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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine whether

junior high school students tend to form good relationships

with teachers who respond to them similarly or differently.

Teacher verbal response roles considered were: 1. self,

which included responding in terms of the teacher's posi

tive feelings (encounter/encouragement), teacher's negative

feelings (confrontation), or teacher's ideas (sharing); and

2. other, including responding in terms of the feelings,

thoughts, behavior, or motives of the student.

Ninety eighth grade students participated in the study

by describing two teachers with whom they had had good

relationships, rating the quality of each relationship, in

dicating the frequency with which each teacher had used

each of the seven response roles after seeing them demon

strated on videotape, then identifying the one response

role used most by each teacher.

Ranking by frequency means showed that sharing was

the role used most in both relationships. Binomial tests

using a conditional probability model showed that the two

teachers with whom the students had good relationships

responded to them consistently by using the same type of

verbal response both in an overall sense and with respect

to the two individual response roles of encounter/en-

couragement and confrontation.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

There can be little argument about the desirability of

a teacher's achieving good rather than poor relationships

with students. Teacher job satisfaction has been signifi

cantly related to the student-teacher relationship (Behr-

man, 1977). The relationship and the teacher's attitude

toward the student also have an impact on the student,

specifically with respect to achievement, imitative learn

ing, peer acceptance, self-concept, and attitude (Davidson

and Lang, 196O; Dowling and Frantz, 1975? Evans, 1962; Jones,

197^? Lewis, Lovell, and Jessee, 1965? Pelkey, 1977).

Bush (195^) long ago decried the existence of an

"ideal" teacher who is best for all students. Thelen (1968)

and Cunningham (1975) have since demonstrated that there is

no one type of teacher who is most effective with all types

of students. But the question remains whether a particular

type of good relationship with a teacher meets the needs of

an early adolescent or if there is a variety of good rela

tionships, each serving a different purpose. For example,

one good relationship might be used by the student to ob

tain emotional support while another good relationship would

be used to help clarify the student's values. If students

do use good relationships differentially, a question which
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arises is whether these relationships have different char

acteristic teacher verbal interactions.

When a junior high school student forms good relation

ships with more than one teacher, it may be that the teach

ers are similar and fit some internal conception of the stu

dent of what a teacher should be and how a teacher should

relate to the student. Student attitude toward school and

the teacher have been significantly correlated with the

congruence between a student's present teacher and what the

student considers the best teacher the student has had

(Sweeting, Willower, and Helsel, 1978). Byrne's (1971)

theory that interpersonal attraction is based on attitud-

inal similarity would also support the premise that the

teachers a student likes would share some common values

with the student.

Bennis (1979) has categorized relationships in four

major types: expressive-emotional, confirmatory, change

or influence, and instrumental. Teacher-student relation

ships, along with parent-child and therapist-client rela

tionships, are classified as change relationships, accord

ing to Bennis. He does, however, maintain that his four

types of relationships should not be considered as mutual

ly exclusive but that each type should contain some ele

ments of the other three types. Hardy (1977) at the ele

mentary school level and Wilson (1976) at the secondary

school level have found that some student-teacher
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relationships are more accurately classified as expressive-

emotional than change, supporting Marwell and Hage's (1970)

contention that not all role-relationships are enacted in

the same manner. In effect, not all teachers relate to

their students in the same way. It has also been shown

that students can and do differentiate between good and

poor relationships they have had with teachers in terms of

how they perceive the teachers as behaving (Boser and

Poppen, 1978). Marwell and Hage's work encompassed all

types of student-teacher relationships, and Boser and

Poppen compared good and poor ones. Neither study explored

the similarity or dissimilarity among good relationships.

In the interest of obtaining generalizable results,

past researchers have ordinarily used each subject as a

source of one piece or set of data about a particular type

of relationship. This presupposes that there is little,

if any, intrasubject variability with respect to whatever

criteria is being used and that for an individual there is

a particular behavior or pattern of behaviors which con

stitute the "good teacher relationship" construct for that

student.

It is also important to identify behaviors which are

relevant to interpersonal relationships. One eclectic

model (Poppen, 1975)» provides such a basis for examining

teacher verbal behaviors (Boser and Poppen, 1978; Poppen

and White, 1976). According to Poppen, there are two main
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types of response roless 1. self (responding to oneself by

expressing one's ovm thoughts or feelings, either positive

or negative), and 2. other (responding to the other person

in a manner that acknowledges the feelings, thoughts,

"behavior, or motives underlying the other person's "behavior.

While the self/other dichotomy is not unique (Crowley

and Ivey, 1976; Guerney, 1977; Stiles, 1978), the two as

pects which make the Poppen framework most appropriate for

the current research are the delineation of specific, ob

servable behaviors within the self and other categories and

the relevance of those behaviors due to their foundation in

theory and visibility in the skills currently being taught

to teachers and teacher trainees in various problem-solving

approaches (Carkhuff and Pierce, 1976; Dinkmeyer, McKay,

and Dinkmeyer, 1980; Dreikurs, Greenwald, and Pepper, 1971;

Ginott, 1972; Glasser, 1969; Gordon, 197^).

Statement of the Problem

Previous research has shown that there are teacher

response roles which can be associated with good or "nearly

ideal" student-teacher relationships and differentiate be

tween good and poor relationships. However, it has been

demonstrated with respect to at least one theoretical frame

work that all student-teacher relationships do not fit a

uniform model. Therefore, the question which now arises

is whether or not a junior high school student describes



5

good student-teacher relationships (a subgroup of student-

teacher relationships in general) as being characterized

by the same or different teacher response roles.

Statement of Purnose

The question being asked is whether good student-

teacher relationships that a junior high school student

experiences are characterized by the teachers' use of pri

marily the same verbal response role (indicating that for

that student there is a good teacher relationship response

role) or by different response roles (signifying that per

haps different interpersonal needs are being met by dif

ferent teachers). More specifically: 1. Can a junior

high school student identify more than one good student-

teacher relationship the student has experienced? 2. Which

response role or roles are found most frequently as the

primary response role used by the teacher in good relation

ships? 3- Are two teachers with whom a student has had

good relationships characterized by the most frequent use

of the same verbal response role? In effect, the present

study goes beyond the work of Marwell and Hage by looking

at only one particular type of student-teacher relationship

and, in addition, investigating the nature of the relation

ship in terms of verbal behavior.



Hypothesis

The hypothesis is that when a junior high school stu

dent identifies two teachers with whom the student has had

good relationships in grades 7-8, the response role used

most by the second teacher will tend to be different from

that of the first teacher.

Operational Definitions

Response Rolest

Feelings. The teacher briefly reflects his/her per

ception of the student's feelings without evaluation, let

ting the student know that he/she understands what the

student is feeling and accepts those feelings.

Thoughts. The teacher uses clarifying responses

which call for further details or explanation of the stu

dent's ideas, showing that the teacher listened to the

student when the student expressed his/her ideas. The

teacher does not express a judgment about the ideas.

Motives. The teacher makes guesses about the student's

motives underlying the student's present or past behavior

without judging the motives, demonstrating to the student

that the teacher is aware of his/her purposes.

Behavior. The teacher, from an objective viewpoint,

asks the student to identify what the student is doing,

focusing attention on the behavior itself and on the
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student's acceptance of responsibility for his/her behavior

by acknowledging it.

Encounter/Encouragement. The teacher expresses liking

for the student unrelated to the student's behavior, con

fidence in the student's ability, or liking for the student

under adverse conditions, such as when the student fails.

The teacher is expressing positive personal sentiments

about the student.

Confrontation. The teacher states his/her personal

negative feelings arising from the student's behavior.

Sharing. The teacher shares his/her personal ideas,

opinions, experiences, or feelings (about things other than

the student or the student's behavior) with the student

without trying to impose them on the student.

Self Roles. The teacher uses a self response role

when using one of the three response roles in which the

teacher expresses his/her own feelings or thoughts: en

counter/encouragement, confrontation, and sharing.

Other Roles. The teacher uses an other response role

when using one of the four response roles in which the

teacher responds nonjudgmentally in terms of what the

student (other) is feeling or doing, ideas the student has

expressed, or motives underlying the student's behavior.

Teacher Primary Response Role. The response role

which the student reports as having been used most often by

that teacher is the primary response role for that teacher.
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The student designates this role through the final ranking

procedure by ranking it first as used most often.

Assumptions

For the purposes of this study, the following assump

tions are made:

1. The quality of the student-teacher relationship is

an important aspect of the child's educational experience.

2. A meaningful investigation of student-teacher rela

tionships can be carried out by studying teachable behav

iors or skills which can be acquired and implemented by

classroom teachers.

3* Eighth grade students can differentiate between

the seven response role behaviors when they are demon

strated on videotape.

Eighth grade students can generalize the demon

strated behaviors to similar situations in which they have

been active participants.

5' The teachers whom these students have experienced

in grades 7-8 are typical of teachers in general at these

grade levels.

6. The students have interacted with a variety of

teachers in grades 7-8 and have come in contact with and

had an opportunity to develop relationships with teachers

who have used each of the seven response roles.
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7. The Poppen response role model (1975) is a valid

model for studying teacher behavior in student-teacher

relationships.

Limitations

Certain limitations must be imposed on interpretation

of the results obtained in this study:

1. Data are based on student perceptions and reports

of teacher behavior, which may not be totally accurate.

2. This study does not represent an all-inclusive

study of teacher behavior but is limited to the seven

verbal response roles. While other verbal and nonverbal

behaviors may well affect the relationship, no attempt is

made at this time to document them or control for them.

3. The dialogues which the students view represent

examples of each of the seven ways of communicating with

students. The feelings role, for example, is demonstrated

by showing one way to reflect the student's feeling state.

There is no attempt to portray all possible feeling states

or all possible empathic reflections in the situation.

Examples have been selected from literature and validated

by a panel of judges to verify that each dialogue is a

recognizable example of the teacher behavior as defined in

the operational definitions.

Participation by the students was voluntary. Con

sideration must be given to the fact that the data collected
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may not be representative of those students who either did

not choose to participate or were not present, possibly

producing a biased group of subjects for the study.

5- Results should not be generalized beyond the stu

dent population from which the subjects were drawn or

similar student populations.

Organization of Remainder of Dissertation

Chapter II is a review of the literature which pro

vides a rationale for the study, an examination of various

instruments used in the study of student-teacher relation

ships, and a summary of previous research on student-

teacher relationships of junior high school students and

the consistency of needs and relationships.

Chapter III describes the design of the study, de

velopment of instrumentation, and research procedures which

were followed. The results of the study are presented in

Chapter IV, followed by conclusions drawn from the study,

discussion, implications, and recommendations for further

study in Chapter V.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The first part of this chapter will present a ration

ale for the study based on the need for information about

real relationships, the differences between and among rela

tionships, the multidimensionality of relationships, and

teacher communication behavior relevant to the student-

teacher relationship. The second part of the chapter will

review existing research about student-teacher relation

ships with the junior high school age student and what has

been shown about needs and consistency in student-teacher

relationships.

Rationale

Differences Between and Among Relationships.

In the area of relationships, several studies have

focused on the qualities of teachers that students of

various ages associate with the concept of an ideal stu

dent-teacher relationship (Dallolio, 1959; Hyman, I968;

Johnson, 197^; Reitz, Very, and Guthrie, 1965; Tyler,

196^), as though there were such a relationship. The work

of Wish, Deutsch, and Kaplan (1976), however, showed that

subjects' descriptions of real relationships differed from

their concepts of typical relationships with respect to

various types of relationships, among them the student-

11
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teacher relationship. The four dimensions studied were

cooperative and friendly versus competitive and hostile;

equal versus unequal; superficial versus intense; and

socioemotional and informal versus task-oriented and

formal.

While some variation might be expected in descriptions

or ratings of both real and typical relationships, one

might reasonably expect to find concurrence in general be

tween the two. If a real student-teacher relationship is

not synonymous with a typical student-teacher relationship

for an individual, this suggests that the characteristics

of an existing good or nearly ideal relationship might not

be identical to those of a hypothetical ideal relationship.

It would follow, then, that if the intent is to learn about

real relationships data should be based on real relation

ships rather than hypothetical ones.

Aside from the focus on an existing relationship,

whether or not a particular type of relationship is a

single construct may be equivocal. Friend is not a single

construct (Murstein and Spitz, 1973)' Factor analysis of

the characteristics of best male friend, best female

friend, most enjoyable friend, most useful friend, and

most admired friend produced a different set of factors as

well as different factor components for each type of rela

tionship. Reisman and Yamokoski (197^) also found dif

ferences among friends in the verbal responses used to a
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friend's problems. Although each friend was reported as

using primarily one or two types of verbal response, not

all friends used the same type{s) of response(s).

It cannot be assumed that Reisman and Yamokoski's

findings automatically generalize to other relationships

such as the student-teacher relationship since Wish,

Deutsch, and Kaplan (1976) demonstrated that student-

teacher relationships are not characterized in the same

way as relationships with close friends or with casual

acquaintances.

A facilitative or therapeutic model has often been

applied to teaching and education. The communication

skills taught to teachers frequently originated as skills

for psychotherapists. Reisman and Yamokoski (197^) found

that when a subject is discussing a problem, however, the

subject neither experiences nor expects the same type of

response from a friend as from a therapist. Conversely, in

a similar study Venzor, Gillis, and Beal (1976) failed to

show a significant difference in either expectancies or

preferences for responses from friends and psychothera

pists. Thus a discrepancy exists in this contest. Wheth

er or not the behaviors proposed for therapists are equally

appropriate for educators (as has been implied by their

application and measurement) and induce a positive

student-teacher relationship have yet to be investigated.



Relationship Instrumentation; Dimensionality. Communica

tion Variables.

Instrumentation for examining relationships has also

evolved from therapeutic origins in many cases. Variations

of the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory (Barrett-

Lennard, 1962) and other instruments have heen used to meas

ure such dimensions of teacher behavior as empathy, positive

regard, congruence, and warmth as indicators of the student-

teacher relationship. The use of such instruments was ren

dered questionable when it was found that junior high school

students differ in their perceptions of such teacher qual

ities according to the race and sex of the student (Etinge,

1981). Furthermore, warmth, positive regard, and empathy

have been shown not to be unidimensional constructs (Zimmer

and Anderson, I968; Zimmer and Park, 196?). Zimmer's

investigations revealed a need for greater operationalism

in identifying skills which could be taught.

Communication in interpersonal relationships also

appeared to be multifaceted when Bienvenu and Stewart

(1976) arrived at 11 factors which seemed to best fit the

dimensions represented in their Interpersonal Communication

Inventory. They named their factors as follows: self-

disclosure, awareness (of self), evaluation and acceptance

of feedback, self-expression, attention, coping with feel

ings, clarity, avoidance, dominance, handling differences,

and perceived acceptance. Rather than focusing on a single
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relationship or type of relationship, the items in their

inventory referred to the person's interpersonal relation

ships in general.

In an effort to record and study specific teacher

verbal behaviors rather than general perceptions of the

relationship, the Flanders System of Interaction Analysis

(Flanders, 1970) has been used, although its advisability

in the study of student-teacher relationships is doubtful.

The Flanders does record specific categories of teacher

communication, but Mason (1970) failed to find either a

linear or a quadratic relationship between measures of the

Flanders and the quality of the relationship. Ryan (197^)

found the only significant difference between teachers who

had strong and weak interpersonal relationships with their

students to be in the use of student ideas from among the

Flanders categories.

Specific communication variables or written items

pertaining to communication have been found to predict sat

isfaction-attraction in marital relationships (Clarke,

197^) as well as to distinguish between couples who are

well or poorly adjusted (Boyd and Roach, 1977)-

Poppen and White (1976) used the Poppen role-shifting

framework to study adult behavior in adolescent-adult rela

tionships. Good and poor relationships could be distin

guished by the adults' use of seven of the eight verbal

response roles: feelings, thoughts, behavior, motives,
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encounter, sharing, and problem-solving. Their study fo

cused on behaviors which were representative of various

theoretical approaches and which were a part of the reper

toire of teachers.

Student-Teacher Relationshins

At least two rather extensive reviews of the research

in student-teacher relationships have been compiled (Brophy

and Good, 197^; Hawley, 1979). In addition, published

articles and shorter reviews have presented less compre

hensive summations (Bush, 1958} Evans, 1962; Fenner, 1968;

Leavitt, 1959). Not only are studies reported which de

scribe the relationship but also ones concerned with other

variables which may overlap to varying degrees, such as

classroom climate, teacher expectations, and teacher effec

tiveness. It would seem a digression at this point to

review all those studies, even limiting the focus to those

concerned with teacher behavior, since student-teacher

interaction varies with the age level of the student

(Kibble, 1976). It seems imperative to concentrate on the

particular age group in question and to limit examination

of existing research reports to those done with students

representing the group under consideration.

The following review of research will be limited to

those studies conducted with students of junior high school

age, grades 7-9i concerning teacher qualities or the



17

relationship and those dealing with consistency within the

relationship.

Preferred Teacher Qualities.

Gifted students in grades 6-8, when asked about de

sirable characteristics for teachers, gave answers which

produced the following list: friendliness, knowledge of

the subject, encouragement of independence, and patience

(Jacks, 1972).

Leipold (1959) asked ninth graders from regular class

rooms to describe the teachers they liked most. In class

ifying and tabulating their responses, he separated the

girls' responses from those of the boys. Girls listed

understanding most often. The second, third, and fourth

ranked responses for the girls were a sense of humor, fair

ness, and personality. For the boys, the teacher's per

sonality was most important, followed by the ability to

make the class interesting, liking students, and a sense of

humor.

Dallolio (1959) also used student descriptions written

by ninth grade students but asked them about their ideal

teacher rather than a real teacher they had encountered.

Strictness, a sense of humor, and teaching ability were

most important while understanding, respect, and not show

ing favoritism were also mentioned.
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Saunders and Wright (197^) used a more structured ap

proach in their research with students of various ethnic

■backgrounds. Junior high school students were asked to

rank teacher behavior characteristics in order of importance

in three separate categories: personality, academic, and

physical attributes. All student groups preferred friend

liness most among the personality characteristics. Also

highly ranked in the personality category were liking all

students and 'being fun. Means for eight of the ten per

sonality items were within a one-point range on a nine-

point scale, and all were considered to "be important. The

students attached a'bout the same importance to those items

in the personality category as to those in the academic

category.

Student-Teacher Relationships: Good Versus Poor.

Jenkins (1951) asked junior high school teachers to

identify the students with whom the teachers had the best

and worst relationships. Jenkins' results can be examined

only in a broad sense, representative of both types of stu

dents, since he combined their responses in presenting his

results.

In interviewing the students, one of Jenkins* ques

tions asked students to identify those things done by

teachers which they (students) liked. He later classified

their responses, with one of his resulting classifications

being that of personal relations.
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Friendliness, talking with students, helping students

with personal problems, praising and encouraging students,

showing interest in students as individuals, participating

in activities with students, and showing interest in and

encouraging extracurricular activities were among those

responses listed as personal relations, although each of

them was mentioned by not more than 5^ of the students.

Three teacher behaviors which were not classified as per

sonal relations but were mentioned frequently by the stu

dents were: being fair (53%) t not embarrassing students

(29?^), and being courteous (20?^).

Nash (1976) also used interviews but in a different

manner. Using one class of 12- and 13-year olds, Nash

first asked each student to classify three of his/her

teachers as those he/she got along with and those he/she

did not get along with. The student was then asked to

differentiate between the resulting two sets, producing

some characteristics common to both teachers in one set

while differing from the teacher in the other set.

From analysis of the conversations, Nash listed six

constructs which were common to most or all the students:

keeps order-unable to keep order; friendly-unfriendly;

teaches you-doesn't teach you; explains-doesn't explain;

fair-unfair; interesting-boring. The students' comments

indicated that they got along with teachers whose behavior
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matched their expectations but did not get along with

teachers who fell short of those expectations.

Boser and Poppen (1978) used videotaped demonstra

tions of the seven types of teacher behavior described in

the eclectic role-shifting model (Poppen, 1975)• Ninth

grade students were asked to rate the frequency with which

the junior high school teacher with whom they had had the

best relationship had used each of the seven types of

response roles with them. Sharing was reported as the

most frequently used of the seven response roles by teachers

with whom these students had had their best relationships.

Students reported that each of the seven response roles

was used by the teachers, with encounter/encouragement

ranked second in frequency of use, followed in order by

feelings, thoughts, motives, behavior, and confrontation.

Consistency in Needs and Relationships.

While not conducted at the junior high school level,

there have been two studies examining the consistency of

interpersonal needs and relationships.

Punke (1961), found some indication of either con

sistency or adaptation within the individual student. Of

the 804 high school seniors in his study, 71% of the boys

and 85?^ of the girls reported getting along very well with

their teachers while seven boys and two girls reported that

they got along poorly with their teachers. The majority of

students had evidently developed either satisfying or
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unsatisfying relationships with various teachers who may

have behaved quite differently toward them. By using

high school seniors, many of the students who had failed

to adapt or had developed uniformly poor relationships were

probably no longer among the group of subjects.

Brown (1976) found enough consistency in teacher and

student needs and behaviors at the high school level over

a two-year period to conclude that measurement need be

conducted only once when using the FIRO-B (Fundamental

Interpersonal Relations-Behavior). Measuring inclusion,

control, and affection as both expressed and wanted by

teachers and students, he found a wide range of needs for

both teachers and students. Teachers indicated low in

clusion needs in contrast to high student inclusion needs.

Incompatibility was shown in the high expressed need of the

students for affection and the low need to express affection

on the part of the teachers. Although the composition of

the student group was basically different at the time of

the second measurement, the teacher group was primarily the

same. Comparison of the two sets of scores showed little

difference.

Summary

Real relationships are not characterized in the same

way as typical or hypothetical ones. There appear to be
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differences between different types of relationships, even

to the point of classifying friendships differently.

Communication skills and instruments for measuring

their use within the student-teacher relationship have

been derived from the client-therapist relationship in

many instances. Such instruments have generally proved

unsatisfactory due to their lack of specificity as have the

behavioral observation scales for teachers which do not

focus on behaviors relevant to the relationship. Communica

tion variables have been shown to differentiate between

good and poor relationships in both the student-teacher

and other relationships.

Various methodologies have been employed to determine

what teacher qualities are liked by junior high school stu

dents and what comprises good student-teacher relationships

for those students. Teacher qualities preferred by stu

dents are similar to and often repetitive of those found in

descriptions of good student-teacher relationships. Among

them are: friendliness5 patience; teaching competence;

being supportive, encouraging, and understanding; possess

ing classroom management skills; having a sense of humor;

being fair; showing respect for students; and communicating

clearly to students their own thoughts and feelings.

The majority of high school seniors consistently re

late to their teachers in the same manner, and student and

teacher interpersonal needs and behaviors were shown to be
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fairly stable over a two-year period for high school stu

dents in general.

None of the studies, and particularly those involving

junior high school students, considered in detail the

teacher behaviors in more than one good relationship for

the same student.



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

SuL.iects

One hundred and seven eighth grade students from a

suburban middle school in East Tennessee participated in

this project. The particular middle school was selected

because its student body is representative of all socio

economic levels, with middle and upper middle classes pre

dominating. In previous research (Boser, 1978) with stu

dents representing various populations within the city and

county schools in the same county as the participants in

this study, responses of ninth grade students from this

school were not significantly different from those of other

schools when reporting the response role use of teachers

with whom they had had good relationships in grades 7-8.

Some Black students attend the school although the

percentage is low, approximately 3^ according to school

officials. The school is in a suburban area with some

rural children in attendance. Total enrollment in the

three middle school grades (6-8) is over one thousand.

Eighth grade students are assigned to homerooms by a

stratified random procedure with the exception of band stu

dents and those students for whom special requests are on

file. Socioeconomic status, achievement level, and sex are

2^
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■! ,

c  ' : 7red when tryiiif.^ to achieve balance in each of tne

riomerooms. Two teacher teams, each consisting of

c.Lghth grade tea r.^rs, function as oafic organizatior.-

in.i ts in providing a coordinated educational exper ience

•" tne students assigned to their homerooms. Band stu-

Cidts are assigned within one team to facilitate program

ing but constitute only a portion of the students in that

team.

The teacher team containing the band students was

selected by school po;rsonnel as potential subjects. The

-eseacch project and its purpose were explained to the

•iesi gfiated students in their homerooms one week in advance
I

:  thie data collect'on. In order to participate, each stu-

lent was required to i;.-. a Parent Consent Form isee

Appendix A) signed and returned to the researcher. Parent

.'Cnsent Forms were distributed when the project was de-

'unnbed to the students.

Of the 1^5 students in the designated classes, '.C/

were present for data collection and had signed Parent Con

sent Forms.

Instrumentation

A videotape had been produced in previous ^'Sea - ch

•. Bo-.er and Poppen, 1978) to demonstrate 'H.-spcc-

roles found in current problem-solving • & for can

c-.itors Student response forms wei - ■ ■ r'.e l to
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facilitate student recall of two seventh or eighth grade

teachers with whom each student felt he/she had had the

best relationships, validate the quality of the relation

ships, obtain a measure of each teacher's use of the demon

strated response roles, and ultimately to determine which

role was used most by each teacher.

Videotape.

The Poppen role-shifting model (1975) was selected as

the framework for this study after examination of previous

research on student-teacher relationships. Boser (1978)

describes the development of the videotape as follows:

Response Roles.

Seven teacher verbal response roles based on
Poppen's role-shifting model (1975) were identi
fied and defined: (a) feelings, (b) thoughts,
(c) motives, (d) behavior, (e) encounter/encourage-
ment, (f) confrontation, and (g) sharing. Six of
the roles were demonstrated in dialogues found in
books, a magazine article, and an educational film
(see Appendix B). A dialogue similar to one which
had been published was written for the seventh role.

Validation of Dialoexies.
The written dialogues were submitted to five

judges along with descriptions of the response
roles (see Appendix C). The judges were asked to
determine independently which role or roles, if
any, each dialo^e represented. The judges were
four recent recipients of Masters degrees in Edu
cational Psychology and Guidance and one doctoral
student in that field. (pp. 28-29)

Naive raters or judges were sought rather than experts

since previous research (Arnhoff, 195^; Cronbach, i960)

found naive raters were often more reliable.
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Agreement among the judges was unanimous for
dialogiaes representing the response roles of
feelings, "behavior, confrontation, and sharing that
they were representative of the roles they were in
tended to portray. Agreement was 80% for dialogues
representing the response roles of thoughts, motives,
and encounter/encouragement, with the same judge
causing lack of perfect agreement for all three
dialogues.

Videotane.
A videotape script was written in which each of

the dialogues was preceded by a brief description of
the role portrayed in the dialogue. An introduction
to the videotape was also written (see Appendix D).

Two adults and two students agreed to perform the
roles on videotape and were given instructions re
garding their assigned roles.

The adult performers, a man and a woman, were
familiar with the roles being demonstrated and the
theories behind them. Student performers, a boy and
a girl, were from grades close to that of the in
tended subjects to aid subjects in identifying with
the videotape performers. Teacher-student pairs for
the dialogues were of both same-sex and opposite-sex
composition in an attempt to avoid response bias due
to the_ sex of the teacher. Both students partici
pated in dialogues based on incidents of inappropriate
behavior. Role assignments were as follows:

Role Teacher Sex Student Sex
a. Peelings Female Male
b. Thoughts Male Female
c. Motives Female Female
d. Behavior Male Male
e. Encounter/

Encouragement Female Female
f. Confrontation Female Male
g. Sharing Male Female

Performers practiced their roles until they felt
comfortable in their performances. Cue words and
phrases were written on cards and on a blackboard
which were visible to performers but out of the field
of vision of the camera. After taping each dialogue,
a decision was made whether to erase the tape and
repeat it or to proceed. Following each dialogue,
instructions were recorded for subjects to mark
their responses, and decreasing time intervals were
allowed for them to do so. Once the tape was start
ed, it would continue without interruption until
all dialogues were shown and student responses to
them were completed. (Boser, 1978, pp. 29-30)



In producing 'Pe original videotape, rc±es had been

:  •Andomly arranged within the "other" and "self" subgroups

prcducing the foli-^ing sequence! feelings, thoughts,

iiot i ves, beha \7lor, encounter/encouragement, confron ta t ion,

and sharing. An alternate form of the videotape was pro

duced from tne original with the roles in a differenx order

Using a table of random numbers and organizing the entire

group of seven without respect to subgroup resulted in

this order: "^eelings, motives, encounter/encouragement,

confrontation, behavior, thoughts, and sharing.

Student Resnonse Forms.

The student response form consisted of four pages

(see Appendix E^. Pages one and three directed the stu

dent to describe two teachers. The first teacher (page

one) was to oe the teacher with whom the student had ex

perienced the best or most nearly ideal student-teacher

relationship in grades 7-8. This relationship was defined

for the student as the one in which the student got along

well with the teacher and was most satisfied with the way

they got along.

The second teacher (page three) was to be one with

whom the student had also had a very good or nearly ideaj

relationship in the same grades.

After students had described each relationship, thev

were asked to rate the overall quality of the relationsn■c
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on a 1-7 scale with 1 indicating nearly ideal, 7 meaning

very poor.

Pages two and four were identical in form. The stu

dent was asked to indicate how often the teacher he/she had

just described had talked with the student in a manner sim

ilar to that demonstrated on the videotape when the student

had been in a situation similar to that of the student on

videotape. Response options were: (l) always, (2) often,

(3) sometimes, (4) seldom, (5) never. Cue words or

phrases were used along with the letter designation of

each scene (Scene A, Scene B, and so on) to aide in recall

when doing the final ranking at the bottom of the page.

Finally, the student was to rank the seven roles ac

cording to the frequency with which the teacher had used

them. The roles were listed in the same order as they had

been presented on videotape, and the student was to place

a "1" beside the role used most often, a "2" by the role

used most of the six remaining roles, continuing until all

seven roles were ranked.

One half of the student forms were constructed with

the roles listed in the original sequence, while the other

half of the forms used the alternate sequence to correspond

to the alternate form of the videotape. Each student was

also provided a copy of the videotape script for reference

when the videotape was shown.
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Validation of the Instrument.

Parts of the response form had been field tested prior

to and during previous research with junior high school age

students. The sections in which the students were directed

to describe the relationship and rating the frequency of

the teacher's behavior as the videotape was shown were

identical to those used previously. The response form as

used in this study was reviewed prior to use by persons

knowledgeable in both research in general and in education,

particularly in the area of student-teacher relationships

and communication.

The research procedure was used with three classes of

University undergraduates with one exception--the videotape

was not shown. Since reading level was not considered a

problem at the college level, participants read the script

when arriving at the part of the process when the videotape

would be shown. Students at this level were able to satis

factorily complete the process with little difficulty, al

though requests for clarification of the ranking procedure

indicated a need for clearer directions for that component.

When the forms were prepared for the middle school students,

the ranking directions were expanded and made more explicit.

Test-Retest Reliability.

Student ratings of these teacher behaviors as demon

strated were found to be relatively stable when 32 ninth

grade students repeated the ratings for best relationships
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after one week (Boser, 1978). Test-retest reliability was

determined by computation of Spearman rank-order correla

tion coefficients, which ranged from to .73.

Procedure

Data collection took place during the fourth week of

April, in accordance with scheduling demands and avail

ability of students. Prior to administration, the band

group was randomly assigned to form A (original sequence).

Since it was anticipated that this group would be larger

than any of the four science class groups, one other class

was randomly selected to also use form A. The remaining

three classes used form B (alternate sequence).

Data collection was conducted in the science classrbom

for the four science class groups. The band students met

in the cafeteria during homeroom period for the research

procedures. There were 18 students in the latter group,

with 18, 22, 2^, and 25 students participating in their

respective science classes.

The directions were read to the students as they pro

gressed from one task to another. Students were assured

that there were no correct answers and that it was impor

tant for them to be as accurate as possible. They were

also told that the researcher would collect their papers

and that their teachers would not have access to them.
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Each S'tudent; described a teacher on page onep then

rated the overall quality of the relationship. Copies of

the script were distributed to the students, and the video

tape was shown. The students indicated their responses on

page two for the teacher just described, showing the rela

tive frequencies with which the teacher had used the re

sponse roles that were demonstrated. Students then ranked

the response roles, with the role used most frequently being

assigned the first rank, the next role being ranked second,

and continuing to the role used least.

Students repeated the process on pages three and four,

describing another teacher with whom they also had had a

very good or nearly ideal relationship.

The ranking process still proved too complex for the

initial homeroom group of students, however. Of the 18

students in the first group, only seven correctly followed

the entire procedure and were able to rank the seven roles

for both teachers. Subsequent consultation with the stu

dents' teachers resulted in changing to a simplified pro

cedure. The four groups which followed were asked to

designate only first and second place rankings, since this

seemed a more realistic expectation and would still pro

vide sufficient discrimination to answer the research

question being asked.

Verbal directions were given as the revised ranking

procedure was demonstrated on the chalkboard. Students
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were asked to look at the "Always" column on their forms.

If only one response role was marked in that column, they

were to put a star (*) in the margin beside that role. If

two or more roles were marked in that column, they were

to decide which of them had been used most and mark the

star beside that role. Two stars were marked beside the

role used next most often. If a student had not circled

any roles in the "Always" column, the student was directed

to look at the "Often" column, proceeding until the stu

dent was able to complete the two rankings.

The new ranking procedure was an improvement, al

though five response forms from students in the four re

maining groups were omitted after screening for failure to

properly indicate the first-ranked role (teacher primary

response role) for each teacher.

Screening

Prior to analysis of the student's responses, the

researcher screened the response forms in the following

ways:

1. Descriptions of relationships were read to deter

mine whether or not students were following directions and

focusing on good relationships they had had with teachers.

2. Only relationships which students had rated 1,

2, or 3 on the overall rating were retained for analysis.

Since ^ is the middle of the 7-point scale and the
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instructions to the students specified that a rating of

indicated the relationship was neither pleasant nor un

pleasant, a relationship rated 4- would be unacceptable for

the purpose of this research, as would those rated 5, 6, or

7 which are on the "poor" part of the scale.

3. For the final rankings to be valid, they had to be

consistent with the student's frequency ratings of the

teacher's use of the roles when they were demonstrated on

videotape. The role ranked "1" had to have the highest (or

have one of the highest, if tied) frequency ratings at the

top of the page. If the role ranked "1" in the ranking had

been marked as being used "Often" while another role was

marked "Always" when viewing the videotape, this was view

ed as indicative of inconsistency or possible confusion,

and the subject's responses were invalidated and removed

from the data pool.

A response form was eliminated when it failed to meet

the screening standards in any one of the three areas

described above. Of the 107 students who participated,

98 of them (^Zfo) identified two good student-teacher rela

tionships. In addition to the nine omitted from analysis

because the two relationships were not both rated good

(1. 2, or 3)» a-n additional eight response forms were ex

cluded because the ranking of response roles was not done

correctly or did not identify the primary response role for

each teacher. This left a total of 90 usable response

forms (see Appendix F).



CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Statistical Treatment

Students Identifying Two Good Relationships.

During the screen process it was found that 98 of the

107 students in the original subject group identified two

teachers with whom they had had good relationships. This

proved to be 92%.

Frequency of Response Roles as Primary Response Role.

The frequency with which each response role was the

primary response role for teachers A and B (the first and

second teachers rated by the student) is presented in

Table 1. Sharing was the primary response role most fre

quently for both relationships. Feelings was next for

teacher A relationships but fourth for teacher B relation

ships. Encounter/encouragement and confrontation occurred

in the same order relatiye to each other in both relation

ships .

The same three roles had the lowest frequencies for

both teachers, although the rank orders were different.

Behayior and motiyes had identical frequencies (four and

fiye respectiyely) in the two relationships; the difference

in order is attributable to thoughts, which had a frequency

35
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of three for teacher A and seven for teacher B. There were

no instances in which thoughts or behavior was recorded for

both teachers A and B, and in only one case was motives

identified by the same student for both teachers.

Teachers' Use of the Same Primary Response Role.

It has been assumed that the first relationship

identified (teacher A) is the relationship which would

have been described had the student been asked about only

one good relationship, as has been done in previous rela

tionship research. Therefore, the first relationship and

the primary response role associated with that relationship

is a given condition. The question to be answered is

whether a second good relationship (teacher B), once

described and the primary response role determined, would

differ from the one already established.

In looking at the extent to which the same response

role occurred for both teachers, a conditional binomial

probability model was used to test for statistical signifi

cance. Once the primary response role had been established

for teacher A, the case was assigned a "+" if the same

response role was attributed to teacher B (indicating a

match); if a different primary response role was identified

for teacher B, the case was classified as a to signify

that it was not a match.

The number of matches and nonmatches for each in

dividual response role are presented in Table 2. The
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response roles of thoughts, behavior, and motives occurred

so infrequently as the primary response role for teacher A

that matching by chance might have resulted in statistical

significance when no real significance existed. There

fore, in addition to examining individual response roles

and the total for the individual roles, categories were

collapsed in the most logical and meaningful way (into

self: sharing, encounter/encouragement, and confrontation;

and other: thoughts, feelings, motives, and behavior) to

take all the data into account. In Table 2, in addition

to the numbers of matches and nonmatches for individual

response roles, the numbers for the self and other cate

gories are presented as well as figures for the total based

on a sum of the self and other categories and a sum for the

individual response roles.

As can be seen, the number of matches for the self

group (U-8) exceeds the sum of matches for the three in

dividual response roles (29) of which it is composed. This

occurs because of the greater opportunity for matching.

For example, a teacher primary response role for teacher B

of confrontation would be a match if the primary response

role for teacher A were either sharing, encounter/encourage-

ment, or confrontation since all are in the more inclusive

self category; whereas for confrontation as an individual

response role, a match would result only if the primary

response role for teacher A were confrontation. The same
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situation occurs with respect to the matches for the other

group (13) and the individual response roles within it

(5 matches).

To conduct statistical tests, it was necessary to

establish the expected probability levels for the respec

tive roles, groups of roles, and totals. Since the true

probabilities for the response roles were unknown, one

question to be resolved was whether or not each role oc

curred as primary response role with the same frequency.

In attempting to determine if there were equal probability

of each role occurring as primary response role for teacher

A, a chi-square test for significant differences was per

formed comparing the frequencies with which the various

response roles occurred as primary response role for

teacher A. The frequency differences observable in Sub

total^ column of Table 1 (p. 36) produced a chi-square

value of 79.56 with 6 degrees of freedom, which was signifi

cant (p<.00l). This was taken as verification that the

response roles had different probabilities of being chosen

as primary response role. The self and other categories

also differed with a chi-square value of 12.8^^^ (p<.00l)

with 1 degree of freedom.

Since both relationships were to be the same type and

quality, the probability of achieving a match for any one

of the response roles was thus based on the frequency with

which that response role had been the primary response role
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for teacher A. Sharing, for example, was the primary

response role in ̂ 0 of the 90 cases for teacher A

(Table 1, p. 36). Therefore, of the ^0 subjects who

identified sharing for teacher A, if the categories are

indeed independent and mutually exclusive it would be

expected that of those ^•O subjects would also identify

sharing for teacher B, resulting in 18 matches.

Statistical significance was determined using the

Tables of the Cumulative Binomial Probability Distribution

(1955)• As can be seen in Table 2 (p. 38)» the individual

response roles of encounter/encouragement and confrontation

matched to a significant degree (p<.Ol) while the response

roles of thoughts and behavior had no matches (p=1.000).

The total number of observed matches for all 90 sub

jects was 3^. Since each response role had a different

probability of occurrence, based on the frequencies for

teacher A, the overall probability of matching for all

seven response roles was computed by squaring each of the

seven response role probabilities and summing them (p=.269l)

The same procedure was used to determine the overall proba

bility of matching when response role categories were col

lapsed into self and other (p=.571^)*

The total number of 3^ observed matches for the 90

subjects, representing the total of the matches for the

seven individual response roles, was tested against the
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overall probability (.2691) and found to be significant

(p<.05).

For the self and other groups, the other group ap

proached statistical significance (p=.06^3), but the total

for self and other of 6l matches was significant {p<.05).

While several of the individual response roles did

not match to an extent greater than would have been expect

ed by chance, nor did the self and other groups, the overall

results show that as a total group of response roles, match

ing did occur to a significant degree (p<.05).

Two additional tests were conducted to determine

whether the frequencies for the response roles for teachers

A and B as primary response role differed (Subtotal columns.

Table 1, p. 36), and whether the self and other frequencies

differed (total columns. Table 1). A chi-square value of

172 with 6 degrees of freedom was significant (p<.00l) when

the response role totals were compared using relationship

A as the expected frequency for relationship B, indicating

that the data obtained from the first relationship (teacher

A) for the group of 90 eighth grade students was not the

same as that from the second relationship (teacher B).

Comparison of the self and other totals, however,

produced a chi-square value of .0518 with 1 degree of free

dom, which was not significant and was hardly surprising

since there was a difference of only one in each category

between teachers A and B. Thus the frequencies for self

and other were not different for the two relationships.
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Summary

The frequency with which each response role was the

primary response role was tabulated for teacher A and for

teacher B. The number of times the primary response role

for teacher B matched that of teacher A was determined for

each individual response role, for the self and other cate

gories, and for the total group.

The results of both chi-square tests comparing ob

served frequencies of the primary response roles and the

self/other frequencies for teacher A were significant, show

ing that there was not equal probability of occurrence for

the seven response roles as primary response role nor for

the self and other groups of response roles.

Using prior probabilities based on the frequency with

which each role was the primary response role for teacher

A, only encounter/encouragement and confrontation matched

at a significant level among the individual response roles

(p<.Ol). The total number of matches representing the sum

of matches for the seven individual response roles was

significant (p<.05) as was the total consisting of the

number of matches for the self and other groups (p<.05),

thus permitting rejection of the hypothesis that when a

junior high school student identifies two teachers with

whom the student has had good relationships in grades 7-8,

the response role used most by the second teacher will

tend to be different from that of the first teacher.



The frequencies of the occurrence of the response

roles for teachers A and B were compared producing a sig

nificant chi-square value (p<.00l), showing that data

relevant to one good student-teacher relationship were

not synonymous with that from another good student-teacher

relationship for the overall group of students when looking

at group rather than intrapersonal consistency with respect

to the seven individual response roles. When the self and

other distributions were compared, however, they were found

to be nearly identical.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The purpose of this study was to determine whether

junior high school students relate best with teachers who

behave similarly toward them or differently with respect to

seven teacher response roles found in current problem-solv

ing approaches.

The subjects were 90 eighth grade students from a

suburban middle school in East Tennessee. During the

research process, each student wrote descriptions of two

teachers with whom he/she felt he/she had had good rela

tionships in grades 7-8. After rating the overall quality

of each relationship, the students watched videotaped demon

strations of the teacher response roles of feelings,

thoughts, motives, behavior, encounter/encouragement, con

frontation, and sharing. After seeing each scene, they

reported the frequency with which the teacher they de

scribed had used that type of response with them when a

similar situation had occurred. Finally, the students used

a ranking procedure to identify the response role used

most frequently (primary response role) by that specific

teacher.

^5
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In analyzing "ths daia, the relative frequency with

which each response role was identified as the primary

response role was recorded for teacher A and teacher B.

The total number of times both teachers were reported by

a student as using the same primary response role was de

termined for each of the seven response roles, for the

self and other categories, and for the total for all in

dividual response roles as well as the total for self and

other categories.

A chi-square test showed significant differences

existed between the observed frequencies for the seven

response roles for teacher A as the primary response role.

A conditional binomial probability model was used with the

observed frequencies for teacher A (the first teachers

rated by the students) serving to establish expected fre

quencies for teacher B (the second teachers rated by the

students). The individual response roles of encounter/

encouragement and confrontation as well as the total number

of matches representing the sum of the individual response

roles and the total of matches from the self and other

categories were all statistically significant (p<.05).

Since both totals showed that matching for the two rela

tionships did occur to a significant degree, the hypothesis

was rejected.
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Conclusions

The following conclusions seem to he justified in

light of this study, although generalizability is limited

hy the assumptions and limitations stated in Chapter I

(pp. 8-10).
\

1. Each response role can be the primary response

role in a good relationship. The seven response roles were

not used with equal frequency as the major type of teacher

communication in good relationships, but each of them did

serve as the primary response role for some students. Thus

any of the seven has the potential of being the key type of

interaction.

2. A student is most likely to develop a good rela

tionship with a teacher who uses sharing most often. While

sharing was cited most often by the students as the response

role used most by both teachers with whom they had had good

relationships, it did not have a greater number of matches

than would have been expected. In fact, the proba

bility for sharing which was observed for teacher A was

remarkably accurate in predicting the number of instances

in which teacher B also used sharing most and appears to

represent the true probability for this group of students

and teachers.

3. Good relationships are more likely to be character

ized by teacher self roles than other roles. Considered as

a group, students in this age group tend to characterize
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good student-teacher relationships more often by the

teacher's use of the broader self group of response roles

(sharing, encounter/encouragement, and confrontation) than

by the other group of response roles (feelings, thoughts,

behavior, and motives). Self roles were the primary com

munication technique in approximately 70% of the relation

ships for teacher B just as they were for teacher A, show

ing remarkable consistency. With respect to these two

categories, then, a researcher could feel confident in

using one relationship as symbolic of good relationships

in an overall sense if a similar student population were

studied.

In terms of intrapersonal consistency, students

are especially likely to develop good relationships with

two teachers who use the same response role if that role

is either encounter/encouragement or confrontation. Both

response roles were designated as the primary response role

in both relationships for a student to a degree greater

than would have been expected on the basis of chance alone.

5. More students were shown to have formed good rela

tionships with two teachers who use primarily a self

orientation in their interactions with the student {53%)

than with two teachers who use the other orientation (l^%).

While some students reported good relationships with a

teacher (teacher A) whose primary response role was from

the other orientation, it was balanced by another
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relationship in which the teacher used the self orienta

tion hy over half (15 of 28) of those students. Thus

few students reported consistently forming good relation

ships with teachers who verbally focus primarily on the

student.

6. There is overall intrapersonal consistency in the

response roles used most by two teachers with whom the stu

dents form good relationships. In looking at the total

numbers of matches, it makes no difference whether that

total is the sum of the numbers of matches for the seven

individual response roles or for the two larger categories

of self and other. Both totals were statistically sig

nificant (p<.05) when tested against their respective

expected probabilities (Table 2, p. 38). This provides

the most sound evidence for rejection of the hypothesis

which stated that when a junior high school student identi

fies two teachers with whom the student has had good rela

tionships in grades 7-8, the response role used most by

the second teacher will tend to be different from that of

the first teacher.

Discussion

Just as Hardy (1977) found that all student-teacher

relationships were not characterized in the same way, this

investigation showed that not all good student-teacher re

lationships were typified by the same primary response
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role. Each of the seven response roles, to a greater or

lesser extent, was the major type of interaction in good

relationships with the difference between the response role

frequencies being significant.

Good relationships were more likely to be character

ized by sharing, encounter/encouragement, confrontation, or

feelings than by motives, thoughts, or behavior. The pref

erence for sharing may be partially a function of the age

of the students. Pre-adolescent students are already in

transition from childhood to adulthood, and the adult's

sharing of ideas may be a symbol of acceptance of the stu

dent's increasing maturity by relating to the student more

as an equal than as a subordinate.

Thoughts, behavior, and motives were the primary type

of communication least often in both relationships. Recent

trends toward assertiveness and reflective or active listen

ing skills have directed attention toward self response

roles and feelings, which had the highest frequencies, so

it is possible that fewer teachers have been exposed to

training in the techniques of using thoughts, behavior, or

motives responses or have not learned to do so properly.

In either case, the teachers may be using them less, there

by decreasing the chance of their being the primary response

role. The fact that some students did identify each of

them as the major type of transaction and that the stu

dents were exposed to the same teachers may mean that the
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teachers were behaving differentially toward the students

with respect to the response roles, using some roles more

with some students than with others. This would not be

totally unexpected since teachers have been found to

behave differentially toward students when other behavior

variables have been studied (Brophy and Good, 1970; Silber-

man, 1969).

While Murstein and Spitz (1973) found intrasubject

differences among five different types of friends, the

finding of the present study that there is intrasubject

consistency in student-teacher relationships may be due to

the greater specificity in the relationships being compared.

Murstein and Spitz looked at different types of friends

while the current investigation focused on relationships

between the subjects and their teachers, considering only

good relationships as identified by the students.

Each of the self roles matched at or above the ex

pected probability level. It is also important to note

that the three self roles were among the four roles with

the highest frequencies in both relationships. Students

seemed to develop good relationships more frequently and

more consistently with teachers who are authentic (Mous-

takas, 1966), openly declaring their own thoughts and

feelings (both positive and negative) in a nonjudgmental

way and thus giving the student a measure of security in

knowing the teacher's frame of mind.
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Although self-disclosure is defined in various ways,

the self roles in this approach could all be included as

forms of self-disclosure. The results of this study clear

ly support Jourard's (1971) advocacy of self-disclosure as

integral in the development and maintenance of relation

ships in finding that good relationships are characterized

by self roles more often than other roles and that students

are particularly likely to relate well to two teachers who

both use the encounter/encouragement or confrontation

response roles. Clearly, receiving either positive or

negative sentiments from the teacher can be the dominant

feature of both relationships. While the term "feedback"

has been perhaps overused, it appears that it is descrip

tive of a good relationship between a teacher and an early

adolescent. A student would not find it excessive to re

ceive either type of feedback from more than one source.

Among the response roles in which the teacher responds

in terms of the other, only the role of feelings was the

primary response role to an extent comparable with any of

the self roles. The frequency for feelings was greater

than that for two of the self roles for the first relation

ship, each of which achieved significant matching. There

fore, lack of consistency for feelings in the two relation

ships cannot be attributed to the sample size, as might be

the inference with thoughts, behavior, and motives which

showed low frequencies as primary response role in both



53

relationships. A larger sample size might have made more

distinct the tendency not to match for those roles with

low frequencies.

The results reported herein are somewhat consistent

with those of an earlier study (Boser and Poppen, 1978) in

which sharing and encounter/encouragement were also shown

to be used most by teachers in good junior high school stu

dent-teacher relationships. The major discrepancy between

results of the two studies is in the placement of confronta

tion. In the previous study, confrontation was used least

of the seven response roles in good relationships whereas

in the current study confrontation would be ranked fourth

for teacher A and third for teacher B based on the numbers

of students designating confrontation as the primary re

sponse role.

The use of a ranking procedure in the present study

may well be responsible for the difference. When the stu

dent was forced to rank the response roles, the distance

between them in terms of frequency of usage was distorted.

In the earlier study, in which each role was merely given a

rating from 1 to 5 to indicate frequency, roles which

were used similarly could have been given the same rating

rather than differentiating between them. For purposes of

the present study, the ranking procedure was determined to

be most effective for accomplishing the objective of the

study. It is interesting to note that it is only with
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respect to this one role that a major difference was noted

in placement and that this role is not among those used

with considerable frequency in good relationships.

There is a general overall consistency in the use of

the seven individual response roles and the self and other

categories in good relationships. This would support the

use of data from a subject about one good student-teacher

relationship in terms of these response role behaviors as

representative of that type of relationship for that sub

ject. In addition, results from the group of students with

reference to self and other categories would be representa

tive of good relationships for that group of students al

though the group data would not necessarily be representa

tive of the distribution among the seven individual response

roles.

One aspect of this study which seems somewhat unique,

compared with prior research in this area, is the attempt

to focus only on good relationships which have been veri

fied by a qualitative rating by the student. In prior

research, a student's best relationship with a teacher may

have been only a neutral one or a poor one. Conclusions

based on that type of relationship would not necessarily

be the same as those based on relationships which are

pleasant and enjoyable. It was somewhat disturbing to

learn that 8% of the students of the original subject pool

did not (or could not) identify two teachers with whom they
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had had good relationships during their seventh and eighth

grade years.

Within the limitations inherent in this study and

with due consideration of the assumptions, it can be con-

-•luded that in terms of intraindividual differences in

interpersonal relationships there does seem to be overall

consistency in the response roles used by teachers with

whom students of junior high school age develop good rela

tionships. Students are most likely to develop good rela

tionships with two teachers who use the same response role

most, especially if that role is either encounter/encourage

ment or confrontation, and a larger percentage of the re

sponse roles used most in good relationships is likely to

be composed of self rather than other response roles.

Implications

In terms of practical application to improve relation

ships, it would be inappropriate and unfounded at this

point to say that the use of a particular response role

would determine the quality of the relationship or that

implementing a teacher role shift to sharing (which had the

highest frequencies in both relationships) would improve a

relationship. As can be seen from this set of data, there

are some students, albeit a small number, who relate wel.

to two teachers who are both mainly characterized by

r  ::-sponse roles. In addition, each response role nftc ' : ,

Tc;.seA oility of representing a good relationship.
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The results do suggest the use of self roles, sharing

in particular, since it is most often descriptive of good

student-teacher relationships. The use of encounter/en-

couragement or confrontation would probably not prove det

rimental since students do not seem to find it unacceptable

for more than one teacher to respond to them in those

ways. There is also the possibility that these roles

find greater acceptance because of the context in which

they occur. Confrontation and encounter/encouragement

roles, which were found to be characteristic of good rela

tionships, may owe their positions in part to the teacher's

use of sharing, which is found to predominate most often

in good relationships.

The technique of enacting a role shift (Poppen, 1975)

to improve a relationship would probably be most justified

if the teacher were using primarily a role from the other

orientation, since even in good relationships the students

who related well to one teacher who responded frequently

with a response role from the other category were not

particularly likely to form a close association with a

second teacher who related to them in the same way. In

essence, those roles can be overdone. On the other hand,

students were likely to relate closely with more than one

teacher who each used a self role.
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Recommendations for Further Study

One question which arises from this particular study

concerns those students who could not identify two good re

lationships during the seventh and eighth grade years in

school. It would be interesting to further examine such

students to see if the lack of rapport with any teachers

has a significant effect on the student during the years in

which the student first lacks such contact and in the years

to follow.

Future researchers might benefit from using a larger,

more diverse group of subjects, particularly if they wish

to investigate the use of those roles which were used less

frequently as the primary response role.

While this study dealt only with the primary response

role, a more complete ranking might have produced dif

ferent results. For example, if teacher A had used sharing

and encounter/encouragement first and second while teacher

B had used feelings and encounter/encouragement, the common

denominator for the two relationships would not be the

first ranked role but the second. This information was not

available in the present study.

If data collection were expanded to include ranking of

all seven roles, attention should be given to refining the

ranking procedure since there was a problem in using the

method originally planned for this study. Whether the

procedure was at fault or if part of the difficulty was
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due to the particular group of students who initially at

tempted to do the ranking cannot be determined. Monitoring

of the subjects during the ranking phase would be recommend

ed to insure accuracy in following directions.

Interpersonal relationships are reciprocal, and the

teacher's behavior is to some extent influenced by the be

havior of the student. Attention to the student verbal

communication patterns as well as those of the teacher

would shed additional light on the complex nature of the

relationships in question.

It would have been helpful in the present study to

determine whether the two relationships occurred concurrent

ly or if one preceded the other in time. This information

could introduce a new variable into a future study.

This study was limited to a particular type and quali

ty of relationship. Other youth-adult relationships should

be examined to see if the patterns formed for this group

are similar to those when young people relate to other

adults or if they seek to meet other needs through their

relationships with other adults. In particular, the proba

bility for sharing which seemed so accurate in this study

and the consistent percentages of self and other primary

response roles should be tested in other studies to see if

the results obtained in this study are unique or do exist

in other settings with other students as they describe good

relationships with teachers and other adults.
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Finally, in terms of practical applications, experi-'

mental studies which utilize either single response roles

or controlled combinations of them might provide the basis

for conclusions regarding their impact on relationships.
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APPENDIX A

PARENT CONSENT FORM

Dear Parents,

I wouldlike your permission for your son/daughter to
participate in a research project to try to find ways to im
prove student-teacher relationships in the classroom. I am
a graduate student at the University of Tennessee» and this
project is being carried out in connection with my doctoral
program in Education. This project has been approved by the
Knox County school system.

Students will be asked about two teachers with whom they
have had good relationships. The students will be shown a
videotape showing demonstrations of seven different communi
cation skills which are commonly used by teachers to help
the students in reporting how often the teachers used these
skills. The students will not be asked to name the teachers,
nor will they be asked to put their own names on their re
sponse forms. Your child's classroom teachers will not be
involved in any way, and participation will not affect the
students' grades or school standing. Students may withdraw
from participation at any time without being penalized.

If you have questions or would like additional informa
tion, please contact Dr. William A. Poppen, Department of
Educational Psychology and Guidance, University of Tennessee,
at 97^-5131.

I would greatly appreciate your cooperation by allowing
your son/daughter to participate in this project so that we
can gain information which might be helpful in improving
learning conditions for middle school students.

Judy Boser

William A. Poppen,
Major Professor

_has my permission to

participate in the research project concerning teacher verbal

response roles at Farragut Middle School on .

Date Parent or Guardian
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APPENDIX B

SOURCES OF DIALOGUES

Feelings, Dialogue At Ginott (I969, p. 66)

Thoughts, Dialogue B: Raths, Harmin, and Simon (1966, p. 75)

Motives, Dialogue C; Individual Psychology A Demonstra

tion with a Parent, a Teacher, and a Child (1969).

Behavior, Dialogue D: Glasser (197^), p. 8)

Encounter/Encouragement, Dialogue E: Ginott (1972, p. 126)

Confrontation, Dialogue F: Gordon (197'^', pp. 146-1^7)
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APPENDIX C

ROLE DEFINITIONS

I. The teacher responds in terms of his thoughts
or feelings ahout things other than the student
or his "behavior.

Sharing; The teacher states his personal
ideas, opinions, experiences, or feelings (a"bout
things other than the student or his behavior)
with the student without trying to impose them
on the student.

II. The teacher responds objectively in terms of the
student's feelings, thoughts, motives, or behavior.
(The teacher does not verbally express approval
or disapproval.)

Feelings: The teacher briefly reflects his
perception of the student's feelings without eval
uation, letting the student know that he under
stands what the student is feeling and accepts
those feelings.

Thoughts: The teacher uses clarifying
responses which call for further details or ex
planation of the student's ideas, showing that
the teacher listened to the student when he ex
pressed his ideas. The teacher does not express
his judgment about the ideas.

Motives: The teacher makes guesses about
the student's motives underlying the student's
present or past behavior without judging the
motives, demonstrating to the student that the
teacher is aware of his purposes.

Behavior: The teacher, from an objective view
point, asks the student to identify what the stu
dent is doing, focusing attention on the behavior
itself and on the student's acceptance of responsi
bility for his behavior by acknowledging it.

III. The teacher responds in terms of his own feelings
about the student or his behavior.

Encounter/Encouragement: The teacher expresses
liking for the student unrelated to his behavior,
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confidence in the student's ability or liking for
him under adverse conditions, such as when the stu
dent fails. The teacher is expressing positive
personal sentiments about the student.

Confrontation; The teacher states his personal
negative feelings arising from the student's be
havior.



APPENDIX D

VIDEOTAPE SCRIPT

(Introduction)

Students and teachers spend a lot of time together.

Sometimes they get along well together--other times they

don't. The way a teacher talks to his or her students is

one factor influencing their relationship. Teachers don't

really know how their behavior affects their students,

only the students can answer that.

You are about to see some different ways in which

teachers respond verbally to their students. After each

different scene you will have time to record your response

to that particular teacher response role.

(TAPE A)

Sometimes a teacher is sensitive to the student's

feelings underlying what the student says. He not only

lets the student know that he understands the student's

feelings but also makes the student more aware of exactly

what his feelings are.

Student: I missed out on that job I was telling you about.

Teacher: You really wanted this job, didn't you?

Student: I sure did.

Teacher: And you were so well equipped for it, too.

Student: Yeah! A lot of good that did me.
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Teacher: What a disappointment.

Student: It sure is.

Teacher: Looking forward to a job and having it slip
a-way just when you need it is tough.

Student: Yeah I I know.

It's not the end of the world. I'll find
another job.

Now you will have time to mark your response to ^cene A.

Please be sure that you record your response for A.

(TAPE B)

Listening carefully to a student's ideas may be shown

either through restating the student's ideas, which lets

the student know that he is understood by the teacher, or

by asking questions that bring out details and help the

student state his ideas more clearly.

Student: Some day I'd like to join the Peace Corps.

Teacher: What are some good things about that, Clara?

Student: Oh, the chance to be of some help to others ex
cites me, and going to faraway places does too.

Teacher: Of the two, which one would you put first?

Student: 1 guess the faraway places part.

Teacher: Are you glad that that one is first?

Student: No, 1 guess people would respect me more if the
helping part was first.

Teacher: 1 see.

Now mark your response for B.
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(TAPE C)

In the next instance, the teacher tries to help the

student recognize his motives so that the student under

stands the purpose of what he does at certain times.

Teacher: I hear you are having some trouble with the
librarian. Why do you disobey her?

Student: Oh, I don't know. I guess because she's so bossy
or doesn't like me.

Teacher: May I tell you what I think?

Student: I guess so.

Teacher: Could it be that you want to keep the librarian
busy with you, or to get her to pay more atten
tion to you? It's a good and effective way of
getting her attention, isn't it?

Student: Oh, I suppose. (Smiles, to indicate that the
student agrees)

Teacher: I think maybe it is.

Student: Well, maybe. (Still smiling)

Mark your response for this scene for C.

(TAPE D)

Asking questions about what a student is doing can

focus attention on the behavior itself. This, in turn,

may help the student develop a more accurate picture of

his behavior, as is shown in this scene.

Teacher: What did you do, Tom?

Student: What?

Teacher: What did you do, Tom?
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Student: Nothing

Teacher: Please, Tom, I just asked you what you did.
Tell me.

Student: Well, this is my place in line, and they won't
let me in.

Teacher: What did you do, Tom?

Student: It's my place, so I pushed my way in.

Mark your response for scene D.

(TAPE E)

At times teachers encourage the student "by letting him

know that they respect and value the student as a person.

(Student is finishing helping the teacher rearrange the
"books in the class library)

Teacher: The books are all in order now. It'll be easy
for the students to find any book they want.
It was a difficult job. But you did it. Thank
you.

This was scene E. Now mark your response.

(TAPE F)

When the teacher is upset, the teacher may confront

the student to let him know that the teacher would like

things changed.

(Teacher talks privately with student outside the classroom)

Teacher: Allen, your being late to class is causing me a
problem. When you come in late I have to stop
whatever I'm doing. It's distracting to me, and
I'm frustrated.

Student: Yeah, well, I've had a lot to do lately and some
times I just can't get here on time.
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Teacher: That's all well and good, but I just can't go
on ignoring it. I just can't continue to be
interrupted.

Student: I didn't think it would be such a problem. I'll
try to sort of slip in quietly after this.

Teacher: I just want you here on time from now on.

Mark your response to scene F now.

(TAPE G)

Teachers may talk about themselves, sharing their

ideas, opinions, experiences, or feelings about things

other than the student or his behavior with the student

without attempting to impose their standards or expecta

tions on the student.

(Students are finishing an essay on capital punishment)

Teacher: Please turn in your papers on capital punishment
before you leave today.

(Student brings his paper to teacher's desk)

Student: We're writing what we think about capital punish
ment, but I was wondering what you think about it?

Teacher: My thought about capital punishment is that in
most situations you really don't solve the problem
by killing another person.

Student: So you think it should be changed?

Teacher: Well, that's what I think about it, but I know
some people feel pretty strongly in the other
direction. I guess I'd want to be pretty sure
that I was right before I tried to change things.

Student: Yeah, I see what you mean.

Mark your response to scene G.



APPENDIX E

STUDENT RESPONSE FORM

Male
Female

STUDENT-TEACHER RELATIONSHIPS

Describe in a brief paragraph the teacher you have
had in grades 7-8 with whom you feel you have had the best
or most nearly ideal student-teacher relationship. This
type of relationship would be the one in which you got
along well with the teacher and were most satisfied with
the way in which you got along.

Do not identify the teacher by name.

OVERALL RATING

How would you rate the quality of the relationship?
Circle the number that best describes the relationship as
you see it. Circling the number 1 would indicate that the
relationship was nearly ideal; circling the number 7 would
indicate that the relationship was very poor or unpleasant
for you. The numbers between 1 and 7 represent varying
degrees of pleasantness-unpleasantness, with 4 meaning that
the relationship was neither pleasant nor unpleasant.

1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7
Nearly Very
Ideal Poor
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VIDEOTAPE

You will be seeing a series of conversations between teachers
and students. After seeing each scene, indicate how often the
teacher you have described talked with you in this manner by
circling one of the followingi

1  Always
2  Often

3  Sometimes
^  Seldom
5  Never

Do not start until the first conversation has been demonstrated.

to
d)

s  „
m  -H a
>> C +> o
M  0) a) T) 0)
»  a H >•
H  O 0) Q)
< O W W

1 2 3 ij- 5 Scene A. Student's feelings

1 2 3 k 5 Scene B. Student's thoughts

1 2 3 ij. 5 Scene C. Student's motives

1 2 3 k 5 Scene D. Student's behavior

1 2 3 5 Scene E. Teacher's positive feelings

1 2 3 k 5 Scene F. Teacher's negative feelings

1 2 3 5 Scene G. Teacher's ideas

RANKING

Rank the roles according to the frequency with which the teacher
used them. For example, place a "1" in the blank beside the
role that the teacher used most; then place a "2" beside the
role used most often of the six remaining roles. Continue
until you have ranked all seven roles. Do not mark any two
roles with the same number.

Scene A. Student's feelings

Scene B. Student's thoughts

Scene C. Student's motives

Scene D. Student's behavior

Scene E. Teacher's positive feelings

Scene F. Teacher's negative feelings

Scene G. Teacher's ideas, experiences
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In a brief paragraph, describe another teacher you
have had in grades 7-8 with whom you feel you have also
had a very good or nearly ideal student-teacher relation
ship.

Do not identify the teacher by name.

OVERALL RATING

Rate the overall quality of the relationship in the
same manner as you did for the first teacher you described.
Remember that circling the number 1 indicates a very good
or nearly ideal relationship, 7 indicates a very poor or_
unpleasant relationship, and 4 means that the relationship
was neither pleasant nor unpleasant.

1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7
Nearly Very
Ideal Poor
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VIDEOTAPE

You will be seeing a series of conversations between teachers
and students. After seeing each scene, indicate how often the
teacher you have described talked with you in this manner by
circling one of the followingi

1  Always
2  Often

3  Sometimes
k  Seldom
5  Never

Do not start until the first conversation has been demonstrated.

m
<u

B
m  -H a
>> C +> o
0) 0) (D -d 0)
S +» S H >
r-t O 0> 0)
<c o w w s

1 2 3 k 5 Scene A. Student's feelings

1 2 3 k 5 Scene B. Student's thoughts

1 2 3 5 Scene C. Student's motives

1 2 3 it 5 Scene D. Student's behavior

1 2 3 /J- 5 Scene E. Teacher's positive feelings

1 2 3 5 Scene F. Teacher's negative feelings

1 2 3 5 Scene G. Teacher's ideas

RANKING

Rank the roles according to the frequency with which the teacher
used them. For example, place a "1" in the blank beside the •
role that the teacher used most) then place a "2" beside the
role used most often of the six remaining roles. Continue
until you have ranked all seven roles. Do not mark any two
roles with the same number.

Scene A. Student's feelings

Scene B. Student's thoughts

Scene C. Student's motives

Scene D. Student's behavior

Scene E. Teacher'3 positive feelings

Scene F. Teacher's negative feelings

Scene G. Teacher's ideas, experiences, or opinions



APPENDIX F

USABLE STUDENT RESPONSES

Student
ID Primary Response Role
Number Teacher A

1B002 Feelings
IB003 Sharing
IBOO^ Encounter/Encouragement
IBOO5 Encounter/Encouragement
IB006 Sharing
IBOO7 Confrontation
IB008 Sharing
IBOll Confrontation

IBOI3 Motives
2B003 Feelings
2B00^ Encounter/Encouragement
2B005 Encounter/Encouragement
2B006 Encounter/Encouragement
2B007 Confrontation
2B008 Feelings
2B009 Encounter/Encouragement
2B010 Sharing
2B011 Thoughts
2B012 Feelings
2B013 Motives
2B0li(' Sharing
2B015 Feelings
2B016 Feelings
2B017 Sharing
2B018 Sharing
2B019 Sharing
2B020 Sharing
2B021 Sharing
2B022 Encounter/Encouragement
3AOOI Sharing
3AOO2 Sharing
3AOO3 Sharing
3A004 Sharing
3AOO5 Sharing
3AOO6 Sharing
3AOO7 Sharing
3AOO8 Sharing
3AOII Sharing
3A012 Sharing
3AOI3 Encounter/Encouragement
3A01^ Sharing

Primary Response Role
Teacher B

Feelings
Confrontation

Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Confrontation

Sharing
Confrontation

Feelings
Thoughts
Sharing
Sharing
Confrontation

Encount er/Encouragement
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Sharing
Motives
Feelings
Sharing
Sharing
Feelings
Feelings
Behavior

Thoughts
Thoughts
Sharing
Encount er/Encouragement
Feelings
Sharing
Behavior

Encount er/Encouragement
Sharing
Feelings
Sharing
Sharing
Sharing
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
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Student
ID Primary Response Role
Number Teacher A

3AOI5 Sharing
3AOI6 Behavior
3AOI7 Confrontation
3AOI8 Encounter/Encouragement
^AOOl Motives
^A002 Confrontation
^A003 Thoughts
kAOOh Sharing
4A005 Feelings
^A006 Feelings
^A007 Encounter/Encouragement
^-AOOS Sharing
i(-A009 Sharing
^AOIO Encounter/Encouragement
if-AOlB Feelings
^A013 Encounter/Encouragement
^'A01^' Behavior
^A015 Motives
^A0l6 Behavior
^A017 Confrontation
^A0l8 Sharing
^A019 Motives
4-A020 Motives
^A021 Sharing
^A023 Sharing
^■A02h Behavior
5B001 Sharing
5B002 Sharing
5BOO3 Confrontation
5BOO5 Behavior
5BOO6 Feelings
5BOO7 Feelings
5B008 Confrontation
5BOO9 Sharing
5B010 Sharing
5B011 Confrontation
5B012 Sharing
5BOI3 Sharing
5B014 Encounter/Encouragement
5B015 Sharing
5BOI6 Encounter/Encouragement
5B017 Feelings
5BOI9 Encounter/Encouragement
5B020 Encounter/Encouragement
5B021 Encounter/Encouragement
5B022 Sharing
5BO23 Feelings
5B02k Sharing
5BO25 Sharing

Primary Response Role
Teacher B

Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Feelings
Motives
Motives
Confrontation
Feelings
Confrontation
Feelings
Feelings
Motives
Encount er/Encouragement
Sharing
Encount er/Encouragement
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Thoughts
Sharing
Confrontation
Encount er/Encouragement
Encounter/Encouragement
Feelings
Enc ount er/Enco uragement
Sharing
Thoughts
Sharing
Thoughts
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
Confrontat ion
Feelings
Thoughts
Confrontation
Sharing
Behavior
Thoughts
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Feelings
Confrontation
Sharing
Sharing
Encounter/Encouragement
Sharing
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