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ABSTRACT

The purpose o} the study was to examine relationships be-
tween students' cla?sroom behaviors with achievement and attitudes
toward school. Also examined were the effevts of 1Q, sex, and
socioeconomic status on student behaviors.

Six classes of studente, one at each of thewfirét, third,
and sixth grade levels in each of two urban schools, comprised the
sample of 157 students. Coders were trained in the uée of the Cop-
ing'Analysis Schedule for Educational gettings and approximately
16 hours were epent in each eiass coding the behaviors of all stu-
dents in all academic subjects. Behavioral styles were calculated
for each student, separatel; for e;ch eeademic subject and type of
instructional settiﬁg. Stpden; achievement was measured Iin Language
Arts by the Metropoiitan Achievement Tests and by teacher grades.
"Social Studies achievement for one class was measured bf the Social
Studies subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test as well ae by tea-
cher grades. Attitude meaeures used were the_My Cless Inveptory,
School Attitude Test, and the PtimaryvChildren's’Attitude Scale.
Intelligence test scoree’were'obtéieed with the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary éest and the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike intelligeﬁce Test.
Socioeconomic status for the fathers' occupatiens was assessed
with the Blishen socio-economic scele.

Relationships between students' behaGioral styles and the -
selected variables were aetermined bykcorrelatiohal analysis. Diff-

erences between selected groups of students with respect to sex,

achievement, and attitudes were examined by analysis of variance.

o
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Findings indicated that no bivariate relationship with a
particular behavioral style was‘cbmmon to all classes, nor was
there a-relationship with broader categories of behavior that was
.found:for‘all classes. Achievement variables accounted for the
greatest proportion of significant correlations found, and these
~generally showed a positive relationship with on-task behaviors
and a negétive relationshig with off-task behaviors. A number of
significant relationships were found with attitudes. .Those satis-
fied with peer §nteraetion showed no stable pattern in behaviofé
exhibited. However, satisfaction with instruction was consistently
negatively related to off-task behaviofs and generally positively
reiated to on-task behaviors. A number of non-straight line re;
lationships occurred with achieQement and with attitudes wéich
indicated that less structured instructional settiﬁgs were appro-
‘priate for most students. No consisggntldifferences occhred fdr
on-task behaviors of boys and girls. ‘ﬁoweyer, the off-task be-
haviors of boys was characteristically active, and girls‘tended to

exhibit more passive types of off-task behaviors. Evidence for be-

havioral differences across academic subjects was inconclusive.

T
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

The classroom behavior of students has long been one of the

major concerns.of educators involved in (he preparation and/or evalu-
ation o! teachers. Certain conventionally accepted social behaviors
are shaped and enforced to ensﬁre the successful operation of fhe
school setting as an educational environment, and‘are generally as-
- sumed to be prerequisite behaviors for learning. Other student be;
haviors are valued because they are assumed to foster the learning1~
process. Surprisingly; these assumed relationships between sﬁudent
behaviors and learning have rarely been the focus of empirical in-

vestigation. -

For example, principles of good classroom management is a
standafd topic in teacher preparatibn programs and has inspired
many textbooks dealing with techniques for facilitating "appropriate’
student behaviors on the one hand, and for cont;olling "inappropri-
ate" behaviors on the other haﬁd. While techniques may vary, thefe
is universal'égreement.that teaching and learning cannot occur unless
the teacher maintains discipline and control in-the_classroqm. In—\
deed; failure to control student misbehaviot is pften cited as the
most frequent reason as to why beginning teachers*become discouraged”
from further pursuance of é career in teaching. While the volume of
literature on this ‘topic is quite extensive, the number of research

studies is very smail. In a comprehensive review of some 178 class-



room-based studies involving the systematic study of teaching, Dun-
kin and Biddle (1974) found only 3 studies devoted to discipline and
group management, all undertaken by Kounin and his associates at the
elementary school level (thnin, 1970; Kounin, Friesen, & Norton,
1966; and Kounin & Gump, 1958). The two earlier studies on discip-
line dealing with the effectiveness of teacher behavior on student
behavior (process-process studies) failed to find teacher-control
strategies that worked effectively for sﬁudent deviancy or én—task
involvement. Howéver, the more recent study on group management pro-
cedures yielded eight promising variabl;s: two management variables,
"withitness" -- communicating to students an awareness of what 18
going on in the classroom at all times, and ”overlappingnéss“ -
ability to simultaneously deél with more than one issue at a time;
two variables concernedeith the fiow of the lesson, 'smoothness”
and "momentum" -- the absence of teacher behaviors that interfere
Qith the'ongoing flow of academic events and that slow down the
lesson, respectively; two variables dealing with the teacher's
approach to classrodm groups during‘recitation (honfseatwork)
activities, fgfoup aiérting" —— involving and maintaining student
interest in phéitask, and "accountability" -- making stude?ts res-

ponsible for their task performances; and two techniques used to

‘maintain interest and avoid satiatiom, "valence and challenge
arousal' -- direct attempts to fosterventhusiasm, curiosity, or in-
‘volvement in academic matters, and "variety'" -- the usé of different

activities in a lesson. - For recitation activities it was found that

. .
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all of these variables except 'variety" were,significantly posi-
tively rélated to work involvement and ff;eQQm from deviancy (5_5.276;
p < .05, n = 49). For séatwork activiﬁiesw “wit'itnesé", Psﬁooth—
ness'", "valence and challenge arousal", andk"vaf;éfyhiwere signifi-
cantly positively rélated to work‘involvgment, and all variabies ex-
cept "accountability" were significantly pésitively related to free-
dom from deviancy. .Unfortunately, no asséssments;weré made ofithe
students' changes in cognitive achie&emenﬁ or affective status
(product~measures)i Thé untested as§umptibn in both the literature
and research on classroom management and‘discipliné-is'that some

student behaviors are appropriate and therefore must be conducive

to learning, while others are inappropriate and therefore~detri-

mental to learning. : -

In spite of.the 1mpor£ant status accorded to student be-
havior for the teaching process, it has received remarkably little
attentioﬁ from researchers as the mediating'link between teacher
behavior and student products (Berliner, 1976). Dun}in'and Biddle - -
(197ﬁ) suggest ;wo‘possible reasons for this situation. First,
resear;hers tend/{s view teacher behaviors as cause and student

/ . . - .
behaviors as effect, so that the predominant focus. in process-
process or process-product studies has been on thé relationship
betweén the teacher's behavior aﬁd either student behavior of stu—’
dent outcome:. Ti process—process studies ignor; student product

measures, whct ducators consider to be a most important

criteria for ug: aching effectiveness {(Coker, 1976; Good,



,///
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Biddle, & Brophy, 1975; McNeil & Popham, 1973; Rosenshine & Furst,
1571; Spaulding, 1965), and thus obviate the possibility of exam-
ining student_behavior as a mediating variable. This 1s also true
df'many of the process-product-studies, where the only processes
examined are teacher behaviors.I Dunkin and Biddle (1974) suggest
this might\be because student behaviors are more cdnstrained by
classroom rules and are therefore less interesting to observe than
»teacher behaviors;’/Further, with 25 to 30 students per classroom

there are greater problems deciding upon the focus for observation.

Their review of studies on teaching illustrates this phenomenon.

~0f 178 studies, only 8 reported a direct examination of relation-

.

ships between student processes and student products (Fortune, Gage,'

& Shutes, 1966; Furst, 1967a; Hughes, 1973; Sharp, 1966; Soar{/l966;

Taba, 1966; Taba, Levine, & Elzey, 1964; and Wright & Nuthall, 1970).

An indirect examination of this relationship may be inferred from

.“studies.which investigated relationships betﬁeen teacher process-

-
-

variables -and both student processes and student products. Only two
studies (Amidon & Flanders,.l96l, and Rian, 1969) satisfied these

conditions and both of these were experlmental inasmuch as they dld

not deal with naturally occurring classroom events (both ‘used role- .

playing teachers). Of this total -of 10 studies 8 examined the

amount of student talk or responding, and the remaining 2 studies
(Taba, 1966; and,Taba et al.; 1964) investigated students' use of
high lev .1 thought units.. No significant relationships with stu-

dent achievement were found.

-



This same review shows that where student behavior was the
major focus of inrestigation, i.e., the behavior modification
studres, the emphasis has been on changing student behaviors with- °
out considering the effect of such changes on student product meas;
ures. Of the 26 studies cited, only 3 examined the relationéhip

between treatment effects and student achievement (p. 171).

The tendency for teachers to intuitively.value certain
student béhaviors because of an assumed reletionship to learning,
albeit in some nonspecified way, is aptly described by Lahaderne

(1968) who remarked:

Teachers gauge the success of their teaching not
so much by the scores their pupils attain on
achievement tests as by the involvement pupils
demonstrate during ongoing class activities
(Jackson & Belford, 1965). They assume that if
~a child is engrossed in an activity, .he is get-
ting something out of it even if that "something"
1s not identifiable or measurable. (p. 3. O)
Accordingly, a number of researchers have relied upon the teacher's
definitions of acceptable and unacceptable student behaviors and
have reported success in modifying the unacceptable behaviors
This has been done with culturally deprived primary school children
by Gallagher (1967), Sibley,.Abbott, and Cooper (1969), Wasik (1970)
and Wasik, Senn, Welch, and Cooper (1969) in conjunction with a ’V\\\
compensatory education project (see Spaulding, 1972; and Spaulding
& Papageorgiou, 1972). Again, therelwas no attempt to relate student
behavior to student product measures.

In brief teacher control over student classroom behavior

is accepted as a necessary skill for teachers and is assumed to be



/
N : [
. .

N ,
prerequisite for learning in the classroom. Whére student behavior
T

has been studied it has nsually been in relation to teaching be-
haviors or to treatment conditions designed to change student be-
havior. It has only been witﬁin the last ten years that ‘esearchers
have attended to the possible refationship between student behaviors

t

and student product measureé To use Dunkin and Biddle' s‘(1974)

\
terminology, these studies can be classified either as field surveys

\
\

(descriptive/correlational studies of neturally occurring clessroom
evente) or as experimental studies (caude—effect studies.invdlving |
specific teacher and/or program 1ntefvend%on treatments). While

these will be reviewed in Chepter 2, a fewxcomments concerning these

\
studies is pertinent here.

First, although there is general agreement that‘students wha
exhibit anpropciate behaviors tend to have higker achievement scores
than those students who display inappropriate.behaviors, the nnmber
of studies upon which these\findings are bésed‘i; small. Second,
these studies suffer many of the same limitations\that critics have
identified in studies of teaching, i.e., failure to observe the inter-
active process and relying instgadfdn'Suchtcriteria as ratings, an
orientation which Gage (1963) labelled. the "black box approach;
failure to consider contextual effects such as subject matter, type
of student, and school setting (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974, pp-14 - 15)
which is reflected by studies which have selected too few variables

and/or used iarge groups of students as the statistical unit of .

analysis; and failure to analyze data for nonlinear as well asvlinear

e



process-product relationships (Dunkin, 1976; Good ég al., 1975; Nut-
hall, l974; and Soar & Soar,,¥9765. Third, mosﬁ of the studies used
standardized achievement tests as the sole product measure, yet many
claim that teacher grades may have greater content validity for -the
students’' classroom learning experiences. Further, althougﬁ the af-
tive growth of gtudedts is considered a major educational objec-
measures of students' attitudes were rarely used. ‘The re-
quiremeRts for future student process-product studies are best summed
and Devine (1976) who concluded: "The broad patterns of

behavior fe call academic achievement may quite pdséibly be better

understo by focusing the research for its observable correlates on

smalley more homogeneous groups of children within the classroom"

(p. 340).
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

This study is designed to examine observabléasthdent be-
haviors in the natural classroom setting and to invgstigate their
rglationship with cognitive and affective produét assessments.

' The following questions will be pursued.

i. What is thé rela;ionship between students' behavioral
Styles and their (a)1soéioecoﬁomic status (SESj, (b) intelligencg
test (IQ) scores, (c) attitude test scores, (d) academic gradeg
and achievement test scores, and (e) grades based on tﬂeir class- .
room behaviors'and patticipation?

2, 1Is opportunity‘to respond to process or product

questions in class related to particular behavioral Styles?



3. Are there differences in classroom behavioral Styles
yhich are assoclated wiﬁh sex of the studenfs?

4. Are there differences among high- middle-, and low-
scoring students on achievement and attitude measures with res-
pect to their Styles of classroom behavior?

5. Are behaviors stable across academic subject areas?
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

There is very little known, but a great deal aésumed,
-about the relationship betwgen student behaviors and learning
outcomes. ‘There are two major advantages in knowing more about
this relationship. First, many of the process—prbduct studies
on teécher effectiveness have assumed that teacher behaviors
dirgctly affect student learning. However, it is quite con-
‘ceivable that many of thg promising teacher variébles,identified
by Rosenshing and Furst (1971) elicit different student responses,
some of which enhance and others which detract from the learning pro-
cess. Or, it may be that the achieéemeni of some students in .a partic-
ular situation Qill occur regardless of specific teacher behaviors
(e.g., ability, likingﬂfor the subjéct). 1f learning—reléted student
behaviors can be found‘and then considered as a mediating link be-
tween teacher behavior and student butcomes,‘the findings -from
future étudies on effective teaching may &ield more promising re-
sults than has been generally asc;ibed to the substantial resea’ph
- efforts of the‘pasq”(ﬁrophy, 1976; Clifford, 1973; Dunkin S Biddle,

1974, Roseﬁshine, 1976; Rosenshine & Furst, 1971). Perhaps; as '
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McNéil and Popham (1973) suggest, "A focus on pupils reveals more
about the effectiveness of teachers than does direct study of
teachers themselves'" (p. 218).

Second, numerous techniques have been developed and re-
fined for the modification of student behaviors. However, this re-
seérch'tradition has been criticized for Focusing on decreasing
"disruptive" social behaviors rather than on increasing academic.
productivity, thus strengthening the status quo whereby student
docility and obedience are considered as evident of effective .
teaching (Winett & Roach, 1973). 1If learning-related étudent be-
haviors can be found they might serve as valuable criteria for the

application of behavioral modification techniques.
ASSUMPTIONS

The study was based on the following assumptions.

1. The discrete, low inference behavioral categories of the
CASES instrﬁment adequately represent all facets of student classroom
behavior.i R ‘ & |

/2. Student behavior is.infiuencgd by a nﬁmber-of factors

other than tgacﬁer behavior,'sucg as educational setting, behavior
of classmates, individual differences in ~-ping Qith tﬂe demands of
school ‘1life, and studeﬁt charaéteristics (e.g., age/érade, I1Q, sex,

and SES).

3. The presence of observers did not substantially alter
student behavior nor the learning environment during the data

collection phase of this study.



4. Both cognitive and affective outcomes are important
consequences of the educational process, and that these were
reasonably assessed by the various instruments selected for this

study.

5. The socioeconomic status of a student is determined
by the status accorded the occupation of the parent or guardian

in the family who 1is principal wage earner, and that this was

adequately categorized by the Blishen (1967) index..
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Behavioral '"Styles": Spécific combinations of student

behavior catégories into patterns which are defined as ”copiné

styles" in the CASES instrument.

Experimental Studies: Studies designed to explore cause-
“ect relationships involving specific teacher and/or program
intervention treatments on student performance measures.

Field survey studies: Descriptive and/or correlational

v

studies of naturally occurring classroom events.

Natural setting: The typical or normal classroom setting.

Non-teacher directed settings: Those classroom learning
situations which rely more on the student than on the teacher for
attending to the task at hand, e.g., program directed activities,

seatwork, free choice activities.

Process studies: Studies which focus primarily on the

interactive behaviors of participants in thz classroom teaching-

learning situation.

0.



Product measures: Assessments of the student's cognitive
learning status and attitudes held toward aspects of school life.
LY
socioeconomic status: A composite index ranking of the
social status of an adult's occupation based on educations. level,

income, and prestige accorded to the occupation.

Teacher directed settings: Those learning situations which

are more directly under the control of the teacher, e¢.g., lectures,
demonstrations, teacher-led classroom discussions.

Teacher grades: Those periodic assessments of students'

achievement as entered in report cards.

Teacher rating: The rank given to a student by the teacher

with respect to his relative achievement status and to his individual

attaloment of achievement goals held for him by the teacher.
SCOPE AND DELIMITATIONS

The collection of data on student behaviors was restricted
to instructional periods when the teacher was present in the class-
room. Further, data were collected during a relatively short two-

week period near the end of the school year.



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is te set forth a concepiual
framework ‘for the study of relationships between student behaviors
and student product measures. The review ~f fi-ld survey studies
encompasses efforts whereby a number of rating instruments and
direct observation schedules were produced in an attempt to de-
scribe and categorize student classroom behavior, and for the most
part attempted to relate these behavior categories to student
achievement scores. The experimental studies, all using direct
observation schedules, attempted to discover- cause-effect relat
ships between student behaviors and aéhievement. All of the

studies reviewed in this chapter were conducted with elementary-

school-age children as their subjects.

FIELD SURVEY STUDIES

Studies Using Rating Scales

Spivack 'and Swift (1966) developed the Devereux Elementary

_ School Behavior Rating Scales (DESB) to describe the classroom be-

ivior patterns of normal and emotionélly disturbed children. A
number of regular and special education teachers produced a list of
behaviors which were considered to interfere with or relate tc
1ear:ing. These béhaviors were submitted to factor analysis, re-;"

sulting in the 14 DESB factors for which 111 items were written.

Then 252 normal children in regular language arts or arithmetic

-

12



classes nnd‘327 emotionally disturbed children in special classes
were rated on each item by their teachers. Table 1 presents the DESB-
factors and their relationship to teacher grades. For normal childrén
only, grades were given for both achlevement and effort, and because
all factors related to achievement were also related to IQ (p ~ .01),
the figures shown for them are partial correlation coefficients with
the effects‘of 1Q statistically controlled. None of the factors cor-
related significantly with IQ for the emotionally disturbed children.
The first 12 factors were common to both groups of students
while "Impatience' was a factor for normal children only and 'Dis-
respect—-defiance' was a factor for the emotion:.iv disturbed chil-
dren only. '"Comprehension' was_consistgntly positively related
to teacher gradés while "Slowness id work,'" "External reliance,"
”Externélization of.blame,” AInattentive—withdrawn,”'"Irrelevant
responsiveness,' and ''Disrespect-defiance" were all consisﬁently
negatively related to teacher gradesl(2_< .01). '"Creative initia-
tive' was the only other factor that was significantly positively
related to teacher grades for both groups’of students. Normal
children were rated higher on one factor only, '"Comprehension"
(F =4.1, p < .05, while the emotiénally‘disturbed children re-
ceived higher ratings‘on all other factors except.”Inconspicuous—'
ness,'" where no significantuﬁifferences occurred. The greatest
differences between the two groups of students with respect to

achievement-related factors common to both groups were with "Ex-

ternalization of blame" (F = 96.4, p < .0l1), "Irrelevant respon-



Table 1

Normal and Emotionally Disturbed Children

14

DESB Factors and their Correlations with Teacher Grades for

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Factor name

Creative initiative
Classroom disturbance

Comprehension

- Slowness in work

.External reliancé
Externalization of blame.
Inconspicuousness
InattenFive—withdrawn
Irrelevant responéiveness
Achievement anxiety

Need for closeness to

teacher

Need achievement

recognition

-Iﬁpatience

Diérespect—defiance
|

Normal Emotionally
children® disturbed
Achievement Ef fort Achievement
.13% . 30%* .26%%
L13% NS -.38%%
L2T7R* .50%% L4 2%k
—.26%% —.45%% -.52%%
—. 34 k% - 41%% —.32%%
-.32%% —.18%x —.37%%
YA T NS NS
~.18*% ll —.35%% | 34k
~.20%* -.23%% - 45%%
_ |
~ . 20%% | ~-.20%% | NS
NS NS .26%%
NS NS NS
~.14% —.22%% AR L
~.20%% —.18%% ~.45%%

|

\ 8partial correlation coefficients

*p <.05
** <01



éiveness" (F=96.4, p < .01), and ”Achievement anxiety" (F = 71.2,
p < .01). | |

A furﬁher examination of these data pointed to a distinction
between social behaviors and learning related behaviors. Factor
intércorrelations and consistency of relationships with IQ and
achlievement suggested that there_were two broader classes of behév—.
iors which the authors identified as "acting out or poorly celf-
controlled behaQiors” (factors 2, 4, 6, 9, 13, éﬁd 14) and "inability
to learn, attend, and actively initiate a course of action without
help" (factors 3, 5, and’8). It was speculated that the first
grouping (social behavibr;) was more apﬁ to evoke teacher manage-
.‘ ment-control behaviors, while the second grouping of (learning-re-
lated) behaviors was apt to prompt teacher supportive and helping
behaviors. 1In addition, while. 'Achievement anxiety" did‘not fall
into either grouping, it was associated with the two externality
factors (factors 5 and 6), thus suggesfing that this behavior de-

pends more ﬁpon_wﬁat others do than on the student's own actions

-

and under his own - o~ntrol.

Finally, there were several sex-linked differences in be-
havior ratings;& Significant negative correlations (p < .05) were
reported for males in both stgdent groups on four of the six sécial
bghavior categories ("Classroom disturbance," "Slowness in work,"

"Impatience,'" and 'Disrespect-defiance'), and only one learning-

related behavior —- "External reliance." Significant positive cor-

relations (p < .0l) were reported for girls in both gfoups on one

factor only - "Need for closeness to teacher."

15



In a second study using the DESB, Swift‘and Spivack (1968)
had 809 children from kindefgarten through grade six rated by pheir
te;chers in order to establish norms for each factor score across
all elementary grades and for both sexes. The.final scale con-
tained 41 items grouped into 11 factors ana three.nén—fadtor items—--
"unable to change," '"quits," ;nd "slow work." This reviéed scale
was identical to the 1966 version except that ''Slowness in work'
was nowna non-factor item aﬁd ”Inconspicubusness” and ''Need achieve-
ment récognitian" were deleted from the revised version. These

factors were then correlated with teacher-asSigned achievement

grades in reading and arithmetic.

All factors showed significant relationships to-teacher
grades in both subjects, although the rel#tionship was reported to
be generally strongef for arithmetic grades. ‘This latter finding
”may ﬁe aftiféctual, however, since reading grades were assigned
relativé torability groupings of students which may have resulted in

more homogeqfous scores. Arithmetic grades on the other hand were

-

based on thelstudent's achievement relative to all ofher children
at his grade IZvel. As in the first study the factors "External
reliance" and "Comprehension'" showed particularly strong relation-
ships with achievemgnt, wiﬁh_g's ranging from -.77 to -.27 (p <.01)
and .25 to .89 {p <.05), respectively. As well, boys were again
rated higheg on achievement—impédiné behaviors, and girls were |
rated as more capable in meeting the behavioral demands of the

.

classroom. Boys were rated significantly higher on 'Classroom

16
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disturbance," '"External blamé,” "Achievement anxiety,'" "Impatience,"
and "Disrespect-defiance' (p <.0l) and higher on four of the re-
maining six factors. Cirls were ;ated significantly hiéher on
"Cdﬁprehension” and "Need closeness to teacher” (p.<.01), the latter
which was positively related to achievéyept in grades one and two.
Finally, the similarity of means and,stéqdard deviations acrossb
grades for behavior ratings 1ﬁdicat¢d that separateAnorms for each
grade were not necessary.

In‘a third study Swift and Spivack £i969), using another
revision of the DESB from which the factor "Need for closeness to
teacher" had been droppéd, investigated the behaviorally rated

behavior between achievers and underachievers from an initial

sample of 177 grade five students. Achievement status was

assessed using scores obtained on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills
(language ana nonlanguage areas), as Qell as report card grades

in language arts and arithmetic. Standardized gest achievers (A)
‘were those who scored at or above the 85th percentile in both
language and nonlanguage subscales whén cqmpared with the norm-
at?ve'sample, while underachievers (U) scored below the‘ééth per-
centile in one subscale and below the 30th percentile 6n the othérf
" Report card a;hievers (a) were those who received gra&es of A or B,
while underachievers (g) obtained grades of D or F; Four groups
of, students were formed: (1) gchievefs with respect to both
measures (Aa), n = 74; (2) standardized test achievers but‘report

card underachievers (Au), n = 9; (3) standardized test underachievers
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but report card achievers (Ua), n = 11; and (4) underachievers on
both measures (Uu), n = 12. The groups were then compared as to the
percentage ofjstudents receiving deviant behavioral ratings w:th
respect to the 10 factor of the DESB scale. Unfortunately the
authors failed to explain the criteria used for a ;deviant" rating.

The achievers (Aa) received the lowest deviant rating per-
centages of any group. Their highest rating was for "Achievement
anxiety" (22%) while percentages for the reﬁaining DESB factors
ranged from 17 to 9%. A considerably larger,percenﬁage of the
Au group received deviant ratings on 9 of the 10 factors. More
than 30%Z of the students received deviant ratings oﬁ‘half of the
factors and the range of deQiant ratings across all factors was
from 11% to 67%. The authors concluded: ''These findings indicate
that althodgh some c ildren;ére able to demonstraté‘high levels of
academic achievemenf, théy are unsuccessful in meeting the inter—‘
personal demands of the classroém teacher'" (p. 102). The remaining
two groups had similar rapingé to those of the Au group.

When aii 177 students were included and'fesuits analyzed
on the basis of language arts and arithmetic report card grades
only, the felationship between ratings on the DESB scale and
achieyement was more clearly defined. The percentage of students
shéwing little or no behavioral difficulty decreased, and the per-
centage showing multiple problems increased, as repoft card grades

declined‘from A to F. The authors reported that these behavioral

differences were significant vith respect to report card grades but
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not with respeck to IQ, although they failed to gilve statistical
evidence for this claim. The findings also showed that report
qard acﬁievers (g = 100) were‘rated as having suéstantiaily fewer
behavioral problems than Aid underachievers, irrespective of

level of achievement on the standardized test or overall levels of
intelligence. Underachievers (n = 68) were rated as having
multiple behaviorél problems, some of which necessitated teacher
intervention'aﬁd control, while other reflected theif inability
to cope with the academic demands of the classroom. The authors
suggest that these results support the use of teacher grades in

preference to standardized achievement tests.

The results also call into question the meaning
of achievement scores as a reflection of what is
learned in the classroom. The present data sug-

P gest. that, in contrast to teacher grades, .such
test scores reflect much more than classroom
functioning, undoubtedly including general intel-
lectual functioning (and extra-class acquisition
of skills and knowledge) and test-taking—skills
....for the most precise measurement of classroom
functioning it would be well to place more empha-
sls upon teacher grades and the measurement of
those classroom behaviors relevant to such grades.
(p. 104)

Kim, Anderson, and Bashaw (1968a) constructed the Child Be-

. . ) A 4
havior Scale (CBS) from 66 items taken from five behavioral rating

scales. .Teachers ﬁad chosen those items as being able to make valid
judgements about children in their classes without c;using embarras—
ment to the teacher, child, or parent. Ra;iﬁgs were made on 522
grade two students and factor analysis yielded three factors:

(1) academic maturity, which characterized.thevindependent, per-

sistent, and responsible ghild; (2) interpersonal maturity, which

19



‘was concerned with the childfs leadership, participation, and
friendliness; and (3) -emotional maturity, which was concerned
with reséect for others and emotional control. ,Ihe authers then
reportedy (1968b) that the best combination of themfhree~factor
CBS scale was a better predictor of teacher grades in reading,
arithmetic, and spelling than Qas the best combination of sub-

tests from the Stanford Achievement Tests baftery (canonical

correlation coefficients of .69 and .57, respectively,p <.01). The

authors admit, however, that the higher correlation between the .
behaviorai‘factor ratings and grades may be partly caused by
the‘possible dependency between these two measures, il.e., the

teacher might have been influenced by the student's grades when

rating his behavior.
Meyers, Attwell, and Orpet (1968) administered the

linguistics competencies and arithmetic subtests of the Cali-

fornia Achievement Tests (CAT) and the language and nonlanguage

subtests of. the California Tests of Mental Maturity (CTMM) to

57 grade five students from among 100 on whom they had earlier
obtained kindergarten test data (psychomotor, linguistic, and
figural reasoning development-plus the Binet digit-span task)

and teacher ratings on characteristics of test behaviors. Step—
wise aultiple regression procedures revealed that the best kinder-
gartea predictor of grade five test scores was an expressive

- picture vocabulary task (r = .50 for bofh»CAT total achievement

and CTMM language IQ scores), but the next best predictors were

20
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behavioral ratings of attentiveness and amount of motor activity

in the test situation. '"Attention' was the best predictor for

-~ three of the CAT subtests (''reading words," r = .396; '"reading

comprehension," £;= .434; and "spelling," r = .377) and the
second best predictor for two of the remaining six criterion
tésts. Thus behavior ratings were found to be moderate pre-
dictors of achigvemenﬁ.occurring four and one—half years later.

A few studies employed both teacher rating scales as
well as direct observation of student behavior. Forness (1973)
observed 94 lower—middle—class‘kindergarten students iﬁ October
andAagain in March using a modification of Cobb's (1970) system:
Observed behaviors were coded into one of two on-task categories
(verbal response or attending) or into one of two off;task
categories (not atgending or disruptingﬁ. At the‘end of each of
the two oﬁservation éhases teacheré were asked to rate each child
with respect to reading readineés/langgdge development, relation-
ship with othér children, and attitude. toward classroom rules.

N

It was found the on-task behavior categories accounted for slightly
more than 80 percént ofithe children's classroom behavior while
disrupting.béhavior was praqfically nonekistent. Both the obseryed
behgviors And teacher rated behaviors showed stability over the
five;month time interval.

With referénce to the relationship between observed énd

rated behaviors, teacher ratings in October were moderate predictors

of on-task behaviors in March (r = .49) and observed behaviors in



October were moderate ‘- -d. tors of March teacher ratings (r = L4b) .

The two off—tésk catego.ivs ylelded the strongest relationships in
this regard, where the corresponding r's for ”notbattending” were
7;Aé'and —;37, respeétively,’whilé the infrequently observed 'dis-
rupting" behéQiors yielded respective r's of -.38 and -.45. Stu-
dents were then identified as "at risk" with respect to‘successful
school performance if they scored lower than one sténdafd deviatioﬁ
below the mean for observed on-task bghaviprs in October or behav-
ioral rétings made by teachers in March. AOf 18 students identified
as ”ag risk" according to observed behaviors, 10 were ”ét’;isk"
five months later aécording to feacher:ratings. Althouéh no infor-
'mationiwaé provided to explain whéther the decrease in the number
of "at.risk” students was due to changes in some of the students'
behavior patterns or merely becagse of differences.in criteria used
by these two methods, the author states that‘some étuaents labelled
"at risk” by teachers did not exhibit this behaviorally, and vice
versa. This does point out that direct observation of student be-
havior might provide useful.information to the teachérnwhen as-—
séssing the child's response to the learning environmentf ‘

In a further analysis of this same data, Forness, Guthrie,

o

and Nihira (1975) grouped students into four clusters based upon
percentages of observed on-task and off-task behayiors. Signif-
icant differences occurred between the first and fourth clusters

only, where the mean percentage of on-task behavior for cluster

1 (n = 25) was significantly greater than that for the remaining
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clusters [F(1, 90) = 57.1, p & .01], whereas it was significantly
lower tE‘= 30.9, p € .01) for cluster 4 (n = 16). Cluster 1 was

also rated significantly higher on the teacher ratings for reading
readiness (F = 8.415, p « .01), peer relationships (F = 8.5l4, p <
.01), and attitudes.toward school rules (£A= 6.235, p € .02). Clus-
ter 4 was rated significantly lower on pecr relationships (F = 11.819,
P s .01) and attitudes (F = 16.463, p <« .0l), and approached signifi-
cance for reading readiness (F = 3.031, p « .08). Further, cluster 4
students received significantly more teacher attention for both on-
task (F = 5;73, p < .05 énd off-task behaviors (F = 36.8, p < .Ol);
as wéll as:greater peer response to off-task behaviors (F = 19.45, p

< .01). In‘contrast, cluster 1 studéqts-received the least amount of
social response to béth on- and off-task behaviors. The authors spec-
ulate that this was because these stuaents exhibited'fewer active be-
haviors (i.e. "verbal responding" and "disrupting' categories). They
further suggest thap cluster 4 students could be considered education-
ally "at fisk” on a number of criteria, and that théir most salient
_éharactg%isti; was o&eractivity in béth on- and fo—task situatibns.
Clustefgl students, on the other hand, were attentive, asked fewer
questioég,'and did not disrupt the class, allEWi;hdﬁE\much effort from.

.

the teaEher.‘ Finally, the authors suggest that the diffé;endes be-
j ’ .
tween #he behaviors of cluster 4 students with respect to the other

_groups may have been related to the fact that 75% of this group was

cdmpﬁised of male students, whereas the other groups contained equal



+ numbers of boys and girls. No tests were conducted to test this
supposition.

Camp and Zimet (1974)’u5cd both teacher ratings and direct
observation instruments with 49 grade one students in two classes
to examine relationfhips between student behavior and reading
achiévement. The two teachers rated their studénts' behaviors
using two instruments: (1) the 96-item Pittsburgh Adjustment Sur-
vey Scale designed to measure first grade children's aggressive,
passive~aggressive, withdrawn, and prosocial behaviors; and (2)

the 39-item Conners Teacher Rating Scale, designed for use in drug

studies and measuring factors labelled hyperactive, daydreaming/
inattentive, anxious/fearful, defiant/aggressive, and health/
social/cooperative. 1In addition, students' behaviors'were inde-
pendently recorded on a category scale, the ﬁost frequently occur-
ring categories being "on-task,'" "of f-task," "deviant,'" and '"non-
deviant." ‘Reading achievement and intelligence scores were ob-
tained uéing standardized tests.

Resuits showed that the positive behaviof subscales of the
two rating instruments, ''prosocial’ apnd "health/social/cooﬁerative.”
were significantly related (r = ;-60>AE € .01, "health" scores were as-
signed negative values). Further, "anxiety" and "withdrawn" factors
from the two scales were also highly related (r = .72, p <.01), and
all femaining subscales were significantly intercorrelated (x's |
ranging from .32 to .96, p <.05), indicéting that teachers main~

tained a response set when rating children. The two teachers gave



"

similar ratings on positive classroom behavior but ‘fered ig-
nificantly in their ratings of negative behavior (E? = 6.90, p «.05)
even though the data from independent observations showed that the
two classes were very similar. The authors suggest that professionals
who rely heavily upon>behn cral repQrLs in dealing with children
might obtain more reliable information from teachers' assessments of
positive Behaviors than of negative behaviors. Observea "of f-task"
behavior.correlated with teacher ratings and achievement while obser-
vations of "on-task" and "deviant' behaviors did not, although this
was probably begause the coding procédure used was more apt to record
higher incidences of ”ofé—task”'behaviofs. Further, the authors
suggest that behaviors likely to interfere with learning are Lhose
which interrﬁpt the student's attention tc the task and thaf behaviors
usually coﬁsidesed as inappropriate, such as vocalizing or m g

(7 J
about, may not be interfering with- attention to the task. Failure to
account for compatibiiity betweer behavior and application to the

task may be one reason why previous studies have reported insignifi-

cant correlations between teacher ratings and observer records of

’

student behaviors.

The study by Solomon and Kendall (1975) illustrates this

*

point. Using the Florida Climate and Control System they recorded ,
; _ Py _

student misbehavior and teacher discipline and criticism behavior in

three open program angd three traditional program classrooms at the
grade three and four levels. As well, teacher ratings of students’

"undisciplined activity' were also obtained. The observation data
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showed that although the mean student misbehavior score was nou-

significantly higher for the open classrooms (10.00 vs. 7.75, ¢ 2,

n.s.), the mean score for teacher discipline and criticism behavior
was significantly hi °~ 'r for traditional classes (12.58 vs. 5.00, U
=0, p < .05). Correlations betwéen teachers' ratings of students'
undisciplined activit? and tybe of class showed thatiﬁeachers in
traditidnél classes perceived more student misbehavior than did open-
class teachers (r = -.33, p - .01), although students themselves did
not perceive a significant difference in the generai level of dis-
rustiveness between the two types of classes (r = .05).

Bloom (1976) investigated the relationship bgtween teacher-
_student compatibility and teacher ratings of student behaviors. The
115 students for this study had been identified by their 34 teachers
as normal (n = 34), retainable within the classroom (n = 41), or re-

ferrable (n = 40). Student behaviors were rated on the 58-item Balow

School Behavior Profile yielding three factors: poor control, develop-

ﬁental\immaturity, and anxious/neurotic. Teacher-student compatibility
\

\

\ .
/
infd¥ces were computed from responses on a self-report questionnaire

(the FIRO scale) which rates an individual's expressed behavior toward
others and .the behavior he expects from others. Multivariate analyses
of variance showédrno relationship beﬁween teacher-student cbmpati—
bility and nomination of students as normal, ret;inable, or refer—
rable, although behavioral ratings on the Balow séale indicated sig-
nificant differences between the normal students and the other tw;
groups. ganonical cofrelations were then computed to test the

o

relationship between teacher-student compatibility and teacher



behavioral ratings. The only relationship occurred with the Balow

items indicating severely disturbed student behaviors. The author
. .

concluded that this supported the argument that "...school behavior

problems and emotional disturbance are discrete entities' (p. 145).

Summary and discussion. The studies reviewed in this

i

section have demonstrated that teacher ratings of student behaviors
are moderate predictors oflstudent achievement and that most relation-
ships were in the expected direction. The study by Meyers et al.
(1968) showed moderate stability of this relationship over 1 four-
year time interval, although the teacher rétings were only of
students’ test—ﬁaking behavior; - a rather narrow subset of class-
rooa behaviors. Although the relationship was reported to vary

with subject area (Swift and Spivack, 19c it was pointed out this
result might have been a statistical artifact. Teacher ratings

were also found to be stronger predictu:s of achievement measured

by téacher—assigned grades than were standardized test scores (Kim

et al., 1968), although this might‘havé been due to ; poséiblgw
dependency between the two types éf teacher asseésments. Nevertheless,
’Swift and Spivack (1969) present a Strong argument for the use of
teacher grades to measure. the student's progress in coping with the
‘academic démands of the classroom. Further, a number of studies
revealed that boys were rated as displaying'mére achieveﬁent—
impediﬂé behaviors than were girls (e. g- Forness et al., 1975;

Spivack & Swift, 1966 and Swift & Spivack, 1968), although studies

by Camp and Zimet (1974) and Solomon and Kendall (1975) caution

27.



against making a priori judgements about the indppropriateness
of hohqviors.

It was also shown that although there was moderate agree-
ment ‘between teacher ratings and independent observations of
student behavior (Fornmess, 1973; Forness et al., 1975), notable
discrepancies were found. Camp and Zimet (1974) X@scribe the
difficulties encountered when trying to comparglthe results of
these two methods, for even if the items used by/Eeachers aﬁd
obsngers were identical, direct observation will represent a
‘much smaller segment than will a teacher making a rating. Also,

" most réting scales have been designed to measure negatively valued
behaviors, an observation which is borne out by an examination of

- the scales used in the étudies reviewed in this section. The focus
on negative behaviors might be explained by Spivack and Swift

(1973), who reviewed the rating scales used in only those studies

which investigated’ relationships betwegnlovert student behaviors
and achievegént. They remarked that the categofies in such scales
Feflectgd’a‘conée;n with mental health rather than behaviors
.associated with productive classroom learning. In their estimate,
only 3 of the l9.scales reviewed prqvided reasonable breadth in
behaviors covered, as well as eQidence of reliability, validity,
and norms ‘data.

As well, studies by Elmore-énd Beggs (1972, 1975575howed

that teacher ratings of students' general classroom behavior were

not stable over a relatively short period of time. A total of 87



elementary teachers in the 1972 study and 30 elementary teachers
in the 1975 study rated their students with respect to 16 behav-
ioral items on a 5-, 7-, and 9- point scale over a test-retest
pe od of two weeks. Reliability coefficients for each item were
not -statistically different from zero on éach of the rating scales
no;'were they gﬁgtistically different across the three rating
scales (p > .05). There was a slight increase in item reliabil-
ities as the number of rating ;;>}ons increased from five to nine.
The authors suggested that the teachers, in spite of being
instructed to rate the general classroom behavior of stadents,
might have fécused instead on specific incidents, thus accounting
for the instability in'the££'ra§ings. Thé results supported thése
of fo&r other studies cited by the authors, aithough two other
studies were reported to.have shown fairly high test-retest relia-
biligieé‘for teacher-rated behaviors (r's of .50 and .80).

Tﬁe deficiencies in using rating scales, as described by
Spivack and Swift (1973) and Elmore and Beggs (1972, 1975), suggeét
that direct.observgtién of students' behavior might be a more
appropriate approach for classroom use in investigating relation-

ships with student product measures.

Studies Using Direct Observation of Student Behaviorsf

Perkins (1964, 1965) focused on the behavioral differences
between two matched samples of upper-middle class g;ade five
achieving and underachieving students. A total of 72 students from

14 classrooms were matched with respect to sex, I1Q, entering reading
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scores, and- classroom membefship. Grade point averages based on
third- and fourth—grade‘marks in language, arithmetic, social
studies, and scienée were computed for each stﬁdeﬁt. ‘those stu-
dents with IQ scores of at least 11Z and whose grade point
éverages fell at least one standard error. of estimate below the
'régression line for the classroom were desiénated as "undgr—A
.achievers” (n =.36), while those students whose grade pqint aver-—
ages fell within one standard error of estimate above the re-

gression line were labelled "achievers'" (n = 36). Student be-

" haviors, teache; béhéviofs, and type of learning activity were
coded by trained observers over a five-month period in the 'sub-
ject areas corresponding to those used in computing the gr;de pont
averages. Mean percentages were calculated for each student be—‘
havior category and comparisons between student groﬁps,were made
usiqg‘bnefpailed tests of signifiqénce. Both achievers‘and under-
achievers spent approximately 75 percent of their time engaged in
work—oriented béhaviors, éltﬁough this might have been because 75
percent of>the’observation$ were made dﬁr?ng-teacher—dirécted activ-
ities. Achievers spent more tiﬁe in social work with peers (5.47%
vs. 4.21%, B:< .05) and uhdgrachiévers exhibited more withdrawal
beﬁaviors (10.64% vs. 8.22%, p < .Ci) as.weil>és total off-task
behaviors (21.932 vVS. 17.69%,‘E:<'.01). Arithmetic posed more
probiems for underaéhiévérs than did the other stjects, as was

evidenced by the greater frequency of withdrawal behaviors when

compared to achievers (9.852 vs. 7.34%, p < .05). There were no '
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consistent‘sex?linked behaviors although boys)did display more |
withdrawal behavior than did girls (10.317% wvs. 7.13%, p < .01).H
Factor analysis of all of the data showed that work oriented
student behavior, and teadher behavior and teacher learning-
facilitative roles;(e.g., leading recitation), were associated
wirh increased academic-aehieVement, nhereas student withdrawal
and teacher'criticism were associated with decreased academic
achievement

Lahaderne (1968) coded behaviors of 125 grade six stu-

dents on a dichotomous "attentive" versus ”inattentive" scale.

Achievement scores were obtained on reading and arithmetic with

the Scott-Foresman Reading Test and subtests of the Stanford

Achievement Tests, while students' attitudes were measured with

the Student Opinion Poll and The Michigan Student Questionnaire.

Attentive behavior was significantly positively related to reading
achievement (xr's ranging from .39 to .51, p < Ol) and arithmetic
achievement (r's ranging from .39 to .53) for both boys and girls.
Conversely, inattentive behavior was significantly negatively
related to achievement in both subjects (r's ranging from -.42 to
—253 and -.39 to -.52, respectively). When the effects of IQ
were partialed out, the relationship between attentine behavior
and reading achievement remained significant for both boys and
girls onﬁthe Scott~Fdresman scores_only-4rlz.3's of .31 and .26,
respectively, p < -05), and tgg_relatidnship with arithmetic re-
mained significant for boys only (rjp. 3 = .26, p < .05). No».

rela;ionship was observed between studantsl attitudes toward

i



school and either attention or achievement, although the possible

"

1

effect of attitudes may have been‘overshadowed“by constréints
placed on students to 5e a;tentive. The author concluded that the
relationship between attentive behavior and achievement seems to
be differentially affeéted by sex and subject area.
A partial replication of this study was conducted by

Samuels and Thrnufé (1974) with 88 students in grade one. Reading
;chievément was measured usibg 45 words randomly‘sélectea from the
Dolch (1956) list of basic sight yords for recognition,'and mean
achie;ement scores were compared among quartile groups of stqdéﬁts
as deterﬁined by pefrcentage of attentive behavior. The.results
confirmed the relationship bet&éen attentiveness and reading
achievement (r = .44, P < .01). Further, girls were guperior to

~ boys on béth achievehent [F(1,79) = 3.§6f p < .05] and attentive-
‘ness (t = 3.08,_g£ = 86, p < ;Ol),'SQggesting that the often fe-
ported superiority of girls in reading achiéveﬁent may be mediated
by an éttending variaile. - : R

- Cobb (1969) observed the classroom behayior of 103 grade

four students in two schools during arithmetic classes in October

¢

and March of ‘the 1968-69 school year. Arithmetic achievement
scores for both time periods, as well as linguistics competencies

scores for October only, were obtained with the Stanford AchieveQ

ment Tests. Additional student data included IQ scores and socio-
economic status. Stepwise regression analysis was carried out on

the data from one school only (Schdol A,'3.= 60) and revealed that
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attention and talking to peers about academic matters were among
the first five predictors éf arithmetic achievement in all seven
subtest analysesbof October and Marc¢h results, and that self—
‘stimulation, complying with teacher requests, and.oﬁt of chair
"activities appeared as signific;pt predictors in six of the seven
analyses. The fipal multiple R's fanged from .60 to .72. when
multiple regression %ﬂuations were used to pred;ct-linguisticé
achievement from arighmetic Behaviors the results were less con- ‘
sistent, with self-stimulation and talking to peers about academic.
matters the only consistent beﬁavioré‘amoﬁg thg;first five ﬁre—
dictors. Multiple R's ranged from:.56 to .72. When IQ, sex, and
socioecéﬁomic variables were added into the regression equations
the multiple R's for arithmetic achievement ranged from .77 to

.90, and from .74 to .81 for linguistics achieyementt Perhaps
most significantly, the behavioral categories accqunted for up'tb
19 percent of variance in achievement scores, second only to th
contribution accounted for by IQ scores (from 33 to 66 percent of
variance). SES never accounted for more than two perceﬁt, while sex
accounted for up to nine pefcent of the variance. Finally, the March
arithmetic behaviors for School A students were used in cross-valid-
ation to predict achievement for School ‘B students. The_E’s between
predicted,and actual arithmetic.scores\rangec Zrom .28 to .54, which
were‘sigﬁificént for all but one of the seven analyses (p < .05) and
significant at the p < .001 level for five of the seven analyseé;

Corresponding figures for predicted linguiétics achievement were all

non-significant (r's ranging from .19 to .24).



In a further description of resulés from this study, Cobb
(1972) suggests that because talking to peers about academic
matters was a consistent_predictor of achievement, the successful
student practices academic skilis through his social interactions
while the less successfql studeng does not. Also, because com-
pliance was a strong predictor of arithmgtic ;n the cross-valid-
ation analysis, the children who follow teacher instructions are
more likely to be achieveré. He also argues that a combination
of specific behavior categories can be highly predictive of arith-
metic achievement, as evidenced by the size of the multiple cor-
relation coefficients obtained in both schools.

Similégﬁresults were found in a study with 134 grade one
children during reading and arithmétic_classes (pobb, 1970).
Children spent about 84 percent of':ﬁeir time engaged in appro-
priate behaviors, which Cobb termed "survival skills." A com-
posite score of(all abpropriate behavior categoriés»was significantly
_predictive of achievemgnt'in reading (r = .42, p < :0005) and
arithmetic\(z = .31, p < .0005), but higﬂlr,correlations were
E obtained with multiple regression procéé;res Qheﬁ using only the
best two predictors for reading (R = .59, p < .Ol)~and arithmetic
(R = .42, p < .01). This brédictive superiority of small combin-
ations of discrete student behavior categories is invdirect con-
trast to the best’teacher'béhavior predictors of student achieve-
ment, which wereN}ound by Rosenéhine and %;rst (1971) to be

global in nature. Although the two best predictérs of reading
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achievement (attending and volunteering, r's of..47 and .42,
respectively) were not the same as those for arithmetic achieve-
ment (looking around and compliance, r's of -.33 and .28, res-
'pectively), the stability of behaviors across acadFmic subjects
was ;ndicated by the facf that 13 of the 15 behavior categories
were significantiy correlated with achievement in both subjects
and in the prediéﬁed direction. When fegression anélysis was
used to cross-~validate behavio;s and achievement across the-two
academic subjects,‘attending‘bg%avior was  found to be a powerful
predictor. From this the author concluded: "A mixture éf sta-
bility and flux characterize the findings regarding survival
skills across academic settings. Some behaviors were crucilal

to academic success in’both'settings, thle others were situation

e
specific" (p. 65).

When high and low s&ci@economic sthdents were compared
witﬁ respect to the percentage of time engaged in "survival skill"
behaviors, the low SES étudenps were found‘to engage in leSs
appropriate behaviors in reading (52 = 7.25, P < .01) and arith-
metic (5? = 16.0, p < .001) The low SES students also showed
greater variabiligy in their behaviors, as evidenced by thé larger

number of behavior categories which correlated significantly with

achievement, and the correlation of:the composite behavior score

with achievement was also greater for this group of students.
Sex_was a less powerful moderator variable except for behaviors

having to do with following the teacher's requests (boys were more
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compliant during arithmetic than were girls). As in the 1969 study,

./ the most powerful predictions of achievement occurred when behav-

iors, sex, and SES were used in the regreééion(equations.

Forness (1972) used a modification of Cobb's (1970) cate-
gory system to code behaviors of 24 male school‘problem childrén
and their normal male peeé members of reading and arithmetic grpups
at the grade one, two; and three levels. Scores on achieveméns
and intelligence Qéfe 6btéinediwith standaraized tests. Alj stu-
dents were of no;mal inteliigence. Results showed that disruptive
behavior was almost nonexistent and that attending behaQiorAwas
most often engaged in by Both groups of students, althbugh normal
chiddren exhibited higher percentaées 6f attending behavior |
(p < .063, two-tailed t tésts) than did problem children in both
reading (66% vs. 53%) and arithmetic‘(62% vs. 49%). Similar

results were found for total attentive behavior (attending plus

positiﬁe iﬁteraction). Conversely, oblem children exhibited

. significantly greater percentages (p « .003, two-tailed t tests)

of non—attendiﬁg behéﬁiors in both reading (237% vé. 13%) and arith-
metic (25% vs. 17%). 1t was also found that‘the problem students
received significantly more attention from the teacher (p < .01)
than did their pee?s during;periods of academic interaction in

both reading (lOZ vs. 7%) and aritﬁmetic (7% vs. 4%), althougﬁ
more than 80% of behaviors received no overt response'from anyone.
The finding parallels tﬁat found in a study cited earlier using

teacher ratings of student behaviors (Forness et al., 1975).



In contrast to most other studies, there were no signifi-
cant relationships between behavioral categories and achievement.
The author admits that this might be because of the atypical sub-
jects in this sample who showed extfeme variability %n their be-
haviors, and also perhaps because the behavioral categories were
not és discrete as those used in other studies. It was also found
that teachefs expected low éocioeconomic students to be more likely
in need of more serious intervention treatment, such as placement
within special classes, than were students of higher socioeconomic

standing, as indicated bybthe‘correlation between students' SES and

teacher expectations for student referrals (x = .409, p < .05). Fur-

ther, teacher expectations we;e also negatively related to the level
Qf peer attention to the classroom group; indicating that ﬁhe higher
this ievel the less likely the teééher felt able to cope with the
chila in her_classroom. Finally, high correlations were found be-
tween levels of subjects' and pegrs' attentiveness in reading (r =
.551, p < .01) apd arithmetic (r = 1454, p < .05), indicating that -
the attending behavior éﬁ the probleﬁ children was a function of
their peers' attending behavidf éven though the levels were signifi-
cantly differeqt “»r these two groups of students.

In.a foliuw-up of these.24 problem children one year later,
Forness and Esveldt (1975) reportedvthat only 7 students rémained
in regular classes, whilé'lO were receiving supplementary services
in regular ciassrooms, 4 were in special classrooms, and 3 weré in
psycﬁiatrié‘héspitals. Thé authors  noted: 'The correlation between

severity of intervéntion and magnitude of each subject's mean
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discrepancy from his peers in total positive buﬁavior approached
significance (r = .35, p « .10)" (p. 384). This suggested that
observed classroom behavior might be a useful tool in.early
screening of students in need of intervention pgocedures.

Soli (1974). used Cobb's (1969).category system b 204
grade four children in 7 classrooms to identify behavioral pattern
differcnces among‘high achieveré, average aéhicvers, low achievers,
and students referred to the schoql psychologist because of behav-
ioral problems. High achievers were the top three students in
the class on a combined reéding and arithmetic score from a stand-

iérdized test, while low achievers were the three students in each

. »
class scoring lowest on this measure. Observations of students'

behaviors were'ﬁade dufing structured language arts»and arithmetic
instruction, ana both the observation and achievement daﬁa were
standardized within classrooms before comparing groups across
classrooms. Results showed that high achievers when compared with
'lbw achievers displayed significantly higher median peréentages of
" total positive beﬁaviors, volunteering, and attending (iz's of
10.52, 8.25, and 10.12, respectively, E;< .05) and. significantly
lower median percentages of looking around and non-attending be-
haviors (K?'s-of 10.85 and 8.09, respectivel?, p < .05). There
weré no significant differences between average and high achievers'
behavioral profiles. The referral students when compared to high
achieveré exhibited significantly highef median percentages of

. playing, looking around, and non-attending behaviors (x 's of
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14.27, p ~ .01; 8.76, p - .05;"and 19.76, p - .001, respect ively)
and significantly lower medﬁan percentages of total positive and

Y

attending behaviors (bf's JT 16.26, p ~ .001; and 14.83, p - .0I,
respectively). The only sigrnificant difference between the vehav-
ioral profiles of low éLhievers and referrals was in non-attending
behaviors, which were sigﬁificantly higher for thé referral stu-
dents (lﬁ = 9.59, p < .05). However, the autho; points out that
referrals exhibited more than three times the amount of playing
behavior (9%) énd about half the amount of compliance (1.2%) than
did any of thé other groups. Further, he claims tﬁat differences
between the referral And low achleving students emerge when their
behaviors are viewed in terms of deviations from those exhibited
by average achievers. vHere the referrals show more than double
the deviation in attending behaviors than did low achievers (12.47%
vs. 5.6%) and more than seven times the déviation in non-attending
behaviors (6.2% vs. 0.8%). No tests of significance were used for
<.
these.lagter comparisons;_ He concludes that although both low
‘achievers and referrals are deficient in positive behaviors? the
distinction between the two'groups is manifested by the nature of
their negative behaviors, which is active for referréls and passive
for low achievers. Most of the referral group (12 of the 15 students)

was comprised of boys. Further, more than half of these would have

been placed in the low achievers category had they not been nominated

as referrals.
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erate R's of .44, although the categories were dif ferent for

In‘yet another study using Cobb's category system, Soli
and Devine (1976) coded the behaviors of 312 students at the grade
three and four ievels during arithmetic and verbal skills?instruction»
(including language arts and social studies but not reading) during
both teacher-directed and non-teacher—-directed settings. Verbal
sl ills achievement was assessed with two subtests of the géigﬁ—
McGinitie Reading Test, while arithmetic achievement was measured
with tests constructed by the authors and based on classroom work.
Using stepwise regression analyses they found that fou behavior
categories were moderate predictors for total achievement (R = .45),
verbal skills.achievement (R = .305 and Qrighmetic (R = .45). Two
categories ,.sitive peer interaction and self-stimulation) were
common to all three analyses, indicating a moderate degree of behav-
ioral stgbility across settings. When verbal skills behaviors were
Qsed in cross-validation. to predict arithmetic achievement the re-
sulting r was .29, while the relatiqnship between arithmetic behav-..
ioré to verbal skills achievement yielded an.£ of .17. I

The students were then divided at the mean of combined
ag?ievement scores into high and low achievers. The four best pre-
dictérsffqr high achievefs (positive peer interaction, initiétion
to the teacheF, inapprbpriate locale, and noisy behaviors) and the
four best predictors for low achievers (pl;ying, not attending,
§élf—stimulétion, énd-complying behaviors) yielded identical mod-

AN

, 1ups. Further, total positive behavior and achievement were
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found to be more highly correlated among low achievers (r = .27,
p ~ .001) than high achievers (E = ~.05, n.s.), and their behaviors
were geﬁerally more variable than those of high achievers. They
concluded: "A primary implication éf these results is that, however
behavior and ac*égvement are related in the classroom, it 1s not so
simple a relatioﬂghip that it would be revealed by large group cor-
relaéions alone" (p. 340).

Papageorgiou (1973) hypothesized that self-directéd student
behaviors were more predictive of achievement than were conforming
béhaviors. In an earlier study (see Spaulding & Papageorgiou, 1972)

, i ‘
it had been found that student behaviors were a fﬁnction of specific
setting variables, notably that when the setting was £eacher—diretted
the students exhibited a preponderance of conforming behaviors, but
when»the setting was less structured, as in seatwork or independent

study (non-teacher-directed), there were gains by some students in

self-directed activity. Using the Coping ‘Analysis Schedule for

Educational Settings (CASES) developed earlier (see Spaulding, 1973),

the behaviors of 179 culturally deprived elementary children wére

observed over a four year period in non—teécher—directed settings.

It was assuméd'that thg teacher;s expectations and reinforcement

schedulés for these set;ings would faéilitate more self-directed Q.
'activity fo; autonomous students, whereas ‘the dependent students

would continue to e€xhibit conforming behaviors.- Achiévement was

measured with the Word Knowledge, Word Discrimination, Reading, ana

Arithmetic subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests.




Relationships between achievement and behaviors were found
to be inconsistent. The composité behavior score, termed the Over-
all CASES Coefficient ~was significantly positively related to
Reading subtest scores oniy (r = .18, p < .05). Self-directed .
activity was significéntly positively related to Word Knowledge
(r = .19, p < .05), and conforming behaviors were significantly
negatively related to Word Knowledge (x = -.23, p < .05), Word
Discrimination (r = -.”3, p < .05) 4nd Reading (r = —.25, p < .0L).

-

When the effects of IQ were partialed out, the ‘Overall CASES Coef-
ficient was predictive of both Reading (512;3{= .19, p < .01) and
Arighmetic achievementb(£12-3 = 12, Ri< .05), and self—éirected
“activity was predictive of both Word‘anwledge (512.5 = .21; p <
.005) and Reading (512.3 = .13, p < .05). This indicated that IQ
had acted‘as a suppressor variable.in‘the relationship of arith-
metic achievement with the Overall CASES Coefficient, and for
réading achievement with respect to self-directed activity. This
N -

study, then, ient some support for the existence of relati;;ships
between student behaviors and achievement, and demonstrated the
importance of considering the type of setting when‘analyzing stu- -
"dent behavior patterns.

McKinney, Mason, Perkerson, and Clifford (1975) used a

modification of Spaulding's (1970) CASES:-instrum. : -~ code the

" behaviors of 90 grade two children in the

fall and spr.ng of the

1972-73 academic year. A composite mean gfade equivalent score

was computed for each child in the fall and spring using linguistics
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competencies and arithmetic subtests scores of the California
Achievement Tests. With respect to stability of behaviors they
found: (1) no marked differences between behavior patterns for
boys and girls, elthough_girls showed significantly more self-
directed behavior (£:= 5.35, p < 505) and significantly less
constructive play behavior (F = 5.26, p < .05) Fhan did boys in
the spring only; (2) significant decreases. from fall to spring
in distraetibilitx and nonrconstructive self-directed activity
for both boys (t = 2.72, p < .Oi, and t = 2.16, p < .05,.res—q
pectively) and girls (t = 3.60, p < .01, and t = 1.97,e2_< .05,
respectively); and (3) slgnificant correlations between fall .
and spring frequencies of behavior for six of the tweive behav-
ior categories (r's of .32, .33, .38; and‘.AO‘for constructive
self-directed activity, distractibility, passive responding,
and gross motor activity; reépec;ively,_2.<..01; and E}S of .23

Q

and .24 for social interaction and teacher interaction, res-

pectively, p < .05). - -

With respect to the relationship between'Lehaviors end
achievement, multiple reggession analyses revealed moderatew
felationships for foﬁr behavior cafegories.in the fall (R = .57)
and in the spring (R = .50), although none of the behaviors were
common predictors to both analyses. Qross—validation.ﬁroeedures
showed chat.the best behévipral predictors of fall achievement

were generally predictive of spring aChievement, accounting for

31% of the-variance in spring achievement scores. As in Cobb's



(1969) study it was also found that the variance contributed by
behavioral data to achievement was largely independent of that
provided by ability tests. The authors concluded that the port-
rait of the competent child was similar to that found by Cobb
(1972), Lghaderne (1968), and Samuels and Turnure (1974).
"Accordingly, these data indicate that ﬁhé child who is-attentivé,
independent and task-oriented in his interaction with peers is
more likely to succeed academésally than the child WhO'iS dis-
tractible, dependent, and passive in peer-group activities" (p-

202).

Summary and discussion. A notable feature of diréet

observation schedules is ﬁheir larger proportion of 'positive"
,behaviér categories as compa?ed with rating séales, although
such categories still comprise less than half of items included
in'any schedule. Students were engaged in "appropriate' behav-
iors most of the time, while disruptive behaviors‘were almost
nonexistent. Iéterestingly enough, some researchers (e.g.,
McKinnéy et al., i975; Soli, 1974) either omitted disruptive
behaviors or combined them with 6ther‘"inappropriate? categories
in their‘aﬁalyses beéause of éhei; infréquent occurrence, yet
thé study by Forhesé (1973) reviewed in the previous éection
‘indicated that sﬁch behaviors were rathér ériticélbfactors in
the teachér's perceptibns of students' behavioral adequacy.

The importance oﬁ usingvmultipié categorf instruments was illus;

trated in two Vays;. First, the studies by Cobb (1969, 1970)

"



showed that small combinafions of discrete categories were stronger
predictors of achievement than was a.global measure of student
behavior, although some support for such a global meaéure was found
by Papageorgiou (1973). Secoﬁd, while Lahaderne's (1968) dichoto-
mous hatgentive—inattentive" behavioral scale yielded.sigpificant
relationships with achievement (and in the predicted direction),
the significance of a non-behavioral category labélled “uncertain"
to b;th achievement and IQ was practically identical to that found
for "inattentive" behavior.

The behavioral profiles of academically successful and un-
successful students as described by McKinney et al. (1975) gene?ally
typify the relationships fqund in all studies between behaviors and
achievement, although.in making;such a statement based upon results
with different instruments there is the danger of coméaring varia-
bles which appear to be similar but in fact are conceptually
different (Dunkin, 1976). Alsé, whiie‘most of the_relationships
confirm general beliefs about student behavior and aEhievemeht,
other equally plausible rélationships wefe not éuppor . As
‘Perkins cautions: "This suggests that our intuitive beliefs al-
ways ;eed empirical testing" (p. 10).

Where the same instrument was used in different studies or
in the same study over different time periods, some behavior cate-
gories appearéd to be staBlé while others were spécific to the
studént’s age, sex, level 6f intelligence, and’socioecbnomic

status, as well as to subject area, amopnt of teacher control over

4
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the settfhg, and time of year. However, very few of the studies’
considered the effects of one or more of these intervening varia-
bles. Further, the affective consequences of classroom learning
are held to be important educational objectives, yet only one
study (Lahaderne, 1968) examined these in relatioﬁship to student
behaviors. -Studies are needed which consider a larger number of
variébles impinging upon the relationship between student behav- -
iors and both cognitive and affective product measdrés, and .

analysés should be based on more homogeneous groups of students

within the classroom than has been the case in the past.

EXPERIMENTAL STUDIES

Werry and Quay (1969) observed small groups of normal
and emotionally disturbed children using a scale which grouped
behaviors intoc three broad categories -- deviant behaviors,
'attention,‘and teacher contact (student- and teacher-initiated
positive and negative contacts). Mean percentages of behaviors
weére computed separateiy for each of the three—catégories.
Children rénged from seven and one-half to eleven years of age
and .were observed in one of four groups: (1)-10 normal children
in regular classrooms; (2) 11 conduct;problem children matched
with the normal group re age, =, sociai class, and ethnia
status; (3) 12 conduct problem éﬁildrén in a special class; and

(4) 11 conduct problem children in a regular classroom. It was

found that on-task attentive behavior was the most frequently



47

occurring category in all groups (53.7% to 77.0%), while physical
aggressipn and daydreaming rarely occurred (1.0% to 3.8%, and
0.27 to 0.8%, respectively). Most of the deviant behaviors were
passive—aégressive in nature (i.e. fiddling, doodling, reading
comics, playing with toys, etc.). Problem children in thé regular
classroém exhibited.higher mean percéntages of running .around,
noisiness, talking, and general=n6n—working behaviors thanldid
normal students [F's (3,40) significant at P < .01]. Howévgr,
there were.fgw behavioral differences between the normal students
- and the matched problem children in the special class, the latter
dispiaying a significantly higher percentage of noise only (14.7%
‘vs. 0.6%, p & .01). The behavior Qf'thelother conduct—-problem |
children in‘the specigi class was similar to that of the matched
probleﬁ children. Unfoftunatel& it'gould not be determined
whether the impact of the special class on sépdents' beg:viors
was due to the prog;aﬂﬁ increaéed contact with the teacher, or

to some combination of béth facfors.

Kramer, (1971) studied the effect of a treatment prbgram

designed to iﬁcrease students' appropriate behaviors, where 14
" teachers of grade five and six students ignored iﬂappropriate
behaviors and praised ;ppropriate ones. The treatment failedAto
produce .the desired results, but an interactive effecg was founa
~with students' IQ, aghievement,.and béhavior..'For students.of
low and aQerage IQJlevels-thefe were significant achievement_

differences in favor of moderately attentive (70% to 79% attending)



students cbmpared with low attentive students (less than 70 per-
cent attending). For students with high IQ's, attention at a high
level (greater than 797%) made no signifitant difference to their
achievement scores. N

In a similar study Matheny and Edwards (1974) had 25 tea-
chers of children 1in grades oﬁe to seven employ an experimentalx
classroom management system involving positive contingenciles for
desirable behaviors, individualized instruction techniques, and
vmoré skilful diagnosis and remediation of reading prob}ems,kin an
attempt to impro?e;students' reading proficiency, attégdance at
school, aﬁd sense of control over the environment. The program
wés implemented over a seveﬁ—month period. The criterien for suc-
cessful improvement in student achievement, as meaéured’by'sgand—
ardized tests, was one month's‘gain in achievement for 607 of the

. i

students at each grade level for each month_ in the program. At-’

tendance data were obtained from séhool records and students' in-

ternal locus of control was megsured with the Nowicki-Strickland

Internal-External Scale. There was a significant positive cor-

relation between ratings made by the'pfoject's staff of teachers'
success in implementing qontingency managementoand individualized
instruction (r = .79, p < .01), and béfh were significantly rela;?d
_ to student gains of at least seven months in achievement (E'S of
44 and .46, respectively, p < .05). Th@?e were no siénificént

differences in either pre—posttest locus of control scores or in

attendance at school. The design of this study makes it impossible.

\—\
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to determine whether gainé in achlevement we;o primérily associated
with the behavior contingénéy schedulc or with the individualized
program. \ .

Several’studies have attempted to systematically determine
.the causal relationship between beha?ior and achievement. Hops and
Cobb‘(l972) investigated the effect, of increasing specific ”surviY?l
skill" behaviors on reading readiness achievement with 62 grade one

students in three classrooms, one of which served as a control

group (n = 20). Survival skills were conceptualized as being either

'%babi}ity;éf successful functioning in
.il). fhey ﬁad beén found in previous
'éthieéfbf C;gg‘(1952§;;970) to bé'significantly correlated with
aclhiievement, and included‘the positively related behaviors of
"atfending," "work," and "voluﬁtéering” as well as the negatively
related category ”1ookiﬁg around.'" Both survival skills and
academic;responsesvwere assumed to be required for students' suc-
cessful classroom-performance. The frequency of "looking arou;d”
behav;ors was subtracted from the sﬁm éf the frequencies for Fhe
three positive categories, and this was then divided by the sum
6f the frequencies for all 15 behavioral categorieé coded in

order to obtain the proportion of time that each child spent ex-

hibiting "survival skills" behavior. Teachers in the two experi-

~mental classrooms used both social and nonsocial reinforcers,

vicarious reinforcement, and shaping »rocedures to increase stu-

aents'-survival skills, and students were observed for five days



prior to and five days following the 20 day intervention period.

igggg_tests were administered prior to the intervention period
and again somd four to six weeks after the pretest in order to
measgre gains in achiedément.

Two-way ANOVA with iepeated measures on one factor showed
that experimental studants made significantly greater gains in
‘the proportion of survival skills than did the.control students

|
(.18 vs. .05), as indicated by significant'treatment effects [F
'§1,26) = 48.71, p < .0005] and interaction effects [Ei(l,26) =
11.38, p < .005]. As well, the experimental students' mean gain
‘in achievement (from 50.1 to 61.9) was significantly greatér than
'that for control studdnts (from 51.7 to.58.l) as indicated by
treatment effects [F kl,26) = 142.62, p < .0005] and interaction
effects [F (1,26) = ll.éé, p < .005]. Thé authdrs cdncluded that
teachers can be trained to increase students' survival skills and
that such increases can lead to similar increases in academic
achievement.

In. a further aﬁalysis of this same data, using six low
achieving children with low rages of survival skills in each of
the two experimental classrooms and the control classroom, Cobb
- and Hops (1972, 1973)_reported a replication of these findings.
And in yet andther‘report of the same data, with dﬁe addiﬁion of

one more experimental class which had received an individualized

reading curriculum but not social skills reinforcement (n = 19),

Hops and Cobb (1974) found thatvthg cyrriculum program significantlf

50
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improved achievement but not survival skills. The implication is

that the relationship between behaviors and achievement is uni~

‘directional, i.e., imprcvement in appropriate behaviors can lead

to imbroved achievement, but improving achievement does not lead
to improvement in| behavior.

However, study by Ayllon and Robertg‘(l974) with five
high SES‘achieving’flfth—grade boys, identified by their two
teachers as discipline problems, indicated tﬂat the reverse
relationship was true. ae subjects' behaviors weré coded as
either disruptive or ﬁon—disruptive. All 38 students in this
team-taught class were given points for correct work. on reading'
assignments, which could be laﬁer'exchaﬁged for a variety ofa
activities, priyileges, and priorities. This reinforcement
schedule was implemented for 17 teaching sessions following an
8-session baseline per}od'(no treatment) and again for 6 sessions

following a second baseline period of 15 sessions. Results

" showed that reinforcing academié work causédl the subjects' dis-

ruptive behavior to drop from 50% to generally less than 25%

- during the first intervention period, and from 37% to less than

15% during the second’infervention period. It was also reported
that four‘of the five subjects showed significant improvements in
;cademic performance. gNo'sﬁatistical tests were performed on any
of the data. The behaviors assumed to be disruptive were so con-
firmed by étudents, who told those exhibiting such behaviors, to

"shut up" or "go away" during the reinforcement sessions. The
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authors suggest that teachers who demand classroom order before
pursuing academic objectiveg may not be doing the students a

§ . ‘.
service. They c§ntion, however, that the effect foand by

~

reinforéing academic‘performance alone with high SES achievipg
students might not Be_replicablg with disruptive lo@ SES children,
‘fdr these students often exhibit achiévement problems as well.

In an earlier study, Ayllon, Layman, and Burke (1972)
found that a token reinforcement system applied to reading and
arithmetic assignments increased the academic achievement and
pefformance of four hiéhly disruptiye, educable mentally rgtarded
boys (aged 12 and 13) in a special cl;ss. Cains~in reading
aghievemeét were particularly dramatic,lwhere reaﬂiqg comprehension
improved.from a pre—primer'to grade two level for two of the boys.
This occufred fdilowing 19 hours of reinforcement. It was further
found.that syspematically presenting and collecting academic
material‘wigﬁgn,a fixed time interval caused disruptive behaviors
to drop fr&ﬁpé baseline level of 98%vto a level of 17%. No'statis—A
tical tests were performed on the data.

In another study with highly disruptive, educabi: mentally
retagdedv§dys, Winett and Roach (1973) coded the appropriate and
inaﬁpropr;ate behaviors of 10 special class students whose average
age was 11.5 years. Appropriate behaviors included all those in
which there was some involyement with work (e;g., talking to peer
about work, laughing and singing while working; requesting

assistance, etc.), while inappropriate behaviors were caded if any
p Y
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off-task behavior occurred within the 10 sccond coding iﬁterval.
A token reinforcement system was made contingent upon assignments
completed in the éfternoon only, while morning assignments were
simply corrected and handéq.back to the students. Analysis of
variance with repeated measures on both achievement and behavior
factors for eight of the students showed a significant increase
in work during the reinforcement phase (F (1,7) = 35.34, P - .OI]ﬂw
a significant overall difference between morning and afternoon
work (F = 12.58, p ¢ .01) and a significant i;teraction effect
(F = 17.70; p ~ -M91). There was also a sig;ificant increase‘in
the gverall percentage of appropriate behavior during reinforcemenf
(F = 22.80, p ~ .01) and’a significant inCeracthh\effect (F = .»
23.55, P < .01); Thus r;inforcement cov*iﬁgent u én academic wd;k
increased WSrk output and decreas. .is rive éﬁhaviors. The

/

authors argue on the basis of thes resu11:7£hét a wider range of

behaviors such as laughter, talking. -~ noving a‘odt, §1bu1d be

4
_

considered as appropriate. They admittéd, thever, that. the
assignments uééd to'measure achievemeﬁt were quite similar and <
therefore assessed a "limited aspgct‘of a child's academic develop-
ment. They also found, as did Ayllon and Roberts (1974), thaﬁ
‘students themselves reacted negatively to othgrsldisplaying'
Bbhaviorﬁ‘which-were.considered to be "disruptive.”
,H_,Hundért, Bucher, and Henderson (1976) alsowﬁagnd that

reiﬁférhiné academié performance caused concommit;nfigains.in
{5pﬁr9btia§e.behavi§§s. The subjects ‘were fiﬁégﬁighly disruptive

v
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boys, ranging from 9 to'12 vears ot age, in a psychiatric : cal
school and who had failed at least one gradé in school. Behaviors
were coded as either appropriate or inappropriate, and arithmetic
achieveﬁent was measured after each observation session with 48-
item assignments. Token reinforcement was maae contingent upon
appropriate behaviors alone for seven sessions, and then on arith-
metic performance alone for five sessions«followin, . intervening
base{inc period of four sessions. It was found that reinfor;ing
arithmetic per%ormaﬁte increased botﬁ me&% number of correct
answers per assignﬁent (from 2.9 to 9.3) as well as mean percentage
‘of épptbg?;afe behavig}s (from 467 to 77%). However, while |

substantial rise in appropriate

xéinfort;ﬁg behavior cause
behqvﬁdfs (from 31% to 887%), thexe was little change in the mean
ﬁumﬁéf of correct answers per'aSsignment (from 2.9 to 4.1), al-
&Ehoﬁgh three of the five subj.-ts actually showed a siight drop
in arithmetic achievemént. The results sugéested 4 one-way %o
dependency between arithmetic performance and appropriate behavior.
No statisgicél tesrs were used with the data. ’
Other st . » have shown that the behavior-achievement

Urelationship'is notvsimply Qnidiféctional. Ferritor, Buckholdt,
Hamblin, and Smith (1972) coded the attending, non~attqnding, and
. disruptive behaviors of 14 low sosiqeconomic grade thfee students
in two classrooms. Intelligeﬁﬁe ce;t scores ranged from 65 to 85

with-é;mean.of 75, and five of these students were identified by

the teacher as bagng highly disruptive. A token reinforcement

54
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design was used where reinforcement was first made contingeny

upon attending behavior alone, then on correct work alone, aghin

on behavior alone, on both‘corrbct work and attending, again on
correct‘work alone, and finally on both behavior and correct

work again. At the end of eacnh day during treatment conditions -
the children worked f . .t aiinutes on 100 randomly selected
mathematics problems - re informed each morning on the ref”ﬁ&? s

W

sults of the previous duay s work. Reinforcement of academﬁaﬁﬁék.
N

»

performance was made contingent upon both the number of correct !

answers and the percentage of correct answers for problems

attempted (i.e., accuracy). Prior to the. sequence of treatménts, ‘ Q;N
- S
attentive behéviors,occufred about 80% of the time and disrhptive
behaviors about 87 of the time,'while(the median percentage of
correct answers on arithmegic assignments was 547.
i N

L A~

Thééguthors state that the results showed coﬁsistent in-
creases in attending behavior and decreases in disruptive be-, » o 9
havior when behaviors alone were reinforced, but that the;e was
little effect on achievement. When work alone was reinforced,

the number of correct answers remained mnchanged but the percent
N :
of correct answers increased, while negative effects occurred on:

‘behaviors (i.e., attending decreased and digruptioﬁs intreased).

~

~

"Only when contingencies were placed simultaneously on attending
- behavior and on correct work did we find concurrent increases in
attending behavior, number of problems worked correctly, and per

cent of problems worked correctly"” (p. 13). A second study was

(o

4
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conducted with nine children from another grade three class‘in
the samc school to test possible effects due to the sequence
in which treatments were administered. In this study reinforce-
ment was first made contingen; upon correct work alone, followed
by behavior alone, correct work again, and finally upon both
behavio% and work. fhe findings essentially replicated those of
the first study.l The authors suggest that those who employ
behavior modification techniques in the hope of improving academic
achievemen® as a by-product may be misguided. "If one desires

. ™

improved student performance, better teacher preparation and pre-

sentation, or more positive attitudes, contingencies should be

striuctured specificélly for each of these target behaviors' (p. 16).

It is difficult to assess this study because the daﬁajare

presented in gfaphical form and no statistical tests were used.
‘ ) .

Further, few summary figures are given. The statements made about

. the results of the first study are substantiated by comparing the

effect of a treatment on the dependent variables te. the pfeceding

- treatment levels, but not when comparisons are madeiﬁpmfhe baseliné

levels of dependent variables. If the former procedure is used '

’

with the last figure réported for each of the treatment conditions,

v

the two behavior contingency treatments produced increases in

attending behavior of 13% and 23%, decreasés in disruption of 7%

.
B

and 21%, and no consistent effects on either.achievement, criterion.
The two occasions where work alone was reinforced produced de- - .

creases of 67 and 97 but showed increases of 3% and 25% in accuracy

56
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of responses, while éppropriaté behavior decreased by 167 and
38% and disruption increaséd by 6% and 20%. When both behavior -
and work were reinforced on two occasions there were increases
of 5% and lé%.in attending behavior, 10% and 13% in number of
.correct responses, and 1% and 9% in accuracy of responses. All
of the figures cited here are‘approximations; Theré are'other
~difficulties, however. The superiority of the behavior-plus-
work reinforcement schedule might have been because students
earned more tokens than during either of the other treatment
condition;, despite attemptﬁkmade by the authors to control for
. A S

this in their second studj.ﬁsiigo, ;he high baseliﬁe level of
attendihg behavior might have_limited the éfchts of the experi-
mentélﬂtreatménts. 'énd finally, students‘ﬁight have responded:
differently to the conditions imposed for réinforcement under -
the varioué treatment schedules.

Walker and Hops (1976) use& matched groups of experi-’ .

mental and. control squécts‘frqm grade one, two, and three class-
rqo;;i‘ Students were selected in pairs from their regular class-
rooms at three different times of the year (September, Deéggbé*;
and March). On—éachvoccasion 16 pairs of students were se;ectéd,
one member of each pair being randomly assigned to an experimental
group while the other member remaiﬁgd in the regulér classrbom as

a control‘subject; All squects were underachievers with at least
’:pveragg inméglﬁgﬁnce,’andjwho had displayed low rates"(less tha&f
“6Q.percent) of appropriate behaviors as determined from observation

§>-> R
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data. Both'vefﬁal_and token reinforcement were Jsed‘to reward
the experimental subjects' ”survivai skills" behavior in the_first
group, achievementwalone in the second group, énd both behavior
and achievement in the third gfoupd In addition, all three
experimental groups were taught using remedial reading and arith-
metic progfams. Behavioré of experimental subjects were observed
using Cobb's 'system during reading and arithmetic lessons only,
while‘con§rol subjecfs were observed during other subject lessons
as well. Achievement was measured‘with'several standardized
tests aﬁd means of Eoﬁbined standard scofgs for both arithmetic
and reading were calculated. Analysis of covariance was used
Qith arithmetic achievement, reading achievement, and apprbpriate
behavior as dependent variables, and pretreatment scores on each
of these variables as covariates. .’ |

The‘experimental subject§"made significantly greater
gains than did controls in survival skills behavior [F (1,41) =
34.16,'2 < ,001] and aéhievement igikotﬁ*reading (F = 4.19, p <
.05) and arithmetic (F = 20.06, B.%*;%Ol)- In addition, no'sig-
nificant differeﬁcés were found in agbievement or behaVior.among
the éxperimentél‘éroups.. The authors céhcludéd that the relation-
éhip b;tyeen behavior and .achievement .is bidirectional,-that is,
reinforcing achievement ‘alse results in behavioral improvement,
and reinfdrging behavior results-in’achiéﬁement éains,as well.
The authors attributed the discreﬁéncy;between these findings

*and those of 'an earlier study (Hops & Cobb, 1974) to the fact

p
i
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.that this latest study émployed systematic reinforcément as part
of the intervention procedure. It is possible, however, that

the remedial programs in reading and arithmetic uscd\with the
experimentai subjects may have accounted for some of theif*gains
in échievement beyond thosc produced by the trfg;ments. As well,
the fact that behavioral observations of coﬁtrol subjects were
not réstricted to reading and arithmetic lessons might have con-

tributed to the behavioral differences between the two groups of

students.

§g@marz anqwgi§gg§§ggg Some of the experimental studies appear
to support findings from field surveys, e.g., that most students'
behaviors are on—;ask while deviantlbr disruptive behaviors are
rare,. even among children categorizéd as behavior problemé
v(Fe£;itor et al., l972iv?éﬁty &fQuay,_l969). This lends furtﬁer
support to.the claim fﬁgé disruptiié'bébaviors; altﬁough infre—c
quent, have "a significant impaét upon a teachér's_perception of
the student's ability to cope with the demands of the classroom.
Kramer (1971) showed that the relationship between behavior.and
achievement might ‘be mediated by an intelligence factor. Howévera
attempts to discover a causal relationship_between béhavior and
achievement have»been inconclusive. Unfortunately, many of these
studies suffer from inadequacies in design and fail to use statis-
-tical analyses in testing fesults. Generalizabilit?dis‘also

limited in many cases by the nature of the samples used, such as



cﬁildren.withvspecific psychological or mental deficiencies, and
the use of small sample sizes. A cése in point is Winett and
Roach's (1973) suggestion to expand apptopriaté behaviors to in-
clude laugﬂing, talking aloud, and singing. This’might be
feasible with small‘speciai classes but may not be compatible

with learning in a class »f 25 to 30 students.
CONCLUSTIONS

Thelstatc of knowledge about the behévior—achiévement
f;elationship,‘as reéealed in the review of literaﬁure, suggests
: _ \

;that more studies are required. Too little 1is known'ébout this
relationship to be used as arbasis for experiméntél-égudies.
And if results are to be generalized to the actual classroom
éituation, such studies Shouid be conductéd in naturalistic

settings. As Nuthall (1974) observed: "Experimental studies
can have only a.very specialized function and cannot, in tﬁe
long term, provide a substitute for the_correiational studies
which deal directly.wiﬁh what ‘actually héppens in clas§pooms”

K
-
R

(p. 2).



Chapter 3 . O~

DESIGN AND PROCEDURES

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the design,
sample, data sources, and procedures used, and)to‘outline the .

statistical procedures for the analyses of data collected.
THE DESIGN

This study is part of a larger descriptive-correlational
group resea;ch project on teach%ng and learning conducted by six
doctoral students in the Departmént of Elementary Educétion;; A
bsurvey of recommendations for improving research on teacﬁiné.
revealed some consensus on guidelines for future research. An
attempt was made to consider the foliowing guidelinesvin the
design of this process?éroduct component of the larger pro’ -ct.

1. Research on teaching should be conducted in thc
naturalistic (classroom) setting. Therefore, control over
curriéulum ijectives and ﬁaterials, instructional setting, and
téS;ing procedures is of lower priority than maintaining ecological
validity (Bronfenbrenner, 1976; Good e£ al., 1975, p. 37; Rosen-
shine § furst, 1971). : ‘ 7 e

2.. Variables should be collected using existing, muiti-
faceted coding instruments that capture a variety of both cog-

N :

‘nitive and affecgive interaction wvariables (Rosenshine'&‘Furst,

1971, 1973; Flanders, 1974).
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3. Enough data should be collected to enhance the
possibility of obtalning reliability and validity (Good et al.b,h5

1975). .
\

4. A small number of teechers_and classrooms%should be
studied to allow both extensive and-intensive data collection’
(personal conversations with Brophy and Shulman, Fall 1975).

5. A variety of student cognitive and affective product
measures should be used (Good et al., 1975, p. 37).

Theﬁgtudy was limited by the assumptiohs stated in
Chapter 1 and based upon the research evidence presented in
Chapter 2. In addieion, it wés/effected by the model which
guided the design of the 1aféer project: fhe model was provided
by Dunkin and Biddle (19}4) and encompassed conte#tual variables
on students, the gléesroom, and- the community; presage variables -

: ..

on teacher pr9perties and experiences, process variables on

yd

teacher anﬁ student behaviors; and product variables on student
"coggitiie, affective, and performance outcoﬁes (see Figure 1).
The authors recommended that research be pursued which pairs
process information with presage, coptext, or product variables
in_order to generate infq;yation of further practical use to edu-
cators (p. 428). A dese;iption’ef'the general questio&g which
provided the focus for the ‘ger project can be foupa;in a

~ paper by Eggert, Faseno, Mahen, Marland, Moody, aﬁé/Muttart

(1976). With respect to the model, the study reported herein 1is

"a student- process——immediate product investigation
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A Model for the”Study of Classroom Teaching

THE SAMPLE

The résearch sample initially sought consisted of pairs of

grgde one, three, and six classrooms in each of two randomly

selected schools, in order to permit comparisons across schools

and grade levels. Approaches were made to a number of schools in-

-

viting them to participate in the project. A few teachers in

;everal schools were willing to take part, but due to constraints



in time, manpower, ﬁnd—cost, the first two schools in which
one teacher at each de;ired grade level agreed to pérticipate'
constituted the samplé. This resulted in a total sample of
.159 students from a kindergarten to grade six student body of
459 in one school and 520 in the other. The characferistics
of this sample are presented in Table 2. The two schools were

located in an urban district in Western Canada.

Aty

* Table 2

Distfibution of Student Sample by Grade and Sex

. ]

Grade Boys Girls , Total

1 14 a1 27

1 : 12 ' ; 22

3 12 19 31
<3 - 13 15 28
6 ' 19 6 25

6 . 13 ' 13 26
Totals ‘ 83. 76 -~ 159

DATA SOURCES

- . - -

Student Context Data

Intelligence. Intelligeﬁce test scores for grade one students

uﬁere obtained with the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT), Férm a,

4
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1959. 1t is a widely used lSO—itgj)scale which\the author (Dunn,

1965) describes as '"...desighed to~provide an estimate of a sub-

v

d )
ject's verbal intelligence through measuring his hearing vocabulary"

(p. 25). As such it is not a comprehensive measure of intellectual
functioning but can. provide information useful in predicting school

success, particularly in areas calling upon verbal intelligence,

The-test yields percentile rank, mental age, and in:. .| .znce test
scores. A reliability coefficient of .67 is reported o1 alternate
forms with six-year-olds. The median congruent ..lidity coefficient

for mental ages with those of the 1960 Stanford-Binet test is .83,

while the correspondifig figureﬁ for IQ scores with those of the

WISC full scale, verbal scales, and performance scales are .61, .67,

and .39, respectively.

Intelligence test scores” for grade three and gfade six

_students were obtained with the Verbal and Nonverbal subtests of

the Canadian Lorge-Thorndike Intelligence Test (CLT), Form 1, 1967,

Levels A and D, reépectively. The authors (Lorge, Thorndike, Hagen,

© &.Wright, 1967) claim that the test measures the student's ability

\

to work with ideas, genérally accomplished in adult life througH
the use of verbal symbolst The Nonverbal subtest is purported to-
parallel the Verbal subtéét, and was desigﬁed to measure the ability
of -students for whom the priﬁted.word would be an inappropriate
Easis for intelligence estimates. . Eachistudent is provided with
Verbal® and Néﬂverbal séofes expressed in terms of differential IQ's,

age equivalents, grade equivalents, and grade percéntiles, as well

O

Y



6
as a differential IQ score for the total test. Tﬁe Verbal subtest
has yielded split-half reliability coefficients of .945 and .911
for Levels A and D respectively, while the corresponding figures
for the Nonverﬁal subtest are .931 and .911. The correlscion
between Verbal and Nonverbal sco;es is repofted to be .681 for
Level A and .612 for LeQel D. No validity coéfficients are
available for this version of the test. llowever, the Verbal
subtest of the American version has shown correlations‘ranging
from the high.70's to low.80's with the verbal scalés Qf the

Stanford-Binet and WISC tests, and the corresponding nonverbal

coefficients fanged-from the high.60's to low.70"s. Ty

,
. <’
“

Socioeconomic status (SES). These data were obtained ‘ .

applying the categories of Blishen's (1967) socio-economic index
for occupations to the parents' occupations as listed in the fall
on the.student record cards. The underlying assumption for this
scéle is that "...the family's social status is depend%nf upon
Ehe occupatidn of the husbana rather than the wife when both are
erkiﬁg” (p. 42). It is a rank inde# which i; a combination of
rankings in terms of education, income, and p?éstige. The index
was conskfﬁcted with a regression-.equation using the'Piqeo-and
Porter (1967) prestige scores assigned to 88 Jpationslas the

dependent variable, and income and educational levels reported

A

for these occupations in the 1961 Canadian census data as the

independent variables.. The regrcssion_wei%hts were then applied

to provide indices for 320 occupations identifiéd on the basis of

education and income from the census data (Blishen, 1929).

R



Student Classroom Behaviors
The classroom behaviors of stadents were measured with

Spaulding and Papageorgiou's (1975) revision of The Coping '

Analysis Schedul« for Educational sSettings (CASES), initially.
develode in 1966 by the senior author. (see Spaulding, 1973).

[It] was developed over a period of approxi-
/ mately seven years as a result of more than
r 2,000 case studies of normal children in on-
going public school classrooms, Head Start
' centers, and other educational settings. Its
categories are based on ego-theory and railect
a number of dimensions of personality develop—
ment....Basic to its development were the con-
cepts of "integrative' and "dominatlve” social
behavior as delineated i.. the work of H.H.
Anderson (1939, 1943). 1In addition to the .
/ generally "active" and "passive" styles of child
; response to eénvirdnmental stimuli, CASES includes
categories which reflect "overt aggre ~ion,
"passive aggression," “independenco ‘ronomy, "
"dependente,'" "avoiddnce," and "w an A
(Spaulding & Papageorgiou, 1975, pﬁ o

' Student-behavior is codedfin one of5l3.categdrie§>of be-

haviors, six of which are subcategorized ingo approp e or in-
. _ - s 7 s -

appropriate behaviors for theﬂsetting, as determlned by the tea-

cher. All but the twelfth category; respondlng to<;nternal
' : ..._;:Q A ’

stimuli,' reflect the petqpu s economy w1th the external en-

vironment, which for}&his system is considered

[N

, , o _ .
---to be of ¢rucial importance in the develop-
ment of his social relations and, ultimately,

his overall cultural adequacy....In its present -

form, CASES | -vides a comprehen51ve technique
g " of character121ng overt coping behavior in the _
. classroom (or any social sett1n3’ (p. '2) z/

Ly C
‘The‘categorles can be combined to produce coefficients

representing”eight 'coping styles,'" based on personality
/\,,_
. . . FAA

=
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development theory, and a composite score cal le@®the "Overall
Cases Coefficient” (0CC). The eight styles are as follows:
Style A: Domfnative, active aggressive, annoying, both-

ering, controlling, manipulating

Style B: Resistant, passive-aggressive, delaying, peer-
J“¥riented, off-task

P -ssive, withdrawn, avoidant, dreamy
Peer dépendent, distractible, ~i{f-task
Attentive, adult-oriented, compliant

Assertive, socially Integratjve, task-oriented

*
ST
f‘&é} Style G: Appropriately task-oriented, independent, self-

motivated g ¥ . ///7

Style H: Conforming passivngsubmlssive to directlons /

o
‘ 2 .
(p ) N ‘ }”Q B ik

- ~. R J B

_A briebfdescrlptlon of the categories andﬁghe method for com-

L

. "w

AT }
puting the styles and overall casef coefficlént can “be found in

Appendix A. The visibi]ity thrg%holds for each sgyle were

empirically developed so that a ;oeffic1en: of l 05 con$idered
. to reflect a(dominant or visﬂble&behavior pattern, represents a |
gﬁpoint one standard deviation~ahoxﬁ; ﬁe fean obt;lned for eaéh, .
' g §£700 stuﬂentS\in grades;1

.L .’?( o

, style in a sample of approximatel
d‘ ) \ “ -

i e \e
through 12.° Styles A to F are typically found as dnrpolar dim-

; . N

ensions in factor analyses, whereas Styles G and H are pre-

‘ dominantly opposite poles of_a single factor (p. 35).  The 0OCC
x T~ ‘ '\*
is a weighted.ordinal scale to measure the student’'s overall

success in.coping with the educﬁtional setting - the higher the’

score (ranging from 1 to 10), the more successful the student..

3
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from the mid .80's to the mid-.90's. "Construct validity is .

Inter-rater reliability is typically reported to range

"

suggested by the ease with which teachers and others familiar

with-child developmént and personaiity theory have obtained

-

reliability of eobservation and recording" (p. 4).

The term ''coping' was taken from Murphy's (1956) book

entitled Methods for the'Study of Personality in Young Children.

Herertethniques are described which were designed to have the

young child projec?’hiﬁvfeelingSfabout.his personal view of the

o

world and reveal his ability.tovdeal with the situations and

problems that confront him in Uﬁr (adultl culture.

0 A r
reftrring to works by Murph Ms, says "...they all

appear to agree that effectlve coping behav1dr includes gctlvely

v
T .e

v

<)

Peck (1971),

&

E .\

confrqnting problems, show1ng 1ndependent 1nit1at1ve in. seeklng

P

for CASES also‘%ame from tth book, partlcularly from sectlons
gl \v »;; .

1nc01porat1ng frustratlng experlenceﬁu(Blocklng Techniques) in

order to-observe thefdeyeloping

B o> . .
"V e ] o T

"

_u-b

‘ ﬁgolut}ons, and dlsplayyng per51stenn effort to arrive at
'1;’4 - . ’

' selutiens' (p. 89).  Muchvof the underlylng persona11t§ftheory

& - } ‘v
‘ n%’ ﬂ}

i1y

dfganizatidﬁ in young

- L)

§ o
'childﬁi He defined the ego - , SN

.as that aspect of personality whith is‘poré or

less consistently evoked in specified 1nggrpersona1:;m
relationships -~ or...at least with close reference: -

s

to.such bio- social contexts. Thus considered, it
is the "I: Not I" oriented organization of all seg-
mental behav1or systems, which is characteristically
mobiliged.in face-to-face interactions w1th other
individuals. (p 270)

N

%

_written by Lerner (Spauldlng% 1976) who designed play 51tuat10n54

69



It was assumed that ego-patterns are mobilized in response to
direct external or internal stimuli and reflected the pef&bn's
unified s of ego-values. He described the underlying

assumpti n for his Blocking Techniques in this way: "Given an

.indivi‘ al child's selective mantir

f handling on the one hand

his lures, defeats, f;usfret??‘ nd on the-otner ﬁﬁha h?g

su ses, yictoties, gnatificatione,>one cught to.be able some-

how to de;ine such ego—ofganization in th: making'" (p. 271).
\ﬁﬁe concept of "dominative" and "integrative'" teacher

J

; behaviors teflects the distinction Spaulding makes between

I8
!

'/ﬁfeachcr—directed (TD) and non-teacher-directed (NTD) éettings.

Accordingly, children exhibit more conforming behaviors and

I . Agd

less spontanelty and 1nitiation in TD than NTD settings. ConseQ‘
quently, data are collected and cbmbihed separately for each oﬁﬁ;

these. two settings.

Finally, the dpportundties givenuby the teacher to the

Y

~

v students to #nswer questigns in class were monitored to see if

4 -
e .
+, "such opportunities were related to student behavior. These were

u‘

- 3
. coded using an expanded version of the Brophy—Good TeaChez-PnpiI

Dyadic Interaction Classroom Observation System (Brophy & Evért—

.son, %§7§), a revision of am instrument Heveloped earlier by Bro-
L 4 -.
. ’

pﬁy and Good (1969)5, It is a comprehensive low—inference obser-—

~ yation® instrument designed to captufe the naturally occurring
¢ , .

sequencgg and teacher—student (dyadic) verbal exchanges of ele-
- .
mentary school classroom, interaction. 1In additlon, the instrument
v . .

takes into account whether the interacfion is public or privd%e, R

- a . P
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%(’Ekpdent Product .Data

)

‘product and choice questions.

‘

~at eadh grade iévgl in only those

~ one of the &Eade

and is. bgsed on real and psychologically meaningful units of class-
R ‘
. \bb " .
room interaction (Brophy & Evertson, 1973; Brophy & Good, 1969).

In all, the instrument measures 96 variables grouped into two teacher-

afforded categories (public response opportunities and dyadic con-
' !

tacts) and two student-initiated categories (questions/comments and

dyadic contacts). A-detaf@%d outiine'of the éystem is provided in

Appendi. b. Other variables can be generafed from the raw data by

combining the variables coded. The authors report that it is pos-
sifjle to train coders to Yeach an 80% agreemeht criterion. For

pdﬁ?oseé of this study process questions were assumed to demand
higher-order levels of thinking, while product questioﬁs'were as-

sumed to require lower—order levels of thoughﬁ and included both

#E " Q-

Achievemenggdéta. !ﬁghdé%t ach&evement.daté were obtained¢.
; Vit ' .‘) y . ' A

Géubjects for which observation *
R -
at all grade

data had been gathered. These included langﬁagg arts
levels, ﬁathematics iﬁ grades one and thfée,'éﬁd’ﬁoéial studies in
) , _ ) ' : ‘ .

six-classes.’ Achievepgnt data were based on

N » “

3 ‘ X R
standardized tests’' scores, yeport/zér& grades, and teacher .

-

~ 7

ratings. - -

’

»  The linguistiészgémpetencies subtests of the Primary I “~—o

(Fofﬁffs, Elementary (Form F)f and Iqterﬁ%diate (Form G) partial

batteries.of,the Metropolitan Aéhiebemehﬂ Tests (ﬁAT), 1970

i s
[y : "
i B
~ .
A .
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L

percentile fagks:

gﬂ‘ A

Edition, Qere administered to grade one,'three, and six etudents,
respectively. All etudents were given the linguistics competencies
subtests while students in grades one and three -were also given

the arithmetic subtests. The aﬁthors‘(Durost, Bixler, Wrightstone,

Prescott, & Balow, 1971)‘report Spearman-Brown split-half reli-

ability coefficients ranging from .88 to .96, and Kuder-Richardson

formula 20 reliabilfay estimates of .91 to .97 for the subtests

- . *\".1"“‘\
used in this study. The subtests were assessed as having reﬁgzn—

able content validity by the teachers in this sample. The MAT had

Ny

been routinely administered in the Fall to the stﬁdeﬁts in this .
district for.a‘numbef of years. :Thedauthors‘report that the test

was sfandardized on a sample‘of app?dximately SO;OOO students
14
representin&wthe American school population 1n terms of" geographic
l\-’ . .
\:\ : )

region, size of city, . socioeconomic status, and public vs. non-

.

public enrolment. It yields standard“scores,. grade equivalents,

«

s .
f'.stanines.

The 54-item Social Sciénﬁ?@%éﬁcest'of the‘S;anfoqd Achieve-
PN ‘ . T e i ‘ . ‘ .

ment Test GAT) 1973 Edition, Form A was also administered to one
P . . N

grade six class. "It was chosen Ey the  teacher from a:number of

-

standardized- tests as beiﬁg,best representative ef the social
studies content presented to ehe students in'tﬁat clasg. The
authors (Madden, Gardner, Rudman: Karlsen, & Merwin, 1973) claim -
that the test measures high ~order réasonlng‘skllls (e.g. gxghe
abillty to infer, to reasomn, to predict, and to cqnclude) as well

as factual information, and includesfthe-disciplines of éeography,‘

-~

g .
-,

—t
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- equivalents, percentiiefranks, and stanines. ’ﬁq;h the MAT and

py

%

< at

i
FERINPN

‘responsibility, inquisitiveness, and iﬁﬁependence), and (3)

history, economics, political science, anthropology, and sociology.

The Spearman-Brown split—half reliability for this subtest is .90

and the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 estimate is .89, based on a

subsample of the norming ~wmple of students tested at the begin-
ning of grade six. T' ".cal te-t was standardized in May and
October of 1972 with a sau, ot approximately 275,000 students

representing the American school population in terms of geo-

graphic<region; size of city, socioeconomic status, and public
R S T o . ' -

vs. non-public enrolment. ;, It yields.scaled<scores, grade

o

the SAT-are‘geﬁeraliykcohsideredues among the EesteStqndardized

L T L o ) |
Y [ oL B
test batteries ,available. Y : .
. ’ ,_J “ v g -~ . . 4 ¢
.‘s’

Teacher ‘grades’ for each student's performance skiltls'
o R : , -

Tag

v

e N o )
develbpment.andzacﬁdémiquerformance were ‘obtained from the June
L " B e [N o - . P N )
T P o '
report card entries., Performance skil;s' development refers to
. : v N ‘ - N .

» R

assessments-of the studenrjs (1) conduct as;a’groﬁp member

Ll ‘.,:

~(participarloﬁ in group discussions, behavior toward rules and __

authority, cooperativeness as¥a'leader/follower, and coﬁsiderf\

ion of otherg){'(Z)qeonduct as an indiVidua£qKself7COnfidggcé,
" , , : i \

i
L4
A

working skills (responsibilit§ in completing assignmeﬁrs, be-
: . |

*

havior during independent study, and lisrening). For academic ir

"sﬁbjectsj.separate~grades were given for effort (the de .

which the student approaghed his poteptial) and a;;hevemenb/jt

. (progress {n achieving the established goals and objectives 6f

- . -

t

i
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the program) Language arts was graded on t¥e basis of six com—

ponent skills -- listening\.ﬁpeaking, compositfon teading, 1i-

brary, and spelling. For grade one and three students, gradesﬁﬁ
) ‘ 5

" in mathematics aiﬂ "other" subjects (a combination of science and

"

oealth, social studies, and priotjng/handwriting) were also
obtained. For one grade six class, sociai»studies graoes, based
‘on research skills, reporting skills, Qg%%ledge of concepts,, and
decision—making‘skills, were obtained in addition to language arts
grades.

Because of .the Fimited vetiance in_scores provided byithe
four-point scale used;in'reportrcard grades, teachers”were'asked
to rank theilr students with respect to both achievement and effort.
For the latter task teachers wefe“iso asked to group students on

Y ,‘w

the basis/of havingéy&mtly exceeded expectations (G), exceeded

' AT
expect tions (E) , "o

thations (M), fell below expectations (B),

'tions (F) with respect to their potential.

or fell) far below explc

Affective data. The affective data for students were

< :
obtained with the use of three measures.

1. The My Class Inventory (Anderson & Cayne, l9éb) was,
administered to'stodeﬁts at all grade levels. A 45-item question-

naire, it was .designed to assess'Eﬁ?qclassroom climate properties:
of elementary school classes,,‘, i ' - A )
. Classroom social climate. inle&es .a profile of
ﬁ&measurable class group properties that have sig— .
nificance for research on classes as social groups.
These properties “include interpersonal relation- :
ships. amorrg pupils, relationships between pupils A r

74
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.
and their teacher, relacionshipsﬁbetween pupils
and both the subject studied and the method of
learning, and finally, pupils' perceptions of the
structural characteristics gf the class. (Ander-

son, 1973, p. 1)
The five factors measured are satisfaction, friction, competitive-
ﬁess, difficulty, and cohesiveness. The reliability coefficients
for these factors were®*reported to range from .54, to '777 Argu—

ments for the validity of each factor are based in prior theoreti—
“ (/
cal and research efforts in the ¥eve1bpment of an earlier instru-
. A ‘ .
ment by Walberg and Anderson in 1967, called the Learning Environ-

'

mént Inventory. "Satisfaction'" is claimed to affect learniggragg

to be an educational .goal in itself; "friction" has megatjvely

"- B
correlated with learning measures; 'competitiveness" is considered
a central concept in group dynamics; and '"cohesiveness' is said

3

to distinguish a group'sfmembers from nonmembers.

" .. 2. Two forms of the School Attitude Test (1973) were

W
used, the Oral Version (Rivera) with grade one students and a
Lhe . N

Written. Version (McCallon) with the remaipinggétudents. It was

designed to measure the student's perception of the school environ-

ment and '"...1is Based upon héw the student feels about schogl in

general and how he feels 'about his interaction with various com-

N

poneﬁts of the school environmehf” (McCalibn, 1973, p. 4). The
test measures students' attitudes about school in geners student-

instruction_??teraction, and interpersonal relations.” The Oral
C &L k

Version contains 29 items and is reparted to have yieidéd a test-

v
¢

retest ‘reliability coefficient of. .77 over-a 10 Hay period with a -

. 4 .
N L .

s\

5
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sample of 50 students from kindergarten to grade three. The Written
Version contains 46 ltems with a reported test-retest reliability

coefficient of .78 over a 14 day periodﬁﬁ&th 120 grade four and five

.\..

; !students. Validity is arguéd on the basig of previous research and

gr

the selection of items which appeared To teachers as having content
yalidity relating to specific domains of the school environment
(e.g., teacher, pringitpal, and peer relationships). It was'the only
test measuring elementary «children's attitudes toward school that
was reviewed in Buros (1974).

. 3. All students in grades threg and six were also given

the Primary Children's Attitude Scales (Barker Lunn, 1971). This

6A item questionnaire was developed for use with nine-to eleven-
year-olds to measure attitudes about aspects of school life. The

items were aeveloped from group discussions held with approximately
: '3

60 children to find out. wz at attitudes they held and how they were

expressed. Statements fftﬁfg hese dlgilons were used in an initial
questionnaire submltted t%é;ﬁéﬁnine -to eleven-year—olds. Factofi

analysis of the data reduced the questionnaire‘to.64 items méasuring
10 factors: attitude to school, interest in school work, imbortance

of ‘doing well at school,‘attitude to class, ﬂother' image .of class,

confqorming vs. nonconforming pupil relationshiﬁ with teacher, anxiety

‘s

/ynkthe classroom situation, sociad aﬁﬁastmegg‘nand academic self- imagei

(Barker Lunn, ». 1). The factorS‘are Teported to have internal cdn—

s ~

sistency Alpha coefficients ranging from .58 to .91, Valiaityﬁas :

‘argued on the basis of the high 1nternal consistency of the factors,
. . ’.' . L

W ?

W : ; e .
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J
and the fact that the first seven factors which deal with atti-
rudes to school and school work 1nteqpo;related 51gn1f1cantly
;i€g£% 05); correlations with other scales td  which this one was

presumed to relate; and from expected gfonp differences which
were predicted on theoretical "grounds from other researchers'
findings.

PROCEDURES

bl ‘ !

Training Procedures.

Several weeks prior to the beginning of the stndy the
CASES manual and a half-inch training videotape of two junior

high school subjects were obtained from Spaulding. Three of
_ ey

’ the project researchers involved in collecfin%“étudent behavioral

PR A

data (Fasano Mahen, and Moody) trained for‘two weeks with this

P

‘.'»'\ .
material.  The tape emitted; sound slgnal & hg, D seconds s0
' N ; M‘.

‘1\"
that approximately 56 taliies could be made*od“t SUbJe%‘

Each of the two subjects was coded four times during this period

Y
o

the protocols for both subjects on the fourth trialaﬁgtx3bt agree-

./

ment was calculated using the formula - {l ] : .

» number of agreements .
- X\,lOOA.
- number of "agjeements + disagreements -

. - ' R
Tra}ﬁing continued in-a live elementary siggil setting for a ten—

¥
[

day period where 36 trials were'madel The final trial yielded an

-

average percentage agreement of 87 33/ between pairs of coders

r

Inter-rater agreement.between pairs of codersétanged from'3l.82%'
v . N - .

-

and obsgrvers attained an average of 88.79% exact agreement with

77
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to 92.00%, with a mean of 65.51%.

percehtages was overcome by eventua;ly using ar. . diotape which
emitted signals at 10-second intervais. This served to more accur-
ately s;andardize the time at which student behaviors were coded.
All'reliability figures for the training phase are gresented in
Tables I and II of Appendix C.. During the total training period

a number of mee&ings were held to discuss and clarify the cate-
gorization df observed studént behaviors using the CASES instru-
ment; Further clarification was Erovided thhpugh’personal com-

munication with the author.

The other three researchers (Egggrt, Marland; and Muttart)

trained for a three week period inﬂthe use of the Brophy-Good

\

interaction instrumént. A detailed description of the procedures
used can be obtained by referring to'theiﬁﬁthéses. The procedure

for computing reliability figures gan also be -found in Brophy and
. « ! ’ ) . . ) i ’ 4
. . e, B e

Evertson (1973). The results of reliabilfty checks by the three:

researchers cap be found in Table I of Appgndix:D; and- compare

favorably with those reported by the authors of the instrument.

The significance of, the two observation ingtruments was
BN . v . -

éssessed'by Peck (1971), who noted that ﬁrior tw'éheir deve%gpment

EN

.systems for amalyzing classroom interaction
.treated the individual teacher as‘one actor’ )
in the educational drama. The other actor has T .
been the classtas-— -a-— -whole—-a mechanical summation -
of responses of - totally anonymous students, wiplng S
out all /individual differences. Such methods.
have v#itable uses but they are of no use for
.findi?g out what the individual student is doing,
. let alone how the -teacher's actlons are affecting .
- him. Such systems inherently continue to divert
' the teacher from examining what she doés to the
indivddual student or how well it works: (p. 84)

14 = )



~ school on alternate days.

Data Collection

AN}

Researchers worked in pairs during the study, one member

of each pair trained in the use of the CASES instrument and the

other member in the use

of the interaction instrument. .Each pair '

was assigned to work at one specific grade level, visiting each

effect on teachers and students,

In an attempt to minimize observer

and to allow researchers to be-

come familiar with classroom routines, no data were collected
) ' ;

during the first week of the study.

- Dyadic verbal interaction

data were then collected ‘er the next two weeks during language
P . .

arts Eéﬁéons at all grade levels, as well as during'mathematics

school‘level.

lessons in grades ohe and three only.

]

>

These subjects were chosen

hecauée they constitgte;thes core curriculum at the -elementary

v

P 4
Neither of the two'grade six teach#®®s was res-=

o

ponsible for mathematics instruction, although one teacher B&ught

al studies in ‘addition to language arts.

e ‘

b

.','. ym

Student Behaviors were also ‘coded in all s: ects for

- which- thﬁgsample teachers were responsible. ThiS'was done in an

£

attempt to obtain a minimum of 100 tallies per child in each sub—

ject and setting, suggested by Spaulding (1976) as’ the criterion

for-data analysis on an in&ividual student basis. All subJects

an

1

"other", category for‘coding purposes.

-

- . .- . & -
except those spee%fied in the preceding paragraph were' combired as

§ix students were observed

at a time in rotation and behaviors were continuously coded until -

.approximately 40 tallies per'atudent were obtained. Then another
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six students were observed using the same procedure, and so on,

v

until all students in the class were observed, sub}ect to the lim~
itations of claes routines. anch data sheet cohtained the date,
time, school. and grade, academiclsubject, setting (TD or NTD),
length of timeaduring which doding occurred. Te minimize the pos-
sible less in accuracy which Reid (1970) and Taplin and Reid (1973)
noted when observers thought they were not being monitored, peri-
odic reliability checks were made at each grade level. The nine
checks resulted in an average percentage agreement among pairs of
coders of 77.22%. In_addition, fibe more relfability checks were
Aconduc d with the training tape, resulting in an average of 89.85%
agreemeht apongtpairs of coders. A detailed description qf results
W ,

can bevfohnd ﬂn;Tables III"and IV of Appendix C. Within-study -

’\-
&

Irellablltty ecks for the dyadic interaction system can be found

‘1 Table II of Appendix D.© .. ' , {\

During the first week immediatelv following the observation

phase Q£Dthe study, the attitude tests were administered. Approxi-~

mately 10 days later, two of the attitude tests (MCI and the §§é§ent

‘Attitude Test) were readministered to a random sample of students in

each class (see Appendix E),  and IQ tests were given to ali students.
The achievement tests were giveﬁ during the followihg week. .As well,

N

report card grades were recorded and the SES data\obtained from ‘the
record cards. When Lhe~informatlon on the studen;;mécord card was ’
insufficient to assign. a Blishen scale value, ths teacher and/or stu-

dent was approached for further information As a result, a measure

. of SES was obtainqd»for each student.

~
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DATA ANALYSIS

Pearson product-moment correlatfon coefficients were com-
puted in order to answer the following research questions which
were posed in Chapter 1.

i

1. What is the relatiaﬁghip between students' behavioral

Styles and their (a) socioeconomic status (), (b) intelligence

test (1Q) scores, (c¢) attitude test séqggs, (d)-academlc grades

v

LN
and achievement test scores, and (e) grades based on thelr class-

room behaviors and participation?

2. 1s opportunity to respond to process or product
questtons in class related to parficular béhavioral Styles?

5. \wa behavioral S;;lgs stable across academic subject

areas”?

Analysis of variance was used to answer the remaining two
research questions.
3. Are there differences in classroom behavidral Styles

which are associated with sex of students?

»
4, Are there differences among high-, middle-, and low-

scoring students on achievement and attitude measures with respect
to their Styles of classroom behavior?

One of the underlying assumptions for this stud} is that a
student's behavior is affected by the béhaviors of his classmates
as well as by those of his teache?s. It is assumed further that
each group of classmates and ¢ ;eacher have particular character-
istics thch influence the beha ..r setting of the class in unique

ways. Whenever appropriate, the data will be analyzed separately



tor ecach ot the six classe s in this studv. For purposes of identi

.

tication the two grade one classes will be reterred to as Class 1-1

and Cléss 2-1, grade three classes as 1-3 and 2-3, and grade six
classes as 1-6 and 2-6.
a- .

Since the focus for analysis is primarily one of dealing
with small, relatively homogeneous‘groups of students within class-
rooms, Jarge-group statistical procedures were genera’ ave d.
A decision was made to divide students into three g- g
to‘scores attained on achievement and attitude measu < - the
data could be examined for other than straight-line relationships.
To examine further the specific nature of differences in behavior
Stvles of high- and low—scoring groups, a number of descriptive

tables are included which prezzkt.data on the individual students

who comprise the groups under investigation.



’

Chapter 4

RESULTS OF THE INVESTICATION

The study was primarily intended to discover the niture ot
redationships between students' crassroom behaviors during instruction
and assessments of their achievements and attitudes toward school.

As many observations as possible were made on each student at diff-
erent ti . ¢ the day during various subject lessons in both teacher
directed (TD) and non-teacher directed (NTD) setting:. This was
done in an attempt to ensure that the behavioral data collected were
representative of each student's typical classroom conducti, As a
result, students were obserQed on an average of 14 separate occasions
during the two-week observation period. Only those students for
whom at least 100 behavior tallies had been obtained with respect to
\
the variable and type of setting under investigation were included
in.fhe analyses which follow. Combined studeﬁt behaviors across all
subjects within settings (TD or NTD) were used in investigating
relationsﬁips between behavioral Styles and both attitude scores and
teacher grades awarded to students for their conduct in class. For
relationships between behaviors.and achievement in a subject area,
only those Behaviors_observed during Ehat particular subject area
were used in the analysis. As relatively little time was spent Qy
teachers in‘mathéméfits instruction, not enough data were collépted
to permit analysis for this subject area. In addition, one student
was ab;ent during most of the data collection phase of the study
and another left the school district. Conséquently, the total sample

was reduced to 157 students.

83
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Prior to investigating the telationships between behavioral

Stvles and product variables, decislons were made to select specific
attitude and achievement varianles from among the many variables in
the available pool of data. 7The items comptising each factor of the

three attitude scales were examined to assist in making initial

judgements about the appropriatene:ss of the factor and its relation-
ship to other factors. Further, cort: ..it 1on matrices were con-
structed to determine (1) the interrelation<hips ameng test sub-

scales, and (2) the relationships among the varlous context and pro-

duct variables which had been chosen for this study. These matrices

were also consulted in making decisions about the selection of vari-

ables ftor analvsis. The correlation matrix tables for each class can
be found in Appendix F.

The My Class Inventory (MCI) measures a student's attitudes

toward his c;assmqtes ar.l his perceptions about the nature of the
social climate of the class.  The focus of this scale is different
from that of the other two attitude tests used in this study, there-
fore all f: . factors of the MCI were included in this analysis.

The Oral and Written versions of the School Attitude Test (OSAT and

WSAT, respectively) have three factors: (1) interpersonal relations,
which overlaps to some extent  with the HCI factors; (2) student-
instruction interaction, which measures the student's perceptions of
the teacher's feelings about him and other class members as well as
the manner in which the teacher behaves‘toward students in the class;
and (3) a gemeral school factor which assesses the student's general

attitudes toward sch?ol. All three factors of this test were included



in this analysis as well. The third attitude test, the Primary
Chi..ren's Attitude Scale (PCAS) was administered to grades three
and six students onlyv. Two of its factors -- anxiety in the c¢lass-
room and academic self—image -- are concerned with the personality

of the student and were therefore selected for this analysis. The

remaining factors of this scale are similar to those selected from

~the My Class fnventhX and the School Attitude Test, and are ex-

cluded from analysis in this section.

The subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT)

were significantly positively intercorrelated (p < .Ol)/iﬁ’all
classes except 2-6. 1In this class the correlation between Word
Knowledge and Language subtests wés nonsignificant (p > .05), while
the correlation between Word Knowledge and Spelling was significant
(p € .05). The Total Reading subtest was chosen'for analysis be-
cause 1t is a composite of two subtest skills, Word Knowledge ;nd
"Reading, and‘was positively related to all MAT subtests ip each of
the classes (p < .0l). The correlation between Language Arts effort
and achievement grades reached at least .90 for all classes except
1-1 (r = .738, p < .01) and for purposes of analysis both grades
. were combined.to-form'a total Language Arts grade for each stddent.
»Siﬁilarily, the correlation between Social Studies effort and
achievement grades in class 2-6 was .844, and these grades were com-
bined into a total Social Studies grade. Finally, grades given for
perfofmance as an individ&él, performance as a group member, and

working skills were combined to form a total behavior grade because

of significant intercorrelaticas in all classes except 1-1. In this

AR
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class the performance grades were identical for all but one stude:..t
in 'the class, and therefore were excluded from analysis. The reader
is referred to Appendix F for detailed information about the inter-
relationéhips among, product variables.
RFLATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BEHAVIORAL STYLES AND SELECTED CONTFEXT
VARTABLES, PRODUCT VARIABLES, AND QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES

The analysis of data in this section is designed to provide

answers to the first two research questions. Pearson product-moment

ie

correlation coefficients wégs calculated using the DESTO2 program
P

with the AMDAHL computer facilities of the Division of Educational Re-
search at the University of Alberta. The results are presen£Qs

separately for each class, and only the statistically significant re-
\

~

sults are described.

Class 1-1

Table 4.1 shows that behavioral Styles are not signifiéantly
related to either SES or IQ. Students who perceive a l;w degree of
friction in the relationships among classmates, as measured by the
MCI friction subscale, exhibit social productive.(Style F) behaviors
in TD settings. Students who feel that school work is difficult dis‘j )
play more nonconforming (Style B) behaviors, withdrawn (Style C) be-
haviors, and self-motivated task-oriented behaviorg in TD seitings.
Those students who pe;ééive that teachers express negative feelings
toward them during instruction, as measured by the OSAT §tudenf1

instruction interaction subscale, are more withdrawn (Style C be-

haviors) in TD séttings.- And .students who have positive attitudes
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]

concerning interpersonal relations displdy aggressive, dominative,
and manipulative (Styie A) behgviors in NTD settings.

With respect to achievement, as measured by the MAT Total

&

Reading sub{ést and by Language Arts grades, those who attﬁin higher
scores display adult dependent (Style E) behaviors in TD settings,
self-motivated (Style G) behaviors in NTD settings, and greater
overall coping ability (0CC) in meeting the demands of school in
both TD an% NTD settingg. Lower achievement is associated with
external motivation to attend (Style' H) in TD settings as well as
non-conforming (Style B) behaviors and peer-dependent, off-task
(Style D) behaviors in NTD settings. In additdon, low achie?ement
in Total Reading 1s also associated with aggressive, dominagive,
and .manipulative (Style A) behaviors in NTD settings. Finallf, the
opportunity given by the teacher to students to respond to product
questions 1is not significantly related to student behaviors in either
'TD or NTD settings, although the direction of relationships indicates
that the teacher gives fewer opportunities to thbse students ex-
_hibiting "non-productive" behaviors (Styles A, B, and H) in both
settings. Only two process (Higher-order) questioﬁs were aske:\;§
the teacher in this ciass and botﬁ were directed to the same student.
Thereforé, no analyses were performed with this variable for this class.

To better understand the specific nature of the behaviors ex-
hibited by the students, Table 4.2 presents the mean percentage and
variance for each of the 5eh;vior categories which comprise the eight

Styles. It can be seen that disruptive behaviors (Style A categories)

are ptactically nonexistent, as are Style F behaviors in TD settings
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and Styie G behaviors in TD settings. Some behaviorai Styiés are
primarily attributable to the frequency of « currence of ome be-
havior category rather than to an equal contribution made by each
of the component categories. For eximplé, Style B is largely com-
prised of inappropriate self-directed (category 5b) behavior, Style

W,

€ to daydreaming or responding to internal stimuli (category 12)

N
R

Stvlg D to distractibility (category 11), and 9£yle E td cYos \
attention to the task (category 6a). ihe flndlng cited prev1ously

N,
that achievement was positively related to\Style F behaviors and ¢

negatively related to Style H behaviors in TDmsettings indicates
that the quality of the student's attentiveness to instructdion,
rather than ~rely being passively\actentive, appears to be an
important difference with respect to achievement in this class.
Table 4.2 also éhows that half of the behaQiors exhibited
by students in TD settings involve .following instructions, while
i a
in NTD settings most of the behaviors are self-motivated and task
oriented. Students exhibit apprqximately'equivalent'amounts of
active (Style B) and passive (Styleg C and b) behaviors which ;réi
generally con51dered to be non-productive. Howéver, these énly
account for approximately 13/ of behaviors in TD settings and 17%

in NTID settings, while the remaining 85% involves behaviors which

are generally considered to be productive (Styles E, F, G, and H).

Class 2-1 .
The resul;s presented in Table 4.3 for this c¢lass reveal
that the higher SES students exhibit little self-motivated (Style

G) behaviors in TD sett:i.gs and overall coping ability in NTD \\
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setting: . while dispiaving me - noncontormin: (5 le 5Y behaviors

in NTD settings.  The more intelliyent children in this olass tend
to manitest more Stvle B behaviors in NID scettings.

With respect to ntt:iL)ulos, those students whe teel that o ot
classmates are dissatistied with the class environment demonstrate
more peer-dependent off—ﬁudﬂ (Stvle D) behaviors in I'D seitings.
Students who feel that their classmates are cumpctitivc are those
who are externally motivated to work {(Stvle H behuviors) An Th set~
tings and show social, productive (Style F)\bchqviors in NTD set-
tfngs. Those who hold negative attitwles about student—instruction
intorugtion display non-conforming (Style B) behaviors in NTD set-

Finally, students who have positive attitudes about inter-

.

tings.
personal relation; are witﬁdrawn (Style € behaviors) in both types
of settings and are peer—dependent, off—task (Style D) in TD sct-
tings.  Students with negative attitudes ébodk interpersonal re-
lations show less adequate coping skills in TD settings and exhibit
fewer social, productive (Style F) behaviors in NTD.settings.

Students who attain higher scores on the MAT Total Readiné
subtest are characterized by more self-motivated (Style G) behaviors
in NTD sectings. Teacher grades given for students' behavior are
positively associated with Style.E behaviors in TD settings and
negatively related to Style C behaviors in NTD settings.

More opportunity to answer process questions is given to stu-
dents displaying adult—dependent (Style E) behaviors in NTD settings,
while those students who arc non-conforming and peer oriented (Style

B) in NTD settings have more product questions directed to them by

the teacher.



Fable S0 rcsent o Infommation iegardooye the percentayge ot
occtrren. e of behavicr categories within Srvies.  Sever .ol contrasts
are eyvident when these data are comp. d with b oo presentaed in
Table Yo dor cluss 10 For examy @o; for of 77 crudents Tab
o4 reveals that inappropriste =ocial interact ion catevory ab)
contributes subst.atially to Stvle B, wiilco approooriate iat oprative

sharing and helping behavior (catepory 7a) is a wajor contributor

: 1
to Style F.  These findings indicate hat class 2 0 ~tudents partici-
pate in more social interaction with one another and, plav a more
active role in instruction than is the case for class 1-1 students.
The two classes are otherwise similar with respect to the infrequent
occurrence ot some behaviioral Styles, thie passive nature of off-task

behaviors, the predominance of on-task behaviors, and the skewness

in the distribution of behavior catcgg}ios.

Class 1-3 :

Table 4.5 shows that the lower SES students exhibit more
peer-dependent (Stvle D) behaviors in NTD scttings. No other signifi-
cant relationships between SES and behavior Styles exist. Tge stu-

\ ‘ R

dents scoring higher‘bn fhe 1) .test displax fewér withdfawg (< "le C)
behaviors and more self—motivated (Style G) behaviors and o§ergll'
coping ability in NTD settings. There are no significant relation— 4
ships between I1Q and behaviors in TD settings. |

With respect to attitudes measured by the ﬁCI, students who
feel that most classmates are dissatisfied with the class display:

higher incidences of nonconforming (Stylé B) behaviors in TD settings

and more adult-dependent (Style E) behaviors in NTD settings. Those
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S‘tud(‘ll&ﬁ who perceive a high depree of friction in the class demon-
strate more pécer—-dependent (Style D) behaviors, fewer social, pro-
ductive (Style F) behaviors, and less ability to cope with the de-
mands of school in NTD settings. Students who perceive the class

as competitive are characterizea by Style D behaviors in TD settings.
Those students who indicate that school work is difficult show more
Style B behaviors, fewer self-motivatced (Stvle G) behaviors, and
less coping ability in NTD settings.

The OSAT instrument reveals that negative general attitudes
toward school are éssociated with Style B and Style C (withdrawn)
hehaviors in both TD and NTD settings. Conversely, students holding
positivé géneral attitudes toward school are adultﬂdepenQent (Style
E) in TD settings, are self-motivated (Style G behaviors) in NTID
settings, and demonstrate greater success in coping with school in
both settings. Students exhibiting aggressive (Style A) behaviors
in NTD settings ihiave negative attitudes about student-instruction
interaction.

The PCAS data reveal that the more anxious (low scoring)
students display higher incidences of aggressive (Style A), non-
,conforming'(Style B), and social, productive (Style F) behaviors
in TD settings, as well as more withdrawn (StYyle C) behaviors in
both TD and NTD settings; The less anxious dtudents (high scoring)
students show more passive response to directions (Style H) and
higher coﬁing ability in TD settings. Finally, those studeﬁts‘who
. .

!

~express negative attitudes about their academic self-image exhibit

F

/

more non-conforming behaviors in TD settings and more withdrawn



\)'/'

behaviors in NTD settings, while students with posit ive self-imapes
are more self-motivated and better able to cope with school in NTD
settings.

With respect to achicevement, those students who attain
hipher MAT Total Reading scores, Lanpuage Arts grades, and Behavior
grades, show greater overall copiné ability and fewer withdrawn (Style
C) behaviors in TD settings. As well, students receiving low Language
Arts and Behavior grades display more non-conforming (Stvle B) behav-
iors in TD settings, and Behavior prades are also negatively related to
peer-dependent (Style D) behaviors. The only.significant relationghips
between behavioral Styles in NTD settings occur with Behavior grades,
which are ﬁegntively related to Styles D, E, and H, and positively re-
lated to self-directed (Style ) behaviors and to overall coping com-
petency.

Regarding question opportunities afforded by the teacher, there
are no significant relationéhips between the'frequency with which stu-
dents are called ubon to answer either process or product questions and
their classroom behavior in TD or NTD settings. It is to be noted that
the correlations between student behaviors and the achievement variabies
and question opportunities are based on only seven students, thus makihg
the size of the confidence limits for these figures quite large.

Table 4.6 shows that integrative sharing;and helping behavior

L

(category 7a) is the major component of Style E in TD settings. This
finding indicates that students in class 1-3 play a more participative
role in instruction during TD settings than was the case for the two

grade one classes. Otherwise, class 1-3 behaviors resemble those of

f
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Table 4.0

Mean Percent of Occurrence and Variance tor Behavior Categories
> . “ . Bn 3
Grouped by Behavioral Styles in Teacher Directed and
Non-Teacher Directed Settings tor Class 1-3

Behavior I I:?_“Hi{l&i,ﬁrfi AAlMl Sub jects
Cat- | Th Settings (n=19)( TD Sctting=so 27) NTD Settings (n=28)
Stvle egory Mean Variance - Moo Variance Mean Variance
L ;A,hﬁ,f-_mg_,__g_,;;mé - . R
1 — —_ 0. 04 0.05 0.02 0.01
\ 2 0.16 0.10 0.16 0.08 0.06 0.03
! 3h 0.20 0.54 0.17 0.24 - 0.02 0.01
9h 0.03 0.02 0. 04 0.02 0.07 0.04
4 0.05 0.05 0. 10 0.006 0.08 0.04
. 5b 1.84 8.40 2,46 7.58 1.36 2.50
7b 1.24 2.74 1.23 1.90 0.61 0.56
8h 0.95 1.07 0.93 0.88 2.25 4.28
X 2 2.74 6.72 3.58  12.08 2.60 17.13
1 _ _ 0.02 0.02 . o
0 6b 0.35 0.40 0.56 0.52 1.48 4.36
11 8.97 30.96 ©8.54  24.94 8.136 32.20
ba 7.46°  23.32 6.73 ' 23.98 . 1.17, 2.82
3 7a 12.54 32.57 11.24  31.30 0.33 0.53
9a 0.12 0.08 0.16 0.07 2.55 9.84
. 3a 0.05 0.04 ©0.02 0.01 0. 04 0.02
8a - 0.07 0.05 0.12 0.08 2.15 4.63
G Sa 1.75 7.70 1.97 4.66 - 71.75  236.14
H 10 61.45  62.23 61.91 - 41.66 5.11  28.69
99.97 99.98 100.01 -
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classes 1-1 and 2-1. Specifically, Style A behaviors rarely occur

and off-task behaviors are more often of a passive nature (Styles
|

C and D). Most student behaviors involve following directions in

TD settings and being self-motivated during NTD settings, while
total on-task behaviors account for approximately 83% of all behav-
iors exhibited in TD apd NTD settings. As weil, the distribution
of most behavior categories is skewed.

Class 2-3 :

The data for class 2-3 are‘prescnted in Table 4.7. This
table shows that there are no significant.relationships between
students' SES or IQ and classroom behaviors.

The only significant relatioﬁ;hip between attitude variables
and behavioral Stylés occurs with the interpersonal relationships
subscale of the OSAT. Students who have positive attitudes about
interpersonal relationships exhibit more Style F hehaviors in TD
settings and fewer Style A behaviors in NTD settings.

There is a positive relationship between achievement on the
MAT Total Reading subtest and the frequency with which students are
noncbnforming (Style B behaviors) in NTD settings. No significant'
ﬁelationships exist between Language Arts grades and behavioral Styles.
In Tb settings tﬁere are éignifieant negative relationships with Behav-
ior grades and Styles A and B, and positive relationships with Style E
énd overall coping competency. In NTD settiﬁgéﬁHEhavior grades are-
positively related to self-directed (Style G) behaviors.

Students exhibiting Style G behaviors in TD settings are more
often called upon to answer process questiéns. The relationship be-

tween process question opportunifies and passive attending (Style H)
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behaviors appears to be a function of the setting in which those
behaviors occur. Fewer questions are directed to those students

who exhibit style H behaviors in TD scttings, but more questions

are asked of.those who display Style H behaviors in NTD settings.
There arevqo significant relg{}énships betw?en product dueapion
opportunities and students’ behévioral Styles.

Two cautions shogld be noted at this point. First, the -
relationships between behavioral Styles and both achievement
variables and percentage of question opportunities are based on a
.relatively small number of students, thus making the size of the
confidence limits for the reported correlation coefficients qﬁite
large. Two-thirds of the significant relationshipsrthat were found '

N\
occurred with this small group of students. Second; the number of

significant relationships found in these data is smaller than the

number of significant,relatidnships which could have been expected

3

to occur by chance alone.

Table‘4.8 shows that fewer types of behaviors were exhibited
by these students in Laﬂguage Artsf This is pro}ab%y because of the
small number of students who satisfied the criteri;nlof at leést 100
tallies and cggld therefore be included in the analysis. This is

particularly evident in TD settings, where none of the behavior

| iy

categories making up Style A was exhibited by.students. As noted
.with previous classes, Style B is predoﬁinantly due to inappropriate'
‘ self—dirgcted (category 55) behavior; Style C to daydreaming brbres—
ponding to internal stimuli (category 12); and Style D to visual

wandering (category 11) rather than to inappropriaté close attentive
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behavior (category 6b). The same observations with respect to the
absence of extremely deviant behaviors, khe prevalence of overall
on-task behaviors, and skgwness in distribution of behaviors can
be made about this class as were made for the classes mentioned
previously. vThe incidenceée of total off-task behavior (Styles A to
D) is higher for this class than for previous classes, ranging

from about 277 in TD settings to 327 in NTD settings.

Class 1-6

The data for thié class, presented in Table 4.9, are re-
stricted to relationships concerning behaviors in TD settings only,
because the teacher rarely used non-teacher directed strategies of
instruction. There is a significant positive relationship between
-SES énd‘social, productive (Style F) behaviors, and a significant
negative relationship between IQ and non-conforming (Style B) be-
haviors. No other significant r;iationships exist between be-
havioral Styles and either SES or IQ.H

With respect to attitudes measured byvthe MCI, those stu-
dents who perceive a high degree of friction in the class eihibit
few Style B behaviors ana greagér overall coping ability. Thosé
-who feel that schqolwork is considered by the class to be diffi-
wéult display adult-oriented (Style E) behaviors. Students who
perceive the class to be a cohesive group are chafacterized by peer-
dependent (Style D) behaviors. Regarding attitudes measured by the
OSAT, students who are generally satisfied with school engage

in more Style E and St - F behaviors. And finélly, those
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who are most anxious in the classroom, as measured by the PCAS, ex-

IS

hibit more self-directed (Style G) behavior.

No significant relationships exlst between MAT Total Reéad-
ing scores and behavioral Styles. Students who have higher grades
in Language Arts and Behavior are characterized by social pro-
ductive (Style F) behaviors, and self-directed (StylevG) behaviors.
In addition, students with higher Language Arts grades are those
who exhibit adult-oriented (Style'E) behaviors and greater coping
competency. There are no significant relationships between be-
havioral Styles and percentage of either process or product questibn
opportunit?eé.

Table 4.10 reveals that the off-task behaviors of students
in this.class tend to be predominantly active in nature (&.e., Style
B) than Qas the cage for other classes discussed. Total off-task
behaviors (Styles A to D) account for approximately 27% of all be-
haviors, and in this respect this class is similar to class 2-3.
Observations with regard to infrequently occurring Styles and
categories, major categories in each Style, and skewness in dis-.

tribution of behaviors are similar to those reported for other

classes.

Class 2-6

The data for this class are presented in Table 4.11. There
‘are»no significant relationships between the SES of students and
their behavioral Styles. Students' IQ scores ere significantly
positively related to non—conforminé (Sfyle B) behaviors and self-

directed (Style G) behaviors in TD settings, and to overall -oping

P
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Table 410

Mean Percent of Occurrence and Variance tor Behavior Categories
Grouped by Behavioral Styles in Teacher Directed
Settings for Class -6

Behavior ,EQQ&QQ&Q,AL{ﬁ,(ﬂ,: 25) ALL}yﬂg(y}s (n = 29)
Style Category Mean Variance : Mean Variance
| - - J} S L
A 2 0.12 0.17 0.12 0.17
‘ 3b - . _ .
9hb 0.02 0.13 ! 0.02 0.01
4 0.16 0.11 0.15 0.09
B 5b 14.01 39. 31 13.34 34.17
7b 0.32 0.18 0.35 0.18
8b 2.39 10,50 2.42 10.53
e 12 3.58 5.57 3.54 5.37
’ 13 e ‘ — R . —_
D 6b 2.51 2.34 2.42 2.21
11 3.75 3.10 3.68 3.24
6a 24.50 47.46 26.45 47.91
E 7a 6.54 9.56 6.52 % 8.97
9a 0.18 0.17 0.20 0.18
. 3a 0.02 0,01 0.02 - 0.00
8a 0.14 0.07 0.15 ' 0.07
G S5a 1.02 1.50 I 1.02 1.45
H 10 40.73 81.19 41.60 82.97
‘ 99.99 100.00
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behavior in NTD settings.  Signiticant nepative relationships exist

between IQ scores and passive contforming (Style H) behaviors in both

TD and NTD settings, as well as with withdrawn (Style C) behaviors

-~

in NTD settings.
With respect to attitudéé measured by the MCI, students who

feel that schoolwork is difficult display more aggressive (Style A)
behaviors in TD settings, adult-dependent (Style E) behaviors in-NTD
settings,’and fewer self—directed.(Style G) behaviors in NTD set-
tings. Students wbo feel that the class is a cohesive group show
fewer peer-dependent off-task (Style D) behaviors and externally
motivated (Style H) behaviors, as well as more overall copiné
competency in NTD settings.

| Regarding the subscales of the OSAT, students who express
positive attitudes aboﬁt interpersonal relations exhibit more
aggressive (Style A) behaviors in TD settings, and fewer Style D
and Styie H behaviors in NTD settingé. Students who indicate more
general positive attiﬁudes toward §chool éngage in fewer non-
conforming (Style B) behéviors and more adult-dependent (Style E)
and overgll coping competency in TD settings, as well as display
more Style H behaviors in NTD settings.

" Scores on the PCAS feveal that the less anxious student

engages in more self-directed (Style G) behaviors and less ex-
er&ally motivated (Style H) behaviors in NTD settings. And finélly,

students with positive academic self—images display more Style G be- -

ﬁhaviors in TD settings and higher overall coping competency.



" —

With respect to achievement; etudents who attain higher
MAT Total Reading scores exhibit more non-conforming (Style B)
behaviors in TD settings but fewer peer-dependent, off-task (Styie
D) behaviors in NTD settings. Studepts with higher Language Arts
gradesg also display more Style B and Style D behaviors in TD set-
tings, but in addition are more self-directed (Style G) in TD set-
tings and less peer~dependent, off—caek (Style D) in NTD éettings.

When Social Studies classes were held, the teacher had stu-
dents working in palrs on reports or io;ics that they had chosen.
Consequently, behavioral data wiéh respect to this academic subject
were obtained in NTD settings only. Students with high scores
the Social Studies subtest of the SAT and high Social Studies grades
exhibit few withdrawn (Style C) behavidrs and greater overall coping

a

competency.

109

Students with high Behavior grades displaved more self-directed

(Style G) behavior and less externally motivated (Style H) behavior in

TD settings, and less withdrawn (Style C) behaviors, but less Style H

behaviors, and greater overall coping competency in NTD settings.

with\regard to question opportunities, fewer process questions

'~e directed to students exhibiting externally motivated (Style H)
vehaviors in TD s?ttings )Ne~other significant relationships exist
between behavioral\Styles and question opportunities.

. q -
Table 4.12 shows that active off-task behaviors (Style B)

occur slightly more often than'passiye off-task behaviors (Styles C

apd D) in TD settings only (7% vs. 4%). Total off-task behavior ié

,relitively low in tﬁis class, accounting for approximately 11% to
P .
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15% of all behaviors exhibited. Otherwise the class behavior pro-
fil¢ s similar to those profiles previously described for classes
2-1, 1-3, and 2-3.

Summary and Discussion

The results of analysis in this section show that the re-
lationships bétween studeﬁts' classroom behaviors and the selected
context, product and teacher process (questioning) variables are
*compiex.._To illustrate, there is not a single instance where
either a particular behavioral Style or the ngrall Cases Co-
efficient significantly relates to one of the specific variables
.’examiﬂed for all classes. The same 1is trde even when the Styles
are‘grouped into off—gask behav%ors (Styles A to D) and on—taék
behaviors (Styles E to H). There are only three occasions where
a specific Style is rélated to a particular variable within a
grade level. All three of these relationships are positive‘and
involve self—diregted (Style G) behaviorﬁ with achievement variables
--specifically, Language Arts and Behavior grades are positively
related to Styie behaviors for grade six students in TD settings,.

and Metropolitan Achievement Tests Total Reéding scores are pos-

itivély relatéd to Style.C behaviors for grade one students in NTD
settings. It is only fof Language Arts grades that relationships‘
with a particular Style or the OCC can.be found for as many as three °
of the six classes of students. In TD settings only; Language Afts

grades are positively related to Style G behaviors for class 1-1

and for both of the graégxsix ciaéses, and to the OCC for one class

- 4
NS



112

at each of the three grade levels examinea. _Finally, there are
several instances where the direction of the relationship between
a Style and one of the other variables is‘reversed for two c}asses.
For example, the relationship of MAT Total Reading scores and
Languagé Arts grades to non~conformiﬁg (Style B) behaviors in TD\
settings 1is negati?e for class 1-3 but posf?ive for class 2-6.
Similarly, the relationship between SES and Style G behaviors in
TD settings is positivé for class 1—6 but negafive for class 2-1.
In NTD settings the relationship between the OSAf iﬁterpersonal
relations scores and aggressive (Sﬁyle A) behaviors is positive
for class 1-1 but negative for class 2-3, while there is a positive
relationship between MAT Total Reading scores and Style B behaviors
for class 2-3 but a negative relationship for class 1-1. ‘
It is obvious that simﬁie generalizations about particular
student behaviors in felation'to the context, product, or teacher
process variables examined in this study cannot be made for all
_ students, nor can many simple statements about such relatidnships
‘Be made within a g: ':-n gradé level or instructional setting (i.g.,
TD‘or NTD). There are, however, some consistent patterns which do
emerge from the’significant relationshiés found witﬁ specific be-
havioral Styles as well as with the OCC. Prbduct variables are
generally positively related to self-directed (Style G) béhaviors
andioverall coping behaviors (OCC), and negatively relatgd to ﬁon-
conforming (Style B) behaviors and withdrawn (Style C) behaviors,
in both>TD énd NTD séttings. In addition, pfoduét vdriables are

positively related to adult-dependent (Style E) behaviors exhibited

-



in TD settings only. All of these relationships are in the expected
direction with respect to the literature reviewed in Chapte} 2.

Self-directed (Style G) behaviors are predominant in NTD
settings but, as might Be expected, rarely occur in TD settings.
Wheré they do occur in TD settings, such as yorking on an assign-
ment while the teacher is giving a lesson or reading a story to the
élass, they are considered by the teacher to bé appropriate for fhat
situation. The consiste@t p;sitive relationships that gxist.between
‘product.variables and Style G behaviors iﬁ TD settings support the
argument presented in Chapter 2 that infrequent but significant be-
haviors should. be considered separately in aﬁalyses;bratherlthan
combined with similar, more frequently occurring behaviors. An
important difference is that Style G behaviors are considered to be
productive, while the argument presented in Chapter 2 was based on
deviant behaviors (Forness, 1973).

It is worth.noting that’the achievement product variables
accoﬁnt for 36% ofbthe 147 significant behavior relétionships‘found,
yet coﬁprisé only 177% of the total number of independent vgri;bles
~examined, in.the anélyses conducted for ‘this éection of the study.
Conversely, teacher process (questioning) variables represent only
»42 of the significant relationships discovered, while they con-

. A
tribute 127 to the pool of independent variables. Context'variablés
accoung for 117 of the significant-relationships and 127% of the in-
dependent variables used, while the qorfesponding'figures for

attitude variables are 497 and 59%, respectively. . Thus it seems

that achievement will more often predict students' classrdom

113



behaviors than will knowledge of their SES, IR, or attitudes té—
ward school.

Research question 1(a) addresses itself.to the relationship
between SES and behaviors. 1If; as the literature suggests, lower
SES students exhibit more off-task behaviors than do higher SES
students, then half of the six significant correlations found with
this variable are in the opposite direction to that expected. These
unexpected relationships all occur for students in class 2-1. For
this class, SES generally has a negative (ns) relagionship to atti-
tude variabies and teacher grades (seé Table F 11, Appendix F).
Two classes, 1-3 and 1-6, account for the remaining SES-behavior
relationships. An examination of the correlation matrices for those
claéses (Tables F III and F V , respectively) reveals that SES is
generally negativgly related to.attitudes bﬁf positivelywrelatea to
teacher grades for class 1-3, whereas the direction of these relation-
ships is reversed for class 1-6. All of these relationships are non-
significant. éelaﬁionships between SES and-Id for all three classes
are nonsignificant and generally.positive.i These.findings taken to-
gether provide a'tentafive explanation for the unexpected direction
of relationships found between SES and student behaviors in class 2-1.
While it is possible that the differences found between class 2-1 and
fhe other two classes are due to grade level differences, g>more
plausible explanation is that low SES students who are either happy
with school or who experience success in their academic work will
génerally display qn—tasklbehaviéré. However, low SES‘students wﬁo

_are less happy with school and who do not do well”atademica{}y are

[N
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' apt to display more off-task behaviors in class.

Research question 1(b) is:cpncerned with relatious: ips be-
tween I1Q and behaviors. The results pertaining to this question
are similar in some respects to those that were discussed for SES;
If, as the literature suggests, students of below average intelli-
geﬁce exhibit more off-task behaviors than do the more intelligent
students, then four of the ten significant éorgélations found are
in the oppdgite direction to that expected. Unlike ghe situation
for SES, the ;nexpécted %elationships do not all occur within one
class. The unexpected bositive relationship between IQ and non-
conforming (Stylé B) behaviors in NTD settings for class 2-1 can
bé explalined by referring to the correlation matrix for this class
(Table F II). Thé relationship between IQ and attitudes is gen-
erally negative in u.nhis class, signifiéantly so for the general
school faétor and studentfiﬁstrqction interaction subscales of the
OSAT (r's of -.459 agd ~. 464, respe;tively; p < .05), while the
relationship betweeﬁ IQ and teacher grades 1s nonsignificant.

‘Taken tdgether, these results suggest that the briéhter students
display nonconfdrmihg behavior in TD.settings because the level of
instruction is directed more toward the 1ess_cépable students, and

that such behaviors negatively influence the teacher's assessment

of the bright students' achievement.

Four of the significant correlations between IQ and behaviors

are found in class 2-6. Two of these are in the expected direction,

that is, positive relationships with self?directed (Style- G) be-

haviors in TD settings and with the 0CC in NTD settings. However,
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IQ is negatively related to exgernally motivated (Style H)vbehav-
iors‘in‘both TD and NTD settings. The correlation matrix (Table

F VI) for thié class shows a significant negative relationship be- -
tween IQ and the WSAT general school:factor (r = -.404, p < .05)

and negatiVe (ns) relationships between IQ and attitudes téward
school work, instruction, and the teaéher. The relationships are
positive for attitudes with respect to academic self-image (r =
.562, P < .01) and generally poSitive regarding attitudes toward
the class. <It seems that the brighter students behave well when
allowed to work on their own, but do not respond well when the tea-
‘cher is instructing. This lends support to the belief that ~
students work best wﬁen teacher directed, while other studen
function best when given the opportunity to be sglf—directed.

It is'apﬁarent that the assumption of a direct relation-
ship bééﬁeen studegt's IQ and claséroom behaviors is an éver—
Simplificaﬁion. Since IQ and acﬁievement are signific;ntly
positively cofreiated in all clésses f&f.whicb IQ aﬁd behaviors
weré/;elated, there is some evidence that the IQ—behavior relation-
ship isﬁinfluenced by étudent attitudes toward school.

Research question 1(c) concerns the relatiogship between -
attitudes and behaviors. It may be inferred from the préceding
discussion.that an assumption about a direct rglationship between
attitudes’aﬁd behaviofs is téo simplistic. Thisrinfefence is
supported by the fact that 31% of the 72 significant‘felationships

found between attitudes and}behaviors are in the opposite direction

‘to that expected under the assumption of a direct relationship.



Some intereéting patterns iﬁ the relationships are evident when atti-
tudes are subdivided into broad categories, such as those concerned
with students' feelings toward one another compared with those con-
cerned with &chool and instruction. For purposes of discussion, the

former will be referred to as social interaction and will include

_the interpersonal relations subscale of the School Attitudé Test plus
. 1

the satisfaction,:friction, competitiveness, and cohesiveness subfr

scales of the MCI. The remaining subscales in both of these instru-

ments, plus the two subscales of the PCAS, will be grouped together‘

and referred to as schobl agtitudes.

When attitudes about social interaction are considered in
relation.to off-task behaviors there are about as many significant
indirect relationships.as there are direct relationships. That is,
_of the 13 significant co;relations found between these attitudes
and off-task behaviors, 7 neflecﬁ positivé attitudes, and 6 reflect
negative attitudes. Howevei, 10 of the 14 relationships between
.social interaction attitudes and on-task behaviors (including the
0CC) reflect negative attitudes while only 4 reflect positive atti-
tudes. This suggests that most elementary students who exhibit
on-task behaviors arevless peéfioriented and berhaps more teacher-
oriented and/or achievement-motivated, as indicated by the large
proportion of negative attitude-positive behavior.relationships
that were found.

When relationships between school attitudes and off-task

behaviors are examined it is found that all of the 19 significant

correlations reflect negative attitudes. It seems that those
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students who dislike the instructional and institutional aspects of
school manifest £heir dissatisfaction by misbehaving in class. Sim-
ilarly, 20°(77%) of the 26 significant correlations between school
attitudes and on—ﬁask behaviors (including the OCC) reflect positive
attitudes. Three of the negative relationships occur with the diffi-
culty subscale of the MCI, indicating that some-stuaents who find
scﬁool wofk difficult respond appropriately to the challenge. Taken
together, these results seem to support thé existence of a direct
relationship between school attitudes and classroom behavior. Fur-
ther, it appears that students' aptitudes toward school, instruction,
and teachers are more predictive of classroom behaviors than are atti-
tﬁdes dealing with the studeﬁts' social interaction.

- The relationship between student achievement and classroom
behaviors is the focus of research question 1(d). It -is here that
the greatest stabilify in relatibnshipsvbegweeh independent variables
aﬁd classroom behaviors is found. A descriptjon of the conéisﬁent‘
relationships found between achievement variables and both the OCC

~ .
and'barticular behavior Styles was presented earlier iﬁ this section.
Similar results are evident wheg‘on—task and off-task groups of be-
hayior Styles are examined. To illustrate, 1f it is assumed that
there is a direct relationship between achievement and classroom be-
havior, then 12 of the 16 relatidnships found for off-task behaviors
ére in the expeéted direction. Three of the four "unexpected"
relationships are found in class 2-6. This class comprised the 20‘
highest achievers and the 6 lowest achievers in the school's pop-

ulation of grade six students as identified by the September MAT
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results. While the . her considered most of these students as
very bright and the class to bé'coheéive, it was identified by their
teachers as the most difficult class in the schooi to handle. This
is also the class identified earlier in the discussion as one having
positive social.attitudes, negative school attitudes, and more on-
task beha;iors in NTD settings. Taken ﬁogether‘the results suggest
that tﬁese students achieved well in school but were characterized

by off~task behaviors related to teacher directed instructional
: Y

settings.

Similar stability of achievement-behavior relationships is
found with on-task behaviors, where 18 of the 21.signi£icant cor-
relations found are in the expected direction. Again; one of these .
exceptions occurred in class 2-6. The other exception occurred in
class 1-1 where exﬁernélly motivated (Style H) éshaviors are neg-
atively related to achievement. A possible explanation for this
finding was given earlier in terms of qualitative differences in
attenﬁive behavior gor this class.

Oné final observation to be made is that fhere is some
evidence to support the .claim that teachers are influenced by stu-
dents' general.classroom behavior when grading students' achieve-
ment. There are 21 significant correlations between behavior Styles
and grades given for Language Arts and Social Studieé, but oniy'lé
for achievement measures obfaiqed w&th standardized tesEs fi.e:, the
MAT and SAT). If it is assuméq‘ﬁhat off-task behaviors (Styles A to

D) will correlate negatively with achievément, and on-task behaviors

(Styles E to H plus the OCC) will correlate positively with achievement,
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then three "unexpected" correlations occur for both grades and stand-
ard scores, and in both cases two of the three unexpected correlations
occur with of f-task Styles. 1In both cases, eight significant cor-
relations occur wi;h off-task Styles. 1If the direction of all (98)
behavior—acﬁievement corrolatigns for each type of achievement score
is examined, 73 are in the expected direction for teacher grades while
only 64 are in the expected direction for standard scores. It should
be noted, howevef, that the teacher grades used in these analyses are
- a combination of grades givén for both achievement and effort, rather
than .just for achieQement alone.

Research question 1l(e) concerns the relationship between stu-
dents' observed classroom behaviors and tedcher grades given for their
working skills and participation in class. It -is here that the great-
est stability of relationships with behaviors occurs. Of the 81 cor-
relations reported for Styles and Behévior grades, more than 257% (i.e.,
22) are significant and all but 4 are in the expected'direction.

Three of the four exceptions occur in NTD settings with behavior Styles
which are typically considered more appropriate for TD settings (i.e.,
Sfyles E and H).

In examining the '"unexpected' direction éf all of the behavior
Style-achievement correlations it is found that most of the exceptilons
occur with o?—taék Styles'(E to H). For example, approximately 70% of
the ”unexpecéed" direction of correlations’with teacﬁéf_gradés»fﬁf»
achievement and behévidi occur with StyléﬁnE to H (21 ofs3i for achieve-
ment grades énd 13 of 18 for Behavior grades), while only slightly more

than half (22 of 405 occur with these Styles and standard test scores.



In TH settings, where 23 of these on-task Style exceptions occur,

Style F (social, productive) behaviors account for 12 of the ex-
ceptions and Style I (passive on-task) behaviors account tor another
9 exceptions. In NTD settings, where 33 such exceptions occur, Style

F (udult—orientcd, %ttentive) behaviors account for 10 of the ex-
ceptions and Style behaviors account tor 12 of the exceptions. It
aépears, then, that simply valuing on-task behavid;:/us appropriate
or desirable, as has been the case in many research studies, is too
simplistic an approach. These results suggest that on-task behaviors
must be more carefully viewed in light of the type of instructional
setting iﬁ which they occur.. This suggestion is supported by the
findings cited in this discussion for both teacher grades and stand-

i

ard test scores.

Research question 2 concerns the.relationship between teacher
afforded 6pportunities given to students t; answer questions in class
and student behaviors. Few significant relationships were found and
there is nothing in their pattern to suggest that the teacher res-
ponds to students differentially on the basis of their clas;room be-
havior. It appears that teachers do not use questions about the sub-
ject matter as a device to control off—task behavior. 1If, as the
studies reviewed in Chapter 2 suggest, teachers interact more fre-

quently with misbehaving students, the nature of the interaction is

probably managerial.



DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MALES AND FEMALES IN CLASSRC ¢ BEHAVIOR

Analysis of variance for differences between independent
samples was conductgd using the ANOV1O computer program. This pro-
gram provided the Welch approximation of t-ratios for those vari-
ables of unequal variance. 11l probabilities reported in the tables
which follow are for two-tailed tests of significance, and all diff-
erences whose probability of occurrence by chance is < .05 were con-
sidered to be statistically significant. The context variables IQ
and SES were included in the analyses and no significant differences
between males and femglés were found with respect to either of these
variables. The means for behavioral Style visibility cdefficients
are presente&&in the tables which follow. A coefficient 2 1.00 or
more is considered to indicate a dominant Style. Results are pre-

sented by class, with the corresponding table numbers iﬁ&paren

theses.

Class 1-1 (Table 4.13)

No-significant differences exist between'boys and girls with
respect to éheir classroom behaviors in éithér TD or NTD settings.
There are no consistent differences with felationship to the fre-
i#duency of on-task or off-task behaviors, nor in the vériances thch

L SN
'are-é;gnificantly different for particular Styles, which would pro-
, ; ,

vide circumstadfial evidence for sex-linked élassroom or
L3
patterns. Visible Styles for both boys and girls are E and in

TD settings and G in NTD settings.



Table 4.13

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Mean Differer es of
Behavior Styles in.Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher Directed

Settings for Males and Females in Class 1-1

—
Males Females
Setting  Stvle X SD X SD
TD (n = 11) (n = 12)
CA 0.18  0.33 0.04  0.07 1.46 (p=.17)%
0.26  0.17 0.24  0.15 0.36 (p=.72)
C 0.20 0.30 0.29 0.26 -0.82 (p=.42)
D 0.36  0.32 0.23  0.12 1.29 (p=.22)2
™ E | 1.75  0.72 1.79  0.82  -0.11 (p=.91)
F | 0.02  0.03 0.04  0.03  -1.26 (p=.22)
G 0.06  0.07 0.02  0.03 0.62 (p=.54)"
Bl 1.59  0.46 1.71  0.48 ~ -0.59 (p=.56)
occ 5.37  ° 0.40 5.49  0.45  -0.71 (p=.48)
| .
NTD | (o = 14) (n = 13) . 4
A ; 0.13 0,20 0.12  0.14 0.16 (p=.88)
; B ! 0.20 //gt13 0.13 0.13 1.14 (p=.28)
c | 0.28  0.29 0.21  0.18 0.75 (p=.46)
——25 D .l 0.58 0.29 0.51  0.29 0.59 (p=.56)
- 7 E 0 0.260 0.13 0.27  0.14  -0.22 (p=.82)
F 0.18  0.10 0.23  0.10 -1.17 (p=.25)
G | 1.92 - 0.30 1.97  0.29  -0.41 (p=.69)
H ] 0.17 0.11 0.18 0.14 -0.23 (p=.82)
occ | é.sq 0.58 6.98  0.40  -0.92 (p=.36)

a t values and probabilities are adjusted for unequal variance.



Class 2-1 (Table 4.14)

Girls exhibit ﬁorp withdrawn (Style C) behaviors }n TD set-~
tings than do boys but the reverse situation is true in NTD sét—
tings. The mean Style C coefficient approaches vis;bility (0.98)
for boys in TD ée;tings. Girls display fewer non-conforming (Style
B) behaviors and greater overall coping competency than douboys in
NTD settings. These results suggest that NTD settings may be more
appropriate than TD settings for girls in this class for on-task
classroom'behaviﬁr. This observation is tentatively supported by

the fact that girls exhibit more (ns, p = .07) self-directed (Style

G) behaviors than do boys in NTD settings,  and such behaViors were

found to be significantly related to achievement for this class in

the prévious analysis. As with class 1-1, visible Styles for both

boys and girls are E and H in TD setti:,. and G in NTD settings.

Class 1-3 (Table 4.15)

Significant behavioral differences bétween'boys and‘girls
occur in TD settings only. Boys exhibit more non—confdrﬁiné, péer—
oriented (Style B) behaviors than do girls.‘ Bbys.aftain a visible
coefficient (1.00) for Style C (withdfawn) behaviors although the
mean difference between boys and girléfis nonsignificant (p = .08).

Unlike the situation for the two grade one classes, Style E is not

visibLe in TD settings for boys or girls, although it approathes diag-
nostic significance -for girls (0.99). Style H is visible in TD set-

. - EY .
tings for both boys and girls, as is Style G in NTD settings. Girls
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Table 4.14

Means, Standard .Deviations, and Probabilities of Mean Differences of
Behavior Styles 1n Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher Directed.

Settings for Males and Females in Class 2-1

Males Females
Setting Style X SD X , SD
D (n = 11) (n = 10)
A 0.07  0.1L° 0.07  0.14 0.02.(p=.98)
B 0.35  0.19 0.37  0.19  -0.19 (p=.85)
c 0.42  0.38 0.76  0.36  -2.09 (p=.05)
D 0.50  0.35  0.42  0.25 0.58 (p=.57)
E 1.53  0.63 1.99  0.53  -1.80 (p=.09)
F 0.09  0.09 0.08  0.07 0.47 (p=.65)
G 0.03  0.03 0.03  0.04  -0.12 (p=.90)
H 1.50  0.45 1.19  0.36 1.74 (p=.10)
0ce 5.17  0.50 5.31 0.36  -0.75 (p=.46)
NTD (n = 13) (n = 15)
A | 0.06 0.09  0.02 0.06  1.38 (p=.18)
B 0.23  0.17 . 0.12 . 0.08 2.22 (p=.04)2
C 0.98  1.07 0.12 -0.14 2.86 (p=.01)°
D 0.62  0.45 0.38 . 0.2 1.82 (p=.08)
E | 021 0.2 0.20  0.18 0.20 (p=.84)
F 0.10  0.11 0.12  0.12 _ -0.40° (p=.69)
G 1.19  0.50 2.19  0.36  -1.90 (p=.07)
H 0.15  0.14 0.19  0.22  -0.62 (p=.54)
occ 6.48  0.98 7.18  0.47  -2.38 (p=.03)2

a t values and probabilities are adjusted for unequal variance.



Table 4.15

"Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Mean Differences of
Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher Directed
Settings for Males and Females in Class 1-3

-

Males ' Females
Setting Style j X sp X SD t
TD (n = 13) =13
A 0.13  0.20 0.09 ., 0.20  0.43 (p=.67)
B '0.27  0.17 0.12  0.09 2.83 (p=.01)"
C 1.00  0.87 0.49 = 0.45 1.88 (p=.08)%
D 0.48  0.25 0.44  0.30 0.32 (p=.75)
E 0.77  0.41 0.99  0.446  -1.28 (p=.21)
: F 0.0L  0.02 0.00 - 0.01 0.60 (p=.56)
G 0.05  0.05 0.07  0.08  -0.95 (p=.35)
H 2.03  0.27 2.10  0.16  -0.80 (p=.43)
occ - 474 0.45 5.06  0.41  -1.82 (p=.08)
NTD - | (a=11) (n = 10) : o \
# A 0.20  0.30 0.22  0.23  -0.24 (p=.81)
B 0.15 - 0.14  0.12  0.09  0.65 (p=.52)
C 0.23  0.30 0.19  0.23 - 0.33 (p=.74)
D 0.33  0.30 0.39. 0.32  -0.45 (p=.66)"
E 0.28 - 0.22 0.26  0.08 0.33 (p=.75)2
F 0.88  0.37 1.06  0.28  -1.26 (p=.22)
G 1.73  0.30 1.66  0.24 . 0.58 (p=.57) e
H 0.13 0.12  0.10 0.07  0.76 (p=.46)
occ 7.47  -0.48  7.56  0.57  -0.37 (p=.72)

a_g values and probabilities are adjusted for unequal variance.

e . o



are also characterized by social, productive (Style F) behaviors in
NTD settings, although the mean difference between boys ana'girls
with respect to these behaviors is non—significant., Students appear
to work together in NTD settings more often than was the case for

grade one classes.

Class 2-3 (Table 4.16)

Boys engage in more nonconforming (Style B) behaviprs in
both TD and NTD settings than do girls. Boys also display less over-
all coping competency than do girls in TD settings.. Although other
differeﬁcés are non-significant it can be seen that the means are
‘higher for boys on all remaining off-task Styles and lowe; on all oun-

task Styles than they are for girls_in>TD settings only. Style H is

visible for both boys and girls in TD settings but, as with class 1-3,

Style E is not visiBle. In NTD settings the dominant Style is G for

both sexes.

Class 1-6 (Table 4.17)

Data for this class are available for TD settings only. The
only significant difference between the behaviors of boys and girls
occurs with Style C, where gfirls wre more withdrawn than are boys.

/

Visible Styles for both _boys and girls are E and H.

Class 2-6 (Table 4.18)

-

. Girls exhibit more peer-oriented, non-conforming (Style D)
behaviors in TD settings thaﬁ do boys, while boys exhibit more self=

directed (Style G)Tbehaviors than do girls in TD settings. There
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Table 4.16

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities o¥ Mean Differences of
Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher Directed
Settings for Males and Females in Class 2-3

.Males Females
Setting _ Style X SD X SD
TD (n = 10) (n = 18)
A 0.13  0.18 0.03  .0.07 1.66 (p=.13)%
B 0.73  0.14 0.50  0.26  3.10 (p=.00)>
c 0.51  0.46 ©  0.44  0.41 0.41 (p=.68)
D 0.59  0.26 0.52  0.25 0.72 (p=.48)
E 0.57  0.27  0.63  0.32  -0.49 (p=.62)
F 0.00  0.01 0.02  0.02 -1.53 (p=.14)°
G 0.06  0.05 0.09  0.10. ‘-1.10 (p=.28)%
H 1.76  0.17 1.95  0.28  -1.93 (p=.06)
occ 4.48 . 0.21 4.72  0.38  -2.22 (p=.03)%
. NTD (n = 11) (n = 19)
A - 0.12  0.17 0.13  0.18 ~0.21 (p=.83)
B 0.75  0.28°  0.53 . 0.23  2.31 (p=.03)
c 0.64  0.53 0.37  0.30 1.55 (p=.14)°
D 0.60  0.27 0.72  0.41  -0.85 (p=.40)
E 0.27  0.24 0.18 . 0.14 1.23 (p=.24)%
F 0.32  0.34 0.39°° 0.29  -0.58 (p=.57)
G 1.41  0.31 1.57  0.28  -1.49 (p=.15)
H 0.15 0.11 . 0.12° 0.10 0.59 (p=.56)
occ 6.04 o.sé. 6.34  0.62  -1.15 (p=.26)
a prdbabilities are”adjustedrforvunequal

t values and

variance.
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Table 4.17

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilitieé of Mcan Differences of
Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed Settings for Males and Females
' in Class 1-6:

) Males (n=12) Females b(§_=lb3)
Setting Style X SD X s . -t

D A 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.14 -0.70 (p=.49)°
B 0.63 0.28 0.66  0.31  -0.27 (p=.79)
0.49 0.28 . 0.91 0.53 ~2.50 (p=.02)°
D 0.27 0.08 0.34 0.16 “1.42 (p=.17)°
e 1.59»L/o,3o | 1.53  0.47 0.42 (p=.68)

F 0.00 0.01 0.01 '0.01 1,34 (p=.19)

G 0.02  0.02 0.04  0.04 -1.16 (p=.26)

H 1.45  0.33 °  1.32 0.28 1.0§ (p=.32)

‘occ | 5.09 0.22 4.94  0.47 1.02 (p=.32)

—T

a t values “and probabilities are adjusted for unequal ‘variam.’ér.w
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Table 4.18 .

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Mean Differences éf
"Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher Directed
Settings for Males and Females in Class 2-6

Males Females
‘Setting Style - X SD X SD t
D . - (n = 15) (n = 5)
A 0.02  0.06 0.06  0.08  -0.37 (p=.72) |
B 0.35  0.32 . 0.14  0.13 1.40 (p=.18)
c 0.24  0.35  0.43  0.38  -1.01 (p=.33) }
D 0.12  0.06  0.24  0.15  -2.58 (p=.02) ,
E 1.76  0.48 2.16 . 0.57 ~1.54 (p=.14)
F 0.02  0.04 0.01  0.02 0.75 (p=.46)
G 0.18  0.15  0.07  0.04 2.32 (p=.03)3
H 1.52  0.40 ©  1.44  0.27 0.41 (p=.69)
occ 5.6 0.31  5.65  0.37  -0.22 (p=.83)
'NTD - (n = 18) (n=6)

A 0.04 — — — —
B 0.27 ~ 0.18 0.18  0.13 1.20 (p=.24)
c 0.20 = 0.16 0.19  0.24 0.07 (p=.94)
D 0.26 . 0.14 0.3  0.30 . -0.88 (p=.39)
E 0.32 © 0.15  0.26  0.13 - 0.81 (p=.42)
F 0.42  0.37 0.46  0.60 -0.19 (p=:85)
G . 1.94  0.27 1.87  0.34 0.54 (p=.59)
B 0.13  0.14 0.26 .14 ~1.94 (p=.06)

" occ 7.26  0.48 7.20  0.64 ° 0.24 (p=.81)

a_g valdes and probabilities are adjusted for unequal variance.



are no significant differences in NTD settings, although girls dis-
play more other-directed (Stylé H) behaviors than do boys (p = .06).
The visible Styles for both boys and gilrls are E. and H in TD set-

tings, and G in NTD settings.
Summary and Discussion

It is obvious that there are no éonsistent differences fo;
all classes betweén behaviors of boys and girls with respect to any
one Style or to the OCC, even if the class for whom no significant
differences are found is e#cludéd from consideration. The most con-
sistentvfinding is that in three of the classes‘boys display more
peer-oriented, non—conforming (Styie B) behaviors than do girls.
However, the mean coefficienﬁﬁfof Style B does not attain visibility
(i.e.,a qoefficient of }.00) %or boys in any class. Where girls ex-
hibit more off-task béhav%pr; than do boys‘(classes 2-1, 1-6, aﬁd
2-6), the nature of the Qéhavior is passive (Styles C and D) rather

[y -

than active (Styles A and?B).' None of the behavioral differences

found between bdys and gi%ls is specific to‘%rade level or setting.
'The results lend sdme support to the studies reviewed in
: /
Chapter 2 which found that when behavioral differences between boys

and girls do occur, boyé tend to display more active types of off-

task behaviors than;do girls. However, there is no evidence in the

results of this study which supports the finding in other investi-
gations that girls are more attentive to ins¥ruction than are boys.
There is substantial stability in the visibility of some

Styles across all classes for both sexes. For example, Style H
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(other—directed, task oriented) behavior is characteristic of TD .
settings, whilecStyle G (inner—directed; task oriented) behavior is
dominant in NTD settings. In addition, Style E (adult-dependent,
compliant, attentive) beha&ior is visible in grade one and grade

six classes, and épproaches visibility for both boys and girls in
class 1-3 (coefficie&ts of .77 and .99, respectively). Among off-
task behaviors, only Style C reaches or approaches visibility. Taken
. together these results support those of other studies which show that
most classroom behavior of students is on-task, and thag when off-
task behaviors dé occur they are more passive Fhan active invnature.
However, t;e small standard déViations for the predominant Styles |
found in this study suggest that when students aée observed late in
.the school year, as is the case here, their behaviors appear 'to mo%g
closely approximate behavioral norms fostered by the process of
schooling. If this is so, then the number of significant differences
and correlations found in this study may be smaller than those re-

ported in other studies which observed students at earlier times in

" the school year.

-

BEHAVIORAL DIFFERENCES AMONG HIGH-, MIDDLE-, AND LOW-SCORING
STUDENTS ON ATTITUDE AND ACHIEVEMENT MEASURES
The analyses in this section were conducted to determine if
other than straight-line relationships exist between/élassroom be-
haviors and selected product variables (see résea;ch question 4).

One-way analysis of variance for fixed effects and unequal group

sizes was conducted using the ANOV15 program. This program provided
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progabiLities for differences between group meaﬁs using the Séheffé
ATégt. An a =.05 was chosen as the significance level for interpreting
statistical.diffe?ences reported in the following.re5u1§s.

It was assumed that the standards used b; teachers in grading
the achievement of students would vary from teacher to teacher; con-
sequently, resglts are presented sepgrately for each class when grjades
are used as the independent.variable. For standard measures such as
‘the MéT Total Reading Test and the attitude scaies, students were
groupea across all classes according to scores obtained. However,
class 1-6 was excluded from consideration for NTD settings because

»

of insufficient behavioral data.
The attitude variables chosen for investigation are the
. satisfaction subscale of the MCI and the student-instruction inter-

action subscale of the School Attitude Test. The former is con-

cerned with the student's attitudes toward his classmates while the
. ! ) o \ .
latter assesses the student's atti.uades toward instruction and tea-

. chers. These two attitude variables are non-significantly related

in all’ classes.

Behavioral Differences: Language Arts Grades

Class 1-1. Table 4.19 shows that there are significantddiff?
erences among groups of achievers with respect to Styleé E, F, and G,
and the Overall Cases Coéfficient (0CC) in TD settings, and Style G
and the OCC in NTD settdings. It ﬁas been shéwn previougly that éllh
of these behaviors except Style F were significantly related to
achievement. An examination of the probébilities (not shown).for

significaht differences between groups with respect to these



Mceans,

Table 4.19

Standard Deviations, and Probabllitics of Overall Mean Diffl-

crences In Behavior
Directed Settings for Class 1-1 Students Grouped by Language

Styles in Teacher Dirceted and Non-Teacher

Arts Grades

Achievement Groups

Set— High Middle Low
ting Style X SD X Sh X SD F ratio
D (n = 5) (n = 6) (=8
A 0.07 0.1 —  — 0.23 0.4 0.58 (p=.46)
B 0.20 0.14 0.42 0.2l 0.22 0.14 3.25 (p=.06)
c 0.7, 0.30 0.3 0.32 0.23 0.23  0.52 (p=-60)
D 0.26 0.1 0.24 0.07 0.25 0.12 0.05 (p=.95)
E 2.78 0.55 1.24 0.55 150 0.63 10.69 (p=.00)
F 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.02 0.03 0.04  4.43 (p=.03)
G 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.00 0.0l ~ 3.12 (p=.07)
H 1.02 0.32 1.83 0.36 1.89 0.48 7.83 (p=.00)
oce 5.90 0.31 5.21 0.33 5.32 0.24 9.08 (p=.00)
NTD (=6 @=8 =13 |
A 0.11 0.13 0.06 0.09 0.15 0.23 0.55 (p=.58)
B 0.14 0.05 0.13 0.14 0.23 0.17 1.53 (p=-24)
c 0.27 0.25 0.22 0.12 0.28 0.31 0.15 (p=.86)
D 0.44 0.26 0.46 0.21 0.70 0.31 2.94 (p=.07)
E 0.24 0.11 0.18 0.05 0.31 0.15 2.89 (p=.08)
F 0.20 0.11 0.17 0.10 0.16 0.10 0.44 (p=.65)
G 2.1 0.19 2.11 0.17 1.77~ 0.34 5.10 (p=.01)
H 0.10 0.08 0.18 0.07 0.23 0.17 1.75 (p=.20)
occ 7.12  0.36 7.08 0.29 6.54 0.56 5.09 (p=.01)
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achievement-related behaviors reveals that such differences occurred
only for the visible Styles and the OCC. These differences are in
the expected direction but the rela: ionship between the high, middlex
and low groups changes across instructional settings. To illustrate,
the middle and low achievers exhibit similar behaviors 1In settings
(Styles E and H, and the OCC), and significant differences then occur
between high achiéve;s apd each of the middle and low groups. High
achievers exhibitvmore adult-dependent (Style E) behaviors and over-
all coping competency than do low achievers and both of these types of
-behaviqrs were previously found to be positively related to achieve-
ment. The behavior-achievement relationship for both Style E and the
occ, the{efor;, is approximately J-shaped (i.e.,.” ). For other-

directed, task oriented (Style H) behaviors, which were previously

“found to be negatively related to achievement, the distribution

apprqximates an inverted L (i.e.{\\\).

Wifh respect ﬁo visible éelf—directed (Style G) behaviors and
overall coping behavibrs‘(OCC) iﬁ NTD settings, the high and middle.
achievérs are.similar. High and middle‘achiEVgrs éxhibit more Style
G and OCC behaviors than do low achievers in NTD settings. ' The dis-
tributién of these behavior—;chievement relationships approximates
an inverted J (i.e.,r” ). This suggests three things. First,'high
achievers are characterized by more on-task and fewer off-task be-
haviors than are low achievers. Second, the average achievers have
more difficulty coping with teacher-directed instruction siéce it is
here that their behaviors are more like those of low achievers.

Third, the behavior-achievement relationship with respect to dominant



Styles appears to be Curvilinea;, not simply linear.

Table 4.20 shows that high and low achieving students gen-
erally giffer with respect to negative and positive behaviors, al-
though Styies F and G are.pract}cally nonexistent in TD settings.
Also, all students exhibiting visible negative achievement-related
Styles A to D are low achievers (i.e., students 9, 11, and 17).
However, the distinction between high and low achieving students
cannot be simply made with respect to positive and negative be-
haviors. Forvexamplé, the behavior profile of student 7 in the low
group is similar to that of student 1 in the high group. Both are
females of average intelligence and SES background. The low achiever
shows slightly more én—task behaviors and slightly fewer off-task be-
haviors than does the high échiever. In this instance sex, IQ, and
SES aré better predictors of behaviors than is achievement. Other
comparisons made within achievement groups show the unimpqrtance of
ﬁdifferences in sex (e.g., students 1 and 3), SES (e.g{, students 3
and 5) or IQ (e.g., students 15 and 19) in predicting behaviors.

The point is that, while relationships found by using group sta-
tistical procedures can proQide generai,guidelines'for instruction,
the teacher who is concerned with meeting the individual needs of
students ‘should observe such guidelines with caution.

Class  2-1. Tabie 4.21 shows that the only difference among
achievement groups occurs with Style B in TD settings. No signifi-
cant relationshibs were found earlier between behaviors and achieve-
ment. An examination of differences between grouﬁs reveals that low

achievers'exhibit significantly more peer-oriented, nonconforming

G
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Table 4.21

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Diff-
erences in Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher
Directed Settings for Class 2-1 Students Grouped by Language
Arts Grades

. Achievement Groups
Set- High ’ Middle Low
ting - Style X SD X SD X SD F ratio
TD (n=17) (n=7) (n=7)
A 0.11  0.15 0.09 ~0.12 0.08 0.21 0.06 (p=.94)
B 0.43  0.17 0.17 0.16 0.46 0.24  4.84 (p=.02)
e 0.65 0.49 0.63. 0.46 0.66 0.58 0.0l (p=.99)
D 0.40  0.21 0.49 0.35 0.55 0.34  0.45 (p=.64)
E 1.83  0.79 1.50 0.62 1.61 0.52  0.46 (p=.64)
F 0.10 . 0.09 0.12 0.12 0.07 0.10 0.41 (p=.67)
G. 0.05 0.06 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.75 (p=.49)
H 1.24  0.52° 1.62 0.56 1.31 0.41 1.11 (p=.35)
occ - 5.30  0.38 5.24 -0.21° 5.05 0.61 0.64 (p=.54)
NTD !l @- @=17) @ =5) L
A 0.21  0.20 0.21 0.35 0.21 0.37 0.00 (p=1.00)
B 0.10  0.08 0.12 0.11 0.23 0.20 1.64 (p=.22)
C 0.07  0.10 0.13 0.16 0.38 0.42 2.58 (p=.11)
D 0.29  0.18 0.28 0.25 0.40 0.42 0.33 (p=.72)
E 0.25 0.08 0.31 0.28 0.22 0.16 0.35 (p=.71)
F 1.15  0.20. 0.78 0.44 1,08 0.33 2.21 (p=.14)
.G 1.72 . 0.28 1.86 0.25 1.51 0.37 2.09 (p=.16) N
H 0.08  0.05 0.09 0.11 0.15 0.15 0.71 (p=.50)
ocC :| 7.81 0.39 7.60 0.33 7.31 0.66 1.75 (p=.21)
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behaviors thaq‘do aVerage achievers (p = .04, two-tailed test). Al-
though high achievers also exhibit mére Style B behavior than middle
achieverg, the difference bet&een the two groups is non-significant
(E_=..O6, two-tailed test). The achievement-behavior relagionship
for Style B 1is appfoximatgly V-shaped.

As expected from the preceding discuésion, Table 4.22 re-
veals that there is little distinction between thg’behaviors of high
and low achievers. 1Ir TD settings sixaof the seven low achievers
show déminantsekternally motivated, task-oriented (Style H) behaviors,
as compared with four of the seven high achiévers. . Style H was found
earlier to be negativeiy correlated (ns) witih achievement. Style G
ié practically nonexistent for ail students, but the student ex-
hibiting most of this behavior is a low achiever (student lj);
Style.F behavior also rarely occurs. 1n NTD settings only one stu-
dent, a low achiever, is ;haracterized“by off-task, peer-dependent
(Style D) behaviors. It may be, as othef studies have found, thét J

, x -
achievement in Language Arts is related to sex differences at the
elementary school level. Oply one male appears in the high acﬁieving
group and only.gwo females are in ﬁhe low achieving group. If such
a sex-linked difference exists in this class, there is nothing in
these data which can provide an explanation for the nature of such
differences.

Class 1-3. The behavioral data for NTJ se*:inzs were ex—
cluded from this analysis since only 7 students .t .sfied the cri-
terion of 100 or more tallies for observation. Table 4.23 shows

_ that significant differences occur among achievement groups with
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Table 4.23

Means, andard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Diff-
erefices in Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed Settings for
Class 1-3 Students Grouped by Language Arts Grades

Achievement Groups
High (n=7) Middle (n=7) | Low (n=5)
Set- - _ L
ting Style X SD X SD X SD F ratio
D A 0.13 0.18 0.20 0.36 0.16 0.06 0.18 (p=.68)
B 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.06 0.36 0.23 7.52 (p=.00)
c 0.22 0.24 0.56 0.59 0.99 0.48 4.09 (p=.04)
D 0.31 0.19 0.54 0.36 0.58 0.29 1.64 (p=.22)
E 1.09 0.46 0.98. 0.49 0.91 0.46 0.23 (p=.80)
F 0.0 0.00 0.0l . 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.07 (p=.79)
G 0.07 0.06 . 0.06 0.11 0.00 0.01 1.06 (p=.37)
H 2.21  0.21 2.05 0.21 1.83 0.30 3.67 (p=.05)
occ 5.23  0.20 4.98 0.51  4.64 .0.40 3.29 (p=.06)
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respect to the OCC and to Styles B, C, and H. The OCC was found to
be positively related to achievement while Styles B and C were
negatively related to achievement. The relationship between Language
" Arts grades and‘Style H behavior. was non-significantly positive (r =
.382). Examination of group differences shows that the differences

for Styles C and H were in the expected direction for high and low
aéhieving groups.(2_= .02 in both.cases, one-tgiled test). Although
there were no significant differences involving the middle group with
reference to these two Styles, mean vaiues iié between those of the
~high and low achievers. This suggests tHat the behavior-achievement
relationship for'Styles_C_énd H.is simplyflinear. Both high and
middle achievers exhibit significantly fewer Style B behaviors than

do low achievers (p = .01 and p = .03, fespéctively; one-tailed tests).
This suggests thét the behavior-achievement relationship iékapproxi—
mately L-shaped (i.e.,\_) for Style B behaviors.

It can be seen from Table 4.24 that the predominaﬁt behav-
ioral‘chéraq;eristic of low achievers is their avoidance of taéks.
fhrée of the five low achievers show.visible Style C aaviors.  As
well, IQ differences also appear to be a sgrong contributing factor
to achievement differences. It was founh that high'achievers have a
significantly higher mean IQ when compared with low échieveré (=
.00). Again, Style F is essentially_non-existent and, although Style
G is also rare, it is exhibited by five of ﬁhe seven high achievers.

. Class 2-3. The behaviéral daté presented in Tables.4.25 and
4.26 are for NTD.settings only. There were insﬁfficient data on stu-

dents in TD settings for this analysis. Table.4.25 shows that
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Table 4.25

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Diff-
erences in Behavior Styles in Non-Teacher Directed Settings
for Class 2-3 Students Grouped by Language Arts Grades

Achievement Groups
Set- High (n=5) Middle (n=5) Low (n=3)
ting Style X SD X SD X SD F ratio
NTD A 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.10 (p=.91)
B 0.79 0.21  0.36  0.22 0.96 0.14 9.77 (p=.00)
c $0.53 0.50  0.20 0.08 0.75 0.66 1.64 (p=.24)
D 0.73  0.28 0.73 0.3¢ 1.04 0.41 1.03 (p=.39)
E 0.13  0.12 0.18 0.13 0.24 0.27 0.45 (p=.65)
F 0.20 0.11  0.29 0.28 0.14 0.13 0.52 (p=.61)
G 1.520.15 1.76 0.20 1.11 0.21 11.87 (p=.00)
H 0.09 0.10 0.14 0.19 0.15 0.12 0.20 (p=.82)
occ 5.91 0.28 6.55 0.56 5.14 0.35,10.29 (p=.00)
\
¥
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significant differences occur among groups for Styles B and G as
well as with the 0CC. It was found earlier that no significant re-
lationships existed between Language Arts grades and any of the in-

dices of behavior, although the correlation coefficients were high-

est for Style G (r = .316) and the OCC (r = .294). Examination of mean

differences betweeﬁ groups reveaied that both high and low grodps ex-
hibit more peer-oriented, off~task (Style B) behaviors (p = .02 and
p = .01, respectively; two-tailed tests). Howevér, the high and
middle groups display more approériate, self-directed (Style G) be-
haviors than do low achievers (p = .03 and p = .00, respectivély),‘
and the same is true with respect to the 0CC (p = .04 and p = .00,

- respectively; one-tailed tests). The behavior—achievemént relatioﬁ—
ship for Style B appéars to be V-shaped, while the relationship for
Style G and the occ approximates»an inverted J (i.e.,//’j. Low
achievers are characterized by off-task Style B behaviors and low
self-directed (Style G) and less overall coping éompetency. High
achievers,'although self-directed and_genérélly on=task, éeeﬁ t; be
able to engage in off-task behaviors with their peers with ho detri-
meptal effect on their learning.

Individual student profiles presented in)TaBle 4.26 provide
additional information on the behavioral differences between high and
low achievers. Three of the five ﬁigh achievers show one dominanti'
off-task Style (i.e., Styles C for stgdenﬁ 3, D for student 4, and B
for student 5) whereas two of the tﬁree low achievers are character-

.ized by two off;task Styles (i.e., Styles C and ﬁ for student 6, and

Bband C for student 7). The third low achiever has the highest

)
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visibility coefficient for peer-dependent, off-task (Style D) be-
héviors. It seems that differences between high and low achievers’
are reflected by the greater ﬁumbér and/or degree to which off-tas}
behavioral Styles occur among low achievers, rather than to low
levels in negative behaviors for high achievers.

Class 1-6. ‘Sufficient béhavioral data were available for
analysis in TD settings only. Table 4.27 reveals that significant
differences occur among achievément groups for Styles F and G as well
as with the 0CC. All of these behaviors were pfeviously foﬁnd to be
gignificantly positively related to achievement. Style F (social,
productive) behaviors are nonexistent for low achievers and negligible
_for both remaining achievgment groups. The significant difference
fouﬁd for this Style is probably a statistical ar;ifact. High
achievers exhibit significantly more self—produgtive'(Style'G) be-
haviors than do middle and low achievers (B.= .04 and p = .02, res-
pectively; one-tailed tests). The achievement-behavior distribution
for this Style i1s approximately J-shaped (i.e.,_//). The only diff-
erence with respect to overall coping behavior oécuré between high
_and lowrachievéfs (p = .04, one-tailed test).

Table 4.28 sh;ws’that there are few behavioral differences
which distinguish high from low achievers. The positi&ely related

L .
Styles F and G are practically nonexistent for all students. Only one
75 . :

student shows visible off-task behaviors, a low achiever with dom-
ipant Style B (non-conforming, peer-oriented) behaviors and Style C

(withdrawn) behaviors. The most characteristic difference between the

two groups of students 1s that all high achievers are females and all
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Table 4.27

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Diff-
erences in Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed Settings for
Class 1-6 Students Grouped by Language Arts Grades

( Achievement Groups
Set— High dn=4) Middle (n=16) Low (n=5)
ting Style X sp X SD X SD " F ratio
TD A — —
B 0.55 0.23 0.76 0.28 0.51 0.35 1.89 (p=.18)
c 0.43 .24 0.83 0.5 0.59 0.31 1.37 (p=.28)
D 0.24 0.22 0.33 0.12 0.32 0.07 0.67 (p=.52)
E '1.91  0.66 1.51 0.31 1.44  0.27  2.24 (p=.13)
F 0.02  0.02 0.01 0.001 — o~ 4.29 (p=.05)
G 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.01 0.01 4.43 (p=.02)
H 1.27  0.21 1.29 0.26 1.63 0.40 2.88 (p=.07)
occ 5.36  0.50 4.89  0.35 5,02 0.20 2.74 ( =.09)
J
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but one low achiever are males. Aga it may be that a sex-linked
difference exists with respect to Language Arts achievement.

Class 2-6. Table 4.29 reveals that the only significant
difference among adﬂievement groups is with respect to Style G‘he-
havior in TD.setfings. Herq.,hiég achievers were found to exhibit
more of these positive achievement related behaviors than did low
achievers (p = .03, one-tailed test). There 1is an IQ facfor operat-
ing with achievement differences; however, and in an e%pected lineﬁf
direction. - High achiévers<were found to have significantly higher
IQ scores than both middle and iow achievers (ﬁ = .02‘and P < .OO,V
respectively; onewvtailed tests) and in turn, middle achievers wirey
higher tha; low achievers (E;= .00, one-tailed éest). Th%s”igﬁ}e_
flected in Table 4.30, where ail high achievers have cquthentlyw
higher IQ sco;es‘than do low a;hievers. “nreover,~fﬁéAi'ly-studé;t

-

who is visibly of f-task (student 4 ..n . ‘le B) is a achiever

L]

with an IQ of 135. Finally, Style * is ndnexistent for all but one

student, and Style G, although rare, ‘- =xhibited \y‘allJLf the high
- b B ‘

achievers.

Behavioral Differences: MAT Total Reading Scores

Students were grouped across all classes according to stan-

ine levels attained on the Total Reading subscale of the MAT ad-

ministgred in June, 1976. The distribution of scores is hegatively

skewed, as 1nﬁicatedvby the uneven group sizes shown¢15>Table 4.31.
o , o S ;
Significant” behavioral differences among groups occur for the 0CC

in both ‘settings and for Styles B, C, and G in. @D settings, and A

% : v ,y‘
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Table 4.29

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Diff-
erences in Behavior Styles in Teacher Directed and Non-Teacher
Directed Settings for Class 2-6 Students Grouped by Language

\ Arts Grades

Achievement Groups | _
Ser- High  Middle Low
ting Style X SD X SD X < F ratio
TD (n = 4) (n = 11) (0 = 3
A —_— . - — - — — —
B "0.56 T 0.52  0.23  0.15 “10.11 0.07 3.07" (p=.08)
¢ | 0377 0.27 0.40 0.45 0.07 0.11 0.86 (p=.44)
0¥ 023 814 0.11 0.06 0.12 0.11 2.65 (p=.10)
E ) 1,82 0.51 1.92 0.67 2.47 0.64 1.07 (p=.37)
P —  —  0.02 0.03 0.05 0.09 0.96 (p=.35)
e 0.25 0.17 0.18 0.11 0.0l 0.0l 3.72 (p=.02)
H 1.15  0.44 _1.49 0.33  1.46 0.43 1.31 (p=.30)
( occ 5.50  0.53 5.72  0.29 5.90 0.37 1.12 (p=.35)
NTD (n = 4) (n = 14) | t W
A — - 007 — | —
B 0.35 0.20 0.17 0.18 1.66 (p=.12)
c 0 't 0.19 - 0.25 0.31 ' ~0.96 (p=.35)
D G 0.08 0.23 0.15 21,57 (p=.14)
v E 0.12  0.03 0.39  0.33 | -1.58 (p=.13)
F 0.47 0.63 0.33 0.71 : ~0.14 (p=.89)
G 2.07  0.35 1.95 0.32 -  0.66 (p=.52)
H 0.14 0.18 0.10 0.08 0.70 (p=.49)
oce 7.44  0.43 7.45 0.65 -0.05 (p=.96)
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. Note. Thete is not a low groixia for non-teacher directed settings
because of insuffigjient observations for the lowest achievers.
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Table 4.31 \

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilitles of Overall Mean Diff-
erences of Behavioral Style Coefficients in Teacher Directed
and Non-Teacher Directed Settings for the Total Student
Sample Grouped by Achievement on the Total Read¥ng
Subtest of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests

Total Reading Stanine Levels
Sor- 9,8,7 6,5,4 3,2,1
ting Style X SD X SD X SD F ratio
D ] =63 (n = 44) (n=7)
A 0.04 0.12 0.09 0,23 0.10 "0.21 1.10 (p=.34)
B 0.32 0.26 0.46 -0.32 0.54 0.37 3.88 (p=.02)
c 0.41 0.41 0.58 0.52 1.0l 0.60 6.03 (p=.00)
D 0.3  0.24 0.36 0.28 0.5 0.25 2.07 (p=.13)
E 1.5  0.74 1.41  0.68 1.44 0.59  0.44 (p=.64)
F 0.04 0.07 0.12 0.04 0.23 0.02 2,22 (p=.11)
G 0.08 0.10 0.04 0.07 0.0l 0.0l 3.58 (p=.03)
" H 1.62  0.51 1.60 0.40 1.36 0.54 0295 (p=.39)
occ 5.30 0.43 5.06 0.54 4.80 0.42 5.31 (p=.01)
NTD : (o = 62) (n = 21) (n=2) o
A [ 0.11 0.20 0.05 0.09 0.40 TB.57 3.40 (p=.04)
B | 0.24 0.26 0.31 0.26. 0.31 &R  0.60 (p=.55)
C 0.26 0.31 ©0.35 0.70 0.59 0.8% 0.76 (p=.47)
D 0.44  0.33- 0.60 0.41 - 0.98 0.34 3.37 (p=.04) .
E 0.26 0.21 0.22 0.17 0.12 0.02 0.76 (p=.47)
F | 0.46 0.50 0.33 0.49 0.14. 0.07 0.91 (p=.41)
G | 1.85 0.35 1974 0.40 1.67 0.49 0.88 (p=.42)
H | 0.14 0.12 0.22 0.22 0.14 0.15. 2.37 (p=.10)
occ | 7.07 0,73 6.66 1.04 6.07 0.99 3.10 (p=.05)




and D in NTD settings. However, the pfobahilitips for Styles A and
G are somewhat larger than shown because of unequal varianées setween
groups. Iﬁ reviewing the previous correlation tables fo ;ach class,
Styles B, C, and D wére generally positively correlated|with Total’
Reading scores, while Style A and the OCC generally showed avnegative
relationship to the MAT scores.

Probabilities oé differences betwéen group means for NTD be-
haviors revealed that no significant differences occurred for Style D
or the 0CC, but. that low achlevers exhibited 31gn1flcaﬁtly more ag-
gressive (Style A) behav1ors t?an did mlédle achievers (p=.02, one-

Lisy e

tailed test). For TD settlngs, ;; 51;n1f1cant dlfferences were found
between groups for self-directed, on-task (Style G) behaviors. Middle
achievers exhibited more beer—orie;ted, non-conforming‘(Style B) behav-
ioré than did high achievers (23.03, one-tailed test). Lo& achievers
were significéntly higher‘than middle and high achievers with respect
to withdra@n (Style C) behaviors (E%.Oé and p=.00, resﬁectiYely), indi-
cating)that this behavior—aghievement relationship is approximately L-
shaped (\). For the Ovefall Cases Coefficiént the high_achievers were
significantly higher than the middle and low groups (é%.OZ in bd¥th
b.cases, one—tailéd test), The OCC—achievement distribution is roughly
J-shaped (_/). It appears that the middle achievers with respect to
{Total Reading achievement are generally successful (relatively high 0CC)
in coping with NTD'inétructionalrsettingé but afé more avoidant and
vhithﬁrawn thén high'achievérs in TD settings. It should be'noteﬂé how-
”égag, that significant,différences with reébect to 10& achievers should

e

,be viewed with caution because of the small number of students upon

{whlch these findlnﬁs ate based L

T -

)

i



Behavior Differences: MCI Satisfaction

Al]l students were grouped according to scores attained on
the MCI satisfaction subgcalé. A totai of 10 scores are possible,
ranging from 9 to 27 in increasing units of two. Becagse the dis-
tribution of scores was markedly skewed in abnegatiye direction,
those students scoring from 9 to 17 were grouped together to repre-
sent students '"least satisfied" with their class. The "most satis-
fied" group comprised students who scored 25 or 27. The remaining
students made up the middle or "moderately satisfied" group.

Table 4.32 shows that significant overall diffé;ences for
behaviors occurred in NTD éettings only,;and these were with Styles
B, C, E, and F. The probability sho@n for Styie C is somewhat
higher thaﬁ reported because of heterogeneity of variance. Style F
was consistently positively (ns) correlated with MCI satisfaction
scores, while the direcfion of the relationship with Style E was
negative in four of the f?ve classesxr Rzlapionships involving

’

Styles B and C showed no stable patt; &s. Probabilities foi)mean

differences revealed that the highly satisfied stggegés exhibit

Q)

more peer—oriented;_ndn—conforming (Styie‘B) behaviors than do the
.moderately satisfied students (p = .01, tﬁo—tailed test). The leaggg
satisfiea students are more withdrawn zétyle C) than the moderately-
satisfied students (p = .05, two-tailed test), and more adplt~de-

pendent {Style E) than are the most satisfied students (p = .02, one-

tailed test). Finally, both the highly satisfied and moderately satis-

fied students exhibit more social on-task (Style F) behaviors than do

the least satiéfied students (p=.01 in both cases, one-tailed tests).

i



Table 4.32

Means, ‘Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Differ-
ences of Behavioral Style Coefficients in Teacher Directed and
Non-Teacher Directed Settings far the Total Student Sample
Grouped by My Class Inventory "Satisfaction'" Scores )

"Sarisiaction" Score Levels
Set- High | Middle Low B
ting Style X SD X SD X SD F ratio
D (n = 46) (n = 72) (n = 25)
A 0.07 0.12 0.07 0.16 0.09 0.19 0.18 (p=.84)
B 0.41 0.28 0.39 0.30 0.40 0.24 0.05 (p=-.95)
C 0.56 0.55 0.44 0.40 0.65 0.63 1.98 (p=.14)
D 0.42 0.27 0.37 0.28 0.34 0.20 0.82 (p=.44)
E 1.21 0.73 1.44 0.72 1.36 0.58 1.50 (p=.23)
F 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.0l 0.02 1.72 (p=.18)
G 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.08 0.53 (p=.59)
" H | 171 0.39 1.62 0.48 1.68 0.37 0.52 (p=.59)
occ | 5.03 0.58.°5.16 . 0.48 5.07 0.46 0.93 (p=.40)
NTD  (a = 48) (a=66)  (a=16)
A | 0.12 0.18 0.09 0.18 0.09 0.11 - 0.33 (p=.72)
B | 0.36 0.30 0.22 0.22 0.29 0.19 4.70 (p=.01)
c | 0.38 0.61 0.25 0.26 0.58 0.68 3.40 (p=.04)
D 0.50 0.30 0.47 0.37 0.49 0.34 0.08 (p=.92)
E 0.21 0.16 0.26 0.17 0.33 0.20 3.29 (p=.04)
F 0.42 0.38 0.43 0.42 0.12 0.10 4.41 (p=.01)
G | 1.77 0.39. 1.86 0.38 1.83 0.36 0.84 (p=.44)
B 0.14 0.12 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.20 2.47 (p=.09)
occ .80 0.75 7.04 0.76 6.62 0.71 2.65 (p=.07)




For this latter Style the distribution with gatisfaction approxi-
mates an inverted J (i.e.,///S.

These results suggest that attitudes toward classmates are
reflected more by behaviors in non-teacher directed settings than
by behaviors exhibited during structured instructional settings.
The most satisfied students are characteristically peer—oriented in
t?th appropriate (Style F) and 1nappropriate (Style' B) interaction.
Moderately satisfied utudents are generally less peer ~oriented in
their on-task and off—task behaviors than are other students. The
peer intetaction of the least satisfied students is characteristi-
‘cally off-task. These statements generally support those made 1in
conjunction with the earlier correlational analyses;‘bot in addition
.show that it is the least satisfied group -of students who account

for the negative social attitudes- positive behavior relationships

that previously were found.

Behavioral Differences: 0/W SAT Student-Instruction Interaction

The range of p0551ble scores on this subscale of the School

Attitude Test was different for the two versions of the;;est used -
(see,Appeﬁdix G). The Oral Version was -administered to students in

grades one and three, while the Writteu Version was given to grade

six students.“ For purposes of grouping students, the range of poss—

ible scores for ‘each version was divided into thirds. Students
scoring in the top third of the range were categorized as highly
satisfied, those scoring in the middle third were identified as mod-
erately satisfied and those in the bottom third as least satisfied

The students identified as highly satisfied were then combined across
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grade levels to form the high group, and the procedure was repeated
for middle and low groups.

Table 4.33 shows that significant differences occurred among
groups for the OCC and Styles D, E, and H in TD settings, and for
Styles B and G in NTD settings. It was found in the earlier cqrrel—
ational analyses that, with one exception, these behavioral indices
were non-significantly related to stu&ent—instruction interaction
attitudes. The exception is for Style B in class 2-1, where the cor-
relation coefficient is ~.653 (p < .01). The relationship was pos-
itive for Style G in all classes and ggnerally positive for Styie.H
and the OCC. Relationsﬁips with Style B were generally negative, but
for Sfyles D and E there were no general patterns. Two-tailed tests

Vwere then used for Sﬁyles D and E only.
Examiﬁation of differences between group means showed that,
“in TD ééttings, studenﬁs most satisfied with instruction exh:
more peer—-dependent, fo~task (Style_D) behaviors, but less overall
coping éompetency, than dé the least satisfied students (p = .0l in
‘both cases, two- and one-tailled tests, respectively). With respect
to Styles ﬁ and H, significant differences'occurred only ‘between the

least satisfied students and each of the other two attitude groups.

, ' o
‘Least satisfied students exhibit more carefully attentive, adult-de="

¢

pendent‘(Stylg‘ﬁ) behavidrs than do éither tﬁe modefately satiéfied

» or most satisfied groups (p = .00 and p = .03, réspectively; two-
tailed tests). However, they}exﬁibit fewer other-directéd, on-task
(Style H) behaviors than do other groups (p = .02 in both cases; two-—

tailed tests). The relationship between Style E and satisfaction

158
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Table 4.33

Means, Standard Deviations, and Probabilities of Overall Mean Diff-
crences of Behavioral Style Coefficients in Teacher Directed
and Non-Teacher Directed Settings for the Total Student
Sample Grouped by Scores on the Student-Instruction
Interaction Subtest of the School Attitude Test

Instruction Interaction Score Levels
Set- High' Middle Low
ting Style X SD X SD X SD F ratio
TD (n = 20) (n = 107) (n = 16)
A 0.06 0.13 0.07 0.16  0.08 0.17 0.09 (p=.91)
B 0.47 0.26. 0.37 0.27 0.50 0.36 2.32 (p=.10)
c 0.42  0.32  0.54 0.53 0.47 0.50 0.54 (p=.58)
D 0.50 0.30 0.38 0.26 0.22 0.12 5.52 (p=.00)
E 0.98  0.58 1.35 0.71 1.84 0.5 7.13 (p=.00)
F 0.03 0.04 - 0.03 0.05 0.0l 0.02 0.67 (p=.51)
G 0.08  0.09 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.11 0.47 (p=.62)
H 1.77  0.45 1.68 0.43 1.36 0.30 4.94 (p=.01)
occ 4.88 0.38 -5.11 0.52 5.34 0.46 3.80 (p=.02)
NTD (o = 19) (n=98) " (a=16)
) A 0.}3 0.22 0.10 0.16 0.12 0.20 0.50 (p=.61)
B 0.43 0.32  0.26 0.24 0.25 0.16 4.03 (p=.02)
c 0.39 0.35 0.36 0.53 0.14 . 0.08 1.31 (p=.28)
D 0.53 0.38 0.50 0.34 0.29 0.17 2.45 (p=.09)
E 0.30 "2 0.23 0.16 0.32 0.14 2.87 (p=.06)
F 0.55 «0.40 0.34° 0.37 0.45 0.49 2.56 (p=.08)
G [,1.58 0.2 1.8 0.39 1.92 0.31' 4.86 (p=.01)
H 0.12  0.08 0.16 0.15 0.14 0.12 0.78 (p=.46)
occ 6.72  0.77 6.88 0.79 7.26 0.34 2.06 (p=.13)
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f
§7
? LL-shaped distribution (i.e.,

with instruction haﬁ‘an approxi.
\\ ), while the relatidhship between Style H and satisfactioﬁ has an
inverted J distribution éi.e.,//)). For NTD Styles the most satis-
fied students are more peer-oriented, noﬁ—conforming (Styie B) in
their off-task behaviors than are the moderately satisfied students.
For self-directed on-task (Style G) behaviors, the moét satisfied
students exhibit less of this behavior than the middle and low groups
(p = .00 and p = .02, respectively; ;ne—tailed tests). The relation-
ship between Style G behaviors and satisfaction with instruction
approximétes an inverted L distribution (i‘c.,.\\).

| There are tentative behavior profiles suggested by these re-

sults which point to contrasts between the most and least satisfied

‘students with respect to teacher directed instruction. The behav-

iors of the most satisfied students a- - . ~aracteristical} Zsive

in naturﬁﬁ Their on-task behaviors suggest, perhaps, that’ these stu-

dents, while passiQely attentive to the teacher, do not closely follow
what is being taught (e.g., high Style H and low Style E behaviors).
Furfher, their off-task behaviors consist of waﬁching other students
in class (Style D). During NTD settiqgs their off-task behaviors

are more active in nature (Style B), and their reluctance té work is
reflected by little self-directed (Style G) behavior. The least sat-
isfied students closely follow what is Being taught, suggesting that
they are achievement—oriented,in'spite of their dissatisfaction with
thelr interaction with the teacher during instruction. This ié re—

flected in their infrequent off-task (Style D) behaviors and their

careful attentioﬁ to instruction (e.g., high Style E behaviors and
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low Style H behaviors).
These speculative ;nterpretations about the least satisfied
-and most satisfied students are not explained by QLLLe?ences in
" intelligence. The average 1Q of the least and most satisfied stu--
dents is 105 and 109, respectively, and the difference is non-
significant (p = .76). The results suggest that students who are
Satisfied, in terms of the way they are treated by the teacher dur-
ing instruction, reflect Fhis satisfaction behaviorally in a manner
which shows their preference for TD settings (i.e., passive off-task
and on-task behaviors during instruction; and active off-task be- ’ -
haviors and little self-directed activity during NTD .. ‘ngs). Oﬁ )
the other hand, the least satisfied students . flect their d.ssatis-
faction not by misbehaving but by focusing ¢ ‘ully oo ~hat 1s being
said d;ring TD settings. They are more s~1f-directed than are the
most s tisfied students during NTD settin;... The behaviors of thése
least satisfied students explains an observation madg in the earlier
correlational analysis. There it was shown that someVstudents,who
fouﬁd school work to be difficult responded to the Eﬁallenge by ex-
hibiting on-task behaviors. . : s N -
The observations made in this discussion generally support
those found in the earxlier correlational analysis with respect to
the relationship bétween positive attitﬁdes and on-task behavipral
Styles;(i.e., that students‘satisﬁied with instruction exhibit on-
t§sk behavioral Styles). Hé&ever, the immediately preceding dis-

cussion makes a distinction with reépect to the types of on-task

Styles exhibited in TD settings. Satisfied students respond to
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teacher instruttion with passive aftention rather than careful at- ;§
tention. The closely attentive behaviors of dissatisfied stydents
suggest that other factors, such as goal orientation or achievement
motivation, may be better predictors for the classfoom behaviors of

these students than are their attitudes toward instruction.

Summary and Discussion
: /

/

-

An examination of behavioral differen among groups of

. studenfs for possible curvilinear relationships with selected achieve-

ment and attitude v§riab1es revéals that a number of such relation-
ships exist. Further, the inf;rmation provided by this analytical

approach helps i1lluminate the nature of Lhe process-product relation-
ships that weré unexplained by correlational analysis. Specifically,
while the existence of curvilinear relationships obviously shows that

there are not clear behavioral distinctions between each of the three

student groups (i.e., high-, middle-, and low-scorers), it also shows

that the relative similarity between two groups is a function of the

type oi instructional setting, the typé of behavior exhibited, and

’

the type of product’measure‘used to group students.

To illustfate, for achievement variables the middle and low

¢

groups are similar, and lower than the high group, with respect to

on—-task behéviors in TD sgttings. .This pattern occurred for Language
Art; grades in clags 1-1 for Style E and the OCC, and for MAT fotal
Readiné scores and the OCC. For on-task behaviors in NTD settinés
the.higﬁ and the middle groups‘gre similar, and h r than the low

group, as shown with Style G and the OCC for Langua rfs grades in

L't



classes 1-1 and 2-3. In other words, while there is evidence for
‘a direct relationship between.achievement and on—-task behaviors for
both the high and low ‘achievers in both TD and NfD setting$, the
middle group of achievers displays more on-task behaviors in NTD
settings than they do in TD settings. nEPiS suggests that for mo
students,non-teacher directed settings may be more appropriata\\\\\\
learning environments than are teacher directed settings. “—
For off-task behaviors in TD set.ings, the high and‘middle
groups are similar, and lower than the low group, as sho&n by the
relationship of Style C with MAT Total Reading, and by the relation-— -
ship of Style B with Language Arts grades for class 1-3. The high ild

and middle achievers are less off-task than are the low achievers

in TD settings. For ¢lass 2-3 only, the middle achievers were also
less peer oriented and off-task than were’both high and low achievers.
It appears, then, that the middle achievers are charactkrized not By
off-task behaviors but rather by more on-task behaviors d;ring.ﬁon—
teaéhéryaifepted settings than they display during teacher directed
structional settings.

With respect to attitudes about peér—relationshipsvin scﬁool,
whgre the only curvilinear reiationship occur: ‘or NTID settings, it
'w;s found that the higﬁ-and middle groups of'étndents dsplay more
social, productive behaviors (Style F) th;ﬁ dé Iess sa£i£fied étudents.
When attitudes toward iqétruction were examine&, tﬁe curvilinear
patterns involving Styles E and H in TD seftings, and G in NTD set-

tings, suggesfed that the most satisfied students preferred teacher

directed settings while the least satisfied students disliked such

o5,

adl
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settings. with respect to both of these attitude categories it was
also found that the least satisfied students were characterized by
their on~task behaviors in teacher directed settings, suggesting that

- " ¥ .
other factors, suclt. as achievement motivation, may be a contributing

factor to tHe 'unexpected" behaviors of ‘these students. .° o
Th? idiosyncratic nature of the behavior—-achievement relation—g,
ship was démonstrated by comparing differences found between classe

For some Classes-(e.g., 1-3, 2-3, and 2-6) the major factor 1nf1uencing

the relaﬁionship betWeen behaviors and Language Arts grades appeared

»
f

tolbe . IQ while for others (e.g., 2-1 and 1~ 6) it seemed to be the sex

‘of th? student. Comparlsons of pairs of students in class 1-1 revealed

&

fluence on the behaviors of‘studentsﬁ‘Zd that behavioral nga should

be éolleetedvsepérately for each subject area. s -

in sdme cases that behaviofs were not related to achievement.. Other
comparisons showed ## turn that behaviors we . ~lated to the sex of
ra N M .
. O “
’ v -
tPe student, SES, or IQ.

v & N
. »

STABILITY OF BEHAVIORS ACROSS ACADEMIC SUBJECT QS '
4 e
. Vv

¥

Comparison of stﬁ@gnt behaviors, in @}fferent'subject areas is .. -

N
&

possible:only in cla &ggzﬁkfor npﬁ—teiéher;directeduSettings. Table
) . N \».1:;/.\ . . ' L - R

4.34 shows that behaﬁiorsf&iﬁﬁlayed by students in Language Arts and
.- > .) X ?'(
Social Studies are stdble for Style G (self-directed) behaviors only.
. ' - o ) . L
It was shown earlier (see Table 4.18, p. 129) that this was the only

-

visible Stylenin'NTD settings for this class. {The general instability .
\

of behaviors suggests that the academic subjéct has an important in-

- ° .
: ‘ L f\
N N . . /
—
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v Table 4,34

Correlations Letween.language Arts' and Social Studies' Behavior
Styles in Non-Teacher Directed Settings for Students in .
Class 2-6- (n = 16)
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A probable contributing factor to this instability, however,

. ~ : | .
is the specific natupe of the setting in which these behavioral data
were colﬁectcd. As previously mentioned during Social Studies

'classeq the students worked at projecks on topics they had chosen and

had had approved by the teacher. Students worked in pairs while the

teacher spent most of her time sitting at her desk correcting work.

' dents'in theimnstructional

Q%Spaulding and Papageorgiou, 1975, pgy»ﬁé 555 During@ghe time re-

The students chatted with one another, moving about the'ﬁ@bm wheg,

necessary to get needed materials. While similar settings were ob-
: o] . : :
served in Language Artev the predominant setting was one where stu-..
e -
dents worked aione on assignments -at their desk. These two types

<

of settings reflect differeng éﬁfgweg§ of freedom given to stu-
LN

"h* CASES: ‘manual distinguishes

iR

between these two types of settings; where the former 1éﬁlabelle§

”Prdgram Directed Choice"‘indxgﬁe latter is called "Program Directed” _

\\ &'

'strlcted to da%a collection the teacher did@p.t use program directed

g G

.gram directed settings were -no
“classéfy so compfirisons within thes

.- MOt pdSéible, " The apparéht.behavioral differences across subject

n

“choice setéingg}often enough in Language Arts to permit coﬁparzson Lt

of“student,behavigral Styles across the two settings, "As well, 43;04 "

-

%t a1l during Social -Studies
T A .
s settings across subject areas 1is

v

%5

- 3 - .
. . N S

areas suggested by Table 4.34 may therefore be ag?ributable&in large

part'to the differences in settings observed. ’

FaSi



Chapter:5

[
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
e Rystematically ohsetwed:phe
' _ e
cl bom behaviors of students,yet/much-is assumed about the im-

pc .ance ‘f specific behaviors to the edutational development of

students. While the affective consequences of schooling are con-

sidered to be important objectives for education, studies have

N

rarely investigated the relationship between behaviors and attitudes.

Most studies conducted have focused on behavior-achievement relation~

- ’ LRy
R T At i 'y 5
ships and much is still unknown about the nature of these relation- B
. ~abaout ‘ o,
o _ _ ‘o & . .
ships. : . o w ‘ ) ' ’
. N T ) .
) ke ! . é:;’ I ¥

The major purpose of this study was to investigate the re-
. . ,

lationships of students' classroom behayiors with “achievement and

attitudes. «+#1so considered were the effects of students' sex, IQ;

-
- = g
J

.‘¢f%nd_socioecono%ic status with respect to these'relationships.
A sample of 157 students in grade§ one three, and srx from

rdl

N :
two urban schools were observed over a two-week period using the low—

’ «

1nfeﬁgpce Coping Analysis . Schedule for Educational Settings. Follow—

4ing aépne—week pertod of familiarization in the classrooms, approxi- ~ %

v

, mately 16 hours were spent in each class coding the behav1ors of all"
,”J “ ‘.
stuﬁen@Q“ln\all subjects\taught. Data were.recorded separately for =« -
- » B . . L .
fcademic subjett and type of instructional setting. "‘During this

" ¥ ~ . ' v : = il
period other observers codad the interaction between teacherg and :

167 A : =
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Classroom.Obsgryatioq_ﬁxstem.

Following the collection of observation data, achievement

scores were obtained from the linguistics competencies (Language

Arts) and Mathemetics subtests of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests%_

the S 1al Studies subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test (one

grade six class), and report cards. - Attitudes were measured with

,the My Class Inventory,\the School.Attitude Test, and the Primary -
A} .

%agldren s Attitude Scale (grades three and six) 1Q scores were

—\\-/»\€btained with the Peabody *Picture Vocabulary Test (grade one) and

the Canadian Lorge—ThorndikeiIntelligence Test (grades three and

six),. SES data were obtained for parents' occupations with the a

ishen sgcio—economic index for occupations.
Wy,

Correlatlonal ?nalyses were used to examine relationships

between student H‘haviorsiﬂgthacontext teacher process, and product
‘, v ‘l\ )
N .- [ o - ” B .

‘ variables. Analysis of variancé“was used to test for 51gnif1c

differences in behaviors of students selected by sex, achlevement;

‘and attitudes.

s "FINDINGS -\ /< _» ’
+ , ot :
| s

The findings that were preséﬂ@ed and discussed in Chapter 4 : ;

Wi

are as follows: , o o
. - - S ) ‘ -

.2 . ~
~= 1. There were no uniform relationships across all six ‘:>
? : . S s oo
classes with any one particular Sty1e~of students' classroom .be- ' ‘;*qu
7 - T

havior Qr even with broad categories of on—task and off-task be-

vhanors, and any one.of “the . coptq;t wvariables (eig., IQ, SES or sex)
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or product variables (e.g., achievement or attitudes) examined in
this study. Discrepant results in relationships between. student be-

haviors and the context and product variables were demonstrated in

, the following ways:
(a) Significant correlational }elationships found with ' _§%'

by ’
particular behaviora!%styles were negative in some cases but pos-
IR N
o4

itive in others. / .

(b) The number of significant relationshLFS that were found -

varied widely from class to class. e

¥

(c) ‘Comparisons of the indiVidaal profiles of high—hand low-"" ﬁ% \

1 oo

achieving Language Arts studengs with respect to behaviors, 1Q, SES,
g ‘.Sv .

anq}sex préVided conbrasting examples of major factors which seemed

L y )

to influence .the nature(of the behavior-achievement relationships.

Where there was little evidence of such relatlionships, the predom-
i BN oo . :

_inant factor'ﬁqg; bvement statos‘in some classes seemed to bé IQ,
: S > |
for others it appeared to be sexagzgthélstudent. WhHen individual
LN LA : % -

students”within one class were compared with one. another, there were
Bl B : B

X

v

no consistent combinations of variables which seemed to explain the

nature of behaviors exhibited by high and low achieyers;

2. There was not a uniform patterﬁ for relationships found

between students' SES and behaviors ‘to suggést that higher SES students
‘are more on-task and less off-task than are lower SES stdhénts. In

examining the relationships in conjunction with other variables, it

7

was suggested ‘that lower SES students might be characterized by less
e ‘ - R ¥
»appropriate behaviors when experiencin% both dissatisfaction with

-~

- ) . o 4

e;schovl and poor academic succeg.\c “



3. There was no uniformity among relationships found be-
tween IQ and bechaviors. Some evidence was presented to show that
the IQ-behavior relationship is affected by students' attitudes to~

ward the instructional se ing.

4. There was . patt nu Zor the few relationships found be-
tween opportudity to respound (0 teacher questions about the subject
matter and students' classroom behaviors.

5. Achievement~v%fiahlesfaccounted for the greatest pro-
: . T oW .
3??%ortion of significant;relationships found with: student behaviors.

These relationships generallyfoccurred in the egpected direction.
] b .
That: is, 73% of the significant correlations found between achieve—

o !

ment ‘and on~-task behaV1ors were p031tive and SSZ of those found be- ‘P

» K .)7 e <

Sy . R . - : ; ;

‘fwgen achievement and offftask behaviers were negative.
s . [ SN O 3 - . !

' 'thn.small‘:homogtneous achievement groups were examined, a

number eof non—straight line relationships were fOund to show that

w v

the nature of the behavior—achievement relationship varied with type

of instructional setting. -In teacher directed instructional settings

e

the average achievers resembled low achievers din. exhibiting 31gnif1—
W ‘V

lcantly less active attentive (Style E) agd overall coping cnmpetency
.than did high achievers. In non-teacher directed instructional set-

. tings, however, the average achievers resembled the high achievers

in demonstrating significantly more self-motivated (Style.G) be-_

-~ ]

haviors than did low achievers. ' . g ’
) - - . \’\\ J \/)\
6. In contrastrto'findings'of other studies reviewed, a num-

-

ber of relationships were found between students! attitudes and be-

4 : "
haviors. These were approximately equally divided between on-task

K

g

P

Pl
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and fo task behaviors, but the stability in pattern of these re-
£ T 1

lationships was a function of the type of attitude measured. For

M'\

attitudes concquing soclal relationships among peersy¢ the pattern‘

was unstable. T®at is, satisfied students exhibited off-task be-
haviors as often as they did on-task behaviors, while dissatisfied

students were as llkely to exhibit On_Fﬁﬁk behaviors as eff-task be-

hav1ors For attitudes toward school and instruction, however, there
was generally a direct relationship with behaviors. All of the cor-

relations between off-task behaviors and these attitudes toward

u : N
3 . .
schooling were negative, while 74% of those with on-task behaviors

were positive. ¢

Non-straight line relationships were also found between atti-
I

- ' o
tudes and behaviors when smaller groups of students were examined

Students who were-gd!@f%tely satisfied with their class resembled !he

in exhibiting significantly more self— moti—

vated (Style G) behauior'in_non—teacher directed.settings than did the
legst satisfied students..-Students moderately satisfied with teacher
interaction during instruction also resembled those of tﬁf highly

i satisfied studentshiﬁiexhibiting significantly more passively atten-

tive (Style H) behaviors and less actively attentive (Style E) be-

T p—

haviors during teacher directed iﬁ@%ruction than d1d the least saggs—

fied students. However, the modera%elx.satisfled and\least satisfied'O

-

studenﬁg-here similar in demonstrating more self-motivated (Style G)

vbehav1ors during non—teacher directed- settings than did most satisﬁied

‘.,.”“ . s ’
students. > ’ ) S ;
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7. The most consistent behavioral differences between boys

and girls occurred for off-task behaviors, Boys characteristically

exhibited more active off-task behaviors (i.e., nonconforming, re-

sistant, peer-oriented) while the off-task behaviors of girls were
passive (i.e., withdrayn, daydreaming). In general, off-task be-
haviors in all classes,account for only 15% of ali behaniors ob-

&

. served. ~ \ . i )
" i )

8. Evidence for differential effects of academic -subject

area on student behaviors is inconclusive. In the one class where

C ¢

this could be examined, results showed that there was general . in-
- . w

stability between behaviors in Language Arts and those in Social
Studies. It is possible, however, that such differences were at-
tributable in part to diéferences in the types of non-teacher

‘directed settings which characterized these classes.

» CONCLUSIONS

by
1. Students' classroom behavfprs are affected by a multi-

tude of factors, ,thereby making relationships involving one or two
) 4

variables appear idiosyncratic. There is-general stabiliEy in pat--:
terns of relationships with behaviors however, most notably those

involving achievement and attitudes toward school. ‘ %

 Non-teacher directed instructional settings seem to be

\
S

appropriate learning environments for most students. This is demon—

strated by. the finding that nore students display higher ineidenceeJ
of on~task behaviors in such.sqttings than is the case qu'teacher

- \

directed settipgs. This was related to achievement, and was also a
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reflection of negative attitudes toward the type of teacher directed

instruction experieneed. ) e
¥ g

~ )

3. There .s little dﬁfferencaﬂhgxween the classroom behav-
& o |

iors of grade .one students after one year in school when compared
Qith the classroom behaviors of students in grades threé and six.
This is suggested by the'éimilarity in the clasé profiles with res-
pect to dominant behavior,styles and the proportion of on—fask to
off-task behéviors. Where differences occur, such as with the more
active‘participation of students in some claéses, they are probably e
a function of differences in teaching stylesi

‘4. . Some on-task behaviors which rarély occur 1n pafticular
insfructiénal settings appear to be important characteristics of the
more successful students, This is suggested by the consistency with

J

which self-directed (Stylg G) behé&ioy.in teacher directed settings
was positively related f&ﬁ&ﬂgigvémén nd aﬁtitadeg.

DN

The findings and"i@lﬁsions based on correlational aiﬁal&ses
should be interpreted with caution because of the .small n's ubed,
and the nonrandom and dependent samples upon which many of the cor-

relations were based. In some cases (see Appendix F) the number of

‘independent variables exceeded.the number of.students“in the sample. é
- . . . R
| R R o,
S o RECOMMENDATIONS ' e \
- -
. v » L 'Y g
Research , " : ‘_ o .

N

"~ Studies involving the ob§ervation of students should use low.

ipferenceﬁeategagy systems and collect data over longer periods of
"o . ) - Ve . S, S

o T N
kA -



J
time so that .subtle distiuctions between types of on-task and of f-
rask behaviors in different types of,lnstructlonal settings can be
¥
nkﬁg'gzmnaé Further, such observations should be'made at different times -
oE the year and in conjunction with measures of their teaching be-
havior, so that the adaptive process of the child to school is

better understood. Children should be observed outside the class,

in interaction with other children, to determine the various ways

B

that children cope with different aspects of the s?xxﬂ.environ~
ment, since part of the child's school day 1s spent' outside the

classroom.

If better understanding of the complexity. of classroom teach-

ing and learning is to be reaiized, more descriﬁtiue classroom based
studies involving a larger number of variabiqé'should be conducted.
3 .
" Simple generalizations based on few variablesaﬁave 1ittle explanatory

significance for teachers %gﬁcerned with mee&ng the indla!hual needs
S Sy L
- of students Specific, discrete factors
¢ .

scales should be considered, rather than relyiﬁg on global measures

ptoyided by total scores. Failure to do so in the past may account,
. ) : . -
for the lack of relationships found between student k&

‘attitudes in previous studies. Preferably, zfre imhediate product

meéasures could be used to assess the effect of a particular instruct-

ional strategy . o -
. &
4 7 Studies shOuld examine data for ;c%linear AS well as linear

relatioﬁships. Curvilinear relationships were suggested in thig study

by the use of ANOVA which is a linear statistical mode]l. Tests for

1 o

curvilinearity (e g., the eta coefficient) should be employed.

£ St e{sum by attitude
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Inferences made about the student's me :lo involvement in .
/
a learning situation should be tested against other criteria, such as

the teacher's impressions as well as the student's own recall of

%

events and feelings during the time he was observed. This could he

facilitated by the use of videotaping.

Teacher Education

Prospective teaéﬁers, as well as prac;icing teachers, could
benefit from systematicélly observing students. Such skills would
permit a more objective éppr;isal of students' behavibrs, as well as
sensitize them to ways in whicﬁ students respond to various types of

1

instruction.

L

e

o
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APPENDIX A

A COPING ANALYSIS SCHEDULE:

FOR EDUCATIONAL SETTINGS, (CASES)

. (Brief Form for Quick Reference) ’

CASES STYLES-Work Sheet:

CASES Coding Sheet
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A Coping Analysis Schedule
for Educational Settings (CASES)*

(Briet Form for Quick Reference)**

1. Aggregsive Behaviox: : -
Direct attack: grabbing, pushing, hitting, pulling, kicking, name- -
calling; destroying property: smashing, tearing, breaking.

2. Negative (Inappropriate) Attention-Getting Behavior:
Annoying, bothering, whining, loud talking (unnecesgsarily), attention
getting aversive nolse-making, belittling, criticizing. )

3. Manipulating, Controlling, and Directing Others:
Manipulating, bossing, commanding, directing, enforcing rules, con-

niving, wheedling, controlling.

4. Resisting: »
Resisting, delaying; passive aggressive behavior; pretending to con-
form, conforming to the letter but not the spirit; defensive checking.

5. Sei}-Directed Activity:
Productive working; reading, writing, constructing with interest; ’
self-directed dramatic play (with high involvement). £

L -

6. Paying Close Attention; Thinking, Pondering: '
Listeninglattentivbly, watching carefully; concentrating on a story
being told, a film being watched, a record played; thinking, pon—
dering, reflecting. ‘ ‘

7. Integrative Sharing and Helping:
Contributing ideas, interests, materials, helping; responding by
showing feelings (laughing, smiling, etc.) in audience situations;

initiating conversation.

8. Integrétive Social Interaction: .
Mutual give and take cooperative behavior, inte&;g;ive gc ..l be-
havior; studying o: wo king together where participants ar- cr a par.

9. Integrativé Seeking and Receiving Support, Assistance and Information:
Bidding or asking teachers or significant peers for help, support,
sympathy, affection, etc., being helped; receiving assistance.

1 .

* C 1966, Robert L. Spaulding
**  Revised August 12, 1968.
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10. Foiloving Directions Passively and Submissively: ’
Doing assigned work without enthusiasm dr great interest; submitting

to requests; answering directed questions; waiting for instructions
‘ ¥

as directed.

11. ObservingJXasaiveLX .
Visual wandenfng with short fixations; watching others work; checking

_on noises or movementa. checking on activities of adults or peers. o
N
12. ‘Responding to lnternal Stimuli: ' .
‘Daydreaming; sleeping; rocking or fidgeting; (not in transactien
with external stimuli) . &
< ) 4?(
13. Physical withdrawal or Passive Avoidance:, -
. Moving away; hiding: avoiding transactions b movement away or
around; physical wandering avoiding involvepent in activities.

Y

.. '
<

®

. ) : .

Note: Categorles 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9 are fur' er coded as aorb in
structuged settings to indicate appropriate oy inappropriate timing or
location of activity (based on the teacher's/expectations for the set-
ting). Example: 5a would be recorded w a child was painting during
art period (when painting was one of the expected activities). Painting
during "story time" or in an academic setting would normally be coded 5b.
The code b represents behaving in a certain coping category at the
“wrong" time or place. What is "right" or "wrong'" is based on the values
and goals of the teacher or authority responsible in a given §$£uation

A child might be sharing with another child in an integrative manner
(7) s-me bit of information the teacher regarded as highly inappropriate.
It would be coded as 7b since it was an 1ntegrative act of sharing occur-
ring at the "'wrong" time in the "wrong" place, from the point of view of

the teacher.
8
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APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF CA?EGORIES IN THE LOW INFERENCE DYADIC
INTERACTION CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SYSTEM

Section I. Sumhary of Categories in the Expanded
" -«Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic
Interaction Classroom Observation
System

Section II. Definitions of One Modified Category
‘and Two New Categories in the Expanded
Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic
Interaction Classroom Observation
System

| /?
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SECTION I

Summary of Categories in the Expanded Brophy-Good
Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction Classroom
Observation System

The major aspects of classroom 1ife coded by this system are
represented by the four cells in the diagram appearing below. Within
each cell are the sub-categories of those four aspects which are then

" . further brpken down into still smaller ‘units.

Public response Private dyadic

opportunities teacher-pupil contacts
A. o C.
. I. Work-related
Teacher B : I1. Personal '
"afforded III. Procedure-related

IV. Behavior-related
V. Don't know

B. D.

I. Student Initiated I. Work-related ’ -
Student Questions IIﬂﬂPersonal—related
initiated II. Student-Initiated| III. Don't know
Comments ‘

‘A. Teacﬁer Afforded Response Opportunities
The three key éspects of this categoxy of classroom event arei

" (a) 'fhey are public {nteractions between the teacher and &
child, intended to be monitored by the class oOT group with
which the teacher 1is working; ‘ ; :

(b) they-occur when the teacher asks a question_ requiring
either a verbal or nonverbal response;

(c) 'bnly one chil& makes. the response. “

For each response opportunity that is coded, information has to be
checked off in each of four subcategories: (1) type of response
opportumity; (2) level of question asked; (3) quality of child's
answer; (4) nature of the teacher 's feedback reaction.
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. (i) Types of response Qppértunity

Predesignated (PRE): teacher names the child\first and
then asks a question;

Non volunteer (N. VOL): teacher asks a question first, but
calls for a responke’ from a child
who has not raised his hand;

Volunteer (VOL): teacher asks a question first and
. invites a response from a child with

hand raised;

Called out (CALL): éeacher asks a question but a child
calls out the answer before the
teacher has a chance to select a

) respondent; the teacher nevertheless
responds to the child who called out

the answer.

. (2) Level of question asked

Process (PCSS): question requiring student to integraﬁe
' ' facts or show knowledge of their
relationships. ’
Product (PROD): question for which a specific correcﬁ
: answer is sought.
) L}
Choicé (CHOIS): o question requiring an answer to be -
selected from one of the alternatives
presented.

+

Self Reference (SELF REF): question requiring child to make a
_ non-academic contribution to the class-
room discussion. This type of qu stionﬂ,»/
has then to be further classified a
subject-matter related (SUB) or non
subject-matter related (NON SUB) and
then whether it requires the child to
show a preference (PREF) or to give
“information about his past experience
(EXP).

Opinion: ‘ question requiring student to take a
- " position on an issue or to predict the
outcome. of an experiment or hypo-
thetical situation. If the child

‘Qj : . gives no response (NR) this is coded.

2 On the other hand if the child does
V. )

k - \ ‘ . respond, the teacher's reaction to

IR _

\\

. ; ’ (/’
) s N
’fg:;\\j:kf/ ™
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(4)

the answer 1s coded: 1f it is praised

(H, criticized (=), ignored (0),
accepted (ACPT), integrated (INTEG)
: into the ongoing discussion, or if
> the teacher disagrees (DISAG) with

the child's opinion.
: ‘

o .

N

du%}ity of child's answer
" The child's answer is coded as correct (4), partially correct

(#), incorrect (<), or no response (NR) but, if the child
indicates thqt/he doesn't know, this item of information is

also coded. ~

Nature of the teacher's feedback response.

The teacher's reaction to the child's response has been
categorized as terminal or sustaining. Reaction which is
terminal, that is, it has the effect of terminating. the inter-
action with the chili, could be one_of seven types.. The ’
teacher may praise (+), criticize (-), provide no- response (NR)
give process feedback (CSS), give the correct answer (GIV ANS),
-ask another (ASK OTH) child for the answer, or the answer may
be called out (CALL) by another student. Reaction which is
sustaining, that is, it has the effect of prolonging the inter-
action, could be one of three kinds. The teacher may repeat
the question (REPT Q), rephrase the question or give a .clue
(REP or CLU), or ask’a new question (NEW Q). »

B. Student Initiated Response Oppoftunities

I.

Student Initiated Questions

This category of response opportunity is used if the student

, asks/the teacher a question regarding the°subject matter under
discussion or some other matter. If the student calls out
(CALL) the question withcout prior teacher approval, this
point is coded and also if the question-is relevant (REL) or
irrelevant (IRREL) Two kinds of teacher reaction to the
question, praise (i)'and criticism (-), are coded 1f they
occur, and also types of teacher feedback. The teacper may
provide no feedback (0) (i.e. ignore ‘the question), delay
(DELAY) her anser, not accept (NACPT) it into the discussion,
.provide a brief or long answer or she may redirect (RDRCT)
the question to another student. Three other categories

,lModificgtions to the subcategories of teacher feedback as

defined in the Expanded.Brophy-Good System were made and are reported
in Appendix B, Section II. o )
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praise (i), criticism (=), and warning (WARN) are provided
{f the teacher makes a reaction related to the student's
behavior in initiating the quegcion.

Studgnt Initiated Comments

The details surrounding a student initiated comment that are
coded are very similar to those for a student initiated
question. All but three teacher response categories, brief, .
long, and redirect (RDRCT) are retained. They are replaced
by anothgr three. The teacher may accept (ACPT) the student
comment,! integrate (INTEG) it into the class discussion, or
may use it to shift the direction of the class discussion.

C. ‘Teacher -Afforded Dyadic Contacts

I.

II.

II1I.

IV.

Teacher Afforded Contacts (Work-related) -

These are instances when the teacher makes private contact
with an individual child about his work. Several features

of these contacts are coded. The contact may be long,

brief or it may be one in which the teacher just observes
(OBSV) without entering {nto verbal interaction. If the _
contact is a long or brief one, raise () or criticism (-)

is coded ‘also if the teacher's comments include such reactions.
A don't know (?) category is used if the interaction between

teacher and child is not audible to the coder.

~ Teacher Afforded Contacts (Personal)

These contacts do mnot involve either work content or pro-
cedure but are of a strictly personal nature. :

ngacher Afforded Contacts (Procedure—related)

Within this category a distinction is made between those
instances when a teacher seeks a favor (child helps in
running the classroom) and those in which the request have
to do with getting the child ready to work. The latter are
coded as management (MANAG) . ' Thank you (THANKS) is coded
{f the teacher thanks the child following the management

or favor request.
Teacher Afforded Coﬁtacts (Behavior—related)

This category {s used whenever the teacher makes some

comment on the child's classroom behavior. They are sub- -
divided into praise (i), non-verbal intervation (NVI), N
warnings (WARN), and criticism (-). Errors which the téacher
makes when warning a child are also noted. Three kinds of:
errors, target errors (TARG), timing errors (TIM), and
overreactions (OVERT) are coded. The no error category is




used whenever the teacher does not make one of the three
errors. Provision also exists for the coder to recrod his
uncertainty (?) 1f he 1s not sure that an error has occurred.

V. Don't know (?) is coded if the teacher-pupil communication
is inaudible to the coder and the coder is unable to deter-
mine which of the above four types of teacher afforded
contacts 1s occurring.

Student Initiated Dyadic Teacher-Pupil qufﬁbt&
(referred to as Child Created Contacts on the coding sheets)

I. Child Created Contacts (Work-related)

This type of contact may relate to work content (CONT) or
work procedures (PROC). The teacher's feedback to, the child
is also codgd, whether -the teacher offers praise (i) or
criticism (-), and whether the contact is brief, long, or
delayed (DELAY) by the teacher.

II. Child Created Contacts (Pefsonal—telated)

In this category there are two first-order divisiomns,

experience (EXP) sharing and procedural (PROC). All experi-

ence sharing contacts are personal onés in which the student
' contacts the teacher to tell him something which is not

related to either classroom work or procedure. The teacher's.

response is coded as either acknowledged (ACK) (i.e. the
contact is acknowledged by the teacher) or delay (i.e. the -
teacher indicates she 18 unable to listen or talk to the
pupil at that time).

A procedural contact .occurs when ‘the pupil is making a
request, offers to do an errand, or reminds the teacher of
something. The teacher's reac-fon is‘coded as grant or
non-gfant (N GRANT) (teacher ha. or has not granted the
request) or as delay. -

III. Don't Know
. . t

If the communication in the child created contact is
. inaudible to the coder, the don't know (?) columm is used.

-
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- SECTION II

Definitions of One Modified Category and Two New Categories in
the Expanded Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction

S

Classroom Observation System \\\\

No Feedback Reaction (0)

This category of terminal teacher feedback in the Brophy-
Good system has been restricted in meaning in this study. This part
of the original statement now embodies its full meaning.

"If the teacher makes no response whatsoever following
the child's answer to tlte ion, he 1s coded for
-t no feedback reaction (0). x means that he makes no

verbal response to the chfld apd does not communicate
affirmation or negation b aking his head in response
to the answer. Instead, he merely moves on to something
else, perhaps by starting to make a new point or by asking
another child a question. Most coders will be surprised

i to find that this category is used much more often than
they had expected. It frequently happens that the teacher
makes no feedback reaction at all to the child's answer,
especially in fast moving question drills where he 1s
pushing to get correct answers in an impersonal fashion,'
without paying attention to the individual child giving the
answer" (Brophy & Good, 1970, p. 17). -

Affirmative Teacher Reaction (AFFIRM)

This ca;eggry of. teacher reaction within an academic response
opportunity is deéfined as a terminal teacher reaction which does not
go beyond the level of simple affirmation. The teacher simply
indicates that the child has given a correct response. He does not
communicate a warm personal reaction to the child. There is merely
an impersonal communication of information. For ethple, the teacher
repeats the student's answer or thanks the pupil without explicity or
implicit praise. The teacher's intent is to terminate student ’
involvement. ‘ i :

Repeats Student Statement (REP SS)

. This is an additional category in the set of teacher reactioaé“
in academic response opportunities described as sustaining. In this
category are to be coded all those instances when the teacher repeats

he child's answer in a quizzical manner without indicating whether
h&considers it to be correct or incorrect, or when the teacher
resyates the pupil answer for the purpose of having the student con-
fidh what he had just said. The principal criterion to be used in
digtinguishing a Repeats Student Statement is whethér the teacher's

L4



intention was to sustain the student's involvement by having the
pupil clarify for himself and/or for others the meaning of his previous
response. ‘

«*
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TABLE, C 1 e

W .
CASES RELIABILITY MEASURES—PERCENTAGE A(Qif\i{}i‘f;[f‘.N'l‘ 'v(\‘)[” “'I‘HRI"IF.
CODERS WITH ?‘HE TRAINING VIDEOTAPE P ROTO('U‘LS
Coders

Test No. Subject ' A B c

1 Fred »  B80.77 73.08 65.38

2 Wayne ‘ 51.02 46.15 63.27 3

3 Fred 80.77 80.77 69.23 ‘

4 Wayne 71.43  53.06  67.35 '

5 Fred . 88.46 78.85 73.oé

6 wayne | 79.59 75.51 71.43

7 Fred 96.15 88.46 80.77

8 Wayne 95.92 83.67 87.76,

. © X 80.51 X 72.44 X 72.28 Grand X 75.08




TABLE ( 1!

CASES RELII\BILITY MEASURES TAKEN TN ~‘L/‘\fit%ktY)MS—PER(’EN’I‘;\GE‘
AGREEMENT BETWEEN CODERS DURIN. TRAINING

c Coders

Test No. Grade Setting A &B A& C B & C ABC
1 6 N-T.D. 66.67 56 .86 70.59 71733
2 6 T.D. 52.94 58.82 49.02 . 80.67
3 6 T.D.&N-T.D. 66.00 74.00 78.00 80.67
4 6 N-T.D. 64.00 66.00 80.00 79.33
5 6 T.D.&N-T.D. 77.27 31.82 31.82 63.89
6 6 N-T.D 33.33 60.78 35.29 66.67
7 6 N-T.D. 90.20- 88.24 88.24 93.33
8 6 N-T.D. 76.00 76.00 70.00 86.67
9 2 N-T.D 53.06 68.00
10 2 T.D. 64.00 68.00
11 6 N-T.D. 48.72 ~  48.00
12 6 N-T.D. 84.00 92.00
13 6 N-T.D. 82.90 91.33
14 2 N-T.D. 56.00 66.67
15 2 N-T.D. 62.00 . 81.33
16 2 T.D 50.00 76.00
17 6 N-T.D 88.89 86.67
18 6 T.D 74.00 85.33
19 6 T.D. 74.00 73.33
20 6 T.D. . 48.48 74.74
21 6 N-T.D. 78.00 . 86.67
22 6 N-T.D. 70.00 80.00
23 2 T.D. 66.00 82.00
24 2 T.D. 56.00 78.00
: 25 2 T.D. 68.00 78.67
26 2 T.D. 52.94 76.76
27 6 N-T.D. 74.00 86.00
28 6 N-T.D. 68.00 81.33
29 6 N-T.D. 56.00 72.67
30 6 N-T.D. 70.00 88.51
31 6 T.D. 70.00 78.47
32 6 T.D. 72.00 80.00
33 6 T.D. 76.00 84.00
34 6 T.D. 54.34 . B0.67
35 6 N-T.D. 48.72 71.92
36 6 T.D.&N-T.D. 86.00 88.00 88.00 96.67

I 2389. 34 2374.94 2356.11  2836.30

x 66.37 65.97 65.45 78.79

Range 33.33- 31.82- 31.82- 63.89-

92.00 90.00 88.89 ~ 96.67

Average of paired means 65.93 -)




TABLE C III

CASES RELIABILITY MEASURES TAKEN DURING DATA COLLECTION—
PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT OF THREE CODERS WITH THE
TRAINING VIDEOTAPE PROTOCOLS

Coders
Test No. Subject ‘ A B C
1 Fred 96.15 94.23 96.15
2 Wayne 87.76 91.84 83.67
3 Fred 96.15 94.23 71.15
4 Fred 94.23 90.38 . 86.54
5 Wayne 83.67 89.80 91.84

]

91.59

*|
"

= 92.10 X = 85.87 Grand x
r

89.85
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TABLE C IV

CASES RELIABILITY MEASURES—PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT BETWEEN
CODERS WITH SAMPLE STUDENTS DURING DATA COLLECTION

_ Coders
Test No. Grade - Setting A &B B&C
1 1 T.D. 68.00 -
2 1 N-T.D. 88.00 -
3 6 T.D. - 74.00
4 6 N-T.D. - 80.00
5 3 T.D. - -- 63.00
6 3 N-T.D. - : 82.00
7 3 T.D. - 88.00 \
8 1 T.D. 78.00 -- V/**QBW\

9 1 . N-T.D. 74.00 - .

x=77.00 X=77.40 Grand X=77:22 |
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APPENDIX D

INTERCODER RELIABILITY MEASURES OBTAINED WITH THE
LOW INFERENCE CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SYSTEM
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Table D I

N
g

3 . N £, -
Intercoder Relliability Mcasures Obtained Duting Training with the
‘Low Inference Classroom Observation System

~
- - ’ Percentage Agreemert
Coders V ¢ 2 Coders 1 L 3 Coders 2 & 3
Variable Check No. 1 2 3 & § 12 3 ks (T S T T
Academic Response Opportunity
Typc of Respondent 82 _l___qh E -t 82 ZO_ 5_2 - - 8o E, 7_8 - -
Question Type 73 735 71 -- --| 3100 33 -- --} 30 75 33 -- -
Child Answer 85 B0 6L -- -- |69 89 8 -- --| 64 B0 78 -~ --
T. Feedback on PCSS. PROD,CHOIS 43 67 S0 --" -- ! 60 78 71 -- ~--| 60 67,73 -- ~--
T. Feedback on Opinioo Q's - w= e= == == .- m= ee me - - =- me - -
Student Initiated Question
Type . ~- me es == e- P L
Relcvancy L L LR S S
T. Feedback .= mm == == =e - == == me == - == e == -
" Student Initiated Comment
't Type . 100 -- -- == =--| 66 =~ -- -- --| 66 -- -- -- ==
“CICVJHCY 100 - - - == R - == @“ == 66 == e - ==
T. Feedback E -2 - - -- E - - == i Z_( b == = i
Dyadic Contact
Type ’ 100 -- -- 65 B6 | 6k -- -- 76 92| 64 -- -- 8k 92
Child Created Contact (CCC)
Type 100 -- -- %0 83 o -- -- 87 95 Q -- -- 96 79
ccc (WK-REL) .
T. Reaction (DELAY, BRIEF,
_ LONG) joo -- -- 79 8 | o -- --100 88| 0 - -- 79 78
7. Reaction (3, =) ot T IR CI. 1 ¥ B L
ccC (PERS-REL)
Type s =- == 25 304 - mm o -C oo - T 0 B
T. Reaction (ACK, DELAY) T B [ T ) e
7. Reaction (GRANT, NONGRANT) -- =- =-- 25 33 [ -- - -- 4370} -- ~-- -- 30 0
Teacher Afforded Cootact (TAC) .
“Type 89 -- -- 45 73|58 -- -- 60 92| 57 -- -- 71 I3
TAC (WK-REL) :
" Type (08SV, BRIEF, LONG) e -- == 31 60| - -- - 32 50| .- - - 59 67
T. Reaction (3, 2) . i ee -e 33 5} e- == == 33 --} =- -- -- 100 --
_ TAC (PROC-REL) : ‘
Type (MANAG, FAVOR) 78 -- -- 56 33{ 78 -- -- 78100100 ~-- -- ks 33
TAC (BEH-REL) . .
Type (3, WVI, WARN, ) o -- -- 67 60|20 -- -- 87 S0] O -- -- 7' 33
Error Type ' 9 -- -- 87 80|20 -- -- 57 0 0 -- - 1L B3
’Pcrccn(agc agreements which are underlincd Indicate calculationy based on frequencies of less -
than 10 for a given event. : ’
*A dash in & cell represents 1002 agreément bez;oeen coders that the event did not occur. .
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Table D II

Intercoder Reliabllity Heasures Obtalncd durlng Data Collectlon with the
Low Inference Classroom Observation Systiem .

O

. : . Percentage Agreement .
Coders 1 & 2 Coders 1 ¢ 3 Coders 2 ¢ )
Variable Check Wo. ) 2 3 | v 2 3 & 5 6|1 2 3 &
Acldemlc"leiponse Opportunity
Type of Respondent SO‘ 8s -t 20 50 33 79 6 --]s 91 7 --
Question Type - B8 gﬁ -~ 133 55 5 83 3 --f 77 69 82 .33
Child Answer so 6 -- {33 52 33 8 100 --} 50 0 75 ~--
T. Feedback on PCSS, PROD,CHOIS S0 73 ~-- |25 66 33 74 100 -- | 39 76 63 --
© 7. Feedback on Opinion Q's -- -- - 0 18 100 100 .- == -- 60 -~ --
. /. .
Student lnitiated Question . - #
Type S 72 - |- s0 o 57 100 W3 -- - ko
Relevancy ; Z_Z_ - -- - 5 33 v so . 33 - - §2
7. Feedback &3 -- -- -~ 5 3 1 'tco 291 23 ~-- -- 00
Student Initlated Comment
" Type gg@ﬂﬂmﬁﬂﬁgummh
Relevancy . S- 0 100 | S0 50 25 -56 75 604 71 80 100 =k
T. Feedback 3% 0 100 |3 -- L 13 57 10071 80 k0 kb
Dyaaic Contact ' .
Type B\ 100 73 |é7 20 56 B85 88 83173 56 B3 89
Child Created Contact (€CC) ‘
. ,
Type ) 62 -- 69 flo0 0 39 ko ‘81 BoJloo 0 100 80
€cc {wWx-REL) . R i
T. Reaction (DELAY, BRIEF, : ' °
. LONG) 6 -- A1 {95 -- 29 50 19 67( 0 O 100 7
T. Reaction (4, ) T e e- | -- --7100 -- - o) -~ = - -
ccc (PERS-REL) ‘ )
Type o - 171 o 20 o 58 38| 0o -- 100 30
T. Reaction {ACK, DELAY) Ces m- 0-- o 20 -~ 3 3| o - - [
T. Reaction (CRANT, NONGRANT) © -- 20 | -- == == e 3 - 0 -~ 100 20 -
Teacher Afforded Contact (TAC) . : ‘ E ' P
Type ‘ 7% 100 4|53 22 A 77 90 55167 43 B0 B85 :
TAC (WK-REL) : .
Type (0BSV, BRIEF, LONG) % -- 33|28 - - 67 83 S0 { - e- 60 4o 7
T. Reaction (3, -} = - -- T - - - 8 60 | -- -- -- 10,
TAC (PROC-REL} : !
Type (MANAG, FAVOR) 56 -- S0 |60 22 33 leo 68 20 fi00 . 0 100 89
TAC (BEW-REL)
Type (3, RV, WARK, 3) o Joo ofz2 o k 50 50 50| o 57 50 59
Error Type, 0 Joo 0% -~ 3 s 78 50| 0 i5. 300 30

Y . to,
Percentage agreemcnts which are underlined - indicate calculations based un frequencics of leys -~
than 10 for & given event. - ’ .

A dash in o cell represents 1003 agreement between coders that the event did not occur.
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APPENDIX E

"TEST- RETEST RELIABILITIES FOR THE SCORES ON THE MY CLASS
- INVENTORY AND SCHOOL ATTITUDE TEST
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.‘}J/‘m .

TABLE E I

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TEST-RETEST
: SCORES ON THE MCI :

Subscales
_Grade . N 1 o2 3. 4 5
1, 386 69 - .63 .61 .59 .70 . .53"
1 21 .34 .60 .64 .53 .47
3 .22 , .73 .51 .51 .76 .25
6 26 .65 .74 .50 .78 .71
386 N 48 . .69 .63 .57 .75 .50°
Andgrson Reliabilities
366" 655 .77 .70 .56 .56 .54

o
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TABLE E II

' I
PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN TEST-RETEST
SCORES ON THE SAT

, - Grade : \ rm N : R

1. 21 .68
3 . o. 1 21 .73
1\5\3 . oral a2 .70

‘Author's reliability
1s3 , oral _ .77

6 Written .78




APPENDIX F

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SELECTED STUDENT CONTEXT VARIABLES, PRODUCT
VARIABLES, AND PERCENTAGE OF QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES
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APPENDIX G

- MEANS AND VARIANCES OF SELECTED CONTEXT AND PRODUCT VARIABLES
AND PERCENTAGE OF QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES
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Means and Vafiances of Selected Context and Product Variables
and Percentage of-Question Opportunities for Class 1-1 (n=27)

Table G 1

Mean

Variance

Percentage of product questions

’

59 -

26 .

‘ﬁ;Type and Name of Variable (
CONTEXT
SES '51.56 231.93.
1Q , 111.18 278.30
PRODUCT: Attitudes :
MCI: .
satisfaction 21.07 (9-27) 12.
friction 20.63 (9-27) 17.20
competitiveness 22.26 (9-27) 11.01
difficulty . 15.74 (9-27) 11.01
cohesiveness 21.74 (9-27) 13.38
OSAT: general school factor 16.74 (5-20) 7.01
instruction interaction 65.04 (21-84) * 35.15
1¢nterpersonal relationships 9.56 (4-12) 4.17
otal score 91.93 (29-116) 65.26
PRODUCT: Achilevement & »
MATE Word Knowledge 53.89 124.25
Word Analysis 48.33 83.
' Reading _ 51.52 80.99
Total Reading 50.67 77,26
Grades: group participation 7.85 (4-16) 0.57
individual participation 7.85 (4-16) 0.57
_ working skills 5.96 (312) 0.48
+ Total ‘ 21.67 (11-44)  4.52
Language Arts - effort 13.41 (6-24) 4,46
- achievement 12.56 (6-24) 4.76
Total 25.96 (12-48) 16.04
QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES ) .
" Percentage of process questions 0..08 0.14
3.63 4,38

Note. Parentheses enclose the range of possibie scores for

attitude s

3yalued for the Metropolitan Achievement Test are based on

cales and grades.

standard scores.
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Table G 11
. Means and Variances of Selected Context and Product Variables

* and Percentage of Question Opportunities for Class 2-1 (n=21)

Type and Name of Variable Mean Variance
CONTEXT .
SES ¥ , 41.35 78.57
IQ : 115.33 ‘ . 249.46
- PRODUCT: Attitudes : ’
MCI: - .
satisfaction 23.57 (9-27) , 2.72
"~ friction - : 19.19 (9-27) ? 16.34
competitiveness 19.48 (9-27) . 8.34
difficulty 14.24 (9-27) 9.32
cohesiveness s : 23.86 (9-27) . - 5.93
OSAT: general school factor 18.29 (5-20) Co 1.92
' instruction interaction 71.00 (21-84) 60.29
interpersonal relationships 10.14 (4-12) 3.46
Total score : 99.43 (29-116) - 88.06
PRODUCT : Achievement ‘
'MAT®: . Word Knowledge 52.58 88.75
Word Analysis ' 47.90 - - 87.51
Reading - .| 50.24 : 248.94
- Total Reading : '49.81 N 141.20°
Grades: group participatior 9.67 (4-16) . 4,53
individual partici ©10.24 (4-16) 5.99
"working skills 6.91 (3-12) 5.76
Total . : 27.33 (11-44) 42.46
Language Arts - effort | -14.75 (6-24) - 7.78
- achievaent - 14.86 (6-24) . 8.11
. : .. . - Total 29.60 (12-48) " 31.58
- T .QUESTION.OPPORTUNITIES o ‘
Percentage of process questions 1.16 3.01°
Percentage of product questions 5.60 . 17.21

Note. Parentheses enclose the range of possible scores for
attitude sc .les and grades, - . : . v

8Values for the Metropolitan Achievement Test are based on
standard scores
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Table G III

Means and Vgriances of Selected-Context and Product Variables and
Percentage of Question Opportunities for Class 1-3 (n = 28)

—r

Type and Name of Variable Mean . Variance
CONTEXT . ‘ . _

SES . 47.23 162.26

1Q: Total ‘ 114.25 187.26
Verbal 112.32 : 217.22

‘ Nonverbal ) 115.61 - 212.95
PRODUCT: Attitudes )

MCI: satisfaction o 19.50 (9-27) - 27.04
friction ; 20.00 (9-27) ~ 18.43
competitiveness : ° 22.64 (9-7 ) 10.59
difficulty ; 14.14 (9-27) 9.26
cohesiveness ) ‘ 22.07 (9-27) 4.42

OSAT: general school factor 15.36 (5-20) 6.94

- instruction interaction: 67.14 (21-84) 12.98
interpersonal relationships 9.86 (4-12) 2.69
Total score 92.36 (29-116) 34.02

PCAS: attitude to school . _ 2.93 (0-6) 3.71
interest in school work 2.96 (0-6) 2.46
importance of doing well 7.36 (0-10) - 3.52

. attitude to class 10.29 (0-16) 18.35
- 'other' image of class 2.82 (0-6) 1.79
conforming-nonconforming ~3.39 (0-5) 1.52
relationship with teacher 2.43 (0-6) 2.03
anxiety in class } 3.18 (0-6) 2.08
social adjustment 2.25 (0-5) 1.83
academic self-image ' 11.25 (0-18) 12.69
Total score : "~ 48.86 (0-84) 222.84
PRODUCT: Achievement

MAT®:  Word Knowledge ™ 72.21 1100. 38
Reading 67.79 184.81
Total Reading 74.18 165.72
Language ) 72.75 127.54
Spelling -1 74.07 96.21

Grades: group participation 10.36 (4-16) 5.57
individual participation 10.82 (4-16) 5.24
working skillsg 7.55°(3-12) ©4.27
Total behavior 28.73 (11-44) 38.81
‘Language Arts - effort 15.50 (6-24) 9.30

. ~ achievement 15.02 (6-24) 9.97
Total 1 30.52 (12-48) - 37.47

QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES '
Percentage of process queations 4.61 ) 15.22
Percentage of product qudytions 13.85 - 66.33

l

Note. Parentheses enclose the range of possible scores for
attitude scales and grades.

» - %values for the Mcttobolitan Achievement Test are based on
standard scores. ‘ . .



yod Table G 1V

Means and Variances of Selected Context and Product Variables and
Percentage of Question Opportunities for Class 2-3 (n = 31)

Type and Nam€ of Variable Mean Variance
g v
CONTEXT

SES , 52.27 253.71
1Q2: Tot'al 110.60 253.77
. Verbal 111.40 290.24
Nonverbal 109.20 279.69

PRODUCT: Attitudes.

MCI: satisfaction 24.55 (9-27) 5.86
friction A/ 19.39 (9-27) 16.62
competitive 21.39 (9-27) 15.85

° difficulty’ 12.87 (9-27) 9.79
cohesiveness 20.72 (9-27) 18.77
OSAT: general school factor 16.45 (5-20) “4.83
’ instruction interaction 73.32 (21-84) 19.19
interpersonal relationships 9.90 (4-12) 2.47
Total score 98.68 (29-116) 41.57
PCAS: attitude to school _ 4.84 (0-6) 1.56
+w interest in school work 4.23 (0-6) 1.92
importance of doing well 7.90 (0-10) 2.73
attitude to class 13.45 (0-16) “9.41
'other' image of class 3.58 (0-6) 1.92
conforming-nonconforming 3.71 (0-5) 1.04
relationship with teacher 4.26 (0-6) 2.38
ahxiety in class 2.61 (0-6) 3.08
social adjustment 2.39 (0-5) 1.46
academic self-image 11.58 (0-18) 14.82
Total score 58.55 (0-84) 103.15

PRODUCT!  Achievement

MATD: Word Knowledge 72.55 . 85.80
Reading 75.06 80.06
Total Reading 71.26 172.06
Language 71.94 122.25
Spelling “71.55 . 95.22

 Grades: group participatdion 12.00 (4-16) 3.36

individual participation 11.55 (4-16) ©3.02

~ working skills 8.55 (3~12) 2.51

Total behavior 32.10 (11-44) 20.15

Language Arts - effort 7 18.13 (6-24) 3.40

- ~ achievement- 18.03 (6-24) 3.26

: 4 Total 36.16 (12-48) 13.17
QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES =

Percentage of process questions 0.69 1.14

1.44 2,

Percentage of product questions

20

Note. Parentheses enclose the range of possible scores

attitude scales and grades.

I3

aIQ score values are based on an n of 30.

bValues for the Metropolitan Achievement Test are based on

standard scores.
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Table G V - -

Means and Variances of Selected Context and Product Variables and
Percentage of Question Opportunities for Class i-6 '

Type and Name of Variable . Mean o Variance -
CONTEXT ‘

SES 47.70 283.49

1Q: Total ’ 104.56 90.09
Verbal . 97.72 128.52
Nonverbal : 110.80 139.92

PRODUCT: Attitudes ) .

MCI: satisfaction 18.76 (9-27) 24,42
friction 20.44 (9-27) 11.05
competitiveness X 19.72 (9-27) 14.68
difficulty : 14.60 (9-27) . 10.88

- cohesiveness . , 18.40 (9-27) 10.41

WSAT: interpersonal relationships 18.48 (9-27) 4.01
instruction interaction 58.76 (26-78) 36.26
general ‘'school factor 24.56 (11-33) 12.57
Total score 101.80 (46-138) 89.04 .

PCAS: attitude to school . 3.00 (0-6) 2.40

: interest in school work 2.48 (0-6) 1.21
importance of doing well 6.88 (0-10) 2.35 -
attitude to class ©9.32 (0-16) 12.78 .

: 'other' image of class 2.80 (0-6) 1.76
K conforming-nonconforming 2.52 (0-5) 0.81
relationship with teacher 3.24 (0-6) 2.10
anxiety in class 3.52 (0-6) 2.09,
social adjustment 2.84 (0~5) 1.17
academic self-image 11.24 (0-18) 11.78
Total score 47.84 (0-84) 84.69
PRODUCT: Achilevement

MAT3: Word Knowledge 82.76 41.62 ¢
Reading ‘ 82.32 -71.50
Total Reading 83.00. .- 51.84
Language ) 85.56 ’ 40.73
Spelling . 82.00 177.36

Grades: group participation 10.24 (4-16) 7.62

: individual participation 9.76 (4~16) 6.50
‘working skills 6.96- (3~12) 6.28
Total behavior 26.96 (11-44) 55.64
Language Arts - effort - 15.14 (6-24) 13.67
- achievement 14.42 (6-24) 17.79
Total 29.56 (12-48) 61.37

QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES
Percentage of process questions 5.21 ) 30.44
Percentage of product questions ‘5.69 . 26.86

Note. Parentheses enclose the range of possible scores for
attitude scales and grades.

4yalues for the Metropolitan Achievement Test are based on
standard scores. :

o



Table G VI }

e
Means and Varlances of Selected Context ?yd/Product Variables and
Percentage of Question Opportuni%&ea/ or Class 2-6 (n = 25)

ANY

Typg.and Name of Variable Mean Variance
CONTEXT
SES 49.50 188. 04
1Q8: Total . 113.08 234,24
Verbal 110.50 301.33
Nonverbal 115.29 255.45
PRODUCT: Attitudes ' _
MCI: satisfaction . 21.96 (9-27) 13.16
“friction 20.20 (9-27) 20.80
competitiveness 19.56 (9-27) 21.93 -
difficulty 13.32 (9-27) 10.14
cohesiveness 21.28 (9-27) 17.24
WSAT: interpersonal relationships 20.12 (9-27) 12.19
instruction interaction . 58.52 (26-78) 51.05
~ general school factor »23.48 (11-33) 13.77
Total score 102.12 (46-138) 118.99
PCAS3: attitude to school 3.71 (0-6) 1.62
interest in school work 3.08 (0-6) 1.41
importance of doing well 7.38 (0-10) 3.73
attitude to class 13.25 (0-16) 7.19
'other' image of class 2.08 (0-6) 1.08
conforming-nonconforming 2.00 (0-53) 1.08
relationship with teacher 4.00 (0-6) 3.83
anxiety in class 2.21.(0-6) 1.92
social adjustment - 3.00 (0-5) 1.67
academic self-image 11.46 (0-18) 15.58
Total score J : 52.17 (0-84) 83.80
PRODUCT: Achievement : )
"MATZ: Word Knowledge : ' 94.29 " 165.37 -
Reading 96.88 110.28
Total Reading . 96.58 135.41
Language : 93.75 74.69
Spelling . 91.42 157.99
SAT2: Social studies 186.25 ) 176.94
Grades: group participation 11.26 (4-16) 8.98
individual participation 11.38 (4-16) 11.47
wotking skills : 8.78 (3-12) 6. 64
Total behavior 31.42 (11-44) 69.95
Language Arts - effort _ "18.02 (6-24) 12.17
- achievement 16.80 (6-24) 21.46
Total ) 34.80 (12-48) 62.71
QUESTION OPPORTUNITIES
Percentage of process questions ) 2.96 4.19-
Percentage of product questions 3.66 7.59

&

Note. Parentheses enclose the range of possible scores«for
attitude scales and grades.

4yalues are based on an n of 24. Values for the Metropolitan

Achievement Test and Stanford Achievement Test are based on standard

gcores.

I
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