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AP INFLU%NCE oF STUDENI EXRECTATION AND STUDENT ssx o
' ON PREDICTING ACADEMIC SUCCESS =~ .

\ » N ‘_.b. By I
. g ‘Michael R. STmonson
S Iowa State Un1vers1ty

. John Bullard - et

Uniyersity of Iow& : w~

SN ! i ‘ ‘
: ' . _ = Abstract , e
. Ko -———f—L—_,, , R

Pred1ct1ng student success in var1ods academ1c >,
's1tuat1ons has. trad1t1ona11y been via the use of cdg-~
'jv_ >n1t1ve pre tests, or other non att1tud1na1 measures
This study grouped students accord1ng to pre-,',‘ |
7 . L 1nstruct1ona1 expectancy Tevels (low, average, h1gh)
- ' .A_‘ for data: ana1ys1s purposes It was hypothes1zed that
E students w1th hlgh expectat1ons wou]d be more academ-
fcally’ successfu] than students would w1th lower,-T
"expectations Tt wap also hypothes1zed that females |
| would bearelat1ve1y more successful 1n ‘this audlov1sual“'7
fundamenta]s course than males. Both hypotheses were~\
supported by ‘the data High expectancy students were
'.‘,‘most successful, and low expectancy students were least
._successfu1‘1n three d1fferent tests of this hypgthes1s
Also, female itudents were re]at1ve1y more successfu] o

"-1than ma]es in the three 1nstructtona1 formats tested

»
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INFLUENCE OF STUDENT EXPECTAT?&N-AND

.STUDENT SEX ON PREDICTING AﬁADEMI SUCCESS
/ ) : S
o ‘ ) . .

Academ1c success is general]y cons1dered fo be a

function of cogn1t1Ve ab111ty and mot1vatlon However,

=7

Lo

f
expectancy theory suggests that an - 1nd1v1dua1 s
] ‘
behav1or 1s a funct1on of the degree to wh1ch that

behav1or is 1nstrumenta1 for the attalnment of some
@ ,

'outcome, andwthe eventual eva]uatjon ‘of that outcome

-

¢ (6). Ihis theoryrhas been;used with sone.success to

~predict effort and performancelin collcge'Students (7).,

-The fol]owing fnvestigation was an’attemptrto determine
1f student expectatlons are 1nd1cators of academvc '

success. 1n an aud1ov1suaﬁ fundamentals course

’ Because aud1ov1sua1 equ1pment operatlon apt1tudes have

trad1t1ona11y beEn regarded as male skillsy the 1nf1u-'

: ence of one S sex on‘academ1c success in th1s type of

1earn1ng S1tuatlon was a]so analyzed.

' Rev1ew of the 11terature suggests that 11tt1e has
been done with respect to pred1ct1ng academic success .
by ‘using a student s course expeqtat1ons Todd |
Terrel], and Frank (11) report ‘that students who
be11eve that the1r endeavors will lead to academ1c
success are more P1Kely to oe;normal ach1evers thanv.

.
Y
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“t1ons concern1ng student
ffactors/ a) ‘the degre

: to wh1ch good performance 1s 1nstrumenta1 to the‘

not. supported by the. data.

success has been scrut1n1zed by numerous researchers

'It has generally been found that g1rls are super1or to*

(1, 5, 10).:'In secondary school grades, boys tend.to

- and time: spent work1ng on droblems) MJtche]] and el

Nebeker s study (7) supports expectancy theory pred1c- .

‘effort and performance ~They

to wh1ch ‘the person sees the

2

effort as 1ead1ng to gbod performance, b) the degmee f' . i

'atta1nment of eutcomes, ahd <) the evaluat1on of those o

outcomes Volker and S1monson (12) report ‘a h1gh1y ‘

s1gn1f1cant corre]at1on between a workshop part1t1pant s e

'att1tude toward the workshop and ‘the part1c1pant s
-performance on f1na1 cogn1t1ve measures.} However, the o .

'__unan1m1ty of these reported results-1s blunted somewhat‘

by Stanford (9) who found that: in a computer aSs1sted- .
instruction task performance study, the hypothes1s that

students with h1gh expectancy would perform better was

The relat1onsh1p between one s sex and academ1c

boys in academ1c a¢h1evement 1n ePementary grades ‘




1fmeasures-to determine the learnjng of a'diovisual' ,

' as~they relate‘to'sei-differences; are"not'

- grouped together for data analyS1s purposes Also, o N\

o

ebe-moreesuccessful (5, 104, and in co]lege, gtnlsem“”

-better grades than boys (3, 5) As early as’ 1930,

. Peterson prov1ded ev1dence that: ma]es are more success-

ful at mechanica] sk111s than fem les (§) Convention-

a]ly, males have been assoc1ated with success 1n

vvl

aud1ov1sua] sk111s. However, studies\using cogn1t1ue

. . .o * . . ) ’ . '
equipment‘operation'and'materfaTS”product'on“sequehces;“”““"""'

-.“

4,

' the author's search of the sex d1fference 1it raturg
- Th1s study was deS1gned to 1nvestigate var1at1ons?

in academic success between’ groups of students wi h low,j

-med1um, and high_pre-course,expectationziﬁ~ln other‘.
words, students with‘1ow<expectationsa“average'expec;,,'

tations, and hfgh'expectations were identified and

'ach1evement d1fferences between ma]es and females were
analyzed. The fo]low]ng,hypotheses were tested.
Hyto student pre-course expectations'are-ddrectly.
o related to change in student class rank from
pre test to post test. ' B
{HZ; females w111 change upward in c]ass rank from‘
- :

pre- test to post*test to a greater extent ‘

than males

L]



: METHOD Three 1nstruct1on%1 formats for teach1ng an

the 1nstruct1ona1 formats were.:

1ntroductory aud1ov1sua1 fundamenta]s course were used

-to prov1de three tests of these hypotheses ' Each ‘

format covered the ‘same content, on]y the method of

»

presentat1on var1ed~ The formats were taught durqng

consecut1ve semesters -at . a large, mldwestern un1ver-

TR

’S1ty The exper1menta1 samp]e‘ was compr1sed of the

ent1re enro]]ment of the semester length audlov1sua]

fundamenta]s course wh1ch was a requ1rement for teacher

4

cert1f1ca}ﬁ0n for the maJor1ty of the students

‘fusubJects-(SS) were' pr1marr]y co]]ege sophomores,_W1th

small numbers of Jun1ors, sen1ors, and graduate students

ApproX1mate1y seventy -five percent of the Ss were'f

Afemale, a typ1ca1 pattern for th1s course Briefly,

q

Jv_Formatll.[ BaS1c gnstruct1on in equ1pment opera-__
' f -
';wt1on and product1on of mater1a1s pro-

P

'v1ded by ‘a self 1nstruct1on manua]

'S

'w1th supp]ementary, non requ1red large

A < . - 4 . P

“.ogroup sesstons. <

ey e

Format 2:. Basic instruction in equipment oper-

o

E ation.and_production aof materials pro-
 vided by-a se]fQinstructionvmanual

' 1w1th coordinated sma]] group sess1ons

. oover the same procedures covered in

-

:'?-the manua]

14
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" Format 3}4 Bas1c 1nstruct1on in equ1pment oper- -

at1on and product1on of mater1als

proV1ded by a self-1nstructlon manual

. iy
B with no large or small group sess1ons

. 'other than for admin1strat1ve and . i_ ';

3 .~

N evaluat1ve purposes.

. : ‘ .

It should be noted’ then ;hat there ‘was' o s1gn1f1cant

-

d1fference between 1nstruct1onal formats - for the rank
change (dependent) var1able def1ned 5 low

V In each format Ss were asked to 1nd1cate the1r

4 o row

V'expectat1ons for the course by mark1ng on a f1ve p01nt

L1kert type scale (very Tow to very high). Th1s measure-"

W

'ment was made dur1ng the‘f1rst class ses51on. after Ss

&

. were made aware of course structure and obJect1ves.

For . hypothes1s test1ng purposes Ss were ass1gned to one

\'”~_of three expectancy levels, low, med1dm, and h1gh

"accord1ng to the1r responses on the L1kert type scale

During the second class sess1on Ss were g1ven a

'mult1ple cho1ce pre fest el1ab1l1ty = 85) cover- "~

1ng the content of the course Ss were ass1gned a

percent1le rank in class on the bas1s of pre test scores.

‘At the end of the semester, each S was given the same_,

form of the mult}ple choice’ test, and aga1n ass1gned a f

.

,'percent1le rank in .class on the basis of post test
‘-score -The dependent varlable,‘rank change from pre-

test_tovpost-test,;was'obtained;by subtracting;the-st¥—




[N SUSPUN

Mpre test rank- from_tbe postAtestgnankeandfaddtng—one
'hundred (tor e11m1nate negat1ve numbers). - This var1ab1e,
def1ned as rank _change, .was used to test the propOSed
' hypotheses (Rank change i$ used to m1n1m1ze the
anluence of a S° 'S pre- know]edge A]so, because measures
: used were locally developed and not standard1zed o
E a]though they were thorough]y p1loted, 1t was determ1ned
l:that the re]at1on of a S to ‘his peers (1e c]ass rank) o
was an exce]]ent measure of re]at1ve academ1c success.
In th1s study, academlc success,was defjned as a large
- mpward bhange in a S's. nank'in class' Problems aFe ‘
obv1ous when measur1ng change fo;-the extreme rank Ss;
but these‘extraneous factbrs, such as the regress1on
:effect; would seem to’ be a conservatlve 1nf1uence on
the stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s of the data, and seem to _
‘m1n1ma11y affect -the' resu]t») An ana]ys1s of var1ance
is used to test rank. change dlfferences between expec-
tancy levels, and t- tests are used for measur1ng rank

change d1fferences between sexes

-

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

.f‘




. . \ P . : . .

- _, (s91¢2) | -eg - €6 . 9g N
. y : e . - o

v

DR | .. S6°L& .- . 9v'se  gg've . Qs ‘€ -

. 60° . vEIEE o 0ZELL. - | 18200 - €916 - X
- N i .. . T .4-,.. . /.. o. B - : .‘ : ; . . , ' . . . ’ ... !
. | . (s9r%e) 2z 901 ov . N e

o . .09'sy . wpiie - . gz'se .. Gs g
91" - “z8e’L  v§'L0L . S0°€QL . 06°06 .  X. .

4 . \ . ’ . M B

S (75 R .V,mm;n‘..__ﬂ/¢.”._h e N D
~ ; g .ﬂﬂ@.@ﬁrﬂW N _.N/v%m A | as 1 | ’ e

. ‘- ..\« . v.,...”.s w. mm..w,_N
20 szEty 9v°0LL ' pieol oeews X - &

[ S B . : : z s . : %
> . ) . . R - \

BRI 4+ -, 0 ubtH’ - L unppay Comor L s

} .
[ B L - . B -

7 S19A®7 u013e308dx3’ 35UN0)-dug . . - szowmwmmMmcmm., e

: . pe ¥ N ¢ .-
ki . : . .

3 g — i 4

. : %,  S . ’ m_m>m4m>u=wuuumxu.Lom,uucmwgm> jo S . > ,
- sisAleuy pue so13si3e3s BAL3diudsag © IR A |

-/ AN J B Lo ’ -.,.a -

R B R U 11 T S oL e R

IC
(", 4

P
.

2
.
O
PAFulText provided by ERIC

.
4
,
..

-



\ N

. N .

o vRESULTS -fhe data’ supports the first hypothes1s S
' 5ﬁ:‘“”';"(Table 1)« In alllformats of 1nstruct1on the means\f
: '.‘gﬁ_of the rank change scores show a 11near progreSS1on

t from low to h1gh for Ss expectancy ievels. ’

P :‘- Format 1 For Format 1, the expectancy hypotheS1s#‘i
- Tlis supported (F2 ]4 =4, 3125, p< 02) “T- tests for" |
'jgexpectancy levels in Format 1 show the dlfferences B

nfbetween low and h1gh expectancy groUps and Tow and
”;;37 .average expectapcy grpups are‘91gn1f1cant (tlow,

hif
- 2.4985,. p( 01 2 1237, - p<. 05). |

1."low avg :
: Format 2. For Format 2 data trends show the means\
T of the expectancy group1ngs support the f1rst hypothesrs.

\‘~v_' The d1fferenoe between the means of the low expectancy

fngroup anH the average expectancy group 1s sign1f1cant

RS | (t]ow avg. ] 7649’ p( 05). . o :
" ‘.,‘:.an - Format 3 The data for Format 3 also supports the -

<

expectancy hypotheS1s (F2 165'3 3734 p< 04) Thef
expectancy group means are al] S1gn1f1cant1y different
‘from one another (tlow h1 =2. 5257, p< 01

t
'1 604s P( 05, t

? tlow avg.
=1. 8977 p<.05). : ‘

avg hi®

N

- INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE'.
K . o * . . . [ .<" ] o : [ »' o
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o ‘ only the d1fference b,Etween ma]es and females° in the

. oL

_ change scores'for males” 1s }ower, in, al] cases, thén

’,,_the mean of rank change scores for fema]es ‘ However,

'ﬂth1rd 1nstruct1ona1 format 1s statist1ca1]y s1gn1f1cant

1';‘XTab1e 2) _Q_.E_;?

'ffDISCUSSION The data from each of the three 1nstruc-
L i t1 0
hpﬁstuden&

'f.Students who 1n1

':htions about the course, when compared to, other

1fformats tested prov1de stat1st1cp11y sign1f1cant

2ev1dence to- support the f1rst hypothes1s The othen

Results on measures of the d1fferences between

' - b

sexbs are less clear The d1rect1ona11ﬁy‘of,the means

'of scores for al] three formats support the ’ second

'hypothes1s that females W111 change upward 1n c]ass

rank to a greater extent than ma]es, the mean of rahk

R
.

..

0

Ty

l - »
. - . - .
. Jﬁ : ‘
h. ce RO . s

’a] formaxs tested supports the hypothes1s that a’

{s pre course expectat1ons are d1rect1y re]ated

’]'FO change 1n class‘rank from pre test to post teste

1a11y state that they have 1ow expec-j

~

"students, tend to drop in c]ass rank from pre- teﬁt to

N~ -

'}post test H1gh 1n1t1a1 expectat1on 1s an 1ndrcat1on'~k

~

: - o
of student 1mprovement in cﬂass rank Avenage expec-A

p-ftat1on students rema1n about the same in c]ass rank from

pre test to post test TWo of the three 1nstruct1ona1

1nstruct1ona1 format show3&¢rends support1ng the‘;-

e,l S

Y

hypothesis - Thus, the f1ndnngs of M1tghe11 and Nebeker (7) -




demonstrat1ng that expectancy theory can be used to

r

‘:pred1ct academ1c perfOrmance are supported Ana]yS1s - ‘
of results of th1% study and the study of M1tche]] and :” ‘_ .}j
Neb ker ]eads the)1nvest1gators to specu]ate that - PR
expe:tat1ons are pred1ctors of performance 1n various f“'-@-;

.

1nstruct1ona1 formats of a aud1ov1sual fundamenta]s. R o e l

’course because ‘a) the c]ass 1s reQU1red for most

. students S0 the range of 1n1t1a] expectat1ons is ". ‘ :i_j

By .
4

‘ re]at1ve]y w1de, b) grades for the maJor1ty of the
) ;1;} ‘It-bstudents in the course are: usual]y A or B so, the
' -_)i Td o externa] motivat1on of the grade is . m1n1m1eed, and -
| 'c) a produc?;on/omerat1on course requ1res con51derab]e
‘ o -"hands on" effort by the student, so students w1th
!dféb?;hf;hﬂ » h1gh mot1vat1on cou]d be" expected to put forth m?re ;; : fog‘e\/
effort and consequent]y wou]d be expected to - better
‘:fﬁ%’grasp baS1c concepts re]ated to aud1oV1sual sk;lls |
‘ f‘These three factors seem to work pos1t1ve1y on students: fo .
",*wwth h1gh course expectat1ons encouraglng them to work ;
‘,on the course-more than less mot1vated peers Thus, '.
Istudents W1th h1gh course expectat1ons are more 11ke1y.-'
to grasp the bas1c course Content and th1s understand-
ing becomes apparent bn the post test\1n the form of ."_f',
"511 h1gher raw scores and h1gher class rank . ‘,‘, |
- Sex d1fferences for the rank change var1ab]e were - -

o o kﬁaISO found Female students change 1n c]ass rank in a’

h > poS1t1ve d1rection from pre test to post test Ma]e




d't1ona1 formats This trend is stat1st1ca11y svghificant fﬂf

' 11tt1e brute stréngth or manual dexter1ty, the physical L

.-Vlongstand1ng quest1on of the impact attitude has on

- 10.- . | R

. ~ ’,' . -
5" .

-students means of rank in class. change were lower -

!

than the means of the fema]e students 1n al] 1nstnuc-“

gwhen no supplementary group instructlon is proV1ded g’ . e
(Format 3). Sex d1fference resu]ts prompt 1nterest1ng R a

ISpecuTation Becauseaaud1oV1sﬂa1 operat1on and pro-

"Q, »

.'duct1on sk111s are in actuallty qu1te simple. and 1nvolve

T

d1fferences between the sexes should not come 1nto
play. Nh11e fema]e students do score s11ght1y lower on
“the pre-test (not s1gn1f1cant1y), one mtght speculate
fthat fema]e 1nterest and motivation for 1earn1ng bas1c
techn1ques that may 1mprove teach1ng effectiveness aFﬁf' ~f»<
'the most s1gn1f1cant factors in. fema]e Ss show1ng pos1-9pf‘
tive rank change. :f o f* o L R
- éxpectat1ons about an 1nstruct1onal exper1ence :
-seem to p]ay a v1ta1 ro]e in- pred1ct1ng academ1c . f )
success. This study proV1des evidence that a student s .
-expectat1on about an: aud1ov1sua1 fundamenta]s course . _
is an- 1nd1cator of success. This finding reopens the ‘«; o

|

: behav1or Does att1tude pred1ct behaV1oazﬁ If so, as _

———

thws study seems to 1nd1cate,-1t seems log1ca1 to assume

o S [

}that a student with a low expectat1on for some kind of

educat1ona1 exper1ence. m1ght have this att1tude

‘ 'fmodlfied early in the instructjonal‘exper1ence}1n‘order .

»

is

2
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to increase the,possibility of academic success.
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