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C ‘Teacher Expggtatighé and Student A::hieveméndt'

ST ," S ) __f =>'-Ab§tracz ’ S o .

fermed teacher expectatiﬁns and student achievement outcomes,’ Dé;a were
gathered from 44 intermediate anﬂ high schaal level tea;hers Whﬂ partigipated-

iﬂ an inservice trainlﬂg workshop on Mastery Learning strategiési ,Cgrél
.ﬁa 2 -
relatiens betwaen teazhars initial expectatiups fgr studeﬁts aghievamént

and students’ final examinatian sccfés, final grades, and Eeaghérs fallgwa

up gxpa ti@nsrfu: studgnts, were all significantly lnwer An mastefy classes

S 1

&

l;,£:§szh:;;gééaahegs' who Experiencéd SEEE pasitive Ehange in their instfuctianal
b owe
£ t

effec ivenesg. Impligatians regatding related téacher péreapticns and _' e

. :;lassrégﬁ b%havicfs'are'dis,,ssed. T o f;/)
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Since hg Eublieatlcn of P _Igmalian in the Classroam (Rai tha

;Jscgﬁscn, R?B), numerous - fesear:hers have facused thair attentians -on - *

iDﬁS as. an impartan: variabte in the ﬁeaching-learﬁing -

'Eéachéf‘riﬁgc; t

- gfﬁceﬁs. Abuﬂdaﬁt Evidence has indicatad thst teachets éa form Expé:ta=

tions fbt SEudéﬁﬁ peffafmanée ',_gs: Brcphy & Gond 1970 usek & D Connell : \g

v 1973§’D'CQﬂﬂEllfét:alg,.1974' Rist, 19?9) apdAda_tepH to t:eat-studentg'

S ‘ S R . o -
differently depend;ng uPcﬁ thesa expectatioﬂs (e g.f Braun,

& Gﬂad 197D chd & Ercphy, 19725 Rgthbaft et al.r 1971)

@

teac her expectatigns faf studént performa?ce, and pfesumably‘fhéfbehav Dral -
5\! / i\ - L 1

. _ ﬂﬁf%s
manifesta tions of ﬁhcse expe tians, have also been ShQWﬁ to fElEEE\ED : s!/;s

ﬁeasurés of stuﬂent - academié achievamént (Brophy & Gnad ~1970; Duseg\
' / )
1975; Rasanthal; 1974 1576) o / ' o : -7"'w; .

=

- rly studies uf ﬁ%e effects of tEacher Expectaﬁions (i e., Rosenthal

s s

& Jacabsgn, 1968) generated a. gféat déal of :Dntrcversy as to whethar manl—'

¥
=

pulated or iﬂaccufata expegtaﬁions aé/tﬁe part of teaahers gﬂul&'substantlally
,alter student achievement - outcomes: Further research into this issue has i

been incanciﬁsiveg Nevertheless,rstrnng evidenzé has been presented indicatiﬁg -

that ﬂaéurélly foméd tEaEth Eipett DA; can serve go sustsig the preﬂexlsfing '

aghievEment variations amaﬂg students (Braun, 197E Efaphy & Gaud 1974; .

Caapef, l979; Dusek, 19759; In addition, a numﬁéf of deElS'haVE beenj
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prepeeed deee

1970' Eeopef, 1979 Dueek lQ?S*’Geed lQSl* Leekheed & Hergen, 1979).

In reee;, yeete gzudiee on; effective eeheele end inetruetienel

: effeetivenees heve reitereted the impefteﬂee ef tEEeher expeetetione,

41979), fer exemple, fﬂund that" Eeeehere end principals in eeheek;where

L]

achievement scores wer impreving hed highef exﬁed%atiene fer gheif .

studeﬁte then did the eteffe in eeheele whefe eehievement was deelininga-,'

imilerly, Edmonds & Ffedeégkeen €197E)ﬂfeund thet teaehefe in inetruetienally

@ 2

effeetive inner?eity eeheole hed "high expeetetiene" for all of their

1976 McDBﬂeld & Eliee, 19763 Rotter et el., 19793 Weber, 1971).

:\m‘ .

X %%j' fzljjeepi he many etudiee in 'afee, hewevef, several a aspe cts

eeneerni g te ehe: expeetetione ‘have. r;;eived enly scant etten:ien. For

[

instance, Dusek (ig75) neted that reeeereh is n ded_on the stability of

the changes which may occur
Ay . . :

teacher exﬁ,etetieneiv Little iemknewn ebgug

in teaehef xpee igne ’Vir'ghe ceuree of a|school year or among groups of

teechere at diffe:ent grade 1evele. Fufthermj:e, few eeudiee have expiered

variables whieh might serve: te alter: neturelly

T .
end etudent aehievement.

Ihie study wa d igned to inveetigete the infl uence of eheﬁge in

teezherer ine;reetiopel 7ff eﬂi?eeeee upon the reietionehip bEEWEEﬁ their
expectations for stuydents’ performance and gtudent eehievement outcomes, -

i,

Ve
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'E ey een bfing Ee Eeef upen etedente 1eerning (Breun, 1975 Brophy & Goed,

pareieulerly with :ee ’t ee Eudent perferma e-' Breekever end LeeoEte"

etudeﬁte- Gthef etudies have yielﬂed eempereble reeulte (Brophy & Everteen,

‘ormed teacher expectatioms

¢
or Influence the typieally etfeng teletianehi between these expectations - .
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‘Gver the past de:ade a wide variety aof: preg:ams and aurriculae have

2 - i —

-;!

:been davelop ed’ 'p’cifically to enhangé the instructignal effectiven ss f

EESGthS; Some of the most succassful i"ngfthese efforts are p;ﬁgfams e

centering around Mastery Learning instruetio ﬂ’l Sttategies'CBlobm 1968,

¢ .. o _ . -
1971). Reviews of Mastery Learning res*irch indicaté :hat these 'fategies_

éan aid teachers in"dfamaticallﬁ altéfihg the leafning and 1 ant .
- -!- ,A * ‘! - 1 - };’
- achievement which takes placé in their classrcams (Blogk & Burns, 1976;

-‘Gusﬁey, 1980). 1In this Etudy, the intraductinn af Hastery Learning .

"+ strategies was émpl@yed as a means of altering che instructinnal EffEEtiVE—:

" . nels of tgazhéfs;__The focus of the study, hawevaf,'was upon the_inﬁluenee

M

this change;iﬁ effegtiveness might have upon the felatigﬂéhipsbétweeﬁ

K;Eeacher expagtatians and g tuden a%hievemgnt outcome variables.

The 5ubjéct5 %?gludéd in this- study were 44 iﬂtermediate

and ﬁigh school lével teachers frgh two metrupnlitan schoal systems, All-

- of these teachers had volunteered to participate in an inservice Education

workshop dealing with Mastery L,,rning inst:uccicnal ;echniques. For their

. partigipatian in tha warkshnp, teéchérs re:eived salary lane~placement
S

S L B |
credit and wereflpaid a small fee. Whilgkbcth of. these prgvided strong

- o S
incentives far teachers to partieipate in the wnrkshop, it 1is not believed

that they lead to any systEEatié,biagﬁiﬂ the sampla saleéﬁiqni

:
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All ef ‘the teedheremiﬁ the eemple had- Eeught at the intermediete or - 1;7

gjf:zgi eeheel level fer at’ leeet three yeefe, g%ih a meen of gxl years ef

;eeehing experiegee_ Twenty-~four efztheee teeehererwere mele; 20 we%}*t‘

-~ A,r s = V ) FI;
. !E fémaléi : ) . R ' A

_Procedure. As a part of pereieipetien in Ehe ineerviee pieg:em, each  * —

. teacher e;reed te teaeh twe eleeees in the same. eubjeet afee, ‘at: the same

5

'gfede 1eve1'\during Ehe echeel term follow;ngsthe trein;ég (the eebpefati

One ef theee classes was te he teught in a Heetery yearning fermet (meetery)

while the ethef wee to be teught by whatever methods or pr cedures ;he

- teacher typically empleyed—(egntfel). Teeching in a MeEEery Leerning fermet'
. required no éheege in ﬁﬁe teeeher'e gfeupeinetruetienel pfeeeduree_ In

,feet, leeeene and eleee preeentetiene in meetery and eentfel cleseee were

g’ ' ’%

meet likely identical. -Al,d instruction in both. meetery and eentrnl

eleésaeiwee teacher-pac ed The difference was in the feedbeek eﬁd eorreetive
. - { N

pfeeeduree provided to studente in the mastery class. Thet ie, while etudente
in both meetery end,eent:el eeee were edminietefed reguler qeieeee to ot

ebeek en'theif leefniﬁg pregfeee— the qeieeee edminietered to studerts in -

the meetezy eleee (referred to as fermetive teete) were peired with epecifie

%

eegreet;ve eetivitiee, designed to help etgdents ediete ;eerning prebleme

or difficulties ideﬁtified by errors made on-the qﬁiﬂeee. Aftef providing.

eppertunitiee for etude ts in the mastery class to work on Ehe correctives,

[ . ! —» ;-
E uie or fermetive test wes edminietered to eheek on the success o jﬁ

| _ ]

(o]

a seco
the eerreetive=ee;1vit;ee¢ ‘The addition'of this fe edback and corrective
T\ » . ’ ' = v,
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prﬂcess w s thé primary distineticn between Ehe instfugtianal‘farmat in

zhe mas'ery cl 5 d to that in the coﬁtrol clas

liree weaks after the teachers returned to their classrooms foliawing tha
A

inserviee training progfamithéy were asked to at or classify the students

in each af theif ﬂlagsea intn one ef five gfﬂups basgd upoﬁ atademic pﬂtential

_— B!

or “prabablg achieven ment". in the ,lass. Eachistudént_was assigned a rating

’ af 1 (highest grcup), through 5 (lowest group). Eéch.graup was to contair

N sppraximately tha sametpumber of students. ! B i _ﬁ W,f .

) - .
After one schacl term (an academia semester) using Hastéfy Lea:ning

éttategiesgsteachérs were again asked 'to classify their students into five h
, ¢ .

- t - . . )
groups based upen achievemént potential,’ Ccmparisons wef% then made.betwaég

:,Eéaehgfs' initial ratings of students ané-coufse,gfadasj course examinatio n

. - - * ¥
scores, and end af'cgfm ratings.

Results - = ' , S : -

Al:hough studeﬂﬁs in thq’alaSEES assignea’to teachars in the study’ :~
, o
were heteroge neously grﬁﬁped ‘teachers adminisiereﬂ a Shﬂft conEenE—:elated

pretest to,each of Ehéir classes to assuré the original quiggleﬁée of the
élasses_ GémpafisénS'QE glass'ﬁeans showed»that theré were no statisﬁicélly
significant differenses betw he class pairs for any of the 44, teachers.

The number*of tud— ts pe r class ranged from 21 to 34, ’ however, within teacher S

diffgfe’g (betweam class pairs) w§fe\typigally quita small. . A‘ S

=

by ;émpariﬁg each Eéachéfs maste:y»and control class in'tgrms of two
- outcome méasures. The first was the percent cf studeﬂts in éach class
receiving a high (A or B) course gfade. Identical standards for gradiég were

to be emplqQyed in Egth Flasses. The second measure was ;he average percept

= . : : -
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correct on ‘a :Qmman course- examiﬂati ] If é largér pefcgiivéf séudéﬂtsv
= : i : : N

H‘J

rece ived high course grades and the’ average pefcént corre:t on the ggu:se
: . : + - :

gxamiﬁatién'was:graate;:in a teaghez'él'—ftery_class_than iﬁ*;heiéanﬁrgl,_”

4
'élass,fthatntéaéhgfrﬁas:clasﬁifiédAé_’Expariancing a pasitive changﬂ in - .
. N . ¥ .
his/her instfuctional effectiveness. If a'lafgér:péféén; af]gtudents; o

feceived hig ourse.gfédesiin Ehéﬁtéﬁtf@l class gg if the avexagé percent .

=

carreet op the co urse Examiﬁatian was %reater in the Eantralfclass, Eﬁat;-

. N ]
teaéhéf was 1 ass ifiEd as experiencing‘lit tle or no ghange in his/her

instructional effe:tivengss. Using these zriteria, 34 of the 44 teach rs
wefgéfgund to have experiEﬁced pasitive ch ge in Eheif instfuctinnal
'ach rs zlassified as having ExpEr%ﬁ:C&d\llttiE or

effectivEﬂasg, Ihe,te'

no ,change includad both ‘ma Eri?d femaleggeache:s and were fairly evenly -

-

dispersed among subject ateﬁg,ahd grada levels. Hean diffarences baﬁwee .. -

. Ehe mastery and caqﬁ;al classes.’of these.two groups of teazhers on the- -
cfitefian but come measures aré»illustfatedﬁin Table 1. Lo *-\k ff;a 

i ® “ s B GE

- [In ert Table 1 about here] : e

e

BT explare*theieffecps of this change in instructional effectiveness,
) - : B £y ‘

- torrelations were calculated between teachers' imitial ratings of students,

students' course grades,. students’ course examinatian scores (per¢ent cor reat)a o

Iy

, and teachersfﬁfinal ratings o udents. This was done for bath the mas;gry

O -
_énd control ElaSSES of each teacher. 'Hediaﬁ'cofrelationg for teachers in

the pasitive change and no chanée grcups are illustrated in Table 2. Csreful-
N S

inspecziéﬁ of this tabla shaws a very. systematic trend: in the relstions among L
! ‘- . ) - . = ¥ .,
. these measures. °. o — st , ‘ -
ar ' ' ’ v ST .

i ) a [Insert Table .2 about Rere]
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The cnrfelazions in Table 2 shnw thnf the ratings made by teachérs in

%

:the .o 2hangé grnup;rémained vir;nally nnchanged frnm the beginning to Ehe

end of the term fnr studEnts in bnth th ir mastery cla's s (ra.QE) and Eheir‘i
- ﬂ\ T

!,cnntrni classegﬁ(rﬁ 90).' Hnwever, while the :atings madé by teachers ip

"the positive changg gf&up remained quite consistent for Stndents in-thair:

EEAl';l ses (f? 83), thgfé vas a “stat isti;ally significant dEcliné in

(rS 53). . A similar trend was found in zamparisons between ratings and A
N

gnnfse grades and between ratings and cdurse. Examination scafes.‘ That

| o

' iS; Ehé :nrrela;inns ‘between these méasnfés were nnnsistently high in ﬁhe“

= ks

mastery and‘cﬂntfdl classes f teacher s‘,nnihé nn ﬁhange-grnup and in,thé,wﬂ;,i_

cantrnl clésses nf teachers in the. pnsitive zhangé grnup. EnmpafisnﬁSA

mad,é in thé mas;éty clasges nf tkﬁ pnsitive change gfnupg however, wefe

B

significantly lower.

= h . A ~ . _ L ' -"'L .
: The*ﬁg;zzgﬁ‘nf thig study are consistent wiéh%what_ﬁnnld'be predicted
by Mastery Lgarning thecry.' As studénts‘afé3pfevidgd thé*timé and instfucﬁ

‘tion which-are apprnpriaté for their 1éarning, Hastery Learning theory predin
. }, =
o that the cnffelatidn bEtWEEn students ,pt dg maasured Befnra instruntinn

. nd theisr achievemen; after instrucﬁinn shnuld app:nach ZETD. ‘in this study,

 teanth ' fatings nf stud ents' pot ential for achievemant mighﬁ be seen a

Cow

=N

, Parallel to a measure of Etudents \aptitudE.; Thns-it,fnllnws,tha; thE‘“% gi;

. : A
;’greatestvreduntian in the cnffélatinn between these ratings and studen;

‘ aghie fient outcome measures wnuld be. expected to nénur in those zlasses

th

. where these instru:tinnal teehniques had been most snccessfully implemented-t»b

. B a : : : o - } 5



£ ¢ o .ot

E

. = ° - B : L E . . . . =0 9— =
- . - ! ' : .- ’ = .

-

ii, ,:,' Bne might suggest, hawever, that thasfedugtioﬂ in Eh 1eaffelatigﬁ

. - - - t . As Ae .

gﬁ) :neffiaiencs is simply ,,a;isti al phenomengn due to Ehe desigﬁ of the

. . .ax . .
Ezudy. Th” .is . in the astery classes ef thé Eéaﬁhersiclassified as
. having Experiéhzed a pgsitivé :hanga in: théir inscfuctianal EEfEcE&venEss L

“thé variance of students caursa grades ,,d course examinatigﬂ'scares
_ y

' wnuld 1ikely be réduged._ This réductian in variancé wauld in tu:ﬂ, lowgr

_the ca:felatian computed between these- outcame measures and teachers initial

o

~ ratings of studéﬁts. Inspeetian pf the data indicated that indeed this was |

‘ ! L]
true. Ihe variagce in gnufse gfades and in course examination scores was

less in thg mastery tlasses of teachérs in the pasitive zﬁanga grcup‘than

= 3

it was in their gnﬂtrol clas ,5 r.i the classes bf téaah rs i thé,ﬁaf
ehanga gfaup. Hawever:;his.aas nat the case with res pect ‘to gomparis

i EE

.EEtWEEB initial‘shd final ré%ingﬁ’of Studgntéi B gause teac h ers were

éreéseﬁ to have apprnximately Ehe same numher of students in Each of the

x

2 f #

-

’ ratings was in all zases neafly identi:al ta that of initial ratinESa‘
HEHEE, the 1cwer carralaﬁign between initial ‘and final rati ngs f tudents =

i

‘in the mastery :léssés of thg eachers who éxperienced a pgsitiva ;hange

- in thei:-instrugtiéﬁal_éffégtivenéss'gannatfbélggplainéq as simp1y=a~ ;1 ;i

'féduétiaﬁ in SE’, istical variatioﬁ. v X T S @7 T

-

As teachers adapt more effective ins ructiaﬁal practices aﬁd as-a.

Iesult, Experiance a change in théif effectiveness with studaﬂts,_ﬁhe é;“

achievement outcome s-déeézapﬁéaf to 'b redn d, In additioﬁ, under thege': -

more effectiVEginstfuctianal canditions, téathars aggeat to be less cnn- "’;

istent in thair abilicy to race or classify studants in terms af achieveﬁ;_j

w‘%_-;j“. .
»

C e ¢
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gpd?&ntial. Uﬂdéf thesg,c,, i\;ans, %ég;ii_
_.in terms of mgra al b le charatte:istics whigh thgx asg teaghers might !
;bé-a§¥§ ;B.iﬁfluEﬁcéi 25 R ) e - - f> v;, s -
;teache:s iypically ass@giaged with their expagtatians for students are ¢
_Eh@sé assnciated w1§h Masﬁery Leatniﬂg) teachers may intera;

- similafly w1th hlghs and lcw=expectan;y gtudents, prBVlde more similar

and make ‘more. compaza ;e d m, ds for a:k and gffért Df»eagh- Thése

:str,,egiesi and pg: iculaf%% the feedhack anﬂ EDEIEEELVE alements, alter

teéchersi:diff ;ial interactinﬁ paﬁte:ns with studants, or: whether g;

e e 8 . - g .

Lt ! . X : . - B == Y PO B
. . R vy L . B Tt s

° TEaEth EKPEQtEEiDﬂS and. Student Achiev;ment
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Table 1

Hean Differenceg and Standard Deviations for Two Graups of Teachafs

on SElECEEd Studenﬁ Dutcame MeaSuIES

ST s i T o .
‘Expectatiohs and Student Achievement

B

!Pnsi;iva Change’ Gréup Ng Change Group
” _ (ﬁEBA) Cn—le
;Tt . (s.D)) :T: (S.D.) /
4 _ _ -
= . p
Percent Receiving High e g e ~ s,
CQL‘ISE Grades ‘ e +l7iL85 (5;06) ?@3;14 ‘ (]:-89)
| . +11,17 “(3.83)  =1.97 ¢ .87y
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‘ Table 2
‘Between Teachers' Ratings of Students,

' Medigniﬂcrféiatians
) n \,.i .

) Students' Course Grades, and Students' Zourbe Examination Scores . L )
- . - ’ ; ”

‘ - s / i ) - . .
Teacher ' Qnrrelgéicn Between - - Correlation Between * .- Correlation Between .~ ~ _
Initial Rating & Final Rating ~ Initial Rating & Course Grades . Initial Ratings & Final Exam Scores

»;G;ng Mastery Control ‘ Mastery Control =~ Hassery' Control

S R — — v . i —

. Postive A ' . .. ) .
Change ;0 W33k .83 ' ~oe5l% .80 . J1% 50
" (n=34) E A . . . ,

No Chaﬁge; - ‘ . : | , . _
(ﬂglo) E . -92 190 !;7 u79 . ' ‘ 16‘? . "7'5 .
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