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ABSTRACT

This study was desagned to ‘conduct basic researcch. The
purpose was to add t a growing holy of knovledge about the
teacher-student interattion patternsg in mainstreamed classroons.
In addition this study tegan- looking ag~gge relationship between

mainstreamed classroom's learning edvyironnment. Twenty-one
classrccms which “had nalnstreamed handicapped students were
observed for five dqys. Three groups of target students were
observed using the Erophy-Good: sSystem: (1). non-handxeapped liigh
achievers, (2) nor-hacdicapped low achlevers, and (3) mildly

handicagped dainstreamed students. The observational data- . ..

they exist in the,

gathered was correlated with characteristics of mainstreamed .

classrocms (e.g., Scecial Environment, Parent-Teacher Interaction,
Classrcqn Mazagement, Sccial anironment, etc.).

In  order to overcame some of the problems with previous
researck uultlvarzate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to
determine if an overall difference existed in teacher-student
lnterathon amcng the groups observed. Canonical correlation vas

‘used to determine which elements of the . ¢lassroon learrning

1

environrents were related to the patterns of teacher-student
interaction descrited. Cescriptive statistics were also used as
part of the data analysis procedures in order to p:ovxde a more

| complete pictrre of maircstreamed classroogs. * °

. -
©

Because a significant MANOVA was found, the. sixteelh teacher-
student interacticr variables wvere further analyzed using
Unjvariate Apalysis of vVariance (ANOVA). Seven significant

- differences-were fcurd. Pollowing each significant - ANQVA the

‘Newman Keal's .rultiple comparison ‘test was used ' to déscrioe

-dlfferences agoung tke three student groups. ,  Canonical

‘correlation ‘%35 usec in an attempt to. correlate teacher-student
interaction and classroonm learning environment variables.

this afpgrcach vas pct successfu
statistics dc fprovide scme . informa
classrccr learting environmerts.

T

However, descrlptlve

-Because of the 1nterdependence of the classroon varxableu used,
%

- il -

ion describing wmainstreaned
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AS a result cf the ﬁublic.schoolé' ef £brt to iﬁplement the

principle cf "least restrictive environment". (LRE), the student
dompositianﬂ . the secial * climate, and sthe * teachep's
'esponsibi{ities within -the regular elementary "‘classrooa are
changing. " shen a child peeds specialized instruction, _the LRE
principal requires that the child be educated in settings - as

’
4

close to-natural as is optimal for the 'child. Often, for many

*mildly , bandicapped children, ' the appropriate setting“is the

regular classreca. Chila ard Semmel (1977) stated, "It is

obvious that the least restrictive alternative provisions of PIL

99—142 are reing trarslated within the ' broad framewor £
‘mainstreaming'® (p ¢1). ' The passage of this law, thus, es .
suppcct on a natigth level to . the iotegration .of handica ped
Students intc regular classcooms. . - ’ - , ‘

*

Ultimately, the success of .educating handicapped children in
the ragular classrcem will be largely dependent upon the Legular
classrcom teacher and the support she receives. . “Some insight
into the ‘likelihood that the regular classroom teachar ¥ill be

e

Successful may te cained by examining the teacher's iateraction .

patterns with tcth handicapped‘and_non—handicapped students, and
their percepticn c¢f the "ideal" mainstreamed environment. The use
of systematic 'naturalistic“kohservationv in regular classrooas
‘where mildly handicapped students are bejng ‘mainstreamed has the
promise of Sharrerigy cur understanding and gaining the insight
needed to make mainstreaming vork. S
- o \

-

I

¥ ‘s ¢ .
"BEVIEW OF LITERATURE. o .
\ . . ~ . .
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. BEGUIAS CLASSEQCES ¥ =~ | B

There -are a //I;}?g number " of. ' studies that, .utitized .
ervat

fraturalistic ots n' ic regular classrooms whérg the

€

.observation targets were nonhandicapped Students\ The fihdings -.

of studies  that examined teachervnbnhandicappeﬁ *studenht
interaction may te summarized as ‘follows: e L I

-

1. 1Teachers terd tc respond nmore fivorably, . provide mdba
‘ Fraise, anf are more supportive of high achieving sgudents"
than low achievirg students (Horn, 1914 ; deGroat, &

Thoegscn, 1949; Ecehn, 1954; Brophy & ‘Good, 1970).

2,, Teachers irdtiated more contacts and were iuvolved in nmore
g‘.intérac&icns with high achievers than they were with low
‘acanievers (Gcod, 1970; Kranz, Weber, & Fishell, 1970) ;
carre & Firng, 1973). " . T '

L4 -




L

-

&N

¢ ) ) ‘. AA .. . ‘“ o, - ?
After asking -a question, teachers waited longer for "high"

pecfcrming students 'to give an answyer (Rowe, 1969).

. Teachers,  ir, gereral,
in which they attempt to influemnce classroom behavior and
‘are especially®unaware of th& dualitative aspects of their
interactions with students (Brophy & Good, 1974).

Teachers previded lesS feedback .on performance ‘to_"low"®
. performers’ (Exophy & Good, 19748) . : : :
Teachers 'can te made avare of ;inapproptiate behavior

.. - through ~.systematic observations and feedback procedutes
- that cap readily alter teaching styles under appfopriate
J conditicps- (Ecweé, 1972; Good & Brophy, 1978). T

> ’

favorakly tc lcw achieving studeants has important implications in

are not aware of the specific ways'

The indicaticn.frem redearch findings that teachers react less

the field of srecial education.

will result . in increasing nuaber
being Tesporsikle for
students placed
interjctions
students-—that

Letveen

12,

the instruction
-in their - classroons.

- mainstreaned
students classified

The trerd toward mainstreaming
of reqular ¢lassroom teachers
of mildly handicapped
In discussing poteatial
mildly handicapped

as educable nentally

retarded,

pildly

emotionally

handicapped,

and learning’

~disabled--and ‘regular classroom teachers,

- Larsen {1975)

wacned

that,

‘wip all

prckakility,

special

¢dugation students will

recelive moIe

criticisnm

,peers,

from their teachers than

their -achieving

will ke expcsed to far

~ fewer teacher.'contacts,

Apd will

develop less

-

pcsitive ccncepts of self-worth* (pe-12) " | - A
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At this pcint in, tide' it is

nots glear if Larsen's prediction®s

wete accurate. _fic date,

only a

few studies have been conducted

where

mainstreamed learpircy environment.

"teacher-student

" ipteractior
Ma

vas examined in ~ the

ny of the results presented

(1972) and

or. are, conftradictory.

For example, Bryar and Wheeler

' Bryan (1978y- + fcund that

":pumper of ‘drteractioss
nonhanditdpped students.

the teqcher
with the. ha
However,

inritiated about
ndicapped *as

Wwherry and Quay

compared

the same
to
(1969) ,

Forness and Esveldt =~ (1€75),

and Chapman_ (19795) -

found that the

number
. frequent

af interactions

with hardicapped

students

were

morae:

thar with

ncrhandicapped

students.

The

results of-

‘studles by

Fink (1S77),

Bryan arnd

Wwheeler (1972),

*and Bryan

S {1974)

all,shcwed that

teacher-handicapped student interactions,

.- ‘terled to Le
haund, fcund
treatmernt in

negative iL nature.
ttat handicapped. stu
scme situations.

Chapwoar (1975),

on the other

dents received more preferential




The limited researcch qB teacher-handicapped student
intéraction patterns not only presents contradictory evidence but
results .are fvrther. -.clonded by fundamental weaknesses in the
research °* designs or statistical procedures employed.
Characteristics cf the student sample have been limiting factors
in several of the studies (Bryan acd Wwheeler, 1972; Bryan, 1974);

Fink, 1977; - cCarey, 1977). Limited observational data have
further- weakened these studies. Another methodological
shortconing has téen that the studies have examined multiple
dependent variatles using univariate Analysis of Variance
. (ANCVA) procedures u1thout first usircg Multivariate Analysisg of
Variance (MANCVA). Chapman (1975), for example,. computed 86
separate wurivariate ANOVA's.. - This approach supstantially

inflates the Type I errcr rate, meaning that pany "statistically
'significant™ differences Hlll be 1dent1f1ed by chance.

" PILOT STUDX ' ' SR ¢

-

In an effort to add clarification and overcome some of the®

-hethpdqlcgical prcklems, a study conducted by Thompson, White,,

ard Morgan (1982Z) to systematically observe elementary teachers
as they interacted with mainstreamed handicapped students,
nothandicipped high achievers, and nonhandicapped low achievers
used a large <s=angle), nultiple nmeasures, and multivariate
technoiques tc analyze tte data. Specifically, the study used a
modified versicn of the Teacher-Child Dyadic Interaction Systen
(Brophy and Gececd, 1969) to’ observe teacher-student interaction
patterns in 12 third grade nmainstreamed classrooms. in two
northerd Utah cities. A total of 129 students in the following
four groups uere ckserved: (1) nonhandicapped high-achievers,
(2) ' nonhandicapped low achievers,  (3) "learning disabled, and (4)
behavicrally handicapped. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANCVA) procedure was used to. overcome the problem of multiple
dependent Eeastcres The large ‘number of students observed. (in
comparisorn ttc =1mllar research)’ an'd the* fact that the study was
run f£cr eight days (cne day a week ‘for eight weeks) - also helped
to overcome scmpe of the earlier studies' methodological problems.

The overall «ccnclusion of the study -was. that there were
significant differences irn teacher-student interaction - patteras
among the fcur student groups. Some of the data suggested that
teachers provided preferentlal treatment to mildly handicappei
students in scme situvaticns (e.9.,  higher, amounts of sustaining
feedbtack to tehaviorally hacdicapped students); however, Zthece
was alsc scre data that indicated that teachers provided
prefererntial treatrerct -to hlgh achievers in some. situations
(e.y., hiyher acpcurts c¢f praise to highs). There was further
evidence that tehaviorally handicapped students ‘took a large
amount cf the teacher's time ind a dlsproportlonate percemtage of

that tige was spent in tehaVLOiii:§nteractlons.
\ R «
- _
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Teachers tended to treat-all students about the same when

irteractions involved academic ,and pracedural matters. - They:
generally did nct provide. positive reinforcement , nor did they
criticize. ‘They were overwhelmingly . néutral in providing
feedback to the students. ~ When teachers interacted about

~ behavioral wmatters,- they used a majority of warnings for all

student grougs. Cnly~ a small percentage of their feedback vas

praise or criticism. . The majority:-of both ' teacher and student’
ipitiations were academic as opposed to procedural (i.e.,

initiations invalving ncracademic activities). .

The results of the Utah"stuﬁy - did not subport the vié:é%hat
hardicapped childrer whc are being mainstreamed ‘into regular
education classrocms will be at a severe disadvantage because of

"preferential’ teacler interactions provided to. #onhandicapped

stidents. ' However, the results did indicate that more effective
learning  envirorments need .to be designed for ‘all students..

. Begqular classrccm teachers need - to increase the proportlon of.

positive feedtack and decrease .neutral and disapproving feedback
and alsoc achieve a.letter balance betueen academic Fnd procedural
act1v1t1es. oL

¢ .
e ’ . N . .
9 .
¢ - T

. SGUTR DAKOTA/IOWA STUDY

v . . '

In-an afteupt tq replicate the pilot study conducted in Utah a
second study was deésigred and .proposed to the. Office of Special

Edwcaticn and Eehabilitative Services. Funding was received and

th@ study was conducted in South Dakota ‘and Iowa. The purpose ‘of ~

the Scuth LakctasIcwa (SLC/I) study was ¢to provide additional
descriptive data alout teacher-studenf irnteraction patterns 1
mainstreamed classrcoms and add generallty to the flndlngs of the
pilot ﬁtudd : -

x - - . ’ .

- The nunber cf classrcoms observed'”ln the SD/I study was

expanded to tuerty-cne as compared to twelve-in the Utah .study.
The nuskter ,cf TtTérvaticn days was reduced from eight  to fourad
Ic the Utah study, 480, hours of data were collected while in the

SD/1 study, H4Zz0 hoyrs of data were collected. The handicapped\

target studerts clserved in the SD/I study were left as dne group
called mlldlﬁ handlcapped and not separated out by handicapping. -

condigicns ‘as the Utah study.- In both studie$, tedacher-,

student’inperatticn was defired as 23 composite of 16 deperdernt

measures derived £frcm the 5S4 Broohy-Good categories. The %it'

research questicns used ir the Utah study were again dddLeoSQS‘ln

.the SL/I study tc determire if teacher-studert. icteracrion

patterns were cifferent fcr student groups. Table I ptebents the
six research questions ard the corrésponding deperdent measuras.

A ;acadlgn fcr studying  teaching in ﬂatural-'setting“ or -

Classrcon, lateled the Descriptive-Correlational-Experinmental
Loog, has Léerp prcpcsed bty Rosenshine and Furst (1973). The

”

L

3l



q '_—. i T “

i oo " . .
‘ . {
NP . WL . . T T U — T . S e D > SO

Table I fc '. o

Research Questions aid, Depepdentmﬂeaﬁures V‘i

.

Y,
Y
P

~

Research’ Cuesticns

- - pu—

.
A e
‘ g oy 0
Vet . . 1
¢ . LN
‘

- et s lar i e s o e o et s — o ’ T
' .

< ". .Dependent MEasures, -
* o ' . D .

. had )

5 ..xn‘teacher iritia
’ ' lnteractlons tc
; students?

P . W v
Is there a difference
ip student- 1n1t;ated
lnteractlons tc )
‘teachers? . .. T
Is there a-differemce

in 'the type cf tehacher

. . feedkack giver to oD
students? ‘

- - - »

Is .there a difference

.in the quality cf O
teacher feedkack given- o
to students’-

Y -
.

&
3

Is thece a dltference

. ir the type cf Lesgcnse -

¢ opporturities grcvided tc

students. by tke teacher?.
P .

s theére’a difference

-in the type

f question -

RS

;JB

_&——— , -— - “:3.9—-—- " r.— e - 3 _
. 1 .
2

~

Prequeegy of Teacber Inltiatlons -
_Proportion. of teacher
..~ initiations which are
Proport®pn of teacher initiatians , '
vhich are procedqural ., - S -
4. Proportion of teacher initiations |
‘ which ‘are behaVLQral o

initiations - .
academic T e

I T
+

;”?requenéy of'teacher initiations - -
_Proportion’ of student ‘initjiations’
which are prooedunal as opposed

-to acadenlc

Frequency of teacher feedback

Proportlon of teacher feedback

vhich is academic .

- Proportian’of teacher feedback

“which is. procedpral

310, Proportlonaof teacher. feedback

* " which is behavioral ‘

11.KProport10n .of teacher feedback
which ls.sustalnlng as. opposed

: to terminal -

. »

~ - 4 . -

‘1?, pdality of académic‘pbacher

]
b

feedbatk (i.e..
“ criticism) .
Quality of procedural teacher ¢ .
feedback (ie@., . pralse, neuttal
criticism) - ?
Ouallty of behavxoral teacher
feedbaek’ (i.e., praise, warnings,.
criticism) . S ST

praise,-neutral,

:
- . N :’u * .- ’ X

.- Proportion of response

~ opportunities which’are - -«

- ~golupteér. as opposed too
nonvolunteer ~

15

1
»

16. Quallty of quesﬁlous 3bk°d by
the tedcher (i.e.,. prLocess, T

asked of th students h) product, choice, self-~ renepewce)';
-f——-——a—_t—-—.—..—.-—-.»—- -vqu&-u—-.-.-—--ﬂ- - ‘T.. - r‘ - . o s - ——r — > o— .
{‘“Y; ’; ) . . . ‘ | ) °
v.‘, - \f _'_ vt on ) . 4
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first step of that paradlgm 1s- the development of proceduLes for

.descrlh;ng teaching in a gqualitative manner. - Thi step vas begun
~ip ithe pilot study conducted in Utah and repeateds in the South

Dakota/lowa stcdy. An attempt to agcomplish the second step in
" ther paradlgm was made im the SD/I study. A second main research

pergep ns .of the classroom learning envifonment was addressed.
' :B The neseatch ‘gtesticn vas stated as follows:
:\\\ R }-' v IE' there: a relatlonshlp between how ‘rebular
- f\\-‘j' -» classrctme teachers perceive their classroom learning
# o »  «» envirccmert in comparison to des iptiors of an "™ideal®
. ~‘mainstreared classroonm learnilg environment and .

tgacher—etgdent 1nteractlon patterns?

Iloumng 16 - deﬁ@ndent Beasures: —

T

Z.f”leachyng'learnlng settings

N S i

3. fSoc1al envlrcnment

.u;';goggrc; cf and,responsihility for environment
'{§;} Classrced manaQénené

é.rhleqching arrangeents - o L
_IJW'Inétrdctiotal méthods

8. gurricelus flexitility. . B

.'5;,“hatetja1= T —

Lt
%

10 Degree cf ‘gr0cttre _ ¢

: '11.\Bate cf‘ieaqning‘ - i
-f12.AE§aIuaticn B \5\\\\\\\\' o

13. ﬁffecfive,e&%gaficn: ,

‘14w Beccgrizing and appreciating cultural differences
» X A ) -
15. Child study FIOCESS

16. EFarent-teacker interaction

'A1. Space an& tgslllty acconmoditlons to phy51cal Ihpalrments

-“questlﬁg "-which. examined, the regular - classroon teachers
o

Bor the purpcse ct the‘.SD/I study, classraon learning
Lronment ‘as measured 'ty the Assessment of Classr®oa-Learning
vircoment _Ecale, |ACLE) was defined as a ‘conposite ofg the

.27
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Thirty third- and fcurth-grade teachers  :f/Eoutb Dakota and -~ -
Iowa were asked tc participate in the studys../Twelve third- and ‘-
nine fourth- drade teachers volunteered and vere observed for the
full dength cf the stydy. All vere females and their average
teaching experience was 16-ygars. . Each teacher taught in 2.
traditicnal self-ccrtaiged classroom and had two, three, or four
mildly handicapped students mainstreamed in her classroon.
-Mildly bandicapped children are identified as "students in need
of special assistance™ in South Dakota and as educable mentally
retarded, wmildly emoticnally handicapped, and learning disabled
in Iowa.  Each student had an IEP written and wvas receiving at
least cpe half-hcur cf resource room help a day but no more than
tvo and one half hours per day. - S ' .

All- but twc ™ teachers had previously taught handicapped
ckildres in reguldrgzlassrooms._ Teachers were rot informed about
the specific purpose: of the study por of the nature of the data .
to ve collected until after the study was completed. Teachets .
were asked tc rark their classes on a five-point - scale in terms
of gemneral acadeni! achievenment. The. five 1levels vere as

~ follows: (1) lcwes Z) next-to-lowest, (3) average, (4) next=-

. to-highest, ard (5) higkest. . Teachers wvere told that they could
use .the mcst recernt- standardized achievement test scores 2as
. referigpce. L ' |

J
MY

High-achievirg and- lcw~achieving target .students wvere selected
in numkers equal tc.the identified handicapped studenys in each
class. FPor examplé, if a class had three identiFied handicapped
students, ther three students vere identified as 1low achievers
"(i.e., Studerts racked 1) and three students wvere identified as
high achievers (i.e., students ranked.5).  Thus, a total of nine
students were clsecved. A total of 58 high achievers, 58 low
achievers, acd 61 handicapped students (in one ‘class there vere 6
. handicapped students but cnly 3 highs and 3 lows) were ideng}fied

and observed. Cf the twenty-one .classrooas, five clafses had
four students in each cf the three target groups, six classes had
threé ic each tarcet .grcup, and ten classes had . tvo students in
each of.the three target groups. =

\{ - ) A
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. Teacher~-Child CLyadiec Interaction System (Brophy and Good, 1969).

"student (i.e., teacher-student interactions are receorded and

"information ccded durirg obsarggtlon. . Response opportunities
-were ccded wher the teacher.

 PRQCEDUIE S

"Each classrccm was ‘cktse ved one day a  week for a total of.5
weeks in the late. winter an early springe. .ﬁhg\£;§st day vag :
used fcrr ‘classrccs training and  adaptation tI for both.

observers and shljeofs and for irterobserver agreement checks. A
total cf 420 hcurs ¢f clkservationmal data were collected .and used
in the 'final data analy51s.- .

Eight gradtate ¥tudents from the UnlverSLty of South Dakota
vere ‘trained according tc procedures outlined by Coulter (1976).
Each okserver was provlded with 40 to.50 hours of intensive
training until a minimun cf 80 percent of interobiserver agreement

. was achieved. Traicing’ proceeded in three stages: written

trans&ripts; v1dectape . and; finally, real classrooms,

Interobserver agreement’ was calculated’ during each phase of !
the training tsing the procedure suggested by Coulter (1976, p. s
19) Bandcz rpairs of observers coded- together during the
transcript (79% average agreement) . and the videotapes (average
agreement £1%) phases. During the traxning’pﬂase.involving real
classrooms, ¢lservers tsed one or . moge days to learn the target
students and allcw for -adaptation of the teacher and students to
the observer's presence. A final interobserver agreement check

vas made during this phace‘by having observers code for half an N
hour with each other in the ; training ciassroom. ~ All pairs were
at or akove the reqri 80% MLevel. ' .

P A
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gggggggg. Cata were collected usiné a modified version-of the
This system fccuses on interactions between the teacler and each

analyzed separately for .  each student), thus making the student
rather than the class the unit for which data ate -collected
(Brophy & Gccd, 1569). The system .also preserves the sequential-
nature of teacher-student interactions in the coding process.
Modificaticn c¢f the Brcphy-Good system included dropping the
reading-recitatioc coding sheet- and-addirg a section’ for c¢hild-
initiated resgcnse cppcrtunltles (L.e., student-initiated
questiors ard ccoregts in public situatiors). In addition, A
section fcr coding teacher-  or student-initiated personal
conbernts (i.e., ncnschccl-related statements) was added. Because
hardicagped -studerts periodically left the classroom for resource
rooa helg, it was alsc necessary to add a section where each
individual student's oktservation period could be recorded

Codirg _Seguerce. The type of interaction was the first .

nteracting wifh .ar individual
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student in a puklic situvation, and dyadic contacls were coded for

private situations, Second, the initiator of the interactions
was ' ccded. A distinction was made betwean teacher-ihitiated

interactions and child-iritiated interactions. Within teacher-

initiated respcnse opfportunities, the  type. of opportunity
provided,  the appropriateness of:the «child's respoﬁ§b7~ and the’

teadher'’s feedtack -were secorded. - 'The type of child-initiated,

response oppartunity and the teacher feedback were recorded when

the student made fpuklic ccmments or asked public questions. ., The |

ma jor catedories with teacher-iritiated dyadic contact included
wvork, procedtral, observation, . and behavioral interactions.
Teacher feedkack was also coded 1s praise; process, product,
criticism, and/or warsing.
contacts,- work and procedurai interactions were coded as praise,
process, product, or criticism. Interactions that %era unrelated
in - any way tc scheccl interactions wvere vecorded as either
teacher-initiated or . «<hild-initiated personal contacts. See
appendix A fcg-ccding steet.and categorical breakdown. '

) ' - g
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The assessment cf Classroom Learning Enivorment Scale (ACLE)
was. designed Lty BEBeynclds (1977) to provide an idealized
description of mainstreamed classrooms. The ACLE has sixteen
supscales, each cf which contains five descriptors which may be
used by teackers as self-ratings. ~Takeh at the "highest level
(i.9., level five descriptors), the scales propose a
mainstreaming stardard which would be very hard to nmeet. The
scales ,propcse cne way of envisioning what- an ideal mainstreaming
classrgbm sould lcok like. The ACLE should be viewed as a high
inferedce instrument as opposed to the Brophy-Good "system which

may be considered a low inference instrument. Each teacher who -

was observed with ~ the Erophy-Good system was then asked to rate

their own classrocm in comparison to what an ideal majnstreamed .

classrccm wculd lcck like. See appendix B.
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DAIA_ANALYSIS

Raw data ccllected during the 'classrt observations vere
converted  intc irdividval student scores®Yor each of the 16
dependert ' measures of teacher-student interaction. These 16
dependent meastres were derived by combining similar types ot
data trcm the 7Z discrete variables about which the observation
system yi®lded tata. Frequency data were standardized by
time. (Ncte: certact the author for the formulas used to construct

these 16 deperdent nmeasires) \

’

A two—-way wmixed effects model Multivariate Analysis of

Variance (CLASSES with 21 levels were treated ag a random effect
: “ . ’ . &

Within the child-initiated dyadic:
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and GRCUPS with three {¢fvels wer% treated as a fixed cffect) was

computed using the computer projgran MANOVA (Clyde,  1969) with

CLASSES as a Llccking variable to increase the precision of the

analysis. %ilk's tambda criterion was used to test for equality

of groug centroiﬂs.’ﬂ The value.calculated with the Wilk's lambda

procedure Wwas transforrxed into an F value thcough FKao's
approximaticr (Cooley\and Lohnes,, 1962) . - e
- v . - > . ’ . .

Because ik¢ test- of lambda. produced an F  that was

_statistically sigpificant (p 013 af=2, 158), . uniYariate

ANOVA's were ccmputed and the resulting F ratios for each

- /-dependent 'measurE Vere examined to determice which measures

- contributed tc the statistically significant’' HANOVA results.:

J. Newman-Beul®s Myltirle Bange Comparison Tests (Winer, 1971) were

' conputed for each dependent variable that yielded a statistically

gignificant urivariate F (p .09) for the between GROUPS

o comparison. :

¢

£

f

.~ Follcwing the ccllection of observation data each teacher vho
vass . observed was  asked to rate herself and her claSsroom in
‘relaticaship tc anp "ideal" mainstreaning situation.. This teacher
self-rating ;roduged a second set of dependent measures for each
of the 21 classIiccas. Canonical correlatioa vas used in an
attempt to €staklish ‘the paximum amount of relationship between
observed teacker-studant interaction patterns and - the teacher's
description of their mainstreamed classroom learning environment.
- This type of analysis was used because it takes as it's basic
input two sets of wvariables, each of vhich can be given
theoretical nmeaning as a group. problems in the analysis of the
data arose Lecause of highly interdependent variables in the
dependent measures derived from the Brophy-Good system. Variable
nunoer four, Eroportion ‘of Teacher Initiations which are
Behavicral aad Variaktle number ten, proportion of Teacher
Feedback which is = Eehavioral had to be left out of the apalysis
because of their Lhigh interdependence. .. -

. ‘
Lack of interpratakility of the caronical variates prevented .
further analjsis as originally proposed. It was felt that a
.-descriptive aralysis of the ACLE data would provide sonme data
useful .in descriking the teacher's view of the mainstreamed
learnfrg envircrments in which they taught.
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o RESULTS ~ - Z . |

>

- 'sipce tre first set cf research gquestions asked in the SD/I
study are the same as those asked in the Utah study the result§
of both studies will e presented together in Table II. Becaus
a.significant BARCVA was found in both studies it was appropriate
to further analyze thte data through univariate analysis of -
variance. As depicted in Table II, €fhe results of the univariate .
ANCVA's provided information about the deperdent variables that
vefs’'wost impcrtant and, contributed most substantially to the
differences identified in the MANOVA. Also shown in Table II are
the mgans arcd results c¢f the Newman-Keul's multiple comparisoa
tests computed for each deperdent measure of teacher-student’
interaction tbat was statistically significant at the p - 05
level. : ' '

Jable II regpcrts onljy the ANOVA results for the malin effect of
GRCUPS since these results were of primary impoptance in the

study. CLASSES were csed as a blocking vyariableé.The effect of

blocking is to increast the precision of the analysis. The fact
that there uere statistically significant differences among
classes for all of the 1€ dependent variables indicates that this
strategy was effective. pifferences among classes in terms of
how a . teacher interacts with the students are expected and
jntuitively lcgical given the differences in teachers* styles,

. experiences, and personalities; but they were not the focus of

the research repcrted here.

R

CLASSBCGY_ LEMBNING_ENVIECHMENT .

The seans and standard deviations for each of the ACLE Scales
is. presented in Table I1l. Figures one through sixteen provide
the distrituticrs cf each scale where the stem represents-the
rated level c¢f mairstreaming and the leaf Cepresents number of
teachers rating themselves at that level.  Levgl five presents
the "ideal™ mainstream¢d learning environment. See appendix B
for .2 ccmplete description of the five levels of each ACLE scale.
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) & Table 1
¥ ‘ Means, Standard Devfatiuns, ANOVA Res and Neuman-Keuls Nultiple Conpar'Imn Results
for the 16 Dependent Varlables Assoclated with the 6 Research Questlions
" v N Utoh-South Dakota/lowa Studies
't - o . utah South Dakota/lowa
. Means® and Results uf « o Means® and Results of
t : - Relevant Keuan-Keuls Relevant Neuman-Keuls ’
) Multiple Eumparisun Test Hultiple Comparison Test
: for Each Group on- 1 For Each Growp on - .
___Research (Question Dependent Varflable All 16 Dependent Heasures F Test ) 16 Dependept Heasuras Flest
f. Teacher Initialed lnteractlonsa 1. Frequency of Teacher Interactions 2,81 1.80 1.66 1.38 16.029“;1_ <.0l 2.48 2.21 1.90 8.97 p - .01
. * : ] LD Lo m . ' Hd Lo L] .
2. Proportion of Teacher Inftiations 61.8% 58.3% 52.3% 51.61W 2,190 p>.10 | 69.41 6433 6141 342 p .05
which are academic Hi LD Lo ol Iy . Id Lo’
3. Proportion of Teacher Inltiations 15,05 13.8% 11.5% 11.33 2.618 p >. 10 20. 4% 19,4 1921 o po~a0
p which are procedural 1]] Lo LD & i 11 Lo
4. Proportion of Teacher Initiations 37.1% 28.8% 28.2% 23.2% 4,019 p <.01 17.4% 15.3% 11.2% 5.04 p .01
which are behavioral BH Lo LD {1} Lo . [V m
. L A . 7 o
1. Student inftiated Interactions® 5. Frequency of Student Initiations 2000 1.53 123 Lo 3.826 p’ <. 06 1.81 1.80 - 1.6l 1.19 p ~.10
. B0 lo i : " Lo I :
. 7 .
6. Frequency of student Initiations 25.87 23.8% 20.4% 19.6% 1614 p > 10 | 22,4% 21.5% 20.9% .08 p >.10
which are procedural (as opposed) ]| Lo Lo ]| ' .
. to academic . . N . . N
“ Tl Type of Ft'c(lb-!ckf 1. Trequency of Teacher feedback 4,36 2,60 2.34 1.91 13.738 p .01 1.63 kY 2.60 . 40T p L. 05
B 0 lo Hi : Lo Id (T
8. Proportion of Teacher Feedback 69.8% 66.5% 66.3% 61.3% . 2.336 p ».10 72.1%  69.5%  69.1% 1.08 p ».10
which s academic 1] LD lo. o M lo id ) N
9. Proportion of Teacher feedback . ° 1,15 16.8% 16.7% 16.2% 743 p 5. 10 2061 19.7%  18.71 8 p >0
~ which is procedural . L il BH Lo il 1] Lo .
s . 10. Proportion of Teacher Feedback 22.1% 12.4% 16.4% 13.4% 3.656 p <.05 |- 11,8% 11.2% .8 5.25 p «.01
which is behavioral - + BN Lo 10 Hi lp ., Wd " ’
11, Proportion of Teacher Feedback © 13,32 12.5% lo.ey  6.7% 3.224.p <.05 12,68 12,23 #0.3% Sposlo
which s sustaining (as opposed . BY LD Lo Hi W Lo i ’
. s ) ] -~ to termipal) _ - ) . .
IV, Quality of Teached FoodbackS : 12. Quality of Academic Ferdbiack . 236 233 229 2,22 ' 2.723p .05 231 - 2.20 2. 10 “0.09 p <.01
_ Lo L0 oA ni M L '
13. Quality of Procedural Fecdback L9 1,94 L9l 1.8 319 p .10 .79 174 1.62 l.ta p .10
. . (]} LD Lo - H Lo ) hit Hd -
‘ 14, Quality of Behavioral Foedback 2,21 221 213 « 2,05 1.409 p ».10 1.82 .82 . 1.70 52 p .10
: W _lo LD _ - B Lo i " . .
y. Type of Response Opportunities 15. Proportion of Response Opportun- © 65.1% 62.9% 60.5% 55.1%3 2.1V p 10 68.9% 38.4% il 18.75 p «.,01
ties which are volunteer (as T Bl Lo to i lo_ - WM .
, _opposed to non-voluntger] ) ) - .
| g -
vi. Type of questionsd 16, Quality of Questions 2.00 2.68 2.61 2.4 3,216 p «<.0% 2,87 2.80 2,70 . < L poado
: > 4D Lo W BH H M Lo .
. 4 r ~— sl ! ..J\‘ -

.D-pendent variables 01, #5, and 17 sh@ild be interpreted as the mmber of times par. hour that particular activity
occurs with each student observed. A}l other dependent measures in these categories are percentages of total time.
b uman-Keuls Multiple Comparison Tests' were done only for thase dependent varisbles for whtich there was &
statistically significant difference Lotween qroups at the « o 0% jevel, for dependent variahles for which @
Newsan-Keuls comparison was done, thase groups umderlined by a cuwmon Yine dre not statistically stynificantly
different; groups ngt underlined by a comnon |ine are statistically significantly differcnt from each other. For
example, on the dependent variable "Frvqunnc{ of. Tnach=r Inftiations,” in temms of statistical significancu

it > LD, Lo, & H1 and LD » 1115 but the twll Iypolln--{os LN s 1o aid 1o o 111 could not be rejected,

Crach time the teacher provided foedback tn a student, 1t was coded as Criticiam = 1} Narning/Neutral = 2; or
pralse ¢ 3, CBach student's score was Lhe averaye number assigned across o11 Instancos of feedhack for that .
$tudont. :

dtach timo the todcher asked the ytudent a question, H was coded #s @ Self-refe-ant questinn » 1; Cholce
westion = 2; Product question * ; or Pracess question = 4, fhe score for a studont was’the average mmber
sssigned across all questions asked of that student.

'




Table III

Meaps and Standard Deviation of the Assessnment
of Classrccm Learning Environment (ACLE) Scala

-——ay ° Lbadadad odeloand e deer o

- . AcLE s'ca.1e ‘ X  sp
N v . 4 - o
N '-‘ 1. Space and-Eacility Aécommodation 2.33 - T.01
2. Teaching learnirg Setting . » 2.24 - - -89
3. Social Exvircnment | | , 3. 14 1.06
4. Control/ﬁésponsihility for Envirooment 2.60 .89}
5. .flassrccs ﬁanaggnént . 4.19 A. .67
6. Teaching Arrangements ) N3.57 ‘ .75
.7. Instructicral Nethods _‘ o . 2.6 Lf -89
8. Cu:ricnlum4flexibility | ©2.90 -83
9. Baterials e O 3.19 . .68
| !10. Degree cf St£nctu:e B ' ' 3.33 : .58
1. Raté‘of Learnicg and Behavihg 3.19 . .87
12. Evaluation | | | } 3.85% 1.24
- 13. .Affective Education . o 2m .85
: 14. Beccgnizirg Cultural Differences' 2.28 | 1.27
15. éhild Study Frocess Y. 3.38 o 1;ﬂ6__
16. Parent-Teacher Interaction 3.14 - 1.11
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( .~ Figqure 1 N
- Teacher tiétgibutidn of ACLE Scale #1 | .
. Sgpace and Facility Accommodation
7 } 'R
ACLE Teacher Erequency’, Cumulative Percent Cumulative
Rank’ ‘Pist:itution o - "Frequency ) - Percent
R —— 'L\. [V
. . . ".a . ‘& ’ .
1. 00CC | 4 ' 1905 19.05
\ ‘ : aas . ‘n. N
2 0666060000 10" 14 ° 47.62 . 66467
3 000 o 3 17 14,29 80.95

1

~ Teacher Listribution of ACLE Scale #2 ‘

Teaching Learnirg Setting

P, re

ACLE = Teacher Erequency Cumuyative

PérCeht Cumulative

Rank .Disﬁf%ﬁut%cn . Frequency Percent
1 006¢ 2 2 9.52 9.52
2 0C0€0CCCCCCO000 15 17 71.43 80.95

~ qcococcecccoooc ' )
3 0C00 2 " 19 9.52 . 90.u8
4 00 . R 20 4,76 . 95.24
5 0Q R 27 4.76 10000
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"Pigure 3

. Teacher Distribution of ACLE Scale #3

Social Environment

- -

-

- e -l

ACLE Teacher ¥requency Cumulative = Percent Cumulative
Rank Distrituticn - Prequency Percent
1 00 R 1 .76 4.76
2 ocogecoo © 4 . o 5. 19.05 23.81
.3 ocoocgoced . 40 15 87,62 71.43

. 060CCC00G0 _— ‘
4 .. . 060G0G 3 - 18 14.29 85.71
s 0000QC “ 3 : 21 14,29 1100.00
v K . .
Figure 8 N

Teacher Cistribution of ACLE Scale #4
Centrol/Resronsibility for Environment -

kS

ACLE Teacher ‘ Frequency Cumnlative  Percern't Cumulative
Fank Cistritutior . =~ Frequency Percent
» / A b | - T
1 0C00GQCACCCO 6 - 6 28.57 28.57
2 ocgcoccccoc 11 17 52.38 ' 80.95 .
ococcecceoc o |
. - . v
3 0CCG 2 19 9.52 90.48
9.52 150.00

" 0GCo 2 21
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.. ' Figure S

Ieacher Listribution of ACLE Scale #5

8 Classcoom Managenent

°

K

-

ACLE . <Teacher . Erequency Cunulati#e Percept Cumulative 1
Rank * Cistrikutian Frequency ' Percent
"3 000000 - 3 3 14.29 14.29
U N : " -t L
4 - 06Gcccoacca S b I vl T4 . 52.38° 66467
' 00060CC0L00° ‘ a ' ~
5 0C000C00000000 7 . 21 33,33 100.00
'Piéure 6

1eacher nistrlbutxonjof ACLE Scale #6

‘Teaching Arrangenent .

*

 ACLE feacher ~ Frequency = Cumulative .

Percent

Cumulative
Rank Distrilkutico | ’ Frequency - Percent
2. 0000 . . 2 2 aﬁig 9.52
3 000C0GCC00CO . 6 , 8 28.57 38.10
| ! y ‘ .
4 - ocpoeECccooCco 12 ; 20 , 57.14 95.24
00060CCCC000) : .
5 o0 - -1 21 4.76 100.00
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. | Figure 7° .\ -
Teacher Listribution of ACLE Scale #7 p - £
e ) 'Instructional nethods -
J $‘ % . s v‘/
a A - l e .,
ACLE -  Teacher: Frequency Cumulative Percent Cunulative
Bank = LCistrikution . Prequency °* ‘ Pepceont -
) ) " ) L ) . . ’ - ——n. dpd m
2 10000CC66C0C 11 11 52.38 . 52.38 . . -
- 0G00CCECOGC . A R
3 ~0cocoo00 i 15 19.05 « 71.23 }c\f«w
"3 -'/f'x':t ¢ )
4 gggcagacacco 6 21 28.57 100 00 e
- . -‘-.- - —".’M ‘__,__N\«M~r_ \;
A Figure' 8 ' ‘
* Teacher Listribution of ACLE Scale %8
Curriculum Plexibility "
: . - Sy
ACLE . ‘Teacker . Frequency Cumulative Percent Cunulative.
Rank Cistrituticer ' Frequency ' Percent
. - » Co
2 ogooccccco - 8 8 38.10 38.10.
: 000€0C, : ]
3 )GQCCCCCGOOO 7 15 33.33 71.43
4 0€0GLeCcooco - 28.57 100.00



, . Figure 9 _
. R ) ’ #
! ‘ . Teacher I:1stnbution of ACLE Scale #9 .
. . - ‘Materials = ‘ e
a. \ ) . ‘,b’ . —‘.. ’ ¢
' N ) - . "-—‘ o | . - . ‘. .l .’ . o
o "ACLE ~ - Teacher = l’requencjl ffscnlu.lative" Percent .Camulative
N ¢ ' pank  Listrituticn # Preqnencyg © e Percent
g - “ s N o , - o
L 1 00 . 1 L I 4.76 ° 4.76 }
;&W t3 00gcacoccocooc 14 15 66.67 71.43
SR ' ococQccocCcogooo0 - .
: - v !
4 ° 060gcco0GaCo 6 SN2 28.57 - 100.00
«/_ l .
. Figure 10 o -
Teacher Distribution of ACLE Scale %10 ,
[egree of Structure .
k o- . . . !' g .
—— ‘ . L =
- : A A
ACLE Teacher frequency Cumulative Percefft Cumulative -
Rank Cistriltuticn’ ' . Frequency Percent
2 00 1 1 4.76 4.76 -
R 0€0C0CCCOOCO 12 13 57.14 61.90
060CCECCCCCo b .
4 ocogaccano 8 21 38.10 \} 100.00 .
060G0C " -
.J )
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. Figure 11 -
’ Teacher Distribution of ACLE Scale #11
‘Rate of Learning afAd Behaving
S ' e ll o
_ACLE Teacher ' Frequency Cumulative Percent . .Cumulative
~ Rank Distrituticn Frequeacy '+ PpPercent
. - _
2 00 e 2 T 2 9.52 9.52
_ . _ .
3 0cocoCo009 16 18 '5 76.19 - 85«71
| 0cocqe - ) . N |
060 3 21 15,29 - 10000
- /? | ' . -
) I/ - —
\_\ . . - . )
- : Pigure 12
_Ieacher Distribution of ACLE Scale ¥12 ”‘“f“
Evaluation .
ACLE ~ Teacher ' Frequercy Cumulative Percenl-—”Cumulative
Rank Distrituticn : ' Freguency , - _Percent
. : . 4 . N 7_" ) - .
-1 00, o 1 1 4,76 4,76
2 000C 2 3 - 9.52- .29
3 occacccoong 5 ‘ ' 8 23.81 - 38.10
4 ~ 060¢0CO0 § 12 19.05 57. 14
_ - 8 N
_ 5 goccgccaoo . - 9 - 21 ’ 42.86 100.00
S 7 0ceeccco v - :
' « - 19 "'_24 ,
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\ ' Figure 13

‘Teacher Distribution of ACLE Scale #13
Affective Education

»

> T

R" ©
" N 4
ACLE Teacheér Frequency Cunulative Percent Cumulative
Rank . Distrikuticna _ Frequancy g Percent
t ' 000c0C 3 3 14.29 14.29
2 0000 2 . 5 | 9.52 - 23.81
3 0CC00CC0CCCO0Q 14 19 = 66.67 90.48
pcocagecgcccoon ' o o
4 0000 | 2 21 9.52 100.00
' : . . :
¢
Figqure 14 .
. - Ieache; Distribution of ACLE Scale #14
9 . .Beccgnizing Cultural Differemnces
. ACLE Teacher Erequency Cupulative  Percent ‘Cumulative "
Rank Distrituticn . Fregquency . Percent
1 0000CC0000 8 . 8 . .aovbo 40.00°
©00000C a
2 0C€000C00 12 . 20.00 ¢ 60.00
3 0caogcoo 16 20,00 80.00
S “ ¢ -2
4 00GCCQC ‘ 19 - 15.00 96.00
s 0q. 1 | é@ ~5.00 100,00
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' . Teacher Distribution of ACLE Scale #15 | -t
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Bapk ' Distrikuticsc . . Freguency"\ C Percent
\ — ot ' - -
1. . 00000 : 1 Co1e s sa000 5.00 o
2, © 0006CCCC00 3 - Gsw 15,00, - 20.00 A
ooom . o . . .‘ . i -4‘ .. .
3 -00000C000CCO0QC 6 10, 30.00 50.00
0¢ococoaacaooac o - ; B
4 00060€0C00C00GA 6 16 - . -30.00 80.00
» 0ggQooccecoocoaqe ' _ e )
.\ ' ' ' ‘. . - -
5  ° .000C0CCC00 4 . .20 20.00 - 100.00 -
- 0cogococoo - | '_ | - ' T
’ . N \ \
Pigure 16 L
Teacher Djistribution of ACLE ScaJe $16 ’
’ Eatent—Teacher Interaction * - ;
iy _ | : _ . E
ACLE Teacher Frequency Cumulative Percent - Cumulativé
Rank Cistrikutior - Frequency, . : Percent
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. DISCUSSION 'X

n

- TEACHEE STUDENI_INTIEACIION A

In the fcllcwjng section of discussion of the results obtained
in the South DakbtasIowa study wvill be presentgd. In addition, a
comparison of “the Sb/I results will be made with the results
found in the Utah. study. . S - ' :

4

~

L

| TEACBEB=INJTIAIEL INTERACTIONS -

, ' COne -cf tke ccnditions set by Heron and Skinmer “(1981) for
ﬁonsxderxng tinp - regular clasgroom as the least restrictive
enviropment is ~the , extent to :which the. teacher 1interacts
propcﬁklcnatelg with- all the students in- the classroona. The .
results “of the -SD,/I study indicate that handicapped children
received more ,teéacher initiations than either highs or 1lows in
terns of ajsclute frequency, - and 'that handicapped and lows both
received significantly more initiations from the teacher than did
bighs. 7 In the Otal- study, behavjorally handicapped. students -
receivgd the. . 'zost teacher initiations, while ‘learning disabled
and lows were the same and high achieving students recéived the
smallest nunter "of initiations from -the teacher. The regults of
béth studies supgort Chapman (1975) wvho found that learnifig
disorder¢d students received wmore interactions than high or low
achieving, pcnhandicapped students. \ Werry and Quay (1969),
Martin’ (1972), ard. Forness acd. BEsveldy (1975) found that students.
who had cesn 1dent1f1ed as disruptive and aggressive recelved
more total teacher initiations than their nonhandicapped peers.

W

The results of tcth studles must be considered if llght of the
tinme handlcappe& students spend in the reqular classroon. For
- example, in the South [akota study, -high achievers were observed
~for an average c¢f 15.95 hours, -low achievers were observed for an
average of 1€.28 hcurs, and’ handlcapped students vere observed
~ for am .average cf 1Z.9® hcurs. Similar proportions were seen in
the Utah study. This ' pmeang that even though the handicapped
- Students were irc the clacsro less time, they received the most.
teacher lultlatlons. S -
. W .
aercc dnd Skinner (1981) argue that each student in the
mainstreased  classroom should receiveé a fajr portion of_ the
teacher's atterticn each day. The results  found in both the
South LakotasIewa ard Utah studies would seem .to irdicate that’
chaudicagped gtudents teceive disproportionatly .larger amounts of
the .teacher's tire. What may be o6ccurring in these classrooas is-
lndpptcsrlate seinfcrcerent for the handicapped students' off-
.task Lehavior, or there may b® ar attempt by the reqularc
’class:ccm teacher tc prcvide extra help to children they view as

-,' . - v.' " i "'2?"

)
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unable tc codpe acadesmically, emotionally, or socially. These
results do not support studies which found that teachers
initiated mcre ccontacts and were involved with more interactions ,
with high achievers thanp vith low achievers (Good, 1970: Kranz,
Weber, & Pishell% 1970; Carne §& Bing, 1973) '

~p

.'.,.. .. | ‘ ‘ J .

In kLkoth tke South Cakota/Iowa and Utah - studies, teacher
initiaticns were divided into  three categories:. "Academic

‘contacts (e.g., seatycrk, homevork, and question' and answer

sequences) , rrccedural initations ("housekeeping" chores and

.other ncnacademic activities), and behavioral initiatioms (€8-G,

teachers singled out a student to comment solely on his or her
behavior), In thée SC/I study, sigunificant difference® were found
in the propcrticn of both academic and behavioral teacher
initiations to the three student croups. Handicappad and low
achievecs received significantly less academic initiations and
significantly more tlebavioral ipitiations than” did  high
achievers. There were no significant differences in the
proportion of procedural initiations to the three student groupse.
In the Utah study, nc dlff..qqces yere found ' in academic or
procefural ipitiatioms amor g four groups observed in that.
study. Differences in the. ik tion = of the behavioral teacher
initiations tc the EehaviorallY®handicapped students and the high
achievers were fcund. (Note: The data reported by Thompson et
al. (1982) . should have been reversed for variables three and
four. The data rerorted as—prdcedural teacher initiations were,
in fact, behavicral teacher lnltlatlons and vxce‘vensa.)

. By exanising the ypercentage of teacher 1n1t1atlons‘to the
three studeat groups in the SD/I study (see Table IIib),. it can
be seen that Ligh achievers got the most academic and the least
behavicr ipitiaticns whMle 1lov achievers got the least acadenmic

bd the most fkehavioral. This same pattern can be .- seen in the.
Utah data (see Takle IITa).  Low achievers. and .handicapped

. Students seem to ke treated in similar ways by the teacher in
-terds cf the number and type of initiations she mazes to them in

both studises.




STUDENI=ZINITIATID JNTERACTIONS \

Neither the frequency nor the type of student initiations
differed among the three groups of students observed in the SD/I '
study. These resuvlts are quite different from those found in the
Utah study where kechdviorally hapdicapped students initiated

h-achievirg, nonhandicapped peers. In the South bakota study,
distincticn was wpade between the kind, of handicapping
cocdition; - and +this change may account for not seeing any
differences in student initiations among the student groups in
. the SD/I study. ’ '

- alpest twice as mpany interactions with the teacher. as did their
ﬁgg

»
N

Table IIla
- Utah Study )
Ercporticn cf Teacher Initiations Which Are
¢ Academic, Procedural, and Behavioral
Depecrdent | ’ Student Group
Measure . Aighs Lows Lp - BH
~ ' “- -

Teacher Iritia®cns o : _
Acadenmic 62% 57% 58% 52%°

Teacher Icitiaticns . ‘
Erocedcral . 15% T4% 4% 1%

Teacher Ipitiaticns ‘ . -
‘ Eehavicral 23% . < 29% 28% 37%
. e )

. The ;:o;brticn of student initiations from all studernt groups
vas an average <f 22% procedural and 78% acadenmic. In the Utah
,Study agproximately the same proportions were fourd. (Note: The
data reported ty Thcopscn et al. (1982) contained an error. The
data reported 2s rrccedural student initiations should have been
3cademnic studert ipitiations.) S

¢
o

Wwhen the ccrrection 1is made in the Utah data, the data froa,
both studies icdicate that, or the average, all student groups
souyght cut the teacher fcr academiz help three to four times as
often as they iritiated procednral interactions.




~ . .
Table IIIb . -

o«

South Dakota/iowa Study

.

Prcpcrticn af Teacher Initiations Which Are
’caderic, Procedural, and Behavioral

) B N I
Defpendent ‘ Student Group
Measure Highs - Lows Randicapped
- "4— - - - -
Teacher JIpitiaticrs | -
Acadesic . 69% - B3% . . b6u%
" Teacher Initiations .
> Prccedtral - . 19% 19% 20%
- . : .
Teacher Initiaticns ‘ ‘ T - .
.«  Bebavicral - —~/11% 17% 15% ’
EREQUENCY OX TEACHIB RRIDBACK

The cverall freﬁuency of teacher feedback in the SD/I study

. vas highest fcr 1lc¢w " achievers with the handicapped students

receivirg the next largest amount. The high achievers received a
statistically significant smaller amount of feedback than lows
and hapndicapred students. The proportion of academic (an average
of 70%) and prccedcral (am average of 20%) feedback statistically
was pnotssigynificact among the student groups. The proportion of
Lehavicral feedtack, hcwever, was higher for lows {11.83) and
handicapped (11.2%) than.for highs (7.5%). In the Utah study,
. there was nc difference between the high, low, or learning
disabled "in either tctal feedback- or behavioral ~feedback.
However, the bLehaviorally handicapped students received higher
amounts ¢f tctal feedtack and behavioral feedback. '

It seems. that thé treaking' of handicapped students into

catedories ia the Utah study might have provided a more Sensitive

meisure. ‘The Ltebaviorally-handitapped students were the ones’

most often treated in different ways. In the South Dakota/Iowa
study, the handicapped students ard the low achievers seem to /e
treated as thke same grcug and different from high achievers in
all cases where group differences were found. '

. In ccntragt to the Utah study, no statistically sigufficant
differences were fourd in the SD/I study amonqg the groups in the
progporticn c¢f teacher feedback that was' sustdining (i.e.,
desigred to ccrtinue tkte interaction) as opposed to terminal
(L.e,, desigred tc end the interaction). Tables IVa and IVb
Provide\ a ~ c¢mparisor. In the Utah study, behaviorally
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hardicapped students received sigrificantly wmore sustaining
feedbacks (12.3%) than did high-achieving, nonhandicapped
students (6.7%). In cther words, teichers vwere more apt to
provide behavicrally hardicapped students with a clue, rephrase
the guesticn, cr ask additional questions in order to sustain the
interaction. 1In the SL,/J study, the handicapped students and the
low-achieving, ncnkandicapped students received more sustaining - -
feedback (12.6% and’ 12.2%) than the high achievers '(10.3%);
however, the difference was not statistically significant. The
firdings . cf kcth studies seem to contradict the findings Of
Brogphy and Geccd (1$70), vwho reported that teachers ‘ver’s twice as
likely to stay with bigh-achieving studerts and give up onPlow-—
achieving students. A ' .§

It is important tc note that in both the Otah and South
Dakotaslowa studies that the majority of teacher feedback for all <.
students was termiral (See Tables 1IVa and IVb). Chapman (1975)
reported similar results in that teachers provided “"very little
sustaining feedkack to any of the groups observed. In a study by
Massad and Etsil (1972), a siguificant increase in learning was
achieved in sitvaticns where = students vere ‘'given  more
opporturities tc respond. -Heron and Skinner (1981) have stated

' ) . /

that <cre . N .
- : - ‘ ‘ Lk
Table IVa
Utah Study
Frcportion.of Teacher Feedback N

Sustainkng vs. Termiral

b

) . g o Student Groups.
Teacher ' . ‘ ‘ T
Feedktack ot BE LD Low - High ‘ ‘
—pe . if . ) - - WS A SUR WD QU I LD WS winp S———— i
" “ |
Sustaining 13.3% 12.5% o 10.8% 6.7%

Tersinal £6.7% 87.5% 89.2% 93. 3%

corditicr for considering the regular classroom to be the least
restrictive envircnment for handicapped students | 1is an
educaticral setting which maximizes the hanrdicapped «child's

oppoctunity tc respcnd and achiebe. The data from both studies
may indicate that many teachers ftequently do npt use the higher
level s=xills required ir interactive teaching. In such learning

ervironzents, it is questionable that hardicapped students will
have encugh Cppcrturities¢ to respond to maximize learning.

= 2h - . - .




Teacher R L
‘Feedkack AL’ ' Low - High
Sustaining 12. 6% o 12.2% 10.3%
Terminal . £7.4% ' 87..8% © 89.7%

' Q!ALIIJ_QZ_IIASﬂJB.JIIBIASE : ' I

Table IVvb : . +
Souath Dikota/xowa Study

_ Ercportion of Teacher FPeedback
L Sustairing vs. Terminal

-

- - - Student Groups

-

In addition to examining the total freqdency of teacher -

feedback ard the Profortions of acadeaic, procedural, and
behavioral feedtack given by the teacher, an attempt to examine
the quality cf teacher feedback was made in both studies.  The

-quality of feedkack prcvided to students in each of the student

‘\groups is particularly. important because of the hypothesis that
certain tyfes c¢f feedback : (e.g., praisae, encouragement,
affecticn) result it more effective and growth-promoting learning
environments than cther types of feedback (e g., criticisnm,

‘ridicule, reinforcirg inappropri;te behaviors). Zach instance of
the teacher's acadésic¢ and procedural feedback was coded as

praise, neutral, cr criticism; and each instance of behavioral

feedback was coded as Fraise, varning, amnd criticisa. In the -

SD/I study, statistically significant differences were found in

-the quality of academic feedback (handicapped and lows received a

lower quality than did bigh achievers), but no differences among
the groups were found in the quality of procedural and behavioral
feedback. As with cther dependent measures, the results of the
Utah study were generally similar except the differences wvere

- between bigh achievers and behaviorally handicapped students.

" Additional descriptive . informatijon about the nature of
academic,- frccedural, . and behavidral feedback can ba gained by
exiamining the percentaces of teacher feedback giver. to ecach
group. In kcth studies (See Tables Vva and Vo) ,* students in all
yroups Ceceived substantially more reutral academic arnd
procedural féed- '

back aucd warrings cf tehavioral feedback than either praise ot

' criticism. . Bhite (197%) - defined disapproval using the sane
_elements that are cortained: in the behavioral warning ard

behavioral criticise ccdes used in both the studies described

here, and ke sirilarly found that teaehdrs were ' far more
disapprcving ¢f students than approving. :

1
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Taple'Va
f .  - Otah Study
, Percentages cf Teacher Feedbagk Given to Each

Grcur of Students Invplving Praise,
Neutral Warning, and Criticism

_ High ' Mow oo
Measure Achieving Achieving LD
Academic Peedlkack ’ :
Praise - : 20% 18% . 16%
Neutral - 76% 79% 81%
Criticism | % . 3% 3%
Procedural Feedtack : .
Praise 4% 2% . ' 1%
Neutral 9Iu% . 96% 96 %
Criticisn 25 | 2% 3%
Behavioral Feedlkack . '
Praige 2% 15% . 10%
darpirg ' .. 13% 80% 86%
Criticisa . . 3% ' S% 4%
Table Vb

South Dakota/Iowa Study

Fercentaces cf Teacher FeedbackgGiven to Bach
Grcup of Students Involving Praise,

Neutral Warning, and Criticisnm, -
- Bigh . . Low }
Heasure ‘Achieving ‘Achieving

Academic FPeedkack
Praise : 21% o 18%

Neutral - > 76% 78%

Criticisn _ 3% 8%
P:oceduﬁal_ieedtack

Praise ﬂ : 1.5% 1%

Neutral 97% C94%

Criticisma . 1.5% - . 5%
'@ehavioral Feedbtack .

Praise 7% 4%

Warning : 79% ' 72%

Criticisk , Wi . . 24%

1%
95%

4%

5%
87%

8% .

HD

21%
73%
6%

1%
97%
2%

6%

749
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The large F[frcpcrticn of disapproval (i.e., varning plus

criticism) otserved in toth the Utah and SD/I studies does not

. indicate an effective learning environment was being provided.

> Researchers have shcwn that a positive environmert where frequent

‘ praise is givem fcr appropriate behavior is nmuch more conducive

L ' to student achievement than an environment where disapproval -is

the primary feedkack (Erophy & Evertson, 1976). - Rosenshine, ¢
‘ (1976) has shcwn that students with low self-esteem and a history
‘ of failure require much more encouragement and are particularly
‘ - vulnerakle to criticismp. In contrast, the students who have high
! - self-esteen and a history of success did not find praise nearly
, . as rewarding or mctivating. Teachers in both the Utah arcd SD/I
N studies tended tc fprovide feedback in ways that are contrary to

what wculd seem effective for either group.

1) . .
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Another variatle investigated was whether teachers provided
the most opportunities for participation to students whdo were not
volunteering (i.e., called upon when hands were not réised), as ‘-
opposed to thcose whc were volunteering (i.e., called upon after
raising their hands). In the sSQ/I study, a significant
.difference was found Letween the high~achieving, nonhandicapved
students (S9%  vclunteer) and both ‘the low-achieving,
nonhacdicapped studepts' (38% volunteer) and handicapped students
(31% vclunteer). Teachers seem to seek out nonvolunteers in the
handicapped and lcwv-achieving student groups in order _ to engage
then in classrcom discussions. This would .seenm to be .A positive
finding indicating an attempt on the teacher's part to increase
particiration. ¢ sigpificant differences were found in the Utih

Study. The average for all student groups was about 60%
l volunteer resgcnse cpportunities. e

.
| QUALITY QF CUESTICHS
i

Teacher's questions to students vepe coded  as -process,
product, "choice, or self-reference in both studies. Generally,
these fcur ,tygez cf questions can be vieved on a continuum of

1ifficulty ‘frcegocre desarding to less denmanding in terms of the -
kncwledge requi%ed cf tle student +to answer.. Previous research
has repcrted that high-actieving students gererally receivé mnre’
higher-level cuesticns than low-achieving students (Brophy &
Good, 1¢74): In the S[/T study, no.significant differences wera
tound among the three student groups. = Total scores for all
groups in toth studies indicate  that, on the average, teachers
used mcstly lcwer~lasvel questions. Very few process questions
. ard orly a mccerate runter of product questiors were asked of ary
groug cf studerts. :

34 .
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This findinq, towever, may not be as negative as it Zirst
appears. -Rosenshire (1976) reviewed several studies that

indicated a pcsitive correlation between achievement and factual
single-ansver questions, whereas the frequency of more cozplex
questicns (suck as the fprocess questions in these studies) had
negative correlaticns. Farticularly for low-achieving and aildly

‘handicapped students, it may be preferable to proceed ik snall

steps, asking factual questions instead of expecting the child to
engage in ccaplex reasonimg at too early 'a stage in cthear
educaticaal grcuth.

CLASSRCCH_LEBRNING FEVIECHBENT

v
-

The fcllcwing discussion was generated by ex&mining teachers"*
self-ratings «c¢n tke sixteen sub-scales of the ACLE. A::tual7
percentages and mear scores (where 1 is lowest and “§"is highest
in terms cf acccmmcdating handicapped students im mainstrzazed

classrcams) ale presented in Table III and in Figureg,!? throaghwas: =

16. Fach sutscale of the ACLE is discussed separately. ~—~ The

' specific <research = guestion addressed was- "How do rejular .

slassrccm teachers ferceive their classroom learning environments
in couwmgarisce to descriptions of an_ "ideal mairstr=aned

classrcca™?2” Ecr the purpose of this discussioh, majority means a
percentage of 7C% Or .mGIE€). '

1. spacs_apd Eacility Acgompodation to Physizal IhpairLassts?
The majcrity of the’'teachers ranked themselves 3 or oelow
with a mear rank of 2.33. - T -

Most teachers did not view their classroQus aud.builiiygs
as having adequate space and facilities for agcommoZating
bandicapped children with physical impairments.

learnirg Settings _
The majcrity of teachers rankeéd themselves 2 or below #ith
a mean rank cf Z.Z3. - . “

post teachers described their classrooms as: f2ii0WS:
ndesks cf unifores design are placed in the same.dire=:ion;
at least ore ‘'special interest arez' is ircluded.” 51ch
limitaticos in the teaching-learning setting couli .= a
coutrce cf frrstration wher attempts are made to 3iviTsify
programs tcraccconodate hgndicapped students.
’ C
3<> £ocaal Epvircrmert

The. sajcrity cf teachers ranked themselves 3 or belze “4ith
a mear rank cf 3.34. '




Kost teachers reported that students in their classroon
worked in small groups at least part of the time and were
expected tc learn to work with each other; however, goals
for group work were not specific. . In other words, most
teachers did not "rlan" to teach peer cooperation.

The <ccrclusion.- above should bpe vieﬁedu;iﬂ\'light' 0%
Feynold's statement, that the children who “hre most
. different have the most to gain in cooperative groups and

the most to los¢ when the social environment encourages

competiticn cr isclation. o -
Contrcl_and Fesponsibility for Environment

The majcrity cf teachers rinked themselves 2 or below with
a ' mean rank cf Z.0. A4

Bost- teachers stated that their students shared
cccasicnally in discussions of how the school environment
is managed. To make nmainstreaming work better, all
students should ke given expand?d opportunities to control
the school enviromment and, correspondingly, .to take
resgpcasitility fcr that control.

classrcce_Bapagssent” - ~

The majcrity of the teachers ranked themselves 4 or above
with a wean rank cf 4.19. ‘ ~

Bost teachers. felt that, overall, their communication with-

- students was good; and, that while some days were very

tad, most ¢ays were tolerable to good. Teachers also felt
that they shared responsibilities for the environmeat with
students and that they rationalized rules in group
sessicos. , ' ' )T "

(NOTE: The ccoclusion - akove seens to be somewhat
contradictcry with ° the conclusion reached in looking at
scale numker fcrcr. This may be Jue to the terminology
"classrcce managment."” One of the most common types of -
inservice trainirg provided these teachers in the past few
years has teen in classroom management. It nmay be that

- classrccm managedent skills are viewed as "teacher
centrel" skills. Scale number four also seems-to indicate

that  teachers view control of and- responsibility for

envicrcruoent is urder the teachers!' direction).

Igamirg_Arrarcgensgts

The majcrity of teachers ranked themselves 4 or below with
a mear rank cf 3.57.

4
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N, _
Most teachers felt that they worked well in ldentifying
and fplanning for the education of "problem" students.
“Many cf the teacters also felt that classroom observations

vere made of the student in the regular classroom, and
that they received consultatlon on how to make program

"gcdificaticns.

instructioral Hethods

E
‘The majcrity of, teachers ranked theuselves 3 or belou with
an mean rank of 2.76. "

Yost teéachers perceived themselves as usirg at least S
differert ingtructional methods In a typical month. = The

assumgticn. & bere 1is that an important <aspect of
instructicn is tc provide alternative ﬁethods that allow
for optimal learring for all students. The teachers who

rank theaselves at 4 indicated that they not olily used at
least S5 instructional methods, but they also were studying
cn their cwn or consultirng with others about additional
approaches for scme students with special needs.

Gupriculum ‘FleRitility

The majority of teachers ranked themselves 3 or below with
a mean rank cf z.90.

¥

. Most teachers reported that they baszcally followed a

t xtbcck or curriculum guide in setting content and the

quence cf topics to be taught. They did, howvever, use
‘sore than ore level or set of tewtbooks in heterogenous
classes. In addition to the above perceptions, some
teachers alsc stated they assessed irdividually and gave
tasks and materials at levels indicated by agsessment as

approgpriate. Ko teacher reported that they actively

sought student inpput into the materials selection process.
%

aterials

The majcrity of teachers ranked themselves 3 or below v1Qh
a meap rank cf 3.19.

¥ost of the teachers indicated that they used_text?@ok§,
library saterials, and, occasionally, films, filmstkips,
judiotapes, and similar aids. The remaining " teachers
ayreed tkat they wused the materials mentioned above and,
in additicn, uvsed materials ir established interest
centers. No, teacher réported using "specialized
instructioral materials." ‘




10. Legxeg cf _Strrctyire

p . . .\ ) s . ..
The majority (in this case 62%). of teachers ranked, -
thepselves at 3 or below a mean rank of 3.33. " (The
resaining 38% of the teachers ranked themselves at 4.).- ', -

I
i

Bost of the teachers reported that all of the students
received a carefully structured approach as. new concepts
or cqptent was introduced. - Students who completed their
vork rapidly were free to proceed in their own way in
their extra time. The remaining teachers Jeported that.
they varied the degree of structure so that all students
bad a variety of .experiences /and - that the degree  ¢f -
structcre was a function of the teacher's own interest and
pot fully a function of the individual student peeds. No

s teacher reported that they systematically varied structure
LS 3 functicr of individual student needs. —

. : . £
/11. Eate cf_Learpipd and Behaving -

The najcrify of teachers ranked themselves at .3 or below
With a sean rank of 3.19. ' ) ‘ '

ost teachers felt that they gave all students unifornm
" minimum assigrments for standard periods . of time.
Students who scored rapidly vere allowed by the teachers
. to proceed tc more advanced related topics while students’
- who failed tc conmplete tasks were given extra tasks and/or
assigned to aides, resource teachers, or others for
individual helg. : - —
.12+ Evaluatiop
The majcrity of teachérg ranked themselves 3 ©or above.
The gean rank vas 3.85.

This scale showed the’'variablity. The continuum of the

‘Scale ran the gamut from strictly norn~referenced’ testing

Frocedures (cne,teldcher ranked herself at level one) to a

.widely varied system .of evaluation which . included

cbservations, idformal assessments, and domain oriental

testing (nine teachers ranked themselves at level S)e.

Bost teachers identified.themselves ' with statenmcts that
indicated ttey assessed with mastery oriented tests that
were .srecific ¢ damirs and that they used the results
effectively ald regularly in planning . instruction.

‘fTeachers felt that they gave good feedback about tsast

: results and enccuraged students to evaluate their "~ own

work. ‘ . T

d . ‘ ’ ‘
leachers igdicated that grades, hovwever, were assigned on
3 ncru cr %ocial comparison basis.

.¢l‘) . |
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‘The " na*crlty of teachers ranked themselves at 3 or below

-’u;th a uean :ank cf 2.71.

Most teachers 1ndlcated that they recognized affective
-gducaticn  as. ucrthuhlle ‘and planned to include such

instruction din their teaching. However, they did so on an
ipfreguent- Lasis. In other words, teachers felt it was
importart to teach curriculum designed to facilitate the
develcpnent cf a positive view of self, but they didn't
1nclude such 1nsttuctzon very often. :

14. Eeccgriijng and QEEgec1at1ng ultural Differenc

16.

The majority of teachers rarked themselves a 3 or below
with a rean rank of 2.28. 7, ‘ -

Bost teachers.:inditcated that they or their schools made

some effor¥s to recognize cultural differences. However,
€ight teachers (38%) felt that instruction pr eded with
little cr no explicit recognition of cultural}differences
and that wsajority values and styles dominated their
cla<sxccms.

child_ 33394.25._ ¢ss o

The majcrity cf teachers ranked themselves at '3 or below
Y ’

with a-mean rank of 3.38.

Nearly half cf -the teachers (those who ranked themselves
at 4 or 5) indicated that the <child study process vas
educaticnally oriented *and focused on improving learning

egvirorpents €0 as to better accommodate d1ve£s;ty. The -

cther half cf tke teachers reported that they felt that
the child study process was -basically psycho-educatlonal

in pature with heavy emphasis on the use of standardized-

assescnents for classxflcatlon purposes.

P_s_ns_ﬂs.shss.;nt__ae_lon

Elfty percent of the teachers racrked themselves at 3 or
telow and fifty ‘rereent ranked. themselves at 4 or above.
The mear rank was 3. 14, '

Ealf cf the teachers irdicated  tha't parent- teacher
interacticn was feriodic, teacher -initiated, positive, and
used tc rerort or| studerts progress. The other half of

cpel and trusting commurication session whe both teacher
and the parerts participated in information SwWariny.

P

the teachers saw parent- teacher interact&;;ﬁwgore as__ an_

".
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CONCLUSIONS J

Ip discussing mainstreaming, Larsen (1975) warned:
In all . ptotablllty, special . education students will
receive mtre ' criticism from their teachers -than their
achieving peers, will be exposed to far fewer teacher
ccntacts, and will develop less posxtlve concepts of
self-worth (p. 12). - :

- The lxteratu:e exanining how teachers interact wvith hlgh and low-

achievirg =students prcvides some evidence to suggest that
Larsea's warning may Le ‘raccurate if mainstreamed handicapped
students were treated 1like low achievers. Pindings of studies

exapining the interacticn of regular teacher and handicapped

students hawever, are not conclusive and proyide ev1dence both
supportzng and refutlng larsen's warniag.

The cverall ccnclusion of both the Utah and SD/I "~ studies is.

that, althcugh there is substantlal evidence that teacher-student
interaction varies among the student groups observed, there is no
strong €vidence that general preferential treatmert or treatment

1likely to result in better educational gains or a more effective -

learning envircrment is consistently provided to any single gropp
of students. Tkere uas some evidence ' that mainstreamed
haudicapped studerts received a laéger portion -of the teacher's

)

time than did cther students. . However, a larger percentage ofp

..these init/iaticns were ‘kehavioral contacts.

Teacher feedbtack was, for the most part, neutral to all
students wher the feeétack was about academic or -procedhral

‘eatters. In tehavicral interactions, warnings vwere-s=the primary-

eacher feedlack. Wher criticism was used, it was more oftern to
the 1lcw~achieving and ‘rhandicapped students.‘_ These results
suggest’” that teachers need to. acquire better classroom and

bebavicr wmaragement skills. Teachers will need to use a-

behavicral maragement strategy where the behavior of every

student is dealt with in an .appropriate way. ., It is-interesting.

to . note here, that the ACLE scale descibing - 'Classcoom
Mianagenent' kad tte highest average score of all the scales.
Teachers ir the SC/I study indicated that their classrooa
management skills were already close to what they should be in an

ideal mainstreased classroom. This contridiction in data ngedsy

futher 1nvestlgat1c:.’

»

' iy ar average of only 60% of . the .time. It is
unfortundt:" kat such a high percentage of the teacher's time was
 spent irvolved with procedural and tehavioral matters. A better
balance netween academic and other aCtLVLtleb should be ag hieved.

N Placeaent of -hancdicapped students ir the reguLﬂr classroom .is
lncreasingly pcpular. such decisions are often based upoa the
student's academi¢ or social functioning. -While these student

\ 'l ’. : V." - js -
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were engaced in academic interactions with all Ve
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variaples are importart, there are also teacher and classroon.
least

variables' whki¢h opust e gonsidered+ in defining the
restrictive ervironment for ajyldly handicapped students.
tedchers increase their skitls in c¢lassroom management and the
use of school time spent on académics and more
teacher-student  interaction . would “lead to
envirorngent for all students,

Helping

\*

propprtionate'f
a bettec( leacrning
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| APPEND_;X A

Coding Sheet and Categorical Breakdown and Def1n1tions

v of the Modified Brophy-Good Teacher-Chﬂd - S

Interaction System

-0 -




~

Categorical Breékddwn and Definitions

1. -RESPONSE OPPORTUNITIES--TEACHER AFFORDED

Involves a public attempt by an individual student to deal with:
a question posed by the teacher.-

A. Type of Response Opportunity Afforded by the Teacher to the
Student

! 1. Discipline question--the teacher deliberate1y calls on
the child to compel his attention

. 2; Direct quest1on--the teacher ‘calls on a child who is not
. . seeking a respOnse opportunity ‘.

3. Open question--the teacher asks a quest1on. waits for any-
one in the class to raise his hand and then catls on one
of the children whose hand is up

c out an answer to this question before the teacher
h he chance to indicate that a particular child should
reSpond '

‘ 4. Call out—-teacher asks a public question but one child .
é*‘i

After noting the type of Response.Opportunity "and 1dentify1ng the
child involved by entering his identffication number, the observer then

codes the Level of Quest1on asked by the teacher.

B.. Leyel of Question -

Refers to the nature of the response demand made upon the child.
The first three levels refer only to quest1ons about academic
or school related context. The fourth level is used\to code alTl
-questions that do not refer to academic subject matten.

-
- 1. Process questien--requires the child to specify the cognitive
and/or behavioral steps that must be gone through in order

® to solve'a problem or come up withan answer
s 2. Product question--requires knowledge of a specific fact and °
_ - does not force the child to 1ntegrate severa] facts or to

make 1nferences from them

3. Choice questlon--the child does not have to produce a sub~!
stantial response but may instead simply choose one of two
or more implied or expressed alternatives .

-4 - . (T
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- 4. Self-referenced question--includes all teacher questions'
that do not fit into the preceding three categories

. because they ask the child to make some nonacademic con-
tribution to classroom discussion « .

o ]

After coding the child's identity, the Response Opportunity, and

the -Level of Quostion, the observer then codes the chi]d S answer

into one of four categories.

, .

Child's Answer

1. Correct--the child answers the teacher's quest1on correctly, _

the teacher does, not make an attempt to improve upon or
replace the child's answer with another

2. Partially correct--correct but incomplete as far as the
child goes, or answers that are correct from one point of
view but not the answer for which the. teacher was looking.. ..

. 3. Incorre;t answer--response_tre&ted-ag wrong by'the teacher .

4. No response--the child will not or cannot answer the question

After identifying the child by number, cod1ng the 1eve1 and type of!

question, and coding the qua]ity of the child's answgr, the observer .

completes the sequence for coding response opportunities &y indicating

the nature of the teacher's feedback reaction to the child's answer.

D.

.\ ’ .
Teacher's Feedback Reaction

L

1. Praise--positive evaluation

Affirmation of correct response--positive feedback

2
' 3< No feedback’ reaction--teacher does not rndct to child's

answer
4, Negation of incorrect answers--negative feedback
"5, Criticism--negative eva]uatioo
6.

Process feedback--feedback on answers to questions involving =«
, basic facts which have been mem0r1zed

7. Gives answer--teacher gives correct answer

- 42 -
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8. Asks question--teacher does not provide an answer to the
question upon response but asks another child for the answer

9. Céll out--some other child calls out the answer before the

first child can respond to the question; thus, the teacher

~ does not have the chance to give feedback-to the child to
whom the question-was directed ;

- 10. Repeats question--teacher repeats the question‘

11. Rephrase or; clue--teacher rephrases 3;estion or gives student
a clue
\

12. ‘New question--teacher asks andther new question following
the first without waiting for response

If a student raises a questieg,pr makes a comment without the
teacher's having invited the question or comment, the observer codes

the following information: * o | o .

II. RESPONSE OPPORTUNITY--CHILD CREATED

Involves a publlc question or comment made by the student

A. Type of Quest1on or Comment

1. Perm1ssion given--the student raises his hand request1ng

permission to ask a question or make a comment and the
teacher allows him to do so

2. Call out--the student calls out his question or’comment
without obtaining permiss1on
8 Appropr1ateness of Quest1on or Comment

- 1. Relevant--the student's question or comment perta1ns to
the current d1scuss1on

ZFh“Irrelevant--the student's question or comment does not
pertain to the discussion at hand

C. Teacher's Feedback Regction
Pertaining to the actual queﬁfion or comment
. K}

1. Praise--positive evaluation

2. Criticism--negative evaluation

)
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3. No feedback reaction--teacher does not
- child's answer . - R

~ D.~Teacher's Feedback Reaction | o w§i.f

Pertaining td~the student’s behavior. in asking, a question
or making a comment 3

l..,PraiséQ-pqiqtive evalution
2..fCri§3cism--negativé evaluation F

- 3. wifning-4student behavior is 1nappropriate

o _‘ | .. |
(1. DYADIC TEACHER-STUDENT CONTACTS S .

Involves those contacts where the teacher is dealing priQateTy L e
‘with ofie child about matters idiosyncratic to that clyild |

.« A. Child Created

’1.‘

;>f ~ Refers to those dyadic contacts which occur solely because the
- child has spught the teacher out . '

1. work‘gelatéd contacts--includes those contacts that haye
td do with the child's completion of seat work, homewgrk, .
or othgr'academic assignments :

C=

a.- teacher feedback_feaction .
i. praise--positive evaluation™ .
ii. neutral--nonevaluative process and product feedback
11i. criticism--negatfve evaluation -
2. becedure--inc]udes those requests that have to do with

housekeeping chores, seeking permission, and reporting
on nonacademic assignments

, | . a. teacher feedback reaction o
' ' 1. praise--positive evaluation
1i. neutral--nonevaluative feedback
111, criticism--negative feedback evaluation

! : . h
B. Teacher Afforded ’ ‘ ) ' :

Refers to those dyadic contacts in which the teacher seeks out
" the student to®give directions or feedback

1. Work related contacts--includes those which have to do with

“the child's completion of seatwork, homework, or other
academic assignments

49
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_a.' teachar's'feédback ieaction

1. ‘praise—positive evaluation

1. 'neutra1-nonevaluatdve process and'prdduct feedback
iii. cr1t1cism-»negat1ve’evaluation

A

~ Procedura--includaes those redﬁests made by the teacher which
- have to do with housekeaping chores "and requests to «£omplete

other nonacademic assignments

- Observation conta¢t3~~réfers_to nonverbal -observation of

the ‘student by tha teacher for the purpose of monitaring’
the student's actions o .

. 'Behavior related contacts--refers to those comments made

by the teachar“abouysthe.student's classroom behavior

a. teacher's feedback reaction _

"~ 1. . praise--positive -evaluation .
1. warnings--student behavior 1s inappropriate
111, criticism--negative evaluation - -

e e L
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