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" roles imm been attributed in part to different ocialization

_has éatablished :q:: male cha:;:Euristic-a;,,regard.d as more

o
esteen than women (e.g., Bem & Bem, 1970; Goldberg, 1968, Hil‘!hfl_-»‘
© . 1976)., . : : L

S e e sy R~

Overview . . ' S

4

Sex differences in intellect, personality fnd occupational ,

practices in school. Although socialization 'allegedly begins at . _

birth, cultural sex role norms primarily receive ins_:iéutioﬁa;]. rein-
. .-

forcement when a child starts school. It is on the gchool related

. 0 .
theories and studies that this paper concentrates, w;.aanphasis on

.elementary school. -

In recent. yeai:s, some concern has been expressed over the

apparent sexual 1nqquality of socialization as typifie& by the dif-

¥

ferent social, political and occupational positions ,c}f men and women
in our society. Women are concentrated in oca\pations of lesser
inportance, power and prestige than men, and relatively few females
succeed in entering ‘the professional ‘world (Bitd, Henripin, mmph;ey: ~
Lange, Lapointe, mccm 3 dgilv:l.e, 1973)-. ‘ )

- Within our culture, th‘\‘/ roles and chnracteristics which are

associated with each aex differ. Men are seeu as aggtessive, in-

Aependent and anbitious, women are -uhniuive, dependent and Jpassive ’

o e
-~

‘ (Brovemn. Vogely Brovemn. Clarkson & Roaen}rnntz. 1972).» Resdarch

" desirable than those of females (e.g., Broverman et al, 1§72 Hacnrayer, s

3 1960; Spence, Helnreich & Stapp, 1975), and that men are held in h:[ghu' Q
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different sex-role expectatiohs that are communicated to boys and to

. sively reinforced and become dependent&‘ T Co ,

< sy e

« 1

Sex appropriate behaviour may be learned as a result of

girls (Mischel, 1970). .In their extensive review of sex. differenc;a,
Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) cor;cur with thi‘s" s;ciél learning view,
an_d‘cqncludé‘that sex-role expect:.a.cions are baae;d on traditional |
beliefs about sex differences which ;re ogte:n maccu?ax:e and oppressive.
| A number of authors have suggeﬁted that parents and teachers,
as ‘primary agents of socivaiizatiOn, perpetuate traditional cp-nceptiona

and misconceptions of sex-typed_abilitiea ‘and behaviour by réinforcing

l Hbo;s and girls differently’, often fof the same behaviour (Hoffman,'

1972; Howe, 1974; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Levy, 1974; Pitcher, 1974;
Stacey, B&reaud & Daniels, 1974). As a result of di;fferential sociali~
zation, boys and girls learn to behave in different ways from each
other, incorporate different -est'imtes of self-esteem, and. tﬁtimlteiy
‘a;sume their traditionally different sex-roles in society. 'Specifically,
boys ‘are. .act—ivejly_‘ t:g:lnigrced to become assertive, while girls are pas- |
. N

- ~This conceptualization of the aoci_.'alizat_ion process forms
the framework for th; reviev of the literature vhicfx Bfollm. and
for the present research. Several other views of socialization will ~
be presented \aa well. The main body ‘o‘%ruurc?: conéantut'cl on the '
classroom interactions of female teachers and their itudcnt-,‘ wvith
additional studies tegard.;l.ng teacher ou—roic attitudes. Specific
patterns of teacher and pupil ‘behaviour ';rgc from thase studies

-
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which indicate that boys md girls do not share a similar echool ) | ’
expefience. Teachers appear .to punish and praise boys more than
girle This may be understandable in lower elementary school grades’
where boys and girls behave differently from each other, but not in
the upper elementary school where there gipAAi to be no sex dif-

, ‘
ferences in child behaviour.’

No clear rationale for differential teacher behaviour can ;
be inferred from the current literature, as no investigator hay™~ . |
approached this problem directly.. There are preschool studies, and
etudies on’ individual grades in elementary school. The present re- '

search attempts a comprehensive investigation in grades one to six

- . o£~thoae teacher and pupil veriablee suggested, but not fully ex-
v /L plored, by the existing elementary school literature. _lt also

" attempts to relate theeeldifferencee to the teachers! owm sex-role

. -

attitudes.

Sex-role SOcialization in School

Children are able to identify themselvee -exunlly at a very

' youpg age, and come imto school g%ﬁh a knnwledge of conventional

stereotypes and sex-linked prefereﬁcee (e.g., Dubin & Dubin, 1965;

2 B & Stein & Bailey, 1973; Williams, Bennet & Best, 1975). Por eximple,
preschool children in one tudy (Dubin & Dubin, 1965) could diltinguilh
between jobs tre&itionally performed by men and by vomen; even ehildren
of working women re;orted’thmt‘mnthere loek after the house ;ng kids

"t . !
while fathers go to work. : =

A




There is some evidence that sex-linked preferences remain
fairly stable throughout the school years. Career—orié'nied‘queatlions
* naires were administered to children in the early grades (Baruch,
n

1974, Looft, 1971; Williams et al, 1975), as well as to high school

and university students (Bamett, 1973) Girls conaistently endorsed

nursing, teaching and homemaking roles, while boys typically selected ‘
'careers 1n ‘space exploration. law and business.

However, not all 1niti 1 sex differences are maintained.
Studies of school acﬁievement B erally agree that girls perform
better than boys in ‘the early gr es (e. B L{eter, Dudek & Muir,
1972 Tyler, 1965). In high sch ol, glrls begin to fall behind t.heir
male classmates in areas coneide red masculine, such_ as math and.
.science (Maccoby, 1972). This shift seems to suggest that gdrlb are
somehmy diseouraged‘ from fulfill theit~ intellectual potential,, er,
else that boys are initially discouraged but are iater‘encoqraged to

¢

" fulfdll theirs. | -

A

-

N

Some investigators belileve t:hat teachers have rigid sex role
- expectations, and eyince bias inffavour of male students by spending
moré time with them than with female pupils (e.g. Dusek, 1975;\ Levitin.
s Chanante, 1972; Mimschin, 1965, 1972), In this way, chiildren learn
" that ulea _are more valued thln ﬁmlu, and boy,s are eneouuzed -

-

while girls are not. , ‘. TSI ’ -;i

N -
- v', A, ‘§\ } N .
‘ An urly set of experiments illu.tutu thil pdint. Torrance
(1967) set out to 1nvut:l.zatc the -popular boﬂl.i.! thaf}g:h ars less.

abh to chink sciontifienlly thm boys. A nnll. group uﬂ. roqnirin;




ask questions and seek answers by experimenting freely with science

)
creative acientific thinking was presented to boys and girls in

the fourth fifth and sixth grades in 1959, and replicated in 1960
Atqthe end of the first trial, Torrance gbsewed that boys made many

more puggestions than girls, eeemingly in confirmation of the popukr

belief. T L - N | \ - T

Not satisfied with - this outcome, Torrance discudsed the .
esults with the teachers. 1In a aeriesh of talks, he cm‘ltioned them
a ainst discriminating between boys and girls in sc}énce lessons, B ' -

advised teachers that both sexes should be encouraged to talk,

‘. ., * \
materfals. In the _gecond trial, 13 months later, the performance of’ L
glrls equalled that of boys. In 1959, many of the participating . : :

..

gii'ls protested that a science task was an inappropriate activity for

girls; by 1960, girls reported as‘much' enjoymeot of the task .as boys. T

Torrance concluded that differential sex—role socializationo

interferes with the development of creative thinking and that cul-
tural: expectations become self-fulfilling prophecies. o S
These v:;ewe arg shared by those wvho have expressed more re-

cent concern with teacher prejudice against .girls (Chafetz, 1974;

°-Hove, 1971; Levy, 1974; Minuchin, 1972; Pitcher. 1974 Stece'y et el,

R

1974). They, believe t:hat the tendency in society to regard men more
highly than women, is duplicated in the claaeroom, and as evidence

cite numexzous studies which show that boys ;eceive_nore teacher : : LA

“attention than girle “do. -

While conceding the. possibility th,t tucheta'pey wore .

. EO O

s

. o . . . . .
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G . - . , - . : o] . L .
o PR . . ' . f . - P .- .




attention to bo?s‘ than to girls, a number of researchers suggest that
it is in direct propo:.;tion to. the behayiourfc emitted by the children
(Da\_ris & Slot;odian, 1971; Qarner & Bing, 1973; Martin, 197i). .Accord~
ing to this theory, boysh and girl’s behave differently, and it is likely
the greater“_frequency of aggressive, disruptiw}e’ behaviour of boys .which

. )
is more demanding of teacher time. Teachers, who are 'predominantly
N v -

feh:ale in the first few years of school, expect pupils of both sexes
to behave ‘within the,c;nnfines ‘of feminine standards of behavicur
(Bﬂ;er, Miller & Dyer, 1972; Etaugh, C@llins & Gerson, 1975; Fagot,
1975; Fagot & Patterson, 1969) _Female teachers reward both boys and
girls for feminine behaviours. Since much of the positive reinforce~ |
m‘ent*w.hich boys receive is for their non-preferred behaviour, the in-
creased attention which they receivé for their preferred behaviours
may be in t-;he form of c.rit:lcism or reprimands. This argument implies’

that 1f teachers are biased, it is in favour of gir].é, whose behaviours

meet with female teacher approval more frequently than do the behaviogrs

"

of boys. '
What these researchers fail to acknovledge is that female

;/l

teachér approval of feminine behaviours for bot:h sexes may be wmore p yd
detrimental in the long- run t:o girla than to boyc. Boya ule-typed
Rehaviours and pr.:eferences, as quot and Patterson (1969) ot;aerved,

4 are not affected by the "feminization" process, but traditional,
female-typed behaviours, such as docility, @bedienéd and conformity
are g:reng:i;med in girls‘((‘:haf‘ctz, 1974; no}‘q'.”’mi; Levy, 1974;

<
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Pitcher, 1974; Stacey et al, 1974). These latter, feminine behaviours
. . \ - 4 ' '
' re considered to be incompatible with achievement and striving, and

their reinfo?cement by feinaie teachers may be one of the forces which

iinhibita gi\nlg\\from aspiringuto or attaining prestigious positioas in o
‘society (Hoffman, 1972; Peplau, 1976; Stein & Bailey, 1973). ‘

" Whether one subscribes to.the aex—related proposal of

teacher\differéncial treatment, or to theliehaviour-related feminiza~ -

tion explanation, teacher attantion ig clearly a crucial factor.
) According to soclal léaming them:'y anci reseafch t;eacher att:ention

in any form acts a.‘.::.reinforcer for the behaviour which precedes it,

and: becomes the gxpected consequence of the behaviour it follows {e.g.,

Kanfer & Philiips, 1970). The increased attention which boys receive evea"

p . 'if some of it ie unpleasant, teaches boys that their i:ehavimirs attract

t:eachea: interest and response, and male behaviours \are thus reinforced

and strengthepned (Bardwick, 1970).°' Girls are either\{ignored, or re~
‘ "warded for”doing what is expected of them (Levy, 1974). The approval
which girls receive 18 less frequent than the disa'pproval’ given to

' boys, but 1s sufficlent 'to ‘maintain girls' feminine behaviours.

Although we haire indicated that teacher attention is an im-
portant variable, and that pupil sex and/or behaviout may alicit dif-
ferential teacherlresponse, ;e have not yet examined any research ¢ ‘
addreaaed to these issues. A review of studies of differential A
socialization by female lteachers ;n‘nursery and elementary’ schooll

fqllows, designed to asseas eviaénca that boys receive more attention
g : 4 v

than girls especially for male-typed behaviours.

[y

LI - ’
N
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passivity) .or participatory (attentive). These three behairi\ours are

e
©

i Teacher-pupil Interactions:. Pteschool

|
|
|

\

|

: l
many of the. generalizations about sex differences in child behaviour |
.and in teacher differential socialization originate-from presc.hooi. i
J

. tion.

g N ‘ ; ) ' C
i -

The data gathered from nursery and elementary school female
teachers and their pupils forms the basis fo‘r this survey. The prime
interest of the present study 1s with clasaroom behavioure in eleuen— _ o

tary school, and these will be discussed by grade level. Bowever,

studie‘s, and therefore ‘tﬁese_will be reviewed first. Our focus on _ :
female teachers is a practical onme; they vastly gﬁtntmber male teachers
in elementary. school and in most of the research on~‘séx,—role aqciaiiza-

It 48 not ou'r intention to imply or to evoke any prejudice ‘

against female teachers. . FE
Although a‘ wide range of teacher behavioura were observed
and reported, the most common desc:zfpt:ors of teacher attention were

praise (including approval),. punishment (seolding, criticism, dis-— o

approval and reprimands), and instnuctional contacts.
- Pup~11 behavioﬁrs were generally desc;ibed as diaruptive

(aggressive, 'inatt:entive) » dependent (close proiimity to the teacher,

¢

[
s

said to be male—typed (disruption), fenale—typed (dependent) and non
eu—typed (participation), respectively (Etaugh & Eughen, 1975;

Levitin & Chananie, 1972; Serbin, 0'Leary, Kent & [fonick, 1973).

‘ranging from playing with transpo_r}:at:l.on toys and blocia (male-typed) . D . ;‘

T , Etaugh et al (1975), Fagot (1975) and Fagot and Patterson '

(1939) éoﬂcentrated on the teinforcemeng of sex—-typed activities, -

- -
' °
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to painting and a‘rtworj: (female-typed) . While there were 'no dif-
fetences in’ i‘.}xe amount of reinforcement which boys reqeiyed as compared
to girls, female t:eaélders (and one male teacher) Lreinfptced a greater
proportion of feminine than masculine activities for both sexes. |

:

Theee researchers conclude that’ n;ale—typed agtivities are not ‘rein_

) M ~, 5
forced, ‘IASut fail to show that they are therefore decreased in boys.

‘
/

-

l‘Smith and Greed (1*975) observed children and teachers in 15
preschool classes, and fc;und that boys were involved in more aggressive
incidents than girls. However, they found no consistent evidence that
teachers interfered differentially in fights between two boys as.com-
pared te fights'between two girls; those fights which occurred be-
" “tween a boy and a girl tended to attract the most teacher attention.
Biber, Miiler,‘ and Dyer ’(1972) investigated te;ef;el: atwention
during. preschool academic 'periode. They reported that teachers had

moxe instructional contact with girls, but the number of reiniﬁarcements

per instructional contgact was not different for boys and for girls. It. .

is not clear from this research whether teachers offered girls more
assistance than they offered boys, or whether girls :equested and re-
ceived more instruction. Thua, we do not know if female teachers in -
this study were at:tending to the girls, as the au.thors auggest, or

to their behaviour. “;ﬁ

- In a dissenting study, Serbin, O'Leary, Kent and Tonick

-

(1973) found that teachers reeponded at d higher rate to all behaviours

in boys as compared to girls. This research is particularly noteworthy, )

as it was carefully designed md.sophisi:icated with regard to dethod-

[re—,
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oiogy. Recognising that teacher respoﬂsiwﬁnes%, to boys may be more
frequent dqe t?. the more salient béhaw}ioqr of y‘oung “boys, ;:heae re-
' gearchers controiied for d;l.ff_erenc;a in emitted rates of disruptivé, . ‘ v
dependent and participatory behaviours. Teaéher attention wi)ls cal-

_ culated in proportion to the freq’,uem:}( with wh:l..dh it was elicited or
"solicited. This was a'\c;.hieved by totalling the freqx:gncy of teacher

' response to ‘each child behaviour, and dividing this sum by the con- —
comitant frequency of thg child beha&iour. 'l'hug,-even though boys'

. !
were found to behave differently from girls, and emitted different !

rates of 'behaviour. these Qere no longer\factora to be considered.

Preschool téachers '(fema‘lé) in the 15 classrooms reqpoixded more often ‘ r
and more vigorously (by loud as compared to soft regrimands) t;o boys'

- disruptive behaviours than to gi;ls'. ' The girls' rate of proximity

to the teacher was significantly higher tﬁan"-‘that of the boys. qirls[

who stayed close to the teacher received more attention than those,

who did not, while boxs received a conatant rate of teacher attention

0o matter where they were. There were no “gignificant differences in

1

. the rate of t}eaptier attention which boys anq girls re;:eived for being

near the teac-her . However, in r'ea:;onse to vrequests fcr'— assisi:an_ce,

teachers difected more attention to boys than to girls, and boys were

given more extefxde'd 'dirc;;:tiothhan girls. When both sexes were par-
tic;pating appropriately, and :iqt requesting atteﬁtign, boys received q

more nurturant and instructional forms of attention th:aq" girls- did.

-

These authors conclude that differential contingencies are in effect

]
v
a

in preschool, and’ that they favour boys.

o

-




Clearly, -1f we were to draw our conclusions about the dif-

ferential distributiqp of - teacher attention from the preschool studies,
———’ i

.o we would have to state that the majority found no discrimination in\

teacher behnﬂiggr. Yet, the findings of Serbin et al (1973) cannot

'

be ignored, ‘and may be more representative of preschool teachet-pupil

v

. interactions than all :he o:hers. There are a number of factors,to
be considered. | '
o~ . ‘ .

" 1975; Fagot & Patterson, 1969) were coq&ucbed‘in free—play‘situations?
as was the study by Smith and Gieen (1975). It is prebable that boﬁe
behaviours: notably aggressive or disruptive ones, are'morelgg;ereeed
or 1eés noticeable during play periods ;hen‘in ; more structured situa-

tion.” This is not. merely speculation. The feminization studies re-

ported that teacher criticism was’ rarely heard and Smith and Green '

i (1975) implied that teachets s:;med to -accept fights between same- -
sexed childfen as part of normal play activities. Serbin et al (1973)
observed a varfety of claasroom activities, inqluding those which were

u

more structurgg Disruptive behaviours are inappropriate, for ex-
\
‘ aﬁple, during a discussion ‘period, and are more likaly to cvoke teacher

.- were infreguent in Serbin et al's study, they-occurredfand were re-
sponded to sufficiently to warrant analysis. In both studies vhere'

* ', it was observed (i.e. Serbin et al, 1973; Snith & Green, 1975), boys'

—

. N beh:viour was responded to lignificantly note in nnle children when ot

1

\
l

e " ) : i
.The three "feminization" studies (Etaugh et al, 1975; Fagot,

\

reaction than ‘they wnuld during free-play. While di-fhptive behaviours

tggre-nivity exceeded girls' asgresuivity in ftequency., But thi- . _




o
7/

it occurred during a vaf;!.gty of activities (Serbin et al, 1973)\ S S

rather than during free- lay (smith & G\r‘ee,n, 1975). -~
- . A second differérce between tbéae studies concerns the o -
'rang.e of beﬁaviogrs which were oi:servgd. There 1s no doubt t‘:hat the |
study l;y Serbin"et al (1973), was 't;.he most extensive with régard t;
| \‘stoom activities. Each iof the other

preschool studies had 'a specific orientatiod, e.g., reinforcemeqt\

overall teacher and pupil cla

, of aggressivity or of masculine and f@ninine typed behaviours, and .

ge ly igt‘mred or overlooked how teachers respond to children ixi
§ ' R

‘gen‘era(. ’ R S <
v 'Finally, only Serbin et a\l (1973) and Biber et al (1972)

investigated inatructional contws.\ Observat:ions in Serbin et al's

\

study were made in vivo (as were the d@her preschool studies). Biber

C et al made 56 videotapes, each ten minutes long of 14 female teachexs .
and the pupils, one sumises, who were naazest to the teacher.

Although teachers‘i.n this study interact more with gitla than with

W ) boys, the evidence from Serbin et al indicates that girls stay near .

v

' . the teacher _more than boys do and recei:::._ Bo reinforcement vhen
near. While this is only an assumption, it ia\\possible thant. girls
:Ln the Biber et al study received more instructional contact than boy‘q
because only ' the children fn close proximity to the tea;her (and/or

the camera) were noted.

v Im summary, these studies- indicate that ﬁeschool boys are .

more disruptive than preschool girls, and may be les \dependent‘

3
P ~ a
Some teachers do not'diﬂcriminata in the amount of att\cnt;ion they = - t . i
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pa'y to boys as compai:ed to girls, while others do.” These differences
ey ’ . ' - s,
in teacher behaviour may be a function of the kind of activity, be-

haviour or situation' which is observed., Although feminine preferences

are reinforced for both ‘éexes, boys and girls continue to prefer same-~

.

sexed acti%ties. Teachers pay more attention .to boys when both sexes
¢

participate equally in jnirk-r,elated. gc;ivitieg. iGiils receive more
attentiox/x if .t:h_e); are near t_hé feacher, suggesting that dependent be-
ha‘yiourg are yreinforced in—girls. Overall, boysﬁ and girls may not
t‘eceive' the same ;mpunt or the same kind of attention in preschool. -

The child's sex may be an important variable in teacher responsiveness.

Teachei‘-pupil Interaction: Elementary School

!

Brophy and' G;od (1970)° used an observation system in which 'n\\
speciﬁd.c gyad'ic interactions were coded and analysed. ;Ihey coucluﬁed
‘ thnb boys in grade oné have more interactiong with the teacher, but

that these may be mainly related to dieciplinary actions vhich boys

‘"brought on themaelves The. childyren who wete obqerved “vere the

o R three boys ‘and the three éirls mlj: highest and an équal number
' rankgd lowest by the teacher in order ‘of achievement in each of four
L ,grade one classrooms, and represented extremes tather than a random.

i sample. There is.mo indication as to the homogeneity of these /
clﬁl@ren. That is, the reader is nat told whether the "highs" were

§ . actually' equal in performance, or whether the "lows" were equally
poor academically within each ;:las‘a::cscnn._~ These in’vestigators noted

that the te;c_her differential behaviour with respect to praise was

observed which was not directly attributable to objective differences .

v
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among the children. For example, teachers

emanded and praised
)

better perf‘ormance‘ from those children for whom they_had higher expecta-
tions, ‘and rarely praised -good performrxce from the low expectation
group, e;ren when it did occur. When overall praise was totalled, boys
received more praiae than girls did. ' These results -:l.‘ndicate that boys,
especially.brighc l}g’a, receive more encouragement than briglu:u girls
do, and that teacher-differential expectations function independently
of pupil behaviour. ‘ | s
Davis and Slobodiap (1971) observed that teachers called on’
boys and girls to read and/or to respond with the same ,frequency :ln |
10 grade %:Fe classrooms. Even though boys interrupt:ed morh frequently,
teachers reacted to boys' interruptions in easentially the same way
(by response or by 1gnoring) as to the less frequent interruptions of
girls. These’ researchers conclude that teachers did not appear to -
congider the s hild relevant, and did not act differently toward

boys and girls, obviounly ignoring the fact that—boye, in general

)

received more overall \attention than did girls. i , ) 4

. Samuels and Turnure (1974) :anestigated sex differences in
\ ' ~
c¢lassroom attentiveness, and concluded that in grade one,"girle are

significantly more attentive than boys -are. failed to specify

how teachers reacted to girls' attention or 'to "i.nattention.

-7 ‘. Martin (1972) concurred with the grade one observation
‘ that if boys ‘receive more attention from the teacher. it may be be—
cause they -demand it. Second grade teachers in five classrooms were

asked to rank their students according to extent to which they

»
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exhibited problem behaviours. The ejght most disruptive bdys and ) .

' | ~
girls were obsei'ved relative to each other and to th other) children -
in the classrocm The rate of misbehaviour was higher \for the dis-

ruptive boys than for the disruptive girls and these. boys intetacted ' ]
N .
aignificantly more with their teachers than the disruptive girln,\and . ' ;

more than the bays and girls who were less disruptive. Diaruptivé\

girls received no more‘ attentior than the other children. Martin :
concludes that the high mean rate of teacher-male student rattion

is not chamctetistic of boys in géneral, but is caused by very h\igh\ ot

S

rates of attention to problem boys. . '{ \\

HcKinney\‘Mason, Perkéraon and Cliffotd (1975) focused oh '\\

pupil behaviour in fiye second grade classrooms in the fall and spfing\

1

\

of a school year There were no significant sex differences in the |

i
- Bad ! .

children's aggresaive, depegdent and attentive behavioura in the fall.

"In the spring, there were 8till. no marked differences in overall

attending, dependency or aggression between the sues, but girln -
aMwéd a significant incresse over time in the frequency of passive
ré.sponding, while boys showed no change in imuivc béhaviqur. No

‘L -, teacher behaviours vere oboerved or reported.

The relative absence of sex ‘diffeunces in McKinney et al's
. *(1975) study was contrary~ “to the previous figdingl, however » t_hue s
pupii observations were similar to those reportad by Etaugh and
- Harlow (1975) in grades five und six:' In this latter study, aulylu -
T of observed pupil behaviours (whieh included participatory and in-

3 -~
\ .~ appropriate behnviourg}udid gbt rev.f any significant sex differences.

/

)
e .




~The two male and éuo feinle teachers in this study taught a par- -
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. deoctip’tioz and mterpreution. we are mcludmg it in our survey - ' ‘ .

o

16

ticular’ mbjact m each of the five participating classrooms. 'rhe ) .

]

. proportion of tile spent on four categories.of teanher behaviour f

(praise, scold call on, elaborate) was calculated separately for .

boys and for girls, and for teacher sex. When these were compare&

it was found that both male and fmle teachers scolded boys more

than girln. female teachers alone praised boya/mote than girls, and . R
there vere no teach;r or pupil sex diffetences for ‘the 5ot.her teacher

behaviours. 'l'hus, despite the fact that boys and girls did not be-

have differently .from each other, tucheu were morg attantive to boys

than to girls. The authors indicate that theae findings are sﬁg-

'geative rather ‘than definitive, due to the -gmall sample size.
O

Jacbon and Lahadema (1967) concluded that the’kind of '
mtpuociou-vmtﬁh\cpﬂdren _had with their teachers in Afour gtade’
six classes wvas ﬁ\nrt_iy determined by -'q. There were no sigoificant.
sex differcocen between the amount of 'opprooal or instructional con-

N

tacts luwhich uch sex recc&@;ﬂmt 80X of the sixth-grade feachets-' , |
negative comments ‘and criticism were directed ‘t:omd boys. Low= \
achieving boys received the most criticism of all. These researchers

observed "that vhen tliey compared the amount of attention whioh boys . =

and girla feceived An proportion to -the mmber of interactions 1.n- . -

K :I.t:iat:ed either by the teacher or by the childten, that boyn toca“i'@'ed

¥

more than their share.

Whﬂe we consider the nut otudy to be anb:lguoul, both in '

e -
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because it 1s cited in almost eVefy review and piece of repearcix on

oy

differential socializatixnf , - *

!

Meyer and T:?son (1956) observed ;hree grade six, female )

teachers for a cot{aflf thirty hours each. Boys in each of the three
{ ) ‘

A
classrooms received more disapproval th;h girls, and more approval

tfuin girls in one of the classiovms. There were no observered dif-
o~
ferences in teachdr distribution of approval in the other two class- "

-

rgmi The authofﬁug_gest that it is understandable that boys, who

are more aggressive and ron-conforming, would receive more dibapl;tjoval,
while girls who are "quiescent and conforming" receive more apprpvai'.l .
The one teacher who gave boys more .approval was thought to feel / :
-"guilty" because she punished boys\so nuch, and was combensating by

wy .
praigng them as well. ®

However, they did not demonstrate ‘that girls received more
- approval, even t:héugh they ¢laim they did; nor did t'hey/show that . |
+ boys are dismptive and girls quiescent at this age as they failed to
report any observations of pupil behnvi.our w'.lthin these classroons. ‘
Thus, it 1is unclear\ why boys received the amount and kind of attention
:wh:l,ch they did. We can only conclude t:hnt boys receiv;d more overall
attention than girls, and that t:he authou, if not the tuchets, are
"guilty" of stateotypic sex—typing _ ) ¥
. Prom the evi\dgnce which we have presented it is clear that -

in :'ele'unury school do receive more ovcu‘}l atunt:ion than - .o RN

gi:ls, particularly in terms of pun:utnen: and praiu. Soma authou
Rssume that boyl are punishod for disruptive behnviour vh:lcb thty
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\ . hypochasis, female tmh.rs rmrd fq:!.ninc behaviours in both sexes.

'Sibﬁodinn, 1971) which.denonstrate‘thac younger boys are more in-

* grades receive more pr‘aiae than girll. According to the feminization

s o . -" .
display with greater frequency than girls do. This assumption may ' 3

receive some support from the junior grade studies (e.g., Davis &

attentive and disruptive than younger girls. Bbwever, the evidence .
from the senior grades is less clear as there is some'auggeltion

tﬁht older children may not differ from ‘each other in their behaviour

in the claasroom (Etaugh & Harlow, 1975) ahd yet teachers in.this

9

study scolded bqya aignificantly more than sirls. It-18 possible
that older boys are no less distuptive than younger boys, but that

the sex differences in gyddes five and six are less obvious because
older girls have learned to become as disruptive as thei} male class-

mates in order to gemerate more teacher.attention. It is equally

P ssible thaf teagher behaviour patterns are determined by their sex-
, . ) \

ed expectationn of how boys and girls behave, and not-by actual .
Ry - !

pupil behavioqra.

»
1

What is even more puzzling is why boys in lower and uppat

o
\
¢

In acereotypic terms, dapcndency, passivity nnd subsission are con-
sidcrod‘to bc fenininn behaviours and are cnrtainly qot !cpo:tod -orc
frequently in.boya than in girls. In the studies reviewed here,
ﬁasai;ity wvas the only one of thase _behaviours apccitiéllly t-ntiouod~
in clen.nttry sqhool. Hhile girls 1n McKinney ot al's (1975)-:::4.

two chaw.d an incroane 1n plll£§; bchzviouro, boyn did not, nnd th.re
weré no qurall sex diffcrlncal in dcpcndtnt bchlviour.. ¥o tcnchnt ;

1

-




- o ceive may be pnpluu';xt in part, but the’ general message which is con
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data accompanied this sﬁudy,' Teacher reinforcement of feminine be-’

Q

haviour was reported in preschool, but it has either not been observed

or not reported in elementary school. Hence, there is no evidence that ~

-

the excessive praise which boys receive from female teachérs is re-

a
n

lated to feminine—typéd behaviours. o .

.0
The third pupil behaviour which has been specified, par- .

ticipation, is more likely to merit praise than either disruption‘or
Aependency. In thé studies which. directly mentioned particiﬁptory \\u
behaviour and teacher praise (Brophy & Gopd, 1970; Etaugh & Harlow,
1975), female teachers pfaised boys more than girls. It is possible
that' teachers praise boys differentialiy for participation to encourage
o ' appropriate,béhaviours and to discourage inappropriate ones such a¥
1nattentidn.' However; if older boys and girls do not behave differently
from each other in disruption or in ;articipation, it_ia difficult to |
:' account for phelcontinued use of differgﬁtial conting;ncies f&t boys
in senior,éle;entary grades. %
» It is conceivable that teachers do not respéﬁd directly td
a child's behaviour, bﬁt éo the child's sex, Teachers may expect dif-
ferent behaviours from boys éPd*girlsw' Even when ;hesé behayiouraghre
not different, teachers react as if they were, ln accor&énce with
1ztteteotyp1c expect;tions of éix:typed bqpaviouts and sex-roléa. Since
men in society are hgld‘in higher esiﬁgm than women, teachers may be
more interested in male classroom activity as compared to female .

- classroom ;ctivity. The 1ncrenaed_attention,éhich boys re-

© . -

»
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ferent

; ‘

veyed to the children may be that n}ything that boys do, appropriate

or not, generates more teacher attention than similar or diifgruﬁt
activity by females.

Although boys and girlu in elementary school sit in the. same
classrooms, euantially follow the same basic curriculum and nre tnught
by ty same teachers, the)&uality of school life appears to be dif-

for euch sex. Disruptive boys receive more attention than

'

disruptive girls, participating boys receive more praise than par-

ticipating girls, and \in the end, boys and girls turn oui: lifferently.ﬂ

Martin '(1972) ;lenonatrnted that attention for diéruption goss only to

a few, highly disruptive boys; Brophy and Good (1970) showed that only
2

‘a few, bright participating boys receive the most pu‘iae. Yet, boys

11; general grov up to be more aggressive, indepondent: and smbitious,
and girls become -;rc submissive, dependent and ;nuive.

‘Each of the studies rwievad‘ here investigated some aspect .
of teacher and/or* pupil bahaviom; within one or tno grades per atudy.
So-e gradu, notably thrce and fout, vere not: oburvad at all. This
gap 1n the litencure is unfortunate, ams lu-difhrencu seem to

shift or disappear as children get older., We do not know vhether

'nnu duhnacu ntgfgmulm:m umennc, hue -uu»t

- , 1) . N
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! that teachers eract more wfth boys than with girls regardless of

: \ how the chil Ten behave.

i \ : ,

| R To smarize, the literatlire seems to suggest that there
] .. \ ) ) o Al .
. . are at least two explanations for-teacher differential socialization.

Tt%e first hyp::t:hesis, tha¥ behavioural diffé;encea in younge; c’hild;en '
elicit differential teacher response, does not a;:coun_‘t for di'ffe;:“ent v
treatment 6£ boys'and girls in older éradés where theré;‘w'er,e no

‘ oS;erved sex differences in pupil be'ha.viour. Théxseco?d h'?rpothea:'l;s

. N . , .
N ' .that teachers prefer male to female pupils' and attend more to all male ..

activity is based on the assumption that teachers incorporate societal.

biases,which lead to different se:;-role expeci:at::lons and diffetenti‘l“’
. socilalization ‘practices. This assumption, _which also implies that

‘teachers who are more liberal in their sex—role‘expectationa‘\vo'\ild be LY

[ 2

‘ -
less partial to boys than traditional teachers, has not been tesfed

43
' Teacher Sm:-'role Attitudes - a R

o

[

empirically.

'n}ere :Ls evidence, however, that aome r.eachers do have
\, stereotypic or biased attitudes regarding male and fmle character-~

S istics and behaviour. ' ~ ) ] \
' y . o4 . . .

In an 'unpublz;.shed study cited by Ctlwf—etz (1974), one out of

every three female teachers interviewed said she might act lesa™

knowledgeable to impfess a man. Men were regarded as more capable
_ - than women in abstract reasoning, while women were ducr:l.bid as more
likely to exhibit emotions than men. Two-thirds of these teachers

) . felt that women had only themselves to blame for notg;loing better in )

“«

S

)
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.
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life. Chafetz concluded that ‘t,:hese teachers, like most women 1n
society, tend to overvalue males and undervalue females. -
Female teachers in another study (Ricks &.P’yke, 19725 in-
dicated that they preferred male students Vk‘xen asked wheﬁher boys
and girls behave differently, and expect to be treated differently, '~
significantly more teachers answered yes to both questions. Boys |
were seen as more' active, girls. as ~more- passive.' Teachers thought '
that boys expect to be treated sternly, whil—é girls expect to be‘
_treated in a m.c\»re "gentéel" faqhioﬁ. These authors concludéd‘t%at .v
males and females at'cla socialized toward the maintenance of traditional

sex~role behaviour. T

Junior grade teachers (Levitin & Cﬁananig, 1972) and senior’
_grade teachers (Etaugh & Hughes, 1975) were asked to indicate the
typic‘allt:y :f specific sgx-behaviouf pairings 4in h}potheticql childr;.h
corresponding in age to t.hfir own pﬂpils. '1"hé behaviours were
aggressivity (male-typed), d;apende@ncy‘ (female—t;yped)v and‘ achievement - -
(non sex-t:}ped) No éex diffete;:ces were found ‘fo;: the typicality of
achievement-related behtviours in eithor atudy. ‘Tu;:herl of grade one‘,, V
':wo and three children, sssociated aggression more with boyl than with
girls, and dependency mre wvith girls tlun wvith boys. Grade: four,

five and six teacheu rated both of these behaviours as typical of

I:oth sexes, although there was a n\on-lignif.icant tendency to ut:ribﬁte
dependency mr; to older girls thln to oldct'b\oys. The different .

sex/behaviour attributions of the junior and ‘senior dﬁcnury m:tuiol

AN
=

teachers may be representative of actual beéhaviours of their pﬁpih »
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or they may be indicative of how teachers e&pect children to, behave

at each gradé level. This research suggests that sex-role stereotyping
] - .

may be reflected in the attitudes of some, but not all teachers, and -

that teacher expectation of pupil behaviour may be age-related. R 4

“ Nome qf the studies'compared teacher attitudes with observed

teacher and/or pupil béhaviour. Thus, while it is ‘clear that some
teachers have distinct stergotypic perceptions, there is nn,evidénce
"that their attitudes are automatically manifested in differential
s;cialization behaviox'u:. or in different sex-typed .behavidur by
These three varisbles, sex-role attitude, socia}izatiop be-
\ Wiwr and cillild behaviour, were inirest\:igﬂated in a related study by
Fagot (19\74). Shé,atimmistered a questionnaire congern'egi ‘with sex-~

ke

a'ppropriai:e play to barents after observing them interact with their

L ¥y

toddlers. Some parents ind:l.c'ated that many typical‘ play b\ehav‘i?u‘rs wvere

appropriate to one sex- anlly’("traditional" group), while other parents

‘selected aluoat: all the play behav‘iours listed as equally apptopriate

for bot:h sexes (“liberal" group). There were no observed differences )

in the reactions (praise or puninhunt) of either parental group to

their chi\.ldren 8 perfomnc_e of these bal;avigurs. That. i3, traditiona} -
‘parents did not reinférce nx‘-type'd‘behavioura any more or less than

did the liberal group. Nor m( there any differ'ence‘:m the degree of K

sex~typed behaviour in che children. This s;.udy suggests that. re;-.

gatdleu of differing parental attimdu, neither the behnviours of

the pa;cnt:.u nor of their children differed significantly. Yet boys
’.ndazirh-&ﬁergd from mi{;tl’ic;:. _ N o o

‘e “ ! h
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In contrast, Minuchin (1965) compared boys and girls in

] .
traditional (stressing socialization toward general sfandards) and
mdern (stressing individual development) homes and' achools. She

’  found that sex—~typical reactions and concerns were more characteristic

of childrén from traditional bacg_grptfnds, but that girls from modern
backgrounds exhibited the ?ore opén attit.udes toward socilal sex-roles.
: Hinudh‘in was inable to tease out the relative influence of families .
and schools, and it remains an open éuestion whether teachers with
\liberal outiooks stereotype less t:haﬁ those with traditional outlooks.
. These studies show the difficulties in assessing attitude.
A8 Summers (1970) and Triandis (1971), in two separate reviews con- >
cluded, pencil and paper attitude mgasures alone do not-necess'arily
predict the actions of en individual; converaely, observation of
overt behaviour alone may not always provide an accurate 1ndex of
attitude. These authors suggested that attitude may be inferred 'from
a combination of verbal and non~verbal behaviour, but cautioned that
when the components are inconaistent, prediction may be difficult.
We have seen that some teachers have stereotypic attitudes t
_ sex-go/]:es, and that some teachers do not. Iﬂowever-, there are no
' st:t;die(s which compare the overt behaviou‘rs of‘_theu two groups of

teachers, or the effects on their pupila.

Rationale for the Present Study

The empirical literature on sex~-role aocialization in lchool

was reviewed in an attempt to determine whether female teachers d:lffer

in’ their behaviours toward bc;yé ,a8 compared to gi_rls. There is support
" v ) A\ 8
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for the theory that teacherf/pgy more attention to boys than to
) . N . W
‘girls. This relh;es mainly to punishment and praise. Other forms ° {

=4

of teacher behaviournwere not investigated extensively, but may be
equally important.
~ The research does not confirm the hypothesis that the

higher frequency of teacher-male pupul interaction is a function of

r

the more frequent attention-getting behaviour of boyg. Inattentive- ‘ .
ness and disruption are more typical of younger boye than of older
boys, yet boysiin general receive more disapproval\fhan girls. It is
also unclear why boya receive more praise than girls, as boys' Pbe--'

haviours do not appeaxn €9zmerit more praise than the behaviours of

girls. y i1
-/

| In an impresaive{;}eschool study (Serbin et al, 1973Y, when

the *rate of differential pupil disruption, depehdency and participation

was controlled,{teachers nonetheless paid more overall attentiom to

boys for every behaviour. Such a flndinc suggests that teachers may.
discriminate in their responsiveness to boys as compared to girls be- - N
.cause of a cultural sex-bias, and not as a function of a child's be~

- haviour.

A variety of teacher and pupil behaviours were examined|at -
different grade levels. However, no ainsle study observed the same
variables of teacher and pupil béhaviour ‘in more than opne or two/ . -
grades. We can only speculate from the existing atudies that boys
-denaﬁd and receive more at;ention of every sort from their tenche;a,

* and that gifl:-nre relatively ignoreﬁ.; Much of the evidcnce"uhich ) o

3
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ve have pree,,ented is based on small samples, and only a few grades ‘

have been investigated.

s

The research aﬁggests a bias in favor of ys in the amount

of sattention ﬁhic‘h they ‘receive.‘ ',I’eacherq' sex-—rol 7percept:ions and
expeetations- have been labelled as sex~typed, but we have no evidence .
that teacher behaviour is a functionm ‘of sexist attitudes. Nor dc?’ ve
know whether the more "liberated" female teacher behaves differently
toward boya and girls than her "traditional“‘colleagues. .

. The present reaearch was desigied to assess the behaviours
of female teachers'in their interactions with boys as compared to

gir;s. Since pupil behaviours may be different both by sex and i by

fage, two grade ‘levels were contrasted: 1o'wer elementary school grades

l 2 and 3, and upper elementary school grades 4, 5 and 6:

Salient pupil’behaviours, diaruption (mele—typed), dependency

\ (fanele-ty'ped) end participation (non sex-typed), identified in pre-

vious hreseafch (Etaugh & Hughes, ‘1925; Levitin & Chananie, 1972;
éerbm et al, 1973), were ,observ‘ed and recorded eeparately at each -
'"grade, level and for each sex. It was "hypothesized that there ymuld
be no sex differences in dependent behaviours at either ‘grade level )
end that sex differences in the d:laruptive and perticipetory behaviours -
of boys and glrle would be observed in younger, but not older children. .
However, teacher behaviours were the major: m:;es: of this Lo
study.~ Based on a recmandation by Kliebard (1972), .three uin ) -

categoriea of teacher behnviout served as the :l.nteuctiml buis ‘for

ob-erving and recording what teacheu did in the classroom m& to




\

whom their behaviour was directed. These categories were: soliciting .

!

(asking. for response or elaboration), responding (to handraising, to

requests for assistance or for elarification), reacting (by approval -

»

or disapproval). Observed teacher behaviours were always liqked with "~

a particular sox, alnd, where appiicable, calculated in ‘relationahip
to concomitant pupil behaviour.‘ It was hypothesized that teachers
would interact more’witlt boys than with gi’ls in all utegorieo, even
when the froquency of emittedk rate of pup:fr.l boltaviour was controlled
(ao in S‘erb.in‘ et al, 1973), gm‘d at both ’grade levels.

A measure of téacher sex-role att’itode was taken after all

4 N
observations were completed. The scores were then correlated with

the talcufnted differences in teachers' soliciting, responding and

reacting behaviours toward each sex. It was predicted that t:raditipnal

teachers would diacriminate in their behaviour toward boys and gi.rls,

but thnt the mote liberated tuchtrs would treat boys and girla alike.

+
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7 Method . . T N
. - Subjects = . " , ~ - ¢
Thirty-two female-teachers and their atudents parcicipatcd

" in this study. Each teacher had 4 minimum of two years of teaching o

experience. Sixteen of the teathers taught grades one, two and three,*®

f and sixteen taught grades four, five and six. The distribution of ‘

' | teachers and grades may be seen in Table 1. Teachers were from four a
1Y iy “

[ (}. |
working class district schools which were under the jurisdiction of _ l |

Athe Protestant School Board of Greater Moqtreal.‘

' - Insert Table 1 about here ~ ‘ 1

s
Pupils ranged in age from six to twelve years. Claes‘en-
rollment was between 19 and 37 children, with u/ even numbers of boys - ) ‘} ‘

and girls in each classroom. About ‘75% of the children vere vhite,
with the dintribution of non-white children approximately the same in

each of the four participating schools.
o’

+

Obaetvation Code "

Observat:lonal criteria were developed for the recording of
\ pupil and teacher behaviour. Oblerving everything that happened in a ‘
Y . ¢ ' Lo ' Y
‘ . classroom was an obviously futile task. It was therefore necessary

Dy ‘ _ .
. * ' to single out those dimensions of behaviour which reflected -the main

§

'an.:dy, mhy pupil behaviours, and

teacher/pupil contacts vhich co 1fied and classified e )

' categories of interest.
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. § ‘
P ’ ' ' or pupils, relevant behaviours were those suggested by ;
™~ Serbin et al (1973): disruption, dependence, participation. In the . v f ‘

r . observations, these categories were considered mutually excludive

and exhaustive. Clearly, certain behaviours such as head-scratching

ag !

s

&% . - .
or eye-blinking for example, which did not seem relevant, were ignored.

" In fact, the-actual recording situation rarely required observing more \
than one category of pupil behaviour during a ten eecond intetval N

-

1 : Y .
| ’ However, all sali::}pil behaviours were recorded in one or more of

. \the three mz‘ajkff‘& goriea. which were subdivided to distinguish as :
many behaviours as posaj‘.ble. The categories an& subdivisions of pupil
beluwioufs,‘ recordeo individualij for each sex were as follows:

- . 1. Disruptive Behaviour .

a. Not Attending - any behaviour which a child exhlbited.in-

o dicating inattant:lon, but not imrolving anot:her child. For exampie,

\ o ‘not 1ooking af the teacher during an oral 1esson, not liacening to

" an ongoing lesadw, ylaying with a pencil or some other object, taking

. ’ -t N

J books or putting books away when these behaviours were incompatible
A g . ' \
vith wvhat wvas expected of the class, not working at assigned seatwork;

doodling, day-dreaning. L ‘ .

b. Disobedience - -any behaviour, verbal or non—verbal, which was

d:lomptive'or provocative way. For e:unple, calling out lnapprbp

luving .one's seat or classroom without the teacher's uplic:lt or :I.n—
—

N B - plicit sanction, refusing to comply with a direct request by the /




teacher, hit:tix_xg, talldng t:.o another child, being disrespectful of
oﬁhers, or of their property, mgkiﬁg noise, throwing objects.
2. Dependent Behaviour
a. Help-seeking - going up to the teacher to ask ‘for help, .

asking for assistance, explanatién or clarification. |

_ b. Appfwal-'peeking\f asking the t;acher to approve c(f work,
of ;ﬂ\f\(E.\g.}\"lzq f%u 1ike my new shoes?"), asking‘for a favour or -
privilege such as, '"May I-leave the room?... erase the blackboﬁr&?.;.

give out the paper?" ] \

c. Unsolicited Handraising - raising one's hand when the

~

teacher did not specificalg solicit handraising. This was classified
as a dependent behaviour rather than a -participatory one, sinceé during
the piiot work this behaviour nearly always fesulted in a reque;t for
help or appr;wal. |
3. Participafory Behaviour 1
“ta. Attending - paying nctent:ion in a non-verbal way by
at the teacher or at work beins dmmtrated during a lesson, wrkin
at an assigned task ignoring dilturbances created by other children
or inappropriate requests fron ot:her children.
b,  Solicited Handraising - in contrast to umolicited hand~
* ralsing,- raising one's hand in response to a question or nquut; from

" the teacher. . o ~ ‘ .

[

MY

c.' Answering Quut:ions - ruponding“ vetbnll‘y to t:hc tdchcr in
. A |
reply to a quca:ion or requuc, participating ita class dilcu“ion :

) —appropriately, reading aloud on request, giving an oral rupot:. A

B0 e e o - iy g

.




' tinguished between. different forms of teacher et:tention end wvhich could

- or to the frequency with which boysf{and girls exhdibit ‘etteni:ion-gett.ing

responding and i'eacting. As was the ee with pﬁpil observations,

r

& A ) ’ ~ ‘

i - -

Teacher behaviours of intereet were those which die- foe . /

x

be quantified into reciprocal teacher/pgpil interactions when base reteaj’ ‘ ' - H

of boya' and girls behaviours were t:aken into account. Many of the

|

¥

i

Ve H
- 3

!

*

cited studies did not permit: conclusions about teacher differential

4

responsivengss to boys versus girls because they did not sinulteneoue'ly ‘

examine teacher behaviour in relatior to concomitant pupil behaviour e J

behaviour. For this reason, all teacher behaviours were classified in

.
. [} -

the manner recommended by Kliebujd 72): structuring, soliciting,

category m subdivided to account for as uny salient teacher -
behaviours as possible. The main cntegoriea and eubcategoriee of
escher beheviour, recorded individually by sex were as follows: s
1.  Structuring : .

. ., This category included all. non-i;ntereetiaiul teacher 'be-

£
heviour, or teecher behaviour diracted t t:he clue as s whole.

T ' i

Exaples of this behaviour were ;ectur . dmnetretins a lenon, )

working‘ at the desk slome, stroll around the t:leuroo-' without - ‘
interacting, with a child. telling a story,. t:elk:l.ng ‘to a classroom : >
vieitor, eetting up & projector. eruing the bleckboetd. w:iting on ‘

"the blackhoard, getting reedy for a lenon. stc. y . Y R

2. | Soliciting ‘ P 0 -~

Bebaviours were elueified A thie cetecory vhen tluy vere
directed . toward a child in the cleurooe with the obvious _d.ltent of

>
-~ 6
’
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eliciting uo-e responne. Eor exuple, questionu or reguests for verbal

or physical rugonaec. Soliciting was scored only if hanﬂtaia:lng was

not a factor, such as when the ‘teacher said, "Jim, read the first

question" or "Mary, would you lend your book to Jane." A second

factor was the te_acher'a tone of voice. Sarcasm or criticism were

\

not acéx;ed as soliciting behaviours, but rather as disapproval.
a. Asks for Response - gsking a queacion of a particular child,

sclect:l.ng a child for a particular task other than one which could be )

deemed a privilege (e.g.;, erasing the blackboatd, giving out utorinlo).

b. Asks for Elnborncion - requesting more 1nfomtion of the

-

same ot another child afl:ar one rnponu or part of & response was

s
<,

given.
3’. Responding : a , _. -

These behaviours were vai'ious forms of teacher recpo:rxu to
‘p‘up:ll requests, ;u:htnnca to pupils at .chn dioctet;ion’ of the teacher,
uquentiaf* responding, such as looking at chﬂ:d'ran'l work while ulking
up and dovg—x rows or correcting clumrk‘br?ug!\t randomly to_the teacher,

~A'3;in, the teacher's tone was a determining factor.

N
i

i) ‘e Responds to Unsolicited Handraising - cnlling on a child

vhou hnnd vas raised vhan no requast for hnndui-i.ng was ud. by thc
teacher. ‘ ‘ ' ‘ '

coL b , uaponda to 801;1c1téd‘ Wraining -« teacher asked a question A
r made some riquest and waited for a show of hands before selecting
Anc child to respond. (Note: if a child vas selected immedistely \
thout a show of hands, this was '-eutid s "'th !ot-lupomo").




c. Neut:#al Interac¢tion - teacher—pupil interaction where no
words were exchanged, where a mild or neutral comment was made, or
wvhere the comments were inaudible. For example, ¢hildren came up to

the teacher or teachers walked around to check the work of each child

ki

but said nothing, tio\dded, wrote in the child's book, or said "Fine", ° !
"Uhuh", "Okay'" or some such remark in a neutral sone. This subcategory

‘fncluded these and other neutral interactions where ‘the teacher's re-

’ sponse was neither positive nor negatiVe. T : : ;
. . AN R 4

d. Clarifies - explaining a new concept to a particular child, .

teaching one child individually, responding to help-seeking behaviour - , i

< oo
or to a question or answer from a specific child, where the teacher's

intent and fﬁong were clearly audible.

~ [

== 4.+ Reacting

In this category, all forms of behaviour in which the intent

vas clearly some form of verbal or non-verbal punishment or reward,
were recorded.

a. - Disapﬁroval ~ inclusive in this subcategory were criticism,

pun‘:l.stnnent. écolding, sarcasm, negative feedback with regard to a

pupil's Sehav.iour, reprimands, withdrawing or failing to provide ‘a

- k 4 B
privilege which  had been promised. If the teacher gave negative

. feedback with regard to a child's work, such as "Your work is podr",

‘. _ this was scored under "clarifies" if she then went on to help the

-

child. However, if she merely criticized” ﬁ\e child wichout‘ any
)

'clarification', or made some remark 1iké "... and that's -because L
¢ N ) > N [ y

A
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you ‘re lazy" or added a triticism of the child wit:hout specifying
what: it was about the work that was unsatisfactoty, this was scored
N . ’ : ) -
. {. _
b. Approval - including encouragement, tangible or intangible

as a reprimand .

. revards privileges, positive feédback, praise, enthusiastic expres-
sion of comments like "Fine", or giving permisaion for activities

such as drawing when others were doing regular school work, tequests\

to assist the teacher in a desirable task such as digtributing -

materials, con:ecting the wotk of others or runniuurrand
. Procedure | ’ ' o : -
Ol;aervatidnq ;}re scheduled during academic périoda and
only w‘t}en the regular class teacher was in attendance. Teathers were
) .

‘told that the purpose of the study was to see what boys and girls do

in school during a normal classroom session. In return for -allowing.

- the observatiomg to take place, each school was offered (and accepted).
n = ;

free psychological‘c'onsultation by the autlior, which was giyen af‘ter_'
the Qcﬁdy was ~t:omplet:ecl. )

' The observer wu‘ seai:;d at tl;e back of the cluirom, A
pre-recorded signal audible oniy tc; the observer, allowed for a :éu

. I

second oba;rvation period and a five-second rdéi\)rding time, tot‘liing
one hour per classroom. ‘This resulted in four recording intprvali
per minute, or 240 racording intarvala at th‘e'md of ‘thc‘hour. - v

“ ' . Behaviours were recorded on ptepgrcd checklists (Appendix A).

\

Chﬂdrm vere observed ‘sequentially follouing the -utins

4

arrangement of tha clyss, and the sex of the child was noted 1n‘ each
S R P
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recorde«i.behaviour. Alternating with ea child'obsewaiion, was an
~ observation of teacher‘beha\_viour\.and the ‘sex of child with whom'spe
in eracted, if applicable. Thus, at the end of _the o‘bservaetidn tﬁe
of one hour for every classroom, a ‘total of 120 child intervals and

’

. 120 teacher intervals were recorded.

Observers and Reliability

' Two psychology graduate students, gne male and one female,

were trained to record child aud teacher behaviours following the

) .
observat:ion code described above during pilot work (Appendix B). 5 -

T s, B Srd B Rt VT

-
T s i

The primary observer was the female, while the male co-observer

observed simultaneously in half of the sample classrooms to ensure

tgliability. Reliability was obtained for the categories of pupil

behaviour and teacher behaviour. .For each of the classrooms in which

b&th observers recorded behaviours, the measure of reliability empio§ed ‘

was the number of agreements i)etween the observers in co}ding'the o 3
occurrence of a particular behaviour, divided by the total sum of ~
agreelients and disagreements in recording that behaviour'; Average

reliability across the t;o‘tel observations was .83 for child-behaviour
caeegories (range .80 - .88) and .87 for teacher behaviour categories

) (range 084 ". 091).

Attitude Scale . - L .

The At:titudes Toward Women Scale (Spence & Helureich, 1972) ' .
was adminiscered after all the observations .were conplcted. This

Likert-type scale, a 5§—itm test of pro-feminist (liberal) ntticm\l\c; ’ . 5

I
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*~

i “to wm;en has a pc;ssib]:e range: of scores from 0 to 165. A high score

f* on this scale indicated a profeminist attitude, while low scores ini
dicated a non-feminist (tradicional) outlook., ,The test was normed on
University of Texassstudents, and the two most _stéb,le factc;rs which
emerged had to :lo with equzility of opportunity in \(ocatio'n and educa-

tion, and with éocio-sexual behaviour, i.e., what constitutes a con-

ventional .woman. Validation evidence for this scale was also provided
' by Lunneborg (1974) who found it sensitive to’ differencee in students

before end after exposure to a course on’ the psychology of sex dif-

.~ ferences at the University of Haahington.

y
Y
'«

g 'reachers in the present study completed the scale on a \

volunteer baaiu, -and although the teacher's name did not appear on the

test, each had been coded to allow for identifidation by the suthor |
\

~
<

‘only (Appendix C). Confidentiality was assured. R




Resulta

a

. ' Pupil Behaviour

'For each measure of pupil behaviour, recorded frequencies .
S, )
of the occurrence of each behaviour were averaged per sex per class~

D oy

¢

room. The resulting data represented the mean rate of emission of

Rl Rt g

not attending and disobedience, help-seeking, approval-sesking and un- .

L salicited handraising, as well as ntténding; solicited handraising

N B ~ .and anunriﬁg questions, per/telcher per sex, Those scores which

conpz:ised the subcategories of each of the three main categories,

'

disruption, dependence and \participati_on. were summed to yield total

scores for each'cntcgoxéir. One particular behaviour, answering questions,

had non=zero values in only 12 of the .32 clua‘tom'obutved. and

- . was not analysed separately, but the scores from this subcategory

vere included 1n the total participat’ion analysisy
. ‘ ) !
The data from the seven subcategories (after answering ques-

t:.ioxu was eliminated from separlto‘ analysis) and the three main

L4

categories vere analysed by means of tén 2 x 2 analyses of varisnce.
‘ ~ \

The unit of analysis was the teacher (N = 16 per cell) and the factors

»

were Grade Level (younger and 'oldcr)*and Sex, vith repeated messures

on Sex, . ~ L ‘ .

El

Disruption . .' ,

The analyses of the disruptibn scores are susmarised in -

Table 2, Grade Level effects vere not significant. Sex differances

- Kl

v ‘ were found for notw attending snd disobedience as vell as for the total,
D T , . - _’ ﬁ,} | |




d:}sruption. As can be seen froam the means of the pupil disruption

scores shown in Table 3, boys display'ed more not attending, disobedi-

<

ence and total disruption than girls. However, the Grade Level x Sex
interaction was ‘nignificant for not attending and for the total, dis-

{ ) ‘ ,
ruption. For not attending, planned comparisons showed that younger

boys emitted more "noé attending" behaviour than younger girls,

4\\t(15) = 7.21; _p_ ¢.0l, but there were no signifigmt differencu be-

tween older boys and girls, t(lS) = .29, p .05, Younger boys

emitted significantly more total disruption than younger \gihrlu, .t

s&,

£(15) = 7.43, p (.01, and older boys more, than older‘girlu. \ X
t(15) = 2.88, p (.01, In both not attending and the total, disrup-

*

tion, younger and older boys did not differ significantly from each

" . % , .
other, nor were younger and older girls found to be significantly

different. .
? A further anflysis of the means (as described in Winer,
1971, p. 530) revealed a significant linear't;;'end for‘ not attending,
FQ,42) = 16, p <. 01, and for the toul; disruption, F(1,39) =

28.37, p (.01, Younger boy- shoved the most "not attending" and

total disruption and ‘younger girls the least. Overall, them, the -
~disruptive bchnviﬁun of boys were found to be emitted at a signifi~

: cantly higher rate than those of 31!:1., ‘but I:hcn were greater sig-

nificant differences bct\unn younzer boyl and girls th.n between

-

. cld‘nr“boyn and girls.

N 'Insert Table' 2 and Table 3 about hers

Y




Table 2
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Analysis of Vayiance Summary 'l‘abiq for bisruptive Pupil Behaviours

Behaviour.

Not Attending

Disobedieace

[

-

Total Disruption

t
1

Source ~

- Gradé Level

* Error (b)
Sex”
Grade Level x \Sex
‘\ Error "(w)(
Grade Level
‘ Error (b)
Sex |

Grade Level x S'ex »

Error (w)

- L 4
. Grade Level

Error (b)
Sex
Grade Level ‘:t Sex

Brror (w)

df

1

30

Ms .

~.00256

.00720
.04322
.03572

.00151

.00187°

00540
.01408
.00451
.00116

0.

.01317
11159

.01672

00195

¥

.36

28.62 **k%

23.65 k&%

35

12,09 *%

3.88

57.35 k&’
8.59 %&

P T

!
]
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Table 3 ' o A
Mean Pup:ll‘Disruption by Grade Level and by Sex”

N " Not Attending
2 “
~ Boys ‘Girls Total Grade Level '
Younget‘ ) . W211 .112 | A 1N
‘ _Older 51 147 149
Total Sex  .181.  .129 o ’
Disobedience
/ S Boys  Girls = Total Grade Level
Younger ©.063 .050 ©.056 -
) Older " .090 044 - .067
Total Sex'  .076  .047 |
- ' Total Disruption. - ‘ : ‘_“ . |
- , ‘ “ ,

Boys Girls - Total Grade Level

Younger 274 .58 .46
Older 242 197 220

Total Sex 258 .177

. P
R
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No significant differences were;féund either for Grade

\ Level or for Sex in any of the three measures, help-seeking, approval
. ~seeld.ng‘and unsolicited handraising, nor in the total category measure
' S . S .
<R for dependence. (Summary of analysis in Appendix D, means in Appendix E)
- 7

Par ticip;l'tion _ *

No significant differences were found in the measure for \
/ h

. -olicit;ed handraising, and this analysis is sun:marized in Appendix E.

cany

Answeting questions, as indicated earlier, did uot occur frequem:ly

enough to warrant analysis. The remaining analyses, attending and the
. » -, ’
total, participatiorf (which included attending, solicited handraising
and “ansvering questions) are summarized in Table 4. Grade level

‘effects were not significant. Sex differences were found in attending
Id . )

,f C and in total participation. From the ineans which are reported in
Table S, it may be aeen that girls attended and participated signifi-
cantly more than boys. The interaction effect of Grade Level and Sex

was oot significant, . ' . C . .

Ve Insert 'l'gb'lu 4 and 'S about here

Teacher Behayiours

- ‘ A].tlwugh t.hg tuchet be\haviout, structuring, was recorded
in order to hnvc an exten,u.ve :ecord of tueher behaviour. it vas not

. andyud as part of the preunt study, 4 Only thon behaviours which ‘ .' : . B

g vers ssen as onc-t.o-one in;ouctiom were mli.dcrod hpotunt at - h
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: Table 4
-4 4 R ’, * * ' * W
p i, , . , '
. Analysis of Variance Summary '1‘a'b1_e for Participatory Pupil Behaviours
Behaviour Source af _u§_ F
Attédliing Grade Level 1 ..00121 .79
Error (b) 30 . .01696
| . Sex_ 1 .06619  24.15 #aw
Grade Level x Sex - - 1 .00627 2,29
PR * Error (w) 30 .00274-
Total Participstion - Grade Level 1 .00099 .18
) ~ ‘ : .
Exror (b) 30 .01784 o,
* Sex 5 1 ..06883 ' 23.61 %k -
‘Grade Level x Sex 1  .01023  3.51
v - ¥
- « . - Error (w) 30 ~ .00292

%% p < 001
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Table 5 \
- b ) ) ' . ) . A
Mean Pupil Participation by Grade Level and by Sex
1 _ - - - -
Attending N .
\

' Boys Girls Total Grade Level /4

. Younger ; . .613 .697 «655
Older 641 686 - '.663
. . . 3 . o t
" Total Sex .627 691
" Total Participation ,
Boys Girla Total Grade Level :
- ) . . h ' = - \
‘Younger .652. - .743 697
' Older . 685  .725 .705°

- +o

| Totalgex .68 .73

! .
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this time. As defined earlie‘, atructuting included all thoss teacher

activicieq‘which were not specifically directed at one child. The re-

-Qining three classes of teacher behaviour, soliciting, responding

-

., and reacting, were divided into eight subcategories. These were: asks

/ for response and asks for elaboration; responds to unsolicited ﬁand- ¥

»

ralsing, responds to nolicited handraising, neutral interaction and

.
P : .

clarifies; approval and disapproyal. Base rates of child behaviours “

_were taken into account- ia 911 analyses of teacher behaviour (see

below). The teacher behnviburs vere analysed by means of eleven 5 ‘
. N /
N 2x2 analyuen of variance vhose unit of analysis was again thc teacher

(N = 16 per cell), and whose factors were Grade Level (youngcr and .

)

older) and Sex, with repeated measures on Sex.

Solicitigg ' L é

]

For the two subcutegories, "asks for response' and "asks
‘for elahoration", as well ‘as for the tocal, "soliciting", pupil base)
rates were takcn into account and teacher behaviours were lUIlld
- separately for boys and aitll'. The;zecgi vas divided by the number,
‘»of opportunities éhe:teacher had to solicit a response from boys and
:\ \ fr&n‘girls. P&ten;ially, the teacher coul& solicit a response from
' . any child, regatrdless of that child's behaviour. Therefors, the
response opportunities were equal to the total number of pupil ob~
servation intervals for the sexss 1n each cln.sroo-. For cxanpla,
teacher lsked fot a response !to- boys in her class 20 timas, nui-ftol ‘
girls 10 times during thy ‘total qblcrvntion period. The 13 boyt and
12 girls in that classroom were each observed 5 times. Thi: weant ’
- o - ,{“

v




\ sex in a classroom. Thus, the frequency of the teacher behaviour

w46

that tfl‘e teacher had 75 ;:ppo:tunit‘iea to c&ll on boys, ~and 60

9pportunities t(; dall cin girls. The téachér total for ‘boys, 20, as

mmerator, was then dimvided by the boys' total, 75, as dwator,

resulting in a teacher mean of .2667, and for girls, 12 was divided
O

by 60, yieldihg a teac;:;r mean of .2000. In this vai, the prop;rt:ion

of boys to girls within a giv.en classroom was taken into account, and !

the mean for each Eeacher vas not biased by unequal numbers of each

was the numerﬂtor,' and the total of response opportunities was the

-~

denominator for each of the two subcategory behaviours "asks for

¢

‘ , . ‘
~response” and "asks for el‘abora?son“‘. . Both teacher subcategory fre-

quencies were summed to yield a score for the 'total, "soliciting","
which wvas treated in the same way as the subcategories, controlling
for ciiffer;e.nt pupil base rates. |

The analyses of the so'liicit.ing means are simarize;i in
Tqble 6. Grade I“.evel effects were na\t significant. Si..gnificgnt
Sex differences were found for "asks for teanlG“, “asks folr.qehbotn-'-‘
t:log" and for the\toul, "aoiici.t:ing",. As may be seen from the ne;n:& "

which are reported in Table 7, -teachers asked for more responses and

: f'qt more elaboration from bcfya than from girls. '.l;hey ‘i'lup solicited .

more from boys than from girls, even though:girls participated more
than boys. The Grade Level x Sex :i.x‘itafactinn was not aignificant.

' ¢ ’ P -
- N
3 - . . . A‘ e
- N R -

Insert Tables 6 and 7 about here
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Behaviour J )

Asks for Respon

Asks for Elaboration

\

Total SGliciting

@
N

-

Source . d4f -

Grade Level . 1

Error (b) _ 30

Sex ’ ‘ 1
Grade Level x Sex 1
j Error (w) 30
Grade Level | 1
Error (b) 30
Sex : . ‘ 1
Grade Léevel x Sex 1
" . Bxror (w) 30 -
" Grade Level b o
Error (b) 30
-ISex - ) . §

'+ Grade Level x Sex . .1

Error (w) T

Ms
.01z4f
.02606
11120
.00861
00578
.02179
.00603
.00994

.00488

.00172 .

206698
04719
.18745
.02640

.01132

47

.48

119.23 W

"1.49

3.61

'X‘
5.79 *
2.84

1.42

16.55 #nw
2,33 .

>
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~ Table 7
M‘Teacher Soliciting Interactions by
Grade Level and Sex of Pupils
Asks for Response ' / .
Boys  Girls Total Grade Level
. 4
\err - +196 .136 .166
Older . .47 .14 194
Total Sex .222 .138
‘ Asks for Elaboration - ’
’ C
' Boys Girls  Total Grade Level -
. Younger .038 .031 .035
older .093°  .050 .072.
Totsal Sex.  .066. .04l ‘ .
Total. &11{:1:1&13‘:{ . .’
e Boyas Girls ' Total Grade Level
\ A
Younger, \.234 167 , 201 . ,
" older 340 .91 ~ 265 ;
Total Sex  .287.  .179 ' ST .

Y ;

) .-

~
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Base rates of child.behavi;urs were again taken into account

in these énalyses of teaché; behaviour. Since teacher behaviours were s
not observed directly in relation to pupil behﬁviours, it was pre-
viously determined empirically ({n pilot observations) what teachers
were in fact respon&ing to. For the two subcategories,'"responds to
unsolicited handraising' ‘and "responds to solicited handraisiné",
pupillbase rates were available, as these behaviours had been obeerved;

and teacher response to each of these‘pupii“behaviouré were calcuiated'

by dividing the actual frequency of this teacher behaviour by the

. actual frequency of this pupil behaviour, per sex. However, "neutral
interactions” were divided by the total number of 7ﬁéérvgtion intervals
in which pupils of each sex showed help-seeking, apprdval;seeking or‘

attending, behaviours which were most 11{ ely/to eiicit this teacher

behaviour. Similarly, "clarifies" was divided by th}a":otal number

of obseryatibn intervals in whichjpupils diaplayedlhelp-sqf?ing,

approval-seeking‘and.anéwering questioné; again, separately for each ;
Occasionally teacyer‘respoése exceeded the number of observed -

occurrences of pupil behaviour, but this did not alter the pgopoftion

of teacher/pupil scores'per sex or per grade level. If a sp;cific

pupil behaviour or combination of pupil behaviours did th occur in '~

a particular claaafoon. then a nominal "1'" was used as the pupil score ‘

on the assumption that the teather was responding to a behaviour which

.occurred, bu: which must have been missed by the obuetvern. In the

>




' representative of the Dehaviours of each sex as potential elicitors of

32 classrooms 6baerved, zero scores were recorded 4 times for boys;
2 tifes for girls in "unsolicited handraising" ~once each for boys and

girls in "solicited handraising" and once for boyl, six times for gitls

+ in the totals of" "he;lp-seeking" approval-aeeking" and "answering

questions". i ) N . )

Thus, while in some instances a nominal "1" was the =

" denpminacor,a the frequency of teacher respoﬁses to specific behaviours

were divided by the observed occ;urrence of ﬁupil béhavidurs which were
the most likely to elicit such a teacher re\s'ponse. The total of all

teacher responding bethiours was divided by the number of observation

\ , ‘
'intervals in which pupils displayed both forms of handraising, help- '

séeking, approval-seeking and answering questions behaviours, separately

-

for each sex. Ee;e, ‘no nominal numbers were used. While it is under-
gtood that the pupil base rates were arbitrary, they nevertheless were

calculated in the same way for boys and girls, and are thus respectively

\

’, &
N

teacher response.

n

)
The analyses of variance of the responding scores are sum-
marized in Tat;le‘. 8. Significant Grade Lw&l ‘differences were found

for responds to solicited handraising, but for no other behaviour.

'Significant Sex differences were found for responds to unsélicited

handraising and ‘clarifies, but not for neutral intehnctiom’. Scores
from all \thr'u behaviours me‘includ‘u\ll in the tocal, responding,

‘vwhere a nignifiunt Sex thech vas found ‘nu means of tescher re-
-ponding bchaviour- uy bo sesn in '!ablc 9.% tuchc:l uk.d for

W [ : . . . +
- . .

»

ce




Level x Sex. Ceoe ‘ (
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_handraising,” they responded l:lgnificanr.ly more to solicited hand-

raising by boys than by girls, and- chrif:lcd for boys significantly

) -dre than for girls. Overall, teachers responded significantly more

to boys than to girls, There were no interaction effects of Grade

"

Insert Tables 8 and 9 about here

- Reacting

_The frequency of teacher disapproval was divided by the total

- number of observation intervals in which pupils displayed any behavioura

vhich were most likely to elicit adult disapproval. These were de-

‘' termined both empirically and from suggestions in previous research.

Obviously, not attfgnding and disobedience were behaviours of which
t‘eachers didapprdved; however: teachers also scolded children fo:; ~l'1e1p-
leeking. apérav’al—aeeking, unsolicited l;andraicing and answering ques:-
t{m. For \exanp%g! teachers told children td sit down when th;y cane
for help, to i;wer their iumds,. or repripandcd’children vho answered
incorréctl‘y. Smtimes teachers showed lppx:oval of these latter pupil
be viours. and so these were added to attending and nolicitod hand-

g as targets for teacher approval In effect, teacher d:lnppro—

calculated by considering the base rate of pupil disruption,
and app oval was calcuhud by’ considoring the base nto of pipil

‘pnrtici tion, lmt hulp-nuh'ln; apprunl—ueking unsolicited

ing md anmr:tn; qmcion- wvere added to ach to ensura- thnt

-

handr:

-
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" Table 8

Analyses of Variance Summary Table for Teacher Reapbnding' Behaviours

ﬁéhaviour

Reronds to Unsolic-

ited Handraising

o

Responds to Solic-
ited Handraising

Clarifies

3

Total Responding

i

fekk I£< . 001

wo. “

P p< .01

Source

.Grade Levlel )
Error (b) ‘ .

Sex

Grade Level x Sex

Error (w)

Grade Level .

* Error (b) .

Sex

‘Gt;de Level x Sex

Error (w)
{
Grade Level

o~

Error (b)
' A

Sex

Error (w)
Grade Level

Error (b) .

- Séx

‘Grade. Level x Sex .

Error (w)

" Grade Level x Sex -

af

1
30
1
1

30

1

30
1
1

30

4]

1 -

30

1
30
1

30 -

1

i \l

30

wg&.m.f

i

MS

.24338
2.02005
6.30004 .

3.07121
1.07261

7.41201
1.81932
41249
3,15951
1.00960
10.26073

11.qosso’

1 v 100.79231. -

340389
8.9743
.00131
2.70741
72044
04995

| .96343

E

' .12

5.87 %
2.86

4 -& *
~_./'.

AR
3.13

.87

)

11.23 #*

. «38

122,43 Ak
1.56

e




Table 9

Mean Teacher Responding Interactions by

' Grade Level and Sex of Pupils

’

- A - Responds to Unsolicited Hkndraising ‘ i

#

AN : ’
Boys Girls Total Grade Level

Younger 1.427  1.238 1.332
- Older ° .1.989 ~  .923  1.456
Total Sex 1.708  1.080

. Responds té/ﬁolicited Handraising * ' o g
. — ’ ) N
@ Boys Girls Total Grade Level _
. g Younger -.' .484 .768 , .626 e D=t LT
g7 Older 1.616 1.004 ' 1.310

Total Sex  1.050  .886

Clarifies

. Boys Girls' Total Gfide Level
Younger 5.172  2.201 3.686 - ¢
Older 3.910 1.861 2.885 o "

Total Sex  4.541  2.031 '

. Total Responding ‘ ‘ b ' - : -

» ' Boys ‘Girls . Total Grade Level -
Younger 606 | 447 . 526 %
S Older . .650  .382 516 (
. Total Sex  .627  .415 . B :
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teachier scores in the nmcting category were teptesenta\tive of actual
teacher behaviour. Since the total of these four behaviours showed
no pupil sex differences, they represent the addition of a "constant"
sum to the’ base rates of pupil behaviour. The total of ali teacher
reacting behaviours were givided .by‘ tﬂhe’ total number of response.
opportunities which each sex presented, as Potentially,’every be-
havic;ur could meet with either approval oz; disappr&val. All calcula-
tions, vjiere‘ made sepa.lrately for boys and for girls.

‘summarized in

The analyses of x;eacting behaviours are
" Table 10. There were significant Grade Level effect§ for the t;ot:al,1 '
reacting, but none for the subcategories. There was a‘)significant

5&( efffect in disapproval, approval and in the total, reacting. The
m;ans are shown in Tlable 11. Teachers reacted significantl'y more to
younger than to older ch:l‘.ldre:.x. but boys received significantly more
disappfoval, a.pproval_ and total reactior;. Tlie Grade Level jx Sex interl-
action was s:}gnificant.only for, disapproval, but not for app}:oval, or
for the total, reacting. Planned conp "('apn_s‘ showed that t:elchera
'displayed disapproval to older boys lign&icnptly more than to older.
girls, t (13) = 3.‘9'9‘, p < .01, but no diﬁ‘\f;rex.me vas’ fc_nn:ld in dois-‘
approval to younger boys and gi;ls,i ";;' (1%&\: '69’, n.s. Teachers did'
not différ significantly in lthal'anount cjaf\\g)disgpprov'u r.hey" directed
towvard younger boys vhan'conpu'-ed to pld ;boyn, or to younger girls
,ﬁMard with older girls. ‘l"u:;ther ﬁf\n'l'ysigo(f the means re~
vealed a -:liéd.fiaaﬂt li?ur trindfflor diupprovll, F (1, 50) = 9.57,.
P < .01, Older boys received the ;Put dinl. oidc: girls the \

,,,,,,,,,




" and in the sﬁior_ étaden, a total of 80%. Thus, it is surpriging that

N
least. Overall, boys received more ‘dinpprova_l‘, approval and tonl.j
reaction from teachers than girls did, but older boy‘l recaived the

. ) ) s

most disapproval, older girls the least.

LY

> Insert Tables 10 and- 11 about here

,l/

The raw percentage of time whi}:h teachers spent in each

behaviour were ;xnined, but not analysed .(Appendix H). These data
revealed a trend similar to the one which emerged from the analyses

which were performed when base rates of pupil behaviour were taken into

account. ‘Thnj: ill, teaghers of younger children spent 381 of t‘hair
inlt"eract:d.on ‘time with boys, 42X with girls. Teachers of older children
spent 65X of their time with boy;l, 35X w:!.th girls. . Teachers. dis-
lppr«:;ved of younger boys 13X, younger girls 8%, older boys 12X and ' @
older girls 3X of their total classroom interaction time.

Thua findings suggest that puniah-cnt lnd praise make up
only\a small part of the teachers' interactionl with children, with ‘ .
punishment, however. pfodoninating. In the 3uniot grades, teachers speant

a total of 7271 of their interaction time on instructional behaviour,

many studies emphasize teachers' disciplinary behaviours with regard to

aifﬁc;antnl treatment of boys and girls, and concentrate much less on

S

teachers' instructionsl behaviours. This is sdditionally difficult to

undcuund wvhen we consider tlut chudrm apcnd most of their time

pn:ticipcttn; lppropthuly in clau:oon activities (ves means in Tabls 5),

and only a smll part of thair classroom bclnvm is thuyttn-
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Table 10

Analyses of Varianée Summary Tables for Teacher Reacting Behaviours
oA L]

-- Behaviour

' Disapproval

Source

7

Grade Level '
Error (b)

Sex

Grade Level x Sex
Error (S'

Grade Level
Error (b)

Sex

Grade Lgvelx Sex

“Brror (w)

Grade Level

Exrror
Sex
Grade Level i Sex

Error (w)

%

df

1
30
1
1
30

- 30

30

MS

",19564

| 17643

182349
40687
.07451
.01300
.00534

- .01857

.00013
.00281

15645
01874 -

.18748
.04623

.01457

r

>1.1‘1 N

11.05 **
5.46 *

2.44

6'61 *
.05

A2.87 *h%
3.17
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:’ ; '.}‘lble 11 iy
Mesn Teacher Reacting by Grade Level and by Sex of -Pupils
Disapproval ‘ .
Boys Girls Total Grade Level
. " Younget .. - « .608 541 574 -\
|Older - 657 75 TN 464
'l fotal sex 633 406
\ ' * - /
i\lkpproval
| Boys Girls Total Grade Level '
Younger . .10l _ .070° .085
, Older 075 038 .060
Total Sex .088 .054 ' ' Coy
Total Reacting . R ' o ‘ \
Do U, Boys Girls’ Total Grade Level L ] |
x . . X - ™) g
founger .292 .237 L 264 ) ' e
‘Older 247 .085, .166

Total Sex .270 161
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Perhaps the wost striking feature of all the dnu,' when wve

look at both the base-rated mesans and at the raw percentages, is BN

- \ and girls than d:l.d tuch}n of yo er children. Such teacher

k ' . .bahnviour differences occutted ev chongh older boys .and girls were

NN
| ) equgldly different from uhh other, or even -or- lhihr to uch

other, when conparcd to younger boy- and girll.

Teacher Attitudes
: . { T
Each of the fout alternate rupon.u on thn 55-item atticudn

O

o ucnle is weighl:ed per 1te- with a rnnge of 0 to 3, vheu 0 rnptcnnu
‘\ . - : the nout: tr-diti_oml response, and 3 is the most profuinilt answer,
~ Thus, th;)&ghet the total, the more liberal is the respondent's
attitude to women. Sco{ru vc:; calculnted and ranked. 'l.‘he‘rlnse of
ocoru vas 83 - 152, vitih a mean oﬁ 124 29, and a lediln of 125, 5.
T=~tests for Grade Laval ahmnd no difference in attitude buman

~ teachers of younger nnd older children, t(22) = -.018, n.s.

Due to tuchor labour difficulties, only 24 out of 32
ﬁ:ucheru completed the scale, 13 in the lgwer gradss, 11 in the upper

.rniu. The troq\\unciu of each of the three total tsacher bahaviour

. utagorie-, soliciting, tél;ionding and tucting, 'inr pupil ‘ru»ponu
) opportunity,’lnra divided by th.e tatal gﬁpupﬂ rasponse oéportunifiu
in the 24 cln;tom in the un manner described earlier for the full
ssmple. Thug\mni were compared with the.mesns of the larger group, -~
lbut do not appear to dd.ffcr considersbly (Iable 12). ‘ |
. The dittcuncc between the u.oyu for boy- and girls in ‘

i 3 . eath 'ehlntoo- vas calcalated and ranked for each of thase three °

A B .

A

' that the teachers ef older children differentiated more bstweem boys = ~ = —- -

2l

el

e

e




teachei,' behaviours, which was the degree to which the teacher dif- .
fetentiated betveen the sexes. Each of these three sets of ranks
vas then correlated \lapafag:ely with the ranked results o"f the teacher

' séora‘s on the att:ltx;da scale. To control for t:l.es,:‘the Kendall ranked
correle_t:iop coefficient, Tau, wad employed. The correlat:i.on coefficiept

vas monsignificant, (Tau, = -.22, n.s.) for soliciting, and (lau, = .077,
n.s.) for responung., indicating that thé dggree to which these teacher . -
behaviours discrimimtted between boys and girls was not related to

_ their attitudes to women.\, However, for the third teacher beh\lii:::;r, o0
reazztiqg (which vas made up of teacher dIsi:ribution ofrdﬂzl.r’;appro\‘rai and

'approval), the cotrelation coefficient (Tau) was -.297, p < .05, indica-

)
v

ting a monotonic negative relationship between teachers' attitudes to
. _ -

women dnd their reacting behavicurs. Therefore, the deg:.;ee to which
‘ teachcrs discrininated in their distribution of the combination of
diaapproval and approvnl between boya md girla was negatively cdr— ™ )
:elated. signifying that the more tndicional a teacher was, the more
she discriniuted‘in _t:heu behaviours, and the more ~profu1n1lt a te_achcr

vas, the less she discriminated in this behaviour. T

«

Insert -Table 12 nbimt: here L T
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Table 12

’

Mean and Range of Teacher Behaviour in Full and Reduced Samples

-

«

60

.243 (.'052 - .507)

Saliciting
Younger Grades Boys , Girls
.. Full Sample .234 (.031 - .476) .167 (.037 - .385)
Reduced Sample ' .259 (.031 - .476) .179 (.039 - .385)
. : 7 o :
Older Grades . : '
Full Sample .340-(.108 - 1.214)  .191 (.017 - .581).
Reduced Sample 402 (108 < 1.214) .210 (.058 - .581)
Responding ]
Younger Grades Boys \ Girls
Full Sample .604 (.116 - 1.096)  .447 (.133 - 1.205)
Reduced Sample 626 (.116 - 1.096)  .430 (.140 - 1.205)
Old‘t Grades , s ‘ . oot
_Full Sample .650 (.311 - 1.118)  .382 (.103 - .860)
Reduced Sample .651 (.311 - 1.000)  .413 (.103 - ,860)
o N 1 - .
-Reacting , _
Younger Grades / Boys Girls
B ‘
Full Sample '.292 Nié ~ .600) .237 (.091 - .667)
Reduced Sample ,296 (.15§ - .609) .224 (.091 - .667)
Older Gtades ' _ ‘ :
" Full Sample .247 (.052 - .544)  ( .085 (0 = .231)
Reduced Sample - /088 (.015 -
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Inse\é_,b»of’ the three major categoriés of teacher

T —tpéhaviour, soliciting, respond:_lné and reacting, the means of teacher/

pupil interactions were sigrnificently and coﬁsistancly higherl for
) A boys than for girls. . : - A
. . ‘“/-:-\_4

) N Teachers solicited more }z'espons'ea «and elaboration, responded
TR . ‘more to unsol.i ted handraising and to .requests for elaboration, and

redtted by pote disapproval and approval of boys than of girls at
/ . both grad’e levels.

Although boys and girls differed significantly in
several of the obse

rved pupil behavioyrst, all teacher behaviours wére
‘calculated as recip

} 5 cal interactions 'in which the nimber of boys and
. -

. girls present ]

i

/ox the:l.r concomitant behaviour was taken into account.
,It  appears th t boys receivsfd

of the. teachers' act:!.ve actent:ion
than girls afd.

-

<

i - 3\ )
L . . SOJ.iciting b;haviwr; were tuchcr-in:ltiated. Although
\. . pot:entgally any chiid in the clauroon could be callod t;u, teachérs
\ - ' choae afﬁnificant:ly more boys than girls. Ve cannot say preciuly

\\ ~ . why this was, but it may be argued that tuchora solic

:L{nd more 1

respdhseu,pad elabotation fron innttant:lvc boya to w r.hu :Ln
ongoing claslroou acti.v:ltiu.
s e n&

act;entive as $oungu: g;xls, and mld justity mh an ugx'gunc, but
l « -

Youngct boyn vexq nearly tvice as in-

Discugsion ,
Sex_ rences in Teacher-pupil Interaction <
* " The results of the present study confirm the hypothesis
. ‘r . ’:-
| that female teachers interact more f(t:h boys than with girls in -
, elementary school.




there ;nra no sex differences in Jnot attending“ Eor older boys and
gir}lf although oy;;dll, boys were more disobedient. On the o{ber
“hand, it nay Qe that teach;rs aelecteq more boys than girls to rein-.
force the‘ygyb' participatory behaviours, since girls ac,both grade
levels were more participatory. A third p&ssibility is that teachers

. tend to cail on boys more often because they find boys more interesting

. than they do girls. The net effect of this teacher behaviour, vhatever -

‘the cause, is that boys and girls do mot receive equal rdsponse oppdr-

\

" tunities from teachers.

Unlike soliciting, responding categories wcte‘th0la‘1n which

the teacher reaponsgd to pupil-initiated behaviour. There were four e
kinds of teacher-pupil 1nteract§ons recorded here. :
| v f;nchere responded more t; the unsoliciged.handraising of

boys éhdq of girls, cven‘wﬁgg}pupil base rntei were taken 1?to account. o

(Unsolicited\h;ndfiiiing was any form of hnndrnicih. not specifically

requestnd by tho teacher, and was considered a form of dependcnt be=-

hav}.out as described’ earlier). 'l'h:l.a vould imply. r.hu tucheu t.end

to reinforce gepeddency in boys more than in girh. in partial support

Y
of the studies. 5h{§§ luggent that fennlo tcnchcr- try to "feminize"
_boys (o.h., Fc;ot ) Patteroon,/1969) Tencherl may consider that

girll dcpendent bchtviourl need 1:-- rcinforca-cnt, as they may

percaive them ag well-established !h clcuentlty lghool. However, the
‘higher {ncidenceof tescher rc-ponsu to ugﬂoilcitod hnndtcinin. in

boys -ni al




<

requests are more important cQ:S\girle' requests. Such a poeeib;liiy

\handreieing Within our coding system, the teach

-~

is further strengthened by the ob ervation that teachers' scores in
"responds to requests for elaboration' were significantly higher for
boys than girls in Zhe second subcetegdr§ of "responding". ’
L While there were .no eignificent sex differences for teacher
"responds to solicited handraising" in the third subcategory, there M//
;ee a significant Grade LeQel difference, and a near eignificant

Grade Level x Sex interaction, F(1,30) = 3.12, p (.09. The~Gredé‘

Level difference doeg mot eontribute directly to our underetendiné of

teacher differential socialization behaviour, and may be indicative

of a difference in teeching techniques for younger as compared to

) oldervchildrenlp The near significant interaction is of interest.

From an examination of the means, there is the euggeetion that older

boys (x 1 616) receive mdre attention when they raise their hands b
“in reeponee‘to ‘the teacher thee,oldet girle (x 1 00&) uhereee~

younger boys (X = .484) receive 1eel ettentien fot this behaviour B ~

than younger girls (X = .786). IHe trend for increased teecher ;A

\

corded as "structuring” as it is not directed at #gy
followed by a response from the teacher. The raied haods of tlhe

respinses 08 child behaviour yield Iovet scoT
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responding to older boys, and the reversed trend for older girls,

may lend some support to the hypothesis that as boys get older, and
begin to resemble adult males, they command increasing 1ntefeat, Just - .
1 * : as males in society are regarded as more interesting than females. | ]

The final category in ‘the - teacher "responding" category,

“neutral interactions", was not significantly different in either

el LT e

Grade Level or Sex. Teachers did not appear to discriminate in the
amou;lt ’a; attention paid to each sex in this behgviour. What is
perhaps noteworthy heré is that this was the only interaction re-
corded 'in which the teacher often did not have the choice of whom : =
she would interact with. Children ‘usuallﬂ.y came .up 'to~the‘ teacher
/ . 4n random c;rder to have their work checked, or their.; seatwork was

T o ' D ’ - 3 |

* examined in the sequence of their seating arrangement. Since this

was' the only teacher behaviour where. no sex difference appeared at L=
‘all, t;here is the quggection that when there is a choice involved.

teachers prefer to interact more with boys then with girls, as we

[y
v

have prev;lot{sly indicated.

In summarizing teachers' responding behaviour, there is . R

évidence that teachers reinforce dependency more in Eyl than 4n . - ' -

girls (unsolic:lﬁed _handraiainsj, and also respond more to béypathnli
t:o giris. Ic"iem likely‘ that as boys grow older, thiy become lore

- ‘ interuting to the tuche.r, vhile older girls receive leu attmtion

relative to older boys. 'rhus. both the -u of a child lud hil/har

age may influencc teacher- respom

R e
v r




\v \ . \" .
/—_ : S 6

'

There is further evidence in support of these observations

- in the "reacting" category. Teachers reacted with significantly

more approval and disapproval toward boys than toward girls. In the
"approval" subcategory, boys recelved éignificantly nore positive
feedbabk in che’form of réwérds,’privileges and praise lhan girls

—— A N -
did. There was a similar overall sex difference in disapproval. The~

signifiéant interaction of Sex and Grade Level demonstrates clearly - ~4

that boys, (especi;lly older ones) receilved more negative‘fegdback'in . ) o
fthe'form of punishment, criticism and sarcasm than girls, (especially ! Wi
older ones) relative to :hg beﬁaviouis that merit this response. )

. These findings are conaistent with the pre;ious'auggestion that older . ,,.f-l;

boys may be of more interest to the teacher than the other children, . .

K3

‘and 1n particular, more than older gitls. In addition, younger

pr}

children received more overall teacher reaction by approval and dis-
appraval combined, suggesting that teachers use more disciplinary

uzaanrea in the younger grades, and more instructional behaviou:s in
L \ B '

U . —

tha older' grades.

ex Qifferencel in Pupil Behaviour Across Grades

o There is consensus in the literature that téucﬂnra approve -

2}

of and praise participation, and disappravé of and punish disruption.

! B . Since boys teccived more approval and disapprovalncontactu in the . \
? -~ preaent ntudy, a logical ptediction'would be that the increased
f- = o teacher attcntiqq would maintain or even 1ncrea;a the rate of dis~ - i

X _— ~° °ruptive and partiéipatbrf behaviour in boys, and decrease the rates

-
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for girls, Thus, wve would predict that in the transition from lower

to upper grnden, older boys would be as disruptive and as patticipatoiy
as younge;r: boys, or even IOI’C‘BO, and that older ‘giria would be less
disruptive and participatory than younger girls. However, this was “
not the case, At both grade levels, boys were significantly more
diuurptive than girls, but the sex differences were significantly
greater between younger ghildren than between older onja. The -o_ans
;iilr{xption (younger b;ays, +274; younger girls, .158; older boys,
2623 oldi;r girla: «197) indicate that diaruptic;n decreased with age
for boys, a:id increased for girls.: At both grade levels, girls vexl'ek
more par.ticipatory than boys, ‘and younger and older girls did not differ
n;gnficantiy from each other in participation. Thus, t;acher npprbvni
" of “participation in boys, and their relative neglect of girls' parti-
cipation may not have the desired effect. A third finding was that
teachers responded more to dependency (unsolicited hn&raiaing) in
boys than in g:l.rlo.. However, in this study, as in the pruchoo‘l in-
‘ vestﬁa:“n of i‘iinfotcmnc of feninine-tirped bahavlaufa (0.8,
Fagot & Pnttaraon, 1969), there wau no greatar increase (or decrun)
in dependency for boyl as conpared to girls nt either grado level.
'l'hese data seem to indicate that there ny/ not be a func~
tional relntiomhip between teacher reinforcement nnd the dcvo].op—
mental pattcrn of boys' and girls' behaviourl. In an attempt to
explain vhy teachers pay more overall attention to boys than to ‘girlg,

most authors uuis that the disruptive behaviours of hoys are a

.iJOl influence on teacher behaviour. -For example, Brophy and Good

L
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~(1?70) suggest that the teacher ‘attends to all _hehaviours of boys |

in a more 'vigi(iam: manner than to the behaviours of. girls éecauee of
boys' high potential for troublesome behaviour. Serbin et al (1'9735
:l.ndi:;,pi:e in a similar vein that boys' disruptive behaviours may be
more intense than those of girls, and that” teachers feel a greute;'
urgency to react immediately to boys, anéouraging their ‘pntticipatory
behaviours at the same time. Both of 'these explan‘ations :h;ply that
teachers may not respond ditectl)yr to the boys' actual behlviour.‘
-Teachers appear to behave ‘.lfl\ accordance with differential expectations
of wt‘ml:’ boys nigh{gydo if they are not closely uwetviaed and tend to
overlook the consequences of ignoring girls. One such conseqﬁ!’@:e

:l.-q the present study, -for ;xn:npl_g, waa that girls became more in-
attentive, but teachers decreased, rather than ini:réued the amount _
of attention they paid to older giril as compared to older boys., It
is possible that the absence of sex differences in the behaviours of
children in the study l;y itaugh and Harlow (1975) va;’ﬁlm to an in-
crease in dinruptioq and a decreass in attentiveness by girls in i
grades five and lj-.x, combined with ql; in addition to a relative de- .
crease and increase in the parallel behaviours of older boys. None~
' theless, ;:uchctl 1n Etaugh and Harlow's ‘ltudy. aé well as ¢hose in
the present study (vhen pupil ‘ban rates ware considered) npfanul
;o bah‘ave lu if these -a:diffhréaa vere puuntl Thus, it ‘is not
unrsasonabls tcr; augm; that teachers are less lik;ly to bi shaped by
_childriﬁ'i behaviours than to shape th'-. ~ The 1ncon..m1,ty in thn'
present-atudy between .teacher rungorc-‘mt for epecific Mr-.
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und the fnilure to observe overall change- in thuc behaviours may

ba due to our -ethp" of calculatfon. Howevar, it is clear that teachers

spend more class time with boys than with girls, even though the

overall effects of te'"nchexj attention may not be immediately observable

While we have Vsuggeated reasons for the absence of sex dif-

ferences in Etaugh and Harlow's (1975) study of boys and girls in

.-nnfor grades, it is obvious that older children in the present study

were-significantly different ftonl each other in disruption an;i. partici-
pation (as were the younger ones). Failure to replicate Etaugh lt;d
Harlow's pupil results may be due to a nmb;r of factor'n. There -wera
diffetencés'batveen the studiga in sample size, sample po‘pulat:lon gnd
range of behavio;::u investigated.: Ettiugh and Harlow conducted, their'
taaa;rch in' fi‘va‘clnaroonaa in middle-class schools, while fhe present
relearch (in senior grades) took -glnce in 16 classtooms in working

clau diatticu. B:ann more behaviours ve:."e investigated in a latgcr

nunber of clasarom in ch:h otudy, the chances of diucovaring ux

-~
53

diffarences were maximized, . ,

The only behaviour vwhich was significantly different for
younger chiIdren, butl not for older children, vas "not‘nttcnding"u .
Kovnvar, this was nqually due to a decrease in the frhquapcy of thil \

b-hnvionr for boyn and to an increue in frequency for gitlo (Table 3).

R . It is possibla that boyu ‘do not become more dependent or p-rti.eipnt:ory

as a ruult of d:l.ffeunthl tuchet puiuo or punistment; they may —

become luo dutuptivc. These sama tqcha: behaviours do not seem to cause

*
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girls to become less dependent and participatory as might be pre-

~a

dicted; they become more disruptive. is, the main shift in pupil \
behaviour in this study was that older boys and girls diffcrod ianl
. from each other in disruption than youﬁser chilaran did.

L . {
What ‘then is the impact of teachers' differential socializa-

wton a4

tion practices on the social learning of boys and girls as they move
through the elementary school yesra? One consequence might be a

cumulative increase in independent, autonomous behaviour by boya as

they are prhised, reprimanded, encouraged, criticized, <instructed and
_ generslly responded to more actively by the telcher1(Scnrl & Peldman,
1974). Another might be an increase in passive, dependent bphaviéurl ' .

i

' i . in girls, as well as a lowering of self-esteen. Hinchqi (1970) pointed . i

out -that vhile there are no sex differences in dependency in younger

* _ “children, girls in high school and in college score significantly .

higher than boys on dependency measures. Sears and Feldman (1974)

[

report that bright girls in grades five and six vere signifigantly

lower in their self-concepts of mental ability than wara boys of the

o

II;I age and 1ntﬁlligence.
The developmental task of‘nequigins~and aaintaining sex~-

role\bahnv1our is evidently influenced in part by the differential

soclalizing behaviours oi'tinchero. Boys are 'fuvolved more lctively'
AN : ,
in the socialization process than girls. Boys receiva more direction

and instruction, whereas girls' activities are less firmly defined

and enforced. The manner and £ttquoncy°with_yh1cb teachers interact
g \
" with boys suggests that they find boys more interesting and more
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attention-provoking than girls, a conclusion which Maccoby and Jacklin L

61974) \éane‘tp with regard to the socializing behaviours of parents.

Although it has been snggest;ed that differential reinforcement by . ' oo
N teachnrs may be influenced by differential pupil bnhnvionr (e.g.

Martin, 1972) such reinforcement ‘does not se‘em‘ to have the dnsired : .

effect on these behavinurs. This may be because teachers use punish-

"ment and praise ineffegtively, but, as we have demonstrated, teacher

" socialization goes beyond ‘the differential distribution of punishment

. and praise. Teachers spend a small pércentage of their class fimé ‘
punishing and praising children relative to t;he amount of time they. \‘
-gpent in :Lnstructional mteractions, such as soliciting and responding

In all the instructional behavioura, as 1n the diaciplinary ones, -

teachers interact significantly more with boys.than with girlp. We
. suggest that the total impact of differential attention on the social

learning of boys and\girln ultimately guides boya and girls toward
'distinctly different ag:}lu and goall.
Differences in Taachet Attftude and Behaviour

‘ There was no correlation between teacher ;tt:ltude_a'ﬂd tnacher
behaviour for two of the three main teacher cntegories, ;snliciting‘ and
;cappnding. Both trn&it:{.onal and'profeminia: tenchetu were equally
dishriminatory in their:classroom manifestations of these two be-

haviours. Howe';rar, a significant negative correlation was found bé-

tween teacher aqnit:ude and react:ing behaviours.’ ‘l'hia"munt that the

’ nqre tnditional a teacher wu, the more -ha diucrintnated in her

> o

| diatribution of approval and diupproval to boys ‘and girls, in the ‘ ! N
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directiony, of more attention to boys. The more profeminist a teacher

was, the more squally she distributed praise and reprimands to boys ' ~
and girls in her classroom, or even—gaGe nbrg to girls.

&

_ . It is possible that the pyofeniniéf teachers are more aware
of their behaviour in administering appr6v31 and disapproval than in

soliciting 6: responding, and make a consc;ohs éffétt to praise and‘ .

reprimané'girla and boys equally. The poasibility that teachers can //K’ﬂﬂ~m‘

-.. become aware of their own behaviour in thiu cntego:y, speaks well

fot the poaaibility that .they may also become less dilcrilinngory in

other tqacher—pupil interactions as well.

glications and Sugg?ationa

] , The present study demonstrated the importance of examining
teacher and pupil interactions at more than one grade level. Ih this
vay, differences in the behaviours of younger as compared to older . '~ 4

. ~ .children, as v;li as differences in the behaviours of teachers of - F

L\\\‘_,;t\\\ younger as co-bated to 61dct.ch11dren‘wern ob,crved vith#n the para-
‘ o meters of the same utuﬁy. While the effect of tnnchnr toxn!otcunnnt
was difficult to assess relative to the pupil behaviours recorded,
have soeﬂ;that teachers paid nore ogprn;l gttention to boys than to

- girls. In addition, younger and older boys did not differ -eignificantly

‘in any‘*of thaii behnviourl and naithni did yqunger and older girls.
However, denpite these findinga, exanination of the adju.:cd nnan- ‘of .
'tCIChlr behaviour and thn percentages of 1ntataction time whi chcrq
upcnt with _younger childun a8 compared to oldcr chudr.n, auﬂ
thnt teachers of oldur childran differentiated mors between boys and ‘

: ;uh thu tuclnu of younger cmdron. mr. is, tuch.r rueuon

\ . ' - ' . - . -

-
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b& apprqval and dila?provaliuns more differentiated at the oldet’grldel ‘
;ven though-older l'{oyil .nnd girla \;qre' equally different from e‘ch other
or even mara .ihilnr to each other, when compared to younger boys and
vgi:ln.' r
.Although there may be sex differences in pupii: behaviours, they
‘may, not be the asin aeteﬁimnt of teacher differential rninforc\nem:.‘ | -
When base rates of pupil behaviours were taken into.account. the sex .
and age of the child appear to be very important. -Teacher upectat*on of
pupil behaviout also appear to influence diffetentinl socialization
'prac;icea. It is possible. that as boys grow older, theit disruptive
behaviour nay represent a greater threat to classroom order than the
‘diaruptive behaviours of smaller boys. Unfortunately, we did not c
meagure differences in the*intennigx of any behaviours, either by grade
level or by sex. 3

| If the reinforcénenc contingencies dbserved in the present
study are typical for elementary schools gemerally, then it is
posaible that children are unaware that npecific; behaviour; attract
different forms of teacher attention. It may appear to childfan that
.any male activity merits more ‘_tea:hgr attention than any female

,, N

activity, just as it did to the observers in the present itncfy‘..
Teachers do not seem to realize that ‘an optimal wiy to extinguish an.
urpdesirable behaviour is to ignore it while teinforéing other, more
desirable behaviours. A leaa than expedient methad vas’ employed by ’
the ujority’ of the tucherl'. That is, thcy n:unddd to male

bahaviours in diuppopori:ion to thoss of females, sven thou;hxulcq

" showed more ‘negative _b-h-viot{u. and tﬁglu wore polgﬁin ones,




&

1

".oldqr girls. There were no sex differences found for dependent

‘younger childten, Bo\mrér, Etnugh and Harlow (1975) in grades five

* .. and six indicated that there were no ux differencu in the participa-

_middle class populationm, the present study focused on working class

which bcyu r-c-lvo uy teach boys -nd girls ao:m huou. . Children

fpwe

N , .
, . . A

o

" There was partial confirmation in the present study of

'tindhi;a in previous research on younger children (e.g., Brophy & - .

-

‘Good, 1970; Davis & Slobodian, 1971), but not older children (e.g.,

Etaugh & Harlow, 1975), In the present study, both younger and older

boys were more durﬁptivc and less participatory than younger and

behavi.?;,\lzut qchef elementary school research did not investigate
these behaviours. Participation was discussed in pt.‘nvionn junior
grade studies only relative to teacher solicitation, and therefore

it s unclul: vhether there were sex differences in participation in

ory bshaviours of older children, while the present study did not
uphold these findinga. This may be becnule' the ﬁrnenc ltudy was

wore extcnliva with regnrd to u-pls size ud behaviours observed.

A second pouibility for the failure of th. present study to repli-’
cate Euugh and Harlow's (1975) pupil rclult- may be attributed to

a social class effect. While the Lg;;aﬁltudy was conducted on a

childran.. Thus, our. results are only gagoralin_bh for working
class popuhtiox'u. '

. We have lugsuted that the qffncta of diffanntm wchl-
ization may be unifutod in the social lurniu of boys and ;1:-1-.
It is our conuncion that boys und girl- do not bocon uu/hu
di-mpt:lvc. partlcipmty or dependent directly as & runlt of
tuclm: dutu‘m:m aftention. llomar, thn mnu ctcmi.on

+ ." : t ;.
. ‘ - e LY ’
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learn that boys are important, because whethei bbyn}barticipate or

not, teachers appear to pay more attention to them than to girls, even
though girls are wmore participatory than boys, Girls seem to receive
attention almost by ‘default, but not apecifically for bcins "good" or

"bad". Thus boyn but not neceaaarily their behavioura. are rein-

forced, while girls tend to be neglected increasingly as they gro\;

older. Possibly this is\why older girls begin to pay less attention
in the ¢lassroom. These spdculations have unfortunately not been
empirically tested in the pxeseﬁt study, and future observational

research which includes measures of self-esteem across grades may be

v
-

able to nsu.au these effects.
The finding that teachcfa with -profuiniut-‘ outéloolks were

less discriminatory in the:tr distribution.of punishment and praise
than Jt:raditioml tucher- ia encouraging. Perhapa it 1is too early
to assume that schools can overcome \their co‘ilutvncive origins\‘ and
become Eagenu of socidl change. As Torrance (1967) demonstrated,
Iwhen teachers become avnr‘t of their -bahiyiour-. they encourage both
sexés in the dw'clopl‘nt of creative po;cntinnl.‘ Discussing the
results of the present stidy with groups of teachers mey have a ~

. similar effect, 'rhio. using Torrance's pautlh-. a worthwvhile pro-

f m«:: for futun td‘utch might be to compars tvo 'mupn of tuchnto

- | (one wit_h and ona vitbout awvareness training) :l.n their c],noroo-.

behaviours vu-—i-'v‘i- boys' and girl-.\,‘ lh(liuui of ‘cmatcn‘ . nchhn—

B .

ment nnd self-image might be tnéluded is -.11. ’ -
The uhtuuhip bcnmn mm. pncntu otf c-ch:-wpu




interactions and their effects on sex—role development requﬁ-e con~

t:inued Meatigation As Sears and Feldma@ (1974) apt.ly st:ate, our -0
. society may havel to. se its :l.deaa abo;xt wl‘ut constitutes a "proper ,,f

sex-rqlre', and whac periences are hese for max:(nizing the dev'elopnent

of creative po"de;t, Al for'gll.cﬁildren. ‘ : - R :
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APPENDIX A ¢

v ‘ ~~ ..
Sample Checklist for Recording Pupilwand Teacher Classroom Behaviours

‘ A
Intervals \J }

1121 3)4l5]6}7|8}9]10]| Total

Pupils

‘ M|F

Not Attending

Aggression

Help-seeking

Approv‘nl-seeking )

Unsolicited H. R.

Attending

-

Solicited H.R. ]

4 Answering Questions

Teachers .

Structuring

Asks for Response

Asks for Elaboration

Responds to Un. H'R', .
Responds to Sol. H.IZ.»:; ‘m'\ : T .

Neutral Imteraction ) -
Clarifies = ’
Disap'p‘roval s 5
Ap}:roval | ] ‘ . ’
”échoo]. Grade "B,.om__'_*___ Sheat Out of nfcta

Mark ¥ (for male) of ¥.(for female) to indicate sex of éhild -ng:uns
. .or receiving behaviour,-

this bahav:!.ouﬁ occurred.
should be recorded,. .

_Por tescher structuring, merk X to indciate that
CAL behaviouu oncminc flutint one ohurvntion

v <
B e -, ‘r'uaqa? v *
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| APPENDIX B - |
. Pilot Work . .
- _— .
\ ) "For several weeks prior to the pilot study, the author of
this research project paid informal visits to a grade three and a °
. . 4 <
F f grade five classroom to observe ongoing classroom activities. The

R

behaviours of the teacher and her pupils were noted, and some attempt

was made to classify these. Child behaviours which occurred were

= T

divided into three categories, disruption, dependency and participa-

. : .
' tion, as suggested by Serbin et al (1973). Similarly, teacher be- *
" haviours wére grouped together under four classifications, structur-

-

ing, ‘soliciting, tesponding,and reacting, in a manner suggested by

"Kitebard (1972). GQperational definitions were delineated for the

* . AN
< .
which were observed. An observational code was then developed for

§

k ‘ " main pupil and teacher betgaviour/s baded on the specific behaviours
4
¢

< ¢

observing and recording oﬁgoing .clﬁssroom behaviour. Each category

was subdivided to include as many distinguishable, salient behaviours . -

i . . b
as possible. - b . ’ o 2
o ) ’ " — s'&?\q

1 ' . . L
l T Two classrooms, a grqde two and a grade six, not part of o

rs

the major study, :ere visited ﬁ a total of twelve hours'. During (&
this time, the observational code was tested npirigaily with the .

‘two obse;vera who participated in the.main stu;1y~. AJ:though some \
u}inor changes were made in the* op"etationai definitions for greater

‘ ' clarity, the basic observation and recording ‘n-xethod waﬁ succeés‘ful.

. " Reliab#lity across observeis,’ cpnpdtgd as the number of agreements




divided by the number of a}gregmetits plus disagre;ammts, was .89 for

| pupil behaviours, %91 fozi A_xaeacher behaviours during the two ' -
final one-hour observation periods :lﬁ each class.

While significhn;:e was not possible duef to the small nomber

of observa'tions, the results indfcated some sex and grade l_.evel dif-

- ferences in the behaviours of children and differential treatment in,

those of t‘:heir teachers.' l\In grade “‘t:wo, thef'e was an observed dif-
/‘fference only in the pu:ticipatory behaviml:r of lSoy_s and girls, with
: . girls participating more than beys. Thexg were no \Vobserved dif-
: / | ferences in the disruptive or dependent behaviours of either sex.

Obgerved differences in grade six revealed that girls were more dis-‘

ruptive, but equally as participatory and dependent as boys.

Teacher behaviours in grade two were observed as more

Ya : respongive generally to boys. In grade six the teacher interacted

more with boys in all categories. ~ . . . |

Informal discussion with the grade six teacher revealed

-r
-

that ghe found boys were far more interesting than,girls, and enjoyeci
teaching them more. This was in keeping with Maccoby and Jacklin's

(1974) observation that adults act as if they find boys more inter- °

A

esting. A second grade six teacher who taught the same children,

O ~

. ”ll:h“__,_

was observed by only one of the observers, and also appeared to L
> . N T | 3 * e

interact more with ﬁﬁ: male' students than with fer female pupils.

When the results: of the pilot study were discussed w:l;th har, lhe

upruaed great aurprise. pridins herself in lm: "1ibcrat:ad mu" .

. atc:tt.udu. X




5

APPENDIX C

The Attitudes Toward Women Scales

o

The statements listed below describe attitudes toward the role of
women in society which different people have. There are no right

" or wrong answers, only opinions. You are asked to express your 1

feelings about. each statemnt by Indicating whéther you {A) Agree
strongly. (B) Agree mildly, (C) Disagree mildly, or (D) Disagree
strongly. Please indicate your opinion by marking the column on
the answer sheet which corresponds to the alternative which best
describes your personal attitude. Please respond to every item.

(A) Agree strongly (B) Agree mildly (C) Disagree mildly (D) Disagree
strongly

1. Women have an ohligation to be faithful to their husbands.
L J [
2. Swearing and obscenity 1s more repulsive in the speech of a
n than a man.

3. The satisfaction of her husband's gexual desires is-a fundamental
obligation of every wife.

4. Divorced men should help support their children but should not be
required to pay alimony if their wives are capable of working

5. Under ordinary circumstances, men should be expected to pay all
the expenses ‘while they're out.on a date.

6. Women shouid take increasing responsibility for leadership in

' solving the intellectual and social problems of the day.

N 4
7. It is all right for wives to have an occasional, casual, extra-
marital affair, ‘ ) \ o 4

8. Special attentions 1ike standing up for a woman who comes into
a room or giving her a seat on a crowded bus are outmoded and
" should be discontinued. '

9. Vocational and professional schools should admit the best
qualified students, independent of sex.

'10._ Both husband and wife should be allowed the same grounda for
divorce. '
A b
11, ¢ Telling dirty jokes should be mostly a masculine prerogative.

N~ '




