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~ o Abstract - .
. ) .t . \ E3 - \ :
LT . : : - , A .
This study investigated a) teacher~student communication patterps

in -spetial education classrooms, ‘b). "differencés in behavior between EH B

and EMR -tdachers, and ¢) the teacher expectancy hypothesis that special o 4
N . . r . . - P . L B Rl .Q‘J. -
-education teachers will é)rébit different ']%eh.aviér toward studepts who ) ‘.

they pei'ceive as differing in appropri'atf.- cla:“'oom behavior, achieve-
' f - . * ) ’ ./‘
’ ment, and disciplit{é'. Classroom_ observers recorded teacher-student in- =

. N r

teraction using a vers:.on of the Brophy—Good observation system in five
EMR and sevep EH clgsses “in an urban and suburban school district. The

. 5 ..
results indicated that EH and EMR teaghers a) tend to maximize success
. \ \“. = ] \ . ‘ . 1

by aiming low levé] questions to specific students and use reinfor’ce— .
N 7

ment anéositive feedback, b} do not differ in their questioﬁk\g/

behav:.or and ¢) do not appear to exhibit differential communication to
students with varying characterist:.cs. ' ,
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¢ education teachers..

¢ - TEACHER-STUDENT INTERACTION IN T i

intelligence test and demonjtrating maladaptive behavior.

gl

SPECIAL EDUCATION CLASSROOMS © ‘
b ‘ ’ - * &

Although the literature on teacher behavior in regular classrooms has

grown extensively in recent years, there are considerably leSs data on,

special educaticn teachers. For example, we know that about 80% of the

F}
[] : -

questions asked by regular teachers are elther factual or procedural

L] L]

(Gall, 1970} and that many regular teachers fail to make extenisve use of

-+

. o *
reinforcement in class (Flanders, 1970). However, we know very liglle
I —_ -

" about these ard ther categories of teacher gehavior pertaining to special

] . "

B * ) ’ 1
L \ . .
Y, .

Special education teachersyinstruct‘a wide range of handicapped sthd-- ‘

ents who are identified by different characteristics. For example, Cglif—

/ =

ornia has developed programs for the educationally handicapped (EH}. a ] '

classification for learning disabled and emotionally maladjusted Students“

.
.i v

These sgydents must haVe average or above-average intelligence and be . <
i . ‘. .
seriously beloW'expectancy in one or more acaéemic areas.’ Seriousness oﬁ

K

handicap is-evident 1n_thet not more than two percent of a’school district‘s

enrollment can be assigned to/ the EH program. 1In contrast the“édpgablq -‘ *

Given such - __
< o

and EMR.students; we nay expect their‘

. CoL . . ..
int ractions with them. However, we knoﬁ of

———— o e e = e —
om: - .o

nv'BtUdies which Eave gyskemat cally “observed ‘EH and EMR teachers in.their )
LI =

classroom treatmeént of handic ped students. | - . ' .
Similarly, the expgctanch data in speclal education classroohs are. | .
N = ' " ' ™
extremely limited. Lafsen (1975) completed a major review of resqarcﬁ on i .




the influences of teacher expectation on the school berformance of  handi-

capped children. Unfortunately, all but a few studies originated #n regular

classrooms, Although the data support the fact that regular classroom
. ‘ . .

teachers often react differently to individual'students on the basis,of

their initial perception and expectations, we cannot be sure to what extent

. -
thege studies can generalize to specital education teachers. The fact that
special education placement leads to labeling and lower student self;per:
ceptions (Hobbs, 1975; Jones, 1972) does not necessarily mean that spécihl

education teachers communicate.differential expectations to different "

students.
- e

To date, teacher behavior research in special classes has produced

mixed results. Salvia, Clark, and Ysseldyke (1973) feported that sbecial

education Eeachers had asfendency to retain stereotypes *of "handicapping

o

conditions" even{when they were not present. Haskett (1969) found that

'“teaqhers' perception of students was related to their school performance.
] . ¢

~

Howeved, when Gozali and Meyen (1970) tested the'expectancﬁ phenomenon in
EMR cla‘sses, they found no influence on acédemic performance. Yoshida

_and Meyers (1975) also found ne difference in regular and special education
teachers' expectations for pupil success when a child was labeled "mentally

fetarded" or desigﬁated to be in a redular class._ Lynch and Ames (1972)

-

I . . .
teagher behavior in both special and regular ¢lassrooms. They

that special education teachers did not Eavofcthenmore able'Studenté

-

;while the regular teachers showed a definite bias toward more able students.

* hi I .

tions by providing teachers ﬁith incorrect information about theirx studéﬁg .
\;‘ ) - ¢ .. : . z‘ . )
’ This procedure follows the design of the early teacher expectancy studies

in regul%r classrooms. ThelYoshida and Meyefs (1975) study was @ 1abora£6ry
. _ : B 2

L
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The Eeseazhhers in the first three siﬁdies‘attemptea to inducé expehta-

+

-
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, experiment designed to investigate the bias of the*EMR‘labei on teachers’

B3 - . - -
expectancies as related to change in-a student's performance. The last .
g

study by Lynch and Ames (1972) was a naturalistic.investigation of teacher
. ¢ P . .

i communication patterns with different students. Brophy and.Good (1974) .:h

-

A have pointed out the-shortcomings of experimentally induced éxpectancy-

and studies have recommended greater use of naturalistic studies.

Thils investigation attempted to answer the. following questions What

are the teachar-student interaction patterns in special education olass- *

-4..
- [

rooms?. Are there differenees between EMR and EH,teachers in their inter-.
- . /‘r" - Rl 9 -~
action in schools comﬁrised of predominantly high or low SESlstudents? \ ; .

Do special educaﬁfon teachers exhibit the expectancy effect by behaving oL :

differently towards select students within a classroom in terms of the'

type and level of questions and type of feydback given to students? More

- b T o . -

. - specificaily,'do'sQecial education, tedchers behave differently towards
‘students they perceive as: exhibitiné the most appropriate classroom ' N

behavior, exhibiting the worst discipline problem, profiting most and

least from bhe class, and achieving at the highest ahd lowest academic

’
- - -

levels. oo

Het.:hod-' I T

Data Collecton

‘ - - N 13

4

) A " .Tﬁe data wére collected in randomly selected self-contained special .

-d b . 1 - -

T education classrooms: three EMR and four EH clgsses from an urban school *"'

@ . ' district and two EMR and three EH classes f/om a suburban district. The .

- N ] I3 . -

A urban district comprised students from predominantly leer—bocioeconomic /’

* F "

_ 'backgrounds while the suburban district cdmprised students from predomlnant— .

(A - 1y middle-class backgrounds. The urban”district had considerale~More.EMR




- e

¢ : s _ . .
s e 7rqm whixh he must select the correct response., ' ) . . -

classes than EH classes. This rate was almost reversed for the suburban -

"~ district, | . >
o S . * » -
. . . e
The teachers were told that the investigators were interested in ob-
. - . - . .

serving differences in the classroom behavior of students, They were 'not

informed that their behavior was ‘the principal focus of the investigaéion-

Ll ' .

Fl + . .

gix coders using a version of ‘the Br&phy-Good Interat€ion Observation k\ﬁv ¢

System (Brpphy and Good, 1970), oﬁserved each 'teacher for a minimum of ten
heurs of codable interaction time. The c&ders spent vhnﬂé weeks practicing-

coding i labofatory and school situations until they reached an BSA agree-

% ment onﬁall coding categories,

.t . - .
o
. *
- .
.
.
LS

©
- . + '

Teacher-Student Interaction Variables
The tfﬁé of dyadic interactions coded were teacher—affordedfresponseﬁ -

- e

L

) - . . ‘. ’ > ) g h »
opportunities- and -other types of‘mteracuon 1nitiated by the children'
-

-separately as to whether- they were’ disc;glide queqtions used to encaurage

#" . - .

‘better attention open questions directed. to’ the class as -a whdleiror .

w

alrect questione aimed at a particular child €all outs wefé coded whén

the:respondent called out the answer without waiting for teﬁdﬁer recognition.

~ .

In addition,'uariogg types of teacher questions were éategorizéﬁﬁk-;

- " = &

précess, product, choice, and gelf. Process questions require an explana— A

. - .
r v L . e}

tion of ompl henomeﬂqg_gr ‘of the thinking ar problem—solving strategies

-
r - n

used in arriving at a contlusion. Product questions reguire a single word‘.

-
*. LW ta

_0( short’ answer, previously repor:ing‘fact from ﬁéﬁor§t' Self-reference .,
sl ” -7 LA 1]
. . - ]
quqftions ask thé student to provide his opinion or personal experiencé!{ -

kl
[ I

Choice ﬁugbtion3~provige the student with a list bﬁ\altgrnative aqéﬁéns-
it . - . ) o ) L ) .ﬁ' . B - .

- e ) : -
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Coders also noted the quality of' the thild'é sé&pbnse (correct, in--?g'

complete, or partially coriect, incorrect or no response) and the type of

+ - ¢

_feedbaék given by the teacher (praise, criticism, supplying the answer,
. it . . A
repeating the question, rephrasing the question or giving a clue, or giving ..

no feedback at ,all}. " X
. . . ; '
After all observations were completed, the teachers were asked-to
omplete a questf%nnaife regarding various aspects_gﬁ-their program. In-
- o ~ N “

- .- 4 4
cluded,in the questionnaire vere three questions w@ich asked the teachers
* ] ) -

to select two students in their class for the

iflLéwing categories, stud-

. ents who displayed: 'a)\thé worst diséipline prbbéems, b) the best behavior, :
cl profitea most fg?m the sﬁecigl education progfam, e) performgd at the
higﬁést acagemfc %evel, and f) performed at the lowest academic .level. A
;tudént qoﬁld be selecteﬁ,for 6oré than one category.

/- )

Data Analysis A . ' : : .

Ieacher behavior was measured by identifying the percentage of the *
N ¥

type and le®el of questions asked and the ?Ledback given to correct and
- - F} ) ————

-incﬁfrecc (wrogg) responses. Certain cate@ories in the observation system
were combined because of limited response!s’. sFor examplag the percentage

1 - . -
of answers.fesponded partially correct, incorrect, or don't know by the

- - —

" gpudents was analyzed between students’. programs (EH vs. EMR) within the

'urban,and_gpburban“districts and between students selected for the.specified
- - ) - 1Y . .
behavior achievement and\f:ffit categories identified above across all

Ls

=L -

- LI ' - - . T
claslrooms_. Feedback given to don't know responses were not incliided be~

e

se of the low frequeney.of occurance. There wérg only-23 cases in the
) .

LU C . N
ct and 11 cases in the. suburban.district whpre a stuiigm

ve any 'answer to & qp(’on.

Fa

iThg following were the various

fe@dback*%eactions-observed in the sfqdy: s _ *

. . - . -

4




" g @ new question i ' . T, . .
- # v a4
R Pereenf Wrg-Nq feedback* Percentage of wrong answer$ given no .
\feedback ’ : . ' :
. 5 ‘ ',/
Percent,Wrgme-Crigggiggrceﬁtage of wrong answers followeﬁ by negate i
" wrong or criticism . * ‘.
¢ ° - Percent Wrg-Sustain® Percentage of wrong answers given process, repe-'
tit{on or rephrase of question . R ‘.
Percent Hrg-Give ‘Ans., Ask, Call-Percentage of wrong answers followed‘
' by giving answers,.ask other, call other
¥ © v
- ) LR
Percent Wrg-Vew Q: Bercéntage of wrong answers followed by new ques-~
Eions * . . .
- ’ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ..
. i - : . _:‘
Teacher-Student Communication Pattern) o Vv . .
[N " - - .
Table: 1 presents the mear rercéntge of KR and EH teachers' level

I . L .
:

" Percent answers-Correct: The percentage of answers responded correctr&

by §° L SR
. ’ . o b s . ’
; Percent Correct-Praise, Affrt:. Percentage of correct answers given
praise or affirm vright feedback . * N ’

Percent Cormect-No feedback: 'Percentage of correct answers given~
no feedback , . * .,

Percent*Correct-New questions: Percentage of correct.answers given ' -

- t

of questioping and feedback to the students within each school district.

. -

- The sample, size for the studenns in each district indicates the numbert -

-

of subjects involved in the different combinations of behavior. s .t

+
kN .
&
»

: INSEB?'TABLE T’ ABOUT HERE

- [

+ * -

In all other response Ttategories t?e percentage

!
.

» . . .
. - ! L
~




a .'-« . ) " . . .8\“&“&
. * \ .

+

did not exceed 18%. The level of quéstions was primarily product (52%-81%). * '

-

{ . * Py .
Other than the 19% use of ,process questions in the EMR «class in the subur-
‘ : A : ’
ban district, the teachers rarely used process questioning in which the.

.student is required ] explain something. This questioning strategy cloSe- N

{ 4y
ly resembles the behavior of regular teachers (Gall, 29?0) ' -it

The percentage of questions answered correctly is extremely high in the

.
s’ - ¢ . W
H

sampled classes. Although the EH students in the urban district answered

- ’ . 1
only 58% of their questions correctly, the average for the remaining & %
* I8 ' [y * il ¥ : v

-

classes were 82%, 87%, and 88? This finding is not surprising when we'

QBRSiaer the low level of quesxioning. - ’ “

L
e )

- Let us now consider the type of teacher feedback afterﬁstudents respond TA
correctly qr incorréttly to a question. After a correct response the teach- -

ers had. a ﬁendenc& tojgriase or affirm that the student's %esponse was cor-
- -, " * ’

rect or acceptable. The only diFference was that’ the EMR teachers in the 5

-

urban district‘tendEﬁ to use.less praise or affirmation (75%) and used ’

less feedback (23%). In.about 20% of the cases, the teachers asked stud~ *
* . - - : . ‘ . * %
ents who Answdred a_question correctly another question. Therk was a sig-

- ‘ i St

nificant difference in &he use of this strategy in 2 suburban district \d

{ ‘ .
where t?; EMR teachers were more L;kely to usefthis trategy. . '

M -

The frequency of incoirect rESponEes was very low; When a queltion . .

+

was answeredviﬂborrectly, the stpdent WhS told.so ot criticized on-an C . :

— N - L]

r -c T - - - — -
average rané%ng from 83 to 864 of the time, In about half /of the situations

-

the teachers used some sustaining feedback‘TSZZ ~ 64%) fuch as repeating

- - ! / . ) ! P B
e e < £
_or rephrasing the question -or giving a clue: - ! . o .
One of the basic strategies in special classroomi was”the teachers’ “ o
attempt to maximize succest and minimize failure, This was done by aiming o

product questions to particular students and reinf%rcing any positive ' " h

v -
o -
¢ LY B +
] 4 . . . »
i . . -
. <




-

response., However, there has been some criticism in what is called error-
- . " . . ",
less learning. Dweck (1975) studied the question of whether the most ef-
) .

fective way of ocercoming negative reactions to failure is to eliminate

i from the siﬁhatiqn or teach the child How to deal with it. She worked

. with,subjects who were failure-oriented and found that when they were

A t + . o
taught to attribute failure during training to insufficient’ effort, they

were able tq'persistoafﬁér failure in a test situation. Students in a

success only ggoup-did:not show anj‘meJovement of performance foiioagng

-

failure. Dweck concludes that instructional programs should include pro-,

- »

cedures dealing with failure rather that to atteﬁpt to skirt the issue by

trying to ensure success. Gold (1975% questions the strategy of reinfor-—

cing any little positive behavior in most programs “for the retartied. The

aésumption underlying the reinforcement strategy is that retardéd students

- M - -

have little ability, and therefore, any response must represént.dbnsidergblé‘ﬁ

* . -

effort. He suggests: that "reward givengfor low levels of success could — . .

result in support for low éelf—concept (p. 11)." < That, is to say, if a
as bimple,‘
3

‘ '

he may come to believe that fhis teacher percéives him as having low ability.

. A S
student is reinfo;sed for success in a gtask that pe perceives

et

% These papers have important impliéh;ioné for the findings of the preseht

# - . I'd —

. - - ’ Y ' L]
' study., Although the teacher may believe that low-.level questions, correct

_answers, and liberalsuse of reinforcements ledds to succéss and positive
'selflﬁoncepts,-gpe strategjf;k;s little to deal constructively with failure. -

« It ﬁdﬁ also reinforce negative self-concepts.

R ’ . P M :
., - - 3
‘Behavior of EH vs. EMR Teachers .« - oo 1 . -

"‘ * - *
. In _order to.'test whether behavior giﬂfered by type of teachei, a x2

f.
test was used to analyze thé data.

The di§%r£butions of percentages from’

both the EMR and EH groups within each sthool district were pooled @and the

. A

j— B - — -




o

i)

A s

median petcentage was determined for each pooled distribution._ The teacher?
\

student inttraction,percentages for ¢d¢h variable were assigned to one of
-

two categories, either ahove or below the median percentage. ?hls procedure‘

created a 2 X 2 X? table With teacher tyfe (EMR versus EH) as one factor -
_aod frequency above or below the median as the second.féctor. Table 1 :

. presenls the frequeqpy of percentages above the medlan ‘for .each handicapped

category within a school district and the derived x? value. 'Thus, for %

correct-praise, AFFre, 18 EHR and. 26 EH stndents were above the median.

L3

[3 -

.The X2 %alue was 5.17 which yas significant atﬂ:05? This means that.in,

Al
»

» . . : . -
the urban district the EH students were more likely to be given praisé’o&

-

told they were right after .a correct answer than the EMR students. . The
. . J. . LR
mean percentage for the EMR students was 74.6%4 while the mean percentage’

- t
~

.

for the ER students wa?bﬁé.&%. s ’ .
. . ‘ . . » - \ N
The results of all gomé?risons of épecial-educatidh teachers yielded

~

7.0f 34 differences in ®he quantity or quality of teacher béhavior. In- .

. spection of Table .l revieied no distinet patterns of dtfferencia} fhter~

-
‘e

action towards students betiween the EH and EMR teach¥®rs.

- -
» . - - .

- 4 L

-’

- INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE <
o . B T, _ . .

.

¥ ]
.Several possibi{ities for the few number of significant dlfferences
S

+ ’

between EH and EMR teachers behavior can be identified. First, special

+ education téachers may similarly’ approach EH and EMR students because

they pqreeive their students as school failures. From an instructional

- - b

standpoint, it may make little difference that. the Sgldents ave been

4 . ..
% 4 L
] [ - L]
v

e v
¢




-

<

< classified as EH or]ﬂg§= Rather,, the same'strategfée may be used to

[

" reduce failure such as presenting questions which special léarners are

. tional :Ehracteristics of Special education programs ‘may be'homogeneous

. enough to result in srmilar practices for EH and EMR teachers observed

-

' success ih class. Only the means dre presepted becauﬁe there were no

. to resemble theeameinteraction found. with fhe total population. Ihere

) resultaén_similar teacher behavior. Thus, both stuﬂent and organiza—"

» ) ’ _.%?"
_Teacher Expectancy, Behavior . .

séparately from both distrigts on teacher behavror toward students iden—~

ablé to.correctly answer, These re3ponses aré usually followed by
. - .

’

praise, Second, the organization ‘of both EH and EMR classes such as
the low teacher-student ratios increase the probabilities of the
teacher using small group or one—to—one inQeraction between the, teacher

and stqdent., The availability of these instructional alternatives may

'O

+ L] -

in this study.

Although the behavior, of EH @nd EMR teachers toward all studente

&
e v *

was similar,,the teachers could exhibit differential behav1or toward B

'

gecific students in class. This,concern‘ralseg the eﬂpectancy issue _
~ - / " ]
regarding spec1a1 education teachers. . "+ t. ,

Table 2 presents the observatlon data 'c bining EH and EMR classés
v-..,» ~

s

- It
tified in‘&he:questionnaire 1n‘terms of behdvior, achievement, and | ;T
- N ‘ . |J

sighiflcant difﬁerences in teacher behavior.

n‘ B
~The obeervation data in Table 2 of teacher behavior toward students

’ .

identified as exhibiting good or bad behavior, profiting most or, least

~, ,( P
,':“\ = ‘v

from tie class, and,achieving at a h;gher or lower academic level appear

"-.\ -

is no eridence from this data that the teachevs.weré likely to ask:kerﬁﬂ

. M
Pb . . o v
.- -




‘tain students-higher‘level questions, reinforce them more often, or_use

‘"

»

* more sustaining feedback. - . "
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~ Some Methodolog_cal Concerns - -

‘ '

Although there was ne evidence of differential teacher communica~-

[
v

tion in the particular dyadic interaction’ sygtem used iq this study, _
L

reseqrchers choulq investigate other,teacher behaviors in specill classes
¢ <

that might contribute to the communicatioﬁ of low expectations. For

example,‘since thére are often one ot more aides working with special'

L] P
education teachers, students might be as31gned to either* the aide,or
P ] "'k '
teacher according to various student cﬁaracteristics such as achievement
* - I - . -

or motivation., This assignment may also influence the length of'&ime

these school personnel 1nstrudt students.
?

" Let us consider for a moment a few methodological problems thay.
may limit the usefulness of <his_evaluation tqol, First, there may be

> b -

more than one tedcher in the alassroom. Indeed, this possibility is'

very likely in special education classes.‘ It may even be usual to fin&

a teacher aide assisting the teacher in such classes, What criteria

' ’ s . L. =

does the coderﬁuse to decideqwhich'tething agent to measure? Moreover,
4 . . i . . ' .

if\th€ coder decides®™to always meagure the teacher can-he be sure that

‘the students have not been differently selectea?' It's‘possible, for

example, that the teacher workéfwith more problem students than the :
hese student are less likely to answer -

P M I

other teaching‘agentil Thus,
y and be given aff

RN
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ments from the teacher.

e "

1‘%\ar.:ond, it is passible that some of the students may not be present I

R in the class for the wﬁole period. For example the Older Studencs m%z o “t
lee;e’;he olassroom to take part in a woodshap of\sewing progf;;é t Thus, ) 43' -
the older students fay not be availeble for responge questioning.udring o v
some Part; of ‘the §Fh°°1'd3Y- In a similar vein, even if“these stud-

ents come back to the classtoom before..the coder leaves there is reason PR

i’ ]

"4 ‘ .
- to worry that-the students will be given’ Special tasks to work on .

LI A

while the teacher finishes his questioning of the Q;her students., In-

L] LI

deed, if the older students are given independent assignments thenl

" .-

there are-only a few viable response categories the coderx can use to

. » méasure their “interaction with the teacher.- . . S

L

- . - n

Third, sometimes the teacher systematically allows cquein stud-

ents_to leeve’dlass for ?arious pfocedural matters (i.e. cagry note to Y ,.
..‘ offdéej- If thefteaeher tends to sendrmote problem student?d than
achieving students out of.the d}%ssroon\on errands.then theﬂcoder{may

- . . ¥ v
get less opportunity to measure‘these students on somge of the contpnt .

catégories. . o +
/

. - by
. s ]

. . . e .- ]
_Fourth, sometimes the teacher can limit the fill range of,student ’ . s

responses.and hig own feedback to that response by asking self-referenced
.o questions. Fot'enaﬁple, if a student is asked his_opinion about, a tel- ’ .

evision personality it is unlikely that the teacher will challenge his -
> answef or give the student a critical feedback. Thus, the Self—referenced

- . -

question ptecludes the possibility of negative student answers and négative ) -

-

teacher feedback Moreover, ic is certainly possible that special{edu-

v ,cation classges may give more time to student opinion questions and thus
. . . L] -
' - b ;; .- . . - . Y
- =%, reduce the range of the measuring instrument, }) ,

B i
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Fifth, the teacher‘hay 1imit,sope‘of the categories b#-using ﬁh@ll T
group activities in the classroom, The teacher may use the rephrase .

or ask other category wore because of -the size of the group. Also some

.students may need. special attention from the teacher (tutorial) and

‘thus work for- longer perigds of ?}ma,in the small groups. Finally,
’ ; - . ) Vi . N
some categories may be used more becagse of the physical. distance of

’
»

the students to each other and to the teacher. The coder can pick .up

.
» N i, . *
-

more non-verbal cues and thus need different decisions about border-
. R |

»

line categories‘(e.g.'pxéise versus affirmation). L

Y

The above 1lmitations in tﬂg.obsefvation system'may have led us

away fr, lsig;salient‘forms‘of teacher expectancy. Thus, to fully

explain the expectancy phenomenon in special classrooms, it maﬁ_be bty

L} .
.
-

necessary fo focus on other types of xgachét-éiudent interaction than

the question-response-feedback dimensions in the Good and Brophy system.
L3 * 3 " "

Summary o _ o I * \\45‘%. .

/
This study was an‘initial effort to investigaté: a) teacher-stuient

L communicatigp,gatterné in special education classrooms, b) differences

R . > - o . )
in behavior between EH and EMR teachers and c) the teacher expectancy

'hypothesis that. special education teachers will exhibit different beh-

- . *

_ avior toward students who they perceivéﬂ as differing .in appropriate

classroom behavior,'achiévement; and dchipline.f.fhe findings suggeést . s

. . . "L. . R > - .

" .that: : . . = .
. N - , ) .2
> . (1) Special éducation teachers,tend to maximize success by aim- »
4 . ‘ ; v e . ‘ C O :
- : . * ing low level questions to spacific stuidents and use re- d
. ‘y ] »

- -

inforcement and posi&ive feedback.  ,
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S ., @ Therg, are few differences in the questioning behaviors of EH
o ' - and EMR tgacﬁerg within schqdl districts comprising of stud-
) ; . ;an}:s of differeht SES levels. ) . '

-~ (3) Special education’teachers do not appear to exhibit differ+

) - ential communiéétioq_co students with varying characteris- 1 ' .,
..tiCS| “‘. 3 N ‘ s » . . .
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