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Abstract

’The literature on self-fulfiiling prophecy effects is reviewed,
with emphasis on its-appliqation to inservice teachers and their
students. It is qfncluded that a minority og teachers have major
expectation e;fects oy their students' achievement, but that such
‘éffects are minimal for most teachers because "their expectations
are generally accurate agd open to corrective feedback. It would

‘a h be difficult td}predict the effects of teachers' expectations, even
<i;i§ﬁknowledge of the}r accuracy and the degree of rigidity with
which they were héld, becaﬁsé expectations interact with beliefs

’

about learning and instruction to determine teacher behavior (so

that similar expectations may lead to different behavior), and be-

-~ "7 “cause students will differ in their interpretation of and response

to teacher behavior (so that similar behavior may produce different

student outcomes).

"f ¢ ‘//
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RESEARCH ON THE SELF-FULFILLING EROPHECY ‘ .
r- ’ . AND TEACHER EXPECTATIONS f

¢
Jere E. Brophy2 o .t . -
¢ ) Al;hougﬁ Merton (1948) defined and illustrated éhe cdncépt of

the self-fulfilling prophecy iﬂ 1948, and although Kenn%th ClarkA .

(1965) and others had identified)low teacher expectations as one

cause of the low. achievement of students in ghetto scho@ls, it was

) P
not until publication of Rosenthal and Jacobson's (l%gg) Pygmalion

2 N . 17

- in the Classroom that the topic of teacher expectatiigs "arrived" on
: 3

the educational scene. Since, Rosenthal and Jacobson:g landmark Oak

School experiment, educational researchers have conducted well over

100 studies relating to teacher expectations, and writers of scholarly °
: >
reviews and position papers have debated the degree to which teacher

o

- ;
expectations appear ‘to have self-fulfilling prophecy effects on stu-

dents and have speculated about potential implications for teacher

o

educdtion and classroom practice. The present paper will attempt

to put the controversy surrounding the original Pygmalion study . :
2. ’ : ' )
into perspective, to review and integrate the iarge and growing

|

R -
body of information that has: accumulated since, and to identify im-

plication§ for research and—teaching.

EY

The Pygmalion Controversy

Fueled by the remarkable publicity it received, Rosenthal and

Jacobson's 0ak School experiment (or "The Pygmalion Stu?y," as it

A

Lrhis paper was delivered as part of a symposium entitled "The
Self-fulfilling Prophecy: Its Origins and Consequences in Research
and Practice," at the 1982 annual meeting of the American Educational
Research Association in New York City, in March, 1982, - T

2Jere E. Brophy is director of the Clagsroom Strategy Project and
is a professor in the Department of educational psychology, College of
Education at Michigan State University. , o
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came to be called) provokeg extreme reactions. Enthusiabts accepted
its findings uncritically and touted it as the key to eliminating ed-
g

ucational inequities. They seemed to believe that all students would

begin_to nchigyg»atﬁhigh_levelsMas~soonwas~teachers¥werertgained to..

.

have high expectations for them. Meanwhile, skeptizs subjected the

”~

study to unusually intense criticism, and'tﬂeif doubts were soon re-
. -
inforced by a series of failur;s to replicate the stddy (in fact,
although a great deal of evidence Ehat geacher;' ‘expectations can
. function as self-fulfilling prophecies has accumulated since, no
one has ever replicated the Oak School experiment in the sense of ob-
'“ggining“posttiVe‘Fesults with ideﬁ?ical’proéédures).
< I will not review all of tﬁe c;iticism§ and rebuttals relating
to thgzg?k School experiment, because several reviewers have already
:donevébvkﬁ considerable dezéiifﬁvMyvaaﬁwbéliéfuigwihaEAgifhough -
critics have made several important points, they have not succeeded
" in explaining away the positive results Rosenthal and Jacobson ob-
;aine;win tﬁeir firsg‘and,second grade students (whiéh I take to be -
evidence of self~fulfilling prophecy effects). Nor am i disturbed
by the replication failures. Tﬁey éll involve attempging to induce
teacher expectations throu;h provision 6f phor.; information, and
most investigatoxrs used procedures likely to bias the experiment against
obtaininé evidence ofvéélf-fulfilling prophecy effegts (Crana and
Mellon, 1978) Aléo, the publicity surrounding the Oak School experi-
ment heightened teachers' awareness of'expectatioﬁ phénoména, and
probably reduced‘tﬁeir inclination to accept at face valué whatever
information an éxperimentef gave. them abong their students. Finally,.

the procedures used for creating expectations in these—ﬁeplication
N * )

experiments were often considerably less credible than the ones '

- l;A

\ -
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f \ used in the original experiment, so that there was often good reason
o . ’ " ‘«\‘" o i B .

\ to believé, and occasionally direct data iﬁaicating, that the teach-

-

ers involved simply did not accept the phony information agd thus

= S e e

“ did not act upon it (Brophy and Gosvb{, 1971;; Persell, 1977).

In summary, I am willing to accept the data on firSt_and second

9

grade students from the’Oak School experiment as evidence of the

self-fulfilling prophecy effects of teacher expegtations concerning

s
’

student achievément, even though no significant differences were ob-

tained for theqﬁigﬁer grade levels and despite numerous criticisms

<

of this study and failures. of attempts to replicate it. Others will
no doubt disagree. It no 1onger‘mat€gxéz because debate about whether !!D

this study really does prove that teacher expectations can function

~

as self-fulfilling prophecies has been rendered moot by subsequent

: g
events., Despite its histordcal importance, the Oak School experi-

meént is only one of a great many studies of teacher expectation ef-

L4

fects, and most of the criticisms directed specifically to that

- study are irrelevant to the larger issues at hand. >

3

Existence &f Self-Fulfili&ng
Prophecdy Effects of Teacher Expecﬁations

Scholarly reviews of the literature on teacher expectations have

S been published by Finn (1972), Brophy and Good (1974), West and
Anderson (1976), Dusek (1975), Braun (1976), Persell (1977), Cooper

(1979)-, and Good (1980), among others. Taking into'accohné the in- -

v

N formation availgble when eaéh review was prepared, the authors show
. ~ a remarkable degree of agreement not only about the empirical facts
but about their theoretical and practical implicatioms., Yet, there °

r Ny

are differences in definition and interpretation that affect opinions

-

\)“ t
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about the degree to which ordinary teachers' expectations of their

students are likely to function as self-fulfilling prophecies.

The Reality of Self-Fulfilling Prophecy Effects -

e

Rosenthal (1976) published a meta-analysis ot over 300 studies

. . ) )
of expectation effects inthe laboratory, the workplace, and the class—

i

H

room. He found that 37% of tﬁese studies reported results (significant

below the .05 level) comsistent with the self-fulfilling prophecy
A . ‘ !
hypothesis. The percentage of positive results from classroom stud-

ies was similar. to (actually siightly l'igher than) the overall per- - e,
centage. Most nonsignificant differences also favored the self-ful-
filling prophecy hypothesis, and significant differences in the op-
pos1te direction were below chance levels for the laboratory studies
aud nonexistent in the classroom studies.

. These data imply that teacher expectations do not always or

= - e — e

automatically. function as self—fulfllllng orophec1es, but that they

can and often do have such effects. To put it another way, the ex-
istence of a teacher expectation for a particular student's perform—
ance increases the probability that the student's performance will
move in the direction expected and not in the opposite direction.
Detailed reviews of the teacher ekpectation literature by Brophy

and Good (1974) and by Persell (1977) support these findings, as

does a meta-analysis of this literature conducted'by Smith (1980).

’

The Strength of the Self-Fulfilling Prophecy Effect in the Classroou

At this point, few if any reviewers or critics of the expecta-

tion effects literature would deny that expectations can and often
L4 .

do have self-fulfilling prophecy effects. However, many writers

Y
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é%ﬁwho,accept the reality of expectation effects in controlled laboratory

e

situat%ons-or various social settings nevertheless éi;hér deny or play

down qﬁe notion that teachers' expectations have self-fulfilling pro- '

°

pheefreffects on student performance (parf%cular;y achievement) in

n fﬁralistic classroom settings. In addition, amgné the majority of
reviewers who do accept ghe notion that teachers' expectatigng can
function as self-fulfiiling prophecies, there are differences & cpin-
ion \ céncerning the generality and strength of the phenBﬁeq?n.

In part, these differences of opinion)hingp 6n differences in ) ;

how expectatioA‘Q?fects should be defined and what kind of evidence

should count as definitive. West and Anderson (1976), for example, o
coynt as;?vidence supporting expectation effects”g;ly those étudies

in which expectations were ip&uced in teachers (using phony - informa- o

tion assigned randomlyrto individual students) before the teachers

“had an opportunity to.interact with the students and form their own

e

expectations. Studies in which "teachers' naturally ﬁqéméd‘expectilm
tions were assessed after they had become acquainted with their stu-
dents are discounted on the ground that any relationships’.between
‘these expectation; and measures of teacher—stuaent interaction or
studént outcomes are more likely zo represent the effects of student
behavior and achievement on teacher -¢xpectations than thé opposite.

This apﬁAogchfto the evidence considerably weakens the case for teach=

er expectatioh effects in ordinary classrooms, because the strongest

evidence comes from studies in which teachers' naturally formed expects
7 .

ations were assessed after they had interacted with their students,

rather than from studies in which expectations were induced with phony
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. , _
_ informations * West and Anderson conclude that teacher expectation ef-

‘fects on student achievgment‘are probably weak relative to student
achievement effects on teacher expectations in ordinary g¢lassrooms.
Yet, this leaves them in close agreement with Brophy and Good (1974),

who s¢ressed the importance of teacher expectatiQné but argued (for

~ - ~

"reasons similar to those éipressed by West and Anderson), that the self-
fulfilling prophecy effects attributable to those expectations are prob-

ably relatively -small (producihg perhaps a 5-10% differenée in student

N

achievement) . in most .lassrooms. ) ) . B

-

Dusek (1975) distinguished what he called "bias effects" from what

he called "expectancy effects." By 'bias effects,” he wmeant the same
. o
thing that West and Anderson (1976) defined as expectation effects:
S - wec o
The self-fulfilling prophecy effects.of induced expectations (biases)

basad on phony information supplied to teachers. By "expectancy ef- °
fects,”" he meant effects on teacher-student interaction and student

achiévement that result from the expectations that teachers form natur-

e

alistically ih_the process-of._observing and interacting with their stu-
dents. Duéek concluded that there was little evi&eﬁEE“Eﬁggestipg wide-
spread bilas effects in oidinary classrooms, but ‘much evidenée suggest-
ipg'expecta§99<effects. ‘
Cooper (1979) and Coéper and Good (in press) distinguish between
differential teacher treatment of different students ;hatAmain%afhs‘

existing student ﬁiﬁferences and differential teacher treatment that

increases or ephances these differences. Théy argue that the former

i
t

teacher behaviors are more accurately construed as responses to dif-

ferential sfudent behaviér and thus as evidence of student effects on \

> ) . \

\
\

| j‘.“I»O_’




teacher behavior than as qglf-fulfill{ng prophecy effects of

S

teacher expectations.’,fhe latter term would apply most appropriately

only to those teacher behaviors that invglvg,;reating different stu~

dents as even more different than they actually are, and thus creat-

(3

the students become even more different

ing a press toward ﬁéking
) : . . ) *
than ‘they actually are. Like Dusek (1975),7these authors conclude

=

&

that although'éhere is much evigepée that teachers typically.maiqfain
rgther than compensaée fg; differences in students, there is relative-
ly little eVidence-that teachers rouéihely enhance existing differences
in ;ays that would produce si;eéblg §elf—fulfilling prophecy effects.
In general, various scholarly reyiews agree on the‘following
points, at least implici?ly. First, a great deal of evidence supports.
the notion that expectaéions can f;nction as self-éuifilling pfophe‘ -
cies. Such effects are démonsiréted frequently, and are ofterd quite
stroné,‘in experimentai situations. Secondly, however, the evidence.®

for self-fulfilling prophecy effects of teacher expectations on stu-

’ -
~

dent achievement in ordinary classrooms is mucl weaker and more equivo-
~

cal. It is true that teachers' expectatidns collected early in the
year predict student achievement at the.end of the year, but these

correlations mostly reflect accurate teacher expectations based on

o .

N > N
observation of students rather than self-fulfilling prgphecy effects.

3
Similatly, althoygh there are relationships between teacher expecta-

tions, teacher-student interaction, and student achievement, most of

/ > /
/

these are more accurately ggnstrued as ?tudeqt effects on teachers
than as teéacher expectation effects on students. Most differential

teacher expectations are accurate and reality-based, and most differential

11 ;
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teacher ,interaction with students represents either appropriate, pro-

-

4

active response to differential student need, or at least understand-
M ’ T \\ N 4 . N [

able reactive response to diffeyential student behavior. Thusf thirdly,

»

, " although the potential forfteachers' expectations to function as self-

N ) 'fulfilling prophecies always exists, the extent to which they actual-

R 1y do so in typical classgbeha,is probably limited, averaging perhaps

- . . PY P A P, .

a 5~ 1OA effect.

~ -t

Studies employlng path analysis or effect size estimate procedures

L2 | -

support this conclusion. Williams (Note 1), Humphreys and Stubbv (1977),

and Crano ahd Mellon (1978) all showed some evidence of association

e L4

between teacher expectations for studént achievement and measured stu-

dent achievement adjusted for prior achievement 1eve1. Although none

L, + -

. of these studies specifiedﬁpercentages, Crano and Mellon (1978) 3 L}

-

conciuded that linkages between expectations and adjusted achieve-
PPN R ~ . - . « 4
. , DL

ment that implied self-fulfilling prophecy e{iectS'of teacher expecta—

»

*tions were small 1n absoluté size, certainly smaller, than the effects s

of student achievement on tedchers' expectations. McDonald and Elias

Pad

. (Note 2) reported that teache;s! expectatiqns accounted for 3-9% -of W
- -— % a * A v .

the variance in adjusted achievement scores in various subsamples of #
: ) b ) - u,‘. " -’
P:hh,teachers they studied. ' Brattesani, Weinstein, Middles adt, and ,- \§

\ - .

Marshall (Note 3) obtained a figure of 7% 1in their study. Smith (1980),

in her meta—analysis of classroom expectation research reported teacher

\ ' expectation effect sizes of ..69 on(feacher judgment{_}BOeon teacher_ ) "
‘ behavior, .38 on student'achievement, and .16 onzstudentiIQ. o . . :'
s 4 .o 2
T ~ These studies.and reviews haﬁg together go support the conclu-
sion that teacher/expectations'do have self—fuyfilling‘prophecy - .
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. effects on stadent achievement levels, but that these effects make only

a 5—lp% difference,‘on the average. Even this conclusicn is not com-—

p-etely definitive, because of problems in measuring achievement and

change in achievement that introduce ambiguities even when repeated

measures are available and used4as covari ables. The problem is that

tests are samples of student achievement and thus are subject to sam-

pling error as well @s Other sources o f’measurement‘errorrsuch'as<fit-
& \

uvational differences in student -alertness and motivation. Teachers\\

have a much greater base of informatZon upon which to draw in making *

predictions about student achievement, and thus may often have very

good teasons'for predicting that certain students will score higher

or lower than their -pretest scores indicate. Thus, at least some of
the independent contribution of iéacher expectations to the pre-

diction of adjusted achievement test scores must be assigned to ac-

-

curacy of teacher prediction based on observation of students, and

not to the self-fulfilling prophecy effects of teacher expectat*ons.

s

Thus, even the path analyS1s and effect—s1ze approaches to the

problem dPe ndt .completely satisfactory. Implications here include

_theﬁprobability~that ‘no attempt to come up With an ufambiguous aver-—

. age effect size for self—fulfilling‘prophecy effects will ever be

successful, and that ‘the actua1 average effect size is probably clos-

er to the five percent level than the ten percent level within the

range suggested by Brophy and Gocd (1974). N 5

These conclusions clearly imply that even ideal teacher educa-

tion related to the topic of teacher expectations will not work:mira-

cles in our- schools, but theywdo*uot’implf_fﬁat t the topic is

LN

4

A
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unimportant. Even a five percent difference

ig an important difference, the moreso as it

10

in educational outcomes

is compounded across

so far has been con~

school years. Furthermore, the presentation

fined to consideration of the average effect across all teachers of

) =
expectations concerning student achievement.

The story becomes mich

more complicated, and the implications for teacher education much more

obvious, when we turn attention to other kinds of expectations and to

differences among teachers in predisposition to expectation effects.
I will address these topics after first setting the stage by consider-

ing normative data that describe the context within which teacher ex-

pectations and teacher-student interaction data should be éﬁalyzgd.

.

The Appropriateness of Differential
_ Teacher Expectations and
-Teacher~Student Interaction Patterns

]

Discussions of teacher expectations sometimes imply or even state
that these expectations are based on dubious inferences from irrele-

<«
- -

vant information or are impervious .to input or change. Similarlys-

discussions of differential patternsof teacher=student imteraction -
often imply that equality should be the expected norm, and that any
differential patterns observed are evidence of teacher favoritism of

some students and bias against others. These notions”represent in~

<

valid genieralizations from laboratory experiments to the naturalistic

classroom setting. Studies of ordinary teachers' expectations for and

interactions with their regular students yield a very different picture.
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The Accuracy and Flexibility of Teachers' Expectations

Expectation formation studies in which subjects are given only
carefully controlled information about, and little or no opportuniky
to iateract with the "students" (usualiy fictional) about w@9m they
ace asked to make-predictinnsatyﬁiCally show that expeéiip{;ns can be

- affected significantly by information dbout test performance, perforﬁ-
per i

-

ance on assignments, track or group placement, classroom conduct,
- &

-

physical appearance, race, social class, ethnicity, sei, épeech char-

“ <

_ acteristics, and various diagnostic labels (see reviews by Braun, 1976;
Brophy & Good, 1974} and Persell, 1977). Ultimately, this list could
be-extended to includeuany factor théé/;s known or believed to be asso-
ciated with.student achieveéent, o;ﬂin?eed any factor likely to induce
a éqsitive or negative halo {QZ;e of the student beéing described.

.Hoyever, the fact that experimental subjects working with very limited
information sometimes, develop expectations based on inappropriate evi- ,
dence does not mean that teachers typically do the same.

/

Studies o; inservice. teachers' expectations for their actual stu-

y .
dents revea} that most teacher perceptions of stydents are accurate

s
.

~ and based on the best available information, and that most of
the inaccufate ones are corrected when more dependable information be-
comes available (Borko, Cone, Russo, & Shavelson, 1979; Brophy &

'

Good, 1974; Shavelson, Cadwell, & Izu, 1977; Willis, Note 4).  Teachers

form expectations based on school records (especially test scores) aqd'
k-4

on what they hear about students from other teachers, and they de-
velop their own impressions right from the'Beginning of the school year.

Most of the information in the school records is accurate and likely

e e —— e L




to induce accurate expectations in teachers who read it, and the im-

presésions that teachers form from interacting with their students,
even in the first few days of the.year, are based primarily on their

participation in academic activities and their performance on assign-
ments, and not on physical or other status characteristics. Teachers'

times even more accurate than predictions based on test data.

<

ers' expectations are—generally accurate, reality based, and open toO

corrective feedback. This limits the degree to which they are likely

to- accept and act upon information supplied by an experimenter who
is trying to mislead them. Furthermore,reven those teachers who did
accept such informatien initially would likely come to discount it
before long, because they’would remain open to nawer and better in-
formation. This is almost certaicly a major reason for the unimrres-

&

sive results of most attempts to replicate the Oak School experiment

in inservice teacheérs' classrooms.

That teachers' expectations tend to be accurate, reality base
y ’

-~ predictions about student achievement are usually quite accurate, some-

.Several ,implications follow from this body of data. First, teach-

Q!

and open to. corrective “feedback also explalns why their self-fulfilling

prophecy effects only make about a 5% difference in student achievement

-

(as opposed to mere accurate predictions) only when they involve sus-

e

on the average. Expectations can function as self-fulfilling prophecies

tained, systematu:over-or Under-estimatés of students'actual achieve-

rment potent:.al, Although minor inaccuracies are to be expected few

__teachers will»sustain grossly inaccurate expectations "for many of

their students in the face of daily feedback that contradicts those

o - [
o

expectations. -




Finally, it should be noted. that the potential for particular teach-
erAéipéALations to. exert §eLf—fulfilling prophec& effeﬁt; on students
depends not so much. on the degree torwhich the expectations are initial-
ly accurate or reality based as on the degree to which the expectations
remain open to correctgve feedback and thus flexible or adjustable in-
viéw of current events. Self-fulfilling prophecy effects can be ex-
pected when inaccurate expectatioqs are maintained despite evidence

to the contrary, but not when even grossly inaccurate expectations

are quickly corrected. A variation on this point is that even initial-

1y justified ekpectations can lead to self-fulfilling prophecy ef-

fects 1f those expectations are rigidly maintained despite upward or

> -

downward trends in the student's performance levels that should dic-
tate a change in those expectations. In an& case, the probability of
Q

self-fulfilling prophecy effects depends not only on the existence of

o

relatively inaccurate teacher expectations, but on the degree to which
those inaccurate expebtations are rigidly maintained and consistently

projected to the student.

v

S

bifﬁerential Student -Behavior and Its. Effects on Teachers:

and - -
It is difficult to discriminate -apnropriate differential.treat- .

[

ment of students from biased treatment lfkely to produce self-fulfil-
ling prophecy effects. Paxt of the problém is that research on ef-

fective teaching, although an active and grbwing field, is still in
\ .

its infancy (Brophy, 1979), so that even when differential patterns

<

of teacher-student interaction are documented for high versus low ex-

pectancy groups, the impliéations,(if any) for the achievement pro-

gress of these students are often unknown. Another complicating

17
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alienation (Brophy, Evertson, Anderson, Baum, & Crawford, 1981;

factor is that studeats differ in in;elligeﬁce,1a¢hievément motivation,

»

classroom conduct, and all of the other cognitive and personality vari- =
. P :

ables rélevant to teaching and learning, and these differences exert
pressures on teachers and condition their behavior in part. For ex~

ample, group difference comparisons indicate that, compéred to low

“achievers, high achievers tend to be more attéfntive to lessons and

PN - [ U -

engagad in tasks, more likely to volunteer to answer qu-:stions or

offer comments, more likely to réspond correctly when called on and
to édﬁ?lété independeént work assignments without hélp, to desire and

expect a businesslike emphasis on teaching and learning academic con—k

*

©

tent, to cooperate with the teacher's rules and expectations most of
the time, and to shdare a positive or at least neutral relationship-

with the teacher rather than airelationship marked by conflict or

Brophy and Good, 1974; Metz, 1978; Noble and Nolan, 1976;Evertson,
Note 55-- . /‘1
Given that teacher expectations are largely dccurate, these dif-

ferences typically observed between high and low achieving groups can

also be expected in compariéons of high teacher €xpectation groups
with low teacher expectatian groups (in effect, the students in the
hdgh exﬁectagion groups ére the high achievers:’and the students in
the low expectation groups are the,lowVaéﬂ¥evers)u Conséquently, one
cannot interpreg data on differential teacher interaction patterns

with high versus low expectation grou?s oy starting with the assumption

e e A A

that all differences are due to teachers' expectations, Clearly, if

teachers merely react consistently to the student behavior that




s s e

-

- “

__they_show less classroom disruption and academic failure).

‘confronts them, group statistics. will reveal that the high expecta-

tion students receive more response opportunities ‘(because -they vol-

unteer and call out more often), have more academic and fewer pro-

~

cedural or behaviotél—interact;oqp with the teacher (because they are
oriented more toward academic learning, can work mre indéﬁéndently
without supervision, and seldom_become .disruptive)., receive more

praise (because they dre generally well behaved and because thg& suc-

. ceed acadeﬁically more often), and receive less criticism (bgcause

These student differences observed between subgroups in hetero-

geneous classes become magnified when students are tracked and thus .

taught in. more homogeneous classes. Higher track classes will be . _ . .

more intellectually stimulating and demanding, and lower track classes
more prone to outbreaks .0f disruption oéﬁhostility (Metz, 1978).
Even studies of the same tgachers’teéchingithe same general subject

y .
mafter to different classes have reported that the teachers were more
able to -concentrate on the academic contenczand use more diséussiqn

and other group particination methods of instruction wi;h the high

fraék classes,_whgreas in lowvtra¢k classes their‘attempte to sus-

tain group.focus on academic lessons were frequently interrupted by
disruptivé behavior or frustrated by low participation or resistance, .
go that the teachers felt it necessary to plan shorter and more struc-A
tured group activities and to rely more on seatwork assignments(Metz!
l9i8; Evertson, Note 5).

The differential pressures that high versus low expectation (H.e.,

higﬁ vs. low achieving) students exert on teachers mean that highs ,

<

. 1
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create more public réspouse—opportunities and academic interactiocns

CoC for themsélves tham lows do, and present their teachers:with more

" opportunities to praise or reinforce them. Lows, in contrast, pre-

sent their teachers with fewer opportunities to call on them or to

(]

reinforce them ﬁpr academic success, and they force their teachers

—~>x<:-— to-eriticize -or discipline them more often for off-task behavior or =
disrup;ign. The extent and intensiﬁy of ‘these differential pressures
will vary with the makeup of the classroom, 'so it seems unlikely thﬁt

. e £
any single set of norms can ever, be equally applicable to all class—

. e e -

)

rooms for use in judging the degree to which the teacher is exacers
©

bafigg, merely reacting to, or compensating for existing—étudent dif- SNt
’ - - e ;‘;.'}, ° ) M
— - ferences. It is clear, however, that some degree of ‘group difference \\\\\\

— .

along the lines discussed ﬂzre,\égd not equality or lack of group dif-

S

ference, shou%? be expected, and should be interégegfdvgs evidence of
student effects on teacher behavior rather than évideﬁééxbf;biased
teacher ﬁreatment-relateg to self-fulfilling prophecy effects. Fur-
thermore, to’the exéegt possible, c;assroom process measures should
N : é

-be adjusted for difference; in the frequencies and types of -opportuni- -
ties that students present to their teachers. Praise foilqwing cor=
rect aqswers,/fgr example, éan‘be interpreted more meaningfully when
it i;zggppessed as the percenfgée of‘a"given studént's correct an-‘ ’ i

swers that‘were followed by praise than when it is expressed merely

o as a frequency of such praise that does not take into account the

) ;!.," v - N . ) 3
: number of times that ‘the student answered correctly and thus presented

' -
the teacher with an opportunity for praise.

‘
< ~

&
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Situational Copst;aints‘dﬁ Teacher Behavior -

In addition to the reasons discussed so rfar, interpretation of

-n

difféféﬁtial patterﬁs of teacher-student interaction is complicated
gy situational or context factors (Brophy & Evertson, 1978). Grade

level is: one example. In the upper elementary grades and the second-~

Y

ary grades, most teachers use a wholg—class,vpublic presentation/
recitation/discussionr method, and the emphasis is on teaching and a

learning the content. Individualized dyadic interactions with in~

-

dividual students are infrequent, except when the teacher calls on

e - 2

a student to contribute to a recitation or discussion. Probably be-
& ’ ' ~

cgaseoof the public-setting, teaéher praise and criticism of students

is infrequent, as is interaction for social or persénai‘rather than
académic teasons. Consequéntly, most group -differsnces Qill be quanti-
tative-~differences ih the sheer érequency of contribution to class «
activities-and interactions with the teacher (3rgphy et ai., 1981;
Brophy & Good, 1974). .

In the early grades,.however, teachers spend a lot of time dévelop-
ing personal relatjonships with their students and socializing them to
the role of pupil in addition to teaching them academic content. Fur-

‘thermore, there is much dse of small group instruction, almost univer-—

. <

ALY

sally for reading and often for other subjects as well., High achievers
dominate whole~class interactions, as in the higher grades, but teach~

-ers have a greater opportunity to compensate for this quantative dif-~

ference in student participation by interacting with .low achievers
more often in small group and individualized settings, and most of

' them do so, gonseﬁhently, there may be few if any differences in

< 21 .




more of the high achievers' interactions with the teacher occur in
I

.agement, oOr.respect.

3

total contacts with the teacher, although breakdowns will reveal that

public, large grepp-settinge,'and that moreroﬁ then are initiated by
the student rather than the teacher. In any, case,<the most striking B
differences in patterns of interaction with high and low achievers

in these early grades are often in qualitative rather than quantite-
tive measures. High achievers (end thus, high expectation students)

may not interact with the teacher more often than low achievers, but *

when they do, they may be treated with more warmth, support, encour- :

Group size and pacing factors are also relevant. Teachers who-
are conducting lessons with .the whole class have to keep things mov-
ing along at a good pace, or they will soon find themselves defeated
by problems of inattention and diSruption (Kounin, 1970). Thus, in
this setting it is more .difficult for the tiacher to wait patiently
for a response or take time to reteach a co;fused individual than it
is: in edail group or individualized settings. QOnsequently, although 7 ‘
data collected’id whole cléss settings ofted give the impression of
teacher favdritism of high expectation over low expectation students,
data taken.in“smail'group/setting; oftegyshow tew differencee\ex even £
indicatiops of‘teecher attempts to work more intensively with lo&‘\
expectation st;dents kAlpert, 1974; Weinstein, 1976).

Ti%e of yeatﬂis angther,dmportant factor. Early in the year, ex-
pectations are~held loesely and- teachers allocate extra time to low

achievers in an attempt ;6 Keep the whole class or group together.

As time goes on, however, teachers may become discouraged when their




‘best efforts with certain students consistently fail. Furthermore,

'fulfiiking prophecy. éffects tb'occuﬁ‘

as time~begins to run out, felt pressures to get through the curricu-
lum will increase, leading to stepped up pacing and more concentration )
on high tha\\low achievers (Lundgren, 1972; Good Cooper, & Blakey,

1980). Thus, data taken early in the year are likely to suggest teach-

er attemptS't0‘compensate~forAexisting student differences, whereas.— .
1
data taken late in the year are more likelv to suggest self-fulfilling

prophecy effects of teacher expectations (Brophy & Good, 1974 Persell

e e e e

1977).

The nature of the content being taught is also relevant. With

tasks of familiar content and predictable difficulty level, both teach-

ers and,students will be able to-dra;\hppn a rich backlog of relevant

experience to form accurate expectations, so that self-fulfilling pro-

-

phecy éffects are unlikely. However, when new content or skills are

.being introduced (Braun, 197§)a and especially when students are de-

pendent on the teacher rather than out-of-school experiences or their

e

own independent learning efforts to master the new content or skills .

(West & Agde;son; 1976), there is much greater opportuA%&y‘fop self-

»

In summary, then, situational or context factors affect the degree .

to which teachers are likely to be oriented toward, or presented with .

~

opportunities for, differentiating in their interactions with differ-
N '
ent students. These factors affect’ both the llkellhood of Such dlf-

ferentiation and the form that the differentiation will take if it

13
s

does occur. Only a portion of such differentiation will be due to '
N & T

teachers' ekpectatipns‘exerting self-fulfilling prophecy effects.

-

. -
»




The Médiation of Self-Fulfilling Prophecies
in the Classroom

Much -of the teacher expectation research of the late 1960's and
ea:ly 1970's was concentrated on the iscue of whether o# not such ex-

pectations function as self-fulling prnrhecies. However, a second
A ¢

-

“WAFOT Llné*PT';esearcn was bégun by Investigatofs who were already

ee—

~— J .

convinced that the effect was real but who wanted to gather more inform-

ation aboutyhoﬁ~the effect was mediated.

-

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) did not address fhis issue directly,
but Beez (1968)°h53 included obsérvational data in lis study of tutors
working’wigh Healstart cﬁildren, and shown that tutors with’high ex-

pectations attempted to teach more words to their children than did

——— .
et e

tutors with low expectations. This was one of several demonstrations

.that teacher eéxpectations can have direct effects on student learning

by affecting student opportunity to learn: Differences in expectations

LN

. N . A ;
lead to differences in what is taught, which in turn lead to differences

in what is ultimately learned.
. -, R . . ob / . .
Brophy and:Good (1970b) hypothesized that ;eacher,expectatibns could

also affect student -outcomes indirectly by leading to,diffe;ential teacher

treatment of students that would condition student.attitudes, expecta- o

S

tions, and behavior. They initiated a series of studies TIinking teach-

&

ers' naturalistic expectations for different students to differential

« patterns -of teacher~student interaction in the classroom, guided by the

following. model:

s

1. Early.in the yeif, teachers form differential expectations for
- student performance, :

S £

ks
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2. Consistent with these differential expectations, teachers
before differently toward different students.

3. This differential teacher behavior communicates to each

S . ipdividual student’ something .about how he or ghe 18 ex-

pected to behave in the classroom and ‘perform cn academic
tasks, . -

4, 1If teacher treatmeit is %onsistent over time, and 1if students
do not actively resist or change it, it will likely ‘affect
student seif-concept, achievement motivation, level of aspir—
ation, classroom conduct, and interactions with ‘the teacher.

S. These effects generally will complement and reinforce the
teacher's expectations, so that students will conform to
these expectations more than they might have otherwise.

6. Ultimately, this will make a difference in student achievement
. and other outcomes, indicating that teacher expectations can
function as selﬁrfulfilling prophecies.

The Brophy and G od (l970b)study revealed. several differences in dy-

¢

: adic teacherwstudentwinteraction patterns between high and low expecta=
: ) . ) -

‘tion~ groups. . Many,othhese were differenceg_of the kind discussed above

as more likely to represent student effects on teachers, than teach-

| -«

& : .
er expectation effects on students: High expectation students raised
o R . & “
their hands to volunteer to answer questions more often, initiated more

3
interactions w1th the teachersy gave correct answers more often, had

<&

fewer problems in Yeading during reading groups, were criticized for mis-

&
7 »

behavior less oftep, and received more praide and less criticism generally.
. ’ ES

»

Tn addition, however, there were severg differences in teacher treatment
- 5 o

‘of high versus- low expectation studentg that did not seem exolainable as

student effects on the teachers. First, differences in’teacher praise

and criticism of students appeared nbt only in frequency measures but
. ;r N - Y u \
1 also in percentage measures adjusted for student performance. Even

' though they succeeded muck more often and failed less oftern, high ex- ,

pectation students were more likely than low expectation students to be -

¢
-
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- 3

‘praised when they/did succeed (percentage of success responses followed
¢ “\ - -~ - L
by pra1se), and‘less liknly to be 8r1t1cized when they failed (percentage
»>
of failures followed by Criticism) Another difference was in teacﬁf

@

failure to give specific feedback as to the correctness of student responses.
,Teachers failed to provide such feedback to High bxpectation students T

- only about 3% ofthe. time, but failed. to gig% feedback to low expecta—

ISy

tion students almost 15% of the time. Finally, there were_differences

- in teachers' tendencies to seek an improved response when students hesi~
. )

P % ..
tated'dufing reading, failed to answer a question,. Or answered incorrectly.

o

Compdr@% to their behavior with low expectation students, the teachers
@ s.,*

were more likely to repeat the question, give a clue, or s1mp11fy through N

¢ rephrasing when working with high expectation students, and were less
« L . x\>‘ - . . . _ \.' .
likely to give up' by providing the answer or calling on someone else.
Such differential teacher treatment of students would likely increase,

4
s

and not merely naintain, existing studert differences, thus'producing,

self%fulfilling—prophecy effects of teacher expectations on student achieve-

<

-

ment.

e - i
- Q

Differential Treatment of Individual Students
in the Same Group or Class

-

Other research focused on djfferences in dyadic téacher-student in- ,

teraction revealed a variety of potential mediators of teacher expecta-

tion effects:\\Rosenthal (1974), reviewing research done up Jo that time,

13 ‘
identified four relevant factors. Focusing on positive expectation ef~

-~

» fects, Rosenthal hypothesized that teachers will maximize student achieve-

2

ment if they: ’ ' \

L




°r
- 1. credte particularly warm socfal-emotional relationships
e with their students (climate);

2. give them'ﬁdre feedback aboutktheir performance (feedback)s
'3, teach them moxe (and more difficult) material (input); and

4, give them more opportunities to respond and to ask questions

(output)
= R ¥

[}

z : e

- =

.;“ ' . This four-factor model’brings'together many of the findings con--

cerning mediation of expectation effects, and probably is sufficient
e ° o -
_ for purposes of developingfrelevant social psychological theory. Eduga~-

tors, howpver, can benefit from a longer and more specific list of poten-
* ' T — 3

]

tial mediag&on mechanisms for use in educating and training teachers.

- ”
-

Furthermore, because of.a partlcular concern about ' low- expectatlon stu¥
& 3 F N *

dents, and .because. the research sliggests that, unfortunatelj, te a“hers

-

are more likely to be affected by information leading to negative expecta- ’

tions than 1nformation leadlng to positive expectations (Mason, 1173,
e

- Persell 1977 Seayer, 1973),?there is. aneed for particular. focus on _how
low,egpectaoions can cause teachers to limit students' progress. Brophy
and Good (1574, pp. 330~333) listed the following as mechdnisms through
which teachers might.minimize the learning progress of low expectation

s students (iows):__The“iist/was originally compiled on the basis of re~
. . ¢ . ° ] N S
search published through 1973, but more recent references are given,

as well. .
1.  Wait less time for lows to answer.(Allington, 1980; Rowe,
1974 Tayldr, 1979) . : o

2. Give "lows the answer or call on comeotie else rather—than .
trying to improve their regponse through repeating the ques-
tion, providing clues, or asking a new question (Brophy &
N Good, l970b Jeter & Davis, Note. 6)

3. Inapptopriate reinforcement: rewarding inappropriate be-~
havior or incorrect answers by lows (Kleinfeld, 1975; Rowe,
1974 Weinstein, 1976; Amato, Note 7; Fernandez, Espinosa,
& Dornbusch, Note. 8; Tayior, Note 9).

-
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4. Criticizing lows -more often for failure (Babad, Inbar &
Rosentha, in press; Brophy & Good, 1970b; Cooper .& Barom, g
1977; Good .et al., 1980; Good, Sikes & Brophy, 1973; Rowe,
1974; Smith & Luginbuhl, 1976; Jones Note 10; Medinnus &
Unruh, Note I1). ) e

T *
»

. . e .
’ . 5. Praising lows less frequently than highs feor success (Babad ~ :
et al., in press; Brophy & Guud, 1970b; Cooper & Baronm, . 3
1977; Firestone & Brody, 1975; Good et al., 1980; Good ‘
et al., 1973; Martinek & Jolinson, 1979; Page, 1971; Rejeski,
Darracott & Hutslar, 1979; Meddinus & Unruh, Note 11;
Spector, Note 1?). ’

'o\\

.. Failure to give feedback to the public responses of lows o -

. (Brophy & Good, 1970b; Good et al., 1973; Jeter & Davis,. E
-Note 6; Willis, 1970). Lo

e e

o
Vs

\ 7. Generally paying less attention to lows or interacting wigh
\ them less frequently (Adams & Cohen; 1974; Blakey, 1970;
- . ' Kester & Letchworth, 1972;ﬁ?age, 1971; Rist, 1970; Rubovigs
: = & Maehr, 1971; Given, 1974).
' L Sl
|
|

-

“ v

* 8. Calling on lows less often to respond to question (Rubovits &
Maehr, 1971; Davis & Levine, Note 13; Mendoza, Good & Brophy,
Note 14). . - .

9. Seating lows farther away from the teacher, (Rist, 1970).
. e I0. Demanding less froim lows. This shows up in dsvardety of ways.
" Beez (1968) not only found -that, tutors with high expectations

L . attempted to teach more words to their students thég teachers

with low expectations did, but that they taught with® more

N rapid pacing and -less extended explanation and-repétition

2 » of definitions and examples." The studies of inappropriate

y- . .reinforcemeﬁt mentioned above indicate that teachers may

|

\

accept low quality or even incorrect responses from low-
-expectation students. Several studies found that teachers
. . are more likely to attempt to improve a_poor responsé from
S~ ~ a high expectation student than from a low expectation s®u-
dent. In addition, Evetrtson, Brophy, and Good (Note 15)
found that when they did attempt to improve responses,
teachers were more likely to simply repeat the question to @
high-expectation students but to give help or clues to low- o
- expectation students. Othéer differences fitting in this
) qatégony are -discussed in the following section on
- differential trcatment of groups and classes.

11. General differences in type and initiation -of individualized
interactions with .students: Teachers interact with low
expectation students more privately than publicly, and monitor
and structure their activities more closely (Brophy & Good,

\’
¢2/ omen. 1974 discuss these differences in detail). ‘ - i

-
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12.

13.

15.

16.

17.

Differéntial Treatment of Intact Groups or CLasses

students in the followigg ways, which were omitted from the Brophy and

Good (1974) list ér were-identified since that list was compiled:

Differential administration or grading of tests or assign- ,
ments, in which high- but no: low-expectation students are
given the benefit .of the doubt in borderline cases (Fimm,
1972; Cahen, ,Note 16; Heapy & Seiss, Note 17).

Less friendly interaction with low-expectation students,
including less smiling and other non-verbal indicators of
support (Babad, et al., in press; Chaikin, Sigler, & Der-
laga, 1974; Kester & Letchworth, 1972; Meichenbaum, Bowers,
& Ross, 1969; Page, 1971; Smith & Lugiqpuhl, 1976).

Briefer and ie3s informative feedback to the questions of
low-expectation students (Cooper, 1979; Cornbleth, Davis,
& Button, Note 18).

<

Not only less smiling and non-verbal warmth, but less eyé
contact and non-verbal communication of attention and re-
sponsiveness (forward lean, positive head nodding) in inter-
action with lows (Chaikin et al., 1974).

Less intrusive instruction of lows/more opportunity for them .

to practice independently (Anderson & Rosenthal, 1968; Beez,
1968; Allington, 1980; Brophy, et al., 1981).

Less use of effective but time consuming instructional meth-
ods with lows when time is limited (Swann & Snyder, 1980).

-

@

. - The research discussed =0 far, and in fiﬁt most of the research on

~ o s

teacher expectations that has been completed so far, has concentrated on

teachers' differential®expectaticns for and interactions with students

-
- E

in the same group or class., Rosenthal and Jacbbson (1968) established

this as.a pattern “in experimental studies, and Brophy and Good's (19703)‘

.

development of a system for coding dyadic teacher~student interaction

influenced the approach taken in much of the naturalistic classroom

research. Yet, teachers' differential expectations for individual

c

-

©
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Teachers may also impede the learning progress of low-expectation




students within_the same grohp or class are but variations around the .

norms established. by their eXpectations ‘fore the group or class as a

*

‘whole;\ The potential for self- fulfilling prophecy effects is probably

—.

o
at least as great\for these more general expectations as it is for

Vo

expectations regarding\sbecific indiVidual students. N s

Research on teacher effectiveness (Brophy & Evertgon, 1976;

£

McDonald -& Elias, Note 2) and on schocl effectiveness (Brookover, Beady,
Flood, Schweitzer, & Wisenbaker, 1979; Egmonds, 1979; Rutter,\Maughen,
Mortimore, Ouston, & Smith, 1979) both indicate that higher expecta-
tions for student achievement are part of a pattern of differential
attitudes,.beliefs, and behaviors that characterize teachers and schools
who are successful in maximizing their students' 1earning gains.
Brookover et al. (1979),. for example, found that in effective schools
the teachers not only held higher expectations but acted on them by
setting goals expressed as minimally dcceptable levels of achievement
(floor levels), and th by using prior achievement data to establish
arbitrary ceiling leve&s beXond which the students would not be
o’ eXpectea to progress. ' Teachers withlhigher expectations responded to
failure as a -challenge; requiring’the*students to redo fai.ed work
(with individualized help fm’ﬁ the teachers as needed) rather thana -
writing thé students off or referring them to remedial classes. They .

responded to mistakes and response failures with appropriate feedback

and reinstruction rather than lowering of standards or inappropriate

praise.

-  Other research on differential treatment of intact groups and ,°~
. . ,

classes also suggests potential mediators of expectation effects. ' T

* Py

Reading group research-indicates that teachers tend to give longer




reading assignments.(Pfiaum, Pascarella, Boswick, & Auer, 1980) and to

be generally mofe demanding (Haskett; 1968). with their high groupsAthan

their low gfoups. They are quicker to interrupt low—grouh studeats when

 they make a mistake in their reading (Allington, 1980) and more likely

to simply give the low-group students the word or prompt them with w0

gfaphemic (phonetic) cues rathef than semantic or syntactic cues designed

to'help them intuit the word from the context (Allingtonm, 1980; Pflaum,

et al., 1980). . |
¢ In addition to -such studies of differential treatment of groups -

within the same class, more fesearch is beginning to accumulate on ‘

differential teacher treatment of different intact classes, especially

classes that -differ in student achievement level due to tracking systems

in the schools. Evertson (Note 5) identified several ways in which the :
behavior of the students $lowed down academic pacing and shif’ﬁa\t;?e

allocation from academic to procedural or behaviotral matters in lowj

- - h -
track classrooms; In the process, however, she also noted differences
xnteacheroehavior between high- and low-track classrooms -that suggest
teacher expectation effects rather than student effects on the teachers.

Compared to their behavior-in higher track classrooms, many teachers

were observed to be less’cléar about their objectives, to introduce

material less clearly or completely, to make less FEEE ht to relate

~

the content to‘student interests and backgrounds, to be less
reasonable in their work standards, - to be less consistent in their .

discipline, and to be less receptive to student input in low-track -

classes.
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In general, reviews of tracking suggest that it tends to have
" minor benefits for high-track -students but major disadvantages for

students placed into low tracks (Persell, 1977). Deépite id%ology in-

dicating that students should- move back and forth between tracks as

L}

individual needs dictate, there is usually remarkably little movement

Mo el

<

. . m
% between tracks once students -have been assigned, and most of the move- ) .
ment that dpeéuoccur tends to be downward movement (see reviews by
,Btophy & Good, 1974, and Persell, 1977).
Tegcﬁegs tend to plan and implement more independent projects and
- "to introduce more high level or intégrative.concepté with h;gh
" track classes-(Heathers, 1969), but to stress more structured assign-
meﬁts dEaiing with basic facts and skills in the low track classes
(Btrko,'Shavelson, & Sternm, 1981).‘ In addition, :teachers appear to i
}plan more thoroughly for high track classes, wantiqg to be prepared fqr ’
the academic challengéé these classes present. In contrast, they may
be much less well prepared.for low track classes, where they ariﬁguch
more likely to spend time correcting papers or to allow students to do
activities of their own choosing rather than to spend the time teach—
ing academit content (Brookover et al., 1979; Keddie, 1971; Leacock,
1969; Rosenbaum, 1976). .
In addition to these differences documented in systgmatic research, —
the more‘éenera} literdture on tracking, educatioqal equity, and rélated
’ issdes suggests a variety of other Qays<in whiqh.eipgctations may lead
I to differential .treatment -producing selfrﬁﬁlfilling prptbecy effgct;:r B /li

e testing and diagﬁoétic labeling practices, special education\placement

*

A
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and instructional practices, counseling practices relating to information
and advice given about later educational o% occupational opportunities,

degree to which tracked students have opportunities to- interact with

°

students from other tracks or to be instructed in heterogeneous groupings,

frequency of contact with parents and responsiveness to their concerns.
Jhe opportunities for undesirable self-fulfilling prophecy effects
onithe achievement of low. expectation students are maximized when -these

students spend all of their time segregated into separate classes or

(th:pugh de facto segrega@ion) separate schools. Under these con-
di;iqns, such students will not even have the opportunity to- find -out— -
about what they are missing, and low expectafions,are more likely to be-

come entrenched norms that channel teacher and student behavior without

- ever beinglseriously questiored. In. any case, differential teacher treat-

ment of intact groups and classes may well be a much more widespread and

powerful medlator of self-fulfilling prophecy effects on student achieve—

ment than differentialuteacher treatment Qf individual students with;n<t

the same group or ¢lass, even though it has received less attention in

B
.-
‘I

N

the expectation literature. A simple but instructive example of how power-

ful-such effects can be is seen in the cross-cultural study by Pidgeon

Y

3

(1970), who found that British fourth graders learned considerably
more mathemﬁtics than comparable American fourth graders simply because
of differences in the expectations of curriculum developers in the two
nations. That is, the British students learned more because they were

°

4
taught more, due to differences in the content covered and expected pac-

.

ing built into the’currichla tﬁey were using.. B _




S ““conclusion, however.

30

Conclusions and Cautions —
About Medihtion‘bf«Expgctgtion,Effects

The findingg]reviéwéd in this section make it clear that teachers

A ] -
sometimes differentially interact with individual students, groups, or’

classes in ways that seem likely to maximize the~achieveﬁent progress
of high expectatioﬁ studépts but limit the progress of low expectation
students. Tg fhe extent thatAthig occurs in tlie behavior of a given
téachgr, that teacher's expectations for student échievement are likely
to function .as self-fulfilling prophecies. Several qualifications and

“

complications must be kept in mind in drawing implications from this
) - . /

<

First, although the forms of differential treatment listed abowve

-

have been documented in at least ome study, they do not occur in all
teachers' clagsrcoms. As noted previously, the potential for self-ful-

filling prophecy effects of teacher eipectations for a given student

depend on ;hé dégreeEto‘which the teacher consistepntly projects relative-

+1ly }naccurate expectations to the student. Teachers differ considerably

ir whether and how they do this, and cohsequgntl& intqhe degree and nature

of expectation effééts Fhey have on their students (see next section).
Secondlx, most teach;r'expeétation effects are mediated not only
by teacher behavior but by student re;ction to that behavior, as Brophy
and Good (1970b)noted in their original model. Just as teachers differ
inAthéir‘projectipntof expectations, students .differ in th;ir suscepti-a
bility to being conditioned by these expectations ksee later sectign).

Third,, despite appearances to -the contrary, it is possible Ehat

- -
~many of ghg_g{ffgreq;;aﬁA;eaqher-student interaction patterns discussed

o Fd

in this section represent student effects on teachers rather than teacher

-
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expeztation effects on students, at least in part. Some low expectation

students are so behind in achievement and so unresponsive to or alien-

. ‘
-

‘ated from their teachers that sustained Hétermination and perhaps extra-

-

‘ ordinary efforts may be required to involve them in academic activities

. in ways comparable to the involveément of higher achieving and more compli-

ant. students. Thus, the absence of group differences or even a pattern
\

.of small differences seemingly favoring the high expectation students

may aé%ual%y represent considerable, teacher effort to compensate for stu~

Fent differences, and not mérely the absenée of clear bias--against low

expectation students.

Finally, it should. be-noted that some of these forms of differential

L

7

‘treatment may be ap.ropriate. Just as we cannot assume that all differ-

ential patterns represent teacher effects on students rather than vice

versa, we cannot assume that even those differences that do represent

teacher effects on students necessarily répresent iﬁappropriate favorit-
ism of high expectation students or bias against iow expectation students.
For example,lboth_experiméntal wérkAon_apti;ude-treatment interactions
(Tabias, l9761»5nd;élas§room process—product correlational studies

(Brophy & Evertson, 1976; Ebmeier & Good, 1979) indicate that low achiev-
erS'see%<£; require, and to learn relatively more when provided ;}th,

more structured and redundant instruction in basic concepts and skills.
Thus, even though this app%oach ‘to instruction means that they will be
exposed to less content than high achievers will, low achievers will

nevertheless retain more content when taught with this approach which

is effective with them than they would'retain ifkéaught with approachés

more effective for high achievers. Similarly, within a given grade level,

£




-skills thap they would from being -allowed more opportunity to notice

fulfilling prophecy effects through indirect effects on student attitudes,

_interaction unambiguously. In the meantime, it beﬁooves us all -to avoid

slower readers may profit more from frequent teacher interruptions to

«

cue them to graphemié features qf words and work ,on their word attack

w

and correct their own errors or to- intuit words from context cues.
Given that research on effective teaching coﬁplicates the inter-

pretation of even seemingly obvious relationships between the amount

of .content to which'students are exposed and the amount -that they re-

tain, it will not be surprising that interpretation becomes even murkier

=

when- attention is shifted to teacher behaviors believed to mediate self-

beliefs, and expectations. Teacher praise, for example, is often treated

as if it were &n . important determinant of student learning, but reviews

of teacher effectiveness research (Brophy, 19793 Good, 1979) indicate .

that it usually does not even correlate significantly with learning
outcomes, and that when it does, it sometimes correlates negatively. The

same is true of the cognitive level of questions that' teachers ask stu-

-

dents. ] . ' o

~

Ultimately, teacher effectiveness research will nave to make a great
deal moré progress in developing a knowledge base about linkages between

. - , o .
teacher behavior and student learning before teacher expectation research-

.,
'

ers will be able to interpret differential patterns of teacher-student

jumping to- the conclusion that all observed differences in patterns of
N\,

interaction with high— versus low-expectation students ane\pndesirable—dif-
\

ferences and to recognize that many teachers not only are not biased -
\

against low expeﬂtation students but are systematically compensating for

\,

N\
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ment through apprOpria;eI# individuaiized/ynstruction,
. i

~

ThejRole of Individual ‘ R
Differences in: Teachers :

|
}
y- ’ the problematic behavior of these students and maximizing their achieve-
[
|

,Broohy and Good:(1954) noted that, alchough their studies on teach- ) e
er expectations~had prodoced Qaried outcomesg, each contained some indi- | ‘
vidual -teachers who conformed to predictions based on the self-fulfilling
prophecy Hhypothesis, and some who did mot. They concluded that suscep- ) % :
t1b111tytx>teacher expectatlon effects is 1tself an individual difference .,

. USRI, ¥4 3

varlable in teachers, and speculated that it may be associated with gen—
eral intelligence; roleﬁdefinition (degree to-which the teacher assumes. B

personal responsibility for student learning) and various coping and

- -

-«

° E defense mechanisms. —_ ,
Based on hypothesized teacher responses to Students' prior records

and present behavior, Brophy and Good characterized teachers as pro-

active, reactive, or overreactive. Proactive teachers are guided by

theéir own beliefs about what is reasonable or appropriate in setting .

goals: for the class as a whole and for individual students. If they
are experienced and perceptive enough to set realistic goals, and skilled

enough to overcome frustrations or obstacles, they are likely to move

«

-

students systematicdliy toward fulfilling the expectations associated
with. these goals. This would have variable outcomes dependihg on the

teachers' ‘beliefs about teaching and learhing (see below), but in any

N .

case it is these proactive teachers who are most likely to have posi-

tive expectation effects on their students, especiallyflow achievers.
. I

: At the other éxtreme are overreactive teachers who develop rigid,

s‘\\ o _ } \\/A\X\ .

N

N
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S A N o
C . stereotyped perceptions of their students based on thcir prior records

of on first impressions of their behavior early in the.year. This leads

to goal setting and interactions in which the students are treated as -

. N 7

stereotypes rather than individuals, and.is almost certain to lead to ol
- .

undesirable expectation effects on low ach1evers. Effects on high

<

achievers would vary, depending on teachers beliefs about teaching
and learning (see below) and their skills in instructing those students

for whom they have High expectations.

g4

Brophy and Good (1974) hypothesized that most teachers are reactive,[ |

e e T . : i
|

|

\

|

neither consistently striving to mold studente to conform to expecta-

tions that they (the teachers) project on them, nor consistently treat-

ing the students as if they were exaggerated stereotypes of their own ‘
previous records. 'Instead, reactive teachers hold- their expectations
2 more lightly, adJustlng them to take note of new feedback and emerging
trends. Because of the flexibillty of ‘their expectations, ‘these reac-
¢ tive teachers will have few 1f any self-fulfilling prophecy effects on
-their students (in fact, in their classrooms, linkages between teacher

expectations and student behavior will represent student effects on

teacher expectations, and not vice versa).. For the|'most part, reactive’

teachers will merely maintain existing differendes fetween high and low .

achieving stuéents .~.f. Cooper, l979); although these differences will L

/
4
/

increase to some minor degree because of differential jctivities of |
the stndents themselyes for‘which the teachers do not compensate.

Much of the research on teacher expectations done in\the last ten
years supportshand elaborates on Brophy and Good's speculat ons abqot <

teacher individual differemces, ‘First, it has become clear that




.differential treatment of high- versus low-expectation™ students can be pre-

dicted in advance.; Swith_and Luginbuhl (1976), working with psychology

\ . -
students acting as teachers of other students described to them.as either

bright or dull, résponded differentially depending*on whether or not they

“

had been alerted to the possibility of expectation effects. -Subjects who

-

had not beer so alerted directed more qualitative feedback to the '"bright"

students (suggesting a self-félfilling prophecy effect), but subjects.

who were made aware of expectatlon effects directed more qualltative feed—

‘back to the "dull" students (suggesting an attempt to compensate for stu-

dent diffeéences)q This suggests that aimply making teachers more aware

3 L3

‘ ofAexpectjtion effects may induce them to assume more responsibility for

the achidvement of low expectation students in their classrooms.

Babad et al (in press) studied the instructional be-
. J‘_‘L__,;mu:'o‘.““
nd effects of "high bias" and "no bias" physical education stu-

haviors

dent tedchers. Bias classifications were based on responses to an earlier )

_task inyolving grading drag}ngs allegedly made by studemts from families

of contirasting social status background. The 'no bias" student teachers

were/n t influenced by social status information in grading the draw-

4 -

ings, but the "hlgh bias" student teachers assigned notably higher scores
to the drawings allegedly produced by high status students. ;he;e stuf
dent teachers were then observed conducting physical education‘classes‘
with pupils whom\they had pteviously rated fbr,degree of physical_skill.~
Most measures of teacher-student interaction and student perforn—'.

ance from this study showed both a main effect for teacher expectations

) + -
and an interaction between teacher expectations( and teacher bias classi-~

fication, That.is,,although the high expectation students generally
N o .o . - .




)
)

*

\»

i

. )
shared more favorable in“eractions with their teachers and ‘achieved high-

-er scores, on performance measures thzn the low expectation students did,_

. -

these differences were much more exaggerated in the classes of the "high
)

bias" student teacﬁgis than in the classes.of the ' no bias" student teach-
ers.. The "no bias" student teacherg_apparently made. accurate predictions

about ditferential student performance and were. differentially affected

&~

to some degree by differentiail- student behavior during‘ihe classes, but

unlike the "high bias" student teachers, they did not exaggerate, these

existing student differences through self-fulfilling prophecy effects.

of expectations mediated through preferential tréatment. i
Brattesani °’ et al. (ﬁote 3) report gimilar findings for inservicef/
— e
classroom teachers differentiated according to their students percepw

- /

tions. "High differentiation" teachets are perceived by their students

as communicating higher expectations and allowing more opportunities to

participate and more choice of tasks to high achievers whiIe being moYre:

directive, restrictive, and negative in their treatment of "low achievers.

// *

L4

"Low differentiation" teachers were not perceived by théeir students to

treat high and loﬁ achieving students so differently. The possibility

of self—fulfilling.prophecy effects on student achievement in thése

classrooms was investigated by examining the relationship between teach-

er éxpectations (teacher rankings of students on expected performance,

»

collected earlier in the year) and measures of student achievement at

the end of the year adjusted.for student achievement at the epd of the

‘
»

prior year. These-analyses indicated that teacher expectations added

only about 3% to the varfance in year-end achievement accounted for by?

prior achievement in the classes of the "ow differentiating" teachers,’

s

Ay e
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but added about 15% 4in the classes of the "high differentiating” teachers.
N

3

*
B

&f

. Again, we see that selfffulfillingﬁprophecy effects are minimal in some

-

classes but substantial ir others ) v
It is clear at ,this pgint that the nature and degree of -teacher ex-

pectation effects likely to be observed in a partiéular elassroom will

vary mith‘the teachgp}s personal characteristics and beliefs about teach-

ing and %earning. We are only beginning to understand what some of these

- . - Y

.important’characteristies_and beliefs are, and how they interact to pro- .
duce pxedictahlg\outcomes. . . . P
. . , [ .
N ) .
Teachers' Personal Characteristics : . ;
- - - Faas

Among teacher charaqteristies'likely to affect the nature of)expeeta-
- ’ tion effects obServable ih a.classroom, the following have already been '~_ s -

;--wa~ﬁh~w~»-«u«—mentioned*-—xl)hthe—teaeher«s~role~de£1n1tiona(degreeAtomwhich the teach-; ,{M:::—~

]
+

«

i ' er is willing to assume persoaal responsibility for student learning,

i

£2) the rigidity versus Ilexibility of teacher EXpedtations' and (3) the

¢

degree to which expectations about indxvidual students arS:salient and

taken into account in planning and delivering instruction (versus held

lightly and adjusted in response to current student behavior). Other"‘
ty B R - . ¢ . /,’ )

. potential candidates include general intelligence, cognitive complexity,

. . - ‘ {

: _ locus of control, sense of efficacy,-causal attribution patterns,}éqgni-
. o ’

tive style, tolerance for,ambiguity, and various coping and defen%e mech-

.

" . anisms. To date there has not been .much research tonducted on the role of

<
LIRS

these personal characteristics in mediating teacher expectation effects,

¢ i . _ and like other research involving measurement of personal_characteristics,
. > v . A}

-~ - . £ - ¢ &
'

:
!; “"_~ . ‘much of what there is is difficult to interpret.

~ . A‘

Babad et al. (in press) found no differenceé between




. . . . .
"high bias" and "no bias" student teachers on a variety of self report

.

) measures: educational ideology, dogmatism, political views, defensive-

ness, locus of control, extroversion, impulsiveness, or performance on

"£n~embedded figures‘test. At first, this seems to rule out most cog-
"~ . nitdve style and personality variables. Furthermore, the "high bias"

i ) subjects described themselves as moxe rational, objective, and reason- ) .

. -

able, and as 1ess emotionally extreme than the "no bias" subjects. How=

ever, qualitative analysis of the self report data indicated that the .

°- <

"high bias" subjects gave more_extreme responses and showed frequent

N -

=t s

indicators Qf conventionalism, rigidity, andfintolerance of‘ambiguity,

all of which are interpreted as aspects of authcritarianism or dogmatism.

* % . Furthermore, the "high bias" teachers wrote more dogmatic statements

_and._¢ showed mare concern about authority and fallure issues in responding @

-

to hypothetical classroom eventsz and were described by observers and .

(2 v - \
- supervisors as more autocratic, rigid, distant, impulsive, and preferen- ff

»

- tial, and as less trusting, in their classroom behavior. In summary, i

then,few differences bebyeen "high bias” and "no bias" student teachers-

were picked up-by heavily structured and obJectavely scored personality

self report measures, but many such differences were

-‘inventories and

~revealed in open—endEd interviews and classroom bpservations.

~

teachers who produced most of the self-fulfilling prophecy effects

found in. the study.by Babad et al, (in press),but that

—

‘most of these were what the authors call "Golem" effects (undesirable,'

negarive effects indicating that low expectations etarded achieve-

.

ment) rather than "Galatea" effects (desirable, positive eéffects

* *

ST £ 1"3 worth noting not only that it was the “high bias" student- -—
|




’ -~

.

indicating that high expectations enhanced achievement). Furthermore, i
I a T ::;CT:

/ T T T - e
the data on classroom observations from this study SuggeSt: at 1east .

Ew

implicitly, that the exaggeration of student differences seen in thé L

T

classrooms of the "high bias' student teachers was dve more to mediocre

-

instruction of high achievers and poor or inappropriate instruction of

. . . ..
mediocre instruction of low achievers. Similar conclusions can be drawn

from the data on "high differentlators" and' "low differentiators" studied

by Brattesani, et al. (Note 3),. from Palardy's (1969) study of teach- B=

-

low achievers than to optimal instruction of high achievers and , A:
\
\
\
\
|
|
|
\
|
|
|

érs who did .or did not expect sex differences in reading achievement,
from Seaver's (1973) study of the fate of younger siblings(whpse older

>
siblings had been taught by the same teacher, and, indeed, from most v

-

of the *esearch revieWed Brophy and Good (1974) and Persell x977)..

v

In practlce, then, it appears that most expectatlon effects observed in , '

classrooms are Golem effects rather than the Galatea effects pro-

duced in Rosenthal and Jacobson's (1968) original experiment, geq:e;e”:
- R =

produced by teachers variously labeled as "over;eactive" (Brophy & Good,

1974), d'dognatic" or "high bias" (Babad et qZ.,in pressf, '

or "high differéntiating” (Brattesani, et al., Note 3).

Coepe; (1979) has hy}othesized that teachers' potential for expeet— ) |
ation effects will depend in—part-en-their needs fox control (more speci- '
fically, their fear of loss of contrnl) when.interacting with their stu-
dents . He reviews research indicating that teachers perceive themselves
as more able to predict and control student behavior: (1) when dealing
with high expectation students rather than low expectation students,

(2) when interacting in private father than in public, and (3) when they L

. . |
(the teacners) initiate the interaction rather than the student. To the |

43 Lo ‘
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extent fhat teachers fear loss of control, they will be especially anxi-
ous to.avoid public interactions with low expectation students, and most
especially public interactions that‘these sthdents’initiate themselves.,
If so; they are likelf to inhibitkinitiations of interaction by these
students in public settinﬁs, and instead, to seek these Stﬁ@ents out id
PpAivate settings. Iﬁrpublic settings, such teachefé may cgll‘on low
expectation students less aften, ignore or refuse their attempts to initi-
ate questions oy*égmments,°and in generdl treat them with less warmth

.ana encouragement. Ehey.may even withhold praiée for accomplishments and
at the same time be-hyperéritical of miscondpqt or failure.

. Consistent Behavior of this kind should enhancnghe achievement of

high expectation students and {especially) depreés’that of low expect-~

%

~_.__ation_students due to differences in opportunity to participate and.

in the affective climate provided by the teacher. In addition, Cooper

-

(1979) notes an additional, more subtle, mechanism: In_public settings,

teachers' feedback tc high expectation students should be determined al-

i

< - .
most entirely by the quality of their performance, but their feedback
C . ‘ \

\

to low expectation students should often be determined instead By desires
to terminate interaction with such students or inhibit future iﬁ{tia—

tions by them. To the extent that this_occurs,‘ghe feedback receitved

;mpy low expectation students will be less consistenély contingent upon
their performance. Other research reviewed by Codber suggests that_

such inconsistent feedback. induces tendencies to attribute outcomes to

-

extegnal and uncontrollable factbrs (ngner, 1979), which in turn re-

duce students' sense of personal efficacy, level of achievemsnt motiv-

<

ation, ard ultimately, aohievemént itself. These kinds of self-fulfilling

.~
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. prophecy effects of teacher expectations might be expected to occur
most often in the classrooms of student teachers who are preoccupied
wiqh_gurvival issues or inservice teachers who are ineffective class-

room managers, and must struggle to- "keep the 1id on." Even in general-

-managed‘zlassrooms, these dynamics may show up in teachers'

interactions with particular students whom they‘perceiVe as disrup-
tive or potentially threatening to their classroom control.

The cognitiée style dimension of psychologic§1~differentiation
or field-dependence versus f£;1d-ihdependence‘(Witkin, Mobre,.Goodenough,
& Cox, 1977) probébly‘mediates expectation efféc?s as well: especially
teachers' reactions t; inf#rmation'supplied by others (either expéri-
mentally_qr naturalistically). Field-independeni individuals ;e@d to
prefer their own assessments based on their own';nélyses-of situations,
whereas field-depgndent indibidualgrtend to be more suggestible or at
least open to the influence of othérs. This should makg them more
likely to accept‘information supplied by an expefimentér;'school re-
cords,‘or other teacﬁers, and several studies have shown that Ceachefé
who accept such information are mof; likely to show predicted expecta-
iion effects (Pgrseli, 1977).

Babad et al. (i; press),foﬁnd no difference ;n per~
formance on an embedded figures test between "high bias" and "o bias"
teachers in_their study. However, the embedded figures tests are among
the more purely cogﬁitive measures of psychoiogical differentiation..
Periraps one of the more pérsonal—social‘measures.(see Witkin et al.,
1977) would show‘relatiodéhiés to expectation effects, In any case,

the mote specific variable of trust in one's own judgment has been

shown to relate to rgesistance to external attempts to induce expectations

-

(Wise, 1972).

45
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. Teachers' Beliefs® About Teaching and Learning

/- * . .
_If they are to have self=fulfilling prophecy effects, differential

teacher expectations about students must result in differential treat- )

ment of those students. Research in the last decade has shown us that

linkages between differential expettations and differential treatment

of students are not automatic. We cannot confidently predict how teach-

/] .
ers will treat students, let alone what the ultimate effects on student

achievement may be,.even if we do ﬁave information about the teachers!
expectations. We would also need information about the teachersi per-
genal characterist;cs and the teéchers’ beliefs about teaéhing and
learning.

' In one of the few studies to address this di;ectly1 Swann and
Snyéer (1980) induc%d differential theories about pupil ability and
its implications for instruction in expefimental subjects who were *
‘acting*és instructors in a teacﬁing situation. Some instructors were
told that stddeqt ;bilityﬁis developed priﬁarilz*gy;f§CCOgs extrinsic -
to the student, particularly thg?opgb instruction (extrinsic theory).
Others were told that ability emeYges spontanéously ffom the nétural
development of students' intrinsic capaﬁilities (intrinsic theory).
These instructors theg worked with students labeled as high or low in
'ability, under conditions of limited t%me avaﬁlability. As predicted,
tﬁe differential ideas ;bout,étudent aﬁility and instruction ind;ced
in the instructors led to differentialAteaching behavior. Ihstrﬁctors

working with the instrinsic theory indicating that ability develops

mostly through intrinsic changes within_ the student concentrated on the

=
e

o

&

low ability students, apparently believing that the high ability students—'—

-

&

’ -

-k

46




would.succeed without much help from them. in contrast, the iﬁ%tructors
working with the extrinsic theory suggesting that ability depends. almost
) gntirely on instruction tended to concentrate on the high ability stu-
dents, apparently because tﬁey were confident that t%esé students could

be taught to criterion within the limitedrtime, but were less confident
about supceSs‘with the éfuden;slabeled as low dn ability. ‘Although this
was a brief experiment using unde}graduate‘psycholqu students as in—,
.structeors, it illuskrates the r;levapce of sucb factors as teachers'
assessmenés of what éan be acéomplished with tﬁeir students during the

available time, and of teachers' beliefs about teaching and learning.

Although there has been little attention to the role of teachers'

beliefs about teaching and learning in naturalistic research on teach-

er expectations, both this literature énd the literature on teacher
effectiveness suggest several mediating mechanisms. One of these ins
volves teachers' role definitions (Good & Brophy, 1978, 1980) or beliefs

about what constitute the central functions of the teacher role and

-

about how these functions should be accomplished. Many teachers, especi~-

ally at the secondary level, consider themselves to be subject matter

.

specialists and believe ‘that instruction in their subject matter is

their priﬁary teaching function. Other teachers, especially at ‘the

.

~ . . AY
elementary level, place as much or more emphasis on their roles as
<&

¢
-

socializers attempting to promote their students' general mental health or
personal adjustment, in addition to teaching them content. The sub-~
ject matter specialists can be expected to organize most of their in-

’ {
teractions with students around the teaching and learning of content,

and thus to run businesslike, academically oriented classrooms .

N »

-

i
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féaturing“briskly paced lessons and activities. Most of their affect

- ‘and reinforcement is likely to be directed ta high achievers, especi-

ally those- who parfigipate often and communicate both comprehension
and enjoyment of the content. ‘Low achievers hay be slighted und low

participitors ignored in these classfooms where the teachers are ori-

ented mostly . toward teaching the content.. Howeﬁer, if such teachers
. : ’
should happen to have developed or been taught a mastery learning ori-

v . .
entation rather than a more traditional group-paced orientation, they
may invest more of their time and -effort with the low achievers than

the high achievers, with opposite results on the relative achievement

progress of .these two groups.

Teachers who stress student socialization are likely to get to

know their studdnts better as individuais, and to interact with them m@re
often on personal or social matters éather than .purely content-related
matte}s. ‘They are iikely to move through ghe curriculum at a slowey
;ace, because they allocate more time to non—acadeTic activities and
bécause even dufing academic activxt%es they are concerned not only
about preéentihg content but about getting all of the students to

- barticipété in and enjoy the activities and about making sure that the

low achievers keep up with the group. The clasgs as a whole is likely
to.shpw(}ess achievement progress under this type of teacher than a

more content-oriented teacher (Brophy, 1979; Good, 1979; Ro.enshine &

o Berliner, 1978), Becauseiof less exposure to content and thus less

opportunity to learn.. Given the content that is presented, the poten-

: —ial for self-fulfilling prophecy effécts in the classrooms of these

N,
socialization oriented teachers is greatest with the low achievers

-
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on whom they tend to concentrate. 7To the extent that these teachers

see the low achievers as capéble of learning (but in need of extra en-
couragement, ?ttgntion, éﬁd instructiopn), the low achievers may end up
doing better than their previous achievement records would predict.

On the other hand, if the teachers see these low achieQe:s as limited

in potential due to inherent lipitations in ability, they may begin (:

©

to treat them in ways that are welI)intended but nevertheless likely
S t . .

to further retard their achievement progress ("encouraging" them through’
- B ‘.
overly effusive, non~contingent, or oth%rwisa inappropriate praise;

° calling on them only when they are certain to know the. answer,

. . . l

in order to "protect" them or avoid "putting them on the spot"). B
= The: Latter—example—-aldudes—to~another important set-of—teacher
¢ N . Ex .

be;iefs: Causal attributions for student success or failure. Weiner

e

(1979) and others have shown that teachers' responses to student per-—

. N 3 .
S formance will vary according to the causes to which that performance

is attributed. Teachers who. attribute sfudent failure to their own

failure to explain the material adequately are likely to repeat their . .

explanation or try to accomplish their objectives in another way, but

teachers who attribute student failure to inherent limitations in stu-

-

dent ability are likely to conclude that this particular student can-
not learn this particular material, and thus to give up further attempts
at instruction. Related concepts such as sense of efficacy (possession

—

of sufficient teacher skill to_inst fn'HéﬁiEVIﬁE—IHEE;GEEI;;-’

al objectives) and locus of control (over the outcomes of instructional

. . interactions with students) also suggest predictable differences in

v . teacher persistence versus giving up.
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Interactions Amo‘giieachers' Personal Characteristics . .
Beliefsl>Attitudes, -and Expectations ’ )

Various combinations of personal characteristics, beliefs, and

»

attitudes interact with teachers' expectations in determining teachers'”’
reactions to those expectations. We are a long way from being able to
predict such reactions with confidence, but we can at least identify

some of the complications that these factors introduce. We noted above,

.o 14

for example, that some. teachers feel ﬁuch more sense of reSponsibiiity_

- than others to "do something" about their low achievers, but that these
teachers will differ in what they see as appropriate and_thus in what
‘their ultimate effects on their low achievers will be.

" Some teachers seem to redouble their efforts with low achievers,

T arranging to monitor and interact with them more often (Brophy, et al.,

1981;7Br0phy & Good, 1974; Rejeski et al., 1979) and

~

to work with them in smaller reading groups (Weinstein, 1976)-. In effect,

this ‘involves adopting a mastery learning approach, and should be bene-
ficial to the low achievers if the -extra attention and instruction is-
p .

4 » a
appropriate to their needs. v

Teacher praise and criticism are involved in many of the unusual

patterns of differential teacher interaction with high or low exhecta—

. tion students that have been reported in literature. For exampieL_aL:_____._——+4
e § H

) —clas tdies usually show that high expectation students .

receive more praise and less criticism than low expectation students,

two experimental studies found that high expectation students received
-4

both more reinforcement for success and more punishment for failure.

Presumably these high expectation students were seen as more salient

or as more relevant as objects of teaching effort than the low

-,

= -
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expectation students were. In gny case, to the extent that teachers'

beliefs about effective instruction include demanding the most from

students and criticizing them for failure to deliver maximal effort,

high expectation sﬁudents might receive more c¢riticism as well as more
. ' ‘ a
praise. G

Several studies. suggest that, even in classrooms where high achiev-

“ .

\ : ;
‘ers get more praise than. low achievers because they succeed more often.
. - 'Y ' . -

et al.)

s

teag?ers make the most of opportunities that low achievers present to

them.  Thus, even though high achievers get more praise because they suc-

4

x
ceed more often, low achievers may get more (or more lengthy or inten-
) N e .

sive) }ra} e on those occasions when they do respond correctly (Rejeski,
pralse :

e

1929}\Taylo£; 1979; Weinstein, 1976; Jeter & Davis, Note 6).

2
ale

s

Similafly, two studies revealed that, although teachers were more like-
\ .

1y to &e eat or réQhrase questions in an attempt to improve the re-~

sponses of, high achiqyers when they had failed to respond or responded
\ _
incorrectly, they were\more likely to prolong the response opportunity

\ . . ' . N

by asking follow up queski?ns of low achievers when they had answered
. N .

the first question correctly (Good, Sikes, & Brophy, 1973; Evertson

et alo, Note 5)0 \\\\
e low achievers as needing more encour-

N

agement and ép roval than high achievers (Good & Dembo, 1973; Hersh,

1971.; Rothbart

, Dalfen, & Barrett, 1971), it may seem _urprising that

\

_such "strike Jhile the iron is hot' phenomena are not observed more

frequently. looper (1979) provides on explanation with his sugges—
gion that teachers may be unresponsivq or éﬁen hypercritical toward

\ / L .
low expectat!on students in public situations as a way to inhibit

\

N\
\

o1

§
i
i
|
|
i
| ;
f
}

.
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! their initiation rates. Other (not mutually exciusive) possibilities

: ‘are that unexpected successful performance by low achievers may not be .

t

noticed as regularly (because expectations tend to structure both people's

distribution of attention to competing stimuli and their interpretation

g ) - of events that they do attend to)j that teachers are often temporarily
confused by unexpected success (51mply because it is unexpected) or are

suspicious of it {maybe it stems from copying or cheating);
) . , : . R : . .

pected events are somehow troubling even when desirable (because we

- tend to become well adjusted to and eventually to prefer what we have

<4
:

come to expect); or that unexpected success is actually threatening toA

that unex- -

ability). Whatever the dynamics, several st

i

ies have indicated that

teachers sometimes\not only fail take advantage = of opportunities

to reinforce unex success by low expectation students, but react

-

vely to it (Leacock 1969; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Rubovits

‘ . , H
/g;ehr, 1971; Shore, 1969;

EEpS— g

so much on whether the behavior is

whether it agrees with or violates

Spector, Note 12)+

circumstances, teacher response to

Thus, under someé
s e

student behavior will’depend not

objectively desirable, but on

the teacher's expectations.

The Role of Individuali ‘ ?
Differences in Students y .

Although they have not received &s much attention as individual ‘ i
“ 4

. . - . . o . * :

. differences in teachers, individual differences in students have ‘also f "y

E)

heen recognized @s mediating the effEcts of teaclier expectations.
- °

Rosenthal and his colleagues, for example, have shown that individuals
/

i - - '
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,later review (Brophy. & Good, 1974).

e P

T - -

-2

differ both in their emcoding and communigation of expectations and

in their decoding of the expectations communicated by others. Students

[P . N
i § o

who are more sensitive to voice tone or other subtle communication cues

. Y O -
]

may decode teachers cdmmunicﬁtion;of expectations more often and ac-

* . O/

curately nhan other 'stydents, and thus. Jnay at least potentially be more
afgecteg by them (Conn,-Edwardg,sﬁosenthal, & Crowne, 1968; Zuckerman,

DeFrank, Hall, & Rosenthal, 1978). : T

<

o T L »

that-students,might resist steréotypie treatment from teachers, and they

speculated about other possible student mediation mechanisms in their

2 N e

Brophy. and Good noted in thelr oriéinalémodel {Brophy & Good, 1970b)

For example, théy noted that™ some

.- PO

studﬂnts_are_much_moreﬁactive, 1n1tia;ory, and generaliy salient in the

classroonm than others, and that these high “saliért students are mofe

-~
likely to_be perceived accurately by their teachers (although not neces-
sarily to be perceived more positively). The less salient students make
o ' Y ’
it easier for teachers to .suystain inappropriate expectations concerning

them, because they give the:teachers less frequent and striking evidence

1
- i

about what they are like. .Furthermore, the'more active and salient stu-

dents, are llkely to conditlon the teacher to respond to them in parti-

culaxkhays while the less salient students are more likely to be con-

~ R :

ditioned by the teacher.

Brophy and Good also noted that students who try their best (or at
. . -
least give the impression that they do) are likely to be seen as work-

ing up to their capacity, whereas students who §ive.up easily, copy from

-

neighbors, or show little interest in the work are likely to be perceived

as underachievers who could do better if their motivation were improved.

P

N e
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T The latter students should be more open to improvemént throu com— " e
- ~~f~munication of positive teacher expectations (at least in theory, in -'g

*
i/ e ‘ '

practice, teachers often resent or are threatened by such student be— ' -

T P
" havior and respond p00rly to it). ,' : N :

7 \ ¢

T : Johnson (1970) extrapolating from laboratory research suggests

~

’ that studengs who are dependent, adult—oriented, and generally "other
) directed" should be ‘more susceptible to expectatinn effects than other

.students. This-hypothesis is supportedcby the.findings of Asbury (1970)

Il o - ,
" ; on student locus of control as .a mediator of tea8her expectation ef-

’

M +

fects., Asbury found no difference between internal” *and external locus . é

of control students in response to teacher communications of positive

Sy ¢ > . .

i expectations but found that students with an external locus of con-

Fd

T . rol were more affected by communications of negative expectation than " o

- . . . N .

students with an internal locus of control Were.

.

) ] Other workp(reviewed°in Persell, 1977) suggests that susceptibil=~
: ) . i ity to teacher;expectation effects will vary with student age,, race, o
<t g ' - . .. . R

«
- - .

i
- . lor social clags. Irt particular, it ‘seems likely that younger"students
;or students who are heav1ly dependent/upon the teacher for 1nformation
C ~ (c.f. ‘West. & Anderson, 1976) are moye likely to be affected by Leacher

-t ) ' expectations than. other students who may have more information or ex- ,

. - perience available to draw upon in forming their own opinions. .

- o - ,
- - Student characteristics: that influence the quality of teacher-stu-

<

dent relationships, will also affect teacher expectation effects. After

\ 3

all, teacher expectations for stiudent achievement do not exist in isola-

+ .

tion but interact with the personal and socipl aspeets of teacher-student

interaction and the attitudes that this 1nteraction generates. (Brophy

+

. . et al., 1981l; Willis & Brophy, 1974). Persistent disruptive misconduct,c‘
s . , A ;‘: ]

_ \)‘ >‘ . ’
; : | od
- ‘




o~

- ’ for examplé, threatens teachers' control needs (Cooper, 1979) and tends

to structure teacher—ssudent interaction around issues of conduct rather R

than achievement, so that disruptive students are likely t? get less

academic encouragement than more compliant students with similar achieve-
; ' ment profiles get. Qal ) - . : =
& i . - .

LT . Even more important than the general frequency of disruptive mis-

Iy -t "
-

behavior is the specific personal relationship between the teacher and ;
. R : _

| .
! . . R
the. individual student. Brophy et al. (198l) found that teachers
- . N Lt . .

L] & \
- Y

had frequent and generally neutral to positive contacts with certain
Y » - )

’

students who misbehavea frequern'tly because the misbehavior Qas not in-

-

.

tended nor takenrpersonally and because the teachers and students ap—
- . ) rl ) ’:‘
parently liked one another. 1In contrdst, the teachers had very negative :

P

‘relationships with other students,'incluﬂing some that did not misbehave

[

very often or intensively. The key to these negative relationships was
. /’

e
e

mutual. dislike. On the part of the students, this dislike showed itself

.

" in general avoidance of the teacher, lack of responsiver_.s when teach-
ers attempted to encourage or reinforce, and a sullen or defiant atti-~
H - « N s N .
. - . [ ] - R o .
-t . tude when the teachers attempted to criticizg or discipline. On.the ,
. . \ - . .

part of the teachersv negative relationsnips with students were marked

not only by low rates of teacher initiation of public interactions with

. thése students but by high_rates of criticism, tendéﬁcyigo hold up thesz L

» i .
\

\
- ;‘ - \\-F

tions and nequest§-fnom~these students, and frequent non-verbal com-

. \
students as bad examples to the rest of the class, refusals of initia- . ~

A\

munication of impatience or negative affect. In short, these students

! and teachers vere mutually hostile to one another. Under these condi-~

tions, Fhe potential for positive self-fulfilling prophecy effects of .

|
’ !
1

]
| " . ) .

Q. i ' 5; )
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‘tors such as luck. -

teacher expectétions (Gajatea effects) seems minimal, but the proba-

bility of n» gatlve self-fulfilling prophecy effects (Golem effects)

o

seems highly likely. . .-

A final set of variables worth mentioning here are student motiva-

- »

'tional and attributional patterns that will interact with differential

2

. patterns of teacher treatment to determine ultimate outcomes 6n stu-

1

/

_dent achieveﬁent.: The effort and output of some students is increased

k)
by praise "and decreased by criticism, but other students show the op-
; .
posite pattern. Thus, similar teache% expectations léading to similar

.

" treatment of.students (in this case, praise for success) may augment

>

‘achieuement and ultlmately contribufe to significant self-fulfllling

e —— !

prdphecy effects with some students, but not o;hers. Slmllarly, teach-

‘. "

er praise may augment achievement in students who #ttribute their suc~

~

-

cess at least in part to their own efforts, but not in_ students who

attribute success purely. ko ability or to uncontrollé%le external fac-

2
- N

g . ' .
. h 2

- . Coriceptuali inngelf—fquilling
oo, Prophecy-Efﬁéctinn the'Classroom

-

)

_ At this point it fhould he clear that teacher expec*ation effects
- . . L

E?on students aré much more cor ﬁlex ppd difficult tc conceptualize, let

alone predlct,kthan the mode J offered by Brephy andGood (1970b

a i
o

Rdsenthal (1974), and others %ould suggest. <A more complex model has _

recently been offered by Darl#& and Fazio (1980)‘for conceptualizing

\

[{

expectation effects in generai sacial interaction., Paraphrased to re-

) . - |- .
fer spEcif;cally to teacher expectation effects on students, the mgdel

!‘

is"as follows:




1. The teacher develops a set of expectations about the student
(based on the student's status characteristics, information -
about past behavior ox accomplishments, and observati\ns of ‘
present behavior: or accomplishments)-. -~

2. These expectatioLs influence the teacher's interactions with
the student. t -

3. The student interprets the teacher's actions. To the extent
that these actions are seen as responsive to factors spe-
cific to the student (rather than being attributed.to the
teacher's general predispositions or typical responses to
situations that the student happened to be in), the student

& will come to expect similar treatment from the teacher in the
the future. -

4. The student will respond to the teacher's behavior, as he or

she interprets this behavior. Usually the student's behavior

will bear some reciprocal relationship to the teacher's

actions,.so as to confirm the teacher's expectations. This

is especially likely if the.expectations implied by the

teacher's behavior are congruent with the student's self

image or at least are acceptable to the student. Where this

is not the case, the student may respond in ways that dis- #°
confirm the-teacher's expectations.

5. The teacher interprets the student's response. Most people
are biased toward maintaining their expectations once they.
have been formed, so that student responses that confirm
expectations are likely to be attributed to the dispositional
qualities of the student and thus taken as confirmation of
expectations, whereas disconfiruing responses are likely to ;

/ be attributed to situational factors and thus not necessarily
| \ taken as evidence that expectations are incorrect.\ Repeated
and salient disconfirmation may be necessary to chahge’ an

Y entrenched expectation. . N R $

6. Finally, the -student interprets his -6r her own response (o the
the teacher. One frequent interpretation will be that th
response is self-revealing,. that it gives the student mor:\\\\

i information about what he or she is like. To the extent that
the student has understood the teacher's expectation or're-~ \\\
sponded with behavior that confirms that expectation, the AN
student's self image may. change in- the direction implied by
the ¢eacher s expectation.

-
<

Darley and Fazio's model is an improvement over earlier models be-
cause it includes more explicit attention to causal attributions and
other information-processing mechanisms that become involved when teach-

3 ¢ N
! . . . .
ers and students interpret the meanings of each other's behavior. It -
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also helps to conceptualize some of the complications that can arise.

For .example, some students will be aware of and strongly responsive to

.

a particular combination of teacher expectations and behaviors, and thus

&

will come .to conform to those expectations. Other students may be. less
attentive or s;cially perceptive, sc that they will not be as aware of
the expectations that their teacﬁers are communicating, and thus will
not be as strongly affected by them. Still other;sfu&enté will become
aware of these expectations put respond by actively resisting them.
They may cven succeed in changing the teacher's expectations, but even
if they do not, their resistance will minimize the degree to which the
expeqtétiong‘become selé—fulfilling.

Even éhis,model, howevér, makes no provision for seve;al othe?
factors known to mediate teacher expectation effects on students. The
' model works well‘for relatively simple expectations such as whether or
not a student is likely to respond positi&ely to a friendly tedcher ini-
. s . .

ative, but it does not address many of the complexities invglved in the
” \

linkages between teacher expectations, teacher beliefs about student,
needs, objecgives that the teacher formulate;‘based on those beliefs,
behaviors intended to meet those objectives, énd the actual effects of
these behaviorse oh the student. The ﬁossibiliéy of slippage between

any one of these steps and the next makes predictions risky.

For example, a teacher may have high expectations and thus set

¢ e

lofty objectives for a particular~student, and yet fail to see these
expectations fulfilled for lack of knowledge cr misinformation about
effective teaching. Thus, even a proactive approach to individualizing

interactions with students will not necessarily be successful (as the

frequency of well-intended but misdirected attempts to "encourage" low
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achievers will attest). d(j’a teacher may formulate firm expectations

about differential student achievement but do very little to generate

self-fulfilling prophecy effects because he or she relies on whole class
instructional methods that minimize dyadic interaction with individual

students and thus limit opportunities to communicate differential ex-

pectations. Or, the teacher may be extremely impressed with the poten-

tiel of certain stud€nts bur believe that these students will make the

most progress if allowed to work independently,; with the result that

the students achieve less than they might have achieved with more input
and guidance from the teacher. As a final exémplé, consider the teach-

er who is convinced that a particular subgroup of students has such low

. potential that they will be fortunate to make even minimally acceptable

progress even with extra attention and help, and who responds to this
expectation by arranging to provide this group with as much extra atten-—
tion and help as possible. Despite the original motivating expectation,

the extra attention and help afforded these students is likely to cause

them to achieve much more than they would have otherwise, and very posei-

bly to achieve more than some of their ¢lassmates who began at achieve-
ment levels below average but not low enough to cause the teacher to
place them into this special group. In this example, the teacher's ori-

ginal low expectations lead to behavior that produces diseénfir@ing
€ \\
rather than self-fulfilling prophecy effects. . 7

.
A

In summary, a comprehensive conceptualization of self- fulfllllng
prophecy effects of teachers’ expectations for stddent achievement in
ordinary classrcom settings requires attention not only to teacher be-

havior related directly to the communication of expectations to students,

‘but to teacher beliefs about appropriate curriculum, effective instruc-

1
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tion, and student motivation, to the quality of the personal relation-— \
ship between thé.teachef'and the stud;nt, and to a variety:of—teécher :
 and student individual difference variables. Clearly, the topic of

self*fulfilliﬁé prophecies in the classroom is much more complex than

it seemed to be 10 years ago.

Reseéarch Implicatiqns
There seems to be no need\for further replications of the Rosénthal
and Jacobéon (1968) 6ak School experiment or similar studies designed
sglely to prove that teacher expectations can_ have self~fulfilling pro-
'phecy effects on student achievement. This has already'been demonstrated.
Similarly, there is‘no need for further demonstrations that experiment-

al subjects asked to make predictions or otherwise express expectations

. N
\ B [ - o , ' . . L e . ¢ s

about ‘the achievement of hypothetical students, using a restricted set

v

of information provided by the experimenter, can be influenced by in-
formation about prior achievement or about physical appearance, sex,
race, social class, or various other status characteristics. Such stu-

dies add nothing to social psychological theory, nor do they tell us
&
anything about how inservice teachers develop and respond to expecta—

tions about the achievenment of their own students.

There is a need for more information on the latter point. In parti-
cuilar, information is needed about the férmation of normative exsecta-
tions for students in general. Who decides what content is appropriate
for students at each grade level to master, and on what basis? Given
these @ecisioﬁs and thé curriculum development they lead to, who selects

among available published curriculum packages those that appear most ap-

propriate for students in a particular school or classroom, and on what

ERIC s 60 ' T




basis? - The research of Pidgeon (1970) suggests that expectations op-

erating at this general level of curriculum preparafion and- selection

<

may have much more profound consequences on student achievement than

r

individual teachers' differential expectations for different students

in their classes, and yet the development and functioning of expectations

at this level have not received much attention in thé quectafion lit-
erature. Aspects of the topic have received attention in recent re-
search conducted at the Institute for Research on Teaching at Michigan
State University (Schwiiie, Pofter, Gant, Belli,‘Flodeﬁ,pFreeman,.Knappen,

Kuhs & Schmidt, ﬁ?te 19), although more from an interest in the social and

-~

political organization ef schooling than from an interest in the ex-
. :

pectations of school administrators and teachers.

There is also need for more information about the development and

functioﬂing of individual inservice teachers’ expectations about their
studgnts over the'course of the échool year (c.f. Good, 1980), Willis
(Note 4)and ;thers have sthﬁ that, when asked directiy for differential
expectations about individual students,<te;cﬁers are able to express
such expectations in some detail, and the expectations tend to bg gen~
eyally accurate, to be based on the most reliable and valid information
availablé, and to be corgect?a by new information as it becomes avail-

able. Yet; the fact that teachers can produce these differential ex~

pectations and related rationales upon specific demand does not mean

-

~ that they necessarily draw upon this information in planning and deliver-

ing instruction. Research on teacher planning (reviewed by Clark &
Yinger, Note 20) suggests that teachers concentrazte mostly on un-
derstanding the procedures called for by any particular academic task--

n making sure that they have mastered these procedures and are piepared

’
N
- . ) - [
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to implement them. There is relatively little attenticn to the quec~
tives of activities or their appropriateness to tiie class, although

teachers do make judgments about whether the class is likely to "réépond"

to the activity and sometimes eliminate or substitute for parts of the

- activity that theay do not believe will be appropriatei However, these

r .

judgments tend to be based more on the potential management diffiggl%ies

that the activity will present or the degree to which the students af@)

1

likely to enjoy and participate willingly in the activity, rather thaﬁ\

3

the degree to which the difficulty level and academic content of the
. activity fits the students' current achievement progress. Teacheérs'
expectations clearly are involved in these judgments, but they are ex-

pectations concerning the class or group as a whole rather than dif-

~ -

ferential expectations for individual students, and they are expecta-
: . . : y .

tions concerning student responsiveness to tasks rather than student !
- . T
achievement needs or potential. ) i

Research on teachers' perceptions and decision making durin; actu-

al interaction with their students suggests similar conclusions (Shavelson

& Stern, 1981; Brophy, Note. 21). Most thoughts are about the flow of

instruction of the activity itself, and most expectations concern antici-
pated student rcsponses to the activity. Again, these expectations con-
cern the group as a whole or perhaps a steering group (Lundgren, 1972) l

within it, rather than the responses of specific individuals. To the \

extent that individuals are considered, the teéacher's focus tends to \

. be more on their attentiveness and degree'gf participation in the activ-
ity than on their immediate learning needs or their more general person- \
al or status characteris;ics. Thus, existing research on teachers' pre- \ :

. active planning and interactive decision making reveal little spontaneous

r o -
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.mention of expectations for student achievement or differential expecta-

Jtions for individuals within the ciass or group, although they do reveal

decision making based on eipectations about how the group will respond

to activities and, occasionally, about how individual students are like-
ly to respond or how they appear to be résponding at the moment. It is
- <

worth noting, however, that these lines of :esearéh-are very new, and

P

nd S

‘have not yet been- adopted by researchers specifically interested in
teacher expecEEEibns. Thus, a great deal of information about the role
teacher expectations in planning and delivering instruction might be

revealed éy researchers who specifically looked for it.

Another Point wo;thy of)developmept is that to date, research cn
teacher expectations has focused almost entirely on exﬁectagionsvfor
.student achievement. Yet, the research on teacher planning and inter-

.

active decision making suggeitsthat teacher expectations aboiit studeﬁts'
affgctive responses to academic tasks may be more centrally relaté& to
what goes -on~in the classroom, and thus ultimately to student achieve-
ment; as well. Furthermore, Good and Brophy (1978, 1980) have pointed
out that the success of teachers' classroom management efforts is prob-
ably determined in part by the kinds of expectations that teachers com-
municate concerning student conduct; that the interpersonal atmosphere
in the cléssroom ’ probébly depends in part on the kinds of expectations
the teachers, communicate about student cooperation and interpersonal re-
lationships; and that student resgonsiveness to lessons and assignments
pfoﬁhbly depends in part on the kinds of expectations thét teachers
communicate about the meéningfulness, interest value, or practical Qalue

of those lessons or assignments. In short, teachers routinely model

and communicate expectations about a variety of matters in addition to

-
.
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-student achievement. Much of this activity will have direct or indirect

effects on achievement, however, and in addition can be expected to
éffgct stu@gnts' attitu&es, belizfs, attributions, expectations, achieve~
ment motivaticn,'and élassroom conduct. Yet, expectation effects of
this kind have received little attentjsn to date.a
Returning to achiesvement expecta@ibns, Good (198}) has noted that

most of the research so far has concentrated on teachers' public inter-
actions with students déring.classroom reéixations and diécussion. More

N : ,
at;entioﬁ is qeeded to other pongexts and mechanisms for communicating
expeétations: Qifferentiél assignments made to different students (and
the rationales giﬁen when making those assignmepts), individualized com-
ments written on retugned assignments or included along.with grades on

report cards, and so on.

More information is aiso needed on student mediation of teacher
expectations. Work by Weinstein and her colleagues (Weinstein &
Middlestadt, 1979; Weinstein, Marshall, Brﬁttesani, & Middlest;dt, in
presés has shown that students are aware of differential teacher ‘treat-

S o
ment of high versusvloﬁ achievers (although I believe that they exag-
gerate the.-~strength and consisteﬁcy of these differences), What stu-
dents conclude from these perceptions will differ with the student,
however. Yor example, Meyer, Bachmann, Biermann, Hempeimgnn, Ploger,
&wSpiller (1979) feport that younger elementary students may take
inappfppriately lavish teacher praise at face value and thus feel rein-
forced by it, but that older students are lik;ly to recognize the in-

céngruence -of such praise and to be embarrassed by it because it implies

that the teacher does not think that they are very bright.
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Covington and Omelich {1979) have shown that teachers probably should

\

.

not overstress effort relative to ability when praising students for

success, because students want to be thouglt of as intelligent and not

merely as hard working. Winne and Marx (in press) have shown that there

” is often an important difference between the gontent that teachers thought

7

) they were communicating .to their students and the content that the stu-
\ o

dents received, and Anderson (1981) has shown similar slippage between

the purpose and intended outcomes of seatwork assignments and their act-

’

ual effects on students. Much more information is needed about how and

s

why the messages that teachers intend to communicate are often missed or

distorted by their students, and about how these phenomena. affect. expect- ——
\ : .
atiol effects in the classroom. .
l

Finally, we clearly need some programmatic hypothesis géneration
and testing about whether and how teachers can communicate positive ex-

pectationseffectively and thus have positive (Galatea) self-fulfill- .

-

ing prophecy effects on their students. In theory, consistent projec-

tion of positive expectations in the process of instructing students

should, produce more positive outcomes than more neutral but otherwise

comparable instruction. We cannot be sure that this is true in prac-

tice, however. First, it may be that expectations have non-trivial

7 - self-fulfilling prophecy effects only over the short term or in new
situations: Plerhaps the potential for such effects is not great enough

to bother with in situations wbere the same teacher is working with the

>
- . » N

same students across a term or school year. ] ,

- H

Second, this dpproach ta fmproving student achjevement may be too K

~

comblek to be cost eifective. Recall that self-fulfilling prophecy ef-

e ———

i *

fects require consistent projection of somewhat inaccurate expectatibns

-
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. to students. In this case, we are talklng about teachers con51stently ‘
| i
students as if they were somewhat brighter or higher achieving

\ . : /

" than they actually are. This may be dif%icult or even impossible to do

l_ﬁ

P

treatlng

consistently, ‘because we are accustomed Lo responding to’our real ex-

i
H i

pectations,'end not to acting as _if we aetually had some?hat‘more optij

!

mistic expectations than we do. Furtherere, even if the.enterprise proved
| l

feasible, expectations would have to be continuously adjusted (individual-

l
ly for each student) to keéep them within: a narrow range of tolerance
. g ]
along a very fine line: They would have to be slightly more optimistic
. i

. * \
than the real expectations, but not so mueh so as to undermine the teach-

. 5 a | ’ ,/'
er's credibility.\ { ! /

7
1y

.

Third, even 1f this approach should ultimately prove fea51ble and
—_— l

cost effective, we need much more information about how teachers can .

communicate positive expectations in ways that will have the desired . L

. effects pon students. As the complications reviewed in this paper indf%
/

14

cate, we are a long way from having an organized body of such knowledge

at the moment. a o /
x . . Teachinng;;li;ations ”Tf | \\
\ Highly prescriptive teaching implications will have to await com~ ) \F-
\\ pletion of the research outlined above. In the meanélme, the litera- . - ‘ \\\\

. ture on expectations does afford some suggestions td .teachers. First,.

-\ : | T .

it is not appropriate to attempt to deny important individual differ-

ences by trying to maintain very high expectations ﬁor all students.

Unrealistically high eXpectations for students will lead to inappro-

- P
\\ priate instruction-and ultimately depress rather than enhance achieve~ -
}\ment. Nor is it appropriate to try to maintain equal expectations for f

’ B »t
- . \ o !




‘ helping\them make rapid progress, this progress itself will propel the ,

63

. ,
all students, or to treat all students the same way. Optimal instruc-

tion for all students implies someﬁdegree of individualization for each’
/ ) N
particular student, and also implles ‘that treatment of low achievers

Ve
°

will differ systematically in some ways from treatment of high achiev- . )
ers. A teacher's instruction,of low achievers should Qe_judged on tle L ;
' degree to which it meets theilr needs and maximlzes their achievement ¢ ,

progress, and not on its degree of similarity to the teacher s treat—

|
ment of higher achievers. : ’ . . R I
. . N . . . l

This implixs, of course, that teachers' expectations and instruc-

tion of all students, but perhaps most especially low achievets, should

<

be adjusted to -take into account emergingvdevelopments. To the extent
that teachers begin with appropriate expeetations and instruction that - .%

are well suited to particular students' needs and thus successful in

. {

students toward new stages in content mastery or Sklll development, which ) L
7 . B
will imply different, higher level needs and associated instructional /

>

strategies. Thus, the low reading‘group may presently need content and,
L4

- ’

instruction that is more basic or structured than what the m%ddie read-

ing group presently needs, but as the low group makes ppogress, their

reading éroup activities should become more and more like those present-

}y used with ;he middle group: 2 . 7

»

Moré‘generally, teachers can expect to minimize negative (Golem?

-t

expectation effects, and perhaps maximize positive (Galate¢ 1) expectar
tion. effects, 1f they: ) . . /

/

-
}
!

?4.




1. <Concentrate on how ‘to teach (and where necessary, reteach)
" the content tq the class or group as.:a whole, rather than .
worry too much about individual differences. . s -

2. Keep expectations for individuals édgrent by monitoring

' their progress closely; etress present .performance over past
history. o : -

3. Set .goals for the group .and. for individuals-in terms of floors , . \a
(minimally acceptable standards), not ceilings; let group .
progress rates, rather than limits adopted arbitrarily in . N
advance, determine how far the group can go within the time

- available. : ’ g
4. 1In individualizing instructicn and giving students feedback .
+ about performance, stress continuous progress relative to e
. previous levels of mastery rather than normative comparisons
or comparisons between’ individuals. Imn planning .and delivering
- instruction, concentrate on students’ present levels of )
s understanding and mastery and their implications for presgent
instructional needs, rather than on who the students are-in-
-dividually and how they are doing relative to oné another.

5. In giving students feedback, ¢stress thq:pnovisibn of infor-
mative information, and not merely evaluation of sucéess or ,
‘ failure. : ’
6. When students have not understood an explaration or demon-
stration,| think in terms of diagnosing their learning diffi-
¢ulty and| following through by breaking down the task or
reteaching it in a different way, rat?er than merely repeating

-

S the same instruction or giving up in 'gustragion. -
. ; : ) ‘ r N >
7. In general, think in terms of stretching the students' minds ‘
. by stimulating them aiid encouraging .them to achieve as much.
- as they can, and rot in terms of "protecting” them from failure
or embarrassment. = . X L ' ..

N > N

13

t : ", :
JThesé guidelines are easy enough to communicate to teachers, but

*

'may prove difficult for them to implement because the continuing cogni-

o . oo .
. A '

tive demands built into the teaching role makeiit’difficuit for teachers

*
- - L)

. . / .
\te monitor their own behavior. Both preService and ingétvice teachers

7

\ . . , ¥
will Qeed help grom others if .they are to become more aware of instruc-

¥
— .

;'tgqpal practices they have adopted habitually without much if any con=*

\ T
j
|
|
|

- @

sclous decisioﬂ‘making, and more aware of differential expectations they

-~ commuhicate Eo studeﬁts th;ough differential treatment. Good and Brophy

-

. i | - - 68,
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(1978) provide suggestions about how teachers can arrange to get feed-
back'from thelr students or from their colleagues, supervisors, or school
administrators. In~addition, the Teacher Expectations'and Student
Achievement (TESA) program (Kerman, 1979) is avallable to teachers

looking for a,packaged inservice program dealing with communication of

teacher expectations and related phenomena.

o
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