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The main objective of the CORRELATES OF Since 1974 three othe major.data collec~
" EFFECTIVE TEACHING PROJECT is to expand tion-efforts were ini??afed and completed. .
;- the ‘number of teaching principles based
. on documented findings. from systematic (1) STUDENT-ATTRIBUTE STUDY which looked
" classroom ré§earch..'The problems and gt student characterjstics and behaviors
| processes studied have been selected op t and their effects on teachers.
- The basis of observation ahd consultation
with teachegs and school personnel, Em~ 7 .(2) FIRST GRADE READING GROUP STUDY, an -
phasis i's on’ the 5tudy of the classroom : experimental study designed to test the.
© to discover how these processes can be . effectiveness of se?@g(ed groyp management
conducted to the greatest advantage.of techniques in teaching reading.

- teachers and jindividual students. « .
) (3) “JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDY, a follow up

One of the projeci's major efforts was as on earlier work<“from the second and third

two-year study of teaching -effectiveness . grades of the influence of feather chdrac- -
) ~_Q 'ing the examination of *the class- - teristics and behavior on students' cognifivel
ERICehavior of teachers consistent in and affective gains, . Lo |

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

SPFCERIng student learning dains.
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Abstract. _

»
.
e

Self reports of classroom behavior given by second and third grade

v

Teachers in quesTaOnnaares are compared to process measures of the same

3 7
Y
.

behaviors collec4ed by classroom observers vasafang in ‘these Teachepsq

classrooms. The, compar|sons reveal a generalazed pattern of p

3
.

In general ,taccuracy seemed 16 be much reirelafed to the
. f’ -* N

degree to which the teacher behavior‘fﬁ‘ﬁhestioﬁ/is stfessed in teacher

.
v
-

education progréhs than it was'relafed‘fo the degree to which a teacher

That is, highly

was successful in produaing student learning gains. .
7
successful teachers were not much more accurate in reporting their class-

-

room behay(er than were less sudcessful teachers:”
o

S
P
.

'

-
-
Lgrosme e

-~

oor accuracy
" on The par+ of the teachers, al+hough There were some egcepflons for certain
variables.
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Texa;:TEaEher Effecjiveness Project: _— .
An InVésTigaTiQn of Selected

‘

o - * '
Presage-Process.Relationships y
- T ) "

. % '
This-paper is a report of relationships between two subsets Ef data

b
-

col lected in the Texas Teacher Effectiveness Project from a selecfed_;ample,

" of teacherg in rhe second year o% a two-year correla;fonal‘%}udy of Teaching
effectiveness. This prOJecT has been a naturalistic investigation of the .
presage and process correlafes of the relaflve‘success of second and third
grade teachers in producing student learning gains on standardized achieve-.
'ﬁenf tests. Thirfy:oﬁé’éecond and third grade fgachers were chosen for ,

the study becauseé of their consisfgnéy in producing student learning gains

on the Metropolitan Achievement Tests over three consecufive _years prior to the .

flrsf year of the study. The teachers ranged in effecflveness from con-

]

.snsfenfly high to consnsfenflw low. In the second year, 19 teachers agreed
to participate again, and nine others were selecfed, using a fourfh year

of gajn scores, making a total of 28 teachers in all. The‘sfudy included

a

classroom observations yielding behavioral data on classreom process variables
] 4
*

as well| as questionnaire and inférbiew data. A summary of the two-yéar

study and discussion df'high and, low inference process-product |inear re-

-

. lationships are reporféd in Brophy and Evertson (Note 1). The second year

report of the non-linear. process~product relationships; along with a full T

discussion of fhe study as a whole, ‘is found in Brophy and Evertson (Note 2).
. - i ¢ . . : »

The details of the teacher selection procedures are reported [n Brophy' (1973)
R 4 ’ : :




’ . . .

and Veldman and Brophy (1974). Inherested reader$ may wish to obtain

3

these reports also. .. l -
The focus of the present ‘paper is Twofo]d:

1.) To what degree are teacher self report (preshge) data on class-
.ot e . . 7 )
room philosophies and behavidrs accurate and valid statements of their

A\l

- .
3

L4 . A : y * -
..actuag!l classroom behavior as revealed by classroom,observiflon (process)

\ -

data? / : .

t - c.
. M :;

2.) MWhat re}afiqnéhjﬁs (if any) exist sbetween teacher's accuracy

>~ ¢
in reporting classroom behavior and their success in‘producingdg?udenf //
. - ' M

. . 7 ‘
learning gains? , . —

- . ~

Data Collection Instruments * ‘ . Coe

Y This report deal§ speclfically with relatjbnéhips between selected «
. . ‘ s - : ’
presage and process-variables designed to measure’the same behaviors. Pre-.
- . ] . )
sage measures include variables difficult to measure through’periodic class-

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

\]

]

. . . / -
teaching methods, motivation techniques, beliefs about tests, and parental

-

invo lvement. The quesfioﬁnajre i‘hems, some of which are used in this report,.

4+

were completed by thirty teachers at +the end of the se nd.year: twenty-
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 quesfi%pnairel

"The quesfionnaire.éonfained checklists, scales, and percenfageﬂesflma%es;

-

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

’

Pa—




-

[} ‘ .

ITems'deélf.wiTh such fopics as proborfjon of time spent in lecturing vs,

class discussion vss individual seatwork; time spent in lesson preparation;

. ) . g T

Y

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

of motivating devices used;- and factors felt to be essertial to good teaching.
: 2 .

The questionnaire-also included scales on which teachers could rate their ~
- . . 4 . Eadi
teaching doncerns, sources of Peaching satisfactions, and beligfs about good
v . ‘ . ) [
teaching. - , -

The qqesTJonnaare dafa discussed in this paper are self-report daTa,

and as such are open to sources- of response bias s%ch as extreme response

Thus, all of These

N

sefss social desarabllafy, logical error, and the like..

géfa\concern teachers' &tated opinions or perceptions.
. -

The degree to which

. their responses reflect their actual behavior or even necessarily their’ ‘

“for assessang teacher behavaor

. . [ »
actual perceptians and beliefs is the subject of This_reporf.

¢ N

L}
Process measures included boTh low inference and high |nference measures

The low inference measuremenf system was* ,

‘an expansion and adap;“?ron of The Brophy—Good Dyadlc Interaction Observafion 'S

a group).

'

1976), which is destgned To record each |nferac+|on

°

System (Brophy and Gooq
that the Teacher.shares wWTh a single inoividual child (as opposed to_lec— .
turing or other teacher behavior that is directed et the entire class or at .

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

variables, including most of those Stressed by the observational systems

3

t
that have been used most ‘frequently jn previous educational research, as well

¢ <

The major adaptations and expansions ‘were
h\_r

P

as some unique fto this system.
T~

f

10




Fonfexf variables having to*do with the time and nature of classroom inter-
A v

action during whigh a particular observation took pléce. The variables

“will be described$moée fully in ‘the results section when the presage-
. . ]

Q

. manual is included in Bréphy and Evertson (1973).

EQerTéon; Note 3).

'Q% the first year and 14 times the second year..

proces§ data from this loy inference instrument are presented.

The coding

. (See also'Broph9 and -~ »

» Teachers were observed with TQIS instrument four Tames

The flrsf year, since the

[}

x .
observation system was new and the observers were newly trained, observeks-

-

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

13

*was generally. quite high, in the second ‘year observers worked in pairs until

they reached an 80% reliabilify criterifon (préceéunes are specified in

ke t

4

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

t - !
and then worked singly. Teachers were qbserved only four times during the -.

first year of the study.due to financial constraints; 6bvious|y, considerations

\ v s

of the® reliability of teacher pehqvﬁor from one observational visit to the

«

ne;?<iic+a+e that the teachers be observed as many times as possible in order
{ “ R Lo . .
t . . .
to obtain a reliable and valid index of their typical classroom behavior,
A , .

This was approachéd much more closely in the secoad year of the study, in

[
‘ &
whichwe were able to observe teachers 14 times each. , * . .
B ! '
" Here, each Teacher was observed by two coders 150 alfernafed visits .

~

‘to the classroom. . Pairs of coders were assigned to

© ?

}eliabilify dafa on high inference ratings anb othe

given Teacher SO Tha+

7 , -~

measures could be ob- 4

——

- %

Tained A varaefy of high lnference measures of t :cher behavior were used.

|4 .
of ﬁqxg_of the more heavily used observaf:o sysfeﬁs in existence (Emmer and
? - . . I“
1 » ‘




h

. . X . .
Peck, 1973). These were five-point scales tpaf were rated several times on

-

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

for each teacher. Thg'variables were among those most heavily stressed by
Flander, Medley, Smith, and other major figures in the development and
application of classroom observatien systems. Other high inference instru-

ments included raTTRg scales and checklists geared to get at aspects of *

¥ a .

-teaching which are observable in repeated exposureé to the teacher but which
are difficult te measure reliably or validly Th}ough fow inference obser-

vations of specific, concrete interactions. These include such variables

as teacher waﬁhﬁh, democratic vs. authoritarian Ieadérship style, child o

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

.fhésé are easy to rate reliably by raters familiar with teachers, there is~

.

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

.coding when the variable is not amenéble to coding of frequent discrete
) 5 -t -~ \ \
units of behavior (Rosenshine and Furst, ; 1973) Cow e . .

v
- . -

. . g H . . .
One instrumerit was used in a low inference mapner the *firsi year but in -
< . . N

a high inference manner the second year. Thig was an instrument dééignéd to

measure aspects of teachers' lesson presentation, particularly The'amoqus of

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

i °

' ! . . .
< lessons. +The first year, these data were collected from a subsample of 10 of o

N [ [

S;S low effective) who-were observed twice while

. . .7 “ N . . -
they taught Iessoﬁg. The data were collected %ifh a low inference system which

the tgachersl(S high effective an

involved actual timing of the different aspects of The lessons observed. During.the

[ ° .

: R . ) - ) .
second year, this low inference method was abandoned because.it"required separate

. Y {

visits ﬁpifheaclassroom (it was not possible for coders to code with this me+hod

e A
,.‘;' . ¢ .




i
and code with the ofher low 1nference system aT the same Tlme, so that ’

rafher than’ gef only seven observaflons wufh each sysfem, we' decnded to get
2
14 observaffons with. the Iarger sysfem and get, The other information Through

high‘inference ratlngs). Consequenfly, in the second year,.all 28 Teachers

. ”

. & .
) Involved in The study were measured on these aspecfs of Iesson presenfaflon,

but They‘were measured *hrough hlgh |nference esflmafes of The average amount

of Tlme that they typically. spent in varlous acflvxfles duripg. structured ¢

\ A h
. - 5

. Iesson times. | . o .
- A \ ’

-

_ In this report, we will assess the validify_o% the self-report data

.

by comparing-teacher responses To.quesfionnaire items with data on teacher

- behavior frof aqur high inferénce and especially our low inference classroom-

Y

T - \ . : et 2
coding. We feel that such comparisons are of inferest, 31296 many reseachers

rely on presage measures such. as Teacher bellefs, afflfudes, age, education,

etc. ‘“rﬁ.an effort to uncovertattributes of effecflve teachers. ?Muchﬁé%%

<

" {iahce on these measures of Teacher attitudes, Pracflces,and bellefs sfems
'from The facf that these data are |nexpen5|ve and relaflvely easy to obtain -

compared To process measures such as classroom observaflonal measures We

v
.

teel |T is Tmporfanf To exam:ne The degree o which Teachers' proﬁessed

afflfudes and, bellejs mafch Theum observed behavnor

> - . - "

’

Dafa Analys:s >

s : . n “\‘ ;.!
o o
Several resage varuables from“our quesflonnalre data were selected .

and correlated with correspondlngAprogess measures taken from coderk_pflngs o

of teacher 'behgvior made during and aftér classes and from the observatidnal
» . . 4. 5' s - N

coding system.
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Insert Table | about here

.
Ae

pre

’
- » * .
’ L R . .

. . X
v . The r's, *N's, and probabilities are reported for -each presage measure
! C .
and its corresponding process measure (or measures, in cases where more than
. N .

one process measure is appropriate). -In addifion to fthe 'linear correlations,

.
") [ ] - 4 v
.

the mean frequencies for presage -variables as reported By the teachers are .

noted in the column on “the extremg left (frequency reported). The means o

- -
.

- for the frequency that the behavior%Was observed or recorded Qx,coders ace‘

shown in the column to the righT (frequency observed). _' ‘ . -

L A ¢
- Twor main issues wnII be deaif with. The flrsT is an examinafion of: .
. . . ' ~

tThe presage-process relationskips themselves and discussion of the cor-
relations between reported and observed behavior (reflecting the degree of

s

relative Teacher accuracy beTween professed attitudes and beliefs and be- ..

L O LY YU § - k e A e e ™M e b~ - R

havnor, regardless of effecflveness or relafionships “to sTudenT iearnlng

<

gains). The second issue involves the question of whefher teacher accuracy .

JIs related fo producing student learning gains. . .er
-* h . DS
In order To |nvesT|gaTe ThJS quesfion, The sample of 28 teachers was-
divided in half (high vs. low effecfive), and scores for each of the two.

—_—

gfoups were correlated in the same way as for the total group. These cor- ‘

-~

e relaflons appear under the ToTaI group correlations, Those for high effecfive . -
r * . ./ " .
Teachers ot the righT and those. for low effecfive téachers on the left.

Part_| of This repor+ Wil discuss the top set-of r's reflecTing—reIaTive

- . . s

” .. ~accuracy for the enfire sample of 'feachers. The'r's in the Iower pairs, .
- - ~ A
which give information about the relative accuracy of high effective vs. 2
. ' ) :, - ) . s N . b

v ' low effective teachers, will be discussed In Part II. ’

P [y

s

e / K . 3




- Probability data are included in the table for the correlations to

4 hd . ‘

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

refative accuracy in sel f report, the table contains ‘information about the

+

absolufe_freduencies of behavior observed in the classroom and recorded

in process measures. . - .
. . L1
.The presage varlables are Ilsfed on The IefThand side of the Table,
; ,

and all process varlables which reIaTed to the presage varlables are Ilsfed
€

v

on the exTreme righthand side of the Table. The column of meah reporTed

frequenC|es show the average percenfages that the teachers’ reporfed the

partitular pracfice, beITef, or attitude. Adjacent to this’ column are fhe
[ ’ : .
mean ' observed frequencies that.the given process behaviors were observed
) > ’ ' 5
by goders. . !

C Statisticat tests-of di#ferences between the means in these cotumns- e -~

cannot be made, because the self report data are from teachers' responses to
. < -

X . . . ’ - ; iy X X .
five-point scales and to.percentage estimat+ion- ifems in the questionnaire; -

while the processidata are means and percentage scores from the clq§sroom 4
- \ .

e

observaflons Consequently, attempts to test Thé\sfafisfical significance .
of diffetrences |n these scores would be meanlngless. However, it is pos- .
*sible to get a general idéa of the degree of correspOndence between The’

frequency with WhICh Teachers reporfed a behavnor anq the frequency TALT the ~
. . . 7
same behavior was’ observed in the classroom by coﬁparlng These scores.

¢, e
Someflmes The differences dFE'exTreme, tnducaflng-severe overesflmaflon or

-

underesfimafien on the parf of the teachers.

L4 . >~

- The data to be‘presenTed concern teacher aceuracy in)reporf?ng their

-
i

PR

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

e £ s - N ;J

'}.!A KA

>

=
2.

lw

.




10

not attempted to define it formallQ! However, for purposes of commufi-

>

cation, relaflve accuracy as expressed by correlation coeff|cnen+s will be

equated with statistically signlflcanf correlations (p<.10). Absolu*e
) , ‘

accuracy, ae reflected by }ﬁe'mafch between the teacher self report scoies

and the scores from the presage data, wi1l be interpreted as a rough equf—

. \

valence between these two. data sets.- Tﬁe precise data are given in the

\

A \
table, however, for readers who wish to form their own conclusions about \\

teacher accuracy. -

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

. grouped in The followipg secflons' lesson presenfafion praofices,'reading

|ns+rucf|on, beliefs abouf good Teachlng, classroom otrganization and manage—

“r

men+ goals and values regarding sfudenf—feacher relaflonshlps, and incen-

:girves-end«nbflvaflon Each of these secflons will be, Taken up and dns—

. -
- .

cussed in order.

Part |

~

Lesson Presentations Practices .
. k7 - .
In general, this group of variables failed to shew presage-process
\

7

-t * . i
correlafions. Most relationships are near zero or even negative. Teachers

+ \ g
2

were accurate in‘predicting The amoun+ of time that students, were allowed
to choose their own assignments instead of making one aSS|gnmen+ for al)
students (i.e., the correlation for thig variable was.positive and signi-

ficant). . One other relationship which had signifi¢ant positive oorrelafions

. .
! ¥

was the percentage of time teachers reporfed spending :.in lectures and

. demonstrations compared wffh the actual rated amount of. lecture time.

"o~




: Teachers also were able to estimate the amount of .fime spent in lectures

t

and- demonstrations accurately, and this corresponds’ with the averages
" reported by the coders for time spent this way. Many other variables were
. . . . . ) » . Q\ . \

examined in this set, but all excepf these few failed. fo, show significant
‘- correlation’s between presage variables and'fheir matching process variablee. ,
- .

It is inTeresTing to examine the deg:ee“fo which teachers reporfed a

®

given behav1or relative to how often this same behavior was noted py class~
room observers. Teachers greaTIy overesflmafeﬁ the degree to thCh They
. performed the behavior, on a number of varlables:‘ summarizing lesson content;

- <
reviewing the previous day's Iesson; presenting new material; giving directions

-~ s

for seaTwork follow up, and IeTTIng The students ‘practice the new material .

.

\
. M| were methods of lesson presentation which feachers reported doing fo |
a Jarge degree., However coders' ratings of these same Iesson,presenfaflon o |

.. -—
- e Lo ¢
~ s

practices show that all were serlously overesfama+ed - The average- teacher - - .

-~

did ﬂ?* spend as ‘much time. in any of these particular pursuifs as she réported.

“In a few cases, teachers underestimated how much they used different

.

’ .
methods. Teachers' reported striving for an aveérage correct answer rate of
* 3
o

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

I3

. Anofher notable underesflmafe was tThe percenTage of .time spent teaching

" to groups. Coders reporfed 89%, buT the teachers esTImaTed only 45%.
Neither of the two presage-process reIaTionships for reading group ‘
insfrucfion were significantly related. However, the teachers' reports of T

( P ] P e S ,

ideal ratés of correc+ answers matched closely with the average percenTage

PRS- -

" of correct answers their students gave (75% 2‘3 78%). Teacher esTimaTes of - i.

+ime spent in silent readlng in readnng groups, were hot so accurafe, how--

ever. They,esfimafed 68%, but coders' estimates averaged dnly 30%.

.




\

(° -~ ‘

Bel iefs About’ Gd%d Teacthg . ) ‘ :

" No sagnafacanf reIaTionshaps occurred for the first five variables in

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

¢

Y

. . .
!*nowledge #@nd discipline showed a negative relationship with coders' ratings -
"of the dégree of democratic Ieaaershlp‘sfy!e, as would be expected if the " 4

+eachers put_ their professed béliefs inTo.pracTice (as the ébpareﬁ#ly did).

a

. The belief ThaT it is a waste of time To let students dISCUSS schqoi

subgecfs améﬁa Themselves was Eosnfcvelz related to the amounT of gupal—fo~
* - LN

pup|l inferaction in the room. ConTrary to expecTaTions, the stronger the {

belief that Thﬁs is a waste, of. time, the more observed pupil-to=pupil in-

t
’

— Terac++cn {Percentage- of-pupf!-¢o—pup+4~|n7eFac++onv4€ﬁaJ¥a%ing-based—en~ e

\ e
. Thi amouht of sTudenT—To~sTuden+ talk whléh is subJecT maTTer relafed Y.

PPN Th|§ puzzling reIaTaonshlp might’ be explalned by. The fac% that, ofTen it is
‘ A

iﬁx\ Ay QJfgncufT fqr coders To hear, “and hence To decide wheTher the interactions
v
3 § U

[ N

among students are subJecT~maTTer rélatéd or not. Pthaps lérge amovnfs(ff~ e

-
rated pupil-to~pupil |nTeracT|on could'be lndlcafaye of problems with

Y

. T SR ‘ 2 .
« ' 1 classroom control for some teachers, rather than gross .inagcuracy concerning

-

“ ..+ <their policdies here.

P -

> ~ 7" The next stgnificant ‘rejationship for this set is jthe belief that

’ -
i ~

*

R teachers should teach fhe whote class rather 4han to individuais. It seemed
. cf : : ¢
/ 0 4

apprqﬁriafe to compare This wifh,process measures deaiing with the aspecTs

Ead

of |ndlv|duaI|2|ng |nsTrucT|on, expecting negaTFve relaflonshlps i'f teachers!

-
P ¥
v,-:r«a-‘-':f

; ) acflons mafched their affifu s/ M9s+ of the reIaTtopshlps.wiTh process . ‘ S
. measures did show negafﬁve r Iafionships; with one significanf‘pne (the
percentagé o£ Teacher~sfudenf pA1vaTe cOﬁ?acTs). pTeachers appear tof be

: somewhaf accurafe in. predfcfang Thelr behavnor |n Thas context. - .
\ N [
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s interest\ing' instead of their having to-ask for it was negatively related
. 3 .
to rated \level of attention in the classroom. That is, the stronger the

N B 4

bel ief that ‘one should not have to ask for attention, the lower the rgfted

gttention level. This mag be an overly jdea!fsfic belief for Teachens of |
cu_j:;)ﬂ younger>chil ren. |t also is noteworthy that the negative relationship

- - was produced $ergely by low effective teachers. fhis will be discussed

in more deTaif\in Part 11 of this report.

o Finally, ;\Though teachers expressed the belief that proplem sqlving

is one of the mekn purposes of School this showed a negative relationship

- ‘*;L‘ﬁ with +ime spenf‘lk prcbrem’sorvwng ac+1v1+re57 The-higher +hey*fa+ed ITS—“”"_‘_ i

. imborfance, The Ie9s they did it! Fbr this. and The precedang measure, we
R

- suspect Thaf SOCIal desarabalafy played a significant role in +he teachers' '

reporTang of Thear belae?”

e Lt Thus, Teacheré'were not very accurate (in the relative sense) concerning

o~ T8

the variables in This set. However, they wére accurate 'in the @bsolute - -

s

sense for most of their beliefs and reporTed pracTaces for Thas group of

variables. There were some exceptions:, overesflmafes occurred for amount
g 4 i c
of time in review; use of peer tutoring; feeling that active discussion was

¢
*

worfhwhile;—beljef that individual instruction was a SEQRXOf good teaching; .os
< R
oral ly evaluting students' work; and belief in the importance of‘problem ) 3

solvung In a few places, Teachers underesflmafed Thelr rated concern

» 1"
e A .o -

Ine about academlc achleVemeni-was much hlgher than their expressed belief Thaf
A -
non—achievers shoufd be failed. While these-teachers were seen by coders

:-f / ~
as being concerned about achievement, the teachers apparently did not carry -

- 1

» : ) .
? ) » -‘ .. . . . ; ‘ N 0 :4 .

P N




this +o the point of feel?ng that nen-achievers shodld'be *ailed. No

doubt, teachérs felt ‘that the issue of -achievement and failure was more

" complex than this.’

¢ .
L] i .~

T - !
. Classroom Organization and Management . J
No significant relationships appeared for the classroom management =~
: it

S .
. .

" —variables. Concern abolt.maintaining classroom control was negatively,
Thoughehof significantly, rélaﬁed to ratings of é{udenf.respecf, class-

room otder, éfficienf‘fransifioos, sfﬁdenf compliance, apd wel |~establ ished
routines. Fuller (1969) reporfeériééfﬁzgachers were concerned abouf
4__ﬂ__.g_adequ?cy~%nwa»paniicularwarea?iomtbe degree Thef they felt Thefr 2§§fuacy‘ e -
was in douQT oF.was a problem for them. Thus,ineg;fivé correlations between
level of Egncern and aspects of goed classroomtpanégemenf might be expected
. — v’ . v .

| 5

in this case. ] -~

N

o leachers predlofed accurafely on an absolufe basis, excepf fot con-

e
h
Lr»m» -

siderable overes?nmaflon of Tﬁ”“degree Fo Which fhey discouraged students ;

from moving around the room freely. They.&\d.nof require permissions to

leave seats. Nor were cHildren allowed up only one at a time.\ 11 is not

_obvious just what methods were used for .-regulating physical movehenf, if

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

-

movement than teach&rs reported.

~

Goals and Values Regarding Student and Teacher Relationships

*No significant relationships appeareq_befheen reported Téacﬁef”af?ifudes

»

about relafionships with their students and coder ratings of the teachers'

.behavior. Most correlations were—megative,. though not significant.

»
-~ i

3 —

- 20

. a
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¢

While all teachers reported warmth and enfhusiasm as important, coder
ratings of Teépher warmth and enthusiasm were. low. Again, it "appears that .

soc¢ial désirability may have entered into many of the feacher resﬁonses.

- v

While many may .have genuinely felt these were important, their classroom

> °

behavior did not always reflecﬁ their stated beliefs.

. TeachersJéhowing less concern about how students felt about Them got ¢

. _ gher raflngs on student respecT and soladarlfy with fﬁe'clas Agaim, .

this fits with the teacher concerns model of Fuller (I959)”

& -

' PR s
\ - - ’ ‘V_
incentives and beivafion . » - : ™~ ‘
S Teachecs teportednaffxfudes and. bellefs_maTChed,thelr thceiS_behBYJ£UL~7,~,w.”i;ﬂ
~ \ a N

. slgghfly more often for the group of variables involving praise and rewards .
- ’ %han*for data-in The other confex%s. ‘Beliefs in publiqu praising a child

as mofnvafuon to ofhers correlafed posnflvely_wn+h Three pralse measures:

,.{,’.V_e,

.jofal praise after response opporTunnf:es (both mornangs-and affernOOﬁs),
' and praise after corFeET answers. The maJoraTy of the rest of the reIaTgen-
. ( ¢ Mg
ships are negative in dirfcfion, although not significant. 5\7 ’ &

T Using praise as a motivational technique correlafed.posifively with

. three process mea ures, two relating Te}praise of behavior and one relating

o praise of relevhnt student comments in reading groups. However, one
. PR J

significantly negajfive relationship also appeared for praise of student . -

@

-

_initiated comments in general clase contexts (as opposéd To’reading grgups).

@ It is not aﬁﬁaren why These coefradicfory relafionships appear. Like ) “

'|ngs, Though these reinforcé Dunkin & Blddle s (1974)*call

-

many-of our fin

for more attenfion To context effects in- classroom process research The
. - ‘ AN
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‘ remaamang correlafcons between using praase as a mofuvaﬁoraand The ofher .
process measures of praase are mixed and show no parf|cular pafferns .

» "~

Teacher}rafnngs ofnfrequenf praTse b%lng ‘important correlafed posi-

o

Tavely with behavioral pra}se and wafh praise of sfudenf initiated commenfs, o

. but fhls is counfered by negafave correlations for praase of opinibns, anda CL
< ‘ e, 8/, % .

" of student commeqfs in general class: o - - o - N

b -

: -
. . o

The belief that teachers should praise all sfudents' work ifj Somg Way

.

' correPafed posifively with the corresponding process measures oijralse-ofc

Ead

sTudenT commenfs, praé@e of opinions, pralse of student |n|T|a+ed work

confacfs, and ratings of. gemerally reanforcang teacher behavaor or aTTaTudes

». < Only one negafcve relafaonshap appeared, and Thas was, for TEacher initiated . .

contacts in which work was praasedt‘ Apparently, teachers are acqyrafe to

v ’ . 2

some degree about Fhe relative extent io‘nhlph;fbeyipraisea. HoWever, jhe )

h ]

v . N ) - . e maodedlcd Ly
average frequencies, (observed) of praising were exfremely lows The?gﬁﬁdedﬁ -

* - \ =
praise as exfremely important, but they simply were not observed to praise T

2
. - ¢ i ol .

‘very much. * This was true for aII four sets of comparisons of presage raTangs

[

. -

.t

a
B

© of praise by the Teaghers. : ' >
For Teachers' reporfs thatWraising, the work of others does_ little-to )

sTamuIaTe achievement, we had expecfed negative reIaTlonshtps wifh The,

o .processtheijures. Teachers who held this affafude ;ended ndT to ﬁraise 4= .

: : . bubljcly. Nearly all the relationsHips were negafive, indiqaffngkhhaf' t: )
the TeacHers were relafively accurate, and four of Theseiaere sfgnificanf; ‘

'j jj§:(f ) bF;fse of sfudenf |n|+|a;ed commenfs, and all the measdres )nvolylng praise ' i
for academrc work. Teachers endorsed The belaef that pralslng other fp' . -

students' work does little to sfimulafeeachievemenf only about half as much ,

) S D .»Q_‘ -
as they endorsed the four preceding positive statements about praisef Means
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N . . * 1
- for th{s statement were about 45&[ whereas thé means ranged from 69-90% ..

-

for the others.

~

I v -

The final six measures all deal with forms of rewards and recognifion
- which teachers reported using. General presage-process agreement appeared
for these comparisons, also. Teachers who.reporfea using competition to

+. motivatealso tended to use peer pressure as punishment. They also tended
LY L .

T ‘npt to Hege'sfudenfs wait patiently and respechuTTy“WHeﬁ“fheTr*cTasshafeb ‘;“~

- .

were called on, but rafher to push fqr chances to respond Themselves, a

probable by~product of fostering compeflflon The reporTed use of individual
v prlzes also was positively f—Ta¢ed to the Tecchers' use of . symbols such\as

‘\gold stars, smlllng faces, etc. .Overall Teachers were quite accuraté about -

" ¢ Ju—

~

‘\.' the relaflve degree to which They used any of tThese meThods as rewards.

*
S T S SR wh o

were observed- using them. Teachers who reporfed using publnc recbgnlfnon

. .
A [ T VPO W ¢

Howewver, They repfrfed using them WITh a much‘higher frequency Than They

as a reward also tended to-use waiver of assignments and monitor ije as :

~ . "

L,
wards. Both of fhese were likely to be more public than written comments

4 _ @n 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 fo go to the library as'rewards. <7
e ¢ " Discussion of what thege-correspondences, or lack of them, may mean,
© -~ S ) . ™~ .
. , or* how they might be explained, will be reserved until tater, after the
3 - . ~ . . )
' examination of the second question:, the accuracy of prédicfing by higb e
‘ ’ M \ - ¥ A ’ ’
. - - .~ Vs, low effective teachers. -y .
b ~ . R 1 )
Yy : ' ¢ " e
- i ’ - . s . > .
o ) 2 ) s "
i: lv
~ . \ . “&3 -




‘. . X Par‘i' ||~ ) v.

<

. - ¢ . - .

. -ln Part 1, our concern was with the genera\\huesflon of whether con=".

-
N o

sistent teachers -as a group were relafnvely accurafe in prgdicflng thelr ) .

.
IRV

s " observed behavior in The classroom, as represenfed by . presage-process
P e
i q?rrelafions. 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 5redicf,'?heir behavior with relafioe accuracy. "We alfso will
look.at the question of which areas, if any, hjgh (vé. low) effective .

- teachers are able to predict best.’ For easé of communjcation, we will - ~

3 . .
use the term "accurate" o describe all presage-process correlations for

h ‘eithgr group which are significanTI?L6§§T?TV@TTEFETTOTT“WW?TETSO‘WTT1“““*~-—~~—~«»——
’ use the.term "inaccurate" to describe presage-process relafionshins for "
s é(jner group which were sngnlflcanfly negafive T e

S T . S ey gt oy
. P e oo . !
4 X - T T U VP, {

R : .

- - 4
- L ' ' -
s Lesson Presentation Practices . . .

-

v . -

L Thi's whole set reveals. |ittle that was not evident in Thsﬁ&hole écoup. ] ]
corﬁela?}ons. Low effective teachers reported summarizing l&sson content
often, but were rated as spending rqlafively little time in lesson summary.

¢ MEN .

S Low effective teachers were able to'predict accurately the ahounf of tthe

- R L3

kb .#® .they spent in lectures and demonstrations, however. arwﬁf.

fw\\. \ High effective teachers were.inaccurafé in predicting their ideal rates

.
2 *<

- pf correcf responses -in general class discussions.~ They.ceporfed a lower- - [ - -
LY B -
» ayerage ldeal percentage of*correcf answers, but they were coded for higher
& ) < \ 4 ‘e
percentage’s of correct answers. . , C
; ° p ;
¥ . . . . -
- (-3

vyt




T g

) f‘ . . . e .
’ Teachers all rated highly ?he belief that i+ is impor?an? tosask fre-

quen? quesflons, but. measure§ of ?ofal respénse oppor?unn#les over time
R4

sugges? that they did no? pu? this belief into prac?lce Although ?eachers'

LY

were observed.to ask over ?wnce as many. ques?nons |n reading groups ?han
R

in either of.the other two general class-con?exts (AM or M), their
; ’ o ) « ’
questioning rates did not correspond with their rated gel4ef in the impor- 4

« a ¢

" tance of“fﬁequent-qqes?ioning: Social desirability n6‘douﬁ? inf luenged

teachers' responses. R \ ) : /, : .
/ N
ts, of the percent

a

°

One ‘interesting undergstimate involved “teachers' rep
. . — — . . L.

of time they spent teaching to groupsi Coders! ra#idgs howed that neardy

.‘

‘ Tyice the reported amount o¥ ?ime actually was spent fe hing in the group,

ough fhey wers Femarkab(y accirafe abouf
‘giving lectures and de

.

?eachlng o ;nd|V|duaIs, neither group of ?eachers wa

the amount of .time

I

si?da?ionfm_“T?

they spent presenfing material, nstrations, and

k 3

accurate about the

; ?lme fhey-spenf wu?h“groups. . < , ‘\

- . .
© . ® e

° Possibly, teachers inferpre?ed +hé question as agking only for formal

'
¥ .

EERPUE VN D

reading group time, and repor?ed only these percenfages (coders recorded

-/

goes on in a school day).

o

- v

. . , R
' . . .
2] - . . .
2 . N \\J
. ! '

Reading #instruction

%

‘)

b
v

E

K

.

time spent in readlng groups as. weIF as o?her lnformal group ?eachlng that

Low ‘effective teachers were reia??vely accuka?e\in es?ima?ing ?heir

N
-~ .- > -
- A ; s

o o -

L B Y Q

11:
r

I

gwﬁ o ldeal percen?ages of correc? answers, but hlgh effec?uve ?eachers were not,
;. The hlgher ?he repor?ed ideal raté of correct answers, fKe Iower the per-
¥ ) s EN
. cen?age of correc? ‘answers elicited in readlng group. This suggests that,
[ 4 \

.

[TREPIRUREIFEE L TN PR P




as a group, the high effective teachers held higher expettations for their
students' performances in group question and answer situations than the

low, effective Teéchers did.

» Both groups of teachers, however, greatly overesfima+ed the amount of

3 &

[} (Y N

time their students spent in siJenT'readiﬁg. Teachers may have incluaed.
. : 5 , e .

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

. books, reading.d.irections for seatwork, etc., while coders jncluded only

’;" “+ime spent in silent reading in reading groups: ' .
\ ‘° ' ) ) -

. -/ N .
Y Beliefs About Good Teaching

o

o SeveralzconffadicforQ relatiqnships appeatr for this set. Hkgh effective .
- ‘teachers were inaccurafé‘lq judgiog the relative amounts of exp]ipafiop .
" - g ; /‘~ ’. A} N .‘ ‘

they gave. ° ! ’ Pe 7 .

5

o e b sThe reported betief Tha1’Tﬁ”T§”a“waste-of time to let kids disch§s

schopl subjects amOng.Themselng'correla%ed Eosffivelz with the rated amount

of pupil-fé—pupil interaction in the classroom for low e%&ecfivé Teachers:
Low effective teachers' attitudés Towérd pupil—fo—bupil interaction also

did not correspoga with the observed amount of subject matter related pupil-;
to~-pupil inferacf{on rated P; coders. As sugg§sfed earlier, in'some class-
" rooms where TheréWEreconfrol problems (and this was frequen%l; Thgucase In
%he chasses of [ow effective teachers), it was diffjcul# for coder§'fo ’

\

-

“{. ’ .défermine whether-pupil-to-pupil talk was relafed\§8’subjéc+ matter or

whether the students were Just visiting or chattering. Low effective teachers

A : g \ .
¢ould very wel| feel that discussion among students was a waste of timd

! TTRND) they were not abfe to keep classroom control; and,72) they were not.

|

. -

. « - ) [
. .},

- . . i 1
-

Q . . '.
ERIC - S 26 S .




. '/ . ' - 2' l/

- ' /

able %o use the Technique of. pupil-to-pupil discussion effectively.

~

Low effective Teachers were/able to predacf with relative accuracy

+he amounf of time, they spenT Teachlng 'ndtvaduals, al though ne'fher
kS

n; high nor{low effective teachers estimated the absolute amounts of Tlme ?;
spent Jb individual instruction accurately. High effective teachers also.’
_were accurate regarding The,relafiveeamounfs of fime they spent in private
work con}ac}s with individual sfqoenfs. . . P

.

' The attitude that teachers should keep attention by peing interesting

[

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

of Tevel_ of aTTenTion for low effective teachers. Apparently, this attitude

/

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

&

shorT and.who are being socialized Toward _proper c lassroom behaV|or. This
N .

suggests fha+ these indirect methods don't wo:;?WT?h young children, .at

\ . i 2

A -

. o . N
. \

least not by Themselves.

Even Though high effective Teachers rafed problem solving as one of

’

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

-.of time in this ecfivify. They were inaccurate in é?edicfing the amount of
time they spent in problem solving. Dot ' ;
o A \

The beliefs that:  some review every dayaas good; peer-titoring ‘is

A

-~ -

active dascuss'on is worthwhile regardfesé of subject; individual 1ns+r‘cfion }

is a sign of good. +each|ng, teachers should not ora]ly evaIuaTe sfuqéﬁf vl /

. ¢ ™ ‘i‘i

work; and problem solving as one of the main purposes of school aJI were |

reported by Teachegs with greaferbfrequen y than‘coders observed in the |

classroom. These are familiar findings by NOW. .- .

. . |

i

- {

. !
A |




\ The teacher rating of concern about maintaining classroom control

N ' . 22 ) |
However, the attitude that non-achievers should be failed was not .
reported nearly as much as coders' Taf}ngs of teacher concern about

academic achievement. While most teachers were rated® highly on this * . -

concern variaﬁ]e, they apparently did not feel that faifing non—ac&ievers.

e

was the answer. . ¢ - .

. N ’

\ N .
. . .
. ¢

Classroom ‘Organization and Management N

‘\ j’( . ' y
was matched with five -process vafiables which.represented aspects of class-

°© -

room manigqmenf. As mentioned previously, fullerds levels of concern model
) &

p}edicfs that preservice teachers express concern about those aspects of
| * - '\

]

teaching which they. feel aﬁefprobiem areas for them. Although only one
signific%nf relafion§ﬁip appeared for the groups in set, the trends suggest
7 | .
t

that, qu low effecfive‘feachers, the Hata support Fuller's theory. However,

for h%gd effective Téachers, the relationships are in_the opposite direction.

|~

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

5"\\ - '.e 7
neflecflfocus on and coping with these aspects of teaching. The negative

" +

relafibnship, that appears for high foecfive'feachefs for condgﬁn about o
ctassroom control apd ceder ratings of chactic, unplanned classes also
éupporfs fhjg. High éffec#fve teachers who reported high concern in this

area tended not ,to have chaptic ,classrooms. As a group, these relationsh¥ps

- . . 14
suggest that ratings of concern”mean different things for hjgh and for low e

effective teachers. - , I

Teachers estimated the frequencies of most classroom organi;afibn and

‘

management variables accurately, except for reporfs"of dfécouragihg students

.

- »




'c 2‘5 ‘_ﬂ"

from moving around the room freely} While teachers' average ratings .
were around 49%% coders did not observe students being required to -

LA
r . . -
!

- stay in thejr seats. While teachers felt that students should be dis-

ZETME

- %
v

%
: couraged ‘from moving "around theg room freely, they apparently did not
- w4 . - \'.., ‘.

ingtitute'rules regarding this benaJT;rT~\The other varjables in this

- -

_ . set showed good correspondence b%fween teacher self reports and, coder .

. data. A . 1 ) ) . ' .

e

- ' he ‘
:
. %, . [

Goals and Values Regarding Student and Teacher Relationships ’ .

T

v

L The rajings by teachers in this set shew evidence.of extreme. response

A .
b .

set and social desirability. On all presage measures excepf those deallng e

s | ~
| .
/

_ " with cencerns, the mean reperted.frequencies ranged from.8|% to 94%

/ . dlcaflng that most teachers were strongly agreeing with These variables.
| e
t

‘Rafangs on The concern measures (concern about how students feel about
L . me; concern about whether students are learning what they should; and’
J concern about the wide range of sfn&enf achievement) were less obviously’

, scaled for desirable answers} However, énfhusiasm, warmth, ability to-
get student respect, etc. all were rated as highly,imporfanf. o

. ’ ‘ ’ $ »

Only two signifﬁcanf relafipnships appeared. These were for~ high

effective teadchers and on comparisons involving enthusiasm and warmth.

However, The correlafions appear to have been produced by the few teachers

who dad not glve extreme raflngs on the enthusiasm and warmTh items. Both

-
v

JQ“* groups of Teachers raTed these two varlables as ex+reme|y |mporTanT but
Y /!
% cqgers' raTJngs indicated that they were Iess enthusiastic and less warm

" ‘toward students than thejir self reports &uggested.

Nt

[ »




v

-

- ToWard pralse wnIF be discussed as a gCoEB/~_The fifth presage variable,

v

Incentives and Motivation /

To avond confusion, d#he four presage variables deallng with attitudes
/

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

phrased negatively, soO that negative correlations for either group would

LI

, -
We also Yil?

indicate posifive findings for accuracy.

-

include this variable

- >
A

in fhe discussion of this set. E ' *

. x:q

it should be noted that all teachers Tended to rate the use of

'*E
e

"

FlrsT,

praise as haghly important, reflecting, if anyfhlng,:exfreme response

However, coders .recorded very.low - -

~

tendencies and social desirability.

incidence of praise in most contexts. Acfuél praise'rafes ranged from \

about 1% to about IS% although varfually all Teachers rated their use of

praise "5" on a 5-poan+ scale, However, the rogor+|on of praase (vs.

criticigm) was extremely high,\(fhis wqé a relafive‘bercenfage; i.e., to

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

»

overwhelming proportion was praised). .

.

, .
The high effective teachers were accurat® for the greatest percentage of
the posirive findings. .Niae out of ten of the significant correlations for

high effective teachers refleefed positive findings. Thus, higH effective 7

teachers were accurate in their estimates of relafave eraase *On the

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

teachers were in the negative direction. Low effective teachers were in-

-

accurate in Their“reporfs of use of praise.

I3 * s

High effective Teachers were able to predacf Thelr praise of students

for answers in publlc response opporfunlfles, and for -

u"

for academic work,

. -
*
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- N . L

. relevant student intiated cémmenfs in reading groups. By the same token,
" 1w effecfivé'feachers’were inaccurate about the extent that they praised

work answers to opanlon quesflons, and relevant student Initiated comments. ;

\ 3 - ,.‘ I

;; ’ . I+ should be kept in mind that the means ‘for most of the teacher self .
;‘ \ report measures of praise are 'sufficiently high ThaT These correlafloﬁg

b no doubt were produced by the few teachers.who did not rafe praise “exfremely
. : ; ' ~(. ‘ 5
A'° 'lmporTanT“ but just "amporTanT:" S \

-

torms of motivation reported by teachgrs. The reported use of competition

o
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!
as waiting- .and IlsTenang respecffully hrle others had their Turn. Al- -

ofh groups of Teachers, this was

.

though relafconshaps were negafave for
. N . L /
significahf'for the low effective ones,

uggesTang either that compeIaTnon

was used to #he detriment «of learning gaiphs or that some aspects of poor

<

classroom control may havé affected this

- e

teachers may use coTpe#afbon as moT?vaTaon,

lationship. Also, while - N

-

they seldom use peer pressure

- as punashmenf (according to cdders' ratings).
o The only other signijicanf reIaTionship
! ~

fr this data set was a-positive
of individual prizes as re-
\ - .

correlation of teachers" reports of their use

ot -

o R . o
L Y wards and coders! ratings of the use of concr

<

te objects (candy, money, etc.)

-~

as réwagds.' In this case,. low effective teach \% were abl% fo predict

© more accurafely.'.However, bofh‘grohps meporfe sing indiQiduaJ prizes,'

| ' n

P greater degree,Than coders ob%erved them using hese methods.’ High effegfIVe

7 _ teachers were the most seriaus overestimaters. |Law effective teachers

! . [
: > , v . .
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: repor%ed a lower percentage o¥'use, but They also &ere observed using these
- ’ , . \ N . - .
a -, methods of reward proportionately less +H;R high gffective teachers. This

- M T kY . -,
fact i; not surprising, because use of special privileges and use of

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

Je z _and Evertson, Note 2). L e ~__ /

& . . -
+
M -

\ .

Discussion . i .
There was a general -lack of correspondence betwsen the practicesiteachers

reported, the rafings'éf their beliefs and attitudes, and what fhey were

+

- g opserveg to do in the classreom. However, there was reasonab]F agreemeﬂ% in
. ? some areas fer some types of variaéles. th pagticular, Teacﬂers apﬁeared
’ to be more. aware of whafy%hey did to provide incenfives and AOTivaTe
:ﬁ siudénfs. 'Fﬁgh effeefive teachers bredicfed'iheir rates of Jre(se éccurafely

for‘nine out o fen significanf relafionships Low effecfivl teachers

1 P / ] ’

‘were’ inaccurate in sux ouf of eight significant measures, however, gesflng

that high effective teachers may be more aware of their behaylor, at Ieasf
Sg v

4 « 7 .
wele no more accurate than the 1w effecflve teactiers in predlcflng their
3 ,,'.‘
behavior. . : A )
4 . ,

. R 4 v ‘
There are several possible reagons for-the general lack of correspondence:
a d A

v S ) The dormal press of The average classroom does ‘not Iend itself to re-

flection, Many teachers are continuously occupled mqsf of the school day,

(74 ~ * -
* " answering quesflons, helping with.materials, keeping order; sh|f+ing from one '
) - i . ) ' ,
e group setting to anofh?r, giving group-hejp, cbecking work, etc. (Jactsfn,
. 1968). It is.JifficulT for teachers to keep track of how much time they
r &l \

L. 32 ... -

- ‘ regardlng praise of sfuden#—work. In general t+hough high e#fecflve teachers ,

-

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

feedback about what they acfualfy do, although inveéfigafors:havé found -
}haf provision of feedbacy can and does alter teacher behaviors (Qood

and Bropﬁy, !974). < 3) Teacher T}aining programs, both.inservice and pre-
service, apparently do not help teachers to view Teachihg wifﬁ'fhe con-

¢ . .
ceptual framework needed to be aware of many important teaching behaviors.

- -

For ekample, 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

'
H

another chiIdv»—When presenfed with such distinctions, teachers see Yhat
they are common sense categories and that +hey essential ly .exhaust the

possibilities of Thangs Teadhers do followxng this type of response fdllure

L * -

4 However, They usual ly do not articulate them in this way spontaneously,

nor do they vary them consciously.

N ~4) Social desirability no doubt influenced teacher answers 1o mani

\

ofﬁFQS.quesTions, causing their ratings to be much hiéher than ¢their ob:

:
t

v »
" served classroom(pracfices Many of the preSag?«measures were obvious

truisms that most people, not Jusf Teachers, would’agree wnfh such as

¢ . ”

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

is important to give clear instructions
' J ' .
¢ "Those Tyzf—(pf behaviors which teachers w able to predict accurately
involved someaspecfs of praise, several aspects of the ‘use of concrete or

symbolic rewards, and-aspects of classroom maﬁage%enf. These, are frequenfly

discussed topics, behaviors that teachers are’taught to Be aware of and/or

) - that classroom survival -has forced them t& be aware of. Praising students’
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not only is a "good" thing fo do, it frequently is emphas! zed in Teacher '
* - Q [y ¢
training courses and books and magazines for teachers. Also, behavaor

mod.ification Technaques emphasize.and involve pracTice of using concrete

and symbolic rewards wgéhce, these'are practices Teacbers might be

expected to be .more agare of. ‘Glassroomyconfrol,Ts the main concern of L
mosT'beginding Teaéhegs. They look for effective methods and sttYategies

- * 4 - Al

to use'u?fil fhey develop a system that works for them. The high effective

L L]

teachers eventually SOIKQ this |mpor+anf problem. Therefore, it is not
surprising that teachers

\might be‘slagh+ly more aware of their behavaor

!

M these areas. >h )
The data relating to Fuller's (1969) conceggs modelara;;z‘inferesfing

t+heoretical igsues. Her model was develdped %pecifEEally-for and about e

v . 8
3

preservice teachers just beginning tHhe professiod, and cdnsequeqfly high

concerns’ were equated with difficulty in coping. The bresenf data suggest ~ ]

that the same model holds for relatively ineffective inservice teachers,

A d

apparently because ‘they haven't leerned to cope SUCbessfu!aly.: However,
highly effective teachers show™the opposi}e pattern. Apparenfly, THe9 B

. A} 0
have learned how to achieve their goals' Thus, for These Teachers, high [h)
concern Ievels reflect areas of concenTraTed focus and apparenfly successfult

ogang, not coping faalure. In short, expressaons of concern by an in-

-

genuine concern du¢ To |nadequacy, but exp\essaons of concern by experaenced'

¢
experaenced teacher and/or a Teacher who cannoT cope successfully reflecTs &_ .

¢

T

~

and successfukfeachersapparenTIy |nd|cafes high priorafy areas which are

F» L A < [
given EpecuaT “attention and handled squessfully. —~ ,i -
Takeh together, these considerations reaffarm that research on Teachang o s
v o
is In its infancy, and Thaf a knowledge base does not yet exisf f?r allowing
. & , o,
c B
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systematic ‘teacher education (which would lead ;to systematic teacher be-

-

. . . ) - - : - . - * e,
“havior with predictable results and with teacher. accuracy concerning ' g t
3

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

that relationships between teacher’ success in producing §Tudeni_ieafnLng a

ains and teachers' accuracy about their own behavior were generall oor.
. 4 . . 4

Because the confenffﬁ 505? books used in teacher.education courses'is

.. +based on commitment *o ideas which haQE been disproved, are overgeneralizeq,n
or havé few data to backafhem up (Dﬁﬁk[n and Biddle, 1974); it fol lows
that Teachqrs' accyracf should be related -more to what is stressed in such .

books than to what they really do in the classroom. ‘Many of the Tﬁings

.
r r

" we measured probably never were consciously thought about by these
" teacher's until we asked them.

However, the téachers found the Thiﬁgs we were .studying to. be «

Q_
psychologicalﬂy meaningful to them, constituting familiar-and recognizable

aspects o¥ teaching (once we brought them up), evep‘fhougb they* usual ly

, -

had not thought about many of them Refore. This sugge§Ts(ThaT consciousness=

raising about some of these variables would improve teacher accuracy in
N . t

the fufurﬁj i+ also underscores the need for conceptualizing and studying
Teaqhing\using ps’chologically meaningful units that accurately reflect what

. ,Teachérs do, particulariy what -they dé“Tﬁ”Thé“%énTexT &f, their consciousty
articulated goals. ‘ i B /réf . ' ’

»
‘

I+ appears that. teaching, Iikehparenfing, involves much siTuaTlén specific

oy - . cpe e AP - S
and predictable peRavior which occurs due to conditioning and habit rather

than conscious Awafeness and deliberate intent. However, intervention

i/ efforts involving conséiou§ness raising have shown that, when teachérs

“ . - -
\ @: 3

Y e .

L |
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i ) _J_: "~ aré made aware of an area of bahavior and learn to build spec&gic acTiYgTies.T,

M q ¥ . . . . ’ - : % ¥ .
; e into their reperfoire they become more predictable and more ‘aware of what

‘ . " " . ’ 3 K - o
O & Whey are doing. Also, if request for change fIT their goals, +hey change °‘$§

- their behavnor meredy upon request, once They see the problem (Good' and . ;

T-‘: -~ y < . :“ \\ .

o Brophy, 1974). A

- . ) 5 #®

The differences ia flndlngs across cantexts (small group mersus*@hoﬂ'ﬁ
- #
. - ‘class; Tea%ger inifiafed“versus sTudenT initiated; work interactions Versus . .

> °behavior interactions versus procedural inferac+rons) underscore the need
. B -to take cqpfexf into account in ¢lassroom’ research ?Dunkin and Blddle, ¢ )
- - .
N . K ~§# ¢ ¥ -
4 LA 1974) ther dafa from this prOJecT (Brophy and EverTson, NoTe I, Note 2)
A ] .

showed many confexf differences in process-product relaTlonshlps for The\

" same process variables, indicating d¢hat teacher thavnor dlffered by con—

, text even {hough the variable was ostensibly, the same. aw

- > . . ’

) ' -~ * .
. ", Perhaps some of the teacher inaccuracy in the present study was due fo Y

’ - a teacher Tendency To respond to the quesflons by visuallzlng just one§’§ .

v’

a small number of conTesz in which the behaVIor in quesflonnwas sallent "

* 2

. for them, so that their responses reflecfed conTexT—specific-behavior rather z,/

» * . 4 .
than more general behavior. This can'be seen in places where several pro-

. . . . Lo~ O :
;~ﬁ cess measures from different.contexts were availbble'%o'hafcg against teacher
SN ' . e
; ._ X responses to quesflonnatreglfems. Frequently, various ﬁéasures of the same
?‘; . - teacher process behavior diffefed cdnslderably ‘in Thelr cbrrelaflons wnTh
: :' :,. . teacher self report, dépendenf upon confeils. Thus, +eacherjbehavior needs . :
5 e to be concepfuaLized not ®dnly In more meaningful UniTs, bhf‘a]so within | )
b '
:%3 / - more meanlngful and ema;ler conTesz, if we are to move towards a more
. | /)‘ compIeTeAundersTanding of it. oA A . 73 ‘ . '
. - f’ //

§ é;\ \\ ’ ' 23(3. At . - ¢ '%w
[mc | o I T IR

;" g T e ‘ . ] >
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. . . .

anally, although it seems redundant to say this yet again, the data

| . impl ied sfrdqgly that self reports cannot be taken at face v§lue. ‘Thié
. is nofﬁfrue only of teacher self reports, of ééﬁrse; it is a serious dif- \
ficulty with sei¥‘repor+ dafa\éf any kiﬁd. We_expecfeg ;ome social'de§i—
. rabirify and some uneben patterns of agcurécy in the teacher sel f réborfs,
t A

‘ but we did .not ekbec+ the rather general?zed picture of podr accurac$ which

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

-

again, however, that,in the case of teachers reporting on #hear own activities

P

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

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

a knowledge baseKﬂN'Teacher eddcation.

~ D‘ s ¢ -

This is in contrast to inaccusacy due fo combinations of social desira-
)

< ’ * ? . .
“bility effects, response sets, and other problems in self report data that

giMpIy that the individuals,are systematically Hisforfing what they say in .
order to look good in the eyes of the investigators. Although unﬁoubfedly
there was some of this in the self report data collected from these teachers,

the awareness factor seemed to”have been much more powerful in reducing -

P
teacher accuracy. y ’
' - /
) .
3 .
’ . b
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. . o . Table |. Observed Frequencies and Correlations between SelechedI ,
y - , ‘. Presage Variables afd Corresponding Process Variabies .
N . ' ~ . , ) i o
5 : e Reported~  Observed ' ’ ) L
: N .Presage Variables Frequency Fregtency T’ N ) . @ocess Variables
d . N ] R T
"% _ 1. Lesson Presentation Practices ) ;o 1. e
T e ' .‘ L T wr,; B -
I.  Summarize material to,b .70 . 24 09. . 28 s .66 ¢ of time devoted to summarizing
# covered - .l 68 73 24 24 | Ot 17|14 14 {.97 .57 review (R)3
T - ) “ . .
- 2. Summarize lesson, content 79, 24 ‘09 28 .42 | % &f time devoted to summarizing | _
o - . o 80 77 24 24 |-53%% |51 14 14 61 | reviéw (R)" y i
b - ~ - . |~ - R
% . 3. Review previous day's * 67 ~ 37 -, 19 | 28 .34 4 of time devoted to review of old .
Lo lesson - 67 - 67 37. 36- 1622114 14 1.59 46 material (R) - ‘
4. Present .new ma’rerigzl . 76 48 4 28 e +49 4 of Hime qevofed to presepféﬂon .({‘
g sl 76 76 47 48 13 15|14 14 {66 .61 | of new material (R)
D \' ° ) N A — K‘- LY L b ' v - !
. 5. Give directions for seat- ' 85 : 42 ©-00 | 28 .99 _ | % «f time devoted to giving in-
=  work follow-up 85 84 42 42 -42 27114 14 11 .36 structions for follow-up after
. . - = seatwork (R) s
&. -6, Let students practice 83 Y. 26 ‘28 .19 ¢ of time devoted to having students - -
. e .o 78 87, 41 43 15 38114 14 |.6L .17 practice new material (R)
2 . R , Lo - (f—- 'ﬁ' . '. = N .
. 1. AssTgn independent<seatwork 61 53 02 28 .93 % of time devoted.to independent
S . N[ 57 65 | 50 56 03 -05 |14 4 [.92 .86 | activity (R)’ .
:' . ) . \ .. st - . 4 - = - - -
8.' Use learning“centers with | 83 w 24 L 07 28 .73, |-Use learhing centers (R)
o caudio’visual aids 81 85 .].25 23 12 06114 141.69 .83 , ..
'¢§ . - - . : L ~ ) - B
BN ) \ S S 'Y w. |5 28 .47 . |'Use learning centers with prepared
. ° v . - 38. 45 03 39114 14{.92 .17 activitids for «childrén to work with
S ,”gﬁ"' . — ‘»z A 5 w ol : ‘(listening; visual, science, etc.) (R
FIEN -




S - T TableLr

ConTanued[ ‘ . . .
] X% X% ) .
Reported Observed - . ?
Presage Variables Frequency Frequency L’ N P Process Variables
9. Allow sfudenfs to choosk .
. assignments instead of 66 52 39¥%% 28 _ Students aliowed choice in assign-
/  making onpe assignment 2or 64{ 67 49 56 -02 28 1|t4 14 {.96 .33« ¢ ments (R) . 4
~ all ; i ’ - ) v
1 “ » I .. 1
10, Haqh ideal errorlﬁss raxe 64 44 A T 25 .42 - Assignments are too shorT or Too .
in general class discus- 68 : 59 55 .32 b4 22 [12 13 |.91 .48 || easy (R) . ¢ S
sjons - . : . ' . : ‘
f 30 /"—12 25 .58 Assignments are too hard (R)
. 33 ° 28 -48 34 112 13,12 .25 ‘ ) .
77 ~19~{ 25 .38 4 correct answers-(AM)
76 78 Il =55%%112 13 .73 ' '
77 ~-02 24\ .92 A éorrec#lanswers—(PM) ‘ ¢ -
- 80 74 02 -15 [12 12 .94 .64 . ' : K
. ' — o
Il. % of time spent in lec- 31 32 33%% 28 % of time spent in tecture (R)
tures and demonstrations 30 32 33 31 30 40 |14 14 .30 .16 :
. » ! -
' 39 24 . 28 +23 % of direct presentation of maferaal
40 38 51% =01 {14 14 .96 (R) L
\ 7
‘ | . ] T
12. % of presentation of 46 /39 I8, 28 .36 /| % direct presentatiqn of material (R)
material - © 46 47 ¢ 40 38 43 =02 |14 141,12 ,96 . .
«+ 13. % of time teaching to 29 33 -26 28 19 ‘ % of time Teachang to individuals
_individuals. 32 26 32 34 ~-09 -42 |t4 14 }.75 44 - | (R)
| / - “
i 42 : = ,,
% . /‘l’ e
4 I ¥
’ ' - ‘- 43




i ' . Table | Continued: . . —_— - . . ;‘~jz
N ‘-.' N - . . . "

: « .)-(_% N ' Y% ) : , e . . ¥ '
. ‘ Reported  Observed ’ . ‘
Presage Variables Frequency Frequency r ~ N Y Process Variables
14, éelieve that it is im- 70 16 22 28 [ .27 Total response opportunities/total - |
portant to ask frequenf Jl 68 19 13 . 30 09 |14 14 [.30 .75 Time-(AM) \\ ;
questions . K ; )
; ' 21 06 { 27 4 .78 . T9+alg5e_gonse opporfunl}les/fofal N .
‘ : . . 19 23 34 ~16 |14 13 .24 .60 | time-(PM) :
. , . ' . 51 . =05 . 26 79 Total response ODDOFTUHITIGS/TOT3|
L ' 53 49 -0l -08 |12 14 .98 .79 time=-(RG) .
SN - ] : A - i
.. . ¢ . - . ‘ . ) .
15. % of time: ¢eachzng to 45 89 |- ‘02 28 .92 - |.% time teaching to groups,(R)
groups - 43 47 88 " 90 -07 09 [t4 14 ).82 .76 . ’
- hd . 'l
3 = '\' N HE ° ° + . e
11. Reading Instruction ; Ad ‘ .. _ oo
16. -High ideal erro;ﬂess 75 78 04 22 .87 ) cerrebf answers (RG) !
.. rate in reading group _"75 74 79 78 T | 69%*¥-53%1 9 13 . ) -
« ) . ) ~N
o e 3 ¢ | Y
17. % of time spent’in silent 68 - 30 -03 -28 .87 % time spent in silent reading (R)
. " reading ’ 70 &b 27 33. 02 -0l |14 14 |.94 .96 - ’ " .
N e : ‘ v ‘ | : i
111, Beliefs About Good ¥ ] | .o ) :
Teaching ' . - - P ) )
\ " » ,y ) . I s - N
18. Some review every day 77 . 36 -18 28 .1 .35 % of time spent reviewing old
s qood . N 74 80 37 36 | -26 00 {14 14 [.28 1.0 material (R)'
@ RN ’ . . —- . ] \ ' ' T
19.. "A good*Feacher needs 37 36 =10 27 "y .62 .| % of “time spent reviewing old *
To review only once 38 35 37 36 | -18 -04 |14 A} 54 .90 material (R)
or twice a semester ) - 1l : ’ :
. } i = . r l
- L . - . e, = .
44 . 45
L] - L] ! - *
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Table 'l Coﬁ+inued:/,-ax

—

l_ LAPIN S ) Y% _% ’
. “Reported Observed . ‘
Presage Variables Frequency requency N ol N D Process. Variables
20.  peer-tutoring is good 70 2 -19 28 | .35 Use pedr-tutoring (R) .
: ) 73 268 20 23 =12 =24 114 14169 .41 - ) .
2l. I1t's better to.err on . . ‘ )
the side of ‘under- .95 ] 03 t 28 .90 Overly explicit repe%ijive directions
explaining rather thapn 54 57.- |'65 57, [-24°46% 114 14 .?2 (R) ' R
overexplaining C ’ - .
W
) . i I > T e ¢
22.  Teachers should set - .53 1 50 , =06 - 27 75 Teachers frequeh#lycpnsul+\c|ass§and
tasks and make 50— 55 «48 52 24 .~34 {14 13]1.42 25] allow studgnts toe share.in decision
decisions ; -making (R)
23. Teachers must be the 65 . "50 -32%% 1 28 } ‘| Teachers frequently consult class
~ % authority in knowledge 68 61 148 52 |43 -17 {14 14112 .Si' and allow students. to-share in de-,
and discipline N : cision making (R}
~ AN i \, 7 ’ L o W - PO .
24. Belief that authority 61, 50 ] -04 28 827 Teachers frequently consult class
is an obstacle tfo 67 56 48 52 -03 02, }14:141.92 ~.95} and alléw students to share in de-
teaching . . : . vF¥cision making (R3. o
. E 4 - T o ot
25.  Strong emphasis on 53 51 -10 28 .63 | Convergent gvaluative interactions. .
mastery of subject 50 57 54 - 48 12 "=22 |14 14 .68 .47 | (Teachers' questions usually having
‘matter and memory of ‘ ' . an identifiable correct answer) (R)
facts \ . ) ' )
i
N ' . i \
5 ) *
~ . - ‘
48 B ‘ » . L Y
; .- v § A 47




v

a4 . ’
' ¥ ~y A . ) ‘
Do b % -7 -
R t Repérted Observed ) ) :
‘Presage Variables ° Frequency Frequency e N D Process Variables
26. |t's a waste of time to 36 43 36¥* | 27 Pupil-t@-pupil interaction (students s
. let kids.discuss school 38 34 44 42 71%¥% 45 114 |3 .12 converse With each other on class |
' subjects among them- o related activities) (R) - |
, selves ‘ R : -
27%  Active discussion is 74 .48 " 07t 28 .72 % of time spert in focused dis- ;—A
worthwhile regardless . 77 71 52  44. I5 -08 |14 14 |.6] .78 cussion (R). ', g }
of subject : - . ‘ R
’ 24 10 28 .62 F %' of t¥me spent,in unfocused dis- ;?
: - 23 25 22, 14114 14 |46 .65 Qussion (R) ~
: N ) 48 -20 28° | .30 Proportion of teacher-stud®nt con-
{ . 40 56 -11 -19 {14 14 {70 .53 tacts which are private work re- ‘
: ,\J '\ - &'k lated-(AM) s e T \
. P I L B . [ - . - -
' . 57 _1“, 0l 27 .94 Proportion of- ‘teacher-student con-
. , 58 56 =12 ) 14,13 169 .72 tacts which are private work re- ‘-
. ) : lated-(PM)
N - K]
\ ! . 26 - - =09 26 .66 "Proportion of Teacher student "con-
23 29 7 -11 {12 14 |.83.72"| tacts which are prlva’re work re= _
. S R ' .lated-(RG) o .
28. Individual insfruction ¢ 65 33 3 4-28— | -1l % ¢ of time 'rea'chi.ng to lwduals GR‘
is-a 'slgn of 'good 68 63 32 34 K6* 17 |4 14 .56 “
teaching ) 48 ol . .28 .96 Propor‘hon of Teacher’—s’ruden’r con-.
' v . 40- 56 D6 09 |14 14 1.83 .77 | tacts which ?rq private work * r'e- g
. . 3 . R ) : Ia’red (AM) .
£ - _ v .
- > ) 57 19 27 35, Proporﬂon of teacher- sfudenf con— e
. T, 58 56 36 --01 {14 13 .21 .97 >rac’rs which’are pirivate work re-— . 4
‘ . . : ) lated-(PM) ) "
26 ' -05 26" |. %80 Propor“l‘lon of teacher-student-con-
48 - MR 23 29  Bl. -24412 14 .33 . tacts which are private work re- .
-— ’ . —— ! ) lated-(RG)
2 v TV -




’ Table’ | Continued:

®

.y

¥ y X% X% -

Reported Observed . . .
Presage Variables Frequency Freguency . N D *Process Variables
- / e ! . ] . ! |

‘\ ) - o

29. Teachers should look 61 33 -07 27 .72 % wlime spent teaching to indi-
more to the class as a 61" 60 32 34 ‘2! 06 !4 13 .47 .84 V|duals (R)
whole rather thap to , - o

e individuals 48 0l 27 .97 Proportion of teacher-studept con-
4 : * 40 56 |-10 12 |t4 13|74 .70| tacts which are private work re-
- lated=-(AM) ' P
- - . L 1
e 57 -41%% 26 Proportion of Teacher—s#udenf‘con-
°, 58 56 -18-6M%I4 12 |54 tacts which are prnVaTe work re—
lated-(PM)
. " v 26 -24 25 .25 Proportion of teacher-student con-
23 29° |-52 13112 13|08 .67 ‘tacts- which are private work re<
. lated-(RG) \ .

30.  Even at the risk of 69 - 77 16 - 28 -| .4l Give complete detalled demonstra-
bor fag sofe, teachers 68 69 77 76 ]3I 02 |14 14128 96| +¥ons and try to prevent errors.
should explain things o BN
thoroughly ) 6! , 07 28 '} .13 Overly explicit, repetitive di~

65 56 29 -38114 14 |32 .18 rections ' (R)
[ 4 f
31, Important to be able 9l 84 -17 |- 27 «™4l- Clarity (students appear to under-
B to give clear instruc- 4 92 90 83 85 L0l -4 I3 14 |99 .14} stand teachers' presentations) (R)
tional presentations .
‘ 77 -09 27 .67 | Give complete detalled demonstra- °
/;V/ - 77 76 PO =17 13 14 £99° .57 tions and .*ry to preveht errdrs (R)
) 61 - } =13 | 27 .52 Overly expliclt, - repeTiTnve dt—
65 56 21 -13113 14§50 .65| rections (R) :
A . - .
\' v - T
- 32, One should not do a lot . 51 - 28 S o-12 28 .55 Teacher initiated evaluation (R) ’
rof oral evaluation of. 51 . 51 28 28 13 -12114 14 167 . .70 - o7
students! work : ' .
5 - P 23 ¢
50 / o "

L
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Table | Continued: . \ - .
~ . - - . — -
. X% o X% ~ ’
. 0 v«  Reported Observed- - o ’ ,
Presage’ Variables Frequency * Frequency' r N R Process Variables
i . - @ ; @ ‘ ' '%
’ |
33. Non-achievers should be 43 79 ¢ -20 .| 27 .32 Concerned about academic achieve-
failed ) 46 41 | 79, 79 03 -4l 1413 [.91 .16 mept (R) ‘
‘ AR
-~ ] ‘ :
34. Teachers should be wE'Ong 65 T1-+ 76 02 28 .90 Laugh at owh mistakes, or use oc-
. sometimes*and acknowledge,| 60 70\ 74 77 F25 22 |4 14| .40 .47 | casion for teaching or moti-
their mistakes : v vating (R) . Yo
. - ¢ f | .
35. Lesson success is Dro- 42 .4l 07 28 \\‘ .73 Teachér is melodramatic, expre's-
portional to how free of | 4l 43 41 40 .F0Z2 17 |14 I4\ .95 .56 | sive or emotive (R)
dramatics it is ™ ) . e
Lo ~1 : .3
. ¢ , LI ~ . ‘.\ - -
© 36. Good attention should be o . ’ 1 : ‘ -
kept by the teachers 79 77 | -41** | 28 Level of attention (all students are
. being ihteresting in- 77 8l 75 80 |F57%%09 ha 14 .77 | attentive most of the time) (R) -,
~ *8tead of theirhaving to ' ’ : = ..
ask for it / .
37. Problem-solving is one 68 36 0l 28 .97 Teacher initiated problem solving
. of the main purposes of 64 71 37 36 PR3-304 14| .44 .30 | (addresses problems and questions
school ’ ’ ‘ “to whole class) (R)
- i — 4 . A.
- 33 -37%% | 28 4 of time spent doing problem-
. 30 35 | F34-54%%114 14| .24 solving activities (R)
~ /
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Tabte t Continued: -

)
',,’,.; ;(-% Y% gt. N——— -
. Reported Observed - . '
Presage Variables Frequency Frequency | N D Process Variables
. : S g?’
IV.. Classroom Orqqpfzafion .
and Managemeht , - i
) & . <
38. Concern abouf maintaining 66 89 -25 - 28 .20 Students segm to' believe and res-
1 classroom control 73 59 |86 92 |41 34 |14.14 .14 23| pect teacher (R) :
7 . - -, ’
— - 59 . =08 :28 .69 Chaotic, unplanned, podrly sche-
.- . 57 6l 18 -55%%1 14 14 | .54 duléd class (R)
' 65 ~02" | 28 .90 | Smooth and efficient transitions
- 66 64 }-25 25 {14 14 |.39 .40] (R) ,
. * 8l -16 28 .43 Students are-compliant and obe-
79 . 82 |41 40 {12 14 {15 15| dignt (R) | ’
N 64. -14 28 .48 Wel l-establ ished routines mini-
60  68-«}-36 32 {14 14 |.21 .26 mize interruptions (R)
L] e . N »‘l\
. . L Pt
39, Discourage students from 48 07 — -15 28 247 Children must always get permis-
moving ‘around’ the room 49 49 14 00 {23 00 |14 14 |.44 1,0] sion to leave their seats (R)
freely ' i) - . i . s
ol 13 "29 28 A3 Children are allowed up as long
v, 9 18 08 -02 {14 14 {.79 .94] as no one else is up (one-.at a
- , : time) (R) ' i
/ . .
40. ' Have a system of class--" « 78 =7 82 ' 12 38 .54 Teachers have a set monitor or
: room helpers 81 76 77 88 3209 f14a-14 1.27 .77 helper system (R) Lo
VRS . : ) . >
_ / , .
41. Important to keep gt- 74 72 1 -n 27 ;58 Classroom is attractive (R)
TracTive,bullefﬁn boards 77 71471 74 =41 13 |13 14 }.16 .66 |- .
' v 75 Q5«-4- 27--} ..8l Classroom is busy and cluttered (R)
L 73. 7 76 |36 -24 1314 |22 .41 -
/ v “ a—— 5
r/ 3
:54 ? *
s - )

N
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/v Table | Continued: - ) '

,
0

X% X3
Reported Observed L o .
Presage Variables . Freguency Frequency L N ) Process Variables
| & (
v, Goals and Values Regarding .
. Student and Teacher Rela- “ ’ A ’ .
\ "tionships
2 42. Enthusiasm is important .92 58 " .15 7| 27 | .46 .| Enthusiasm (teachers communicate
\ 94 91 - 56 60 | 28 -52"113 141.35 excitement or enjoyment) (R)-
43, Important to be warm - ‘ 93 - 49 -15 27 .46 Positive affect (positively rein-
toward kids \ 92 94 | 48 50 | 23 -53%*13 14.].46 forcing teacher behavior or at-
' - “titudes)’ (R) - -
- I 62 -03 27| .88 High typical level of affectionate-
: : ' 59 65 | 03 -17 {I3 14}.92, .56| ness. (R) ' '
e v . - .
75 ol ~ 1 27 .97 High ra of affectionateness (R)
. 72 78 | 05 -14 {13 14'{.87 .64 < )
“ : ' N )
. . : ’ N
. 44, Teachers' judémenf of 83 ., 12 -07 , 28 .74 ' Teachegs identify with group and
their rapport with . ‘186 -8l 67- 76 | =20 2| 14 14 .51 47} promote a "we" feeling (R)
students D '
e ‘A '
45, Concerned about whether , ‘ e -
" students are learning . 83 79 *-14 " | 28 /&8 Concerned about academic achievement”
what they should ‘183 . 83 79 78 | =40 21 {14 14 7 6 .49 . .
n.' . “ * = ." / -t ; &
.. 46. Concerned.about how : - / , N e
: students feel. about her 63 89 =1 28 .58+ _ | "$tudents seem to believe and respect
. . 60 67. 86 92 |~23 0l |14 14 (.43 .96} the teacher (R) ’
' ' ' . ) - . .
’ 72 -14 2 / .50, Teachers identify with group and pro-
X .67 76 | ~15 36 14 /14 1.60 .20 mdfeya "we" feéling (R)

- N . . T, . . -/ ' s .
51¢) , o , o ,. 5v
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Tabde 1 Continued:. : . E f ;
° . , . . \ LA
Xq X4 -
Reported Observed '
Presage Variables Frequency . Fregquency L N D Process Variables >
47." Concerned about the wide ) X : h .
range of student achieve-| . 74 79 -29 28 A3 _ Concerned about academic achievement
ment 79 70} 79 - 78 |-17 -42 14 14 |.58 .13 (R) . C
' . ‘ . '
/48. Establish good rapport 9| 72 ; -6% 27 .1 .87 _Teachers identify with group and -
. with students 92 90 66 76 |-46 32113 14 L1l .26 promote "we" feeling (R) =
h .. ¢ N ' Y3
: ' 89 ol 27 .95 Students seem to believe and res-
. 86 92 |- 1011314 - .73 pect teacher (R)
O‘ " ) )
. . ; - .
49. Ability to get students' 90 89 07 26 73 Students seem fo believe and respect
respect . T 92 88 86 92 .- 3111313~ .30 the teacher (R)
VIl. Incentives anditMotivation . 7_ , - .
50 Befieve i@/gub!icly R 76 - o 3| ** 28 ’ 4 of braise after all response op-
> praising child as moti- 70 8l Il 08 P9 46 14 14 {31 portunities-(AM) ‘
vation to others ' S . _ ‘ )
. 09 34%* 27 % of praise after all response op-
‘ 09 09 Pp7.44 1141335 .13]  portunities-(PM)
“ N ) i . v ., . " .
. . ' 09 28 26 A7 4 of praise after all response op- ’
N 07 ®¥7 13112 14 12 .67 portunities-(RG)
Te , 07 -07 | .28 72 % behavior contacts which are ,
, b 08" b7 p1 3344 1447 25|  praised-(AM)
-4-3}“' . o
- . © 09 -02 27 | .93 %4 behavior contacts which are .
13 05 DS 06 !4 13 1.86 .84 praised-(PM)
- \‘\ c
o ) ' .
1‘ < %
)
r O

59




.z A ‘ '
: Table | Continued: .
- .. X% " X3 ’
~ Reported Observed , . , ‘ v
“Presage Variables Frequency - Frequency I D Process Va‘riab.les
50, Believe in publicly - 03 -16 .46 % of "rele\ian}r student initiated
praising child as moti- 05 02 1-35 14112 "131.27 ,65) comments praised-(PM)" -
vation to others . _— .
05 T -12) 25 °f{ .58 4 of relevant student initiated
Continued: , 04 06 |-27 -08 141.43 .79  .commgnts praised-(RG) -
) s . . ' B
Yo . 09 -16 .54 4 of opinion questions praised-(PM)
N 07 -32 36 81.40 .38 -
i . 05 -16 .50 4 of opinion questians praised-(RG)
3 s - 04 06 }-42-00 10 .23 .99
-\ 84 -23 .23 % of praise (vs. criticism) for
82 86 |-53%l6, 14 .59 academic work-(AM) ~
! 80 16 7 | .44 4 of praise (vs. criticism) for -
a 79 8'_ 06‘ 28 13].84 37 academic work-(PM) -
3 13 . o . aas 2
79 _ .53 % of.praise (vs. criticism) _for-
83 75 28 14 1.97 .34 academic work-(RG)
. o 03 -1 - .57 4 of student- initiated contacts
. : 04 02 |06 -10 '.ﬁ .83 .73 resul*ing in praise for work-(AM)
. - b ' v -
04 12 TY27 % ss ¢ of Student initiated contacts
o , ‘; M . e 94’ 051. —Il(?';ld 14 13 +29 6‘? resylﬂng in praﬁi;e for work-{Pf1)
- & 02 19 .34 % of student initiated contacts -
.. 03 Ol 38 22 141.23 145 resulting .in praise for work-(RG)
¢ 1. 33¢x % of praise fo'(llowing correct
. I V. 9 13136 .19]  answers-(PM) .
v 'g_ ~ v .
60 ‘ ) 4




Table | Gontinyed: ) R ‘ A \

d ?

. . B »

v e, f — ST .
R ‘ X%g‘ .. X% . ke -
P = ] Reported Observed et i .
Presage Variables : Frequency Frequency r N - D Process Varlables
50. Believe in publicly . | 10 . 00- j-.28 .99 % teacher inittated contacts given
‘ prdising child as moti- T 4 12 08 t4 =05 (14 14 1.63 .87 | praise for work-(AM)
vation to others ' - ’ . N
.o _ ., .10 -06 . 27 .76 % teacher initiated cohtacts given
N Gontinued: ' 0 10 -19 14 114 I3 ‘.5l‘.6§° praiie for, work=(PM) . )
7 , o : 04 - -04 - 26 85 . | % teacher initiated contacts given
’ : 05 04 =37 43 (12 14 .23 .12 | praise for work-{RG) .
. . . ; ‘
... 5l. "Use praise as a moti- 89 . 10 2| 28 | .28 4 of praise after all réspefise op-
vational technigue .| 88 90 i 08 28 12 (14 14 .33 .69 | portunities-(AM) t
. . 09 T 27 .61 1% of praise aftér all response op->
08 09 39 =26 {14 137 |.17 .40 | portunities-(PM) ot .
) . ' 09 ~ 26 26 . 20. 4 of praise after all response op-
~ - 07 3t 21 H2 14 .34 .48 portunities-(RG)
' 07 5% | 28 % behavior contacts which are
08 07 44 28 |14 14 _|.12 .34 | praised-(AM)
- Q - Pl ~ - ’
. g 09 33*X 27 =+ % behavior contacts which are
I3 05 51 09 (14 13 17,78 | praised-(PM).
. 03 | -a6¥* | 25 % relevant student initiated
o o ) | 05 02 -32-65*%*112 13 .3l comments praised-(PM)
. . . e T - - .
- 05 39%¥ 25 ¢ relevant student initiated
04 . 06 23 48%1t 14 ,}.51 . comments praised-(RG)
- T 09 - =05 17 .83 4 of opinion questions praised-(PM)
™ - - it 07 -24 47 |19 +8 |.54 .25 y
ro S 05 =20 20 .42 %4 of opinion questions praised-(RG)
-~ ; 04 06 -45 =02 {10 10 (.19 .95 s \' '
N . . -
) L . .
- e ' oy
62 - -7 63
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Table | Continued: ; o
“*» . _ _ ] /
. . X X .
Reported Observed : -
Presaqe Variables Frequency 'Frequency _r N s} Process Variab‘les -
", 5y Use praise as a moti- - 84 -04 28 |, .84 { % of praise (vs. criticism) for
) ' v§+.ional technique J 82 . 86 {04 -21{l14 141.89 .49 academic’work-(AM)
-Coptinued: ’ 80 . 15 27 .45 1 -, % of praise (vs. criticism) for
3 ‘ 79 &l 124 02114 134{.4] .96 acade,?,;c work-(PM)
* - &
' i > . 79 03 | .26 .87 ¢ of praise (vs. criticism) for
* 83\ 75 05 "OO 12 14 1.87 .99 academ‘c work—(RG)
K . 03 | -24 28 | .22 4 of student initiated contacts
\ 04 02 "|-20-29)14 14 1.49 .3I resulting in praise for work-(AM)
. b 4
, . .04 06 27 .75 4 of student initiated contacts
' 04 .~ 05 i 35 -23|14 131.25 .49 resujting in praise for work-(PH)
. , 02 08 26 { .69 % of student initiated contacts
) _ 03 ob 08 11z 14 -80 .79 - resulting in praise fof work-(RG)
. Il 13 27 .526; % of praise following correct
' 10 03 28 .86 ¢ of teacher, initiated contacts
12 08. |-I13 3114 141.66 .27 given praise\for work-(AM)
) 10 -26 27-| .19 | . . % of teacher inifiated contacks
10 10 -29-21114 13 1.32 .49 given -praise for ‘work-(PM)’
- i ’ . .
N 04 -16 26 43 % of teacher initiategugontacts
L5 04 |B2*¥*3002 14 #29) given praise for wogd-(RE) = |
52. Frequent praise is 90 [0 -1 27 .59 % of praise after all response op-
\imporfanf . 92, 88 bl 08 421 -08{13 14}1.50 .79 portunities—-(AM)
‘\ J . 0’9 I 26 .60 % of praise after all response op-
‘.\ 09 09 PB3 -I13)13 13}.27 .67 portunities-(PM) '
".‘ 09 17 25 | .41 % of praise after all response op-
o Ay 1A 07 U7 o9l 1446l .75 portunitigs-(RG)
RIC -6% : 1

. ’ [

-




Table | Continued: -

;X% X%
+. Reported Observed
Presage Variables Frequency  Frequency r N p ' ° Process Varlables
52. Frequent praise is 07 29 1 27 .15 % of behavior contacts which are
important 08 07 I5 39 113 14 (.64 .16 praised-(AM)
Continued: .09 - 36%% 26° % of behavior contact Zhich are
— __—\/\ 13 05 42 21 {13 13 .15 .50 praised-(PM)
] . A
03 -40%* 24 4 of relevant student initiated
e o 05 02 F60*2-33411 13 .28 comments praised-(PMY
oé‘gé‘\ . '
e *‘%gg%a \ 05 4| *¥ 24 | . ¢ of relevant student initiated -
# 04 06 |39 48 *{10 14 .27 comments praised-(RG)
09 <) 02 16 .94 i opinidn uesfibns raised-(PM)
: ' 1 07 fa2'7xx[ 8 B .31 pinfon a P
T 05 =4 ¥ 20 4 opinion questions praisgd-(RG)
- % 06 |48 -33 {10 10}.16 .36 2 P d pratss
84 - | -08 27 .71 % of praise (vs. criticism) for
\_ 82 86 112 04 1374171 .88 academic work-(AM)
- 80 14 26 .49 % of praise (vs. crffipism) for
i —_— 79 81 |32 -04 |13 I3¢.29 .90 academic work=(PM)
. . .
¥y 79 06 25 .78 % of praise (vs. criticism) for
] . 83 75 37 17 |1l 14 1.26 .57 academic work-(RG)
- e ob. 03 |8 271 .36 | © % of student initiated contacts
. . . 04, 02 a7 -1 [I3 I4=.II .29\‘\’R;z§ulfing in praise for work-(AM)
) 4 04 -00 26 ,9% of student initiated contacts
. 04 05 123 =17 113 131,46 .58 resulting in praise for work-(PM)
02 13 25 .55 |7 4 of student initiated contacts
03 O o1 hr-Jit 144.98 .71 resulting in. praise for work-(RG)
= % o ) .
’-\I
O ‘ ) Bb - o
RIC " : °

87
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Table’l Continued:
- . ‘

- . X X |
* . Reported Observed Lo
Presage Variables Frequency  ~Freéquency Bl N D Process VarJa?les .
52. ?;egﬁinZTPra‘se is 7/~ I 1o .|+ .26 .63 4 of praise following correct «
porta I 12 {34 -09{ 13 13{.26 .78  answers’ i
Continued: ) . )
.10 15 27 .45 4 of teacher initiated contacts
12 _ 08 02 22}13 14194 .45 given.praise for work=(AM)
1o - °|-03 26 | .87 % of teacher initiated contacts
. 10 10 |19 =31} 13 13 1.54 .31 given praise for work-(PM)*
04 20 725 | 33 4 of teacher initjated contacts:
05 04 123 489 11 14 1.5 given praise for work~-(RG)
53, Praise in some way all 69 * 10 -13 “28 |. .51 4 of praise after-all response op- -
students' work 68 70 b 08 22 28|14 14 {.24 .34 | portunities-(AM) -
. . t - N .
09 -04 v 27 .82 - 4 of praise after all response op-
09 09 15 14f 14713161 .65 po?funifies—(PM)
- 09- -20 26. 47 .32 4 of praise after all response op-
) iy 07 28 02]12 14 .38 .95 portunities-(RG) ,
J ‘ - o . ' ' ) . -
: 03 -23 . 25 .26 4 of relévant student initiated
05 _ 02, «}39 Of 12 13 {.2] .98 comments pra‘i sed-(PM)
,/‘ . \\ . . ‘ \ .
’ / 05 4| %* 25 % of relevant student initiated
) i 04 06 PS* 371 14 .20 comments praised=(RG) -
- N e B .
A-. ”i"‘ ‘%,
égﬁ&; s

Es
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- Table | Continued: ’ . .
. %

X% . - .

.

, ' " - " “Reportgd  Observed )
. Presage Variables Frequenc Frequency L N D . Process‘VariabIes
. * " ’ ) . J
53. Praise in some way all 09 - 49%% 17 * % of opinion questions praised-(PM)
students' work . I 07 —672**23 9 8 .58 .
' - . ' 05 1 =27 20 126 4 of opinion questions praised-(RG)
9 ] - * -
Continued: 04 . 06 75%%¥2701H0 10§, .46 . . ) C
A ) 84 -07 _-{ 28 71 % of praise (vsr crificism) for
‘ P . ) 82 86. =14 0'6‘ 14 14 {64 .84 academic work-(AM) .
) .
80 4 4 27 .48 ' % of praite (vs. critlcism) for
. 79 ?l | 59**f “?JS 74 academic .work=(PM)
» - ! % 1.
* ' 79 07 6 .75 % of praise (vs, criticism) for,
. . | 83 75 |38 36 {]22|4 22721 scademic work-(RG)
' 03 4 1 28 .47 _% of student initiated contacts
. 04 0z gI '3 M-»;J-f .28 .67 resulting in praise for work-(AM)
f ] .o > .
‘ 04 4.37%% | 97 4 of student initiated contacts ..
4 $04. 7005 A 34 114715414 .26 rﬁgut’f"ing in praise for work-(PM)
02 -18 | 26 39 % of student initiated contacts
03 ol F22 ~1C 112 14 1.50 ',74 * resulting in praise for work-(RG)
; ‘ -1 -04 27 .86. % of praise following c,:orrec;L
. N 12 -14 .|0 14 |‘3 .63 .76 answers
. - - ) " o ’ =
= - ) . . 10 -32%% 28 % of teacher initiated contacts
* s . 12 08  }-58%%{3[14 4 | .67|' diven praise for work-(AM) ;
7 fo - .} I>5 27 | .47 %.of ‘fea‘cher initiated cé)m‘acfs :
10 10 D5 34 {14 1385 .26 given praise for work-(PM)
. o s - ¢ ’ * A . . .. / . N -
' , R o . - 04 -07 26 | .74+ % of teacher initiated contacts
: , ' | 9 04 -1%709 |12 14 162 .75 given praise for work-(RG)
: - o ? ~ 5l 32%¥* 28° Positively reinforcing teachers'
Q . 49 52 36 29 4|4 14 12t .32 behavior or attitudes (R)

0

‘!
C 70 ‘ . 14 * , . s 0

A
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Table | Continued:

-
3%

Xg Xg
: Reported Observed ) .
Presage Variables Frequeney Frequency £r i D Process Variables .
54. Praising the work of 48 10 06 27 {..78 % of praise after all response op-
others does little to 47 49 I~ 08 22 -14{14 13].45 .65 - portunities-(AM)
stimulate achievement i -
) 09 - ol 27 .97 % of praise after all response op-
09 09 -1l -09{14 131.72 .77 portunities—(PM)
* B 09 -05 25 .80 | %°of praise after all response op-
. L .07 ~Q3 -28112 131.78 .3 porfunifies-(RG)
03 0l 25 .97 % of relevant student initiated
. 05 02 -09 13 |2 IS .79 .67 Commen-fs praised_(PM)
) 05 -40%* 24 4 of relevant student initiated
' 04 06 F04-€0%¥ 11, 13 1.9 comments praised-(RG) -
of 09 o7 —-I{’)@-!O (;|a7 8 ..6'54.8I % of .opihnion lquesfionﬂs psrai'sed-(PM)'
05 8- 20 76 f opinion questions praised-(RG)
\ - 00 % 06 L2710 1077044 . ® Of opinion au P
5 ~ s e
84 —45%% 27 % of praise (vs. criticism) for
82 86 45 ->Al4 13 LI academic work-(AM)
* » *
80 -37%% 2 ’ 4 of -praise (vs. criticism) for
- 79 81 [13-64714 713 ).64 acadegic work-(PM)
. y 79, -44%* 26 4 of praise (vs. criticism) for
83 %75 }28 3612 14{.39 .21 academic work-(RG)

e . ®
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Table | Continued:

) X% X%
» . Reported’ Observed
. Pres&qe Variables Frequency  Frequency r N D Process Varlables .
54. Praising the work of 03 -00 27, .98 % of studént initiated contacts
" others does little to 04 ° 02 |-16 24114 131.60 .44 resulting in praise for work-(AH)
* stimulate achievement : ‘g .
04 -26 27 . . % of student initiated contacts
Continued: ) 04 05 -25—27 1413 1.38 .37 resulting in praise for work-(PM)
02 02_ | 25 1 .9 % of. student initiated contacts =
03 OF |36 -24{12 137.25 .44 restdting in praise for work-(RG)
{4 -02 7 .90 %\ of praise following correct
, t 12 09 ~It{i4 13).77 .72 answe?‘s g
i 10 -07 27 .74 % of teacher initiated contacts
. 12 08 108 -2i4 13).78 .49 given'praise for work-(AM)
- 10 (5_02 27 .90 % of teacher initiated contacts
10 10 O =15414 131.74 .63 given praise for work-(PM)
04 -1 25 .62 4 of teacher initiated contacts
05 04 1-03-18i12 131.92 .57 glven praise for work=-(RG)
55. Use competition to 56 2l 40%*% | 27 Use peer pressure as punishment (R)
«, °~ motivate 54 58 20 22 ~-13-261 13 14 .68 .37 :
. 59 -48%%} 27 Studentss wait and |isten respectfully-
56 62 F77¥-300 13 14 ] - 8.3 when classmates are called on (R)
56. Use smiling faces, gold 62 21 I 27" | .58 Use symbols such as gold stars or
~ stars as concrete re- 58 66 i 30 14 04 )13 14165 .88 smiling faces as rewards - (R)
wards ’
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~ Table | Continued:

X% X%
y Reported Observed . ]
Presage Variablas - i Frequency = Frequency r N n Process Variables o
e . ';' * . . '
57. Use individual prizes ‘ 54 21 38% | 26 Use symbols (gold stars, smiling
- as rewards 45 6lgy 11 - 30 05 28} 12 14].88 .33 faces, etc.) as rewards (R)
4 . i
) 12 12 26 .57 Use concrete objects (candy, money,
T 09 14 164% 261 12 14 .38 prizes) as rewards (R)
58. Public recognition as 67 9 34%% 28 - Use waiver of }equiremenfs (shorter.
a reward 57 77 05 L1307 33 14 14 1.82 .25 or fewer assignments) as rewards (R)
of N - . = «
22 3g*%*| 28 _ Use jobs (monitor, helper, clean the
w | 25 20 34 291 14 14].24 .31 erasers) as rewards (R)
- o . .
. - 48 -14 28 .50 Use public recognition as a reward (R)
T T 46 50 MV 37114 14114 .19 .
,*99. -Use exemption from tests 44 3 41%% 27 Use special privileges (use of special
33 53 23 39 b =381 13 14 .73 .18 -  equipment, go to library) as rewards
' ' T . (R),
.9 -03 27 .87 | Use waiver of requiremen%s (shorter’
. 05 13 R0 413 14151 .14 or fewer assignments) as rewards (R)
. w S .
60. Use special privileges . 69 31 I9 28 41 .35 Use special privileges (use of
v as reward : 64 74 23® 39 32 02} 14 14{.26 .95 special equipment, go to Library)
: \ - as rewards (R) ’
+ ™ ’
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Table | Continued: _ _
~ X% X%
Reported Observed

Presage Variables =~ Frequency  Frequency r ~ N D Process Variables'
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I The top centered correlfation coefficient reflects the degree of teacher accuracy |n reported

vs. observed bghavior or attitudes for the whole sample of teachers.
The correlation coeffncnenf to the right reflects the degree of teacher accuracy,in reported

. observed behavnor for high effective .teachers. The correlation coefficient to the lteft
§§§¥Iec+s ~“the same re4a+|onsh|ps for low effective teachers.

1
’

M < @ ¢ e
* _p._ = . |0 : S !r,f'
< 7 - y &
¥ p = ,05 The probabilities are listed for all correlations which are not significant.
o _ . ' s
(R) means coder ratings : ‘ .
1 /"’
e . »
~ ' _/’“' .
. ) - i
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/'/)
' . & . .
‘Tu s . :
&




