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ABSTRACT
CLASSROOM PERSPECTIVES STUDY:
AN INVESTIGATION OF DIFFERENTIAL
PERCEPTIONS OF CLASSROOM EVENTS

By

Mary McCaslin Rohrkemper

Eight elementary school teachers (four lower level vs. four upper
level) who were judged outstanding in their ability to deal with diffi-
cult students and who differed in their socialization style (behavior
modification vs. induction) nominated 18 students in their classrooms
(nine boys and nine girls) who differed in their level of adjustment.
These students included those who, for a variety of behaviors, were trou-
blesome to teach and those who were instead easy and pleasurable to teach,
In all, 144 students were interviewed about their predictions and under-
standing of their teacher's responses to three vignettes depicting inap-
propriate student behavior: underachievement, hyperactivity, and lTow
achievement. Students were also asked a series of questions designed to
explore their attributional understandings of the students described in
the vignettes, and their own affective and behayioral reactions to them.
Students ranked the fictional students by liking and by work preference,
and their self comparisons to these fictional students were assessed.
Finally, students role played as if they were a teacher and the three
situations occurred in their classrooms. All interviews were tape re-
corded and transcribed. Student responses were analyzed with a series
of codes designed to assess qualitative aspects of the students' social

cognition and interpersonal behavior. Student responses were described
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Mary McCaslin Rohrkemper
in terms of the general trends across all students and comparisons were
made between students whose teachers differed in socialization style,
and who differed in grade level, classroom adjustment, and sex. These
comparisons revealed that grade level was the most powerful organizer of
the data, followed by teacher socialization style. In general, older
students' responses were more elaborate and differentiated, and students
in behavior modification classrooms were more action oriented in their
discussions relative to the students in inductive classrooms who were
more analytic. Student level of classroom adjustment and sex differences

were much less useful in organizing the data.
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This investigation is a study of children's social cognition from
three perspectives: first, developmental differences; second, individ-
ual differences; and third, teacher effects. Specifically, students'
perceptions of their peers' classroom conduct and of the nature and rea-
sons for their teachers' responses to this conduct, are explored. Par-
ticipating students differ in grade level and were nominated by their
teachers because they differed in their classroom behavior. Teachers

differed in their classroom socialization style.

Introduction

In recent years classroom research interests have begun to include
the notion of "perspective." Researchers have become aware of limita-
tions of classroom observation techniques and difficulties in interpret-
ing data in ways that are psychologically meaningful to the participants.
"Participantsf has recently been expanded to include students, as well
as teachers. Thus, interview studies now often involve interviews with
both teachers and students in recognition of the multiple realities with-
in classrooms given the differing roles and experiences of teachers and
students (see Brophy and Rohrkemper, Note 1, Cooper and Good, in press;
Good, Note 2).

Changes in how students have come to be viewed are also evident.
Where initial research in this area attempted to define the student per-
spective (Walberg, 1976), recent research has been more mindful that stu-
dents do not represent a monolithic block, but in fact are a diverse
group, often thrown together only because of similarity in age. Thus,
researchers have identified subgroups of students which appear relevant

to the questions of interest, and explored the variation in student






perceptions (see Anderson, Note 3; Confrey and Good, Note 4; Weinstein
and Middlestadt, 1979). Interest has shifted, then, from an interest in
central tendency data typical of earlier investigations, to an interest
in uniqueness.

This investigation reflects this interest in uniqueness as it ex-
plores students' social cognition in the classroom. Students' percep-
tions in the classroom -- of themselves, their classmates, and their
teacher -- are particularly important given the socializing role of our
educational system and its teachers. This is especially true of younger
elementary school students who are most likely to value their teachers
and to be particularly susceptible to teacher socialization effects. As
noted by Hartrup (1979), our current lack of knowledge of the dynamics
of our major social agency for socializing children is distressing.

The present investigation is a step toward lessening this gap in
our knowledge of students' social understandings. To highlight the vari-
ation in students' perceptions, students who exhibited differing behav-
jor patterns in the classroom were selected for the study. These include
students who, for a variety of reasons, were seen by their teachers as
"difficult,” "worrisome," or "problem" students (defiant, distractible,
failure syndrorme, hostile aggressive, hyperactive, low achieving, shy,
rejected by peers and underachieving students), as well as those who
were easy and pleasurable to teach. These students, who differ in their
classroom behavior and thus have different experiences, were thought to
be 1ikely sources of unique perceptions of their teachers, their class-
mates, and themselves. For instance, it was thought that students who
experience relatively more negative interactions with their teacher would

report more instances of teacher blame, criticism, and punishment, and
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would evoke more external and unstable attributions when trying to un-
derstand the fictional students' inappropriate classroom behavior.

Interest in variation in student social cognition coexists with in-
terest in how these perceptions could be affected. Consistent with these
interests, classrooms selected for study were those whose teachers dif-
fered in socialization style in ways thought to have important effects
on students' social perception and attribution. Thus, teachers selected
for study differed in that they were either primarily inductive in their
approach to socializing students, or relied primarily on behavior modi-
fication programs to manage their classrooms. Specifically, it was hy-
pothesized that students exposed to these differing styles would differ
in their ability to report overt behavior vs. covert motives. Thus, stu-
dents in inductive classrooms were expected to have more to say about
teacher (and student) cognition and intention.

A final distinction thought to be important in how students perceive
and attributionally characterize classroom events concerned the students'
level of cognitive development. In keeping with this, the selected
classrooms spanned grades 1 through 5 to include students apt to be pri-
marily preoperational and students apt to be primarily concrete operation-
al in their thinking. It was expected that while all students make in-
ferences about classroom behavior, concrete operational thinkers would be
less likely than preoperational thinkers to name simplistic, global caus-
es of behavior. Concrete operational thinkers were also expected to be
more consistent within their discussions of fictional students than their
preoperational peers would be.

The multiple realities in a classroom consist of more than those

realities shared by students, however. In the tradition of the research
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mentioned earlier, this investigation explores three distinctive sources
of information concerning teacher classroom behavior. In addition to
students' predictions and interpretations of teacher behavior, this stu-
dy also obtains teachers' points of view and neutral observers' percep-
tions of teachers' classroom behavior. Thus, while student understand-
ings are pursued more thoroughly across a wider range of topics, their
predictions concerning their teacher's responses to fictional students
can be compared with their teacher's self-report and the observer's pre-
dictions. These multiple perspectives are gauged by individually pre-
senting all participants with common stimuli, three vignettes depicting
routine, but inappropriate student behavior, and analyzing, with identi-
) cal coding systems, their predictions of the teacher's response to each
situation, should it occur in the classroom. In this way, the extent of
agreement and the nature of any disagreement can be assessed.

In brief, this investigation concerns how students perceive, inter-
pret and respond to events which occur in their classrooms. Variation
within students who differ in level of classroom adjustment are of inter-
est, as are differences between classrooms that are associated with dif-
fering teacher socialization styles and differing grade levels. The ex-
tent of agreement among diverse sources of predictions about teacher
classroom behavior are also assessed through comparison of teacher, ob-
server, and student reports of teacher responses to three fictional class-

room events.
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LITERATURE REVIEW

Person Perception in Children

Research investigations of the development of children's social
perceptions have used a variety of methods, materials, tasks, criteria,
sample sizes and characteristics. Although the investigations display
a wide range of design decisions, they typically have one of two goals:
1) to support Piaget's position that preoperational children do not at-
tend to intentional cues and fixate on consequence or outcome when judg-
ing another's actions; or 2) to refute this stance with evidence that

differences, if any, between adults' and children's social judgments
are quantitative, not qualitative, in nature, or are the result of a
Q9radual differentiation, as in a Werner (1948) approach.

Before discussing the designs of these investigations, their theo-
retical premise will be examined more closely. Piaget's theory appears
Tto be a spring board for many studies. Piaget's claim that preopera-

T Sonal children are unable to perceive intention in others due to their
€ gocentrism, which prohibits their taking of another's perspective,
Wwhile upheld by Flavell (1968), is not accepted by all researchers. Re-
S earchers who do support this interpretation of Piaget, however, equate
The acquisition of knowledge of causality in the physical realm with
Knowledge of others' motives, needs, and desires in the interpersonal
realm. Thus, the child's ability to decenter in logical problem solv-
ing in the physical world is viewed as a landmark for interpersonal prob-

Tem solving as well.

This interpretation of Piaget is typically accepted in the develop-

Mental research, with the task of the researchers then defined to either






support or refute it. Some investigators, however, notably Keasey
(1977) (see also Karniol, 1978) maintain that this is an oversimplifica-
tion of Piaget. According to Keasey, Piaget states that children as
young as three and four years do in fact know about intentions, but that
this information is often disregarded in the face of salient outcome.
This fixation or "centering" on the outcome is seen as a result of the
child's early socialization experiences. Further, Piaget distinguishes
between the child's "active" as opposed to "theoretical" moral thought.
Active moral thought concerns those dilemmas which are a part of the
child's real 1ife experiences. This active domain differs from the theo-
retical domain in level of specificity and concreteness. Theoretical
moral thought, which is more generalized, abstract, and principle gov-
€rned, is believed to lag behind active moral thought in development,
and therefore in the use of intentional and contextual cues.

This distinction between the domains of moral thought -- active
and theoretical -- is useful in organizing the research literature.
From a theoretical perspective, the investigations, rather than "prov-
i ng" or "disproving" Piaget, may in fact be providing ample evidence
that the distinction between the types of moral thought is a real one.
P"‘actica'l'ly, the distinction aids in making of sense of the conflicting
i ndings of studies which differ in their concern with ecological valid-
ity. That is, significant developmental differences are typically found
in fairly abstract experimental situations, especially if the stimulus
Ma terials involve adults (rather than children) in unusual situations
(Esenberg - Berg, 1979; Appel, 1977; Kurdek, 1977). In contrast, in-
Vestigations which focus on ecological validity and on concreteness of

Stimulus materials -- both in form (rich descriptive stories, pictures,






or films) and content (children in typical conflict situations) typical-
1y do not find that young children (age 4 on) ignore intentions in eval-
uating others' behavior (Berndt, 1977; Chandler, Greenspan, and Barenboim,
1973; Dodge, 1980; Erwin and Kuhn, 1979; Greenberg, Marvin and Mossler,
1977; Heller and Berndt, in press; Imamoglu, 1975; Keasey, 1977; King,
1971; Kun, 1978; Nelson, 1980; Rotenberg, 1980; Rule, Nesdale and McAra,
1974; Shantz, 1975; Shultz and Butkowsky, 1977; Tagiuri, 1969).

Selman and Byrne (1974) also found developmental differences in
children's (age 6 on) abilities to understand primary and secondary
story characters' thoughts and feelings. They posited that these dif-
ferences can be characterized by four stages. The first of these stages,
with onset between six and eight years (somewhat later onset than that
Tound by others reported here) consists of the child's understanding of
O thers' social interpretations and understanding that s/he and others
Ccan distinguish between intentional and unintentional actions. Thus,
while the exact age of onset varies slightly across these investigations,
a1l have found that by six years of age, children do use intentional in-
Tormation in interpreting others' behavior. Some research, in fact,

i ndicates that children (age 4 on) attend to intention more than adults
(Masel1i and Altrocchi, 19693 Sedlak, 1979; Shaw and Sulzer, 1964; Smith,
1978), Children also appear to understand intentional causes earlier
than noncontrollable causes (Lerner and Miller, 1978; Weiner, Kun, and
Benesh-lrleiner, 1979). Other data point to similar use of intention/out-
COme information by children and adults in their decisions about degree
OF praise or blame appropriate for a given incident (Darley, Klosson,
And Zanna, 1978; Maselli and Altrocchi, 1969; and Weiner, et. al., 1979).

Finally, some investigations have attempted to distinguish between
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interpersonal sophistication in positive or negative outcome situations.
Costanzo (1973) found no change with age in use of intentions for posi-
tive consequences, but did find developmental differences in assessments
of negative situations. Similarly, Eisenberg (1977) found differences

in sophistication, with children's prosocial moral reasoning being more
advanced than their moral constraint rationales. Taken together, these
data suggest that social competence is most 1ikely a complex set of ab-
ilities that do not suddenly emerge and function as a trait. The so-
phistication of social perception is, at least in part, due to experi-
ence within a given situation and the nature of the personal investment
in the outcome of that encounter.

There are exceptions to this general relationship between ecologi-

cal validity and developmental trends, however (notably Calveric, 1979;
Karniol and Ross, 19765 Livesley and Bromley, 1973; Smith, 1975; Whiteman;
1967; and Whiteman, Brook, and Gordon, 1977). These researchers' find-
ings of developmental trends may in fact be the result of the difficult
tasks required of the child in responding to nonetheless realistic prob-
Tem situations. Thus, Calveric's (1979) subjects were required to en-
9age in a series of difficult and fairly sophisticated concept learning
Tasks to reach the "correct" criterion; Whiteman's (1967) investigation
required the free response of a defense mechanism (projection, denial,
etc-) in explaining behavior portrayed as atypical for the story charac-
te"‘; Chandler, Paget and Koch (1978) required discussion of inverse and
Pec diprocal transformations in children's discussion of story characters'
defense mechanisms; Livesley and Bromley (1973) required written descrip-
tiOns in one hour segments over a total of ten hours, thus allowing ab-

i1 ity and motivational confounding with their data; and Karniol and Ross
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(1976) and Smith (1975) have been criticized for the strain their pro-
cedures put on their subjects' memory capacities (Berndt, 1977). Sim-
jlarly, other investigators have linked developmental differences data

to children's use of simplifying strategies to counteract memory over-
load (Berg-Cross, 1975); to ordering effects (Austin, Ruble, and
Trabasso, 1977), and to a recency effect (Feldman, Klosson, Parsons,
Rholes, and Ruble, 1976; Kurdek, 1978). Stage theorists in general have
been chastized for a myopic commitment to a particular perspective
(Landry, Lyons and Ruth, 1980).

Karniol (1978) and especially Sedlak (1979) have addressed the prob-

Tem of gauging the degree of inference required of the subject in using
the stimulus materials. Sedlak discusses the crucial need to distin-
quish story interpretation from actor evaluation, particularly in in-
vestigations which purport to describe developmental growth and sophis-
tication in social perception. Surprisingly often, care is not taken to
ensure either that subjects across the age span under consideration in-
terpret the stimulus in similar ways or that the nature and degree of
dAi fferences in interpretation are accounted for. This issue is perti-
nent to the Whiteman, et. al. (1977) investigation where developmental
d1i fferences were obtained with stimulus materials, which, while concern-
ing situations that were fairly realistic, consisted of a single sen-
tence portraying intention and behavioral incongruity. It is possible
that Whiteman's results are due to a confounding of subjects' inferences
in interpreting the stimulus materials, i.e., in understanding the sit-
Ua ton presented, with their attributions regarding the actors' motives.
ThUS, while Whiteman did not tax his subjects' memory capacity, he may

NOt have provided enough information to reduce the likelihood of
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differing task interpretations. Clearly there is an "optimal" amount

of information in stimulus materials, so that contextual information

is provided without assault to memory load. This issue of the balance

between ecological validity and parsimony of information will be return-

ed to.

While this Titerature review is by no means exhaustive, it does
seem to have made sense of some of the inconsistencies that abound in
the person perception literature. A critical dimension appears to be
on the ecological validity continuum. Studies using materials and/or
methods that are naturalistic are more likely to find children as young
as four years using intentional information in fairly sophisticated ways.
This supports the Piagetian "active" moral reasoning as discussed by

Keasey. In contrast, studies further removed from the child's experi-

ence are more likely to show developmental differences with significant

Changes occurring about the onset of concrete operations, thus support-

ing the notion of "theoretical" moral thought.
A second dimension which orders the data is tied to the behavior

Criteria imposed on the subject. As indicated previously, the more dif-

Ficult the cognitive strain inherent in the response criteria, the more

1 Tkely is the investigator to find developmental differences. These dif-

Ferences do not appear to be tied to social perception per se, as much
as they are to cognitive limitations. This issue of cognitive limita-
tions will resurface in the discussion of free description procedures
With children.

The goal of the present investigation is to uncover how children

Make sense of their classroom experiences. As such, this study is con-

S€rned more with children's "active" than "theoretical® thought and
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therefore incorporates these concerns. Attempts have been made to max-
imize the ecological validity of the context, if not the medium, of the
vignettes, and task demands have been designed to minimize cognitive
strain through systematic probes and reminders as a part of the inter-
view procedures. Thus, the stimulus materials (written vignettes) con-
cern typical classroom events which children witness and/or participate
in on a daily basis. These vignettes are brief but richly descriptive
and provide a strong contextual background to enhance interpretation of
depicted events within the classroom setting. Vignettes are read to the
s tudents and followed by probes and recall cues to minimize the effects
of cognitive ability and facilitate assessment of social perception.
These precautions in the design of both the stimulus materials and the
interview procedures will enhance the match between the students' real-

T4 fe experiences and the research setting, and as such, should capture

the students' typical perception.

Fyee Description Approaches

The free description method of assessing children's person percep-

tion differs from that used in the previously discussed research, in
that the subject is typically asked to describe individuals s/he knows.
ReSponses are unstructured and analyzed for spontaneously occurring con-
Struycts, organization, and complexity. (For a complete discussion of
this method and analysis strategies, see Yarrow, 1960, and Beach and
bwfir‘theimer, 1961). Because of the minimal role of the researcher, there
TS less chance of biasing the data. There are trade-offs, however. One
COnsideration not to be overlooked is that what a child does in fact re-

POort when describing another is not necessarily the equivalent of what
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s/he can or would do on another occasion. Thus, free description allows
confidence that the constructs are the child's own, but does not probe
the child, poking his sensibilities about others. Because the reliance
is on children's spontaneous reports, the likelihood that performance,
what the child actually reports, will be equated with capacity, what
the child is capable of reporting,is increased.

Another shortcoming of this technique, especially relevant for the
investigation proposed here, is the lack of causal ascriptions in free
description research. In the three studies using this method to be re-
viewed here (Yarrow and Campbell, 1963; Scarlett, Press, and Crockett,
T1971; and Livesley and Bromley, 1973) no motivational constructs were
used by the subjects. This is probably due to the lack of a situation-
al referrent in each of these investigations. That is, children de-

Scribed liked and disliked, same and opposite sex adults and peers but
d-id so without a contextual frame. The lack of an incident or situa-

tional backdrop within which to describe the person behaving is most

T dikely the reason for this omission and does not signal the absence of
motivational, or causal, constructs in the children's understanding of
interpersonal behavior or social perception. Rather, the issue appears
to pe the distinction between describing persons and describing events.

The study by Yarrow and Campbell (1963) is especially interesting

and pertinent to the present investigation. The study took place in a
Chi1ldren's (8-13 yrs.) summer camp over a two-week session where child-
Y'en were systematically assigned to cabins so that the investigators
Could analyze race, age, sex, and SES factors in the children's reports.
Data collection consisted of interviews with the children about their

Cabinmates at the beginning and end of the two-week session.



Observational data allowed a check on the accuracy of children's accounts
of others' behavior and also allowed the investigators to analyze the in-
terview data by four subgroups of children: withdrawn, friendly, aggres-
sive, and active.

Of the many interesting results, these findings are especially per-
tinent: The two general tendencies in the data, which did not reflect
developmental differences, were children's use of broad positive or neg-
ative judgments and the restriction of their remarks to social interac-
tions. While the children's descriptions were stable across both inter-
views, the complexity level of the descriptions showed an increase, in-
dicating the availability and use of more information at the closing
interview. This stability of categories held up, whether or not the sub-
Ject was describing the same individual. The child apparently develops
@ perceptual framework that has general applicability. This perceptual
Framework appears to color the child's selective attention and inter-
Pretation of peers' behavior, in that Yarrow and Campbell found no cor-
respondence between children's reports of their peers' type and frequen-
Cy¥ of behavior, and their own observational data. The children's dis-
tortions were explained by their 1iking and disliking of the described
Peer, In addition to type and frequency behavior, children described
d‘i\sliked peers more systematically (i.e., with more detail and organiza-
ti ©n) than 1iked peers, and liked peers more systematically than neutral
Peers,

Of particular interest hére is the investigation's analysis of free
descriptions by subgroups of children. This attention to subgroups cer-
tai nly foreshadows the Walberg (1976) arguments for analysis of student

<Tassroom perceptions. Yarrow and Campbell found similar use of
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categories across the four types of students, but significant differences
in the complexity of those descriptions. The active and friendly child-
ren gave more complex descriptions than the withdrawn and hostile child-
ren. From this, Yarrow and Campbell conclude that the active partici-
pant brings awareness of others into sharper focus, and thus has more
finely developed social perceptions. This use of meaningful subgroups

is reflected in the present investigation in which student perceptions
are analysed by level of student classroom adjustment.

The Yarrow and Campbell study, in summary, involved children's per-
ceptions of other group members. These groups were formed without the
children's input, yet they were expected to function within these groups
under the direction of an adult. These points are made to highlight the
Similarities in group formation and functioning between the camp session
and the classroom, which is the context of the 'present investigation.

The Scarlett, et. al. (1971) investigation combined free description
OFf Tiked or disliked peers with taped stories. Scarlett used a Wernerian
analysis (i.e., development as the result of gradual differentiation)
and found that the number of constructs used to describe peers increased
monotonically with age and shifted from egocentric and concrete constructs
to nonegocentric and abstract concepts. Within this, children talked
More about liked than disliked peers.

Finally, the Livesley and Bromley (1973) investigation sought to
Analyze children's free descriptions of others for fluency and content
(]evﬂ and variety of constructs) differences both between subjects and
QACross stimulus persons (matched for age (7.4 - 15.9), sex, and IQ (2
]eVels)). Children in pilot studies were found to give only physical

aleem'ance information when asked to describe others, so the final design
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involved explicitly telling children not to give physical information
(establishing a "negative set") but to instead "tell what sort of per-
son they are." With usual precautions that subjects understood direc-
tions, (and frequent reminders) subjects then described nine persons
(including themselves) in writing. Sessions lasted for one hour each
for approximately ten sessions.
The Timitations of the response requirements, the written format

and sheer amount of work were discussed earlier. Within these possible

T imitations, which seem to ensure developmental differences, Livesley
and Bromley's results include the following: 1) the differences in the

s tatement fluency measures were better ordered by the situational vari-
ables than the subject group; 2) the number and proportion of psycho-
logical statements increased significantly only between 7-1/2 and 8-1/2
Years of age; and 3) the differences between seven and eight-year-olds
were greater on many measures than the differences between the eight and
15-year-olds. In addition to these age differences, other findings con-
cern differences in descriptions as a function of sex and IQ of writer
and sex and age of stimulus person. For a full account of the data and
a complete discussion of design and analysis decisions, see Livesley and
Bromley (1973). Of interest here, however, is their finding that descrip-
tions of males and children are characterized by central (vs. peripheral)
Constructs. ("He is a funny boy." (central construct) vs. "The lady
Wears a hat." (peripheral construct)). The authors posited this to be
due to the perceptions of males' lives as more interesting and ..varied
than females, and their higher frequency of interaction with peers. Fin-
ATy, descriptions of liked and disliked peers differed in that descrip-

Tions of disliked peers were characterized by justification constructs
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("He's not nice because he takes your stuff." vs. "He's a nice guy.").

These three studies, taken together, suggest that children's spon-
taneous constructs are an important source of information of how child-
ren perceive persons known to them. As discussed earlier, however, these
data do not reflect what children can or would do on a different occasion,
nor do they speak to children's understanding of events (as opposed to
persons). The problem discussed earlier regarding the confounding of
social perception and cognitive ability data when too strenuous a re-
sponse criteria is required is also relevant (Livesley and Bromley, 1973).

In 1ight of these concerns, the current investigation examines
children's spontaneous free descriptions of their school experience and
their classroom teacher. These free descriptions are treated as one
Source of information about the child's school experience. They are
Collected at the beginning of the student interview, which funnels from
these initial free description questions to specific questions about
Specific incidents. By merging these techniques, the differences in
type and organization of constructs spontaneously used in understanding

Persons vs. those which the child is capable of using in understanding
Situations can be examined.

Also indicated by these investigations is the usefulness of data on
“k'ing of the stimulus person. Each investigation found differences in
descm‘ptions of liked and disliked persons. Yarrow and Campbell also
Tound convincing evidence of a social perceptual "set" where Tiking af-
fected attention to and interpretation of others' behavior and organiza-
Tion of thinking about them. Given these findings, the current investi-

Sa& tion obtains rank order data of the subject's 1iking and preference to

WO rk yith the stimulus person.






Children's Perceptions of Deviance

In addition to these investigations which attempt to capture child-
ren's perspective taking in general, there are some studies that speci-
fically address how children make sense of their disordered peers. This
7 diterature is especially pertinent to this investigation which explores
children's understanding of inappropriate student classroom behavior,
the understanding of which rests on correct attributions of cause and
intent, and anticipation of others' reactions.

Marsden and Kalter (1976) examined lower middle class children's
(grades 4-6, matched on sex and IQ) understanding of their emotionally
disturbed peers to determine the areas, if any, of agreement between
Children and mental health professionals in their assessment of sympto-
matic and distressing behavior. Investigations prior to this had pri-
marily focused on children's emotional attitudes toward disturbance,
Tinding that children viewed disturbed peers negatively (Bower, 1960)
and wanted to maintain a distance from them (Novak, 1974). The Marsden
and Kalter work, however, was more interested in the development and use
of concepts children employ to explain disturbed behavior than their
attitudes toward it.

Stimulus materials consisted of five vignettes depicting four emo-
Tionally disturbed and one normal peer. A1l vignettes used the school
Context for the backdrops focused on a boy as the central figure, and
described only observable behavior. No information pertaining to his
thoughts/feelingsor those of his classmates or teacher was introduced in
the vignettes. Types of behavior described were school phobia, antiso-
<1ia1l disorder, passive-aggressive character disorder, a psychotic or bor-

c'e""'ine psychotic, and a normal peer undergoing a transitional adjustment
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problem. Vignettes were read and rated by type of problems and degree
of severity by seven clinical child psychologists to ensure accurate
categorization.

Children were presented the vignettes and after each were asked
questions intended to reveal their descriptive language, their reactions
to the character, their understanding of his current status, the cause
of his current problems, and his prospects for the future.

The results indicate that children do discriminate the behavior of
normal children from emotionally disturbed children in terms similar
to those used by adults. Further, their distinctions in degree of sever-
ity parallel clinicians'. These perceptions of disturbance were separ-
ate from their 1iking or disliking of the characters and were not related
to perceiver 1Q. Differences that did occur among the subjects varied
by Qrade and sex and were indicative of a differentialfocus on specific
behaviors, not global perceptions.

The clearest sex differences were in response to the borderline
Psychotic, Fred. Most girls saw Fred as disturbed, but the 33% who did
not feel Fred was disturbed saw him as highly intelligent and merely
Pre-occupied with stars and planets. On the other hand, all the boys
(as opposed to 66% of the girls) saw him as minimally to severely dis-
turbed ("weird" through "cuckoo") because he could not separate fantasy
from reality. Age differences paralleled the sex differences. Sixth
graders saw more emotional disturbance in the five vignettes than the
fourth graders.

As these data indicate, children, when responding to hypothetical
disturbed behavior, understand that behavior in ways that parallel adults'.

This finding was not upheld by Coie and Pennington (1976), however. In
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an attempt to gauge children's understanding of disordered behavior,
these researchers presented middle class first, fourth, seventh, and
eleventh grade boys and girls two stories depicting disturbance (loss of
control/aggression and distorted/paranoid reality perception) and asked
the children to describe peers who seemed to be markedly different from
others. These free descriptions were followed with standardized probes
to assess children's notions of why the described peer acts as s/he does.
Children's responses to the vignettes, which followed free descrip-
tion, consisted of a rating of how different they were than most peers
and their notions of why this was so. Results indicated that first grad-
ers did not make deviance attributions in that they did not put the de-
Scribed behavior into a normative framework to allow deviance assessment.
In fact, they reconstructed the story to normalize behavior. (Perhaps
use of norm comparison would have been facilitated by vignettes which
Utilized context information, particularly the school or playground, to
Provide backdrop for behavior, as in Marsden and Kalter (1976), and
thus encourage comparison of depicted with typical behavior). Coie and
Pennington discuss their results with first graders within a Piagetian
FTrame evoking preoperational children's centration on consequences. Coie
and Pennington found children in fourth and seventh grades to only make
NOrmative comparisons on the basis of "grossly observable behaviors." It
Was not until the eleventh grade that children were found to make devi-
Ance evaluations based on truly social definitions. Perhaps these ex-
Treme developmental differences are a function of the stimulus materials
and the response criterion more than the subject's perception of deviance
&s_e. To "get credit" a subject had to evaluate the stimulus person

=S deviant compared to social norms. Given that the vignette did not
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indicate a context which would evoke norms, nor did the interview probes
structure the subject's thinking toward such comparison, it seems that
Coie and Pennington's data captures cognitive structure and organization-
al differences from preoperational through formal operational thought
rather than children's understanding of deviance.

The notion that too specific and rigorous response criteria and non-
contextualized vignettes may have accounted for the Coie and Pennington
results is bolstered by the Maas, Marecek and Travers (1978) investiga-
tion. These researchers presented second, fourth, and sixth grade middle
class children with very realistic and descriptive vignettes depicting
three behavior disorders: social withdrawal, antisocial behavior and
self-punitive behavior. Following each vignette, children were asked
forced-choice and open-ended questions about the reasons for the charac-
ter's behavior, the character's desires and intentions, and the charac-
ter's ability to change. (Some of these questions have been included in
the present investigation; see Appendix G.) They were also presented
With a list of traits and asked which traits would best describe the char-
acter.

Results indicated that younger children were likely to attribute the
disordered behavior to a lack of effort to change (internal causation).
Older children were more likely to believe that undesired behavior would
be most effectively changed by changing the social environment, and these
Older children also saw the social environment as a "powerful barrier to
Personal change."

Children's responses differed across the vignettes. The antisocial

Charjacter was typically viewed by all ages as wanting to act that way,

W th lack of personal effort the reason for persistence. Although
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children saw this type as the least desirable, they felt he was the hap-
piest and healthiest of the three.

| The self-punitive character was rarely seen as acting out of desire.
His behavior was seen as very difficult to change, and he was judged the
Teast happy and healthy.

Finally, the social withdrawn character was most often believed to
have been born that way, especially by the first graders. Most child-
ren did not believe the shy/withdrawn wanted to be like that, and most
thought the behavior could be changed, although it would be difficult to
do so. This character was perceived as the most socially desirable, hav-
ing the most social assets, while being the least assertive.

These results, specifically the finding that the younger children
did not focus on immediate situations, are contrary to the typical find-
ings in the moral development research (and the Coie and Pennington in-
investigation described above). The authors believe that both the first
graders' use of immediate situational information and their postulating
Of enduring states in their explanations of the portrayed character were
due to the structuring of the vignettes to portray the patterns of behav-
ior as persistent, and not as isolated or specific incidents.

This structuring and provision of a rich context for the depicted
behayior also characterizes the vignettes used in the present investiga-
t'70n, which shares much with the Maas, et. al. study in that it is also ccn-
Cerned with children's causal attributions rather than evaluations of de-
Picted problem behavior. Unlike the Maas study and the research discussed

thY‘oughout this review, however, the vignettes in the proposed investiga-
tion all depict the same situational outcome -- a student not doing his

Work, While the outcome is held constant, the contextual information is
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systematically varied to maximize examination of children's use of attri-
butional information in understanding others, and predicting appropriate
responses to them.

Two final investigations will be mentioned briefly. First is the
Novak and Lerner (1968) finding that, at least among undergraduates, peo-
p1e who believe others to be normal (i.e., psychologically healthy) will
prefer to interact with a similar more than a dissimilar peer. If others
are believed to be disturbed, however, preference changes to interaction
with a dissimilar rather than similar peer. Second, from the literature
on fate interdependence, Chaikin and Darley (1973) have found that ident-
ification with a victim's fate, not the perceived personal similarity to
him, is an important determinant of whether a person responds to a victim
with compassion or rejection.

These studies are mentioned because they provide some basis for in-
terprétation of results which may be obtained from analyses of subjects'
Self-comparison with the hypothetical students, their ranking of liking
Of these hypothetical students, and their own student group membership
(target problem students, matched problem students, or non-problem stu-

dents),

Children's Reports of Their Life Concerns

While the previously discussed research has attempted to capture
aAnd characterize the development of both level and organization of con-
S tructs children use in ordering their social perceptions, the specific
COntent of those perceptions has not been of primary interest, The stu-
dies that follow focus on the child's point of view, as revealed in child-

ren:'; reports of key figures and events in their lives,
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Perhaps most research of this type has been concerned with child-
ren's reports of their parents and family life. Goldin (1969), in a re-
view of children's reports of parents' behavior using an analysis model
wh i ch combined those of Schaefer (1965) and Siegelman (1965), found that
in general, children's accounts of their parents' behavior were ordered
by three factofs: loving (acceptance-rejection), demanding (psychologi-
cal control) and punishment. (In an investigation using a modified
Bronfenbrenner questionnaire assessing children's perceptions of their
teacher's behaviors, Koopman and Schroeder (1977) found that children's
responses paralleled these parental reports reviewed by Goldin. That is,
the three factors of loving, demanding, and punishing accounted for the
reported teacher behavior). Children's reports were found to differ, how-
ever, by mother-repprt and father-report, and to be related to sex, so-
cial class and the behavior of the children (delinquents, child guidance
Patients, maladjusted normals, and normals). These findings of differ-
€nces in reports by subgroups of children, along with the Yarrow and
Campbell (1963) data of social perceptual differences by subgroups in
their study (withdrawn, active, friendly, and hostile-aggressive children),
and recent work by Dodge (1980) examining how children who differ in lev-
€1s of aggression use intention attributions in understanding others' be-
havior, lend strong support to Walberg's (1976) discussion regarding ap-
Propriate analysis of student perception data through formation of mean-
ingful subgroups of children for comparison. Currently, there are sever-
Q1 ongoing “classroom investigations (Block, Note 5; Confrey and Good,
Note 4 3 Cooper and Good, in press; Good, Note 2; Stipek, Note 63
weinstein, Note 7) which further validate the identification of relevant

9vroups of students when examining student perceptions,
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These concerns are reflected in the present investigation's cluster-
ing of children by presence and type of problem behavior. There are
three student types under study. The first type exhibits the specific
problems under scrutiny (undérachiever. hyperactive, and low achiever).
The second type exhibits problem behaviors other than those specifically
examined in the vignettes, and are matched by pattern of intention and
control (for instance, defiant, shy/withdrawn, failure syndrome). The
third group not only are M‘ froub]esome ih the classroom, but are stu-
dents who are a pleasure to teach. The responses of these groups will
be examined for the nature and degree of differences.

In addition to the concerns for the uniqueness of differing groups
O‘F_ children, there is also evidence that there are important distinctions
in the effects of differing situations on interpersonal perception and
behavior. Work by Stollak, Scholom, Kallman, and Saturansky (1973) and
by Kallman and Stollak (1974) has supported the position that behavior
varies as a function of the situation. These investigators have found
that both children's reports of their parents' behavior, and parent's
Self-report of their responses to their children vary as a function of
“Problem ownership" (Gordon, 1970). That is, systematic differences in
reported (both self and child) parental behavior were found in situations
Characterized by differing need frustrations. These levels of problem
Ownership (parent-owned, child-owned, and parent-child shared) were also
PoOstylated by Gordon (1974) to be useful in examining teacher-student
interactions. Specifically, Gordon suggests that problems, or conflicts,
in teacher-student interaction can be divided into three types: 1) teach-
€r owned problems, which occur when the student behavior interferes with

the teacher's meeting his/her own needs or causes the teacher to feel
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frustrated, upset, irritated or angry; 2) teacher-student shared problems,
which occur when the teacher and student interfere with each others' need
satisfaction; and 3) student owned problems, which exist separately from
the teacher and do not tangibly and concretely affect him/her.

This notion of problem ownership in the classroom was examined by
Brophy and Rohrkemper (1981). They found that level of problem ownership
was associated both with differing patte}ns of teacher perceptions and
attributional inferences about students depicted in the vignettes, and
with teachers' assessments of their own ability to influence those stu-
dents. These findings are reflected in the present investigation's
choice of vignettes (and student subgroups, which represent the three
levels of problem ownership and teachers attributional patterns). Stu-
dent probTem behaviors included in the vignettes are: underachiever
(teacher-owned problem, perceived by teachers as controllable and inten-
tional student behavior); hyperactive (teacher-student shared problem,
seen as controllable but unintentional student behavior); and low achiev-
er (student-owned problem, judged by teachers as uncontrollable and unin-
tentional student behavior). The nature and degree of differences in
students' reports will be examined both by type of student and by type of
problem situation.

That children are a rich source of information about themselves is
amply documented in Knapp and Knapp's (1976) account of the "secret edu-
cation of American children," their presentation of children's folklore.

Their work demonstrates the intensity of experiences, norms, feelings,
and attitudes that childhood is made of. Children's ritualized coping
Strategies for dealing with the uncertain and the unknown reveal the

depth and pivotal place these concerns have in children's lives, This



.
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investigation focuses on the coping strategies children have for deal-
ing with both the unexpected and the common places in the classroom.

Survey and interview data of children's concerns indicate that
children both reflect on their experiences and hold attitudes, feelings,
and opinions somewhat at odds with what adults commonly believe. Yamamoto
(1979) gathered children's assessments of the degree of stress involved
in different childhood experiences. Fourth, fifth, and sixth grade stu-
dents rated 20 1ife events on a seven-point scale. No differences were
found by grade, sex, or actual personal experiences, but children's
assessments varied from clinicians' judgments in some respects. Most
surprising was children's rating of the birth of a sibling as least
stressful of the 20 listed events, while clinicians typically view a new
sibling as a critical stress point in a child's life. Briefly, the ten
most stressful events for children, in order of severity, were: 1losing
a parent, going blind, academic retainment, wetting in class, parental
fights, caught in theft, suspected of lying, a poor report card, sent to
the principal, and having an operation. School-related events comprise
nearly half of the "top 10". School, then, enters heavily into children's
life assessments.

A national survey of children, directed by Nicholas Zill, involving
interviews with ovér}2,200 children and over 1,700 parents and teachers
about topics concerning children -- their family lives, friends, schools,
health, feelings, and neighborhoods, is scheduled for release sometime

in 1981. Zill's proposed title is a provocative one: Happy, Healthy,

and Insecure . . . Especially pertinent here are the attitudes Zill re-

ports that children expressed toward school: More than 75% of the child-

ren interviewed were positive about school, nearly two-thirds said they
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were interested in schoolwork most of the time, and more than 95% said
they liked their teachers and most of their classmates. A1l is not rosy,
however. Children also reported that schoolwork is a source of anxiety
and frustration, more than two-thirds said they worry about tests, and
nearly two-thirds reported feeling ashamed when they made mistakes.

Half of the children agreed with the statement "I sometimes feel I just
can't 1earn,f and nearly half have experienced anger when they have dif-
ficulty learning (Woyshner, 1979).

Children's perceptions of teacher discipline are also of interest.
While just over half the students said that the students in their class
fooled around a lot, all but 7% excluding themselves from this group,
nearly 80% reported that their teachers enforced rules (43% "all of the
time", 37% "most of the time"). (This compares to 74% and 70% for moth-
ers and fathers, respectively). Twenty percent also claimed to have got-
ten in trouble for fighting flast week," and the major reason provided
by children who said they would like to change schools was the amount of
fighting and fooling around in the present school,

Unfortunately, the Zill data do not really probe students' percep-
tions of teacher behavior and classroom norms, nor look for differences
within students. His findings do suggest, however, that students judge
school to be a generally positive, yet (1ike Yamamoto's subjects) an
emotionally-laden experience. Students 1ike their teachers and usually
Perceive them as consistent in enforcement of rules. The present invest-
gation probes, in depth, students' perceptions of their classroom exper-
iences involving both their teachers and classmates. Included in this
are students' reports and interpretations of their teacher's discipline

strategies and students' perceptions of and interactions with specific
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types of classmates.

Socialization and Person Perception

The development of social perception and findings of differing lev-
els of sophistication in understanding social interaction among differ-
ent types of children (Goldin, 1969; Yarrow and Campbell, 1963) has led
to much speculation -- and little research -- as to what kinds of fac-
tors facilitate social competence (Shantz, 1975). Piaget (1965; 1970),
while stressing the primary importance of peer interaction in the child's
emergence from egocentricism and the acquisition of the ability to take
on the perspective of others, also includes the role of the parent in
this process. He states that socialization based on authority and con-
trol promote egocentricism, while socialization which emphasizes social
relations and reciprocity facilitate role taking in children,

Hoffman (1979) has discussed the role of parental socialization in
the development of children's moral thought, feelings, and behavior. In
earlier research and reviews (1970, 1975) of the literature, Hoffman
found that moral development was fostered by "inductive" parenting as op-
posed to techniqueé which rely on power assertion, love withdrawal, or
affection. Inductive parenting, as defined by Hoffman, consists of pro-
viding reasons for the required behavior change, and identifying conse-
que nces (both physical and psychological) of those actions on others.

This notion of inductive socialization has been discussed by others
(Brophy, 1977; Mussen and Eisenberg-Berg, 1977) and was the focus of
Baumrind's (1971) research on parenting effects on children. Baumrind
classified parents into three categories: authoritarian, authoritative,

and laissez-faire. These groupings were based on the ways that parents
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treat their children. Authoritarian and authoritative styles are of
special interest here. Baumrind found that authoritarian parents place
a premium on control with little, if any, emphasis on rationales for
their demands. In contrast, authoritative parents regularly explained
the reasons for their demands and constraints. In other words, they en-
gaged in inductive parenting. In contrast to children raised in author-
itarian homes who typically do not develop a conceptual understanding of
control, children of authoritative parents, i.e., inductive socializers
tend to develop a more generalized understanding of themselves and their
effects on others. This relationship between the style of socialization
and the self-control sophistication of the child is of primary interest
to this investigation.

While the above cited theory and research all point to the import-
ance of parental socialization style for children's perspective taking,
moral development and self-reliance (Piaget, 1970; Hoffman, 1970;
Baumrind, 1971; respectively) there is little investigation of the effect
of socialization practices in other social systems of which the child is
a member. Hartup (1979) discusses this in his essay on children's social
worlds. He states that while the school is recognized to have a major
significance in the child's world, ". . . the school as a social system
has not been well described in relation to the growth of social compet-
ence in the individual child. Given the extent to which the school is
used as a socialization agency, our lack of knowledge concerning its
soc-ial dynamics is shocking.f (1979, p. 946).

Two studies which are especially pertinent to this investigation
are notable exceptions to this dilemma. The first, an interview study

by Kounin and Gump (1961), examined the reports of aggression in first



eyan
(R




30

grade students whose teachers differed in punitive style. They found
that students whose teachers had been identified as punitive were more
aggressive in their discussion of misbehavior, and less interested in
learning, thén peers in classrooms of teachers identified as nonpunitive.

The second study was conducted by Halperin (1976) as a doctoral dis-
sertation. Halperin employed a longitudinal design to examine how first
grade teachers' role beliefs and classroom style influenced students'
perceptions of the classroom. Teachers were first identified, through
interviews, on two factors: teacher goals for students (academic vs.
social development); and the degree of structure in teacher classroom
style (strict vs. permissive). Students were then interviewed about
their expectations for school prior to entering first grade and again in
February of their first year. The data from these interviews and from
an observation component indicated that teachers' beliefs not only influ-
enced the activities in their classrooms, but also their students' be-
havior, perceptions of school and self perceptions. Halperin found that
prior to first grade, students' interviews were similar, but became quite
varied after six months in school. Of special relevance to the current
discussion, Halperin found that students in strict classrooms perceived
the teacher as the person in control of their school behavior. In con-
trast, students in permissive classrooms felt a personal responsibility
for their own behavior. These results clearly echo the parenting 1it-
eratufe and underscore our need to know more about the socialization ef-
fects of schooling.

The range of effects of teacher socialization style on students’
social and personal understandings (expected to vary by type of student

and type of situation) is precisely the concern which motivates the
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current investigation. Specifically, this study seeks to discover the
relationships between differing teacher socialization styles and how
children interpret and are affected by common classroom conflicts between
teachers and students. Socialization styles typically used by teachers
fall into two main types: behavior modification, which focuses on the
material consequences of actions; and induction, which stresses the con-
sequences and causality of action through extended language rationales
and Golden Rule morality. These two socialization approaches form the
basic units of this investigation. The nature and degree of the differ-
ences in students' social competence in the classroom will be examined
as a function of teacher socialization style.

Literature from a variety of fields and methodologies suggests that
these different approaches to socialization will have differing effects
on sfudents' social perception and sophistication. Vygotsky (1962) sev-
eral decades ago discussed the crucial role of the interiorization of
the child's language environment in the acquisition of self-control.
This funcfiona] linkage between eventual inner-directed self-control
independent of environmental props and the child's language environment
has recently received renewed support, both directly by Flavell (1978),
Michenbaum (1979; 1977; 1976) Kopp (1979), Mischel and Mischel (1979),
and Wertsch (1979) and less directly through the functional language
and SES research of the last decade (Bee, VanEgeren, Streissguth, Nyman,
and Leckie, 1969; Bearison and Cassel, 1975; Bernstein, 1964; Glucksberg,
Krauss and Higgins, 1975; Hess, Shipman; Brophy, and Bear, 1968; and
Spivack and Shure, 1975).

These researchers, then, would likely predict differences in the na-

ture and degree of social perception between students exposed to the
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differing teacher styles. Specifically, students in behavior modifica-
tion classrooms are expected to evoke external control factors more of-
ten in explaining both the cause and the remediation of classroom behav-
ior. In contrast, the students in inductive classrooms are expected to
discuss internal causality in explaining classroom behavior. These pre-
dicted differences would be a function of the differing uses of language
in the classroom, where behavior modification teachers primarily use
language to 1ink behavior to concrete outcomes, and inductive teachers
use language to provide a psychological context for events, demands, and
limits.

One could also argue, as Hoffman has (1979), that the differences
which result from exposure to these differing language environments are
a function of semantic vs. episodic encoding. Using Tulving's (1972)
distinction between episodic and semantic encoding in long term memory,
Ho ffman theorizes that inductive socialization results in semantic en-
coding that eventually becomes independent of an external referrent,
and is seen to have originated in the self ("internalization"), In con-
trast, socialization that does not involve rationales which provide a
Meaningful psychological context to allow semantic encoding is retained
in episodic memory, directly tied to external referrents, and as such,
1S never experienced as self-originated, but always as other-imposed
("compliance").

Recent research examining the detrimental effects of reward on in-
trinsic motivation (Cohen, Gelfund, Hartman, Partlow, Montemayor, and
Shigetomi, 1979; Condry and Chambers, 1978; Deci, 1976, 1978; Kruglanski,
]978; Lepper and Greene, 1978; Loveland and Olley, 1979; McGraw, 1978;
Mischel, 1978; Ross, 19765 Ruble, Boggiano, and Pittman, 1979; and Smith,
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Gelfand, Hartmann and Partlow, 1979) appears to support this point. When
individuals' perceptions of or memory for their motives is changed from
innerdirected to externally controlled, their motivation for the activ-
ity, as indicated by attitude, performance, and degree of learning, de-
creases. It could be argued that the tying of activity to an external
referrent (reward, etc.) places its processing in episodic LTM, thus
separating it from its original source and motivational context in sem-
antic LTM.

Taken together, the research on parenting styles, functional langu-
age, and memory storage lead to the following expectations in this study:
The students exposed to the differing styles of socialization in the
classroom are expected to differ in their understanding of classroom
events. Specifically, it is expected that students in classrooms using
behavior modification systems will be more congruent with their peers,
their teacher, and the classroom observer in their predictions of their
teacher's behavioral responses to the character in the vignette than
Will the students in inductive classrooms. Thus, it is expected that
behavyior modification teachers are more systematic and predictable in
their classroom behavior and that their students focus on that behavior
almost exclusively. In contrast, it is hypéthesized that inductive
teachers are not as likely to always act in the same manner, in that
these teachers stress consistency in intention rather than behavior.

T""-1'5, their students are expected to be more aware of the rationale for
their teacher's behavior, than they are of the actual behavior. Thus,
gheater variation in predictions of teacher behavior is expected with
these students. In addition, students in inductive environments are ex-

pected to exhibit a greater sophisication, in terms of both more ideas
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and more complex attributions, in their perceptions of others' (both

their teacher's and the fictional students')'inféntions, motives and

feelings than will their peers in behavior modification classroom
z:\bre—

Thus, it is hypothes{zed that behavior modification systems promo

diction of behavior while inductive systems facilitate competence at

interpretation of that behavior.

In summary, the literature reviewed for this investigation indicates

that the question typical of developmental research (concerning the on-
It

's_use of intention in perceiving others) is limited.

set of child

at it is more useful to ask under what conditions do children's

seems ¥

socigl perceptions differ, and to explore these differences as a func-

tion of the specific situation, the individual child, and the larger
context. These conc;fns are rgf]ected in this investigation which exam-
ines children's understanding 6f and reactions to hypothetical classmates
and their prediction and interpretation of their teacher's response to

These perceptions of fictional students who differ by level of
developmental

them,

Probilem ownership are examined from three perspectives:

d""f"f'er‘ences, individual differences, and socialization effects,
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METHOD

Sample and Rationale

The subjects consisted of eight elementary teachers and selected
students in their classes. All subjects volunteered to participate. Con-
sent forms were supplied by the teachers and the students' parents.

Schools. Teachers selected for the study were teaching in seven
different public schools, all located within the city of Lansing, Michi-
gan. The percentage of families receiving Aid to Families with Depen-

dent Children in each school ranged from 17% to 47%. Four of the schools
received Title One money; the remaining three were not eligible. Final-
1y, three of the schools were participants in the cluster desegregation
plan and only went through the fourth grade. The schools form two dis-
tinct clusters above and below the mean receiving AFDC (33%). The low-
er cluster (range = 17.36 - 19.21) included two teachers for each social-
ization style under scrutiny, as did the higher cluster (range = 39.46 -
47.40).

Teachers. The teachers all were female, had a minimum of five
Years teaching experience, and had participated in the Classroom Strate-
9Y Study (CSS). Through their involvement in the CSS, they had been
identified as outstanding in their ability to deal with difficult stu-
dents . 1n addition to establishing their expertise, their CSS inter-
View data allowed them to be classified into two distinct socialization
Sty es, Their responses to a series of vignettes depicting student prob-
Tem behavior were coded, among other things, for the use of rewards, the
exteht of language used when correcting inappropriate student behavior,

and the goal of the teachers' influence attempts (promoting mental health

v
S - rewards/shaping vs. punishment/control). Teachers' codes on these
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variables for each vignette were summed across the 24 vignettes and aver-
aged. These mean scores yielded two distinct profiles, with four teach-
ers in each. The "Inductive" socialization style profile included more
teacher statementsof support and encouragement (33‘757IND Vs, 28'7SYBM)
relative to the "Behavior Modification" socialization style. The Induc-
tive profile also included greater use of extended rationales for stu-
dent behavior change demands (]S‘SSYIND VS. ”'SOYBM)‘ The Behavior Mod-
ification profile was further differentiated from the Inductive style in
that teachers viewed as behavior modifiers used more simple imperatives
for behavior change (4‘50YBM vs. 0.92—X-IND), more non-language strategies
for dealing with students (7‘75YBM Vs, 4'84YIND)’ and more rewards
(4'OOYBM VS, ]'SYIND)’ rewards/shaping goals (7'75YBM VvS. S‘OOYIND)’ and
more punishment/control goals (”'75YBM VS. ]O‘OOYIND)'

On the basis of these data, the teachers' profiles were accepted as
distinct. To verify that changes in attitude had not occurred in the
time lapse since their participation in the CSS (approximately two years),
teachers were asked to describe their general philosophy of teaching as
Part of their interview. Teachers' responses confirmed their assignment
o the socialization style categories.

Teachers were also evenly distributed into two grade groups: grades
1 and 2 (grade group 1) and grades 3 through 5 (grade group 2). This
"a"ge, which spans the developmental transition between preoperational

And concrete operational thought, allows examination of the nature and
degr‘ee of differences in students' social cognition which may occur be-
tWeen these age levels. Teachers were matched by grade group and social-
iZation style, so that there were two teachers in each condition (Induc-

t‘-Ve, Qrade Group 1; Inductive, Grade Group 2; Behavior Modification, Grade
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Group 1; Behavior Modification, Grade Group 2). Al1 teachers actually

contacted agreed to participate. (Some substitution of the original list

was required due to four teachers leaving the profession or changing

grade levels. The sample description of the teachers is drawn from the

group of teachers actually involved in the study. The required substi-

tutions did not appear to compromise the distinctions between comparison

groups).
Students. The 144 students selected for the study (18 per class-
room) were nominated by their teachers either as exhibiting one of the
three types of classroom problem behavior, based on Gordon's criteria
for problem ownership (teacher-owned, student-teacher shared, or student
owned), or as teing a nonproblem student who was easy and pleasurable to

teach. Investigations concerning adult behavior toward children (Stollak,

Scholom, Kallman, and Saturansky, 1973; Kallman, 1974) and teachers'
reported behavior toward students presenting problems varying in levels
of problem ownership (Brophy and Rohrkemper, 1981; Rohrkemper and Brophy,
1980) 1ed to the hypotheses that these subgroups of students experi-
€nced the classroom in qualitatively distinct ways, and that these dif-
ferential experiences would be evidenced in students' predictions about,
Understandings of and responses to classroom behavior.

It was expected that students presenting teacher owned problems, who
Were capable of self control but intentionally acted in ways that threat-
€ned the teacher's authority and control needs (N = 32, 4 per classroom),
i"<2]uding underachieving, aggressive, and defiant students, would have
|::"‘1'mari1,y punitive classroom experiences, with relatively less exposure
to teacher rationales. Students presenting teacher-student shared prob-
13"15 are those who have difficultyadjusting to the student role (N = 32,

a Per classroom). These include the hyperative, distractible, and shy



e s
{* e
P

e .

“au

"y.4

bl
i




38

students. These students, whether perceived to be capable of controiling

themselves or not, typically are seen as acting unintentionally, al-
They pose no direct threat to the teach-

though perhaps thoughtlessly.
They

er's authority, but interfere with smooth classroom functioning.
were expected to experience relatively more teacher shaping through re-
wards and behavior modification programs, and consistent reminders when
not meeting student role expectations.

Students nominated for the student owned problem (N = 32, 4 per

classroom) category are seen as unable to control themselves, as victim-

ized, and as acting unintentionally. They do not pose a threat to the

teacher, but suffer from self-devaluation. These students (low achiev-

ers, failure syndrome students, and students rejected by their peers)
were expected to experience the most extended teacher language and sup-
port as their teachers engaged in long term efforts to change their self

The nonproblem students (N = 48, 6 per classroom), identi-

evaluations.

fied by their teachers as easy and pleasurable to teach, were included

because they experience the least conflict in the classroom, and are
Besides

lTeast 1ikely to be ego defensive in reporting their perceptions.
Appearing more objective, it was expected that these students' reports
Would be the closest to those provided by the teacher and the observer.
The students can also be understood in relation to the interview in-
Strument. In each classroom, two students parallel the behavior depicted
in each of the three vignettes, so that six students in each class (Tar-
get problem Students) are exposed to fictional depictions of their own
Characteristic behavior, while six students with a history of other ad-

JUstpent difficulties (Matched Problem Students) and six Nonproblem

StUt:lents respond to the same vignettes. This classification of students
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allows the comparison of "self" vs. "other" perceptions within each lev-
el of problem ownership.

It was expected that student group nomination would be confounded
with sex (teacher-owned problem group consisting of proportionately more
boys, and the nonproblem students more girls). Such an uneven distribu-
tion of students by sex would inhibit discussion of differences in so-
cial perception by level of adjustment. To avoid this, teachers were
asked to nominate males and females equally to each group. Thus, teach-
ers were instructed to name that girl (boy), who compared to other girls
(boys) in the class, exhibited the given behavior the most.

The final sample consisted of 72 males and 72 females overall.

There was some uneveness within individual classrooms due to the uneven
distribution of students in the first place. The range of males within
individual classrooms was 14 - 3 with a mean of 9. There were equal
numbers of males (and females) within each grade group (N = 36). Within
Tevels of socialization style, however, there were 28 males in the Induc-
tive classes and 44 in the Behavior Modification classes.

Overall, there was an 11% substitution rate for the student subjects.
Parents who did not return the permission slip, which allowed agreement

Or disagreement, were sent a second version of the permission form that
Was written as a note to the student, in simplified language. This more
€asily read letter was successful in obtaining permission for most of
the students. The 11% substitution rate, then, was due to parental deni-
A1 of permission, not subject resistance or attrition once the interview
had begun. Parental lack of permission (N = 13) was fairly evenly dis-
tributed across the individual student nomination categories, although

it is interesting that most denials occurred for students exhibiting
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teacher-student shared problems (hyperactive, distractible, and shy stu-
dents, N = 6).

In summary, the sample consisted of eight experienced elementary
school teachers from Lansing, judged to be outstanding, who were matched
by grade group (grades 1 and 2 vs. grades 3 - 5) and socialization style
(Inductive vs. Behavior Modification). Each teacher nominated a total
of 18 students, balanced as much as possible by sex, who exhibited dif-

fering levels of adjustment in the classroom.

Measures

Teacher Interview. The author conducted all eight teacher inter-
views. The instruments for the interview included three written vi-
gnettes previously used with teachers across grades K - 6 in the Classroom
Strategy Study (CSS) (See Appendix B ). These vignettes depict events
typical of underachieving, hyperactive, and low achieving students. The
three vignettes describe specific situations (in all cases, a student
not doing his work) within a context of different, but chronic problem
behavior spanning the three levels of problem ownership (underachiever =
teacher-owned problem; hyperactive = shared problem; and low achiever =
student owned problem). A1l references to student race, age, or SES lev-
el are intentionally deleted from the vignettes to maximize their useful-
ness as projective devices, to minimize stereotyping of the student de-
scribed, and to increase the likelihood that teachers and students could
readily imagine the events occurring in their classroom. A1l vignettes
Presented to the teachers referred to male students (as opposed to the
Student interviews, in which the sex of the student in the vignette was

Matched with the sex of the subject).
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Upon completion of their responses to the vignettes, teachers ad-
dressed open-ended questions about their general philosophy of teaching,
their primary goals for students, and how these goals are reflected in
their classroom management style. (See Appendix C). Teachers' respon-
ses to these questions served as a check on their socialization style
classification,

The second phase of the teacher interview involved teacher nomina-
tion of students. First, teachers examined written descriptions of the
three types of problem student depicted in the vignettes, also used in
the CSS (See Appendix D). Using their class lists, teachers nominated
the boy (and girl) in the class who, compared to the other boys (girls)
exhibited the behavior under consideration the most. There were six Tar-
get Problem Students. Next, teachers nominated the Matched Problem Stu-
dents. Again, using problem type descriptors and their class lists,
teachers nominated one boy and one girl for each of the three levels of
problem ownership, for a total of six students. The descriptions for
students presenting teacher owned problems included aggressive and defi-
ant students; descriptions of students with shared problems consisted of
distractible and shy students; and descriptions of students possessing
student owned problems included failure syndrome students and students
rejected by their peers. The final nominees, the Non Problem Students,
consisted of three boys and three girls who, compared to their classmates,
were easy and pleasurable to teach.

Classroom Observation. Each classroom was observed for two half-
days by staff members (both female) who were blind to the teacher social-
Tzation style and the student adjustment level hypotheses (the author did

NOt participate in this phase of data collection). The observations
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served two functions. First, they provided some amount of shared experi-
ence to enhance student ease and comfort in the interview situation and
to help the staff member understand students' references to classmates

or class routines in the interviews. Second, after completing the ob-
servation, the staff member responded to the same three written vignettes
depicting inappropriate (male) student behavior that the teachers were
exposed to (see Appendix A). The observer stated what she thought the
teacher would say and do (and why) should each event occur in the class-
room. The observer then analyzed her predictions of the teacher's re-
sponses with a series of codes designed to assess use of rationales, re-
wards, punishments, goals, and so on (see Appendix M ). These coded
scripts (after dual coding with resolution of differences) served as

one of the three sources (along with teacher and student self-report) of
predictions about the teacher's classroom behavior. To maximize the ob-
servers' objectivity, the observers were not shown the teacher interview
data, and the observations preceded the student interviews.

Student Interviews. The student interviews are considered the pri-
mary data of this investigation. These interviews were constructed to
funnel from an open, free description of likes and dislikes about school
and teacher; to semistructured questions concerning predictions of teach-
er responses to the three vignettes; to specific, structured questions to
assess attributional understandings of the teacher's and the fictional
Student's motivations and expectations; to, finally, more open, less
Structured questions about the student's feelings and reactions to the
fictional student (see Appendix G ). Each question was paired with a

Standardized, "back up" question and a routinized probing procedure to
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be used when necessary.

Both the interview questions and the vignettes were presented in a
fixed order. Ordering effects were not as much of a concern as fatigue
and satiation were. To allow for some evidence of this should it occur,
the vignette that was most distinctive was always presented last. Thus,
the sequence of underachiever, hyperactive, and low achiever was con-
stant. As the data indicate, there were no substantial carry over ef-
fects or fatigue evidenced in the responses to the third vignette. Sex
of the perpetrator in the vignette was matched to the sex of the subject,
but none of the names used were represented in any of the classrooms.

Following the presentation of each vignette, the check for student
understanding and recall, and completion of the questions probing stu-
dents' social cognition, the students' perceptions of their own similar-
ity with the fictional student were gauged using a modified version of
the "Self Concept of Attainment" measure (Nicholls, 1976, 1979; Weinstein
and Middlestadt, 1978). This instrument consists of a vertical series
of circles, with a 1ine drawn at the median, which the students are told
represent the students in their class. Using standardized descriptions
interviewers told students that the circle at the top represented the
person in their class who acts most 1ike the fictional student in the
vignette; the circle at the bottom, the person who acts that way the
least, and the circles around the middle 1ine were the people who act
that way some of the time. The students were asked to place an "X" in
the circle that represented how much they acted that way in class (see
Appendix 1).

After proceeding in this manner through all three vignettes, the

Students were again presented each vignette. This time they reported
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what they would say and do if they were teachers and a student in their
class acted this way. Following their role play, the students ranked
the three hypothetical students by 1iking, and by preference to work
with (see Appendices J and K). In both rankings students were required
to name their most preferred friend or partner and their second preferred.
In this way, students were not required to name a least liked friend or
workmate. These ranking formats were designed to maintain a positive
tone and to avoid placing students in an uncomfortable position.

The final student instrument consisted of the Classroom Stress Scale
(see Appendix L ). This measure consisted of 17 events, adapted from
Yamamoto (1978), that are routine in classrooms (i.e., giving a class
report, answeringwrong, having to sit alone, a noisy classroom, and so
on). Using a series of five circles of increasing size to represent
"bothers me a little" through "bothers me a lot," students indicated how
much stress they associated with each event. Immediately following their
report of the degree of stress associated with each event, students were
also asked to indicate how frequently they had experienced the event.
Their frequency responses were given verbally to help differentiate the
frequency question from thé stress inquiry. So that after pointing to a
circle in answer to "How much does that bother you?" students verbally
responded to "And how often does that happen?" by choosing from "hardly
ever," "just sometimes," "pretty often," and "a lot."

The stress scale concludes the instruments used in the investigation.

Procedures
After the study had been approved by the Human Subjects Committee

at Michigan State University, the instruments had been pilot tested and
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revised, and the teachers had been selected for the study, the proposal
was sent to the Lansing School District Office of Evaluation for approv-
al. Once permission had been obtained, the principals of each school in-
volved in the study were contacted by both the school district office
and the author. Principal permission having been given, the teachers
were then met with individually and presented with the full rationale
and data collection methods for the study, with the exception of the ob-
server predictions of teacher behavior and specific hypotheses about
their socialization style. This information was withheld to prevent any
invalidation of the observation data or biasing in the teacher interview.
(Teachers will be provided the full rationale as well as the data from
their own classrooms at the conclusion of the study.) A1l teachers act-
ually contacted agreed to participate, provided consent forms, and re-
ceived a $25 honorarium for their participation.

Teacher Interview. An appointment for the teacher interview was
made at the time of the initial contact. Interviews typically occurred
in the teachers' classrooms after school. The interview, which lasted
about two hours and was tape recorded, consisted of two basic parts.
First, the teachers' responses to the vignettes and their statement of
general philosophy; and second, the teachers' nominations of students
for inclusion in the study. These student nominations were made with
class lists and the student problem type descriptions discussed previous-
ly. The student nomination segment was not tape recorded to encourage
teachers to talk frankly about each student, to insure that the student
did in fact match the problem type description under consideration. Af-
ter teachers completed their nominations and agreed to distribute the

student permission forms, the observations were scheduled.
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Classroom Observation. Teachers were told that observations would
consist of two half-days and that it was important that these times be
"typical," as much as possible. (That is, we were not interested in ob-
serving standardized or lengthy unit tests, field days, assemblies, etc.)
Teachers were told that the observer (one per classroom) would be the
person helping the author with the student interviews. The person was
described (correctly) as someone who was enrolled at Michigan State
University and interested in child development, but unfamiliar with ele-
mentary schools. Teachers were further told that the purpose of the ob-
servation was to acquaint the assistant with the general routines of the
classroom (seating and room arrangements, bathroom procedures, etc.) and
the teachers' own styles (rules, work groups, accountability procedures,
etc.) to facilitate the student interviews. Teachers were told that the
author would not be observing, as she had prior knowledge (from associa-
tion with CSS) about the teachers' classroom arrangements and styles.

The observers, both college age females, were blind to the purposes
of the study, including the interest in socialization styles. Observers
were told to establish themselves during observations, as an interested,
"nice person" to enhance the smoothness of the subsequent student inter-
views. They were further instructed to remain as unobtrusive as possible
(typically seated in the back of the room) throughout the observation, to
minimize any disruption of activities. In addition to the general in-
formation about the room, as described to the teachers, the observers
were to note qualitative aspects of the teachers' strategies with the
Students, as outlined in the coding manual for the teachers' (self-re-
ported and other predicted) responses to the vignettes (see Appendix M ).

Observers were also to record verbatim any incident between the teacher
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and student where the teacher was trying to change or influence the stu-
dent in some way.

At the conclusion of both observations, using their field notes to
guide them, the observers responded to the identical three vignettes de-
picting inappropriate student behavior that the teachers had responded
to in their interview with the author. 1he observers wrote their predic-
tions of how the teachers would respond should these incidents occur in
their classroom. These predictions were written as scripts for a play
and included what the teacher would say and do and her expected rationale.
For example, in response to the first vignette portraying the underachiev-
ing student, an observer predicted the following teacher response:

"Carl, put away the airplane and get back to work."
If there were many people doing this I would turn out
the lights--this is their signal for stopping. If
Carl persisted, I would say, "Carl, I'm getting angry
that you are still fooling around. I'11 have to take
out some marbles." We have a large jar, when the class
is good or someone does something exceptional, I put
marbles into it. If someone is misbehaving, I take
marbles out. When the jar gets full of marbles, the
class gets a party. This works well because besides
self reward--a party--there's peer pressure on a stu-
dent to behave--everyone wants a party. I would also
say, "Carl, if your work isn't done you'll have to stay
in from recess to finish it."
After scripts were written, the observer coded them using the coding
system for teacher strategies which was used to guide their observations
(see Appendix M).

Student Interviews. The observations completed and student parent-
al permission forms returned, student interviews were begun. Prior to
speaking with any students, the interviewers were trained, using role

play and critiques, in interviewing children according to the principles
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outlined by Yarrow (1960), Weinstein, (Hote 7 ) and drawn from other in-
vestigators in social psychology, child development, and cognition and
memory. The training was especially careful to include handling pauses,
"I don't knows," alternative questions and elaborations, and recognition
of when a response was complete. Because many of the students to be in-
terviewed were selected precisely because they were difficult to cope
with, interviewers were told to use the techniques the classroom teacher
used to refocus these students should it become necessary. In fact, this
only became an issue with students who appeared hyperactive and distract-
ible. When interviewing these students, interviewers were prepared to
touch them on the knee, put a pencil in their hand, have them close their
eyes, explain why it's important that they try hard, and so on, whatever
the classroom teacher did, to help them focus on the interview task.

To start off the student interviews the author and classroom observ-
ers introduced themselves to the entire class as people who were inter-
ested in learning about schools and teachers. Students were portrayed
as experts that we could learn from. Students were told that their
teacher already had her turn to talk to us, and now it was theirs. Stu-
dents were guaranteed that just as they would not hear what their teach-
er had said, their teacher would not be told what they reported either.
This created an atmosphere of secrecy that quickly turned into a game in
most classrooms.

A11 students who received parental permission were interviewed. The
students who had not been nominated by their teachers recieved an abbrev-
iated version of the interview. Thus, the students were not aware of our
interest in specific people, but instead thought that everyone was in-

cluded. The interview assistants (and to a great extent, the author)
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could identify only those children who had not been selected for the
study (because of the abbreviated interview). They did not know the
problem type classifications of the selected students, although a few
types, like the shy, distractible, and hyperactive nominees were appar-
ent. A1l student nominees had been alphabetized and given a subject
number. Further, the interviewers' classroom lists (including the au-
thor's) only included the students' first name and last initial, and all
student data were marked with only one subject number. A1l records of
student problem type identification were destroyed by the author as soon
as parental permission was verified and substitutions were not required.
The students were guaranteed confidentiality and the right to dis-
continue if they wished. If students did want to stop the interview, in-
terviewers were to reassure them that they were being helpful, that there
were no right or wrong answers, that it sure was a tough job with a Tot
of hard questions, etc., but under no circumstances did the interviewers
offer comparisons with peers ("Well, Tom got through all of it. . .") or
rewards for continuing. These reassurances that the student was in fact
meeting the demands of an "expert" were successful, in that only one stu-
dent terminated the interview, and he asked to start over the next day.
Interviews were conducted at the teacher's and student's preference,
which eliminated testing times, assemblies, gym, and recess, to minimize
student distraction or worry about missing out on something. Teachers
were asked to select class leaders and gregarious students for the ini-
tial interviews in each room, to establish a positive tone and a model
that the interview was "fun." This was useful in that students who ini-
tially expressed reservations about participating did decide to try it

after classmates reported how "neat" it was. The tape recording aspect
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of the interviews was also a definite "draw" for students.

The actual interviews took place in empty rooms within the schools,
preferably as far from the classroom as possible, to reinforce the no-
tion that this was "different" and confidential and to allow more time
to ease into the interview itself. On the way to the room, the inter-
viewers attempted to establish an easy rapport, used their first names
when introducing themselves, and immediately asked, "Do you know why I'm
here?" to allow the student to discuss any doubts or questions. The in-
terviewer then conversed informally with the student, and was careful to
again insure confidentiality. The actual taping began with the students
getting to "try out" the tape recorder, hear their voices, and so on.

The formal, taped interview began with two general free description
questions to insure that the students would feel successful in being "ex-
perts" about school related matters. Within each question, one about
school, the other about the teacher, the students were first asked what
they liked before being asked what they disliked. This again was an at-
tempt to maintain a positive attitude toward the interview. The "warm-
up" with these open ended questions completed, the vignettes, depicting
the same inappropriate student behavior that the teachers and observers
responded to, only rewritten in language more suitable for children, were
presented (see Appendix F ).

Each vignette was read to the students and immediately followed with
a memory/comprehension check (fwhat's going on in that story?"). If stu-
dents did not understand or remember the story, it was reread, and if
necessary, elaborated with standardized additions, until it was compre-
hended. (Most students understood all three vignettes on a single read-

ing. O0Of those who required an additional reading, it typically involved
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only one of the three stories.) Once comprehension was established, the
interview proceeded with the semistructured and specifically structured
questions, which embedded recall cues, to assess the students' percep-
tions, attributions, and reactions to the fictional classroom events.
The interviewers repeated the story if, as the interview progressed, it
became clear that the student had become confused with a previous story
and the embedded recall cues were insufficient. This delayed repetition
was seldom required. Interviewers were instructed to allow minor digres-
sions, but to gently get the student back on target as soon as possible.
(A1though the potential loss of valuable insights to students' thinking
is recognized, it was decided that for the present study, a high degree
of standardization across students was preferable.) There proved to be
a wide range in the amount of meandering among the students.]

Upon completion of the set of questions following each vignette, the
student completed the adapted self-comparison form described previously.
The student proceeded in this manner through all three vignettes. When
finished, the vignettes were presented once again. This time the
students reported what they would say and do if they were teachers and a
student acted this way in class. These student role play reports will be
compared to the students' predicted teacher responses and to the teachers'
reports to assess the teachers' modeling influence. This segment con-
cluded the taped portion of the interview. Student form responses were
then collected. Students first ranked the fictional students by liking
(first choice, second choice), then by work preference (again, first

]Note: This sequence was not held in approximately one-fourth of
the interviews where student reactions to the fictional students (Q) 17-
20 were mistakenly omitted. For these cases, the bystander behavior

questions were asked at a separate setting where each story was re-read
followed by a memory check and the appropriate questions.
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choice, second choice).

The Stress Scale responses were the final data collected. Students
were first trained in how to use the series of five circles of increas-
ing size to indicate amount of stress. This proved to be one-trial learn-
ing. Second, students were introduced to the choices for how frequently
they had experienced the events. Any problems with vocabulary were rec-
tified. If a problem did occur, it was typically with the term "pretty
often."

At the conclusion of the interview, students were thanked, assured
that the interviewer had really "learned a lot" and were escorted back
to their rooms. The length of the entire student interview ranged from
approximately 30 - 60 minutes, most occurring in a single session. The
students were "talked out" by the end of the interview, but the variation
in the content and task structure, combined with an interested listener,
apparently were successful in combating boredom and fatigue. Most stu-
dents seem to have enjoyed the process and felt important because they
were teaching a grown-up.

The overall time line for implementing the study was four months.
The Human Subjects Committee at Michigan State University was contacted
in February, 1980; the School District in March. Data collection began
in April and was completed in June, 1980. This focus on the end of the
school year increased the likelihood that students knew their teachers

well and were not confusing them with teachers from previous grades.

Analyses
A11 tapes (N = 152) were transcribed. The typescripts were then
proofed while Tistening to the tape by staff members to insure that all

Student data were recorded, relevant names were changed or deleted, and
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all pauses, sighs, physical tappings, etc. were marked on the typescript.
This proofing stage proved to be invaluable in that much of student talk
about punishment, fears, and generally negative events was hushed and
mumbled. Many of these comments were either not heard or not understood
on the dictaphone equipment, only on the more powerful Sony recorders.
This preparation of typescripts took approximately six months.

Predictions of Teacher Responseé to the Vignettes. Predictions
about what the teacher would say and do should each vignette occur in
their classrooms were provided by the teachers themselves, their stu-
dents, and the observers. Each of these predictions were coded with the
same variables. These included a set of coding systems designed to as-
sess teachers' use of rewards, punishments, and supportive and threaten-
ing behavior (Rewards and Punishments), general problem solving style
(Teachers' General Strategies), goals and use of language and rationale
(Universal System), when coping with inappropriate student behavior.
These systems, developed in (and where necessary, adapted from) the
Classroom Strategy Study are included in Appendices M. In addition to
these systems, the reports of teacher responses were also analyzed with
four variables which appeared important as the interviews progressed.
They were: giving chances, reporting ease, nonverbal behavior and pri-
mary domain of teacher language (see Appendix M). The Student-As-Teach-
errole ptay responses to each vignette were also analyzed with these vari-
ables, as well as an additional code for degree of congruence between
the students' predictions about their teacher and themselves.

Student Perceptions. Recall that predictions of teacher behavior,
although the main data obtained from the teachers and observers, was only

a part of the student interview. The remaining student data were
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analyzed as follows. The Free Response Questions were coded with vari-
ables influenced by an empirical and theoretical analysis. Thus, stu-
dents' concerns about school and their teacher were catalogued and inter-
preted in terms of themes based on Maslow's theory of needs. Student
responses were examined for concerns about or satisfaction with issues of
safety, love and belongingness, and esteem. In addition, students' atti-
tudes toward school and their teacher were rated on a five-point scale
ranging from very positive to very negative. Also examined was the stu-
dents' sophistication in describing their teacher (see Appendix M).

Memory prompts for vignettes were simply catalogued, while Student
Understanding of Teacher Behavior, gleaned from questions 3 - 5 of the
interview, were analyzed with a series of empirically derived codes. A
subset of student responses to these questions were read to ascertain
those dimensions that helped distinguish among the students. The re-
sult of this process was the assessment of student vs. teacher causality
for teacher behavior; affective components; nature of the teacher goal;
and level of inference in student reports, based on work by Selman and
Byrne (see complete system in Appendix M),

Student Perception of Hypothetical Student (Appendix M) was ex-
plored with questions 6 through 16. These data were coded with variables
derived from attribution theory, socialization literature, and recurring
themes that appeared important and distinctive in the interviews. (For
example, the notion of interactive causality was included in the system
along with internal and external factors which were theoretically derived,
when it became apparent that many of the students evoked modeling of ad-
ults and peers as the reason the student acts as s/he does). As the ap-

pendices indicate, subsets of questions were coded together, so that
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questions 6 - 8 provide the data for the locus of causality; questions
9 and 10 the intentionality; 11 and 12 the controllability; 13 and 14
the stability (both past and future) and 15 and 16 the globality issues.

The final segment, the Student Reactions to the Hypothetical Stu-
dent, obtained in : questions 17 through 20, was analyzed with codes de-
rived from the helping behavior literature and socialization research.

In this way, students' own affective and behavioral responses to the
fictional students can be compared with their beliefs about their class-
mates' reactions.

The student rating forms include three self comparison forms (scores
ranging from 1 to 20), one for each vignette; a ranking of the fictional
students by 1iking and by preference to work with (both ranging 1 - 3);
and ratings of degree of stress associated (1 - 5) and frequency of ex-
periénce (1 - 4) with a series of routine classroom events. AlT of
these data were treated as scales.

Coding Procedures. Coders did not participate in data collection,
were all trained by the author, and except for the author, were all blind
to the specific hypotheses of the study. A1l data were coded twice, with
the exception of the predictions of teacher response to the vignettes.
These data were coded by a single individual who, as an ongoing member
of the CSS staff, had been using those types of codes (if not the exact
codes) with teacher responses to problem students for three years. A
percent exact agreement analysis between the coder and the author was
completed on a subset of data. (Percent exact agreement = (total number
of agreements) divided by (itself, plus number of disagreements, plus
number of codes made by the first coder but not the second, plus the

codes made by the second coder but not the first).
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The overall percent exact agreement was 86.5%, ranging from 82.5%
on vignette one data, 88.5% on vignette two, and 88.3% on vignette three.
Resolution of disagreement indicated that the staff member's (as opposed
to the author's) coding was typically more appropriate. Because of this
and the conservative approach to assessing agreement (i.e., each level
within each category rather than between categories, so that if coders
disagreed on whether a reward was symbolic or teacher-based, it was en-
tered as a disagreement even though both coders agreed it was a reward),
it was decided that dual coding of the data was unnecessary.

A11 remaining data were coded twice. Percent exact agreement before
resolution was computed for each system based on the codes of the first,
middle and last subject in each class for each vignette (except for the
Free Response Questions which were independent of the vignettes). The
percent exact agreement for each system was: Free Response Questions:
76% (this lower figure is probably due to the unstructured quality of
the data so that coders had to decide what to include for coding as well
as how to code it); 84% for Student Understanding of Teacher Behavior;
84% for Student Perception of Hypothetical Student and 90% for Student

2

Reaction to Hypothetical Student. The coding of the data took approx-

imately five months.
Analyses. Each category within each variable in each of the coding

systems for all of the interview data from teachers, observers, and stu-

dents (with the exception of five scale variables)was treated as a D (not

2Note: Reliability training procedures varied from the norm in the
coding of the Student Reaction to the Hypothetical Student variables.
The final comparisons between coders revealed that both coders had slip-
ped into inappropriate coding algorithms. Thus, coders were retrained and
separately re-coded the affected variables. Percent exact agreement re-
ported here is based on the recoding of the data.
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used) or 1 (used) possibility and aggregated according to the specific
analyses undertaken for each vignette. Averaging the codes in each lev-
el of aggregation yielded mean proportion scores indicating the likeli-
hood that that subset of subjects would use each category in responding
to that particular question for that vignette.

Frequency and breakdown data were then obtained for each system.
Examination of the mean and standard deviation values for each variable
facilitated decisionsabout collapsing, summing, or eliminating certain
variables and the usefulness of forming proportion scores.

Data reduction was especially important in the analysis of the
sources of predictions about teacher behavior, where many variables in-
cluded in the coding system were coded "not present" (0) across the
three vignettes and across the sources of prediction (teacher, observer
and students). In analyzing these data, the types of predicted rewards,
punishments, supportive behaviors, and threatening or pressuring behav-
iors were summed to form a single score for each variable. These sum
scores reflect the number of different types within each of these four
major clusters of behaviors. The coding of teachers' predicted problem
solving strategies with the fictional students also appeared to be too
molecular. Accordingly, the different types of teacher strategies for
nonacademic problem behavior were subgrouped by similarity where possi-
ble, as were the levels of student insight and the types of teacher
rationale.

Additional data reduction efforts included casting the students'
concerns about school (obtained from the Free Response Questions at the
beginning of the interview and coded with great specificity) into a theme

analysis adapted from Maslow's hierarchy of needs. Remaining data
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reduction consisted of elimination of variables because of low fre-
quency. These typically consisted of "can't rate" and "other" values
within a given variable.

The remaining dichotomous and scale variables, along with the new-
ly constructed sum and proportion variables were subjected to a multi-
variate repeated measures analysis separately for each vignette. The
design includes five factors over subjects: teacher socialization style
(with two levels: behavior modification and inductive); arade group
(with two levels: Tlower and upper); classroom (nested within teacher
socialization style and grade group with two levels per nest); student
nomination type (with seven levels: the three types of target students
that match the stimulus materials, underachievers, hyperactives, and
low achievers, students who present teacher owned, student owned or
teacher-student shared problems, and the non-problem students); and
student sex (two levels). Vignette type has three levels: underachieve-
ment, hyperactivity and low achievement. The 2X2X7X2 fixed factor de-
sign was repeated for each dependent measure separately for each vignette
in the following manner: 1) a four-way ANOVA with classroom (C) nested
within teacher socialization style (T) and qrade group (G), and crossed
with student nomination type (S) (T, G and S all crossed); 2) a four-
way ANOVA with classroom nested within teacher socialization style and
grade group, and crossed with student sex (X), (and T, G, and X all
crossed). A1l ANOVA results reported were significant at or below the
.05 level.

The sources of prediction about teacher responses to the fictional

students portrayed in the vignettes (obtained from the teachers, class=oom
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observers and students) and the students' role play about how they
would respond if they were teachers, were examined for both the extent
of agreement among the sources of prediction and the similarity between
the students predictions about their teacher's responses and their own
role play responses. The points of agreements and the nature of the
disagreements among the sources of prediction and between the students'
predictions and self reports will be discussed.

Finally, the student form data (self comparison to the student por-
trayed in each of the three vignettes, the ranking of the fictional stu-
dents by 1iking and by work preference and the ranking of classroom
events by degree of stress and frequency of experience)were treated as
scales and, except for the classroom events data, were subjected to the
same analysis of variances procedures discussed earlier with the student

interview data.



RESULTS

Presentation of the data will proceed in the order in which it was
collected: 1. Student Free Response about School; 2. Student Predic-
tions of Teacher Response and comparison with the other sources of pre-
diction (observers and teachers); 3. Student Understanding of Teacher
Behavior; 4. Student Perception of Hypothetical Student; 5. Student Re-
action to Hypothetical Student; 6. Student as Teacher Role Play, includ-
ing comparison with the student predictions about their teacher; and
7. Student Form Data.

Within each of these sections, the data will first be discussed in
terms of general trends.3 This will be followed by discussion of differ-
ences in these trends associated with student grade level and sex. Al-
though there were no specific hypotheses associated with these variables,
discussion of any patterns that may be associated with each will be use-
ful in better understanding the data. Finally, the specific hypotheses
of the investigation as they apply to the subsection of data under scru-
tiny will be examined. First, differences in student reports associated
with differing levels of teacher socialization style will be examined,
and second, any differences due to student adjustment level will be dis-
cussed. Once each subsection of the data has been presented in this man-
ner, the data as a whole will be re-examined in 1ight of the specific hy-

potheses and general findings.

3
. The Student Freg Response about School data, obtained from the ini-
tial open-ended questions of the interview, which served as a "warm up"
period, will only be discussed at the general trends level, as will the

Students’ ratings of their classroom experience d '
of the interyie p ata obtained at the close
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The interview protocol and a complete description of the dependent
measures are provided in Appendices G and M, respectively. Each sub-
section of the data is associated with the table numbers listed after
the section heading. A1l differences associated with the student class-
ifying variahles that are discussed were significant at or below the .05
level. Al1 values included in the text are mean proportion values
(range = 0 - 1) unless stated otherwise. The exceptions include mean
sum scores, mean proportion scores, and mean scale values, and are in-

dicated as such in the text.
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Student Free Response Data (Interview "Warm Upf) (Table 1)

General trends. Students' concerns about school, obtained in their

responses to the open-ended questions, "What things do you like best
about your school? What things aren't so good? (which served as a "warm
up" for the more structured interview which followed) were first cate<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>