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In modern societies systems of formal schooling are charged with the
dual responsibilities of providing acaaemic training and citizemship train;
ing. Research into the effectiveness of our schools has, however, tended to
focus on one or the other of these_dual concerns. Yet somehow, teachers
influence the development of both scholarship and citizenship through day-to-
day communication of expectations (cf. Brophy & Good, 1974). They teach facts.
But they also teach a role--the student role—-within which conduct is ﬁain-
tained and facts absorbed. Socialization into this role, from the point of
view of both teacher md child, was the focus of our research project.

Althougﬁ the goals of the project were in many respects descriptivé, we
were working within a general theoretical framework in approaching the problem
of role socialization. Everyone agrees that roles are learned. Yet the
vocabulary of the ''role theory" literature is metaphorically rich and scientif-
ically sloppy (cf. Biddle & Thomas, 1966; Biddle, 1978). The central scientific
meaning of role appears to be action within a prescribed social pos;tion or
status. Roles are socially determined, in that groups have expectations for
how role occupants ought to behave and will behave. Roles are socially under-
stood, in that group members give common descriptions of action within role.
Roles are socially learned, in that people learn appropriateness of‘behavior
through direct or vicarious rewards and punishments. Tﬁus there are three
logically exhaustive components to a role to be observed: prescriptions for
action (what should you do?); descriptions of action (what did you do?); and
evaluations after action (what did the others think of it?) (cf. Thomas &
Biddle, 1966, p. 28).

These components are also isomorphic with a recent model of humén/fespon-'

sibility judgments (Hamilton, 1978a, b; Hamilton & Sanders, 1981).
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The model argues that judgments of responsibility--i.e., accocntabilify or

iiability for sanctions--involve normative or role expectations and deeds

performed or omitted as detefminants of sanctions themselves. This model deals
with adults and already-socizlized members of a group. But to learn a rolé

in the first place is to learn its boundaries--what tgings garner praise, what
things evoke blame. Thus the elements of a model of responsibility judgments
for the already—socialized‘can also be seen as the crucial elements for the
learning of a role.

The goal of the study--producing a detailed map of socialization into the
student role--was thus approached with certain points of mind, The key role
"other," from the child's point of view, is clearly the teacher. Th;s we
emphasize teacher communication about phe student role as the poteﬁtial cause
of children's judgments about classroom norms, themselves, and others. Within
teacher communication, we further emphasize informatior about expectations,
actions,1 and sanctions. Given these foci, the attribution and social learn-
ing gheory literafures providad guidelines for hypotheses about optimal teacher
communication; a brief overview of relevant aspects of these literatures is
provided in our forthcoming chapter (Appendix G). The emphasis on teacher
commurication further suggested some look at ways in which teachers_themselves
differ. Sociological and educational literatures (also reviewed in Appendix G)
indicated the importance of examining effects of open versus traditional
classroom task structures, as well as the importance of teachers' mana%erial
efficiency irrespective of structure. The final constraint on socialization
§s the socializee; this constraint is represented in ﬁhe psychological and
sociologipal literatures as a concern with individual or group differences in
socialization (see Appendix G). Review of the relevant literatures convinced

us that among the.key variables that might affect student role socialization

.-
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were the child's age, sex, and social class.

The project was thus initially p- .0 examine the process of'student
_role socialization within varied class: sk structures-and for children of
varied age, sex, and social class. We th ‘e ﬁlanned for choice of two?open
and two traditional classrooms in each of . and fifth graées in'predoﬁinéntly

’

working versus middle class 'schools--for a total of 16 classrooms.2 In the
conveniently located working class schools, however, officially open class-
rooms were aBol&shed before we could begin ¢ ta collection. Thus we adjusted
to a more mixed 1l8-classroom design, in which our predominantly middle class
school district céntributed two open classrocms and two not so designated at
each of the two grade levels; and two predominantly wo;king class districts
were tapped for a total of 10 rather than 8 classrooms (5 at eagh grade level),
“to obﬁain as much variability in task structure &s possible. The measures -
used for structure of task organization, described below, are then based on

" our own observations rather than official designations and produce a contin-
uous gradation rather than the official dichotomous labels. An indicator of
Qanagerial effectiveness is also provided from our observations. We then
followed studenps the next year to as many classrooms as was feasible (11) to
obtain a longitudinalicomponent to the study; to concentrate on the crucial
early phases of socialization, we selected 7 second and 4 sixth grade rooms

for this second phase.

The fundamental questions to be answered in part involve simple descrip-
tions of teé;her talk and student thought about the student role. Thus beiow,
after presenting an overview of methods for the entire study, we will summarize
basié data on teacher communication: distribution of attention among the
areas of classroom life and, where possible, among particular issues;

‘provision of potentially key socializing information (expectations, attributioms,

5]
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and sanctions); and, following from socialvlearning theory, the extent tc which
communication is proactive or reactive, positive or negative in evaluative
tone, and of high or low salience or intensity. We then explore differenti-

~

ation of teacher talk by teacher variables—-hanagerial effectiveness and task
structure--and target Qa?fﬁbles--children's age, sex, and social class.

Children's thought about the student role is obtained through a series of
three questio&paires to be described below. In the present report, we will

| .

summarize findings concerning the importance of various classroom norms,
cbildren's reports of affect they would feel at exceeding norms or at failing
to weet them, and the reasons they give for rnorms' importance. We then look
at interrelations among these aspects--importance, affect, and reasons--and
at tﬁeir determination by children's own characteristics and b& aspecté of
teacher communication. We subsequently present preliminary analyses of a
second questionnaire on children's judgments of responsibility (praise or
blame) and punishment/reward for exceeding classroom norms pbéitively or
negatively, as well as teacher responses to the same questionnaire and links
between these. Finallv, we present data on children's conceptions of class-
room justice derived from combinigg responses to these twn questionnaires, and
éxplore potential sttuctural determinants of the degree to which the child
fits a model derived from equity theory and previously applied to adults
(cf. Hamiltoa & Rytina, 19805. We reserve for a later addendum to this report

a summary of data on children's behavior, obtained for a subset of the

children, with its relations to teacher communication and children's views of

the student role; we also reserve analyses of an extensive questionnaire

probing children's views of their particular classtoom and of their own and
peers' achievement and conduct. The latter questionnaire and the bulk of

the behavioral data were obtained in the second year of data gathering and

o
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are still in early stages of analysis. Finally, a separate addendum by
Steven Bossert will provide an initial report on ethnographic.déta which he
and his students gathered in 12 rooms during the first year's study and

8 rooms during the second.

Methods

Categorizing Components of the Student Role

In looking at teacher communication, child behavior, or child perceptions
of classroom norms it first proved necessary to distinguish among components
of the student role. We have already noted the fundamental dichotomy between
scholarship and citizenship in this role, but a more fine-grained approach
was preferable for coding purposes. Although the central defining character-
istiz of fhe student ;ole is clearly an academic one, even academic instruc-
tion can profitably be divided into content versus procedures for operation.
On the citizenship side, given that the classroom is‘a group setting, social
procedures for working with or in the presence of others must be instilled.
And moral norms must be enforced, in the classroom just as anywhere else in
the society. Ranging from those most specific to the setting to those most
general to society, the role expectations to be conveyed by the teacher can.
thus be conveniently divided into fouf'categories or domains:’ aéademic

performance, academic procedure, social procedure, and social/moral norms.

Inour initial investigations of teacher communication and child reaction we
therefore organized coding in terms of these Aifferent domains, making it
possible to explore teacher emphasis on one area versus énother as well as
differences among domains in either socializing strategies used or teachef

impact on pupils. Relevant coding operations”will be discussed below.
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Measures of Teacher Communication

The coding scheme for teacher communication is summarized in Appendix A.

~..
The universe of statements that were coded consisted of all remarks that

communicated directives about performance or feedback on performance, whether
that performance was of an academic or social nature. The only teacher
remarks thereby excluded were social talk, such as complementing a student on
a new dress, and sheer academic instruction, in which no statements of either
role expectations or feedback were being, made. ‘All remarks were recorded
verbatim and subsequently codéd at the level of clauses containing information.

All such Blauses were first coded reggrding the domain of the remark:
academic performance, academic procedure, social procedure, or sociai/ﬁoral
nqrms; Issues considered as falling into eaéh domain are found in the

appendix. Clauses were also coded for whether the remark was proactive or

reactive (i.e., occurred before or after child behavior); for the guality of
the behavior from the teacher's point of view (positive, negative, ambiguous,
or not applicable--i.e., when the remark occurred before a behavior); for

the target of the remark (boy, girl, small group, or whole group); for the
structure of the activity being engaged in by the teacher and by the class;
and for the salience of the teacher's remark (escentially whether she ;ppeared
to be upset or excited and deliberately drew class attention to it).

Within this universe of communication, some embedded further information
to the target: expectations, attributions, or sanctions. These were differ-
entiated aé described in the appendix. Categories used for expectations and
sanctions were derived from our prior observational experieﬂce, while
categories for attributions followed closely from the literatu;e in that area.
The sole exception to the clause-level analysis is also a new attributional
category, mixed, in which the teacher made two linked attributicns aﬁ once,

S
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one of which was positive and one negative in implication. We felt that use
of this combinatibn category represented a more éccurate reflection of the
information imparted.;han would be obtained were these treated as independent
bits of information.

Obsérvefs were trained in two ways. First, sample transcripts of teacher
statements taken from previous work were prepared. Observers were taught to
code from these transcripts to familiarize themselves with the categories.
Secéhd, to be certain that they gathered accurately the set of‘teacher state-
ments that were of interest for our purposes, each observer was accompanied
by one'of the experimenters familiar with th- codes for a thirty-minute session
in a classrnom. Later, agreement between observer and experimenter wa§ assessed
bofh for inclusion of remarks.inté the universe of socialization statements
and for recording of basic context information necessary for more detailed
coding (i.e., reactivity, quality of remark, ana target). Reliability for

. -

recording ;he_corréct information was .92. Reliability for correctly coding

‘all categories (domain, issue within domain, reactivity, quality, target,

teacher activity structure, class activity g%;ucture, salience, expectation,
attribution, and sanction) subsequently ranged from .75 to .90 with an average
of .85. Given that the verbatim records of teacher statements were available
for checking, it was readily possible to ensure that this more detailed
information was coded correctly during actual data gathering. Fifst, one of
the experimenters reviewed all statements recorded for the first three hours
of coding per classroom and checked all categorizations with ohservers
individually. Weekly meetings were thén held to sﬁbt check coding and discuss
any problems. Spot checks of the coding against the verbatim teacher state-

ments indicated that after three hours of data collection all coders had

reached at least .85 accuracy.



Ten hours of statements made by teachers were collected in each class-
room. Only statements made by the adult with primary responsibility for the
classroom were recorded, eliminating remarks by student teachers, substitute
teachers, or parents. Insofar as possible, statements were recorded verbatim,
given that actual coding was done from the notes taken in class.

Observations were scattered throughout the school day. At least two
hours of observations were done while the teacher conducted reading lessons
or reading groups except in those rooms where reading instruction was not
carried out in group fashion. The remaining hours included periods devoted to
other subjects such as math as well as less academically oriented perinds such

as show-and-tell.

Manacerial Effectiveness and Task Structure

Managerialieffectiveness was not originally built into the project design
as a potential determinant of student role socialization. However, as it
emérged that managerial issues might be important, we were able to include a
questionnaire for observers in the second year's data gathering‘so that
managerial issues could be directly assessed. In analyzing the first year's
data, in contrast, we must rely on an indicator of such effectiveness rather
than an explicit measure. There is always the possibility, therefore, that
the indicator chosen is really "something else," and this should be kept in
mind in évaluating the year one results.

Given‘:hat the central official task in the teacher role is to impart
SChOl;rShip, what we chose as an indicator of managerial effectiveness is
what might be seen as the teacher's "work orientation': the proportion of

socializing communication devoted to academic verformance as opposed to

 procedural or ‘'social/moral issues. As a measure of managerial eflectiveness,

o | . 10
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the danger of using such a variable is that high proportionate attention to
academic performance could result either because the teacher has procedural
issues under control and is able to do her job, or because she is simply
ignoring procedural and social chaos and plodding onward with the lesson.

Thus we examined observer comments about the rooms as well as their transcripts,
finding consistent evidence that the rooms high in proportionate attention to
academic performance were also generally characterized by high student pro-
ductivity and good behavior. Overall, then, a teacher's relative attention

to academic performance, at least in these data, seems a reasonable indicator
of managerial effectiveness.

Given that all clauses of teacher communication were coded for the domaih
addressed, obtaining a score for each teacher's attention to academic perfor-
mance was simple. We merely calculated the percentage of all clauses coded
as dealing with academic outcome. While certain questions cannot legitimately
be addressed using this variable--such as, for example, teachers' relative
attention to social procedure, because it would have to be negatively
correlated--most of the potentially relevant research questions can be.
Differences between teachers on attention to academic performance and
correlates of these differences will be presented below.

In contrast to the managerial effectiveness measure, we had a number of
possible measures for the degree of openness of the classroom task structure.
We preferred to use an oﬁservationally derived (and hopefully continuous)
measure rather than the official dichotomous designations, both for ease of
multivariate analysis and to reflect adequately the actual structural vari-
ability in the working class rooms, all of which were Sfficially traditional

rather than open. The ethnographic data gathered by Bossert have been coded

1
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for task structure. However, aé these correlated highly in the [irst year
data with our cwn records from coding teacher communication, and were avail-
able for only a subset of the rooms, they were used simply as validations of
these teacher-data. As is évident from the codes in Appendix A, the teacher
communication records included two variables bearing on task structure: the
activity in which the teacher was engaged at the time of a communication, and
the activity in which the child (or children) was engaged.

Because the child's activity variable was more finely differentiated and
reflected the organization of the class at a given time, we used that
variable for constructing the task structure measure. We simply tookfall
activities in which the children were doing the same‘thing at the same time,
coding those as traditional; all activities in which children were doing
different things (essentially multitask structures, in terms of the relevant

literature), coding those as open; and got a score for each teacher of '

'per-
cent openness' by looking at the distribution of the resulting dichotomy
across all.clauses recorded. The resulting variable provides a continuous

gradation of degree of openness of the observed task structure for all

classrooms studied.

«

Student Thought

In order to aséeés how students react to normé_the teachgr tries to
impose, children first responded to pictures illustrating conformity and non-
conformity to norms for each issue in each domain coded in the teacher state-
ments.  To facilitate presentation, issues were divided into "good" books and
"bad" books, where the good books concerned doing deeds that one should and
omitting deeds that-one should omit, and the bad books concerned the reverse.

No more than ten issues were included in any one book, with three books

12
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containing 28 issues presented in one session for the good books and three
books containing 30 issues presented in a single session for the bad books.
The large number of issues was necessary because we wanted to ask about both
sides of each norm: doing a bad deed would go into a bad book, while omitting
it would go into a good book, and the reverse. The additional issues in the
bad books included teasing and tattling, which were side issues not represented
in the teacher codes and for which comparable mirror images were difficult to
construct. Order of presentation of issues was randomized wi;hin one set of
books and then kept the same for the second éet. Which set was tested first
was then alternated within grades, and booklet order wag varied according to a
Latin Square design to control for possible effects of order of presentation.
A sample good and bad book afé included in Appendix B, ard a full lis: of the
issues used will be presented in the results section below.

Two quantitative measures were included for each issue to tap both
cognitive and affective responses to classroom norms. Children were asked to
assess how bad (or good) each thing was to do, and then asked to indicate
"how they feel when they do" what was pictured. All children had first
responded to a training task in which a very bad (good) and mildly bad (good)
extra-classroom deed had been depicted and the interviewer had ascertained
that they could diiferentiate the importance of issues. To assess the
importance--degree of goodness or badness—-of an action, fifth graders drew a
line within preset boundaries of 250 millimeters. First graders, for whonm
such a task was deemed too difficult, moved a mérker on a "magic line maker"
where a red line was revealed when the marker was pushed. To indicate how
they would feel when doing an action depicted, all children marked one of
four faces that ranged from neutral to a large frown for bad acts and neutral

to a large smile for good acts. Fifth graders were interviewed in groups,

13
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usually of five students at a time; first gradefs were interviewed individually.
Since the fifth graders simply filled out booklets, there was no interference
or sharing of answers between children.

In addition, all students responded fo a pair of booklets about (7)
possible rewards and (8) punishments for classroom acts. Order of presenta-
tion was coﬁnteroalanced across classrooms so that it was opposite to the order
for the good/bad issues. For each reward and punishment chi;dren simply rated
relative importance.

Because different children might calibrate the scale for importance in .
different ways, we used a data transformation for the issue importance
variable. This transformation uses the lines as measures of relative
importance on a child-by-child basis. Indices of importance--degree of
goodness and badness--were constructed for each issue by assigning the value
of 1.0 to the longest line drawn by each child, and the value 0 to the short-
est, with intermediate lengths transformed according to the formula (length
- minimum length)/(maximum length - minimum length). For each issue, there-
fore, average importances reported across children can also theoretically
range from 0 to 1.0, and results reported can be read essentially as propor-
tions of the maximum range.4

A more developmentally oriented measure of the reasons why children
thought the norms important was provided for a subset of the issues. For the
first booklet from each set the child rated, the child was encouraged to give
up to three responses for why the behavior depicted was good or bad to do.
Latin Squares for the good énd bad books wére staggered such that mirror
image books were never presented first in both sequences; thus all students
gave reasons for two-thirds of the issues, in either their good or bad book

version. Pretests convinced us of the xedundancy of asking students about

14
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reasons for each (e.g., why it's good not to fight and why it's bad to fight),
both because reasons were essentially identical and because childriu them-
selves complained of the redundancy. In analyses presented below, results
for issues are then collapsed acros; good and bad book versions.

The finély differentiated codes initially constructed for the reasons
are presented in Appendix C. These were largely empirically derived from
precoding a subset of responses, and had an intercoder reliability of .80.
From these we collapsed codes into more theoretically meaningful categories,
attaining an intercoder reliability between the two coders of .91. Of the six
categories thus derived, four pertained to personal consequences: intringic
consequences tc the self (e.g., learning), sanctions (reward/punishment or
threat/promise), social approval from adult or peers, and other extrinsic
consequences to self (e.g., having to finish work the next day). The remain-
ing two categories were consequences to others and rules stated abstractly
(e.g., "it's nice to share").

Given that children could make multiple responses to any item, altnough
relatively few did so, analyses involving reasons must be sensitive to the n.
We therefore considered each reason type for each issue as a dichotomous
choice by the child--mentioned/not mentioned--and conducted analyses in terms
of percentage of child;en mentioning a particular type of each issue (or
domain, in more aggregated aqalyses).

Consistency measures were also constructed for the variables of importance,
affect, and reasons. Since the importance measure was intrinsically contin-
wous and the affect measures could readily be quantified by assigning numbers
from 1 to 4 to the neutral to large smiie (frown) faces, the consistency

between importance and affect can be represented simply by the correlation

15



14.

between the two within child. These correlations can then themselves be
subjected to further analy:eé to explore structural determinants of consistency.
Correlations can also be constructed at varying levels of generality, ranging
from across the data set as a whole to within goo? or bad books, within

domains, or within both type of book and domain. Since the reasons were

qualita;ive choices rather than quantitative indices, it is not really appro-

priate to speak of consistency between reasons and either importancelor
affect, but it is a simple matter to ascertain whether there is an associa-
tion between particular reasons and importance or affect scores by performing
t-tests for differéﬁces between those choosing and not choosing a reason on
impof%ance or affect score. This can also be done at different levels of
aggregation, as will be indicated below in preseating consistency data.

A follow-up questionnaire in the first year's data gathering then asked
children about experimentally manipulated variations of a subset of the norms.
From the 28 norms represented in toth good .and bad books in the earlier
questionnaire, 18 were selected for variation. These were chosen to cover
the four domains of classroom life and to include issues rated as low and high
in importance within domain, based on preliminary analyses of the previous
questionnaire. Four experimental versions of each norm were constructed: one
a positive act going beyond role expectations, one a positive act that might
be considered expected behavior, one a negative act with some excuse oOr
justification, and one a negative act without such excuse. All children were
then presented all 72 versions (4*18), plus two versions of another norm
("sharing") for training purﬁoses. Versions were arranged into four booklets,

‘with a shorter first booklet containing the training items plus three norms

(12 versions), randomized. The remaining three booklets included five norms

O
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each (20 versions), randomly interspersed. Presentation of the last three

‘beoklets was varied according to a Latin Square to allow for tests of order

effects. Children responded to three questions about each version: whether -
the actor should or should not have;dohe the aét in questign, whether the actor
deserved any praise or puﬁishment, and what praise or punishment should be
given (with a subset of praises and punishments presented in'the first
questionnéire provided as choices). The "should" item yi%}ds a seven point
scale, the "desegt" item an eleven point scale, and the sanction choice item
twelve categories of choiées; Appendix D presents the over;11 list of issues
and versions plus a sample booklet to illustrate how children made their
choices. Fifth graders filled out booklets in four sessions of large group
or whole class administration, while first graders did ;o in small groups.

in both cases an experimenter waé present to read the questions.

Analyses of the second questionnaire per se (hereafter referred to as the
responsibility questionnaire) can therefore take the rather straightforward
route of analyses of variance for the scaled items and catégorical analyses of
praise/punisﬁment. A more elaborate but exciting analysis tool is éiso_made
possible by the overlap between questicnnaires. Children's own.ratings of
an issue's importance in the first questionnaire can be substituted in the
second, by giving the child's good book importance rating to both good versions
and bad book rating to both bad versions; similarly, the child's own rating of
the goodness/badness of a praise or punishment can be substituted for the

choice of either on each issue. This then yields potentially 72 instances of

‘the punishment fitting. (or not fitting) the crime and the reward fitting

(or not fitting) the good deed. Transforming the negative acts and punish-
ments into literal negative scores then makes it possible to test for the

child's version of justice across good and bad deeds. Possible analyses

17
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. include whether children treat good and bad deeds symmetrically, the c¢xtent
to which childrer show consensus in judging stimuli, and the extent to which
they indivi§ua11y fit-a model of justice based on desert. Giver that the
basic dafa are the child's within-individual correlatjon between deed and
outcome plus measures of convergence between the child and the average, it is
then a simple matter to assess demographic and cl;ssroom—related determinants
of the deggee to which the child's v¥sion of the classroom is one of desert-
based justice. (See Hamilton and Rytina, 1980, for relevant adult data and
detailed explication of anal;sis issues.) Preliminary results of both basic
anovas on the second questionnaire and justice models using the two question-
naires will be presented below.

Measures of consistency between children's responses to this latter
responsibility questionnaire and teachers' responses can also be constructed
from these first year data. Of the 18 teachers in the first year sample, 16
returned a packet of questionnaire items given .liem at the end of the year.
The packet included the rewards and pdnishments rated by the children, the
fﬁll responsibility questionnaire of 72 versions of the 1issues, and a question-
naire asking for teacher gvéluations of the achievement of each child studied.
(This last measure, Appendix E, facilitafes assessing differences between
stﬁdents thought by the teacher to be low and high achievers in their judge-
ments of classroom norms.) The consistency measures involve correlations
between téachers' responses and the average responses by their classrooms on
importance or affect.

The final information regarding children's thought about the student role
is provided by a three-part interview conducted in the second year of data
gathering. That questionnaire series, reproduced in Appendix F, was developed

to assess children's self-perceptions, expectations, perceptions of the teacher,
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assessments of the affective and learning climate of the classroom, and
judgments of the fairmess of teacher instructional and disciplinary practices.
Each child was interviewed individualiy during three different sessions

lasting approximately 30-40 minutes. Both open- and closed-ended questions
(using a 5-point scale) were included. Analyses of these questionnaires will
include bofh discrete and continuous multivariate analyses, including the
construction and use of a number of scales for children's perceptioné of self,
others, and classroom. Preliminary results will be included in an addendum

to this report, as noted earlier.

Children's Classroom Behavior

In addition to measuring aspects of children's thought about the norms
involved in the student role and about their own specific performance and ‘
classroom, we also have observations of behavior for a subset of the children

in each year of data gathering. In the first year of the study, a pilot

observation was corducted on 40 children, with an attempt to concentrate on

»

students that teachers indicated were particularly "good" or'"problem"_
students across several rooms. Each child was observed for a total of 3
hours, with verbatim records taken of counversations with teacher or peers as
well as accounts of activity in fi&g:ﬁinute spans. Review of these procedures
then resulted in improved recording during the second yeAr's effort, but with
the benefit that the relatively verbatim record makes if possible to Tecode
first year data to fit any modified second year schemes.

Of the 158 children in the second year sample, a subset of 88 (8 children
in each of the 11 rooms) were selected for behavioral observation. This sub-
setting was necessary in the interests of economy and of not maintaining an

overly intrusive presence in the room. The 88 were chosen on the basis of

13



18
prior participation in the first féar pf the study and consultatioﬁ with the
teacher regarding children of interest. Particular efforts were made to
obtain children designated "excellent" or ”poor"iby the teachér in terms of
either academ;c performance or conduét, but a (disproportionately small)
number of average children wefe also selected for observation. Thus the
158 children interviewed represented a full range from éxcellent to poor
students, and the subset of 88 was skewed toward children at the extremes.
Unfortunately, three students‘wefe dropped from the sample due to excessive
abfence, so that we were unable to éample their classroom behavior adequately.

Each of the subset of 85 children was observed for a total of 2 hours.
The observations were conducted during academic work times, especially math
and reading periods; activities like show-and-Eell and art were excluded.

No child was“pbserved for longer than twenty mingtes at one time. Since we
were pagticularly interested in teacher academic fegdback, we concentgated our
efforts on reading groups, during which this feedback is most likely to.qécur.
In those classes that used ;eading groups, each child was observed during two
reading sessions. In those that did not, we ﬁried to be present during any
individual reading sessions with the teacher or duringﬂperiods like confer-
ences when feedback typically was provided.

The purpose of the observations was to characterize the child's behavioral
and verbal interaction with teachers and other classmates. Codes similar to
those of Brophy and Good (19]4) were used to record (a) the frequency and
quality of academic and behavioral (managerial) feedback from teachers and
peers; (b) the frequency and quality of instructional interaction with the
teacher--such as getting help; (c) the frequency of personal interaction with
the teacher. Peer interactions coded concerned (d) seeking and éiving helﬁ,

(e) social comparison, (f) negative interchanges like fighting or provoking,

2y



and (g) positive ones like stroking. 1In addition, (h) personal conversations
between peers (labeled social talk) were noted if there were at least four
exchanges among the participants.

For each interaction the following information was noted: (a) actors
(teacher-child, child-peer), (b) initiator (teacter, child, peer), (c) activity
in which the child was involved (e.g., seatwork, small group, class recitation),
and (d) activity in which the teacher was involved (e.g.,.class recitation,
small group, checking individual work, or uninvolved but available). This
background information was noted during the cbservation and a short descrip-
tion of the interaction was written. Later the description was categorized
for domain - academic, social/procedural, personal - and type of interchange.5
(For instance, a description such as "Bill went to the teacher with paper in
hand and asked how to spell a word. The teacher spelled it for him," gould be
coded as child seeks help, :e;cher gives help. The domain is academic.)
Obtaining written summaries allowed for checking of coding and enabled us to
recapture the nature of interactions for future studies. A total of 3738 class-
room interactions were recorded, with a mean per child of 44 and a range from 7

to 124.

Summarv

| A brief summary of the data sburces availabie from each year of the stpdy
is provided in Table 1, along with an indication of its role as an independent
or dependent vaviable for most analysis purposes. As indic#ted above, the
primary emphasis in this final report will be placed on teacher communication
and child perception data from the first year's data, with subsidiary addenda
on child behavior data and on children's pérception data gathered in the second
year. The first year's data alone provide at least a substantial step toward

answering our initial questions about the shape of the student role as communi-
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cated by the teacher, as perceived by the child, and as shaped by structural
forces within the classroom or impinging from the larger society. Let us now

turn, at last, to answering those questions.

Insert Table 1 about here.

Results

Overall Flow of Teacher Communication

The overall flow of communication averaged 585 clauses per classroom,
ranging from 270 to 1126 clauses. This communication was largely reactive,
negative, -nd procedural in nature. Fully 78% of the clauses occurred after
rather than before student behaviors. Evaluative tone, which could be positive,
pegative, ambiguous, or not applicable (for "before" statements), was 49%
negative to 28% positive. Salience of remarks, however, was low, indicating
that the degree of affectivity displayed by the teacher was slight; fully 98.5%
of all clauses were rated as of low salience. A majority of the overall commu-
nication was procedural, either academic (31%) or social (26%), with a smaller
proportion devoted to academic performance issues (41%) and a minisculé propor-
tion devoted to sociai/moral concerns (2%).

Characteristics of communication varied dramaﬁically between domains.

Academic performance was heavily reactive (98%), academic procedure least

reactive (53%), and the other domains intermediate. This is predictable given

that performance communication by definition is primarily after a behavior, while
academic procedure communication tended to be linked to instructions abou: work.
More interestingly, the evaluative tone also differed dramatically, with

academic performance standing out as only 30% negative, in contrast to the
predominantly negative tone of social procedure (76%) or social/moral (81%)

communications. This combination suggests in part the obvious point that
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reactivity per se shbuld not necessarily be characterized as negative or bad,
but may be an inevitable part of the domain in question.

From the viewpoint of attribution or social learning theories, the presenc
of clauses that communicated further socializing information -- expectations,
attributions, or sanctions -- might be of equal importance in predicting effec-
tive fransmission of the student role. For convenience in discussion, we will

refer to these types of communication as informatives, although they in fact

simply embed further information of a theoretically relevant nature. A small
proportion of the role-relevant communication, only 14%, consisted of infor-
matives. This ranged from a low of 5% to a high of 27% of all clauses recorded,
yielding a total ranging from 22 to 126 ?nformatives for 10 hours'of'obserQa—
tion. Particularly given that our universe of communication already excluded
social talking and simple instruction, one message of these data is that
potentially key informatives occur but rareiy in a sea of other speech,
Informatives were dramatically more negative and procedurally-oriented
than was the overall flow of socializing communication, although they were
about equally reactive. An overwhelming 71% of informatives were négative,
as opposed to 8% positive, in evaluative tone; some 79% occurred after rather
than before student behaviors. Procedural concerns clearly dominated, with
37% of informatives devoted to aéademic procedure and 40% to soéial procedure,
as opposed to 20%Z devoted to academic performance and 3% to tne social/moral
domain., Table 2 summarizes cﬁmparisons between gverall communication and

informatives,
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Given that informatives were predominantly negative, reactive, and pro-
cedﬁral, a further question concerns differences in qualigy of this information
between domains. Table 3 presents comparisons beween overall communication and
informativés by domain. It shows that first, significaatly fewer informatives
are provided in the academic performaice domain —- hardly‘what one would see
a priori as beneficial, but probably in fact so given their overwhelmingly
negative character. Among informatives, academic performance is again the
most reactive and academic procedure the least reactive domain. Somewﬁat
hearteningly, academic performance also again stands out from the other domains
in involving dramatically more positive feedback, although positive feedback
is outweighed more than double by negative among informatives even in this

domain.

——— —— — o o -— - -

Insert Table 3 about here.

Perhaps surprisingly, a single issue dominated the informatives for each
domain. Over half of the miniscule quantity of social/moral informatives (57%)
concerned respect for others, while over half of the social procedure informa-
tives (51%) concerned talking; nearly half of academic procedure informatives
conéerned keeping on task (46%), and nearly half of academic performance infor-
matives concerned language content (45%). The dominance of language content
over other academic issues méy well be a function of our care in sampling reading
and.writing periods. But the heavy single-issue emphaéis in the two procedufal
domains -- which themselves accounted for 77% of.informatives — would appear
to be clearly‘a "real" result, meaning.that'over one-third of the overall total
of expectations, attributions, and sanctions transmitted simply concerned

talking or keeping on task. . -
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Further questions concern the distribution of informatives by types among
domains, as well as their breakdown intq tﬁe finer categorizations actually
coded. Table 4 shows the overall distribution of informatives among all
categories of expectations, attributions, and sanctions, as well as this same
distribution for each domain. Giv.n the large number of categories and the
high Qariation in amount of information by domain, comparisons must be made
with care. But a number of differences are instructive. The domain of academic

performance shows heavy use of attributions, and these have a relatively positive

>
cast.b In particular, negative ability is rarely communicated to students, there
or in other domains of communicaiion. The procedural domains show heavier re-

liance on expectations, with a preponderance of intrinsic (consequences-oriented)

communication, * Socialization concerning social/moral issues presents possibly

the bleakest picture. The'exceedingly rare informatives in this area are

essentially negative sanctions or extrinsic explanations in terms of rules. But

sanctions in general, it is strikingly clear, are essentially negative,

Insert Table 4 about here.

Tﬂe initial picture of teacher communication regarding the student role
is thus mixed at best. It is reactive, negative; and procedural. Informatives
—— expectations, attributions, or sanctions -- occur but rarely, and are even
more negative and procedural in emphésis than the overall flow of talk. Sociali-
zation toncerning the core task of academic performance, although outweighed by
procedural co;ﬁdniCation, does offer the most positive picture; but it is perhaps
most honestly characterized as simply less negative than the other socialization

that occurs. Since teacher communication may depend, however, on structural
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factors, we now turn to an overview of potential structural determinants of

teacher communication.

Teacher Talk: Managerial Effectiveness and Task Structure

It is important to note that both managerial effectiveness and openness
of task structufe aré correlational rather than causal variables with respect
to teacher communication. As noted in the methods report, our indicator of
managerial effectiveness was percentage of coéﬁunication devoted to academic
performance. Thus, as noted, certain comparisons like distribution of remarks
among domains are ruled out. But it is also“true that features that emerged
as characteristic of the academic procedure domain are likely to correlate with
"managerial effectiveness' because of the choice of indicator; we shall attempt
to sort out the extent to which such findings might actually be part of an
overall package of effective management, given evidences from the previous
literature; The degree of openness of task structure, in contrast, is defined
independently of any of the other measures of interest. It presents a correla-
tional problem only in the sense that a teacher both chooses to operate within
a task structure and talks to students. It is thus possible that some (unmeasureé
teacher characteristic causes both the selection of task structure and charac-
teristics of teacher talk. We would agree with this argument, although we tend
to believe that task structures, once set up, have causal effects in molding
what the teacher says and how it is said. To partially sor£ out this latter
correlation/cavsation question, we also examine differences in teacher télk
during more differentiated and less differentiated instructional activity,
since all teachers in fact'engaged in both open and traditional types of activity
this strategy effectively uses teachers as their own controls.

Characteristics of speech in the academic performance domain have already

been summarized both for overall communication and for informatives, above and
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in Table 3. Academic performance communication was less negative, more reactive,
and contained fewer informatives than that for other domains. When che variables
are all transformed to percentages for individual teachers, and the n thlus
becomes 18, only one significant correlate of percent academic performance
remains: negativity. Teachers' percentage of communication devoted to academic
performance and the percentage negativity of their talk correlated a substantial
=.77, highly significant even with teacher as the unit of analysis.

For the measure of openness, we first characterized the various categories
of the child activity code as either differentiated, multi-task, or undifferen-
tiated, single-task, with the former considered as open and the latter as tradi-
tional. It is then possible either to look at the level of clauses for relation-
ships with other variables or to characterize teachers overall and seek rel;tion—
ships at that level. At the level of clauses, several significanf relationships
emerged. When the teacher talk was occurring in an open activity structure,
it was significantly less negative (43% versus 537 for traditional); more likely
to involve academic performance and less likely to involve social procedure
(by 11% in each case); and contained fewer inforﬁatives (14% to 217%). At the
level of teachers' overall percentages, no relationships were significant. For
example, although speech occurring in an open activity structure tended to
involve more academic performance it was not the case that teachers who had more
open classrooms had any significant tendency to emphasize academic performance.
Finally, teacher's degree of openness was checked for relationships with grade

.or social class. Although no relationship was found with grade, there was a
significant difference between working and middle class in openness. It is
not surprisiné that working class rooms were significantly less open, given that
as noted in the methods section, officially open rooms had been abandoned in those

schools prior to the study.
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Relationship of Teacher Communication to Target Characteristics

Grade differences. Surprising similarity between first and fifth grades

was observed. Overall communication to the two grade levels was about equally
reactive. In the first grade positive communication did form a significantly
higher proportion of talk, by 62% to 50%, as would be expected from the assump-—
tion that first grade teachers are trying to instill rather than enforce already-
instilled norms. Teachers differed across grades, however, in what was being
instilled or talked about, with emphasis in the iirst grade on academic perfor-
mance and social procedures, in the fifth grade on academic procedure. Yet

these differences, while statistically significant, were small — suggesting

that overall emphasis on procedural issues characterizes both grade levels
equally well.

Although informatives were found in roughly equal proportions across
grades, and were again about equally reactive, they differed both in again being
more positive in the first grade and in the kind of communication being made.
First grade teachers provided proportionately fewer expectations than fifth
grade teachers (39% to 48% of informatives). When expectations were broken
down into extrinsic versus intriﬂsic (consequences—oriented) types, first grade
teachers were also significantly less likely to provide intrinsic expectation

information. These differences suggest that the first grade teacher may presume

. less about what her students can or will understand of their action, focusing

more on telling and doing than on explaining, relative to her fifth grade
counterpart. Overall, however, grade had a geperally slight impact on the flow
of communication or of informatives within that communication.

Sex of student. A much more dramatic socialization difference emerged

within classrooms than across classrooms of different grades, with overall
communication substantially more likely to be made to boys (39%) than to girls

'(29%). The remainer of communication was addressed to small groups Or to the
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whole group.7

' This imbalance is even more pronounced in looking at infor-
matives only, for 397 of these were addressed to boys as opposed to 21% to girls.
Both differences are highly significant.

One question that arises in considering such lopsided communication is
the problem that the target of communication may be such for a positive reason
(e.g., the teacher likes boys better) or a negative reason (e.g., the teacher
finds boys to be behavior problems). Thus we examined overall communication
received by boys, girls, small groups, and whole groups to explore its quality
and the distribution of concerns addressed. Results, presented in Table 5,
indicate that reactise communication was addressed heavily to individ;als,
although about equally to boys and girls. There was a slight but not over-
whelming tendency for boys to receive proportionately more negative feedback
than girls, a difference that may be explicable in terms of the concerns
addressed to the two sexes. Girls received an appreciably higher proportion
of their communication regafding academic performance, while communication to
boys involved more of both procedural areas. As we have alread& seen academic

performance communication tends to be more positive than that abott procedural

concerns.

The picture of informatives for boys and girls resembled that for overall
remarks. Informatives were again almost identically reactive, but more similar
in their negativity than was true of overall communication: 81% of informatives
to boys were negative iﬁ comparison to 78% to girls. Distribution of these infor-
matives among domains was somewhat more skewed, with girls receiving an even

higher relative proportion of their informatives about academic performance (37%)
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than was true for boys (22%). Given these differences in concerns addressed

to the two sexes, it is not.surprising tbat only 17% of the negative informatives
addressed to boys concerned academic performance, in contrast to 33% of the
negative informatives to girls. -The kind of information provided also differed

in congruent ways. Comparing the overall distribqtion of informatives among
expectations, aftributions; and sanctions, girls proved to receive proportionately
more attributions among their informatives (40% versus 28% for boys). This is
also not surprising givgn that attributions, were found earlier to be concentrated
more heavily in the academic performance domain.

Overall, these data resemble those from our pilot investigation (Blumenfeld
et al., 1977, 1979). The striking difference in teacher handling of giris versus
bovs lies in the amount of attention paid to them in the first place. Within
that background fact, there gre relatively more subtle tendencies for girls to
receive academic performance communication disproportionately, and quite slight
evidence of more positive communication to girls. Teachers do not appear to be
attending to boys because they are disruptors --— although of course they might
be attedﬁing to boys so as to prevent them from becoming disruptors.

Social class. In contrast to those for grade or sex, the effects of social

class on teacher talk can be readily summarized: there were almost none. The -
sole difference of any import found is a tendency toward more sanctioning —--

whicﬂ essentially means more punishing and threatening -- in the working class
schools. Some 34% of informatives were sanctions for the working class, while

the percent:ge for middle class schools was only 24Z. Although managerial effec-
tiveness was uncorrelated with social class, recall that openness was substantially
related to class. Thus we examined the relationship between class and distribu-
tion of informatives controlling for whether the teacher communication occurred in

an open or traditional structure. The class difference proved to hold only during

~
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traditional communication (which occurred to some extent in all rooms).

Thus with the caveat that it is limited to traditional communication, this
sanctioning difference would appear to be a '"real" social class difference.

But the overall similarity in teacher communication to working and middle class

students is far more impressive than this one rather slender difference.

Children's Thought about the Student Role

The student role as communicated by teachers during ou} first year's
observations is one of conformity to procedural demands, enforced through largely
reactive and negative means, and rarely accompanied by further informatives that
might guide internalization of classroom norms. Structural differences in this
communication were relatively few, with the effects of our indicator of managerial
effectiveness and the differences in attention paid to boys versus girls gtanding
out in a general picture of cross- and within- classroom similarity. The issues
then remaining concern students' perceptions of the norms of classroom life,
the ways in which they interrelate these perceptions, and the ways in which
perceptions are shaped by structural forces. Perceptions include what children
think about the relative importance of the domains of classroom life or issues
within them; how they would feel if they met or failed to meet expectations;
and what reasons they give for the importance of these norms. A further issue
in norm perceptions concerns children's evaluations of responsibility and rewards
or punishments for hypothetical examples of such norms. Consistency issues
include the relatively conventional question of association between such variables
as importance and feelings, as well as the more theoretically motivated question
of whether children's judgments of importance match up with their administration
of reward and punishment according to a model of justice norms. Potential
differences in Both children's perceptions and their consistency on the basis

of structural variables include differenceé baé}j_on child's grade, sex, or
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social class and those based on teacher's managerial effectiveness or task
t
structure.

Importance and feelings. Table 6 presents average importance and feelings

ratings summaries for each issue as well as for each domain overall, separately
for good and bad books. Grade differences, also presented here for convenience,
are discussed below. In examining results or in particular in'comparing impor-
tance and feelings data, recall that the measure’ of importance is a trans-—
formation of the continuous line datz that ranges betwean 0 and 1.0; feelings
data rep:esent assignment of numbers, ranging from 1 to 4, to neutral face .

through large smile (or large frown) stimuli.

Insert Table 6 about here.

Certain general pattefns appear across domains, as well as, predictably,
dif ferences among domains. A first general pattern concérns how students react
to meeting an expectation (''good books") versus failing to meet one ("bad books").
Overall averages for good versus bad books §how, across all domains, that children
rate it to be better to meet an expectation than it is bad to fail at one. In
addition, they are consistent in rating that they would feel more good in
meeting a role expectation than they would feel bad in failing to meet one.
This pattern is somewhat surprising, given that such a high proportion of teacher
communiqation concerns essgntially the "bad books" version of issues; in addition,
children are supposed to absorb learning about doing and not doing 'bads" earlier
than they do about "goods' (Keasey, 1978).

Relative importances of the domains show clearly that the domain receiving
least emphasis in the classroom — that of social/moral issues —— is the most

important one, at least by the criteria of how children responded to these lines
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and.faces measures. This both again illustrates children's ability to distinguish
moral from other issues (e.g., Turiel, 1978) and suggests that moral concerns
might be mest fruitfully considered as outside the student role per se. They
are something that is learned in the child's daily life, rather than in the
classroom itself, and are carried into the classroom as into any other setting
the child encounters.
Responses within social moral issues do suggest clues to how different
types of norms may be learned. In this domain there are clear distinctions bet-
ween issues where children are taught '"thou shalts" and issues where they are
taught "thou shalt nots." Norms like comforting another, sharing, including
others, and playing fairly call for the commission of behavior. Norms about
such issues as aggression, lying, and cheg}ing, in contrast, call for the omission
of behavior. For the commission norms here, children consistently reported that
it was more good to do the act than it‘was bad to omit it; for the omission norms,
they reported that it was more bad to do the act than it was good to omit it.
There could be a variety of reasons for this pattern of differences, including
the! perceptual and conceptual simplicity of human action (versus inaction), as
well aé possibly the reinforcement patterns employed for the different types of
norms. In any.case, the overall result that "good books" tended to receive
generally higher ratings than "bad beooks", discussed above, may be a function
of the fact that most classroom norms ére either clearly commission norms or
ambiguous rather than omission norms.8
The three ddmains specifically related to classroom life look very similar
with regard to how good it is to meet an expectation. Teachers' relative lack
of emphasis on academic performance may be reflected in.the results for the bad

books that it was rated ieast bad not to fulfill academic performance norms,

.
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and that children indicated they would feel least badly about not doing so.
Norms in this domain are also clearly and uniformly commission norms, however,
while sbme norms in the two procedural domains are ambiguous or omission norms.
Thus it is not entirely clear whether to attribute such results to the domain
of activity or to the type of norm involved.

Among the procedural issues, one essentially "moral" norm stands out:
persistence, trying to do one's academic work. Weiner (1979) has suggested
that effort is seen by children as a moral imperative. It is clear that
children here perceived persistence as the best of the academic or social pro-
cédural activities when fulfilled, and failure to persist as the worst violation;
their feelings data were congruent with these importance ratings. These patterns
suggest that Weiner's argument is correct.

Group differences in importance and feelings. The one truly overwhelming

set of group differenées was already presented in Table 6 above: the consistent
difference between first and fifth graders. For every norm except cheating and
stealing, first graders rated the actions as more extremely good or bad and
indicated that they would feel better or worse, respectively, than was true of
fifth graders. Grade differences on lines for importance might possibly be
attributed to use pf a different measuring insFrument, as described in the
methods section above. But the cong?uence of the reactions for feelings suggests
that first graders were simply reacting with greater conformity to any and all
norms. This pattern is consistent with our cognitive development-based expecta-
tion that responses ofAfirst graders would be less discriminating and more global.
MAny fewer differences emerged between boys and girls or working and middle
class students, and in both cases they tended to involve ratings of feelings

rather than importance. For both of these variables tests were made using
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regressions with grade controlled by entering it first hierarchically; the
interaction of each variable with grade was also entered, and will be discussed
where significant. Tables therefore report partial correlations rather than
means for both sex and social class. Because there are multiple non-independent
statistical tests made for such data, we adopted the decision rule that issues
only be exam;ped individually when the overall summary variable for the area
showed a significant group difference. (This rule was obviously unnecessary

for grade differences, where nearly every test was highly significant-) Table 7

shows the results that emerge for sex differences using this selection criterion.

- — ——— - ——

Insert Table 7 about here.

The consistent patterns of sex differences emerge in response to the
bad books only, and involve feelings only, in the academic procedure, social
procedure, and sociél/moral domains. Results_are quite easy to summarize:
Girls always reported that they would feel worse about violating the norm. The
other dozen-odd scattered significant effects, for lines or for faces in the
good books, might not be ones that could be individually trusted; but their
pattern was also consistent with that found for feelings, in that girls always
reported that it was better to fulfill an expectation and that fhey would feel
better doing so, or worse to fail an expectation and (as shown) that they would
feel.worse. Thus sex differences are simply sharpest with regard to feeling
bad about norm violations. |

The pattern of sex differences bears no direct relationship to the differen-
tial treatment the sexes recéived from the teacher. Girls reported greater con-
formity to the norms, despite receiving much less socializing attention than that

received by boys. Girls were also most different from boys in the social/moral

35




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

34

area, at least as indexed by number of significant differences found, and that
area barely appears in classroom life. They were least different in the area
of academic performance, the domain where teachers target the highest proportion
of effort ét girls. In general, evidence from student thought about the role
supports a relatively 'sugar and spice" picture of girls — certainly more so than
is true of the teacher talk data, and in ways not particularly consistent with it.
Surprisingly, there were more significant differences between working and
middle class students than between the sexes. These were also primarily concen-
trated in the feelings ratings, as Table 8 shows, b;t did involve importance
ratings for both good and bad books in the ac;demic performance realm. In
contrast, for feelings ratings there were significant class differences in six
of the eight possible areas, everywheré except in the good books for academic
performance and procedure. Results can be readily summarized, as they were
consistent across all tests: Working class children always indicated it was
better to meet a normative expectation and that they would feel better doing so,
or that it was worsé to fail an expectation and that they would feel worse
doing so. Thus despite little if any evidence of differential socialization by
teacﬁers, working class children -- even more SO than girls overall — exhibited
greater conformity to the norms involved in the student role.

Insert Table 8 about here.

-——— —— —— e e e i

A couple of interactions between social class and grade level did emerge.
For the social procedure bad books, the working class children gave higher impor-
/
tance ratings in the first grade, while in fifth grade the two social classes

were essentially equal. For the social/moral bad books, there was a reversal such

that in the first grade working class children gave higher importance ratings;
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and in the fifth, middle class children did so by a very simi.ar margin. These
patterns give some indication of reduction with age in.working class conformity
to the norms in question, but do not involve the feelings ratings where most

of the class differences lie.

Reasons for ratings and group differences in these. Six categories of

reasons collapsed from the original coding scheme cén be examined for patterns
across areas of classroom life and for group differences in utilization. As

noted in the methuds section, two reason categories were‘relatively intrinsic,
those labeled intrinsic and welfare; four were relatively.extrinsic, those labeled

extrinsic social, extrinsic other, reward/punishment, and rules. Thus in addition

to examining patterns by specific reason type it is also possible to construct

a composite intrinsicness index. Below we will present associations, and in

the following section consistency measures, both for the reason types considered
separately and for a composite index.

Table 9 presents percentages of chiidren mentioning a particular reason
type for each issue, arranged by domain of classroom life. The table also
indicates the presence of siénificant group differences, whi~h will be dis-
cussed after obtainiqg an overview of the general patterns by domain. It is
clear from the table that certain types of reasons tend to cluster in domains,
as evidenced by high proportions of children mentioning a particular type in one
domain versus another. Among the intrinsic reasons, those labeled intrinsic
show their consistently heaviest mention in the academic performance and pro-
cedure areas; those labeled welfare (for welfare of or consequences to others)
are appropriately concentrated in the social procedure and social/moral domains.
Extrinsic social reasons (essentially social approval), like welfa?e reasons,
are found primarily in the social domains. Extrinsic other reasons -— which

were frequertly of the "you have to do your work over" or "you'd miss recess'
y :
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variety —- emerge most consistently, and again appropriately, in the procedural
domains, both academic and social. Reward or punishment as a reason is offered
most consistently in the two procedural domains. Its use is highly variable in
the social/moral domain, but in a pattern which suggests a distinction between
adult—-defined offenses and those against peers: with heavy mentions for
aggression, lying, cheating, and stealing, in contrast to the peer issues of
comforting another child,sharing, tattling, or teasing, with playing fair in

an intermediate position. Rules, finally, are offered with greatest frequency
for social/moral issues, followed by social procedure issues. The overall
differentiation of reasons by domain is both sensible and informative regarding
differences between issues within domains, as in the case of use of reward/

punishment reasons for social/moral issues.

Insert Table 9 about here.

The fact that the group differences noted here are for raw mentions of
reasons type forces us to a cautionary note, given first the fact that
children were allowed to mention up to three reasons and second the fact of
the sﬁeer number of tests involved. Thus we shall merely present broad
patterns of differences where these appeared, and then reconsider the Question
with further statistical controls below. For example, grade differences
appear quite sweeping, invoiving all reagon types to some extent. For reasons
labeled intrinsic and welfare, these differenges are all consistent: fifth
graders always mention the reason more frequently. But out of 25 significant
grade differences among the external reasons, fifth graders also mentioned
these more frequently in 18 cases. This would be surprising given the
expectation of greater internality with further cognitive development if we
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did not remember the possibility of variation in numbers of reasons--and that
fifth graders may be mentioning more reason types across the board simply
because they aré more verbal. For the much smaller number of sex differences,
there are enough consistent patterns (by a ériterion of covering at least
three issues) to {iscern an effect for three types of reasons. Males
meption reyard/punishment and other extrinsic reaéons significantly morei
w@ile females mention rules. Social class differences emerged a relatively
large number of times, although less frequently than grade differences, and
with two striking patterns. All of- the eight significant class differences
for intrinsic reasons showed the middle class children mentioning them more,
while all of the 15 significant differences for mention of reward/punish-
ment showed working class children‘making more frequent mention.

Of these sets of patterns, the most pervasive group difference--and
the least clear in meaning4—i§ that for grade.. ConSistent differences
appear for intrinsic reasons, with fifth graders showing more mentions, but
with a large number of extrinsic reasons also showing fifth graders pre-
dominant. The most unimportant group difference would appear to be sex,
both in that few differences were significan; and in that those signifi-
cant differences were all concentrated among extrinsic reasons; boys
apparently tend to offer more personalized extrinsic reasons, the extrinsic

social and reward/puni%hment categories, in contrast to the girls'

'impersonalized rules. The class differences, intermediate both in terms of

number of significant findings and clarity of the differentiation, suggest a
middle'cléﬁg intrinsic versus working class extrinsic tendency.

The‘most important potential confound in these results is the number of
reason types the child offered. Reasons were coded such that, although the

child could offer up to three reasons, only different reason types were coded;
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two intrinsic reasons in a row, for examéle, would receive a count of one.
Thué it is the diversity as well as the sheer volume of response that is at
issue between groups.‘.Comparisons by issue for grade, sex, and class
differences showed that both sex and class effects previously reported stand
unconfounded by the number of reason types offered. Of the thirty issue .
comparisons for each of these variables, there were a trivial two sex
diffefences and one class difference on number of reason types. In contrac:,
29 out of 30 Qomparisons were significant for grade, with fifth graders
alvays offering more réason types. The diffuseness of the earlier signifi-
cant findings for fifth grade mentions of reasons is thus partly a function_
of the volume and .diversity of their responsés.

Since the key sur=tantive issue in any of these comparisons is the
relative iﬁtrinsic versus gxtrinsic nature of the response, one attractive
way of providing appropriate controls plus making the crucial grcup differ-
ences tests is to ponstruct a measure for overall intrinsic versus.extrinsic
reséonse. Although there are a variety gf ways of doing so, one method
which also controls for number of different reason typeS.gffered is to con-
struct an index of intrinsic responses minué extrinsic résponses divided by
intrinsic responses plus extrinsic responses. .Group differences on such an
index cannot be a function of number of reason types foered. Further,
such an index can provide a coﬂvenient summary measure for additipnal
further analyses, such as those involving consistency or those exploring
teacher impact on children's responses.

Results for group differences on the summary measure of intrinsicness
in fact identify the true significant patterns. in the above raw data. In a
hieratchical‘regression with grade entered.first, followed by‘;ex and class, ’

grade proved to be a highly significant predictor of intrinsicness

40

»



39

(partial r = .29, p <.0001); sex was not significant, while social class was
also highly significant (partial r = .20, p = .0002). Fifth graders were
indeed more intrinsic with a control for numﬁer of reason types, and working
class children were indeed more extrinsic. Since the sex differences
previously found were all within extrinsic categdries, we would net expect
any intrinsic—extriﬁsic differences tc appear here.

Before turning to direct tests of consisteﬁcy among measures, it is
noteworthy that these patterns of intrinsicness already point to certain
interesting divergences. Although fifth graders proved significantly mdre
intrinsic in reasons offered, they also earlier emerged as consistently rating
conformity --rms as less important and themselves as feeling less good
about conformity and less bad about nonconforinity than first graders. Thus
the intrinsicness of one's reasoning about an issue is no guarantor of
one's evaluation of it or one's feeling about it. Similarly, working class
children both gave more extrinsic reasons than middle class children and,
where they differed at all, rated normative conformity more favorably and
xpheir feelings as more intense. The supposedly more internalized (intrinsic)
response need not be the most intense nor need it be a;companied by greater

normative or behavioral conformity. It may even be accompanied by less.

Measures of Consistency in Child Perceptions

Importance and feelings. The basic indicator of consistency betwzen

importance and feelings ratings is the within-child correlation between the
two. Such within-child correlations can be calculated at several levels of
generality, given the fact that 58 stimuli were evaluated. As indicated by
the summary in Table 10, we jassessed consistency overall, across all good

stimuli, across all bad stimuli, within each domain, and for good and bad
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stimuli respectively within domains. -The table presents the results from

(?Egressions in which we tested for effects 6f grade, sex, and social class
™ .

jon these congiétencies. Looking first at the géneral results irrespective
_6f demographic differences, several interesting patterns emerge. The general
~ level of consistency is quite substantial, particularly in the light of the
K\// restricted range of choices available for the measure of feelings. Con-
sistency is higher, however, for bad stimuli than for good ones, possibly
as a function of the more extreme scores already roted for good ratings of
both importanée and feelings, if these essentially yielded ceiling effects;
Domain differences are more unambiguously substantive, with lower consistency
for academic procedure than for the other areas of classroom life. Probing

why this might be the case then moves the inquiry into the area of demographic

determinants of consistency.

The most striking difference in consistency, a predictable one, is that
between first and fifth graders. All consistency measures, from the most
general to the most specific, show higher consistency for fifth graders.
Social class differences are less ubiquitous and less powerful, but they are
still both common and themselves internally consistent, with working class
children always appearing more consistent whenever there is a significant
class difference. This class effect appears primarily due to ratings of the
good stimuli, but encompasses all domains except for academic procedure.

When the domains are broken down into their good versus bad stimuli, class
differences are revealed in the good and bad stimuli for the sccial procedure

domain, in the good stimuli for both academic performance and social/moral
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domains, and in neither set of academic procedure stimuli. (In general, we
would expect fewer« significant results among the breakdowns by both stimulus
type and domain, in light of the smaller number and range of stimuli

for which the consistency correlation is being calculated.) Despite a virtual
absence of sex differences in consistency, the sole significant difference
providesa clue about the previously noted lower cdnsistency in the academic
procedure domain; for there is a sex difference in consistency there, with
boys showing lower consistency than girls. Although the regressions comparing
the sexes for good and bad academic procedure stimuli separately show no
significant sex difference, as shown in Table 10, examination of average
academic procedure good and bad correlations for boys and girls and their
relationships to the other consistency correlations revealed that for boys,
the consistency of the academic procedure good stimuli is distinctively

lower than that for other domains; for girls, consistency is more even

across domains. Among the bad stimuli, both sexes showed less consistency

in the academic procedure and academic performance domains than in the other
two. Thus the "something special' about academic procedure that renders it

an area of lower consistency between importance and feelings appears to be

the responses of boys to that area, and particularly to the good stimuli
presented in it.

Overall, then, a substantial amount of consistency in ratings of
importance and feelings was revealed, tempered by findings of differences
between good and bad stimuli, among domains, and between demographic groups.
The most striking demographic result, the general pattern of greater
consistency for fifth graders, was also ir a sense the least informative.

In contrast, the class differences in which working class children appeared

‘more consistent were concentrated to some extent in the good stimuli, '
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an area of overall greater consistency; and the only sex difference emerged
in the academic procedure domain, with boys less consistent, possib1§
providing an explanation of the distinctively lower consistency in that
domain. |

Reasons. The relationship between reasons offered for the importance
of issues and either their importance or the feelings attached to them is,
as noted above, not truly a quest&on of consistency; instead, it simply
indicates whether thereis some association between a particular reason type
and the assessment of importance and feelings. The only associations that
were anticipated were possible links between the intrinsic nature of a reason
given and an issue's importance or feelings, with the expectation that
reasons of an intrinsic type would be associated with ratings of greater
importance or feelings; in contrast, we expect lower importance or feelings
ratings for reasons of an extrinsic type. First associations between the
six reason types for each issue were assessed separately for good and bad
versions of the issue, by regressing the importance or feelings score on each
reason type in an equation with grade entered first, followed hierarchically
by the reason (scored as chosen/not chosen) and the grade-reason interaction.
Grade was used as a control because of its already-demonstrated importance
in determining importance scores, feeling scores, and the consistency
between the two.

Limited evidence of any association between any particular reason type
and either importance or feelings was fouﬁd. Out of a total of 348
regressions (28 good stimuli and 30 bad stimuli for six reason types),
importance scores were significantiy different for only 14 main effects of
reason tvpe and eight interactions of reason with grade--well within what

might be expected by chance, particularly considering that the reason types
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were not completely independent, given the limitation of three answers per
issue that was imposed. The only consistent pattern found was, however, in
the anticipated direction in that four effects of intrinsic reason on
importance rating all showed a higher importance rating associated with
choice of an intrinsic reason. Only slightly more pattern emerged in the
associations for reason type and feelings ratinés, with a total of 21
significant main effects of reason and nine interactions; again, given the
348 not fully independent tests, hardly gtriking evidence of any linkage
between reasons and feelings. But eight effects of rule emerged, all in the
"direction that choice of rule as a reason was associated with highér feelings
scores. This pattern, albeit weak, is somewhat noteworthy both because it
runs counter to our initial prediction and because the weak patterning found
for importance ratings ran in the opposite direction.

More conclusive answers are possible, given the apparently weak-to-nil
relations between reasons and either importance or feelings, by turning to
the summary index of intrinsicness. Use of that index makes possible two
sorts of consistency check: first, a direct check for a link between
intrinsicness and -either importance or feelings ra;ings; and, second, an
assessment of whether intrinsicness is itself associated with greater con-
sistency between the other two measures, using the correlation between
intrinsicness and the previcusly derived importance-feelings correlations.

Any direct link between intrinsicness of a reason and either the rated
importance of a norm or the associated feeling proves to be absent. When
grade is controlled, intrinsicness is uncorrelated with any of the eight
summary measures (by domain and by good versus bad stimuli) for either
importance of feelings. (Without grade controlled, there are a number of

apparent linkages of intrinsicness to lower importance or feelings,
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resulting from the fact that intrinsicpess is correlated with grade which
in turn predicts to both lower importance and lower feelings.) Thus the
small number of somewhat inconsistent findings noted at the level of
individual reason types can essentially be ignored.

Similarly, intrinsicness proved unrelated to any importance-feelings
consistency measure. While this finding serves to clarify the picture of
‘the role intrinsicness plays--i.e., it is not linked in any way with consistency
of response--it also illustrates that the demograpﬁic variables can have
quite distinctive effects on different aspects of the data. Although grade
powerfully predicts both the consistency correlations and the intrinsicness

of reasons, the two are themselves unrelated.

Effects of Teacher Talk on Student Thought

Thus fﬁr we have seen a series of differences between children's
judgments of the importance of classroom norms, their reasons for these
judgments, and their feelings about them, difference: that bear but little
relationship to any patterns uncovered in teacher tulk itself. One natural
" question, then, is whether any aspects of teacher communication do affect
children's views of the student role. Given.the theoreticaltfoundations in
social learning and attribution theories, a number of possible candidates
for appropriate "aspects' emerge. The reactivity éf the communication is
not.particularly appropriate, given, as we have seen, that it can Bé simply
a part of a classroom activity--like feedback about academic performance--—
rather than really serving as an indicator thét the teacher is failing to
shape behaviors. The negativity of communication is a much more plausible
candidate, but given its correlation with the teacher's emphasis on academic
performance, it is more reasonable to consider negativity as itself an

effect of the manageable variable.9
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in{ormatives provided by teachers as possible determinants of chiidren‘s
thought about the student role. It is to these that we then look for
teacher effects.

Information per se would be a category so broad as to be useless, for
results showed that informatives of different types were distributed across
the domains of classroom life in very different patterhs and were also of
differential negativity. Thus we chose to look at three different indices
for informatives: the teacher's percentage of attributions provided in the
academic performance domain, for that was vhere attributionsvwere concentrated;
and the teacher's percentage of expectation and sanction information in each
of the academic procedure and social procedure domains, for these domains
were where expectacions and sanctions were chiefly found. 1In addition to
controlling for domains involved, this division also separates a relatively
positive category (attributions) from the more generally negative expecta-
tion and sanctioning information.

Importance and feelings. These information measures were first

regressed on each of the measures of perceived importance or feelings
separately, using hierarchical regressions in which grade was entered first,
then the information measure, and finally the interaction between the two.
Again the decision rule was employed to look at specific issues only’when a
variable had an effect on a summary variable (such as "good books' responses
for academic performance). Table 11 presents the results of these regressions |
for all three variables for the importance data only, given that there were
generally many fewer effects on children's feelings ratings. Where thefe
were significant relationships to feelings, these will be discussed ge10w

in text.
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Incert Table 11 about here

As Table 11 reveals, the effects of the teacher's percentage of attribu-
tions in academic performange werg'quite specific to acédemic areas, and
within those, to judgment; of the good books or meeting of normative expecta-
tions. There was an overall positive relationship for the acaderic perfor-
mance domain itself, tempered by an interaction between percentage of
attributions and grade; examination of that interaction revealed that there
was no impact of attribution percentage in the first grade, but only in the
fifth grade. In the good books for the academic procedure domain, only an
‘interaction with grade emerged. Examination showed that it was similar to
the previous interaction, in that there was a negligible negative effect of
attribution percentage in the first grade and a substantial positive one in
the fifth grade.

The most dramatic news in these analyses of teacher information, obvious
from Table 11, concerns the difference between the impacts of expectations
and sanctions from the two procedural domains. Although we have seen that
the realm of academic‘procedJre is a relatively negative one, and there is
no reason to believe that the expectations and sanctions being tapped by the
present variabl. liffer fr- . those in the social procedure domain in this
respect, they have oppusite effects on children's ratings of importance.
Expectations and sénctions‘in the academic procedure domain, as a percentage
of overall communication in that domain, had simple positive relationships
te children's importance ratings for both academic performance and academic
procedure. The chief difference from the pattern for attributions is that

the expectations/sanctions variable affected ratings of the bad books,
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or failures to meeg normative expéctations, rather than the good books.

In addition, there was also a significant relationship to ratings of the
faces, or feelings data, for the academic précedure bad books. Attributions,
in contrast, had no relationship whatsoever to feelings ratings.

Percentage of expectatioms and sanctions in the social procedure domain,
in contrast, had quite diffuse effects on children's ratings across all
domains. For academic performance, both good and bad books, there was a
negative effect of teacher's percentage of social procedure expectationé/
sanctions on children's ratings. In the academic procedure realm, a similar
main effect appeared for good books, plus an interaction with grade;
similarly to ﬁhe previous interactions, this now indicated that there was
a bigger negative relationship in the fifth grade than in the first. In‘
social procedu;e‘itself there were again relationships Qith the good books,
both a main negative effect of expectation/sanction percentage and an
interaction with grade. The interaction again involved a larger negative
relationship in the fifth grade than in the first. Resﬁlts for the social/
moral domain showed the only difference frqm the general pattern at all, in
that an interaction with grade was the only generél effect in the importance
data; that interaction showed no effect of social procedure expectations/
sanctions in the first grade, and a negative effect in the fifth. Further,
the only relationships to feelings ratings appeared in this area, for the
pad books--and ;nvolved a different interaction, with a smail negative
relationship in first grade and no relationship in fifth grade. Given that
this was the only link of this variable to feelings ratings and that the
pattern differed from that of all the other interactions--which each showed
larger negative effects in the fifth grade--the results should probably be

discounted. Even including it in the overall pattern, that pattern clearly
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involves a negative impact of teachers' use of expectations or sanctions in
the social procedure domain: The more those were used, the lower the
children's importance ratings of a whole series of norms across the full
range of norms tapped. Further, this relationshipiﬁas generally strongér,
and sometimes appeared at all, only among fifth graders.

Overall, then, teachers' use of attributions in the academic performance
domain had a positive impact on children's imporéance ratings of academically-
related norms. This is r;asonable given that such attributions are both
informative per se and, as we have seen, relatively positive in tone.
Surprisingly, use of expectations and sanctions in the academic and social
procedure realms had divergént effects on children's ratings, with academic
procedure expectations/sanctions relating positively to ratings in the two
academic domains and social procedure expectations/sanctions having diffuse
negative effects on ratings. In general, however, all three teacher communi-
cation variables affected almost exclusively importance rather than feelings
ratings, in contrast to the effects especially of sex or social class on
judgments. It would appear that the more cognitive measure was more

susceptible to teacher influence, while thé more affective measure was morsz

closely linked to differences children import to the classroom.

Reasons. Simpler tests were possible for the association between
aspects of teacher communication and intrinsicness of children's reasons,
given the existence of the summary index for intrinsicness. Three
regressions were run, each including grade, a teacher communication variable,
and the interaction between the two in hierarchical order. No main or

interactive effects of the teacher's percentage of, expectations/sanctions
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in the academic procedure domain were found. Interesting effects emerged,
however, for bbth academic performance attributions and sociél procedure
expectations/sanctions. A>negative main effect of attribution percentage’
on intrinsicness of reasons was qualified by an interaction of attributioﬁs
and grade, such that the effect proved negative only among first ;raders and
was absent among fifth graders. In a reciprocal pattern, a positive main
effect of social procedure expectations/sanctions on intrinsicness was also
qualified by an interaction with grade; the effect of these expectations and
sanctions proved positive only among first graders, increasing the intrinsic-
ness of their reasons, but slightly negative among fifth graders. S
Taken together, these effects of teacher communication on studenus'
reasons can be'viewedas illustrations of the ambiguity of classroom stimuli
and the importance of considering the perceiver's processing of information.
Attributional information is neither inherently intrinsic nor extrinsic;
even "internal" attributions, for e%ample, very commonly refer to the
unstable and heavily enQironmentally controlled area of effort. And
expectations and saﬂctions, as a category, need be neither intrinsic nor
extrinsic; many expectations, for example, refer to issues like consequences
to others. Thus what may be occurring is that for relatively extrinsic
first graders, the ambigﬁous'stimulus of attributional information is inter-
preted extrinsically and--to a modest but.significan: extert--further
fosters extrinsicness of reasoning. 1In the sociai procedure area, in
contrast, children in that earlier developmental period may simply respond
to the control involvéd.while learning from the intrinsic information
embedded. By fifth grade, Ehildren may be more sensitive both to the

variations in meaning of attributions and to the external control implied in

-expectations and sanctions.
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Teacher cqmmunication variables thus prove to be significantly predictive
of the intrinsicness of students'’ reasoniﬁg. But the;m;in message of.the
relationships féund appears to be the importance of ;he chiid as interpreter
of the teacher's messages, with a developmentally-linked "intrinsic" or

“extrinsic" filter moderating the meaning and impact of these messages.

i .
EffectJ of Teacher Structural Differences
on Student Thought

—

fmportance and feelings. Either our indicator of managerial effective-
7 ; :

/ R
ness/or the openness of task structure might also affect children's thought
aboﬁt the student role, both because these indicators had some relationship

./ -
ta/teacher talk and because they might reflect aspects of classrcom life not

nécessarily capE:red in our teacher talk measures themselves. Simple direct:
;éffects of either variable on.importance and feelings were assessed inﬂ
! separate regressions where grade and classroom social class composition were
/ entered first hierarchically; interactions of each with thse control
f variables were also entered, and will be discussed in the text where
significant. Interactions between academic performance as a percegtage of
a teacher's overall coﬁmunication and percent opennass were assessed in an
equatidn in which grade was entered first, followed hierarchically by
percentage academic performance and percent open, followed by all interaction

terms. These interactions appear in Table 12 below, alogg,w%eh_suﬁgaries

of each set of main effects.

Insert Table 12 about here.

In a pattern resembling that for the teacher talk variables, both of

these structural variables had effects on importance judgments only.

.
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The managerial effectiveness indicator had a significant pogitive effect on
all four sets of "good books" ratings, but no effect on "bad bocks" fatings.
For the social/moral good importance ratings there was also a ;mall but
significant three-way interaction with é&ade and social class such that ia
the firsﬁ:grade;‘there was an effect of percent academic performance for
working éiass children only; in the fifth grade there was a positive relation-
ship for both social classes. The only effects of percent academic perfor-
mance on the feelings ratings appeared in:interaction with social class, for
the acadgmic proceduré good books and the social procedure bad books. 1In
the case of academic procedure, the soci&l classes showed no differences

in first grade, but in the fifth grade the working class children showed

a negative effect of percent academic performénce; the middle class children,
a positive effect. For social procedure, at both grade levels the working
class children showéd a negative effec} of percent academic performance and
the middle class children a positive effect.

Main effects of thé percentage of teacher talk occurring in open
structures were even more specific than effects of percent academic perfor-
mance. There were no effects whatsoever on the feelings ratings, and effects
on only three groups of importance ratings: those for the acadenic perfor-
mance good and bad lines and for social procedure good lines. The most
interesting featbre of the results is their negative Qign, however, for the
greater the teacher's ‘degree of openness the lower the importance’ratings
given to the norms shown in Table 12.

Interactions are what make the results for percént openness truly
interesting, however. The only interaction with a structural variable was
one with social class for the academic performance bad books; it indicated

that in the middle class schools, openness had a Bositive effect in first |
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grade and a negative effect in the fifth; in the working class schools, the

openness effect was uniformly‘négative. The key feature,.shOWn in Table 12,
’ - .
was fhe interactions with percent aéademic performancé (typically also
accompanied by three-way interagfions with gradé). When graphéﬂ these
showed that.in general, when percent académic pérfo;maﬁce was low, the
effect of opengess on children's ratings was negativé; when percent academic
performance was high the relationship reversed, and the effect of openness
was positive. This flip-flop pattern appeared more strongly, or énly, in the
fifth grade, yielding‘three-way interactions., One way.of makiné sense of
this pattern is to suggest that when a teacher is not an effective manager,
greater openness may simply mean greater chaos, such that it has a pegative,
impact on children's views of classroom life; wheﬂ the teéﬁher is an‘effézl
tive manager, greater openness may accomplish some of the benefitsbits
pr&ponents have suggested. Thus effects of task structure need to-be con-
sidered in the context of the teacher's maﬁagerial effectiveness.: The fact
that this interactive effect for openness appeared only in ;he fifth grades
does, however, lend support to recent cautionary notes aboﬁt open structures

in the very early grades (e.g., Brophy, 1979), in that openness in the first

grade simply had negative or at best nil effects on children's ratings.

-
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Reasons. Testing for effects of teacher sfructural variables on reasons
for normative qonformity (and against norm violation) differs from testing
their effects on ratings of importance or feelings in two ways. Methodologically,
given that an overall index of intxinsicness oﬁ reasons is available, the
resultant tests become substantially fewer in number and easier to interpret.
Substantivély, the reasons data provide a quite different vantage point from
which to assess the impact of openness or managerial efficiency; for we have
aireadyQSeen that the child's ratings of a norm's importancg or of feelings
‘about it, while-themselves correlated, bear little or no relationship to
reasons offered. Inverse patterns can even be found developmentally, such
that f£ifth graders rate norms as less important and feelings less intense
at the samé time that they are providing significantly more intrinsic reasons
for their judgments. Thus there is no a priori basis for expecting the in-
‘trinsicness index to reveal the same patterns of structural impact as those
found for the otherrjudgments;

Three regressions predicting intrinsicness were run to parallel those
already reported for importance and feelings: one regression with grade,
social class,percent oéenness, and their interactions; one with grade, class,
percent academic performance information; and -interaction terms; and one with
grade, academic per formance, openness, and interactions. These analyses,
whose results are presented in-Table 13, show a battern of small but éignifi—
cant effects of structural variables. The issue is whether these effects,
hoth of which interact with grade, present the same picture of structural

impact already painted for the other ratings of classroom norms.
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The first clue that intrinsicness of reasons may differ from the other-
evaluations lies in the pattern of main effects of structural variables.
The equation‘for grade, class and openness shows again the previously noted
demographic effects, in that older children produce significantly more in-
trinsic reasons and working class children more extrinsic ones. But further,
children in more open classrooms are also significantly more intrinsic in
their justifications regarding norms. Managerial efficiency, as indexed by
percent communication devoted to academic performance, is not significantly
related to intrinsicness of reasons; yet openness is, whether it is in an
equation with the demographics or with managerial efficiency. Thus managerial
efficiency per se appears to be playing a less important role in determining
intrinsicness, and openness a more important role in terms of main effects,
than was true for importance or feelings judgments.

‘Yet, here as before, clarification of how these structural variables
affect children's reasoning requires examining the interactions of both with
demographic controls. As illustrated in fable 13, openness interacted signif-
icantly with grade and, in a three-way interaction,‘with grade and social
class in .the first equation. Academic performance communication, in contrast,
simply interacted with grade in the parallel equation. Finally, the combina-
tion of the two structural variables with grade controlled revealed only the
already-noted interactions of each with grade, and no interaction between
them. The interactions for openness, when plotted, showed that (a) openness
had a more positive effect on intrinsicness in the first than in the fifth
grade and that (b) there was also 5 soéial class effect in the f£ifth grade,

but not the first, such that working class children showed a more positive
. ' N4

—

impact of openness. Proportionate attention to academic performance, in
interacting with grade, showed a substantial positive effect on intrinsicness

in the first grade, but a nonsignificant negative effect in the fifth.
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Taken together, the impacts of openness and managerial efficiency on
children's reasons present a quite different picture from their impacts on
importance or feelings ratings. It is important to recall the theoretical
and empirical irdependence of these two structural features of classrooms.
Prom the child's point of view, openness could be said ideally to foster self-
determination, managerial efficiency, self-control. It is thus sensible that
the general impact of openness is to increase intrinsic reasoning; it is also
sensible that this impact is larger among first graders, who are developmentally
further behind in attaining such reasoning. Similarly, while a well?managed
classroom in itself bears no necessary relationship to the quality of children's
reasoning, it may have a more powerful impact toward intrinsicness on those
whose need to have self-control instilled is greater.

The overall package of results for thesé structural variables thus sug-
gests that normative conformity, as indexed by ratings of importance or of
feelings, need not be produced by the same variables as intrinsic reasoning
about norms, and ma§ even hold opposite relations to those variables. Results
for structural predictors of intrinsicness resembled those from the teacher
communication variables, in illustrating the dependence of teacher effects
on the developmental position of the child. Openness of the classroom, for
example, had a bigger impact on reasons in the earlier grade, as had two as-
pects of teacher communication, in ways suggestive of aJdevelopmental dif-
ference; and its effect on intrinsicness was positive where its impact on
conformity had been negative, nil, or interactive. Thus just as intrinsic
reasoning need not be related to normative conformity, it need not be produced
by the same teacher communication patterns or classroom structure. And these
.results again remind us that relations between intrinsicness and other aspects

of student thought may well be negative, or at best problematic, rather than
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positive. Recommendations regarding teacher practices are thus rendered

correspondingly problematic.

Children's Judgments of Responsibility for Good and Bad Deeds

Basic analyses. As indicated in the methods section, children responded

to a series of experimentally varied questionnaires about classroom norms
after they had indicated their ratings of importance of normative conformity,
feelings about deviance, and reasons for conformity. These follow-up ques-
tionnaires used a subset of 18 of the issues covered in the initial inquiry
and included four variations of each: one exemplifying "extra-good" behavior
(going beyond role demands), one good behavior, one bad behavior but with
an excuse or justification provided, and one bad behavior without such an
excuse. Children were asked about the extent to which the actor should or
should not have behaved in the way presented, the praise or blame deserved
for the act (responsibility), and appropriate reward or punishment, if any.
Preliminary analyses have been conducted for the measure of responsibility.
These incorporate, first, the act's experimentally varied degree of goodness
or badness and the domain (or particular norm) in question; second, the children's
demographic characteristics; and third, to be presented in a subsequent section,
the impact of teacher variables and correlation between children's and teachers'
responses to these questionnaires. We thus omit here consideration of chidren's
responses to the "should" or reward/punishment ifems, as well as certain com-
plexities in the experimental design that yOuld not affect interpretations
of overall results (possible differences between omissions and commissions
of good versus bad deeds, and possible effects of sex of perpetrator, which
was varied for an overall 50:50 division).

Among the 18 issues, the four domains of classroom life were nearly

equally represented, such that the academic procedure and academic performance
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domains were represented by four issues each, and the social procedure and
social/moral by five issues each. Summary scores could thus readily be pro—
duced for each domain, and an initial analysis done to ascertain effects of
domain, the four variations in level of goodness-badness, and interaction
between the two. A repeated measures analysis of variance was thus conducted
for these two repeated measures factors. Table 14 presents the cell means
and marginals for children's responsibility ratings. Scores could vary from

1 (very good) through 6 {neutral) to 11 (very bad).

Insert Table 14 about here

Results showed that main effects of both variables and the interaction
between them were all significant. The most dramatic effect was that of the
goodness versus badness of stimuli (F=1999.2, d.£f.=3,1014, p<.0l), where the
break came between good and bad stimuli; differences between acts designated
as "extra good" and those considered good, or between acts considered as bad
with excuses and those considered bad, were not significant by post hoc con-
trasts. Thus the image that emerges is one of a dichotomous world from the
child's point of view, where deeds are unambiguously either good or bad,_but
where variations in degrees of each go unattended. The effect of domain,
although much less substantial (F=35.2, 4.£.=3,1014, p<.0l), was nevertheless
highly significant. Planned contrasts (1) between social versus academic
domains showed higher average scores for the social domains, which inspection
revealed to be due to bad stimuli being rated worse there; (2) between pro-
cedural and non-procedural domains, showed procedural to have higher average
scores, due to good stimuli being rated as less good; and (3) betwgen social

procedure and academic performance versus the other two domains, showed the
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former to have higher average scores due to more extreme ratings of bad stimuli.
. The interaction between domain and goodness-badness, also highly significant
(F=35.7, d.f.=9,3042, p <.0l1), can be examined in Table 14. It can perhaps
most readily be summarized in terms of relative good~bad gaps by domain.
Although the social/moral domain revealed the most extreme differentiation
between good and bad stimuli, it also revealed the least differentiation

within such stimuli; the two academic domains were irtermediate in their

degree of differentiation between and within stimulus types; and the social
procedure domain showed the smallest gap between good and bad stimuli. The
pattern for this last domain was an odd one, in that children were highly
sensitive to excuses in the bad stimuli, and yet neither rated the good stimuli
as very good nor even re;ponded to the distinction between good and "extra:
good" stimuli in the predicted direction. This latter pattern, in particular,
led us to look more minutely at the responses to norms taken individually

in searching for an explanation of the findings.

A parallel analysis done for four levels of the goodness-badness variable
by 18 levels of norm then revealed to us an inadequacy in our interpretation
of "extra-good" from the child's point of view. Not surprisingly, both main
effects and the interaction were again significant. What was of interest
to us, however, was any unusually large difference between conditions (and
especially anomalous differences) for given norms. In the social procedure
domain, two issues (i.e., two sets of four stimuli) had dealt with classroom
roles: erasing or not erasing a blackboard, and watering or not watering
a plant. The bad versus bad-with-excuse conditions for both showed the two
largest differences of all 18 stimuli, possibly suggesting that with a stim-—
ulus of a highly socially contingent character children are both ready and

able to make the differentiations so generally absent here. More critically,
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the two role issues were also the only ones to show a reversal in ratings

of the two good conditions, such that merely good stimuli were rated as more
good than those that had been designated a priori as "extra—-good."™ 1In both
cases, the latter stimulus had been a child who had not been assigned the

role doing it anyway. To us, this appeared as going beyond the call of duty;
to the child, however, it seems to have been more likely interpreted as butting
in where one hadn't been authorized to do so.

Since it was thus apparent that for at least two of the norms in the
social procedure domain we had failed at adequately operationalizing the idea
of going beyond role domains, the analysis for domains by conditions was
redone using only the non-role stimuli for social procedure, giving a total
of three issues to be averaged in that domain. Results proved not to be
dramatically different from those already obtained for the full set of stimuli.

. Most importantly, the dichotomous good-bad nature of the children's judgments
remained, with large differentiation between good and bad stimuli in contrast
to insignificant differences among either good or bad conditions. Contrasts —
among pairs of domains revealed ﬁhat the social domains still showed higher
average respohsibility assignment, due to more extreme fatings of bad stimuli;
and that the procedural domains still also showed higher responsibility as-
signed, due to less extreme ratings for good stimuli. The sole change for
domains was that the contrast between social procedure and academic perform-
ance vershs the other domains (itself essentially an "interactien” contrast)
was not significant. Finally, the interaction between domain and goodness-
badness of Stimulus,iwhile still significant, differed somewhat as a function
of the changes in the social procedure domain.' The ‘two social domains showed
more overall differentiation between the good and bad stimuli than did the

academic domains; in contrast, the academic areas showed more differentiation
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among degrees of goodness and badness, especially for b%d acts versus bad
acts with excuses. Table 15 presents means and marginals for this analysis

to parallel those shown in Table 14.

[ 4

Insert Table 14 about here

The general pattern across these preliminary analyses suggests two key
feaéures of children's judgments of classroom responsibility. First, the
goodness of an act, its adherence to norms, Or the badness, its violation
of norms, is of overwhelmingly greater importance in its judgment than either
degrees of rightness-wrongness oOr the domain of classroom.life involved.
Second, differentiation among features of an act emerges most strongly in
those areas most socially contingent or classroom-taught: in the academic
areas themselves and, with certain surprises for the in\ 2stigators, for ex-
plicit classroom roles. Both the in;ensity and the noncontingent character
of responses to social/moral norms, in contrast, ..4d seem to reflect their
importance as moral, rather than conventional, norms for life inside and
outside classroom walls (e.g., Turiel, 1978). %

To simplify preliminary analyses for effects ¢ £ children's characteristics
on ratings, we utilized eight dependent vériableS, consisting of averages
for each of the four domains for good versus bad stimuli. In addition to
yielding a simple be;wéen-subjects analysis, use of these variables provides
parallels to earlier’analyses involving iméortance and feelings ratings.
Analyses of each for simple main effects of grade, sex, and social class
(entered hierarchically) revealed patterns similar.to those for the earlier

ratings of norms themselves, as illustrated in Table 16. 1In all eight analyses,
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fifth graders assigned scores of lower intensity than did first gfaders_——
assigning less praise to good acts and less blame to bad ones. Sex differ-
ences emerged in five of eight comparisons, in all cases involving females'
rating good acts as more praiseworthy and bad acés more blameworthy; these
differences were also heavily concentrated in the social areas, with no boy-
girl differences in academic performance ratings or in bad acts for academic
procedure. Finally, four social class differences proved significant, with
working class children always rating good acts more praiseworthy and bad acts
more blameworﬁhy; these differences were chiefly concentrated in the academic
areas, in contrast to the sex differences, with more extreme judgments by
working c.ass children for both of the academic performance variables as well

as for good stimuli within academic procedure.

These responsibility judgments thus prove to be a function of children's
own charaﬁteristics in ways that rather closely parallel the earlier findings
for normative conformity on importance and feelinge. First graders, girls,
and working class children each again reveal greater normative conformity
in evaluating individual acts of rule adherence oOr rule breaking. The pattern
for girls is again not particularly consistent witﬁ patterns of teacher com-
munication to them, in that sex differences concentrate in the social areas
where there is either little teacher communication or little sex differen-
tiation in that communication; in the academic performance area, in contrast,
a real difference-in teacher communication to the sexes does not translate

into a difference in their assignments of praise or blame. Finally, greater
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working class conformity to norms again emerges as concentrated in the aca-
demic areas, despite an absence éf differential teacher communication to
suggesﬁ why this should be so. 1In combination with the results now presented
for intrinsicness of reasoning, these results indicate that greater normative
conformity is found in first graders and in working class children coupled
with a more extrinsic orientation toward those norms; but also in girls,

without parallel evidence of greater extrinsicness.

Effects of teacher communication andlstructural variables. The presence
of some effects of teacher communication on children's juégments of importance
and feelings and on the intrinsicness of their reasoning suggested'conducting
analyses for their possible effects on children's responsibility judgments.
Again heuristically employing the eight summary dependent variables for re-
sponsibility judgments across domains and goodness-badness of stimuli, analyses
tested for the impacts of percentage attributions in the acadeﬁic per formance
domain, of percentage expectations/sanctions in academic procedure, and of
percentage expectations/sanctions in social procedure. Each regression used
grade, the communication variable, and the interaction of the two entered
hierarchically, since grade again promised to be an important control variable.
Of 48 possible significant effects (i.e., three variables by eight dependent
variables with main or interaction effects possible), only four proved sig-
nificant — a nearly random rate. However, these effects were concentrated
entirely in the academic performance domain — suggesting that, however weak,
they were in fact nonrandom and deserving of attention. Table 17 reports
appropriate partials for the significant results; three involved interactions
with grade, while only pne represented a main effect. It_should be empha-
sized that déspite the meaningful clustering of effects, all were quite small,

especially in comparison with the effect of grade itself.
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Insert Table 17 about here

Both teacher's percent attributions in academic performance and expecta-
tions/ sanctions in academic procedure affected the child's evaluations of
academic performance good stimuli, and these effects were similar. Each
interacted/with grade such that for first graders, the teacher communication
variable depressed ratings of praiseworthiness, while for fifth graders it o
led to rating the acts as more praiseworthy. This result ip some respects
resembles earlier effects of these variables: the negative impact of attribu-
tion percentage among first graders paralleling its effect on intrinsicnéss,
and the at least partially positive impact of déademic procedure expectations/
sanctions paralleling its positive effects on importance ratings. Yet éﬁe
patterning of the grade interaction for the latter variables lends a cautionary
note with respect to'interpreting these data, one that is then amplified in
considering the role of the social procedure expectations/sanctions variable.

The sole main effec; of these teacher communication vardables, that of
social procedure expectations/sanctions on responsibility for academic per-
formance good stimuli, is seemingly straightforward. Increaises in the per-
centage of social procedure communication devoted to expectations or sanctions
lead to lower ratings éf praiseworthiness of acts. Given the heavily negative
character of such communication, this result appears both consistent with
prior results for importance ratings and readily interpretable in terms of
children's reactions to a negative classroom climate. Yet from the standpoint
of those piior data and that interpretive framework‘.the final significant
result then appears anomalous. For ratings of responsibility for bad acts

-

. . . . . . ; .
in the academic performance domain, social procedure expectations/sanctions
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had an interactive effect with grade such that they depressed ratings of
blameworthiness among first graders but increased them among fifth gfaders.
The grade difference runs qpposite to that one would expect based on the
children's own intrinsicness and likely reactance against a negative climate;
further, it sheds a new and disturbing light on the previously noted (and
parallel) interaction found for academic procedure expectations/scnctions.
While these results are relatively trivial in statistical térms, we
consider them to be substantively important in pointing to the potentially
key — =nd comple; — role of teacher negativity in predicting children's
responsibility judgments. Before conducting these analyses for impact of
teacher communication, we had concluded that the appropriate teacher struc- -
tural variable to use in §}edicting children's responsibility judgments was
teacher negativity rather than its alternative correlate ﬁgﬁagerial efficiency,
as used in prior analyses, giveﬁ that negativity appeared directly tied to
notions of responsibility. A teacher's negative communication is, among other
things, information about (usually irfdividual) responsibil%}y — for negativity
reflects teacher correctives, teacher sanctions, and teacher "oughts" and
"ought nots." From this standpoi;t, greater teacher negativity has a two-
sided character: }t provides information at the same time that it is affectively
aversive.‘ Looked at in terms of children's attention spans, processing capabili-
ties, and the like, one might then expect teacher negativity to have a more
positive impact in higher grades as these capabilities increase. Yet on the
affective side,‘if greater intrinsicness of reasoning yields éréater reactance
to such negativity, one would expect an affective pull in the opposite direc-
tion in the more intrinsic higher grade levels. Thus we anticipated that,
first, teacher negativity might play an important role in.predicting children's

responsibility judgments; second, if it indeed had this dual cognitive and
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affective impact on responsibility judgments, that results with variables
such as grade-might be cdmplex ones; and finally, that results for negativity
migh; therefore help to clarify the otherwise anomalous interaction effects
found for teacher communication variables.

Because of the greater theoretiéal relevance of teacher negativity to
responsibility 5ﬁdgments, then, regressions for teacher structural variables
were run for teacher negativity, teacher openness, and their interactions
as predictors of children's judgments of praise and blame. Prior analogous
runs for managerial efficiency consisted of series of three-variable hier-
archical regressions, first with each variable with grade and social class

controls plus their interactions, then for the two variables (opennesé and

managerial efficiency) with grade controlled plus interactions. Because

_negativity was more highly collinear with openness than was true of managerial

efficiency, these runs alone yielded occasional anomalies in‘results for
responsibility judgments. Therefore we also conducted;a four;variable re-
gression with grade, social class, negativity, and openness plus interactions,
and adopted as a conservative strategy the rule of only considering results

as significant when they appeared in both the three- and four-variablé analyses.
As has been done for prior analyses, regressions were conducted for the eight
summary dependent variables of responsibility by domain and by goodness/badness
of stimulus. Table 18 presents partial correlatigns for structural variable’

effects robust across analyses.

Insert Table 18 about here

Effects of openness on responsibility judgments appear virtually nil.

No main effects of openness survive the test of consistency across runs, while
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only thfee interactions survive, all small and all inQolving bad stimuli.
Plots of these ingeractions revealed that-in the social procedurg area, open-
ness increased ratings of blameworthiness for working class children. 1In
the social/moral area, openness depressed a551gned plamewor thiness among first
graders but had no effect among fifth graders. Finally, in the academic per-
formance area, openness increased assignment of blame slightly in first grade,
more strongly in fifth. Although effects were few and were_ihdividually of
small size, they form a general pattern in which openness has positive. ef-
fects on responsibility judgment — if at all — among more intrinsic recipients;.
for widdle class and fifth grade children reason more intrinsically thén,
respectively, working class aﬁd first grade children. |
Negat1v1ty, in contrast, had a number of robust effects on respon51b111ty
judgments. Its sole main effect, on judgments of good stimuli in the social/
moral domain, was to depress the rated praiseworthiness of acts;fthis effect
is consistent with what would be expected from the affective role teacher
negativity as theoretically seen as playing in the classroom. One pattern.
of intéractions, however, proves both empirically striking and'congruent with
an iﬁformation—plus-affect interpretation of negativity's impact. For all
eight measures of responsibility, social class and negativity interac&ed,_
such that for the middle class children increasing teacher negativity depressga\
ratings of praise or blame, while fo; workgng class children greater teacher
negativity enhanced préisé/blame ratings. For the relatively more extrinsic
children, then, negativity appears t% have a positivg impacg‘that may reflect
its informational quality; for more intrinsic children,‘it has a negative
impact that may reflect its affective meéning.

Results for interactions of grade with negativity, three of which were .

robust across runs, can be seen as further evidence for a two-sided impact
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of negativity on children's responsibility judgments. These three, for the
good stimuli in the social procedure domain and the‘bad stimuli in both aca-

denmic performance%éﬁd academic procedure, showed the same patterning among
- grades py social class. The overall interaction in each case was a tendency
for first grade childrén to show a negative (depressive) effect of teacher
negaﬁivity on praise/blame assigned and fifth grades to show a positive (en-
hancing) éffect. More detailed examination of this prima facie anomalous
result showed that in each case both fifst and fifth graders in the working
class schools showed positive effectg, while first graders in middle class
schools showed a negative effect and fifth éraders no'impact. We would in-
terpret this pattern as indicative of two forces at work — the informational
‘aspect‘of negativity_tending to render its impact positive, versus ;ﬁe-af—
fective aspect tending to render its impact negative. For the working class
schools these twd effects then yield a positive impgct at soth grade levels,
although potentially more for affective reasons in the early grade Snd for

informat10na1 ones in the later grade. For the middle class children the

affective aspect of negat1v1ty ylelds a depre551ve effect in first grade,

while the affeétive and informational aspects counteract one another 'among

5 fifth graders to yield an apparent absence of effect. Although this inter-—
.pretation must cegtainly be considered speculative at -this poiht, any adequate
account ofmthe patterns found must include an explanation of the absence of
.effect amoné midd1e c1ass fifth graders. The presence of two counteractive
.effects posited here is both consistent with the empirical results and a
theo;etically plausible account of the meaning of negafivity in the context
of responsibility judgments.

The sole other robust effect of negativity, as summarized «in Table 18,

appeared in a three-way interaction with grade and social class for bad stim-
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uli in the social procedure domain. Examination of the pattern showed that

in the middle class schools the effect of negativity moved in a positive
direction between first and fifth grade, while in’ the working class schools

it moved in a negative direction. This pattern can alsé be seen as a further
indication that opposing forces — counteracting impagts of negativity on
judgments — are at work in producing the overall patterns of responsibility
judgments. From that viewpoint, the countervailing impact of information
(positive direction) shows most clearly where intrinsicness was originally
high; the impact of affective reaction (negative direction) shows most clearly
where intrinsicness was originally low.

Results for particular aspect; 0. teacher communication and for general
features of classroom structure thus present an overall pattern of results
that are internally consistent and informative regarding the meaning of teacher
negativity in the context of responsibility judgments. Although effects of
all such variables were small, their consistency — and especially the eight
fepetitions of a social class-negativity interaction — make them noteworthy.
As in earlier analyses, the meaning of teacher stimuli proved to be condi-
tioned by the development of the child receiving those stimuli. In contrast
to earlier results, however, the pattérns'found for teacher negativity suggest
that it plays two contradictory roles in guiding children's responsibility
deciSions: facilitating such judgments by providing information, an effect
understandable in terms of a social learning model; and depressing the in-
tensity of such judgments through provoking an affective reaction that takes
on greater intensity as the child's own intrinsic reasoning dgevelops. The
otherwise anomalous results found earlier for teacher expectations and sanc-

tioning can then be understood in terms of the negativity that characterizes

such communications, and the general patterns both for these variables and
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for negativity itself can be seen as a trade-of{ between negativity's informa-
rional and affective aspects. Thus the most important conclusions regarding
effects of teacher com ‘'nication and classroom structure appear to be that
teacher nega.ivity indeed plays an important role in children's responsibility
judgments, but that this variable's two-fold meaning makes its impact an
ambiguous one.

The impact of teachers' own judgments on children's ratings. Although

relationships between various elements of teacher communication or classroom
structure and children's responses can provide hints at whether and how teachers
affect children's judgments éf responsibility, they do not directly tell us

that the teacher's own views have an impact on those of éhe child:' With re-
gard to the responsibility quéstionnaire, we have an opportunity to obtain

a direct test of whether this is so, given that teachers themselves also

filled out these questionnaires. For the 16 teachers who returned them, then,
we can analyze whether there is a corrglation between the teacher's response
and those of the children, and can incorporate it in a model that also as-
sesses possible differences by grade level.

Eight hierarchical regressions were therefoie run, again separating good
and bad stimuli for each of the four domainsz and including in the regression
the variables of grade, teacher score, and their interaction in hierarchical
order. Four main effects emerged, one ror each set of bad stimuli. 1In all
cases the teacher's score was positively correlated with her children's ratings.
One interactive effect emerged in the good stimuli for academic performance;
it proved to result from a negligible negative relationship in first grade,
but a substantial positive one in fifth, between teacher's and children's
scores.

Such results are of course correlational, and do not prove that the

teacher's rating in any sense causes those of the children; further, the
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results do not even prove that there is any specific linkage between a teacher
and her pupils. One could easily argue, for example, that results simply

show that adults and chiitdren judge bad things gimilarly. One plausible
comparison which is readily available, however, can shed light on these pos-
sibilities. If indeed the association is simply a general one bgtween adults
and children, then a random match between teachers and children should yield
results.similar to those already obtained. If a random match proves different,
it indicates that the association between teachers and their pupils is a re-
sult of their pairing in the classroom; and, given the discrepancy in their
respective roles and experiences, at least suggests that children are learning
their responses from the teacher rather than the reverse.

A random-match parallel to the previous models was therefore constructed
by first randomly associating children from given classrooms with teachers
available for assignment. Then children's responses were regressed on grade,
their randomly matched teacher, and the interaction between the two. Results
proved dramatically different from those already reported for actual teachers.
Only three main effects reached significance, and in all three cases (two
bad sets of stimuli, one good) the randomly matched teacher's score was sig--
nificantly negaiivelg correlated with the children's. It is thus apparent
that children's answers are associated with those of their teacher. as an
individual — and not simply as an adult — and at least plausible that teachers
are producing this similarity through their communication in the classroom.

The coﬁgruence between these results and earlier ones concerning the
nature of communication further heightens the possibility that teachers are
literally teachiﬁg views of responsibility. The specificity of the effects
themselvés is suggestive, in that all main effects concerned bad stimuli and

that this was true for all domains. Recalling the overwhelming negativity
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to it, and just how they adhere to it, can be highly informative about what
the socialization process may mean for any of the specific classroom acts
being thereby encouraged or discouraged.

It is already established that the adult's allocation of punishment,
at minimum, can be modeled to an almost perfect degree with a simple linear
function such that the more serious the offehse, the more severe the punish-
ment deemed appropriate — 1i.e., justice as desert (Hamilton and Rytina,
1980). Thus two questions that emerge for data on children concern, first,
whether children exhibit such a justice structure and, second, whether it
holds across good deeds as well as misdeeds. Furt?er, the Hamilton and Rytina
paper also raised a theoretical issue about the cognitive structure of norms,
in the course of testing normative consensus on whether the "punishment should
fit the crime."™ The authors identified itwo meanings of normative consensusA
that are usually confounded: consensus on evaluation of the stimuli in ques-
tion, versﬁs consensus on use of the principle involved. Thus with respect
to crimes and punishments, it is one thing to agree with one's fellows in
evaluating, say, assault for its seriouéness or five years in prison for its
degree of severity; it is another thing to agree with the principle that thé
punishment should fit the crime. These components of ;onsensual evaluation
versus consensual principle application can be pulled apart given the appro-
priate data. We will briefly outline the type of data and the modeling strategy
needed in the context of the children's data from the present project.

To assess whether a norm of justice — in this case the general model
that reward/punishment be deserved — is operating, one needs data abcut the
inputs, the outcomes, and their match.' For the iaputs, the deeds, we have
ratings of their importance from the importance/feelings questionnaire; "good

versions" (e.g., comforting another child, not tijghting) can simply be as-
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of teacher communication, it appears likely that what teachers are communi-
cating most thoroughly about responsibility concerns negative outcomes.
Certainly their volume of communication is consistent with this pattern of

apparent causal impact.

Children's Models of Classroom Justice: Norms as Rules and Norms as Rote

Thus far we have explored several facets of children's learning the norms
of classroom life. First, we have directly examinedvteachers' communication
that is geared to socializing the student role. Second, we have explored
children's judgments regarding several facets of the norms that make up that
role: judgments of importance of norms, reasoning about why the norms are
important, affect about meeting or failing to meet normative expedtétions,
and assessment of the degree of praise or blame deserved by others who conform
or fail to conform to normative expectations. Third, we have repeatedly
explored the impact of children's own demographic characteristics and teacher
communication or classroom structural variables ‘on children's thinking about
the student role. What we have not yet faced is the question of just what
it means cognitively for a child — a first grader or fifth grader — to hold:
a norm about classroom life, or in what ways a child's normative thinking

might differ from that of an adult. ‘Thanks to the juxtaposition of data from
the first year of the study in which we asked about importance of norms, in
one questionnéire, énd rewards and punishments for conformity/nonconformity
in its follow-up, we are able to give a preliminary model of the cognitive
structure of a norm tﬁat may be central to thé socialization process: the
norm that rewards and punishments be meted out in accordance with desert.
Such a justice norm encompasses, orders, and makes consistent children's

reactions to the full range of classroom good deeds, misbehaviors, rewards,

and punishments. Thus thc questions of whether children consistently adhere
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signed their original- numerical values and "bad versions®™ (e.g., not comfort-
ing another, fighting) their original values with a minus sign. For the
outcomes, the teacher rewards/punishments, we also have ratings from the same
questionnaires which can be treated in parallel fashion; The matching‘opera—
tion utilizes the responsibility questionnaire, in which children made re-
ward/punishment assignments among their other decisions in assessing the
experimentally varied stimuli. Assignment of the same importance ratings
to the varied versions represents a relatively conservative strategy, as
experimenta11§~created differenqes would tend to dampen appareni adherence
to a justice norm. (For example, iﬁportance assigned to a good versus extra
good experimental version would be the same, based on the initial question-
naire; thus any”differences in reward assigned to them would appear as noise
for the purposes of the present modeling.)

Children could appear to be upholding a desert-based model of justice
according to two quite different underlying processes, which can be separated
.by an appropriate analysis strategy. A first model we -~ ' call consensus

based on rote learning; a second, consensus based on ruic apylication. Hamilton

and Rytina (1980) provide an extended account of rc¢ gersus . Jlle processes
with respect to crime and punishment:

. . . justice norms as cognitive entities shoul: involve che individual
iri the use of a principle or rule that orders purcepti as and determines
valuations. An alternative version of what norrs me- . involves the
simple rote learning of the "way things are" in ,Lven social world.
.Under this model, an individual's apparent use of a principle like just
deserts could represent nothing more taan rote learning o the socially
understood seriousness and punishments fcr various crimes — perhaps
through a process of repeated association on TV, in the newspapers, and
so forth. Under such a model, group averages reflect the outcome of

this learning process, and individual judgments are imperfect reflections
of these aggregate social facts. The extent to which individual responses
display an apparent pattern would not reflect personal adherence to a
principle of just deserts; instead, individual-level correlations would
be a joint result of the extent to which group averages display a mono-
tonic fit anc the degree of the individual's success in reproducing the
group averages. (p. 1135]
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This distinction between rote and rule versions of a rorm of justice rests
on the possibility of separating out consensus on social stiwuli from con-
sensus on a rule for ordering Fh?se stimuli.
Tests for the forms of consensus and subsequently for rote versus rule
norm application involve three steps in assessing childrzn's justice data.
A first step is to test for.apparent adherence to a justice rule at the in-
dividual level. This involves the within-individual sorrelation between input
values.(importance ratings for good/bad stimuli) and outcome values (extremity
ratings for the rewards/punishments matched to the stimuli by the individual
child). This step provides some indication of normative dissenéus,in the
sense of not fitting the input to the outcome in, &t minimum, & monotonic
fashion — i.e., dissent from the justice principle. A second step involves
calculating group averages for all stimuli and out~omet -.nd c¢ssessing individuals'
degree of correlation with group'judgments. This step provides an indication
of normative dissensus in the sense of disagreement on concrete stimuli.
For both types of measure, demographic correlates of dissensus can be assessed.
The final step — the testing for rote va2:suc rule versions of principle

adherence — incorporates the information from ~he firét two. Figure 1,
model a, illustrates é model for the rote-learning version of justice as
desert. Following the logic of the earlier study, in a rote learning version
of norms individual evaluations of ihpucs and outcomes are each reflections
of aggregate evaluations; therefore the individual-level fit of inputs to
‘outcomes can be found by multiplication around the model, as it would be the

. product of ind?vual's fit of input evaluations to aggregate evaluations, the
aggregate fit of inputs to outcomés, znd the individual's fit of outcome
evaluations to aggregaté evaluations. The "rote" element of this model can

be identified by considering the arrows representing the correlation of errors

(deviations u and v) — i.e., the correlation of individual deviations from
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vaggregate input and outcome assessments. If deviations are uncorrelated,

it indicates éhat apparent use of the justice principle at the individual

level can be accounted for by agfeement with group assessments. Degree of
positive correlation of the deviations, in contrast, indexes the extent to
which individuals use a principle in ordering judgments: showing that if

they deviate from the group on input evaluations, they then corresp0ndingly
deviate in assigning reward and punishment. (AS Hamilton and Rytina note,

this is actually a conservative test for the presence of a cognitive principle,
since rule-applyiné children who happen to agree with the group would not

show correlated errors. But fit attributable to consensual forces could
reflect either rote or rule learning, while correlated deviations un%mbiguously
reflect applying the principle.) Because model a is not always appropriate
due to identification restrictions, we he;e estimate model b from Figure 1,
paralleling the prior Hamilton-Rytina ;nalysis; this just identified model
serves equally well for testing the alternative normative models through

examining correlation of the deviations.

Results. In the earlier research with adults, it was possible to test
alternative functional forms for the justice equation given that the data
were obtained by a psychophysical scaling procedure and therefore theoretically
ratio in nature (see Hamilton and Rytina, 1989). Results indicated that a
proportional model of jusgice as desert, suggested by equity theorists such
as Adams (1965), was not supported by the data and that instead a simple

monotonic matching, as favored by other researchers such as Harris (1976),
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adequately described those adult data. Thus the present paraliel analyses

for children's classroom justice simply utilized linear rggressiéns within

child, with the child's reward/punishme;t score to be regressed on the goodness/
bédness evaluation of the stimulus act. The within-individual r then indexes
the extent of monotoﬁic match between deed and sanction.

For the 318 children on whom data from both questionnaires was available,
the degree 9f apparent adherence to a justice principle was high. The overall
within—iﬁdividual correlation between inputs and oﬁtcomes averaged .71, with
the median r an even more substantial .76. Thus one version of normative
consensus,tlhat concerning use of tﬁe justice principle involved, would appear
to be quite substantial; the adult data regarding crime and punishment, for
example, showed a within-individual r of .67 for abstractly defined crimes
and .79 for concrete ex;mples. It should be recalled, however, that this
within-individual correlation can‘be a function of simple rote processes and
needs to be. examined in light of consansﬁs of the other sort, that with the
groué average in evaluating social objects.

Consensus with the group proves to be quite high in the classroom data.
The average correlation of individual assessments of inputs with the group mean
for those inputs was .94, and the median an even higher .96; the average

correlation of individual output evaluations with the group mean for outputs

was a somewhat lower..75, with a median of .81.. The totally aggregated model,

.predicting average sanctions from average input evaluations, showed an r of
}

.98 between the two. These data largely parallellihose found for adults
regarding negative ac}s, where the average aggregate r was .98 or .97 (for
abstract or concrete crimes), but where consensus between individuals and
proup averages was somewhat lower (.71 and .77 for abstract and concrete in-

puts, .73 and .75-for abstract and concrete outcomes). Adult and child data
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differ in a variety of ways such that formal comparisons are inappropriéte
here, but the adult data are included for general information purposes in
part because the size of relationships :s so unusualiy large. Both adults
and children tend to agree highly with their fellows about the objects of
justice assessments, and both adults and children to a high dégree match up
those objects consistently with a model of justice as desert. Acts seen as
good are  rewarded; those seen as evil, punished. And the matchings are done
with what is, in the aggregate, an almost uncannily perfect fit.

It is not yet clear, however, that children's justice as desert i= meted
out by rule rather than by rote. Estimations of the model in Figure 1 (b)

»

were therefore made for all children. (Note that since the issue is one of
within-individual association, the data provide 318 separate estimations of
the model, or in a sense replicat;ons of the test for correlated errors.)
The partial correlation within individaal of inputs with outcomes, having
contrqlled for the correlation of each individual's scores with the group
averages and for the association of the group averages with one another, is
the indicator of whether deviations are themselves principled. The children's
data show no evidence of use of a justice principle over and above agreeing
with groué ascessments — i.e., rote learning. The mean partial r is .05,
;he median .04, and overall 60% show partials greater than 2ero and 40% zero
or less. To indicate how Lhis might instead appear, the adult data are again
instructive, showing median partials of .40 and .62 (for abstract and concrete
crimes); and virtually'all adults showed positive partials, 82% for abstract
offenses and 93% for concrete ones. Thus children, in assessing classroom
goods and bads, exhibited an adherence to jusgice as deservingness that over-

all strongly resembled that shown by adults in evaluating crime; but they

did so by a distinctly different cognitive route. Strong adherence to a norm

73
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of justice can be arrived at by rule application, or by rote learning. Within
the age ranges of this study, at least, the child's vision of classroom justice
is clearly the justice of rote rather than the Jjustice of rule.

Demographic determinants. "In exploring the meaning of children's Jjustice-

by-rote, demographic characteristics held some promise of clarifying this
model. 1In particular, grade level seemed likely to relatedvto some or all
components of the model, and fifth graders likely to show some evidence of
principle application as a fd;ction of cognitive development. Possible ef-
fects of sex andnéocial class were less clear. The earlier study with adqlts
had found evidence of less use of a just'deser; model (for either rote or‘
rule reasons) by lower income¢ and black respondents,. as well as less evidence
v )
of principled deviation (correlated errors) among ggméies (Hamilton and Rytina,
1980); but the predictive power of such results for still-developing working
class children or girls was uncertain. .

With respect to clearcut use of a justice principle, as evidenced by
correlated deviations in‘the model of Pigure 1, no demographic differences
whatever emerged. The lack of relgéionship is of course most surprising for
grade level; its absence caé perhaps best be taken as evidence that, despiteh
gains over first graders on such variables as intrinsicness of reasoning or
consistency between ratings of importanée and affect, as noted earlier, fif;h
graders are simply not formal operational and hence not consistently utilizirg
a cognitive principle to order their justice assestsments. |

Larger surprises emerged,._however, in considering the other components
of the model. Correlations for each component, summarized in Table 19, reveal
no relationships of consensus with social class, save one weak tendency for

working class children to show less overall linkage of inputs to outcomes

accoréing to desert, a result consistent with the prior study of adults; this

!
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overall;{inkage, however, can be a function of either rote or rule processes.
/ Sex'differenceé show females to be significantly moge in agreement with group

averages in evaluating both inputs and outcdnes, and additionally showing
a stronger overall within-individual correlation between the two. Given the

" other results, this last finding of more use of just deserts-based matching
by girls can proﬁébly'be attributed to rote \eirning processes; for the girls

" agree more with the group consensus concerning both inputs and associated
outcomés, and the group average match between the two Qas a near-perisct .98.
These resﬁlts are consistent with general evidence of greater normative con-

f-formity by girls found elsewhere in these data. The results for grade dif-
ferénces, in-contrast to6 those for social class or sex, form the true surprise.
Parallel with the results gér sex differences, fifth gréders emerge as sig-
.nificantly lower in overall within-individual justice correlation, lower in
agreement with group averages regarding inputs, andrlower in agreement re-
garding outcomes. It is possible to argue that ttiese differences, like those
for sex, are a result of rote forces and hence can be discounted; accosé?hq\/\\
to this .interpretation, the ggade differences would thus reflect greater'
normative conformity oﬁ the part of first graders, a pattern also found else-
where in the data. But we felt that it would be‘facile to do so yithout a A
further probe of the drade effects, especially in light of the a priori ex-
pectations of signs of further cognitive development on the part of fifth
graders. This further probe, described below, .indeed proved to reveal subtle

evidences of development as well as exposing a major way in which the children's

justice judgments contrast with those of adults.
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A pared-down dataset of 299 childreh was prepared, including those cases
with both input and outcome data for 140 out of the 144 possible valueé (72
stimuli times input/outcome). Whiie;average values for this dataset differed
only trivially from those for the overall data {and hence the results reported
earlier did not need revision),.it ;as possible to eliminate certain altérna—
tive hypotheses by using it — ;uch as, for example, the hypothesis that grade
differences were a function ofAdifferehtially’bad data or. incomplete responses.
A variety ofldifferent statistics were examined in this smaller data set,
i?cluding examination of judgments for domain differences or for differences
between good énd bad stimuli, examinations of variances as well as means,
and the like. Domain differences proved unimportant;'but the distinction
Letween good and bad stimuli revealed a key pattern in the daia, and considera-
tion of variances as well as means provided a clue to evplainin; the grade
differences.

A look at the justice data divided into their good and bad stimulus
halves showed a striking result: Within the halves, there was no within-
individual correlation between input and outcome values. Within good stimuli,
the assgciation averaged .05:.within bad stimuli, .09. Within each stimulus
type, the correlation between input and outcome was significantly higher for
‘fifth graders than for first, housgver. For good stimuli, the average first
grade cor;elgtion was .02, while thiat of fifth graders was 307; for bad stim-
uli, thezfirst graders avéfaged..04, in.éﬁntrast to the fifth graders' .13.
u&hese stand in contrast to average correlations across good and bad stimuli
of .79 for first graders versus .66 fér fifth graders. . On a more detailed |
look, then, children's justice judgments are highly ordered — Sut ordgred

*only with respect to the single broad principle of good versus bad. 1In parallel

with the results for responsibility judgments, those for justice show a single

§2
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distinction to be salient, with litrle differentiation beyond. While it may

be highly ordered overall, the child's world of classroom acts is a categorical
one:of goods versus evils, and the child’s classroom justice is categorical
justice.

The input~-outcome judggents of fifth graders, then, are more strongly
assoclated wa:hin these two worlds ef goods and evils, one sought-for piece'
of evidence for their advanced cognitive development. A second evidence of
difference then emerges in considering the variability of responses. In. -
attempting to account for :he reverse relations of grade to the everall and
good/bad‘galf data, we examined the standard deviations of input and outcome
evaluations overall and by halves. The overalljstandard deviations were both
hignly correlated with grade — -.48 for inputs and -.52 for outccmes — and
strongly related to overall justice matching — correlated .34 in the case
of inputs -and .51 in the case of outcomes. Input-outcome matching according
to a justice function within halves, in contrast, was negatively correlated
with overall standard deyiationé.

| One way to make sense of such patterns in light of choices made hy the
children rs to argue that they reflect increased discriminativéwabilities
on the part ef f;fth greders. The first graders are‘using the extreme ratings,

b1polar121ng their evaluations, to a greater extent than their fifth grade.

counterperts. This b1polar1zat1on yields large overall standard deviations.

Yet by not bipolarizing, fifth graders actually show higher degrees of’dis-
criﬁinatron inAeveluating inputé within halves, as inde®ed by larger stahdard
deviations for‘them;there. In eValuating oetcomes, a different discrimination

-appears to be at work, in that flfth graders show less variability by halves
as well as overall; this pattern seems ‘most compatlble with fifth graders

having learned that certain rewards/purishments are typical, and utilizing

53
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a more limited set in accord with that knowledge. Finer discriminations with
regard to inputs and judicious choices of approp;iate outcome then yield them
greater justice structure withig half even as they evidence less structure
overall. Empirically at least, the grade difference in assignirg punishments
proved to be crucial, for the anomalous grade difference in overall justice
"matching was eliminated when the standard deviation of outcomes wuas controlled.
But the differences in both input and outcome evaluations are of theoretical
relevance for understanding developing justice frameworks.

Overall, then, this exploration of grade differences revealed one over-
arching dichotomy in the children's judgments. and, within this dichotomy,
evidences of greater sophistication on the part of fifth graders. The power-
ful overall fit between inputs and outcomes was found to result from a di-

.chotomization into gon versus bad stimuli, with minimal 5ustice structuring
within stimulus types and maximal separation between the two. This categorical
justice universe was more so for the younger children, who tended to extreme
judgments and actually provided poorer matches of-input to outcome within
halves than did fifth graders. In addition to spreading theit evaluatibns
of input acts more finely,.fifth graders also proved to choose among a more
restricted set of rewards and punishments, perhaps as a function of knowledge
gainéa about actually likely outcomes. With variability in outcomes controlled,

—_ the two grade levels'wete‘indistinguishable inbtheir overall justice function.
Children's justice judgments in these data, then, lead to three general
conclusions. First, the justice meted out is a justice of rote rather than
rule for the most part, showing none of the evidences found in adult data

for structured cognitive deviations.. Second, the overall matching that ap-

pears so similar to adults' ‘in numerical value if not in underlying process

~
R

proves to result from a dichotomized universe of goods versus bads rather

0 34 | ,.
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than any fine discriminations within these categories. Third, demographic
comparisons yield evidence of lower conformity among working class children,
greater conformity on the part of girls, and certain tendencies away from
polarization on the part of fifth graders — short of principled dissent,

but perhaps a step toward initial formation of a justice principle.

80
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Overview and Further Research Plans

A conclusion belongs at the end, and several components of a full report
on this project remain tovbe completed, as we indicated earlier. Therefore
in the present report wc will simply outline the data analysis steps taken
and provide provisional summaries of broad patterns, with the expectation of
providing definiti-e conclusions in the addendum. Data of several types have
been analyzed and interrelated: teacher communication about the content of
the student role, student perceptions of that role, the impact of structural
variables like openness of classroom on both teacher talk and student thought,
the impact of children's demographic characterics on both, and the inter-
relationships between teacher talk and student thought. Analyses of children's
responsibility judgments and their justice models, in particular, are still
in preliminary stages, however.

It is nevertheless possible to suggest three broad patterns emerging
from these data. First, teacher communication itself and its impact on
student judgments generally fit the description we initially outlined in
Blumenfeld et al. (forthcoming; Appendix G): Teachers play a managerial
role, tﬁeir benavior largely serves those functions, and students respond for
better or worse in ways reminiscent of workers, rather than learners.
Effective managers, for example, yield more involved workers in the classroom
as elsewhere. Second, of the demographic differences among children grade
level stands out as h&ving dominant impact on student thought, as a%ficipated.
Third, teacher-communicatién has a differential impact depénding upon the
audience; the meaning of teacher messages is not always clear without knowing
the recipient, Statistically, the last pattern is reflected in numerous

interactions between variables like teacher managerial ezfficiency or teacher

’
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negativity and children's characreristics like age or social class.

In addition to further explorations of responsibility and justice
judgments, follow-up analysés will focus on two data types not covered in
the present report. First, children's perceptions of their owa classroom's
characteristics and their own achievement within it will be related to the
previously obtained data. Second, children's behavior will be linked with
their pefceptions of the student role for a subset of the children. Each of
these addition;1 data sets is seén as a key element in the larger puzzle of
how teachers communicate and students absorb the student role; for the role
has'components of épecifié classroom knowledge and judgmenté as well as
abétract views of behavioral norms--and the role ultimarely is actions, naot

merely thoughts about those actions.
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Footnotes

1 . .
0f the possible aspects of action, we th:n focus on attributi. s about
the causes of action. An extensive recent literature in social psychi® gy

attests to the potential relevance and fruitfulness of this focus.

2
Class composition of the schools was determined by conversations with
principals about the class backgrounds of students a: well as by the general

industrial characteristics of the communities concernec:

3 , . .
The teacher is referred to as "her" ('"she') throughc:. ‘or convenience,

as all but one of the teachers involved are female.

z
4 C s
Thanks are extended to cur computer and statistical comsuloznt, John Gray,

for suggesting this transformation as the most appropriate for these data.

%Mmain cotegories used in the teacher codes were modified ‘or children obser-
vations. Academic performance and procedure (academic) were combined as were
social procedure and social/moral (social/prncedural). A new domain, personal was
added. The domains were combined so as to typify 3réas of interaction in contrast

-

to specific remarks concerning norms more relevart in the teacher codes.

-

6An overall chi-square test f: - Jomain differences in kind of information
(with subcategories collapsed) did :low highly significant differences with
draﬁatic reliance on attributions in academic performance, and expectations
and sanctions dominating the other domains, as 17ould be expected from examining

the more finely differentiated table.

7 - : - . .
Very small amounts of communicat-on were addressed to small groups made

up entirely of girls ‘or boys. -Because these mirrored the results for boys anu

girls individually, théy were combined with those for individuals in these

analyses.
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8 . . . 4k . .
o ambiguous norms we mean ones in which the socialization might readily
be phrase! in terms of either commission or omission (e 2., ''don't be late"

vs. "be on time": "be neat' vs. "don't be messy").

9 . . .
It appears more plausible that the domain or topic determines the
affective tone than the reverse. Thus, given th:ir high intercorrelation,
we chose to use the more structural (and probably causal) variable to the

two.
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Fig. 1. Models of the determination of an individual's input
evaluation-outcome evaluations by sample average ratings, whe.e
I=the sample average input ratings, O=the sample average outcome
ratings, i=the individual's input ratings, o=the individua ‘s
outcome ratings, and u and v are the deviations.
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TABLE |. SUMMARY OF DATA SOURCES

N INDEPENDENT/
SOURCE NESCRIPTION YEAR | YEAR 2 DEPENDENT VARIABLE

1) Nemographic data  Children's age, sex, SE 360 children 158 children Independent
on children and achie 'ement level based
on information in school and
teacher records.

2) Ethnographic data  Extensive ethnographic 12 classes 1] classes Independent
field notes based on teacher
and student activities in the | :
room; see Bossert (1979) for
details, |

3) Teacher codes Structured observation based 16 teachers |1 teachers Independént/
. on all teacher verbal com- ' Dependent
munication to the whole'class,
small group or individual
children, over 10 hours in
math or reading lessons,
similar to Brophy-Good
(1974) system.
4) Child rating Children's ratings of class- 360 children e Dependent
of norms/ roOm NOTMS across various
responsibility domains (academic outcome,
academic procedures, social
procedures and social-moral)
as to relative "morality” for
commission or omission. Also
included was affective response
and reasoning behind judgments,
See Blumenfeld et al. (Appen-
0% dix A) for details. Follow-up 5
JJ quesionnaires assessed Jdg- - | .
ments of responsibility and m\
rewards or punishments for
ERIC | hypothetical variations in
. these X norms.




d S N INDEPENDENT/

© SOURCE DESCRIPTION . YEAR YEAR2  DEPENDENT VARIABLE
5) Child codes Structured observation 40 children 88 children Independent/
based on individual child's Nependent

interaction with teachers
and peers with respect to
social and academic feed-
back, similar to Brophy

and Good's (1974) system,

6) Childinterview Structured interview with - 158 children Dependent
sealed (1-5) questions and
open-ended questions on
children's perceptions of
ability, cffort, conduct,
peers, teacher, classroom,
etc. Interview done in
three sessions at end of

- second year, Each ses-
/ sion lasted approximately
30 minutes.
7) Teacher ratings .  Teacher rated students' 158 children Independent/
of children academic performance i Dependent

math and reading as well
as a variety of personal
traits (e.g,, aggressive,
mature) and behavioral

. characteristics (well-
behaved, casy to work
with); administered at
end of second year.
Teacher rated all chil-
dren who were inter- | Sy
viewed,

o
<




SOURCE

DESCRIPTION

. YEAR |

N

YEAR 2

INDEPENDENT/
DEPENDENT VARIABLE

8) Observer ratings
of classroom/
teacher

9) Observer ratings
of children

Observers rated different
characteristics of class-
room such as teacher
management, accountas
bility system, "climate"

of class, grouping patterns,
et¢, Administerec at end
of year after observers
had been in classroom for
approxiately 30 hours,

Observers rated different
aspects of children using
same instrument as teacher,
Only the 88 children the
observers followed for

2% hours were rated.

-

11 classes/
teachers

88 children

Independent

Independent



Table 2

Characteristics of overall teacher communication

Versus Informatives

Overall Informative
Reactivity
Bc “ore 227 21%
Afcer 78 79
a
Evaluative tone
Positive 287 A
Negative 49 71
Distribution
Academic Outcome 417 20%
Academic Procedure 31 37
Social Procedure 26 40
Social/Moral 2 3
N (clauses) 10,526 1416

a X
Ambiguous or not applicable (before) communication not presented.

&



Table 3

Domain differences ip reactivity and quality

of overall communication and informatives

Overall Communication

Academic Academic Social Social/
Performance FProcedure Procedure Moral
Percent Informativesa 10% 217 247 31%
Reactivitzb
Before 2% 477 22% 157%
After 98 53 78 85
Evaluative tonec
Positive 647 47 3% 6%
Negat ive 30 49 76 81
N(clauses) 4300 3299 2755 167
Informatives
Reactivitxd
Before 87% 347 16% 21%
After 92 66 84 79
Evaluative tonee
Positive 29% 47 2% 2%
Negative 62 63 82 81
N(clauses) 276 525 568 47

aXZ from table including informatives, feedback, and instruction =
1607, d.f. = 6, p < .0001.

b 2
X

= 2251, d.f. = 3, p < .0001.

cAmbiguous or not applicable (before) communication not presented.
Overall x = 6130, d.f. = 9, p < .0001.

9% = 90, d.f. = 3, p < .000L.

eAmbiguOus or not applicable (before) communication not presented. Overall, x2
271, d.f. = 9, p < .0001.
19y




Table 4

Distribution - tations, attyibutions, and sanctions
in t talk overall and by domain®
Academic  Academic  Social Social

Information: arall Performance Procedure Procedure Moral
Expectations

Rule 6 2 3 7 30

Consequences to self 12 6 17 11 4

Consequences to group 2 0 2 3 0

Consequences to other 7 2 3 13 21

Consequences to teacher 4 2 2 6 0

Consequences to object 2 0 1 4 0

Circumstances 10 2 13 10 6

Authority 2 1 2 3 4
Attributions

Positive effort 4% 14% 3 1% 2%

Negative effort 7 21 7 1 0

Positive ability 3 9 3 1 0

Negative ability 3 4 3 2 2

Unstable 1 2 2 0 0

Task 5 11 6 0 0

Mixed 4 13 2 1 0
Sanctions

Reward 1 1 2 1 0

Promise 0 1

Punishment 6 7 3 9 11

Threat 15 3 16 20 13

Redirection 7 0 11 7 6

N (clauses) 1414 275 524 568 47

aX2 for domain differences = 685, d.f. = 57, p < .0001.

10%




Table 5

Characteristics of overall communication to

boys, girls, and groups of students

Small Whole
Boys Girls Group Class
Reactivitva
Before 117% 10% 517% 467
After 89 90 49 54
Quality of Feedbackb
Positive 33% 417% 15% 6%
Negative 54 45 34 49
Distribution®
Academic Performance 497 617% 17% 7%
Academic Procedure 27 23 48 44
Social Procedure 22 15 35 47
Social/Moral 2 2 1 2
a 2

X° = 1851, d.f. = 3, p < .000L.

2
bAmbiguous or not applicable (before) communication not presented, Overall x =
2247, d.f. = 9, p < .0001.

¢ x2 - 1863, d.f. =9, p < .0001.
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Table 6

Student thought about classroom norms by domain:
Importance (lines) and feelings (faces) for each norm

A. Academic Performance

Feelings
Tssue Importance
Significance Significance
Overall First Grade Fifth Crade level Overall First Grade Fifth Grade level

OVERALL .66 b .59 d 3.3 3.45 3.01 d
Math Content Jh .80 10 C 350 338 342 a
Language Content .70 5 .65 c 3.30 347 3.14 d
Other Content .63 J0 Sl d 3,26 3.47 3.08 d
Language Format .57 .68 A7 d 2.90 3.27 2.3 d
Math Format .66 76 .58 d 3.11 3.4 2.81 d
OVERALL 46 Y XY, d 274 3.12 2,39 d
Math Content S .61 48 d 3.07 3.2] 2.90 c
Language Content .35 .62 49 ¢ 2.92 314 2,12 d
Other Content .40 .52 .29 d 2.64 3.12 2.2 d
Language Format .34 48 21 d 2.9 2.80 1.82 4
Math Format 52 b4 40 d 2,76 3.25 2.31 d

a) t - test p <.05

b) p<.01

¢) p $.001

d) p<.0001

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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B, Academlc Procedure

Table 6 (cont.)

Issue Importance Feelings
Significance Significance
(verall First Crade Fifth Grade level Overall First Grade Fifth Grade level

OVERALL .68 .76 60 d 3.09 3.43 2.79 d
On-Task .68 78 .59 d 3.06 3.47 2.69 __
Assistance 65 .76 .55 d 3.01 3.38 2.68 d
Persistence 75 82 .68 d 3.718 3.48 2,92 d
Readiness 64 .69 .59 b 3.07 3.42 2.76 d
Routine .65 J5 .56 d 2.96 3.37 2.58 d
Completion A0 76 Bl c 3.2 3.47 3.08 d
OVERALL 9 .68 51 d 2.91 3.23 2.63 d
On~Task .64 75 53 d 2.99 3.36 2.66 d
Assistance .37 .67 A7 d 2.8) 3.2 2,49 d
Persistence .68 .76 .6l d 3.07 3.3l 2,85 d
Readiness Sl .56 Ny b 212 2,91 2,35 ¢
Routine .62 J1 .33 d 2.99 3.36 200 d
Completion 53 .63 b d 2.8 3.2 2,35 d

a) t - test p < .05

by pg.ll
¢) p<.001
d) p < .0001
103 103
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C. Social Procedure

Table 6 (con't)

[ssue Importance Feelings
Significance Significance
Overall First Crade Fifth Crade level Overall Fiist Grade Fifth Grade level

OVERALL .62 J3 .53 d 2.93 3,36 2.3) d
Materials .69 18 .60 d 312 3,50 278 d
Place 55 68 b ¢ | w3 2.3 d
Lining Up 7 .69 45 d 2.8 3.30 2.39 d
General .59 .08 .30 d 2.81 3.0 2,41 d
Turn Taking .64 J3 .33 d 2,97 3.34 2.63 d
Role .64 J1 57 d 3.00 3.42 2.63 d
Late .63 73 54 d 2,93 3.38 2,53 d
Cleaning Up 70 81 .60 d 3.06 3.47 2.11 d
Noise .62 J2 33 d 2.89 3.32 2.30 d
OVERML 58 .69 4 d e s T d
Materials , 64 1 ,32 d 3.03 3.44 2,65 d
Place W43 97 )| d 2,42 2,88 2,00 d
Lining Up .56 70 b d 2.74 3.26 2.25 d
General .6/ 1 .58 d 2,99 3.35 2,66 d
Turn Taking 61 Jl .51 d 2.89 3.26 2,56 d
Roie .03 J1 .36 d 3.04 3.25 2.85 d
late 9 48 Jl d 2.44 2.80 2.11 d
Cleaning Up .66 19 53 d 3.03 3.40 2.69 d
Noise 60 - 15 48 d 2.84. 3.25 2.47 d

a) t -test p< .05

b) 0

¢) p < .001

d) .0001 108
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Table 6 (cont.)

D. Social/Moral

o O O D
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Issue Importance Feelings
Significance Significance

Overall First Grade Fifth Grade level Overall TFirst Grade Fifth Crade level
OVERALL 13 81 06 d 3.21 3.50 2.9 d
Conforting J8 8l 12 d 3.3 3.5 3.14 d
Aggression 10 .83 59 d 3.13 3.45 2.84 d
Lying J1 83 J1 d 3.18 3.51 2.8 d
Sharing 10 16 .6 c 3.0 3.45 3.00 4
Include Others .68 J1 .60 d 3.19 3,36 2,84 d
Playing Fair 65 73 Y d 3.09 347 2.74 d
Cheating .76 82 10 c 3.2 3.52 2.99 d
Stealing 19 83 3 b 3.3 3.50 3,18 c
OVERALL .69 76 63 d 3.14 3.40 2.91 d
Conforting .63 Jh .56 d 312 3.47 2.80 d
Aggression 18 86 J1 d 3,30 3.5 3.0 d
Lying B4 89 .80 c 3.5 3,68 3.4 C
Sharing 3] .69 46 d 2.91 3.39 2.4 d
Include Others .63 13 b d 2,96 3.2 2.1 d
Playing Falr 54 .60 49 b 2.84 3.10 2,60 d
Cheating 83 B4 82 n.s. 3,45 7,51 3.41 n.s
Stealing .89 .89 90 n.s. J.66 3,68 3. 64 1.8,
Tattling . .35 bh b d 2.12 3.03 2,44 d
Teasing 63 Jh 53 d 2.93 3.32 2,56 d

a) t - test p

b) p < .01

wepy g 11



Table 7

Partial correlations for significant sex differences
in feelings ratings.

Domain and Issue Partialr's Significance Level

Bad Books Academic Procedure

Overall .14 .01

On Task . .16 .002

Routine .11 .04
Bad Books Social Procedure

Overall .15 .005

Lining Up .14 .009

General Social

Procedure .12 .03

Late .14 .01

Cleaning Up .12 .03

Noise .15 .007
Bad Books Social/Moral

Overall .21 .0001

Comforting .14 .01

Aggression .15 .007

Lying .16 .004

Sharing .15 .005

Tattling .12 .03

Teasing .14 .008

11j




Table 8

Partial correlations for significant social class differences
in importance or feelings ratings

Importance Feelings
Domain and Issue Partial r Significance Partial r  Significance

Good Books Academic Performance

Overall .12 .02

Language Content .12 .03

Other Content .18 .0006
Bad Books Academic Performance

Overall .20 .0003 .20 .0002

Other Content .24 <.0001 .20 .0002

Language Format .11 .05 .15 .007

Math Format .14 .01 .19 .0005
Bad Books Academic Procedure

Overall n.s. .17 .002

On task .14 .01

Assistance .12 .02

Routine .19 .0006
Good Books Social Procedure

Overall n.s. 11 .05
Bad Books Social Procedure

Overall n.s. .20 .0002

Materials A 11 .05

Place .15 .005

Lining Up .18 .001

Turn Taking .15 .007

Cleaning Up .16 .003

Noise .16 .003
Good Books Social/Moral

Overall n.s. .12 .03

Aggression .24 <.0001

Including Others .11 .05

Playing fair .12 .03
Bad Books Social/Moral

Overall n.s. .11 .04

Sharing .14 ,008




Table 9

Perceptions of reasons for norms:

Percent of children mentioning each reason type
by domain and issue*

REASONS
Intrinsic Extrinsic
Extrinsic=| Extrinsic- | Reward/
i Intrinsic Helfare Social Other Puni:hment | Rules
A, Academic Outcome
Issue
Math Content §1.1%¢ 5.0 10.2 2.4 29.83’; 4.9
Language Content 4.9 4.0 11.6 26.2 27,1870 5.3b
Language Format 19.7 6.1° 6.7 1.6 1.1 6.3
Math Format 8.8 4.7 9,72 17.5° 15,3 1.4
Other Content 31.9%¢ 10.2° 23.6 9,7 25,9%¢ 5,6
B. Academic Procedure
Issue
n-task i BRI 8.4 n.8° 0.5 5.0°
Assistance 10,5, ./;s.o‘ci 6.7 16.8, 15.1 0.0,
Persistence 49,2 2.9 4,6 24,4 19.7 12,6
Readiness 28.2 8.4 2.5 b 45.8 15.5c 5.5
Rout ine 26.4 28 5,20 46.8; 04 9,3
Completion 20.4 3.2 3.7 50.0 1.0™ 4.2

4Differences in proportion of children mentioning each reason by sex, age, and socioeconomic status.

-a=grade
b=sex
e=SkS

113 11




Table 9 (continued)

REASONS
Intrinsic Extrinsic
Extrinsic- | Extrinsic- | Reward/
Intrinsic Welfare Social Other Punishment | Rules
. Social Procedure
Issue
Materals 16 65,5 TR ng |t
Place 15, 6 23.6a 6.7 22.2a 33.8 12.9
Lining Up 5.9 3.6 1.8 16.0 2.0 12.4
a,b c a,c b
General 9,7 55.0 8.4 10.1 30.3 ' 18.1
Turn Taking 2.5, 52.9:'° 12.6 9.0% 19, 7 2.3
Role 1.6 51, 3a 13.0 16. 0 20, 6a b 17.2
Late 3. 5 6. 9 4,6 38.4b 2, 1 2. 8
Cleaning Up 8.6° 52, 8 13,4 21.8 19.4° 1.1°
Noise 17.1 53.4%°¢ 6.0 12.0 19.4 6.0
D. Social/Moral
Issue

¢ er o b

Conforting 12.9 54,7 19.1a . 0.4 2. 2a be 14,7
Aggression b, 4 52,4 19.la' 26,2 28, 4 10.7
Lying 8. o 41.8° 16.9. 7.6 45, 3 11.1
Sharing 19, 1 50.7a 2.9 4,0 4.4 18.2b
Include Others 8. 0 61.3a 21.8 5.3 2, 7 10.2
Playing Fair 49, 2 22.7 26,5 14,7 13, 9 25.6
Cheat ing 19.42¢ 8.3 7.9 1.9 5.0 | 130
Stealing 13.9 42, 6 6. 0 4,2 3.9 30.1b
Tattling 3.8 13.9 14, 3 .5 £.3 9,7
Teasing 1.9 36.6 10.2 1.4 6.0 6.3

L ]
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Table 10

Consistency between importance and feelings ratings plus consistency differences
by grade, sex, and social class.

Significant partials for effect of: !

Consistency measure Overall r Grade (1/5) Sex (M/F) Class (middle/working)
Overall .54 .35°¢ - .18¢
Overall good 47 .29 - .21¢
Overall bad .57 .36° - -
Academic performance .51 .26° - .122
-good A4l .17b - .18b
-bad 42 .23° - -
Academic procedure 44 .18¢ 132 -
-good .36 142 - -
~bad 42 .20° - -
Social procedure .50 .18b - .21¢
-good .42 .le - .18b
~bad .50 142 - .16°
Social/moral .52 .33¢ - .le
-good 42 .22°¢ - 152
-bad .55 .38¢ - -
a) p£.05
b) p £ .01
c) p < .n0l
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Table 11

Partial correlations for signifylo¥it nain effects of
teacher talk variables on childrep'¥ importance ratings

Domain and Issue

Perpotlt Acadenie
PergloVysnce
AtQ¢$VutLons

Good Books

Academic Performance
Overall
Math Content
Math Format

Domain and Issue

AVAVA /AR P

Significance Level

,;z
13
A

Perpt?ly Bcadenlc
Proﬁédufe

Exp, ¥ Rgrdons/
San, 1 dong

Bad Books

Bad Books

Academic Performance
Overall
Other Content
Language Format

Academic Procedure
Overall
On Task
Assistance

Domain and Issue \

Aﬂé
8
.}Q

\12
\11
\lﬁ

Peye1t Soaial
PrycMare
Exyetliations/
SayteVlans

.02
.002
.05

Significance Level

.005
.002
.03

.03
.04
.02

Significance Level

Good Books

Bad Books

Good Books

Good Books

Academic Performance
Overall
Math Content
Language Content
Other Content
Language Format
Math Format

Academic Performance
Overall
Math Content
Language Format

Academic Procedure
Overall
On Task
Assistance
Completion

Social Procedure
Overall
Materials
Place
Lining Up

General Social Procedure

Role

I NN AAA ot

10
4
w2
“vl§
“v|§
vl

3
2w
72

03
7205
783
7182

738
- v’
s \!\9
A \13
2 \2[.
/\Ali

113

.0002
.008
.02
.006
.001
.005

.003
.02
.03

.009
.005
.03
.02

.001
.02
.0006
.01
<.0001
.05



Table 12

Partial correlations for main effects of percentage a
academic performance, percentage openness, and their interaction.

Tesxcent ' Academic
Academic Percent Performance X
Domain and Issue Performance Open Open
Good Books Academic Performance
Overall .13 -.15 .19
Math Content n.s. -.18 .16
Language Content .13 n.s. .15
Language Format .12 -.11 .13
Math Format . n.s. n.s. .19
Bad Books Academic Performance
Overall n.s. -.14 n.s.
Language Content -.14
Language Format ~.15
Good Books Academic Procedure
Overall .20 n.s. .16
On Task n.s. .19
Assistance .12 .13
Persistence .18 n.s.
Readiness .15 n.s.
Routine .22 n.s.
Completion .11 .14
Good Books Social Procedure :
Overall .15 -.12 : .13
Materials .12 n.s. n.s.
Place n.s. -.19 .12
Lining Up n.s. -.12 n.s.
General social
procedure n.s. -.17 n.s.
Turn taking .12 n.s. .12
Role .14 n.s. n.s.
Late .20 n.s. .11
Cleaning Up .11 n.s. n.s.
Noise .17 n.s. n.s.
Good Books Social/Moral
: Overall .17 n.s. .16
Comforting .15 n.s.
Aggression n.s. .15
Lying n.s. .11
Sharing .11 .13
Including Others .15 n.s.
Playing fair n.s. .13
Cheating .13 n.s.
Stealing .17 .13

a)Part:t’als for percent academic performance and percent open are reported from
"~ equations in which grade and social class were entered first hierarchically
as controls. To simplify the number of terms involved, the partials for
the interaction were obtained from an equation in which just grade, the
two independent variables, and their interactions were entered first
hierarchically. ]_]_9




Table 13

Effects of classroom management and openness On intrinsicness of children's
reasons: Hierarchical regressions.

(a) Significant partial correlations from grade, social class, and managerial
efficiency analysis.

Variable Partial Significance
Grade .29 <.0001
Social class -.20 .0002
Grade x Manag. -.25 <.0001

(b) Significant partials from grade, social class, and openness analysis.

Variable Partial Significance
Grade .29 < .0001
Social class -.20 .0002
Openness .21 .0001
Grade x Openness -.17 .002
Grace x Class x Open .13 .02

(c) Significant partials from grade, managerial efficiency, and openness

analysis.
Variable Partial Significance
Grade .29 < .0001
Openness .28 < ,0001
Grade x Manag. -.14 .007
Grade x Openness -.12 .03




Table 14

Cell means and marginals for responsibility assigned by domain of incident and
by four levels of goodness-badness of act.*

Quality of Act

Domain: Extra-good Good Bad/Excuse Bad

Academic Performance 2.87 2.92 7.88 8.37 5.51

Academic Procedure 3.04 3.22 8.21 8.45 5.73

Social Procedure 3.42 3.15 8.11 8.70 5.85

Social/Mcral ' 2.78 2.73 8.90 9.01 5.86
3.03 3.00 8.28 8.63

*Scores ranged from 1 = highly praiseworthy through 6
blame assigned) to 11 = highly blameworthy.

neutral (no praise or




Table 15

Cell means and marginals for responsibility assigned by domain of incident and by
goodness-badness of act, omitting role incidents from social procedure domain.*

Quality of Act

Domain: Extra-good  Good Bad/Excuse Bad

Academic Performance 2.87 2.92 7.88 8.37 - 5.51

Academic Procedure 3.04 3.22 8.21 8.45 5.73

Social Procedure 3.10 3.16 9.01 8.84 6.03

Social/Moral 2.78 2.73 8.90 9.01 5.86
2.95 3.01 8.50 8.67

*Scores ranged from 1 = highly praiseworthy through 6
blame assigned) to 11 = highly blameworthy.

neutral (no praise or




Table 16

Significant partial correlations of demographics with responsibility judgments
by domain and goodness-badness of stimulus: Hierarchical analyses with grade,
sex, and social class.

Good Stimuli¥* Bad Stimuli
Domain: Variable Partial Signif. Variable 'Partial Signif.
A. Academic
Performance .Grade .45 <.0001 Grade -.48 <.0001
Class -.19 .0003 Class .19 .0003
B. Academic
Procedure Grade .39 <.0001 Grade -.39 <.0001
Sex -.11 .049
Class -.11 043
C. Social
Procedure Grade .39 <.0001 Grade -.39 <.0001
Sex -.18 .0007 Sex .13 .02
D. Social/Moral Grade .46 <.0001 Grade -.42 <.0001
Sex -.12 .03 Sex .14 .10
Class -.14 .009

*Since praiseworthiness ranged from a low number (1) to neutral (6), negative
partials indicate assigning more praise; for blameworthiness, ranging from
neutral (6) to high blame (11), positive partials indicate assigning more
blame.
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Table 17

Regressions predicting responsibility judgments from teacher talk variables:
Hierarchial analysis including grade, teacher variables, and their interactions*

A. Percent academic performance attributions:
Academic performance good stimuli.

Variable Partial . Significance
Grade 45 <.0001

% Attributions .06 -
Grade x Attributions ~-.12 .03

B. Percent academic procedure expectations/sanctions:
Academic performance good stimuli.

Variable Partial Significance
Grade .45 <.0001
% AP Expec/Sanc -.04 -

Grade x AP Expec/Sanc -.11 .035

C. Percent social procedure expectations/sanctions:
Academic performance good stimuli.

Variable Partial Significance
Grade .45 <.0001

% SP Expec/Sanc .13 .02
Grade x SP Expec/Sanc -.07 -

D. Percent social procedure expectations/sanctions:
Academic performance bad stimuli.

Variable Partial Significance
Grade -.48 <.0001

% SP Expec/Sanc -.03 -
Grade x SP Expec/Sanc .21 .0001

*Since praiseworthiness ranged from 1 (high) to 6 (neutrsl), negative partials
indicate assigning more praise; for blameworthiness, ranging from 6 (neutral)
to 11 (high blame), positive partials indicate assigning more blame.

ERIC 124
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Table 18

Partial correlations for significant main effects of teacher percentage
negativity, percentage openness, and their interactions from hierarchical
regressions with grade and social class.*

Good Stimuli Bad Stimuli
Domain v Variable Partial Signif. Variable Partial Signif.
A. Academic
Performance Class x Neg. -.22 <.0001 Grade x Neg. .12 .02
Grade x Open .17 .003
Class x Neg. .15 .005
B. Academic
Procedure Class x Neg. -.17 .002 Grade x Neg. .11 .04
Class x Neg. .19 .0007
C. Social
Procedure Grade x Neg. -.11 .05 Class x Neg. .14 .009
Class x Neg. -.11 .04 Class x Open -.12 .03
Grade x Class
x Neg. -.11 .04
D. Social/Moral Negativity .12 .02 Grade x Class =-.12 .03
Class x Neg. =-.21 .0001 Grade x Open .12 .03
Class x Neg. .16 .003

*Coefficients are reported from four-way analysis (Grade x Social Class x
Negativity x Openness) where effect was also significant in three-way
run(s). For brevity, grade and class coefficients are omitted; as
regressions were hierarchical, grade effects were identical and class
effects virtually identical to those already reported in Table 16.

As in Table 16, since praiseworthiness ranged from a low number (1) to
neutral (6), negative partials indicate assigning more praise; for
blameworthiness, ranging from neutral (6) to high blame (11), positive
partials indicate assigning more blame.



Table 19

Correlations between children's demographic characteristics and elements
of the justice model¥*

Justice Model Grade (1/5) Sex (M/F) Class (M/W)
T -.35° .19€ -.10%
Ty -.39¢ .16 -.08
T, -333¢ .17° -.07
partial Tio .02 .00 -.05

*Results show correlations of each demographic with, respectively, the

a

b

individual-level correlation between inputs and outcomes; the

correlation of individual input evaluations and group average evaluations;
the correlation of individual outcome evaluations and group average
evaluations; and the partial r controlling for the fit around the model of
Figure 1b (i.e., correlated deviations from this model).

.05< p <.10

p < .01

p < .001

p < .0001



Teacher Talk and Student
Thought: Socialization into the
Student Role

Phyllis C. Blumenfeld

V. Lee Hamilton

Steven T. Bossert
Kathleen Wessels
Judith Meece

The University of Michigan

In modern societies systems of formal schooling are charged with the dual
responsibilities of providing academic training and citizenship training. Some of
the socialization of scholars and citizens is expected to occur in the home; but a
large, and probably increasing, proportion of the burden of this socialization falls
on our teachers. Researchers probing the effectiveness of our schools have
rended to focus on one or the other of these dual concerns. For example, those
«oncerned with academic achievement generally examine the effects of particular
curricular content or instructional methods (e.g.. Doyle, 1978; Posner, 1974;
W ulker & Schaffarzick, 1974). Others whose concerns are social tend to investi-
Z4t¢ outcornes resulting from participation in student government. exposure to
moral training programs, or use of techniques for modifying disruptive classroom
~chaviors te.g.. Bar-Tal & Saxe, 1978; Kounin, 1970; Rest, 1974; Simon &
~rschenbaum. 1973). What remains to be done is a simultaneous examination of
~acialization for both scholarship and citizenship from the point of view of both
“ie agent and the rarget of this effort: teacher and child.

Researchers agree that somehow teachers influence the development of
~cholarship and citizenship through day-to-day communication of ex.pectations in
the classroom (cf. Brophy & Good, 1974). In this day-to-day interaction lies a
hiread unifving the two concerns and two functions of education. To impart
svademic know ledge, teachers must also get children to attend to tasks, to perse-
+ere when requirements seem difficult, and to complete assignments. To create
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citizens, they must foster adherence to both procedural norms governing orderly
life in the classroom and general social/moral norms embodying concern for the
rights and welfare of others. The underlying common process is successful
socialization of the child into the role of student. Yet relatively little is known
about the daily accretions that turn children into students.

The present chapter reports on an interdisciplinary study of this socialization
process. It is a preliminary report in that we cover only the first two years of
longitudinal data gathering and discuss only two types of data out of an overal}
total of eight.! We are focusing on the effect of teachers” socializing communica-
tion on children's views of norms for classroom life: on teacher talk. student
thought, and the link between the two. ¢

The overall model within which we are working can be summarized briefly.
Everyone agrees that roles are learned. Yet the vocabulary of the *‘role theory ™
literature is metaphorically rich and scientifically sloppy (cf. Biddle, 1979; Bid-
dle & Thomas, 1966). The central scientific meaning of role appears to be action
within a prescribed social position or status. Roles are socially determined. in
that groups have expectations for how role occupants ought to behave and will
behave. Roles are socially understood, in that group members give common
descriptions of action within role. Roles are socially learned, in that people learn
appropriateness of behavior through direct or vicarious rewards and punish-
ments. Thus there are three logically exhaustive components of a role to be
observed: prescriptions for action (what should you do?); descriptions of action
(what di/ you do’. and evaluations after action (What did the others think of it?)
(cf. Thomas & Biddle. 1966, p. 28).

These components are also isomorphic with a recent model of human respon-
sibility judgments (Hamilton, 1978. Hamilton & Sanders. 1981). The model
argues that judgments of responsibility—i.e., accountability or liability for
sanctions—involve normative or role expecrarions and deeds performed or omit-
ted as determinants of sancrions. The daia indicate that one is indeed liable both
for what one did and for what one should have done. as the model predicts. This
model deals with adulis and already-socialized members of a group. But to learn
a role in the first place is to leamn its boundaries—what things gamner praise. what
things evoke blame. Thus the elements of a model of responsibility judgments for
the already-socialized can also be seen as the crucial elements for the learning of
a role.

N

'In addiion 10 the data reponed here. data gathenng included extensive ethnographic ficld notes
on teacher and student activities in 12 of the classrooms; sociemetric choices of friendship for
classmates: interviews with students concerning reasons why vanous norms were imponant to follow:
questionnaires 1o students embedding experimental vanations of norms previously investigated. with
children ashed to judge responsibility and sanctions. targeted observations of children selected from
teachers’ evaluations as panicularly good or disrupnre students: and guestionnaires 1o teachers that
included the fesponsibility expeniments presented 10 their students plus teacher assessments of math
and rerbal achievement for each child.

X3 AN !
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Given a traditional psychological approach to the components of this model,
two theoretical literatures would appear relevant: the social psychological area of
attribution theory . where decisions about how to describe an event, assign causal-
ity for it, and determine responsibility have been studied; and of course, social
learning theory, where basic psychological findings regarding learning processes
are applied and me iified to accommodate human learning in social contexts. But
two further concerns of great relevance to the theoretical model and the present
research design are sometimes slighted in educational applications of attribution
or social learning. The first concern, represented in recent educational literature
on classroom management and in traditional sociological work on organizations,
is the structural question of how the teacher’s managerial role and the task
structure she implements determine the effectiveness of her socialization prac-
tices.? The second concern. often appearing under the rubric of *‘individual
Jifferences " in psychological treatments, is the issue of how the teacher’s impact
may differ depending on certain key characteristics of the pupils. (In the present
Judy we chose to focus on age, social class, and sex as potentially crucial
Aifferentiators of children’s student role socialization.) We briefly summarize

.alient findings and predicians from these relevant literatures before wmingtoa

description of the study itself.

Attribution Theory: Teacher Descriptions and
Evaluations

- Attribution theory " is by now a generic label for an array of theories of how
humans judge causality or responsibility and a large number of empirical applica-
tons of such theories (Zees ¢.g.. Harvey, Ickes, & Kidd, 1976, 1978). Although
1+ substantial body of the empirical work in this area has been focused on children

. teachers. actual observation of attribution processes in the classroom context

.4 been relatively rare (e.g., Blumenfeld, Hamilton, Wessels & Falkner, 1979;
Cooper. 1979; Dweck, Davidson, Nelson, & Enna, 1978). Thus we must draw
n general predictions from the literature, with some information from prior
udies concerning the likely results in a classroom setting.
If the teacher is to socialize children about student role expectations, one of
:»c things she must do is discuss or describe classroom behaviors: the deeds, or
‘whut happened. " part of the role/responsibility model. Although such descrip-
".+0s are in general potentially important as socializing information, descriptions
fso typically cither embed an implicit judgment about causality or involve some
“*llow-up judgment. And attribution theories provide evidence that causal judg-
onts are pot evaluatively neutral (e.g., Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis. 1965;
N :lley. 1967, 1973). First, causal judgments are typically made or sought when

The teacher 1s referred to as *"her' (*"she”") throughout for convenience, as all but one of the
cersansolved are female.
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the event in question was one calling for evaluation or sanctioning. In addition,
in the allocation of causality itself, the perceiver indicates what was seen as
controlling or producing the event. Attribution of outcomes to internal causes
leads people to see themselves as personally responsible for outcomes, which can
be psychologically satisfying—especially when the outcome in question was a
positive one (e.g., deCharms, 1968; Weiner, 1972). Thus attributions may be
positive or negative in their direct evaluative implications as well as internal or
external in their control implications, with potential positive connotations to
internality. In sum, attributions represent potentially key—if non-neutral—
aspects of teacher descriptions of events. Their power as influence tools is
suggested by the recent finding that making appropriate attributional statements
to a child can be more effective in changing that child’s behavior than more
conventional persuasion strategies (Miller, Brickman & Bolen, 1975).

The very few studies of attributions in classrooms indicate that both the
overall preponderance of focus on positive versus negative classroom events and
the type of events focused on—academic versus other more procedural
concerns—may alter the effectiveness of a teacher’s communication (e.g..
Blumenfeld et al., 1979; Dweck et al., 1978). Thus the imponance of attribu-
tions may incisde their channeling of student definitions of the role itself, as well
as their communication to the student about control and their contribution to
self-concept. We have therefore selected causal attributions as an imponant locus
of funher information in teacher 1alk of a descriptive son. In doing so we of
course accept the inevitable inerweaving of expectation and evaluation that
occurs in description itself, despite the logical separation of these components
suggested in the rolc/rcéponsibility model.

Social Learning: Teacher Sanctions and Expectations

Cenain basic social learning principles suggest a strategy for producing be-
havioral conformity in the classroom. Frequency. consistency. and intensity of
praise and criticism should influence the degree of children’s conformity to
teacher desires (e.g., Bandurz. 1969; Cartledge & Milbum. 1978; Clarizio,
1971). In general. consistent use of social evaluations coupled with appropriate
behavioral sanctions, delivered in a manner that focuses children’s attention on
the behavior in question, should result in high conformity to that particular
expectation. However, overall frequency of sanctioning need not be a good
predictor of conformity, as its effects may be attenuated by inconsistency of
response or by failure to draw appropriate attention to the behavior (Bandura,
1969, 1977, Mischel & Mischel, 1976; Parke. 1969, 1970). Blame or punish-
ment that appears noncontingent on the child’s behavior can even have severely
negative effects (Seligman, 1975). Thus it need not be surprising that low corre-
lations between sheer use of sanctions and children’s level of misbehavior have
been reported (Kounin, 1970).
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But overt conformity is not the usual goal—or certainly not the only goal—
proposed for socialization in the schools Long-term stability of behavior rests on
internalization of the socializer's goals by the socializee. and the use of explicit
rewards and punishments may even act to retard that internalization process.
Overreliance on threats or sanctions appears to create busy learners, but not
necessarily motivated or interested ones (Covington & Beery, 1976). Even the
provision of external rewards or incentives as a justification for children’s be-
havior can decrease their intrinsic interest in a task (Lepper. this volume; Lepper
& Green, 1975; Pittman et al., this volume). Thus the teacher who socializes by
carrying **carrots'” and wielding “*sticks™* would appear to be endangering the
long-term enterprise of socialization itself.

The use of rewards and punishments per se need not work in opposition to.
internalization, however. Discipline methods may promote internalization by
communicating expectations about appropriate behavior. by providing altema-
tive and more acceptable modes for reaching goals. and by sensitizing the child
10 effects of actions on others (Aronfreed, 1963, 1969, 1976; Hoffman,
'970a.b). A discipline style that utilizes inductions—explanations of the reasons
for following rules in terms of consequences to others—appears to be a highly
eftective strategy for producing internalization. Such a style induces a humanistic
orientation rather than a conventional orientation to rule violation and focuses on
the spirit of the rule rather than the letter of the law (Hoffman, 19703). Overall
then. the consistent. judicious, and inductively-oriented use of sanctions would
appear to be crucial to the internalization process.

Given the importance of inductions in a social leaming approach to student
role socialization, social learning proves to be relevant to understanding the
inpact of teacher expectations as well as sanctions. Inductive explanations are a
subcategory of all explanations; and as long as the explanations focused on are
those involving why students should or should not behave in a particular way,
then they are logically prescriptive or expectation statements that simply provide
iunther reasons or rationales. In terms of the role/responsibility model. social
learning thus may provide the key to implementing the prescriptive and sanction-
1ng portions of the model. Therefore, we have chosen to focus on all teacher
sanctions—or their threat or promise—and on all teacher communication regard-
ing expectations, including further *'why " information. Social learning theory
and findings would suggest that either or both of these may affect children’s
learning and internalization of the student role.

Management and Task Structure: Macrolevel Social
Learning Problems

When looking at teacher behavior within a particular classroom, or even at
vomparisons among teachers, educators and psychologists often utilize some
version of the social leaming approach. The overwhelming importance of main-
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taining classroom order and effective discipline naturally leads toward that
perspective. A further step in that direction has also been made relatively re-
cently. As evidence emerged that effects of such variables as classroom ““cli-
mate’’ or teacher “*warmth’’ on children’s academic and social outcomes were
apparently slight, researchers began to pay serious attention to Kounin's (1970)
argument that maintaining orderly procedures for learning by the group is neces-
sary for achievement by individuals within it (see also reviews by Dunkin &
Biddle, 1974). Organizational questions therefore begin to emerge. and re-
searchers turn more attention to sociological literatures on groups. organizations,
management, and authority (Duke. 1979). :

Itis a relatively simple matter to bridge the apparent conceptual gap betwecen
teacher-child dyadic reinforcement and the group-level jssues. First, looking.
within a given classtoom. teacher reinforcers to the group can readily be viewed
in terms of direct and vicarious reinforcement to given individuals. More impor-
tantly. the sociological concepts of the role structure within which the teacher
operates as a manager or authority figure and the rask structure which she sets up
for carrying out the role can be viewed as environmental constraints that may
govem reinforcement patterns. The role structure is a constraint on the teacher:
the task structure is a constraint both on students and on the teacher herself,
insofar as it governs the allocation of time and mode of teaching. Investigation of
socialization into the student role should thus attempt to take into account the
macrolevel problems of the constraints of role and task structure. Fortunately,
there are helpful guidelines available in recent educational literatures on
*‘classroom management’’ and ‘‘teacher effectiveness.”"

An excellent hjstorical and ccaceptual overview of the question of the
teacher’s role is provided in Johnson and Brooks (1979). They first outline the
development of the American school from the undifferentiated *‘one room
schoolhouse " 1o the modern bureaucratic organization, a change achieved in
many areas by the turn of the last century. Such bureaucratization, of course, is
generally characteristic of industrialization and its accompanying urban mi-
grations. The theoretical ana:’praclical importance of this change is thai the
modern school must properly be considered as a bureaucracy in which teache:
behaviors may be governed by formal role constraints. The teacher is in a
hierarchy. acting both under the supervision of the principal and othcr adminis-
trative figures and as supervisor of the behavior and productivity of the students
taught. Thus in a very real sense even the child entering school faces an organiza-
tion in which the teacher is structurally a manager and the student a worker.

There are a number of ways in which the school is an unusual bureaucracy, of
course, including the key fact that the child is'simultaneously worker and *'prod-
uct™ (a general characteristic of socializing institutions). The teacher’s manage-
rial task is also complex in that society expects both scholarship and citizenship
to be part of this final product. As Johnson and Brooks describe this latter
iension,
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All managers have 10 arrange working conditions so that worhers are at least
minimally satisfied. through having basic personalily needs mel, but teachers are
additionally expected to manage the situation in such a way that the workers
(pupils) leamn 10 assume increasing responsibility for carning out, with diminishing
supervision. both the work of the classroom and activities outside of school. The
most distincrive feature of the classroom may be this dual concern with both
discipline for learning and learning of discipline. (1979. p. 28, emphasis added)

In our terminology . scholarship and citizenship can make a difficult managenal
mix.

Evidence ranging from Kounin (1970) 10 other more recent sources Suggests
that a teacher’s effectiveness as a manager has payoffs in students’ academic
progress as well as their conduct (see review by Brophy, 1979). Despite the
apparent difficulty of the managerial mix involved in the teacher's role. some of
the payoff from good management results because “*good managers also tend (0
be good instructors. and vice versa, " given the similar skills in preparation and
organization involved in both (Brophy. 1979. p. 739). What remains to be seen is
the extent to which indicators of managerial effectiveness may also relate to
-hildren’s thoughts and feelings about the studemt role itself.

The teacher’s managerial role and especially control behaviors are also dif-
1orentiated and shaped by the 1ypes of tasks employed during instruction (e.g..
Bossert, 1977, 1978, 1979; Doy le. 1978). This is not surprising, for to the extent
‘hat different instructional patterns involve different managerial tasks, then
«cachers may attend to and respond to different student behaviors. For example,
.1 situazions where all children are required to sit quietly, face front, and direct
¢individed attention on the teacher, such acts as squirming. whispering, day-
Jreaming. and other minor disruptive behaviors are likely to meet with disap-
pronval. Ina less structured setting, teachers may be freed from such procedural
_oncemns to attend more to purely academic or general citizenship issues. Alter-
natively, teachers in traditional and *open’’ classrooms may divide their con-
.oras similarly between the issues of scholarship and citizenship but attend to
iterent aspects of these. It is clear. however, that the what, when. where, and
~ow of work organization can influence specific teacher expectations for
<lassroom life. Thus. what actually constitutes acceptable student role behavior
“-ay vary with task structure, and teacher communication concerning that role
<mauid vary concomitantly.

The question of task structure has. of course. been a subject of much debate in
recent years. as advocates of --traditional " versus ‘‘open”’ instruction have de-
huted their merits—often in the absence of clear definitions of either or without
Jlear-cut dependent variables in mind (Horowitz, 1979; Marshall, 1981; Wright,
:975). Some recent research suggests. however. that a more structured or tra-
=:tional approach is more effective for academic performance, particularly 1 the
carly grades where children have difficulty managing learning on their owi (see
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review by Brophy, 1979). Yet for children’s internalization of classroom norms.
their feelings about these norms, and the whole arena of citizenship as opposeu to
scholarship, the effects of task structure are still open questions. Thus task
structure appears to be a potentially important determinant of student role «o-
cialization, one that is logically distinct from managerial effectiveness per se and
one whose impact cannot yet be predicted.

Differentiating Components of the Student Role

The management and task structure literatures suggest that we should look at how
the teacher defines the student role itself; and the social learning and attribution
literatures suggest that we look at particular types of communication about that
role as theoretically important socializing tools. Yet a variety of clues within
each of these literatures also indicates that the student role should be examined in
terms of a number of distinct components or domains of classroom life. We have
already noted the fundarnental dichotomy between scholarship and citizenship in
the student role, but a more fine-grained view is needed.

The central defining characteristic of the student role is cieaily an academic
one. However, the teacher must impart means as well as ends. training the child
in how to learn as well as what to learn. Thus even academic instruction can
profitably be divided into content versus procedures for operation. On the ciii-
zenship side, given that the classroom is a group setting. social procedures for
working with or in the presence of others must be instilled. And moral normns
must be enforced, in the classroom just as anywhere else in the society. Ranging
frcm those most specific to the setting to those most general to society. the
expectations to be conveyed by the teacher can thus be conveniently divided into
four categories or domains: ucademic performance, academic procedure, sociul
procedures, and sociallmoral norms. Important empirical questions include the
extent to which teachers emphasize one type of issue versus another, the extent to
which socializing strategies in one domain resemble those in another, and the
extent to which teachers have impacts on students across domains. Thus we have
chosen to look at structural determinants of “‘teacher talk,’" at information car-
ried in teacher talk, and at its effects on student thought in terms of these differem
domains of classroom life.

Differentiation Among Students

Whatever the teacher’s understanding of components of the student role, and
however she is influenced by managerial concerns or task structure in com-
municating it, the recipients of that communication are not interchangeable blank
slates. Children are cognitively and socially differentiated in ways that may
influence both the teacher’s behavior and the child's understanding of the student
role. The variables that we chose to focus on were the child’s age, se., and social
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class. We discuss these and present results pertaining to them in this order, as we
anticipated the largest differences would be due to age and the smallest to social
class.

The child’s age may affect both the teacher's behavior, because the teacher
makes different assumptions about what the child has already learned about the
role. and the child’s understanding. because of the child's level of cognitive
development. Taking two grade levels where children are reasonably separated in
both school experience and cognitive development, first versus fifth grades, we
can explore both teacher behavior and children’s comprehension of the student
role

Veacher behaviors and expectations are likely to differ across grade levels.
Teachers in early grades, especially first grade. might be forced to spend a
relatively large proponiion of effon on instilling procedural norms, both
academic and social. Teachers in higher grades may be spared this since children
will have ad several years of experience in the general setting. Teacher expecta-
uons may accordingly be less stringent in the first steps of socialization, as the
teacher employs “shaping™” by rewarding children for conformity to basic role
expectations. Teachers in upper grades may be less likely to.reward for simple
<onformity to role behavior or mere hasty to purish for nonconformity. These
Jdifferences in expectations may also lead teachers in upper grades to make
somewhat different attributions, in that they have more information available to
<nable them to make internal attributions for failure or misbehavior. In general,
*he expectation that the child has the ability and knowledge to conform to the role
“euld be related positively to attributions to personal factors as causes of non-
-onformity; thus as expectations shift upwards, attributions may shift inwards,
‘oward assuming stable personal inclinations in the child.

The child’s undersianding of all this communication, of course, undergoes
potentially dramatic shifts with cognitive development. The child entering school
'~ probably thinking at a preoperational or early concrete operational level. The
“\perienced student. the fifth grader. is probably thinking at a concrete oper-
Atonal or early formal operational level (e.g.. Piaget & Inhelder, 1969). Sheer
«ngnitive dity=rences plus concomitant shifts in moral judgment should affect
“hat the student absorbs and how that information is organized.

Busically, the child’s differentiation of the domains of classroom life and
+»essments of their imponance may be a function of cognitive/moral develop-
ment. Differentiation and categorization of issues should be more developed in
‘2v older child. It is known that even preschool children can make sore distinc-
“on between moral and purely conventional issues and understand the greater
“r:ponance of moral issues (Nucci & Turiel, 1979; Turiel, 1978); but prior
“*udies have not explored a range of classroom-relevant issues, such as concern
"7 the procedural convenience of others, that represent an area of both impor-
“+'~¢ 1o teachers and potential confusion to children. Furher, studies of how
~%Nren judge academic as opposed to moral successes and failures have just
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begun (e.g.. Parsons, 1974, Weiner & Peter, 1973). Thus it is imponant 1
explore how children of different ages may assess the various aspects of the
student role .

In both first and fifth grades, of course, one finds that most ubiquitous dif-
ferentiator of humans: the child's sex. So far, the primary attention in the educu.
tional literature has been on sex differences in disruptive behavior, with girls
coming out as ‘‘sugar and spice’" by that criterion of fulfilling the student role
(see Brophy & Good, 1974). More fine-grained socialization such as that pro-
vided by teacher attributions or expectations has only recently received research
attention (e.g.. Blumenfeld, Hamilton, Wessels & Falkner, 1977; Dweck et al..
1978, Parsons, Kaczala, & Meece, in press). What remains undone is detailed
examination across grade levels with respect to both teacher differences in type
and quality of communication to boys and girls and sex differences in whu
children think is involved in being a student, given what teachers try 1o tell them.

The children’s social class background also appears likely to mold how and
what the teacher communicates about the student role. The educational literature
indicates that teachers hold lower expectations for children from lower sociul
class backgrounds, often differentially allocate instructional assistance, and em-
ploy more negative sanctions against lower and working class children for social
behaviors (e.g.. Davis & Dollard, 1940: Rist, 197C; review by Brophy & Good.
1974). The child’s own preparation for school is also likely to be differentiated
by class, given that middle class parents are likely to have socialized with more
verbal interchanges, more verbal and induction-oriented moral training, and
higher general expectations that the child act independently and self-reliantly
(e.g., Boocock, 1972; Hess. 1970: Katz, 1968: Kerckhoff, 1973; Kohn, 1969).
What is not known in any detail is the pattern of day-to-day interaction between
the lower or working class student who may be ill-prepared and the teacher
whose expectations for him or her may be low. Detailed examination of both
teacher talk about the student role and children’s understanding of that role is
necessary for exploring effects of the subtle class boundaries of American soci-

ety.

3The domains of classroom life studicd here have varied relationships to the moraliconventional
dichotomy. Two domains. social/moral and social procedural norms. fall into the realm of citizen-
ship. two domains. academic performance and procedure. into the realm of scholarship. The
rationales for in-role behavior in the two realms are likely 1o differ. with citizenship issues involving
consequences to others and scholarship issues consequences to the self. Overall, social/moral norms
emerge as clearly moral. as the label implies. Social procedural norms are conventional, entailing
behaviors desipned to facilitate classroom management and to ieep children in crowded rooms from
interfering with one another. Academic procedural norms are also conventional. but differ from
previously examined conventional norms in frequently involving consequences to self. Finally.
academic performance issues have thoroughly individual consequences and in that sense differ from
both the moral and conventional norms presiously studied. although it is unclear the extent 1o which
they may have moral overtones (Weiner, 1379).
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Summary of the Study Design and Goals

The goal of the overall study is a detailed map of socialization into the student
role. We use a model which asserts that roles are learned by learning their
boundaries—those things that lie within the role and those that exceed the expec-
tations of others either positively or negatively. The key *‘other,”” from the
child’s point of view, is clearly the teacher. Thus we emphasize teacher com-
munication about the role. “‘teacher talk,”” as the potential cause of children’s
judgments about the role. *“student thought.™
The original study design was also intended to examine variations in student
role socialization produced by classroom task structure and by children’s age,
«ex. and social class. Thus the plan called for choice of two open and two
traditional classrooms in each of first and fifth grades in predominantly working
versus middle class schools—for a total of 16 classrooms.* In the conveniently
focated working class schools. however. officially open classrooms were
abolished before we could begin daia collection. Thus we adjusted to a more
mived design. in which our predominantly middle class school district contrib-
sted two open classrooms and two not so designated classrooms at each of the
two grade levels: and two predominantly working class districts were tapped for a
ratal of ten rather than eight classrooms (five at each grade level), to obtain as
‘nuch variability in task structure as possible. The measures used for structure of
{4~} organization. described laier, are then based on our own observations rather
han official designations and produce a continuous gradation rather than the
meial dichotomous labels. An indicator of manageral effectiveness is also
~:ided from our cbservations.
The fundamental questions to be answered in part involve simple descriptions
.t 1eacher talk and student thought about the student role. Thus initial questions
.vucern the distribution of teacher attention among the domains of classroom life
. to the extent feasible, among particular issues within those domains; the
.vont to which potentially key socializing information (expectations, attribu-
+i~. and sanctions) is provided in teacher remarks; and, given social learning
~so1y concerns. the extent to which communication is proactive or reactive,
* “:Unve or negative in evaluative tone. and of low or high salience, or intensity.
'+« differentiation of teacher talk depending on either teacher variables—
anagerial effectiveness and task structure—or target variables—children’s age,
-7 or social class—can then be explored. Children’s thought about the student
.2 van then be described, and its differentiation by children’s own characteris-
"~ and by aspects of teacher talk can be examined. At that point we wiil have
~t.pleted a first broad sweep at exploring what is in the student role as com-

—

" laxs composition of the schools was determined by conversations with principals about the
~.a. hgrounds of students. as well as by the general industrial characteristics of the communities
Tned
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municated by the teacher. what is there from the child's point of view, ang
what—if any—relationship exists between the two.

METHOD

Measures of Teacher Talk

The coding scheme for teacher communication is summarized in Table 7.1. The
universe of statements that was coded consisted of all remarks that communi-
cated directives about performance or feedback on performance, whether that-
performance was of an academic or social nature. The only teacher remarks
thereby excluded were social talk, such as complimenting a student on a new
dress. and sheer academic instruction, in which no statements of either role
expectations or feedback were being made.5 All remarks were recorded verbatim
and subsequently coded at the level of clauses containing information.

All such clauses were first coded regarding the domain of the remark:
academic performance, academic procedure. social procedure, or social/moral
norms. lIssues considered as falling into each domain are found in the table.
Clauses were also coded for the rime at which the remark was made (i.c., before
or after child’s behavior): for the qualin: of the behavior from the teacher's point
of view (positive, negative, ambiguous, or not applicable—i.e.. when the remark
occurred before a behavior): for the rarger of the remark (girl. boy, small group,
or whole group); for the srrucrure of the activity being engaged in by the child
and teacher: and for the salicnce of the teacher’s remark (essentially whether she
appeared 10 be upset or excited and deliberately drew class attention to it).

Within this universe of communication, some embedded further information
to the target: expectations, attributions, or sanctions. These were differentiated as
described in the table. Categories used for expectations and sanctions were
derived from our prior observaticnal experience. whereas categories for attribu-
tions followed closely from the literature in that area. The sole exception to the
clause-level analysis is also a new attributional category, mixed, in which the
teacher made two linked attributions at once, one of which was positive and one
negative in implication. We felt that use of this combination category represented
a more accurate reflection of the information imparted than would be obtained
were those attributions treated as independent bits of information.

*Itis imponant 10 note that we were interested in teachers” efforis 10 socialize children into a role
rather than in the content or method of academic instruction. Thus, whereas other observational codes
(see Dunkin and Biddle. 1974) focus on lessons and subject-matter teaching {e.g., providing exam-
ples. asking questions, explaining facts) as well as on socialization practices like praise and criticism,
we exclude the former as not related specifically 1o role socializing activity.
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TABLE 7.1
Categorization Scheme for "'Teacher Talk"

Domain and Issue. Each piece of information was categorized as to the area of classroom
life referred to and the specific subject of the remark.

1. Academic performance: Statements concerning the quality or corsectness of intel-
lectual performance or referring to rationales for particular assignments. Subject
matter of math, reading and other was noted as well.

a) Format (math, reading. other): Statements related to the “‘correctness” of the
form or format of the student’s academic work.
Example: *'You forgot to put your name on the paper.” “I can't read your
answers, your work is so sloppy.”
Content {math, reading. other): Statements related to the correctness of the
student’s work.
Example: “You only missed one problem, very good.™ “You have to have
fractions to be able to do fifth grade work."
¢) Ambiguous (math, reading, other): No specific referent to correctness or incor-
rectness of either content or format.
Example: “That's nice. Okay, next.” (Teacher fishes for more information)—
*“Yes, but what about .. ."”

b

~

2. Academic procedure: Statements pertaining to academic routines. These included
comments about what work the children were assigned and how, when, and where
they were expected to complete it. Statements in this domain were differentiated
into one of eight categories.

a) Assignment: Referencs io expectations concerning what assignments students

should do and how they should do them.

Example: “Read two chapters in the green book today.™ “Use 2 pen to write

this letter, not a pencil.” “Everyone should try to do at least six problems on

this page.”

On-task: Any reference to not listening when the teacher is trying to give an

assignment, instructions. or information; failure to use work periods construc-

tively.

Example: “Please pay attention. stop chattering, you won't know how to do this

later.” “Get back to work now. You've almost wasted the whole period.”

¢) Completion: Specifications of when work is to be finished or statements of ex-
pectations that students should complete, do so on time, and know what to do
after completing an assignment.

Examgple: “Try to finish this work sheet before recess.” *You didn't finish the
last six problems on this page.”

d) General routine: Statements concerning what students should be doing when.
Example: Do your math first, then spelling.” **You should be working on your
reading now, not your science.”

) Assistance: Reference to expectations that students should follow proper pro-
cedures for getting help with work or complete assignments independently.
Example: “Put your name on the board, if you need help.” **You can ask some-
one who is finished for help.”

f} Persistence: Reference to expectations that students should not give up easily on
a difficult task.

Example: *“This is hard, so you'll have to try.” “These problems are tough; you'll
have to work hard.”

b

~

(continued)
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TABLE 7.1 (Continued)

2) Readiness: Reference to expectations that students should be prepared for work
by having the correct materials (e.g., pencils, paper, books, etc.) or by having the
prerequisite assignment or homework completed.

Example: *This is the fifth time you forgot your math book, you'd better re-
member it tomorrow.""

General academic procedure issues: Reference to other types of expectations
related to academic procedures (e.g. where to put assignments) that do not fit
into one of the above categories.

h

~

3. Social procedure: Statements pertaining to classroom social rules and routines.
These included comments about conduct that facilitated or interfered with the
teacher’s, other students’, or one’s own activities by failure to adhere 10 common or-
ganizational practices. These were differentiated into five issues.

a) Care of classroom and classroom materials: Reference to expectations that stu-
dents should keep the classroom neat, take care of classroom materials, and use
them properly.

Example: “Keep the floor under your desk neat.” “Put the library books back
on the shelves where they belong.” “Stop wasting that paper, that is all we have
for the rest of the year.”

b) Place: Reference to expectations concerning where students should perform cer-
tain activities or where students should be in the classroom at a particular time.
Example: “That's right, you can use the glue in the art area.™  *“What are you
doing wandering around back here? You should be at your seat.” “‘Karen, |
called your reading group to come up to my desk, why aren’t you up here?”

¢) Role: Reference to expectations that students should perform tasks associated
with an assigned job (e.g., line captain, librarian, sanitation engineer) or that they
should not overstep the boundaries of the student role.

Example: “This is the second time you forgot to check the bathrooms, I guess
I'll give the job 10 someone else.” “It's not your place to tell the janitor about
this, 1I'll 1ake care of it."

d) Talking: Reference to (1) high level of noise; (2) following procedures for raising
hands or interrupting; (3) opening mouths when it is quiet time; etc.

Example: “Shh. Ican’t hear because you're 5o loud.”" “Don't interrupt, be care-
ful to raise your hand.” “It’s not your turn to recite.”

) General social procedural issues: Reference 1o other types of expectations related
to the socia! organization of the classroom that do not fit into one of the above
categories (e.g., lining up, closing the door. hanging up coats).

4. Social/moral: Statements referring to behaviors of an interpersonal nature which
involve the rights and welfare of others, either physical or psychological. Statements
in this domain were differentiated into four categories.

2) Sharing: Reference to the expectation that students should share their personal

property with others.

Example: "Billy, you can't eat the candy in your desk unless there is enough for

everyone.”

Lying or cheating: Reference to the expectation that students should be fair and

not lie or cheat.

Example: “You had four tumns; jt’s against the rules to have more than two."”

“Look at your own paper, or I'll take it away. This is a test.”

¢) Physical aggression: Reference to the expectation that students should be fair
and not bite, hit, push, kick, or otherwise physically hurt others.

b

~

(continued)
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d) Respectlor others: Reference to expectations that students should be thoughtful
towards others and should not tease, provoke, or otherwise hurt the feelings of
others.

Example: “Don’t call her ““four eyes,’ it's not nice.” “That was nice of you to
help Billy fix the model.”

Time. All statements were differentiated into one of two categories:

1. Proactive (before): Statements made prior to an event which served 1o encourage
appropria:e behavior and define and explain expectations.

2. Reactive (3iter): Statement made subsequent to an event or in response to a particu-
lar actjon.

Quality of Behcvior, Statements were differentiated into one of four categories:

1. Positive: Statements referring to expected or accomplished good performance or
appropriat¢ behavior,

2. Negative: Statemenis made in anticipation of or in reaction to poor academic per-
formance. failure to adhere to classroom procedure, or antisocial behavior.

3. Ambiguous Statements referring to academic performance that do not communicate
ciearly whether the outcome was positive or negative such as, “Uh, huh.”

4. Not applicable —neutral statemen:s which communicate what work is to be done.

Targer: Statements were differantiated according to the person(s) to whom they were
addressed (a female, a male, 2 small group, or the whole group) and whether the target
was working 07 not working with the teacher at the time.

Child Actiniry  The organization of activity (activities) of the class when the statement
was made were delineated into five categories.

1. Class: Students are engaged in discussion or recitation as a group.

2. Individual Seagwork (same): Students are working individually on the same assign-
ment.

3. Individual Sca:work (different): Students are working individually on different
assignments.

4. Small GrouP Students working in small groups for a common product (game, play).
5. Free Time: Students have free time/choice.

6. Combinations were noted when the children were engaged in a variety of different
activities.

Teccher Activity, What the teacher was doing when the remark was made was coded as:

1. Recitation: Teacher is working with the whole class, reviewing old material, instruct-
ing or giving out assignments, organizing the day.

19

Small group: Teacher is Working with 2 small group evaluating, reviewing old mater-
ial, instructing, giving out assignments.

Teacher check: Teacher is moving about the room working with individuals, or stu-
dents are coming up individually to her desk for assistance or checking, or the
teacher js doing administrative work.

3. Class: Teachsr js observing whole class activity, such as show and tell or free time,
without much participation herself.

(continued)
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Salience. Al statements were differentiatea as to the amount of attention they com-
manded. They were categorized as:

1.
2.
3.

Low: Statements made in normal tone of voice.
Mecdium: Statements where the teacher raised her voice somewhat.

High: Statements where the teacher was clearly angry, screamed, or shook a child.

Informatives. Each communication that contained further information—~expectations,
attributions, or sanctions—was further coded at the clause level according to the follow-
ing categories:

N
H

Expectations. Reasons for behavioral expectations or evaluative feedback which did
not include attributional reference were coded into four categorics:

a) Rule: Statement of social or procedural norms that offer no rationale beyond the
fact that the norm is to be followed.
Example: “Nice people don't call names."” “*First graders must learn to spell
correctly.”

b) Consequences: Rationale for expectation by reference to effect of behavior on
others or oneself.
These are divided in five categorics.

1. Self: “If you learn to sound out words, you won't have to ask anyone for

help."
. Others: “It makes Jancy feel good when you share with her."
. Group: “The class is being delayed because you're talking.*
Teacher: *1 get tired of having to pick up after you. 1t hurts my back to
keep bending.”

3. Object: “The book will get messed up if you leave it on the floor."

¢) Circumstances: Reference to present or future conditions as the basis for
requests, expectations. or evaliatiors.
Example: “‘We're almost out of paste so be careful to use just a little bit."
Authority: References 1o administrative ease or teacher preference.
Example: “Doit this way. | hk. 't better.” “The principal say's you must bring
in slips tomorrow or no trip.”

oW

d

~—

Sanctioning practices. Statements or actions which served to p:omote compliance
were categorized as one of five types:

a) Reward

b) Promise

¢) Punishment: e.g.. removal of privileges, giving extra work.

d) Threat

¢) Redirection of action: e.g., changing a child’s seat, confiscating an object, pro-
viding the child with another task.

- Attributioss. Explicit contingent o7 prior feedback referring to factors contributing

1o.success or failure, including four basic categories:

a) Motivation: Success or failure attributed to effort. These were further diffe,en-
tiated as to mention of positive or negative motivation (presence or absence of
effort).

Examples: *“Your spelling is good. You certainly were careful.” *“‘You keep
Jorgerting 10 1ead the instructions.”

b) Ability: Success or failure attributed to the presence or absence of stable skills or
personal traits. These were divided into positive (desirable) and negative (undesir-
able) traits or abilities.
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TABLE 7.1 (Continued)

Examples: “You're not marure enough to behave yourselves." ““Your stories are
alway's so interesting and funny.™
c) Mixed' Success or failure attributed to atypical performance. Comments about
successful performance which imply the child usually fails or about failure which
imply the child usually succeeds.
Examples: "This work is not as good as you can do.” *“You've been having 2 lot
of trouble with math: I'm glad 1o see you got these right."”
Unstable: Success or failure atiributed 1o presence of some factor outside the
child’s control, such as illness or faligue.
¢) Task: Success or failure attributed to difficully of the assignment or type of un-
dertaking without negative implications for the child’s ability or effort.
Examples: “They're making it hard on you. Now you need to mulliply three
columns.” “"This is third grade work. ™"

d

~—

Observers were trained in two ways. First, sample transcripts of teacher
statements taken from previous work were prepared. Observers were taught to
code from these transcripts to familiarize themselves with the categories. Sec-
ond, to be certain that theyv gathered accurately the set of teacher statements that
were of interest for our purposes. each observer was accompanied by one of the
experimenters familiar with the codes for a 30-minute session in a classroom.
Later, agreement between obscrver and experimenter was assessed both for
inclusion of remarks into the universe of socialization statements and for record-
ing of basic context information necessary for more detailed coding (i.e., reactiv-
ity. quality of remark, and target). Reliability for recording the correct informa-
tion was .92. Reliability for correctly coding all categories (domain, issue within
domain. time, quality, target, child and teacher activity structures, salience,
cypectation. atiribution, and sanction) subsequently ranged from .75 to .90 with
an average of .85. Given that the verbatim records of teacher statements were
svailable for checking. it was readily possible to ensure that this more detailed
information was coded correctly after actual data gathering. First, one of the
c\perimenters reviewed all staiements recorded for the first three hours of
classroom observation and checked all categorizations with observers individu-
ally. Weekly meetings were then held to spot check coding and discuss any
problems. Spot checks of the coding against the verbatim teacher statements
indicated that after three hours of data collection all coders had reached at
leust .85 accuracy .

Ten hours of statements made by teachers were collected in each classroom.
Only statements made by the adult with primary responsibility for the classroom
were recorded, eliminating remarks by student teachers, substitute teachers, or
parents. Insofar as possible. statements were recorded verbatim, given that actual
vuding was done from the notes taken in class.

Observations were scattered throughout the school day. At least two hours of
ohsenvations were done while the teacher conducted reading lessons or reading
gfoups except in those rooms where reading instruction was not carried out in
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group fashion. The remaining hours included periods devoted to other subjects
such as math as well as less acade mically oriented periods such as show-and-tel],

Managerial Effectiveness and Task Structure

Managerial effectiveness was not originally built into the design as a potential
determinant of student role socialization. Instead. we turned 1o this literature for
guidelines when some of the variables initially thought important proved to be
relatively unimportant parts of teacher talk or unimportant determinants of either
that talk or student thought, as is discussed later. As it emerged that managerial
issues might be important. we were able to include a questionnaire for observers
in the second year's data gathering so that managerial issues could be directly
assessed. Here. however, we must rely on an indicator of such effectiveness
rather than an explicit measure. There is always the possibility, therefore, that
the indicator chosen is really *'something else, " and readers should assess rele-
vant results accordingly.

Given that the central official task in the teacher role is to encourage
schelarship. what we chose as an indicator of managerial effectiveness is what
might be seen as the teacher’s “'work orientation " the proportion rf socializing
communication devoted to academic performance as opposed to procedural or
soctaU/moral issues. As a measure of managerial effectiveness. the danger of
using such a variable is that high proportionate attention to academic perfor-
mance could result either because the teacher has procedural issues under control
and is able to do her job. or because she is simply ignoring procedural and social
chaos and plodding onward with the lesson. Thus we examined observers’ com-
menis about the rooms as well as their transcripts. finding consistent evidence
that the rooms high in proportionate attention to academic performance were also
generally characterized by high student productivity and good behavior. This
may provide further support for Brophy 's conclusion, quoted earlier, that good
managers tend to make good teachers because the requisite skills overlap; but in
any case, it clearly refutes the notion that high proportionate attention to
academic performance entails ignoring social chaos. Overall. then. a teacher's
relative attention to academic performance, at least in these data. seems a reason-
ible indicator of managerial effectiveness.

Given that all clauses of teacher communication were coded for the domain
addressed, obtaining a score for each teacher of atention to academic perfor-

ince was simple. We merely calculated the percentage of all clauses coded as
dealing with academic outcome. Although certain questions cannot legitimately
be addressed using this variable—such as, for example, teachers relative atten-
tion to social procedure, because it would have to be negatively correlated—most
of the potentially relevant research questions can be addressed. Differences be-
tween teachers on attention to academic performance and correlates of these
differences are presented later in the results section.
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In contrast to the question of managerial effectiveness, we had a number of
possible measures of task structure. As noted in footnote one, extensive ethnog-
-aphic records were available for 12 of the rooms; these were coded for task
structure and typified into categories of low to high openness of task structure
>ased on the teacher’s degree of use of multitask teaching activities. This typifi-
:ation is highly related, however, to our measures of the child"s activity structure
ind the teacher’s activity structure, both of which were obtained for all clauses of
eacher communication for all rooms.

Because the child’s activity variable was more finely differentiated and re-
Tected the organization of the class at a given time, we used that variable for
‘onstructing the task structure measure. We simply took all activities in which
he children were doing the same thing at the same time, coding those as tra-
linonal, and all activities in which children were doing different things (essen-
1ally multitask structures, in terms of the relevant literature), coding those as
pen. Then, we derived a score for each teacher of *‘percent openness' by
ooking at the distribution of the resulting dichotomy across all clauses recorded.
Che resulting variuble provides a continuous gradation of degree of openness of
he actually observed task structure for all classrooms studied.

Student Thought

n order to assess how students react to norms the teacher tries to impose,
hildren responded to pictures illustrating conformity and nonconformity to
1ormis on each issue for each domain coded in the teacher statements. To faciti-
dte presentation, issues were divided into '‘good’” books and “‘bad’’ books,
vheie the good books concemed doing deeds that one should do and omitting
‘eeds that one should not do, and the bad books concerned the reverse. No more
nan ten issues were included in any one book. with three books containing 28
wwues presented in one session for the good books and three books containing 30
-sues presented in a single session for the bad books. The large number of issues
‘u~ necessary because we wanted to ask about both sides of each norm (e.g.,
‘mng a bad deed would go into a bad book. while omitting it would go into a
~od book). The additional issues in the bad books included teasing and tattling,
vhich were side issues not represented in the teacher codes and for which
~mparable mirror images were difficult to construct. Order of presentation of
«sues was randomized within one set of books and then kept the same for the
evond set. Which set was tested first was then alternated within grades, and
noklet order was varied according to a Latin Square design to control for
mible effects of order of presentation. A full list of the issues used will be
resznted in the results section below.

Two measures were included for each issue in order to tap both cognitive and
fective responses to classroom norms. Children were asked to assess how bad
vf gnod) each thing was to do and then asked to indicate **how they feel when
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they do'” what was pictured. All children had first responded to a training task in
which a very bad (good) and mildly bad (good) extra-classroom deed had been
depicted and the interviewer had ascertained that they could differentiate the
importance of issues. To assess the imporance—degree of goodness or
badness—of an action, fifth graders drew a line within preset boundaries of 250
millimeters. First graders, for whom such a task was deemed too difficult, moved
a marker on a "'magic line maker™ where a red line was revealed when the
marker was pushed. To indicate how they would feel when doing an action
depicted, all children marked one of four faces that ranged from neutral to a large
frown for bad acts and neutral to a large smile for good acts. Fifth graders were
interviewed in groups, usually of five students at a time: first graders were
interviewed individually. Since the fifth graders simply filled out booklets, there
was no interference or sharing of answers between children.

Because different children might calibrate the scale for importance in different
ways, we used a data transformation for the dependent variable. This transforma-
tion uses the lines as measures of refarive imponance on a child-by-child basis.
Indices of importance—degree of goodness or badness—were constructed for
each issue by assigning the value of 1.0 io the longest line drawn by each
individual child and the value 0 to the shortest. with intermediate lengths trans-
formed according to the formula (Jength - minimum length) / (maximum length -
minimum length). For each issue. therefore, average importances reported across
children can also theoretically range from 1.0 10 0. and results reporied can be
read essentially as proportions of the maximum range .®

RESULTS

Overall Flow of Teacher 'falk

If the teacher is to transmit the student role, then the first and most basic question
concerns what she savs when communicating what we have characterized as
socializing information: directives and feedback about role behaviors. How much
is said? How proactive or reactive? How positive or negative? How informative
is it? About what? We therefore turn first to a general account of socializing
communication before eaploring the effects of structural variables on that com-
munication.

The overall flow of communication averaged 585 clauses per classroom.
ranging from 270 to 1126 clauses. This communication was largely reactive.
negative, and procedural in nature. Fully 78% of the clauses occurred after rather
than before student behaviors. Evaluative tone, which could be positive, nega-

*Thanks are eatended 10 our computer and statistical consultant, John Gray. for suggesting this
transformation as the inust appropriate for these data.
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tive. ambiguous. or not applicable {iur “"before’” staiements). was 49% negative
to 28% positine Salience of reinarks. however. was low. indicating that the
degree of affectinity displased by the teacher was slight: fully 98.5% of all
clauses were rated as of low salience. A majority of the overall communication
was procedural. either academic (31%) or social (26%). with a smaller propor-
tion devoted to academic performance issues (41%) and a miniscule proportion
devoted to social -1oral concerns (2%).

Characteristics of communication varied dramatically between domains.
Academic performance was heavily -reactive (98%). academic procedure least
reactive (53%). and the other domains intermediate (social procedure: 78%,
socialmoral: 81%) This is predictable given that performance communijcation
by definition is primarily after a behavior. while academic procedure communi-
cation tended to be linked to instructions about work. More interestingly, the
cevaluative tone also dramatically differed. with academic performance standing
out as only 307 negative. in contrast to the more negative tone of academic
procedure (49% ). social procedure {765%). and social moral (81%) communica-
tions. This combination suggests in part the obvious point that reactivity per se
<hould not necessanly be characterized as negative or bad, but may be an inevi-
table part of the domain in question.

From the view point of attnbution or social learning theories, the presence of
iuuses that communicated further socializing information—expectations. at-
(nihutions. or sanctions—might be of equal importance in predicting effective
iransmission of the student role. For convenience in discussion. we will refer to
these types of communication as informatives. although they in fact simply
cmbed further information of a theoretically relevant nature. A small proportion
of the role-reler ant communication. only 14%. consisted of informatives. This
-anged from 2 low of 5% to a high of 27% of all clauses recorded, yielding atotal
sanging from 22 to 126 informatives for 10 hours of observation. Particularly
sven that our uniserse of communication already excluded social talking and
-mple instruction. one message of these data is that potentially key informatives
. ceur but rarels 1n a sea of other speech.

Informatives were dramatically more negative and procedurally-oriented than
« 1~ the overall flow of socializing communication. although they were about
squally reactive An overwhelming 71% of informatives were negative, as op-
~wod to 8% positive. in evaluative tone: some 79% occurred after rather than
. tore studemt behuviors. Procedural concerns clearly dominated, with 37% of
“tormatives devoted to academic procedure and 40% to social procedure, as

smoned to 20% devoted to academic performance and 3% to the social/moral
Zomain, Table 7.2 summarizes comparisons between overall communication and
rilormatives. .

Given that informatives were predominantly negative, reactive, and pro-
.wdural, a further question concerns differences in quality of this information
tw:iazen domains. Table 7.3 presents comparisons between overall communica-

147



QQQT nrnny AYARY ,‘m,E

I3

164  BLUMENFELD, HAMILTON, BOSSERT, WESSELS, MEECE

tion and informatives by domain. It shows that, first, relatively few informatives
are provided in the academic performance domain—hardly what one would see a
priori as beneficial. Among informatives, academic performance is again the
most reactive and academic procedure the least reactive domain. Somewhat
hearteningly, academic performance also again stands out from the other do-
mains in involving dramatically more positive feedback, although positive feed-
back is outweighed more than double by negative among informatives even in
this domain.

Perhaps surprisingly, a single issue dominated the informatives for each do-
main. Over half of the miniscule quantity of social/moral informatives (574z)
concemned respect for others, while over half of the social procedure informatives
(51%) concemned 1alking; nearly half of academic procedure informatives con-
cerned keeping on task (46%), and nearly half of aczdemic performance informa-
tives concerned language content (45%). The dominance of language content
over other academic issues may well be a function of our care in sampling
reading and writing periods. But the heavy single-issue emphasis in the two
procedural domains—which themselves accounted for 77% of informatives—
would appear to be clearly a *‘real’* result, meaning that over one-third of the
overall total of expectations, attributions, and sanctions transmitied simply con-
cemed talking or keeping on task.

Further questions concern the distribution of informatives by types among
domains, as well as their breakdown into the finer categorizations actually coded.
Table 7.4 shows the overall distribution of informatives among all categories of
:Xpectations, attributions, and sanctions, as well as this same distribution for
:ach domain. Given the large number of categories and the high variation in

TABLE 7.2
Characteristics of Overall Teacher Communication
Versus Informatives

Overall Informative

Reacriviry

Before 22% 21%

After ' 78 79
Evaluative toned

Positive 28% 8%

Negative 49 71
Distribution

Academic Outcome 41% 20%

Academic Procedure 31 37

Social Procedure 26 40

Social/Moral 2 3
N (clauses) 10,526 1416

3Ambiguous or not applicable (before) communication not presented.
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TABLE 7.3
Domain Differences in Reactwvity and Quality
of Overall Communication and Informatives

Accdemic Academic Social Social/
Performance Procedure Procedure Moral
Overall Conmunication
Percent Informatiie? 107 2% 24% 31%
Reactiviryd
Before 25 47% 225 157
After 98 53 78 85
Evaluative rone€
Positive 647 4% 3% 6%
Negative 30 49 76 81
N(clauses) 4300 3299 2755 167
Informatives
Reacrivityd
Before 8™ 34% 165 21%
After 92 66 84
Evaluative 1one€
Positive 29% 4% . 2% 2%
Negative 62 63 82 81
N{clauses) 276 525 568 47
x¢ from table including infurmatives and all ather communication = 1607, d.f. = 6,
p < 0001

"y o= 2251, d.1. = 3, p < .00VL.

“Ambigunus or not applicabls (before) communication not presented. Overall x* = 6130,
dt. =9, p < .0001

¢ =90, 4. = 3. p < .0001

Ambiguous or not applicable (before! commumication not presented. Overall, x* = 271,
df =9 p< 0001

smount of information by domain, comparisons must be made with care. But a
aumber of differences are instructive. The domain of academic performance
shows heavy use of attributions. and these have a relatively positive cast.” In
particular. negative ability is rarely communicated to students, there or in other
Jomains of communication. The procedural domains show heavier reliance on

“An overall chi-square test for domain differences in kind of information (with subcategories
. Mlspseds did show highly significant differences. with dramatic reliance on attributions in academic
rernrmance. and expectations and sanctions dominating the other domains, as would be expected
*sym evsnuming the more finely differentiated table
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TABLE 7.4
Distribution of Expectations, Attributions, and Sanctions
in Teacher Talk Overali and by Domain®

Accdemic Academic Social Social

Informanor: Overall  Performance Procedure  Procedure  Moral

Expectations
Rule 6% 2% 3% 7% 30%
Consequences to self 12 6 17 11 4
Consequences to group 2 0 © 2 3 0
Consequences to other 7 2 3 13 21
Consequences to teacher 4 2 2 6 0
Consequences to object 2 0 1 4 0
Circumstances 10 2 13 10 6 -
Authority 2 1 2 3 4

Artributions
Positive effort 4 14 3 1 2
Negative effort 7 21 7 1 0
Positive ability 3 9 3 1 0
Negative ability 3 4 3 2 2
Unstable 1 2 2 0 0
Task 5 11 6 0 0
Mixed 4 13 2 1 0

Sanctions
Reward 1 1 2 1 0
Promise 0 0 1 0 0
Punishment 6 7 3 9 11
Threat 15 3 16 20 13
Redirection 7 0 11 7 6
N (clauses) 1414 275 524 568 47

“x* for domain differences = 685, d.f. = 57. p < .0001.

expectations. with a preponderance of intrinsic (consequences-oriented) com-
munication. Socialization concerning social/meral issues presents possibly the
bleakest picture: The exceedingly rare informatives in this area are essentially
negative sanctions or extrinsic explanations in terms of rules. But sanctions in
general, it is strikingly clear. are essentially negative in this data set.

The initial picture of tzacher talk regarding the student role is thus mixed at
best. It is reactive, negative, and procedural. Informatives—expectations, at-
tributions. or sanctions—occur but rarely and are even more negative and pro-
cedural in emphasis than the overall flow of 1alk. Socialization concerning the
core task of academic performance, although outweighed by procedural com-
munication. does offer the most positive picture; but it is perhaps most horestly
characterized as simply less negative than the other socialization that occurs.

Teacher talk may depend, however, on structural factors. The picture may be
more or less bleak when one looks at teachers of differential managerial effec-
tiveness or at classrooms with different degrees of openness of task siructure.
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Furnther. features of the children that differ across or within classrooms may
affect teacher talk; such talk may be affecied by whether itis an older or younger.
male or female, and working or middle class target who sits waiting to be
socialized. Thus we now turn to an overview of these structural effects on *eacher
communication about the student role.

Teacher Talk: Managerial Effectiveness and Task
Structure

Before summarizing these results we should emphasize that both managerial
effectiveness and openness of task structure are correlational rather than causal
variables with respect to teacher talk, although in somewhat different ways. As
noted in the methods section. our indicator of managerial effectiveness was
percentage of communication devoted to academic performance. Thus. as noted.
cerain comparisons. like distribution of remarks among domains, are ruled out.
But it is also true that features that emerged as characteristic of the academic
procedure domain are likely to comelate with “‘managerial effectiveness’” be-
cause of the choice of indicator: we shall attempt to sort out in our discussion of
results the extent to which such findings might actually be part.of an overall
package of effective management. given evidence from the previous literature.
The degree of openness of task structure. in contrast. is defined independently of
any of the other measures of interest. It presents a correlational problem only in
the sense that a teacher both chooses to operate within a task structure and talks to
students. It is thus possible that some (unmeasured) teacher characteristic causes
buth the selection of task structure and characteristics of teacher talk. We would
agree with this argument, although we tend to believe that task structures, once
set up. have causal effects in molding what the teacher says and how it is said. To
partially sort out this latter corre]ation/causation question. we also examine dif-
ferences in teacher talk during more differentiated and less differentiated instruc-
tivmal activity, for since all teachers in fact engaged in both open and traditional
types of activity. this strategy effectively uses teachers as their own controls.
Aspects that characterize speech in the academic performance domain have
already been summarized both for overall communication and for informatives
above and in Table 7.3. Overall, such teacher tali, was less negative, more
reactive, and contained fewer informatives than that for other domains. When the
variables are all transformed to percentages for individual teachers, and the n
thus becomes 18, only one significant correlate of percent academic performance
remains: negativity. Teachers” percentage of communication devoted to
academic performance and the percentage negativity of their talk correlated a
substamtial —.77, highly significant even with teacher as the unit of analysis.
For the measure of openness, we first characterized the various categories of
the child activity code as either differentiated, multi-task or undifferentiated,
sinzle-tusk. with the former considered as open and the latter as traditional. It is
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then possible both to look at the level of clauses for relationships with other
variables and to characterize teachers overall and seek relationships at that level.
At the level of clauses, several significant relationships emerged. When the
teacher talk was occurring in, an open activity structure, it was significantly less
negative (43% versus 53% for traditional); more likely to involve academic
performance and less likely te involve social procedure (by 11% in each case).
and contained fewer informatives (14% to 21%). At the level of teachers’ overall
percentages, no relationships were significant. For example, although speech
occurring in an open activity structure tended to involve more academic perfor-
mance, it was not the case that teachers who had more open classrooms had any
significant tendency to emphasize academic performance. Finally. teachers’ de-
gree of openness was checked for relationships with grade or social class. Al-
though no relationship was found with grade. there was a significant difference
between working and middle class in openness. 1t is not surprising that working
class schools were significantly less open, given that, as noted in the methods
section. officially open rooms had been abandoned in those schools prior to the
study.

Teacher Talk: Differences in Target

We have seen thus far certain differences in teacher communication as a function
of teacher-carried structural variables. especially with respect to the negativity of
teacher talk. The theoretical section noted, however, that we might expect dif-
ferences particularly between grade levels in the type and quality of communica-
tion, but also possibly between remarks addressed to boys and girls and between
communication to working class and middle-class students.

Grade Differences. Surprising similarity between first and fifth grades was
observed, cspecially given that teachers theoretically should engage in somewhat
different role socialization for optimal results. Overall communication to the two
grade levels was about equally reactive. In the first grade positive communica-
tion did form a significantly higher proportion of talk, by 62% to 30%. as would
be expected from the assumption that first-grade teachers are trying to instill
norms rather than enforce already-instilled norms. Teachers differed across
grades, however, in what was being instilled or talked about, with emphasis in
the first grade on academic performance and social procedures and in the fifth
grade on academic procedure. Yet these differences. while statistically significant,
were small—suggesting that ovcrall emphasis on procedural issues characterizes
both grade levels equally well.

Although informatives were found in roughly equal proportions across grades,
and were again about equally reactive, they differed both in again being more
positive in the first grade and in the kind of communication being made. First-
grade teachers provided proportionately fewer expectations than fifth-grade
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teachers (39% to 48< of informatives). When expeciations were broken down
into extrinsic versus intrinsic (consequences-oriented) types. first-grade teachers
were also significantly less likely to provide intrinsic expectation information.
These differences suggest that the first-grade teacher may presume less about
what her students can or will understand of their action, focusing more on telling
and doing than on explaining. relative to her fifth-grade counterpart. Overall,
however, grade had a generally slight impact on the flow of communication or of
informatives within that communication.

Sex of Stwdent. A much more dramatic socialization difference emerged
within classrooms than across classrooms of different grades. Very simply, there
was a sizeable sex difference in distribution of overall communication: it was
substantially more likely to be made to boys (39%) than to girls (29%). The
remainder of communication was addressed to small groups or to the whole
group.* This imbalance is even more pronounced in looking at informatives only,
for 395 of these were addressed to boys as opposed to 21% to girls. Both
differences are highly significant.

One question that arises in considering such lopsided communication is the
problem that the target of communication may be such for a positive reason (e.g.,
the teacher likes boys better) or a negative reason (e.g.. the téacher finds boys to
be behavior problems). Thus we exumined overall communication received by
boys. girls. small groups. and whole groups to explore its quality and the distri-
bution of concerns addressed. Results. presented in Table 7.5. indicate that
reactive communication was addressed heavily to individuals, although about
equally to boys and girls. There was a slight but not overwhelming tendency for
boys to receive proportionately more negative feedback than girls, a difference
that may be explicable in terms of the concerns addressed to the two sexes. Girls
received an appreciably higher proportion of their communication regarding
academic performance. while communication to boys involved more of both
procedural areas. As we have already seen, academic performance communica-
tion tends to be more positive than that about procedural concerns.

The picture of informatives for boys and girls resembled that for overall
remarks. Informatives were again almost identically reactive, but more similar in
their negativity than was true of overall communication: 81% of informatives to
boys were negative in comparison to 78% to girls. Distribution of these informa-
tives among domains was somewhat more skewed, with girls receiving an even
hicher relative proportion of their informatives about academic performance
137%) than was true for boys (22%). Given these differences in concerns ad-
Jressed to the two sexes, it is not surprising that only 17% of the negative

*Very small amounts of communication were addressed 1o small groups made up entirely of girls
oss Because these mitrored the results for boys and girls individually. they were combined with
Yw¢ for individuals in these analyses
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TABLE 75
Characteristics of Overall Communication to
Boys, Girls, and Groups of Students

Small Whole
Boy's Girls Group Class
Reactivity?
Before 11% 10% 51% 46%
After 89 90 49 54
Quality of Feedback?
Positive 33% 41% 15% 6%
Negative 54 45 34 49
Distribution® ’
Academic Performance 49% 61% 17% 7%
Academic Procedure 27 23 48 44
Social Procedure 22 15 35 47
Social/Moral 2 2 1 2

“x* = 1851, d.f. = 3, p < .0001.

"Amb:guous ot nat applicable (before) communication not presented. Overall x° = 2247,
d.f. = 9. p < .0001.

*x® = 1863, d.f. = 9. p < .0001.

informatives addressed to boys concerned academic performance. in contrast to
33% of the negative informatives to girls. The kind of information provided also
differed in congruent ways. Comparing the overall distribution of informatives
among expectations, attributions, and sanctions, girls proved (o receive propof-
tionately more attributions among their informatives (40% versus 28% for boys).
This is also not surprising given that attributions were found earlier to be concen-
trated more heavily in the academic performance domain.

Despite some differences between the sexes in the nature and distribution of
teacher talk received. the overall message of these data is similar to that from our
pilot investigation (Blumenfeld et al.. 1977, 1979). The striking difference in
teacher handling of girls versus boys concerns the amount of attention paid to
them in the first place. Within that background fact. there are relatively more
subtle tendencies for girls to receive disproportionately more academic perfor-
mance communication, and quite slight evidence of more positive communica-
tion to girls. Teachers do mor appear to be attending 1o boys because they are
disruptors—although of course they might be attending to boys so as to prevent
them from becoming disruptors. In any case, although a simple explanation does
not emerge from these data, the simple fact remains: the sheer amount of both
overall communication and informatives addressed to boys substantially out-
weigh those to girls. ~

Social Class. In contrast to those for grade or sex. the effects of social class

on teacher talk can be readily summarized: there were almost none. Teachers in
working- versus middle-class schools did not differ significantly in the reactivity
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or negativity of overall communication; in its distribution among domains; in the
number of informatives provided: or in their reactivity and negativity. They
addressed essentially the same 1ssues within domains and gave the same kinds of
attributions and expectation information. The sole difference of any import found
is a tendency toward more sanctioning—which essentially means more punishing
and threatening—in the working-class schools. Some 34% of informatives were
sanctions for the working class. while the percentage for middle-class schools
was only 24% . Although managerial effectiveness was uncorrelated with social
class, recall tha: openness was substantially related to class. Thus we examined
the relationship between class and distribution of informatives controlling for
whether the teacher talk occurred in an open or traditional structure. The class
difference proved te hold only during traditional communication (which occurred
to some extent in all rooms). Thus with the caveat that it is limited to traditional
communication, this sanctioning difference would appear to be a *'real”’ social
class difference. But the overall similarity in teacher communication to working-
and middle-class students is far more impressive than this one rather slender
difference.

Children’s Thought about the Student Role

The student role as communicated in teacher talk is one of conformity to pro-
Cedural demands. enforced thiough largely reaciive and negative means, and
rarely accompanied by further informatives that might guide internalization of
classroom norms. Structural differences in this communication were relatively
tfew, with the effects of our indicator of managerial effectiveness and the dif-
fzrences in attention paid to boys versus girls standing out in a general picture of
cross- and within-classroom similarity. The issues then remaining are, first, what
students think about the relative importance of the domains of classroom life or
1ssues within them: second, how they would feel if they met or failed to meet
evpectations: third. how different the children’s responses are depending on their
grade, sex, or social class; and. crucially, the potential impact of differences in
teacher talk, managerial effectiveness, or task structure on children’s thought
abaut the student role.

Table 7.6 presents average importance and feelings ratings summaries for
¢ach issue as well as for each domain overall, separately for good and bad books.
Grade differences, also presented here for convenience, are discussed later. In
s\amining results or in particular in comparing importanc= and feelings data,
recall that the measure of importance is a transformation of the continuous line
Juta that ranges between 0 and 1.0: feelings data represent assignment of num-
bers, ranging from 1 to 4, to the neutral face through large smile (or large frown)
siimuli. .

Certain general putterns appear across domains, as well as, predictably, dif-
terences among domains. A first general pattern concerns how students react te
eeting an expectation (''good books™') versus failing to meet one ('‘bad



Student Thought about Classroom Norms by Domain:
Importance (tines} and Feelings (faces) for Each Norm

TABLE 7.6

BEST COPY AVAILASLE

Issue Importance ) Feelings
Significance Significance
Overall First Grade Fifth Grade level Overall First Grade Fifth Grade {evel
A. Academic Pesformance
G OVERALL .66 .74 .59 d 3.23 345 3.01 d
g Math Content .74 .80 .70 ¢ 3.50 3.58 3.42 a
D Language Content 70 a5 65 ¢ 3.30 347 3.14 d
Other Content 03 .70 57 d 3.26 347 3.08 d
g Lanpuage lrormat .57 .68 47 d 2,90 3.27 2.57 d
O Math Format 66 .76 58 d 3.1 344 2.81 d
K
S
B OVLERALL 46 .57 .37 d 2,74 3.12 2.39 d
A Math Content 54 61 48 d 3.07 3.27 2.90 c
Language Content .55 .62 49 [ 292 3.14 2.72 d
& Otlicr Content 40 52 29 d 2.64 312 221 d
2 Language Format .34 48 21 d 2.29 2.80 1.82 d
s Math Format .52 .64 40 d 2.76 3.25 2.31 d
B. Academic Procedure
C OVERALL 68 .76 .60 d 3.09 3143 279 d
8 On-Task .68 78 .59 d 3.06 347 2.69 d
D Assistance .65 .76 .55 d 3.01 3.38 2.68 d
B Persistence .75 .82 .68 d 3.78 3.48 2.92 d
D Recadiness .64 69 .59 b 3.07 3.42 2.76 d
D Routine .65 75 .56 d 2.96 3.37 2.58 d
K Completion 70 76 64 c 3.27 3.47 3.08 d
B OVIRALL 59 .68 Sl d . 291 wmn .:(-,\ d
{\‘ On-Task (3] 78 81 | ram -:--3“ - "": '!
N oLt . ' ¢ N 158 : '
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Q Rottine 65 Jis S50 d AR kR Y Q.54 d
& Completion 70 76 64 . 3.27 147 3.08 d
I OVERAL <9 OK 51 d 2.91 3.23 2.63 d
,/; On-Task .64 .18 53 d 2.99 3.36 2.66 d
Assistance 57 67 417 d 2.85 3.23 2.49 d
3 Persistence .68 .76 61 d 3.07 3.31 2.85 d
0 Readinuess 51 .56 417 b 2.72 2.91 2.55 ¢
K Routine .62 T .53 d 2.99 3.36 2.65 d
5 Completion .53 63 44 d 287 322 2.55 d
C. Social Procedure
G OVERALL 62 .73 53 d 2.93 3.36 2.5§ d
O Materials 69 .18 .60 d 3.12 3.50 2.78 d
O prace .55 .68 44 .| 2.79 3.27 2.35 d
D\ ining Up 57 69 A5 d 2.82 3.10 2.39 d
g General .59 .68 .50 d 2.81 3.25 241 d
O Turn Taking .64 .73 .55 d 2.97 3.34 2.63 d
O Role .64 .71 57 d 3.00 3.42 2.63 d
X Late 63 73 54 d 2.93 3.38 2.53 d
Cleaning Up .70 81 .60 d 3.06 347 2.71 d
Noise 62 12 .53 d 2.89 3.32 2.50 d
B OVERALL .58 69 A7 d 2.82 3.21 2.47 d
A Materials .64 1 .52 d 3.03 3.44 2.65 d
D prace 43 57 31 d - 242 2.88 2.00 d
g Lining Up - .56 .70 44 d 2.74 3.26 2.25 d
0 General 67 a7 .58 d 2.99 3.35 2.66 d
O Turn Taking .61 T .51 d 2.89 3.26 2.56 d
[5( Role .63 71 .56 d 3.04 3.25 2.85 d
Late 39 A8 .31 d 2.44 2.80 2.11 d
Cleaning Up .66 .19 .53 d 3.03 3.40 2.69 d
| Noise 60 15 A8 d 2.84 3.25 2.47 d
I (cominned)
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TABLE 7.6 {Continued)

A. Academic Performance
Issuc Importance Feclings
Significance Significance
Overall First Grade Fifth Grade level Overall First Grade Fifth Grade level

D. Social [Moral

G OVERALL 13 .8t .66 d 3.21 3.50 295 d
O Comforting .18 .84 .12 d 3.33 3.55 3.14 d
O Apgpression .70 .83 , .59 d 3.13 3.45 2.84 d
D Ling N .83 1 d 3.18 3.51 2.87 d
B Sharing .70 .76 .65 [ 2 3.45 3.00 | d
0 lnclgdc Others .68 1 0 d 119 1.56 2.4 d
o Playing 1-air .65 .15 Ry d 3.09 .47 2.74 d
K Cheating 76 2 1o v 324 3.52 299 d
S Stcaling .19 43 15 b 3.33 3.50 3.18 ¢
B OVERALL .69 .76 63 d 3.14 3.40 291 d
'3 Comforting 65 .14 56 d 3.12 3.47 2.80 d

Aggression .18 .86 A d 3.30 3.57 3.05 d
B Lying .84 .89 K0 [ 3.55 3.68 342 c
O Sharing .57 .69 46 d 291 3.39 247 d
g Include Others 63 13 54 d 2.96 3.24 2.72 d
S Playing Fair .54 .60 49 b 2.84 3.10 2.60 d

Cheating .83 .84 .82 n.s. 345 351 341 n.s.

Stealing .89 .89 .90 ns. 3.66 3.68 3.64 n.s.

Tattling .55 .64 46 d 2.72 3.03 244 d

Teasing .03 74 53 d 293 3.32 2.56 d
a)t - testp <05
b p < .01
o) p < .00l
d) p < .0001
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books ). Overall averages for good versus bad books show, across all domains,
that children rate it to be betier to meet an expectation than it is bad to fail at one.
In addition, they are consistent in rating that they would feel more good in
meeting a role expectation than they would teel bad in failing to meet one. This
pattern is somewhat surprising. given that such a high proportion of teacher
communication concerns essentially the “*bad books™ version of issues; in addi-
tion. children are supposed to absorb learning about doing and not doing “*bads ™
earhier than they do about “'goods ™ (Keasey. 1978).

Relative importance of the domains shows that the domain receiving least
emphasis in the classroom—that of socialimoral issues—is the most important
one. at least by the criteria of how children responded to these lines and faces
measures. This both again illustrate. children s ability to distinguish moral from
other issues (e.g.. Turicl, 1978) and suggests that moral concerns might be most
fruitfully considered as outside the student role per se. They are something that is
learned in the child s daily life, rather than in the classroom itself, and are carried
into the classroom: as into any other setting the child encounters.

Responses within social moral issues do suggest clues to how different types
of norms may be learned. In this domain there are clear distinctions between
issues where children are taught “theu shalts ™ and issues where they are taught
“‘thou shalt nots.”” Norms like comforting another. sharing. inciuding others,
and playing fairly call for the commission of behavior. Norms about such issues
as ugeression, lying. and cheating. in contrast. call tor the omission of behavior.
Fur the commissior norms here. children consistently reported that it was more
good to do the act than it was bad to omit it: for the omission noerms, they
reported that it was more bad to do the act than it was good to omit it. There
could be a variety of reasons for this pattern of differences, including the percep-
tual and conceptual simplicity of human action (versus inaction), as well as
possibly the reinforcement patterns employed for the different types of norms. In
any case. the overall result that “"good books ™" tended to receive generally higher
tatmgs than “*bad books™’, discussed earlier. may be a function of the fact that
.Most classroom norms are either clearly commission norms or ambiguous rather
then omission norms.’ The kind of norm asked about may determine what one
nnds concerning children’s comprehension or their assessments.

The three domains specifically related to classroom life look very similar with
regard to how good it is to meet an expectation. Teachers® relative lack of
cinphasis on academic performance may be reflected in the results for the bad
hooks that it was rated leasr bad not to fulfill academic performance norms and
'hat children indicated they would feel least bad about not doing so. Norms in
this domain are also clearly and uniformly commission norms, however, while

——

"B, ambiguous norms we mean ones in which the socialization might readily be phrased in terms

T ober commission or omission (¢.g . "don’t be lute’" sersus 'be on time'' 'be neat’ versus
TR messy )
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some norms in the two procedural domains are ambiguous or omission nOrms.
Thus it is not entirely clear whether to attribute such results to the domain of
activity or to the type of norm involved.

Among the procedural issues, one essentially “'moral’’ norm stands out: per-
sistence, trying to do one’s academic work. Weiner (1979) has suggested that
effort is seen by children as a moral imperative. It is clear that children here
perceived persistence as the best of the academic or social procedural activities
when fulfilled, and failure to persist as the worst violation; their feelings data
were congruent with these important ratings. These patterns suggest that
Weiner's argument is correct. .

Group Differences.  The one truly overwhelming set of group differences is
presented in Table 7.6: the consistent difference between first and fifth graders.
For every norm €xcept cheating and stealing, first graders rated the actions as
more extremely good or bad and indicated that they would feel better or worse,
respectively, than was true of fifth graders. Grade differences for impornance
might possibly be aributed to use of a different measuring instrument for first
and fifth graders, as described in the methods section above. But the congruence
of the reactions for feelings suggests that first graders were simply reacting with
greater conformity to an} and all norms. This pattern is consistent with our
cognitive development-bascd expectation that responses of first graders would be
less discriminating and more global. ,

Many fewer differences emerged between boys and girls and between work-
ing- and middle-class students. and in both cases they terded 10 involve ratings of
feelings rather than imponance. For both of these variables, tests were made
using regressions Wwith grade controlled by entering it first hierarchically: the
interaction of each variable with grade was also entered and is discusscd where
significant. Tables therefore report partial correlations rather than means for both
sex and social class. Because there are multiple nonindependent statistical tests
made for such data, we adopted the decision rule that issues only be examined
individually when the overall summary variable for the domain showed a signifi-
cant group difference. (This rule was obviously unnecessary for grade dif-
ferences, where almost all tests were highly significant.) Table 7.7 shows the
results that emerge for sex differences using this selection criterion.

The consistent patierns of sex differences emerge in response to the bad books
only. and involve feelings only. in the academic procedure, social procedure,
and social/moral domains. Results are quite easy to summarize: Girls always
reported that they would feel worse about violating the norm. The other dozen-
odd scattered significant effects, for lines or for faces in the good books. might
not be ones that could be individually '-usted; but their pattern was also consis-
tent with that found for feelings, in that girls always reported that it was betier to
fulfill an expectation and that they would feel better doing so, or worse to fail an
expectation and (as shown) that they would feel worse. Thus sex differences are
simply sharpest with regard to feeling bad about norm violations.
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TABLE 7.7
partial Correlations for Significant Sex Differences
in Feelings Ratings

Domain and Issue Partial r's Significance Level

Bad Books Academic Procedure
Overall .14 .01
On Tusk .16 .002
Routine .11 .04
Bad Books Social Procedure
Overall 15 .005
Lining Up 14 .009
General Secial
Proceduse 12 .03
Late .14 .01
Cleaning Lp 12 .03
Noise .15 .007
Bad Books Social Moral
QO.erall .21 .0001
Comiorting 14 .01
Aggression A5 .007
Lying 16 .004
Sharing A5 .005
Tattiing a2 .03
Teasing .14 .008

The patiern of sex differences bears no direct relationship to the differential
ireatment the sexes received from the teacher. Girls reported greater conformity
10 the norms. despite receiving much less socializing attention than that received
by boys. Girls were also most different from boys in the social/moral area, at
loast as indexed by number of significant differences found. and that area barely
appears in classroom life. They were least different in the area of academic
performance. the domain where teachers target the highest proportion of effort at
virls. In general. evidence from student thought about the role supports a rela-
tively 'sugar and spice’” picture of girls—certainly more so than is true of the
reacher talk data, and in ways not particularly consistent with it.

Surprisingly, there were more significant differences between working and
middle class students than between the sexes. These were also primarily concen-
trated in the feelings ratings. as Table 7.8 shows, but did involve imponance
rutings for both good and bad books in the academic performance realm. In
contrast, for feelings ratings there were significant class differences in six of the
cight possible areas, everywhere excepr in the good books for academic perfor-
mance and procedure. Results can be readily summarized, as they were consis-
tent across all tests: Working-class children always indicated it was better to meet
4 normative expectation and that they would feel better doing so, or that it was
worse 1o fail an expzctation and that they would feel worse doing so. Thus

16



TABLE 7.8
Partial Correlations for Sigrmificant Social Class Differences
in lmportance or Feelings Ratings

Impartanee Feelings
Dowain and Issuc Parval r Significance Paritial r Significanc
Good Books Academic Performance
Overall A2 02 n.s.
Language Content 2 03
Other Content 18 0006
Bad Books Academic Performance
Overall .20 0003 .20 .0002
Other Content .24 <000t .20 .0002
Language Format .t .05 45 .007
Math Format A4 01 .19 0005
BBad Books Academie Procedure
Overall n.s. A7 .002
On Task .14 .01
Assistance A2 .02
Routine 49 0006
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Good Books Soctal Procedure
Overall ns. 11 05
fad Books Social rocedure
Overall na 0 0002
Matenals At .05
Place 15 005
Lining Up A8 001
Turn Taking AS 007
Cleaning Up A6 003
Nuoise A6 003
Gaod Books Social/Maoral
Overall n.s. A2 03
Aggruession .24 .0001t
Including Others Bl .05
Playing 1air A2 .03
Bad Books Social/Moral |
Overall n.s. Al .04
Sharing 14 .008
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despite little if any evidence of differentjal socialization by teachers, working-
class children—even more so than girls overall—exhibited greater conformity
to the norms invelved in the student role,

A couple of interactions between social class and grade jevel did emerge. For
the social procedure bad books. the working class children gave higher impor-
tance ratings in the first grade, while in fifth grade the two social classes were
easentially equal. For the sucial'moral bad books. in the first grade working class
children gave higher importance ratings. whereas in the fifth grade. middle-class
children did so by a very similar margin. These patterns give some indication of
reduction with age in working class cenformity to the norms in question, but do
not involve the feelings ratings where most of the class differences lie.

Effects of Teacher Talk on Student Thought

Thus far we have seen a series of differences involving children’s judgments of
the importance of classroom norms and their feelings about them, differences
that bear but lintle relationship 1o any patierns uncovered in teacher talk itself.
One natural question, then, is whether any aspects of teacher communication do
affect children’s views of the student role. Given the theoretical foundations in
social learning and attribution theories, a number of possible candidates for
appropriate “‘aspects’’ emerge. The reactivity of the communication is not par-
ticularly appropriate. given, as we have seen. that it can ve simply a part of a
classroom activity—like feedback about academic performance—rather than re-
aily serving as an indicator that the teacher is failing to shape behaviors. The
negativity of communication is a much more plausible candidate. but given iis
correlation with the teachér’s emphasis on academic performance, it is more
reasonable to consider negativity as itself an effect of that structural varijable.!?
We arc then left with aspects of the informatives provided by teachers as possible
determinants of children’s thought about the student role. It is to these that we
then look for teacher effects.

Information per se would be a category so broad as to be useless. for results
showed that informatives of different types were distributed across the domains
of classroom life in very different patterns and were also of differential negativ-
ity. Thus we chose to Jook at three different indices for informatives: the
teacher's percentage of auributions provided in the academic performance do-
main, for that was where attributions were concentrated; and the teacher's per-
centage of expectation and sanction information in each of the academic proce-
dure and social procedure domains. for those domains were where expectations
and sanctions were chiefly found. In addition to controlling for domains in-

'°lt appears more plausible that the domain of topic determines the affective tone than the reverse.
Thus. given their high intercorrelation, we chose to use the more structural (and probably causal)
variable of the two.
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volved, this division also separates a relatively positive category (attributions)
from the more generally negative expectation and sanctioning information.

Each of the measures of perceived importance or feelings was regressed on
these information measures sepurately. using hierarchical regressions in which
grade was entered first, then the in{ormation measure, and finally the interaction
between the two. Again the decision rule was employed to look at specific issues
only when a variable had an effect on a summary variable (such as **good
books®" responses for academic performance). Table 7.9 presents the results of
these regressions for all three variables for the importance data only, given that
there were generally many fewer effects on children’s feelings ratings. Where
there were significant relationships to feelings, these are discussed later in text.

As Table 7.9 reveals, the eftects of the teacher’s percentage of attributions in
academic performance were quite specific to acudemic areas. and within those,
to judgments of the good books, or meeting of normative expectations. There
was an overall positive relationship for the academic performance domain itself,
tempered by an interaction between percentage of attributions and grade: exam-
ination of that interaction revealed that there was no impact of attribution per-
centage in the first grade, but only in the fifth grade. In the good books for the
academic procedure domain, only an interaction with grade emerged. Examina-
tion showed that it was similar tu the previous inieraction, in that there was a
negligible negative effect of attribution percentage in the first grade and a sub-
stantial positive one in the fifth grude.

The most drumatic news in these analyses of teacher information, obvious
from Table 7.9. concemns the difference between the impacts of expectations and
sunctions from the two procedural domains. Although we have seen that the
realm of academic procedure is a relatively negative one, and there is no reason
to believe that the expectations and sanctions being tapped by the present variable
differ from those in the social procedure domain in this respect. they have
opposite effects on children’s ratings of importance. Expectations and sanctions
in the academic procedure domain, as a percentage of overall communication in
that domain, had simple positive relationships to children’s importance ratings
for both academic performance and academic procedure. The chief difference
from the pattern for attributions is that the expectations/sanctions variable af-
fected ratings of the bad books. or failures to meet normative expectations, rather
than the good books. In addition, there was also a significant positive relation-
ship to ratings of the faces, or feelings data, for the academic procedure bad
books. Attributions, in contrast, had no relationship whatsoever to feelings
ratings. .

Percentage of expectations and sanctions in the social procedure domain, in
contrast, had quite diffuse effects on children’s ratings across all domains. For
academic performance, both good and bad books. there was a negative effect of
teacher’s percentage of social procedure expectations/sanctions on children’s
ratings. In the academic procedure realm, a similar muin effect appeared for good
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TABLE 79

Partial Correlations for Significant Main Etfects of
Teacher Taik Variables on Children’s Importance Ratings

Percent Academic

Performance
Domain and Issue Attributions Significance Leiel
Good Books Academic Performance
Overall 12 .02
Math Content 16 .002
Math Format 11 .05
Percent Academic
Procedure
Expectations/
Domain and Issue Sanctions Significance Level
Bad Books Academic Performance
Overall 15 .005
Other Content .18 .002
Language Format g2 .03
Bad Books Academic Procedure
Overall a2 .03
On Ta<k a1 .04
Assistance 13 .02
Percent Social
Procedure
Expectations/
Domein end Issue Senctions Significance Level
Good Books Academic Performance
Orerall =20 .0002
Math Cen:ent -.14 .008
Language Content =12 .02
Other Conient -15 .006
Language Format -18 .001
Math Format -15 .005
Bad Books Academic Performance
Overall -16 .003
Math Content -12 .02
Language Format -12 .03
Good Books Academic Procedure
Overall -14 .009
On Task iS5 .005
Assistance -12 .03
Completion =12 .02
Good Books Social Procedure
Overall -18 .001
Materials <12 .02
Place -19 .0006
Lining Up -13 .01
General Social Procedure -24 <.0001
Role -11 .05
182
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books. plus an interaction with grade; similarly to the previous interactions, this
now indicated that there was a bigger negativc relationship in the fifth grade than
in the first In social procedure itself there were again relationships with the good
books. both a negative main effect of expectation/sanction percentage and an
interaction with grade. The interaction again involved a larger negative relation-
ship in the fifth grade than in the first. Results for the social’/moral domain were
the only ones that differed from the general pattern at all, in that an interaction
with grade was the only general effect in the importance data: that interaction
showed no effect of sociul procedure expectations/sanctions in the first grade,
and a negauve effect in the fifth. Further. the only relationships to feelings
ratings appeared in this area for the bad books—and involved a different interac-
tion. with a small negative relationship in first grade and no relationship in fifth
erade. Given that this was the only link of this variable to feelings ratings and
that the pattern differed trom that of all the other interactions—which each
showed larger negative effects in the fifth grade—the results should probably be
discountcd. Even including it in the overall pattern. that pattern clearly involves a
negative impact of teachers” use of expectations or sanctions in the social proce-
dure domuin: The more those were used. the lower the children’s importance
ratings of a whole series of norms across the full range of norms tapped. Further,
this relationship was generally stronger. and sometimés appeared only among
nifth graders

Owverall. then. teachers” use of attributions in the academic performance do-
main had a pusitive impuct on children’s ratings of academically -related norms.
This is reasonable given that such attributions are both informetive per se and. as
we have seen. relatively pusitive in tone. Surprisingly. use of expectations and
sactions in the academic and social procedure realms had divergent effects on
children s ratings. with academic procedure expectations/sanctions relating posi-
tnely to ratings in the two academic domains and social procedure expectations/
sanctions having diffuse negative effects on ratings. In general, however, all
taree teacher communication variables affected importance rather than feelings
ratings. in contrast to the effects of sex or social class on judgments. It would
appear that the more cognitive measure was more susceptible to teacher influ-
ence. whereas the more affective measure was more closely linked to differences
children bring to the classroom. Some speculation about reasons for divergent
cticels among the teacher variables is made in the conclusions section.

Effects o Managerial Effectiveness and Task Structure
on Student Thought

Either our indicator of managerial effectiveness or the openness of task structure
inght alto affect children’'s thought about the student role, bo:h because these
mdicators had some relationship to teacher talk and because they might reflect
aspects of classroom life not necessarily captured in our teacher talk measures
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themselves. Simple direct effects of either variable were assessed in separate
regressions where grade and classroom social class composition were entered
first hierarchically; interactions of each with these control variables were also
entered and are discussed in the text where significant. Interactions between
academic performance as a percentage of a teacher’s overall communication and
percent openness were assessed in an equation in which grade was entered first.
followed hierarchically by percentage academic performance and percent open.
followed by all interaction terms. These interactions appear in Table 7.10 below.
along with summaries of each set of main effects.

In a pattern resembling that for the teacher talk variables, both of these
structural variables had effects on importance judgments only. The managerial
effectiveness indicator had a significant positive effect on all four sets of **good
books ™’ ratings. but no effect on *"bad books ' ratings. For the social/moral good
importance ratings there was also a small but significant three-way interaction
with grade and social class such that in the first grade, there was an effect of
percent academic performance for working class children only: in the fifth grade
there was a positive relationship for both social classes. The only effects of
percent academic performance on the feelings ratings appeared in interaction
with social class for the academic procedure good books and the socizl procedure
bad books. In the case of academic procedure. the social classes showed no dif-
ferences in first grade, but in the fifth grade the working-class children showed a
negative effect of percent academic performance: the middle-class children, a
positive effect. For social procedure. at both grade levels the working-class
children showed a negative effect of percent academic performance and the
middle-class children a positive effect.

Main effects of the percentage of te~ her talk occurring in open structures
were even more specific than effects of percent academic performance. There
were no effects whatsoever on the feelings ratings, and effects on only three
groups of importance ratings: those for the academic performance good and bad
books and for social procedure good books. The most interesting feature of the
results is their negative sign, however, for the greater the teacher’s degree of
openness the lower the importance ratings given to the norms shown in Table
7.10.

Interactions are what make the results for percent openness truly interesting,
however, The only interaction with a structural variable was one with social class
for the academic performance bad books; it indicated that in the middle-class
schools. openness had a positive effect in first grade and a negative effect in the
fifth; in the working-class schools. the openness effect was uniformly negative.
The key feature, shown in Table 7.10, was the interactions with percent
academic performance (typically also accompanied by three-way interactions
with grade). When graphed these showed that, in general, when percent
academic performance was low, the effect of openness on children’s ratings was
negative; when percent academic performance was high, the relationship re-
versed and the cffect of openness was positive. This flip-flop pattern appeared
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TABLE 7.10
Partial Corretations for Main Effects of Percentage
Academic Performance, Percentage Openness, and Therr Interaction?

Percent Academic
Academic Percent  Performance X
Domain and Issue Performance Open Open
Good Books Academic Performance
Overall 13 ~15 .19
Math Content n.s. -18 .16
Language Content 13 n.s. 15
Language Forma: 12 -11 13
Math Format n.s. n.s. .19
Bad Books Academic Performance
Overall n.s. -14 n.s.
Language Content -14
Language Format -15
Good Books Academic Procedure
Overall .20 n.s. .16
On Task n.s. 19
Assistance A2 13
Pc.sistence 18 ns.
Readiness .15 n.s.
Routine .22 . n.s.
Completion . 1 .14
Good Books Social Procedure
Overall 15 -12 .13
Materials 12 n.s. n.s.
Place n.s. -.19 12
Lining Up n.s. -12 n.s.
General Social
Procedure n.s. -17 n.s.
Turn Taking 12 n.s. 12
Role .14 n.s. n.s.
Late .20 n.s. 11
Cleaning Up 11 ns. n.s.
Noise 17 n.s. n.s.
Geod Books Social/Moral
Overall 17 n.s. 16
Comforting 15 n.s.
Aggression ns. 1S5
Lying n.s. 11
Sharing d1 13
Including Others 15 n.s.
Playing Fair n.s. 13
Cheating 13 n.s.
Stealing A7 13

“ Partials for percent academic performance and peri:ini open are reported from equations in
which grade and social class were entered first hierarchizally as controls. To simplify the num-
er of terms involved, the partials for the interaction were obtained from an equation in which
juct grade, the two independent variables, and their interactions were entered hierarchically.
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more strongly, or only, in the fifth grade, yiclding threec-way interactions. One
way of making sense of this pattern is to suggest that when a teacher is not an
effective manager (i.c., when percent academic performance is low), greater
openness may simply mean greater chaos, such that it has a negative impact on
children’s views of classroom life; when the teacher is an effective manager,
greater openness may accomplish some of the benefits its proponents have
suggested. Thus effects of task strucrure need to be considered in the context of
the teacher’s managerial effectiveness. The fact that this interactive effect for
openness appeared only in the fifth grades does, however, lend support to recent
cautionary notes about open structures in the very early grades (e.g.. Brophy,
1979), in that openness in the first grade simply had negative or at best nil effects
on children’s ratings.

CONCLUSIONS

As a socializing institution, the school is the arena from which the larger society
expects scholars and citizens 10 emerge. However, as Jackson /1968) suggested.
our data so far indicate that it is the everyday demands of the institution rather
than the long-term goal of sacializing that receive emphasis in teacher communi-
cation to children about the student role. The teacher is a manager of activities,
and immediate institutional imperatives of conducting those activities and pre-
venting chaos override what micht be ideal-typical socializing practices. Instead.
the teacher is a manager who mainly reacts, and reacts to things she does not like.
Those things are mostly violanons of the procedures that probably must be
maintained if the show is to go on. Relatively rarely. and primarily when spurred
by a negative event, is the tzacher prompted to provide further sacializing infor-
mation involving her expectations. attributions of causality. or sanctions them-
selves. The student is essentially 4 socializee who absorbs on-the-job experience
geared to passive citizenship in 2n gngoing institution.

Two kinds of potential differences in teacher talk were examined: those flow-
ing from differences in teacher managerial effectiveness and the structure of tasks
in the classroom, and those flowing from differences among the recipients of the
communication themselves. Few effects of either type of variable were found.
perhaps because of the fundamental similarity of managerial demands across
classrooms. Our indicator of managerial effectiveness, the percentage of com-
munication devoted to academic performance, was powerfully related to the
negativity of teacher talk, with better managers less negative. While this result
must provisionally be considered simply an empirical association, we tend to
believe that managerial effectiveness and positivity are organically linked. Pro-
cedural issues. although they form the bulk of teacher communication, are essen-
tially about intcrferences with the core task of instruction itself—and hence
relatively negative. When the teacher is able to talk about academic performance,
it indicates that she is doing the core task of the job. Such talk is also neither



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

7. TEACHER TALK AND STUDENT THOUGHT 187

positive nor negative by necessity. and hence emerges as more positive than
communication about the interferences themselves. In contrast to managerial
effectiveness, the degree of openness of task structure did not relate significantly
to differences in teacher talk.

Differences among students—grade, sex. and social class—were linked to
few differences in teacher communication. ‘Teachers of first and fifth graders
behaved quite similarly, with only slight tendencies for first-grade teachers to be
more positive and for fifth-grade teachers to be more expansive with information
about expectations. Given that from a socialization standpoint rather substantial
differences might be optimal. as noted earlier, it would appear here that manage-
rial imperatives work against the long-term goal. The most striking difference,
the greater attention paid to boys, may reflect perceived managerial demands of
averting classroom disruption. Our data, however, clearly do not paint boys as
sheer classroom disruptors. they are instead primarily sheer attention-getters. The
final structural difference, social class of students, proved to have almost no
irupact on teacner talk, with teachers in middle- and working-class schools be-
having quite similarly. In this last case, at least, the apparent fundamental
similarities in management needs produced a heartening result, insofar as we
might have expected a still more procedurally or punitively oriented socialization
pattern in the working-class scheols than was observed overall.

Children's thoughts about the student role were more * rplv differentiated by
these latter structural variables than was the teacher © 'V du. . them. First
craders were uniformly more eagerly conforming to classroom n .rms, whether in
terms of their thought about the importance of these norms .- their feelings
regarding conformity/nonconformity . Girls and w. .ng-class cl.. dren were also
more conforming, although in the case of girls thi was entirel n the realm of
their feelings and in the case of working-class childien it was pr dominantly so.
These would appear to be differences imported to t+ . classroom t * the children,
rather than produced by teachers’ treatment, giver the relative Losence of dif-
ferential treatmeni for either first graders or wor iing-cla-  Children and the
striking lack of attention paid to girls.

Both teacher structural differences—managenial e .veness and openness—

"and features of teacher talk itself affected children's trought about the student

role. All of these teacher variables, however, had effects on children’s ratings
of the importance of norms rather thuir on their ratings of feelings about the
norms. snggesting that the more emotional/motivation:! area is less susceptible
to teacher influence. The pattern of results generally suggests that although
all students are absorbing on-the-job experience in the student role, the meaning
of being *‘on-the-job'* differs across classrooms in systematic ways.

The indicator of managerial effectiveness, degree of artention to academic
performance., essentially reflects differential effectiveness in ability to organize
and monitor acade mic work. Managerial effectiveness as defined by this criterion
.i.pears congruent with descriptions of good teachers (Anderson, Evertson, &
Euouner, 1930; Brophy & Putnam, 1979). in that such teachers seem to monitor
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student progress. provide feedback that is more oriented to work than to conduct.
and keep the classroom running <mcothly. In addition to previous findings that
this type of environment influence: actual achiesement (Brophy, 1979; Rosen-
shine, 1976), our data show a pc-i.1ve impact on students’ ratings of the impor-
tance of conforming to the role In classrcoms where teachers attended heavily to
performance, children thought :t was more imponant to adhere to the conven-
tions of the classroom and to (v work both properly and well.

The pattern of results four.d for openness of task structure also suggests
something of the meaning of tusk structure for children’s on-the-job experience.
Openness per se had a generali, negative effect on children’s ratings of impor-
tance of various norms. However, it also interacted with managerial affective-
ness such that. for the olde- children. teacher’s low managerial effectiveness
produced a negative impact of openness and high rnanagerial effectiveness a
positive impact of openne>s Such a pattern is sensible in terms of the managerial
demands of different siructi.res The more ¢ ferentiated the organization, the
greater the degree of manugcment needed to courdinate students” efforts success-
fully (Brophy & Putnam. 1979). Monitorin; organizing, and managing a class
in which a variety of tasks are gon'g on _imiultaneously place great demands on
the reacher. Thus as the deg.- @ of ( ner.'=s< increases, the potential for disorgani-
zation increases—and hence so doe: u:- necessity for effective management.
Although proponents of differenti vd .ctivity structures (Bossert, 1978:
Horowitz, 1979: Walberg & Thomas. 1972) claim that they improve the potential
for student involvement. interaction. and independence, this may only be true
where the teacher ts an effactie enough manager. Yet a combination of good
management and a relatiscly Jitfer. ntiated structure can lead to greater commit-
ment to good quality work ¢ 1 the pant of the student.

Children s experiznce of ihe student role was also atfected by explicit socializ-
ing information g.ovided by the teacher. In the present data set. three types of
such information proved to aftect children’s thought about the role: percentage of
academic performance communication devoted to atwributions. percentage of
academic procedure devoted to expectarions/sanctions. and percentage of social
procedure devoted to expectations/sanctions. The divergent impacts of these
kinds of information on chiidren’s thought prove explicable in terms of the
day-to-day communication they probably reflect. First, attributions about per-
formance increascd children's (and panticularly older children’s) ratings of the
importance ol 1.acemic performance and procedure. This may reflect the fact
that most attributions were made after poor quality performance and generally
referred to lack of effort, an issue which children perceive as very serious. Thus,
it appears that the ceramunication “'you can do better™" has the effect of focusing
children on the idea that they must work and must persist.

In conirast. expectations and sanctions in 1he realm of academic procedure
were likely to concern being off task and often communicated the negative
consequen.cs of not working or the likely punishments to be imposed. It is not
surprising that teachers who provided proportionately more information about
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why itis bad not to work properly had students who in fact thought it was bad not
to do so. It is possible that the additional effects of such information on children’s
ratings of academic performance reflect children’s tendency to see work proce-
dure and outcome as reloted (Blumenfeld, Wessels, Pintrich, & Meece. 1981,
Stipek, 1981; Weinsicin, 1981). :

The divergent impact of sucial procedure expectations/sanctions, which had a
negative impact on  variety of children’s ratings. illustrates that frequency or
type of communication per se has o necessary relation to outcomes. Most of this
social procedure information concerned talking, an issue generally of low impor-
tance to the children. We would suggest that a series of relatively low affect and
predominantly negative commurications about an unimportant issue are likely to
be defined as nagging and hence discounted. Centainly neither the negativity per
se nor the procedural focus per se can accoumt for the effect. given that academic
procedure information, also negative. had positive impacts on children’s ratings.
It would appear that the meaning of the information to the child may be crucial.

Thus. despite the bleak picture of the student role as it appears in the overall
outlines of teacher communication. the pattern of effects of teacher variables on
children’s thought about the role provides to some extent a prescription for hope.
We should emphasize that the effects found were generally significant but small.
possibly reflecting the overall similarities among teachers in carrying out their
role. But it appears that the teacher who focuszs on the central task o be done.
who emphasizes issues of effort, who insists on keeping on task—such a teacher
produces students more convinced of the importance of the central academic
aspects of the role. The citizenship thus presented might be a relatively passive
one. but the scholarship will get accomplished. Such a picture is probably rela-
tively similar to that of a good manager in any area. The American school is thus
much like the American factory, in that the small workers whose product is
themsclves need good managers in order either to turn out a good product or to
care about the production process.
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