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~ attachment, concern, indifference, or rejection, Four distinct patterns were

chlld interactions collected with the Brophy-Good system, contrasting patterns
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ABSTRACT

In a replication and extension of work by Silberman (1969), differential
teacher behavior toward different students was studied in retation to the

attitudes teachers held toward those students. Using data on dyadic teacher-

werc noted in the ways teachers interacted with students toward whom they felt

observed, The data generally confirmed Silberman's earlier findings, even
though the present study was done at a different grade level and involved 3
different types of student populations. Methodological differences which

may explain the discrepancies which did occur are discussed, along with sug-

gestions for related rescarch,
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; . Jackson, Silberman, and Wolfson (1969) have empirically demonstrated that
i teachers fecel differently about different children in their classrooms, Silber-
% man (1969) has shown such differential teacher attitudes to be associated with
differential teacher behavior. Using a sample of 10 female third grade teachers
-who had taught in upper middle class suburban school systems for at |east three

years, he obtained responses to the following interview items:

3 l. Attachment, |f you could keep one student anofher year for
the sheer joy of it, whom would you pick?

2. Concerh. If you could devote all your attention to a child
who concerns you a great deal, whom would you pick?

K 3« Indifference. |f a parent were to drop in unannounced for a

conference, whose child would you be least prepared to talk

about?
4. Rejection. !f your class was to be reduced by one child,

whom would you be relieved to have removed?

Following these Interviews, 20 hours of observation data were collected

in each class to see how teachers treated the students they nominated, and to

B gL

see what the students were like. Profiles of the characteristics of the four
; types of students and of the teachers' behavior toward them are presented in
the followling paragraphs. |
Attachment: Children in this group were seen as conforming, fulfilling
the personal needs of the Teachers'(Volunfeering, answering questions correctly),

and making few demands on their energies. Even though the teachers preferred

these students, fhey did not Interact with them or call on them more frequently
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than the others. However, the teachers did provide more praise to these students

2




and held them up as models to their classmates.

Concern: Childreﬁ'in this group made extensive but appropriate demands
upon the teacher's time. Of the groups studied, these children received the
most teacher attention, Teachers initiated frequent contact and placed few
restrictions on these children, who were allowed to approach them freely in
most circumstances. Teachers praised their work frequently and were careful
to reward effort, However, at times the teachers did e#press their concern
directly and openly, "I don't know what to do with you next."

Indifference: These children were seldom noticed by the teachers and

had much less contact with them than other children. Other than infrequency and
brevity of contacts, no differences in teacher behavior toward these chi ldren
were observed,

Rejection: The teachers viewed these children as making illegitimate
or overwhelming demands upon them., In contrast to the concern students, these
chiigren often received criticism when they approached the teacher; if concern
students could do no wrong, rejection students could do nothing right. These
children were under continual surveillance, and much teacher behavior directed

at them involved attempts to control their behavior, However, the teachers had

trequent contact with these chi ldren and frequently both praised and criticized

their behavior in.publlc. Infefesflngly, 8 of the 10 rejection students were
asked to leave the room at least once when an observer was present,

Attitudes toward individual students significantly affected the teachers!
behavior, although there were differences within the attitudes sampled. Teacher
concern and indifference were more readily expressed than rejection and attach-
ment, Silberman suggests that the teacher role may interact with tcacher
preferences to prevent the expression of rejection énd attachment, Indifference
and concern feelings present less role conflict, and therefore are casier

attitudes for the teacher to express in the classroom, . . 4
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Silberman's study is an important addition to the growing literature on
Intra-classroom differences in teacher-child interaction patterns (reviewed in
Good and Brophy, 1971), His results have important implications for teacher
education and training. However, certain aspects of his design suggest improve-
ments, First, Silberman's attitude data were col lected before observational
measui'es were taken, so that knowledge of the relevant variables might have

led teachers to distort their behavior during observation periods (mask favor-

itism toward preferred children, demonstrate concern for children described as

objects ¢f special concern, etc.). Second, Silberman used only one student in
each classroom to represent an attitude group. Teachers may be attached to or
concerned about a student for a variety of reasons, and may show their attitudes
through various behaviors. Third, Silberman's teachers all worked in upper
middle class suburban schools, |t is possible that expression'of teacher
attitudes may vary with school or learner characteristics. For example, if much
more negative affect is expressed by students in lower class schools, it may be
easier for teachers to express rejection there than in mfddle class schools.
These considerations were Incorporated into the present study, which

was a replication and extension of Silberman's work,

METHOD

Data Collection

Data were collected in 9 first grade classrooms which were already

involved in a larger study of the relationships between tcachers' performance

“expectations and their behavior toward different children (Brophy & Good, 1972,

in press). There were 3 classes studied in each of 3 types of schools: upper

middle class white, lower class white, and lower class black. Teachers were told
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that the fnvcsfigafors were Interested in observing differences in the class-
room behavior of children who varied in achievement. In late September cach
teacher supplied a list, ranking her children in order according to the levels

of achlevement she expected from them. Other than this achievement rank and a
seating chart, no information was requested from the teachers until all behavioral
observation data were collected. This eliminated the possibility that knowledge
of the relevant attitude variables could influence the behavioral data.

Sixteen 2 1/2 hour observations were made in each classroom with the
Brophy-Good'Dyadic Interaction observation system (Brophy & Good, 1970; Good &
Brophy, 1970). This system yields @ variety of measures of the quality and
quantity of teacher-child interaction, separately recorded for each child in
the class, The rusulting data pool provided information on the teacher-child
interaction patterns of 270 children, based on 40 hours of ciassroom obscrvafion
taken on 16 different days during a three month period.

During September, pairs of observers worked in each classroom to estab-

lish reliability and to desensitize the teachers and children to their presence,

After reliability was established (procedures are detailed in Brophy & Good,

1970), the observers began to work singly, making observations in October,

November, and narly December. Observers had not secen the teachers' achievement
rankings, and did not know that attitude data would be collected.

In December, after all classroom observations had been completed, teacher
attltude. data were col lected through a mal led questionnaire, The Instructions

were:

When you answer these questions, please have the class

roll in front of you so that the names of all the children
arc before you. Please try to name at least three chifdren
for each question., Children can be named for more than one
question,

6




The four questions were the same as those used by Silberman, except that

"1f your class was to be reduced by a few children, which would you have removed?"
was substituted for ". . .whom would you be relieved to have removed?" for the
"rejection" item. This was done at the request of the school district administration.

All 9 of the teachers responded as requested.

Data Analysis

The raw tabulations were first converted into measures designed to eliminate
distortion due to absences and to allow direct comparison among children in the
same room. Frequency counts were converted to means, dividing each child's
totals by the number of observations for which he was present, Other measures
were percentage scores complled according to the procedures detailed in Bropiy
& Good (1970).,

The data for cach class were then standardized (mean = 0, standard
dcvipflon = |) to set the 9 classes on a common scale and eliminafe variance
due to teacher or class differences. Two sets of analyses of variance were then
obtained from these standardized scores distrubutions, First a series of one
way analyses of variance were performed, in which the scores of each attitude
group were comparcd with the scores of all other children. Thus, these analyses é

compared the scores of 25-30 children with those of the remaining 240-245. These

results are summarized below,

The data also were subjected to a series of two-way analyses of variance,
in which school as woell as attitude was used us a classifying variable. Since i
Stlberman's data came exclusively from upper middle class schools, and since the
data In this rescarch came from 3 quite differénf-schoois, the possibility that
school effects would Interact with attitude effecfs.was knvestigated. These

" -~ 2nalyses produced some significant interactions, However, the number obtained
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was no grecater than that expected by chance. In addition, no observable pattern

“was found, and no reversals of main effects occurred in individual schools. |t
was concluded that the attitude effects were similar across the 3 schools, despite

T

their contrasting populations. -

RESULTS?

Data on the sex and achievement status of the children in the 4 attitude

-groups are given in Table I. Roughly equal numbers of boys and girls appear in

Insert Table | about here

the attachment, indifference, and concern grbups, but the teachers nominated
twice as many boys as girls to the rejection group. Achicvement status was
related to all four attitudes. The attachment group was composed mostly of high
achieving students, while the other three groups were mostly low and average
achievers, [t appears that teachers get to know and like high achievers. Chil-
dren in the middle range of achievement appear less salient to the teachers;
they were menfioned frequeﬁfly only on the indiffercnce item. Low achievers
appear mostly as objects of teacher concern(especially if they arec girls) or
rejection (especially it they are boys).

Results from analysis of variance comparing each of the 4 attitude groups
(respectively) to all other children on the teacher-child interaction variables
" will now be presented. Fl?sf, however, a few. terms may require explanation
(see Brophy & Good, 1970 for a detailed presentation of the entire system). The
terms "process," "product," and "cholice" refor to types of teacher questions,
"Process'questions require an explanation of a complex phenomenon or of the
thinking or problem-solving strategies used in arriving at a conclusion,
"Product" questions require a single word or shorf-answer, primarily reporting
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facts from memory, "Cholce" questions merely require the child to select from

6mong alternatives provided by the teacher (yes-no and cither-or questions arc
Included here). Generally, process questions are more demanding than product
questions, and both of these are more demanding than choice questions, A fourth
term, "solf-reference," refers to questions about personal or procedura! matters
rather than curriculum matters.

The terms "open" and "direct" concern the way teachers select children
to respond to questions. An "open" question is coded when the teacher calls on
a student with his hand up who actively wishes to respond. A "direct" question
Is coded if the teacher names the respondent without waifing-;or a showlof hands,
or It he calls on a student who does not have his hand raised. "“Call outs" are
coded when the respondent calls out the énswer without waiting for teacher |
recognition.

The terms “process" and "product" are also used in coding teacher fecd-
back to children. "Process" feedback is coded when the teacher reviews or ex-
plains the steps involved in reaching the correct solution or response, "Product"
feedback is coded when he gives the correct answer, but does. not explain the
process.

When a child gives a wrong answer or fails to respond, the teacher is
coded for whether or not he'“sfays with" the child and provides a second response
obporfunl?y. He can do this elther by repeating the question or by giving help
(rephrasing or giving a clue). In contrast to "staying with" the child, the

teacher may end the Interaction by glving the answer or calling on someone clse.

Attachment

Attachment students possess certaln qualities which may endecar them to
teachers, These students actively scek out the teacher, and they typically
initiate contacts about work assignments rather ‘than merely procedural matters.

N
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~evidence that attachment students conform to institutional norms can be seen

‘had many fewer contacts with the teachers over behavioral issues than did thcir

Although attachment students are active in the classroom they do not call out
aﬁswers-élgnificanfly more often than other students. It appears that tcachers
llke students who arc bright and active, but able to control their intellectual
curiosity and aveid violating classroom norms by calling out answers.

In coﬁparison with their classmates, these students provide substan-
tially more correct answers per response opportunity, and they make fewer recading
errors per reading turn, They also give more right ansQers in reading group
question-answer periods. In addition, when these students don't know an answer

they are more likely to try to respond rather than to make na response. More

in thelr ratio of behavioral contacts to work related contacts. These students

classmates,

It is casy to sce why these children would be appecaling to many teachers.

They. appear to be bright, hard-working, no nonsense students. How, then, did

their tcachers respond to them? Did they treat them differently? Apparently

the tcachers did not treat these children in grossly favorable ways. Although

there were a number of measures that show differences, many of these are
attributable to child behavldr, not teacher behavior. For example, attachment
students receive much more total praise for their academic.work. They also
receive less criticism and more praise in foacher-!nif{afed work contacts, How-
ever, they are not praised significantly more offen per correct answer than their
classmates. Thus, the higher total praise given tc these students may simply
reflect the fact that they do perform more capably in the classroom.

There is some cvidence that teachers try to minimize their confacf§ with
attachment students, They show trends toward seekfng them out tess often to
discuss their work, and toward calling on them directly less often. However,

the feachers show that in certain ways they do favor the attachment students.

’,




These students receive more reading turns and a greator percentage of process
-questions, They also receive less process feedback, apparently because the

teachers feel that they understand the work and don't need it.

Concern

Although not as active as the attachment students, the concern students

show a trend toward initiating more contacts with their teachers than most of
their classmates do, However, their scores on performance qualffy indicators

are much lower, They provide fewer correct answers per response opportunity than
other sfudcnfs, and make more errors per reading turn, Wiien they don't know

the correct answer they are more likely to take a guess than to remain silent,

The data clearly show that concern students receive different teacher
treatment. They recoive more opportunities to answer questions, both in general
class activities and In reading groups. Teacher§ also seck out concern chil-
dren for more private contacts, both procedural and work related,

In addition to sceking these children out more offen, the teachers respond
to their failures more favorably than they respond to the fal lures of other
students, For example, these students received a greater proportlod of process
feedback in teacher-initiated work contacts, indicating remediation efforts by
the. teachers, Also, the teachers are mo}e ]Ikely to stay with these students

| when they commit reading errors, and they show trends toward more frequently
asking them new questions in reading group after they answer initial questions
correctly and toward less frequently falling }o give feedback after their
ansﬁors. In addition, when fhesé éfudcnfs fail to answer reading groué questions
correctly, the teachers are more likely to repeat the question than to give help.

In sum, the teachers werc carcfully monitoring the performance of concern stu-

dents during reading groups, and were pushing them to do their best.

.11
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. The trends seen in the reading group data for concern students also appear in
the data from gencral class activitles, but they are weakor and usually not
statistlically significant, |

Although the teachers seck out concern students for more contact and
stay with them longer following both success and failure, they do not praise
or critlcize these students significantly more than their classmates. There is
a trend (with some reversals) toward morc frequent praisé per success and
.Iess frequent criticism per failure, but none of the differences reach statis-
tical sigﬁificance. In general, then, the teachers' freatment of concern students
reflects concern with their learning progress (not their behavior). This concern
Is scen in evidence of attempts to get the most out of these students during
discussion and recitatlon and to remediate their deficiencies during individual

contacts with them.

Indifference

The indifference students as a group are duifc passivé in the classroom,
They initiate fewer work and procedure contacts with their teachers, and they
seldom call out responses in general class activities or reading gréups. ¥hen
they do not know an answer, they are more likely to remain silent than to offer
é guess., These students respond adequately when they do answer a question, being
correct about as frequently as the rest of the students. They also seem to be |
about average in frequency of discipline contacts., Thus, passfvify is the pri-
mary observable trait shown by these 6hi|dren. |

There are some observable toacher differences In interactions with the
indl fference group. These students recelve fewer response opportunities than
thelr classmates, but this is duc to their failure to seek response opportunitics

rather than to teacher discrimination. The teachers ask these students direct

questions as often as they ask other students,
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However, the teachers initiate individual contacts less frequently with
" this group. Their féndency to avoid these children is not as great as the chil=-

dren's tendency to avoid them, but it is observable in the data. This is
ospeclally true for procedural contacts, although a slight trend exists in work
contacts also. There Is also a trend for these children to be selected to run
errands or perform classroom management and maintenance. tasks less often,

The teachers behave favorably toward these sfudenfé when they do have
Individual work contacts with them, They provide high rates of process feed-

back and low rates of crlflclsm, suggesting a low affect, high problém-solving

o

approach, Low affect is also seen in the data for total pralse and criticism
of academic performance. The indifference students are lowsr on both of these
measures than their classmates,

In gummary, students in the indifference group are generally passive and

tend to avoid contact with the teachers, who in turn respond to them in much

.
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the same way. There Is no evidence of teacher attempts to "go after" these

students in comprnsation for their tendency to avoid contact. The teachers

respond appropriately (élfhough with little affect) when they do contact these
students, but they show no parflcular concern about them. In many ways their

treatment of these students is in sharp contrast to fheir‘téeafmenf of the con-

cern group, underscoring the accuracy of the teachers' perceptions of their

feelings about both groups.

Re[ecflon

; These children are very active in the classrooms Thoy create many more

g procedure and work contacts with the toachers, and fhey call out a lot of answers
{. in reading group (but not in general class activity). They are similar to
i .

thelr classmates In rates of reading errors and percent of questions answered

: correctly in general class activities. There is a trend for them to answer
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reading group questions Incorrectly a higher percent of the time, however.

In addition to being active in academic situations, these high saliency
students have an extreme number of behavioral contacts with their teachers.
Thus, these children are placing frequent demands upon the teachers. How, then,
do the teachers react?

To begin with, these children have many fewer public r2sponse opportunities

than their classmates, However, they call out more answers than the others, and

the teachers ask them just as many direct questions. Thus, the difference in

total response opportunities is due to the low frequencies of open qdesfions
being answered by these children. This could be attributable either to the
children (they don't ruise their hands) or to the teachers (they don't call on
these children when they volunteer). Unfortunately, the data do not tell us
which situation is the true description,

There is some evidence from other measures that the teachers tend to
avoid rejection children in public situations. For example, these children re-
celive fewer recading turns, Furthermore, the teachers freqﬁenfly fail to give
feedback to these students after their reading fufns and after they respond to
questions, suggesting that the foachers may want to move on quickly *o someone
else,

The teachers do initiate more Individuql contacts with rejection students.
Perhaps they prefer fto deal with them in private situations when possible. How=
ever, rejeé?ion children are more likely than fheir classmates to be criticized

when they seek out the teachers for private work confacfs, and they are gencrally

- crlflclzed more for thelr classroom behavior and work,

Thus, several measures show teachers to be rejecting and avoiding this

group.

14
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DISCUSS 10N

Although the data in this study were drawn from first grade classrooms
and from schools representing three distinct socio-economic levels, they parallel
the data obtained by Silberman In most aspects. Particularly,teacher treatment
of the incifference and the concern students was quite similar in both sfudies.

The data support Silberman's conclusion that teachers'! attitudes toward children

“do correlate with differential teacher behavior; however; the present data also

suggest that all four teacher attitudes lecad to differential teacher behavior.
SiIberman reported differential tcacher behavior toward concern and indifference
§fudenfs; but found little evidence that teachers differentially treated students
they felt attached to or that they rejected.

Teachers In this study did interact ln_disflncf ways with their attach-
ment students., Although there was no gross favoritism, these teachers provided
attachment students with éddiflonal support in subt|e ways,

The findings for the concern students parallicl Siiberman's, and the data
for Indifference.sfudenfs confirm, but extend somewhat, his éonclusions. Spe-
cifically, both studies found that indifference students do not approach the
teacher, nor does the teacher approach\fhem. However, 1t was noted in the
prosent study that these children were seldom praised or criticized in academic
work situations, even though thelr performance was similar to other students.
Thus, these children have little contact with the teacher, and when they do have
confacf,-lf seldom results In strong evaluative comment.

The findings for the rejected students differ somewhat from the data
reported by Silberman. He reporfe& that teachers had similar contact frequencies
with rejected students as wlth others, but that they both praised and criticized

them more .frequently. However, in this study the teachers avoided initiating

contacts with these chjldren. Also, they often failed to provide these students

£ b el SN el e .
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with feedback about thelr work, and when they did provide feedback, it was much
more Ilkely to involve criticism than feedback given to other children. Perhaps
this discrepancy between findings Is due to the fact that Silberman's behavioral
data werec collected after attitude information was obfa[ned from the teachers,
Also, this research distinguished among work, procedure, and behavior contacts,
while Silberman lumped them together. In any case, it Is clear that teachers

in this study rejected and avoided rejection students,

The two-way analyses of variance Indicate that the school environment has
little effect upon how the different attitude groups are treated in the class-
rbom. To the extent that teachers do differentiate in their behavior toward
attachment, concern, indifference and rejection children, similar results will
occur in dissimilar schools. The number of schools and tcachers studied hcie
wa§ smafl, but the extensive observatlonal data taken iIn the classrooms argue
strongly that the obtained differences in this sample do characterize the recal
behavior of these teachers. In combination with Silberman's, the data suggest
that the attitudes teachers hold toward students do influence the ways in which
they interact with those students. These data show, as Jackson and Lahaderne

(1967) have previously reported, that classroom life is an uneven affair, with

some students receiving much more teacher contact than others. Teachers'

attitudes towzrd students will affect the quality and quantity of contacts they
have with sfudenfs. More studies In this area are needed, particularly at the |
secondary level, to achieve clearer understanding of how teacher attitudes struc-
ture toacher-child interaction.

Teacher attitudes can change, of course, especially in response to dis-
confirming student behavior., Studies of student attributes that influence the
formaflon and change of teacher attitudes are also'heeded to comp lement the
present iéne of rescarch., Feshbach's (1969) Qork, for example, showed that

student teachers jrefer conforming and passive students, To date, the behavioral
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characteristics of concern and rejection students are largely unexplored. These

- groups appeared similar in the present study, yet certain unknown characteristics

caused the teachers to become concerned about and work harder with the first
group, but to reject and avoid the second group.

Studies of other child characteristics thal may sysfemaflcally affect
teachers! attitudes would also be useful. For example, how do teachers respond

to the child who asks endless but relevant questions, or to the very dependent

child, or to the class clown? Such children may provoke predictable teacher

attitudes and behavior,
Studies of stability in teacher attitudes are also needed. This includes
stabl lity in the attitudes of a single teacher over the coirse of a school year,

as well as agreement across teachers in attitudes toward barflcular students,

-Where the same child is viewed the same way by several successive teachers, it

Is likely that self=fulfilling prophecy effects and cumulative cffects of
systematic differential treatment would appear. The authors are presently
conducting a follow-up study of these same cnildren, now in second grade, to

provide some dota on stability across teachers in attitudes toward the same

chi ldren,




Tablo |, Sex and achievement status of children in

the four attitude groups

Attachment Indifference Concern Rejection

% Boys 1 44

Achievement Rank:

% in top third - 75
ﬁ In middle third 21
% in bottom third 4

58

50
50

40

14

15

68

29
63
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3bue to space limitations, an extended table summarizing the
analysis of variance data could not be included in this article. This
fabig is in the more extended report that will be sent upon request.
The findings reported in this articloe were significanf at the .05 level or
better, except for a few (labeled in the text as "trends'") where the level

of significance was between .05 and .10,
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Table 1. Sex and achievement status of children in the

four attitude groups

% Boys

Achievement Rank:
% in top third
% in middle third

% in bottom third

Attachment

75
21

Indifference

58

50
50

Concern

46

11
14
75

Rejection

68

29
63
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