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been related to the~acadelic status of Speakersz Specifl-ally, .

“1t has been found that pnpxls 115ten to speakets in classrooas
who, they balieve, H111 assist thel in obtaihing acadelic

. success. ‘Bsféver, pterious “studies have been framed in

v sociolingnisiic tetys'f’and, as such, have neglected ‘the

iipottince of iamdivideal attention patteras. ;Tifs étady_ is

fn§upd in cognitive mediational terms “and 'analyseé pupils'

llstenxng t> speakets in teras of a tange of acadellc,. social

and persoaal characteristlcs.

Four teachers and fheir 100 grade six students participated

£y

in this study. Task strnctﬁ%e vas controlled by studying

classroons in which tecitation teaching vas a dolxnant sode. of

\

instruction. ¥ 3 A setxes‘ >f gquestionnaires and tests¢4 ere

T

v

administered both to teachers and to ‘students lﬁb assess each
. * . - .}
student's acadeaic, social and personal status. Acadenic

measures included Metropolitan Achievement Test scores, teacher

ratings of reading ability, and academic status as rated by the .

teacher and peer group. sSocial measures included average
ftequency of participation, and social status as rated by the
teacher and peer.group. The personal variables vere sex and

perceptlon of self-ef cacy. On tﬁtee‘ separate occasions

stndents 11ened videotape seglentgpof lanqnaqe arts lessons in
vhich they participated aad were asked to qepott the names of
g

speakers and ,theit speech contributionas. Pn@ﬁuan*y of ‘each



. studeat's ‘participation was determin2d - by the teacher
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Correlational analyses vere used to assess the relationships

ildhgifﬁeakeq and 1isten§r attributes -and pupil at;ehtiai to
disconrse.“ . »f _ “{7 h B R

Besults indicate that students appaar to be qpognititgly

mediating classroom discourse but not hacassati;y,in vays that

will assist them in obtaininq 'acadelié success. Patterns of

. pupil atteatiom to discourse are ;classtoon,spccitic,and are’’

]

related-to acadenic, social or personalvattribntes of ‘speakezs

and listeners.

4

_Besalts of the stidy are discussed ia terms of the

class}oo- specificity of pupil attention pitterné and the

&

organizational facets of classroom life that ng@t ‘govern

listening patterns in a classroon..
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i /I Iatroductioa

u;ny recent articles "hnalyiiug.ﬁhe relative ilpotence.of
. research on teaching effects have\discussed the in@dequacy 6f
conceptualizat jons of variables used - to descfibg the
teaching-learning»process'(see Winpe £ NMarx, 1977). As. well,
Brophy .(1982) states that most classrdoi oﬁservers ha ve dicected
- their attention to teachers rather than students. Thas little
information is ~available concerning ‘vhat studeats do im
classroqns‘or how théy actﬁally viev the events taking place. in
those settings. VWinnme G"ﬂétx (1977) state further that extant

studies-show'only veak to moderate empirical relations ' between

student achievement: and teacher behaviours. They arghe that to-

build a science of teéching three classes of ‘variables,

l""
e e

teacher's cagnit ive ,pnoceSSing,” HhilgwWigggiigglvw§tudents'
cognitive processing while trjing to learmn from teaching, _aﬁd
bidirectional rélationships among classroon events, require
f%rther attention. They particularly emphasize the  fact that
lgke - the 'teacher, students are-’ dynalic, decision makers
participating ih'instruction‘Qs_they choose io attend, analyze,

..

or process information ilpinging on them in the instructional

environsent. Furthermore, Winne and HMarx (1977) state, "that

vi thout a better understanding of the unobserved, and.

herétofore, aandescribed internal eveants in

«

environsent, gemerating an accirate and efficient pattern of

the teacher-learning



. research om teaching is too chancy.” (p. 671)

Three groups of researchers have recently examined
teaching-learning environments, each through a particular set of-

lenses. Winne (1983) contendsbr§¥§£ the cognitive @mediational

model bridges the gap.betﬁf;i’ieacher and learner in -previous
educational research. rhev‘lodefl 'pfbpéses that studeats!
cognitive processing, . at  amy give uihstant, /lediatesv
insiructionaljgténts and studentsﬁ performance. Wiane and HNarx
(1982) havé) employed the model in educatioﬂal research.
Rosenhbltz 5 #ilson (1980) and Rosenholtz '6 Simpson (1983) have ’
argued that  internmal even;s> im the ‘iéaChing-leigggggzjf
‘éhvironnent, that is, the experiencés an]l meanings available o
ciésstoon actors, result from the organizationkof(classroog:.
iife; Rosesholtz paints to the isfluence ‘of task

differentiation, groa ping practices, teacher evaluation

practices and student autononyb on the internal eveats in

classrooas. Finally, Doyle (1978) has emphasized that student
response to the teaching-learning environlent_is affectéd by the
"demands ani resoﬁrces of a particular sattiig. In éatticulat he
hescribes tasks that aré‘éenands p}acéd on 511 classroom actors
ahd he postulates that studemt behaviour is directed by the
nature of the tasks imposed.

These  three research groups have each added to our

understahding of the cognitiie events in teachiné-learning

environments. ¥hat follows is an articulation of the basic

concepts inherent in each perspective as well as examples



N

describing 'salples of research VQSupportiug the various

perspectives. , o

The Coggitive Mediatjopal Bodel

¥inne {1983) outlined a brief history of the cognitive
: iédi;tional igdel. Early studies dqring the first six decades of
this :e;tnrj typica11y chiracterized teaching quite globally. 
Classrooas vwere désc:ibéd as democratic or laissez faire, for
exa:plé, Slowly these descriftious becane nqré detailed as
the specific behaviours teachers nsedvin'classrooas. It becane
apparent thatr‘students' C;E;ﬁtive probessing~ duriné lessons
bridged or mediated the relations between how teachers were
behaving and- students' ultimate demonstrations of learming and
motivation. In the 1950s and the early fi960$ ’lost' teachéfA,
~-behaviours veqeﬁjchacactetitedf~joiutiy~inwtergs~of~behavioarf1~;ﬁrv~
features that allowved 'dbservers td distinguish one kiad of
teacher behaviour fros another, and in teras of.a’stﬁdemt's 7
hypothesized cognitive response to each kiad of teacher
behaviour. Studeats' cognitive processing played ablajor role in
explanafions of hov teaching affected learning. . 7
| ( In the middle 1950s Guilford and Bloom {1956) pro;ided
early languages . to describe students* cognitive processing.

Guilford's systea articulated three aspects of cognitive

processing: the content being processed, the cognitive operation



b
¥
3

beihg éerfopned, and the'cognitive ,product, that :esulted.:;lp

— & e —o o

i . . ) . F
research on teaching it\was assuned that a teacher behavisur,

say an analysis question, would affééfréiié péggéssing in‘xgll
étndénts egnivalently dﬁring teaching. The 7assunbtions tﬁat'
,ﬂsgudents might cogaitively | process a ‘sinéle question:
'?differentlj, and that sevetai;behaiion:ally'eguivalentVQuestions
mi ght Be cognitively processed differently by a single student -
were, aécording-to ¥inne (1962), flaws in this research.

Althoujh research im the 1960s and 1970s relied

¥

theotetiéally“ on étuﬂents' cognitions to mediate teacher
behaviours and achievesent, the nataure of the ?e@i,sa‘t,i,,én,,,‘;z?z,,f,,,,,,,,,
obscure. A <cognitive mediational iodel vas then ptoposgd to
compensate for ueaknésses in the earlier process-product aodel.

The cognitive lediational model describes learming from teaching

as a sér@es of interactions between events in the iastructional
environment and a stndeﬁt's cognitive processing systea (Doyle,

1978; winne, 1982; Winoe & Warx, 1977). The model contains four
" parts: ingtructional cues, indiéators that _infornatioq 'ié
forthcoming and that have a’ potential to influence }each
student's cognitive processing; cognitive‘ ptocesses,z mental
procesées’that students use to operate on infoclation i a
variety of vays; cognitive products, the ptoduct; ﬁftet
infornat}on has been processed; and' student;'perfotlance, ‘th;
student's behavioural résponse corresponding to tHe cognitive“

product. The model highlights reciprocity so that performances

by a student, for example, become cues for the teacher and.vice

A
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versa. qIn short, the nwost recent version of the cognxtxve 5

nedlat1onal nodel focnses oa the 71nteraction betveen teacher

vbehav1ours, students' cogn1t1ve proce331ng and what students

}earn.

Vinne and Rarx (1982) have demonstrated hov the sodel can

be applied to educational research. They studiel twvo grade seven(,}

classes! tvo grade five classes and one grade four. class.

v1deotaped fifty 25-85 minute lessoas varying content 'a

. R,
F3

r_nath, ‘'science, language arts, and social studies. Videot: e

were played back to teachers, and teachers vere asked to

uays;, Research assistants encouraged teachers to stop the
videotepe playback by indicating spots vhere they felt'teechersv

vere cuing students to respond cognitively. After teachers had

> 4

1dent1fieda seglents on the v1deotape wvhere they 'expected

studeats to ,respond cognxt;vely, stadents viewved the ‘tape.

is

Generally three to four students*vxeved ttuat\one~time~h«——u

Students/ trewed preselected videotape seglents where
teachers had }identified their use of instructlonal' cues
beginning a linute -or more ahead of the 1ncident to be analyzed
and sometiases 90153, a bit beyond. A structured intervies
'schedule cosposed of sixAlevels of gquestions was designed to

' probe students' understanding of their thought processes during

>
-,

-instruction.

Pron these intervxevs the authors constructed a’ colplac{\EE

systea to represent the raage of 1ntentions that teachers have




\

for students' cognitive processing and tc reflect_ students' = k'f -

vi evws of the cognitive processes they perceived vere. intended by

their teacher. ‘The analyses highlight 'threeA findings

substantiating students?® active cogaitive ingervention"in‘

teaching-learning imteractions. Pirstly, the success of ‘the

5

- teachers' iastructional stimuli often vas inverseiy related to -

the amomt of information that stﬁdents vere to be cognitively

’processingi ihen teachers cued a global unit, such as a rule,cr
complicated. thinking ~ strategy, ‘there vas considerable

variability tn students? perceptions of the instructional

stinnlus. On the other _hand, uhen stndents vere not overly taxedgﬂdifA

by the amount of the material or the cognitive processing that
the teacher intended. of then, they vere more likely to perceive

the instructional stisulus as the teacher intended.

Secondly, wvhen students had .a wq}l-practiéed cognitive

respoase to an instructional - stimulus, they more easily

perceived aﬁa”mcliiiédﬁ“fﬁey““cbuIﬁW“*execnte*”*ttEf“*teacker*54”~¥4f”4

- intentions fsr their cognitive processing.

Thirdly, stuadents appeared to be strategic im the coqnitive

processing they used as they atteapted to learn fron teaching.
On those occasions vhere teachers did not describe clearly their
1ntentions for students? cognitivé processing, and even oﬂﬁsole

<

3.
occasions where.teachers said they bhad mo such intﬂntions,

‘Students nonetheless made cognitive respoases to 'igggithey

perceived to be instructional stilnli. Hence, Winne aﬁﬁ gprx
_ : 44g

SOTNRLY

i e ide

conclnded that stndents vill construct mseaning for stoon



~
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activit ies regardless of whether the teacher does. .

 These authors have begua to open up, ithe  black, box 'that

T
§

obscured the nature of mediation byvqniﬁtiqhinq;ahd‘exalining

'students' thinking processes during ciassrobi“ learning. Their

last findihg 1nd1cates that stndents are cognxtively active in

classroons. However, cognitive nedlation does not occnr ian a

vacuum. Research of the kind done by E;nne anl Marx (1982) and

that presented ‘here lnst also take 1&&@ account the contexts

within which students' cognitive lediiﬁlon occurs. As Hlnne and
Marx (1977) stated, 'although teacher ‘educators have a vast
arsewai*e{"techeteai skxllsrtofteech,Areseaeeh,eiideeee,psaeiées

thei with very 11ttle to say about strateg;es for organlzlng the

. use of these skills.® (p.6671) An nnderstandlng of the context

- in which cognitive mediation occurs could add to the

effectiveness of those strategies.

‘

.L _1;51._1;12.1.99. °£ Clﬁza.r.ggis

Rosenholtz and Wilson (1980) and Rosenholtz and Simpson

{19813) heve' argued that the,Aorganization >f classroon 11fe
ordezs the \experieuces and meanings availeble -‘to classroon

actors.‘They argue that part1cular divisions and stratifications

among students are instantiated through tltuals- repeated-

aspects of school life ddtermine the form of the school

experience and affect sociaiization.-“r . N




and self-evaluatidn;’ ' L | g%

Rosemholtz and Wi lm)’,(wmnmi&eaeifie@&clustet of
classroom 'chatacteristicsW that tg41ip44iL4;o4p:odngeixlnilhioniiiiiiif

‘in the content of socialization. The four characteristics t hey

identified ‘were tast Aifferentiation, gronpinq ptactices.

teacher evalﬁotion practices, and student - autonomy. They

J

exanmined how ' these charocteristics"telate; to hov students

diffetentiate their peer$ in’ terms of‘f academic . ability.
| :

Eosenholtz' and "Rosenholtz»((7981) conclnded on “the basis of

» . & : -

analyses og the same data set reportem by Rosenholtz and’ lilson 3

o
r - \

\(1980) that availability of 1nforlat1en to participants is

crucial to - sto&eﬂts**‘rntérpretatronS' Theyf‘kave oote& tﬁat*

instruction in a 51ngle~task, whole ‘class setting vhere the

teacher's evalnation of st*dents is éublic and stodents are

1argeljv'passive observeté 1eads"to-sinilar.:onclnsions about

‘ degree}of acadelic ahility %f’any one participant b!”jostolothe;

\ L , :
participants. 1In contrast they noted ‘that where tasks are

i -

ol

\decentralized and the pictnre of action more diffuse, as* ia a

lulti-task multi-group setting, ohservations of partiCipants"'
ability vill vary and lore~disSinila} atttibutions vill result.

L They state that wvhere the distribution of opportunities to

consttuct 1dentities is large, individnals say select along‘ a
1 .

variety of perforamance options as the\bages of’soq;aleco-periSOn

L]

An exanple of the effects of,context ‘oh student perception

is Rosenholtz?t (1982) study. She exa-ined the effects of task

]

differeotiation, stndent autonony, teacher'Vgroupinq; and



»

. )

assessaent practices oir studeat perceptions of acadesic =

competence and the relation of such cospetence  to 4porceived,

 social power. Students. in fifteen fifth- and siith—gtadeT

self-contained classrooms from three schools im the San

Prancisco Bay Aréa participated. Classes uere-dateqorized as

either umidimensional or multidimensional froa teachers®

responses to a questionnaire about their curricular materials

PPENT IV

o . . N . _.1‘ t o , . - o ) I ; .
and instructional practices. Classroos dimsensionality ¥as

deterained Pby an assessment of classrooa task différentiaiion.

- a

student aut&nqu, the use of‘gronpinq and the extent of teacher

s

. comparisom  of  onme student's work with  ambther's.

LN

Multidimensional claséés were ones in which there was high taék

~differentiation, high student autonomy, the use of grouping and

- low frequenéyrofvE@ac comparison of one studeni's work with

another's. To measure perceptions of individual ability. reading

»

vas selected as the iéhicle'for cbnparison. Students were asked

“to Tank classmates by their ability to read. Social power was

assessed by asking students to nominate clasénates of the sanme

gender who vere "most able to get others to do things"” and
) . .

nleast able t> get others to do things.®

Rosenholtz found that correlations betveen reading rank and

 *};§ributed7 social power were  significantly higher in

nhidilenikﬂial settings than in -ultidinensiohal‘ones vhen male

and “female data were pooled. -Sililarly she found r'higher ‘

dispersion of social power in unidimensional classes than in

aultidimensional ones when mle and female data were pooled.



Rosenholtz concludes that attributed social pouez, S a -

cognitively mediated variable, cammot be vieved in isolatiom.

‘The relation of social poﬁer~sttnctnres to. acadélic ability (in
.this «case as assessed by perceived reading ability) and the
dispersion of such structares can only be anderstood by
exa-in i.ng the . orwéa,nizatio’nal condi tions of chssr&ﬁs. In this
study social pouet more closely related to reading ;repntation
and was - -ore lueratcluzed under unnhwns:.onal cond;tlons than
under -ult:.d:.nans:.onal ‘nes.

Bose-holtz contends ‘that “context has implications for

students* »,gum' health and that social acceptance and esotiomal”

\
djustment are influemced by instructional orgamizatioa.

Accord:.ng to nosenholtz, multidimensional conditions appear ,i:o
roduce fevet social pouet iso].ates and more egual disttibutlon
of fr iendshxpﬁ choxce than do uudxnnsxonal setungs."

Purthet-ore Rosenholtz and Sllpson (1983) poxnt out that there '

e N

is more varl.ahl_lxty 71171)_ readlng scores in -nltidileusmnal
classes when studied laagitu'dinally than in unilimensional on,._es';
at least fi:o- grades one to three. Accordﬁing. to these findings’.
stratification persists more within unidisensional settings than

. . ’ ‘ o \
vithin multidimensional ones. Thus, the orgamization of the
.. <« N .

context within which research is conducted is as much a

determinant of outcome variables as other independent v.ariabl"e‘s'.; ST

‘l 0: .3,,‘ ?i; s



A:Task Hode]l of Studeat Nediation

«
N .

The task nmodel of student nmediation is ' based om an

"ecological approach to behaviour anaiysis. A fundamental premise .
of this approach is that behavi?ur is a :equnse.to the demands
and 'resonICes of  ‘a pattidglar»’ segtiqg. ' fheréfore, | an

r‘understéndin; of behaviodr .can Aeri ve only fron;-a.cqtéfu;‘
é;nalysis of the enviromnment iA wvhich the behaviour océurrei;
_Bcologically speaking, the clpgsroon is vieved as an otdered;’l

bounded setting with unigque demands. An'ecblogical ‘amalysis of

o : '*
classrooas °‘is oriented to group phenomena rather than to

ptedicﬁing the beﬁamiour of individuals. As Hell,t the enmphasis
\\\in an ecological orieatation .is oa determining why naturally

occurring ﬁractices peréist rather than on how these practices

-

can be changed.
____’Tasks can hgwxidlnd;asprLtmni”Ihamclas‘ “ logq,m;ihéyygkfg, ,,,,, i
are, de;andﬁ iaposed on evetyoﬁg in the  class. Tasks are
co-preﬁended t?rough an int%ractive process in;oliing the
perception of situational demands and behavioural response to
‘snch‘percebfion.

An understamding of this interactive étocess aust inclade

the fact_that people process inforsation for a purpose. Por

£l
&

example, the mental representations of wmaterial viewed for Y

'petsonal pleasure may be different from the representétidhs sade

for that which is viewed for examination purposes. Similaraly, '

instructions to paraphrase may result in repra2sentations that

3

-1
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differ from those that are produced by instructions to recall.

Purposes are introduced into the construction of cognitive

-

representations by the task conditions ander which people"

process infornation.,=Doyle {1980) has stated that a task is a-

set of exp11c1t or 1:p11c1t lnstrnctlons' abont vhat -a pecson N

will bp expected to do aftet vltne351ng or partlczpatlng in an
‘ep1sode. Doyle contends that instructions are bcoadly constrned
in informal 51tuat10ns vhile they are more spec1f1cally outllned

s

in formal env;;onlents, such as classrooas.i -

Simon and Hayes {1976) have stated that a task Eon51sts of

tvo elements, a goal amd a set of operatlonS'to 'reach the goal.

Hoveier_ one of theeprobless in defining tasks is that since a

single goal can be accomplished im several ways, it is not =~

oo

always possible +to specify the unique set of operations

=
a

necessary to reach a given goal. It is possible, though, to '

demonstrate ,that,,diffetentewgoals_:eqnizewdiiﬁexent—operation£k~—h~f—ﬂ

" for their?acconplishlent.

»
2

. especially evident in experiments nan1pn1at;ng expectations for -

testing. Doyle (1979) called _this an-gxcggnge _; Eg;;_;ggnce ﬁgr

grades. Subjects adjust information ptocessing to fit the type

of test they expect. Subjects will use differemt strategies of

selecting and processing information depending on vhether they‘

are expected to be tested for recall, recogni tion, or

o

Task effects are'eyident at a more refined. levei.'They aééfff

inferences. In return for strategic performance, students are
I'4

avarded grades.



1

- Selective attention and processing depend on familiarity

with a task amd the developmental level of the person atteapting
'td' accomplish the task. Experience vith a task increases the
clarity of task demands. Task demands may not beu realized 'by
individuals outsidenthe'developlental pet;od for which thé task
‘is appropt%ate. Furthermore, tasks are transformed because 6f
‘the evaluative climate, group setting and materials, and history
ihét characterizé the’classroon environlent in which they are

’

em bedded.

The Prasent Study

All three groups of researchers implicitly agree that there
are internal events governing teaching-learning eanvironments,
though they each approach amalysis of these intermnal events

differently. The cognitive =mediational perspective analyzes

cognition in such environments with specific reference to

instructional cues, cognitiveé processes, cognitive products and

L

~student performance. The organizatioh of classrooms perspective .

contends that repeated aspects of schoq; life determine the form
of the school experience. Factors such as task differentiation,

grouping practices, teacher evaluation practices and student

autonoay all affect  students? pérdéptions of 'learning‘

environments, Pinally, the task wmodel of studenthnediation
= g

emphasizes the impact of task demands on information processing.

All three have important implications for amalyses of classroom

-
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prodess,_ though all are »in developwental stages requiring
further ihvestigative vork and substantiatioa.

One’ gecent focus in the'analysis'of classroon prbcess’has
been inqnity into  pupil attention patteras .in classrbons
(Morine-Dershimer, Galluzzo and Tully, 1981). Like the three
groups of tasearche:s already described, these researchers have
been éoncerned vith events 'governing teaching-learning
envirohnents and in ope part of their 1981 study thei} examined
pupil attention patterns to classroon discourse. Bgvever, they-
framed their work in SOCiolinjuistic teras. As such, they did
not specifically analyse student cognition’vor lediafion of
discourse. R;ther, in their socio%inguistic approach "they vwere
concerned with the effects of social context on verbal behaviour
~and listener attention to that behaviour. They found that im the

"acadeaic environment of the classroom, academic status variables

of speakers attracted 1listener attention over social status

variables. rhéy arguédr éhat listenérs vere responding
strategically to the discourse in classrodls, listening go
speakers who would assist them in -being snccessfﬁl in snch
envifdnlents. |

The present study examined the uorine-Dgtshilet’et al.
(1981) findings. It did 56 by constructively replicating the
original Anethddology including é nev variable, self-efficacy
perception and excluding others, grade level amd ethnicity. It
altered data analysis pfgcednres.,nast importantly it introduced

a different «conceptual framevork from the one used by



"
uorine-Dershiler et al. The present study did not negate the
isportance of social 'context on pupilyagtention patterns to
discodrse. Rather, it extended the sociolingnistié perspective
by eaphasizing sthdent cognitivé mediation of classrooa
discourse. Discussion of findings eaphasized ‘the role of
cognition in student attention patterns with specific réferencé'
to ghe possible impact Qf classrooam orgamization and the demands
of classroom tasks on such cognition. The effects of acadenic
environsents on pupil attention 'patterns were less comsistent inr
the —replication than tﬂey vere in the origimal., In the
replication it appeared that pupil Aéttention patterns uere
classroom specific. While listepmers in one class naj.have4been
attracted by academic status variables of speakers, 1istene;s_in
a second vere attracted by social status variables. This7§£udy
concludes vith é saggestion that the effects of classroos
organization and the délands of classroog tasks on pnpil
attentjion to discourse be examined in greatéf detail in future
- studies in Vorder to gain bettér understanding qf the intermal
events in teéching-learning envirohnents. Furthermore,
lisitations 'of an -eampirical approach to such an inguiry are

di scussed.

15



~ II. Revies of Related Literature

rhisnchapter begins wi th én overviev of Hotine-Dershinet's
sociolinguiétic 'reseéééh and focuses eitensively on a reiiéu_bf
the ﬁorine—DerShilet, Galluzzo and Tully (1981) study. Inclhded
are the conceptual framework vithian which !orine-Dershilef et

al. operated, the objectives of the stuﬂ;l its methodology, and

its findings.

Polloving. this review, £he process of listening is defined

and factors influemcing this process are elaborated. A review of
the literature on status cha;&cteristics and how this literature
bears on the cognitive mediational task model presented in the
introduction is included. Self-efficacy literature is examined

to articulate hov views of oneself might relate to vho gets

listened to in a classroosm. The chapter concludes with a summary —

pointing out that listening is an important classroom task, and

that it is likely lediafed by hearers' perceptions of the status

charac teristics of speakers. Six investigative'guestions for

this research project are stated.

16



Conceptual framework
sociolinguistic perspective of' classroon discourse.
Socioiinguists study differemces in form, content, andl sequence
of verbal expressions that make ope_expression take on differént
meanings from another. Specifically, they ask ﬁov the vords in a
sentence bconvey an attitude, bhow the situation (é.g. intimate,
formal) affects se nte nce cbnstrngtion, and how who is speaking
determines what is said iﬂyles, 1972) . Sociolihguists consider
social context as ihe most poverful determinant ofb verbal
‘behaviour (Labow, 1970; bhilip571972). Iheyivieu all speakers as
multidialectical (Labov, 1970) adapting their styles of speaking
to social situations (Cazden, 1970; Blo! and Guaperz, 1972).
50ciolingnists'also have examined verbal express{on in
educational settings. They have attributed some of the causes of

educational failure to sociolinguistic differences betveen

teachers and pupils (Stdbgé;W"i§7ﬁ);'WThéj"havé”’élééwfﬁééi"”’77

]

concerned about howv classroom research has been conducted,
esaphasizing in particular the need to study participants?®

interpretations of the social situations in which language

occury. According to Stubbs (19765, "a sociolinguistic
description >f classrooam language must coame to grips‘ wvith the
values, \Eitudes, and socially loaded meanings which are
conveyed by the language, and ohly the participants have full

access to these values.”™ (p. 76)




MvBecenQLy sh2 comducted an eight-part study of one data set -

%

¢

3 .
Thus from a sociolimguist's point of view, understanding

so&iolinguistic differences in classrooms will help in the

analysis of educationmal failure. Secondly, a sqciolingdistié

investigation elphasizés the need (to exaaipe participant
. ° gty - .

perspect ives of discourse and not simply an observer's

interptétations of such discourse. Pupils®' ‘interpretations of.

classroon ',-diécagrse may differ froa the teacher's

'interptétations, and both may differ from those of an outside

observer.

~

Backgroynd Inforsatiom

For the past decade Greta MNorine-Dershimer and her

colleagues have been examining classrooam verbal interactions and

pupil®*s and teacher's perceptions of these interactions.

cbllééghd to examine the nature of classroom discourse. In one

part . of the study, one of the most interesting and sinptising

findinés vas that .pupils reported hearing the comsents or

answers bf other pupils s;gnificantiy more often thaﬁ\they
;eported'hearing_teachets' questions, or qnf ogher 'typg of
teacher coaménts (Morime-Dershimer, Tenenberg and Shuy, 1980).
This was unexpgcted because so auch has been written about how
teacher talk dominates 1Classi00l interaction (e.g., Flanders,

1970). Norine-DerShimer poings out that many researchers had

begua to assume that -téachet talk - must dominate pupil

18



perceptions of classroom discourse as well.

. In another part of the project it was found thit"pupils~ of

high status in the classrooa peet group recalled more ciassroo-_
discourse inforlation than pupils of low or liddle peer statns.
Also pupils high in entering readlng achzevelent régplled more
teacher quastions tham pupils low in enggﬁ%wé reading
(fenenbetg, uorine-Detshile: and Shuy, 1980). T

In a fhird part of the full study, Horine-Detshile:.'
Galluzzo and Pagal ’(1980) report that pﬁpil“sex;'status with
teacher, and entering reading achievement all were related to .

student participation in classroom discourse, but that ethnicity

\end status in the classroon peer group were nbt. They found that
boys'parficipated more tham girls, and that pupils who were high
in both entering reading achievesent and status with teacher
participated ’lore than pupils exhib1t1n§ other combinations of
énte:ing reading achieve-ent and status wvith teacher. 1‘hey'T also 7
found that a studest's participation in class 4&5&:—1:53%0%"“%
contributed to the explainéd variance Vip final reading
achievenent;‘ vhen entering reading achieveient vas coantrolled
-statistically. | h

- Morime-Dershimer, . Tenenberg and Shuy (1980) then turned to
exasine fhe fypes of pupils' speech that seemed to attract £he
attention of other pupils. ?irst, they féund that the type of

' teacher gquestion qhich preceded a studeant reéponse had a
significant' iibact ‘bn'pnpils' reports of other pupils® Speech.
Responses to;lorer cbniéféent and 'higﬁér 'diiérééﬁi Quégiiohéf

19




vere repottéd sore often than . responses. to rhetorical, lower -

divergent, . and l higher cohvetqent questions, or qnestioné

relating to la;i;eiént and iéséon’gr;hsitions. They also- found
th;t the ?ype of tenche; reaction tolloiinq a pupil verbal
contrihutipn’affected listeners:* :ﬁpb:ting of students' speech.
Pupils?® spee:h vhich drewv the teachec's.ptaiss vas reported more

frequently tham that vhi¢h did not draw praise.

In part four of the full stady, aotine-netshilgr,,Ranirai,

Shuy and Galluzzo (1980) foumd that comsments repor ted vere

related to the types of guestion cycles that occurred im the

e bbb o RS e Bl a2

B R R

lessons. Pupil comments which were reported with high frequemcy .-~ = _

tendéd to occur more often in 'conjﬁnctive' gndbﬂelbeddad'
' cycles than ;hen such comments were not part of a cycle and were
" responses to individual unconnected teacher gquestions. A
conjunctie cycle is one in which the teacher asks a vguestion

and then 1ls on several pupils in turn to respond to the same

question. -Other researchers have labeled this redirecting of
teacher questions (e.g. Gall et al., 1978). An embedded cycle is

~ome in vwhich the teacher asks a question of ome pupil, and then

reaction to that pupil's response.

Based on these results, Horime-Dershimer, Tenenberg and

shdy (1980) proposed the following intetpretatidh of pupils®

perceptions of classroos guestioning:

1. certain types of teacher questions serve to identify the

asks a probing or clarifying question of the same pupil im .

a7

£

things that pupils ought to kmow;

~
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2. pupils' answers to questions signal other pupils about what

ought to be learned so that, if one pupil knows vwhat ouéht
to beiknown, soon‘éll may kabv it | |
3. . teacher praise smarks pupil respomses that\ate-particularly
" ®mgood® (lost‘acéurate, most informative), thus pupils shbn;d

give special attention to those anawers wvhich are praised; .

and
4. teacher "extemsion™ of questions iato conjunctive and
‘esbedded cycles serves to indicate that this is a

particularly iipottant,question.’thus signaling that pupils

,shpnld”gilewsggdial,atjgntion to the respggses,i;”elic;;sg,””,,mﬁ,m"

The Horine-Dershimer et al. [1981) Stuly
‘* >

Because the present study replicates much of the prior

study by Horine-Dershimer et al., and because the present

”téééafcﬁ'iléb;aiéi§es several aspects of this prior study 1m
ilpoitant uafs, ah ;n—depth reviey of the original investigatién
is‘provid;d here. Comparisons and alterations coancerning 'the
prior ‘study by BHMorine-Dershimser et al. and the résearch done
here will be néted explicitly in the mext chapter vhen @methods
and procedures arg'described. A

Investigative ggggiiggg. ' Based on previous findings,
Horinefnersh;;gr, Ga;luz;o and‘rullxr(1981) askgd the following ’
qnestions: |

1. Is pupil reporting of the comments of other pupils related

- 21
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to the classroom status of the pupil who is speaking?

2. Is pupil reportimg of\ the comments of other pupils with

status of the pupil who is listening (reporting)?

y 5. If pattetns of pup11 attentionv are related -to classrdon*

. status of speaker ‘and listemer, are the patterns likely. to

-
‘help pupils learn froa the comments of other pnpils?

_gggig;ggg_g. Paxtlcipants in the study were 1684 ckxldre&

and their teachers insa';::;}'of six second, third, and Ioutth
o

‘grade classzoo-s, in a single school located at the southern ‘end

of the San Prancisco Bay. The school vas located in 'a louet

Y

'socioeconOlic nultiethnic, urban area, cpnsistxng minly of

small, single family dwellings. rstable, tvo parent families

predominated, and the school population was also remarkably

stable for a lower SES commumity. About 45% of the pupils ‘ieté

néxican-hlericaq, " 35% vere Vlnqlo, 115'vete Black; and 9% were

 particular status characteristics related to the classrooa

other minority groups (primarily Asian and Portnguese). The six
teachers‘ vere all felalg, and allrhad been<teach1ng for Rany
years. Pourlof‘the teachers vere Anglo, one was Black, and one
¥vas Portuguese. — | e t

Data callectjon procedyres. Basic data collection for the
study involved videotaping six laiguag; arts lessons inm each

Classroom over the first half of the school year (September

through - January). The videotaped lessons were played back to

pupils and their téactéry'61"tﬁé”sﬁlé“ﬂijﬂtﬁat‘tﬁéy‘?eré‘fanght.

Ea¢? pupil vieved three differeat lessons over the course of the

y
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study, working individually with a data collector, and responded

to a variétj of data collection tasks. Each teacher viewed all = =

a

six lessons, and responded to many of thé~sale data collection

tasks as did the pupils.

o liggggggigg.:Apgrakil;tely'12,iipnte$'of.a<classroon period o

Vueré vidgotaped,"iﬁblpding_ tvq’ to three 'pinﬁtes from the

"Spening” kbf' the period, onme or aore segments in vhich verbal

interaction occured, and two to three minutes at the end of the

lesson. Teachers vete asked tp conduct a language arts lesson on
) , <

a topic of their own choice in which there vonld.be some kind of

verbal interaction so isj to exclude 3wseat work,"

" spelling, and the like. "

Videotaping wvas carried out during either thé first or

: Second hour of the school "day. Studeats viewed pla}backs during

Ny

O

subéequent one-hour time blocks in the school's sciedule;'up to

five students engaged in data collection tasks during a givem

time block, each meet ing individually with d'reseatcher. In this

manner half of a total classroom vas met in one day, all wvithin

four hours of the taping in their classroon.

The first time pupils entered the Language Laboratorx vhere
the research was conducted they chose the researcher the; vished
to meet gith and sat next to him/her on a small carpet‘ on Ehe
floor. These same pupil-researcher pairs were maintained over

the course of\ _the study.. Each session{'bégan ~with a brief

€

overview or explanation of the task(s) for the session, givea by

one of the principal inveq&iéat to the enatire group of

e
!




participants. Approximately three minutes of:fheﬁwfifét‘ sednéﬁt 7

of verbal interaction in the leésqn'ithE_E5& Eéep;tecorded°W

earlier in the classrooa uas'then‘playéd. Each Tresearcher . then

asked 'the paupil vith vhom s/he was working, "i#hat di&‘you hear

nv_.

anybody sayxng in tﬁat part of the lesson?® Thé ansver was .

recorded verbatim by the data col)‘tot ona 3 x5 cax:d, and the

researchet then asked, “Yhat else 4id you hear anybody saying in

-
@

that part of the lesson?" This contlnned unt11 the pupil could

think of no more responses. The next tape segment was then

played, and the ptoce@nre repeated, until three segmeats,

~ totalling approximately 10-12 minutes had been vieved. Studeats'

verbatia answers om the 3 x 5 cards constituted the .corpus of

-

data used in the anmalyses of discourse. C

x;gggsagz of participation. V1deotapes of the lessons were N

used to pro@nce traascripts of each class dxscussxon, -and

seating charts ,p:o!idedfWh}ﬁthe;téachenflereunsedgtnﬁxdenLLIJJJWWWWW“
whenever poSsiblg, the pupil who made each comment. These data

vere used; to derive a“measure of frequency of participation in

-

YdiscuéSion over six lessons for each pupil. Within each

classroon pﬁpils vere classified as high, middle, or low in

frequency of participation, based on the overall nusber of.

~

utterances. in that class.

Statys with peers. Im order to assesss each pupii's status

vithin the peer group, Morine-Dershimer et al. preseated each

child with an array of photographs of childrem in the class and

then Tead each of seven scenarios. EBach child vas asked to-

*
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select the three children lostilikeif and least likely to fit
each scenafio hf ébinting to the randqnIY‘ETfﬁanGﬁ”piéturés*”uf
their classmates. In five of the scenarios the teacher vaéinot a
participant in_the'episode,;These scenarios ‘invb;ved selection
.of ‘ar’tealv for a sports Contést; éelection of a team for a TV

quiz show, identification of children who would be 1likely (or

unlikely) to tiiésxchafge aﬁd know éhat to dorif there were an
_gccident~in tbe'VCI;SStOQI and no adults were around, 'and’
identification 'of the children who uouldvprobably'he observed
"hanging around™ with the pnpil if s/hé were followed for a week
and idéntificatioﬂlof the_iost,phafogeﬁic‘childten in the class.
In tvo of”thé'sceqarips'the feachet'vas -a participamt in the
epiSode. Thése scenatios-ihyol#ed’{e&éher_selectidn of a stndenj
£o<take ch@rge of the class in “his/heg ~absence and teacher

selection of an individual to take a message to the office. The

tvo sets of - scemarios, those in which the t9§9#§£“,'35 a
participantA'gnd',thosg in which s/he vas not, were treated
_separately in data analysis. Conposite scores veré developéd'for
each pupil according ‘to hov'f%eénéntlyvs/he vas mentioned by#
peeré ander "most likely® and "least likely™ categories. Then,
vithin each classrdol, pupils ueie classified as'high, middle,
"or low in peer status on the basis of these conpoSite'scores. )

'Stggeg; sStatus with teacher. in nogine-Dersh;ler's stgdy,
data on pupils' status with their teacher vas collecied by F
‘asking vthe 'Eeachér ﬁo group cﬁiidrén‘bﬁ thé basis of several
different language éharacierisiics. In Sepfgnhet, ‘Oc tober, and

, - : : : - ‘ ;
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Decenber, teachers vere presented with a set of 3 x 5 cards,-

each contalnlng the name of a pup1l in their classroom and asked
to sort, or group, the puplls five times according to: thelr'
participation in class‘dlscu551ons; their attentiveness during
lessonsf‘their tendency to follov the "npo-talking” rules of the
classroon; ‘their use  of "standard Ehglish?:  and{ their

i

probability of success in reading achievement ‘fqé the ye#:.r
Téacggrs' jroupings of pupils in Decelﬁer, wvhen the classroom
was vell established, vere used to‘develop coaposite scores of
t@eir ratings‘ of pupils. iiéhin each °1355r9°?fP“Pf;5,?Sr?,
classified as high, middle, or lov in status with the teacher on
the basis of these composite scores. o
geéd;gg achievement. Pupil "entering"® reading 'achievenént_
scores vere haseé on the results of the Netropolitan Achievenment
Test which was rbutigely administered by ail Vteacheqs in the
" school in October. Sithin each classrooa these scores were — — -
otganized by guartiles, based on national test poras.

“finalﬂ readlng achievement was neasnred by scores on the
Metropolitan 3ch1evenent Test which was adnlnxstered in the fall
of the following year.

Data ampalysis. The initial step in data analysis was to
take ther instances of langunage reported ﬁy each:pnpil,‘locate
vhere each inétance occurred ig the lesson transcript, aad mark
‘that language event with thérridéntificatioh' ﬁuhbéf”msf”tﬁér

student vho reported hearing it.
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Next a chart vas dgveloéed for each . class, showing the
~total nuaber of identifiable coaments made by each pnpil,in,each
of the six lessbns, and the total number of these connénts that
vere reported as heard by every other pﬁpil'in the class who
vieved ;he videotape. ({Bach videotaped lessomn vas played back
for only h;lf of the class, and each pupil viewed three of the
six videotaped lesécns.) For each listener, based on the chart,
it was poésible to derive a measure of attention to the comments
of every other pupil in the classréon. This measure was™ the
number of comments or partial coamments reported for each
speaker, divided by the nuamber of connents.actually nade.

A .couputer pfogranne was developed to compute a mean ratio
of attention for each listener to speakers categorizediaécording
to thg speakef's~ sex, ethniéity, peer status, status with
teacher, ente€}£§* reading achievement, and }reguency - of
participation. rThe' mean ratios were ranked within categofies.
T hese ;ankings“uere anal yzed using the Friedman tvo-wvay ;nalysis
of wvariance by ramnks, to identify sigﬁi%icant %&fterns of
attention gelative to the classroom status of pupil speakers and
pupil listeners. 5 ) |

These statistics were computed over the full set of
partici pants  aggregated ove; classrogas for each of the
classrooa status variables. Ia addition, the data vere analyzed.
separatgly by subgroups of listenerskvithin each variable set
- {e.g., for boys and girls‘separatelf uith regard to sex). A

b 9
further analysis wvas made, broken down by grade level, to
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identify any differendes in patteras of:attention»fOtrthi:d and
fourth gradéré. Some separate ahalySes !ére run by classroom to
identify possible - classrooa differences in patterns Jof.
atténtioné A conservative alpha level of .01 >vas used to
identify results of statistical reliability. | |

Findings. Horiue-Detshiner.et al. '(1981) concluded that
papil classroom status was related to patteras of participation
in and liste#ing>to claSstoon discourée. - j

Specifically éonnents made by pupils who scored abdfe the
third quartilé on a standardized reading achievemeat test were
reported proportioiately more often than those made by Speakers
below this lével 6f reading éch;evelent. Furthersore, Qigh
reading achievers reported hearing other high reéding achievers
more often than middle or low reading achiévets reported hearing
high achievers.

Comments of Anglo pupils were reported ptoportionately aore
often by all pupils than those Ly pupils of other ethnié éroués.
Hexican—Aneticén speakers were listened teo proportionately less
oftenvihan other éroups. On the who1e, Mexican-Amer icans did aot
listéh in different amounts to other ethniéities. On the other
hand, other ethniéities‘ shoved significant pattétns 6f
differential attention. Morine-Dershimer et al.: suggest that
this may be due to subtle discri%imation on the part of students

3

or may be confounded with distinctions students made in teras of
\

entering reading achievenment, Hexican-llefié@ns displayed lower

entering reading achieveaent scores.
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"Papils vhovpanfféépatéd ffeqﬁently in class were high #n
entering reading acﬁievé;ent; and high in status with the
féachet,jlibnnt of‘partiCipation was also positiveiy COrtélatéd
_uith fi;al readi;;achievelent. Listenefs tended télreport the
speech of both frequent and infréﬁuent participa tors fin
approxilately equal proportions. The speech of both fregnent’and
infrequent participators vas reported significantly amore often
than the sﬁeech of averagé participators; The researchers noted
that there was a special subgroup of girls wh§ were low ip
- frequency  of pa;ticipation but hiéﬂ inl entering reading
achievesent and attribated aitention to infrequent participators
to the presence of these fesales in that subgroup.

Though there wvere no sex differences for participants in
teras of entering reading achievement, status with th teachet,
or beer status, the study found that girlénklistened to girls
ldre oftem than to boys. Z |

When data vas pooled across all three grades in the étudy,
results showed that puapils did not éttend significantiy aore
offen to any peer stdtusr or status Qith' teacher group as
iéﬁsured~by the sociometric and teacher rating devices.

Some differences not present in across~grale data analysis
appeared ian within-grade data amalysis. Pupils in the fourth
grade listened more to other pnpiis and they tended to listem to .
higher reading ‘chieve:s and to studepts higher in status wvith

the teacher. , o : .
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| Student Mediation of the Listening Process

‘Morine-Dershimer et al. examined listehing in teras of a
set of student variables that might affect the listening
process. They based analyses on a sociolinguistic perspéctiie of

classrooa inﬁfraction and,? in coﬁsonance with that nmodel,

concluded that studeats re ported listening‘fo students in class

depending on social status characteristics. The repLication 
?éggncted hete emphasizes the cognitive‘lediational processes
affeéting hearers' reparting during their task of listening.
\ .Like the ,soéiolinguist;c perspective, the cognit;ve

mediat ional model proposes that listeners regularly 1listen to .

specific kinds of speakers in the class. However, it emphasizes
e ,

S

the intetadtions betveen events in the instructional environlqnt'
and a student's cognitive_prpcessing system (Doyle, 1978; Winne,
1982; iinne'ﬂ uhtx, 1977) . It' breaks selective attention“as
vitnessed in sociolinmguistic anmalyses into its component parts.
So, for example, listener étteﬁtion_ to tall, uexican-lnerican
speakers vould be analyzed in teras of the listener's cognitive
processing. The model would first 1look “at the cue for .the
listener, ~in  this caée the speak;r's height and ethniéity. It
vould examine hov a 1isiener cognitively processes':he cues aad
the cognitive préduct after information processing fia ba
listener behamioural response. In the exanmple this would leaﬁ

assessing " how the height and ethnicity of the spéaket affect a

" listener's attention. The nmodel would examine hovw different
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listeners categorized4according to a range of variables such as

height and efhnicity listen to speakets of varyiag height and

-

ethnicity. The lodelr'highlightsi »recipfocitilf' { conplefé

cognitivé zediational exaiination \uould look ﬁt hov cues for

listeners’ produce coqnitivélj mediated listener behaviours vhid&

in turn become cues for speakers, causing cognitively mediated

speaker behaviours, and so on. In the ‘héight and ethnicity

;exanple just cifed, this wvould mean not only’exanining.hbw‘
listeners behaved in response to height and ethnicity cues frdl

speakers, but also how speakers 'reﬁponded to listeners’

respoases to them. As ‘can be seen, the loop 6f listener

processing and response  to speaker variables, and speaker
.processinq'and response to 1isténet variahles\is never?ghding.

The following review discusses the major variables inm the

il

replication. It begins with a. dis@h§sion of the nature of

listening followed by summary reviews of literature on peer |

status and status with teacher, sex and self-efficacy that -have - - =

—

s

implications for the listening task.

The Nature of Listeming

Dechant (1970) described listening as a thinking hctivity;

Only by associating experiences with symbols can
the pupil arrive at meaning. Listening occurs only when
the pupil organizes and remembers what is heard. The
major goal of all communication, including listeaing is
anderstanding or comprehension, and this is a central.
process iavolving thinking. :
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Rankin (19663) defined listgnihQ'&btiity‘as'the ability to

understand spoken language. He farther explored the individual =
conponentékaf‘abilitf”ﬁo listen; ‘inciuding- ability to: hear,.~

recognize vords, acquire new words, understand and gain meaning,

concentrate or attend, anticipate sequences of spesch events,

associate'ﬂuith ideas, and .recall as well ‘as to identify

important elements of speech. Bois (1966), Hacrwood (1966),
Nichols anl Stevems (1957), and Taylor (1964) all héyerlisted

similar characteristics ofathelliétening process.

Rankin (1966b), using individual records of listening time

of elementary school children found that over a period of 60
" days, 29.7% of the average waking day was spent in,listéning.

This percentage was three times as much time as was spent in

reading. v : . ~—?\\\\ }//

4

Wilt (1966) reported that the amount of time childrem in

elementary school spend in listening came to 57.5% or 158

minutes of a school day, vhereas teachers' estimates of the tinme
pupils spent inrlistening uaé half that amount, 77.6 minutes. In
'his study of 19 elemeantary school classés, ¥ilt (1966) concluded
that -"neither gfade nor classroom type made a significant
di fference in the amount of time’ childreni vere expected to
li sten” (p.7§).

To summarize, listening is a central process iniolving t he

organizatioa and remembering of symbolic inforsation to which

meaning can be associated with vhat is heard. The act of

listening comprises much of what students do inside and outside -

ve
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the'classtbol.", v : e
The Listeniag Process

Attending. Mdny studies of the nlistening pzocess inblnde
referencesz'to atténdihg hehaviour‘(lndersén, 1966; B:oadbeﬁt,
?1970; B;uner, 1957 ; Duket}' 1966;\ Moray, 1970; Traﬁassd Wand
Bower, 196E).'r1t ‘has been found that to achieve sustained
atténtion;,thére aust‘he“slighf éoﬁteht‘ 6vétload, challengiﬁg
latefial,' pﬁysical and wmental weil4being, and interesting
delivery (Iay}ot, 1964) . Anxietyb of the 1listener affects

R

attentivemess, vwith overly tense listeners being lessfﬁttentive

<.

(Johbsdn, 19656) . Siniliiv}‘ the‘rnewer and =more complex thé

input, - the less |Jlikely it is to be attended to (Pessenden,
1966) . | |

Listening and gead;gg; There seeas to be a stroang

relationship between readin§w;;d lisféning”ifiylot;w1665#710055:7
| 1972).V‘Achievenent in one is usuﬁlly predictive of achievement
in the other (Delcamp, 1969; Goldstein, 1950;‘uoe, 1966 Pratt,
1966). Because there ‘'is an abundamce of reéearch_on recall of
text naterial, it'ié'uséful to include an exaiiﬁationuéf‘SOIe of

it here and to nmake generalizations from it about listened

material.

-

gotiivaershiler, Galluzzo and Pagal (1980) found thét nost%*'

students were very aware of differences in rules of discourse in

formal (school) settings as opposed*to informal (home or play)

o
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settings. Ian their ,studytttey poiuted'ou}‘thit S§esférs spéakfi’”;'
differently in foraal settiugs thau'tn*iuforiut' ouess*‘rtuﬁingsﬁfstﬁﬂ*
pu recall of discourse “in forlal aud informal settings are
ambiguoaus. Bosenthal (1977) tested B. J. 5p1ro's ' (1975)
hypothesis that subjects tend tu reptoduce‘(literally ;ecall),,
text information in formal situations anmd to recoustruct t-
(inferentially recall) in iuforlal situations. Iu his study of - -
sixth graders, u;seuthal found that subjects-do not difﬁer in
their reproduction and rsconstruction of uaterial‘Iistsusd_to.iu'i
either of the situatiouallconditions. " |
Berry anad Erickson '(1973), Labelle (1973), uontudue'aud -
Carter (1973) and ﬁoodcodk auu Clark (1968) have all stated that
suprasegmental features, such as speaking rate, syntactic order
and placement Of’pausesvalso affect a child®s ability to listen
to and understand a sentence and hence his/her ability to recallr

it. Using partxcxpants enrolled in undergraduate intro}uctory

psychology classes, Montague and Carter (1973) found that recall
of narratives presented orally im correct syntactic order' was
significantly greater than redall of passages in uhich words
vere presented in a randonm order. Also, in their stuuy Bbodcogk
and C&?rk (1968) presented standardized listening narrative
passages read at vatying‘tabes to children ranging in mental age
from aine years; four months to eleven years, three moaths. On
both immediate and one-veek pgsttestiag they found that more =
efficient learnming and tetentton'occurted~tt1nﬂnnrﬂf—228—to~3ﬂ}f~—~—

vords per minute. These rates are significautly’taster than the
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wavé:age. 1?3 words axitteted per linut& in»—horial narratfvavf

zeadug. They also found as inj:gnac:tmhej;mn mtelh ce. )
retent jon and rate of presentation. Children with louer -IQs . ’
perforsed better at. rates which were slower than the_iost
efficient rates for higher IQ children. Nelson.{1976)- fomd that
: co-prehénsion’ ot;' spoken language by childrén Abefween_

.five-and-a-half and nine-and-a-half years of age vas facilitated

3

as. age increased and by reduced sentence rdifficulty..’In

contradiction td'the'findingé of Woodcock amd Clark (1968),

_Nelson found that cosprehension increased with reduced rate of

'presentatlou. - : R

Yo & -

§g;gg;1./»rhe literature on the natuare of the.listening b |
process suggtsts that what' an 1ndividual attends to vill affect
vhat s/he hears. The cq-plexxty of the speech (rate of
presentation, sjﬁtactic structute and use of 'sdpraseglentais)

may affect the degree' to which speech is conprehended and

— e L

remembered. It appears that the correctness of syntax will

influence recall. Hovever the effects of rate of presentatioh

;e | | N

" are controversial. §hile seome TrTesearchers have found recall.

enhanced vith above-pormal rate, others have found conpreﬁension
B N ‘4"\7'
increases with' below-normal rates. Similar controversy exists

over the effects of informal and formal settings on recall,rl
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Hren clacSIates interacr onfé‘school tack, 1sc-e students
are more active and inflnential than others. Berger, Cohen cnd
Zelditch (1966) theorxzed about this klnd of behaviour 1n their‘
1ntroductxon to statss characteristics theory. Initiallfythe.
rheory vas designed to cover the 51tnations '1n'“vhich’ trc
interactants . oriented touard 31ngle tasks with exanxnatlon of
‘only one status characteristic. Berger and Plsek (197&}1
fdrlnlatéd the second stage of the thcory,'enlarging,its Scopev
to include situations in ﬁﬁict’tvo'actofs possess any nﬁxher* aff
salient characteri;tics. Thcy categorized the charactertgtics as

either diffnse or specific. In the third and current stage of

~ status ‘characteristics theory, Berger, FPisék and Norman (1977)

cover multicharacteristic situations .involving more than two

%

actars and actors of different types.

A status characterlstic 157; generally agreeqf‘hpon social
ranking in vrlch there are at least twvwo ranked staté%\(tohen and
‘Anrhony, 1?82). Trere are two kinds of status characteristics,
é}ffuse and specific; If a status characteriSticr is not
restricted to aﬂy specificble situation '(é.g. "intelligcnce"),
it is sdid to be diffuse. If, on the other hand, it describes
how an individual is expected to act im a clearly defined
situation’ (e.g.’ -1093621 ability"), it is referred to as.

specific (ﬁupphkeys and Berger, 1981). , w g o
. ¢(. - 7 ,7-'
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Status variables, vhether djiffuse or . specific, are
theorized to become 'salieat in newv collective tasks even if they'

have no direct relevance to the task at hand {Cohen and Anthdny,

1982).‘ Fot exﬁlple, in an early study, Zander and Van Eg-ond

(1958) found that in groups of grade three students who were

_given 'thé*\taskl of guessing the°nunberrof beahsvin a bottle,
success ful inflngncg»bf students on their péers' decision making
ptoée&sesq was, félated to students having a higher IQ,itheir
haiing higher soéial\f0ue;, aﬁd’£heir being male. Thus higher
status individuals - will be naore active‘and influential in’a
g:onp,tésk than lower status individaals.

Status charaqtétisties éte perceived through the status
organizing proce551' During this process, differedbés in
cognitions and evaluationms ,of indiiidna1s become the basis of
differences in ihe‘stahle and- ghsegvabl;’ featu:es :ogé.sociai

interaction (Humphreys amd Berger, 1981). The patterned ;Q%ths

of race differences, sex differences and occupat-iomal

-

differences are examples of status ‘organizing ptocésses.
During - the status”organizing process, some status states

are perceived as being more salient than others, regardless of

" their relevance to the task at hand. Cbhen (1982) , Rosenholtz

(1982) and  Stulac (1975) have all found that certain status
characteristics, such as reaaing ability, function as étatus
éha;acfefistiqs ia groups wvorking on a tésk vhich requires no
teaﬁing or ofher acadenic sgillﬁ Humphreys 'andi Befger k19§1y
though, caution that researchers examining status va;iables of

J
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interactants should act as if inforsation embodied in all status

elements, 1including omes not examined empirically, =may be

~relevant. -

' Research about the status organizing proéess is abundant.
. One exasple of a study examining .the relationship between
interaction and status is the one domé by Cohen and Anthony

.

{1982). They found that students in grades two to four who were

high in status with peers as assessed via a sociometric

instrusent (Choices involved assebsment of peers in'acade-ic o

o

areas)‘vere more likely to be found. talking aad working with

peers than siadents in Lénéxksi;tes,of statQS,chAIQCteriSticsa_

These researchers also described a "snowball effectw by which

peers vho are perceived as high im one Status characteristic

tend to be high in others.

Certain. caveats have beén issued regarding the rasearéh.in -

student status eMracteristics and their relation té,,begevibur.

An inpottan% one has been raised about the work om reading .

ability as a specific-status charactétistic.lcfitiCS' have- been

«

'

concerned with whether observed dominance of s;ndénts'}ith high‘

reading status is due to reading status or due to some ' other

measure that correlates with reading achievement and is actually

more valuable to the~group’(:ohen and Anthony, 1982). An eialple

.of this difficulty occurred in the Morine-Dershimer, Galluzzo

and Tully (1981) study in which the correlation hgtyeegz‘:eé&ing‘

achievement and ethnicity confounded the results about who was

not being listemed to, low reading  achievers  or

<
[
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Mexican-Americans. To address this issue in status

charac teristic rese;rch; :thé iaﬁe;éorréiatibhs befiégﬁ various
status characteristics as #ell.as the"degr;e of relatidnéiip
betveen - those 'sélé tharaétetisiiég and a behavioural measure
sust be examined. R . . .
Summary. Student status characteristic theory curreatly-
'detqi;S»ihe “effectg bf"iuitiplé interaétanfs with knultiple
characteristics.; Stétns charactetistiés may be spe;ific; or
diffuse and are likely 1to bec ome 'silient in new collective
tasks, regatdles# "of the relevance to the task at hand.
Genérally speakiqg{ higher}stafns individuals are more 'Activé~'
and influéniial;'in a group task iﬁan lover status”individnals;'
Perceived staﬁns characteristics-are prOCstég cbgnitivgly and .
during' processing, sose viil appear more salient tg%f others,
Until  demonstrated otheEQisg,vf ‘however, all  status
characteristics should be cdnsidgped asu;elatinq to:behavionf in
a given.situétion; Finally,~sgie' concern- has been ,issued,,in;
statu; characteristic research about focusing on variables such

as measured reading achievesment to the exclusion of other

factors that correlate with such variables.

Statys Characterjstics Examjned ip the Replicatjon S;udz
Morine-Dershimer, Galluzzo and Tully (1981) examined a

number of status characteristics and their relationships to a

specific task. Specifically, they examined reading ach@evenent;
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frequency of participation in class discussions, peer status,

status 'ﬁith’teachér?'ethnicity, sex'anq grade level. During the

experirent, student§ﬁ§ere enéagéd in the task of recall of
classrooa discourse. The only dififuse statas Ehatacteristic

included in the replication was sex. -In the replication,

students were asked  to >engage in the same recall task. What

follows is a review of available literature on status variables
used in - the replicatibh study, their interrelatioaships and

their relation to'listening.
~ r .

Sex. Mischel (1970) has summarized the general findings in
regard to attentional behaviour with specific reference to sex
as follovs:

Fror the viewpoint of social 1learning theory, the
greater attentiveness to :.same-sex nmodels, especially
wvhen they are displaying appropriately sex- typed
behavior, probably reflects that people generally are
reinforced throughout their histories more for learning
sex-typed behaviors of sare-sex nmodels than those of
cross-sex models. (p. 38) - .

)

A number of studies have demonstrated the 156kwo£\imrelaffbn
between sex and encoding and decoding accuracy for sgeakeIS’or
listeners. In a study of 5 to 7 yeat-oldJ,rxarabenick and\ﬂiller
(1977) studied vhether or not there 'uere% interaction effects
between age, sex,t&trials ande

speaking and 1listening skillsr in feedback and no feedback

situations. In their experiment, tvwo conditions vere employed.

In one coandition, the speaker and listener could not see Vgach

other but could coanuanicate freely back and forth; ip the second

condition on a task involving

v B ldbas e e

e i b e e G R

the speaker and listener could not see each other, and only the

490



—

speaker could talk. The tasi in all trials was for speakers to
get- listeners» to reprodﬁce a pastora17$cene. The speaxers vere
alloved to view the coppleted puzzle while the listeners had '
only puzzle cutouts randoaly assenbled, available to them.

Assessment of c&innnication‘vas baséd on spe;kers' accuracy of
eﬁcoding,‘ li steners* correci. responding, and ihteractité

communication betveeh ‘speaker  and .listener. The researchers
found  that older students ‘conieyed significantly more
information than younger ones.,~Jhey found no difference( betwéén
amounts . coasmunicated by males or fenalés in the no-feedgéck
éonditioh; hovever, only boys generated superior :essages %ithl
listener feedback. As listeners; boys wvere amore actlve tﬁhn'
girls, asking Anore questions and conﬁ}rnlng more  speaker
neséages. At all ageé both male and felal%nlxsteners were able
to carry out.most of the adequately encoded$;essages. —

Jther studieg( (Maccoby and wilson, 1957; Budy, 1981) have
examined the atteniional S;yie of subjects to same vs. other-sex
models. In ‘a study im which pictures of male ind female molels
perf?rling matched acts were shown t6 children aged S5 to 6 and 9
to 10, Bryan and Luria (1978) assesséd .visual attention by the
method 6f feedback electroencephalography (EEG). No reliable
difference. vas found in EEG attentionmal measures for the male
versus female slides. Similarly, there vere =no Kc nsistent
differences in recall aand stated preferences of same-sex or
other- sex slides.'ln'thevfirst experiment, the children recalled

and preferred slides of tasks performed by same-sex models
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reliably more often than slides of tasks performed by other-sex
models, and a}éo tended to prefer saléfsex//iodelé; In fpeir
second expetiléht within the same study, these same researéher§
7found that childten, régafdless of gemder, recalled more of the
' male slides. In this experiient,llales preferred the‘lale taskgr

while females preferred male and female tasks equally.

Seif—gfficgéz ) - ‘

to _ the status variables examined by

In addition
Ho:ine-Dershi;e et al. (1981), 2 non- status characteristic,
percel self-efficacy, is - included in the: Egplication.
Although'assessable‘thféégh a prdbe, self-efficacy is ‘a covert
variable and -as such not observable »to listeners in the class.
Nevertheless, self-efficacy perception anmd its effects on
acadenmic performance have been gaining promineamce in the
litefaturé over the past several jears (Bandufé, 1977b§ Bandura
“7and Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams, Hardy and Howells, 1980;
Bandura and Séppnk,‘1980; Schunk, 1979.) Bandura (1982) has
stated that one's perceived efficacy iA dealing with ome's
environment is not fixed; nor is it determined simply by knowiag
"what to do to achieve goals. It involves orchestrating and
continuously improvising cosponent cognitive, social . and
behavioural skills. "Perceived self-efficacy is concerned vwith

judgments of how wvell one can execute courses of action required

to deal with prospective situations™ (Bamdura, 1982, p. 122).
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The inclusion of self-efficacy perception as a variabléiin
" this study may add tb:\pﬁr‘ uhde;stand1ng of the relationship
betveen self—effi%?cy perception and listener attentidn
patterns. An important finding in t;e uocine-Dershilet  et 51.

{1981) study vas that listeners attended to speakers vwith high

scores in a standardized reading test over those with lower

scores on that seasure. A follow-up to the 6rigiﬁal study would -

be one examining vhether listeners in'ﬂarine—netshilerret‘ al.'s .

(1981) study were attracted:solely by strong acadesic perf&rlers
or equally or more attracted to the speech of speakers with high
_,self-efficaéy perception in academic areas, regardless of their
actual acadenmic pecforsance. | *

Considerable research exists that has examined the

relationship betveen people's percepts of self-efficacy and

their performance on a variety of clinmical and academic tasks

{(Bandura, 1977b; Bamdura and Adams, 1977; Bdndura, AManss, Hprdy v

and Howells, 1980; Bandura and Schunk, 1980; Schaunk, 1979.) In
these studies it was found that self-efficacy judgments vere

made about performsance in prospective situatioas which contain

~many unpredictable, ambiguous and/or stressful elements. These

judgments can be inf luenced by previous performance

accomplishaents, vicarious'expgtiencgs, verbal perswasion and
physiological arousal (Bahdura, Ad aas gnd Beyer, 1977; Baundura,
J;ffrey, ¢ Gajdos, 1975). Gemerally, it has been fouamd that
previouas perforlince accomplishments are fhe source of stronéer
and | more generalized percepts of Tefficacy. Pérceiied

Y]
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self-efficacy affects bebavioural functioning by .influencinag
" peoplets c{miﬁée of acﬁﬂties, their expenmditure of effort, and
rthgir‘persistence in_ the faéé of difficulties (B&ndura;} 1982).
The..higher the perceivéd efficacj, the greater is the sustained
: involyeient in the activities and subséquent_achieveient. |

Bandnr3 i)982) reports evidence that those !hglperﬁeive
theaselves as heing extremely self-efficacions in an undetféiing
mnay feel little heed to invest auch p?eparatbty effort in it. He
reports onVSalOIon's work (im press) in which. high perceived
self—efficgcy ‘as a learner is associated with heavy investment
ofxcognitive effort and supetédr’ learning“lfroin iﬂstructiqnal
media that children consider diffiéult, buéjvith less'infesflent
of effort and poor learning froa media that théy believe to be
easy. Thus some uncertainty about efficacy to complete a task
;ay have preparatory bemefits. |
’ Self-efficacy judgnents'also influence thought patternﬁland
e-otionQI reactiqns during ;nticipatory and actual transactidns%
with  the ehviron;ent. Ruminations about' pbténtial poor
 perfoEpance ‘create stress and can impair = performance by
divétting atgfntion ffon how best to procéed vith an andertaking
(Bandura, 1982). . | |

In testing propositioas relating sQlf-efficéc? an@
ﬁerférlance4» individuals - are presented with qréduated
self-efficacy scales representing tasks varying in difficulty,
complexity, stressfulmess, or some othef dimension, lepeading on |

the particular ddlain of functioning being investigated.
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‘Perceived self-efficacy has beént‘shoun ‘to ’bera better

predictor of subsequent behaviour than performance attainment,

acting as ‘an intermediary betveen performance accoaplishments.

Thus, it is theoretically related to students' b cognitiYé““/‘\\\i

mediations of Jhlassrool tasks. In summary, then, perceived
self—efficacy is an individual's covert .views of self.
Essentialiy, this covert view, thougﬁ apbarenilyFStatic at the
tine¥3f a self-efficacy proﬁé, is constgntly in flux, varyipg as
a function vof task (math vs. lusié)‘and frons tiie to tine.

Individuals' self-efficacy percepts may affect their perforiance

at a . task wvhich, im turn, may affect their subseqﬁent_

self-efficacy percept. As such, self-efficacy percéption of
speakers may be the- factor determining listener attention

patterns and not acadeaic achievement per se.
Conclusjon

This review of literature has made several poiants. Pirstly,
‘listening is an activity tﬁat odcnpies luch'of a student'é ti)e,
both 1inside and ouatside the classroom. The task of reqailing
listened “to uateria1,  broadly speaking, 1is affected :by a
stndegt'sv jttention to speeéh and the complexity of the ﬁpeech
event. Status characteristics such as the sbéaker's an;A the
listener's reading achievesment, frequency of'bétticipatioﬁ,“sex,
peer status, and stainsluith, teachei are variables that may

influence a2 listener's attention ¢to the speaker, théreby
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“influencing howv the listener nediates tec§i1”be;’ieSSage. The

literature has shown that high  status individuals -are more
active and influehtial' and -that the_‘fatiable of reading
échievenent may be too microscopic fo#'investiqétipg' 1i$téners' -
attention to speakers. Furtheraore, a non-status charhéteristiq,

" perceived self-efficacy, has been shown to be a l&jdt;icortelate"

of future’ perforlance. It;iay beAa covettffdctOr that pfecedes

pérfornance and is wmore sttongly' correlated with listenef
reports of speech than actual acadenmic perfdtiqnqe.

The review indicates‘that the study of pnpil attemtion
patter;; may b§ ' framed in cogiitive' nediétigﬁa} terss.
Acéordinqu, the. effects of speecﬁ may be viewed t;f'tetns of
individoal mediation of cnesrand asséssed frql'students' reports
;f speech events. ‘An  examination of the . effect status
characteristics "bear on pupil attention patteras as_ueil as
‘covert factors affecting those gharagtq;is;igs can enhance our
understanding of the impact of clasétoon discourse on students.

The questions for the replic;;ion,'stndy, then, aré as
follows: : |
1. On the average, do listemers report héhring the speech of

speakers who occupy higher status on academic variables?

2. Do listeners who have various academic status
characteristics attend 'differeltiaily..to their peers as a
funct ion ofvtheir']nsfs' aéadeiic statds? )

3. On the average, do listemers report hearing the speech of

speakers who occupy higher status on social variables?
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6.

Da listeners who have various social status ebaracte{iéticé‘
attend dJdifferentially torthéi£;pee:s,aswa,fnnctinn,gf,ihﬁi; §~J,“7”

peers?' social status?

. ) ')-
On the average, do listeners report heariag the speech of
speakers who occupy higher status on personal variables?
Do listeners who = have various personal status

characteristics attend differentially to their peers "as a

function of their peers' persomal status?



£,

Tﬁe pafticiéants in tHis study.géte fput teachers a;ﬁ the
gféde six students in each '.teac§er?s‘v iﬁtéct classroos.
Participation in the study wvas voluantary aand required the
petiissibn of the students® pareants. Ofﬂthelb&sgible“jOJ,stddént
patticiéants, 100 students rétufﬁed per;iééibnrgliéé. fhé three
students who did not return siips .putsned_ independent study

vhile i;e research was being conducted.

rhe,classr0015 were im three schools located_in a subnrbani

school district in the lower mainland of British Co1unbi§. Based

on regular tnaxel,th:nnghwthe_n;ga_asw!gllﬁgs_AQich§sions ¥ith

the teaching staff ‘of the schools in the study, it was judged
that the schools all were lociteé in é aiddle socioeconosic area
consisting mainly of small, single family dveilings. Stable, two
parent families predoaminated. Thoﬁgh most of théﬁ éarticipanté
vere caucasian, an ‘assessnent.'of class lists_;uggested that
approximately 20% were of Asian descént; The;fout teachérs ,ueﬁe

all female, and all had been teaching for sore thah?five years.

&

(////
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. is;gssiga of classes

Classroom task structure across classes vas controlled by

studying classrooas in vhich recitation teaching vas a dominant

mode of instruction. The recitation mode has been described by
Bellack, Hyman, Smith and Kliebard (1966) as a highly structured.
method . of teaching in wvhich the wvhole class atteads to

instruction delivered by the teacher and dialogue 1is

characterized by a question-response-react cycle. Teachers who

vere invited ¢to a prelilinaty meeting were asked vhether they

used the recitation mode of teaching in their lessoms. To help

these teachers deteriiie whether -they used the recitation mode,

they were shown a videotape example of this type of teaching. It

portrayed a teacher using a recitation strategy to instruct a

grade three—four’split class on how to use quotatidn mrks in

w

sentences.

After viéuing tﬁe ,1d;;{;;;;”¢.o'5f’gge- six teachers who

attended the prelisinary meeting stated that they either did mot
usg/tgfs method of imstruction of vere unwilling to participate
is the study. To determine vhether,the relainingkfout teéchefs
used the recitation lode; as they ¢laimed, dates vere scheduled
for videotaping Asa!ple. lessons in  each of their classrobls.

Because the;stu&y vas goiang to take placé daring lamguage arts

¢

isstruction, ‘teachers vere asked to teach a lesson in this -

subject gteé. chetiise,,the; lgnerftee‘to.detetpipe thé*coqteﬁt

of their lessons. - ' : S



. « o 7
The trial vidstaping occurred during the 'last two reéts in

April. -Teachers generally kept this lesson to between 20 and” }0 .

mRinuates. thel first‘ 20 ainutes of the yideatape of this trial
1e$s§n w#sé vieved by the class 1|lédiately follovihg the
videgtasping ,to reduce the novelty‘of videota pe plajback. ‘

In order to assess teachers' use of the recitation mode ia
their lessons, the Becitation Study Observation Systes as
described byrblart; éage. Narx, Peterson, Stayrook, and Winome
{1979) was enployed(vLessdlé“ﬁereiﬂudqed a;“being predominant ly
recitation if approxilately} twvo-thirds of speaking tile; was

AsS cgnld 'hg

stzucturing,

attributable to the teacher aad if speech

characterized as -folloving cycles of teach
teacher presenting information, taaéﬁer solici (b,)nstudeﬁg
responding and toichet reacting. Boie specifically, ”soliciting : v
is wusually followed by student responséluhich is then fdliovgq_ ‘

by a teacher reactioa. Generalfy after the reaétion,‘the\éqgfyer 'k o

either structures, preseats information, or soiicits?éﬁiin.

Froa these analyses of the four teachers® lessons, it wvas
concladed that -these teachers used ~thé recitation mode of
teaching as requested. Results of these analyses 'appea; in ) %
‘Appendix A. qusegneatly. all four teachersk agreed to,)
participate in the study on the conditios that they dse' the |
recitation qode during the language arts 1essd;s they would
teach as part voftrthe;'stndy¢ 'Picfitions names Vfdt the
‘pa:ticipating teachers were rand?lly selected from tvi&halephone

directory. The four naies selected were: HNrs. Bandy, BMrs.
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Dankin, Mrs. Basomn, and Mrs. Parici.

Yariables and Instrumepgtatjon
, oHs _
Clasgifjcation of varj es. The nine discrete variables

used in the replication vere classified as academic, social or

‘personal. The acadewic variables .were so classified because they

reflected either the student's ability or achievement in school

subject matter, particularly reading, as assessed by the

-

teaché:;‘the student, or a standardized test. The academic

variables 'in this study are: teacher tating of student reading

ability, !etropdlitai Achievement Test scotes, studeat acadenmic

standing as rated by the teacher, and student acadesic standing -

-

as rated by peers. ‘'The social variables vere sdA-classified‘

-

because they were related to students' popularity and esteen

within the peer group. The sociaiulazi;hlesWin:Lhis study are:.

.ayerage frequency of:participatipn in class discussion, student
social/stinéing as rated by the .teachét, and stuie;t soci al
standing - as 'fa;ed by‘peefs. The personal variabies are sex and
self-efficacy perception. ) ’

K The MHetropolitan A;h{efe‘ént Te#t was used 'as one measure

of reading achieveiqnt in thi's replication because it was

included in the original study. Scores based on the number of

correct tesponsqs; vhichl¢onld'tange fros baso, were used in

sta;istical'analyses. e : - - -

-
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A modification of thek’forééd-choice'fornatrdesciibed ﬁy
Hari’}iB?B).uqs dsed to obtain the teﬂ#hérsﬁ‘:tatings. Teachers
vere asked ‘first to divide their class iptb high, liddle; andw
lov thirds in terms of ahility to " read difficult mterial
silently and really undé:stand it. Teachers nere-instfucted aot
to take reading rate iﬁto accqnnf ‘hen making _their judgients.ﬂ
Follopinq this categbrizing procedure, each student's name wvas

pai:ed with the names of every cother stuleant in his/hervcateqory\

in his/her class. The nusber of pairs generated by this

procedure for each third of the class thus wvas ﬁ(ﬂ-1)/2'uhe:e ,ﬁ"
equals the number qf students in a category. Thus i% t here vere
eight children in the high group, there would be 28 .pai;s of
names. Each pair of studeants' names vas pl§ced on an;index'Card.
The péired names vere listed vertically on? a card, amnd a
particular student's nape,appgared,in thg top positioh oan half
the cards ‘a& uhieh it vasr lisfed. Cards were stacked ‘bj
successi;elj SQIQCting one card randoamly froifpach third of the
class. Stacking céntinued unti{\theretﬂgge noAéérds fenaining in
at least 6ne of thevihirds.'At ihat point, relﬂjnihg card; were
randomly placed in the deck.

#hen teachers vwere given the deck of cards, they nefevasked
to circle t%g name of thé better of two readers in a pair using
the followiag criterion:

Yor the purposes of this study, iﬁe best reader ia your

class 1is being defined as the one.vho cap read the most
difficult saterial silently and really understand it. Do

not coansider reading rate vhen rating a student's
reading ability.: ' '
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A;ter'tﬁe teacher had made her seleétibns,‘ the researcher
réturued the deck to its original order of top, middle, and
bottom thirds. Then studemts within each third weie ranked
C:\separately based on the nnnﬁer of times a student's na-é vas
circled such that within each éétegory, studgnts vere QSSigned a

k1

rank vvitbib the range of ranks for their third. Thus, studeants
e ‘ ' '

1{ in ‘the top third of a class of 27 students vere assigned ranks
:g;tveeﬁ‘v27’ and 19: Séhdents in the middle third of that sa me
class were assigned ranks between 18 and 10. If_gtudents within
a particulﬁr third of the class were selected an egqual nuaber of
_times by the teacher, then ranks swere shared among thes. For
eiapp;e, two students receiving SCorés of 3 in the top third of
a élass could be occupying ranks 23 and 24+ Im this éase, 'éach
would be assigned a rask of 23.5. If three students had received
scores of 3 and were accupying ranks 23, 24, and 25, each would
rece}ve 5 rank- of 2@; The lowest ranking pupil in each class
received a ramk of one. Thus the range of scores on the teacher
ranking of;‘readiqg ability forvthe;fouf classes were 1-26 for
Mrs. Bandy's class, 1-22 for HrsA'Dankin's class, 1-29 for HArs.
mason's <class qhd 1-23. fﬁr ﬁr;. Parici's class. Appendix B
. presents a copy of the form asking feachers to di vide thé class
in thirds. o o o . ‘

Student status with teacher. Data on student status with
teacher also vere -gathefed'differently from the va{ they vere
gathered in the original study. In order to sisplify the

procedure, student status with teacher was established by
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adnihistering to -teachers ‘an adaptafion of. therpeef status
guestiqnnairé administered to Stndenfs. Ihe only différetceé“t
betveen the queétionnaire administered to students qnd the 6ne
adiinisgeted to teacgefs wasvtﬁat one gquestion on the sthdénts"
form [(concerning which peers would most likely be seen hanging
around with the réépondéﬁt{ was deléted'fton the teachers' fora.
(See Appendix C for a copy of this gqguestionnaire.) Also, like .
peer status, ieachers‘uere given as asuch time as they needed to
complete the queétidnnaire. This 'variable wvas scaled by
assigning a pupil a scorg“of’one forAeach tise s/he waé selected
by the teacher for a particnlar iten. ‘

Status é;;g peers. During the first week of the study, each
child vaé asked to fill in a guestibnnaire about who performed
best in a variéty of classroon activitiés {see Appendix D.) The
names of all studeﬁté, including th;;e not partici?atiia in the
study, were listed on the blackboard prior to'théig;rygsyqqqggg{?m”_
In the stionnaire, students were asked to choose peers vho
vould pergéi: best in athletics, wvho had the =most general
knqvlédge, vho did the best in language arts activities, and vho
showed the maost autonomous and fesponsihle behaviour. A pupil

‘received a score of ome each time s/he vas selected.

.~
'
The guestionnaire was administered to the entire class,

except for absentees. Absentees for this administration vere }
administered it tvwo weeks following the collection of all other

data.
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Prior to administration of the guestionmaire, a passage’

designed to create set induction was read to all studeats. (Seé
Appendix E for a copy of this set induction.) The purpose of the

set induction wvas to remind students that their responses would

be kept totally confidential and to inform them of the

paraseters of the gquestionpaire. Student were not té select
themselves for ;hy of the choicZ§~;;§:;;\ahestionnairé. They
‘'Wwere also asked to choose only‘students> from their own class
vhen filling in the questidnnaire. As well, it was requested
that they answer each queStion completely and that if‘ they had

di fficulty selecting an individual - for any of the guestions,

they'vere t> guess soseone they might choose in the future.

Because the focus of status with peers is on children's:

7

choices- of other children, questions in the ' origimal study by

Morine-Dershimer, Galluzzo »and~-Tuliy (1981)' that dealt with

children's predictions of teacher choices were deleted. There-

also wvas - a concern about the ethics of asking students to naae

-

peers that they would rate as vorst or least capable in a number

of skill areas as Morine-Dershimer et al. (1981) had done.

Therefore students were asked to name only students they would -

choosp first, second or third for a variety of tasks. Students

did.not view photographs of their peers while filling out the
h,_»'w\\
gquestionnaire as in Morine~Dershimer et ’?l. “{1981) because

resources prohibited this procedure. Since their peers' pames

vere‘ on the board, it was felt all students were considered in

filling out. the guestionnaire. The gquestions on «1anghage arts
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were additions to the oriéinal scenarxos ;titten by
Morine-Dershimer et al. (1981) and vere included to refiect the
content of the leéso;s to;be videotaped. -

- Prequency of garticigatigg. whi le studenfs vere vievwing the
videotape of the lesson, their teacher vas aétgg\to vrite down
vho was speaking on the videotape or a "T" for their oin speech.
Any time a student made any verbal céntribntion. hls/her' na me
was to be written down. Hovever, "T™ was to be written doun only
vhen the teaéhet's sbeech- event exceeded ome vord. Thus,
counting of minimal encouragers such as "ugh-hoh® wvas avoided. As
vell, the simple calling of a st;)ent's nase by the teacher also
vas not counted. ‘ . |

After all thev othe£{ data had been collected without
students present, teachers again viewed the videotapes;’
repeating the same task. Teachers vere asked to reviev thevtapes
to iné?é;§e the reliability of their ratings of frequency of
partici pation. Teachers were reminded of the criteria for a
speech event prior to the second vieving of the lessom. Tallies
for first and second viewings uere‘co¢ed separately. A student}s
" total ‘number of speéch event contributions im a given‘lesson
equalled the average of these two tallies. '

Self-efﬁicgcz. Invotder to qbtain a selt-efficacy?judgle;t
by the students, a. self-efflcacy seasure was developed following
the gnldellnes outllned by Bandura (1982). Bamdura bas conteaded
that efficacy judgmemts vary on diwensions of wagmitude,
- strength and ~generality. He also staies thal because

&
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sel f-efficacy Judgments are related to the perf ormance of a.
specific behaviour, they are best 'aﬁsessed‘ either in:ediatel;A
prior to or immediately following the pecfofnanée of th@t
behaviour. | - ,

The self-efficacy wmeasure included in this studyﬂiqas'
appended to the ansver sheet of @ the HNetropolitam Achievesent
Test. If q@heced'to the two previously mentioned guidelings for
self-efficacy measures. After cospleting the Metrogolitan

Achievement Test, students were asked to

rate thelselveé on how
they thought they would pecforl'on‘a fututefr ding ﬁest similar
to the one they'd just takem and containiag the same number of
questions. Students vere asked to mark ome score that best
tepresented their estimate. The raﬁge of scores listed was the
sase as thelrange on thef?giropolitan Achievélent Test, 0 to 60,
however scores were listed in fiverpq}ht intervals. A copy of
.the probe is presented in~1ppenéix ?y\
. Statistical rocedures for Derivations of Vagiables
This section describes the derivatioﬁs_of the class &mean
report of' speech score, the individual mean report of speeqh
scoré, the average frequency of participétion score, the -
academic staanding as rated by teacher score, the socia} standing
as rated hy‘teacher scare, the acadehic standing wvith peers
score, and the social standing with peers score.
Class mean repopt of speech score. In order to derive the
.

average pr3portion of times a student was listenmed to by all
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his/her classmates, tﬁe foli;uing procedure wvas used; Pirst a
count of each stn@ént’s'speéchvtas*estabiisied by avéragiHQ' the °
teacher's twvo Teports of each‘student's speech from her tieuingsy!:
of the three videotapes, one for.evéry‘lesson. Bext a‘pgéporéion
vas calculated for each speaker within each lessoa. The
proportion vas calculated by counting the number of times. a
particular student listener heard a speaker and dividing th?ﬂg'
- nuaber by the count of that speaker's oral coantribuations d%ring
the less;n as assessed by the teacher. Thaus, forAéach lisféner
within each lesson, the ?Ulbet “of gerortions calculated
equalled the number of studénts vho were potential speakers in
the ciass. IFhe proportions vere calculated individually for each
of the three lessons and separately in each“class; s

Once theée proportioas were calculated; certain ones vere
-ignored or modified before fimal calculation of the class mean
regport of speech scbre. A listener's reporting of his own speech
wvas not included in the <class mean report of speech séore.
Secondlf, if a lisigner reported hearing a s_f)eakez who was
absent or if s/hé re%&éted*hearing ajspe&ker‘lore often than the
speaker actually spoke, a ptoporiion of 1.00 was ‘assigned to
that speaker for that léssoh.

A special proéedure ¥as foiloved to deal with the report of
spe;ch of a speaker who in fact-did not speak. This involved
calculéting tvo p;eliiinazy class nean‘report of speechb scores

for each speaker prior to final calculation of class sean report

of speech,sgpre; | §
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‘Let*s call the first prelimimary calculatiom of class nmean
report of speech score, IX. Prior to calculation of X, joth
podifications just described vould have been petfo:led;‘lswve;l,

a third wmodification would nov be perforsed. Speakers who vere

reported as having spoken but im fact did not speak would be

‘assigned praportioms of 0.00 for that lesson. Then X vou 14 ﬁé
calculated for each speaker, averaging the proportions of speech
reported by all listeners for each speaker across the three
lessons. In a class of 26 studemts, X would be calculate{) 26
times, once for each speaker;

Let's call the second prelimimary calculation <f chyz; se an

report of speech score, Y. Again, prior to calculatiom of Y,

both modifications mentiomed above wvould be performed. That 1is,

5/”I;stenét's report of his dué speech would not be included in
) ' ) } e
the calculatiom of Y: and, if a listener reported hear&i???a

speaker vho was abseat or if s/he reported hearing a spequf

more often than the speaker actually spoke, a proportioh of 1.00

would be assigned  to that épeakermfor the(ﬁ;sso‘. The third

nodification in the calculation would be’ that speékers vho were

repbtted as having spoken butiin\fact did not speak would be:

'assigned proportions of 1.00. Then Y would be calculated for
each speaker, averaging the proportions of speech teportéd by
all listepers for each speaker across the threeliess;ns; Y would
also be calculated 26 times.

Let*s call Z the final and actual reported value for class

mean -~report of speech scores. Z would be the 3verage of X and Y

(N ¢

oY
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for each speaker. IL other words, z = (X ¢ Y)/2.

In all cases the class sean report of speech” score Agas,

_<§djnsted to conpensate for llSSllg valnes due to speakers'

absenteeiss. Proport1ons for absent students were excluded fron :

the calculation of the above averages. | P
Individual mean report of speech score. Im this stady,
analyses of pupil attention patterﬁs were not based on the class
neén‘report of speech score as vas dome by &orine—nershipeé et
al. (1981). The ngjof reason for elisimation af,this data
analysis procednre vas that 1t did not fit vithin the coqnitiye
mpdiational paradigs. :n the replication specific elph;sis !és
placed on analysing how individual students vere nediati#q their
attention to the discouré; of their peers. Horine;Dershile; et
al.'s analysis was insensitive to individual differesces in
mediation patterns because it aggregated qll 1i§teners' teporis
of a given speaker's speech to derive one class mean report 'of
speech scéte for each speéker in the class. |

! In the replication, én individual ieap repact of speech

score vwas used to amalyze pupils® attention to diScou;se. The

AN

indivggual mean report of speech 'score was deriVQQ in - the same
vay. tﬁe class ' mean ieport of speech score uaé‘derived. The
difference between class mean report of sﬁeech score and
‘individual mean regng of speech score is that, vhereas ﬁhe
class mean report of speech score is the average propottion of a
speaker's speech event contributions reported by all 1;steners
in a class, the individual mean report of speech score is- the-
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average proportion of a speaker's speech ‘event comtribations
repefted by.onerof bis/her ‘classsates. The same modifications as
doﬂg/to the class leanfreport oﬁfspeech score vete'done,.to the
individual aean report'lbf speech"sc&fe. The probd:tion,wﬁs'y

averaged three times for each speaker. In a class of 26

studenﬁs{ it vas'caléulated 25 times for each Iistemer. Seéa
individual mean report of speech scores of a pupil listening to 

his ovn speech were not included, the total ndlber of individuai

mean report of speéch scores in ‘a class équalle9'3 squared linns
B, - »

An illuétratiop of the calculation of the individual mean
report of speech score for a small class should assist the
reader in understanding its derivat;on and rationale for its
use. Assume that im Ms. Schvartz's class there wvere six
students,'thfee females and three males. fhé feaales wére Anne,
Lynn and Sara. The males vere 6ave,glick a nd gete. The raw data
for the number of individual listeuerjreportsqof@each speaker?®s
speech ‘events appéars in Table 1. Note that 'x* indicates a
listener's repof:’bf his/her OUn'spéech and is therefore iénbfed

in calculation of individual mean report of speech,écores. 'Ar

indicates that the listener vas absent during that lesson..
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Table 1

. Number of Individual Listener Reports
of Each Speaker‘s Speech Bvents

A Speakers by I.esso::\':f::2
‘Anne | Lynn § Sara | Dave | Nick | Pete |
LY L2 L3jL1 12 L3jL1 L2 L3{LY L2 L3|L1 L2 L3IL1 L2 L3}
A R 1 | , i [
n X X Xj v 0 Op%vY O 1} 2 2 0| u 8 1)1 3 2 3)
n ! | , } i | {
e 1 ', { ! »l |
L N I | ! [ !
y 44 A 434 X X X011 A 1} 2 A 03 5 A 0) 2 A 3]
n l | i i o |
n ) i 1 | i |
S i i ] i } }
a 4 2 34 0-0. 13X X Xt6 7 114 3 0] 6 6 4
@ r | ] | I |, |
ia | | | { 1 !
s ........................ - AR S WS A OR AR A D D Ak W WGP P R ER D D A P Sl W A S W A W ,—
t D | I | i l |
ea 1 1 A} O 1T AP O O Al X X X4V O A1 Y O Aj
nv | | I i } S |
e e i i i ! l {
r—----------------*-*--*--------;------——----—-—-—’-- """""
N ! l i |
i 4 3 43 0 0 Op 1 O 141 7 6 01 X X X1 6 5 4
c i ! | i
k i ! | } [
P | i | | I ] |
e 2 1 140 0 132 0 293 2 0t 4 3 034 XX XI
t i | 1 | i |
e | | l | I 4

- oW - -

Note: L1 = lesson 1, L2 = lesson 2, L3 =. lesson 3
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7 Table 2‘ ipclud‘gs:thlpis_pfeecg conitibutioas of eéch, speaker

as assessed by . the. teacher. The Ffirst tuo eatries for each

speaker are the actual iobsé'rvdtions made by the teacher upon

each ' viewing of the videotape playback. ‘r"he third entry is the
average of th‘e‘af'iras.t tvo entries. It is this third score that.

vas ‘tfxse‘d‘ as the denominator in calculating the proportion of a

speaker's speech reported by a listener. . -
v - ‘ S
% i
.
e -
’ -
4 -~
S,
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- \\ \m
A .\
co N ‘ A
R \\ ' Table 2
nnlbar .of sPeaker!srspeechreontfibations
by Obsetvation and then lveraged ™
g Lesson
LY L2 a L3 [
T 01 02 A} 01 02 n} OV Q2 N
A — : | B ‘ ! i
nn 5 . 4 a&.53 13 3 31 6 7 6.51
n i ] i |
e . R I =, i
————).—————-——--t' ............ D D . - - - e g g -
L P | |
y 04 0 .04 0 0 01 1 1 1
n A I !
i i i K
S - .» ." v . - l\\
a. 2 2. 21 0 0- 61 2 1  1.5]
Lr I - i - | ™
§-—=-—--—- R e it e Rt Semcme=— e
t D i - ‘ A
e a, 8 8 8 .19 8 B.5) 0 0 0 1
nv A - [ i
‘e e -1 , ‘ f - |

@®
L ]
| oo o= oe o

- s o g . — e e e A - —— —— ---d—--...--‘--‘-------

Note: 0! = Observatiom 1, 02.= Observation 2.
LY =" Lessoan 1, L2 = Lesson 2, L3 Lesson 3 .
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\ahle 3 includes the final individual mean
scores for each |
Explanmations of -

uhdetsténding t he-

Speech scores.

speaker

~calculation
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Table 3

Indi vi dual ﬁéanrﬁepott of Speech Scores

for Bach Speaker by Each Listemer
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First, naote _thgw individqall aean éeport of speech score .
tqlueAnfl;67 for Sara l;sténing to Anpe im rov 3, coluan 1 of R
Table 3 The rav scores im Table 1:(3,1) were converted using
rAnneté,éstinated"speecy contributioas im Table 2, (1,1) as
follonég' In lesson 1 Sara reported hearing Anne & tiles.iks-
reported by‘the teacher, Anpe spoke #.5 times. The proportion of
Anne's spéeéh that Sara reported for that lesson was .89 (i.e.
H)H;SL:,In lessoﬂkz Sara reported-hearing Anne 2 times. Anne had'\\\\\
3 speech contributions in that lesson. The proportion of Anae's \\\
speech that S5ara teportgdAfor that lesson was .67. In lesson 3 |
Sara repdrteﬂ "hearing Ampe 3 times. The teacher's estimate of
Anne' s speech contributions was 6.5. Therefore the proportion of
‘Anne's speech that Sara reported for that lesson was .46. Over

all three lessons the average proportiom of Anne's s peech

reported by S@ra equalled» (.89 + .67 + .u6))3, or ,67fas
appearing in Table 3 (3,1). '

~..The above is an example of an ideal situation. Both spe
aﬁd.liétenef vere present for all three lessons. The
not report

‘reported thz speaker's speech in all lessons but di

it more often than it actually occurred. ¥ ~ follows - are

T S PO U Oy S S U P TR v o0
. . |

explanations of derivatioans of individual -94; report of speech
scores that are exceptions to the ideal.

In Table 3 (1,2) Anne's report of Lyan's speech was derived
as folious. 5ecan§e Anpe reported hearing Lynn in lesson 1 vhere i

"Lynn was present but actually did not speak, two calculations of

individual mean report of speech score bhad to be made and

o bms s b et vom g o e
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averaged for the final entry in Table 3. In the - first

calcnlatﬁgia;Anné's report of 4ynn's non-existent speech was

changed to non~report of speech. Because Lynn vas‘ abseat in

lesson 2, Anne's non-report of Lynn's speech contributions was
ignored and only proportions for the first and third lessons

vere includeﬂ ~in this first, célculation. lIn ‘the' second

caiculation the proportion for Anne's report of 'Lynn's

LS

non-existent speech in lesson 1 was changed to a value of 1.00.‘

: : < -
Again only the proportions for lessons 1 and were aused in this

second calculation of individual mean report of speech score. So

the individual =aean report of speech score in the first

calculations®equalled 0. The individual aean report of speech

@ in the second calculation eé&alléd .5. The final was the
average of these 2 proportions,.(oyf..S)/Z or .25 which appears
in Table 3 (1,3). | ' |
It should be noted that ihgn an-absent student vas not
reported as having spoken, the 1ndividu&l meap report 6£ gﬁeecﬁ
score was calculated fro; the tvo lessons in which the speakér
vas éctually present. However if an absent student was rép&rted
as having spoken, the individual mean report of‘speech score was
calculated fros three proportioas. 1In Table 1 (3,4) the
individual mean report of Dave's speech as reported by Sara was
based on the aiergge of three proportions. Though Dave was

absent in lesson 3, Sara reported having heard hinm speaking in

that lesson. A proportion of 1.00 was therefore ,assigned for her

-

/

report of his speech and included in the overall calculation of
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individual mean regport of speech score.

The raw score of 5 in Table 1 (2,5) was dbnveiked to a

. Iproportion of 1.00 for inclusion in the calculation of Lynan's

indi¥idual mean rerort of Nick's speech. This was an example of

a listener reporting more speech events than actually uttered by
s . |-,

-a given speaker. In Table 1 (2,4) the final frequency count for

calculating individual iéan report by Lynn of Dave's speeéh vas

. the ftggnency of 2 appearing in table 1 {2,4). This ués _beﬁanse

Lynon wvas absent in lesson 2 (Table 1 (2,4)) and repgrted no-
speebh for Dave in lesson 3. Dave himself was abseat in lesson

3. A final exaaple of averaging based on less than 3 lessons

occuts‘inigable 1 {4,2). It vould be expected that because Lynn

wvas absent in lesson 2 and Dave was absent in lesson 3 only 1

prépqxtion-vouldAbe used for the calculatién of indiv}dual mean
‘report of speech score. H?;ever, because Dave reported Eear;ng

LGn(in lesson 2 ;heie Lynn was‘in fact absent, a proPor;ion of
1.00 was ass}gned‘ for DAve's report of Lynq's speech.for that

£

glesson and included in the final-éalculation ;f individual wmean
refort of speech scére; -

In this Llass of 6 students, 36 individual mean report of
speech scores vwere generated. In Morime-Dershimer ‘et. al's
procedure only 6 cL@ss mean report of sbeegh scores would have
been Jenerated. They would have heen the average of the colun,
in Table 3. ;Q the original, an overall attention pattern by a "
listeners to a speaker ¥as used to generate discussion. In the

. ) | -
repl%cation, igdividual differences in each listenetr?!s attention
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“ ' ' : ¥ -
to each speaker vere examined.

Acadesic amd’ secial &L@.&:&V as ;muw% To
calculate a student's status Hlth the t eacher,. the guest;ons on
the. sociometric instrusent (Appendlx C) administered to teachers
were divided intd:two categories, th;se dealing with a student's

academic status with the teacher and those dealing with his/her

social stamding with the teacher.’ Iteas two, three, five and

-eight vere classified as academic status guestions - while:

questions one, four, six, seven and p?ne -e;e’ classified aé
sociai_ status gquestions. Acadesic istatug ;ith fthe teacher
equalled the total nﬂlbér of times a studemnt ias selected on
iteas tio, three, five and eight, divided bf four. Social statas
with teacher equailed the total.nunﬁer of times 4 student was
selected on items one, fonr}rlsix, seven and nine diiiﬁed_b;

fiveo . ¥ v

Academj: and sgcial status as rated by peers. To calcélate

a student's status wvith peers, the questions on the sociometric

instrument (Appendix D) administered to students were divided

into two categories. Ome dealt with students' acadeNic statis.

—

The second concerned tbeir social status with their peers. Iteas

tvo, three, five and eight were classified as -academic status

questions :and itenas ?pe, four, sizx, seven,vnine and ten vere
classified as social status questions. Academsic status with one
peer equalled the total nuaber of times s/he vas selected by
that peer on items two, three, five and eight dividjd by foﬁr%

Academic status with peer group equalled the average of academic
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st;tns iifh all peers within a class. Siliiarly, social status
with one peer equalled the total anumber of times s/he wvas
selected on items one, four, sirx, seven, nine and ten by an
individual classnaté\?ivided by éix. Soéial status with 'peet

group equalled the éverage of sociai' status with ail'peers

. . Ve N~
Wwithin a class. \ ' -

Average frequency gf‘EAtt;c;ggt;gg. The averagé fregnénqy
of a student's participatiopn was calculated by dividing the

\

total number of the teacher}s assessmpent of that student's
. \\ \ . . )
speech contributions in all three lessoams by the total nuaber of

speech events in the three lessons. The total nuaber of speech
vents equalled the sum of all teacher speech events plus all

speech gvents of all stﬁdent speakeré, with one‘exception. 4

Speech events used in the calculatign of‘\avérage frequency of

participation wvere counted only in lessons where the speaker wvas

present.

r
The Lessoans

During the initial meeting wvith teachers, the contemt area
for the three lessons was mutually selected. All four teachers

. r c, \
chose to do one lesson each on advertising, on a short story,s

and on commas. Though the specific tontent and exact method of
instruction vwere &t étandardized acréss-claésés for all three

lessons, the intended learning outcomes as described below vere

standardized. Some materials, described below, wvere provided to
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all teacheES’ by the experimenter. The purpose of %roviding

xﬁrateriaig’for the teacher was to standardize content across.
teachers ,sonevhat,»las well as to reduce the hurden of lesson

-preparétion for the research project. ,

ggvgg£i§igg_ iesson. The intended legtnind outcome of the

advertising lesson vas that students would be able to identiff
devices us2ad to influence belief in and acceptance of a given
itea in iaqazine ads. For Ars. Dankin's, Mrs. Mason's and Nrs.
Patici's.classes, the given itel‘vas cigarettes. ﬁgs. Bandy used
a variety 6f different magazine ads to approach this learning
outcone. |

Short Storz.'fhe intended learning outcome of the lesson on

¥

short story vas that pupils would better understand and
appreciate \Eharacterization. Sthdents vere to exaaine how
convincing the protagonist was in the/short story “Chatles' by}
Shirley Jackson. They iere to exasine specif;cqlly' ﬁou they‘
iearnt about the charactef through a) vhat the aathor tells us-

about bim; b) what the character says; c) what Qghér characters

say about him; and d) what the character does.

Commas. The intende& leatning/outcoie of the comaas leséon
vas that students would be able to use commas appropriately for
paréntheticalrinclnsions and for natiral'pauses in sentences; A
class worksheet emphasizing these two useé$ of commas vwas givea
tiJé;ch teacher. Appéhdi: G presents a co&y of t%}é gorksheet..

\ , . J
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Proceduges 7

Ig;txal, coptact. The initial contact session began vith

personal introductions and a ;\§crxptxon of the study {1 hoaur.)

-

The general area of xnvestlgatlon, rationale for the study,

procedures,,tiie co.nitlént; time line, and lesson cohtent uére

all discussed. | o J

-scgeddlg; Lftér qﬁlnitpent by the teachers to be in101ved
: -

in tps ASt"d§@ and selection of teachers following trial
videotaping of a recitatioa, the following five-week schedule
vas est;biis;ed: » g : , ;
Jeek 1: Administration of the peet staius and status with
teacher inveatories; teqchet se lection of top, liddle and bottonm
thirds of the class in terss of reading achievement.
Week 2: Adainistration of the Hettobolitan Achievement Test
‘{reading subsection) and the method Aqf paired éoipariébgrufqr
teacher ranking of stqdents}:%éaﬁiﬁg\abilily; , ) _4:' L
Week 3: Lesson 1; advertisinq’léésoﬁ. |
veek 4: Lesson 2; short story. - .
Week 5: Lesson 3; commas. ‘ A g;\ "i

A}l teachers ;dheréd to  this scheduie and tfuqht thgié,
; 1essonsibetueen 9:00 A.A. and 10:25 A.q;' with the following .
exceptions. MArs. Parici ‘taught her lessons froam 1:40 P.M. to

P

3:00 P.M. Sha began the study one veek late, and her fifth
. \-’"/ * B ) . B R '
session ({lesson 3) was delayed ome week beyond the planped

o

schedul e.
i

13% ' , :
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Videotaping. During the actual study, teachers kept their
/ - ‘

lessoms to between 20 and 30 minutes,

o |

At least twvelve aminutes of each lesson _vere videotaped in

three segments of & minutes each.- Videbtaping of the first’

S5egaent began at the ém‘.nt where the teacher asked the first
”coﬁtent .question in  the lessbn. Content questibns typically
began with words like "how," "what," "yhere," "when," ;nd fﬁﬁy."
These are different from procedd:al quest}ons_vhici deal,with
issues like management, transitioﬁs, andAotienting. Videoiapiug
vas stdppéi four liﬁntes after its initiation unless a speech
event was o&:etring. In that case, taping continued until the
end of this event., Videotaping of second and third 4-minute
segnents began when the teacher asked the next content qﬁéstion
foiloving termipation of the priot segment.

nglgggg. Each of the lesson's three segameats veté”played
back*'sequentfally to pupils <in the class on‘the same day and
illediatelf,agig; the lesson vas taught. Hhen the videotapﬁ, vas
stopped at ihe end of each segment, students vére asked, "What
diad ybu'hear anybody saying duriﬁg that part of the lessoa?"

Students were alsojinstructed to write down as many of the Bames

of each person they_could relélbgr talking albng vith as much of -

what they said as they could recall. They were urged to vcite

doyn the actnal words spoken on a preprinted fora. Students were

instructed to place gquestion marks in columns vhere they were
unable to remember either the gase of the speaker or . vhat was
said. Students vere given five minutes to write down as(&uch as

-
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possible of what thef could EIEienher from the videotapé. To
familiarize studests with the videbtaping - and playback
ptoéeddre, ‘a practice trial was tried after the aéjéttising
lesson (lesson»?ne).

This procedure vas followed for lessons one and two. Before

the taping of the' third %esson: teachers expressed coace:n“;pbdt
they wvould be unable to keep the lesson going long'enodgi to
allow for 12 minutes of videotapiné vith fio breaks betveen
videotaped segments. Fof 7the third wvideotaping, a modified
pEOCQGUIQVU;S‘elplOYGd. A total éf 12 linutés of the le sson .was
videotaped without interruption. During playback, the videotape
vas stopped after at 1gaSt_ four wminutes. Playback was not

 stopped‘in the the middle of a speech event.

Studenté' reports of the contéét of speaketsi speech uetg

not analysed. Each time a listener reported hearing a speaker

that report vas counted as one instance of a speaker being

heard.

Data Analysis

2
~
oy
-

As described in Chapter 2, Morine-Dershimer et al. (1981)
developed a computer programme to compute mean ratios of
attention to each speaker for all listepers in.a class, or what

have bheen labelled class mean report of of speecﬁ scores in the

present study. “For each(of six pupil variables (sex, ethnicii&}fj”"

peer status, status with teacher, entering reading achievement,
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and frequency of participatipd) uotine-Dershiiet et al;‘ranked

the students. Thea the stndents,uene plﬁcedrln, blocks Dobf tlof

.

three, or lfour, depending ;on ‘the rarxable belng exallned.

'd

Folloving the blocking of data, friedlan tVO-qay analyses of

variance by ranks were used Eb Ldentlfy 81gn1ficant patterns of

attention relative to speakeqs! and 115§ene:s' rank on these

variables. : ’
AL

In the repllcatlon, thiS<data:¢na1YSi§ procedute. tas‘lnth

~ Es I4

followed. Hor1ne—Dersh11et et al. bas%d their analyses on theai
class mean teport of speech score. In the repllcatlon,, ' §econd'

variable, the ~iadividual lean repopt of speech ' score, wvwas -

generated to brobe listening patterns further. Analyses of
variance as done by-Morine-Dershimer et’al. could not be done

-a5ing this ganefated,va;iable. This was because ;hese scores
) ? _ Ey ,

'« were calculated across Speakers heard by one fisteper. Por’

e;alple,lin a class of 26 students, a listener nonld listen to

25 different speakers from which 25 individnal mean report of -

speech scores vere fgenerated;, These 25 scores ie%e"gndt'

statistically indepeadent of each other as '}hey;.lete all

generated by the same listener. ‘Because of non-independence of

data, aialyses of variance were not performed because theyv
T, ,7 . ~ - ' » ’ e —~ ) .
assume independence of data. Secondly, Morine et al.'s blaq}ing“.

of ranked data into halves, thirds; or quarters is guestloaabler,,

becanse data at therextreles vzthia oae block uere consxdered

more similar than the,next ranked datnn 1n,an,adgacent4hlnck*

z
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o etplanation of each step’ og the data analysxs"proceduré;~ The (
’ : N : ’ W

Ab altarnat{ve' fors of data janalysis vés develdped>to
compensate for inmadeguacies in the origiml while still
ansuetiﬁq the investigative quéstions. The new data amalysis
addresses the investigative questlons ’outlined rby~“
ngine-bershilerl et al. replicated in this study. This analysis
has two- thrusts correspondxng to the -ajo: findings in thev
or1g1nal study. Pirstly, it 111ulxnates relatxonshxps ‘bet ween a‘
variable des:ribi;g a speaker and the likglihood of listemers
feporting speech ﬁotf thaf spéé%ér. Secondiy, it eianines the
relatxonsbip betveen a variable descrxblng a listener on the' one
haud. am‘} the . relatxonshxp betwee& that same vax:;able descm.hxng

a: speaker and the speaker's 1ikelihood “of being llstened to. To

‘-'1llustrate, suppose one vere 1nterested in. exaninlnq the effects

" of height™on 1listener attention patterns. jhe fxrst ana1151s

L3

~wonld describe a ;relatlonshlp bet ween helght of a speaker andv‘_ﬁ
the likelihood am average listener reported that spea‘E}'s

speech. . The second asalysis -ould 3escnpe how height of the

a

listener wvas related to the probab111t1e§ of tepo:tlng speech of{
speakers vith different he;g;?E. ’

The new data analys;s entaxled correlational, median,

a Y

':regreésion and confxdepce 1nterval analyses. What follows is an.

helght eiaiple is used throughout tg;,viilusttate the ~

’ }
1nterpretat1ons of fzndlngs fro- each step of the procedure. \
N -

F1rsp, within each llstener, cotrelatxons vere calculated

- [ S

‘between a variable descrlblng»speakers and'the 1nd1v1dual ‘sean’

- N "



., | \ . e | . ,ﬂ - ®
report of speech sCQres that listener hed,for the speakers. In
the exa-ple,r this is a correlation —berueen tﬁé heights ef
speakers and a lxstener s correspondLng 1nd111duaI» mean repert
of speech scores for each of those speakers. (Recall that each.

N

lxstener has a separate individual mean report of speech Score

'"Eaf“ eacha\spgeker in his/her class). ThlS cOrrelatlon descr1bes>)

rthe,relation'beteeen'these speaker' variables for\\fhxs single
“‘listemer. This calculation vas repeated for all other listeners
in .the class. The set of rhese cerrelefions, one correlation for
each listener, describes the relat1onsh1p between ‘beight of
speaker and the report of speakers' speech for all the listeners
in the class. Por varxables in this study,qthese correlatlons
descr1be the relatlonsb1p betwveen ¥3r1ables descr1b1ng speakers
and the report of speakers' speech for -each lis;ener.

The neit step was"tq calculate 'the median correlation
within each set 6% correlations bet ween one variable descr1b1ng
speakers and individual mean report of speech scores. In the
height example, this corresponds to finding thei iediag‘.
correlation in the class betveen speakers' height and the
,PrOQQD}IiPiQS of listeners' reports ef spehkers' speech. The
ledien descri bes feei%elessi‘”eentralﬁ tendency in listeﬁing
patterds given a spec1f1c varlable descrlblng a speaker. The
median in this example would describe the degree\ to 'thh ther
:class as a vhole listened to speakers of. different;eiahts{xror

"5 a & T -
exagple it would answer this question: Did 1listeners on the

uhole report more speech as speakers' heights increased?



Next, box and whisker diagrass fﬁ;e Erickson and Bosadchuk,
" 1977) were plotted. The vertical axis for the box and uhiéter
plots comprised the range of correlations from -1.00 to +1.00.
Horizontal lines were placed across the graph vhere tﬁéﬂ ledxqi_,
correlation between a given yariable and ;nﬁi;idual -eanlreporg
of spéech scores occurred. AS‘Qell, horizontal lines lefé placed
where the correlatioos - at the '€5th_ and 7Sth per;;ntiles
occurred.. Thede horizontal limes were  jained by vertical lines
creating a box. 1The highest and lovest cocrelatjons were then
plotted and vertical lines uére drain joiniaq the top of the box

S

to the highest score and the bottom of the box ‘to t he Iowest

score. These form the whiskers of the diagraas. Nime such plots"°

were made, oﬁe'bOx—aad-uhisket. lot for égpg of the nine sets og_
correlations bet veen vitiahlés édescfibing' speakers and
individual n=mean report of/é;;ech'scores within each class. éoi
\ &nd vhiskér diagramas wvere uséd to anéuer these questions: Which
median correlation between a variable déscribinq'épéakerﬁ and
in&ividual mean report of speech score was highestz\ihiéh:ledian
correlation between a  variable describing sée@}ers and
individual mean report of speech score waswiloiest? B; visual
'scanning, were there any. Apprecia le diffefénces” ;long tie
diagrams in the range of correlations in the boxes? Here - there

any differences amoang ‘the‘diagrans in teras of t he range froms

highest to lowest correlations® Of these three descriptions of

E&gﬁwboi and whisker diagrams) (height of median correlation,

range betwveea 25th and 75th percentile and tange‘frOl lovest to

4
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highest co:telation), vere descriptiomns significantly different
S
among acadenmic, social and persomal variibles 'describing
speakers? Box and whisker diagrams for all four classes appear
in Appendix H. |
" Outliers as defined by Brickson and Nosanchuk (1977) were
identified. An outlier was defined as a correlatioam that fell
above or below the median co;telation by more than
one~and—a;half .tileé the difference between the correlation at
the 75th percentile and that at:the 25th pegzentile. Péttern§ of
descriptivé data  from the speakers tepresented by the outiying
&ata“points was iasubstantial and could aot be used to provi@é
important explanatioas for their being outliérs. t
Next, correlatiohs vere then graéhed. The range of
correlations between a variable describing ° speakers a;@
individual mean report of speech scotes_appeared on the y-axis.
The x-axis cowprised the ascending range . of scores of listesers
on the same variable desctihing speakers on the Aj-ékié; The
x-axis ranged  froa the lowest scores of listeners to tye
highest. Tb%/points plotted were the correlations betveen the
variable describing the speaker and thé individual mean repott
‘Abf speech score for listeners. Plotted points corresponded to
the listener for whom the corielations bhad “en»éalcuiated..TKis
vas done to see if regression analyses' performed on the
correlations plotted in -this wvay  would show practicélly

important slopes and correlations.
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Slopes of regression f/ines“; vere examined to asse;ss vhet her
the median coréelation between speaker's achieveasent aad
probability,of listening to speakers vas the best descriptor ﬁoe
listeners *in the clase. This analysis elaborates t evyedian\q
correlation (or other measure of central tendency) because the.
nedian, by igs very nature:'does not aseasure the dispersibn &f'
the distribution as auch as it represents' central tendency.
Slopes of regressioa lines are sllghtly different descriptors: of
the rel;tlensblp\betueen speaker achxevelent and l;kellhood bfl

listeming o 'bpeakers as they take into aecount the ran@e of

Yerievenent of llsteners llstenzng to those speakers.;/

rmincal o el ey

Returning to the he;ght exalple, all llstegérs in & class

-would be ranked on the x-axis in teras of heigh{/ fronm shortest

to tallest. “The y—axis vould cocrespond ‘to the correlat1ons o
[ 7 .

betveen a listenec's report of speakers' speech .and the P

-

2

PN

speakers' helqhts. Thus, for each llstener one p01nt would be

plotted. A b1var1ate regre551on analy51s ‘of these plotted points

vas then performed. The slope of the regress1on helped ansvec: .
this question: As llstenet helght 1ncreased, ‘was “"there a
systenat1c change 1n\§}stenet attentLon pattbrns’ In other vords‘

did tall listeners listen more to taller' speakers? Did they'

listen less? | k - . ' ‘
The final concern was uhethii chaﬁgeS'in lis;enef attention
patterns at the extremes of ‘the range of a given variable

,describing listeners e.g., listeners' height, wvere statistically
N ¥ : ' . P . [
4\: significant. To examine this, confidence intervals were computed
# .

81 | - ’
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for pbints on the regressionrline'corcesponding,to the lovest

and the‘highést predicted 1listener values on the horizontal

’

axis. | This wvas dome by first transforming the predicted

correjations for these two listeners into Fisher Z-scores. Then

a cohf}dence“band vas ¢alculated following this fdrnnla:_z‘i‘j“,¢

e

A4.96 {1/ (§-3) } - If the lower range of the interval‘foglthe\higher

Fisher ' Z-transformed correlation vas ahqgé the higher rapge‘of
the interval for the lover Fisher-Z transformed correlatibn,'ya

statistically reliable difference vas established.

3

Take the height example again; Su?posé»Athéré vere . #6

-

studéhts in- the class. The shortest predicted listener in the

i e 7

class bad'a~é6frelatiqn betveenrspeaker's heightganﬁh individual
°V¥lean report of speech of .20. Sﬁppbsé‘thewta;léét predicgédaﬁ
listener had‘ a correlation of .90. A confidence ~band was
calculated for each of these corrglatioﬂs; Ihé“hpper 1iii£iof

the confidence interval for the shortest 'prédicted listenef'$

correlation of .20 is +50. The lower limit'bfithe’COnfiﬁenCéi";"’

interval for the tallest ptbdlcted llstener's correlatlon of. .90:
is .63. Therefore the tvo, 1ntervals do not overlap and woul& be‘
judged statlstlcally rellahly different. Thls would ‘mean that
tall listeners llsten ‘ROre and more ‘to speakers as the Speakers
get taller and taller. Short speakers do the saue.~However tall
listeners . shov this. llstenlng pattern’ rellably nqre predlctably

than short l1steners as evidenced by " the ,coFrg;atlon of - .90

‘versus .20. B e
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Fhough an initial attempt was made to interpret the

. ¥

regression analyses according to these criteria, a major probles

vas discovered making both regression slope and confidence

interval analyses uninterpretable. The variance of the variables

- describing speakers differed tremendously. So, for example, the
range of the scale for the Hetropq&itan Achieveaent Test scores

vas froa 0-60. The ‘range of the scale for academic status as

'rated by'fﬁé teacher was 0-1. When listeners were ranked on the

~

o x-axis;iin termas of their scores on'eaqh of these variableg and
:dotféiatipns'bétueéh ;péékers'_scotes on these variables  and
individu;i;:iééAi ;epdtt éf -speech scores for speaketsﬁuete
ploféed' fﬁp each';listener én the x-axis, slopés of the
regtessioqs could pbtl bé ponparéd.’ An increase of 1 on the
x-aiié»vouid take:in the entire x-axis far li;teners ranked in
.térns of acadé|ic'st;tus‘as rated by the teacher, but only 1/60
of the x-ﬁ;is for listeners ranked in terss éf Hetroéolitan
neanianesSiifbf vpurposes of céipatiSon, so did confidence
intervals’ for values at the extremes of the'teg;ession lihesﬁ””
An alternative statistic vas used to determine important
ihange in 1is£ener aétention'patterns as listeners ranked‘along
the x-axis increased on a giveh variable. Thié’ vas the' higket
order corteiatiqn,.rhe higher order correlation is a éorrelatibn
betveen tvoM variables. The first variable is in igself' a
correl?tion between a statas variable describing Speékers énd

the individual mean report of speech scores. The second variable

/

83
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is the same status variable used in the first correlation only -
it - describes the listene:. for whos the first correlation was

calculated.
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IV. Results

In this chapter descriptors for the reporting of the
correlations are explained; Scatterplot amalyses are discussed.
This includes discussions of wmedian _coftelations between

variables describimg speakers and individual =mean report of

speech sipres. For each variable describing stndents,' higher

ordef _cPtgplatioqs between listener's scores on a'variabie on
_the oﬁéi&;nd and ohAthe other hand, the ) correlation betuveen
speakéfs' likelihood ‘ofnrbeing heard and. their scores on tﬂ;t
variabfz, are :gportéd and discussed within'each'qiass. Sqllarf
descriptions of data collected within each class are included;
The chapter concludes with a discussion of betveen-class

di fferences in‘these'sullary desctiptians,

M&JQQWMQ:B@M@MWQM g

A correlafion of .50 or above is reported here as a
strongly positive correlation. At this :cut-otf point two
correlated variables have 25% of their variance in “coamon. A

.correlation of betveen .23 and .49 is réportedfas moderately

positive. At the .23 cut-off two correlated variables have

approximately 5% of their variance in common. A correlation of =

.00 to .22'13 reported as positive. Pardllel adjectives are

applied to negative c&rrelations'falling in the same range of
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A'absbiﬁté"Qalhé.A'Ihe' stﬁ&;stxcal signxfxcance of a cornelation

coefficient is lar

R A

specific interéstg ¥as placed 'in withxn-class analyses Ihete'

sample sizes vere too small fot.banalysls of statlstxcql,_

significance.‘
‘Descriptive statistics

Table 4 reports the means and standard deviations for all
four classes om all variables. Scaling of all'tiflables is

discussed in Chapter 3.
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Tahie A :

neans and Staqdatd Deuatxons of AII Varxablos

. —_-—---____-----—-----------.-----.— - - - -

Class/Variable - Bandy Dankin Mason ' Parici
Class Mean Report ° .18 .38 .20 .28
of Speech i L) « 15 - .13 . :
Teacher Rating 13.50  12.36 15.00  13.09
of Reading Abll].ty - Te65 ~ 6.70 8.50 - Ta53 :
| 10. 58 12.27 11.39 7.87
Teacher Status:. R c12 .14 .10 A3 |
Academic .24 .23 <17 .28 s
. &. ¥ ‘ - .
Peer Status: .12 Loele oy 13 N
Academic W21 .21 .14 ’ .1“ YR U
Partic'i.pati'-on - : <16 A9 0 2 L9
) . L ) 18 L ) 11 - 18 .1 7
. - L
Teacher Status: e12 W18 e.10 .13
‘Peer Status: 2 .10 <11 .13
Social ' « 10 .09 .09 .09@
- - - - = ————— ————— T > - - — - - - -
sex . T "”“"’_ﬁ’””'*:ST'*"'”"**ST"’ LY T T T a8
) . .51 .50 .50 © .51
' 8.87 9.92 9.50 7.02

- — - ——— - - - - " — - b -—— -

Fote: _Upber numbers are means A
-~ . "Lower aumbers are standard deviatioms
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Table S pteéents a list of all median cbtfelations and all

higher order cortelations for all acadellc, social and personal

' variables in Ars. Bandy's class.

Asﬂﬂ.si_ ¥a£11212§ 5 | | | |
g_gghg_ L3 ating of ;ggéigg ggi;igz;”rhe'lediau'éotrélatibh

A'betveen teacher rating of reading ability anmd individpal mean

PR

- report of speech scores 13:3;36. This indicates that to a

moderate degree, ‘the average student hstens ‘more toﬂ:peﬂm; *****

vho have been rated more highly by the teacher on reading

F)

ability. T

A ptactically inportant trend is observed from analy;is of

the hxghet order correlatlon. The soderately p031t1§§“ hxgher

,gﬁéét correlatlon betveeu the 115tenar's rated teading ability

on the one hand and, on the other hand, the corrplatxon betueen

<y

speakers'’ likellhood ‘of being heard and therr teacher rated

reading ability, is -43. This indicates that as ltstenets '

increase in teacher rated tead1ng ability, thete 15 a uoderately

increasing positive relationship betveen thex: "report of a

speaker'sn speech and that speaker's teacker rating'ot‘:eadihg |

ability.
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Table 5 . - S
. . - R e e 5 e g S e
- Bedian Correlations and Higher Order Correlationms
A Aﬁrs~—aan&yls~e1ass
vatxable uedzan r'{ . H;gher Order r .
Teacher Rating ':36' , A
of Reading Abiljty ' :
AT | .30 | .13 . i
Teacher Status: S .31 o « 10 iﬁ
Acadenmic . .
Peer Status: .26 - 24 %
-Acadenic ’ , : ‘-
_Participation ) 66 .32 ) I 1
Teacher Status: -« 20 .16 3
Social ;
Peer Status: <04 . =e 10 .
Social ‘ :
e e e e i ——— ——————————————— = = = —— = —— ;|
Sex - .30 - 45 §
- !
SeIf-EffYc cy .38 .08 - = —
""" T }i TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT ;
, i
: !
;
e
4"
, | S
L ’ %
v
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getropolitan Achievesnt Test. In {his class the median
1cor:el1t;onvhetxeenggaet:opol1tantALch;etelentggiostggscopesggoigggggf
spe akers’ - and indlvldnal “mean report of Speech scores is .30.
Thus, to a nodetate dggree,vthe aye;ageﬁstudent-listens more to
speakers. iith'highetuettopolitah'létiévgleﬁt Test scores. ?his
fingfpg is sililarutoathaf'fot the teachetv‘:atingép,of @geadihgru
ability variable. S e
' The'highet'order’CDttelation’of";13 is of QB_ priéticaiiwfk
‘.ilportance in -analysing pupil attention'pattetnp to diSconrse;
iAs the higher order éorrﬂiatxon for teacher rathgs of ‘reading
-ability shows a léaeﬁatély posltxve re1a£1on551p,;if'éii“ﬁ"
concluded that in th;é“class more information _descrxblng
attention patterns was derived froas ana;ysas of teacher ratings
of readingA ability thaa fro;i the tstandqrdizédu Metropolitan

Achievement Test scomes. , ” <

Mm‘nistudng §,§ m.ﬂ by the 'iw m

péé;g. Analyses of both student acadelzc standxng as - rated by.»‘
the teacher and acadenic standing ‘as rrated-vby peerS‘_atel
‘virtually the same. Median cottgiatiols ‘betveen either‘the: _
thcher's rating» of speakers" acade-ic'-sti;ns or acadelict
standing as rated by peers and individual mean teport of speech
agcptes are .31 and .26, tespectively. This indicates that to7 a
ﬁ%;detate degree the hlghet the speaker's acaden1c status as |

% ‘rated by the -teacher or- peers, the—lorer likely hxs/he£~;speechw~{¥§W

Wu1i11jhegxgpnrigdthgglistannns,
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Farthermore, praétiéaily'°'§§édkii§;h"'{Eéw"ﬁiqiéf'fbi&éf

" correlations imdicate that students listen similarly ‘to their
- peers regardless of their'dsn'acade-ic,status as rated by the
teacher. The.higher order correlation for acadelicﬁ'abiiitj as

rated - by the teacher is .10. Hoiever, the hxgher order

@

COIrelation for acadenic ab111ty as rated ‘by peets of _;20

1ndicates that as 1listeners 1ncrease in peer rated acadelic

4

‘\\ -
status, there is a loderately 1ncrea51ng posltxve relatlolshpr

4

between t heir \report of a speaker's spéech and tbat speaker's

peer rated acadeaic status.

Averade f.:ss_snsx of pacticipation. The median correlation

be'tﬁeen ' the speakets' average frequency of part:.c:.pat:.on in

class discussion and 1nd1v1dua1 mean report of speech scores is

.66, the highest median correlation for all variables in this

3-ﬁ9;3§51W!?,EW%SFEQQWQ99tee this- indicates thaf the '§;g5ét: a

[ [CARRFA TR

Sl St

N P AP BB TR

w g bk

. . ) : * ‘b b o
‘speaker's average frequeacy of participation, the greater the

likelihood of student attemtion to his/her speech. The higher

otdqt cq:relation between Ixsteners' arerage frequency of

particiggtion on the one hdnd and, on the other hand, the
correlation between ‘speakers' likelihood of being heard aand
their average fregquency of participation is .32. In other words

as listeners increase in,;average freqnency of patticipation

there is a‘lOdétaiélj'ihéfééﬁiﬁQUPESifiié' téIatidhsﬁlpWuBiiiiGﬁWme’ .

of participation scores.
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ssmﬂtmmﬁwum ms&g_ asl peers..
Neither mm couelaim ucu:_lugjmn m:ggr correhtxonal

‘analyses of these v;;iahles provide important informatioa in -.E
‘anderstanding pupil attention patterms to class discourse ;n i
this class. The -édian éotreiatiqp betveen the'teacher's rating
of speakers' social status as well as socxal status as rated by

peers and individual mean report of. speech scores are .20 and»

)

04 tespectlvely. The hlqherrotdet cotrelatlans 1nvolving social

E—

status as rated by the teacher and social status as rated by

.peers are .16 for the former and -.10 for the latter.

Sex. The median correlation between sex and individual mean
. Y . .

report'af speech - scores, .30, 'is loderately p031tive. This

indicates that the children in thxskclass regardless of sex,

tend to report the speech of boys lodé:ately more often than the

speech of' girls (tecall that for analysis purposes. boys vere f

e e e — e .

coded *"1® and glfls were coded ®wQ®). The hzgher order

correlation is .45.. This indicates that there is a moderately

PP

incgeasing ielationship betveen sex and individual nmean report
of,speeéh'fOt‘boys as compared to girls. _ o

self-efficacy perception. The \lédian._cottelation - between
the stndents"vself’etficacy perception ahd‘ individval mean’
report of'spéeéh scores, ;38,bshows-that to 4 moderate degree

‘the average studeat - listens nmore - to speakers with higher = |

: pe:ceptionspcfﬁsnlf:giiiggcy;'The higher order correlation is

.08d and is of no ’pract{cal importance, Thus, practically
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.noderifés

speaking, listenets' oin self-efficacy'perception 1s aot teIate&
to the,cor:elat;ou hetsoeasaf speakeslsfAseif-eéﬁieaeylsand——ttmr

listeners' report of.speech.'

-

§£§4 Dankin's §l§§§

~rable 6 presents a list of all median correlations and all
' [

o

higher order correlatlons for all acadenic, socxal and personal

variables in Ars. Dankin's class.
Academjc Variables. | -
Teacher gating of ©rpeading ability. Nelther '-edian

correlation nor higher order correlation analyses of. thls

.

variable provide - imgortant information for ;his stndy. The
“ ?
median of correlations betveen teacher rating of reading ability

and individual mean report of speech scores is .05. The higher

order correlation is .20.

Hetropolitan Agh;g!g!gnt Iest. In this class the nedlan

COrrelation‘betIeen Betropolitan Achxeve-ent Test scores and

4 : , .
"~ individual mean report of speech scores is .19.»The higher order

correlation is .39. This indicates that as the listeners® scores

the HMetropolitan Achievement Test, there is a

iipcteasing positive relationship between listeaers!
report ~of a speaker's speech and that speaker*sfaetropolitan

lchleve-ent Test score. This last finding shois that so-ethat

more ianformation &‘gsctxbx&g attent ioa pattetns was derrved ftot : *

teacher ratings of reading ability in this class. - e
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- Table 6
Hed ian Cortelatxons and Higher order CorrelatlonS" -
~ Ars. Dankin's Class

Variable - Mediam r - ngher order r
Teacher Rating . = .05 ‘ .20
of Reading Ability D . '
MAT S 19 - .39
Teacher Status: o ;56 | | -.05
Academic S :
Peer Status: . ;.09 ' <27
Academic ' :
F-—------------ ------------------ — --------------- i o
_ Participation .28 » . 14
Teacher Status: , | .37 _ - -. 19
_ Secial g ’ |
‘Peer status'“ : . 33 A 05 ' K*;”f
Soc1a1 , : ' o
Sex .03 «33
self-Efficacy ! 10 =08 o

[
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o Stgdent acgg ric stand;gg as Lat gg 21 the te g_er and

wggers. The ]

edian

correlat;oq between the teacher's ratlng,of

3"‘5

speakers' acadel1c status and 1nd1v1dual lean report of speech

scores ' is .Oerﬁthe ledlan;correlatlon betveen.acadeplcxstandlng

as rated by peers and individual mean report of speech scores is¥

:\?.  Neither 1is of ©practical ilportaaCe. Tﬁe higher;etdetv_b

1
1

cof:elation for

indicates" tha

ovwn academic status as rated by the‘teacher. The higher' order

Aacadeﬁic

status as ﬁated by 'the“~%§eache;

t students listen sinllarly, regard less Bé”theif '

cqrrelation; -.05, is. of no practlcal impartance either.

The hlgher order eorrelatxon for acadeaic statns as "ra;j:ed*'"

|3

by peers is .27. Practlcally speaking thlS shows that there is a'-

)

moderately-increasing positive relationship- between 1listeners®

report of .a

acadenic statu

speaker's

S.

v -

Social Variab les.

g €r age g'gg gz g; gagtlciggg;gg " The aedlan correlatlon

between the

speakers?

speech and” {hatlspeaker's peer rated

average frequency of partiq1pat1on in

class discussionvand individoal mean report of speech scores is

.28.  This indicates that

to a- noderate degree the hlgher a

speaker's average frequency of part1c1pat10n, " the greater the

likelihood of

student attention to hie/her speech. The higher

-order correlatiom is .14 and is of no practical importance.

Student

social

status

a_.r._ted_zzb.._eaghgsaadeeees_

|
2

2

The median correlation between the teacher's ratings of social

status as well as social statusias"fated by peers and ‘individual
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mean report of speech scores are .37 and .33 respectively.@?hey

indicate that, to a moderate degree -over all listeners, the.‘

higher the speaker's social status as rated by the teacher, the

more likely his/her speech will be reported. Alsd, to a moderate

@

 degree, the higher the speaker's sociai status as rated by

‘peers, the more likely his/her speech ' will be . reported. The
higher order correlations for. these variables are of  no

practical importance. The higher order correlation i; - 19 fbr,

social status as rated by the teacher and .05 for soci al staﬁus‘

as rated by peers.

Personal VYarjables. . ‘

Sex. The median correlation betveen sex and individual mean

report of speech scores, .03, is of no praéticalnilpoftance. The

higher order correlation is .33. This correlatioa indicates that

there is a moderately increased relationship betveen sex and .

individual msean report of speech for boys as coapared to girls.
Self-efficacy perception. Neither édrtéléfibﬁ'éﬁ§1j§i§§f6f

self-efficacy perception is of practical inportande in this

class. The median correlation between the speakers'

self-efficacy perception and individual mean report: of ‘spéech

scores is .10. The higher order correlation is -.08.
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< .. BLs, Masom's Class

.Table 7 presents a list of all median correlatioams and all

higher order correlations for a’ll acadeaic, éocia;'and personal
variables in Mrs. Masoa's class.

Academic Variables.

None ~ 92f the :lédian correla tion ,or,’ihighe; korder'

céérelationél'éqalyées,for Acadenic variables in vthis class
A'proveA to be of ﬁt$C£ical<inportance except for’thevﬂetfopolitan
AchieveieﬁtvreSt:SCOrevvariable. What follows is a report of the
" median éér;elétiqns “and the higher order correlations for all
acadeaic vafiab1e§. TheiP&actical inéortance of ﬁhe,highet order
correlation for the uetropdlitan Achieve-entvtest scorekvariable

is discussed at the end of this section.

.

The uédian  correlations are .09 betveen teacher :ating‘of'

reading ability andgindividual mean report of speech scores, .12

between Hetropolitan Achievesent Test scores and individual mean

report of speech scores,-and';OE"béEiééif'abadéiié’"gféhdiiﬁifas

rated by botb the t eacher and peerskand individual iean'réport -

of speech scores. The higher order correlations are -.03 for

,teacher rating of reading ability, -.36sfor HNetropolitan
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Table 7

Neiian Correlatioas and Hiqher'Otder Correlatxons
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Overall, then, in terss 'ofr academic vqriahles’ only ‘the

higher order correlation for Metropolitan Achievement Test

scores provides useful information in ‘describing listener
attention patterms in this class. According to data gathered on
Metropolitan Achievement Test scores, as the listener increases

on these scores, there is a noderately increasing negative

relationship between listenmers®' report of a speaket's‘Speech and

that speaker's HNetropolitan Achievesent Test score. In‘this .

class‘ theﬁ, more information describing attention patterns is
deri;ed‘ from Metroplitan Achieveleht Test scores than frona aﬁy
~ other academic variable. |
Social ¥ariables.

Except for the analysis of the median cotrelation between

the speakers* average fregquency of participation in class

discussion and individual mean report of speech sgores, none of
the median or higher order correlational analyses of social -

variables pro'iaéwpfibficdlii”iiﬁértént"fthYlEtfbni”Tié””léﬁia,W7

correlation between speakers' variables and indivihual mean
report of speech scores are .30 for évetage frequency of
participati5h,- .16 for social standing:aé tatéd by fhe teachef
and .21 fot social standing as rated by peers. This indicéfeé

only that, to a moderate degree, the higher 5 speaker's average

frequency of participatioan, the greater the likeiihood',of%;'

listener attention to his/her speech.

The higher order correlation for average frequency of -

participation is . -.06. The Bigher o:der’cétreiation for social
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~ status as v;atedfﬂhy'the'teachegiis —.15. It is -.06 for social .
statds«as rated by peers, In other words, listening patterms are

not dependent ~on tﬁé _1isteneré"’1avetage 'f;;Quency of
pﬁfticipatiﬁnvotvéécial Standing as rated'by either ‘teacheri or
pégts, v _ , o
personal Varjables.
sgg. The median correlation betueén sex and individual mean
‘ réport of speech scores, .12, is only -SIightly positive. This -
indicates that the average lisfener in this class does not’_
report the speech of either sex more bften than the ofher. The
higher order correlation is .52.,This,indiCates th;t,thg;g;igrgﬁ‘
strongly increased rélaiionship between sex agd ihdividnal mean
report of speech for boys as compared to girls. | 7
ée;f-éggigggx perceptjon. fhe’ median correlation between
the studentsf self-etficaCy peréeption and individual mean
report of speech scores, .04, shoﬁs that the a;eragef ;istenefv

does not listen wmore to speakers *u’ifh""'h*fg’h*é’ri"’setf*:efffcaC'~y'*"9 S

percéption~ scores. The higher order correlation ‘betwégn
1istenets"vselfmefficacyperception on the one hand and;.dh-the'
other hand, the correlation betveen speakers; likelihood of
being heard and _tpeir‘ self-efficacy perception is -.39.‘This
indicates that as the listeher inc reases in self-efficacy
~perception,  there is a nodératelY‘ increasing negative
reiationshipsbetweén listeners? rebort-of a speaker's speeéh and

that speaker’s self-efficacy perception.
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.£§. Ra_is;.s _l.§.

rable 8- presents a lxst of all sedian correlatlons and all

‘varlables in Ars. Parxci's class.

Hone of the ahalyses of median correlations orihigher order
'correlatlons in this class show practxcally i-pottant results,
except for the analysis of the -edian correlation between E
acadenmic stafns as rated by the teacher and 'individuel ‘mean
repori of epeech'scores end the higher order correlation for‘fhe
'fﬂetféPOIitan AehieYepept T?SF,,SCQFeSe,”£h§;¥§giiéi,,corr91§siggwegﬁ,eﬂﬁ
" between teacher . ratihg of reading aﬁiiityvand individual mean :
Vteport of Speech scofes is ;20. The median coftelatton hetueen‘
Netropolitan Achieveieet Test scores and individual mean report
of speech scores is -.04. The nmedian cereelatfen betwveen
academic status as rated By the teacher as well as by peers and ;
individual- ‘mean report- of - speéctrﬂsrcores?irr*”}_‘r ﬂnﬂ'*; T***’”ﬁ ,,
'respectively.' This 1nd1cates that, to a moderate deqtee, the j
average listener’ is more 11kely to report the speech of hlghet :
teacher rated academic status speakers -over lower omes. lone of
the higher order correlations are préetically important. The
higher order Vlcorrelation for teaeher ratings of reading
‘achievement is -.06. The higﬁer order correlation ‘for
Metropolitan Achxevelent Test scores-is -. 27 and indxcates that : "%

s R e

there is a -oderately 1ncreasxng negative relationshlp bet veen

the listene:s' report of a speaker's speech and that speaket's
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Metropolitan  Achievement - Test _score. .~ The higher otder; o

”cnrtelatlon for acadelic standlng as rated by the teacher i§i 

.09 and for acadenic status as rated by peers is ~;63:WEEASEEEE

uords, 11stener 11stening patterns are not dependent on 1istenerf o

standxng on any of the acade-1c varlables.
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Table 8 .

Hed1an Correlatioss and ﬂiqher'OIder Correlations - e

‘ Ars. Parici's Class .

Variable’ g | :nediéh‘f, -Bigher Order r SR
T eacher Bat;ng ) .20 . =06
of Reading Abil1ty - =
HAT ‘ . -.04 o -.27 . o
‘Teacher Status: ~ 31 S =09 é
<Acadenmic . o o e _ 4
Peer Status:,lff' .22 -.03 ) %
Acadellc : v :
Pattic1pat1on - .36 ' .15 E
Teacher Statas: <10 . . =8l 3
Social . ; ;
Peer status;A Af; -.08 ‘ o .28 % 7
Soc1a1 ‘ ' ' ‘ . 3
Sex .06 .64 ) |
Self-Efficacy .23 . .59 : %
«i
-4
% é
i
i
i
H
;
%
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§9§1§1 _gria_lgg R S
;vegagg g;gg gz _; ggggjggg_;jgg. The led1a;u¢ortelat1on'1ﬂ

between tﬁe speakers' average frequency qf part1cipation 13.,‘

class dxscussion and individnal Bean report of speech scores is

.36 ‘the hlghest ledian correlatipn for all variables__1n'_this i

class. To a loﬂerate degree kth ‘ ndicatestthat'thg verage :
listener is ‘sore ~liké1& to llstet ‘tbf'speakers with higher
average fregquency of part1c1pation scores over lover ones. The
highér'order cor;;iatzon for average frequgncy of partlcxpationt
is .15. 1In other ;ords{ listehing‘patterns‘are not relatéd to

7rthe llstener's own average ftequency of participation.

social status as rated by _ks teacher and peers. The median

correlation hatueeen t he speakers' social status as rated by the
t eacher - as’ vell “as' soc1a1 rstatus as rated by peers and
individual msean report of ‘speech‘ scores are .10 and -.08"

respectivelj. They indicate that the‘average listenet does not .

-

social status. The higher order corre1ation»for social ‘status as
rated by the teacher is -.44. There is a nodératelg increasiri
negative relationship betveen ‘the’ listeners® report of a
speaker's speech and that speaker’s té;;her rated. soc1a1 status.
The h1gher order correlation for social status as rated by peers}
is .24. As listeners increaSerinrpeer-rated social statusi'there
is' a moderately increasing"positiie reiationship Vbetveen r'

listeners®' report.of a speaker's speech and that speaker's peer

rated social statas.




§g - The ledzan correlatxon bet-een sex and indivldual mRean -

7‘1:eport of speech scores.w.OG. is of mo practical importance. The
higher a:dex: correlat:.om is . 64. rhete is a strongly increaséd »
relationship het-een ‘sex. .and individnal mean report of speech

*

’for boys as- conpared to gu:ls. ‘
\ g_g_g;ng_.x perception. The nmedian correlation be’t’wéen

the -students® '-—'s.elrf—efficacy_ péréeﬁtion and hdividtial mean S
‘?'Lrep;n:t of spe’e'ch‘ SCQr_es', .23, shous that tke average. listener
: reports the speech ‘ of hlgher self—effxcacious speakers over

lover ones to a lodetate degree. rhe lu.ghet otder corrglg!ion 15

-59. Thls indicates that as ‘the ll.stener ' ncreases in
self-efficacy perception, there ‘is‘[‘a- strongly increasing
positive relationship between rliste‘ners'b’teport of a - speaker !s :

speech and that speaker's self-efficacy perceptioa.

>g;§_,_ Bandy's Class. Ia Mrs. Bandy's class the 'aVel:agé\ ’stndentv:‘v
liz;tené ‘more to speaketsl with sevetal academic and personal
- attrlbutes but only one social atttibute. In this class. to a
ioderate degtee, the average student listens gore to speakets
with hxgher teacher ratings of ~ reading - abn.lity, higher

Hetropolitan Acluevenent Test scores. and lugher teacher or peer

rated acadelic status. As iell s/he listens loderately more to

®

lales ~ than to females and to students uith higher self-efficacy

¥
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‘perception. Finally,r ‘t he average stndent lxstens stronqu lore

to speakers vho ‘dlsplay f hxghet average ftequency feﬂrﬁ

participation.} »

" The higher ordet cotre1atiees ‘show less'eptedonihahce ‘of
academic and persona1  attribates. As 1isteners increase in
teaCherrratingsﬂpf readingVability or peer'ratiﬁgs ~Of aCadelics

statns, to a loderatezdegree, they shov an 1ncreasingly greater

o 11kelihood of reportxng the speech of higher teacher ratedi -

teading ability speakers or hxgher peez tated acadellc status
speagers. Ls listeners inc:ease in averaqe frequency of
p,aretlc,ipaugnj , e,,t,,,o - a A,!‘?@gta,t,? ,deSFee‘ ‘they “also Shou/an

increasingly greater likelihood of reporting the speech of more

- frequently - pa:ticipating ~ speakers.  Finally, there is a

;ode}atelff' reased relatioaship“'betveen sex and indiyidnal

h

nean repOtt £ speech for boys as conpared to glrls.;

HES. Dankjn's ngg - In HNrs. Dankin s class the avetage student

- listens morz to speakersswtthccettatn=saeia1 attt%bntesvflnethlszeg ,,,,,,

class, to a -oderate degree, the average student listensrlore_to«egxl
speate;s with higher teacher and peer rated social status as

well as to more freguent participators. However, the highet‘p
’ ‘ ~ &

- order correlatioms 4o not show this trend to be iaqnifiedras

listeners 1ncrease in their ratings onm social variables. On the

@QcOntraty, hxghet otder correlations reveal 1nportant relatlonsf\f“

in the analysxs af tuo academic and one personal varxable. ‘ls

lxstenets increase in HettOPOlltaB Ach1eveaent Test scores o:ri

peer ratxngs of acadel1c statns, to'a moderate degree they show
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.an 1ncreas1ngly greater likelihood- of reportlng the 'speech f,”f

speakers vxth hxghet ﬁetropolltan Achxevenent Test scores or

peer ratings of acadelic status. As well. there is a~ noderatelyw'

increased relationship betreen sex and ind1v1dnal -ean report of

- speech for.boys as conpared to gxrls.

NIS. _g_sg___g._ _],gs_ In this"claSs the average 'student Ili.'s'ten‘s_ -

noderately more to speakers nho dlsplay hxghet average freqnency

of partj,o::j.part:mlt.-j The' hlgher order correiatlons’ shov sone

.contrasts to trends 1n the previons tvo classes. As' listenetsk
increase ﬂinf uettopolxtan Achievement Test scores they are

'rncreasmgly aadm:ately less. luel;g to ‘report the speec;h ,,,,, of -

speakers . with, higher uetropolitan lchlevelent Test scoresm

S1lllar1y as llsteners LnCtease in self-effxcacy perceptlon they'

are increasingly loderately less 11ke1y to :eport the speech of

speakers with hlgher self-efficacy,perception. Again, _in thxs»t_

class. there is ‘a strongly 1ncreased relationship between sex

and individual mean report of 'speech for boys as conpared to

girls. ,
> : “

 Brs. Eagicjis,g]ass: In this class the average stedent listeas

soderately more to speakers displaying one academic and one

social attribute. The average student listens_-oderateI} lere,to‘
speakers vith higher teacher rated acadeaic status. As uell the"
average student llstens loderately lote to ‘speakers vho dlsplay_
higher averaqe frequency of participat1on and have hxgheraw;;mwiel

self-efficacy perception. The higher arder correlations show at::f

least"tvo' reversals from trends in the first tuo classes. As
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listeners increase'in &etrbpolitan Achieyelentﬂiestfscoreshpr;ipi

teacher rated social status, the1 ~are increasiugly loderately

less 11ke1y to report the -speech of speakers wlth hlgher
‘ aetropo11tan !chievenent Test scores or hxgher teacher rated
»,soc1a1;statns scores. As llsteners increase in peer rated soc1a1A
| sfatns'thej are’increasxngly loderately more . llkely to report

‘»the speech of hthet peer rated soc;al status speakers. In thls“

class there is a strongly 1ncreased relatxonsth between sex and

1nd111dua1 mean report of speech for boys as co-pared to glrls.'

‘Asirell,‘as a'11stener-1ncreases' in,fself-efflcacy perceptlon.

s/he Ts 1ncreasingiy sttoaqu loreflxkaky to report. the - speechf

e

of speakers with. higher self-efflcacy petceptlon.j'

Discassion of ;Lnse.r.:C; S ag.,_r_;,g__ Differences

lo ”one class shovs the sane plctnre of pnp;l attent;on to

classroon discourse of peers ‘as functlons of fiheW7acaden1c,’v‘

.

social and personal variables descr;b1ng speakers and 1isteners.

There are certain findings that are common across all classes
vhile there are others that serve to differentiate clearly one
class!® listening patternsl froan the next's. In this_ section

inter-class similarities will be described. Then inter-class

A

. differences, first in teras of median correlations and .then in

teras of higher order‘correlatiOns; vill be presented;;

—

In ggr-c;g § Si ities. Listeners reported the speech of

speakers when desctihed by average freqnency of part1c1pation
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and sex in some similar ways across all four classes. In all

classes ex”pt Hrs;f”Baﬁﬂy*s “the averagefﬁiisteﬁerr‘ttstenedr :
ncderate;y aore to nore freguent part1c1pators; In. Hrs. Bandy s
class ”the average llstener 11stened aore to frequent

partlclpators to a strong degree. Second, in all classes there

‘is an.1§creased relatzonship betieen sex and individual. aean»

4

- report. of speech for boys as compared to glrls. This was true to |

a noderate degree- in Ars.. Bandy's and urs. Dankln's classes and;'

£ h%‘,k,‘a‘ia«"%}‘f:#: B RO

to a strong degree 1n urs. Hason's and urs. Parici’s classes.

Third, an examinatioa was uade of box and whisker plots for all. w

|
|
|
|
|
1P

e o i o sk e

“median correlations exceedlng -23 betueen varlables describing
speakers and iqditidnalﬁejeag‘vreport of speech scores. The

interquartile range of valnes of,correlations between the 75th

and the 25th percentiles exceeded «25 in only one instance. Id ;’f
Mrs.. Dankin's class the 1nterquartile range of .25 was exceeded‘};:?‘
for peer rated social status. In other words, cemtral temdencies f
described hj rhe'nedians discussed fall v1thin‘a clear1y1defined.v B
and limited range. for almost | all practically ' iiéorrdnr "A 1
correlations. The wmedian cOrre}atiqns a:é 'feirly accnrete‘ ‘
representations of the correlations. And fourth, the agaiyses'of'
outlying dafa ‘show that some vstudents in all classessare

| consistently outliers; exhibiting unuswally = low or high |
correlations betveeh an .acadenic. social or personmal variable:
and indlvldual mean report of speech Sscores. However no data

vere collected onw any'of“these stndentSMthttsntqhtsrndrcate—a———————sf
reason for their appearlng consmstently as outllers.
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Inter-Class Differences.

Bedian correlations. Only in Mrs. Bandy's and Ars. ?afiéils'Q
classes did the average'“stpdent listen: noderatéiy knore tof !
speakers with certain acadenmic attéibutes. In»ugé. Béﬁdy's class
the average 1istenei vas attentive to the speech of speakers
with %highez‘ scores in ‘all acadeaic status variables. In Mrs.
Parici's class omly academic status as rated by the teacher
. served to describe . speakers »uyo dre§~noderately,nore.averagef
listener attention.

Aside froa . average frequency  of particiéation :ho;¢~'
importance has alteady been discusséd, social variables; seived
to describe speakers who drev moderately more average listemer
attehtion only in Hrs.'Dankin's class. In ﬁhat class the average
student listened moderately more to sp#akers vith higher teacher
and peer'rated>social status over those with lower sudhv status
on these variablés. 7 -

;be average listener reported moderately aore speech df
speakers described by the personal variables in Mrs. Bandy's ahd
Nrs. Parici'S‘classés. In Mrs. Bandy's class both variables were
of nmoderate inpprtance. "¥While in Mrs. Parici's classkdnly
self—effi?acy vas of moderate importance. Of note is _the"féct
thét of the 14 median cbrrelations exceeding .23, seven.occur in
that class. A}sb of note is that only o&e‘occurs in Nrs. Mason's
class Uhiie the other classes have thrée.each.,C1early; in
'certain classeSagatterns of average listener atfentiaaiageA~n§;e
discernible. . |

{
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gigggg ‘Qgggg c rrelations. On their own, therﬁiéherroédet
corrél&tions,deSCrihe aedifferenf pattern of factots deééfiﬁiﬁé
1istener,;attention thahﬁdid,the eedianfcbrrelations. Two highet
order cofrelatiopskof theracadenie fa:iables figure importantly
in all four elaesesvbut none exactly dﬁplicétes the fihdings of
the other. In Mrs. Bandy's an&"ﬁrs-‘ Dankin's classes, as
li steners inqreese‘on one of the reaﬁing*achievelent variables,
they become moderately more 1likely to regort fhe speech of
increaséngly higher reading achievers. in MArs. uasoags and ﬂrs.e
Parici'e:claQSES t he opPoSite is the case 1in the Metropolitan
Achievenment Teéi eeasure:bin these clésses asrlisteners increase
on Hetropolitén Achievenenturest scores they are 1increasingly
moderately less likely tob report the rsgegch of higher

Hettopolitan>Achievenent Test scorers. Furthermore over all four

classes, vhen total number of practically important median or

higher order correlations- are  taken - into - account, neither .

teacher .reting' of reading ’achievenent nor Hetropqlitan
Achievement Test scores prove to‘be more ﬁeipful in ’describihg
listener attention patterns. In both Mrs. Bandy's aﬁd:ﬂrs.
Dankin's classes, as listeners increase in peef,'rated acadeaic
status theyebecoie increasingly moderately more likely to feport
the speech of higher peer rated acadenic stetns speayers. #
One higher order correlation of the social variables
figd;es importantly in Hrs. Bandy's class and twvo do in MHrs.
Parici's class. In Nrs. Bandy's class it ieﬁgveIAge'freqheﬂcyiéf

participation while in Mrs. Parici's theynate teacher and - peer

11 : L



rated social stataus.

Aside from sex, whose higher order cbrrélhtiOﬁ'his%&Iréz&y'
‘b;en described; the higher order cortelation’ fot ‘self-efficacy
perception is of moderate practicai ilporiance in&ﬂrs;vﬂasdn's
class and strong practical ilportﬁnce in Mrs. Périci's ciass.
Hovever the findings in these two classes are opposite. In Mrs.
Mason's class as listenmers increase in self—efficacy perception,.
there is -a moderately increasing negative relatibnéhip betwveen
their féport of a speaker's Speech aﬁd individual nean‘report of
speech for that speakeg. As listeners increase in self-efficacy
perception in nrs.'Patiéi's.class,‘theirrrePOtt of tﬁe'speechlof
speakers with higher self—effic;cy perception incréases.‘

The variables of importance in-;edi#n correlation analyses
vere not always the same as those in higher order cqﬁggiétion
analyses within a‘gi;en clasé, Neither median cortelatiéns mor
higher order co:relations;gﬁ_p;géxical,i!PQFté!EEW!?FE §§9_§§ééﬁww
froa class to class. The;;fore it can be>‘conciqded that the
context i.e., classroom, wvithin which a student listens has at
least moderate ilpactgon how that student listens; thowh the .

impact of context -will be different for studenfs occupying

~ different academic and social strata.

rd
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V. Discussioa

In chapter‘dne, six queStibns that reiterated and extended

the concerns appearing in the Morine-Dershimer et ﬁ1.7(198J)

studj vere pfesénted, ihey were:

1.

2.

4.

5.

On the average, do listeners report hearing the speech of

speakers-wvho occupy higher status on academic variables?

. Do listepners who have various ,acadesic status

characteristics attend differentially to their peers as a .
function of their peers' academic status?

On the average, do listene:s report hearing the speech of

speakers wvho occupy higher status on social }ariahles?

Do listeners who bave various social status characteristics
attend differentially to their peers:as a function of thgir
peersfwsocial status?
oh the average, do listeners fgpott hearing the spaech of
speakers who occupy higher status on personal variables?

Do  listeners who " have various personal statusi_
characteristics attend differentially to thgir peers és a

function of their peers' personal status?

In this chapter these questions are addressed in 1light of

‘current findings. Comparisoas are made with results §9 §§e7h”;W 7

.9

original study. Conclusions regarding student cognitiye

mediation of discourse within classes are stated wvith particular

&

reference to the literature on context of learning. Limitatioans
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of the current study are reviewed and implications for future

research elphasizing the impact of classroos organizatiomal

structure on pupil attention to diséoursesare p:esehted.

Attention to Acadesmjc Status

it should be Vnoted that in >this study the analysis
procedures to assess patterns of attention of ’listeneré” vith
different statds on a g}ven va:iahle to speakers vith different
status on;those variables differed from the original study.
uorine-Defﬁhiger et al. used a blpckiﬁg aééroach in their
analysi's. They amalysed pupil attention within Asubgroups' ﬁy
bloc;ihé listen;ts and speakers into three groups "on each

variable. Those subgroups were composed of students vho were of

high, middle or lov rank on a given variable. Ia the7replication

~each~indilidualrlistener!s;attentinnNmpatterﬂwwgas”mgggl1§§§4491,m

. examining the changing relationship between a speakers* scores

on a descriptive variable and listener report of speakers®
Speechoas listgnets increased on that descriptive variablé. Thus
findings in the original and those in the replication. ate not
completely comparable. |

In tvo classes academic status of speakers vas related to
average listéner. attention to discourse. In Hrs. Bahdy's class

the average pupii listened loderétely-loré to speakers vwho had

higher standing on all academic variables. In Ars. Parici's

class, the average pupil listemed laderately more to speakers
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vith higher teacher ratingslrof acadellc status. Academic

variables describiag - 'speakers were not related to listener

attention in either urs. Dankin's or Ars. Ehson's classes.

In all classes,’ as listemers increased in st{\?ing on

acadenmic varlables certa;n rélationships between their report ‘of
speakers' speech  and speakers' ratings on those same varlables o

vere of 'moderately increasing ;'inportance- - .However = the

relationships vwere net":alsays positive. Nor vere the same

academic variables Of‘inpdrtance in each class.

Horine-Dershimer et al.'s finding that over all listeners,

séeech of high reading achievers was reported more often than
the speech of all other speakers was essentially corroborated in
oné class in the repllcatlon. Sllilarly, the origimal findiag

that high reading achievers listened substantially =ore to

theaselves than did any,other Subqrodp,gf reading achievers was

only soderately substantiated inm two classes. In those two

classes there wvas a loderateiy incteasihg positive relationship

~

£ g . , ) ’ 2
between 1listeners®' report of - a speaker's speech and that

speakers' reading ability.'r
The  origimal  finding that  papils did not attend
significantly sore to any 5ubgroup as defined by status with the

teacher was corroborated in only two of the four classes in the

replication..In the replication, stdtus as rated by the -teacher

vas divided into an acadelic and a soc1a1 varlable//;n both Mrs.

B LT NURCNNN 1oF  SPEPIRNPIRCTOTY- - DRI
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Bandy's and Ars. Parlcx's classes, the average pnp11 listened’

noderately more to speakersruith higher acadellcbstatus as rated
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by the teacher.

Pinally, the original fimding that pupils did not attend

- significantly more often Jtd any peer status subgroup was not

- substantiated in two classgS,,hgaih, in"the replication, status:

vith peers vas divided into an academic and alsocial variable.

In Nrs. Bandy's class the average 'pupil listened more to

. speakers with higher academic status as rated by peers. In both
Mrs. Bandy's and Nrs. Dankin's ciasses;vas7‘list9nefs ‘increased .

in acadeaic status as rated by peers, they,hQCane increasingly"

more likely to report the speech quhighet.peer rated acadenic

status speakers over lover omnes.

In short, in terms of aca&elic vériables,,'the picture

painted by MNorine-Dershimer et al. (1981) is not as clear in the
replication as it 'was - in the original. Academic status of

‘speakers does have a bearing'on.hdv'listenefs mediate classroonm

- discourse. However the impact of academic _status seems to _be_

¢lassroom specific. In some classes ‘the acadeaic status,of
speakers appears importantly k:elatéd_rtornpupil tepott' of

discourse while in others it does not.

Attention to Socjal Status

-

»
N

In the original study it vas found that listeners teported

the speech of freqnéht ';atticibatofs'iore 6ftehwfhahﬁiféiidiw”m”
. \’ .

participators. This was particalarly so for the subgroup of

- listeners lihd, were Vthelsélies frequent farticipatorsvin class
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Vdiscﬁssions; Bovever ﬂorxne—Dershiger’ et al. also found that

rpnpxls in general. and listeners wh o were freqnent participators

in particular, reported the conlents of pupils low in treqaency'-

of participation J,n the same proportioms as %he co-nents of
PR . o ) . o A
‘pnpiis high in freguercy of participatiom. Using a 3 x 2 x 2,

table (frequeacy of participatioh'i sex x reading aékievenent)
Horine-DershiIer et» ~al. (1981) suggested that lov readxng -
achlevers vere most apt to fall in the lxddle range of frequency

of partic1pnt10n. :hey-also noted_a suhgroup of.gxrls vho vere

lov in frequency of participation but high in eatering reading

achievesment. | |

'In ‘all claSSeéf in  the replication the ‘averaoe énptl
1istened>lore.to frequent participators.. This uas.loder&tell the °
case in three,of the experilental classes and strongly‘the~;ehsei,;
in  Mrs. Bandy's class.‘fherefore it éan'be conclﬁded thet't§e~
- finding in the- origiaei—stndy—that Listeners—fepofte&—the*speeebf—ﬁ—f~—v
of frequent participators more often ‘than average part1cipators‘
vas essentlally corroborated in the replication-. Because all _
median correlation analyses formfrequeocy of-particPation,uere
positive ard at leest of moderate practical ilportanee, it_'cah
be concluded that the findingvthat infreguent participators®
speech vas repotted as oftee es frequent participators" speech

wié not corroborated in any of the classes in the replication.:

Haiing fbund thls pattern in the .b or1g1na1 ;stnﬂy;

uorine4Dershiner exanined t’reasors as . to uhy 1nfreqnent
participators?® spee&h might haie been reportea_ifreqnently.
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Because no such fiudilg accurred in the reylication, exalination

of th infreqnent participators' speech night be reported

frequently,uas not,done, iu the reylication. The finding by

ucrinesnershiier et al.;that pupils vho thea lves~uere frequent
participators listened lore to frequeant par cipators thau ,anf‘
ot her subgroup ‘of listemers was corr orated to a loderate

.. degree ouly in.urs. Bandy's class. Asxde 'pslvthis  one rsocialv
variable, the average listener vas attfacted to the speech of
speakers having high social status in only Mrs. Damkia's class.

Only m}“,,ﬂfs- Bandy's and urs. Paric1's classes did listeuers

¥ith increasing status on social» variables show differential
attention patteras tois;eakers described by such variables.’

” In the original ‘study, pupils did ‘not attend significantly
‘more to any sabgroup as defined by,status vith teacher or peers.
As already di scussed, status with teacher and peers vas» divided

e f~ww—~1nto ~academic- and-soetai—cateqerzes—iﬂ~theAre?licatloafslqalnf« ——————— sv%ﬂ
findings in the original vith regard to status with teacher or o
peers were not corroborated in two of the classes, Ars. Dankin's
and Mrs. Paricits, when social status wvas defined separateiy’
from academic status. In HNrs. Damkin's class the 'ayerage |
listener listened soderately more to speakers with hiqher social
status as rated by the teacher»orvpeers. In Nrs. Parici's class,
as listeners increased in social status as rated by the teache:_

they becale noderately less likely Vto report ‘the Speech of

higher teacher rated social status speakers. In that Vclass, as

listeners increased im peer rated ‘social status they became
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fincreasingly = derately more likely to report the speech ofr

bigher peer rat social status speakers.

Aqaln, in as of. social variahles the pictnre paxnted by
:ﬂerihe-nershiler et al. (1981) is not as ‘clear in A'the
reptication as itruas.in.therrigiral. One thing seess eéttai..'
rregnent particibatdrs' speech 'is generally .attendeds ?to,
"Hovever,,:tte ilpact of socxal status on llstener attention
patterns see;s. overall, to be classroon spec1fic. In one class
the average 1i er did attend to speakers with higher socxal‘

 status moderately more than those 'vithont snch' status.' In

- e B

' ancther' class, ‘as listeners increased in socxal status they

;showed increased attentlon to*speakers with parallel status.

“t

Attention to Persomal Status
WIaf~all—»classes_thesemisssnwiaereasedwrelattonsﬁipshetsees~sf~%+
‘fsex and 1nd171dua1 nean report of speech for boys as’ conpared to
girls. Thls vas loderately the case in two classes and strongly
the case in the tvo-others. In cnly,pne class did the average
listener (béys and girls taken together) listen more to bo ys
than to girls. In no class did the average pupil listen to girls
more than to boys.

In the originmal study, Horine-DerShiier et al.”(1981) found

that ‘girls llstened to glrls aore often than to boys. As snch

the finding in the origimal was not Substantiated in ‘the

replication. ' - P
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atténtion'paéterns was not e?aqiﬂeé'iﬁ tié'vdiiﬁiiiif”étudj; In .
“the repiicatioﬁ it was foﬁnd fhat in tvwo classes, ﬁrs. Band;!&ﬁ
and urs; Pagici's, the aiétagé listenefvdéeé listén -odeéatéiyr‘
io:e to 'speakets‘ with higher sglf—éfficécj %perCeption.‘ ls
'vlistenéfs incre}sedrlin ’self—effita;y"petéé%iion they “becaié'
loderitelf :1esskvlikely to report the speeCh of ségaiéfs'vifh

- higher sélf-efficacy pefCeption in Ars. rﬂason‘s 'c1$ssf,andr
'increasingly stronglj more likely to repéfi' the speeéh‘og
speakers vith higher self-efficacy pércepiiaﬁAin"ﬂfs. Patiéi;sﬂ
: class;r | N | B o

| Again, the effects of selfréfficacy"pérception ‘on pupil

mediation of clhssroqp discourse seea to be clagsroom specific.

Conclusjons ' . .

Horine-Dershimer et al. attempted to demonstrate that-

. pupils vwvere displaying attention patterns that would enhance

rrrrrr

Self-efficacy perception and its impact on listeper |

‘their chances for academic success. They justified their é

coﬁﬁjusion by pointihg Qut .thag, generélly, students éte”’
attracted to spéakersvuith high reading achievement. If - other
factors deséribed speakers who drew listemer attention, such
*factors (e,g.ﬂinfrequéhtVparticipa}ion) vere positiwely rélaied

to reading achievement and hence supported Morine-Dershimer et

al.'s conclusion that students listened to speakers Wwho wouwld

better ‘enable thea to obtain acadenic success. In the case of
‘ ’ !

A"},
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listener attention to infreqnent"participators,'tor éialgle,

Morine-Dershimer et al, argued that such atteation was to a

' subgromp of academically successful, infrequently participating

The fimdings in the replication essentially do not

~ corroporate Horine-Dershimer et al.'s coticlusions regarding

listener attention to academically successful speakers. It was

found t hat listemers in the repli¢ation; as in tbhe btiginal,'

listen to frequent participators. It was also found ihat thete A‘

is an increased reljatiggshipfbvet’ggfen‘ sex and individual nmean

'report of speech for ;bdys  aS~c6ipéred to girls. Bbvave: 2;1

other findings appear to be claserOl.spécific. Though findi s
‘in  the original study -ay~have'beenjcorroborated in one class,

they vere not necessarily corroborﬁtedvin another. Certainly the ‘

conclusion that students attend to othép students in order to

obtain academic success 1s suspect in viewv of ”’fi’"ﬁiiTg*S “in  the -

replication.

o

‘:Théiqhestions then become, are students in fact sediating

classroom discourse and, if so, are -they doing so in anmy

systematic uajs that are generalizable across classrooms? It

seems certain that studeats are actively mediating classroona

discourse. There are important relationships betwveen  listemer

report of speech and variables desctihing speakers. As such,

pupils are listening selectively to speakers in their’

classrooas.
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‘ Doy1é-«(19f9) contends that studeﬁts exéhangé'perfornaﬁcé

for grades. This contention is tenuous given current findings.

L If studentSv vere in fact exchang1ng'perforlance for grades'it

'vould be: assuned that they would sediate classroon discourse ;ih‘“

such-- way as to attend to acaden;cally snccessfnl sPeakers.ﬁ,,'

,Thls vas not con51stently ‘the case in the repllcatlon.

But, "to repeat, the fact that . there are not'_randont
variations in pupil attention Fatterns but inpOrtagt‘t
- correlations within the various classes is likely td‘refleCtﬁ

systematic differences in the nature of the social systems

within those classes. There is roor for speculation as to t he

roots of these systematic differences. It is 1likely that the
source of saoctioned poiet within the classroon, napely the

teacher, detersines the environment within which students

M,

1isten. Deternination of the environment is, however, notrdoh?

in 1solat1on but is. thefreseltﬂfot A :ecxpzoc;ty\ﬁbetueen the}w,:,ﬁ

student culture - within -the cl;ssroon and teacher beha71our

x(iinne & Marx, 1977). ’There _are aspects of classroou :

organization that 115?17 affect class env1ronnent, the soc1al |

, systel' n1th1n; the classroom and hence listener attentxon

patterns.

facets of classroom life order the experien

available to classroom actors. Organizational facets wvere only

minimally  controlled  in the replication study. Teaéiétéfgéfe’ '

given lessons to teach and told to - teach t hen nsing

%22

Rosenholtz and Wilson (1980) argue that the organizational ;

and meanings
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teacher-centered Tecitatiqn type lessoms. However, the

characterist ics v§§#t:HbSeiﬁ6iiifahd ﬁiisoﬁi71§80);state are the

content of socigliiation that =may deterline modes bf  cognitiye

y

mediation (i.e., task differentiation,' gronping practibés,

teacher evaluation practices, and student ‘adtOhOly) vere only

controlled in  the  three experimental 1lessods. Classroom

dimensionality, which Rosenboltz (1982) has pointed out can be a

uajo:f'factor in determining such éognitively<hediatéd variables
as att:ibnted so¢ial pouer; ¥as not contrqlled.’ior vaskhisto;y}
‘which ‘Doyle - {1980) described as having the power to tcégsﬁOEiwﬁ
tasis'in classropi environnents and " implicitly the: coﬁnitifé
pedition of such tasks, controlled im this study. |

V >Othé; factors may be creating tﬁe social systenm ¥vithin the

classroom.  The amount of power attributed to the source  of

sanctioned power in the class may in fact alter the ”effects “of

classroonm. organizﬁtion:'—Vatiaﬂcewinwstndentwsgbcultucesfeauséd~~r

.

by differep:es'in socioeconolic status of étﬁdénts, different

-ethnicities or differeant :SChOOl loéatiOns] may affect class

T

environients and hence pupil attention patterns. What are pupil

attention pafterns in classes where teachers are vieved.by

students as powerful as opposed to classes where teachers are
vieved as ineffectual? Do black students, for example, respond

differently to discourse than east Indian students, children

from wealthy families differently than children from poorer

families, or_tchildrén from urban settings differently than

children from rural settings?
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The picture is coamplex amnd varied and, as such, conclusioas

regarding overall student mediation of classtoon' discourse a:e

e1u51ve. 'Average listeners wvere attracted to speakers ulth high

acaderic and personal attrxbutes in M#rs. Bandy's and Mrs.

Parici's classes and high social attributes in Ars. Dankin's

class. In Nrs. Mason's class only frequent participators drew

patterns within thése categories were not replicated fton,clase~b~'»

PO

average listener attention te a moderate degree.'ls‘listeners N
increased iﬁ ‘status on amy of the variables, £hey _shoueﬂ
differential attentien ﬁat;erns to speakets described'by all
three categofies of variables in Hrs. Bandy's andiﬁgg. Parici's
classes and the academic and persomal categories in. ﬂrs.»

Dankin's and Mrs. Masoa's classes, though differential attention

to class.

What is 'neeessafy is a longer tern study in ih1ch the
history of wlthln-class task d1fferent1at1on as descrxped bei'
Rosenholtz and Wilsom (1980) is examined. Such ¥as not donépie]
either the origimal or the replication. In the replicatior the
only reQuirenent was that teachers:  be able to teacb
teachet-centered recitation type lessons and ihat they use ‘sudh
a mode of teachlng in their experimental lessons. An assessnent
of classroom d1;en51onal1ty, i.e. the history of task~
differentiation, grouping practices, teacher evaluation
practices aﬁd student autonomy, u;uld assist in disentangling

the maze of variation between classes in listener attention

patterns as found in the replication. If viewed in terms of the
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literaturé-on~c1assroon dilensionality; diffefences in listener

attention_ patterns along classes nlght be exanlned accordlng to
the follov1ng questions. Was Nrs. ‘Bandy's class a unld;nen51ona1
one in which thg teacher’s evaluation of stuﬁentsrvaSupublic and ‘
‘studentS',uetel'iatgely passive observers cbning to similar
concinsions ‘about the degfee of acadenic ability of their peers
_and‘the'degree to which-they should listen to their peers? \Was
the sanme ‘the case  in Mrs. Pariéi‘s class only to a lesser

extent? Was Mrs. Dankin's class a nnltldllen51ona1 . ome where

social ,attributesr vere related to average listener attention?

N ® L)

Were nultidinénsidhal factors at play in MHrs. Mason's class
vheaeA only"freguent rparticipation vas related to average
4 1lstenér attention? Similar qnestlons could be posed regarding
the effects of classroonm dllen51ona11ty on listener attention
patterns as listener status on given variables changes.

Ot her linatatlons of - the present study should -be addressed
in a future one. Research a551stantsashould be employed to ask
students individually to teport the aisconrsevtheyvheard. This
could prevent students froa repotting“"speeqh of speakers not
ptesent‘or séeakers aho did notAspeak. It conld'also prevent the
over-reportiag of speéch’events. More descriptive data shouldﬂbe
Q inCluded, on ‘each of the pupils'so.odtliers in'analyses can pe
examined in greater depth. An hypofhesis not examiped wvas
Hhéthér or not studenti‘reported hearing speakers Uho spoke at
the beglnnlng of lesson segnents or those uho spoke' ‘closest to
the time. of the reporting of ﬁiscanse._ln examination of the

&
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effects. of sanctioﬁed VS. qtytibutedrteachQI powver on lislénet
a;tgﬂtion nighi\add to ‘our understanding of the \phenoneno§.
;?iﬁsé3£igatibh. \of gthnicity, school lécation,‘ énd ”student
socioecbnonic'statns might also elucidate ihe conplexities of
'sﬁcial sySte?s within classroomss and thei;: impact: on puﬁil

%

attention patternms.

°
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‘jiI.,lppendices

Appendix A
STANFORD UNIVERSITY - SCHOOL OF EDUCATIOBN
SCRDT Program on Teaching Effectiveness
RECITATION STUDY OBSERVATION SYSTEN -
Teacher: HNrs. Bandy" Class: Grade 6 o
Coder: L. Prupas Session: Practice' Page 1.

Date: April 29, 1982 » : of 1
Start lime: 9:15 A.N. ’
Stop Time: 9:25 A.HN.

| } 112131415161 71819)
#t*t#t#t#tt#tt##tt*#t#######tt####*t##########t#*t##ttt#ttt#####

TEACHER STROCTURING

FEAEEREEERERRR ARG EE R AR R AR REERERRE KRG KRR R XA SR SRR RRR KRB AR AR KRR KK S
Reviewing A DY DR SN Y - ) i___1 B
Stating Objectives 1 3C}§ | { i ] i 1 i |
Outlining - RSB ___ b 1 1]
Transitions - : 1 381338} ] ] i | ) [ |
Important Points _ A ] 1 1___1 f___1 1 | i
Summarizing 1 ] l | l ! | l | l
ERRERERREREREEESAERAXREREXRER SRR R ERRE K X RERRXR AR XX KX KK RKEEB RS
Teacher Presenting ©125B§ } ) I | | '} ] 1 _
Inforaation *

####*#ttt###tttttttt#t#‘#*t#t###*#t###t##*#t#ttt#t*‘#t##########(

. TEACHER SOLICITING
EEEXEXARERE AR R R KRR KRR KR X KRR R KR AR R KRR KRR R R XX KR RX ERREE R KR XK

Lo Questioas | 1 1338142 150 }70 174 | | | i
Hi Questions | 30127 |133C162 | ! f R b
EEERERE KKK *tttttt*tttt#*t#tt###tt#ttt#*tt#ttt#t#tttt#tt#ttt###t
I STUDERT TALK
EEEREEREEE tttttttttttttttttttttttttttttatttttttttttttt#ttttttmt
Student Response ] 4 6 | 8 110 |12 114 116 118 120
Student Response 122 124 126 128 130 132 38 139 8y —
Student Response 143 J45 (47 89 151 {53 |55 157 159 1
Student Response 161 163 |65 167 169 173 {75 ____1___I
Student Question 12 1___1___1 i | ! A1 1
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.Student Coaaent ‘ 171 ). 1 i i J ! ] ] |
*t*#ttttttttttttttttttttt*tﬁttttttt#tt#t##t#tt##ttt#t*ttt#t*##tt

TEACHER REACTIRG
*t*ttt##t*######*###t:**ltttt1;1115tt!tilggt*ttttttttttttttt#ttt

"Gives Correct Answer I 3A135 | __1 { | f___1 i
Praise. | i | 1 1 { i 1 | |
Neutral Peedback i ___1 D | i | i i |
"Ro" B D ! S ! i | | i
"No"™ + Reason : 1 | 1 1___4 l___1__1 i 1
Redirecting ’ 138 172 1___1 | H | | -1
Probing : 111 115 1254129 140 J84- 146 |88 |52 |
Probing . {54 {58 {64 |66 |68 | | 1] ___1
Prospting 131 §37 156 160 |J__ _§ i | | i
Writing Student Ideas 154 1 7 ¢ 9 J13 417 119 21 §23 | |
SXREE AR AR R RS SRR ERE SR XA XA EBBA KRR SRR AR SR AR AR SRR A SRR EREE SRR ESE
Onclassifiable | B | IR R | 1 [ [ T R
tttt#ttt#ttttt#tttttttt*tttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttttt
Note: Numbers represent utterances.

Letters represent parsing of utterances into sentences.
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sasple Transcript--Nrs. Bamdy's Class

1. (T) Yes. R . B
2.'(S)vDid you get that yearbook, that forest thing yesfetday/or
vhat? ' | |

3. (T{‘Ho. Ii's been here for three'lonths,»sitting on the side
shelf. Nobody‘took if off<theu shelf. Thatfé' fhe vay) ve get
things noticed--wvhea we take a look there. We get one every

guarter.

Last night I was marking your reading notebooks. I've_ladé a
list of people wvho'll keep me company at 3:00 P.M. because a)

they didn't finish their work or bj they werent't doing the

appropriate activities yestetday.~lhd I thought, well eveniually
ve'll be doing the individualizéd reading programae and there's
a variety of vocabulary activities t bat some people will choose
go do. Yesterday S. and L.E. did a vocab. activity. How If‘ lik

you to give me suggestions for vocabulary activities if you'te

in an individual reading programme. What can you do with new

vords you learn im a nowel?

)

4. ({S) A crossword.

Se '(T) A crossword, E. We'll: come back aad .we'll all give

definitions for these things in a moment because sosetinmes we
have to have them explained. P. ’ )
6. (S) VWord search.

7. (T) A vord search. Anyone else?

8. (S) Yon can make nf a poem. -

9. (T) N?
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10. (S) (imawdible) - .
11. (T) I dom't understand. | )

12. (S) Put things down, and see vho can say the..‘

3. (T) Oh, X see, pronunc1at10n l1st. R?

. (S) Afte:'yoh've~finished,reading you could 7writér anothe:v_

story sort of 1like the first but on,ahother‘snbjeci-~ifithef

story vas science fiction, you'could'write fahtasy.

5. (1) ihat does that have to do with vocabulaty and learnxng'[

new words? Help me to understand.

16. (S) How to’use it wvhen you're writing the story.

ff?\{f) Ah, I'Ii’ﬁﬁf,YOur'suggestfon downa and paybe gyoﬂ—we&nefo—lrfi

explain a little better.

18. (S)»igite tﬁel_in'a sentence.
19.Akr) p? |

20. (S) Just write the meaning.

21. (7T nefunuons. 32 s :

22, (S) Just look at one and look 1t up in fgé dlctlonary Cand

““~then learn it in your head.
23. (T Anything else.

24, (S) vWrite. out qnestions.

25. (T) How is that going to help Re learn the vocabulary? These ,

Fs

are activities that'll help us. learn the vocabulary. Do you vant

to take back yout ansuer’ N?
26. {S) lee she said questlons,and what she means maybe is how

you conlﬂ,nsg ;hgg in sentences.,l

O, >

27, (T) th don't you take a combination of the two and I thlnk
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ygu can tell nes I could take a list of vords and I can find iy S

deflnltlonskand_shatmsontgotract;!1tyuconld—lﬁlake—np?—ltis not} Q‘
a crossvord. It's another kxnd of activity.‘

28. {S) n;tch_the -prd with the defilxtlop.

29. '('5‘ H;atchiﬁg game. Nore. #ho knév's wvhat it is.

30. (5) (inéndjhle) |

31. (T) $ay it louder please. | S @

32. (Si Scrabble. I o lfj_ . o o
33. (T) ‘Hou many of you have played a game iith‘baéibalLvteris

in scrabble? These are some f}ggestions. for :_v,ocabnlary'_

activities and I's going o Call on you now to explain to me
what is 1nvolved in the job. He have a crossvord. Who can tell
ne what does a crossvonl ask. you to do? |
34. (9) .Pind out words im rows.

35. . (‘1‘)' vYon have to plit words in rovs but you have to do

sonethlng else. P?

36. (S) You have toransver the questlon”andmputilt 1nto boxes.

37. (T) Add to that Gary. I think you put your haud,up there. |
38. - (T) The word has to go in a space. Can anyﬁue add to.-haf |
’these‘three People have said? | -
39. (S) VYou sort of like have a cross and you put vhat you see
in the iindog and would say liker‘baseball cards so ,you pnt -
baseball cards in one dowa. \ | '

40. (D So you're doimg it by ___. :—iho'd like to say that word?® - PR

41. (s) Comtext. . .

42. (T) And vhat does it mean? Some of you have done a ‘vlv_vnoie‘-' -
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‘crossword? They don't just give yoﬁ; "Bénjie i:hrev a out the

‘banch of exercxses onm - oontext. s

fSJ) Sort -of feaémvs around it.. T

s4. (T) It f;ts in the sentence. Remember you had a choice -of

two words that fit in the Sentemce. ‘>R'emlbet you could do a LT

‘crossword by context or what's another way you could do a

window." What's the other vay?

‘45. (S) They can give you some clues.

' 'vuﬁ. {T) Clues. And vhat"s the other vway?

- 51. S) lbbrevmtions.

) .i”n, 7 o '77: . ) N . o -

d@hat’ was one?

a8. (T Pefinitions. Under clues, S. has mentioned ome already. —

49. (9 'ihe:{ you have a short word.

‘<
S50. (7T %hat are short words called?

52. (D lbbrevxations. ihat other things. K?

53. (5) When Y°‘l give a vord that meanms the : same. thing. ——————————————————
S4. (T) What do we call a word that means the same asrganndther _
vord?

55. (S) A synonya.

56. (T) We have abbteviations, sjnoqyls. Suppose the word was

.hot and I put down cold.

51, (S) Opposz.tes.
. (T) Opposites. ihat's the big people's word for opposxtes?

59.3(_34 Antonyas.
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. F

© bel-w-e, bel-e-w. K2 o

4

" "Z60. (T) Right. Then the second ¥ord vas blue. And I put down for

61, (S) Homoayms.

62. (T) Holonxné; So those _atéi the exalpies of clues for

EY

definitions. Somebody .explain vhat a word search is.

63. (S) You have to find the meaning of words. .

64,
" 65.
s

61.

68.

69.

70.

).

(s

(n
5)

(N
(3

Can anyome add to/;katlT‘S§id?

On i'§eparate shéétrit tells where to find gﬁe’udrd;'
Anythingvtq adaz K? - )

Put vorGS‘inrboxg§rand ﬁut other vofds around thens.
87 N |

Sometimes it's similar to a crosswvord.

(Tj Dg;s anyone need én explanatioh of what a poem is? Who

said list of words? J., do you want to explaim what a 1list of -

vords is?

71. (S) WNot -e

72. (T) Oh, I'm SOrry. N?

73. (S) To make a list put down the definition and write QLJ

sentence for it.

74. (T) BRewrite yours, B. How many understood what R. was

saying? How many did not? Do you want to tell se hovw this can

help us learm vocabulary.

75.

e }
(5) Vvell, vhen you write a story you have to kaow what all

the words mean hefore you cam put it'infthe'stor)'ot you'll have = -

it wrong. ' . - f ,Qm;,fjfﬂ N

L

L
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,Y__( B .  .

§g_g;_ Trggg 5;2t~—urs. Dan g;n's _;ggs L
1. (T) Sonethxng that ue've been talking about a fair bit s;ncef

Septesber is that ve have to llsten to each other uhen ve talk.fv
Sometimes I get.the feeling that we only have been Pallng ‘llp ,i‘_;

-service to that. By lip sériice I mean we've been Sayiné it bnt¢‘

ve haven't been feeling 1t, ‘and perhaps part of the diffitulty_
is that you're gettlng hearlng and llstenlng confused I thlnk
Qe have to differentlate hetneen ‘thea. I've put a llst of thlngs
on the board of- th1ngs ve may hear. ¥ho can read the flrst one
pd the list? ‘ |

Z. (S) & sinqing(iea&owilarg.} f E - 3" A;!' ;ﬁj'
3. (T) Shat's a Second? -  ‘A - ,f.:f e
4. (S)‘Heaiy foétsteps. | | |
5. (T) Pardon me.

6. (S) Heavy footsteps.
T. (T) 6;k. Anot her one. -
8. (S) A child talkidg. A

9. (T) A different oﬁe; The ﬁexé one, E?
10. (S) Directions to city hall.

11. (T) 0.K. The last ome. |

12. (S)qrraffic on«quéheed Highwvay.

13. 11} cars and traffic on Lougheed - highvay. ' Those are iall

@

things we would hear 1n day—to-day ex1stence. There's one th1ngn

'that you would prohahly llsten to more carefully than anytbing

on that 1list. What amight 1t be? One thing. Look at the 115t

carefully for a minute. Rhat's one thing - you uonld p0551b1y

-
]
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) I,

" listen to more carefnlly than anythinq éigefwn thatfllst? Take a"
1

others. 7

14. (S) Heavy footsteps.

15. (T) I canit hear you.

16. - (S) ﬂéavy(footsteps. v ' - Cg

7. tT} 0.K. For yoa that might be one.

18. (S) Directio’n;é tc;,,city hall. : A ' k_ N

1?.‘(ﬁ‘ O'K.-UhyAdo you think that one as opposéd to‘others,lo.?

20.r}si Because without theam you won't know where to 'go.

21, (T),D.K. The others you could lxsten to and just klnd of"”“

regiétef the f&ct thét a bird was singing and say. yeah that

sounds o.k. You coanld llsten to heavy footsteps and nayhek you

wouidn't' think that that was alrlght. Maybe yon'd get a- little

nervous about it. A child talking might awaken you at n1ght ‘and

M you might tell it to stop. But dlrectlons to city hall, if you

:jnst sort of heard it and dldn't 1lsten very c féggiiy you might

find yourself lost in the city. What I'd like to do now is to do

a little bit of brainstorming and make a list of thlngs ve could

hearxk day to—-day vork 1nrthls c]Lssroon. 0.K. ihat are some of

the things we could hear in this classrooa?

22. (S) Taikingf

23. {T) 0.K., télking. What's something else?

24, (S) Someone walking. | *

A

good- look at .it and think why it uanld,stand,ont IOEE—thaJLtheﬁ—‘ﬁﬁ~

Ay
ey i R R N L
I , ‘

bR
|
‘

A Gl

25. (T) Should I pat walkimg or footsteps? - A J—

26. (S) Footsteps.
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27.
28.
" 29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

37.

makes a squeaky noise.

~ 38.

T

&

(D
&)
(T)

(S)

T)
{5
(D
B)

Pootsteps. ﬂ ‘ . -
Sneezing. | |
0.K. Something else.

Rust 1i ng of papers.

O.K., rustliné of papers.

P. A. announcements. v

0.K., the P.A. announcements.
People coughing.

0.K. i!ll puat that beside sneezing..

Chalk on the ocard.

{T) Chalk. Sometimes chalk sounds‘alright and sometimes

(3)

&
[
hid

Shuffling. - B &

@
RS

39. {T) 0O.K., shuffling. Anythigg else? We've covered quite

it .

a’

- g .
range. We hear all of those things unless they get so noisy so

— - e . | . A
that you can't hear people talking. Whiph one of those do you

li sten to aor carefully than others? gi

40. (S) P.A. announcenmeants.

41. (T) That's cme. If you don't you missout

// -

on Cchecker

tournaments, on house gaames and choir practices, and basketball
practices.
) <
42. (s) You.
43. (T) Hopefully if ,r'i talking to you you'relboing.to be

listening. Or if someone else is talking to you you'll be

listening. You listen more carefully to talk directed at you. Is

there anything else oa there?
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Lo

901ng to hear in that house?

B4, (S). Coughing and sneezing.

45. (T) Is it really iamportant to listem to cénghing and

sneezing? But you might pay more ,attentiOn because it's
irritafinQ you,;The other one,‘footsteps,'is generailjkhappenihg'
and you don't zeré in on every fdotstép. Dr'background ~talking.'
You wouldn't zero 1n on it unless it goes on. and on. Sneezing is
the same thing. Rustl1ng of papers xs just general .every day
noise. We don't pay that luch attentlon to it. 0.K. Let?!s tdke a
dlffe:ent s1tuatﬁmn. !ou're bab151tt1ng and ites late at night

and you starte at 11: 30 to watch a movie. When you put on it

soundedApret goodrbnt it vas a hotro: movie. And you thought,
hebh this is  going to hebreally good but ihat happens is that
' little scari;r'than ‘you had bargalned for - and 7you're

sitting downstaits Hlth the t.v. on. What are’ the thlngs you're

Y

1“6. (Sf‘SOletlleS you hear the house settling back.

47. (T) O.K. The sound of the bouse settling back.
48, (S) One 6f the children cryiug{

49. 1V !ou'lay hear one of the ehildren érying.
50. (S)/Purﬂaqe starting uap.

51. (T) O.K. The sound of the furmace starting up.

52, (S) Doors opéling.

53. {T) O.K. The creaking of doors. Normm1lly you dom't hear that
noise but all of a sudden/jour avareness is heightened.
S4. (S) (ipaudible)

55. (T) Say it fgain, I couldn't bhear you.
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' 56. (S)_Eggn& that you thimnk you hear.
57. (T o}k. Inagined sounds. B2

58. (S) rhingsiputsi&e.; - | |
59. (T) Things outside that‘you»iquldn't normally pay attentioﬁ
to. 0? f : R B | |
60. (S) The refrigerator.

'61. Y(T) Anything else? C? ' .

62. (S) Trees rustling.

63. (T) O.K. Trees rnﬁtling. And D?

64. (S) Trees agaiast ghe vindow.

65. (T Yeah, trees against the window.

66. (S) Raining. -

67. (Tr) O.K., 'raining. '0.X. In that kind of situatigh you're
payiﬁg more attentions to noises than you would invfah ordimary
situation. The refriggfétor comes on, the treeS’rnstle, fhe
telephone rings——you'd brobably pay attentionm io which one of
those things if .yoﬁ“ﬁére eatiﬁg~700t dinpner vith ydur‘ioi:aﬁﬁ'
dad? : B S |

68. (S) The telephone.

69. (rp/Bight. The»oﬁhers-are everyday'ndiseég Bnt.if you're in
a situation where you're nervous about it all, you'd probably
zero im on all of'those thihgs. Why? ®hy are ve ‘lisfenihg to’
them when we hbr-ally don't give thenm anjrattention? -

70. (S) It's a surprise. o ‘

T 71, (m) b;x. And yoﬁ;re awvare of all sorts of noises that

normally you shove to the back of your brain and donf't pay alot
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_} of attention to. I put a question up there. Sor there's a
diffetépce ﬁyen' betveen" hea;ing aﬁd listening. We hear people
télkinq'in the ﬂéll, bat I doa't stop and--iisten; that's‘lnot,
‘important to uhat's'gqing on in here. quefuilj; So hearihg;is_‘
something that.goes on‘ in the backgroand and Listening ,ié

something ve focus in om. -
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&

_rﬁgszig _£§_§§£;2£:.§:§= Bason's Class - ,'771~~”

L 1. g‘) I&at thel're asking Lou to do 15 to skil the opeunq of
the story and hnd three vays that the ocean can benet.tt people-r,..
Would you do that nou pleas:. Let's put thel on the board. iha‘t“?
is one way that the oceanm can benefit people? |
2. (5) 1t contuns protein. | R ;
3. (D) ‘Yes it contains ptotexn. ¥ho can explain for us. unnt
protein 18 befote ve go- on to the next one? What's protein?
4. (9 -Sort of like it's a nlneral like fish has it and it koeps
it healthy. | |

{T) Yes. Yes. All seat pt&dnets have it dom*t thef? ¥wat do
. you need it for? Proteu:?
6. (S) It nlght help to build up your body.
7. (T) What part of your body in partionlat?
8. V(S) Husoles. |

9. (1) ’nn'scles.‘ Yeah.‘ Yon need it for your muscles. So the ocean

has protein in the fotn of ilat? ihe,te iould 'e get the protezn

froa the ocean?

10. (S) From fish.

11. (1) Pro;'fish. sthat else? There's other ’so‘nr:es of ptotein
in, the ocean. |

12. (S) HNiamerals. ‘

‘Iﬁ. (T) BNo. ,Inat other forms of life in the ocean, wo-utld ‘have

protein?

14. (S) There's other seafood, 1like clams and lobsters and

tus



15. (f) ‘That's right, like shellfis‘ﬁ. And then there are very
1&:; tin; anxlals,that,live—ia—thekaeetﬂutiat/ktve“prutcin‘”n‘]%"/‘”‘
Hov else can the ocean benefxt people? |
~16. (S) You can tfa_ke the §a1t off tlgg' ua‘tet.\ !on'fcayn hSQ' desert
land for farling. v N ' |

17. (T) Yes. !es if you take the salt out of the soil. Does’
gnydne"haye any idea of hovw tyey do ifhat? |
“18. (S) ‘Theyv gbt‘;-:-'.one.. kind of thing and i:,iey take the -salt kou:t
of the water and then they bring it over on a plaie and drdp it
on some desert land. o ' .

f?. >(’1’1 How do they get the salt out of the ocean actuallyf
What's a vay that uonld vork? . | |

20. (S) Evaporate the vater.

21. (T) That's right. They bhave shallow pooljs vhere t\'he'vy“

evaporate the wvater. And the third th::.ng?

22. (5) Hinerals. 7
.23, {T) uinérais. ;oithe. ocean can be quite beneficial to us.
And I think ome of the poiats im the story is _t&:at ve should |
look after the ~ocean Dbecause of these benefits. Nov another
question asks us what dangers the scienﬂst might face. Ihatv
dangers did the scientist face int"lus story? | |
24. (S) Big clasms. =

25. (T) Yes, let's list those dangers. And ‘why vere they
da ngerous? o | ‘

© 26. (5) (inaudible)™ | e
27. {T) #hat other dangers? | |
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28. (S) They were talklng about a sbhark.

29.kfr) (wtites regfgnse on board) = . .. mﬁﬂhf~44ﬂ*”wh{;7uff
36. (51 Going down too deep. | | | o .
31.>(t)‘ihat's the proble- uiéh gbing dovn too’deep?

32. 'S)JLdse breath and not enongﬁ tiie t0‘getinp.k

33. (Y Relelher, she had RO art1f1c1a1 hreathlng apparatus.
34, (S) 'ilater ptessure too. } 7

35, () Yes and’ what did that do? What did vater pressure do id

“herz ” - |

36. fS} Like vhem you go up on nouétain& ybﬁr*eats pop and vhen
mg&&nﬁerntermfeeitftnyonrearsm‘ |

37.’ (T That's right. !ou develop pressure, Can you:telélhet,
uhat she spec1f1cally said ahout vate: pressn:e. On p. 28&,

38. {S) It says that her face nask,pnshes onto her face.

9. (7D That's right. It makes it very very unco-fottahle;

40.- (S) And also, when you go down that deep, like say they're

,goxng to také'tﬁz clal and the clal gtabs you, you could run out
of breath. | 7
)’/jh..(r, That's rigﬁt, That's tight.;lny other dingefs? Sharks,
clams, vater ‘ptessures ve've said. Any other dangefk? Shar;s;

clals, Iatet pressure ue'va said. Any othet dangers? |
| #2. (s) 1t dxdn't lentxon anythlng about 1t bnt little plaats.
n3.‘(r) Ca; any of you thiak of -any plaqts that lxght be

dangerous or harlfnl to people? S v T 'f B

a4, (S) lnxlals. They look llke cotal but whem you  touqnW"LLg1, ,,,,,,, -

they grab you.
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45. (T) Yes, and coral itself would be dangerous too. Why?

46. (S) Because clams hide im it. o

47. (T) Yes. What else?

48. (9 It*s sharp.

49. (T) Yes it's very sharp. You can cut YQuréélt on coral. 0.K.

How do yon thxnk these scientists conld avoid these dangers. vdr

could they? Naybe they can’'t..

Ll

50, (S; uaybe kae if they vent’ doun with air tanks.

51. 1) O.K. By u51ng air tanks and diving suits.

52. (S) Going dovn vith tvo people so 1f sonething " went ﬁtdng
the otherx gﬁy~eeﬂiﬁ'qet‘he1p.

53, T) !es. In fact I think dxvers alnost aluays iive in teals.
Ubh huh.

5. (S) They’ve got these nev diving suits. They're sort of like

smetal all around thes and they wvere like testan thel and a

shatk bit thes and nothing happened to the person in thel.

55. (T1 Oh, is that fight? So they don't have to use tubbet
anymore.That's inmteresting. F

56. () Also, ‘they ‘shouldn't go down to the botio. because
that's where the clams are.

57. (T) Avoid daangerous places. Uh huh. hny other way you canm
avoid these ﬂanéets?

58. (S) Hell I heard about this person. He uent'svilnihg. There
vas seaveed on the groumd but his, ueight caught and his foot got
canqht in the seaveed but he got gg;% S 4é& ";, T

59. (T He was lucky. Let's recall vays that tgis Ran helped the
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’scientists; Theacoé.vas hiswq§!e(bthe nétiié'ian; ih;t_ﬁaysifd?d'i 
he help? Can you thiak of one vay? : o S
60.i($1 Teach them under Qaiet. Like... - -

61. (T) Like what?, o |

62, (S) How to survive. Lifzaiot get caught.
63. (T) Yes. |

64. (S) ﬂbv to’gét clams to help ybu. ;

65. (T) Yes he was quite good with the cia-s.
66. (S) How to spear a fish. ‘ o
67: (7) !es; how to spear a fish..

i

68. (S) He had two spears, ome in each band.,

69. (S) And he also... Like if -he missed he tried to think out .

~

its next move, then he'd go after it again.

70. (T) #hat would be difficult about spearing a fish? Think
about our science unit. What is difficult about spearing a fish?
71. iS)then you're speariag ity to get him in so-e_speéiél spot
or else if you aiss the shark lijht try to bite yéu. | o
72. (T) Yes, Dbecause the spear von't go thrbugh thershark's
skin. It's too tough. What else is difficult about spearing
fish? |

~73. (S) Vhen you're going dcvn; you might not be able to go dowan
fast enough.

74, (T) O.K. And one'pore thimag I'a thiakind of, B.

75. (S) Ussa... S |

' 76. (T) Uhy might you miss the £ish? o

77. (S) Because it aight move in one spot.
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. 78. (T But supposing it didn't‘ioyéf l Y liéhf yon'liss'it?
79, (9 Because of the light? o |
 80.° m What happens?
'81. (S) The fish seems to be'in a dif}efent pia&e. _
82. (T) Yes the light refracts. Do yon_;epelbet that 2 8, what
vere you goz.ng to say? | ’ | |
“83.;(5) The llght teftacts.
84 . (T)'Yes, the light refracts. And‘so uhatrhappens?‘
85. (S) You don't reallf*see uhere'thevfish_ig.A'
486; (f) ies, thelangle is changed, isn't:it?_So:,he taught her
that. Is there anything else thét-hg.faught hego

3

87. (S) He taught her different seafood that she could eat that,

. she never thought of.

88. (T) That's right, D.

89. (9) kae when they went doun 517189 he'd cut openka.cial and
. say 1t‘uas really good for v seafood | -
90. (T E?

91, (S) He saxd a clam caught hlt_and he conldn't’ get up Dbut
when he came up he had a lussel 1;\;15 hanad,

92. (T) Yes and he was ﬁlanning a joke andfshe didn*t think it
~ ¥as funnj. | | | | |
93: (S) Hé tanght ﬁer about when it's raining the water.

94. (T) what wvas that called? Pind it in the book. P. 283 has
it. ‘ |

95. (5) Schlieren.

96. (T) Yes, schlierem. And it's a Gérlan word and what does it
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98. (T) It moves and wvhat effect does it have on therdive:s?

100. (T) Yes, and vhat do you have to do?

s

mean?

97. (S) ¥Vhen rain water falls into the salt water and it moves.

-

99, (9 jttfs”hard to Siil'th;oqgh- o - _fx;‘

101. (S).°You have to gojdouh belﬁifihe schliéren;
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Sample Transcript--Mrs. Parjci's Class .
‘1. (T List the words on the one side .which are sound vwords.

Starting from the back,

o s

nf; vould start and read off these words -

one by one.

2. {S) Lap.
3. (7)) D? )
4. (S) Gurgle.
A . .
5. {S) Crash.
6. (S) Murmur.
~ 7. (S) Pour.
8. {S) Ripple.
9. (S) Roar. -
10. (5) Plunge.
11. () Drip. T

12. (5) Spout.

13. (S) Slip.

ziui_\;(r) Spr inkle“.m

15. (E%ASprinkle. 7

16. () 1 Qanted that'frOl ﬁ. Can you think of one to add to the .
list? A sound wvord. | - o

1. (s) Dropb.-

18. (T) Drop; That's a good one.VAll;these are sound‘iords, they
sound'like the things they're descfibing. Nov in two seconds I'm

going to ask you to give me words that describe snow. Let's try

Snow.

19. (S) Wwhite.
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20. (T 1Is that vhat an; sounds like?
21. (S} Crunchy.
22. (T) That's a gboﬂ one, .
23. (S) Softly. 7 ,
24. (T) Softly. Uh hub. What does it sound like?
25. (S) slippery. _ _ —
26. (T) Does it sound slippery? What word do you use when snow
is falling? o
27. (S) Tuwmbling. \/
28. (D Tumbling, yes that's a good one.
29. (5§ 51 u'sh Y-
30. (t) Yes it does so‘yund slushy when YOu put your car through
it.
31. (S) Squish.
32. (T) TYes.
33. (S) S%osh.
34, (T) Yes. 7 | -
35. (S) Splat. ‘
36. (T) Yes, wvhen someone throvws a snovball it éplats‘ up againstv
the. iinéov. Alright, now let's think of something differ/ent.‘
When you think of bees, wvhat are some sounds they 7lake? |
37. (S} Buzz.
38. (T) Buzz. Right, anymore?
39. (S) Bizz. |
40. {T) Uh huh. : | B .
41, (S) Zoons. :
N
/ ' y
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42.

43.

44, .

(T

Zoom, yes that's a good‘one.

{S) Zoonm.

(T) You'd say that too. Alright,

- are called.

45,

46.

47,

u4s.

)

Qo-noo-matoo~poa-ee-ah.

(T). We say that onomatopoeia. Say

{Class) Onomatopoeia.

.

vho knows vhat sound words

that class.

(T) Tﬁey are uoﬁds that initaie soands. Yhen jou think of
. ' 'S

snake can you think of a sound word for a samake?

49. (9 Slither.

50. (T) Slither. That's a good one..
S1..{S) Rattle;

52. (T) Oh huh.

53. (S) Slide.

54. (T) ©UOh Hu?. Can  you think of
elephant? ‘

55. (S) Vrooo. Vrooo. Vrooo.

56. (T) That's a sound but it's not a word. Can you think of a

vord- that sounds like an elephant?

57.

58. (T)
sound?

59. {S)
60. (T)
61. (S}
62. (1

(S)

Broos.

a word that soundsyliké

—

am

Yes. What do elephants do? What do we ‘call an elephaat’s - .

’

Heov.
Hhai do ve call it?

Truapet.

A trumpet. Yes an elephant®s trumpet. Which of the words

s
N
\»
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“ om your lisﬁqare peaceful? ®hich sound are peaceful?

3.
6“.

" 65.

66

67.
68.
69.

70.

something is churning?

71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.

78.

&

(1)

)
(T)
(s)
(1)
(s)
(m

(S)

{T)

(5)

m

(S)
(T)
(3
("

‘Ripple.

"Ripple, yes. A h f'f

Is that a peaceful wvord? Churn? Rhat are you doing when

Fﬁ | R .g

T iyl “ﬂ“‘ﬂ "y Y

Sprinkle. | L N R

Sprinkle.

Flow.
Flow, yes.

Churn.

&

It*s going round very fast.

Yfes, it's going round very fast.
_ very
Ripple.

Ripple.
Spout. -~

Do you think spout is a peaceful word?

Lap.

Yes, lap. The wvater lapping. You know when you're at the

behch, the beachldn a lake and there*'s wind. The uﬁtec'sf conigg/’p

in and gegtly lapping agaianst Ehe beach, gapping. Lake watér

-

la pping. ihét's that when ve hi;é all those sounds that souand

the same? Lake water lapping.

79.

80. (T) VYes, we did that a few veeks ago. So onomatopoeia are e
sound words like that. Which ones describe £Ast running waters, - - . I

What's a word that describes fast running waters?

(S)

Alliteration.
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,\"
81, (s;‘su;% N e
82. (T) Alright. o | R
83. (S) Splash. | b

84, (T),Splasp, alright s.

85.'\5) Plange. |

86. (T Plunge, yes;

87. (S) Crash.

88. (T) Crash.

89. gé Gurgle.

90. (M 4Well, gurgle, could be couldn't it.
91. (s} Spout. | |

92. (T Yes, that's all~fast soving ;ater. lltighf, vhat doe$>
sursur aean? | | |

-

93. (5), sumbling.

94. (T) Not  exactly. It's something you say very quietly and

very gemtly. Sometimes in silent reading you mursur to yourselfl

@,
E

Very quietly talking: to yourself.® |
95. (S) Sért of like vhispering ta.yourseif, maybe.

96. (T) Not quite. - 1

97. (S) When someone’s lad;at;you and you start - talkingﬁ under

your breath.

A
1

98. (M Tﬁat's called muttering, not noravring. Which iord then
describes slow ioving‘iatek, D?
/\ .

99, (S) Plows.

A%

100. (T) Plows.

101. (S) Sprinkle.
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102. (T) Sprinkle. M. Pind me bné;
101, () Lap. e ‘4 R . | :.' o e 2
104, (T) Lap. -
i 165. (S)’Drip.
106. (T} Drip. Yes.’»v
107. () Plunmge. | |
108. (T) VWell it débends hovvit falls. HeAsaig‘thatvvaé probably
fast«'loiing, Qidn't we? Nov which thds are souqu»fot\ﬂfﬂiéu§
over a cliff?  ' o . o , :' l, ) _ K )
109. (S) Spout. | |
110. (T) Spout.
11. (5) Plungek,-‘r ;
112. (1) Plunge.
113. (S) Drip.
’11;u.7 (T) Han.
15. () sprinkle. |
| 116; (T) Um,rfés. But Irio;iﬁn;tiéiy that was 'faiiingrtﬁ;;; a-
aite. R o
117. (S) Flow. . ) |
118. (7 Floii Yes it could be flow. What happensitd'trooks in
Pebruary? | | S . I R

119. (5) Doesn't the ice aelt and then it starts rushing out?

120. (T),That's right; So which word would describe this'lprook

A

in February?
121. (S) Gurgling.

122. (T) Gurgling.
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123. (S) Murmaring.

128. (T) I voulda't thimk so. I thimk it i@iIH"B§'~iaf§”“f§;§ff””‘”*

sursaring. -
125. (S) Splash.
’126.‘(T) Splash.

127. (S) Ripple.

. 128. (1) I think that's a bit gentle for

~ February.

529. (S),Spout.
1§0. (T5 Spout.
131. (S) Mucaur,
132. (T) Too quiet,

133. (5) Crack.

134, (T) That's a good one for ice leltihg.

1¢é melting in

}

"135. (S) I think maybe roar. When the ice is cracking and the

vater starts rushing out maybe it';}g‘g;aqt waterfall.

- 136. (T) Yes.

138. (T) Churn. That iould be a good one.

139, (S) £rash.

¥

140. (T) Crash. That's good. Which vords wvould be more effective

on a day like this: a warm, spring; sanny, wvindless day.

141. (S) Flow.
142. (T) Plow.
143. (S) Sprinkle.

144, (T) Sprinkle.
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145,
146,
"iu7.
148,
189,
150.

151.

152,

153,

154,

AD

(s)

(S)

(T)

(3)

(r)

(3)

yjry

Drip.

Drip.

Rippie.

Ripple. -

Lap.°

4Gutgle,

 Gurq1e;

Murmsur.

Burmur.

All the qdﬁet words fit a snhnj iarl day.
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Lo 5
Teacher Batiag of Beading Ability | |

There are () students in your class. Divide your class

-

“into thitds. ranking your students in the top.>iiddle or botton

. : A
third of the class in terms of reading ability. There Should be

{ ) students in each third.

For the purposes of this study, the best reader 'in your'
class is being defined as the ome who can read the most -

difficult material silemtly and really understand it. Do not

consider readimg rate when'tating a student's reading ability.
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I.Lusaégg
xgsshs; 2_52221193 of Peer _&Ass§ QQQ&&LQ&LSLL&

Instructions to the teacher'; ,

rEac;gcglld in youc class has special strong pOlntS. Fhat fﬁiiaisv

is " a serlesvof quest ions about vho“you think perforls best in a

variety of areag.-Please ansver each question as Thonestiy' as

v possiblé. Pleasé give "each student®s first and last name. You

may choose as student's name as often as youvLike- |

- Exasgple: . ‘ |

Suppose there is going to be a crafts fair in'yopr school. Which

tbrée people would yod"qhoose to tepresent‘yonr class at the

fair? | | -7 |
a. Who would you choose first?
b. Who iénld you choose second?
c. Who would you choose third?

1. Suppose thete is going to be a sports contest betu@en your

class and another grade 6 class.

a.— Who ubuId be your first choice for your tean?

b. Who next?

c. Hﬁo next?

2. Suppose an award vas going to be presented to the studemt in

your class who could read and nnderstand the most difficult book

k3

° a

in lang unage arts.,
a. Who would be: your first choice to receive this award?

b. #ho would be your secopd choice?
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c.- ¥Who uould be your third choxce"
3. Suppose your class got a ehaneerto'hefan T. V. qutz shou/
playing agalnst anothex: grade 6 class. Your class ‘has to send \{
tean o_f 3 people whov will be askeAd qumtlons about things
leatned in school. |
a. Who vould you d:‘oose first to be on yo;xx: class team?
'b. Who seéond? | |
Ca Who third? .
4, Snppose you had to leave the. cla ssrooa.
a. ¥Who ‘'do you thlnk vould do the best job of keeping the
class under comtrol?
~.b. #ho next?
.c. ¥ho ne‘xt? ' ‘7 | | N
S. Suppo§e you had the students write an'advectiselgnt fo»r the
Vancouver Sum as a homework a‘rssignlent., »
a. Who do you think would write the best ad2 -/
b. The secdnd best? 7 - @
c. The third best? . ”
6. Suppose an accideat happened /Vin your clas‘s aqdnyou vere mot’ g
around. - o
~a, Which studént would most likely take charge and kiov
vhat to do? _ | )
b. #ho else?
C. ¥Who else? ’
7. Suppose you had an ilpcu:mt ‘ to sead to the afftce. .
a. %ho would you choose fj._r:jig:)j;u.e sure the lesséqe got
/ _
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'qhiﬁkly“to the office and the sindéntfrein:hed,to,‘claSs
immediately? . |

b. ®ho-second?

-

c. 'iho-ihird? 
8. Suppose you had to choose someone in your class vﬁo’ éottect
panctuat ion in ome of your studemts’ uoti.' , 7_‘ S ' %
a. which studenmt vould be best at this task? A
b. Second best?
c. Third best? )
9. Sﬁppﬁse a photographet‘Cale around and qaﬂieﬁ,ﬂto photqgraph_;
some kids for the cover of § 500& for children. Tﬁé~p§0tograp§er"
doesn't kndw any of the kids. He just ualk# around for avhile.
He opens the door bf youtvclass, pokes his head in, and 1dok§tat'
the children in the class fpr just a minute and then'closes7'thev
door. |
3. If ve had to decide right then, who would you like fo be' ]

 Ph0tOgraphed for the book cover?; .

b. #ho next?

i e i

C. ihb next?

(PP RIRP PP
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R \'
.gxang&e:
Suppose there is éoing to be a crafis fair in your schooi./ihiCh
tﬁree people would you choose‘to represent your class at the .
fairf{l | " . |

a. ¥Who would youfcﬁoose first?

b. W¥ho would you choose se¢ond? _ B

C. ~Who would you choose third?

H FRET

Remember to try to give each student's last ‘name {or initialf-v i
and not to choose yourself. You may repeat a studéﬁt's namé'§5
often as you like.
1. ASuppose there 1is goinb to be a sports contest between your
class and another grade 6 class. |

a. Who would be your first choice for yonf tean?

b. #ho next?

c. #Who npext? s

g -
2. Suppose an avard was going to be presented to the student in
your class who counld read andwnndérstand the most difficult book
i language arts.

a. ¥Who would beiyouf first choice to receive this award?

b. #Who ioﬁld be your second choice? |

c. Who ;oulq be your third choice? * éf
3. Suppose your class got a chanmce to be on T.V. 'quiz shqu ‘ éf
playing, against another grade 6 clas;. Your class;has to send a B =“ ?

7~ ¢ '
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team of 3 people who .will be askéd questions about thiﬁgs‘ s

léarned in school.
a. ¥Who would you chOoseﬁfirst to be on ypur i}gss team?
| b. #ho second? | - o p
c. Who .thirdz

4. Suppose your teacher had to leave the classroon.

a. W%ho do you think would do the best jdb of keeping the

class under control?

b. Hho‘next?

Jc. Hhovnéxt?
" 5. Suppose you had to wfite an advertisement for the Vancouver
Sun as a homework assignment. _
*a. Who 3o you think would write the besf ad?

b. The s;econd be st?

C.. The third best?

6. Suppose an accident happerned in your class and no grown-up

NN
~ - 0.

wvas around. o

a. Which student would most likeiy take charge and know
vhat to do?
-
b. ¥#ho else?
c. Who else?
7. Suppose your teacher had an important message to Senﬁ to tle
office. | |
a. ¥%ho would you choose first to Qake suﬁe the message got
' fﬂd:*ly,to the office and4tﬂe student returned to SS -
immediately? - o - ,a

2 .
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Loken

" door. .

b. Who second?
€. Who thirgd?

8. Suppose jyou had to choose someone in your class to correct

@ .

pﬁnctdation in one of your paragrap?s.
a. Which studeat would be best at this task?
b. Second best? )

C. Third best?

"9, Suppose my job was to follow youuaronnd for a veek and make a

list of the people in }our ¢lass you vere hanéing around with.
a. Who vould nost likely be at~the top of the list?
b. Who second? . 7 o e
‘c, Who third? |

10. Suppose a photographer came around and vanted to photograph
some kids for 'the cover of a bodk for children. The photographer

doesa't know any of the kids. He just valks around for avhile.

)

He opens the door of your class, pokés bis head in, and looks at

the children in the class for just a minute and then closes the

-

*

a. If we had to decide right4ﬁhen, vho would you like tp be

photographed for the book cove;?r

Wi

—

b. ¥ho next?

Ce Who next?
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Appendix E ‘
S2t Inductjon for Peer statgg-Qggsgidﬁggigg

Each of you has special strong poimts. T would like you now.

to think about the strong poibts of your classmates. What

\

foiiovs is a series of questions about who §ou think perforas

best in a variety of areas. Please ansver each question as
. N .

hopestly as possihlei Keep ybur vork to yourself.[ Also,
rememsber that what youw write down will be kept totally

confidential. I will be the only one reading your answers. When

' . ’ N

giving a student's name,try to.give his/her last name. Also, do
. ) \\\ N

not choose - yourself for any of the questions. You may choose a

student’s name as often as you like. Let's do the first example

together.

(At this point students - did the example gquestion in the
\

guestionnaire.) h

A;e the?e any guestions? 0 : ) o e

As soon as you've finished, I will collect your paper. Please

study or read while waiting for the othefs to finish. <
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Self-Efficacy Probe

élease ansver this question. - «

If YOﬁ vere to take another test just like this, and it also
had sixty ques;ions, how many of the sixty do yon‘thinki

gou woald get right? Put a check mark beside the number

of questions you think you would get right.

o __ 35

5 ____ w____
0___ 4s5___
15___ 50_____
20__.__ ) 55___
25_____ 60_____
30

p
‘
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ot ‘\i gy

,\\\.,4
393 i
KL

o

~and

Appemndix G
Punctuation: Commas ' L.
1. Please bfing pens pencils and er;sérs to clgﬁs;
2. Durinqrthe next five fears you wvill learn to_qrite..
3. ;eorge and Albert Qere late to class.
4, 1 dbnft aind ) teachers  students principals
. vice-érincipals. |
5. Screamiang in pain the student 1éf£ the emergency cooa.
6. You may houeier not get the best Iark;
7. ¥hat boy the one veqriqg the bat is talking. ,
B. I was bored first second and third period.
9. I hate exaainations because I always fail.
10. I received an "™A" in Socials "B's" in English and Math and a
“C" in Science.
11. Th§t<%en the blue one iS*éﬂt of ink.
12. Because I was late I have a detention.
13. There apéles pears and oranges in the salad.
14, All studeants even‘thosé‘in class must report to the gym.
15. ’

Tvo teachers Mr. Jones and Ms. Smith uill>sponsor the club.
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Ap pendix H

80

.70
.60
.50
40
.30
.20
10

8

CORRELATIONS
3

! A R 1
M bW
O O O 8
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Box~and-Whisker

e
rig

 VARIABLES=—
AVB‘CDE'FGH.I

ure |

£l

Plots for Mrs. Bandv's Class

A = Teacher Rating of Reading Abilitv; B = MAT; C = Teacher

Status: Academic; D = Peer Status:

Academic; E = Participation;

¥ = Teacher Status: Social; G = Peer Status: Social; H = Sex;
I = Self-Efficacy
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Figure_?
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Figure 3
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Figure 4
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