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The purpose of the i study was two—fold he major

purpose was to highlight and analyze the relationships'

']between the way the teacher perceives his students Oin the
Qacademy and the way he reinforces the students in physical

education classes., A secondary purpose was Ato understarm
' the effect of an explanatory variable, . namely, student s
w n { o I

}‘ . | hv , -

,high or low expectancy SEURRER (O R e

v
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’

Mas physical education,‘ volunteered to) particg.pate 1n the

\

S “collected ‘in physical‘ education (:md in other lessons, over a .
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«period¢ of six weeks.', The\ Dayadic A“aaptation of CAFIAS’
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. ‘7;1 ~between e teacher expectations : }n”‘

,“'physical education- ' were‘

'sex, on the way the teacher perceives his students as. either o

U - ‘
One teacher who teaches both acadfﬂic subjects as well

kwhich was developed 'by Marlinek 1977) was used to record

and analyze the interaction concomitantly, interviews were“ .
teacher was requested to rank students 1n order of e’xpected' ‘

The Study required four stages of analysis. a At thel

study._ Approximaté*ly 10 hours of /interaction data wasf

- conducted with each student and W1th the teacher._v "Thé-a-

"‘first stage,,a qualitative approach Was used to describe the-j ,
v;é"""’-v:..subjects}"' world view., At the second stage relationshlps

I"'-'th.e academy d " )
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1were positive ’and negative reinforcements given by the

:whfie very few wére given to low expecting students.‘ﬂThe

rexpected to do much better inusports than giris. However, {fﬁ
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',in the academy and several correlations were discussed }At,

“the last, stage of the analysis, relationships between

K ) EA N

HStudent gender ‘and di ferential ,teacher ‘behavior were“h

]
! ‘
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Within the SCOpe of the sample all the conclusions were-”\

v ] \
\

'dbased on trends in. data.j; Findings. indicated that two

’tvariables were susceptible to. an | expectation effect.. Therei

. [N
v

Tteacher.lffft~‘ﬁas\ found that ‘most‘»of7nth positive‘

N
€,

reinforcements were addressed to high expectancy' student~

;findings " also .indicated ' that ’lvery ffewdf‘negative

{ : . ;

‘reinforcements were given to high expectancy students.' ;:j” 'y
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1n addition, the data revealed differential teachen.
r‘ ] ' . .

sport expectations for boys"ahd for girls. Boys were~
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”Ethere was vlittieﬂﬂevidence that the. teacher behaved

, : R ;; : . : L ?a




R ., YL e 5 . '..‘, [ o [
A " T L SRR T

.
X [l i “\\‘ ! k f \ . . 4 '

. ". ¢ . i . [ N . . ) | V' “‘ .

. N1 * v LS Vet ' "“,' o o ' ' . R -‘ . to o
to them. \.. C SR oo e r-.';,g,,. b

. v , R LR , PR ) b . v
¢ o | J .,,- o

N

i pirst I would like to express 31ncere appreCiatiOQ t° 3*#“

~ . |
. K v ST R " vy 1,
members o"f'. ; t;hesis R committee,‘l,. Dr" .Ms Smit‘h
Professor J. Vallanqe\ and Dr D Sande for their\ Valued

L]

interest and contrlbution to the study TI would like to ."' o

devote .a special thanks to~ Dr. ,H Scott who prov:Lded the

'\couragement:, support and guidance which made this study :

0
* A . ' 3 . [ L
g - "». . T

possible. S . R .' ‘, -

4

e I acknowledge with gratitude the cooperation of the
' teacher who participated in the research., Unfortunately :Ln '
tudy of this nature the identity of my subjects cannot be g

N b

released However\ to the teacher ‘and ~his students »go my

as

'deep‘es't appreciation ' for ;.fhe'“ freedom | they ‘ '\ openly

provided. Lois Bolt deserves spec1al thanks for typing this

manuscripto e ‘ | A“: L : v;‘ ! .‘.‘; , “ ‘ ".: o 41“‘:_\_" S : ‘l_' '/', N f R .«l'.-.vl l:" ".“ ‘ o ’.‘,, . 4:' I

., [
Cy

his support'? patience and love over the study period._ With Co

his 'unders'tanding and help I managed .to oomplete, thls (

4

worthwhile ;'tas\k




C R Table of Contents o Col Ly

e e \ o
. Chapter 1 - Stafementrof.the.Prohlemg..;uﬂ,;;;.,»..lxg;g,' :
" ~:afi*'introduétiono; Purpose of ghe Study...,..;.u.,.‘
. anl" The Meaning of.. the Pygmalion Effect.,.;Q;;;..,},Jé*

'o!, Befinition of Terms........,;.:..{,.n.,'. Cedian .4
R N Justification of the Study....#i.;,.;i..;l..,:,.;sf'
'~e;f. leltations and Delimitations..;e.:.;::.;i,.;...;T

e Fa Summary..............{......;...!.;.......g.ﬁ..;i9 »

\ [ \ “ . ¢
< , . \ . ; L .
b . . . ), . . . ' ' ' . ,m
. . . - o . N ; . . ' . Tty . f
] V. . v Vot e o ’
P . } [RE T .
N . i ; , , ) S oL .
B v . il . " o N . . Ry
[P . - . , . .
} IR - . . ; . . . : A .
o L T , . . : y ) . 2 .
K ) ' ! ' » ! "1 BN e o " . A
‘ o : HE N . . oA . T R .
' v RN g i ' o . - L (v‘~' (TS
T , , . ‘

; chapter 2 Rev1ew of !;e Literature......J;ﬁ....{{;}

“\.,‘ .' "‘ .;"). ‘. ‘-““‘: N ‘l ' R "” , e [ ' - " ‘ B ' ,.‘ v' “'-'-4. .?‘l%"“ ) yoh
RN a Y ‘" Yoo p R - v " T, BRI : . ’ o '-‘ v . .
NP ‘ SRR sy
oo T a. Pygmallon Effect 1n the Classroom.....;.:.,....ﬁlo

b Lo ,

e b;i,)Sex Role Expectatlons........a......,.,m.;.,....zo ‘;'

T c;j 30c1al Class, Race and Teaoher Expectatlon..;;;a22  s

T«ﬂﬂ: ‘f,dfa Pygamallon EffeCt 1n Sport Setting........gg..;.24 I

‘\g‘]ﬁﬁr’reﬁ' Two models’ ,1 In the Classroom.......:.,.....28' :
'W%"T,w”“w"ﬁﬁwfj“U j 2. In Phy51cal Education....;.....31'
N l",‘ f{. sumary. . 4 s e sele - q . \ o l ‘.- . 'o.'olo . 035 }‘l . ,’:
1 “f‘-'c ’ ot |
T oot "\ q e N . A N . .

¢
,.\..

Chapten'B -«Purpose and:Rypotheses..}...............,:a.;;jﬁjﬂe




_ﬁ’éhapter‘l‘-huethod andiProceduresﬁl.;.;5.¢,.....J...}Q.a;42
L R T ek Frocecures... ; S -

| Chapter 5 = ReSULES. .eu.uuu'enionnnieeeinnneecalinale 59"

A

g‘3;g“Restatement of Research Hypotheses....‘ ..... 75'-

: ‘f 9“m Variable-.-..,.....-.......

5

LI

Y 1< DS S SR PAY V2

~‘Datasourées‘. -‘u‘.o‘..v-mv“. .‘..‘.v.-.v..“..‘ ..... d". o"b ooooo 44

T L 4

v P

’g‘General Description..........,.;..:, ......... ...59

ﬁﬂil. Pa551ve Observation..... ....... PN 5 8

N3 Participant Observation.,.}:,,......,L.;{..GB

\ " . .’ |
RN S \
. N

. Teacher Expectations and Teacher Pupil

t Interaction................}...;....,...jﬁ.,69

ﬁcl{f Teacher Expectation in the Academy eeeei69

'2: ‘Teacher Expectation 1n Sport......;..,..,..72

4. ‘Teacher Pupil Interaction..........4....1..77

A}

"S;J'Discussion and Summary for

Categories 2 to 17.‘....................89ﬂ>“c

1=§4l?Findings Related to the COntrol ?;ﬁ

1

‘7':.“ .'.‘-! -’

2. Directive Interaqtion,.......;ﬁ.w.,;...;...64.

‘G‘.‘O.Q....'93 

'




A\

R

- "r‘ ': o o - o “ ‘,
b 1 i . H v ‘ '\ . [N ..k B E 1 . \’ ‘ “
Y e e T h
Y - P Additional Findings...................
S oo
Co T i : '
o e 1. Teacheq Pupll Ihteraction in’ the
. o \
' . . . [ ( :‘ . e
o ‘ Academy....mi.......;...k.....;
; 2. The Study s Correlations.,..ﬁi..;;
. i 'l o " ' E I ' "- o
) . L P I - ‘ - (] RS 1
' i ' T A ' T
y T [ P \ ,
. d." Sex Role Expectatlons...............J.
: ' ' ' b \ t
) ,';' . ,I ' 1 .I, ) ’\ i . i .,
' { .
., B ' ' T ' v

il 97

-
s

Ceeea.l98

coeand103

Chapter 6 -  Sumbary, Conclusions and Recommendations. :.

'
‘ '

‘
P

a. . Summary..“............;..,L..

c. Recommendatlons......;¢;....ﬂ

Bibliography. ...

’

Appendices. .....

Il
REYRI

L A IR

® o 0.0 00 8 ¢
i

)
N

.. -
4.0 0.0 0 0

)

'

bﬂ ‘ Conclusiaﬁs............;.....

A.:..,./ Y

e
L
y 3
e
PR
LI

.
ces
Ce
!

:
:
‘e
LY

e 0 o
!

e e o0

e 0 0 @

: q\boo

.1ie

4
..116
. 120

. .0122

-

“};I4iiJ:"

. 144

7;.146
}0150
‘..155



. [P, ' . [ T S \
i ,.‘ ) { ) . ', | 1 ) »_.‘ . \A'r \ . \
O <y A [ . 7"'*r-\ ' L
) . i . R NG " \
Lo ' i L vy e o . )
b N t B t { N B o . " \
Yo ' M N N . v
. o ; . M :'( o ) ' \ B N \
‘ . ' i . s ' .
I t
| ) L
SRS - List of Tables '
Loy hoou . an 0
. 3 . g N
. Lo d . \ ' [ L ' W
3 L . ?‘ ‘
[ [ (AR . '
O Voo , )
R . . . '
0 . \ , ) v
! ' I
\
 TABLE P , . . |
] ¢ .
‘ . " ' oy | 5 ! ‘
v' , + " . N v i A i N il . : ' : '
v ' Yy " t. 'y K T i . K . ' ) t
B I 4 ' . ' ! ' . A ' .

12)

A
(13)

Contacts and Postive Reinforcements.........,...38 X

‘

‘. Negatiye Reinforcements;:iﬂ.t\.....i:.\..;f.f.,vgoj“”k'

{ Subject s Demograpnice..l.........;;:;.;...;éif;AéAxY A

f Categories.of CAFIAS...Q.,.r;;.;:,.‘?.a:::J:;g;.AE:»:"
\ReiiabilityMeasuresn..,;.n?;jif.ﬂ.o..Q:::,Liﬁ.JE?t‘1 kg
High Expectancy Subject Academic Rating;rv;;.:?;?il:i”i

Medium Expectancy S&b]ect/Academic Ratxng.......?l

Low Expectancy SubJect Academic Rating...um,..r.7l 3;

High Expectancy Group in Physical Education.....72
- Medium Expectancy Group in Phy51cal Educationg..73 -
Low Expectancy Group in Physical Education.....,Vl

P U i ol Y

High Academic Expectancy Pupils and their ftﬁg. ];» o

Physical Educatlon Rating ..............).L..73‘

5 ' ll‘

Medium Academic Expectancy Puplls and their

R . ' N

o

Phy51cal Educaq;on Rating.................,..74 "

W

Low Academic Expectaﬁcy Pupils and their '

oo . '. 8

Physxcal Educatlon Rating................\...74

V
)

Teacher-Pupil Interaction. A Three Group

classification........}.t,..............f....#s

Pupil SCores During Four Physical *“'iff E .;.,;;a{: juﬁ

Education Lessodh..;...........;.............81

;‘ '..‘.'): ,“" “" ".l'/' ) \y
Teacher-Pupil Interaction across Three R R S

IS

L R o B oy . oy “ )

,
1 RN B N H ' L
i p . R

]

Groups of Variables.........

\ PX
otootuo.oqoo-ooooaz ‘M.‘,‘
- [



(17) ; Means ‘and Percentages for High Medium -
; E | ", and Low Expectancy Groups .on Three '3r. R
. 5?h"_lv .‘ : Group*Varlablesr..;;:.;q;.:...,.Q..;.;r.:,..;83f
Qlalkdv Meahs .and. Percentages for Three‘hw ‘~l‘ . i, Qi ‘
;[{t' i‘ 5 ',,‘. : Expectancy Groups on’ Each Category....;.,.}ﬁ.SS:
:f&IB)E ’hlgh Academld‘Expectatlon Students and ; '." “‘ﬂ“
’f . e Théi} Physrcal Educatlon sttrlbutlo .;,..;94
&';f(20)fi;“ ‘ow Acadenlc Expectatlcn Stu ok ‘,‘ * “
Calehﬂ‘ “i'; b Thelr Physical Educatlon Distribution...r...;Sdl
N (2;):;qhﬁ Means for Physxcal Educatlen and Academlc ; o
S X ‘p Expectancy Groups...:jr::rr..;..it..Lf;{..Ai.éﬁ:
"} ;KQE) “ Pupii Scores Durlng Frve'Academlc Lessons.gﬂ,;;QBQ
- (235h: . Means’ anngercentages for: Three‘n Tjh' f ;tlf‘rv
i - .L.:V;v- Expectancy Groupslcn Each Category..t.......lOO
;;(243f[ Teacher 5 Ratl s_hymGender........A....:..:...107
B ‘ :(Zsf;ly; Teacher Pupll Interébtion by Gender RIS
R ‘rf‘P*,\ in PhySiEal Education.Settlng.......Llr..rﬁlo9h
(26) : Interaction by Gender for Group—A Variables....llo
! (27) ”hiy Meansyandupercentages for‘Boys and for'iy L jk
IA ' iT”f& b‘ j” G1r1s on Three Group Variables;.....,:....;.;12.,

Means and Percentages for Boys and1

o \ \ R Kt ) ‘»‘

e o

Glrls on Each Category.....‘.......,g‘

Ry




List of Figures

Fiqure
(1) :' A Model for Expectation Communication
and Behavior Influence..... e Aaaaaeaaaeaaans ~29
(2) - A Model fox the Study of Pygmalion
" Effects in Physicai Education....s...tuacua-.32
, . o ,
. (3) Positive Reinforgements Given by the Teacher....91
(4) , Negative Reinfarcements Given by the. Teacher....92-
. O

~3

~
-




Chapter 1

Statement of The Problem
A. Introduction - Purpose of the Study

" The Pygmalion Effect-—the~enhanced learning performanceﬂ
Py students - of whom teachers expect more~-has been studied
extensiveiy for over a decade. The purpose of this study is
‘to determine the: extent‘ to which the 'Pygmalion Effect
operates in the phfsicai education setting;- It 1is
hypothe51zed here that. the Pygmalion Effect exists in
schools where the same teacher teaches academic subjects as
- well as thSical education class. "More ‘specifically,
teachers form expectations of itheir students from
percentions gained through academic"‘subjects.' ‘ fhose
expectations ultimately affect the interaction between the-
teacher and students during thSical education se551on
The ohjectives of this study are, first,~to analyze‘the
.relationship\ between the way teachers perceive their
.stu‘dents in ‘academic | subjects and' the way they reinforce

‘ | _ .
,their students in physical education classes, The  second .

objective of the study lS to understand the effects of a few

A

explanatory variables (e.g., sex, racé) on the way teachers
perceive their students as either low or high.expectancy.,

- ety ———
Y . e -

Lo



A ‘

‘»' Hence, if the children showed gains, it would only be ..

B. The Meaning of the Pygmalionggtfect

\

o .
-

Rosenthal (1966) conducted a series of studies which
5 , )

- indicated that - one vpersonls _expectation' of another's

i

behavior may serve as a "self fulfilling" prophecy. Within

a laboratory situation, he has demonstrated, that Tthe

i

expectancies of the behavioral - sc1entist can 51gn1f1cantly
influence the outcome of experiments.

within a naturalistic setting; Rosenthal and " his

'collaborators . (Conn, Edwards, Rosenthal’ &,‘érowne, 1968;

A

Rosenthal"& Jacobson 1968) have 'demonstrated a marked

expectancy. effect with teachers.“\Rosenthal and Jacobson
» .

(1968), in their publication Pygmalion in the classroom,c

claimed that when teachers are given the expectation that a
gr%up of school children in their class are,"intellectual
bloomers who will show unusual 1ntellectual gains during the
academic' year", these childrenA often show significant'

intellectual gains as compared to the remainder of ‘the

children in’ the class. In actuality, there .was ndé reason to

' believe that these children would show above average growth
because the teacher believes they would do so. ‘
| ‘ Achievement information at the "end of school provxded,
some evidence that children described as bloomers did "do *’
‘better than comparable students.not described as bloomers.'f
However, the above results were relevant mostly to the firsth

f

two grades and there remain serious guestions about the

~



‘ interpretability of the achievement test at these grade

levels. . As a . result, there 3has been : considerable

controversy over .the \data that Rosenthal and Jacobson,
ﬁesented (Thorndike, 1968 Snow 1969 lairborn;‘l9é9)'

Rosenthal and Jacobson explained their results in terms

of  the: selfafglffIii\T;\:prophecy E effects ' of‘ teacher'
" expectations, ecause teachers felt that ‘these

.specialA children could made _exceptional -progress,y they
treated "them in ways that stimulated and encouraged
achievemént. In*other words Rosenthal and Jacobson argued
‘that the Pygmalion Effect is based - on two core arguments

(a) that teachers may treat their children in more pleasant

\

-~

friendly and - encouraging fashion when they expect greater\

achievement of‘them,.and (b) that such a behavior improves

" the performance of those children.
Brophy and . Good (1970)' argue that Rosenthal 'and
Jacobson s work (1968) remains only a demonstration of the

existence of expectancy effects because their study did not

address the events intervening between the inducement of

teacher expectations and’ 1 the administration of the criterion
‘achievement test.» Brophy and Good tried to focus on the

,intervening processes and they conceptualized the Pygmalion

phenomena v“asE*=i "Outcomes ,'of' observable : sequence ' of,yﬂ

‘fbehaviorSﬁ*(p:-§65} They suggested a model which may be

describedvas'follows., (a) The teacher forms differential

\'expectations for student performance; (b) He then begins to f;

.‘treatﬂ children differently ,\in- accordance 1 with i‘fA~.
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"‘differential" expectations;“'(c)."The; ‘children respond S

uudifferentially to the teacher because they are being treated

'
l

differently by him, (d) In‘responding to. the teacher, each

child tends to exhibit behavior which . complements and
reinforces‘the teacher's particular'ekpectations for him;
(e) As a result the general academic performance of some‘

children will be enhanced while that of others w1ll be.QV

‘ Adepressed with changes being An- the direction of teacher
i‘ekpectations,"(f) These effects will,‘show up 'iﬁf,thé

"achievement tests given at the end of the year prov1ding

L]

support for the "self fulfilling prophecy" notion.-.

In order to inVestigate systematically the full modeld'

rfrom ) beginning (how . do teachers‘ form differential I

?

'fexpectations in the first place?‘f: ‘end: (how do children'

'"irm more closely to teacher s

'

‘ychange so as,to begin to ¢
' ‘ekpectations?); la series fof. interrelated studies are;

"required' ‘ﬁowever, theupresent study deals with the second"‘,f

-

' “step only' given differential teacher expectations, how are'

_fthey communicated to the children 1n ways that would tend to_ '

)

cause the children to produce reciprocal behaVior?’

R
el

RS

" - . ‘c. Definitions of Terms ' . . - '\

T

e
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‘r‘gxggg;ign Effec The Pygmalion Effect is a synonymous term

I

for the self fulfillilng prophecy (Rosenthal 1968)
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Social R“inforcers‘ Social reinforcers are forms of sociai g

i \

rewards and punishments that are given either verbally or

\
' '

nonverbally to ‘an indiVidual by at 1east one present other “L

b

(Roberts,:Allison Greendorfer Spink and Koehler, 1979)

n .
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' ' [}
'
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“Positive'ReinfOrcement.‘ Positive reinforcemeht is a praise

'

for performance, e.g., a smile a compliment, a patuon,the‘-

P

back.,l'p‘:' ,‘“fWi Co
gatiV' Reinforcement. Negative reinforcement is a direct
. 4 N
,c} T

. criticism for performance, e. g., a: scowl 'a_ sarcastic

comment \br reJection of behav1or ‘feelingSg‘or ideas_ of‘

participants. ﬁ R K .‘ 3 ~¢.ﬁ‘n' S ol
-} D.. Justification of The sStudy
R o e T Vo )
R
-'“\““ ) o ". P

Y l(

During the past decade, a’ considerable amount of ‘fl

research has been conducted in the academiCWclassroom for

the purpose of 1dentifying ‘the. te hing behavibrs that are :ﬂ;

most condnctive to children s academic aChievement',%igsfff
study of teacher expectancies was of interest because of iqs 53&;
apparent 3implications‘ f?rpjedﬁcationalAupractice. {fQﬁQﬂ”

Vv

'example, it has been found that teachers vary their

kS
behaviors toward high and 1ow achieving students.. They do

o~ . . ' w
5 : o 3
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! B : s, R
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it in a variety bf ways,

academic~situations,‘
\

questionS\ praising lows less frequently than highs,

8

‘ on (Good 1981)

t

'“-communication' patterns towards high and lQW‘
students could be presented tozgteaéhérsfgalong

. "y ,' o T o , . ,“"l o
procedures that teachers;:qa iVUSC\LtO » communigate,

1appropriate expectations.1*3_7:]3g7w1“q jﬂfﬂ“ ,fl”',juJ‘ﬂ7

.‘,‘

Traditionally,f

N

Pngalion Effect have been examined within the context offw'*ﬁ

HKRI S

classroom .achieVement

education contexts. Also, during the paSt decade,

paying less attention to lOWS inv'
waiting less time for lows to answer,

and so”

To prevent this phenomenon, these and other" '
achiev1ng7, o
withntw]'

m9r¢@14
research and theory' dealing with the'a*ﬁr

and only 'rarely 'within physical :f“}

ycuth{t*l

, sport has been rapidly increasing in popularity all OVer the”ﬁu

wor ld

.f l “ .

captured the interest of several investigators..

N

almost .no' attention) has been given‘ how

interacticns,‘ may be biased by their

'children s abilities., Hence, the nece551ty for more‘studies

WhiCh Will try tO determine the extent to which thefijuh

p

Pygmalion Effect‘operates in a youth sport setting and injﬂjr}

the physical education context

'y
' 4

partially fill this lacuna. IR

This study differs from the existing body of researcﬁff“f

in two respects.f

source of teachers'

exPectations*

However,.
, coadhes'

perceptions‘ﬂof,f

::(a) The methodology and (b) The predictedf;
“&More specifically, it is ﬂ

and the interaction between 5oach and child have";b'_f .

- This study is an attempt to&{l;f



t

N
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problems derived from,this situation. First most of the

vv\\‘

,‘teachers do not have the skills and the knowledge to teach

phySical education. 'wOrse yet they are not able to teach
fthef children fundamental movements glﬁf, developmental

approach : Second it might be that teachers are not aware
" ( '

of the fact that during thSical education classes they tend

n"' »

\ v

expectatr\/s in regular classes.n Moreover it might be that
they pay leSS‘attention to‘lows and interact with them less

frequently.ﬂ By that they proVide unequal opportunity for

- w,

;f students to exCel in physical education studies.’ The major

', Ve

Justification for this study, therefore“ lies in its attempt

i ) \ "

\to investigate a different SOurce of teachers' expectations, ﬂﬁﬁ

which has not been investigated before. ;;‘ “kw;[',Tmf”\
- . ‘p,,uh‘~‘TmQh,gjLu;“{ S
Q,,w"‘ St e Db A e
; . Limitations and Deiimitations pe
;' R b [, ?,' )/ , Lo
\ ! ! . 4‘ ' ' » ! b C " "};.‘ b | t “

e cocs oo, Delimitations U 0 e Y

at v 4
e : ; . . , . :
B PR - ' o PN . [ .o . PRI
& . L R PR P R I N e R b
o ' ' . ! 1 .
E ! . ' . . A S e i «'-
K} H { v, I [} ' £, EA

’I‘he major problem of the current study is that the

A

sample is not a random one.~ Moreover, the sample donsist of

7W,of nine and ten, hence, this study should be viewed as a

. ‘, ';".

case study.; The sample does not permit generalization of

: to reinforce more those Students of whom they hold higher;

v

"% one teacher only and his students who are between;the ages"

,"and so on),'as well as phySioal educatien. There are some ;

.
!
W
'
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; ) Secqndv the research coded the behaviors ! during the

'

X physicaL education class by using a video tape, therefore

| subjects behavior and the research tool. Consequently, the
;‘subjects“behaviorn might have not been natural ’Also 'by“

Y é o N ! Cox
, us1ng the video tape, various behaVioral subjects appeared

s FETAE ! ;,

harder to perceive by the observer._ For example it was

2 : . L) .'r 1
[ S v Vo

‘ difficult to hear in some cases the conversation between the

Y

/ teacher and t’he students. ‘, e PR
.‘ .\ "‘ '\l"‘_‘ 1' L L - ’ ' '
‘“,:“"f Y Finally, the observations were not spaced over a large
et ‘l«l

"portion of the school year,‘ therefore, the findings would j-i

1 3 '

reflect’» this. vot T e l-vﬂ,:, ‘
‘. ; ‘ : ,‘." ‘ ‘.n o) . : N l ﬂ‘v ‘ a ‘ ”.‘ \

' 0w - Limitations® ‘
. ‘\ . ' .|I'(j . \i/' 11 .' .“ " s - " ,‘ o “ " 4 \ o . "‘ ' ' -‘ k “: A“\}”
. o ' K \*'H :.-4“\,,\' ' ‘,‘\ . N ‘ . ;. L [ N ) R B
' 'I‘hér‘e'n vare’ ‘mOré' variables 1nvolved “in classroom
! '. ’ expectanoy phenom‘ena as , it is currently conceptualized

Therefore, lt is aﬂ.ways possible that unobserved variahles

are reSponsible / for the ‘~results by us:.ng the g chosen

independent Variables._,:. fF,fo example, ‘ students . come to

instruction with certain aptitudes for learning and they

*-_;i;f',usually differ from one another in these %titudes.ﬂ ’

A

| Measu" es of such students differences often predict learning.‘ i

outc_ome to a substantial extent regardless of the teachers

teaching methods or topics studied.,‘r R
’Second teachers also differ in many characteristics'.;f.".
Creh g ry 2

}teaching and to .-‘expectancies. ; Personality,ﬂf" :

1

iy there‘ was a possibility f.or an interactioﬁ between the ,:_.'



ot o

ﬂ“differences,‘and related*aptitudes ahd attitudes may affect

I
o

Ih not only classroom teaching behaviors but also ‘the degree to,
,'g which attention 1S paid tovj student characteristics.‘;“

p‘ Teachers differ in their use of informatipn on prior student

l"‘ 1. . . . '\
v . . B

achievement and also in social skills. ”%. ) ‘TWU

| ot . ! ’

\ 1"

uf{}* There are more potential limitations to the ranking

A

~1method of measuring teacher expectations and selecting

Cy | A

‘rexpectations groups.’ The procedure forces students into an

',Jordinal scale ‘¥Pereas teachers may perceive student as Q

IR ' ,i.f to . L {‘/\ ! o
. being grouped in ‘a few categories. o

This ohapter has presented the problem central to the

K D ‘

study.' It'has explained{the meaning of the PygmaliOn Effectv

—

and suggestéd a general model.‘ It also defined terms used

’
o

: in the study and indicated its oontribution to the existing

body of literature. The major limitations and delimitations

v \

o of the study have been discussed. Chapter 2 reviews the

R d
" ' \ -,' ,".M
i

literature pertinent to the study ‘ghg“
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5? S ChapterlZl
' Review\of the Literature.J
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A;J‘Evgmalion‘ﬁffect'inzthefClassroom:
. 4. o e . R N

" y ’ . il
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oo,

“wh“ft Rosenthal and Fode (1963) first demonstrated the impact

of interpersonal expectation in a social setting,c'Inftheir'

" |
'

experiment students Vserved as' experimenters. They were

presented With a series of photographs of human fac?fq%nd

asked to rate the degree of success or failure present.‘ All

o

experimenters were given identical instructions to read and

Vall‘ were ' told ' that ' thed study involved : replicating f

i

' well-established results.‘ However half were told that they

may expect that the photographs would be rated successful

‘"
I '

: while the other half were led to- expect unsuccessful rating.

Y1 I

Results ‘showed that experimenters expecting successful

s rating obtained more successful ratings than experimenters

./\ ) . . ST S '
! Y [T o B .', T ) —

expecting failure. -"‘ S .,q ,; RN

N !

! 0 4“"(

evaluated in other research settings.;' Studies invoIVing )

PSYChophysical ]udgementl 7 d‘V~anima1**V'5

The‘ impact of interpersonal -expectations was soonVI‘
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”‘received the most public attention ‘has been the influence of \‘Hb
performance expectations on school achievement..ﬁ’
“‘;u/< . Active interest in teacher performance expectations wasl"/
stimulated by the claims of Clark (1963) ‘Clark argued that;‘l'
some ghetto children might be the victims of low teacher:
\expectations which became self fulfilling prophecies.“Thei
fact that ghetto teachers believe their students could- not:

. excel in studies was verified zv; :~‘ et ' C
o D ‘

"".@ “'., The most Widely cited and controverSial of supporting

study is Rosenthal and Jacobson s Pygmalion in the classroom

EI .(1968) The Pygmalion s findings dnﬂ not gain immediate”
Lo public or scientific acceptance. ‘ In fact the Pygmalion
study was strongly critiCized on methodological grounds“

(Elashoff & Snow 1971 Jensen 1969)

‘p.fﬂ - ‘.i Subsequent research by' several investigators reported

Al

lfindings‘ ,that- Support theﬂf self fulfilling prophecy o

hypotheSis. In contrast several investigators failed to;g"

\

find support (Claiborn 1969 Goldsmith & Fry 1971) 'and*

‘ K controversy resulted.‘ However, Brophy and Good (1974)";

extenSively reViewed 60 . studies, directly concerned w1th thevf*‘}

i '

question of teacher expectancy effects, and concluded thatii
‘,K,work by a large number of investigators uSing a variety of*”

nmthods over 'the past \several years has*‘definitelyff

established that teacher expectations can and do function as

Vo oy, R : N N

selfrfulfilling prophecies.¢:§7»wv‘aw

I
ol

) A clear understanding of Pygmalion Effect cannot be




‘ffirst how may performance expectations be communicated in

the classroom? and second how can these communications

Y

linfluence the. students' performance? S \

From Different Expectations to”Different'Treatment .

t
!

Much research has been\conducted in order to answer the‘ .

\ '

first question.‘ Rosenthal (1974) prov1ded a useful typology.
»for summarizing behaViors found assoc1ated With teacher

“‘expectations. The typology contains four factors. climate,xa’

output, verbal input and feedback. o ‘. " o -
,,a.,g‘ Climate.‘ Teachers‘, appear ,to?7HCréitep a warmer'-

socioemotional atmosphere for brighter students. There aref

> , '

‘many nonverbal behaviors assoc1ated w1th positive emotional

3
N .

”’,attraction which are displayed by teachers most frequently

'in interactions w1th students believed to be bright. fForr

5\

‘egample,l Chaikin, Sigler\ and Derlega (1974) found that

teachers who believed they were interacting With bright

-‘

students smiled and noddedﬁ’their heads more often than i

/

?teachers interacting with 1ow students. , Also teachers

‘ Rleaned towards brights and looked in their eyes~ more

"Vfrequently.‘ Page (1971) found that high expectations 1ed to

b

"fgfmore smiling, and Kester and Letchworth (1972) reported that

«

“Tr3assroom .observers found teachers morp supportive -and
friendly towards bright students.“ ..;‘k.&af;-;l*'-‘ .
4 Verbal Output" According to Cooper (1979) verbal output

ube defined aS= the frequency With" which academic




~; . interactions btake place and the teacher s persistence in

-pursu interactions 'to a satisfactory conclusion."quphy‘

‘I & Good (1970b) found that teachers tend to stay with highs

‘ longer after they ‘have: failed to answer a question.A This_ Q'
persistence follow1ng failure taﬁes the form of voice‘clue‘

'igiven, voice repetition, and more rephraSing when highs

Y

' answer a question incorrectly than 'whe’ lows answer

incorrectlyhl Also, Rowe (1974) found that teachers allowed o

‘bright;istudents longer to"reSpond before 'redirecting

. ," g ‘ ) .
",‘unanswered questions ‘to other class members. : S

Brophy and Good (1974) reViewed studieS‘in which the

,frequency-‘ £ teacher student. academic interactions ' was

assessed Of these studies 13 have reported that teachers'
more often engage in academic contact withlhigh‘than with\L,
low enpectation students.pl Strongly supported by these‘
R ‘studies is, the‘finding that high expectation students will =
S f“seek more academic contacts with thev teachers than ulowf
- i ,eXpectation studemts What does vary lS whether teachers'

,'equalize or accentuate tpese differences through théir own

i | 1n1tiatlon. SRR ,Q’ N . . C N

'ymufd‘ffT‘It‘-hasﬁ ‘been found thatV while expectations ioftend

. ;‘ﬁ_'influence teachers' initiation of contacts, the direction'

qu‘gdfg this 1nfluence takes follows‘ no general vpattern.f* Some'

._‘-. S

studies report that teachers initiate more contacts withv”‘"




n/,
-, oL . "
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differénces at all (Claiborn 1969).  The reason for the

v

contradictoryv findings‘ may Dbe a function “of teaching
'strategy differences. | |

In summary, teachers often show more wllllngness ‘to

0 pursue an answer with highs than with -“lows. Furthermore lt

’

has been found that highs create more’ output opportunltles

for themselves, they wlll seek more academlc contact - w1th
the teachers than low-'expectatlon students. vHowever, Tff
teachers vary in whether they equallze or accentuate contact‘
“fréquency differencé/\

Verbal Input: There is ‘evidence indicating .that

p“jachers? verbal input to students is dependent ofi

:~:1«\ Sk » ’ . L S :

3§;brformance ‘ expectations. - .-Students 1abelled as.u‘low:‘
& . R

'

found that teachers tend to] pralse

bright-expectation students more and probortionally more per

< s

E&ﬁgent response, whlle lows are cr1t1c1zed more*}andt*ej,"

I

proportionately morée’ per incorrect response.~ The . conclu51on
1‘s-eems to‘ hold whether‘ one 51mply counts p051t1ve and

f;negative use oﬁ affect or whether one adJusts pralse and

. criticism use bx,“the number- of ‘correct and ;ncorrect 3hﬁj"

L]

. e CIPRAS
e responses. Eu&dence 51nce Brophy and Good f(1974)~¢has o

O . W - o = . o . . L
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o

‘remained conslstent wlth this conclus1o§» (e.g.‘.Cooper &

' Baron 1977, Flrestone & Brody 1975).

Dusek (1985) llsted 17 meChanisms‘ through“Which

teachers mlght mlnlmize the learnlng progress of lows. The'

' llst 'was origlnally complled on the,‘basls of ‘reseérch
' . . s

publiShed through 41973," Some~ of these findings indicate
that‘teachers are:

b

- a. Crltlc121ng lows more often for fallure (Brophy &‘-

'Good 1970b Cooper & Baron 1977 Good Cooper &

Blakey 1980,; Good Sikes & Brophy 1973 Jones:b

1971; Medlnnus & unruh 1971 ‘Rowe 1974; Smith &'

Luglnbuhl 1976) , S

" ba Pralslng lows less frequently than highs for*

. . success (B@@aq, Inbar & Rosenthal 1982 Brophy &

' Good 1970b %COOper & Baron 1977 Flrestpne & Brody

' 1975 Good Copper & Blakey 1980 Good Slkes &
Brophy 1973 Martlnek & Johnson l979 Medinnus &
yUnruh 1971 Rejeskl, Darracat & Hutslar 1979

Spector 1973) .‘

. C. ‘Paylng less attentlon to lows or 1nteract1ng with

them lesc frequently. (Adams & Cohen 1974 Blakeyf‘l

'1970 leen 1974 Kester & Letchworth 1972 Page

B '1971 Rlst 1970 Rubov1ts & Maehr 1971)

”-dﬂ:d Calllng on lows less often to respond to questionsf‘

L]

H(Dav1s & Lev1ne 1970 Mendoza, Good & Brophy 1972,3ﬁ5ff1

efRubov1ts & Maehr 1971)

- '\,.’; -
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e. Less friendiy interaction"with 1ows'inciuding‘less"
smiling and other nonverbal indicters of support
(Babad, Inbar & Rosenthal 19§2;_Chaikin,,Sigler &
Derlega"1§7l;erster & Letchworth 1972} ‘ \

Meichenbaun Bouers‘& Ross 1969; Page 1971; Smitha
“'Luginbuhl 1976). B I
f.ykhBriefer -and less informative feedback to’ the
~questions of lows (Cooper 1979 Cornbleth Davis &'
r Button/l972) -

.H‘From Different‘Treatment‘to;DifferentjPerformance‘
For each oflthe four factors (climate, input output
‘°and feedback), enough evidence ‘exists tov conclude  that
teachers"' behaviors.;'are associated - with teacher's
expectations. The question is: how do these communications
,influence the student s performance? ’

For certain behavioral differences the relation to-
"performance seems fairly straightforward. 'Thus} students
‘who are taught less difficult material and who are presented
with less | novel instructio// should eventually _ showa
'corresponding weak performance. ‘ Eor-t other | treatment‘_

A

vdifferences, vspecifieally -the reported greater teacherﬂ

"persistence when interacting ‘with highs, the' relation to_ | 'J

-performance seems clear. A student given less time to

~respond will less often answer correctly.,wAs a‘result,.lowf.”“

iy
ol

U, O '
Lo , . .o ,
. . * N . . "



expectation students may not get as great an- opportunity to .
integrate and vocalize their thoughts - “ |
According to Cooper j1979), ‘thei differences in
socioemot ional climate, ‘and in student initiations _and
feedback seem' wholly undesirable. However, he argues that
vbeyond evidencing a,general‘pattern of' inhihition of 'slow:
student participation " .their - links | to . performance’
differences ‘per. se are not immediately clear.f heyer (1985)
concludes that up to this * point .studies suggest that a
teachers' expectancies .exist' and ithat they _are quite
accurate. .However, the effectlof tea ers' expectancies ‘on
students are less clear but sureiy the occur, although not
' ‘with the frequency of intensity that was suggested by
_‘earlier investigators. He' explains that the reasons for

-being unable to get a. good understanding of expectancy‘

effects involve the inadequacy of' research deSigns and - . -

methods; problems ]JI confidently determining causal links~
"and directions, theoretical deficienCies that do not allow
the ‘use of more sophisticated research designs and analytic
methods, and an overly narrow philosophicalhview ‘about the
\k" nature of human behaVior and development.mﬂ“ .
There are two' types of studies on teachers' expectancy.

: effect' (1) experimental studies, (2) naturalistic studies.,.

The experimental studies have been strongly criticized for -

lacking external Validity. Dusek (1975) concluded that they;y”

_should be called "biasing effects"f‘ He argued that teachers”

| had no informatipn on which to determine their behavior so‘t

TN
A



‘different kinds of teachers-'

strong support for teacher expectancy effécts. “’,
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R that the incorrect information given to them had to serve as‘

a basis for behaving towards the subjects (in this case,

' o ¢ \

-poor students were described as late bloomers) The effect‘ﬂ“,‘

\

,‘.of this manipulation has been mixed and does not provide'.vv '

l

The naturalistic studies have been much more productive
: »

.“although they involve some causal direction problems (Snow

1969) % Also,' Borphy (1985) argues ' .that several .,

qualifications and complications must be kept in min/d\\in

'drawing implications from the conclusion that teachers' o

expectations for student ‘achievemen\t r‘2\ y function ) 'avs
> Y]

self fulfilling prophecies.‘ First, alth ugh the forms of ,'

”differential treatment have been documented they do not ‘

' . occur - ’in Iall teachers' classrooms. '1 Teachers differ""

. 1
v

"considerably in ”,‘the.' degree to which N they use 'their
"expectations a‘s guides 'to' 1nstructing .the students..

| A°°°rdin9 to Brophy and | Gogd (1974) there ‘are,;three?._

-~ ».
' " i
M}

- v 'Proactive teachers who are gu:Lded by their own

-,

‘beliefs about what is appropriate. ‘ If they are"'j'
; L

'.,experienced and skilled enough to set realistic',

",‘ goals, they ‘,a.r 1ikely to guide students’.\:".fr’v;'

- » .{"associated with these goals.

L

gy TR 30veractive teachers who develop rigid expectations‘u‘,’b_» .

SYStematj.cal]_y towards fulfilling the expectations,’, AR

‘ '-'-and treat their students -as. stereotypes rather., o




than individuals (this{is almosticertain tojlead
to undesirable ——expectation ‘effect‘, on “‘low 3
5achievers) R o

‘c. Reactive teachers, who are those in between thegg

above mentioned types ‘ These teachers hold theirs"“

expectations more ’1ightly,"adjusting~'them( in
response to new feedback and emerging trends.

! N
3 . ¢ i .
. 1 . R T
\ , ¢ L
. ' . : v

. | | R | |
Second most teacher expectation effects are mediated” B

‘Inot only by teacher behav1or but by student reaction to thatfp
:::behav1or. Students,differ 1n their susceptibility to being

conditioned by' teacher s=‘expectations.ﬁ; Third -otherf
'potential factors to predict how teachers will treatvw
A ' o Y o ™

- students are:. teacher s personal characteristics (generalf

intelligence, cognitive compleXity, habits of control sense Q.

L

”of efficacy, etc ), teachers'l beliefs about teaching -and .

learning (such 'as teachers' role beliefs jabout what"

¥

nconstitute the central function of the teachers role), or
,their beliefs about student soc1a11zation. ‘
Finally,3 some forms of differential treatment arewf

"appropriate.‘J:We ‘cannot assume that all ghifferential

patterns represent 1happropr1ate favoritism of highs or bias~*'

.against lOWSa‘ These

must bewmuch more research effort aimed

: »at identlfying linkages between teachers' behaviors and

interpret—‘ differential 5 patterns bf? teacher-student

‘.\.

1nteraction unambiguously.i;_ ;[}‘°

learning before uresearchers will be ‘able to 5“
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Good & Findley (1985) argue that there‘lseem to be tgff:n
indications v that teachers';} sex-related. beliefs about

"chi‘ld‘ren may influence : teachers' 3 clASsroom g behav.io‘r'.‘,'

*Howe‘ver, the research on sex-differentiated expectation is-“,

L SR n
‘ .

s0mewhat sparse, therefore,. the preCise nature of the‘

variations is unclear.v‘ In general the sharpest differehces‘ R

in, the behavior of teachers towards boys and girls have beenn‘...

\

found in the preschool literature._ For example Bibe.g;,‘f_j“‘-‘

t

\'Miller and Dwyer (1972),-Fagot and Patterson (1969), and,:'

R j -

‘k"Yarrow,vWaxler and 5cott (1971) have all prov:.ded evidence."“

T-that boys appear 'to, be the target of discrimination 1n

e preschools (e g. . they receiVe less‘ supportive teaching)
',“-" ‘.“: L pyl ) ) B |
"a,f"’,'However, when variations in children s behav1or are taken?,_':““v '
. A ,“ .l‘ o )/ b - 'l“ * 1‘ '\ l4 .

";'j‘into “ account a different picture of cause and effect A

;, !',.',appears., For example, Brophy a,nd Goodl ( 19‘74) argued that“_

y .‘f._student sex difference are due to student difference in',‘

R ' N
Hed o . ,"\‘ X “.;‘,u‘_IA ’."’ \ AR

s {-.salience with bqys being more salient ~andr thereforehmore‘,




' Cgirls‘” ThlS difference especially exlsts for interactions

nginvolving behavioral quticism and qpntrol of mlsbeh}Nior.(ghyy

!\“y‘

Boys are ,much more often‘,warned fof“”c‘it cized' for'

Y:N " 'A

m}‘ misbehavior than girls.‘ \Ho ever,t the', data °f several,gfhjﬁ
ﬁ; i studles show clearly that th1 flndlng is not attributable “i}
’,‘fﬁ dlscriminatlon' agaanst boys.ﬁ Thus,'fthiS‘ treatment d;aﬁf
| dlfference ls due to the more frequent breaking of classroom 3
'3\d\\ru1es by bOYS.uf}u?tm:~‘f }H‘ Qﬁ ”,3fﬂhf4$r}r£f"i%Jf‘fgtfbﬁl;-

Brophy and Good‘ (1974) found that boys had morepl’

T
1

. Qﬁ 1nteractions of all klnds w1th teachers than girls and

Lt tn.. ‘,u',‘

recelved more teacher cr1t1c15m.’ However,\the study showed j“

N ' ' B~

that most of the teacher s cr1t1c1sm was dlrected toward the
boys 1n the low expectatlcn groups.4 Also, 1ow achievement
o gqus, relatlve to .other students,‘ were exposed. tof more\

' .o P oo

”J‘, adver51ve and less stlmulatlng contact thh teachers.f?Thewfffﬁﬁ

v RIS ‘b‘ _‘. oo oo s

",explanatlcux of the above flndlngs 1s that boys are more LT

”rwactive and probabhg more forceful ln assertlng themselves ‘:k'

- and galnlng their teacher's attentlon.3_fﬁfﬁ!5t%f'T:“J

\ ) oy ,v,,

' Recent. classroom data. cn teacher»student 1nteraction

iy

"ﬂgare con31stent WIth uthese;)trends “'f

found sagnlflcant Sex”differencesffor Zélof theu73
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fcriticism showed no sex differences for praise but greater

:‘ffrequency of criticism of boys.‘ They conclude that "all 1n

‘fall the‘ sex differences data reinforce and extend the

v b f
3

V{Fx pattern observed in earlier research’ f teachers perceive
; [:girls more' positively than boys and show more pOSlthe"J

3‘$patterns of interaction”w1th them, but most,,if not all of uw‘
’ithese <iifferences are attributable to differences Ain’ the‘b'

o behaVior of the students themselves and not to 51gnificantu¥

f‘teacher favoritism of girls or\aejection of boys" (p.‘118)
Ce ] . , o~

B i ' .

"

' CJ‘ SocialgClaSS, Race'and,Teacher Expectations o

—

§ " ’ - P \.

v ' ' . ’ . ' . o »

It has been demonstrated that teacher expectations;

‘.,.\‘ . PN

'f'gender,: social class, and racial group.r Clark (1963)7‘”

”~,ﬁinf1uence a student ~g performance. j-. Three student,

Aljcharacteristics that may influence teacher expectations are‘e

lﬁ&;suggested that social class and race stereotype.might be‘[

”i}a,influential in teacher expectations. ) Rist (1970 1973)[‘”w

"b?urepOrted that the expectations: of the :child s 1nit1alvf‘f”'“

"fﬂjteachers (kindergarten teachers) resulted in the child%ff'"i'
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v

‘Teachers may give more and higqer quality interaction to“‘

‘middle than to lower class students."

These StUdieS SuPport the contention that teachers use ©

social class information to’ form expectancies. “As a’ result,x‘“'

‘nthe nature of teacher student interaction, which differs for”w‘

“Q“students as a: function of the level of teachers' expectancy,

"‘wdiffers for students in the various classes, for example,‘

Rist (1970) found that children in 1ow—expectancy grouph‘

;“1often were placed in a disadvantageous physical position,in

' [ '
' . . , 1

C.

the room. f'

Baron, Tom, ”and Cooper (1985)‘ conducted separate L

‘.meta analYSis for asseSSing the influence of student social

””class and race on teacher expectancies. A total of 20 a

"'studies were identified in which" student soCial class wasn'

1

"related to a measure of teacher expectanCies.‘ In general

;the meta analysis supported the follow1ng hypotheSis--white

o students eliCited higher teacher expectations regardingff;nfff

r

-;Iachievement than black students. Similarly,,a middle classf;"””“

"”fyibackground generated higher expectations than a lower class'

FIL_,"Ybackground., with regard to other racial groups, studies,..w-:f'

"finvolving 'comparasons: of Mex1can~Americans with whites71‘

K

ba@fhﬂindicated higherﬂ expectations were held ‘ﬁf whitesrhg

:

"ﬁ?However, WOng (1980) and Tom, Cooper & McGraw (1984) foundﬁfﬂ

‘jthat grade expectations were higher for Asian children thanndﬁﬁli

'ﬁ‘for whites. In addition, other studies (Katz & Braly 1933;fii"'f

ti:fKarlins, Coffman & Wakters 1969, Sue & Kirk 1972) indicatéﬂ*“

e
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‘that"ﬂsians are stereotyped as being more industrious,

studious, conforming and achievement oriented than whites.

N

In summary, the conclusion here is that race and soc1al‘“g'

e N oy e

class effects on teacher expectations do exist. It 1S clear,{n'

BN [
' .?‘,
-

that social class and race of student are important sources_,

3 '
,,v~‘

f informatiOn oﬂh teachers' fand’ urelated‘frtoff,their

SRR expectancies. "fﬁfthﬁni,,“f> ,; | o - f‘h :‘i”hy‘hg =

"*uﬁ@;:H:,,,;i:j}i}fgﬁ‘gjj*dfir;f_]y iﬁ‘?/‘f',.".f,;fhf
o f‘l;M;b;,:éygﬁaiionuﬁfrect in the Sport sgtting‘fﬁb",

V. \

. \ g !
t v

| Much research on teacher expectations has focused onyﬂfv
ways 1n which teacher perceptions of student ability can{ .
ultimately affect student performance.j The majority\ off‘
A ]V research has been generated from studies related ‘to
ji _—claSSroom instruction.‘ Very 1ittle‘ of this ‘research'
however, has been operational in the phy51cal education
setting., Martinek (1981) argues that a poss1ble reason forV'
that is due to the fact that phy51cal education research hasxdl*
mostly dealt with global methodologies, curricular concernsh

[

and at best, observational skills perta&ning exclu51vely to'n“

. .

motor skill performanceyc
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high school teachers were asked to rank their students in

order of their physical achievement or skill potential The

\

[

rankings were assumed o to."‘ represent thé\ teachers' DR

expectations for their students performance in physical":77

fheducation. ‘The results of the studY showed that the~' (a)

R
'

'.deSignated high achievers were given Significantly more

opportunities to respond to the teachers' questions than the.f'

/

"71ow achievers (b) deSignated high achievers were found to

[

' Ibe treated more warmly by their teachers than low achievers,

' , . '

() designated high achievers were found to. receive more.:f

, attention and were given more opportunities to respond (d) ';‘

no Signifmant differences were found between high and low‘
achievers in terms of the types of new material taught.,i .

Martinek and Johnson (1979) assumed that if expectancy"

: effects oqcur and operate in the classroom then they may “

'also be eVident 1n the gymnaSium even . though the nature of "

) the activity is different, They also thought that teacher s‘

:certain psychological components of a child's personality" -

\.}._expectations can be , influential in the developme'nt of”

W

"*makeup. The purpose of their study was to identify specificg‘-‘"

-_"'v-"and differential teacher-student behaviors associated with‘} B

N

',‘high and 1ow expectations ‘of teachers : in a physicallt".-“
v.;ﬁeducation setting. In addition, they tried to determine the
“effects of these expectations on the deveiopment/of the’v"-f"j’

‘*‘lchild' ' self-concept.;‘ A Dyadic Version :f Cheffers".*;*'.,'"

'1

Adaptation to Flanders Interaction Anaiysis 5ystem (Martinek' o

. f:& Manc:.ni 1979) was the observational tool used to identify"j"'-'-?




ihyzslﬁ‘\’
\‘the 'teacher" s‘tuden't “behayi'ors.v 'I‘hey found that Within .a““
wt‘physical education setting high achievers enjoy advantages,'
"ysuch as, more attention, more praises " more acceptance more»'
) intellectual stimulation, and better self concept. e " ll
| In another study,‘ Martinek (1980) tried to determine‘l‘
‘,the differential influence | that teachers ‘ expectations
self concept and sex had on"students' expectations of motor"‘

task performance. He found that students expec:tations of

“‘motor task performance Were significantly related to and
“presumably affected by the expectation of the teachers as'

- well as “the student s self- concept.n He explained that the

rIr}, “‘\‘

asignificant .relationships . ‘of\- ‘ teachers" and students' .

"f expectations is largely due to messages that a student

)\4“.'

‘receives from a » teacher. Such messages may be : either ca
"'inviting" or "discriminating" depending on the- expectations

. ‘ ‘ “ “ . yv.., ‘, + ’
: held by the teacher for the student. e o Ly

4
,‘_'—-. \
o gt

Recently, A youth sport has been rapidly increaSJ.ng m AT
: v ‘ "K:;lx' ‘4" ORI
v,,popularity within communities _ across the world s aw

v

result, ihteractions between coach and child have captured'

t,

l'j‘g:-;..'fthe interest of several investigators (Danielson, Zel rt &
;*{;‘Drake 19‘78 Percival 19719 Smlth Smoll and Hunt (1977)

f'g‘fhave introduced the Coaching Behav1or : Assessment System "'1{;

'.w";( CBAS), an analytical tool for coding coachefs' beha<riours~
v in naturalist setting. CBAS offers a measurement of both.‘l'j?-_':y‘ii S

‘ spontaneous behavior.‘ Scholars who have'&,';‘:”"w‘.-

: ;.'employed CBAS have focused on the congruency of coachers'

o ‘overt ‘.‘?‘lbehaviors - and children s perceptions , of "‘these
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behav1ors Within the context of Little League Baseball

Y

;V: (Smith, Small and Curtis 1978- Small Smith Curtis & Hunt”
| 1978)‘~f Thelr bas1c question has been whether or "not‘

‘ children understand the intention nested in adult behavior.“

.,

hey found that players of trained coaches evaluated the .

: |
"

‘; coaches fand team CI interpersonal environment “more”

[

positively. ) However, no attention has been. given to how
coaches rinteractions may be biased by their perceptions of'

\‘Achrldren ability. ) In order to understand that Rejeski

RS I
. i
' ‘ !

Darracot and Hutslar (1979) tried to find whether coaching

o ' U

behaViors covary with the coach's perceptlon of children s

A n

, abilities.: In other words, they' tried to <determine the

Py N

vftbx‘extent<to which the Pygmalion Effect operated in "a’ youthd

— " ) i -
Bl

sport setting. p S

'4"\*'n' Their results partially support the notion of Pygmalion
Sl &
L Effect 1n youth sport.‘ Although both rate score and mean‘

percentage data suggested that high expectancy childred were

Y .
| . 1 ! A

\"‘, relnforced ‘ more than low ! expectancy chlldren, high

"t

expectancy children ekperienced a higher ‘rate of

’ nonrelnforcad behaViors.' ‘In other words, coaches,‘ratherv

than 1ntentionally ignoring 1ow ability children, simplyf,;

N
2

. look»‘for specrfic correct responses and do no

BT
. :

standards for ind1v1dual abllities.

In summary,‘ the vast amount of research

& (

expectation communication has provided convinc1ng

erning

idence

: adjustn"'w

Vh'fhﬁlf expectations: do; exist and operate. Expectationly R

research in phy51cal education and sport settings is at thef‘"xﬁf

‘.\ N
Lo . S
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1nqulry recently. The ablllty to understand the nature andf

B

.neophyte stage”and has only surtaced as a v1able pursult ole

strength of expectation effect relles on the development ofg.

'

sequential models .and ' a veriflable theory of how expectatlon;

' L

efﬁects are communicated S o

v J [
. )
'

N B, Two Models for Teacher Expectatlons o

P ,PV' cOmmunicatlon and Behavior Influence ‘,'

P A o ‘ ‘ L
(AL R ' ' Lot [ T ‘ o
g R ' ' . ' . [ !

' o ' ‘ ' ' ’ ' ' o ) s e . 1
¢ -+ .. 1. A 'Model in the Classroom - ‘- .., '

J ‘ - o C “ Y
Classtroom o‘aservation reveals con51stent patternﬁ of
differential teacher behavior . toward hlgh and lom

/,expectation students.‘ .Cooper (1979) suggested -a model

<

which integrates particnlan‘ treatment flndlngs 1nto ‘an-

influence seguence. The,model (see Figure l) outline the

y ¥
&g, sustain a given lével of an achlevement. In other~words,
the purpose of the model 1s to. lntegrate the cllmate,
}'l N
feedback, and ‘initiation’ varietlons into a causal process

? theory to explaln performar-e expectatlon communicatlon and

N

behavioral influence.'

.

’

cognitive processes throuvgh whlch teacher expectatlon can

)
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_'perceptlon of how 11kely students are to succeed

L.
Yercher 1T e B :

' escher Student $rudent

Fordback Uweo! ! Efion - Attitudes

Contingency Prahe ong Ouvtcome 1. o8
Criticism .. Coverinion “{ Performance

\ Deliets, Outcomes

Toscher | , .

‘Creared » Student ' Toscher

$ocio  |e———mmeca] (nteracrion Control ot

Emotionst initistion - Content,

Climste Temingond’

) Dmnoon

1 :
| ) “ ':‘ .- L
(Taken frém Cooper 1979)
‘ )"that‘hteEChers fbrm, differentiai
Varlatlons in studentw"
abackground and ablllty lead teachers to fonn differentlalt
(z) that

;expectat;ons,

" .
‘ "
fntecaction.
Coneext
“\”.eﬂ‘ 1'8“' an
| ety Pertormance | | Pereeprions
od, . Etpgctmw w ©of Convol
| B<kgroung: .for: . Over -
: = lndmdual Performence
. _Smu S
' -
AR \'I'he model ‘shows:
. oy

' expectatlgn’s for student performance.

L %

-;'31nfluence teac er perceptlon of control over student

in‘e nJunctJ.qn wlth ‘the 1nteractz.on context




1

"pe‘rformanc'e; (3) that"control perceptiOns in‘fluence teacher '

feedback information and the SOCioemotional climate of the

'l classroom.‘ Teachers may be increaSing personal control by

¥

creating a negative climate and fﬁe.dback pattern for lows

'

and thus inhibiting low initiations. ‘I‘his means that lows

are more often praised and criticized for control purposes

(external to student performance) and highs are more often fo
._‘with effort as the criterion (a personal cause), ('\4l‘) that
feedback differences influence student beliefs concerning
\the importance of effort in produCing personal outcomes.ﬂ-l

E Negative climate and feedback patterns may decrease student

’
A

v‘-iinitiations. ' The negative | patterns Iemployed with low
Hvexpectation students then ‘result '"in‘ incr‘eased ‘t‘eacher
' 'control over interaction content timingv and .‘durati‘on;. (S')’ |
“that effort outcome. perceptions influence the motivation

,‘behind student performance. A stronger belief on the part

of lows than highs that reinforcements ,are COntrolled by

l

_external factors was proposed ‘as a consequence of using a
'control feedback contingency. B It was pointed out that a

belief‘ in personal efficacy is' a prerequisite for

 achievement motivation (Atkinson 1964), B that

b

effort-outcome covariation beliefs may influence 'student
performance. . Non-contingent reinforcement was seen' as"
"’;’causing negative affect and attitudes less perSistence at

‘ 'tasks and more frequent failure.

In summary, the model suggests that teachers frequently

give affectively balanced feedback to low expectation

P

§
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students as a mechanism - for interaction‘ control ‘ High
fexpectation students more frequently receive. feedback based

;"on their effort expenditurei These different eyaluation
fcontingencies maY” lead lows to:believe less”strongly than
highs‘ that \effort will influence academic outcomes.
Differences in effort outcome perceptions may lead to less

thersistence and more failure in the part of lows .than highs,

: @
‘thus sustaining poorer performance.. ; -

2. A Model‘in Physical Education

!

Martinek (1981)vpresents a model from which Pygmalion
Effect research can be operational in physical educationi’

. setting. The model illustrates how expectations are formed

L

,v

how they mediate dyadic interaction between the teacher and
||

students, and how they can ultimately effect student growth -

‘ during the 1nstructional process Figure 2 illustrates the
\

model and the relationship of these four areas to one
w_another. k

\
N
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-Auudmumummuoumumm L
Sources of o i‘tuodc'ﬂ o } ‘Student |
\ Expectations |7 | - lntersction. . Growth
, . I . . ‘ ‘g" L ;I. ' . . ‘ v
Impression Cues ~ Intersctions © - . ‘ swuuwl
~ R botweenthe . - . self-concept, .
Sex, age,mmace, - . teacher and ) ' studert expectations,
skil, SES,physical . . student - - . . - sfiitudes, anxiety, SR
stiractiveness, handi- . : . socialdistance, -
cum«%wdumﬂnmn¢ e . physical performance, L
behavioralstiributes, =~ .- . . scademic perforthance, . E
_Intelligence, past A .+ locus of control, | :
records, instructional Ny T T et U -
setting, etc. ‘ ’“‘.frt ‘fcu"'~3 - 3 Lo TR
anuxp C
. ‘ aapmnﬂhnanjcammmﬂ S
| - . (Taken from Martinek 1981)

,‘4"

. The * model : suggests. ?ff(a) 5Fthat teachers f'form

Xy BRI

4‘.,expectat10ns -of thelr students from perceptlons galned

’"‘astudent, (c) that teacher expectatlons in conJunction w1th<

:.W‘;the quality o‘

.through a number of xmpreSSLon ‘cues *related to elther ,:1'
) : . P
_teacher or student characterlstics or to the interactxons of

both (b) that expectations ultlmately affect the quantlty‘

and quality of t e' J.nteract:l.on between the teachers andn"

(‘ v

,3;’

~

interactlon can influence spec1f1c physxcal,j;'

l‘and social-psychological outcomes of the student, (d) that
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, student outcomes resulting from teacher expectations willf

i

u_subsequently reinforce those initial ekpectations formed byﬂwgf

the teacher. Qs '.“ffinﬁa";hﬁ - “*T‘:f
T The model identifies four major areas which will be
. " {t :

discussed briefly° (a) sources of expectations; (b) Dyadic

, V‘interaction, (c) student growth and (d) expectation loop.

SR ‘.
‘ LU o :
. Cnlo L ‘«, ‘_ '“" ,l».”r,,"}' .
. ‘Sources of Expectations P T vt
- ; ; ) foo . B lv.'v"..v‘.' ) |
‘. o S IR | L SN .
Teachers . form-ekpégtations of their students from

' different sources; For example Crowe (1977) found that

A

teachers eXpect better phy51cal performance from boys than\’

e

"f'girls during physical education 1nstruction,4 On the other'gﬁifo

U

27*‘hand Martinek & Johnson (1979) found that student gender

,had little effect on teachers' expectations fOr elementary 9'

I
S

‘age -children. \'Other sources of expectations can be al

‘student s race .'(busek' L& Joseph , 1983),;; thSical

‘-attractiveness (Clifford & Walster 1971),|previously taught
mblmgs (Rlvers 1980), and so on. ;

1

sExpedtatiOns;and‘ﬁYadic"InteraCtionﬁf“"[.




f;i,_recent studies by Crowe (1975)‘ and Martinek and Johnson
(1979) have attempted to 1ook at this dimension 1n thSical

~-"education setting (see pages 24 26) - _
\;wo;yg»‘.;‘};_h : o . ,*y~ugmalﬁw‘
o .«,,n_wf,, ,\“ gvp‘; : -

[

| gxpectasionandStudent Growth .l
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f'k Martinekt(198l) argues that a logical concluSion to the7

finding outlined above is that 1f expectancy effects occur;ﬁﬁcf*

and operate in the instructional setting,‘they w1ll also be
influential in the development of certain phy51ca1 and
psychological aspects of a child Researeh in physical
education has only begun to look. at_v the relationship fof

w.teacher expectations to student‘growth.' In arrecent stddy

"by Martinek (1980),.the reIationship Of student expectations

A

to teacher expectations and student gender was investigated. d_%feV

It has been found that teacher expectations and self-concept

were significant contributors to the variability of nmtor

ﬂﬁ.expectancy scores.

: .
o . . b o R . : ‘ {
] G g ‘ “. ' : . A s y
. Expectation and Causality | 1
, * e e e |

The question of 5 hat causes what is: a perSistent

( T

’:{'expectations on student outcomes., Martinek (1981) suggests ﬂ‘

-
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‘,gﬁ}b' expectation loop is based_upon the assumption that if the

teacher expects and encourages higher level performance,,the‘v'

' BRI w‘ \‘ !

wiy}” , student will perceive this encouragement \and therefore,

N . ) -" T N

SRR achieVe 1wat' the : expected level 'j Consequently, the

' [ . .
\ ",»'

. expectation of the teacher is. further reinforced resulting

d; "'in'lhtw perpetuation i of; both teacher | expectation l”and“

- differential treatment"toward ‘the ‘student.. The .current 'W
L\i"".‘lstudy «attempts:ato lreplicate ‘th ‘first two stages,lof}grd
.i; Martinek's model namely, sources of expectations and Dyadic

. interacticn.,‘ : ‘ﬂ”j: 'V'h ks ‘ 'K ‘:i.“, ST

. b : ) v o . Cey . . D "y EAEEERT . “
o ! ' S 'F Summary o o
. L . \ . ' o 1
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'jV‘“ “ This chapter reViewed the literature pertinent to the

'

study.‘ In the firstf section,' research of the Pygmalion
S , ' L

Effect in a: classroom was ?examined.,. The second and the

[
l

third part 00vered the literature concerning sex, race, and

Lo

.‘;\"F*

soc1al class expectations.‘

B The next section examined the‘Pygmalion Effect in sport

S
AN

K

‘ setting, and finally, two models were suggested-” one by

4

cooper (1979),!1n a classroom and the other one by Martinek

g

.}-, (1981), in a physical education setting.h It is clear that

“

most studies have been conducted in a classroom enVircnment.j'wifw

Very few Studies attempted to examine the Pygmalion Effect

in phys1cal educaticn setting.ﬁ The current study attempts

.:»Itiialso tries to vreplicate,~the first two stages offt'%

,-,--‘

to investigate this tOpic in a physical education setting.ﬂﬂiffﬁ
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: AMartinek's model, namely, sources of expectations and dyadic

interaction. Chapter 3 describes the purpose of the study

iy . . ' ' ' ' K

. L R R
‘ and.the hypotheses.,ﬂ;;\ o e “.,,~.": : ‘ ~'Q~
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- i‘ ‘L‘(;“h ~ wf Chapter 3
o o Purpose and HYpotheses

3 The major obJective of this study 1s to highlight ‘and

L}

'analyze ‘thev relationship between ‘the‘ way the teacherj‘\

. ‘perceives his students 1n. the academy and the way he ‘"”

- reinforces the students in phy51cal eduCation classes. .
A second objective of this study 1s to understand-the‘_,‘f

effect of a. few explanatory varlables on the way the teacher

1‘ perceives his students as’ either low or high expectancy.‘
et The ' following are theWkesearch's hypotheses:
. . [ . . o } : i . . . o o , “‘ f \

'
’

‘ li Durlng phy51cal education classes, the teacher will

more positively reinforce and more frequently contact thoseh
children for whom he holds higher expectations in academic-f
» ’classes.“‘ ;“‘j" 'gﬁyﬁqi,f j' ifﬂg‘ju,‘r ‘;f‘; fﬂ;f _ o

SR ‘5' In order to systematically test the above mentioned

\

'fg lS broken down to several hypotheses. The latter hypotheses

“[di are presented in tabular form and then spelled out 1n°

[

detall.vyf fbnj,_g‘f‘”F.i‘.f ﬂ;f“”;'gﬁf,f;{”*fJ"f'dffm»'th
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Table i . - . . o
‘Contacts, and Positive Reinforcements

Y . ' ) . ' . s . "‘ S ! . . . E .
. . \ .

‘ RAting‘inf'*',,';x'Rating‘in " | Predicted teacher - . .
 Academy. . . | Phy. Educ. | ‘reinforcing behavior. .

LHigh expectancy ' High ability Many positive
R T . K T . relnforcements & contactsl.,
.| High expectancy (“_LOW‘ability 'Many p051t1ve : :
EIEY I S T reinforcements & contacts
L pE— - — —_— — ‘ o
| Low expectancy . | High ability Few p051t1ve ; FEER
B R b o ‘relnforcements & contacts SR
[-»dtowyeXpectancy‘.d‘fLow‘ability Few p051t1ve
X ‘~‘§ AR | , T ,relnforcements & contacts,

Hypothesis la: . o | ;5“t 'th:, o j_"_.yli“aﬁsr\
EXPectatlons and the use of p051t1§e relnforcements are.f~ :
:pOSitively related That is, hlgh exPectatlon"students | -
“'h“receive greater p051tive reinforepments than 1ow expectation ‘ }r

;. students..a R "“jj“ ‘ fu* .”". L”‘m o 'f j'nﬂ

s ' ' : 1 ‘G .A
L KR ufg,‘:‘4‘_;*v=,i_]f;fdjvn"i,lﬂf L .
EXPectations ‘and h ' "contacts between . if
"u;teachers and students are poS1t1ve'y' related. ) That 1s,:~f 4
high-expectation students have more contacts w1th thelr jf
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§

vy

gypgthesis‘Ic:

There is not a significant difference in the amount ofﬁ

positive reinforoements and contacts given to high academic

’

expectancy students regardless of their physical education‘

. ¢abilities.u t.:‘ l a ‘_t'i“ | : .

 'Bypotbesis 1d: .-

There is not a Significant difference in the amount of'

pOSitive reinforcements and contacts given to low academic

,’

“V‘expectancy students, regardless of their thS1cal education

S Wabllltles.:

Most of the literature studies two expectation groups,v

'\ o high and low expectancy students. | However, few of the .

studies (Cooper & Baron 1977) included a third expectation

group which fall between high and low. In order to better'

o,

understand the way teacher gives negative reinforcements, a:.‘

AR

third expectation group is included. in this study. j_Theu’h

hypotheses are presented tabularly and then spelled out in ,f,

detail.33



o The number of negative reinforcements given to mediumgﬁ”ﬁvl‘
expectancy students are sign ficantiy different from those ‘:?pﬁﬂ

given to high and low expectan&k studénts.?.ﬂffff,

e = ;

.40
Table 2 d
Negative Reinforcements. ‘

' Rating in | Rating in Predicted teacher Reinforcing
Academy Phy. Educ. | Behav1or‘ K ‘ . o
High .| High ©~ | Few negative reinforCements_
.expectancy ‘ability - o U I

i“High" | Low 'Ee& negative reinforcementsf“
-expectancy -ability SO T

' Medium High = ‘ a !
‘expectancy | ability . '
‘Medium | Low E
~expectancy | ability .

Low. . .| Bigh Many negative ‘ \'. g

.| expectancy | ability reinforcement " . B

-Loﬁf1\"'\ - 1" Low Many‘neéative

expectancy ‘ability ‘reinforcement
m" ‘ thé.sils‘ 2a: 5

L fh@“‘

R *\ b i\ ' '

v ExpectationsN a d..use of negative reinforcements are

‘e"negatively related. \ That s, low expectation students
f.receive greater.. neéative reinforcements . than high‘?
: expectation students. DN
' R Y P r

- Bypothesis 2b:- . K ﬂ

\.
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The second alm of thls study is to understand how

}-chosen ;ndependent Varlables affect the way the' teacher

n

. percelved hls students " as exther low or hxgh—expectancy‘

~

”students. It is assumed here that sex, race .and social

'

,hclass affect the teacher s perceptions of hls/her students

as elther hlgh or Yow expectancy,studentsr .“

HBypothesis 3: o - o g .

Higher‘spoft expectations would be held by the teacher

fQI‘bOYS than ﬁof;girls.

LA

Chapter 4 descrlbes the methods and procedures followed

.in the study. | o . A " o

.1:/

41



Chapter 4
(SAN ‘~'4.‘

Method and. Procedures ' . Eﬁﬁ

T . PR

Resegagh Design: |
b . o (;‘i‘ S '
The major purpose of the study is 'to "#nalyze. the

relationship between the way a teacher perceives his
students in academic subjects and the way he int:racts with
them in physical education sessions. S A'-' |

A;secondary purpose is to understand the effect of sex
on thé}way a teacher perceives his students as either low or

'w
\high expectancy.

There are two‘types of studiesvon teacher's expectancy
effect: (1) ‘experimerital studies and (2) naturalistic
studies. The erperimentai studiesl have heen strongly
oriticized for lacking externai vaiidity. Therefore, this
l'studv investigates‘naturally formed teacher expectations and
tteacher:pupii interactggn. It is an ‘empiricai study in
which data were cgilectedb ahrough- observations and
-.interviews.' | |
This chapter Will describe research procedures followed

in the study It is presented in four sections (a) Sample

.(b) Data SQurcesﬂ(c)fPré§edures and (d). Analysis.

~A. . Sample

Y

L‘The size- and nature of the sample were determined by

two ?factors:l (1) knowledgeable researchers involved An -

i

. }
' \
x

‘- 42 "‘» .
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similar investigations (e.g., Brophy 1976) who advised that

43

the nature of the study dictated alsmall‘research samplé,'
and (?) the willingness ofﬁfa. tegcher whaq teacheé boﬁh
-academic subjects as. well \ as physicai| educafion ‘tq
participate in thé"projgcﬁ. These factors, when viewed
within the | framework of time, money,  ‘and manpower
constraints led tova decision to studyloné’élass,‘ !
Permission was granted Ato appfoach .one of Edmontog
?ublic Schools QQQI‘bhe“‘teacher showed interest ‘in the
”ibroject. A number of teachers declined to participate in
vthe‘ study claiming that the time of the 'ygAr (early
September) was igcoévgpieht.- It. could be, héwevér,_ that
opening themselves_ to ”extensiye observations, yideotabed
s lessons, and interviews Qaé 'too fhreateniﬂgf for these.
'ﬁeache:s.‘ .
- 7‘,NA(létter outlining the generéinurpdsévdflthé proﬁect
waé"sent to the,schgol (see.appendik A and B). 1In additioﬁ;'
the parents .were info:meé ~about the ,séudy and they weié
IASked to confirm their child's participation.
The characteristic of the sample were: i
1. School: | The..public school ’was‘ located  in
' “'Egmor'ﬁx_ton. I.,t..LServed 200 chi.;dren"ages‘ five to
féué;eeﬁ.‘v'q | ’
2. Teaéher; Thé ;§ééhe;fis a 34 year old white male,
who héeld a Bﬁd.; deéreg, He has 11& . years of

- 7 teaching experience in various schools. During -
: ‘ . s . ol » ‘
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_ r ‘
his studies he. was trained to teach academic
‘,.sﬁbjeéts. He had also been trained fof one
.semester to teech vafieds‘ skills in physical.
education. i o o
The teacher has taught most of the academlc
sub]ects as well as phy51cal educatlon sessions.
In addltion, he has' beenqlnvolved in coachlng the

[y

.volleyball'team in school; He argued - that "as the
years go by I get to be a lot more comfortable>1n
teachlng physical educatlon.“
~~5; tudengs: The origlnal studenﬁ‘sample comprised
of 16 individuais between the ~ages of ten and -
~eleven. There were eight boys and elght girls who

comprisee one class 'of grade six. ' It was

AN

.Becessarf to'exciude one £emaievstudént h@cause
she'jeined'thewelass two weeks-after'she‘research
had started. . It is'noterrthy that all students .
in ‘this CIaSS' came from mid&lekclaSs famiITéET—‘

(See subjecth'demoéfaphies iﬁ Table 3.)

St B. Data Sources

The purposes of the study necessitates four classes of L
. ‘ . ) . . - v

Yo

N data to be collected., (1) Tedcher-pupil interaction in
/ physical. education._ (2) "Teacher-pupil"iq;eraction‘“in»
‘\academic subjects.‘ (3)( Teacher expectation data . and (4) -

students' demographics and perceptions.

e, s,

\
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Table 3
e A‘Féw C qgacteristiés of the Sample
) \ SEX
\BOY " GIRL |
COUNT COUNT COUNT = | .counT
| PERCENT ‘ PERCENT
NUMBER \
1 . 1 6.7%
2 1 VL 6.7% .
30 \ ' 1, 6.7% -
4 1 6.7%
5 1 6.7%
6 1. 6.7% , -
7. 1 6.7%
8 1 6.7%
9 . 1 6.7%
10 1 6.7%
11 - 1 617%
12 . 1 6.7%
13 1 6.7%
14 " 6.7%
15 1. 6.7%
TOTAL 8 53.3% 7 46.7%
FATHER -
ORIGIN \ | Lo
Canadian "7 © 50.0% 4 . 28.6% |
Other 1, 7.1% 3 14.3% |
TOTAL 8 1 57.1%. 6 42.9%
| moTRER - .

‘-] ORIGIN * o |
Canadian- 7 46.7% 5 33.3% = ,
Other 1 6.7% 2 13.3% N

1 o o, - . s

TOTAL 8 . 53.3% 7 46.7% {
»

—
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) g acher-Student Interaction in Physical Education -

o
A

data is' the Dyadic, adaptation. of CAFIAS developed by
Martinekv (1977) The CAFIAS ;sf an 'observation tool
developed by Cheffers Amidon & Rogers (1974) and refined by
Martinek (1977) "wf" “iw“ ,;V‘ | - S

CAFIAS Cheffers adaptation of E‘J.anders Interaction

e .
e ' by

o

Analysis system is an observational tool used to 1dentify

predominant interaction patterns and process categories.

between the teacher and students.‘ An additional category'

was added by Cheffers to provide a means for measuring“‘

analytic student response.' Furthermdre, this ystem waé

\

The tool used to secure physical @ducation interaction

,designed for ‘a use in physical educat;ion class’es and is .

¢
capable of capturing and describing verbal and nonverbal

‘behaviors. .

' Table 4 provides a summary of the CAFIAS categories.

An outline of the system is presented in Appendix C.



' Tabie‘q

B _T"}hJ .+ .categories of 'CAFIAS

Nou-vmu.no'm ' BEHAVIOR T Lo
12 "’f f"2' Praise, encouragement
'iﬁ IR | ‘h57 'Acceptance of.Studentfs‘ideash
14 1 s | .Question- |
"15- 5 ‘Lecture;’information giyinél
16 6 Directions T
17 3 7 ‘Criticisms‘ v X l
18 | ;a‘ 8 Role student response,
18 ‘ ,8" . Analytic student response
19 9 i Unpredictable student resnonSe
10 | 20 _““"Silenceconfusionb" |

A,
T
»

"o, R ) [ o . .
. : . ’ .
. y . ' [ .

-

Dyadlc Adaptatxon of CAFIAS: Interactlon between an ...

1nd1v1dual student cr ‘a. small group of students and the g

’e

teacher were of puimary concern 1n thls study._ Martlnek,d

,(1977) ~suggested a dyadic adaptatlon of CAFIAS whichf;,“

‘ prov1ded a method to record and analyze these interactlons;

- . ‘A

' Teacher behavior dlrected at the entire class ‘was not”

recorded whereas lnteractions w1th a. single student or a S

i

vsmall group of no more than four students were recorded

twy T

}~ LR
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“mThe decision to look at ‘a, small group is hmsed upon the

. belief that individual members of a small group perceive the
N contact by the teacher as‘ a dyadio interchange., This
"adaptation allowed the investigator to look at the CAFIAS

]categories mentioned above and at the total number of

'contacts between teacher and indiVidual and small groupsh

. The dyadic adaptation «of CAFIAS included the following

‘e

=

procedures,f'

‘i.‘-irhem §tudénts‘-wq;e% shirts . with assigned I.D.' '

\

e numbers.

’ v

2[’ The obServer coded only ‘the interactions that

-«, R : .

occurred between the teacher and a Single student

or a' small group‘of no more than four students.,

3}“ All behavior. tallies were accompanied by a*-ﬂ"jj

numbered subscript representing the indiVidual

student or small group of students involved in an E

1l
i

N

interaction. ;

~4ﬁ'h Behaviors were recorded ‘at 3. second intervals as

e . hd ‘»/.,n‘

1ong as the interaction continued.v,,ﬂ"‘”

.':'(-4'“‘. o

.q‘l The physical education lessons were Videotaped in order ¥

to allow for repeated examination of the interaction to be

‘jf§ studied and thus, increase the reliability of the study.__fi\
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f'%iu‘) (2) .IEacher-Student~Interact;onl;n‘Academic»subjectsf3;'

| ~The tool used to secure lnteraction‘data was the dYadiC'
adaptatlon of CAFIAS developed by Martinek (l977), (see
Teacher student‘ 1nteractlon 4ff physrcal éducation)‘\~
’HWHowever, the researcher dld not video -tape student teacher_
‘interactions but.‘ observed it-'~and coded only those '
“1nteractlons that transplred between the teacher and a
srngle student. Unfortunately, thefe.was only one observerj‘
in the classroqm, hence, the reliabllity of this analy51s o

-

!
decreased \

ria):ﬁTEacher ﬁ#pectation‘nata‘
‘"fﬁg~ ﬂ”“‘i Expectatlon‘ data‘ wére collected through lnterview
‘ | technlques.a The protocols developed requlred “the teacher‘
(1) rank the best three and the lowest three students
w7”\%¥' accordlng to how' well they perform at school (2) rate‘ﬁ
puplls accordlng to how well they are expected to perform in
| academlc subjects (ranging 1 édj 7),. (3) _rate pupils
:Qfﬁff accordlng to how well they are expected to perform in
physrcal educatlon classes,u and (4) Provide reasons why -1

'3

:‘ children are placed :Ln partlcular rank or raung categoriesq o

The 1atter task was faq111tated by encouraging the teacher




,”;education seSSions and did not deal w1th“other subjects in f

‘hdetailed information«which would prov1de valuable inSightsf

;ﬂInterview protocols ‘are presented in Appendix D.‘}‘: }

‘through interView techniques.

'each'.student about. . (1) demographics and (2)¢'general ,jp-

h

v‘into the 1ogic'of teacher expectation ranking.‘ In addition,jj'

] . ! 4 "
\the researcher asked the teacher a: few questions concerning‘

. [ 1, Voo
[ . L . .

his attitudes toward pupils and his teaching orientation.i o

' [N
' O

t v

v (. EERIIN . . '

. \ O . ! . .
. . . ) - . NN R [ . ,

. \ , | - R Lo , ; AR ) B

. Students' Demographics . . .0 . o Sl T

L . . ' * [ N R . oo .
\- . - R . : . . v N .
) : \ oot y e, S

lStudents" demographics and perceptions were recorded
;
‘ The researcher interViewed

M.satisfaction from physical education seSSion (See Appendix .‘~W}

*)

.E) FolloWing the interViews each student was asked to rank

o

‘order his or her classmates on two lists according to-*7"

. af . how good they are in game activities andcg '~“[‘Lf SR

, \ .
. ‘ oo !

'b.,f how good they, are 'in other sport actiVities

}A 1“ﬂ;; (gymnastics, fitness, and so on) YVJiV‘ﬂV?'j;pwi ,j A
tjgy~.¢;i In‘“addition, each studentﬂ‘was asked to dk) Tgflf
N oneself on tho'se t{,o' hsts .”l,
;ﬁi{ It is. worthwhile noting that by the time the study was 'i
dertaken the students practiced various gémé;~é? PhYSical Jgu

?physical educatibn.~
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_ﬂcf.tteacherv studentsf.interv1ew‘ protocols.‘ Also,-”the«

' ,-researcher practlced the use of a v1deotape camera and the

‘tobservation tool to be employed in the study., The'%econd

f-phase 1ncluded. vidsotaplng of physical. education sessionsd

,“fftwo days 1n wa row." Throughout the. researcher became_

- ”familiarlzed w1th the students by spendlng time‘ in the"
classroom. vtThe7 fourth phase ;nvolved 'completlng; the
tcollectlon of the data.‘ SRR "f R l

[ ) . o X }
. ; .
N o T L ‘ . . ]
' o . R o " T v (-
. o . AR K

(1) Preparatory Phase. =

. . X s . N
) . v W . ' . ' “

v,

The major object of the preparatory phase was tralnlng

T_“ln the use of a v1deo camera and Martinek observatlon tool.;

.

' fThe researcher vldeotaped one phy51cal educatlon .sess10n

frwhich ‘was . glven by a: quallfled teacher. " Oned maJor

: dlfflculty was encountered durlng the/xralnlng perlod hej'd

"v@problem arose when there was an 1nteraction between thej .

"‘_subjects ‘(students) and the research tool (VLdeotape)

,There was a lot of excltement 1n the class and the chlldrenT‘U

“freacted unnaturally.a The problem was resolved in the actual‘

'jﬁfstudy The researcher found out that the subjects had beeni“

':d'exposed to the camera devlce before._ The teacher had i

: ~/‘.".fv:.deotaped his class 1n the past thus his students got usedfff:

'.;“\ o

’

' ”?th flrst videotaplng ~exper1ence, ?Lthejif

H“analeed 'xﬁh? p V1deotaped using Martinek' ﬁfi




“l. . . \ .

'"ﬂ‘observation system. By doing so,‘the researcher studied and:
'”vvprepared herself for a. live coding in the classroom.-'
"Interv1ew protocols, to be used for obtaining teacher
.expectation data and student demographics ‘wereisaisonn'
:h.developed during the preparatory phase.L The questions“were o
ffconstructed using information available“from. relevantv

' 1iterature (e g. Dusek 1985) and personal communication with
i ' ‘ " ' ' ' ' N

;other investigators.‘

The researcher was aware of the fact that the teacher

N

f might be reluctant to partiCipate :uiba research where he
‘should rank order his students on one - scale, 51nce he mighti
'?find it inapplicable.i As a result the researcher ehcouragedi
:the‘ teacher "to 'think out 1oud"“and describe :the

\
Ve

bharacteristics of his students “a he made dec1siOns"
-dconcenping rank and ratings. " The protocols have"been‘

;~hdgscrihed‘gearlier in the chapter and are presented 1n .

: "APPendices;D,andlEL'\

N

. {2) " Videotaping Two Physical Education Sessions = -

- The second. phase of the study 1nvolved getting 1nto“j o

:school and videotaping two phy51ca1 education ses51ons 1n a.
"Hrow.‘ The researcher wanted to get this information at the_:["

*tﬂ;beginning of the study in order to: ensure that the'aeacheriffafff

'ﬁﬁwould have only a vague idea of the study.:mrfff*ﬁ

The researcher was 1ntroduced by the teacher as a}tﬁ7*

'7flvisitor to the gym with an interest in phys1ca1 educationfm;




‘plctures.

o sy

L

Luactivities.‘ In addltlon, the teacher.gave each student a

shirt w1th an I. D. number which would appear clearly in the

The teacher was told to teach a, regular lesson andﬂf

51nce at that tlme the class was pract1c1ng team handballv

47skills, the' flrst ,taped lesson presented varlous team.

handball  activities. . In the ° follow1ng day ‘the researcher;’

videotaped the fsecond physxcal educatlon lessons. : The 1

“students wore the same Shlrts, however, th;s tlme,they were

'playlng the game "murder ball" : The physical educatlon

classes were ‘held regularly durlng the ‘afternoons ‘on

‘Wednesdays, Thursdays and Frldays.

f‘ o IR

(3) Familiarization Phase

A one—week famlllarlzatlon perlod was spent 1n "the

'classroom. The researcher spent three days in the classroom

waatchlng classroom routlne. Durlng that tlme the researcher.

"_1was engaged ln a number of pre planned act1v1t1es

P}

A She famlllarlzed herself w1th classroom routine._w

P
A \

2, She memorlzed the names of the students. This was’

.....

a preFGQUlSlte for the use of the observatlon‘th
;jtechnlque,..ﬁ' ' | L : | ‘~ ! @,v
3d3;j|ﬁshe practiced u51ng the classroom observationufi
‘}'TitGChnlque.‘ | ‘ R

":aSAif;eSHe arranged to. carry out students interviews..‘i#"”'

‘\ .




[ ’ ' o ' '
,a sixuweek periodiv“Following'the familiarization phase the

researcher was involved 1n four act1v1t1es- !

a. Classroom interactions 'were‘ coded durlng five

».

language, mathematics "and ”literature 1essons}“”

The observatlons were held durlng the mornlngs and«l\

o v . ‘-\ . 0o

| afternoons.,g.ﬂ e e
'b. . 'Two  more thsical - education Iessons Wwere

‘ videotaped:. 'In the flrst lesson whlch was taped
' m A

Nin "the | third week ‘\the students practlced'

[

‘sc00b—hall skllls. ‘In the fourth lesson,‘wh;ch

were taped towards mhe end of the study, fthe‘

<

students worked 1n statlons, pract1c1ng‘ various‘

phys1cal fitness skllls.

e, 'Each student was 1nterv1ewed us1ng the 1nterv1ewﬂ

A

~ protocols (See Appendrx E) Interv1ews were

.conducted separately w1th each student out51de the

-.,..

"classroom. The students were assured that thelr

r

'answers would remaln confldentlal.-

The researcher spent about 20 hours in the schqol over '

different lessons.  Data . _were ' collected in

o o ‘ \ T
e fd.‘H'Teacher ,expectatlon data was collected. ‘ ThiS‘;,

f}information was coll/gted 1n two phases.; In thefﬁ--‘

\"nffirst phase, th.ch was held at the end of the'

whh?“? ,5ﬂ-fhfamlliarization. week the teacher was asked to;l |

.
L

‘5:rank order the 3 hlgh academlc achlevers and the 3

P
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C T low academic achievers{j In the second phase an",
: ‘ Lo ,
‘1nterv1ew was» conducted wlth the teacherv upon

h

- completion of the data collectlon. The researcher

D
f

o 1nterv1ewed the teacher durlng the last phase of

-

the: study to ensure that the teacher' would not .
modlfy hls behavior.- There was a. p9551bility that

durlng the 1nterview the teacher would find out

Y
[

S the exact purpose of the study Therefore,'lt was

"

1mportant to’ conduct the. 1nterv1ew upon completion

“of ‘the ~data collectloﬁ*.' The 1nterv1ew ‘was

' A tape recorded and subsequently transcribed for‘

"‘\‘ .~" ' { ‘v |r .
‘ analysls (See Appendlx D) ' :

N vt ' i ' T g . ‘ “ W . . I,\ )
D. Analysis W& ' ox

Data Preparation: Previous toé. analyzing the. data,
e o ‘ o - . o
certain‘ﬁprépafatory.‘activities . were- carried out.  These

[N

act1v1t1es are descrlbed below. SRR | Coo

There were two klnds .of process data (Dyadlc adaptation

']of CAFIAS) One was. 1nteract10n varlables in four physical

L , [ '

‘educatlon ‘ v1deotéped ses51ons while ‘the'. other 'was .

'
- ' o »

,lnteractlon varlables in f1ve classroom observatlons.‘ The4w~

s -

"researcher analyzed ‘separately each physrcal educationd
" se551on u51ng the CAFIAS. Physical education 1nteractionﬂfﬁ

,varlables approprlate for the study were identlfled 'andf'

‘vaupll scores on each variable calculated.,_ﬁV"

LW ,7?" 4 Vo . : o . IR Vo
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Formula‘(l981ff The formula is;

, » . 56

At his stage the tesearcher had four ceding sheets from

.physical education sessions and five coding sheets from

cademic lessons. The raw data from the academic coding

] ’

the same calculation has been done for the’ physmcal'

education coding Since .all the students attended classes

A eX’L.,/\

during coding periods, tHere 'was gno need to adjust the

\

variables 1n‘accordance»with pupil‘attendance.l‘, '

Interaction variables in. academic classes and' in

physical education sessions were punched into a. computer;'

In addition, all ‘other information concerning student‘A

d@mographics, teacher expectation in'academic subjects and

in sport, and student evaluation of their classmates in

. games and in other physical education subjects‘were'punChed

\
e

into the computer.

-
ﬂ
©

Intercoder Reliability- Intercoder reliability was

.calculated for one ppysical education lesson.‘ A"graduate

studen@ was trained to use the Dyadic adaptation of CAFIAS.

~which recdrded during the foﬁrth physical education lesson.

o~

“Reliability was calculated using a Spearman—Brown

+

Reliability -2X Correlation

A _ ; + Correlation

B

'sheets were summed by pupil on each of the categories and .

. Following his trainingﬂ the student coded the behaviors :

N
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The measures.of intercoder reliability;are‘repo;ted in"
Table 5. Most of the"results‘appearing in‘fable 5 are high
because of the extremely low frequency of occurrence of some‘
' behav1ors. Also, in some cases a 100 percent agreement :
"between coders presents an agreement that the eventdid ‘not

occur.

pata ’Analgsis: ‘“The ‘stUdf ‘reéuired two stages of
analeis.' in the first stage~7relationshipsibetween teacherj“
expectation and\the nature of teacher- pupil interactlon were
lnvestlgated (Tables 17;- 18). : In. the second stage,

) N\

: relatlonshlps between student\ demographics and dffferential

teacher behav10r were 1nvest1ga, ; (Tables 27 28).‘,kll‘of

the above analyses were computef naIQS_///ilng SPSSPC.
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Table S

Reliability Heasures

Category Correlation Reliability
2 ' ' 0.4231 60%
12 1 100% - (N)
3 | 0.5833 | 73%
13 1. 100% - (N)
4 S 1 100%
14 1 100% - (N)
5 ! 1 100%,
15 - 1 . 100% - (N)
6 0.6328 : 77% -
i I 16 - -0.1538 268
7 0.9564 ‘ Co97%
17 - 1. 100%
8 1 100%
18 1 100% - (N)
9 0.70 82%
19 1 £ 100% - (N)

NOTE: "N" indicates an agreement that the event. did not

‘occur.

L | E. Summary

ra

- This chapter ‘described the research procedures of the

: study;f The de5criptionﬂineluded'detailed discussions ef the‘

f”selection and nature of the sample, the sources and methods
\—of data collection, and the types of analysis applied to the

daba.- Chapter 5 presents the finding of the study.'
o o
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.

"was presented in Chapter 3.

Chapter 5
Results

— e

The study had twoi.purposes.  The first,' and major,

purpose .was to investigate the relationships between

: differential teacher acadenic expectations nd the'nature of

fteacher pupil 1nteractions in the: physical education. The

second purpose was to examine - the relationship between

y

-student éender» and differential teacher behavior A

statement of the research questions addressing each purpose

Ay

-

In this chapter, the resultS’of the investigation of
each. research question are reported and discussed in turn.

The chapter is presented in four sections: (1) ‘General

descrip€ion,~ (2) teacher expectations and teacher-pupil ;ﬂ

interaction, (3) additional findings}“andf(4) student gender

and differential teacher behavior.

Part 1.

AL General Description‘

N -

"

In this phase of . the study, an attempt is made to

describe the research setting . is made. | This qualitative

approach is used to generate rich and subjective data which

&
'quantitative methods cannot secure.

¥ v '
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 The data‘Was;gathered‘throughiobservational‘sessions
where the researcher openly. Wrote\ descriptive notes of
events; In‘addition< Qhen some‘events.occurred, questions
v,were‘asked hv the‘researcher and "haphazard‘interviewing"
was -conducted;‘ This‘lmethod .of casual and ‘informal
iinterviews Often produced‘rich data,relevant to the study.
An attempt was ‘made to collect data that would in some
measure, fulfill the objective and purpose of the study.
Three strategies of qnalitative data collection were

recognized in this study:

The Researcher as a Passive Observer.

The researcher watched‘interactions between two or morel
actors in‘the study and'listened'to their conversation. The
researcher attempted to determine, v'if ’- in any measure at
all, the reSearcher s presence influences the response of

those involved.
The Researcher in Directive Interaction

In 1nany oasgg the researcher found 1t necessary' to

'1solicit infofmation directly through ’open questioning.

Informal interviewing often occurred -and. was. recognized as aﬁm -

~valuab1e method of gathering information, freely provided by'h

tlthe subjects.ul

L '. .
FCARARIO A
A L
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The Reseqrcher as garticipantq

The;; researcher'.'was{‘ identified ‘as a *university
Mo .

researcher and" ailghysical ‘education teacher who wasd

interested in teacher—student interaction'jJ1 a gymnasiuM"

%

The ‘researcher's position as. an’ university figure, was

con51dered by the teacher -as an opportﬁnity to express R

conceérns -and- attitudes about physical education lessons.- In

.addition, the’ researcher offered her help‘in teaching any‘“'

‘Asubject which would be helpful to‘\the teacher. " 'An

arrangement was made that the researcher would teach Folk
Dancing and Gymnastics.
Towards the end of the study the researcher 'was asked‘«v

by the subjects to show the video- taped lessons. ) Five

,physical education Iessons were shown to the subjects,

including the researcher s Folk Danc1ng lesson. ‘,“.; L

]

To illustrate the" above strategies of data collection’“
the following three sections are presented.,,

g ret . L
' ' . Y

1. “PassiveUObservation"

w)‘ Most of the data collected in this study was secured i‘

"through observations._ The researcher observed the dlass forn
six weeks in various lessons. ~Also, | five:physical‘educationd;f.]

'~sessions were' video-taped B grQ

!

researcher s presence.‘ They waved to the camera and oftenij]&§

During the first week the children were aware of thefﬂdfi



. "Lf'various games such as, team handball murderball volleyballjfl°” o

_The teacher was keen to esj

»t:those preparations.g‘“i?}ﬁ,ﬂ'faﬁﬁff.ff}QV;':'fﬁgFa.

beginning of the year‘

ey . - . . ' Ve . ' . . ., [ . LR . . | . . T .
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"glanced at the researcher. In the second week however, the*

oy -

Tﬂjresearcher felt that she became part «of the class.,l.In:fJ}“"
o addition, the teacher assured the researcher that everybody,:
”including him, behaved naturally,hsince they got used tof"

;having visitors in the classroom. .'He argued that theﬂ

4

‘iw children had been exposed to the camera before,‘therefore,‘

!

*they reacted naturally in the studied thSical education“’-

S,
.‘ [

lessons.,; T,‘; . “rh @q,r.lmv‘-u. .\n. 3

The lessons started usually with a warm-up., Each Chlldh

| ‘Pentered the gymnasium and hegan his own warm-up,‘ In this

part of the 1esson no directions were given to the pupils.

lish the type of response he

1

1Jwished~from his student'early in the semester. ‘ThlS early‘ f

training generated k- ¢ prompt response from the pupils, whoﬁ

Eentered the gymnaSium and quickly started the warm—up. - At

the same time the teacher was busy with his own exerCiSing

'Iand he’ did not watch the students or give them any feedback."}' '

When the students finished the warm-up, the teacher o

‘_outlined what was - expected of'them.‘ During most of the«'~
‘,’classes which were observed students, ohce finished the'-
f;warm-up, prepared the equipment needed fo the -nextf

':iactivities.{i Most often, the teacher himself partook in*i:

The teacher had decided to deal Wlth ball games at theﬁ;#'

@

n"nd scqopball at the time of the study Two captains werej;f

ﬁiThe children, therefore, practlcedthffiwh
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/

" behavior,_thus not forc1ng the student baqk to the game.,

\ . , . “¢»

chosen,‘usually in alphabetical order, and they decided on;

o s who was g01ng to play with them.v The teacher did not try to‘.iﬂ

ensure that the chosen groups would even match one another.'

i . [

el -

It appears then, that the teacher did not use a directi.

style of teaching' which 1nvolves a use of authority to .

control instruct ‘or correct activities.‘ Instead he used

*democratic style of leadership according to which pupils d7‘
have‘ to take many respon51bilities..;'For example, ‘the .”h
teacher asked the pupils'to practice a specific skill with' o

the ball. The students began their practiCing, however, the

teacher neither walked among tﬂémfnor gave any feedback.
Instead he became part of the class by practicing vdthU‘
them, without giVing them any particular directions.z Also, ;,

l

when a subJect for example, did not want to play and h

preferred to step OutSlde,'fthE[ teacher accepted thisg,'

When the teacher wanted hrs pupils' attention, he: stood

still waiting for at.‘ He never raised hlS voice or gave any"

other clear signal to attract the students' attention.\‘,r

Usually, the ' students ;‘were , pre occupied ' with their
activities so that few minutes had passed until they
realized that the teacher was waiting for them._ In some

cases,lit took more than five minutes until everybody was

ready to listen tb the teacher. ':«i“ﬁ=‘v~ﬁﬁ

'y L -,_.‘ -._ :

By and large, there were very few interactions with

individual pupi]_s, ;_»Th teaoher tended o giv" A s

'V.; 1nstruct1°n 'f individuals.-; Most instructions T ﬁw?

'.'-»;& .

e , RS B
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addressed to the whole class.‘ When the teacher interactlng

t
1 ' ! 4

with his : pupils h did t .. use, many non verbal

. conununica"tlons.; He nelther smlled much nor dld he show
. o . « - ! 1:\,‘ . "

anger or distrust, § hoWeyer, he frequently used sardastlc,

i \ R . N . it . D . o . '
remarks. S T e e
BN \H,' M ' " ! A I " ‘ R R e

Two interestlng 1nc:.dents were observed _ The”"f'irstc'one"" o
involved subject 5 'who found herself w:Lth no partners for

, ‘ the ball practic.mg.‘.‘ She turned to‘ the teacher *.,an’d he“" ‘
played w1th her for a few mlnutes. ‘ ' The second 1n01dent

b ,
involved subject 8 who d1d not perform correctly Qne of the :

\ L

exerc:.ses. The teacher was qulte angry w:Lth the student and

asked hlm to go back to the wall and redo the exerc:Lse 1n




| The Teacker's'Viewpoint .- . .. G0

' e '
' s d . A .
\ o . . . '

- The teacher expressed an attitude regarding his school

“enVironment and students' background He was pleased with

the school and felt that they had been improving greatly for

the last three yearsr He ‘was - aware: of - the fact that many

pupils in this school who came from: middle class families,

\

experienced family crises and problems. However',' he was

‘ficonVinced that the . children were_“basically good kids" and‘

less spOiled than pupils in otheroSchools. ]ﬂ, . o

' w

j*v background of each child.f Instead he preferréd to learn
about them through his own experience.‘ He wanted to derive

his own feelings, ideas, and expectations directly from them

4 rather than from other'%ources,,.‘"v.
gli,g 'f:'nwf Apparently,f the’ teacher knew very much about each

student in his class.w-He was familiar with their families

I‘ vy
.4‘1 . . le

background learning abilities, and status in'class., Also,

‘ii

fﬁ" r In addition,_the teacher argued that he had not read

A

students' personal files which described in details the
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*

“did not give her any support.’ When the researcher asked him
.to describe his expectations from and teaching methods used ’
M»' L with subject 5 he said that subject 5 vould not contribute
. }; fmuch to society and therefore he was not prepared to go out
of his way for her. He argued that "subject 5 may be a good
h'ud .“person, she may do well at a JOb and she may 'be a successful
o wife and mother, but I don t have a lot of hope for her;"
\

| However,,he mentioned ‘that  he would try to nmke her feel'

,good about this year and. he would try 433 lnake her feel\f‘

N
.

&\_~ better about what she could do. e
"“ﬁw' - Other 1nteresting phenomenon occurrai Wlth reg@@d to

iufa;w:.subject 1., The teacher had perceived this subJect as . low_‘
) -'academic achiever, however, towards the end of the study he
fchanged hlS mind He explained that subject 1 was hav1ng a'
lot of support from her family. .‘Her parents who - had“

, ,immigrated from Afghanistan, were highly educated people.'
;:ip""They helped their daughter and therefore she progressédﬁ
“ o during the last two weeks., i“‘.;' ) | -

. ;' The teacher believed that the boys were doing muchf‘7“

L *fbetter in phyS1cal education than the girls. He explained>

f.'that the boys were involved in’ the community, they were' e

'f“Eplaying in the local league and they were members in, hockey-*,d

fjtherefore, they were Qatbfa;fff

.

hey did not excel

» ‘ﬁWIth the boys. The girls dld not havefffﬂf
heiffparents ‘ofget involved in sport. Thus,f\ff~

,in‘phySical education,; He mentioned that SER



e

"expectation llst;,‘”

v'Sguégﬁts' View P01nt

‘uvcompared W1th their teacher and classmates. ,

B
. Lo
’

"he could not give any of his girls more than 5 on a sport‘

[
4y |
I‘ L

. V e ! . R . . . PR
" A 0 " 1 B . ' v ' .
: %,p‘. e ‘ I

! .
o

All students 1n the class were generally Ain favor of

‘the teacher and the phySical education program.“ They

!

”usually enjoyed the activities le which they' took part

f

however,, a’ couple of girfsj preferred to have activ1ties .

vt Lot . . oo ‘

- 2o

f«other than games. ‘L T . . TN

fTh students believed that their teacher did not

‘”“chosen to be team: captains more often than the others, it

, o

" ’was clear that 'the teacher' tried to give an _equal
“opportunitles to each child Recently, they had de01ded to

' .choose captains in alphabetical order, thus everybody‘ﬁould

get a’ chance to be a captain.

It lS noteworthy that more than 60 percent of the

”students had ‘a s1ngle parent‘ Some of them mentioned‘the
‘fact that they dld not know much about the other parent. ‘ln'

”vaddition, 1t was interestina to see how each child ranked

1

'”ﬂ;hlmself on the physical educatlon list.v SQme pupils were
‘,close to reality and placed themselves 1n a reasonable rank

' J[whlle others jperceived themselves SLgnlficantly different

The following section describes the researcher as a

P

'ﬂ*\‘part1c1pant in the class..ihﬂ 3?15[lf{h’,ﬂ_”;“jugﬁfydd;lfig“I”

67

[

,discriminate among'them. Although some children had been '

T



3. Pattibipant dbservation T "Q‘;‘;.:.;f

The researcher s pOSltlon as a physicail education " ‘ng

l ' ' A

teacher and university student was recognized by the" teacheri

as .an opportunity to Lexpress concerns‘ 6bOUt' phy51cal'-.,

[ B . .
i o . v

education program " He explained. his goals ‘ methods "and‘:
ideas about physical education lessons. . In addition, ‘the

‘teacher was keen \to__explain to the researcher various'u‘
‘activ1ties 1n the classroom. For’example when the students_“

went to the computer room and worked w1th the computers ‘the

researcher 'received( a detailed explanation ”about. the .
‘computers from the ' teacher. R R

It was dec1ded by both the teacher and researcher that

-, 85

the researcher would take part 1n phy51cal education lessons W
”fby teaching Folk Dancing ‘and Aerobics. Prior - to the:f
activity, the researcher discussed ‘dlth the teacher some, R
problems which she anticipated For example, the researcher. ‘
wanted to hear the teacher s opinion about the relationships'
between boys and girls at this age.J‘She wondered if‘boys
would danCe with the girls.d Also, the teacher suggested to
1 video-tape the researcher during the dance lesson.i~n" ],. "d_ fi}l
| Follow1ng the researcher S. lesson, the students and thef. |

| teacher re 'ested to watch the video-taped lessons.‘ ‘The

o ;researcher showed those films and watched the subjects'{

ﬁgﬂfif'reaction., The pupils were very happy to see the films, they‘

"laughed—and joked about themselves._. ’I‘he teacher, on the_;_‘

ffoth7; hand wanted to give the researcher some explanationsyv“ﬁ‘




'on‘various‘activities,:_For example"he explained why he was

‘ waiting for students" attentlon for such a long tlme.‘

However, 1t was clear that he enjoyed those films fs ‘well.

Nl

e o Summary

o

-
A.‘ 3

In thls part of the study, the researcher attempted to

. ‘o L ’1) . '

‘descrlbe the research settlng. It was impossrble to o
a !

descrlbe every event however,‘the above examples were used

|

4

to generate r1ch data Whlch the follow1ng analyses could ‘not

give. Owlng to space llmltatlons many interestlng events~'

- L)

’were not‘mentloned here, thus thls chapter was llmlted to

",
N

events whlch the researcher chose to descrlbe.‘ L

The follow1ng part analyzes teacher expectatlons and
' i '
teacPer pupll rnteractlons. ‘

G

Part 2

»

“B; Teacher Expectatlons and Teacher Pupll Interactlons

(1) ‘Teacher Eipectations.in the Academy

[

'
. L

R

N Two lnterviews w1th the teacher were conducted durlng y,][lu

i

the study., In the flrst interv1ew, whlch was held at thef'

beglnnlng of the study,‘the teacher was asked tonrank the3'fﬁ13f

students accordlng to how well they wexe expected to.perform*j,yl‘

o N . . B __-_A ' . . _, ‘» . “qc "7‘.‘ - v : H . . . - - B ..7




e ‘~tables SA,‘ 6 'a‘nd} 7_. o "

N\ e 70
in academic subjects. . The teacher identified three high

expectation students, and three low expectation students.

The second int‘erview was conducted upon completion of

" the study. The teacher was"asked to rate each"student on a

scale ranging from 1 to 7 accordinc to how weli' ;he/she ‘was:
o . a ‘ ‘.

expected to perform in academic subjects. For t;hey‘purpose‘

of the study,.tphose who scored 7 were identifie’d“a:‘s':'high

' . . R [¥)] '
expectation studenls, and ‘those who scored less than 5 were

identified as low expectation students. The students who

\
fall in between those two grOups were identified as middle

"~

expectation group. g

A compariscz’ﬂ of the two 1nterviews shows that subject 1\
was identified as a low expectation student in the firstf\
list but, as a medium expectation student in the second

listr. The. teacher explained that he recently changed hlS

1

opinion ‘recently of subject 1._: However, during most of t‘he

,research period the'.' t‘eacher ""perceived subject 1 as low

w

Voo

expectatibn student. 'I'."hérefore, for the purpose of this

study, ' subject 1 will be identified as . 1ow expectation

‘student. The . teacher perceived the other students the same

across the two intﬁziews.. The three academi’c expectanc}p

groups and each student's academic scores- are presented in

A . .



Table SA

High Expectancy Subject Academic Rating

Objecb
Rating in -
Academy by
Teacher
T
NAME )
3 1
7 , 1
. 8 " 1
12 1
14 <1
15 "

" Medium Expectancy Subject Academic Rating .

Table 6

-

. ‘ Object Rating in
Academy by Teacher
5 ' 6
" NAME -
2 1
10 1 A
EECORE 1 "
s 130, 1
Table 7

'Low Expectancy SubJect Academic Rating

Object rating in ,
Academy by Teacher

o 3 4
L —B :
' NAME - |
1 1 |
4 s 1
.5 -1 A
.6 - . 1
.’ 9 1

;71
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Upon completion of the study, the teacher was asked to

' (2) Deacher Expectation in Physical Education

1

rate each student oﬁ\a scale ranging from 1 to 7 according

'»fto how well the student is expected to perform in physical'

'jeducation lessons. The students who scored 7 'were
identified' as‘mhigh expectation. students, and .those who

‘'scored less tham 5 were' identified as. low expectation

Al

students. The student ‘who scored between 5 to 7 were‘

identified as middle expectation students. The three sport
]
expectancy groups together with each student s’ score are

v presented in tables 8, 9 10.

At this stage of the study each student has two scores,

~

one is the ‘Student's rating in academic subjects and thei““'
other is the student's ‘rating 1q physical education.” The
combinations of these two scores are presented in tables ll

12,,and~13. !
? ; . o C

-/\ - . h . I ',\

s’ . Table'8 4 B

High Expectancy Group in Phy51cal Education

ﬁ\ ‘ ' ..“ | agﬁect
‘ ‘ ' - Rating in.

P.EB. by
Teacher

7

=R RXY. WX
R




Table 9
Medium Expectancy Group in Physical Education

Object Eating in
P.E. by‘Teacher

: Table 10 '
Low Expectancy Group in Physical Educabion

5 | 6"
'NAME
. l; l~\

4 N S O i
.8 1 /f’,
8 . ) 1 R 4"
13 . ’f 1
'R
\

€

—

Object Rating in

Phuysical Education Rating

Y

P.E. by Teacher
3 .| 4
N NAME

3 o 1
11 1 \

"12 1 .

14 ‘ 1

35 1

. Table 11

ngh Academic Expectancy Pupils and Their

GE' . Objecthnting in P.E. hy'Teacher
| “l\_ v 3 ' | 4 ‘\ . 5 | 7 .
N o 1 "
7. . , . 1

. 8 N < "1 R

- 12 =1 : S :

14 - 1

15 1

.13




Medium Acad Lc Expectancy T ‘
Pupils and Their”Ph ical Education Rating IR

SRR ERTES P "5'f“ ‘7Ho R v :

i Ohj,e‘ct ‘Rating'. .in‘,( sport: by rreaé;perj -

v . 0 i . o (A
Ir . 'V"’\ - B v v . B v g N . " :
\ ) o ; RS . . . . N

,7,fidr““fj“yf‘,; I R INTEENRSY

BRSTAHIEIN Table, 13 L o R
Low Academic EXpectancy Pupils and RS RN
Their Physical Education Rating \iﬂﬁ L

" ' ‘feujf.object ‘Rating in Sport by Teacher 3
) ' ‘\}\ " "'.5. y'.'.v‘r:\f :‘.-“I :"-;Il: ,"’.l”""‘ .‘ ‘ ‘,”‘ :.' 7'\‘ | , -
. "““:4“- \l\ l g ) ' va‘ “, .ul:
9. T 1 R

Eable ll reports that there were srx students who Were
) 'v".u B

identified as high academic expectancyﬂ””“Those' studentsiie,bh

‘scored between 3 t° 7 on the teacherf' fportfexpectationiy‘
',"list. ‘ Subject T is the only pupil who scored 7 on both':f\’j'”"

lists. On the other hand, subject 12 was a high expectancyf

’student in academic subjects, however, she scored onlr 3'in

;the sport expectation list.‘:,i 4 _
o Also, there were five students who were identified ase

low abademic expectancy, including subject 1., It seems thatkma

o

all of them got high scores in the sport expectancy list.:m

RS
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Their scores,txranging between 5 to 7 ‘mean that those o
- wstudents are not so good in academic, however, they.do,well

L . 1“‘.."" . . ‘., 5 s . " o
in sport. ;.fn;”‘ ' ‘ ' Lo

ey
\
s

The major purpose of the study lS to investigate the
relationship between ‘the way the teacher perceives his

students 1n academic subJects,»and the way he reinforces his

K l
'

,students in physical education claSSes. In other words, the

N ,'- | :
. o

,'3‘“ independent variable of this study is ‘"expectations 5in{‘

1'] academic Subjects, v while thea"dependent variable is the“

- A ! ' )

‘nature of teacher—pupil interaction 1n physical education '

;'classes: The students‘ scores JJl‘ééort expectation list
‘serve as a control variable.' The following lS avrestatement §
t‘of theﬁresearch-hvpotheseséj if.;;, frv l,dg\Iri,i} ﬁif‘ - :
co ;i ”f,:‘, .;‘ thf;“de4ﬁgf?f47ﬂfrz :g :fy‘ B f o d ‘\f" a
(3) Restatement of Research Hypotheses . ' .
‘tﬁjhgia;.,zxpeotations and the use of posxtive reinforcement'aremzﬁaf

fopos1tive1y related ) High expectation students receive

| more nositive s einforcements, than low expectation

!

fstudents. -

“”fExpectations and the number of contacts between teacher‘ -

ﬁ‘and students are positively related.. High expectationt

: students have more contactstith their teacher than 1ow
Q‘expectation,students“

, 1c
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expectancy students, regardleSS‘ of‘.theirx physical

| ‘feducation abilities. o o B ,

“ld;ﬁ There‘ is ‘no difference in the amount'tof ‘positive

o reinforcements given to and. contacts maintainedr Wlth‘
low a@tmic expectancy students regardless of their:'

"“physical education abilities. L e -

ot [ i v ’

-

.,The above hypotheses are’ investigated by uSing two
expectancy groups., (1) High academic expectation group anda‘

(2) low academic expectation group.. However, negative N

'jﬁ reinforcements given by the teacher dare investigated With

i Cah

i

three expectancy groups- (1) High academic expectation'
;f students, (2) Medium academic expectation students and (3)

1ow academic expectation students, therefore,

'35“2 Expectations and the use of negative reinforcements are -«

: negatively related.? That is, low expectation students',
receive B more negative reinforcements | than, high"

expectation students.

e ‘1

-

‘tﬁiqﬁz;expectancy students are different from those given to -
ST high and low expectancy students.;; |

. -3 e PRI B .
Yot et o . Con Foet . Cec a0t e .8
e ) ; ' . - rroe ! [ ' K g - N . ‘ N

The number of negative reinforcements given to medium*””



}:_compris1ng each of the three grohps are summarized in table'

‘ + 4 (\“) X ;’ ! ' 17
(4), ‘Teacher Pupil Interaction- . = . & '

. ' ot H
CE dh L

";ReiationShips ] between : teacher expectations ~and
"teacher pupil’ interaction were investigated | using ;"20‘~
[ : \ "‘ ‘
“interaction variables derived from the Dyadic Adaptation of

3
|

"CAFIAS developed by Martinek (1977) The variables describe

"'three dimen51ons of teacher pupil 1nteraction, and are so«v_T
‘grouped for purposes of presenting and discussing the data‘,; y
'related to ,this phaseiﬁof‘ th study.}g"he variables,

v R
,,

‘f;14 and discussed briefly below.‘ A complete description of

o '.\ '\:‘

'5 the 1nteraction categories 1s presented in Appendix C.

BRI I R : \ ,\,

. k]
P .



Variabiesfﬁ g category | Description 2|‘ L _f
p :{)' Group A; Total TeacheriﬁalkaOntrlbution :
. Teacher talk ’i:2;3,475;6;7,.ﬁ42$iz Teacher praise fﬁftf .-
R Verbal : ~Ti‘\[“'~ux" ' ]-3-13. Acceptance of o "?ﬁa '
e ! :‘,_" ‘ J‘”*Q’”_students 1deas I Nl
L Teacher-talkn,igv 12, 13,14 15 '“L'Question BRI N
. " "| . nonverbal - 16 17 E i a
LY R R TE _‘TLecture, informatlon~
ARSI BN SRR N BT v giving SRRy
'ﬂ . ' X REEY ~ijirections ’*.;:' ,
we e I RRE L] RN "mTeacher '8 crit1c1sm i}
1}1"féﬁoup'b:¢detai.studeh£“Ta1k CONTRIBUTION o
o Student Talk 8, 8' 'f"8 18 ‘Rate Student , g
: verbal R ' response ';w H:f" .
E ’"\Student Talk’ 'isf 18, . | 8z Analytic Student L
nonverbal R *; """ B S response BRI o
{ ' = e — o
o GROUP c: TOTAL STUDENT’ INITIATION e ]
- Student Initiation 19‘ z o i
n verbal e SRR . o
: . N 9 19 Unpredictable B RS
o Student Initiation 190 Student Response c 7
e nonverbal R N -;w f-ih‘. R S "

'I.‘he variables in group A describe the frequency and“"‘q C

‘1".‘ type of the teacher talk.

v;verbal fand nonverbal‘ int'raction.;_

, They include measures of b°$h;_?'3

It has been arguedﬁgfﬂﬁt



o

teacher is talking .

. 'y [N

P

teacher gi\{‘es directions, ‘ teacher reinforces positively or b

negatively and so on.‘ Teacher&alk interactions 'refe‘r to

e 4
Group B _f'variables are those d;escribing i’theg pupil

performance.’ 'I‘hey ge frequency,w: variables which indicate

\

‘M the umber of times pup1ls answer predictable answers, such

] . ,y . .

Tt ! 1y

They also : describe predict ble student'responses that

as obedience to orders and reionses not requirlng thinking

\

T Jﬁ‘

“:*H‘require somev ‘measure of evaluation and synthesis from the

. : ' 1“‘ ‘A‘

e “student. . In addition,, group B varlables l_1nclude measures of

both verbal and Inonverbal interactions. e

‘

T ] "_ }/“,‘.‘u.

initiated 1nteractions.-“' It refers to contacts that result

. Group,. c variables .‘a_ those describing student'“'*"

'For example,wteacher asks a question,\_

'

o contacts which are under the control ofv,’the teacher., 1:




iva.

fﬁ_‘fPupil for each of the 20 codlng categories.» These'

TN

Vo - . ¢
' .

o iindividual pupll ”»T‘F§~

!

',"_'.example,‘ subject l had a total of 4 interactions; "

accross all of the 20 categor:.es.

f\For example,l the teacher pralsed verbélly 12 tlmes
mtdifferent students 1n his class (see category' 2 1n

v table 15) The data for the four phy51cal educatlon

f[QSessions are presented 1n table 15

A ' AL B T P A P " . . Lo [, R . ol
S e, e e T T e T
v . . IR . : . . . AR -
I By B S A -1+ T
! S "‘J . BT ! o 4.'.‘. ' o . Ll ",‘ . .,‘

P

"hRaw data from the original coding sheets were- summed by f.5~?

f“frequencies were keypunched nlnto the computer to.~~‘

- facilitate calculation of 'variable scores for-fanjg‘V

_"The totals of inqeractlons by pupil were summed. For‘h,'

W\”The totals of rnteractlons by category were calculated.-“‘



L o ‘Pupil Scores on Each Category :
Lo ‘ ~ .. ' During Four .Physical Education Sessions

PUPILS: S

fear:|-1| 2| 3| 4| 5| | 7| 8] 9[10[11]|12{13|14[15 | ToOTAL
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Table 16 reports the. interactions between the teacher

'and each student across. the three groups of variables.v‘In“
“other words, it summarizes the number of interactions that‘

‘each subject had on Group A Group B, and‘Group-C var;ableS‘”

(see ta'le 14 for the three groups).}

\ i
s .

\ ' Table 16 , L
Teacher-Pupil Interactlon by Groups across o
Three Groups -of Variables : '

'| NAME  |CATEGORIES: |CATEGORIES: | CATEGORIES: |,
| " 2to17 | 8w18 | 9 &-19

™~

2.0, 1.0 » 1.0

9.0 SRR

18.0 ‘ 6.

. 13.0 I I 3.
’ B I B

o .|
0 \ :/,Q‘j | S
0 . ,
0

OB W |
’—l
W
o

ol 140 | 1. .
T 12(00 1 T .
10 23.0 1. *_

* ' . * 8
O000O0O00OO:- O

b

.
N

[
o
*
)
B B el e U SERERN SRR N SRS I

B e . . ... . ° -
[ A ' '
R
-,

7In order to test the hypotheses the researcher calculatedu

:‘means and percentages for three groups of students-—highh‘r

’fnmdium, and low eXpectancy groups%: This process anOlVed&a:Vw

fﬁtwo steps.“"

s .‘ N

medium, and low
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W T

(categories 2. to 7 and 12 to 17) for‘ the ‘high
expectancy groups.‘ The same.calculation‘has been

made ‘for‘ythe low expectancy group and the'

1f difference between the two scores is discussed
2. Means and peroentages in each category, for high‘-’
medium,‘and low expectancy groups were calculated :

For example “the researcher calculated the meansf“

.

of categories ‘2 and 12 (verbal and .nonverbal S

raises‘ given by the. teadher) for“the three

Coa e expec;anéy grdhps.

-

vTable 17 reports means and percentages of high medium
v and low expectancy groups in Group A; Group B ‘and Group C

variables. o L » o L N -"‘.N

3 | " Table 17 = IR T
Means and Percentages for High, Medium and Low - D
Expectancy Groups on Three Group Variables - ‘ .

R

: : L e . . e, g : '
| o Group A Group B - ' | Group c
s o "+ | categpries Categories ‘Categories’
AR ] 277, 12-17 |8-8' .18-18'[ 9 ¥ 19.
(N ' . “ R 4h:\ .‘ ' . ‘ -
g Group 3. ' PRI -
3 Hiqh-Expectancyl X=11 | X =11,
o Pupils-¢‘ L .36.4% - '53.3%

Py

- |eroup 2 = I fhu‘w o f -:;..¢l~§V?*

forr |Medium~- . o= ey ‘ e N

- | Expectancy - X= 15 5. 13X 2 0.5 | X=72 AU R
R 4PUP118»u*1Vt”,, - 34, 8% 13.3% 0 1022.8% . . o e

B o ""Z;f“ﬂ]] — ——— ‘f:..\“, —— et

- TR RO —p—l o “»‘.;”‘.‘ - ‘ ' ‘ -v “‘ . .n“v ’ '\- v : ‘ .
‘13"Low-3xpectancy R o lO 6 Xe=mtloo b X
Yo Puplls ° 35;29 2% ¢
**The data ianable 17 shows a clear pattern with regard

“"ito the freguencf of interaction., Pupils ﬁor whom high
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’ N .
performance expectation were held experienced more contacts

with the teachgr than thoﬁe who were considered to haVé low
performance potential. For example, tgtal teacher talk
contributidn‘to high expectancy pupils 1is 66. Therefore,
‘the mean for the six high expectancy pupils is 11 and this

-~

group got 36.4 percent of. the interacfions. i
| On the other hand, total teacher talk contriSution to
‘1ow expectancy students is 53. The mean for the five low
expectancy student$~is 10.6 aﬂd théy got 29.2 percent of thd

[

interactions. A very similar trend exists in Group B
“Qariables and in Group C va;iables. }

Generally, it seems,phat high.expectancy students are
more acﬁivé during physical eduéation lessons. They mgde-~
more ‘comments,,iaskedf'ﬁore‘ questions, and contacted the
teache"ﬁore often than lows did. 1In addition, the tegcher )
initiated more contacts with high than with low éxpectancf
students. For example, he gave. high ekpectancy students
more praises. However, . owing to the small size of the
sample, no significgnce teﬁt coulq be conducted. Therefore,
the researcher‘is,pot able td conclude whether there is a
éignificaﬁf difference  between the means of high and iow
expectancy pupils. - instead,f;hevdonclusion is that there is
a trend of teacher favoritism of high expectancyhpupils.‘

lIn order to gain a.bpnfer pérspeetive of interaction

pattern involving high and low expe#tancy pupils in the

class, it is important to analyze seﬁﬁtately each category.



Percentages and means'

the context of each category.

AY
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differences should be viewed -within

For the purpose of this study verbal and nonverbal

interactions are cons}dered as one category.

'categories 2 and 12,

For example,‘

which.are verbal and nonverbal pr&ises

given Dby :the teachen, are summed up to one total score.

Table 18 reports means and percentages of three expectancy

(

groups on categories 2 and 12; 3 and 13; 4 and 14; 5 ‘and LS;
]

6 and-16, and ‘7 and 17. »

Table 18 ‘
Means and Percentages for Three Expectancy
Groups on Each Category N .
.Categories’

Group 12 +12|3 .+ 13] 4.+ 14| S + 15[ 6 + 167 + 17|

High . - - - R -, - .

Expectancy ' |X=1.83|X=2.66|X = 0.5/X = 0.5|X 5 4.6|X=0.83

Pupils . |61.1% |55.1% [33.3% [100%  |31.4% [15.1%

Medium - - - - - - ,

Expectancy X=1.5 |X=0.75|X=0.75 '{X=0 X=8 X=4.5

Pupils 27.8% |10.5% |33.3% 36.1% |54.6%

Low . 1- - - - -

Expectancy X=0.2 .|X=2 X=0.6 =0 X=5.8 =2

Pupils . »11.1% '34.4%: 33.3% 32.5% .3°f3%

Table 18 proVides further'inSights into the nature of

-

teacher-pupil interactions in the  gym..

\

It indicates the

differences among ,the three-expectg%ty groups on each

category., The data relating to praises given by the teacher

(categories ztanc 12) indicate that there is a tendency for’

the teacher to}bestow more praise on high expectancy

. <

Y
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‘ .
children. 1In fact Highs perceived 61.1 percent of the

" total praise afforded by ‘the teacher on the,other hand,

low expectancy students received only 11.1 percent'of the

_total praise. ‘Although no significant test' has. been

" applied, it seems\that the difference might)be large“enough

LY

to be considered important. ° ey

A similar trend ekfsts with regard: to teacher

acceptance of student s - ideas %categories 3 and 13). There'

was Ta tendency for the teacher to, accept Highs'' ideas more

often than Lows ideas. (Ss.ﬂ percent compared to 34.4
percent). ‘” |
. . ! : 3 ,

' Howaer the_'above' tendency should be viewed with

caution e da €‘ reveal that high expectancy pupils were

¥4
:

more actiﬁ% in the class. They made more comments and asked

-- \

‘more queStions during instruction (seercategories 9 and 19

P

group C’ variablep);‘ It might be that high expectancy.pupils
experienced _mote ~contacts Qith. the teacher since they
1nitiated more contacts with him than low expectancy pupils..

Thus, there' is not enough ev1dence, . with -regard to -

hcategories 3 and i3‘ to conclude that the teacher behaved

AN

differentially toward students on the basis of academic

expectation.

No . expectancy groupL'differences .were ”observedgiin
categories 4. and 147'which' are operational variables__
describing questions asked by the teachet It seems that‘

the questions were distributed equally among the groups,, .

i
i
I
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expectancy groups.

~ . ‘o
. L}
. ; :

Generally, it appears that the teacher did not ask many‘

[

'

students many directions and orders; but he asked them very
few questions. This style of teaching\pr bably resulted in
the unique interaction in the gym. A dghparison w1th the

situation in ‘academy reveals that in the classf?pm the

LS

teacher tended to ask many questions and, in fact, 55

Y

‘questions during physical\education lessons. He. gave. the ﬁy‘

percent of the.total interactions are questidnk addréssed at -

students.,
Teacher scores on giving opinions, facts or expressing

idexs are reported in categories 5 and 15. There were only.

3 interactionS‘of this kind and all of them wege given zto’

high—expectancy students. ~ However, owing to the .small:

~

”results meaningful. . o -

A,
'~

On the other ‘land; there were many 1nteractions in-_..

. ;

‘which the teacher ga e directions or orders to students (see

- categories 6 and 16) Table 18 reports that 31.4 percent of

the 89 interactions were -given to highs while 32 5 percent -

were given to low expectancy students.' Unlike the other§

o

' slightly more directions ’to.’low .expectancy students.‘

)

_amount of interactions it is difficult to render thesé\'

categories which reported that the teacher interacted more'“

'often with highs than with lows,‘ it seems that . he gave

‘3teacher to give more orders to 1ows. ,However,_this should“; W

“ ' RN oo . ) . ' ?
-~ thus, 33.3 percenwﬁof the questions were addressed to each » X\

‘Generally then, the- data suggest a moderate tendency of the ”"j{,f-
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be:viewed only as a trend in - this direction‘and not'as.a,

( ‘ f ' .

significant differenceJ ‘ B
‘The data 1n this study ‘clearly indicate differentiai

‘teacher behayior regarding "the .use of negative.

:reinforcementS«(See categories 7 and 17) The r séaicher

has hypothe51zed that expectations and the us ‘ gatiye‘
reinforcements are’ negatively related.
expectation- students receiVe 'greater rei
‘high expectation students (see chapter 3).

Indeed, the - results show that low expectancy students

0,

s .

received 30.3 percent of total’ negative reinforcements while

the high expectancy students receiyed only 15.1 percent of
negative reinforcements., Further, individualfpupil scorgs
. reiated to frequency of interactions (see.Table 15)‘rg$eal
that there was a strong’ 1nfluence of one particular student .

on expectancy groups differences. This student subject 8»

,was part of the high expectancy group and he accounted for

all negative reinforcements. No other student of the hlgh

LI ’

»expectancy group received any negative reinforcement.} It is

interesting to note that the difference&\ relating ‘to

negative reinforcement would be considerably different had

N
'r\v

thlS child been excluded from the analysis.\ -;‘; %J N _ﬁ"

By In addition, the researcher has hypothesized that the"

‘fnumber of negative reinforcements giveg to medium expectancy
, !
‘students would be different frbm those giVen to high and low

/.

expectancy ‘ students..' ‘Th data : suggest“'that medium

>



e . .
! ' , .v"" .

B - 89

EZ |
~expectancy - students received " 54.6; a‘ »total (negative

f » . : ‘ . ) . ' . N p , . v . }
reinforcements.v e, C ,

,.'r
e

“lt‘ appears that medium‘ expectancy stUdents were

considerably different from ‘other students with regard to~

N

,'negative reinforcements. The data show a’ clear pattern of

‘more often negatively reinforCing medium expectancy students

than other. students. AR |

It might be, however, that'subject-ll'influencedtthese .

results. Individual pupil scores in table 15 1§d1cate that

subject 11 influenced strongly the results This pupil

received 72 2 percent of the total negative reinforcements

[}

“'which were given to medium expectancy students. o oo
In summary, thenA the data regarding negative rein-
forcements indicated differential teacher behavior favoring

'high expe tancy children. This trend however, should be

[N

viewed w1th ‘eaition for two reasons. ‘(i)' There*were two

‘:individual students who strongly 1nfluenced the results, and
R
(2) Part of the - negative reinforcements was a response'for

'students' behavior. j There were some occasions when the

jteacher uzed negative reinforcements to control misbehaVior.”'
. N ‘ ‘ -

s ﬁffs.l Discussion-and Summary‘for'Categories 2 to 17 -
. .___-_ . ' E .). . - ’ ,‘-‘\ v $ ; .
The findings in this part of the study are based on‘-

\

L ftrends in the data., All of these trends are not frounded on'
Tistatistical significance.yb Expectancy groups dggferencesfv?-.,

'were such that they cq»ld be contested on grounds that they o



< ,,\ - 90
were chanceaoccurrences. The findings therefore, must . be
viewed with appropriate caution.‘

. ’In general "high expectancy students experienced more
interactions with the teacher. This however, cannot ' be
unambiguously interpreted as an academic expectation effect .

ih the sense that it connotes systematic favoring of the

individual. A possibility eXists that a pupil created the

f

advantagi for himself by initiating contacts with the
' teacher. R e PR |

Two of the frequency measures are susceptible ‘to the

\

xpectation effect pOSSibility These are positive and
negative‘ reinforcements.. The former describes praises,

jokes, and encourages produced by the teacher,»while the

o

latter describes contacts, in which the {ﬂ\\her criticizes,

-
«

expresses anger or distrust towards a pdpil.

In this study concluSions regarding the existence of

differential teacher behavior were strongly influenced by

\

data relating to these two measures. Most of the positive
| reinforcements were given to'high expectancy students. The ;‘
reinforcements were distributed among the gppils in Eﬂis
‘group., On the other hand only few positive reinforcements

were given to low ‘expectancy students (61 1, percent of

L

reinforcements were. given to high compared with 11 1 percent

‘ given to.- lows)
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Moreouer;"very few negative reinforcements were given‘
to high expectancy s udents. Highs received 15. 1 percent of
(‘ndgative reinforcements compared w1th 30 37 percent which‘

were given to lows. Further, all negative reinforcementsd
;were—given to one pupil who belonged in the. high expectancy.
_group. ‘Thus, the other students in this group did not

‘re‘c‘e\iue‘ any - negative reinforcements. ~Figures 3 and 4 on‘i
page 91 92 present the percentages of pOSitive and negative

reinformtements given by the teacher to each expectancy‘

ppe—
- )

‘L'groupn. o ) o L )
: BN . , | 5 v -’ | | | N ' . , . ‘ ’\

' - 6.. Findings Related to the Control Variable . -
. "“:f,‘ | v . " . . -.‘ | .
: The current phase of the study involved examination of )
‘ _ &S .
-w;relationships within two academic expectancy groups. ~In .
'other words, high académic expectation students were lelded‘

: into two groups~ (l) high academic e\pectation students who'

were’ also high expectancy students in sport and (2) high .

;“academic‘ expectation ”students wh0~'were‘ 1ow ‘expectancy'

' students in, sports. '

ﬂ'uh._ similar diVision ,lwas made pjforf.-low academic e

e expectation. students. ' Within, this group there were some’

-fstudents who were high expectations in’ Sport and Sbme whoai‘

~&'were 1ow expectation students Wlth regard to sport. Tablesf"

}119 and 20 present the relationship Within. each academicl ;h”‘

'"{expectation group.»

A . N T : LT v .',".



' - . 'table 19 - |
— High Academic Expectation Students and Their SO
v Physical Education Distribution : :

| .Scores. in *‘P.‘.E.V
subject| 3| 4|5 | &7
ﬁcw‘ SN ST A I
An P.E. | 12 X
. 14 X
— | 15 X
—R— -
o ‘ 'Table 20—-¥' ‘
I.ow Acadenu.c Expectatlon and Their
.Physical Education Dis ribution.
. e : Scb"res/in. P.E,
) ) SRR » “' ‘I"‘.‘,A"".. N ) )
|subject| 3| 4|5 |e|7] -
lmen | —— 1V | | [x|
in P.E. AT 11X
inP.E. - 4 olX

e

The ~above ‘table‘s r ort that wlthin the high academic

' '_"ex’pectat'io‘n '.gj:'oup ‘('sf “ Table 19) two groups could beé‘\. -

1dentif&d ;he flrs' group composed from subject 7, who ‘f

- scored 7 1n sport a' d' subject 8 who scored 5 in sport., 'The‘

e

' /"D"‘ v )

12 14 and 15 who scored‘"'l
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In contrast to the high academic expectancy group,‘the
“low expectancy group received"high scores -1n sport (see:'
Table 20) All of the subjects scored more than 4 in sport.
It might be that indeed those students were low expectancygi
in academic, however they were good athletes. But it might"v‘-
possibly be that the teacher tried to compensate thd%e{«
students by givrng them better scores in sport.,‘ J:nl. any )
case, for the purpose of thlS st&dy,‘subjects 6 and 9-who"
scored 7 would: be identified as highs in sport and on the
other hand _subjects 1 ‘4  and 5, who scored 5, would be’
identified as lows in sport. S h |

The researcher hypothe51zed ‘that there would be no -
'significant ' difference \ in..‘the. amount v‘of poS1t1yel
reinforcements' and contacts" given to“ high ééadémi¢'
expectancy students, regardleis of tKE1r physical education.
“abilitles.” o P | |

In addition, she assumed ghat there. would be “o"
significant difference ;in ‘ tﬁé‘ amount : of;' p051t1vea”
reinforcements and contacts given\to low academic expectancys
'1Lstudents regardless of their phySical education abilities.li“
‘(See Chapter 3) ,i" "1T‘ii ‘:‘bf,W »fn"ﬂ"'%‘, ;4;:3

W~

The above hypotheses were tested for Group A variables',

Only Differencgs \ between ' groups l‘of«; students : were‘gff‘”°

caloulated for positive and negatLVe reinforcements and for"'

total teacher talk contribution. The results are. summarized T

in Table 21 and dﬂgcussed briefly below. ﬁfgg-,:;j‘

= R o " . PR T, Ca .
h a . R g : . . h [ . -
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4 Table 21 ‘ o
: neans for Physical Edu/catioh and \Academlc Expectancy Groups ‘

o

.+ lcategory | categery Total Yeag er | " ¥
A oL |22 7+ ;(\ 7
SR Vo l S & ' - \ D
: " |migh in" | T . R P g /‘“" !
|High gh in ' | - ] o TR B
| Academicy-\bpp‘x‘, o ‘x =2 X =2.5 ‘ X = 13 ‘
t cY Low:in\ "’ A - ‘4' J»_‘H ‘7 X v
Group P.E. X=1.75 | X =0 X .= 10
- -~ ' ' : : — i
. S - = . — ]
iy ‘ mgh in .- fam .- \ - ' ‘ ( ./
Low - O c ‘ o ‘ L | - |
Academic  |F'E- f | X=0. | X=2 x=12,5 |
Expectancy [T [ . | - ———
Growp PR | kg0 [x=2 " |x=ou.

i .
| ' ) \
H . er PR

The flndlngs reported ab(ove show that a few trends were

notable. First the data indlcated that ~there were sllght
‘dlfferences among the groups means w1th regard to positive‘

relnforcements. Thus hlgh academlc expectancy students who

\

were h1gh in sport recelved an average of 2 interactions
"l '
‘ _whlle those who were low in sport receJ.ved an. average of

51 75 interactlons.

P

On the ther hand low academlc expectancy students who

S

'were ' QOOd sport dld v.not recelve ‘{a'ny' positive,

‘relnforcements while thoSe students who were low in sport

e Qot 0 6 interactlons per student.. T o j‘ ;

Second there was no difference between low academic

expectancy students who were hlgh in sport to those who were
“ ,]:ow sport With regard to_‘ negative reinforcements e

"-*_‘,(categories 7 and 17) There was a difference, however,

i_i‘-‘between high academic expectancy students who were high in
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sport pq_!ﬁighs got 2.5 per studént compared to lows wpo got
no inter&ctions).‘ The latter difference was strongly
influenced b& subject 8 *who actually accounted for all
,negaﬁive feinforcements. ‘

Third, difféﬁences existed with regard tqg total teacher
talk contribution. It can be gbserved, however, that there
was a'treﬁd toY}nteract mbfe.with those students who were
high in sport. | |

'In summary, although differences exist among means,
except in the case of negative reinforcements given to low
academic expectancy, it seems that the differences were not
significant. ﬁowever, owing to the faéﬁ that the researcher

can not apply significance test it is impossible to get a

conclusive result.

Part 3

C. Additional Findings

’
f

- The purpose of this section is to discuss some more

findiﬁgsAwhich were coded during the ;tudy. Those findings
would give the' reader a better understanding of %he quality
of teacher-pupil interactions. 'The findings of this phase
of thg\study involved ex&mination of relgtionship betwggﬂ
teache{ expedtations and teacher-ﬁupil ;nte;pction in the
academy. In addition, investigation of ihe vdata using.

- various correlations reveal important and related phenomena.

s

4

4

1
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1. Teacher-Pupil Interaction in Academy

Relatipnships betWeen téacher expeetation and teacher
pupil iﬂteractionn-ih- the ecademy were investigated. The
researcher used the bayedic Adaptation of CAFIAS which ﬁas
been developed,_-by’~\Mertinek . (1977). The above
instrumentation has been actually used for two 'purposes.
First, to investigate teaeher*pupil interaction in physieai
education sessions, and second to investigate the
interactions in aceeemy;

The researcher coded the interactions during fiye
different lessons. The data for these lessons are presented
in Table 22,

Table 22 summarizee the number of interactions' with
each subject.v'It is potewerthy that the ;eseafcher'did not
code categories 8 and 18 which deecribes students responses;
In éddition,'means and perceneages for high medium and low
expectancy eroups were calculated separately for each
category. | |

Table 23 .indicates the differences among the three'

expectancy groups on each category.



' Table 22
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Pupil Sc‘o;'es‘ During Five g\cademic Lessons
- cxraconzms ]
4~ | 2|12] 3|13 4f14] 5[15[6 [16| 7]17]9 |19| TOTAL |
1 {1 2 12 2 4 21
2| 2 4 13 -3 1 ¥ 30
| 3 1] s| |14 2 2| 24
4|3 1 7 S
5 |5 1 14 2 ' 26
6 | 2 3 15 1 4{ 1| s{ 37
7. | 6] 2| 3 12 4 10 7 37
8 | 2 2| 3] 1 3 1 24
o [a] 3] [of [z |2 || |2 30
10 | 2 7| |16 1 3l 11 8 47'
11| 9 7| |19 12| 2| 6 43
11z [ a 3 17 5| 29
13 | 7 7 26 4| 115 50
14 1 8 2 11
15 , 1 1
TOTAL44| 3[40 195 1f~~113] |49] 5|62 421
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Table 23

Means 'and Percenta

..Groups on Each Category

for Three Expectancy

100

L
Catego- [Categor- |Categor Categor-|Categor- |Categor- |{Total Total
‘Iries ries ies ies ies ies, Student | Teacher
| Initia-{Talk | .
tion Contri-
bution
121212413 14414 (5495 (6416 |74 9+19] 2-17
Group’ ‘
e S O S R B e
Bxpect- [x=2.5" [x=2.3 |x= 10.6/x=0 X=0.83 |x=1.6 |x=3 = [x=18
Pupils 31.9% 28.5% 32.83% 38.4% 18.5% 20% 30%
Medium - |- - - -] - - q- =
Expect- | |X=5 X=6.25. [x=18.5 [x=0 X= X=5.2 [X=6.5
pupils = [42.5% ]51.02% - |38% 30.7% |40.8% 41.9% 40.1%
Low - - - - - - - -
Expéct- [X=2:4 [x= X=11.4 [X=0.2 = IX=0.9  [X=4.6. |x=3.6 |x=21.4
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Table—23 provides further inSight into the nature of’
‘teacher pupil interaction in academy. The data shows a
‘clear pattern with regard to’ frequency of interaction.
"Children for whom medium performance -expectation were held
experiences more total contact with the teacher than- did
_those ‘'who were considered to have more or less performance
potential (see total teacher talk contribution, categories 2 -

\

.to 17). The, above trend has been shown for each category

o Therefore, medium expectancy pupils received more praises,

o

‘acceptance ofh their ideas,i questions, directions, and
negative reinforcements; 'In addition, they initiated more
contacts with the teacher by making more comments or asking '
‘more questions. They also contacted the teacher more often‘
.'for both_instructional-aSSistance,and.to discuss personali
matters.’ /\ | R |
: on the other hand, there iselittle‘evidence that'theA“
teacher behaves differently toward high expectancy pupils,
uvthan to Iows. The data indicate slight difference between\
highs and lows, however, those differences appear to be
’ insignificant. Neither high nor low‘ expectancy children
enjoyed a significant advantage in frequency of interactioni
‘.with the teacher. L | B
| The only exception to the above tendency was negative‘,'
"reinforcements given by the teacher, low. expectancy studentsf"

“ received more negative reinforcements than highs. - One

“explanation might be that low expectancy students gave,i

! 'incorrect answers more frequently than highs.' Since"_'the;

. L’

] P ——
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researcher did not code the quality of students' responses

©its impOSSlble to get concluSive results regarding negative

reinforcements.

In ‘SUmmary, the data for this classroom show . that
. \ C ! .

medium expectancy children were involved in more interaction

-with the ‘teacher than were children for whom high or low

expectation were held. Furtherf the difference was minimal

betweenV high and low_' expectancy . students regarding

categories 2 to "'16, but more markKed with respect to

categories 7 and 17. | - i

In comparison with teacher pupil interaction in the gymf

it appears that the communication of performance expectation

cannot be inferred Unlike the situation in the gym in

which the teacher tended to interact more - often with high

academic expectancy students, it seems that in academics the,"'

teacher recognized the tendency for highs to be ‘more active

i the classroom and therefq;e he -attempted with some o

success to equalize the amount of . attention received byﬂ

o -

v’children in the high and low expect§%Cy groups. ’Further,

——

high»and low groups demonstrated Similar actiVity in seeking

out 'the teacher and initiatin“g interaction with him (see

In summary, then, no systematic differences were found,f;

Y :
el A

‘in teacher behavior in academy towards high and low ranked;‘

chirdren..;. s

e



' 0.89 which is

o 2. The Study's Correlations .

" in this phase of the study ‘the researcher ‘computled -
‘several correlations. The findings‘related to each of theseh

correlations are reported and'discuSSed'in turn’ The reader
‘15 cautioned that because of the small number of’ subjects

in the study, only trends could be discussed

.géorrelation 1: .'w‘ 1“1 ' V”N

. The pupils in this study were asked to rank order their

classmates, including themselves, according to how well they.
.\

~ ~.were doing in games activities, and how well they were d01ng
‘ RS S

.'in_gymnastics;%%;he correlation between the%e two lists in _"

igh and positive correlation. Thus, 1t seems

N
'that those Students who scored high in games received high

; 5.5cores in gymnastics‘and vise versa.

.—J

Two possibilities might explain the above results.
'First, those students who were good in games ‘were indeedn
good in gymnastics.; Another possibility might be that the"
'ichildren could not discriminate between their friends';

[

-_performances in different sport settings.

'ﬂ.Qorrelatioan:oVi

‘ A high positive correlation of 0 88 has been found‘

ffgbetween the way the teacher ranked hlS student on a- sporti'

L7 .
¢
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expectancy- list and the way, the“children ranked their

. ' Lo ) . Ao
classmates in“a.games list. = Further, a similar positive
. a '

pcorrelation of 0. 74 has been found between teacher's sportl
S
!

. i j : Thus, the data suggest an 1nteresting phenomenon, those‘

N expectancy list and children s gxmnastic list.

students fc&r/whom the teacher had high sport expectation
R N
were ranked high -on students lists‘and vise versa. It is

¢ N2

clear then that the teacher_s and the students' perceptions.
were‘ almost . perfectly identical to  each other regardingf.*'

T - students' sport abilities.
\ . ‘ \

— -

.Correlation 3:

“A correlation between teacher sport expectation and -

-

- teacher’s -academic‘ expectation has been/ computed. .AT
negative moderate correlation of 0 29 has been found This‘“

‘result 1ndicates that there was. a tendency by the teacher to

N'g1Ve better sport scores to those students whom heiranked

low 1n academic.

I

A possrble explanation for such correlation might be._n

that indeed those students who were low academic expectancyh

L

'were

"ood athletes. However, 1t might be that the teacher

- -.‘,3tried 'to compensate low academic ~expectan%y students by

.

"v;giv1ng them better scopes in physical education.
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thS‘

éorrelation 4:

Lo

—

. A correlation between total teacher interaction in
academ& (Group A variables) and total: teacher interaction in
the gym has been computed | A moderately high correlation of
O 45 has ‘been found It seems then that the teacher tended‘

to be consistent With regard to interaction. Those students

- with whom he had" more interactionsin the classroom enjoyed *

more ‘interactions : in the’ -gym and- vi.se versa. The 'above

correlatién could serve as . in addit,ional support to the
study S hypotheses.' It indicates that the teacher tended to
interact Wlth his student in ‘the gymnaSium the same way he
interacted with them in the classroom. Therefore, it might
be that he proVided unequal opportunity for some students to
exéel in physical education studies. "

In summary then,‘ correlation data for this classroom
indicate the follOWing trends, first the students tended to
rank their classmates' games abilities the same v)gy they','li.f'
ranked thei)g, gymnastics' abilities, second | teacher s ‘and .‘

student s perceptions of students sport abilities were‘:‘
7

similar to each other, third the teacher tended to give

N

' better sport scores to those students for whom he held low.“‘ g

academic expectation, and finally, it has- been fqund that‘."'

the teacher interacted with his students in the gym the same?

- way he interacted with them in the classroom. :
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i ‘ RN ‘Part‘4 o
li, R \\..‘)D‘_ Sex Role Expectations : | hf»|f

The fourth phase -of the study 1nvolved examination of

m»‘

/relationship between students , gender and differential
. R , . /
teacher behavxor.r‘It was" assumed that sex, race, and social

dclass affect teacher s perceptions of his students as either

“.
. v . . 9 ‘
high or low expectancy students.. S S ;«H‘- o .

Owing to the small scope of the sample the researcher

was not able to’ test whether ‘students. race- influenced

_teacher's perceptions.;‘ In‘addition,' all the‘lsubjects in.p

this study had a szmilar soc1al background. Thus it was -

1mposs1ble to study teacher s soc1al class expectations.

'"The researcher concentrated therefore, on the relationship.

T between student s gender and differential teacher behav1or."

Table 24 reports teacher s academic and sport ratings'

-

f
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Lo .’ Table 24 R y,
Teacher s Rating by Gender | o ¢

‘.. " . . _ACADEMY = . PHYSICAL EDUCATION

o

|svngeer | 1} 2| 3] 4 s 6| 7| | 1| 2| 3] 4] s| &)

2
6 .

- ! .

9




Table 24 suggests minimal differential academic scores

r .
’

between B”YS and girls (an averageyof 5. S for girls compared'

e

with 5.3 for boys), however, it reveals teacher s tendency‘iv_

" to give better sport scores to boys than to girls (an,

average of S 3 for boys compared w1th 4.2 for g;;ls) Thus .
1t seems that the teacher did have different expectations
for boys and girls in phySical education“ Tﬁé question then“

was, dld the teacher 1nteract differently with boys ‘for

'Z‘f\’whOm he held high performance expectatiqn than with girls,'

‘Yor whom he held low performance expectations?‘ And 1f so,‘
what was the nature of such differential expectations?
Table 25 describes teacher pupil 1nteraction across the
, three groups of variables 1see Table 14 for the groups)

"I'able 25 summarizes the number of 1nteractions that

!
N t

‘each subject had 1n Group A variables (categories 2 to 17),,

LS

Group B Variables (categories - 8 and 18) .andu.Group ‘C

‘

‘variables,,(categories‘ 9;¢and"‘19)4[‘ A -more detailed,f
fdescription of Group A variables ‘is. presented in. Table 26

;Thls table describes each category in Group A variables.,’ydj

' ——

For example,’ category "18122" is .mteraction in sport for

' {fcategorles 2 and 12 which are. verbal and nonverbal praises

glven bY the teacher.fbﬂg»~,i- - “”ﬁ"u~-L<'
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. | ' JTable 25 5

- Teacher-Pupil Interaction by Gender
in Physical Education Setting

SPORT ©= =~ | . <SPORT -
CATEGORIES = CATEGORIES
8 &18 | "9 & 19
o SEx - | . SEX
NAME BOY GIRL BOY GIRL
3 ‘
1 . 1.0 - . 1.0
2" - ‘ . '/\\ .
L3 L 6.0 4.0 !
4 o .3.0 . . A
.5 . 1.0 . 7.0
6 L B . 2.0 T
T 1.0 . . 7.0 .
8 : . 1 1.0 .
v 9 " - 2.0 .
10 ‘e 3.0 .
11 . Ce 3.0 L.
"12 . 1.0 o 2.0
13 . . 2.0 .
14 N - . 1.0
15 D . 1.0
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In,brder to test‘hypothesis 4 and find out whether the

researcher interacted differently with boys than .with girls,

" the res‘earcher calcqlated means and percentages for boys and

T

girlslw”fhisbprocesS involved two steps.
v+ 1., Means and percentages for boys and for girls were
-' N | calculate?\across the three groups of variables.
2.” Means and'percentagesifor each category in Group A

4

variabIés were calculated.

- - ‘ - e

The,data‘in Table. 27 shows a clear pattern with regard
, to Group‘A variables. Boys experienced more total contacts
with the teacher than girls did On the other handg, total
;ifudent talk contribution, which are ‘:ategories 8 to 18
indicate that “the girls answered more questions than the
Anf,boys (an average of 0,37 for boys compared with l’.7 for
‘ ﬁQiflS) There 'was a slight difference between boys and
cé&tls w1th regard to Group C variables which. is total
student initiation. -Boys tended to initiate more contacts
with the teacher than girls did ' - : ¢
In order to gain a better perspective of 1nteraction
pattern involving boys and girls it is necessary to analyze
] Wﬁ category ‘Table 28 prov1des further insight

" “inta 'tg'xe nature ‘of teacher-pnpil interaction in the gym.

»

!

e

Cat
——

LR -



112

Table 27 ;
. Means and Percentages for Boys and Girls
on Three Group Variables

.e

GENDER GROUP A GROUP B GROUP C
' CATEGORIES CATEGORIFS CATEGORIES
2-7  12-17 | 8-8'. 18-18' | ‘9 AND 19
BOYS X = 14.1 X = 0.37 | x=2.5
62.5% 20% ] 55.5%
GIRLS X =9.7 X = 1.7 X = 2.3
37.5% (42.8%*)] 80% (91.4%%*) 44.5% (50.8%*)
*NOTE: There were 7 girls and 8. boys in the sample,

therefore,

-an

"adjustment

has

been

\made

* for girls"

interaction percentageswgorigidal $ X 8/7).

1l

S S ‘ |
B i e I ;
LY ‘ .

Ao
, fir ' Table 28

Means:

and Percentages for Boys and Girls on Each Cateogry

GROUP | 2 + 2 | 3+ 13" a+ 14 [ 5+15 | 6+ 16 |7+ 17
BOYS [X=1.25 |X = 1.5 [X=0.37 |x=0.25 | x = 7.3|x =-3.3
55.5% |41.3%  [33.3% - |66.6% | 66.2% |81.9%
GIRLS |X=1.14 |X=2.4 |X=0.85 [X=0.14 | x=4.2 [x=0.8
~ laa.5% -|58.7% |66.7%  [33.4% 33.8% [16.1%

Table 28 ,indicates the diffefencg-:s between boys ‘and
girls for,eéch category in Group A variables. It seems that
the“;eaCher tended to/fgive more ‘directive . praises and
criticism to boys ;ﬁén‘to girls (see catggori¢5'2,‘6, and
7). However,‘he asked' the girls mofe quesﬁidns and acceptgd'
their ideas more often compared with the boys. | |

Those tendénciqs should be viewed with. caution since |

- the data reveals that boys sought out the teacher more
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S , | € C - ‘
frequently than the girls (see Group C variables):
Therefore, the greater contacts with boys derived partially
from the fact that boys initiated more contacts w1th the
teacher compared with the girls. 1In addition, boys received
more negative ‘reinforcement, ysince they misbehaved ‘more

A

~often than girls

In summary' then, the findings of this phase of the
study indicate that the teacher generally 1nteracted w1th
‘the boys more often} than with girls. For example, he
reinforced boys negatively and positively"more frequently
. and he tended to give them more:directions than he gaye to

i

girls.

However, these tendencies should be interpreted~ with
caution due to three reasonsE‘ (1) owing ‘to the smail scope
of‘ the. sample no- significant teSt: has_ been completed,
therefore, it might.be'that the aboye resultS'were‘chance
occurrences (2) the data reyeal that the boys in;tiated3more
,contacts -with .the -teachero than the giris,' and',(3) .boys
received more negatlve relnforcements since they misbehaved
" mare -eften than the,girls.. The latter findlngs have been
reported in other‘research examlnlng relatlonshlps between
, teacher expectatlon and the nature of interaction w1th boys'
'and girls (Brophy and Good 1974). | '

In addition, it mlght be that the teacher" w%é aware of
the- fact that boys tended to interact w1th h1m more ,often
"therefore, he tried to compensate the glrls by asklng them

' more questions and accepting thelr ideas.
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Finally, the data indicates differential teacher sport

expectations for b'oys than 'for girls; however, there 1is
little evidence that the teacher behaves differentially

toward them on the basis of these expectations.

Sggmary

In this chapter, the findings 1relating to the two

purposes of the study were reported|and'discussed. There
were four major parts in the chapter. The first part.wasman
attempt to describe the subjects' world view.through the
actions and words: which were observed by the researcher.
This qualitative approacﬂx was used to generate rich - and
subjective data which quantitative methods cannot be
expected to- do. | I

The second part 'investigated relationship ‘between

differential teacher academic expectations and the nature of

teacher pupil 1nteraction in the gymnasium Briefly,'the

f analySis revealed that high expectancy students experienced
more 1nteraction w1th the' teacher.‘ However, only two
ffrequency measures ‘are susceptible to. the expectation effect
‘p0551bility These are posrtive and ‘negative reinforcements'
‘given by the teacher to each expectancy group.‘ N |

‘ The -third part of the chapter discussed more findlngs

which gave the reader a better understanding of the quali ynt~-1

of 1nteractions,‘ Teacher-pupil interactions in the academy'

—
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were ' investigated and various, correlations‘ hawd been

‘applied. |
The last part deals with the second purpose of the'
'study : Relationships . between students gender | and
differential teacher behavior were investigated The’/ata
indicated differential teacher sport expectation for boys‘

N

.than for girls, however, there was littl:;fvidence ‘that the-
teacher behaved differentially toward the | |

Chapter 6 will summarize the study and present

conclusions ahd recommendations based on the findings.\



Chapter 6 A Con

‘ Sunmary Conclusions and Recommendations

" This chapter comprises three Sections.' 'The first
section prOVldeS a summary of the investigation, the second.
section presents concluSions which have been drawn from the

_ findings;: the final section makes recommendations for future K
' research. o B ' o : ,
. : e y v o o o
< -3 : ‘ ) . ' 0 [ ' R §
‘ LT _A. Summary B

Rosenthal's controverSial experiment (1968) stimulated'

considerable research in the area of teacher expectations.

[ - —

Since 1968 a variety of. paradigms have been used to .
R R Y .

.investigate , different aspects of 1the‘ self fulfilling

.,prophecy hypotheSis.' Althaugh the findings of this body of

research are mixed the evidence appears ‘to bq An favor of,,‘

, the existenoe of . expectation effects.‘ A_considerable number;

_of "studies have reported ‘that teachers interact more;‘

| frequently and ‘more POSitlvely Wlth children for whom they}.:”'}

hold high‘performance expectations. However, recent studies l

also indicate that such behavior is not universal and that-*

'teachers differ conSiderably .in extent and nature vof,_

susceptibility to expectation effects.

The, majority of research in .this area “has beenﬂif”:”

‘”"generated fromu studies related to classroom interaction.

“'Very little of this research has been conducted in. theff,:-

116
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r

physical education setting. A recent study by Martinek.$

fat

however, provides evidence that expectations do eXist and

‘operate in the gymnaSiumat Martinek '(1981) presents a model

‘ whiCh‘ illustrates‘ how; expectations .are formed, mediate

dyadic interaction between the teachers and students, and -

can ultimately. effect student . growth  during the
‘ . ‘ P

instructional process; .+ He argues 'that teachers 'form

-expectations ‘of their students from perceptions related to.

either teacher or student characteristics or interactions ‘of

"\
‘both. Based on the above model the current study attempts

'v?to investigate a different source of teacher expectations

‘which has notrbeen investigated before. More specifically,

"it is a well known phenomenon that 1n many elementary :

-

,as physical education., Therefore, 1t might' be that these,

teachers form ‘ expectations of - their students ‘ from\

‘perceptions gained through the interaction 1n the classroom.

‘ v,Ultimately,n those expectations affect ‘the - quantity a

’quality of interactions between teachers and student in the

- QYmnasium, i\“‘» T SR —
‘jThe'?roblem' R e

~

d

Research investigating aspects of teacher expectations

‘i~in the thSical education setting has not been extenSive..

l‘In addition,'no studies have attempted to investigate the

schools the same teacher teaches academic sub]ects as well‘i

Cla



'The-second purpose-is;to‘

génder on the way a -teache

‘Metho#lology

S N Y
‘ . S - 118

‘relationship between teachers"LXpectations in the\classroom

and their behavior in the’ gymnaSium

The purpose of the present study is two fold The .

'major purpose is- to analyze the relationship between the way‘

a teacher perceives his stud nts in the academy and the way-

" he reinforces the students 'in phy51cal education classes

/

perceives his students as either

low or,hiQh expectancy.

\
<

L T

of the study:
1. A sample of one teacher.who‘teaches both academic
subjects
o | B
identifie

volunteer d to part1c1pate in the study ) ;5_ﬂfri..u

2. The rese rcher practiced the use of video camera""

and the vadic Adaptation tool of CAFIAS.
the researcher s training, two phys1ca1

se531ons wergrv1deo-taped in a row.,‘”‘

' 4gtv?A famil'arization period of ‘one week was spent ian e
:the cl ssroom.. Following this period in thél"“‘"‘

ﬂ_classro m:. and 1n the gymnasium, teacher pupil‘dl}ff

s ‘well ;as physical education- was

&

nderstand the effect of student

for ‘use ‘in 'the‘ study. . (The: teacher?.'j.
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interaction data were collected at selected times
‘over a five week period

5. ‘Cons.Lstently,‘ with the collection of 1nteraction " 0

—--—\

data, 1nterv1ews were conducted with each student
" and with the teachex.\r{d The teacher was requestedV
. to rank students in order ’of expected achiévementf?®

. The study required four stages of analy51s. "~At‘» the'-
‘first stage, a qualitative approach was used to describe the
./su'bjwects»" ' world view through the actions and words which ‘
w’ére- 'obServed by ‘th'e . researcher.-. The - second stage, R
relationshlps between teacher expectations and teacher pupil |
interactions were 1nvestigated 1n the gymnasmm.‘ Measures :
of teacher-pupil interactlon were 20 variables (éee ChFIAS .

categories) derived from: four v:.deo-taped physmal educatlon

. lessons. ‘I‘eacher expectations were determined by teacher

ratings of pupils. _ At tne third stage,, ffne flndin e e
discussed., 'I'he relationships between te cher expectati‘ons
and teacher-pupil interaction were examined 1n five academic R
{lessons. addition, the data were ‘ analyzed us:.ng .
correlation\ At th last '. stage of : the analys:Ls,

. g relationships between 'student gender | and differential

teacher behavior were studied.‘ .

N



R ¢ 1

'B. Conclusibns

This"research 'deals’, with ‘a case study of student—.,‘

‘jteacher interactlon 1n both the academy and gymnasium  The

t

) ‘sample in" this study was . small and not - random.‘ The-findings"

of the study reflect trends that do not necessarily imply '

statistlcal 81gn1f1cance. - For these reasons,vthe findings‘

Jmust be 1nterpreted cautiously and no generalization about .

\

) the teacher population from whlch the sample was drawn can

be lnade. . The fol\pwxng conc1u51ons, which are based on
k Ifindings presented in. chapter 5 should be v1ewed in light
othhese qualiflcations.

R 4

1‘,_~'The combinatlon of quantltative and qualitative.‘-

,approach appears to be an’ appropriate method for‘h
3 this research. The qualitatlve approach providesnd

an adequate ba51s for quantltatlve methods.
.2;;‘*h1gh academlc expectancy students experiencelmore

1nteract10nslw1th the teacher 1n the gymnasium.y

o However,'.lt. is p0551ble that high expectancy7fihn

students create an advantage for themselves by

‘.1n1t1at1ng contact with the teacher.- Thls findingf_,i E

513 con51stent w1th findlngs reported by Brophy and*“

et jeood (1974)

“f;3.-‘ijo of - the frequency measures are susceptible to.;fﬂrf

'an expectation effect. These are positive and']

"negative reinforcements.,‘ In the present studyftﬁffﬁ

”'most of the p051tive reinforcements were addressedf'5"“°

| to hlgh expectancy students while very few were??fgf



.',it seems that in the classroonl he attempted. to 1J7ﬂ’;

‘“ngames abllitles 1n the same way they ranked thelr }}dfd’

‘given to low expectancy students. Thls flndlng 1sL

consistent Wlth flndlngs reported in” severalx‘l

i

studies, such as, Martinek and Johnson (1979),"

K Cooper and Barron (1977), and/ReJeskl, Darracott .

tand Hutslar (1979)

The ‘control varlable, iteacher expectatlons 'in

“sport;’fhelps support the assumptlon about theﬂ

WIS

,relationship ‘f between ‘ dlfferentlal teacher:"

behaviors and expectations.v It +has been foundn
that there is no s1gn1flcant dlfference 1n the

amount of negatlve and pOSltlve relnforcements

‘given to high 'academ1C' expectancy students,

.regardless of their’ phy51cal educatlon abllltlessf

A simllar trend has been found Wlth regard to low y

-academic expectancy.

No systematlc dlfferences were found regardlng‘

\‘;teacher behav1or ln the classroom toward hlgh and
';low ranked children. Unllke the 51tuatlon ln the‘j‘
~9gymnasium,‘where the teacher tended to 1nteract‘

‘Emore often with hlgh academlc expectancy students,.,f

“:'ﬂequallze the amount of attentlon glven to hlgh and‘ “ddl
xlow expectancy students.l ‘ﬁifhff[ “.«;;wf,_ J\,'VV )

a ) The students tended to rank thelr classmates'f"

:.pgymnastiés' abillties. pfwg<~j‘h7f“;J}; u‘“_»_:

"lfﬁ;b)p Teacher s '~;1d students' jperceptions;klof
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students" sport 1abilities, were similar to each’

. other. o o
] ! ; ) . v . “

c) .‘The teacher tended‘ to interact wath his

students 1n the gymnasium if’ the same way he‘
. . " ,

'

‘ 1nteracted w1th them 1n the classroom.

d) The data indlcates differentlal teacher sport
expectations for boys and for girls. Boys were

‘- Vo .

expected to do much better in sports than girls.‘ |

| However, there is. llttle ev1dence that the teacher?
o .‘j behaved differently toward them on the basis ofﬂ
‘[‘.” these expectations. ThlS flnding 1s cons1stent
w1th that of Crowe (‘1977) and w1th Brophy and"

T

Everston s,(1981).

oo

S . ~ " . ‘€. . Recommendations

', ' There Lisv considerable ev1dence foff~a relatﬁbnship'

o between differential teacher behav1ors and expectatlons forv

1ndiv1dual pupll performance..; Knowledge concerning anyah‘ﬁ

[aspects ‘of thls relationship, however, 1s incomplete.t”

".Further, expectation research in phy51cal education is at"

'C;'the neophyte stage and has only began to surface as’ a viabletji,~»

Yy . ¢

o pursuit of 1nqu1ry. There 1s a need for more research in?xﬁ’

‘fphysical education.;f Recommendations projected from thefuﬁ

'.present Study are discussed in this sectlon. !'7

K



"’I‘ i ‘_‘v B L ‘ T ' .
There is a need to replicate thlS study -with<.

B

, 1arger and more representative sample. ’ It 'is

| important to study both~ more 'students and more

T

teachers. Only in this way can we 1ncrease the‘

! i
0 Vv

generalization of . these stud_les.‘ E o _

A ’ [ vt '

'Further. research examining " 'the ways teacherS»

communicate performance expectations to children‘V

'\,

is’ recommended The qoding system which has beent

1_instruments to obtain a more complete descript$on.'

. " of teacher behav1or which has the potential

used 1n this study dld not capture all aSpects of

?‘teacher behav10r through which expectations might;‘

LN

'be communicated. The! tone of voice USed in,asking’

a question and the amount of time the teacher was~'

fgprepared to wait forr‘ag'child' ',answer; are
examplés It - would ‘b~ useful to ' combine
‘jfethnographic f, procedure . ~w1th . observation -

— PR ﬁ

,

"_communicating performance expectations.,l

.There‘,”s, need to increaSe the 1ntercoder_9

"reliability of this kind of study‘by hav1ng two or .

three coders who should collect and analyze the?

.
)

‘

‘If further research supports the current finding,l'

T ' i

‘,gthat a generai teacher transfers his expectathnSapmltﬁ

1»;,from the academy to the gymnas1um,' then, the”

S

"ﬂpossibility of having a specialist teacher shouldff(

be given more attention..‘ RN S ,hé

A

Ofﬁ.u
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3

‘5. ﬁifferential teacher .behavior‘ is influenced by

'

factors other ‘fthan expectations for pupilf

A

_ performance. It seems that the predlction Of such

N

behav1or ' would be enhancedf 1f performance
,expectations were studledt‘inr ccmbination with

other factors known"or 'suspectedv to lnfluence

teacher behav1or. * Some . of these factors‘ mlght

n

1nclude ‘pupil: sex pupll soC1o economic status,

' pup11 attltude toward classroom actlvitx, teacher

personallty, ‘and teacher motives. Research using

[

multl varlate technlques is recommended

6. The flnal recommendatlon‘ relates to ‘the" last
: , N ‘
stages of the pygmalion phenomenon (See Brophy and

Good 1970) 'I‘o4 date, there has’ been llttle

-

PO Y

research de51gned ,to“examlneunth “effect of

‘dlfferentlal teacher behavior on pupll attalnment.'

-

a i

recommended" that large' sample“‘studies‘f’ﬁef

.:undertaken to 1nvest1gate ‘fthef effect . of

A

dlfferentlal teacher Behav1or on 'such product

measures as academlc achlevement “self-concept,

and attltudes toward school o f? eh‘ a fﬁ“i/

SRR

Research . in .this area . is needed, o It is

9
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APPENDIX A

The letter sent to school to’

~outline the genefal‘purpose»of

the project.
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COOPERATIVE ACHVITIES PAOGRAM. RESEARCH APPLICATION FORM 142

Freld Services 341 Education South
Faculty of Education ‘ 432-3659 -
University of Alberta 7 -\ T6G 2GS

1. Instructions:
a) This application form is to be used for research projects which constitute a major -
undertaking leading to a Master's thesis or a ‘Ph.D. dissertation, and studies of
~ similar magnitude, or lesser reseafch prolects which involve partlcrpatlon of
human sub)ects.

b) Al proposed tesearch projects invo mg human partlmpams must be reviewed
by the ethics committee established, in ‘each department, to ensure. that
ethical guidelines are followed in th conduct of the study. Once clea'rance
is granted a statement to this effect, signed by the chairperson of rhe ethrcs
committee, must accompany this research application.

2. Organization to be Involved

Edmonton Public School System D - County of ‘Str‘athconaﬁa
Edmonton Catholic School SystemD - St. Albert Protestam/Separare

N N.ALT. [ School System (O

3. Requestor (Umversrty staff ‘member) | Date -&—&\/Y 10 /B L ‘
Name (include title) H A SC ° 'Faculty l[.)Ev(‘i" WL—C L
Position prb'f NI " Department P €. A R,

Address J)g,.ai Dgf f&\ QEJ.XSQ&* Telebhone j/fl - 2—'%.? /

-Is thrs request being made on behalf of a graduate student@ undergradua(e studem C

[f SO, ‘ndlcate . ' 'RESHEF Nurit : ' 1039 4885 !
- (Name) ' ' * (Phone Number)
! 1063\'() 83 Avenue ¥10  EDMONTON, Alberta T6E 2E2
(Campus or Home Address) o "(Postal Code)
. ‘ e . * :,
Ph D s'tudent o . Master s studenr E] » Other: . S
4. Descrrptron of Research Project - include trtle, ob]ecuves, procedure, evaluation,

' techmques, ethical consrderatrons, etc. . _ _ L

PURPOSE: ‘The purpose of this study is ?o analyze the interactions between:
the stud}r{te.an he teacher in the physical education setting.

DA

—— S ) ' \



PROCEDURB
(0

(2)
(3)
%)

(5)

‘.‘—'.' . ' “ v‘. :"‘ . 143

The reoearcher will video tape the class which is taught by lts teacher.
The researcher will decide with the teacher how many sessions will be taped.
The teacher will be asked. to rate the students according to. their academic

"abilities on a scale rangins from 1 (very low) to 10 (very high).
'The teacher will be asked to rate the students on a physical education

‘abtlicy scale. ranging from 1 to 10.

t

The researcher will discuss the video taped leeeons with the teacher in order
to better understand what happened during those lessons. :
The researcher will ask for knowledge of the children' academic and demo—

graphic from the achool L ) . C R

ETHICAL CONSIDERAJTON .
m Particlpation Tn this study is entirely voluntary.

T (2)

(3);
(4)
(5)

5.

‘Subjects-are free to withdraw at any time. L T

The parents will be informed about the study.

The results of the research will be provided to. the teacher after the
researcher completes the study. "

Anonymity {s guaranteed. Pereonal information and the identity bf subject
+will be confidential. ¢ b

, .
°

Anticipated value to coopera'ting'"organization: :

The study might have. 1mportant implications for educational practices. The

researcher .will present the findings to the teacher and will discuss the

-

-

implications .with the teacher. . . o , » .

6.

-
ik

.
-

Suggested personnel, schools and times:

SCHOOL: SR I S : ' o
. PRINCIPAL:’ : Lo | ~ |

TIME:

Oc tober 8th -to November 8th

For Of‘fice U‘se__Onlyﬁ-‘ - : : o j ‘

Subject to the followmg condntnons. )

(b) Other e -

Approved by . ' ', Field Services  Date
S . o RN -

. . X . [ . LA

Approved by - ' , »- Central Office Date
(a) A report of the tesults of fmdmgs of thlS prolect is. requnred by the e
. cooperatmg school system (check one) .yes . D - no D

i .
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APPENDIX B, .
:"'v / ’ — '. -
The letter sent to parents to - -

" confirm their child's participation
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* October 8, 1986

Dear Parent:

During the month of October, we will‘have”a visitor'

Nurit Reshef from the Faculty of Phys1cal Education of the, .

eUniversity of Alberta., Nurit Reshef w1ll be in ;the
. classroom and gymna31um for frequent VLSits., Her work with
us will involve some - v1deo taping of gymnaSium actiVities‘

and classroom observations. B - Co

The results of the study Wlll be shared w1th the school

-

and we: hope to benefit from her experience 1n physical

)
D
Yo

‘education and research.

The School Board would like you to be aware of our work o

B Y
'

. with Nurit and requires you signing below.

_________ S N L SR N T U
dde consent that my child ‘?*' 7"; o .V‘: 5”‘7; o owilll
'}‘participate in thlS research . B _ﬁhw"“~‘!#‘

" Signature | U -
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 APPENDIX C

The Categories of CAFIAS |



S e CA',I?EGORIBS QF”.}CAFI‘AS*.‘,.V e

| Categories 2 - 17 Teacher BehaviorSflwvn

Categories 8 - 19 Student Behaviors . =~ “ziiij

‘[,Category. 10 - ' Confusion -
' Category’ 20 . © 511ence '

‘ReleVant'BehaéiorS'

“y o . .
N N . LT .o L

cat. . + " Verbal - .- = .- 'Nonverbal . .
v Ly \\ ‘. '.\ “‘A ‘ ' “‘ ,’ Co .‘ ’*
" 2-12 ' Praises, commends,ﬂ .~ Face: .Smiles, nods w1th Y
o jokes, encourages . ‘1gsm11e,\(energet1c)ﬂ“.1'
- N . ' winks, laughs - = o
‘.- . . posture: Claps hands, pats on
L . ~ ' 'shoulder, places. hand
~ ‘on head of student
‘'wrings stude®t's.
* hand, .émbraces. Lo
'Joyfully, laughs to
. ', encourage, ‘catches in-
.fég', .gymnastics, helps .., =
L ,.chlld over. obstacles..

g v
[

g RN o ‘ N |
3-13  ,ffAccept§,fc1arifies,“.<3Face:”,Nods w1thout sm:Lllng,‘~
' .. . 'uses: .and develapes g.‘]‘_lgtllts head ‘in empath-.

) o - suggestions and - . . - etic: reflection, =
.+ 77 feelings.by the . - . * ' .sighs empathetlcally
: o : ,1earner. ... .. . ~Posture: Shakes hanq§ T
oo T embraces. S T L
L e e T l{sympathetlcally,
s L el W Y “placées-hand on
oo oo .o- o shouldery ‘puts-arm’
o v ., . '’around shoulder or
’g!#ﬂﬂrwalst, catches»an
c L S e e jiflmplement'thrown by
ST e e e 0 student, ‘accepts
T DR A PR A ‘f~u”fac11\tatlon ‘from :
T vm{ﬁ‘,;x‘n”ﬁl--;“;stude'ts, ‘takes part




e Asks questlons " -~ Face:  wr1nkles brow, opens
requlring student S "~ , mouth, turns head

L answer', - . L with quizzical look

.Y, ot.. 77 Posture:. Places hand. in air,
T S e waves finger to and
| L T P 4] anticipat%ng
S C e n C _answer, stares
B T ‘. . . awaiting answer,]
e e seratches head, €ups
o o o hand to'ear, stands
o Sy ' still half-turned .
N S B -, toward- person, awaits
S Ll A B answer . -

' A

5-15. . Gives facts, .. . - Face: ' Whispers words 1nau-5”
.°. .. opinions, expresses . s dibly, sings or
SERTEE ideas or asks PR whistles. ‘
' "rhetorical . = - Posture: .Gestlculates, draws;‘
questions ‘ - *  writes, demonstrates .
SR e act1v1t1es, paints ‘

-6-16 ° . Gives directions. , .- Face:‘hP01nts wlth head
. " . _ ororders .- ., " beckons -with head
R R o yells dlreotions to.
‘ . ... . 'Posture: Points- finger, blows:
N R .- . whistle, holds body . "
. AR e .. 1. . erect while barking .
ST S - -+ 7. -commands, pushes 'a oo
Al O .~ 4 .+ child through a
L .. -, movement,, pushes a .
S : S - . child'in a diven
o S T Zdlrectlon. e

Cd=1T 0 Crltlclzes,-;,':‘d *,‘Qane:i~Geraces, grow1s o
...+ ‘expresses.anger.or -. , - . frowns, drops head, -
. extreme.self- . - " - throws head-: back.in‘,‘
reference oo ‘jﬂ'”~".“'der1s1ve laughter,.fu
s e T T o - rolls- eyes),- bltes,
‘/f:‘ﬁ_ji,éﬁi,.fu . . .spits butts with °
L CUuNe Yo heady, ‘shakes head.
4H1ts, pushes away,:‘
v apinches grapples. ...\
u,4~jw1th, pusheS*handssat“'
't;,student, 'drops. handS»
~-in dlsgust bangs Ui
T"table, damages 8 1*
gnaequipment,‘throws
*_thlngs down




R '.
T TR

Student response" Face: Poker-face response,
that is entirely - - 'nods, shakes,.gives
predictable, 'such small grunts, qulck
as obedience to o ‘smile. - ‘ ,
orders and - ' Posture: . Moves mechanlcally to‘3
responses ‘not re- -~ questions or
quiring thinking _ : ‘directions, responds

. beyond the compre- - ~to any action with

- ' hension phase or - . minimal nervous ' .

, ‘knowledge. ‘ i ~activity, robot-like.

L " Eine (87) . - .. Eineteen (187) ‘

. eine Predictable student Face: A "what's more, sir™

(87)- responses that re- . look, ‘eyes sparkling
: . quire some measure Posture- " Adds movements to
and of evaluation and .those glven or'j.

B .. - synthesis from the o . expected tries to
einteen student but must .- .show some- arrange—
(18°) 6)'vremaln within the ment- that: requires .

: . province of -pre- . * additional thinking,
;_dictability.. The -e.g., works on e
initial behavior was. gymnastic routine,
'~ in response to teacher dribbles basketball,
,‘initiation. dll game playing.

- 9=19 . - Pupﬁlfinitiated;taik' 'Face: . Makes interrupting
.. . that ‘is purely the - ~sounds, gasps, sighs.
- .result of their - ' .Posture: Puts hands up to ask’
R - own initiative ‘and L questlons, gets . up :
.. which could not be " - and walks around '
o .predicted .. without ‘provocation,
CeLw . , 4 . ‘begins creative ' ‘

R . - movement educatlonv ,
co i . makes up own games," :

R S ~ .“makes up own ‘

REN o 'Hgmovements, shows.-t
S SRR ‘- initiative in N
B I ' supportive movement
R B " : 1ntroduces new . )

L L ) s movements ' into. games
RO b .. not: predlctable in:

T AT . the rules of the
+10-20 "Stands for conqu1on .. Fa -4ﬂ511ence, chlldren ‘
AT ichaos, dlsorder, e

T . -sitting doing nothlngf-?lfh}
~1fgnoise, much nolse.f _,wgmqh"gwnOLSelessly awaiting’ .
e B T TR PRI teacher just prior to .

*ﬁ‘teacher entry, etc. ;}J;f{fj




CI
'

APPENDIX D
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Teacher Interview Protocols



.”jﬁfhave other ways of dealing with them?

n_anything speCial happen?

‘-fher?

. Interview.

i

'~Please, tell me about yourself How many years have |

-you taught? >Where - have you taught? o Do ‘you like

l

teaching? Do you like this school? and- so on._

o

,What do you‘think about the four phySical education

[

‘By placing an X under the appropriate number, indicate

'on the following pages how you expect each child in

~

- your class to’ perform on phys:.cal skills and i'n‘l’
\academic‘ subjects during the year.‘ In rating your
‘children try to be as truthful as. possible. Remember.

‘ rate each student according to your expected level of

achievement fo’r,‘ that particular student. Please

explain why you give this particular rating.

' ‘.and girls, are they different from each other. I.f yes, v

'
Wy

":You have mentioned that subject 1 had ‘cult‘ural'

fproblems, would you tell me a little bit more about

31;‘2 e

B P .
\ - ' . v

S

\

\

lessons you have taught? Were you satisfied? "'Did

A

\

<'What do you think about the physmal abilities of boy\— o

: How do you deal Wlth low academic achievement 1n Your e

'\.,A,;class? you spend a lot of time w1th them? Do you SRR



B RE

'7. 1Is there any connection between children's academic
l"'ry ' . ' o '

""" achievement and their physical education abilities?

i

o



' "1féad1er'sRatingr in Physical‘ Education .
. . \
Very Low Vvery High
Subject 1 - e 7
1 X
2 N X
3 ;
4 X
(I‘ !
.5 X
6 X
.7 X
A
8 X
C) X .
10 X
L1 - X \w_, ‘
12 X /-
13
14
Lo -
15 ’ !

153"
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Teacher's Rating in the Academy

Subject

10
211
12
13
14

15

very Jow

2 3 4 5
x.
4 X
e o
X
X
' X
X
X
X

i'sl_a |
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APPENDIX E

' Student's Interview Protocol

\



7

o

10.

11.

12.

13.

Questionnaire

What is your name?

Where were you born?

ﬁow many yeér;’have you lived in Canada?
Where was‘your father born?

where was you mother born? .

What is'ybu; fa;her's"job?

Does you mother work outside of home? .

If yes, what is her‘job?

’ Whefgtdquou live?

How many brothers and sisters do you have?

-Do you .like Physical Education sessions?

Have you ever been a captain?

Please tell me in order who is the best.student in your

friends inéluding yourself.

Do the same thing for gympastic activities?p

156

‘class in games'activities? Who is next? - Rank all ybur



