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"The purpose of ‘the 1nvestigat10 reported here is to Do

test and extend the arggment that teachers enga@e in subtle forms of .

discrimination in the classrooam. Further, other arguments snggested

are that teachers base this discrimination on ascribed

characteristics:-of the student; manifest this discrimination in the .

. form of 'differential expectatlons for students®! academic perfqrmances .

Y with parallel differences in behavior toward studeﬁts. affect 'student ° . _
learning thereby;: and, by doing these things, contribute to the . \\ ™~

transmission of soclallinequalltles from one generation to the next,

A médel is developed to provide a systematic representation nf the L 3

main conponents of the self-fulfilling prophesy argument. 1 - ‘

postﬁlated*rec1procal relationship between teachers! cognitive and

norsztive evalnations of students is central to the model. Data cones

from 16,000 male and female students who began high school in a najor C

Canadlan city in 1959. No evidence of socioeconomie discrimination is

found, although ‘sex -and ability influences on teacher expectations -

ate demonstrated However, teachers' cognitive expectations are found

r to be’ substantially affected by the students'! classrooa behavio?, a

link in the self-fulﬁllllng prophesy ,argument, Despite this, the data

offer no support to the argdument. (Autﬁor/UH) R
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1L Self-fu{filling prophesies- : .

B
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Arguments' that schools are falljng to provnde the. equallty of oppor=-

N . y’—»: . ;. a . _\
. tunlty that is part of thecr mandate havé gained fairly wmde-acceptance

- L]

over the past decade. Dlscrtmlnatlon by schools~~real and igagined, ' X
4 - ‘ K

overt ‘and covert--has become the focus of wndespread lggal action a|med

L4

-

g e e R 1 i —— ‘ B

at equalnznng thé educatfonal opportunrtles of a variety of dlsadvantaged

¢ B 0 (S

subpopulation groups. " Concern has been expressed too that not only are

A - - > ss

'schools failing to provide equality'of opportunity but in so doing are .- i) '
. - . . .
: 4, s . . o
\ perpetuating social inegualities from one generation to the next. (Bowles; ]
- N . ) - . o : b 4

.]972) Y V. .-. . . . . v N -

N . s . . oL

. - ~ . - s -
Une, partiaylar component to this argiment seems to have widespread

° - . -
-

appeal:* the notjon that 'teachers engage in subtle forms of discrimina-'
,tion Within,classﬁooms'and;‘thereby; set in motion self-fqlfllling pro- ,

- . > .

v 1

phesles. While thelldea of self-fulfilllng prophesies as social
".‘.‘ . >,

phenomena is not new (Merton, 1957 ), the alleged impoftance of

- [y

' these processes w:fhln schools has béen examlned in depth~only recently,

> & l -

and prlnclpally ‘as 3, result of the work of Rosentha] and Jacobson £1968).

-

4 '
they expect from students in thg‘way 0 performance in school. If

T, as

The a:entral prop,os:t;-’on of their argt is that teachers get7,just what

"teachers expect high performance from chlldren they Wnll get |t and, \\\\j\ .

conversely, if they expect poon performanceafrom certacn children, these ) '

children will perform poorly xn\;>hool ) . : e .
The llnkage of‘teacher duscr:mlnatlon and self fulfllllnq‘brophesles .

to the broader issues of equallty of opportuné:y and the pafntenance of _//’

¢ - .

” .
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" structure such that equality of opportunity is denied sqme students and

: thg chass structure of one generation is reproduced in the text. .

. A )

sScial inequalities across generstions is fairly strai gh forward. It

£y n
1]

‘requireé the invecation of an even mbre popular model of schools "and

' ‘ .,

schqollng,,the model that pictures schools as essenttally m|dd|e-class

institutiohs with mlddle-class patterns of ‘values, norms, and’ expecta— -
* =
tions for their ‘clients. Social class and ethnit differences in

o
[N .
° - » ‘ . 1 .

achlevemegt& selfnesteem,,aspjratlons, and the ltke are explained in .

terms of the relative’.degree of fit betwees the child and the school-

. °
e - - - -

-
. -

in this respect. o > -,
) . N ' * ..

»

Self-fulfilling prophesies:are.an important component of thfs model

-

llnklng the social and ethnic background of ch|ldrenﬁto their subsequent

school,performance. Teacherg allegedly hold high exp%cﬂatnons for . ."

\‘-

chlldren dnsplaylng those behaviors which fit thE‘model of learnlng that

characterizes schools ¢ e.s middlehclass behaviors), and Tower expecta-

l, - ..

ttons for tnose chlldren whose behav:ors are_ seen as |nappropr|ate

hd \'

(i.e., worklng-class chnldren). These differences in expectations are

?
translated irto parallel difféerences in teacher behavnors toward students .

"o »
. -

with the result that teacher,prophesies about student achievement are

fulfil]ed. .in this way, it is alleged that dlfferences in the socia}
class and ethnic backgrounds or students are translated into achnevement
° LY

dlfferences{ln school and, subsequently, within the broader social

L]
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The present research

@
@ o

\ . . e . .
designed to test and :extend these asguments. Two dimensions of teacher

.

5 ooooa o

This paper reports the developmerit and estimation of a_causal modal
. ¥ Y .
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expectations sét in-a mutual |nfluence relat(onshlp are central to
r3 ’. ‘o — * .

. the mode] a cognltnvc cxpectation and 3 normative expectation.

- ' ‘ -
hd . & S .

Variation in these is seen as a ‘function of social class and ability

. . ¢ . - ‘
differences among students, along with.differences in student ambition,
Y . °

e achJevenent, and prog;am of study. The hodel examinee the effects of’

theSe variables on Student achnevement in each of three areas: general

s e . - o
N <

lnfonna51oh,.Englush lagguage, and mathematics. - The model is estimated

- N
* - *s 4 ¥
. ey v

+s » for the total group with sex included ds a‘'variable (and possible solrce

of teacher'expectations), as weil as separately by sex on tbe aé%umption"

2

that the soc4a1 processes lnvolved may differ between males and .females.'

g 3
. . -

) Flgure 1 presents the basic structure of the model . Varlables arez}
v - LY . N
L caused by a1l others lying to the left of then,- wsth*one~except1oq.w ‘: B

‘ Program of, study is assumed not to affectlteachers' normative evaluations. ot
“© ¢ ’ - . . . . - " - .';_" b
"*+ Varlables not separated horizonta]]y are unexamined causa%ly unless. V!
. i ’ ’ » ' : ‘ .‘
.- ,otherwise indicated. ’ ' C . BN
> 98 . o \
- T ¥
- ° . ) o;"““l?‘
) + ¥ . : ) i T, b
~ ) . ~« Figure 1 about here ~ .. T
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. t
. ' The literature on self-fulfilling prophesies in the c[aésroom is

TreTatively well known. The Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) viork generated'’
bt T » ¢ . -
*. a great deal of interest, séme trenchant criticism (Thorndike, 1968)°, - vl

and much related'research. Some of this entailed fairly straightforward--

. ‘W{ .
o . and mostly unsucces¥ful~-replications {Claiborn, 1969); whlleLthe re- Co
mainder was concerned wi th me thqgological and substantive ela orations.
. . ¢ ' : . '
" \ ’ : » ,
+ o ‘%
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These elaboratlons focussed on one or more of the . foilownng comporen ts

—
.

Anttonen, 1971);.

<@
L3 . . .

. . - , v . N H
o (i) the}traﬁslation of teacher expectancies.into teacher

behav;ors toward_students (e.qg., Brophy and Good

7U). and A o . ’

i) an excltcat:on of the _source «(in natural settings)

o - -of differences in teacher expectations (elg., Rist,
, N . . »
e 1973). .

LI .[
.

-
- »

;
Huch of this’ work has been revnewed in Elashoff and Snow (1971), Flnn
;t 3

(1972); West and Anderson (1974), and Brophy and Good (1974) '

e

_The overal] result of all thzs ‘effort is a somewhat equivocal ‘set
b

of, findings about the nature and effiect of self fulf|1lnng prophesnes

in the clasSroom.' The follqwnng generallzatlons capture mych of th%s

present state of knowledge in broad°terms. :
‘ *

> . l. Expectations "ifduced' in teachers byéBxperimenters
TN » . 5 - ’ '
have, virtually no effect on student abiliiy or
K ’ ' .3 ) f <

", achievement -(BaKer: and Crist, 1971).

2. Expectations developed by teafhers in the course of
’
their contact with chtidren in the c]assroom have

¢ v

~+  no demonstrable effect on ‘intelligence but appear
% to have some small effect on student. achievement A
. (Dusek and Q'Connell, 1973). Evidence for the effects
of teacher'expectations on Gther student traits is
* . ) ‘ ) -wlo ?
- v N °‘ I

I 1711111 S

‘of - the self-~ ful‘s!!nng prephesies argument: ST R S .
, L . 2
(i} the generalization of expectancg effects, to stuJent o
. ) traite‘other than intelligence (e.g., Fﬁlming and.
-’ - ‘ -

L ‘& -




. ' 1lmited' Fleming and Anttonen (}971) found no .

’-“L\ N

[AFE . effects én ‘student self-concept Williams (1972;
1975) found small effects on student's educational

. ambitions.“ln Egief, ?the\avai]able data'sugéest'.

‘- 7 that although expectation effects are qui te real, . ‘

. . - ~ . . .
“« " they are neither ubiquitious nor particularly . e
. s . ,‘._ . : ¢ |
strong in the usual situation" (Brophy and ‘Good, g
. ' . \
. te 14 (l
. 1972{. v T . ) e

. .-
- ’

3:«!Evidence‘for other links in the chain connecting

1

ascribed characteristics of students to school~-
felated abilities'throegh teacher expectations. is
- somewhat mofre certain " Fhe trag;latnon of teacher

‘\ ¥ . >
expectatuons into teacher‘behavnors tﬁa* d““e' In ft-
. 'as 4

" their nature and extent between-students has been

L

demonst/ated (Brophy and Good\ 1970 Rfstl 1973).
The effects of ascr:bed characterlst1cs-of'students

‘on the' development of a wide range of teacheﬁ’expec-f

.

‘ tatibns have been docupented also. For example:
N Rlst (1973) descrubes in detail the way in whlch

class-related B?havnora] dlfferences ampng black

'

elementary school chlldren affect teacher expecta~

tions and. behavnqr, Palardy (1969) ldentifies sexs ’
effects, and Jackson and Cosca (1974) prov:de some . 9//. SR

. e@Tdence of ethnitlty effects. . :
\ o
Taken as a-whole,,tﬁé self-fulfilling prophesies llteratdre'provides

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

: ‘4 . . - . -
ERIC _ : . . . - ,
R SR L TR 4 A e - \.. . » ’ s - . . - ~ - - . - N ! e
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1

student achievement, or to:the.broader huéstion of whether, these

¢ . . . : e
effecks play a role in the maintenance of social inequalities across
o D . ’
/ generations, - y oo
Part of this is due 'to the fragmented nature of the accumulated * *°
¢ . - . . = )

knowledge about these processes. Much of -jhe work done has focussed,

.

~

.on-only one link In this system of relationships and has been re-

stricted to the ideﬁtification of effects without reference tQ their

$§gni¢ude.. In the p{esent 1nQestigatlon an attempt Js made to address
. these issues by representing the processes‘iq quest:on as a system of
' cause~effect relationships, and‘by estimating thgnparameters of the

syS:em. o ’ . ' ' )

. - T
. } - . N -
¢ .
- . . N .

Several other deficiencies in this body'of literature are addressed

B . - \
-in the.present investigation. The first of these~-the matter of sex
differences in the.nature .of these processes~-is taken up in the sepa-

o ; . . ) ) N
rate estimation of the model by sex, on the assumption that sex
/',/ )

i .
ditferences already |dentified for expectancy effects on achievement\» .

¢ .
(Finn, 1972) and on ambition, (Williams, 1975) will be presént.in this

— - .

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

includéd as @ variabl \,

'
~
. ¢ . . ‘l \

Second, other than RlSt s (1973) anecdotal data, little is- known

“

about the WIthin‘SChOOl varlables'through which ascriptive difgerences

I

\

among students ceme to influence te@cher expectancies. Among " those \
\

-

avallable ‘for examination in the present data are school grades whlch

*appear to be. important soqrces of teacher expectations transmitting
2 L4 .

part of the effects due to student SES and abiﬂity (Hauser, 1972).
[ o & §

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

01 . N ¢ ".~.\

. -




-

are Included within the present model in'the ways indicated in-

/beén raf&ed directly in the teacher expectancy ljteratore. In the )

cf a number of dimensions of student behay;dr important to teachers.

"bne of these is the inculcatlon of knowledge and skills, the -other con-~

tural constraints imposed on students in the way of abklity grouping

both serve similar funtions (Williams, ¥975). _All three variables . . .
/ . _ Ve

—e -
O

—

Figure 1. = e

. Third; the issue of dimensions of teacher expectations has, not
'/' . i

past'attentfon\has been directed almost'exclusively to the effects of

teachers! expectatlons for the student's cognntive performance (e.g.

B

intelltgence, achnevement) ;n schoo!% Yet this appears to be only one

t " . N <

. - . - -

For example, feacHers face two primary tasﬁs in day‘to;day teaching.

cerns"classroom management" "3 significant.ﬁortion of the total energy ,

3
required to operate a classroom'is spent -in the mundane businegs of

’ ‘s
maﬂaging the movement of social traffic and of responding to violations

of institutional expectatnons (Jackson and Lahaderne, 1967) Parsans
(1959) makes the same ponnt with his dnstnnct}on of cognltlve and moral .

components of achievement. Given the |mpontance of these two tasks to
teachers it Seems'1ogical to expect that teachers will evaluate students
on both dimensions and develop appropriate empectationa for‘their re~
spectnce performances. zﬁhat is, teachers wull deve!op at least "two seté -ﬁ"

[ - N -

of expectations for each student: (i) cognttive expectations for the

B “

student's performance ih academic activities; and (i1}, normative
Y =

expectations based on the student’s adherence to the rorms of c;j§§room

. «
behavipr: -~ . : T ‘

-

@
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-

These two dipensions of teaéher expedtatjons are argued to in-
L :

f[uence.each other--other things equal, better behaved students arer\
regarded as brighter apd, conversely, brlghter students are -seen as
better. behaved. Eurthermore, the lncluslon of "both dimensions of
téacher expectations allows a‘more adequate examination of ghe :argument

thaw it is the dlSJUnCtIOn between - lower—class behavior and mlddle-class .
r

norms that underlies socnal class dlfferences,uiachool achlevement and -

ser«es o perpetuate lnltlal socnal |nequal|t|es amang ch:ldren. "The » - \

~

effects on teachers of SOClal class dlfferenqes in both cognltlve .and

non=cognitive behav10rs~;and the indirect eﬁfects of each via thg other--~

.c8n be examined.

. ESTIHATION .OF THE MODEL = - -
. \ : «<
‘l. Data- o
- - ’ 'k. : )

The suchcts in question were drawn from the more than 16‘000
students begnnnlng high school in a major* Canadian city ln -1959.- The
10 530 (5 k58 males and 5, 072 females) who complet/d the first two years /
of hlgh school in minimum tnme, and who did not change schools durlng |

that tlme, were‘selected from among these, See Williams (l972; 1975)

for a more complete description of the sample and data. . ) <

I

' 2, Variables T

See HacEachern (1960), and D’Oyley (l96k) for details on the mea=-

surlng |nstrumEnts used. Brief descrnptnons of the vjilables used here ‘ e

follcw: . - ~

gé
r
'l’
l
|
H
1
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e e - - o
i Y : . - ; )
L .~ . - -9- ] .
X [ ‘ 1
e* * ‘\ - ‘ . L \ ' ,
N . - " A ’ . . /
- . "a. Social Origins.  This variable was indexed as the
M . . - re . K
‘ '/ simple unweighted sum of -three conventional indicators’

of socioeconomic status: (1) the student's report

.
~ ’

o 'gfnhls fiathers occupation ordered into eight categories "
o ) C e . . .
= based on Blishen (1967); and (ii) the student/s .

. to "upiversity degree."
. I . . >

v ‘" b: Intellectual ability. Thislva}iab]e was,&ndqxed as -

e :

) ihe\iiﬁple unweighted sum of Scdie§ on three stand-

&~ ardized ability tests: (i) the
N ”

s . reasoning test;. ({i) theftAAT i1, a mathematicai ‘ .

AAT 1,.a verbal

¥ 4 , reasoning test; and (iii) the CAAT IIL, a non~
e . * . .
) . Pl N -
verbal reasoning test. The tests are described in .
: . -

. . D'Oyley (196h). - : : . .

. -

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

o '

»f’l
“wocational/general' program.’

- -~

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

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

o Point scale ranging from "ieave schooi for a job' to
B _ ~ .
"complete secondary school an< attend university."
t t
Tq?create an ordinal scale the Sriginal scale was . .

collapsed into four categories: ‘''leave school for .

“~
~

RN ¢ j@b ot trade training,’ "‘complete school-job," "com- <

1

e Nt “ ° . . ,~
gggte school--non-university, training,' "complete

L * . school--university."



$ : ¢
e. Grade point'ayérage. Data on the student's grade - '

: point average were obtained from“the schodls_direcf!y. . -

- - -

f. Cognitige expectations.v Teachers within a school ’ . ~

.were’ asked to rate each st{dent's chances of'com~ . ‘

~ -

Vo , p]eting the fifth year f high school==the -.

S ' university entrance year--on a fuve-polnt scale .
. « ¢ v : &
‘ . l - They were askcd to meet as a group and give a ;%hgle ’ " .
:t°" ratnng for edch student which would represent thepr
Fomblﬁed Judgements and, furthermore,.to rate students
) in ketb/;rbgrams of Stuey on the‘samé basis. ‘

> g. Normatlve expectations. In addition, teachers were

asked .to ‘rate students on three dimensions of class- , L

v, o« I

room behavior--"cooperation,"f“reliability," and

X

"industry"-- fh the same way, JFRatings were combined

o,..

in a simpfe.unweighted ‘sum to produpe the measure - i .

used here. . I

- o

h. Standardized achievement- tests. T cee”ét;ﬁ ardized
//h angard,

. . . achievement meajj:ff;g;e/uéeajf One is %he C16f, a * .,

test of general”information, another is tne CATE,

IS ‘ . ° .

Yan-English lénguage qchievement test and the third o,

" is the CATM, a test of'mathemabics achievement. Al!
three were administered in the Spring'of 1961 at the
end of the second year of high school Tge.tests

. ) are described fully in D'Oyley (}96k)

l. Sex. Sex is included as a varieble in one of the ~~¢

. N /
Males were cqoded | and females 2.

models estimated.




. 3. Method

P

The parameters of the model were estumated via path ana]ysns, a

'

' generallzataon of multlple regression to systems of causally related

N

variables. .Blalock (I9719’provndes basic references.- Estimation of

the nOpkrecursiveﬂpart of the system followed the two-stage ‘least

}
1 . ¢

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

of ‘the model anQIV|nq the recnprocal influence relathnsnlps were
-~ £

. rendered Just-ldentlfned by assumdng program to have no effect on the

“‘teachers' normative expectations. Given that teachers were |nstructed

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

"to be a reasonable' assumption. o -

\( 4. Issues in measurement and ectimatian

’

Y g -
The variety~ofmm\§EE:fTiii‘and estimation problems that stem from

this data set, and from the estimation procedures used have been ad-

dressed elsewhere in connection with similar Is and related data
. . ’ ¢ Sea ’ o
(Williams, 1972; 1975). Issues revolving about parametrTc~statEstics
and ordinal measurement differential non-response and the use of %
&

standardlzed/unstandardnzed coefflcnents are among those dealt with.
F e

The combined effect of these ccnS|derat|ons.ls to introduce some re-
servation about the assignment of a precise quantitative.meaning to -

the estimates obtained. Accordingly, the interpretations made here

-

should be seen as qualitative only.
RS
.-/{: ""“: -

L
&Y




L.

RESULTS

Jable 1 presents the correlations among the eleven variables with-

in the model for the total group and for males and females separately.
” ’
Each correlatjgh is based on all cases for which va]ueSywere present

\for both-variables. 5 !

v

Table 1 about heré

-

» 1

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

.
--.____

total group and wuth—ggx included as a variable.

- .

e

T

~ Table 2 about hene.

s

oo

Table 3 presents separately by sex the path coefflcxents (stand-

¢

ardized partnal regression coefficients) that characterize the model_
. ; )

when éstimated separafely for males and females.
f . .

N

3

Table 3 about here

a

/ <4 _ '
f Table 4 contains the corresponding path regressnons (unstandard— i
| 4

1zed partial regressuon "coefficients) and reports these for males and |
\

femalles separately.

Table 4 about here

4
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.« DISCUSSION ) e
lk. . . . ' L

‘

_* The discusston will focus on eac@/df four general issues ratsed

L . -

_eartier: (i) an examination of the/effects/of student soc1a1 orlglnS,

[

sexX, and ability as antccedents’of téacher ékpectations, and of the

medxatnng role p]ayed by the within-school varlables, student ambition,

;

‘program, and grade point average; (;1) a consideration of the mutual

S P

s

. . s M 7 -

. < - ... a? / T e . .

influence of cognitive .and nbrmattge expectations and how éach may
- Ry )

transmit social class effects to the other; (iii) a a speci ification of

the consequencps of variation in both dimensions of teacher expectations

for stud§;I’;:;ievemént in three areas; and (iv) sex differences in

P . s * .
: . « . X
these processes. The issues are not addressed separately but, rather,

in two sections: the antecedents of teachet expectations; and the

T e

consequences of these expectations for student achievement. The inter-

-
2
LN

pretation of thc-régufts in these terms must utilize both path ) .

coefficients and path regressions as complementary measures each
» .

Y

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

- 2
v

and questions of comparisons of effects dcrvss variables and/or across

sexes (§Ehoenbqu, 1972).

. . . . .. °

1. Antecedents,of teacher expectations

- -

4

Student 'social origins have virtuallyjno direct effects on the
development of either cognitive or normative expectations in teachers.

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

as the smallest of all effects in each case .(Tables 2 and 32. * Thus,

-

-~ L

Fe
e,

%
.

1]
~
-

C - 00015
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.discrimination by teachers, .,at least among beginning high school }

the data provide little support for notions of cire¢t socioeconomic

-

students. Arguments that such .discrimination has already tak‘place .
RN -

" by this time, having its effects on student ability, ambition, and

3

" program of study in,glemeﬁtary schoo!'(é.g., Rist; 1973), are not' sup-

' portéa in“any’ substantial way by the magnitude of the correlations

. -

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

from .14 to .34 suggesting that at the most only two to ten percent
» . - . ‘

- ¢ ‘ . N (] > -
of~ thé variance in these variables could be attributed to socioeconomic

discrimination in elementary school. Similarly, related argumepts that
SES éffects on teacher expectations in high-school are mainly indirect

M ¢ - * * ’ * L3 b ﬁ - . - -
via the student's manifest ability and ambitions, and-via identifica-
. P K

tion with a orogram of study (i.e.. agility group),.are hot,borne out

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

variables are minor, in the;Feg%eaLe{::QA_Qniless for 411 three groups

considered.

- -
.

The model cestimated for the-total group with sex included as a

L4

var[aBIej(and,under the assomotion of additive sex effects) indicates &

R
+ !

little in the way of direct’ sex effects on teacher expectations (Table

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

N
-

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

Direct sex effects on ieachers"cognitive expectations are negligible

(-.03). The indirect effects of sex on teacher expectations within-
this model are greatest via GPA on teachers! normative expectations
hut amount to only .08 in this instance. Similarly, data from the

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

- 00016 c T

v e “e A e e R o
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- .
&

ferences in effects on teacher expecfations (Table 4). However, there .

is one major lexception, the effect of teachers!' cognitive eipectations

on normative expectations (-.62 foé males ‘and '.26 for females). The ,

sﬁggeStion here is that teachets see bright boys as potential sources ,

. . . -
of disruption within the 'classroom. Similar phenomena are suggested
’ : - ; N L . ) ) u

. _ . "
by Parsons {1959), and by the conventional wisdom that bright, students

L4 ~

are not fully ‘challenged by the intellectual tasks of the classroom,

L . . K . .
became bored as a resuMt, and tend to pose behavior p{oblems for teachers.

R

To the'extent‘thaﬁ\tﬁ?§ represents discrimination be sgx, thea this is

-t
o5

the single e@ample of any magnitude within these data. . .
»hmohé the within-school.variables Specified as causes of’teachers" .

. i

‘ expectations the findings are predictable., Teachers' normative expecta-

. . -
A

- -

A tions (NE) drefaffgcéed by student performance dnd ambition, and teachers'

¢
A ¢ ¢ ¢

cogniiive‘expectat{pns (CE) are influenced by student ability, performance,

! " -

and pfogram of study.- Sex differences in the magnitude of these effects

,

.
» -

..are minor. . ' : L

’ / - 2

The mutual influence of* teachers® NE and CE has been touched-on-

already under sex djfferences. ,Given these sex differences there i3

-

little point to'éxamining)the effect estimates in the combined model

shown in. Table 2. Sex appears' to interact with each'seﬁ.of teacher ex-
* e - . X
pectations. in its effect on the other, violating the assumption of

additive effects made in the combined model. ' 4 o
The model for males is characterized by negative feedback in which

high NE produce Highnéé; but high CE have, the effect of loweriqg§§eachers'

NEifor the student. Substantively, this implies that teachers eipe;t' ‘ \

- »

A

. -
b . q-——j,{\-w-




.

)

Arf is their NE (Table 3) The degree to which students exhibit ”cooperaﬁ

good performance: from well-behaved boys (the confounding of the cogni-
o . N v’ \ ,
tive and moral components to achievement that Parsons notes: Parsons,

'1959) But, in addntnon, expect\that;increa?ed achievement wnl] result
in Iess conformlty to classroom norms for reasons already mentioned
. The model for females shows posltnve feedback 1n whnch hngh NE

contribute to an increase |n CE and, similarly, hlgh CE serve to ranse
"\
teachers' NE for the student s adherence t c]assroom norm$. |

3

Perhaps of most 1nterest in this connection is the fact that for

both males and females the most powerful determlnant of teachers CE

L

taon,“ "relnabllnty,“ and ' ndustry within the classroom is a more

powerfu] ‘infldence on teacher CE than ability, past performance, or 2

.
* °

‘the school's prednctnon of cognltlve capabnlnty (program of study)

x
-~

Such a finding: would support arguments that see self- fulfullnng prophesnes

arising fro the dlsJunctlon between lower-class behavnor and the middle-

' class norms of classrooms (e.g., Rist, 1973) if teachers! NE were affected *

'

I'v

),_ by SES,.but they are Qo@. In this case the combined direct and indirect .

effects of SES on NE are small and provnde Ilttle evidence in support

-

k ~ 4 ¢

of teacher d|scr1m1natnon by'socnal class. #Thus, vdriables other than

— those in thns model are havnng substantnal effects on, teachers NE and

4 - a
L

" through these on CE, 'the expectations assumed to affect student achieve-
¢ .

’

ment. Perhaps notions of “systems awareness! (Tomlinson.and TenHouten,

”» .
1973} are appropriate here but this remaips to be seen. o,
o A - .
Y c a4’ )
0

00018 . .
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+2. Consequences of teacher expectations
Do r '

1] kr . R . . . . .

The consequences of teacher expectations under examjnation in this
. . P - N - - .

’

»

. case are standardized measures of achievement in general information,

Engiish,‘and mathemagjcs. For each méasure of ‘achievement the predominant
.ot ' influence was student intellectual ability with &ffects in the region

kS . T [P

of 35 to_ QS ReiatiVe to this, teachers' CE ranged in,effect from .06 e

~ .

.16 while teachers‘DNE were generaiiy lnconsequentiai (Table 3). Sex

-
° -

A .differences in the magnitude of these effects “Were. negllglbie (Table 4).
K "Thus, these;data offer- iittle support to arguments that aostulate “
; ' sahstantlal teacher expé%tancy effects on studeht’achleveMentf At best, ‘ o
teéchers' cognitive exéectations for studehts' ac;demic_achieVements' NN
. ¥ N
- are-minor in their inflﬂbnce on thesefachievements. T

v Q
* i TN 4%
B . N

' 3 7 SUMMARY ' -

®

The purpose of the inVestigation reported here was to test and’ ,

exfend arguments suggesting that: teachers engage in subtle forms of . .

~

discrimnnation in the classroom, base this d;scrimination on ascribed

o
.. -

characteristics of the student; manifest this in thHe form of differential
, expextations for students' academic performances with parallel differences
. in behavior toward students;_affect student ‘learning ther€by; and, by so:

. ® ‘oL
. doing,_contribute.to the ‘ransmission of social inequalities from one

generation to the next.

A model was developed to provide a systematic .epresentation of the S‘;ﬁu

S

main components of -the self—fulfiillng prophesues_argumeqt and elaborated.

2

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

.

. |

T . Y. ) 1 3 .}
|

|

B




<

°* “role &F within-schopls variables. in transmitting the effects of ascribed

L .

ustudent characteristics to teacher-expectations; and the ex‘ension of

. . .
A . . . -

- the traditional cognitive definition of teacher expectations to include:

expectations for-non-cognitive behaviors in the classroom. This model

- R . - . .

- was estimated on the total group with séx included as a variable, as’
. Ll R

well as separately for male and female student groups.

o e

“(a) the ex:stagcg,oﬁfs’ﬁ’tantlal teacher expectancy

. R effects on achlevement, or for
’ . .' y -.\I ¢ {od

(b} teacher discrimination in the form of differential_ .

expectations based on.the ascribed characteristics .

A
. e
’ *

oo . of ;students. .«

-

« According to these data school processes are highly tonventional.
. o . -t

! . . . ’ -
Teachers do not discr;minate among students on the basis of social' .
origins‘pr sex but, instead, are infﬂuencee'in‘the development of their

., expectations for' students by student ability, per formance, ambition,

. B v ] . “
! . R ’ -~
.

and by the school's classification of these students into programs of
| . =0

study, all logically approprlate sources of data for teachers expecta~

< t‘OﬂS. , » , .

- Perhaps the single unconventional finding 'is that teachers' expec-

tations for student cognitive performance are influyenced most by their

P
¥

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

‘behavior. However, this confounding'o? cognitive and normative dimen=

. - 5 :
stons of classroom life has been noted elsewhere (Parsons, 1959).

. . 3 . . P '
Although this relationship offers the:-potential for social class dis-

» A
- W

s 4 " .

+ . The data falled to provide support for eJther*"’f”f’—yw :-ﬁ?



.-]9- ™

crnmlnat>bn (the d|SJunct1on between lower-class behavnors and middle-
class norms affectlng teachers normétnve expectations gnd hence, theur,
cognitive eﬁpectatuons) the~data provnde no support for th|s in the way

. of'ind;}fet effects of SES on cognntlve expectations: via normatave
\

. .

\ - .
expectations. \ R X . T

R ' . ! :
Not only are the-sources of teachers' expgctations highly conven-

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

Z , The variable with the greatest impact on achievement is intellectual
© ) * a

ability. Teacher (gognitive) expectation effects‘are relatively small

by comparison,lan& generally exceeded 'by the effects of school perform=_

. & ‘ ot
ance (GPA), and program of study in this model.

: . . 1 ) . . .
N In brief, these data offer some limited support for teacher expec-

tancy effects on achievement but’ indicate generally minor eff ots for

- \

theSe variables in comparison with more conventional determinants of

- 'achievement. The data.offer no support to arguments that teachers:
engage in subtle’fbﬁms of discriminé{fon based on the seclal origins of
stUdents; or to arguments that schools perpetuate social ineqealities
via the ob ration of self-fhlfilljhg prophesies. Rist (}373:1) may be

. A . ’ >

correct when he ‘asserts that 'Myths .die”hard in Amerjca."

v

.
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