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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine-the‘relation-
ship between pupil characterlstlcs and dyadic 1nteractlon.

This study was part of a group approach to the study
of teachlng carrled out in western Canada by six researchersv
1n the sprlng of 1976 The sample con81sted of one grade
.one class, one grade three, and one grade 31x, in each of
two schools A preparatory phase in, non-study schoois.
famlllarlzatlon 1n the classes 1nvolved "and two weeks of

classroom observatlon _were followed by collecting data from
T

school records and admlnlstratlon of self—report 1nstrume;tsT‘“

Pupil age, sex,‘soc1oeconom1c standlng, s8ibling posi-
tion, and famlly 1ntegr1ty, were examlned in a canonical
correlatlon w1th twelve dyadic 1nteractlon varlables ob—
talned from the modlfled Brophy—Good system Slgnlflcant
correlatlons were found in ‘two classes and approxlmately |
‘eighty percent of the varlance 1n 1nteractlon was accounted
for. Pupll sex ‘was 1dent1f1ed as the best predlctorwof the
Vlse,i. | | 4. | . 3 .

Pupll ablllty, prlor knowledde. self-esteem, attltude
to achoodl, .and soc1onuatr1c status, accounted for approxx—
mately ninety percent of 1nteract10n varlance as flve of

‘8ix class canonlcal correlatlons were slgnlflcant Differ-

ent varlables were best predlctors at dlfferent grade levels-
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howeVer; sociometric status and self-esteem were mcre prom-—
inent at grades one and three, whife_ebility and pricr‘
achievement were more salient at the grade s8ix level. The
ccrrelations between\the best predictot pupil charactexr
istics'and the interaction‘variables were also exaﬁined.
The ten‘pupil characteristics previously discussed
And two overall measures of pupil-classrocm behavior ob-
talned from Spauldlng s CASES 1nstrument were examined in
canoulcal correlatlons by grade, and accounted for approxl-
" mately seventy—flve percent of‘the variance in the dyadic
interaction variaples. | I
fn~the'cenonic;l-correlations cdrried out invthis.studya
a fairly high:propcrtion offthe common variance in teacher--
: pupil interactisan was prndictable Efcm knowledge‘of pupil
charactefistics. In spite of possible 1nstab111ty due to
‘sample ere, these4¢1nd1ngs tend to support the belief that
pupll characterlstlcs evoke. dlfferentlal teacher response.
In order to assess some of_the:lnstruments used in
this-project;'the'pupil responses to the Oral School Atti-
/" tude Tést, W:itten_School Attitudevfest,'Self—Esteem In-
/- ventorf,uénd‘My>C1aes Inuehtofy were factor analyzed;ahd X

nteSt-retest data]ﬁere obtained.
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CHAPTER 1

\

INTRODUCTION

F

Works by Jackson and his colleagues have shown that
some students interact very frequently with their
teachers, while other students rarely do;, and that
some students are objects of their teacher's affec-
tion and interest, while others provoke mere indif-
ference or even hostility. This led us to focus on
the individual student as the object of analysis in
our classroom research (Brophy and Good, 1974, p.
. v11). ‘

This study addresses itself to the pupil, hlS charac-
terlstlcs, and the dyadlc 1nteractlons he experlences with '
hlS teacher. The.need for studies focu81ng on the pupll is
emphasized by the fact that:

. « . remarkably 11ttle research focusing on the.

individual student has been done.  ‘In fact, until

very recently, there was practlcally no research

focusing on the individual student in everyday,

ordlnary classrooms (Brophy and Good,. 1974, p.vii).

Interest in the pupll has been accentuated in recent

Jyears by such publications as Rosenthal's (1968) "Pygmallon-
- in the Classroom," P. Jackson's (1968) "Llfe in Classrooms, "

and John Holt's (1964) "Why Children Fail," As well, with-

in the stuay of teaching, this emphasis on'the pupil‘

e e e represents part of a much broader recognition
by psychologists and educators that teacher-student
'1nteractlon, and adult-child 1nteract10n generally,
is a two-way street. This always has been recognized
'of course, but most research, until very recently,

¢
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‘has treated the adult as active and causal and

“the child or student as reactive and as being
shaped by the behavior of the adult. T™esearchers
in education, child development, socia.ization and
other fields where adult child interaction is im-
portant, have come to see that individual differ-
ences. in children provide differential opportuni-
ties and "imitations for the adults who deal with
them (B.ory and Evertson, 1976b, p. 3).

A nunider of the student characteristics examined in re-

lation ‘to dyédichlassfoom.interaction have only recently

. o Y
. been examined, if at all. The instruments used to obtain

" the pupil measures were examined closely, as was the research

model, to determine their utility in subsequent studies of °

teaching in naturalistic settings. .As uch, this stﬁdy is

viéwed as an exploratory, hypothésis generating study.

The study had its beginnings in the fall of 1975,

wheﬁ a doctoral seminar focused on the‘l973 Travers' Second

Handbook of Research on Teaching. A discussion of group

- “'[ . " .
research versus individual research, and subsequent exam-

ination of chapter five, "The use of direct observation to -

study teaching" catalyzed a group research project carried

out in the spring of 1976. This study,‘focusing on the .

pupil, represents one segmént of that intensive, in-depth

study of six elementary classrooms by six researchers in-

oluding this writer: (Eggert, Fasano, Mahén, Marland,

Moody, Muttart, 1976), an attempt to better understand

‘"What is." .

P



POCUS OF THE STUDY

/fThewProblem

'What is the relationship between pupil characteris-

t%cs’qnd.teacher—pupil dyadic interaction?

~ Sub-Problems

(1) To what extent are such pﬁpil fOrmétive experi-.
ences as ‘ : ¢ : , v . \
G | |

SES

age A

sex ‘

sibling position

family integrity

.prédictérs of teacher-pupil dyadic interaction?:

(2) To what extent are sﬁch pupil propértiesfas o /// '

ability :
prior knowledge
"self-esteem '
‘attitude toward school
- sociometric status
'predlctors of teacher-pupll dyadlc 1nteract10n°
(3) what proportlon of variance-in teacher-pupll
dyadic lnteractlon 1s accounted for by pupll formatlvg
experlences, pupll propertles and by pupll classroom be- -
hav1or9 E T e
(4) What prOportlon of varlance in pupll classrocm
behav1or is accounted for by pupll formatlve experiences,

pupll propertles and by teacher—pupll dyadlc 1nteract10n? -

(5)"D1d the Oral School Attitude Test, ertten School

Attitude Test; Self-Esteem Inventory and the My Class Inven-

e .

B
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tory exhibit factorelsimilaf to the underlYihgpdimensionsi
desctibed by the original author?"

(6) "Did the Oral School Attitude Test, Self-Esteem
Inventory and the.My Class Inventory exhibit test-retest.

feliability‘similar to values reported by the,original

author?;l

Definition of terms

Pupil characteristics. This term refers to a pupil's

dlstlngulshlng features or qualltles- hlS attrlbutes or

traits. In this study, pupll characterlstlcs will be con—'

»

31dered to be composed of both formative experlences and

properties.

Pupil formative experiénées. -Thig term refers to -

experlences in a chlld's early development that have shaped

h1m e.g.., sex, soc1o—econom1c status

Pupil property. This term refers to an essentlal or

dlstlnctlve attrlbute or quallty of a person, e. g., soc1al

behavior, prior knowledge.

Dyadic clasaroom'interaction. The concept, dyadic

classroom interaction, refefs to those claSsrocm interac—

.tions in which the teacher is. deallng with a 31ngle indi-

V1dual Chlld

~Copigg;behavidf.’ This type of behaviog includes

attlvely confrontlng problems, show1ng 1ndependent 1n1t1a—

tlve 1n seeklng solutlons, and dlSplaylng persxstent effort

N
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. to arrive at solutions.

Steering group. A group/of pupils of a particular

leveivéf ability that classr inatruction is geared to-

ward.,

A
"y

Facet. A set of cat ories that form a clear, mutus

ally exclusive-set} thes i

whlch the investigator is interested, can be coded into

'one of them

Related terms. (i) [Presage variable: _?his.term re-

.

., all examples of the events in

fers to general aspects personality as well as certain -

specific bellefs and attitudes. (11) Process variable:

.g
This term refers to the aAX:al act1v1t1es of classroom

teachlng.' all of the observable behaviors of teachers and

\
puplls-—what teachers and puplls do in the @iassrooms

(iii) Context varlable- Thls term refers to. condltlons to

\

which teachers must adjust, e. g.,

pupil characterlstlcs,

the cammunity, the school. (1v) Product var1ab1e° Thls

term refers to those changes that come about in puplls as

a result of their 1nvolvement in clasé oom act1v1t1es w1th

S

teachers and other pupils. o

DELIMiTATIONS

The study 'did not attempt to examlne teacher-whole

class 1nteract10n- only the frequency of teacher-pupll dya-

dic 1nteractlon in Language Arts was examlned

[\

—
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The study did not attempt to develob new 1nstruments
to ‘measure salient varlables o \
‘ Factor analy51s of pupil self-report 1nstruments was
llmlted to the Oral School Attitude Test, thg wrltten
School Attitude Tbst,(}he Self-Esteem Inventoxy and the

My Class Inventory.

Test-retest reliability as calculated only for the .

My'Class Inventory, td Seif—Esteem Inventory, énd the Oral

"School Attidue Test. | | o h
therature rev1ewed for thlS study was 11m1ted to

characterlstlcs examlned in relatlon to naturalistic stu-

dies.

. LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY

' The data collected in this study provided a detailed
description. of theﬂinteraetioh‘of 157 pubilsuwith their ,
teachers overta,two-week peiiod; #The richness efesueh.an:
intensive non-random study is restficted however in gen-
eralizability due to sampie~$ize'and timetef-tﬁe yeer.i - - ‘ ;

Other vafiebles'such as>echievemeﬁt motivation,—locus
,of control and creat1v1ty were con81dered for 1nclu81on in ."3;
_the sutdy, but 1nstruments were elther non-ex;stent or the
‘assessment methods were 1mpract1cal in the time avallable.

The confldence one may- expresgmregardlng the data

collected is llmlted by the instrumentation. Possible in-

—_




accuracies on'student record}cards, current controverSies
regardlng the misuse of ablllty measures, standardlzed
test results and self-report data, all underlrne the need
for caution in interpreting the data. !
»ThempreSence of anvobserver—in the classroom raises
the possibility that the teacher and pupil behavior wit-
'~ nessed may not be typical of their unobserved day-to-day
behavior; Tﬁhehpresence of the investigators in the class-
room for a week prior to coding, as Qell.as a t@o-week
observation period, represent attempts to minimize observer

effect.

ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

This study'is‘reported in six chaptersr The preseht
chapter 1ntroduced the topic of pupil characterlstlcs and
their relatlon to teacher-pupll dyadlc relatlonshlps as
well as a statement of the research questlons.

The review of . llterature lS reported in chapter two.--
An initial section examines the status;of the' Study of
reaching and is followed-by’the literature more specific
to this study. ' Chapter three‘describes“the desion of the

study, the sample, ihstrumehtation; and methodology em-

ployed. An outline of the kéy statistical analyses is pro-'t

vided.

t

Chapter four reports the results of the prlmary ‘analy- -

ses encompassed in research questlons one to four. Chapter

2%
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five, the sec&ndary analysig, examines‘research questions
five and six. |

The concluding’chépter, chapter sif,’is a summary of
the study and includesvconclusions, implications, and recom- - 1

mendations.




‘Q')._

B Blddle (1974) desecribe research on-teachlng in

’manner as "a young sc1ence," while Rosenshlne and rst

' CHAPTER 2

RELATED LITERATURE: THE STUDY OF TEACHING*

INTRODUCTION

What do we really know about teaching? Young
people who are about to become teachers are

- anxious to acquire the substantive knowledge of
their chosen field:; those who are already tea-
chers would. like to improve their skills; and
teacher educators would like to supply both with
knowle&be\that has been verified through rigorous
research. §anortunately most of these persons
will be dlsabp01nted in their search for knowledge. -
Most of the questions they will ask have yet to
be studied at all, and much of the research on . .
teaching conducted so far does not- provide adequate
answers (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974, P-. ll)-

How could six decades of effort and more than 10,000

studies not have examined most qu tions and provided more |

.adequate answers? How.can Rosenshine\(1976) describe this

fleld as new and sparse, whlle Gage (196 refers to its

llterature as overwhelmlng and unmanageable° Duﬁkin and

H"klndly

(1973), not so klndly, describe it as "Chaotlc, unorg -

ized and self-servxng.ﬂ Th;s varlant mix of optlmlsm and

pessimlsm is a shggk for those looking for definltive,

-

1mmed1ate pay—off

* Parts of this review were origlnally prepared by thzs
writer for Eggert.,et. al. 1976

.-;77 —" g
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THE BEGINNINGS .
- N

- The results. of Teacher Efﬁectiveness studieg\were
described by Th Committee on Criteria of TeaCher Effective-

ness of the American Research Association (1953) ras folloys-

The slmple fact o the matter is, that after 40 c'\\Q\
years of .research teacher effectiveness during _ o
~which a vast number studies have been carried T

out, one . can point te few outcomes that a superin- o
'tendent of schools can s ely employ in hiring a o . ;
“teacher or granting him tenure, that an agency can

employ in certifying teachers, or that a teacher

-education faculty - an employ planning or improv-

1ng teacher educatlon programs - ' 1953. p. 57).

It—1s lmportant to note, however, t \t the research5
referred to above occurred prior to 1957 the date whxch w_\g
~ educational historians use to differentlate between the fn N

earlier,"teacher effectlveness studies" and the present

S ¥ g e e Y

. "study of teachlng,f now based to a greater degree ‘ondir-' \3%¥

.. ect observation of'teachlng. ~Thls modern era” had its -

beginﬁihgs‘in the late;hineteen f;fties"ﬁith the,work'of

2

Flanders, Medley and Mitzel (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974;

:Rosenshlne. 1976). | . :

Dunkln and Blddle (1974) consldered the earller teacher
effectlveness research to be lacklng in four major ways*'

1. Researchers attempted to establish relatlonshlps

IW1thout observ;ng teachlng actlvitles. Gage (1963) re-
fer d to this as the Black Box approach to research on
teach;ng- | | ‘

2. The early research suffered from theoretical im-

g

o
™

~ g
S
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. poverishment; that is, in most cases there was little or

'no rationale provided for the inclusion of a particular °
item. - | _ - | |
3. Rather than employing pupil learning or an affec-
© . tive change asﬂa{criterion.binadequate meaauresdéf effeet—‘
' 1iveness werebemployed.such as aupervisot’ratings of'effect-
ive‘nesa.' a ‘.e o i»‘ |
4. Earlyestpdiea operated on the assumption that an‘
. S effective teache;\Waa always, and in?all'situations, an
§*\\\ o effeqtiye teacher."'A concern for contextual mariation'

could provide'assistance in interpreting»variation in

seventies, teaching, with its«weak and unpfoduétive re-
search, base, was assai ed by the genetlc—environmental

. S determlnists. Coleman et. al. (1966), Jencks (1972), and -

\\\g;:;\:\\\ Mayeske et, al. (1973), ‘have beéh\gart of a movement to
\\attrlbute varlance 1n student achlevement to "non-school"

\ \
fagt \s, contendlng tﬁat teachers do not make a dlffer-

4lence'“fo~;example. e

o a\%\ re is consxderable evidence that ."non-

schboI"\fap ors may be more important determinants

of education outcomes than are ™"school factors,

. There is good reason to ask whether our educational
,problems are, in>fact, school problems (Averch, . -
Carroll, ‘Donaldson, Deecling and Pincus, 1971, p.xii).

Dunkin’ and Biddle (1974) point out that the comparzson

of school means to ach;eVement by Coleman masked individual

S
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teacher e“fc %, ~That*is,.since most schools feature a
range of ~apaole and less capable teachers, the ‘effects -
of indiV1dual teachers cancel each other when a school - |

'mean.is taken. A recent article by Berliner (1976) notes

that most studies to date focus on language arts and social

studies, two subjects Whlch show the effects of-home in-
- fluence. As a means to observe teacher efﬁect, he suggests
studying achievement in subject areas such as a second
language, SBQlelC ‘sciences, etc., where home 1Ifluence
'would be - less likely a factor.l FEatherstone (1973) taking
a different tack, suggests that. S i

. « o . the research that has been done does not

show that schools make no difference, " What it does

show is that by ¢ertain crude measures schools are.

' very siiilar to one another (Featherstone, 1973,
p. 448). | ) |

_In spite of-the acknowledéed weaknessﬁof”research on_
.teaching, and " notWithstanding those who would attrihute
variance in school achievements to “non—school" factors,,

interesting counter trends may be found 1n the competency

based teacher education and accountability movements. Bereljﬁ

,liner (1976) dismisses these movements w1th dispatch when

he states'.7' i

I

, Unless replicable findings relating teaching bee
_-havior to student achievement in natural class- -
. room settings 'can be found . . . {such programs)
- will not be believable (Berliner, 1976, Pp. 5). -

:How is 1t possible to meet Berliner's challenge when

less than one percent of educational expenditures are des-

5§

3
)
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“single variable (Rosenshlne, LQ?G). This underfinanced,

/ . ' | 13

ignated for research. The number of researchers involved

in- the ongoing study of teaching numbers less than a dozen,

and there have-been fewer than twenty five studies on any

\

undermanned research effort is’ nimal when coﬁpared to
society's efforts in other fields}"however(.the deﬁands‘
for concrete‘findings continue‘to increase. The fact that
research on teachlng to date raises more quest1ons than

it prov1des answers should be no surprise under such c1r—

- cumstances.

) THE CURRENT SCENE 'RENEWED OPTIMISM

Rather than contlnually dwelllng on the shortcomlngs

- of the current research base ofsteachlng, there-is alsd

reason.for’obtimism. The fact that 80 few researchers,

<

'.‘working w1th very llmlted resources. provided the b8818 :

for Rosenshlne and Furst (1971 1973) to complete a compre—~

.hens;ve rev1ew of teacher)effects is encouraglng.‘ As a

_uralistrc studles, they 1dentif1ed a princ;pal set of frve :

‘»teacher behav1ors construed to have a basls in research.

\'I‘\' )

«result of thelr examlnation of approxlmately f1fty~one nat— ‘

' :and a- secondary set. of slx behaviors Judged to have weaker’

~"haVe yielded the most s;gnzficant and/or consistent re-

isupport (Kennedy and Bush. 1976). That is, these variables

. ap;ts2ﬂ(ﬂpsens .ne and Furst, 1973.:p.‘l55).; Asca caution,‘d

ataa L.
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however, Heath(and Neilson (1974) are verytcritical of the
' ; N

fRosenshine and Furst review, while Jackson (1976) is criti-

cal of the Heath and Neilson review. Clearly a research
P
base is developlng, but the 1dent1f1cat10n of effective

o

teacher behav1or remains in the future.

A second source of optlmlsm 1s the enunciation by

Rosenshlne and Furst (1973) of aﬁmodel for studylng tea-
ching in naturalistic eettlngs. While prOV1d1ng an overall
strategy for future studies, the paradigm also helps to

~

place in peéapective the different types of studies that

'hagﬁ occurred to date. The,model contains at least three,,

elements: _

‘l 1. The development of procedures for describing

[

téachlng in a quantitative manner.
i

2. Porrelatlonal studies in which the descrip+-ive

-3

variables are related to measures of student growth.

;3‘ Experimental studies in which the significant
L _ ‘ :

‘ variables obtained in the correlational studies are tested

.in a more controlled 31tuatlon.

o~

3 The studles qonducted at ‘the Unlverslty of Canterbury
in New Zealand 1llustrate the use of thls model for long
- term research as Nuthall (1971) recommends>/__,~

v}", . the results.of the correlational and experl-
mental studies be used to suggest and modify further
descriptive, correlational and experimental studies.
.« ,o » In the final stage, explanatory theory is
dpveloped which accounts for the relationships un-
covered in experimental studies (Nuthall, 1971, p.3).

’
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mssumption basic to the lmplementation of -such a
loor is tie support of an 1nvest1ga iv.. team over several .
year. 1:.L8 would fac111tate thematlt continuity, accumu- .
lation u. related flndlngs and more rapld methodological
refinement, all currently seen as desirable but very diffi-
cult when so much of our research is of the "one shot"
variety, | |
Another source of optimisim is ldéntified'when Rosen-
shine and Furst (1973), Dunkin and Biddle (1974) and Nuthall -
(1968) " all call for a moratorlum on the development of new
category systems in a manner somewhat as follows'
leen the large number of ex1st1ng variables and
the small number of published studies, it seems
appropriate to test these variables against mea-
sures of student learning before developing
additional observational instruments (Rosenshlne

~ and Furst, 1973, p. 165).

-This suggestion, in conJunctlon w1th the recommendatlon
of Dunkin-and _Biddle (lQ?fl/and Flanders (1974) that future
f,studlesque multlfaceted observatlonal 1nstruments, would -
permlt.operatlonal definitions-to stabilize and make repli-
_catlon p0581ble whlle u51ng the most complex 1nstruments
ravallable.' |

Rosenshlne and Furst also belleve 1t seems unw1se to
limit research to a sxngle observatlonal system or type
'of system. They see the optlmal strategy at: ‘this point to

be to use a variety of ex1st1ng lnstruments in every study,

.8ome that 1nclude broad 1tems and ratlng scales (h1gh 1nfer~
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- ence), others that encompass narrowly focused items and

category systems (low inference). They feel though,

there is a danger of losing potentlally useful data through

the combinationkof a number of variables into ratios,

composites and clusters. To overcome this they suggest:
In the first step the investigator could develobw
his hypotheses and parsimoniously select a lumited -
number of variables for statistical analysis.: In
the second step, hundreds of variables coul ! be
formed from the data and subjected to analysns
(Rosenshine and Furst, 1973 p. 170).

An encouraglng advance is. represented by Dunkin and

‘Biddle's (1974) The Study of Teaching, an intensive review
'of‘one hundred and seventy—eight studies that haue involved'
| classroom observation,m There appears to'be nore research
focusing on the'actual instruction in the Classroom, that
S isy what the classroom is and what it. accompllshes Fin—
dlngs generated in such studies w1ll have greater general—
1zah111ty‘than lab.studles even though it w1ll be more .
difficult to,establish cause and effect relationships'
(Brophy and Good, '1'974). -

Such field surveygewill fulfill the aims of Rosenshlne
and Furst's (1973) descrlptlve. oorrelatlonal phases of
the research loop., Such 1n1t1a1 exploratlon, in prov1d1ng
the opportunlty to refine theorles, 1nstruments, etc., will
lay the groundwork for the related but more. controlled, °
experlments to follow.,f

Within the Dunkln and Blddle rev1ew, a model is pre—--
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sented (Figure 1) which the authors feel may. serve to build
an integrative theory. of teadhing. The model permitsbtea—
cher and pupil characteristics (presage variables), teacher
and pupil classroom behavior (process variables), school
and qommunity~characteristics (context variables), and a
variety7of outcome measures (product variables), to be‘
examined in relatibnship to one another usihg'multivariate
designs. | » |
Dunkin and Biddle sdggést that investidators should
utilize designs that paif process information,(teachér
and pupll behav1or) with presage, context or product vari-
ables. This. recommendatlon, supported by Brophy and Evert-f
son (1976a, 1976b), Brophy and Good (1974), forms the
cornerstone .of this sﬁudy. The study, shown on figure 1
. by the area enclosed by dashes,”examines the relationship
bet&éen‘dyadic classroom interaction (process information)

and pupil Characteristics'(pupil presage or cohtext).
THE PUPIL AND. CLASSROOM PROCESS

Jackson (1968) showed in his book Life in Class-
rooms that 1nequa11ty is the rule rather than the
',exceptlon for teacher-student interactions in the
same classroom. Some students have a great many
interactions with their teachers every day, while
others see the teacher less than once a week. Some
- are frequently criticized or disciplined, and stil:
others are mostly ignored. Jackson's obsérvatxdns
about the uneven patterns of teacher-student con-
tact in classrooms have been supported by the work
.of many others . . . . (Brophy and Good,v1974, p.30). '
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What are the determinants of such dlverse treatment?
Part of the answer will be in research focused on the indi-
vidual pupil in ordinary claSsrooms.; Brophy and Goodj:state
that until recently there“has_been practically no such.
! e » :
research, one possible reason that educational research has
not . provided teachers with more knowledge to apply in the
classroom. They feel such research is sorely needed and -

encourage other researchers to pursue this approach.

'

Brophy ‘and Good (1974), Brophy and EVertson (1976a,
'1976b) focus both on the pupll and on his classroom inter-
actlon.' As a result the authors suggest the patternsAof
interaction deseribed ebgve by Jacksen (1968) could be due
to.the fact,that classroom iﬁteractipn normelly ocdcurs at
a fafe not permitting'mdsﬁlteachers to eonsciously monitor
each individuel and thus the teacher is unable to maintain
his proactivehstance.v Rafher, teachers becdﬁe reacrive or
unconeciousiy conditioned in.their responses te puﬁils;
That is, students' individual differences will éffect,tea—
.“_chers for better or for'worse'and‘are the key to understan- ;
‘ding differences in teacher-student interactien (Brophf and
VGQod, 1974). The,foliowing:seqtions'will rev%ew a number
of variables that are recqmmended for exdmination in reia-
- tion to classrpom iﬁteraction. Dunkiﬁ and Biddle state
-theﬁ enly a handful of nafurelietic studies have examined

these  variables. They speculate that perhaps some may turn |



out to be irrelevant, some will provide minor input, while
others will turn out to generate substantial variation in

teaching.

PUPIL CHARACTERISTICS

'Sex. Of all the variables that can be used to dlvide
people into groups, sex is probably the;ggpt fundamental
and perva51ve (Brophy and Good 1974 pP- 199). oOverall,
“boys are more sallent in the classroom (Sllberman, 1969)
as they are more assertlve and aggre351ve in seeking and -
ohtaining contacta with the teacher (Maccgby; 1966). They:
are less attentive and misbehave more (Brophy and Erertscn,
1976b).7‘che receive more praise than~girls for both.their
vwork and“behavlor, and more cr1t1c1sm for their mlsbehav1or..
Boys call out more and are called on more regardlng work.
Boys are more variable than girls on almost any varlable
measured (Brophy and Good, 1974). o ' _ s

Girls volunteer more often and mbre_enthusiastically,

" have their private interactions aEcEEEEE#Bthhe teacher;.
-and are more llkely to receive sustalnlng feedback after
a reading error (Brophy and Evertson, 1976b). “In adhleve-.<‘_
ment, glrls tend to be 1n1t1ally superlor to boys, but thls. |
as well as their greater orlentatlon to the teacher, gradu--
ally dlsappears. The 1n1t1al superlorlty of girls is
attributed by Brophy and Good to culturally determined sex

-roles; that is, they are better suited to the .more verbal;‘_ co ‘ﬁ
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passive role of the pupil. It appears:
There is reason to belleve that girls are more
compllant, more verbally developed and more -
sophisticated in communication, more likely to -
g reasonable or feasible requests and more
-2ly to have completed their work when they
oached the teacher for permission to do
_hlng else. Thus the differential teacher
or may only represent response to differ-
S ttudent k. havior. . . . (Brophy and
~, .x76b, o 27). '

S ~nod state, however, that this initial

- advan'ag ©.7 golris dis.,. .=2ars due to overly restrlctlve
sgx role expc~ “lons as they get older,

These fina...gs, ¢ -hough they represent patterns
_ that appear'to be emerging from the research canmot be
accepted without reservation pending further replication
L/s

and careful 1nterrogatron of mlxed f1nd1ngs.

Ability and prior knowledge. The lmportance of the

chlld's level of abllltles and knowledge Ain - the subject
matter area was emphasxzed by Ausubel (1963) who regarded
.'both as lmportant determlnants of 1earn1ng., With respect:f
dto ablllty Lundgren (1972) hypothe81zed that: '

e . ; teachers geared their 1nstructlonal effort
at the students in the upper half of the lowest

'vablllty quartile in the classroom (Brophy and Good.
1974, p. 310). .

Lundgren found that the average I Q. of the. steerlng
.group pupllB varled 1nversely with the amount of teacher :
1nform1ng and.dlsc1p11n1ng.'

A number of studieg ranging from Horn (1914) to Good '

(1970), present ev1dence that students of dlfferent achieve-

A SR s h ez
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ment‘levels\have much different kinds cfginéeractlons
with theif teachers.v fbr example :

The low group on the achievemént scale had more

total contacts with the teacher, more private

contacts, and fewer whole class opportunities

(Brophy and Evertson, 1976b, p. 39).

 Low achievers;'approachingsa’teacher to initiate‘a

private,wprk’contact_while the teacher was busy with
another group, wefe more likely_to*be refusedf_'Nb doubt
this is related to the fact that, when this type of pupil
l is glven feedback, it is more llkely to- be long feedback
Also. 1n general low achlevers receive more negatlve
evaluatlon than hlgh achlevers. | |

Social class. Few studles have examined pupll social

class in relatlon to classroom interactlon. where they do,

the flndlngs do not 'lend themselves,to slmple»comparison;
Brown (1969) and ﬁrcphy and Evercscn (1976a) examined in-
teraction in relatica to an;assignec,school socioeccnqmic,-
statss. Using individual'status fafings F?iedman and
frie&mah‘(1973) foﬁhd.ﬁhat slgnificantly‘more total rein-
forcements and;especially honyerbal relnforcements ‘were
giQen’to middle'class‘children. Brophy and Good (1974)
"noted more fac111tat1ve patterns w1th the hlgher class:
pupll._, ) :

Hoehn (1954) and Gobbert (1973)l however, found no : -
v quantltatlve_dlffe;ences in teacher-studen; conta¢t by | :

social class, but there were qualitative differences.

.



23
Lower class students received more dominative contacts
"from the teachers'while middle class peers received more .
supportive andjintegrative contacts. These socioeconomic
differences disappeared when the analyses were controlled
for achievement \They concluded that the teachers were
reSpondlng prlmarlly to achlevement rather than soc1al

class. ‘ |

Sociometric status.' According to Dunkin and Blddle

(1974) soc1ometr1c status as a varlable has been ignored
in naturallstic studies. Of the studies reviewed, only
Medinnis (1962) examined this variable in relation to

‘ classroom interaction;. He‘found that pupils who received
more praise from the teacher tended to be puplls chosen
more often by their peers in sociometric 1nterv1ews.

'Self-esteem. This’ varlable has been w1dely used-in

research generally, yleldlng mixed results when examlned

- in relatlon to a w1de range of other varlables - Its use

in naturallstlc studies has been mlnlmal, and, as a- result,

llttle is known about the relatlonshlp between pupil self—

‘esteem and teacher or pupll classroom behavxor,p .
Attitude"to schoolj .Much like selﬁ-esteem, attitude

1

to school has been popular in educatlonal research but not

studled 1n depth in relatlon to 1nteractlon.~ In more

general studles, Good, Biddle and Brophy (1975) concl

"that no s;mple relatlonshlp exists between thlB variable'
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and achievement. . Yee (1968) and RQSenshine and Furst

\\\;(1973) report attitude scores decrease durlng a school

' .covered mlght be related to the fact that flrstﬁorns tend

 Sibling bositld w:if (1976), and Kormelink
: . i
(1976) are among the few ve examlned thls variable

neral, findlngs are in- ‘ .

in relation to achievement In
consistent and contradlctory (Nield, 1 6) Although
Dunkin and Biddle (1974) recommend sibling po"tion for

study, Brophy 'is not optimistic regarding the event

meortance of thls variable;~ He felt any relatlonshlp un '

to be better soc1allzed and 1ndependent in ccmparlson to
. only chlldren or last born chlldren (Brophy, 1977, personal
communlcatlon) ' ‘ o
égg,‘ Brophy and Evertson (1976a) report fewer ques-
tlons and fewer sustalnlng responses by teachers in the
lower grades. ‘With increases in grade level,_Brophy and
Evertson (1976b) found- that the number of tlmes a pupil
called out an answer lncreased but in more appr0pr1ate
wa;si' The teacher called on more non-volunteers to answer '
éueétions, and classroom interaction became focussed on
».academies; 'Private‘interactions'dropped as. did managerial

~and disciplinary'contact. For example:
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'

e « . Older students were more likely to be

described as well behaved. This fits well

with other research which suggests that stu-

dents become increasingly well socialized to

“the student role across these age ranges 7-

11 yrs.  Students in the middle grades usually

are more settled into school routines than stu--

dents in the early grades, and they require less

supervision because they are able to work inde-.
.. pendently for longer periods of time (Brophy and
’“mEvertson, 1976b, p. 29).

The ™ same study reported that co-operatlve students
received more publlc response 0pportunities, were called

:3 . on more frequently for housekeeping jobs, and, if they

{

mlsbehaved were warned rathe: than cr1t1c1zed (Brophy and
Evertson, 1976b, p. 58) ‘* , : ‘ o o
Pupil characterlstlcs,‘such 28 those.aescribed in

-this section, are hlghllghted by nerner‘when he states:
An organism will evoke differential’ reactlons in
its socializing environment as a consequence of
. its own characteristics and these different re-
Tl actions may certainly be expected to affect the
T organism's own development (Lerner, 1976, p. 37).

.
R

\\\The‘vzew that‘a pup;l w1ll_evoke'd1fferent1al teacher

AN .
reactions as a consequence of his own characteristics,

\underllnes the need to collect and analyze data based on

the\lnd1v1dual pupll (Rosenshine and’ Furst, 1973- Brophy
\\and Good 1973 Berllner, 1976) as well as to utilize

class means where approprlate. ' For example, Brophy and .
\'Evertson (1976a, 1976b) utlllzed class means to dood

: advantage in .helr studies; however, they also expressed

_the‘need to examine the lnteractlonS‘of teachers with
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individual pupilﬁ. 'The_impdxtahcé of individual pupil

- data is stressed as follows:

‘It is possible to code the behavior of individual
students in classrooms. The work has just begqun,
but at’ some point in time the collective results
from numerous investigators study:ng individual
students in the classroom may make it possible to
elaborate more fully on the type of interaction
milieus that facilitate the growth of students

. varying in age, sex, SES, aptitude and personal
traits.. It seems that future investigations
focused on individual students’ behavior will
greatly expand our knowledge of classroom be- - _
havior and learning. Techniques for studying ,\fﬁ
individual students now exist, it remains for
future investigators to modify and expand. such
8ystems and to use them in*imaginative ways . .
(Brophy and Good, 1974, p. 326). : , | SN

‘ 'coNCLUSIoﬁ
~ One éonqlusion‘thatAﬁeems inescapablé aftér.fé§iewing
‘the iiteraﬁute of’£he Study ofvTea¢hing'is“that‘éddéational ;
,rGSP‘v“hers'ahd teachet‘educatoréraféygoing'tolhaﬁe £b>
_iea,. fovavoidimaking oversimplified_and overgenefalized
-xstétementsvabout_particular teachiﬁg behévibrs in the fore-~
- seeable fugure. ‘Dunkin ahd'Biddle feel that such’indi#idT‘
uals will have to be more sYStematicaand’careful'in stating‘ B
thé,circum$tanqes-£hét.make a partiéular behavior apprbf
priate qf inappioptiafe. | | | T
b' Conéideiiﬁg thé.hix of optimismiénd pessimiSm with
_ the mass of reiétgd literature it would seem necessary in
';\%oncluéioﬁ_tolplace each in perspec£i§e. first Dunk;n.and'

‘Biddle in their cautious optimism state:



'Research on the process of teaching is already
generating findings useful to educators. Most
‘of the evidence of this advanced so far is
“suggestive rather than definitive. Some of it
. ‘concerns notions for the improvement of teaching
that don't appear to work; some of it presents .
‘evidence for ideas that do. Some of the con-—
‘elusions reached are tentative because studies of
€rucial relationships have not yet been conducted,
" because of limited samples, or because evidence
© from field surveys has not yet appeared by way of
refical integration for this field, although
the/outlines of theories can be discerned. But
' res of variables for describing classroom events
are now available from this research for which
, literally hundreds of suggestive findings have been
- developed (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974, p. 418)..

) Rosenshiné aﬁd Furst (1973). althéugh they Qouid.agree 
, withlmucﬂ of the preceding étatement, and inspiterf their
- many suggeétions for imp:dving:reseatch,,find it necéssaer

‘to end on a sad‘noté as they conclude:

It is possible that the patterns of effective tea-
ching for different ends are 8O idiosyncratic,that
. - they will never be isolated: it is possible that -
studying teaching in natural settings is unproduc~-
tive because the settings are not functional for .
the desired outcomes; it is possible that descrip-
‘tive systems and research within the descriptive-
- correlational—experimental loop will be unproduc-
" tive. . . » At the moment there has not been enough
research.to make any firm statement about any of -~ .
these concerns‘(Rosenshine;and Furst, 1973, p-. 175).

. As one weighé‘the\optimismvand.the pessimism within'
' tbeﬁliteratﬁreiof.the "Study of Téaéhing,ﬁ the pregénce
, of"both'is‘understandable'ég both faith and ékeﬁticism

woﬁldj;eeﬁ_to be reduiréd.

-
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';Brophy: 1975).

CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The main purpose of this study was to examlne the-
relatlonshlp between selected pupll characterlstlcs and
the dyadic" interaction the pupil shared with his teacher.

The purpose . of this chapter is to outllne the de51gn and

' sample of this study, to descrlbe the 1nstrumentatlon and

methodology employed And to present a summary of the statls-

tical analy81s s
© THE DESIGN

This study is part of a large scale descrlptlve—
correlatlf‘“1 study of teaching and learnlng. The data to
be exam. -- thls study therefdre cardfy bothfthe

advantages . llmltatlons of the larger study.y The body

of llterature related to. the Study of Teachlng contalns

4

‘a number of recommendatlgns for 1mprov1ng this type of

K

research An attempt was made to. con51der ‘and 1ncorporate

v

the followzng recommendatlons in the de31gn of the study.

. Research on teachlng should be undertaken in the

naturallstlc settlng, that is, in a classroom where ther

teacher and pupll normally functlon (Good, Blddle, and

28
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2. Variables for study should be collected using
ex1st1ng multlfaceted instruments (Flanders, 1974)

(‘
3. ngh ‘inference ratlng scales should be’ used in

conjunctlon with low ;nference obServatlenal systems |
- (Rosenshine and Furst, 1971). .

4. Enough data should be.collected to enhance the.
possibility of obtalnlng rellablllty and valldlty (Good,_
Blddle and Brophy, 1975). .

5. A small number of teachers and classrooms ~should

. be studled to allow both exten51ve and 1ntens1ve data
collectlon, dand both behav1oral and introspective data \
(Brophy and Shulman, personal communlcatlon, 1975).

i 6. A varlety -of pupll measures should be obtalned
(Dunkin' and Biddle, 1974). o "
h,7;' Research into teachlng must recognlze that teach—

. ers teach. 1nd1v1 ils.. Studles must ‘by necesslty fQCHS“.
on«teacher—pupll dyadic relationships'as weil‘as.teacher—

grdup relations (Brophyland Gooc 1974). - . -
'SAMPLE

The research sample sought 1n1t1a11y consxsted of
palrs of g”aae ones, threes and_slxes, in éach of two~ran-

-domly selected schools; Approaches were"made to a number a

,f'of schoois, 1nv1t1ng them to part1c1pate 1%;£h18 pro;ect

A few teachers in a number of schools were willing to
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take part; however, due to constraints to time, manpower
and cost, the first two schools in which . .~ teacher at

each de31red grade level agreed to partic_pate became the, -

'sample. As a result, the initial- sample con31°ted of one

,hundred and 81xty students and their six ‘teachers. Three

<

pupils were removed from this sample as they were not pres-

ent for'most of this study. “The final sample therefore

'con51sted of forty—elght grade ones, flfty—nlne grade

threes and fifty ggade 31xes, a total of one hundred and
flfty-seven pupils.
The two schools that agreed to participate were lo-

cated in neighboring residential areas of the same urban

'school jurisdiction in Western Canada.

- INSTRUMENTATION

' An early decision was made to use instruments that

had already been uSed in previous studies. This dec;slon

_was based on the suggestlons of Nuthall (1968), Rosenshine .

and - Furst (1973), and Dunkln and Blddle (1974) -as’ a-means

of assisting 1nter-study comparisons, stablllzatlon of

'zoperatlonal deflnltlons and accumulatlon of f1nd1ngs.

e

'Classrc,m Interaction'Instrument'

The Brophy—Evertson modlflcatlon (1973) of the Brophy—' ’

' Good dyadlc 1nteractlon observatlon system was the source

of the teacher-student interaction data for thls study. .

This .system takes into account publlc response opportunities
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- (acadeniic, student—initiated questions or comments ) s
\teacher afforded. contacts, including the‘principles of
Kounin's (1970) classroom;management variables; and child-
-created contacts (see Appendix'A—l)..
‘The Brophy-Good instrument is.multi{faceted and of

‘h_igh reliability (Dunkin and Biddle, 1974). The 1974 work
of Good and Bronhy is cited as a particuiarly good - example
of the use of live obServation meeting Dunkin and Biddle-
criteria., Dunkin and Biddle (1974) state that the use of
’recordings, sUch\as_audio and videotape recordinbsdare
favored; however, this would not be atmethod‘of choice in
ekpioratory studies that are aimedaat concept development,‘
where the classroom events unfold over a perlod of days, .
weeks, etc., or where the coders are called upon to make
Smele judgements at an acceptable pace. Blddle, in the -
fall of 1975, 1dent1f1ed the Brophy—Good instroment as .
one we should consider for bur research. (personal communi—
cation).‘ . N | |

| All the observatlon categorles were used as deflned
by the authors with the exceptlon of (i) a modlflcatlon
to "No feedback reactlon"- (11) the addition of two new
categories- "Teacher affirmation" and "teacher repeats
student's statement" (see Appendlx A—2), (111) the teacher-
pupll rnteractlon was recorded for each pupil, that is,

‘each pupil was known to the coder by“a'number and this

<)
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number was ncted for each interaction observed. This
represents an advance of the use of this instrument in
the latest Brophy—Evertson<studiesr(197§a. 1976b) in which
the individual pupils were not identified and analysis

" was based on class means. Thus when a pupil's character-
1st1cs were examlned in relation to classroom interaction,

'~ the data were Sp ec1f1c to the interaction he/she shared

with the teacher.

Pupii Formative Experience instruments _ -

Student record cards. The ‘two schools involved 1n

this study malntalned 1nd1v1dual student record cards that
"were updated each fall and provided the school w1th .access
- to dependable 1nformat10n on each pupll ‘It was from
these cards that such pupil: formatlve experlences as age,
sex, 81b11ng pOBltlon, father 8 occupatlon, other languages
spoken at home, etc., were recorded. . |

Blishen scale. Socioceconomic status,'SQE S’"'is a

widely used statlstlc and has been measured ‘in a varlety

- of ways. In sSome - studles an S E.S. value has been asslgned
to the school rather 4%an to individual pup113°V1n others
teachers have rated 1nd1v1dual students. Alternate ‘methods
have included investigator ratlng of parent-reported appll-
ances, educatlonal materlals, etc.. in the home, or a

check list system whereby a parent- categorlzes ‘his occu-

patlon (Bryant, et. al., 1974).



33

In this study, the Blishen socio-economic index for
occupations in Canada was applied to occupations stated on
the student record card. When the information on the card

was insufficient to assign a Blishen scale value, the

teacher and/or student were approached for further infor-

vmation. -As a result a measure of S.E.S. was-obtéined'for

" each ‘student.

-

vapll Properties Instruments

Sociometric status. The flrst soc1ometr1c tests were

originally devised by J. L. Moreno. The‘questlons posed
in this study (who would you like to sit near? work with?

play with?) were suggested by Dinkmeyer (1965). puring

‘March 1976, the questions, protocols. etc., were tried

and modlfled in rooms of a school not 1nvolved in the

study. Grade one puplls were ;nterv1ewed.1nd;v1dua;ly

a form provided.

 and they answered the sociometric questions with the aid

of a chart displéying-a picture of everyone in_ the room,
\ :

a method'suggested by Brophy'(personal communication).

- Grades three and 8ix pupils were posed the soc1ometr1c

questlons as a group. the names of all puplls in the room ’
written on the board to reduce dependence on memo;y. The

grade'three and six pupils recorded their own responses.on .

.
. b SR

.

L
!
]

Pupil Classroom behavior.. Spauldlng s (1975) "Coplng

Analys;s Schedule for Educatlon Settings, " CASES:
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. . . was developed over a period of approximately
seven years as a result of more than 2,000 case
studies of normal children in on-going public
school classrooms, Head start’ centers, and other

educational settlngs (Spaulding and Papageorgiou,
1975[ p. l ). . . )

Pupil behavior is coded into one of thirteen categories,
six of’which are subdivided into apprcbriate or inappropriate
behaviors (see Appendix B—l); The data.is collected sep—
arately for teacher dlrected and non-teacher directed set-
t1ngs.v Elghteen of the nineteen categories, (all but "re-~
_Spondiqg to internal stimuli") reflect the pupil'sveconomy
in dealing with the external»ehvircnment,lwhich for this
' system is con81dered- | |
. « » to be of cruc1al importance in the develop-

-ment of his social relations and, ultimately, his
overall cultural adequacy. . . . In its present

form, CASES provides a comprehenslve technique of

characterizing overt coping behavior in the class-

roam (or any soc1al settlng) (Spauldlng and Pape~

georgiou, 1975, p. 2).

For both teacher directed and'ncn-teacher directed
settings. the categories are combined to produce coefficients
representlng eight "coplng styles" based on personalzty
developnent theory, and a compos:.te score called the "Over—
all Cases Coeff1c1ent" (0.c.c.) (see Appendlx B—4).' Thls
,-coefficlent is a welghted ordinal scale to measure the
.student's OVerall success in coping with the ‘educational
settlng. The hlgher the score on a scale from one to ten,

the more. successful the student Thls‘cverall coeffic1ent

is:
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N » .
e .Eespecially useful as a target variable since
it is weighted to reflect cultural expectations in
normal personality and social development. It has
been found normally distributed and correlated
positively with reading and vocabulary development
(Spaulding, 1973, p. 4).
- Inter-rater reliability is typically reported from
-80 to .95. Spaulding and Papageorgiou state that con-—
- struct validity is suggested by the ease with which tea-
chers and others familiar with child development and per-
sonalityltheoyy have obtained reliability when trained to
uée.the instrﬁment., Alsq the,obsérvatibn categories, when
learned by teachers, are easily identified by those tea-

chers in terms of pupil behavior.

Additional instrumentation. The remainder of this

instrumentation section will présént, in chart form, the
'pupil.charécteristics that were measured by'self-report

instruments, measures of abii%ty, and achievement tests.
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- PROCEDURES

Preparatory Phase

Dyadic_interaction data. Three of the 81x investi-

. ‘'gators were tralned to use the Brophy—Evertson (1973)

observation system over a perlod of one month using the

L

folIOW1ng approach'

(1) The codlng manual was stud1ed and meanlngs of
categorles were di. cussed. T - ’> .

(2) wrltten transcrlpts of lessons. ;gre coded and
categorlzatlon was compared and dlscussed/>

(3) L1ve codlng in non—study schools permitted further
reflnement in category deflnltlon as well as rellablllty
checks (See Appendlx A—3a).: During this tlme, tallying
dlrectly .onto the codlng sheets was determlned to be dlffl—.
cult, partlcularly at lower grade levels as classroom
1nteractlon occurred rapldly. As a result the investi-
gators were equlpped with cassette recorders and micro-~
phones. 081ng the approprlate Brophy and Evertson cate- .
gories, 1nteractlotl was verbally eded onto tape and
transferred to cod1ng sheets (see- Appendax Ar4) each
,eVenlng. ‘ ‘

Pupil classroom-behavior data. The three other in-

» v ) . .
vestigators were trained to use Spaulding*s (1975) "Coping
- Analysis Schedu;e'for Educationallsettings" over a period

of one month as follows:



(1) The coding.manual was studied and categories
learned and discussed.

(2) For training purposes, a videotape of wWo pupils
functioning in a classroom was obtained from Spaulding."A
slgnal, at ten—second intervals, is superimposed on the "

tape to Signify incidents to be coded. The manual prov1ded
‘:_accompanying explanations and codings of the pupil behaV1ors.'
.Repeated coding of the taped behaVior plus frequent refer-
'ence to operational definitions pfoduced an 1nter—rater
'reliability of. apprdximately .75 (see Appendix B 2-a).
- (3) Training in a live school setting continued over
a two week period " A cassette audiotape connected to a.
" three headset listening station emitted signals every ten
*seconds to standardize the tlme at which the three inves-
tigators coded pupll behaVior. (The CASES categories and
| coding sheet are presented in Appendix B.) Codingncompari—f‘
sons, re—examination of definitions and discussion, helped
g;to focus coding. Inter—rater reliability of .66 was ob-
tained (See Appendix B 2-b). fb

Context, presage and product data. Where necessary,

instruments were piloted.in non-study schools to develop

/

dministration protocols and revisions necessltated by

"‘-grade level..'¢«f" Y

Familiarization Phase

During the study the investigators worked in. pairs at

i
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v
a spec1f1c grade level, V1s1t1ng each study school on
alternate days. ‘The first week allowed the teachers and
puplls to relax in the presence of the 1nvest1gators
During this tlme the 1nvest1gators came to know the names
.}of eVery pupll in the class from photographs and by |
observ1ng classroom 1nteract10n. Data collectlon d1d not
occur untll the end of that week.

.
. I
\ N \

~ Collection of Classroom Process Data o

W

Follow1ng the famlllarlzatlon period, the bulk of
process datavmre collected over the next two weeks, the
exceptlon belng one grade 8ix teacher where, due to one

dweek's absence, the data were collected in the first and
_thlrd weeks follow1ng famlllarlzatlon. One 1nvest1gator of

_the palr asslgned to each grade’ level coded teacher-pupil
dyadlc 1nteract10n while the other 1nvestigator coded pupil
classroom behav1or. Both coders were present in the same

\

class at the Same tlme, v181t1ng each school on alternate

»

days of the two-week period. "

. Dyadic 1nteract10n was coded for approximately ten
and a half hours per classroom. "This was restrlcted to
.language arts and mathematlcs in grades ‘one and three, and
to: Ianguage arts 1n grade slx. Time spend in. the two: sub—
.Ject areas reflected the ratio of times allotted language—.
arts and mathematlcs, approximately three and one-half to

one. Occasional rellability checks were obtained and are

&) 1



« reported in Appendix A 3-b. ‘ | s a

’Pupil classroom hehavior was obtained by,observing six
students at a time in rotation and continuously codingxtheir
behav1or until approx1mately forty tallles per ¢child were
obtained. Partlcularly at lower grade levels, the setting
(teacher directed or non—teacher dlrected) or subject matter
would change rapldly and fewer than forty tallles would be

~obtained for many observatlon times. Each data sheet con—-

‘talned the date; time,ﬂschool and‘grade, academlc subject,

~ settlng, and length of time in whlch codlng occurred. Per-
1od1c rellablllty checks were made at each grade level,

) resultlng in an average inter-rater rellablllty coeff1c1ent

of .77. ‘In addltlon, five more trials were- conducted with

the tralhlng tape, resultlng_ln an average coefficient of

.90.
Collectlon of Content Presage and Product Data *ﬁ';
-~ In the month follow1ng the acqulsltlon of the classroom

process data a number of attltude surveys and other self ’
reports, ablllty tests, and‘achievement tests WG\e adminis—
’tered to .the pupifB. there a mogification'had occurred to -
an 1nstrument, or where the detalls of an 1nstrument's devel-c
Opment were sketchy, retests ‘were admlnlstered to randomly
~ a581gned groups w1th1n each class. Addltlonal pupil lnfor-
matlon was acqulred from school record cards and pupll re-

port cards. o

=
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fProvision of substitute teachers provided time for |
‘the teachersiinvolved ln this study to complete self-report
: inventories,'questionnaires,.etcf Throughout the study
teachers and'studentsuwere kept uninformed as to the speci-
fic nature of the study.~ They were assured that the data

gathered would nof be used to evaluate them and that their

© anonymity would be ensured

w?

‘Data Preparation ‘
| Pupil~self-report data were tabulated.by placing the

value a581;ned to each response onto a record sheet that
resembled an IBM _coding sheet Sub-test totals and overall
totals were placed on the samebrecord sheet. Prior;to key-
punching directly from this record ‘s8heet, a second marker |
completely rechecked the marklng and recordlng of each test.
item, the subtotals and totals.

Other pupil data such as home backgrpund age, sex,
soc1ometr1c status and other contextual data were recorded
onto IBM codlng sheets for keypunchlng. Each 1nstrument or
_aggregatlon of similar data that requlred no computer pre- |
proce381ng was recordeé on:separate IBM cards. The flrst
elght columns of each data card were reserved for pupll and
1nstrument 1dent1f1cat10n as shown 1n Tahle 1

-

ﬁﬁ§ Data that requlred computer preprocesslng was llmlted

~to classroom 1nteract10n and classroom behav1or data. The

Brophy—Evertson.dyadlc 1nteractlon data were 1nit1ally re-

-
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Pupil Identlflcatlon System Used to Permit
Access to Data on Data Cards

Column(s) . Information / Example

1 school lor 2 -

2 grade "1, 3; or 6 .
3'and 4 pupil I.D. Ol - 31
5 and 6 data card type "05" - attltude to

: ) school
7 and 8 data card number "Ol" - flrst card of
: 4 . attitude instru-
nment

./\‘J

o

Vv

moved from the classroom codihg sheets in the form of two.

»hundred and 81xty sequences and any sequence which occurred .

for any pupll was keypunched

A computer program was then

developed to combine these sequences into variables. that

have been examined in other studies which used the Brophy;

EVertson instrument. This resulted in one hundred and

nlnety—seven frequency variables belng avallable for pes-

'_slble examlnatlon. (see Appendix APS). The CASES styles

and overall coeff1c1ents for each separate subject were

calculated by ‘a computer program based on steps outllned

&

by Spauldlng (1975) and presented in Appendlx B—4 Once

these two sets of data were preprocessed, the transformed

data were stored on dlsc in the form' of card Lmages.
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To produce the dlSC Space contalnlng all the data for
each pupil, the transformed data avallable in card lmages‘
were merged with the data available on IBM cards. The data
were arranged with the cards of pupil number one followed .
by the data cards for pupil number.two'etc. For the group
project, one.hundred and four data cards per pupll were
prepared and stored. ThlS study drew data from a file of

reduced size containing fifty-four data cards per. pupil. -

Statistical Treatment

Anaiyses in this study involved two'major technigues-to
" deal with the large number of varlables that were examlned
The relatlonshlp between pupil characterlstlcs and teacher-
pupll dyadlc ;nteractlon reported 1n ohaptervfour was based
malnly on canonlcal correlation. The examination of the
pupll self-report 1nstruments reported in chapter five em-
ployed.factor analysis. | |
' SUMMARY
. This ohapter began with the recommendationstfrom the
| llterature of the Study of Teachlng ‘that were incorporated
: 1nto the des1gn of this study, along with alteratlons that
| were made to t e de51gn of the sample when it was estab—
lished. - . -
The.instrumentation section outlines the nature'of

each 1nstrument employed any modlflcatlons that were

.carrled out to the author s orlglnal 1nstrument, and relia- .

&
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‘bility aﬁd'validity data where avaiiable: Due to the num-
ber of .pupil self-report measufes, achievemenf méasures,
egc.. employed in this study,vthe.instrumentatidn section
ended with a number of such instruments pfesented in chart
"form. ' |
Procedﬁres employéd in this study were discussed as
they related to the preparatory phase, éhe familiarization
phase and the data collection phases, The data preparation
vphase describes the:proéedures used‘following’the completion
ﬂéf data collection and érior to computer anélysi53 -The
final section of~thiélchapte;‘outiinea‘the statistical pro;

cedures employed in this study.
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1n depth

CHAPTER 4
PRIMARY ANALYSIS AND RESULTS

Chapter four presents the flndlngs related to research
questions one to four, questlons regardlng the relatlon—“
ship of certain’ pup11 characterlstlcs w1th the dyadlc in-
teractlon puplls have with thelr teacher ~ The purpose of
reviewing the relatlonshlps among thlB large number of vari-
ables was to obtaln an overview of thelr relatlve lmpor—

tance in predlctlng 1nteractlon and perhaps 1dent1fy1ng

those pupil varlables that hold promlse for further study

”OVERVIEW OF THE ANALYSIS
In order to deal adequately with the number of vari-

ables 1nvolved,the basic statlstlcal tool used to answer

‘the questions examlned in thls chapter was canonlcal corre-

latlon.: All of ‘the varlables 1nvolved 1n this chapter 8
analysrs are presented in Table 2, whlch is d1v1ded»int0'
two sectlons-n set A, pupil characterlstlcs- and set B,
teacher-pup11 1nteract1bn varfhbles |
The pupll characterlstlcs llsted in set A were those‘

outllned in the review of the llterature as pupll varlables

requlrlng study in relatlon to classroom 1nteract10n. ~The1rf‘

1 4
47
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division into formative experiences and pupil properties

follows the outline employed by Dunkin and Biddle (1974).

N

The varlables in set B were chosen with a number of crlterla

~in mlnd( These variables ‘represent some of the major cate-

gories of the modified Br0phy—Good Dyadic instrument and
as such are descrlptlve of the main types of teacher—pupll
interaction, . These varlables occurred often enough to per-
mit mean1ngfu1 comparlsons and have been examlned by Brophy
and Good (1974) and others u51ng this same classroom obser—

vation instrument, Flnally, none of the 1nteract10n vari-

- ables can be-obtained by comblnlng others in the same

group, a- condltlon 1mposed by canonlcal correlation which

cannot handle linear dependency.

Research question number one investigated the relation-

ship between the pupil formative experiences listed in

set A, with the twelve 1nteractlon varLables in set B
(Table 2) Research question number two 1nvestlgated the
relatlonshlp between the pupil propertles in set A and the
1nteract10n varlables in set B. Thus canonlcal correlatlon
involves an examlnatlon of the relationship between two

sets of varlables- one, a set of multlple predlctors,

e. g., pupll characterlstlcs- and the second, ‘a set of mul-

tlple crlterla, e.d., teacher-pupil 1nteraction varlables.

Accordlng to Harman (1967), ‘the best linear function of

~ the variables in each set is,obtained b& factorial methods
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- . J ' -
{ .

. N / T
and then the correlation between these composites is-known

as the canonlical correlation. - T

s
In summary, canonical’ correlatréﬁ is used to study

the system of ce\rel;tlon underlylng two sets of varlables.
As a multivariate technlque it is useful in- studylng the
relatlonshlps among a~1arge number of variables that by

nature sub—d1v1de 1nto two sets.
RESEARCH QUEsﬁ'ron NUMBER 1
To what_ektent are such pupillfbrmative experiehces

as age, sek( eocioeconomic status, sibling position, and
family integrity'predictors of teacher-pupil claséroam
interaction? E | | : =
Analysis -

| The five formative experiences examined in this ques-
tion constituted the“A set of variahles in a canonical
correlatlon w1th a set of the dyadlc 1nteraction varlables
' (see Table 2).' This canonical correlatlon was repeated
‘six times, once with each of the six classes in the study,
tThe best predlctors 1n each set were: 1dentif1ed and are
reported in Table 3. The final analysis in thlS sectlon
examlned the correlatlons between the best predlctors in.
Set A and all the Set B. varlables.
Findings o o _
As is reported in Tﬁblev3,:the five for;ative experi-
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" Tabl 3

WeightéLAssigned Predictor Variables and Criterion

~ Variables in the Canonical Correlation of Pupil

. Formative Experiences and Teacher-Pupil

" Bart

Interaction -
Variables 1-1 2-1 1-3° 2-3 . 1=6 2-6
Age -0.19 o0.01 0.45* -0.40 0.77* 0.22
Sex -0.98* 0,71* 0.61* -@;51* 0.39* 0.59*
SES ‘ -0.09 0.50. 0.50** 0.20. 0.16 = -0.33
Sibling pos. 0.04 0.68* -0_37 0.18 -0.49*  0.71*
Family Int. 0.19 0.19 -0.20 0.72*% - 0.14
‘Set B
Variables= : S
# 18 0.22 -0.66* 0.13 =0.02 -0.55* -0,.65*
# 27 0.30 ~0.22** -0,09 '~ -0.30. 0.53* -0.09
# 28 =0.10**'0,08** ~0,28** -.0,17  -0.17 ~0.22
# 29 + - 0,12 0.32*%*% -0,38%* - 0.12 -0.03
# 30 - . 0.16** 0,06 0.17 = 0.38*. -0.12 - 0.46%*
# 35 - 0.41* 0.19 -0.13** ' 0,70% -0.40* _ 0.07
# 43 -0.49%* -0,26** -0,68%* 0.02 0.24** -0,04
#191 . 0,33 -0.05** -0.14  '-0.17 - 0.34  0.55%
#192 0.40* ~0.50* 0.14 - -0.42* -0.12 -
#193 +.0.32 -0.09 .-0.25 = - - -
- #194, - 0.14° 0.01 -0.11 -0.01** - -
Canonical | |
correlation
- between _ : o -
composite - .896  .965 .834 .892 .941 .909
Variance - - L e o
~accounted for .803 ,931 .696 .796 - .885 .826
lett S _ .
Probability .042 N.S. N.S. N.S. .030 N.S.
N - ‘ 27 21 - 31 28 25 25
N. Variables 17 . 17 17 15 15 14

A,
*

kk

l."i

(School 1 or 2, grade 1, 3; or 6)

School and grade codé
a good predictor of the vari-

Indicates a high weight,
able set for that class o
Indicates a low weight assigned but due to a high corre-
lation with the composite, also a good predictor :
Normalized eigenvector weights (max = 1.0)
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ences selected for inclusion in this study accounted for
approxiﬁately 82% of the common vatiance.in the‘teache}-pupil
interaction variables. This ranged from a low of 70% in classl
1-3 to a high‘of 93% in class 2-1l. Using Bartlett's pro-
cedure for testing the significance,of canonical correlation,
only in classes l-1 and 1-6 were the probabilities‘less than
.05, which indicated that in tﬁose rooms the two sets of r
variables were related’in or :ignificeat way.

Examlnatlon of the set A -ariables in Table 3 showed
that’ pupll Sex was the best predictor of the set A compo-
site as it was assigned a high weight in all six classes.

To a lesser extent pupil age and 51b11ng p081t10n were
shown to be predictors as well. Soc1oeconqm1c status.aﬁd
.famlly 1ntegr1ty were not predlctors in this‘stﬁdy.

The weighta assicned‘the set B variables in.Table'33
indicate'that different teacher-papil interaction variables
are best predlctors for different classes, although the :
;number of behavioral contacts (#35) and the number of
personal contacts (#43) Seem representatlve.» The number
of teacher-lnltzated work. contacts (#28) and student-lnltl-
ated private contacts (#34) appea:~to be more indicative of
lower grade'interactioa,vwhile a greatet number'of-public'
response opportunlties (#18) were apparent at the grade
- six %evel L : ‘*' - v

The zero order correlations of age, ‘sex and sibling



‘that boys had more 1nteract10n with their teachers than
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position with the se& B interaction variables were examined

(Appendix H-1) and found to range between -.5 and .45. In
! 3

class l-l) older pupils~initiated more public work contacts

(#27), more private work contacts (#39) more personal .con~

 tacts (#43) and fewer proceduraJ contacts with thelr tea~

cher (#30). Correlatlon of age with the other 1nteractlon
variables for ‘this class was very low. 1In class 1-6 older
puplls had fewer publlc response opportunltles and received

fewer contacts 1nvolv1ng academic cr1t1c1sm.

The negatlve correlatlon of pupll sex with practlcally-

all measures of interaction at all grade levels 1nd1cated
girls, partlcularly in publlc response opportunltles (#18),
teacher-lnltlated prlvate work (#28), procedural contaets

(#30) and behav1ora1 contacts (#35). . The correlatlon of

: 51b11ng posrtlon w1th frequency of 1nteract10n was not as

clear: as»was pupilnsex. However, when related to publlc

‘response opportunmtles (#18), student-lnltlated publlc

work contacts (#27), prlvate work contacts (#39), and

'personal contacts (#43), 1t would seem that older children.

of a famlly or only chlldren had a hlgher proportlon of

vlnteractlon with the teacher than younger chlldren of a

mlddle chlldren.

1R - : : : .

Y
.
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. . . b

interaction could’ ‘be predicted from knbwledge bf pupil
formative experiences in this study, must - be tempered by

realization that multiple predictors always account for

: more common variance than single predictors As well,

-~
1y

W

]

v
N\

NP IRMS
e

the five formative experiences 1ncluded in this analys;s
must be considered as a set of variables, that is, the
weighting one variable received was in the context of the
five variables being part of the set In this context, )
'pupll sex was the best predictor’ of set A variables, age
and sibling pOBltlon showed some promise, while sopio- .

economic status and family 1ntegr1ty were of little value

as predictors. ThlS latter finding could be due 1n\part

'to the relative uniformity of the residential area sur-

rounding the schools 1nvolved

'The finding that different teacher—pupil 1nteraction

' variables and different pupll characteristics were best

f predictors in different classes would seem to indicate the

unique nature. of each class. both in: puplls and teacher.i;

Same of this variation mTy also be due in. part to fluctu-

ation due to sample 81ze\ o
The correlations obtained between the best predictors

\‘\\

of set A and the interaction variables of set B (see Appen—

dix H—l) are a rich source of detailed classroom interac—

: tion information as well as a.source of hypotheses for

\

B future studies., For example,gat the grade one level, thew

1
[
!

w
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o

inCreased number of work\contacts and personal‘contacts for

h older pupils could be an 1ndication of pupils who are
,experienCing difficulty receiving assistance _rom the tea;

cher. - At the grade six level older pupils initiated less

interaction and had fewer public responsenopportunities '

v}

than younger pupils. These findings could bé an indicationv.’

of a consCious effort on the part of both teacher and “pupil
to avoid potentially embarrassing academic situations for :
’the older pupil Thrs could also reflect the increased
1mportance of the peer rather than the adult in the life
of the adolescent A study of interaction differences
based on age of the pupils w1thin a class is a possibility,
particularly when a large age range is encountered such as ’
the twenty month range at each grade level in this study. |
A sécond posSible study 1ndicated by this analysis
could 1nvolve sibling position., The relationship of older
'children in a family and only children to more frequent
dyadic 1nteraction may signal greater dependence on adults.
.Younger children and middle children,_growing up 1n a

‘ setting which includes other children, may be less adult
‘dependent ¢ ’ ' e . S

The above studies’ are good p0881b111t1989 hOWever, as
a result of this analySis, an 1ntensive study of pupil sex

in relation to classroom 1nteraction would seem the most

promising. The overall salience of boys 1n this study s



~pred1ctors 1n each set for each class wer 2 1dentif1ed and

'dlctors by the varlable s correlatron w1th the comp081te.

P -
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classrooms is similar to the findings reported bnyrophy
and Gc (1974), and Silberman (1969) although there were
differences between classes as. well as between grades,
Analys:s of variance based on pupil characteristlc sub-

groupings seems to be one avenue to follow.

RESEARCH QUESTION NUMBER‘Z

Tb what extent are such: pupil propertles as’ ability,

prlor knowledge, self-esteem, attitude. to school,:and

sociometric status predictors of teacher-pupil interaction?
{ X - - ‘ . '

\
Analysis
~ The flve pup11 propertles examlneﬂ in this: research 4&
questzon constltuted the A set of variables in a canonic ’ ;p?f;

correlatron w1th the set of teacher—pupll 1nteractlon varl—;ff -m}
ables (see Table 2, prev1ous sectlon).f Thls canonlcal g ‘ t.;;:j
correlatron ‘was repeated six times, once w1th each of the )
six classes. Any puprl who d1d not have ' .measure on any

one of the pupll propertles was not 1ncluded in the calcu-'

1atlons of the flrst four research quesé1ons. The ‘best

are reported 1n—Table-4 a srngle asterlsk marks the . .
varlables assrgned h1gh welghts 1n the canonlcal correlation |
(best predlcbors). Other 1tems marked wrth a double aster—'

1sk recelved 1ow welghts, but weré 1dent1f1ed as good pre- e



.Weights:L

Table
4

4

~

Variables in the Canonical Correlation of Pupil
Properties and Teacher-Pupil Interaction
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Assigned Predictor Variableés and Criterion

Set ‘A
Varlables

SMS

IQ:
Self-Esteem
Attitude?

" Prioxr Achiev.

Set B
Variables

- # 27

# 28
# 29
- # 30
# 35

. # 39

# 43
C#191
#192 -
#193
#194

Canonical
- correlation

" between

- composite
Variance

accounted for °

Bartlett
Probabflity

N .
. N. Varlables

1P

0.08*»
0.07

.0.48%

~0.87*
0.02

0.02
~0.,05*%
—0.23f

0.54%"

0., 24%*%

0.39**

0.30**

_0.15*§

- 0.44%*

40425**
-0.01
-0.27 "

.941

.885
" N"'-S..
(.095)

23
17 -

C L A S s

2-1

0_34**“

0.24.

- =0.85*

~0,32%%*
~-0.03

~-0,27
0.21
0.40%*

-0.24
0.53*

=0.10**
~0.34 '

0.02
-0.08
0.15
0.39%* .

.981

.963

0.007
21
17

1-3

0.15
-0.38
0.30
-0.13

| .874
/ﬁ .

0.85%

/0.008
|25
[T

2-3

0.21**

0.04**
-0.,15%*

0.96%*
~-0.08

-0.09

0.23%%
" 0.45%

| —0.38%%*

-0.05%*

-0.55*

0.13

—0 .'09 **

_0.48* .

Fl

©.929

.863

© 0.018

26
15

-0.28

1-6

-0.34

~0.79*

-0.03
0.26
0.45*

0.19%*
-0.01

-0, /

-0, 74*

0,17
0.10

1 0.29

994

.988

16
14

*k

2-6

-0.314

0.43%*
-0.16

0.83*

0.03**

.947

2897 :

0.006
23
14

A School and grade code (Scpool 1 or. 2, grade l, § or ©6)
..* High weight indicates a good predictor of the composite
'_f* Low weight aesigned masks’high correlation~w1th the

composite

1l Normalized elgenyector we1ghts - max = 1 :
2  Measured at Grade.l by the Oral School Attitude Test and
at Grade 3 & 6 by the Barker Lunn Prlmary Children'

Attitude. InVentory : o

S
i

v
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The final analysis in this section examined the correlations

of the: individual pupil properties with the dyadic inter-

action variables.

~

. A is shown'in Table 4, the five pupil properties.
selected for examimation in this study accounted for
e \xlmately 91% ofethe variance in the teacher-pupil
1 -~ ction variables. .This'ranged from a low of 86% in

cli 38 2-3 to a high of 99% in class 1-6. Using Bartlett's

-test of .significance, .a 81gn1f1cant relatlonshlp (< 05)

was found in the canonical correlation of all classes W1th

the exceptlon of class 1-1.

The set A variables shown in Table 4 did not yield one

'best'predictor across all grades; rather some'grade'trends -

were ev1dent.~ Sociometric status and self—esteem are good

‘predlctors 1n the comp051te of grades one’ and three, while

abxllty and prlor achlevement are best predﬂctors at the

grade six level, Attltude to school is a predlctor at all

' levels} but'with two very dlfferent 1nstruments measuring

<th18 varlable, generallzatlons would be qulte tenuous.A

N\

The welghts asslgned the set ‘B varlables in Table 4
confirm the flndlngs reported in the prev1ous sectlon,

that 1s, that dlfferent teacher yupll 1nteraction variables

?'are the. best predictors in different classes. With the o
fexceptien Qf the number @{ student—inltlated publlc work

2 i

e

e

- . *
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contacts (#27), tne number of procedural (#30) and bé-

havioraldcontacts (#55), most 1nteractuon varlabldh are

the best predictors only in one or two rooms.

Academlc and behavioral praise and criticism (191-194)

. did not occur often, but where they d1d were conflned to
grades one and three. Teacher—lnltlated personal contaCQS e
(#29), Student-initiated work (#39), and personal contactsl

- (#43), appear to be more 1nd1cat1ve of the early grades, ps
whlle teacher-initiated work (#28) and procedural (#30) |

contacts occur more often in the upper elementary grades

Discussion

As a set, the pupll propertles used’ 1n the examlnatxon
:of teacher-pupil 1nteract10n accounted‘for a large propor-
tion of‘the varlance.‘ That 18( '91% of the variance in the
teacher-pupil dyadic interaction variables could-be'pref | }
dicted from knowledge of ‘the five pupll propertles ‘A8

all but one canonlcal correlatlon was 31gn1ficant, sone
confidence . may be placed in the best predlctors 1dent1fled
in each varlable set, .

" The flndlngs reported in thlB sectlon prov1de an 1nter-
estlng contrast between lower and upper elementary grades~
Soc1al 1nte**ctlon, the value of self, development of ‘
.‘classroom behav:. or,_along w1th teacher and stﬁéﬁkt-lnltlated
:personal cc. c8 were assoc1ated with. grggg&gbe and grade

3 classes (partlcularly 1-3).' The 1dent1f1cat10n of abllity
. . ! . .,1\©
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and prior achievement as best indicators of grade six inter-

action, along with a detrease in pe: sonal contacts, leaves
the ,impression of a more academic, ‘ess personal atmosphere,
w1th greater emphasis on procedure. To some extent this

same conclu51on Seems appropriate for class 2-3,

ZERO ORDER CORRELATIONS

In the process of accounting for the'variance in tea-
\
cher—pupll 1nteraction with pupil properties as prédlctors,

' the correlatlons between each pupil property and all twelve

-

dyadlc 1nteract10n variables were qbtalned.‘ Slnce few of

'these relatlonships have been reported to date in the

literature, and in an attempt to place the flndlngs of
the canonlcal correlatlon 1n perspectlve, an examlnatlon
of these correlations was undertaken.

'As mahy of the correlations are low, and trends are

&

- not. completely con81stent across every varlable or from
‘room to room, the’ followxng sectlons are- generallzatlons
only. ' The matrlces for! the correlatlon of all pupll pro-

pertles examlned in relation to dyad1c 1nteractlon are

reported in Appendlx H-2, o o .

Findings

| There Qas a-slight tendency.for sociometric status

and teacher—pup11 interactlon to be 1nversely related, par-“‘

t1cularly in classes 2-1 and 2-3, That:is, puplls,of'low
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'a8818tance and therefore 1nteract more w1th the teacher
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soc1ometr1c status were contacted more frequently by the
teacher and had thelr approaches accepted by the teacher
more often than puplls of high sociometric status. Al-
though this was the trend across most interaction variables,

pupils of hlgh soc1ometr1c status received more personal

contacts from the teacher (#29) and more praise (#191 &

: ‘#193).

' Medinnus (1962) reported that teacher pralse and high
soc1ometr1c status were directly related Thls was true
in four of the. six rooms of this study. In class 2-6, the

direction of the correlatlons was almost completely oppo—

‘site to the flndlngs in the other five classes.

Discussion

- This inverSe_relationship.in-some classes could be

 due to the teacher purposely 1nvolv1ng low soc1ometric -
)
'.puplls to draw them 1nto the group. However, 1n grades 1

,‘and 3 soc1ometr1c status and abillty were correlated pos—_;

1t1vely (. 38,, 51 -0 01, 46). Low status puplls would,.‘

e

. tend therefore to be low abllity pupllB who requzre more k

for academlc reasons.

There seems to be Justlflcatlon to further examine-

.‘thlS varlable in relatlon to dyadic 1nteractlon, however, -', L

L:both self-esteem and attltude to school should\also be .. . R

1ncluded at thefﬁgme time This concluslon is based on the

y,._ -._m. U ¥
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fact that sociometric status seemed to be hrdden by the
variables self-esteem;and attitude to school and therefore'
had to be identified as a best predictor by its high corre-.
lation.with the‘composite. The seemlngly opposite flndlng
in class 2-6 was followed up by ‘an examlnatlon of Table 5.

' Puplls in this class had the«lowest mean ability of all
.classes, and were con81derably lower on most measures taken
than class 1- 6 ‘With a greater prOportlon of the ‘class
composed of less able students, puplls of hlgh sociometrlc

status in thlS room were most’ llkely puplls who held thm

lower status p051t10ns 1n other classes. ¢ This reverse

3
R

fnorm would then flnd,these students recelving the same

type of more.frequent‘interaction as did their counterparts

in_other’classes; » o ' o .

vFlndlngs
In classes 1- l, 2-1, and 1-6, puplls of hlgher abillty

recelved more 1nteractlon- in class 1-3 interactlon seemed

evenly d1v1ded- while in. classes 2—3 and 2-6 1ower ablllty

' puplls in general had more frequent 1nteract10n.‘ In exam—pb

1n1ng each 1nteract10n varlable across all 51x classes no : /.

‘ defznlte pattern seemed to exist w1th the exception that |

hlgher-ablllty pupxls 1n1t1ated more publlc work contacts ‘

.(#27) while lower—ablllty pupils 1nit1ated moré prlvate

~work contacts (#39), recelved more academ;c pralse (#191).

-

- as well as more procedural contacts (#30). ‘Thesepfindlngs,

.-
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Mean Class Values of Selected
Pupil Characteristics

Pupil

Property.
1-1
Ability' 109.9
Self Esteem. 66.2
"Attitudez 90.4
Prior. 3

Achievement® 63.9

S.E.s = 51.6

CLASS

S 2-1 1-3 2-3 1-6 2-6

©115.3  112.0

75.4  62.4
99.4  59.5

. 68.1 62.5

41.4  52.3

113.8  118.1 105.2
67.6 62.0  70.8 -
49.5  54.4  47.3

63.6 94.2.  77.7
47.2 49.5  47.7

1 At grade 1 - The Peabody Plcture Vbcabulary Test
At grades 3 & 6 - Lorge-Thorndlke

-2_At grade l - Oral School Attltude Test ° o
At grades 3 & 6 - Barker-Lumn Prlmary Chlldren 8 Attltude

Scale

At grade 1 - Metropolltan Readlness Test

At grades 3 & 6 - Levels of the Metropolltan Achlevement

Test

D
¢
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are similar to e findings of Brophy and Evertson (1976b).
Ability was a best predictor only in class 2-3 and the two

grade six classes.

Discussion ' e B

These flndlngs seem to follow loglcally as brighter
pupils would be more willing to risk publlc‘work contacts,
Slower pupils would feel more comfortable in pfivste‘work
3ccntects, require more procedural assistance to cqmpletef
tasks, and;befmore likely to have academic‘sucgessjpraiSed
ss:success for fhis pupil is more of an accomplishment.

It would aisolappear that teacher’2%3 was in some ways more
like the grade six feachers than the other grade three
.teacher‘Cr_grade;onefteachets.' Thei;ack of perscnsl con-
taCtsl as'welllss "ability" being a besf preaictcr in this

_class tends to indicate a more formal academic atmOSphere.

U

'. Flndlngs

iIn classes 1-1 and 1—3, puplls of low: self—esteem :

jwere 1nvolved in approx1mately the same numbers of 1nter-
-actions; as hlgh self—esteem pupllS, while in classes 2—1,
2—3,11—6, -and 2—6 1nteract10n frequency favoured puplls

of low self-esteem.

DJ.scussz.on° ju S

This tendency of 1ower self-esteem puplls to be in
"more frequent 1nteract10n may be due to an as yet unex-

;plalned curlou81ty An the.llterature of selfeesteem. It

‘o 3 X - . . .
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appears that pnpils who are highly motivated to_do &eil

in school.actually score lower on sOme self-reports invol-,
ving this variable.v One explanation is that highly moti--
vated students take academlc fallure as a personal rebuke
'whereas less hlghly motivated individuals take thelr school
experlence less personally and thus their self-esteem
Scores are higher. It is p0881ble then that thls same
hphenomenon was seen in this study. |

. Findlngs - S . ‘2‘ 5

~ 1In grade one, frequency«of‘interaction favo&redvpupils
‘of poorer attitude to school The sSame 51tuat101 exlsted
'1n classes 2-3 and l 6 while. in 1- 3 and 2-6. the frequency

of 1nteract10n was approx;mately the same,

E,Dlscusslon \

‘One p0331ble explanatlon for this flndlng could be
‘that the teacher, reallzlng thls attltude is present,
attempts to. compensate for 1t Another reason is that a

poor attitude to school could result from an lnablllty to

do the work. The teacher would Spend conslderable tlme eoifféi
w1th puplls who have such dlfficultles and thus a relatlon-
Shlp is obtalned between frequency of 1nteractlon and |
attltude to school |

' Flndlngs ;f,:. - r“"r' ‘ ﬂ o N
Prlor ach;evement, as an 1nd1cator of teacher—pupil
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‘interaction, was a‘best predictor for the set_of‘pupil ykgs\
properties only at the grade six. level, especially in
class 1-6 where 'a positive relationship existed. In other
classes interaction in relation to this variable was

balanced or favoured pupils of lower prior achievement.

Discussion' »

Class 1-6 had the highest mean ability of any class
"in the study. As such the- ablllty of the pupils, and
perhaps teacher empha31s on quality could combine to make
this variable as salient as it was for this room. Even
in class 2-6, most correlatlons between prior achlevement
and 1nteractions were positive, ‘although not to the‘same
extent as in class 1-6. In both grade one and*grade three
classes, the‘bulk of the correlations between thése“two
varlables were negatlve- th t is,. pupils of lower prlor
achievement recelved more 1nteract10n. ‘ .

It would seem teachers at;the grade one and three
levels had ﬁore'interactions based on compensating for
weaknesses. whlle at the grade six level the empha51s seems’
to have changed to capltallzlng on strengths.h This was
taken as another s1gn of What was referred to earlier'as
the more formal academlc stance of teachers at the upper

elementary level S
RESEARCﬁ_'QUEsTIQN”NUMBER 3

'what prOportidn;of variance in teacherfpubil dyadic
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1nteract10n is accounted for by pupil formatlve experiences,

pupll properties, and measures of pupil coplng behavior?

Analysis \\ |
The five formative experiences studied in Question
one, the five pupll prOpertles studied in question two,
plus two measures of pup11 classroom coping behav10r,,were
entered in a canonical correlation as twelve predlctor
| variables, The twelve selected teacher—pupll 1nteract10n _
varlables wefe agaln used as crlterlon varlables. All |
| variables in this anelysls were presented in Table 2 earl-
ier in this chapter; This canonicel correlation was re-
peated three times)‘once with each grade rebresented'in

- the study.

.Findings' S F[ﬁ j
{‘\r‘ ’ ;f‘._‘ y A o '
As Qs report i vable 6 the twelve pupil character-

*istics as a set accounted for approxlmately 75% of the

varlance in teacher-pup11 dyadlc 1nteract10n w1th1n a grade.e
Using Bartlett's procedure for testlng the slgnlflcance of o
canonlcal correlatlon, a 81gn1f1cant relatlonshlp between '.
comp081tes was found only in qrade three. At both grades
one and 81x,,the correlatxons were Just below the requlred
level of s1gn1f1cance. _ . _ . |

Withln the set of twelve pup11 characterlstlcs, pupll'
sex was the’ only formatlve experience to be a best pre—'

.dictor at more_than one grade level. . (We;ghts assigned.in :
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Table 6

Calculatlon of Slgnlflcance Of the Canon1cal
Correlation between . Twelve Pupil
Characteristics and Teacher Pupll

. Interaction Varlables s

. Gr.l . Gr.3 © Gr.6
Canbnlcal correlatlon } : ‘ : _
between - ‘composites =875 . .818 .898.
Varlancewaccounted for * .77 ' .67 : .81 | w
Bartlett Prob@bllity .07(N.S.) .001 - -085 (N.s.)
N S 44 - 51 39
N. of variables 24 s 20

HFamil* nttsﬁﬁty, attltude to school, and’ age were ‘not. pre-
,dlctors at any' grade level. Soc1ometrlc status and self--

. esteem were predictors athgrades'one‘and three respectively,

and six, Pupll classroom behaV1ox, in both teacher-directed
settlngs and non-teacher-dlrected settlngs, was a predlctor

at grade three only. . R -

Dlscu551on : _

| In the ,two preV1ous research questlons, two smaller
groups of pupil characterlstlcs were . examined in relatlon "‘,
to dyadlc 1nteract10n. Some variables were then establzshed

‘as best predlctors w1th1n their. five va}gsble set In order_

b

[ PR R
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- to examine the‘relative Amportance of all twelve'pupil
characteristics as predictors of classroom interaction one
: side of a canonical correlation had to contain all of

these variables. With twelve characteristics as predic-

tors and twelve interaction variables as criteria, there

basis;‘necessitating analysis by grade. as a, result it
was possible to confirm that some best predictors such as
pupil sex, sociometric status, and self-esteem were impor-
tant at lower grade levels._ As well, ability and prior
| knowledge, important at high grade levels, should be follbwe
ed up in future‘studies.' In general, each grade level was
represented by different best predictors, both in pupil i
characteristics and teacher-pupil interaction. '
.This research question included the overail CASES '
3 coeffiCient, both in teacher-directed .and nonsc rected seté
tugp as a measure of pupil classroom behaiior._ This vari-
able was: included in this analysis due to. its increasing
importance as a variable in process—product studies (e g;.
Papageorgiou, 1973).; Its role as a best predictor at the
‘Igrade three level emphasized its 1mportance in such studies.
' This analysis also served to umphasize the importance
of context to a set of findfﬁca. ‘That is, a variable
'identified as a best predictor in the context of one set
‘of variables may not be a predictor when examined with a

e

'>'different group of variabaes.
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A difficulty in classroom research was also apparent f :
when the results of this section’s grade by grade canoni—

cal correlations were compared With preV1ous class analyses.
Findings within classes 'sometimes disappeared when data was

combined The dilemma 1nvolves the amount of statistical

1nstability one can live w1th in arder to gain 1n81ght inko

ke ‘ ~differences between classes. ‘A8 stability increases w1th

.

sample size, researchers could very well be. masking the

very differences they are searching for.‘

N

e e RESlEAR'CH QUESTION- NUMBER’_}4

L Loed

. accounted for by pupll formative experlencesf pupil proper- L

¢ )
ties and teacher—pupil interaction variables selected for ,}ﬂﬁ

. this study? ' _ Setl s . Nﬁfl gl ef¥5”“ﬁﬂ

Analysis | f | ' r7 ‘* .f}‘ 'f
o s The analy81s used in this segment of the study 1nvolved

P

a multiple regression technique employing pupil formative

experiences, pupil properties, and teacher-pupil inter-

]

: action variables as. predictors w1t the overall CASES co-:f

\

< ‘. eff1c1ents (pupil behav1or) as criterion variables. Thus

for each of the three grades, there were two calculations-
.

R one which utilized the pupil's behaVior in teacher—directed




.Findingsa ‘ ‘

| As is shown in Table 7, the large group of‘predlctors
,'1nvolved in this analy81s accounted for approx1mately one
" ‘third of the variance in behav1or_w1th the exception of

the grade one teacher-dlrected settlng in which only elght

"‘percent of the variance was accounted for. ‘ L

) A Table 7 { o A"
Variance in Pqpil Behavior hccounted -
for by Predictors in Multiple - -
Regre831on Analysls : .
A : A - Variance . S
Grade - ' Setting Multiple R~ - Accounted For - 'y
T . L.o78
) NTD .61 - - w3720 L E
3 ™ . .63 L3997, e
I ) N . .‘ :‘ -, b . "‘, s, Yo ] . , . _' .
N . 62 . .384 i
6 TP - .61 . «372 e
“NTD N - 53 ' . .28L - S
. : 3 . I . : vioe - “?
g Discﬁésion PO s , S
The discovery that Approximately one-thlrd oL the varl-‘ﬁ

ance in pupil behav1or waé predlctable from knoﬁiedge of wf'

Q

-;pupil characterlstlcs and 1nteract10n Varlables Egcmpted

a

speculatlon as to variables that\are related to the larger"

} B L i o -
1proportlon of variance in. behaviorigot accounted for. A8 -
."9.‘--
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A o : f o »
this study was carried out late in the year, long after.

teachers have de%eloped the types of pupll behav10r patterns
that they accep perhaps the missxng varlance is related
in part to teac;er éxpectatlons of pupll behav1or. Slmllar;
measures of‘bethLOr carrled out early in the year could
_be useful in examlnlng this questlon more closely.

;he flndlng at the grade one leVel that even a smaller
percentage of the varlance in pupll classroom behavxor may
be attrlbuted to thls study 8 predlctors, resulted 1n an’
llnvestigatlon of the correlatlons between the pged;ctor and

'crlterhon variables (see Table 8). The grade one teacher-

,dlrectEd settlng is marked almost excluslvely by correlatlons

¢ S
‘v y/.

'Tahle 8

The Dlstrlbutlon of the Correlatlons between
Predlctors and Crlterlon Variableiﬁ=
1n the Multlple Regre331on Anfqe-

; o
- L . i . . N
S — ——
. | L. " 3

L ) @xRADE id N
Range of @ 1 o 3 6
. Correlation ‘Setting Setting: - Setting.
Coefficients : T.D. N.T.D. T.D. N.T.D. -T.D. N.T.D.-
' Sy o N ‘ o P o
Ow=- .1 11 7 5. -3 7 9
A -.2 . 10 5 4 4- 5 .. 4
L2 -3 o2 4 5 '8 2 2,
| | | 5 =7 5 1 3
: T2 | 1 3" 1
=2 S - § -
& )

&°
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less than .2, whereas .in other gradeS;and settings, there

. is a w1der, more even dlstrrhutlon of relatlonshlps The

low correlatlons at the grade one level account for the

low percentage of varlance that is predlctable, What~pupil'

characteristiCs-then are related to this measure of pupil

classroom behavior? |
.'One possihle explanation could be the intensity with

Which these'pupils listened to a story beinglread toathem,

or perhaps the careful manner in which they followed in

5

p
.their readers while others read aloud A third reason

could be that~at this level the hablts teachers have

vylnculcated in regards to classggdm behaV1or are more closely '

adhered to by the puplls 1n thelr efforts to please the

‘teacher.

.Thus, in Splte of . the unaccounted for varlanée in
" pupil classroom behav1or, such measures were found to have;
utlllty in predlctlon of classroom 1nteract10n, partlcularly i-
at;thevgrade three level Such measures may be of_;ven |

greater use in: studles whlch 1nvolve a- more heterogeneous

student body than was . eV1dent in thls study. q 4;%-.”:

- .
AR
N SN

| ‘ SI.IMMAR¥
- Chapter four rnvolved the examlnaagon of four research

&7

questlons that dealt with pupll characterlstlcs as predlc-“

tors of’teiﬁher-pupll 1nteraction.i Follow1ng a brlef des-."

7

crmptlon of canoﬁﬂcal correlatlon{ five formatlve experi-

.. N N - Ty . LA ' ’ -
R B - m S L. el - v oo , L2
. ;9' N 3 <. » ' .
S RV . . . L :
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N

ences offpupils‘(age, sex, socioeconomic status, siBling‘
position, and family"integrity) were evaluated as‘predic—
tors. - Pupil sex was found to Be the best predictor, and, %
to a much igsser'ektent, sihiinc position. -As‘a set, ,‘ﬁg}

pupil formative experiences accounted for eighty—tWofper;' )

. cent of the variance in the dyadic interactionvvariables.g

).
A

. Five pupil properties; sociometric.status, ability,

self-esteem, attitude to school and prior achievement,

" accounted for ninety-two percent of the variance in 1nter—

action variables. Overall, different teavher-pupil 1ntervb

{A

action variables and dlfferent pupil prop - ties were iden-

v

,

~t1f1ed as best predictors in each clas%§ At the grade one'

o,
5
’

and three level, sociometric status and seif—esteem ‘were
predictors, whereas ability and prior achievement were more
1mportant at the grade six.level §%he zero order corre—
lations between each pupil property and the interaction ,'
variables were examined and discussed in deta1 ‘"i ;

' - Another’ canonical correlatlon 1nq1§ded all pupil

characteristics examined in. this study. The-importance

of ability és a predictor at all grades, sociometric status

'-ﬂ-es one and three, and prior achieve-

43 A, '. ¥

and self-esteem'a

, 'which accounted for approximately seventy-five percent of

”-the ‘common variance in teacher—pupil 1nteraction.- o “;

The final section in this chapter involved ‘the pre-

,r-' ’ M S N
o Co . . b

MEEN S o
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diction of variance in pupll classroom behavior measures,

u51ng pupil formatlve experlences, pupll properties, and

!

dyadic 1nteract10n variables- as predlctors in a multiple

r "*&
regne531on analy31s. Approxxmately one-third~of the

vvarﬂance in classroom behav1or was accounted for by this

e

appéoach
FE
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CHAPTER 5

SECONDARY ANALYSIS AND RESULTS | i

) ' B . R

The purpose of the secondary analysis was to examine |

o . the dlmen51ons underlying selecteé pupll self-report 1nstru—

ments admlnlstered in the group research progect as well
as to dérlve test-retest rellablllty measures where these
data were collected. - This chapter therefore addresses-
research'questions_five and six of this study.

RESEARCH QUESTION 5 o | .

..Did the oral School»Attitudé Test, Written School

Attltude TEst, Self—Esteem Inventory, and the My Class. In—'

ventory  exhibit factors 51m11ar to the underlying dlmen-

'31ons descrlbed by the orlglnal author?

“

ORAL SCHOOL ATTITUDE TEST -~ = . N

AnalzsiSVF‘ |
~ The Oral School Attltude Test (Appendlx C-l) ‘was sub-
_mltted to a number of ﬁactor analyses Whlch requested, 1n

turn, two, three, four, flve, and 31x factors from thﬁ@

2™ Ty ”“ .

K

-twenty—nlne 1tem 1nstrument All solutloN&.reported employed

~ smc's in the dlagonal,.varlmax rotatlon,.and factors 1nter-

,‘@' (.l T o
preted had roots greater than oné. A“final- analysisagsed -
“Teacher perceptlon of\pupil attltude to school" as a tracer
I A

! . 5 ;.:f,r"‘ . 76 T . _1, - e ' B 95; ' ‘ . .
L] {4’:’? ‘ : e g “‘- o o :3 R .
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variable in an attempt to relate the factors obtained to.

S

ah outnide.measure;
Findings - o ' | [

. The most con31stent flndlng 1n ﬂhe factor analyses
of the Oral School Attltude TESt was the clusterlng of
1tems l2 24, 25, 27, and 28, whlch appeared as'a separate

v factor in the three," four and flve—factor solutlons, a
deflnlte departure from RlVera s flndlngs. These 1tems
"all contain a negative 1mp11catlon elated to school work‘-
" not done, being qcolded etc. The four—factor solution
presented in Table 9 contalns three factors whlch approx1—_
R mate the three dlmen51ons reported by Rlvera as well as a

0%

' fourth, the négatlve;lmplleatlons" factor..hThe three,apd

”,

. Table 9 .
' Test Item Loadingl on a Four Facto ‘Principal ,fff;pfﬁjé'
Ax1s Analysis and Varimax’ Rota£1§§§bf.the‘ R 5. (S
Oral School Attltude Test U :
«
Factor 1 =~ - :‘Factor-Z" . Factor 3 -, Factor 4
N "Stﬁdent-in— “iuterperson-’ ‘"General ¥ "Negat1Ve L ’
struction . al relations" .school" dimplications" {
1nteract10n" S - . : _ . . N
‘ Items i _ Items ,‘:” Items . Items S
2%,03%, 9%, . 4%, 5%, 6, 7¥, 1%, 17¢, 18%, 12, 24, 25,
B ll 14* ‘16*, 8, lO ~15,.20  19%, 21, 22, '927,'28 e
23 26* . K p ‘: , ;?"-'-,_.‘; 4___\_;_& ‘f;'._,_‘;ﬁ 29 A .
< ) N . ';) 2 . ~<‘:,
# T Complete loadlng matrix presented in appendlx c=3
"7 2 N - this study - 107 . | -

- . * ‘indicates.items" ‘that appeared in a, dlmen51on sxmllar to
»?GQ;A 4 one’ reported by the orlginal author (N=200) ' g

7

@' ™

o
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'four—factorssolutions in this study'were interpretablef-
however, nelther solution is w1thout difficulty as a few

N
| unrelated items load on the factors as well The factor

“‘loadlng matrlces of these solutlons appear in Appendlces

Lo

C-2 and C-3 A comparison- of Rlvera s three factors to
this study s three factor solution is reported in Append1x=f
C-4. The two—factor, flve—factor; and slx—factor solu~ |
tions are not reported, as the ltems whlch loaded on the
‘;hfactors were not amenable to acceptable 1nterpretat10n.~
-The varlance accounted for by these analyses ranged from <;ﬁﬁi
3% in the two factor solutlon to 42% 1n ‘the 81x—factor b
solutlon. C
:'Thevtracer yariablej"Teacher.perception offpupil
"attitude'to'school"'produced loadlngs near 2er0'or slightlY;y
'negative. Negatlve correlatlons were e§pected as tracer’.
values ascend whlle total sco;es descend.. Actual values
are reported 1§3Append;x C=2. ¢ % f. | |

'DlscuSSLOn - L - : Soral
L o D : ;.6 —

N ) R ,
leseen in Table 9 there were deflnlte 51mllar1t1es

between three of the factors obta1ned 1n this. study and o

v

”-;the three factors reported by Rlvera., Items marked w1th

an’ asterlsk are those tha@“are related to a 31m11ar factor."
=
In thls study,‘howeverr the fourth underlylng dlmen31on lS.

h a departure from Rrverars three-factor solutlon. The 1tems

-

. in th1s fourth factor were 1tems that Rlvera indlcated

: ‘h‘w__». e o . . - . : - P RE
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fvarlable employed in this study was not related to the

‘.-Analysi's ' - ‘_ \ ) o .
In this study the ertten School,Attltude -Test (Appen— .

Ay 79

should have reverse polarlty, i. e..'the values assigned
are OppOSlte to the usual trend In this study, however,
all prlmary loadlngs were positive; and these 1tems (12,
24; 25, 27 28) appeared as a dlstlnct factor along with
the other three. The four-factor solution therefore is
the most satlsfactory solutlon in this set: of analyses
The‘51m11ar1t1es between Rlvera 8 three factors and
factors one: to three of the four-factor solution, .the.

S

81m11ar1ty of his reverse polarity 1tems to factor four

of this. study, and the small number of 1tems with little T.;.
;contrlbutlon to the communallty foster some confldence in
.Jthe stablllty of the 1nstrument However, other measures
“of attltude to: school are requlred to better assess the
,valldlty'of the 1nstrument ' Such tracer varlables as
~teacher and parent ratlng of pupll attltude, pupll 1nter—.

_view data,:etc., could help to explaln why the tracer

.der1Ved factors to any extent

WRITTEN scndor ATTITUDE TEST
' P%MARY INVESTIGATION

.dlx D—l) was admlnlstered to flfty grade-31x uplls. Fol—_ﬂ

low1ng a subjectlve examlnatlon of the test 1tems, the

L . . . . . .
oo N wl ~
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pupil response. -O this instrument were submitted to a

number of factor analyses employing principal axis. factor-

ing with unlty 1n the diagonal and varimax rotatlon. Fol-

low1ng each solutlon of from two to nine factors, the test ’

1tems that correIhted with each factoxr were examlned for

psychologlcal meanlngfulness.‘- A

\ '

adin s

/ Examination of test 1tems. The initial examination of .

‘the ertten School AttltudelTes@'lnvolved studylng the
items that ;ere related to each&factor and comparlng them
to ‘the name McCallon had assigned the factor. HlS three
:factors appear to be properly labelled, althOugh, due to
~the diverse nature of some 1tems loadrng on a factor, the

factor names tend to be very general. The forty—51x test‘

lltems refer to such ‘areas as pupil attitude to school,

u_attltude to school work, teacher—pupll 1nterpersonal re-

lataonsr the role of theﬂﬁeacher, relatlons w1th others h -

1n the ”chool, and 1nstnudtlon. The general nature of

&4
the factors and the lack of’ development detall reported on.;

~ the lnstrument .introduced an element of cautlon into sub—

sequent 1nterpretatlon.

Solutlons requestl g two to nlne factors. - The factor’

-analyses of the, wrltten School. Attitude Test reported in'

this sectlon 1nvolved cqrrelatlons between test 1tems and

LGS
factors that were more pOSlthe and more hlghly negatlve

T
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than thoSe.obtained with the. Oral School-AttitudelTest;
As well, only the three and four-factor solutions will be
#reborted as the 1nterpretatlon of other solutlons was un-
satlsfactory due to the ‘presence of unrelated ltems con-

s1stently loadlng on the factors.

Solutlons requestlng three and four factors The three

factor solutlon of thls study whlch accounted for 34% of

the varlancef was compared to McCallon §*three-factor solu— |

tlon and 1s reported'iﬁ Table '10. Although there were
clusters of items that loaded heavily"on'factors Similar

0

_to McCallon s, there also were ‘a number of 1tems loadlng

\)

on each factor that_made the naming. of each factor qulte‘ T
tenuous.A 'The . factor-loadlng matrix for this solutlon
(reported 1n Appen&lx D—2) 1nd1cated that a 81zeable number,‘

1of 1tems contrlbuted llttle to the communallty.v The tracer
varlable "Teacher percqptlon Ofvpupll attitude to school ";,{

"as shown 1n Table 10, correlated Quite hlghly w1th factor

—

. "Student Instructlon Interactlon" and’ prov1ded a useful R :

external reference pornt . “'-l _ . S VR

The four-factor ‘solution (Appendlx D-3) 1ncluded a
very sat:.sfactory bJ.-polar j,nterpersonal relat:.ons factor;
,a "General School Factor," a’ "Student Instructlon Inter-‘
actlon Factor " and a "P081t1ve Supportlve Tbacher" factor.

Most ‘ﬁ%teworthy in thls solutlon, however, ,was the contln- .

\.4 - .,0)'

~ ued presence of unrelated items loadlng on each factor.

R e
YL R M5 RN o
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Table 10 P

a Comparlson of McCallon's Three—Factor Solution
“and This Study's Thrée-Factor Solutlonl on
the Written School Attltude Ibstz
4

‘McCallan's Factors - : Factors derived in this Study
Factor 1 Factor 2 . Factor 3
A “Student . "Interper- . "General o
',instruce ~ Sonal re~ - gchool -
tion inter- lations™" ‘ : ;
b action® — L “ﬁ;y///
Factor 1. 4 A o _ L ’
General school . Items 17, 22, 27 _ l* 23, 24
S L - 20, 2L, 46 - . 37, 41 g
Factor 2. ; vﬁ.i ; h o
Interpersonal L '
‘relations .
. g |
: e T
Factor 3. S

. Student 1nstruc~
tlon 1nteract10n

[y

Tracer Variable = © -0.591 " (*=0.262 5 269

[

1 Pr1nc1pal ax1s factorlng w1th l’s in'fhe diagonal,
varlmax rotatlon, N=50, _ ‘ o _

2 FUll factor loadlng matrlx appears’ 1n appendlx D-2

* Contrlkuted <. 2 to the communallty. : f . 1}" ‘\;5
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Discussion ; _ . -
Basedfon this part of the investigation, the-written
School Attltude Test would appear to have three or four - -
underlylng factors. A number of the test 1tems whxch were
.’related in McCallon's analy51s were related in thls study '
as well. However, there were a numbér of items loadlng

on the factors whlch were d1ff1cult to relate to the 1tems .

’

'that gave thevfactor its name.§x1hls flnﬁlng, along with

‘the dlscovery of items that contrlbuted little to the
R (Q,v .
' communallty, redundancy among test ;%ems,.and the very ' .

| general nature of the derlved factofs,,all siem to - 1nd1-

cate that th:.s 1nstrument requlres addltlonal development - A

\

‘fprler to 1ts use in future studles of - this type.
}

To examine this contentlon, a secondary 1nVestlgatloQ$Qa

e

of the Written School Attltude Test was’ carrled)out 1nvolv—
1ng the factor analy51s of pupll responses w1th’some test
- l

 items not 1ncludedw(1tems that contrlbuteqy< 2 to the’ __r ’

communallty)‘ As reported in Appendlx D—4 the four-factor 7'

"-Asolutlon—lmposed on the reduced 1nstrument gave the most

1nterpretable solutlon of all the analysesrcarrled out on > ;7
,thls 1nstrument.y. o 3'”:”1,"571§f f_ : f’_j”_‘ : .(ﬁ' L ﬁh‘/Z
1#1' o

Addltlonal development for thlB 1nstrument could

: c;ude admlnlsterlng the\foxty srx ltems to a sample 1 ger
/

: T
- than that em ed by McCallon (N=1004 ar th;s Btudy (N=50) W;,’fx

@
AU T

5' ﬁe‘and factor analyzlng the pup11 respenses.“ Items that con-‘, m;ijL@

|
T : L /V

trlbute 11tt1e to the qommunality couid be replaced by L __f
B . “" T S X e T R \ -’) ',"-'-"‘ - ‘fll'" .

B - o . Ao, .. b - Y



0 ‘ ' , 84
. . - , . .
additional items identified either by interviewing the
pupils or items that are related to the underlying dimen-
sions. A parallel‘activityishould include development of .
other measures of;pupii attitude to school such as'parent
ratinga and'interviews,_pupi% interviews, and peer ratings.
Alternate measdres such as these could‘provide valuable

. tracer variabiesvto relate the derived factors to outside
reference points mnch as“the tracer employed in this.stddy_

~was a sign of promise for factor one of the three factor

solution.

‘

SELF~-ESTEEM INVENTORY

Analysis - - ./_;
\ One hundredaand.fifty-six pupils from’grades one,
th: e, and six were admlnlstered the Coopersmlth Self—Es—
fteem Inventory (Appendlx F—l) in this study. Inltlally,‘
the responseg of one huridred and eight grade three and six
puplls were factor—analyzed usxng a pr1nc1pal axls factor—'
1ng with unlty in the dlagonal and varlmax rotatlon Sep-t
arate analyses werewconducted »extracting three, four,‘
and f1Ve factors and suhsé&uently each factor was analyzed
forvpsycholpglcal meanlhgfulness The‘same analyses'were '
Q cenduCted on the responsea of tno rorty-elght grade one

puplls who' had completed a modlfled version of this instru-

ment (Appendlx F-2).
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The final analjsis'of'this section consisted of the
rotation of a grade one solution to see how closeiy its
four factorsgwould match the four factors obtained from

' the analysis of the grade threeé a. . instrument.

Findings

| A four—féctor soluticn to the gfade three and six
ihstrument accounting for 31% of the ;ariance‘ﬁéévaUnd
to be the most éatisfactory solutioh in this stg&y; As
is shown ih Table ll,.the strongest factor-fo emerge was

' one composed of items in which thensﬁudent iS»self-derbga-

tOfy,'for example#vjlingegfailure) I can't dé anything
‘right;" aiohg with similaf items referring to his hpme.
* The second factor, "Self certainty;" and factor three,
"Assertiveness-anxiety," were also quite distihct. Factor =
'four,;"School-acédemic,; was identifiéble but not as

&

clearly defined as the other three factors. -

} .

‘The fiveafactgf sd1ution was useful in that it seemed
lto conf irm thé‘féur-factor“splution. The_factors defiyed
‘were almost identical to. the four pxevibusly discussed with
fhe addition 6f‘a‘fact0r coﬁposea.bé mixed itemstv The
factor-loading matrices are'réported in Appendices F-3 and
, F—4.' Thé_three%factdf solutioh was hot ea$i1§ ihterpre—
table and is not repérted. | ‘

Theifacto: analyses of ‘the grade one responses to the

' self-Esteem Inventory were inconclusive. The four-factor
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Table 11 ‘ -~

Four Factor Solutionl to Grade Three and Six Pupil's2
Responses on Coopersmith's Self-Esteem Inventory

Factor 1 ' Factor 2 . Factor 3 Factor 4
"Self-degra- = "Self-cer- "Assertive- "School -
~dation, home" tainty" ' ness -~ academic"
' anxiety"
Items: 54, 40, 11, 4, 24, 42, 31, 12, 14, 25, 15,
51, .~, 33, 18, 36, 45, 37, 39, 16, 1
2¢, 5 , 43, 7, 44* 30, 9*, 23,
2: 17, 50, 3%, gx

47, i9*%

-

Pr1nc1pal ax1s factorlng with 1's in the dlagonal,
varimax. rotatlon,,(factor loading matrix in Appendlx F—3).

2 n-108

* Items contrlbutlng < .2 to the communality.

solution which was most satisfactory with the grade threes
~and sixes was not rePIOdﬁced with the grgdé ones.f A few |
_items, clustéred-on each factor much as they did in the
grade three and 'six analy81s-' hbwever in general, patterns
of related items d1d not load on the- factors.' The ﬁhree‘
and five-factor solutions prbduced similar mixedvfactors,
beinvestigate whethef the unsatisfactory factor soiu-
A }ion to the‘gradé'oné responses was én,arﬁifact‘of.£he. |
factbr analysis or‘&uerto differences in pupil pefcéptiony
.an\orthogonal'proéruéﬁes'tOjtarget was pe:cormed. fhat'is,

the four factors obtained from the grade »ne . .sp-nses wetq‘
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rotated using’the‘four factors of the g¥rade three and six
solution as the tardet'to see how closely the two sets of
factors matched. The first factors of each solution were
.shown to be very SLmllar, but the other factors dlsplayed
‘little relationship. The matrices of thls match are re—.

ported in Appendix F-5,

Discussion

The 1tens formlng the Self-Esteem Inventory were
'selected by Coopersmith from .a 1arger pool of 1tems identi-"
fied by Rogers and Dymond (1954) A panel of fiVe psy- |
. chologists cla381fied the items as 1nd1cat1ve of high and
low esteem and by ratlonal means arr1ved at four subtest
grouplngs. The respdnses of seventy-six hundred grade

four to eight pupils were the subject of an intensive fac-’
- tor analysls of this instrument by Kokenes (1973) who
'1dent1fied four bi-polar factors similar to Coopersmlth'

_ subtests. Other studies have identified four or five .
‘factors as well, so the presence and nature of the four

‘_factors 1dent1f1ed at the grade three and 31x level in this.

-study seems reasonable.

The grade three and six analysis, however, did con-

a lie scale. was .found to be of little value. These findings

‘suggest that future exploratory work with this 1nstrument
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should also be carried out with the twenty-five item short
version. (Correlation between short and long form is ;86).
The pfocrustes match indicated that the less‘satis—
factofy grade one solution,;as not an‘artifact of the vari-
max rotation. Wiﬁh.thelexception of the first'factof, the
~comparison of factors revealed ;hey were not closely re-
lated; suggesting that the two groups of pﬁpils were'pef-
céiving the items differently. This result was not totally
unexpected as younger pupils might interpret items differ-
ently, ana'thé tendency of some to acquiesce is also a
possibility. A'éimilér study in the future could involve
individual a&ministrat%on of this instrument, or the short

‘ ° . .
version, along with other measures of this variable.

a

oW crass INVENTORY
Analysis , .
One hundred and eighf grade Ehree and s8ix ptpils were -
administered the My Class_Inventory (Anderson, lé73)ipges—
" ented in Appéndix G-1. The pupil responseé'werg exéﬁinéa
' for'underlying dimeséioqs uéihgip;inEipal aiis factoring   \
with unity in the diaéodal and varimax rotation, requegting \\\\
in turn four, five and six factors. The same'items, pre- ' AN
sented in a slightly differeﬁt-form (Appendix G-2), were |
A administered'to_fgrty-eight‘gréde’ohe'pupils,Vfollowed by

the same type of anélysis. A final factor analysis exam— .
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_ ; g ‘
ined the responses of-rall pupils in the study together.

Findings \\

A subjectiue examination~of Anderson‘s ractors revegled\
five well—named factors, each conteining nine test items B
that_for the most'part cleerly belonged to one dimension.

The most satisfactory solution of the seven factor
analyses carried out on the My Class Inventory was the
five-factor solution lmposed on the grade three and six
puprl_respouses._ As is shown in Table 12, the five factors
- obtained in this study approXimate quite closely the under-
.1ying»dimenEions descrihed by Anderson,.i,e.. satisfaction,
friction, competltivenea . difficulty, and cohe81veness

- The eight items Anderson iimndicated to have reverse
polarity were confirmed in. these analyses with the‘excep-'
tion of items’lo and 25. Of the forty-five test items,
only two contributed llttle to. the communallty. The factor,’
“loading matrlx for the flve—factor solution 18 reported in
Append;x G-3. The four and six—factor,solutlons were simi-
: ler but not as distinct, and are not reported in detail.

The three analyses carrled out on the grade one pupll
responses were not satisfactory as most factors contalned
"a m;xture of ;tems._ TheAflve-factor solutlon‘whlch included
all pupils from grades one; three, and eix, cohfirmed this
finding as the five factors obtained were identifiable but

not as distinct as those,obteined from the responses_of the
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graée three and six pupils alone (see Appendix G-4 for
loadings}. | |
Discussion

A number of findings in the analysis of this instru-
ment at the grades three aﬁd six level seem suggestive of:
a fairly stable instrﬁment that has_undergone.care in dev-
elepmepti This study's agreement'on items requiring re-
"‘ versed polarity; the small number of items'with little.
contribution to the communality and the identification of
factors all foster confidence in this 1nstrumentv

The analyses of the grade one responses, however,xr
do not permit thiavsame confidence. The_mixed nature Af
the factors would seem to ‘indicate that some ofnthe pupile
of this age perceived the items differently. This would
._eeeh to indicate  the need to-obtain measpres'on variables
such as‘attitude_tojschoel by a variety of approaches, ‘

particularlvahen working with yoﬁnger children. -

RESEARCH QUESTION 6

"Didathe Oral School Attitude Test, Self—Esteem Inven-

tory and the My Class Inventory exhibit test-retest relia-
' bility similar to the values reported by the original |

:author?"

TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY

~

Test-retest reliability is established by administering
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a test twice to a sample of‘individuals and correlating .
the two sets of scores. When a test is administered twice
to the same group with a time intervallseparating the two
administrations, some variation or fluctuation in the func-
tion measured may occur (Ferguson, 1971). The changes may '
.'be due. in part to error, an actual change in the function,
a memory effect, varying,environmental conditions such as
noise, emperature, etc. Avarying psychologicai‘factoré
such as fatigue, etc., may also have an effect .In this
study such fluctuations could also be due in part to the'
small number of pupils retested at any one grade level\

‘A table of random numhers was used to subdivide each
class into groups. Each instrument under - study was then \\\»
e-administered to one of the groups within each class.
Pearson product moment correlations were obtained between»-.

test-retest scores- and are reported in the following three '

sections. , o . -

ORAL SCHOOL ATTITUDE TEST

‘The Oral School Attltude Test was re—administered to ,‘ -
21 of 48 initially-surveyed grade ones, and 21 of 59 grade
threes. Test-retest correlations between test total scores E
are'reported in Table 13. ‘ |
Findings - B S |
Within the test-retest sample, there was little differ— gj
ence between_the total attitude scoreslof'eachjgrade,raif_: "
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Al

o Table 13

Tbst-retest Means and Reliability Coefficients o
. of the Oral School Attitude Test over
a 16 day Interval .

7

Grade N ~ Test - Retest  Reliability

- Coefficient
1a3 42 . 97.238° 95,571 - .695
- >
1~ 22 96.857 95,333 ~ .678
3 21 97.619  95.809  .725
‘Author 200';(over;10 days) ' » .77

though grade threevscores'were slightly higher. .Atlboth
grade levels retest means were lower. The grade one relia— :
‘bility coefficient was calculated to be .678, the grade |
three coefficient was .725 while the combined grade one

and three coefficient was .695

Discussion )

The increase in reliability from grade one to three f
was expected. The reliability coefficient reported by the
_original author, Rivera (1971) was .77 The . approximate
B .70 obtained in this study is acceptable considering the |
.smaller sample as well as the administration of this test- :

'*.'retest late in the school term.(late May and June).
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SELF—ESTEEM INVENTORY

‘ The Self—Esteem Inventory was re-administered to 24.
' of 48 initially surveyed grade ones, 28 of 59 grade threes,.
and 23 of 52 grade eixes. Tbst-retest correlations between
inventory total scores are reported in Tahle 14 along with
means for each: grade., . .
_ Table 14
Test-retest Means and Reliability Coefficients

of the Self-Esteem Inventory over
a 20 Day Interval

_ MEAN
. Grade ‘N . Test ‘Retest - Reliability '
. o ’ L COefficient
~1,3&6 75 65,120  68.666 - . 844
.. .1 24 67,750 ' 72,000 .792
3 28 64.786  67.286 @ ° . ,889
6 ' 23 62,783 66.869 . .848
.3&%6 51 - 63,882 67.098 ~ ..870
Author 30 ° ¢35 day interval) .88, .

Within the test-retest sample, the modified rsion'

.-,lar to the mean calculated for all‘ﬁ;ade one~§ub3ects in
_ the study. The reliability coefficient of 792 obtained
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with this modified version was iower than the reliability
coefficients of .889 and .848 calculated for grade three
and six students on the regular version of the Self-Esteem,

Inventory (see Appendix F—l).

-

C Discussion

The grade onelreliability coeffigient‘on the modified
'Self-Esteem Inventory was lower than both grade three and

. 8ix coeffiCients, a continuation of the trend noted on the |

_btwo other instruments described in this section. The ten-
Ldency of increased reliability across all three grade levels
"was not seen with this instrument The coefficients of

.792, .889, . and 848 compare qnite favorably with Cooper-‘
‘smith's (1967) reported 88 with a sample of. grade five

students.
MY CLASS ',INVE’NTORY '

A 'The My Class Inventory was. re-administered to 21 of
48 initially surveyed grade ones, 22 of 59 grade threes,\
“and 26 of 52 grade sixes. Test—retest correlations between
iisubtests are reported in Tahle 15. and correlations between o
E test-retest overall totals are reported in Tahle 16. N
The grade one data were obtained by administering
Anderson's (1973) original inventory in a form more suited
to pupils of that age (see Appendix'G-Z).. ‘Grades three ‘

' and six are reported in a combined form as this age range
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Tbst-retest Reliability Coefficients of the My
Class Inventory Sub-tests

over a 21 Day Interval

96

. ’ ' . ‘ ) )
| My Class ;nventory"'

95.638

&

Subtests
Grade N 1 2 3’ 4 5
1, 3&6 69  .629  .611  .587 696  .525
1 21 340 - 600 .638  .525  .468
3 22 .728 .514 .510 .756  .253
6 26 .648 .740 .495 .776 712
'3&6 . 48  .688 .628  .566 .754 = .502
Author . o - - -
Grs 3-6 ~ 655 .77 .70 .56 .56 .54
_ ‘Table 16
'Test-retest Means and Reliability COefficienté of
, the My Class Inventory Total Score
_ -+ . over a 21 Day Interval .
—‘;’- = — s ——
o / ' MEANS
Grade  Mean  Test Retest ‘Reliability °
. : o S . - Coefficient
1, 3,&6 68  97.235  95.426 .690
B | 21 . 100.809  98.667 .592
22 98,727  97.591 .627
6 25 92.920 ° 90.800 691
36, 47 93,979 - - (707
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)
corresponds to the age of the pupils in Anderson's original
. A\\‘ N .

sample. The instrument administered to these grades is'

presented in Appendix G-1.

J_.Findings _ . _ [
As shown in Table 15, the combined grape one, three,

and six coeffiCients and the combined grade three and six
coefficients of this study fall within a range similar_to
the author's reported reliabilities even though specifie’
subtests;fluctuate. With the exception of one subtest,
lthe grade.ose cgéﬁfieient is always lower thanAone of‘the
grade three ‘and’ 8ix ceefficients.

" Table 16 presents the My Class Inventory test-retest
reliability coeffiCients that were based on total scores.
\'These coeffiCients reflect the same 1ncrease by grade

llevel as they rise from 592 to .691.

DiscuSSion
o

The increaSing reliability by grade level of self—
{report data is predicted. in the literature- hoWever, the
,?trend in this study is gradual and is no more severe than
‘the range of subtest reliability coeffiCients Within a
”’rgrade level. In general however, the rarge obtained in
this‘studyuwith the My Class Inventory (.70 - .53) is simi—

‘ laruto_the range (.73 - .54) reported by Anderson.
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SUMMARY
( | o
Chapter five presented the report of the secondary

analysis of this study, i.e. research question number five
involving the factor analy81s of pupil responses to selec—-
ted instruments admlnlstered in this study whlle research
question number six required the establishmient of test-
retest rellablllty measures.

A four-factor solution was most suitable for the Oral
School Attitude Test, even though Rivera reported three
factors. 'The 1nstrument appeared somewhat stablef‘although
?other measures of attitude to school are requlred to assure.
its valldlty. oN
n A. four—factor solutlon on a reduced number of items
produced the most satlsfactory solution for the Wr1tten
Schoo; Attltude Test. It would appear this 1nstrument
Are@uires additional development both for internal consis-
tency'and measures-of ekternal Validity.

The Self—Esteem Inventory, when factor analyzed, pro-
duced factors 31m11ar to those reported in- other studles.
In‘future Studles, other measures of self-estéem should beh
used along with this instrwnent, particularly with younger
chlldren._ - | : ‘Jh . BN |

The factor analy51s of. the My Class Inventory produced

a flve-factor solutlon that was very close to the author s

reported five factors., Thls ‘solution more closely approx;—
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ﬁatea the author's solution than did‘those of any of the
other 1nstruments reviewed in this section.

The test-retest rellablllty data generated in this
'study we;e qulte close tc t"ose reported by the authors,
~particularly when the\smell number of test-retest subjects

used in this study is taken into account.



CHAPTER 6

" The initial section of this chaptef summarizes the
study andfincludes a‘re-statement of the problem and sub-
problems, followed,by a description of the instrumentation,
methodolggy and,findings: The chapter closes with con-

clusions and recommendations for, further research

<

SUMMARY OF THE STUDY
‘Problem
What is the relationshipvbetWeen pupil characteristics
‘and teacher-~pupil dyadic interaction?

Sub-problems

(l) - To what extent are such pupll formatlve experl—
,ences\gs sex, age, SES,- 31b11ng p051tlon and famlly 1ntegr1ty
predletors of teacher-pupll dyadic 1nteract10n?

(2) Tb what extent are such pupil propertles as
ablllty, soc1ometr1c status, self-esteem, attltude toward
school and prior knowledge. predlctors of,teacher—pup;l ‘ >//
‘dyadic interaction? . . I ' < - e

k3)” What propoition of variance in teacher-pupil /
dyadlc 1nteractlon is accounted for by pupll formatxve
‘experlences, pupll propertles and by* pup11 classroom be-
"fhav1or? - S

100
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(4) -What proportion of variance in pupil‘classroom
behaviorvis accounted for by pupil formative experiences,
pupil broperties and.hy teacher-pupil dyadic interaction?

(S) Did the Oral School Attitude Tgst, Written‘
School Attitude Test, Self—Esteem‘Inventory,-and the My
ClassbInventory,-enhibit factors similar to the underlying
‘dimensions deScribed-by the original author?

(6) Did the Oral School Attltude Test, Self ~Esteem
EInventory, and the My Class Inventory, exhlblt test-retest
rellablllty 31m11ar to values,reported by the orlginal

author?

INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODOLOGY -

' The cornerstone of thlS study was Dunkln ‘and Blddle s
(1974) recommendatlon to pair context data, for exampleA
pupil characterlstlcs, w1th_process data; such as teacher—é
;pupil'dyadic'interaCtion. Such studles could prov1de ln-;

sight 1nto the growing belief that differences in pupll

~a

,characterlstlcs evoke dlfferentlal teacher reaction. ;

This study 'was part of a group atproach to the study
of teachlng carried out in Western Canada by six researchers
in the sprlng of 1976. The sample for . the pro;ect cons1sted
of one grade one class, one grade three, and one grade 31x.'
in each of two part1c1pat1ng schools, a total of one hun-

dred and flfty-seven pupils and thelr six teachers. ¢

Following a preparatory phase in non-Study classrooms,
g " R : uay < :
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a familiarization week was scheduled in the classes inuolved
in the study. ‘During the data collection phase, one ob-
server per class recorded teacher-pupil dyadic interactiOn
using tpe:modified Brophy—Good (1973) observation instru—
“ment while a»second observer recorded pupil behavior in
terms of Spaulding's (1975)1C.A;S.E,S. instrument.b As the |
'pupils were known by name to the pair of observers, both
dyadic;interactioﬁ'and classroom behavior were recorded for-
‘each'pupil in the study: one pair of -observers remained

. . N r
with one grade level for the two weeks of classroom obser-

vation..

During the month following classroom obserﬁation,ithe
six researchers remained in the schools collecting infor-
‘mation from school files and teacher records.. During this

time pupils were administered a number of self—report
'instruments, abllity and achievement tests. Substitute
teachers werelhired'to provide time for teachers involved
- in the'study tO'complete,questionnaires and otherhself;
report instruments. Throughout.thisrstudy, exiSting
' instruments-were used whereuer.possible.

Follow1ng the study, context and- product data’ were
keypunched and stored on IBM cards.‘ Classroom observatioh*
data was preprocessed by computer and merged with the ,

data available on cards. The resultant_file,of ‘data was

stored on disc for subsequent analysis.

By S
s
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS \

The first four research questions to dealt. with
in this study concerned the relationship of upil_charac¥

terlstlcs to the frequency of teacher-pupil dyadlc 1nter—'

. acti 101’1 -

For each class in the study,.flve pupll formatlve
experlences (age, sex, socioeconomic standing, sibling - .
p031t10n and famlly 1ntegr1ty) were entered as a- varlable.
~set in a canonlcal correlatlon w1th twelve 1nteract10n
’-varlables. In two classes the canonlcal'correlatlon was . ' ' ..Q

significant, and the formative ekperienceS‘utllized'as S : L

Y.

.predlctors accounted for approx1mately elghty percent of com-
nmon varlance in 1nteract10n.’ Pupll sex was 1dent1f1ed _"

as the best predlctor, followed to a lesser extent by sib-
ling p051t10n and age. The’ correlatlons between these r
three predictors and- the dyadiciinteraction variables Were‘
dthen ekamined.ﬂwOlder'pupils wlthin a.grade tended to have
more prlvate work contacts with the teacher. as well as more
lbpersonal contacts. Older chxldren in a famlly and only
.chlldren in a family- had more . 1nteract10n whlle boys, on
pgactlcally all varlables at all grade levels, had more
»1nteract10n than glrls.

F1ve pupll propertles (ablllty, prlor knowledge, self-

esteem, attltude to: school, and-soc1ometr1c status) when

X
:

‘examined as a‘get'of predictOrs_in a canonical correlation

5
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with the interaction variables accbunted'for ninety-two
. percent of the variance among the criterion variables. “In
five of the six classes in which thls analysis was conduc-
ted, the canonical correlations between the two sets of
variables were significant In the main, different vari—
ables were best predictors at dlfferent grade levelS° for\4
example, soc1ometr1c status and self—esteem were best pre—
dlctors at grades one and three, while ability and prlor |
' achievement were dominant at grade 81x.‘ Attltude/to school
~was a predictor"in at least one class per grade level.
;The correlatlons of each pupil prOperty with the interac- B
tion variables were examlned for meanlngful relatlonshlpsw
At the grade one and three levels, soc1ometr1c status,'
.self—esteem, and attltude to school, were in general lnverSe—
1ly related to frequency of 1nteract10n. Puplls of hlgher
© ability had more publlc interaction whlle lower abllity
pupils had more prlvate 1nteractlon._ Prlor achlevement
’was negatlvely related to interactlon -at the grade one and
‘three 1evels and dlrectly related at the grade six level

Thls examlnatlon of pupll propertles in relatlon to

L the frequency of 1nteract10n left the: lmpre331on that

| lnteractlon at lower grade levels seemed to be- based on
-compensatlng for weaknesses in a personal atmosphere whlle

at the upper elementary level the approach was more lmper-u

- sonal and related to developlng pupll strengths.

The flve pupll formative experlencesl flve pupll pro-

-~
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perties and two measures of pupil classroom behavior were
combined.asnone set of predictor variables in a canonlcal‘
correlation with'the tWelve interaction variables as the
criterion set. This analys1s, conducted on a grade ba31s,
accounted for approx1mately seventy-flve percent of the
.interaction variance. Again, dlfferent variables were
best predlctors at dlfferent grade levels; however, pupil

_sex, soc1ometr1c statusL and self-esteem, along Wlth prlor
achlevement, were' 1dent1f1ed as predlctors ' Pupll behavior

- was 1dent1f1ed as a best predlctor at ‘grade three only.

¢

All of the varlables used i thls analy318 were also used
as predlctors in a multlple regre581on analy51s with the
two pupil behav1or measures (overall CASES coefficients)
as criterion varlables._ This process accounted for approx-,
mately one-thlrd of the variance .in pupll behav1or when
examlned on a grade basxs.v
Research questlons f1ve and 51x examlned -a number of
the pupll self-report instruments used in this study. and -
in the larger pro;ect | .
| The twenty-nlne 1tem Oral School Attltude Test was
factor analyzed, and, in thlS study, a fourth dlmen51on
- was present along with the three described by the author.
Test-retest rellablllty was found to be 70 in comparlson’
w1th Rlvera s reported .77. | | '
The forty-51x 1tem ertten School Attltude Test (Mc-

Callon) was factor analyzed a" number of times, same.items

-
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were removed, and it was re-analyzed . A)four-factor
solution on a reduced number of 1tems was the most satis-
factory solution; however, there were a number of indi-
catorsfthat this.instrumentjrequires additional develop—‘
ment prior to use in the future.v |

The Self—Esteem Inventory (COOpersmlth) was factor
analyzed and a four—factor solutlon 51m11ar to the author's
four d1mens1ons was obtalned Test-retest rellablllty was
found to be 84, whlch compared qulte favourably to the
'author 8 reported .88.
| The My Class Inventory (Anderson) was factor analyzed
.,and exhlblted five’ factors that were extremely close to |
" the author's factors. However, factor analysis of the
grade one pupll responses on thrs instrument and the Self-
.Esteem Inventory produced factors\that were very m;xed in-
nature. Test-retest rellablllty on the sub—scale scores
of the My Class Inventory ranged from 50 - .75 while Ander-

ICh

“son reported 54 - .77. - : \

_CONCIUSIONS <

Research questlons one, two, and’ three, accounted for

a hlgh proportlon of variance in teacher—pupll lnteractlon
'varlables through the use of pupll characterlstlcs as pre- .
.

dlctors.i Ihat 1s, from 75% to. over 90% of the varzance in

- teacher-pupil dyadic,interactlon was predictable_from

5
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knowledge of pupil'properties; "This high relationship
l.hetween‘characteristics and interaction thereforevuould
seem to supportvthe belief that pupil characteristics
evoke differential,teaCher response.

As a set, the pupil properties of- soc1ometr1c status,
Aablllty, self-esteem, attltude to school, and prior achleve—'
ment were better predlctors of 1nteractlon variance than
‘the pupil formatlve experlences of age, . socioeconomic
‘:status, s8ibling position and family 1ntegr1ty. , |

Pupll sex seemed to be the best predlctor across‘
grade levels- soc1ometr1c status and self—esteem were use-.
b'ful at lower elementary grade levels- whlle ablllty and
prior achlevement were more promlnent'at upper.elementary
levels. In,general.dirferent yariables‘were‘best prediCQ
tors atidifferentvgrade-levels offering some evidence of3\‘
the unlque nature. of each class. Even‘though soéioeconomic"'
" status and famlly 1ntegr1ty were not predlctors in thlS |
study, other studies carrled out in areas of more . variant
.soc1al conditlons may flnd these varlables much more use—
ful as predlctors. o

© There was some eVLdence to 1nd1cate the ex;stence of
a more personal compensatory form of educatlon at lower
grade levels with a more formal academic settlng at the
upper elementary levels. | |

The, necesslty to comblne class data into grade -data

. for two of the’ analyses in this. study demonstrated the -
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possibility of dlfferences between classes cancelling eachf
other, thereby conceallng 1nd1v1dual findings.

The factor analyses carried out on the pupil self-
.renort instruments led to a number of cOnclu51ons. The
Oral School Attitude Test was: found toybe‘reasonably stable,
althoughnadministrationjof,the test to a large/sample”
.would aIIOW:mOre confidence in the subescale scores. The
Written School Attltude Test would Seem to requlre addltlonal
‘development prior to use in future studies of this type.

The Self- Esteem Inventory was qulte stable although future

consideration could be given to-the use of the short version

of this instrument. The My Class Inventory was the most

stable lnstrument analyzed in. terms of the correspondence

of factors obtalned in this study to the author's factors. ‘

The sub—scale scores of the Self-Esteem Inventory and My
Class Inventory should be treated with cautlon at the grade
_one level, as the factors obtalned were more mlxed‘ln
nature than those_at.the grades three‘and'six levels.”
_Canonicalecorrelation and the accompanying zero order
COrrelationslproved to be a useful procedure to examine
" the relationship betWeen—two sets of variables. The factor
| analysis procedures'provided‘a means to examine the dimen-
sions underlying certain self-report instruments.‘»These
technlques were useful in this study, however, the resear-
cher must remember such tools are -a means to an end, not

. an end in themselves.
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RECOMMENDA&'JNS ?dR FURTHER RESEARCH

d(l) ,The’finding that pupil sexjwas a predictor of
dyadic interaction should be followed up“by a study to
'examine the physxcal. social and emotional antecedents that
are related to the prominence of thlB variable in predlctlngv
classroom 1nteract10n.< | |

(2) A more intensive study of 51b11ng posltlon should
be considered. If 1n1tial analysls employed fine dlstlnc-
tions. between szbllng pos;tlons,'and later analyses in the
same study used more gross categorlzatlon, perhaps a state-
ment could be made descrlblng the level of complexlty re-
quired when deallng with thlS varlable 1n relation to

\

‘classroom 1nteract10n.
(3) To- date, the l;terature of classroom lnteractlon

_studies,has,examined d;fferences 1nA1nteract10n across

grade levels. Atstudysexamining differences lndinteraction

based‘on_age range within a‘class could be an area'of future-

exploratory research | y | | _

’ (4) A study exam;nlng the relatlonship \.teacﬁéré'

s pupil 1nteract10n with sociometric status, seiz-esteem, and

v"attltude to schqol would seem to be a deflnite pOBBLbllltY.

- Measures of self-esteem could be obtained: hy conslderzng

the use of the‘short-ver81on»of the Self-Esteem Inventory

‘as well as the long verslon. The 1nd1V1dual admlnzstratlon

.of such 1nstruments as the Piers Harris Selk—Concept Scale
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should also be considered. Attitude to schdol, at the
grade three and six levels, could be measured by the Barker-
Lunn Primary Chl&dren s Attltude Scale or the My Class
Inventory. At the grade one level The Oral School Attitude
Test or a mod1f1cation of the Barker-Lunn are posslble
sburces. of attitude measures. |

(5) - Whenever self-report data are collected, an
attempt should be made to ebtain as many meagures of the
same variable by'as wide a variety of~means as possible.
For example,4pup11 attitude to school could be obtalned by
a self-report score, by teacher, parent and. peer ratings.
* followed by an 1nd1v1dual 1nterv1ew '

(6) In view of the promlnence of ability (measured
by the Lorge-Thornulke) and prlor achievement (measured by
"Metropolltan Readlng subtegt) as predlctors at the grade o
‘slx level, other measures of the same varlables could be

used in an 1nteract10n study to examlne their relatlve

'ut111ty ‘as predlctors..

PR -Haros
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~ Section 1
Summary of Cateqories in the Expanded Brophy-Good
.Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction Classroom
' Observation System

. The major aspects of classroom life coded by this sys-
. tem are represented by the four cells in the diagram appear-
ing below. Within each cell are the sub-categories of

those four aspects which are then further broken down into
still smaller units, ' o -

Ry
. 1

Public'reSponse Private dyadic
opportunities teacher-pupil contacts

; , 1. Work-related
Teacher ) : ‘ ’ -4y .1, Personal
-afforded . ~—-. Procedure-related

: ' ' ' I . Behavior-related
7. Don't know

g

B

1. Student Initiated | 1. Work-related
Student ’ Questions ) . .1l. Personal-related
-initiated 11, Student Initiated | 111. Don't know

~ N

Comments '

A. Téacher‘Affofdéd Response Opportunities-

The three key aspects of this category of classroom
event are:’ . S L :

‘(a),they‘are public‘interactioﬁsvbetween the teacher
+and a child, 'intended to be monitored by the
class or group with which the teacher is working:s

7(b)’they océur when the,teacher asks W_question. ,
requiring either a verbal or nonverbal response:

(c) only one child makes“the response;

TemT ey
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For each response opportunlty that is coded, infor-
mation has to be checked off in each of four sub-
categories: (1) type of response opportunity; (2)
level of question asked; (3) quality of child's
answer: (4) nature of the teacher's feedback reaction.

(1) Types cf response oppcrtunity

Predesignated (PRE): teacher names the child first
, 4 and then asks a question;

‘Non_volunteer (N. VOL): teacher asks a question first
' © »but calls for a response from

o s a child who has not raised- :

\ - his hand: t>\\\
Volunteer (VOL): . teacher asks a question first

- and invites a response fram \

a child with hand raised:

'Ccalled out (CALL):. teacher asks a question but
R ‘ : - a child calls out the. answer
before the teacher has a
chance to select a respondent!
- the teacher nevertheless re-
sponds to the child who called -
out the answer.

(2) Level of .. stion asked
" Process (PCS : - question requiring student to

integrate fac¢ts or show knowl-
edge of their relationships.

Product (PROD): “question for which a specific .
o ‘ correct answer is sought.

Choice (CHOIS): . questzon requiring an answer

. - " . to be selected fram one of

. the alte;natzVes,presented

" Self Reference -
- (SELF REF): question requiring child to
make a non-academic contribu-
, tion to the classroom dis-
. o cussion. This type of ques-
: " -tion has then to be further
‘ classified as subject-matter

E ' o related (SUB) or non subject-
_ matter related {NON SUB) and
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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
o take a position on an issue or
-to predict the outcome of an
- experiment or hypothetical
situation. If the child gives
no response (NR) this is coded.
. On the other hand if the child
does respond, the teacher's
reaction to the answer is
coded: if it is aised(i),

(3

criticized (=), ignored (0),
~accepted (ACPT), integrated -
(INTEG) into the ongoing dis-
cussion, or. if the teacher

disagrees' (DISAG) with the
.child*'s opinion. _

~‘(3)-Quality\bf child's answer

‘The childis answer is coded as correct (+), tiall
correct (=), incorrect (-), or_no response (NR) but,
'If the child indicates that he doesn't know, this item
-of information is also coded.

" (4) 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 inmteraction with the child, uld be one of seven
types. The teacher may praise (+), criticize (<), pro-
vide no_response (NR),‘gfve process feedback (PCSS),
- 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 interaction, 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).

 1 Modigicaigons'to,the»subcategories of teacher feed-
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Student Initiated Response Opportunities
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 without
prior teacher approval, this point is goded and also
if the question is relevant (REL) or irrelevant (IRREL).

o kinds of teacher reaction to the question, praise
(+) and criticism (~), are coded if they occur, and
aldgo types .of teacher feedback. ' The teacher may
provide no feedback (0) (i.e., ignore the question),
delay (DELAY) her answer, not accept (NACPT) it ‘into
' the discussion, provide a brief or long answer or she
"may redirect (RDRCT) the questl n to another student
Three other categories praise (+), criticism (=), and
warning (WARN) are provided if the teacher makes a
reaction related to the student's behavior: in initi-
ating the question.,

II. Student Initiated Comment s

The details surrounding a student initiated comment
that are coded are very similar to those for a student
initiated question. All but three teacher respomse

.categories, t ‘7 long, and redirect (RDRCT) are re-
-tained. The -~ ~placed by another three. The
teacher may _ ~ ACPT) the student comment, inte-
grate (INTEG) . . -0 the class dlscu331on, or may

use- it to shift wuie direction of the class dlscuss1on.

Teacher Afforded Dyadlc Contacts

. I. ' Teacher Afforded Contacts (Wbrk—related)

»
These are .nstances when the teacher makes ‘private con-
tact with ar individual child about his work. Several

- features »f “~heseé contacts are coded. The contact may

be long, « ef or it may be one in which the teacher
just® observes (OBSV) without entering into -verbal inter-
a tlon. If the contact is a long or brief one, praise
(¥), 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. .

I1. Teacher Afforded Contacts (Personal)

These contacts do not involve elther work content or

<o
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procedure but are of a strictly personal nature.
III. Teacher 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 if the teacher thanks
the child following the management or favor request.

IV. Teacher Afforded Contacts (Behavior-related)
This category is used whenever the teacher makes' some
comment on the child's classroom behavior. They are
- subdivided into praise (+)., non-verbal intervention
(NVI), warnings (WARN), and criticism (-). - Errors
which the teacher 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. Pro-
vision also exists for the coder to record his un-
certainty (?) if he is not sure that an error has
~occurred.. : '

. V.

Don't kpow (?) is codeu if the teacher-pupil communi-
cation is inaudible to the coder and the coder is un-
able to determine which of the above four types of
teacher afforded contacts. is occurrin~.

D. Student Initiated Dyadic Teacher-Pupil Contacts
(referréd to as Child Created Contacts on the coding
sheets) : e S ’

' _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 coded, whether the teacher offers
‘praise (+) or criticism (-) and whether the contact

is brief, long, .or delayed (DELAY) by the teacher.

IT., Child Created ContactsA(Personal-related).

n this category there‘are two first-order divisions,
experience (EXP) sharing and procedural (PROC). All
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experience sharing contacts are personal ones i .hich
the student contacts the teacher to tell him sc “thing
which is not related to either classroom work or pro-—
cedure. 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 is 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 reaction is coded
as grant or non-grant (N GRANT) (teacher has or has
not granted the request) or as delay.

[ 9

III. Don't Know
If the communication in the child created contact is

inaudible to the coder, the don't know (?) column is
used. L ’ |
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Section 2.

Definitions of One Modified Category and Two New Cate-
gories in the Expanded Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic
Interaction 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. o

- "If the teacher makes no response whatsoever
following the child's answer to the question,
he is coded. for no feedback reaction (0).

This means that he makes no verbal résponse to-
the child and does not communicate affirmation
or negation by shaking his head in response to
the answer. Ipstead, 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 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 is pushing:to get
correct answers in an impersonal fashion, with-
out paying attention to the individual child'®

' giving the ‘answer" (Brophy & Good, 1970, p.17).

Affirmative Teacher Reaction (AFFIRM)

This category of teacher reaction within an academic
response opportunity is defined as a terminal teacher reac-
'tion which does not go beyond the level of simple affir-
mation. The teacher simply indicates that the child has
given a correct response. He does not commusicate a warm
personal reaction to the child. There is merely an imper-
sonal communication of information. For example, the tea-
.cher repeats the student's answer or thanks the pupil with-.
out explicit or' implicit praise. The teacher's intent is
to terminate student involvement. R :

" Repeats Student Statement (REP SS)

This is an additional category in the set of teacher—
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reactions in academic response opportunities described as
sustaining. In this category are to be coded all those
instances when the teacher repeats the child's amswer in

a quizzical manner without indicating whether he considers
it to be correct or incorrect, or when the teacher restates -
the pupil answer for the purpose of having the student con-
firm what he had just said. The principal criterion to be
.used in distinguishing :a Repeats Student Statement is
whether the teacher's 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. (

o S
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Section 3

Intercoder Reliability Measures Obtalned during Data Collection with the
Low Inference Classroom Obscrvation System

Percentage Agreement

Coders 1 § 2 Coders 1 ¢ 3 , Coders 2 ¢ 3
Variable Check No. ! 2 3 VL2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 L

Academic Response Opportunity }

Type of Respondent g%* g5 --t Zg> 50 33 79 .0 --|5 s3I 7 .-

Question Type 86 -- [33 55 0 83 .33 --177 89 8 33

Child Answer 50 B85 -- |33.62 33 8 100 --[5 90 5 --

T. Feedback on.PCSS, PROD, CHOIS 50 73 -- |25 66 33 74 Yoo -- |39 76 63 --

T. Feedback on Oplnuon Q's - e - 0 18 100 100 == -- ) == 50 -  --

* Student Initiated Question )

Type 2 - - 50 0 57 100 A3{33 -- == ko

Relevancy %Z == o= |-- 5 33 1t 0 E@ 33 -- - §§

T. Feedback 83 - - |-- "5 33 T 100 /|33 --. --
Student Initiated Comment : 1. .

Type #2210 )e 50 5052 71 kolky ko 20 S0

Relevancy : © 2 0 Joo js0 50 250 5 j5 B0 7l B0 100 4

T. Feedback % -0 100 {33 &= 27 430 57 100|701 %0 60 4k
Dyﬁdl; Contact P '

Type 84 100 73 |57 20 56 B85 8 83|73 6. 63 89

Child Created Contact (ccCC)

. Type - T 62 -- 69 [100 o
CCC (WK-REL) :
" T. Reaction (DELAY, BRIEF,

LONG) 56 -- "4l |75 -- 29 S0 19 67| 0 0 loo 7
T. Reaction (i, : e e es - WO -5 - 0| -TT T8
€Ccc (PERS-REL) _ ’ : '
Type - & - 1I74f-- 0-20 o 58 38| 0 --- 100 50
T. Reaction (ACK, DELAY) e e- 0| -- o 20 - B 3|0 -- - [
T. Reaction (GRANT, NONGRANT) 0 -- 20 <ty .= 8 3 -4 0 -- 100 20
Teacher Afforded Contact (TAC) .
Type 76 100 74 153 22- k2 77 90 55|67 43 80 8
TAC (WK-REL) i , S '
. Type (0BSV, BRIEF, LONG) ¥ -- 33125 -- -- 67 83 50 -- -- 60 Lo
T. Reaction (f, 2) = . 3 0 - .-~ - W 60|-- -- == 150
TAC- {PROC-REL) . - ' :
Type (MANAG, FAVOR) 56 -~ s50]60 22 33 100 €8 20 100 0 1o 39
TAC (BEH-REL) - .
" Type (3, NVI, WARN, ) 0 loo o020 0 40- 50 S0 S50 O 57 'S0, 50
Error Type ' 9 Joo, 980 -3 0 78 0| 9 ks 106 5

Pcrccnlaqe agreements which are undcrl»ned indicate calculallons based on 'requcncocs of less
than 10 for a glven event. .

’A dash in 2 cell represents 100% agreement between coders that the event did not occur.
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Inlercoder Rellabillty Mcasures Obtained During Training with the
Low Inference Classroom Observation System

Percentage Agreevner._t

) Coders | ¢ 2 Coders 1 £ 3 - Coders 2 § 3
Varliable Check No. "1 2 3} & S 1 2 3 & 5 v 2 3 K 5
Academic Response Opportunity :
Type of - Respondent _82100" 70 -t -- |82 700 55 ~- --| 80-70 78 -- --
Question Type . 73 1 -- =--| 36100 -- --] 30 }5 .- --
Child Answer 85 gg é&'_ - - 69—8_'3"_ i -- == | 6 %6 %%% - e
T. Feedback on PCSS, PROD,CHOIS &3 &7 S0 -- == | 60 78 U -= --1 60 & 78 -- --
T. Feedback on Opinion Q's ELEEEL I = w= = == == L L
St‘ude:nt Inftiated Quastion ’,
Type . : e L L B gl T
Ralcvancy ' e o IC R L L IO Rt et
T. Feedback iR I LIl M i
Student Initiated Comment
Type 100 == == == == | 66 -- == -- = 66 -- o= o= -t
Relevancy ‘ 106 -- == == = | 8§ = =2 - e=|'BE o= ee - -
T. Feedback o B - - - | B e e TE - - == --
Dyadic Contact ' .
“Type - 100 -- - 65 86| 6h -- -- 76 92| 6h -- -- B4 92
Child Created Contact (CCC) ‘ ’
Type . 00 -~ == 90 83| 0 .- -- 87 95 0 -- -- 3% 79
CCC (WK-REL) .
T. Reaction (DELAY, BRIEF, ) ' :
’ © LONG) . 100 -- - 86| o -- --1w00 88} 0 -- - 79 78
T. Reaction (3, °) P e - |- T et Sl - - e 18
tcc (PERS-REL) : - _ ) : . ' .
- Type . -e == == 25 50| -- -~ -- A 50| .- -- -- 50 J5
T. Reaction (ACK, DELAY) L T 1 [T e
T. Reaction (GRANT, NONGRANT} == -~ -~ 26 33| == == == BTo[ - - - 50 0
" Teacher Afforded Contact (TAC) _. )
Type B9 -- -- 45 73|58 -- --. 60 2| 5 - - 7! n
TAC {(WK-REL) * : . : E
Type (OBSV, BRIEF, LONG) e - =31 60 - -- 32.50| - -- == 53 67
T. Reaction (%, ) ce em ei 33 = e es e 33 | s --i-- 100 0
TAC (PROC-REL) . - I
Type (MANAG, FAVOR) . <78 -- -- 5633|178 -- -- 81001300 -- -- L35
TAC (am -REL) : . v
T Type (3, WVI, VARN, 1) o - - %1 60|20 -- -- 52 56| 0 -- -- 1N 33
o-- -- §f $0f20 -- -~ 57 500 O -- - 1L 4

Error Type

'Perccnugé agreements which are underiincd indicate calculations based on frequencies of less
thon 10 for a given event. ’ ) . ' . :

’A dash_In & call represents 100T agreement between coders that the event did not occur. .
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Section 4
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Section 5

v

Frequency Variables Derived from the Expanded Brophy-
' Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction Classroom :
: 1 Observation System .

Part I

Frequency of Interaction

Teacher Initiated Public Interaction

, a) Nature of Pupil Identification

Volunteer to process questions ‘
Volunteer to product and choice questions. ;
Total volunteer in academic response opportunities

Non-volunteer to process questions '
' Non-volunteer to product and choice questions

Pre-selected for process questions

Pre-selected for product and choice questions
Total pre-selected : .

Call out answer to process questions ‘ 4
Call out answer to product and choice questions
.2. Total call outs ' o .
13. Total academic response opportunitieék_

b) Queétion TYpé

CONOUI D W~
[ ] [} [ [ ] 1 ] :

b
NHO
L ]

14. Number of self reference questions

-15.- Number of opinion questions

16. Number of process questions| :

17. " Number of product and choicé questions , _ o

18. Total response opportunities (includes self reference
and opinion questions) . . -

Pﬁpil'Initiated’Public Interaction

19. Number of relevant student initiated comments (SIC)
20. Number of irrelevant SIC ‘ SRR
21. Total SIC : - ~ ’
22. Number of relevant student initiated questions (SIQ)
23. Number of irrelevant SIQ e

24. Total SIQ

Total non-volunteer in academic response opportunities

25. Number of relevad:atudent'initiated?publiC‘interactions

26. Number of irrelevant student initiated public inter-
. actions : T, Lo - . :
27.. Total student initiated public interactions
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Teacher - Inltlated Private Interactlon

28. NUmber of teacher afforded contacts (TAC) which
, are work related
29. Number of TAC which are personal related
30. Number of TAC which are procedural related
31. Number of behavioral Warnings involving no error
32, Number of behavioral warnlngs involving error
33. Number of behavior warnings
34. Number of behawvioral contacts which are non—verbal (NVI)
35. Total TAC which are behavior related T
36. Number of TAC nature unknown ("?") _
37. Total TAC which are not behavior related
38. Total TAC - o :

Pupil Initiated’ Private Interaction

39. Number of Chlld created contacts (CCC) whlch are work -
' related

40. Number of CCC naturevunknown ("?") o

41. Number of CCC which are experience related

42, Number of CCC which are procedure related

43. Total ccCC whlch are personal (experience + Procedure)

44. Total CcCC :

L}

;Comblned Variables (teacher publlc and prlvate + pupil
public ana'prlvate) o . RN ‘.

45. Total public contacts

46, Total private contacts

47. Total teacher jinitiated contacts

48. Total teacher initiated non-behavioral contacts
49. Total pupil initiated contacts. .

50. Total academic contacts

51. Total non-academic’contacts

52. Total dyadic contacts ~

Part II

| ‘Quality of Pupil Answers

. 53. - Correct answers to process questlons when volunteer
+ call

54, Correct answers to process questzons ‘when non-volunteer
+ pre-select -

55. Total correct answers to process questlon

- 56. Correct answers to product and choice questlons ‘when

. volunteer + call .

57. Correct answers to product + ch01ce questions when non~

volunteer + pre-select
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58. Correct answers to product + choice questions
59. Number of. correct answers -
60. Number of partly correct answers

. 61. Number of wrong answers

62. Number of "don't know" reSponses‘ .
63. Number of times pupil does not- respond ("no response")
64. Number of times pupil fails to answer correctly

part III

Teacher Reaction to Pupil Participation

' Opinion Question

65. Number of opinion questions involving praise _
66. - Number of opinion questions involving no feedback
67. Number of opinion questions accepted (includes inte-
: - grates) _ _ o ' :
8. Number of opinion questions integrated »
69. Number of opinion questions where teacher disagrees

Academic Response Opportunities . _ L

Correct answers

'70. Number of correct answers praised -

71. Number of correct answers given no feedback

72. Number of correct answers affirmed .

73. Number of correct answers given sustaining feedback

Partly correct answers

B

74. Number of correct answers praised -
 75. . Number of correct answers given no feedback '
. 76. Number of partly correct answers given process feedback
77. Number of partly correct answers followed by giving
o answer o : : .
©78. Number of partly correct answers followed by asking
- another pupil » ' o '
79. Number of partly correct answers followed by repeating
o question- . R '
80. Number of partly correct answers followed by a re-
, ase or clue S ’
g8l. Number of partly correct answers followed by a new
. " question S v o L
82. Number of partly correct answers followed by repeating
. student statement - - -
83. Total terminal feedback f llowing partly correct
answers h N . A
84. Total sustaining feedback following partly correct
answers = L :

.



85.
86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

9l.

92,

93.
94.

95,
96.
97.
98,
99,
100.
101.
102,

103.

.104;
105.
- 106.
.1d7.
108.
109.
110.
111,
112,
113,

. Number of DK

136

Wrong answers

Number of wrong answers given no feedback

Number of wrong answers given process feedback ¢
Number of wrong answers followed by giving answer
Number of wrong answers followed by asking another
) pupil , :
Number of wrong answers followed by repeating ques-
tion . - ‘
Number of wrong answers followed by a rephrase or
clue _ ' o
Number of wrong answers followed by a new question
Number of wrong answers followed by repeating student
statement : ! . :
Total terminal feedbac’ following wrong answers *
Total sustaining feedbuck following wrong answers

Don't know (DR)-and'no response (NR)

NR given no feedback

NR given process feedback

NR followed by giving answer

NR followed by asking another pupil -
NR followed by repeating questior

NR followed by rephrase or clue

NR followed by a new question

Number of DK
Number of DK
Number of DK
Number of DK

Number of DK
Number of DK

+-++g+;++-+

- Total terminal feedback following DK + NR
‘Total sustaining feedback follow1ng DK + NR

Fallure to answer correctly ‘

'Number of times praised after failure to answer

correctly

Number of times given no feedback after failure to
answer correctly

Number of times given process feedback after failure

— to answer correctly

Number of times teacher gives ‘answer after fallure to

‘answer correctly

Number of times teacher asks another after fa;lure to

answer correctly

Number of times teacher repeats questlon after failure
to answer correctly

Number of times teacher rephrases or clues after
failure to answer correctly

Number of times teacher asks new question after
failure to answer correctly :

'Number of times teacher repeats student statement'

‘after failure to answer correctly
Total terminal feedback followlng fallure to. answer
correctly. - -
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a
\

Total sustaining féedback following faxlure to answer
correctly

Student‘Inltlated Comments (SIC)

115.
116.
117.
118.
119.
120.

121,

122,

"123.

124,
125,
126.
127.

- 128,

129,

130.
131.

132..

133.

134.

135,
136.

137.°

138.

. 139.

140.

141.

142,

143,

of
of
of
of
of
of

Number
Numbexr
RNumber
Number
Number
Number

+ shift)

Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Numbex
Number
Number

of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of
of

-SIC

‘SIC

followed by praise

followed by criticism

given no feedback

delayed :

not accepted

accepted (includes 1ntegrated

SIC relevant
SIC, relevant
SIC relevant
relevant
relevant
relevant

SIC
SIC

1negrated (includes shift)
involving behavioral praise
involving behavioral criticism
involving warning
followed by criticism
given no feedback

delay

not accepted ‘ :
accepted (includes 1nte-'

SIC
S1IC
SIC
SIC

relevant
relevant
relevant
relevant
irrelevant
irrelevant
irrelevant
irrelevant

sic
SIC
sSIC
s1Cc

irrelevant

grated + shift)

Npmber
Number

Number-
cism

Number
Total
Total
Total
Total
Total
Total
Total
Total
Total
Total

of
of
of

of
SIC
SIC
sic
SIC
SIC
SIC a
SIC
SIC
SIC
SIC

SIC irrelevant
SIC irrelevant
SIC irrelevant

SIC irrelevant
followed by praise

followed by criticism of comment
given no feedback

delayed

not accepted : ‘

accepted (includes 1ntegrated + shift)
integrated (includes shift)

involving behavioral praise
involving behavioral criticism °
involving warning

1ntegrate (includes shift)
involving behavioral praise
1nvolv1ng behavioral criti-.

involving warning

Student Initiated Questions (SIQ)

144.

145.
146.
147.

148,
149,
. 150,

151,

'1520
153,

>

NUmber
Number

- Number

Number
Nymber
Number
Number

‘Number

Number
Number

of SIQ
of SIQ
of SIQ
ofi°SIQ
of SIQ
of SIQ
of SIQ
of
of

of SIQ

SIQ
SIQ

relevant
relevant
relevant

relevant

relevant
relevant
relevant
relevant

followed by praise
given no feedback
delayed .

not accepted
given brief answer
given long .answer
redirected '
involving warning

irrelevant followed by criticism
irrelevant delayed
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154, Number of SIQ irrelevant not accepted

155. Number of SIQ irrelevant given brief answer

156. Number of SIQ irrelevant given long answer

157. Total SIQ followed by praise

158. Total SIQ followed by criticism

159.  Total SIQ given po feedback ’ _

- 160. Total SIQ delayed , . ,
161. Total SIQ not accepted _ . ' 3
162, Total SIQ given brief answer - ‘ .

163. Total SIQ given long answer

164. Total SIQ redirected

165. Total SIQ involving w-rning.

PR

Student Initiated Public Interaction (SIC,+ SIQ) §

166. SIPI followed by academic praise : :
167.. SIPI followed by academic cr1t1c1sm : ’ B
168. SIPI involving behavioral praise o

169. SIPI 1nvolv1ng behavioral criticism

-170. SIPI given no feedback -

171. SIPI not accepted

172. SIPI accepted (1ncludes 1ntegrated + Shlft)

Teacher Initiated Prlvate Interaction ‘ , o Y

173. Number of work related teacher afforded contacts.A
(TAC) involving praise '

174. Number of work related TAC involving cr1t1c1sm

175. ' 'Number of work related TAC involving long attention

176. ‘Number of work related TAC involving brief attention

, (includes observe) .

~177. Number of.procedure related TAC w1€h thanks

178. Number o rocedure related TAC without thanks

179. Number o {;hav1or related TAC 1nv01v1ng praise

180. Number of behav1or related TAC involving criticism

Pupil Inltlated Prlvate Interactlon

181. Number of work related chlld created contacts (CCC)
, involving praise ‘
182, Number of work related CCC 1nvolv1ng CIlthlSm
. 183. Number of work related /CCC involving brief attention
184. Number of work related CCC involving long attention
185. - Number of work related CCC whlch are delayed

Part IV . o /

Teacher Reactlon to Pupll Part1c1patloﬁ?(Comb1ned Data) ..

186, Total public response opportunltles 1nvolv1ng academlc
praise = )

¢
’

R
o
\,
.
b
¢ y
.
.
Wb rs s e



187.

188.
Is89.

190.

191.

192,

193,

194,

195.

196.°

' 197.

139 ..

il

Total public 1nteractlon 1nvolv1ng no feedback from
- teacher

Total work related prlvate interaction 1nvolv1ng
academic praise

Total private interaction (work related) involving
long attention by teacher

Total private interaction (work related) involwving
brief attention by teacher

Total work related dyadic interactlon 1nv01v1ng
academic praise

Total work related dyadic 1nteract10n 1nvolv1ng
academic criticism

Total .dyadic interaction involving behavioral praise

Total dyadic 1nteractlon involving behavioral Crltl—
cism

"Total teacher reSponses show1ng high levels of respect.

or warmth
Total teacher responses shOW1ng low levels of warmth

and empathy
Total teacher responses showing high levels of empathy

3
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Section 1

Summary of Categories in the Coping Analysis
Schedule For Educational Settings (CASES)

Aggressive Behavior: Direct attack - grabbing, pushing,
hitting, pulling, kicking, namg—calling; destroying
property - smashing, tearing, breaking.

Negative (Inappropriate) Attention-Getting Behavior:
Annoying, bothering, whining, loud talking ‘(unnecessar-
ily)., attention-getting aversive noise-making,. be- ‘
littling, criticizing. o

Manipulating, Controlling, and Directihg<0thers: Man-
ipulating,  bossing, commanding, directing, enforcing
rules,, conniving, wheedling, controlling. '

Resisting: Resisting, delaying;.passive agressive be-
havior; pretending to conform, conforming to ‘the
letter but not the spirit; defensive checking.

. 'q:.

Self-Directed Activity: Productive working7\reading,
writing, constructing with interest:; self-directed
dramatic play (with high involvement). = .

‘Paying Close Attention: Thinking, Pondering: , Lis-
tening attentively, watching carefully; concentrating
on a story being told, a film being watched, a record

played; thinking, pondering, reflecting.

Integrative Sharing and Helping: Contributing ideas,
intereésts, materials, helping; responding by showing
feelings (laughing, -smiling, etc.) in audience situ- ,
ations; initiating conversation. -

fntegrative Social Interaé&ion: Mutual<givé and take.,

cooperative behavior, integrative social behavior:

studying or working together where participants are
on a par. ' ’ : ' " :

Integfafive Seeking and Receiving Support, Assistance,
and Information: Bidding or asking teachers or sig-
nificant peers for help, support, sympathy, affec-

‘tion, etc., being helped; receiving assistance.

10

- assign

Following Directions- Passively and Submissively: Doing
. work without enthusiasm or great interest:
submitting to requests; answering direct questions;

waiting for instructions as directed. S
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12

13
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Observing Passiveiy: Viéual wandering With short

fixations; watching others work; checking on noises

-Or movements; checking on activities of adults or

peers.
Res ﬁdin to Internal Stimuli: Daydreaming; sleeping
rocking or fidgeting (not in transaction with external
stimuli). » L . :

Physical Withdrawal or Passive Avoidance: Moving
away; hiding:; avoiding transactions movement away
or around;: physical wandering avoiding involvement
in activities. ‘ :
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'~ Section  2-a

Training Period Reliability Checks® of the Three
CASES Observérs2 Using Spaulding's Training Tape3

— —

Prior to.study

S . : Observer o
Date Subiject Percentage Agreement with protocol
A | B c |
April 14 = Fred 80.77 73.08. 65.38
S Wayne : 51.02 46.15 63.27
April 15 Fred . 80.77  80.77 - 69.23
- Wayne 71.43 53.06 67.35
. April 16 Fred .  88.46 78.85  73.08
: ‘Wayne . 79.59 75.51 - 71.43
April 17 Fred © 0 96.15 88.46 80.77
o Wayne 95.92 83.67 - 87.76
S X 80 .51 72.44 72.28
GRAND X 75.08 :
 During the study V K i t ' o
C o Observer ,
Date ‘ Subject Percentage agreement with protocol
S ' . A B c
May 6 Fred  96.15 . 94,23  96.15
' : Wayne 87.76 - .91.84 83.67
May 17 = Fred 1 96.15 94.23 - 91.15
May 19  .Fred 94,23 90.38 86.54
Wayne - 83.67 - 89.80 91.84
X  9l.59 92.10 85.87 .
X 89.85

¥

GRAND

1 Pércentage“agreement with‘protocol

2 Obser#ers A, Band C

3 In both teacher-directed and non-directed settings
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bt
Section 2-b .
Reliability Checks of the Three CASES Observersl2
Live Coding in Practice Classroom Prior to Study
Observer _
Percentage agreement with prorocol
‘ A B c Combined
- £ of percentages .over ‘ : , ‘
36 observations 2389.34 2374.94 2356.11 . 2836.30
X - 66.37 65.94  65.44 78.78

Average of paired means 65.92 .

1 Observers A, B, &‘C

-2 In both teacher directed and non-directed settings
Section 2-c
Reliability Checks of the Three CASES Observers
Using Selected Students During the Study '
Agreement between
e S Observer Pairs
Date Grade Setting A+ B - " B+ C
May 14 1l ™ . 68,00 o -
-1 NTD - 88.00 -
6 TD Co- : 74.00
A 6 NTD - - . 80,00 .
May 17 3 TD - ' ’ 63.00
| 3 NTD - - 182,00
May 19 -3 TD - S ~ 88.00
May 20 1 D 78.00 - :
: . 1 NTD 74,00 d
X -~ 77.00 - 77.40
GRAND X ' :
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Pupils ‘
a. Date 8ch/T Time 1in . Out
b. . N r N —
c. Setting Obs Codes
td.
.. Subject
f.
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Section 4

’
#

CASES STYLES-Work Sheet

Teacher

- 146
APPENDIX C |
Observer : Date
Setting

School
cubject (Child's code nsme)
S STYLEA ¢l
R (Aggressive,
1 : - msnipulative) c2
2 ' ¢ B
3a c% .
3b ‘ Total A ____
e E]@«'
— o[
visibility A
— sTiEC .12
(Withdrawm)
S cl3
Ta Total C @
» oo [
— Yo
C— vieibility C
% SITLE K c6a
. t
o ___ dependeat) cTa
10 c9a
1_1 —_— Total X
2 ® =00 ® - [:_'_]@x
.13
=5 em-[ 16
It : visibility K
Oversll A xke
Coefficient P 3=
(Range = xc xle
1 to 10} o ﬂ'_.
49 x7=
xr x10= )
%cSa Telo__

xB=
x3e
4

. 1100 =

SIS cé
(Peer oriented,
non—conforming, c3b

resistsnt)
cTb

cBb

IRERR!

Totar 3 ____ @
@ x100/Q®) - I:]@ x

@ [ o

Visibility B

STYLE D
Zr..:

dcpcnd-nt) cll

. Total D

@100/ @ - [j@z

om-[_JO

c6d

———
——

visibility D
STILE Y c3a
(Social,
producuvo) * cBa _
Total ¥

@ x100/@® - -®x
@ /20- I::}

Visibility ¥

V—-af

STYLE C (Inner-directed, tnk-othn:‘d) .

esa___yx 100/ = 'E‘_"_“]@z’

3]

Visibility C

€ /s -

st R (o:hct-dimtd. task-oriented)

0@ - (181
a3

Visibilicy 0
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- Section 1

Oral School Attitude Test

Purpgse

» The Oral School Attitude Testr was designed to indi-
cate a pupil'’s perception of the school environment,

Test Description

. 'The Oral School Attitude Test is composed of twenty-
nine items which provide an overall score and three sub-
scores. C

Subtests

: The author, Rivera, indicates the presence of three
underlying dimensions. : ‘ .

s , 3 ,
Interpersonal relations. Items 4, 5, and 7 request
the student‘indicate‘how he gets along with others in the
school. L : ’ ’ ". o
Student-instruction interaction. Items 2, 3, 8-16,
20-29, request the pupil's views on a variety of topics in-
cluding relations with the teacher, and the pupil's per-
_ception of teacher feelings under a variety of circumstances.

' ‘General school factor. Items 1, 6, 17, 18, and 19 -
ask the pupil how he is doing in school relations with the
principal and how he feels about the school in general.

Administration | = _ :

» The test is administered to a group of pupils by
- having the administrator read each item out loud. Each -
child is provided with a booklet, each page having a series
of four faces which represent a range of feelings. The child
- places an X on the face which best represents his feelings.
In place of a page number, a unique drawing is located at
the bottom of each page so that the pupils place their re-

sponses on-the appropriate set of faces.



© 149

Scoring ,

A value from one to four is assigned each of the four -
responses to a particular item. The total score is obtained
by summing the numerical values assigned to each of his re-’
Sponses. The maximum score is 116; the minimum score is 29,

Validity/Reliability ‘ : y

.. The test was derived by Rivera from Dr. E. McCallon's
Wristen School Attitude Test (see Appendix D). TItems chosen
were those which appeared to have content validity. The
test-retest reliability coefficient obtained over a ten~-day
period was ,77. , :

s

_Source of Materials

Materials involved in the use of the Oral School Atti-
‘tude Test were obtained from Learning Concepts, 0l North.
Lamar,” Austin, Texas. _ . ' :

[o
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Factor Loadihg Matrix of the Three Factor Solution,

Varimax Rotation,

Oral School Attitude Test

(H**2 = Communalities)
Factor H**2
Test 1 0.162
Test 2 0.629

- Test 3 0.412
Test 4 : 0.260
Test 5 0.283
Test 6 0.217
Test 7 0.330
Test 8-~ 0.239
Test 9 0.453
Test 10 - 0.371"
Test 11 0.385
Test 12 . 0.250

Test 13 0.202
Test 14 0.152
Test 15 0.236
Test 16 - 0.283
Test 17 ° = 0.192
Test 18 0.014

- Test 19 0.199
_Test 20 0.402 .
Test 21 0.282

. Test 22 0. 296
Test 23 0.114 .
Test 24 0.343

- Test 25 - 0.312
Test 26 0.490
Test 27 0.363
Test 28 -~ 0.210
" Test 29 0.305

Tracer Variable :
Variance

% Total Varlance
% Common Varlance
Communalltles.

Sum’ of

1

0.158
0.784
0.613
0.047
. 0.200
0.089
-0.102
0.030
0.469
0.022
0.549
-0.084
0.416
- 0.378
0.173
0.509
0.095
0.117
0.330
0.245
-0.489
- 0.226
0.334
~-0.045
-0.191
0.653
0,020
0.298
- 0.475

.053
3.585

12.363%

. 42,755%

'8.386

2
0.351
0.104
0.094
0.497
0.384
0.457
0.521
0.482
0.477

- 0.608

-0.031

0.160

0.091 .
0.378 .
~0.011
0.397
~0.023
0.138
0.482
0.119
0.352
-0.032
-0.013
0.226
0.243
-0.087
-0.041

© 0.256

-.147
2.833

9.767%

33.779%

3

-0.116
0.064
", 164
0.103

10.308
0.002
0.219

-0.072
0.073
0.027

0.491

- =0.054

~-0.034

' =-0.151

-0.160:

. -0.,014

-0. 266
-0.169
-0.348

=0.040

0.584
0.474
0.071
0.596
0.345.

-0.117

0.004
1,968

.6.785%

'23,466%

H**2

. 0.162

0.629
0.412
0.260

 0.283
0.217

0.330
0.239
0.453
0.371

0.385

0,250
0.202
0.152
0.236
0.283
0.192
0.014
0.199
0.402
0.282
0.296
0.114
0.343
0.312

- 0.490

0.363
0.210
0.305
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3

Factor Loading Matrix of the Four Factor Solution,
Varimax Rotatiogﬁ Oral School Attitude Test

(H**2'= Communalities)

Factor H**2 _ 1.
Test 1 0.238 0.027
Test 2 0.630 0.744
"Test '3 0.513 0.702
Test 4 0.261 - 0.039
Test ‘5 . 0.436 0.365
Test 6 0.249 1 0.145
Test 7 0.363 -0.003
Test 8 0,251 0.056
Test 9 0.455 . 0.454
Test 10 0.371 - 0.029.
Test 11  0.385 1 0.481
Test 12 0,312  -0.108
Test 13 0,205 0.357
Test 14 0.226 = 0.444
Test 15 0,237 0.119
Test 16 0.427 0.591 -
Test 17 0.349  -0.081
Test 18 = 0.316 -0.096

Test 19  0.296 = 97156

Test 20 ' 0.405* 0. 202
Test 21. 0,353 10.331
Test 22 0.309 ‘0.121
Test 23 ' 0,133’ - 0.253
Test 24 0.364 ~-0.022
Test 25 0,366 -0.204
Test 26 . -0.493 0.589
Test 27, 0,366 - 0.073.
Test 28 . 0,265 = 0.232
‘Test 29 0,358 .  0.337
Tracer’ Variable 0,007

Va¥iance 3.175

% Totél_varianCe' ib;947%
% Common Variance 31.959%
 Sum of Communalities
_ﬁTbtal Variance Accounted

- . for -

2.
0.249 .
©.0.039
0.119
0.477
0.471
0.472
0.576
0.478
0.431
0.592

' 0.190
-0.024
'0.096
0.108
0.316
- 0.008
- 0.268
-0.157
0.003
0.417

~0.0}0

0.255
=~0.098
0.023
10,236
0.166

.~0,033

. 0.137

-.048
2.461

3
Q.419

0.268 .
-0.059

0.149

' 0.005
+=0.120

. 0.071

0.246
0.141"

0.333
0.016
0.260
-0.050
0.258
-0.081
0.520

. 0.499
. 0,502

0,275
0.489

- 0.379

0,242
-0.080
0.035
0.333

~0.155

0.190

- 0.474

-.055
2,380

8.488%  8.207%

24.781% 23.960%

19,933

34,252

4
-0.018
0.054
- 0.048
0.099
0.145
-0.,070
0.128
~-0.116
0.049
0,003

-0.082

0.547
-0.030
-0.124
-0. 236

' -0.268

-0.019

0.180
-0,140
-0.,339

-0.062

-0,293
0.015

. 0.597 -

0.518
10.088
0.579
0.410

~0.029

-.270
©1.917
6.610%

19.300%

s

H**2 -

0.238
0.630
0.513
0.261
0.436
0. 249
0.363

0,251

0.455 -

0.371
0.385.
0.312
0.205

- 0.226

0.237

10.427

0.349
0.316
0.296

- 0.405

n
N

0.353
0.309
0.133
0.364
0.366
0.493
0.366
0.265
0.358
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-Seétion 1

The Written School Attitude Test

Purggse | . ' : o :
' The Written School Attitude Test was designed to indi-

cate a pupil's perception of tﬁe‘school/environment.

Test Description

; The Written School Attitude T st is composed of forty-
- 8ix items which provide an overall score and three subscores.

(A

Subtests ' L o ’ T
The author, McCallon, indicates the presenge of three

unde-"ying dimensions.

/

- _Interpersonal relations. TItems 1, 15, 19, 25, 26, 34,
35, 52, and 43, ask the student to indicate how well he and

his schcolmates»get along together.

: C e : [ - .
Student-instruction interaction. Items 2-14,"16, 18,
28-33, 36, 38-40, and 44 request the pupil's views on a
variety of topics including teacher actions, pupil perception
of teacher feelings, and pu?il feelings towards school work.

___ General school factor. |Items 17, 20-24, 27, 37, 41, 45,
and 46, deal in the main with pupil feelings about the school -
in general although a few specific items refer to the prin-.
cipal and teachers, - - 7 : | : ' o

[

‘Administration . . # . v :
. _The test administrator first reads the instructions to' .
' groups or classes of pupils, and then each test item i% read
- out loud. Each child is provided with a booklet, each: page
‘referring to a particular test item. The pupil places an X
in a box specifying "Most of the Time, " "Some of the Time,™
or "Not Very Often." @his is, the pupil indicates how he
feels about his sc¢hool. | . =~ © T T P

. o n . : . c . : - . R v . .y
5 : o R . .
: . L _ o .

Lo
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Scoring o .
A value from one' to three is. assigned each of the
three responses to a particular item. The total score is
obtained by summing the numerical values assigned t >ch
of his responses. The maximum score is 138; the mi. .m
ntore is 46, ' .

'a;-dlty/Rellablllty

The Wi.l*en School Attitude Test was derlved from an
earlier i. itru.ent composed of items obtained from a review
of the .ite-~-r:e and from pupil comments about school.

Items involw - ' appeared to have content validity and appeared
to be .ssociated with a dimension of the school environment.
Three reliability studies reduced the instrument to forty-
six items involving three underlying dimensions  and a test-
retest rellablllty coeff;cxent of .78 over "14 days,

Source of Materials :
Materlals 1nvolved in the use of the ertten School

fAttltude Test were obtained from Learnlng Concepts 2501 Nb{th

Famar, Austln, Texas.
/
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Section 2

Factor Loading Matrix of the Three Factor Solution
Varimax Rotation, Written School Attitude Test

s - i ) ' “‘\

(H**2) = Communa;ities)‘ _ N
Factor @~ H**2 -~ 1 2 3 CHF*2 |

Test 1 0.131 0.128. -0.132 0.312 0.131 1
Test 2 0.452 0.256 -0.460 0.418 0.452;
Test 3 0.231 0.425 -0.144 0.171 0.231
Test 4 - 0.338 0.442 0.321 .-0.199  0.338
Test 5 0.209 0.299 -0.317  0.140 0.209.
Test, 6  0.109 -0.326 -0.019 -0.049 0.109
~Test 7  0.0l12 0.078 -0.051 0.059  0.012/
Test 8 0.358 0.563 0.102 0.173 0.358!
Test 9 0.561 0.062 -0.686 0.295  '0.561
Test 10 . 0.261 0.192 0.014 0.473 - 0.261
Test 11 0.179 =~ 0.086 -0.059 0.4}0 - 0.179 . '
‘Test 12 0.430 0.271 -0.595 -0.049 - 0,430
Test 13 0.258 -0.152 0.485 ~ 0.001 - 30,258
Test 14 0.308  0.487 0.264 =-0.029  ~0.308
Test 15 0.411-  -0.012 0.641 -0.022  0.4l1
"Test 16 - 0.400 ., 0.446 = 0.178 0.411 0.400
Test 17 0.212 -0.323 -0.217 Q.247 0.212
Test 18 0.382 0.400 -0.287 0.373 0.382
Test 19 0.319 0.043 0.561 -0.041 0.319
Test 20 , ~0.413 0.581 -0.270 0.048 0.413
Test 21 © 0.353 0.580 -0.128 =-0.007 0.353
Test 22  0.229 -0.006 -0.470 -0.090 = 0.229
 Test 23 0.433 0.149 -0.252 0.589 0.433
Test 24 0.563 -0.099. 0.121 ©.73%4 0.563
Test 25  0.316 -0.075 0.542° 0.126 0.316 w
~ Test 26, . 0.282  -0.064, 0.528 0.013 ~ 0.282
‘Test 27 0.292 -0.045 --0.516 . 0.153. 0.292
Test 28 0.458 0.670 -0.037 0.089. 0.458
Test 29  0.197 0.231  -0.265 Q.271 - 0,197
. Test 30 0.13¢  0.204 0.250 =-0.174 0,134 ,
‘Test 31  0.567 0.552 0.244 0.450 0.567 ; fvl
~ Test 32  0.306 0.022 0.200 0.516 . 0.306 s
Test 33 . 0.31€ .514 -0.064 ~0.221 0.318 3%
Test 3% 0.332 .535 © 0.140 0.161 0.33 ., T
‘Test 35 0.486. 0.557 " =0.407 - .0.100. O, &k
Test 36 . 0.536 0.330 0.269 0.596 . 0.536 .
Test 37 0.269 = 0.082  0.247 0.449  0.269
‘Test 38 . 0.421 -0.540 . -0.354 -0.067 ~0.421.
.Cont. -

T
Lo L s
i@



Facto

Test
Test
Test
Test.
Test
Test
Test
Test

Variance

\ % Total Variance

X

39
40
41
42
43
44

45
46

% Common Variance

35.324% 33.148% 31.527%

. Sum of Communalities =

Total Variance Acco

unted
for .

CH**2 1
0.246 - 0.003
© 0.338 0.484
0.452 0.418
0.343 0.154
10.451 10.196
0.202 0.142
0.459  -0.074
0.597  0.582
5.494

11.944%

2

-0.150
-0.191
0.145
-0.530
0.559

0.179

-0.176
-0.101

5.156

11,208% 10.660%

15.554

=  33.813%

3
0.458
0. 259
v.506
0.195
0.317
0.388
0.650

- 0.498

4.904

157

H**2

0. 246
0.338
0.452
0.343
0.451
0.202
0.459
0.597

3
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Section 3

Varimax Rotation,

158

Factor Loading Matrix of the Four Factor Solution
Written School Attitude Test

(H**2) = Communalities)

Factor

Test
Test

Test .

Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test
Test

‘Test

Test

- Test

- Test
Test
Test
Test
Test

Test

Test
Test
Test
Test

 Test
¢Tbst-

Test
Test

" Test
- Test
Test

CONOUM B WN

H**2

0.166
0.455
0.231
0. 356
0.272
0.358
0.318
0. 380
0.577
0.454
0.191
0.502
0.407
0.341
0.436

0.423
- 0.223

0.395
0.320
0.422
0.499
0.277

'0.439
0.721
0.317
- 0.283

0.447

0,483 -
0.271

0.257

0.591

0.353
0.466

0.405.

0.486
0.537

1 0.271
0.422

l‘

1 0.122

0.483
0.194

=0.254

0.305
0.064
-0.030
-0.061
0.709
- 0-050
© 0.062

0.654
~0.554
-0.181
-0.605
. =0.090

0.171
0.317

_—0.541

0.248

0.269

-0.041

~0.542"

-0.525
0.570

0.248

-0. 286
- 03 14\3
~0,212

0.185

=-0.120

0.458

-0 226
0. 40%

2
0.313
0.411

10.179
-0.175
0.141
-0.065
0.066
0.196
0.272
0.484

0.412

0.016
-0.006
-0.002
-0.430
0.230
0.377
-0.021
0.059
0.004

-0.108 -

0.585

0.730.

0.142
0.029
0.129
0.111

.=0.156
.0.474
0.525 .
0.231

0.185

0.104

0.615
0.460
-0 062

3 4

0.022 0.229
0.133 0.189
0.374 0.147
1 0.510 .0.008
0.134 0.376
-0.125 -0.578
-0.134 0.543
0.476 0.333
~0.013 -0.020
0.010 0.466
0.019
0.255 —0.077

-0.202 0.244 .-

0.555 =0.015
0.144 -0.222
0.480 -0.004
-0.376 =0.003

0.274 0.277

0.142 -0.086
0.458 0.336
0.650 —-0.123

0.001 ~0.148 -
0.052 0.147 .

0.045 -0.430
~0.004 -0.053
0.018 -0.073
0.013 -0.324
0.554 0.396
0.067 0.362

0.109 0.373

0.588_ 0.026

=0.041 °0.176

0.594 -0.161
'0.415 0.429
0.443 0.264

-0.338 0.053 -

0.084 0.034

0.454 -0.220.

0.130.

0

0

.0
0.

0

-0

0
0

0
0

0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0

H**2

O‘
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.
0.

166
455
231
356
272
358
318

. 380
0.

577

- 454
.191

502

- 407
- 341
-'436
- 423
0.
0.
. 0.
0
"0
Oo
.0

223
395
320

<422
- 499

277 -

. 439
721
« 317
0.
0]

283

-447
- 483

O'.
0.
-0

271
257

.591 -

353
. 466
.405
.486
<537
.271
.422



Factor

Test
Test
Test
.Test
Test
Test
Test
Test

Variance

39

40
41
42
43
44

45

46

H#*2

0.337
0. 387

 0.453
0.521

0.491
0.202

-0.503
0.655

"% Tbtal varie

‘ance

% Common Vari-

. ance

1
0.152
0.210

-0.077
-0.429
-0.485
-0.150
0.220
0.214

5.235

11.380% 10.935% 10.570%

28.600% 27.483% 26.564%

Sum of Communalities =

Total Variance Accounted for =

/

2

0.454
0.270
0.523

0.213

0.340
0.398

.0.639

0.510

5.030.

3

-0.147
0.330
'0.405
$0.367
0.328
0.142
-0.042
©0.591

4.862

18.303

39.789%

159

4

0.293
- 0.401
0.098
~0.395
-0.181
-0.036
~0.211
-0.004

6.904%

17.352%

H**2

1 0.337

0.387
0.453
0.521
0.491
0.202
0.503
0.655
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Section 5

Written School Attitude Test
Seconday Investigation

Analysis ‘

~ Since the original instrument's three subscores were
based on a principal axis factoring and varimax rotation,
the three-factor solution in this study was given addition-
al attention. 1In addition, for reasons discussed in the

‘primary investigation of the Written School Attitude Test
(Chapter 5) there were a number of indicators that some

test items of the Written School Attitude test did not seem
to belong. As a result, three, four, and five-factor ‘
Solutions were carried out on forty of the forty-six test
items. TItems 1, 6, 7, 11, 29, and 30, which contributed
less than .2 to the communality of the three-factor solu-
tions, were not included. o : '

Findings

The three-~factor solution of the reduced (40 item) Writ-

factor solution on the 46 items whichxwas'previously re-

- ported in Table 10, The four-factor solution, accounting

for 43% of the variance, gave the most distinct factor$ of
all the analyses carried out on this instrument, and is
presented in Table D-5-1, A somewhat complex "Relations
with' the teacher" factor was derived along with the quite

distinct "instruction", "Positive relations with people in

* the school" and "General school™ factors.. These same four

factors and a more difficult to interpret fifth factor
were obtained from the five-factor solution. The factor .
loading matrix of the four factor solution follows in this
appendix. ' e ‘ ' :
. !
Discussion . v R ‘ -
As in the ‘analysis of the full instrument, the three-

factor solution to the forty-item test contained some di-

verse items loading on each factor. Although interpre-
tation was possible, it was not completely satisfactory.
The emergence of four quite distinct factors underlying -

the reduced instrument -seemed the most satisfactory solu-

o

tion in this study and seemed tq support the suggestion
expressed in the factor "analysis of the full instrument
that some items couid be removed from the instrument. ~One

was to accomplish this with more certainty would be to ad-
minister the instrument to a'large sample and remove items

that contributed little to the communality, for example,

all items contributing less than .250.

i
oo
N
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Table D-5-2

v
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Factor Loading Matrix of the Four Factor Solution,
Written School Attitude Test with some
Test Items Removed

(H**2

= Communalities) - =
Test ‘
ITtem  H**2 1
2 0.426 0.400
3. 0.255 0.439 -
4 0.566 - - 0.259
5 0.184 - 0.359
8 0.348 0.474
9 0.515 '0.296
10 0.265 0.141
12 0.525 0.500
13 0.306 -0.364
- 14 0.416 0.448
15 0.490 -0.120
16 0.443 '0.384
17 . 0.275 ~0.278
. 18 0.375 . 0.473 .
19  0.347 -0.106
20 0.386 0.601
21 0.390 0.622
22 0.289 1 0.196
23 0.504 0.277
24 0.673 - =0.002
25 0.534  =-0.138 .
26 0.346 -0.159
27 0.466 0.221
28 0,515 0.589
31 0.591 . 0.480
32 0.434  -0.106
33 0.547 0.618
34 0.304. - 0.446
35 0.489 0.630.
36  0.540 0.255
37  0.313 ~-0.015
' 38 0.415 . . 0.610

o

N

0.119.

0.219
0.048
0.309
0.012

0.467.

-0.355
0.248
-0.012
0.046
0.528

0.134

0.243
.0.100

" 0.047
- 0.019

-0.364

0.298 .

0.457

0.000 -

0.039
0.305
0.558

- 0.647
.=0,000

0.239
0.056

0.661
-0.120

{w

-=0,322

0.013
0.083
-0. 205
0.091
-0.545

-0,026

0.238
0.459

- 0.671

0.101

-0.263

-0.168
0.551
-0.150
0.011
-0.252
-0.058
0.261

0.702
. 0,563
-0.193

-0.084

-.0.212
-0.006

0.294
0.191

-4 H**2
0.353 0,426
0.221 . -0.255

-0.666  0.566
0.100 0.184
-0.140 0.348
0.361 0.515
0.164 0.265
0.270 0.525
~0.237 0.306
-0.067 0.416
-0.152 0.490
~0,081 0.443
0.334 0.27%
- 0.254 0.375 .
-0.151 0.347
-0.002 0.386
-0.048 0.390
.0.234 0.289
0.579 0.504
0.630 ~ 0.673
0.149 0.534
-0.042 0.346
0.561 0.466;
-0.260 0.515
-0.062 0.591
—0.069 0.434
. 0.280 - 0.547
=0.109 * 0.304
'0.054." 0.489
0.049 " 0.540
0,067 . .0.313
0.040 0.415 -
Cont;"v'
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Test. . 3

Item  H**2 1 2 3 a4 H**2
39 0.478 -0.035 & 0.546. -0.418 0.065 0.478
40 - 0.364 0.447 ' 0.347 -0.205 0.034 0.364
4l  0.454 - 0.363 . 0.558 0.101 0.016 0.454
42 0.398 0.086 0.225 0.583 -0.018 0.398
43 0.602 0.141 0.241 0.713 0.127 0.602
44 0.241 - 0.078 , 0.477 0.082 0.038 0,241
45 0.561 0.078 — 0.336 -0.014 0.665  0.561
46. 0.657  0.635 0.404 0.062 0.294 0.657

Variance. 5.673 4.442 4,092 3.023

% Total Variance 14.183% 11.104% 10.229% 7.558%
% Common Variance ~32.92%% 25.779% 23.748% 17.546%
Sum'of.Communalities = ‘ 17.229

. Total Variance accounted for = 43.074% -
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Appendix E

Prim~ry (Mildren's Attitude Test
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e« g y DENT ' : .

THIS WILL NOT BE ﬁom 10 YOUR m'cm OR PRINCIPAL

<

Vehanb«ntmingwunybonandairhofmrm ’nxcyht'ntoldulvhn
they 1like and what thoy dislike about Ichool.

Ov'ar the page you \du%;c some or the thin@l they have ud.d. Ve vauld uke'to
kiow what you feel and think about these things - vhether you agree or diugr«
with vhat other boyn and girls have uid..

This ts. matutthomumwm-. -

eremtym'comverutmthmm“mcan. Jn-tnyvlutyouthi’nkionoot'
trua of you.

Ioux' mvcu vill‘bc strictly oonﬂdmtiat. thil neamr ve won't tell anyone your
ansvers. , , , :

Here is an mle:

YES, OFTEN | SOPETIMES | NEVER

A I like watching televisien . | . | . 5

-

1e mﬁmo vatching tehﬂ.lion. put an X in the box

. . . R 1.
'~1rmmmounvatcmn¢ valey lion.«putln)(inthe , «€ .
boxnrkedmﬁlla ‘ ) : ‘

-




. 167

53

Yen Not sure No S v

'If.rniauda gym lesson Iswldbc

“Alwvays | Bometimes| Never *
2. I'nwmm.dwlamrfarmday ‘ ) _
A) V ! . . - . . PR .. 1. - - } .
N IR :' > } N . Often
3. It's mice to fool around in olass

k. ' Teacher gets on well with me

L . Yes,often

5. I.get a Lot of arithmetio questions urong

' " ’ : . “H!ﬂ"
6. Mtbtnohugouautofﬂnma‘v
" I play around

e e . R Yes

Co 7. I 'think I'n pretty good at sohool vork

A . e ; . Most of
i . IR ’ ‘ : - ' i) . :
! '/"‘. . S N | 8ohoot Lassons are boring | - 2 , 2 IR A o -

A _ o T Yes “Wotsure | No | _ )'
i it 94 My olase ia wioest of all '

- \ — - ;oTten] DometTaes | Naver o
S . 10. I have mo ome to play with at recess o e
R . w__" . . - N
A - Yes Not sure | ¥o

oo . Iwuldlﬂuwbcbuta-atm o S I B :
‘ e "u ﬂmatodnplwri ’ . . AR | Lo ST
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I'd rather be in my alan than thc othar

olasses for my age

Yos

J\',l_at
R

sure

No

P

I sometimes MI"unogoodatmthng_

_!og.true_

Not

sure

Fql‘o

b 1

;

v i
v

v
e
| ——
v

4

Other olassss tkinkiw'u nioce tn'ﬁy olase.

»

Yeos

ot

sure

No

I think a lotofakﬂdnnofqagcmld

'l{kt

be in my olau, v

Yes

Not

sure

No-

- My teacher thinks f'nalc\wm,‘

Yes

Not

sure

“Xo . .

7

I bet out to work is better

Yes

Not

saure

© 18 ,
o ‘.
) . . Yem " Not sure Mo i
19. Ibhallbaoom'eya"t'oawnolm'«r .
N : I o s e s
| Yes,often | Somctimes| Never [
. . I'-coam,?“l"wbwm:formp - )
: N .. .| Yesstrue Not_sure False
a4 Ihaumhtand:l’lihmmoh 3 pRE
> in oy olao . _ .
G . o Yen Not sure o
32. I like pecple,vho get.me into wieohief . ) \
Lo . ) . . ‘ !q-.oM'v Bc-cgluq Never .
- 23. ' I ke doing hard Mﬂncﬁo questions” ’f ; . S
e ; o 4 -Yes ¥ot sure No o
2h. Temoher te alicye Mgging '™, sy .. s i
o : QT i . . 4 . £
_ AN :

. 2

s
i
i
1
i

,
3 [\

N
e 8-

n AR L

EER YO

2
.

4

M
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25.

.Bohool 18 baring:

| . L

- C
i | -k
. ‘A“A“

R . Alvays Sometimes| Hardly|

L

ever

. ) Yes l&t sure No

26, I'm happy to be in the olass I'm tn now )

i Yes Not sure No
ﬂ..s&wll_nt;kwrrt.un . ' W

Othar ohildren think ve'ré very
olsver in »y olass

ﬂQ _ a, ) ) Yes ,often Somstimes| Never e
28 T foeel scared when teacher asks me . - ® .
* qunttomdbaut ny work : ?"/ ‘ .
> N | | B
: Yes,true | Not sure | False , .
. ;

~
.

. Mw'm“ahfptmmdmb

Sometimes |,

SRR \ U I = ‘
L. e hau_{nmfa- dons in sohool i s ‘
: - e . Yes lot.mrc‘ .wlo o ‘
32, Children Wio oan't do thelr ~ oS A
*  sohooluork fest g’hand ’ ' : :
. Yos Not sure No w s
“y3. . I dlaltke okildrer vho ave noisy ,z h
79 in olass ' “ o Lo
; ) . = ) Yas . Xot sure No
3. I-hate being in the olase I'm in nov - . .
: L . "
i Yes. | Wot'sure | Ko
| e B - .
'35, I like children bho get into troidls - ' | e
i ) . - i i e ") A
. o ' Yes +| -Yot sure o
3 tntmcbd“itu m o - - ! ¢ "
: . : .
v, v . / l‘ A% '
4 '
% v (g; . ., ) .
. u‘ ) Y B
’ !i{ .\' . l:v“‘__ﬂh & '.'.i'. - ) ul" e : G :
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<
oo Yes,true | Not nﬁre Fnlse
37 My alaoa gots blaud Jor thinga
' we don't do
Yes Not sure No
- I wuld f“l a ltttlc afh:{d if I
38. got my spelling or ari ' -
- questions wrong ’ : : . .
Yes Not jsure No
39, Ithinkthaothcrahildan{nw
- olau liks me -
4 I Yos Not sure Xo
o 0. -1'd prefer to be in another olass 1 i
‘ . il
] Alvays 2imen |Herdly
M. Sohool fe fm -
< = Yeos,often | Sametines |Hardly ©
x2 Iﬂadalotofcahoolmkio : . ever |-
* fyioult to underetand ’ j
o Yes | Not sure | No &
: b Y would like to be one of the
' oleverest pwpils in ths olass
-y v S Alwvays Most of |Some-~
R ) BN A the time [times
L1 T work and try very hard ¢n sohool ) _
I ' Avays | Sometimes |Hardly
o . . . ever
4 AS.e i@;‘vm good ‘at dotfng aritimetio questions
N R i . }
o % T‘ L e . < Yes,true | Not sure [False
: “ ‘r Uou't cluayc get on well with some. _ LS I
i < e bfthcahtldnniawchu : R - 3 ,
. “T;L_ Yes Not sure No
4T, T enjoy most echool work " . N
. . ) o . o o
' o .' . I SR ‘Yes i Not sure | No
8. Goingto sohool is:a pasts of Hn . @ ;
¥ -2 4 . 4 -
. ’ r' V ‘r - ",':‘.3 4 ’ )
v’ N "_J,;. ‘n‘& T
e ":m;i » ‘;-
Ladi!
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Moat of Scometimes | Hardly
_the time aver

49. MNy’teacher is nioce to me

IS A R G S

Yes ,often Somatimes | Never |

. 50, I'm ussless at sohool wxv.k.a\ o . A0 o 7 ' A

Yes Not sure No

.
R g

o 51. . Teacher thinks I'm @ trouble-maker . E , N T - L

Yes ’ Not sure No

s2 I would ltks to be very good
‘Tatodwotwrk ,
"4,‘ - : Often Sometimes | Never

- 53*" whﬂdhvnmbﬁmo{malau : I

v - . : Yes, Not: sure No .

. 'Sk, ,I think sy teacher likes me - f .
[ o . ‘ :

T _ 55 Vhen 1s ask vhat alass I'm inr : » ' i
" aluays feel happy to tell them :

Yes “|Not sure o

«

. $6. I ltke school | S B 1 L ;

L ERS ) ) ' . o .!n.tr‘uo“ Not sure | No , : E ‘ i
gy, 7 don’t seem to be able to do , ) - '
. wﬂrbv m?lyw a\ool . “ . . -

Yes Not sure | JNo

o 5

>

N Jéﬁ:..z e

Itwuldboﬂlcrn(f.fpt - . .

FAO eV

Not sure o 9.

e I like being in my olase

-vs . T vould.leave nhoét'w tfIoutd |

4 8

B VAL L s

LW

-
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!
-/ . «
e b 1 Yes Not sure | No
a. }waz being asked qmum *
ﬁu " _r. ' T - ‘ . Yes Not sure | Mo
. SN . — ¢
62. Other olassss think M'N better than us
: i bid b i ‘ ‘
- SLTew ’ Yes Not sure | No
6 Dotng wil at sohool ie’ mt
e ﬁporbant to me
T Yes Not sure o
At sohool they make da ﬂrtngt
6. you dom't want to a'e“
‘
A. Which olass would you rather be {n at your sohool?
B Myt A
. . e . ¥ N .

<2
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“1ike me" so check one according to how you usually feel.

A. I play outside atxrecess

174

Section 1

‘Student number _ | ~ Date

Form A Practice

I would like to know how you feel about some thlngs and
you can tell me by putting checks (+7) on this paper. I'm
going to call out each number and read out the sentence for .
you. If you do not understand a word or the sentence, ask
me and I'l] explain it to you. Please mark each statement
in the following way. '

-

If the statement describes how you usuvally feeL put a
check (V/) in the column "like me".

_ If the statement does not descrlbe how you usually feel,
put a check (/) in the column "not like me"

There are no right or wrong answers. This is not a
test. Some answers will be in between "like me" and "not .

o ' : | L Like Me Not Like Me -~ ';*zﬁ

"B, f I've been 1n thlS room all

C. I'm wearing somethlng red

(’eD.. 'I'm going awav Jor & Loli~ %%§

year

,today

day thls weekend

s . .3 vy, . , . . . —

Y ) K . ) . . R L X
S < P : . .o e . ‘ : . -
X Yy I s - I Cut . . L P A " .
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Studeht number | Date Room ,
Inventory, Form B

I would like to know how you feel about some things
and you can tell me by putting checks (+’) on this paper.
I'm going to call out each number and read out the sentence
for you. If you do not. understand a word or the sentence,
ask me and I'll explain it to you. Please mark each state-
ment in the following way. -

. If th'_statement'describes-héw you usually feel, put ™
a check (') in the column "like me". ' o

' If the ‘statement does not describe how you usually
feel, put a check (/) in the column "not like me".

 There are no right or wrong answers.. This is not a
test. -Some answers will be‘in between "like me® and "not
like me" so check one according to how you usually feel,

v

‘Like Me Not Like Me

1. I spend a lotAof time daydreaming.

-

2.;,I'm pretty sure of myself.

3, I often wish I &eré'so&eone.else:;A K
4. I'm easy to like. $ﬂ"wfﬂif : . #v 3
e g &y - —
5. My parents and I have a lot of L N Hﬁk
fun togeth§r. o ‘ : o ¥ _ .
6. I nevér, gsggg worry abouﬁranyJ ;
7. I find it very hard to talk in |
front of the class. - T s
ey, T
8. I wish I‘were-qunge;. _ L

9. There are lots of things about S .

., -myself I'd change if I could. =~ = - -

- 10. ' I can make up my ‘mind: without ‘ e L
too much troubley: - L -

-

AR i b e sy A e T



11.
12,
13,

14.

15..

16.

17,

18,

19.

20.
21,

22,

23,

24,
25.

26. -

27.

I'm a lot of fun to be with.

I get upset easily atlhome.

I always, always do the
right thing.

I'm proud of my school work.

Someone a;weys has>to tell
me what. to do.

3 , C
"It takes me a long time to
get used to anything new.
SI'm often aorry for the

‘thlngs 1 do.

I'm liked by kids my own.

iage.

My parents usually cons;der
-my feelingsj: they usually"
worry about how I feel be-
fore we do things. ‘
I'm never, never unhappy.

I'm doing the hest-Work

*"eha-t- I can. h

I give in very ea31ly.

I can usually take care
- of myself.

I'mvprettyzhaPPY{fh

I waould rather play with
. chzldren younger than megf‘

My parents expect too
much of me; they: expect

me to do very hard thtngs._fwhr

I like eVeryone I ]mowc P
there is ae_p_n_e kS d°n”°‘:_‘..

llke .-

)

dre,

176

Like Me ‘Not Like Me

A
.
b

i

._____ .__.. i L




28,

29,

© 30.

- 34,

_38‘.'

a1,
42,

31,

32.

33.

35,
36,

v37;.

43,

O most pepple.'“

-a boy-—glrl.,

‘ other people.'

‘I'm never. never shy.

I often feel upqet in school.

177

Not Like Me

Like Me
I like to be called on in~
class. '
I understand myself (I*
know what I can do and’
why I feel the way 3 do..
It's pretty tough to'be me.
Thlngs\are all mixed up 1n
ny life. ,
MB@, 1ly follow my ideas.
- i
'No one pays much attentlon T
to me at home., _ - ;p |

I never, never get scolded

.

I'm not dolng as well in =
school as I'd like to.

I can make up my mlnd and -
stick to it.

I really don't. like belng

I have a low opinion of

. myself. I dop't think -
- very qpch .awself,

I don't’like to be with

There are many times wheh

I'd like to leave home.

I often’ feel 'ashamed of i;- R
"myself. I feel bad about » o
,myself._ , L.

3y

I'm not as- nice looking as
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Like Me ' Like Me
45. If 1 have something to say,
' I usually say it. '
46. Kids pick on me very often.
47. ‘My'parents understand me.
48. I always, alwaxs tell the.' ,
, truth, =~
49. My teacher'makes me feel
I'm notugood enough
- 50. I don't care what happens _ CL_
' ) tO me. “ ~’.' . L Tt "’S’J -
51. I'm avfallure.' I can't do -
: anythln? rlght o '
' Sﬁa 1 .get upset easlly when I'
. :_,scolded :
v ) . o
53. Most people are better _—
' ’ liked than I ama“
54. I usually feel as’ 1f my p&r~‘
‘ ents are pushing me.,
55. I always, always know what %
i@to say to people.; B - A
R 0 ! L e
J"“Wgﬁm__w\often get dlscouraged ‘in )
7 Mehool, School often seems.
-thopeless to me.. L '
57. _Things usually don't bother
. . . \ )
58, I can't be‘depended on, I .-
- can't be trusted to do the N
« V5 . things I say ‘'I'm going to -
o . do. IR 3
.’f‘ Q o : ' h:.:\\:' . C—
" g ‘ . ;?. i;
_ e Looos

ERERPARN = o SR N D

R s

E L T R ILOR i

‘s~,
1

o3
S
3
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Student number

| I would like to know how you feel about #ome things
and you.can tell me by putting checks (+ ) on this paper.

Date’

Section 2

Form .B Prqptice

Room

179

I'm going to call out each number and read .out the sen-

tences for you.

If you do not understand a word or a

sentence, ask me and I'll explain it to you.
. each section the following way. :

ydu to check (v') only the one which tells how you usually

Please mark.

///

There are two statements in every number. I want

feel. Check the one that is "Like You".

test.

(b)

(a)
(b)
(a)
(b)

(a)
(b)

(@)

I.play_outside}qurécess

I don't play outside at»récésskfff..“

I've been in this room allyyearﬁf‘
I‘Eaven't been in.this room all year

%gm,wearing'sométhing'r‘ 'today
Fm

not wearing .anythin ‘red today

I'm going away. for

.weéké;.rnd\._ ? » N
I'm not going away
weekend i’

a holiday this '

for a holiday this

There are no right or wrong answers. This is not a
.Check () one according to how. g

‘ usually feel.
Remember, you can only check one in e = '

oer .,

) % ﬁ* s
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'Student number | _ Date _____ - Room

Inventory Fbrm Cc

+

: I would like to know how you feel about some things
and you can tell me by putting checks (V) on this paper.
I'm going to call out each number and read out the sen-
tences for you. If you do not understand a qprd or a sen-.
, tence, ask me and I'll explain it to you. Please mark '
~each- section the~following wsy . _

N There are two statements in every number. want you S
to check (/) only the one which tells how you udﬁally feel. - -,
Check the one that is "Like You." E e .

R

. P ’ .
o There are no. right or wrong answers. rTbis is not & _ .
test. -Check (/) one according to. how you 1 ally feel o Cy

Remember,-you can only check. one in each nibwpér. = - .
. & ¢ T \“2><th‘
~ﬁ\*l; (a)‘I spend a lot of time daydreaming.‘ g '
: L (b) I don't spend a lot of time/daydreamina ‘
‘ 2. (a) I'm pretty sure of myself., P R o
{b) I'm not- very Bure of myself. o “'i o an P
”3: (é) I often wzsh I were someone else.ff~ ‘;f“g i | | -
: (b) 1 seldom wish I were someone else. R I
‘ H - . o’ Y
4.f(a)’I'm easy to llke. o ; ) -
(b)) I'm not easy to 1ike%‘ : ‘
5.'€a;iMy parents and, I ‘have a lot of fun together._~
- (b)

o .My parents and i don't have much_fun to—.
. 'b . . ! gether - Sl ) - B j , N

. 1 . ‘» ‘ -
I never; never worry about anything.
| I worry about-some things._, '

/ u A

—~
o o
N —r? S

:Iafind it very hard toatalk in, front of e T

- ‘the class. - : M;/:"

- (b) I don't £ind it very hard to talk-in 5' A
: '“front of the class. - i S AN

) 1 wish T were YOul er.'hff o ;”/5
b) I wouldn't want be younger. _? '
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9. (a) There are lots of things about myself I d
change if I could.
(b) There isn't much about myself I'd change
if I could. 4

10. (a) I can make up my mind W1thout too much.
trouble.
(b) I have a.lot of trouble making up my mind.

11. (a) I'm a lot of fun to be with.
(b) I'm not much ‘fun to be with.

12, (a) I get upset*easily at home. .

(b) I don't get upset. ea811y at home.

13. (a) I always, always do the right thing.
(b) I don't always do the right thlng.

14. (a) I'mm proud of my school work. _

‘ (b) I'm not proud of my school work. . .

15, (a) Someone always_has to tell me what to do.
(b) I de % usually need to be told what to do.

16. (a) «. tak.s me a long time to get used to
’ anything new. o
(b) I get used to new thlngs ea811y.

17. (a) I'm often sorry for the things I do.
. (b) I'm not often sorry for the thlngs I do. .

18. (a) I'm Lﬂmﬁ.by kids my own age.
. (b) I'm not]iked by kids my own'age.‘
OR .

19. (a) My parents usually consider my. feellngS°'““'.
they. usually worry about how I feel he- -
fore we do things.

(b) My parents do not cons;der my feelings; .
they do not worry about how I feel before
we ‘do things. , ' : :

-20. (a) I'm never, never unhappy.
(b) I'm unhappy sometimes.

211'(a) I'm doing the best work that I can.
(b) I'm not doing the best work that I can.

22, (a) I give in very ea81ly. ‘
‘ (b)_I don't give in very easily.



23,
24,

25,

26.

182

(é) I can usually take care of myself.
(b) I usually can't take care of myself.

(a) I'm pretty happy.

(b) I'm nqQt very happy.

(a) 1 woujé rather play with-children younger
than me.

(b) I don't like to play with children youngerv
than me.

(a) My parents expect too much of me; they

expect me to do very-hard things.

. (b) My parents don't expect too much of me;

27.

.28.

29. .

30.
31.

32.

33, (

34.

35,

36,

- they expect me to go only things I can do.

(a) I like everyone I know; there is no_one
I don't like.

(b) I don't like everyone I know; there are
some people T don't like.

<

(a) I like to be called on in class. |

(b) I don*t like to be called on in class. . |

(a) I understand myself. I know what I can do
and why I feel “the way I do.

(b) I don't understand myself. I don't know
what I caﬁ_do or whyf} feel ﬁhe way I do.

(a) It's pretty tough to be me. .
_(b) It's’not very tough to- be me.

(a) Things>are all mixéd up‘in my life.
(b) Things are not mixed up in my life.

(a) Rids‘usually.follbw myvideas; B '
(b) Kids don't usually follow my ideas. ‘ '

a) No one payﬁ'muéh attention to me at hcme.
(b) I get enough attention at home.

(a) I never, nevéraget scolded.
(b) 1 get scolded sometimes.

(a) I'm not doxng as well in school as I'd like
to.

(b)) I'm do;ng as well in school as. I'd like to.

(a) I can make up,my»mlnd and stlck to it.



51.

183

I really don't like being a boy--girl

37. (a)
' (b) I really like being a boy-~-girl.
38. (a) I have a low opinion of myself. I don‘t
think very much of myself.
(b) I'm happy with myself.
39, (a) I don't like to be with other people.
(b) I like to be with other people.
40. (a) There arc many times when I'd like to leave
‘ home. _
(b) There ..en't many s when I'd like to
leave home. ' )
41. (a) I'm never never éhy.
(b) I'm shy sometimes.
42. (a) I often feel upset in school. :
(b) I don't often feel upset in school.
43, (a) I often feel ashamed of myself I feel bad
about myself. . '
(b) I seldom feel ashamed of myself. I feel
" good about myself.
44, (a) Ifm not as nice looking as most people.'
(b) I'm as nice looking as most people.
45, (a) If I have something to say, I usually say it.
(b) Even when I have something to say, I usually
keep it to myself.
46, (a) Kids pick on me very often.
(b) Kids don't p1ck on me very mu
47. (a) My parents understand me.
(b) My parents don't usually understand me. .
48. (a) I always, always tell the truth.
: (b) I don't always tell the truth. ‘ o
49;\(a) My teacher makes me feel I'm not good enough __
(b) My teacher makes me feel I'm O.K. o
50. (a) I don't care what happens to me. _
(b)- I care what happens to me. - . :
(a) I'm a failure. I can't ‘do anything right.

T'm nédt A failure. T rcan An a 1atr nf t+thinaa



52.
53,

54.

55.

156.

57.

58.

(a)
(b)

(b)

(a)

184
I get upset easily when I'm scolded,
I don't get upset easily when I'm. scolded.

Most people are better like than I am.
I'm as well like as most people.

I usually feel as if my parents are

pushing me. o

I don't feel that my parents are pushing
me. 4 '

I always, always know what to say to people..

Sometimes I don't know what to say to people.

I often get discouraged in school. School
often seems hopeless to me. '

(b) I don't get discouraged in school. School

doesn't seem hopeless to me.

Things usually don't bother me. o :
Things usually bother me. '

I can*t be depended on.. I can't be trusted
to do the things I say I'm going to do.

I can be depended on. I can be trusted to
do the things I say I'm going to do.
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Section 3

Factor Loading Matrix of the Four Factor Solution,
Varimax Rotation, Self-Esteem Inventory

(H*x*2 = Commﬁnalities)

Test

Item H**2 1 2 3 4 . CH**2
1 0.326 0.347 -0.147 -0.022 0.428 0.326
2 0.250 = -0.199 0.283 0.022 0.360 0. 250
3 0.156 0.170 -0.183 0.304 0.029 0.156
4 0.387 . 0.159 0.599 -0.006 0,048 0. 387
5 © 0.275 0.280 0.403 0.181 0.045 0.275
7 0.372 -0.047 0.439 0.421 -0.011 0.372
8 0.081 ° 0.034 ~-0.075 ~0.235 0.137 0.081
9 0.157 - 0.104 . 0.187 0.334 -0.004 - 0.157

10 0.285  0.018 0.332 0.149 0.391 0.285
11 - 0.491  0.250 -0.627 0.051 0.179 0.491
» 12 0.281 0.188 0.056 - 0.492 0.016 0. 281
14 0.337 '0.144 0.039 -0.114 0.549 0.337
15 - 0.233 0.188 0.098 =0.035 0.432 - 0.233
16 0.327 -0-073 0.003 0.418 0.383 0.327
17 0.290 0.451 .0.033 -0.189 0.222 0. 290
18 0.342 0.201 0.502 -0.135 0.179 0.342
19 0.189 0.273 0.232 -0.070 -0.237 - 0.189
21 0.410°  0.454 0.094 -0.376  0.233 0.410
22 . 0.225 -0.045 -0.188 0.192 0.388 0.225
23  0.141 -0.071 0.179 0.317 -0.053 0.141
24 0.475 0.227 0.552 0.011 -0.344 0.475
25 0.249 -0.008 .0.072 0.029 ~ 0.493 . 0.249

26  0.260  0.500 , 0,072 0.068 -0.019 0. 260

- 28 0.112 0.183 0.237 0.143 0.041 0.112
29 0.244 ,-0.006 0.211 0.047 0.444 .0.244
30 0.329 0.343 0.024 0.385 0.252 - 0.329
31 0.496 0.493 0.049 . 0.499 0.043 0.496
32 0.234 0.089 0.084 0.409 0.228 ~ 0.234
33 0.373 0.540 0.282 0.030 ~0.034 0.373 - -
35 0.247  0.349 0.131 -0.042° 0.325 0.247
36 0.295 -0.128 0.482 0.004 0.216 0.295
37  0.230 -0.046 -0.032 0.466 -0.100 0.230
38~ 0.426° 0.541 0.214 0.286 0.078 0.426
39. 0.331 ' 0.200 -0.134 0.442 -0.277 - 0.331

40 0.448  0.655 0.088 0.096 0,051 0,448

Cont.



Test

Item H**2
42 0.571
43. 0.428
44 0.148
45 0.377
46 0.370
47 0.339
49 ‘0. 205
50 0.261
51 0.415
52 0.223
53 - 0.217
54 0.558
56 0.506 -

© 57 0.149
58 0.257

© Variance

% Total VariQ '

v

ance

% Common Vari-
‘ ~ ance

v
?

1 @ 3.
0.404 0.052 0.607
0. 487 B O. 190 0. 288

0.179 0.340 0.025 .-

-0.085 0.455 0.343
0.348 0,292 .°0.358
'0.417  0.375 -0.143
0,452 0.172 °0.234
0.419 0.271 0.0%2
0.551 0.204 -0;236
0.329 0.162 0.296
0.144 0.342 0.281
0.706 0.053 0.143
0.600 =-0.262 0.088
0.079 0.349 -0.028
0.490 0.044 ° C,095

'5.573, 3,789  3.437
10.927% 7.428% 6.739%

35.215% 23.941% 21.720%

Sum of Communalities = . 15,825

Total Variance accounted for = 31,029%

186
4 g**2
'0.191 0.571 : -
0. 269 0.428 -
'0.001  0.148
0.213 0.377
0.18" 0.370
'~0.066 0.339
-0.080 0.295 -
~0.Q58___~0.261
©0.1T90  0.415
. B.042 0.223
=0.021" - 0,217
~0.192 0.558
0.264 0.506 .
0.142 - 0.149 '
0. 081 0.257
3. 026
5.934%
19.124%
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A

: Factor Lbading Matrix of the‘Five_Eactor Solution,
! -* Varimax Rotation, Self-Esteem Inventory

(H**2 =
Pagt '
~m Hrr2
w1« 0.34¢
2 " 0.258
.3 0.184
4 0.418
.54 0.275
7 0.420
8 0.085
9 0.399
10 » 0.286
11 - 0.494
12~ 0.284
1ﬁ D.341 -
15 '0.272
16 0. 368
17 0.365
18 0.343
19 - 0.286
21 0.414
22 . 0,305
23 0.141
24  0.484
25 0,253
26 0,260
28 .0,221
29  0.246
30 0.344
31 o0.512
32 0.254
33 o0.401
35 " 0.248
36 0.404
37 . 0.446
38 (0.453
39 0,393
40 0.467
42 0,587
43 0,471
44

0.193

L

~.085
J.105
0.:778
.10.310
. 0,314
0.026

0.018

-6.077
0.062
0.312
0,246
-0.034
- 0.193
-0.120
0.113
0.181

0.093-.
0.195

d.o081
0.054
0. 265
-0.030

0.410

0.025
-0.052

0.257

0.574
0.072

0.561.
0.246

+0.133
0.352
0.598

0.424 -

0.453
- 0.370
0.318
0.081

Commﬁnalities)

2 3

2

0.222 0.083
0.0384  0.491
0.375 - -0.178
-0. .14 0.454
0.155 0.252
0.391 - 0.251
c.276 0.019
0.479 -0.009
0.193  0.490
0.028  0.516
0.457 0.002
0.101  0.349
0.022 0.365
- 0.543 0.222
0.064 .021
~0.101 / 0.427
0.005( =0.122
-0.188! 0.120
0.172 0.204
0.234 0.096
~-0.086 0.085
. 0.134 0./392
- 0.098 -0.057
0. 265 0.078 .
0.166 . 0.429 .
0.483  0.091°
0.427 0.001
0.472 0.159
-0.029  0.109
0.066  0.249
-0.139 0.57S.
0.169 . 0.030
0.229 0.135
0,224 -0.254
0.212 -0.060
¥0.660 0.056
0.439 0.169
0.092 0.150

4
-0.085

-0.062

-0,02¢C
‘0.305

0.299

0.362
-0.082
10.405
0.034

0.360

0.055

-0.103

-0.173
-0.089
0.229
10.313
0.502
0.158
-0.474
0.097
0.606

0.172
0; 364

0.032 -

0.007
0.028
0.229
0.027
0.001
-0.319
0.115
-0.125

0. 270,

0.071
0.232

0.389

B

5

0.07€
20.097
-0.003
-0.267
0.027
0.016
0.060
0.031

0.444
0.267
0.044
0.543
0.137
0.098
0.549

- 0.055

-0.178
0.214
- 0.222
0.107

H**2

0.349

0. 25€

0 184

0,418 _‘}

v, 275
J.420
0.085
0.399
0.286
0.494
0.284
0.341
0.272
0. 368
0. 365

'0.343
-0, 286

0.178

0.188

. 0.018

0.013
0.143
0.347

~0.437
0.107
-0.287
0.374
0.084
0.308

0.071

0.414
0.305
0.141
0.484
0,253
0.260
0.221
0. 246

0.344

0.512
0.254
0.401
0. 248
0.404
0.446
0.453
0.393
0.467
0.587

.0.471

0.193



Test

Item -H**2
45 0.378
46 0.370
47 0.341
49 '0.458

. 50 0.350
51  0.480
‘52 0.231
53 0.366
54 0.564
56 0.522
57 0.150
58 0.424

Variance

% Total

Variancel

% Common

. Variance

_]__. .
0.074
0.381
0.325
0.668
0.561

- 0.635

0.394
0.027

0.566 .

0.322
0.100 -
- 0.617

5,126
10.050%

28.516%

Sum of Cémmunalities

2 3.
0. 288 0.473
0,358 0.262

=0.117 0.124

0.033  0.075
-0.050 0.138
0.163 0.176
0.242 0.098
c.372  0.103
0.167 -0.242
0.297 -0.147
-0.021 0.324
-0.021 0.087

3.604  3.485
7.067% 6.833%

20.053% 19.389%

= 17.974

.Total Variance Accounted for 35.244%

4
0.146

. -0.159

0.417
-0.010
0.116
0.046 .
0.086
0.465
0.316
-0.058
0.182
-0.135

2.988
5.859%
16.624%

¢t -

)

5

' =0.211

0.055
0.181

\—Oo 075

-0.007
0.131
0.002

-0.021
0.239
0.552
0.037

.0.130

2.771
5.434%

15.418%

188

)

¢

H**2

0.378
0.370
.0.341
. 0.458
0.350
0.480
0.231
0.366
0.564
0.522
0.150
0.424
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‘ Section_S
Table F-5-1

Transformation Matrivt of the Procrustes Solution to the
Four Factor.Grade One Self-Esteem Inventory' Rotated to

Match the Grade Three and Six Solutlon

| Grade One " Grades 3 + 6 Factors
Factors 1 2 3 : 4

0.9766 0.1871 -0.0111 = 0.1052
0.1797 -0.5229 0.4690 -0.6887
-0.0941 0.3881 0.8742 0.2761
-0.0710 . 0.7355 -0.1251. -0.6621

D W

1 Table ex‘xtries are cosines of angles through which the

' grade one factors were rotated to best fit the grade
3 + 6 factors, a perfect fit being 1.0. '

Table F-5-2 |
J
Matrix of Tucher Coefficients of Congruence for the
Grade 3 + 6 Self-Esteem Inventory Matrix and the
Rotated Grade 1 Matrix :

1.2 3 T 4

0.9139  0.0868 0.0086 0.1203
0.0786 0.4803 0.0953 -0,0518
0.0080  0.0981 0.1615 . -0.0173
0.1168 ' -0.0556 -0.0181 0.0688

S wn -
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Appendix G

My Class Inventory -

Grade Three and Six Instrument

Grade One Instrument

" Factor Ibéding Matrix, Five Factor

Solution, Graqes Three and Six
o \

Factor Loading Matrix, Five Factor
Solution, Grades One, Three and Six

»
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PREVIOUSLY COPYRIGHTED MATERIAL,
"IN APPENDIX -G, LEAVES 191 - 202,
NOT MICROFILMED.

MY CLASS, an instrument developed at Harvard University by

Gary J. Anderson and Herbert J. Walberg, May 1968. Revised,
January 1969, by G.J. Anderson and Ronald E. Cayne, Faculty

of Education, McGill University. (Grade Three and Six Instrument)

MY CLASS, and instrument developed at Harvard University by
.Gary J. Anderson and Herbert J. Walberg, May 1968. Revised,
January 1969, by G.J. Anderson and Ronald E. Cayne, Faculty
of Education, McGill University. (Grade One Instrument)

This format was deve]oped‘by Gary J. Anderson of McGill
University, and Herbert J. Walberg of Harvard University,
April 1969. ' . .

PLEASE CONTACT THE UNIVERSITY FOR FURTHER INFORMATION AT:-  \.

The University of Alberta . =0
Faculty of Graduate Studies and Researgh"_”
2 - 8 University Hall ' =

Edmonton, Alberta; Canada AN
T66 209 e T
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Section 3

Factor Loading Matrix of the Five Factor Solution
Varimax Rotation, My Class Inventory,
Grades Three and Six

Factor
‘Test H**2
I 0.313
2 0.372
3 0.174
4 0.429
5 0.173
6 0.218
7 0. 264
8 0. 205
9 0.262
10 0.304
11 0.318
12 0.378
13 0. 350
14 " 0,419
15 0.293
16 0. 394
17 0.277
18 0.165
19  0.074
20 0.114
21 0.358
22 0. 244
23 0,086
24 0,298
25 0.101
26 0.231
27 0,269
28 ;1 0,123
29 0.448
30 0.335
ol 0,428
32 0,314
33 0.353
34 . 0.279
35 ~ - 0.265
36 0.393

1
0.479
-0.344

0.015
0.087

0.491
-0.007
0.220
-0.023
0.397
-0.212
-0.143
-0.306
0.143
0.619
-0.043
0.045
0.136
-0.004
0,585
-0.275
0.1l21

0.015
'0.046

-0.033
0.185
0.048

-0.236

=0, 206
0.601

-0.004

0.144

0.035
0.367

2

-0.069
0.064
~-0.093
0.045
-0.139
0.315
-0.066
0.178

- 0.220

-0,045
-0.384
-0.346
0.133
-0.113
-0.267

~0.070 -

0.445
0.330
0.190
0.145
-0,033

0.321

0.250
0.207
-0.041
0.370
-0.429
0.090
0.065
0.434

0.477
-0.112
-0.239

0.463
-0.482

3
0.086

0.017
0.593
0.322

~0.067

0.135
-0.044
0.122
-0.113
0.043
0.175
-0.008
0. 266
0.404
-0.012
-0.178
0.033
0.106
-0.253
0.102
-0.229
-0.050
0.438
0.062
-0.188
~0.136
0.327
0.379
0.123
0.174
0.082
0.540

-=0.024

0.026

.4
0.237
0.568
0.073
0.154

-0.107
0.295
-0.027
0.393
-0.066

-0.018.

0.103
0.427
0.547
0.446
-0.012
-0.019
.0.109
0.196

' -0. 080

-0.031
-0.008
-0.021
0.075
0.083
0.302
0.119
-0.175
0.038
0.404
0.298
-0.132
0. 255
-0.121

0.013

0.033

5

~0.124

- 0.065
-0. 204

0.172
-0.196

0.141
-~0.009
-0.130

.~0.382

0.537
-=0,025
-~ =0.020
0.112

-0. 208
-0.074
0.182
-0.123
-0.044
0.168
-0.069
-0.110
-0.036
0. 237
0.041
0. 209

-0.038

' =0.,285"

-0.007
0.123
0.120
-0.162
0.436

N , .
(H**2 = Communalities) o - , -

H**2

0.313
0.372
0.174
0.429
0.173
0.218
0.264
0.205
0.262
0.304
0.318
0.378
0.350
0.419
0.293
0.394
0.277
0.165
0.074
0.114
0.358
0.244
0.086
0.298
0.101
0.231
0.269
0.123
0.448
0.335
0.428
0.314
10.353

© 0.279

0.265

00393 c



e
“

1

\
Factor

6.620% 6.255%

Test  H**2 1
37 0.521 -0.059
38 0.451 0.122
39 0.126 -0.260
40 0.469 0.003

41 - 0.412 -0.117
42 0.152 0.077
43 - 0.351 0.559
44 0.037 -0.045
45 0.247 0.164

,Variaﬁce‘ $ 2,979
% Total

Variance

% Common

Variance

23.294% 22.011%

Sum of Communalities

Total Variance Accounted for

3

-0, 003
0.600
0,103
0.611

- -0.205
-0.012
" 0,011

-0.027
0.414

1 2.809
6.242% 5.915%
21.966% 20.815%

12,788

4
0.719
-0.024
0.124

0.102
-0.156

.0.336

-0.181
0.001
-0.177

2,662

28.418%

204

2
-0.027

0.179
0.254
-0.161
-0.046

-0.023
© 0.180

1.524

3.386%

H**2

0.521
0.451
0.126
0.469

,0.412

0.152
0.351

-0.037
0.247

11.914%
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Section 4

205 .

Factor Loadihg Matrix of the Five Factor Solutjion

Grades One, Three and Six

cos Vaximax'Rotatioy, My Class Inventory,

(H**2 = Communalities,

Factor
Test H**2
1. 0.459
2 0.382
3 = 0.258
4 ‘0.434
5 0.302
) 0.325
.7 0.363
8 0.41C .
9 0,423
10 0.582
11 - 0.433
12 0.485"
13 0.293
14 . 0.366°
15 0.418
16 -..0.454
17 0.378
18 0. 246
19 0.319
- 20 0.217
21 0.454
22 0.401.
24‘ 0.345
25 - 0,256 °
26 0.154
. 27 , 0.425
28 0.329
29 0.303
31 0.434:
32 0,391
. 33 . 0.411
34 0.427
~35 0,308

0.404

o

1
0.618
-0.099
-0.409
-0.261

-0.033. .

-00004
0.566
0.098

0.195

0.565
-0,193

-0.122

_00400
0.131
Oqsas

_00092 .

0.026
©0.130
0.019

0.651
-00281 
0,181 °

-0.105
0.077
-0.085
0.333
. 0.014
-0.263

-0.233'
"0.586
_O.IOl

0.097

-0.084 .

0.034

0.565

2 3
-0.012 0.012
0.366 -0.322
-0.123 0.023
~-0.055 0.358
-0.100 ,\ 0.445
0.516 \ g40.240
-0.1214W0.143
0.35 0.023
10.085 \0.245"
-0.244 0,209
=0.232 J0.103
- 0+:519_ "0.088 .
- 0.364 -0.272
. 0,081 0.139°
-0.332 0.510
-0.105 -=0.047
0.587 -0.114
" 0.121 -0.021
. 0.205 0.307
- 0.164 -0.426
-0.040 . 0.062 °
.0.097. -0.407
 0.433  0.201
' 0.378 0.357
0.007 -0.004
0.216 -0.315
-0.535 0.086
' 0.293 0.491
. 0,137 0,318
0.629 0.039
0.024 @9.187
.0.603 -0.062
-0.019 0.630
-0.150 .-0.158
0.071 0.044
-0,222 -0.035

4
0.277

.0.346
0.274

0.296.

-0.283

0.012 -

0.074
0.523
-0.050
-0.511

0.083 .

10.413
0. 245
1 0..390
0.156

- 0.110

0.474

~0.392
=0.067

0.014

-0,048 "

-0.025
'0.128
0.464
0.026
~0.129
-0.047
0.336
0.242

~-0.228

0.107

. 0.058 -

0.381
0.002

H**2
0.459
0.382
0.258
0.434
0.302
0.325
0.363
0.410
0.423

"0.582"

0.433
0.485
0.293
0.366
0.418
0.454
0.378
0. 246
0.319
0.217.-
0.454
0.401
0.274
0.345
0.256

0.154
0.425

0.329
0.303"
0.533
0.434
0.391.
0.411
0.427

- 0.308

0.404

3

- e



Factor S
Test H**2
37 0,403
39 0.190
- 40 0.437
41 0.503
42  0.261
43 0.520
44 0.255
45  0.396
Variance
% Total .
.Variance
% Common
Variance.

1
~0.013
0.052
~0.247
-0.041
-0.159
0.020
0.708
0.129
0.008

071

24.273% 22,221% 21,098% 17.899%

Sum of Communalities

vatal.Varianée'Acgounted for =.

R
P

2

0.426

-0.111
0.143
0.251
0.288
0.134
0.013
0.288
0.041

3,727

G\ Q46% 8. 282%
W

3
-0.213

0.628 .

0.131

0.396 .

-0.166
-0.048

. 0.046

0.009
0.606

3.538

7.863% 6.671%

4

0.410
-0.024

0.144 -

0.16l

~0.131

0.486
<0, 246

-0.144

3.002

16.771

37.270%

- 206

5 :

0.089
0.006
0. 265
0.436
-0.591
-0, 067
~0.053
0.308
-0.077

2.433

‘ H**Z

0.403
0.410
0.190
0.437
0.503
0.261
0.520
0.255
0.396

5.407%

14.509%
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Section 2.

Section 3.
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Appendix H

Correlations between pupil formative
experiences and selected teacher-pupll

' dyadlc interaction.

f .
Correlatlons between’ pup11 properties
and selected teacher—pupll dyadlc
interaction. .

Weights assigned twelve set A pupil

- charactertistic predictor variables and

twelve set B interaction variables in a
canonical correlation involving all
variables in this study.
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| Section 3
Weights Assigned Predictor Variables and Criterion
Variables in the Canonical Correlation of Twelve
~ Pupil Characteristics and Teacher-Pupil Interaction

]

Set A : Grade _
Variables 1 3 6 =
" Age , =0.08 0.02 .02 .
 Sex I 0.62%* 0.10 -0,62%
. Socioeconomic Status = 0.26 -0.48%* 0.24
- Sibling Position o 0.05 , 0.01 - =0,33%*
Family Integrity . =~0.07 0.26 ' - :
Sociometric ‘Status 0.50* -0.22 ~0.07 -
Ability -0.37**  0.46* - =-0.27
Self-Esteem .0.01 0.33** 0.07
Attitude ’ 0.32 -0.13 -0.26
Prior Achievement -0.18 0.03%* - 0.54*
Behavior (T.D.) - =0,03 0.55*% . 0.01
Behavior (N.T.D.)  =-0.12 _=0.03%* © 0.03
Set B
Variables : ’
18 , -0.65* -0.12%% 0.60*
27 -0,34*% 0.47* . =0,30%
.28 . -=0,.18 -0.52* . 0,30%%*
29 .. 0.28 - : -0, 21 **
.30 _ : : L 0.02  -0.19*x* -0,15%%
- 35 -0.03 0.15 :0.20
39 . 0.12 =0.26%*% 0.60*"
43 ’ ‘ -0.19 . 0,14 -0.02%*.
191 A -0.04 -0.01 = ~0.008
192 . ~0.54* -0.22 L -
193 - _ -0.10 - -

‘194 o -o.qs -0.55% -

* ‘Best predlctor due to high weight

** Best predictor identified by high correlatlon
between this variable and the composite



