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Sea-fulfilling prophesies.

,1

Arguments' that schools- are failing to OrOVide theequality oppor-
. -Ns

tunity 'that is part of their mandate Wave gained fairly wideacceptance

. over the past decade. Discrimination by schoolsreal and imagined,

overt and covert--has become the focus of widespread lggal action aimed
4 .

at equalizing t4Weducatonal opportunitid% of a variety of disadvantaged

subpopulation groups. Concern has been expressed top that not only are
Co

`schools failing to provide equality of opportunity but in so doing are

', .

perpetuating social inequalities froth one generation to the Aext.(Bowles;
, .

.

.

.1972).- .

OpepartfQ9lar cOMpohent to this argOment seems to have widespread
.

appeal: the noijon that teachers engage in subtle forms of diecrimina--.:

,tion Within.classi4Oomeand,-thereby; set in motion self-fyfilling pro".

phesies. While the idea of self-fulfilling prophesies as social
.

phenomena is not new (Merton; 1957: ), the alleged'impoetance of

these processes within schools has been examined in depth only recently, (

e
and principally as a,resUlt of the work of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1568).

The .central proposition of their argu t is that teachers get, just whet

they expect from students in t he' wa y o perfoth'arice in school. If

teachers expect high performapce from children they will get it and

conversely, if they expect poor performance from certain children, these

children will pe rfOrm poorly in \s...lhool.

/- s.

The linkage of teacher discrimination and self-fulfillins;t1PrOphesies.

to the broader issues of equality of opportunity and the thaintenanceof ./'-
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:

social inequalities across generistions is fairly strightforwa14: it

'requiresthe invocatiOnof an even mbre popultr model of schools and

schqolingthe'model that pictures schOols as essentially middle -class
4

institutidhs with middle-class patterns of 'values, norms, and expects"-

tions foPtheir'clierits. Social class and ethnic differences in

ichlevemept, self-tsteem,asi;jrations, and the like are explained' in

terms of the relative..degree of fit between the child and the 'school.

# I..

in this respect,

Self-fulfilling prophesies'are an important component of this model.,

'linking the social and` ethnic .background of ch i l dren to their'subseqUent

schoolserformadce. Teachers.allegedly holdhigh explcetions for
3

children displaying those behaviors which fit th'imodebof learning that

characterizes schools (i.e., middle=clasb behaviors), and lower expects-
. ,

Lions for those children whose behaviors are seen as inapPropriat
*.

working-class chldren). These differences in expectatiOns are

translated into parallel differences in teacher behaviors toward students

with the result that eacher,prophesies abou't student achievement are

W

fulfilled.,.in this way, it is alleged that differences the soci0

class add ethnic backgrounds of students are translated into achievement

differedces id school arid, subsequently, within the broader social
, .

4., .
. .

structure such that equality of opportunity is denied sqme students and

'. ,.

the cass structure of one generation is reproduced in the text. ,
.1

.- 4%

2. The present research

c,

to

-
This paper reports the developmefit and estimation of a

.
causal model

o

designed to test and extend theSe arguments. Two dimensions of teacher

-"t
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expectations sit in-a mutual influence relationship are central to

the model: a cognitive cxpectation and a:normative expectation.

Variatioh in these is spenas a fOnction of social class and'ability

differences among students, along with.differedces in student ambition,

.

_

%

Variables not separated horizontally are unexamined causally unless

achievement, and program, study,: The Model examines the effects of? o .

these' variables on student achievement in each of three areas: general

,.,.C.
Information, .English language, and mathematics. The model is estimated

, .

.
. . 4

for the total'group with sex.i.nciuded as a'variable (and possible source
-..

of teacher expectations), as well as separately by sex on the assumption

that the Soc,ial processet involved may differ-betweem males and STales:
.

A . - . I

Figure 1 presgntp the basic structure of the model. Variables are./
. 4:4-

4, . a P

caused 'by, all others lying- to the left 'czf theni,- with--one-excep-tio . . ,,
N

. I

Program of, study is assumed not to affect ;teachers' normative evaluations. ,,
.

.f 4 .

otherwise indicated.

Nt. Figure 1 about here

BACKGROUND

The literature on self-fulfilling prophesies in the clasroom is

:relatively well known. The Rosenthal and acobson (1968) work generated'
I

a great deal of interest, slime trenchant criticism (Thorndike,,1968)',

and mucR related research. Some of this entailed fairly, straightforward--

and 'mostly unSucCesseful--replications (Claiborn, 1969); while the re-

mainder was concerned with methelgological and substantive ela orations.

o.

.
#



These elaboratiqns focussed on one or more of the,foilowing comporjents

4
'of-the self-fulfilling prophesies argument: , a

(1) the generalization of expectancy effects to student

traits'other than intelligence (e.g., F eming and.

a

Anttonen, 1971);.

(ii) the)tra4slation of teacher expectancies.into teacher

behavior towardstudents (e.g., Brophy and Good,

1920); and
ow)

C

(M an explic6tion of the source,(in.natural setting.6)

0. 'of differences in teacher expectations'(e.g., Rist,

.

1 ,

1973). '.

.

,

Much of this' work has been reviewed in ElashOff and Snow (1971), Finn

I

(1972); West and Anderson (1974). and Brophy and Good (1974).

.-
.The overall result of all tHis-effort is a somewhat equivocal-set

Of, findings about the nature and effect of self-fulfilling prophesies

in ih classroom. Tfle following generalizations capture much of the
6

present state of knowledge in broadterms.

..o.
1. Expectations "idduced" in teachers bylooxperimenters

.
ti

,.
..

,

. have.vsrtually no efeeton student abilAy or
:, .

4
'4,

adhievement.(Bagemand Crist, 1971). ,,

2. Expectations developed by tea he_,. in the-course of i

their contact with children in the classroom have
,

,.. no deMonstrable effect on Intelligence,but appear
.

4to
.

fiave some small effect on student. achievement

(Ddsek and O'Connell, 1973) EVidence for the effects

of teacher expectations on other student traits is

-0

0

o

-00006 , tr
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"`..k ambitions. In tFief, "the available data suggest'.

that although expectation effects are quife,real,

-5-. I
,

A
limited.

;

d: glemin.g'and Anttonen 0971) found no

11-1 effects on 'student self-concept. Williams b977;

1975) found small 'effects on student's educational
. .

4

they are neither ubiqUitjous nor particularly
. ,

.
. .

.

. .
,

stron§; 1r the usual situation" (Brophy;
,

and.Good,

t,
1972).

3.; Evidence 'for other links in the chain connecting

ascribed characteristics Of students to school-

related abilities Ihroilsh teacher expectations. is

. somewhat more certain'. 'The translationof teacher

I, , 7

ekpectations into teacher behaviors thAt-differ

their nature and extent betweeq-studehts has been
:

. demonsyted (Brophy and Good-k'. 1970; Risti, 1973).

The effects of ascribed charaotecistics.of,students.

'on thesdevelopment of a wide range of teacher expec-,

tations have been docu ented also. For example:

,;r
Jlist (1973) describes in detail the way in which

__.

class-related 6atravioral differences, among black
. ,

. . .

elementary schOol children affect teScher expecta-
.

.

.

tions and.behaviqr; Pal1ardy (1969) identifiessex

effects; and Jackson and Cosca (1974) provlde some

61Oence of ethn4city effects.

Taken as ahole,,thd self-fulfilling prophesies litcratdre'provides

few clear answers to the central issue of teacher expectancy effects on.

o
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.
student achievement, or

.

to-the.broader 'question of whetherwtheSe
. ,

effects play a role in the maintenance of social. inequalities across

generatio5s:

Part of this is due'to the fragmented natureof the accumula'ted

knowledge about these processes. Much of''he work done has focussed,

on-only one I ink, in this:system of relationships and has been re-.

stricted to the ideritification of effecte without refe'rence t9 their,

magnistude. .1n the present investigation an attempt As made to address

these issues by representing the processes in question as a system of

' cause-effect relationships, arid by estimating thpmpaiameters of the
ti

system.

Several other deficiencies in this body 'of literature are addressed '

in titlepresent investigation. The first of these--the matter of sex

differences in the.nature.of these proc'esses:--is takep up in the sepa:

rate estimation of the model by sex, on.the assumption that sex

(
differences'alreadytidentified for.expectancy-effects on achieveinent,

(
(Finn, 1972) and on ambition. (41liams, 1975) will be pres6nt in thii

, , .

case. The model is estimated/also on the total group but with sex
..

. ,- \

\.,.included'as.4 variable. Nr

\
I

Second, other than Rist's (1973) anecdotal data; little is.knOwn

about the within-school variables' through which ascriptive difterenCe

among students came to influence teacher expectancies. Among .those '

. .

available for examination in the p'resent data are school gradeswhikh

`appear to beimportant sources of teacher expectations transmitting
2 4

part of the effects due to student SES and ability (Hauser, 1972).
t A -,'

Along with these, the .educational ambitions of students and the struc-
si.

.
c

,



tural constraints imposed on students In die way of ability grouping

both serve similar functions (Williams, 1'975). All three variables

are iinuded within the present model in the ways indicated in

Figure 1.

Third; the issue of dimensions of teacher expectations has, not

la66; rarked directly in the teacher expectancy 1iteratlre. .10 the
. .

past attention,has been directed almost.exclusively to the effects of

teachers' expectations for the student's cognitive performance (e.g.,

Intelligence:achievement) in school, Yet this appears to be only one

of a.number of dimensions of student behavidr important to teacgers.
"4

for example, teachers face two primary tasks in daylto-day teaching.

One of these is the inculcation of knowledge and skills, the other con-

.

cerns"claisroom management" significant-Portion of the total engagy

required to operate a classcroom'is spent-in the mundane business of

A

maiaging the movement of social traffic and of responding o violations

of institutional expectations (Jackson and Lahaderge, 1967).. Parsons

. .

(1959) makes the same point with his distinction of cognitive and moral

components of achievement. GiVen the'importance of these two tasks td

teachers it 'seems 'logical to expect that teachers will evaluate students

on both dimensions and develop appropriate expectations for'their te-
.

spective performances. What is, teachers will develop at least*two sett -.

OT expectations for each student: (i) cognitive expectations for the

student's performance iii academic activitiv; and (ii), normative

expectations based on the student's adherence to the norms of clis roOm

4

00009.
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These two dispensions of teachetr expectations are argued to in-

fluence.each other- -other things equal, better behaved students arer'4'

regarded as brighter= qpd, conversely, brighter students are seen as :.
. . .

C.:. better-behaved. Furthermore, the incluSion of'both dimensions of

teacher expectations allows a more adequate examination of the:argument

thati. it is the disjunction betweeh lower-class behavior and middle-class
.

..
norms that underlies social classdiffereues-inochOol achievement and -

,
sees to perpetuate initial social inequalities among childred. The , .

.
.

. .

effects on teachers of social class differences in both cognitive and
. a

.

4non-cognitive behaviors--and the indirect effects of each via eht other--, .
.

. .

-..
,c6n be examined.

,
L -/

--//
s ,

if

ESTiMATION.OF THE MODEL
N. .

.4

1. Data-

The subjects in question were drayin from the' ore than 16000

students beginning high school in a major'Canadlan city in .1959.- The

10,530 (5,458'males and 5,072 females) who complet9a the ficst two years

of high school in minimum time, and who dia not change schools during

that time, wereselected from among these. See Williams (1972; 1515).

for a more complete description of the sample and data.

2. Variables

See MacEachern (1960), and 010yley (14364) for details on the mea-

suridg instruments used. Brief descriptions of the velables used here

follcw:

I

,,,

.



v

a. Social Origins. .This variable was indexed as the
a,

simple unweighted sum of-three conventional indicatOre

of socioeconomic status: ..(i) the student's report

of.his fiathers occupation ordered into eight categories

based on Blishen (1967); and (Li) the student

report of father's and mother's education, e ch a

. five point scale rangin9:from "no secondary school"

to "university degree."

b: 'intellectual ability. This variable was indexed as

thesimple unweighted sum of sc'res on three stand-

ardized ability tests: (i) the t~SAAT I,,a verbal

0 reasonings test;, (ii) the tAAT II, a mathematicel

,

reasoning test; and (iii) the CHAT III., a non-

verbal reasoning test.. The tests are described in

D'Oyley (1964).

c. Program. The variable is treated as a dichotomy,

"vocational /general" program.'

d. Student's Ambition. Students were asked to report

their future plans for education an' work on a nine-

point scale ranging from "ieave school for a job" to

"complete secondary School and attend university."

ToLcreate an ordinal scale the original scale was

collapsed into four categories: "leave school for

job of trade training," "complete school-job," "corn-
y.,

Mete school -- non - university, training, "- "complete

school--university."

00011.
0



ff

e. Grade point erage. Data on the student's Oade

point average were obtained froethe schodls.direci)y.

f. Cognitive expectationsTeachers within a school

were asked to rate each stieat's chances of/com-

, pieting the fifth year high school--the

university entrance year--on a five-point scale.
.4 (

They were asked to meet ps a group and give a single

rating for eAch student which would rdpre;ent the.j.,r

combined judgements and, furthermore, to ?ate students

in liof)/prbgrams of Itudy on the same basis.

g. Normative expectations. In addition, teachers were

asked-to rate students on three dimensions of class-
4

room behavior--lcooperation,":"rellability," and

.
"industry"- -

in a simple

used here.

n the sAe way.Oatings were combined
ze .

unweighted sum to produce the measure

h. Standardized achievement. tests. _Tbree-sta5gardjzed

achievement measures ar sed. One is the CTGI, a

test of general information, another is tne GATE,

Nan,English lan§uage achievement test and the third

is the OATH, a test of mathematics achievement. All

three were admiriistered in the Spring of 1961 at the

end of the second year of high school. The tests

are descrjbe1 fully in D'Oyley (1964).

ti

1. Sex. Sex is included as a variable in one of the

models estimated. Males were coded 1 and females 2.

o

'p
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.3. Method

The parameters of the model were estimated via path analysis, a

. generalization of multiple regression to systems of causally related

variablet. Blalock (19744-provides basic references. Estimation of

the non\-recursive part of th system followed the two-stage.least

squares\procebures outlined by Duncan et al. (1968). Those sections

of 'the model involvirl the reciprocal influence relationships were

rendered just-identified by assuming program' to have no effect on the.

'teachers' normative expectations. .Given that teachers were instructed

to Ignore the student's program of study in their ratings this appears

to be a' reasonable' assumption.

4. Issues in measurement and Pcr;mar:nm

The variety° lurement and estimation problems that stem from

this data sett and from the estmatIon procedures Used have been ad-

dressed elsewhere in connection with similar Is and related data
6

(Williams, 1972; 1975). Issues revolving about parametric,statistics

and ordinal measurement, differential non-response and the use of >1.4--

standardized/unstandardized coefficients are among those dealt with.
r

The combined effect of these considerations. is to introduce some re-.

servation about the assignment of a precise quaptItative.meaning to,

the estimates obtained. Accordingly, the interpretations made here
.

should be seen as qualittiive only.

00013
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. RESULTS

)able 1 presents the correlations among the eleven variables with-

in the model for the total group and for males and females separately..

Each correl n is based on all cases for which values were present
'

l'elor both-variables. 6
4

Table 1 about here

-

Table 2 shows the path coefficients for the model based on the

total group and with-sex included as a variable.

J

Table 2 about here

A
-a

Table 3 presents separately by sex'the, path coefficients (stand-

ardized partial regression coefficients) that characterize the model..

when estimated separately for males and females.

Table 3 aboUt here

4

Table 4 contains the corresponding path regressions (unstandard-

)

ized partial regression'coefficients) and reports these for males and

femaAles separately.

' Table 4 about here

00014
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DISCUSSION
4

The discusS,6n will focus on each/C four general issues.raised
/

earlier: (1) an examination of the/effetts/of student social origins,
/

sex, and ability as antecedents'of teacher dZpectations,.and of the

mediating role played by the within-school variables, student ambition,

program, and grade point average; (ii) consideration of the mutual

,

-

' influence of cognitive.ana normative expectations ana how Bach may

transmit social class effects to the other; (iii) asspecification of

,,-
,. the conse s of variation in both dimensions of teacher expectations

for student achievement in three areas; and (iv) sex differences in

these processes. The- issues are not addressed separately but, rather,

in'two sections: the antecedents of teac'he'r expectations; and the

consequences of these expectations for student achievement. The iner-

.

pretation of the-results in these terms must utilize both path

coefficients and path regressions as complementary measures each

addressing different issues, respectively, the issue of relative effects,
.

and questions of comparisons of effects acri;'5ss variables and/or across

sexes (Schoenberg, )972).

l

1. Antecedents,, of teacher expectatfons

Studentsocial origins have virtuallylno direct effects on the

development of eittier cognitive or normative expectations in teachers.

The effects differ,little between males ana females (Table 4) and rank

as the smallest of all effects in each case .(Tables 2 and 3). 'Thus,
, .

00015
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the data provide little support for notions of cireCt socioeconomic

.discrimmation by teachersat least among beginning high school
-

students. Arguments that suchaiscriminatiOn has already talpiplace

by this time, having its effects on stusient ability; ambition, and

program of study in,eleme;tary school'(e.g., Risti 1973), are not-sup-

ported irr.anYGsubstantial way by the. magnitude of the correlatiOns

between SES and these variables (Table 1).7 .These correlations range

frdM .14 to .34 suggesting that at the most only two to ten percent
s

of-th' variance in these variables could be attributed to socioeconomic
It

discrimination in elementary school. Simijdrly, related arguments that

SES effects on teacher expectations in high-school are mainly indirect

1 0
via the student's manifest ability and ambitions, and-via identifica-

4

0
tion with a orogram of study (i.e., ability group), are not ,borne out

by these data. The indirect effects of SES on expectations via these

variables are minor, in the-reg-i-en o.L-0_4__or2les_s for 'all three groups

considered.

The model,estimated for the total group with sex included as a

variable .(and, under the assumption of additive sex effects) indicates c:a

,

iittle in the way of Ciirecesex effects on teacher expectations (Table

2). Other hings equal, ,teachers hold somewhat higher expectations

for .the normative behaviors,of girls, but the effect is small (.09).

Direct sex effects on teachers'. cognitive expectations are negligible

(-.03). The indirect effects of sex on teacher expectations within'

this model are greatest vra GPA on teachers'- normative expectations

lzufamount to only .08 in this instance. Similarly, data from the

models estimated separately for each sex show few substantial sex dif-
.

O
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fel'ences in effects on teacher expectations (Table 4). However, there

is one majoriexception, the effect of teachers' cognitive expectations

on normative expeCtations (-.62 for, males and '.26 for females). The

suggestion here is that feachers see bright boys as potential sources

of disruption within theclassroom. Similar phenomena are suggested

by Parsons 11959), and by the conventional wisdom that bright, students

are not fully `challenged by the intellectual tasks of the classroom,
v.

became bored as a resuft, and tend to pose behavior problems for teachers.

To the extent'thaf tfitS represents ,discrimination be sex, then this is

the single example of, any'magnitude within these data.

Among the within-school variables specified as causes of teachers'
.

--1;

expectations the findings are preectable.. Teachers' normative expecta-

tions (NE) are:affected by student performance and ambition, and teachers'

cognitive- expectations (CE) are influenced by student ability, performance,

and program of study Sex differences in the magnitude of these effects

..are minor.

The mutual influence of teachers" NE and CE has been ,touched -on

lready under sex di.fferences. ,Given these sex differences there it

little point to examining the effect estimates in the combined nodel

shown in. Table 2. Sex appears to interact with each'serof teacher ex:

pectations in its effect on the other, violating the assumption of

additive effects made in the-combined model.

The model for males is characterized 6y negative feedbackiLl which

high. NE produce high CE, but high CE have,the effect of lowerinOteachers'

NE for the student. Substantively, this implies that teachers expect

C
ti 1)0017

1,
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good performancefrom well-behaved boys (tHeconfounding or the cogni-
.

tive and moral components to achievement that Parsons notes: Parsons,

'1959) But, in addition, expect\that.increated achievement' will result

in less conforffiity to classroom.norMs for reasons 'already-mentioned.
0.

The model for females shows positive feedback in which higliNE
e

contribute to an increase irIICEand, similarly, high CE serve to raise

teachers' NE for'rbe student's adherenFeTt classroom norms.

Perhaps of mbstinterest in this connection is the fact that for

both.Males and females the most PowerfuP"determinant of.teachers' CE

is their NE (Table 3). The degree to which students exhibit "coopera.:

tion,"."reliability," and "'industry". within the classroom is a mote

powerful infldence on teacher CE than ability, past performance, or 01111

0

theschool's prediction of cognitive capability (program of study).

Such a finding.Would support arguments that see self-fulfilling.prophesies

arising froth the disjunction between lower-Class behavior and the middle-

class norms of classrobms (e.g., Rist, 1973) if teachers' NE Were affected '

by SES, .but they areRo. In this case the combined direct hnd indirect

effects of SES on NE are.small and provide little evidence in support

. Hof teacher discrimination by social class. rThus, variables other than

those in this model are having substantial effects on, teachers NE and

through these on CE, the expectations assumed to affect student achieve-
r

ment. Perhaps notions of "systems awareness!' (Tomlinsonand TenHouten,

19733 are appropriate here but this remaips to be seen, O
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A

6Y.

62. Consequences of teacher expectations

r

The consequences of teacher expectations under examination in this

case are standardized Measures of achievement in general information,

English,
i
and mathematics. For each measure of achievement the predominant

influence was student intellectual ability with effects in the region
.t,

of .35 to...4. Relative to this, teachers' CE ranged in_effect from .06

to .16 while-teachers NE were generally inconsequential (Table 3) Sex
"L' .c4

:differences in the magnitude of these effects were,negligible(Table 4).
. . .

. .

.
, **ThuS, the-se,data offe -little support to arguments that postulate

$

,
,

substantial teacher expectancy effects on student achieveMent. At best,
. i ..

.

teachers' cognitive expectations for students' academic achielements

are-minor in their inflabnce on these; achievements.

SUMMARY

4.

The purpose of the investigation reported here was to test and'

extend arguments. suggesting that: teachers engage in subtle forms of
A

dicrimination,in the classroom; base this discrimination on ascribed
s:t

characteristics of the student; manifest this, in the form of differential

expettations for students' academic perforMances with parallel differences

in behavior toward student; alfeet student' earning thereby; and, by so'

doing, contribute to the transmission of social inequalities from one

generation to the next.

A model was developed to provide a systematic representationof the
' 1111.w

main components of-the self-fulfilling prophesies.argument and elaborated.

to address the following issues: sex differences in these processes; the

r
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a.

° rble ,wrthin-schools variables,in transmitting the effects of ascribed

,student characteristics to teacher. expectations; and the exl-ensioh of

-the traditional cognitive'definition,of teacher expectations to include'

expectations fornon-cognitive behaviors in the classroom. This model

was estimated on the total group with sex included as a variable, as

well as separately for male 'and female student. groups.

The data failed to provide support for either%

(a) the existance)D-f-Obstantial teacher expectancy.

effects on achievement; or for

(b) teacher discrimination in the forth of differential, .

,

expectations based on.the ascribed characteristics

of,students.

According to these data School processes are highly conventional.

Teachers do not discriminate among students on the basis of soc!a

originsor sex but, instead, are influenced in`the development of their
4

,expectations for'students by student ability, perforthance, ambition,
,

and by the school's classification of these students'tpto programs of
. .

study, all logically appropriate sources of data'for teachers expecta-

T bons.

Perhaps the single unconventional finding is that teachers' expec-

tations for student cognitive perforthance are influenced most by their

expectations for the student's adherence to.the norms of classroom

behavior. However, this confounding'of cognitive and normative dimen-

sions of classroom life has been noted elsewhere (Parsons,' 1959)-.

Although this relationship offers the potential for social class dis-
.

-

0Q020

4

- .
4

1,

11111111110.111Illal
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criminatbn (thedisjunction between lower-class behaviors and middle-
.

.\

class normS affecting teachers normative expectations and, hence, their

cognitive epectations) therdata provide no support for this in the way

ect effects of SES on cognitive expectations- via normative
\'

.

. \

expectations. \

4\

Not only are thesources of teachers' expgctations highly conven-
.

tional variables, but so too aye the sources of student achievement.

The variable with the greatest impact on achievement is intellectual

ability. Teacher (cognitive) expectation effects4are relatively small

by comparison, and generally exceeded by the effects of school perform....
.

ance (CPA), and program of study in this model:

In brief, these data offer some limited support for teacher expec-'

tancy effects on achievement,Ibiut.indicate generally minor effects for

these variables in comparison with more conventional determinants of

achievement. The data,offer no support to arguments that teachers

. engage in subtle foams of discrimination based on the social origins of

students, or to arguments that schools perpetuate social inequalities

via tht operation of self-fulfilling prophesies. Rist (1973:1) may be

correct when he 'asserts that "MythS' diehard in Amerjca."

00021

0



-20-

REFERENCES

Baker, J. Philip -and Janet L. Crist, "Teacher expectancies: a review

of the lrterat,p Janet1971, pp. 48-64 in anet D. Elashoff and
Richard E.SndW (eds.) Pygmalion Reconsidered. Worthington, Ohio:
Charles A.'Jdnes Publishing Co.

Blalock,:Hubert M. Jr., Causal Models in the Social Sciences; 1971f
Chicago: Aldine Atherton.

Blishen, Bernard R.,m+ socioeconomic index for occupations in Canada."
.Canadian Review of Sociology arid Anthropology, 1967, 4 (February):
411143.

Bowles, S., Schooling and indiquality from'generation to generation.
Journal of Political Economy, 1972, 80 (May/June: S219-S251.

Brophy, Jere E. and Thomas L. .Good,, "Teachers communication of differ-
,.

ential expectations for children's classroom performance: some
behavioral data.11 Journal of Educational Psychology, 197b, 61

(WCtober): 365.374. . .

Brophy, je.rd E. dnd Thomas L. Good, "Teacher expectations: beyond the
Pygmalion controversy.4 Phi Delta Kappan, 1972, 54 (December):
276-278.

Brophy, Jere.and Thomas Good, individual Differences: Toward an Under-
standing_ of Classroom Life', 1974, N.Y.: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston.7

Claiborn, William L.. "Expectancy effects iri,the classroom: a failure
to replicate.".Journal of Educational Psichology, 1969, 60 (October):
3777.383.

D'Oyley. Vincent R., The Canadian Tests, Grades 8, 9, and 10. Carnegie
Study Bulletin No. 5 Department of Educational Research, 1964,
University of Toronto.

Duncan, Otis Dudley, fArchibald O. Haller and Alejandro Portes, "Peer
influences on aspirations: a reirNipertation." Amer=ican Journal
of Sociology, 1961, 74 (September): 119-137. .

Dusek, Jerome,B. and Edward J. O'Connelj, "Teacher expectancy effects
on the achievement test perforMance of elementary school children."
Journal of Educational Psychology., 1973, 65 (December' 371

377.



7

tz1-\
.

Elashoff, Janet D. and Richard E. Snow, Pygmalion Reconsidered.
Worthington, Ohio: 1971, Charles A. Jones Publishing Company.

Finn, Jeremy D., "Expectations and the educational environment."
Review of Educational Research.: 1972, 42 (Summer): 387-410.

Flerling,"Elyie S. and Ralph C. Anttonen, "TeaCher expectancy as related
to the academic and personal grCwth of primary age children." Mono-

, graphs of the Society%for Research in Child Oevelopment, 1971, Vol.
36 No. 5.

Hauser, Robert M.,.'Disaggregating a social-psychological model of edu-
tational attaintnent." Social Science Research, 1972, J (June):

159-188. ,

,Jackson,LSregg ana Cecilia Coscp, "The inequality of educatiogil oppor-
t*inity in the Southwest': an observational study of ethniTally mixed
classrooms." American Educational Research Journal, 1974, 11

"(Summer): 2191-229.

Jaason,Philip 14: and Henrietta M. Lahaderne, "Inequalfttes of teacher-
pupil contacts" Psychology in the Schools, 1967,,4:204-211-.,

MacEaChern, D. G., Twenty questions, Carnjgie Study Bulletin No. 1. De-

p?rtm 2.-bg%,Eauce ional Reearth ,1960, Uqivercity of Tnrnntn,

Merton, Hobert i., Social Theory and Social Structure, 1957, N.Y.:

Free Press )

Palardy; J. Michael "What teachers believe, what children achieVe."

Elementary Schoo Journal, 1969, 69 (April): 370374.

Parsons, Talcott, "The`'sc'h of class as a social system:. some of its

'functions in American ociety." Harvard Educational Review, 1959,

.29 (Fall): 297-318

Rist, Ray1C., The Urban School: A\Factory for Failure, 1973, Cambridge,"
Mass: The MIT Press.

Rosenthal, Robert and Lenor, Jacobson, Pygmalion in the Classroom, 1968,
N.Y.: Holt, Rinehart,,kand Winston, Inc.

Schoenberg,-Ronald, "Strategies fo smeaningfUl comparison.", 1972, pp.

1-35 in Herbert L. Costner .) Sociological Methodology, 1972.,
San Frariciscw,Jossey-Boss, Inc.

Thorndike, Robert L.,. "Review of 'Pygmalion in the Classroom." American

°Educational Reselitch Journal, 1968, 5(November): 708-711.

08023



,
-22- t-

Tomlinson, T. M. and' Diana TenHouten, "System Awareness, exploitive

potentiatancedstatus of elites.", 1973, mimeo, National .

Institute of Education..

West, Charles K. and Thomas H.
0

Anderson, "A'review of the teacher
expectancy effects the suestiotafpreponderant causation.",

. 19747Willtilith, University of ..

eo

Williams, Trevor, "Educationa l aspirations: evidence on
their development in Canadian youth." Sociology of Education.,
1972, 4 5 (Spring): 107-133.

a4

Williams, Trevorh,."Educational ambition: teachers ,and students.",
Sociology of Education,. 1975 (id press).*

av

rti

#

I 0 4

) V

V

10, .

6 I,

O r-
O

. 000,24



'

F
I
G
U
R
E

I
°

T
h
e
 
M
e
d
e
l

X
u

X
w

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
'

40 V
N
o
e
m
a
t
i
v
e

,
.

0
.

i
.

E
x
p
q
p
t
a
t
i
o
n
s
.

i
,

S
o
a
l
a
i

.
2
.

E
d
u
c
a
t
i
o
n
a
l

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

X
.
.
-
-
,
-
-
-
 
x

v
:
v
e
r
a
g
e

A
m
b
i
t
i
o
n
s

.
.
,

.
#

:
e

.

'

_

v

(
g
e
n
e
r
a
l

,

i
(
E
n
g
l
i
s
h
)

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t
 
.
4
,
.
.
-
-
-

i
n
f
o
r
m
a
t
i
o
n
)

4

X
(
y

O
r
i
g
i
n
s

I
n
t
e
l
l
e
c
t
u
a
'
1

:
G
r
a
d
e

I
 
P
o
i
n
t

/
I

(
I
I

S
e
x

,

)
.

(
.
.
.
.
/
.
/
/

A
b
i
l
i
t
y

,

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
 
o
f

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s
.
'

S
t
u
d
y

C
o
g
n
i
t
i
v
e

E
x
e
d
e
d
t
a
t
i
v
e

9

T
i
m
e
 
S
c
a
l
e
 
f
o
r
 
M
e
a
s
u
r
e
m
e
n
t

A
c
h
i
e
v
e
m
e
n
t

z
(
M
a
t
h
e
m
a
t
i
c
s
)

4

F
a
r
?

F
a
l
l

.
S
p
r
i
n
g

W
i
n
t
e
r

1
9
5
9

-
1
9
6
0

1
9
6
0

1
9
6
1

O

Y
e
a
r
 
1
_

Y
e
a
r
 
2
-
0

S
p
r
i
n
g

1
9
6
1



r

S
E
S

I
Q

T
A
B
L
E
 
1

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
 
M
a
t
r
i
c
e
s

,
t
6
)
T
o
t
a
l
 
G
r
o
u
p
a

,
M
a
l
e
s
,
 
a
n
d
 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s
b

, 4

G
P
A
1

A
m
b

P
r
e
y
.

N
o
r
m

C
o
g

.
C
T
G
t

.
C
A
T
E

C
A
T
M

S
e
x

'
-
.
0
1

-
.
1
0

-
.
2
3

-
.
1
1

.
.
1
3

.
0
2

-
.
0
4

.
1
5

-
.
0
3

S
E
S

.
2
3

:
1
5

.
2
6

.
2
9

.
0
8

.
1
8

.
2
3

:
.
2
5

.
1
4

.

I
Q

.
2
2
,

.
2
5

.
4

.
3
5

:
 
7

.

.
7

.
5
8

5
1

G
P
A
1

.
1

.
3

.
2
7

.
2
:

.
5
9

.
3
9

1
6

4
8

,

.
2
2

.
2
9

.
2
9

.

A
m
t
:

.
3
1

.
3
8

.
3
2

4
8

1
9

.
3
6

.
3
6

.
3
6

.
.
2
1

.
2
5

.
6

.
2
9

.
0

.
1
6

.
4
0

.
4
9

.
5
5

.
1
9

P
r
o

.
3
4

.
4
8

.
3
2

.
5
5

.
0
7
.
1
2
4

.
.
1
3

.
2
7

.
3
5

-
2
2
 
.
3
0

N
o
r
m

.
.
1
1

2
8

.
2
4

.
2
1

.
1
7

.
4
4

.
5
9

.
3
5

.
.
5

.
5

C
o
q

.
1
9

.
5
1

.
6
0

.
3
9

.
6
6

-

.
2
1

.
5
6
.

.
3
5

.
3
1

.
7

.
2
3

.
4
0

r
.
6
5

.
3
4

C
T
G

.
2
6

.
6
2

.
4
5

.
4
3

f
.

.
:
;
0

-
'
.
3
4

.
5
0

.

.
2
5

.
5
0

-
 
3
9
.

1
.
5
9

.
3
1

.
5
5

.
:

C
A
T
E

.
2
6

.
5
6

.
4
4
.

l
l

.
5
7

.
3
7

-
.
5
8
.

.
7
0
'

.
1
6

.
5
5

.
.

8
.
2
6

.
3
1

.

C
A
T
M

.
1
1

.
4
7
.

.
4
6
'

.
.
1
4

.
0
5

.
3
1

3
0

.
4
4

N
o
t
e
s
:

0

,
a
.

v
a
l
u
e
s
 
f
o
r

g
r
o
u
p
 
a
b
o
v
e
 
t
h
e
'
d
i
a
g
o
n
a
l
.

.

b
.

v
a
l
u
e
s
 
f
d
r
 
m
a
l
e
s
 
g
r
i
d
 
f
e
m
a
l
e
s
 
b
e
l
o
w
 
t
h
e
 
d
i
a
g
o
n
a
l
,
.
w
i
t
h
"
f
i
g
y
'
r
e
 
f
o
r
 
m
a
l
e
s
 
u
p
p
e
r
m
o
s
t
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h

p
a
l
 
r
.

.
.4

A

te
.



T
A
B
L
E
 
2

P
a
t
h
 
C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
T
o
t
a
l
 
G
r
o
u
p

.
-

u

G
P
A

1

.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

S
E
S

I
Q

S
e
x

.
.
.
.
.
,

G
P
A

1

.
.
.
.
.
.
-
.
.
.
.
 
.
-
.
.
-
-
.
-
-

A
m
b
2

'
P
r
o
g
2

A
g
o
r
m
2

C
o
g
2

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

0
^

.
0
4

.
4
4

.
1
8

.

.
8
8

A
m
b
2

.
1
8

.
2
0

-
.
2
3

.
1
8

.

'
.
8
8

P
r
o
g

.
1
9

.
3
7

,
-
.
0
8

.
1
0

:
,
8
5

N
o
r
m
2

-
.
0
0

.
0
2

.
0
9

.
4
5

.
1
1

-

-
.
0
6

]
R

.
9
0

C
o
g
2

.
0
0

.
1
7

-
.
0
3

.
2
4

.
0
6

.
1
4

.
4
9

'
.
6
3

C
T
G
I

.
0
4

.
3
8

.
0
2

.
0
7

.
0
7

.
2
1

.
0
7

.
0
6

.
7
6

C
A
T
E

.
0
2

.
4
2

.
2
0

'
.
1
5

-
.
0
5

.
2
5

i
.
0
4

.
1
3

.
6
0

C
A
T
M

.
0
3

.
3
9

-
.
0
4

.
2
2

.
0
1

-
.
1
4

.
0
4

v
.
1
5

.
8
o

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
m
o
n
g
 
,
r
e
s
i
d
u
a
l
s

r
=
 
.
3
4

V
W

r
x
y

=
 
.
3
3

r
x
z

=
 
.
0
0

r
y
z

=
 
.
1
6



D
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

T
A
B
L
E
 
3

P
a
t
h
 
C
o
e
f
f
i
c
i
e
n
t
s
 
f
o
r
 
M
a
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s

i
n
d
e
 
.
.
.
n
d
e
n
t
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s
,

a

4.
G

 .

-
1
-

G
P
A

1

S
E
S

I
Q

G
P
A

1

m
a

.
P
r
o
g
2

N
o
r
m

,
2

C
o
g
2

.

.

R
e
s
i
d
u
a
l

.
0
5

.
1
2

.
4
2

.
2
7

-
.
9
0

.
8
8
.

A
m
b

-
.
1
5

.
2
2

.
1
7

.
2
5

.
2
0

.
1
6

.
9
3

.
8
8

P
r
o
g 2

-
-
.
1
.
6

.
2
3

.
3
8

:
3
7

.
1
0

.
1
0

.

.
.
8
7

.
8
4

N
o
r
m
2

-
.
0
0

.
0
0

.
0
3

-
.
0
1

.
.
5
6

.
3
7

.
1
5
.

.
0
7

.

-
.
2
9

.
1
3

1
:
0
3

.
8
3

C
o
g
2

.
,
0
1

-
.
0
1

.
1
6

.
1
7

.
2
0

.
2
7

.
0
5

.
1
6

.
1
3

.
1
6

'

.
6
0

.
3
8

d
.
6
4

.
6
2

C
T
G
I

9
.
.
0
.
4

.
0
3

.
3
7

.
3
8

.
0
4

.
1
0

.
3
6

.
1
0

.
2
3

.
.
1
8

.
.
0
6

.
0
8

.
0
6

.
0
6

.
7
8

.
7
2

C
A
T
E
 
v

.
0
4

.
0
1
'

.
3
9

.
4
5

.
1
2

.
1
9

.
0
6

.
0
7
4

.
2
8

.
2
2

.
0
3

.
0
4

.
1
5

.
f
o

.
6
1

.
6
0

C
A
T
M

.
0
2

.
0
5

.
3
7

.
4
0

.
2
0

.
2
5

.
0
2

-
.
0
0
'

-
.
0
0

-
.
3
2

.
0
3

.
0
4

,
.
1
5

:
1
6

.
7
9

A
rd

C
o
r
r
e
l
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
a
m
o
n
g
 
r
e
s
i
d
u
a
l
s

a

a
.
 
f
i
g
u
r
e

c
i
n
l
e
a
c
h

a

_
.
.
.
-

f
o
r
 
m
a
l
e
s

u
p
p
e
r
M
o
s
t

A
p
a
i
r

r
=

Y
1
4

r
=

x
y

r
=

X
Z

r
=

y
z

.
2
8

.
4
0

.
3
1

-
.
0
0

-
.
0
0

.
1
5

.
1
5

0



D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
V
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

T
A
B
L
E
 
4

P
a
t
h
 
R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
s
 
f
o
r
 
P
a
l
e
s
 
a
n
d
 
F
e
m
a
l
e
s
a

I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
/
a
r
i
a
b
l
e
s

.

,

'

G
P
A

1

S
E
S

I
Q

G
P
A

1

A
m
t
2

P
r
o
g
2

N
o
r
m
2

,4
C
o
g
2

.
1
3

.
1
2

.
2
4

.
2
7

.
.

A
m
b
2

.
0
5

.
0
1
.
-

.
.
0
3

,

.
0
8

.
0
2

.
0
2

.

P
r
o
g
2

.
0
2

.
0
1
'

.
0
1

.
4
4

.
0
1

.
0
1

'
'

N
o
r
m
-

-
.
0
0
,

.
0
1

.
1

.
3

.
-
.
6
2

2
.
0
0

.
0
0

.
1
1

.
i
5

.
2
6

C
o
g
2

.
0
1
!

.
0
1

.
0
3

.
0
6

.
3
2

.
2
8

-
.
0
0

.
0
1

.
0
4

.
0
7

.
4
2

.
1
,
8

C
T
G
I

.
2
7

-
.
5
5

.
1
1

1
.
1
1

1
0
.
9
1

.
5
1

1
.
1
9

4
.
2
2

.
4
9

.
.
2
3

1
.
7
6

7
.
1
8

.
6
4

1
.
0
1

C
A
T
E

.
1
8

.
3
8

.
2
1

.
E
1

8
.
7
1

.
2
0

1
.
8
8

_
0
4

.
4
0

.
2
9

.
5
1

-
6
.
1
3

.
2
2

1
.
1
1

C
A
T
M

.
0
3

,
 
.
1
2

.
1
2

.
1
2

.
0
3
.

.
0
6
 
'

.
6
3

-
.
0
7

.
J
2

.
1
3

-
.
0
0

3
.
0
5
'

.
0
8

.
6
1

a
.
 
f
i
g
u
r
e
 
f
o
r
.
m
a
l
c
s
 
u
p
p
e
r
m
o
s
t
 
i
n
 
e
a
c
h
 
p

i
r


