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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The advent of modern learning theory has slowly and 

decisively increased its impact in the field of special 

education (Madsen, Becker, and Thomas, 1968). In effect, 

the teacher is able to demonstrate certain behaviors which 

are accountable for establishing and maintaining effective 

behaviors in children (Rhomas, Becker, and Armstrong, 

1968). This summons the question as to whether there are 

unique behaviors which are helpful or necessary to success­

fully teach special education classes. It would be of 

great value for educators if a list of behavioral traits 

could be established which would identify a successful 

special education teacher (Hewett, 1966). It is of utmost 

importance that the behavioral traits be isolated and 

identified. Once isolated and identified, they may be 

exposed to experimental study to determine their importance. 

Purpose of the Study 

There seems a need for educational research to find 

if special education teachers have unique behavioral traits 

in dealing with children in the classroom. Many studies 

have been conducted with this general goal in mind. 



Unfortunately, most of the studies have dealt with such 

things as personality traits, attitudes, and character­

istics. 

The purpose of this study was to determine if there 

are any significant differences among experienced special 

education teachers and experienced regular classroom 

teachers on seven teaching traits. It was hoped that this 

investigation would point out some behaviors unique to 

special education teachers since it is believed by many 

educators that it takes someone with unique traits to be a 

special education teacher. 

Hypotheses of the Study 

1. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in rate of giving praise or encouragement (individual) of 

experienced teachers of special education and rate of 

giving praise or encouragement (individual) of experienced 

teachers of regular education is postulated. 

2. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in rate of giving praise or encouragement (group) of 

experienced teachers of special education and rate of 

giving praise or encouragement (group) of experienced 

teachers of regular education is postulated. 

3. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in rate of giving criticism or reprimand (individual) of 
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experienced teachers of special education and in rate of 

giving criticism or reprimand (individual) of experienced 

teachers of regular education is postulated. 

4. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in rate of giving criticism or reprimand (group) of 

experienced teachers of special education and in rate of 

giving criticism or reprimand (group) of experienced 

teachers of regular education is postulated. 

5. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in rate of question asking of experienced teachers of 

special education and in rate of question asking of 

experienced teachers of regular education is postulated. 

6. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in amount of lecture of experienced teachers of special 

education and in amount of lecture of experienced teachers 

of regular classroom is postulated. 

7. The null hypothesis of no significant difference 

in rate of giving directions of experienced teachers of 

special education and in rate of giving direction of 

experienced teachers of regular education is postulated. 

Terms Used in the Study 

The following terms need defining within the scope 

of this study: 
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Special Education 

Special education refers to that area of education 

designated for those pupils unable to benefit from the 

regular education programs. 

Regular Education 

Regular education refers to that area of education 

designated for those pupils who are able to benefit from 

typical academic, and/or social, and/or physical instruc­

tion. 

Experienced Teachers 

Experienced teachers refer to those teachers with 

two or more years of experience. 

Praise or Encouragement (Individual) 

Praise or encouragement (individual) refers to 

positive verbal comments given by the teacher to an 

individual child. 

Praise or Encouragement (Group) 

Praise or encouragement (group) refers to positive 

verbal comments given by the teacher to two or more 

children at the same time. 

4 



Criticism or Reprimand (Individual) 

Criticism or reprimand (individual) refers to state­

ments of disapproval; critical comments directed toward 

an individual by a teacher. 

Criticism or Reprimand (Group) 

Criticism or reprimand (group) refers to statements 

of disapproval; critical comments directed toward a group 

by a teacher. 

Ask Questions 

Ask questions refers to asking questions by teachers, 

about content or procedure. 

Lecture 

Lecture refers to statements by the teachers giving 

facts, opinions or explanation about content or procedure. 

Directions 

Directions refer to a direct statement by the teacher 

telling a person or group to do something. 

Related Research 

A review of literature revealed that a number of 

studies have been done in relation to verbal behavior of 

teachers. However, very little research has been conducted 

5 



comparing the verbal behavior of special education teachers 

with the verbal behavior of regular classroom teachers. 

An early attempt to analyze verbal behavior was con­

ducted by Horn (1914). The study proposed that an observer 

record a small circle for teacher verbal behavior and a 

small square for each time a pupil responded. Within 

fourteen years, Puckett (1928) had developed a system which 

categorized both pupil and teacher verbal behavior. His 

more advanced system used fourteen different symbols to 

record verbal behavior. 

H. H. Anderson (1939) also categorized both teacher 

and student behavior in a classroom. Anderson's study 

implied that verbal behavior of teachers caused like 

behaviors in children. 

Withall (1949) produced an "integrative-dominative" 

ratio almost identical to Anderson's by classifying 

teacher statements into seven categories using transcripts 

of teaching behavior. Withall indicated different patterns 

of verbal behavior used by several teachers can be 

identified. 

Cogen (1956) directed a study of classroom behavior 

of teachers. He found a high positive relationship between 

the behavior of the teacher and the amount of self­

initiated work performed by the students. Cogen (1956) 

found: 

6 



... that pupils will tend to satisfy, as 
economically as possible, the minimum demands of 
certain teachers by doing the required work. They will 
not, on the other hand, tend to perform very much self­
initiated work, since this is the symbolic equivalent 
of remaining longer than is absolutely necessary in 
proximity to an unpleasant situation (p. 322). 
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Flanders (1960) developed a system to code certain 

verbal behaviors within the classroom. This system provided 

a precise way to observe and code verbal behavior of 

teachers and pupils. Flanders seemed to feel verbal 

behavior could be observed with a higher reliability than 

could non-verbal behavior. 

Much previous research concerned itself with value 

judgements. Flanders, in an attempt to avoid similar 

terms, called his two general classifications direct and 

indirect. By placing more emphasis on overt behavior and 

less on the inference of the observer, Flanders was able to 

introduce an objectivity into observations. 

As part of a study in Minnesota, Flanders (1961) 

used interaction analysis to classify verbal statements of 

teachers. "Rule of two-thirds" was suggested as an estimate 

of the verbal behavior patterns that would fit average data 

from all classrooms. According to the rule: (1) about two-

thirds of the time spent in a classroom someone is talking; 

(2) the chances are two out of three that the person 

talking is the teacher; and (3) when the teacher is talking, 



two-thirds of the time he will be expressing his own 

opinions or facts, giving directions, or criticizing 

students. It is of interest to note that when referring to 

a superior class: (1) first rule holds; (2) teacher talks 

fifty to sixty percent; and (3) when the teacher is talking 

he is lecturing, direction-giving and criticizing forty 

percent; asking questions, clarifying and developing 

students' ideas and opinions, giving praise and encourage­

ment sixty percent of the time. 

A study was conducted by C. V. Robbins (1967) to 

assess the knowledge that a group of elementary school 

principals had of the classroom verbal behavior of certain 

fourth, fifth, and sixth grade teachers in their schools. 

The principals' descriptions of the behavior of their 

teachers was compared with information gathered by an 

observer in teachers' classrooms and with information 

supplied by the pupils themselves. Robbins presents 

evidence which indicates that principals can, with some 

accuracy, characterize the teaching style of members of 

their faculty. 
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The purpose of a study by Furst and Amidon (1962) was 

to determine the kinds of teacher-pupil interaction patterns 

which are present in elementary school classrooms. 

Specifically, answers to two questions were sought: (1) 

What differences in interaction patterns, if an½ exist 



among the six grade levels? (2) What differences in 

interaction patterns, if any, exist among subject areas 
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of reading, social studies, and arithmetic in the elementary 

grades? Conclusions of the study indicate: (1) Primary 

teachers feel that question-answer technique is far more 

appropriate than lecture. On the other hand, intermediate 

grade teachers apparently felt lecture as most conducive to 

learning. (2) Primary teachers felt praise and encourage­

ment are important techniques. Intermediate teachers felt 

less praise and encouragement was needed because of age 

of their pupils. 

Amidon and Giammatteo (1967) in an attempt to deter­

mine whether or not there are verbal behavior patterns 

which are characteristic of superior teachers, conducted 

a study involving one hundred fifty-three elementary 

school teachers from eleven suburban districts in 

Pennsylvania. The comparison of the normative group of 

teachers with the superior group of teachers gave the 

following results: (1) Statements of praise and encourage-

ment were used about equally by both groups, but the 

superior teachers used more praise after student-initiated 

ideas. They also gave reasons for praise more often than 

the normative group. (2) Lecture in a continuous fashion 

was used more by the average group of teachers, but total 
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lecture time accounted for about forty percent of teacher 

talk for both groups. (3) Direction-giving was used twice 

as much by average teachers, and their directions were more 

apt to elicit silent responses from students. (4) 

Criticism was used about twice as much by average group of 

teachers as a technique for controlling student noise, but 

both groups used criticism sparingly. Direction-giving 

followed by criticism, which usually indicated discipline 

problems, appeared about twice as frequently in the verbal 

patterns of the average group of teachers. 

Prankratz (1967) conducted a study of the verbal 

behavior of two groups of physics teachers. One group of 

physics teachers was rated as highly effective and the 

other was rated as significantly less effective. He found 

that the more effective teachers used more praise for their 

students, asked more questions, and used more demonstration. 

Madsen, Becker, and Thomas (1968) conducted a study 

which dealt with elementary classroom control. An attempt 

was made to vary systematically the verbal behavior of two 

elementary school teachers to determine the effects of 

classroom behavior. A significant conclusion of the study 

showed approval for appropriate behavior is probably the 

key to effective classroom management. 



Rhomas, Becker, and Armstrong (1968) in a study of 

systematically varying teacher's verbal behavior implied 

that those teachers who use their approving behavior as 

immediate consequences for good behavior should find the 

frequency and duration of appropriate behaviors increase 

in their classrooms. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects of this study were twenty-nine 

experienced elementary teachers from the Kent School 

District, Kent, Washington. Of the twenty-nine teachers, 

fifteen were experienced special education teachers and 

fourteen were experienced teachers of regular education. 

There were twenty-two females and seven males who 

participated in the study. The subjects were selected by 

use of the table of random numbers. The subjects were 

put in two groups. One group consisted of teachers of 

special education and the other group were teachers of 

regular education. The two groups were selected in order 

that they be statistically compared with each other. The 

subjects volunteered for the study. 

Instruments 

The measure used to evaluate the subjects' verbal 

behavior was of the experimenter's own design. It was 

felt there were no instruments that completely and 

accurately measured verbal behavior of teachers. However, 

the Flanders' interaction analysis model of measuring 



verbal behavior of teachers was partially adopted for use 

in the study. 

Amidon and Flanders (1963) stated that all verbal 

behavior that occurs in the classroom can be categorized 
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in one of three major sections: (a) teacher talk, (b) 

student talk, and a separate category, (c) silence or 

confusion, used to handle anything else that is not teacher 

or student talk. Since only teacher verbal behavior was 

considered in the study, student talk and silence or 

confusion were not measured. 

Within the Flanders' model, every three seconds the 

observer writes down the category number of the inter­

action he just observed. He records the numbers in 

sequence in a column. The observer writes approximately 

twenty numbers per minute; thus, at the end of a period of 

time, he may have several long columns of numbers. The 

instrument used in the study deviated in that the observers 

did not record data every three seconds. Instead, observers 

recorded each verbal behavior as it occurred. Greater 

accuracy is possible if all occurrences of a behavior are 

counted than if only those occurring in a time sample are 

counted. The present study did adopt Flanders' idea of 

recording number in sequence in a column (Table 1). 



Observer: 

Date: 

Time: 

Start 

Stop 

TABLE 1 

Matrix for Recording 

Teacher Verbal Categories 

Categories 

1. Praise (Individual) 
2. Praise (Group) 

14 

3. Criticism (Individual) 
4. Criticism (Group) 
5. Questions 
6. Directions 
7. Lecture 

Subject: Sp. E./Regular 
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Flanders (1963) divided teacher verbal behavior into 

seven categories. Those categories are: (1) accept 

feelings, (2) praising or encouraging, (3) accepting ideas, 

(4) asking questions, (5) lecturing, (6) giving directions, 

and (7) criticizing. It was felt that category (1) accept 

feelings, and category (3) accepting ideas, could not be 

measured accurately or precisely. Thus, they were not 

included in the study. The measure used also deviated 

from the Flanders' model in that praising or encouraging 

and criticizing was subdivided into behaviors directed 

toward a group or an individual. Thus, the experimenter 

chose those traits which would most likely be representa­

tive of teachers verbal behavior. Those traits are: (1) 

praise or encouragement (individual), (2) praise or 

encouragement (group), (3) criticism or reprimand 

(individual), (4) criticism or reprimand (group), (5) 

questions, (6) lecture, and (7) directions. 

Procedures Used in the Study 

The following procedure was used to ascertain inter­

observer agreement. After memorizing the categories, 

training began with a video-tape recording of a third 

grade classroom interaction. After approximately six 

hours of training two observers and the experimenter reached 

a reliability coefficient of .88 (Table 2). This coefficient 



TABLE 2 

Interobserver Agreement Coefficients 

Observer Beginning Tape Ending Tape 

A to B .83 .91 

A to C .78 .87 

B to C .77 .86 

Scott coefficient w~s used to calculate the inter­

observer reliability because Scott's method is unaffected 

by low frequencies, can be adapted to percentage figures, 

and is more sensitive at higher levels of reliability. 

The method for computing the Scott Coefficient is found 

in Flanders (1965) and Scott (1955). 

16 
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was quite satisfactory since Flanders (1965) recommends that 

a coefficient of .85 or higher be utilized to establish 

interobserver agreement. 

The three observers used in the study were all 

college students. One observer was a graduate student with 

two years teaching experience in elementary special 

education. The other two observers were juniors at Central 

Washington State College and were special education majors 

with practical experience in elementary classrooms. 

The experimenter, or a trained observer entered a 

classroom of one of the selected subjects, experienced 

teachers of special education and experienced teachers of 

regular education, in the Kent School District number 415, 

Kent, Washington. Each subject's verbal behavior was 

observed and recorded on a matrix (Table 1). The approxi­

mate time spent in each classroom was two hours and thirty 

minutes. The observer entered a classroom at the beginning 

of school and stayed until lunchtime. The observer then 

went into another classroom after lunch and stayed until 

school was dismissed. Each subject was asked to conduct 

their class using the usual procedure and not to deviate 

for the observer's benefit. Upon completion of the 

observation, the subjects were asked if they would like to 

see the results of the completed study. Only five of the 
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twenty-nine subjects expressed desire to see the results of 

the study. When the observations were completed, the writer 

collected data for final statistical analysis. This data 

was presented to the Data Processing Center at Central 

Washington State College. The following statistical 

analysis was obtained: a mean, standard deviation, variance, 

standard error, degree of freedom and a "t" test of each of 

the seven categories. This information made it possible to 

determine if there was a significant difference between 

the groups on any of the seven categories of teacher 

verbal behavior selected for use in the study. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Table 3 presents a concise statistical analysis of 

the data for the seven teacher traits used in the study. 

Of the seven teacher traits measured, there were only 

two cases in which the "t" value was greater than the 

critical value (.05 = 2.052). Verbal praise directed to 

individuals by special education teachers (Mean= 2.178, 

Standard Deviation= 1.012) as compared with regular 

classroom teachers (Mean= .860, Standard Deviation= 

.528) was significant at the .001 level (df = 27). Verbal 

criticism directed to individuals by special education 

teachers (Mean= .524, Standard Deviation= .345) as 

compared to teachers of regular education (Mean= .245, 

Standard Deviation= .187) indicated a significant differ­

ence at the .02 level (df = 27). Thus, only the hypotheses 

dealing with praise (individual) and criticism (individual) 

were rejected. The first hypothesis (p. 2) dealing with 

praise (individual) was rejected at the .001 level of 

significance (df = 27). The third hypothesis (p. 2) dealing 

with criticism (individual) was rejected at the .02 level 

of significance. The other five teacher traits of praise 

(group), criticism (group), questions, direction, and 

lecture did not reach the critical "t" value of 2.052 
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TABLE 3 

Statistical Analysis of Seven Teacher Traits 

Special Regular 
Education Education 

Teacher Traits 
Standard Standard 

Mean Deviation Mean Deviation 

Praise 
(Individual) 2.178 1.01 .860 .528 

Praise 
(Group) .163 .236 .058 .061 

Criticism 
(Individual) .524 .345 .245 .187 

Criticism 
(Group) .054 .060 .070 .067 

Questions 2.033 .774 1.560 .755 

Directions 2.285 1.320 1.904 1. 385 

Lecture .434 .456 .535 .500 

N 15 14 

* Significant at the .02 level. 
** Significant at the .001 level. 

"t" 
(df = 27) 

4.437** 

1.671 

2.726* 

-.677 

1. 664 

-.755 

-.569 



for significance at the .OS level, and therefore the 

null hypothesis of no significant difference was accepted. 
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Of the seven teacher traits only two were significant 

at or above the .OS level. Thus it could be said that 

special education teachers not only use praise comments 

but also used critical comments significantly more than 

teachers of regular education when speaking to individual 

children. The remaining five teacher traits did not reach 

the .OS level of significance and therefore any differ­

ences were considered merely chance. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

A comparative study was conducted on the verbal 

behavior of two groups of elementary school teachers, 

experienced teachers of regular education and experienced 

teachers of special education. Both groups of experi­

enced teachers were teaching elementary grades (1-6) in 

the Kent School District number 415, Kent, Washington. 

Within the study, seven categories were used to determine 

the type of verbal behavior for the designated groups of 

teachers. The seven categories in the study were adapted 

for use from Amidon and Flanders' ten categories (1963) of 

interaction analysis. 

A statistical analysis comparing the two groups was 

made on the data obtained from the study. The statistical 

analysis revealed a significant difference for two of the 

seven categories, praise (individual), and criticism 

(individual). The special group scored higher on both 

categories. 

Praise was described in the following manner: 

Praise: Included in this category are jokes that 
release tension, but not those that threaten students 
or are made at the expense of individual students. 
Often praise is a single word: "good," "fine," or 
"right." Sometimes the teacher simply says, "I like 
what you are doing." Encouragement is slightly 



different and includes statements such as, "Continue." 
"Go ahead with what you are saying." "Uh, huh; go on; 
tell us more about your idea." are included (Flanders, 
1963, p. 122). 
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Certainly, the high level of significance (.001) on the use 

of praise by special education teachers leaves much room 

for discussion. 

Flanders (1965) conducted a study dealing with class­

room verbal behavior of teachers. He found that classrooms 

in which there is a large percentage of teacher praise have 

greater achievement than classrooms in.which these 

conditions are present to a lesser extent. Thus, it would 

seem likely that small classrooms where there was much 

teacher praise directed toward an individual as in the 

present study, would provide a significantly greater 

achievement level than larger classrooms without as much 

individual praise. The findings of the present study 

confirm that more praise was used by the special education 

teachers. Thus it would seem logical that the achievement 

level would also be significantly greater as concluded in 

Flanders' study (1965). 

It has been shown by the experimenter that special 

education teachers praise and encourage individual children 

significantly more than teachers of regular education. A 

major relating factor influencing the results may be the 

class size of the comparative groups. The class size of 
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the special education groups never exceeded fifteen but the 

class size of the regular groups often exceeded thirty 

students. Certainly a teacher with fifteen pupils would 

have opportunity to praise each child more than a teacher 

with thirty pupils. It would also seem logical that 

children in smaller classes would academically and socially 

achieve more than children in larger classes. This conclusion 

was supported by many studies (McKenna, 1955; Pugh, 1965; 

Varner, 1968; and Vincent, 1968} dealing with class size. 

A study was conducted by Furno and Collins (1967} dealing 

with class size and pupil learning. They found that pupils 

in smaller classes, regardless of whether they were special 

education or regular classes, were found to make signifi­

cantly greater achievement gains than students in larger 

classes. 

Criticism was described in the following manner for 

use in this study: 

Criticism: A statement of criticism is one that 
is designed to change student behavior from non­
acceptable to acceptable. The teacher is saying, in 
effect, "I don't like what you are doing. Do something 
else" (Flanders, 1963, p. 124). 

The significant level (.02) of criticism by special 

education teachers leaves open avenues for discussion. 

It would seem likely that the amount of criticism by 

special education teachers may be attributed to class size. 



Special education teachers would have more opportunity to 

criticize individual pupils since there were fewer pupils 

in the special education classes. It would also seem 

logical the achievement level of students may be related 
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to the amount of criticism given by the teacher. A study 

was conducted by Flanders (1965) dealing with types of 

verbal behavior used by teachers. He found that classrooms 

in which there is a large percentage of criticism by the 

teacher have less achievement than classrooms in which 

these conditions are present to a lesser extent. 

Since there is no significant difference between 

the special education teachers and the regular classroom 

teachers in regard to praise (group), criticism (group), 

questions, directions, and lecture the null hypothesis of 

no significant difference is upheld. 

The efforts of the present study have been directed 

toward showing if there is any significant difference in 

the verbal behavior of special education teachers as com­

pared to regular classroom teachers. The study did indicate 

a significant difference in two areas of verbal behavior 

(praise and criticism). The experimenter feels.that the 

significance may be due to class size. It is felt that 

teachers with fewer children in class have more opportunity 

to verbally interact with the children on a one to one 

basis. 



Theory and research (Amidon and Hough, 1967) would 

lead to the conclusion that the teaching patterns of 
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verbal behavior that teachers use create a social-emotional 

climate in their classrooms that has a direct effect on the 

behavior of their students. It might be questioned, 

however, whether a relationship between teacher verbal 

behavior and teaching effectiveness really does exist. 

The answer to this question, of course, depends upon the 

definition of and the criteria used for defining effective 

teaching. Certainly, defining what effective teaching 

consists of has been a problem which has plagued educators 

for many years. The present study has tried to isolate 

certain verbal behaviors of teachers to determine if there 

was a difference between verbal behavior of special education 

teachers and regular classroom teachers. 

The concern of the present study, as applied to 

special education, was to determine if there was a signifi­

cant difference in verbal behavior of the special education 

teacher as compared to the regular education teacher in the 

elementary school. The present techniques of measuring 

verbal behaviors are still in the infancy stages (Flanders, 

1967). Certainly as measuring instruments improve so will 

the need for further studies in the area of verbal behavior. 
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Research Implications 

There are many possibilities for further application 

of this study in the area of verbal behavior of teachers. 

This study could be done using a larger sample of teachers. 

Also, a study could compare inexperienced special education 

teachers with experienced special education teachers. It 

would also be of interest to identify those teachers who 

are considered superior and compare them with a control 

group to determine if there is any significant differences 

in verbal behavior. 

Once a significant verbal interaction pattern were 

identified, the information could be of value not only to 

the teachers themselves for self-evaluation, but also to 

school administrators for employment of teachers. Success­

ful identification of verbal interaction patterns may help 

alleviate the present turn over rate of teachers in special 

and regular education. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY 

The present study was concerned with the verbal 

behavior of special education teachers as compared with 

the verbal behavior of teachers of regular education. 

Twenty-nine elementary school teachers were divided into 

two groups. One group consisted of teachers of special 

education and the other group consisted of teachers of 

regular education. 

It was concluded in the present study that there 

were areas of significant difference between teachers of 

special education and teachers of regular education with 

regard to their verbal behavior. The instrument used 

was an adaptation from the Flanders interaction analysis 

model. 

Raw data was gathered for each of the following 

categories: (1) praise or encouragement (individual), 

(2) praise or encouragement (group), (3) criticism 

(individual), (4) criticism (group), (5) questions, 

(6) directions, and (7) lecture. This data were then 

analyzed by means of the ''t" test to find if there was 

any significant difference. Two of the seven categories 

were found to show a significant difference. Praise or 



encouragement (individual) showed a significant difference 

at the .001 level. Criticism (individual) showed a 

significant difference at the .02 level. The other five 

categories did not reach the critical "t" value of 2.052 

and, thus, did not show a significant difference at the 

.OS level. 

Recommendations were made for future study. 
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