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A total Of’2C tehchers and 227 students sérved as

tvo-phase study to identify the factors that influence

teacher judgments of students! reading interests across grades
kindergarten through grade six. The first phese of the study
jdentified 29 cues affecting both student reading preferences and

tecacher judgments of those preferences.

In *he second phase, student

reading preferences were identified by having students select which
tooks thev would like to read from a list of boock descriptions.
Teachers then ‘vere asked *o predict the rreferences of each student.

Fach book deecription was coded for the presence or absence of the 29
cues identified in the earlfer phase, and a lens-model analysis of

: the factors contributing to the teachers' dudamental accuracy was

- donducted. The results (1) illustrated that a lens-model analysis may
be profitably used to identify the factors that contribute to teacher
judgqmen+tal accuracy for specific problems: (2) suggested that
although studédnt reading interests were predictable, they were also
changeable and that teachers did not tvoically have sufficient
knowledge of individual s+tudent interests to accurately predict wbich
booke d studert would prefer: and (3) suqgested that teachers vwere
highlv individualized in their judament patterns for +he task,
indicating a lack of a professionazl format for approaching the task.
(Au*hor/F1L) : \

3

t

stk ok ok ok ok o8 oK K ok ok ok ok o 3k ok i 3 ok 3 ok 3 ok ok A e ok ok 3 % o 3k ok ok ok ok ok 3 v o sk ok sk ok ok e kiR 3 ok ok ok 3k KK KK K ok ok ko Ok K ok K K

b reproductions supplied b;j EDRS are the best that can be made *

o . rom the original document. *
2 5k 3k e oK 3k ok A ok sk ok ok ke ke ok ol Bl sk ok PEURBLERE R R e e Pt R T LT LR IR S IR eSS RS




A . . .
.‘-

" ¢ . yoN,
. ., o 23 ¢
.

v . . .
US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTN. ° . . >
EDUCATION & WLFARE v Y SR
i ) NATIONAL INSTIFUTE OF °
. : EOUCATI -,
TMIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO- : -
[N : B

ODUCED EXWCTLY AS RECEIVED FROM.
. . THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN: *
. . . ATING 1T POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIKIONS "
: STATED DO NOT NECESSARICY REPRE- : - .
. SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ' v
EDUCATION POSITION AR PORICY

\

. - N
v . ’ 5.
. . > -

\.l . : . ‘“.l
Research Series No, 73 '

A -
L]

-~ USING &'LEyé-MODEL ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY »

THE FACTORS IN TEACHER JUDGMENT T
) .0 - . - "{3 "

b

L

Joe L.;Byé:s and Thomas E. Evans

Yaa

’ T Published By

The~-Institute for Research on Teaching
soft 252 Erickson ‘Hall '

{_ Michigan State University ., : .
‘East. Lansing, Michigan 48824

; s . ) . — ;
. ! . i \j'
April 1980 .

-~
S

This work is sponsored in part by the Institute for Research on
Teaching, College of Education, Michigan State University. The Institute
for Research on Teaching is funded primarily by the Program for Teaching
and Instruction of the National Institute of Education, United States
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The opiniohs expressed in
this fpublication do not necersarily reflect the position, policy, or s
endorsement of ‘the National lnstitute of tducation, (Contract ‘No.

400-76-0073) R | - AUG 1 8 1980,
‘ ST | |

r

Ny
.



ST 7 . £ . . r~
B I , ; ’ . .
o INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON TEACHING
Teachers' though{s and decisians are the focus of etudies currently .

' under way at Michigan State University's- Institute fot‘Research on Teach-
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the National Institute of Educationn That grant has since been renewed,

extending IRT's work through September 1981. Funding is also received from
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other agencies and founﬁations. The 'Institute has major projects investigating -
\
‘teacher decision—mahing, including studtes o% reading diagnosis and remediation,

- " classroom nanagemeng stratcgies,'instruction in the areas of language arts;

-

‘reading, a\d mathematics, teacher education* teacher glanning, effects ofy

! external pressure§ on teachers' decisions, socio«cultural factors, and
- . - . <t

-

teachers perceptions of student affecdt. Researchers'from many differept ‘

i

disciplines cooperate in IRT research In~addition, public school teachers
: ¢
work at IRT as ‘half- time collaborators in researchs helping to design and
N
plan studies, collect data, and analyze resultf The Institute publishes

s %
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research reports, conference proceedings, occasional.papers, and a free
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on the IRT mailing list please write to :- The IRT Editor, 252 Erickson, MSU,
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'USING A LENS-MODEL ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY "
_THE FACTORS IN TEACHER JUDGMENT . ~
=~ . Joe L. .Byers and Thomas E. Evénsl v .ﬁ. .

t

Research indicates that interest-baséﬂ f%ading-programs may signifi-

dhatry increase reading achievement, espeoially for- hoyz (Asher, Note 1).

.

Such- programs may also induce more positive attitudes towa¥d reading. ”
Q

(Zimet, Rose, Blom; & Parsons, No:e 2) It appearse however;“that g

N\
readlng interests are highly individualized .and, shift rapidly, signifi-

cant changes occur as ‘often as every three to four months_(Asher, Note 1).
N : . & .‘ " ‘
If reading assignments are to reflect these individualized,and changing .

~ 1.
interests, teachers must be.sensitive to them. Thus it is important to
r

Y '0
~

understand how teachers typically make:judgments about the reading interests

- -

of their students, and to -identify areas in which improvement in those

- L

judgments might be expected.

‘

The present paper approaches this problem from the theoretical

perspective of Brunswitk's (1955) lens model. The student s reading
e - < g~

preference served as the criterion in this study, and the teacher's

/

Independent predictions of those preferences were the judgments. n
an earlier study (Evans & Byers, Note'3), 29 cues were identified that

were shown to be predictive of students' reading preferences; these N

)

cues served as the predictor variables in the lens model. Since
. - . \

L

1Joe L. Byers is a senior researcher with IRT, a professor of
educational psychology, and director of the Office of Research Consul-
tation, College of Education, Michigan State University. Thomacs E.
Evans is an IRT vesearch intern and an associate professor of psychclogy
at Olivet'College in Michigan. Y AN W N
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the 1ens~mode1 analysis provides estirites of: the ﬁactors cpntributing

tosjudgmental accuracy, it is patticuI?rIy useful when the research -

go:& is to idgntify potential areas for improving judgmental accuracy.

The present study was conducted to. determine (1) The overall judg~-
mental accurady of' teachers on this task (i.e., how aware 3re teaCheéi
of Their students reading interests?), (2) Are teachers"judgmente}ﬁ\

/
policies s&milar dr highly‘individualiZed7 (3) Is sex stereotyping a

~5Jgajor source of judgmental error? (4) Do children make selections

-

£~

coneistehtly (iqe.; ate-their policies predictable?)? (5) Do teachers .
méi; predictions ccusistently? (6) Do teachers heue sufficient know-.
PR
1é§ge of .their students' interests? and (i) Can a linear model capture
mqst'of the variation in cbildtens' preferences and the teacher's e
N : ) . .

predictions, or i1s a configural model necessary? In adoition to these

questions about the judgment process itself, the'study should provide,

further information on the nature of the children's reading preferences,

and on specific content areas where teachers are more or less sensitive
, .

to student preferences.

”a

- The Lens-Model Analysis

/e ‘ »~ L

-The present study was intended to serve a general methodological
purpose that 1is uarelated to the specific topic of student rcading
preferences. We assume that teacher judgment is a part of the mental

life of teachers that profoundly affects the cognitive and emotional
N s '

development of students. It is hoped that the presént study will demon-

1

strate how a lens-model analysis can be used to gain knowledge about
the factors which are contributing to teacher judgmental accuracy in
gpecific educational situations. To this end, the following discussion

of the lens model is presented. It should be noted that a lens-model

analysis requires (1) a criterion measure of the event Being judged;

~,
\
.
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(2) a list of cues which.are ﬁ?edihiive;of both the criterion measure

and the judgment ; ékd, of course, "(3) the judgmenps tshemselves,

o : . . ?

The lens-model .treatment of judgment data produces a measure of
. \ . M . .

overall judgmental accuracy for each judge and identifies four
v . . X
factors which contribute to cverall a&curacy: . '
- * . B \

1. . ecological validity of the cués (i.e.,the extent to which

¢ the coded cues predigt the criterion); . \

2. the «on31spency with which the judge uses the cues (t.e.,
the extent to which the cues are predicbive of the judge's
performance). To the extent that cues are pot good pre-
vdictors of ‘the criterion, or not used consistently by the

. judge, judgmentarl accuracybwigl be 1pwer,
. . ; .

3, The knowledge of the reldtionship betwéen the cues and
the criterion is reflected in the degree of ~correspondence

_ between the” judge's pattern_o} weighting each cue and the

P " pattern 'of weights bstween each cue and the, criterion.

4. The non-linear component of Judgments indicates the extent '
to which systemati¢ (non-random) wariation in judgment® .-
occurs which 1s not predicted by tlhe linear model. . '
-This component may indicate the coptrihmeion of unidentified -
cues. Since the model onlv accounts fo variatibn which -
can be attributed to a linear «ombination of the weighted
cues, the non-linear component of : 1udgment is also a good .
indication of the adequacv of a linear model! for the par-
ticular fudgment beih:z modeled (i.e. a'large value could

' indicace the necessitv for vonfigural terms in the model).

In this studv, student readiug preferences (the criterion) were |

w

fdentified by having studenid select qhicﬂ bouoks thev would like to read
J _ : . \ + .
from-a list of book descriptions. Teachers were asked to predict the

1]

"preferénces of each student. FEach hook description was cbded for the

presence or absence of the !9 book cues discugsed {n the study described
above (Fvans and Byers, Notre }) and a lens-model analysis of th? factors

contributing to the teachers' judgmental accuracv was conducted.

’

A 7/
Teachers and students from grades K-6 were included in the study, and the

influence of grade level and sex of- student on teacher "judgmental

patterns was examined.
€

R

o
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Method . _ e

Subjects ' . ’ A

I v
. » b . ,
',;z\\: A tdtsl of .29 teachers and 227 students=sérved as shbjeets._ The
1 .
distribution ef the teaehgrs and students in terms of grades, 86X, ana

. .

location is indicabed in Table 1. _Four or five boys and girls were

- selected randomly from each teacher’ s clesSflist. T

-y ‘ . Y " * . ').
Materials . = . :

]

. The Scholastic Pgess publishes a monthly brochure which contains

brief d%scriptiohs of books that are available for different grade . &
.o , ' . . [
levels. A separate, monthly brochure is available for grades K-1,

2-3, and 4-6. The different brochures vary in the ﬁumber.of book}s
. advertised,'with the lower-leyel.(K—l) bfochsres'having the fewest, -and
- 3~ 's"' * the u%perﬁleVei brochures having the most. Table 1‘indica£eS the_totsl‘
'number‘of books in brochures pfesented toistpdents at each grade level.

» This total number represents two separate tesfing occasions for all

grades except the sixth, which was festedfoq}y once.

-

p - Procedure {
Studeﬁts were taken in small groups (6-10 students per group) to an

¥ ' isolated room. The experimenter passed out the brochures to students

and told them that we were interested in what books they liked to read.
. \ ,

&

Younger students (those in grades K-3). were given packets of fed'stickers,
and were‘asked to indicate which books they mighf like to buy by atEaching
a sticker to those books on the brochure description. - Only ten stickers
‘were given te each student, so they had to reject at least half of the

<

books. Older students were given'sheets with book title names and asked
to check the books they would want if they cou{d buy them, up to a maxi-

mum of ten books.

Teachers were presented with the brochures and a data shéet for
Q " each student. They were asked to indicate which books'they thought each
. A .

A
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of their students would like.

>

Thus the data consisted of actual ‘Student selections and teacher.
P 4

“predictions of those stlections for each student. The total number of

s hS

book selectioné for each grade level can be found in Table 1. " .
Data. Analysis' . _ ' . RN
. . Each'of the book descriptions were coded for the presence and

) i
absence of the 29 cues digcussec. above. The summed ratings of each
book on each cue became the predictor variables or-cues for the lens-
‘ - AN

1

model analysis. Since a shorter cue list tends to make the analysis

more reliable, the cue lists were shbrténed as follows. If, for a

! : .
particular %rade level and book list) a cue was coded fewer than five

I

times, the cue was not used for that set of books and grade level. The

resulting number of cues used for each book list and-grade level appears
: ¥ q '

.
»

in Table-1l.

Results _
. . . . ¢ . .
Questions of interest regarding the lens-model analysis included:

1. 1Is a judgment such as selecting bouks for children to read
describable in terms of a lens model? Specifically, is the
non-linear/missing cue parameter very large?

2. What task-environment variables imbact on these judgments?
Specifically, do_a child's sex and 'grade level have an effect
either independently or in combination on the values of the
lens-model parameters?

& '

3. 1Is there evidence for significant teacher diffferences on this
task? Specifically, are theré differences between teachers
ip terms of the values of the lens-model parameters?

Further, how do these differences compare with task environ-
ment variables (i.e., sex and grade level)?

4, What cues are important in influencing book selections over
grade levels and sex? Do these reflect the cues used by
publishers at various grade levels with the average cue
welghts for students at those grade levels?

The data and analyses described below address these questions.

J 6
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L Table 2 indicates the average values of the five lens~m6del parameters

-
'

across'giédeé K-6, and the{r'standara deviations. Figurés 1-5 illustrate
. the patterps of change for bqyé‘aud girls pcross:gradé. K-6 for each-of the -y
. lens+model pa%ameters. Table 3-.presents this data with standard devi-
L T *

P ations and sample sizes for each sex/grade group. Finally, Table 4 presents

- - -

_the results from a multivariate F~test for the five iens-model parameters

3. )]

with sex and'grade level as factors, as well as step~down Fftests.fot

" each parameter.

r .

‘Since thé design is unbalanced, the first term in the MANOVAz'thBt'
| : \ .

should be considered is the sex-by-grade interaction. The F for the sex-.

by-gﬁgdq interaction’ was éignificgnt:(F=2.272z df=25,785, P < ,01).

= - This-indicates that the parameters of the lers model for this task

o are‘afSeéted by both gra?e level and seknof.thg stuqeﬁt. (Main effects
as such are unintérpretable yitﬁ the preggﬁt desigﬁ wheq the inter;;tion
is significant.) h - o L . -

R The step-down F-tests for tﬂe séx—by-g;ade intéraction show o

significance for éccuracy cv kﬁowledgg. Tbe-séxﬁby-grade interaction has-

. ‘ . _ ) . ’ :
its effect on the remaining -three lens-model parameters: cue use,” cue

validity, and non-lihear/missiné cues, ‘From ﬁiguré 4, ‘it Qoula appear
that cue use 1s less cohsisten; for boys ;han for girls- in grades |

1 and 6; and about.the-samé for boys and girlg in the othér grades.

Of course, teacher effects are nested within grades, a-fa:t we will
discuss below. Figuré.ﬁ illustr;£e3 a dramatic difference in the valuej
of the non-linear/missing-;ugs parametér for boys‘and girls in grédes 5/
and 6, with it going uﬁ for boys and down for giflé.‘ This may indicaté,

especially for grade 6, that teachers are usipg cues for boys that are

not included in the model.

-4

Q oo 2.Mqltivariate analysis ef variance.

y




- male teachers as well.

\
-
4
~J

One finding of interest is the dramatic drop in accuracy. for girls
in ‘the fifth grade (see ‘Figure 1). The values for cue use, cue validity.
and nonqlineér/missing cues, for boys and girls in grade 5 are.nearly .
identical (see Figures 2-4); but’the missing-cues parameter is much
‘higher for béys than for girls (see Figube 5). 'Purely by chance, ‘the onl;

o~

mble {;achers in the study were in grade 5. These results could be inter-

'preted to mean that male teachers rely on cues not intluded in the modél,

/

" and those cues are effective in_predicting reading interests for male,
L]

3

but not female fifth graders: This is, at best, a'trend,.since'there :
were only two fitth—grade classes and hence only tyo male teachers.
Although the sample size precludes valid statistical inference.concerning
this_trend: the,observed effects were substantial enough in’ size Lo
warrant speculetion as to their csuse. e N

The vdlue of missing cues/nonlinearity,( while-significsntly greater

than chance. is nonetheless quite smhll in the‘present study, indicating

that ‘t he lens model does a reasonably good job of capturing the policies

Py 4

of teachers on this task. Since 27 oﬂ the 29 teachers in the study wgre
female, this generalization can only be applied to female elementary- L

school teachers; we don't know if the model would csptufe the policies of

v
.

The tnird question (Are teachers similsr or different in their
judgment policies?) mcy'be answered by making a comparison:{ Since
teacher effects and gradeflevel effects'are partially confounded, we
can compare the proportion of variance accounted for by teacher differences
to the proportion accounted for'by grade and sex differences.. This com-

parison shows the extent to which differences in judgment-policy parameters

are caused by students' grade level and sex, and the extent to which these

-changes are a function of the differences between teachers. The sex and

o

5[11
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¥ - ) , J 3 . .
gradel level qf the student. could be thought of as e¢ssential components

..;ofithe task environment in which tqacheré make their judgments. Hence,

4 .

variation in jddéments'relahed to sex,and grade level may be thought

of as reactions é% changes‘in the nature of the task. Variation related

( \‘3 S
to teacher difﬁé;encps alone may be ‘thought @f as differences in ability-

1
.

and background.
» St
A MANOVA for between-teacher diffe:ences‘on the five lens-model

parameters was conducted, and the results fndicated that teachers were

-

significantly different from each other (F = 2.22, df = 140,962, P< ,001,

. ' .
see Table 5). Syms of squares for the task environment variables (sex N

and grade level of students) were compared with~sumé of squares for

. . n
teacher effects to determine whether the task environment or teacher

¥

differences account for more variation in the judgmental performance

as indicated'by the lens-model parameters. This tomparison showed that
) . i .
teacher differences account for approximately 22% more variation in over-

all accutacy, 15% more variation in knowledge, and 407 more variation in
. _' \

the missing cues/nonlinearity component. Variation in cue validity and

4 .

cognitive control was accounted for equally by teacher efféct$~andqtask

environment effects (Fable 5).

The task environment (grade level and sex) effects, takepn with the

*

teacher effects, may be interpreted to mean that the grade and sex of the

child are important determinants of teacher judgmental performance as are
. \ M :

1

individual teacher differences.  (Teacher differences account for the
greatest variation in knowiédge and missing cues. Tnis finding makes
sense;hit-WOuld'be reasonable to expact that knowledge and use aof subtle

cues depend on differences betwénn judges, while cue vali&ity and con-

sistent cue uge are responsive to changes in the nature of the task.

a4

\ 1,
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» It 18 also noﬁeworphy?%hat the,rane of overall jhcdracy is from

-

-.23 to .69, with a mean of .23. The factors which are under the control
. g y L

.of the teacher as judge are cognitive control and knowledge. The meah_
e and standard deviatdon for these_factors was .68 (standard deviationw

.09) and .31 (standard deviation = .24), respectively. [The mean for non-

T - linearity/missing cues was low (.16), but showed substantial variation
' . . - . . . - ' L 4

(standard déviation = ,22) (sce Table 6). * _ .

The average yalues of the_}ens-mode] parameters for this judgment

e

'task’%eveéled that (1) children uséd'the coded cues in making their

selections, as did teachérs; (2) gfacher knowledge of: children's reading
. e . R N Y

' interests was Guite low, probhbly-the most important limiting factor in,

)

¢ .i this judgment task; (SY the tendency to use other cues and/or a non-

Lo
» N

linear judgﬁéntarule quied greatly between teachers, althoygh it was not »

]

generally large; (4) since the range of accuracy was so great, it is

" clear that this task can be performed with copsiderable accuracy, although 4

b4
~ . -

IS

it typically is not.

¢

Educational Significance = 7
Iftwe consider what wé have learned from this study, there are a
.few glaring facts and a few subtle ones. Our initial assumption that

teachers are not typically aware of iheir student's reading interests

was clearly substantiated. In fact, the observed level of accuracy was
Q .. -
T
much lower than we anticipated., 1Tt is also clear from the lens-model

analysis that lack of teacher knowledge about student interests is the
4

~

' bbggeét handicap to accurate prediciions, and that students and teachers
do respond consistently to the cue configurations. Considerable improve-
- ment in accuracy can thus be expected ‘if teachers are provided with facts

about each'studqnt's reading preferences. The most effoective form of

‘ ‘ information would probably be process feedback (Hammond, 1971).

Q ' ] * 1"
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 §ome subtle findings involve the grade-by-sex interaction for cue use

J

3 and missing cues. It appears that the cueg in/the present model are bettef

for'predicting girls' interests then boysxe\especiall§ in grades 5 and 6,!

e a"‘- ..‘ i -

\ o 'andi to a lesser extent, grade 1. This suggests that further research

' . - needs to be done to determine what cues are being used for boys in thgf -
" later elementary school yeafs since the lens model canhot be used to

improve judgmental accuracy until.the relevant cues are identified.

2

‘-Student'Reading_Interests

N . The lens-model analysis provides estimat;s of the importance of -éach

\ - book cue fo; stuhents oﬁ\éifferent sex and grade’level..'-Table 7 lists »
\ "'ﬁ\ <,

the dverage Lorrelation for ea\h book cue with pupil selections as a

;ﬂnctiin of pupil sex,. Table-8 does the'same as a function of pupi&

o

. \\ grade level. Table 9 lists the percentage of books containing each book
Alcue at the ihree grade levels offered by the publishers (i.e., K-1, 2-3,

and- 4-6). For purposes of compafison, we wilgfboint out those differences
i

f“\ in co¥relations which exceed .10. Tt is nqtewé‘thy that there were no iueq

which were positively or pegatively valued across either sex or grade. |

If a cue had either bositive of negative valuég\ffceeding .10, thosea%alueé

\‘.

. \
changed with both grade and qex This is subporé ve of earlier findings

mt; (ng ,\Oliver, 1977 Asher, Note 1; Blom, Waite, Zimet, & Wiber&, Note 4)
which indicate that reading preferences are not stgble, and are influenc%i?
by the sex and grade of ‘the student. * S
The first cue with sex differences was Info:Sciénce._ Giryé Yglued
science books (r = .059), bovs did not (r =-.103). And teacher predictions ;
paraldeled. these differences. Realistic Fiction showed the reverse pattern,

c

with Boys preferring books of this type ‘r =,055) while girls did not (r =-.08d).

A}

Again, teacher predictions reflected these differences. Other cues

with this pattern (preferred by or neutral for boys, disliked by girls) were




and Home'and Family which was n»utral for boys,

-défined as those instance: in which the value of a cue congistently

- e © s o A s e -

Devotion (.056 for boys, -.057 for girls);, Home and Family (.0 for boys, ' . v

' . — . . .
-.144 for girls), and Femalge Character (r = .084,-,111). And in every case, \
the reneral teacher predictions reflerted these differences. It is note- e
. ¢ . M4

worthy that theée are not in the direction of cultural stereotypes aof male
\\- . . . . .
and female preferences. The reverse pattarn (preferred by girlg. disliked

by boyvs) was only found for Sports. The only other differenc: found was
, ) |
for Humor which was neutral for girls, preferfed by boys (.035, .129),

disliked by giris (.006, -

¢ LY

~.144). se : ' s

.o ” , .
In discussing the changes ip-Table 8, a negative function will be

.decreases from érpdes K-6, and the total of 'the differences exceeds .10. -

A positive function will be :defired as a consistent increase. Fantasy
.. ’ .

produced a negative function as did Folktales, Fables and Myths. The .,

)

following cues bréduced positive functions: Realistic Fictian, Heroism

(this showed an increase only after grade 4,'which was not quite equal e
.-" *

to . 10),{ Humor. Horrible and Hideous, Male Character, and Peers, which

)

showed a drop in grade 6. Of these developmental changes, teacher pre-
dictions reflected gnly the changes 1in Heroism qnd Male Character (2 of

) Ly
8), indicating that teachers arg, i1 general, less sensitive to differenceg
. \?‘ ‘ i
in reading p;gferéhces between~g§ades than bhetween sexes.
. U l:
A final comparison of 1nte%fst is tpe percentage of books avallable

L

- with specific characteristics as a function of grade level. Are publishers

I . .
sensitive to changes 1n predference across grades? The changes in books

offered 1n grades K—i, 2-3, and %4-6 reflected changes 1in é;udent

preferences fqor the cues Pantasy; Folktales, rables, and Myths: Realistic
Fiction; Animal (Not Horses); aud Pecers (see Table 9); there was an

increase in buoks offered with cues that were preferred by students of

4

14 (



o | o ' 12+
'.. " that grade level. For *Humor ané{Horrible ané Hideous, the ehanges in ﬁooks.
) %& offered were in the opposite direction ee student preferencegj(negali;e
( + ragper than positiVe funcrions) Theyydid not show consistent changes
* - L3

feor Hero;sm d Male Charactér, the exact cues which teachers were sen-,

) \
¢ sitive to. In addition, the books available iiftreased for Info:0Other,

/

Sports, and/peath. In general publishers did better than teachers, with

v

-‘ * ) changes in book contents reflecting, student: pxeferencc changes in five

/
H

of nine cafeg. This 1is not surprising since publishing companies con- ‘

struct their book lists based on how well'the hooks sell, which in furn,
' .- reflects a combination of student preferences and parent/teacher influences.
: . w .

’ In summary, many of the observed developmental changes are not sur-

-

L]

prising, and in fact support earlier tindings, An inérease in preference

~ . '
&>

for stories of realistic fiction, heroism, humor, and peers as students

- ’ .
! §

grow older 'is suppof?&pe of findings by such researchers as Oliver (1977)

N

: and Ford and Koplyay (1968). The f;pdiﬁgs {ndicate that these particular

. ( preference patterns have not changed over the past decade, and thaL the
V. ! :
- J + average correlation ofs cues with preferences is sensitive to such Lhanges.

K\ The sex difference.findiggs were less consistent with earlier studies,
[RRAEN . 2 '

and may indicate that young femalg students are being aff;cted by the
changing role of women in society. Thus, females preferred InfolScience,
) _ >~ and Sports and did not like books on Devotion, Home and Family, and
® ]

i
Female Character. 1t may be conjectyred that the rejection orf female
characterg by. female students is due to the traditional portrayal of
female characters in roles which are rejected by young temale students.

The fuact thygt young male students are not rejecting these patterns (they

prefer books with these topics) mav indicate that these role changes

N

are not affecting the prefirences of vonng male studente. - * .

It should be emphasized that the size -of the cue correlations is

-IQJ : _: ' ’

— A
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/ )

small, and hence the preference pattergs described by individual cue

correlations do not account for a substantial amount of variation. The

diffeigﬁgg‘;ouﬁd was nonetheless provocative.

& ' o .

4 T - ‘Conclusipons
7 . -

P

The preseni/é}udy illustrates that-a lensrmodel analyéis may be used
[} [} .

L 4

to identify tggse'factors which contribute to teacher judgmental accuracy
B . '4

for specific prgblems. 'The specific findings suggest that; although

student reading pref{erences are predictable, they are also unstable, and
' : - - ’ ‘5 . b
teachers do not have sufficient knowledge of individual student interests

to aécu$igely predict the books a student will preferl The analyses

also suggest that teachers are highly individualized in fheir.judgment

patterns for this task, wwhich may "indicate tpe lqcﬁ-bf“g‘specific profes-
. . .t . - 5. - .

i

, : .. "‘. . - - /
sional. format for approaching this task. This 1is nd;hsdbp%ising; since A )

teachers are ngt typically pruvidéd'with either tools or training to assist -

~

them in making judgments of thfé“fype. Finally, there was some evidence

that teachers of fifth- and sixth-grade boys may use cues which afé not
7 ,
ificluded in the pesent model, even though the mode¢l -predicts teacher

judgments for fifth- and‘éixth—grgde girls quite weil.

< ]
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- Key to Tables / ot ‘
' 4 v .
' "R(A) = Overall judgmental accurady
N -7. R(E) = Cue validity - '
R(S) = Judémental consistency . .
" ' . ) B
) G = Judgmental knowledge,
C = Missing cues/noen-linearity .
. . ) ©
. ' )
L -
- \ .)' ; d
See page 3 for an elaboration of the meaning of egch item.
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. . a TABLE I \ 3
! : ¢
* rd
. ¢ r/-/. - . ! ' -
CUE FREQUENCY ﬁiﬁansszn AS A PERCENTAGE OF
. BOOKS FOR THREE LISTS COVERING !
oo ’ .- GRADES 'K" SIXTH
3 -
- KINDERGARTEN  SECOND FOURTH-
S FIRST\GRADE™ ~ THIRD SIXTH
- TYPES OF CUES (N=38) ° (N=50) (N=91)
e "
1 TYPE: BIGGRAPHY 0.00 " 12.00 10.48
2 “INFO: STCIENCE 23.07 22.00 8.87
3 ~INFO:- HISTORY ' T 0:00 4.00 4.03
4 INFO: (OTHER 0.0C 10.00. 24,19
5 FANTASY . 69.23 42.00 . 20.96
6 SCIENCE FICTION , 0.00 2.Q0 7.25
7 FOLKTALES, FABLES M{THS \_J/y 64 12.00 4.03
8 HISTORICAL FICTION 0.00 10.00 9.67
9 REALISTIC FICTLON 41.02 * 38.00 2.50.00
‘19 POETRY ' 0.00 2.00 ‘,0,80
“ 11 PICTURE BOOK ‘gg 41 34.00 11,29 4
12 THEMES: COPING . 43,58 - __.20.00 47,58
13 DANGER - ~ ¢ 46,15 32.00 . , 45,96 (
14 DEVQTION S, - 23,08 16.00 25.00 3
15 HEROISM , 25.64" 20.00 27.41
16 HOME AND FAMILY 35.89 © 7, 42,00 . 24.19
17 HUMOR "\ 64.10 50. 00 29.03
18 SPORTS) 0.00 6.00 12.90
19 HORRIBLE AND HIPEQUS , 35.89. " 10.00 10.48
20 DEATH 0.00 " .» 4,00 9.67
21. DRUGS AND ALCOHOL 0.00 . 0.00 0.80
22 MYSTERY AND SURPRISE 51.28 ,  46.00 41.93
.23 SURVIVAM. ' ' 33.33 30.00 35.48 -
24 MALE CHARACTER . 64.10 30.00 50.80
25 FEMALE, CHARACTER ° 35.89 38.00 37.09
26 ANIMAL (NOT HORSES) ©74.35 52.00 27.41
27 HORSES (S) . 0.00 8.00 12.90
28 SIGNIFICANT OTHERS . 33.33 36.00 28,22
29 PEERS , 0.00 " 18.00 ° 20.96
Qo % ’
¥ ,

i
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TABLE 2
| B l ~
NUMBERS,' GRADE LEVEL, LOCATION AND SEX OF CHILDREN
AND TEACHERS USED IN THE STUDY OF TEACHER JUDGEMENTS
OF. CRILDREN'S READING PREFERENCES
¢
° NUMBER ~ BOOK  BOOK
TEACHERS NUMBER OF CHILDREN OF CUES  LIST SELECTION
GRADE LEVEL NO, LOCATION BOYS GIRLS TOTAL USED LENGTH  DECISLONS
. KINDERGARTEN 2" LANSING . 4 4 .8 .18 9, 312
FIRST 7 LANSING 20 19 39, 18 39 1521
SECOND 10 LANSING 43 40 83 19 50 4150
FOURTH 4  LANSING 19 20 39 25 N 3549
1 OLIVET -5 5 ' 10 r 25 75 ™ 750
FLFTH 2 OLIVET 10 10 20 25 75 1500
SIXTH 3 JACKSON 1% 14 28 17 42 1176
TOTALS 29 115 112 227 : 12958
/
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: . : TABLE 3

+ AVERAGE VALUES FOR THE LENS MbDEL

fARAMETERS ACROSS GRADES K "'~ 6

. 4

MEAN S.D. N

R(A) 0.258 0.246 8
R(E) 0.694 0,125 8
KINDBRGARTEN R(S) 0.752 0.116 8
- G 0.234 0.33 8

C 0.239 0.160 8

R(A) 0.235 0.208 39

R(E) 0.715 0.088 39

FIRST ' R(S) 0.719 0.093 39
G 0.287 0.272 139

C 0.164 0.264 39

R(A) 0.257 0.185 .83

R(E) 0.677 0.089 83

, _SECOND - R(S) 0.677 0.063 83
: . .G 0.327 0.235 83
\ C  0.192 0.225 83

R(A) ~0.249 0.157 49
R(E) 0.634 0.124 . 49
»o FOURTH . R(S) 0.642 0.112 49 i
: G .0.408 0.206 49
C 0.129 0.158 = 49

R(A) 0.134 0.162 20
R(E) 0.651 0.058 20

.

FIFTH . R(S) 0.665 0.097 20
_ G 0.220 0.212 20
{ C 0.058 0.206 20 .

‘(R(Ag 0.206 0.194 28
R(E) 0.684 0.096 28
SIXTH R(S) 0.680 0.095 28
G 0.219 0.229 28
C 0.171 0.279 28

21




KINDERGARTEN

FIRST

SECOND

FOURTH

FIFTH

SIXTH

‘ TABLE 4

 AVERAGE VALUES FOR THE LENS MODEL

.FOR BOYS AND GIRLS IN GRADES K-6

R(A)

R(E)
R(S)

R(A)
R(E)
R(S)

R(A)
R(E)

R(S)

R(A)
R(E)

R(S) °

R(A)
R(E)
R(S)

R(A)
R(E)
R(S)

i

0.118

BOYS 7 _GIRLS
MEAN = S.D. N MEAN S.D. N
.0.292 0.055 4 0.223 0.367 4
0.619 0.122. &4 0.769 0.083 4
0.749 0.129 4 0.755 0.120 4
.0.287 0.192 & -0.181 0.469 4
0.248 0.121 "~ 4 -+ 0,231 0.212 4
0.193 0.218 20 0.279 0.192 19
0.700 0.088 20 0.730 0.087 19
0.663 0.074 20 0.779 0,07% 19
0.257 0.240 20 0.320 0.289 19
0.137 0.274 20 0.193_ 0.259 19
”~ .
0.254 0.178 43 0.260 0,194 40
0.680 0.068 43 0.673 0.070 .40
0.68% 0.065 43 0,672 0.063 ,40
0.327 0.221 43 0.327 0.252 40
0.186 0.211 43 0.198 '0.242 40°
0.234 0.151 24 0.263 0.163 25
0.620 0.080 24 0.647 0.156 25
0.647 0.065 24 0.638 0.144 25
0.386 0.221 24 0.429 0.193 . 25
0.126 0.145 24 0.131 0.172 25
. PN ‘¢
0.190 0.182 10 0.077 0.123 10
0.650 0.055 10 .0.652 0.064 - 10
0.675 0.094 10 0.654 0.104 "0
0.229 0.231 10 _ 0.212 0.202 10
0.141 0.216 10 0.024 0.168 10
0.1¥6 0.211 14 0.227 0.182 14
0.626 0.072 14 0.742 0.082 14
0.615 0.062 14 0.745 0,076 14
0.115 0.250 14 0.323 0.15% 14
0.225 0.257 14 0.299 14
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TABLE 5 _
L J ‘1 s
; "UNIVARIATE, MI:TLTIVARIATE, AND STEP-DOWN F-TESTS FOR THE LENS PARAMETERS" n
- \ ¢ , < . ] l
‘ (INDEPENDENT VARIABLES: SEX AND GRADE OF STUDENT/TEACHER GROUPS)
R . .
] .
' UNIVARIATE TESTS MULTIVARIATE F STEP DOWN F-TESTS .
SOURCE R{A) R(E) R(S) G DF'N DF D R(A) R(E) R(S) G e
¢ . ) Ar\ . » .
CONSTANT 363.1 13132.5'_‘ 14815.7 393.0 116.2 4652.6 5.0 211.0 ;&63.1 4736._3 132.6 5.4 h._‘16.0 .
- SEX 0.3 5.4 " 6.5 1.7 0.2 1.9 . 5.0 211.0 0.8 5.1 35 0.4 0.0 " -
GRADE LEVEL 1.6 4.1 5.0 3.3 1.5 3.4 25.0 7853 - 1.6 4.1 3.0 A1 - 1.2 ‘.
SEX BY GRADE 0.8 2.8 5.8 1.0 0.0 2.2 25.0 785.3 0.8 2.8 4.7 1.6 1.1 d
» “ i\
.
' ,
\
. {
- o
2 — ¢ r .. v
. & )
pd
O
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‘ TABLE 6 .
. ¢ /
Univariate, Multivariate and Step-Down F-Tests for Lens Model Paramqéers '
' /.
. ) Using Teacher (classroom) ‘as .the Indepgndent Variable,
. e /
4 . )
' - ' - - . ' T v , , o~ :
- Univariate F-Tests .. Multivariate F-Tests . ‘ Step-Dopm F-Tests
Sougce .R(A) R(E) R(S) G C F__ _DF(Nim)  DF(DEN) R)A) R{EN, 'R(S) G
Constant ‘ 4126, 5 194 ‘ b
. ’.I‘eacher 5.10 1.76 1.57 3.98 2.76 2.22 140 962 5.10 1.89 1.56 2.16 0.96
. . 4
L
. K , '
I
/I
25 A . Y
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Ll e ~ OVERALL AVERAGE VALUES.FOR THE LENS MODEL
| S PARAMETERS

S ) IN THE SEX BY GRADE LEVEL ANALYSIS

-«

+

o &
i} + . Correlations
R (A) R _(E) R(8) G G MEAN Sp____ N
R(A) ' 3000  0.124 -  0.134 ~0.777  0.784 0.23 * 0.186 227
Ru(E) ‘20.124' 1.000 . 0.393  0.172° T0.034 0.673 0.094 227
R(S) '0.13% 0.393 1.000  0.158 . 0.025 0.679 0.093 - 227
G 0.777 0.172 0.158  1.000  0.253 0.312 0.243 227
. C 0.78 = 0.03 0.025  0.253  1.000 0.161 8226 227
I ! 8 . ‘ ’ ° ‘: )
4
\\: N ,J
- 2
.
n ~
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TABLE 8
»
" AVERAGE SIMPLE CORRELATIONS FOR BOOK CYES WITH PUPIL
. SELECTIONS AND WITH TEACHER JUDGEMENTS OF THOSE
SELECTIONS AS A FUNCTION OF PUPIL'S SEX
. ( . - -
“{ pyp1Ls TEACHERS
GIRLS BOYS GIRLS = BOYS
- LIS™OF CUES ' | | (N=112)  (N=115) (N=112)  (N=11)
, 1. TYPE: " BIOGRAPHY : ~ 70.014 ~0.03 0.002 . 0,042
2 INFO: SCIENCE 0.059 0.10 _0.107 0.137
3 INFO: HISTORY 0.000 - 0.000 0.000 +0.000
4 INFO: OTHER . 70.036 T0.052 _0.041 0.074
5 FANTASY _0.044 . 0.128 0.029 _0.144
6 SCIENCE FICTION _0.006 ~0.009 _0.006 ~0.007
7 FOLKTALES, FABLES MYTHS 70.042 0.015 ~0.021 0.003
8 HISTORICAL FICTION- ~0.005 0.011 ~0.024 0.017
9 REALISTIC FICTION 0.080 " 0.055 0.052 0.116
10 PUETRY 0.000 0.000 0.000 * 0,000
11 PICTURE BOOK _0.006 0.010 _0.003 0.037
12 THEMES: COPING 0.024 0.056 _0.026 0.058
13 DANGER _0.004  0.008 0,004 0.009
14 DEVOTION 0.056 0.057 0.056 0.090
"15 HEROISM _0.048  0.059 _0.025 0.022
16 HOME AND FAMILY 0.144 0.006 0.126 0.080
17 HUMOR 0.035 _0.129 0.006  0.139
18 SPORTS 0.041  ~0.045 0.039 0,047
19 HORRIBLE AND HIDEOUS _0.005 0.016 _0.055 0.019
20 DEATH . 0.007 0.020 0.021 0.011
21 DRUGS AND ALCOHOL _0.000 ~ 0.000 _0.000 0.000
22 MYSTERY AND SURPRISE _0.035 0.015 ~0.030 _0.033
23 SURVIVAL ~0.002 0.006 0.010 0.010
_ 24 MALE CHARACIER 0.002 0.010 _0.036 0.041
25 FEMALE CHARACTER 0.111 0.084 0.124 0.180
26 ANIMAL (NOT HORSES) _0.124 0.071 _0.119 0.048
27. HORSE3(S) 0.029 0.040 0.034 0.031
28 SIGNIFICANT OTHERS 0.034 0.050 0.032 0.030
29 PEERS 0.035 0.048 0.053 0.008




TABLE 9

AVERAGE SIMPLE CORRELATION FOR BOOK CUES WITH PUPIL

SELECTIONS AND WITH TEACHER TUDGEMENTS OF THOSE

SELECTION:: AS A FUNCTION OF GRADE LEVEL.

QUPILS TRACHERS .
K 1 — 2 4 5 6 ) K 1 2 4 5 6
CUES (N=8) (W=35) (N=87)  (N=49) (N=20) (N=28) - (N=8) (N=35) (N=87) (N=49) (N=20) (N=28)

ggg} BIOGRAPHY 0.000 0.000 0.066 0.009 0.041 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.052 0.026 0.063 - 0.000
FO: SCIENCE 0.086 0.038 0.002 0.060 0.021 0.000 0.054 0.088 0.013 0800 0.062 0.000
FO: HISTORY 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
FO: OTHER 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.007 - 0.055 0.095 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.014 0.08 0.103
ANTASY 0.147 0:123 0.074 0.101 0.072 « 0.047 0.008 0.136 0.032 0.072 0.032 0.060
SIENCE FICZION 0.000 0.800 0.000 0.024 0.024 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 - 0.015 0.034 0.000
JLKTALES, FABLES MYTHS 0.121 0.023 0.076 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.045 0.027 0.047 0.000 0.090 0.000
1STORICAL FICTION 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.011 0.009 0.000 ~0.000 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.007 0.000
EALISTIC FICTION 0.075 0.024 0.053 0.005- 0.005 0.117 0.161 0.006 0.007 0.033 0.041 0.151 .
3ETRY 0.000 0.000- 0.000 . 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 " 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ICTURE BOOK 0.089 0.089 0.118 0.004 0.079 0.103 0.009 0.112 0.086 0.022 0.104 0.153
‘EMES: COPING 0.100 0.010 0.020 0.006 ° 0.049 0.079 0.054 0.005 0.073 0.020 0.067 0.014
ANGER 0.008 0.025 0.017 0.020 0.062 0.058 0.114  0.001 7 0.053 0.019 0.158 0.138
ZVOTION 0.004 0.096 0.003 0.016 0.023 0.059 0.136 \ 0.071 0.011 0.037 0.093 0.109
FROISM 0.054 0.036 0.023 0.074 0.065 0.129 o 0.101 * 0.000 0.002 0.029 0.071 0.124
OME AND FAMILY 0.077 0.177 0.119 0.006 0.031 0.076 0.072 0.039 0.087 0.031 0.012 0.060
UMOR 0.038 0.060 0.076 0.102 0.045 0.137 0.143 0.067 9}096 0.119 Q095 0.033
PORTS 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.051 0.00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.009.. 0.029 0.000
SRRIBLE AND HIDEOUS 0.120 0.029 0.002 0.003 0.054 0.0 0.113 0.019 0.004 ¢.066 0.068 0.000
ZATH 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.021 0.027 0.0 0,000 0.000 0.000 0.024 0.003 .0.000
RUGS AND ALCOHOL 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 . 0.000 0.000: 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
1STERY AND SURPRISE 0.037 0.063 0.057 0.004 0.032 0.023 0.068 0.082 0.081 . 0.004 0.115 0.056
URVIVAL 0.038 §.002 0.029 0.001 0.055 0.055 -0.154  0.019 0.037 0.035 0.078 0.106
ALE CHARACTER 0.037 0.082 0.050 0.065 0.057 0.150 0.087 0.002 0.021 0.060 0.939 0.145
EMALE CHARACTER 0.020 0.044° 0.095 0.028 0.023 0.070 0.020 0.096 0.005 0.037 0.023 0.082
NIMAL (NOT HORSES) 0.012 0.078 0.173 0.076 0.046 0.018 0.042 0.064 0.124 0.049 0.138 0.007
ORSES (S) 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.026 0.019 0.000 -0.000 0.000 0.025 0.001 0.036
IGNIFICANT OTHERS 0.101 9.020 0.00% 0.124 0.081. 0,038 0.152 0.007 0.020 0.086 "  0.000 0.025
EERS 0.000 0.000 0.058 0.048 0.107 #0.000 0.000 0.V00 0.094 0.012 0.091 0.000

24

29

14



Figure 1. Average values
of judgmental accuracy
for boys and girls across

dradea K-6

T
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Figure 2, Average values

,0f cue validity for boys
and girls across grades K=6.
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Figure 3. Average values of cue / -3
utilization for boys and girls

. across grades K-6,
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Figure b, Average values of

judgmental knowledge for boys

. and girls across grades K-6,
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Figure 5. Average valueé of
missing cues for boys and
girls -across grades K-6.
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e : Reference Notes

I

1. Asher, S.R. Sex'differences in reading achievement ' (Reading
- f . Education Report No. 2). Urbana, Ill.: Coanter for the Study of .
Cu Reading, University of Illincis, 1977. : \

2. 2Zimet, S.G.,- Rose, C., Blom, G.E., Parsons, P., & Camp, B.W.
: Learning to read and liking it: The relationship between text-
: , book content and attitude toward reading. Unpublished report,
. ’ 1974, v

‘ C3, ébans, T.E., & Byers, J.L. Teacher judgment of children's {
¢ ' reading preferences (Res. Ser. No. 38). Fast Lansing, MI.:
) Tnstitute for Research on Teaching, Michigan State University,
1979, ' '

4, Blom, G.E., Waite, R.R., Zimet, $.G., & Wiberg, I.L. Content
analysis and children's responses to first grade readers in the
United States and foreign countries. Final Report, Project No.
s 5-0556, 1968. '
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