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-Teacher xpe_ a ons and Student Achievement
(

Abstract

This studyjas,desined to determine if-change in the inStructional:

affectivenesSoUteachirs,influenCes the relationShip between naturally
r.

foimed teadter exp6ctations and student achievement. outcomes. Data were

gathered from 44 intermediate-and high. school level teachers who participated

in an inservice training. workshop on Mastery_Learning strategies. ,Cor
;

relations between teachers'-initial ixpedtatiops for students' achievement

and students' Tina] examination scorns, final grades, and teachers' follow-

up expectationsJox-students, were nii significantly lowerAn alistety :classes.

:.,:of-th4qa teachers whoexperienced.some positive change in their instructional

effectiveness. Implicationsregarding related teacher perceptions. and

classroom behaviors are discussed.
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Upon_ the onship of 'leather Expectations and 'Student Achievement'

Since
#..

Jacobson,

teache

process.

6

oblication-of pygmalion_in the Classroom (RopenthaI.S.

earthers.,havenumerous re

ations as an imp

fodused their attentions -on=

s

rtant variable in the peathinglearning

Abundant evidence has inditated that teachers

tions for student performance

form expecta-

Brophy & Good 1970; Dusek & O'Conuell,-.

11973; O'Connell,et al., 1974; Kist, 1970Yand do tend to treatstudents

differently depending upon these expectations (e.g,- Braun, 1976; lrophY

& Good 1970; Good4, Brophy, avg. ROthbart,et'al.,. 1971). hermore,

teacher expectations for, studnt performance arid presumably oral

manifestations of tho e expectations, have also'been shown to rely

measures of student ,. academic achievement (Brophy & Goo,--1970; pusek,

1975; ROSenthal, 1974, 1976),

Early studies tke effects of teacher expectations (i.e., Rosenthal

Jacobson, 1968) generated a. great dial cif controversy' as to whether mani-

pulated or inaccurate expettations,bn the part of reacbers'couldi.substantially

alter. student achlevement,outcomea. 'Further research into thie issue has

been inconclusive. Nevertheless, strong evidenc has been presented indicating

that naturally formed teacher tpectatiogs can serve LO sustain the pre-existing

achievement Variations among students (Braun, 197B; Brophy &.Good', 1974;..

eoOper, 1979; Dusek, 1970. In addition; nUmeer of models have beerL,
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propeaed describing hoW.- these expectations are formed and the influence

ey can bring to bear-upon students learning (Braun, 197,6; Brophy & Good,

1970; COOPei 1979; Dusek, 1975; Good, 1981; Lockheed & Morgan 1979).

In recent years studies-on effective schools -and` nstructional

eftictiveness have reiterated the imp

particularly with respect to studentpirformance

rtance_of teacher expectations.

Brookover and Lezotte

0(1979) for example, found that'teachers and prinCipals

achievement scores were improving had higher exeedtation

Students than did the staffs in schools- where_achieVement was declining..

Similarly. Edmonds & Fredetaen (19780pUnd:rhat teachers in instructional

effective inner -city schools had "high expectations" for all of their

students. Other Studies have yiqlded comparable results (Brophy-& Ivertson,

:1976; Mcnnald &Elias, 1976; gotter,et al...1979 Weber, 1971)-0

Despite the many,studies, -area however, 'several aspects

concerning teacher expectations heve4 ,,eived only scant attention. For

inseance,'Dusek,(175),noted that research is needed on the stability of

teacher exp ctations.: Little is known about the changes which may occur

in teacher xpectations,over the course of a School year or among groups of

schools where

teachers at different grade levels. Furtherm e few studieS have explored

variables, which might serve'to alter naturally armed teacher expectations

or influence the typically strong relationshi between these expectations

and student achievement.

This study was designed to investigate the influence of change in

eachers' instructional effectiveness upon the- relationship between their

expectations for students' performance and prudent achievement outcomes.

Y S.



It was hypothesized that as teachers adopt mare. effective in

rength of the relationship. between initial expectationprattices, the

forperformance and resultant

--Theoretical Framework_

Over the past'decade a wide variety of programs and curricelee'have

tudent achievement S-Vould be reduced.

been,developed specifically to enhance theAnsituctional effectiviness of

teachers. Some of the most successful amng these efforts are

centering around Mastery Learning inst

°grams

-nal Strategies (Bl9ttm,1968

1971). Reviews of Mastery Learning res rch indicate that these strategies.

t

can aid teachers in dramatically altering the leaining and resultant

Achievement which takes place' in their classrooms (Block & Burns, 1976 ;,

Guskey, 1980). In this study, the introduction of Master Learning ,

',strategies was employed as a means of altering the instructional effective-,

nelaof teachers. The focus of the study, however, was upon the influence

this changefin effectiveness might haVe up-on the relationship between

\_teacher expectations and student achievement outcome variables.

Method

Subjects. The subjects included'in this study were.44 intermediate

and high school level teethe sfrem'tWo metropolitan school systeMs. All

of these teachers had volunteered to participate in an inservice education,

workshop dealing with Mastery Learning instructional tethniques. For their

participation in the workshop, teachers received salary lane-placement

credit and we-rqpaid a small fee. Whilkhoth of. these provided strong

incentives for teachers to participate in the workshop, it is not believed
a

that they lead to any systematic bia-
,

the sample selection.
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the'teadhers-in-the sempIe-had. aught at the intermeditte,oe.

hil3h -chool level far at least .threw years, w 11.0. mean of

teaching experiepce. Twenty -four of thedb teachers were male; 20

female.,

Procedure. a pa of participation in the ineervice program,

years of

tea-her a reed to teach two Classes in the same.subject area, rat the same

g ado level,N4uring the'Scheol term following the train (she cooperation'

wilding principals was secured in order to facilitate this scheduling).

these classes was to be .taught-in a Mastery 4arning format (mastery)

while the other was to be taught by whatever methods or procedures the

teacher typically emplbyed- (control). Teaching in a Mastery Learning format

_required no change in the teacher's grouP-instructional procedures. In

fact, lessons and claas-presentationS in mastery and control classes were

most likely identical. Alsd, instruction in both mastery and control

classes-was teacher-paced. the difference was in the feedback and corrective

I
procedures provided rb students in the mastery class. That is, while'students

both mastery and control classes were administered regular quizzes to

check on their learning progress, the-quizzes administered to Students in

the mastery class (referred to as formative° tests) were pa
a

ith sinecific

corrective activities, designed to help students remddiate learning r7rOblems

or difficulties identified by errors made on-the q zes. After providing.

opportunities for students In the mastery class to work on the correctives,

qu
k

econd.iz1 -or formative test was administered to check on the success of
. , .

i

t

the corrective -activi4es4 The addition of this feedback and corrective
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process wee the pritary, distinction between_ the instruc'tional'-`forma

the mastery class compared to that in the control class.,

ee weeks after the teachers returned to their classrdoms_ following the

6

inservice training program,thdy w asked to rate or classify the students

in each of-their clagses into one of five groups based upon academic potential
& -

ere

or ''probable achievement ,in the class. Zach-student was assigned'a rating

of 1 (highest group), 5 (lowest group). Each group was to contain

approximately the same pumber of ,students.

,After one schocil term (an academic semester) of stery earning

Strategies; teachers were again,askedto classify their students into five

groUps based up achievement potential. CoMparissns wd6 'then made betvee'n

teachers' initial ratings of students ana.course grades, course examination

Scores, and end of'term ratings.

Results

Although etude is in therclasses a igned'to teachers in the study'

were heterogeneously griped, teachers adMinistered a short content-related

pretest to each

classes.

their classes to assure the original equivalence of the

Comparisons of class means showed that there -re no statistically

Significant differences betweenthe class pairs for Any of the 44 teachers.

The nuffibeeof students per class ranged from 21 to 34,'howeyer, within teacher

differences (between class pairs) Ire\typically quite small.

The ,degree of change in instructional efLoCtiveness was determined

by comparing each teachers' mastery and control class in terms of two

outcome m4asures. The first was the percent of students n' ach clads

receiving a high (A or B) course grade: Identical standards for gradi

to be emplqyed in both classes. The second measure was the average percent
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correct on 'a common-course-examination. If a larger percedt of students

received high course grades and the-average percentsCoriect.on the course

examination was:greatek in a teacher's mastery: clasa,than inthe control_
- 4

4

class,. that teacher was classified as experiencing a positive. change in

his/her instructional effecti- If a larger percent of students

received high Eburse.gr4des in the Control class or
le,

the average percent_

correct op-thecourse'examination was greater in the control class, that_

teacher was ':laasified as experiencing little or no change in his/her

instructional effectiveness. Using these criteria, 34 of the. 44 teachers

were found to have experienced positive
W

effectiveness. The ten teachers classified as having exper ced little or

nge in their instructional

noichange included both male d- femaleReachers and werefairlY evenly

dispersed among 'subject are .and grade levels. Mean differences between ,

the mastery and con 1 clSases-of these.two groups of teachers on the

criterion 'outcome measures art illustrated:in Table 1.

[Insert Table 1 about here]

TO explore-the effects of this change in instructional ef ectiveneSs,

V

Correlations were calculated between teachers' initial ratings of students,

students' course grades,. students' course examination scores. (percent correct),

and teacher '.final ratings of students. This was done for both the mastery

and control: classes of each teacher. Median correlations/ for teachers in

the positive change and no change. groupe are illustrated in Table 2. Careful.

inspection of this table _shows a very .systematic trendin the relations among

these measures.

[Insert Table .2 about l re]
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The correlalions in Table

the,no change group, remained

end of the term for students in bath their mastery classes (r.92) and their

en t. Achievemei

th at .the ratings', made by teachers in
\-:

virtually unchanged from thebeginning-to

,control classek (r.90). Mo ever,whiie the ratings madety taacte

the positive change grbup remained quite consistent for students in their

.control classes (r7.83), the was a statistically significant-decline- in

the nonsiatinny of their ratings of studentsin their mastery classes

(r.53). A similar fiend was found in comparisons' between ratings and

course grades and between rating6 and cdUrse:eXaMination Scores.. That
.

is., the correlations between theSe measures were consistently high in nhe'

mastery and,cont _1 classes of teachersainlhe rio change group and in ,the

control classes of teachers in the.pOsitive change group -. Comparisons.

made in the mastery classes of th0 positive change group -however, V./ere

significantly lower.

Discussion
S

.

The'desuiks of. this study are consistent what, would 'be predicted

by-Mastery Laming theory. As students are provided the-time and instruc-
,

tic= whichare appropriate for their learning, Mastery Learning theory predicts

that the correlatidn between students' aptitude measured :before instruction

and their achievement after instrutrien should approach zero. In this study,

eacher ratings of students potential for achievement might be seen as

parallel tos measure of students'saptitude., Thus it follows that the

greatest,reductiOn.it.the correlation between the ratings and.student

achievement outcome measures would be expected to occur in those:classes

where the'se instructional techniques had been. most guttessfully implemented...
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Pne might suggest, hoWd er,-- that the-reduction

i-coefficients is simply a statistical phenomenon-due to the design of the

study. That is, in the mastery classes of the teachers .classified

having experieiced.a positiV- change irutheir instructional.effecaveness,

the variance students' course grades and course examinaiionPscords

would likely be reduced. This reduction in variance would, inturn, lower

the correlation computed'hetween these-outcome measures- and teachers' initial

as

.

ratings of students._ Inspection of the data indicated that indeed this was

true. The-variance in course grades and. in course examination scores WAS
.

less in the:mastery.Olasses of teachers in the positive change groupthan

it -as in. their ontrolclasses-o.in,the'classes of t achers in the no

,

change. roup. 'Howeverthis was not the case with respect to comparisons

between initial end final rlti students. Because teachers were

pressed to have approximately the same number of students in each of the

achievement,potentiafcategories (1 through 5 ),.the variance of final

ratings was in all cases nearly-identical of initial ratings.

Bence; the lower correlafiOn between initial and final ratings of students

in the mastery classes of the teaChers who experienced a positive change,

in their instructional effectiveness"canno be explained as simply a,

reduCtion in statistical variation:

As teachersadept more effective instructional practices and asa:

result, exprience-a change in their effectiveness with students, the .

relationship between their initial -expectations for performance and student

achievement outcemea doer appear to be reduced. 'In addition, under these

more effective instructional conditions,-teachers appear to be less CPnr

.

sistent in their ability.to rate or classify studen _ achieve-
f
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potential; It is probable that as teachers

in enhancing the learning of studeets.ilfhty-havengreater difficulty

yore succes

16

sful

4

izing studepts-in terms of Such haracteristica as achiegement

Under these cOndillena eac

in terms of re.alterAble character4stics

be able fa influence=

s are likely to

whigh they a :teachers might

view students

16.

is 41 o possible that the differ_ tial.behayieral Patterns

:teachers typically associated t4 their expectations fo

of

students are

Altered when they adopt more effective instructional practices

other wards,. under.mori effective instructional conditions (such as

those assodiated with Mastery Learning) teachers may .interapt more

similarly with high- and low-expectancy,students, provide more similar

types of praise for each, provide more similar kinds of feedback to each,

and make more comparable demands for work and effort f each. These,

changes in teachers bebaVioral patterns could 'also serve to reduce the

relationship between.initial expectations

achievement outcomes.,,

for performance and student.

-Further research is needed
I

explore the exact nature of'these

changes 'in teachers. Certainly,the introduction of Mastery Learning.

strategies, and particular' the- feedback, and corrective elements alter

in some fashion the instructional segue andelassroombehavioral

patterns of teachers. However, additional research involving classroom'

observations:is needed to determine whether these format changes 4'f:feet

teachers' differential interaction patterns with students, or whether

teAchese actually do come to view students differently under more

mffective instruc.tiional conditions.
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Mean Di

T a her, %Sxpectatiohs and Student AEhievement

Table 1

ences and Standard Deviations for Two Groups of Teachers

on Selected' Student Outcome Measures

Differences Between'

Mater

-Tositive Change Group No Change Group
11101

and Control Classes

Perben ,Receiving High

Course Grades

Percent Correct on
urs Examinations

(S.D.)

(5.0.60)

x

4 (1.89)
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Table 2

MedianCorrelations Between Teachers' hangs of Student's,

Students' CoUrse Grades, and Students' tourte Examination Scores

Teadher

Group

Correlation Between

Initial Rating & Final Rating

Mastery Control

Correlation Between

Initial Rating & Course Grades

Mastery Control

.51* .80

7 .79

Poative

Change

(nz.34)

No Change.

(11-410)

*-p < .05

. 53* .83

. 92

Correlation 'Between

Initial Ratings & Final Exam Scores

Mattery Control

.31*
.50

.69 .75


