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PBSTRACT

The focus of a study (a follow-v}p (o worx nv
Fosenthal and others which has iundicated that teacher expectancies
are fulfilled in stuaent performince) was the Lina of teacher
behavlior which might eventuate followinrng the experinental
ranipulation of an cxpectancy which could affect the performance of
students. Subjects wvere remale urdergriduate teachers (Ts) N=26) and
randcmly selected sixth and saventh gralevs [Ss) (H=104) fronm a
miawestern schcol. Fach ) was given & lesson plan dasigned to
maximize discussicn anl 1y scores (raundonly assiyned ud bearing ue
relation to Ss' actual ability) Jfor each of the four stulents in her
U0-minute microtecaching class. Using a speciall; developed
observatio. instrument, observers catejorized Lebavior ias terms of
six typec of teacher rteaction to student stat2ments. Gther data was
obtained using the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Form E) tc assess Ts!
authoritarianism and the gquestiontaire to chect the credibility of
the experimental raaipulations and to ohtain information about Te!
percepticns of Ss' behavior. Two-way analysues of valiance with
repeated peasures were enmploye’ in anolyzing dita. Support was found
for the so-called "interaction quality hypothesis.s" 'Is did not differ
in the amcunt 5f attention agiven to allegedly '"gifted" and
"nongifted" Ss, ltut the pattern of attention and praise did differ.
An attempt tc relate differentiai teacher hehavior to dogmatisnm was
unsuccessful. (JS)
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In their highkly publicized hcok, Pygmalion in the Classroom, Rosenthal and

Jacobson (1968) report the astounding finding that erperimentally created teacher
expectations resulted in changed performance on the pav, of students. At the
beginning of the school year teachers were told to expect intellectual growth from
certain of their students. Even though these potential "bloomer:s" had teen randomly
aelected from the clasy, they iievertheless fulfilled the prophesy, showing greatur
I7 3ains over the crurtre ot a year than did a group of coitiol students.

Such intriguing results do net easily go unnoticed. Predictably cucugn, they
alsc do not go uachellenged. Thus nunerous studies and reviews uave ceconsidered tile
"'pygmalion phenonenon' uith mized results and varied conclusivns., (Clailorne, 1969;
Metchenbaum et _al., 1969; linor, 1970; Snow, 1969; thorndike, 1263; Thorndilke, 1949.)
But whether or not the pygmalion phencmenon is rea?! or illusory it i3 of {nportance
to determine yhether and/or Lov expectancies affuct tezcher behavior. bHNost certainly,
{€ i1t {c finslly determined that teachers' expactsticns do indeed eventuate in
reliah.c changes in studeat performance, one *ould have tc i1nquire more spocifically
into the fuievvening teacher-stiudent fntecacticns which directly affect studcat
behavior. Such fs the task of the present study. More spec'fically, the geal is to ~
test cne hypeothesis regarding the ef{ects of veacher expectations on teacher-student
interact{on. This hypothesis us Jre.in o Rosenthal's vork and can be referred to
as the "interaction quality' hypothesis,

Rosenthal and Jacobson only speculate as to "how teachers brought about intel-
lectual conpetence simply by expeccing §¢" (Rosenthal and Jacobton, 1968). Their
data indicate that there was 1o {ifference in the amount of time teachers spent

vith the students in the two gooups, thus snggesting that

Q it may have “ena wore a aatter of the cype of interacticn
]EIQJ!: which took place betwveen the teachers and their pupils which
oo e

served as tha reterninant of the expected intellectual gains 1
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7his *“'interacticn quality' hypoinesis has appeared before, as the preterred
explanation in the rescarch con the effect of experimenter bias (Rosenthal, 1966).
In some of these experimenter bias studies Es actually admit that they behavad or
felt differently toward their "bright' and "less than bright" Ss (Rosenthal, 1556;
Rosenthal and Fode, 1963; Rosenthal and Lawson, 1994).

The int~ractior quality hypcrinesie, however, is still only speculative. The
stuvdies on experimenter bias did not {dentify specific E-§ interaction. The mure
recent classroom study (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1768} alsc did nor investipate just
what tcacher behaviors could se Influencing student performance. In dan unsuccessful
attempt at replication of this study, Claiborne (1969} arparently made an attempt to
consider teacher-student interacticis, but he provides no Jata on this variable,
Meichenbaum et al., (1969) in a si-:dy which confirned the Rosenthal-Jacotson
findings, specifically and systematizally considercd teacher-siudent interactions,
Lnploying che very global categorics of "positive,” "negative,” and "neutral' they
found some basis for concluding that expectations influenced the quality c¢f teacher-
student interaction, but in 8 cemplex anl not cacily interpretable manner, Two
teachere 1ncreased their positive interaction uith "special" students; one tcacher
dectreased her negative interactions with "special” students. Thus expectaticens
differentially affected the quality of the teachers' interaction with the expectancy
students. Since the (lefchenbaum et al,, study fnvolved only four teachers, their
mized results from very gencral categories cannot be talken as definftive support for
the interaction quality hypothesis. What {s needed is more detailed and extended
consideration of teacher-student fnteraction following the manipulation of teacher
expectations. P

One goal of the pres-nt raseerch, then, vvas to find out whether or not varying
teacher expectations eventuated {n ditferential teacher-student interactions,
Anothor question was also considered. Assuming that giving teachers an expectancy ’
affects thelr behavior, ft is doubtful that al] teachers are similarly affected,

Two decades of research on authoritar{anism {(Kirscht and Dillehay, 1967) vould

O
]ElzJ!:;est that degree of authoritarianism may wel) rmediate an ifundividual's conformity

[ ! —“A
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to an imposed set or expectancy. Accordingly, it was hypothesized that individuals
high in this Lrait would be mwore susceptible to ar expectancy influence than those
low in autheritarierisno,
Method

Two different groups participated in this study, One group, referred to as
teachers (fs), was composed of 26 female undergraduates enrolled in a child
development course., All Ts expressed interest in teaching as a carcer, but nowe
had yet dona her atudent teaching. Although Ts were volunteere, their instructor
Gid allow them to participate in this study in lieu of a2 term project., It must
be emphasized that Ts knew nothing of the experimental manipulations; they thought
chey were particlpating in a pilot microteacning project being conducted to glve
them additional teaching experierce,

The other zroup participating in the study is referred to as students {Ss),
It included 104 si.th and seventh graders from a middle s:hool in a small nidwestern
city, ‘Tuese £ were randomly selected end given no instrustions about how they
weére to behave,

Mecaurcement procedures

A major pioblem of the preseat study was to tind a procedure for effectively
analyzing the quality of teache¢r-atudont interaction relative to the purposes of
the research, Most messures of te.chcr-student interaction (Flanders, 1960;
Perkins, 1964) or interpersonal behavior in groups (Weick, 19(8) are rot readily
adaptsble to microteaching situations. Moreover, the rather general analysis
wiich these vating systems typlcally provide would not reveal the validity of the
fnteraction quality hypothesis, A speci{al instrument was therefore developed,

1
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Thig instrument requires a trained observer to record the incidence of six
different teacher behaviors., These six indexes are: (1) teachker attention to
students' statements, subdivided into attention to requested strtements and
attertion to spontaneous student statemente; (2) teacher encouragement of students'

statements; (3) teacher elaboration of student3' statements; (4) teacher ignoring

of students' statements; (5) teacher praise of students' statements; and {6) tvacher
criticism of students' statements. A deteiled description of this observational
procedure may be found in Rubovits (1970). It should Le added that this instrument
appears to provide sufficiently reliable assessmeant of tescher behavicr., In a
preliminary check bafore proceeding with the study, dual raters were ¢mgloyed and
interrzster agreenent was found to be 90 percent or above in all categories.

In gddition > assessing transactions in the wicroteaching situation,
personality and questionnaire data were obtained. An attempt wis made to assess
Ts' authoritarianism with the Rokeach Dogmaticm Scale, Form E (Rokeach, 1960),
A questionnafre was ured to cneck on the credibility of the experimental wanipulations
and to obtain intcrmation about Te' perceptions of £s' behavior,

Experimental procedure

-

Approximately one week prior to teaching, each I was glvén a lesson plan which
outlined the topic to be taught and which suggested poiﬁts thet could be covered.
The topic of television was eelected as one which would readily elicit the partici-
pation of sixth and szventh graders and would allow for s considarabd’ e amount of
teacher-student interaction. The lesson plan was designed to maximire discussion
and ¢lso to aliow TIs considersble freedom in adding and caitting points as well as
in creating new etsnples, The Is ware namitded, however, to keep in mind the
two objeccives of the lesson: (1) to gather general information about these Ss'

viewing hahite and (2) to get suggestions about possible class projects for a
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unit on television. Along with the lesson plan Ts were also given a brief
description of Ss they would be meeting. Principally, they were told that they
would be teaching a group heterogeneous in terms of abilicy, since this "mosf
closely approximates the typical classroom situation."

For each teaching session there was a different group of four $s., The Ss

were brought to an unused classroom where the study was conducted and where T

was walting, Before Ss arrived T was glven a ceating chart which not only contained

each S's first name but sles an IQ scorc and a label indicating whether or not
hc had been selected from the school's gifted program or from a "regular' track,
The 1Q scores and labels had been randomly aseigned to $s and bore no relation
to §s' actust sbility, It was hypotheeized that Ts formed different sevs or
expr 2cations for those Ss with higl IQs and the label gifted than they did for
those S3 with lower IQ's and the label nongifted,

When given the seating chart, T waa told to fam{liarize herself with the
names and to examine clcsely the scorea and labels above each name, When Ss
axrived, T asked esch § to ait in the seat desigrated on the chart, This
procedure allowed T to identify each S by name, As ehe eeated each §, T was told
to look directly at ecch § and to resd again to hérself the i score and the
label fo. that par ‘culer 8, in order to become as thoroughly acquainted with vhe

child's competence as possible. The 2 then futrsduced herselt, explaining that

she had come from the University of Illlnofa to try cut acue new teaching materjals

vith them,

Meanwhile, an observer (Q) scated hersslf two rows behind Ss» and began
categorieing T's behavior &s.acon as T had:eeeted §a and introduced heraelf,
The O categorized behavior for 40 wuinutes although the teaching sessicn itself
lasted for 43 to 60 oinutes, It should be strvesscd that 0 was not aware of which

o, $8 had been labeled gifted and which two ncigifbed,
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After ghe teaching session, Q0 and T dfscuss~d what had taken place, with O
being careful not to reveal the random assignrent of IQ scores and labels. Each
T vas then admiuisteved the postexperimental questionnaire as well as the Dogmatism
Scaie, A month later Ts were given a thorough explsnation of the etudy; the
nature of the ¢xperimental manipulations was described and the possible implications
of the reaults were discussed,

Resgults

Interactior analysis

The obscrvation of Ts was conceptuslized as 3 measurement operation, The
frequency counts collected on each T were co.sidered to ba the geme 28 tant
scores, thus allowing for the combining of scores. Each T met with two different
kinds of Ss, "gifted" and '"nongifted"; aach kind of S was viewed as a test, Every
L made a g-ore on each test, f.e., for every T a certain number of observations
‘ere recorded .or her interaction with "gifted" Ss . * a certain number for her
interaction with "nongifted" Ss, These scores were treatcd as repeated measuves
of the same individual, The individual observations can properly be considered
a8 ordinal data, just as responses to individual (dichotomously scored) test items
are crdinal massures., In the same Qay that we treat the sums of individual test
item responses (total scores) as if they were interval data, 8o can we proceed
with the frequency observations of the interactions ss if they were interval data,

In the present case, two-way analyses of variance with repeated measures
(Winer, 1962) w.te employed.3 Dogmatism, high and low on the basis of a medien
split, was the nonreplicated main effect; 'gifted"-"nongifted' was the replicated
zain effect. A separate enalysis was conducted for each dependent meesure of

taacher i{nteraction with "gifted" and "rougifted" Ss,

O
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Table 1 presents the mean number of teacher responses recorded in ecach category
uith "gifted" and "nongifted" Se. Table 2 presents the results of the separate
ANOVA's,

(Tables 1 and 2 about here.)

First consider the differences 1i.. teacher interaction with 'gifted” and
"nongifted" §s, or the differences due to lavel. Only for twe of the categories are
there statistically sipgnificant differences in teacher iateraction with "gifted” and
"nongifted" Ss,

Across all Ts, significantly more statements were requested of "gifted" §s

than of ‘“nongifted” S5 (categery 1B). Also acioss all Ts the statements of "gilted"

Y

Ss were praised signiticantly more times thar uere the statements of "nongifted" Ss
(catepgory 5). Significant diff2rences for thiese tvo categuries had veen predicted.

It also had been ¢xpected that there wvould be no sigrificant differen:e {n the totel
anount of attention paid to "gifted" and “nongifted" Ss. Implicit in the interacticn
quality hypothesis is the assumption that the amount of interactfon remains constant
across £8. It {s, presumably, the varfation in the quality of that inter.ction that
{s critical., Since the difference due to labeling for category 1 (total attention)
was not significant, it appears that in accord with the interaction quality hypcthesis
the amount of teacher-student interaction was not narhiedly affected by the expectancy
conditions. What was predicted, and substantiated, was ti'c hypothesis that there
would be significant differences In the amount of teacher initiated interaction with
"gifted" and "nongifted” Ss, <Conversely it was expected that there would be no
significant df ffercnces in category 1A (attention to unsolicited statements), In
effect this category provided a measure of the amount of student initiated interaction.
No significant differences Ln this category allows for the inference that there wvas
little difference in the spontanzity of verbasity of §s. Gitted Ss were not, thece-
fore, called upon more because they volunteered less than "nongifted' Ss, The

Q ferential recognition noted in category 1B apnareatly Ls attributable to the

[E

o ectancy effect, v
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For tlie other four categories significant diffeccnces due to label had been
predicted, but none of these hypotheses was supported., The Ts showed no difference
fn the amount of criticism of "gifted" and "nongifted" Ss.  They did not fgnore the
statenents of one type of S more thai the statements of the other type. Finally, TIs
did nct diffcrentially encourage or c¢laborate upon the statements of une type of S,

Consider ncw the effect of level of decgmatism on teacher interaction. There
were no significant differences fn the behavior of Ts high in dogmatism and Ts low
in dogmatism as measured by these categories. 1t had been predicted thet there would
be a significant intéractlon between the effect of labeling and the level of dogmatisn.
This prediction was not supported for any of the categories, 1lt, therefore, must be
concluded that the behavior of these 26 Ts did not indicate in any way that highly

doginatic teachers are more affected by the labeling thanare teachers lower in dogmat.cm.

Credibility of the experimental situition

Through a postexperiment interview and questionnaire, an extensive check ves
made on whether or nyt Ts accepted the experimental situation as it was presented to
them. Although they were gfven ample opportunity to do so, no T expressed any
suspicion of the hypothesis being tested. Fuithermore, when Ts were asked to give
their own personal evaluations of the students, they expressed marked agreement with
the randomly assigned labels., Fifty-two students had been labeled "gifted" and 52
"nongifted,” but only in the case of efght of the "gifted" Ss and three of the
"nongf ‘ted" Ss <¢id Ts express any reservations or disagrecment with the labels.
These data, as well es ¢linical observations obtained in the postexperiement inter-
view, suggest overvhelmingly that T¢ not only accepted the sftuation as planned but

also interpreted the behavior of §3 through the lens of a label,
lhigcussion

This study was conducted not to replicate the expectancy vffect, but to nake
a start at explaining it. *n this regard the results provide support for the
., Intevaction quality hypothesis which was suggested by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)

oy was supported to some extent by Mefchenbaum ey al. (1969).
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In the present study, "gifted'" Se werc calied upon more and were praised
more than "nongifted” Ss, It is, of course, poscible to speculate that Ts in
this study, being inexperlenced, may have bren scared of bright students and 3o
were asversolicitous of them, seaking out their opinions usnd being sure to
praise them often, Whethker or not the came results would be obtained with
expericnced tcachers can only be answered by attempting to repiicate these
cesults with expericnced teachers. However, Meichenbaum gt al. (1969) included
nne teacher, experienced, who responded %o expectsncy studenrs by increasing
her positive interaction with them.

It is, of course, interesting to speculate us to how calling upon and
praising expectancy atudents more could lecad to improved academic performance
by these studeuts, if in fact teachers in other studies that found an expectaocy
effe:t (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968; Meicihenbaum et al., 1969) behavel &g Ts
in this study djd. Befng given more of an opportunity to participate in the
class could cause expectancy ~tudents to clarify their thoughta more through
dialogue with tha teacher and to demonstrate their proficiency wore frequently.
Receiving more praise has far-roaching implications for improving the students'
motivation and learning, From the present study, however, nothing can be
concluded about 8 performance, given these oifferences in T performance. More
research is nceded to replicate this study's findings and to investigata the
effects of differences in teacher behavior on student performsnce,

It had been expected that differences between interaction with "gifted' and
‘“uongifted” Ss would also appear in the categoriea of igroring, elaboration,
encouragement, and criticism, That such did not occur may be an ¢xperimental
ertifact, If the lesson had allowed for less atudent discussion and demanded more

clear-cut exhibitions of competence, such differences might have deen found. Quite
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possibly the teacher behaviors of ignoring, claborating, and encourasing deserve
further coaslderation in different teaching situations. As for the category of
teacher criticism, it may well be that with the existence of strong cultural
proscriptions regarding negative treatment of students, variations will not manifest
themselves in the amount of criticism of '"gifted" and '"nongifted" Ss.

That dogmatism did not have the predicted effect on Ts' behavior is a dis-
appointing, but not altogether surprising fi.ding. After all the n was small (26),
the sample relatively homc eneous, and the median split did not yield extremes of
any real magnitude. The metter, hcwever, ought to be pursued further.

All in all, the study has provided fmportant evidence to the effect that
teacher expectations do affect teacher behavior. Horeover, it appears that teacher
behavior is affected in such a way that it is not unlikely that student performanc:
would be influenced in the manner reported by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1368). However,
a word of caution is in order inasmuch as the originally predicted differences did
nct ozeur in four out of six cases. As indicated previously, there seem to be valid
reasons in each casc why these expectations were not confirmed. Nevertheless one
might wonder whether the two confirmed predictivas may in the overall scheme of things
be best attributed to chance in spite of the high significance levels found in e&ach
instance. Certainly statistical theory does not necessarily lead to that conclusion,
The probsbility of obtaining two significant differences out of a total cf six
predictfions 1s less than .05 ass ming the truth of a null hypothesis. Be that as {t
may, further work ou: the prcblem is indicated and, indeed, is already in progress
(Rubovits and Maehr, 1971) to lend further support to the hypothesis that expectations

influence the quality of teacher-student intersactionm,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

———V
-
——



-11-
REFERENCES

Claiborne,W, L., Expectancy effects in the classroom: A failure to replicate.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 1269, 60, 377-383.

Flanderé, N. A, Teacher influence: Pupil attitudes and achievement, Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota, 19€0.

Kirscht, J, P,, & Dillehay, R, C., Dimensions of authorftsrianism: A review of
rescarch and theory, Lexington: University of Kentucky, 1967.

Manning, W. H, & DuBois, P. H. Correlational methods in research on human learning.
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1962, 15, 287-321 (wonograph supplement 3-V15).

Meichenbaum, D. H., Bowers, K. S., & PRoss, R, R. A behavioral analysis of teacher
expectancy effect. Journal of Fersonality and Social Psychology, 1969, 13,
306-316.

Minor, M. W. Experimenter-expectancy cffect as a function of evaluation apprehension.

Journal of Jersonality & Social Psychology, 1970, 15, 326-332,

rerkins, H, V, A procedure for assessing the classroom behavlior of students and
teachers. American Educational Research Journal, 1964, 1, 249-260,

Rokeach, M, The open and closed mind, New York: Basic Bocks, 1350,

Rosenthal, R, Experimenter effects in behavioral research, New York: Appleton-
Century-Crofts, 1966,

Rogenthal, R., & Fode, K, L. The effect of experimenter bias on the performance
of Albino rats, Behavioral Science, 1963, 8, 183-189,

Rosenthal, R,, & Jacobson, L, Pygnalion in the classroom: Teacher expectatiun

and pupi’se' intellectusl development. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,
1968,

Rosenthal, R,, & Lawson, R, A longitudinal study of the effects of experimenter
bias on the operant learning of laboratory rats., Journal of Psychiatric
Research, 1964, 2, 61-72,

Rubovits, P, C, Teach interaction with studenta labeled gifted and norgifted in
a micro-teaching situation, Unpublished master's thesis, University of Illfnouis,
1970,

Rubovits, P. C. & Maehr, M. L. The effect of the labels gifted and nongifted on
tzacher's interaction with black ano white students. Working paper. Center
for Instructional Research & Curriculum Evaluaiion, 1970.

Snow, R. E. Unfinished Pygmalion. Contemporary Psychology, 1969, 14, 197-199.

Thorndike, R. L. Review of 2yymalion in the classroom, American Educational
Research Journal, 1765, 5, 708-711,

Thoradike, R, L. But do you have to know how to tell time? American Educational
Research Journal, 1969, 6, 692, o

Welck, k., E. Systematic observational methods, 1In C, Lindzey sand E, Aronson (Eds,),
Q ‘Handbook of syclal psychology. (2nd ed.) V 1, 2, Readirg, Mess: Addison-
lEl{J}CZHesley, 1358, Pp 357-451.,

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Winer, B, J. Statfstical principles in experimental design, Mew York:

o P~ . e ————— e Ao

)



“12-
Footnotes

Support for this project was in part provided by the Office of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction of the State of 1llinois, The present report is based

on an M.A. thesis uritten by the first author urnder the direction of the

second author, The suthors gratefully acknowledge the assistance of Decatur,
Illinois, school officials, particulerly Mr, Don Woods, The help and support

of Professora James Wardrop and Robert Stake is elso gratefully acknowledged.

Requests for reprints should be sent to Martin L, Muehr, Department of
EBducetional Pychology, University of Illinois, Urhana, Illinois 61801.

A seeminglv more straight forward apsioach might involve the use of difference
scores as the dependen. measure. Hou.ever, as lianning and DuBois (19(2) pcint
out, a wajor problem is inherent in the use of such scores, viz., the reliebility
of difference scores tends to decréase as the correlation between the scores
increcses. Therefc:re, it seems preferable where possibie to avoid .ac use of
such composite mcasures and thus ‘a the present cese a repeated measures

design employing a "gifted" and "nongifted" score sepavately seems preferable.
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Table 2.--Analysis of Variance of Labels and Cogmatism

Source df MS F

{A) ANOVA of Labzis and Dogmatism in Category 1 (Total Atteation)

Between -
Dogmatism (D) 1 78.77 .16
Se within 24 476,81
Within
Labels (L) 1 232,69 1.13
Dxl 1 60.31 .30
L « §s within 24 205.29
(B)_ANOVA of labels and Dcgmatism in Category 1A
(Atcention to Unsolicited Statements)
Between
Dogmatism /D) 1 1.69 .02
Ss within 24 318,04
Within
Labels (L) 1 24,92 .12
D x L 1 44,31 .21
L x Ss within 24 204.99
(C) ANOVA of Llabels and Dogmatism iua Category 1B
(Attent on to Requssted Statements)
Batween
Dogmatisa (D) 1 11.08 .12
§8 within 4 93,67
Within
Labels (L) 1 529.93 17.33*%
DxL 1 15.17 .49
L x 8s within 24 30.58
(D) ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism_in Category 2 (Encouragement
Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 16.17 .07
$s within 24 98,12 !
Wachin
Labels (L) 1 3.5 .13
Dx1l 1 12,33 .49
D % §s within 24 24,99




Table 2.--Analysis of Variance and Labels and Dogmatism {cont.)

e

Source df MS_ F
(E) ANROVA of labels and Dogmatism in Categcxry 3 (Elahovation)
Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 5.56 .04
S8 within 24 121.31
Within
Label (L) 1 .25 .06
DxL 1 10.17 .18
L x Ss within 24 66.34
(F)_AROYA of Labels and Logmatism in fategory 4 (lgnoring)
Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 15.85 .48
Ss within -2 33.16
Within
Label (L) 1 .69 .07
vxlL 1 14.16 1.44
L x §s within 24 9. R4
(G) ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism in Catepory 5 (Praise)
Between
Dogmatf{sm (D) H 11.17 .74
§s within 24 15,20
Within i
Labal (L) 1 167.33 5.40%
DxL 1 4,01 .15
L x §s within 24 30.94
(i1) ANOVA of Labels and D¢ -atism i{n Category 6 (Criticism)
Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 .08 .01
88 within 24 6.67
Within
Label (L) 1 1.92 .03
DxL 1 .69 .10
L x Ss within 24 ©.97
* p < .01
§9-529
Y 4-70ds
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