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Male dominance in conversation is encouraged by the adult

socialization pattern in which men routinely interrupt the conversation

of women and develop a topic out of turn.

The purpose of this study was to investigate verbal interruptive

behavior by utilizing an experimental approach focusing on children's

interruptions and teacher responses to this behavior. Another pur-

pose is to determine if, by the end of the first grade, male students

interrupted their teachers more than female students.

Two first grade teachers, one male and one female, were used.

Each had two years of teaching experience. Classes consisted of

20 boys and 19 girls, all from predominantly White, middle-class

backgrounds.



There were 15 observation sessions of 25 minutes in each

classroom. A frequency count of verbal interactions, interruptions

and types of responses was made. These data were put into a con-

tingency table from which the chi-square statistic was calculated as a

test for significance. The Yates correction for continuity was used

for types of responses. Interaction graphs were constructed to indi-

cate possible trends. Significance was established at the .01 level of

significance.

The hypotheses tested in the study were: (1) there is no signifi-

cant difference between male and female teachers in the number of

verbal interactions with students, regardless of the sex of the student;

(2) there is no significant difference between male and female teachers

in the number of verbal interactions with students, regardless of the

sex of the teacher; (3) there is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the students, regardless of the sex of the student; (4) there is no sig-

nificant difference between male and female teachers in the number of

interruptions of the teacher by the student, regardless of the sex of

the teacher; (5) there is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the student; and (6) there is no significant difference in the

types of teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless

of the sex of the teacher.



Analysis of the data resulted in the retention of all six hypothe-

ses, Trends allowed for extrapolation beyond the observed frequen-

cies in order to support speculation about what could occur with a

larger N. A trend emerged which suggested that the female teacher

had fewer verbal interactions with the girls in her class than with the

boys.

There was no trend for differences in number of interruptions.

A differential pattern of types of responses to interruptions

occurred. One trend suggested female teachers gave more positive

responses to boy than to girl students, and another trend suggested

that boys received more negative responses from the female teacher

than received by the girls. There was also a trend suggesting that the

boys received more neutral responses than the girls from the male

teacher. There was a trend suggesting that the female teacher used

positive responses to boys more often than the male teacher, and a

trend suggesting that the boys received more negative responses from

the female teacher than the male teacher. There was also a trend

suggesting that the female teacher used neutral responses to the

girls more often than the male teacher.
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF MASCULINE SEX ROLE
STEREOTYPES: SEX DIFFERENCES IN VERBAL

INTERRUPTIVE BEHAVIOR BETWEEN FIRST
GRADE STUDENTS AND MALE AND

FEMA.LE TEACHERS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The cultural set, which results in the assumption that men are by

nature dominant and aggressive while women are by nature submissive and pas-

sive, is a myth that the changing pattern of relationships between men

and women has begun to modify and dissipate (Rosenbaum, 1968;

Hartley, 1970; Shostrom and Kavanaugh, 1971; Marine, 1972;

Hawley, 1976). Initially, conformity to traditional sex roles gives

reassurance to the performers, but later this conformity becomes a

barrier to the asserting of an individual point of view. Through

feminism and male liberation, people have begun to discard the fixed

sex roles previously expected of them in American society. Increas-

ingly, more emphasis is being placed on the development of full

individual potential as human beings, rather than on behavior con-

sistent with the stereotyped traditional role model of a masculine or

feminine person. Individuals no longer need to assume restrictive

roles to establish their sexual identity (Shostrom and Kavanaugh,
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1971; Marine, 1972; Block, 1973; Farrell, 1974; Sawyer, 1974;

Steinmann and Fox, 1974; Bern, 1975; Key, 1975; Hawley, 1976).

Sex role stereotypes assign "being feminine'' and "being mascu-

line" as statuses that are achieved through certain behaviors. Men

have been expected to exhibit a strength they may not feel, live in a

competitive world which often is dehumanizing, and prove their

masculinity through salary, job, or other symbols of success.

Women have been expected to be unaggressive, dependent, emotional

and family-oriented (Kagan, 1964; Shostrom and Kavanaugh, 1971;

Sawyer, 1974; Tresemer and Pleck, 1974).

Sex roles should fit loosely enough to permit the individual to

adopt to changing circumstances, if required. The sex roles should

not limit the individual so rigidly that opportunity is restricted for

innovative behavior or freedom to engage in all activities which might

be of interest to either men or women. Janeway (1971) states that

The virtue of any special role depends on its closeness to
the mental and emotional makeup of the performer and to
its appropriateness to his situation. Does the behavior
proper to this role fit with the action that needs to be taken
in the external world, or does it oppose it? . .If the
negative element is too great, the individual who has put on
a role will cease to be a performer, and become a puppet,
moved wholly by the demands of his role and feeling that
his fate has gone out of his control (pp. 82-83).

A paradigm of both "masculine" and "feminine" behavior can

exist without the dogmatic expectation that all persons of one sex

should take part in only those behaviors and experiences congruent
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with their sex role. Broadening the avenues of acceptable behavior

would permit both sexes to become familiar with total life experiences

thus enhancing their roles as models of adult behavior for children.

Men and women would thereby be encouraged to interact in mutually

supportive and productive ways (Hartley, 1970; Farrell, 1973;

Steinmann and Fox, 1974; Hawley, 1976). Both men and women would

have expanded options to behave in ways that previously were viewed

as violations of the individual's "masculinity" or "femininity."

Equality of "typical" masculine and feminine behavior is a

cornerstone for building reciprocal, growth-producing relationships.

If these roles are viewed from the perspective that each contributes

an integral half of equal significance and merit toward a symbiotic

whole, the role-players are encouraged to risk experimentation with

all the behaviors and experiences to which the human organism

responds (Sampson, 1969; Hartley, 1970; Shostrom and Kavanaugh,

1971; Block, 1973; Hawley, 1976).

Part of the traditional cultural definition of masculinity or

femininity involves differences in language usage and verbal inter-

action. When language is used, it occurs in a specific situation and

for a purpose; its use has some point, and is invested with social

meaning (Hymes, 1972). The social definition of "verbal interaction"

is not that of the usual English usage of sentence form, but defines the

relationship between the participants in the situation. Depending upon
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one's sex, different norms exist for verbal behavior, demanding con-

formity to two distinct social roles which are delineated by sex-role

stereotypes (Hymes, 1972; Lakoff, 1973; Meditch, 1975; Spradley and

Mann, 1975).

The human is a social organism, adapting via social organization

and cultural traditions. These cultural traditions are learned and

transmitted through the mechanism of language. Through language

understanding is achieved, the world is organized, generalizations

are made and reality is patterned (Church, 1961). Language permits

the classification of diverse items of information into neat packages,

thus reducing the vast amount of stimuli with which humans are bom-

barded into units of manageable size. Also, language permits the

efficient processing of acceptable cultural meanings inherent in a

specific environment (Mishler, 1972). Although without this structure

people could not communicate, it frequently prevents the realization

of the full human potential by restricting interpretation of events

(Church, 1961; Hymes, 1972; Grinder and Elgin, 1973).

Language is based on many underlying assumptions concerning

what it is to be masculine or feminine, with implicit rules and

definitions used by men and women to understand and organize their

experiences (Hymes, 1972). Each person learns a hidden pattern for

assembling words and sentences to form a grammar for speaking.
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Language has both lexical and intonational meaning which often

expresses values of perceived masculinity and femininity.

Language has a social function in which the norms for behavior

and interpretation determine the culturally acceptable meaning of

masculinity or femininity. For example, Hymes (1972) states that:

. people have available a variety of ways of speaking. .

There are the means of speech that people have available,
including the meanings associated with the use of one or
another of these; and there are the contexts of situations in
which speech is used, including meaning associated with
these. . . . Everything depends, not on the presence of
variation in speech--there is always that--but on whether,
and to what extent, difference is invested with social
meaning (pp. xxiv-xxv).

Male dominance is reinforced by the routine chit-chat of

everyday life, as demonstrated in the job market, the family division

of labor, political power structure and male domination in decision

making positions. In American culture, masculinity is often equated

with coarse language, sexual jokes and male-specific language.

Talking "like a man" or talking "like a lady" are cases in point. If

the individual is a woman, she probably has learned the feminine,

culturally acceptable role for distinguishing far more colors than men

can. Men are told how to express their feelings: "Big boys don't

cry, " and are told what and how to feel.

The routine acts of communication among males and females

include a complex repertoire of language usages. These usages

translate interactions into social meanings that express important
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masculine and feminine values. Studies indicate that the way in which

a person speaks is an element of choice and determines the meaning-

fulness of language as defined by culture (Hymes, 1972; Key, 1972;

Kramer, 1973; Lakoff, 1973; Zimmerman and West, 1973).

The evidence (Zimmerman and West, 1973) suggests that a

woman's right to complete a turn in verbal interaction is routinely

infringed upon without apparent consequences. It is important to note

that in the Zimmerman and West study males initiated the interrup-

tions in all cases. In none of the cases did the female who was inter-

rupted continue her utterance beyond one syllable, or protest being

cut short. In three transcripts analyzed in more refined detail, it

was found that females paused for increasingly longer intervals prior

to speaking. Also, a female's attempts to develop a topic in her turns

at talk were met by a minimum response by the male. The study con-

cluded that this pattern encouraged male dominance. Many writers

have come to a similar conclusion that this and other patterns of

speech usage (the way men and women speak and are spoken of)

reflect the difference between the roles of women and men in our

society (Furfey, 1944; Hymes, 1972; Rester, 1972; Key, 1972, 1975;

Misher, 1972; Lakoff, 1973).

In the classroom, language is a verbal expression of the

conflicting formulation of community norms, values, beliefs, and

expectations (Patterson and Anderson, 1964; Hymes, 1972). In a
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classroom setting, as elsewhere, the verbal interaction may be a part

of the developmental process of sex-differentiated language, which

subsequently encourages the development and maintenance of sex-role

stereotypes.

Teachers do much to shape the environment surrounding

language and its use in the classroom (Spaulding, 1963; Mishler,

1972). In Bernstein's (1972) article on compensatory education, he

argues for a revolution in power relationships by teaching the "elabo-

rated code" of the middle class to the working-class children. He

states that the purpose of teaching the "elaborated code" is not to

preserve existing forms of social control or inequity, but to aid those

who are unequal in analyzing and transforming their situations. An

obvious parallel can be drawn from this to masculine and feminine

speech patterns which result in the same types of social control and

inequities.

Since many children identify with teachers as their models,

teachers, parents, relatives and close family friends provide an

adult framework in which children can consistently interact. In

addition to providing models for children, teachers also influence the

recipient of their action or interaction, as well as their observers

(Patterson and Anderson, 1964).

Very little reserach has been done to examine the effects of

language on the development of sex-role stereotypes. Most studies
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before 1972 have examined women's language or the effect that

language has on women. Very little documented research was pub-

lished on this subject prior to 1972. However, much research and

information on this subject has occurred in the last few years

(Marine, 1972; Lakoff, 1973; Zimmerman and West, 1973; Key,

1975; Meditch, 1975; Sawyer, 1975; Spradley and Mann, 1975).

Purpose of This Study

This study is an interactional approach to socialization, and

assesses and emphasizes the contribution of each member of the

interaction. It is in contrast to the model in which the individual is

passive to his environment and does not contribute to the process.

The first purpose of the study was to investigate verbal inter-

ruptive behavior focusing on children's interruptions and teacher

responses to this behavior. The hypothesis is that teachers influence

this behavior by interacting and responding differently to the inter-

ruptive behavior of boys than to the interruptive behavior of girls. A

second purpose was to determine if the adult socialization pattern of

interruption developed before the time a child nears the end of the

first grade.
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Importance of the Study

Interruptive behavior is a part of the total behaviors leading to

the masculine, sex-role stereotype of dominance and aggressiveness.

Etiquette is an example of the maintenance of this sex-role stereo-

type through structured social behaviors. An illustration of this is

when a man and a woman are in a car the man drives, or when a man

and a woman are in a restaurant the male often orders for both.

Correspondence sent to a couple is addressed to Mr, and Mrs.,

implying the dominance of the male.

It is socially acceptable for a man to come to a threatened

woman's rescue. Ordinarily, it is not socially acceptable for a

woman to come to the rescue of a man.

Understanding of this structuring activity enables people to be

aware of their role in developing and maintaining stereotyping

behavior. Awareness of stereotyping would enable the teacher to

encourage the development of full individual potential in the classroom

environment. Awareness would permit educational experiences lead-

ing to the freedom to experience all behaviors, without the need to

assume restrictive roles to establish sexual identity.

Definition of the Terms

The following definitions are used for the purpose of this study.
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Sex Role. Sex role is the constellation of qualities an individual

believes to characterize masculinity and femininity in the culture. It

is a set of social expectations concerning individual behavior based on

the individual's anatomy, physical attributes, beliefs, feelings,

motives and public behavior.

Feminine or Femininity. This term has psychological and

cultural meaning, rather than a biological one.

Masculine or Masculinity. This term has psychological and

cultural connotations rather than biological.

Utterance. Utterance means speech flow consisting of a mean-

ingful arrangement of words, or merely one word, and typically con-

tains a subject and a predicate, or a predicate only.

Verbal Interaction. Verbal interaction is speech flow which may

be an utterance, but does not have to be. It must be either made in

response to or preceding a speech flow or utterance from another

speaker. It must have continuity and meaning, and does not include

non-verbal cues.

Interruption. Interruption means the breaking into an utterance,

or the middle of a word, before the speaker has completed it. Com-

pletion of an utterance occurs upon the termination of the speaker's

verbal thought. An example of an interruption is:

Teacher: "Add the . . T1

Student: "Teacher, I don't get it."
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Teacher: "You ca. .

Student: "Is this how ?"

Responses. The types of teacher responses used in this study

are defined according to the teacher's perspective, as opposed to the

way each child might interpret the response.

Positive Response. Positive responses are characterized by

acceptance or approval, and include such statements as: "I like that.

Right! Good! How nice! You did a nice job on that."

Negative Response. Negative responses are characterized by

shaming, reprimanding, warning, disapproval and rejection, and

include such statements as: "Stop! You're not listening and you're

talking. Shhh! Don't do that."

Ignoring Response. Ignoring responses are characterized by a

lack of verbal comment.

Neutral Response. Neutral responses are characterized by the

child receiving additional information, instructions or securing the

teacher's attention, and include such statements as: "We'll do it

tomorrow. He has a prize? I should have handed these out first,

shouldn't I? Write it here. You add it."

Limitations of the Study

1. This study was limited to a southern Arizona community with a

population of approximately 400,000.
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2. This study was limited to first grade students, most of whom

were from middle-income, White families.

3. This study was limited to middle-income, White, public school

teachers, with two years of teaching experience at the first grade

level. One teacher was 24 and the other was 26 years old.

4. This study was limited to a case study approach from which

inferential conclusions were made.

5. This study was limited to the choice of procedures selected for

the collection of the data.

Research Hypotheses

The following research hypotheses were examined during the

course of this study.

Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with students,

regardless of the sex of the student.

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with

students, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the students, regardless of the sex of the student.
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Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the student, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the student.

Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the teacher.

Summary

This chapter presented an overview of the study by focusing on

the following areas.

A brief introduction scanning traditional sex-role stereotypes

and the limits these place on developing full human potential, from

such stereotyping, the relationship of language in developing and

maintaining stereotypical, sex-role behavior, and the influence of

teachers and the classroom environment on children and their verbal

interaction with the teacher.

The purposes of the study, definition of the terms, importance

of the study, limitations of the study and the research hypothesis were

described to establish the direction and scope of the study.
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Although the social reception to any individual who assumes

opposite sex-role behavior is becoming more permissive, it is

necessary for individuals to become aware of how their language

develops and maintains these stereotypes. This awareness enhances

the freedom to effect change.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Through feminism and male liberation, changes in sex-role

expectations in the American culture currently are taking place.

Nevertheless, these changes are impeded by the language patterns

learned in youth, which continue to influence adult behavior. These

language patterns relegate specific behaviors to the masculine or

the feminine roles.

Chapter II is divided into three sections which review the

literature pertinent to this study from three perspectives:

1. The concepts of masculinity and femininity in American culture,

2. The relationship of language in sex-role stereotyping.

3. Sex differences in teacher-child interaction,

The Concepts of Masculinity and Femininity
in American Culture

Individuals adopt a series of concepts and behaviors which soci-

ety has labeled as masculine or feminine. Rules for this role behavior

differ from one culture to another (Mead, 1935; Hall, 1964; Stone and

Church, 1973). Whiting (1974) states: "All of the behaviors which are

characteristic of males and females seem remarkably malleable under

the impact of socialization pressures" (p. 200).
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Evidence exists for constitutional variables which predispose

males to higher levels of aggressive behavior. Persky et al. (1971)

found the production rate of testosterone was significantly correlated

with aggression. Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) conclude that there is a

sex-linked differential readiness to respond in an aggressive manner.

Empirical evidence suggests that many sex differences in human

behavior are a result of sex-typing, which may have detrimental

effects on the developmental capacity of both sexes (Sears, Maccoby

and Levine, 1957; Hartley, 1961; Maccoby, 1966; Key, 1972; Lewis,

1972; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974; Marine, 1974).

There are many stereotyped beliefs regarding what constitutes

masculine or feminine behavior. Some of the most commonly held

beliefs are that males surpass females in independence, aggressive-

ness and dominance (Janeway, 1971; Broverman, 1972; Farrell,

1974; Fasteau, 1974; Key, 1975).

Sex differences in personality and behavioral traits, such as

aggressiveness and independence have been found in many studies

(Muste and Sharpe, 1947; Maccoby and Wilson, 1957; Bennett and

Cohen, 1959; Bilous and Bennett, 1961; Bandura, 1962; Kagan and

Moss, 1962). Males consistently score higher on these traits than

females.,

Males are expected to be independent. Females are expected

to be dependent, especially on males (Jenkins and Russell, 1958;
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Bennett and Cohen, 1959; Harris, 1959; McCandless, Bilous and

Bennett, 1961; Kagan and Moss, 1962; Sears, 1963; Farrell, 1974;

Fasteau, 1974).

There have been many studies on aggressiveness and passivity.

Males consistently score higher on aggressiveness measures than do

females (Muste and Sharpe, 1947; Maccoby and Wilson, 1957; Sears,

Maccoby and Levine, 1957; Kagan and Moss, 1962; Bandura and

Walters, 1963).

Males are expected to be dominant and females to be passive

(Jenkins and Russell, 1958; Bennett and Cohen, 1959; Harris, 1959;

Kagan and Moss, 1962; Broverman, 1972).

There is conflicting evidence as to whether environmental or

biological factors determine the differences in behavior and person-

ality between males and females. Bardwick (1971) concludes that

There are differences between sexes and there are differ-
ences within either sex. The complexity of human behavior
has obvious imputs of both physiology and socialization
(p. 48).

Socialization occurs through the individual's interaction with the

environment. Language is an important tool in the communication of

a society's expectations of appropriate behavior, values, beliefs and

attitudes. The expectation of greater independence and more aggres-

sive behavior from males as compared to females encourages the

development of male dominance over females. These expectations are
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developed, maintained and encouraged by language behavior and

verbal interruptions specifically. The next section explores this topic.

The Relationship of Language
in Sex-role Stereotyping

It is possible to reconstruct, from what a person says, the

logic by which he /she operates (Church, 1961). In general, it is

impossible to deal with linguistic and communicative competence

without consideration of social roles. To understand language in its

social context, one needs to be aware of the lexical and intonational

meaning of language and its usage in the social context for the par-

ticipants (Hymes, 1972). Spradley and Mann (1975) have applied

field work methods to a study of social behavior in a bar. They have

concluded that masculinity was demonstrated through rituals and

elaborate patterns of language.

Language is a system of symbols which categorize the world in

a socially acceptable fashion. Categorization is of primary impor-

tance in controlling the behavior of human beings (Key, 1975). The

categories which the form of the language imposes become so totally

internalized that it is exceedingly difficult to separate them from

the true facts of the world (Conklin, 1974). One such categorization

is the designation of sex.
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Concerning the language of men and women, Lakoff (1973)

states that

Certain lexical items mean one thing when applied to men,
another to a woman, a difference that cannot be predicted
except with reference to the different roles the sexes play
in society (p. 46).

An example of this phenomenon is that a previously married man

is referred to as a "bachelor, " but a previously married woman is

a "divorcee." This implies that a bachelor has a future, and a

divorcee has had a past.

The forms of competence expected of or allowed to women and

to men are often sharply different (Brend, 1971; Lakoff, 1973).

There have been numerous references to the differences between

"women's speech" and "men's speech" (Furfey, 1944; Reik, 1953;

Firestone, 1970; Key, 1972; Kramer, 1973; Lakoff, 1973; Conklin,

1974; Key, 1975).

Men more frequently use and understand the specialized vocabu-

lary of sports and auto mechanics, whereas women use and under-

stand the specialized vocabulary of child care and cooking methods

(Conklin, 1974).

Men's preference in intonational contours differs from women's.

Men prefer those that reflect authority (the "deliberative" pattern--a

small upstep from the lower intonation). Women prefer the "more
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polite" longer upstep, the "request confirmation" and the "hesitation"

pattern (Brend, 1971; Ell, 1972).

Strodtbeck's (1956) study of jury interaction found that almost

twice as much talk of women as compared to talk of men consisted of

agreeing, complying, understanding and passively accepting. Less

than half of the women's talk showed antagonism or deflated the status

of others. The implications are that men hold authority and dominate

the conversation by these methods.

In a mixed group of people, it is the men who talk much more

than the women (Soskin and John, 1963; Kester, 1972; Marine, 1972)0

Strodtbeck's (1957) study showed that the amount of talk in small

groups and dominance were positively correlated.

Argyle, Lalijee and Cook (1968) found that as an attempt to

dominate, males interrupted conversations more than females.

Several studies have shown that men interrupt women more often

than women interrupt men (Strodtbeck, 1957; Hennes see and

Nicholson, 1972; Kester, 1972; Zimmerman and West, 1973). The

conclusions reached were that women have restricted rights of

speakership. This is reflected in the male speakers' overriding the

constraints of conversational ordering when engaged in conversations

with females. The woman's right to complete a turn was routinely

infringed upon without apparent consequence.
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Language categories impose certain restrictions on thinking.

One of these categories is the designation of sex. There are differ-

ences in the speech of men and women. Men consistently dominate

social interaction through a more authoritative manner of speaking, in

the amount of talk they engage in, and by interruption of the talk of

women.

There are also differences in the language of male and female

children. Boys develop male-associated speech by losing features

they exhibited earlier. Girls complete the development of sex-

specific speech later than boys by first losing features in a process

similar to that of boys; and then learning the female-associated

patterns (Meditch, 1975).

Boys have a more forceful, definite rhythm of speaking than

girls (Sachs, Lieberman and Erickson, 1973),, Male subjects in

Markel's study (1972) spoke with greater intensity than females.

The conclusion that sex-associated speech is culturally based

rather than innate is supported by a study (1973) conducted by Sachs,

Lieberman and Erickson, which indicates that cultural factors

influence the vocal output of both post-pubertal males and females.

Meditch (1975) concludes that:

It is probable that role and speech patterns reinforce each
other. Separate sex roles function to maintain the differ-
ences between masculine and feminine speech patterns and
different speech patterns serve to determine whether role
performers are appropriately sexed (p. 426).
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Sex Differences in Teacher-Child Interaction

Although sex differences exist prior to the time children enter

the school system, these differences increase until boys and girls are

very different. Spaulding (1963) concludes that:

Dependency, affiliation, passivity and conformity versus
independence, achievement, activity and aggression are
the important variables. The origin of the differences lies
in early constitutional proclivities which the culture
enhances by reward and punishment along sex-specific
lines (p. 113).

In a study by Sears and Feldman (1966), more than half of the

teachers sampled said they differed in their behavior toward boys and

girls, but their educational aims for both sexes were identical.

The communications climate in classrooms is determined by

teachers. This includes not only the types of pupil-pupil and teacher-

pupil interchanges, but also the directions of thought (Mishler, 1972).

The function of classroom language is an example of the need to

understand the significance of language in its social context. Language

in the classroom is much more than just verbal performance. It is a

highly complex personal-cultural event made up of a number of habits

and expectations. Mishler (1972) uses protocols of verbal exchanges

to show how cognitive processes, as well as values and norms of

behavior, are structured by the language use.

O'Leary et al. (1970) found that a teacher's loud reprimands

maintain aggressive behavior at a high level, while soft reprimands,
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audible only to the errant child and her/his neighbors, effectively

decrease disruption. In other studies, rates of aggressive behavior in

preschool children were shown to decrease when the behavior was

ignored by the teacher (Brown and Elliott, 1965).

Observing the differences in interaction between teachers and

children of opposite sexes is illuminating. Serbin et al. (1973) found

that teachers of preschool classes were more likely to respond to

aggressive behavior in boys than to the same behavior in girls.

These teachers, in response to dependent behavior, gave increased

attention to girls when physically proximal. The teachers did not

respond in the same manner to boys. The dependency trait is more

frequently reported in girls (Oetzel, 1966). Differential attention to

dependency among girls of preschool age may maintain or increase the

rate of this "sex-typed" behavior (Serbin et al., 1973). Fagot and

Patterson (1969) found that teachers of nursery school classes con-

sistently reinforce feminine-type behaviors more than masculine

behaviors, and reinforce opposite-sex behaviors in boys but did not

reinforce opposite-sex behavior in girls.

While boys in grades four through six receive more disapproval

and blame than girls, a more active interaction exists in other

dimensions as well; that is, in approval, in instructions and

listening. Boys receive more attention than girls (Meyer and

Thompson, 1963; Spaulding, 1963). Teachers of grades kindergarten
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through six make more supportive remarks to girls and more critical

remarks to boys (Meyer and Thompson, 1956; Lippitt and Gold, 1959).

When teachers of preschool and grades four through six criticize a

boy, they are likely to use a harsh and angry tone, while criticism of

a girl is likely to be made in a normal voice (Spaulding, 1963; Serbin

et al., 1973). Serbin et al. (1973) found that teachers of preschool

girls and boys used more directions and instructions when responding

to solicitation by boys. She also found that boys were more likely to

receive several types of nurturant and instructional attention while

participating appropriately in class activities than were girls.

Cherry (1975) found that teachers of preschool children

verbally interacted more, verbally initiated more, and used more

attentional-marked utterances in speech with boys than with girls,

Girls received significantly more verbal acknowledgments of

answers to teachers' questions.

Summary

Much evidence has been cited indicating the limitations on

developing full human potential that may result from the expectation of

rigidly defined behavior along the stereotypical sex role patterns.

As various environments impose constraints on children, they

learn the interactional demands of these situations. They learn what

they can say and how and when it can be said. Sex-role demands, like
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other normative rules of behavior, have a tacit quality; they are not

stated in so many words. Parents, teachers and other adults do not

announce sex-role demands as "rules of the game" at the beginning of

their relationship. The force of these demands emerges as children

violate their implicit prohibition or as children display acceptable

behavior, often by verbal interaction. As a result of this interaction,

the child learns to interpret the often unstated rules for appropriate

behavior for her or his sex role.

The literature reveals that teachers react differently to boys and

girls and that teachers determine the communications climate in their

classroom. Teachers may influence the development and maintenance

of sex-role stereotypes for children from preschool through the sixth

grade.

The literature also reveals the expectation that males will dis-

play greater independence, aggressiveness and dominance than females

and that this is sanctioned and sustained by differences in male and

female speech. Men consistently dominate social interaction through

a more authoritative manner of speaking, in the amount of talk they

engage in and in the routine infringement on women's rights of

speakership via verbal interruptions.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY

Languages function in a social milieu and societies depend

heavily upon language as a medium of interaction. As observable

manifestations of this, language behavior and social behavior are

related in many lawful ways.

The review of literature has revealed that rules of conduct are

reflected in language use and represent one of the ways in which sex-

roles are developed and confirmed. An act that violates these rules

of conduct, is subject to language usage in response to that act.

Thus, rules of conduct, whether they are adhered to or violated, fre-

quently elicit verbal communication concerning the social acceptability

of the behavior.

The procedures of this study sought to reveal the knowledge,

communicaL,'d by speaking, that pertained to masculine or feminine

behavior. The purpose was to make explicit what was implicit

through an analysis of verbal interaction. Differences in the number

of interruptions between boys and girls and their teachers, and differ-

ences in the types of responses by the teacher to interruption were

observed and recorded.

A case study approach was used to examine differences in fre-

quency of interruptive behavior and what the responses to
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interruptions were. The present chapter is divided into six sections

(1) description of the subjects; (2) description of the school and class;

(3) instrumentation; (4) research hypotheses; (5) data collection pro-

cedure; and (6) treatment of the data.

Description of the Subjects

The two teachers used for this study were White, public school

teachers from typical middle-income backgrounds. Each had two

years of first grade teaching experience. One teacher was 24 and

the other was 26 years of age. Selection of a male and female teacher

allowed evaluations in differences of the responses to or from male

and/or female teachers.

To insure an accurate reflection of the prevalent views of

society toward acceptable masculine and feminine behavior, both

teachers were given the Omnibus Personality Inventory. The male

teacher scored 31 on the Masculinity/Femininity scale and the female

teacher scored 24. Both scores were well within one standard devia-

tion of the mean score for this scale.

Two classrooms were used and 39 children participated. The

children were from predominantly middle-income families. The

middle-income definition is based on the January, 1976, survey of

1300 randomly sampled, census tract figures, of Tucson Newspapers,

Inc. This survey showed that the families living in the area within the



28

school boundaries were in the middle-income range for Tucson,

which is between $12, 500 and $15, 000 (Tucson Chamber of Commerce

figures). The average income of the families in the school boundaries

was $13, 200. Market value of family homes, as determined by the

county assessor's office, ranged from $31, 000 to $35,200. Homes in

the middle-income range, as determined by the Tucson Realty Board,

are $31,250 to $37, 500.

In the female teacher's room, the median age for boys was 7.5,

and the median age for girls was 7.3. The median age, in the male

teacher's room, for boys was 7.6, and for girls 7.5. Both classes

were in the ninth month of first grade, and both classes were pre-

dominantly White.

Description of the School and Class

Two classes were observed at one public elementary school in a

southern Arizona city with a population of approximately 500, 000,

The total population of the school was 750 students.

The class enrollment of the female teacher's room was nine

boys and ten girls, for a total of 19 students. The class enrollment of

the male teacher's room was 11 boys and 9 girls, for a total of 20

students. The total number of children participating in the project

was 39. The classroom profile is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Classroom profile.

Instrumentation

The Omnibus Personality Inventory (OPT) developed by Heist,

Yonge, McConnell and Webster (1968) was used to determine the

degree of masculinity and femininity traits of teachers in this study.

Their scores were compared to the norm group's preferences to

determine how accurately the teachers' attitudes reflected the norms

of an adult population.

The OPI, Form F, includes 385 items and yields 15 scores.

One of these scores is the masculinity'femininity (M /F) scale, which

contains 56 items. Although the entire test was administered, only
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the score for the M/F scale was obtained. Utilizing a standard true-

false format, the OPI is easy to administer and score,

The OPI, designed for use in the assessment and guidance of

average college students, was normed on 7,283 college freshmen.

The mean score for males on the M/F scale is 33.1 with a standard

deviation of 5.7. The mean score for females is 23.9, with a

standard deviation of 5.4.

As in similar inventories, a single masculinity-femininity

scale is used to represent a multitude of loosely related attitudes,

interests and disposition variables that distinguish the sexes.

The OPI is based on a long process of test development which

included a wide variety of research on earlier forms (Reynolds, 1972).

He concludes that it is an instrument of considerable technical refine-

ment. The inventory appears to have adequate reliability. The

Kuder-Richardson 21 and split half estimates of internal consistency

range from 0.72 to 0.91 for the scales, and test-retest coefficients

vary from 0.79 to 0.94.

The problem of validity has been approached primarily through

correlations with other inventories. A sample of correlations

includes the masculinity/femininity (M/F) scale of the MMPI -0.51,

the Theoretical Value Scale of the Allport-Vernon Study of Values

0.55, and the M/F Scale of the Strong Vocational Interest Blank

0.72.
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Research Hypotheses

The following research hypotheses were examined during the

course of this study.

Hypothesis 1. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with stu-

dents, regardless of the sex of the student.

Hypothesis 2. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with stu-

dents, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

Hypothesis 3. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the students, regardless of the sex of the student.

Hypothesis 4. There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the student, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

Hypothesis 5. There is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the student.

Hypothesis 6. There is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the teacher.



32

Data Collection Procedures

Five 25-minute recording sessions preceded the actual data

collection. These sessions were held to acquaint the children and

teacher with the researcher's presence. Although the children

initially noticed the researcher and asked questions concerning the

purpose of the visit, rapport was quickly established and after four

sessions the children made no further inquiries. In answer to early

questions, they were told the researchers wished to learn what is

done in the first grade. When the researcher came into the room

after the first four sessions, the activities continued without any

pause, greeting, or apparent notice.

The trial runs were used to refine the researcher's skill in

data collection. It became apparent that from five to ten feet was

the optimum distance for recording. This was far enough from the

interaction to prevent distraction, but close enough to obtain a clear

and understandable recording. The researcher was able to record

the verbal interactions and mark the interruptions on the observation

sheets without losing the continuity of the verbal interaction. It also

became apparent that types of responses should be classified after the

observation sessions to prevent the loss of data from missed verbal

interaction.
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The researcher stood or sat unobtrusively during each observa-

tion session and made contextual notes about the interaction, including

the sex of the child involved in the interaction, the activity in pro-

gress, and any unusual circumstances or occurrences.

A tape recorder was used to record all verbal interactions.

Fifteen observational sessions of 25 minutes were recorded in each

classroom, over a period of one week (Appendix B)0 In view of the

data presented in Tables 5 and 6, this number of observations was

adequate. Observations were made during regular classroom activi-

ties and included all morning activities, such as discussion, question

and answer sessions, group work, explanations of subject matter and

seat work.

To avoid potential biases in data collection, the classroom

teachers were not informed of the specific hypotheses or predictions,

only that interaction was the focus of the study, (Following completion

of the final observations, the purpose of the study was explained to

the teachers.)

Treatment of the Data

All verbal interactions were recorded on a tally sheet which dis-

tinguished between male and female teachers and boys and girls. The

occurrence of interruptions was also noted (see Appendix A).
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The interruptions were analyzed according to the frequency of

interruptiors by boy and girl students of the male or female teacher,

and further analyzed according to the types of responses elicited.

These responses were recorded into four cells: (a) positive responses,

(b) negative responses, (c) ignoring, and (d) neutral responses. In

addition, the number of verbal interactions was recorded.

In order to reduce researcher bias, a male research assistant,

who was a graduate student in child development, spot-checked from

44 to 100 percent of each recording, on a random basis, to verify the

occurrence of verbal interactions, interruptions and the type of

response. The research assistant did not know the hypotheses of the

study.

The research assistant first played through the tapes (Appendix

B), stopping them at one-minute intervals and recorded the number

of interactions and interruptions that occurred in a two-minute seg-

ment. These numbers were compared to the original observation

sheet tally performed by the researcher. Following this procedure,

the tapes were replayed and the type of response to utterances was

recorded independently by the research assistant. The frequencies

of types of response tallied by the research assistant were then com-

pared to the original observation sheet done by the researcher.

Prior to the spot check by the research assistant, definitions of

verbal interaction, utterance, interruption, positive response,
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negative response, ignoring response and neutral response, as defined

in this study, were explained and discussed with him. Two of the

practice session tapes were used to train the research assistant in the

method of recording numbers and types of interaction. A code was

applied to identify the sex of the child so that the sex of the child could

be determined from the recording alone. This was accomplished by

saying "one" into the microphone after a male child spoke, and "two"

for a female.

Interjudge reliability was measured by the number of agreements

in the coding of verbal interaction (VI), interruption (I), and type of

response (TR), divided by the number of agreements (N1) plus dis-

agreements (N2).

[VI + I + TR÷ Ni + N2]

In order to insure accuracy and in view of the data shown in Tables 5

through 10, the measure of required reliability was set at 0.85 or

better.

The total number of verbal interactions and the number of

interruptions by boys and girls of male and female teachers were

gathered from the observation worksheets (Appendix A). A frequency

count was made from these data.

Due to the inferential nature of this study (which did not claim

randomization, used nominal data, and had a small N), a non-

parametric tool which could predict probability of the same behavior
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reoccurring was selected for statistical analysis. The small sample

size necessitated the most stringent level of significance to test the

hypotheses. In order to provide accurate analysis the .01 level of

significance was employed throughout the study.

Each of the four hypotheses was subjected to a chi-square test

utilizing a four-cell matrix in the analysis of data. Hypotheses 5 and

6 were analyzed with the chi-square using the Yates correction for

continuity. When entries in a four-fold table are quite small (five or

less), Yates correction for continuity should be applied to the chi-

square formula. This is done because a chi-square computed for

such data is likely to be overestimated and may lead to erroneous

conclusions. The Yates correction for lack of continuity was applied

to the computations because the distribution for chi-square is dis-

crete, whereas the values obtained by the use of Yates results in a

continuous probability model.

Because the frequencies expected (FE) in some cells of the

types of responses matrices were less than five, the Yates correction

was used in the analysis of these data.

Graphs showing interaction were utilized to test for interaction

among the variables and to suggest trends. Trends allow for extrapo-

lation beyond the observed frequencies to support speculation regard-

ing what could occur with a larger N.
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For the purpose of this study a trend is arbitrarily defined as

follows: If the distance between the two true lines is twice the

distance between the hypothetical line and the baseline, a trend is

indicated. Trends are not related to the probability of significant

differences, as they are arbitrarily defined.

Summary

A case study, using an experimental approach, which focused on

children's verbal interruptive behavior and teacher responses to this

behavior, was utilized. The study was performed in a large public

school in two first-grade classrooms. Differences in interruptions of

male and female teachers by boys and girls were the focus of the

study. Data collected from fifteen 25-minute observations of each

classroom formed the data pool for statistical analysis. The chi-

square test was applied to each table of analysis for the number of

verbal interactions, and the number of interruptions. The chi-square

with Yates correction for continuity was applied to the types of

responses to interruptions. Significance was set at .01. Interaction

graphs were used to test for interaction among the variables and to

suggest trends for future studies.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The first purpose of this research was to study the verbal

interruptive behavior of children, and teacher responses to this

behavior, by utilizing an experimental approach. The second purpose

of the study was to determine if, by the end of the first grade, boys

interrupted their teachers more than girls interrupted their teacher.

To accomplish these purposes, data were collected which were

relevant to these factors in two first-grade classrooms, one with a

male and one with a female teacher.

Interjudge Agreement

During the observational period, all verbal interactions and

interruptions were recorded on an observation worksheet. The entire

session was tape recorded. At the end of each day, the tapes were

played back and the verbal interaction immediately preceding an

interruption, the interruption itself and the verbal interaction follow-

ing, if any, were recorded on the worksheet. When the collection of

data was completed, a male research assistant who was a graduate

student majoring in child development, spot-checked from 44 to 100

percent of each recording. Interjudge agreement was computed using

the method described in Chapter III.
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The resultant interjudge agreement coefficients are reported

in Tables 1 through 4. In all cases, the reliability was 0.85 or

better.

Interaction Graphs

To interpret interaction graphs one looks at the parallelism of

the lines. If the lines are not parallel one can interpret this to mean

that there is an interaction between the variables. If the lines cross,

disordinal interaction is indicated. Disordinal interaction suggests

that there is no main effect for either variable, but rather the effect

is differential (Lubin, 1961).

To be secure in one's interpretation of these graphs, tests of

differences between main effects should have been done. However,

due to the nature of the data collection, no variances with groups

could be computed. It is suggested that if this study is replicated that

verbal interactions, interruptions and types of responses be collected

according to each student so that the variances can be computed.

Trends were arbitrarily defined by the method described in Chapter

III.

Chi-square Analysis

The chi-square test of proportions was performed to test for

significant differences between male and female students and teachers
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Table 1. Interjudge agreement of verbal interactions.

Teachers
Male Female

Boys

Girls

282 0.98

0.99

241
0.99

0.97

282+6

246

241+3

231
246+2 231+7

Table 2. Interjudge agreement of interruptions.

Teachers
Male Female

Boys

Girls

23 0.92

0. 93

27 0.87

0.86

23+2

13

27+4

19
13+1 19 +3
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Table 3. Interjudge agreement of types of teacher
responses -male teacher.

Teacher Students
Responses Boys Girls

4Positive 2

4
= 1.0 = 1.0

Negative 1 = 1.0 0

1 0

6Ignoring
6+1

0.86 2 = 1.0

15 6Neutral
15+2

0.88 6+1
0.86

Table 4. Interjudge agreement of types of teacher
responses--female teacher.

Teacher
Responses

Students
Boys Girls

Positive

Negative

Ignoring

Neutral

2 = 1.0

1 = 1.0
1

6

55 = 1.0

6
-6- = 1.0

1414= 1.0

15

6+1
0.86

14
14+1

0.93
15+2

0.88
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in number of verbal interactions and interruptions. It is a comparison

of the obtained frequencies, with expected frequencies for each cate-

gory. The obtained values of chi-square were tested for significance

at the .01 level of probability. The .01 level was chosen because

this was a case study using only two classrooms and 39 children, and

a higher level of probability would have increased the possibility of

erroneous conclusions.

The formula for chi-square was taken from Hays (1963)

2 (0 E)2
X

where 0 = observed frequencies and E = expected frequencies.

Yates Correction for Continuity

The chi -spare formula with the Yates correction for continuity

was applied to the types of responses matrices. Because the Yates

correction can only be applied on a four-fold table, each type of

response was analyzed individually. For example, positive responses

were analyzed according to differences between male and female

students and male and female teachers.

The formula for chi-square with Yates correction for continuity

was taken from Hays (1963):

2 ( FO -FE -0.5)2
X FE
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where FE = frequency expected and FO = frequency observed. The

vertical lines mean that the absolute value of the difference between

observed and expected frequencies is reduced by 0.5 for each category

before the squaring is carried out.

Analysis of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with

students, regardless of the sex of the student.

As the means recorded in Table 5 indicate, the female teacher

had fewer verbal interactions with the girls (41.7) in her classroom

than the boys (52.4); however, the difference was not found to be

significant (p > .01)

As the means recorded in Table 5 indicate, the male teacher

had more verbal interactions with the girls (47.9) than the boys (45,7)

in his classroom; however, the difference was not found to be sig-

nificant (p > .01).

Figure 2 suggests that there was disordinal interaction for

verbal interaction; that is, the female teacher verbally interacted

more with the boys in her classroom, and the male teacher verbally

interacted more with the girls in his classroom.

Figure 2 indicates a trend suggesting fewer verbal interactions

between the female teacher and the girls than from the boys. Figure 3
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Table 5. Total number of verbal interactions.
Teacher

Male Female

Session Session

Boys 975 1 (41)a 1 (48)
2 (36) Frequency 2 (27) Frequency
3 (21) Observed 3 (19) Observed
4 (12) (FO) 503 4 (37) (FO) 472
5 (28) 5 (35)
6 (51) X (FO) 45.7 6 (21) T (FO) 52.4
7 (25) 7 (66)
8 (27) Frequency 8 (18) Frequency
9 (28) Expected 9 (16) Expe cted

10 (37) (FE) 500 10 (24) (FE) 475
11 (47) 11 (31)
12 (36) 12 (24)
13 (36) 13 (28)
14 (29) 14 (41)
15 (49) 15 (37)
N = 11 N = 9

Girls 848 1 (29) 1 (25)
2 (25) Frequency 2 (34) Frequency
3 (29) Observed 3 (23) Observed
4 (11) (FO) 431 4 (37) (FO) 417
5 (17) 5 (33)
6 (20) T(F0) 47.9 6 (23) T(F0) 41.7
7 (20) 7 (38)
8 (42) Frequency 8 (35) Frequency
9 (40) Expected 9 (23) Expected

10 (34) (FE) 434 10 (21) (FE) 414
11 (36) 11 (30)
12 (33) 12 (15)
13 (23) 13 (22)
14 (38) 14 (32)
15 (34) 15 (26)
N = 9 N = 10

Total 1823 934 889

aNumbers in parentheses indicate total verbal interactions during
each session,

p = .80
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illustrates the computation of this trend. As stated in the definition

of a trend, the distance between the two true lines was more than

twice the distance between the hypothetical line and the baseline.

Figure 4 suggests that the difference in verbal interactions

between boy and girl students of the male teacher was so small that its

significance was doubtful, even if there had been a larger N.

Because of the nonsignificance of the chi-square, Hypothesis 1

was retained.

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with

students, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

As the means recorded in Table 5 indicate, boys had more

verbal interactions with the female teacher (52.4) than they did with

the male teacher (45.7); however, the difference was not found to he

significant (p > .01).

As the means recorded in Table 5 indicate, girls had more

verbal interactions with the male teacher (47.9) than they did with the

female teacher (41.7). However, the difference was not found to be

significant (p > .01).

Figure 5 suggests that there was disordinal interaction for

verbal interaction; that is, the girls had more verbal interactions with

the male teacher than the female teacher, and boys had more verbal

interaction with the female teacher than the male teacher.



47

60

55

0
a)

50
.2

0) al

45
(I)

g

40

0

58.6
Hypothetical line...,

52.4

rt

10.7

47.9 Girls

2.2

Baseline

41.7
45.7 Boys

Female
Teacher

Male

Figure 4. Analysis of Figure 2. Verbal interactions. Student
comparison.

60 -

71a 55

a)

o 50
U;

an
5 B

L-5 45.7g

(1)

4-0

52.4

47.9 Male teacher

0 -r
41.7 Female teacher

Boys
Students

Girls

Figure 5. Line graph displaying mean number of verbal inter-
actions: Teacher comparison.



48

The analysis in Figure 6 of Figure 5 suggests that the difference

between the number of verbal interactions of the teachers with girls

was so small that its significance was doubtful even if there had been

a larger N.

The analysis in Figure 7 of Figure 5 suggests that the difference

between the number of verbal interactions of the teachers with boys

was so small that its significance was doubtful. even if there had been

a larger N.

Because of the nonsignificance of the chi-square, Hypothesis 2

was retained.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference between male

and female teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the students, regardless of the sex of the student.

As the means recorded in Table 6 indicate, the male teacher

was interrupted more often by boys in his classroom (4009) than girls

(2.33), and the female teacher was interrupted more often by boys in

her classroom (6080) than girls (3080); however, the difference was

not significant, using the chi-square test (p > .01).

The line graph in Figure 8 suggests that there was ordinal

interaction. The boys interrupted both teachers more often than the

girls interrupted the teachers, but the analysis in Figure 9 suggests

that the difference was so small that its significance was doubtful even

if there had been a larger N. Therefore, Hypothesis 3 was retained.
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Table 6. Total number of interruptions.
Teacher

Male Female

Session Session

Boys 106 1 (7) a 1 (11)
2 (4) Frequency 2 (5) Frequency
3 (1) Observed 3 (2) Observed
4 (1) (FO 45.00 4 (2) (FO) 61.00
5 (2) 5 (2)
6 (1) X (FO) 4.09 6 (2) X- (FO) 680
7 (2) 7 (5)
8 (1) Frequency 8 (3) Frequency
9 (2) Expected 9 (3) Expected

10 (4) (FE) 42.40 10 (1) (FE) 63.60
11 (6) 11 (7)
12 (1) 12 (4)
13 (7) 13 (4)
14 (1) 14 (6)
15 (5) 15 (4)
N = 11 N = 9

Girls 59 1 (3) 1 (2)
2 (0) Frequency 2 (10) Frequency
3 (1) Observed 3 (6) Observed
4 (0) (FO) 21.00 4 (1) (FO) 38.00
5 (1) 5 (0)
6 (0) X (FO) 2.33 6 (0) X. (FO) 3.80
7 (1) 7 (2)
8 (1) Frequency 8 (2) Frequency
9 (1) Expected 9 (1) Expected

10 (2) (FE) 23.60 10 (1) (FE) 35.40
11 (2) 11 (2)
12 (3) 12 (4)
13 (1) 13 (3)
14 (3) 14 (2)
15 (2) 15 (2)
N = 9 N = 10

Total 165 66 99

aNumbers in parentheses indicate total number of interruptions
during each session.

p = .50



51

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

Male
Teacher

Female

Figure 8. Line graph displaying mean number of interruptions.
Student comparison.

w
0

4

0

0

6 -

5-

4 _

3

2

0

-

6.80 Boys

5.59- T 3.00
14.09 .76

2.33

n'ypothetical line

Baseline

.80 Girls

Male Female
Teacher

Figure 9. Analysis of Figure 8. Interruptions. Student
comparison.



52

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant difference between male

and female t-a,-,hers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the student, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

As the means recorded in Table 6 indicate, girls interrupted the

female teacher (3.80) more often than they interrupted the male

teacher (2.33). The difference was not significant when the chi-

square test (p > .01) was used.

As the means recorded in Table 6 indicate, boys interrupted the

female teacher (6.80) more often than they interrupted the male

teacher (4.09). The difference was not significant when the chi-

square test (p > .01) was used.

The line graph in Figure 10 suggests that there was ordinal

interaction; that is, both boys and girls interrupted the female teacher

more often than they interrupted the male teacher, but the analysis in

Figure 11 suggests that the difference was so small that its signifi-

cance was doubtful even if there had been a larger N. Therefore,

Hypothesis 4 was retained.

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the student.

As the means recorded in Tables 7 through 10 indicate, the male

teacher responded differently to boys than to girls when he was inter-

rupted. However, the difference was not significant for any of the
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Table 7. Positive responses.

Students
Teacher

Male Female

Boys 11 FO 2.00 FO 9.00
FE 3.88 FE 7.12

= 0.18 X = 1.00
N = 11 N = 9

Girls 6 FO 4.00 FO 2.00
FE 2.12 FE 3.88

= 0.44 X= 0.20
N = 9 10

Total 17 FO 6 11

p = .20

Table 8. Negative responses.

Students
Teacher

Male Female

Boys 9 FO 1.00 FO 8.00
FE 0.90 FE 8.10
X= 0.09 X= 0.89
N = 11 N = 9

Girls 1 FO 0.00 FO 1.00
FE 0.10 FE 0.90

= 0.00 X = 0.09
N = 9 N = 10

Total 10 FO 1 9

p = .80
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Table 9. Ignoring responses.

Students
Teacher

Male Female

Boys 38 FO 16.00 FO 220 00
FE 14.17 FE 23.83
)7= 1.45 )7 = 2.44
N = 11 N = 9

Girls 21 FO 6.00 FO 15.00
FE 7.83 FE 13.17
)7= 0.67 X = 1.50
N = 9 N = 10

Total 59 FO 22 37

.50

Table 10. Neutral responses.

Students
Teacher

Male Female

Boys 48 FO 26.00 FO 22.00
FE 22.48 FE 25.52
R= 2.36 X = 2.44
N = 11 N

Girls 31 FO 11.00 FO 200 00
FE 14.52 FE 16.48

= 1.22 X = 2.00
N = 9 N = 10

Total 79 FO 37 42

p = .20
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types of responses when the chi-square with the Yates correction for

continuity (p .01) was employed.

As the means recorded in Tables 7 through 10 indicate, the

female teacher responded differently to boys than to girls when she

was interrupted. However, the difference was not significant for any

of the types of responses if the chi-square with the Yates correction

for continuity (p > .01) was used.

Figure 12 indicates a trend suggesting that the boys received

more positive responses (1.00) than the girls received (0.20) from

the female teacher. Figure 13 illustrates the computation of the trend

indicated in Figure 12. As stated in the definition of a trend, the

distance between the two true lines was more than twice the distance

between the hypothetical line and the baseline.

Figure 14 suggests the difference in number of positive

responses from the male teacher to boys (0.18) and to girls (0.44) was

so small that its significance was doubtful, even if there had been a

larger N.

Figure 15 indicates a trend suggesting the boys received more

negative responses (0.89) than the girls received (0.08) from the

female teacher. Figure 16 illustrates the computation of the trend

indicated in Figure 15. As stated in the definition of a trend, the

distance between the two true lines was more than twice the distance

between the hypothetical line and the baseline.
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Figure 17 suggests the difference in number of negative

responses from the male teacher to boys (0.09) and to girls (0. 10) was

so small that its significance was doubtful even if there had been a

larger N.

The line graph in Figure 18 suggests that there was ordinal

interaction for ignoring responses; that is, the boys received more

ignoring responses from both teachers (male teacher 1.45; female

teacher 2.44) than the girls received (male teacher 0.67; female

teacher 1.50). However, the analysis in Figure 19 suggests that the

difference was so small that its significance was doubtful, even if

there had been a larger N.

Figure 20 indicates trend suggesting that the boys received

more neutral responses (2.36) than the girls received (1.22) in the

class from the male teacher. Figure 22 illustrates the computation

of the trend indicated in Figure 20.

Figure 21 suggests that the difference in the number of neutral

responses from the female teacher to boys (2.44) and to girls (2.00)

was so small that its significance was doubtful even if there had been

a larger N.

in summary, trends occurred which suggested that the boys

received more positive and more negative responses than the girls in

the class received from the female teacher. There was no trend for

ignoring responses, which indicates that both boys and girls were
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ignored essentially the same number of times by their teacher. There

was a trend suggesting that boys received more neutral responses

than the girls in the class received from the male teacher.

Because of the nonsignificance of the chi-square, Hypothesis 5

was retained.

Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference in the types of

teachers' responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the teacher.

As the means recorded in Tables 7 through 10 indicate, the

male teacher responded differently than the female teacher to girls

when interrupted. However, the difference was not significant for any

of the types of responses when using the chi-square with the Yates

correction for continuity (p >.01).

As the means recorded in Tables 7 through 10 indicate, the

female teacher responded differently to boys than to girls when she

was interrupted. However, the difference was not significant for any

of the types of responses when using the chi-square with the Yates

correction for continuity (p > .01).

Figure 23 indicates a trend suggesting that the female teacher

used positive responses to boys (1.00) more often than the male

(0.18) teacher. Figure 24 illustrates the computation of the trend

indicated in Figure 23. As stated in the definition of a trend, the
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distance between the two true lines was more than twice the distance

between the hypothetical line and the baseline.

Figure 25 suggests that the difference between the male teacher

(0.44) and female teacher (0.20) in positive responses to girls was so

small that its significance was doubtful, even if there had been a

larger N.

Figure 26 indicates a trend suggesting that the female teacher

used negative responses to boys (0.89) more often than the male

teacher (0.09). Figure 27 illustrates the computation of the trend

indicated in Figure 26. As stated in the definition of a trend, the

distance between the two true lines was more than twice the distance

between the hypothetical line and the baseline.

Figure 28 suggests that the difference in negative responses for

girls was so small between the male (0.00) and female (0.09) teachers

that its significance was doubtful, even if there had been a larger N.

The line graph in Figure 29 suggests that ordinal interaction for

ignoring responses occurred; that is, both boys and girls received

more ignoring responses from the female teacher (boys 2.44; girls

1.5) than from the male teacher (boys 1.45; girls 0.67). However,

the analysis in Figure 30 suggests that the difference was so small

that its significance was doubtful even if there had been a larger N.

Figure 31 indicates a trend suggesting that the female teacher

used neutral responses to girls (2.00) more often than the male
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teacher (1.22). Figure 33 illustrates the computation of this trend

indicated in Figure 31. As stated in the definition of a trend, the

distance between the two true lines was more than twice the distance

between the hypothetical line and the baseline.

The analysis in Figure 32 suggests that the difference in the

number of neutral responses to boys from the teachers was so small

(male teacher 2.36; female teacher 2.44) that its significance was

doubtful, even if there had been a larger N.

In summary, a trend emerged which suggested that boys

received more positive responses from the female teacher than from

the male teacher. There was a trend suggesting that the boys

received more negative responses from the female teacher than from

the male teacher. There was no trend for ignoring responses, which

indicates that both teachers responded by ignoring boys and girls in

essentially the same ratio. A trend did emerge which suggested that

the female teacher used more neutral responses to girls than did the

male teacher.

Because of the nonsignificance of the chi-square, Hypothesis 6

was retained.

Summary

One purpose of the study was to investigate the verbal interrup-

tive behavior of children and teacher responses to this interruptive
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behavior. The second purpose of the study was to determine if the

adult socalization pattern in which males interrupt more frequently

than females was developed by the time a child nears the end of the

first grade. This chapter presented the findings of the study relative

to the following six hypotheses.

The methods utilized to test the hypotheses were the chi-square

test of proportions and the Yates correction for continuity. Graphs of

means were used to identify trends in the types of responses from

teachers, and in the number of interruptions and verbal interactions

by students.

Findings of this study were as follows.

No significant differences occurred between male and female

teachers in the number of verbal interactions with students, regard-

less of the sex of the student. However, a trend emerged which sug-

gested that the female teacher had fewer verbal interactions with the

girls than with the boys in her class. The difference in verbal inter-

actions between the boy students and the girl students of the male

teacher was so small that its significance was doubtful even if a

larger N had existed.

No significant differences occurred between male and female

teachers in the number of verbal interactions with students, regard-

less of the sex of the teacher. Because the difference in the number

of verbal interactions was so small for both teachers in relation to
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all students, no trend was apparent. Therefore, its significance was

doubtful even if a larger N had existed.

No significant differences were apparent between male and

female teachers in the number of interruptions by students of the

teacher, regardless of the sex of the student. The difference in

number of interruptions between boys and girls was so small that no

trend was apparent; therefore, its significance was doubtful even if

a larger N had existed.

No significant differences occurred between male and female

teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by the student,

regardless of the sex of the teacher. No trend was indicated by the

line graphs because the difference between male and female teachers

in the number of interruptions was small; therefore its significance

was doubtful even if a larger N had existed.

No significant differences occurred in the types of teachers'

responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the sex of the

student. A trend emerged which suggested there were more positive

responses to the boys than to the girls in the female teacher's class.

A trend occurred which suggested that, in the female teacher's class,

boys received more negative responses than received by the girls in

the class. The difference in the numbers of ignoring responses was

so small that no trend was apparent. Therefore, the significance was

doubtful even if a larger N had existed. A trend emerged which
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suggested that the male teacher gave more neutral responses to the

boys than the girls in the class.

No significant differences existed in the types of teachers'

responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the sex of the

teacher. A trend emerged that suggested that the female teacher

used positive responses more often than the male teacher when speak-

ing to boys. A trend emerged which suggested that the boys received

more negative responses from the female teacher than from the male

teacher. There was no apparent trend for ignoring responses.

Therefore, any significance could be considered doubtful even had a

larger N been used. A trend did occur that suggested the female

teacher used more neutral responses than the male teacher when

speaking to girls.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Chapter IV reported the results of the statistical procedures and

the results of the interaction graphs utilized to indicate possible

trends. The resultant findings offer incentive for additional interpre-

tation and encourage speculation. This chapter will present a sum-

mary of the study, including the problem and procedures, further

discussion and the conclusions resulting from analysis of the data

Recommendations based on these conclusions could be useful for

future research.

Summary

The first purpose of this study was to investigate the verbal

interruptive behavior of children and teacher responses to this

behavior. The second purpose of the study was to determine if, by

the end of the first grade, boys interrupted their teachers more than

girls.

A case study approach was used to examine differences in fre-

quencies of verbal interactions, interruptive behavior and responses

to interruptions.
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Two first-grade teachers, one male and one female, were used

in this study. Each teacher had two years of teaching experience.

The teachers were 24 and 26 years of age. Twenty boys and 19 girls

participated in the classes, and all were from predominantly White,

middle-class backgrounds.

A tape recorder was used to record all verbal interactions for

observation sessions of 25 minutes each over a period of one

week. This procedure was used in both classrooms. Taping sessions

included only morning activities.

A frequency count was made of verbal interactions, interrup-

Lions of conversations, and types of teacher responses. These data

were assembled into a contingency table from which the chi-square

statistic was calculated to test for significance. The Yates correction

for continuity was applied to the types of responses matrices. Inter-

action graphs were constructed to indicate possible trends. To

decrease the possibility of erroneous conclusions, the .01 level of

significance was used.

The hypotheses tested in the study were as follows.

Ov There is no significant difference between male and

female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with

students, regardless of the sex of the student.

Tr3 °2' There is no significant difference between male and

female teachers in the number of verbal interactions with
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students, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

There is no significant difference between male and female
H°3°

teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the students, regardless of the sex of the student.

There is no significant difference between male and female
H°4*

teachers in the number of interruptions of the teacher by

the student, regardless of the sex of the teacher.

1-105: There is no significant difference in the types of teachers'

responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the student.

14°6
There is no significant difference in the types of teachers'

responses to interruptions by students, regardless of the

sex of the teacher.

Analysis of the data resulted in the retention of all six hypothe-

ses. A trend emerged which suggested that the female teacher had

fewer verbal interactions with girls than with boys in her classroom.

No trend emerged which showed differences in numbers of verbal

interactions between boys and girls in the male teacher's classroom.

The difference between the number of verbal interactions

engaged in by the male and female teacher with girls was so small that

no trend was indicated. There was no trend for differences between

male and female teachers in number of verbal interactions with boys.
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No trend emerged for differences between the male teacher and

the female teacher in numbers of interruptions as a function of the scx

of the child or the sex of the teacher.

A differential pattern of types of responses to speech interrup-

tions occurred. A trend did occur that suggested more positive

responses were given to boy students than girl students by the female

teacher. Also, a trend occurred that suggested boy students received

more negative responses from the female teacher. A trend also sur-

faced that suggested the male teacher gave boys more neutral

responses than he gave to girl students. The difference between

ignoring responses of both teachers toward both boys and girls was

so small that no trend was apparent.

A trend suggested that the female teacher rather than the male

teacher used positive responses more often when speaking to boys.

However, a trend did exist that suggested boys received more negative

responses from the female teacher than from the male teacher.

Another trend suggested that the female teacher rather than the male

teacher used neutral responses to girls more often. No trend was

evident for the ignoring responses.

The results of the analysis of the data led to several conclusions.

Following is a more in-depth discussion and the resulting conclusions

drawn from the findings of this study.
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Conclusions and Implications

The trend that suggested the female teacher engaged in more

verbal interactions with boys, as found in this dissertation, substan-

tiated the studies of Meyer and Thompson (1963), Spaulding (1963) and

Cherry (1975). The trend suggesting that teachers differentiated

between the types of responses made to boys and girls, as found in

this study, also substantiated the findings of Sears and Feldman (1963)0

The lack of a trend and the nonsignificant_ chi-square suggested

that, by the end of the first grade, boys and girls had not developed

significant differences in the number of interruptions made in a

teacher's verbalization, regardless of the sex of the teacher. Since

this study indicated the adult socialization pattern was not established

by the time a child reaches the end of first grade, the implication is

that kindergarten and first grade teachers may have an opportunity to

play a significant role in effecting change in this behavior. Teachers

must first become aware of the differences in their response patterns

to boys and girls who interrupt them before interruptive behavior can

be altered effectively.

An implication of this study is that first grade teachers may

foster interruptive behavior by the manner in which they respond to

interruptions from boys and girls. The trends evidenced in this study

suggested that both male and female teachers had preferential
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response patterns to interruption, contingent upon the sex of the

student.

The trend suggesting a larger number of negative responses to

boys by the female teacher warrants further study. The teacher's

negative responses to boys may increase the incidence of interruptive

behavior.

The ignoring response may have no measurable effect in differ-

entiating the student's behavior. It is important to note the percentage

of times each type of response occurs, as well as the actual number

of responses in each category. Table 11 (Appendix C) illustrates this

essential consideration. The "ignoring" type of response row shows

that the number of ignoring responses ranges from 6 to 22. However,

the difference in percentage of times this response was made was

from 28.6 percent to 39.5 percent. The prime consideration here

is that both teachers ignored interruptions from both boys and girls

approximately one-third of the time.

The female teacher used neutral responses to the girl students

more often than did the male teacher. Table 11 illustrates that

neutral responses to interruptions by girl students were given almost

twice as many times by the female teacher than by the male teacher.

Yet, the percentage of neutral responses to girls was essentially the

same for both teachers.
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The interaction graphs utilized in this study allowed compari-

sons between boys and girls in the male teacher's classroom and

comparisons between boys and girls in the female teacher's class-

room. The graphs did not allow comparisons between boys in the

female teacher's class and girls in the male teacher's class.

Examination of the "total" row of Table 11 illustrates how this

comparison may be made.

The data in Table 11 further illustrate that the percentage of

types of responses made by the male teacher to boys who interrupted

him was essentially the same (45 times, or 25 percent of the total

responses of both teachers) as the percentage of types of responses

made by the female teacher to girls who interrupted her (38 times, car

25 percent of the total responses of both teachers). Both are the per-

centage that would be expected to occur by chance alone.

The girls interrupted the male teacher's speech considerably

less (21 times, or 12.5 percent of the total responses of both teachers)

than the boys interrupted the female teacher's speech (61 times, or

375 percent of the total responses of both teachers). The implication

that may be drawn is that a significant difference may exist In the

number of interruptions between boys with a female teacher (cross

sex) and girls with a male teacher (cross sex). The multiple analysis

of variance statistic would be needed to test for this difference.
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Although the graphs did not suggest a trend for differences in

number of interruptions by children at the end of the first grade, a

differential pattern of teacher responses to interruptions occurred.

Studies at various grade levels are indicated to note the effect

classroom experience has on verbal interaction.

Recommendations for Further Study

The following recommendations for additional study are

suggested.

1. Replication of this study on interruptive behavior should be done

with at least 20 classrooms using ten female and ten male

teachers. The interaction graphs that showed trends may be

significant with a sample this large.

2. Replication of this study should be done with the data collected

for each student to permit computation of individual variances.

No more than two children per observer is recommended.

3. Only children from a middle-class background were selected for

this study. Determination of differences that could exist in

other socio-economic classes and the comparison of differences

from one socio-economic group to another could be significant.

4. Replication of this study should be done with other ethnic

groups.
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5. Replication of this study at different grade/age levels should be

done to determine when differences in interruptive behavior are

first significant.

6. Replication of this study should be done to compare verbal

interactions, interruptions and types of responses between the

peer group; that is, male students interrupting males and

female students as compared to female students interrupting

female and male students. The purpose would be to determine

if students respond differently or interact differently with each

other.

7. Replication of this study should be made in classrooms with

students and teacher being of the same sex. Comparisons

should be made to determine differences in frequencies of

types of responses between male and female teachers.
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APPENDIX A

OBSERVATION WORKSHEETS
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO, 1

DATE May 27, 1976 ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

Science discussion

SEX OF TEACHER Male 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE

FEMALE X X 4 X X X X

MALE X X 4 X 4 X 4 X

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 -= neutral°

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO, 2

DATE May 27, 1976 ACTIVITY Science

SEX OF TEACHER Male

92

BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MALE X X 4 X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

X X X X X X

X 4 X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 3

DATE May 27, 1976 ACTIVITY Assignments & Reading Group

SEX OF TEACHER Male 'BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

X X X X X X X X

X X X X X 3

X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X

FEMALE X

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption I = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.
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DATE May 27, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X

MALE X X X X 3 X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive.; 2 = negative;
3 ignoring; 4 = neutral.,

X = verbal interaction.



95

OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 5

DATE June 1, 1976 ACTIVITY Writing - Seat Work

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 11 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE 4 X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

X X X X X X

4 X X X X 2 X X X

X X X X X

X X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X := verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 6

DATE June 1, 1976 ACTIVITY Science Discussion

96

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 11 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X 4 X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2. = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 7

DATE June 1, 1976 ACTIVITY Social Studies

SEX OF TEACHER Male

97

BOYS PRESENT 11 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE 4 X X 3 X X X X X

FEMALE X X X 1 X X X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2 =. negative;
3 ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 8

DATE June 1, 1976 ACTIVITY Art

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

98

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE 4 X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 positive; 2. = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X =, verbal interaction.
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DATE June 1, 1976

SEX OF TEACHER Male

ACTIVITY Art

9

99

BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X X

MALE X 4 X X 1

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X 1 X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive.; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 =, neutral

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO, 10

DATE June 2, 1976 ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

Science Seat Work

SEX OF TEACHER Male 10 GIRLS PRESENT 8

FEMALE X X X X 4 X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X

FEMALE X X X 4 X X

MALE X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption 1 positivc; 2 .= negative;
3 ignoring; 4 = neutral°

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO, 11A

ACTIVITY Science & Math - Seat Work

BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 8

DATE June 2, 1976

SEX OF TEACHER Male

FEMALE X X X 1

MALE

FEMALE

MALE X 3 X X

FEMALE X

MALE X X X
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X X X X

X X X XX X X

X X X

X

X X 1 X X X X I X

1 X

X X X 4 X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X 3 X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X

Teacher responses to interruption,, 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral-

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 1113

DATE June 2, 1976 ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

Science & Math

SEX OF TEACHER Male 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MALE X X X 3

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.,

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION

DATE June 2, 1976

WORKSHEET

ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

NO, 12

Math

SEX OF TEACHER Male 10 GIRLS PRESENT 8

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X 4

MALE X X X X 3 X

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 13

DATE June 2, 1976 ACTIVITY Math Seat Work

SEX OF TEACHER Male

104

BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 8

FEMALE X X X 4 X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE 4 3 X X X X X 4 X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X 4 X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruptior%, 1 = positive; 2. = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral°

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO: 14

DATE June 2, 1976 ACTIVITY Math - Seat Work

105

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 8

FEMALE X X X X X 3 X

MA LE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X

FEMALE 4 X X X X X X

MA LE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 15A

DATE June 3, 1976 ACTIVITY Spelling & Science

106

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MA LE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X 3 X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X 4 X

MA LE 4 I X X X X X X 3 X X X

FEMALE X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 , positive; 2 = negative;
3 , ignoring; 4 = neutral-

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 15B

DATE June 3, 1976 ACTIVITY Spelling & Science

SEX OF TEACHER Male BOYS PRESENT 10 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE

MALE

X X X X X

X X X X 4

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 16A

DATE May 19, 1976 ACTIVITY Math Class Discussion

108

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X XX 3 X 2 4

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X 3 X X X 2 X X 2

FEMALE X X X X X 4 X 3 X X X X

MALE 3 X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE X X X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 ignoring; 4 neutral°

X := verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 1613

DATE May 19, 1976 ACTIVITY Math

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X

MALE X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive: 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 17

DATE May 19, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group
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SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE 1 X 4 X X 3

MALE X X X 4 3 X X X X

FEMALE X X X 4 X 4 X X

MALE X X 3 X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X 4 X

MALE 4 X X X X X

FEMALE X X f X X X X X X

MALE X X X

FEMALE X

MALE

Teacher responses to interruptions 1 = positive: 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral-

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 18

DATE May 19, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group

1 1 1

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X 3 X X 4 X 3 3 3 4 X X

MALE X

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X X 3

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X 3

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2 == negative;
ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 19

DATE May 19, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Workbooks
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SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X X 2 4 X X X

FEMALE X X X X 4 X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X

MALE X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive.; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral°

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 20

DATE May 19, 1976 ACTIVITY Math & Reading Groups

113

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X 1 X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X 1 X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 21

DATE May 21, 1976 ACTIVITY Writing

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X 4 X 3 X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X

FEMALE

MA LE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 22A

DATE May 21, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group
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SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE 4 X X X X 4 X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X 3 X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X 3 X X

FEMALE

MALE X X X X X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruptior% 1. = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 22B

DATE May 21, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X 3 X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X X 1 X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE X X X

FEMALE

1111111111111MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption 1 positive: 2 = negative;
3 , ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X - verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION

DATE May 21, 1976

WORKSHEET

ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

NC.

Reading

23

117

Test

SEX OF TEACHER Female 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE 3 X X X 2 X

FEMALE X X X X X 4 X X X X X

MALE X X 3 X

FEMALE X X 3 X X X

MALE X I X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral°

X =, verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 24

DATE May 21, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X 4 X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE X 3 X X X 4

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X

MALE 3

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.



OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 25

DATE May 21, 1976 ACTIVITY Reading Group

119

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 10

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE 3 X X X X X

MALE X X X 3 X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral

X =. verbal interaction.



120

OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 26

DATE May 24, 1976 ACTIVITY Return Papers & Math

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X 3 X X X X X X 1

FEMALE X X X X

MALE X X X X X

FEMALE X 4 X X X X X X

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X

MALE X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 27

DATE May 24, 1976 ACTIVITY Art

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X 4

MALE X X X X X 3X XX X

FEMALE 4 X X X 4 X X

MALE X X 4 X X X X X

FEMALE X X X 3

MA LE 4 X X X X X 4

FEMALE

MALE

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 == neutral,

X = v e rbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 2.8

DATE May 24, 1976 ACTIVITY Art

SEX OF TEACHER Female BOYS PRESENT 9 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE 3 X X 3 X X

MALE X X X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X 3 X X X X X X

MALE X X X X 1

FEMALE X X X X X X

MALE X 3 X X X X 4 4 X

FEMALE

MALE X X X X X X X

FEMALE

MALE

Teacher responses to interruption; 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral-

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION

DATE May 24, 1976

WORKSHEET

ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

NO.

Art &

29

GroupReading

SEX OF TEACHER Female 9 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X 3

MALE X 4 X X X X X 4 X

FEMALE X 4 X X X X X

MALE X 1 X X X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X X X X X X X X

MALE X X 4

X X X X X

FEMALE X X X

MALE X X X X X X 1 X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption: 1 = positive; 2 ---- negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral°

X = verbal interaction.
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OBSERVATION WORKSHEET NO. 30

DATE May 24, 1976 ACTIVITY

BOYS PRESENT

Social Studies Discussion

SEX OF TEACHER Female 9 GIRLS PRESENT 9

FEMALE X X X X X X X X 3

MALE X X X X X X

FEMALE X X

MALE X X X X X X X X X X X X13

FEMALE X X X X X X X

MALE X X X 2 X X X X

FEMALE X X X X X 1 X X X

MALE 4 4 X X X X

FEMALE

MALE X X X X X

Teacher responses to interruption 1 = positive; 2 = negative;
3 = ignoring; 4 = neutral.

X = verbal interaction.
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APPENDIX B

RECORDED OBSERVATIONS

Reel-to-reel audio-tapes of the verbal interactions studied are

on file in the Oregon State University Library.



126

APPENDIX C

TYPES OF RESPONSES BY PERCENTAGE



Table 11. Types of responses by percentage.

Types of
Responses

Male Teacher Female Teacher
Boys Girls Boys Girls

Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent

Positive 2 4.4 4 19.0 9 14.8 2 5.3

Negative 1 2.2 0 0.0 8 13.1 1 2.6

Ignoring 16 35.5 6 28.6 22 36.1 15 39.5

Neutral 26 57.7 11 52.4 22 36.1 20 52.6

Total 45 99.8 21 100.0 61 100.0 38 100.0

Total %
Response 25.0 12.5 37.5 25.0


