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The main objective of the CORRELATES OF
'EFFECTIVE TEACHING PROJECT is to expand
the'number of teaching-principles based

. on docUm'entpd findings.from systematic
clas5rodm research. The Problems and

i processes studied have been selected op
the basis of observation and consultation
with teachers and School personnel. Em-?
phasist 'study of the classroom
to discover how these processes can be
conducted to I-he..greatest advantageof

.teachers and individual students.

One of the weleci's major efforts was at
two-year study of teaching - effectiveness

)involving the examination of the class-
I room behavior of teachets consistent in
jproducing student learning gains.

Since 1974 three othe6imajor.data collet-
tion,efforts were initiated and completed._

(1) STUDENT^ATTRIBUTE STUDY which looked
at student characterjstics and behaviors
and the'ir effects on teachers.

(2) FIRST GRADE READ1-NG GROUP STUDY, an'
'experimental study esigned to test the.
effectiveness of sell ted group management
techniques in teaching reading.

(3) -JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDY,. a follow up
on earlier %.,,ork'from the second and third
grades of the influence of teener chirac-
,teristics and behavior on students' cognitive
and affecfive gains.
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° Abstract.

Self reports of classroom behavior given by second and third grade

teachers in questionnaires are compared to process measures of the

behaviors colle4ed by classroom observers visiting in these teacher,si

classrooms. The..comparisons reveal a generalized pattern of poor accuracy
*

on the part of the teachers, although there were some ex2e0ticins for certain

vpriables. In general,laccuracy seemed to be much re:related to the .

degree to which the teacher behavior ItlUestion- is stressed in teacher

education progrNis than it wasfrelated.to the'degree to which a teacher

was successful in producing student learning gains. That is,.highlY

successful teachers were not much more accurate in reporting their cflass--
room behavior than were less sucessful,teachers:--

7
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Texas:T'ea-Cher effectiveness Prbject:

An Investigation of Selected

d

Presage-Prbcess.Relationships

This paper is a report of relationships between two- subsets data

_ collected in the Texas Teacher E4-Nctiveness Project from a selected sample.

of teacherg in the second year of a two-year correlationa14study of teacuing

effectiveness. This project has been a naturalistic investigation of the

presage and, process cOrralates of.the relativeltsuccess of second and third

grade teachers in producing student learning gains on standardized achieve-,

ment tests. Thirty one second and third grade teachers were chosen for

the study because of their consistency in producing student learning gains

on the Metropolitan Achievement Tests over three consecutive years pr ior to the

. first year of the study. The teachers ranged in effe ctiveness from con-

sistently high to consistentlyt low. In the second year, 19 teachers agreed

to participate again, and nine otherslwere selected, using a fourth year

of gain scores, making a total of 28 teachers in all. The study included
-

classrooth observations yielding behavioral data on classroom process variables,

as well as questionnaire and interview data. A summary of The two-year

study and discussion of high and low inference process-product linear re-

't

. Jationships are reported in Brophy and Evertson (Note I). The second year

report of the non-linear process-product relationships, along with a full

discussion of Ae study ars a whole,is found in Brophy and Evertson (Note 2).
/.

The details of the teacher selection procedures are reported tn Brophy'(1973)
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and Vel'dman and Brophy (1,974). Interested readers may wish to obtain

these reports also.

The. focus of the present paper is twofold:

I.) To what degree are, teacher self report (pi-esbge) data on class-

.

room philosophhips and behaviors accurate and valid statements,of their

actual clas'Sroom behavior as revealed by classroom.obsery tion (process)

data?

2.) What relation'shi'ps (if any) exist/between teacher's accuracy

in reporting classroom behavior and their success in.producingittudent

_

learning gains?

Data Collection Instruments '
:,

.,-,

This report deals speafically with relatfOnShips between ;elected

presage and process.variablesdesigned to measureJthe same behaviors. Pre -.

sage measures include variables difficult to measure through'periodic'class-

room obServations or coder ratings, such as teachers' attitudes regarding

,teachi,ng methods, motivation techniques, beliefs about tests., and parental

involvement. The questionnaire items, some of which are used in this report,.

were completed by thirty teachers at the end of the second year: twenty-

c?"" eight (the second year sample) plus two teachers from the first year who

had retired but agreed to be interviewed and to fill out the questionnaire:

The questionnaire,contained checklists, scales, and percentage. estimates;

to which teachers responded by checking,'circling, or filling in a number.

9
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Itemp.dealt.with such +opics as proportion of time spent in lecturing vs.

class discussion vs-, individual seatwork; time spent in lesson preparation;

proportion of objective vs. subjective impressions'used in grading; types

of motivating devices used;- and factors felt to be essential to good teaching.

The Auestionnaire'alsb included scales on which teachers could rate their

teaching Concerns, sources of feacKing satisfactions, and beligfs about good

teaching.

The qyestjonnaire data discussed in this paper are self-report data,

and as such are open'to sources- of response bias sych as extreme response

sets; social desirability, logical error, and the like- . Thus, all of these

data,concern teachers' Stated opinions or perceptiOns. The degree to which
f-

their responses reflect their actual behavior or even necessarily their

actual perceptions and beliefs is the subject of this report.

4 0

Process/Measures'included both low inference and high inference measures

for assessing teacher behavior. The low inference measurement system was'-

'an expansion and adaptThon of the Brophy-Good Dyadic IM-eraction Observation

System (Brophy and Good, 976), which is desrgned to record each interaction

that the teacher shares with a single individual child (as opposed to_lec-

turing or other teacher behavior that is directed et :the entire class or at .

a group). This instrument was selected because it subsumes a wide range of

variables, including most of those stressed by the observational systems

that have been used most frequently in previous educational research, as well

as some unique to this system. The major adaptations and expansions 'were

done to add variables based on Kounin's (1970) research oflAtas - Manage-

ment techniques, and to break down teacher= behavior more finely a cording to

10
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context variables having todo with the time and nature of claA'room inter-

action during whikl2 a particular observation took plfice. The variables

will be described more fully in the results section when the, presage-

process data from this lc inference instrument are presenteq. The coding

. manual is included in Brophy and Evertson (1973). .(See also Brophy and

EvertSon., Note 3). .Teathers were observed with tb.is instrument four times

'- the first year and 14 times the second year.. The first year, since the

observation system Was new and the observers were newly trained, observers'-

worked in pairs and their scores were averaged. Since observer agreement

was generally. quite high, in the second 'year observers worked in pairs uritil

they reached an 80% reliability criteribn (procedures are specified in

Brophy and Good, 1970, for training observers and assessing reliabilityl,

h

and then worked singly. Teachers were observed only four time during the

first year of the study. due to financial constraints; obviously, considerAtiOns

of the reliability of teacher 1?ehavior from one observational visit to the

nex ictate that the teachers be observed as many times as possible in order

to obtain a reliable and valid index of their typical classroom behavior.

This was approached /much more closely in the second year of the study, ih

which we were able to.observe teachers 14 times each.
5

Here, each teacher'was observed by two coders w o alternated visits

f ,

.' to the classroom. .Pairs of coders were assigned to given teaEher so that.

is .V I -.
reliability data on high inference ratings arl:ci othe measures could be ob-

e

. s

tained. A variety of high inference measures of t cher behavior were used.

One was a set of 12 classrooM observation scales b sed on factor arialytic studies

0 . ,

. ,

of Mye ...of the more heavily used observatio systeMs in existence (Emmer and
I I ° ...

.

D

. 11
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Peck, 1973). These were five-point scales tat were rated several times on

each classroom visit by the observer, and-then averaged to obtain a score

for each teacher. The variables were among those most heavlly stressed by

Flanders, Medley, Smith, and other major figures in the development and

application of classroom observation syStems. Other high inference instru-

ments included ratitig scales and checklists geared to get at aspects of

`teaching which aro observable in repeated exposures to the teacher but which

are difficult to measure reliably br validly through low inference obser-

vations of specific, concrete interactions. These include such variables

as teacher warmth, democratic vs. authoritarian leadership style, child

orientation, credibility with students; and the like. Variables such as

'these are easy to rate reliably by raters familiar with teachers, there is

reason to belive that this measurement method is preferable to low inference

.coding when the variable is not amenable to coding of frequent discrete

units of behavior (Rosenshine and Furst, 1973)

One instrument was ,used in a low infeRence manner the 'first, year but in

a high inference manner the second year. Thil was an instrument designed to

measure aspects of teachers' lesson presentat ion, particularly the amounts of

time (if any) devoted to various activities that teachers sometimes. include in

41,- lessons. ?The first year, these'data were collected from asubSample of 10 "Of

the teachers (5 high effective and)5 low effective) who-were Observed twice while

/ V
they taught lesso4

I

. The data were collected with a low inference system which

involved actual timing of the d'iffe'rent aspects of the lessons observed. During the

second year, this low inference method was abandoned because_Wrequired separate

visits to:the,classroom (it was not possibla tu coders to code with this method

°

4
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sand code with the other low inference system at the same time,, so that

rather than get only seven observations' with each system, we'decided to get

14 observations With-the larger system and get,the other information through

0

high inference, ratings). Consequently; in the second year,011 28 teachers

4

involved in the study were measured on these aspects of lesson presentation,

but they'were measured through high inference estimates of the average amount

of time that they typically. spent in various activities dur4igstructured

lesson times.

In this report, we will assess the validity of the self-report data

15Y comparing-teacher responses to questionnaire items with data on teacher

behavior frorf dur high inference and especially our low inference classroom-

.

coding. We feel that such comparisons are of interest, sinp many reseachers

rely on presage measures%such:as teacher beliefs, attitudes, age, education,
4

r

etc.; 111 an effort to uncoveriattributes of effectivefeachers. 1MUcn k%fliti
*.

tiatice on these measures of teacher attitudes, practices,and beliefs stems

from the fact that these data are inexpensivt and relatively easy to obtain

-.-

compared to process measures such as classroom observational measures. Mb'

Teel it is important to examine the degree to which teachers' prof,essed

Iattitudes,and,b0i0s match their observed behavior: .

4

Data Analysis'

t..

everal, presage variables re.om,our questionnaire data were selected .

and correlated with corresponding propss measures taken from codertings
, .

of teacher behlvior made during and after classes and from the observational
.1

-

coding system.

13
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Insert Table I about here

t.

8

. 4

,

The r's,trs, and probabilities are reported for-each presage measure

ti

a

and its corresponding proCess measure (or measures, in caseswhere more than

one process measure is appropriate). .In addition to fhe 'linear correlations,

the mean frequencies for presage-variables as reported by the teachers are

noted in the column onIhe extreme left (frequency reported). The means 4,

for the frequency that the behavioras observed or recorded by coders are

shown in the column to the right (frequency observed).

Two main issues will be dealt with: The first is an :examination cf-
.

the presage-process relationships themselves and discussion,of the cor-

relations between reObrted'and observed behavior (reflecting the degree of '.

relative teacher accuracy between professed attitudes and beliefs and be-

hvior,_regardless of effectiveness or relationships to student 'learning

gains). The second issue invokies the question-of whether teacher accuracy

is related to Koducing student leWning gains.

In order to investigate this question, the sample of '28 teacher's was-
,

divided in half (high vs. low effective), and scores for each.of the two,

groups Were correlated in thessarrie way as for the total group. These coe.-

relations appear under the total group correlations, those for high effective

I ,

teachers on theright and thosefor low effective teachers on,the. left.

eart_i, of this report wild dtscuss the top set-of r's reflecting relative

.

C . 0
. .

, accuracy for the entire sample of'teachers. The'r's in the lower pairs,

which give information about the relative acc uracy of high effective NS* 4 '

low effective teachers, will be discussed in Part Ir.

14
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Probability data are included in the table for the correlatiOns to

be discusse0. In addition to'these correlations, which, reflect teachers'

relative accuracy in self report, the table contains Information about the

absolute frequencies of behavior observed in the classroom and recorded

in process measures.

,The presage variables are listed on the lefthapd side of the table,

and all process variables which related, to the presage variables are listed

on the extreme righthand side of the table. The column of Raeri reported

frequencies show the average percentages that thy teachers' reported the

partfular practice, belief, or attitude. Adjacent to this'column are the

ti

mean'observed frequencies that.the given process behaviors were observed 1

by 9oders. 1

Statistical tests-of di.ff'rences between the means iR these coiumna-----

cannot be made, because the self report data are frOm'teachers' responses to

five-point scales and to'lpercentage estimat4on-4,fems in the questionnajre;-,

while the prooeSstdata are Means and percentage'scores from the classroom 0
\

--...----'

observations. Consequently, attempts to test the,statistical significance.

of differences in trse scores would be meaningless. However, it is pos-
.

Iiibre to get a general idea of the degree of correspondence between the'

frequency with which teachers reported a behavior an(4 the frequency thlt the ".

- .

sai1e behavior was observed in the classroom by cofflparIng these scores.

Sometimet the differences St'e2-65ffreme, indicating-severe overestimation or

underestimatien on the pact of the teachers.

The data to be presented concern teacher accuracy iR.reportg their

classroom behavior. Accuracy is a relative term, of course, So that we have

!

15
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not attempted to define it formall\l. However, for purposes of commb

. cation, relativelccuracy as expressed by correlation coefficients wip be

. ,

equated with statistically sipificant correlations (j <.10). Absolu\te,
. ,

\:
1/ \

accuracy, as reflected, y ,hematch between the teacher self report c res

and the scores from the presage data, will be interpreted as a rough equi-
.

,,,*."
V ,

. ,

valence between these'two.data sets 1je precise data are given in the
\ ?

table, however, for reader's who wish to form their own conclusions about
1

teacher accuracy.

. In order to facilitate understanding and discussion,, the variables are

grouped in the following sections: lesson presentation prac tices, readi-ng

instruction, beliefs about good teaching, classroom organization and manage-
I

ment,..goals and values regarding student-teacher relatiOnships, and incen-

- ti-ves-andmOtivation. Each of these sections will betaken up and
'

dis-

cussed in order.

Part I

Lesson PresentationtPractices

In general, this group of vareiabtes fajl'ed to show presage=process

correlations. Most relationships are near zero or even negative. TeaChers

were accurate in'predicting the amount of time that, students, were allowed

to choose their own assighments instead of making one assignment for al)

students (i.e., the correlation for thi,k variable was.positive and

ficant). .0ne other relationship which had signifiCant positive correlationt

was the percentage of time teachers reported spending in lectures and

demonstrations compared with the actual rated amount of,lecture time.

16
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Teachers also were able to estimate the amount of.time 'spent in lectures

and demonstratiohs accurately, and this corresponds'with the averages

reported by the coders for time spent this way. Many other variables were

examined Ln this set, but all except these few failed. to, show significant

correlation's between presage variables and their matching process variables.
11*

It is interesting to examine the degFee'to which teachers report4d a

given behavior relative to how often this same behavior was noted py class-
.

room observers. Teachers greatly overestimated the degree to which they

per'formed the behavior, on a number of variables:: summarizing lesson content;

reviewing the previous day's lesson; presenting new material; giving directions

for seatwork follow up; and letting the students.practice the new material,.

Ail were.methods of lesson presentation which teachers reported doing .to

4440.

a 4arge,degree. However, coders' ratings of these same lesson presentation

practices show that all were seriously overeStibated. The average-teacher

did not spend as much ti.me in any of these particular pursuits as she reported'.
Y.

'In a few cases, teachers underestimated how muclh they used different

methods. Teachers
;

reported striving for an average correct answer rate of

64%, where in actuality the percentage of student correct answers was 77%.

Another notabre underestimate was the percentage of :time spent teaching

to groups. Coders reported 89%, but the teachers estimated only 45%.

Neither of the two presage-prqcess relationships for reading group

_instructi,on were significantly related. However, the teachers' reports of

ideal rates of correct answers matched closely with the average percentage

of correct answers their students gave (75% Ed 78%). ',Teacher estimates of
4

time spent in siledt reading in reading groups, were not so accurate, how-

ever. They,estimated 68%, but coders' estimates averaged Only 30%.

17
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Beliefs About-bdbd Teaching

No significant relationships occurred forcthe first five variables in

'this set. However, teachers' beliefs that they should be the authority in

'nowledge trnd discipline showed a negative relationship with code-s' ratings

of the degree of democratic leadership style, as would be expected if the

teachers puf:their professed beliefs into.practice (as the apparently did).

The belief that it is a waste of time to let students discuss school,

subjects.apong themselves was positively related to the amount of f$upil-tO-
,

pupil interaction in the room. Contrary-to expectations, the stronger the

belief, that this is a waste, of. time, the More observed pupil -to -pupil in-

-- . -tth-act-i9n {Percentage of, pupi-l-to-pup+-1-in'eracti-on-4-5:aors thg based-on
i L C.Ns .i.

thlamouht of student-to-student talk whic/h is subject matter related.).

4
Thi puzzling 'relationship might-be explained by, the. fact, that, often it is

(A2,1A__
,'.

04iicultforcoders,tO hear, and hence to decide whether the interactions

among students are subject-matter r dated or not. . Per'ha0 large- amounts )of

rated pupil-to-pupil-intdraction could' be indlcatime of problems with
4,---- - -..

w

, .

-I 1 classroom control for some teachers, rather than gross _inaccuracy concerning
:.,,,-

-their polidies here.

The next significant' ejationship for this set is Ohe belief that

.....

teachers should teach they whole class rather than to individuals. It seemed

L

appropriate to compare this yith,process measures dealing with the aspects

of individualiiing instruction, expecting negative relationships i'f teachers'

ctions matched their attitu I Most of the relationships with process
.

measures did show negative r lationsh ps 0,1ith one sjgnificant9ne,(the

Percentage o£' teacher - student pivate cOracts). hTeachers appear' torbe

somewhat accurate in.predicting their behavior in this context.

e , 183 .
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... / Th- feeling that good attention should be kept by the teachers' being

,.

4 interes ing instead of,their having to'aSk for it was negatively related

to rated level of attention in the classroom. That is, the stronger the

belief tha one should not have to ask for attention, th4 lower the r

attention I vel. This may be an overly idealistic belief for teachers of ,

younger chil ren. It also is noteworthy that the negative relationship

m?s produced argely by low effective teachers. This will be discussed

in more detail\ in Part II of this report.

Finally, although teachers expressed the belief that problem solving
4'

is one of the man purposes of school, this showed a negatiye relationship

with time spent i prObtem solving -activi-ties-. The higher they-rated its-

importance, the le6$ they did it! Por thisand the preceding Measure, we

suspect that social desirability 'Played a significant role in the teachers'

reporting of their be

Thus, teacher's-were not very accurate (in the relative sense) concerning

the variables in this set. However, they were accurate i the 'absolute

sense for most of their beliefs and reported practices for this group of

variables. There were some exceptions:, overestimates occurred for amount

of time in review; use of peer tutoring; feeling that active discussion was

worthwhile; belief that individual instruction was a sig of good teaching;

. orally evalating students' work; and belief in the import nce of problem

lk
solving. In a few places, teachers underestimated: their rated concern

about academic achievement-was much higher than their expressed beriethat

non-achievers should be Jailed. While these-teechers were seen by coders

as being concerned about achievement, the teachers apparently did not 'carry

A
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this to the point of feeling that nen-achievers should be 'failed. NO

doubt, teachers felt 'that the issue of achievement and failure was more

complex than this...

. Classroom Organqatjon and Management

No significant relationships appeared for the classroom management

--variables. Concern aboUtmaintaining classroom control was negatively,

though not significantly, related to ratings of student respect, class-
.

room of-der, efficient transitions, student compliance, and well-eStablished

routines. Fuller (1969) reported that teachers were concerned about
4-

___actequacy_i_m_a particular -area_to_the degree that they felt their _uacy e-

was in doubt or .was a problem for them. Thus, negative correlatio s between

level of concern and aspects of good classroom management might be expected
. 1

in this case.

Teachers predicted accurately on an absolute basis, except for con-

siderable overestimation of thedegreeTo which they discouraged students

from moving around the room freely. They,N4,not require permissions to

leave seats. Nor were children allowed up only one at a time. If is not

obvious just what methods were used for,regulating physical movement, if

any; however, coders saw less evidence of tight restrictidns on freedom of

movement than teachers reported.

Goals and Values Regarding Student and Teacher'Relationships

No significant relationshirps appeared befWeen reported teacher'attitudes

about relationships with their students and coder ratingg of the teachers'

behavior. Most correlations were-fiegative,, though not significant.

20
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While all teachers reported warmth and Enthusiasm as important, coder

ratings of teacher warmth and enthusiasm were. low. Again, it'appears that

social ddsirability may have entered into many of the teacher responses.

While many may.have genuinely felt ttiese were important, their clasroom

behavior did not always reflect-I-their stated belieTs.

Teachershowing less concern about how students felt about Them got

higher ratings on student respect and solidarity with the class. Again,

this fits with the teacher concerns ,model of Fuller (1-969).

Incentives and Motivation

, 1
r-

Teachers ' r_epor_ted - attitudes 'and_ be Li ef_s_ matched _the i r_ process_behaY_I or _ _

slightly more often fbr the group of variables involving praise and rewards

than%for dat'ain the other contexts. 'Beliefs in publicly praising a child

as motivation to others correlated positIvely_with three praise measures:
. _

,

total praise after response opportunities (both mornings-and aftetnooris),

and praise after correct answers. The majority of the rest of the relation-
40.

ships are negative in diction, although not significant. \I

Using praise as a motivational technique correlated positively with

three proceSs measures, two relating to praise of behavior and one relating

rL.

4-o praise of relevant student comments in reading groups. However, one

significantly ne a ive relationshii also appeared for praise of student

initiated comment in general class contexts (as opposed to reading groups).

40 It is not aPParen why these contradictory relationships appear: Like

many-of our fin 'rigs, though, these reinforce Dunkin & Biddle's (L9-24)-call

r
for more atten ion to context effects in- classroom process research. The

.(
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remaimin correlations between,using praise as a motivator and the other

. .

process measures of praise grrmixed and show no particular patterns. ,

Teacher atings of4requent orarse being important Correlated posi-

tively with behavioral praise and with praise Of student initiated comments, o

but this'is countered by negative correlations for praise of opiniOns.and.

.

'of student comments in general class;
e a

The belief that teachers shOuld praise all students' work 1.n Sop) way

correlated positively with the corresponding process measures of pra 1,5e -of

student comments, prate of opiriions, praise of student initiated.woft

contacts, and ratings of. generally reinforcing teacher behavior or attitudes.

Only one negative relationship appeared, and this was, for teacher initiated

contacts in which work was praised,. Appareritly, teachers are accrete to

some degree about the relative extent to_whioh. therpraised. However, the"

average frequencies, (observed) of praising were extremely low: TheMkted'

praise as extremely important, but they simply were not observed to praise

`very much. This was true for all four sets of comparisons of presage ratings
o

For teachers' reports that raising,th work of others does.little.to101

stimulate achievement, we had expected negative relationships with the,
A

a ,

process a ures. Teachers who held this attitude tended not to Ora,i.Se

publicly. Nearly all the relationships were negative, indicating hat

of praise by the teachers. .0 At

the teachers were relatively accurate, and four of these Were significant;

.5..

praise of student initiated comments, and ali the measures InyOling praise

for academi-c work. Teachers endorsed the belief that praising other -
040-

students' work does little to stimulate-achievement only about half as much

:.

as they endorsed the four preceding positive statements about praise) Means

22
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for this statement were about 406,' whereas the means ranged from 6090%

for the others.

The final six measures all deal with forms of rewards and recognition

which teachers reported using. General presage-process agreement appeared

for these comparisons, also. Teachers who.reported using competition to

4., motivate also tended to use peer pressure as punishment. They also tended

npt to have students wait patiently and respectfillTy-When-thelr-c-1--assmates--`

were called on, ,but rather to push for chances to respond themselves, a

probable by-product of fostering competition. The reported use 'of individual

prizes also As positively (-e-rated to the teachers' use of.symbols suchZs

gold stars, smiling faces, etc. .Overall, teachers were quite accurate about

the relative degree to which they used any of these methods as rewards.

a

However, they repffted psing them with a'much -higher frequency than they

P"' -

wereobserved-using them.. Tegcnqrs who reported using public rec6gnition

as a reward also tended to.use waiver of assignments and monitor ;*61,6 as

wards. Both of these were likely to be more public than written comments

nn papers that only the individual child sees. Also, teachers. who used

exemptions from tests tended to use special privileges such as access

to special equipment or permission to go to the library as'rewards.

Discussion of what these-correspondences, or lack of them, may mean,

or4how they might be explained, will be reserved until-tater, after the

)

examination of the second question: , the accuracy of predicting by high

.vs, low effective teachers.

23
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-1.n Part I, our concern was with the general estiOn of whether con-'.

sistent teachers as a group were relatively accurate in prgdicting their

observed behavior in the classroom, as represented by.presage-process
' #

relations. In Part .11, we will look at the question of whether high

effective.vs. low effective teachers were more aware'of, and hence better

able to predict, their behavior with relative accuracy. We also will

iook.at the question of which areas, if any, high (vS. low) effective

- teachers are able to predict best.' For ease of communication, we will

use the term "accurate" to desdribe all presage-process correlations for

e,

t^ r

3. A

.e4-1-h4r group which are significantly po-s-ifiVeJ15-,c.r01. -44;iTtso-wftl

use the,term "inaccurate" to describe presage-process relationships for

either group which were signifiCantlY negative.

Lesson Presentation Practices

.
This whole set reveals little that was not evident in the Whole group.

correlations. Low effective teachers reported summarizing lesson content

often, but were rated as spending relatively little time in lesson summary.

Low effective teachers were able to predict accurately the amount of trine
f

-they spent in lectures and demonstrations, however. 4.,t...
. .

High effective teachers were. inaccurate in predicting their ideal rates

o

pf correct responses-in general cla"ss They,ceported.-a lower-

,

N average ideal percentage Of,correct answers, but they were coded for higher

percentage's of correct answers.

46.
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e

Tegchers all rated highly the belief that it is important toask fre-
t

-quent questions, 6ut.meas6ret of total response opportunities over time

suggest that they did not put this belief into practice. Although teachers'

were observed.to ask over twice as many.questions in reading groups than
- -1

in e[ther of.the other two geheral class-contexts (AM or pm), their

--1 . e
questioning rates did not correspond with their rated bei-ief in the impor- 4

Jaribe of'frequentoquestioningr. Social desirahility nol7do4t influenwd

teachers' responses.
. ,

. .

One `i hfbresting underestimate involved'teachers' re ts. o4 the percent
. . . ...

?. .
Of time they spent teaching to groups. Coders' ratings howed that nearly

twice the reported amount or time actually was spent te hing in the group,

.._ . ___ _
7--"------- -Stuation. Although they were ,remarkably 66C6-rafe abou the-amOubt-of_time

they spent presenting material,.giving lectures and de nstratiOns, and

teaching to indiViduals, neither group of teachers waslaccurate about the

4 4 A ' 4 4

time they'spent with groups:

Possibly, teachers interpreted the question as asking only for formal

1-

r r

,a

reading group time, and reported only these percentages. (coders recorded

time spent in reading groups as, wel as other informal group teaching_that

goes on in a school day).

Reading ;Instruction

Low effeCtive teachers were relatively accurateNin estimating their

ideal percentages of correct answers, but high effective teachers were not.

The-higher the reported ideal rate of correct answers, the lower the per-

cehfage of correct 'answers elicited in reading group. This suggests that,

.
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as a group, the high effective teachers' held higher expettations for their

students' performances in group question and answer situatiOns than the -

low, effective teachers did.

Both groups of teachers, however, greatly overestimated the amount of
. 0

time their students spent in silent reading. Teachers may have included,
5

reading in several contexts in this category, such as reading library

books, reading_directions for seatwork, etc., while coders included only

time spent in silent reading in reading groups:

Beliefs About Good Teaching

Several.contradictorY relationshiso appear for ,this set. High effective

teaCher$ were Inaccurate°In judging tie relative amounts of explanation
4

They gave. °

The reported belief thafTrita-waste-of time to let kids discuss

school subjects among.themselvet -correlated positively with the rated amount

of pupil-to-pupil interaction in the classroom for low effective teachers.

Low effective teachers' attitudes toward pupil-to-pupil interaction also

did not correspo0 with the'obierved amount of subject matter related pupil -

to-pupil interaction rated by coders. As suggested earlier, in some class-
y

rooms where there were control problems (and this was frequently the case in

the chasses of low effective teachers), it was difficult for coders'to

determine whetherpupi I-to -pupi I talk was relatedsubject matter or

whether the students were just visiting or chattering. Low effective teacheils

Could very well feel that diScussion among students was a waste of tin

if: I) they were not able to keep classroom control; and, 2) they were not.

2 6
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,

able. to use the technique 6,f, pupil-to-pupil discussiOn effectively.

Low effective teachers were able to predict with relative accuracy
f.

the aMount,of time, they spentteaching individuals, although neither

qgh nor low effEctive teachers estimated the absolute amounts of time ,

spent iin individual instruction accurately. High effective teachers also:

-were,accurate regarding the,relative amount's of time they spent in private

work contacts with individual students.

, -

The attitude that teachers should keep attention by being interesting

rather than having to ask for it was.negatively'related to coders' ratingS

of revel_of attention for low effective teachers. Apparently, this attitude

is unduly idealistic for children of this age, whose attention spans are

short ard\who are being socialized toward proper classroom behavior. This

, -

suggests that these indirect methods don't worith young ciiildren,at

least not by themselves,.

Even though high effective teachers rated problem solving as one of

the main.purposes of school, they were not observed spending a great deal

',of time in this activity. They were inaccurate in predicting the amount of
,

time they spent in problem solving.
N

The beliefs that: some review every dayiris good; peer-tutoring'is d;

-
.. ,

.

active discussion is worthwhile regardlesg of subject; individual instr ction I

I .

is a sign of good. teaching; teachers should not oraily. evaluate stud6fi '

4

i

k
-1r'

Work; and problem solving as one of the main purposes of school a11 were

reported by teachel-s with greater'frequen y than'coders observed iln the

classroom. These are familiar findings b Y now.

27
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However, the attitude that non-achievers should be failed was not

reported nearly zs ,much as coders' 'ratings ofteacher concern abbut

academic achievement. While most teachers were rated'highly on this

concern variable, they apparently did not feel that fairing non-actiievers,

was the answer.

.

CiassrobmArganization and Management

The teacher rating df concern about maintaining classroom control

I
was matched with five process variables whichrepresented aspects of class-

.

room management. As mentioned previously, fuller.'s levels of concern model

predicts that preservice teachers express concern about those aspects of

teaching mhich they. feel arerproblem areas for them. Although only one

sighificZnt relation&p appeared for the groups in set, the trends suggest

that, for low effective teachers, the data support Fuller's theory. However,

for high effective teachers, the relationships are in the opposite direction.

I

This suggests that high effective teachers' ratings of areas of concern
d

neflect focus on and coping with these aspects of teaching. The negative

,r.

relationship, that appears for high effective teachers for concern about

classroom control awl coder ratings of chaJtic, unplanned classes also

'supports this. High effective teachers who reported high concern in this
4

area tended not,to have dhaotic,classrooms. As a group, these relationshfps

. -

1/4

suggest that ratings of concern.mean different things for high and for low

.
,

, .

effective teachers.
I'

q
. .

Teachers estimated thefrequencies of,most'classroom organization and

management variables accurately., except for reports of discouraging students
Jo

'.

28
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_ from moving around the room freely. While teachers' average ratings

were around 49c, coders did not obserye students being required to

staS, in their seats. While teachers felt that students should be dis-
,

couraged 'from moving-around the room freely, they apparently did not
.

institute'rules regarding this behavior. `The other variables in this .

set showed good co ?respondence Atween teacher self reports and. coder

data.

.

:s, I

Goals and Values Regarding Student and Teacher Relationships

The ratings by teachers in this set show evidence,of extreme, response .

set and social desirability. On all presage measures except those dealing

with concerns, the mean reported.frequencies ranged from,81% to 94%, in-

dicating that most teachers Were strongly agreeing With these variables.

'Ratings on the concern measures (concern about how students feel about

Me; concern about whether students are learning what they should; and"

concern about the wide range of student achievement) were less obviously

scaled for desirable answers: However, enthusiasm, warmth, ability to

get student respect, etc. all were rated as highly important.
4 s ft

Only two significant' relationships appeared. These were for- high

effective teachers and on comparisons involving enthusiasm and warmth.

However, the correlations ag,ear to have been produced by the few teachers

who did not give extreme ratings on the enthusiasm and warmth items. Both

groups of teachers rated, these two variables as extremely important, but

,

coders' ratings indicated that they were less enthusiastic and lesd warm

'toward students than thejr self reports suggested.

29
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Incentives and Motivation

To avoid confusion, the fOlIN presage variableS dealing with attitudeS

toward praise wilr be discussed as a roue. _The fiftb presage variable,

"praising the work of others does little to stimulate achievement," is

phrased negatively, so that negative correlations for either group would

indicate positive findings for accuracy. We alto will include this variable
.

in the discussion of this set.
jr1"4"

,

First, it should be noted that all teachers tended to rate the use of'

o
prai,se as highly important, reflecting, if anything, lextreme response

tendencies and social desirability. However, coders recorded very. low
A

incidence Of praise in most contexts. Actual praise-rates ranged from

about 1% to about 15%, although virtually all teacher,-,4 rated their use of

praise "5" on a 5-point scale. However, the proportion of praise (vs.

critic ism) was extremely high,, this wat a relative *percentage; 1.e., to

the extent that teachers either praised or criticized student work, the

It*

,
overwhelming prbportion was praised).

The high effective teachers were accuratb for the greatest percentage Of

the positive findings. Aine out of ten of the significant correlations for

high effective teachers refleeted'positive findings. Thus, high effective r

teachers were accurate in their estimates of relative praise. *(:)n the

other hand, six of the eight significant correlations for low effective

teachers were in the negative directron. Low effectLve teachers were in;-

accurate in therr'reports of use of praise.
o

High effective teachers were able to predict their praise of students

for academic work, for answers in public response opportunities, and for

30
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relevant student intiated comments in reading groups, By the same token,

low effective-teachers'were inaccurate about the extent that they praised

work.; answe.rsto opinion questiohs, and relevant student initiated comments.

It should be kept in mind that the means'for most of the teacher self:

report measures'bf praise are 'sufficiently high that these correlations'

a

no doubt were produced by the few teachers_who did not rate praise "extremely

important" but just "important="

The remaining
.

presage variables d-al with types of rewards and other
.

forms of motivation reported by teach rs. The reported use of competition

to motivate students'was negatively related to coder ratings of students

1

as waiting -and listening respectfully hife others had their turn. Al-

,though relationships were negative for oth groups of teachers, this was
L

significant for the low effective ones, uggesting either tat competition

was used to he detriment,of learning gal s or that some aspects of poor

classroom control may have affected this lationsh'ip, AlSo, while

teachers may use coretition as motivation, they seldom use peer pressure

as punishment (according to coders' ratings

The only other significant relationship or this data set was a-positive

correlation of teachers' repOrts of their use of individual prizes as re
.'

114 wards and coders! ratings of the use of concr e objects (Candy, money, etc.)

.

as rewards.- In this case low effective teach s were able to predict

more accurately. .However, bothgroups reporte sing individua.I prizes,

,public' recogn ition, exemption,from tests, and p cial privileges to a much

.

greater degree than codgrs ob erved them using these Wethods. High effefie
.

\

teachers were the most serious bverestimaters. LOw effective tpdhers
.
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reported a lower percentage of-use, but they also were observed using these

methods of reward proportionately less than high effective teacher's, This

fact i? not surprising, because use of special privileges and use of

symbols were two measures found to correlate with learning gains (Brophy

and Evertson, Note 2).

Discussion

There was a general lack of correspondence between the. pradicesteachers

reported, the ratings of their beliefs° and attitudes', and what they were

observed to do in the classroom. HoweveF, there was reasonable agree in

some areas for sOnle types of variables. r6 p*ticuJar, teacners appeared

to be more., aware of what they did.to provide incentives and motivate

studdnts. High effective teachers predicted their rates of pirai\se accurately

for nine out A fen significant relationship-5. Low effective teachers
-

! .

were inaccurate in six out of eight significant measures, however, sgesting

- I

that high effective teachers may be more aware of their behayior, at least

44r

regarding praise of student work. In general, though high elffective'teachers .

weVe no more accurate than the 164 effective teachers in predicting their
,r

behavior -.

There are several possible rea*ons for -the general lack of correspondence:

I) The dormbl press of the average classroom does not lend itself to re-

r-

. .

flection, Many teachers are continuously occupied most of the school day,

answering questions, helping with,materials, keeping order; shifting from one

g oup setting to anothyr, giving group,help, checking work, etc. (Jackson,

1968). It is, difficult for teachers to keep track of how much time they

32
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spend in different tasks. 2) Few teachers are provided with objective

feedback about what they actually do, although invetigators, have found

that provision of feedback can and does alter teacher behaviors (Good

and Brophy, 1974). , 3) Teacher training programs, both.inservice and pre-

service, apparently do no-t help teachers to view teaching with the con-

°

con-

ceptual framework needed to be aware of many imporfant teaching behaviors.

For example, techniques for responding to students who do not know

the answer to a question are seldom even discussed, let alone differentiated

into: give a student_a_clue, repeat question, ask a new question, or ask.

another child-:-..-When presented with such distinctions, teachers see 'that

they are common sense categories and that they essentially,exhaust the

poSsibilities of things teachers do following this type of response failure.

# HoweVer, they usually do not articulate' them in this way spontaneously,

nor do they vary them consciously.

4) Social desirability no doubt influenced teacher answers to many

of-The questions, causing their ratings to be much higher thanftheir ob-

served classroom practices. Many of the preSa*,measures were obvious
o

truisms that most people, not just teachers, would'agree with, such as

"enthusiasm is important; "one should be warm toward students;" or "it

important to give clear instructions."

`Those types of behaviors which teachers w able to predIct accurately

involved someaspects of praise, several aspects of the use of concrete or

symbolic rewards, andaspects of classroom management. These,are frequently

discussed topics, behaviors that teachers are'taught to Lie aware of and/or

that classroom survival; -has forced them tb be aware of. Praising students'

33
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not only is a "good" thing to do, it frequently is emphasized in teacher

training courses and books and magazines for teachers. Also, behavior

modification techniques emphasize,and involve practice of using concrete

and symbolic
P
rewards. ca, these'are practices teachers might be

expected to be.more aware of. ,Glassroom4control,is the main concern of
2

most-beginning teachers. They look for effective, methods and strategies

to use'itil they develop a system that works for them. The hig effective

teachers eventually sol this important problem. Therefore, it is not

surprising th6.t toachers\might beslightly more aqare of their behavior'

these areas.

The data relating to F Iler's (1969) concerns model rais .interesting

tReoretical issues. Her model was developed 'Specifieally.for and abopt

preservice teachers just beginning the profession', and consequently high

concerns were equated with' difficulty in coping. The Present data suggest

that the same model holds for relatively ineffective inservice teachers,

apparently because they haven't learned to cope successfully.' However,
#

highly effective teachers show,lte opposite pattern. Apparently, they

have learned how to achieve their goals: Thus, for these teachers, high

concern levels reflect areas of concentrated focus and apparently. successful

coping, not coping failure. In short, expressions of concern by an in-

,---

eXperienceteacher and/or a teacher,whb cannot cope successfully reflects
. .

--
e. genuine concern due to inadequacy, but excssions of concern by experienced

and successfultteachers apparently indicates high priority areas which are0

given
"
pecial attention and handred

,

sudcesssfully. / F
.1/4%.

.

../A I

Takeh together, these consderatipns reaffirm thatresearch on teaching
.

i

4
. is ill its

.

infancy, a d that a knowledge base does not yet exist f?r allowing
.1

\

4%0
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systematic teacher education (which would leagi,to systematic teacher be-

- .

'havior with predictable results and with.teacher. accuracy concerning

what they do). Under the circumstances, perhaps it is not so surprising

that relationships between teacher'success in producing studentlaarni,ng

gains and teachers' accuracy about their own behavior were generally poor.

BecaUse the content of most books used in teacher.education courses is

4

,based on commitment to ideas which have been disproved, are overgeneralized,v,

or have few data to back them up (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974)-,-it follows

that teachgrs' accuracy should be elated-more to what is stressed in such.

< books than to what they,really do in the classroom: 'Many of the things

we measured probably never were Consciously thought about by these

teachers unti I 'we asked them.

However, the teachers found the things we were,studying to:be -

psychological y meaningful to them, constituting familiar and -recognizable

aspects of teaching (once we brought them up), even though they usually

had not thought about many of them before. This suggestsrthat consciousness--

raising about some of these variables would improve teacher accuracy in

the futur, It also underscores the need fior-aonceptualizing and studying

teaching using psOchologically meaningful units that accurately reflect what

teachers do, particularly what they TO in the context Of, their consciously

articulated 'goals.
, :

It appears that. teaching, like'parentiag, involves much situation specific

and predictable eHavior which occurs due to conditioning and habit rather

than conscious waNness and deliberate intent. However, intervention

efforts involving consciousness raising have shown that, when teachdrs

35
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ar4 made aware of an area of behavior and learn to build specific actiNiities.7

into their repertoire, they become more predictable and morpaware of what

'they are doing. Also, if request for change fit their goals, they change

their behavior merely upon request, once they see the problem (Good' and

'Brophy, 1974).
, . $4.4

. ,

The differeWces is) findings across contexts (small grOup v.ersus4holl01
, . (

'class; teacher initia-i-ed'versus student initiated; work interactions versus
14

,behavior interactions versus procedural interactions) underscore the need

-to take context into account in classroom research Dunkin and Biddle,
, f

1974). Other data from this project (Brophy and EverTson, Note'l, Note 2)
..

..,

9-
.

showed many context differenceS in process-product relationships for the

same process variables, indic5ting that teacher behavior dif;ered by con-

text even though the variable was ostensibly,the same. /-

Perhaps some of the teacheri inaccuracy in the present study was due to 4

a teacher tendency Ito respond to the questions by visualizing just oneat
111"

a small number of contexts in which the behavior in question was salient

for them, so that their responses reflected context-specificbehavior rather

.

than more general behavior. This can'be seen in places where several pro-

cess measures from different,Contexts were availlable to match against teacher

responses to questionnaire items. Frequently, various eidasures of the same

teacher process behavior diffeed considerably in their correlations with

teacher self report, dependent upon contexts. Thus, teacher:behavior needs

to be conceptualized not bnly in more meaningful, units, but also within
. t

1
_

more meaningful and :smaller contexts, if we are to move towards a more

. i'.
_

.

complete_ understanding of it. ,
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Finally, although it Seems redundant to say this yet again, the data

implied strongly that self reports cannot be taken'at face value. This

Or

is not true only of teacher self reports, of course; it is a serious dif-

ficulty with self report data of any kind. We expected some social desi-

rability and some uneven patterns_ of accuracy in the teacher'self reports,

-

but we dig.not expect the rather generalized picture of ..poO'r accuraq.which

appeared in the data, even for the highly effective teachers. We stress

again, however, that, -in the case of teachers reporting on their own activities

in the classroom, at least,.we believe that the primary source of inac-

curacy is,lack of teacher awareness, which in turn results from the lack of

a knowledge base for teacher education.

This is in contrast to inaccuracy due to combinations of social desira-

bility effeCts, response sets, and other problems in self report data that

,

imply that the individuals,are systematically distorting what they say in

order to look good in the eyes of the investigators% Although undoubtedly

there was some of this in the self report data collected from these teachers,

the awareness factor seethed to'have been much more powerful in reducing,

teacher accuracy.

It 37
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t s

/we

2.

. 3.

4.

5.

7

8.'

0

.Presage Variables

Table I.
:

Observed Frequencies and Correlations between Selected,
Presage Variable's ari'd Corresponding Process Variables

7%
Repor+ed"
Frequency

Observed .

Freqdency
2

0-ocess Variables

Lesson Presentation Practices

24

24 24

09.

'\.-.01 '17

.

28

14 14

( '

(

.66

,97 :57

.

%of time devoted to summarizing
revie0 (R)3

Summarize material toebe
covered . .°

,

70

68 73

Surilmarize leskin,content

_

79,

80 77

24

24 24

*09 ''

-53** 15

28

14 14
r

.42

.61

t.-...'"
% Of time devoted to summarizing

..

review.(R).

Review previous day's '

lesson

87

.67 ,67

37.

37< 36.
19

16.22'
28

14 14

.34

.59 :46
% Of time devoted to review of old
material (R)

Present_new material .

-!'
,

.

Give directions for seat-
work follow-up

.

Let students-practice

Assign independent4teatwork

e \I

Ose learnind-tenters with
audio'v sual aids

''
, ,

r.

76

76 76

48

47 48

1.4

13, 15

28

14 14

.49

'4g, 6 .61

,

% of time 4evoted to presentation
of new material (R)

85

85 84

42
42 42

k -00
-42 27

28

14 14

.99

x.11 .36

% cilf time deVoted to giving in-
structions for follow-up.after
seatwork_,(R) . -

83

78 87,

42

41 43

26

15 38

'28
14 14

.19

.61 .17

-

% of time devoted to having students
practice new material (R)

61

57 65
53

50 56

,x
02

03 -05

L

28

14 ',1.4

:93

92 .86'
-

% of time deyotedto independent
activity (R)"

.
.

__.

83
.81 85.

24

.25 23

. .41

38. 45
Q.' '

07

12 06

15

03 391

A
14 14

28

14 14

:73 .

69 .83

.47 .

.92 .17

.

'

.Use

Use learhfng centers (R)

0

Jearning centers with prepared
activitijs -for ,chiLdqn to work with
.(11ttening, visual, science, etc.) (R:



Tablej Continuedl

Presage Variables

9. Allow students to choosP
assignments Instead of
making one assignment lor
all

10. High ideal errorless rate
in general class discus-
sions

11. % of time spent in lec-
tures and demonstrations

12. %of presentation of
material

. 13. % of time teaching-to
individuals.

42

0

7%

Reported Observed-

Process Variables

66
64 I 67

52

49 56
39**

-02 28

28

14 14 .96 .33,
Students allowed choice in assign-
ments (R) r

!

.

64 44 / IT 25 .42 Assignments are too short or too
68 ,59 55 32

1r64
22 2 13 .91 .48 easy (R) .

r, -, e.,

' 30 //'-I2 25 .58 Assignments are too hard (R)

33'28 -48 34 12 13 .12 .25
.

,

77 -19 ,>- 25 .38 % correct answers-(AM)
76 78 II -55**,12 13 .73

77 ''' -02 24 . .92 % correct answers-(PM)

.
- 80 74 02 -15. .12 12 .94 '.64

.
,-

31 32 33** 28 % of time spent in lecture (R)
30 32 33 31 30 40 14 14 .30 .16

39 24 28 ,23 % of direct presentation of material
'\ 40 38 51* -01 14 14 .96 (R) .

''-'

,...

46 / 39 I's 28 .36 % direct presentation of material (R)
46 47 ° 40 38 43 -02 14 14 .12 .96 .

29 33 -26 28 -.19 4 % of time teaching to individuals
32 26' 32 34 -09 -42 14 14 .75 .4-4

1

(R)

...".
R.;

43



Table 1 Continued:

Presage Variables

14.

15,

16. -

17.

16.

19

5% 7%
Reported Observed
Freauencv Fre uehc Process Variables

Believe that it is ins-

portant to ask frequent
questions' .

70 ,

.71 68

.

,

16

19 13

21

19 23

51

53 49

.

22

SO 09

06

34 -16

. -05

-01 -08
.9

28

14

27

14

26
12

14

.

13

14

.27

.30 .75

.78 .

.24 .60

,.79

:tn. .79
.

Total response opportunities/total
time-(AM)

TO-a14esponse opportunities /total
.'time-(PM)

Total response opportunities/total
time-MG-) ,.... .

0"..

-

% of time teaching to
groups

-

4

Reading Instruction

.:

45

43 47

89,

88'990

j

.. '02

-07 09

28

14 14

.

.92

.82 .76
I

t
.

,% time teaching to groups,(R)

75

-75 14

'78

79 78

N.

04

69 ** -53,*
22

,9 13

'

.8T

.

.

. e 4- .
. ,

.

% correct answers (RG)

/^

High ideal errorless
rate in reading group

.

% of time spentin silent
reading

.

Beliefs About Good

68

70 66
- 30

27 33

-03

02 -01
-28

14 14

.87

.94 .96

.

% time Spent in silent reading (R)
'

e .

,,,

77

74. 80

/

.

.

36

37 36

1

.

,

.

-18

, -26 00,

28

14 14

' .35

..28 4.0

.

.
.

, ,

, .

%..of time spent reviewing old
material (R)

I
k

Teaching '

...

.

Some review every day
is good .

.
40 ..
A good-Teacher needs
to review only once
or twice a.semester

37

38 35

6

37 36

-10

-18 -04
27

14

'

13

.62

:54 .90
-%, of time spent reviewing old

material (R)

/

.

44



Table I Continued:

Presage Variables

20. Peer-tutoring is good

21.

-22.

It's better to.err on
the side of'under-
wlaining rather than
overexplaining

Teachers should set.
tasks and make
decisions

23. Teachers Must be the
authority in knowledge
and discipline

24. Belief that authority
is an obstacle to

teaching '....

25. Strong emphasis on
mastery of subject
matter and memory of
facts

46

Reported

Fre uenc
Observed
erre uenc N Process. Variables

,

.71 ,)
73 -' 68 420

21

.

23 '-I2
-19
-24

28
14 14

.35
.69 .41-

.
.

.

Use P41--tOtOing OR) t .

.

.
55

54 57.- 65
61

)

.

57 ,

1.

-

03
-24'46*

28
'14 14

.90
.42

I

.

Overly explicit repet.itive directions
)(R)

.

53

50- 55 *48
50

52

-06
24 .-34

27

14 13
%75

.42. %25

,

,,,
t

Teachers frequehtlyconsult class ;and

allow stunts to share,in%decision
-making (R)

65

68 61

A-

''' 48
-50

52,

-32**

-43 -17

.

28
14 14

. ,

.12 .5

. , *
Teachers frequently consult crass
and all'ow students, to-share in de-

cision making OIT-
y

'61,

67 56 -48

50 .

52

.

-04
-03 02,

0

. ,

28

14' 14

082'

.92 -.95

, .

.

Teachers frequently consult class
and allOw students to share in de-

''''Cision making (RI,

'

.

.,-

'53

50 57

.

54
51

,

48
40

I '-22
.

,

28

14 14

.63 -

.68 .47

.

.

, .

Convergent gy'aluative'interaCTions.

CTeachers' questions usually having,
an i'dentifiWale correct answer) (R)

' . .,
.

.

. .

47_



Table'l Continued:
,..*

.P 4

`Presage Variables

I

Rep8rted
Fre uenc

5(7,

Observed
Frequency r. N Process Variables

26.

27..

°

. .

.

It's a waste of time to
let kids,cliscuss school

subjects among them.-

selves

Active discussion is
worthwhile regardless ,

of subject

.

)

.

P .

..

.

-

.

Individual instruction

is a .sign.of good

teaching .

,

. )

%).

.

, .

48 %

.

:

..

.

,

.

.

36
38 34

43

44 42 . .12

.

-

Pupil-t&-pupil interaction (stUdents
converse With each other onclass
relgted activities) (R) -

. _

36**

71**-45
27

14 13

74

77 71

.

.

.

.

48 -

52 44.

24

23 25

48
40 56

. 07--

15 -08

10

22 14

-20
-II -19 ''t

01

-12 .11

,-09

A7 -II

.28

14 14

28

14 14

28.

14 14

27

14,13

26
12 14

.

.72 % of time spent in focused dis-
.61 .78 cussion (R).

-

.

\,

62 %of time spent,in unfocused dis-
461/4.65 cussion (R)

.

.30 Proportion of teacher-student con-

70 .53 tacts which are private work re-

lated-(AM) . . - -*

.94 Proportion of'tegchr-student con-
,69' .72 tacts which are private work re- -

lated-(PM)
0

A .

.66 'Proportion of teacher-student'ton-
.83.72' tacts which are private work re-

-lated-(RG) . vo
.

.

.

..

.

.

:.,

....

-

,,

.

28.

.

i

57

58 56

26
23 29

65

68 63

'.,

.

.

33

32 34_,

48

40.. 56

57

58 56

26
23 29

31 --r-22-13--

46* 17

01 .

06 09

19

36 -01

-05
31 . -24

\

14 14

.28

14 14

27

14.13

26'
12 14

t

.11 "L % of time tegching toind5yiduals 0.1
.56 . - , .,.../ .

.96 Proportion of teacher-- student con-.

.83 .77 tacts which pre\pi-ivate work.Wb-,

lated-(AM) ,
:

.35 Proportion of teacher-student con-
.21 .97 acts which'are private work re-

lated-(PM) . '

t

.

'.8.0 Propod1iOn b4 teacher-student-con-
tacts which are private work re-
lated-(RG)

.



Table I Continued:

Presage Variables

X%

Reported
Fre uenc

3%'
Observed
Fre uenc N Process Variables

tiN

. I

\

.
,

, 1

29. Teachers should look 61 33 . -07 27 .72 %**6ime spent teaching to indi- .

-

more to the class as a
whole rather than to

61' 60

,

32 34 -21 06
,

14 13
.

.47 .84 viduals (R) ,

individuals , 48 01 27 .97 Proportion of teacher-studept con-
40 56 -10 12 14 13 74 .70 tacts which are private work, re-

lated-(AM)
,

.

e

.

57 -41** 26 Proportion of teacher - student con-

58 56 -1.8-61**14 12 ..54 tacts which are priVate-work re-.'

,

.

lated-(PM)
.

.

.

26 . -24 25 .25 Proportion of teacher-student con-

-23 29' -52 -13 12 13 .08 .67
tacts.which are private work re-,.

lated-(RG) .

Even at the risk of 69 - 77, 16. 28 - .41 Give complete detailed demonstra-,

borra some, teachers 68 69 77 76 31 02 14 14 .28 ,96 bons and try to.prevent errors.

should explain things , .

--:.

thoroughly 61 4 07 28 .73 Overly explicit, repetitive di--

65 56 29 -38 14 14 .32 .18. rections (R)

.

.

-- l I
.

(7
31, Important to be able 91 84 -17 27 .0*.41- Clarity (students 6ppear to under-

to give clear instruc- ,

tional presentations

92 90 83 85

77

-01 -41

-09

13 14

27

.99 .14

'.67

stand teachers' presentations) (R)

Give complefe,detailed demonstrb- '

. 77 76 00 017 13 )4 .99' .57 tions and try to preveht errors (R)

.

61 - -13 27 .52 Overly explicit,- repetitive di.-

.
65 .56 -21 -13 13. 14 :50 .65 rections (R)

-

,

;'',
,

. -
_

, , --__

32. One should not do a lot , 51 28 -12 28 .55 Teacher initiated evaluation*(R)
.

cof oral evaluation of 51 , 51 28 28 -13 -12 14 14 .67 . .70 , -. /

students' work , -



+1,

Table I Continued!

Presaqe'Variables

33.. Non-achievers should be
failed

/

34. Teachers should ,be wrong
scmetimes,and acknowledge,
their mistakes

-

35. Lesson success is Pro-
porti-onal to how free of

dramatics it is

36. Good attention should be.
kept by the teachers
.beingihteresting in-
0%tead-of theirhaving to
ask for it

37. Problem-solving is one
o of the main purposes of

sChooi

4

.;(%

Reported Observed.

Frequency Frequency' Process Variables

46
43

41 79.
79,PC

79
-20 .

-03 -41

27
14\ 13

.32

.9.1 .16
P

Concerned about academic achieve-
meet (R)

Ic.

60
65

70 4..

'.

74
76

77

02
-25 22.

..

./

28
)4 14

1

.90

.40 .47

Laugh at own mistakes, or use oc7
casion for teaching or moti7

voting (R) ,

.

41

.4)

42
43

.

41

41

40 .-02
07

17 .

I

28\

1

...

4 14
I

,

.73

:95 .56

Teacher is melodramatic, expres-
sive or emotive (R) .

'77

...

79

81

.

.

75

77

80

\<

,

.

.

-41**
-57** 09

28

14 14

.

,

.77

. ,

/
.....

Level of attention (a11 students are
atteritive most of the time) (R) .

.

64

68

71
.

37-

30

36

33,

36

35

.

/-34

.

01

23 -30

-37**
-54**

7

28
14 14

28
14 14

97
44 .30

.24

. .

,

Teacher initiated probleni solving
(addresses problems arid questions

'-to whole class) (R)

i
f:'

% of time spent doing problem-
solving activities (R)

r

52



Table I Continued:

Presage Variables

X%

Reported Observed
Frequency Fre uenc N Process Variables

.

Classroom Organization

.

66

73 59

.

,

86

57

66

79

60

.

89
92

59

61

65

64

81

82

64.

68

-25

41 34

. -08

18-55**

-02'

-25 25

-16

-41 40

-14

-36 32

'28

14.14

'28

14 14

28

14 14

28

14 14

28

14 14

.20

.14 .23

.69

.54

.90

.39 .40

.43

.15 .15

.48

.21 .26

.,
.

Students seem to believe and re-
'Sect teacher (R)

.

Chaotic, unplanned, poarly sche-

duled class (R)

Smooth and efficient transitions

(R) .

Students, arecompliant and obe-

dint (R)

Well-established routines mini-

mize interruptions (R) -

and Management
i .

Concern about maintaining
classroom_control

.

.

'

Discourage students from
moving aroundthe room
freely

*

..-- .

.

/

Have a system of .class-r'.,

room helpers

/
/ . .

.

/
Important to keep 0--
tractive,bullptin boards .

.

48

49 49

^ ;r/

/

/ .

14

9

.

07'--

00

13

18

-15

23 00

29

08 -02

28

14 14

28

14 14

:47,

.44 1,0

.B'
.79 .94

-...

Children must always get permis-
sion to lea've their seats (R)

.
.

Children are allowed up as long
qs no one else is up (one-,at a.

time) (R)
1.

7R-s-

81 76
r

77

82 ,

88

12

32 09

28

14 14 ':27

.54

.77

Teachers have a set monitor or

helper system (R)

. "74
77 '71 ' 71

73

72

74

75
76

-11

-41 13

05.
36 -24

27

13 14

27--
13 14

;58

.16 .66
8I

22 .41

'

.

Classroom is attractive (R)

Classroom is busy and cluttered (110

55



/' Table I Continued:

V.

142.

43.

44.

45.

46.

X%
Reported
Frequenc

X%
Observed
Fre uenc N Process Variables

Goals and' Values Regarding .

.

Student and Teacher Rela- ,

tionships . .

Enthusiasm is important -92 58 -15 / 27 .46 . Enthusiasm (teachers communicate
94 91 56 60 28 -524H'I3 14 .35 excitement or enjoyment) (R)

Important to be warm 93 - 49 -15 27 .46 Positive affect (positively rein-

toward kids k 92 94 48 50 23 -53** 13 14.46 forcing teacher behavior or at-
titudee0 (R)

62 -03 27 .88 Hightypical level of affectionate-,

59 65 .03 -17 13 14 .92, .56 ness (R)

75 01 27 .97 High ra of affectionateness (R)

,

72 78 05 -14 13 I44.87 .64
.

.4-
N..

Teachers' judgment of 83 . 72 -07 28 .74 Teachers identify with 'group and

their rapport with . 86 .81 67- 76 -20 21 14 14 .51 :47 promote a "we" feeling (R)

students .

,. 1 "
Concerned about whettier . .

jstudents are learning 83 79 '-I4 28 /48 Concerned about academic achievement'

what they should 83 . 83 , 79 78 -40 21 14. 14. :/ 16 .49

.

.

,

. .

Concerned.about how . .-->

students feeL about her 63 89 -II 28 / .58'._ .tudehts seem to believe and respect

60 67. 86 92 '-23 01 14 lel .43- .96 the teacher (R)
,

'7.2: -14 2 / .5Q Teachers identify witfigroup and pro-
, , .

67 76 -15 36 14 14 .60 .20 mote .a "we" feeling (R)
s /

56
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Table 1 Continued:

Presage Variables

7%
Reported
Frequency

Observed
Fre uenc _C.

\

Process Variables

47."

48.

.

..'

49.

11.

50-.

Concerned about the wide

range of student achieve-
ment

.

,

Establish good rapport
With students

.

.
g

Ability to get students'
respect.

Incentives arldlNotiyation

79

74

70

79

79

.

.

.

78

-29

-17 -42
.

,

.

28

14 14

.13

.58 .13

.

,

,

1

Concerned about academic achievement

(R) .

92

91

90

,

-

72

66

89

86

4

76

92

-03

-46 32

01

-- 10

27 ,.'

13 14

v

27

13 14

.87

.11 .26

.95

-- .73

eachers identify with group and
promote "we" feeling (R) A.

Students seem to believe and res-

pect teacher. (R)

92

90
88

89

86 92

07

,-- 31.

26

13 13

.73

-- .30

Students seem to believe and respect
the teacher (R)

4

.. . .
,

70

76

81

,

,

A '

10

II

'09

09

09

.11

,07
08

09

- 13

.

08

09

07

07

05

31**

29 46*

,

34**
27

.
44

28

47 13

-07

21 -33

-02

J5 06

/

28

14 14

27

14 13

26

12 14

. 28

104 14

27

14 13

...

.

.31

.35 .13

.17

.12 .67

.72

.47 .25

.

.93

.86 .84

.

% ofilloraise after all response op-

. portunities-(AM) ,

% of praise after a 11 responSe op-

port6nities-(PM)
, 2

I

.

% of praise after all response op-
portunities-(RG)

% behavior contacts which are

praised-(AM)
.

. .

% behavior contacts which are .

praiSed-TM5

.i.

Befievb iry/publiclY

praising child as moti-
vation to others

i .

.

,

4

. °

. .

:
.

.60

59
.0



di

Table I COntinued:.

'Presage Variables

3T% X%
Reported Observed
Frequency , Frequency

'

Prodess Variables

50'.

.

.

-)

, -

Believe in publicly
praising child as moti-
vation to others .

Continued:

.

1

a -

.

.

;

.

.

03
05 02

05
04 06

09
II 07

05
04 06

N 84
82 86

80
79 81

79
83' 75'

03
04 02

04
. 04 05

02
03 01

II

II.
12

-16
-35

-12
-27 -0.8

-16
-32

-16
-42 -0010

-23
-53*I6

16
06

13
01

,

-11

06 -10

-12
-16-14

19

38

27
33

14

36

28

28

22

*

9

25

12 '13

25 -

II 14

17
9 8

20
10

28
14 14

27
14 13

26
12 14

28

14 14

27 ."'

14 13

. 26
12 14

14

27
13

*

.46

.27 ,65

.58

.43 .79

.54
.40 .38

.50
.23 .99

.23
.59

, .44
.84 0-37

.53
.97 .34.

-- .57

.83 .73

. 55

.59 .66

.34
.23 :45

.36 .19

'

'

% af-relevant student initiated
comments praised -(PM)' -

,

% Of relevant student initiated
.comments praised-(RG)

% of opinion questions praised -(PM)

--,

,

,

.

.

. _

0

% of opinion questions'praised-(RG)

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academic work-1(AM)

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academic work-(PM)

% of.praise (vs. criticism) for.

academic work-(RG)
.

% of student' initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work -(AM)

% of \student initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work-(0)

% of student initiated contacts -

resulting In praise for work-(RG)

% of praise following correct

answers-(PM)

60
4.

61



Table 1 9ontinved:

eg

Presage Variables

7%.
/Reportld
Frequenc

)7(%

Observed
Frequenc

.10

r N Process Varlabres

50.

'

. 51.

.

Believe in publicly
praising ,child as moti-
vation to others

,
.

Oontinue0: ,

.

.

, 12

.10

10

' 05

08

10

04 '

04

00 1
14 -05

-06,
-19 1.4

-04
-37 43

-28
14 14

27

14 13

26

12 14

.99

.63 .87
,

.76

.51 .66,

-.85 .

.23 .12

% teacher initiated contacts given
praise for work-(AM)

, .

% teacher initiated contacts given
praise for, work-(PM)

% teacher initiated contacts given
praise for work-G)

1
0

'Use praise as a moti-
vational technique

.

.

_ _

. .

.

...4

88

.

89

90 11

03

11-

08
.

13

05

04

It

04

10

08

09

09

09

07

07

07

09

05

03

02

05

. 06

09

07

05

06

,

21

28 12

10

39 -26

26

31 21

35**
44 28

33**

51* 09

-46**
-32-65**

39**

23 4 &*

-05

-24 47

-20
-45 -02

14
-

14

12

14

14

12

11

-9

10

za
14

27

13'

26

14

28

14

27

13

25

13

25

14 ,

17

- 8

20

10

.28

.33 .69

.61

.17 .40

.20.

.34 .48

.12 .34

. )
----4.-

r.,78

.31

e. .

.51 -

.83

.54 ;25

.42

.19 .95

i'lof praise after all res se op-
portunities-(AM)

% of praise after al) response op.--`
portunities-(PM)

% of praise after all response op-
porfunities-(RG)

is behavior contacts which are
praised-(AM)

% behavior contacts which are
praised-(PM).

% relevant student initiated
comments praised -(PM)

- - .,

% relevant student initiated
comments praised-(RG) .

% of opiniOn, questions praised-(PM)
.

...

% of opinion questions praised -(RG)'

si. 1

4

62 63



Table I Continued:

Reported

.

Observed
F e uenc N

I

Process Variables

51. Use praise as a moti-
vat.ional technique )

- Continued:

82

84

80

86

,

-04

04 -21

.15

'28

14 14

27

'.84

.89 .49

.45 '

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academiework-(AM)

-, % of praise (vs. cri-Mcism) for
:,

.

79
.

'&1 24 02 14 13 .41 .96 academic work-(PM) .

. . . 79 03 26 .87 % of (vs. criticism) for
` 83 75 05 -,00 If 14 .87 .99 academic work-(RG)

4 I
. '03

t

-24 28 .22 % of student initiated contacts
04 02 -20,-29 14 14 .49 .31 resulting in praise for work-(AM)

\
,

04 06 27 .75, % of student initiated contacts

'

04 05 33 -23 14 13 .25 .46 resulting in praise for work-(PM)

. .
02 08 26 .69 % of student initiated contacts

03 01 -08 II 12 14 :80 .79 resulting in praise for work-(RG) "'
.

M
13 2- 5

% of praise following correct
.

II 12
,

41 -15 14 173 .14.64 answers

10 03 28 .86 % of teacher initiated contacts

.
.

12 08 -13 31 14 14 .66 :27 given praise/1100r work-(AM)

10 -26 27. .19 .% of teacher initjated contacts
,

10 10 -29-21 14 13 .32 ..49 given--praise for-Work-(PM)'
. _

04 -16 26 43 % of teacher initiate. ontacts

.05 04 .-82**30 12 1,4 1429 given praise for wo -( )

52. Frequent praise A s 90 10 II 27 .59 % of praise after all response op-

\important ., 92. 8$ II 08 -2I -08 13 14 .50 .79 portunities-(AM)

. .

`
, 4

09
09

09
II

33 713
26

13 13

.60

.27 .67

% of praite after all response op-
portunitles-(PM) .

. 09 17 25 .41 % of praise after all response op-
. 0 07 17 09 II 14 .61 .75 bortunittes-(RG)

b



Table I Continued:,

Presa e Variables

/ %

Reported

Fre uenc

5%
Observed
Fre uenc

4

52.

.

.

_

.

Frequent praise is

important

Continued:

.

4

.

.

----._

...

..: -

_

0

08

.

13

05

04

11

04

82

79

83

-

04,

04

03

07

09

03

05

09

05

84

.

80

79

03

04

02

,07

05

02

06

.

07

06

86
.

81

75

02

05

01

29

15 39

36*
42 21

-40**

-60**-3411

41**
39 48 *10

02
- 72**

-41**
-48 -33

-08
12 04

14
32 -04-

06
-37 17

18
47 -1

-00
23 -17

01
13

11 .

27

13 14

26'

13 13

24

13

24

14

16
8 8

20
10 10

27
13 .4

.

26
13 13

25
II 14

27
13 14

26
13 13

'25
11 14

.15

.64 .16

.15 .50

.28

.27

.94
.31

.16 .36

71
.71.7 .88

.49
.29 .9

1..

.78
.26 .57

.36
.11 .29

.

,9g
,46 .58

.55
.98..71

,

i of behavior contacts which are

praised-(AM)

% of behavior contacf hich are

praised-(PM)
, .

% of relevant student initiated

comments praised-(PM)"

% of relevant student initiated -
comments praised-(RG)

*

% opinion questions praised-(PM)
°

% opinion questions raispd-(RG)

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academic work-(AM)

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academic work -(PM)

.

% of praise (vs. criticism) for

academic work-(RG)

% of student initiated contacts s
re ulting in praise for work-(AM)

of student initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work-(PM)

% of student initiated contacts
resulting in. praise for work-(RG)

s

../e--\

-,
1.

.

-

.\\\

ti

Y

66'
67



Toble'l Continued:
.

Presage Variables

X X

Reported Observed

Frequency FceQuencv
Process Variables

1

te

.

52.

51

Vr-

Frequent praise is .'-

important

Continued:

,

4

,

.

,

,

11

12

10

05

II

10

10

04

12

08

10

04

10 .

34 -09

15

02" 22

-03
19 -31

21
-23 48*

.

,26

13 13

27

13 14

26
13 13

_
25

II 14

.63

.26 .78

.45

.94 .45

.87
.54 .31

.33
.51

,

% of praise following correct ...

answers'

% of teacher initiated contacts
given.praise for work-(AM)

.
% of teacher initiated contacts

'given praise for work -(PM)'

% of teacher initiated contacts-
given praise for work-(RG)

. -

inPraise n some way all

students' work
.

.
.

,

--.

68

.

.

69

70 11

09

II

05

04

10

0'9

.

09

03

05

08

09'

07

02,

06

,

-13
-22 28

-04
-15 14

-20
-.28 02

-23
-39 01

41**
553r 37

28
14 14

's 27
14'13

26.

12 14

,

. 25
12 13

25
I/1\14

....

.51

.24 .34

,i.

.82
.61 .65

.32
.38 .95

.26
.21 .9

.2

% of praise after"'all response op-

..portunities-(AM)

% of praise after al response op-

.

po'rtunities -(PM)
.

% of praise after all response op-
portunities -(RG)

% of relevant studdnt initiated
comments praised -(PM)

% of relevant student initiated
comments braised-ERG)



Table I Continued:

34//
ReportA0
Frequency

Observed
Fre uenc N Process Variables

53.

I .

.

.

.

.

r

7

Praise in some way all
students' work

Continued:

.

.

.

.

.

.

...

1
.

.

.

.

f

a

,

.

11

04

82

79

.

83

04'

-04

03

II

12

10

05

49

09

05

84

80

79

03

04

02

II

10

10

04

51

07

06

86

75

02

05

01

12

08

10

04'

52

49**
-67**23
-27
**-75 27

-07
-14 06

.

b459**

-3g736

211
4
13

.37**
4 34

-18
-22 -IC

-04
-14 10

-32**
-58**15

15

)5 34

-07
-1'609

32**
56 29

17

9 8

10
20

0

1494

42713

12 14

28
4 1

27
.14 13

26
I2 14

27
14 13

28
14 J4

27
14 13

26
12 14

28
14 14

.58

26
46,

%.

.62
71

.84

.7.448

, k

75.2.2I

.47
.28 .67

.14 .26

39
.50 .74

.86
.63 .76

.

.67,1

47
.85 .26

.74 ,
.62 .75

.21 .32

,

a

.

...--

,$

% of opinion questionS praised-(PM)

% of Opinion questions praised.2(RG)
.

% of praise (vsr criticism) for
academic work -(AM).

). ,

% of praise (vs. ,criticism) for,
academic .work -(PM)

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academic work-(RG)

.% of student initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work-(AM)

% of student, initiated contacts ,

newifing in praise for work-(PM)

% of student initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work-(RG)

% of praise following correct
answers

r''
% of teacher initiated contacts

,

given praise for work-(AM) .

% of teacher initiated contacts
given praise for work-(PM)

/ .

% of teacher Initiated contacts
given praise for work-(RG)

Positively. reinforCing teachers'
behavior or attitudes (R)

.

4,

.

.

,

.

?.. , r

. .

, . .

.

.

,

(1

71

a



Table I Continued:

Presa e Variables

Reported
Fre uene

Observed
Fre uenc Process Variables

54.

. .

.

.P.,

Praising the work of
others does 'little to

stimulate achievement

lb
.

oi

f

.

.

.

.

.

..---1' .

.

_

47

.

48

,

"..

.

49

,

.

ft

II

09

.

II

05

04

II

04

82

79
.

83

10

08

'0,9 .

09

09
07

.

03
02

05
06

09
07

05, 06

84
86

80
81

79
X15

06
22 -14

01

II -09

-05
9 -28

01

-09 13

-40**
-04-6)011

--I 166 -10

-13827

-4 41

3**
-14-64

-44**
-28 36

27

14 13

27
14 13

25
12 1,3

251312 ..79

24
13

l'79' 8

102010

14 2713

27
14 13

26
12 14

4

°.78
.45 .65

-

.97
.72 .77

.80
.78 .3

.

.97
.67

.91

4.4 .81

.7.26.46

.11

.64

.39 .21

.

% of praise after'all response op-,
-portunities -(AM)

% of praise after all response op-
portunities-(PM)

%°of praise after all response op-
portunities-(RG)

r

% of relevant student initiated
comments praised -(PM)

.

% of relevant student initiated
comments praised-(RG)

% of opinion questions praised-(PM)

.% of opinion questions praised-(RG)

% of praie (vs. criticism) for
academic work-(AM)

% ofpraise (vs. Criticism) for
academic work -(PM)

.
.

% of praise (vs. criticism) for
academic work-(RG)

. 72 73



Table 1 Continued:
AO,

Preigqe Vaciables

54. Praising the work of
others does little to
stimulate achievement

Continued:

55. Use competition to
motivate

56. Use smiling faces, gold
stars as concrete re-
wards

% %

Reported' Observed
FrequriCy Frequency

03 -00 27. .98

04 02 -16 24 14 13 .60 .44

04 2713 .19
04 05 14 .38 .37

02 02 2 5 .91
03 01 36 -24 12 13' .25 .44

H -02 27 .0 9

11 12 09 -11 14 13 .77 .72

12
10

08
-07

08 -21
27.

14 13
%7

4.49.49

10 27 .90
10 10

6.0-21

14 13 .74 .63

04 25 .6
05 04 - 031118 12 13 .57.92 ?57

56 21 40 ** 27

54 58 20 22 -13-26 13 14 .68 .37

59 -48 ** 27

56 62 -7744-30 13 14 -6.31

62 21 1 1 27' .58

58 66 11 30 14 04 13 14 .65 .88

Process Variables

% of student initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work-(AM)

% of student initiated contacts
resulting in praise for work-(PM)

% of student initiated contacts',
estpiting in praise for work-(RG)

% of praise follbwing correct
answers

% of teacher initiated contacts
given'praise for work-(AM)

% of teacher initiated contacts
given praise for work-(PM)

% of teacher initiated contacts
given praise for work-(RG)

Use peer pressure as punishment (R)

Students, wait and listen respectfully-
when classmates are called on (R)

Use symbols such as gold stars or
smiling faces as rewards - (R)



Table I Continued:

Presage Variables

57. Use individual prizes
as rewards

58. Public recognition as
a reward

*4.

'59. -Use exemption from tests

60. Use special privileges
as reward

I

76

Reported
Fre uenc

Observed
Fre uenc Process Var)ables

-

45
54

61fi

','

21

II

12

09

0

30

14

38**
05 28.

12

64**26

26
12 14

26
12 14

.88

.57

.33

.38

.

Use symbols (gold stars, smiling
faces, etc.) as rewards (R)

Use concrete objects (candy, money,
prize$) as rewards (R)

57

67

77

9

05

22

25

48
46

13

20

50

344."

07 33

38**
34 29

-14
41 37

28
14 14

28
14 14

28
14 14

.82

.24

.50
.14

.25

.31

.19

Use waiver of requirements (shorter,
or fewer assignments) as rewards (R)

Use jobs (monitor, helper, clean the
erasers) as rewards (R)

Use public recognition as a reward (R)

33

44

53

31

23

9

'05

39

13

41**
11 -38

'27
13 14 ,73

.

.87
.51

.18

.14

Use special privileges (use of special
equipment, go to library) as rewards
(R),

Use waiver of requirements (shorter'
or ,fewer assignments) as rewards (R)

-03
21 41

...- _

27
13 14

64

69

74

31

23

.

39

19

,32 02

28 *
14 14

[

35

.26 .95

. '''

Use special privilprivileges s (use of

special equipment, go to Library)
as rewards (R)

. 77



Table I Continued:
7% 7%

Reported Observed

Presage Variables Frequency Frequency .r. -11 Process Variables'

The top centered correlation coefficient reflects the degree of teacher accuracy in reported
vs. observed bphavior or attitudes for the whole sample of teachers.

The correlation coefficient to the right reflects the degree of teacher accuracy,in reported
observed behavior for high effective.teachers. The correlation coefficient to-the left

ffects'the same relationships for low effective teachers.

2*
'm

"4 c,

** p = .05 The probabilities are listed for all correlations which are not significant.

\
3

(R) means coder ratings

00,


