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Traier andl Stmdent 'Expactations

. The Teacls and Scaudient xsEyglmalions':

- .
: - .

Joint Effectsxfs Teacher .axd Student Expectatimns

e 4
L%

F -

Behavioral scien'tists baax= Jong sugpesited that merely -:m’peéting 2an event

to occur sometlmes can- ‘lead v an Lu::mcmﬁ Ditreliheod. wthat the event ma_ in

fact happen. Expectatlons "xave &een swhowmn to. ‘afifem’. not o; ’"v: one's own b:zahav-

ior (:a_s in’ the medical” llterature: on riazcere gffects), 'but ‘affaec_t the behavior

~ .
.

of others (as in the ].'iteraturel—:nfe:cse.n"fu&enter gxpectancy efrects; ArcmEheald,
1974) . "
) 4 There is perhaps no better exiianie af s1mum'~ms in. ﬁku.z:holdmg =EmEcta-

tions can’ br1ng about the_expected bemasiior iz teacher expe,atations a

student w~rformance.. Since the “publizanion ¢ff Rem#mthal azd Jacobson's

Pygmalion' in the Classroom (1968), therze * w¥a been many demomstrations that

the exp‘eetancies.,fthat a ‘teacher Holdsnzga‘:‘fdi:\ag 4 student's Ehility «can affect
the t'performance6 of that student (Bramz, Z#76:. T
- N g . \

The. thedretical explanation for the temcher exgectatives phenomenon that:
has :.-"eceived the greatest support hoiri's thait teachers who form an fnitial’

expectatlon about a student transm1t their expectaziocn to the student through
the; verball ‘(and nonverbal) .cues that they emiz.. Iz support of such ari explanz-
; i ’ . i . N ) :a . A
‘tion, Brophy and Good (1970) found that the owmture: of - tea'cher's_praise to high

and low expectatlon students differed, and Reufiiny~, Dallen, an'd"Bairett. (1971)

/
]

found that teachers gave gr ater a.ttention to.stuiencs who they thought were
'.brxght BT

Although :the bulk of the research ‘on exp:ettan:cy effects has e}ramlned

°

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




R

'. -i“ .‘» 1\. ) .
teacher expectations about students, it is reasonable ‘to assume that the stu~‘
- dent would :also bring a set of expectations about the teacher to a teacher-
'\_’ ) N ‘

- . . . ,
Lo . L . ' *

student ingeraction. 'For instance, the large literatuté on student ratings
.t . ' - e ' N . e

of instructors shows that there is wide variation in how favorably particular

3

teachers are v1ewed (Te]dman 3976) Tt is likely that such attitudes ahout '. \ L

.teachers can be communlcated to other students and subsequently affect both
student and ‘teaclier behaVior L N n _ j 1 :
“ .~ The most direct evidence that s-udents who hold difFerential expectations BT

c
.

\about a teacher ] competence Lcan communicate those expecbations and affect ﬁhe
b’Q' “v"'n- x - .
teacher comes from a recent study by Feldmari and Prohaska (1979) In one ex-'

Y

periment subJects acting as students were’ administered a lesson by a teachﬁr

a -

. (confederate) who the students were led to expect would be either effective

' B
i ' . . .

or inefféctive.- Results showed SlgﬂlflCdnt 1ifferences in student aLtitudes, Y

T

D
! e ' . I
periormance, and nonverbal behaVior acco ding to-expeCtation. In a'second
oo experimemt, confederates acfing as students emitted either pos1tive or negative
: ? . .
e nonverbal behaVior (similar ‘to behaVior found to result from pos1tive or nega—
) - . . | . s . N
. 4
— . . a

teachers,, . The results showed that there were s1gnificant effects on the

tive expectations in the first experiment) toward subjects acting'as their

teachers'' attitudes and beh3v10rs - Moreover, ratings»of«theﬂteacher by judges -
* - - ¢ - . . ; A
".showed that the teachers were rated as-being more adequate,under.conditions of*
positive student nonverbal behavior than negative student_nonverbalﬁbehavior.

te
- e

» Thus, these experimernts suggest that student expectations-can be linked to

'changes both in the student's and the teacher's behawior, congruent with the
expegtationsv' o ;-

N . - : e e

- . ' . ‘

~ Miw_mi.m~The research tha*“has been preViou ly cited c1earfy suggests that both

- © ‘e

e

El{lC; ’
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S ., + T o . Teacher and Student Expectations
’ v we [ ' * . ., . - . t’ ’ . _V

) e .
. . N

; teacher expectations and student expectatlons can ‘affect the—individual's own

. ¢ N

-attitudes ‘and bch3V10r, as well ac the behav1or of t.ho=a with whom he or she

¢
e

is interacting; Yet, there has been on1y one ‘study to -our knowledgp that exam-

1ned teacher and student expectatlons 81mu1taneous1y ‘Zanna, thras‘,Cooper,

and Shaw (1975) conducted a f1e1d study in whlch thev manlpulated’teachers .

-

expectat10ns~about thelr students ab111ty (elther pos1t1ve- or no- expectatlon)

-

f'hc and studentsg expectatlons about their own“lrcely performancg?(posltlve~ or -
no- expectatlons) Results showed that each posrtlve expectancy by 1t self.

:‘resultedliu increased performance}%but‘that the two positive expectations
'jointly did not."Although these results‘are informatéve, they do not d1rect1v
perta1n to the issue of~301nt PxpeCLatlons abdut a partner s behaV1or,‘51nce

) 'both‘sets_of expectatlons 1n-thenstudyuwere,1n rererence'to“e%pectat;ons.about i' .
L . . . oy ) L e : R S -
e dthe sane person (the3student). :ﬂoreover;'theuexperiment,fbcused only.on Student

performance and investigated.neither‘expectation-effectg on the teacher nor
~any_attitud1nzl or other_behéyioral>concommitants of expectations, ’

° R

T e The pre sent study examlnes d1rect1y the 301nt efferts of eacu 1nd1V1dua1
e -in‘a~dyadic;interactiOnAholding expectations regarding,their partner s com- {.

petence. QubJects p1ay1nb the role of teacher were led to expect that a stu—

-7.€‘ -, dent they were to teachlwas elfher 11ke1y to do wel] (p051t1ve expectatponﬂr
‘ condltlon)‘or poorly Cn6gat1ve expectatlon)'on.a-subsequent 1esson - Indepen-
vb dently, a subJect p1ay1ng the role of student was 1ed to expect that Lhelr .f; .
teacher ‘was either likely-to do we11 in teacling .the 1esson (positive expegta~-
) tlon) or- 11ke1y to: do poorly Cnegatlve expectatlon) jThe‘two subjects then s
L art1c1pa-ed 1n the 1esson.m Measures of att1tudes toward the lesson, rEEIi_"" o
\ _partner, and themse}ves, qg weli as student performance on a test of the lesson
o ' . ) .
o - ;5“~
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.ogy courses at a larpe"st&uftxnira:aity.

Sub;ects

&

.

content, were obt.iined. Tt was -»we-zed that the expectation,held_by;teafher“**f‘

and student would. -:in

,. - Subjects were lii fem:le uncers

.-

earn extra class creiit.

fEayiviel

the role of teacher and the riner tri- role

~and sen;ors, wi 11e snudentv were fra:nmen or sophomores.

[

nohcompletion~of:xiﬁaﬁepen@eam measun=.,

2

O

u

) study was to ascertaln tha_dlfferentlal eifccts -of- teachlng strategles on.hlgh-

Procedure

«

mate s _status-differmntial bosween zracher

i

D

of student.,bTo more closely approx1~

and student

-+

o

tly zffect bz~ hnartners

Y

R

Tidjecis were -run-in palrs

-

" The ba31c pro Ju_re mmvolved plac1ng subjects,

yiding eaeh'partnerﬂa,;n an-expectation about the other's competence.

.

vteacpiha the lesson, s.ijects’

-Lhe laboratory, subwncts -ere taken to .a room and told that the purpose of,Ihe

versus low-ablllty student. They were. told that they would be teachlng aglesson

'i Manipulation‘of tezchérs'

£

expeetation.about student.

K

¢

.

)

'"attitudes. and performance.

[4

]

ﬁ@:.,

~¢

'Data from 3 sukgects were notganalyzed because_of.procedural Rrrors: or

-

Data from 12 pairs of" subJects*were

not analyzed due t=.=zuspiciun on the_part of one or both members

designated as "teache“"

"».and "student”, in- asf:;:fdverm exper1menta1 te"”hlng s1tuat10n, after‘p~o—

. . ° M . )
-attitudes and test performance 'were™ assessext.

Upon arriving =zt

u31ng a standardlzed"procedure

o -

to students who has been prescreened accordlng

Lo

to standard ach1evement test scores and d1v1ded into-high and low ability

groups.

ERIC ..
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TThey volunteered.to participate Tm,

teachers were junZors

ﬁ-—";er

op

2duates enrolled in introductory psydiod -

in whlch one was aSSLQned

[}

o

“



e o ‘ ) o Teacher and. Studenmt Expectations

.
.

-

— The subject.was then randomly assigred <zo either the psitive teachers'”‘
ewprctation-condition or thC'uggative tea:ne:s”expectation condition) In
FAN . .

. the Dositive,te&chers' expectaftion condiLumn, subJects were.told Lhat "thlS !
wemz we're running higb abijqzy studen& mxwhiaiethe negativeuexpectafion

. A ‘condition.subqects we-  xormed that the Ftuczzr was -in the low ability
. A 'av_:a‘ - - . . 3 T T
group. . The subject ez ’ﬂan;given.instructiqgﬁifor teaching the lesson. and -

“allowed time to rehe=:_.

Manipulation of =tude -s' expectation ahout-teacher; The subJect playing
. . . A - '\% .

. .“the;role of‘studént: spora:. . at a 1ocation anZ time differcnt*flom that of the:

J ORI -

. subJec* playing the.;:ache‘ s ‘role in order - r them to” av01d meeting prior to

.
. - N -

the experiment. The ~ub3e(t was met by an <‘Jerimenter who was blind to the

teachgr expectation:mﬂnipulation.- This subje-ct was. told that the experiment‘

. was part of a‘joint ychology and educatioxndepartment prOJECt conce;ned

v
u -

with lesson deveiopzsnt for studeut téachers at the univer31ty The subject’s
L Y ‘l ; R . B

role would be to act.-as a student and sub§’duent1yjhe1p evaluate_both thelles-

. son.anduthepstudent teacher. ﬂ. R
"The manipulation of -the student's"expectation:about the teéacher was then“'
T - i . .
i . ey a &y : : :
carried'out. In the pOSltlve student expectation condition SUbJeCtS vere told

-

that they would be taught by one of a groups of" "excellent student teachers"A
: 1n;an attempt.to "fd&her develop their outstanding abilities"u In the negative

° i

expectction condition, subJects were told“that they would be working with ar_f
student teacher from a group who were. hav1ng an "extremely dlfr cult time" in

~an attempt to. 1mprove-their "poor teaching abilities"

'

. After subJects 1nd1cated that they understood the purpose of the experi—’i

o - B e

o . ment, the experimenter 1eft to get the "teacher" —While'leaving;"the experi-

e

ERI
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. . s _ " Teacher and Student Exp=ctations v

menter relterated the manlpulatlon, casually saying either,ﬁ"as I saiid, the .-
7 SRR . " »

teacher is really excellent so don t'be nervous",‘or3 "as .I ‘said, tiE= : o
teacher is really poor, but we're aware of that so'just‘bear'with her™ o

¥ Teacher student 1uteractlun The subJects play1ng teacher and student. .

~ were then brought together by the. two experlmenters (each of whom was Jllnd

as’ to the manlpulatlon earrledfout.by’the"other); The experlmenters leftt,

-
.

and, follow1ng the 1nstruct10ns g1ven ta ‘them, the teacher 1ntroducsdhmerself

+

: by name and proceeded to teach the lesson—to*the student During the Session,

e ” -

e “;each subJect was gldeotaped by a h1dden camera.

v’

The leS\on cons1sted of a strategy for effectJvely and eff1c1_nfly learn-

-

ing a passage on prosoc1al behav1ox. The teacher deflnedﬁghe numb=r of d1ff1-

’
o - -

cult words the student would encounter in. the upcomlng passage. Following .

this presentatlon, the student was giVen the;lesson'and administeredha short .

multiple-choice test on its content by‘the teacher.

At the conclus1on of theé. lesson sess1on, subJects were taken to separate

s . A

vrooms by the-experlmenter who had 1n1t1ally presented the cover story They

- a

. were then: admlnlstcred questlonnalres asklng for conrldentlal evaluatlcns of it e
7] _ - :

the lesson, the1r partner, and—thelr own affectlve att1tuden. 'Subjects vere

f‘ N ) - y
,then carefully debrlefed Those subJects who v01ced susp1c1ons about the S

procedure were ellmlnated from the data analys1s., The ‘ruse. was then revealed

to subJects, all of whom expressed understandlng for the man1pulat10ns and the

3 o

necesslty for the use of decept;on.- o S

. Dependent Measures o v l .

Performance measures. One dependent measure consisted of the student's ST

~ performance on the multiple choice test on_the;lessqn‘contEnt;’ The.test,ﬁ

v

ERIC:
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s wh1ch conslsted of. s1x 1tems, mzs*r*ntested and found to be a sens1t1v%|nea- :

sure of the mater1a1 A measurswmﬁ'the teacher s performance was obta1ned
A A ‘ .

by tak1ng a 201second v1deotaped.samp1e from each teacher s, performance wh11e E

~ . » . o

o

"-teachlng the lesson to the stu&enl; _Each sample was drawn from the same, por4,

\ :
) P R : N . - .

tion,of_the 1esson. The samples were—placed on a new v1deotape in’'a, rAndom L

- B -
o .

order, and three untra1ned Judges‘rated each of thg samples uslng a seven-

\.

.

p01nt L1kert type scale w1th emdpoints labeled "competent" and "1ncompetent "" e T

. . [ - . S

Att1tud1na1 measures.” 9nhgects ‘were asked to evaluate the. lesson, the1r_

-

e T partner performance, ‘and thesiir own fee11ngs about the1r performance on a-

v

C ser1es of seven~part L1kert type scales There.wefe separate questionnairesj‘ -

o . . \
- \,
\

for subJects act1ng as’ teacher and student B N _,_/.; _ _:_.h'

Manlpulatlon check SubJects were asked the nature ot any. expectatlon L

P

they had about the1r partner ] competence pr10r to the actual 1esson

9

L L Method O‘F analy81s l." e o ‘ ‘ ] . . | ;

7, ; . - . . - .

“ v __' Data from the subJects act1ng as teachers and studen-s‘Were analyzed’

separately. The baS1c deS1gn of the sLudy was a 2 (teachers 'expectatlon o

e enr about student) X 2 (students expectatlon about teacher) between subJects

- " ‘o

' factor1a1jana1ys1s of yarlance.-vBecause of thevfgrgefnumber of“dependent'

M 1

‘measures re1at1ng;to subJects’ att1tudes, multlvarlate analyses of var1ance

e

i

v ¥
~were employed for the att1tud1val sca1es erarate mult1var1ate analyses

were carr1ed out for (1) the student s ratlngs of the1r attltudes toward

2

%

&’ . L <

the1r teach°r and the 1esson, (2) student ratlngs oL thelr att1tudes aboutA--,ﬁ'

themselves, (3) eacher s rat1ngs of the1r att1tudes toward the1r student .

and the 1esson, and. (4) teacher rat1ngs of the1r att1tudes about themselves.

-

Un1var1ate tests w111 be d1scussed when they are re1ated to-a: 51gn1f1cant —_—

mu1t1var1ate effect.

ERIC,
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. - . . 3 . . e . - o
:

Student. Performance ‘and Attitudes

',f b

— e

S Manipulation'CheckJ After the lesson, sub ects act1ng LS students were

— ‘

asked to rate the ab111ty leve] they had expected the1r teacher to have before ¥

they had been taught On a 2 X 2 ana1ys1s of var1ance, the only s1gn1f1¢ant
i~

Egrw effect was for students nexpectatlon F(l 54) = 23 42 P < .0000;2 ;As would“

Lo e B
- be expected students had a hlgher expectatlon in the pos1t1ve_cond1t10n' e
!'.'.:/. . . . A o i . [ . ( . .
¥ than in the negatlvevstudents expectatlon cond1t10n Thus, thé&gstudents' - c
: expectatlon man1pu1at10n was.. successful - - '.f;;:. - . R ?f

\ - -

S Performange measure. The.analysis of'variance revealed a main effect’

\ o ) C e .
L . . , H 3

"for teachersflexpectatlons about student on the percentage of ‘gems correctly
¢ -
. :,.answered .although 1t was marg1na11y s1gn1f1cant F(l 54) 3. 42, p < .07.
B Exam;natlon of the.beans showedvthat students berformed better when,the
. teacher had a pos1t1ve expectatlon éﬁout the1r °u111ty (67% correctj than ; | ‘

\

,_-when the teacher had a negatlve expectatlon about the1r ab111ty (55% correct)

L The ma1n effect - fur student expectatlon about teacher. and the’ 1nteract10n . _
- . . - L \ L
were not . s1gn1f1cant Therefore. regardless of whether the sLudent held a

i B . -

pos1t1ve or negat&ve expectatlon about the teacher, tmé;tea chers' expectation

twas transm1tted to the’ student and affected the students performanceJ

¢

. Att1tud1nal measures : ' Students .rat1ng of the1r teacher and the 1esson

. Therc was a s1gn1f1cant mu1t1var1ate effect for the factor of students expecta- i
) R . i 4 R = K
- ~tion about teachersy F(mult1var1ate) _2.14, P <v.05;, The multivariate'tests

v - . . ) .
R A . A

- for the main effect.for teachers' egpectation and the interaction were not

“significant. Examining the univariaté main-effects for .students' expectation,

ERI
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tworsigﬁificant-uniyariate'effectsAwere'obtained.‘ Studentsvrated"the inter- B
o v o -
estingness of the 1esson as, higher (M 3 67) when they had a pos1t1ve _ R
. . L
'expectation than when they he1d a negativc expectation (M 2 82), F(l 54)

e o

i

; 4.10 p < ,05 Thwy also rated the claritv o‘ presentation higher when they
. B r _9‘\‘

n:held a pos1t1ve expectation (M 5 70) than when they held a negative expecta- o

tiOﬂ”(M 4 61); F(l 54) = 7. 24 P < .01, These ratings demonstrate that. both

~

the content and presentation were rated d1fferentially according to the expeﬂta-

T N T

p : e — .e

tions’ that the student he1d (Ail/means are presented in Table 1).

.-

Students"self—evaluations. MultivariaLe tests demonstrated a 31gn1f1capt

[}
°

main effect'for studEnts' expectation F(multivariate) 3. 53 2 < 006 'wh11e

- the tezchers" expectation factor -and the 1nteraction were not s1gn1f1cant

» v S

Examination of the univariate main effects for:students, expectation y1e1ded \:““*\>¥\

~-resultsﬂconsigtent’with their ratings' of the/lessonf‘ Students with positive

expectations were more pleased with the teachers' performance in the teaching

4(// ...... ,,fg,,_

® lesson (M =4 90), than when they he“,a negative expectation (M -3 46),

e ) “

also expressed-more 1nterest in the lesson

'F(1,54) = 13.54,.p < :0005. The;

" when they held a positive expéctation'(M 3. 67) than when they he1d a nega-ﬂ ‘a

tive expectation (M =.2.39); F(l 54) 9 18, p <’ .0004. - Thus, studen*

expressed ‘more pos1t1ve affect when 1ed to hold a p051t1ve expectation than - . \. ,W

A%"{; 1n the negative expectation condition -

I . . . . o

' yTeacher Performance.and,Attitudes.‘ ' V , ] ‘ P

r

V'i,"'vz__,ManipuTafion check FOIIOW1ng the 1esson teachers were asked to indi-

S e
P .

cate how much ab111ty they expected *heir student to- have—prior’to the leason

- . BN . N P
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Results showed that sLudean ‘were expected tn have slgulflcantly greater

e ab111ty in the’ pOS1t1ve expEctatlon condillon (M 2 03 versus 4. 62) Ftl 55) o
R ' . ° ‘% " . :.,_-
‘ 36 02 P < 0001ﬂ The data thus Jnd1cated¢that the manlpulatlon was successful

A

Performance competenqe measuLe The ratlngs of the overall competence of

-

the teacher were averaged ‘across the three Judges for each teacher, and *hose
' mean scores ‘were entered into a theachers expectation) X 2(studehts' expectaﬁ_'.

* t1on) between SUbJECtS analys1s of varlance The only significant'effedt was

for teachers expectatlon, F(l 54) 9.65, E‘ 003 Examlnatlon of the means

shows Lhat teachers were rated as® be1ng more adequate when they held a pos1t1ve ':;737/
A\ B \ i N

expectation about'their students (M 4. 4b where 1 ='incompetent and 7 = comif/

-
-

petent) than when they held a pos1t1ve expectatlon about their students (M 3,61);

A RS

Thus, s1mp1* brpeg told that a student is. 11ke1y to perform well or poorly is

Cl- -

. sufflcient vg v By, in dlfferentfal teacher behav1or MoreO\er such behav1or

occurs independeums; f student expectatlon about the teacher (glven the 1aqk\ _ RIRE

LA

of® 31gn1f1cant effett for the student expectatlon manlpulatlon)

..
4 . o~ n .

AtL1tud1na1 measures. None of the mult1var1ate tests for the 1Uems rela*lng

° . LN ~

P - . . - . . .z . -

‘tq\the teachers att1tudes about themseives reached s1gn1f1cance However, there

~

- . . —
, S . '

* - was a maln\mu1t1var1ate eFfecr for teacher expectatlon for student -on the 1tems

- R

concern1ng the teacher\s\att1tude toward. the lesson and student F(mult1var1ate)
; t; \ '
T 2. 45 p < 03, The main eff%ct\for studenL expecxatlon and the 1nteract10n were.

.'3' . -

_not s1gn1f1cant on the mu1t1var1ate tests for th1s group of var1ab1es

Exam1n1ng the 1nd1v1dua1 1tems encompassed w1th1n the s1gn1f1cant mu1t1var1-

| ate effect for eacher expectatlon for student there were two measures that -

8 . PR . e -

: e ; ~"/l.~' : - : ) : -
shOwed s1gn1f1cance on”the un1var1ate tects‘(Table 2): Teachers rated the R /~/31ﬁ

1 . . -
i e

lesson as. be1ng s1gn1f1cant1y more d1ff1cu1L wh¢n they thought the student _,J/

2 : ! :

——.—.__._.-A____ "
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' ’ student than‘when they expected poor performance from the1r student..
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B f_ o | o S . Teacher ‘and . Student Expectatlons
[ " - ; ] ) ) ) '. 12 ) . .

»

o .
’ >

would do well (! = 3.43) than when they expected poor performanCe'(ﬂ = 3?03); N

o

'-;‘E(i}SS)‘= 6.09, p < ;02f Wﬁoreover, teachers in"thempositive ekpectation condi-~
’ Y 4 ’

.tion;thouéht that students experienced.more‘difficulty.(ﬂ 3. 20) than in the
\ . S

negatlve expectatlon cond1t10n (Mﬂ—f3 07) ‘F(I}SS) 8. 52 p < 005 Thus,

I
e

A\
, teachers perceptions of the content of’the 1esson\and its- d1ff1cu1ty d1ffered

accord1ng to expectatlon - . S

v
.

e ’ G1ven the s1gn1f1cance of the ma1n effect for teachergexpectatlon on the

. "'. K s \ ‘2
measure of teacher competeuce and the”mu1t1var1ate main effect for teacher.

. '] . . . 4 :

expectatlon on the group of dependent var1ab1es relatlng to teacher s’ att1-

1 v g s

tude toward the lesson and student 1t seemed that closer 1nspect10n of the

var1ab1es re1at1ng to teacher s attltude toward self was warranted ?hus,

» - v

,rthe univariateTtestSﬁfor the_teacher-expectation:main'effect for the'attitudes

k-1
. .

toward se1f'variab1es were examined. - Table 2 ShOWS¢that there were s1gn1f1--
. . &

cant effects for teachef's rat1ngs of their own competence, happ1ness, plea-

R . : e e, , . .
sure about the1r performance and 1nterest 1n the sess1on. ‘In eauh,case the1r

'
. '. .
. . - D . . ¢ . (‘ll‘_

att1tudes were more pos1t1ve ‘when they expected good performance from the1r

v » 0 o o o, Lo

1 °

.

B In _sum, :the ma]orwflndlng from the teacher«att1tud1na1 rat1ngs was that

- . ~ . P

. 4 . - - - ,...—-«-’—"""_’-‘

of the1r att1tudes. The results of the teacher rat1ngs are thus the converse of

o— - v

those of the’ student ratJngs, where 1t was: the student s expectatlon about the

. ?

> é
teacher that was the determlnant of the student s att1tudes '

" . . P H
iy . e \ . . e .. o ‘ S . PR - Co R R S
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the expectatlon ‘the teachers he1d about the1r student was the'prlmary determ1nant &
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* Duscussion

‘ : ’ : ' N

This.study addressed the issue of  how teacher and student vxpectations
 jointly affect the attitudes and_performancé.of partici%gptswinia'teaching
JOINESY A% ¢4 ! v BAT . :

situation. Support was found for the-notioﬁ7that both the eXpectations of

I o &

the teacher ~and ’ student do have an effect»upon the“outcome and feellngs ofﬁ

e ! pon
success of both partnersuin‘the dyad_ e

°

Turn1ng f1rst to the results re1at1ng to the student, ‘it appears that

o
the typlcal f1nd1ng regard1ng teacher expectatlons was conf1rmed‘ teacher s

Cd

expectatlons about the competence of the student had an effect upon the1r

o a . ’

student s performance (a1though the strength of the effect was weak)

-

However this was: the only area in wh1ch the teacher s expectatlon affected

”..

o the student The students att1tudes about themselves, the 1esson ‘and the A

e

J 'i'teacher were not affected by the teacher s expectatlon

< «. »The: students were,‘however, affected by thclr own expectatlon about. the )

- & .

ST teacher When they expected that the teacher was very competent, the students‘f

\

'v1ewed the teacher and the 1esson more, pos1t1ve1y Rhe Fact that there is

. - o - b

no effect for the teacher s expectat1on ‘on the student att1tud1na1 ratlngs :

o . e

suggests - that the locus of the student expectatlon effect on the att1tude

a

,measures res1des 1n‘the-student ,. and not in. someth1ng that the teacher d1d

—n
* -

Such a f1nd1ng is congruent W1Lh prev1ous research in which‘students who‘ i O

- o
e vx’ ’ 4 ) ..

-ﬂ*””“expect a poor teacher tend to hold less‘favorable attitudesfand even.actj

_~v1ess p091t1ve1y to" a teacher than when they expect a competent teacher

’ : : . )

. (Feldman and Prohaska, 1979) '

'\} e .. " e . . ‘._-“,, .‘ 4. | s ‘ . |

[
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The results of the,ratings of the'teachers present an interesting paral-

lel to those of the students. The teacher responses were affected by the’

expectation they held about their_partner:-_GeneraIly, their attitudes were
o ) . . o, .

more favorable when thev held positive expectations“thanfwhen'they'heidﬂnega? S L

'tive.expectations. Thus, both the teacher and the. students _were. affected—_-—ﬁwrf“*f“” "

‘similarly by their respective expectancy manipulation. They both developed | -

i .
tr

E

Byt

attitudes that were con§ruent with the EXpectation.

Moreover, the teachers behaVior was clearly affected by the expectations

u
- ° . £

that they held about their student Even in a short, 20-sécond sample of their

1
Y

e b e

a

teaching performance _untraiped_observers- discerned a difference in how competent

[

their teaching appeared. ‘It is likely that such differences in teacher. behaVior '

- -

RS — h.‘

-~ were the cause of the poofer student performance

Although the data revea1 that teacher expectations "about the studenr were
s

.transmitted“to the student, resulting in differential student performance the

.

resu1ts do -not indicate that student expectations about the teacher were trans- .

mitted to the teacher. None of the outcome measures for.teachers showed any ,..‘

R— o . ¢ N "

effect, for'students' expectation. However, despite the present findings, there- -

-

“ o T

(4

‘is no reason to believe. on a theoretica1 1eve1 that the communication of o,
’ \ EILY "

expectations should be unidirectional (from teacher to student but notvfrom

2

# . student to teacher){ Rather, it seems reasonable theoretica11y that both

[ . K . s

'partners expectations could be transmitted to the. partner

’

. :One explanation for this 1ack of communication of student expectations'to

the teacher may lie in the status differentia1 between partners. The teachers '

-, ' P

- may Simply have attended ‘less to the behaVior of their student. 'Aiterhatively,zv

the students,may have been more motivated to avoid,acting_upbn their expgctations

> T g .o C -~ e

" . oo, " . . . vy, s T . ' I ' . -
’ . £ . P N . . T . 0 - i - - - g
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4

than were the hlgher status teachers. Another explanation may be methodologicalz

subjects acting as students-may have ‘been less receptive_to the expectation,ﬂ,-mm

man1pu1at10n than the %ubJects act1ng as. teachers, g1ven that 1t is probably

ot

q

more plaus1b1e to glve teachers 1nformat10n about students than to g1ve

- Pl b i e e

. Students expectations abowtdteachers. This latter exp1anation seems less viable,
. however,; ln view of the effects of students' expectations on student attitudes.

Ve should mention the limitations-of the present study. The'teacher 1es—~'

son was a'one-time, re1atiVe1y short 1nteract10n, and it may not be representa-

e o e

t1ve of long term»teacher student re1at10nsh1ps Even more 1mportant is the

\\ 0

_iloss'of experimental control and precision that-existsﬁwhen both partnersmin

a dyadic'setting are naive subjects: Because we cou1d not standardlze the*

behaV1or of e1ther partner as we11 as if one of the partners were a confeder-
ate, cherexare potent1a1 prob1ems in the 1nterpretat10n of the data and in -

- . . A

determin1ng the locus of causality for»partidular findingS' St111 we' would

argue that, the present des1gn more nearly approx1mates actual/teachlng ses~’ :

~sions, in which both partners bang the1r owr expectatlons to what is clearly

a social s1tuat10n, ‘than exper1ments in wh1ch only the teacher' s or student s_h

L] )
-expectatlons are exam1ned.: - : - . o IR

Te o, \

“
‘
-~ A

. To summarize, the_present_results'clearly indicd¥e that both teachers and

Ly '

studel ts can concurrently hold expectatlons about the1r partner and that such

expectatlons affect their att1tudes ‘about themselves, the partner, ‘and- the- -

v = bel

,entlre teaching situationl Moreover, there iS'evidencep(at 1east regardingv

1

~ teacher expec.ations) that such expectations can be transmitted to one's

' . <L) e o . - . - . :
_partnerx, independent of the partner's expectation. -.It is thus clear that

teacherfstudent'interaction'is'a,complicdted‘phenomenoh,"with both parties

E . . N

< ’ . ! ’ ° . : . N ) @
4 . ) * ' N

——




' S A L ) ‘Teachet .and ‘Student Expertations
acting as pygmalions in the classroom. Futuce research on classroom inter- T
-action must .take into account this complexity -in order to fully ‘understand -
the mature 6f" teacher-student relationships. - - ' ) ’ i :
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Means R?lﬁ&inghtovExpectationfabout.Teathér o

S = _ ' ' -, . Positive Negativé

“Variable o _ . "Expectation . " Expectation  F

| e —~— - e -
Student .attitudes toward lesson and-teacher | | o ; | |
. . , T U S

S ‘ Diffieulty of lesson - . o 3499"f“1_\\‘f<i§§L§§7i;-itlF28 .
. . . . - ) T X ’ . '1_,\..

Interestingness ot iesson . 3.67 - 2.82 - 4H0

: ——Clarity of preseﬁtetiEn' L . 5.70 ' _4_61Qvu C7.24 ;
" Adequacy of.eoverage,_ . ﬁ.?S R 4 21 - 1.73

]
-

S ’: Teacherﬁe,knowiedge ef-COntent .4.64 v 3 68 t99

.- Teacher's enthusiasm '..‘ o 4.47 L 3 86 ;';'1.88f
. ::; e . . . ‘
'~ . General impression of teacher , - 5.40 S 4 71 " 3005
S VR R
Miltivariate test « * - .. . e 2014 o
o _ I A : Y AV A o oo Tw .
VL . . . . . - . o~ . R . _ X f . o ] b

Student attltudes about self R T Lo ?¥f;ﬂ

R s u ’ . .
e -7 : : a . . : R

Effort expended ‘.li,V"_' 2 ;4970 T 4.50 . 1.66

"

’ Effectlveness as a_stﬁdent,: 437 o f4.43' ' 26 %
° * ) i L. v e

. Happiness B o e 4.33 - - . 4 07 .39
H ess o A L RS

'fPleésuEe ﬁith own pérformagce 'l: .3.7ij'A PR 3 57 19

- Pleasure over teacher s, L ;_‘:.’ L T
' performance A - =490 - 7 346 » 13,54
. — L ' . ",'_‘— - * .\' . ,.. N ) .. A ,
In;erest T . 3.67 ‘ ©2.39 . 9.18 &
. ' . i'MﬁltiVariate testi;wmmw,”m»“wmﬂﬂF«'f“j?’“"ﬁgwﬂhf“f:ff;'Mé;ss' .
] Note' ngher values 1nd1cate .stronger-or more p031t1ve responses on-7-point
e?“;‘ scales. for- attltudlnal measures. N = 30 for p031t1ve expectatlon,jN'
' for negatlve expectatlon e s SR Y '
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Means Relatlng to E)pectatlons about Student
_ o ; Positive - .Negatlve' E
C : ‘Variable - o Expectation . Expectation . F
: Ratings of performance competqnce ' e e :
of ‘teachers ) . L 4.40 . .. 3.61 9.65..

Teecher'Attitudes toward'lesson and-. student

";leflculty of lesson 3 "-  _‘ 3;43j;. .. .3.03 }vu 6.09 .
"? ' : : How wuch 1nterest d1d student o ,

show BN 0 4.33 0 4 . 4.21 - 1.31

'

D1ff1cu1ty experlenced by student 3. 20 . 3.07 - 8.52

oo .-iInte111°enceny'snLdent s - :

T‘\ L _: questrons ) ) . 3.07 : S 2.93 = 01.52

\\\\\How much d1d student learn .I , 4.07 :;3;73_"'1;f.31

Estimate stuﬁhngjs_intelLigegee 5.20 w__: =;A.79‘f S .82

o "' General impression of studEﬁt\>\>\\
. : *' .Multivariate test

Teacher- Attitudes about self -
Effectiveness . ~ o 4.67 7 . 4.00 \.. 3.¢* N .09

" Competent 7Y AR Y A 531 .03

. “Mappiness . = 5.43- . ... 452 .5, 39 o T

»Pleasure over performanee“ . - 5,03 o ;3.9?. 6 19 ' .~;ng

/

: Pleasure ‘over studenf s F _;f"._ ‘ )
oo __«,Imerformance~-——---~-“—*“"““w T 7s. 67 / 5.31 Ce92 .34 .-
o © Interest. SR ' if'-.. ; T 4_7f - . +3.79 ,,_:4.24 _v.~;04f‘

‘ﬁu}tiyariete-test
. Studentherfnrménce_Measure' BT ef67%b ' ﬂ~y. '}55% S 3207

Lt ’ “

.{'> Note*‘ ngher'yalues 1nd1cate stronger or more p031t1ve responses on 7 p01nt
‘ scales: for- attltudlnal measures N-— 30 for p031t1ve tondltlon N = 29
| for negailve Condltlip._:~ L
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