parker
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CORRESPONDENCE

lAddneAAl

(Name and addneaa 05 Reglonal Admlnlaxnaxonl (Dare)

re: Adult Education Research Stud in Evening Colleges

in the (Name ofi eglonl

Dear (Name)

Just a note to let you know that l have completed my field research in the

Evening Colleges of (Name 06 Region)

I wish to thank you, your Evening College Principals and their staff for

the assistance and cooperation shown towards me and my research team during

the field study.

For your information, I have attached copies of the letters of thanks

written to:

I. All instructors who participated in the study.

2. Principals of the Evening Colleges.

3. (State Admlnlalhaxonl

I must add that I was most impressed with the professionalism and commitment

shown by (Names 06 College AdminibthaZDRAl towards improving the

quality of Evening College programmes. Under the energetic leadership of

such competent Principals, the future of the Evening College movement in

the lName 06 Regionl appears most promising.

As soon as I complete my study, I will send you a summary of my research

findings. I trust it may be of some interest in understanding more about

how instructors tend to verbally manage their intent, and how some students

perceive their instructor's initial success in establishing an adequate

classroom rapport.

Again, thankyou. Your assistance has made a substantial contribution to

the success of my overall research endeavour.

Sincerely,

4%

John Brown-Parker

 



2339

CORRESPONDENCE

(Addaeaa)

(Date)

(Name and addaeaa 05 State Adminiaindion)

re: Adult Education Research in Evening Colleges

in Ifiame 63 Region)

Dear (Name)

Just a note to let you know that I have completed my field study in the

Evening Colleges of (Named 06 Regional

Judi and I are now in the process of transcribing and typing up selected

cassette recordings of adult education classes. My research team of

quadriplegics will then code the transcripts using the category system I

designed for the study, in readiness for computer analysis.

(NameL I really wish to thank you for the initial help you gave me in

gaining access to a suitable population for my research. It is greatly

appreciated.

I did especially want to mention that l have been delighted, in fact

impressed, by the professionalism and courtesy that has been extended

to me by (Named 06 College Adminiaindiona)

, and the helpfulness of all Principals

and staff participating in the study.

Under the energetic leadership and commitment of (Names)

. the ability of the Evening College movement In the (Name

06 Region) to meet the needs of its adult clientele appears most

encouraging.

In an attempt to reciprocate for the cooperation given to me and my

research team by individual instructors, Judi and l have:

I. Invited participating instructors of each College to a luncheon

at our home in late November. At that time, I hope to explain

more about my research study in an informal "in-service" session.
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2. Taken part as facilitators in the recent ln-service Training

weekend for Evening College instruCTcrs at (Name) arranged by

(name) of the (Name 06 Region)

For your information, I have attached copies of the letters of thanks

written to:

I. All Instructors who participated in the study.

2. Principals of the Evening Colleges.

3. (Regional Adminiaitoxon)

Again (Namelthankyou for your advice and help. It has been a pleasure

working with and learning from such a committed and caring group of

adult education practitioners.

Regards,

John Brown-Parker
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APPENDIX T

MEAN SCORES OF INSTRUCTOR EFFECTIVENESS IN

ESTABLLISHING INITIAL RAPPORT

A learner response form, developed and refined during the pilot

test, served as a criterion measure to identify from the thirty-two

instructors sampled, the five instructors 'most effective' and the five

instructors 'least effective' in establishing initial rapport with their

learners.

Details of the mean scores for each of the thirty-two

instructors sampled in the field test are displayed in the table on the

next page and include the scores for the five 'most effective' and the

five 'least effective' at each extreme of the distribution. Within the

possible range of scores from 200 (ideal) to 40 (minimum) for the

learner response form, the thirty-two instructors' mean scores ranged

from 160.92 for the lowest to 195 for the highest. S = 8.34 and X =

183.4.
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MEAN SCORES OF INSTRUCTOR EFFECTIVENESS IN ESTABLISHING

RAPPORT AS RATED IN LEARNER RESPONSE FORMS

     N RANK ID 1 ID 2

17 18 -

18

19

20

       
    

20

25

30

21 2 - 181.2

22 27 - 181.0

23 3 - 180.0

24 15

31

21

   

    

     

  

   

   

  

7 28 — 191.71 7

189.

188.

188.

188.

188.

  

\
I
O
\
\
I
U
'
|
\
I

      

      

  
25

26

27

 

       
   
  

     
  

  
26

  

      

 

  

188.0

43

185.71

185.6

187.  

      

    15

2N 295

KEY: Five 'most effective' instructors

-‘ Five 'least effective' instructors

ID 1 Instructor's initial identification number

ID 2 Instructor's assigned identification number for

data analysis

N Number of students in each class

* Tape unclear for transcribing

Range of scores = 34.08

s = 8.3:.27 i - 183.405
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APPENDIX U

UNITIZING AND CATEGORIZING RELIABILITY COEFFICENTS

OBTAINED BY CODING TEAM

The field test transcripts were independently unitized and

categorized by the researcher and three teams of coders. Acceptable

intercoder coefficients between coders were set at the .95 level when

computing unitizing reliability, and at the .80 level when computing

categorizing reliability. Reliability coefficients obtained are

graphically displayed in the figure on the next page.

Unitizing and categorizing reliability coefficients above .80

were established for the initial 400 utterances of the first three

transcripts coded by each team. Acceptable levels above .95 were also

achieved for unitizing these transcripts.

Random selections of 160 utterances in each of the remaining

seven transcripts were checked to ensure coding standards were

maintained. As shown in this figure, acceptable levels for unitizing

and categorizing were achieved by teams A and 8 throughout the field

test.

Unacceptable intercoder reliability coefficients between team C

and the researcher were obtained for two transcripts. The transcripts

were recoded by an independent coding team and their results compared

with those of the researcher and team C. Acceptable reliability

coefficients were established with the researcher and substantial

disagreement was found with team C. It was found that most errors made

by team C occurred when unitizing long sequences of instructor

explanations (category 7) and clarifications (category 8). When

designating categories to units of analysis, team C continually confused

the categories 6 (Suggesting), or 7 (Explaining), or 8 (Clarifying) with

one another.
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