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ABSTRACT

Critiques of the Rosenthal research on experimenter
bias and teacher expectancy have démonstrated that few, if any,
conclusions can be drawn from it..From other research concerning the
factors in and effects of teacher expectancy, it appears that
elementary school children make accurate perceptions of subtle
affective and cognitive behaviors of teachers and peers. Furthermore,
it seems reasonable that pupils can perceive differential
expectations of the teacher and that these perceptions may be a vital
link in whatever communication system may be involved in the
self-fulfilling prophecy process..This study utilized all students in
24 classrooms, grades 1-6, who were administered achievement and
learning poteptial tests at the beginning of the school year. After
teachers ranked their students according to how much achievement
growth they expected from them, experimental pairs were selected and
members of the pairs were randomly assigned to treatment and control
groups. A questionnaire to discern pupils®' perceptions of teachers!
differential expectations and treatment of students was also
administered. .Teachers were told that test scores indicated that
certain students should ddvance much more rapidly than the teachers
had anticipated. Observations were made in each classroom. .No
significant effects of experimental manipulation of teacher
expectations were found..It was concluded, therefore, that the

Rosenthal findings are spurious, (For related document, see TM 003
083.) (KM)
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LHEARIER I
THE INFLUENCE OF VEACHER EXPECTATION
ON PUFIL ACHIEVELENT

A. Experimenter_ Bias:

The current interest in experimenting with the effects of
teacher expectations evolved out 6? the work on experimenter
bias by Robert Rosenthal. Rosenthal (1966) documented tﬁe case
for observer éxpéctations or expe.imenter bias in the physical
sciences, the biological sciences, and the behavioral-sciences.

During a decade of experimental investigation, Rosenthal
and his co-workers have shown that exoerimenter expectations
have a profound effect even under rigorous laboratory circum~
stances. This effect, which Rosznthal terms a self-fulfilling
prophecy, has been shown to influence results when animals were
used as subjects (eg. Rosenthal and Fode, 1963; and Burhaus, 1966).

Similar findings have been reported and summarized by Rosenthal

1966, 1968) using human subjects. Illustrative of the animal

K‘fﬂperiments is a study conducted by Burnham (1966). In this

‘w4study. the investigator had twenty-three experimenters condition
rats in a simple T-maze discrimination taék. Approximately
“"one-half of the rats were brain-lesioned by surgical removal of
g the cortex. The remaining animals underwent surgery but the

brain was left untouched. Expectancies were manipulated by telling
the experimenters that they uwere testing the effects of brain
lesion on discrimination learning. The entire samole of rats

was then arbitrarily labeled lesioned or non-lesioned with some
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lesioned being labeled non-lesioned and vise-virsa. Results
supported the hypotheses. Those rats not lesioned and labeled
non-lesicned performed the best, all rats which were actually
lesioned performed worst irregardless of expectation. lost
importantly, however, those rats which were actually not lesioned
but were labéled as lesioned, performed as poorly as the in-fact
lesioned rats. Thus, rats expected to perform well did, while
those expected to perform poorly did in fact perform poorly.

A variety of other studies using rats (eg. Rosenthal and
Fode, 1963; Ingraham and Harrington, 1966) and planaria (Cordaro
and lson, 1963) support Rosenthal's hypotheses under laboratory
situations. thile Rosenthal and his co-workers have been unable
to specifically determine the precise mechanisms of experimenter
bias with animals, indications are that those experimenters who
believed that their animais were going to do well spent more
time handling their animals, whereas those who expected their
animals to do poorly, spent more time talking to their animals.

Representative of research on experimenter bias using human
subjects is a study by Rosenthal and Fode (1961). In this
investigation, ten experimenters had 206 subjects judge the
prabable success or failure of people in ten photographs on a
ten point scale (from +5 to -5) from extreme failure to extreme
success. Half of the experimenters were led to believe that
most people rated the ten photos on the positive side, whereas the
remaining five were told that people tended to judge the photos
on the feilure end of the continuum. Previous standardization

of the photos indicated an average rating of 0. As hypothesized,
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the ratings of subjects contacted by the experimenter expecting
' negative ratings tended to get negative ratings, and conversely,

experimenters expecting positive ratings tended to get positive

ratings (t=3.20, df=8 p>.007 one tailed). Confirmation of

experimenter expectancies with humans has been attributed to

some, as yet unknown, subtle communication systems between

experimenter and subject. Although Rosenthal and his colleagues

have discerned certain physiological and demographical chatacter-

istics (eg. .sex, age, race, and nationality) which correlate

with the self-fulfilling prophecy, enumerable man hours of

observing experiments, live and video taped, have not yielded

a detailed specification of the elements of this intercourse.

? These findings, however, have been criticized by Barber

o and Silver (1968), Barber (1962), Barber, et.al. (1969), and

Barber and Silver (1969). Although these investigators believe

that experimenter bias may exist, they emphasize that their own

research (eg. Barber, et al., 1969) does not support Rosenthal's

- conclusions. Furthermore, 3arbetr and his co-workers contend

that the methods of data analysis utilized by the Rosenthal

group are suspect. In fact, argue Barber and silver {1969),

out of thirty-one studies reported on experimenter bias, only

twelve support Rosenthal's thesis; and of these twelve, only three

é ) provide specific evidence for experimenter bias. “hile Barber

st, he contends that- it is

enthal's

s . agrees that experimenter bias may exi

a difficult variable to demonstrate and that Ros

b apparent clear-cut data may be the result of improper analysis.

Zv Nonetheless, Rosenthal proceeded to generalize his experimenter
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bias hypothesis to the teaching-iearning situation. 1In
developing a rationale for their teacher expectation study,
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) write:

The transition from this chapter to the next

(animal studies to teacher expectation studies)
comes from the results of the experiment in which
rats learned their way around their Skinner .
boxes. At the beginning of that study experimenters
assigned allegedly dull animals were of course told
that they would* ind retarded learning on the part
of their rats. They were, however, reassured that
it has been found {hat even the dullest rats can,
in time, learn the required responses” (Rosenthal
and Lawson, 1964). Animals alleged to be dull, then
were described as educable but slow. It was inter-
esting in the light of this to .learn that of the
experimenters who had been assigned "dull” animals,
47 percent believed their subjects to be uneducable.
Only 5 percent of the experimenters assigned "bright"
rats were equally pessimistic about their animal's
future (p=.007). From this result one wonders about
the beliefs created in school-teachers when they are
told a child is educable but slow, deserving but
disadvantaged (p. 44).

B. The Oak School Experiment:

Of specific relevance for the present study is Rosenthal's
and Jacobson's application of the self-fulfilling prophecy
concept to the elementary education process (Rosenthal and
Jacobson, 1966). Their study, known as the Oak School
Experiment, was later duplicated and expanded as part of a
manuscript intitled Pygmelion in the Classroom (Rosenthal and
Jacobson, 1968). 1n this experiment, Rosenthal and Jacobson
administered Flanagan's Tests of General Ability to all pupils
in grades K-6 in the Spring of 1964. C(lassroom teachers were

told that this test was the "Harvard Test of Inflected Acqui-

sition"” and that further validation was necessary. Etighteen
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classrooms, three at each of the six grade levels, were selected

Each grade level was
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to participate in the experiment.

represented by @ low ability group, an average ability group,

5 and a high ability group. A random sample of 20 percent of the

pupils in each of the 18 classrooms was designated 3as potential

academic "spurters.” That is, when the pupils returned to

lagssroom teachers were told that

school the following year, C

certain of their pupils, designated "bloomers," would make

unusual academic gains. There was retesting at the middle of

the academic yoar and post testing at the end of the school

=
=
=
=
=
=

year. Final retesting was cuwpleted during the following Spring.

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) report inuunsistent

oint they araue that significant gains were

74), and at other times

findings. At one p
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found at all six grade -levols (p.
g and two only

g

g they report significant gains in grades on

(po 77). A review of the data presented by Rosenthal and

Jacobson shows, in fact, significant gains for 19 children in

This fact led Thorndike (1968), among many

qgrades one and two.
1 findings.

to be sharply critical of the 0ak Schoo
the alleged ef fect

others,

Noting that "to all intents and purposes,

of the ‘prophecy' appears in 19 children in grades one and two,”

Thorndike insists that "if we are to trust th

ther analysis and speculation built u

e results, and thas

large edifice of fur pon

them, the findings of these two grades must be unimpeachable"

(p. 709). Thorndike then procseds to ar.alyze the 10 mgasures

d by Rosenthal and Jacobson and conc
they show that the

ludes

and scores reporte
that "if the pretest data show anything,
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testing was utterly worthless and meaningless for grades
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one and two." Thorndike ends his review by stating: “the

indications are that the basic data upon which this structure
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has been raised are so untrustworthy that any ecarnrlueions pased
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upon them must be suspect. The vonclusions may be correct,

but if so, it must be Eonsidered a fortunate coincidence (p. 711)."
An extensive and equally critical review of Pyamalion in

the Classrﬁsm is presented by Elasnoff and Snow (1971). In this

critique, Elashoff and Snow discuss several faults including

data analysis, data presentation, the testing instruments, and

the research methodology. WNoting that "the research report is

a crucial part of the research process,” Elashoff and Snow

contend that Pygmalion in the Classroom is an inadequate

:éfzﬁﬁ?f because "descriptions of design, basic data, and analysis
are incomplete. Inconsistencies between text and tables,
overly dramatic conclusions, oversimplified, inaccurate or
incorrect statistical discussions and analyses all contribute
to 2 generally misleading impression of the study's results”
(p. 6).

Specifically, the objections concern the use of, and

interpretation of, the Flanders Test of General Abilities
(TOGA). Agreeing with Thorndike, Clashoff and Snow note that

N the supposed effect occured only in grades one and two. Further-
more, it becomes apparent upon examining the scores of the first

and second graders, that many did not seem to understand the

operations expected of trem. Thet is, several of the Rosenthal

and Jacobson experimental subjects had pretest I1Q scores which
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were obviously incorrect and uninterpretable. One child had

2 pretest IG of 17, another a score of 30, and some experimental
sub jects had post test 10s of 212 and 220. Elashoff and Snow
argue that if we eliminate those with pretest lGs around 30

and those with post*fest 10s of 220 and 230, no expectancy
effect occurs. They point out that 14 gains to 90 poin.s,

from 30 to 120 or from 140 to 230, are impossible to interpret
and therefore canﬁot be meaningfully included in data analysis.

It should be noted however; that it is a difficult and
questionable practice to decide which scores'to eliminate from
any data analysis. To be sure, it seems obvious that IG scores
of 30 for children admitted to first grade are unreasonable;
yet if we begin to arbitrarily truncate our data, what guidelines
can we use?

Other specific criticisms of tgé Oak School Experiment
include questions of experimental design and methodology.
£lashoff and Snow arque that, because of subject loss and
assignment to experimental condition based on the entire school
population rather than grade level or ability level, it is
questionable whether the Rosenthal and Jacobson subjects were
randomly selected. Closely allied with this criticism is another
which questions the lack of control subjects. Elashoff and Snow
maintain that some semblence of 2 randomized block design which
took such factors as age, sex, grade and ability into account
would have been more appropriate and meaningful. Furthermore,

Rosenthal and Jacobson's selection of an ex post facto control

group is of dubious value.
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One further issue which suggests spuriously derived results
is the fact that, after the experiment was over, the teachers
could neither recall or recognize the names of the "bloomers"
that Rosenthal and Jacobson had given them at the onset of the
experiment. Since the teachers could not identify those studants
they were supposedly giving "special” treatment, it seems
difficult to account for IQ gains on the basis of the
experimentally "induced" expectations.

The conclusions reached by Rosenthal and Jacobson are also

suspect from the work of other investigators. HNumerable
replications and near replications have failed to support the

findings reported in Fygmalion in the Classroom. Further,

previous attempts to demonstrate teacher expectancy also lend
opposing evidence to the Rosenthal and Jacobson findings. Pitt
(1956) and Flowers (1966), failed to find any significant
relationships between teacher expectancy and a variety of
achievement and socio-psychological factors. These studies
differed from the Oak School Experiment (eq. Pitt reassigned
entire classrooms of low ability pupils as high ability punils),
and are not directly comparable; therefcre, while the findings

of Pitt and Flowers cast some doubt on the Rosenthal and

Jacobson findings, they cannot be considered conclusive. Further-
more, the subjects in both of these studies were older children R
(grade 7), and Rosenthal and Jacobson did not find significant
gains among pupils in grades 3-6, altrougi, signitficant gains

were reported for grades 1 and 2. i.hile Rosenthal interprets

the grade level difference in the Pitt and Flowers s*udies as
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not contradictory to his findings, one should recall that he is
not consistent in his grade level interpretations,

The findings thus far discussed i . that the data

reported by Rosenthal and Jacobson may well be specious. Data

reported by othar investigators helps to clarify the Rosenthal

and Jacobson conclusions and the subsequent criticisms of those

conclusions. One fact that has emerged is the necessity of

differentiating between gains in achievement and gains in ICG.
That is, while some investigators have found significant gains in
achievement test scores, no other investigator has been able to

increase I{ scores as a function of experimental manipulation of

teacher expectaticns.

The following studies have been reported using IQ measures

.s the sole or one dependent variable. The indapendent variable

in all of these studies was some form of manipulation of ‘teacher
expectation. Conn, Edwards, Rosenthal and Crowne (1968) tried

to replicate the Oak School findings and to study the underlying
processes involved. Using the TOGA and the usual Rosenthal
expectancy induction, Conn, et al., found no significaﬁt 1Q
increases. However, they did find a significant relationship
between expectancy gains and perception of emotion in the teacher's
voice, especially for boys in the expegimental group.

Evans and Rosenthal (1969), using grades ! through 6,
attempted another partial replication of the Rosenthal and
Jacobson study. Agéin, using the TGGA and the typical expect-

ancy induction, no significant main effects were ’ound., One

interaction effest was found with Verbal 1Q.
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Claiborn (1969) attempted a replication using 1« fi=nt grade

classrooms. Gith IG gains on the TOCA and classroom obser-

vations serving as the dependent variables, Claiborn found no

1t should be noted that
g the

significant effects for any veriables.

Claiborn and Conn, et al., tried to induce expectancy durin

middle of the school year.

Other attempts to replicate the Rosenthal and Jacobson

experiment have been equally unsuccessful. José and Cody (1971),

using 18 first and second grade classrooms and a randomized

block design, found no dif ferences between experimental and

control subjects on IU scores (TOGA), achievement test scores

(fietropolitan Achievement Test), or pupil-teacher interactions.

José suggested, among other things, that simply telling the

teacher that certain students were going to bloom and showing

them 1G scores may not be sufficient to induce expectancy.

Fleming and Anttonen (1971) used achievement scores,

self concept scores, IG, and teacher grading behavior as

criterion measures in their investigation of the effects of

differing teacher expectations on a sample of 900 second grade

students. four conditions were established on the basis of

information given to the classroom teachers: 1) 1G scores

inflated 16 points (Kuhlmann-Anderson IU Test); 2) ectual

3) actual scores on the Primary

Children

Kuhlmann-Anderson IQ scoresj
rental Abilities Test (PhA); @nd 4) no information.

were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions within

No significant expectancy effects in either
re found. Inter-

each classroom.

measures of Il or measures of self concept we
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action effects between SES of the children and the teacher's
opinion of tests did lead to some generally inconsistent sig-
nificart effects. For example, ieachers who NEiu higyhap
regard for tests gave higher grades and some expectancy effects
as revealed by somewhat higher IQ gains and achievement teect
gains when compared with teachers who held tests in a generally
low regard,.

In a study using older children (qrade 7), Kester (1971)
randomly assigned 150 average ability students to experimental

and control ronditions. The twenty three teachers participating

Fal

in the study were given the names of the "bright" students in

their class during the first week of school. Criterion measures

in this study were the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), the

Otis-Lennon IG4 Test, and 2 measure of pupil attitudes. Obser-

vations were made under the ruse of watching teacher-"bright"

student interactions. No significant differences were found

between pretest and post test scores on the dependent variables;

however, teachers did seem to interact more, and in 2 more positive i
fashion, with the experimental Ss.

‘ Utilizing a matched sample of 112 experimental and 112

contrgl Ssy Goldsmith and Fry (1970) attempted to demonstrate

expectancy effects with high school students. Dependent variables

were I0 scores (TOGA) and scores on the Sequential Test of

Educational Progress (STEF-2B). To counteract any forgetting !
effects, the teachers were reminded of the names of the ‘

"bloomers” from three to five times during the course of the

experiment. Analysis of gains revealed no significant effects
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on either the TAGA or the STEPR,

Two attemnte tn demunsirete cxpectancy effects on 1q
outside the regular classroom situation have been reported.
Anderson and Rosenthal (1968) used 28 institutionalized retardates
in 2 summer day camp. The subjects were all boys between the
ages of 9 and 16. Camp counselors were told that certain boys
were "bloomers."” Observations of the amount of help given to
the boys were made. There were no expectancy effects on IG
(TOGA); however, observations indicated that "bloomers"”
received less attention than "non-bloomers." The reasons for
the differential attention were not investigated or known.

Pellegrini ana Hicks (1972), administered the WISC
similarities subtest and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
to children in a special tutorial oroject. The exoerimental
sample consisted of 44 tutor-child pairs who were randomly
assigned to high, average, or low expectancy condition. No
significant effects were found on either measure.

Four studies have been reported which used some achievgment
index as the criterion measure of expectancy effects.
l.eichenbaum, Bowers, and Ross (1969), demonstrated the self-
fulfilling prophecy effect using 14 female adolescent juvenile
offenders. Six of these girls were designated "bloomers" and,
because of time factors, 10 measures were not taken. Instead,
subjective and objective exams prepared by teachers served as
dependent variables. The experimental Ss scored significantly
higher on the objective exam and demonstrated superior class-

appropriate behavior. Teachers, at the beginning of the sxnevine2
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experiment, rated all girls as '"good” or "poor" students.
The six experimental girls were chosen on the basis of the
teachers' rankings. Three "good" students and three "poor"
students were supposedly going to "bloom" on the basis of a2 test
which was, in fact, never given., Ulhile the teachers were
originally skeptical of the three "poor" students, they were
soon pointing to behaviors that indicated the girls actually
did have academic potential, and they eventually concluded that
the test to designate intellegtual bloomers wzs a good test.

Schrank (1968, 1970) reported two successful expectancy

studies. In each case, college freshmen were rendomly assigned

to a freshman mathematics course. Course instructors assumed,
in the first study, that class assignment was based on ability
level since such assignment had been routinely made in the past.
The final course grade averages ranked the students Frow high-
est to lowest over five sections exactly as if the s;udents

had been assigned according to ability level. In the second
study, instructors were told that the students were randomly
assigned and; consequently, no significant differences were
found among the sections using final grade averages as the
criterion measure. Although some methodological difficulties
are apparent, eg., use of repeated t-tests, these studies indi-
cate the utility of further study.

A third study involving expectancy effects on achievement
was reported by Palardy {1969). This investigation looked at the
effects of existing teacher expectations on the probable
success of learning to read. Specifically, Palardy gathered

teachers' opinions on whether first grade girls or boys were more
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likely to learn to read during the year. Two expsrimental

groups were established using teachers' opinions as a categor-

izing scheme. One experimental group was comprised of five

teachers who thought that girls would be more successful in
learning to read. They were matched with the second group which
was composed of five teachers who held that boys and girls

had an equal probability of success. Using IQ as a covariate,
reading achievement scores on the Stanford Achievement Test

were significantly lower for boys in the unequal probability
group than either group of girls or the boys in the equal
probability group. :

Beez (1970) reports a relatively superficial ostudy sup-
portative of expectancy effects on achievement. In this
investigation, 60 graduate students served as tutors to 60
preschool children.% The tutors wete yiven buyus LU renkings and
the criteria msasures were the number of symbols learned in a
15 minute session and the tutors' post hoc ratings of their
students. Tutees listed as "high apility" learned more symbols
and were rated higher than tutees listed as"low ability.”

It seems obvious, however, that since the tutoring situation is
substantially different from the regular classroom system, and
since the tutoring time consisted of a single 15 minute session,
the results are, at best, indicative of expectancy effects.

In addition to the above noted studies concerning primarily

g B A8 otk

cognitive effects of the self-fulfilling prophecy, 2 growing
body of related literature discussing more affective effects

is evident. These studies concern such topics as teacher=
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420 student teachers and their cooper

15,

pupil interactions, perscnality variables, and demographic

variazbles. Jacobs (1970), for example, investigated expectancy

effects using a sociometric measure as 2 dependent variable in

14 elementary school classrooms. Twenty percent of the students

were identified as potential “stars." Posttesting after 10 weeks

revealed no increases in peer acceptance, although a oositive

correlation was cbtained between measured change and tearhers’

perceptions of sociometric change.
Haberman (1970) tried to induce expectancy effects between
ative?teachers. part of

the student teachers were given high expectancies for their

cooperative teachers and their co—perating teachers -were given

high expectancies for their student teachers. A control group

was devised of those teachers given no information. After 23

semester of student teaching, no differences in rating were obtained

between the experimental group and the control group. Haberman

suggests that teachers may have clearly defined objectives and

are therefore not susceptible to expectancy inducements.

Rothbart, Dalfen, and Barrett (1971) used micro-teaching

as a vehicle to investigate teacher-pupil interactions.

Thirteen female undergraduates and 52 high school students

participated in 2 30 minute literature discussion. Two of the

beled as

four students in each micro-teaching group were la
“high academic potential” and two were labelse

academic potential.” Teachers tendqgftéfinﬁ

"bright" students, and these stude

In post hoc ratings, the teachers




students had greater potential. There were no significant

differences in the number of positive reinforcements given to

the two groups.

Another study using micro-teaching was conducted by

16.

Rubovits and faehr (1970). Again, female undergraduates (N=26)

served as teachers. The subjects were 104 sixth and seventh
grade students who had been randomly labeled as "gifted"” or
reqular" 6n a seating chart given to each micro-teacher.
Children labeled "gifted” received more praise and were asked
more questions when compared to those labeled "regular.”

Bréwn(1970) tried to induce expectancy effects using
fake psychological reports. The reports included StS, intel-
ligence, and personality factors. Ten teachers-in-training
tutored B0 first grade children in @ paired-associate task
involving a list of states and their associated capitals.

The false 10 scores were significantly related to the number
of items the tutors attempted to teach; however, expectancy
ratings of the teachers were in the opposite direction of the
expectancy hypothesis. Furthermore, SES and personality
variables had no significant relationship to the number of
pairs learned.

Three studies are available in the literature which make
use of existing teacher expectations and the subsequent patter
of teacher-pupil interactions. Willis (1970) had five special
education teachers rank their classes’of eight students each
according to a criteria of "most efficient learnerc" to

"least efficient learners." Observation revealed that the

n
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teachers tended to ignore comments from less efficient ‘learners z
and tended to give more verbal responses to comments of more

efficient learners.

z Good (1970) and Brophy and Good (1970) report findings

U s U 0w a0 g

relevant to teacher-pupil interactions. These investigators

also had teachers rank their students according to achievement.

oo e s

four regular first grade classrooms were used in each study.

Wbt Tt 4

Three males and three females from the high achievement end
of the teachers' ranking and three males and three females from
the low end of the teachers' ranking were selected for obser-

vation. Good (1970) found that teschers interacted signif-

T 10 5 s 3, it 45

icantly more often with those ranked as high achievers. Good

and Brophy found that high achievers initiate more interactions

bl 1 b

with the teacher than those ranked as low achievers. "hile the

oo w1

e

actual number of interactions with the teacher did not differ

significantly between the two groups, high achievers seemed to have

b Pl Rl e e man

qualitatively different interaction. Criterion measures
assessing achievement were found to favor the high achiever i
group. GCood and 8rophy note: ;

The data show that teachers consistently favored :
the highs over the lows in demanding and reinforcing i
quality performance. Despite the fact that the highs :
gave more correct answers than did the lows, they
were more frequently praised when correct, and less
fregquently criticized when incorrect or unable to
respond. FfFurthermore, the teachers were more
persistent in eliciting the responses from the highs
than they were from the lows. . . (p. 372).

AR

Two experiments, more indirectly related to classroom

expectancy effects, have been reported. Cohen (1966) had
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256 college education ma jors score subjective learning readiness

ot bk

o

0

I




18.

tests for hypothetical students. Bogus information about IQ ) X
and reading group placement was also provided. These teachers~
in-training gave higher scores to "brighter” students. Similarly,

simon(1969) found that college students scored the vocabulary

subtest of the WISC significantly higher for those sub jects

W B
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labeled "above average" in intelligence when compared with those
labeled "below aversge” in intelligence. Actual wiISC protacels

were used for the vocabulary scoring althuuyl the 1nhaling was

randomly assigned.

TTRERR B gy dah MR TGO AL R b T N e

A review of the literature revealed two more relevant

studies. These studies, by Rist (1970) and Seaver (1971),

rnative methods -

ot b M Qo BT 1

are relatively unique and suggestive of alte
of studying the educational aspects of the self-fulfilling

prophecy. Rist, 2 social anthropologist, conducted an interesting

Rist observed for one and one half hours

T RN I R PR TR

longitudinal study.

twice a week in a kindergarten classroom of a ghetto school.

He then observed the same children in first grade and for one

semester in second grade. A carefully written observational

record revealed some distressing, yet interesting, phenomena.

The kindergarten teacher, having access to information

T M TR o A R P YA SR TN g RS

concerning the welfare status of each child's parents, placed

the children at three different tables after eight days of

B B N <

classes. No test scores or other academic indicators were -

1 Wi g

available. Differential treatment followed. The group at the
First table, who most approximated 2 middle-class cleanliness 3
model, received most of the teacher's time and attention.

Indeed, the teacher began writing on the blackpoard in such 2
manner that only those at the first table could see. The

R S O s e
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children at the first table ran errands, were hall monitors, etc.,
and they even began to treat the children at the other two tables
with the same distain as their teacher. By the end of the year,
the only interaction children at the third table had had with

the teacher was when she told Lhem to sit down and/or keep quiet.
Furthermore, the children at the third table beye:ir tu treat

each other in a hostile, unfriendly fashion, eg., calling'ééch
other stupid, dumb, etc. Because of this differential treat-

ment, Rist arques, the children at the third table had- not

finished their pre-reading book by the end of the school year.
Since these chﬁldren had not been taught, they naturally scored
low on the end of the year standardized achievement test.

However, IU tests given at the end of kindergarten revealed no
significant differences among the three tables. Subsequently,

the first grade teacher, who nat only had subjective information,
but also objective indicators in the form of test scores, assigned
the table three children to the slow group with little positive

expectation. This "caste system” was maintained throughout

first and second grade.

The special significance of this study, aside from revealing
some of the dreadful experiences some children are sub jected to
in schools, is that it indicates the overwhelming importance of
non-academic factors in astablishing teacher expectancies. The
kindergarten teacher in this study started the cycle of the
self-fulfilling prophecy in motion on the basis of whether
a child's father was living at home, whether the family was on
welfare, whether the child smelled because of uncleanliness,

and a variety of other factors which are all irrelevant to the
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child's academic potential. Lith this cultural factor impinging %
on the situation, attempts to change teacher expectancies on i
the basis of bogus IQ scores may well be an impossible task. 7

Seaver (1971) investigated the effects of naturally
occuring expectancies by Psnalyzing school permanent record
data. In one sub-study, Seaver attempted 2 lagged correlation
study in an attempt to predict grade point averages in grades
2-5 on the basis of IQ scores (Primary Mental Abilities)
obtained in grade one. Results were uninterpretable probably
bacause of the unreliability of grade one liW test scores. lore
interesting were his findings regarding the expectancy effects i
caused by a teacher having previously had an older sibling of
a child she currently had in her classroom. Records from two
elementary schools revealed 79 pairs of siblings. A determin-
ation of whether the same teacher had taught one or both siblings
wa~ made. The older siblings were categorized 2s "good" or
"bad" students by independent judges on the basis of first
grade IQ scores, Stanford Achievement Test scores, and grade
point averages. VYounger siblings were then compared to older
siblings on the basis of achievement test scores and grade point
averages. Data analysis indicated that younger siblings of
“good" students received higher grades if assigned to the same
teacher when compared with those assigned to a different teacher.
Also, younger siblings of "bad" students received significantly
higher grades if assigned to a different teacher when compared
with those assigned to the same teacher.

Again, like the Rist study, Seaver's work illustrates

expectancy effects in naturally occuring situations without
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the use of experimental manipulation.

C. Review and Synthesis:

The relatively exhaustive literature review has provided
answers to some questions but raised other issues. Critiques
of the Rosenthal research on experimenter bias and teacher
expectancy have demonstrated that few, if any, conclusions
can be drawn from his research. Iethodological errors and
conceptual errors of the kind suggested by Barber and Silver
and £lashoff and Snow, 2mong others, indicate that the research
generated by Rosenthal and his co-workers is generally untrust-
worthy., The wide publication and use of the Rosenthal and
Jacobson findings is apperently unjustified without further
documentation.

Approximately ten other attempts to raise IQ scores through
expectancy effects have been reported. In no case did the find-

ings support the Oak School Experiment. Although methodological

errors are alsoc apparent in some of the replication studies,
it seems appropriete to conclude that experimental manipulation
of teacher expectations has no effect on IQ measures.

The research using achievement gains as dependent variablas
suggests that, under naturally occuring conditions or under strong
experimental manipulation, teacher expectancies probably have
some effect on student achisvement under certain circumstances.
Rist's findings suggest that teacher expectancy effects achieve-
ment in so 7a2r as the teacher refuses to interact with and teach

certain children becsuse of culturally establishesd expectations.
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Further, it seems fair to conclude that teacher-pupil
interactions are affected by the expectations of those involved
in the interactions. It seems clear that the number and quality
of interactions between teachers and students are partially
dependznt on th. definition of the situation. In sum, the
teacher expectation effect tends to occur in naturalistic
situations and most prevalently in teacher-pupil interactions.
Finally, since teachers’ expectancies are based on non-cognitive
factors. changes in cognitive information are not likely to
a}ter the original expectations. .

The only recent discussion, available in the literature, of
the role of expectancy to larger aducational issues is an
article by Jeremy Finn -(1972). Finn's distinction between two
"kinds" of expectation is worth noting:

1t is the anticipation that shapes the manifestation
of expectations. And it is anticipation that dis-
tinguishes expectations from hopes and desires, as
well as from aspirations. While the concept

agpirations imolies some striving toward a2 desired
goal, expectations incorporate an additional

estimetion of reality factors. That is, expectations
imply the .anticipation of the behavior most likely
to actually accur, given the individual and

circumstances (p. 390).

Finn uses the analogy of ghetto parents aspiring to have
their children enter the professions but offering them little,
if any, achievement orisented aid on which to fulfill expectations.

He further argues that Rosenthal and Jacobson employ the concept

_ of teacher expectancy in a similar fashion. That is, "They have

attempted, however effectively, to set the teachers' estimates
of the actual cognitive level at which the pupils would operate.

The success of the experiment was 3 direct funccion of the
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extent to which the contrived test results did in fact produce
this effect (p. 391)."

It appears then, that &inn interprets the Rosenthal and
Jacobson study as trying to influence the aspirations or desires
that the teachers hold for their students without directly
influencing the expectations (using Finn's dicotomy) that
teachers hold for their students. Further, it could then be
argued that the efforts to induce teachsr expectancy via the
Rosenthal model is a realistically ineffective approach if the

intended effect is substantive behavior change.
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CHAPTER 2
#ETHODS AND PROCEDURES
FOR THE PRESENT EXPERIMENT

Although the current investigation was devised and under-
way before many of the critical analyses of the Rosenthal and
Jacobson study were available in the literature, most of the
methodological flaws in the Oak School Experiment, and subse-
quent replications, were 2voided. Furthermore, the design

permitted nearly all of the facets of teacher expectations to

be tested.

Three general problems were considered in generating
testable hypotheses: 1) Does experimental manipulation of
teachers' expectations lead to increases in ability and achieve-
ment scores?; 2) If any score increases do occur, are they a
function of the self-fulfilling prophecy or simply the result of
different instructional programs?; and, 3) If any increases in
scores do occur, and, if they are the result of 2 self-fulfilling
prophecy, can we identify some of the processes involved?.

Ample evidence has been presented in Chapter 1 to suggest
that the results reported by Rosenthal and Jacobson may well be
spurious. It therefore seems clear that a methodologically sound
replication is warranted. Cince a major portion of this exper-
iment and the entire notion of teacher expactancy hinges on
increases in criterion measures as 2 result of experimental
manipulation of expectancy, clear and unimpeachable increases in

achievement and ability scores must be demonstrated.
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The second problem reletes to the possibility that the teachor

may engage in different modes of instruction for those pupils
who have been specifically classified. That is, if teachers

expect a particular pupil to do especially well, he may place
him inan instructional group which has better pupils, better

instructional materials, and possibly different modis of instruction
Pupils who had not been marked as deserving special consideration
may not be given this attention.

In short, the gains in IG and achievement which Rosenthal
and Jacobson interpreted as expectancy effects caused by some
subtle communication system may well have been the result of
placing the experimental students into one instructional group
rather than into another. This rationale suggests that, if there
is a subtle communication system involved in the self-fulfilling

prophecy, it may not be as important as the original instructional

placement of the students by the teacher. The interpretation
posited here may help explain why teachers could recall or
recognize the names of only a few of the "bloomers” in the Oak
School Experiment (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968).

furthermore, Rosenthal and Jacobson report that experimental
58 in the middle ranne of ability made greater gains in reading
schievement than either the low ability group or the high ability
group. Assuming that original instructional placement is more
important than the subtle communciation system, this finding
suggests that teachers more readily believe that they could
mistakenly place an average pupil in the wrong group but notc

a8 very competent pupil or a very incompetent pupil.
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The third problem to-be investigateéd is under the rubric of
the process of the self-fulfilling prophecy and concerns the

pupils' and the teachers’ perceptions of expectancy. That is,
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;' are the expectancies conscious on the part of those involved?

Specifically, (a) do the teachers have the expectations during

and at the end of the treatment period; (b) do the matched

b

f

pupils differ from their controls in their perceptions of what

I

the teachers expect for them and for their matched counterpart;
-and (c) do the other pupils in the class recognize a different

communication system between the teacher and the experimental

subjects and the teacher and the matched control subjects?

In other words, pupils must oerceive that the teacher expects

different achievement and behavior among them before a pupil

P T S WD 1
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can make a response contingent on the teachers' expectations.
Therefore, teachers' expectations must be revealed in some form
so that pupils can perceive differential treatment.

A review of previous research did not yield information
directly concerned with pupils' abilities to perceive teacher

expectations and differential treatment. However, indirect

R S A OB M T W ey

support can be taken from flanagan and Havumaki (1960) who demon-
strated that 10th grade pupils praised more often by the
experimenter were chosen more frequently on a sociogram. Jdeck
(1964, reported the development of a pupil perception of teacher
behavior questionnaire, thereby demonstrating that intermediate
level elementary school children could, and do, perceive at

least eleven specific teacher characteristics. Lippitt and

Cold (1959), and Fox, Lippitt and Schmuck (1964) found that
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elementary school children perceived ssventeen specific uves.

acteristics of their peers and that students utilized these

perceptions in cenceptualizing the power structure of the class-

room. Furthermore, these perceptions remained consistent through-

out the school year.
In sum, it appears that slementary school children make

accurate perceptions of subtle affective and cognitive be-

haviors of their teachers arJd their peers. Ffurthermore, it

seems reasonable that pupils can perceive differential ex-
paétations of the teacher and that these perceptions may be a

vital link in whatever communication system may be involved

in the self-fulfilling prophecy process.

Lithin the framework of these general problems, seven

specific hypotheses were tested:

1. Experimental Ss will show significantly better perform-

ance on the ability posttest than the matched control Ss.

2. Experimental Ss will show significantly better perform«

ance on the achievement posttest than the matchad

control Ss.
WWhen compared with their matched control subjects,

3.
axperiméntal Ss in the middle ranges of ability will
make significantly greatsr improvement in achievement
and ability than either the high ability experimental
Ssxor the low ability experimental Ss.

4., Experimental Ss will receive significantly different

instruction from that of the matched control Ss 8s

measured by group classification and ratings by
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independent obsarvers.
, i % §. Experimental Ss will report more positive, supportive
% interactions with their teachers on a questionnaire
measuring pupils' perceptions of teacher behavior at
the end of the school year és compared with the matched

control Ss. Ratings of independent observers will

g PR ey

support the responses of the experimental Ss.

6. Control 5s will report more positive, supportive inter-

A g L T o

actions between their matched experimental counter-

parts and the teacher on 2 questionnaire measuring

R T

pupils' perceptions of teacher behavior at the end of

R

the school year as compared with their own interactions

e

g

with the teacher. Ratings of independent observers
will support the responses of the control Ss. .
7. Pupils who are not in the experimental group OT the
: control group will report, on a questionnaire measuring
g pupils' perceptions of teacher behavior, significantly
dif ferent pupil-teacher interactions between
experimental Ss and the teacher as compared with the

interactions of matched control Ss and the teacher.

Procedure:

1. Selection of Subjects and Experimental Desiqn

T AT LG R M DA e ek

All students in twenty-four classrooms, grades 1-6 (four

classrooms at each grade level) were administered the lletro-

: politan Analysis of Learning Potential and the [etropolitan




on their achievement test scores and their potential scores.
Classroom teachers were asked to rank their students according
to how much achievement growth they expected fram them during
. tha year. Three experimental pairs were then seiected from
each classroom, one pair to represent each third of the
distributions. That is, one experimental pair was selected if
each member had an achievement score in the top third of the
achievement distribution, if each had 8 pulential scove in the
top third of the ability distribution, and if each had been

ranked by his teacher in the top third of her achievement

0NN SR 40 A S et s Tl o A o b BRS04 Thighiudta

growth prediction distribution, etc. One further qualification
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for sampling was that the peirs wereg matched by sex. Ffurthermore,
there was an equal number of males and females at each grade level,

. but not for each class in the sample. After the experimental

v TR TSl G e s

pairs had been selected, one member of each pair was randomly

480 a1 Fn 8

assigned to the treatment group with the other member becoming
part of the control group. Selection of Ss and implementation :
of the study was completed within the first four weeks of the
fall term.

\ ; Schematically, the design is illustrated by Table I. Thus,

there were 12 experimental Ss and 12 control Ss at each of the

CLganiatd

six grade levels, or a total of 72 experi :ntal subjects
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matched with 72 control subjects. Classrooms were selected

AR
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TThe first grade subjects found the ietropolitan Achievement Test
too difficult and frustrating. Therefore, first grade 5s have
scores only on the Analysis of Learning Potential.
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TABLE I
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

p:29a

GRADE

CLASSROOM SEX

ABILITY GROUP MATCHED PAIRS

EXPECTANCY TREATMENT

EXPER. CONTROL

X* X
X X

24 M

71
72

#X refers to the appropriate dependent variables under consideration
in the study.
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from two school districts in Central New York State on the basis

of size and geographical location.

A gquestionnaire to discern pupils' perceptions of teachers'
differential expactations and treatment of students was devised
and tested for feasibility in classrooms nOt to he u«od jin the
study prior to the experiment. The instrument was administereu
to all students in the 24 participating classrooms at ths begin~-
ning of the school year. Trained observers made regular visits
to selectcd classrooms, and using the observation scale devised
by Rist (1971), (see Appendix 1), served as an added measure of
pupil perception.

it has been hypothesized that instructional grouping of
students may be more important than the communication system
between the students and teacher. Therefore, 2 documentation
of the grouping of experimental and control subjects was made.

2. Inducinq Teacher Expectancy

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) did not seem overly concerned

with the process by which teacher expectancy was produced. In
fact, one could question whether any change in expectancy was
induced by noting that the teachers involved in the Oak School
Experiment were unable to recall or recognize most of the
experimental subjects after the axperiment had been concluded.
It seems necessary to be concerned with the specifi. mechiinisms
by which expectancy is induced and to moke the exps-~ta vy
inducement as strong as possibile. That is, to maximize any
expectancy effects, maximum expectancy inducement ought to be

used. The following procedure was used in the proposed study
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because of the widespread popularization oF tha Rosenthal and

Jacobson study.

It wads noted earlier that each classroom teacher would be
asked to rank his pupils according to how much he expected them
to grow in achievement. After the experimental sub jects were
selected, the investigator had a conference with each teacher
for the supposed purpose of discussing the differences between
his ranking and test scores. Assuming that teachers, in general,
distrust standardized test scores (see for example, Jackson,

1968, pp. 123-26), teachers were told that further ressarch into ¢
this problem was being done in an effort to determine whether or
not test makers should develop different kinds of standardized
tests. Using this as a ploy, the investigator pointed out to

the teacher, during the conference, that the scores obtained

in the two tests given indicated that he had seriously under-~
estimated the achievement potential of several of his pupils.

vwith this in mind, we told him that we would like his cooperation
in trying to 7find out wﬁether the test estimates were accurate.
The invastigator then informed him that three pupils in his class-
room, 2s well a2s three pupils in each of several other classroons,
had bsen singled out for close study. He was then given the

name:. of the three experimental subjects and an expectancy
inducement. T;at is, it was pointed out that while he may have
rar.ced subject one as likely to grow, our tests indicated that
tnis s'udent ghould grow or improve much more rapidly than even

n2 had first anticipated. Fe was then told that subjects 2 and 3,
representing the middle third and the bottom third of his ranking,
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ought to improve much more than he expected. In short, he was

Wudhnad) he )

strongly induced to believe that these three students were going

TS

to make exceptional gains during the course of the year.

Finally, teachers were informed that observers would make
regular visits to his classroom to see if the responses and
school work which the experimental Ss produced in the classroom
were consistent with responses that they made on the tests.
It was also anticipated that the regular visits of these observers

would serve as a reminder to the teacher and thereby reinforce

the expectancy.

During the entire school year, one of three observers made

weekly observations of zpproximately 45 minutes each in each of

the twenty-four classrooms. Ubsarvers used the nine item teacher-
pupil interaction scale developed by Rist (1971). Observers

also noted changes in grouping, and other informal observations
about the general stmosphere and operatinn OF the classroom.

At the end of the school year, the 72 experimental 9 and the

72 control Ss were re-administered the hetropolitan Achievement

Test and the ietropolitan Analysis of Learning Potential. The

pupil perecption of teacher behavior questionnaire, develgped by

the investigator, was re-administered to all of the children

in all twenty-four classrooms. After all posttesting was completed,

the teachers were informed of the actual purpose of the experiment.




CHAPTER I1I
RESULTS AKD DISCUSSION

The effects of the experimental manipulation of teacher
expectancy was tested on eight dependent variables. The criterion
Measures covered a variety of academic and social factors. O0Of
particular concern for each dependent variable is the comparison
between experimental and control subjects and interactions
involving the treatment facter. Differences were tested for
significance by analysis :f variance. [atched pairs within grade -
ability levél - treatment (d.f. =72) served as the error term for
all comparisons. The two measures of intellectual or achievement
growth were the gains in scorer on the letropolitan Analysis
of Learning Potential and the letropnlitan Achievement Test.

Since exact matching of test scores for the matched pairs was
not always possible because of other matching criteria, the pre-
test scores on these two instruments were treated as covariates
in all analyses. It should also be noted that an exhaustive
review of available computor Programs did not yield 2 program
which would analyze all the data and features of the present
design in a single analysis. Thus, two separate analyses were
done. The first ericompassed grades 1-4 inclusive and the second
encompassed grades 3-6 inclusive. Of the available options,

it was concluded that retaining the two covariates was more
valuable than analyzing ali six grades without controlling for

pretest differences. Therefore, achievement gains served as the
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first Qgpendent variable and ability gains served as the second
criterion measure with the pretest scores on each mzasure being
treated as a covariate.

The third variable tested is termed positive interaction.
This data was derived from observations of pupil-teacher inter=~
actions. Three levels of positive interactions~~verbal, non-
verbal, and physical--were recorded and combired into a positive
interaction score for each control subject and each experimental
sub ject.

The fourth dependent variable, neutral interaction, was
derived in the same manner as variable three except that inter-
actions defined as neutral were recorded. Variable number five,
negative interaction, matches variables three and four except.
that negative interactions, including verbal, non-verbal, and
physical, were recorded. The sixth variable was the combined
interaction score for each 5s. All interactions, from all three
modes of interaction (physical. non-verbal, and verbal), were
added into a8 single score.

The observation scheme used was developed and reported by
Rist (1970). A copy of the observational record and a descrip-
.tion of the behaviors covered by each cateqory is presented in
Appendix 1. Tha clearness of the category parameters, together
with pre~-observation discussions, led to consistent recording
of interactions.

The final two variables, sociometric-pre and sociometric-

post, were used in testing Hypotheses 5, 6 and 7. The socio-
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metric instrument used to generate this data was developed by
the writer and is presented in Apoendix Il. Also presented in
Appendix II is the results of a factor analysis (principal
component method) of the twenty-three item scale. The srores
used in the data analysis are the sum of the numqii of times
each control subject and eacﬁ experimental subject was chosen
by anyone in his classroom on the thirteen items whichk
Clustered on the principal component.

The results of data analysis is presented in the following
tables. The findings in Tables 2 and 3 show three, relatively
trivial, signifigant F-ratios. These differences on Variables
1 and 2 in Table 2 and on Variable 2 in Table 3, indicate
that posttest scores on the achievement and ability measures were
significantly greater than pretest scores for both the experi-
mental 5s and the control Ss. These findinas suggest the
obvious; namely, that all Ss made significant achievement gains
over the course of a year. The only interesting factor about
these two tables is why no significant achievement differences,
on Variable 1, were found for grades 3-6 even though significant
gains in ability scores were found.

Analysis o. data by ability level within grade level
yielded only one significant Feratio. This finding indicated
differences in the number of pupil-teacher interactions for
experimental and control 3s combined for grades 1-4. Further
analysis revealed that, for grade 1 Ss, high ability students
had more interactions with the teacher than did average ability

students and more interactions than did their low ability peers.
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TABLE 2

Univariate F-tes*s by Grade. Grades 1-4 for Eight
Variables (Test of G). Experimental and Control Ss Combined.

Variables F (3, «0) P Less Than

1. Achievement Gains 21.36 «001
2. Ability Gains 18,45 . 001
3. rositive Interaction 0.97 444
4. Neutral Interaction 2.09 « 165
5. Negative Interactiuas 0.47 « 707
6. Total Interaction 2.74 .099
7. Sociometric Pre 0.92 + 465
8. Sociometric Fost 3.42 . 061
TABLE 3

Univariate F-tests by Grade. GCrades 3-6 for Eight
..riables (Test of G). Experimental and Control Ss Combined.

Variables F (3, 10) P Less Than

1. Achievement Gains 1.82 0207
2. Ability Gains 6.03 +013
3. Positive Interaction 1.6t «430
4. Neutral Interaction 0.51 687
5. Negative Interaction 0.43 « 733
6. Total Interaction 0.81 519
7. Suciometric Pre 0.46 « 717

8. Sociometric Post 1.12 387
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TABLE 4

Univariate F-tests by Ability Level Within Grade Level

= for Eight Variables (Test of GA). Grades 1-4, Experimental
% and Control Ss Combined.

-/ Variables F (6, 22) P Less Than
% 1. Achievement Gains 0.91 .504

3 2. Ability Gains 1.50 .226

g 3, Positive Interaction 1.28 . 307

5 4, Neutral Interaction 0.63 702

5 5. Negative Interaction 0.65 +691

£ 6. Total Interaction 3.22 .020

¥ 7. Sociometric Pre 1.26 .315

¢ 8. Sociometric Post 1.02 . . 440

TABLE 5

Univariate F-tests by Ability Level Within Grade Level
for Eight Variables (Test of GA). Grades 3-6, Experimental

and Nontrol 5s Combined.

T T e U A N U L B g S

P

Variables F (6, 22) P Less Than
¢ 1. Achievement Gains 0.97 .468
i 2. Ability Gains 1.00 450
5y 7, Positive Interaction 1.62 .188
£ 4., Neutral Interaction 0.78 .595
3 5, Negative Interaction 0.71 . 647
& ., 6. Total Interaction 1.02 .439
: ~" 7. Sociometric Pre 0.56 . 754
¢ 8. Sociometric Post 0.24 . 958
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This finding is in agreement with other findings reported in the
liferature (eg+, Good and Brophy, 1970). For Grade 2 Ss, find-
ings indicated that average ability students and low ability
students had significantly more interactions with their teachers
than did high ability students. In Grade 3, low ability students
interacted more with their teachers than either average ability-
students or high ability students. Thess findings are incone
gruent with others previously reported. One possible explanation
involves differences in instructional methods used with different
ability grouos. That is, very often teachers would assign high
ability students independent projects and then leave them to
their own initiative while she spent more time in more directed
activities with average and low ability studants.

An inspection of scores for Grade 4 Ss revealed no significant
differences in the number of pupil-teacher interactions for the
various ability levels.

When the data was analyzed by ability level without regard
to grade level, two significant F-ratios were found. JSoth of

these differences invoived the observed interactions between

Pupils and teachers. For Grades 1-4 (Table 6), differences were

found in the total number of puoil-teacher interactions.
Inspection of raw scores indicates that low ability students had
the most interactions with their teachers, followed by average
ability students, with high ebility students having the fewest
interactions with their teachers.

For Grades 3-6 (Table 7), significant differences involved

the positive interaction variable. Further analysis revealed
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TABLE 6

Univariate F-tests by Ability Level Across Classrooms

for Eight Variables (Test of A). Grades 1-4, Experimental

and Control Ss Combined.

Variable F (2, 22) £ Less Than
1. Achievement Gains 1.06 « 364
2. Ability Gains 0.02 .985
7, Positive Interaction 0.19 827
4, hNeutral Interaction 0.19 .828
5. Negative Interaction 1.62 0221
6. Total Interaction 4,75 .019
7. Sociometric Pre 0.57 571
8. Sociometric Post 0.70 .506
TABLE 7

Univariate F-tests by Ability Level Across (lassrooms
for Eight Variables (Test of A). Grades 3-6, Experimental

and Control 5s Combined.

Variables F (2, 22) P Less Than
1. Achievement Gains 0.68 519
2. Ability Gains 1.83 +183
3. Positive Interaction 4.48 023
4, Neutral Interaction 2.18 +136
5. Negative Interaction 0.62 +546
6. Total Interaction 1.17 « 329
7. Sociometric Pre 0.03 . 975

8. Sociometric Post 0,92 . 749
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that low ability students had the largest number of positive
interactions with their tewchers; eveiage ability students had
the smallest number of positive interactions witw «uair teacher:
and high ability students had more positive interactions wiww
their teacher then the average ability students but fewer than
the low ability students.

The explanation for these findings is conjecture. The inde~
pendent study hypothesis offered above might also apply to these
results. Another possible alternative is that ;Le absolute
number of interactions is an artifact of the observation time.
while matched pairs were observed for an equal amount of time,
it is conceivable that observation time across grade level and
within ability group, but without regard to the matched pair
criterion, may not have been equal. Thus, low ability students
may have been involved with the teacher for a larger share of the
observation time than either of the twc groups. This possibility

is particularly appropriate to the lower grades where a large
amount of instructional time is spent in small group instruction.
Tables 8 and 9 present particularly relevant data analysis.
Testing for the treatment effect, experimental manipulation of
teacher expectancy, between experimental Ss and control Ss
revealed no significant F-ratios. The failure to find any
differences involving the treatment factor on any of the various
academic and social variables suggests rejection of Hypothesis 1,

Hypothesis 2, Hypothesis 5, Hypothesis 6, and Hypothesis 7. These

results would be consistent with the majority of studies
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TABLE 8
Univariate F-tests. Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss
Versus Control Ss, by Grade for t£ight Variables,
Grades 1-4 (Test of GT).
Variables F (3, 10) P Less Than
1. Achievement Gains 0.73 . 558
2. Ability Gains 0.50 . 639
3., Positive Interaction 0.53 669
4, Neutral Interaction 0.07 975
5. Negative Interaction 2,09 « 165
6. Total Interaction 0.70 . 537
7. Sociometric Pre 3.35 .64
8. Sociometric Fost 1.46 .285
JABLE 9
Univariate F-tests. Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss
Versus Control Ss, by Grade for Eight Variables,
Grades 3-6 (Test of GT).
Variables F (3, 10) P Less Than
1. Achievement Gains 1.52 . 269
2. Ability Gains 2.25 .145
3., Positive Interaction D.61 .624
4, Neutral Interaction 1.37 . 307
5. Negative Interaction 1.30 + 327
6. Total Interaction 0.80 .520
7. Sociometric fre 0.069 . 975
8. Sociometric Post 0.31 . 820




discussed in the previous Chapter.

When treatment effects were tested without regard to grade

level, five significant F-ratios were ubbteined:s Theoo nasitive

findings also involved the observed pupil-teacher interaction.
Inspection of the raw data indicates that experimental subjects
had more positive and neutral interactions with their teachers
than the control subjects in Grades 1-~4 (Table 10), when grade
level and ability level were not considered. An examination

of the raw scores relevant to Table 11 (Grades 3-6), suggests
that gxpepimental 5s had more total interactions as well as more
neutral interaction and more positive interactions with their
teachers when compared with the control S5s. UWhile these find-
ings seem to support the general thesis of teacher expectancy
effects, an accurate interpretation of these results is unlikely.
Since the design utilized in this experiment was specifically
developed to teut within grade level differences, differences
across grade levels cannot be accounted for. It is possible
that the difference across grade levels is a function of between
grade variance rather than between experimental Ss and control
Ss variance. In any event, these findings are, at best, weakly
supportive of Hypothesas 5, 6, and 7.

Tables 12 and 13 present the crucial data analysis. when
treatment effects were tested within grade level and by ability,
no significant differences were obtained between the matched
pairs. Unlike Tables 10 and 11, which demonstrated some main

effects, the failure to find interaction effects rules out the

.
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TABLE 10

Univariate F-tests for Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss
Versus Control Ss, Across Grade Levels for Eight Variables,

Grades 1-4 (Test of T).

Variables F (1, 10) P Less Than
1. Achievement Gains 0.66 436
2. Ability Gains 0.00 . 985
4, Positive Interaction 5.30 044
4, Neutral Interaction 13.28 . 005
5, Negative Interaction 2.84 123
6. Totzl Interaction 0.51 . 490
7. Sociometric Pre 1.99 .189
8. Sociometric Post ) 0.87 373
TABLE 11

Univariate F-tests for Treatment Effects, txperimental Ss
Versus Control Ss, Across Grade Levels for Eight Variables,

Crades 3-6 (Test of T).

Variables F (1, 10) F Less Than
1., Achisvement Gains 0.000 . 985
2. Ability Gains 0.004 .948
3. Positive Interaction 5.66 .039
4., Neutral Interaction 6.57 .028
&. Negative Interaction 0.81 .389
6. Total Interaction 9,07 .013
7. Sociometric Pre 0.02 , .880

8. Sociometric Post 0.34 572




TABLE 12
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Univariate F-tests for Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss

4. Neutral Interaction ) 1.87
5., Negative Interaction 0.61
6., Total Intsraction 0.39
7. Sociometric Pre 1.28
8. Sociometric Post 0.706

TABLE 13

P Less Than

«252
+286
<116
. 132
.718
.878
. 307
.606

Univariate F-tests for Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss

Versus Control Ss, by Ability Level !ithin Grade Lavel

for £ight Variables, Grades 3-6 (Test GAT).

Variables F (6, 22)

1. Achievement Gains 1.42
2. Ability Gains 1.33
3., Positive Interaction 1.96
4, Neutral Interaction 1.87
5. Negative Interaction 0.61
6. Total Interaction 0.39
7. Sociometric Pre 1.28
8. Sociometric Fost 0.76

- Versus Control Ss, by Ability Level Within Grade Level
for Eight Variables, Grades 1-4 (Test of GAT).
Variables F (6, 22)
1. Achievement Gains 1.42
2. Ability Gains 1.33
3. Positive Interaction 1.96
O

P Less Than

«252
. 286
«116
«132
. 718
.878
« 307
. 606
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possibility of accepting any specific hypotheses.1 The lack of
significant interaction effects for the treatment factor,
combined with the failure to find any significant grade-level-
treatment interaction effects (see Tables 8 and 9), forces a
re jection of all hypotheses except number 4. Since Hypothesis 4
concerns differences in instructional method rather than
differences on any of the eight dependent variables, it has yet
to be considered. Before considering data relevant to this
hypothesis, some closure on the analysis of variance is necessary.

Two final *ables present the results of an analysis of
treatment effects for different ability levels without regard
for grade level. A single significant F-ratio is reported in
Table 14. Again, the observed interaction variable is involved.
Analysis of rew scores indicate that low ability Ss had the largest
number of poéitive interactions with their teachers, followed
by the average ability group, and then the high ability group
for Grades 1-4. An inspection of Table 15 reveals no correspond-
ing findings for grades 3-6, '.hile this twe factor interpretation
effect is more suggestive than the main effects reported in
Tables 10 and 11, it is not amaﬁable to specific interpretations.

At best, it sugoests that students across four grade levels

N\

14iiner notes "A significant over-all F test on a main effect,
for example, indicates that one or_more of a multitude of pos-
sible comparison is significant. The specific comparisons which
are built into the design or suggested by the theoretical basis
of the experiment can and should be made individually, regardless
of the outcome of the corresponding over-all F test." B.J. UWiner,

Statistical Principles in Experimental Design. New Yorks [cGraw-
Hill, 1 y PQe 8.
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L TABLE_14

Univariate F-tests for Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss
- Versus Control Ss, by Ability Level for Eight Variables,
Grades 1-4 (TestlAT).

Variables F (2, 22) P Less Than
4, Achievement Gains 0.44 649
2. Ability Gains 0.13 .881
3, Positive Interaction 9.41 .001
4. Neutral Interaction i 1.71 .204
5, Negative Interaction 0.80 . 460
6. Total Interaction 2.57 ,099
7. Sociometric Pre 1.47 « 251
8. Sociometric Post 1.62 «220
TA3LE 15

Univariate F-tests for Treatment Effects, Experimental Ss
Versus Control Ss, by Ability Level for €ight Variables,
Grades 3-6 (Test AT).

Variables £ (2, 22) P Less Than
1. Achievement Gains 1.90 173
2. Ability Gains 1.07 0212
7, Positiva Interaction 0.37 . 695
4. ‘sutral Interaction 1.09 . 355
¢, Negative Interaction 0.83 .449
€. Total Interaction 2.59 .098
7. Sociometric Pre 0.46 . 635

8., Sociometric Post 0.47 632
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have more positive interactions with their teachers if they are

singled out for special treatment. This interpretation must

be tempered by the fact that grade level differences were not

accounted for; therefore, a conclusive statement cannot be made.
Since no significant achievement gains or ability gains were

found, Hypothesis 4, regarding differences in instructional

methods for experimental Ss when compared to control Ss, has no

criterion measuregignghich to be evaluated. However, careful

documentation of within classroom instructional methods and

ability grouping revealed no significant differences between

the teaching of experimental Ss and the teaching of control Ss.

_hile differences between ability groups was noted (eg., more

independent study for "brighter" students), there was no indi-

cation that matched pairs within a given ability level were

treated differently. High ability control subjects participated

in as many indepandent projects as did their experimental

counterparts. ;
It should be stressed that these findings do not rule out

the possibility that achievement differences reported by other

investigators may have been the result of differences in instruc-

tional methods rather than exoerimental manipulation of teacher

expectancies. Tge failure to find achievement differences in

the present study makes it impossible to rule out the instruc~

tional methods hypothesis.

In sum, data analysis revealed that of 92 F tests computed,

only 12 reached acceptable levels of significance. Cf the 12




significant F-ratios, three, regarding over-all achievement
gains, were relatively uninteresting. Of the remaining b. 8
were generally uninterpretable main effects involving observed
pupil-teacher interactions. One ability level-treatment inter-
action effect was reported in Table 14. This effect was not
amenable to concise interpretation. Thus, all experimental
hypotheses were rejected or, in the case of Hyoothesis 4,

rendered untestable.




CHAPTER IV
SUNMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The failure to find any significant effects of experimental
manipulation of teacher expectaiions leads this investigator to
concur with others in regarding the Rosenthal and Jacobson
findings spurious. In a relatively well executed randomized
block design, the failure to find interaction effects supporting
the specific hypotheses for any of eight variables leads to
the conclusion that teachers' expectations, and subsequent
behaviors which may affect student achievement, cannot be altered
by the simple process of showing teachers cognitively inconsistent
test scores. That is, while teachers’ expectations may well
affect the social and achievement behaviors of students, the
etiological factors are varied and complex. Gne inconsistent
test score cannot dispel other social and academic factors
which impinge upon the teacher and serve as the basis for
expectations.

Although some investigators have reported gains in
achievement test scores as a result of expectancy inducement,
the majority of negative findings suggest that significant
positive findings are either situaticn-specific or chance
findings.

Since no significant differences in instructional methods
for groups within classrooms was observed ~=xcept presenting

the same material at a slower pace, hypotheses concerning modes
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of instruction cannot be evaluated. Furthermore, since grouping
and regrouping was at a minimum in all classrooms, no basis for
the assessment of the group placement hypothesis is available.
Since no significant results in criterion measures were found,
the effects of group placement and instructional methods could
not be determined. It could be arqued, however, that the lack
of regrouping was one of the chief reasons that there were no
increases in the achievement posttest. That is, if group

placement is a major cause in making the te~cher's expectancy

come true, the failure of the teacher to regroup experimental
| subjects could have contributed to the lack of significant
differences in achievement measures.

dased on the findings reported in this study, the other

findings reported in post Rosenthal ard Jacobson studies, and
an analysis of theoretical positiors re¢urding the self-~fulfil-
ling prophecy, it is the opinion of this writer that alter-
native modes of investigation be pursued. It seem clear that
a teacher's expectations are founded on a variety of complex
and inter-rolated factors; and it is naive to assume that show-
ing a2 teacher one nr two ‘cores on 2 standardized achievement
test will have any effact on his original expectations.
It is recommended that obse:vational studiee, following Rist

(1970) and historical studies, a8 1a Seaver (197i) b: undertaken

in an effort to identify the various su-~jal, psychological,
and academic factors utilized by teachers when they so:

expectations. UWhile this writer still holds the oirigj-2z;
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claim that teacher expectations affect pupil behatior and
achievement, attempts to experimentally manipulate or alter
those expectations are premature until the basis for and the
operations of teachers' expectancies is ascertained. Candidly,
it seems unlikely that we can experimentally manipulate teachers'
expectations if we do not know what factors or antecedents to
manipulate.

Another avenue 6F investigation which should be pursued was

suggested by Finn (1972). Quite correctly, Finn notes that the

teacher is only one (perhaps minor) source of expectancy
for the student. Farental expectations, peer expectations, and
self-expectations are also impinging on the pupil's behavior
and achievement. A wide variety of empirical questions are
‘readily obvious. Is one source more potent than the others?
What is the affect of'inccngruent expectancies from different
sources? Does a change in the expectations of one source
influence the child's perceptions of expectancy from other
sources? Indeed, it is oossible that the predominance of other
sources of expectancy makes the teacher's expectations rather
inconsequential,

In conclusion, it seems clear that the expectations of

others play an influential role in the behavior of the individual,

. both in school and in the larger social arena. Furthermore,
the basis for the expectations and the individual's perception
of the various expectations are complex and generally virgin
areas for investigation, Finally, it seems fair to conclude

that investigations following the Rosenthal and Jacobson
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model have demonstrated the model to be naive, premature,

and founded on inadequate evidence. It is hoped that inves-
tigations following the ideas outlined above will be undertaken,
and that these investigations will provide an understanding

of a potential source of significant educational change and

improvement.
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APPENDIX 1

Observation Schedule

)

Verbal supportive - “That's 2 very good job." "You are
such a lovely girl."” "Ly, but your work is so neat.

Verbal neutral - "Laura and Tom, let's open our books to
page 34." "“hay, your pencil is on the floor." “Hal, do
you have milk money tocay?"

Verbal control - "Lou, sit on that chair and shut up.”
"Curt, get up off that floor." "lay and Laura, quit
your talking." .

Non-verbal supportive - Teacher nods her head at Rose.
Teacher smiles at Liza. Teacher claps when Laura completes
her problem on the board.

Non-verbal nentral - Teacher indicates with her arms that
she wants Liliy and Shirley to move farther apart in the
circle. Teacher motions to Joe and Tom that they should
try to snap their fingers to stay in beat with the music.

Non-verbal control - Teacher frowns at Lena. Teacher shakes
f;nger at Amy to quit taoping her pencil. Teacher motions
with hand for Rose hot to come to her’ desk.

Physical contact supportive - Teacher hugs Laura. Teacher
places her arm around hary as she talks to her. Teacher
holds Trish's hand as she takes out 2 splinter.

+hysical contact neutral - Teacher touches head of Nick
as she walks past. Teacher leads Rena to new place
on the circle.

Physical contact control = Teacher strikes Lou with stick.
Teacher pushes Curt down to his chair. Teacher pushes
Hal and Doug to the floor.

From Rist, R. 1970 (pp. 438-439).
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APPENDIX II

Socio-metric Instrument,
Factor analysis of the instrumenz,

Final items used in the data analysis.,

54,
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DIRECTIONS:

Name

WHO ARE THESE PEOPLE

Read each description below and write the name of the student(s)

it describes in the space to the right. It is possible that some
names will not appear in any of these descriptions. Also, it may
be possible that your name will fit one or more of the descriptions.

Who is quiet but seems to be trying?

Whom do you think has good ideas?

Whom does the teacher think has good ideas?

Who likes to be told what to do?

Whom does the teacher smile at most?

Whem would you pick to see that the job gets done?
Whom does the teacher help most?

Whom does the teacher expect to do best?

Who gets

, Who gets

Who gets
Who gets
Who gets
Who gets

a second chance if his (her) answer is wrong?

to be the group leader?

extra help from the teacher?

to be the teacher's helper first?

to do things first?

to sit next to the teacher?

Who talks to the teacher most?

Who is the best worker?

Who is the best pupil?

Who does

Who never gets .into trouble?

Who is the smartest pupil?

the best work?

Who reads the best?

Whom do you like best?

Who is your best friend?




ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX FOR SOCIO-METRIC SCALE
FACTOR
VARIABLE 1 2 3 4

1 .09812 .06720 .B3251 03434
2 . 13%4 .10497 -.00177 . 19685

3 -73564 .03190 .O%Qgg -53041

4 .10224 .7209 173 v2219c

5 . 63560 .l?h?g .31164 .11884

6 .56745 .08707 .30898 .02926

7 .05553 .84236 .00549 -.02421

8 .65230 15694 23570 .09914

9 .10418 .58626 .02923 .03907
10 .60262 . 34564 .16382 10464
11 .00264 .85711 . 00555 -.06691
13 .69141 .02436 16960 »12254
14 «44381 35196 -,18846 + 25485
15 «62119 .05183 47770 .;;gg;
16 .51814 . 00807 . G1206U o

17 .69515 «GOo ol »35706 «20859
18 .3A33U . 24806 . 76800 14281
19 .07629 .02791 .36372 .18025
20 . 72487 .07833 .23416 12941
21 «22339 . 06640 .10291 .88263
22 .28101 .01731 .198448 .82738

Note: Item 14 was eliminated before the factor analysis

because it was situation soecific for many of the younger
children. That is, they did not generalize beyond the
immediate testin? situation and consequently most children

ieleated the child who was currently sitting next to the
eacher.




2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

10.
11.
12.

13.

ITENS LOADING ON PRINCIPAL COMPONENT
FOR THE
WHO ARE THESE PEOPLE QUESTIONNAIRE

Whom doryop think has good ideas?

Whom does the teacher think has good ideas? “
hom does éﬁé teacher smile at most?

whom would you pick to see that the job gets done?
thom does the teacher expect to do best?

l:ho gets to be the oroup leader?

Who gets to be the teacher's helper first?
who gets to do things first?

Who talks to the teacher most?

ho is the best worker?

ho is the best pupil?

tho never gets into trouble?

'ho is the smartest pupil?
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