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Teachers ranked children in the class in order of their
Two observers using an interaction analysis system

recorded interactions between each teacher and each of three boys and
three girls high on ber list and three boys and three girls low on
her list. Differential teacher expectations for different children
were associated with a variety of interaction measures, although maay
of these relationships are attributable to objective differences in
the behavior of the children, However, othetr differential teacher
behavior was observed which is not attributable to objeciive
differences among the children and which is consistent with the
hypothesis that differential teacher expectations function as
self-fulfilling prophecies. The teachers demanded better performance
from those children for whom they had higner expectations and were
more likely to praise such performance when it was elicited. In
contrast, they were more likely to accept poor performance from
students for whom they held 1l,w expectations and were less likely to
praise good performance from these students when it occurred, even
though it occurred less frequently. (Ruthor/JsS)
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TEACHERS ' COMMUNICATION OF DIFFERENTIAL EXPECTATIONS

FOR CHILDREN'S CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE :

SOME BEHAVIORAL DAT.A1

Jere E. Brophy and Thomas L. Good

Abstract. The processes by which teachers communicate
differential performance expectations to different children
were investigated through observational study of dyadic
contacts between teachers and individual students in four
first-grade classrooms. Differential teacher expectations for
different children were associated with a variety of inter-
action measures, although many of these relationships are at-
tributable to objective differences in the behavior of the
children. However, other differential teacher behaviér was
observed which is rot attributable to objective differencesg
among the children and which is consistent with the hypothesis
that differential teacher expectations function as self-ful-
'filling prophecies. The teachers demanded better performance
from those children for whom they had higher expectations and
were more likely to praise such performance when it was.
elicited. 1In contrast, they were more likely to accept poor
performance from students for whom they held low expectations
and were less likely to praise good performance from these
students when it occurred, even though it occurred less fre-
quently./7The findings are interpreted as supportive of the
hypotheses of Rosenthal and Jacobson concerning teacher expec-
tation effects and as indicative of the bshavioral mechanisms
involved when teacher expectations function as self-fulfilling
prophecies. "

1The authors wish to thank Vern Jones for his assistance in collection
of data and Jean Romigh and Betty Johnson for their help in manuscript
preparation.
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Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) assert on the basis of contrdver-

gial research presented in Pygmalion in the Classroom that teachers'

expectations for student performance function as self-fulfilling
prophecies. The "expectancy effects" in the 0ak School experiment
described in Pygmalion are not as consistent as the authors' inter-
pretations of them would suggest, however, and even the support that
they do provide is questionable on methodological grounds (Barber and
Silver, 1968; Snow, 1969; Thorndike, 1968). Even if the data and
their interpretation are accepted, the Rosenthal and Jacobson work

- remains only a demonstration of the existence of expectancy effects;
their study did not address itself to any of the events intervening
between the inducement of teacher expectations and the administration
of the criterion achievement test. The present study focuses on these _
intervening processes, applying the method of classroom interaction
analysis to identify and document differential teacher behavior
communicating different teacher expectations to individual children.

The lack of data concerning tune causal mechanisms at work in

the Rosenthal and Jacobson study, combined with the tendency in most
secondary sources to oversimplify or exaggerate their findings has
cast an aura of magic or mystery around expectation effects. Conse-
quently, it is important to conceptualize such phenomena as outcomes
of observable sequences of behavicr. The explicit model assumed in
the presenc research may be described as follows:

(a) The teacher forms differential expectations for student
performance;

(b) He then begins to treat children differently in accordance
with his differential expectations;

(¢) The children respond differentially to the teacher because
they are being treated differently by him;

(d) 1In responding to the teacher, each child tends to exhibit
behavior which complements and reinforces the teacher's
particular expectations for him;

(e) As a result, the general academic performance of some
- children will be enhanced while that of others will be
depressed, with changes being in the direction of teacher
expectations;

(f) These effects will show up in the achievement tests given
at the end of the year, providing support for the "self-
fulfilling prophecy' notion.
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A series of interrelated studies will be required to systematically
investigate the full model from beginning (how do teachers form dif-
ferential expectations in the first place?) to end (how do children
change so as to begin to conform more closely to teacher expectations?).
The present study deals with the second step: given differential
teacher expectations, how are they communicated to the children in
ways that would tend to cause the children to produce reciprocal
behavior? To begin to answer this question, the present study approached
the problem through classroom interaction analysis. In contrast to
the usual classroom interaction study, however, the present research ~
focused on dyadic interaction between the teacher and individuai

children.2

METHOD

Subjects

The research was carried out in four first-grade classrooms in
a small Texas school district which serves a generally rural and lower-
class population. However, a large military base located within the
district contributes about 45 per cent of the students in the school
in which observations were taken. Children from the base tend to be
from more urban backgrounds and of a somewhat higher socio-economic
status than the local children. The ethnic composition of the school
is about 75 per cent Anglo-American, 15 per cent Mexican-American and
ten per cent Afro-American, which is representative of the general
population of the area.

Research was czvried out in four of the nine first-grade classrooms

in the school, chosen because there were no assistant teachers present

2In the study of dyadic interaction the individual child (or teacher-
child dyad) becomes the unit of analysis, rather than the class as a
group. For a discussion of the advantages of this method for studying
traditional teacher effectiveness variables and of applications of the
method to problems that cannot be approached through ordinary inter-
action analysis methods, see Good and Brophy (1969).
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to complicate the picture (the other five classrooms had pre-service
teacher interns assisting the head teacher). The four teachers in-
‘ volved were asked to rank the children in their class in the order
of their achievement. These instructions were deliberately kept
vague to encourage the teachers to use complex, subjective criteria
in making their judgments. The rankings were then used as the measure
of the teachers' expectations for classroom performance for the chil-
Aren in their classes. In each class, three boys and three girls
high on the teacher's list (highs) and three boys and three girls
low on the teacher's list (lows) were selected for observational
study. The highs were simply the first six eligible children on the
list. This was generally true also for the lows, although a few
children low on the lists were excluded from the study because they
could not speak English fluently or because of suspected emotional
or biological disturbance. Substitutes for each type of child (high
boys, high girls, low boys, low girls) were also identified and these
were individually observed on days when children in the designated
sample were absent.

The teachers had been told that the study was concerned with
the classroom behavior of children of various levels of achievement.
They were not informed that theixr own behavior as well as that of
the children was being specifically observed. Furthermore, the
teachers thought that observations were being taken on everyone in

the class and did not know that specific subgroups had been selected

for study. By selecting subjects from the extremes of the distribu-
tions of teacher's rankings, the chances of discovering differential
teacher treatment of the students were maximized. However, the school
practiced tracking, achieving homogeneity within the nine classrooms
by grouping the children according to readiness and achievement scores.
Thus, at least in terms of test scores, objective differences among
the children (and, ther=fore, objective support for the validity of

teacher expectations) was minimized.




Observation System

Since the object of the research was to focus on differential
treatment of different children, the observation system developed was
addressed only to dyadic contacts between the teacher and an individual
child, with lecture~demonstration and other teacher behavior directed
to the class as a group being ignored. Although the types of inter-
actions coded were partly dictated by the range of situations seen in
pilot studies, certain features of the coding system were built in
for their specific relevance to the study of communication of dif~
ferential teacher expectations. One major and consistent feature
was that the source of the interaction was always coded, so that it
would be determined later whether the interaction was initiated by
the teacher or by the child. The types of dyadic interactions coded
included teacher-afforded response opportunities, other types of
interactions initiated by the children. The teacher-afforded response
opportunities included recitations and reading turns in the reading
groups and answers to teacher questions (coded separately as to whether
they were open questions dire-ted to the class as a whole or direct
questions aimed at a particular child). Response opportunities were
important events for studying teacher expectations, since at these
times the children were attempting to deal with problems relevant to
academic subject matter. Consequently, the sequential nature of the
initiation and reaction cycles involved in them was retained in the
coding system. In addi:ion to coding response opportunities separately
by type (as listed above), coders also noted the quality of the child's
response (correct, incomplete or partially correct, incorrect or ne¢
response) and the type of feedback given by the teacher (praise,
criticism, supplying the answer, repeating the question, rephrasing
the question or giving a clue, or giving no feedback at all). This
retention of sequential relationships allowed later analysis of the
relative as well as the absolute differences between the groups.

All dyadic contacts other than response opportunities as defined
above were coded as either teacher-afforded communications (individual
feedback regarding seat-work o homework, requests that the child per-

form procedural or caretaking functions, and disciplinary action or
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evaluative comment about the child's behavior) or interactions

initiated by the child (calling out answers, showing work to the

teacher or asking questions about it, and seeking permission or

other procedural contact). Sequential data were also bullt into

the coding of these interactions. 1In addition to coding the type
(academic, procedural, or disciplinary) and initiator (teacher or
child) of the interaction, coders also kept track of the evaluative
nature of the teacher's feedback (praise, criticism, or, impersonal
feedback). The terms 'praise" and "criticism'" referred to teacher
reactions which went beyond the level of simple affirmation ox
negation or corrective feedback by complimenting or criticizing

the child personally. Simple affirmation ("yes" "o.k.," '"that's
right") was not considered ''praise' unless accompanied by obvious
expression or gesture conmoting excitement or warmth. The latter
reactions were considered 'praise,'" as were the words 'good'" and
"fine," as well as other, more obvious forms of verbal praise.
Similarly, simple negation (''mo," 'that's not it'") was not considered
eriticism" unless accompanied by expressions or gestures communicat-
ing anger or disgust. In addition to the latter responses, verbal
statements such as '"that's a stupid answer," or '"what's the matter
with you?" were coded as '"criticism.'" Most teacher feedback involved
simple affirmation or negation and/or communication of information
and was coded as "'impersonal feedback" to distinguish it from praise
and criticism. The fourth category, ''mo feedback," was coded if the
teacher did not react in any way to the child's response and simply
moved on to something :lse.

In addition to the coding of dyadic interactions as described
above, the hand-raising behavior of the children was tallied as a
measure of their tendency to seek response opportunities. This was
coded after open questions, when the children raised their hands
seeking to be called on to answer the question, and after some
direct questions, when children raised their hands if the child
called upon to answer the question gave a wrong answer or was unable

to respond.
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After several pilot applicatiors in which the system was per-
fected and satisfactory inter-coder reliability was established,
observations were made on four separate days in each of the four
classes. To equalize the time spent in each classroom and insure
that the full range of classroom activities was included, the ob-

servation period extended for an entire morning or an entire after-

noon (two of each for each class). Data were recorded for all periods
of academic actiwity during the observation period, using one data
sheet for the reading group and another for all other situations.

No data were recorded when the class was out of the room for recess

or washroom breaks. During nonacademic procedural activities (clean-
up, getting in line, pledge to the flag, etc.), only disciplinary
actions and behavioral evaluations were coded.

Data were recorded by two observers seated at the rear of the
classroom. The observers were thus in front of the teacher but be~
hind or to the side of the majority of the children, who were seated
at small tables of six or eight. During each oberervation, one ob-
server coded _... .ateractions involving the six highs and the othet

coded the six lows. It had originally been intended that assignment

of children to observers would be determined by seating location, since

coding could be done more conveniently when the target children are

seated close together. However, in three of the four classrooms the
children were seated in order of achievement level (a fact which is
itself a correlate of expectancy effects, as will be pointed out
below), so that observations were made on intact high or low groups.
Each observer's assignments were balanced between the high and low
groups to eliminate the possibility that any obtained differences

between expectancy groups could be att:ibuted to observer differences.

Data Analysis

A variety of measures were derived from the raw coding sheets

o

through simple arithmetic procedures, and scores were assigned to each

of the 48 individual subjects. Analyses of variance then were per=

formed to assess the effects of teacher expectancy, sex, and classroom |
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(teacher) and their respective interactions on th¢ obtained scores.
Two types of meésures were identified. The first, subsuming most

of the simple frequency counts, involved group differences which are
attributable to objective differences in the groups of children them-~
selves. Consequently, any significant group differences discovered
in these variables, while important in themselves, wuld not be taken
as evidence of expectancy effects. The second set of measures,
mostly percentage figures in which absolute frequency differences
are statistically controlled in order to allow a comparison of
relative differences between the groups, are interpreted as measures
of expectancy effects. Teacher behavior tapped by these measures is
more proactive or teacher initiated -~ going beyond simple reaction
by the teacher to stimulation by the child. The distinction between
these two types of measures is exemplified in the results section

below, in which the two types of findings are separately presented.

Results

The results are presented in three tables, each giving mean
values for the four classes, two sexes, and twc expsclLancy groups
and the p-values for group effects in class by sex by expectancy
analyses of varjance. Although no predictions were made concerning
differences by class, the data are presented to show the degree to
which the teachers varied on the measures taken. In addition, any
interactions of class variation with expectancy effects wuuld affect
the interxpretation of the latter, and need to be investigated whenever
+hey occur. Inspection of all three tables reveals that a significant
class effect was obtained for the great majority of the variables.
The greatest class variation occurs on the simple frequency columns,
especially in Table 1, although class effects still usually reach
significance even in the ratio measures related to teacher éxpecta-
tions presented in Table 3. Because of this large variation across
classes and the frequent significant interaction of class with expec-
tancy, the nature of the interaction was specifically investigated for
each variable to determine the comsistency of expectancy effects. This

information is integrated into the discussion of expectancy effects

below.

e s b AL b G .
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Tables 1 and 2 contain the data from variables measuring objec~
tive differences among the children or aspects of teacher-child
interaction which cannot be unambiguously interpreted as due either
to teacher expectation effects or to objective differences amont the
children. Data from variables which do appear to be independent of
differences among the children and therefore interpretable as ’‘ndices
of expectation effects are presented in Table 3.

Measures of the quantity and type of teacher-child contacts are
showo in Table 1. Other than the large class differences, the data
are most notable for the consistency of expectancy group differences
on variables measuring the tendency to seek out the teacher and
initiate contact with her. Children for whom the teacher held high
expectations (highs) raised their hands more frequently and initiated
more procedural and especially more work-related interactions than
éid children for whom the teachers held low expectations (lows).

The class x expectancy group interactions with regard to child-
initiated contacts refiéct degree rather than direction of effect.
The highs exceeded the lows in each class for hand raising, initiating
work-related interactions, and total child-~initiated response oppor-
tunities (the hand-raising effect excludes Class 1, where it could
not he assessed because the teacher never asked open questions while
her class was being observed). The highs also exceeded the lows in
three of the four classes in initiating procedural interactions.
There was a negligible reversal in Class 2, where this type of
{nteraction was very infrequent (highs averaged 1.50, lows averaged
1.67). The only exception to the pattern of significant differences
between highs and lows in child-initiated interactions occurred in
the measure of calling out answers in the reading groups. The mean
difference is in favor of the highs, but it is not a significant
difference and the effect occurred in only one of the four classes.
The data for child-initiated contacts may be summarized, then, in
the statement.that, outside the reading group at least, the highs
seek out the teacher and initiate interactions with her more fre-

quently than the lows. The difference is especially notable in
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work-related interactions: the highs much more frequently show their
work to the teacher or ask her questions about it, and they initiate
many more response opportunities.

The data for contacts initiated or controlled by the teacher
are less clear than for those initiated by the children. The highs
were called on more frequently to answer open questions, but the
teacher initiated more procedural and work-related interactions with
the lows and afforded them slightly mcre response opportunities.
None of these differences reach significance, however. The only
significant dif "erence occurred with teacher-afforded behavioral
criticisms, which more frequently went to the lows than the highs.
This effect showed an important interaction with sex, due to the
high frequency of teacher criticisms directed at boys in the low
group. Males in the low group averaged 8.25 teacher behavior
criticisms, as compared with 2.25 for boys in the high group (the
corresponding figures for girls are 1.58 and 1.83). Sex also inter-
acted with expectancy in the measure of hand raising, and again the
boys in the low group were notably different from the other three
groups. These boys averaged 6.25 on the hand-raising measure as
compared to 17.75 for the boys of the high group (corresponding
figures for the girls are 11.50 and 15.58).

The data regarding interactions initiated or controlled by the
teacher may be summarized as follows: there is a tendency for the
teachers to initiate more contacts with the lows than with the highs,
but the teachers cannot be said to have been compensating for the
superiority of the highs in child-initiated contacts because the
trend is not completely consistent and because the only significant
differences occur with teacher criticisms rather than with work-
related contacts or provision of response opportunities. While the
data for child-initiated contacts showed strong expectancy group
differences, the measures of teacher-initiated interactions were
much more closely related to sex than to expectancy. Boys were
higher than girls on all measures of teacher-initiated contacts;

significantly so for work-related interactions, behavioral criticisms,
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and total teacher-afforded response opportunities., When teacher-
child dyadic contacts of all types are totaled, a clear difference
favoring boys is evident; there is n»» difference between expectancy
groups. Jifferences between the highs and the lows are in quality
rather than quantity of interaction with the teacher.

Group differences in quality of academic performance and in

frequencies of teacher praise and criticism are presented in Table

2. Consistent expectancy group differences appear for all the
variables in this table. The highs produced more correct answers
and fewer incorrect answers than the lows, had fewer problems in
the reading groups, and achieved higher average scores on the Stan-
ford Achievement Test given at the end ¢f the year. They also were
given more praise and less criticism than the lows by the teachers.

The direction of difference follows this pattern in all four classes

for every variable in Table 2 except for the total correct answers,

expectancy interactions affected the degree but not the direction of

expectation effects.

Sex effects also appeared, with boys producing more correct

answers and receiving more criticism than girls. The other, non-

I
|
|
E
t
i where the group means were equal in one class. Thus the class by
F
E
|
| significant, differences in favor of boys are consistent with the
E finding noted above that boys tend to have more interactions with
| the teacher than girls. A sex by expectancy group interaction
occurs for the measure of total criticism which is similar and
related to the one reported for behavioral criticism in Table 1.
For the boys in the low group, teacher criticism was present in

2.50 per cent of their dyadic contacts with the teacher. The
corresponding figure for the high boys is 13.25 per cent, for the
low girls 16.17 per cent and for the high girls 8.25 per cent.

In summary, the data of Table 2 show that teacher expectancy

consistently predicts objective measures of classroom performance,
objective achievement test scores, and rates of teacher praise and

criticism. Hypotheses about the role of expectation effects in pro-

ducing these relationships cannot be evaluated from the data in
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Table 2, however, since the type and direction of causal mechanisms
at work remain unknown.

Group differences on variables interpretable as indices of
teacher expectation effects are presented in Table 3. Significant
group differences on these measures suggest that the teachers were
systematically, although not necessarily deliberately or consciously,
treating one group more favorably than the other. The first two
measures concern provision of response opportunities to the children,

and may be considered in combination with the data previously dis-

‘cugsed in Table 1. Since the highs create more response opportunities

for themselves than the lows, do the teachers compensate for this by
calling on the lows more frequently? The data suggest only a slight
tendency in this direction at best. The teachers definitely do not
compensate by asking the lows more direct questions, since the mean
on this variable for the lows is less than that fotr the highs, although
not significantly. The mean for direct questions in the low group
would have been increased if '"discipline" questions had been included
in their figures. These were very special questions which appeared
only in the low group, but not with sufficient frequency to be
analyzed as a separate variable. 'Discipline" questions were direct
questions which ostensibly asked for academic content ("what's the
next word, John?"), but which were directed at children not paying
attention. In these instances the teacher's questions appeared to
function as control techniques rather than as response opportunities,
and so they were not included in the totals for the direct questions.
If they had been included the results would have been an increase in
the mean for direct questions in the low group, but this mean value
would still be below that for the highs.

The one teacher measure which does suggest some compensation
concerns the teacher's behavior in calling on children to answer
open questions. When the number of times the child is called on is
weighted by the number of times he raised his hand to seek a response -
opportunity, the resulting recognition rates showed a significant '

difference in favor of the lows. However, this difference seemed
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more due to the large difference in hand raising rate between the
two groups of children rather than to any systematic compensation
efforts by the teachers. The recognition rates in Table 3 are not
adjusted for the fact that more highs than lows were likely to be
raising theigﬁhands seeking an opportunity to answer a given ques=~
tion, so that a single response opportunity had less effect on the
recognition rates of the highs than on those of the lows. The rates
may be adjusted by treating the highs and the lows as groups and
discounting hand raising by other members of the group when one
member of the group is called on. When the hand raising totals are
reduced in this manner, the resultant recognition rates still favor
the lows, although the difference no longer approaches statistical
significance.

In summary, the data on quantity of contacts in Table 1 and
Table 3 are neutral with regard to expectation effects. The highs
initiate more work-related contacts and create more response oppor-
tunities for themselves than do the lows, but there is no unequivocal
evidence to suggest that the teachers are systematically either exag-
gerating or compensating for these differences among the children.

The data for the last five variables in Table 3 comprise the
major findings of the study, since they provide direct evidence that
the teachers' differential expectations for performance were being
communicated in their classroom behavior. The measures involved
are all concerned with the teachers' reactions to the children's
attempts to answer questions and read in the reading group. All
are percentage or ratio measures which take invo account absolute
differences in the frequencies of the various behaviors involved so

as to enable a direct comparison to be made between the teachers'

‘behavior toward the two groups when faced with equivalent situa-

tions. The data show that the teachers consistently favored the

highs over the lows in demanding and reinforcing quality performance.
Despite the fact that the highs gave more correct answers and fewer
incorrect answers than did the lows, they were more frequently praised

when correct and less frequently criticized when incorrect or unable

to respond. Furthermore, the teachers were more persistent in
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eliciting responses from the highs than they were with the lows,
When the highs responded incorrectly or wexe unable to respond,

the teachers were more likely to provide a second response Oppor=
tunity by repeating or rephrasing the question or giving a clue
than they were in similar situations with the lows. Converaely,
they were more likely to supply the answer or call on another child
when reacting to the lows than the highs. This group difference
was observed both for difficulties in answering questions and for
problems in reading during reading group. Finally, the teachers
failed to give any feedback whatever only 3.33 per cent of the time
when reacting to highs, while the corresponding figure for lows is
14.75 per cent, a highly significant difference.

Group differences in the direction of expectancy effects
occur for all four classes on three variables; small reversals occur
in the measure of criticism following wrong responses in one class
and in the measure regarding teachers' reactions to reading problems
in another class. These are the only measures for which the class
by expectancy interaction is significant.

Significant sex effects also appear in Table 3, as they have.
previously. These show that boys receive more direct questions from
the teacher than girls and that they are praised more frequently
when giving correct answers. The difference on direct gquestions
fits in with the general finding that boys tend to have more inter-
actions of all kinds with the teachers than girls. The data con-
cerning praise are more surprising, in view of the preponderance of
criticism toward boys noted earlier, Taken together, the data on
teacher praise and criticism in Tables 1, 2, and 3 suggest that the
teachers are generally more evaluative in résponding to boys and
more objective in responding to girls. Boys are praised more often
after correct responses and criticized more often after incorrect
responses or failures to respond, although the latter difference is
not statistically significant. The general preponderarnce of critical
comments toward boys noted earlier is apparently due to behavioral

criticisms rather than to critical comments made during work-related

interactions.
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Discussion

The data of Tables 1 and 2, which show objective differences
among the children related to their sex and achievement levels,
are quite consistent with previovs findings. The finding that
high~achieving students receive more teacher pralse and support
(Hoehn, 1954; de Groat and Thompson, 1949; Good, 1969) was con=
firmed in the present study. Hoehn's suggestion that the differences
between high and low achieving students in the interaction with their
teachers were in quality rather than quantity of interaction is also
compatible with present findings. The finding that teachers have
more disapproval contacts with boys than girls has also been fre-
quently reported (Meyer and Thompson, 1956; Lippitt and Gold, 1959;
Jackson and Lahaderne, 1967). Meyer and Thompsomn, (1956 also re=-

ported greater praise toward boys, as was found in the present study
in work-related interactions. Taken together, the findings on sex
differences in the present study may be summarized as follows: boys
have more interactions with the teacher than girls and appear to be
generally more salient in the teacher's perceptual field. Teachers
direct more evaluative comments toward boys, both absolutzly and
relatively. The largest and most obvious absolute difference in
evaluative comments occur with teacher critlcism and disapproval,
which are directed far more frequently at boys. However, much of
this difference appears to come in the form of behavioral criticisms
and disciplinary contacts rather than criticisms of academic perfor~

mance in work-related contacts. The difference appears attributable

to more frequent disruptive behavior among boys which brings criticism
upon themselves rather than to a consistent teacher set or bias toward
being more critical toward boys than girls in equivalent situations.
The latter statement agrees closely with the conclusion of Davis and
Slobodian (1967), who studied teacher provision of response oppor=
tunities and evaluation of children's performance in reading groups.

While sex differences are attributable to cbjective differemces
in the classroom behavior of the children, the data in Table 3 show

that differences related to teacher expectancy are only partly




16

attributable to the children themselves. When the latter differences
are statistically controlled through the use of percentage measures,
it 1s seen that the teachers systematically discriminate in favor of
the highs over the lows in demanding and reinforcing quality perfor-
mance. Teachers do, in fact, communicate differential performance
expectatlions to different children through thelr classroom behavior,
and the nature of this differential treatment is such as to encourage
the children to begin to respond in ways which would confirm teacher
expectancies. 1In short, the data confirm the hypothesis that teachers'
expectations function as self-fulfilling prophecies, and they indicate
some of the intervening behavioral mechanisms involved in the process.
Despite large differences in the frequencies of the wvarious behaviors
observed in the four classrcoms, expectancy effects were consistent
across the four teachers (two of the teachers favored the highs on
four of the last five measures in Table 3, while the other two {'avored
the highs on all five measures).

Although the direction of difference in treatment of highs and
lows was constant across teachers, there were observable differences
in degree. In particular, one teacher stood out as extreme in this
regard, while another showed relatively small differences, even though
the direction of difference was constant. It is of interest that the
latter teacher, who showed the least discrimination between highs and
lows, was the teacher who did not group the children by achievement
in her classroom seating pattern. It is also worthy of note that
although the teachers' expectations were highly related to the chil-
dren's achievement test scores within classes, the achievement scores
are not so closely related to the previous readiness and achievement
data which were used as the basis of tracking into classrooms. That
is, the class achievement of some classes was higher than expected,
while that of others was lower. While not enough classes were included
to allow a statistical test, the data suggest that the achievement
levels of the classes were related to the teachers' performance de@ands

and expectations.
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While this research has demonstrated the applicability of class-
room interaction analysis methods to the study of the communication
of teacher expectations and has yielded data which are consistent and
interpretable as far as they go, it has dealt with only a few of the
events intervening between the formation of teacher expectations and
the initiation of reciprocal behavior by the children. Several re-
lated studies are needed to complete the picture. For instance, 1f
differential teacher treatment leads to differential reclprocal be-
havior by the children, the classroom behavior of highs and lows
should become progressively more differentiated as the school year
progresses. Hand raising, child initiation of work-related inter-
actions, and other indices of attempts tw the child to seek response
opportunities or academic interactions should show this kind of pro-
gressive dilfferentiation between groups. Another set of questions
has to do with intervention attempts. Can teachers be made aware
of their discriminatory classroom behavior? Can they learn to com-
pensate, not only for their own differential expectations but also
for objective differences in the classroom behavior of the children?
Will experimentally induced expectations produce the same differences
in classroom behavior as expectations formed '"naturally' by the
teachers themselves? These and related questions will be taken up
in future research.

Additional indices of the ways in which teachers discriminate
in their classroom behavior are also needed to add to our under-
standing of the processes involved and to increase the effectiveness
of teacher education and classroom intervention in preventing or
reducing the problem. Anecdotal observations taken during the present
research suggest that other useful indices of teacher communication
of differential performance expectations may be possible. Possibilities
being presently explored include differences in the type of feedback
given to the children (inquiry into the processes underlying the

response product rather than simple negation or provision of the

right answer) and differential enforcement of teacher expectations
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(discouraging ipitiative in some children by doing things for them
while requiring other children to do the same things themselves).
Teachers are frequently unaware of the gubtle differences in their
behavior in such situations, yet it is in such situations that
teachers systematically communicate differential expectations to

different students. Although subtle, such teacher behavior is

observable and measurable, and therefore at least potentially
subject to modification and control.




s by

*1 SSe[d ur suorisanb uado ou oxom sIoYILx

LT°S€ L9°¢E
®0°91 c6° L
6¢°01 96°01
e 96°¢C
6C°¢ 6L°Y
%0°¢ ¢6°Y
6L°¢ 00°9
%0°¢ 86°¢C
8L  6L°T
£E1°S L1°¢
96°1 IL°1
£9°91 88°8
sysIH SMO]
Aduejlaadxy

0S8 L2
L1°01

05°6

¢6°¢

9%°t

IL°1

8¢°¢

£E1°¢

88°¢

8¢°¢

%1

7 UEel

STITO

SETY

tE° 1Y
6L°€1

SL 11

86°¢

£9° Y

6C°S

<%°9

0s°¢

6C°S

¢6°Y

£E1°¢

00°¢C1
sfog

L9°5C SL°SY
£e°9 0S°61

00° %1 L1°¢1

0S°0 £8°¢
£E°S GL ¢
L1°€ 25°S
L9°0 86°Y
L9°0 6C°1
¢6°¢C 86°6
¢6°¢C 80°L
86°¢ 80°Y

X ¥4 6L°S¢C
Y £

sse)

80°0¢
€8 Y

00°9

86°1

86°¢C

85°1

0s°%

§L°C

L9°1

86°1

L9°0

00°%

L1°9Y
L TANA

£€°01

80°8

0S¥

LTS Y

£8°6

86°¥

L1°Y

00°S

*x00°0

*00°0

$30e3UO0D Jd1peAp TEBIOL

s9T3TUnlIodco
9suodsal poleBIITUI-PJTIYO [BIOL

soT13jTUNjaoddo

9suodsaa popiojje-iayoeal [eIOL
sdnox8 Suipesaa

Butanp sasmsue Ino Surlie)d

sdnoa8 8Suipeaa Suianp
suotisanb popiozze-asyoea]

SWSTOTITAD

1elioTABYDq PSpPIOIIE-I3YOoERI]
Suo731oeIaUT

polelaa-}ioM pPa3BTITUI-IBYOEI]

suotjoeiajur
Teanpadold pajeIlTUI-IaYyoea]

PITY> £q pajeriTut
SUOTIORIOJUT pOIEBIdI-NIOM

PITY2 £q

Pe3eTITUT UOTJIOBIIJUT TEINpId01d

uorlsonb ® Iomsue o3 uo
Pe1T®0 ST PITYO S3WI3l 3JO Ioquny

pusy sostel pIIY> SawIl Jo IaqunN

suesl dnois

91qeTIeA

SI9Yoeal YITM SIOEBIUOD

Jo mmhu.wam 4373uenb uy seouwaszzIp dnoan i FIAVL

61




su su su su su 10° 100° S3oe3U0D JIpeAp [EBIO0]

su su GO° su 10° su  100° sar3Tunjaoddo
* 9suodsax paleIlTUI-PIIYD TeIO]

su su su su su (4 100° sar3Tunjaoddo
Aasuodsail papiojje-aayoeal [elol

su su su su su su  100° sdnoa8 Suipeaa
Sutranp saomsue 31no 3uiIed

su su 10° su oT° su su - sdnoa8 3uipesa
Sutanp suoijlsonb papiojje-aayoea]

su 10° su su 10° 10° S0 SUWSTOTITAD
) leloTaeyaq pspiojye-Iayoesal O
su su SO GO su o 100° SUOTJIOBIIIUT
n pPo3e133-}I0M pP3aJBTIITUI-I3Yoed]
su  su SO° su su su  100° SUOTIOBIIIUTL
. Teanpadsoad paleIITUI-IBYOEI]
- f su su SO su 10° su S0° PITY> £q pajer3lTul
; SUOTIOBIDIUT pPaIE[3I-YIOM
g : 10° su su S0° SO S0° T100° PITYD 4£q
‘ P93IBIITUT UOIIOBIIJUI Jeanpadoid
-4 ; su GO su su su - su 00" uor3isanb e aamsue 03 uo
{ PaI1®2 ST PITYD SaWI3 JO IaqunN
m 01" 0 10° su 10° su  100° puey sastea pPITY> SawWI} jo IaqunN
%; Louexoadxy £Loueloadxy ALouejzoadxy x9g Aouejoadxg  xag ssed
Ww x X X X
T X X9§ X3§ SSeY) SSBT)
& X SSeld
* S309JJ9 dnoiad I03J sonyea-d S1qeIdeA

sIayoeal Y3ITM sIoejuod Jo adA3 pue L31juenb ur 9ouaaazjyip dnoas -1 TIAVL




¢8°1 A/ !
| 61°€S  %0°S8
' GL°0T €E€°%T
00°11 88°¢
| WA L9 Y
) SE'S  %0°€T
8¢ °¢C 19 A
w 26'8 L1979
W, su31H smoT
w Xouejoadxq

99°1

£2°69

T¢°C1

L1°L

90°¢

9%°9

STITH

8G° 1

N0°¢L
88°¢C¢

IL°L

€8°¢

8L°6
88°¢

€T°®
skog

X9§

€L°1

8L°¢8
[A/A) !

GC°¢

6t°¢

£8°9

00°¥

AN

Y

6€°T  LS°T

£€€°€9 £8°89
Si‘tec ¢v° €l

00°0 €e€°L
£€0°9 8€°1
SLTTIT 2971
86°¢ 80°¢C
£E€°6  SL°Y
¢ <
SSerd

6L°1

¢6°19
86°91

1176

00°¢

GL°91

te"Yy

L9°8

(3uageainba

1297 9pead) °109s LVS 98eIoAY

WSTOIITID + 9STRIJ/WSFITITID

s30e2U0D OIpEApP TBIO]/Iaydeal Lq

pezZ19131I0 sawI] JO Iaqunu [eI0L

s30e3:100 OTpedp jel03/I9yoeadl £q
pasiedd sawIl JOo Iaqunu Jelo]

dnoa8
gurpeaa Suranp uwinl i1ad sway
-qoad Surpeal Jo Io9qunu 23pIIAY

dnoa8 Buipeaa
Sutanp Surpesa ul swoyqoad Jejol

sasucdsal ,mouy 3 ,uop, I0
€3091300ul ‘3791109-31ed 1EIOL

sdamsue Joo9d1l100 Jel0]

sueal dnolH

21QeTIEA

SUOTJIENT2A? 131O0ea} pue ddUBWIOJIad OFWAPROR UT SIOUIIIIFID

dnox) -7 Tl4v.

1¢




Y

sy "‘9??; BT

su su su su 10G° su 100° (3uateainba
19A91 areas) ax0ds IVS 28eiaAy
su su su su 100° su su wSTOTITIO + 9STead/wsTIOTIITIAD
su S0° G0° su 100° 100° ot* S3oep3u0d OTIpeAp 1v31031/13Yyded] 4q
PazZTIOTITIO SawIl JO Iaqunu [elof
su su o1"* su 100° su S0° S30e3jU0d OIpeApP [EI0]/I3YdEe3d]
Aq pastead sawi) JO I3qunu [eljol
su su su su 10° su 10° dnoa8 Suipeaa Sutanp uan) iad swIA|
-qoad Suipeax Jo iaqunu 33 eIDAY
dnoa3
su su G0° su 100" su 100° Suipeax Sutanp Suipeax ul swdiqoxd [eljol
su su su su 10° su su sasuodsax ,mouy 3,uop,,
10 €39921I00UT 3031x00-3aed e300l
su su su su o1"* Go° S0° SI9MSUe 3991109 [B3l0]
Adueloadxd hunwuummxm Aoueldadxyq xXas Aduploadxy b ETY SSe1d
X_Xo§ X X X
X_SSeI) X9g sse1n B1D

s309339 dnoal8 103 sanjea-d

a1qeTIEA

uoTlenieAd I3Yyoeda3] pue

aoupwioyiad OIwopede UT Sa0uaady [Ip dnoad 7 FIAVL

(A4




*1 sse[d ul suoijsanb uado ou axam axaYylLx

€€ ¢ SL* %1 30°01
S0° L9 LE 8¢ 6€ €S
%0° LT ¢S 11 69 %1
9%°9 LL°81 €L°6

80°C1 88°6 €1°6G

rA ] 0¢c°0 %1°0

0s°¢ £€8°1 £9°1

sys1H SMoOT STaTH

Adueloadxyq

00°8

or°¢s

88°¢¢

06°ST

£€8°CI

81°0

£9°¢C

skog

LT %1

¥9° 7y

88 ¢t

£8°1

GC°¢

¢L°o

00°Yy

86°01 c6°8 0s°¢c¢
16 "8¢ GL°S%? 80°SL
6L %1 IL°8T GL°6

80°¢ 9%°¢1 80°%¢t

SC°61 L1t ¢¢°9

91°0 L1°0 *
6C°¢C 00°¢C <0
€ [4 !

Sse1d

. I3yoeol 9yl woaJ Yoeq
-pa93 Lue £q pamolioy 3ou (3092110d
-UT I0 3991100) SIamsue JO U134

anyo e Suiai8 £q 10 uotrisanb
ay3 Jo Suiseaydsx 1o uorlrladax £q
pamoi1oy swafqoad Suipesl Jo Juad13d

uoijsanb ayl
Jo Sutseaydax 1o uoijrladaxa 4q
pPoMOIT0J Sxamsue 3uoam JO JuUad13dd

wSIOTITAO I9yoeal £q
POMOTTOF SIamsue SUOIM JO JUd0194d

astead xayoeal £q
POMOT[OJ SIOMSUEB 3091100 JO JUIDI3d{

. puey sasiex
PITY> sowil Jo Isqunu/sucijisanb uado
I9MSUBR 03 UO PITIEO Sawil JO Iaquny

I9yoea
woxJ suotjisanb j3091Ip Jo aaquny

sueay dnoad

a1qeTaEp

suoijejoadxe a9yoeal Jo

UOTIIEOTIUNURIOD 3Y] O3 PI3Ie[21 SI[qeIIrRA UO SI0UdI3aIFIP dnoan °¢ TIAVL

XA




;

e T Pt e s i

*I Sse[o ut suorjsanb uado ou aiam 3a3YIx

: su su G0°* su 100° su or° I9Yyoe9d]
ay3 wox3y oeqpeajy Lue £q pamol1o3 3Jou
(3921105UT 10 3591100) SIaMSUe JO U3
su su 10° su 10° su co° anio e Surai8 £q ao
uor3ysanb ay3 Jo Suiseaydax 10 uciljIjagaa
Aq pomoi103 swaiqoad 3uipeaa JO JuU3da3dd
su su su su o1° su su uotysanb ayl jo Suiseaydsax jo uorjzizadaa
Kq pamoI103 saamsue 3uoam JOo Jud213d
| su su G0 100° 10° su 100° wWSTIOSTITIOD I3Yyoeal
£Aq pamol103 siomsue Suoam JO JuadI3d
su su su su G0°* 10° 10° astead xayoe9]
£q pomOI[03J SI9MsSUB 31091100 JO 3UdD13dd
su su su su S0° su su puey SasTex pITYO Sawil Jo Iaqunu/suoijsanb
uado Iamsue 03 UO PIa[IEd SaWI] JO Iaquny
su su su su su o1° 10° I3yoeal
woxj suoijsanb 309a1Ip Jo xaqunpN

hu:quwmxm NW:@WUmmxm hummuumnxm Mow Adue)loadxy Xa§ sseld

X SSel) S X328 SSeI) SSe)

s309339 dnoa8 103 sonjea-d

7T

|
w . suot1jelosdxe I9yoeal JO UOTIILOTUNUWOD dYl O3 PIIB[21 SITqeFIEA UO S32UaI3dIJTP dnoxn ‘¢ FIGVIL
Y




’ e f,w~ﬁ{"§ﬁ&wﬁtﬁ%g‘¥fwgawﬁ‘%%’sk;(,;»%&%,v,.,.,af‘\‘jh:;_& )

25
REFERENCES

Barber, T.X. and Silver, M.J., Fact, fiction and the experimenter
bias effect., Psychological Bulletin Monographs, 1968, 70,
6, Part 2,

Davis, O.L. Jr. and Slobodian, J.J. Teacher behavior toward bovs
and girls during first grade reading instruction. Americau
Educational Research Journal, 1967, 4, 261-269.

de Groat, A.F. and Thompson, G.G. A study of the distribution of
‘ teacher approval and disapproval among sixth grade pupils.
Journal of Experimental Education, 1949, 18, 57-75.

Good, T.L. Student response opportunity and teacher expectancy.
Elementary School Journal, 1969, in press.

Good, T.L. and Brophy, J. Analyzing classroom interaction: a more
powerful alternative. Submitted to Phi Delta Kappan on August
10, 1969; copies available through the Report Series of the
Research and Development Center for Teacher Education, The
University of Texas, Austin, Texas 78712.

Hoehn, A.J. A study of social status differentiation in the class-
room behavior of nineteen third-grade teachers. Journal of
Social Psychology, 1954, 39, 269-292.

Jackson, P.W. and Lahaderne, H.M. Inequalities of teacher-pupil
contacts. Expanded version of a paper delivered at the American
Pasychological Association Meeting, New York Ccity, September, 1966.

Lippitt, R. and Gold, M. Classroom gocial structure as a mental
health problem. Journal of Social Issues, 1959, 15, 40-49.

Meyer, W.J. and Thompson, G.G. Sex differences in the distribution
of teacher approval and disapproval among sixth~grade children.
Journal of Educational Psychology, 1956, 47, 385-396.

Rosenthal, R. and Jacobson, L. Pygmalion in the Classroom: Teacher
Expectation and Pupils' Intellectual Development. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winstom, Inc., 1968.

Snow, R.E. Unfinished pygmalion. Contemporary Psychology, 1969,
14, 197-199.

Thorndike, R.L. Review of Rosenthal, R. and Jacobson, L. Pygmalion
in the Classroom. American Educational Research Journal, 1968,
5, 708-711.




