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Context Effects and Stability of Téacher Behaviors in an

Experimental Study of First Grade Reading Group Imstruction

\

This paper vresent. data from the First Grade Readiné Grdup- Study,

conducted by the Correiites of Effective Teachiég Program (COET) at®,
The Research and Development Center for Teacher Education at The

L ]

University of Texas at Austin. This .study yielded a- large amount of
data related to instruction of y.ung children in small groups. This
paper will give only a part of the results-.from the eatire study:

»

those which address the questions of stability and variabliity across

diffgrent lesson contexts of several categories of teacher-student

interaction.

.
The highlights of these resultz are given in this paper. hore’

detailed information will te given in a technical gepo:t which will
be released from the R&C Center later this year (Note 1).

Before presentjing the results, the background of the study as a
whole and the rationale for the'analyses reported here will be dis-
cussed.

{

Background of the 'Study

The First Grade Reading Group Study was an experimental effort
developed from the integration of research and knowledge about how
yodng children function in a classroom, especially within the small
group format. The most important sources of the ideas in the study
were the Texas Teacher Effectivencss Study (Brophy and Evertson,

Note 2); program development work done at the Southwest Educational
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Development Laboratory (1973) and the work of Marion Blank (1973) on
dealing with incorrect answers. |

¢

The result of the integration of these sources was an instruc-
tional model consisting of 22 specific'principles belie;ed to promote ‘
effgctive teaching of young children in smali groups. The compléte \\\\
model is presented as it applies tc first grade reading groups in
Brophy, Anderson, Greeahalgh, Ogden,.and Seiig (Note 3).

The instruccional model was presented to ten first grade teachers
who agreed to implement the principles in their rgpd!yg grouplinstfuc-‘
tion. Ten other teachers served as a control.group. All teachers
were observed teaching their teadiﬁ@ﬁéroups 15 to 20 times during
the yeay. (An additiohal treatment group of seven féécheés receiveq,
tge moael.but was nét observed. These achievement scores were compared
to those from the,other grougs to éee if treatment withou£ observation .
influenced end-of-year test scores). N o S i}
The principles in the instructional model covered ;_wide-range

of téacher behaviors, and were concerned with the ways in which

teachers managed the group as a whole, as well as the Qayq in which

teachers interacted with individuals in the group. Data related to

the latJLrgxoup of principles only ave discussed in this paper.

These Hrinciples 5re given below (the numbers correspond to those in
y¥model):
7. Work with individual children in practicing skills, and pro- s

vide {eedback to them regarding thelr answers. Minimize

groyp responses.
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8. Call on children in a systematic faahion; such as golgk in
ovder around the group.
10. Miniﬁ?ze use of volinteering, eéiﬂcially~during presentation
and practice of essential skiils, to insure that all students
have a chance to interact yith the teacher and receive feedback.
11. Discourage call outs. | -

17.-~19. When students fail to respond or answer incorrectly,

-

either give the answer to the child’or'provide clues (simpli-
fying questions) to help the st:de?t aréive a& the answé:.
Do not ask other students foF the answer. .

20. Correct answers should be acknowledged and thg teacher ;hould

make sure that all students heard them. .
21.;-22. é§aise and cfiticish should be used in méderatiﬁn and
should be as specific as possible.

Other aspects of teacher-student interactions were ?160 measured,
even though thev did not relate directly to the principl%§ These
were tynes of questions, types of answers, other types of feedback,
and types of behavioral corrections. These are nst addtesééd in

this paper, but are discussed in the technical reports (Notes 1 and 5).

In order to measure use of these principles, a coding system was,

s
used which described the following behaviors for each academic inter- '
action between the teacher and an individual studeﬁt (Brophy et al., ‘
Note 4): , _ ‘ .

1. Selection. (How did the teacher call on the student?)

2. Question. (Wha: type of question was asked?) ,
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3. Answer. (Was the student correct or ‘incorrect? Did he/she - _ .
fail o make a response or say "I don't know"?) . |
4. Feedback. (How did the téacher respond to the students'
. N answer? Was thefe praise or criticism? If the answer was
. 1ncorrect, did the teacher attempt to simplify the question,
aqﬁ, if so, was this attempt successful?)
Dacs'descéibing each component of such interactions were analyzed
to address the twa primary quégtions of the aéudy: .
1, Ho& did tbe‘beh8v1brs descgibed in the instructional model
relate to achievement? ' Y

2. Did the teachers 1n the treatment group actually implement .

. the behaviors described in the instructional model?

e.
]

ﬁenerally, the findings supported many (but not all) ptincipleg (&
of jthe }nstructional model that were based on past process—product )
rerearch. Also, many (not all) of the principles ?ete implemented by
. the treatment teachers at rates significantly above thé base rates of .
| the control teachers. Overall, the achievement of the treafment
classrooms was significantly greater than that of the coutrol class-
rooms. These data are reported in Anderaon, Evertson, and Brophy

(Note 5) . ¢

Rationale for Analyses Reported in This Paper

-

The questions addressed in this paper are related to the sc:ond

primary question of the study. They ask how different lesson con-

¢ .
texts influenced the types of academic contacts with individudls, and

how the treatment interacted with these context effects. '
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’
When fhe observation system was beiﬂg developed and piloted, it~

v was noted that the teachers' behaviors depended a great deal on the
type of lesson. ‘T#is was certainly ;ot unexpected. In fict, we had
anticipated‘this by telling the teachers that certain behaviors des-
cribed by the principles would be most useful during fast-paced or’
slow-paced lessons. The treatment teachers had been asked to ﬁse
their best 'judgment about what behaviors were appropriate.;t différeni’
times, but to atlempt .to follow thé instructional model as closely as
they could. T ‘

Howe&%r, because such variations were expepted, tﬁe lesson con--
'text in wﬁich egch interaction occurred was coded. Latef anulyses
could then identify relationshi;s that were contextf;pecific.and those

z
th.it, were more general. This plan was in keeping with an objective

of the programmatic research conductod.by the COET T'roggam: to inves-
tigate as closely as possible the particﬁlagfvgg/effZ:%jve teaching
principles. It was also proﬁpted by mych \recent literature that
emphasizes the importance éf context in resea ;h on teaching (e.g.,
Dunkin and Biddle, 1974). Although context is often hefined in mqré
genéral terms (e.g., sns; ag: gﬁgups:\or instrdctiongl settings such
as open vs. self-contained clasgrooms), this sFudy’presented the
opportunity to s'exémiﬁe context, in more detail within a single setting
(first grade reading groups).

Five lesson contexts were identified as representing the range
most likely to occur during first grade reading groubs:

1. ' Slow-paced questioning and answering without individual mate-

rials provided to students (QA)
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2. Workbook or worksheﬁf activities (WB)

3. PFast-paced drill

4. Reading of new material from the basal textboois (BR)

5. R?xeading of material already covered in the basal textbooks. -

These five categories reflected differences in pacing and use of ’
materidls tpat could be expected to influence teachers' methods of
selectiod?ﬂguestioning, and feedback. For example, a teacher might

wish to maintain a rapid pace during a drill or oral reading, and so

~might be less likely to try to elicit an improved responge following

errors in these contexts.

. After taﬁulatiné the data for the entire ye#r. context 3 (Drill) -
and context 5 E;ereading of .0ld material) were dropped from most |
analyses involving separate conte#ts because they did not occur very
often. Indeed, many teachers never used them, making comparisons
among teachefs impossible for these contexfs. (However, data collect-
ed in these contexts went into total scores for all teachers and were
used in other analyses.)

Two questions regarding contextual effects in the data are addressed

in this paper and in'the technical report:

1. Are individual teachers stable in their use of certain tech-

niques across contexts? That is, can a teacher's relative standing

on use 'of a behavior in one lesson context be predicted from knowledge
of her relative standing on' that behavior in a different context? Are
soﬁe types of teaching behaviors highly stable and therefore as reflec-

tive of individual teacher style as of the influence of lesson contexts?.

8
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2. ‘When 11l teachers are considered together as a group, how did

lesson context influence the frequency with which certain behaviors -

appeared? How d.d treatment group membership intéract with context

in determining occurrence of those behaviors?

-

Stabilizy of teache;'behaviors at two different points in time
has been the subject of much recent concern among methodologists who
want to insure reliable instrumentation that willsyield generalizéble

. «
findings (e.g., see Shavelson and Dempsey-Atwood, 1976). However,

the source of instability has become'an 1m§ortanp issue in its own

right' to researchers who recognize the importance of context effects.

There are times when instability is expected, and when it probab;y

zeflects app;opriate:teaching practice. That 18,’1t may be in res-
ponse to factors such as iesson pdce, differentiél student needs, and
management needs in different settings. (An examination of such fac-
tors at the juniof high lével is reported in Evertson, Anderson, :

b 4

Edgar, Minter, and Brophy; Note 6.)

Therefore, this paper examines stability Bf teacher behavior for

the purpose of determining contextual effects on that behavior. In

addition to being an 1mg9rtant qﬁestion in any study, it was of partic-
ular importance to this study because of its experimental nature. -The
original purpose of the study was to change teachers' behavior, and

it was moderately successful in doing so. However, it is important

to know if lesson contexts chosen by the ﬁeachers were as important |
in influencing their behaviors as the treatment. Such knowledge has

a dual purpose: gaining information about the classroom processes

B -
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involved, and also refining fut\;e.tteatméni'models to reflect
realistic constraints on teachbrs' choices. of Y;chniqugs. Because

™~ - . _ .
.the teachers were told to use their best judgment in implementing ghe

treatment, contextual effgcta might represéat'igportant éxceptions to«
general imstructional principles. If the resui;s of aducational feaearch

- .

are to be useful to practitioners, knowledge of these exceptions. is’

as important as discovery of the rules.

©

. Data Analyses
‘The coding system used in the study yielded frequencies for ,

. several categories of behsviofs, such as the number of times the

teacher used patterned turns, and the number of times she followed
an incorrect answer with a clue. These frequencies were summed fbr
each teacher within each lesson context over all observatioms, and
used to compué% two types of scqrés: | |

1. DRates (absolute frequencies of occurrence, standardized by
the amount of observed time, such as the "rate of response opportuni-
ties per minute")

2. Proportions (relative frequencies computed by dividing the

i

number of times an event occurred By the number of times it could have
occurred, such as "the proportion of all response opportunities which
included voluﬁieer selection'" and "the proportion of all incorrect
answers which were responded to with feedback in tue form of clues")
Over 500 variables were created from the coding system catégories.
Each teacher, therefore, had '‘data for each ;ariable in each context.

Analyses were performed with these data to address the two questions

.

Se



%

‘»

L 1Y .. v

Context Effects . - -G

-

described in the pravioui section:

1. How stable are teacher beaaviora across lesson Contexts?
bo?relationai analyaes of éaéh aaiiable wetke performed for eaah possi-
ble pair of‘conQth;i For exagple, to.determine the stability of a
givan variable between context 1 (QA) and 2 (WB); each teacher's
(N = 23) set of scores on that variable wﬁs entered into analyses.
Each varlable was also examined in this way for contexts 1 (QA) and
4 (BR) and for 2 (WB) and 4 (BR), &ielding three correlation coeffi-
cients for each variable. Significant correlations (g < .05) were
interpreted as indications of stability; that is, the frequency of
the behavior was affected by individual teacher effects in addition

»

to, or instead of, other effects. '

2. What is the effect of context on occurrence, and how does

treatment group membership interéct with this? There were two groups
of 10 teachers each. A twoiway (2x3) analysis of vaiiance was per- .
formed on scores fgi each Viriable. The factors were group membership
(treatment vs. control) and context (1-QA, 24WB,\or.4-BR). Main and
ingeraction effects were examined in a repeated-measures design, where

treatment group membership was considered a between-group effect while

context was a‘wiEhin-group effect. ' : .

Results
Before presenting results of the analyses, impoftant':erms will

be reviewed. The three contest to be examined are:

1. Slow-paced guestioning and answering without individual mate-

rials provided to student§ (QA) + 1In this context, the most common

1]
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activity was the teacher presenting a question;té.g student, veceiving |
a sﬂ;rt éaswe:: and pfaviding fégdﬂ‘ckg The atudenge' only avenue 4
for resp?nse was answering tﬁe tegcher's qﬁesti&ns oraliy. They were .
not making a written response on anything, and they wefe not reading .
in their basal texts. The teacher may or may not have been using .

othet.instructionai.matetials with the groﬁp as a whole (sﬁch.as - .

charts or holdiag up a bqok). “Teachers used this context an average . 2
. ¢ . v °

of zsz‘of the time (relativ%\to thg'other.féu; context;).

-

2. Worsbook or workéheet activities (WB). TQ; most common activ~

f -~ A

ity iﬁ this coniext was for the teacher to present directioms and.tpen

[ 4

have the students go through an, exercise for which they wrote answers
e . . ) -
on ‘their separate workbooks or wbrksheetd. Therefore, students were -
»

practicing skills and making individual responses that were not coded

(4

because they were not oral interactions vith_the téacher. .Qﬁteu in

this ccatext, the teachers would ha;e pr{Vate.interactions with indi-
vidual students as they finished their work. These were not coded g
either, because they were not audivle to the observer or the othex
students. This context was similar to what might occur during a ;eg~ T
setting. Teachers used this context an average of 31% of the‘time . §
(relative to the other four contexts). d - . :fi

4. Reading of new material from the basal textbooks (BR).- This .

)
context was noted whenever the lesson activity centered around read-

ing and/or discussing a story from the basal text which had not been

previously covered by the group. Most typical activities in this

12
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context were listehing to students read aloud and asking -comprehension

questions about the material. This context was used an average of 38%,'

~

of the time (reiative to the other four cbntexté). ‘ ' -

.

Two other terms are impqrtant to un’erstand: turn interactions
and nonturn interactions. All public academic interactions between a
student and the teacaner were classified as occurring within a reading .

{
turn or outside of a reading turn (or ‘'nonturn"). A reading turn was

defined as a request made to the child to read a series of words, and
could refer to a 'list of several vocabulary words, one sentence, Or a

paragraph.in the reader. Nonturn interactions involved reading single

words, and thep receiving feedback on each of them, or answering other
questions one at a time. Within a readigg turn (decoding of a series

of words in any context){wthg observer noted something only when inter-

actions occurred with the teacher. This usually, followed errors made

by the student. For nonturn interactioms, the observer noted somgthihg

about every single question and answer, whether correct or incorrect.

Therefore, the initiation of most interactions in each setting was for
different purposes (i.e., correcting errots during reading turns, but‘
asking questions and responding to correct answers in addition to
cortecting errors in nonturn interactionms). ¢

Although most reading turns occurred in context 4 (BR), it was
possible for turns to be recorded in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB). In
the different cﬁntexts, turns usuélly meant different things. Reading
turns in context 4 (BR) involved reading siories in the basal, and

were usually several sentences long. Reading turns in contexts 1 (Qa)

” !

*

13
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and 2 (WB) were mare likely to involve reading a list of several uncon-

nected words, or reading a sentence or two ‘directly related to the

-
e . . «

hadh SN

skill lesson. s . - . -

Likewise, Aonturn interactioné usually meant different things in
the three contexts. Nontﬁrn interactions in contexts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB)
were usually.questions about skills involved in decoding‘words. Ngn-
‘turn questions in context 4 (BR) were mor; likely to be comprehension
questions about the stories Be{né read.

In summary, turn and nonturn interactioms could occur in any con-
text, ;ut ;ad different mea;ings d;;ending'on the context. For all
variables derived from ;ﬁe coding system, distinctions were made
between tu¥n #nd nonturn interactions. A totﬁl variable was also com-
puted which summed the two to describe all suéh inté%aqtions between
the ;eachér and an individual child. s’ '

Another important distinction to remember is between reading and
nonreading questions. Reading questions required the child to decode
a word or words, or apply skills related to this process. Nonreading
questions involved comprehension, fact, or opinion questions about the
content of the lesson. Both types of questions could be coded in any
context for either turn or;ponturn interactions. However, turn inter-
actions almost exclusively involved reading questions.

Reéults are reported.for clusters of variables describing princi-
ples in the instructional model. The results are described in mo}e

detail with full tables in a technical report to be released shortly

(Anderson et al., Note 1).

14 .
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Variables Describing Distribution of Individual Response Opportunities

Principle 7 in the instructional model recommended that teachers
give individu1l students many opportunities to inter;ct with them
regarding academic skills, and that gfoﬁp responses therefore be nini-
mized. Variables which evaluated the use of this prﬁnciplg included
the rate of academic 1n£;ractions (or resvonse oppuctuniites) per min-
ute, as 1) total interactions, 2) those occurring during readin turns,
3) nonturﬁ interactions, and 4) the number of reading turns offeiéd
per minuté.

As expected,.these variables were subject éo a treatment effect,
which was especially evident for nonturn interactionms. iTreatmeng
teachers had a higher rate than control teachers.) They also demon-

.~ strated contextual di ferences such that there were more interactions
in contexts 1 (QA) and 4 (BR) and fewer in context 2 (WB). This was
expected, given the definition of the workbook context. ‘There were
more reading turns and more reading.turn }nteractions during context.

4 (BR). These results were expected and serve to validate the accurate
perception of the different con;exts._

There wera some.interactions’present between conte;t anh treat-
ment such Fhat the treatment effect (more response opportunities,
at least in nonturn interactions) was sironger in contexts 1 (QA)
hat is, the treatment éfoup had more interactions per

ey

no differences be

and 4 (BR).

minute than trol group in these two contexts, but there were
ey the two groups in context 2 (WB). Again, this
seems reasonable, considering that oral interactions were the only

15
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way ‘to give practice and feedback to students in contexts 1 (QA) and

s ‘-

4 (BR), By‘definition, but this was not tﬂe case in context 2 (WB).

Similgrly, thg“horrelation co;fficients for this set of vatiablég ;‘
showed moderate stability between contexts -1 (QA) and.4 (BR) for total *
and nonturn.interactipns; Sﬁt less stability for the use oé reading
turns; This implies thatteachers' use of turns in context 4 (BR) ',

\_ -r ’ \

%fes not predict whether they will use reading turns in contexts 1 (QA)
. :

or 2 (WB). - This suggests t}at the purpose of turns may be different
. ’ )
in the three contexts, which was expected.
i

—

The most impbrtant ;mplication of the stability between contexts
1 (dA) and 4 (BR) for nonturn interacﬁions indicates that.teaéhers
who tend to aib a lot of individual questions in one context will
also do so in the other, regardless of the number of reading'turns
involved. The absolute frequency of such interactions will deﬁénd
upon the context itself [context 1 (QA) had higher means'than context
4 (BR)], but teacher éendéncies are also important.

There was no stability demonstrated-between context ? (WB) and
the others.. This was not surprising and further supports tﬁe suppo-
sition that public oral interactions wére not as important in context
2 (WB). _

These results sgggest that a variable such as "ac;demic inter-
actions per minute" will be subject to many influences, such as
teacher, style, context effects, presence of turn vs. nonturn inter-

\ ! !

actions, and presence of a treatment from an external source.

16
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" Variables Describing Types-of Selection Used in Distributing Response

<

Opportunities

Principles 8, 10, and 11 in the instructional model emphqsizeg

thpt'teachers should rely primarily on systematig”selection of stu~

*

dents fof practice of important skills. It

e group in turn) to select
i N

students to answer, and that this should take the place of random

teachers use ordered turis (going ardund

selection, especially use of volunteers and call outs. The\?htionale

LY

. was that teachers who relied too strongly on volunteers and students

<

who called out were more likely to fail to provide adequate practice
for quieter, more reticent students. Therefore. it was expected that

the treatment teachers would use ordered turns more than the control

‘teachers.

"A treatment effect was found because there was very strong imple-
ﬁentation of these princ.ples by the treatment teachers. The treatment
ef{ 't was maintained across all contexts, and there were very few
significant differences demonstrating context effects. Those results
that were significant irdicated a slight tendency for teachers to use

nonvolunteer and preselections in context 2 (WB) more than in other

contexts. Since these typés of selections depended on the teacher - -

calling on a student who had not volunteered to answer, it might be

that in context 2 (WB), where oral interactions were less prev..lent,
the teachers used questions more as a management strategy to get and
maintain attention. This would account for the more frequent selec-

tion of students who had not indicated a desire to answer.

17
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There was a significant interaction between context and treatment
in the sele;tion of students ﬁho'éalied out answers t; nonturn questions.
Ovérall, control ggachers had a higher rate ¢f call outs than treatmeat
teache;s, representing implementation by the treatment teachers of:p:in-
ciple 11. However, there was a larger difference between the treatment

groups in context 4 (BR) than in the other contexts. Nonturn éheqtions

in context 4 (BR) were likely to be questions about té; story 1t§é1f,

whereas nonturn questions in contexts 1 (QA) and 2-(UB) were more like-
o ly to be abopt ékills presented in the lesson. It might be that ques-

tions about ;ﬁe story in context 4 (BR) were more interesting to the

students or were asked 1n‘a way that would encourage the kinJ of spon-

tancous partig}pation that call outs represent. In any case, it

appears that téachers'who do not deliberately try to control call

outs will have tﬁe most problems with them in contex; 4 (ﬁR). it

m.ight also‘be that teachers find call outs less of a problem in context

4 (BR) than in the other contexts, due to the pature of the questions

they ask. I. so, teachers who wére not deliberafély trying to reduce

call‘outs would alliw mofe of them at these times.

There was relatively high stability across all contexts of use
of the different types of selection, indicating that the frequency
of these variables reflects teacher styfé as much or more than con~

textual effects.

Variables Describing Feedback Given to Incorrect Answers

Principles 17 through 19 encouraged the treatment teachers to

use sustaining feedback to errors, rather than terminal feedback,

18
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whenever possible, and towavoi& asﬁiug ogﬁer students for an answer
after the first student had made a mistake or failed to respond.
Sustaining feedback meant that the teacher would respond to an incor-
rect answer by staying with the student and allowing another response
opportunity. Sustaining could take the form of repeating the ques-
tion (thereby allowiﬁg more time with'the original questibn), giving
clues to simplify the questioﬁ,;pr essentially giving the angwer but
in a way that allowed thg student to make the final resp&nse. In

‘contrést, terminal feedback involved giving the answer to the student.

This could be done by the teacher, who tﬁen would move.on to another
questi;n with anotlier student. Terminal feedback could also include
calling on another student for that answer or allowing another stu-
dent to call out the answer. It was recognized in the instructional
model that the teacher often would need to give the answer to the
student, rather than using sustaining feedback, although calling on
other students for the answer and allowing call outs were discourgged.
As expected, the treatment teachers did use more sﬁstaining
feedback than terminal feedback. Also, wﬁen they did use temminal
feedback, it was more likély to be in the form of giving the answer
to the student rather than calling on other students or accépting
call outs. These results implicd implementatlon of these principles
by the treatment group. However, there also were important context
effects. . \
Generally, the context differences tfor reading quesé&ons can be

sumnmarized by saying there was more use of terminal feedback to

19
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errors in contexts 2 (WB) and /% (BR) and less use of it, with ; corres-

ponding increase in susiaining feedback, in context 1 (QA). This is

zunderstandable,whee pacing diffzreaces'ate ;onsidered.‘ Errors occur-
g' ring in context 4 (BR) were most likely to involveiﬁissing a word
within a reading turn. If the purpose of the leaso; in context 4 (BR)
was for the.students to‘tead and comprehend a passage, stoppifig to
give éustaining feedback to most errors could seriously disrupt the
pace and impede comprehe#sidn. .ﬁowevér, thié was less likely t§ be
\Ehe case in context 1 (QA). Indeed, if the purpose of context 1 (QA) -
was' to teach the process of applying reading skills, and if the method
of doing this wasi;o focus on single questions, sustaining feedback
might have been very uéeful, because it ifvolved reinforcing the
process of applying the skill by breaking it down into its componen£
parts.

This pattern of results was apparent when reading que;;iohs
(decoding words) were examined, but it did not hold up for nonreading
questibns (questions about comprehension of facts or about opinions)..
In fact, it Qas\reversed, with more sustaining feedback to inrcorrect
nonreading questions in context 4 (BR) and less in context 1 (QA).

These results may represent differences in the quality of/non-'
reading questions in the different contexts. In contex:t 4 (BR), most
nonreading questions relate more directly to the purpose‘of the
context: to comprehend the meaning of what is being r=ad.. There-

fore, extensive sustaining feedback that demonstrates the comprehen-

sion process is appropriate (when it occurs outside of reading turns

20
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and thus is not as likely to disrupt the pace). -

il gfwever, in conte#ts 1 (QA) and 2 (WB) such nonreading questions
are less likely‘fo be. important, because the purpose of these coh-
texts was primarily to offer short questions about skills involved
in decoding words, and this is probably done most egtigiently through
reading questions. . \'.

\In short, sustaining feedback was used in a way that was niost
appropriate to the purpose of the gctivities conducted in that conf?xt.
Onge again, there is moderate to high scabilit§ acrosé.contexts'

. . for many 9f these variables, indicating that in addition to the con--

. text and treatment effects, teachers' use of these behaviors is influ-
enced by their own styles and preferences. *The absolﬁte rate of use
of behaviors sgch‘asﬂgiéing.clues or giving the answer prqbably
hepends upon the demands of'the'eettiné,.but the relative rate of use
(compared to other teachers) is fairly stable.

In addition to examining the sheer frequency of sustaining feed-
back following errors, we also coded the success of eath such attempt
to produée an improved answer. No strong treatment effects were

(4

found here, although context effects ﬁerg present. There was a
sliphtly higher percentage of improved a;;;;;;'in contexts 2 (WB)

and 4 (BR) fhan 1 (QA).. This implies that, even though tﬁere was
less sustaining feedback used overal; in context 4 (BR), the teachers

were relatively more successful with it than they were in context.

1 (QA). ’

Perhaps teachers only used sustaining feedback in context 4 (BR)

. when they were sure of its success, and therefore were sure that the

21
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pace would not be disrupted. /However, this effect may be due Lo the
fact that most sustaining fe&dback in conte#t 4 (BR) followed nouread-
ing questions, where improved reéponses might be easier to obtain. |
Support for this interpretation is provided By a significant
interaction for the variable "proportion of clue feedback which was
successful." (Giving clues wairouh type of sustaining feedback.) ‘
Although neither wain effect was significant, a context-treatment
-interactidn showed that the treatment teachers were more likely to
be successful wtth'clue feedback in contexts 1 (QA) and 2{(“5) than
were control teachers (for nonturn interactioms oaly). Howeveé, in
context 4 (BR), the treatment and control teachers were similar in
;heir'rﬁtes of,succeés (in facg, thé control teachérs were slightly
more successful, although not significantly so). These results
suggest that the treatment made the treatment teaéhers lore success-
ful in their use of clues in contexts 1-(QA) and 2 (WB) for nonturn
questions; however, in context 4 (BR), the control ééachera were
already as successful as khe treatment teacheés in clueing nonturn’
questions. Again, this might reflect the difference between types

-

of nonturn questions askéd in context 4 (BR) and those asked in the
first two contexts. That is, perhaps clugs given in respo;se'to

failures on comprehension or fact quvstions are easier to use.guc-
cessfully than clues following failures on reading skill questions.

1f this is true, the effect of the treatment was to increase the

treatment teachers' abilities in th¢ more difficult situation.

22
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A few variables %Fscribing the results of susta;niqg'fcedbafk

. showed moderate stability acjﬁss teachers, but there was no general

. pattern of stability. .Theégfore, thé'teachers' ability to use sus-

. taining feedback to improve responses is onlf partly due to teacher
characteristics.

¢ - . ~
Variables Describing Responses to Correct Answers .

Principle 20 in the instructional model suggested that teachers
acknowledge correct answers by giving some kind of feedback, and be
‘sure lhat all students ﬁeard.the answer. Therefore, it was expected
that treatﬁent teachers éould b;'mote_likely fo pfovide emphasis to
_correct answers by repeating them or having them repeate&, and would
be less likely to omit giving feedback to correct answers. These
treatment d;fferenceszere not found. However, some context effects
were apparen;. | )

There was a higher frequency of omission of feedback to correct
answers in context 4 (BR). This makes sense considering thag teach-
ers who wish to maintain ; fairly rapid pace might be less likely to
give feedback to correct answérs, esﬁécially if they thought that
students knew implicitly that the answer was correct. This could be
‘expected during reading turhs.

Context 2 (WB) almost always had the highest proportion of res-
ponse opportﬁnitids that included emphasis. This might reflect the

" fact that intevactions in this context involved both listening and

finding information on the page, and teachers may have felt that

emphasis.(i.e., repeating the answer) was more gppropriate here to

.
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help students coordinate thaE'Snﬁotmation. In contrast, it is not

surprising that there is iess emphasis given in context 4 (BR), bhecause
of pacing requirements. T

There was moderately high s%ability for variables describing the.
use of emphasis feedback, while very 16w stability was found for va;i-
ables descrzging failure to give feedback. Omission of feedback,
however, was relatively infrequent compared to the other feedback
possibilities, and this may account for the instability.

Variables Describing Use of Praise and Criticism

Principles 21 and 2? dealt with the use of praise and criticism
as feedback to answers. Principle 21 recommended that praise be use&
in moderation, and that it be as specific as'possiQie. Principle i2
recommended that criticism could be used appropriately, but that it
should bé as specific as possible about.desirable alternatives. There-~
fore, it was expected_ihat treatment teachers would have a lower use
of total praise, but a higher use of specific‘praise, as. well as a
higher ﬁse of specific criticism. These expectations were partially
supportéd. There were also several context effects and some interac-
tion§ with treatment.

Generally, thgfe was a higher use of praise in contexts {/}QA)
and 2 (WB) than in context 4 (BR). However, for reading turn response
opport;nities, context 2 (WB) had thc lowest level of use of praise.

Some interactions were present which suggested that the treatment

effect (less praise by treatment teachers) was strongest in context

1 (QA), where there were greater differences in frequency of praise.
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However, the treatment effect of higher proportions of specific.praise

»

was strongest in context 4 (BR).

¥

Because the use of praise was generally higher in context 1 (QA)
to begi; with; it makes sense that the treatment could make more dif-
ference here (i.e., there was‘mpfe room for change) .

There were no context effects or interaction effects for the use
of criticism.

. Stability coefficients were fairly high for the use of praise
and criticism, although for praise this was apparent only for total

and nonturn interactions, probably due to a very low frequency of

occurrence in turns. .
N

v

Summary and Discussion

The analyses reported in this paper were undertaken to 1nveqt1—
gate relationships between certain teacher behaviors and the épntexts
in ;hich-they occurred. Behaviors of interest were those describing. (
teacher selection of and feedback to respon;e opportunities, as well
as the overall level of response opportunities. The contexts of
interest were: 1. Questioning and answer%ng (QA), 2. Workbook activ~
ities (WB), and 4. Reading from basal texts (BR). Context and treat-
ment effects were examined by means of a 2x3 analysis of variance ’
(repeated measures design) of each of the 500+ variables created from
the coding system. Teacher effects were examined by means of stability
analyses (to determine how well each teacher's behavior in one context

could be predicted from that behavior in another context). Results

indicated moderately high stability across contexts for most groups of
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_ variébles; although some were mure staole than otheréﬁ'r :

The main'effect: for treatment were'gé§era11y;those expected, and
a:e:qiécussed.in more getéil elsewhere (Anderson et al., Notes 5 ;nd 7f:
gontextteffects'and context-treatment interactions were(demodstnatéd o
‘to some extent in all’clusters Qf variablesy. The most complex-set of
findingglwerg for the feedback variables:.

The 1ﬁﬁlicétions of these fesulté.are perh;pa most 1mport£nt for
reé:?rchers who design measures to describe classrogm processes, and
~ who theﬁ;;E§E rely on ghesé neasures Eo’ptgvide iuforma;iaﬁ abouf
relationships among tﬂ; precesses. 'It is apparent thatlghe ﬁ}ediczion
of teacher bqhavior'ia{not.é simple matter, an; that it is dependent
on nany factors other cﬁ;ﬁ generalized teachgr Eraitsa Context plays .
an important role, one that is most easily undersgbdd by examining the
_purposes of varlous Lessoés,'the selectiqn of tdsks wh§ch are present
within'them, an;ithe pacing requirements of thos; tasks. Iﬁ 1§'very'
likely that relatiogéhips between what teacher;“do and the learning'oﬁ\
their students also will vary according to.these setting characte:isqiés. t

-3

Stability of teacher behavior across coitexts.was more evident in
this study than it was in earlier investigatiqQns with similar Yari;bles
(Brophy, Evertson, Crawford, King, and Senior, 1975)-and in the studies
reviewed by Shavelson an& Dempsey-Atwood (1976). However, bearhin mind
that this étudy involved fine-grained disfinctions among subparts of
what already is a éircgmscribed'classroom situation (redding groups in

first grade) that ordinarily would be considered a very specific con-

text in its own right. Further, -even under these conditions, systemacic

26
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and interpretable context effects on process variables were observed.
This reinforces ofice agairn the need to move eway from simple not;ons
sucq'as generic teaching competencies toward more specific conceptual-
;zations that take into account such context variables as the goals of

the activity and the number and types of students.
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