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Appendix to First Year Data of Texas Teacher Effectiveness 'Project:

complex Relationships between Teacher Process Variables and Student Outcome Measures

The present report contains data to supplement those contained in

two earlier reports (Brophy and Evertson, 1973; Evertson and Brophy, 1973)

which contain zero order correlation coefficients relating teacher process

variables (both high and low inference) to student residual gain scores on

the word knowledge, word discrimination, reading, arithMetic computation,

and arithmetic reasoning subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests.

The data were taken in the classrooms of a pool of 31 second and third grade

teachers specially selected because they had shown consistency across four

years in the relative amounts of student learning gains that they produced

on the Metropolitan tests (see Brophy and Evertson, 1973, for details). Cor-

relation coefficients relating each process variable to each product outcome

variable were presented for the total group of teachers (maximum N equal 31),

for teachers working in Title I schools (maximum N equal 13), and for teachers

working in non-Title I schools (maximum N equal 18). Although most N's were

at or near the maximum, some were considerably lower because the process

variable involved was not observed and thus could not be coded in several

classrooms.

One of the major findings running throughout the data of the two previous

reports was that variables which correlated with student learning gain in Title I

schools often did not correlate with learning gain in non-Title I schools, and

vice versa. These data, along with the work of Soar and his colleagues (Soar,

1972), which showed that certain process-product relationships are significant

but nonlinear, led us to supplement our original correlational analyses with the

present set of analyses planned to identify process-product relationships in our

own data which are more complex than simple zero order correlations. Using a
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program developed by Dr. Donald Veldman of the Research and Development (:onter

for Teacher Education, these analyses used a series of regression models 16

successively test three null hypotheses regarding the relationships between

the process variable and product criterion in both the Title 1 and non-Title I

distributions:

I) Different quadratic slopes. A significant probability value here

indicates that one or both of the process-product relationships

(that is, the relationship within the Title I schools and/or the

relationship within the non-Title 1 schools) is curvilinear, and,

in addition, that the curves for the two distributions are sig-

nificantly different from each other. This is the most complex kind

of relationship tested. If this test does not prove statistically

significant, as is typically the case, the following test is per-

formed.

2) Common quadratic slopes. A significant probability value here

indicates that the process-product relationship is curvilinear in

both the Title I and the non-Title 1 distributions, and, in addition,

that the curves representing the relationship in each of these two

distributions do not differ significantly from each other. This

may mean that the two distributions have essentially the same curve,

or it may mean that the distributions have the same shaped curve, but

with the curve rotated somewhat in one of the distributions so that

it has the same shape as the other curve but does not completely over-

lap it. Such an effect would also register later as a significant

linear slopes difference. If neither of these first two statistical

tests is statistically significant, the implication is that no quadratic

relationship exists between the process variable and the product criterion.
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In this case, the next statistical test is performed.

3) Different linear slopes. A significant probability value for this

test indicates that the process-product relationship is linear

in both distributions, but the regression lines differ significantly

from each other. This may mean a positive relationship in one

group and a negative relationship in the other, or a strong positive

or negative relationship in one group and little or no relationship

in the other. These data usually could be inferred from the con-

trasting correlation coefficients presented in the previous two

reports, but they are included in the present repori so that inter-

estad readers will know which of these contrasting correlation

coefficients did and which did not involve a significantly different

linear relationship between the Title I and non-Title I distributions.

These inferences cannot always be made safely from the data in the

previous two reports, because many apparently strong correlations

are not statistically significant when a very small number of teachers

were included on the measure involved.

Organization of the Present Report. To avoid needless and lengthy repetition

concerning the background of the study and the zero order correlations among

process and product variables in the sample as a whole and in the Title I and

non-Title I schools, much of this information has been omitted from the present

report. Thus, the present report is written as a supplement to the previous

two, and readers should consult these previous reports before reading the present

one if they have not already done so. The relationships to be described should

be readily understandable whether or not one has read the previous reports, but

in drawing implications from them, one needs to vie them in the broader context
,v.

of the findings of the study as a whole, and for this one needs the previous
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reports as background information.

To simplify the presentation, linear relationships have been grouped

according to their form rather than according to the variables involved.

For example, many of the relationships showing significantly different linear

slopes for the two distributions involve a positive correlation between the

process variable and the product criterion in the Title 1 distribution and a

negative correlation in the non-Title I distribution. For convenience, and to

eliminate unnecessarily repetitious verbal description of the nature of such

relationships, all process-product relationships of this type are presented

together. Similarly, relationships involving no relationship in the Title I

schools but a significant negative relationship in the non-Title I schools are

presented together, and so on. The-) linear relationships to be described will

be grouped in this way. The nonlinear relationships, which are often difficult

to describe and interpret, will be presented in visual form in Table 5. Discussion

of these data will be delayed until replication data from the second year of

the study are available.

To save space in the tables, the product criteria will be identified with

initials only: WK = word knowledge, WD = word discrimination, R - reading,

AC = arithmetic computation, and AR = arithmetic reasoning. Also, decimal points

have teen omitted from the correlation coefficients.

Process Variables. Correlating Positively in Title I Schools and Negatively in

Non-Title I Schools. Tables 1-4 contain information about variables showing

contrasting linear slopes in the two distributions. Process variables which were

positively correlated with student learning gains in Title I schools but negatively

correlated in non-Title I schools are shown in Table I. Usually one or both of the

zero order correlations reached statistical significance, but not always.



5

In ca e: where neither zero order correlation was stati...fically signifiLant,

the direction of r:orrelation was still opposite In the two qr(nips ,,nd

sufficiently strong to produce a significant effect In the test for con-

trasting linear slopes.

The Table I data elaborate points already made in the previous papers:

Students in Title I schools did better with well-planned, teacher-dominated

instruction, while students in non-Title 1 schools did better with student-

centered, indirect instruction; maintenance of control and general management

were important in both groups but especially Important in the Title I schools;

students in the non-Title I schools needed to be challenged with difficult

questions and could be adequately and even optimally handled with brief

feedback, while students in Title I schools needed to be "overtaught,"

requiring longer feedback and more individual attention. Calling on volunteers

apparently was a successful strategy in non-Title I schools, presumably because

the students were highly motivated, while teachers in Title I schools often had

to preselect the respondent rather than call on a volunteer in order to insure

wide participation.

Table 2 shows variables which usually re uncorrelated with product

criteria in the Title I schools but were negatively correlated in the non-Title I

schools. Many of these relationships are unsurprising, although some deserve

comment. Note that the percentage of correct answers is natively correlated

with student learning gains in the aon-Title 1 schools, again pointing up the

need for teachers to challenge these children with difficult material rather than

to overdwell to the point of needless drill. The negative correlations between

the frequency with which teachers thanked children for carrying out management
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requests was unexpected, although the contrast between Title I and non-Title 1

schools on tnis variable bears out St. John's (1971) findings that child

orientation is more important for teachers working with disadvantaged children.

In any case, in non-Title I schools this expression of politeness and courtesy

was negatively associated with student learning gains.

The group difference on the measure of repeating the question versus

rephrasing the question or asking a new question probably reflects a difference

in the difficulty level of questions asked at the two kinds of schools. Re-

peating the question was uncorrelated with student learning gains in the Title I

schools, where more of the questions were probably at an easier or more basic

level, but it had a strong negative correlation in the non-Title I schools.

Most probably, repetition of a question that was not answered the first time by

a student in a non-Title 1 school was tantamount to pointless pumping of the

student, so that provision of help in the form of rephrasing the question or

asking a new question was more appropriate than simply repeating the original

question.

The data for criticism following failure to respond and behavioral criticism

following student-initiated comments (criticizing the student for having called

out a comment without raising his hand) probably are related to the point made

above. Again, most probably the majority of times when a student in a non-Title I

school did not answer, he did not know the answer and could not respond, so that

criticism was unfair and unjust. Similarly, most probably the majority of student-

initiated comments made in these schools were relevant to the topic, so that

criticism was probably inappropriate in most cases, although a short reminder

concerning the rules about calling out comments might have been appropriate.

In contrast, failures to respond among Title I students probably were more often
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inappropriate or irrelevant. Even where they were relevant, classroom

management was a greater problem in the Title I schools, that criticism

might have been more appropriate if the teacher were dealing with a continuing

problem of students' failure to raise their hands and wait their turn rather

than just calling out answers at wilt.

The data regarding teacher failure to give feedback after the student

responded to an opinion question are puzzling, in that negative relationships were

expected In the Title I schools, where the students are generally less likely to know

whether or not their response is appropriate or correct than are students in

non-Title I schools. However, failure to give feedback was highly negatively

correlated with learning gains in the non-Title I schools but was uncorrelated

with learning gains in the Title I schools.

The negative correlation between praise of student-initiated comments

and student learning gains in the non-Title I schools, although surprising, is

but one of a large number of similar findings regarding praise In this study.

Despite the near-unanimous stress on the importance of praising students, the

present investigation regularly found teacher praise to be either uncorrelated

or negatively correlated with measures of student learning gains. See Brophy

and Evertson (1973) for a more complete discussion of this topic.

Table 3 contains variables which correlated negatively with learning gains

in Title 1 schools, but positively in non-Title I schools. These are related

to many of the data in Table 1, and again stress the importance of manacerent

and of providing individualized feedback and good instruction to students in

Title I schools. Thus, Title I teachers could not merely wait for attention and

expect to get it; they had to use more active methods. Further, they could not

delay explanations; the children in these schools needed immediate explanation:,

in order to proceed with their work. They could not just call on volunteers,
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since this would have restricted the discussion to a relatively small number

of children who were highly motivated and competent. Also,they had to "over-

teach." Too much questioning, relative to explanation and demonstration, was,

maladaptive in Title I schools, and relatively high frequencies of wrong

answers were negatively correlated with student learning gains in these schools,

even though they were positively correlated with learning, gains in the non-Title I

schools.

Tne reading aroup data show the importance of the teacher in a Title I

scnool staying with a student who has made a mistake, providing him with help by

rephrasing the question or giving a clue rather than simply repeating the question,

giving the answer, or moving on to someone else. This is part of a larger pattern

shown on a great number of measures from our study suggesting that it is of

primary importance for teachers in Title I schools to net a response from the

student with whom they are dealing at the time; whereas, in non-Title I schools,

it is primarily important that the teacher get the answer to the question she has

asked, but not particularly important that she get the answer from the student

who was asked the question originally.

In other words, students in non-Title 1 schools apparently learn just as well

whether they answer questions themselves or whether they observe and listen while

someone else answers. However, sustained interaction with the teachers in which

they themselves respond appears to be an important experience for the students in

Title I schools.

The final variable, indicating a negative relationship between integrating

relevant student-initiated comments into the discussion and student learning gains

in Title I
schools, contradicts directly much of the typical advice given to

teachers, particUlarly the stress on the use of student ideas. Our data suggest

that, while such advice may be useful for teachers in non-Title I schools, in
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Title 1 schools the importance of maintaining classroom control suporcedec tiff

importance of variables such as use of student ideas. Apparently, teachers it

the Title 1 schools were continually bombarded with studentinitiated comments,

and teaching the students to raise their hands first and get teacher recognition

before calling out a comment was one of the major control problems facing them.

Consequently, integration of student-initiated comments, even relevant ones, was

negatively correlated with learning gains in these schools.

Table 4 contains variables that were uncorrelated with student learning

gains in,Title 1 schools but which were positively correlated with learning gains

in non-Title I schools. Most of these involve provision of process feedback, and

the contrasting pattern between the two types of schools probably reflects both

the kinds of activities going on in the schools and the capacity of the students

to benefit from extended explanations. Students in the non-Title I schools

probably were more likely to benefit from such extended process explanations, and

they were dealing with more difficult and higher level material which leant it-

self to more frequent and more appropriate use of such explanations. Hence the

difference in correlations. The data on criticism after wrong answers again points

up the importance of challenging the students In non-Title I schools but providing

emotional support and warmth for students in the Title I schools. Even though

teacher praise did not have the expected positive correlations with learning

gains, teacher criticism did have the expected negative correlations. Apparently,

the students did not need or want positive teacher reactions in the form of

praise, but at the same time they were negatively affected by overreactive and

inappropriate criticism from the teacher. In general, a nonevaluative, stick-to-

tne-business-of-learning approach seemed to be the optimal one.

These linear patterns in Tables 1-4 are also shown in Table 5, along with
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data from all of the other process variables. The preceding discussion covered

only those process variables which showed contrasting linear relationships to

product criteria in the two distributions. These relationships are relatively

straightforward and easy to discuss, compared to most of the nonlinear relation-

ships shown in Table 5 below. Table 5 contains process-product relationship

data for Title I and non-Title I schools for every process variable included in

the study. These data are from the three successive regression analyses

described above, and are presented for inspection by our research colleagues.

Comments and suggestions concerning them (or any other aspect of the study) are

welcomed. For the present, the data are presented without comment or inter-

pretation. This is because: the data concern a large number of process variables,

but only 31 teachers were studied, so that k-values are only suggestive; the rela-

tionships are sometimes difficult to interpret meaningfully; the entire study is heir

replicated. Thus, interpretation of these nonlinear relationships will be witn-

held pending the results of the replication study.

Table 5 has been prepared so as to convey a maximum of information in a

minimum of space. Consequently, several conventions have been adopted to conserve

space. The following information about the table must be clearly understood if the

table is to be read accurately:

I) Abbreviations have been used for the five Metropolitan Achievement Tests

(WK = word knowledge; WD = word discrimination; R = reading; AC =

arithmetic computation; AR = arithmetic reasoning).

2) Decimal points have been omitted from all correlation coefficients.

3) Variable numbers refer to the tables in the two previous reports (Brophy

and Evertson, 1973; Evertson and Brophy, 1973). Thus, Variable 3.6 refers

to the sixth variable in Table 3 of the Evertson and Brophy paper

(Variables 1.1 through 4.38 are high-inference variables from the



Evertson and Brophy paper; Variables Al through RI41 are low-

inference variables from the Brophy and Everston paper -- M = morning;

A = afternoon; R = reading group).

4) The three statistical tests used were in sequential order of precedence

(different quadratic slopes test first, common quadratic slopes test

second, different linear slopes test third). If more than one of

these tests were significant at the 2 = ,I0 level or lower, data from

the first significant test are given In the table because they represent

the best fits for regression lines in the two distributions (Title 1

and non-Title 1 schools).

5) A cross containing four quadrants for statistical information appears

for each possible process-product relationship. Data for Title I

schools appear in the two left quadrants, and data for non-Title I schools

in the two right quadrants. Data for linear relationships appear in

the two upper quadrants, and data for non-linear relationships in the

two lower quadrants. The number below the cross is the squared Multiple R

indicating the percentage of variance in the product scores accounted

for by the process variable.

6) Data were entered in the table as follows:

a) Where statistical tests could not be run because of low N, or

where N fell below 6 in one of the groups, the letters ND (No Data)

appear.

b) Where statistical tests were run but no relationship reached the

.10 level of significance, the quadrants are empty, although the

squared Multiple R appears below.

c) Where a nonlinear test reached the .10 level of significance, curves

showing the nature of the relationship in each of the two distributions
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are shown in the two lower quadrants. Here there are no cor-

relations coefficients in the upper quadrants, because these are

based on linear regression slopes and the test indicates that

curvilinear slopes provide a better fit. Thus, the curves shown

reflect the process-product relationships most accurately, and

they take precedence over the zero order Pearson r's presented

In the two earlier papers.

d) Where neither curvilinear test reached the .10 significance level

but the linear test did, the quadrants show both lines indicating

the nature of the relationship (lower quadrants) and the corre-

sponding Pearson r's (upper quadrants), as well as the squared

Multiple R,

e) Sometimes none of the four tests reached the .10 level of significanc

but one or both of the Pearson r's did. In these instances, the

Pearson r's appear in the upper quadrants but no lines appear in

the lower quadrants.

In sum, Table 5 contains the most precise information available on process-

'product relationships involving process variables included in the first year of

our research. Where a relationship significant at the .10 level or below

appeared, it is shown in the table. Otherwise, the data for a given relationship

contain either only the squared multiple R, where N was large enough to allow

analysis but no significant relationships appeared; or "ND," indicating that N

was too low to allow analysis or interpretation.
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Ude I. Procw.s Variables Correlating Positively in Title I School!. bul

Negatively in lion -Title I Schools with Product Criteria.

Variable
r's for r's fct

Number Process Variable Criterion Title 1 non:Tille I

1.1 Chaotic, Unplanned, Poorly Scheduled AC 46 -48*

1.2 :. of Time Spent in Reading Groups WI) 54* -3:

1.3 5 of Time Spent in Reading Groups R 39 -4;*

1.4 .; of Time Spent in Reading Groups AC 52* ...:LI.

1.5 ',: Preselects Respondent before Question - A.M. AC 45

1.6 ;:., Answers Called Out by Students - A.M. R 55 -3')

1.7 '..; Answers Called Out by a Second Student after the
First Student Failed to Answer - A.M. it 36 -!,(.**

1.8 ;: Relevant Student-Initiated Questions Given Long
Feedback - A.n. WK 54 -50-*

1.9 Student-Initiated Contacts Given Long Feedback-A.M. WD 4i -47-*

1.10 '; Correct Answers in Reading Group R 35 -n

1.11 f. Asks New ('uestion after Correct Answer-Readinc Group R 35 -46*

1.12 Y. Asks New nuestion after Correct Answer-Reading Group AC 59** -;ficl

1.13
':. Asks New Oucstion after Part-Correct Answer -

Reading Croup R 33

1.14 r Asks New Question (across all responses) - Reading
Group R 34 ...52x*

1.15 i Asks ke)w ')uestion (across all responses) - Reading AC 59** -31
Group

1.16 Relevant Student-Initiated Ouostions Not Accepted -
:-leadinq Group AC 61* -65"

1.17 Teacher-Initiated Work Contacts with Long Feedback -
Reading croup

*),C 10
**pc .05

R 47 -56**



TaHe 2. Process Variables Uncorrelated with Product Criteria in Title I

Schools but kegal*ivoly Correlated in Non-Title I School.-

Voriable r's for "7. T

/wie:Llo Criterion Title I non-lill,
. ono...

2.1 :;erutitive, Monotonous Assignments

2.2 - A.!". -14

2.3 1,tucert-loitiatea Contacts Involving Personal

U:)nccrns rather than Work - A.M. P. -je!

2.4 T.mchur Thanks Student Following Management Request- -

;11. -45"

2.5 Toact.or Thanks Student Following Management Request- R I'.

A.!.,!.

2.6 Reatreat4Rephra.le+ K ,,N -1/i
7

2.7 Repeat/ .-,neat+RephrasetNew Ouestion - A.M. AP ?1

2.8 LI1c;cc -u(.r,tirn/nrcce:,s+^roduct+Choice Nestion-P.M. P 10 -4;

2.9 Repeats 6estinn after Part-Correct Answor - P.M. 1' -34 -6(;*"

2.10 Repeats Oucstion after Part-Correct Answer - P.M. AC -57* -C7"

2.11 Criticizes Following Failure to Respond - P.n. AC 33 -:!.4*

2.12 Praise of kclvant Student - Initiated Comilont -P.m. ,, -C:

2.13 '.:levant Sti:clent-Initiated Comments Accepted - -.-. ,Prz. -51

2.14 (:avi:)ral Critichw after Relevant :student- initiated

Corlrent - :r IC

2.15 %;e-evioral Criticism after Relevant Student-Initiated 7,

Comment - P.M.
2.16 .._navioral Criticism after Relevant Student-Initiated AC ;)

Comment - P.M.
2.17 .,ftor Irrelevant Student-Initi.lted

Corr tlnt:i P.tl. :7

2.IE tehavioral Criticism after Irrelevant Student-Initfated .
Comments - n.".



Variable r's for r's for

0-7!ber Process Variable Criterion Title I non-Titl.

2.19 DenavifIral Criticism after Relevant Student -

Initiated Comment - Reading Group WK -46 -4o"

2.20 3enavioral Criticism after Relevant Student-

Initiated Comment - Reading Group AC 47

2.21 behavior Criticism after Relevant Student-

Initiated Comment - Reading Group AR -67 -56

2.22 '1,;:o Feedback after Opinion Ouestions Reading Group WK. -08

2.23 (1,::c Feedback after Opinion ')uestions - Reading Group AC 44 -78**

2.24 Criticism in Student-Initiated Work Contacts R 33 -51*

2.25 (' Criticism in Student-Initiated Work Contacts AC -24 -66"

<.10 **p C' .05

.N.a.0,... -

I



Variable

%umber

Table 3. Process Variables Correlating Negatively In Title 1 Schools but Positively

in Non-Title I Schools with Product Criteria.

r's for is for-

'rocess Variable Criterion Title I non-Title 1

3.1 Says Nothing, Waits as Method of Getting Attention R -27 45*

3.2 Delays, Explains Later if Child Doesn't Understand WK -66** 52**

3.3 Delays, Explains Later if Child Ddesn't Understand AC -42 35

3.4 % Calls on Volunteers - A.M. R -62** 44*

3.5 % Calls on Volunteers - A.M. AC _55** 58**

3.6 New Question after Comect Answer - A.M. WK -58** 32

3.7 % Relevant Student-Initiated Comments integrated into

the Discussion - A.M, AC -79* 22

3.8 Brief/Brief+Long reedback - A.M. R -51* 38

3.9 Brief/Brief+Long Feedback - A.M. AC -44 45*

3.10 Choice Ouestions/Product+Process+Cholce - Reading

Group AC -81** 35

3.11 % Wrong Answers - Reading Group WK -39 44*

3.12 % Wrong Answers - Reading Group AC -60** 36

3.13 % Wrong Answers - Reading Group AR 12** 46*

3.14 Process Feedback to Part-Correct Answers-Reading Group R -44 45*

3.15 Calls on Another Child after Wrong Answer - Reading

Group R -41 39

3.16 Gives Answer after Failure - Reading Group WK -41 40

3.17 Calls on Another Child after Failure - Reading Group WK -24 55*

3.18 Calls on Another Child after Failure - Reading Group R -51* 51**

*p < . 10 *11p < .05



Table 5, Continued.

mber Process Variable

.9 High Student Withdrawal,

Passivity, or Aimless or

Repetitive Behavior

'10 Clarity: Students Show Clear

Ur4dcrstinding of Teacher

nresentations

II Entnjasm: Teacher shows

Enthusiasm, Excitement, Enjoy-

ment

12 Convergent Questioning: Most

Questions Have Clear-Cut Correct

Answers

Word Word Arithmetic Aritiwieti

Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Hocr,onine

d. ±. ...11.... ±

0 01 ')4 2!

+ .114. 4.w + 4.
0 03 06 04 0,

+0 II 0 00 01

+ 04 ± ± ±
A. Methods of Handling Catch-up Work

Flo kcriediation; Child Skips

"i sscd ?lark

Chik: Must r'lalce Up :ork but Is

;.ot ^A von Help

cork and has

:mild Do Part of It.

Arother Child is Assigned to Help

140 ND

NV

ND ND

ND

+0- 03 03 (:4

ND ND ND IND NV ND

ND NU

ND

ND

ND ND ID ND j;.)

LE/

01 00 02

ND

. . .



Va -able

fable 4. Process Variables ncorrelated with Product Criteria in Title I

Schools but Correlated Positively in Non-Title 1 Schools.

r's for is few-

'..mper Process Variable Criterion Title 1 non- Title I

4.1 Criticism Following Wrong Answers - A.M. WK -23 434

4.2 Process Feedback rol lowing Wrong Answers - A.M. WK -39 43-

4.3 Process Feedback Following Wrong Answers - A.M. R 03 4S

4.4 Process Feedback (across all responses) - A.M. WK -19 43*

4.5 Process Feedback (across all responses) - A.M. R 08 55**

4.6 Process Feedback (across all responses) - A.M. AP -32 50**

4.7 Process Feedback Following Correct Answers - P.M. R -19 50'

*p <.10 **p V.05



Table 5. Process-Product Relationships in Title I and Non-lille
1 :A.11,,11..

mber Process Variable
Word Word Arithmetic Aritnmeti

Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Peascninc

,,IHigh Level of Student 20 27

Attention

leacher Gf ten Addresses

()Liestions or Problems to the

:Thole Class

Teacher is Task Oriented,

04 04 10*

Oocsn't v:aste Time

07

Frequent Pupil-to-Pupil Inter-

action (Class Relevant)

of Time Teacher Lectures or

00

36 33
Uemonstrates

13**

Negative Affect: Criticism,

rostility

+01
Positive /Meet: Praise

Support

07

29 31 1.
13* 01 01

47 12

1

17 24,

09* 10*

05 01

22 1 4 I

16** 04

01 01 01

Requires High Level of General-

izO-ion, Inference, or Explanation

05 05 04

02

02 01

+
f,)

00 00



iubto 5, Continued.

.cr lariablu

; in %Icac_r croup

i 1/

Olher

Word Word
Knowledne Discrimination Peildirti Computation P,:onino

Arithmetic Aritilmli

ND

ND :JD

1JD

ND ND ND

ND . -I

NU ND ND ND NU ND ND Ni) ND

ND ND

13. Rules Re9ardinv Physical Movement

smi.....Must Always net Permission to

Leave !,eat
0 03 22"' 14*

ND

One at a Time Without Per-

mission

As Many as 4 or 5 without

140 NO ND ND 119 ND NU ;JD

ND 11D ND

Permission
ND ND ND ND ND NU

00 00 01

-61 ND

0 Can r;r: Ouletly to Specified Places
-50* 15

ND
without Permission at any Time

00 13* CO 00

1 No Restrictions

Some Children Allowed Free Hove-

ment but nzt Others

00 00 00 00 24*

ND ND ND ND

03 05

ND I ND

00

lib NI;

U '



Table 5, Continued.

Procei-,
_ .

Dnly Alloww1 fret:

Yovemert
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND HD ND NI)

ND ND ND

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmutic
Knowledge Discrimination kuildinn Computation Ruoning

14 Other
-43 -49 -45 I -27,

5
C. Punishments Used by Teacher

Stay after School

6 Spanking

7 Writing Sentences on board

8 Isolation within the Classroom

Removal from the Classroom

0 Note to Parents

12* 07 07 to,
I# I/

...minim.. 76" vil .4... +
01) ,..-.

04 01 01 00 ND

ND ND ND NO ND I ND ND ND

ND

01 +IS 02 r 1*

00, 01, 00 01 ON

ND ND +NDND ND HD NO ND NLJ I ID

ND ND ND ND



Table 5, Continued.

.;er Process Variable

,,.;nd to iri7.cipal

2 Lxtra Reading, Math, Etc.

;(7)r-k

Peer Pressure (e.g. "You lost

the race for your group,")

4 Scolding

Word Word Arithmetic An

Knowledge Discrimination Roadillil Ccmputation Rcwl.oninq

01 00 00

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND INN ND ND

04 00 01 02 01

01 00 23** 15*

01 00 00 02 03

-25 38 ND d0144*
Discussion of Incident (No

15 00 05 00

Scolding)

Other

D. Rewards Used by Teacher

Classmates Clap or Cheer

Special Privileges

05

22 129

-+-
0, 10* 0,

47
95 -)(1 * 39'**

01 01 03 00 ND



Table 5, Continued.

mber Process Variable

29

30

31

32

Waiver or Reduction of

Assignments

Symbols (Stars, Smiling

Faces, etc.)

Token Redeemable for other

Rewards

Concrete (Candy, Money,

Prizes)

33 Jobs (Monitor, Helper, Eraser

Cleaner)

Public Recognition (Gets to Read

or Work Problem on Board)

Other

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmeii
Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Reasoninn

ND ND ND 4D ND ND ND ND no

NLI N ND NU ND

00 02 00 20*

ND D ND ND ;' ND

ND ND ND ND

ND ND

ND ND

ND ND idD

ND

+++
03 04 02 01

ND ND ND ND IND

ND ND ND

03 01 07 .01

E. Appropriateness of Assignments

Too Short or Easy

02 02

03

.±
00 01

27 -3

00 10* 01



Table 5, Continued.

mber Process Variable
37 Boring, Repetitive, Monotonous

3b Too Hard: Students Can't Get

started or Continually

Need Help

39 Continues Activity Too Long,

until It Gets Boring

40 No Inappropriate Assignments

4 I

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmuti
Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation RNE5oninel

.27

2**
47k

15* i7*

i

01 02 04 00 Ju

+++++01 Ov

20 40

09 05 16** 12*
F. Distractions: What Do Students Do When not Working?

Use Washroom

42 Repeatedly Get Supplies for Free

Time Activities

43 Watch Reading Croup et other

Activity

Talk

____1_...

00 01 00

I,
00 03 00 00

24

-27 -35

00 i2*

01 01 00 02 00



Table 5, Continued.

Ter Process Variable

Hay

4( Dayuream

47 Ask for hblh or Look flore-Ciosely

al- Ark on Board

717
mmmilOmfamm. 00 20' 05

Jisrupt other Students

Word Word
Knovledge Discrimination ileadia

Arithmetic
Computation

00

-4t3 FI

03 06 OG 02

Other

00

.
15

n. Student Attitudes toward the Teacher

0 When haying Trouble Students

Concentrate cr. Seek Help

.inen hayin!I Trout: e, Students

9crely Copy from iieilhbor

2 Students Work as Well When not

Watched as When Watched

02

I

768** -10 -68* -10

08 14*
i

01

-23

01

-40

03 13**

01 00

I

00

+.f C
34* 04

00

01) 01

01 27** 02

1



Table 5, Continued.

r,,nr Proce%.,

t '11ieri Un-

,k.F.7.NCG

4 tucents Seem Amused by Teacher

FAudr.nts Seem to Fear Teacher

''.tudent '!:;cef-. to I1espect

reactirT

. Frne

3ooks

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmoir
Knowledj Discrimination Readin9 Computation k,.:1,,,ninn

00 U4 00 00

00 00 01 C6

19 43* G7 ** 05

05 0

02 02 00 01
lime Materials Available (Not Necessarily Used)

Loarnir,- Centers (Any)

listcrinn Certets

Visua1 ("Icture Filcs,

strips)

Film-

01

00

74** 12

-2L 54** -38 -7.0

\1
01 29* 10* 16*

04 04 00

00 15*.

01 02 00 01



.2

64

Table 5, Continued.

Process Variable
Word Word

Knowledge Discrimination Reading

Jemonstr;:tions

ilr.priments

02 19* 01

:;t1.K..,r Learning Centers

0, 00 CO

Pictures

00 05 01

Painting, Art Activities

33 -33

09 lb*

65 Games,(Anv)

6( Instructional Games

.on -Instructional Thmes

:8 Aquarium, other Looking

Exnibits

751*

03 06 01

Arithmetic Aritnmeti
Computation

00

02 04

01 00

0 01

0 01

1

± .1.4... 717
02 05 02 IC*

....i.... ±
00 OC 02 22*



Ei

Table 5, Continued.

Word Word
Ler Process. YariaLle Knowkdaa Discrimination

f. fibstawwl in Ur

.seeks

Learnino Centers (Any)

ii.lteninc Centers

visual (Picture Files, Film-

strirs)

r2ciEnce DcrtgsstrationS or

Lx--crirenTs

thcr Lc?3rninr: Centers

coloring ricturG_

raintirvi, Art A.-ivities

Z

Arithmetic Arithry.ii,

Peadinfl Lomputation

01 04 01 "7

01 01; 17* 1

ammir
/

01 (00 04 tY)

5C** 33

16 * 03 07 ,z

22* 22**

04 00

02 0 II

OC

00 02

f)r,

747 ,

27** 20*



Tsble Continued.

fnuol Process Variable:

',z,or.r;s ;Any)

7:3 Instructional Games

79 Non-Instructional Games

Word Word Arilhmelic Ariihneti
Kn9wledne Ulscrimination Rcaqina Computation 4clasonini

80 Aquariums, Other Looking Exhibits

of Peer Tutoring

2 Assi-ns .iorcwork

ScaTeC-,

Teacner Sometimes Underreacts to

Control Problems, so Serious

Problems go Unresolved

Typical Affectionateness Level

....1.... ....1....

0? oo

7.1771.

0 02 02 15**

....1..... ..m.1.=.. 4;-
0 03 00 00 29°

70** -10

01 19** 01

0, 0, 0,

:26 38 46*

\ /
15 02 03

T52° 21

15* 01 ,J0 Ju

07 02
I



7.Jblo Gohtinuod.

Process Variable
Word Word Arithmetic

K....N2tI2122 Discrimination Readinfi comutation

'cost Intense Affection Expression

Observed

ipst Intense Negative Affect

Uo served

Solidarity with Class: Teacher

Identifies, Promotes "We

Feeling

Patient and Supportive When

Correcting

Students Allowed Choice in

Assignments

Accepts Student Ideas and/or

Integrates them into

Discussion

Adr:-F Dwr. 'Mistakes; Laughs at

Self or iJses Occasion to

44

2

03

/
**

33*

00 05 03

, I , -28 4:

03 13 15*

77,
03 37*

20

GU 'J.

04 00 13 00

00 00 15 04

31 * 28** 14 21°

78" -30

each or !lotivate 00 22" GI 07 04

Usually Mends Close, Gets Down ,25 47: ±±to Child's Level

14 08 15 00 uz



Table Wntimued.

:e' Process vriabl

aces ;pats to Check

Doesn't at Desk

II Usually Speaks to Individuals

rather tban 4hoie Class

12 uses Acvonce Organizers in

Introducin9 Activities

13 nives Complete, Detailed In-

structions; Prevents Errors

before They Happen

14 students Eager to Respond; no

Fear

Word Word Arithmoiic 11r i thruii,

Knowledge Discrimination Roma% (amutation k.,,1441irw

00 0i i -

+ 00 25* 02 00

fl + 71 1 a 444 3C;

01 36

10 04 13 41*
+

.....I.ftmw ..ml.... -.--1.7..

03 06 07 04 OU

Teacner Waits Patiently if Student
44 -31

02 16* 14 02

LA3esn't Respond Promptly

'Von - Competitive Atmosphere;

No Signs of Eagerness to See

Others Fail

7 Students Allowed to Work in Co-

operative Groups

23ip cyc .C717T
45** 3(,**

:4 77177 U177 1717i7
33 * 19* 32* 18* 40**

a



J roe-

.18

A,

21

22

Table 5, Continued.

Process Variab;e

Teacher Recognized Good

Thinking Even When It Doesn't

lead tc 'Pinht" Answers

bemocrdtic Leadership Style:

Students Share in Planning

and Decision Making

Few Restrictions on Students

Luring Seatwork Periods

Students Expected to Care for

:.eels without Getting

Permission

Word
Knob e

0

34

1 **

22 41

14*

Teacher Concerned with

Content, not Form, or Student

Responses 01

23 Teacher Stresses Factual Realism,

Rejects or Corrects Childish

Idealisr

24 Teacher Credibility: Students

Seem to Believe and Respect

Teacher

9 Showmanship: Teacher is Vele,-

dramatic, Expressive, Gushy,

Emotive

04

01

Word Arithmetic
Discrimination Readim Comutation

71-71 7.17T
30*

f7171

01 2d*

19 21

0 19**

02 08

Arithreti
fitmsoniry

71171"
26" +
01 0;

01

03 01

24

± 7171 fin
00 11 28** 31*

± nn 4- ±
01. 27* 03

747
18* 14 01 f I

OliMMOD
58*

01 15 18* 0,

. .. .



Table 5, Continued.

-be Process Variable

Teacher !iets Attention before

Starting, Doesn't Try to

Talk over Din

27 Chaotic, Unplanned, Poorly

Scheduled

2e Teacher Seems Confident, Self-

Assured

29 Politeness: Teacher Regularly

.may; "F'1,-;asr:,' "Thank You, etc.

High Concern about Achievement

,),(Dor ; !; Attractive

Teacher rives Much Encouragement

To StudenTS

3 :403,m is Uncrowded

Word Word Arithmetic AHtnmeti
f(nowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Reasoninq

simm.
-05 45"

\ /
09 07 27*

+ ± 24**
*

15

/ \

12 -42 46 40,

26*

/ \
47*0

00

-I-- +
05 22* 13 00

717) n+
34** 24* 3l **

717
67**

-..--1-.....

05 0 IJ 0f ...q.,

36 145*, 55* 14 34 17

20** 12* 10*

00 00 13

21 41

34 ** 16** 5/**

2601

01 01

40 50** GO 4E1*

22**



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
ter Process Variable _Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Ruaa1111.

7eacn,Ir Explains Rules or 0e-

cisins Awl Reasons aren't

Obvious

55 Teacher Well Organized, Pre-

pa red

Teacher Remilarly lonitors

Class, Knows What's Going

On

;moth, Efficient Transitions.

Little Time Wasted

32 41 53* 07

1

I6** 09 14 00

50 42

22**

34 31

1/*

50 47*

2

Monitors Determined "Automat-
A.

29
ically" by a Systematic

55* 9

1410*

531 08

64* 15

0.)

08 37

13

56* 1f,

12*

41 i44 r,

Procedure
I IS* 25**

"busy," Cluttered Classrom

iTuce-Ts C.cmnliant,

3bedient

Teacher dives Overly Explicit,

Repetitive Directions

00

1

00 3

I I

02 02

07± .4..
-16 -43*

00 00 13 C4

24**

01

03 51** -62* -47*

31 28**

03



able 5, Continued,

Word Word

r Procer,7, Variable ......2KnwtR121 Discrimination Reildiau Computation keironin,!
Arithmetic f.rithmti

f'cutines

Interruptions; Roon

r,.uns "Automatically'

A. Time Utilization

% Total Time Structured by

Teacher

% Structured Time in Language

Arts

3 Structured Time in Math

; Structured Time in Art

08 05 07

-10 -43*

01 09* . 05

00

-5°* -14 ....i.... ....I....

1

o 01 0 00

34,

06 00 13* 28**

-04 39 -09 58**

.01

structured Time in

09 01 33*

22 01 27**

1,', Structured Time in Reading

fl,roupG

Structured Tine in Social

Studies

38 -33

13

54* -34, 39 40*

21 * 22**

01 00

39** 21.i°

441,

21** I f

----I----
00 00



Table 5, Continued.

PrGC(.% lariable

.itrJr...turr:d Time in Tran-

siticns

Structured Tire in Morning

r ;-.utine

Structured Time in Special

Activities

Word Word Arithmetic Ar i t10.1,1

Knowledq9 Discrimination Reilding Lomputolion

-. Methods Used to Call Attention

Nays Nothing, Waits for Quiet

Raps uesk Lightly, Uses

Nornal Voice

--timmick (Light Flick, Bell,

Clicker)

Raises Voice Over the Din

Raises Voice and Singles Out

Individuals

t±1
35** 18* 43** 00 Cl

± -+
01 02 00 CC

01
TTT

00 01

04 08

-35 31,

12 01

45*

22** 01

-1- +
02 ()

01

06

06 01 21 04

amml....pm. 7+

02 07 03 01 0.2

00 00 C2 00



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithrleti(

Proccss Variable Knowledge Discrimination Readilu Computation Peawninn

Shouts, becomes Angry, or

Scolds Class

Shouts, Becomes Angry, or Scolds

Individuals

Thlispers or Speaks rloftly to

Nearby Punils (at First)

Other (includes any method not

listed above)

C. Estimated

smmlEm

00 01 00 33

40 -30

1 * 02 02 01

20** 61** 22** 04

wimmiwmft 717
01 01 19* 03 01

of Students Paying Attention

13 16 47* -01 08 21

03* 05* 05*
Li. What Does the Teacher Do When a Child Doesn't Understand

-55 ** -22 -58* -41 -43
Stops What She's Doing, Explains

'2 Delays Chile then Explains Later

02 00 06 20

-66* 52** .L., -41 I 36 4 ../Zd \-1, 4'.'
...... .....r ......

\ de
i \ I / \/

I',31** 00 19* 14°

1)elays, but tnen Fails to Follow
-30 -20

Up

05 02 02 00 00



Table Conlinucgi.

Process. Variable

24 Asks Another Child to

Explain

25 Scolds Child for Not

Understandinq

?6 Encourages Child but Gives, no

Help

27 Refuses help ("You're on your

own.")

Sends Child To Aide or other

tdult

Other (includes any method not

Word Word Arithmetic Arilhmti
Knowledoe Discriminat)on Reading Computation Row,oninn

7 ee.6 1./1

17 18 13" 63

32** 41* 04* 13*

OU 02 22* 03

.....1......

1

708 -22

4-4-- -I--
04 02* 01 05 00

!I* -13

1

....4..... + + ....1.....

01 00 00 05 03

ND (ND NDI ND ND I ND ND 1 NU
ND ND ND ND NU

listed above.) ND 1 ND ND IND ND ND ND ND

NU ND ND ND

Teacher Goes to Child's Desk to Give Help, Doe n't Stay at esk

02

1
04 08

NU ND

01 05
F. What Teacher Does When Child St Reading in Reading Group

= ives :lordrd

01 00 02

Ni)

IS



Table 5, Continued.

rnotr Process Variable

32 Gives First Sound or Syllable

33 Child Starts Sentence or

Paragraph Over

Gives Context Clue or

Definition

35 Asks Another Child to Give Word

Gives Clue Unrelated to Sound

or Meaning ("It's one of our

new words.")

Tells Child to Skip, Go to Next

Other (includes any method

not listed above)

Word Word Arilhmotic Arithmetic
Knowledge Discrimination Reading Cormutation Re2aseninT

47I * 00 00 01 32**

18 22 ± 771
04* 00 23** 00 0!

77
-17 I-52*

n* 01 31* 15 25*

-14 -44* + -2 -61** ,-02 -56:1

40 00 18 23 26

-40 45* -10 46* 795* 35,

\ /
I 4".. ±

22* 00 II 01 07

ND ND ND ND ND
(ND

ND ND NO ND

ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 1

ND ND ND ND ND



(..)ntinued.

Word Word Arithmetic Aritl,meti

-.ber Vroces:. Variable, Knowledge Discrimination Peadino Ccmputation Raasonin9

I ',.. Preselects Pespondent before

;electron Respondents to question
.....1......

/ \

(. 45 -35

Asking )uestion 0 01 0 16* '..4

Calls on Non-Volunteer

Calls on Volunteer

Student Calls Out Answers

u. Difficulty Levei of Questions

Prgcess Questions/Process +

Product Questions

23 * 21* 00 31

-2 39 715 50", -55** 5b** -2:: A**

1 24 4 * 33** 23

55 -39

32 26** 01 05

01 01 10 0! 00

Product + Choice

63** -05 62** -03
Choice Questions/Process +

01 02 02 06 OC
C. Quality of Children's Answers

% Correct

i; Part-Correct

07 16

-40 760** -1 -53**

11

34 44*.

39** 08 07

22 41*

00 13** 30**

4/7
46**



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic A.-ithmetV

Preces: Knowledge Discrimination ReiJdirm Ccmputation Rt2aseninn

"Don't Know'.

!I No Response

71Fm/T 777/T
27** 26* 02

31** 03 48** 30** 33*

68* -21,

ArT. 71-171--
27* 24* 13 19** 28**

Teacher Reactions to Correct Answers

12 Praise

05 OU 06

17 Criticizinn For Calling Out

ND 1ND ND ND ND NU
ND ND ND

13 Failure to Give Feedback

IA rrocess Feedback

15 New ouestion

00 05

ND ND N0 AND

NU NO

00 + 71.17 71.7
31 39** 27** .1)161*

708138

7:17/

.-2 35 -07 47*

I5 02 35** 11* 21*

758* 32 749* -01 ,-71 12

17 01 11 01 00



Table 5, Continued.

mbcr Process Varial,10
L. Teacher kcat.tions to Part-Correct swers

Word Word
Knowledne Discrimination Readira

Praise

Criticism

19 Failure to give Feedback

Process reedback

1 Gives the Answer

Calls on .E.meone Ilse

'3 Another Student Calls Out

the Ansuer

4 Repeats, PL.:7.hrases, or Asks

New nuestion

Arithmetic
Computation

ND 110 110 JD ND ND ND 40

Ni) NO ND 14D

15 49* 20 I7 30 42 21

24** 17° 29** 20°

1.0 ND 110 NU ND ND

140 NI) ND

Arithmeti
oa-zininn

:JD

ND

+ +
i

IC 28 43 -04, ,53* 51*,

22 * 18* 39** 00 01

-04124

21 *

20* 05

51** 24** 04 03

20

44 24

27

18

20

22

51 31,

29** ,.rte**

717-
fx)*

22 46* 34*



r.Ler

Tabk: 5, Conlinued.

Process Variable
Word

Knowledge

;5 Repeats n,Jestion
50 -49':

/ \
39**

IC Rephrases or Gives Clue
-IQ

17 Asks ;Icw nuestion

6

1

Word Arithmetic Aritnmutic
Discrimination Readino Computation Nowwninn

15 42*

771'77

3 * 41* 43*

IG 41* 46** If)

. Teacher Reactions to Yrong Answers

'raise -60** -01 -13 16

+1 11)

10 03 17** 26* 05

t:riticism
-23 43* -00 43* 41

22* 01 51* 16* P

tc, Give reedhaek

11D 111) ND NI) Jii fa) :1) LJ
ieiJ

ND PJU 11U Ni

i'reccss Feedback
-39 43* (-) 4f;*

....1.....

\ / %i)

rziw.a. the Answer

24** 05 31** 03 00

717
......1......

75* 27

36** 39** 27* 12 11



er

TaL10 5, GoNtinued.

Process Variable

r r

Another Student Cut the

Answer

Repeat-,, Rephrases, or Asks

t:ew ^uPsticm

Repeats Ouestion

Rephrases or Gives Clue

Asks

Word Word Arithmetic Aithmetic
Knowledge Discrimination Readino Computation Recricnim

.i.m.
.4,441 20

\ /
Of 05 77*

-43*

+ 21* 30*

r

01

457

09

54*

01

-03 44 -;44,

0117** 00

-30 -30 -17 53 **

ND
0 2 * 21* 46*

03 04 0'

...1[.... 7:47,T .771.m.

00 00 17 00
lc 'ucctions to "1 Don't Know" or No Response

Criticis!1

Feedbac;:

04146*

05 OC 17*

ND ND

IlD

NL ND 1.1)

.1



;A:JR. 5, C)Gntinuod.

:Lc; r'rcces., Variatle

F.rswGr

cn :Ise

3 ir,c-tn,.:r *)(..dent Calls Out

Arsw...1-

14 Repeats, Rophrner), or Priks

1:ow ruast;on

) Qopeats 7uostion

rAV(..!S (:1 i(

i7 Asks ::ew ."uestion

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Knowledne Discrimination Re)idi Computation Ro_w,onimi-------..). ......

on nq r on
_

.i... H + + ....i....

00 1'. 0109 04

00

-57** -24 - '

32 18*

14 30,

24

16

Cl n7

37** 48** fL

-37 13

12* nr
;)(

l

*I

fi 1%.,

.....

06 16

39**

02 01

16 00

1.0 ND

;Zr 19* NU
. cilLiined across 11 Pesponse Onportunitie

Praise

02 01 02 72



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic A-itnmetic
- Process Varia5le Knowledge Discrimination Readino Computation Reasoninn

iiephrase, cr kew

:uestion after Failure to

Answer Correctly

Qepeats nue-,tion after Failure

to Answer Correctly

r;iyes the Answer after Failure.

to Answer Correctly

Calls cn Another Student after

Failure to Answer Correctly

Another Student Calls Out Answer

aftcr Failure to Answer

Cerrecy y

4-..") '1.171 ± .1+1
00 26** 25** 00 !0**

1

37 52**,

22 *

27**

1

05

03 -48**

12

0i1 55** 34 -i2 50**

02

01

54** 2l3

pin
13** 34**

25*

02 48"

00

4 38

//
23*

±
06

15 -50**

21'

-11 47*,

\
26*

36

/

-56**

24* 34**

29** 13*

05

00

04 7

.-4...- ...--1-.....

05 CJ4

1

-(4 -44* -31 -40

09 14*



Table 5, Continued.

Word

Process Verieile Knowledge,

I. :.tudent Qpp,-,rtunities

ftesponse OPportunities/Total

Teacnin;1 Tine 44**

J. Student Initiated nuestions (SIQ'

SIG's Irmlevant

9 SI:'s Called Out

0 ''raise of nuestion after

%10

uriticisn of Question after

Relevant SI°.

; Relevant SIQ's Delayed

I.

Relevant SIO's not Accepted

Relevant SIO's Civen Brief

Feedback

Word
Discrimination

25*

00 00

01 00

ND ND

ND

ND ND

No

ND ND

No

06

-24 -41*

08

ND ND

ND

ND ND

ND

NU /JD

ND

-22 44*

051

Arithmetic Arithmetic
Readirm Computation Roasoninr

-26 47** -34 54** -75 55**

-7r* 23**

00 05

0 00

ND ID ND

ND NC

ND ND ND NC

ND ND

ND ND

ND

or 00

00 06

±

05



Table 5, Continued.

Proces. Variatile

Relevant SIWs Given

Lonn Feedback

Relevant 31Q's Redirected

TO Class

:lehavioral r'raise of Relevant

SIQ

behavioral Criticism of

Relevant SIO

_ehavioral :earning after

'elevant 5 1r1

Criticism of OueGtion after

Irrelevant 510

Irrelevant SIO Given No

reedback

A " Irrelevant SIC) Delayed

Word Word Arithmetic Aritnriutir

Knowledne Discrimination Readino Cemputatien Pew.,(Jninfl

-56** II -44* 42 -45*

NU

ND

NO

ND

06 02 03

-78* -02

03 05 17** 04

NU ND ND NU ND NU

ND ND HD %id

ND ND ND NI) NU ND NU ND 1 ND

ND IID ND ND

1

ND ND

N

ND

N

ND HD ND

ND

ND

r

!,D

ND ND ND JD NDND ND

ND ND ND ND

+DND ND ND ND JD ND ND

ND ND ND ND

ND ND

ND ND

ND 1ND

ND

7+I)
ND

ND

ND ND ND ND



ber

Lible Lontiouud.

Process Variable

3 Irrelevant SIC) Given 3rief

Feedback

fi; Irrelevant SIO Given

Lon51; Feedback

Irrelevant S1() Not

Accepted

Irrelevant SIO Redirected

to Class

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Knowledge Discrimination Reading, Computation Reasoninc+ ++

13

ND IND ,ND ND W.; ;a) ND ND

Ni) ND NO

ND 'JD ND ND ND 4D

ND ND ND iiv

IL./

NL

.

Behavioral Criticism After

ND

ND

ND ND

ND

ND ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Irrelevant SIO
ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NI) NUI ND

ND NU Ni) ND ND

:;ehavioral aarning after

Irrelevant Sic) ND ND ND i4D tlij ND ND ND

ND ND ND Ni,

Student Initiated Public Interactions

Student Initiated comments and -07 -49**.

,,uestions/Total Response

Opportunities

L. S7udent IniTiated Comments (Sig'

SIC's Relevant

12** 02

1,

00

04 I -39* 23 -47:*
MIMS -.Mr 'and..

14 I G* 01;

.61-09 74* -22

04 16* 05



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Process Variable Knowled_ge Discrimination Reading. Computation Reasoning

1 Called Det

2 Praise cr Comment after

3

Relevant SIC

; Relevant SIC's r,iven No

Feedback

4 Relevant SIC's Delayed

5 Relevant SIC's Not Accepted

6 Relevant SIC's Accepted

7 Relevant S1C's Integrated

into ::iscussion Tonic

Relevant :Mich Ca4SC

.7.;t!ilt in Topic

:71.177

02 03 .31*

-33 57**

14

ND ND ND i JD ND 111) ND ND ND ND
Ii ND ND ND

w...Ift... ....1...

04 06 06 02 II

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NI; NZJ

up ND ND 110

1

01 -47**

21 31 * 00 27** 32"

- 3 -40

\ /
14 1;i' r-



Liblo WhIinui.d.

Word Word Arithmetic Aritnmetic
ter Process Variable Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Reasoning

!;' Behavioral Praise after

Relevant SIC's

)0 Behavioral Criticism after

Relevant SIC's

yI Aehavioral Warning after

?elevant SIC's

02 Praise of Comment after

h-relevant SIC's

Irrolevant'IC's nivc.n No

reodback

Irrelevant SIC' Dolayed

Irrelevant SIC's Not Accepted

Irrelevant ''.IC's Accepted

ND I ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND

ND 'ID ND I ND ND IND ND 1 ND tID

ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND NI) IIJD HD ND HD ND

ND ND ND ND ND

...17.....

:.:

06 08 04 22** i "J

.....1.... ...F

00 21 01 06

ND ND ND ND

ND ND

1

72* -22 71 -10

01 29**

-59 25

20*

ND ND ND ND i> ND

_CpA

`144,

01 30*

'10

00



Table 5, Continued.

cr Process Varie.le

Inte..,rated

ir.to Tr,pic

.13

irrelevant SIC', alich

"ruse a shift in Tonic

d

Word Word
Knowledne Discrimination Peadinn

04 15

71. ±
05

,.,fter Irrelevant ;;IC's

01 20

Ahavi(xal .;:arrir.r. after

I r le IC

0 23

". Self and ;pinion Questions

Self nue,tirms/Process + Product +

Choice -uestions

Sci.f -uc,tions

17.,bjec---atter ,Thiated

Self rqicstions ;'elated to

°crsonal Preference

Opinion ^uestions/rrocess

Product + Choice Questions

-80* ;;

Arithmetic
Computation

-85* -V,

DI 17*

00 24*

01 01

03 01

-34 -39*

04 13**

Arithmetic
11.!aseninn

.
_.

ND ND

ND

Ti:7
30** 38**

ND ND ND 1 ND ND PiD ND I ND .:.; I ND
ND ND rit !JD NI)

ND f ND ND I ND ND ND NO 110ND ND

07 28

NU

± H-
10 00 01



140e- 7-roccss Variable

1:5 Opinion Ouestions given

No Feedback

1Ja ;; Opinion ':uesticns Followed

bar Praise

107 Opinion (4ity.tions Followed

by Teacher Disagreement

108 % Student Opinions Accepted

109 % Student Opinions Intehrated

info Discussion Topic

N. Private Dyadic Contacts

is Private Contacts Student

Initiated

II Student Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Praise

1: Student Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Criticism

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmeti

Knowledne Discrimination Readino Computation Reasoniu

ND ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND.,

ND ND

ND

ND ND ND ND 11D f ND ND J 411.?

ND ND ND

1 I,

NN ND

ND ND IID ND ND ND ND I NO NI) 1 ND

N ND NO ND

NO ND (10 ND . 110 11D ND 110 NDI NO
ND ND ND lib 14D

I

ND 11D ND ND ND ND ND I ND IIDJ ND

ND ND ND

01 22* 00 07

* +I
-49* 05

31 * 27 02 00

...-1...

01 00 05 03

19*
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Table 5, Continued.

Process Variable
Word Word

Knowledge Discrimination

% of Private Work Contacts

Student Initiated

01 00

14 '; Student Initiated Contacts

Delayed

00

15 r Student Initiated Contacts

riven Brief Feedback

rt: Student Initiated Contacts

04 00

Given Long Feedback
41 -47**

17 5 Student Initiated Contacts

:nvoiving Personal Concerns

16 Student Initiated Requests

lrantec

19 r Student Initiated Requests

Delayed

0 :', Student Initiated Requests

74ot Granted

Arithmetic Aritnmetic
Readim Computation Reasoning

711.7.;
24* r.)5 12

30*

1 51

77 717-

7

30** 23* 2:**

:!** -2C

02 26** 00 00 02

4.m.

-06 -467* -04 -65** -06 -C3** 782* -57*

N \
I14 * 09 40** 25* 30**

02151*,

11* 20*

03

i4

1

-05 52** 271 48*,

09 2',"

f5 49** 54 -58°

05 02 07 22**± *.
05 05 03 22* 01



Table 5, Lonlinue0.

Prc.)ces,.. Variable

Private .:ork. Contacts/Private

.iork Contacts + Public

Response Opportunities

r,rocedural Contacts/Procedural

Contacts + Response Opportunities

Word Word . Arithmetic Arithmetic
Knowledge Discrimination Readial Computation Roasoninn

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts/

Teacher Initiated Work +

Procedure Contacts

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Praise

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Mere Observation

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involvinr Brief Feedback

Teac!,er initiated Pork Contacts

involving Long Feedback

% Teacher Initiated Procedural

Contacts Which Were !lanagement

kequests

23

-15 -40*

13

-17 -34,

7074T
12** 36**

250* 21* 02

39 -43*

18** CC

15* 00 02 00 06

-35 -33 06

k,
04 00 18* 31* 02

717, ±
02 22** 06 02 05± ....1....

00 00 02 01 00

-26 43* 38 1-51** 31-6370 G6 -41 *

00 24* 30* 46*

35* 06

13 1 r 42*

170* 25* 12°



Table 5, Continued.

4r rroce:..s Idri.e,1(;

r Tr.,.10,.r %tudent frJr

31

7,2

.Joinj a Favor Request

Word Word Arithmc is Arittiritic

KAOWly.aa Discriminatinn ReadiTil CGmputation

/ 171b
25** 0I 19*

Teacher Thanks :student 52* -47
moms

15 -4'.:* -- -Vi**

Pollowing a i/anagement Request / \ / \ N \

Academic Criticisn iel tal i/

2.)** 01 23** *.^.
d. ,4

f::. Combined Teacher Evaluation Statements

Acaw:mic Praise/Academic Praise + -53* 23 1

Lehavinral rraise/Total

^Aontacts

fichavinral :!arnings/Behavioral

01

04 37

Warnings + 'oehavioral Criticism

09

Discipline and Control Errors

fliseinline Contacts lnvelvinn

ne or "ere Errer
06

Target Errors/Total Errors

02

Timing Errors /Total Errors

00

35] 37

12**

02

31** i2

02 17* ,

Izr 4-:*

01 05

J.

05 05

± 717 ±
00 37* 03

-89* -49 umm.1.....

05 13 Y;** 03



Table Continued.

ter Process Variatle
Word Word Arithmetic Aritnmetic

Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation R2ascning

i3

rverrcactisns/Total -04 1 48

Errors

Nonverbal Control Contacts/

15*

Total 1..:nnrs1 Contacts

Teacher Feedback Data
,10

13 :icpcot/epeat + %phrase + -14 -67**

!:cw

1*

14- :.ear;:sc/r..'cneat + Rephrase +

ew

42*

141 1rief rceeback/rxiof + Lonq

Feedback

1

21 57* 07 58°

22" 25** 14

7fi 56

01

-50 50** -55 -41,* 13 -5C**

24** 3')**

31 40 45 45°,

14* 37** 01 1r)

/ \
44"

- 1* -44 45*

1i.... 41 ..il..



T4Ule 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
er Process Variable Knowledge Discrimination aatdia Commutation Rea5oninr;

A. Selectinn-Paspondents to 'Alestion

...i...; Preselects Respondent before

Asking Question
0

Catls on Non-Volunteer

Calls on Volunteer

Student Calls Out Answers

S. Difficulty Level of Questions

Process Questions /Process +

Product + Choice

Choice Questions/Process +

Product + Choice

C. Quality of Children's Answers

Correct

% Part-Correct

S*.
01 16* 09

01 01 01 00

00 00 00 27* 01

mina um.* ± 717
01 02 00 18** 29**

-713 I I

03 00 15* 03 00

1.9

mdmomm. 10 -43

02 19* 01 00

00 01 00 00 24*

a4msw ± ITIT

00 04 01 24* 03



Tatle 5, Continued.

er Process Veriatle

"Don't Know'.

1 No Response

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Knowledge Discrimination Reading ComLutation Reasoning

awl.... ...IF..

110 00 01 05 01

:71.2. .4.. .ft.I....

02 01 32* 06 1/4:1

00 00 02 03

D. Teacher Reactions to Correct Answers

Praise

Criticizing For Calling Out

3 Failure to live Feedback

4 nrocess Feedback

5 New Question

....1....
_,/* -03.

00 01 01 00 01

-48* -13 +
05 03 01 03 01

.....1....

03 03 00 03 01

-05 50** -19 50** 39

23 02 24** 02 . 13*

....1....

01 00 00 04 00



Table S. Conlinued.

ti

De- Drocess Variable
Word Word

Knowledge Discrimination

Teacher Reactions to Part-Correct nswers

6 praise

8 Criticism

9 Failure to Give Feedback

0 Process Feedback

1 Gives the Answer

2 Calls on Someone Else

3 Another Student Calls Out

The Answer

4 Peneats, Rephrases, or Asks

rew rNestion

Arithmetic Aritnmetic
Roadila Computation Reasoning

ND ND ND ND III) ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND

ND

ND

ND ND

ND

NDND 110 J ND

ND

760 -484*

J

11D

ND

-91**

08

ND

-23

0 00 06 30**

61* 54** 36 34 -22 52 **

31 * 14* 17** 01 10

+ 74i:7 717 71-C--
0 00 28** 22** 28**

00 01 01 05 09

-45 -447 -39 49* -65** -91" -40

1

16** 01 18** 41** 15**

06

-29 -46* -54* 42 :24 -50*,

I 7 " 20** 17



TaUle 5, Continued.

Process Variable

Repeats nue7,tion

7.ephrases or rives Clue

Asks New question

Word
Knowledat Discrimination Readim Computation Rea,,oninq

I

752* -49: -7.4 66** -57 -67**

\ / \
-W** -58**

26* 04

Word Arithmetic Arithmetic

400* 40** 29**±
0 40** 06 03 03

641 -1 I

0 0 0 01 04

F. Teacher Reactions to Wrong Answers

r'raise

Criticism

Failure to Give Feedback

Process Feedback

Gives The Answer

00

-27 44*

16 *

00 05 00 00

00

-17 49* 34 -65* -12 -40,

17** 31* 15*

01 03 02 01 00

19* 00 35** 11* 07

MME

48 23

717 CI./

717
38** 42** 23* 26** 46**



Table 5, Continued.

process Variable
Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic,

Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Reascninn

:ails r,o-eone E/se

Anether Student Calls Out the

Answer

01 30** 01 09 04

Repeats, Rephrases, or Asks

New Guest ion + 00 0l

Repeats Question

0 0! 00 12* 26*

Rephrases or CIves Clue

00 00 01 02 00

Asks New '-Westion

Teacher Reactions to

Criticism

Failure to Give Feedback

02 01 07 14* 01

Don't Know" or No Responss

-30 -44*

11

-22 -49* 33 -64**

ND ND ND ND ND ND HD IHJ ;ID ND

NII ND ND ND NI)



Table 5, Continued.

,er Process Variable

I r.ivr:s the Answer

2 Calls on Someone Else

3 Anothr Studont Calls Out

the Answer

4 reneats, Rephrases, or Asks

jew Oucstion

5 Repeats Cuestion

6 Pephrases nr (=Ives Clue

7

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic:
Knowledge Discrimination Reediu ComputnTion Reo,x.ning

ami......

0. 04 00

20*

01

-CJI -47*

785* 11 I. /1

4... .1....

22* 07 f)1 0:

67r'* 17

-I- -1-
00 00 08 05 03

wmimm. 64* 07 ± + m..]....
0 18* 01 02

1

a

1±M ± i M
00 01 0Z 03 05

717 717 4) ,77-
20 47** 22* 16* 25*

Asks i;ew Ouestion
571-17 63 ** 18

I
00

H. Teacher Reactions Combined Across II

Praise

01

10*

Response

02 01

22* 00 01

1 I

00

03



;.,1,1c 5, Cc.,1inued.

Procer;s Variable

9 Failure to Give Feedback

0 Process reedhack

1 New Question

2 Repeat, Rephrase, or New

Question after Failure to

Answer Correctly

3 repeats nuest ion after Failure

tc, Answer Correctly

Gives the Answer after Failure

to C.nswer Correctly

Calls or, ;,.nother Student after

Failure to Answer Correctly

Another Student Calls Out Answer

after Failure to Answer

Correctly

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Knowlels Discrimination Reudi Computation Reasonicm_

02

11*

01

02 00 02 01

+3.
181 47* 59**125

02 17** 11* 13

00 00 03 00

+ + ..fm..

10* 05 08

1

-5C** -11

1

01 01 02 10*

717
17* 01 00 00

03 00 20* 15*

01

-83** -19.

06

04

00

47 * 21 ±
28** 05 02 02



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic

Proce:: VzJriable Knowledge Discrimination Readial CorTutation Rea:onim_
I. r,tudra%t l'(.:4)(4-,(: '44.,,,rtunitios

(1 + 717
-08 42*

gesporso Thportunities/Total

V
Teaching Tine 2 ** 00 26**

J. Student Initiated questions

r S1Q's Irrelevant ......1.....

ND
01 01 05 13* 03

5 SIQls Cailcd Out

Praise of Ouestion after

Relevant SIO

2

+
fm.

riD

2 0 0

ND

ND

NO ND

ND

ND ND ND

ND

ND

ND

ND INDI ND

ND

Criticism of Ouestion after

Relevant SIO

% Relevant 510's Delayed

ND ND

ND

ND

ND

ND ND i ND ND

ND ND

ND ND ND

ND

21

Relevant SIG's Not Accepted

`."., Relevant SIQ's Given Brief

Feedback

05 04 27* I7* 00

ND i ND ND ND ND ND ND tID ND I ND
ND ND ND ND ND

7Ck
02 03 02 22* 0;



Table 5, Continued.

be Process Variable

Pelevant rivcri

Lon Feedback

Relevant S10's Redirected

To Class

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Knowledoe Discrimination Reading Computation Reasoning

24* 11 10 03

ND ND

ND

04 00 01 04 ND

Behavioral Praise of Relevant

S1Q

Bghavioral Griticism of

ND

NO

NDND

ND

ND ND

ND

ND 11D NO

ND

ND

ND

ND

Relevant SIO
ND NU NU ND ND ND ND ND ND !JD

ND ND ND ND ND

Behavioral Warning after

Relevant SIC)
ND f ND ND ND ND j ND ND ND ND ND

ND NI) ND ND ND

Criticism of Ouestion after
/

Irrelevant SIO
NDI ND ND NO ND ND ND i ND NDI NO

IrrelevantIp SIO Given No

Feedback

Irrelevant SIC) Delayed

ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NU NI) I ND

ND 11D ND ND ND

ND JND ND ND ND I ND ND :JD NDi ND

ND ND ND ND



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic hrithmuti

1,'.r Proce%., Veri:Me Knowledge Dit.crimination Needing Computation Rew.r)ninf-

irre li:vqnt :ID '_iven 1:rief

Fcedbac'

4 Irrelevant SIO Given

Long Feedback

5 ; Irrelevant SIO Not

Accepted

"6 Irrelevant SIO Redirected

to Class

7 Uehavioral Criticism After

Irrelevant SIP

Behavioral .arning After

Irrelevant SIO

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND +H) tali

ND ND ND ND NU

ND 'NU ND ND

ND ND

ND ND ND 14il :;C

ND ND NU

ND JND ND ND NO ND NDI ND ND ND
140 ND ND ND ND -

ND ND ND ND NI) ND TID ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND NO ND ND ND ND ND WIND
ND ND rID ND lID

ND ND ND 110 ND ND ND ND Ni;

ND
K. Student Initiated Public Interactions

student Initiated comments and
Cuestiens/Total Response
Opportunities

SIC's Relevant

d7
21

ND ND ND

00 07 01 03

\4

23* 03 06 04
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Table 5, Ccinlinued.

Process Variable
Word Word

Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Reasoning

+ ± +
Arithmetic A.-ithnutic

S1C's Galled out

Praise cr Comment after
Relevant SIC

-21 -33
mmili....

08

7 c***

J1 *

:47
2 * 26**

3 % Relevant
Feedback

raven No

4 % Relevant SIC's Delayed

5 % Relevant SIC's Not Accepted

C Relevant ',1C's Accepted

7 % Relevant SIC's Integrated
into Discussion Topic

04 06

-03 -37

20* 00

+- +
02 00 07 00 00

1. + * 1.77
28 * 02 29** 20** 21*

+- +
03 06 05

01 01 15

00 00 10

Relevant SIC's ihich Cause

Shift in Topic

-091-40*,

E.

:

01 03 01

05 04

m....1....
-51 -587*

"'

06 34**

01 03

541-09

03 01



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
ber Process Variable Knowledge Discrimination Heading Commutation Reasoning

r'rai,se after

relevant
ND NO

ND

0 behavioral Criticism after

16 -45*
*Zelevant 7)I(;'s

'Jehr.vioral arninn after

Rlevant ',1r;'!;

2 Praise of Comment after

Irrelevant SIC's

3 A Irrelevant SIC's Given No

Feedback

4 Irrelevant SIC's Delayed

lrrelevant SIC's Not Accepted

6 Irrelevant SIC's feccepted

20*

ND ND

ND

00

ND HD ND flu

NO ND

32 -48** 39 1 .4,5"

/
28** 33**

-41

ND

40**

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NO
ND ND ND ND

ND 1 ND ND I ND ND I ND ND 1 ND ND 1 ND

ND ND ND ND ND

00 02 07 00 01

ND ND ND JND

ND ND

12

27137

ND NO NI) ND

ND NO

*

14* 30**

ND

I.:, ND

13 rg)

03

71.
03 05



Table 5, Continued.

Word
Knowledge

07 r I rili-r.rt,;,1

Iwtc. ;ic

..cruse a Shift in Topic

-fir, .(j(), X

39**

ND ND

i*v Len3vioral

ND

after IrrclevrInt :IC's

26 -51*

24*

00 ''cn471viorf Warning after

Irrelevant '..;1C's

ND ND

Self and Cninion nuestions

Se 1' "er.sticns/Process + Product +

Choicc '11.4Gstions

02 '.: Self 4";uestions :hicn Were

Subject-'tat l-er Polted

03 % Self f:uestions cielated to

Personal Preference

-)14 Cpinion r)uestions/Proces'3 +

product + Choice nuetfons

Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Discrimination Head...Lau Commutation kt.a.onino

04 19* 25**

ND iJD

lID

01

D ND

67 -60** 29 -66**

/ \ /
40**

f:D I ND

41** 1:1)

ND ND ND ND ND NU ND ND

ND ND 111) NO '1D

01 27* 01 03

ND ND ND 11D ND ND 14D ND ND ND

tiO ND NO

ND INJD ND ND ND NI) ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND N:

07

-48* -58** -34 -43*

ND ND

33* 13*K 05 ND



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
ber Process Variable Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation R(lasoning

',uestions l'Aver,

06

07

Nn reec:back
ND AID ND ND ND ND ND ND ND J ND

ND ND ND ND NU

Opinion Ouestions Followed

by Praise

'; Opinion Ouestions Followed

ND

ND

NDND

ND

ND ND

ND:

ND ND

UD

ND

by Teacher Disagreement

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND. ND
ND 110

0
;1! Student Opinions Accepted

+DND ND ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND. ND ND

09 t; Student Opinions Integrated

into Discussion Topic

N. Private Dyadic Contacts

10 Private Contacts Student

initiated

II Student Initiated .fork Contacts

Involving Praise

12 Student Initiated Mork Contacts

Involving Criticism

111) ND

ND

ND ND ND g ND ND NO ND ND ND JND

ND NU ND ND ND

04

....1..... -01 46** 40 26

/
00 23' 10° C4

02 00 00 06 00

7[7 :4:7
01 00 02 17* 18*



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
ber Proccs Variable Knowledge Discrimination Readiaa CmTutation Now.oninn

13 : of 'riinte rk tAntacts

-.tuCc:rt Initiated

14 ": Student Initiated Contacts

Delayed

15 Student Initiated Contacts

16

iven ..;riet Feedback

Student Initiated Contacts

riven Long Feedback

7 Student Initiated Contacts

Invoivinr Personal Concerns

8 N Student Initiated Requests

9

nranted

Student Initiated Requests

Delayed

0 Student Initiated Requests

Not Granted

;71.1.1;;7 ;711F-J)
00 00 28** 24*

00 06 09 01

0I

00 00

00 00

03 02

+I31 02

01

35 -38

18*

32*

-48* 04 ...mi.m. ...1.... +
i

01 01 00 01 07

t)7k ± L± U n all
30 01 42** 31** 33*

08 0;

00 04

19** 01

26** 20*



Table 5, Continued.

Ler Process Variable

121 Private Work Contact ; /Private

Work Contacts + Public

Response Opportunities

Procedural Contacts/Procedural

Contacts + Response Opportunities

Word Word Arithmetic Arithrleti
KnowledDe Discrimination heading Computation Reasnminq

01 01 05 02 06

m.mmk.

00 01 01 00 7)5

23 Teacher Initiated Work Contacts/

Teacher Initiated Work +

Procedure Contacts 1

00

24

2,

27

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Praise

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Mere Observation

Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involvinn 3rief Feedback

Teacner Initiated Work Contacts

Involving Lorin Feedback

Teacher Initiated Procedural

Contacts Which Were Management

Pecuests

00 01 00 01

17

717
-48**

7H -c"
26 .* 01 23** 30* 04

71+1: 4-71-81-7
33**

-13 -38

1

' l 717:-
20** 41**

-02 -41

26

36 -50"

00

±
10*

22 -51**

32**

-1' -657

\ \

-717
24*

-41 -50**

11* 00 20* 25** 25"

01 00 00 00 04



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arilhmetic A?ithrwti
Process larioble Knowledge Uiscrimination Readiria Computation 1,.3.c nine;-------

rnaf.hr Thank% ;tudnnt for

'.,oinn a Pavor Renuest

130 . Teacher Thanks Student

Following a Management Request

m..I.... ....1...

02 00

05 02
0. Combined Teacher Evaluation Statements

131 Acacemic Praise/ACademic Praise +

Academic Criticism L

132 ,:ehavioral Praise/Total Behavioral

Contacts

133 E:;eravi,-,ral ':;arnincs/Behavioral

134

00 02

22** 24**

00

L

47- n
47**. 27** 25**

753* 07 -64** 09
.../

00 00 00 II* 00

±.;arnin(3s + Behavioral Criticism

P. Discipline and Contra) Errors

Discipline Contacts Involving

Cr or yore Error

35 Tirret Frror,-,/Total Errors

3( Timinf-: Errors/Total Errors

±
00 00 04 06 0?

I 00.

03 00 05 00

00 25* 01 02 00

-01

00 0 04



T,Jble 5, Continued.

Iber Process Variable

Nerrei:r:tions/Total

Errors

31! 7:onvert,a1 rs.ontral Contacts/

Total -,ontrcl Contacts

Word Word Arithmetic Arlthmuti
Knowledge Discrimination Reagial Computation Reasoninn

12

n. Combined Teacher Feedback Data

PencatPcpeat - Rephrase +

!!ew Question

40 Rephrasc/Pepeat + Rephrase +

New Question

41 Brief Feedback/Brief + Long

Feedback

06

06 -57*

14* 11 OC 7,C*

-301-35,

16* 01 00 00

03 03

7,1-7 747
17 37 *

01 02 04

18* 00 00

01 06 09



Table 5, Continued.

Word
ber Process Variable Knowledas Discrimination Reading Computation Reasoninll

A. Selecting Respondents to Questions
-63**

"roselects Pr!spondent Before

?skin- rwestion 34*

Word Arithmetic Arithmetic

Calls on 1,on-Volunteer

Calls on Volunteer

Student Calls Out Answers

3. Difficulty Level of Ouestions

Process )uestions /Process +

Product + Choice

Choice 2uestions/Process +

croduct + Choice

C. Ouality of Children's Answers

Correct

Part-Correct

05

00 0,

a...1.m. 04 44*

37** 11*

18 23*

55** 04

03 05

01 04

0I

04 -61**

27* 50**

01 02

49** 41**

00 00

00 04

011

)+)
47**

02

36**

00

00

I -60** 32 4;1* 35

/
02

35 -39

20**

40 31 90** 39

/
18*

\ 1-/ \
12*

/
IL*

\

+.de. 7.7k7

01 31* 00 19*



Table 5, Continued.

ber Process Variable

9 "Don't Know"

1 N No PesDonse

2

'lord

Knowledge
Word Arithmetic Arithm:fic

Discrimination Readlla Computation R(!asoning

±
01 00

01 01

D. Teacher Reactions to Correct Answers

Praise

7 Criticizinn for Crdlin Out

3 Failure to Give Feedback

4 Prccess Feedback

5 ;ew Ouestion

-60* 36

01 22**

01 OC

00 03

04 00

4 * *

±
00

OF

ND ND ND ND ND ND !ID ND ND ND

ND ND . ND iU

00 01 25* 00 09

±
03 00 05 04 07

ammimmow
35 -48* 59** -26 U** -25

00 00 24** 18** 01



Table 5, Continued.

ber Process Variable
Word Word

Knowledge Discrimination

7rcher 7r;:lctlons tr, Part-Correct nswars

ND ND ND ND
ND ND

3 Criticism

Failure to Feedback

0 Process Feedback

I Gives the Answer

2 Calls on Someone Else

Another Student Calls Out

The Answer

Repeats, Rephrases, or Asks

New Question

ND I ND ND 1 ND

ND ND

Arithmetic Arithmetic
Reading Computation R9asoninq

.

ND 110 III) ND 11 iL

ND ND

4 4......

11U NO ND ;41)

NU ND

ND ND ND 110 ND ND ND ND la)

ND Ito Ni)

-44 45*, :52* 237+.
MD ND

#

22** 00 NL00 01

-47 46 -50 59**

13 35*

03 00

-35 607 -35 -46*

27** 13*

02 34**

T47 42
1

NO

12* 00 01

vv
01 19*1 ,37 -567*

28* 28**

32*



Table- 5, a-tit nud0-.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithme11
r Procr:,-, Variable Knowledge Discrimination Pe:Idinti Corau ta t i on Pr.,-1 .( ,-n i nn

: :_:;.r.;%; t -, ur:'; t i r.r,

Rephrases or Gives Clue

f.sks New Question

± 7/7" + ....1...

01 25* 06 01 21

, 1 , swwww.rwim. 58* -21

02 00 00

F. Teacher Reactions to Wrong Answers

Praise

Criticism

Failure to Give Feedback

07

ND ND ND

ND ND

ND

33

00

-58** 16 -497

Pll)

20* 1431**

ND NU ND i ND ND I ND

ND ND ND

-± +
00 04 00 07 01

ND JD ND J 11D ND ND ND i ND NI) ND

ND NU ND ND NE1

Process Feedback

DI 00 34"

Gives the Answer

05 07 3TJ**

01 12

13* o.



Table 5, Continued.

Process Variable

cn :omeone Else

AncTner Student Calls Out the

Answer

Repeats, Pephrases, or Asks

';cw Ouestion

Repeats Question

Pephrases or Gives Clue

Asks New Question

Word Word Arithmetic Arittimetic

Knowledge Discrimination Eacim Computation P,:asc,ninn

09

28 41 -41 39

/
17* 2l* 01

-11,, 00

01 08 01 03 JO

+. ....1....

00 0, 01 02

09 -40 smdmimw :021-47*

.112.17 e""+"nwP
15* 01 23* 30** 01

5**1
00 18* 02 07

01 00 G2 03 01,,,w

Teacher Reactions to "1 Don't Know" or No Resp nser, .

ND ND ND ND ND NU ND t D ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND

F 6ailure to Five Feedback
1 60** 1 1

08 07 05 Ok ';-:)

Criticism



td, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmuli

I Process Variable lKnowledge Discrimination Reedim Computation Rea,c,nin,-;
.L.......

41111iimm MOMnimMem ± +.1 '.ivos 'ne Answer
54* 19

04 02 07 02 0::

Calls on Someone Else

3 Another Student Calls Out

the Answer

4 Repeats, Rephrases, or Asks

New Ouestion

5 Repeats Ouestion

6 Renhrases or Gives Clue

7 Asks New Question

25* 01 05 01 .L51"

39** 00 29** 32** 5:**

00 00 08 00 ()

-pi** -34 -56* 10 -90' 10

03 08 16" 09 01

00 30* 25** 03

Teacher Reactions Combines Acros24A11 RespontalpportunitY3s

Praise

06 08

01 CI 04 00 02
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Table: 5, Continued.

Process Variable
Word

(howiodqe

9 Failure to Give Feedback

00

,0 r'rocess Feedback

02

1 7.ew '",luestion

01

;2 Repeat, Rephrase, or New

Question after Failure to

Answer Correctly
03

Repeats Question after Failure

to An.swer Correctly

02

54 Fives tne Answer after Failure

tc Pnswer Correctly

-41 40

17f*

55 Cells on Another Student after
-2 55*

Failure to Answer Correctly

2

Another Student Calls Out Answer

after failure to Answer

Correctly 21

Word
Discrimination Roadill

Arithmotic Arithmetic
Computation Reasoning

00 06 01

01 07 03

00

03

34 52** 594 -31 63"

27** 29* r)2

I17 -44: 6,1" 07,

08 02 02

-46* -25

717
07 12* 15* 00

-24 37

16* 01

.mwelmwm. -7" 517

03 30**

-61** 09

05

01

7744 17,

00

4... -71**
28

01 00

01 25** 00



Tabl(' 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Ari!liretic
per Procebs Variable Knowledne Discrimination Reedim Computation RL.aboninn

......_ .....,._

1. ',Iuder.t aeymnse Opportunities

Rcsponse C::)ortunities/Total ± ± ± +leacninr, Tire
02 02 01 01 S

J. Student Initiated Ouestions ISIQ'

SIO's Irrelevant

SlrYs Called Out

Rraise of Question after

Relevant SIO

Criticism of Question after

PeleVant SID

Pelevant SIO's Delayed

Rolevant SIO's !:ot Accepted

56123

0. 02 43w 14' 20

illJ

01 01 03 . 04 011

ND ND ND NO NO ND ND T.D ND ND

ND ND ND ND NN

ND ND

ND

14D ND ND ND ilD

140 NE)

07 09 00

I I

-41 -627*

00 ND

61* -65** -Cr,:

./ :\ ND

24** 08 05 42** 16

Relevant S10's Given Brief 40 60** 52 687 40 77** 32 66** 66**

F.aedeack
rip

25** 34** 51** 27** 37**



-ta 5, Con inuud.

;ter Process Variable

Relevant 510's Given

Lone Feedback

6 Pelev,.:nr SIO's Redirected

To Class

.)ehavioral -)raise of Relevant

..!.chavioral criticism of

Re levant C

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic'
Krilowledpe Discrimination Readj Computation R.aa-,crs i hr:

18 -47*

36* 53** 5 * 19*

---1-- -4-ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ;:: '4L.,

ND ND ND ND NI)

ND ND

ND

ND ND

ND

N l ND

ND
ND1 ND tg.:

ND

11 ND ND ND ND, 111) 11D1 ND

ND !ID ND ND

liehavicral zirninr, after

Relevant 510

ND ND N ND ND ND ND 1711 ND

NO ND . ND NO 17U

Criticism of Guestion after

Irrelevant SIQ
ND ND IIDj NO ND ND ND ND %`) C ND

ND ND ND ND 7447

Irrelevant 511 (liven No

Feedback

Irrelevant SID Dalayed

ND j t1D 110 ;140 ND ND ND NI) ; 1N

ND 11D ND Ni.) ;Ji)

ND ND ND ND ND 114) ND Nt) ND

ND ND ND ND



Table 5, Continued.

ber Process Variable

Word
Knowledge

Word
Discrimination Reading

Arithmetic
Computation

Arithmetic
Reasoning

'7 Irro1r;w:rt ;IQ (*Avon brief

FiaCdCK ND ND ND ND t1D 11D ND ND ;.L 14!:

r;, Irrelevant SIC Given

ND ND fro ND

Lonn Feedback
ND ND ND ND ND JD ND ND N.) '`11

5 5 Irrelevant SIO Not

Accepted

Irrel-.!vant 510 Redirected

ND ND 11U .11

+ND ND ND ND ND ND ND liD :;D Ni)

ND ND ND ND N.

To Class
ND tJD ND ND 110 JD ND ND ;;D NU

oenavioral Criticism After

ND 111)

Irrelevant 510
ND NO ND IND ND 140 ND I ND ND IND

ND ND ND ND NU

c;ehavioral 4arninn after

Irrelevant SIO tID ND NDJ ND ND NU ND I ND ND ND

ND NO ND NI)

K. Student Initiated Public Interacti ns

Student Initiated Cements and

ruestions/Total Response
31

±
01 00 00 fll

Oppertun (ties

t. Student Initiated Comments (SI

HurSIC's I?elevant

00 03 00 00 01



Table 5, Continued.

Word Word Arithmetic Arithmetic
Procc;s7. ......41Cnolmlim Discrimination fteadlra Com2tetion 1?2a7,0ninq

1 7 Call,:d Out

2 Praise or Comment after

Relevant SIC

3 c: Relevant S1C's Given No

Feedback

4 N Relevant SIC's Delayed

5

6

3

771....

0 2 ± 02 08

* 03 05 27** 06

4. 4.,
00 02 00 02

74:7" ND ND

53** 04 33** ND

44 39 57 777

13

N Relevant SIC's Not Accepted

01

% Relevant SIC's Accepted

04

.Relevant SIC's Integrated

into DIscussion Topic

65**

10

% Relevant SIC's Which Cause

A Shift in Topic

04

51 32,

00 .

04

23

05

07

12*

471.17.

06

25* 20

00 00

17* 07

rJD

410g



TL is 5, Continued.

Process Variable

Behavioral nraise after

i?olevant SIC's

ochavioral Criticism after

Relevant SIC's

dehavioral Warning after

Relevant SIC's

Praise of Comment after

Irrelevant SIC's

Irrelevant Slc's Given No

Feedback

Irrelevant SIC's Delayed

Irrelevant SIC's Not Accepted

;I, Irrelevant SIC's Accepted

Word
Knowledge

Word
Discrimination (teat=

Arithmetic
Computation

NDI

Arithmet
Reasonin

ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND NU

ND ND ND ND

-46f48*. 47

'.D

23** 06 02 24 *K 32**

ND ND ND ND NO ND ND HD NL

ND ND . ND ND ND

ND I ND ND 1 ND ND 1 lID ND 1 ND iD ND

ND ND ND ND ND

56 -59,

/ \
36**

-39 62 -32 -86**

37* 61**

ma+ 017+.
ND ND

Oi 12 02 04 ND

/
73*

-54,1 88", .......1.... ...1....

\ / I
Ni)

53** 65** 04 17 06

ki to 77 t1 l# L. k., ND ki

54** 55** 65* 37* 66**



Taule Conlinut:d.

:..er Process Variable

irrelevant SIC's Integrated

into "Jiscussion Topic

8 Irrelevant SIC's Which

Cause a Shift in Topic

9 1.:ehavioral Criticism

after Irrelevant SIC's

00 Behavioral Warning After

0I

02

Irrelevant SIC's

Word Word Arithmetic Alittinvti(
Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation Rvoonion

ND I ND ND ND ND ND ND NC NP ND

ND ND ND ND

'4. Self and Opinion Questions

Self Questions/Process + Product +

Choice Questions

Self Questions Which Were

Subject-Matter Related

03 % Self Questions Related to

Personal Preference

04 Opinion Questions/Process +

Product + Choice Questions

ND ND ND ND ND J ND ND J ND lb

ND ND ND ND ND

01 12 02 04 NI,

ND ND ND ND 110 ND ND ND ND ND

ND ND ND

I 37** 01 00 01

ND ND ND J NU NDI ND NDl ND ND ND

ND ND ND ND ND

+ND ND ND ND ND ND Ij0 ND ND ND

ND ND NI) ND±±±±
02 02 '03 05 ".3



Tabre 5, Continued.

ber Process Variable

Opinion Ouestions

No Feedback

% Opinion Ouestions Followed

'raise

67 ; Opinion Duestions Followed

by Teacher Disagreement

08 Student Opinions Accepted

0 Student Opinions Integrated

into Discussion Topic

Private Dyadic Contacts

Private Contacts Student

Initiated

II Student initiated '..7ork Contacts

Involving Praise

2 ',tudcnt Initiated :fork Contacts

involving Criticism

Word
Knowledge

-08 -61*

34*

ND ND

ND

00

05

04

7/738 *

-28 4eil

Word
Discrimination Reading

Arithmetic
Computation

17 -59* 44 -78**

02 26* :I**

ND ND ND ND ND' ND

ND ND Ni)

00

15

01

63**

ArilhrJ.ti

Pca,cnin:

717
ND

20 53

NUND

21* 13 ND

-59 -47

NO

24** 07 II

69* -30

Nu

35

07

I

17* 00

09 17*

07

33 I* -24 66*

/1 \
24** 39**

HU f)



TaCle Co-ht i nued.

Word Word Arithmetic ",rillimei,

ber Procc;:-.. Variable Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation f.ca.,oninr:

14 7-`!;:1-nt Iriti:Ited Contacts

St....dont Initiated Contacts

reedhack

6 r:tudent Irltiatcd Contacts

(ivcn Lonn Feedback

17 4' Student Initiated Contacts

InvoIvin^ Personal Concerns

13 Studdnt Initiated Requests

(,"ral-cd

19 student Initiated Pequests

Iayed

Etude n' Initiated 'Inquests

::or ;ranter

CO 01

-10 46*

12* 34

09 42 -7P.** 36

.1±
.4.....

14* 61* 21* 04

03 53**

15

15 53",

01 20. 09

24* 10 09

-----I---- ----I----
07 00 11 11

mwmimmwm

00 00 00 00

08

09

03

-71 **I 29,\ /
01 19*

70

1

* -()F,

0002

NI)

Nr,

I W

05

ND

/9*

ND

04



Table Continued,

Word Word Arithmetic vithmeti,
bc,r. Process Variable Knowledge Discrimination Reading Computation 2easoninfl

;:rrcrs

33 Nonverbal Contral Contacts/

39

Total Control Contacts

1). Combined teacher Feedback Data

lopeat/Rebeat + Rephrase +

'4ew Question

40 Pephrase/Peneat + Rephrase

:4ew Question

41 ifrief Feedback/Brief + bong

Feedb'ack

ND ND ND ND ND NU ND ND ND ND

NO ND ND ND ND

-37

13

(-31 -31

07 00 14*

ND

01 08 07 00 01

7+7 717 717 71-17
44** 20* 19* 18* 35**

-34 63** -38152

+1 717
33* 45* 36** 35** 16*



Table 5, Conlinvcd.

Word Word Arithmetic ,rithmeti(
bcr Prccess Variable Knowledge Olscriminetlon Readine Computation :awninq

'or-1' .critacts + n'Jb I i L.: e + ± ±
"rii:Ite .;ork Cmt:Ict:-/Private

Pc,,,pr., ')flortunIties

22 7gntacts/Procedural

ncntact; ,sponse .:prortunities

23 ic,Jch,:,r ftitiated fork Contacts/

Teacher Initiated ';:ork +

"rocecurc (,..ntacts

24 Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involvinr Praise

25 Teacher Initiated Work Contacts

Involvinr Mere Observation

Teacher Initiated :fork Contacts

Involving E5rief Feedback

Teacher Initiated Pork Contacts

1nvolvinq Long Feedback

8 !". Teacher Initiated Procedural

Contacts which Were Management

Requests

01 21* 00 f)1

02 02 00 00

32**

01

06

37 -69**

4j
32** 03 25"

50 2G

05 16* 10

....mmimmwm

OS 00

22* 03 00 r)1

47 -56* 35 -47,

...-1....

/ \ / \
00 32** 17* 08

-68*. 10

\ \

-82* 23

00 19* 05

02

07 04



Table 5, Continued.

r Proces..; Variable

Teacher Thanks Student for

Doing a Favor Request

5 Teacher Thanks Student

Following A Management Request

Word Word Arithmetic Ariihme.

Knowledge Discrimination stead: Computation Peasonh

N
04 17* 20*

)

O. Combined Teacher Evaluations StaUments

Academic Praise/Academic Praise +

Academic Criticism

54* 18

01 02

05 o2 04

ommillow.

Behavioral Praise/Total Behavioral

Contacts

00

+
NU

0:

00 05

"11

21* 03

;4;

04 00 06 00 01

Warnings + Behavioral Criticism

-74** 12 ....112± ND

BehaviOral Warnings/Behavioral

00 00 04 01 20*

P. Di7,cipline and Control' Errors

Discipline Contacts Involv;ng

.

L * ND l.

One or More Error 04 00 31* 39** 39".

Target Errors/Total Errors

ND ND .ND; ND 717 ND ND ND N

ND ND ND ND ND

Timing Errori/Total Errors

ND lD

ND
7717 ND NU ND ND AG ND

.ND ND ND 'ha


