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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to determine whether
fourth grade social studies teachers verbally interacted differently
with pupils as a function of differential expectations of pupil
achievement and to determine whether fourth grade social studies
teachers verbally interacted differently with boys and girls. Data
were collected using the Brophy-Good dyadic observation system. .
Results revealed that teachers differ significantly in their teaching
behavior with respect to high- and low-expectation pupils. However,
. teachers did not discriminate differentially between hoys and girls.
The findings of the study suggest that teachers probupnly do
communicate differential performance expectations to different pupils
through their classroom behavior, and the nature of this differential
treatment is such as to encourage the pupils to respond in ways which
would confirm teacher expectancies. (A 20-item bibliography is
included.) (Author)
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The Munetion of teuchers! expectationg of yu;il:uehievcmEHt ]
p2lf-fulling prophecles has beea an copaging rescarch problem durdag
the nust severul &garsg Roseanll ond Jneobson (1908) poined con-
siderubls attention with their attempl to test the self-fullfilling
prophecy hypothesis in the clasaroom. These investigntors reported

that pupil achicvement data ovtalned at the end of the scheol year

vere significantly €ffected by performance expectations induced in

teachers atT£he beginning of the yoear, ;nd that tho nature of the ef-
foets observed was consistent with the idea thet teachers! expectations
lunctivned as self-fullllling prophecies. The methodology employed in
this study has been criticized severely (e.g., Thorndike, 1968; Snow,
1909; Llanboff and ém@w; lQT;). Consequently, the support provided

for the self-fulfilling prophecy hypothesis rcemaias tenubus even though
the idea persisis as very attroctive.

Seversl studies (Conn and others, 1968; Clsibﬂrﬁg 1969; Evans and
Rosenthal, 1969; Beez, 1970; FiEmiﬂg and Anttonen, 1971; and Jose, 197L1)
have used the cxperiicntﬁl method introduced by Rosenthal and Jacobson
in which tetchers cxpectations are manipulated through some kind of
tréatméjti The rescarchers have tested the effects of the treatment
on either the teaching behavior of the teachers or the achievement of the
pﬁpilsi Results Crom cxperimental Stuﬁies involving manipulation of
teacher cxpectations are mixed. Scveral su?paft the differential ex--
pectation (self-fulfilling) hypothesis of teacher expectatioas (c.g.,

Beez, 1968; Meichenbaum and others, 1969), whercas others do not (e.g.,

1 '
Appreciation for his assistance in this study is accorded Dr.
Jeve DBrophy, The Ualversity of ‘Pexas ot Austin.
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Conn and others, 1908; Claiborn, 1960; Joso, lQTl)f

Another line of ingquiry liss used tcachers‘ usturaiistically
formed expectations (e.g., Brophy aad Guod, 1970; Mendoza and others,
1971; and Cornbleth and others, 1972). lﬁ these 5tudi§s, teachers!
expectations for thelr puplils have been determined snd then thelr
interactions with pupils have been obgserved. Resesrch to deate has
revesled significant differcnces in teachers! treotmeat of (inter-
octions with) high- and low-expectation pupils both et esrly primary
end et sccondary levels (Brophy and Good, 1970; Mendoza and others,
19?1§ end Csrghlcth and others, 1972). However, no cxamination of
differentiol teacher behavior relsted to5 teachers! expectations of
pupils' academic achievement has occurred ot the intermediate grade
level. 1o, no research of thisg type has been conducted in the
“teaching of elementary school suciul studies. Cﬁgsequently, this

study was designed as en lnvestigotion into 8 relatively unexplored ares.

Procedures

A Lotal of ten female fourth pgrede teachers and 120 pupils attend-

Ing three publie clementary schools in a suburban district contiguous
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to a large ceatral Texos city provided data tar Lhis study. JIar-
ticipating teachers were told that the focus of tle gtudy was the

dey activities. This explanation was intended to free the teacher of

any respansibility to prepsre specially for the days of observation.

Ranking Procedure

Teachers were asked to renk the pupils in their clsss in order
of expected achievement in soclsl studies. “Rankings obtained f'rom
the teachers were used to categorize pupils into high- ond low-
expactancy gr@ubsi For each clags, the three highest ranking boys
and the three highest ronking girls were classified as high-expecta-
tion pupils; the threc lowest ranking boys and the three lowest ranking

girls were classilicd as low-expeclation pupils. Bubstitutes for the

i

* target pupils werc also identified and observed when the origiaslly
designoted pupils were absent, Only twelve substitutes were thus
employed during the course of Lhe study; observation of these twelve
pupils r&pr;ﬁent:d'l/éD of the possible opportunities to observe all
pupils. Consequently, Emplzymegt of these data seem nst to distort the

csulte,

Instrumeat ond Data Q:}lli:?f.?tiilﬂ

Classrooms were observed by the principal investigator and 12
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trained observers using the Brophy=Good dyadlc observotisn system
(1969L). Most systemsrfﬂr observing teacher-pupil inteisctiﬁn code

» oll teacher contncts with puplls und pupil initiotions and responses
without differentigting between individual pupils. The Brophy-Good
system, on the other hand, enables an zb;érver to record end preserve
interacti@n between the teacher and individual pupils. Quality of
contact (what the tcocher does when engaged in certain kinds of inter-
actions with the pupil) and quantity of contact (the Sheef freguency'
of the different kinds of interactions) may be stuﬂieabseysrstel& and
gssessed.

Fourteen scale scores were obtained and used in this study. They

number public response opportunities

teacher-initiated work interactions

= pupil-initiated work interactions

= total number private tecacher-student interscticms

= total teacher-pupll contacts

= process questions

= product questions

choice guestions

self-ret'ercnce questions

12 = number times pupil ‘rcecived praise after right easwer

1l = number times pupll received new questions after giving right
anower

12 = pupil onswers not followed by any feedback

13 = anumber times teaching responded with sustain feedback qfter
pupil failure

14 = criticisms following wrong answers

O 0O~ OV Fle o
I

Observers engnged in & threc-week traiaing period; four sessions

totaling ten hours of training were conducted. During the first two

Q weeks of eoding, pairz of observers worked in each classroom to estab-
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lish relinbility.

agreement of .80), the observers hepan 4o work individually,

Six forty-five minute observations were made in each classr

The forty-five minute periods were the periods in which P

engaged in regular social studies lessons

Deta Anelysis

Obteined data weore

bérsl o S

robserver

8100M.

upils vere

subjected to analysis of variance brocedures

employing @ 10 (teachers) x 2 (pupil sex ) x 2 (teacher expectancy)

design using the computer progrem ANOVIR on the CDC 6600 computer at

The University of Texas at Austin.

Results

according to pupil sex and cxpectation. The 10 x 2 x 2 snal
varlance for each scale and ratio are reported 1a Table 2.
Statistically significant differences

vealed on thirteen of the {ourteen scales

exceeded p £.0l. Those nine scales were: number of public r

opportunities, teacher-initiated work interactions

work interactionsg,
number of procegi questions, nwnber-of product ques
choiee questions,

anawers, aumber of

times pupil received now questions after right answer

spluys the means of observation scale scores and ratios

yees of

between teachers were re-

Nine of these differences

esponse

» pupil=-initinted
total numFer of private pupil-tescher interactions,

stions, number of

munber of' times pupil received Praise ofter right

|

iy

cal

iy

’ i gt g & R
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and aumber of pupil auuwers not r'ollowed by ony féeéback; At the p <.05

level, ditferences were found for two scales: number of self-roference

questions ond number ot times pupils received proiuve aftcf right answers.

At the p<.20 level, difrereﬁcés were observed for two scales--total

teacher-pupil contaet and pumber ot times teacher respgndeﬁ with sus-

taining feedback at'ter rupil feilure. This nwnber of cignificant difé

ferences (11 of 1 at p <.05) is itself significant (Sakuda,Cohen & EeéLl, 195k),
A;E@rding to sex of pupil, only one possibly significant difference )

( p<-10 level) wus noted: number of teacher-initisted work interactions.

Teac' rg initiated moers work. interactions with males than with females.

Since only one of 14 significent differences is not itgelf significant

(p<.0%), the concluéian is obvious that these teachers did not dif-

fercatially intersct with pupils @s a function of pupil sex.

| With respeet to teacher expectation of pupil achievement, the

central concern of this study, significant differences were found for

3ibly significant and reportable

U]

niue of the fourteen scales and pos

]

differences on threc additionsl scoles. This number (9 of 14) is itselr
signiticant et p<.05 (Sakoda, Coben and Beall, 1954). Obtained
significant differences nt the p <.0L level revealed: high-expectation

pupils reeceived-more juulic response opportunities than did low-

expeetation pupile; highs had more total teacher-pupil conbact than

did lows; ‘highs received both more process and product questions than

did lovs; ond low-expectation pupils had more answers not followed by

any feedbnek than did hiphs. At the p <.05 level, differences were

e B i
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obtained on four scalis: high-cxpectation pupils initioted more work
interactions with tenchers kasa did low=expectation puplls; highs re-
ceived more choice quustlons "han dld lawg; highs recelived more suc-
taining feedback after wrong cnswers than did lows; and low=expectotion
pupils received more criticisms following wrong answers than did highs.
One possibly signilicant difference (31§-19 level) wés reveuled on one

cale: Leachers initiated more work interactions with lows than with

[y

highs. At the p<.20 level, difterences were noted on two scales:
teachers asked highs more questions [ollowing their right enswers then
more irequently than they did for highs.

0f Y6 possible two- and three-way interactions, only five were
sipaificant at p <.05. This number is itsclf nol sigﬂifiasnt, Con=
seguéﬁLly, these interactions sre most uselul in understending the main
effects of interest. The interactions indicate that teachers in the
study differentielly communicated with high- and low expéztation pupils
with respeet to pupil-initiated WUrk'interactioﬁn; choice questions,
number of times pupil received now questions after giving right answers,
and pupil answers not followed by any feedback. Teachers in the study
population did interact differentially with boys and girls on only one

scale, teacher choice questions.

Discussion

Fiwiings of this study gencrally ere consistent with other research

condueted in junior high school mathenatics, resding, and social
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studies classes (Mendoza, and others, 1L9(l), in sccondory school sociol studies
classes (Cornbleth und others, 1972)j ond in sulf-conteined primary
classrooms (Good, 1970; Brophy aad Good, 1970). -Dbtained significant
differences favored high expcgctation puplls end occurred both in the
qusﬂtity of teﬁch;raPupil contuct end in the quollty of teacher-inter-
action, i.¢., highs were askgé‘ba;h more product ond process guestions,
higﬁs received more extended teuacher fégﬂbﬂéﬁg and hipghs received
proportionally mare-praisé and leos ceriticlsm.

The inequality‘@f contact for lows provides additionsl support for
the differential cxpectation hypothesis. The observed differcaces in
teacher behaviaf seem clear evidencé of discrimination aguinst pupils
!:@r whom teachers had low expectations of academic performance. Thin
phén@mcnén’alsa appears to be spparent with teachers, albeit not all
teachers, at several levels of schoollng and in several curricular areas.

In this study, teachers did not interact differentially with boys
and girls. This finding is ccnsisténﬁ with other classroom observatlon-
al research stuﬂié&- The prescat findings, while adding to the de-
struction of the general belief that female teachers discriminate
against boys in their intersctions, add another aiméﬂsiéﬂ- They indi-

cate that teachers. probably do get interact differentially with boys
and giyvls vho are cxpected to be high and low achievers in social stuiies;_
That is, teachers ia this study appesred to be inflﬁencéd in their

intcrastions by the level of academic expectation rather than the sox

Q “of the rupil.
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Soclal studics classes in this study were cunductad 2s catire class
groups msdainlyi,. probably more like junior hipgh school ead f?'?.I}l.);;I' :
high school clesses thon primary clucses, certainly flisiisrade
reading instruction. There were no small groups (=3 yupilﬁ), little,
if any, individual project activities, and little use of varled
instruztional media. Consequently, one mipght ask, do teachers' ex~
pectations relate és yﬁﬁerfully to their differential bechavior in
teaching situati@ns other than with class size éraups and engsged in
voried instructional tasks? Such & question critically important as
classroom instruction becomes more individualized, must remsin un«
EHSWEIQQTUﬂtil more appropriate research evidence iz availsble.

‘While this study investigeted differential teacher verbal behavior;'
it did not eddress directly the igsue of the relationship of teacher
verbal behavior to pupil performance (achievemenﬁ). " Relationships
of iaternctions to pupil learaing, if they do exist, must be the
subject of sutsequeat research. Neverthelessgxthe present results add
weight to the convietion that teacher expectations are trSnslatéﬂ into
specific tegehiﬂg behaviors. That these behaviors communicate, aad
powerfully, to pupils must be & prominent speculation. Serious atténtién
should be directed to investigaetions wnich will shed additlonal light
on this eritieal arcu.

Imygrtant also will be inquiry inté why some teachers interact:
muré;.bﬁth quantitatively and qualitatively, with their low-cxpecta-

tion pnpils thon with their highs. fThese teachers may be those judmed
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superior or "master" teachers at some cducotionul levels, those whose
level of concerns is mature (FPuller, 19(9), or those whose pupils

actually achieve higher than predicted.
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The purposcs of the study were: to determine whether fourth-grade
social studies tenchers verbully inLevactod differeontly with pupils as
a funetion of differontial expectotions of pupil schievement and Lo
determine whether Lourlh-grade vocliol studics teachiers verbully inter-
acted dil'tereatly with boys and rlrla. '

Data were collccbed uning the Brophy-Gnod, dyudic observation nys-
Leme Rerulte reveulded Leachers to differ sipnificaatly in Lhelir benchig
behavior with respeet Lo high=- and low-expeclation pupils.  Howevor,
Leachers did nol discriminate differentially bolween boys and girls.

The tindines o bLhe otudy sugpgest that teschers probably do
comnunicsnte dit'Terenlbinl porformance. cxpectationu Lo different puptlsn
throush thelr elnsnroom behavior, and the nature of this differentinl
troatment i3 ruch o to cneourage the pupils to respond in weys which

“would contirm Leacler expectancley. :




