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ABSTRACT
Mo ™S

Dm

“ b v ' - <‘ - .'\ N ~
The effect of ESL~(English as a Second Language) teaching techniques

on student learning was investigated. A group of 18 ESL teachers and their
classes were observed across four lessons having a similar content.

P

Students were pre- and posttésted over a six-month'period in “Ewo

v -

'-I
measures of language verformance: oral comprehension and production.’
- e .

I

X ’ ¥ .
Teaching behauﬁors such as asking guided questions, correc-ting grammatical

structures, explaining new vocabulary, and teacher's knowledge of

linguistics were found to influence student growth p081tively, while a

:”i rapid pace and an exaggerated use of modeling were found €0 have negative

ef‘ects. The effects’ associated w1th these teaohxng behaviors held for

student growth measured in terms either of nral’ comprehension or

. production. Regression analysis of selected teaching behaviors accounted

" for two-thirds of the explained vaiiance*in student learning. : -
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ESL METHODOLOGY AND STUDENT LANGUAGE LEARNING IN e
BILINC‘UAL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS i
@ -
o~
. ; ‘ v
. [
Arnulfo G. Ramirez and Nelly P. Stromquist —'*fﬁ--f'*~*f:v::::::::v%fﬁ*

s
A
An essential component of a bilingual education prograr in the

Uniited States is the course designed to teach English language skills.r

This course is usually labeled- ESL (English as a Second Language) its ’

/methodology can be .traced to the time of“World War II, when a mgjor effort

was mounted to teach foreign languages to adults within a short period of

ke - <

time. “Most of the ESL methods and materials now in use in our elementary .

- - v hd

¢ Ve
"and'secondary*classrooms,";notes Saville-Troike—(l97§), "represent

relatively minor adaptatidns from those designed initially for adults"

"~

(p.‘772: ) - "

‘During the past decade a number ‘of specific assumptions underlying

ESL methodology (e.g.; mas. :y.ef linguistic structures precedes fluency; -

linguistic structures should be seqnentially ordered; and acquisition of .
1inguistic JSorm precedes function) have been challenged by current

« linguistic and psychological theories (Sampson, 1977). Teaching practices

such as having students repeat meaningless sentences devoid of a context

are regarded as ineffective pedagogical procedures, because they ignore

- - . —"1
the communicative needs of:xhool children (Saville-Trolke, l974 Paulston, '
e .- _.--—-»-—"""

»
M'f1975) Rudolph C. Troike, Director of the EEBES_E__f.C’_E—APined—I:ingui'st‘ics,

/ M_ g >
« .. has-recently warned that current ESL teaching practices based on i

approaches designed for adult learncrs "with little cénsideration for the

”




" o ' - T
’appropriateness of these methods for youngrchildren ... may be more harmful

. .mhan beneficial" (Troike, 1976) .

-

The purpose of this study was (a) to investigate current ESL* .
l

methodology ‘in bilingual-elementary schools 4dnd (b) to identify teaching -

’

yractices that are assoCiated with student 1anguage 1earn1ng. Through

the use of €E~observation instrument that focused on student cognitive . o
/

X behaviors, an effort was made to isolate,teaching behav1or°”fﬁat/

v distinguish effective:ESL teachers from those, less_ effective.

< tos " % .
T Identification of Effective ESL Teachers .

Research studies on teaching effectiveness ‘that focus on student

-

cognitive gains as the criterion for ‘determining whether a~teacher is

effective or not have used on€ of two definitions. (a) teaching '[

: effectiveness defined in termswof relative class score gains over a given

’ period of time (Brophy, 1976; Belgard,,Rosenshine, and Cage, 1971 'Clark
et al., 1976) or (b) teaching effectiveness defined as the teacher s
- ability to reduce the initial. heterogeneity in the achievement level of

o

* their classes (Calfee in McDonald and Elias, 1976). \ ' -

;' Each of these definitions has led to different analytical techniaues.
RN A Teaching effectiveness seen as relative score gains has been examined in

d *

“ terms of simple and partial correlations between teacher behavior and

- N -

student gains, teaching effectiveness seen as the teacher' ‘s ability to. . - e T

s T

¢

e e
e -

i,

Aimprove—the—perférmance<of#the poorer students while maintaining that of

[
hd

"the better students has been studied in terms of regression slopes, with

a

effective teachers being those ‘who create flatter slopes and less )
F_._ \}

effective teachers those with steeper slopes. The f1rst definition of

. . -
e o e - - c s
7 “Sene . . . . . &
- P e
v . - wrSR «
. - . s Y 3
.
. . N . .
v - - - ’ - > . -
~ M - -
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teacher effeetiveness concsntrates on class scores as the uni of analysis,

while the latter definition%utilizes ind1vidual scores as its u it of
"\ N B -
analysis. ! © T
] -
i
In this study, teaching effectiveness is defined as the relative
\

adjusted gain in class mean scores achieved by each.teacher. This defini- .

tion was chosen for two reasons. (a) it was assumed that there are cer-

tain teacher ‘behaviors that have an overall group effect, and (b) in view

: :of the small number of .students Xn each ESL_class studied it was’
¢ " : \ 7
‘}considered that an analysis focusing on the students would lead to very

-

. ,unstable‘findings.

.
L

in discussing the usé\of adJusted gains as a method to control for o
initial differences among studegts, GlaSS (1977) argues that an ex post s

& . ""-
facto statistical control cannot e regarded as equivalent to random

assignment of pupils to teachers. He notes that classes may still differ

o

i on a number of variables such as learning ability or motivation which have
\

-

been left unmeasured and, thus, uncontrolled. Since teachers volunteered
to take part,in the present study and their groups were left intact;

differences‘in learning ability or .motivation betbeen,the classes could

.

still be present. . .

4

~ The degree to which dlfferences in motivation affected the learning

R————
e i

et

**“*”“"6f”f§f~?orm;ubils in this study, who were between the ages of 7 and 11,
‘was not controlled. As to intelllgence (learning ability), a number of
research findings suggest no consistent associati!P between IQ level andl
performance in language skills such as listening, pronunciation, vocabu-

lary, grammar, and communicative ability in a second language.

Genesee (1976) recently concluded that "1Q level is not the exclusive or LT

v

» - ?




.1earning success. Carroll (1960) also reported that, even among -

indirect,correctlon), and teacher reinforcement. The student behaviors |

-4 - : L : ‘

»

necessarily the most important variable in predicting second language

children with high IQ’s (about 125), there is considerable difference in

¥

the ‘rate of language learning. : . ) : -

Definition of ESL Teaching Behavior

]

On the basis of curriculum-specific teaching behaviors as described

1

in ESL textbooks (notably,Paulston and Bruder, 1976, and Finocchiaro,

-

9’4) and preliminary observation and content analysis of the videotaped

'

teacher lessons, seven teaching behaviors were isolated. Each behavior

~

) was,then'subdivided into two to four modalities, bringing the total number

of observable teaching techniques to 19. In addition, three studemt =~

’ behaviors, subdivided into 10 modalities were identified.

The teacher behaviors includedomodeling (verbal alone, verbal with
visuals, verbal with objects, verbal with physical involvement) ;

questioning (guided response, free response); commanding (with verbal

" response, wjth-visuals, with objects, with physical involvement);

exglaining_(of_conéepts, with labels, with grammatical rule); linguistic

»

"accuracy (using incorrect, visual or object examples, using incorrect

grammar or idiomatic expressions); treatment of pupil errors (overt

correcting of pronunciation, overt correction of student s "answer,

T VL

were repetition (verbal, verbal with visual aids, verbal with objects,

repetition wlth physical 1nvolvement); replzing (with expected response,

with free response, verbal response to teacher s command) and

comprehendiﬁg (carrying out an action with visuals or objects, moving in




‘}_\_ ’, . .

response to*telcher s command) The detailed description of the teacher

t

and student behaviors is inqluded in Appendix A, and the ESL videotape

\ ”

observation instrument is presented in Appendix D.

-~

In establishing the-teaching techniques it was decided to focus on__

P ) /

cognitive behaviors as opposed to affective ones because the former's -

usefulness in teacher training.

]

L

Subjects‘ Teachers - Lo e

’” &~ . ,.«" / N
- - Eighteen volunteer ESL teachers from three schoolwdiéffictS'in the o
om thrEE 2l

i e

e o gt e Y PRI

San Francisco Bay Area took part in the study+ These tbachers had at
least one year of ESL. teaching experience in bilingual programs, had
taught Spanish—speaking pupils previously, and had beginning or
" intermediate ESL students for the l976-77 academic year. o
The participating teachers included both certified teachers (N=14)
and teacher aides (N=4) regularly assigned to teach ESL. leachsr aides

were included because they are often in charge of ESL instruction in

bilingual programs. Six of the teachers had between three and four years

of 'general teaching experience, six had between five and six years, and
the other six had seven years or more. ,The ESL Test for Teachers; a sub- -

test of the CERAS Teacher Tests for Spanish/English Bilingual Education,

was administeted to all the teachers/to measure botH their knowledge of .
applied linguistics and their attltudes toward ESL methodolgy.
h . A .
. '\ / . -
SubjGCCS‘ Students ' / :

3 J -

Students were selected on, the basis of their English proficiency




,- 6)_

” 2

level (i.e., beginning or intermediate) rather than their grade level.
The students (N=141) were between 7 and 11 years of age (average age #=#8.

05, s.d.#= #1 31) and were in Grades 1, 2, and.3, " with most in the second

P
e e
POV -t

grade. The mean number of students per class was eight.

Demographic,data about the chosen school districts revealéd that most
students belonged to working-class families. There were no gross
i‘%’"

disparities in educational expenditures per student among the three

school districts (amnual student costs were $932, $1,117, and $1,387).

Studerit lanwguage learning was analyzed in terms of (a) an aural ?

comprehension test and.(b) an oral production measure. Written “tests were

o

avoided in order to eliminate the confounding effect of measuring the’ ' !

“'student's reading ability. ) . . o

The aural comprehension test was a lesson-specific measure given to

'the students as a pre- and _posttest for each of the four ESY/ lessons that

A

' the teachers were asked tc\teach Each test had between 164and 18 items,

for each item the students had to select the one drawing among three that.’

i -

corresponded to the English'statement made by the teacher. Student growth
in ESL comprehension was measured in terms of the score on the pretest,
- calculated by averaging the pretest scores for Lessons I, II, and III, and .

the adjusted gain score on the posttest after lesson IV (a review lesson).
It was possible to measure student gains over a chree-month interval

-

f(hovember 1976-February 1977). ,

P

‘The’English Grammar Production Subtest of the Spanish/English

Balance Tests (1976) developed at CERAS was administered Andividually to

« . 11 .
the students to measure their knowledge of 10 grammatical categories in

’
rd -

English. The test rcquires the student to make changes from the

s, 12




; gfammatical categories (1) singﬁlar to plural, (2) plural to singulaé,

(3) present tense to past tense, (4) affirmative past tense to negative‘

present tense, (5) preposition of location, (6) interogatives--indirect to
direct, (i) impeéatives—;indirect to direct, (8) interrqgatives——direct to
indiéect,_(9) imperati;es——direct to indirect, and (10) comparatives. S
: fhere are two items per category. The interval getweenrthe grammar oral T

production pretest and posttest was six months (Noveﬁbeg 1976-April 1977).

Table 1 shows the split-half reliability for the comprehension and grammar '_E
oral production.tests, . . ‘.; T ' . 3
TABLE 1 | o L

T Split-Half Reliability Coefficients for the omprehenslon ‘and thé N -
.\\’” .,/ L Oral Production Tests \\\" oo ’ i
. « - —,gv ’- )\' r,\ ‘ i \\ - | ‘7

. No. of. - No. of " Reliability o

Test ~ - subjects items coefficient .

L

.
v - ]
. t e
2 N « .
s
AN
«

- Comprehension Tests:

v

Lesson-1I criterion- ‘ C .

. teferenced test 144 < 18 - ¥ L8 .
1Lesson II criterion- ‘ , . . a N
' " referenced test, 44 -~ 716 0 7 . .92 X
: ’ M A ¢ U ) :
Lesson III critérion- ' . ' . - ik
‘- referenced test L. 144 18 o .93%
- A
English Grammar Production ' I 'b o
Subtest . 156 20 7 . . .96
Y - , I
aéoefficiedt for dichotomgus test items.-
. | 1 s ty .
- 14 ) ‘ ) . : ‘ -
ubCOefficieﬁt for continuous test items (Cronbach alpga), -
’ - - J . ~ ' ”

A
A «

3
H BN

P




- - U \ 3
ESL Lessons - ' :
________Jﬂl. . . . %

o

L The 18 ESL teachers were asked to prepare and teach four 20-minute
lessons to their students. To ensure compaxability among teachers, all
were a.-.xed to present fohr common lessons. Lesson I dealt with preposi-
tions; Lesson(gl with adjectives; Lesson III with the present progressive

andlits,negation; and Lesson IV was a review of the three earlier lessons.

N

The overall content for each lesson was specified, and teachers were .
- )

asked to present items from each lesson that wvere unfamiliar to their

students. (See Appendix B-1 through B-4 fox the lessons) Sirice the

" ¢ . intent was to observe differences in teaching behaviors, no effort was l -

made to suggest ways of teaching these lessons. \\\\\ ‘ : :
B The four lessons presented by each teacher were videotaped Although, ‘
someé questions have been ra1sed about the utilization of v1deotaping in

- I3
* ™oL N

classroom research “Ce. g., the narrow focus of the camera and the

1ntrusion created by the techn1c1an and hls equipment), the advantages of
"videotape technology were Eélt to outweigh the d1sadvantages. Since the
number of students in each class was small (a mean of eight), the camera . .

. could focus on both teacher and pupils, and the use of a small miérophone,

w

which was either hung from the ceiling or placed on a table, resulted in S

1
.

’ good SOund recording, the location of the techniclan and the camera

- -

E (about 8 to 10 feet from the group) was genorally perceive as unobtrusive

v,

by the students and the teacher. " . .
o - : A .
, More°1mportant, the use of videotaped lessons allowed for the | . \

7
s /
X 23

development ‘of an observation 1nstrument to_ record ESL teaching behaviors.

¢
’iv

This process.lasted about; a month, during which time‘teachers were

« { M .

T repeatedly observed in order to establish the most frequent and

A P ° .
) . . . N LM e

N

14
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N

observable teaching techniques. The videotaped lessons also provided the

opportunity to develop intercoder reliability. Table 2 shows the
, N

coe icie ts of intercoder reliability among four raters for the various

and student behavior categories. Yhese coefficients were

v

Jobtained from a random sample of eight teachers for the four lessons after

a two-month period of videotape observations.

' Unit of Analysis :

The behavior categories in the ESL v1deotape observation instrument
utilized the utterances of teachers and pupils as the basic unit of

. % ' .
analysis. "Utterance' was defined as a statement containing a complete

message or- thought Utterances such as 'Mary, staﬁd in front of Manuel,"

""John, sit down," and "Laura, read," would count:as three examples of ’

‘ébmmanding with physical involvement. The minute was the unit, of time

e Y

. used to Tecord the frequency of utterances. Teachers were instructed to

-teach each of the four lessons within a twenty-minute time period. rlf any

lesson lasted more or less than twenty minutes, the frequency,of -

utterances assigned to each observational category was prcrated.
According to Dunkin and Biddle (1974), eaching behaviors can be

,recorded in terms of phenomenal units (i e., behavioral acts such as “,

giying a command or asking a question) and analyticai events—(i e.,' '

repetitive sequences such as episodes of teaching cycles). McDonald and

v

‘Elias (1976) argue for the selection of an analytical event rather than a

\ ~

behavioral act as the unit of analysis.” They also argue for a focus on

]

the duration of the event (i.e., "evaluating'") rather -than on its
. 4

occurrence per unit of time. "In their)opinion, when frequencies are

<

-~

.

~F

5
¥



Error—-Answer (ERRANS)

_ Error-Indirect (ERRINDIR) -

\
- 10 -
, TABLE 2 .
v Iﬁtercoder Reliability Coefficients fo£ ESL Cognitive Behaviors®
3 ; Intercoder ;greement
Behavior categorles - - (Pearson ;)
" Teacher behaviors
- Modeling-Verbal (MObVERB) .780
Modeling-Verbal/Visual (MODVIS) , 960
Modeling—Verbal/ObJect (MODOBJ) .990.-
dModeling—Verbal/Phys1cal (MODPHY) .765
. ’ Ebmmandiﬁg-vgféal (COMMVERB) < . .B4C
\ CommanéinéLVisual (CoMIS) . .625
: Commapdiﬁg;Objécp (COMMOBJ) , . +920
L Comméndiqg-Physical (COMMPHY) . . . 910"
/fQuestiOnlng—Gulded Response (QUESTQUI) * a .975
/ Questioning—Free (QUESTFRE) :925
/ "
! Explanatlon—Concept (EXCONC) 4 .800
3 Explanation—Label (EXLABEL) : ‘ .635 ’
Exglanation—Rule (EXRULE)" ?9‘\ ~ .895 )
- Lingu1stic Accuracy-Visual/ObJect (LAVISOB) ® .935
Linguistic- _Grammar (LAGRAM) - x>
’Erfbr~Prohuﬁciatiph_(ERRPRb) / .815

.860 .

~




o ‘ - 10a - ,
: . . Intercoder agreement™
, Behavior categories ’ - (Pearson r)
. - Reinforcement (REINFQR) Y .865
- : i -
#ﬁ“ %“Student behaviors
Repetition-Verbal (REPVERB) ' .780
. L . S
Repetition-Verbal/Visual (REPVIS) ‘ .960
Repetition-Verbal/Object (REPOBJ) : © 995
Repetition-Verbal/Physical (REPPHY) ‘ 845 ,
Reply-Expected (RYEXPECT) . ' " .985
‘Reply-Free (RYFREE) .867 - . .
. . . . - - Lol -
. . 4 . Ie N .
« .~ .~ Reply-€ommand (RYCOM) A . . - .840 AT
’ - : R - ,,__:,_._ L N ~ . " L
e e ‘,. \;. - . \ P -h N l‘l’? " N ’~; N
_* Comprehension-Visual (COMPVIS) + w915 B
.. - Comprehension-Object (COMPOBJ) f ‘ .880 = y
‘Cdmpféhénsion-Physical (COMPPHY)?' .o .950 . )
. T ' > - — ’
4The coefficient of intercorder agreement was computed'by first -
obtaining a Pearson Correlation for each pair of coders, then ‘transforming ,
these correlations into z-scores and averaging them, and finally °
transforming the average z-score into a Pearson correlation coefficient. .
. N , ; L ~ r - -
: -k R - :
z Abandoned because’'of veny veak and negative correlation. .
weT g ) .
™ ceL e o
< N b \.‘\, ]
. 7. - 3 -
. - z

ond
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o ) ’ oyt .

counted, there ishan assumption that each instance of the event has equal
- 1

. -___pkychological effects irrespective of 1tsrduration. "We also assume that

(» ——

_the repetitions have a cumulat1ve effect; otherwise there would be no N

point in summingagreguenhiesﬂilp. 197)~ - The counterargument is that the

’ T
e

impact of a psychological stimulus may not always be a function of its x"*\\\\\ﬂ
duration and that, in fact, repetitions of a stimulus may be more additive
than suspected. In‘chJEbsence of(unambiguous findings about stimulus and

) response, one set of :ssumptions should not be discarded in favor of

Y

N o

another set equally unsupported. >
, -

’

While -an analytical event may in fact represent a more complete and

. - ¢
b4 ~ o

- presumably stable classroom transaction,the selection of an: utterance may N N <
\C " \‘a ) lt A Y
. be apprOpriate in this case, particularly when llmited knowledge ex1sts - 7
e, ?

about how leasning ‘occurs andpwhat constitutes teachi or 1earn1ng !
Ay

. N . R - . N
%

cycle§. in the ESL classroom. < . ot ‘ o
) ) . < B ",
‘ LIS ~ & R .
I . .o * ) T X - - -~
3._ & 5 . 2y ) "
}. . - . . Y
. ) ’ B ’ ~
: : FINDINGS
o) " s
X . . -, -
“H R \ R
Frequency of’Teacher Utterances T .

X .. -
, .

- The frequencies of teacheér utterances across~teaching behaviors for

~

the four lessons, as can be seen in Table 3, revealed some similar1t1es

A
- Es N v
o2 >

and some striking differences among the eighteen teachers. Questidning

was the most common teaching behavior in the case of .eight teacher (44 . e

percent); modeling was the second most frequent behayior, with 'six
[ ] - + - - he

_teachers (33 percentf emphasizing {t;rthird,in frequency was commanding, = -

.. with 4 teacherg (22 percent) concentrating on it. Relativelyvinfrequcnt

teaching hebaviors were correcting student errors in pronunclation,

~
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/ TABLE 3 . )
; Frequency of Teacher Utterances across Teaqhing Behaviors .
"_____—_——~——~—-——for”KII“ESL Lessons
.——-—-—:"“"—/———” N
\A,Teacher ‘Model- Question~ Command- Explain- Correct- Reinforc- Totél Per
‘I.D.# -ing (4) ing (2) ing (4) ing (3) ing (3) ing (1) Teacher
1 563 33 26 14 37 . 6 679 ST
.2 413 97 63 90 .27 20 70 .-
\\ . } N . ’ 3‘: ,\ ) ’A‘
3~ 124 416 35 35 44~ . 152 806 g
~ \\“\\\ -, ‘:”{I s ] . : . ) : . ’,. s
4 137 v 382 1%E 85 < 56 79 . 132 ¢ 871 ’ .
. . \T ) ' . > v, \\ .
' 292 283 143 60 - 54 - 119 -~ 951 -,:
. T L T S _
6 - 193 210 218 65 - 19 . 36 741 ,
¢ ) ’ \\"\\ : »oy
7 ¢ 200 0 195 T 4109 34 95 555
‘© ..8 - 168 ‘-28 - 118 » i 50 22 . 189 831"
, 9 220 100 .. 233 Jso T s . o1 sl
10 . .287- 361 153 35 ¢ 69 .1 7105, 990 ,
. . ‘ . . * 4 i
o 92 v261 . 272 17 - 92 154 888
- 12 188 437 42, 11, 68 . 100 846
13 7 64 327 257 63 51 + 81 843
' . 4 °
2o . . ‘ -
s % 21 - 193 262 , o1 .39 118 894 )
15 72 248 - 198 35 28 69 . 650
6 38 - 295 163 9 143 .18 666 ’
: . ‘ . 5
17° 559 40 47 -7 %25 5 683
18 429 95 49 - 69 . . 22— 730 . - :
~ {7 ~ . . ';A __l
1. One modality (see Appendix A). 2. Sum df two modaliéies: 3. Sum of
4, Sum of four modallties; . : .
dae b e

“threc modalities.

19




3 - % . M B . . e

- 13 -
L » . h ? 7
‘ : . T
correcting student grammatical-errors (directly or indirectly),&and using.
. examples or visual aids in inappropriate ways: .Appendix C shows the mean

and standard deviation for each behavior across the four lessoms.

. -~ There were considerable differences in the pace (frequency of . "

5

N { - ., -
utterances) and variety (types of behaviors) of the lessons. While one

T

" teacher produced close to 1000 utterances during the four lessons, another -
teacher produce a total of 555, about’half the pace of the fastest teacher.
- Sone teachers utilized a number of teaching behaviors (i.e., commanding,

questioning, and-correcting), otners tended to concentrate on a single
=

* teaching strategy. The teachers who tended to model language asked few

.. questions from their pupils. When pupils of such teachers did respond_to

® .t -
. . st

. questions, they were usually corrected on their pronunciation.
T N ~
L H wd

‘Relation. of'Teacher Behaviors to Pupil Achievement Lo

In order to study the relationship of teaching behaviors to pupil
‘t

. ~

‘_achievement in ESL, the following variables were investigatedr
Independent (teacher) variables.‘ (1) Scores on the ESL test and

(2) the actual or prorated frequency of utterances assigned to each

observational category for each lesson and_for all four lessons for each
.‘ —— &
" s

teacher. * (Prorated frequenciesewere calculated i¥ the‘}es nslgld\not\

e

€

T . o B . — .

N lastfexactly"faenty minutes). . ) . _
- . 4
: x‘Dependent (pupil) variables. (l) Mean adjusted posttest‘scores1 on

the oral,comprehension test and (2) mean.adjusted posttest scores on the

¢ -

* ' Grammar froduction ',Slibtést:q in English from the CERAS Spanish/Edglish &,
* :.-;.' ~ ] ) « . . .' N . " :2; }‘ .

LA11 mean pupil scores are class means. ja
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Balance Tests. (Individual student posttest scores were adjusted by

using indivisual pretest scores as covarjates).

¥

The main findings concerning the relations of these independent and

- 'dependent variables Pre summarized in Tables 4 and.5. As can be seen from

. \ .
> Tabletﬁ, five teaching behaviors were found to be strongly and posit.vely

Nom

associated with student growth‘ -

s

1. Commanding-with obJects (COMMOBJ) requiring.tﬁg'student to

- . manipulate concrete obJects or visual aids, thus providing

the teacher wigh the opportunlty to check the.student s

[N -

comprehension. : o N
X ‘ # . -
T2, Questloning-guided response (QUESTGUI) asking the student o«

to respond to questions based on information prevxously
’ s

presented by the teacher, thus reducing ambiguity for the

L] ~ .
. -

M . pupil and_.enabling him to perform within his levél of

.«
» . -
. 2 . -

proficiency in ESL.

—

.3.. Explaining-labels (EXLABEL): ' clarifying to the pupil the

»

meaning of new words using synonyms aad antonyms or saying
N - ¢ .Y

the terms in Cpanish. )

\ Y

) ' Y .
4., Treatment of Pupil Errors—overt correction of grammar

"4‘.'

(ERROVER) : corrécfing.the Studcntis grammatical'error

directly by prov1d1ng the correct structure.

-

5. Varlation of Lesson—types of activity (VARALES) e

utilizing a number of teaching _behayiors (i.e., modeling,

- ‘ commanding, and questioning) instead of concentrating on R

&

Pl -
a single teaching strategy. ///

Teaching bchaviors ncgntively associated with studcntvgrowth\were. .

IJ*' 2
L] - ot
2
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. A TABLE 4 . - .~

Correlations—of Adjusted Pupil Achievement Scores with Teacher

- Y

and Pupzl Behavior and with Teacher Scores on ESL

(PO

- Test

- -
= B . . e

‘(Teacher N = LQ)

o

¥

K H
i Behavion‘éategories- s Comprehension Production .
7‘Teacher Behavior . T e
R Modeling-—verbal (MODVERB) “ _ ;/ -.18 =SH5% ,
Modeling-witb obJects (MODOBJ) _ ) -.37 -.65% .
, Modelinngith physical involvement (MODPHY) ) -.38 ) .35
<  Commanding-with verbal response (COMMVERB) . ':?-.12 :.1% )
Commgnddng—with ;bjeEte (CoMMOBJ) ' - b3d’ N ¢
"Questioning-guidednteeponee (QUESTGUL) - L. k2%, .39%
2 AQheetioningLfree response (QUESTFRE) " =.30 -.14 -
Explaining-labels (EXﬂABEL)-; . ' _ i 31, .56*
Linguistic Accuracy-incorrect use of  ° ’ . ‘ \ e ‘ o &
visuals; objects (LAVISOBJ) _ . ) -.51% - ~-.65% . B
Treatment of Pupil Errors-correcting " . ’ .5
pronuticiation (ERRPRO) e T -.66% .69%
Treatment of Pupii Errors~overt . T ) N )
.. ? correction (ERBOVER) * o | Wb3% .37 -
4.Treetment onPupil Errors-indirect ' N !
correetibn.(ERRGQVEg) N . .32 <35
- Reinforcement (REINFOR) P _ .16 236, "
Variation of Lesson—types‘of activ1ty - o ~ :
~ used in eaéh lesson (VARALES) ¥ . .37 J57% .
Pace of Lesson-frequency of utterances ‘ ‘ 35. -

S

(PACELES) : . . ' £ .16

22" .
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Béhavior categories - Comprehcn;ion Production

) Student Behavior ; ¢ g i ]
Repetition—verbal (REPVERB) v -.li -.éi*

: Replying-expected response (RYEXPECT) ’ Sl 42
Replying—free Yesporise (RYFREE) -.23 ~-.09
Showing COmprehens1on-with objects (COMPOBJ) .35 +37
Showing Comprehension-with physical
) -invblygment (CO§PPHY) P ) A2 .31
Teacher Test . ~
ESL ' — 41k .50%

*p €.05 . ) - . .
‘ i . N ". . i
. G
, ! ¥ . N .
. .
- . n
i‘ .

Y

~
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. sion and ptoductlon tests.

structure),

another revealed interesting teaching patterns (see Appendix E),

- 16 - _—

I
»

s

J..~ Hodelingyverhal (NODVERB)
Pl AS -
repeat or imitate the pattern (i.e., sentence, phrase or
e ‘
word) presented by the teacher, directing the pupil to .
; : e .

produce altered'or new patterns.

-~

requiring the student to

‘x -
R

Pt

2 Treatment of Pupil Errors-pronunciation (ERRPRO) / correct=
. :;‘ ing the student s pronunciation,even though he communicated ‘ ‘
- . : (i.e., the message could be understood) 2 ::fﬁ:',
3. Linguistic Accuracy»incorrect use of Vis“1l§1;9_jects o; . -
oo e
i examples "ith 11“&“1“16 Patterns (LAVISOBJ) using , o .

confusing and/or inappropriate examples or visual aids ) .
‘.~. while introducing or drilling 1inguistic structures. ' , P

Y - B NN

1he data in Table 4 also- indicate that., the teacher s performance on R

P
4." o

the ESL‘test was a pos1tive predictor of student gains on both comprehen— . .
. A&

The ESL test examined the teachgr's knowledge

in (a) Spanish—English language contrasts (similarities and differences

~
~

between the two languages—-sounds, word formation, and sentence

(b) language learning processes (types and sources of student

errors), and (c) English grammar. EE IO S S . i

An examination of the correlation of teaching behaviors with one

1 - L

L2 ‘w"

Teachers

-

who model languagc tend to correct pronunciation, use confusing examples, .

14

gnd‘exhibit little variety in their teaching techniquesﬁ‘ At the same
] M LS , - ¥
time, the more modeling a tcacher does, the less opportunity there is to
£, 4 N . .
ask questions (elicit language) from students. Teachére who use guided

questioning, on the other hand, tend not to correct pronunciation but do

correct grammatical errors with both direct and indirect approaches. -

Lo .

FhY

24 D




- ‘:--were.the teachers scores on the ESL test. ‘“,3'

-17 -

} ’ * '
They also tend to use a greater‘varietp of teaching tezliniques.
‘ihese associations suggest that at least two Zifferent teaching
;;styles predominate among these teachers. One appears to be a mechanical
’ style characterized by repetition in language drills, much cofrection of

h - =

pupil errors in pronunciation, and an absence of dialogue between teacher
and pupil. Jhe other approach can be desctibed as a communicative style

._of language teaching because the teacher elicits language from the student

-

through theﬂuse of questions, focuses correction on grammatical errors

-

instead of pronunciation”.and uses 2 variety of teaching techniques.‘

Table 5 presents the results of a regression analysis undertakenﬁ

" -
,‘-. -

‘assess the independent as vell as combined effects of selected .

]statistically significant teacher behaviors as predictors of ad3usted class'

a, -
- ¥

,gains in comprehension and pxoduction. Also entered in the regression

PR

- .
s k4 .
s~ M -

’ . V‘J VR,
- . . . PR 'Y

Ihe regression shows rather consistent effects for the teaching

.

: behaviors. Modeling, however, has positive effects on comprehension but .::

7 .

:negative effects on oral production gains. Questioning,_which had shown

only moderate effects in the zero~order correlations (Table 4), shows Py
strong independent effect on comprehension but no effeet on production.

Teachers' explanation of new vocabulary and direct correction of grammati-

~ -

cal structure show strongconsistent effects on. both the comprehension and

production criterion measures. A consistent negative effect is; shown by
‘ -

the teachers' pacing of the lesson. (calculated as the actual or prorated

A -

frequency of teacher-utterances). Teachers' scpres’on'the ESL test also
make a small but positive (and, in the case of. production, statistically

-significant) contribution to pupil gains.




TABLE 5 © . .. ’ -

“w - : ‘ . s
. Regressions of Pupils' Adjusted Mean Gain Scores on Selected Teacher Behaviors and ESL Test Score

> ot
‘e

- . Sy _Comprehension . - » Production
L Teacher -Behavior A Beta Weight F Ratio Beta Weight F Ratio

A

L ,Qge'stioning-guided response (QUESTGUI) . 178 '5.42*- » s .036 .1 - .02,
. ot Mégieling'-verlial;' with objects; with ) o
physical involvement (MODTOT) 253 remem, 25 . =.335

M
e e
?. -

-,

5

"+ Explaining-labels (EXLABEL}- " . .753 ©14,15% .690
. ca, . ok X > S . - .

Treatment of Pupil Errors-overt * ‘ .
- cor‘rectiop' {ERROVER) , . . .682 . 11.19*% .501

~

- Pace of Lessons-frequency of

ytterances (PACELES) -~ : -.765 8.61%

-

* s¢h¥e 1ESL Test - | : ' 7202 -.20
' ) ; . * N : . . 2

> 5

Adjusted R® =-57 Adjusted R :

*p < .05

Rg=variation
’\)',
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The selected teacher behaviors and knowledge of ESL apﬁlied ‘ ) 5

linguistics explain a similar amount of the variance of class mean scores

> 2

for the comprehenSion as well as the production tests. The R2 coefficient }

adjusted for the small size of the sample was .57 for comprehension and ’ RN

.

.67 for production. In other words, the selected teacher behaViors and % .

knowledge account for approximately two-thirds of the observed variance.‘ '

Relation of Teaching,Behaviors of High;uﬁiddle, Low Achieving Teacher " ’ .

- Groups to Pupil Achievement ) . ' "

The)correlations between teaching behaviors and student growth
4
~(Table 4) and the regression analysis used to ‘assess the independent as

well as the combined effects of statistically sighificant teaching
’ behaviors as predictors of pupil achievement (Table 5) were based on the

[N -

entire sample of eighteen teachers. ¢ Both analyses assumed a-linear'_ P
relationship between teaching behav1ors and student language learning

P -

(i. e., "high" achieVing teachers had (1) higher mean scores than "middle"

!

’

and "low achieVing tcachers on the five teaching behaviors associated

w1th studeht growth and (2) lover 'mean scores on the three negative N

- 2

behaviors). , ' co L. ' , .

- .

In order to verify this statistical relationship, the eighteen

r :
feachers were classified as high, middle, and Tow ach1ev1ng according to‘

a ,;‘

(a) tneir pupils’ mean adjusted posttest scores on the oral comprehension

test and (b) mean adjusted posttest scores on the Grammar Production Sub—

~
N

test in English from the CERAS Spanish/English Balance Tests. ‘ v
o l The mean (frequency) scores and standard deviation of the high, ‘
4 ” . . Do, ‘ )
middle, and low achieving teachers on the various teacher and student’ ! Lo

. R ‘ . »
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-~

>

* behavior categories are. 1nc1uded in Appendi\ F~l for the oral comprehen-

P o

“‘sion test and Appendix F-2 for the grammar production test.

) 4 N -
5

' differences between high/middle, high/low, and middle/low teacher groups.

't

on the various teacher and student behavior categories are presented in

able 6-A for the oral comprehension éest and Iable‘6—B for the grammar
"p oduction test. - -

2 v

For the most part, the significant contrast differences between the

hi h/low and middle/low teacher groups confirmed the linear relationship

-

of teaching behaviors (positively or negatively) associated with ,pupil

achievement and paralleled the results reported in Tables 4 and 5. On

- <

» M

positive teaching behaviors: - . .o

. . \1.. Scores on the ESL Test (in relation to pupil achievement on the

S

Grammar'Proﬂuction Subtest). . .

*

. . \
, High achieving teachers had statistically significantly higher

“

scores on the ESL test than low achiev1ng teachers. Similarly,

? o achieving teachers. ‘ L e -

2

- *

. \Variation in Lessons (in relation to pupil achievement onhthe

\ rammar Préduction Subtest). -

L : ~‘." Pd '"\u

“.;‘ 3. 6vert Correction of Grammatical Exrrors (in relation to pupil

v «

K ievement on the oral comprehension test)

. . "

lexions (i.e., modeling, commanding, and questioning) and (b)

£l

utilized more overt correction of grammatical errors than low

~

T ~
. ] . e

N

One—way analyses of variance with contrasts-were‘used to examine.the

Sxatistically significant contrast differences between the teacher groups

the middle achieVing teacher had higher ESL test scores than low‘

at

a1

A~

h achieving teachers exchibited (a) greater variation in their '
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. TABLE 6-A ' ' o s

Significant Contrast Differéhces between High(H)/Middle (M),
High(H) /Low(L) and Middle(})/Low(lL) Yeacher Groupts (TG)

T _ -on Teacher and Student Behavior Gategories for
. .. ESL (Comprehension) Test N rt
~ H(N=6)/M(N=6) H(N=6) /L(N=6) M(N 6)/L(N—6)
‘Behavior categories : TG TG, TG
Teecher behag&@rs _ . ( : | ’ « - -
ERROVER . NS -2.10% - NS .
" PACELES- : ~2,92%k o NS, NS '
Student behaviors °' ’ )
* RYEXPECT ' | NS P =2.61% ' NS - -
RYTOT . . Ns - -2.22% % NS @
COMPQBJ , NS , NS - -2.55% o
S ow v e T T T T -

<

3 t‘,"

o o«

* Indicates T-values with a statistically significant level <.05

,(d £f.=15.0). X . ) . . e
**Indicates T-values with a statistically significant level <.01 o
d.£,=15. 0) - . ' . R
,Note: NS=not significant. - " . N -
- _ - - i w 2
v <
& " -
v o I3
> T
. »
4 g N
R * v : £
: z a

v RO 3
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| e ' A .
- — N P f] . R .
5 ] \ B
e ! ( Lo TABLE 6-B'
‘ . ¥ s PoL :‘ . e " .
B Significant Contrast Differences between ngh(H)/Middle(M),
High(H)]Low(L’l and ‘Middle(M)/Low(L) Teaclier Groups (TG)
, on Teachey and - Studenq Behavior Categories for -~ ,
: ESL, (Grammar Produet:.on) Test v
,:' N . ‘. ,t; , .‘: ‘o , ‘('. .
. 7 . . H(N=6)/M(N=8) - H(N=6)/L(N=4) M(N=8) /L(N-&)
’ Behavior' mteggries i TG TG T G
, - . 3
' 13 : ¢
Teacher behaviox:s g ‘ - 7 §
\l\ \ o 5oy )
" MODVIS “ - NS© ~2.31% W7 NS
. ? MODOBJ ' ¢ NS L T 79** k& 2.88%x .
% ¢ MODTOT NS . 2,364 2.56%
. o % * x"< /-17-..,_ . “ . » "
‘ipAVISOBS L Y s NS 3,05k ©o3.05%%
1 ‘;‘ . - v » . -
. LATOT : NS 2,27% . 2.35%
. * ) ,_4 o ’ . LS v ‘3. ., R ‘
_ ERRPRO - -, W NS T 3 agRe LT X5k
* ERRCOVER R s - P N 37T -2.10%

e

VARLES cL Ns -24%‘(7; ~ . * NS
L " L . . . . ,‘—..;m " 4
* “LINGESL . 7 NS . -3 038k -+ =2.86%%
Student behaviors s . ' A
- REPOBJ . -NS 3.30%% . 0 2.63%
ot = ; L3 e
REPTOT . NS 2,70% | 2,63% R
ToE P N o “
RYTOT . . ‘N§s ~ -2.26% -2,25%
‘ & * " or s
COMPVIS o ) NS -2,20% ¢ NS .
, COMPTOT ..® NS -2,29% .- NS -
] - 2 - Cﬂ.".i - ot
, " ¥ »
* Indifates T-values with a statistically mg,nificant level <.05
(d. f. = 15.0). ,
 **Indicates T-values yith a statistically significant level <. 01
(d. f. = 15, 0) -
Not:e:. NS=n,ot: 'S&gnificant. . * x
. ',;,; : ¢ - N i e . N B
-~ . ¥ . - L.
N ,{:" ) - "\} ) R : ) < "
-..: - “a ¥ ¥ T . ' h ! M ’ : . .
B N R = T
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.. and on negative teaching behaviors:

% The'categories of commandin ith objects (COMMOBJ) and questioning-

- guided response (QUESTGﬁI), whichliwere positively associated with’ pupil

, "achieving teachers:

\w'h'

LI *
e - N o~
M .

4. Lingui;tic Accuracy (in relation to pupil achievement

v

xon'Grammar Prqduction Subtest).

o . N - ]
.

5. Correction of ?ronunciation (in relation to pupil achieve- .

37

»~

-ment on Grammar Production Subtest). /// . : X . .

v - . s
. Both high achieving and middle achieving‘teachers used (a) fewer

-
D

» i)
-

)

confusing and/or inappropriate examples or visual aids while ‘ . N

introdicing or. drilling linguistic patterns and (b) less *
. - .
correction of pronunciation errors than low achieving teachers.

* [

.( 5
L

growth,. could be obsefved in tefms of pupil behaviors. Based'on the*oral.

oAyt 2 ! S
conprehension tiest, pupils o£ high achieving teachers responded more to g

guided questions than pupils of low achieving teachers, and students of s o~

i “.. » P -

udddle achieving teachers responded more to commands by manipulating « T s .

"
ad ]

concrete objocts to show comprehension than students of low achieving
T ' o A . |
teachers.a . oo L. > ' e
The single significant contrast difference between the high/middle

awow

achieving teacher groups on the pace of lessons was the only category that

-t

-

did not correspond to the findings included in Tables 4 and 5. Also, the ] /

= -

teaching behavior' of explaining labels (EXLABEL) did not appear to be a -- - .
N - » . B ~ - " B

- 3
significant category in the analysis contrasting the difgeredces among

- = ~

2

the three teacher groups. ,
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' Relatien of Teacher Characteristics to Pupil Achicvement 3

. :' @heicorrelations between t&acher characteristics and pupil language .

i growth did not prove to be statistically significant. There was no . $~ -
?§~- positive association between (a) years of teaching experience or (b) ’

~: general course work in bilingual education to pupil_achievement. R A ;
e . , .

There were consistent negative associations (statistically nonsignif- -7

-

fcant) between the teacher's knowledge of ESL applied linguistics and (a)

. -

special'coursg work in ESL (r=-.169), and (hj general course work in

v

bilingual educatdon (r=-.136). In addition, a negative (usually'nonsignifv

.
— .—-’"

icant) association existed between student 1anguage growth and (a) teacher _

,

N

course work in general 1inguistics (r=-.133 and r .395 for comprehension

-

and oral production tests, respectivély) and (b) special course work in

ESL (r—- 224 and r==~.154 for comprehension and orai production tests, "t

respectively) These findings seem to %uggest that courses® in ESL and

-
¥

general linguistics, as prescntly taught, may not.provide teachers with \

”

effective teaching strategies or relevant knowledge in applied _

“

-
linguistics necessary in teaching ESL to students in elementary schools.

~

- v -

- ¥
. “

', X

- «

Py

Generalizability of Teaching Behaviors “

atn N
i\ . - * . s

” This study established five teaching behaviors as having independent

- and suhstantively signlficant effects on ‘student language learningu"The ) R
pOsiLive behaviors were (1) as of guided questiens, k2) explaining . . o,
new vocabulary, and (3) correcting grammatical errors, th;‘negativc o -
behaviors were (4) modeang and 15) a rapid lesson pace.‘ Given the g )

~

influence observed for ‘these teaching bchaviors,.the critical issue that

.
€, v 2

.needed to be cxamined wds the;f eneralizability of these findings to . oo

-
Y

> ’




~

in modeling were stable teaching features. Explanation of new _vocabulary
: . i

and 1ndirect correction of grammatical errors were also stable. ble 7
oy
shows the ge eralizability coefficients for these behaviors. The oo ) ’
coefficien was obtained»b} observing the frequency of a particular,ﬁ | “\\\' _—
teacher b7 avior across, the four lessons taught. It can be interpreted - B ‘*\v'
as the consistency of a given-teaching behavior for all teachers across ~
“the four ESL lessons. The‘least stable behavior among tre four was the -
. / — s s
pace of the lesson., Apparently, variation in lesson Pace is related more .
to Lesson content. than to teacher characteristics,_ ‘ - .
- . TABLE 7 ‘
; ) Stabilitv of Teachiné Béhaviors Predictive of Student Growth'. NP
" /Behavior category 'ff: /Géneralizabilitv coefficient% 4¢ Lo T
R ‘,QUEST(J‘;UE.; Z‘.‘ ' o _ Cw s g P R
MODIOT - . L ‘ ,‘ N S
,EXLAleL A ) 730 ', L .o .
ERRANS © . ST U ey s
* R T e A .
PACELES ) il ) ,‘;n35?8”32;(: ) L -
¢ 4The formuia employed for“this coefficient was: . ]
- :
;o = g%Teachér o . /

. 02Teacher + crror variaucc

n N A
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L The. ESL methodology used by the eighteen teachers in the ;tudy

revealed (a) an emphasis on mechanical language drills (i.e., the teacher :

~

modeling English structures and the student imitating the téacher's model)

-and (b) an adherence to a specific sequenceyof language skills (i e., the
&

student should. first listen and then speak' reading and writing are -

pbstponed until the student has achieved a certain level of mastery of

v

%

aural-oral skills)

L While one-third of the teachers used modeling as their most frequent
l' 43
~;teaching strategy, and, in the case of several teachers, it was the

3
-

predominate teaching technique, the behavior was ineffective. Language

s o drills based on Eoreign-language teaching methodology and stressing
> H

teacher’ modeling and pupil repet:t;fn may be inappropriate for second-

#

‘\:' language teaching. Drills asking for imitation of the teacher's model

- -

. were, in part, developed for adults learning a foreign language not

\spoken in the U.S. A. Spanish—speaking children, even those attending
I -
bilingual schools, live infa situation where e ’#posure to English is not

-

e

+ 1imited to the EFL teacher;lyghere~are English-speaking‘peers, classroom

wef ;school personnel. ‘English comes into the home via '
Sy )

= wben the pronu ciation, erxor has not affectcd the student s cOmmunicative .

intent. Most.corrections of ronunciation errors conqisted’ogfhnvfﬁ"the

student repeaththe target word o phrase-only/gnce., Correction of

2 -
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pronunciation may lead to better pronun;iation, but correéct pronunciation
.1 . S ’

* does not necessarily mean greater comaunication ability for the ESL N

-

Correction of grammatical errors, cu the other hand, was found

Current second- language learning theory views

. /student.

tOkbe very effective.

" learner “errors" as successivé approximations of the target (second)
- L .
. language system. Learners acquire aspects of the system in stages through =

5

e o w

such strategies as hypothesis testing (i.e., using a set of rulesto ask -

-

a wh-question‘ where /you are’going/° why /you aren't here/° and IR ~ §$
adjusting the rule after feedback to produce° ‘where are /you going/? .

and why are /you not here/°) This teaching behavior.might’ be particul rly

helpful because it provides the student with the feedback necessary to ] <

i

adjust his-erroneous hypothesls. ’ n . . s
.’ . «

Open-ended questions by the teacher were not as helpful as those

.calling for«a guided response.

guided questions is probably similar to that whic

relutive effectrveness of overt correction of grammatical arrors.

most

The reason for the effectiveness of |

-
L]

—

h accounts for the

The

helpful role of ESL iessons as presently structured might be t&ar

1

of providing the student with the opportuﬂity to speak and refine his -

>

'approxinative systems of English within a* communicative framework.

There is sufficient evidence to suggest that teachers who have a

knowledge of applied Tinguistics in English promoted greater student

.

.language learning.

require some knowledge relevant to language-Learning processes and

English grammar.

li.nguist:.'ut:s

suggest that teacl

This

does not mean that knowledge of applicd

PR

will nccessarlly produce better teachers, but it does

1ers must understand the nature of second-language

.

\
%

This seems to indicate that the teaohing of ESL does

-

et
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learning and the language structure in order to be “effective."

Tﬁe\§elected teacher behaviors and knowledge of appliéd linpuistics
- \\ h" N .

acéoﬁnte@ for. approximately two-thirds of the variation in student
chievement in ggi}\\ggéle-aféective variables'may have a suBstantiél'
\impact on student lgnéuage learning, the findiné; of this study based on
‘cQgﬁitive Eghaﬁibrs pr;sent aj;??bng i#@ication that what teachers do as
ESL instfhc;ors makes a difference. '.This also suggests that the i}
' \ . '

~ effectivenss of ESL teachers can be increased through training.

4
LA . [ I
" . »
" :

o
'y . . 5

L

»




APPENDIX A

v DEFINITIONS ‘OF TEACHER AND STUDENT BEHAVIORS UTILIZED IN
. THE ESL VIDEOTAPFD LESSONS

Teacher Behavior ) ’ . Operational Definition
o ' ! * ¢ . —
. Modeling ’ The teacher presents a sentence, . o)

phrase, or word containing the :

' xanguage element being taught’ to the
- class. Includes presentation of
vocabulary items or stimuli. -

.

“*

.'quafities: L T . .

Verbal - (MODVERB) The teacher merely pronounces the
sentence, phrase, or word uslng ne

’ referent for it.

“«

]

.
t

' T:. “Now, say 'bigger -

WVerbal with Visuals - (MODVIS) The teacher presents a sentence,
+ phrase, or word using drawings,.
,cards, or some other representation
as referents.

Y

s

‘ T: "This elephant (drawing) is -
= ’ ; bigger than tHis monkey
d (drawing) ."

Verbal with Objects - (MODOBJ) The teacher presents a sentence,

- : phrase, or word using real-lifé”
objects as referents. Toys are.in
the category of objects. .

T: "“This ball (real ball? is, |
, bigger than that one. |

P} N /

Verbal with Physical . N ) e s
Involvement - (MODPH{) The teacher produces a sentence, )
phrase, .0r word using herself or
student/s in the classsas personal |

~ .referents.

2

3. "Tom is the sliortest." \

(. « - ’ -
Queqtioning *  The teacher asks a question either ‘
s ——— - RN to the entire class or an

38




A

. . i
-~ Operational DPefinition

—
Y
- * N -

- individual student and ihtends to A .
* .~ hear ‘an answer to-thé question. g ' .-

. N
] . .
I S . *
~ .

Hodalities. o s ., . -

Guided Response - (QUESTGUI) + + A, The teacher asks a drill question .
. oo . whose’ response has already, been
- . given by the teacher, eifher I
- . . oraLly or in terms of an stimulus, . |

’ -
- * . .

. . T: "This yellow book is small.
v * Which- book is small?"

v p - N
L4 Ed

: o N ' B. The- teacher asks a drill question
.o . . - .. that is to be answered in a yes, »
+ or no form.’ RN d :

_— " q: . %s the bug in the jar?"
’ (It is in fact.)

» [N ~

. . > C. The teacher Lrxesents a etate&eﬁt
s ‘ . , ) for completion,byythe‘chilﬁren.

.

o |, © T: “Here ..." ‘ L
" - ’ ‘ §: "Here the man is standing. .

_Frée Response’ - (QUESTFRE) The teacher asks a question the
: . response to which requires the
S ‘., student to produce his own sentence,

-

: o thus conveying information the class
‘ had_not, heard befores . - ‘ .

(&)

- T: "Who is the shortest in this” : ,
e : class?" (The student had to
- judge and say who.) , .
. 2 . T
Commanding ) . The "teachet asks the.student/s to
r R . carry out a lesson-related act or L
o . . actdon. : )

"

- Modalities: * . , . . o
. . - )
* Commanding with Verbal ‘ . T e
Response* = (COMMVERB) ’ The teacher asks a student to .
b . 2 . R .
) - describe verbally an action .
L originated by the teacher's P

- command. Regaxdless of referent,

' .
h,'. ‘ . -
, .. N .

* »




Teacher Behavior

Operational Definition .
’ /

4

! (COMMVIS)

- ’ ;-
% .

. (COMMOBJ)

N,
3’

Gommanding with Physical
Involvement - (COMMPHY)

Gommanding with Visuals - -

A Commandlng with ObJeCGS -’

4
'

' M -
the teacher'i command is verbal if it
necessitates |a verbal reply.

3

Coded also as commanding with verbal
response are teacher acts asking a

" student to ask or' tell something to
.another student .

T: -"Roberto, tell me where the
horse is." _ .

]

The teacher asks the student/s to
panipulate visual aids.

.T: "Rosario, put the window on the
, . house." ’
T: "Pedro, choose the smallest
doll." (The doll is a
representation only.)

>

The teaclier asks the student/s to
manlpulate real-lifé& objects.

T: "Maria, bring me the red ball "
T: '"Jaimé, glve the thickest book
» to Maria." T e e

- A S

“ R
* -

The teachér asks the student to use
* himself or othcrs in fpllowing the
teacher's 1nstfhct10ns and there is
no use of real-life objects or
visual aids. /

Coded also as physical. involvément
are commands containing an explicit

- ——=ye¥bal statement to, that effect by

4

the teacher.

“T: *"Let's stand up."

* Thi's catcgory is to be used when
there is a clear attempt on the
part of Lhe teacher to convey some
information -about the lafiguage

A

40




woperatiohgl Definition R

Modalities:

_Explaining Concepts ~ (EXCONC)

element being presented (other than
proper'pronunc1atlon )

. In cod1ng this category, each

' sentence within the .explanation
event is coded as one instance of
this category.

The teacher elaborates on the
meaning of the langiage element/s
being taught in the ESL lesson (e.
g., mEanlng of preposltions such as

"on,' 'on tpp of;' meaning of the,
adJectlves such as 'laroe, _

.'larger,' 'largest° meaning of 'you
are walking' as opposed to 'you

. walk.') The teacher's explanation

may occur before or during drills. .

P

T: "Look at this red ball. This
ball is big. Look at this
yellow ball. It is smaller than
the-red one. I could say also:
The red ball is bigger than the

- yellow one." . )

Also included in this category are

the teacher's explanations which '

provide a contextual clue for the
concept. -

T: '"We are a group of students; we
are here together. There is
another word for all of us. How
do we call ‘ourselves? ....We say
we." .

The teacher goes over the usage or
adequate LEnglish word/phrase w1thout
explaining tlic meaning of the term\
It includes referring to synonyms
and antonyms for-the terms being
used or saying the’ word in Spanish,

! ’ \
' / -
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", ___Teacher Behavior — —--- - -

Operational -Definition -

-
= 4

o

. éExplaihing thé’Grammatipal
Sy . "Ruyle" Involved in the
. Lesson - (EXRULE).

. N
e

K3

Linguistic Accuracy :

i

4 L e

] Modalitles.
L - R
- . Incorrect Visual/Object .
Example - (LAVISOBJ)
t
' ’ A
. Incorrect Usage of Grammar/
TIdiomatic Expressions -
< (LAGRAM)
.\‘,ﬂ. :' v ;
[ i
Ay ehnt

N N K ,
s .
>, .. ~
SN . ,
- # g
S 2 "
- M - - - .

ﬁ

'T: "When we say bigger, we say -

+The teacher makes reference to -

F . -

v

bigge¥x thai."
N

-

markers used:=to express the compara-
tive and superlative,.explains which ‘ -
adjectives are used with objects and = e
which with persons, or explains that
'she,! and 'he' take the 'is" form
of “to be' in thé present.
~
T: "To compare we use er. So if .
this ball is not as big as this. .
one, it is smaller. : .

This category focuses on the accuracy
of the teacher as a lingulstic model.
’ ¥

- —

-

The teacher uses wrong/incomplete -
referents, e.g., using three

objects to 1llg§trate a comparison,

using two objects to 1llustrate the .
superlative P, ) -

The teacher makes sentences which
are incorrect syntactically or , .
lexically. ) . Y

T: "The elephant ig thi .
T: "How do we call ourqelves7"

This category focuses on the\
teacher's\treatment of student -
“"errors.' \Thls category must there-
fore be preceded by a student verbal

.reply or obyious failure to reply

(i.e., theré is at least a &4

minute delay’)
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Teacher Behavioy ——- =TT

v

—dpe%atipna&-DefiniEion« —

rﬁodalities{

‘Correcting Pronuuc1at10n -
ﬂERRPRO)

qurectiﬁg,Grammatical
Errors - Overtly - (ERROVER)

\

- Coxrrecting Grammatical
-Errors - Covertly - (ERRCOVER)
\\
\

\

~

»
+

The teacher corrects student
pronunc1at10n by stating fhe correct
version of a sentence, phrase, or

word. 1 .
— - [y
. , <
+S: '"Seating." ’
T: He is sitting." ’

"Sitting.
4 ST ting

The teacher gives the student the
correct answer after he replied

[
e e oo e e et e St

incorrectly.
: T: ""No: The yellow ball is
smaller." N
T: "We are standing. We are not
4 sitting." :

iy

The teacher asks student/s to agree
or disagree with the correctness of T
another student's response. )

"Roberto, is the girl standing?" -

T:
Roberto: "The girl is sitting." A
T: "Carlos, is the girl sittlng°

Is\that right?" .

to answer again. _
T: "Say that again." N

T: "Well ... not quite." -

The teacher reacts to a student's o

incorrect responses by rephrasing
the question or command.

T: "Give Mary the thickest book."
(Student gives Mary the thinnest
book.)

T: Give Maxy Lhe book that 1is the

thickest of them all."

43
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feacher Behavio¥r =~ ~— T T 7° Qperhtional Definition®

L '(_ IS

g oo
w—*»ﬂw»—m

PR SN . . The teacher reacts to an incorrect
S K : . . answer by -eliminating possible wrong
R . : answers.
T: " "No, it is not I., No, it is L
’ ~ not you. No, it-is not they. ’

- . x

. ° Teacher Reinforcement - (REINFOR) JThe teacher repeats the sentenée,
ST - + *  phrase, or-word stated by the N
’ ' student/s in replying to the question ) "
or command. . ’
S T T ' . MIs fhis ball bigger?" )

: "This ball is biggér."
T: “Yes the ball is bigger.

Student Behaviors - Repetition The student repeats the oral model
) - T presented by the teacher, or the
] student reacts to the teacher's
S ’ - ! representational or real stfmulus, ~~ 7T T e

Modalities: ) : N
Repetition Verbal - (REPVERB) The student repeats ‘the teacher s
. ' "modeling, verbal.",

. * - -, Repetition Verbal with ' : \ .
Visual Aids - (REPVIS) Student repeats teacher' s "modeling ..
- . .o with visual aids." '
(vt
- Repetition Verbal with e . _
Objects - (REPOBJ) Student repeats teacher's "modeling ‘
- ‘ with objects." 0
y7 . - .o . )
Repetiticn with Physical ) - -
Involvement ~ (REPPIY) Student repeats teacher's ''modeling:
) witli"physical involvemeat." -
Replying * The student answers the quebtion

~ asked by the.teacher or respond$
_verbally to ‘the teacher's command. N
i - " 1f ‘the student's reply is
interrupted by the teacher, each }
reply will be tallied.

Modalities{
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i Teacher Behavior A

S

B

4 -
Operational Def inition . . -

’ @
y» . Replying Expected Responsé™™—
* (RYEXPECT)

>

e

Replying Verbally to a Teacher's
, Command — (RYCOMM) :

<

Comprehending

Modalities:

. \
N\ Comprehending with '
Visuals - (COMPVIS)

Comprchending with
Objects - (COMPOBJ)

. question asked

IS

The.student anewerq a yes-or-no
question or a &umﬁed-response
the teacher.
-y -
T: "Where is the red ball?" (The
‘teacher had said before that it
was. under the table.)
S: "The red ball is under the I -
table "o . ’

The student answers a free-response
type of questiOn asked by the v
teacher. %
’ . . 5 >
T: "What are we doing now?"
(Student can reply "We are not )
" standing," "We are sitting," Lo —
'Ye are in class," "We are -
listening;" i.e., given the
context in which it is asked,
the student s reply can take a
number of possible forms.) N

-

£

T: "Tell me what you see.
(Teacher shouws a draw1ng of a
maf running.)

\
S: "The man\is running."

The student/s\carries out an action
following the teacher's command.

\ - ;
The student carriks out an action ‘
following teacher's command,

'modeling ‘with visuals.!

The student carries out an action
following teacher's cowmano,_
_ "modeling with objects.'




Teacher Behavior

Operational Definition

i
Comprehending with Physical
Involvement - (COMPPHY)

¥

~

The student moves (sits, walks,
stands up) following the teacher s
command to do s6, or in order to
carry out the teacher s command
which, whi le not: explicitly asking
the student to move, necessitates
doing so.
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" . e S APPENDIX B-1 ‘
ol , STANFORD STUDY .ON BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL EDUCATION

ESL LESSONS

Lesson 1 —= Prepositions’

/"{;’
‘Instructions to the teacher: ) ' ’ .
.- .Prepgre and teach a 20-minute lesson on thé uéé of b%epositions. "
. Listed below are the 8 prepositions which may be used in the lesson. ’ T e

Choose as many as you can present wiéhin‘h‘ZO-minute period.

“ . -, Feel free to select those bfepositions,which are most appropriate Yor o
A the leyel of -your students. Make sure you teach those which are new for
: the students. , : ) . e . s
. = ) _
~ 1. next to - -
. - "2, in front of - : . ) ; ,
:l . - ) - - . . Rl )
) .« 3. behind o N . ‘
Y . . . .
y . 4; onm : - (
«, : . . .
5. 1ir
6. under
s 4 frd P —
7+ —on—top—ul :
- \ - — <
8. at
- . -
e ) ¢
. R -
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R _© . APPENDIX B-2 ° : .

- . - r - \‘ . . & -
’ W SiﬂyFORD STUDY OF BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL EDUCATION '
< ;N . ESL LESSONS . | -~
’ . » ) . - > - - ( 3 ‘-
» 7, o Lesson II -- Adjectives ®
- §
. Instructions to the teacher: T .

.

Prepére and teach.a 20-minute lesson on thie use offadjeqti&es.
. Listed below are the adjectives which may be used in the lesson. Choose

as many as you can present within a 20-minute period. . RERE
o Feel free to select‘those adjectives which are most appropriate for .

‘the level of your students. Make sure you teach those which are new for
them. You may introduce the comparative and superlative forms (e.g.,
bigger -- biggest, taller -- tallest, etc.) if their use would be
appropriate for your group. :

te

1.. big/small - ) (bigger, biggest; smaller, .
. smaliest) . '

(taller, tallest; shorter,
shortest) oo

~ 2. tall/short

-

3. -thick/thin . . (qhickef, thickest; thinner,
’ - thinnest)
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e e . APPENDIX B-3 -

W STANFORD" STUDY ON BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL EDUCATION :

-7 - *  ESL LESSONS . ’

. N

g} R :: Lesson III -~ Present Progressive and Negation

F S ’

- " Instructions to the-teacher: - : .

R .-frépare and teach a 20-minute lesson on the use of the present pro-

o> . gressive in both the affirmative and negative contexts if appropriate for

© . your, students. Listed below are the verbsswhich may be used in the lesson.™ " \\\

=572 Choose. as many as you can preseni within a 20~-minute periocd. .
;- ;T 44 E

Feel free to select those verb structures which are mést suitable for o \\\
the. level-of your students. Maké gure you teach those structures which
are new for the students. ) . . .

. 1. stand . ..
2, sit
. . 3. read
., : o - ’ . 4 . walk
‘ . . 5. draw-
6. . play
¢
Verb Structures: ’ \
/‘/{/' ’ - , i ’ -
He/Tom - is . standing T ‘
. _ _|She/The teacher ===————j 15—~ |-} sitting- — - - e
- ‘ ' reading
The students are | walking
' drawing
I - am playing

“~e

He/Luis . —-1is not/isn't standing
-She/the teacher is not/isn't sitting S
. ‘ : rcading RN
The students '—-*I are noi/aren't ——< walking ‘ AN
We i—— are aot/aren't | - draving -

LI ;| playing
- 41 =1 am not/I‘m not;//fﬁ -
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. ‘ ) . APPENDIX B-4 .
~STANFORD STUDY ON BILINGUAL/BICULTURAL EDUCATION ‘
ESL LESSONStE\ B

¥ ' .

L

.-

= - i H . -
" Lesson IV| —— Review . ,

" Instructions to the teacher: " - . 7 N

.

Prepare and teach a 20-minute lesson incoxporating the material .
used dn the previous three lessons -- prepositions, adjectives, and | -
present progressive verbs. Choose as many words and structures as you ~

can review in a 20-minute period. 4 )

- -
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I > , ‘ ' ) . APPENDIX C )
) FREQUENCY OF TEACHER BEHAVIOR ACROSS LESSONS- : )
. ) Behavior Lesson I Lesson 11 Lesson IIT Lesson I;I All Lessons
s --*  Category Mean SD Mean- SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
MODVERB  11.7 2.36 3.33 5.02 10.67 35,22 5.33 15.38 20.44 49.94
" mMoDVIS ' 38.3 7.04 16.78 16.54 13.89°21.01 '17.06 35.55 51,56 62.92
". MODOBJ 22.67 24,91 49.11.60.33  2.83 5.44 22.44 30.86 97.06 100.74
MODPHY 6.?2'15.36 11.6717.59 35.44 43.95 13.22 21.65 67.06 64.39 \
MODTOT  34.28 26.25 80.83 54.36 62.83 4998 58.06 58.37 236.11 160.02
. COMMVERB 11.44 12.72 ' 8.22 9.56 12.83 14.46 110,78 iegss 43.28 44.03
coMMIS  6.72 15.32 8.28 14.22 3.72 6.89 4.67 8,31 22.06 33.47
. COMMOBJ  11.17 14.85  7.89 13.86 1.06 1.98 6.17 8.23 26.28 23.70 -
_comMPHY ©11.50 13.47 ,8.56 9.10 11.4410.43 9.39 10.62 40.89 33.67
COMMTOT  40.83 27.73 32.94 24.81 29.06 20.50 31.00 28.146132.50 87.15
QUESTGUI 61.72 35.75 44.50 27.35 58.89 38.51 53.83 31.82 218.94 114.18
| QUESTRRE  2.56 4.99 2.33 4.16 5.50.11.21 6.06 13.91 16.44 24.36
QUESTOT 54.28 36.58 46.83 26.94 63.83 40.99 59.89 38.60 235.39 124.55
\'mxcoNc  1.89 2.59 6.1 7.08 2.50 4.04 1.67 fzges 12,17 11.41
EXLABEL  6.17 6.93 5.94 8.85 .5.50 7.9 6.72’]6.80 24.33 22,81
& EXRULE 0.0 0.0 0.4 0,92 3.94 8.53 q.sof 1.04 4.89 9.11
EXTOT 8.06 7.57. 12.507T1.41 '11.72 15.91 8139{;1;15‘“41739 31,76
TLAVISOB  0.44 1.29 0.78 1.70 0.33 0.97 1.33 3.53 2.83° 5.17
LAGRAM 0.44 1.65 0.39 ‘L26 0.33 1.19 o.3é 1.14 1.56 2.79
LATOT 0.50 1.29 1.17,°2.71 . 0.61 2.12 1.;& 2,36 4.39° 6:85
ERRPRO 1.83 4.85 2.39 3.87 2.56 4.98 1.%0 2.62  6.28 6.7
A T % ,
‘\

A}



Behavior Lesson 1 Lesson II Lesson IIT  Lesson IV All Lessons
Category Mean SD. Mean SD Mean SD° Mean * SD Mean SD
ERRANS  5.83 7.37 3.56 3149 3.00 3.76 ~3.00 2.57 13.89 10.67
_* ERRINDIR 26.78 26.24 6.83 6.65 7.06 15.98 6.22 5,42 26.22 15.89
ERRTOT  14.44 7.38 12.78 9.95 8.11 5.93" 10.72 6.25 46.39 22.87
REINFOR  25.11 19.03 21.89 14.60 20.72 18.44 18.72 1570 86.44 55.13
REPVERB® 0.22 0.94 1.06 1.95 10,22 35.02 4.33 15.49 15:85 51.12
CREPVIS  2.56 5.30 9,11 10.90 10.56 16.71 9.22 17.61 38.28 51.75
REPOBJ  21.39 '37.63 39.00 61.45 1.94 4.72 16.83 29.06 78.50 117.32
° REPPHY  3.78 9.21 7.6l 16.49 31.67 44.77 10.00 20.19 53.72 é@.za
REPTOT - 27.94 37.76 56.78 60.93 54,39 52.02_ 40.39 52.75 186.33 183.25°
RYEXPECT 56.78.35.44 39.28 25.95 57.17 36.26 48.67 24.80 200.67 101.91
RYFREE  1.94 3.65 1.89 4.56 3.67 8.04 4.22. 9.39 13.78 18.66
RYCOM . 10.72 17.36 .67 153?7'%16.78 14,68 7.33 12.68 38.50 42.91
RYTOT  69.94 36.39 50.89 29.55 71,22 40,31 60.22 30.69250.95;1}1.25
COMPVIS  4.50 12,42 5.17.10.10 1,39 3.35 3.11 5.32 14.28 22.18
COMPOBJ  15.11 16.43 10.17 16.26 L.44 2.57 8.28  8.49 33.89 27.78
COMPPHY 12.57 12.89 12.56 15.12 10.11 8.31 ;o.;; 9.66 46.06 34.78
COMPTOT  32.22 22.74 27.89 28.22 12.94 7.70 22.11 16.83 94,22 60.39
Note: SD=SLaqdard. Deviation.

rd

-
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R o - (OBSERVATION INSTRUMENT .

”

‘s ", . A . . , .
Teacher's I.D. # . Lesson £SL VIDEOTAPE OBSERVATION - COGNITIVE BEHAVIORS - . - Coder

Frererr 12 12 13 148 [5 [ 6 17 (8 T9 [ 107] 1112 3" 14 J55 [ 36 [ 1] [ 8 [ 19" [ 207 [ 21 |22 [ 23 24 [ 25° 1 267 [ 27" t&'J 23" T 7ot
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ADGAESL-C

ANCASSL-P

prgisk N

vODTRY

COVERD

COMDBE

IAVESOR
IRREZO
L2005
IARINDIR
BEINFOD

VEXLEE

PACELES -~

RUTLRECT
RIFRIE
coxPo3l
CRIPIY

LIRZESL

ERIC

Correizsiong 2
L.~ 0% no argoclatlon are nat fncluded {n_zhe.natrix.

. MODVER3

MOVERE

.

}ODO3J _MODPHY COMMVERB COMVOBJ QUESTGLI QUESTERE EXLABLL LAVISOS ERRP RO

3 APPENDIX E

7/

.

-178  -.373 =383 =119 . .360 416 -.296 311 -.508 661 427
452 =649 =356 118 440 389 =137 502 -.650 -.635 .33
, ] - - . -
L1 4787167, <047 -.323 -.388 -.035  -.229 1L . .463 0 L037
L1 536 300 =.373 =597 =267 ~1290  LA73 542 -.244
AY .7
! -112 365 =478 -.293 -.004 .0 .59 -.169
e Y e =112 - - B AR
/ 1 -.066  -.03%  -.206  -.298  -.107 083 .35
) ) 1 307 -.077 .203  -.514  -.530 -.092
- 1 338 -.078 =189 -.R4 379
~ ) . 1 -.027 265  ~.161  -.114
1 -131  -.80 -.313
. . } :
/ 1 653  -,089
! 1 -.031
1
\
AN
- R Y - - — .
, i .
o ]
o o . '
9 t
/

>

.387 are };izntﬂcnnt at the .05 level. Teaching behaviory showing very weak o

o

"y

5

\\
.34
ab

I .

-.388

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN STUDENT GROWIH AND ESL TEACRING BEHAVIORS
t

EARANS ERRINDIR REINFOR  VARLES

PACELES
162 371 .16l
.356 571 .329

-.302  -.491 -.207
-.526  ~.524 -.293
\--B90  -.336  -.082
'\.037 275 -.004
\?54 267 .006
.636 563 584

; ]

\

.61 096 .37

. .02 369 .247

Y -.073 \ -.274 .124

-.393  \=;dl0  -.097
A

L2163 L 660  L418
455 >5az .308
1 486 612
1 .69

3

y

'REPVERB

-.109
-.407

.989

494

-.156
-.170

-.293

-.408

-.108

-.245

RYEXPECT

505

421

-.391

7
s

RYTREE COMPOBI
-.227 L3
-.092  .3%9
-.030  -.145
~.263  -.162
-.296  -.360
-.255 -.208
-.075 844
279 185
.965  -.046
-.080 .23
103 -1537
~.288  ~.57%
-128  -.017
-.023  =.125
Al

575 -.001
002 271
251  .057
-.081  -.095
61 .o48
1 027

[fuosgriy

-.61

.162

.503

.208
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MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR HIGH,

: ﬁ”:'

%

APPENDIX F-1

A

/

MIDDLE, AND LOW

ACHIEVING TEACHERS ACCORDING TO TEACHER AND STUDENT

BEHAVIOR CATEGORLES ON ORAL COMPREHENSION TEST

Teaqher'and

High Achieving

Middle Achieving

Low Achieving

Student Behavior Tegphers (¥=6) Teachers (N=6) Teachers N=6) -
A:Categories X S D - X S D X - §. D
“Teacher ’ . ~ |
 MODVERB '5.17 5,88 (.33 86.12.  14/83  13.69
 MODVIS 70.63//20.51 16.00  13.42 68.00  96.75

MODOBJ ' 48.33 38.23 ' 136.00. 134.68  106.83 100}61
" MODPHY 60.33 . 36.37 34.50  41.44  106.33 88|76
" MODTOT 184.50 66.48 227.83 219.40  296.00 16408
" “quEsTour 7.0 93.52  188.33° 108.70  171.50 11237 :
- QUESTFRE . 7.00_ 5.93 10.50  13.37 31.83 .37.02

QUESTOT " 304.00 98.13  198.83 115.23  203.33 146.11.

COMMVERB 47.00 37.23 30.83 ~- 25,06 52.00  65.4

COMMVIS 44.50 48.14 12.67  20.62 9.00- 12}33

COMOBI 29.67 25.87 * 36.17 . 27.35 13.00 12.26
. COMMPHY 47.50 19.46 - 42.67  53.49 32.50  21.78

COMMTOT 168.67 SL.41  122.33  96.73  '106.50 74.85

EXCONC L4617 1033 8:00_ 11.12 13.83 12,61

" ExLABEL 28.17 29.53-  23.00  22.44 - 21.83 19.13
" EXRULE 3,00 4320 2017 3.92 L 9.50 1452

EXTOT 45.83 30.57 ¢ | 33.17 . 27.25 45.17  40.39

LAVISOBJ- 0.83 .1.39/' 2.50 6.12 5.17  6.34

LAGRAM 167 2.86 .00 1.67 2,50 3.73
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1

»
EA

\

e ‘Teacher and

High Achieviu‘g-

Middle Achieving

Low Achieving

Student Behavior Jeachers (N=6)  Teacher 20) .  Teachers (N=6)
Categories X S D X < S D - X S D

LATOT 2,00 2.75 3.50 5.86 7:67 9;85
ERRPRO 3.67  3.27 5.00  6.78 . 10.17 826
ERROVER 21.33 12.86 10.83  8.18 9.50  7.31
ERRCOVER ~ 36.00 -17.74  20.00  9.55 22.67 16.6%\

" ERRTOT 61.00 27.00 i§.8§‘ 10.38 42.33 " 23.07" i
REINFOR 107.50 40.12 69.17  36.22 82.67 30.65\\
VARLES . .- 4.83 0,75, 3.50 1.64 3.67 1.63 |
PACELES “4.00 0.63 2.33  1.03 333 121 -

" LINGESL 24,67  4.37 18.33 | 4.41 21.00

w‘ritiudent:

' REPVERE e ) 3.00 3.69 39.67  88.40 " 483
RERVIS B "&9*llww3i'43;:, 12.50 13.22  62.17
REPGBI . 21.17 21,857 140,00 169.74 74.33
REPPHY 41.50 35.16 w’33.50 475056, 17
REPTOT. &M05.83 64.89  (225.67 265.69  227.50
RYEXPECT- 276,00 73.72  184.83 106.17  141.17
RYFREE " 4.50  3.88 9.00 -11.73 21.83
RYCOMI was;éj 57.01 7.7 38.73 32.67
RYTOT 126.17 76.14  231.00 113.69  195.67

: "comﬁyxs 25.33 32.60 9.00  16.18 8.50 -11.30°
. COMPOBJ 34.33 23.12 51.83 \291.97 15.50 }6.56s
. CoNPPHY - 50.00 21,13 47.67 - 57.08 40.50  18.66
CONPTOT 109.67 48.74 108.50  88.02 764.50  26.18
Note: X= mean score;- SD= standard dcvia:;;r:‘
7 : ‘ *
| 58 N
R
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APPENDIX F-2

* MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR‘HIGH, MIDDLE AND LOW

* ACHIEVING TEACHERS ACCORDING\TO TEACHER AND STUDENT

” BEHAVIOR CATEGORIES ON GRAMMAR PRODUCTION TEST

.

"Behavior

High Achieving

Middle Achieving

Low Achieving

Teachers (N=6) Teachers (N=8) Teachers (N=4)
Categpriggm X S-D A X S D X - § D
) Teéche; Béhavi?r~ >
. MODVERB. ) s s 8.50 9.4 66.75 100.91
MODVIS - ' 98.83  86.94  34.87 . 32.58 14.00 16.35
MDOBS - 32.50 26,30  84.63  95.87 218,75  80.12
'MODPHY, 54.83  51.05 '57.63  40.09  104.25 114.08
“MODTOT 191.67 142.37 185.63 111.00 ~ 403.75 185.35
| QUESTGUI 261.50 101.32 234.63 111.02  123.75 107.90
:QQEST?RE‘ ~11.00  12.08 21.75.  34.44  14.00 | 14.44
" QuESTOT 272.50 107.03 .256.38 126.27  137.75 122.34
' comERs 40.66  24.02  51.25.  60.72 31.25  32.35
CoMHVIS ~ 4150 40.84  18.38.  30.30 0.25  0.50
© COMMOBS 33.17  20.68  32.00  26.45 4.50 ' 4.80
_COMMPHY 45.17  45.22  44.00  30.51 28.25  23.84
comiror | 160.50  79.02 145.63  96.11 64.25 53.23
EXCONC 18.00 12.96  9.88  11.37 " g.00  h1L
EXLABEL "35.17 2%410 2550 21.33 9.75 11.87 .
EXRULE 817 1427 2.5 3.8 4,75 8.22
Brot | 6133 37.73  35.88 24,13 22.50. 25.17°
LAVISOBJ ' 0.83, ~ 1.32  1.25.. 3.56 9.0 1.3
LAGRAM 1.50 2.87 . 1.25 2.05

2.25 4.50




High Achieving

Middle Achieving

Low Achieving

Behavior Teachers (N=G) =8)_ Teachers (N=4)
) Categories X S D D X S D
LATOT ' 2.33 258 5.24 11.25  10:50
ERRPRO 5.0 3.90 3.45 15.00  8.12
# ErRovER 19.67  13.56 9.14 §.25 6.0
. ERRCOVER 26.67  .9.27 18.25 13.25 13.60
ERRTOT - 51.33  19.44 29.50 37.50 12.12
REINFOR .95.67  40.85 62.80 51.25 55.80
VARLES. .- 483 1217 0.53 2.75  2.36
PACELES ! 3.67  1.03 W“‘ 2,50 1.73
_ LINGESL . 217 4.07 6.57 13.75  3.40 °
’Student Be%aQior§
REPVERB 1.67 - 3.61 4.25 3.49 60.25 106.62
REPVES 67.50  77.20  20.00  30.79 13.00 15.56
REPOBJ - 12,17 12,17 6L.13 116,57 312,75 111.37
REPPHY - 35.50  37.76  43.50 44\.73 101.50 111.14
REPTOT 116.83  116.48. 137.86 150.05 " 387.50 212.73
RYEXPECiTA ' 244.33% 97.34 208.13 '95.87 112025 95.00
| RYFREE 7.50  9.40__ 16.63  26.3]  8.50  9.47
RYCOMM 35.00 © 28:72— 54,00 s5.58 - 12.75 17.36
RYTOT ' 286.83  103.45 278.75 88.58\ 141.50 115.70
COMPVIS 28.83  29.90° 10.50  15.57° © 0.00  0.00
COMPOBJ > 37.83 32,07 12.13 26.80 | 11.50 10.08
‘COMPPHY 50.33 52.59 ?53.38' r29.72‘_\\ 2_5.60_ 21.7.1
. 78.48  106.00 43.17 36.50 . 14.25

COMP'TOT

117.00

‘Note: X=mean score; SD=standard deviation.
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