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The: present study investigated thie combined effects i
of . expectancy h).aS and- level of dogmansm on )udgements of

teactior: conpatence, specifieally, the- gffects of exposing

) senior education students to syscematically‘blased erIu-
e ative 1n£oxmat1cm on, their judgen\ents of teacher competence J
Of equal importande was an examination of interactive
. relationships between the expectancy bias and the level
‘of student dogmatistis : AT

7 Ninetyitwo subjects (student teachers) were g

. subjected to €ither a negatively biased or a .positively
biased written, evaluative communication concerning a Gradé

7 teacher. .Subjects were alsc assessed as to degree of

P4 dogmatism. A video-tape of the teacher instructing his

&lass was subs}quenuy viewed by the subjects. The tea

_cher's perform “gce was then rated by all subjects, -inclluding ™

28 unbiased subL‘jects acting as a control group, using

] teacher evaluation questionnaire gdesigned for the present -

st\:\dy.i &g s

i Results showed a, significant expectancy bias éffect,
] though 16 significant dogmatism efféct was evident. No
intéraction was observed between expectancy bias effects
and dogmatism effects. Although sex of subjects was not
controlled for," an analys::.s revealed a significant inter-,




ith pcsxtxve expec ations tended to prov1de a moze osxtive
7’ P

/evaluauon of the teacheif competem:a. Also, a sxgmfleant 4

hree-w: 1ntera¢t
us, doqm'at;sm, and sex of, subject

expectanc’

resommended {the bagis 'of results. that future e

control for sex as well as xnvest:.g;be the su&;gesuon that.

.people 5 expectations affect the).r thoughts and behaviors. .

Also, it ‘was recommended’ that mvesnganons be made intg ° .

nt_he role of expecgations imra variety of edu}:atiqnal

evaluations.




agement “have made this study oisime.

& whc thxouqh ku.s xmtxatxve guxAsnce and constructwe sug-

., <Boak and. Dr. Frank wc\lfe, who by \their’ review of the thesis

mde)availahle to the \kter many valuable ahd “con scructive

suggestions.: (' . . 3 } f \\ {
!

"'Hope,’ for her fs).thful encouragement, - wxhh’but wh;u:h ‘this

Acxuowﬂﬁncsmn'fs [ N

i
A special ncte of tha s is due DrA Glenn Sheppard,

gestions ‘has supported the writdr in thls erideavos.

P
¥ a The author acknowledges the 5581stance nf Dr._’l‘e’z’ry

E‘or the professwnal job of typan the mat\erxal,‘

'.pro]ecg ould not .have heen_poss;ble‘. "




“REVIEW OF LITERATURE . ;
2 ‘Expectancy. .. S a2
* Teacher - Expectancy ;. N
<

) méfép_g: Bogmatism . ;-

_ Teachex: Cmnpetenge P

Peer Competency Rat ings

i ‘SUMNAYY ...i.ieiies

", METHODS k

" Apparatus
o o
. Instruments . I...

AE—. AT
Initial Session’ ... .i...

" Experimental Session ..




APP]

ey ¥

- G

B

e
D
E

NDICBS

ﬁTAIX‘ISTICAL P.NAI\XSIS OF DATI\ ..

Desgx:iptmn of \Data »

RQKEACH DOGMATKSM SCALE, FORM E

— —NEGATIVE »EXPECTAN o'e BIAS COM.MUNKC)\TION

GENERAL INSTRUC'I‘IONS. POSITIVELY
. 'AND NEGATIVBL‘I BIASED SUBJECTS

\
GENERAL INSTRUCTION 3

UNBIASED
ASUBYRETS ot lll fouaa\alet

\
5 LIKERT-TYPE SCALE TO MEASURE
“BIAS EFFECTIVENESS. .

.. 80

- ~TEACHER EVALUATION QUESTION‘NAIRE . s"'e‘

* posrorve EXPECTANCY BIAS comvnrcmxou o
Ve




LIST - OF TABLES

nogn'\ausm x

2°x.2 Factorial Desig
Expéctancy Bias .

Factor Lgadings of Pnlarlzaql Seales.
Used in the Present Study .

“Ten Concepts Used in Present S‘tudy g
{and Their Source . .,

R

" Range, Mean, and Median ‘of i34 ' .
Dogmatism Scores . ...

“.Number of. Subjects JInitially
Each Treatment Growp ..

uMeans and Standard Deviations cf
Scores Obtained by Treatment Groups -
.on the Teacher ‘Evaluation: Quest)nnnan‘e seai 54

Analysxs P Effect of
ExpeCtancy Bias vs. Dogmatism on -
Scores. Obtained from the’ ‘Teacher
Evnluatmn Questionnaire .....i.. ..

Aialysis of Variance of Effect of -
Expectancy Bias vs. Sex.of Subject!
on’ Scores Obtained from Teacher

" .Evaluation Questiomnaire .....:.....0.0L..00. 56

< i
‘Means’, Standard Deviations, .and
Number of Subjects of Expectancy - v
Bias' vs. Sex of Subject on Scores . i
Obtained from Teacher Evaluatmn :
Questlonna:.re s

Analysis 6f Variance of Btfect of

,Expectancy Bias vs. Dogmatism vs. p
Sec Of Subject on’ Scores Obtainéd

fmm Teacher Evaluation Questxonna;re ..

Means and Number of Subjects ‘of

Expectancy. Bias X Dogmatism x- Sex
of Subject on Scores Obtained from -
:‘the Teacher Evaluation' Questiomnaire .....%.. 58




_Unbiased - and Nega’cive Bxpeccah
Bias vs. Upbiased on Scores Obtain
£rom L

.'r—us: of Pnuﬂve Expectancy a.tn
" vs. Segative Expectancy Bias on.
Scores .Obtained from the
checx (Likert-tyye scale)







of teacher competance. . Of équal, m\portance ¥as an.exam-

"eftects of “&xposing}senior education £

| i, CHAPTER I o
W w. i INTRODUGEION Tt R L
Statemem of Purpos flo ¥i2 o Bl S g T okl

b The purpose of this study was'to inveéstigate the

effects of ‘expéctancy bias.on 3 of teacher’ com~

;Tetence. More specxixcany, the study 1nvestigated x-_he

¥S ”.-

atically biasged: evaluamve mfomauon oni their )udqements

inationa of any Lnteractlve relatxonshlp between the .=

expectancy bias 4nd'the leiel of student aogmatism. ’

The majox i vanabla nsist 2d ci

“students to' one’ of two expenmental treatment groups; one.

group’ of students. received a’ positive eval\.\atwn of ‘the

*teacher. attrlb\lted ‘to a, credible soufce, whlle another

“group of students xecewea a negative evaluation. of the

" “teachexr attrlbuted to the same suurca. The other mdependent

- aHAETS consistad of ;scores on “tie Rokeach nqgmamm Scale,

* Forn E. | The experimental session xnvolved having all

. students view-a 10-minute ndeo-eape of a ‘grade’séven

" teicher evaluation questiomnaire.

teacher :and| then ‘rate that teacher's pe!formance on'a

The dépendent measure




= blas.

-following questions: . s

1. What is the efféot of expectancy bias on
evaluation of ‘teacher competence?

2. What'is the effect of iavel of dogmatism -
on evalua(uon of teacher competence?

“3. What is the interactive effect 6f expectancy -
.<bias and dogmatism on evaluation of teacher
| competence?

Thrée research.hypotheses were generated from the

', above. questions: .” : '

umor_hesis : Subjects who receive the' positive
elpectaity BiaswILL judga the: teacher onthe Teacher
Fi
Evaluation Questionnaire to be significantly more combet¥nt

‘than will subjects who receive the negative expeg{)cy

Hypothesis 2: Subjects defined as, ‘nigh aogmatiélw

will judge the teacher on the Teacher Evaluanon Quesuonnane'_
< to be s;gm.fu:antly less competent than will subjechs

defmed as low dogmatic. 5 # .
‘chthesxs 3: There will be a significant inter-

‘action between dogmansm and expectancy bias, such that

"high dogmatic-subjects receiving a positive expectancy b
will judge the teacher on. the Teacher Evaluation Question-
naire to bé significantly more competent than will high

dogmatic subjects receiving a hegative expectancy bias.




Rationale y =
Mahy theoriés have been put ‘forward to.explain
Eharole of expactations in Bnman behaﬁiox.(Fest}nger,:
1957; Heider, '1958; Kelly, 1955; Lecky; 1345 Rottelr, 1954
Kelly (1955) stated that, " person’s processes ‘are
psychcloglcally channellzed by thé ways e anticipates
events.’. .. .This is to say that human behavior may be
viewed as basivally anticipatofy rather than reactive

(p. 46)

Festinger's (1957) cognitive dissonance. theory

enlarqes upon this statement by proposing. that human beings Ty

_strive to maintain ,cognitive.consistency by interpreting

events in such a way so as not'to violate internalized
expectations. 4 f : e b
Expectancy ‘résedrch’ in education has provided -
ev1dence that teachers form differential expectations of
student performance, and that teachers behave Ovara students
according to those expectations. {g.q.,, Cooper,. 1979b; pusek,

1975). However, in a review.of past expectancy studies,

’ . 2 s
West and' Anderson (1976) questiun_ed the ‘conclusions made

in many of these studies, claiming that teacher expectancy: :
had been treated .as "an assumed construct ccntanent on

the experimental information (p..615)." “'Their recommendation

was thaj future research mveana:e teaqpez expectancies.




There is also evidence to, suggest that the expecs :
tandy phériondncs tay very well e Medtated by important
dimensions of personamcy‘sucr& as authoritarianism (¢.9.,
Adams & Beatty, 1977;, McPall 5 Schenkexn, 1ﬂ70), a d)mensxo;’l
defined by Rokeach (1960) as the degree of open- orclosed-
mi a person es (p. 58)". Thougr}\few studxes

_Ahave investu;ated the rekatzenshlp between tedcher: .

X authomeananism sm)™ ‘and teacher expectancies,
theré is some evidence that. dogmat:ism is a meaunnq Facter
for' teacher expectancy. effects. (Babad, 1979; Lazzlo & ’

v)iosenthal. 19705 Rubovits & uaehr, 1973)..,
= On the basis of pasf. studies, it appeus’that any

) paradigm designed to- deal with the relationship between
teacher periomame and the host of educational outcomes,

must ily t for the -p: y of tuchets'

Zacpeccanons and its; as yet, poorly understood zelauonsmp
to such mediating variables ‘as pex—,spnanty characteristics.
This, of course, necessitates a systematic manipulation 6f ‘-
the experimental conditions 'md:an adsessnént of subjects'
parsonalxty characteristics as contributmq variables. .

Inveuiqunons into the relationship between teachar
expectancxes, teacher dogmatism, ‘and evaluation have | ;
important implicutions for reseatch which seeka to ideptxty

_-teacher competenciés. Recent studxps involved teaqhers

rating the of ‘other and then assegsing

the personality of those defined as competent (e.g., Victor,
S ) . K i %




1976). . -The result is a sti of the

A N

ity type
: . \\
N of persons rated as competent, yet no mention is made of the

Tity type or ie

‘of thosé persons doing the
rating. 'This latter information is necessary in light of

8 results of studiés of ceacher expectations. -.The quest;an

raised by fhese studies is'as féllows: Since teachers'

ratings of. student competeqce’ have been 'related to ‘teacher
expectancies and teacher personality, is it not possible’ that
teachers' perceptions of teacher competence are simila‘riy
. based on expectancy .set and personality factors? A
£ " * " answering this question is in-turn important for

the evaluation processes which are an i:ntegr;;l part ‘of the L
. BNCANACHAL, BYEER. . Th e provinge of Newfoundland, each
riw teadlied is reduired to-uidicdh s probaticisiy teaching c

..° 'period’ of two' years. Durlng those two. years, the teacher : 1

Jevaluated by supervisory personnel, all of Whor have at -
one time been classroom teachers. As well, in a move to }
satisfy bot.h public and professional demands for educatit;nal {
accountability, many school boards in Newfoundland have
decided to evaluate; periodically, the performance of tenured
teachers (i.e., teachers with two or more years of :e",ching'
experience). In both of these cases, teachers are evaluating

teachers.

Though- such ‘evaluation procedures are routinely

: L o .
carried out; much controversy exists as. to what is meant by

teacher competence (e.g., Centra, 1977; Hazard, 1975;. :




' Wassérman, & Eggert, 1978). This controversy is viewed'as

' being mainly due to the relative absence of evidence

relating t‘eachmg behaviors to student outcome (e.g.,
/{azard 1975; Sl.lvermul 1979) . In the absence u‘f such
evidence, it becomes all the more esfentlal that the complex

dynamics of the evaluative process he understood. This

necessitates building on the results of studies investigating

the role of expectancy and personality in teachers' class-
room behaviors, since thesé studies have demonstrated a
xelatijbnship betwsen_te‘acher personality (e.g., Babad, 1979),
teacher expectancies (e.g., Rose, 1977), and teachers’ )
classroom behavior.’ The central issue becomes then, whether
or not teachers' perceptions of teacher competence are. )
also based on expectancy and personality.

In an effort to identify the zeiacionsr;ip evaluation
has. to_expectancy and personality, the present study employed
teacher-trainees: in the rating of the performance of a
teacher Jieweg on videorrape) i brher e dimaluters
standard teacher evaluation situation. The present study
was a response to two directives of past research: firstly,
the term,'teacher expectation' was operationally defined as
exposure to one of two' types (;.e{/, positive vs. negative)
of biasing information; seconu/y’, an effort was made

3 / .
to identify the factors. involved in the evaluation process.
t

* This in essence is the ration{ale-for ‘the present study.

. It attempts to answer the call for stricker control of the

\

RSN by




call for a clearer defin Fon
" in the teacher evaluation
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' GHAPTER IT -
- - .
REVIEW OF. LITERATURE
{ e g Ly
. \Although much résearch has-béen carried out,in 1
the areas of teacher cc i teacher 3 i1 ‘and

teacher hogmausm, fow studied have attempted to xelate

fmdlnqs\from the gxpectancy st dogriatism research o an

exanination of perceptions of teacher cmnpet ncy. Following'
is a review of literature” concerning teacher expectancy

-effects and teacher dogmatism effects, a review of the

main‘concerns in the. search ‘for competency criteriay and

a statement of the resultlng dlrectlves for future research.

Expectancy A

Man){(f&'ﬁeenses of ‘human behavmr have long held to
the belief t‘hat internalized values determxne- expectanons,

wbich in'turn form'the basis for man's interpretatibn of

“His. yorm (Festinger, 1957; Helder, 1958; Kelly, 1955;

‘Lecky, 1945; Rotter, 1954). One such theorist is Kelly

(1955), who stated that, "A person's:processes are Ppsycho-
logically c‘hann'euzec; by the ways he anticipates events:

L e whis taves say that human behavior may be viewed as
basically anticipatory rather than redctive . . . (py. 46)."
Rotter 7(1954) concurred with this view when he stated that
.. . one of yhe majox predlctprs af behavior is the

subject's expectancy regardinq the outcome of his behavior




* the: arpount of illformatxon needed to dlsconf_rl!\ them..

expeccaugns of ‘the sitbject (p. 101) -
a Fesnnger s (1.957) cognn:lve dissonance’ theory

p:opgses hat human beings skrivé to, maintdin ccqmtwe

conslstency, that phenomem are ‘interpreted in Such a way

80-as ncn; to vmlate innernalued sxpectations B'zuner

(1941) hd earlier investhated the readxness of xndlvlduals

‘to respond selectively to' various envirogment stimuli,

conclud).ng that the Strongek-the interralized expectatlons,
che less 1nformatxon neéded to confxm them anid the gréeater
$  Mérton' (1943) expressed. the. concern that expectauqns

hen may . be .lnl.tlally false can czéate a-chain: of events

" Causing the orlgxnal prediction ‘to bgcome true. The term -

S "sé1f~Fil£illing prophecy! was subsequently. coined. tb

describe this phex‘mmen‘o'

prophecy soon became: the explana\uon for all the seeming

inedualities of oiitcome within educational settings

_.. " (Rgpaport & Rappapa::, 1975)' . The Mezton (1948). theory:

educational process.® - ° 3 A o '7 A

Teac her Ekpectancy

Various 1nvest1gat10ns have been’ made _into the

effects GF teacher ‘expecta’f‘,ans. Studies have ‘shown teacher -

The Goncept Of the sélfy ulfilling

£




expectations to affect student’self-cor

" per (e Mei

-Qf performance. '

ENR 1+ ¢
cept (Braun, 1976),
teachers' judgement of student ability (Clifford & Walster, e

1973), ‘teachers' judgements of student behavior (Berschied

& Walster, 1973), and teachers' perceptions of student -

(cooper, 1979a). ‘Howeyer, most initial'studies

soughétin directly related’ teacher expectations. to stddent

, Bowers & Ross, 1969;

Rel.smann, 1962 Rosenthal &‘Jacobson, 1968; Rubcv).ts & Maehr,

1911, wuson, 1g53). . Undcuhtedly, the most: contxoversial

of"tHese was that of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968). g

In the Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) study, teachdrs
were .t:o}d that validation was needéd for an .instrument -
designed to,predict intellectual gain. In it bomnestion &
stidents were administered a standard I,Q. test designed B
measure vexbal and reasomnq ability. . Teachers were 1ater':)
made aware of those’ students randomly-labeled by the ‘

expenmenters as academic “spurters'.  These same I.Q. tests

. were later re-administered and the results éompared with

those of the fr.\rst admmscranon. " On the qasxs of gains

in scores from one administration to another it was concluded
that, such gains were a direct result of teacher expectations

. In & review of the literature, Finn (1972) noted
that replications: of ‘the Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968)
experiment have largély failed to substantiate their claim.

Finn® proposed, however, that these results do’ not refate




1A,
|
|

3 ST A ek T |
.| the'functioning of expectations;’ but.merely bring into. "

/ -question the.strength of “ths experimental| treatment (i

whethex or not teachers!. eipectations were functionally

E altéred) It was a?\;ued that expectatlcﬂs must be’ als-

- B r.,mgmsned from® nupes, desues and- 4spuanons, in that

expsctatlons "inply the articipation of'the behavior:most

ikely to occur given the “individual and‘clrcumstances :
\ : :

!
|

&)
The Fl.nn (1979) stuay emp].cyed 1300/ £i5tn grade

“pliasoy s - o

teachers in.the rating of essays written: by £ifth. grade

] T 'stu?ents. Testhers were given prior false race, sex,-and

infomat;un Results-showed a )ccale of teacher

lurban Vs, subuzban) % 1.0b mtexac:mn demons:zaunq :hat

F e AT urban teachers. rated the; essays presufnably written by high

‘Tiai s udents }ugher chan thosé presimably- wrltten by Lo

1.0 students. Results vere viewed /ag mdicatmq r_hat

'teacher expectatlcns cannot be expuamed siinply in terns;

", 7of, classroom dyRamics; but must be(axplaxned thruuqh a

miLeds inensional approach.. b i

In :a review ci the llterature. Busek (1975) noted:

hat attempts to dupllcate the result.s of Rosenthal and

; aacabsan naa been 1arge1y ccessful. . It was

that any. {further, e of the Rosenthal, and Jacobson paradign
wpuld rive fntl,le Yt vas reconmended that further research -

asés ‘upon which teachers form their

st  and the ‘relationship




~of 'these bases: o’ studénts'. achy in. the academi S

snuauon (b 680)." m essence, Dusek recommended that. - % vl
tun:her research seek t defxne the ¢dugal conditions of
‘teacher expectlncies, smce thete was stzcng évidence that

s do’ form tati foz student e oy

“leigi, Brophy &.Good, 1970; Dusek & O'Connell. 1973.

R O'Connel], et al.., 1974, R).st, 1970) . ‘and. that teachers ag o

BEOP‘\‘I ;

1972)

expeé:ancy, Braun (1976) reviewed the literature  and:

vy La research model which: tock into account the student‘s self—

cbncept.-v. Brau’ concluded: that dealing with uxpectancy
-effects within'the classroom requires that teachers
recognize “the strong relationship betieen self-image and. .
‘the qoai.s chne:an set- for thellselves. He stated that. RS
'teachers need m be :ensxtxzed to the biases and stereptypes

; -,chey hold, - -and encnnzaged BF examne these: seriously in-

relar.xon to their classroun, behaviors (p. 209]. Thxs has

.been c oed by Bar T4l (1975) who :oncluﬂeﬂ that in £uture

teachera be t:ained r,a help change childnn s self-perceptm S. .

In'areview of past ‘studies, Wau(: and Anderson (1975

squesteﬂ it mghr. be 1eg1t1mate1y concLuded from such i

st‘.\id).es “that* Btude.nt ach:l.evement Lnf].uencas taacher expectancy

. rathex‘ ‘than concludmg chnt teache: expsctnncy mﬂu&xces E




e ST T
student achievement. Such speculamon by. the authors seems

justl.f).ed in Vlew of the hbsence of any conslstent def).nm:l.cn

‘of expectancy or Of the variablés used to indicate the

exzstence of expectancy (p-,"616). The)' concluded that past

: studles thad tréated teachier exgectancy as “an. assumed

e cbnstruct con J.ngent on the. experxmental'informatlon :

/ ®:: 515) & Recomendatmns wére that futute research a

investigate teacher > ties ‘using, s .tc mampulaunn

"7 of types and sources of infoxmatioq.-

similar concerns were volcec‘i by Rose (1977 ;

R
extenswe review of the l).tetature. Rose concluded ‘that

although: some studies have Fecognized thi importance of.

the strength of all so\xrces and types of xnfurmatmn whmh

.5 dct.in ‘the development of expectanclew (an, 1972 ‘Elenu.ng E

E Anttonen, 1971; Jose ‘& cody, 1971),»few' have enqaged in

" the dire:t manlpulatlon of message’

anabxes (1 e, source "

and-‘type) . Rose congluded the quescmn raxsed by past

“studies was: ' What aie the causal conditions in forming

differential expectations? 5 iy
Rose (1972) emplOYEIi 240 elen\entary‘ teachers x.n the

APt rat).nq uf a student vxewed on video-: tape.. ‘Peachers ‘were'

<seated in £rent of a 'I'V monitor and pece;ved packets of,

information, conce}ming the student wmch combined- neqative,

~ i '‘neutral and positive coriménts attrxhuted to, various sources., '

: : G 'reachars rated the student using various crxterxa and

were then given'further bits of information before being




“asked. to rate the ‘s:ua'ené dgain. -Comparisons were made
Df 1ntra—Cenchgr ratlngs tO detetmlne the effects of sdurce
and content of" J.nfcrmatlon and to determxne whet:her teachers -t

' . use new information to zead;ust their e:fpectat;ons of

“students:. It was found. that € of ;

tion

differentlal

ratings while source of 1nfomat10n aia not.

ot ' 'It -was also found that tedchiers Feadjusted their expectancies

acco:cung to ‘ew mfomatmn rece1ved, a fxmhng similar to.

"4 “that of Marphy '(1974) . Rose coneludéd Ehat, exa.llu_natlon af ;

- the cognitive process and the' varlables affeetlng that

process is- a viable means of mvesuqatmg teachen

expeetancies. ¥ s o " 75

; 2 . using.a recurd-card type oi mfomatmn, Cooper

(1979a) 1nvestlgated the effects of nforma\g;,ion contfent. and i .=
il o

L .. sourde on ‘teacher expectancles. Teacher trainees were given. '

; [ R
‘vanous types of 1nfoxmatxon (i.edy supparti.ve, non- .} P T

supportive) ateribited to vaxious sources (i.e., peers, :

4 parents, ett.) “and were asked Hg rate the prcbable sugcess

‘on a. readmg test of hyputhetl’% third grade students. .

& It was found thaf. preperfcrmance information dmtated the

judgements made by teacher-trainees. In addition; Te vas

found that: the sourcé of the’ information had no gEfect:on

2 : judgements. These results suéparted earlier £indings (e.g.,

,Rcse, 1977). and’ again ‘nay squest the need. to investigate

: r_eaehez expectancies as-a concnbutmg variable.




Levm, Ins and " V*lm

in thch undergraduate students pr dicted the perfumance

of hypotheucal students based on twp SOurces of l.nfo:mat.\.bn W

dl.ffer).ng in vaxiab‘lxty. Results 1nd1cated that! subject‘s

- may take J.nformation relxahxln:y nto accaum: and > X R

ja€e bgu_leen ource ,‘but there may also bera -

tendency tg immediately - accept numencal scotes. because :

critxcal tzeatment tlec:.sions. } 5 ¥ 5 5y
¢ Expestancy. ‘and pupil control: ' There is also evidenge '

to. suggest the. dynanucs and potency o

any ‘expeeeahéy Bhen=

omenon may be medrated hy impoxtant pupu charactexdst;cs +

LIgRIOS: snch as physmal attractlveneis_ (Kleinke, 1975) . JHCelllqence. -

(Tsmn & 0den, '1951). and sqcxa class  (Benard; 1973)

Richey 4nd Richey (1978) citéd these factors .as those. often

‘consiﬂerea by teachers’ when ‘attribiting worth:ox pcbentlal

S toa ‘given student.‘ 'rhe authors see; this as. a tendency to

" judge behavmz as bemg due to intra-pex'sonal factors rather -

than to’ sn:uatlonal factors. They see the, expectancy sets

which result as ‘the beélief:that “"good things happen to 9064 i -

pgcple and bad tlu.ngs to:bad peopld (Richey & R)chey, 1915, Za e e

g g N G 18
= [ ) Following is a.review of recent studies which have'. R
“taken a' rélatively hew y ‘on’ the ‘e y
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phenomenon. These studie’s have not'made direct proposals

in the direction of the present study but-have impiied the

need to exp].cre pupil charactez;sncs, Sltuatlonal facturs,

ind feachér personality ‘variables as they relate to teacher
expectancles. 3 . % 4 P g
Cooper(1977) raised this rew directiorft for expec-
tancy research when he found'that teacher expectancies nge
positivély related to'teathers' perceptions of their control
over student: performance. This line.of reséarch-draws from -
the work of:Bandura (1977) and others who suggested that a
person's perceptions of control over circumstance determines
whether coping behavior will beinitiated, how much effort

will be expended; and how long it will be sustained in the

. , / .
+ face' of obstacles and aversive experiences (Bandura, 1977,

pe 191).% ;

Using the Personal-Contrpl Quegtionnaire (PCQ),

Cooper A Burger and- Seymour (1979) concurred with the Cooper

5 ; "
(1977) finding. They also found that teacher-initiafed

interactions were viewed by teachers as ‘more controllable
than student-initiated 1nteract1ons. k t

Cooper (1979b) r.eview'ed past studies.and concluded

_there is little evidence that teacher expectations bids:

‘student performance.’ This review also supported the claim

that expectations can-sustain student performance at

undesirable levels. Results of recent studies were noted

“(e.g., Cooper, 1977), and it was fur‘therv concluded that

3




A control may be due to. "xecur‘

1

teachers wanted to be in control ‘of when their efforts,

and potentlal iallures would occur, and that th1§ need for

g uncont:ollahle and overly

| demanding interactions with low achievers (o 404)4 since

presentlnq new. or difficult materul to 1cw achlevers

requues a.large colluutmant of tul\e, it appeazs that’

'r.eachers tend to present new and more dlfficult materials

“£o questions raised by previous ‘studies of teacher. per

to high achievers more’than to low acmevezs. These .
conclusions 1ed’ Cooper. (1979b) -to propose’a model-For
Sspdiba s Lon sofmnbase Tans and behavior: inflience which
takes ints B R, S o ‘background, Labdnos
perfornance expectations, ad feacher perceptions ‘of tontrol’

over student performance (p..'396).

Cooper,. Hinkel and’Good (1980) employed 204 thix:d

dradaGENAeES E At b ‘tedchers in determining Answers

ceptions of coptrol. -Teachers ranked st;udencs on.genferal
acadenic ability and on probability of siccsss at \;grhal

academic tasks. ALl possible classroom interactions were
observed and the type of interactions noted. After class-

room behavioral data had been collected, all teachers

' respondéd to the Pérsonal Control Questionnaire (Cooper

y . 4 : :
et ali, 1979). It was found. that greater teacher control. |

L
over a student was assoclated with less interaction.With

that student {t= I15]

2.13, p - .05). Results wvere.

.. vieved as demo‘ns«;rating that high expectations led teachers




by the teacher. |
"1\‘11ese scudles have 1ndlcated that teacher expec-

;:anc;es a&e related to teacher perceptxons of control over

. ‘students It ‘nu.ght be ncted that other studi

ss have related (

“'high dogmatism’to & desu:e for'a custodial apptoach o]

i dldsrocm management (Helsel, 197¢

Hoy, 1965). There . e

»appears, therefure, t:o he ‘some theuretxcal dnd empumar %

’basis for heliavlng thac expectancy may 1nteract with |

. 1)ngortant sltuacmnal vanables as well as with personalxty

tra ts ‘Teacher percepuons of con\petence appear €6 Do,

:he £unctiun of v, nous factnrs ¢

ié., -teacher persenaucy.

vpupil characteristxcs. 53 tuamonal factors) which créate 'A

iors.  Consec 1y -ies iy beviewed as

2 cnmplex enotenon, ‘the inve

f strict .control and def;nltxon of relevant varxables<

: Based-on a’ review of the various theoretxcal oon="

ceptuahzacmns oF the expectancy phenoménon as well as

speculatxon as- to its Slqnlflcant correlates and the data. -

6 date, . the £ollbwing, conclusions appear warranted

1)’ Teachars: popsess’ diFferential expectations
©_ of student petfcrmance (e g., Brcphy & Good,
1970 -




. .on.the basis of expectacicns (

--Brophy, 1972)

q.. :Good &

3)" Teachers- are 1nf1uenced by different types -
of information concermng students (e 9.
Rose, 1977) "

-4) Teachers express- greatet feehnqs f control. -
over:students for whom. they have high expec-
tations (Couper, B\l!ger & Seymour, 1979)

5) attend. 121l

lon’the' bans of expressed degree ‘of control
over students (Cooper, uinkel & Good, 1280).

Eerctancx and 1nfcmat10n Var}.ables._ Past studles
haVe dEmOnstIated that ‘teachers: pay. more’-attention to the /

cottent rathez than the source’ of l.anrmﬂtlon concernlng

students when requlred t rate\ students': ability., (Cooper

19793 Rnse, 1977) B Some studles cutslde the field of *
educaticn concur with these findings (e« g., Cra].g, 1977;

Muung, 1976). while others suggest’the sourcé of mfoma:mn

suurcs to such mediating faccors as degree of. expectancy‘
'viclation (Kahn & Snook; 1976) , ‘anotint of 1nfox:matmn

delivered (Lashbrook snavely & sullivani 1977)," andunk of
cn:icxsm of' source (Burgoon,- Miller; Cohen & Montgom.ery,
1978), consistency of messages” (Heslrn, Rotton & Black, it on

1977), degree of subject dcgn\gtxsm (Powell, 19627 l\qtton, =




(Lumsden, l§77). These fxnﬂ ¥

ng sub]ects e

i, Ross).ter réeco e futute studies’ be .

conducted sot at clearer interpretatior of results might v -

" be. made. o el « gthE ok

4 Fxndmgs frum commun:n.cat).cn rssearch indicated. the

- meed* for greatéx controls.' As welJ., it appears that ehe

: efsecnveness ei the source of 1n£ormatxon is dependent on i

e Uhany factor

n\aking if 2 vamabxe req\u‘mg success).ve

experifental. contzols to c1anfy its rcle in the' c‘teatlun

of exp cies. .

i when ied with results from

 the! educauonal context> mnlpulatlon of message type appeaxs

o'be a credible medns of: creatinq differential’ expec!:amues.

Teacher Doga sm .

Thexe is ‘incre g evxﬂence to, suggest that the,’

dynam:u:s and tency of\t \ndy i n may ver.y

qs eolerance fo:,ammguxty (mex:.' et al., 1966,

Gr/anq er;!




1953), ego—involvement (Sherif & Hovland), susceptlblllty
b to expectancy influence (Metee, 1971), and authorxtarlanism

2 : (adams & Beatty, 1977; Costin, ‘195

Kirscht s Dillehay,
1967; McPall & Schehkein, 1970). N . ) :
Ajthoritarianism is a ‘term used Jnterchangeabiy
wuh acgmlxtism and. open/closed nindedness. Rakea'ch\ (1960)
defined oéen—mmdedness as "acting én information . . .
umependenhy on its own merits, in accord with the inner
‘structural fequirements of: the. situation (p. 58)i" He defined -
‘ clased—hinde\;‘inés; as the inability "to.distinguish between
"+ information' Feceived about the world and infoimation
received ab(#‘ut the source (Rokeach, 1960, p. 58)." Rokeach,
e (1960) - operationally defined dogmatism (o_pen/clos‘ed minded-
ness). as a score on a forty-item instrument designed to
assess the nguucy of an individual's belief system. :

Research in the area of teacher dcgmablsm has shown that .

teachers deflned as high: dogmatic dlffered from those

-defined as low dogmatic in their.oriéntation to bureaucratic

norms (Kuhlman, 1976), 'in.their attitudes toward educational

illy. & Fish; 1976), in their attitudes toward
teaching /(Johnson, 1977), and in their beliefs concerning
f B 1 classrgom management (Helsel, 1976). o
I the O'Reilly .and Fish (1976) study, 302 teachers
Ny r‘ ) were assessed as :;a degree of ‘dogmatism, tenure status,

and receptivity to educational imnovation. - Results showed

/ that resistance ‘to educational change was>Significantly
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related.'to dogmatism’ (F(1; 298)"% 58:33, p'<,.01) and tenure - "

(F(1, 295) = 5.28,'p_< .05), demonstrating: that high dogmatic

teachers ‘and ‘high tenure teachers were most aresxstant to
educational innovation.

) Kuhlman' (1976) mvesmgaced te relatx.onsh).p between
# bureaucratlc ‘orientation and dogmatism of beginning. teachers.
High doqmatlc teachers were’ shown to have greater deference
to school bureaucracy than low dogmatic teachers (F (1, 164) =

25:42,'p < .001). Analysis showed bureaucratic orientations
to increase over first: year of teaching rox‘ bgch Che high

" dogmatic (t = 4.14, df- = 84, p < .001) aHd Tow-dogmatic
(t‘= 2.28, af = 79,.p <..05) %

& indicated

a tendency of both oper- and closed-mind eachsrs to be

socialized towards complying with ELI Eh as

" teaching time increased. : . e
“Chiong and Wadden (1978) have investigated -teacher:

*'dogmatism ds a determinant’ of studént selficoncept. - Teachers

| Weré defined either as most expgrimental’(least dogmatic) ..

or least “experimental (most dogmatic).. These two groups

were found to be slqnlflcantl ﬁlfferent in r_hel.r deqrse .of.

| expetimentation (¢ = .7.80, df = 20,4 <

01). and in their

aegree. Of dogmatism (& = 13,96, Af = 20, p <'20L). - The".
Piers-Harris Children's self-concept Scale was adm;n.lste;ed
to 544 elenehtazy pipils at the jpeginning and end -of a
semester. ‘Analysis of covariance revealed changes -in

measured self-concept to differ between s\:udents with hlgh




dogmatic and low dogmatic teacher$. 'Thit f£inding indicates

that pupils taught by the least .dogmatic or most experi-

/ mental. teachers have'a, significahtly hi'gher self-concept

studies have felated dogmatism fo suscepkibility to.expecs

»at the end ofi one semester than puplls taught by ‘the most .
dognatic-or least- axpenmental teachers (F (1, 1055) = 30.028,.

21<7,001) 2 The following conclusion was made:

It is now pparent that educators can no longex
. afford to ignore or to pay lip service to the
affective dlmenslon of teacher education. Sincé
‘children's’self-cdncept .is-a orucial determinant.:
.‘for their achievement in’'school, and the-types:
‘of teacher personality do make.a difference,
as much attention as possible should be 'given
' to the affective d!.mensan:of teacher education
programs ag well as of teacher candidates
(Cheony‘ ¥ Wadden, 1978, p. 125) .

Selected studies have been elaborated” upon, which
illustrate: the wide range ot £indings. relating teacher . -
dcgmatlsm to .attitudes.and behaviors within the context. of
the school. Following -is: a review ‘of findings relatlng
teacher dogmatx.sm “to teacher, 4expectancxesi !

- Meachsr dogmatism and teacher expectancy.  “several

tancy bias' (adams & Beatty, 1977; Costin, 1968; McFall ‘&

sehenkéin, 1970), but few have related teacher dogmatism’
to teachér susceptibility to extpectancy bias. Lazzlo and
Rosenthal (1970) ascribed high and low status to experunenters
and ‘then measured the status effect on ratings of selected

photds by high and low dSgmatic ‘téacher trainees. :.It.was

‘found that high dogmatic subjects were

ignificantly more-




susceptible to hxgn status experlmenter effects\ than were g |

‘the low dogmar.lcs (F('

" to be resisteiby the  low.dogmatic teacher-trainess. = .

24
y i

.56) ="6.28,p'<¢ -02). Results

1ndicat&d that experunenters who were ascribed .the more
‘authontﬁe status, Com‘m\lnlcahed their “expectancies to -

the high defmatic subjects &ffectively encugh, ‘but appeared

* Ruboyits and Maghr—(1973) Observed teachefs' - behaviors
/
follow1ng_/the'ﬁ1pulat1on of ah expectancy regaramg student

potennal. Differential interac;;cns with black (gifted-—

nongifted) and white (gifted-nongifted) Stulents vire noted. Wi

All teachers were relatively inexperienced and had, not
previously been exposed to teaching blacks. Results

indicated that teachers rated students according to expec—

tations, but in addition, high dogmatic' teachers were found

to have differential expectations for poténtial performance

‘of blacks and whites. ' ‘ ;

.less emotionally extreme than did subjects'not responding

In the first study, education students rated two drawings
‘allggedly made by children of different socio-economic

levels, Subjects who rated -the drawings according to the

‘differences. were observed from responses to questions: - s e

Babad (1979) conducted two saparate studies to
Hathrniie 8 GEsiute of ‘personality ‘and type of expectancy.

bias on the evaluative judgements of teacher-trainees.

expectancy described themselves as more . reasonable and

to the exXpectancy bias. 'In the second Study, similar




pertaining to political ideology. Comblned results wedee,
_viewed by the experinénter a3 indlcating that susceptibility

| to ‘expectancy bias is related to persons definied:2s high S
[ dogmatie. 3 e . i

% sy O neseaxeh at(:empt).ng to relate dogmatlsm to ‘teacher .
" : expe,ctatxans ‘has pro\nded lmu.ted support; for the Eollouing \ .

¥ proposals.

. .1) " High doqmatic ‘teacher trainees are more g
b U * . susceptible to. biasing influences than low " -

Wo§ . dogmatic teacher tra.\nees (Lazzlo & F.osenthal,
: 4 1970)- .

2) - High dogmatic teachers may rate students on $
8 the basis of race, (Rubovits & Maehr, 1973), 5
T and socio—eoonomlc»factors (Babad, 1979)-: .. % '« .

Téacher Comgetence s B o R

In recent years much attention has been dévoted to
achieving a definition of teacher competency. ‘ The r'esun:inq
definitions have been many'and veried, but: it appears 11::13
agreement exists among educators as. to whdt actually is

" meant- by teacher competency (e.g.; f:egn:ra, 1977; Hazard,
1975; -Kavanaugh, 1978; Lawrence & Branch, 197‘3; Moomaw,

: 1977; Renchier, Wadham & Young, 1978; Schultheis; 19795 e
; . 7. spady,”1977; Wasserman & Eggert, 1978). 1ypical of cmnmm-_s‘

o is the following conclusion £rom two educators ‘whose .

responsibility it is to obsarve and cextxfy new teachers-‘

The- struggle for thie idestEtibation of *good
teaching' on and on--a lot of hoo-rah, -but
not' too much evidence that something posxtxve
is actually happeninq to the educational

& ngert, 1978, ps2).
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One: plausahle explanat' n for th:_s sltuati/.cn has

bééﬁ proposed: Hazard (91s) . attribues it to "thehack of

verlfxable data: which nonstrate. teacher pe fice as a’ \
msuals SAGERL1h ‘Pupilachiievement (p: 39)." aér'unexl
(1974 recognued this causal relationship-as essential

when he’ l.ndl.cated that any J: teachér ¢ ie

must have a gelat 'onship to pupil achievement in order’ to
'be ‘accepted . Thie . Hazard (19753 ‘statement - becomes 1ncreasingly

credible when vxewed J.nﬂ 1 ght Of ‘the relevant 1_\.teratute.

. silvernail (1975) extens.\vely revieved ‘those' ‘studies -

. - i r
* which to reiate hi sStyles to. student out

comes.; . The _gonclusion was that since teac-hinq involves
-a n\ultxtude of varlables, 1t has heen dlff.u:ulc to {dentlfy
prec).se causerand-effect xe1atmnshxps.. It wvas stited that:

TO date, an Oveiwhelming amount of the research '
has been able to establish only correlational
.relationships between selected teach:.ng styles .
. andbehaviors and pupil achievement.
Additional research is urgently needed (S:leernail,
11979, p- 30).

5 !
I “fhe conclusions kave  been echoed. by Centra ‘ana

| S
g Pott?r (1980) in’ a review of 1iferature related to Eeache: e

effects. It was stated that~ : . sy R S

_Pei studies in the literature on teacher behavior
could reasonably be used as: the basis for admin—
istrative decision-making in the schools; .in i R
Fact, the conclusion most, readily generalizable ' .~ '

. across these studies is that more research. is
clearly needéd. ('p. 281).




“Thé authors’ appear to be concludinq f_hat if the.

qoa_l of paut studies was to relate macher behavior to

“ student outcomes, they have fauen mmewhat short. of that
goal. Cent.ra and Potter (1980) proposed a model Aaiiiman

§ —
= to expla:u: clasumm dynamxcs and teacher’ effects as

pr -?mm s * They declared that .stude: v 1

© ana student learnmg are most dltectly affected by stuﬂent K

chazac:ensncs, *hi nce, .and within=schpol

; conditions, Ana t_hut tucher characteruucs afiect,nutccmes

_only:as ‘far as..they might ‘affect teacher pei Fotman

However, the authors concluded thatx p:i.mary need far

i - fature reseurch‘ vas ‘to clarify the relationship batween

ha i n_t;cs and behavxa:.

variois teacher:
e They fm’n—.m: stated that past studies ‘have concenbrated on

"the qualities of teaching rather than on teadung behav:.ox'

per se ‘(p. 281); the Llp].xcation being that an ‘dnder-

of teaching quality necessi a
- understanding of teaching  behavior and its predetermining

factors. lLiterature to date has ‘demonstrated the need to

- relate teaching to ‘stident mes . but £ -
- ‘accomplish this by first relating teacher characteristics

.to teachingbehavior. " =

i 3 & /. o 1 2 . X 5
.o " .Peer competehcy Ratimgs ) ; o

Recent efforts to identify teachér competencies

" have enployed teachers in the evaluation of -other teachers:




&'lwaxﬂs (1977) has provlded €yidence, of the tell.a.bxl).tx of

_peer rafings as pud;.cf.xons of future performance. ~ Further

studu_s have qananll.y concludsd thn. peer, ra.t'.mgs. of
“tenching be)avmr are cones;ve in the beliéf as-to which

teacher: are ccnpaumt und which are nat Ccasey &

X sollx.day, 19785 smn: & Cnrve-l

1980)¢ bat the:e is little .

Aftéx _one‘semester; subjects were asked to hominate 'ot.nez

i d_muals in the.grow ¥s first, seéond and um:d choices.

for a paztnar in varicus accxvitxeu. Reslllts :hmled that

"cho

s were a function: of tlxe inv.gnctive effecu of o

- dogmatism. and Eield 1ndependem:e (F(l, 46) =1

: Persons most !requntl‘y choser vere Tow dog'mat na_tera

3, p( 005);
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el =t y ave et .
peer.group . (Denver, 1967) and .may rely on external sources

for a_definition of ac ple attitudes (Wilkin, 1965).

Results from the Victor (1976) ‘study indicate that persons .

judged 2s most compefent were open-minded individuals -who
< relied to some extent on othier petsons for directives.,
A study by scheck and Riodes (1980) émployed a
prineipal, - vice-prindipal and “twd-counsellors in the wating

of the coipetency of 30 junior high teachers. : Dependent

" control (1-E). Tt wis fouwnd enat teachers scoring. high
internal (i-e., believing they were in cont;’ol oﬁ and
,responsmle for their own behavior) were rated as luqh in :

; - overall teaching competence by observers (X’ = 3.35, .
: p < .05; Yulg'a. Q = .69). The authors conclude the resilts
X suggést -the- I-E dimensi_on is an important consideration Ln

seléction Of students Fof teacher-training and’ selection of
teachers fox emplopent. E : =

. In an effort to assess. teachér professionalism in e
the evaluation of peers, Stapleton, Thompson, Frankiewicz'
and.Croft (1980) examined perceptions of tescher behaviozs

which seemed r.o chnuenqe authonty \dthout crossmg the

were _rated on a semantic di a1 dale each

- of the factors "evaluation,” “potency, and "activi.ty"

PRl whmh are said to \mgerlie semantic meaninq (094;00:1. sacl

| & Tannenbaum, 1957). ‘®he primary objective was to 1dentiey

meas\u:e vas taacher Acores ona of intérna b

e

"porder of authoxity (i.e., hrxnkmanslfup b_ahavlors). Teaghers

A




those factors invélved in teachers' perceptions of -the

brinkmanship behaviors. It was found that in addition to

e At ke Eetors) ' DEISE CASSER GergedLaEs .o

Sdeminig the basié of ratings: "aesthetic” and "mormal.”

Overall; results indicated that judgements of teachers'

behaviors were quautati\}e in nature. .

Results of peer rating studies appear to indicate

that ‘teachers were being' judged according to various

_ Personality dimensions: However, it must be noted that
persanality assessments were ma;ie on those being rated and
not ‘on: thoss! doing: the rati}\q. Assessing the personality
of those being rated may be opposite to the direction
pzoposed by Centra and Potter (1980). |They suggested that
studies’ iqvestiéatg the relationship between teacher chaz-
acteristics and teacher behaviors, rather than investigaté

the, quality of teaching (pp. 281, 289). The fogmer’ approach

allows fox an ing of the pre-d inants of '

- teache: percep;:xons of competency, and not merely for a
classification of phrceived. competencies.. . Scheck (1979)
addressed this concern-in an examiZQtion of peer evaluations
of college instructors. It was proposed that personal bias

might bé a very real factor in persons rating teaching

behaviors. The concern was that e might be
@irectly in terms of ‘the rater's peréonal persuasions.




. Summazy i “ i 2
©¢ "Past studies have sousht ¢ ldentify those teacher

competencies whmh are J.mgortant to student outcomes.:

Thol;_gh; steacher qualxtxes have been: categorized, attempts

o rélate teacher qualxtles fo student outcomes have pto?&ced

squivocal results. - It has been suggested” that - :mvestl.gations
i be made concérning the relatwnsmp of teacher characteristics
: to.teaching héhavim:, ‘and in so doing more readily define ’
teacher competenmes. s g
A recent approach to deflninq teacher competencies

1nvolved teachers rat].ng teachers. - There is evldence that the

personalities of those being rated determine judgements of

competency. Huwever, little’ evldence exists to Suggest that *

]{dgements are made on the basis of the rater's personality.

\,/ ./ rhereis some sndichtion, héwever, that teachers' - classroom

¥ behaviors 'and ratings of s_tuﬂef\t ability are related to
FenaT ity vAciaBles Suskiies dogiatisn.. There is‘also strong
evidence that teaching behavior is related to both teacher

'_ expectancy and teacher dogmatism, and that teach¥r expectancy

is in turn related to both teacher dogmtism and information

contént. 'In short, past studies have provided'evidence to
suggest. there is a complex relationship between teaching

' behavior a}}d such factors as teacher expectations, teacher

3 pe:sonahty ahd pup].l characteristics, and that a better under-

standxng of this\:enuonshxp wonld lead to an, understandifg
: |




M 1 man:.pulated. Ratmgs were reqistered on-

on this basxs, ‘the presem: a!:udy sought to mvesn-'

_hxgs on \ ><®)

‘traines judgements of teacher o i “Teacher ‘trainees; - -

qate the effect of dogmansm an

assessed ‘as to, deqree uf dogmat:.sm,,were asked to’ rate f_he

teac!ung behavmx of'a teacher v1ewed on videu-tape, after

rs negative)

abnut the teache: SDurce of ‘the lnformatioﬂ was nut L

teacher evaluation

estionnaire deslgned for the px‘esent \study.




As well, it was anticipated ‘that.seweral students
% would ‘attend the experimental sessions who @previously :

‘or not_ these groups were significantly differ

. CHAPTER I1I

LN,n T4 METHODS L0
Design:

" The s'tudy empfoyed'an experinental 2.x°2 factorial

de’siqn. The ).miependent varlablss (were'a measure of dogma—

tism and a'type of h:,ased,‘wrrl.(‘.ten communlcatlon. Dependent

measire used was scores resulting from administration of &- - L

teacher .evaluatmn questionnaire. - ~1‘he experiniental desx.gn

was implemented by initially. assessing subjects.as to the
. degree to' which they were judged to be dagmatic or [closed-

minded, as measured by the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale. Form T

(Rokeach, 1960} 1w dogmatlsm roups were greated, By’

desxgnatxn\; those ‘above the meédian as.High Doqmatlc and

those below the fedian as Low Dogmacm. peternining whethex

frcm each

‘other was reserved. untxl experimental sessions wefe complete,

sxnce it was annclpated that several of these studem:s

woulﬂ be absent dunng those sessions, qnd consequently B oad

affect' the degree of difference between the, two dogmatism
o : X .
groups. s | ; . 5

completed the Rokeach Dogmatl.sm Scale. It was decxded to

‘ Sl

.



pis A_ include these ¢ in’the
1 4 i not assxgn th ‘to-either’ nf thi :reacnenr. gxoups.» These

1 i But

students were ko act a5 a ccmtro]. group against which to
assess the expetunental mampular_mn.' As well, mcluqu

vthem would minimize the nmmmt Of dxsuaction t:mnmg frm £

'students who would othezwise be’. non-, participa-nts. 2

./ iy ngh Dogmatic subjects were randuml.y assxgned to

of twu types of written messaqes or. comumcations, as.

were Low Bogmatic subjects.’ Thu :esulted in four txeatment

e o "qrmi[:s (see 'l‘able Ii - One message type was supportive

o “and pns:.tzve, while the other was. of a nor\—aupportive,

negat).ve type. Each messagel communicated an ‘evaluative .

' o o M2 ]udgement ef a telchez s teachmg perfomance, and each was

qnd by his educational dx:!tnct: supervuor.»
af = I3

TABLE 1

e AR 2 Factorisl Desigp: Poggnagusn X Expectancy Bias'.

Expectancy Bias 3
Positive Négative

:y .. Scores resulting £:iom




Subjects
The subjects were: 120 senior edlgtxon scmients A}
enrolled in-the Faculty of ‘Educat. Helonal 'r.y

of Newfoundland for the Spring semester, 1979.. Their semior . = °
status was defined by. using”only those education students. s
enrolled in senior lével courses in education (t[e., 3ra s

nnd 4th year ceuuea of'a 4 5 year: undazqraduatu degree 1 . .

program. in educatlon). In addition, only those students

wﬁp indicated-ﬂxef had been officially. accepted 1pto the . . -7
Faculty of Education as full-time education studental were

' chosen as participants. ' ;

Twenty-eight of the 120-subjects served as. a control,

_ group, while the remaining 92 wete assigned to one of four ¢
Eoentmest groups. -'Of the 92 subjects involved:in tha
experinental’ manipulation, 39 were smale and 53 were Female.

Of the 28 subjects comprising the oont:cl group, 9 were

male and 1! were female. X - 4 5
Apparatus - AR

Instruments .

Three primary instriments were employed in ‘the™=
ntudy- 1) '!ha Rokeach Dumil_hsm scale, Form E, nsed as a
measnre af .dogmatlc persnnality; 2) two written communi- . ;

i clt‘xons (one po.itive/nupport,i-ve. the other neqative/non—

supportive) , used to create the expectancy bias prior to




Claésroom behavior as pteéented on the video-tape.
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‘presanting £hé ‘videostapes and 3) a feacher evalustion
questionnai“re, used by s‘ubjects to evaluate a teAéher‘s
nbgggtism scale. The process: of identifying
subjects. according to their ‘measured degree of dogmatism
_vas ‘accémplisheé‘l by using the-Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, Form
E ‘(Appendix -A), defined by Rokeach (1960) as an:instrument "
ta measure the extent to’ which a'person‘js belief system
4is open or closed.’ Form E, the ‘form used in this study, -
is a forty-item v‘questlcnnaire requiring. the respondent to
| assess each of the forty statements by writihg +1, +2, +3;
or -1, -2, -3, according to the respective résponses of

"I agree a little," "I agree on the whole,” "I agree very-

much

‘or I disagree a little," "I disagree on the whole,"
"I disagree very much.” No-neutral xresponse is possible '
sho‘xt of not responding. . The theoretical range of the
total test is & score of £fom 40 to 280. . The higher the
numerical va1‘ue of the score, t}’le more dogmatic (closed
Binaad) “the ebject wes judged: to be.

Rokeach (1960) constructed his.scale t/hrough the
1 |

~ testing of lef groups and right-of: groups

using the "Method of Known Groups." TFor example, in one

study, psychology selected acquaintances
who ‘'were to be high dogmatic and those who were to be low
‘dogmatic., The high dogmatic individuals (closed-minded)

scored significantly higher than the low dogmatic individuals




v -3
- (open-minded) o.,;Z, Rokeach Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960,
Ch. 5). In further studies, differences were observed
between scoreés of Catholics and Protestants, and between
scores of Communists and Liberals (Rokeach, 1960, Ch. 6).
% The final forty-item scale, Form E, had reported
~-oddzeven reliabilities, corrected by the Spearman-Brown
-fomula, of. .81 for the English coll‘eg_es sample, and .78,
for the Er‘iglish worker sample. In nine other test s.a.mples
' /at Michigan State University, Ohio State Univarszty, and at
Veteran s Adninistration denicilisry, the relxah;litles
ranged frcm .68 to .93. These analyses compaud subjecr_s
in the upper and lower ’qunttiles of the frequency distri-
bution and found subjects to differ consistently and in a
statistically significant manner on the great majority of
items (Rokeach, 1960, p. 88-89). ’ i
The assumption 'naédé by Rokeach, and that substan-
tiated through research, is that people act on the basis

of internalized Rokeach s Tele e we

tend to value pe.ople in proportion to the degree to which
‘they exhibit beliefs, subsystems, or systems of belief
congruent with our own" (Rokeach, 1968, p. 83). Whereas
subjects in thd present ‘study make evaluative judgements
dnncerﬁing the behavior' of anothet individual, it is
important m accu:ately define the internal constructs of
the persons naking thoue judgements. ' As Kerlinger (1973)

concludes, "Rokeach's work is another serious and ambitious




attempt to' measure’ important and complex variables, with;

it is believed, ‘considerable success® (p. 501).

Teacher evaluation questi ire. .The teacher

| evaluation questionnaire employs the Semantic Differential .
technique developed by Charles Osgbod (],958), which e,s‘sen’-
tially is‘a method of observing and measuring t.he psycho-

loglcal meaning of conr:ept:srv> Osgood‘s intention was o

the assodiative ings of pts’ as polnts in

what he termed 'sema,ntic' space’ (Osgood,. 1958, Ch. 2y,

The semantic differential is a combination of controlled
association and’ scaling procedures, where the subject is
;;r:ovid.ed With a concept to be differentiated and a set of
bipolar aajectives’ against Which to fiake-that messurement.
“The.task is to-indicate for each’concept thé direction of
-association and its intensity on'a seven—palnt scale.: When

¥ s}:b]ect Judges ¢ a concept’ against a. series of scales,: that

3udgement represents a select;on amonq a set ‘of altErnatlves,
‘and tends tO 1003112& the ccmcept as B po:.m: in’ the semantlc
space (0sgood,” 1958, Chi 3). : !

In an effort to isolate adjectives which would best
serve as polarized. scales for the asséssment of meanmg,
Osgood and hls associates (1953) presented 40 nouns to 200
subjects and asked them to generate ‘descriptiveé adje(;t;ves
for each one: The 50 ibst frequently uséd adjectives were
made ‘into ‘sets of, polarized adjectives. These. served as
‘the..sample of descripti‘\"\e adjective ‘scales used: in'the.

, .
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validation study. Of the 50, ¢ over ‘half were ]udqed o be

. of an’evaluative nntuxe.

To determine which of the 50 desetipti\/e scilds
were mst effective xn the \‘hffetentut).on of meaning, 100
:ub]ects ieré asked:to respond. to 20 ccncepts using the 50
polanzed ‘adjective scales. This cxeat_ed a 1000-item tesr."
fazm. ) Curxela:ians zesultm from pairing each scale wu:h

eve:y ot.her scale revealed the re].ativs ab;.lity of each

s(:ale £o differentiate and define meaning. This relative. -

ability becomes a criterion in choosing pclabized scales .

for research purposes.. - .. -

- Relubility of the s\emantxc ditietential r.echmque 3

S.s detemmed by the ab111ty of a given scale’ to consxs-
tently produce. the ‘same:score; value or point ir the
semntxc space. 'l'he semantxc space is descnbed as bemq
composed “of - }.hzee facturs' eyaluatinn, p'otem:y. actxvn:y
(gsgond1 1938, cn.. 2) Censis_te;atly high. factor loadings
-in a single'factor area“of.-the semantic space suggests ‘a ¥

scale which would be highly reliable in differentiating

meaning.’ Choice of scales to be used in research would,

‘therefore, ‘be based on the. ability of a given beale o

g d).ffezernuate ana define meaxung, as | ':Lndica: d by factor .

1ohdings:

e Eight polarizad scales were vhosen ‘for use Ln the '
present study. Saven_wexa cf an ev.al_uative nature, wlule
one was a. potency;, facéqr scale (i.e., a scale used to judge




the’ strength or weakness' of - given concept):. One ‘o

scales. (ccmpxete-inccmplete) was flot. in the ong:.na :
.of 50, but was used in »a shbsequent s(;udy (Osgood 1958, £

p 47; 'l‘able 2 lists "the eight scaJes used and the).r ;'

! .
respeétive factor 1oaﬂmgs. F),ve scales were placed wn:h

sach of the 10 oncep:s, the choice of scales dependmg

on theu— zslevance to.a glven concept.

T TABLE 2

Factor Loadings of. Polarxzed scales used 1n l:he
Present St

‘Polarized' Scale

" ‘good-bad -
complete-incomplete
. valuablé=invalyable

clearhazy ..t

“ pleasant-unpieasant
T tasteful-distasteful’’

|\ fair-unfair-




s
7. per] ormance were not ev1dent in; these profxles.

- “substantial parts of-the semantic ‘space®

& The chmce Of ‘concepts to be }udqed is'dictated

“ by the! nature of the research.’ Ccncepts mist be relevant

uo and representatxve of thé area’ of research 1ntetest.
is'a good rule: of thumb (Osgcod,

Ini shart,' "good judgement

1958, p. 77). - Although there ate semantic-differential - -

profiles: for: such ‘terms and .conepts as, -edu'cacicp;-

(Helse, 195 ; Snlder & 0sgood,

school; ' and. ' te'acha:'

19695 concepts relevant to the evaluatlcn of ceachex
Conse—‘ -

quently, concepts were chosen which’wduld allow for a

evaluatmn nf teacl’unq perfbrmance and which. would "covar
“(Kerlinger,'1973, .

Twa Of - the, ten concepts used in the pxesent study

wére taken from a study by. Kerlinger Qs68),. vﬂhere unxverslty

teachers based on

'scudents wee, asked £0 ‘pretend to- Hire:

Teachers wer

tzacher pro‘files made ava’ lable to thell\‘

,porcant tc effecuve teac}ung. “1vo oF these,

:'xmagination and ‘ethical ccnduct, were chosen as conu&pts

tc be ]udgad by students 1n the present stuﬂy

Eight addltlcnal concepts were chosen from a s(:udy

by, Wotruba and Wright (1975) /. yhere \m).vexs:.ty students

ere’ asked €6 compile lists of tedcher competencxes thought

O
“to be esSent;al to effechxva tsachmg. Thxs resulted n,




students as necessary to effective teaching. . These com-
petencies were rated a'Z:coz‘cung 6 the importance p1a’ced
on edich by the students. The e:.qht chosen for the px‘esent

study were an\onq thosé rece).v).ng }u.ghest :atm ’s‘.

_The.ten concepts {(see Table 3)- vere chpsen because!
they vere relevant to r_he bresept study, and ecause their

§
ablllty to cover. the semantlc spacB' has bee su stantlated

§ through research. It is lmportant st111 to.'point out that

“subjects wi; 1 ot be judging, the concepts, but w111 be .

Judgmd a te?cher s classpoom performance in ferms|of each

'A'hg_ are snnply reas <gamst,

which to, make assessments‘

The resulting Teacher Baluation Questionnaire B
(Appencux B)', therefore; contalns 10 .’:oncepts listed with
£ive ‘poldrized scales beloy each one, Subjects vere able
to_vieq,d teacher's perfornance and then rate that teacher
on the 10 areas. -This rating was completed by Fesponding.
£b ‘the polazued aajective scales, s in the following -
example frém the Teacher Evaluation Questlonnaxr\e. The
oncept of, “Enthusiasm' had the polarized scales 'hazy-
clear, " unpleasant-pleasant, ' strong-weak, ' 'gdod-bad '
dnd. ! incomplete-complete! below it. -Subjésts would rate.
the teacher's enthusiasm according to the five sc%ﬂes'
provided. i :

: Expectancy bias cgmmunlcatxans.‘ The: irdependent
vanable of cenunumcatmn type (expectancy ‘bias) nnsti;utes

y i




of

Kerlinger *(1968)

Wotruba -and-Wright' (1975}

1. imagination

2.7 ethical, conduct

o

TG
“communication skills
subjeét knowledge

,attitude toward students

enthusxasm

\ e L d
pezsonahey ) facd

4 argamzmg abi lny

_flexibxlxty i

ability. to evaluate
students' performances
and’ behaviors :

ca p:oceﬂure fundamental to. this sthdy and o is jncluded

here. i Half the subjects were given ‘a written ccmunicatlon ;

concerning a teacher they Were about . to View on Sreottage, -

" “which was posltxve ‘and supportive of that ‘teacher, while .

the-other half received -oné which'was negative and non-

.supportive of ‘the’ teacher l}\ppendi-ées c,0).

fiowever, both

communications were’ identlcal in paragraph length, format, -

style/ and’alleged. source Thg only aifference was in the use

of certdin nounsy verbs, adjectwes,. and adverbs, whlchkwould

make che uommumcation either po xt;ve or negutxve. ‘For




" example, the positive i the "Mr.

- ‘seems to possess many of the commmications:
“skills necessary . .-.", ‘while the negative message con—
<‘tained the sentence, "Mr. seems to lack many of
the communication skills necessary . . . ." The infinitives

'to possess' and 'to lack' are the only differing con—

. structions in the two sentences.

Bach comunication consisted of the smme number of
sentences. Both were comprised of staten\ents alleged to
have been written by two of the teachers' superiors, a

) " principal \and a-district supervisor, but contained refer-
ences to evaluations made by others, such as u$udents,
colleagues, etc. ; :

The seldction of these communication variables

‘- (i.e., non-verbal ‘medjum, common source, posxtive/negative

type) ‘was based on a review of the t.heoretical and empixical'

literature which suggests that certain characteristics
contribute significantly_ to the credibility of the com-
_munication (Milling, 1976; Powell, 1962; Lumsden, 1977). -

. However, use of this type of communication (i.e., a message

in the educational contekt) was dictated by the nature and

context ‘of the present study. For students puzsuing careers .

in the £ie1d of educntion, such a w:itten comnun:.cation and
,the subsequent task of teacher evalu;tion would seem to be
necessarily relevant and applicable to the educational

context. In short, the expectancy bias which was created

o




study. The editing of the.40-minute tape to retain only

was done S0, ih a manner w1th whmh the subjects could easlly

menufy,
‘\
Vzdeuvtage
A. vxdeo—taped cassette reccrdmg ofa teacher )
instructing a Grade 7 cliss was used ‘as a stimulus. It
was & lo-minute ‘segment. constructed from selecfed excerpts
of. aho—mnute sessio in which the teacher vas filmed
over. i complete class period The' teagher was filmed -

in his oun classroon, tedehing his usual curriculum, and

instructing 2 Grade.7 class which he would normally be
teaghmg at that bime. ‘Filming was done, therefore, ina
very patural sstting for both teacher and studerits:

The 40-minute session was originally used: as part

of a Video-taped p:esencauon entitlgh Teachers Looking

at “Thenselves (Shepperd i Soak; 1978), in which the teacher’
is-asked to view his performance in the classroom and,
shtertain commints and suggestions. 'This was dofé with

a view to helping the teacher become more self-directed.
Therefore, the 40-minute tape, Teachers Looking at Them-
selves; waRYa: vided-tage: of Ehs iteacher ‘Svaluating his

performance, with occisional unnarrated segments of the:

teacher in the classroom. These unnarrated segments totaled

10 minutes, and constitute the tape used in the present

the: unnarrated segments was accomplished by a professional
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* film editor at Bdicational Television Services, Memorial

University of Newfoundland. The resulting 10-minitée tape
was viewed by Drs. Glenn Sheppard and Terrance Bodk Of .
Memorial University's Educational Psychology Department,

and was as beihg

of that teacher's

classroom behavior. * Ak

Procedure . .- 4

Inn.ial Sesswn

classes in courses itom the educatxun faculty. Courses

chosen were those 3rd and 4th year cobrses which were part *

of .2 4-5 year undergraduate degree program in edication.-

Professors were approached individually &nd’permission was

obtained from each to 'use selected class times. Piofessors
were told the exact nature of the study, but were asked to

refrain from di i this with

Each class
was' initially begun,by the professor.telling his class that: '
the experimenter was engaged in'a form of graduate research,

and that their participaticn would be greatly appreciated.

/' The experi ; then the 5

o Students were reassured that particxpamun was not

mandatory, and t:hat a decision not. to pa:cicx.pate would

i have no Feflection on their grades or on thgm as mdivquals.h

Students were simply told the study was in an important area
Of kesearch, and that further details and explanation would

Subjects wsre sclxclted by request through regular M
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be pmudea at a later date. . Each student’was :Len' ‘given -
a copy of the Rokeach musm Scalé, Form E complete with
instructions as to its use. If a sgudent did nOt complete
the scale, this was seen as a decision not to participate.
Each student was then é:sked to place the’ following
information at the top. Of the scale: 1) the course 'x;e;nq
taught 4n the Clags, whete dats was belng collected; 2]
whether oF not the”student was enrolled as a full-time . !
education student, and 3) the.last thred: didits of’the’ .-
student's IBM number. - They were then given verbal assurances

that no attempt would be made fo identify them as individ-,

-uals, but that these numbers would allow for individual

identification at the next session though_ still not
ldentifying students by name.

A total Of nine classes completed the Rokeach
Dogmatism Scale, yielding'a total of 150 respondénts. ‘Of
this number, 16 were.eliminated because they were not full- i
time education studgncs. The remaining 134 scores were
divided by designating swjects as High Dogmatic or Low
Dogmatic depending on their dogmatism scores placing a.bove
or below the median doqmansm score. This was aone so
that expectancy bias r.reaunent groups could be assiqned.

Table 4 describes the distiibution of the 134 dognatism
scores. Treatﬁent groups were created by rm?domly assigning
equal numbers of each of Low and High'Dogmatic subjects to -

receive either the positive or ﬁegatlve expectancy bias.-



TABLE 4

Range, Mean; ‘and Median of 134 Dogmatism Sgores

L

Range
Medidn D

Mean.

80-240

143.07

Ia2:01 "

Due' to absences dnnng the efperimental sessions,
only 92 of these students completed the study.
[ .

The result was four separate- experlmental treatments with

O spec).fxc number of sub]ects in each traatment group (see i
44

Table 5).° s

TABLE 5. - s

Number of Subjects Imuauy in Each Treatment Group

Expectancy Bias; T

Positive Negative ' *5- 3

High
=z
n

N = 34,

gmatism

o
 Low

=
9%

i It was antxcxpated that' due to absences,_numbexs
feae per treatment group would change.




BN L : - -
A tc’vtal ‘0f 34 students, were absent during the
experimental (second) Laneian, leaving ‘a total of .106'5;:-
ticipanits. Though such absenteeism was anticipated, the . ..
assigning of treatment, groups had ‘to be done prior to the
second. session, without any knowledge of who would be absent.
The 34 absentees caused the four treatment groups to still
contain unequal numbers of subjects. . Consequently, it
became necessary to eliminate a further eight. subjects
‘whose dognatism scores were within threé points of the
median dogmatism score, after experimental sessions were
complete. This resulted in equal numbers of subjects in
each group. The resulting 46 High Dogmatic scores were
compared using'a t-test, and found to be significantly
different (t =14.197, df =.90, p < .001). . £
Eigezmen.tg“l session - s et L
i . Arrangement w?s made with each professor -to conduct . .
the experimental session in each class which had ‘corpleted .-
Er iy the‘Rbke‘ach Dogmatism Scale. These sessions were .conducted
w7 aéﬁ:oximagely three weeks after the dogmatism scores were =
collected, and involved. subjects receiving ‘an expectancy
bias and subsequently evaluating a teacher viewed on video-
tape. L . ) ' R
Each session was begun with éach professor.again
reminding students that their cooperation would be appre-

-
‘ciated. The experimenter then proceeded to explain ‘that
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subjects were ahout to see a video-tape of a teacher |
instructing one of his Gride 7 classes. Students were | /
advised that neither teacher nor students was playacting,’
and that all observed benayia'rs should be viewed as being

typical of the classroom behaviors of teacher and studenthi“

Booklets were then distributed to students accord-
ing’ to their particular treatment .group. Subjects were
p ' Ygentified by the 3-digit.IBM number placed on the completed
G, g dogmatism scales. Subjects receiving either of the expec- e

tancy bias treatments were given booklets containing the

following: 1) Genéral Instructions (Appendix E), 2) either
a Supportive communication concerning the teacher or a Non—
supportive communication cor;cerning the teacher (Appendices
**-  C, D), and 3) a copy of the Teacher Evaluation Question- '
ire, complete with instructions as to its use  (Appendix.

- B). 2
During the course Of the experimental sessions, 28
students were participating ‘for the first time, and so had
not completed the Rokeach Dogmatism Scale, nor had they
been assigned to either of the four treatment groups. ;
had been decided by prior design, to include all such
students in the study as a control group ag#inst which to
medsuta the expsrindntal wanipmlation, Aad,as well foi

" minimize distraction from non-participants.. All such 2

students were given booklets containing the following:
1) General Instructions (Appendix F) which differed from




/
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Y

. those given biased ‘subjeéts, and 2) a copy of, the Teacher
Evalustion Quéstionnaire, complete with instrictions s €&
its use (App:ex;dix B). 4

© After-booklets had been distributed, students were
] g 3 ) told to closely follow the instructions cogtained in their
booklets. - When sufficient time had elapsed ‘to read the
necessary infqmatfian in ‘the booklets (approximately 10
minutes), students were again cautioned to regard the video-
tape as actual, and representative of the teacher's classroom
behavibr.  Students were then|instructed to close their

booklets, and the video-tape was begun.’

_the tape presentation, students were asked

T
to open their booklets to the instructions for completion
/of the Teacher Evaluatior} Questionnaire. Instructions. were

"/ redd aloud’ with added ‘explanation where necessary, after -
. A ‘questionnaires were completed. )

¥ / Following collection of questia_nnaii:es, subjects
who had received. an e)gpectan;:y bias were given the oppt’)r-‘

tunity to indicate the. type of teacher they had expected

s " to ‘sée just prior td viewing the video-tape. This was
_accomplished by distributing a Likert-type scale “erom 1 to.
10, - meaning an excellent teacher was 'ex‘pected., and ten
meaning an extrémely poor teacher was expected (Appendisk
. This additional information was collected to gain some
o further meéasure of the effectiveness of the expectancy bias,

, and to provide for a more informed discussion of. results.
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; Subjecca were cantioneﬂ against discussing partic-
J ‘ulaxs’of the experimental session, since ‘this might uﬂnence 1
i those who wou!.d participaté at-a later date. ‘This was. .. [4

Al y due to tal sessions being spréad over | .

a period of five days, sométhing which could not be avoided

because of scheduling conflicts ovér available class tines:

In part for this same reason, no. fo‘rmal ’debx'iefing sesait;ns LR |
" vere held, since to do so for each class would certainly . | .-

jeopardize the remainder Qf. the expe‘:‘im‘e.ntal sessions. : \

‘ However, 'individuals who inquired after the study was
.

complete as to the exact nature of the study, were com-
pletely debriefed. 'l'he time at.which experimental sessions
- ended was' too close to final examinations to secure :

addu:mnal class time for e.xmsiva debriefing.

%

£




A ’ / CHAPTER IV
3 Vs ]
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF DATA o
. Data was analyzed using the statistical procedures

ined in the Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences’ (SPSS). Following i5 a description of
—_— 2

data from the Teacher Evaluation'Questionnaire, the results
of tests of research hypotheses, and results of additional

analyses.

Description of Data
a : The dependent measure used was scores from the

Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire. A description of these

vscdxes' for all groupé is " in-Table 6.

* There were observable differences between the mean scores

of positive and negative expectancy bias groups. Differences
also appeared w"“exuc between the mean scores of high and
low dogmatism groups. A further difference was observed

i betieen mean ‘scores of high dogmatic subjects receiving a

positive expectancy bias and high dogmatic subjects receiving

a bias. O ai. were in

. the directions by

Research Hypotheses b : e e

" Research hypotheses were tested by use .of a 2-way

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA):.. Table 7 presents the results .
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Means and Standard Deviations of Scores Obtainéd by Treats
. - ment/ Groups on the Teacher. Evaluation Questionnaire .
N=92 '(Equal Groups of '23)

. i Positive Negative
) P ¥ Total

e : ‘Groups'. - 'Mean . . S.D. ' :Mean' . §iD. Mean'-. .S.D.
High .. ; i MR d i

Dogmatic. , 19126 152.97: 5751 172.06 "62.34
i St . : S L ot P
i L Dogmtm 211,61 '66.45 . 1/180.17 6295~ '195.89 sgj'fz.

A % - -
motal.. 201.43 - 66.80  '166.52 °60.25 . 183.98" 63.52 .

; Analy=1s 'of Variance of Effect of Expectancy Bias vs.

Dogmatism on Scores -Obtained from the Teacher

svaxuaue} Questionnaire

" 'Source.of ..

Sum-of . Mean - B
Var1ance Squares Square df 1 B P
Expectancy Bl i k N
: SR i 28035 28035 o692z, L0
" pogmatism 13057 ©13057° .1 3.224 -076
Bias X Lt o e R
D miticn 278 278, -069
!~ Residual 4050 88

. 356,407

L




2y .
o OF these - comparisons .

Addinonal Annlx!ss i . o

Hygothesis 1: Subjecfs who receive the posxtive

expectancy bias will judge' the teacher on the teacher |

Evaluation Oue:tinnnain to’ be slqlufx.cantly more ca-petene

thanwill subjectc who receive the neganve expectancy ‘bias.

his ,' -as Lrue i

201 : i B o 3.
i x'mchem 2% Subjects defined as high aegmanc o

‘udge the talchar on the. Teachak‘ Bvaluation Questxnn—

. naire to be signincancly ‘Less iompet:ent than will subjscts

defmed as low degmatic, i )
This hypothesis was ot Gonfirmed and was re;ecc,ed

as. being false (p = -076)-
Hypothesis 3: Ther

11 bc a signi.ficant inter= ",

action |

bxas such tJJif. hth
dbgnatu: subjects recexving a positive wipactapdy bm will
judge the teacher on the Teacher Evaluation ng_gcionnaxre :
to. be significantly more compstent than will high dogiatic
subjénsrrecei'v.inq ;:naqati‘ve expectancy. bias*

- No interactive sffects of dogmatism and expectancy

Ibias xe'sulted. This hypothesi was not confirmed and vas

te]ected s bem; false (p AL TS VRS SESA




T sctm.ve effect’ (see Table 8).' " Males - rated the teacher as::

‘However, comparisons of eifects of sex vs. dogmatlslu\?and

of sex vs. bias revaaled a significant sed x| b).as inter-

sxgn:.f:.cantly mpre competem: thnn aid females - ‘when both |

‘groups vere presented with a. posi,tive expectancy blas.

TABLE 8!

Analysls ‘of Varmnce of Effact of Expsétancy ‘Bis va:
i Sex.of Subject on Scores Obtained from Teacher .
.+ Bualuation Questxonnau‘e

Source of * . Sumof Mean

variation Squares - .Square’

Expectancy

e 22625
i fsex of | o8

subject’ g 479?
“Blas x Sex. i 166877 . © 16687

Residual 348360 . 3957

s
of subject may have been a factcr contnbutmg to athez i_
Hohitts BF the présent study. " For this reason; a J-way - .t

ANOVA was completéd, ccmb).ning the Varlables of dogmatism, i "

R expaceancy bias, and'Sex. A wighi £ikint ey Litdraction
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resulted. from this comparison. Since there was no siq%'

nificant changes ‘from previous comparisons, only thé results®

of the ‘3-way' interaction vers reported (see fable 10). |

TABLE 9 bt ; 5

Means, Standard Devxatlons, ‘and Number of Subjects of
Expectancy Bias ‘vs. of Subject on Scores Obtained E
£rom Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire . :

Treatment. . Eosxtlve " Negative

5 Group Bias Bias . 7. Total -

Male

“ Pem’ale

=201.43 N=46, ¥'1v66.52 2 N=9i ,‘
D.=65.67 —:8§.D.257.3L S.D

A aescuptm Of data for sex x bias x dogmatism
“is'presented in Table 11. The nature o this interaction is
such that the sex x bias interaction existed enly ‘for ‘sub-
jects defined as high dognstic. . In other’ words, nales
Luged the teacher as more competent than did fg;nales when
“both were given a positive expectancy bids, but only when .
" thobe malss and Females wers: Subjects defined ‘as high )
dognatic. . (Figure 1 illustrates the nature of this inter-

action.) - . . et g P i St




TABLE 10" :
Analysis of Variance of Effect of Expectancy Bias vs.
Dogmatism Vs. Sex of Subject on-Scores Obtained from

; Teacher Evaluation ‘Questionnaire

) 7
E Source of Sum of ‘Mean o
i " Variation Squares Square ‘ . df F P

5 l Py

Bias x ol S 3 3
Dogmatism 16567 16567 1 4.360 .04,
x Sex R & S

i, ; Residual’ 397778 4371 " < 84

4 . - N W

! ‘ i .

| / ; y .

" i ¢

n(( TABLE 11

Means ‘and Number of Subjects of zxpeccancy Bias x
Dogmatism x Sex of Subject on Scores Obtained’
fx‘om the Teacher Bvaluatxon Quest:.enna:.re »

_~ ” Treatment

High Dogmatic.. °

Low Dogmatic .
Group “Male £ Female Male Female.
i s X o)
a7 X Posxtxve ¥=238.22 ' X=161. 07 ¥=210.73  ¥=213.35
*' Bias ‘omo= 9 n = n =15 n=28
Negative ¥=133.62 i={1_53.13 %=182,85. '¥=179 +
< Bias /' ‘n-o="8. n =15+ n=13_ =
L ‘ : ) * ~
T X
.

5

8
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s e :
Unbiased subjects. Scores on.the, Teacher Evaluation
i

ased (control) sub-’

Questionnaire obtained from the: 27 unb}

jects were compared with scores obta;ned by positively biased

subjects, as well as with the scbres obtained by negatively |
g

biased subjects. Results of these comparisons are presented

in 'raSm:l)

. Neither of ‘the biased"groups differed from

.the unbiased group, though the, difference betweén negative"

biased subjects and unbiised subjects approached significance.
TABLE™2
T-tests of Positive Bias vs. Unbi and Nega-

tive Expectancy Bias vs. Unbiased on Scores Obtained
from the Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire

T-test Comparison Mean S§.D. ag | +
Positive Bias  ©  201.43 66.8
vs. R . \ 72 .814%
‘Unbiased 190.42 48193 ', # :
. Negative Bias - 166.52 | 60.24 ) :
vs. \ 72 1.864%*
Unbiased . +190.42 - [ 48.93
*p >°.20 ’ B - J
*4p < .07

. Expectancy check. : After subjects had completed ‘the

Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire, each was given an oppor-
tunity to-indicate on a 10-point Likert-type scale. the

type of teacher ‘expected on the. vidéo-tape prior: to viewing
& 2 S g




"'from 'Excellent Teacher':

o e T i e L
the ‘video*tape. ' Subjects registered expettations ranging
{#1) to *Extremely Poor Teachexr'
(#10). . : : S

A t-test ‘was applied to the means of, the’ two groups

designated positive expectancy bias aid negative expectancy
bias,

sults revealed a sugnlflcant dlfference between

the expectancy scores of the two el{pectancy groups. Sub-

jects who had reoeived @ gositive xphétancy blee - 1aalcaked
they had expected: £o, seé a. competent. teacher on video=tape,
while negatxvely bxased subjects indicated they had expected
to see an incompetent teacher on video-tape.’ ‘(Results are
presented in Table 13).. The negative relationship id
explaified by the scale being constructed so that a high
Score indicated a negative rating, while a low score

indicated the subject was making a positive rating.-

TABLE-13

T—test_{é’f Positive Expectancy -Bias vs| Negative Expectancy
+ Bias'on Scqres Obtained from the Expectancy Check

- (Likert-type Scale)' i

Positive Bias . ‘Negative Bias

Mean- . ~S.D. Mean 8.D. Taf
¥ Ve 3 g
2.35 ..71.19 7.78 1.77 90 ~17.22% _
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Specific questionnaire concepts. Analysis of vari-

ance was applied to’ each of the 10' concepts on the Teacher
Evaluation Questionnaire, comparing’ scores on each concept

of positively bidsed subjects and negatively.biased subjects.
(Rasults of these comparisons are presented in Table 14).
Concepts rated significantly different by the two expectancy
groups are denoted. in Table 14 by an asterisk. These con-
cepts are assumed to be contributing most to the difference
in'positive expectancy effects and negative expectancy effects.

g S ’ " TABLE 14

S
‘Analysis of Varlance of Positlve Expectancy Bias vs. Nega=
tive Expectancy Bias on Scores Obtained from Specific -
Concepts on the Teacher Evaluation Questionnaire

\ Concept SS;,  SSy MSp MS, df F p
b SSw MSp MSy

Comun}catibn Skills 621 4782 621 53 1,91 11.685 .00L*

; 'fthical Conduct . 507 5771 507 64 1,91 7.908 .006% i
J .. -Enthusiasm 439. 5713 439 63 1,91 . 6.918 .OL* .
¢ G Ability to-Evaluate T

Students' Behaviors 448 5888 448 65 1,91 ‘6.945 101*
and Performances N 5

Organizing Ability 344 . 4881 344 54 1,91 6.350 .02%

Plexibility 296 6141 296 68 1,91 4.337 .04%
+ Attitude Toward g e . ; ¢
Aftituce 204 5405 204 '60 1,91 3.397 .07

Subject Knowledge "113 6059 113 67 1,91 1.680 .20
Imagination . 86 7208 86 801,91 1075 .30
“Personality .55 4600..55 51 1,91 1.072 .30
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CHAPTER V ¥

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Discussion .

The present study sought to identify the extent’
tc which personality and expectancy are factors in the 7

evaluation of teacher cy. -Three

Y P were
proposed. and evaluated. Results of the study were. not

unegivocal, but did suggést that both'expectancyand

personality were factors affecting teachers’ pemepuo;s

of teacher competence.

. Expectancy. The two expectations resulting Erom

thé two types of biasing information prodused aignigibantly
aifferent evaluations of the teacher's ability.  This is

in keeping:with results of studies involving: teachers rating
students’, apilities (e.q:y CQoper’, 1979a; Rose, 1977).
However, .the results of thé.pressnt study have implications
for the evaluation process involving teachers rating
teachers. These, resl;lcs suggest «the ‘impoxtance of pre-
determined expectations in the evaluation of teachers.

This is especially true in light Of the claim that,.". . .
the chief ‘impetus for evaluation' . . . is gathering infor-

mation for making personnel decisions (Moomaw, 1977, p. 90)."

If that is the cése, then ldent).fxcatlon of factors involved °

in peer evaluation becemes essential, especially to those




. expectancy effects realized in the. present study.

being evaluated. " Moomaw suggests the stated purposé of
teacher evaluation is for "faculty development and improve-
ment :(p. 90)," ‘but that this rarely happens because programs
are rarely initiated to develop and improve teaching and
badause evaluation’isscarried out primarily by administrstion
with little faculty participation (p. 90). Moomaw (1977)
concludes that “faculty evaluation is still in its infancy,
wheré it seems to have been for an unduly long time (p. 91)."
The expectations were created as the result of
information which was attributed to-a common source.
Since there was evidencé that expectancy effects may result
from ‘the multitude effect of message type and. message source
(Lumsden, 1977; Powell, 1962), the present study held the
source constant. However, this message was attributed to
various persons within the school system, and the question
arises'as to which source or combination of sources (i.e.,
at which levels of authority in' the school) commanded the -

greatest respect. Past studies have related source

credibility to amount of information delivered (Lashbrook,
Snavely & Sullivan, 1977), amount of information absorbed

: o ,
(Walton, 1975), and expertness and trustworthiness (Hovland,

Janis & Kelly, 1953). However, it remains to be demon-

'strated whether or not a message attributed to a principal |

alone, or to a teacher alone, would produce the same

-




‘Dogmatism. High and 1ow dogmatic students did
not d).ffer slgr\lf.lcantly in thexr raunqs, of the teacher,
though the difference .approached significance (p<.07).

A recent’ study found that high dogmaticsubjects ,_re;ectea

‘both source and message when their expectancies were dis-

confirmed (Rotton, Blake & Heslin, 1977). In‘the present

‘study, high dogmatic trainees receiving a positive bias

(X = 191.26) rated the teacher the same as trainees

receiving no-bias (¥ .= 190.42). Vieweéd in'light of the
Rotton et al. (1977) study, it may be that whén the positive:’
expectancies of the high dogmatics were not confirmed, the
source and/or messageswas rejected.’ If such were the case,
expectancy violation occurred, and must be considered in
future research. - ) |

Interaction. No, Lnteracticn occurred between the: L

effécts of expectancy and dogmatism: Past studies mvesu-

gating- the.combined effects of dogmatism and expectancy

have been few. Laszlo and Rosenthal (1970) found high
dogmatics to be more susceptible to high status experimenter
effects; than low. status experimenter effects. Rubovit:

sai psenz (1973) :found high dogmatic teachers more susceptible

to expectatu)ns for. the performance of bla:k/tﬁd w}ute_ Lo

©

“students. However, further mvesngauon is/necessary in

order to clarify the “combined effects of - these two vax‘lables.
Another interaction tested was between the effects

of expectancy, dogmatism and. the sex of the evaluator.
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Though sex was not controlled for, the jnteraction was
significant. That is, high dogmatic males rated the teacher
as.more competent than high dogmatic females when presented

rmati Past research has

with iti 1y biased i
Indicated tHAL females: may. poskeys ‘s’ leswer tolerance for
dissonance (Brandt & ﬁaydel;, 1974; Goebes & Shore, 1975).
It may-be-that in’ the present study fehalesperceived tha

teacher's performance as somewhat inconsistent with the

‘previously 0 ing him. Males might

be less disconcerted by apparent inconsistencies; and rate
the ‘teacher as more competent than would females. .
A study by Taylor (1979) showed that high dogmatic

females rated students- according to social characteristics

-(e.g., courteousness), whereas high dogmatic males and low

dogmatic females were more objective in their ratings.

The implication for the present study is that high

dogmatic female,students may have attended to surface
indicators of competénce, which may differ somewhat £rom

the 'degree of competence inferred from the BoaLElvaly
biased information. , The value of this explanation, however;
must be viewed in ligKt of the pumbers of positively biased,
high dogmatic males (9) as compared to females (14): If -

the tendency suggested by Taylor (1979) existed in'the

.present ‘study, the larger number of females versus males

would further. accentuate the effect.
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.The present,study provided evidence that teachers'
perceptions of teacher competency are affected by prior,

expectations for behayior:  'Due to thé restricted sample

. used in the présent study, caution is needed in géneralizing

these results to the teaching profession at large. = However, '
it must be noted that care was taken to ensure that subjects

were students soon to b& entering the teaching profession

in a full-time capacity. 1In that respect, the results were
¢ .
a demonstration of the perceptions of teacher competence held

by soon-to-be teachers; and may also carry. implications for

teacher training -in view of past research (e.g., Kuhlman, 1976)
Suggesting that new teachers imcrease theif’deference: to: mormis
and structures prescribed by their peers as teaching time
~increases. The suggestion here is that susceptibility to
pr'escz.il:ed expectations may increase as teaching exj\exience
incre;ses. :
Overall, results of ‘the present study indicated
that investigations of teacher competency must go beyond a
mere categorization of teaching qualities, and be concerned

with the casual factors related to teaching behavior.'

set; must be idered ‘as must teacher dogmatism.
Evaluator sex may also be an important factor as well,
although results of the present study are eguivocal in
that regard because of student sex not being a controlled . .

variable. Even though these teacher-trainees rated the

teacher according to e criteria of it




perceived credibility of i coming z:ar_i:

remains that all of the above factors played a role in
. .
their evaluations of and

Cuupl.ed with p&st results linking etpecmql and

£ doguatism to-the evaluation of student ability, the Tesults
of the present study suggest.closer attention\be given to
the t::petation of such factors in future studies. Thi_sr
would appear to be true for an investigation of evaluation
in any educational setr.inq; Future studies might also
mvesngate the role of evaluator sex as it'relates to the

E eva_luat_iun of both male and female teachers., As well,.

future investigations might seek to determine the relatf¥

principals, and supervisory personnel. 'As a result of
‘such investigations, it is hoped that there will be a
‘better understanding of -the factors operant in the educatiﬂnil

evaluaticn processes.

;T
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L GENERAL INFORMATION B Sade &

‘This study is part of a basic research project:
You are being aﬁked_. to particip‘ate in ghiu pxqject by
completing the attached forms. '
- Specific instructions. and tip_iee for your ;answers
"‘are incivded. oo each of'the. separate forms: Al:hnpgh‘_you_x
responses' will become part of the project data, they:will .

; e 8 Z
remain’ strictly confidential, and no.information as to

particular individual responses will be used in any report

of the research.’ |

Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.’ Thank. you!




“ FORM E

INSTRUCTIONS : 7 3

The “following is a study of what the general /public
thinks and feels about a number of important social 'and
personal questions. The best. answer to each statement
below is your personal ogini‘ot‘m, We have tried to cover
many different and oﬂposix‘\q points of view; you may f£ind
yourself agreeing sttongly‘wit}; some of the statements,
disagreeing just’as strongly with others, and perhaps
uncértain abous Others. Whether you agree of disagree with
any sta_:eme-nt, you can be sure that many people féel the
same - as you do.

Mark each statement ‘in the left margin ‘according to

>

how. much you agree or disagree with it” Please mark every

¢ / o .
oné.! Write +1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, depending on how

you feel in each case. ¥ )

I AGREE A LITTLE T H I DISAGREE A‘LITTLE‘
42: I AGREE ON THE. WHOLE -2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE
+31 IkaREE VERY MUCH o -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

1: In the long run the best way to livé is to pick
£riends’and associates whose tastes and beliefs
are the same as one's own.

2. +In times like these it is often necessary to be -
more on g\lard against ideas put -out by people or
. grows.in one”s om Gamp than by those in the
opposing camp,




+1: 1 AGREE A LITTIE ~1: I DISAGREE A LITILE

i & mn oN THE WHOLE: -<2% I DIiSAGREE ON THE WHOLE

*31 I AGREE VERY MUCH © . =3: I DISAGREE'VERY, l»{UCH

In the history of mankind theze have probably been =
Just a handful of really great thinKers.

4.. Most of the ideas/which get printed nowadays aren't’

worth thed paper- they are printed on. .
It is only natural for a person to be rather fear- -
- ful of the future.

If given the chance, I would do somethx.ng of gxeat
benefit to the world.

. The ‘highest form of government is a democracy ‘and” Y
. the highest form. of democracy is a government rur ¥
‘by those who are most intelligent.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too ‘many .
; - ‘causes is likely to be a pretty "wishy Washy .sort -
of persont ;

" e
4 9. In 'a discussion' I often find ‘it necessa: o repeat .

' ' - myself several times to make suré I am being under- /f\
stood. R :

: . 7
10. It is only natural have a person il have a
= mch better acquaintance with' ideas he believes
in than with 1deas he oppnses. .

11, The presént is all too often full of‘unhappiness. . H G
It is only the future that count oy

12. 'The mam thing in life is for a persan to want to
do something important .

Man"on hi's ‘owi is a heipless. and miserabls freatirds
: u is only’ when a person devotes himself’ to an X
ideal or cayse that life becomes meaningful.

My blood boils, whenever a pex‘son stubbotnly refuses B
td adnit he is wrong. -




84 -
+1: 'T AGREE A LITTLE - Z1:i I DISAGREE A LITTLE.
] +2: T AGREE ON THE: WHOLE ~2:. I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH & =33 I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

Unfortunately, a good many people with whon.I have
discussed important social and moral. problems don't
really understand what's going on.

cnce s qet wound up Tin a heated dlscussxon, I Just
can't stop.

If & man is:to achmpl).sh his mission in 1life, it
is' sometimes necessary to gamble "all'or nothing
at alli"

of ‘al] the different philosophiss which exist in
this world, there is probably unly one which is,
corriect. . i i >
\Fundamentally, the wurld ve 11ve in ig'a tty
1onesome place. ) K .
There is so m\th to be done and so. 15tt1e time ‘to
do it in.

In this complicated world of ours the only way -we - !
can. knov what's" going on is. to rely on leaders or
experts who can be trusted.

In times 1ike these;.a person.mist be pretty
selfuh if he considere pnmanly his own happlnéss.

Even though freedom.of speech fcr all groups is a
worthwhile goaly it'is unfortunately necessary to
restrict the freedon of ° cercam political groups.

When_it.comes to differénces of opinion in religion, -
we fust be careful not to compromise'with :those: who
believe dlfferént:ly from the ‘way we do.

The ‘United states and Russia. have jusl: about’ Aothing
in‘comon. -

There are a numher of peopl.e £ have come to hate
because of the things they stand. for.

A group whlch folerates too: ‘much dlfierence of
Dpl.nion ‘among its .own members cannot exxst for Johg. -
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I AGREE A LITTLE -l: T DISAGREE' A LiTTLE
I AGREE 0N> ‘THE WHOLE ~2:+- I DISAGREE QN THE WHOLE

I.AGREE VERY MﬁCI" : —3:1 I DISAGREE VERY' MUCH

'is beneath contempt .

The worst crime 4 person 'coild comit-isto- ai«.ack»
publicly the people who believe. in the sane tmng
he does’. : .
In a'heated discugsion I generally bacane S0 © 4
absorbed in what I am going to say that I forget

to listen to what others are sayan Do T

3 Mcst people just don't give a "dam'- for athers‘.‘
-

'l‘here are. two kmds oi people ‘in this world: those 3
who dre for-the truth and those who ax‘e against. the
truth.

A man whu does not believe in Some great cause has
‘not really lived.

vIt is better to be a daad hero than to be a live .

“coward. - 3o

Most people Just don't kncw what's good for them.

While I an't like to aﬂmlt this ‘even to myself,
‘my secret ambition'is to become ‘a great man like
Elnstein, or Beetnoveny ox Ehakespeare.

It is oFten desirable to reserve jndqement -aboit -
h

what's going on.until.éne has had a chance\
opinions, of those. one—resgects.

5
To compronise wn:h our pcl‘imcal opponents is:

danqerdus because it usually leads to the betrayal

Of our'own s1de.

‘4 hke dt if I could find someone who would Lella
me how. to sclve my personal problens.







EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE \!

1NSTRUCTIONS : B =

The purpose of this fmal portion of the study4s

to measure your raactmns bo Wwhat you have observed. You

are ‘being agked to evaludte tifis teachér's performange in -

" terms of how you personally see him perfumxng on ‘various

_aspects These aspects, or concepts, are sm\ply areas \

thought to be xn\portant to the educational prncess. On ki
> 2

cach pdge you will find variouslareas of concern to be .

evaluated and beneath each a set ‘of scales upon which to..
make your evaluatlon. Please make your evaluations on s
the ‘basis Gf how'you'feel this teacher measures up on 2ach
of ‘the areas or concepts. Though 'you may feel that in some
cases, you do ot know enough about this teacher to-fiake an
evaluation, try.to make an-accurate ‘inference oﬁthe basis

Of the observations you have ‘made: p . i

- Here is how you use these scales:’
- If you Feel that the way this teacher measured" \ug to a
partlcular concgpt is very dlosely related to one énd- of.

the scale, you should place'your check mark as follows:

unfair
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f you Eeel that the. way. this teacher | measureslup to a
altlcular concept is guite closely reltated to one’end’

|
t thekca;e (bul: not extremely] # you shuuld placNmQr
|

heck mark as follows' -

strong

stropg: _ :

weak

= IE you'feel that the yay this teacher measures up ¢

ofa
partxcular concept is only slightly related to one epd

of the scale (but not really neutral), then you should

check as follows: . % &
‘valuable worthless

or » S
/ valuable : worthless

v e
- If you consider the concept to be neutral on the scale,

both sides of the scale equally associated with the
concept, then you should place your check mark in ‘the

middle Space:

good___




NOTE: - The direction toward which you ckeck, of course, |
Y ' depends upon whioh Of the. two ends of.the scale .
seem most characteristic of the teacher you. have
observed. For example, when you see the concept
"SUBJECT ‘KNOWLEDGE", you are to:evaluate this
teacher's “subject knowledge" as to whether it

is good-bad, strong-weak, etc,  You are not simply
evaluating the general area of, "subject knowledge”.

IMPORTANT: 1) Place y{mz check-marks in the middle of
= spaces, not on the boundaries: . -

THIS NOT, THIS =

2) | Be sure you check every sealel wnder
each concept--do not omit any.

3) Never put more than one check—mark on
a single scale.

.Sometimes ‘you may feel as though you've had the
same’ item before. This will not be the case, so do not
look back and forth throtigh the items. Do not try to

‘Tpmember how you checked similar items earlier. Make each

item a and i 3 Work at fairly/

high speed-through the items.. DG not worry or puzzle \
over individual items. And anways remerber, -you are being
asked to examine Ten (10).- concepts thought to be important
to teaching, and indicate how you feel this teacher measures’
up on each concept by scbring the Five (5) scales . below

g cach concept.

* THANK YOU!




REMINDER: Mafk an X at the .place- you feel appropriate
- for each of the Fivp (5) scales below each
.: concept. You-are ihdicating the degree to = '~ .
»which the adjectives making up the scales 4
. describe this teacher's perfox‘mance in each
" cancept area.

L (1) COMMUNICATION SKILLS =~ . s
bad ) : . good
complete : : : _incomplete
valuable : T B g : worthless
clear : ) : b hazy
strong : : 4k : weak

: ¥ ) b !
(2) SUBJECT KNOWLEDGE
stx}ong
good
valuable worthless
ihcomplete complete
clear




e B BN S
# ' k. R
i « * " (3) ATTITUDE TOWARD STUDENTS |

pleasant

good

: tasteful

unpleasant _

L " aistasteful
worthles‘; :_____ valuable
Weak i i i 4 o+ i -stron )
i L 0
i sy “
N {4) ENTHUSIASM \
' S N .
mazy © .+ : o+ G % i ¢ clear
T w pleasant____ N pleasant
o ziong } e % weak
A y .
ix’\col‘l\plete_v____
good
. ' ‘pleasant "_':_u_ﬁ:__:_:__ o . unpleasant
: aistasteul y

: / o : : tasteful |

worthless .

valuable

weak strong




. . 92 .
. Cgood T
< tasteful -. .
valuable worthless
. ‘ pleasant unpleasant

weak

bad
strong

incomplete

worthless

- hazy

™ iy

(8) ' FLEXTBILITY

weak strong

valuable worthless .

good | :

bad

. B .
incomplete : complete \

hazy
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(9) ' ABILITY TO EVALUATE STUDENTS®

“PERFORMANCES AND BEHAVIORS
unfair fair
complete s : ta : H e incomplete
good
strong weak
worthless : : : valuable

/' 4
(10)  IMAGINATION
clear hazy
incomplete, is 3 5 complete
worthless, : : valuable'
good : : bad
strong’ : : weak
t -
. ,
¢
.
o (R
.
- »
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Following are excerpts of various reports and letters

concerning the teacher you are about to see.. They are part

of a larger file whith of course is confidential with

regard to persons' idéntities. They are being used here

with permission of those persons, .and with the understanchng

| - that no identities be zevealed. Therefore, the patticular

o details of these communxcat].ons are not to be aiscussed.
Just as ‘your identities wi\.l]. not be known, it is being
requested that no effort be made to discover thegidentities
of those persons involved in these reports.

| » . .
. . |
s Ly

' Nov. 8, 1977:" Excerpt from District Supervisor's
, indtial cbservatinn of teacher.

5 Yoo o HE seefs to have adjusted very, well
. to, his students. There is.considerable control in
the classroom,.and is able to bring about order . . ."

@

i
“ . he produced a lesson plan and appeared to
follow it closely and with ease . .
! P ". . . My recommendation . . . is that Mr,
% ‘be monxtozed again .at a later date,. though at present
it appears he is adaptmg extremely well and ,shows
.no indication of any serious deficiéncies.”

March 9, 1978: Excerpt from District Supervisor's
= g second observation of teacher.

"Though it appeared that Nr. had gained

+ IO
. much expertise in classroom management, thefle was J
still evidence that furthexr improvement ha ken . .- : . e

place . . .




Sseems to possess’ many Of the' communi-:
cation sknls necessary in preventinq unnecessary.
disruptions as well asin the passing on Of 1nfnrmat1an
and knowledge ...

"He appears to encourage learning in his students Y %

"‘{ear end ‘recsmmendations, as told to

e are that my observations be related to lus immedTate
superior, for purposes of helping Mr. review

I his year with some helpful criticism. .

P 3 : June 5,1978: Eicerpt from lefter sent by
. ©+  teacher's principal to the
principal of another school
- : and school board.
Y ': y b .
". ... and I must begin by saying I have no
reservations in recommending Mr. to yor
. .’ As yet he has proven himself to be a very, capable
| . an&»ﬁalented teacher. . .™

/"I am basing these statements not only on’ my

own observations, but on the reports of his
supervisor, and on the informal reports of students
and other, teachers. . .

“Again, 1 do not hesitate to be this.positive,
and I would feel irresponsible if I did not fully
relate our expe:iences 2 . .

N
7







| Folloushg are excerpts of -variSus reports and
letters concerning ghe“t.eaqhez jou'are apout to see. They
afe ‘part of a larger file which Of course is,confidentiad
with r'eqard':p ‘persons! identities. They are being used .’
e With GernTasion of Linse setBans,” and with the under
standing that nd identities be revealed. Therefore, the
particular details of sithe communicatiohs'are not- to be g
discussed. Just as your identities will'not be kiown; it .
“lis being Tequested that no-effort be made o dissover the .

identities of those persons involved in. these reports.

Nov. 8, 1977: , Excerpt from bistrict! ‘Supervisor's
" initial obsexva‘u.on of* teacher.

%, seems to have not yet adjusted

v e M
to his students.. There is considerable chaos in
the classroum, and he seemé unable to bring about
order 1
... .hé produced a lesson plan but did not .
appear to Follow it closely . .
. . My recommendation . ... is that m.
be monxtored again at a’‘later date. to deternine
whether or not his difficllties are the result of.
having: probléms ada‘ptlng or Are ihdications of more’
' serious deficiencies." !
|

. March 9, 1978:, Excerpt from District Supervisor's
: second observation of teacher.

) b . . u
- - “Though"it appeared that Mr.—' . __has gained
some.in classroom management, there was still
evidence that’ improvement is certainly needed . ..




“ME. seems to lack some of the communi- .
; cation SKills necessary in preventing unnecessary :
distuptions as well ag in'the passing on of infor- o
¢ . mation and knowledge & .. ." .

"He appears not to encourage learnmg in his
i students . . .

’ " P
. . . "Year end recomendatmns, ag told to Mr.

are  that my observations be related to his.immediate ' . #
“superior, for purposes of helping Mr. review .
his year with some helpful criticigm:

e ‘% ‘s
o' June 5, 1978: Exgerpt from letter: sent by o

C 3 " teacher's principal to the
o Rl ' principal of another sct{ool J 3

i - ; anﬁ school ‘board.. . :

and I must begin by saying ‘I have

i . zesen’latuons in’recommending M. to you.
i s . ,-Ag yet he has not proven hm\sel’f Eobera very § w2
! p capable or talented teacher . Qj /

b v ec-tTam hasmg these'statements not:; cnly on my
‘own observations, but on' the reports of his
. supervisor, and on the informal reports of stidents
Xog o and other teachers . . &

N v "t again, 'T'do not hes).tate to be this negative, [/ -
. “and I'would Teel irresponsible if T aid not, fully
zelate our-experiences -

|
|

T
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FILL THESE BLANKS:IN FIRST:
1. IBM #: o\ f\r‘

2. COURSE: A\

it = BDUCM‘ION (STUDENT:  (YES__«

4.  SEX: MALE, . FEMALE

. INFORMATION :

This final portion of our study will be asking
you as pefspective teachers, to take the opportunity'to

participaté in the evaluation of . another teacher. You

“ will have the. opportunity by means of video-tape, to

observe the actual classroom performince of a teacher
instricting, a Grade 7 class.
On the following -2 pages you will be.able to read
excerpts from a letter -and various reports made by Mr.
's District Supervisor.and by his Brincipai; . Plansk
read thié information.over very carefully twice. After

having read this information for the second time, you

- will observe this teacher in action. The tape you will

see’ is not play-acted, and is to be viewed as being typical
7 > b . i

Of this teacher's performance in the: classroom. ;After
v1ew1ng the tape, you will be given the ,cpportuni.éy to »

x‘eglster your evaivation. s®
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Thank you again for:jour cooperation.” Be reminded,
hchvex, t:hut ‘the tapa is not play—acted nor &re the.

letter or the repozts. ' Therefore, just as your responses

are béing received 'in confidence, it is being requested
that you- keep in confidende the'things you observe today,
and that %o effort be made to identify those persons you

read about and see.

e






FILL THESE BLANKS IN FIRST:

1. IBM #:
. 5= e i
5 2. ' COURSE: 3
3. EDUCATION STUDENT: YES_ - No_
4. SEX: . MALE 'PEMALE_. .~

INFORMATION

This, £1nl portion of our ghudy will be abking _‘ '
you as perspective teachers)to ;.a‘ke;the opportunity to
participate in the evaluation of another teacher. You Tt
Wil Bive Che opportunity by means of video-tape, to
cbautvaltie sdtudl wraserons peveornahes b W EaaGNEE
instructing a Grade; 7- class,

On the following pages you will be able to exercise
your judgement as’'to the merits‘of a teacher. Please read
this information over very carefully, and after having done
so, reqister’your evaluation according to the instructions: *
The tape you.will see is not play-acted, andis to be viewed £
as ‘baing ‘trbieal‘ss thik thacherts;perbarnanch tn the
classroom. After viewing éns tape, you irill He'givén fhe

opportunity to register your evaluatioh. .

& ] . .
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| Thank you agal,n fox your qooperation.’ Be teminded, 0
however. that' the tape - J.s not . play-acted. and therefore is

to be viewed carefully. As well; just as your responsés

are bemg received in conndence, it is. being requested

that youl keep in ccnf;{dence the things you observe today,

and. that\nn effort be made to identify those persons you

see. i . C <




)

APPENDIX G

.
-LIKE!
. 'BIAS EFFECTIVENESS

RT-TYPE SCALE TO MEASURE.




Now t.hat c&\mm paz: of’ your pa:ticxiatxon in =

—ehgs@:ud’ has. been completed,, we- “would be interested 1n

knowing what caliber of- teaz;het yo were expectwg to

s after you had réad the Zeports of this teacher's

) Prxnclp;l and n senct 5 e:vuox. In other words, st £ e b

sart of’ petiarmnce were you expecting to. see“ . In order

: to, determi.ne this, we wuuld hke for you tc respond to 4

Extremely -
“Poor. Teacher
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