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ABSTRACT
The focus of a study (a follow -u1. to work (:

Rosenthal and others which has indicated that teacher expectancies
are fulfilled in student performance) was the !;inn of teacher
behavior which might eventuate following the experimental
manipulation of an expectancy which could affect the performance of
students. Subjects were remale uhJergraluate teachers (Ts) h=26) and
randomly selected sixth an6 seventh :Ss) (N-104) from a
mi6westeln schcol. Each was given a lesson plan designed to
maximize di!-,cussion and IQ scores (randomly asFiqned And bearing ho
relation to Ss' actual ability) for each of the four students in her
u0- minute microteaching class. Usin4 a speciall2 developed
observatio instrument, observers categorized ;c21,dVi01: in termc of
six types of teacher reaction to student statements. Other data was
obtained using the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Form E) tc assess Ts'
authoritarianism and the questionnaire to chec the credibility of
the experimental ma;ripulations and to obtain information about TF'
perceptions of Ss' behavior. Two-way analyses of variance with
repeated measures were employe' in analyzing data. Support was found
for the so-called "interaction quality hypothesis." Ts did not differ
in the amount if attention given to allegedly "gifted" and
"nongifted" Ss, tut the pattern of attention and praise did differ.
An attempt tc relate differential teacher behavior to dogmatism wan
unsuccessful. (JS)
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OU In their highly publicized hook, Pygmalion in the Classroom, Rosenthal and

CD Jacobson (1968) report the astounding finding that experimentally created teacher

LA) expectations resulted in changed performance on the par; 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 "bloomere" had been randomly

,:elected from the class, they nevertheless fulfilled the prophesy, showing greater

gaine over the crAirle of a year than did a group of t.entrol students.

Such intriguing results do net easily go unnoticed. Predictably (cough, they

also do not go unchallenged. Thus nevetous studies and reviews have reconsidered the

"pygmalion phenomenon" with mixed results and varied cor-lesions. (Claiborne, 1969;

Meichenbaum et al., 1969; Minor, 1970; Snow, 1969; Ihornit.ke, 1968; Ihorndike, 19o9.)

But whether or not the pwlallon phenomenon is reel or illusory it is of i.n)ortance

to eetermine whether and/or how expectancies affect tecehee behavior. Most certainly,

if it io finally determined that teachers' expectations do indeed eventuate in

relish,, change.; in studell performance, one ,lould have to inquire more specifically

int() the icile'rvenieg teacher-s'eudene inte:aetions which directly . affect student

behavior. Such Is the task of the present study. More speCfically, the goal is to

test cne hypothesis regarding the effects of teacher expectations on teacher-student

interaction. This hypothesis is Jr,..n f..om Rosenthal's work and can be referred to

as the "interaction quality" hypothesis.

Rosenthal afid Jacobson only speculate as to "how teacher', brought about intel-

lectual competence simply by expecOng It" (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968). Their

data indicate that there was PO ,.ifference in the amount of time teachers spent

with the students in the two , :cups, thus suggesting that

it may tiov ;,era L'ro a matter of the type of i.nteracticn

which took place between thr teachers and their pupils which

served as thl ,'etc minant of the expected :ntellcctual gains
1
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7.his "interaction quality" hypothesis has appeared before, as the preterred

explanation in the resec.rch on the effect of experimenter bias (Rosenthal, 1966).

In some of these experimenter bias studies Es actually admit that they behavae or

felt dif4.*erently toward their "bright" and "less than bright" Ss (Rosenthal, 1956;

Rosenthal and Fode, 1963; Rosenthal and Lawson, 1964).

The int ..raction quality hypetnesis, however, Is still only speculative. The

studies on experimenter bias did not identify specific E-S interaction. The m)re

recent classroom study (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968) also did nor investigate just

what teacher behavior... could '.)e influencing student performance. In an unsuccessful

attempt at replication of this study, Claiborne (1969) ar,parently made an attempt to

consider teacher-student interactions, but he provides no de.:a on this variable.

Meithenbaum et al., (1969) in a seedy which confirmed the Rosenthal-Jacotson

findings, specifically and systematically considered teacher-student interactions.

Employing ale very globat categories of "povitive," 'negative," and "neutral" they

found some basis for concluding that expectations influeoced the quality of teacher-

student interaction, but in a complex an] not easily interpretable manner. Two

teachers Increased their positive interaction with "special" students; one teacher

decreased her negative interactions with "special" students, Thus expectations

differentially affected the quality of the teachers' interaction with the expectancy

students. Since the Neichenbaum et al., study involved only four teachers, their

mbed results from very general categories cannot be taken as definitive support for

the interaction quality hypothesis. What is needed is more detailed and extended

consideration of teacher-student interaction following the manipulation of teacher

expectations.

One goal of the pres-.nt rlsearch, then, vas to find out whether or not varying

teacher expectItians eventuated in differential teacher - student interactions.

AnothJr question was also considered. Assuming that giv4n3 teachers an expectancy

affects their behavior, it is doubtful that gll teachers are similarly affected.

Two decades of reuesrch on authoritarianism (Kirscht and Dillehay, 1967) vould

suggert that degree of authoritarianism may well mcdiate an indivie,ual's confotn:ty
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to an imposed set or expectancy. Accordingly, it was hypothesized that individuals

high in this trait would be more susceptible to an expectancy influence than those

low in authoritarianism.

Method

Sub ect3

Two different groups participated in this study. One group, referred to as

teachers (Is), was composed of 26 female undergraduates enrolled in a child

development course. All Ts expressed interest in teaching as a career, but none

had yet done her atideut teething. Althoush Ts were volunteers, their instructtA

Likd allow them to participate in this study in lieu of a term project. It must

be emphasized that Ts knew nothing of the experimental manipulations; they thought

They were participating in a pilot microteaching project being conducted to give

Oem additional teaching experierce.

The other group participating in the study is referred to as students (Ss).

It included 104 ak..th and seventh graders from a middle school in a small nidweatern

city. These S: were randomly selected and given na instructions about how they

were to behave.

he.:surtment procedures

A major problem of the present study was to find a procedure for effectively

analyzing the quality of teachcr-student interaction relative to the purposes of

the research. Most meesures of teteher-student interaction (Flanders, 1960;

Perkins, 1964) or interpersonal behavior in groups (Netck, 1901) are not readily

adaptable to microteaching situations. Moreover, the rather general analysis

which these rating systems typically provide would not reveal the validity of the

interaction quality hypothesis. A special instrvment was therefore developed.
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This instrument requires a trained observer 'co record the incidence of six

different teacher behaviors. These six indexes are: (1) teacher attention to

students' statements, subdivided into attention to requested statements and

attention to spontaneous student statements; (2) teacher encouragement of students'

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

of students' statements; (5) teacher praise of students' statements; and (6) teacher

criticism of students' statements. A detailed description of this observational

procedure may be found in Rubovits (1970). It should be added that this instrument

appears to provide sufficiently reliable assessment of teacher behavior. In a

preliminary check before proceeding with the study, dual raters were employed and

intestates agreement was found to be 90 percent or above in all categories.

In addition t,.) assessing transactions in the microterching situation,

personality and questionnaire data were obtained, An attempt W38 made to assess

Ts' authoritarianism with the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form E (Rokeach, 1960).

A questionnaire was used to cneck on the credibility of the experimental wenipulationa

and to obtain information about Ts' perceptions of Ss' behavior.

Experimental procedure

Approximately one week prior to teaching, each T was siven a lesson plan which

outlIned the topic to be taught and which suggested points that could be covered.

The topic of television was selected as one which would readily elicit the partici-

pation of sixth and seventh graders and would allow for a considarab'e amount of

teacher-student interaction. The lesson plan was designed to maximise discussion

and also to allow Ts considerable freedom in adding and emitting points as well as

in creating new civvies, The Ts wsre usafbded, however, to keep in mind the

two objectives of the lesson: (1) to gather general information about these Ss'

viewing habits and (2) to get suggestions about possible class projects for a



-S-

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 ability, since this "most

closely approximates the typical classroom situation."

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

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

was waiting. Before Ss arrived T was given a seating chart which not only contained

each S's first name but also an IQ score and n label indicating whether or not

he had been selected from the school's gifted program or from a "regular" track.

The scorea and labels had been randomly assigned to Ss and bore no relation

to Sa' actual aMlity. It was hypothesized that Ts formed different sets or

exiTtuations for those Sa with high Is and the label gifted than they did for

those EA with lower IQ's and the label nongifted.

When given the seating chart, T was told to familiarize herself with the

names and to examine cloJely the scores and labels above each name. When Se

arrived, T asked each A to sit in the seat designated on the chart. This

procedure allowed T to identify each S by name, As she seated each S, T was told

to look directly at tech S and to read again to herself the iQ score and the

label foe that pas quiet S, in order to become as thoroughly acquainted with the

child's competence as possible. The T then iutrr:iuced herself, explaining that

she had come from the University of Illinois to try out soue new teaching materials

with them.

Meanwhile, an observer (Q) seated herself two rows behind Ss and began

categorising T's behavior iii.soon. as T had seated fa and introduced herself.

The 0 categorised behavior for 40 minutes although the teaching session itself

lasted for 43 to 60 minutes. It should be stressed that 0 was not aware of which

two Ss had been labeled gifted and which two noNgifed.
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After the teaching session, 0 and T discussed what had taken place, with 0

being careful not to reveal the random assignment of IQ scores and labels. Each

T was then administered the postexperimental questionnaire as well as the Dogmatism

Scale. A month later Ts were given a thorough explanation of the study; the

mature of the experimental manipulations was described and the possible implications

of the results were discussed.

Results

Interaction, analysis

The observation of Ts was conceptualized as .s measurement operation. The

frequency counts collected on each T were coAsidered to be the same c vest

scores, thus /glowing for the combining of scores. Each T Met with two different

kinds of Ss, "gifted" and "nongifted", each kind of S was viewed as a test. Every

made a s,:ore on each test, i.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 measures

of the same individual. The individual observations ckn properly be considered

as ordinal data, just as responses to individual (dichotomously scored) test items

are ordinal measures. In the same way that we treat the sums of individual test

item responses (total scores) as if they were interval data, so can we proceed

with the frequency observations of the interactions ad if they were interval data.

In the present case, two-way analyses of variance with repeated measures

(Winer, 1962) ..:re employed.3 Dogmatism, high and low on the basis of a median

split, was the nonreplicated main effect; "gifted "- "nongifted" was the replicated

main effect. A separate analysis was conducted for each dependent meesure of

teacher interaction with "gifted' and " nongifted" Ss,

1
0
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Table 1 presents the mean number of teacher recpons.cs recorded in each category

with "gifted" and "nongifted" Ss. Table 2 presents the results of the separate

ANOVA's.

(Tables 1 and 2 about here.)

First consider the differences J. teacher interaction with "gifted" and

"nongifted" Ss, or the differences due to Ica.el. Onlr for two of the categories are

there statistically significant differences in teacher interaction with "gifted" and

"nongifted"

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

than of "nongifted" Sc (satz;,:ry 13). Also across all Ta the statcr,-,enis cf "gifted"

Ss were praised signiiicantly more times than were the statements of "nongifted" Ss

(category 5). Significant differences for these two categories had Peen predicted.

It also had been expected that there would be no significant differer:e in the total

amount of attention paid to "gifted" and 'nongifted" Ss. Implicit in the interaction

quality hypothesis is the assumption that the amount of interaction remains constant

across Ss. It is, presumably, the variation in the quality of that interaction that

is critical. Since the difference due to labeling for category 1 (total attention)

was not significant, it appears that in accord with the interaction quality hypothesis

the amount of teacher-student interaction was not markedly affected by the expectancy

conditions. that was predicted, and substantiated, was tl,e hypothesis that there

would be significant differences In the dmount of teacher initiated interaction with

"gifted' and "nongifted" Ss. Conversely it was expected that there would be no

significant differences in category IA (attention to unsolicited statements). In

effect this category provided a measure of the amount of student initiated interaction.

No significant differences in this category allows for the inference that there was

little difference in the spontaneity of verbosity of Ss. Gitted Ss were not there-

fore, called upon more because they volunteered less than "nongifted" Ss. The

differential recognition noted in category 111 ap7arently is attributable to the

expectancy effect. I1
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For the other four categories significant diffe.:ences due to label had been

predicted, but none of these hypotheses was supported. The Ts showed no difference

in the amount of criticism of "gifted" and "nongifted" S. They did not ignore the

statenents of one type of S more that the statements of the other type. Finally, Ts

did nut differentially encourage or elaborate upon the statements of vne type of S.

Consider now the effect of level. of dogmatism on teacher interaction. There

were no significant differences in the behavior of Ts high in dogmatism and Ts low

in dogmatism as measured by these cntegories. it had been predicted that there would

be a significant interaction between the effect of labeling and the level of dogmatism.

This prediction was not supported for any of the categories, It, therefore, must be

concluded that the behavior of these 26 Ts did not indicate in any way that highly

dogmatic teachers are more affeceed by the labeling than are teachers lower in dogmatism.

Credibility of the experimental situation

Through a postexperiment interview and questionnaire, an extensive check nes

made on whether or 'IA Ts accepted Cie experimental situation as it was presented to

them. Although they were Oven ample opportunity to do so, no T expressed any

suspicion of the hypothesis being tested. Furthermore, 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 32

"nongifted," but only in the case of eight of the "gifted" Ss and three of the

"nongted" Ss did Ts express any reservations or disagreement with the labels.

These data, as well as clinical observations obtained in the postexperiement inter-

view, suggest overwhelmingly that Tr not only accepted the situation as planned bet

also interpreted the behavior of Ss through the lens of a label.

Discussion

This study was conducted not to replicate the expectancy effect, but to make

a start at explaining it. !Ir this regard the results provide support for the

interaction quality hypothesis which was suggested by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)

and was supported to some extent by Meichenbaum et al. (1969).
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In the present study, "gifted" Se were called upon more and were praised

more than "nongifted" Ss. It is, of course, possible to sneculate that Ts in

this study, being inexperienced, may hove been scared of bright students and AO

were sversolicitous of them, seeking out their opinions and being sure to

praise them often. Whether or not the tame results would be obtained with

experienced teachers can only be answered by attempting to replicate these

results with experienced teachers, However, Meichenbaum et,al. (1969) included

one teacher, experienced, Who responded to expectancy studence by intreasing

her positive interaction with them.

It is, of course, interesting to speculate as to how calling upon and

praiiing expectancy students more could lead to improved academic performance

by these students, if in fact teachers in other studies that found an expectancy

effelt (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968; Meieaenbaum et al,, 1969) behave] as Ta

in this study did. Be!ng given more of an opportunity to particiFate in the

class could cause expectancy .tudents to clarify their thoughts more through

dialogue with the teacher and to demonstrate their proficiency more freyeently.

Receiving more praise has far-reaching implications for improving the students'

motivation and learning. From the present study, however, nothing can be

concluded about S performance, given these oaferences in T performance. More

research is needed to replicate this study's findings and to investigate the

effects of differences in teacher behavior on student performance.

It had been expected that differences between interaction with "gifted" and

"nongifted" Ss would also appear in the categories of ignoring, elaboration,

encouragement, and criticism. That such did not occur may be an experimental

artifact, If the lesson had allowed for less student diseyssion and demanded more

clear-cut exhibitions of competence, such differences might have been found. Quite
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possibly the teacher behaviors of ignoring, elaborating, and encouraging deserve

further consideration 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 or, 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 matter, however, ought to be pursued further.

All in all, the study has provided important evidence to the effect that

teacher expectatiOns do affect teacher behavior. Moreover, it appears that teacher

behavior is affected in such a way that it is not unlikely that student performancl

would be influenced in the manner reported by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968). However,

a word of caution is in order inasmuch as the originally predicted differences did

net o.cur in four out of six cases. As indicated previously, there seem to be valid

reasons in each case why these expectations were not confirmed. Nevertheless one

might wonder whether the two confirmed predictions may in the overall scheme of things

be best attributed to chance in spite of the high significance levels found in each

inAance. Certainly statistical theory does not necessarily lead to that conclusion.

The probability of obtaining two significant differences out of a total of six

predictions is less than .05 ass wing the truth of a null hypothesis. Be that as it

may, further work the problem is indicated and, indeed, is already in progress

(Rubovits and Haehr, 1971) to tend further support to the hypothesis that expectations

influence the sullitv of teacher-student interaction.
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3. A seemingly more straight forward ap::.:nach might involve the use of difference
scores as the depcnden, measure. Ho.ever, as lianning and DuBois (1962) point
out, a wajorproblem is inherent in the use of such scores, vie., the reliability

of difference scores tends to decrease as the correlation between the scores
increases. Therefc;:e, it seems preferable where possible to avoid .ne use of
such composite measures and thus 'n the present case a repeated meawres
design emploOng a "gifted" and "nongifted" score separately seems preferable.
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Table 2.--Analysis of Variance of Labels and Dogmatism

Source df MS F

.0) ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism in Category 1 (Total Atteationl

Between
Dogmatism (D)
Sc within 24

78.77
476.81

Within
Labels (L) 1 232.69
O n L 1 60.31
L Ss within 24 205.29

J19 ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism in Category lA
(Attention to Unsolicited Statementsl

Between
Dogmatism !D) 1 7.69
Ss within 24 318.04

Within
Labels (L) 1 24.92
D x L 1 44.31
L x Ss within 24 204.99

saANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism ta Category 1B
(Attenton_to Regur,bted Statemenul

.16

1.13
.30

.02

.12

.21

Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 11.08 .12

Ss within 24 93.67

Within
Labels (L) l 529.93
D x L 1 15.17
L x Ss within 24 30.58

0) ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism in Category 7 (Encouragement1

Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 16.17
Ss within 24 98.12

Labels (L) l 3.25
D x L 1 12.33
D A Sc within 24 24.99

17.33*
.49

.07

.13

.49



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

Source df MS

(E) ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism inSategsy 3 (Elaboration)

Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 5.56 .04

Ss within 24 121.31

Within
Label (L) 1 3.25 .06

D x L 1 10.17 .18

L x Ss within 24 66.34

(F) ANOVA of Labels andlcumplismini:ategory 4 /Ignoring)

Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 15.85 .48

Ss within 24 33.16

Within
Label (L) 1 .69 .07

x L 1 14,16 1.44

L x Ss within 24 9.84

(C) ANOVA of Labels and Dogmatism in Category 5 (Praise)

Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 11.17 .74

Ss within 24 15.20

Within
Label (L) 1 167.33 5.40*

D x L 1 4..il .15

L x Ss within 24 30.94

(H) ANOVA of Labels and Dc -atism in Category 6 (Crincialn

Between
Dogmatism (D) 1 .08 .01

Ss within 24 6.67

Within
Label (L) 1 1.92 .03

D x L 1 .69 .10

L x Ss within 24 b.97

* p < .01
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