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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was two-fold The major purpose was to
determine whether teachers treat children differently on the basis of
performance expectations. Particular emphasis was placed on investi-
gating differences among;teachers with regard to tiis phenomenen. A
sepongziy purpose was toiprovide initial‘investigati~r futo relationshipé
between selected teacher characteristics and the nature ! ﬁszeréﬂtial
.teacher behavior.

Six teachers, one at each of the first, third, and sixth grade
levels in two schools, volunteered to participate in the study. Coders
were trained in the use of the Expanded Brophy—Good(E%ifher—Pupil Dyadic
Interaction Classroom Observation System. Approximately—-14 hours of
interaction data was collected in each classroom, dﬁring Language Arts
classes, over a period of two weeks. Tcachers ranked pupils according
to expected achievement. Those ranked in the:top‘éne—third of the
class were identified as high expectancy children and those ranked: in
the bottom one-third of th- :lass were identified as‘iow expect;ﬁcy
"children. Teacher characteristics were described in terms of scores
obtained on ﬁhe~Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF), the
Tﬁis I Believe (TIB) test, and the Minnesota Teachef Attitude Inventory
(ﬁTAI). Both expectation and teacher presage data were collected
following the period of classroom observation. | |

Relationéhiﬁé'bétween teacher expectations an? teacher—-pupil
interaction were investigated using teécher rankings of pupils and 33

interaction variables derived from the classroom observation system.

The data were analyzed by classroom. Both inductive (t test analysis)

iv



and descriptive (individual puﬁil data and group percentages) statistics
were employed.~ Few statistically significant differences were found in
most classrooms. Conclusions were based on trends in the data.
Findings indicated that three of the six teachers behaved differently
toward children on the basis of performance expectations. Two initiated
more work-related interaction with low,expectancy.cht}dren'while one
favored highs in the initlation of work—related'contact. It was
concluded that, while some teachers behave differently toward children
on the basis of performance expectations, the phenomenon is neither
universal nor is the direction of differential behavior consistent among
: i

teachers. It was further conéluded éhat findings permitted the
bbkclassification of teachers according to typologies hypothesiied by
Brophy and Good (1974). |

In the second stage of‘analysis; teachers were classified
according ﬁo type (iie;, proactive, reactive, overreéctive) and scores
obtained on the 16 fF, the TIB, and the MTAI were examined to determine
whether any of the personality dimensions discriminated among teéchefs
on the basis of type. Descriptive procedures were used. Prima facie

evidence was found that‘suggested that six of the personality dimensions

of the 16 PF so discriminated. It was concluded that these relationships

warrant further investigation.



PREFACE

Despite years‘of educationa7 research relatively little is known

about what constitutes effective teaching. In 1953 the Committee on !

the Criteria of Teaching Effectiveness of the American Educational

Research Association reported:

The simple tract of the matter is, that after 40 years of research
on teacher effectiveness during which a vast number of studies
have been carried out, one can point to few outcomes that a super-—
intendent of schools can safely employ in hiring a teacher or
granting him tenure, that any agency can employ in certifying
teachers, or that a teacher education faculty can employ 1in
planning or improving teacher education programs. (p. 657)

In more recent years other reviewers have expressed similar concerns
(Rosenshine and Fursf, 1973; Heath and Neilson,vl974; Dunkin & Biddle,
1974; Berliner, 1976). The positive consequence of this situation has
béen a major effort to discover reasons for such diéappointiﬁg findings.
Researchers have identified weaknesses in past research and have offered:
a number of recommendations for future investigation of the feachingr
o learning process. Four recommendations are particulafly evident iq
current educational literature:

1. An essential ingredient of any investigagion of teaching and

. learning should be the observation of teaching activities. Much of the

i b

early research failed to obserYe classroom interéction and concentrated
only on fheﬁstudy of antecedents and consequences of such interaction
(Medley and Mitzel, 1963; Dunkin and Biddle, 1974). N

2. Research on teaching should employ paradigms that ﬁaéilitéée

the investigation of a large number of variables. Insight into the teach-

. ing-learning process requires knowledge of complex interrelationships.

vi



Aﬁrosearch project, therefore, should incorporate variables relating to
Ehe properties of teachers and puéils; characteristics of the classroom,
sch061 and coﬁmunity; desired outcomes of the eduéational enterprise;

and the actual.behaviors of teqchérs and learners (Rosenshine and Furst,
1974; Dunkin and Biddle, l974;,
| Realization of this goal requires either large-scale cooperative
research projects or a éeries of smalier, well-conordinated investigatioqs.
Clifford (1973) has suggested that such research endeavors are rare bﬁt,
because fragmented research is likely to have little impact, théy should
be strongly encouraged (p. 35). ‘

3. Research on teaching should be-carried out in naturalistic
settings. Laboratory research lacks generalizability to the real world
of teachers and learners. It cannot reproduce the multitude of
situational factors that operaté in classrooms where teachers gnd pupils
isteract on a day—to—day basis.

They [laboratory settings] contrast in so many ways with

naturalistic settings that their findings cannot be generalized

confidently without first redoing the entire study in a

naturalistic setting. (Good, Biddle, and Brophy, 1975, p. 37)

4. Studies involving classroom interaction should focus on

B v

individual pﬁpils. Despite emphasis on individual differences and the
fact that teachers»are'cdﬁstéﬂtly encouraggd td.adjust instructional
behavior to the needs of the indi@iduai, most classroom research has
focuéed only on‘téachgf bghavior directed toward the class as a groﬁp.
Since teachers interact differently with different students, it is
neceséary to monitor teacher;pupil dyadic interaction in ordei to obtain
a realistic view of the classroom. To restrict observation to group

interaction will not only provide incomplete data but could completely
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&\
A\ .
distort reality. Brophy and Good (1974) explain:
In the extreme case where 'the teacher acts one way toward one
group of students and another way toward the rest of the students,
a single index representing his ‘faverage" score would not be
representative of his behavior toward any of his students. (p. 5)
The present study was part of a larger investigation designed to
examine relationships among pupil characteristics, teacher characteristics,
contextual variables, teaching goals, teacher thought processes, teacher
and: pupil behavior, and pupil outcomes. The investigation was undertaken
in an attempt to help explain what makes a difference in the teaching-
learning process. It was encouraged by insights and recommendations
appearing in recent literature and reSultiﬁg from a half century of
educational research. The recommendations presented above were basic to
guiding the larger investigation and, thus, the present study. The

precise rationale and procedures for the research project are elaborated

in Eggert, Fasano, Mahen, Marland, Moody, and Muttart (19?6).

P ) .
TN — e
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Chapter 1
THE PROBLEM
BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

During the past decade the relationship betﬁeen\tgacher expect—
.atioﬁé and pupil achievement has received incréaéing attention in
educational literature. The catalyst for much of this attention was the
controversial Pygmalionkexperiment reported by Rosenthal and Jacobson
. (1968). Although the findings oftfhis experiment were demonstrated to
be of questionalbe validity, educators continued to be attracféd'to the
nbtion that pupil achievement might somehow bg related to teacher
expectations. Investigators have used a variety of research parédigmg
to examine different aspects of the self—fulfilling prophecy hypothesis.

The findings of this body of research are mixed and difficult té
iﬁterpret. It appears, however, that the evidence‘weighs {: favor 6f
the existence of'expectation effects. Such effects have been féund in
studies involving both experimentally induced and naturally formed
teachef expectations. They have been found in both proceés measures
(teacher-pupil interaction) and produet measﬁres (pupil achie&ement).
Baker and Crist (1971) reviewed 25 tegcher expectation studieskand
concluded: o | - «;

1. Teacher expectancy‘probably‘does not affect pupil I1.Q.

%. Teacher'expectancy may affect pupil achievement. Signifié?hﬁ;

’ effects are likely if a strong teacher expectancy gxists

naturally or if the induction is strong... Effects on achieve-

ment may be somewhat more likely on teacher-contrplled
achievement measures and less likely on standardized achieve-

ment measures.



N

3. Teacher expectancy probably affects observable teacher and
pupil behavior, if the expectancy occurs naturally or
provides a moderate to strong manipulation of inducement.
(pp. 61-62) '

Jansen, Jensen and Mylov (1972) state:

Some investigations . have tried to determine whether a
teacher's, expectations are related to his teaching behavior.
The investigations covered in this review confirm in different
ways that there is such a relationship. (p. 537)

. And Good and Brophy (1974) maintain that "evidence from many different

sources show that expectation effects are a fact, not a fluke" (p. 116).

The most convincing evidence of expectation effects derives
from research involving naturally formed teacher expectations and using

process measures as dependent variables. Such research has an impress—-

lve record in demonstrating that teachers behane‘differently toward

pupils for whom they hold differential expectations. It appears.

necessary, however, to make certain observations concerning this body of

research.

1. Evidence of differential teacher behavior ddes not establish

’

the existence of expectation effects in the Pygmalion sense. A number of

researchers have hypothesized a relationship between process expectntion

effects and_produt‘ expectation effects. Brophy and Good (1970)

posited a model conceptuali@ﬂng the processes undérlying the self-

The model,

fulfilling prophecy hypothe -~ therefore, provides a

theoretical link between pro- - “roduct expectation effects.

(a) The teacher form< di "ial expectations for pupil "
performance; (b) He -he: 5 to treat children differently
in accordance with his 4if-” ‘al expectations; (c) The
children respond differe. :I e teacher ber:use they are
being treated differe tly - . A) respornding to the
teacher, each child tends t. .- : ber~vior whizt complements

-and reinforces the teacher'az 5c-
the genewvzl ac.. . . Lo
children will be enhanced whii:= -

(e) As a result,

"~ .xpectations for him;
formanc: for some
T 0f oti_rs w be depressed,

[



with changes being in the direction of teacher expectations; (f)

These effects will show up in achievement tests given at the end

of the year, providing support for the "self-fulfilling prophecy"
notion. (pp. 365 - 366)

Brophy and Good (1974) provided further explanation as to how the

rélationship might operate.

If a teacher attempts to teach more material to highs, spends
more time with them, calls on them more often, is more encourag-
ing toward them, and persists in trying to teach them when they
‘do not learn the first time, these students are virtually certain’
to learn more than low expectation'studehts who did not -get this
kind of teacher treatment. In addition to their direct effects
on student opportunity to learn, teacher expectations also have’
indirect effects on student achievement via the effects on
student motivation, level of aspiration, and self-concept.

(p- 117) ' . '

Firestone and Brody (1975) elaborate the possible indirect effects of
differential teacher behavior.
Repeatedly being treated in a manner that indicates that. they are
not worth much and that little good is expected of them might lead
students to internalize these expectations... Being more
frequently exposed to negative reactions from the teacher, one
.can safely assume, does not aid the child in his efforts to feel
worthwhile and capable... Perhaps these feelings of not being
worthwhile or successful lead to a lessening of motivation and
starts the prophecy on its way. Similarly, being more frequently
chosen... may communicate to the child that he or she is special
and increases his or her motivation. (p. 550)
. Although logical and attractive in theory, this relationship has
yet to be adequately researched. Only one study {(Meichenbaum, Bowers,
and Ross, 1969) has both provided support for the self-fulfilling
prophecy hypothesis (prnduct effects) and provided insight into the
causal mechanisms through which the phenomenon may be mediated (process
effects). There is a need for further research examining the relationship
between process,eipectatidh effects and pupil achievement.

2. A number of researchers (Evertson, Brophy, and Good, 1972;

Evertson, Brophy and Godd, 1973; Brophy, Evertson; Harris, and Good,”



1973) have {demonstrated that only some teachers treat students

tations. Further, it seems clear that
‘the nature of differential treatment canfvary from teacher to teacher.

Brophy and Good (1974) state:

We now distinguish among three general types of teachers with
regard to their susceptibility to expectation effects: proactive
teachers, passive or reactive teachers, and overreactive
teachers. (p. 115) Proactive teachers appear to be undeterred
by their expectations for %Z:gi:hieving students, so that they

spend more time interacting with lows than highs. Reactive
W teachers simply allow exist ifferences between high and low

students to unfold, so that highs; due. to their own initiative

and ability, come to dominate public: classroom life. [The]

third class of teachers overreact to student differences (in

supplying qualitatively and quantitatively superior treatment to

highs), thus exacerbating diffetences between students. (p. 303)

No research has attempted to identify the individual difference variables

in teachers that are related to such differential treatment of pLJilS.

The lack of.research in this area represents a major gap in present

knowledge concerning the nature of process expectation effects. Brophy

and Good (1974) suggest that '"data are needed to identify the teacher %:?,
characteristics which make teachers more or less susceptible to
[expectation] effects" (p. 110).

3. Although research demonstrating process expectation effects
is convincing, the actual number of studies conducted has been
relatively small Also because classroom obaervation is expensive in
both time and money, the number of teachers and contexts represented in

the research program has been somewhat limited. The validity and

‘generalﬁ;ability of findings. will be enhanced as replication studies

accumulate.



PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The study focused oh'two-of the three areas of concern discussed
above.‘-The purpose, therefore, was two—fdld The major purpose was to
investigate relationehips between differential teacher expectations and
the nature of teacher—pupil interaction. As such, 1t was an ~attempt to
replicate findings of recent research suggesting that some teachers
interact more frequently and more positively with children for whom they
hold high performance expectations.

A secondary pnrpose’nas to provide initial investigation into
the antecedents of process expectation effects. Specifically, an attempt
was made. to describe relationships between selected teacher character—

‘igtics and diffexential teacher behavior.

S ‘ : "

RESEARCH QUESTIONS -

l.? Do. teachers interact differently with pupils for whom they
hold high performance expectations than with pupils for whom they hold
- low performance expectations? If so, what is the nature of such
-diffefential interaction?
Mbre specifically:
a. Do differences exist in the frequency and type of teacher
interaction with high and 1low expectancy children’
b. Do teachers respond to pupil participation in ways that
indicate a sy;tematic favorir. (e.g., provide more encouragement;
‘Provide more direct opportunity to learn) of either high or low

o

expectancy children’ _ _—

2. What relationships exist between process expectation effects

LIRS R



and selected teacher characferistics?
More_specifiéallyf
a. What relationships exist between each of the personality“
traits heaQUJ:d by tﬁe Sixteen’Personality Factor Questionnaire ,
(16 PF) and the nature of teacher susceptibility to process

4 expectation effects?

b. What relationships exist between teacher belief orientatioﬂ,
as measgred by the This I Believe (TIB) Test, and the nature of
teacher susceptibility'to process expéctatién effects?
c. Wﬁat relationships exist between teécher_attitud;s toQ;;é
children, as mgasufed by the Minnesota Teacher Attitude In;entori

(MTAI), and the nature of teacher susceptibility to process

expectation effects? o

. DEFINITIONS

3

Two. terms used throughout the study are'aefined as follows:

Egpectatigns. Expectations are inferences teachefs make about
the performance potential of children. The& are based on a,wide range
of input factors. .Such inputs as past performance, I.Q., and day-to-day
contact in classroom life (e.g., qbservations rggarding studeﬁt interest,
behavior, and success in meeting the demands of the curriculum) are all
likely.to influence the formatibn of expetfations concerning an
.individual child. Bolding expectations is a normal part of human
experience. Brophy and Good (1974) explain: |

Teacher expectationé regarding students are simply a special

case of the more general phenomgnon t we all make observations
and inferences about people on jthe basis of what we hear about
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/
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'
them and what we see of them in everyday interactioms. (p. 33)

Expectation effects. Expectation effects refer to the communi-

cation of teachers' expectations to children. When teacher behaviof is
such that it haswghe potential of_communicating expectations to children,
. ‘ TN :
expectation effects are said to bé'sﬁerating. Expectations may be
communicated in a number of ways. The teacher may tell a student
directly that she holda high or low expectations for him (e.g., tell him
that work 1is too easy or too difficult). More typically, however,
expectations are cqmmunicated in indirect ways. The feacher may

communicate expectations through the amount and quality of. attention she

" -affords individual children.
LIMITATIONS

The principal.limitations of the study are:
1. The sample of teachers was small. |
2.’ Random sampling techniques were not used. '

3. Classroom observation was not spaced over a large portion}ofrﬁ
the school year. |

In particular, the nature oé the sample does not permit

generalization of findings beyond the teachers used in the study.
SUMMARY

This chaptér has presented the problem central to the study. The
problem was two-fold. First, research in natural settings, using process
measures as dependent variables, has been consistent in demonst:ating that

teacher'expectations are related to teaching behavior. The actual number

v



of teachers and contexts represented in such research, however, has been
relatively small. Secohd, the lack of resehrchihptempting to identify
individual difference variables In teachers that are related to differ-

ential treatment of students represents a major gap in the area of

expectancy literature. The chapter also presented the research questions,
definéd terms used in thé stgdy, and stated the limitations of the study. ’ﬁp
The principal limitations related to the size and nature of the research

sample. Chapter 2 reviews the literature pertinent to the study.



Chapter 2
RELATED LITERATURE
This chapter will review literature concerning the influence of
teacher expectations on teacher-pupil interaction and pupil attainment.
It is from this literature that the conceptual framework for the study
derives. The review is presented in three sections: (1) research
involving experimentally induced expectatioms, (2) research involving

naturally formed expectations, and (3) teacher presage research.
RESEARCH INVOLVING EXPERIHENTALLY INDUCED EXPECTATIONS

' In 1968 Rosenthal and Jacobson published the controversial

Pigmalion in the Classroom. This book recounted an experiment in which

18 elementary school teacherguwere given false information conceyning
certain of their students. Teachers were informed‘tﬁat test resultg had
indicated students were "late bloomers' and could be expé;%ed ¢~ make
unusual academic gains during the school yéar: In reality o group 2.
test, Tests of General Ability (TOGA), had been adminisFereo anc ..
"late bloomers' were ideqtified randomly. Readministration of the test
enabled the calculation of 1.Q. gain scores. The authof; repo?ted that
findings provided evidence that teacher expectations for individual
pupils can function as self—fulfilling p}opheciesu They stated:
ItAappears now that teachers' favorable expectations can be
responsible for gains in their pupils' 1.Q.s and, for the lower

grades, that these gains can be quite dramatic. (p. 98)

Reaction to the Rosenthal and Jacobson study was dramatic. While



the popular press accepted the findings and editorialized their implic-
ations, knowledgeable researchers (Thorndike, 1968; Snow, 1969; Taylor,
1970; Elashoff and Snow, 1971) questioned the findings so ably thag they
have geneyally become_regarded as untruétworthy. Thofndike (1968)
stated "it is so‘defective technically that one can only regret that it
ever got beyond the eyes of the original investigators" (p. 708).
Although reviewers were severely‘critical of the'Pyggélion
experiment, they remained open to the possible existence of an expectancy
phenomenon. Thorndike (1969) s£ated:
Let:me express a very real interest in the notion of the 'self-
fulfilling prophecy"... Perhaps others can learn from Pygmalion's
shortcomings, and carry out research on these problems that is

psychometrically and experimentally adequate. (p. 71) .._

Gage (1971) stated:

Do teachers' expectations affect things other thanm I.Q.... Here
affirmative answers seem highly plausible on the basis of much
previous research. (p. v)

The international publicity afforded Pygmalion in the Classroom and the
openness of its severest critics to the theoretical logic of expectancy
effects resulted in widespread interest in the expectancy phenomenon,

interest that had not been generated by earlier studies (Pitt, 1956;

= 1966j. _Gage (1971) stated: . A

k)

- The positive re51due of the P zggglion affair is renmewed attention
to tl - hypothesis that teachers' expectations make a difference
in the -lassroom. Research workers are now taking a fresh look

at these phenomena. (p. v)

A number of researchers have undertaken studies very similar to
the ﬁosenthal and Jacobson e%periment. Although typically reported as
r?plication stud}és, each investigation differed from the original iﬁ

one Qr more ways. "The grade level of subjects, the method of induction,

10
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the nature of criterion variables, and the length of experiment treat-
ment were frequently altered. The most common departure from the
original design involved 1investigators attempting to'increase the
possibility of finding expectation effects by using gfiterion variables
which were more susceptible to alteration than is I1.Q. Gage (1971)
suggested that attempts to validate the expectancy hyﬁothesis through
examining gains in I.Q. were futille.
Half a‘¢entury of research has shown that [changes in I1.Q.] are
hard to make. They have been claimed by persons using intensive
treatments in preschools. They have been effected by .profound
alterations in the persons environment - alterations like moving
out of a barren orphanage into an enriched middle-class home.
But, even so, no one has yet been able to change I.Q. substant—
ially ih any controlled and consistent way. We cannot improve
I.Q. as dependably as we can improve knowledge of mathematics or
languages. (p. 1v) :
The first duasi—rgplication was conducted by Claiborn (1969).
This study differed from the Pygmalion experiment in that subjects were
located in grade one classrooms ‘'only, dependent variables included
teacher-pupil interaction measures as well as I1.Q. gains (TOGA), and the
experimental treatment lasted only two months. Claiborn reported that '
findings failed to support the expectation hypothesis. There were no
-differences on . .1er I.Q. gains or measures of teacher-pupil irter-
action. José and Cody (1971) conducted a "replication" study involving
grade one and two pupils. Expectations were induced in the usual way
and dependent variables were I.Q. gain (TOGA), achievement gains in ..
reading and mathematics as measured by the Metropolitan Achieveménq
Tésts-(MAT), and measures of pupil—teacheriihteraction. Expebtations
were induced early in the second terms and posttests ﬁére.qpmpleted 16

weeks later. The\treatment, therefore, while stronger than in the .
A\Y .
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Claiborn study, was still weaker than in the'Pzgmalion experiment. The
researchers reported no evidénce of expectation éffeéts oﬁ any of the
criterion measures. i
~Goldsmith and Fry (1970) conducted 3 study in which thg
experimental treatment iasted five months. They attempted to further
stréngthen the treatment by reminding teachers of the identity of
o

"bloomers" on numerous occasions during the treatment period. This
stud& used 224 high'school students as subjects and I.Q. gains‘(TOCA)
énd achlevement test gains (Sequential fests of gducational ’r.gréss -
: STEP) as dependent“variables.' Again, there were no findings that could
be taken as support forbthe,expectation hypqthesis. Other "replication"
studies havé reported‘similar negative findings (Conn, Edwards, Rosen;hal,
ané Crowne, 1968; Evans and Rosenthal, 1969; Fielder, éohen, and Feeney,
197). These studies are reviewed by Baker.énd Crist (1971) and Brophy
and Gdod'(1974); o |

- In addition‘to the’stud;es-reported above, a number of investi-
gators have departed from.thé Rosenthal tradition and have usgd‘differeht‘
research pa;adigms to examine éhe effects of experimentally induced_
‘e#pectations. Although @qny researcheré have reported negative findings
(Fleming and Aﬁttonen, 1971; Mendels and Flanders,‘1973; 0'Connel,
Dusek, and Wheelgr, 1974; Wilkins and Glock, 1975), others have produced
fihdings which support—the notion of self-fulfilling prophecy.
| Schrank (1968) found that expectations held by Air Force
instr;ctors influenced the achievement of recruits in é‘mathéma;ics

course. Students were assigned'randomly‘to one of five classes and

class s were presented to instructors as being grouped on'the basis of



ability. Findings indicated that‘students in tﬁé "highest" ability
group ‘achleved significantly better on a criterion referenced mathematics
test than students in the "lowest'" ability group.

Beez (1970) found that expectations held by graduate student
tutors influenced both the amount they attempted to teach and the amount
which tutored pupils learned. Sixty graduate students were ingf}ucted to
teach an assigﬁed préschoql child as many words as.possible during a ten .
minute period. Tutors were informed that children were either high or
low ability pupils. 1In ;eality, these labels were assigned randomly.
Findings revealed that tﬁtors aifgmpted to teach "highs'" significantly
more words, that "highé" actually learned significantly more words, and
that "high" ability children were consistently rated as brighter than
"low"-gbility children.

Meichenbaum, Bowers, and Ross p¢9695\tpnducted a study designed

. .

P .
to investigate the influence of teacher expectations on pupil achievement
S

and to identify the mediating variables underlying possiblg achievement

differences. Subjects were 14 adolescent offenders in a training school. -

Criterion variables were subjective and objective achievement test
scores and méasures of the classroom behavior of four teaghers toward
the subjects. Procedures for identifying "late bloomers" included
having teachers designate subjects as either good or.boof students,
randomly choosing three good students and three poor students as
"bloémers"j and informing teachers that this status was rgyealed through
psychological test data. ;he expefimental treatment lasted two weeks.‘

Pre and post test scores were obtained on teacher graded examinations

and teacher behavior toward pupils was noted as positive, negative or

13
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‘neutral. It was found that "blgomers" achieved significantly better on
objective achievement tests and teache; behavior ratings indicated that
'"bloomers' enjoyed more positive and fewer negative interactions with
teachers. Thus, findings not only provided support for the expectation
hypothesis, but also provided insight into the causal mechahisms leading
 to the expéctancy advantage.

Kester and'Letchworth (l97é) also investigat@d the influence of
teacher expectations on both product and processrme35ures. Subjects were
150 aberage ability grade seven students randémly'assigned to experimental
and éontrolvgroups. Product measures included pretest - posttest scores
‘on an I.Q. test (Otis-Lennon), an achiévement test (Stanford Achievement
- Test), and an attitude scale. Process ﬁeasuresvwere derived'from
observations df_pupii—teacher interactioﬁ. Expectation induction
occurred during the first week of school and ihvolvedqinforming teaéhefs
that cgrtain pupils (experimental group) had qualified for inclusion in
a Study;of‘the classroom behav:>- of ﬁbfight" studed;s. The treatment
lasted nine weeks.’ Fingings revealéd no significant differenées in Any
of thé'productameasures but interactiog differencéé were observed. The
investigafors reported that/téachers interacted more frequently and more ,
positiQely.with "Bright" studenté. “

A number éf studiés‘involving exﬁérimen;dlly induced expectations
have prodqced findings similar to the process results reported by Kester
© - and Letchwoth. Rothbart, Dalfen, and‘BafretF (1971)'ih§estigated |
differential teachér behavior in microteaching situations. 'Subjects
'wére 13 female undergraduate feachers ahd 52 high schooi students.

Expectation induction was completed for four students in each micro- -
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”teaching group. Two were labeled as academically superior and two were
labeled as lacking academic potential. Teacher behavior was observed
dur;ng a 30 minute literature discussion. '"Bright" students were found
to receive mofe teacher attention but, unlikevthe Kester and Letchworth
findings, no differences were observed in the quality of teacher-pupil
interaction (i.e., praise and criticism).' Rubovits and Maehr (1970)
also used micrqteaching situations to investigate teacher differeﬁtialq
behavior. The-findings of this study more closely approximéted those of
Kester and Letchworth. Female undergraduate teachers were found to
initiate more interactions and interact more positively with pupils
labeled as ''gifted". Subjects were sixth and seventh grade pupils.
Medinnus and Unruh (1971) produced similar findings using Head Start
pupils and teachers. In this study pupils labeled as "high ability"
received signific&ntly moré_praisé and less criticism than pupils iabeled

as "low ability".

Discussion

Research’involving experimentglly induced expectatio?s has
produced mixed findings.v.Stu&iesiﬁtiiizipgiproduct measures have
generally produced neéative findings, while the majority of process
investigations have reported pbsitive reshlfs. This‘situafion is open
to a variety of interpretations. it m;y be that teacher expectations
influence'the nature of teacher-pupil interaction but, in faét, have no
effect on pupil attélnment.. It may be that experimental treatments were
not of sufficient duration to produce g_prodch effeét. 'It may be that

mixed findings testify to the context specifici;y‘bf the. expectancy

hypothesié. Fiﬁally, it might be that negative product findings were &
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result of4féachefs not acquiring the expectétions which were intended.
A number of studies {epbrted direct ‘evidence that teachersvfailed to -
acquire intended éxpectatidns (Goldsmith and Fry, 1970; Fleéing and,
Anttonen, 1971; José and Cody, 1971).

It is clear that evidence from this body of research does not
indicate a basi; for unequivocal acceptance of thé self-fulfilling
prophecy hypothesis. . However, findings do suggest ghe necessity for
further inVestigation.“ Hendels and Flanders (1973) state:

The present study bears considerable resemblance to the entire
literature on teacher expectation effectsiproduced by .
artifically imposed experimental manipulations. While conclusive
results were not found, a modicum of evidence was uncovered to
indicate the existence of weak expectation effects... Because

of the possible existence of such expectancy effects, the
continued investigation of the subject seems warranted,
especially in natural settings using natural inputs. (p. 210)

, , o
RESEARCH INVOLVING NATURALLY FORMED EXPECTATIONS

In recent years there has Been a mgrked trend toward expectancy
research gsing naturally formed‘teaphef expectations. Although a few
studies have eﬁployedvproduct‘measures,'the vast majority have examined
relétiqnshipS'beéﬁeen expectations and the nature of teacher-pupil |
iﬁteraction. Early. reéearch in the area (Dalton, 1969; Rist, 1970;
Kfanz,vWeber,vand Fishell, 1970) consisteﬁtly indicated that téachers
_intergct more frequénﬁly and more positively with stﬁhentslfor Qhom they'
hold high expectations. This relationship Qas_fufther exaﬁined in a
_series of ihvestiggtions by Brophy, Good and colleagues using. the
Brophy-Good Téacher—Pupil Dyadic Inteiactibn Classroom Obsérvation
System. This research program represents the mbst extegsive, and

. perhaps the most intensive study of teacher differential behavior to

14
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date.

The initial Brophy and Good investigation (Brophy and Good, 1970)
examined relatidnships_between teachdr _expectations and teacher—pupil
”interaction at. the grade one. level. Teachers were asked to rank pupils
according to expected achievement. Six high and six low expectation

students were chosen andiobserved for half days on four occagions. The
study did not find the.quantitative differences that were evident in
4previous research. In fact, while high expectation students initiated
more interaction with teachers, the trend was for teaeherS'to initiate
more interaction with low exnectation students.l This was possibly‘a
conscious attempt by teachers to compensate for the greater attention
which highs attracted to themselv... Qualitative differences, however,

" were found to favor highs High expectation students received signif-
icantly more praise and less criticism than did low expectation students

This study, and subsequent investigations employing»the Brophy~
Cood classroom observation instrument;.examined a question that was
~virtually ignored in previous research. Is differential teacher behavior
(quantitative and qualitative) the result of teachers methodically
favoring high expectation students or is it thexréﬁult of teachers

simply responding to pupil behavior? That 1is, perhaps the greater

S

frequency of interaction with high expectagion students can be '
attributed to such students approaching the teacher nore frequently.
Perhaps the more Eositive‘interaction with high expectation students can
be attributed to their behavier being such that it warrants more praise

and less criticism. Research techniques employed in previous studies

- did not permit examination of this important question. The



observation instrument used by‘Brophy and Good permitted comparisons of
teacher behavior toward high and low ekpectatién groups in "equivalent
situéfions”. Findings diéc0unted the possibility that diffefential
teacher behavior occurred simply in response to pupil behavior.
.Analysis of "equivalent situations"'revealed that not only did teéchers
praise low expectation students less and criticize them more, but that
-such differential behavior was not warranted in terms of pupil behavior.
Findings furﬁhef indicated thaf teachers made greater.attempts to elicit
good performancé’from’high expectation students. Table 1 illustrates
some of'the more important findings of this aspect of tﬁe stqdyr

' Thi; initial investigation was replicated by Evertson, Brophy
and Good (1972). The replicatioﬁ study used nine grade one classes in
three schools. Results indicated that teachers, as a group, did not
interact more frequently or more pogitively with high expectation
students. When individual téacher data was examined, however, it was
found that thrée teachers did ipteraqt more frequently and more positivé-
ly with high expectation studenté:‘ Three others interacted‘more frequent-
ly and more pésitively‘witﬁ_low-expectation students, and the remaining
- teachers showed no definite patterns.of‘interaction. Ihus? in its
failure to replicate the Broﬁhy and Good (1970) findings, this study
prqd&éed vefy significant:informacion, Evidence indicatéd that
diffe?ential treatment of‘students on the basis of expectations was an
iﬁdividual difference variable. Similar evidence was reported by
Evertson, Bropﬁy and‘G;od (1973) and Brophy, Evertson, Harris and Good
(1973). |

Although evidence of differential'teaéher'behavior provides

18



Table 1

Group Differences on Variables Related to the
Communication of Expectation Effects
(Initial Brophy and Good Study)

Measures | Lows - Highs

Percent of correct answers followed %k
by praise ' 5.88 12.08

. A . ) . )
Percent of wrong answers followed ki
by criticism : - 18.77 6.46
bPercent of wrong answers followed
by repetition or rephrasing the ‘ K *
question or by giving a clue 11.52 27.04
Percent of reading problems followed
by repetition or rephrasing the ‘ kK
question or by giving a clue "~ 38.37 67.05
Percent of answers (correct or
incorrect) not followed by any - : Akk
teacher feedback R ' 14.75 3.33

Note: From Teacher—Student Relétionshipé: Causes

and

Consequences by J. Brophy and T. Good, 1974, p. 98.
*p< .10 -
: **p< .05

**%p ¢ ,01 - -
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insight into possible causal mechanisms underlying a‘seif~fulfilling

ophe ;'phenomeno;, empiricalrs;pport for this hypothesis must come
froff research establishing relaFionships bgtﬁeen teacher expectations
and pupil attainmeﬁﬁ. Three studies have examined the effects of teacher
expéctations on pupil learning. Palardy (1969) conducted a tightly
controlled investigation designed.to exémine the effec;s of teacher sex
difference beliéfs on the reading achievement of}firsg grade pupils.
‘From an iﬁitial sample of 63 teachers, 10 wefe identified who held
éharply contraSFing views concerning the relative ability of bo?s and’
girls to achie&e’in reading. Teachers who revealed sex difference ) |
beliefs were paired with teachers who held no such beliefs and the
reading achievement of‘their studenfs compared. Reéding scores were
-adjusted to control.fof studenc abil;ty. It was found that boys who
were' taught beginning reading by teachers who expected no sex differencé
achieved as weli as'girls,’while bo&s whp were taught by téachers
expectingfsex differences achieved less well (p. 374).

Good and Brophy (1974) cite research‘by Doyle, Hancock; and

Kifer (1972) ;hich produced simi}ar findings. ‘Also interested in the
effect of tdacher sex differenée éeliefs on regding achieQement,_these
researchérs had‘grade'one ;eachers estimatq»thé I.Q. of chiidren in
their classes. They found that, not only did teachers systematically
overestimate the I.Q,_of.girls and underestimaté that of boys, but also
that the reading achieQémeﬁt'fqr those ovefestimated was- higher than
btheir mgaéured I1.qQ. ﬁduid pre&ict, while that for those u;derestiﬁated

was lower than measured I.Q. would predict. These fin&ings supﬁort the

thesis that, when teachers hold high expectations for students, they

+
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actually produce higher achievement in those students than in students
"for whom they hold low expectations (Brophy and Good, 1974, p. 80).
Seaver (1971)‘used teacher experience with older siblings as a
veﬁicle for investigatiing the influence of teacher expectations on
pupil achievement. :Séhool records enabled the researcher to locate 79
pairs of siblings in gwo schools. Older siblings were classified as
good or poor studentéion’the basis of first grade I.Q., Stanford
Achievement Test scores, and grade point average. Younger siblings
were compared on the basis of performance on .subtests of the Stanford
Achlevement Test. Analysis revealed that younger siblings of“goodT

students obtained higher achievement scores when assigned to the same

teacher who had taught the older'sibling, while younger siblings of poor .
students achieved better when assigned to a different teacher. The study,

‘therefore, adds support to the self-fulfilling prophecy hypothesis.

Discussion ’ | _ -

Iﬂe research cited above demonstrates that naturally formed
teacher expect;tions.have been related to both differential teacher
behavioriahq\pupil achievement. Studies investigating felationships
between teacher expectations and teacher-pupil-interaction provide in-
| sights«intq hoﬁ@gxpectationsvmight be cOmmunicated to pupils aﬁq thereby
influence achievement. No naturalistic research, however, has incorp-
orated both proceés and product measures.in the same study so the link
~ between différentiél te;cher behavior and pupil achievement has not been
empirically éstablished.

A further significant finding emerges from this literature.

Individual teachers behave in differentlways toward high and low
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_expectation pupils. Not all teachers treat pupils in ways that are

hypothesized to create self-fulfilling prophecy effects. Brophy and

} Good (1974) state:

We believe that genuine expectation effects... have been
convincingly demonstrated and are an established fact... but
that they o cur only in certain teachers. (p. 115)

No research has been conducted to determine teacher characteristics that

will predict the nature of teacher differential behavior.
TEACHER PRESAGE RESEARCH

A concern of the present study was the relationship between
teacher presage variables and teacher behavior toward pupils for whom
differing expectations are held. Broghy and Good (19745wstate:

In géneral it appears that the reality of expectation effects

is now established, and that future research should concentrate

on identifying the individual differences in teachers... that

are relatedlto these effects. (p. 122)

Although teacher characteristics have Seen studied since the
early 1920's, little research has ﬁocused on the relationship between
teacher characteristics and the differential treatment of pupils. In
fact, littlgﬁresearch has focused on the relationship between teacher d
characteriétics and observed teacher behavior. The reason for this
situation 1s that, until recently, teacher presage invéstigatians have
beén concerned exclusively with predicting teacher effectiveness and
teacher éffecpiveﬁess has been described in terms of subjective ratings
or. measures of pupil aghievement. Barr (1948) reviewed approximately
135 studies which appeéred during the years following 1924. Tﬁis body

: e

of research related personal qualities, professional knowledge and skill,

and status factors to measures of teacher effectiveness. In no case



were variables studied in relation to direct measures of classroom
behavior (Barr, 1948, pp. 207 - 211).

Getzels and Jackson (196 »viewed teacher presage research for
the period 1950 to 1960. 1In thi view a similar pattern was evident.
Although more sophisticntedlmeasurement and design techniques were used;
studies were largely concerned with relating presage variables to such
measures as grades 1in practice teaching and success in teaching as
determined by pupil or supervisor ratings. Approximately 150 studies

were cited in this review and less than six examined relationships

between teacher presage variables and classroom behavior. - None examined

relationships between presage variables and differential teacher
behaviorL

Crocker (1974). conducted an extensive review of recent research
involving tge personal attributes of teachers. Examination of this
review again reveals little presége—proéess research and no studies
designed to investigate relationships between teacher characteristics
.and the differential treatment of students. Studies were concerned with
(1) identifying personality and attitudinal differences among teachers
on the basis of sex, grade level taught, type of teacher training
recéived, etc.; (2) identifying personality and attitudinal differences
between teéchers and other members ofgthe adult populations; and (3)
relating personality characteristics to practice teaching scores and.
teacher effectiveness as determined by supervisor ratings. ‘

Most studies,vexamining relationshipgibetween teacher presage
vgri;bles and teacher classroom behayiof, wgre:part of the six-year
Ryans Teacher Characteristics Study (1960) and were thus concerned wfth

rather general teacher behaviors.4~The founders of this investigation
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were responding to the irrelevant and contradictory findings of presage-
product research. They argued that, because of wide variations in value
positions regarding the concept of good teaching and differences in
teacher role depending upon context, the - ucational enterprise would
best be served by research which concentrated on the identification of
characteristics that typify teacher behavior (Ryans, 1960, p. 371). The
Teacher Characteristics Study had three major objectives:

Objective 1: The identification and analysis of some of the

patterns of classroom behavior, attitudes, viewpoints, and

intellectual and emotional qualities which may characterize

teachers. .

Objective II: The development of paper—and—pencil instruments

suitable for the estimation of certain patterns of classroom

behavior and personal qualities of teachers.

Objective III: The comparison of characteristics of various

groups of teachers. (pp. 9 - 10)
Much of the Ryans research, therefore, was concerned with mere description
of teacher characteristics and classroom behavior patterns. A fey studies,
"however, explored presage-process relationships. Typical of these studies
was research by McGee (1955). McGee investigated classroom manifestations
of teacher authoritarianism. Authoritarianism was measured by the
‘California F Scale and a classroom rating scale was used to record

;g;cher behavigf. Thé.rating scalé was designed to reveal "evidence of
the deep, ofténznnconscious forces which are thought of aslgoing to make
Qﬁ Ehé'authoritarian-syndrome" (p. 108). The sample was comprised of
150 elementa:y;and setondary school teagchers. The major finding of the
study vas a highly significant ({QOS level) corfelation be;ween F Scale
~scores and assigned behavior scores. McGee concluded that "teachers

classroom behavior on an Authoritarian - Equalitarian dimension can be

predicted with fair accuracy from scores on the F Scale'" (p. 144).
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Although the Teacher Characteristics Study did much to describe the )
personal and behavioral attributes of teachets; it did little to identify
meaningful relationships between tn““her chafacteristics and either
general or differential teacher classroom behavior.

A few studies have examined relatiodships between teacher
characteristics and less divergent teacher claséroom behaviors. Among
the more important of these were grseries of investigations by 0. J.
Harvey and colleagues. Harvey, Prather, White, and Alder (1966) engaged
in research désigned to examine relationships between teacher belief
syétems and teacher classroom behavior. Belief systems were identified
through the use of a projective test (This I Believe Test). The This I
Believe Test;éategorized teachers as bglongiﬁg to one of four belief
sysﬁems ranging from most concrete to most abstract. Teacher behévior.
was measured by a 26 dimension obﬁervation ratihg scale. The subjects
‘ were ;68 teachers participating in a Head Start program; Subjects were
observed for 2 1/2 hours perlday on two occaéiéns By two. observers.
Corfela;ionai analysis revealed ;hat the most abstract teachers differed
from the most concrete teachers, in wﬁat was presumed to be aﬁ education-~
‘ally desirable difectiqn, on all 26 dimensions of classrooﬁ behavior.
Fourteen dimensions revealed statistically éignificant differencgé.

Some of the major findings were: ‘ | |

[Abstract teachers] expresséd greéter.warmth toward fhe éhildren,

showed greater perceptiveness of the children's wishes and' needs,

were more flexible in meeting the needs and interests of the
children, maintained more relaxed relationships with children,

‘were more enc~raging of individual responsibility, ... invoked

.unexplained ru.es less frequently, ... werq~less punitive:

‘(p. 379) -

These‘findings were replicated in studies by Hatrvey, Prather, White and

L, :
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Hoffmelster (1968) and Coates, Hatvey, and White (1970).

Finally, one study has examined relationships between teacher
A characteristics and the differeﬁtial treatment of pupils. In research
des#gned to examine the effect of teacher expectations on teécher
behavior toward black and white children, Rubovits and Maehr'(l97l)
studied the interaction of teacher dogmatism. Subjects were 104 sixth
and sevgnth grade pupils and 26Jundergraduété teachers working in micro-
teaching situations. The Rokeach Dogmatism Scale was administered and
teachers classified as high or low on dogmatism. Dogmatism was found to
be related to differential treatment on the basis of race. Teachers high
on dogmatism tended to encourage white pupils and ignore blacks. ,No:
relationships were discovered between level of dogmatism and behavior
toward pupils on the basis éf teacher. expectations.
Diséussion

Research involving teacher presage variables has been of three

‘types:
1. Descriptive - comparative research. These studies describe
teachers, compare groups within the profession, and compare feaéhers to
the reét of the adult population. Although infor;ative, such research
providés'little information bearinéion the feaching—learning process.

2. Pr?sag§~product research.. These studies represent attempts
to identify th;:éhgractérigEics of effectiye teachérs. ;Finaings have
been lafgely inc?nsistent Qf iﬁconsequential. Such studies have suffered
frém tw; major weaknesses. First, the majority have proceeded on the

assumption that effective teachers are always, in all situations and with -

all students,‘effective teachers. Second, most'attempts to establish



presage-product relationships have failed to examine what happens in fhe
cigssroom. Sucﬁ research, therefore, has failed to contribute to a '’
better understaqding of the teaching—learning.process.

3. Presage-process research. Studies in this area have fapedw
somewhat better. Althéugh a number of studies have produced weak findings,
6thers have ;ontributed to a better understanding of teacher-pupil inter-
action and thus the teaching-learning process.‘ Where fihdings have been
weak; it.seems the fault lies with procedures and variabies inveétigated,
rather than with the rationale underlying the research thrust.

The importance of presage variables in the teaching-learning
process has been noted by a numbgr of educators. Getzels and Jackson
(1963) state: |

| The personality of the teacher is a significant variable in the
classroom.. Indeed some would argue it is the most significant
variable. The educational impact of an Ichabod Crane or a Mark

Hopkins, or a Mr. Chips or a Socrates, is surely not due solely
to what he knows, but in a very real sense to what he is. (p. 506)

Bowefs and Soar (1962) suggest: o

‘[Teacher] personality traits condition, modulate, promote
v certain responses from pupils... They are basic to teachers and
) pupils working together... in some quest for knowledge, skills,
‘understanding and' attitudes. (p. 309) ‘ :

It would seem totally inadequate to consider_the nature of classroom

. & ’
interaction independent of the characteristics the teacher brings to the

¥

classroom.
SUMMARY

This chapter reviewed the literature pertinent to the study. 1In
the first section, research involving experimentally induced expectations

was examined. Experimental studies using product measures és dependent
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vari#bles have generally failed to pfoduce evidénce‘of"ekpectation
effects. Experi 2ntal studies using process measures as dependent~
variables have generally provided evidence indicating the existence of
expectation effects. The second section reviewed research involviﬁg
naturally formed teacher exﬁectatione. Most naturalistic research has
~examined relationshiﬁs between expectétions and the nature of teacher-
Hpupil interaction, Thé findings of this body of research indicate that
some teachers exhibit differential behavior toward cﬁildren for whom
they hold different performance expectations. The few natufalistic
Bfﬁdies which dsed product measures as dependent variables suggeét that
teacher expectations can influence pupil achievemeni! . In the third
séction, research involving teacher presage variables was reviewed. It
was noted that very fewvstudiea.haVe focused on relationships between
teacher characteristics and observed classroom béhavior. Chapter 3

describes the methods and prdéedures followed in the study.
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Chapter 3

METHOD AND PROCEDURES

]

The major purposebof the study was to investigatg relationships
between differential téaéher éxpectations and. the nature of teacher-
pupil interactionf A ;econdary pﬁrﬁose was to provide initiasl investi-
gation inté the antecedents of procéss‘expectation effects. This chapter
will describe procedures followed in the study. It is presenfed in four
sebgions: (1) sample, (2) data sources, (3) data collection, andv(4)

analysis.
SAMPLE

Tﬁe s8ize and nature of the Qample was influenced byla number of
factors.  They were: (1) ;he research philosophy ugderlying the larger
’project of which the present study was parf, (2) advice received from
researchers invdlved‘in similar investigations (classroom observation
resgaréh), and (3) the willingness of classroom teachers fo'participate
l'.:Ln the projéct. | |

Tbé design of the larger research project necessitatgd that
‘extensive data be collected as a basis for.inte;sive examination of
factors influencing the teaching-learning proéess. _Knowledgeable
résgatchers (Schulman, 1975# Bropﬁy, 1976) advised that the nature 6: tﬁé
study dictated a small research sam?le} These factors, when viewed

within the framework of time, money, and manpowef“¢onstraints led to a

decision to use a sémple of six teachers. The ofigiﬁal—intent was to. .
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randomly select a grade one,‘gtadé three, and grade six classroom in
each of two schools serving communities of differing socio-economic
levels. : ’ : -

. Permission was'obtained to approach schools in three Alberta
‘school jurisdictions. Presentaﬁidhs o;tlining ;he general ﬁurposevof the
p;pjeé; wereé made to teaghefs in six schools (see Appendix A for prepa;ed
handout). Although reackions were generally favorable, and gometfimes
enthusiastic, few teachers volunteered to participate. A number‘of
teachers who showed interest in the project'explained that the time of
year (late spring) was inappropriate. Many had supervised student
‘teachers and expresséd a need to bé-alone with their students for the
balance of the year ("I just want to complete the year with my class -
uninterrupted'). Others were hea?ily involved with extra-curricular
ac;ivities and did nof wish to assume.additional"responsibility. The
1inv¢stigators hypothesized tﬁat, while many teachérs declined oﬁ the
basis of the éboye reaéons,/othe;s refused because of the nature of the
study.. Subjegting themselves tb extensivé in-class obsgrvation, some

N

videotaping of lessons, and intensive interview sessions was simply too

.

threatening..b‘ ' \k
7 Thé last two schools visited were chosen as the sample for the
study.> They were chosen because they were fhe fifst schools in which
.teaéhérs at the appro;riate'grade leveis agreed to participate. The
characteristics of tﬁe sample were: »
1. Schools. The schools Weré located several miles apart in
an urbén Alberta center. They were under,the‘jurisdiction of ﬁbe same

school authority and served children in the kindergarten'to grade six age

range.  They were approximately the same size with student enrolments of



450 - 530.

2. Teachers. The characteristics of the six teachers are
présented ;ﬁ Table 2. 1In subsequent reference to teachers an attempt
will be made to disguise the identity of. individuals. .Discussi§n will
not follow the order of_idgntification in Table 2. Also, all teéchers
will be referred to as female This procedure is necessary becau;e

anonymity was guarantéed.

Table 2

Distribution of Teachers by Grade, Sex, Age,
Education and Experience

_Teachers . ‘ Degree Years- of .
" by grade ~ Sex Age _ held experience
1 F 4 BEd. 17
1 - F . 3% - BEd. 12
3 F 23 BEd. 1
3 : K F 25 BEd. S5
6 M 32 BEA. 5
6 F & - BE. D9

3. Students; The original student sample consisted of 160
individuals. It was necessary to exclude three'stpdents because

absenteeism resulted in little or no observational data. The character-

o

istics of the final sample are presentedtin Table 3.

DATA  SOURCES

The purposes of the étudy necessitated that three classes of data

5



be collected. They were: (1) process data (teacher-pupil interaction),
(2) teacher expéctation'data (teacher expectations for individual pupil

- performance), and (3) presage data (teacher characteristics).

1

Table 3

Distribution of Students by Grade and Sex

Grade ’ ' Boys ' Girls 4 Total
1 | 14 13 | 27
1 . 11 ' 10 o 21
3 o 12 19 ' 31
3 13 15 o 28
6 o 19 6 25
6 R 12 ' 13 25

Totals , ' 81 . 76 157

Process Data

The source of classroom iuteractioﬁ data was- the Expaﬁded Brophy-
Good Teacher—Pﬁpil Djadic Interaction Observation System. This is a
comprehensive low infefence observation system developed bf ﬁrophy and
Good (1969) and\rei}ned by Brophy and Evertsoﬁ (1975). ‘IF was designed

to capture the naturally occurring sequences of teacher-pupil interaction

~

in elementary cl&ssrobms, as well as-every interaction between the
teacher and individual students. In addition, the instrument takes into
~account cqntextual differences and is based on real and psychologically

meaningful units of classroom interaction (Brophy and Good, 1969, 1970;
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Brophy and Evertson, 1973). ‘The authors report that it is possible to
train coders to reach an 80 percent agreement cri&grion using a strict
definition of agreement. An outline of the system is presénted in
Appendix B, Section.i.

A large number of interaction variables can be derived from réw
data collected with this system. The variables are of two types: (1)
frequency measures which reflect quantitative aspécts of téacher—pupi}
inﬁeraction, and (2) percentage measurés which reflect the;qﬁélitative

aspects of interaction. Frequency variables, such as number of academic

response opportunities; have only limited value in providing insights into

the nature of classroom interaction. While such measures reveal differ-

ences in the amount.of dyadic contact experienced by pupils, they do not
indiéate whether such differences are attributable to preferential treat-
ment by the teéchef or objecti&e differences in the pupils. Percentage

variables are considerably more versatile. Brophy and Good (1972) state:

Most of the important Inferences about the nature of teacher-
child interaction, especially about the communication of
performance expectations by teachers, come from the percentage
data and not from the frequency scores. (ps-98)

v

The basic advantage of percentage measures is that they make

possible comparisons of pupils or groups of pupils‘even when differences

o

exist in frequency of interaction. For example, pupils may be compared

on the variable percent of questions answered correctly {(correct answers

/academic response opportunities). The pupil who answered 20 questions

correctly out of a total 80 response opportunities receives the same

score (.25) as the ﬁupil who answered 10 questions correctly out of a

total 40 response opportunities. A further advantage of percentage

variables is that they permit comparisons of teacher behavior toward
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pupils or groups of pupils in.equivalent situations. For example high
achieving pupils would be expected to make more correct responses and
fewer incorrect responsés than low achieving pupils. Thereﬁore, they
would be expected, by virtue of simple opportunity; to get more teacher

praise and less teacher criticism. Variables such as percent of correct

answers praised, percent of incorrect answers cirticized, and percent of

incorrect answers given sustaining feedback permit more meaningful

comparisons than simple frequency variables, such as number of times

praised, number of times criticized, and number of times given sustaining

A

feedback. = : ’ \

Teacher Expectation Data

Expectation data were obtained through interview techniques. The
protocols developed require teachers to: (1) rank pupils according to
how well they are expected to achieve in school, (2) rate pupils according
to both academic ability (very bright, bright, average ability, below |
average ability, dull) and usual attitude toward classroom activity
(enthusiastic,'interested, passive, uninterested, resistant), and (3)
prc‘,de reasons why children are placed in particular rank\or rating
categories. The latter task iswfacilitated by a specific request to
describe the characteristics of those pupils receiving the three highest’
w‘and three lowest expectation rankings, encouraging teachers to "think
out Z~ " ag they mske decisions concerning ranks and ratings to be
assigned, and the inclusion of a "comments" category on rating forms.

These protocols were somewhat more detailed than those normally

y

used in research involving naturally formed teacher expectations LT was

-

felt that more detailed information would provide valuable insights into



{he-megning of teacher expectation rankings. Interview protocols are

presented in:AppEndiiﬁé.

£

Data concerning teacher conceptual level, teacher attitude

Presage Data.

toward pupils, and teacher personality characteristics were obtained
through the use of three standardized tests. These tests were: (1) the
This I Believe (TIB) Test, (2) the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory

(MTAI), and (3) the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF).

This I Believe (TIB) Test. This test wds developed for the

purposevof classifying individuals according to belief systemé ranging
from concrete to abstract (Harvey, 1966). Subjects respond to a number.
6f soclally and personally.based referents b} comp :1Ing the statement,
"This I believe about. " The déveloper claims that, from thé
degree‘of>absolutism, tautologicalness, novelty, evaluativeness, and

-

simplicity-complexity of the completions, respondents may be claséified '
. ¥

as belonging to one of four principal belief systems (p. 374).
Descriptions of the fouf belief systems are presented in Appendix D,
Sectfon 1. The instrument also ylelds scores on seven auxiliary

dimensions. These dimensions are described in Appendix D, Section II.

Harvey (1975) -reports:

The TIB test has been used in well over 100 studies by us and

others in this country and abroad and has been found to yeild

consistently valid outcomes. When scored by trained readers,

it has been found to have an interjudge reliablity of .91. (p. 1)

Harvé& (1970) contends that teachers' beliefs sfrongly influence
the manner in which theybinteract with children. Examination of Harvey's

belief éategories and auxiliary dimensions reveal that such character-



istics as accuracy and flexibil;ty of perception, degrée of evaluative-
ness with pejorative implications, tendency towards defensiveness, and
deéree of openness are basic to this theory of belief oriemtation. Such
a concept wopld appéar to be valuable in the exploration of teacher

- differential behavior. The utility of teacher belief systems, as
measured by the TIB test, is further indic;ied by research previously

cited in which belief systems were consistently found to be related to

ratings of teacher behavior.

Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI). The MTATI was

designed to

measure those attitudes of a teacher which predict how well he
will get along with pupils in inteérpersonal relationships, and
indirectly how well satisfied he will be with teaching as a
vocation. (Cook, Leeds, and Callis, 1951, p. 3)

There has been frequent analysis, reanslysis, and criticism of the MTAI
éince its development. It hppears that criticiéﬁ is baéed largely on

tﬁe fact that developers and subsequent users have advocated its use in
teacher selection and gﬁidance, ~nd its validity for'that purpose has not
been established. For purposes .i measuring those attitudes which
prédict success in establishing rapport with students, the instrument

has impressive validity. Cronbach, in a review of the instrumemt in the

Fourth Mental Measurementé Yearbook (Buros, 1953) reports that vq}idity

coefficients of .60, .63, and .46 have beden found in three separate
studies. In each s;udy criterion measures were principal ratihg, pupil
rating, and visiting expert réting. He refers to these.yalidati&h
studies as follows: '"in design, replication, and care in reporting,
these studies are distinéqished" (p. 798). Cronbach also reports split-

half reliability to be .93. The only test-retest data was obtained with
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teachers in their first few mbnths of experience. It was reported at
.70. He suggests that test-retest results should be expected to fluct-
uate during early years but be high‘with experienced teachers 'whose
attitudes have become stablized" (p.'7§%).

In the present study, the MTAI is uéed‘as an indicant of teacher
attitudes toward pupils which might iﬁfluence.theirAclassroom behavior.
It is not assumed that scores indicate any measure of overall teacher

effectiveness.

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF). The 16 PF was

developed by R. B. Cattell for the purpose of providing '"the most complete

coverage of personality possible in a brief time" (Cattell, 1972, p.‘S).

The instrument purports to measure "sixteen functionally independent and

g hern
L
&

psychologically meaningful dimensions [of personality]" (p. 5).

Although the 16 PF, like other personality meaaures; has received
some cirticism, it is generally held to be one of the best measures of
‘personéiity present{y available. Adcock (1959) states: "This test is
undoubtedly a'majqr develébment in the personality ares... [it] bids fair
to become the standard questionnaire-type personality test of the future”
(pp. 196 - 199). Lorr (1965) revorts that "it appears to be the best
" factor based personality inventury available" (p. 368). And Rorer (1972)
concludes: "In conceptionvanq design, the ;6 PF is unique, and a priori
may well be’the best‘persqnaiity inventory there 1s" (p. 333).

One of the major criticisms of the éu;stionnaire'haa resulted

_.om low correlations found between items within factors, 1.e., low item

homogeéeity (Levonian, 1961). This criticism was answered by Cattell

(1970):
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Many completely fallacious statements have been and are still.
made which imply that high homogeneity is a desirable feature
of a test - that 1is, in fact, its "reliability"... 1If one
wishes to create high homogeneities (and call them reliabilities!)
it is easily possible to do so by multiplying the writing of
very similar items. But any broad and important personality
trait has to be assessed across a wide variety of areas and
form: of expression. Furthermore, even from a purely psycho~-
met ‘¢ point of view, the highest multiple-R validity is
obtained by finding items which correlate consistently with the
factor, but trivially with one ‘another. (p. 32)
The 16 PF Manual reports test-retest reliability coefficients
over short (dependability) and long (stability) periods. Dependability
coefficilents range from .65 to .93 with 80 percent about .80. Stability
coefficients range from .63 to .88 with 90 percent above .70 (Cattell,
1972, p. 10). Construct validity is claimed for the questionnaire on
the basis of extensive theoretical investigation and thirty years of
factorial study. The Manual reports validity coefficientg ranging from
.53 to .94 with 70 percent over .70 (Cattell, 1972, p. 12). All .
coefficients are based on combined adiministration of Forms A and B of jthe
questionnaire. Administration of combined forms has been-found to
provide substantial increases in both reliability and validity. This
. T
procedure was followed in the.present study. Descriptions of the 16

primary and four second-order factors used in the study are presented in

Appendix E.
' PROCEDURES

There were three distinct phases in the reséarch project. The
first, or prepar;tory phase, was devoted to the devlopment of teacher
interviev protocols and the training of tesearéhets in the use of the
observation system to bé employed in the study. The second was a

[

familiarization period when researchers spent time in the classrooms to



be used in the study. The third phase involved the actual collection of

data. -

Preparatory PhuBdf

The major task of the prepaiatory phase was training in the use
of the Brophy-Good classroom observation system. Tbis training involved
three coders and occupied a large portion of the three-week preparatory
period. The manual developed by the authors was used and genefal
recommendations for training recelived in'peisonal communication with J.
Brophy were adopted. Three classrooms representing grades l,‘2, éhd 5
were used for training purposes.

Initially somevtihe was_spent in discussing system categories
and 1in practice coding from trgnscripts of lessons. foward the énd of
they%irst week of trainirng, live coding_was commenced. The procedure
‘adopted involved spending short periods in the classrooms énd then
retiring to compare-results with the aid of an audiotape of the lesson.

One major difficulty was encountered during the training period

’

and it persisted eveni?s coding skills ipcreased. The problem stemmed
from the fact that cohng missed sliées of classtoom interactioh while
recording observations on coding sheets. The problem was exacerbated as
the p‘cﬁ’zf classroom life increased. .Coders found that the t;sk of
recording observations interfered with efforts to ;aptur; the flow ;f
classroom events. The problem was resolved by A decision to record all
coded obaervatio;fTU. zudiotape as theyboccurred. Coders could thus
keep their e' _soue-:mt v on events in the classroom and, at the same
time, record ccler se.oom Int ,cfions. |

This technique was v ""c : wostrusively as possible. It
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received no adverse comment from ény teacher in eithef the school used
for training purposes or those used in the research project itself. The
proéedure provi&ed an additional bonus for traihing. Pértions of class-
room discourse were als; recorded and provided opportunities for
verificatioﬁ of 1ive.coding. : .

. Two minor modifications were made to’the system during the
training period.v The changes were made because it was considered that

they facilitated more accurate description of the ways teachers provided

feedback to pupils in academic response opportunities. Tohthe ten

categories of teacher feedback reaction in academic reépoﬂse opportunities,

tdé more were added:
1. affirmative teacher reaction (AFFIRM){
2. repeats student statement (REP SS).
These changes were affected by dividing the né feedbaék reac;ion cétegﬁry

into two parts and adding a new category to the sustaining response

section of the system (see Appendix B, Section II).

Intercoder reliability during training. Reiiability wasg

calculated using a formula proposed by Brophy and Evertson (1973) which
they'plaim is more stringent than methods normally used. The formula is:
Pe;centage agreement equals number of coding decisions made by
both coders and agreed upon divided by itself plus number of
coding decisions not agreed upon plus the numbéi of codings
madg by the first éoder but not the second plus.numbgr of
codings made by the second coder but not the first.
An 80 percent agreement criterion was sought and frquently

achteved. In some gituations, however, the desired level was not
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obtained. The ma;n factor contributing to this féilure was one also

noted by Brophy and Everksén (1973). Specifically, it w;; the "difficulty
of 'catching everything' during bursts of gqtivity" (p. 11). The
reliability measures tabled in Appendix F ég;pare favorabiy with those
reportéé by Brophy and Evertson who régar@ed their results as generaliy
satisfactory.. They noted that many of their results were lower than 80

percent but regarded most as satisfactorily high, given the demanding

T

agreement criterion.

Many of the results appearing in Appendix E are spuriously high
(or low) gecause oflthe extremely low,frequéncy”of occurrence of some
behaviors. For exaﬁﬁle, if a behavior occurs once only in a lesson and
is coded by both observers; 100 percent agreeﬁent resulté. On the other
hand, 1f one coder doesn't see the even} then percentage égreement is
zerc r thig reason, only percentage agreement results for categories
with & irequency of occurrence of more than 10 are listed in Table 4 as

examples of reliability measures achieved during training.

Development of teacher interview protocols. Interview protocols

to be used for obtaining ‘teacher exﬁectation data were also developed

P -

during the preparatory phase. A fi?st draft was cogétructed froﬁ
information available in research literature (Broéhy and Good, 1¢70,
1974). "Two teachers 1in the traininé school were requested to ,rank their
pupils according f&—expected achievément. Upon completion of the task
'they vere asked to indicate problemé encountered and,tdfcomment on the
extent to which the product tlearlyidescribed the expectations which
thef held for individual pﬁ;il perférmance.v Discussions led to the .

development of a second draft of the“protocols in which teacher



Table 4

Intercoder Reliability Measures Obtained with the
Low Inference Classroom Observation System ‘\
during Training

/,
\\. g
k /Z-Reliability for Pdirs
//
Variable v j ~of Coders (N=3) Mean
Acad. resp. opportunity
Type of respondent / ' 82,80,82 . 81.3
‘Question type v 73,30,36 46.3
Child answer - - 85,64,69 S 727
Teacher feedback '» 43,60,60 . 54.3
~ Private dyadic contact
Type (CCC vs. TAC) ) 65,86,84,92,76,92 82.5
Child created contact
Type ' - .90,83,96,79,87,95 . 88.3.
Child created contact (wk.-rel.)
o _
Teacheg}feedback_(delay, . _
R brief, long)  79,86,79,78,100,88 85.0
Teacher afforded contact (wk.—rél.)
Teacher feedback (delay,
brief, long) - 31,59,32 40.7

Teacher feedback (I D) : 33,100,33 55.3
’ .
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suggestions were incorporated. This draft was used as the basis for an
interview with a third teacher. As béforé, the task was followed by
discussion .in which teacher reaction was solicitgd.. Since reaction was
generally favorable and no further suggestions were made, the protocols
were ad§§ted_for use in the study. The protocols were described.earlier

in the chapter and are presented in Appendix C.

Familiarization Phase

A familiarizaﬁion period of one week was spent in‘the classfooms
of the six teachers pgrticipating in the study. Each resea;éher spent
alternate days in the two claésrooms in which he would ;ventually be
collecting observational data. .Dufing that time, each researcher engaged
in a number of pre-planned activities:

1. He.arranged with the teacﬁers to be introduced, or to
Introduce himself, as é visitor to the classroom with an“intergst in
schools-andvclassrqoms. Eve;y effort was mgde to ensure ;haf étudents
did not identify m;mbefs o} the research graup with the authority
structures of the schooibo;;d, schoal, or classroom.

2. He-familiarized himself with classroom rouﬁine.

3. He memorized the names of the students in both gtadeg. This

]

~was a prerequisite for the intended use of the classroom observation

system.
4. He practised using the classroom observation system.

5. He arranged to carry out teacher interviews and to collect

teachef presage data (16 PF, MTAI, TIB) at times suitable to teachers and

schools. (

Data Collection Phase
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Process data. Three investigators were involved in the collection

of teacher-pupil 1nteraction data. Each was assigned to two classrooms.
One investigator was assigned to both grade one classes, another to both
grade three classes, and the third to both grade six classes.

Except in the case of one grade six class, all interaction data’
were collected in the two weeks immediately following the familiarization
period Because of the teacher's absence, it was necessary to collect ¢
data in this classroom during the first and third weeks following
familiarization. Five days were spent in each classroom over the two
week period; Normally, data were collected by each investigator spending
alternate days in the two classrooms for which he was responsible. This |
routine was altered in one classroom to accommodate the teacher's absence.

Data collection was restricted to lessons in Language Arts and
Mathematics at the first and third grade levels, and to Language Arts
lessons in grade -8lx. ‘Mathematics lessons were not observed in grade
six because departmentalization resulted in different teachers for the
two subjects. _ ' : _' a | , K

Time spent in observation in the two subject areas kgrades one
_and tH}ee) reflected the ratio of times allocated to Language Arts and
Mathematics in the class timetable, approximately 3: 1 respeétively. The
original intent was to collect interaction data in both morning and -

afternoon sessions. This, however, was not always possiblel In some
classes Mathematics was taught only in the morning and in both grade six N
classes Language Arts teaching was limited to the gorning \Table 5 shows

how periods of coded observation were spread over sessions and subject

area in each of the six classrooms.
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Table 5

Distribution of Actual Observation Periodsa for Collection of
Interaction Data Across Grade, Session, and Subject

Subject ' Language Arts o 'Mathematics
‘Time ‘ A.M. P.M. "AM. P.M.
Seasibnb S, S S, .S S, S S, S
172 374 172 37
School 1 Grade 1 3 8 1 3
, 3 6 4 4
6 -7 5
School 2 Grade 1 5 7 3
) 3 6 -6 ’ 3
6 6 6 '

-

8 period of observation. is a half hour.
bEach day in both schools consists of four gsessions: S, 8:40 a.m.

- 9;50 a.m.; S, 10:05 a.m. - 11415 a.m.; 83‘12:35 p.m. — 1:45 %.n.; SA
2:00 p.m. - 3:10 p.m. - )

Intercoder reliability during data collection. Coders were

trained to criterion level prior to data collection and, therefore, coded

alone during the study proper. Because of the difficulty in achieving
80 percent agreement in all categories during tr=*ning, it was deemed

advisable to cafry out reliability checks on each coder during data

collection.

Intercoder reliability chfcks were conducted,iﬁ each classroom
 on occasibns spanning the two week period of data collection. An effort
was made to do a reliability check in each classroom with the home.room

. coder paired first'with oﬁe of:tﬁe two remaining coders and fhen with the

other. This was achieved in four of the six classrooms. Thirteen
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’ . ,
separate checks were made'with at least one check made in each classroom.
These measures of iﬁtercoder reliability are reported in Appendix G.
The same strict definition of %greement was_used as discussed earlier.
Only percentages of agreement for variables with frequencies bver 10 are
reported in Table 6 for reasons stated earlier. These results indicate
a satisfactorily high level of agrgpment.

-

Expectation -and presage data. Three investigators were

involved in the collection of expectation data. Standard interview
protocols were used and each investigator interviewed those teachers with
whom he had been associated during the classroom observation phase of the

o

study. Interviews were conducted upon completion of the observation
. ) .‘i : » o

'phase to ensure that teachers would not modify classfoom behavior on the’
basis‘of assumptions made concerﬁing tée_purpose of the research. |
Interviews were audio recorded tﬁd subsequently transcribed for'analysis.
Presagé déta were colleéped by one of the investigators in the
1arger research project. The three st;;dafdized tests (MTAI, TIB, 16 P?)
were admiﬁistered upon completion of ihé classféom observatioﬁ period.
“The tesf were appropriately spaced ﬁo prevent teacher fétigue andfcafe
Qas taken to'folldw procedures ou;lined in the ﬁest manuais. Substitﬁte

teachers were employed to replace projec;vteachers in the classroom for

;ﬂé time required to administer the tests.

ANALYSIS

Data Preparation

PréviOus to/aqglyzing Ehe‘data; certaiﬁ preparatory actiVities, 

“were carried out. These activities are described below. . .

SR



Table 6

Intercoder Reiiability Measures Obtained with the
Low Inference System during Data Collection

47

% Reliability Measures

Variable Mean
for Pairs of Coders
Acad. resp. opportunity ‘
Type of respondent 85,91,71,50,79\\ 75.2

Question typé
- Child answer

Teacher feedback

Student initiated question

Teacher feedback
Student initiated comment

Type

Relevancy

Teacher feedback

Private dyadic contact

Type (CCC vs. TAC)

Child created contact (wk.-rel.)

Type

Teacher feedback
Teachér afforded contact
- | Type
Teacher afforded contact

feacher feedback

Teacher afforded contact

(pers.-rel.)

(wk.-rel.)

(proc.—rel.)

-

~_
88,86,77,89,82,55,83 ~80.0

85,90,75,52,

73,76,69,66,

60

50.71
44,75

44,57

84,73,73,56,

56,85,88,83

62,69,80,81,

41,71,75,79,

67,83

89

74

83,89,

™
N

80

67

76,74,67,43,85,77,90,55

50,100,89,22,100,88

78.2

71.6

‘ \\

60.5
59.5

55.5

‘77.0

74.4

66.6

70.9

75.0

74.8
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Process data (Expanded Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic

Interaction Observation System). Interaction variablesﬂappropriate to

v

the study were” identified anq pupil scores on each variable calculated:
This process involved a nuﬁber_of steps.

1. Raw data from the original coding sheets were summed, $§ pupil,
for each of the 98 coding catego?ies. These frequencies were transferréd;

to IBM data cards in orde;: tOf,&C " . uter assisted time

etes for individual pupilé.
y SO a * . 7
2. Scores on frgﬁﬁency_ *{, ‘ ‘a-¥£ calculated directly from

standardization and calculaf&qp;oﬁ :
> -

s were silmly the total of a
% | o

particular coding category. For examplé; a pupil score on the variable

category frequencies: In-sbome tases &

number of process questions was his total in the coding category, process .-
questions. Other frequency variable scores,‘however, requlged the
summing of totals in a number of coding categories. For example,

computing a pupil's score on the variable .number of academic-xresponse

\

. opportunities: \(‘:essitatved combining totals in process, product and &

choice categories.o"\\\;\7\\\;\\\\;\\\ . _
3. Frequency v;;;;BIea\ZFre adﬁﬁsted naccoxrdance with pupil ) \\
o — - NG
- This procedure involved multiplying

the frequency variable by the proportion of total observatién time

attendance during coding periods.

during which each pupil was presént5 For example, if a pupil Qas in
attend#nce for 75 6f 100 observation minutes, his score on eéch
frequency variable was multiﬁlied by 1.25. This procedure was

" considered appropriate since observations were spaced over a period of
two weeks and it was concluded that there &ete few syéfematic differenées
in the nature of classroom aqtivity between obsérva;idn periads. If

such differences were evident, it would be necemsary to adjust frequencies
. .4_;(“ N .
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according to whether a particular type of activity was prevalent during
the observation period when a particulgr pupil was absent.

4. Scores on percentage Qariablés were calculated from pupil
frequency variables.. This was accomplishéd by standard arithhmetic
procedures. -For example, a pupil score on the variable percent of

correct answers receiving affirmation was computed. by dividing number of

correct answers recelving affirmation by his total number of correct
; ! : -
answers.
A degisioﬁ was made, during the preparatory activity, to exclude
from the analysis that data collected in grade one and grade‘three
Mathematics' classes. The decision was based on preliminary examination

of the data which revealed that very little interaction data was

obtained for most children during Mathematics lessons. This situation

resulted from the amount of time devoted to classroom observation and from

the instructional style used by teachers.

Expectation data. In each class teachers ranked students

e

according to how well<5§gy/weré’é§5écte& fo achieve in

—_ i

T T e—— T . e .
purposes—of this—study,-those-ranked in the top one-third of the class

T

were identified as high expectation students, and those ranked in the

bottom one-third of the tlass were identified as low expectation students. -

Presage data. The Sixteen Persohality Factor Questionnaife,
) - N . ) : N 52:

(16 PF) was scored using séorihg keyé obtained from thekpublishers. Raw
scores for’the 16.pfimary factors were convérﬁéd to-stéﬂ scores using‘
conversion tables baséd on norms for the gene;alradult ﬁopulation (male
+ female: Form A + form B; N= 1710) and published in the qupplehent to

the Te 4svual. Four secondéry factor scores were calculated using

49
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procedures described In the Test Manual.
The This I Believe (TIB) Test is a projective instrument and,
therefore, must be scored by trained personnel. The completed tests

were sent to J. J. Harvey and scored under his supervision. An overall

belief system score and scores on five auxiliary dimeneions were

-

-
obtained for each teacher. Belief system s ores are reported as 1, 2, 3,

or 4. The most concrete belief system is System 1l; the most abstract,
System 4. .Where.traces of other systems are‘found it is indicated by a
second number following a dash (e;g., 1 - 4 indicates a pr;;arily |
concrete system with traces of svetem.é). Auxiliary-dimensions are
scored on a five point scale, 1 .indicating the lovest score and 5
indicating the highest score. B |

The Minnesota Teacher Attitude InventothSMTAI) was scored with

N

official scoring keys purchased with the test. Raw scores wege con-
verted to percentile ranks using conversion tables based on norms for

experienced teachers in systems with 21 or more teachers and having 4

_years training. Norm tables_are published in the Test Manual.

Data Analysis

o~

The study required ‘two stages of analysis. In . the first stage,.

relationships between teacher expectations,and the nature of teacher-
pupil interaction were investigated In the second stage, relationships
between selected teacher characteristics and differential teacher

o

behavior were investigated.

Teacher expectations and ﬁher@bture of teacher—pupil interaction.

This investigation utilized 33 interaction variables. The criteria for

selecting variables were: (1) the nature of questions being investigated;

T o
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(2) past research examining ielationships between teacher expectations
and teacher-pupil interaction; and (3)"Ehe actual nature of interaction
in the classrooms under .investigation.

. Two levels of analysir were used tovstudy relationships. First,
t ratios were calculatedito determiné whetner mean differences between
high and low expectancy groups were statisbiq?lly significant. The ANOV
10 computer progran (Division'of Educatinnal Research, University of
Alberta) was used for this purpose*. The procedure was carried oug for
each of the six classrooms i the study. Second, individual pupil
gcores on each variable were recorded and calculations were made to
determine the percent of total interaction obtained ny high and °
expectancy groups on fréduency variables and the mean group percent on
percentage variables. Tbis‘procedure was followed in each of the six
classrooms;" Its‘gﬁipcse wns to proVidg‘additional insight into the
nature of gioup differences and the distribution of interaction across
individual childrénnin the study. It was felt that such an ir ¢cstigation
might indicate trends not necessarily revealed through the ﬁ test

‘anafysis. Alsd,-pfeliminary inspection of the data revealed that

certain types © G

f.

. : *The-(rogram iiiludes a test for ﬁomogeneity of variance and
7 calcﬂlates Ha}ch approximation of t ratios for those variables of

i _?f unequai vatiance.g
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and low expectancy children received no praise, the zero-vafiance in the
low group would negate the possibility of calculating a t ratio.

The decision-to use the above approach i; investigating and

;éporting'relationships was strongly influehc:; by he recommendations of

Dunkin cnd’Biddle (1974). These authors discuss, ac,length, the problems
aesociated with catrying o;t obser;ational research in classrooms. Thef;
‘emphaaize thc'necd for reporting descriptive information concerning

the data collected. They state: : P
Surely the error most often found in research on teaching is
the substitution of inductide for descriptive statistics...
[The] calculation of inductive statistics for data from
classroom research 1s rarely justified... the real difficulty
is that the reader needs to know the descriptive information,
not the inductive, in order to assess  the strength of a given.
finding. To know that a correlation or a mean difference is
"statistically significant"” does not tell us how '~ ge those
relationships were found to be. And yet it = exac Ly the
criterion of how large that should be used t. usce: :in
whether a given finding is substantial or picayume. [p. 433)

Tcacher characteristics andvdifferential teache bvehavior.
Althcugh rese .. :h ‘nvolving teacher presage variables.has been abundant,
few studieg r» - investigated relationships between teacher character-
istics and bchavior toward -children for whom differenqigl cxpectations . \:bx

: arc held. This phase of the study, therefore, was exploratory ic nature.

It was intehdec as a first step’tovard a better understanding of thé

—

personal characteristics which make teachecg\gﬁsceptib e to treating

children differently on_the basis of performance expect ons. Its aiﬁ_
T g

J» L.
cvaa Eotprgvidﬁ initial inaighta for theory building and leads future

:esearcha‘ For this reason, and those discussed in the previpus técti "

5 a .
* . ~.

b o .

ey
LW . ~

deacrip iyz ptocedures wvere used o o v, ; .

'°Teacher vere clasaified according to extent and nature of



differential behavior. Scores were obtained on selected measures of

personal attributes. The data were inspected in a search for prima facie

evidence of relationships between teacher characteristics and teacher

differential behavior.

SUMMARY

I "\: . .
Sgescripsion included detailed discussions of the selection an$ nature of
»- [ 4 . . N . »

T™His chapter described the procedures followed in the study. The

o thods of data collection, and the types of

“the sample, the sources and me

R ) o - .

e : . X 5 . i
analysis applied to the data. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the

study.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS

Th: 1dy had two purposes. - -, and major, purpose was to
investigate relationships between differential teacher expectations and
the nature of teacher—-pupil interaction. Thé second purpose was to
examiné télationships between selected teacher characteristics and
differential teacher behaGiot. A statement of researcﬁ questions
addressing each purpose was presented in Chapter 1.

. In this chapter,’the results of the investigétion of each
’ reéearch question are reported and discussed in turn. The chapter,
therefore, is presented in tégisections: (1) teacher gxpectations and
teacber-pupil interaction, and (2) téache; cha;acte:isticg and

differential'teacher behavior.

v

TEACHER EXPECTATIONS AND TEACHER-PUPIL INTERACTION
. "

N
Relatic..ships between teacher expectations and teacher-pupil

<

. o _ ‘ ¥ A : 4
interaction were investigated using 33 interaction variables derived from

kl

Sl

the'Expanded Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction .Observation

System. The variables describe three dimensions of teacher=pupil inter- ..

action and were so grouped for purposes of presehéing and discussing the
déta relatea to this phase of the study. The variables comprising each
of the three groups are éﬁmmarized in Figufé 1 and discussgd briefly

.belowl A complete descriptioﬂ of the interaction categories from which

the variables are derived is presentéd in Brophy and Evertson (1973).

54
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Figuﬁe 1

Teacher-Pupil Interaction Variables by Group

Group o ‘ Description

Direcﬁ questions

Process questions

Product + choice questions

Teacher initiated public work contacts
Teacher initiated private work contacts
Total teacher initiated work contacts
Teacher initiated persomtl contacts
‘Teacher initiated procedure contacts,
Teacher initiated behavior contacts

S 09 ) 10. Student call outs to teacher questions
11. Student initiated public work contacts
12. Student initiated private work contacts
13. Total student initiated work contacts
14. Student initiated personal contacts

15. Total dyadic contacts o

A. Frequency and Type
of Interaction

\

W oo~ &N
. « .

B. Pupil Performance 16. Correct answers
- and Teacher 17. Partly-correct answers B ; T,
Evaluation ' 18. Wrong answers

19. Don't know and no response reactions
20. Percent of questions answered correctly
¢ 21. Academic praise :
22. Academic criticism ~
23. Behavioral praise R
24. Behavioral c¢riticism
C. Teacher Reaction 25. Percent of correct answers praised ‘W‘-

O
e

to Pupil . 26. Percent of correct answers affirmed
Participation 27. Percent of correct answers followed by a

" new question
28. Percent of answers (correct or incorrect) —~

{ ’ receivifig no feedback - —_
29. Percent of failures followed by process
feedback '

30. Percent of failures followed by teacher
giving correct answer '

31. Percent of failures followed by teacher
asking another student

32. Percent of failures followed by sustaining
feedback -

33. Percent of sustaining feedback which is
rephrased or new question
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The variables in Group A describe the frequency and type of
teacher-pupil interaction. They include measures of both public and'
private interaction. Public interactione are those which occur in front
of the entire class (e.g., teacher asks a question; pupil volunteere an
unsolicited comment or question). Private interactions take place apart
from the rest of the class, usually at the teacher's or pupil's desk.
Public and private interactions may be either teacher initiated or

student initiated. Teacher initiated refer to contacts which are under

Wiy

. ‘v\«t-n..r Mo
result from the pupil volunteering comments Or questions or seeking out

the control of the teacher, and student initiated refer to those that

the teacher for individual attention. These interactions are furnther
subdivided into work-related, personal—related, procedure-related, and
behavior-related. Personal-related contacts usually involve discusslou
about out-of-school experiences. For example, the teacher may ask the
child about a co—curricular activity or the child may contact the teachen
to relate an experience;thatvoccurred on the way to school. Procedure-—
related contacts are those which relate to nanagenent aspects of olass—
room activlty. For example, the teacher may nskla pupil‘to pase out
readers or change his seat. Behavior-related contacts result from pupil
nisbehavior.

‘ Group. 8 variables are those describing pupil>performance'and
teacher eveluation of pupil perfornance. They are mostly frequency
variables. They 1ndicate the number of times pupils answer questions
correctly and’ the ﬂuhber of times they provide a partly-correct response,
a totally wrong response, reply thit _they do not know the answer, or

simply make no response to a teacher question. The final measure of

.pupil performance, percent'of questions 12§wexed correctly, equalizes
] . . ~a . . .

.

i

~
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‘diffefences\in the frequen;yiwith which pupils are called on to answer.
Measures of the amount of teacher praise and criticism are used as
%Pdicators of teacher evaluatién of pupil performance.

Group C variables are measures of the kinds of responsés
teachets make to pupil participation in the public life of the classroom.
These measures are statistically controlled to comﬁensate for differences
in frequenc& of participation. Affirmation is teacﬁer feedback which
communicates that an answer is correct without praising the coﬁtribution
of the child. Process feedback involves the teacher explaining the
cognitivé or behavioral pfocéssgs that were necessary for arriving at
the‘correct answer. Sustailning feedback occurs when‘tﬁe'teachervgives
the pupil a second chance to answer correctly. It may takerthé form ofv
repeating the question, repeating the pupil's answer in a quizzical
manner, rephrasing the question, or asking a new question.

‘Thus, the measures in Grbup A describe the frequeﬁcy of teacher-

A g
pupil interaction, those in Group B the quality of pu

. performance

~

and ‘the nature of teacher evaluation, and those in,GfS%p C the nature of
teacher reséonse to pupil ﬁar;icipation. in general, Group A:and Group
B varlables cannot be takern as evi&;nce of teacﬁei faféritismiqf the
,'commuﬁication of pgrfqrmaﬁce expectations. Scores on these measures

are susceptible to objective differences in pupils or reflect aspects of

teacher-pupil interaction which cannot‘be‘unambiguously interpreted as

due either to teacher favoritism or objective differences in pupils.
‘ o .

Two poesible.éxceptiona are the frequency variables number of direct

questions and ﬁeacher initiatea'private work contact. ~Therformer'

measure indicéteg the frequency with which the teacher specifically

designates a child to answer a question. They occur when the child is
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pre—seiected before the question or is called upon when he does not
vqlunteer. The latter measure indicates the number of times the teacher i
affords private individual attgntion on ﬁer vn initiative. Group C
vgriables,.percent measures statigr cally controlled to reflect teacher
reaction t »>upils in eéuiQa(tnf/situations; are generaily considered
to be the most reliable dndié%tors of the cs;Ehnication of performance
expectations.

The procedures followed in the‘analysis of data were described in
Chapter 3. -Iﬁ reporting the findings of this phase of the study,
reference willrbe made to both levels of analysis (i.e., descriptiQe'v

and inductive). Following a restatement of the research questions, the

findings are reported for each of the six classrooms under investigation.

i

Restatement of Research Questions:

1. Do teachers interact differentlf with pupils for whom they
hold high performance expectations than with pupils for whom they hold
low performagce expectations? vaéo, what 1is the nature of'such
.différential interagtion?

Moré:specifically:

a; bo differences exist in the frequénc& and type of teacher o

intefaction with high and low ;xpeéﬁgggy children?

bf Do tegcheré respond to pupil par;;cipation in ways that “?;

ihdicate.q systematic favoring (e.g., provide more encouragement;r

provide more direct opportunity to learn) of'either_high or low

expectancy children?:

o
Classroom 1

The data for Classbom 1 are presented in-'rablea 7 - 10. Table 7



reports the results of the t test analysis for all three categories of

;ntefaction variables. Five significant expectancy group differcnces

were found. Most involved meaéures of student 1nitiatéd interaction

and all favored children for whomsthe teacher held high performancé

expectations. Highs initiated more pdblic work contact (P< .10), more

total work contgct (P <.10), and more personal co;tact (P <.05) than did
4%

children in the 10& exﬁectancy»group. In addition, highs exceeded lows

- in number.of teacher initiated procedufé contacts (P<?.10)‘and total

interaction with the teacher (P <.05).

.

Individual pupil scores and group percentagé totals on measures
related to frequency of interaction are presented in Table 8. Theéé’
"~ data elaboraté the findings in Table 7 andbindicate a_further trend
with regard to teacher initiated interaction. They.show some tendency
fo; the teacher to initiate more public work contact with highs thﬁn with
lows (highs accounted for 61 percent of the total). It is'also“of
interest that little group difference was found in the number of direct
questions asked by the teacher (highs accounted for 55 percent of the -
total). A : A ._ BN 7
Individual scores and group percentége totals‘qn-measufes related
to pupil performancé and teacher evaluazion.of‘pupil performance are
presented in’Table 9. Very ééw observations were obtained on most
variables in this categbry. The sit;atiqn résulted‘from tbé'geacher's

disposition to ask relatively few open or. direct questioné and the

tendency for children in both high and low expectancy groups to answer

59



Table 7

Means, Standard Deviations, and T Ratios for High and

Low Expectancy Groups on Interaction Measures
‘ (Classroom 1)

Expéctancy Group

_Highs _ Lows T
Interaction Measures X SD X SD Ratio
1 Direct questions 2.83° 2.21 1.78 1.64 1.1484
2 Process questions . .22 .00 .00 .00 -
3 Product’+ choice questions 4.08 2.52 2.58 1.79 1.4522
4 T.I. public work contacts 4.30 2.69 2.69 1.63 1.5306
5 T.I. private work contacts 14.22 1.72 14.38 3.24 -0.1316
6 Total T.I. work contacts 18.52 2.94 17.07 3.89 .8905
7 T.I. personal contacts .78 1.09 .11 .33 1.7504
8 T.I. procedural contacts 7.05 3.02 4.53 2.36 1.9778%
9 T.I. behavioral contacts 4.82 3.48 2.58 1.79 1.7136
10 Student call outs .78 .97 .58 .56 .5236
11 S.I. public work contacts 3.46 3.52 1.33 1:66 1.6436%
12 S.I. private work contacts 8.68 4.26 6.24 2.54 1.4721
13 Total S.I. work contacts 12.14 6.25 7.58 3.70 1.8835%*
14 S.I. personal contacts 2.79 1.81 1.00 1.00 2.5993%#*
15 Total dyadic contacts 46.57 12.65 32.98 9.71 2.5566%%*
16 Correct answers 3.61 2.50 1.92 1.60 ' 1.7094
17 Partly correct answers .36 - .00 .00 -
18 Wrong answers - .11 .33 .33 .50 -1.1094
19 DK & reactions .00 .00 .00 .00 -
20 X queWions answered correctly 82.52 20.90 68.96 34.07 1.0024
21 Academic praise 2.19 2.95 3.50 2.48-.-1.0158
22 Academic criticism - 1.05 .71 .72 1.20 .7089
23 Behavioral praise .22 44 .22 A4 .0000
24 Behavioral criticism «76 1.60 .78 1.40 -0.0240
25 Z correct answers praised 1.59 4.76 17.14 37.29 -1.2509
26 X correct answers affirmed 86.01 14.53 94.29 _15.12 -1.1114
.27 % new questions after correct ans. /.78 - .00 .00 - ‘
‘28 Z answer given no feedback 7.54 9.52 13.70 20.98 -0.8024
29 X process feedback after failure .00 .00 .00 .00 -
- 30 Z gives answer after failure 20.00 44.72 30.00 44.72 -0.3356
31 X asks another after failure .00--.00 .00 .00 -
32 Z failure é‘ugtained ‘ _ 50.00 20.00 50-00 44,72 1.0000
33 X sustain which is clue or NQ 1 66.68 - 0.00 0.00 -

" calculated due to no variance.
not calculated.

Note. Dash (-) in T ratio column indicates T ratio could not be

*P <, 10 “

*%P < , 05

Dash (-) in SD column indicates SD was
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Table 9

\

Pupil Scores and Expectancy Group Percentage

Differences on Measures Related to Pupil
Performance and Teacher Evaluation

(Classroom1l)

Interaction Variables
Pupil Performance

Teacher Evaluation

: g
.- . 0 o d o o B
we _ws » wh BITY, 34 E, B:
0 M T ¥ g3 s 90 Ho HO - o o
5 H8Y w¢ YL 848 38 &1 FE 7
L LpE BE L8 SEMRE Ep SR %%
o 28fE X Ad i3 24 28 M A m O
-Pupilsa (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) 21 (22) 23 (24)
1 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.00 1.24 0.00 0.00
2 6.00 .00 .00 .00 86.00 2.00 1.00 00 -~ .00
3 6.00 1.00 .00 .00 86.00 .2.00 .00 " .00 .00
4 1.22 .00 .00@' .00 100.00 9.75 1.22 .00 - 4.87
5 7.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 ..2.00 .00 .00 .00
6 1.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00. .00 1.00 .00 .00
7 5.00 .00 1.00 .00 71.00 2.00 1.00 1.00  1.00
8 4.00 .00 .o .00  100.00. 1.00 2.00 .00 .00
9 1.00 1.00 - .00 .00 50.00 1.00 2.00 .00 1.00
‘19 1.24 .00 - .00 .00 100.00: 2.49 2.49 .00 .00
20 2.00 .00 < .00 .00 67.00 . 2.00. - .00 .00 4.00
21 5.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 4.00 .00 .00 .00
22 3.001 .00 .OQ .00 60.00 8.00 .00 .00 1.00
23 3.00 .00 1.00 .00 75.00 1.00 , .00 1.00° .00
24 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 50.00 6.00 .00 .00 .00
25 .00 .00 .00 .00 - 4.00 3.00 .00 2.00
26 2.00 .00 .00 .00 '100.00 4.00 .00 .00 . .00
27 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 -0.00
Z of o :
total ; , - b ' .
(highs) 65.31 100.00 25.00 - 0.00 82-.5537.32 59.31 50.00 48.03 °
Z of ‘ 4 ,
total : 1 : b ' - v
(lows) 34.69 0.00 75.00 0.00 68.96 62;98 40.68 50.00 51.96

v

Bin order of expectation ranking

b
mean percent

BN Note. Dash (—)'indicates denominator »= 01
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i

correctly when such questions were aéked*. Inspection of this table,

_ however, reveals two pertinent trends. First; high expectancy children
exceeded lows on botﬁ number of correct ané&ers (65 percent of total)
‘and percent of qqestions answered correctly (83 percent as compared to
69 percent). Second, children in the low expectancy group were the
recipients of more acadeﬁic praise (63 percent of total) and less
_academic criticism (Al_peréent of tﬁtal).

Individual pupil scores and mean group‘percen;ages on measures

Measures in this category are based on teggher regcﬁion to pu- .8 in

public instructional settings. Ie‘was‘pygviously noted that | ic
—— s .- . o e

e

questioning of indi@idual children was a relatively rare h*curfsggg/;n////

—_—

the CI;;;;ESET“_THIS‘S‘Luatiénmresulted~iﬂ~seriousI?’Iiﬁitlng the extent
to which differences in teacher response to pupil participation could be
examined**. These data, therefore, arevmore'informative of teacher

style than of expectancy group differences.

Discussion and summary. The déta for this classroom show a clear

pattern with regard to frequency of interaction. Children for whom high
'performance éxpectations were held experiencgd more'total,contact with
teacher than did those who were considered to have less performance

potential.f The greater cohtact, however, was largely attributable to

i

¢ L

L

*It was noted dufing data collection"that this teacher asked a
large proportion of chorus questions. Such questions are not coded in
the observation system. ‘

x*A gimilar situation existed in other classrooms and will be
explaiued as those results are reported. :



Table 10

Pupil Scores and Mean Expectancy Group Percentages on Measures

of Teacher Reaction to Pupil Participatio
(Classroom 1) '

n

Interaction Variables

Pupil Performance Teacher Evaluation
9
3 , §
4 2 S B
| o] 1S [+}] X -~ @
] ] w . =] el : -l )
g g [« Q g ) o [S )
°s 2 e SR &0 29
5 5 T8 ) m‘g 5'3 ' 323 S g
) e '$ 5 © & - E-ﬂ g-ﬂ oo g =
3] TR é; R od o ] HO o
) o o U @K © P [ g < U
tl Q | o] E (3] 3z «© (3 1] m - o & 0O
L@ M go @ O 0 M b A - o ©
3 o+ H Ew [ - 20 o =)
[} QW 4] Q Py [& W} b [N 9 wm 3
[l Y4 Q Q ﬁ 2 U4 ()
e A e < e o re re e " < Y7} e o0
) (26) 27) (28) (29)  (30) (31) (32) (33)

: Pupilsa (25

1 0./@. 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00

2 B¢ 67.00 33.00 14.00, - - -

3 .G . 67.00 17.00 14.00 .00 100.00 .00

4 . .00 100.00 .00 .000 - - -

5 14.00 | 86.00 .00 14.00 - - -

6 .00 100.00 ° .00 .00 - - -

7 .00 80.00 20.00 .00 .00 .00 . .00

8 .00 75.00 .00 25.00 - - -
9 .00 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
19  100.00 100.00 .00 .00 - = -
20 .00 .100.00 .00 33.00 - - -
21 20.00 60.00 .00 40.00 - - -
22 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - -
23 .00. 100.00 .00 = .00 .00 50.00 .00
24 .00 100.00 .00 50.00 .00 - .00 .00
25 - - - - - - -
26 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - -
27 - - - - 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00

Mean i -
Percent

(highs) 1.59 86.01 7.78 7.45 0.00 20.00 0.00
Mean o

- Percent - . . : :
(lows) 17.14 94.29 0.00 13.70 0.00 30.00 0.00

i

100.00 100.00

.00 .00

50.00 .00

100.00 100.00

. .00 -
100.00 .00

50.00 0.00

50.00° 66.68
) -5

50.00 0.00

Note. .Dash:(-) indicates denominator = 0. _:
%in order of expectation ranking % g

)
. L
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highs eeeking out the teacher more frequently. They made morejzomments
.or asked more questions duringbinatructional activity which in;olved
the entir:\class{uand thoy contacted the teacher more often’for both
inb-ructional as;istance and to discuss personal matters. |

The pattérn ofﬁhighs being more active’in classroom life

extended .to thgse interactions initiated or controlled by the teacher.

Again, this web due 1argvly”to highs volunteering more frequently to

answer questions rather than to a systematic‘exclusion of children in the ‘

B
, .

low exnectancy group. The teacher could have compensated'for this_

.,\/ .
[N

tendency, however by specifically directing questions to low expectarcy

children when they did nét volunteer. St did not choose this course of

action. Direct questions were evenly distributed between the two groups.

/ .
Further, she chose not to compensate for the greater private attention
denﬁhded by high expectancy children. Instead, she contacted highs and

lows equally to offer Andividual instructional assistance. The one

,indication of differential teacher behavior fayoring lows occurred in

/ relation to.academic praise and criticism. ilhe tendency fornlows to

'ﬁ%eceive more ecademic praise and gess academic criticism might indicate
that the teacher was using this vehicle as an indirect method of

encouraging those children for whom 5he held low performance

expectations. , .
‘ i

LN

In summary, then, there is little evidence\that the teacher
‘behaves differentially toward- children on the basis of performance -

expectations. This is true in terns of both frequency of interaction

and the -nacure of response to pupil‘garticipation. Highs are more

o’

W 1life. of the classn:fom but, the situation results from their

own initiative and/or abilityr,-

=
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" of the high expectancy group. He accou: "ed for a nmdor portion of both .

66
Classrodm?i@
* The data for Classroom 2 are presented in Tables 11 - 14. Table
11 reports the results of the t test analysis for all three categories
of interaction variables. Three significant expectancy group differences

were found. All three differences occurred on frequency measures and all

. involved teacher initiated‘contact Further, all three favored those

children for whom the teacher held low performance expectations. The

teacher initiated more private work contact (P<: 05), more procedural

1

contact (P .10), and asked more direct questions (P <.10) of low

expectancy children.

Individual pupil scores and group percentage totals on measures

'related to frequency of interaction are presented in Table 12. These

data are particularly informative in revealing the influence o v

child on expectancy group differences in. student initiated inte .
Investigation of percent figures alone indicate a moderate tendency for‘i
highs to initiate mﬁre public work contact (64 percent of total) and for
lows to>approach the teacher more often for 4ndividual instructional
attention (61 percent of total) It can\beunbserved however, that .
these trends are strongly influenced by the child ranked sixteenth by

the teacher. This pupil initiated threéytimes as much interacti m as .

any other low expectancy child and almost twice as much.as any member _ /"

N
L

N\
the public and private worg‘éontacts initiated by low expectancy

children (70 percent and 46 per\ent respective ). It is interesting to

note that trends relating to studed/,initiated inkeraction would be

: considerahly different if this child were excludjﬁ fxom the analysis.

Highs would account for 86 percent (rathef than 64 percent) of ‘student

.‘\S\\x:,

Sy
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i?{ ‘ Table 11 C e
Means, Standard Deviations, and T Ratios for High and
Lov Expectancy Groups on Interaction Measures
(Cln-lroonz )
N o « Expectancy Group
Qe , i _Highs _ Lows T .
“IgteraCtion Hekﬁurgs o X sD X SD Ratio
P .
. . # v ¢
1 Direct questions: w | 0.47 0.83 3.58  3.55 -2.2532%
2 Process .questious ' 1.00 1.41 1.52 2.68 -0.4556
3 Product ¥ choice questiods 6.61 3.53 4.75 4.94  .8129
4 T.I. public .work contacts 11.61 5.04 10.83 7.92 .2211
5 T.I. private work contacts 3.14 1.67 10.00 7.20 =7.4531%%
6 Total T.I. work 1t cts 14.75 5.36 20 82 13.99 -1.0711
7 T.I. personal con 8 .57 .79, .32 .54 .7079.
) '8 T.I. procedural contacts 1.76  1.96 4.32  2.47 -2. .0662%
9. T.I. behavioral contacts o 5.56 ..6.11 1.88 1.28 1.5601
- 10 Student call outs L ' 4.86 4.78 1 . 2.49 1.4452°° >.
11 S.I. public work contacts 10.81 13.17 6.14.19.77 7265 %L
12 S.I. private work coptacts ~ 12,76 6.19 19.72 \3};12 —Q 8366:‘¢
13 Total SiI. work contdcts’ .. 23.57 17.56 25.86 55 s-o 877
14 S.I. personal contacts " 4.00 3.74 3. 76 34, = . 1255
15 Total dyadic contacts N 50,59 31.50 59 38. 65“‘Q$3490'
16 Correct answers L 0 6.42 3, Zﬂﬂnz 53 3.92  .9916
17 . Partly, correct answers ' 43 .79 5..14  =.38 “++8660
- 18 . Wrong answers .57 .79 .14 .38 1.2990 J
% 19 DEyé R reactions .00 .00- ,29 i -
e 20 X qu. -ions answered correctly 87.44 11o85 J9.62 29,44 .86
.. ¢ 21 Academic praise . 2.29 3.15 -2.36 1.04 -0.0570
22 . Academic criticism .00 } v - t
23 Beha¥ioral praise - . .00 L= - -
24 Behavgpral ‘criticism ° .00 .00 -
.25' Zlcorrectyangwers-praised [\ , .00 J0Qanv .00 ;- &
. 26 X correct answers afflrmed 92.16 9. 82‘79/36 21.64 118962
27 X new questions after correct ang. -00 - .00'14:02 -~ - = .
28 % answe’”kiven no feedback 7:96 8.13 9.82 '14.81 -0.02818
29 X process feedback after failure .00 .00 .00 00 -
30 Z gives answer after failure » 16.67. ~— -00 .00 -
- ﬂ45,,.31 Z asks another after failure 25.00 50.00 16.67 28.67- .2548 .
“*"32 % failure sustained : 25.00 50.00 59.52. 36.65 -1.0014
- 33 % sustain which is clie or NQ 100.00 0.00 83.33 - -
Note. Dash (-) in T ratio column indicates T ratio could not be
calculated due to no varfance. Dash (-) in SD column indicates SD was °
not calculated. ‘ ) : .
*P < .10
¥%p < .05 .
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'“initiated public work contact, and the reported tendency for lows to -

inftiate more private work il.teraction would disappear.

Individual scores a-d group percentage totals on measures

TS

related to pupil perform= ce and teacher evaluation a reported in

.
B \.\

Table 13.. These data - ->lement results of tHe t;l

showing that\ for the ost part, high and low expeétancy grdnps
. R B . . ¥

performed equaxay well in answering teacher questions. Although highs

answered more questions. correctly (59 percent of total), only minimal

group difference existed in the percent'of questions answered correctly

(87 percent for high and 80 percent for 1ows)

cores and mean group percentages on measures

BN | aut,

participation are presented in Table 14.

Individual pupil

Y

of “teacher response to pup

Inspettion of these data reve a situationaeimila% to‘that»experienced ) ¥

igassroom 1. Althodgh publi\questioning was more c&jnnon, most
\ ,
t

ions were answered correctlg,/thereby limﬁting the number of

“

‘meaningful. measures of teacﬁeg response\\\No major expectancy group

v ‘\

‘trends were indicated Y N . SR

~ Q w

. L

Discussion and summary . In order to gain a\realistic perspective

s \

of interaction pattefns 1n\olving high and low expectancy childfen in

-

this classroomn, the data must be uiewed wifhin the conteﬁt\gf the over-

powering effect of one child on student’ initiated contacq as\previously

noted{}the child rankedﬂbbgﬁenth by the teacher far exceeded 411 other ,

pupils in the number of times he contaCted the teacher for work related

matters. Group percentage figures, therefore, suggested a tenaency for ' o )

_low expectancy pupils to initiate more -interaction with the teacher than et B

pupils in the high expectancy group. This finding, however, is

v
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" Table 13

Pupil Scores and Expectancy Group Percentage

Differences on Measures Related to Pupil
Performance and Teacher Evaluation

(Classroom 2)

Interaction Variables .
: Teacher Evaluation

Pupil Per’ ormance

b otk
- mean peyceént. -t
! N

»

w
o g > (2] '3 :E-
d =] Lol N (3] [S -} o] -
& W u‘m_ w g (s & ou,‘-g E'H o O i
Q W hUb - bal ™ WU [ [2) - e i O
30 'L‘E’. o0 o +t; 003 0:‘) Oﬁ‘v g& gn
s SEREE 4§ SEEEE 3y iR s:
3 Re S¥xd a wdS 2 Q m A m O
Pupils® (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)
e | ; 4
1 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 11.00 2.00 1.00 .00 78.57 1.00 .00 .00° .00
3 6.00, .00 .00 .00 100.00  3.00 .00 ;00 .00
4 . 11,00 ..1.00 2.00 .00 78.57 %ﬂgo .00 .00 .00
5 2975 %, .00 .00 .00  74.90 .00 .00% .00 .00
6 _.g§¥5;§> .00 1.00 - .00 80,0 =2.00 .00 .00 .00
7 20047 .00 .00 . . . . . .
5 e ‘oo }0.00 g§§00¢g 00 00 | “oo
16 . 9.65 .00"" .00 - .00 88.86 1.21-, .00 .00 - .00
17 6.03 .00. .00 .00 100.00 2.41 ‘= %00.: .00: - .00 °
18 4.00 -+ .00 .00 .00 100.00 2.00. 2.00 .00 .00
19 9.00 .00 1.00 1.00 69.23 3.00 .00 06 .00
20 3.00 1.00 .00 1.p0 40,00 3.00 ..00 1,00 -.00°
21 .00 .00 .00 .00 - 1.00 .00 .00 .00
22 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 3.88 0.00  0.00\ 0.00
Z of * T Loy
total e ° oy . |
(highs) 58.67“"“75.00 80.00 0.09 87.44 4%.23 0.00 0.00 0.00
‘X of 4 ' S o ' .
. total . ) ' b - :
‘(lows) 41.33 25.00 20.00 100.00° 79.62° 50.77 100.00 100.00 0.00
‘ . , : : ' e .
J . I 1 S 3\'
Note. Dash (-) indicates dénominator = 0. . '
.éin‘order of kaectatioﬁ ranking
. -7 -%"'"«’w; ]
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Table. 14

Pupil Scores and Mean Expectancy Group Percentages on Measures
action to Pupil Participation ..

- of Teacher Re

(Classroom2 )

71

Interaction Variables

at
o

(lows) + 0.00

0.00-

59.52

;Pupil Performance e Teacher Evaluation
5 < 3 3
R - Chs
§ 5 PR | 8
& & 8% 2 %, %o 58
g & dg ¥ ®5 gy £b Sy
[ — ~ O K" S
& S 1] E m [ ] EH 5 L) (Vg e =]
9o 83 S. &% 28 L8 & 58 Tw
E: EE 8 82 3x Py gy g5 89
8% ‘8u 2% T oad B 48 Ry a3
»e 5: 0(:2 btcg D!lg .152 r«f; e " w reij
Pupils®  (25) (26) (27) '~(ﬁ)8) (29)  (30) “7(31) ‘(32)- (33)
1 0.00 '100.00 0.00 0.00° -  ° - - - -
2 -00  81.82 .00 18.75 - .00 66.67 .00 .00 -
3 .00 83.33 .00 7.69 o= - - -
4 . .,00" 100.00  .00° 15.00 .00 .00 .00 -
5+ . .00 100.00 .00 .06, .00 100.00 . .00 -
6 .00 100.00 .00 . .00 ) .00 . W@uoo.oo 100.00
7 -00  80.00 * .00 14.25 ,"=.° - RO -
16 -0.00  50.05 50.05° 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 100.00
17 .00 80.10 20.00 .00 - - - - -
18 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - - - -
19 .00 "66.67 .00 15.79 .00 .00 50.00 50.00 50.00
-200 .00 100.00 .00 33.33 .00 .00 .00 28.57 100.00
21 - - S - - . - - - - -
22 - - - - - - - - -
Mean K
Percent » S o
(highs)  0.00. 92.24 0.00, 7.96 0.00 16.67 25.00 25.00 100.00 -
' Mean : -
Percent - : v : ‘ -
79.36 14.01 9.82° 0.00 16.67 83.33

No:

a . . _!ﬂf“v- . .
in o;i?g of éxgegfat%on ?ankigg _

Dash (%) ihﬁicafes denominator =0.

i
y
i

S
H
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misleading. The extent to which this child demanded teacher attention
tends to mask interaction patterns involvir: 1le rest of the children
in the high and low' groups. Although 1* s not tue purpoae of the

‘ study to fnvebtigate pupil characteristic- 1. .ted to patterns of

teacher—pupil interaction, it is interesting to note‘that in another

phase of the research project, this child was described by the teacher
e

as belng of averﬁﬁe ability, very enthuaiastic, and one 'who "needs extra

instructions to understand what he is doing (Teacher Interview "
'(‘9; N . ,

) Transcripts,‘l976) g e " : , R w” SR

[

Generally then,.the data,suggest a moderate tendencv'for high |

R

mﬁiekpect X 1dren to play a more’ dominate role in classroom life than
. ol - .
Tow 't This situation resulted»from their own
' : : A , :: B .
injti‘ ~volunteering to answer questions and in seeking out the

I3

teacher for individual attention. Further, it existed in spite of what

_could be considered a major effort on “the part of the teacher to

increase the amount of participation of those children for whom 'she held

EY

low performance expectations.' It. appears that the teacher recognized

BRI

: Q
the tendencymfor highs to be more active in initiating interaction and

attempted with some success, to equalize the amgunt of attention

received by children in the two groups. During public instruction, or

instruction invdlving the entire class, the groups were provided equal

L3

opportunity to answer questions. The lows, however, were called on more
B ’ P I

often to answer direct Questions*. This ahowa that the teacher

equalized public opportunity by directly encouraging the.participation

’ N <

: *Direct questions are those which involve the teacher pre-
. selecting-a pupil to answer or calling on-one who does not volunteer.

-,

AN
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o .-of low expectancy children. The teacher further attempted'to involve
. : ®?

& " ' low expectancy children by contacti‘ﬁ them more frequently for

individual instructional assistance.

\ ' No expectancy group differences were observed on the limited
AN v *:

number of operational variables describing teacher response‘%o pupil
participation. The communication of performance expectations are

normally associated with these measures of teacher behavior. Patterns

a

of interaction previously described, however, suggest the possibility of

«

an expeétation effect phenomenon s mewha; different from that usually

dﬂscussed in the literature. The .atdegtion afforded low expectancy

R

children, especilally the tendency for the teacher to‘?sk them more direct
.questions and contact them more frequenéﬁy\for individual assistance,

would almost certainly increase their‘ 2bnity to learn In addition,

it might 1ead them to believe that»the‘teecher considered them worthy of

her|attention and‘thegeby serve to encourage,“motivate, and raise levels

of elf—concept. The fact that‘no expectancy group differences existed

on asures related to praise and encouragement following pupil

4 part cipation might be taken as further support for the possible
operation of positive exd€:tation effects. ) l;ﬁﬁ%

In.sgiﬁary, then, the‘data for this clesgroom‘indicate differ-

entldal teacher behavior %ggoging low expectancy children. Such

diff'rential behavior occurred in qmantitv rather than quality of inter-
- \ :
action. The behavior might have occurred in an attempt to compensate for

‘

high xpectancy children creating more fésponse opportunities for-w
themselves. No direct evidence of the teacher communicating gerformance
expec[atigss was found. Some basis might exist however, for suggesting

the presence of positive process expectation effects.‘



Tt

Classroom 3

The data for Classroom 3 are presented in Tables 15 - 18. The t
test analyais (see Table 15) produced one‘significant expectancy group
difference and this occurred on a measure @qnly indirectly related to
teacher—pupil interaction. High expectancy children answered a larger
percentage of teacher afforded questions correctlyttagg ddd children in

the low expectancy group (P<.10). The vast majority\of measures

directly’related_to teacher-pupil interaction produced very low t ratios.

Individual pupil scores and group percentage totals on measures
related to frequency of interaction are presented in Table 16. Two
trends ygelating to. public instructional activity are revealed in this

table Both require cautious interpretation% High expectancy children

3
initiated more public work contact than low expectancy children (68

J

percent of ‘total). It can be observed, however, that this trend éxisted
as ;k;esult of the influence of two children (high expectancy pufftls 2
and 9). Low expectancy children were asked more direct questions by the
teacher than were,children f.- whom she held high expectations (74
percéht of total). This trend was based on relatively few occurrences.

The teacher asked only 16 direct questions during the period of

observation. R

Discussion and summary. In general, the é:ta for this classroom

portray”a’situation in which teacher behavior appears quite'independent

of the. expectatious held for pupil performance. Neither high nor low

\exbectancy children enjcyed an advantage in frequency or quality of

.

interaction with t. c‘tcacher. Although highs were more succeesful in

e

their attempts to answer questions, the teacher did not respond to_this

" situation by‘affordihg_them more opportunityvto answer questions or. by d

b

74

A -
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Table 15
Med%w Standard Deviations, and T Ratios for g‘géﬁand
-n-,;;ugw Expectancy Groups on Interaction Meas '

oAl

R (Classroom 3 )

Expectancy Group

; _Highs __ Lows T

Interaction Measures Xy s X SD . Ratio = _

1l Direct questions 0.43 0.73 1.20 1.62 -1.3807

2 Process guestions 1.00 1.63 62 .71 .6665

3 Product ¥ choice questions. - 1.35 1.29 1.20 1.55 .2351

4 T.I. public work contacts 2.75 2,49 2.52 1.9%¥  .2267

5 T.I. private work contacts 5.38, 3.42 6.00 2.21 -0.4839

6 Total T.I. work contacts 8.13 4.32 8.52 3.05 -0.2376

7 T.I. personal contacts © .00 - .10 - -

8 T.I. procedural contacts 3.28  2.16 3.50 1.43 -0.2726
9 T.I. behavioral contacts 2.60 4.53 2.30 2.91 .1763

10. Student call outs . - .50 1.08 .10, .32 1.1239 ‘
11 S.I. public work contacts 3.03 4.07 1.40 1.51 1.1843 B
12 S.I. private work contacts '5.15 3.56 6.32. 4.57 -0.6398

13 “Togal §.1. work comtacts 8.18 54474 . 7. a 5.00  .2079
14 S.I. personal contacts o <70, v 4 06 : . +99 . -0.4353

15 Total dyadic contacts .23.58; 3; 9& 23 347 6,.82 0656

16 Correct answers 1.90" ¥agn 58 - .60 70 1.5501 v
17 PErtly correct answers .00 .. } .62' - - N
18 Wrong answers .23 48 .20 .42 L1240 o
19 DK & NR reactions .23 .48 .20 42 .1240
20 2 questions answered correctly 78.57 39.34 39.37 41.96 1.8576’f &
21 Academic praise . 1.30 .1.06 1.37 1.38- -0.1329 '
22 Academic criticism .10 - -00 - T

23 Behavioral praise .60 .52 © .90 . 1.28 -0.6843

24 Behavioral criticism .20 .42 .20 -63 -5000

25 Z correct answers prailsed -00 .00 12.50 -«

ffirmed - 100.00 , .00 160.000 ”0@ ENIIE

26- X correct ahswe/pwa

27. X new questions’after correct ans. -00 -.00 -00 -

~28—Z%answer given no feedback ) -00 -00 .00 ‘00 -
29. 2 process feedback after failure. -00 .00 - .00 -00 - : *
30 ' 2 gives answer after failure_ ,+00 -00 -00 - .00 - o
31 . z asks another- after faildre 75.00 35 -36 50-00 33033 - -9091 0
32 Z failure sustained . 25.00 '35.36 19.44 30.58 . . 2165

- 33 X sustaip which is clue or NQ 100.00 0.00 75.00 - 7" -

N _ _ By ‘

. , ngL ‘ =

Note. ‘Dash (=) in T ratio column indicates T ¥atio coﬁlq not be
calculated due to,no variance. Dgsh (-) in SD colum indicates SD was
not* calculated. : .0

*P< .10
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Table 17

Pypil Scores and Expectancy Group Percentage N
Differences on Measures Related to Pupil
Performance and Teacher Evaluation

(Classroom 3)

Interaction Variables
pril Performance

Teacher Evaluat;on

?
h . @ -
A g g > =] '3 < 8
4 i Ol Q (S ] 1] (Y]
s o2 B HS BL0 B f’g‘d Seo 979
ge oo @y 5 3P g T 538 &D
%~ S h B Lhe B@& N Ebu 3% '8-¢ B Rk
W : 838 =289 &8 M3 .88 & 48 aa EXs
s Puplls® (1) @D @18 @19 0y (21) (22> (23)  (24)
1 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 2.00 0.00 1,000 1.00
2 6.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 3.00 '1.00 . 460 .00
3 2.00 .00 1.00 '1.00 50.00 2.00 .00 1.00; .00
4 .00 .00 .00 .00 - .00 00 .00 .00
5 1.00 . .00 .00 .00 100.00 1.00 . .00 “:00  .GO
' - .00 .00 - .00 .00 - 2.00 .00 1.00 .00
7 .00 .00 1.25 125 .00 .00 .00. .00 .00
8 .00 .00 .00 .00 -  2.00 .00 1.00 00
9 .00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 .00 1,00 1.00
10 . 2.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 1.0 - .00 1.00 1.00
22 1.00, .00 .00 .00 100.00 . .00, * .00 - 3.00 .00
23 .00 .00 .00 .00 - .00 .00 2.00 . .00
24 00 1.00 1.00 .00, .00 2.00 .00 1,00 .00
.25 1.00 1.00 1.00 .00 25.00 2.00 .00 .00 .00
26 2.00 2.00 .00 .00 40.00 1,00 .00 1.00 1.00
27 . 1.00 .00 .00 1.00\ 50.00 2.00 :- .00 .00 .00
28 - .00 1.24 .00 .00 . .00-3.73 .00 .00 ..00.
29. ° 1.00 .00 ~-.00 .00 100.00 .00 - .00 3.00 .00
30 - .00 .00 .00 .00 - .00 .00- .00 .00
31 0.00 1.00 -0.00 1.00 0,00 3.00 0.00 0.00..2.00.
Z of. - . A s
- total - : b A
(highs) 76.00 0.00 52.94 52.94 78.5%° 44.48 100.00 37.50 %0.00
X of B B CPL o
*. total B . , oy L S
(lows) '24.00 100.00 47.06 47.06 39.37" 55.52 0.00.62.50 50.00

EPR

" Note. Dash (-) indiéats denominator = 0.

8410 order of expectation ranking

b

mean percent °
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Table 18

Pupil Scores and Mean Expectancy Group Pefcentagea on Measures

of Teacher Reaction to Pupil Participation
(Classroom 3 ) ' ;

Al

Interaction Variables
Pupil Performance

“ap

Teacher Evaluation
o) i
[ 3’] ! ~g 7
| %2 83
o o @ Ca 2 o 9
g . g g 5 ‘ g '3 [ ‘gig 5 [\ ’ ::8“
Lol i o N ) LM o
£ .2 pE ¥ &2 BE %2 53
g » o o o D, W PRS- i - oo R
b 33 S By BE L& SR EE 4.
i ‘,“g*gf 2 o B .2 S i b MooMM A Qe
' 8% °;S 2 b a3 &3 I8 45 = g ©3 '
: » b!lﬁ e i(lg‘ r<32;15.1§g 'D!}:A o, KO
Pupils®  (25), %%6) (27 (28) 0 (29) -(30)  (31)  (32) (33)
1 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 - - - - S
t2 - ‘ .00 . = S - - =
3 . .00 .00 . .00 100.00 - °.00 -
2 4‘ . -— - -t - - - -
5 .00 - - - - -
6 - B = ) - - ‘1#‘ v - - -
7 - 2 .00" .00 .oi?-’ 50.00 50.00 100.00
8 o T - - - g8 - - ) -
9 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - - - -
10 .00 100.00 .00 ° .00 -7 - - - o=
22 #5 100.00 .00 .00 - - - - -
23 ¢ - - I .o -1 ’ - - - - .
L2 N, L © .00 .00 .00 50.00 50.00 .100.00
25 O @%#100.00 .00 © .00 - .00 33.33 66.67 .00 -
26" - s‘o.oo 100.00 .00 . .00 .00 .00 33.33 66.67 50.00
27 . .00 100.00 .00- .00 .00 .00. 100,00 - .00 -
28 R Y |+ .00. o0 .00 .00 - -
29 .00 1bo.00 .00 I R - -
30 ° - - - - - - - - -
31 - - -- 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 0.00° -
Mean, 2 o ' : v _ : ,
(highs) 0.00 '100.00 0.00 ©0.00 ©.00 . 0.00 75.00 25.00 100.00
" Mean % . A C e
“{Llows) 12.50 °100:00 0,00 . 0.00 .0.00 5.56 50.00. 19.45 ° 75.00
.‘".A%) - . ! :. . : ’ "" : -

Note. Dash_(-)iindicans denominator = 0.

%4n order of,éxpecta;ign(ranking
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I

céa&ﬂ@ting them more frequently for individual attention. Further, high
and low groups demonstrated similar activity in seeking out the teacher
: ‘and initiating interaction with her. There was some tendency for highs
to initiate more unsolicited comments or quest;ons in public settlings,
but this activity was infrequent and {nitiation was irregu !

disgfibuted within groups.

-

The data describing teacher response to pupil partiéipatioq-was,
again, more informative of teacher style than of expectancy group
~difference. The teacher always informed the cht'ld as to the accuracy of
his answer, but praise was reserved for private interaction °'n¢
criticism was a rare occurrence. When quesﬁions wvere an&wered correctly,
they were affirmed without praiae. ghen they were‘ansvered incorrectly,
the teacher either sustained the child or negated the answer and asked
anothgr pupil. This patterm waspfollowéd with all children regardless
of expectancy group. |

In summary, .no systematic differences were found in teacher

behavior toward high and low ranked children.

Classroom 4 s

The data for Classroom 4 are presénted in Tables 19 - 22. Table '

18~yeports the findings of.the t test analysis for all thrée categories
of teraction variables. One significant expectancy group difference
was found and this was on a measure of teacherﬂinitiated interaction.
Low expectancy children were gsked more direct questions than were

children in the high expectancy group (p<.05). ‘

' Individual pupil scores and group percentage totals On measures

.related to frequency of interaction are presented in Table 20.
" . P’ ; .
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' Means, Standard Deviations, and T Ratios for High and

Table 19

Low Expectancy Groups on Interaction Measures

(Classroom 4)

Expectancy Group

- ——

_ Highs __ Lows T
Interaction Measures X SDh X SD Ratio
1 Direct questions 0.78 1.64  2.27 1.17 =-2.2294%%
2 Process questions 4.70  4.86 3.64 2.25 .5929
3 Product + choice questions 10.73 5.51 12.32 6.38 -0.5649
4 T.I. public work contacts 16.34 8.61 17.32 6.10 -0.2789
5 T.I. private worg contacts .79 450 1,34 1.12 -1.3870
6 Total T.I. work contacts 17.13 8.51 18.67 6.48 -0.4310
7 T.1I. personal contacts .00 .00 .00 .00 - :
8 T.I. procedural contacts 2.02 2.35 3.64 2.45 -1.4274
9 T.I. behavioral contacts 3.13  5.32 3.01 4.07 .0548
10 Student call outs .00 .00 .00 .00 -
11 S.I. public work contacts 3.01 2.39 .2.80 2.41 .1859
12 S.I. private work contacts 2.98 2.82 4.92 2.39 -1.5812
13 Total S.I. work contacts 5.99 3.89 7.72 2.37 -1.1430
14 S.I. personal contacts .23 .46 .67 - 1.12 =1.0740
15 Total dyadic contacts 29.29 10.95 34.61 6.88 -1.2344
16 Correct answers ) 11.63 7.00 10.48 4.78 -0.4068
17 Partly correct answers - - 1.33 1.32 1.17 1.23 = .2640
18 Wrong answers 1.91 .93 2.85 , 2.14 -1.2053
19 DK & NR reactions .22 A4 .89 1.05 -1.7504 ,
20 X questions answered correctly 75.12 13.32 65.02 13.35 1.6057
21 Academic praise A .73 .49 .58 -0.1326
22 Academic criticism 11 .33 .70 1.13 -1.4891
23 Behavioral praise .00 .00 .00 .00 -
24 Behavioral criticism .67  1.41 .58 1.16 .1456
25 X correct answers praised 231 4.71 -1.59 4.76 .3255
26 I correct answers affirmed 94 .59 7.09 96.16 5.16 -0.5381
27 X new questions after correct " .46 .00 .00 .00
28 Z answer given no feedback 15.30  6.94 12.02 7.73 . 9482
29 I process feedback after failure 8.68 16.89 2.22 6.67 1.0612
30 I gives answer after failure 2.50 7.07 2.78 5.51 -0.0909
31 2 asks another after failure 47.57 32.65 57.41 24.61 -0.7068
32 2 faiiure sustained .1.39. 3.93 2.78 5.1 -0.5909
33 % sustain which is clue or NQ 100.00 0.00 50.00 - -

Note. Dash (-) in T ratio column indicatcs T ratio could not be
calculated due to no variance.
not calculated.

*%p < .05

Dash (~) in SD column indicates SD was
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Inspection of these data reveal a moderate tendency for lows to
experience more interaction with the teacher in other contexts as well.
_ While highs and lows were equally active in initiating public work
contact, the 1ows.exceeded the highs in both student initiated private
work interaction (62 percent of total)'and student initiated personal
contact (74 percent of total . his iatter trend, however, is based on
very few occurrences. Data rclating to interaction initiated or -
controlled by the teacner.similarly reveal a trend for lows to be
slightly more active. Sixty-three percent of the private work contacts
afforded by the teacher involved low expectancy children. Finnlly, lows
~exceeded highs in teacher initiated contact for procedural matters (64
percent of total).

Table 21 reports individual pupil scores .and group percentage
totals on measures related to pupil performance and teacher evaluation

of pupil performance. These data reveal a slight tendency for highs to

be more successful in their attempts to answer teacher questions. -Highs

«
provided correct answers to 75 percent of the questions asked while lows

answered 65 percent of their questions correctly. In edditiOu,'laws
>provided more. wrong answers (60 percent of total) and either made no
response OT replied that they did ‘not know the answer more frequently
(80 percent of totel), In terms of teacher evaluation of pupil
performance, academic praise and criticism were relatively rare
'occurrences. When praise ‘was offered it was evenly distributed.
Criticism was more frequently afforded low expectancy children (86
percent of total). It -can be observed, however, that these trends were
based on a small amount of data.

The data in Table 22 reiterate the findings of the t test
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Table 21

Pupil Scores and Expectancy Group Percentage
Pifferences on Msasures Related to Pupil
Performance and Teacher Evaluation
" (Classroom 4)

Internctioh Variables
Pupil Performance

Teacher Evaluation

‘;,;z of

%4n order of expectation ranking

b

mean percent

a vt -t

8 ﬂ'v':‘ 3] (3] = " : =

se .t2 2 B8 BB §. ¥T fe 33

ey TEfps % BEE d: Id RE ORB%

e LhHEg B8 “ hn %% B3 39 24

88 &£88 58 Hd4 .88 8& 28 K& &S

Pupill. (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24)

1 16.00 1.00 2.00 0.0n 84.21 1.00 0.00 ° 0.00 0.00

2 5.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00

3. 24,00 4.00 3.00 1.00 75.00 2.00 .00 .00 .00

4 8.00 .00 3.00 .00 66.67 .00 1.00 .00 2.00

5 14.00 2.00 2.00 .00 73.68 - 00 .00 .00 .00

6 7.69 .00 2.20 .00 77.76 .00 .00 .00 .00

7 8.00 1.00 2.00 .00 72.73 1.00 .00 .00 4.00

8 19.00 2,00 2.00 1.00 76.00 .00 .00 .00 .00

9 3.000 2.00 1.00 .00 50.00 .00 .00 .00 .00

20 13.19 3.30 1.10 .00 70.57_ 1.10 .00 .00 2.20

21 19.00 .00 6.00 2.00 70.37 .00 .00 .00 - .00

22 7.00 1.00 6.00 .00 46.67 1.00 .00 .00 .00

23 15.00 .00 4.00 1.00 71.43 .00 .00 .00 .00

24 10.15 M 2.54 .00- 72.71 1.27 1.27 .00 .00

25 12.00 e .00 3.00 60.00 .00 .00 .00 .00

" 26 4.00 - .00 1.00° 50.00 .00 3.00 .00 3.00

.27 6.00 K 3.00 1.00 54.55 .00 2.00 .00 .00

28 8.00 B -1.00 0.00 88.89 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

S total . ’ b )
(highs) 52.60 51.00 39.87 20.00 75.12° 47.79 13.76 0.00 53.57
X of :

total : b

(lows) 47.40 49.00 60.13 80.00 65.02° 52.21 86.25 0.00 46.43
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Table 22

Pupil Scores and Mcan Expeétancy Group Percentages on Measures

of Teacher Reaction to Pupil Participation

(Classroom 4 )

S

Interaction Variables
Pupil Performance

Teacher Evaluation

"
S g
< 2 S L
: : 3 d .g - £ :
. : ¢ By B 3y ve Sy ch-
§ § 3t 3 &F &ty i 3y
. © T — o~
.oow s, 89 e, 23 % 5T g3 &
g 09 Bu 8T M wm N 38 ew
2 OEE g8 B2 B: iy 33 3T &,
sg 8g & 4% Eg @& g 2y Ay
" " < e S ve s e < r«fﬁ‘ ,.<52 [y » O
Pupilsa' (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33)
1 0.00 100.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 33.33 0.00 -
2 .00 100.00 .00 16.67 - - - - -
3 8.33 83.33 4.17 9.38 44.44 .00 22.22 11.11 100.00
4 .00 100.00 .00 15.38 25.00 .00 25.00 .00 -
5 .00 85.71 .00 26.32 .00 20.00 .00 .00 -
6 .00 100.00 .00 9.10 .00 .00 100.00 .00 -
7 12.50 87.50 .00 18.18 .00 .00 66.67 .00 -
8 .00 94.74 .00 7.69 .00 .00 66.67 .00 -
9 .00 100.00 .00 25.00 .00 .00 66.67 .00 -
20 © 0.00 91.66 0.00 11.77 0.00 0.00 60.00 0.00 -
21 .00 94.74 .00 10.00 .00 .00 75.00 .00 -
22 14.29 §5.71 .00 23.53 .00 12.50 50.00 12.50 100.00
23 .00 93,33 ,.00 9.52 .00 .00 83.83 .00 -
24 .00 1qongo .00 25.02 .00 .00 33.33 .00 -
25 .00 19@,q0’ .00 10.00 .00 12.50 25.00 12.50 .00
26 .00 Iqogqo, .00 .10.00 .00 .00 50.00 .00 -
27 .00 100.00 .00 8.33 20.00 .00 40.00 .00 -
28 0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.0% 0.00 100.00 0.00 -
Mean
Percent L :
(highs) 2.31 94.59 0.46 15.30 "8.68 2.50 47.57 1.39 100.00
Mean :
Percent . :
(lows) 1.5¢ 96.16 0.00 12.02 2.22 2.78 57.41 2.78 50.00

Note. Dash (~) indicates denominator = 0.

%4n order of expectation ranking



analysis. *There were no expectancy group differences on variables

related to teacher response to pupil participation.

Discussion and summary.  The data for this classroom show that

low expectancy children were involved in more interaction with the
teacher than were children for whom high expectations were held. Tﬂe
difference was minimal when viewed in terms of total contact, but more
marked with respect to individual private attention and the specific
designatiori of Yrdividual pupils to answer questions during public
instructional activity. The compensatory interpretation ({.e., the
teacher creates more interaction opportunity for lows as a result of
recognizing that highs demand more attention on their own initiative)
would seem inappronriate for this elassroom. It gains some support from
the finding thatiopportunity to participate in public instructional
activity was equalized by the teachei specifically designatin@ lows more
often than highs. -It is contradicted, however, in the finding that 1own
were not only afforded more private attentiom by the teacher, but that
they contacted her more often for individual assistance on their owm
~initiative. A more reasonable interpretation might be that the teacher
simply perceived a need for low expectancy children to receive more of
her attention. This interpretation receives a modicum of support fnom
findings related to pupil performance.

There was no evidence of differential behavior in teacher
response to pupil participaiion. Again, these data served only to
indicate general teacher style and éo show that performancg expectations
were‘not being commmicated through reaction to pupil participation.

There was a generaiqreluctance on the part of the teacher to sustain
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' cithet correét or incorrect answers. When correct answers were glven
she f;pically offered affirmation and went on to other matters. When
{ncorrect answers were given she tended to either request the correct
answer from another child or let the question .drop. This pattern was
followed with both high and low expectancy children.

In summary, the data suggest minimal differential teacher
behavior favoring low expectancy children. The differences opcutred with
respect to frequency rather than quality of interaci.on. In general,
the communication of performance expectations cannot be inferred. When
combined with overall findings, however, the difference in number of

direct questions asked high and low groups might suggest expectation

effects of the type discussed with respect to Teacher 2. ‘ .

Classroom 5

Thé data for Classroom 5 are prgsented in Tables 23 - 26. Table
23 reports the results of tﬁe t test analysislfot all three categories
of interaction variables. Significant expectancy group differences were
found on a number of measures relating to frequency of interaction. 1In
the area of student initiated interaction highs exceeded lows in number
of bubliﬁ work contacts (P <.10) and in‘to£a1 work contacts (P<i.10);u
In the area of interaction initiated or controlled by the teacher .
significant differences favoring highs were found on number of questions
asked during publig'instructional activity (P <.05); this was particular-
ly evident with ;espect to product and choice questions (P<.01). Highs
also exceeded lows on number of teacher initiated procgdural contacts
'(P<.05). The overall influence of these differences resulted in a

significant difference favoring highs in total amount of dyadic contact



Table 23

et

Means, Standard Deviations, and T Ratios for High and
Low Expectancy Groups on Interaction Measures
(Classroom 5)

=
s
‘

Expectancy Group

. Highs _ Lows T
Interaction Measures X SDh X SD Ratio
1 Direct questions 1.78 - 0.00 0.00 -
2 Process questions : ' 4.15 2.55 2.53 2.18 1.3688
3. Product + choice questions 5.55 3.23 1.63 1 55 3.0954%%*
4 T.I. public work contacts : 11.58 5.49 5.19 3.04 2.8796%%
S T.I. private work contacts 6.39 2.97 5.69 2.37 .5167
6 Total T.I. work contacts 17.97 6.81 10.88  2.41 2.7754%*
7 T.I. personal contacts .38 .52 .43 .88 -0.1426
8 T.I. procedural contacts 5.21 2.02 3.44 1.03 2.2068**
9 T.I. behavioral contacts 1.88 2.17 .43 .89 1.7437
10 Student call outs .13 .36 .66 .74 -1.7168
11 S.I. public work contacts 6.96 4.63 3.07 2.51 2.0886*
12 S.I. private work contacts 6.40 4.80 3.29 2.96 1.5602
13 Total S.I. work contacts 13.36  7.95 6.35 5.14 2.0932%*
14 S.I. peraoml contacts 2.68 2.44 1.28 1.98 1.2630
15 Total dyadic contacts 101.83 13.46 22-81 7-8‘. 3.‘0533***
8.33 4.02 3.76 2.33 2.7818

16 Correct answers

17 Partly correct ansvers

18 Wrong answers

19 DK & NR reactions

20 2 questions answered correctly
21 Academic praise

22 Academic criticism

23 Behavioral praise

24 Behavioral criticism

238 .52 .25 .46 .5092
1.00 .76 .15 42 2.7734%%
.00 .00 .00 .00 - _
88.26 §.21 91.96 12.60 -0.6954
3.13 2.59 1.33 1.09 1.8077

.00 .00 .00 . .00 - :

.00 .00 .00 .00 -

.00 .00 .00 .00 - :
3.60 5.06 3.13 8.84 .1319

25 % correct answers praised

26 % correct answers affirmed. 74.81 24.51 65.63 38.68 .5674
27 ¥ new questions after correct ams. .00 .00 .00 foo -

28 % answer given no feedback 21.18 23.18 29.42 27.65 -0.6459
29 I process feedback after failure -00 .00 -00 .00 -

30 Z gives answer after failure 16.67 - .00 .00 -

31 % asks another after failure 58.33 37.64 33.33 57.74 L7977
32 % failure sustained 13.89 - -00 .00 -

33 Z sustain which is clue or NQ 100.00 - - .00 -

Note. Dash (—)'in T ratio column indicates T ratio could not be
calculated due to no variance. Dash (=) in SD column indicates SD vas
not calculated. ¥

*P< .10
*%p < .05

*%k&xp < .01
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) to pupil participation are indicated in the data reported in Table 26.

(P <.01).
In addition to expectancy group differences on frequency
variables, significant differences were found on measures of pupil

performance. High expectancy children provided both more correct

{
~answers (P <.05) and more wrong answers (P <.05) to teacher questions.

It is of interest that no group difference was found on the variable,
percent of total questions answered correctly. No expectancy group
difference was found on any variable relating. to teacher reaction to
pupil participation or teacher evaluation of pupil berformance. It 1is
of interest that statistical analysis could not be pérformed on au
number of measures in these categories as a result of the teachef
directing no attention“to low expectancy children.

Taﬁles 24, 25, and 26 provide further insight into the nature of
teacher-pupil interaction i% the classroom. They elaborate fhe findings
presented in Table 26 and indicafe trends that did not reach statistical
significance. The data relating to academic praise (see Table 25)
indicate a tendency for the teacher tolbestow more praise_on high
expectancy children. Highs .received 70 percent of the total ﬁraiée
afforded by ‘the teacher. Two further trends regarding teacher response
Both, however, are based on relatively small group differences. It is
their consistency that makes them notable. There was ahtendency for the
teacher to fail to provide feedback to lows more often than to h;ghs (29
percent compared to 21 percent), and a tendency to sustain highs more
frequently after an incorrect answer (14 percént compared to zero percent)}
It should be noted that this latter"tren& was influenced by the small

number of questions answered incorrectly by low expectancy children.

- 88



89

u

2proes€etes oL BT

67°S€ 67Tt YT'It w6°EE 19Ty 0T'€S TL°Le ET'LY %6°0f TL'TT y8°Lt 00°0 (sno1) TW3IOL jJO X
L% TL°L9 SL°L9 90799 RL'69 £9°97 0€'TI8 €5°8S 08°9% 8T'T9 [8°7S 90°69- 8T°LL TT'T9 00°00T (sy8yH) Tw3OL 3O X
00°6T 00°T 00°7 00'T @00 00°T 00°0 00°C 00°0 00°IT 00°9 00°S 00°T 00°%y 00°0 ST
0Q°61 00° 00°1 00° 00°1 00*C 00°, 00°¢ 00°1 00°%T 00°L 0o*L 00°T 00'% 00° %
00°7¢ 00° 00°6 00°S 00"y 00° 00° 00°¢ 00° 0Q°0T 00°8 00° 00°T 00° 00° | X4
00°(T 00°T 00°¢ 00° 00°¢ 00°T 00° 00°¢ 00°* 00°0T 00°6 00'T 00° 00°T 00° (14
00°9Z 00°'T 00°§ 00" Y 00°'T 00°T 00° 00°L 00° 00°€T 00°¢ 00°0T 00°%Y 00°S - 00° A ¢4
00°LE 00°9 00°ST 00°8 00°¢L 00° 00°1 00°¢t 00" 00°Z1 00°% 00°8 00* 00°S 00° [¢14
€8°1€ TT'T 77T T1°9 Z1°9 00° [ A4 06" Y 00° Z0°11 I1°9 06" Y% (3 24 (A28 00° 61
g9°'S§T 00° 19°¢ 01 %7 00" 00" 19°¢ iy°¢ 70°9 %7 19°¢€ 19°¢ 00° 00° 81
00°Zv 00°¢ 00°%1 008 00°9 00" 00° 00°S 00°'T 00°61 00°% 00°ST 00°6 00°¢t 00° 8
00°79 00°¢ 00°9T 00'§ 0O0°TT 00" 00°% 00°6 00°1 00°67Z O00°€T 00°9T 00°9 00°8B 00°¢ L
00°%S 00°¢ 00°97 00°0T 00°9T 00° 00°9 00y 00° 00°ST 00°% 00°TIT 00°S 00§ 00"y 9
00°9¢ 00°T 00°0T 00°€ 00°L 00°T1 00°¢ 00°¢€ 00°T 00°9T 00'% 00°Z1 00°8 00°¢ 00°'T S
00715 00°8 00°€Z 00°91 G0°L 00’ 00°T 00°L 00" 00°TT 00° 00°S 00°2 00°T 00° ¥
8970 ¢£¥°1 18°Y 1 G9°'¢ 00° 00" g9 ¢ 00° €L°6 809 €9°¢€ £v'z (A2 (AN ¢ €
00°0¢ 00°T 00° ¢ 00°¢ 00°7 00° 002 00°9 00° 00°9T 00°9 00°0T 00°T 00°§ 00° [4
00°6t 0070 00°8 00°S 00°¢t 00°0 00°'0 00°Y% 00°0 00°L7 00°L 00°0Z 00°0T 00°L 00°S T

(s n (€D @D an ) (8) (8) ) (9) () (€))] ©, @ M quvy

Ad oT®v On- KWK nYn avowH QXA wH O% £ OrH d o voyieldedxy £q sTydng

0¥ §FY 557 §30 SEL EEESEC ST ESN gEY SEN EENEEE BY %%

Sf BET BAE RET RCT GRERET RENEET 2Rp gRU GRU gRE 2R A4

P 8% & wgf g 5EE 82 f3 f L8 m i s ERR BEOEF

[ 2 - - < w m - u . u @ ] s ® m ® N w M @ m

o . © ] < . ® [ + & @
3 5B ! w8y °
® [ 4 &
T#0L po3IBIITVI 3U2PNIS PI1VIITAL I9YoWIL
$9[qETIVA UOFIDVINIT]

(S wooxs8eY))

U0T3ovIa3T] 3o 3dLl puw Lduanbaiy o3 PRIV 8ANIWIH

uo gaduea1az3jq 28wINId13g dnoin £oue3ioedxz pue 831025 T1dng

k44

°TqelL

v



Table 25

Pupil Scores and Expectancy Group Percentage
Differences on Measures Related to Pupil

Performance and Teacher Evaluation

(Classroom 5)

:Interaction Variables

Pupil Performance

Teacher Evaluation

[ 4]
(] g P~ -] Fd‘ {B
2 W & n (-] g 3-8'30 U:‘! g g-:
[SI 0] O M -~ gv‘ 0w MO ~a0 ‘éu -~ @ i O
$¢ Jpe we L $¥e 48 gL &3 &I
ke Lug BE [2 SBMEE Bn SR 4%
O GhlS-E x a8d g8 <a - 35] M A m O
Pupils® (16) (7)) (18 (19 (200 (21) (22) (23) (28)
3 :
1 14.00 1.00 2.00 0.00 82.35 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 6.00 .00 1.00 .00 85.71 3.00 .00 .00 .00
3 + 3.65 .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 .00. .00 .00
4 3.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 3.00 .00 .00 .00
5 9.00 1.00 1.00 .00 8.82 3.00 .00 .00 .00
6 8.00 1.00 1.00 .00 80.00 3.00 .00 .00 .00
7 13.00 .00 1.00 .00 72.86 9.00 .00 .00 .00
8 10.00 .00 2.00 .00 83.33 2.00 .00 .00 .00
18 2.41 .00 1.20 .00 66.76 1.20 .00 - .00 .00
19 3.67 .00 .00 .00 100.00 2.45 .00 .00 .00
20 5.00 .00’ .00 .00 100.00 2.00 .00 .00 .00
21 8.00 1.00 .00 .00 88.89 3.00 .00 .00 .00
22 1.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00/ .00 .00 .00 .00
23 1.00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00
24 5.00 .00 .00 . .00 100.00 1.00 .00 .00 .00
25 4.00 '1.00 0.00 0.00 - 80.00. 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Z of
total b
(highs) 68.90 60.00 86.96 0.00 88.26  70.13 0.00 0.00 0.00
Z of o
total b )
(lows)  31.10 40.00 13.04 0.00 91.:° -..87 0.00 ~ 0.00 0.00

%4n order of expectation ranking

b
mean percent
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Pupil Scores and M
'of Teacher Reaction to P

Table 26

a1

ean Expectancy Group Percentages on Measures

(Classroom 5 )

upil Participation

Interaction Variables

Pupil Performance

Teacher Evaluation

~
¢ 8
< 2 T A3
® o w a .g & e
B & g% g e 0 o %0 98
-l ~4 Q K - L W =
& g B 4] [T B 5 o o X
o o o & © s 23 gﬁ o o a?
(8] [$Rge] | W m «© [} (] | S -Y] Lol
T Q@ 9 (Y g’u o O a [ mh 35‘ 306
5y R T3 g2 8: Py 43 EE 3
52 84 Br 4% &2 ®& 4& g @3
pupils® (25) (26) (2D (28) (9 (30 (31 (32) (33)
1 0.00 42.86 0.00 45.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 33.33 100.00
2 .00 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 -
3 .00  32.42 .00 66.58 - - - - -
4 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - - = - -
5 11.11  77.78 .00 16.67 .00 50.00 50.00 .0Q -
6 .00 87.50 .00 9.09 .00 .00 50.00 50.00 100.00
7 7.69 :76.92 .00 18.75 .00 .00. 100.00 .00 -
8 10.00  80.00 ‘00 13.33 .00 50.00 50.00 .00 -
18 .00 .0Q .00 66.76 .00 .00 100.00 .00 -
19 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - - - -
20 .00  20.00 .00 50.00 - - - - -
21 ' 25.00 75.00 .00 30.00 .00 .00 .00 00 -
22 .00 100.00 .00 .00 . - - - - -
23 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - - - -
24 .00 80.00 .00 28,57 - - - - -
25 0.00 50.00 - 0.00 60.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
Mean
Percent - -
(highs) =~ 3.60  74.81  0.00 21.18 0.00 16.67 58.33 13.88 100.00
Vo ; , : |
percent *
0.00 29.42 0.00 0.00 33.33 0.00 -

(lows) 3.13

65.63

Note.

Dash (-) indicates denominator = O.

84n order of expectation ranking



Discussion and summary. The data for this classroom reveal that

high expectancy children were more active in practically all aspects of
classroon interaction. They made more ufisolicited comments and asked
more oueetions during large grouo instruction, and they demanded more
teacher attention during those times reserved for individual agsistance.
In view of the tendency for highs to create more response ¢ pcrtunities
for themeelves, it might be expected that the teacher would attempt to
baiance ooportunity when the initiation of interaction was under her

" control. This, however, was not the case. She called on highs more
frequently to answer questione during large group instruction sessions

and she volunteered more attention to highs during individual instruct-

\

ional activity. Further, she made no attempt to cohpensate for th. fact

that highs volunteered more answers during questiLn :nd answer sessiomns.
,The specific designation of a child to answer a qu¢<:ition occurred only
14 timeS'during the observation period and each time the child called
upch*ééﬁ'a member. of the high expectancy group. This occurred even
though lows ansnered ae largé a percentage of their question correctly.
The evidenceﬁis etrong that the teacher's first priority was the success
of those children for whon she held high expectatiofis.

c Although frequency data clearly indicate differential teacher
behavior ffyfring high expectancy children, no strong evidence was
found that the teacher was communicating performance expectations
through her reeponse:to-pupil participation. Those measures which
statistically control freduency of interaction showed, atunoet,
nominal trends favoring high‘expectancy chiidren. Of the six classrooms
in the s tudy, however, she showed the . greatest inclination in this

a direction through “her tendency toward more ptaise and more eustaining
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response for high expectancy children.

In summary, then, the teacher demonstrated differential behavior
based on expecta;ions for pupil performance. If her performance expect-
ations vere commmicated to children, however, ‘it was probable that it
Qas through the frequency with which she affordes them attention rather
than ;he manner.in which she responded to their participation in class-

room-.act.vity.

Classroom 6 K

The data for Classroom 6 are presented in Tabies 27'— 30. Table
27 reports the.findings of the t test analysis for all three categoriesi
of interaction variables. Three significant expectancy group differences
weré¥found. Higﬁ expectancy children initiated more public work inter;
action than did low expectancy children (P <.10) and this contributed to
a significant group difference favoriné highs on total student initiated
contact (P<.10). The third significant difference occurred on a |
measure of teacher response to pupil participation. Highs exceeded lows
on percent of sustaining feedgaék“aftéf faiiure whichiwas of.a rephrase
or a new question type (P<.10)*, |

Individual pupil scoréé and grou: perc ntage tot#ls on measures
related to frequency of interaction are rescited in Table 28. These
data elsaborate the findings téported above ;d ndicate further trends
with &egard to the frequency of both student initia;ed apd'teacher

- \\ .
initidbedignteraction. In the area of student initiated interactiom,

*Sustaining feedback could also take the form of simply repeating
the original questiom or the child's response.



Table 27

Means, Standard Deviatiohs, and T Ratios for High and
Low Expectancy Groups on Interaction Measures
(Clasaroom 6)

Expectancy Group

. , " _Highs _ Lows T
Interaction Measures i X SD X Sh Ratio
- 1 Direct questions 6.96 6.36 7.32 5.60 -0.1206
2 Process questions 7.60 7.19 4.88 4.57  .9012
3 Product + choice questions - 5,53 6.46 6.19 4.26 -0.2405
4 T.I. public work contacts . 17.26 13.62 14.91  6.48  .4426
S T.1. private work contacts 1.52 1.15 2.54 2.36 -1.0903
6 Total T.1. work contacts 18.79 13.77 17.44 7.14 .2462
7 T.I. personal contacts .38 .74 .86 1.18 -0.9844
8 T.I. procedural contacts 4.39 3.88 3.63  2.61 4610
9 T.I. behavioral contacts 1.55 1.70 1.42 1.71 .1599
10 Student call outs .84 1.01 .49 .70 .8055
11 S.I. public work contacts . 6.33 7.67 1.33 1.41 1.8137%
12 S.1. private wo:§\g§2tacts - 1.00 .95 .56 .86 .9440
13 Total §.I. work contacts 7.33 7.83 1 89 1.40 1.9326*
14 S.I. personal contacts .41 .78 1.37 1.63 -1.5164
15 Total dyadic contacts 32.84 21.46 26.61 7.94 .7700
16 Correct answers 7.30 6.47 4.76 2.91 1.0124
17 Partly correct answers 3.05 3.73 1.99 1..9 .7320
18 Wrong answers "2.06 3.04 2.33 2.47 -0.1997
19 DK‘&_Nereactions . .00 .00 .00 .00 -
20 Z questions “answered correctly ~51.99 25.02 43.47 30.14 .5898
21 Academic praise 1.62 1.62 .96 1.32. .8901 -
22 Academic criticism .00 .00 .00 .00 -
23 Behavioral praise A .00 .00 .00 .00 -
24 Behavioral criticism .00 .00 .00 .00 - _
25 2 correct answers praised 10.05 8.58 8.32 14.41 .2573
26 I correct answers affirmed 74.17 29.31 75.60 35.88 -0.0780
27 7 sew questions after correct ams. -00 .00 .00 .00 -
28. % answer given no feedback , 12.47 19.53 11.70 15.27 .0880
29 % process feedback after failure 6.19 8.18 1.19 3.15 1.5097
30 I gives answer after failure . = 7.47 - .00 00 -
31 2 asks another after failure 27.76 34.93 39-70 28.84 -0.6976
32 ¥ failure sustained 44 .03 30.20 46.70 27.57 -0.1726
33 2 sustain which is clue or NQ 81.07 24.42 40.67 42.81 2.0080*

» Note. Dash (-) in T ratio column indicates T ratio could not be
calculated due to no variance. Dash (=) in SD column indicates SD was
not calculated.

*P < .10

P
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the dgta-reveal a nominal trend for highs to initiate more private (64
percent of total) as well as more public work contacts. In the area of
teacher initiated interaction, there was jittle difference in the total
number of questions'asked high and low expectancy children. There was a
tendency, however, for highs‘to be asked more process qdestions (61
percentJof total). Process questions are generally considered to be more
complex than those designated as product aﬁd choice. Table 28 also shows
a tendency for'low expectancy children to experience more personal
related contact with the teacher. Lows both initiated more personal
interaction (77 percent of total) and were contacted by the teacher more
frequently to discuss personal matters (70 percent of total) It can be
observed, however, that both trends are based on relatively ‘little data.
Individual scores and group percentage totals on measures related
to pupfl performance are presented in Table 29. These data show a
tendency for high expectancy children t; provide more cdrrect answers
to teachef questions than low expectancy children. This indication of
superior performance is not. as strbng, howeyer,.when opportunity is
standardized (i.e., percentage of total questions answered corr;ctly).
Table 30 repogts individual and mean group perﬁentages on
measures of teacher réLponse to gupil.participation. Except for the
significant group difference reported in Table 27, these data suggest

only moderate trends.with no defiﬁite pattern suggesting systematic

favoring of either high or low expectancy children.

Discussion and summary. The data presented in this sectioh

suggest a moderate tendency for high expectancf children to play a more

dominant role in the. life-of the classroaﬁ. Generally, this situation



Pupil Scores and Expectancy Group Percentage

Table 29

4

Differences on Measures Related to Pupil

Performance and Teacher Evaluation

(Classroom 6 )

Interaction Variables

Pupil Performance

Teacher Evaluation

W
@ & = E @ 3 &
=] Y- o v Y] H @
sw L ww 2w ®g 2ev g, HT S 90
Sg ﬂﬁg gg + 0 Sgﬁ sw o9 2% &%
~ oM o« (@4 u-Sm g-ﬂ SO« Lo
3 888 % Xy L8938 g& 2385 && RS
Pupils® (16) © (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) - (22) (23) (24)
1 18.00 12.00 2.00 0.00 52.94 . 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
2 .00 .00 . .00 .00 - .00 .00 .00 .00
3 9.00  3.00 .00 .00 75.00  2.00 .00 .00 .00
4 9.00 2.00 2.00 .00. 69.23  1.00 .00 .00 .00
5 6.17  2.47 3.70 .00 50.00 1.23 .00 .00 .00
6 2.47 1.23 .00 .00 66.76  1.23 .00 .00 .00
7 .00 1.23 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
8  13.77  2.50 8.76 .00 50.01  2.50 .00 . .00 .00
19 7.51  3.76 2.50 . .00 46.13 .00 .00 .00 .00
20 2.47  3.70 4.9 .00 22.25 .00 .00 .00 .00
21 3.40 .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00
22 5.00 .00 2.00 .00 45.46  1.00 .00 .00 .00
23 .00 .00 1.23 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
24 3.70.  2.47 1.23 .00 27.26  3.70 .00 .00 .00
25  8.00 3.00 7.00 .00 40.00  2.00 .00 .00 .00
26 8.00 3.00 -1.00 0.00 66.67 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Z of
total " b :
(highs) 60.54 55.37 45.26 0.00 51.99° 62.73 0.00 0.00 0.00
Z of - : '
total b
44.63 54.73 0.00 @#3.47° 37.27 0.00 0.00 0.00

“(lows) 39.47

\

Note.

Dash (-) indicates denominator = 0.

8in.or_der of expectation rénking

b
mean percent
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Table 30

Pupil Scores and Mean Expectancy Group Percentages on Measures
of Teacher Reaction to Pupil Participation
(Classroom 6 )

Interaction Variables

Pupil Performance S Teacher Evaluation
| ¥

3 o
< 2 o -3
® o @ a 2 c 8
& & Ge 5 Te Beo Qo -&

- - 0 M 2 H L W =
4 & vE. S s 3 3 o3 >3
o & 35 ] © - Evﬁ gﬁ o Y (-4
8¢ $3 Su 5% 58 & & Ef Eu
mg 3% t; 03 8 Q o vt ol & 0
ke BE g2 EE By Ey dy EE 3.
83 83 && 4% kg Ig & =y aj
Nl‘: Nﬁ NS N& N: Nﬁ " < " w O
. Pupilsa (25) (26) 27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33)

1l 11.11 61.11 0.00 17.50 17.65 0.00 35.29 29.41 80.00
2 - - - - - - - - -
3 .00 22.22 .00 58.33 .00 .00 33.33 33.33 100.00
4 11.11 100.00 .00 5.56 .00 25.00 .00 50.00 100.00
5 19.94 79.90 .00 7.67 16.62 .00 16.62 50.00 66.49
6 .00 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 100.00 100.00
7 - - - .00 .00 .00 100.00 .00 -
8 18.16 81.77 .00 10.70 9.08 27.31 9.08 45.46 39.94
19 ’ .00 66.71 .00 15.37 .00 .00 28.54 57.19 24.95
20 - . .00 100.00 .00 7.12 .00 .00 28.59 57.18 .00
21 .00 100.00 .00 .00 - - - - -
22 - .00 .00 .00 45.45 .00 .00 50.00 50.00 .00
23 - - - .00 .00 . .00 100.00 .00 -
24 33.24 100.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 12.46 87.54 85.76
25 25.00 87.50 .00 .8.00 8.33 .00 33.33 50.00 33.33
26 -0.00 75.00 0.00 17.65 0.00 0.00 25.00 25.00 100.00
Mean
Percent

(highs) 10.05 74.17 0.00 12.47 6.19 7.47 27'75 44 .03 81.07
Mean '

Percent ) ) .
~ (lows) 8.32 75.60 0.00 11.69° 1.19 0.00 39.70 46.70 40.67

Note. Dash (-) indicates denominator = O, e \\»}

l'in order of e_xpectation ranking



did not result from systematic favoring éf highs by the teacher. Raéher,
this group of children contacted the teacher more often on their own
initiative. They werc especially more active in making comments and
»asking qdestions during large group instruction. In addition, however,
they contacted her more often for such purposes as having their work
checked or requesting individual instructional assisfance.

The teacher made little attempt to compensate for the féct that
highs received more attention as a result of their own ébility and/or
initiative. Although she afforded low expectancy children more private
attention,ilarge group instruction occupied a much larger portion of the
total classroom activity and this was characterized by highs holding a
slight advantage in number of questions answered. Again, the data
suggest that this was dﬁe to their volunteering more often. . The teacher
did not; however, choose to equalize opportunity during such activity by
asking lows more direct questions. Although such questions were a
common occurTence, théy were distributed évgnly between groués. Personal
{nteraction occurred infrequently‘in this classroom. When it was
observed, however, it more often involved low than high expecténcy
chiléren. This might indicate that the teacher was usingvpérgonal
iﬁteraction as a véhicle “or encouraging lows to become more involved
in thé work related 1life of the claésroom; thét she hoped to make them
feel involved, at ease, and thus srepared to participate more actively
in public instruction on their <«=m -ive., Overall fiﬁdings appéar
to add some credence to this pos b

In responding to pﬁpil var . - . the teachef showed some
evidence of différential behavior. T. -ugge~t that hen children

answéred correctly, she responded'in L ik " “on to both high and
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low groupé. When they falled to answer correctly, however, there was a
tendenéy for the teacher to behave differently toward the groups. She
explained how the ans#er could be determined to highs more frequently
than to lows (process feedback); éhe gave the correct answer to highs
more frequently than to 1ows; and she asked another pupil more fréquently
when lows failed to answer correctly than when a similar.reply was
obtained from highs. It ghould be noted, however, that none of these
trends constituted statistically significant group di fferences and all
ére‘based on relatively little data. One measure of differential
response was significént. Although highs and lows had approximétely the
same percentage of sustaining feedback after failure to answer correctly,
the néture of the feedback diffefed. When sustaining feedback was given,
highs were more likely than lows to receive it in the form of a rephrase
oxr clue or an entirgly new question. Lows were more likely than highs
to simply have either the oriéinal question or their own‘anBVer repeated;
There are at least two possible explanations for this behavior. It might</l
- yeflect a feeling on the part of the teacher that it Qas not worthwhile
»to‘go to any great effort in an attempt ﬁo help low expectancy children
exﬁerience sucéess in answering the questions. A secondn And peihaps

'
more likely, expianation ig that the teacher felt questions.asked highs
were of sufficient complexity to ;gquire additional information to
produce a correct answer, while those asked lows were of a type that
could be corrected simply by providiﬁg more time for pupils to consider

an alternative answer.

_ In summary, then, the data for this classroom do not indicate
the existence of differential teacher behaiior'baaed on expectations

for pupil performance. There was some evidence suggesting qualitét}ve



differential behavior favoring highs, but it was not sufficient to

support a conclusion that expectation effects were operating.

Discussion and Summary for Six Teachers

" The findings of this phase of the étudy will be compared witht\
pfevioué expectancy research in Chapter 5. In thisAsection only
infrequent reference will be made to that body of literature. The
purpose of the séction is to consolidate the findings reported abéve and

describe procedures followed in feiiiijfting the seéond stage of

investigation.

It would seem prudent, at this point, to remind the reader that
the findings reported above, gnd therefore those to be discussed in this
section, .are based én trends in‘the data. Many of these trends did not’
reach stétistical,significance. Further, the number of significant
expectancy group differences were such that they could be contested on
grounds that they‘were chance Q;currences. The findings, fherefore,
must be viewed with appropriate caution. In addition, investigation of
tables reporting individual pupil scores.reyeal two important, and
related, phenomena. First, some children experienced interaction with
the teacher that was more chafacteristic of . the expectancy group of which
they weré not members. Seconﬂ, within-group interaction patterns wéte
“often very discrepént. These phenomena.clearly indicate that nuchvmore
than performance expectations enﬁér‘into determining patterns of teachgr—
p;pil classroom inFeracéion. | : dv

One futthef observation regardingAthé datéris necessary. As

previously noted, two dimensions of teacher-pupil interaction are

investigated through the measures used in the étudy (i.e., frequency and
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qnality). In general, measures related to frequency of interaction are
subject to the influence of pupil ability and initiative. Although
findings might indicate that a chiid exneriences morn interaction with
the teacher, tnis greater intéraction‘cannot be unambiguousiy inter-
preted as an expectation effect in the sense that it connotes systematic
favoring of the individual. The possibility exists that the child
created the advantage for himself. Two of the frequency measures,
however, are only midly susceptible to this possibility These are

number of direct questions and teacher initiated private work contacts.

The'former describen those public quentions specifically dirécted to an
individual pupil when he does not volunteer on his own initiative. The
latter describes those contacts that the teacher makes with a child on
her initiative fnr the purposé of providing individua%hworkfrelated
assistance. In this study conclusions regarding the nxistence of
differential teacherubehavior weré strongly influenced by data relating
to these two measures. Measures felating to the second dimension of
téaqher—pupil interaction are based on direct teacher responsée to pupil
participation. They provide a more concrete hasig for inferring the
existence of expectation.effects. These measures are statistically
controlled to compensate for differences in thé frequency of pupil
participation.» Thus, they facilitate dinect nomparison of the teacher's
response to individuals or groups of individuals in equivalent’situations.
Since measures in this category are based on teacher reaction to punilab
when answering queq;ions in public settines, the scope for investigating
this dimension of teacher behavior is seserely limited if the teacher
asks few public qustions, if questions are irregularly distributed

within groups, if pupils tend to be consistently correct or consistently

)
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incorrect in their answers, or 1f the teacher's instructional style is
such that praise or sustaining feedback is infrequent. Such limitations
were experienced in this study. Praise and criticism during public
inqtruction were infrequeﬁt 4n all classrooms, few incorrect pupil
responses were made in four classrooms {(Classrooms 1, 2, 3, 5), and
sustaining feedback was rarevin all but one classroom (Classroom 6).
Therefore, conclusive evidence regarding the existence or lack of
differential teacher behavior of the type frequently associated with the
communication of performance expegtationstwas not obtained in the study.
Although differential behavior was found, it related, in most cases, to
tﬁe frequency with which teachers afforded attention to children. If-
. performance expectations were being communicated througﬂ qualitative
differences in behavior, it was largely undetectible in the data
collected. |

fhe findings of this phase of the study are summarized in
Figure 2. Although the summary presents an incomplete description of
the behavior of the six teaéhers, it éerves tpnillustraté two important
points. First, differential teacher behavior b#sed on performance
expectations existed in classroomé'under investigation and it generally
took the form of the teacher providing either low or high expectancy
groups greater opportunity to participate iﬁ classroom life. Second,
individual teachers differed considerably in the manner and extent to
which they demonstrated differential behavior based on expectations for
pupil performance. This latter finding has been reported in other
research examining relationship between performance expectations and the

nature of teacher—pupil interaction (Evertson, Brophy, and Good, 1972;

El

1973).
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Brophy and Good (1974) devote considerable attentlior to ¢
discussion of this matter. The results of numerous investigations
caused them to conclude that the tendency to behave differentially
toward children on the basis of performance expectations was an
individual difference variable and not characteristic of éll teachers.
They further note that when teachers do exhibit such differential
behavior it can take different forms. "On the basis of research in the
area, they hypothesized three general ‘types of tea -rs with regard to
" this phenomena. They emphasize that thé classification is relatively
loose and»that all teachers will not be clearly one type or anéther in
all their interactions with children. It is, however, é convenient
categorization and it appears to have been geherated from a sound
theoretical and empirical basis. The categoriles are labeled proactive,
reactive, and overreac;ive. Proactive teachers are described as those
who used tﬁeir expectalons, among other things, as a basis for coping
positively with individual differences in children. They not only
recognize such differences but they ensure that the differences do not
inappropriately determine patterns of classroom interaction. Classrooms
of proactive teachers tend to be characterized by highs initia 1ng more
interaction wifh the teQCher and the teacher directing more.att::tion to
lows when the initiatioﬁ ig unsz=r her control. This results from an
attempt by the teacher to compensate for the teﬁdency of high expectancy
children to demand more attention. Reactive teachers are those who
simply react to pupillbehaviors that are presented in the classroom.
They do not systgmatically fevor highs in either quantity or quality of
interaction, but neither do they compensate for the fact that highs

demand more attention as a result of their own i{nitiative and ability.



Highs, therefore, play a more active role in classroom life. C(lassrooms
of reactive teachers are characterized by substantial expectancy group

differences favoring highs on measures related to student initiated

De

interaction but few differences on measures related to teacher initiatiom.

Overreactive teachers not only allow individual pupil differences to

dictate patterns of classroom interaction, but actually exacerbate such
\ .
differences by treating the children as more different than they really
are. . Classrooms of overreactive teachers are characterized by
expectancy group differences favoring highs on measures related to
teacher initiated interaction, as well as those related to student '
initiated interaction. Further, it is the overreactive teacher who is
) . P
most likely to, comnsciously or unconsciously, communicate performance
expectatioﬁs through her response to pupil participation. In summary
Brophy and Good (1974) state:
Pfoactive’;eachers appear to be undetefred by their expectations
for low achieving students, so that they spend more time inter-
acting with lows than highs. Reactive teachers simply allow
existing differences between high and low students to unfolc 8&
that highs, due to their owm initiative and ability, come to
dominate public classroom life. A third class of- teachers over
react to student differences (in supplying quantatively and
qualitatively superior treatment to highs), thus exacerbating
differences between students. (p. 303)
The data reported in this chapter, and summarized in Figure 2,
suggest that four of the six teachers in this study can be classified

according to these thréeﬂcategories. _ o
Ciassréom 2 was characterized by high expectancy tbildren;, ‘
initiating more interaction with the iéacber apd the teacher, in turm,
attempting to compensate for this situation by asking lois more direct
'questions and by contacting lows more frequently for individual

instructional assistance. . These interaction patterns closely reqenble
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those described as characteristic of a classroom under the charge of a
proactive teacher. Classrooms 1 and 6 were similar‘in that the teachers
made no systematic attempt to equalize participatory opportunity. In
Classroom 1 high expectancy children iqitiated more interaction of both
a public and private nature. Although the teacher did not respond by
affording them more attention when initiation was under her control,
neither did she attempt to encourage the participation of lows by calling
on them more frequently in either public or private contexts. In
Classroom 6 high expectancy éhildren were more active in making comments
and asking questions during public‘instructional activity, in answering
questions posed by the teacher as volunteers, and in approaching the
teacher for individual instructional assistance. Again, the teacher did
not {espond by initiating more interaction with this group, but she made
only modest attempts to compensate by affording lows more opportunitf
when interaction was under'her control. Both of these teachers appeared
to simply react to behaviors preséented by pupils. As such, they parallel
the hypothetical reactive teacher described by Brophy and GCood. Class-
room 5 was charaéterized by high expectancy children being ;bxe active
1+ pre ~-"1ly all aspects of classrépm }ifé. th only did this group

i te - e interaction, but the teacher responded by affording them
more opportuﬂity, o her own initiative; during'ﬁoth public and private
instructional activity. The teacher, therefore, reflects the character-

istics of the overreactive teacher.

' The situation in Classyooms 3 and 4 was such that classification
of‘teachers, according to cagtegories described above, could not be. made.
In Classroom 4 low.expectancy children were involved in more interaction

< .

with the teacher than were high‘expectancy children. This resulted from
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the teacher asking them more direct questions, contacting them more
:frequently for individual attention, and from these children approaching

the teacher more often for 1ndi§idua1 assistance. This latter finding
- indicates that tﬂe teacher was not merely. compensatipg for domination by
chilaren in the high expectancy group. This Qas the case, however, iﬂ
}ubliéAinteracfion; total public .teacher initiated work interacti;n was
eveﬁly disfributed while lows were asked ﬁore direct questions. It
appears that the teacher was exhibiting "proactive' tendencies in that
lshe had concluded lows needed more of her‘assistance, but the overall
data are such that she cannot be considered proactive as described by
Broph§ and Gp?ﬂ. The data for Clazt?bop 3 revealed no systematic
expectancy group differédnces in teacher-pupil interaction patterns.
Again, there is some evidence ;f proaétivg tendencies but éhe overall
nat;re of the data suggests that considerably more observation time would
be needed to obtain sufficient evidence on which fo base cqnclusions
regarding teacher type. A sum;ary descriptioq of the éix teachers by

category type'is presented in Figure 3.

ESE N

- Figure 3
Descriptiovu of Six Teachers Accordingvto.CategorieS’
Hypothgsized by Brophy and Good

Teacher . Category Type

Reactive
Proactive

. No Classification:
No Classification
Overreactive
Reactive

AP WN

Apeasons for no classification are presented in text.



TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND DIFFERENTTAL TEACHER BEHAVIOR

The second phase of the study involved initial examination of

relationships between differential teacher behavior and selected teacher

characteristics. The procedures followed in the analysis of data were

described in Chapter 3. The analysis utilized the classification of

teachers presented above and teacher scores on three psychological tests

purporting to measure dimensions of persomality. Following a restatement
of research questions, the‘findiggs related to each of these tests are
reported and discqssed in turn. In each éection attention is focused on
‘those personal at;fibutes which tend to discriminate on the basis of -
teacher type (i.é., proactive, reactive, and overreactive). The reader
is cautioﬁed that, because of the small nﬁmber of teachers in-the study,
trends indicéte, at best, prima facie evideﬁce of association between

- teacher dharacteristics and teacher type.

Restatement of Research Questions

What relationships exist between process expectation effects and
selected teacher characteristics?

More specifically:

.,é. What relationships'exist betyéeﬁ each of the personality
traits measﬁred by the Si;teen Personality Factor Questionnaire
(16 PF) and the nature of teacher susceptibility to pfocess
expectation effects?

vb.' What relationships exist betweén teacher belief inentation,

as measured by the This I Believe (TIB) Test and the nature of

teaéher susceptibility to process expéctation effects?
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c. What relationships exist between teacher attitudes toward
children, as measured by the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory
- (MTAT), and the nature of . teacher susceptibility to process

expectation effects?

Findings Related to the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF)‘

The 16 PF is purported to measure '"sixteen functionally ihdepend—
ent and psycholégically meaningful dimensions [of personality]” (Catfeil,
1972, p. 5). Capsule descriptions of the sixteen dimensions are “
presented in the Tést Manﬁal and are reproduced in Appendix E. In

reporting and discussing findings, reference is made to these descript-

ions and tb the more detailed explanation provided in the Handbook for
the 16 PF (Cattell, 1970).

Teacher scoreslon the sixteen primary dimepsions of -the 16 Pf
areéreported in Tablg 31. Scores are presented as sten scé;es. Stens
are étandard gcores based on the'general adult population norms and
distributed over t;n equal-interval standard score points from 1 to 10
with a populatioﬁtmean fixed at 5.5. cCattell (1972) suggests that.

'One would consider a sten of 5 or 6 average,a4 - 7 slightly

deviant (respectively in a low and high direction), 2, 3, 8

and 9 strongly deviant, and 1 or 10 extreme. (p. 15)

Inspection of Table 31 reveals that two factors (FactorsrA and

L) produced scores showing marked. differences between the proactive

teacher and the overreactive teacher.  Omn Factor A (;eserved vS.
outgoing) the proactive teacher obtained a high score (sten 7)
'indicating a tendency to be adaptable and attentive to people. The
overreactive teacher obtained a low-score (sten 2)Aindicating a

tendency td be cool, aloof, rigid in personal standards, and uncompro-
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mising in viewpoint. There was no pattern in the scores obtained on

this factor by the two reactive teachers. On Factor L (trusfing V8.

suspicious) the proactive teacher had a low score (sten 1) which is
indicative of persons who tend to be free of jealous tendencies,
adaptable, cheerful, uncompetitiye, and concerned about other people.
The overreactive teacher had a high score (sten 7) which is indicative
of one who is mistrusting, doubﬁful, involved in his own‘ego, and
uncdncerned cbout other people. The two reactive teachers had average
scores (stgn 5) on this factor. |

In'gdditton to‘the abave differences, four factors (Factors E,
G, N, and Ql) produced gcores showing similarities between the proactive
teacher and the overreactive teacher. Further, scores differentiated

'

these two teachers from those classified as reactive. On Factor E

(humble vs. assertive), both obtained low scores (sten 1 and sten 3

respectively) while’ the two reactive teachers obtained high scoresv
(stens 8 and 9)L Persons with a iow score on this factor tend to be
mild, accommodating, and conforming. - They have a tén&egcy to be
depéndept, anxious for obsessional correctness, and often give way to

others in times of confrontation. Individuals who score high oh the

«

faétor tend to be asserti@e, self-assured, and independent-minded.. They .

are inclined to be authoritarian when in a position'qf managing others.

On Factor G (expedient vs. comscientious) both had higher scores (sten 7)
than either of the reactivé fegchers (stené.z and 5).  A high scéfe on
this factor is indicati§e of aiperson who is dominated by a sense of

~ duty, and is perserveriﬁg, responsible, énd planful." A low score

indicates a tendency to be unsteady in purpose and often casual and
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lacking in undertakings. On Factor N .(forthright vs. shrewd) both the

proacfive teacher and the overreactive teacher obtéined high scores
(stens 10 and 8 respectively) while the reactive tegchers had average
and low scores (stens 5 and 2). The individual who scores high on.this
factor is deécribed as being worldly, penefrating, sharp at clinical
aiagnosis, and flexible in viewﬁoint. A low score indicates one who is
unsophisticated, somewhat simplistic? and easily pleased with whaﬁ comes
along. The final trend indicating similarity between the proacﬁive

teacher and the overreactive teacher occurred on Factor Ql (conservative

V8. egperimeﬁting). These teachers obtained 1owe§ scores (sten 3.and 4
fespectively) than the two reactive teachers.(stené 6 and 8). A low
score indicates.a tendenc& té be confident in what one has been taught

to believe even when inconsistencies are evident. A high"scofe indicates
an analyticai individual who-téndp fo havé doubts,on fundamental issues

and is inquiring regarding ideas: either old or new.

Discussion and summary. The findings reported above show that,

although none of the factors of the 16 PF discriminated perfectly on the N
basis of teacher type, a few treﬁds were notable. First, the data |
indicated that the proactive teacher and the overreactive teacher were

>similar to one another and di}ferent from the reactive teachers in a

number of ﬁays. Briefly, they were: 1) more regponsible and dqminated

to a greater extent by a semse of duty; 2) more astute in the area of

clinical diagnési; and more flexible in viewpoint; 3) less assertive,

less selfeéssured, and less independent-minded; and 4) les; analytical

and inquiring with respect to issues and ideas. That these teacher types

were similar to one another and different from the reactive teachers on



certain personality measures is not surprising. They are also similar
in regard to one important aspect of classroom behavior; they both
assume initiative in controlling classroom interaction pattermns. In the
classroom, they differ only in terms of the group of children which is
afforded the greater attention. The direction of differencés on the
first two factors might also be expected. The finding that they possess
* gharper diagnostic skills might suggest that they are better able to
recognize what 1is happening in the classroom and thus able to behave. in
) N\ ' .
ways other than simply reactingk passively to behaviors presented by
children. Being dominated by a greater sense of dufy might suggest a
reason for their tendency tO'Qain and maintain control of interaction
patterns. As noted, however, this explanation ignores one important
fact. The proactive teacher affords gre-ter attention to low expectancy
children while the overreactive teacher initiates more interaction with
children for whom high expectations are held. It is possible that this
‘ difference is largely a function of teacher role perception. It is of
_ {nterest that, in another phase of the research project, ;hesé teachers
responded to a quespion concerning role perception in the follawiﬁg_
manner:
Proactive teacher- v LR
I think I should try to guide them... each child has his own
needs... this is how I am going to teach. If T expect everyone
to write the same answer, that's not the way it should be. Each
child, I guide him differently, the way he wants to go.
Overreactive teacher- : "
My most important task is to get the very most out of every
child... I think that's my task, to get the very most out of
them and have them consider me as a friend they can come and
talk to but still knowing I won't allaw them to get away with

~ poor work and still knowing that they have to do their very
best for me. (Teacher Interview Transcripts, 1976)
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This line of speculation would lead to the conclusion that the over-
reactive teacher was intentionally affording high expectancy children
greater attention; While this is possible, there 15 no basis in the
interaction data for inferring such intent.

While the direction of the first two findings was expected, that
of the latter two is somewhat incongruous with classroon behavior
patterns. One. might ekpect proactive and overreactive teachers to score -
higher than reactive teachers on a personality dimension related to
assertiveness and independent—mindedness. Such was not the case;
however, in this study. Reactive teachers obtained much higher scores
on this factor. The finding might suggest that the reactive teachers
in the study felt low expectancy children should be more aggressive in
creating interaction opportunity on their own initiative (i.e., be more
~like themselves). Thus, they would decline to compensate directly for

the greater interaction initiated by highs. This possibility receives
a modicum of support in the earlier finding that both reactive teachers
revealed behavior that could be interpreted as indirect encOursgement
of low expectancy chiidren. (i.e.;rTeacher 1 praised lows more -in
private interaction nhile Teacher 6 contacted lows more frequently for
personal discussion.)_ An alternate, and perhsps more'plaoSible,
explapation 1is that the finding was a function of the small sample of
teachers.- The finding that reactive teachers tended to be more
experimenting and less conservative is also somewhat difficult to
recoéciie with classroom behavior. Again; one might expect teachers who
took initiative in classroom interaction to score higher on this

.

dimension.
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In addition to the similarities discussed above, the data
revealed that the proactive teacher and the overractive teacher differed
from one another in scores obtained on two personality dimensions. Both
findings were compatigle, in theory, with teacher type. On these
dimensions the ﬁroactive teacher was revealed as trusting, édaptable,
and concerned about other peqple while the overreactive teacher was
described as mistrusting, aléof, often dnvolved in her OQn ego and
rglatively unconcerned about other people. It &vuld seem that observed
classroom beha&ior was consistent with scores obtained 9n these
peréonality dimensions. A possible explanation of such compatibility
centers around the concept of'berSonal reward. Most individuals want .
evidence that their professional efforés have a positive effect. It
would be natural for teachers to want confirmation that their efforts
are resulting in pupil growth or attainmeﬁg,' Those teachers who are less
trusting, more involved in their own egos, and less concerned about . J>' ‘“\
Bther people might look to childrep with greater potential to provide
such confirmation in the form of correct answers to questions about
academic material. ThoseIQeachefs who are more concgrned about other
people, mo?e adaptable,band feel less need to feed thelr own egos,
might be more likely to sacrifice such immediate confirmation for the -

more elusive reward of seeiﬁg children with less potential achieve

success.
- i

In summary, scores obtained on six of the dimensions of the 16
PF revealed differences among teachers in the study when classified as
o

proactive, reactive, and overreactive. The proactive teacher and the

overreactive teacher obtained very similar séores on four dimensions
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and widely divergent scores on two dimensions. Although the pattern
was less clear for reactive teachers, they often differed from the

former types on scores obtained. ~

It should be noted that>it is the combination of factors that
provide the‘best overall deséription of personality. A more accurate
Qiew of rélagianships between personality and teacher type could be
obtained by exahining total profiles. ‘Such an examination, however,

would require a study involving a larger sample of -teachers.

Findings Related to the This I Believe (TIB) Test

The TIB is a projective test which classifies individuals .
according to belief orientations ranging from concrete tojébstract.
Classification is made on the basis of responses to a number of socially
and persdnally based referents (Harvey, 1966). Each subject is
classified into one of fouriﬁeiief systems (System 1, 2, 3, and 4).
Where traces of more than one system are found, thg modf»prevalen£
system is recorded first. The secondary system is indicaged by the
appropriate number preceded by a dash. For éxample, 1-4 indicatés
Ehat the subject is categnrized as having a predominatély Sysfem 1
belief orientation with traces of System 4. The test aléo provides
scﬁres on’seveg agfiliary dimensions related to belief syétems.‘
Auxiliary dimension scores are reported iqxferms of position on a five
‘point scale, 1 indicating a low score‘and 5 indicating a high score.

As explained in Chapter 3, tests were scored by trained personnel under
the direction of_test designer,ro. J. Harvey. Descriptions of the four
belief systems and seven guxiliary dimeqaions are presented in

Appendix D. -
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Teacher scores on bellef systems and auxiliary dimens.ons are
presented in Table 32. The duté-in this table reveal that the test did
naot discriminate among teacher ;ype on either overall belief system
clagsification or aukiliary dimension scores. The one finding of -
interest was that Teacher 3 differed from other subjects in that she was
classified as predominantly System 4. All other teachers were classified
as predominantly System 1. Thus in. terms of the four belief systems, she
can be described as follows:

1. She 1is relatively free of extreme ‘evaluativeness or extreme

acceptance-rejection behavior. . @

~
\

Table 32 N -

Teachers' Scores on the This I Believe Test (;

Teacher by Type and Classroom

Proactive Reactive Overreactive No Claasifigation

Measure : 2 1 6 5 3 ' 4
. ) ” -
Belief System ' 1-4. 1-4 -2 1-2 4-1 o 1-4
Auxiliary Dimension .
Openness 3 3 2 2 4 3
Candor 3 3 3 3 . d 4
Evaluativeness 3 3 3 4 1 3
Externality 2 3 157702 \/ 1
Cynicism 1 1 2 3 1 1
Optimism 3 w3 2 2 3 3
Complexity 3 3 3 3 4 3.5
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2 She is the least dependent on authorities as guldes for what

she should believe and do.

3. She has the largest repertoire of methods for solvihg

problems.

4. She has a more complex, more differentiated cognitive

structure.

Discussion and summary. It was previously noted that, of the

six teachers in the study, Teacher 3 showed the least tendency toward
intefactiﬁg differently with children on the basis of performan?e
expectations. It is of interest that this teacher was also the’only one
to reveal an abstract belief orientation. It‘wouId be irresponsible,
however, to infer too much from these data. It was explained in an
earlier section that the interaction data from Classroom 3 was such that

sound conclusions regarding differential behavior could not be

-
{

. formulated. The classroom was characterized by relatively little publipf
interactibn. The teachgr's {instructional style tended to be one of
presenting material and directions to the entire group and then working
with children on an individual basis. The data thaf were collec;ed,
however, §uggested a situation ig which claésroom interaction patterns
were unrelated té tgacher perfo;mggfe expectations.
| It is not entirely unexpected that the TIB test dié not dis-

criminate teacher&type in this study. Harvey (1970) reports that

only a smail percentage of teachers (approximaééiy 7 percent)

appear to be functioning at a level of System 4 while a large

majority represent clear System 1 functioning or an admixture

of System 1 with System 3. (p. 80)

And Jeffares (1973) used the instrument with 21 teachers and fo

Y

N\
—



percent were classified as System 1 while only 14 percent were class- ¢

ified as System 4. This would indicat that the findings in th¢ present

study might be a function of the small srmple.

Findings Related to the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Invent (MTAI)
‘ /

The MTAI was designed to measure attitudes which predict how Q

well a teacher will get along in interpersonal relationships with pupils.

The results for all six teachers are presented in Table 33.
Scores are reported as percentile ranks. Inspection of\fhis table
reveals that the MTAI did not discriminate among teacher type. All six

teachers were near, or above, the upper quantile rank.

Table 33

Percentile Ranks of Teachers on the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude Inventory ’

Teacher by Type and Classroom

S

: : ) No
Proactive  Reactive Overreactive Classification

; . 2 1 6 5 3 4
Percentile rank 88 73 86 713 16 - 7%

Agaiﬁ,'it is not entirely unexpected that the MTAI did not
discriminate teacher-type. The naturé of sample selection (i\g.,
volunteer)ic0uld well be related to the consistently high scores

obtained.

Summary: Teacher Type and Teacher Characteristics
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The purpose df this phase of the study was to provide initial
investigation into relationships between selected teacher characteristics
and‘susceptibility to process expectation effects (i.e., teacher type)..
Teachers were classified according to the na* e of their interaction
with high end low expectancy.children. Scores on three psychological
tests were used to describe teacher characteristics. |

| The data revealed the following trends:

1. Six dimensions of the Sixteen Personality Factor Question—
naire revealed differences among teachers classified as proactive,

reactive, and overreactive. In general, these differences were consist- ~

ent with what might have been expected on the basis of findings

-
&

relating to classroom interaction patternst

2. Scores on the This I Believe test and scores on the
Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory failed to differentiate subjects
according to teacher type. One trend, however, occurred with regard>to
scdres on the This I Believe test. The teacnex who showed the least
tendency to treat chi}dren differentially on the basis of performance
expectations revealed a belieffsystem markedly different from the other
five: Fornreasons discnSBed above, however, little confidence can be
placed in this finding. ) N )

”3. The latter two tests (TIB MTAI), for different reasons,
were particularly susceptible to the small volunteer sample used in the .
study. <

In concluding tnis section, it would eeem prudentvto caution the
reader with regard to the interpretation ofufindings reported and

discussed above. Findings represent trends in the data. Ko statistical



analysis was performed to detefmiﬁe levels of statistical significance.
Also/ findings were based_qn a small sample of_teachers. Two of the
three teacher categeries included onl- e subject. For these reasons,
the: findings indicate only that teachers inlthis study differed in the
ways described. Nb‘generalization to a larger population of teachefs is
possible. Findings are suggestive of associations that might be'worthy

of pursuit in a large study usiwéhmore sophisticated procedures.

SUMMARY

In this chapter, the findings relating to the two phases of

the study were reported and discussed. The first phase of the study
investigated relationships between differential teacher expectations

and the nature of teacher-pupil interaction. The data were analyzed by
classroom. Briefly, the aealysis revealed that differential teacher

: behavio: based on performance expeetations was evident in the classrooms
under investigation bet.thaﬁ the extent and nature .of such gehaQior
varied considerable from teacher to teaeher; Generally, differential

.behavior took the form of either,hiéh or low expectancy groups being

afforded greater-.opportunity to participate in the work-related 1ife of

122

the classroom. Few qualitative differences were found in the study. This’

was due, in part, to data limitations. The nature of differentiai |
Sekhavior was such that four of the six teachers could be categorized
according to classifications hypothesized by Brophy and Good (1974).
This c%assification provived a convenient vehicle fo; eenceptualizing
overall findings and facilitating chelsecond phase of the study. -

The second phase of the study, investigated relationships between
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teacﬁer differential behavior and scores on th?ee psychological tests
purporting to measure dimensions of personality. Teacher scores oﬁ the
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire, the This I Believe Test, and
the Minnesota Teacher Atﬁitude Inventory were inspected to determine if
any of the dimensions measured differentiated according to teachér type
(i.e., proactive, reactive, overreactive). The analysis revealed that
scores on six factors 6f the 16 PF discriminated on this basis. The
proactive. teacher and the overreactive teacher were similar to one
another and different from the ;eactive teachers on four personality
traits measured by the 16 PF. They differed from omne another on two
‘other traits. Scores on the This I Believe Test and the Minnesota
Teacher Attitude Inventory failed to discriminate on the ﬂanis of
teacher type.

Chapter»S Qili summarize the gtudy and present conclusions and

recommendations based on the findings.
T,



Chapter 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, "AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This éhapter is presented in three sections. The first section
provides a summary of the investigation; the second section presents
conclusions which have been drawn from the findings; the final section

makes recommendations for future research.
SUMMARY

Rosenthal's. controversial Oak Hill experiment stimulated consider-

'able research in the &darea of teaéher expectations. Since 1968, a variefy

o

pf’paradigms have been used to investigate different aspects of the self-
fulfilling ptophecy hy;;EFEEIB. Although the findings of this body of
research are mixed, the‘evidence appears to welgh in favor of the
existence of expectation effects. The most convincingbevidence derives
from research invplviqg naturally formed teaéhgr expectations and using
process measures as dependen; variabies. A considerable number of
studies have repdrted that teachers interact more frequently and more
pbsitively with.children for whom they hold high performance expectations.
Recent research by ﬁ;ophy, Good, and colleagues, however, indicates

that such behavior is far from universal.v Accuﬁulated evidence from a
series\§f investigations by theée reseﬁrchers demonettated that teachers
’différ coﬁsiderably in eitent ;nd nature of susceptibility to expectation

effects. On the basis of evidence collected in this research, they

hypothesized three general teacher types with regard to such suséept-
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o

ibility. These types are: (1) proactive teachers who tend to initiate
more interaction with low expectancy children, possibly in an attempt to
compensate for the.greater attention usually demanded by high expectaﬁcy
children; (25 reactive teachers who tend simply to react passivély to
pupil behavior, thus allowing high expectancy children, by virtue of
fheir initiative and.ability, to dominate classrobm interaction‘bat;erns;
and (3) overreactive teachers who not only allow high expectancy
children to dominate interaction as a result of their own initiative,

but actually exacerbate differences by initiating more interaction with

them.

The Problem

| Research investigating aspects of this differential susceptibility
phenomenon.has not been extensivé. The actual number of teachérs and
contéxts represen:ed in the research has been relatively small; and no
studies have attempted to identify peréonal attributes of Feachers_that
are related to diffefential susceptibility.

Thebpurpose of the present study was two-fold. The major purpose
was to lnvestigate relationships between teacher expectatioﬁs and teacher-
pupil ingeraction. The particular emphasis was to determine whether
teachers differ with regard to extent and nature oflsuéceptibility to
Expectation effects'and,‘if so, to describe such differences. The second
purpose wgﬁ to provide initial investigation into relationships.between

_teacher characteristics and teacher susceptibility to expectation 3 _

effects.

Methodology



The fellowing procedures were followed in the conduct of the
study: |

1. A volunteer samples of six teachers, one at each of the first,
third, and sixth gradedlevels in two schools, was identified for use in
the study. |

2."Three‘coders were trained in the use of the Brophy-Good
Teacher—Pdpil Dyadic Interaction Classroom Observation System.

3. Following a period of familiarization in classrooms, teacher-

pupil interaction data were collected at selected times over a two week o

a

period.' .

4. Following the collection of interaction data,-teachers were
requested to rank students in-order of expected achievement. High
expectancy children were 1dentif1ed as those ranked in the top one—third
of the class. Low expectancy ‘children were identiﬁded as those ranked
in the bottom one-third of the class.

5.. Teacher presage data was collected'through the administration
of the Sixteen Pereonelity Factor Questiodnaire, the This I Believe Test,

and the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory. Administrations were

carried out following the collection of interaction data.

Analysis
The study required two stages of analysis.' In the first stage,

telationships between teacher expectations and teacher-pupil interaction
were investigated. Meesures.of teacher-pupil interaction were 33
variables derived from the;classroem observation system. Tbacher
,expectations were determined by teacher rankings of putils, Ipductive

(t test analysis) and descriptive (individual pupil data and expectancy

-
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froup percentages) statistics were used to describe interaction patterns
in each of the six classrooms. On the basis of these descriptions,
teachgrs were classified according to extené and nature of susceptibility
to expeqtation effects (i.e., proactiQe, reactive, overreactive).

In the second stage of analysis, scores obtained on three
psychological tests purporting to measure dimensions of personali£§ (16
PF, TIB, MTAI) wgté used as measures of teacher characteristics and
teacher type‘classifications Qere used as indices of susceptibility to
expectation effects. Teachers were grouped according to type and scores
obtained on‘the-above tests were inspeéted in a search for prima facie
evidence of relationships between teacher characteristics and sﬁscept—

1bility to expectation effects. Descriptive procedures were used in this

phase of the study.
CONCLUSIONS

AThe'sample of teachers used in the study was small and voluntary
.in natufe. The findipgs of the study were based on. trends in the data
th;i'dié not necessarily imply stafistical significance. -For these.
reasons, findings for individuai teachers must be interpreted.9§0tiously
and no‘generalizétions aBout the popu}ation of tgachers from which the
sample was drawn can be ﬁadg. The following éonclusiqqg,\which ;te based
onvfindiﬁgs presented and discussed in Chépter 4, must be:viewed'in the

light of these qualifications.

- Teacher Expectations and Teacher-Pﬁpil Interaction

1. The typologies of teaching reaction (i.e., proactiye,

reactive, overreaétive) hypothesized by Brophy and Good (1974) appear
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to_be appropriate‘claeaificstion for use in research. Although not

developéd for this purpose; they ﬁrovide a convenient basis for
conceptualizing overall classroom interaction patterns and for grouping
'teachers for further study. Four of the teachers in thevpresent sfudy
were clasgsified according to type. Two were not claesifiable.v

In one case, however, }t wvag for want of sufficient data and.in the other
it was the reluctance of ﬁhe researcher to stretch an obvioualy flexible
classification system. Teachér 4 manifested many'of‘the chatacteristics
of the proacpive teacher, but the data did not indicate that she was
compensating for high expectancy children deman&ing more of her
attention. |

2. Differeptial teacher behavior based on'expectations for

pupil performance is not universal but is characteristic of some teachers.

Thre - of the six teachers in the study tended to behave differently

‘toward children on the basis of expectations. Three showed no such

—

indlinatién.»lThis finding 18 consistent with findings reportedﬁgy

Evertgah,EBrophy, and Good (1972; 1973) and-Brophy,,Evertgon, Harris,
‘and Good (1972). ’
3. . When expectation eféecks are evident, they do not aléafs

take the form of teachers favoring high expectancy children. In the

bresenf study,;two of the three téachers who revealed tendencies toward
differential behavior interacted more frequently with low expectancy
children. This'finding is somewhat at odda‘Qith early research in thg
field. Such research was almﬁst unanimou; in reporting that teachers
iriteracted more frequently and more positively with children for whom

high expectations were held (see Chapter 2). It receives support,
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however, from much of the research in the Brophy;Good tradition. A
nuéber of these studies have also reported Hifferencee in the direction
of expectation effects. |

4. The final concluéion relating to this.phase of the investi-
gation serves to underscore an observation made by nume rous peop1e>
involved in classroom research (e.g.,.Rosenshine and Furst, 1973; Dunkin

end Biddle, 1974; Berliner, 1976). 'Namely; that teacher behavior,

pupil behavior, and thus teacher—pupil interaction patterns are

influenced by a multitude of factors. Expectations for pupil performance

appear to be one of these factors but it is obviously not the only one.
This fact was i1llustrated in the present. study. Findings reveelec that
some children experienced interaction with the teacher that was more
characteristic of the expectancy group of which they were not a member.
Further, within-group interaction patterns were often very discrepant.

’

fTeaching is a very complex set of events that can not be. easily under-

stood" (Berliner, 1976, p- 12). -

Teacher Characteristics and Differential Teacher Behavior

The major conclusion drawn from this phase of the study was that

scores on six dimensions of the Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire

appear to differentiate teachers according to teacher type (i.e.,

proactive, reactive, overreactive) and therefore warrant further

B

investigation.

Test scores indicated that the proactive teacher and the over-
reactive teacher différed from one another in that the former appeared to
be more'trusting, more adaptable, more concerned about other people, and

less involved in her own ego. This finding seems consistent with the -
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proactive teacher's tendency to(devote more time and effort to assuring
that children with less potential achieve optimal success.

Teat scores also suggest that the proactive teacher and the
overreactive teacher were similar to one another and different from the
reactive teachers in the follqying ways:

1. They appeared to be more perceptive and dominated to a
greater extent by a sense of duty. Again, this finaing might be con-
sidergd consistent with observed classroom behavior. _Bbth teacher types
assume initiative in controlling classroom interaction patterns. Being
more perceptive might suggest that they‘are better able to recognize
which childrén are initiating the most interaction during the rapid flow
of classroom events. Being dominated by a greater seﬁse of duty might
suggest a reason fo;;theix tendency to gain and maintain control of
interaction patterns. it istposgible that role definition dictates
their choice as. to vhether to afford high or low expectancy children the
greater gttention. |

- 2. They both scored low'on the personality dimension relating
to assertiveness and indeﬁendent—mindedness.’ Réactive teachers scored
high on this dimehsion. This finding appears somewhat discrepdnt with
what could be expected. It m%ght be, however, that reactive teachers
are influenced to some extent by a belief that children‘should be more -
assertive in creating interaction opportunity én thgir own initiative
(i.e., be more like'themselves). This would help%expiain‘why they do
‘fiot compensate directly for the greater interaction. initlated Ey hiéﬁ
expectancy children. | |

3. They both scored lower on the conservatiQe—experimenting



dimension of personality than did the reactive teachers. Again, this
finding appears somewhat discrepant with what might be expected on the

basis of classroom interaction patterns.

RECOMMENDAT LONS T |
%

There 1s considerable evidence éf a relationship between
différential.teacher behavior and expectations for.individual pupil
performance. Kno@}edge concerning many aspects'of this relationship,
however, is incomplete. There is need for continu;d research in the
' field. Recommendations projectéd from the present study are discussed
in this section. ," .

1. Further ;esearch examining the ways teachers communicate
performance expectations to gpildren is recommended. Classroom coding

. R .
systems do not capture all aspects of teacher behavior through which
éxpéctations might be communicated. The tone of voice used in asking.a
question, the amount of time the teacher is prepared to wait for a '
child's answer, and the multitude of non—Qerbal me;sages that ' teachers
transmit to.children are examples. It would be useful to combine
ethnographic procedures with observation instruments to obtain a more
compietL description of teacher behaviof~which has the potential of

communicating'performance'exﬁectations.

2. Teacher presage variables have a poor performance record in

educatior. ' research. The need to better understand the antecedents of

differenti-1 teacher'behavior, however, dictates that effort in this
area continue. The present study produced-prima facie evidence of
relationships between the ndture of differential behavior and dimensions

of peréonality measured by the 16 PF. Studies designed to rep};cate
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these findings seem warranted. It 1s recommended that large sample

studies be conducted in an attempt to further identify personal

e

attributes of teachers which are relatedbto differehtial behavior.

3. There is a need for research designed to investigate
teacher motives underlying differential behay}of. It would be valuable
‘to de;efmine whether teachers are aware of behaving differentially and,
if they are, what motives they have for such behavior. ¢E%lwod1d seem
inadequate to formulate explanatory theory withouf direct teacher input.
Studies combining classroom observation and épen—ended interiiews,designed
‘té reveal conscious and unconscious motives' are recommendeé.

4. Differential behavior\;s influenced by factors other than
éxpectations for pupil~performance.' It ;quld seem that the prediction ©
of such-béhavigrnwouid be enhancgdkif performance expectations were
studied in combination with other féctors known or s. ected to influence
teacher behavior. Some of these factbrs are impliea in recommendations
(2) andw(3); others might inclﬁde pupil sex, pupil soclo-economic status,
pupil attitude towardfclassfoom activity, and 4 variety of contextual
variables. Reséarch usiné multiple regression techniqueé and designed.
to predict differential behavior is recommended.

5. The relationship between teacher expectalions and differ-
ential behavior is oniy of concern 1f it affects éhildren. To date
there has been little research Z;signed to examine the effect of
di rential teachér behavior on pupil attainment. Research in this area
1s nceded. It is recomﬁended that large sample studieéibe undertaken to

investigate the effect of differential teacher behavior on such product

measures as academic achievement, self—concept, and attitude toward
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school.

6. The fipal recommendation also relates to the effect of
differential behavior.":It would appear th§t~8uch behavior might in-
fluence pupil attainment in two ways; directly through the amount of
teacher attention afforded the child and indirectly through the child
internalizing expecations that are communicated by the teacher. ~In
order for the latter situation to existf:the child must perceive teacher
bghavior as the commuﬂication’of performance exbectations. To observe
teacher behavior and infer that it constitutes communication of |
performance expectations would seem inadequate. Studies are needed
that investigate children's perceptioné of teachér classroom behavior.
A variety of prcedures might be used. Questionnaire, interview, and

stimulated recall techniques are possibilities.
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Sample Timetable for ONE Teacher

Week Monday ] Tuesdiw Wednesday Thursday Friday

1 week informal observation for purposes of

1 familiarization
1%/2 a.m.
observing '
» .
L BEPiBsob
.3 o
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.APPENDIX B

DESCRIPTION OF CATEGORIES IN THE CLASSkOOM
OBSERVATION SYSTEM

Section I. Summary of Categories in the

: Expanded Brophy-Good Teacher-
Pupil Dyadic Interaction

Classroom Observation System

Section II. Definitions of One Modified
Category and Two New Categories °
in the Expanded Brophy-Good
Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction
Classroom Observation System

“
3
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SECTION I

Summary of Categories in the Expanded Brophy-Good
Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction Classroom
- Observation System

The major aspects of classroom life coded by this system are
represented by the four cells in the diagram appearing below. Within
each cell are the sub-categories of those four aspects which are then
further broken down into still smaller units.

Public response Private dyadic
) opportunities teacher-pupil contacts
]
A. C.
. I. Work-related
Teacher II. Personal
afforded I1I. Procedure-related

IV. Behavior-related
V. Don't know

B. D.
. I. Student Initiated I. Work-related
Student Questions IT. Personal-related
" initiated . | II. Student Initiated| III. Don't know
' Comments

A. Teacher Afforded Response Opportﬁnities
The three key aspects of this category of classroom event are:

(a) they are public'interactions'betWeen the teacher and a
child, intended to be monitored by the class or group with
which the teacher is working;

(b) they~occur_when the teacher asks a question reqﬁiring
either a verbal or nonverbal response;

(c) only one child makes the response.

For each response opportunity that is coded, information has to be

checked off in ‘each of four subcategories: (1) type of response
opportunity; (2) level of question asked; (3) quality of child's
answer; (4) nature of the teacher's feedback reaction.
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(1)

(2)

N w

Types of response opportunity

Predesignated (PRE):

Non volunteer (N. VOL):

Volunteer (VOL):

Called out (CALL):

» S

Level of question aske

Procesé ;?CSS):

/s
/

s
s

4

Product (PROD):

" Choice (CHOIS):

Self Reference (SELF REF) :

Opinion:

. presented.

_(EXP).

teacher names the child first and
then asks a question;

teacher asks a.question first but
calls for a response from a child
who has not raised his hand;

teacher asks a question first and
invites a response from a child with
hand raised;

teacher asks a question but a child
calls out the answer before the
teacher has a chance .to select a
respondent; the teacher nevertheless
responds to the child who called out
the answer. R

question requiring studeht to integrate
facts or show knowledge of their
reldtionships.

question for which a specific correct

. answer isvgqyght.
l‘kf L

question requiring an answer to be
selected from one of the Wlternatives

question requiring child to make a
non-academic contribution to the class-~
room discussion. This type of question
has then to be further classified as

- gubject-matter related (SUB) or non

subject-matter related (NON SUB) and -
then whether it requires the child to
show a preference (PREF) or to give

information about his past experience

ol

" question requiring student to take a-

position on an issue or to predict” the
outcome of an experiment or hypo- -

_thetical situation. If the ¢hild

gives no response (NR) this is coded.

. On the other hand if the child does

respond, the teacher's reaction to



148

the answer is coded: 1f 1t is praised
(#), criticized (-), ignored (0),
accepted (ACPT), integrated (INTEG
into the ongoing discussion, or 1f
the teacher disagrees (DISAG) with

¢ o the child's opinion.

(3) Quality of child's answer

The child's answer is coded as correct (+), partially correct
(#), incorrect (-), or no res onse mse (NR) but, if the child
indicates that he doesn't know, this item of information is
also coded.

(4) Nature of the teacher's feedback response.l

The teacher's react.on to the child's response has been
categorized as terminal or sustaining. Reaction which is
terminal, that is, it has the effect of terminating the inter-
action with the chilg could be one_of seven types. - The
teache: -ay praise (+), criticize (-), provide no response (NR)
give prucess feedback (CSS), give the correct answer (GIV ANS),
ask another (ASK OTH) child for the answer, or the answer may
-be called out (CALL) by another student. Reaction which is ‘
sustainiglf, that is, it has the effect of prolongimg the inter-
action, could be one of three kinds. The teacher may repea

the question (REPT Q), rephrase the question or give a clue
(REP or CLU), or ask a new question (NEW Q).

- B, Student Initiated Response Opportunities
I. Student Initiated Que-tions :

This category of response opportunity i8 used if the student

.- asks the ‘teacher a question regarding the ‘subject matter under

’ gdiscussion ‘or:some other matter. If the student calls out

A thq‘qﬁlltinn v1thout prior teacher approval, this

'”f o&nt*is‘ ed ‘and_also if the question 1is relevant (REL) or-

Afrelev !KELJ‘ Two kinds of teacher reaction to the

' ib and criticism (-), are coded if they

80 typea of teacher geedback. The teacher may

b “feedback (0) (1.e. ignore the question), delay

Tt (DELAY)« er -4nser, not accept (RACPT) it into the discussionm,
- . proyide . s brief or long answer or she may redirect (RDRCT)

D fﬂthe §ueocion to,another student. Three other categories

YL

"J; fis'ﬂf- lHodifications to the aubcategoriea ‘of teacher feedback as
,ﬁ' “def;ned in ‘the Expanded Brophy-Good System were made and are reported
iq Appendix !, Section II.

8 o~
Sod
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praise (1), criticism (:), and warning (WARN) are provided
if the teacher makes a reaction related to the student's
behavior in initiating the question.

II. Student Initiated Comments -

The details surrounding a student initiated comment that are
coded are very similar to those for a student initiated .
question. All but three teacher response categories, brief,
long, and redirect (RDRCT) are retained. They are replaced
by another three: : The teacher may accept (ACPT) the student
comment, integrate (INTEG) it into the class discussion, or
may use it to shift the direction of the class discussion.

Teacher Afforded Dyadic Contacts
I." Teacher Afforded Contacts (ﬁbrk—related)

These are instances when the teacher makes private contact
with an individual child about his work. Several features

of these contacts are coded. The contact may be lon ng,

brief or it may be onme in which the teacher just observes
(0BSV) without entering into verbal interaction. ~  the
contact is a long or brief one, praise (+) ¢ critfcism -)

is coded also ‘if.the teacher's comments incluue suc: “reactions.
A don't know (?) category is used if the interaction between
teacher and child is not audible to the code:.

II1. Teacher Afforded Contacts (Pgrsonal)

These .ontacts do not involve either work content or pro-
cedur- but are of a strictly personal nature.

III. Teacher Afforded Contacts (Ptocgdure-related)

Within this category a distinction is made between those
instances when a teacher seeks a favor (child helps in
running the classroom) and those in which the request have
to do with getting the child ready to work. The latter are
coded as management (MANAG). Thank you (THANKS) 1is coded
if the teacher thanks the child following the management

or favor request. > o Bt

ﬁi*faﬁpyeaﬁhgr Afforded Contacts (Behavior-related)

Y This cntegory 1§ used vhenever the teacher makes some ..\

:i4%vylpco-nent on- the child’ i classroom behavior. They are; sub-
)

ivided 1nto:g£aise ( , non-verbal intervation (RVI),

&' (WARN), and criticism (-). Errors which the teacher
aﬁkzs when’ warning a child are also noted. Threerkinds of
errors, target errors (TARG), ti-;gg;etrors (TDM), and .
overreactions (OVERT) are coded. The no error category is
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used whenever the teacher does not make one of the three
errors. Provision also exists far the coder to recrod his
uncertainty (?) if he is not sure that an error has occurred.

Don't know (?) 1s coded if the teacher-pupil communication
is inaudible to the coder and the coder is unable to deter-
mine which of the above four types of teacher afforded
contacts is occurring.

Student Initiated Dyadic Teacher-Pupil Contacts
(referred to as Child Created Contacts on the coding sheets)

1I.

III.

> ,
Child Created Contacts (Work-related)

This type of contact mny relnte to work content (COR?) or
work procedures (PROC) The teacher's feedback to, the child
is also coded, whether the teacher offers praise (i) or
criticism (<), and ‘hether the centact is brief, long, or
delayed (DFLAY) by the teacher

Child Created Contacts (Personal—related)

A
In this category there are two first-order divisions,
experience ‘(EXP) sharing and procedural (PROC). All experi-
ence sharing contacts are personal onés. in which the student
contacts the teacher to tell him something which is not
related to either classroom work or procedure. The teacher's
response 1s coded as either acknowledged (ACK) (i.e. the
contact is acknowledged by the teacher) or delay (i.e. the
teacher indicates she is unable to listen or talk to the
pupil at that time). : :

A procedural contact occurs shen the pupil is making a
request, offers to do an e~> -, or reminds the teacher of
something, The teacher's reaction is coded as grant or
non-grant (N GRANT) (teacher has or has not granted the
request) or as delay.

Don'i'Know

If the coumunication in the child created qpntact is
knaudibleyto the coder, the don' t know (&)) colunn is used.
{ :

Dl
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/ SECTION II

Definitions of One Modified Category and Two New Categories in
the Explnded Brophy-Good Teacher-Pupil Dyadic Interaction
Classroom Observation System

No Feedback Reactian (O)

. This caiegory of terminal teacher 1. <k in the Brophy-
Good system has been restricted in meaning in this study. This part
of the original statement now embodies its full meaning.

\gim‘,

"If the teacher makes no response whatsoever following =
the child's answer to the question, he is coded for
no feedback reaction (0). This means that he makes no
verbal response to the child and does not communicate
affirmation or negation by shaking his head in respomse
to the answer. Instead, he merely moves on to something

| else, perhaps by starting to make a new point or by asking

} another child a question. Most coders will be surprised
to find that this category is used much more often than

% they had expected. It frequently happens that the teacher
makes no ._edback reactidh at all to the child's answer,
especially in fast movinéﬁqueation drills where he is
pushing to get correct’ answers in an impersonal fashion
without paying attention to the individual child giving the
answer" (Brophy & Good, 1979, P. 17). .

Affirmative Teacher Reaction (AFFIRM)

, This category of teacher reaction within an academic response
opportunity is deff d as a terminal teachgi reaction which 8 not
go beyond the leve. -7 simple affirmation. “The teacher simp 1
indicates that the .hild has given a correct response. He does not - :
communicate a8 warm personal reaction to the child. There 1is merely A

" an impersonal communication of informatIon. For example, the teacher

repeats the student's answer or thanks the pupil without explicity or
implicit praise. The teacher's intent is to terminate student

involvement.

Hepeats Student Statement (REP Sé)

" This is an additional category in the set of teacher reactions
in academic response opportunities described as sustaining. In this A
category are to be coded all those instances when the teacher repeats
the child's answer in a quizzical manner without indicating whether
he considers it to be correct or incorrect, or when the teacher
restates the pupil answer for the purpose of having the student con-
firm what he had just said. The principal criterion to be used in
distinguishing a Repeatn Student state-nnt is vhether the tenchet
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intention was to sustain the student's involvement by having the
pupil clarify for himself and/or for others the meaning of his previous

response.
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Teacher Ihterviev Protocols

Instructions for Interviewer
'

The purpose of the teacher interview is to obtain information about

- certain teacher attitudes and expectations. In particular, it is designed
to provide data concerning the teacher's perception of ‘his (her) role as

a teacher, his (her) class as a group, and individual pupils within his
(her) class.

1. Since the objective of the interview is to discover what the teacher
' thinks and feels, it is important that the interviewer does not cue
the teacher to give "acceptable" answers. the interviewer should be
particularly careful to avoid asking leading questions and reacting
in a judgemental way to teacher responses.

2, It is important that the teacher feel comfortable about discussing
his (her) class and program. To achieve this goal it will be necessary
for the interviewer to establish a relaxed, friendly and supportive
atmosphere prior to and during the interviev.

3. The 1nterviewer will note that most questions have a number of
sequential parts. In some cases the teacher will "take of f" in
response to the initial question and provide answers to subsequent
partd.  In other cases it will be necessary to work through each part
of the question until all information has been obtained. It is
important that we obtain complete answers. The interviewer must
concentrate on the teacher's communication and allow himself when
necessary to depart from the protocol questions fofjthe purpose of
satisfying the intent of the question. R . '

e .

4. The interview is to be carried out in two parts. Part I is to be
conducted early in the first week of classroom observation. Part II
is to be conducted during the £ week of data collection, after
classroom observation has been completed. Please tape each interview
and label the tape acéording to date, Part I or II, and teagher's
name. Please deliver the tape to Dave along with forms A, B, C, and D.

Interviewers Introduction

In our first interview, you told me a number of things about your
class and your program. -You might recall, however, that we didn't talk
very much about individual children. Today I want to ask you some questions
that pertain to individual children.

1. I have three tasks I'd like you to- complete relative to the children
: in your class. They all hnve to do with giving your impressions of
individual children.

-+



a) On this sheet (PROVIDE FORM A) would you rank the children in-
your class according to the extent to which you think they will
achieve in school. ‘

NOTE: The instructions for ranking have “een kept deliberately

vague to encourage teachers to use their own subjective criteria in

~making judgements. Should teachers ask about criteria for ranking,

the interviewer will indicate that they should base ranking on their
own per :ption of achievement.

b) On this sheet (PROVIDE FORM B) would you now rate each child in}
accordance with your judgement as to his usual attitude to
classroom activities.

c) On this sheet (PROVIDE FORM C) would you now rate each child in
accordance with your judgement as to his or her academic ability.

NOTE: As teacher is completing Forms B and C, the interviewer will
examine Form A and identify the three students ranked highes and
the three students ranked lowest.

BN

I notice ﬁhat you have ranked A, B, and C as highest and X, Y, and
Z as lowest in terms of how well you think they will do in school. -
Could you give me your reasons for these choices?

- What factors entered into your decieion?

'~ What special characteristics do these children poesess or lack?

- Do you feel that these are permanent or temporary conditions?
- How long do you feel they will continue to do well or poorly in
school?

é)
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FORM A

“Please rank the childrfn in your class according to the extent to which
you think they will do‘well in school. '

CHILDREN | RANKING

2 (Y]




- 23.

-27.

. 30.

FORM B

ATTITUDFS TOWARD CLASSROOM ACTIVITY

Please rate each child by checking the column that ‘indicates his usual reaction

to classroom activities. Please comment in any case where you fecl your comments
would help to glve a more complete picture of the child's attitude and reaction.

NAME OF CHILD P g @ COMMENTS

18.

19..

20.

21.

22.

24,

25.

28.

29.
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. 18,

- FORM C

ACADEMIC ABILITY

Please rate each child by checking the column that best indicates the child's

academic ability. Please comment in any case where you feel your comments
would help to give a more complete picture of the child's academic ability.

A ‘ d
“» o . av
b S0 @\’OQ”" Ay

. LGN A
£ :
NAME OF CHILD Vv Y . COMMENTS

16.

17. . o

19.

20.

22. N '

24.

25.

—26 .

27.

28, ) /s

29, . : : . ¢

30.
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Séction I. Descriptions of Belief Systems
Section II. Descriptions of Auxiliary Dimensioﬂs )
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Description of Belief Systems (This I Believe Test)

a1
(R )

System 1

Characterized, accprding to theoretical notions, by a strong need for
structure; rigid adherence to rules, authorities, and values which provide
_structure; and rejéétion of environmental inputs which are dissonant with
the individual's organized modes of interpretation. e S
. . ~ 3

TIB responses tend to be stated in & definite, hard-and-fast manner, showing
1ittle doubt in the subject's mind about how he feels. The content shows
adherence to norms and practices approved by soclety or prestige authorities,

a negative reaction to rule-bteaking, and polarized evaluations. Heavy
reliance on authority is demonstrated by highly favorable attitudes toward
religion, law, parents, friends. Other pcople must meet rigid standards of
acceptability, operating in terms of the general behavioral principles of

the subject. Religion is a highly consisten concern, serving-as a base for

the belief system in all aspects of life in meny cases. This referent t- .ds
_to elicit the most clear-cut System 1 response//éf all the referents.

System 1's often demonstrate strong ingroup~0utgroup feelings, express«
intense hostility and negative feelings on/the content of some referents.
. In order to avoild confusion with Systemf2 responses that appear similar

~ because of their negativity, it is necessary to evaluate such resp .seu
within the total context of all the responses.

The overall impression of System 1's is that of a person who has definite
stands on every topic, states them evaluatively and unequivocally, and .
rejects things 1f they do not meet his high standards or ideals of perfectionm.
The reader may feel that this subject fs rather hostile toward his environ-
ment and other people, but there is an underlying sense of stable acceptance
of things as they should (ought, must, etc.) be by his standards. The words,
"everything", "all", "completely", "best", "worst", etc., are all words that
indicate the extreme, clear-cut, definite aspects of existence as this person
sees it. Uncertainty is anathema to a System 1, and both content and structure
in his responses demonstrate his drive to- teject uncertainty and to find and
maintain certainty in his environment.

" _

System 2 ; ﬁ f .

Characterized by terms highly similar to those of System 1 except for a
reversal of certain central aspects of content. The structural aspects
are similar, and the responses indicate rigiaity, simplicity, consistency

and exclusivity.

This subject has the same drive for certainty as the System 1, but seems
unable .to rely on his world to find it. - Hence, he seems to obtain certainty
by rejecting ‘his world, as though negating it provides his only source of



certainty. The reader will find a rejection of or hostile attitude toward
“authority refcrents, idealistic notions, most American standards and values,
and most other people. Not all people are rejected, however, since this
subject makes positive statements about the underdog, the loner, minority
groups and individuality. Conversely, he makes negative statements about
elements that might do harm to these people and attributes.

There 1s a strong rejection of religion, people, government, and, mo:.e

subtly, ties and obligations and other freedom—restraining devices. This
subject reacts negatively to these ideas, yet cannot ignore them. He

speaks of the importance of ‘close friendship, but suspects most peopl: 2

seemn to offer it, He tends to be factual and hard-nosed rather than idealistic
about the world, requiring a need for structure similar to that observed

in the System 1 person.

Overall, the System 2 person appears extremely hostile and rejecting,
concrete-minded, non-analytic toward his environment, and a categorical
acceptor or rejector in terms of pre-establighed negativity. His responses
may be quite novel, but often they are inappropriately so and tbug turn
out to be more clever than creative.

System 3

The chief locus of satisfaction for a System 3 tends to be his relation

with other people. His responses reflect the central importance of people,
and he 4 ts“and voices the values of the people with whom he is in comtact
at the t rather than initiating behaviors or expressing beliefs that are
contrary M6 the present group.

TIB responses generally lack any ‘expression of negative feelings. There is
a strong tendency to deal with the world through its superficial aspect,
expressed in the,use of clichés rather than directly. Relationships with
people are brought in to the answers even when TIB referents do not
necessarily call for them. Generally, the only negative reaction will be to
& referent indicating harm or injury to other people.

The responses of these subjects are more complex, varied and abstract than
Systems 1 and 2. These people are typically rather sophisticated in dealing
with their world and do not demonstrate a hard-and-fast rigidity in responses
to the referents.  Though the repeated emphasis on interpersonal relations
may at- first appear to be a rigid response tendency, analysis shows a great
deal of flexibility and openness in the System 3's responses, while remaining
sen.itive to the evidence of person-oriented content. These individuals

end to manifest many distinctions in their thinking, but most of these are
based on the "in-thing" and show little integration or synthesis.

/ ; . hd
The overall impression generated by the responses of System 3 persons is
one of 1 positive attitude toward situations and ideals which are beneficial

to people. ; ~

0
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System 4

~ "
Charactcrircﬂ by relative indcpendence from the environment, greater
reliability on internally-derived ctimulation, greater flexibility and
openness, isterest in (even seeking for) novelty, a relitive lack of
extreme cvqﬁuativeness or extreme acceptance-rejection_ behavior, the tendency
to be awarg of add to respond to referents in terms ff hnltiple alternatives
or interpretations.

Lpi:l reaponsea show a juxtaposition of diverse, often contrnlting elements.
There i+ ‘a lack of one-way evaluativeness; certainty and def{fiitenass in
conmitm?nt to a single way of perceiving a situatiow are typlcally not .
evident ‘in thase subjects. R

The ov rall impreasion of a System 4 person is one of conplcxity of iggu'bt'

"and fetling. Depth of connotative implications rather than superfic
stnteaent is most typical of these; Ss. They tend to show.novelty and
apprdpriatenesa and to synthesize the many differentiations they -nk.

/
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Description of Auxilinry Dimensions (This I Believe Test)

Openness - by which is meant the respondenta? presumed willingness

" o defensiveness.

to seriously entertain and possibly accept an idea contrary to his

own more central ones.

Candor - by which 1s meant the assumed forthrightness of self-hbn.tty
R

with vhich a response is made, which implies low denial and low

O

Evaluativeness - which refers to the tendency to make evaluative,

‘good-badﬁ right-wrong judgements, witﬁ obviously pejorative implications.

Y

Externalikz ~ which refers to the respondents' tendency to attribt

success, failure, or control of his actions to forces over which ,
‘ ) oo

has little or no control_ including such things as luck, other pe.

God aocial obstacles, etec.

gzggci - vhich 1ndicat¢s an expression of nihililn, that nothiﬂg
matters anyway, and in genetal that the world 13 a bunch of crap.
£ b

gpti sm - which refeta to an nasumed feeling of vell—being and, in

<

him/her: ' v

v

Complexity - which has to do with the number of gifferent themes

expressed together with their integration, which, 4in essence, equals

a kind of judged profundity or depth of thought. . ‘ N
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grasp, dull, ‘glven t§ concrete and literal interprek¥étion. His dullness .

of
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Capsule Descriptions of the Sixteen Primary Personality Pactors

A
Fnctos A: Reserved vs. Outgoing

The person who scores low (stcn of 1 to 3) on Factor A tends to be

stiff, cool, skeptical, and aloof. He likes things rather than people, . 'ﬁ§

working alone. and avoiding compromises of viewpoints. He is likely to
be precise and "rigid" in his way of doing things and in personal standards,
and in many occupations these are des%&able traits. He may tend, at times,
to be ctitical, obstructive, or hard. v 7 :
. v R : ’

The person ‘who scores high (sten of 8 to 1 da"%ctor A tends to be

goodnatured, easy-going, emotiouiilly expressive (h \Q::urally Affecto~-
=h

thymia), ready to cooperate, attegtive to people, ug{; rted, kindly, .
adaptable. He likes occupations dealing with peopl;wand sociaizy impressive -
situations. de readily forms active groups. He ¥ : rsonal

relations, léss afraid of criticism, befter able ;{5 il jnanes of people.
e DR

‘\‘ . .
i 4

Factor B: less Intelligent v8. Hore Intelligent

Therperson acorfhg lov ‘on Factor B tends‘gg be slow to learn and

may be simplz“ reflection of low inteiligonce, or it may ‘represent, yoor

Qe s

fuuttioning due to psychopathology. v L &

The person who scores high g Factor B tquds to 'be quick to gr
ideas, a fast learmer, intelligépg There is some correlation vithaievel

of culture, ‘and.:some with algztn:gf High scores contraindicate - - . ‘ .
detetioration 6f mental functions~in pathological conditions. Lo

o

R
f&ctor C: Affected By Feelings vs. Emotionally Stable

factox, & . "&\iv
s . .:, e~ )
The person who scores low an ‘Pactor. C tends to in fruattation ,
tolerance for unsatiaf;atoty condigions, ‘changeable and\ plastic, evading. o

necegsary - .ality d K neurotically fatigued, fretful, easily emotional

and’ yec active 1t ssatischtion, having neurotic symptoms (phobias,

sleep disturbances, psychosomatic complaints, etc.). Low Factor C score

is common to almost all forms of neurotic and some psychotic disorders. - Y
P 5

The person who scores high on Factor C tends to be emotionally

mature, stable, realistic about life, unruffled, possessing ego strength,

better able to maintain solid gfoup morale. , Sometimes he may be a person .

making a reeigned'adjustment*lto unsolved emotional problems.

*Shrewd clinical observxrs have pointed out that a good C level cometimes
enables a person to achieve effective adjustment despite an underlying

peychotic potential

.
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"Pactor E: Iumble vs. i-sertive

The person who sres low on Pactor E tends t gt
to be docile, and nform.  He 18 often debenden b
for obsessional ¢ ness. Thise passithy is part)
syndromes. f

“The person w . scores high on Factor E 18 assertive, aelf-nlaured
and independent-minded. He tends to be austere, a law to himself, hostile
or extrapunitive, authoritarian (nanaging others), and disregards luthority.

[ ]

Factor F: Sober vs. Bappy-go-lucky

The person who scores low on Factor F tends to be restrained,
reticent, introspective. He is sometimes dour, pessimistic, unduly
deliberate, and considered smug and primly correct by observers. He tends -
to be a sober, dependable person.

“ The person who scores high on this trait tends to be cheerful, active,
talkative, frank, expressive, effervescent, care-free. .'Re igq frequently
chosen as an elected leader. He may be implugive an% mgris:!‘ﬁ.

* i 5 SR

Fgctor G: Expedient vs. Conscientious

? 8 The person who scores low on Factor G tends to be unsteady in purpoce.

He 18 often casual and lacking effort for grotip undertakings and

. cultural demands. His freed from group influence may lead to anti-social
acts, but at times makés him* re effective, while his refusal to be bound
by rules cauee. him to have less aomatic upset from stress.

The pctson vho scores high on Factor G tends to be exact in.w
character, dominated by sense of duty, persevering, responsibfe, planful,
“£i1ls the uniforgiving minute"”. He is usually conscientious and
moralistic, and he prefers hard-working péople to witty companions. The

- s inner "categorical imperative" of this essential superego (in the
.psychoanalytic sense) sho.ld be diatinguished from the superficially
similar "social ideal s&lf" of Q+. P ,

A . _ \ . .
PN . - ¢ .
“.;Factor H: Shy vs. Venturesome '

N -

The person who scoteé low on-this trait tends tq be shy, withdrawing,
cautious, retiring, a '% .flower”. He usually has g:feriotity-feelings.k

« He tends te be slow an ed in speech and- in expressing himself,
dislikes occupations with perschdl contacts, prefers one or twp close
friends to large groups, and is not given to keeping in contact vith all
that ia going on around him, A -

¥

ot

“cig



The person who scores hipgh on Factor Nl 18 sociable, bold, recady
to try new things, spontancous, and abundant in emotional response.
His "thick~skinnedness' enables him to face wear and tear in dealing
with people and grueling emotional situations, without fatigue. Nlowever,
he can be careless of detail, ignore danger signals, and consume much
time talking. He tends .. be "pushy” and actively interested in the
opposite sex.

Factor I: Tough-minded vs. Tender-minded
. . f h Y -

The person wRo scores low on Factor I tends to be practical,
realistic, masculdne, independent, responsible, but skeptical of
‘subjective, culty elaborations. He is sometimes unmoved, hard,
cynical, smug. He tends to keep a group operaging on a practical and
realistic "no-nonsense" basis.

QK‘ Ihe person who scores high on Pactor I tends to be tender-minded,
day-dreaming, artistic, fastidious, feminine. He is sometimes demanding
of attention and help, impatient,.dependent, 1mpractica1. He dislikes
crude people and rough occupations. He tends to slow up group performance,
and to upset group morale by unrealistic fussiness.

A w o -

vﬁ&elTrusting vs. Suspicious

g :." PRSP
Pt o v
The Jperson who scores low on Fadtbr Lt tozbe free of jealous
tendenciés adaptable qﬁterful un-competiti €, concerned about other
‘people, a good team worker. ) . '\ e

The person who scores ﬁigh on Factor L tends to, be miatrnsting
and doubtful. He 1is often involved in his own ego, is self-opiniopated,
and intercsted in internal, mental life. He is usually deliberate in-
his -actions, unconcermed- about other people, a poor teax member. ..
P

L : : v -
Factor M: Practical vs. Imaginative - B :

The person who scores fow on Factor M tends to be anxious to do! the
right thzngs, attentive to practical matters, and subject to. the dictation
of what is obviously possible. Be ig concerned over detail, nble to keep
his head in emergencies, but sometimes unimaginative.

The person who seores- high on Fagtor M tends to be unconventional,
concerned over everyday matters, Bohemioh, selfqmotivated 1maginatively
creative, concerned with "essentials", amnd oblivicus of particular people
and physical realities. MHis inner-directed interests sometimds Nead to .
unrealistic situations accompanied by expressive outbursts. .His individ-
vality tends to cause him to be-rejected in group activities.
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" Factor N: Forthright vs. Shrewd

The patson who scores low on Factor N tends to be unsophisticated,
sentimental, and simple. He is sometimes crude and avkward, but easily
pleased and content with what comes, and is natural and spontaneous.

’ -+
~ The person who scores high on Fﬂ&tor N tends to be polished,

experienced, worldly, shrewd. He is often hardheaded and analytical. . Y N
He has an intellectual, unsentimental approach to situations, and .
-approach akih to cynicism. : :

Factor O: Placid vs. Apprehensive -}g o ’i

The person who scores low on Factor 0 tends to be placid. with
unshakable nerve. He has a mature, unanxious confidence In himself and
his capacity to deal with things. He 1s resilient -and secure, but to
the point of being insensitive of when a group is not ‘going along with .
him, so that he may evoke antipathies and distryst:’ i '
" The personiwho scores high on Factor O tends to be depréssed, moody, .
a vorrier, full of foreboding, and brbodigg. He has a childlike teidency
to anxiety in difficulties. He does not “feel accepted in groups or free
to participate. High Factor O.score 1% very common in clinical groups
of all types. :

»

» L 3
T

' Pactor Q3 Conservative vews

. ) Lo . cad B
The persbn who scores low pn’Fdctor Q 1s ¢ ent “in vhat he has-

" beer taught to believe, and accepts the “rried and True™, despite

inconsistencies, when something else might be better. Be is cautious ]

and compromising in regard to new ideas. Thus . he tends to oppose and .
‘ postpone change, is inclined to go along with traditionm, is8 more conser-

vative in religion and politics;:and tends not Co be interested in
. analytical "intellectual" thought. '

The person who scores high on Factor Q) tends to be interested in
fntellectual matters and has doubts on fundamental issues. BHe is skeptical
and inquiring regarding ideas, either old or new. He tends to be more
well informed, less inclined to moralize, more inclined to experiment
in life generally, and more tolerant of ;nconvqniencd and change.
, .
5, ' : -~ — .6./

Factor QZ: Group-d;pendent vs. Self—auffici;nt>

* The person who scores low on Factor Q2 prgfers to work and make .
decisions with other people, 1ikes and depends’ on social approval and
admiration. He tends to go along with the group and may be lacking in

/ S
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individual resoclution. He is not necessari . gregar-ious by choice;
rather he needs group support.

The person who scores high on Factor Q2 temperamentally inde-
pendent, accustomed to going‘his own way, makling declgions and taking
action on his own.. He discounts public opinion, but is not necessarily
cotinant in his relations with others (see Factor E). He does not

. dislike people but simply does. not need their agreement or support.

v N . P oy
DN P

Factor Q3 %la{ndisciplined Self-cohflict vs. -‘Cont‘rellled“ .

v The pefson who scores low on Pactdr Q3 will not be bothered vith

«vill control and regard for social demands. He-is not overly considerate,
?areful or paiPstaking. He may feel mal%djusted, and many maladjustments.
especially the affecti%e, but not the paranoid) show Q3— . .

w 3 ot A
The person who scores high on Factor Q3 tends to have strong control p
- of his emotlons and general behavior, is inclined to”be socially aware "y
. and careful, and evidences ‘what is ‘tqmmonly termed "self-respcct" and’. o
sqciﬁl reputation. He sometimes tends, however, to be obstinate.
ekaegs, and some paranoids, are; high on Q3. ¥ . .

Relaxed vs. Tense e .

i

x
) The person who scores low on, Factor Q4 tends to be: sedate, telnxed,,,-
+ composed, and satisfied (npt frustrated) In_some . situntions, his :
- oversatisfaction can lead to laziness.and low performance, in the sense
that low motivation produceﬁ little trial and error. <Conversely, high
tension level may disrupt school and work perfermance.: -

‘

F .3 N e .
The person who scores high on Pactor Qy tends to be tense, excitable,

restless, fretful, impatient. He is often fatigued, but umable to remain
dqactive. In\gtoups he ,takes & poor view of the degree of unity, ordér-

- liness, and leadership. BHis frustration tepresents an excegg of stimulated,
but undischarged, drive. , : %

[
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Capsule Descriptions of Four Second-order Personality Factors
- .

Factor QI: Introversion vs. Extraversion ' . .

The person who scores low on Factor Qy tends to be shy, self-
gufficient, and inhibited in interpersonal contacts. This oaf
éither a favorable or unfavorable finding, depending upon th€ Particular .
situation in which the person 1s expected to function; 'e.g., introversion
is a favorable predictor of precision workmanship.

The person who scores high on this factor is a socially outgoing,
uninhibited person, good at making and maintaining interpersonal contacts.
This can be very favorable in situations that call for this type of
temperament, e.g., salesmanship, but should not be considered necessarily
favorable as a general predictor, e. g., of acholastic ‘achievement.

- .

Fnctor QII. Low Anxiety ve. High Anxiety

The person who scores low on thia factor tends to he one whose life
i8 generally satisfying and one who is able to achievé,those things
that seem to him to be important. BHowever, an extremely low score can
mean lack of motivation for difficult tasks, as is generally shown in
studies relating anxiety to achievemeg&‘ %

The person who score high on t{g
situational, but it is probable that Retfe¥
he is disaatisfied with the degree to which'he is able to neet the
demands of life and to achieve what -he desires. Very high anxiety is
generally disruptive of performance and productive of. physical dis—
turbances. p i

Factor QIII: Tenderminded Bnotionality vs. Tough Poise

The person who scores low on Factor Qyyr is likely to be troubled
by pervasive emotionality, and may be of a discouraged, frustrated type.
He 1is, however, sensit#ﬂt to the subtleties of life, likely to be
artistic and rather gentle. If he has problems, they 9ften involve too
much thought and consideration before action is taken. =

Piy

ThaNperson who scores high on this factor ia 11ke19 to be an
enterprising, decisive, and resilient personality. Hovéver. he 1is
likely to miss the sy le relationships of life, and to orient his
behavior too much t g the obvious. If he has difficulties, they are
likely to involve rapid action with insufficent consideration and thought.

hY
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Factor QIV’: Subduedness vs. Independence

The person who scores low on Factor Qg 18 a group-dependent,
chastened, passive personality. He isjlikeYy to desire and need support
from other ‘persons, and likely to oriemt his behavior toward persons
who give such support. :

independent, daring, incisive person. He will seek those situations

The person who scores high on this factor tegds @be an aggressive,
&rewarded. and is

where such behavior is at least tolerated and possibl
likely to exhibit considerable initiative.

'
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Intercoder Rellabllity Mcasures Obtai.ncd puring Training with the
" Low Inference Classroom Observation System
Percentage Agreemert
Coders 1 ¢ 2 ~ Coders 1 ¢ 3 Coders 2 & 3
Variable (_) ' Check No. + 2 3 & 5. \ 2 3 &b 5 12 3y AS

Academic Response pportunity

Type of Respondent 82 100" 70 --t -- | 82 70 -~ --| 8 70 18 -- --
Question Type ’ ' 73 T -- =--1 36 10 -—- -1 30 RO
Child Answer 85 % i‘b‘_ - -- 69:9_—% S8 -- --| 6k 5‘3‘ ll% - -
T 7. Feedback on PCSS, PROD,CHOIS 43 €7 50 -- -- ) 60 73 v -~ --| 60 87 18 -- -
| - T. Feedback on Opinion 0's DO PO S
student ftnitiated Question '
o
Type i B e - ==’ mey == == e == me e =
Relcvancy - [ B et Al -
T. Fecdback e B el I
Student Initiated Comment
Type . 00 -- == 77 T 66 -- -- - -= 66 --
Relevancy - 100 -- =~ == -~ &6 == - - - @ --
T. Feedback 6 -~ - - - E_E m em ~e | BE --
Dyadic Contact °
Type 100 -- -5 65 86 92| 64 --
Child Created Contact (CCC) ' : . o
Type ) 100 -- -- 90 83 Q@ «-: -- 87 95 b --
<\ €CC (WK=REL)
T. Reaction (DELAY, BRIEF,
. <" LoNe) 100 -- -- 79 86} O -° o0 B3| O --
o T. Reaction (1, ) e - N R L+7 R
Ty ccc (PERS-REL) .
‘ Type . ¥ e - 28 50| - w0 ook} e BB
LT T. Reaction (ACK, DELAY). e N IR i ('} B [}
. T. Reaction (GRANT, NONGRANT) == == ==- 2§ .33 | == == ~~ ool - - - 80
_ . Teacher Afforded Contsct (TAC) . -
Type : : g - - b5 D3| S8 - w60 @51 - W1
TAC (WK-REL), ’ . ‘
Type (0BSV, BRIEF,BLONG) s LI IR - -} 67
T. Reaction (§, ) em me w= 33 -= | e ommo7T 33 «=| == -— -- 100 --
TAC (PROC-REL) BB :
Type (AANAG, FAVOR) g8 e - ss AA B - - Bloofre oo k3
vAC (BEH-REL) : .
 Typs (3, WVI, VAR, ) i -- -- 67 60| 20 -- -- .52 0| o - 1N}
.o -7 Error Type * 0 -- -- § {2 -- -~ 5 &} L 5 onn
')':‘:';':"' N f’P;:_rc,enla«_;c agreements which are underlincd Indicate calculations based on frequencies of less
© than 10 for a.given event. ' Ly ' :
1>A dash In a cell represents 1003 agreement between coders that the event did not occur. °
e N R . i | - .
PE I o - ST P . ' o
£ S -
= i N
> b

173



APPENDIX G 4

INTERCODER RELIABILITY MEASURES OBTAINED
DURING DATA COLLECTION WITH THE LOW
INFERENCE CLASSROOM ‘
~ OBSERVATION SYSTEM
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“Intercoder Rellabitity Heasures Obtalned du.rh\gg Data Collection with the
Low Inference Classroom Observation System

Percentage Agreement

} Coders 1 6 2 Coders 1 &5 3 Coders 27¢ 3
Variable Check Mo. I 2 3 {1 .2 3 ¥ s 6] 2 3 A&
Academic Response O‘pportunl(v" i
Type of Respondent 50" 85 --T]20 so 33 39 o --fso 9 2t -
Question Type B8 8 “-- |33 s5 S0 83 33 --177 "8, 82 33
' Child Answer 50 8 --- |33 52 33 89 100 -- |59 9 75 -
T. Feedback on PCSS, PROD,CHOIS 50 73  =- 4 25 66 i Too --|39. 76 63 +-
T. Feedback on Upinlon Q's R o 18 .[o0WWo0 - o ~- g -- 60 -~ ==
. - B . o B
S\udent Inlthted Qucs(lon %' ) i : - . )
L Typelw, A R - - |- 50 0 s7-lo k33 -- - M0
Relevancy u;‘.w %& R Biat - T X % 0 3_%’ 3 - - BF
T. Feedback 83 - - |-=" 5 33 .1 Joo 2 3. .- -- o0 ®
Student‘lnltl-l'\cdv\‘.tonmot S o Ty b X
Type . 0100 (767 \50.i50 k2 71 -ha f A3 4O 20 50 ¢
. Relevandy. ’% § 0 100 |50 0 .25 & 75 -B0 7l BO 100 . 44
_T. Feedt, 3% ol |3 - W 3 57Tl ImLE _Q-""&A\ ‘
: . . . , ! AY e
Oyadic Contacl - N . B - . L.
" Type B4 loo 73|67 ‘20 56 85 8% B3 |73 56 83 8
_Child Greated Contact Y f - >
. Type ' 62 -- 69100 - 0 33 4 8 8o [foo - "0 100 80
o Lcce {Wk-REL) -, Ak ‘
Y T. Reaction (DELRYRKISRT F, o .
. . 56 -- 41|75 -- 29 50 79 674 0 0 lod 7
T. Reaction (s, =) N i B 1 A R Q4 == = == =" '
"¢tC (PERS-REL) S Qg v o
Type - gl e 20 ‘v s3] o - oo 50
T. Reaction (Acx DELAY) w= .- QP -- 0 0 20 5~ 33 B[O om0 o "0,
-T. Reaction (GRANT, NONGRA‘NT) o - 2} - 25 "9 33 - 08 "-- oo 20 °
Teacher Affordcd tontact (TAC) * o ' s
76 100 74|59 22 k2. 77 9% 55|67 A3 8 85 _
0BSV, BRIEF, LONG) W - 33% 25 - -- 67 83 g 60 ko T
tion (1, ) e R L T T B .
NAG, FAVOR) 1 % -- 50|60 22 33 lo0 88 20100 O 100 89
)y . . S R ) . !
Ipe NVI, WARN, 1) ‘0-jo0 o l20° 0 b0 50 500 50 | O 50 30
rror Type o T oV& o33 B N[0 ka0 o S

d’erccnlage agrcemcnts which are undcrlined indicate calculallons bos;d “on frfquenclcs of less
then 10 fa™a glven event. ' . R 2 ;
A dash in a cell rg.-presenls 1002 agreement between coders that the event did not occur.
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