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ABSTRACT

NaEurallsElc research was employed to identify teacher behaviours

that. are related to preschoolerts fncreased on-task behaviour,

specifically those Èhat are frequently followed by preschooler's

continulng on-task and changing form off* to on-task behaviour.

Influence of individual teachers and actlvities of t.he preschoolers

are also examined.

Five early childhood student teachers (4 fenales, I rnale) and 52

niddle-class preschoolers (23 boys, 29 gírls;30 to 60 months old)

from two nursery classes of Che Unlversity of }fanitoba, Faculty of

Education nursery school' participaEed fn Ehis study.

Non-participant observatlon was enployed to document the teacher-

chlld behavíours. A total of 480 mlnutes of observaEion was collected

for every teacher over a perfod of B weeks. Chl-square statistics

and caleulations of 9S-percent confldence linlts were used to analyze

Ëhe data.

There were slgnificant differences among the t,eacher behaviours

ln Èheir relatíonshlp to preschoolerrs Lask behaviour" (p ( .0001).

ActiviEy and teacher differences were also found. Suggestion,

aEtending, questioning, teachJ-ng, responding and rewarding behavj-ours

r^rere found to be sinilarly effectlve (over 94i() Ln keeping chíldren

on-task. The use of directing behaviour seemed less effective, and

lnterference seemed more llkely Èo put chlldren off-Cask. The low

occurrence of crÍtlcisn created dtfftculty ln uaklng deflnitlve

statements regarding lts effect, but 1t seemed that over half of the

tlme, preschoolers continued on-task behavlour even followlng t'eachersl

crl cicism.
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rt appeared more dlfficult. to change preschoolers fron off- to

on-t.ask behaviour, particularly when they \rere noc or had not been

engagfng in any acltÍviEy. 0n1y suggestion and teachlng behavlours

were more frequently followed by preschoolerst changfng from off- to

on-task. Teachers who used more rev¡arding behavlour, less criticismo

few dlrecting behaviour and had frequenÈ interaction wlth the

children seemed more effective in increasing preschoolersr on-task

behaviour.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

I.Ihen the Child Development Associate Program was formed in the

UnÍted SEates, one of thelr baslc beliefs was that the nost important

factor ln a childts llfe is the quality of care the child received

from adult caregivers (ZigLex & Kagan, 1981). The most signlficant

adults that determine the nature of the experience for the young child

are probably the parents and the teachers.

Recently, Lillan Katz reported significant differences between

parenting and teaching (1980), but she concluded that the parents and

the teachers each play a unique role in concrlbuting to the young

chfldts development. There is some research evidence that teaehers

have a long-tern effect on pupilst developmenË of ldeas, values,

academic performance and later successes (t-tottl, 1982; Pedersen,

Faucher & Eaton, 1978). If teachers have the poÈential for such a

great influence on children, there is a deflnlte need to examine

exactly what Ëeacher behaviours can enhance childrenf s learning which

leads to later achievement.

A falr amount of research on teachlng has already been conducted

at the elementary grades and beglns to exÈend to the hÍgh school

level (Brophy, L979a; Gage, 1978). Ilowever, few research studies have

been carrÍed out ln the preschool -- the settlng where many chlldren

have their flrst contact rfltÈh the teachers. The preschool years have

been shown to greatly fnfluence later development. The present sÈudy'

therefore, lras planned to investlgate the relatlonshlp between teacher

behaviours and childrenr s learning at the preschool level.
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For chÍldren of such a young age' achlevement tests may not be a

very relevant measure of childrenr s learnÍng, but engagement or time

on task has been found to be conslstently related to young childrents

learning (Anderson, 1975; Cobb, L972; LahaderÍne, 1968; McKinney'

Mason, Perkersen and CLlfford, 1975).

It ls the purpose of this naturalistlc study to identífy the

speciflc teacher behaviours that are related Ëo an increase in

preschoolersr on-task behavlour. The lnfluence of the activlty

settlng in which the behaviours occurred are also considered. It 1s

hoped thaÈ the findings w'ill hetp teachers to be alúare of the meLhods

that are effective 1n enhancing childrenrs learnlng, and consequently,

that they will be able to apply the research flndings to classroom

practices.
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CHAPTER II

Review of Literature

Regardless of the theoretical foundation upon whlch a program or

currfculum ls based, or how the physÍcal envlronment is arranged, the

teacher is the medÍa through which the education ideology 1s transmitted

(Johnson, 1980) and the one r¿ho directly structures and rnanages Lhe

classroom environment. Thus, Ëhe teacher plays a vltal role ln the

educational setting and ean determlne the ultlnaËe effectiveness of

the program implemented.

Ilistorlcal Perspect,ive

Studies designed Èo delLneate characterÍstlcs of a good teacher

have been appearlng in the llterature since the year 1896 (Medley'

I972). Followlng this, other researchers focused on simflar topics

and examined the characteristics of an effective teacher basing their

studies mostly on student reports. In the l930rs' more researchers

began to look at the fnfluence of teaching behaviours and strategLes

on student learnlng (Silvernafl, 1979), but it was around the sixties

when a renewed interesË fn examlning the teaching process came about

(Rosenshlne, 1976). In recent years, more research has been directed

to study teaching ln order to moniEor the lnplementatlon of educational

progïams and to reveal teachfng strategj-es that are best able to

enhance student learning and achievement (Becher, 1980).

Overview of Res earch on Teachlng

More studles on Ëeachlng were carrfed out 1n the elementary grades

than fn the high school or preschool level (Brophy,1979ai Gage, i978).

A najoriÈy of this investigation has tried to relate the teaching

process or behavlours to student learning in forms of achlevement
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scores, acquirlng of specffic skllls in a particular subject (nostly

in language arts and mathematlcs), and engagement or persistence in

tasks.

Some of the sÈudies on teaching lrere general lnvestlgaEions of

teachlng tn the natural educatlonal setËings, whlle others involved

experimental design that examined specific teacher behavlours. Although

lt is dlfficult and perhaps even inposslble at the present stage to

demonstrate enplrlcally a cause-effect relationship between specifÍ-c

teacher behaviours and student learnlng because of the complex nature

of the teachlng process, a substantial amount of evidence provlded by

the correlational approach has identlfied and confirned the importance

of the relatlonship between Èeacher behaviours and student learning.

When examlnlng ¡he effectiveness of speclflc teacher behaviours'

however, fer.¡ of them are appropriate in all educational settings

(Brophy, 1979a), lndeed, some mixed and contradictory results have

been found. More detail r¿ill be dfscussed later 1n thls revlew.

Brophy and Evert,son ( L977) explalned the fnconslstencies as due, in

part, to the dffference ln student grade and ab1l|ty level which

requlre different teachl-ng straÈegf-es for the best result. They also

noted the lnfLuence of t,he studentrs socloeconomlc background'

Indeed, teacher effects have been found to be greater and more

lnfluential for the disadvantaged (Veldrnan and Brophy, 197 4), those

with low apti¡ude and low academic concepts (Anderson and Scott'

1978), younger chl-ldren (Harter, L97 5; l"lcCoy and Zlgler, 1965 and

ZLgLer and Bella, Lg72) and elementary grades than high school students

(Ryans, l96l). Moreover, Anderson and Scott (1978) have reported that
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not only dlfferent teachers use dÍfferent behavlours for different

amounts of tine, but also for the same group of students, there were

differences across the teachers even when the same teaching strategy

I^7aS USed.

The search for sEudles which examine indivldual behaviour in

order to generalize across different settings 1s disappointing. But'

when daEa are gathered aË a hlgher level of generalfty, several patterns

are conslstently related Ëo Learníng gains (Brophy, 1979a)" The

important key {s that these results have to be adjusted sensibly to

apply them to different educational settings" Furtherrnore, it was

found that teachers tend to have stable teaching styles (Ayers 
' L982

and Spauldlng, l9S2), but specl-al training prograts can nodify teacher

behavlours to a certain extent (Stalllngs, I979). Thus, investigation

of the effects of speclfic teacher behaviours on chlldrenr s learnlng

behavlours becomes even more lmportant.

Et,hnosraphic Aporoach to the Research on Teachlng

Ethnographic research is a tern that encompasses qualitaÈ|ve

research, case sËudy research, fiel-d research, anthropological research

and ethnography (Smlth, L979). Its distlnctlve characterties includes

the use of partlcipant or non-particlpant observatfon, use of

partlclpant constructs !o structure the research, focus on the natural

environment, the behaviours take place, and the avoÍdance of the

nanipulaÈlon of the varlables studied (LeConpte and Goertz, 1982).

Ethnographic studles of classroom settlngs have been appearing in

the ll-terature since Ehe rnld-I970r s (Bolster, Jr. ' 1983) ' Now' more

and more researchers are acknowledglng the value of using thÍs research
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model to study teachÍ.ng and to evaluate the effectlveness of teachers

(Bolster, Jr., 1983; Powell, 1982 and Scott, 1977). The reasons are:

(a) thls kind of approach can obtafn systematic and detailed observaLions

of both the natural settlng and the behavlour of the teachers and

children ln it as they go about their daily classroom routines, (b) it

mj.nlmlzes fnterference with the classroom lÍfe, (c) 1t ls nore likely

to generate information that 1s ínterest,ing and helpful in teacher

development as the basíc conceptualizatlon of thls approach is consistent

rvith the Leachersr perspectlve on teachtng (Bo1ster, Jr., i983).

In summary, eËhonographic research 1s a nethod that has great

poËential for ylelding valuable ínformetion about teaching and was

therefore chosen for the present study.

Relatlonshlp Between Teacher BehavLours and Student Behavfours

Partlci tlon and lnvolvement by the teacher. Molnar and l^Ieisz

(1981) exanlned the influence of teacher presence on preschoolersl

mastery behavlour and found that just the presence of the teacher had

a por,Ierful lmpact on task completlon of chlldren on task. Ilowevert

Johnson and Scrlvenrs study (1979) further specified that ft was only

the presence of a responslble and interactive adult that affected the

chlldrenrs engagement in play. The presence of a rpasslver teacher,

one who did not lnlEiate any lnteraction with the children nor with

the play material, lras found to be lneffectlve ln encouraging children

to be actively lnvolved with the play naterials'

In the conclusion of Phyfe-Perklnfs (1981) review of the effects

of teacher behavlour on preschool chl-ldren, she also pointed out the

importance of adult particlpation wiËh the chlldren in order to stimulate
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and ggide chÍldrenr s autonomous learning. Slnilarly ' a sÈudy by

Anderson, Nagle, Roberts and Smlth (1981) revealed that young

preschoolers exhiblted more exploratory behaviours and atÈached more

to eareglvers who lrere more responsive and hlghl-y involved with the

preschoolers" Furt,hermore, teacherst indivÍdual instruction and

involvement with studenes were found to enhance elementary chlldrents

task persi.stence (Stallings, 1975) and achievement in reading (Martin'

Veldrnan and Anderson, 1980) as well as the lnfantsr and preschoolersl

overall activlty span (Tyler, Foy and llutt, 1979)' It appears that it

1s not just the physical presence' but rather 1C ts the quallty of the

teacher lnvolvement with the chfldren that v¡ill exert a positive

effect.

Teacher-stude nt relationship' As well as the presence of lhe

teacher and Èheir lnvolvement ln childrenrs play, the nature of the

relatlonshlp between the student and the Eeacher has been found to

infl-uence how effectlve the teacher will be ln reinforcing elementary-

age student behaviour (McCoy and ZtgLer' 1965)

Ryans (1961) has reported a direct relationship between productive

elementary-age student behavLour such as partlcipaEion, confÍdence,

taklng inltiative, etc. and teachers who are frlendly, understanding'

responsible and enthuslastLc. Sinllarly, Flanders (1965) found that

teachers who were warm had students w"ith lncreased levels of Èask

lnvolvement, creatlvlty, lnltiatlon and good emotional adjustment'

Anot,her study by Goldberg and Mayerberg (1975) reported experimental

findlngs that irrespective of race (black vs. whÍte students) or

grade (second vs. slxth grade), students performed better on both
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cognltive and non-cognitl-ve tasks under a posltive Eeacher affecÈ

condltlon. It seems evident, then, that teachers who are I'tarmt

frlendly, enthuslastic and understanding, and who can establish a

good interpersonal relationshfp with the students are úore likely to

have a posltive inpact on sËudent Learnlng and behaviour 1n the

classroom.

Praíse and renarding staËements. l,Ihat does it nean to be a

warm and understanding teacher? It seems to narrort down to the way

the teacher lnteracts and taLks to the students" A large number of

studies have reported the positlve fnfLuence of teacher praÍse and

rewarding feedback on student task lnvolvement and persistence

(Anderson, Nanooglan' and Reznick , L976; Fagot, 1973; Swan and

PiËtman, L977; Taffel, Orleary and Armel, L97 4) and especLally for

children from lower socioeconomlc background (Brophy and Evertson,

Ig77). Hart,er (1975), however, found that the influence of adult

praise and approval in motlvatlng perfornânce on tasks declined with

age. Stal-J-tngs (1975) also found that too much praise frorn the

teacher resulted in students beLng less lndependent. Brophy and

Evertson (Ig77) found only a weak relatlonship between praíse and

achlevement for low socÍoeconlmc sEatus elementary-age students and

a sl-lghtly negatlve relåtlonshtp between pralse and achievement for

high socioeconomlc students. When they examined the nature of praise

in more detail, they found that speclflc pralse Ehat indicated erhat

speclflcal-ly about the student work was praise-Ì{orthy, correlated

posltively $rith student-learnlng gains as opposed to sinple pralse

t,haÈ l-nvolved onLy a general posltive remârk'
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Although Uhe effectlveness of praise seems Èo vary for students

of different age groups and from different socioeconomlc backgrounds,

Brophy (1972) and Anderson, Evertson and Brophy (I979) suggested

that, ln general, praíse should be used in moderaüion and should be

used as speciflcally and lndivldually as possible. The teacher

should also praise thinking and effort more than just getting the

right response from the student.

crftlclsn. The other extreme of praise and reward will be

criticism. Teachers who tend Lo criticlze frequently seem to be

less effective 1n encouraglng chÍldren to stay and work on tasks

(Fagot, lg73; Ilamilton and Gordon, 1978). Also, a signlficant

negatlve correlation beÈween teacher crltíclsm and student achievement

1n readfng was found by Martin, Veldman and Anderson (19B0). Stalllngs

(1975) and Brophy and Evertson (1977), however' reported that crltlcÍsrn

after the student had answered Íncorrectly was poslttvely correlated

wlth student achievement. The flndlngs about Ehe effect of teacher

criLicism still seem to be inconslstent and ln need of more carefully

deslgned investigatlon, but under no circumstances has extreme

crlticlsn been shown to enhance student learnlng. Anderson, Evertson

and Brophy (1g79) recomnended that when teachers do critlclze, the

crfLlclsm should be as speclflc as possible and should include

speclficatl-ons of deslrable or correct alternatlves.

Question. In most educatfonal settlngs, teacher critlcism does

not occur very often, but 1È seems that teachers ask nany questlons

durlng an average school day (Gall , L972; I,Iood, Il. & wood, D.,

l9S3). Fortunately, the frequenÈ use of question has been found to

be related to studenÈ achlevement (Stallfngs, 1975)'
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I{inne (1979) classlffed questlons ínto two types, the higher

cognltive and the lower cognitlve questions. Iligher cognitlve

questions requlre students to manlpulate lnformatfon to create and

support a response; lower cognltive questl-ons call for verbatim

recall or reco¡nitlon of factual infornaËion. Regarding which type

of questlon can beËter enhance student learnlng, I{inne (1979> reported

no difference but Redfield and Rousseau (1981) found that student

achievement ls posltlvely related to the use of rnore higher eognÍtive

t,han lov¡er cognitfve question during instructlons. And yet, Silvernail

(1979) revlewed several studies and concluded that the most effectlve

teacher questloning behaviour lncludes ühe mixed use of both higher

and lower cognltive quesLlons.

In summnry, the frequent use of questions by teachers does

correlate positlvely wtth student learning, but no conclusive results

have been reached about the most effective type of question" Perhaps

the type of questlon that is most effectlve ûyry vary according to

the charact,erlstl-cs of Èhe students, their age and abllity level.

Dl-rectl and controlllns requests. There are lnconsistenË

flndlngs regarding the effect of teachersf use of controlling

statements. Rosenshlne (1976) reported a sÈudy which shor'¡ed no

signlficant. relatlonshlp between control stâtements and student

achievement,. llowever, Fagot (1973) and Hanilton and Gordon (1978)

both reported that when teachers were hlghly controlllng and

dfrecting, children exhiblted less on-t,ask behavlour in class.

Stallings (1975) also found that elementary chlldren whose teachers

gave excessive dlrecting requests were less independent.
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Suggestion. InsÈead of uslng controllfng statements' sometimes

teachers nay still elicit the same response from the student when he

or she suggests the alternative and leaves the decislon to the

student. Study of reading instruction at the eLementary grades

(Martln, Veldnan and Anderson, 1980) revealed a posltlve assoclation

betr+een student grorùth and achievemenÈ in readlng skÍlls and teacher

use of gUldes and problng questions to improve student response.

Sinilarly, Hamilton and Gordon (1978) reported a positive relationshÍp

between teacher use of suggestlon and kindergarten childrenrs in-

class on-task score as well as experlmental task persistence behaviour.

Further, Krantz and Scarth (1978) conducted an experlmental scudy on

preschoolers Ínvestigating the effects of different types of teacher

assistance behaviours (proximlty, verbal relnforcementr prompËing'

reinforcement wlth pronptlng) and nonlntervention on children's task

perslstence. Except for the older females (46'54 months), the use

of pronptlng or suggestlon elther ln isolation or in combination
\

wlth verbal relnforcement by the teachers was found to have a

slgnlflcant positive effect on the chlldrents task persistence. The

researchers explained the non-signlflcant effect of the teacher

prornptlng behavlour ln the older females as due to the hlgh spontaneous

task persLstence of these older preschoolers under the no Lntervention

condltlon.

More studies that examine the influence of the use of suggestion

on different age groups of students are needed before any definite

statement about the effect of suggestion can be mnde.
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Interference. Sonetirnes, teachers may inÈerfere with student

learnlng wLthout belng conscious of it. The so called "interfering

behavlour" nay be motivated by the teacherrs desire to help the

student. Teachersr sensitlvlty and diseernment can help to avoid

unnecessry interruption.

Very few research studfes have systematically explored the

relationship of teacher lnterference and student behaviour. There

rras an experimental study conducted by Farnhan-Diggory and Ramsey

(1977) which lnvestlgated the effects of interruption, soclal-

reinforcement and defectlve toys on disadvantaged childrenfs play

persistence. They found that the chlldrents play persistence was

most negaÈlveLy affected by interruptlon. Constant interference

upon the play actlvitles of these children set up emotional tensions

and sLgnLflcantly decreased their play perslstence. Thus, lt seems

that teacher l-nterruptfon can be adversely related Eo students task

lnvoLvement and subsequently, thelr learnlng.

@g_. In summary, the research suggests that ef f ectfve

teachers are those who can establ-1sh a good l-nterpersonal relationship

wlth the chlldren and are willing to partlcl-pate and get lnvolved Ín

their tasks. They pralse moderately, speclflcally and prai.se not

just rlght responses, but also efforts and thinking. Effectlve

teachers can glve criticlsm when necessary, but also speclfy why and

provide the desirable alternatlves. They ask questions frequently'

uslng probing questlons and suggestlons to guide chlldren to arrlve

at, t,he solution, but always avold glvlng excessLve directlng

questions. Last but not least, their sensitivlty and discernment
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enable then to avoid unnecessary interference wÍth chlldrent s

act,fvl ty.

Task Involvement and Student Learning

A group of researchers (Anderson, I975; McKlnney¡ €L â1., L975;

Cobb, 1972; Lahaderine, 1968) had the sarne belief that overt classroom

behavLour was an important determlnant of learnlng and academic

progress. They conducted simllar studies and systematl-cally observed

student behaviours in order to search for those behavfours that were

lndlcators of learnlng" InEerestlnglY, they all found Lhat student

fnvolvement in task was one neasure that was highly eorrelated to

measures of student achLevement and task perforlll€tûcêo The correlaLfon

was found to be partfcularly hlgh for the younger age group. Moreover,

McKÍnney, et 41. (1975) flndíngs also l-ndlcâted that the classroom

behaviour of a chlld not only revealed the chlldts present progress'

but al-so predicted his progress later ln Che school year. Indeed, a

long-term observatlonal study (Gauer and Richards, 1980) on forty-

flve second-graderrs revealed that the chlldrenrs task orientation

was a slgnlflcant predictor of their achlevemenÈ test performance

f ive years l-ater.

These findings are logical because the longer one is able to be

involved and attend a task, the more efflclent should be the information

processlng. This wfll, in turn, Lncrease the probability of learnfng

and problem-solving.

Furt,her, Kouninrs (1970) study suggested that one of the keys

to successful classroom ¡nanagement ls keeping students actively

lnvolved in productive actlvitles. Brophy and Evertson ( 197 4)



23

replicated Kounints flndíngs and extended them by showlng that such

teachers also tended Eo produce greater learning gains in their

s tudents.

In conclusion, the task lnvolvement is a behaviour that aPpears

Eo be positively and highly related Ëo student learning, and therefore,

a behaviour Ëhat merits investigation.
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CHAPTER III

Statement of Problen

The research findings have shown that involvement 1n task l-s

highly correlated wíth sEudent J-earning. Thus, teacher behaviours

nay be considered as supportive of chtldrenr s learning if they

rel-ate hlghly with an increase of chlldrenrs on-task behavlours'

The present study alms to ldentify the presencer âbsence, and

the degree of the relatlonship between speciffc teacher behavlours

and preschoolerts task behavlours, to examine ff teachers vary

in thelr frequency of use of different behaviours !n dÍfferent

activity settings and Èo lnvestlgate if the actlvlty setting ls a

slgnlflcant factor 1n lnfluencing the teacher-child behaviour pattern.

HYPotheses

Ilypothesis I

Frequencfes of chÍldrent s consequent task behavlours are related

to speclflc teacher behavlours.

Hypothesis 2

Frequencles of use of specl-flc teacher behavlours are related to

individual teachers.

llypothesls 3

Frequencies of childrenr s task behavfours consequent to speciflc

teacher behavlours are not dependent upon Lndlvldual teachers '

Hypothesis 4

Frequencies of specific teacher behavlours are related to the

activities ln which they occurred.
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Itypothesis 5

Frequencies of childrenr s task behavlours consequent to speclfic

Èeacher behaviours are related to the actlviÈies in whieh they

occurred.

Dependent Varlables

The dependent variables were the pattern of childrs task

behavlour antecedent and consequent to the teacher behaviours.

There are a total of four patterns: (1) chfld continues to be on-

task after the teacher behavlour (on-task -- on-task), (2) chlld

goes off-task after the teacher behavlour (on-task -- off-task),

(3) chtld changes fron off-task to on-task following the teacher

behavlours (off-task -- on-task), and (4) child continues off-task

following t,he teacher behaviours (off-Cask -- off-task). Operational

definitlons for chlLdrent s on-task and off-task behavl"ours are

listed in Appendix A.

Independent Varlables

The lndependent varlables \rere teacher behaviours, activities

and lndfvidual teachers.

The teacher behavLours that were being tested in all of the

hypotheses were attendlng, crltfclsing, dfrectlng, interferlng,

respondfng, rewarding, suggestÍng and teachfng behavlours. Thelr

operational definitions are llsted 1n Appendlx A. The actlvlties

that were treated as lndependent varlables and were tested 1n

Ilypotheses I and 3 were creative play, dramatic play, cognltive

activlty, exploraEory play, gross-rnotor play, self-he1p activlty'

and non-activity. Thelr operatÍonal deflnitfons are listed in

Appendix A.
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The Eeachers $rere the five teachers who partlcipated |n this

study, teachers A, B, C, D, and E.
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CHAPTER IV

Me thodologY

The presenÈ study was an aEternpt Èo integrate both a quantítative

and an eEhnographic approach to investigaÈe the relaËionship between

t,eacher behaviours and children's task behaviours. It was a non-

particlpant. observation study with no experimental manipulations of

either Ehe environnent or the variables investigated. An observaEional

instrument \^ras used to quantitativly document. the naturally occurring

behaviours (frequency measures) in the natural preschool seEting.

Sub-j ects

The teacher. The total population consisted of five fourth-

year unlversity studenis majoringin early childhood educatÍon and

reglstered for practíce teaching in the Universlty of Manitoba'

Faculty of Educatlon nursery school. There were three female teachers

ln the mornlng group, and one male, one female teacher ln the afternoon

nursery class. All the teachers were in thefr twenties and have

experfence Ín teaching young children. In additlon to teachlng in

t,he nursery school, the Èeachers net, with the supervlsor of the

nureery school weekly for a three-hour curriculum class, and with a

graduate student to plan programs and activlÈies for the children.

An attempt vras made t.o obtain the Eotal populatfon sample. A

letter explaining the general purpose and nature of the sEudy was

dlstrlbuted to the teachers through their supervi-sor (see Appendix

B). A consent form (see Appendfx B) was also enclosed Ln the letter.

Besldes, there ldas an arranged meeting wlth the teachers to clarify

any doubts t,he teachers had about the study. Tine was glven to the
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Eeachers Eo consider participating both before and after the neeting'

It turned ouE tha¡ all of them consent.ed Co particiPaEe in Che

s tudy "

The children. when Lhe parents enrolled the children in the

nursery school, the supervlsor had already obtained a general consent

fron the parents to conduct observation in Lhe nursery school. The

sample of children consisted of 57 children, 28 in Ehe morning and

29 Ln Ehe afternoon group. The total populalion !,¡as Íncluded with

the exception of five children who were diagnosed as developmentally

delayed or having learning problems. There were ot.her student

Eeachers who were specifically assigned to work wÍth these children

on a one-to-one basis"

The final sample comprised of 25 children (12 boys and 13 girls)

in the morning group anð.27 chlldren (tl boys and 16 gfrls) ín Ehe

afternoon class. These children attended the nursery school on

dlfferenc days. For example, some c¿rme to the nursery every Tuesday

and Thursday and some ca¡ne on Monday and Friday' With this arrangement'

the slze of the group was kept down Eo an average of flfteen children

per day for both the morning and afternoon nursery class. The

chlldrenrs ages ranged from tv¡o-and .a-half Èo flve years old.

They were all frorn che mlddle socioeconoGtc class'

The Settfns

The study r.Ias conducted in the Faculty of Education nursery

school which operated fron 9:00 a.m. to Il:30 a.m. (nornlng class)

and l:00 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. (afternoon class), Tuesday to Friday.

The nursery school was dlvided fnto different learnlng centres
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and had a wlde selectlon of toys available for children to freely

select and play. The learning centers lüere a home centre and a

grocery store with dress-up clothes and objects that resembled those

of the adult srorld; an arts and crafts center with paints, easel,

paste, colored paper, collage materiaLs, êtc.; a readfng center with

a \ride selection of story books; a buildíng center where blocks of

dlfferent sizes and shapes are available; a grossltrotor play area

wlth clinblng equipxnent, rope ladders, rockfng boat, etc. and a

quiet play or flne-motor center for all klnds of manípulative toys'

puzzles, maEching and sortfng games of all klnds. There were also a

tub for water play, a sand box, a \{ood-worklng bench and a record

player.

The baslc phflosophy of this nursery school Î.¡as Eo provide an

enrlched and interesting environment for the children to freely

explore and Learn by particfpatfng in the actlvitles. The teacherrs

role was to facilltate, support and enhance the maxl-mum involvement

of the chlldren wfth the activlties and wlth each other. Besldes

the basfc equipment and t,oys, the teachers could set up unLque

activitles or group projects for the chlldren who \¡/ere free to

partfclpate or not to participâte. There Iüas no formal or compulsory

teachlng sesslon.

The daily schedule for both the morning and afternon nursery

classes was apProxinately: free play for the first hour, then snack

tLme, then flfteen to twenty-ninutes of free play, then clean-uPr

and then group slnging or games and then tltenty to thirty mfnutes of

outdoor play. Ilowever, if the weather lras bad, the chlldren stayed

inside to do some quiet actlvities (such as reading storles' arts
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and crafts, or solving puzzles) for the last half hour.

Ins trument

The lnstrumenÈs used was modified originally from the observatíonal

coding sysEem that Dr. Donald A. Gordon and Jane v. Hamilton and

Gordon (1978) examlned the relationshlp beEween children-child

interaction and kindergarten-age children's task behaviour. The

inter-observer agreement they obtained for Ehe instrument ranged from

B0z to l0oT" They consldered it a reliable ínstrument.

However, after three weeks of preEesting usíng the vídeo-tape

equipment 1n che Faculty of Human Ecology nursery school and

t\.ro more weeks of testlng in the Faculty of Education nursery (ehe

setting r¿here this study $¡as actually carried out), the instrument

was further modified in order: (l) to rnake the lisE of Eeacher

behavlours more exhaustfve so as to account for more behavlours that

could occur in Èhe nursery school; (2) to elaborate the categories

by subcaËegorizlng some of the teacher behaviours as specific or

general; (3) to gatn more insight lnEo the children's task behaviour

by noting the child's task behavlours both before and after the

teacher behaviours; and (4) to speed up the coding process by uslng

syrnbols t,o record Èhe behavlours.

T.he finalized instrumenL that was used ln Ehis study is shown in

Appendlx D. IÈ is a recordfng sheet that is divided inEo differenE

columns for Ehe acgivigy, chfld code' teacher behavlours, and childts

antecedent and consequent task behavlours. Each row represents one

episode of teacher-chlld ínÈeraetlon. Syrnbols are used to record
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the observatlon in the approprlate box. There is also space avallable

ln the comment column for wriEing the childts response and other

corBlnents.

There are a total of fourteen cat.egorles of Èeacher behaviours,

three categories of chlldrents Eask behaviours and seven categories

of actlviEles. The tunable lo deter¡niner category 1s included to

avoid any guesslng, which should undermine the valldity of the data.

All Ehe behaviour and activlties categoríes are low fnference because

Èhey are diserete and observable uniEs of act,ivlty" Thelr operaÈfonal

definttfons are llsted in Appendix A.

This observational coding instruments was pretested and good

interobserver agreemenÈ (87.127") was establlshed before it was used

to collect Ehe data. The formula for calculatlng percentage of

agreemenE Ls as follows:
Number of agreements -- | ^^'/Pereent,age = '\ ¡ vu/c e

Further, to check that reliabllity was befng malntalned,

co-observatlon was done again near half-way and near the end of daÈa

collectfon. The percentage of agreement obtained was B5.86Z and

89 . 52'/., respectlvelY.

Procedure

Direct observaElon eras ernployed to document the naturally

occurrlng behaviours fn t,he unlverslty of l4anitoba, Faculty of

Education nurserY school-.

Before the ac¡ual data collectfon, the observer had done some

observatlon Ln the nursery school for two weeks' no¡ only to get
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fanlliar with the setting and the pace of the nursery school, but

also to fanilÍarÍze the teachers and children wiÈh the presence of

the observer. It was belleved that when the observer had been there

long enough, Èhe teachers and children would pay little attention Eo

the observer.

The observer collected all the data over a period of eight

weeks. Four hundred and eighty mÍnutes of observation was obtained

for each of the five teachers.

Observatlons lrere carrled out only durlng the free-play perlod

when children were free to participaËe in any activities in which

they were interested and free to lnteract wlth the teachers.

The observer had a cllpboard, stop hratch and coding sheets.

She sat, in the best position to see and hear the target teacher and

his or her lnteraction with the chfldren. She maintalned a neutral

presence and tried to remaÍn as unobtrusive as possible throughout

the observaElon in order Eo nininlze observer effects" Actua1ly, the

children and teachers were used Èo beÍng observed because the teachers

Èhemselves had to observe the children and write reports, and the

supervlsor of the nursery school observed the teachers so as to give

then feedback, thus the presence of the observer to collect data

would likely have nlnÍnal effect on the subjects and probably not

alter their behaviours very much. Indeed, the teachers and chlldren

seemed to be aL ease throughout the entire data collectlon period.

One recordÍng sheet vlas used for only one Eeacher at a time.

The observer followed the target teacherrwhenever ttle teactEr responded

to or lnitiated contact wlth a child, the childrs task behavíour at
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the tfune of the Eeacher behavlour (antecedent task behavlour), the

Leacher behavl-our, and the chlldrs task behaviour after the teacher

behaviour had occurred (consequent task behaviour) were recorded.

Also, the childrs code number, ehildts response and Ehe acElvfty

Ehat the chfld v¡as engaged Ín were also noÈed. As soon as the

teacher lnltiated another contact, the teacher and child behaviours

were recorded in the next, row and so on. The observer contlnued to

observe and record Ehe Eeacher behavlours and his or her interactlon

wlth the chfldren for flve mlnutes, t.ook a few mJnutes break to

wriEe down extra commenls, Ehen observed that teacher agafn for

another five ninutes before she proceeded to observe Ehe second

Eeacher uslng a nev/ coding sheet. The observer tried to obtaln

twenty mlnutes of observatíon per Eeacher per day" Also, the order

of Ëhe observaÈion of teachers'.wa.s counterbalanced in order to

avold any effects of the tlne of day observed.

Analysls of Data

After 4B0 nlnutes of observatlon were collected for each teacher,

all the data were coded and stored lnto a computer. There I¡Iere a

total of 12r150 uniEs of observatlon. Sfnce the study ls interested

1n dyadic interaction between the teachers and normal children, data

that contaLn Lnformation about teachersr lnÈeracÈlon wlth delayed

chLldren and more Ëhan one chlld at a tlme are excLuded form the

s EaË,f stical analysls.

The data obtalned are frequency counÈs' a categorlcal type of

data. Moreover, because of the nature of the study, naturalfstlc

reeearch wiEh no exprlmental controJ-, the daËa are nelther normally

df.strlbuted nor thelr variances withln groups homogeneous. As a
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result, non-parametrlc statlstical procedures, the chl-square test,

\¡¡as employed. Furthermore, t,he frequency counts ulere later changed

into percentages, and estimatfons of 95 percent confidence interval

rrere perfolmêd.

Ehrenberg (1975, I977) recornmended a nethod for organlzing

tabl-es, to improve theÍr dfsplay so that the nain patterns and

exceptfons in t,he data are more obvlous. The first step fs to round

the readings to two or three significant diglts" Not only w111 thls

process nake the data more visually clear, it also allor.¡s the reader

to perforn mental arithmetlc more easlly. Secondly, averages are

calculated to reveal whfch partlcular readings are slmilar to or

very dtfferent from the average readlng. Thirdly, the rows and

columns are arranged ln order of thelr average slze to give a clearer

structure to the table. Usually, the rows with larger averages lie

above rows wLth snaller averages to nake mental subtraction easier.

As for the columns, thefr averages can lncrease from left to right'

or right Co left. Ehrenbergr s met,hod appears Èo be very helpful 1n

lnproving the presentaËion of data, so it was used to rearrange some

of the tables of this study while the preclse daÈa were put ln the

Appendix E.
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CHAPTER V

Results

The results are presenÈed ln three maln sections. The first

section presenËs the findÍngs of the testing of llypothesls I which

examines whether the chfldrenr s consequent task behaviours were

related to the specific teacher behavlours. sectlon II flrst

dlscusses the frequencies of use of the different behavlours by the

dffferent teachers (Hypothesis 2), then about, whether there were

dlfferences among the t,eachers ln the childrenrs task behaviours;

and last,ly, the resuLts of the testÍng of the }lypothesis 3. The

third sectlon glves lnforrnaÈíon regarding: the relatíonshlp between

childrenrs task behavlours and activities, the frequencfes of dyadic

teacher-ch1ld lnteraction that occurred 1n different actlvíties, the

frequencJ.es of use of dífferent teacher behavlours fn dífferent

activttles (Hypothesis 4), and lastly, the findlngs of the testing

of Hypothesis 5.

All the hypotheses are stated ln the null form for chi-square

test,lng. The .0001 level of slgníficance was chosen when the number

of observatlons lùas very large.

Section I

Hypothesls l: Frequencles of Chlldren I s Consequent Task Behaviours

ere not Related !o Speclflc Teacher Behavlours

This hypothesls has pulled all the data for the teachers and

activiËles togeÈher, and examlnes only the relatlonshlp between

childrenrs task behaviours and teacher behaviours.
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Before Lestlng llypothesis l, all the data when the chlldrenfs

antecedent task behaviour \.Iere on-task were treated as one ErouPr

and all those data when the childrenr s antecedent task behavl-our

were off-task were treated as another group. The reason is to test

when the chLldren were already on-task, r'¡as there any sÍgníficant

dlfference among the teacher behavíours in their relationshÍp to

children continulng on-task and in their changing to off-task

behaviour? Sinilarly, when the children were off-task, vras there a

slgnlficant dlfference among Ehe teacher behavlours in their

reLationshÍp to chl-ldren changfng to on-task and ín ÈheÍr continuing

to stay off-task? As a result, Hypothesls I is splft fnto two sub-

hypotheses:

Ilypothesis la: Freq uencies of childrenf s consequenË task

behavlours are not related to specific teacher behaviours when the

chil-drenr s anteceden t task behavlours are on-task. The IIypoËhesls

1a Ís rejected because the chi-square test result showed that there

gas a signlficant difference among the different teacher behaviours

in their relationshlp Ëo children continuing on-task and in their

changing to off-task behaviours (see Table 1),X'(g, t = 6830) =

2432.2, p I .0001.

After reorganlzing the table for the Percentages using the

method recommended by Ehrenberg (1975, L977), Table 2 illustraÈes

that suggestÍng, attendlng, rewarding, questloning, teachlng and

respondlng behavlours were more frequently followed by children

contlnulng on-task (over 95'/"), r,rhereas, dlrectlng was less ef fective.

The effect of crlticlsm was lntermediate. Interference r¡Ias more



Table I

Frequencles and Percentage s of Chtldrenr s Task Behaviour"" Follo*ing the Teacher Behavioursb

Chlldrenr s Teacher behaviours

task behavlours Attend Crlticize DirecÈ InÈerfere Questlon Respond Reward SuggesÈ Teach Mean

0n-Èask--on-task

Frequency

Column Z

On-task--off-task

Frequency

Column Z

I 413

(e7 "7e)

33

(67 .3 s)

303

(e1. s4)

82

(27 "99)

i303

(e7.60)

32

(2. 40)

768

(es.64)
7 58 734 l02l 7 L3

(e7.68) (e7.87) (e7.42) (e3.92)

32

(2.21)
l6

(32"6s)
28

(8. 46)

2tl
( 72.01)

35

( 4.36)

18

(2 "32)

t6
(2. t3)

27

(2. 58)

46

(6.0s)

Total Frequency 1445 49 331 293 133 5 803 776 7 50 i048

Note. "Childr.nrs antecedent taskbehaviour =on-task" o-^-tt, N =6s30) =2432.2, P <.0001.

t,\¡
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frequently followed by children golng off-task than conLinuing on-

task.

In order to nake a statement about the lnfluence of the specific

teacher behaviours, and to take into accounÈ the large dlfferences

ln the frequency of occurrence of some of the teacher behavlours

(see last row of Table 1), 95 percenL confldence int,ervals were

calculated for each of the percentages (see Table E-l). The equation

for calculatlng the 95 percent confidence intervals ls:

x( 1002 - 
^

)
+ r .96 (t)

where ¡ = p€rcênt,age of tlmes when chlldren continued to stay on-
p

task; 1002 - Â = p€rcênt,age of tines when children changed from on-'p
task to off-task; n = total frequency for that particular teacher

behaviour. When the chiLdrenr I antecedent task behaviours were on-

task, nl was used for tt and when the childrenrs antecedent task

behaviours \.¡ere off-task, n2 sras used for n.

The confldence Lntervals for behavlours that were followed by

children continulng on-task (l'lgure 1) and the confidence lntervals

for behavlours that fol-lowed by chlldren changlng to off-task are

mirror lmages of each other because their percentages toÈalled uP to

LOOZ. Flndings wtll be presented Ln relatlon to childrents

continuing on-task behavlour.

In Flgure l, Èhe teachersr behaviours are listed ln descending

order in thel-r relatlonshlp to the chlldrenr s contl-nuing on-task

behaviours. The frequencles of each of Èhe teacher behaviours when

the childrenrs antecedent task behaviours $rere on-task (n., ts) are

np



Table 2

Rounded Percentases of Childrenrs Task Behaviours a Followlns tle Teacher Behaviours

Childrent s Teacher behavlours

task behaviours Interfere Criticize Direct Respond Teach Questíon Reward Attend Suggest

On-task--
on-task

On-task--
off-task

27

73

67 92

33

96 97

4

98

238

9B 98

2 2

100 r00

98

2

r00Total 100 100 100 100 r00 r00

NoËe. Table re-organized according to nethod recommended by Ehrenberg (1975, 1977)"

tchildr.rrts antecedenÈ task behaviour = on-task.

fr)
\o
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also lLsted at the rlght of the figures, because they account for

the range of the upper and lower confÍdence llnits for the behavlours,

that is, the smaller the nr, the wider the range.

The suggesting, attendíng, rewarding, questionLng and teaching

behavfours were simllar and were mosÈ frequently followed by children

contlnulng on-task behavfour. Thelr confLdence intervals overlap

and they all l1e above the 95th percentlle" The conffdence interval

for respondlng also overJ-aps the prevfous flve behavlours, but its

lower llnlt is slightly below the 95th percentile. As for directlng,

over B5Z of the tLme, the chlldren continued to stay on-task, and

directing overlaps only wlth respondlng. The range of the conffdence

interval for criticlsm ls very wlde because of lts low frequency

(n, = 49), but more than 50'/" of. the tlme, crfticÍsr was stllL related
I-

to chÍldren continuing on-t,ask behavlour. Interference ls the only

behavlour whose confidence lnterval lfes below the 50th percentile, Ln

other words, we are 95"/, eonfLdent that whenever 1t while used, only

23-33'/" of the tlne chlldren contlnued to stay on-task.

Hypothesis lb: Frequencles of childrenrs consequent task

behavlours are not relaËed to eclfic teacher behavlours when the

childrenrs antecedent task behavlours are off-task. The llypothesls

lb is also reJected. Table 3 lllustrates that there were sfgnificant

differences among the teacher behavlours which were followed by

chLldren continul-ng off-task behavLours and Ëhose whlch were followed

by rhern changLng to on-rask, 

^2(8, 
N = 2320) = 409.6, -p. < .0001.

An examinatlon of the rounded percentages of chlldrenrs task

behavlours afcer the teacher behavlours (see Table 4) reveals thaE a



Table 3

Frecuencies and Percentaees of Childrents Task Behaviour"" Fol-loting the Teacher Behavloursb

Childrent s Teacher behaviours

task behavlours Attend Crlticlze DirecÊ Interfere Question Respond Reward SuggesÈ Teach Mean

Non-Èask--on-task

Frequency

Column Z

Off-task--off-task

Frequency

Column Z

Note.

57

(12.6 4)

4

(8.33)
4t

(27. i s)

l7
(10.97)

75

(18.84)
52

(18.s7)
13 344 81

(ls.l2) (s6.77) (ss.86)
76

(2e.s)

394 44

(87.36) (er.67)
110

(7 2.85)

138

(8e.03 )

323

(81.16)

228

(81.43)
73 262 64

(84.88) (43.23) (44.r4)
182

(70. s)

"Childr"rrrs anÈecedent task behavlour = off-task. b(Ct, N = 2320) = t+O9.6, P < "0001.

5
N)



Table 4

Rounded Percentages of Chlldren's Task Behavlour"" Follo*1ng Èhe Teacher Behaviours

Childrenr s Teacher behavlours

task behaviours Criticlze Interfere Attend Reward Respond QuesÈ1on Direct Teach Suggest Mean

Off-task--
on-Ëask

Off-task--
off-task

568 ll l3 15 l9

89 87 85 81

i9 27

81 73 44

57 30

43 7092

Note. Table re-organized according to method recommended by Ehrenberg (1975, 1977).

"Chlldt.ors antecedent task behavLour = off-task.

r(¡)



Figure 2. Ninety-five percent confidence intervaìs
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najorlty of the teacher behavlours were not followed by children

changlng to on-task. The mean percentage of children goÍng on-tâsk

approxímately equals 302. The 95 percent confidence intervals were

also calculated for each of the percentages (see Table E-2) and are

plotted in Figure 2. The nrrs Ín the figure represents the totâl

frequencies of the behavlours when the childrenrs antecedent Ëask

behaviours were off-task. The teacher behaviours are again lisÈed

in descendlng order fn their effecËiveness to continuing childrenr s

on-task behaviours, buL the paEterns are very dlfferent from FigUre

1.

In comparing Ffgure 2 to Figure l, all the confidence intervals

are shifted to the lower percentlle area. It was only the suggesting

and teachLng behaviours that were followed by slíghtly higher

percentages of chlldren gofng on-task than staying off-task. The

atending, rewarding, questlonlng, and responding behaviours $7ere

frequently followed by chlldren continulng on-task behavfour (see

FÍgure 1), but when the children antecedent task behavlours lrere

off-task, these behaviours were follos¡ed by continuatlon of off-task

behavlours more tlnan 757" of the tirne (see Figure 3). The dírecting

behavlours were followed by a lower percentage of chLldren continuing

on-task than the attending, rewarding, questioning, and responding

behaviours (see Flgure 1), but when it came to chLldren changing

fron off-t,ask to on-task, dlrecting I¡¡as foLlowed by a higher

percentage of children golng on-task than the attending, rewarding,

questioning and responding behavlours (see Figure 3). Interference

vras still highly related to chfldrents off-task behavf.our (see
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figure 4), and crlEicism was related to havlng the least percentage

of chlldren changlng to on-task behaviour (see figure 3)"

Sectlon II

Hvpot,hesf s 2: Frecuencles of Use of Speciflc Teacher Behavlours

are not ReLated to IndivÍdual Teacher

dverall, the nost frequently used behaviours by the Èeachers

were attendfng and questioning behavfours. The teachers aLso used

suggestion, teaching, responding, and rewardlng behaviours fairly

often. InEerference and directlng behaviours r{ere less frequently

used and crlticism was seldom employed by the teachers (see Table 5).

The mean percenÈages of use of different behaviours by the five

teachers were calculated (see Table E-3) and are plotted in Figure 5.

There were, however, slgnfflcant differences 1n the frequencies

of use of dtfferent behavlours by the dÍfferent teachers (see Table

5). The chl-square value obtained Ls 240.9 (dÅ = 32, N. = 9386)'

slgnlflcant at g ( .0001 Level, so hypothesis 2 1s rejected"

Some teachers lnteracted more wlth the children than oLhers, as

1ll-ustrated by the far righË column of Table 5. In order to compare

the teachers and to determLne where the dtfferences were in thefr

use of the different behavLours, all the frequencies were changed to

percentages (see Table E-4). It ls then possfble to see the

percentage of tines that a teacher u6es a partlcular behaviour among

the total frequencies of lnteractive behavlours he or she exhibited

with the children. It seems more valid to cornpare the teacherst

percentage of use of different behaviours than thelr frequencies.
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Table 5

Freguency of Use of DifferenL Behaviours by Different Teachersa

Teacher behaviours

Teachers AÈtend Critlclze Direct Interfere Question Respond Reward SuggesÈ Teach Total

t¡. 4t2

307

413

338

460

26

l9

t7

33

t29

LL4

74

80

100

r51

72

91

338

311

422

256

446

205

213

197

208

281

193

140

168

82

306

320

248

273

260

282

290

176

275

192

285

2064

I 601

r 938

1540

2226

99Tc

To

Tu

5BIT"

Total

Mean

NoÈe.

I 930 r03 497 47r 1773 1i04 BB9 T3B3 12rB 9368

386 20"6 99 .4 9 4.2 3s4.6 220 "8 177 .8 276.6 243.6

"Rctr, N = 9368) = 24o.9, p ( .ooot.
s'
@
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In order to more easlly visualize the pattern of interactlon, the

percentages r¡rere rounded and reorganÍzed according Eo the method

recommended by Ehrenberg (1977) (see Table 6)" Teacher A exhibited

the hlghest, percentage of use of interferÍng behaviours and Ehe

lowest percentage of responding and questioning behaviours. Teacher

B, on the other hand, used the most directing behaviour and the

least t,eaching and attending. Teacher C had the highest percentage

of use of questionlng and teaching, but lowesÈ of direcEing. Teacher

D exhibited the hlghest percenEage of use of críEicism, responding,

suggesË1ng, and attending behaviours, buL lowest of rewardíng.

Lastly, Teacher E had the lowest percenËage of use of crit.fcism,

interference and suggestlons, but the highest percentage of use of

rewarding behaviour.

Relatlonshl-p Between Chlldrenr s Task Behavlours and Individual Teachers

When the chfldrenrs antecedenÈ task behaviours nere on-task,

over 902 of the tlme they continued Èo stay on-task followlng the

teacher behavfours for all of the five teachers (see Table 7).

However, the chi-square test result lndLcated a slgnfflcant dlfference

among the dlfferent teachers in the frequencies of children continulng

on-task and frequencles of chitdren changlng to off-task. *(+,

N = 7205) = 66.4, p < .0001. Teacher E was found t,o have the highest

percentage of chlldren who contlnued to stay on-task (96.78"/.),

whereas, Teacher B had the lowest percentage of children continuing

on-task behavlours (90 .L8'/.).

When the chlldrents antecedent t,ask behaviours were off-task

(see Table 8), a najorlty of the tlme chlldren still contlnued to



Table 6

Rounded Percent

Teachers

age of Use of Diff erent Behavlours by Different Teachers

Teacher Behavlours

rnterfere DirecË Reward Respond Teach suggesË Questlon Attend

IT
A

T
B

tu

ta

T
D

Crltlclze

I

I

2
H

0
L

67H 9

9

9

5L

t4H

10L

i3

l0

l4H

l3

16

t5

t4

t 7I{

t3L

x6 20

I9L

H

L

5

5

6

7
H

4L

5

T4

ItL

t 4iI

'i,2

ì3

l9

z2lr 2L

L
17 22

20 2l53

Note' Table re-organlzed according ro neÈhod recommended by Ehrenberg (rg75, tg77). H = the hlghest
Percentage of use of the behavlour among the teachers. L = the l-owest percentage of use of rhe behaviour
among the Èeachers.

(Jro



Table 7

Frequencfes and Percentage of Chlldrenrs Task Behavloursa by Teachersb

Chlldrenr s Teachers

task behavlours T
B

T
c

On-task -- on Èask

Frequency

' Column Z

1438

(e2.06)

124

(7 .e 4)

r 562

109 4

(90"19)

I r9

(e.8r)

l 213

t 445

(94.14)

90

(5.86)

1535

996

(91"2r)

96

(8"7e)

i092

17 45

(e6 
" 78)

58

(3 "22)

I 803

.000i,

Total

67 l8

487

7 205

E
TTnT

A

On-task -- off-task

Frequency

Column Z

ToÈal frequency

NoÈe.

aChlldrenos antecedent task behavlour = on-task" Xt4, N = 7205) = 66.4, p(

tJl



Table B

Children's Task Behavioursa by TeacneJ
Freo uencies and Pe

Chlldrenr s

task behavlours

Off-Èask -- on task

FrequencY

Colurnn Z

Off-task -- off-task

Frequency

Colunn Z

Total frequencY

Note.

rcentase of

T
A C

T
t̂)

t78L

(29.s2)

120

(26 "26)

337

(73"7 4)

4s7

i28

(23.36)

420

(76"64)

548

425

(70. 48)

603

Teachers

T T
E

i84

(36.1s)

325

(63"8s)

509

Total

694

193 6

2630

T
B

84

(16.37)

429

(83 .63 )

5r3

uchildr.r,ts anteeedent task behaviour = of f-task. XCO, I = 2630) = 57 '1, P ( '0001'

(Jr
tJ
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stay off-task (M = 73.6L',Á fot all the teachers). There was again a

sfgnlfieant difference among the teachers in the frequencies of

children staying off-task and in their changfng to on-task behaviours'

I
*(+, N = 2630) = 57.1, -p_ 

( .0001. Teacher E also had the highesË

percentage of children changLng to on-Eask behaviour (36.15'/.) and

Teacher Bts behaviours were followed by the lowest percentage of

chtldten changing to on-task behavlour (16.37%).

Itypothesis 3: Frequencies of Chl-ldrenf s Task Behaviours Consequent to

SpecÍfic Teacher Behavlours are Not Deoendent upon Indlvidual Teacher

There are three factors involved in this hypothesfs: Ehe

chlldrenrs task behaviour, the teacher behavlour and the teacher"

In order to examlne whether or not interaction among the three

factors occurred and Che patterns of that 1nËeraction, an lnterval

estlnatlon for each of the percentages of chlldrenr s task behaviours

by the teachers was calculated and pLoËted in graphs. The equation

for calculatfng the confidence lntervals fs also Equatfon l. However,

for cases when the total number of observations (n) were so small

Èhat they dfd not meet the crfteria of: nþ ) .5 when ! .( '5 or

n(1-ô) ) .5 when þ ), .5, the large sample approxÍnation rule no

longer applles. So, thelr confldence linits l¡ere looked up directly

from tables of exact confldence lirnlËs for the binonial dÍstrlbutlons

(Beyers, 1968). Ilypothesis 3 was also examined as tr^to hypotheses.

Hypothesls 3a : Freq uencles of childrenr s task behavlours

consequent to speclflc teacher behavLou rs are not dependen t uDon

lndtvldual teacher when the chfldrent s antecedent task behaviours

are on-task. The frequencíes and percentages of chlldrenr s task
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behaviours by teachers after the different teacher behaviours are

shown in Table 9. Teacher differences were found for some behavfours

but not for others when Ehe percentages for the different teachers

r{ere compared. So, 95 percent confidence intervals for the

percentages were calculated (see Table E-5) and are plotted in

Ftgure 4 to examine whether the percentages Iüere really dlfferent

from each other. The order of the teacher behaviours in the figures

are agaLn l-isted ln descending order 1n their relationship to

chl-ldren cont,inuing on-task behavlour. The overall pattern for the

teacher behavÍours ln Flgure 4 1s very similar to that in FigUre I 
'

but some teacher differences are found (see Flgure 4) '

Flgure 4 shows Èhat the teacher behaviours that were most

frequently followed by chlldren contlnuing on-task behaviour, namely

suggestfng, atÈendlng, rewarding, questlonLng, Èeaching, and directlng

behaviours were Ehose wfth llttle teacher variabllity. The confldence

intervals of the teachers for each of these behaviours all overlap

each other. It was only Teacher B whose responding behavlours were

less frequently fol-lowed by chtldren contlnulng on-task behaviour

than Teachers A and E.

The confldence lntervaLs are the wldest for teachers uslng

critlclsm. The extremely low occurence of criticism (e.g. n = 2 Íot

Teacher E) makes it hard to nake judguent about its relatlonshlp to

childrenrs task behaviour, but lt seems that the paËterns were not

very different for the teachers.

The confldence lntervals for the ffve t,eachers in uslng

lnterfering behavlours all overlap each other and they all lle in
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a
Fr uencles and Percenta e of Children's Task Behaviours Teachers

Dlffereb$ Teaeher Sehavlours

Teacher
Childrenf s Task Behavlours Tc T

D
TuT T

A B

On-task --- on-task
Frequency
Column %

On-task -- off-task
!"requencY
Column %

Attending Behaviour

285 216
.f8.62) (e6"00)

315
(e7.83)

229
(96.22>

268
(ee"le)

4
(1.38)

9
(4.00 )

7

(2. 17 )
9

(3.78 )

3
(0.81 )

Criticisn
On-task -- o n-task

FrequencY
Column %

On-task -- o ff-task
FrequencY
Colurnn %

B

(s7.00)
6B

(60.00) (r00.00)
92

(60"00) (100.00)

6
(40.00 )

0
(0)

6
(43.00)

4
(40.00 )

0
(0)

On-task -- on-task
FrequencY
Column %

On-task -- off-task
FrequencY
Column %

Dírecting Behaviour

85 62
(e6 

" se ) (82.67 )
53

04.64)
35

(83.33 )
68

$7.14)

3
(3.41)

i3
(17"33)

3
(s.36 )

7

(16.67 )
2

(2. 86 )

Interference
On-task -- on-task

Frequency
Column %

On-task -- 1of f-task
FrequencY
Column %

20
(20 "oo ¡

l3
(30.es)

l7
(26 "rs)

20
(3e "22)

L2
(34.28 )

BO

(80.00 )

29
(6e .0s )

¿+ö

(73.8s)
3l

(60.78 )

23
(6s .7'¿ )

Que s t ion
On-task -- on-task

Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colurnn %

244
(98.3e )

2r8
(e6 .04 )

327
(s7 .32)

r59
(e6.36 )

356
(e8. Be )

4
(r.61)

9
(3. e6 )

9
(2. 68 )

6
(3.64 )

/1

(r. t t )

NoEe. "Childr"nts antecedent task behaviours = on-task.
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Table 9 (contfd.)

Teacher
Childrenr s task behaviours T T T To Tn

A B c

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

on-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

Responding Behavlour

I s0 t42
(98.04) (88.20)

3
(1"e6)

132
(97.78)

146
(e6 "0s)

r98
(eB.o2)

l9
(11.80)

3
(2.22)

6
(3"es)

4
(I.eB)

Reward
On-task -- on-task

Frequency
Colunn Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

r62
(es"86)

7
(4.r 4)

115
(e7 "46)

266
(eB. s2)

142 73
(97.26) (100.00)

3
(2.1s)

4
(2"7 4)

0
(o.oo)

4
(1.48)

Suggestlon
On-task -- on-task

Frequency
Colunn Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

.le)
63
98

1

(
125
(93 .28)

164
(ee.3e)

t29
(98.47)

r53
(ee.3 s)

3
(i .81)

9
(6 .7 2)

I
(0.61)

2
(1.s3)

I
(o .6s)

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequeney
Colunn Z

Teachlng Behaviour

260 L 42
(e8.86) (e 4.04)

24r
(e7 .e7)

r46
(9 4.81 )

232
(e9. I s)

3
(1.14)

9
(s.e6)

5
(2.03 )

B

(5. I e)
2

(0. Bs)
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t.he lower percentlles. In other words, no roat,ter whlch teacher used

1nÈerfering behaviour, it was more frequently follorved by chlldren

going off-task than staying on-task.

Hypothesis 3b: Frequencies of chÍldrenfs task behaviours

consequent to speclflc teacher behavlours are not, dependent on

indivldual t,eacher when the childrenf s antecedent task behaviours

are off-task. The frequencies and percentage of chfldrenfs task

behaviours fol-lowing the behaviours of the different teachers are

shown 1n Table 10. Nfnety-ftve percent confldence fntervals for

each of Èhe percentages were calculated (see Table E-6) and plotted

in Flgure 5. The pattern of the teacher behavioursf relationship

to chlldrents changlng to on-task behavlour of Figure 5 is fairly

s1¡nllar to that in Flgure 2 but teacher differences are found.

Suggestlon and teaching were still the teacher behaviours that were

followed by comparativeJ-y more children changlng to on-task behaviour.

I{hen examlnlng the patterns of Flgure 5 1n more detail, the confldence

intervals of the different teachers for attending, rewarding, teaching,

responding, directfng, eritlclsm and lnterference all overlap each

other at some polnt, in other r¿ords, not many teacher differences

were found for these teacher behavLours. However, a lower percentage

of chlldren changed to on-task behaviours when Teachers B and D gave

suggestlons, qrhereas, a higher percentage of chlldren changed to on-

task r¡hen Teacher E asked questlons.
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Table l0
Frequencies and Percent.age of Childrenf s Task Behavioursa by Teachers
Following the DÍfferent Teacher Behavlours

Childrent s task behaviours
Teacher

TT T To Tn
A B C

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column %

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

Attending Behavlour

16 5
( 13.7e) (6.33)

100
(86.2 I )

74
(e3.67)

70
(86 " 42)

85
(8e .47 )

1l
(13"58)

l0
(10"53)

15
( 18.7 5)

65
(8i.25)

Critícism
Off-task -- on-task

Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

I
( 10)

9
(43)

0 0
(0) (0)

2T
(t 2. s0) (zo)

I
(loo)

9
(1oo)

L4
(87.s0)

4
(80)

Off-task -- on-t,ask
Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

DÍreetlng Behavlour

t0 5
(27.03) (13.89)

4
(23. s3)

14
(37.84)

B

(33.33)

27
(7 2.e7 )

3t
(86.1 1 )

13
(76"47)

23
(62. I 6)

L6
(66 .67 )

off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Colurnn Z

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

Interference

BO
(17.02) (o)

39
(82. 98)

25
(100)

4
(16"00)

2L
(84"00)

3
(7 . Be)

35
(92.11)

2
(r l. t l)

16
(88. Be)

Questlon
Off-task -- on-task

Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

12
(r 4.12)

8
(lo.s3)

15
(19.23)

13
(1s.48)

27
(36"00)

73
(8s.88)

6B
(8e .47 )

63
(80.77 )

7L
(8 4.52)

4B
(6 4.00)

NeCe.

tChlldr"ttfs task behavlours = on-task.
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Table 10 (conttd.)

TeacherChlldrents Ëask behaviours T¡. Tn T T T
c D E

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

Off-task *- off-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

Responding Behavlour

13 4
(27.08) (8.00)

9
(15.25)

t0
(18.s2)

16
(23. l e)

35
(7 2,92)

46
(92"00)

50
(84.75)

44
(81.48)

53
(76.81)

Reward
Off-task -- on-task

Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

2
(11. il )

16
(88.8e)

I
(s.s6)

17
(e 4.44)

2
(1i"11)

B

(33"33)

r6
(66 .67 )

0
(0)

16 I
(88.89) (100)

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

0ff-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

Suggestion

98 s3
(67,t2) (49.07)

4B
(32.88)

55
( 50.93 )

70
(ss.56)

47
(37.30)

5B
(s8.00)

42
(42.00)

56
(44.44)

79
(62.7 o)

off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

Teaching Behaviour

15 7
(62.50) (30.43)

T7
(73. e1 )

T7
(47 ,22)

25
(64.10)

9
(37. s0)

t6
(69 "57)

6
(26.0e)

19
(s2.78)

14
(3 s.90)
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Sectlon III

Relatfonship Becween Chlldrenr s Task BehavÍours and Actívfties Before

and After the Teacher Behaviours

The frequencíes and percentages of children¡ s anLecedent on-

task and off-task behaviours Ín different acttvities are lisLed in

Table i l. The absence of on-Èask behaviour in the non-activity

caEegory Ís logical because by definiÈion, non-acÈivlty is coded

only when a child is not engaged or has not been engaging Í.n any

actÍvity and t.hereby, no on-task behavlour would occur. Howeverr a

chfld may change to on-t,ask aft,er the teacher behaviour and this

r¡ould be considered when the childrent s consequent task behaviours

in dlfferent activities are examlned.

On Ehe whole, the children r¡ere mostly on-task (see far right

column of Table ll) tn the nursery school. However, there were

signiflcant differences among the different acLlvlties in the

frequencies of chlldrenr s antecedent on-tâsk and off-task behaviours '
')

d(0, N = 9835) = 3737.8, p < .0001. The non-actfvlty category

contributed most to thls large chi-square value" The chl-square

value drops to 508.2 (5, N = 8656), P ( .0001, when the non-activlty

category ls excluded.

. In vlewlng the percentages of on-Eask to off-task behavlours

1n the dlfferent acÈivitÍes (except, non-actlvtty), the percentages

of chlldrenr s antecedent on-task behaviours before Ehe teachers

interacted wfth the children l¡as highest in cognftfve activiÈy

(86.g57.) and dramatic play (86.4I7.) and lowest 1n self-help actlvity

(73.7e't) .



Table I I

Frequencles and Percentages of Chlldrenrs Antecedent Task Behavlours ln Different AcÈlvi.tfesa

Chlldrent s
antecedenÈ

task behaviours

Activities

Creative
play

Dramatlc
play

Cognitlve
actlvity

Exploratory
play

Gross-motor
play

Self-help
act.lv1ty

llean Z

of al-l-
actlvl Eles

On-t,ask

Frequency

Column Z

Off-task

Frequency

Colunn Z

Note.

236r

(80.36)

s77

(19.64)

I 189

(86. 4r )

1732

(86 
" es)

tt 42

(8s.e3)

187

(13.s9)

26A

( I3.05)

187

(t4"07) ( I e.30)

Non-
activlty

322 459 0

(80"70) (73"1e) (0) (73.16)

77 i63

(26.21)

IL7 9

(roo) (26.74)

"'1_,tu, r = e'3s) =3737.9, p<.0001.

r-}:
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A signlficant dlfference vras also found among the different

activÍÈles in the frequencles of childrenr s consequent t,ask behavlours

(see Table 12),t(Cu, N = 9835) = 3743.7, p- < .0001. But now the

highest percentage of on-task behaviours r¿as 1n dramatic play (89.39'/.)

and lowest in non-activity (3.737").

Overall, the mean percenËage of childrenfs on-task behaviours

slightLy increased by 2.lZ (see last row of Table l3)" I^Iíth the

exceptlon of cognitlve and gross-motor activity, teacher behaviours

were followed by an increase in the percent,ages of on-Èask behaviours

in all the other activitfes (see Table 13). For self-help activity'

there occurred the largest increase in percentage of on-task behaviours

(9.BlZ) fol-lowlng the teacher behaviours"

Relationship Betrseen Frequency of Dyadic Teacher-chlld Interaction

Episodes and Activities for Different Teachers

Overall, all the teachers had Ëhe most dyadlc teacher-chlld

tnteractions ín creatÍve play and cognitíve actlviÈy, moderate

amount fn dramatic play, exploratory play, and non-activity, and the

least in gross-motor and self-help actlvities (see the last row of

Table l4). Additlonally, when a1l the actlvlties are grouped, and

frequeneles of dyadlc t,eacher-chlld lnteractlon for lndividual

teachers are examlned, Teacher E and Teacher A had the hfghest

frequencles of lnteractlons wLth fndividual chlldren, whereas,

Teacher C had moderate amount of interactions and Teacher B and D

interacted least wlth the chlldren (see far right column of Table

r4).

There I¡Iere, however, signlflcanÈ dlfferences ín the frequency of



Table l2

Freouencies and Percentages of Childrents Consequent Task Behavlours in Different ActivÍtlesa

Childrenr s
consequent

task behaviours

Activitles

Cogni-tive
activlty

Exploratory
play

Gross-motor
pxay

Self-he1p
activity

Non-
acÈivity

Mean'A
of, all
activltíesCreative

Play
Dramatic

play

On-task

Frequency

Column Z

Off-task

Frequency

Column Z

Note.

2407

(81.e3)

531

I 230

(89.39)

r46

( 10.61)

t729 1t6t

(86.80) (87.36)

r68 78

(r2.6 4) (Ie.ss)

520 44

(83.60) (3.73) (75.36)

lo2

(16"40)

I r35

(96 "27) (24.64)

321

(80. 4s)

263

(13.20)(18.07)

^,̂*G, N = 9835) = 37 43.7, p < .oool.

cr\
(.fl



Table 13

PercenËaAe

Behaviours

Childrenrs on-

task behavlours

Consequent

Frequency

Column Z

AntecedenÈ

Frequency

Column Z

Z of increase

Creative
play

Dramatlc
play

Cognitive
activity

ExpLoratory
play

Gross-motor
actlvity

Self-help
activity

Non-
activlty

of Increase of On-Ëask Behavlours ln Different Actlvltles Before and Following the Teacher

Actlvity

Mean

I

2407

(81.e3)

236t

(80.36)

I 230

(8e.3e)

l 189

(86. 4l )

| "57 2.98 - 0.15 1.43 - 0.25

520 44

(3.73) (7 s.36)(83.60)

4s9

(73"79) (o) (73.26)

9"81 3"73 2.r0

1729

(86.80)

r 161

(87.36)

1732 tr 42

(86.es) (8s"e3)

32t

(80. 4s)

322

(80.70)

0

o\
o\



Table I 4

Frequencies of Dyadic Teacher-Chlld Interaction Eplsodes tn DifferenÈ AcËlvities for Different Teachersa

Acti.vities
Teachers Total

T
A

Tn

Creative
Play

Dramatic
Play

CognlÈive
Actlvi-ty

Exploratory
Play

336

5B

390

162

435

138 I

Gross-motor
Play

Self -hei-p
AcÈivity

Non-
Activity

252

300

1,92

228

232

749

6s5

s60

427

679

396

r52

348

237

293

343

418

366

414

520

53

75

108

55

r25

416

r04

128

106

181

i38

657

2233

17 86

2070

t704

2422

Tc

To

Tu

Total

Note.

3070 L 426 206r 120 4 1021 5

"l(<r4, N = lo2l5) = 599.8, p < .ooo1.

o\\¡
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dyadlc teacher-ch1ld fnteractlon ln different activlÈLes for the

dlfferent t,eachers (see Table l4). The chl-square value obtalned

was 599.8 (d.f. = 24, N = 10215), signlficant at ¿ ( .0001.

To determlne l¡here the dtfferences rsere, the frequencies were

aLso changed to percentages (see Table E-7) becauge of the dlfferences

l"n the total frequencies of interactlons by Èhe teachers (see far

rtght column of Table l4). After re-organlzlng TabIe E-7 according

to the nethod recomrnended by Ehrenberg (1977 ), Table l5 l"ndlcates

that Teacher A had the hlghest percentage of dyadÍc teacher-ch1ld

lnteractlon ln dramatlc play but lowest ln cognftive, gross-motor'

and self-help actlvLties" Teacher B had the lowest percentage of

lnteractlon in exploratory and dranatlc Play, but the hlghest Percentage

of lnteractÍon in cognitlve actlvfty, creative play and non-actlvfty.

Teacher C showed the lowest percentage of fnteraetion wlth indlvldual

chlldren l-n non-activlty, but the hlghest percentage in gross-motor

actlvlty and exploratory play. Teacher D had the lowest, Percentage

of dyadfc teacher-ch1ld lnteractlon 1n creative play, but the highest

percentage of lnteraction ln self-help activlty. As for Teacher E,

hl-s or her percentage of interactlon wiEh the chlldren 1n dlfferent

activities \{ere generally close to the mean Percentages (see Table

l5) .

Hypothesls 4 : Frequencles of Speclfic Teacher Behavlours are Not

Related to the Actlvitles 1n whlch They 0ccurred

The frequencies of the different teacher behavl-ours 1n different

actfvlties are lfsted fn Table 16. The chl-square tesÈ was used to

t,est HypoÈhesis 4 and signtfleant dlfferences were founa,ft<+A,



Table 15

Rounded Percen tases of Dvadlc Teacher-Chi ld Interaction Eplsodes in Different Activites for DifferenÈ

Teachers

Teachers

b_L)T
A

T¡

Gross-motor
activf.Èy

2
L

4

^5H

3

"5

Self-help
activity

7

b
5

6

Non-
actLvlty

1i

Activities

Expi-oratory
play

15

3
L

l9H

10

l8

DramaËic
play

l8H

9L

1.7

14

L2

CognlËive
activfty

l5L

Creative
play

34

37
H

27

23

I llt

tc

To

l7H

9L

l3

l8

24H

21

20

25L

T, l0 2B

MEAN 4 t2 t4 14 30

Note. Table re-organized according to method recommended by Ehrenberg (1977). H = the hlghesü percentage"

L = the lowesË percentage.

6

aThe observed percentages for Teacher C and Teacher E are 5.22'Á and 5.162, respectively.

percentages for Teacher A and C are 4.66'/" and 5.127" tespectfvely.

bTh" observed

o\
\o



Table 16

Frequencles of Different Teacher Behaviours fn Oifferent Activftiesa

Teacher þehavlours

Attend Critlcize Direct Interfere Question Respond Reward Suggest Teach
Activlties

CreaElve
Flay
Dramatlc
play

Cognltlve
actlvity
Exploratory
play

Gross-Motor
activl,Èy
Self-help
actlvity
Non-actlvlty

Mean

TOTAL

Note:

610

332 t6

303 24

271 L7

91 7

73 8

244 t2

276 l5

1930 r03

121 r23 528

37 43 317

113 74 34s

59 74 254

29 33 47

62 i0

76 0 226

7L 67 2,53.

497 471 L77 3

9

lotal

350 2s9 397 34r 2852

120 106 194 r.69 i334

239 204 265 378 t945

t52 r39 r69 167 1304

30 53 53 39 382

69 69 r39 10i 59r

144 59 r66 23 960

t58 t27 r98 L74

rr04 889 i383 1218 9368

60

a 
'(tE, N = 9368) = 631 .7, p-< .ooor.

\¡
O
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N = 9368) = 631.7, p_ < "0001, so Hypothesis 4 is rejected and it

appears Èhat the frequency of use of the different teacher behaviours

1s reLated to the âctÍvities.

Since the Eotal frequencies of use of all the teacher behaviours

differed for Ëhe activitles (see far rlghË column of Table 16), ln

order to examine which were the behaviours that were used more often

Ín some activities than others, all the frequencies were changed to

percentages (see Table E-8) and rrere rounded and re-organized according

to Ehrenbergts (L977) mechod (see Table 17)"

As shown ln Table 17, creatÍve play was the activity where the

lowest percenËage of criticism was used. The hlghest percentage of

use of questfoning but the lowest percentage of directlng behavl"our

was used 1n dramatic play, whereas, ln cognitfve activity, the most

teachlng and least attending occurred. Suggestion \¡ras used least in

exploratory play. The highest percentage of use of both interference

and rewarding behavlour and che lowesL percentage of responding

behavlours IåIas used in gross-motor activity. In self-help activity,

the most dÍrecting and suggestlon occurred, but the least ínterference

and questionÍng. I.Ihen children were ln non-actlvity, the highest

percentage of crltlclsm, responding and att,ending behaviours v/ere

used, but teaching and rewardíng behavlour rarely occurred"

Ilvpothesls 5: Freouencles of Childrenf s Task Behavlours Consequent to

spe clflc Teacher Behaviours âre Not Related to the ActlviLles in which

They Occur

sinllar to Hypothesis 3, there are three factors involved in

this hypothesis: the childrenrs task behaviour, the teacher behaviour'



Table 17

Rounded PercenEages of use of DlfferenÈ Teacher Behavlours in DifferenE Acciviriesa

Teacher llehavlours

L

It L2

ll

I L

L2 12 T7

L
26 l5

T4

9 r.3 I5

t9 t{ l4

T2 l3 r3

lù I4

TocaL

l9 2I 100

"24H 25 l0u

r8

l9 2L I00

T2 24 i00

L
10 12 I00

ActlvlÈ1es

Crea È1ve
Play
Dramatlc
Play
Co gnl c ive
acclvity
E xplora co ry
play

G ros s-Mo to r
ac c ivl cy

Self-heIp
acc lvl cy

n on-a c c lvl cy

D

Crlciclze InEerfere DlrecÈ Reward Respond Teach Suggesc Quesclon Ac Èend

b
0 t2 l2L I

I

I

3

t6L 100

L

I

I

4

6

l4h

B

I9H

2L

4

3

6

5

2

2

l 24H

ï7
H c.,

L.1 25H 1000 I

Note. Table re-organlzed according to rethod recommended by Ehrenberg (1975, 1977). L = rhe

lo¡¿esÈ percentage of use of the behaviour among all- the actl-viÈl-es. H - the hlghest percentage

of use of the behavlour.

tth" l00Z total is an approxfmaÈe flgure" bTh. observed percentage was 0.3. cThe observed

Percentages for dra¡oatlc play and non-actl,vlty were 23"8 and 23.5, respectl-vely.

\¡
ì.o
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and the actl-vlty. To examlne whether or not l.nteractLons ¿rmong

t,hese three facÈors occurred and the Pattern of that lnteractlont

an lnterval estlmation for each of the percentages of the chlldrenrs

task behavLours r¡as calculated. Hypothesls 5 ls also exam{ned as

two subhypotheses.

Hypothesfs 5a: Frequencies of chlldrenfs task behaviours consequent

to specfflc teacher behavl.ours are not related to the actlvities when

the chll-drent s antecedent task behaviours are on-task. The fr equencles

and percentages of chlldrent s task behavlour following the teacher

behavlours 1n dlfferent activLties are lfsted ln Table l8' and the

95 percent confLdence l-ntervals for each of the percentages nay be

found 1n Tabl"e E-9 and ln Ffgure 6. The non-actlvlty data was not

included becauee none of the chfldrenr s antecedent task behaviours

ln non-activlty could be considered on-task.

The overall pattern l-n Flgure 6 is sirnllar to that in Ffgure

l, but activlty differences were found for sorne teacher behaviours.

The confldence 1nÈervals for the percenLages of chlldrent s continuing

on-task behavlours ln gross-motor and self-help acËl-vitles are

generally wLder, they can be explained by the less frequent occurrence

of dyadlc t,eacher-child lnteraction in these two actdvlties.

There appears to be no difference 1n the percenÈages of children

contlnuing to be on-task among the different actlvlÈles for suggesting,

attending, retrarding, questl-onlng, teaching, responding, and lnterference

(see Figure 6). For each of these behaviours, the confidence intervals

of all the sfx actlvltles overlap each other and they all lie around

the same percentlles.



Table 18

Fr ød uencLes and Percent

1n Different Activltles

Childrenr s

s of Chlldren's Task Behavlours

Actlvitles

a Following Different Teacher BehavioursatÞ

CreaÈive
play

Dramatic
play

Cognitive
activity

Exploratory
play

Gross-motor
actlvity

Self-help
activity

Non-
actívlty

0
(0)

0

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

task behaviours

On-Èask -- on-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

I
(

482
(e7.s7)

2
( s0.00)

2
( 50.00)

299
(ee .67 )

I
(0 .33 )

4
(s7.14)

3
(42.86)

26
(e6.30)

I

(3.70)

14
(77.78)

4
(22.22)

84
(e2.3 l )

7
(7 "6e)

9
(7s"00)

3
(2s.00)

46
(es.83)

2
(4"17)

76
(e7.44)

2
(2.s6)

4
(80 "00)

t
(20.00)

l5
(7 s.00 )

5
(25.oo)

56
(e8.2 s)

0
(0.00)

3
( i 00.00)

4B
( 100.00)

0
(0.00)

43
2
2 )

Attending Behavlour

257 2t+3
(e6"62) (e7.20)

9
(3.38)

Crlticism

I
( I .7s) (0)

7
(2. 80

Directíng
On-task -- on-Ëask

Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off,-task
Frequency
Column Z

84
(86.60)

13
(13.40)

\¡r

Note.

"Childt"rrrs antecedent task benaviotlrs = oÍl-Ëask.



Table 18 (contrd.)

Chlldrenr s

task behavlours

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

ActiviÈ1es

Creative
play

Dramatic
play

Cognitive
actlviÈy

Exploratory
play

Gross-moËor
actlviLy

Self-help
activity

Non-
actlvity

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

Inteference

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colurnn Z

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

On-Èask -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

428
(eB.l7)

4t
(28.28)

104
(7t.72)

t2
(37.50)

20
(62. s0)

277
(37 .s4)

7
(2 " 46)

96
(e6 "oo)

4
( 4.oo)

l2
(27 .9r)

3l
(72.0e)

5
(2 " 42)

13
(26 

" s3)

36
(73.47)

2
(1.6s)

3
( I 5.7e)

16
(84.21)

37
( I 00.00)

0
(0.00)

25
(e6. I s)

I
(3 .8s)

1

(20.00)

4
(80.00)

4t
(e3 

" 18)

3
(6.82)

54
(88. s2)

7
(11.48)

Questlonlng

305 21,5
(e6.2t) (ee.08)

12
(3.7e)

Responding

202 li9
(e7.58) (e8.3s)

I
(1.83)

272
(e 4. 44)

l6
( s. s6)

2
0( .e2)

\¡
(r¡



Table l8 (cont'd.)

Childrenr s

task behaviours

On-task -- on-Èask
Frequency
Column Z

On-Èask -- off-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

On-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

On-task -- off-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

Actlvities

Creatlve
play

DramaËic
Play

Cognitlve
activlÈy

ExpJ-oratory
play

Gross-moËor
acËivity

Self-help
activity

Non-
acti-vity

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

Rewarding

226
(97.4r)

6
(2.5e)

230
(e7.0s)

7
(2 "95)

287
(97 "62)

101
(ee.02)

I
(0. e8)

122
(e8.3 e)

2
(1.61)

153
(e8.7 I )

2
(1.2e)

189
(e6 "e2)

178
(e7. Bo)

4
(2.20)

3r6
(e6.os)

732
(eB

2
(1.4e)

48
(e7 "e6)

33
(e7.06)

32
( I oo.oo)

62
(e6.88)

2
(3.13)

56
(eB.2s)

B5
(e7 .70)

2
(2 .30)

.sr)

I
(l "75)4)9

I
Q.a4)

6
(3.08)

Suggestlon

Teaching

ll5
(99. I 4)

I
(0 .86)

r48
(e8.0 I )

3
(1 "ee)

(
I
2

0
(0.00)

l3
(3. es)

7
(2"38) .\¡

c'\
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The extremely low occurence of crltlcism ln all actlvities nade

1t hard to judge the relationship of criÈiclsm and childrenrs task

behaviour, and whether or not there were differences among the

activlEles. Yet, it seems Ehat a comparatlvely high percentage of

chlldren continued on-task after the teachersr critlcism when the

chlldren were involved ln cognlLlve actlvlty.

Activity dlfference \{as most apparent when the directÍng

behavlour was used. A comparatively lower Percentage of chlldren

contlnued on-task when the chlldren Ifere engaged 1n gross-motor

actl-vlty than when they were engaged 1n self-help actlvity.

Ilypothesls 5b : Frequencies of childrenf s task behavlours

consequent to speciflc teacher behaviours are not related to the

activi tles when the childrent s antecedent task behavlour ls off-

task. The frequencies and percentages of childrenfs task behaviours

after the teacher behavl-ours 1n different actlvities r.lere listed in

TabLe 19. Ninety-five percent confidence lntervals for each of the

percentages were calculated (see Table E-10) and plotted in Flgure 7.

I,Ilth Ëhe exceptf on of non-actlvlty (NA), the conf ldence intervals

for all the other activlÈfes $Iere generally wíde (see Figure 7)"

The number of observatlons (nr) for the non-actfvlty category when

the teachers used lnterference elas zero because by definit,lont

interference can be coded only when a chlld 1s engaglng or has been

engagfng in an actlvity (see Appendlx D for the operatlonal definition

of interference).

For most of the teacher behavlours -- suggesting, attending'

rewardfng, questfonlng, teachlng, responding, and directlng behavlours



Table 19

Freouencies and PercenÈages of Childrent s Task Behavlours

in Different Activities

Chlldrenr s Activities

a Followins the Teacher Behaviours

task behavlours

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- on-Ëask
Frequency
Column Z

CreaÈive
play

Dramatic
play

Cognitive
actlviËy

Exploratory
plaY

Gross-motor
acÈiviÈy

Self-help
activity

Non-
acÈivlty

0
(o "00)

243
( I 00.00)

I
( 4. ss)

21
(95.45)

3
( 4.os)

71
(e s.9s)

Attending Behavlour

25
(2 4. st)

l0
(38" 46)

l6
(61.s4)

2
(33.33)

4
(66.67 )

4
(44.44)

5
(ss.s6)

I
(e.0e)

10
(e0.el)

I
(100.00)

0
(o.oo)

3
(37.50)

5
(62. s0)

2
(t6.67)

10
(83 .33 )

0
(0.00)

4
( I 00.00)

7

(53.85)

6
(46"1s)

t27
(3s.2e) (30.43)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency 77
Column 'Á (7 5.49)

22
(6 4.7 t)

0
(0.00)

5
( 100.00)

9
(52.e 4)

B

(47 .06)

Criticlsm

l6
(6e .s7 )

0
(o.oo)

5
( 100.00)

3
(37 

" s0)

5
(62, 50)

0
(0.00)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency 5

Column'Á (100.00)

Off-Èask -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

L2
(5s.54)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency l0
Coluun'Á (45.45)

Directing

\¡
\o

Note.

tchildr.rrr s anËecedent task benaviour = off-Èaslc.



Table 19 (contrd.)

Chlldrenr s

task behavl-ours
CreaÈive

Play

ll
(13.58)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency 70
Column 'Á (86.42)

Activities

Dramatic
play

CognLtive
acÈl-vlty

ExploraÈory
play

Gross-motor
activity

Self-help
activity

Non-
activlty

0
(0.0)

0
( t0o.oo)

4
(1.80)

218
(e8.20)

I4t
( 1oo. oo)

Inteference
Off-task -- on-Èask

Frequency
Column Z

33
(42.3r)

Off-task -- of,f-task
Frequency 45
Column 'l (57 .69)

I
(e.oe)

10
(e0.el)

13
(46.43)

l5
(s3.s7)

I
(44.44)

10
(ss.56)

I
(3.s7)

21
(e6. 43)

3
( I 5.00)

L7
(8 s.00 )

9
(33"33)

i8
(66.67 )

t2
( 4l .38)

t7
(s8.62)

tl
(e]. "67)

0
(o.oo)

I
( 100.00)

4
(36.36)

7
(63.6 4)

I
(r 4.2e)

6
(8s.7 i )

I
I( .33 )

0ff-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

2t
(37.50)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency 35
Column 'Á (62.50)

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Colunn Z

Questioning

I
(3 4.78)

l5
(6s.22)

Responding

I
(30.77 )

18
(6e.23)

4
(44.44)

5
(ss. s6)

2
(66 "67 )

i
(33 .33 )

0
(o. oo)

co
O



Table 19 (contrd.)

Chlldrenr s

task behaviours
Creatlve

Play

5
(35.71)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency 9

Column 7" (64.21)

Activities

Dramatic
play

Cognltlve
acEivity

Exploratory
play

Gross-motor
activity

Self-help
activity

Non-
activity

0
(0 "00)

59
( 1 oo.0o)

35
(21 .3 4)

129
(7 8.66)

n

( 4.3s)

22
(e 5. 6s)

Rewarding
Off-task -- on-Ëask

Frequency
Coluun Z

0
(0.00)

2
( 100.00)

i
(2 s.00 )

3
(7 5.00)

48
(60.76 )

3i
(3e.24>

22
(6l.ll)

T4
(38. Be)

4
( 100.00 )

0
(0.00)

38
(74.s1)

l3
(25. 4e)

1l
(84"62)

2
( I s.38)

2
( I o0.oo)

0
(0.00)

9
(s2.e 4)

I
(47 .06)

2
(28.s7 )

5
(71.43)

I
( I oo.0o)

0
(o.oo)

64
(7e.01)

T7
( 20. ee)

9
(81"82)

2
(18.i8)

Suggestion

Off-task -- off,-task
Frequency 43

Column 7" (28.86)

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

Off-task -- on-task
Frequency
Column Z

106
(71.14)

44
(67 .69)

2t
(3 2.31)

7
(s3.8s)

6
(46.1s)

Teaching

29
( 6e.0s)

Off-task -- off-task
Frequency 13
Column 'Á (30.95)
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(see Figure 7), the najor source of difference occurred for the

non-activíty category. Indeed, when non-actlvity ls excluded, all

the other actlvltles do not seem to be dífferent from each other in

the percentages of chlldren changing to on-task behavlours. Thelr

confidence int,ervals all overlap. Moreover, the trend was that

there was a signlficantly lower percentage of children changed to

on-task when the children were in non-activity.

Lastly, no dlfference was found among the activities 1n the

percentages of children changing ro on-task behaviour when the

teachers used eriticism and lnterference"
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CHAPTER VI

Díscusslon

The present study proposed to fdenEify those teacher behaviours

that are relat,ed to an increase of chlldrenrs task behaviour,

specifically, those that are frequently followed by chtldrenrs

continuLng on-task behaviour and those that are frequently followed

by chlldrent's changlng fron off-task to on-task behaviour.

As predicted, there were slgniflcant differences among the nlne

teacher behaviours lnvestigaLed ln thelr relationship to children's

task behaviours" However, the overall mean percentage of chíldrenfs

continulng on-task behaviour following the teacher behavÍours (93.92)

was much higher than the overall. mean percentage of chlldrenr s ehanglng

fron off- to on-task behaviour (29.5'/'). It appears that the children

¡sho were on-task were more likely to stay on-task, and chLldren who

were off-task were nore likely to stay off-task. It seems more

difflcult for the teachers to alter childrenrs task behavlour alÈhough

sone Ëeacher behaviours were found to be more effective than others.

Indeed, the teacher behavlours that Isere more frequently followed

by chlldren conÈlnuing on-task were not necessarily those more frequently

folLowed by chlldrents changfng fron off- to on-task behavlour.

Over 94% of the tlme, chlldren continued to stay on-task followlng

the teachersr suggestfon, rewarding, responding, attendingr questioning

and teachtng behavlours. Certainly these results support prevlous

research flndings that related these behavlours to studentsr task

lnvolvemenÈ or task persLstence (L. W. Anderson et al. , 1976; L. W.
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Anderson et al., 1981; Brophy & Evertson, 1977; FagoL, 1973; Hamllton

& Gordon, 19781 Krantz & Scarth, 1978; Stall1ngsr 7975; Swan & Pit,tman,

1977i Tafel et al., I974). However, of these sLx behavfours, only

suggestfon and teaching behavlours \{ere more frequently followed

by chlldren changing from off- to on-task behavfour than staying off-

task. iì

The underlying reason for this phenomena nay be that when t,eachers

suggest, they play an actLve role in posing alternatlves and in

challenglng children to try thlngs out" 0n the other hand, when

teachers t,each, they present new Ínformation, give new ideas Ëhat

woul-d probably catch chlldrenrs ínteresÈ and eurlosity" Thus, suggestlon

and teachlng are nore l"fkely to stimulate chlldrenrs thlnklng and

direct their attentlon back to the task.

In contrast, attendLng behavlours are mostly sustainÍng statements

whl-ch add no new Ínformatlon Èo what the chlldren have already known

or done. Rewarding the chlldren who are off-task is more likely to

nake the chlLdren feel content and ft, seems that 1t is not challenging

enough to inspire the chlldren to go back to task. In fact,

behavÍourists ¡¡ould say the child fs being rewarded for belng off-

task, so ls more likely to continue that behaviour. Teachersl

responding behaviours are not task related when the chl-ldren are off-

task except for those cases when the teachers are ansvrering their olün

task-related questions, so lt is unlikely Ëhat the teachersr non-task

related responses to the chlldrenr s non-task rel-ated questions would
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encourage the children to go from off- to on-task behaviour.

As for questlonlng behavlour, though lt has the potenÈial to

stimulate chlldrenrs thlnklng as ln the case of suggestion, iË was

found in the present study that questloning was not frequently followed

by chlldrents changlng frorn off- to on-task behavlour. In search of

some possibl"e explanaÈions of these results, the investÍgator looked

at t,he possible influence of individual teachers and activiLÍes.

There were differences among the teachers and Ëhe activitles 1n their

relationship Ëo chlldrent s task behaviour consequent to the teactrer

behavlours. It was found that when children were at non-actlvity'

the percentage of chlldrenf s changing frorn off- to on-task followlng

teacherfs questlon I{as much lower than for those ln the other

actlvlties (see Table l9). This seens loglcal because according

to the operaÈional definltion, a non-task related question would

be coded as fnterf€rêocê. Yet, when the chfldren lüere at non-

activlty, there were often cases when teachers asked a quest.lon

that was not related to any task, and 1t t¿ou1d stlll be coded as

a question and not lnterference because the chlldren \dere not

or had not been engaglng in any task. Because of thls' an attemPt

was made t,o examine questLons excludlng cases when chlldren were at

non-activlty. In other words, onl-y questlons thaE were related to

sone klnd of task. The percentage of chlldren contLnuing on-task

followlng Ëeacherst questlons stays the same as no chLldrenrs antecedent

Eask behavLour would be consldered on-task when children were at non-

act,ivlty. Yet, the percentage of chlldren changlng from off- to on-
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task increases fron 18.82 to 40.3"Á when non-activity data are excluded"

Furthermore, exanination of lndívidual teacher data shows that the

percentage of chtldren changfng from off-to on-task following Teacher

Ers questions (65.87") was much higher than for those of the other

teachers (see Table E-ll). The differences found nay be due to the

quality of the questl-ons asked. Indeed, I1. I{ood & D" I'Iood (1983) and

Tlzard, Hughes; Pinkerton and Carmichael (1982) pofnted out that nany

preschool questlons are Rot challenging, interestfng or stimulatlng

(e.g. "Ifhat colour is your crayon?", "Are you playing with the

puzzLe?"). The present study has not examined the quality of the

quesElons asked, partlcularLy those used by Teacher E. On the other

hand, questloning vras found to be one of the most frequently used

behaviours 1n this study as well as fn Bhose reported by Gall (1972>

and H. I,Iood & D. llood (1983). It surely has, therefore, the potential

to increase childrenf s on-task behaviours and deserves further

research.

Directing behaviours are slmilar to the use of suggestion ln

that both behavlours attempt to request children to act. Directlng'

however, hras less frequently follov¡ed by children continulng on-task

or changl-ng from off- to on-task behavlour than were suggestfng

behaviours. Thls has conflrned the results of Fagot (1973) and

Hamllton and Gordon (1978). A posslble explanatlon for these findíngs

ls that when dfrectlng behaviours are used, they seldom encourage

children to Ehink and practlce independenÈ decislon-makfng which may

conflict r¡lth chfldrenrs strivlngs for autonomy. Harnilton and Gordon

(1978) suggested that rnore frequent use of directíng behavlour may

discourage chlldrenr s development of lnternal controls and automous

behavlours whlch are Ímportant factors ln childrenrs persistence
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on-task. On the other hand, teacherts suggesting behaviours recognlze

chlldrenrs autonomy and would seem t,o foster Índependent, persistent

task behavlours. This mlghË explain why dlrectlng behaviours seemed

less effective than the use of suggestion in encouraglng chÍldrents

on-Ëask behavLour.

Prevlous research has reported lnconsistent flndings regarding

the influence of critlclsn on studentrs learning" In the Present

study the 1or¿ occurrence of critlclsm creaËed difflculty fn naking

any definltive statement regarding the effect of crfticlsm" It

seems that over half of the tine, children still contínued on-task

behavlour even followlng teaehersr criticism. I{owever, when the

childrenrs antecedenÈ task behaviours rìrere off-task, critlcisn had

the lowest percentage of chlldren going from off- to on-task. I{hen a

child ls off-task, lf criticfs¡n is not followed by a more posiÈ1ve

interaction, there m.ay not be an incentive Èo return to on-task

behavlours.

Interference on the other hand, seems most successful in altering

chlldrent s task behaviour but ln the dlrection of Puttlng children

off-task. Farnham-DÍggory and Ramsey (1977) reported sinilar findings.

It appears that interference has the opposite effect to suggestLon

and Leaching behavlour. Teachersr non-task related questlons,

suggestlons or lnformation are very llkely to lnterrupt the chlldrents

chaln of thought or even carry their thlnking further away from the

tasks. This nay explain why l-nterference was consLstenÈly followed

by chtldren changing Co or contÍnulng off-task behaviours.

The trend fs clear that some t,eacher behaviours are more effective

than others fn increasing chlldrenfs on-t,ask behaviour. It was

hypotheslzed chat although teachers dfffer ln thefr frequency of use
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of different behaviours, the preschoolersr task behaviour consequenL

to the specific Ëeacher behavj-our does not depend upon Ëhe teachers.

Teacher differences for some Ëeacher behaviours were found. These

results echo Anderson & Scottrs (1978) findings that different Èeachers

used different teachíng methods for dífferent amounts of time, but that

the high school studentsr Ëask involvement differed wiÈh different

t,e-achers even rrrhen the same teaching rneÈhod was used.

If there are teacher differences, it is important t,o examine why

some Leachers are more effective than others" Arnong t.he teachers

particÍ-pating in this study, Ëeachers B and E seem to be Ëhe ones LhaL

hrere most different from the others. Indeed, teacher E had the híghest

percentage of children conj-inuing on-task (96 "87") and changing fron

off- to on-task (36.2%), whereas, teacher B had the lowest percentage

of children continuing on-task (90 "2%) and changíng from off* to on-task

(L6.4i¿). Furthermore, in comparíson with:the othEr Èeachers, teacher

Et s questioning and suggesting behaviours seem more effective i"n

changing chiLdren from off- to on-t,ask, and teacher Er s responding

behaviours also seem more effective Ín conÍtnuing childrenrs on-task

behaviour. On the other hand, Ëeacher Bfs responding behaviour seems

less effectj-ve in continuing children on-task, and teacher Brs

questioning and suggestion also seem less effective in changing children

from off- Lo on-Lask. In the search for some possible explanations of

\,ühy teacher E seems more effective than teacher B, these two teacherst

interactive pattern with the chil-dren was examined. Firstly, ít was

found that teacher E used the most rev/ard.ing behaviours and the least

criticism and interference, whereas teacher B had the highest
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percentage of use of dlrecting behaviours, and lowest of teaching and

attendLng behaviours. These data suggest that Teacher E seems to be

a comparatfvely more posLtlve Ëeacher who ofËen approved and acknowledged

the chtldren and rarely found fault Ln them. Teacher E also seems to

be a sensitlve teacher 1n his or her lnteraction with chlldren.

Teacher E t s i.nfrequent use of l-nÈerference suggests that s/he seldom

broke ln upon the chlldren when they were engaging 1n tasks" Teacher

E also seldom asked questions or presented lnformatlon that were

lrrelevant to what Ëhe children lrere dolng" Teacher B, on the other

hand, was comparatively high in her use of directlng behaviour. This

mighÈ inclte resistance in the chLldren and thereby lnpede the

development of a good relatlonshfp between Teacher B and the children"

Some studies (Flanders, 1965; McCoy & Zigler, 1965; Ryans, l96l)

reported the Lmportance of a good lnterpersonal relatlonslhp between

teacher and student ln order for the teacher to influence the studentrs

behavlour. Differences 1n lnterpersonal relatÍonshlp rnay posslbly

expLafn why Teacher E seems more effectfve in encouraging chlldrenr s

on-task behaviours.

Secondly, Teacher E had the highest frequency of lnteractLon

wlth lndividual chl"ldren (2422 times) whfle Teacher B had the second

l-owest frequency of interaction wiEh lndividual children (1786 times)"

Indeed, routfne behaviour was used nost frequently by Teacher B, and

the least by Teacher E (see Table E-12). These seem to support

Johnson and Scrlvents (L979) observation that lt was only the presence

of a responsible and lnteractive adult Èhat exerted a posltlve

influence on chlldrenrs engagemenL in play. Moreover, Teacher Efs
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frequent inÈeraction with the children mây inply that s/he wås more

enthusfast,lc and studies have reported thac teacherfs enthusi"asm and

Ëaking lnitiative ln interactíon had positive influence on student

particlpation in task (Betteneourt, Gfllett, Gall & Hul1, 1983; Ryan,

l96l).

Another factor that Lhe present study proposed to investigate

was the lnfluence of the activlËies. In other words, to examlne if

certain behaviours are more effective or less effective in dlfferent

contexts. A fair number of studies (Berliner, I979; Soar, L979)

suggested that the relationshlp between teacher behaviour and student

learnfng depends also on Èhe subject taught; in essence, the nature

of the learning tasks. As predlcted, nog only were there significant

differences ln the frequencies of use of dlfferent teacher behavlours

1n different activlÈLes, activity differences were also found for

some behaviours ln their relationshlp to childrenrs task behaviours"

For conÈlnuing childrenrs on-task behavlours, the use of directing

behavlours seem more effective when chLldren were at self-he1p actÍvity

than srhen they were at gross-motor actlvfty. A possible explanation

nay be that 1n self-help actlvlty, childrenfs creativlty is usually

kept to a nlnimum, it seems to be more of an adult activi-ty than a

chfldts actlvlEy (preparing snack, learnlng baslc self-help skflls'

etc.). As a result, 1t would require the teachers to give nany

direct,ions wlth regard to what the children should do. This is

supported by the present study because dlrectíon was found to occur

most often when chlldren t¡ere at self-help activlty. 0n the other

hand, children would rnore li.kely follow the Eeacherst direction and
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continue on-task. llowever, in gross-motor accfvlty, children are

usual-ly very excited and lnvolved in their play" The very nature of

the act,lvlty ltself creates a sltuatlon where teachersr directing

behaviours nay create resentment or frust,ratf"on and, thereby, children

may be more likely to go off-task"

A consistentLy lower percentage of children changed fron off-

to on-Èask behaviours when chlldren were at. non-act,ivity. These data

seem to echo the prevlous resul-ts 1n that not only was it nore difficult

to alter chLl-drenfs task behaviour, lt was even more so when chlldren

were not or had not been engaging in any actlvity.

LfunitaËion and Recommendatfons for Fut,ure Research

It would seem that the llmitation of the present, study fs the

small sample sLze, and that the subjects were not. randornly selected.

Although the nr¡mber of teachers part,icfpatlng ln the study was few,

the total number of interaction eplsodes collected amounted to 12,150

observat,lonal unlts. So it can stlll gfve a relatfvely accurate

represent,ation of what happened 1n the two nursery classes. On Che

ot,her hand, though the sample tras not randonly selected, the general

characterisËics of the teachers, the children, and the settfng are

known. This acts as a control for sltuation and type of program. So

it ls st1ll legftlmate to compare the findings with groups of slnllar

characteristics. The difficuLty of obtalning a random sample 1s not

llnl-ted to the present study. Indeed, true random sanpling 1s very

hard to achieve even in experiment,al or quantltative studies (LeCornpte

& Goetz, 1982).

After the collection of data, the lnvestigator has some suggestions
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regarding refinlng the observatfonal instrument to increase its

sensltivity to the Ëhlngs Èhat could happen 1n a nursery school.

Flrstly, according to the rule of codÍng, the lnvest,igator started to

code whenever the target teacher responded to or lniËiated contact

wLth a chfld. Thls codlng system, honlrever, dld not account for

siEuaEions when teachers ignored or pald no attent,ion Ëo a chlldrs

request or behavlour. The investigatorrs personal observation is

that those are inportant behaviours to conslder and Èhey seem to have

an effect on the childrenrs task behaviours.

Secondly, the Èone of voice should al-so be consldered when

dellneatlng suggestion from directing behaviour. There lüere times

when teachers seemed to use a suggestlve statement, but his/her tone

of voice was actually stern and firrn and clearly expected the child

Ëo conply, It, wouLd be more accurate if other non-verbal behaviours

like Eone of voice and faclal gestures \dere also considered 1n judglng

the behaviours.

Thfrdly, this study was carrled out to lnvestigate the lnfluence

of teacher behavlours, lndividual teachers, and activities on childrenrs

task behaviours, but lt has not taken lnEo conslderaEion lhe childrenrs

infLuence on the teachers. An lncreaslng anounÈ of research has

noted the lnportance of conslderlng the bidirectlonallty of influence

in teacher-st,udent Lnteractlon (Bourdeau & Ryan, 1978; Brophy &

Evert,son, 1981; NaÈrLello & Dornbusch, 1983; Noble & Nolan, 19761,

Frledler, 1975; I'lLnne & Marx, 19771' Yarrow, Waxler & ScoËt, l97l)'

In order to dellneate as much as possible the factors that would

influence childrenrs task behavfour, the lnvest.igaLor reconmends thaE
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two parallel studies be undertaken simul-taneously, with one observing

the teachers and their lnteractÍon with chÍldren and the other observing

the chlldren. Thls would also glve information about childrenr s task

behavlour ln the presence and absence of teachers and peers. These

data nlght clarify the lnteractfon of facËors that are involved in

influenclng chfldrenrs task behaviours.

Implicatlons

A falr amount of research has been carried out 1n search of the

best teachfng strategies. The present study suggests that there xaay

be other factors involved in the complex act of teaching" The teacher

differences found lnplies that there ls a hr.¡man element involved" In

this cornputer era, students can learn their subjects through the

computer. The conputer can gfve correctlve feedback or suggestions

or ask questlons. Some educators even declare that someday computers

ean replace Èhe teachers and can do an even better Job. tlowever,

what the computer l"acks ls human sensitivity, enthusiasm and the

abllity to butld a relatlonship with the studenEs they teach. I{e, as

educators of future teachers, should not only lmpart the best teachfng

strategfes, but also cultlvate ln the studenü teachers an lnËerest

and sensitivlty in workfng wlth children and a wllllngness to establlsh

a good relationship wlth them.

If the data obt,ained fn Ëhe present sÈudy are verifled by further

research, they provide lnformatlon of use in teacher pre- and in-

service tralnlng and evaLuatlon. Teachers could be rnade alrare of the

lnfluence of speclfic behaviours on chlldrenrs task behavÍours, and

t,ralned to use those mosË effective ln keeplng children on-task.
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Appendix A

0perational deflnitions of reacher behavlours,

child behaviours and activities



104

Operat.ional Definition of Teacher Behaviour

Attending (A)

Teacher attends to child by verbally describing childrs acrivity

or behaviour; repeating what child says or does; using sustaining

phrase like "umm-umm.", "Yeah." or greeting the child. A rhetorical

phrases (such as isnrt it, doesn't it) at fhe end of a describing

statement i-s not scored as a question. Instead, the whole statement

is scored as attending.

Examples: Now youtre washing the dol1rs hair, arenrc you?

Hi, Myra.

Child: Itf s a circle!

Teacher: A circle.

Criticising (Cs or Cg)

A negative comment expressing disapproval, judgrnenc, analysis

of qualities of evaluation of comparative worth of child or childrs

activity. It may or may not include ridicule, blarning or condemning.

It is scored as a specific criticism (Cs) v¡hen Eeacher specified

clearly what fault or inappropriate behaviour the child has done.

Examples: No, you are not allowed to climb on there becausc' you

donft have your shoes on and you may fa1l easily.

Dontt scream because itrs too loud and ls hurEing my

ears.

t^Ihen the criElcis¡n is just a general disparaging remark, it

is considered a general criticisrn (Cg).

Examples: You dumb boY.

No, dontt do that.

Thatrs not right. -*
€
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Directing (D)

Teacher uses specific comrnand or gesture to indícate speciflcally

the course of actions he or she wants chlld to follow, and teacher

clearly expecLs the chlld to coûtply.

Examples: You come and get Èhe paper here.

You go and help teacher Teresa.

Interferlng (I)

Teacher uses srlggestion, direct comrnand, order or physical

movement to break 1n upon the chlld when he or she is engaging in a

purposeful actívity. Teacher nay or may not offer alternate

act ivi ty.

Examples: Can you come and help clean up? (when child is

palnting)

You come and look at the picEure that Ron has drawn.

(when chtld 1s solving a puzzLe)

It also lncludes: teacherrs descrlptlon of hls or her own

action or activity; and siluation when a chtld has already engaged in

a task, and teacher presenls informatlon or asks question that is

írrelevant to childrs activtty.

Examples: Itrs snack tlme. (when child starts to dress up)

Howrs your birthday party yesterday? (when child is

playing wtth blocks)

QuestloninC (Q)

Any lnquiry or request for lnformatlon from the chlld. It is

coded only when the teacher's question Ís specifically related fo

the chlld's actÍvl-ty.

+
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Examples: What colour would you like to palnt on lt?

Are you bullding a castle?

If the teacherrs questíon is noÈ related to the chlldrs actlvÍty,

it 1s coded as interference.

Responding (t)

Teacher gives direct ansvler or response to question or request

lnitlated by the ctrild. Thís also includes ansv¡ers to onets own

ques tion.

Rewarding (Vg, Vs or N)

This includes praise orVerbal reward.

whlch expresses the teacher's approval and/or

or his/her behaviour. This also includes Èhe

encouragement statemenË

admiration of the child

teacher I s acknovrledgernent

of the child?s right atteÍnpt or response.

It can be speclfic verbal reward (Vs) when teacher verbally

speclfies what good or right act the child has performed.

Examples: Rfght, thatts where the rectangular block should go.

Very good¡ you can spell your o\"rn name now!

When the teacher uses nonspeclfic comments of approving childr s

behavlour, thl-s ís categorLzed as a general verbal reward (Vg).

Examples: Good Boy.

Thatrs the way.

Nonverbal reward. This lncludes any positive physlcal contact

or gesture such as kissfng, hugging, arm around chlldts shoulder' or

facial expresslon showing friendliness, affectlon and approval such
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as smlllng. It ls coded only if the ctrÍld indicates recognition by

looking at the teacher. If lt accompanl-es any other behaviours (such

as verbal specifíc rel.Iard or questlon, etc.) the other behavf our is

coded lnstead.

Suggesting (S)

Teacher mentlons something for the chíld to conslder or act on.

Teacher delegates the responsibility of the decision to child and

child has Ehe optlon of acceptance or rejection. SuggestÍon may be

in the form of questions or indirect commands for child to do or

perform an act.

Examples: Can you put this puzzle Piece in?

You fínÍsh this' 0.K.?

Teachlng (T)

Teacher presents facts, information, explanations, andfor

opiníon, ldeas Èhat are related to the chlldts task. It also includes

demonstraEion, guldance or help teacher gives to facílítate child to

learn how to do the task.

For situation when chlld is not engaging in any actlvity (r.e.

non-actlvity), bu¡ teacher presents Ínformatlon about a task, it is

also counted as teachlng.

Examples: See, when you blow 1t, thererll be bubbles coming

out..

A triangle has three sldes.

(Teacher reading story co the child. )

1
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The following teacher behavtours are coded but are not tested in

the hypotheses.

Overseeing (0)

Teacher attends to or being dlstracted by other events, adults

when she or he is involving ln a childrs activlty.

Facill tatlns (F)

Teacher mekes Èhings easier or better for chlld when child ls in

need or trouble; or t¡arns or keeps chl1d from danger. There 1s no

presentatlon of lnfor¡natlon and does not include any element of

teachfng.

Examples: I^Jatch out !

(Teacher wlpes nose for child. )

Infor¡ning (M)

Teacher presents lnformatfon (unrelated to any kfnd of task)

when a chitd fs not engaged ln any activlty.

Example: (A child fs wandering around the room and teacher

lnforns chfld of clean-up tine ln flve rnlnutes' )

Routine (Ro)

Teaching doing datly routfne, gettlng thlngs organfzed, preparing

for activlty or talklng to other adults, etc. Teacher is not lnvolved

with any ch1ld.

Unable to Determtne (U)

Irrhen the observer cannot see or hear what the teacher is doing

or saying or canft Judge the behavl-our clearly, score as unable to

determlne rather than guessing.
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Operatlonal Definitfon of Chtld Behavlour

On-task gehaviour (/)

Chtld ls attending to, manipulatlng, exarnlning, workÍng on or

carrying from one place Eo another some deflnable task. This includes

maklng statements about task, engaglng 1n task related interactions

with teacher or peer. Anything posítively related to ongoing task or

task that child 1s going to engage.

9€f=!.-"9 _le¡ey1gsr (x)

Chlld does not attend Eo any task (child can be engaging in a

task before but has stopped attending to task) ' sets unoccupied,

talks to peer or teacher unrelated to any task, wanders around,

follows Ëhe teacher, cries, etc. Behaviour is unrelated to any

speclfic task.

Unable to Determlne (U)

When the observer cannot see or hear what the chlld ls doing or

saying or cantt judge the childts behaviour clearly, score as unable

to determine rather than guessíng.

t
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Operatlonal Definltlon of Children Actlvity

Creative Plav (CP)

Chíldren use a varie¡y of materials or tools to practice their

eye-hand coordination and to express Ëhelr feelings and ideas in a

vfsual form. This lncludes drawing, all kinds of craft activitles'

r¿ood-workÍng and block buildíng.

Dramatic Play (DP)

Children exerc-ise thelr lmaginatlon to express their understanding

of the horne and the imnediate world around thern through the irniEation

and acting out of varlous roles.

Children may or may not use dress-up clothes or other toys and

materials to facilitate their portrayal of the different roles they

want to play.

Cognl-tive Activit¿ (COG)

Chlldren engage 1n language arts activlty (such as stories,

recognlzing and learning of alphabets, numbers, shapes, sizes and

colours, etc.) or science actfvtty (such as experl-menting wíth

magnets, balancing scales, magnifylng glass, buoyancy of different

objects, etc.) or all kfnds of rnatching ganes and problem soivlng

tasks (for e.g. solving puzzles).

Exploratory Play (EP)

Children explore, experlment' and learn

dimensions of a varÍety of rnaterials Èhrough

Chlldren may or may not use the naterial for

ldeas. Exploratory actlvltfes lnclude \'rater

with clay, play-dough and plastlcene' etc.

about the properties and

thelr physlcal sense.

expressing self and

or sand play, playing

'
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Gross Motor Acttvity (GM)

Chlldren exercise, practlce and extend their body rnovement,

coordination and balance ekllls. Examples are cllnbing ropes and

ladder, swlmming, ridfng rocking boat, and skipping, etc.

Self-help Activity (SH)

Children assisE in preparation of snack or engage in activity

that requires self-help skills such as puttÍng smock away after

pcinting, tying own shoe laces, washÍng and wipfng hands' Prc..

Non-activity (NA)

Chlldren are not engagtng in any of the activities mentioned

above, chlldren may be wanderlng around che room or observíng other

chíldren and teachers, or engaglng 1n non-activlty conversation with

the teacher (such as talking about yesterdayts birthday party), or

crying, or other behaviours such as quarrelling or fighting wÍth

other chlldren.
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Appendix B

Letter and consent form to the teachers.

.L
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- IIÂ(-UI-TY OI] HIJM¡,N E(]OI-(XìY
I)cpartrnent of Family .Stuclics

I l3

Winnipeg, M¿nitoba
Canacla Iì3'f 2N2

(20'\¡ t1¡t¡-9t t1

THI: UNIVHISI'fY OIr M,ANlTOll,A

January 'l , I9Õ3

Dear Teacher,

I am a graduete student in i{u¡nan Development in the Depart-
rûent of Fami-ly Studies. Currently, I am working on a study for
the completion of the lrlaster of Sclence degree. The purpose of
this stud"y is to ex¡llore, by neans of observations, the factors
Ínvol-r'ed. in young child.ren's 'bask behaviour. These observations
witl be conducted in the nursery school where you teach and the
purpose of this letter is to request your consent to participate
in this study.

Because I wil-I be d.oing naturalistic observatron (i.e. ob-
serving behaiours as they exist in real tife, in a netural set-
ting), it is not necessery for you to do anythrng out of the
ord.inary, you can just be the way you are. I wÍll code on a co-
ding shôet the observed behaviours of the children's contact
witñ Xour and" I vvil} try to remain as unobtrusive as possible.
Further, in ord.er to assure that your identity be helO in strict
confidence, I will rand.omly assign a code number to the child.ren
and to you es the sole means of identifyíng the data. I wj-ll be
the only person who can have access to the identification of the
codes.

When the study is cornpleted, I'I1 be glad to send you the
sunmary of the results of the research. nncl-osed. with this let-
ter is a form on which you can indicate your agreement to partÍ-
cipate in this stud"y and. consent to al-l"ow me to observe the chi-
l-d.renrs contact lvith you. Your partrci.pation is vol-unbary.

I sj-ncerely thank you for your interest in this proiect,
and certainly, it is only wj-th your participation that this stu-
d.y vrill be pòssible. And. I believe that this study will provid'e
iñformation to teachers that can help them to increase childrents
task i-nvolvement.

Sincerely yours 
'

_\( Julra l,au )
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ffg,Effill\\-;Þ

IrÂCUl-lY Olì HUlvf,{N IICOL(XìY
Departrnent t>f Irarnily Stutlies

r14

Winnipeg, Mirnitoba
Canacla Rl'l'2N2

(¿0,1) ,174-())'25

fHE TJNIVEIìSI]'Y OIì M,ANIToI]Â

I¡actors llela beci t o Uhrldren' s Task lJehavio¡'

Oonrit¿c Lcci by Juiia S. Lau

Under the supelvisioil ùÍ'Dr. l. Jac);son

I have hacl tirc above research proiect explairled 'uo trrc

¿r.nd I under.stand that the children and I lvill be observed over
a pel.ioci of approxj.lÌiately tr,vo rnonths for a bota.l of eight hours.

I understancl- 'bir¡ [ tny nane r¡sill never be usecl. The t-den-
tr-ty of the children ¿lnd teachci's v¡ill- not be available to a:n:{-
one except the researcher, Julia Lau. Ne i bher ny tLdvisot' nof'
the di¡ectol of the nursery school prograln v'¡ill- have access to
this infolnation. lhe results of thrs stutly inay be published
but in such a way that no inclividual identification will be
possible.

I also understand that my participation in this project
is on a vol-untary basis and that I may refuse to parti-cipate or
nay vrithdralv from this study a.t any tirne without jeopardizl:ng
my involvement in the nursery scl'Iool- progran.

lidith the above understan"dingt

I hereby

I do not

aSree

vvi sh

to participate in this

to participate in this

research project

research project

Signature

Date
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Appendix C

Hamilton and Gordonrs observational instrument



Ðace:
Cl-ass:
0bserver:
Rellabllity check: yes_ no *_
Child Attend Reward Cri_tÍcize

TLme observatfon sÈart.s:
Teacher Behaviors Tlne observatlon ends:

Elapsed tine:

tlon Res ond to Teach Dírect S st Interfere
1

)

3

4

5

6

a

9

¡tl

rate per
m{'ûute i Antecedeat Con<l1 tLons

1. ûn task
2. Non-task behavlor
3. Asking guesÈion, asklng for bei-1t
4. Interactlng wlth teacher (ncn-task)
5. Tai-lcing to peer
6. Hnable ta detørnine-

o\
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Appendix D

Observational ins trument



I lB

Teacher

Date: 0rder of 0bservation:

Activity Child
Childr s

Antecedent
Task Beh.

Teacher
Behaviour

Child I s
Consequent
Task Beh.

Commenl-
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Appendix E

Tables
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Table E-l

Ninety-flve Percent Confldence Inte rval for the Percentage of

Chlldren's Task Behavloursa Followi the Different Teacher Behavloursng

Chfldren's Eask behaviours
Teacher behavlours

On-task -- on-task On-task -- off-task

Sugges t

At tend

Reward

Question

Teach

Respond

Direct

Cri tí cize

Interfere

96.84

9t .03

96.62

96.7 B

96. 46

9 4.23

87.64

54.22

22.85

98. 90

98.55

98.7 4

98.42

98.38

97 .05

9s. 4s

BO. 48

33. 13

l.l0

t..45

r.26

r.58

r.62

2.9 5

4.56

19 .52

66,87

3.16

2.97

3.38

3.22

3.54

5 .17

12,37

45.7 I

77.r5

NoEe.

tchildr.nf s antecedent task behavlour = on-task.
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Table E-2

Ninety-flve Percent Confidence Interval for the Percentage of

Childrents Task Behavloursa Accordi to Different Teacher Behaviours

Childrenrs task bellaviours
Teacher behaviorrrs

Off-task -- on-task 0ff-task -- off-task

Sugges t

Teach

Direct

Question

Respond

Reward

Attend

Interfere

Crfticlze

52.83 -- 60.7I

47 .78 -- 63.94

20.06 -- 3 4.2 4

r 5.00

l 4.01

7.5s

9.57

6.0s

0.52

22.68

23.13

22.69

r5.7i

15.89

16.15

39.29

36.06

6s.7 6

77 .32

7 6.87

77.3r

B 4.29

84.11

83. B5

47.r7

52.22

79.94

B 5.00

85. 99

92. 45

90 .43

93 " 95

99.49

Note.

tchlldr"rrts antecedent task behavlour = off-task.
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Table E-3

Mean Percentage of the Use of Dlfferent Behavlours by the Fíve Teachers

Teacher behaviours Frequency Mean percentage

At tend

Crl ti cize

Dírect

Interfere

Questíon

Respond

Reward

Suggest

Teach

1930

103

497

47t

1773

1r04

BB9

r383

l2l B

20.60

l.l0

s.30

s.03

T8.92

11.78

9 .49

t4.76

13.00

Total 9369 100



Table E-4

Percentage of Use of Different Behavlours by Different Teachers

Teacher behaviours

Attend Criticize Direct Interfere Question Respond Reward Suggest Teach Total
Teachers

2T.31

Te

r-
ö

tc

T-
-c,

Tn

19.96 r.26

19.18 1.19

0. 88

2r.95 2.t 4

20.66 0.36

6.25

7 .12

3.82

5. 19

4.49

7 .32

4.50

5.11

5. 91

2.6r

16.38

19.43

2r.78

16.62

20,03

9 .93

13.30

i0.r7

13.51

12.62

9.3 5

8.7 4

B.6l

5.32

13.7 4

15.50

r5. 49

r 4.09

16. BB

12.66

14.0s

10.99

14.r9

12. 47

Ì 2.80

r.00

100

100

i00

i00

UJ



Table E-5

Ninety-five Percent Confidence Intervals

t24

for Percentages of Childrenr s

Task Beha.rloursa by Teachers Followine the Different Teacher Behavlours

Childrenr s task behavloursTeachers

On-t,ask -- on-task On-task -- off-task

A
ts

D

E

92.52 --
93.44 --
96.24 --
93. B0 --
97 .20 --

Attending
99. 5B

98. s6
99 .42
98.64
99. B0

0.42 --
t.44 --
0. 58 --
1.36 --
0.20 --

4.08
6.s6
3.76
6.24
2. 30

A
B

C

D

E

Criticism
28.90
26.20
63. 10
32.30
I 5.80

82.30
87. BO

-- 100.00
83. 70

-- I00.00

17 .70 --
12.20 --
0.00 --

16.30 --
0.00 --

71.10
73. B0
36. 90
67.70
B 4.20

A
B

C

D
.I¡

90.28 --
7 4.r0 --
85.02 --
7 2.06 --
89.99 --

Directing
99.25
9r.24
98. 86
9 4.60
99.64

0.7 5
8.7 6
I .14
5.40
0.36

9.73
-- 25,90
-- I 4.98
-- 27.94
-- 10. 12

A
B

D

E

t2.16 --
16.97 --
15. 47 --
25.82 --
18.55 --

Interference
27 .84
44.93
36"93
52.62
50.01

72.t6
55.07
63 "t7
47 .38
49.99

87.84
83 .03
84"s3
7 4,rB
81.45

A
B

C

D

E

96.82 --
93. s0 --
9s.59 --
93.50 --
97.81 --

Question
99.96
98. 58
99.05
99.22
99.97

0.0 4 --
r.42 --
0.95 --
0.78 --
0.03 --

3.lB
6. s0
4.4r
6.50
2. L9

Note.

tchildru.rrs antecedent task behaviours were on-task.
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Table E-5 (contr d. )

Chlldrenr s Task Behaviours
Teachers'

On-task '--, on-task On-task -- lof f-rask

Responding Behaviour

A
B

c
D

E

93.70
83.22
92.98
92.95
96.r0

99.55
93. l8
99.50
99. l5
99.94

0.45
6.82
0. s0
0. B5
0.06

6.30
-- 16.78

7 .O2
7 .05
3.90

92
t95
95

A
B

c
D

E

92.86
92.30

.37

.90

.74

7 .14
7.70
7 .63
5.00
4.26

Reward

98.86
99.45
99. 15

-- 100.00
99.57

l. 14 --
0.56 --
0.85 --
0.00 --
0.43 --

A
B

c
D

E

94.22
89.04
96.33
94.09
96 .03

Suggestion

99.s9
97 .52

-- 100'.00
99. 83

-- 100.00

0.41
2.48
0.00
0. r7
0.00

5.7 8
-- 10.96

3.67
5.91
3.97

A
B

c
D

E

96.22
90.26
96.21
91 .31
96.6L

3.7 8
9.74
3.7 9
8.69
3.28

Teaching Behavlour

99.74
97 .82
99.73
98.31
99.91

0.28 --
2. 18 --
0.27 --
1.69 --
0.09 --
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Table E-6

tdence Intervals for Percentages of Childrenr sNinety-ftve Percent Conf

f ferent Teacher BehavloursTask Behavlours Teachers Followi che Di

Chlldrenr s task behaviours
Teachers n SI

Off-task -- on-task Off-task -- off-task

A
B

C

D
F

116
79
BI
95
80

7 .51
0. 96
6.12
/,'rA

10.20

At tending
20.07
11.70
21.0 4
16.70
27 .30

79.93 --
88.30 --
78.96 --
83.30 --
72.70 --

92. 49
99.04
93.88
95.6 4

89.80

A
B

C

D
E

10
B

9

16
5

0.30
0.00
0.00
I .60
0. 50

Cri ti cism

44.50
36.90
33.60
38.3
7 r.60

55.50
63.10
16. 40
6t.70
28. 40

99.70
-- r00.00
-- 100.00

98. 40
99.50

A
B

c
D

E

37
36
T7

37
24

12.7 2

2.59
6. B0

22.21
15.60

Directing
4r.34
25.19
49. 90
53. 47

55. 30

58.66 --
7 4.Br --
50. t
46

B7 .28
97 .4r
93.20
77.79
84.40

53
7044

A
B

C

D

E

47
25
25
3B
l8

6.28
0.00
r .63
t.7
1. 40

Interference

-- 27.76
I3. 70

-* 30.37
-- 21.40
-- 3 4.70

93.72
-- 100.00

98.37
98.30
98.60

72.24
86.30
69.63
78.60
6 5.30

A
B

C

D

E

85
76
78
B4
75

6.72
3. 63

IO.48
7.74

25.t4

Ques tion
2r.52
17 .43
27 .98
23.22
46.86

78.48 --
82.57 --
72.02 --
76.78 --
53.r4 --

93.28
96.37
89.52
92.26
7 4.86
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Table E-6 (cont'd. )

Children's task behavloursTeachers n ts

Off-task -- on-task 0ff-task -- off-task

A
B

C

D

¿

¿+ö

50
59
54
69

Responding

1 4.51 -- 39.65
0.48 -- 15.52
6.08 -- 24.42
B.l6 -- 28.88

73.23 -- 33.15

60.35 --
84.48 --
75.58 --
7 r.12 --
66.8s --

8s.49
99 .52
93.92
91.84
86 .71

A

B

U

D

E

IB
IB
IB

a

24

l. 40
0. l0
1. 40
0.00

15.60

Reward

3 4.70
27 .30
3 4.70
36.90
55.30

65.30
72.70
65.30
13.I0
44.7 0

98.60
99.90
98.60

-- 100.00
84.40

¿I

B

C

D

E

t46
l0B
r00
126
t26

59. 50
39.64
48.33
35,7 6
54.26

Sugges tion
74.74
58. 50
67 .67
53.t2
7r.14

25.26 --
41.50 --
32.33 --
46.88 --
28.86 --

40. 50
60.3 6

5r,67
64.24
4s.7 4

A
B

C

D

E

24
23
23
36
39

40.60
13.20
s1 .60
30. 40
49.04

Teaehing

81.20
52.90
89. BO

64.50
79.16

18.80 --
47.10 --
10.20 --
35.50 --
20.84 --

59. 40
86. B0
48. 40
69.60
50.96



Table E-7

Fr êã uencies of Dv

CreaÈive
play

33.s4

36.67

27 .05

25.06

28 .03

adic Teacher-Child Interaction Eoisodes in Different Activities for Different Teachers

Activities

Teachers

T^å

Dramatic
play

17.73

8.51

16.81

13.91

12. 10

CogniÈive
activi Ey

15.36

23.40

t7 .68

24.30

2r. 47

Exploratory
play

15.05

3.25

i8.84

9.5r

17 .96

Gross-motor
play

2.37

4.20

5.22

3.23

5.16

Self-help
activi ty

4.66

7.r7

5.12

r0.62

5.7 0

Non-
activity

rt.29

16.80

9.28

r3.38

9.58

1r.79

T,

To

Tc

Tr

Total

100

100

100

100

100

r001tur., 30.05 r3.96 20. l8 13.52 4.07 6. 43

Note.

"Th" r."r, percentages lvere calculaËed by dividing the total frequencies of teacher-child

interaction in an activlty by the overall total for all the activities-

¡r.J
co



Table E-8

PercenÈaqes of Use of Di

Activities

Creative
Play
Dramatic
play

Cognitive
activi ty
Exploratory
Play
Gross-motor
activity
Self-help
activiEy
non-activiËy

21.39

24.89

15.58

21.24

23.82

r2.35

25. 42

fferent Teacher Behaviours in Different Activities

Teacher behaviours

Attend Criticize Direct Interfere Question Respond Reward Suggest Teach Total

0.32

1 .20

r.23

l .30

i .83

1.35

t ,o

4.24

2.77

5.81

4.52

7 .59

10.49

7 .92

8.31

3.22

3 .80

5.67

8.64

r ,69

0 .00

18.51

23.7 6

17.74

19.17

12.30

i0.15

23.54

t2.27

9 .00

12.29

11.66

7. Bs

1r.68

15.00

9.0

7 .95

10.49

i0.66

13. B7

1t.68

6.r5

13.92

r4.54

13.62

12.96

13.87

23.52

L7 .29

11.96

12.67

19 .43

12.81

10.21

i7.09

2.40

100

100

100

100

r00

100

i00

l.J
\o
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Table E-9

Ninety-flve Percent Conf ídence Intervals for Percentages of Childrenr s

Task Behavioursa Followins the Teacher Behavlours tn Different Actlvítles

Activl tles tI s

Chlldrenr s task behaviours

0n-task -- on-task 0n-task -- off-Task

Creative play 494
Dramatic play 300
Cognitive activity 266
Exploratory play 250
Gross-motor activity 78
Self-help activity 57

Attending Behaviour

96.2r -- 98.93
97.8 -- 100
I 4.4s -- 98.79
9s.ls -- 99,25
91.0 99.68
90.56 -- 100

.09

.2r --

.75 --

.38 --

.06 --

3,79
2, t7
5.55
5.09
9.04
9 .44

I
0
I
0
0
0

Creative play
Dramatic play
Cognitive activiEY
Exploratory play
Gross-motor activitY
Self-helf actívity

4
7

IB
L2

5

3

Criticlsm
6.8

i8.40 --
52.4
42.8
28.4
0--

93.20
90. I
93.6
94.s
99. s
70. B

93.20
81 .6

6.8
9.9
6.4
5.5
0.5

29.2

4

5

7

-- 100

7.6
7.2
1.6

Creative play
Dramatic play
Cognitive activitY
Exploratory play
Gross-motor activitY
Self-he1p acLtvíl-y

Directing Behaviour

97 79.82 -- 93.38
27 8l .00 -- 99 .9
91 86.84-- 97.78
48 Bs.B0 -- 99.50
20 50.90 -- 91.30
48 92.60 -- 1C0

,)

.l
tt

.5

.70

6

0
2
0
8
0

20. 18
19.0
13.r6
| 4.20
49. r0

7 .40

Creatlve play I 45

Dramatlc play 32
Cognitive activlty 43

Exploratory play 49

Gross-motor activl-EY I 9
Self-help activity 5

Interference
20.95 -- 35.61
21.10 -- 56.30
r 4.50 -- 4r.32
r4.17 -- 38.90
3.4 39.60
0.s 71.6

6 4.39 --
43.70 --
sB.68 --
61.11 --
60.4
28. 4

79.05
78.90
85.50
8 5.83
96.6
99. s

Note.

^Childt*ttrs antecedent task behaviours = on-task'
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Table E-9 (contrd. )

Activl ties n S

Childrent s task behavlours

0n-task -- on-task On-task -- off-TaskI

Creatlve play 436
Dramatlc play 284
Cognitive activfty 317
Exploratory play 217
Gross-motor activity 37
Self-help activity 44

Question
96.91 --
95.7 4 --
94.1r --
96.60 --
90.50 --
81.30 --

99.43
99.34
98.3 l
99. 90

100
98.54

.57 --

.66 --

.69 --

.10 --

46

3 .09
4.26
5.8 9
3.50
9. s0

18.70

0
0
I
0
0
I

Responding Behavíour

Creative play 2BB
Dramatic play I00
Cognitive actfvity 207
Exploratory play I2I
Gross-motor activity 26
Self-he1p activity 61

9r.79
89.96
95. s0
93.7 s
80.3 5

80. 52

97.10
98.90
99.67
99.82
99. 90
96.s2

.91

.r4

.33

.18

.i0

2

I
0
0
0
3

B.2I
10.0 4
4.5r
6.25

r9.65
19.504B

Reward

Creatlve play 232
Dramatíc play 102
Cognitive actlvity 195
Exploratory play 134
Gross-motor activity 49
Self-help activiEy 64

9 5.37
9 4.60
9 4.49
9 4.20
89.20
89 .00

99.4s
-- 100

99.3s
99. 83
99.96
99.60

0.5s --
0--
0.6s --
0. 17 --
0.r0 --
0.40 --

.40

.51

.80
10.8 4
11.20

4
5
5

5

63

C::eative pl.ay 237
Dramatic play I24
Cognftíve activlty lB2
Exploratory play I 16
Gross-motor activity 34
Self-help actlvity 57

Suggestl-on

94.90 -- 99.20
93.8s -- 99.82
94. r0 -- 99.37
95 -- 100
84.62 -- 99.90
90.56 -- 100

0.8
1.8
0.63 --
0--
0.1
0.0 4 --

5. 10
6.r5
s.93
5

I 5.38
9 .44

Creative play
Dramatic play
ExploraÈory play
Gross-motor actÍv1Èy
Self-help activity

Teaching Behavl-our

294 95.88 -- 99.36
r55 94.90 -- 99.8s
1 51 93.62 -- 99.54
32 88.64 -- 100
87 91.90 -- 99.73

.64 --

.15 --

.46 --

4.12
51 .00
6.38

11.36
8.10

0
0
0
0
0 .28 --
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Table E-10

Nínety-five Percent Confidence Intervals for Percentages of Childrenr s

Task BehavÍoursa Followlng the Teacher Behaviours tn Different Activities

Activi tles n2 s

Chlldren's task behavlours

Off-task -- on-task 0ff-task -- off-Task

Attending Behavlour

Creative play IO2
Dramatic play 26

Cognitive activtty 34
Exploratory play 23

Grc¡ss-motor acti.vttY I t
Self-help activitY 12

Non-activity 243

16.t7
20.00
19.23
13.20

32.85
59. 50
51.35
52.90
41 .30
48. 40
1.6

61.15
40. 50
48.65
47 .r0
58.70
5r.60
98. 40

83. 83
79.80
80.77
86. B0
99. B0

97 .90
-- 100

.20

.10
0
2

0

Creative play
Dramatlc play
Cognltive actlvity
Exploratory play
Gross-motor actívitY
Self-helf acÈlvity
Non-activity

5

6

5

5

I
4

22

Cri ti clsm

0--
4.30 --
0--
0--
2.5
0--
0.1

52.20
77.70
52.2
52.2

r00
60.2
24.7

47 .80
22.3
47 .80
47 .80
0

39. B

77.1

100
95.7

100
r00

97 .5
100
99,9

Creatíve play
Dramatfc play
Cognitive actívlly
Exploratory play
Gross-motor activitY
Self -help ac.tivf.l-y
Non-activity

Dl-rectfng Behaviour

22 32.2 7 5.6
9 13 .7 78.8

17 27.8 77.0
B 8.5 75.5
8 8.5 75.5

13 25.1 80.8
74 0.9 rl.l

24.4
21.2
23.0
24.5
24.5
19.2
88.2

67 .B
B6 .3
7 2.2
91.5
91.5
7 4.9
99. r

Interference

CreatÍve play
Dramatlc play
Cognltive actív1tY
Exploratory play
Gross-motor activf-tY
Self-help actlvlty
Non-activlty

B1

ll
2B
20
T2
I
0

79
58.7
81 .6
62.1
61.5
2.5

93.9
99. B

99.9
96. B

99. B

100

6. r
0.2
0.1
3.2
0.2
0

2r.0
41 .3
rB.4
37 .9
38. 5

97 .5
00

Note.

tchlldtu.rf s antecedenL task behavlours = off-task'
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Table E-10 (contfd.)

Actlvitles n2 s

Chíldrenr s task behaviours

0ff-task -- on-task Off-task -- off-Task

Creative play 78
Dramatic play 28
Cognittve actlvity 23
Explorarory play 27
Gross-molor actlvity 9

Self-help activity I I
Non-activlty 222

Question
31.4
27 .5
r6. 4

i6.5
13,7
10.9
0.5

53.3
66.t
s7 .3
s 4.0
7 B.B
69.2

4.9

46.7
33.9
42.7
46.0
21.2
30. B

95.1

68.7
7 2.5
83.6
83. s
B6 .3
89. I
99 .5

RespondÍng Behavlour

Crealive play 56
Dramatic play lB
Cognltive activity 26
Exploratory play 29
Gross-motor actlvlty 3

Self-help activfty 7

Non-activity 1 41

24.8
2r .5
l 4.3

50.2
69.2
51.8
61.1
99.2
57 .9
2.5

7 5.2
78.5
85.7
7 6.5
90.6
99.6

100

49
30
4B

3B
0

42

97

23.5
9.4
0.4
0

B

B

2

9

B

1

5

Reward

Creatlve play L4
Dramatic play 2

Cognltfve activity 4

ExploraËory play 4

Gross-moÈor activitY 2

Self-help actlvlty I
Non-activity 59

L2.B
0
0.6

39.8
15. B
2.5
0

6 4.9
84.2
80.6

100
r00
100

6.1

35. l
t5.B
19 .4

87 .2
-- 100

99 .4
60.2
B 4.2
97 .5

-- 100

0
0
0

93.9

Creative play
Dranatic play
Cognltlve actlvlty
Exploratory play
Gross-motor activlty
Self-help activiÈy
Non-actlvity

Suggestlon

63.9
56.3
50.0
52.6
27 .8
70. t
15.1

149
65
79
51
T7

B1

164

78.4
79.r
71.5
86. 5

77 .0
87 .9
27 .6

2r.6
20.9
28.5
13.5
23.0
12. L

7 2.4

36
43
50
37
72
29
B4

1

7

0
5
2

9

9

Creatlve play
Dramatic play
Cognltlve actfvity
Exploratory play
Gross-motor activitY
Self-help actlvfty
Non-activf ty

Teaching Behavlour

55. I
25. t
43 .4
54.6
3.7

48.2
0.1

B3
BO

76
9B
71
97
2T

0
B

8
I
0
7

9

T7

19.2
44.9
7 4.9
56.6
45. 4
96.3
5l.B
99.9

23 2

9

3

I

1.
29

a

78.

42
13

36
13

7

1I
23



Table E-l I

Frequencies and Percentages of Chfldrents Task Behaviour"t Folloring the Questionj-ng Behaviours

of Different Teachers

Childrenr s Teachers

task behavlour

Off-task -- on-task

Frequency

Colurnn %

11 I 15

(2e .7 3) (33.33) (38.46) (3 1 .58) (65.7e)

0ff-Ëask -- off-task

Frequency

Coluun Z

26 16 24 26 13

(70.27) (66.67) (6r.s4) (68.42) (3 4.2r)

Note. Data when children were at non-activl-Èy are not included in t-he table.

"Childt"rrr s antecedent task behavlour = off-task.
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Table E-12

Frequencies of Use of Different Behavlour"" by Teachers

Teacher Teachers

behaviour Tn

B6

37

34

150

44

tctA to r-

FacllitaËe

Inform

0versee

Routine

Unable to determine

67

57

45

2r2

53

56

28

28

r52

43

59

26

60

200

53

80

23

70

1r4

45

Note.

aBehaviours listed are those that were not tested in the hypotheses.
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