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- ' . - ABSTRACT .

The pyrpose of this study e ES Seanine e peGae
of motivation in the’clesaréén and specifically the tetaifon-
ship to he found between-stu'aent beﬁymurs, teacher
reinforcing behaviours, studer{t achievement and ghanggs

. in te;cher expectancy. : .
~ s Nine. grade two classroom teachers were observed.
Boud students With Leariing: probyeis ang four students with:
aver;ge achievement were ‘observed ih each classroom using
the Classroon Motivation Observation Scale. "The chird P
Behaviour Trait Checklist was administered to teachers at the
beginning’and- end of the academic year to identify those
. students for whom teacher ‘expecthn‘cy gains were low, and
‘students‘ for whom:teachers expectancy gaim; were ‘high.
Comparison of behaviours observed based on achievement
and teache/r expectancy gain, using ANOVA showed stgnifi‘cant )

behaviour differences for each of the variables observed in

% the study..Four distinct groups emerged as a result of the
combination of achievement and teacher expectancy gain. These
wezez'lz.wezage Achievers - High Expectancy Gain, students who
had high on-task student-teacher interactions, high off-task,

s iriteractions with péers and to whom the teacher responded
with'high non-acceptance, inferest provision and low levels -
of praise. Average Achievers - :Low-Expectancy Gain, students .
who engaged in’ fewer student-teacher 1ntexact:i'c(ms, most of
Which vere off-task and had high on-task peer .interdctions.

i 111 ;
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teacher response was .generally positive and similar to ‘the

Théy received high'acceptanée and praise-but low intérest

pxovidlng mutivatibn. ‘Learning Broblem = High Expectancy

“Gain, students for, G, BaHaious patte

ns were:sinilar to

the Average Achievers - High ancy Gain students except

they received less esteem. enchancement. Learning Problem -

Low Expectancy Gain, students who were characterized by having

high off-task and disruptive behaviours.and to: whom ‘the

|
Average Achlevers '~ Low Expectancy qroup. They received less

esteem enchancement than the Average Achievers - Low Expectghey

group. and no intergst provision. - 1%
The results of this scuay indicate that a change| 4
teacher expectancy observed over. the course-of a school year

might be due in large measure to the students' actual

behaviour and performance’ during that time. The cha'r(;e in

‘teacher. expectancy can be associated with student desires to’

satisfy growth and deficiency needs, the students' perceptions

he ach is needs satisfaction

———and the ability of students to find suitable behaviours to

alter teacher expectations, _producing the desired ,teaeher

behaviours.
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"y CHAPTER I

Loz ' INTRODUCTION ' :

\ .
Purpose of the Study ' :
i The puspose of this study wa "to compare the student-
teacher interactions “in Grade I classrooms as they apply to
average achieving students and students with learning

problems who ‘have associated gains or losses in teacher

expectancy. Comparisons. of pupil behaviors which can be

related ‘to achievement were dlso made. ’

Significance of the Study

Thevbaséc prenise of the concept of expectancy ‘is that
one person's ex'pectatm; of another person's performance will
Somehow. affeéct that person's actual pe;foma}me in At‘he ) .
Airéction of. the expected performance. This "expectancy
seffect” holds a particular interest for educators and

. educational researchers. 1If a teacher's expectations can
© 7 Ta3@mally affect the level of a stufent!s acadenic achieve-
ment in the classroom, it becomes important to discern the .
ways these expectations are formed, how they are comnunicated
€0 the student,-and how Ehey becims se‘lf-iu.\filled. t
Ll j The behaviors and attitudés of teachers have been
. studied in the light of teacher expectations ‘and the effect

these expectations could have on the ultimate academic

e e u -




_achievement of the studepts towards /vivhom they. are directed.

In much reséapch, teachers have beén considered as stereo-

types with’ a characteristic stylelor pattern of behavior,

i 5
“while students have been considered as groups represented

by'a mean score on_ an achievement Or<I.0. test (Carew and
Lightfoot, 1979). To treat studdnts and teachers as §roups,
can’ cloud research findings since they are Treally xnaivgdua‘is
with specific and varying personal charadteristics.. It is
important to'find individual teacher and student:behavior
differences in'relation to expectancy. "Expectations, even
prophecies, develop out of interactional experience, and

research must document the behavior of both-actors in the

- process, teacher and child"' (Carew and Lightfoot, 1979).

Some research in-the area of teacher expectancy

indicates that teachers do, in fact, communicate ‘differential

" performance expectations to different children through n\ei_}r

classroom behqviér and' the nature of the differential ‘treat- "
ment encourages children to begin to respond in‘a way which
would confirm teacher expectations -(Brophy:and Good,. 1970) .
Little available - research, however, indicates the possibility
that differences in student behavior may direct %teachers
differing attitudes and behaviors. None of the literature
reviewed indicates a rexauanshxp'beﬁueeg expectancy and the
Jevel of student needs belng met in- the classroom. '
Maslow's motivational theory hypo;_hes:izes a set of |
basic human needs which are of two types, growth and
deficiency -(Maslow, 1962). The deficiency needs er_nccmiaass

e . .
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thé physiplogical), safety, love and bel.

g and esteem

needs. According to Maslow,- these needs are satisfied
primarily through: social interaction. He has hypothesized
that childrenwill behave in ways which lead to satisfaction
of these needs, and'will avoid behawiors- which fail to
satisfy the needs or whigh increase the degree Of need

deficiency.. He has cencluded that these needs must be

sfied if mental health is to be preservéd.
The growth needs of self actualization and aesthet:.cs
“have an entirely different character from deficiency needs.
* Satisfaction of these needs come from within the self, '
\ throngh the activity of the ‘child. Accordix_;? to Maslow,
satisfaction is not required for the continued satisfactory
mem‘:é} health of ‘the il;ldivi:dual. Thus, satisfaction of this
néed may be deféerred, or even foregone by the individual.
® Sl:ndents may diffet with. regard to ‘their type of
needs. requiring satxsfaction. The. teacher is one of several
motivating: infleencés in the classroom and among otheshelps
to satisfy the needs of -the student. ° 5
> fThere is evidence, however, ‘that the nature of
_teacher’feedback to students is determined by the students,
who behave in ways which govern teacher feedback; in short,
manipulating teachers, possibly to satisfy needs  (Brophy,
1979) . ' S i .
Many possible sources of teacher expectancy, have
been identified (Sognar and Martin, 1981), anong’ which pupil

-conduct standg out. Other pupll chaxacterist}cs spch as
cad . -
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L " gender, socio~economic. status and past peréorn;.ance are largely
b 0L ifeyond the contzol ch the student and may be tegarded as
i éonstam:s. Thus, 1t may be: hypothesized that teacher «
¥ expectancieu fomedugily

function of the uonstant factbrs, and that a change in K . .

_the school year, are largely a

. teacher expectancy, cbsex‘ved qver the course of a school.

year;.would then be due in la'r'ge measute to the student's

actual-behavier and, perforitance &ting nat time, It may be
e N g fu:theﬂhypothesized that the change in ‘teagher expectagzcy

. *  .can bé associated with student desires to satisfy growtfh and

i | defictency’ reeds, ' the students +-ferceptlons that the teacher o

1s a teliable source Of needa satisfactiun, and the abi.)ity

S foe, OF szuaﬁts to' find suitable behaviors tp alter te!cher
expectat!lons, preducmg fhe desired te&lcher behaviors.

= J o :* ., Different. teacher behav:\ors have been reported fnr TER .

A h!.gh and low/achigvinq schents.‘ For exaiple, Brophy and
GOCd (1970) fcund. that t'eachers we:e more u.kely to praise

) hiqh-achieving students than they were to praise lw-achieving

students._ Good (1971) found. that hiqh achievers received a
greater number, of opportunities for response than did low o’
. l’ % achievers. “ o R . T d . ki
Differences ln(‘Behavlors of high and low-achieving _ .

,\ students have 'also been~ repurted. For example, Turpin' (1981),

An reviewinq t]\e literatuze, concluded that the Jlevel of . ) A~.
- achievement ‘of ‘the- students h&s been most. frequently associated

Vith the 1eve:| Of -tﬁsk be?:avior. Mckinney et al. (1975) . ;! | v

founa that indices «of attention and inattention secned to 4
- 2!
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emerge as the most' significant pzedlétcrl of achievement.
Given that teachers hold different expectancies for
high ¢ha’ 1ow achievers and given that high and low achievers
behave @ifferently toward the teacher, it can be Hypothesized
that the reasons in torms oi‘s{tu‘dent behavior for changes in
teacher expectancy, will be related to differences in student

ehavior. in the achievement groups.

" Research Questions . : o
s y ; . ¥

1. ‘Are there differences in student behaviors and the
facilitating reinforcement experienced by students
. between those who are average achieving and students

who are having learning problems?

2. Are there differences in student behaviors and the

b ., o
facilitating reinforcement received by students between

those who have low residual teacher expectancy gains and

those having high residual teacher expectancy gains?

-2
3. Are there differences in student-behaviors and the
8

facilitating rei by among

those with datfe:enécmbsnauon-r of achievement and . -

teacher expectancy residual gains? o




Definition of Terms

15

~

4.

Pee:

Attending - Any on-task- behaviour which canhot be

Categories of Student Behavior

i \
\

on-Task - Any action which pertainé & the ‘task o

activity of immediate concern in the classroom,

Teacher-Directed Action - Any verbal or non-verbal action

directed toward the teacher, including all interactions

or attempts at interaction with the. teacher.
. i

irected Action - Any verbal or.nonverbal action
directéd. toward a fellow student br'group of students.
This catégory includes all physical acts and verbal

interactions or atteémpts to communicate with peers.

classified as Peer-Directed or Teacher-Directed action.
Eye or body orientation is directed toward the task R
or teacher, or 'the student is otherwise involved in the
general ongoing classroom activity, -Working with pencil
and paper, listening to the teacher, laughing at ‘some

amusing class incident, are examples.
Non-Attending ~ The students! attention is directed
away from the teachér or task and the student does not

appear to be involved in on-going activity. ~This does

‘not“include non-attending behavior which may be coded

as Teacher.or Peer-Directed'actions. Being turned away
from teacher, playing with objécts on desk, ‘are examples.




related. to the task or activity of immediate concern

. in the classroom. .

7. Dbisrupt - Any pupil behaviour which elicits from ‘the
teacher an off-task response: Such pupu behavxours may
o be any ‘one of Peer-Directed Action, Teacher-Oriented

Action or non-attention to. task.

8. Distract - Any peer-directed behaviour which distracts
a fellow student or group of students from on-task

behaviour, but which does not elicit an off-task

response ‘from the teacher. ' . \

9. Non-Disrupt - Any off-task, Teacher-Directed Action or

non“attending ‘behaviour which does not elicit an off-

task, teacher response. . 5 N i %,

10. Positive Action - Any-Teacher-Directed Action which,

from the teaphér's point of wview, is considered to be a

desirable behaviour on the part of the student.
Exemples ihcludes raising.the-Hand to be recoghited,

- giving a correct answer, asking a pertinent ‘question.

] ;1. Negative A:txo;& ~ Any Teacher~Directed Action which,
from the teacher's point of view is considered to be an
undesirable behaviour, but Which doea not elicit an off-
task teacher response. Fallure to respond, givinq an™

" incor;gct response, or giving an ‘incomplete answer are 5 >

examples. b




12. Pupil Initiated - A Teacher-Directed Action by the
target student which occurs when t'?at student is not

specifically called upon or designated by the teacher.

13. Teacher Initiated -, A‘Teacher-Directed Action which is
the result of a question or command  directed, by the.

teacher; specifically to the target student:
\ ’

. ' ' (Categories of Teacher Behavior

»

Motivating - Any teacher behaviour aimed at obtaining
> \
the participation of the student in on-task behaviour,

Y or at reinforcing and/or .rewarding such béhavicur.

2. Non-Motivating - Teacher behaviours which are not
intended to-obtain or reward student participation.

i 5 Teacher lecturing and administrative duties are examplds.

3. Positive - Any motiyaging teacher behaviours which

J © directly or-indirectly provide for the satisfaction or
recognition of student needs, Such behaviour may oceur
on.one of three levels: Accepting, Esteem Enhancing,

and Interest Providing. . .

4. Negative - Any.motivatinq teacher behaviours which
‘d‘irectly or indirectly deprive the student of needs

- satisfaction. Such behaviour may occur onone of

three levels: Non-Accepting, Degtadiné., .and ‘Intefest

Reducing.




L Y
" Indeterminate - Any motivating teacher behaviour which

cannot be classified as being either positive or
negative, or which cannot be identified as -occurring

on any three levels of motivation considered here.

Direct - Any motivating teacher behavioufs which, of, them-
selves, provide immediateé reinforcement to the-child for

engaging in present or past behaviour.
5 b 5

Indirect - Any motivating teacher behaviours which serve
as cués that direét reinforcément is contingent upon
some future student behaviour. Teacher statements of

a promising or threacenin’é nature are examples of

behaviour/in this category;

Accepting - Teacher behaviour of a-generally facilitative '
nature, involving #warmth, positive regard and under-

standing. - The teacher recognizes the student as‘a

" person of worth and communicates this' recognition to

the student. # g

Esteem Enhancing - Teacher behaviour of an evaluative
natiire, ‘aimed at enhancing the student's personal sense
of worth or sense of p;ide in, task_involvement nd |
acdoniplishment .» e s /

Interest Providing = Teacher behaviours aimed at prévidinq

interesting and fulfilling activities “to students./

/

Non-Accepting - Teacher behaviour which lacks warmth




M

and understanding and: which' fails to recognize the

individual worth.of the student.

12.° Degrading - Teacher behaviours of an evaluative nature
whm\ diminish the student's personal sense of worth

i and/c\x sense of task accomplishment.

"Interest Reducing - Teacher behaviours which, reject

opportunities to provide interesting agtivities for
students, or which tend:to destroy already existing

.
intérest. i i

14. Orientation - Thé intended direction of any moti;"’atlnq
teacher behaviovr. Any particular behaviour may be
directed toward the class-as a whole, toward the target
student, or to a student other ‘than the ope under .

observation, .
Other Definitions”

1. Average Achiever - A student who falls in the top

seventy-five per cent of the class population following

ranking on'reading achievement by the classroom teacher.

In addition,. those students the teacher did not perceive

as having 7ﬂe\arnmq problem. . '

2. Learning Problem Student - A student who falls in the
bottom twenty-five per cent of the class population ¢

following ranking on reading achievement by the class;




ir

room teachers In addition, those students are perceived

i * /. by the teacher not to be achieving as well as they could.

3. Low Teacher Expectancy Gain - A student whose computed
standardized residual gain score on the Child's
Behaviour Traits Scale (CBT) was lower than the average

residual gain score of the sample. B >

4. [ High Teacher Gain - A student whose computed
standardized residual gain score on the CBI was higher

than the average residial gain. score of the sample.

o * Limitations of the Study

This study was limited by factors which are outlined

below: .

f ) 1. The study was conducted in grade two classrooms. in
Vt;omunit;.u which are rural in character but which
are relatively near to the city of St. John's.
.Cl;:slroms in more remote communities were excluded.

The conclusions of the study may be limited by this.

2. All the teachers in the study were experienced: Yo

* teachers new. to teaching were included. f’urthemoke,
most of the teachers received their. training at the
same university. 'In addition, f,he_cur{—icumm tended’

.to be fairly standardized. The findings of the study
could be influenced by these factors.
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" Organization af the Remainﬂe: of Thesis f“ : -

v ok Chapter II presents a review of relahed uteratuxe.

*analysis £rom_the stﬁdy usexé Chapter v discusses the

conclusions which' were drawn with respect ‘to the research

questions, with inpiications and recomendations for practice

- a and future x:esearch. :




\ CHAPTER II |

\ {
| - | REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE .

(B

Teacher

is that éne person s expect\tiens of arother person's perfor-

i  mance can be & determinant of. that dfher, porson’ ‘% subsequent
pezfomance. Teachers have expectations for different
students based on group and 1nd1vidnal characteristiss.. ‘Bek

A
(Palardy, 1965), race. (Rubovits and Maehr, 1973; Gay, 75),
p

’ , and socxoeconumlc\status (Rist, 1970) are some aspects of
groups’ in a class \whlch affect expectations tedehexs may.
have for memkfers o‘f ‘these' groups. ‘Individual differences,
which are reflécted in teachers' attitudes and expectations,
are:.student achieflel\\ent (Good, 1970), student behavicui and
personality (Nash,dﬂ!;‘ﬂeltun and.'Oakund, 1977), physical
attractiveness (Clifford and Walster, 1973), and‘even ’

£

desirability (teacher-rated) of studénts! first names

(cazvood, 1976). :
# 7 ‘ Many studies have been conducted to determine if these
' l teacher expectations have 4 causal.relationship to the

| . students’ clvassroom‘ learning and achievement. In 1968,
Rosenthal and ‘Jacobson reported a study of eighteen classes
ranging from Grades T to VI, in which changed teacher expect-
ations resulted in differing increasés in student I:0.

Teacher expectatjons for 20-per: cent of their 'students were

. . .»13‘

" In the sélf“—fulfiuini; prophecyl/them.;y,' the contention

o
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biased by identifying these se;dents as "late bloomers"
“students who would show increased achievemént during the
‘coming year; Tl{e;e late bloomers were, in fact, B
randdm by the experimenters.. ‘At the end of -the school year,
Rosenthal and Jacobson found the ‘students designated as late
blooners showsa 'a greater incréase in I.0. than did the
dontrol students. This "expectancy oFfect® yas mest prodnced
" in the lower grades --- Grades I and II. They felt that
xpeStanay: sifents: dhezateitouainisnbin exieht ih Hiene Gralias
beqause 1) ipduoéd teacher expectations about younger %
children are mote acceptable by their teachers becaus: they
- have no well established reputations; (2) being younger,

they may be more susceptible to teacher influences; and/or

(3) teachers of lower grades may communicate their expect-
Jtions differently than teachers of higher grades. ’

Attempts to‘replicat’e the work of Rosenthali.and
Jacobson, which provided negative or. mxed results (Jose and
‘Cody,. 1971; Claiborn, 1969), have led to criticism of their
study with respect to methodology, design,-validity of

‘measures of intellectual growth, and reliability. However,

these replication studies can be criticized in that they

differed from the original study in' the'time the expectations

were .induced (Rosenthal and induced ions at
the beginning of the school year as opposed to the beginning
S of “the second term), whether the teachers actually intern-
alized the new expectations, and whether-the teachers

became aware of the purpose of the experiment.




: Meichenbaum, Bowers and Ross’ (1569) induced high

ions in fcur of juvenile‘ delinquent girls.

by identifying 6 of the 14 girls as late bloomers. The

results shoved an expectancy effect with respect to objec- ' -
< .

tively scored exams but mot. subjectively scored exams or?

teacher assigned grades. . W

4 . Studies using induced expectancy’ involve biasing a e o
“ifeicher's expectations with a false report of a student's it

int&ugence, capabxlxty, or potential for future achieve--

“‘ment. | These mduced expec:ancy studies have résulted in
mixed mostly negative results. ‘l'he tcachers may not have o
acquired. the expectancy the’ experm\enters tried to induce

" (Jose and cody,-1971) . Attempts 'to induce expectations in
teaciéfs will fail if the expectations are koo obvioiialy
discrepant ‘from the teacher's natural expectations, -and
from the student's observable behavior. Gaite (1974) =~ - »

_notes two.other problems in using indiced expectatiofish B
(1) . for 'ethical reasons, researchers sre Ttmtteg 1o biasing
a teacher's expectations in“an upward direction, and may . e

not suggest that a student's’ performance will deteriorate;

/‘and (2) it is|becoming difficult to find teachers who have

not heard of Rosenthal’and Jacobson's studies of .teacher
‘expestancysinfinending studchtsdohievements therefore, it o
" would be hard to try to manipulate ‘the expectations of these

teachers without having them become aware of the nature of

the study. Therefore, the majority of studies now incorporate * !

the teachers' own naturally developed expectations into the.




design of the experiment.

: expectancy concerned with the student's conduct and social-

Dusek and 0'Connell (1973) report a.study in which
both teacher bias and selfgenerated teacher expectations
were. studied with respect to student achievement. The
teacher bias was se:’&p by identifying students, randomly
selected, as ‘those‘ who would show large gaijs in lshigiage
and arithrietic achievement during the school year., Naturally
existing expectations were solicited by having: the teacher
rank the studefits in her class of the basis of expected
future achievement in language and arithetic. Although the
bias manipulatior. did mot sigificantly influence students!
test perfornance, there were sighificant effects related to
Lasctietsr Hatical expectationg., The besenconess se1kiru A
ebtecte due Ei teachds Cxphntdtions may iavé: Basgl (hal zesg‘lt
of teacher accuracy in estimating student abirity~levels.
"It appears that the student's academic potential determined
the teachers' expectations rather than the reverse® {Dusek *
and 0'Connell; 1973, p. 375). ' However,they suggested that
teachers'-own expectations fiay relate to the way they treat
@ifferent groups of stpdents and thus influence students'
self-concepts and classroom pe;foma.nce ix; a cyclical, effect.
cran and Mellon (1978) examined the relationship (=
betveen students' academic achievement and.two, types of -

teacher exp M.s. 18} ions. with the”

teacher s evaluations, of the student's academic ability, and’

skllls. They found that * ons and evaluati




of the child's social develapn\ent had a qreater relationsfu.p
to acédemic achievement than expectation concerning academic

ability. This indicates that the teacher's affective

‘response, particularly in the primary grades, is a possible

influence on the child's academic achievement. P
| Palardy (1969). found that, when teachers “teportea ,

they quxevea boys are far less successful than girls in'

“‘learning/to read, the boys in their classes were less

successful than girls in learning to read. ~When teachers
said they believed boys- learn to read as easily as-girls,

the boys in their classes did learn to read as suécessfully

as the girls did. This suggests that differing reading

achieveent fiay be due to, in part, expectancies about,

‘abilities of boys and girls held By their teachers. Cooper

and Baron (1977) suggest there is a cultural expectation

that girls will outperform boys in the lower grades, but
this ié reversed in high school where boys are expected to
‘outperform girls. In the lower grades, high expectation
giris -are praised more and low expectation girls are
criticized more per correct answer, but in high school it is
nigh expectation Boys who ‘Feceive wWore praise: ahd lov expect-—
ation boys who recéive more criticism per correct answer.

° 4 Cooper and Baron reported results suppattinq Rosenthal's
(1968) hypothesis that the relationship between inehaE

anad student: achi it may be explained by

differgnces in teacher behavior, Cooper and Baron'(1979)

state that students who are: the subfject of high teacher
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expectations will’ receive greater positive reinfordement than

students with low teacher expectati:bn\s\_an%that m\g'h and low

" expectation students will be more frequent)y criticized for -

: failure than studénts who fall bétween these two groupsi

“-. " " Pupil and Teacher Behaviour and Achievement

The research linking the classroom behaviour ‘of
' " students with their achiévement is not very extensive:. From

the existing literature, however, Turpin (1981) concluded

‘that the level of achievement of the sfudent has been most .

frequently assbciated with the level of on-task behaVior.—
Cobb (1972) examined the relationshlp between the .

Erequencies of specific task-oriented behsviours’and academic:

3 achieven\ent in fourth grade children. Miltiple regression o

- . equations were generated for each of two schools. in whick

eight categories nf behavior were used to predict Reading

i g and Arithmetic scores. It was found that the most powerful
predictors of achievement were attention and task oriented
‘behaviot;r. ‘McKinndy et al. (1975) collected behavioural and
écmevement data ard again, indices of ‘attention and .
inattention seemea to emerqe as the most significant’

o ¥ predlctors of achzevement.

N . . smith (1979) reported a study in which twenty high

school alqebra teachers taught a lesson ‘to a class and

immediately after ds tested for of :the

¢ M material taught. g Meumninin” bndiested hek a high degree

of classroom activity focusing on the relevant content
= M , ]
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positively influenced achievement.
Hoge, and Luce (1979) reviewed a set of studies concerned
with the classroom behavior - académic achievement relation.
The pupil was the unit of analysis. Positive relations

between measures of pupil attention and pupil performance

‘.appeared with some consistency, while generauy negative

relations appeued betveen measure of pupil, inattention
(e.g. inattentlon, 1qoking around, distractible hehaviour)
and perfornante measures., -
 Hoge and Luce (1979) reported also on the variable
of classroom structure. . Behaviours associated with high
levels of achievement within a traditional type of classroom
also showed no assoCiation with achievement in a more open
classroom. ‘The studies they surveyed were conducted within
traditional types of classrooms. One study done by Spaulding
and Papageorgion (1972) differed. Two types of classrooms,
teacher-dirécted and pupil-oriented, were compared. These

writers found their index of ideal classroom behaviour pre-

dicted within directéd classroom but riot

., pupil- orxem:ed c]nerooms. = -

Hoqe and Luce (1979) concluded that there remains
.considerable uncertainty regarding factors which mediate’ the
behaviour-achievement relations and consiﬂ’e:abl‘e ungertaincy
regarding the nature of these relat!.lo;m. Although there. is
some. qu’estio’n as to the validity of the recent research in

this area, certain consistencies in the data are beginning

to emerge. As a result, new hypotheses are being formed

Sy
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with respect to behaviours which are associated with achieve-
ment and hypothesis with respect td factors mediating the -

' behaviour-achievement relation.
Ayllon and Roberts’ (1974) showed that modifications
in pupils' achievement levels lead ‘directly ‘to changes:in

- pupils' classroom behaviours. This study supports the

" contention of Hoge and Luce (1979) that the' relationship
between student behavior and achievement is complex and~

" interactive. ! )

& Much evidence suggests that the teacher is -a major

" Jeburée of feedback influencing academic pérfomance (Burns,
1979) . Their view.of litérature on.this to}:ic by Hoge and
.Luce (197?) showed that teacher~pupil interaction measures i*
‘reflecting level of academic agtivity (e.g. pupil initiated
wark conbacki; wSlantedFing Feiated BoREIvY 6 patese
mance. The teacher-pupil interaction variables which
reflected teacher attention tD‘ the pupil shoyed l?:the!
complex telations with achievemént.. While negative teacher
contacts’ (e.g. britici;ms, behavior warnings) generally g «
related negatively to achievement, positive types of attention.
(e.qg. téacher initiated work interactions) shoved more,
variable relations With ‘achievement.: They also reported

. “only a moderate correlation hetween behavioural categories -
and achievement. — R b

Aspy (1977), in his review of the research on
facilitating conditions, concluded that “the higher the

levels of understanding, genuineness and re?‘pect a teacher
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gives to students, the more the student will learn." Brop%y

s and -Good (1974) in reviewing the literature on: teacher
Effectiveq‘ess, concluded that teacher warmth'and enthusiasm
cunsxstené}.y correlate with student achievement. carkhuff
(1966) came to a similar conclusion.

Thurstone (1937) predicted that motivation would not
decisively affect a person's ability to solve problems, but:
R GYiAER T st IvAtIoH uTE Dicebarartie VAraNIITEY: o /
achievemént. Prafse stimuilatedboth low and high achieving
students to Go better on mechanical. arithmetic  tests, while
Plame had a clear inhibiting effect, pazticula;ly on -low

achieving students. In his review of the literaturé on

teachér praise, Brophy (1979) showed that under some, but
\Ao\t all circumstances,. teacher praise was associated with
the “achievement of the child. .If the praise was specific,

g .4 timely ana perceived to:be genuine by the child, then an
association with. achievement could hg expected.

Brophy and Good (1970) studied the classroom behaviour
of four first-grade teachers tovard high- and low-achieving
students, and found teachers were more -Likely to praise hight
. _achieving students than they it t; praise low-aghieving

" gtugents.” “They coneluded ¥hat thexe is” comsidierable
TR _ evidence that studénts of different achievement levels havé ~~ .

very different’kinds of interactions with their teachers. s _
Hoehn. (1954) noted that low achievers were subject to a /
. . greater p_roiaqzcion of conflictive and dominative teacher

contacts thas, high achievers, and conversely, that high

achievers received more supportive and p i : 4




. and Barrett _(1971)\also_used a microteaching situation to
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than low achievers. De Groat and Thompson (1949) found that
Y Aoriavers reseived va Slsdropbityomel siare of Grsspproves
while- high achievers received more praise.

,G00d (1971) found that high achievers received a

greater

mber of opportunities for response than did low

achievers.\ "Low achievers have limited skills and attention )

spans.  If teachers provide only limited resppnse opportuni-—

ties . feedback, low achievers willl not be helped .

Teacher-student Interactions and Teacher Expectancy

Much research is available supporting the idea that

teacher-stident interactions varies with teacher. éxpectations.

‘Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) suggested that interactions
e

between teach and high

v differed in

‘quality, and not quantity, from interactions with low

expectancy students. Meichenbaim, Bowers and Ross (1969)

observéd teacher, behaviour 1€ the classroom and noted that
they had more positive and fewer negative interactions with
high ekpectancy (1nduc;\d bias) students as compared with the
control students. ’

In a microteaching experiment with induced expéctancy,
Rubovits and Maehr (1971) found that teachers requested signifi-
cafitly more statements from and gave significantlymore
praise to the "gifted" ‘students compared to the E:On‘tral . ¥
students, although theTe was no difference in the total

amount of .attention paid to either’ group. Rothbart, Daifen,
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study the effect of induced expectations on/teacher behaviour.
They found teachers paid more attention to|the, *brighter”
students and after the experiment rated the high expectation
students a’s being more 1ntelliq§nt and having more. potential
for future success. 5

Brophy and Good. (1970] found a tendency for teachers
to favour }]\ighs ;over‘ lows in’ demanding and reinforcing
quality answers. Téa‘chers also seemed to praise the highs

more when' they answered correctly and criticize less when

they were incorrect or umable to answer the @uestion. They

were more likely to accept poor performance £rom students, for

whom they heid low expectations and were less. likely to

praise good pe from these® when it ocourred,
even though it occurted less frequently. It was also found

that low expectation students were given easier tasks or were

* simply not asked to do academic work. AN

Willis -(1970) ,investigated teacher-pupil interaction
trends in five special classés. Teachers were asked to rank

their pupils £rom most. efficient to least .efficient learners.

|The top teachers were then observed. Findings revealed that

teachers ignored the comments of "low Efficiency" students

more Erequently than comments of "ﬁiqh—efficiency” students
FescHRES 180 responded verbdlly more often to “high=
efficiency" students.

Gooper and Baron (1979) .stated that students who afte

subject to high teacher expectations will receive greater

positive reix than with low. teacher expec-
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tations and that ‘high'and’ low expectation’ students will be

more freguently criticized for fallure than students who fall

between these two .groups.- . :
Cooper and Baron (1977) found that high expectancy

students received more praise per correct answer than did’ -

either 1 tion 1 and that 1 ion

. I
students tend_ed to receive a greater percentage of criticism |
than high-expectation students. ‘They concluded that "there '

appears to be little doubt that performance expectations were

more potent predictors of ‘teachers' feedback behavior than wefe

attributions of ‘responsibility."’
In a study of teacher behaviour using teachers'

_maturally existing expectations, Cornbleth, Davis, and

Button’ (1974) found that -teachers interacted more frequently . ..

“with high expectancy students than Tow expectancy students.
Teachers gave highs more opportunities fo answer in class
than lows. In interactions initiated by the teacher, the
same amount of feedback was given to both -high a;"xd lowb '
students, but in pupil-initia’ted interactions highs received
mofe process feedback than lows. The authors also found that
teachers appeared 'to spend more time and interest. verbally
in more positive and supportive vays with high achievers than
with low achievers. !

Brophy and Good (1970) found' a tendency for teschers
to initiate more intéractions with low expectancy students.
This was in- the azca of teacher.criticism and control rather

/ N
than in work-related contacts or provision of opportunities




to respond. "Teachers.vere systematically, though not

necessari‘ly deliberately and consciously, treating one
group more favourably than. the other"

p. 370).

(Brophy and Good, 1970, =
"Low achievers have limited skills and attention
spans.

If teachers provide only limited response oppor=
tunities and negative feedback, loy achievers wifl not be
helpéd to overcome their deficiencies" (Good, 1970, p. 197). e

However, a teacher may have reason for failing tp give

opportunities to respond to low expictation students, 1.,

students’ & teacher may éxpect to give the 'wrong answer or

fail to respond. Good (1970) mentions three reasons:

(1) the teacher may wish to motivate or encourage the class
by cau'ing on & student whom she expects will give a quality
answer, (2)°thé teacher may be seeking personal gratification
dnd reinforcement;-hearing a good answer will assure her she
is doing a good job, {3) the teacher may refrain from

sking. a student she feels will givé the wrong answer in an
g effort to reduce anxxety for the student and to remove them

£rin the -criticism of their peers.

Teachers see interactipns with low expectation ; .
‘students as more time and energy ‘consuming and-generally
less \successful than interactions with other students

"(Coopbr, 1977). -Cooper feels that one way in which teacher

expectiations on a student may becqne self- £uxfuung is by
giving|more driticism when low expectation students seek ” f
© . out the| teacher (i.e. by asking questions) than when they . \
o ey, o

pass in \uncompleted or inadcurate work. This greater use

e =, g
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" of criticism is a function of the teachers' desire for more.

control over personal rewards. Cooper and Baron (1977)
found teachers use negative feedback to discourage unsolic-
ited interactions with low expectation students. In this
way, teachers can contwontent'and timing of interactions
and achieve greater control over. when the students achieve
success and failyre. This greater use of criticism, however,
may 1ead ihe low expuctation student t3 believe that efFort
on a task is not related ‘to his teacher's assessment of his
work. This may hamper future aucceas as the student/ may b
less willing to'expend effort in the future.

Cooper, Burger and Seymour (1979) showed that inter-

‘‘actions with high ability students are perceived as being

5

more controllable and more successful: than interactions with
low abiiity ‘students, Also, teacher-initiated interactions
werk seeniby tendbare as provifilng more: sonkrol. than stadent-
initiated interactions. )

" Garner and Bing. (1973) looked at the teacher's view
of the child and the teacher's behaviour with the child as an
interactive process rather than a strictly ‘canand oeet
Researchers asked teachers to'rate each ehild in their classes
on & ‘nunber of behaviour and personality traits which the
researchers- later .clustered on the basis of similarity of
t:ait. By observing pupil-teacher imteractions in the class-
room, they found that chndzen who are not distinctive in

personality. or. conduct receive less then average teacher

.contacts. "A child's noticeability depends on his teacher's
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attitude towards him and his activity level, and the kind of . ‘=
activity detemines the kind of contacts he will tend to
receive" (Garnér‘and'sing, 1973, p. 242).. There vas a
tendericy for active children --- whether hard workers who
.initiate teacher contacts or students who behaved badly, to 3°
receive high levels of contact with teachers, - This study is

similar to one by Shlbeman (1969) in which teacher attitudes

of Mattachment, " “concern,” "indifference,’ and, "rejection %3
;‘;e're studied, Silberman found that, although teachers may :

try to ignore their personal’ feelings when dealing with their

students, these attitudes afe generally revealed in their ’
actions. . . i
i Thus it is likely that the daily classroom experience

of recipient students is significantly altered by
teachers' actions which express their attitudes. These
actions not only serve to communicate to students the
regard in which they are held by a .significant adult,
but they also gquide the perceptions of, and behavior

. ‘toward, these students by their peers (Silberman, 1969).

i

| Students for whom teachers have différing expectations
behave differently in class. High expectation students seem
to create more output opportunities for themselves than low

expectation students do. ' They respond to the teacher's

§ posltive attention by talking" up - more in class (Rothbart,

'Dalfen and parrett, 1971) and by initiating more work-

|
related s ‘vith their (Cornbleth, Davis,
and Button, 1974). Brophy and Good (1970) found 'children
i £ i gor whon teachens HeYd Hlgh expectaticms, raised their

Sy . hands in class more frequently than lows. They also

i A, e




., reinforcement patteins, or there is a possibility that

" motivation in school and other related activities; and may
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injtiated more work-related and 1 interdctions.’s

This behaviour may be the Fesult of teachers' attitudes and

ditferences in student behavior may establish teachers'
Giffering attitudes and behaviours: (McKinney, Mason,
Perkerson and Clifford, 1975). More probably, the behaviour
of teathers and students’is mutually accommodating (Noble
and Nolan, 1976). ' i
Bolstad and Jokinson (1977) examined the relationship
between the .descriptions that teachers gave of their 'students
and the actual’behaviour the students exhibited. They found
that the teachers were fairly accurate and that, for the most
part; the direction of the behéviouxal‘score's was in the !
order predicted by the teacher. However, they found: that

some were quite te in judging behaviour

. of some of their students. These teachers may have relied
on infrequent béhaviour or unrelated.variables such as 5
appearance or socioceconomic status. Dusek (1975) -thinks

that, if teacher expectancies are based on sound ocbjective C e
data regarding the students' abilities, then the teacher is

not biasing ‘the.student's education. Differing student-

téacher interactions may be the basis of a different teaching
s‘tyle desiqr; for a student's indi‘vidu‘al needs. However, if
expectancies are based on incorrect impressions or =
ir:elevant}nfcrmatxan, the d_ifferinq te;ch r-student inte}r-
actions may result in biasing the .student's interest and

j résult in poor academic performance.




4 ‘ "Relevant literatire indicates that teacher
expectancy does not always produce performance differences
in students, yet the effect is observed ofteh enough that

its. importance should not be ‘discounted” -(Smith and Lilginbuh1,

¥ ‘1975,‘ P. 2%5). In the study by Meichembaum et al., there was
considetable evidence of individal variation in teschers'
" classroom incexac};ions with bloomers and .control groups.
*8oné” teachers increhted positive interactions ‘and others
decreased negative interactions, althowh there was no

LD change in total amount of interaction. Brophy and Sood I

(19709 feel that the extent to which teachers are influenced

by their ies to treat @i fferently varies
fx;om\teauher to teacher. : I —

‘Research clearly indicates that a significant
positive Felationship exists betveen teacher-student inter-
ar;tions and teacher expectancy. - While most of the research
seems to indicate that the interaction process is the result
of teacher attitudes and reinforcement patterns, some =

research indicates thé possibility that differences in : ‘

student behaviour. may establish'differing attitudes and

\ : behaviours .on.the part of:the teacher.

‘Sunmary L
 From the preceding discussions, it can be seen that

- the research under consideration is mixed ahd contzove}u{af, b
It is apparent that relationships betwen the varisblesdo < = - :

exist but further research is needed. ' - 3=




CHAPTER IIL

Dy

PROCEDURES
@ - . i .
— The general procedures for this study vere as follows.
Eight subjects, four with learning problems and four average
achievers, werelldenti‘iived in’'each of nine classrooms. . Near
the end of the schopl year, the, sibjects were observed in the
lassroon sétting £or threée successive days. for a total. of
f/ift:een. hours . of observation per classroom.‘ (A medsure; of
teacher expectancy was obtained for each of the children
using the Child sehavior Trait Scale. This was aduinistered
to teachers at the . beqinning and aqaln at the end of the
school year. Expectancy residual jJains vere computed for
cach of the, subjects; and each Jvas categorized as having low
orhigh expectancy gain. | The. four groups which resuted
were compared with respect to ‘the pupil and@ teacher behaviours

which ‘were observed .

The Sample

This simple was undertaken as part of a larger ongoing

study being carried out by the Ijdtitute £6r Educational
' Research and Development, at Memor¥Al\ University 0;5

Newfoundland.: The population d of grade two students
and teachers from schools in the ruxalfst. Johi's area/ Grade
o was chosen as expectancy effects te thought to be. more

pronounced in #he lover grades (Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968) .

30
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The subjects for this study consisted of nine gnﬁ
tio. teachers and seventy-two of ‘their student; selected
from the schools participating in the larger study. Eight
students from each of the mine classrooms séerved as target :
. " subjects.. These-subjects were selected from their classes
~ according to the' following. criteria, 'First, ail students
" were rated by their classroom teachers, according to thelf
reading achievemént. Based on the rankings given by their

teacher, students were divided into two. groups.
; ; j

"1. Learning problem students: defined as ‘being. those
students who were placed by their teachers in the
botton twenty-five per cent of ‘their cl_as:s in reading

" acmevemené, ‘ax:xd further 1dent1"fiedlby the teacher .

as hav"zng_ learning uproblems.

2. Average achtéving stulents: defined as being those,
students who were placed by tHeir teachexs in the
"top seventy-five per-cent of their class in reading %
Hohieveingtit; asuliaing thos 1dentifted by the '

e
“ teacher as having learning problems. CRA

Next, four students_vere randomly selected from each

of these two groups in each target classroom to produce a total -

sample of y . Two + ‘one "fron the

group of average achieving students “and “one from the 1earmng
problem group, were absent faor more than one half the
-observation,time and were, therefore, .eliminated from
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further analysis.' The remaining sample consisted of seventy

atudents, th:,rcy—nine male ana thirty-one female.subjects.

The Instruments

Classy vation Ol tion Scale. The ‘obser-

vation instrument uged in this study is based on the premise
 that the primary motivating function of the teacher is to
encourage the oh-task behaviour of students in’ the classrosm.
Student-teacher interaction and the level of student needs
being met by this intexaction is a primary focus of this .
instrument. Thts_scaxe_,“deve'mped by Glasgow and Spain

(1978); employs-the direct observation of target students and

‘teachers by placing classroom behaviours within a:category

on a cqding sheet. 'The scale is désigned to code selected.

stydent and teacher Behaviours during a thirty second time

pexiod. The reliabillity of the observation has_been reported
to-be satisfacto:y by Glasgw (in progress) 1

" ' Enor to collecting “the data, observers were m:aine'd
in observation techniques and received supervised practlce
Bessions with written dialogues and videotapeﬁ excerpts of

real, classroom s:.tuaticns for a one week period These

sessions vere followed by_the sifpervisor!s’ evatuistian of

“the observers' ratings. 1 v

. Pupil behaviours previously dennemm Chapter I are
aaced by the scale. into thirteen categeries. Four majo;
types Of student behavior were described, tiiree of which have

been divided into-more specific pupil behaviours, interactions,




and disruptive activity of Ene’zazgeé‘ikélviéual. The
organization of these categories of behaviour are graphically -
illustrated in Figure.1. . P
The_teacher.fgcus of. the observation scale was on
the motivational aspect of the teacher's behaviour and”Wpon
the primary targéts of that behaviour.. The particular
, emphasis of thé coding scheme is in the aeéermination of
levels of motivaticn employed by a given teacher. The
categories used in the coding of teacher behaviour have
already been deséribed in Chabter I and are illustrated in
. f

o 4

Child Behaviour Traits Checklist (CBT). The Child's

Behaviour Traits Checklist, a Likert-tfype.scale déveloped by

Figure 2, |

Levenséein‘(Johnson, 1976). for research’ purppses was used to’

obtain a measure of 'teacher’expectancy. Since it was

adninistered both in Septeriber and May, changes {h expec-

tancy could be observed, and related to.student.and teacher.

behaviours .

'!‘wenty items, c!assified into five subscales, are
~rated on a séale of 1°to 5, with a total score ranging from

20 to°100. The~tatal 'score was used in this study. The

Hive subscales on\the CBT are entitled; Responsible, |

Ind e, Social. ¢ on, Cognitively Relgted skills,

Emotional Stability, and Task Orientation. The, ratings are
.made by-a;teacher for each child. A coefficieht alpha of .85

for the internal/validity of this'scale was reported.by

' Johnson (1976). Other evidence of validity indicates a
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Figure 1.., Major and.Sub-Categories of -
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significant correlation between CBT scores and classroom

A correlation of

' p P of school b
.43 was found to exist between CBT and I.0.
7 The CBT was administered in late September.and again

in May, to the teachers involved in the broader study. The

special observations employed for this study were not
oyed

_ directly associated by the teachers with the'CBT, although

they were aware that all the dita being collected could be

- correlated. . ; .

Observation Preccdure J

Each classroom was observed for L 2 total of thx‘ee
morning and three afterncon sessions. Thus, a total of
three full days of observation was accumulated over a six-
w:aek peripd for each classroom, a total of fifteen hours in

each classroom. At the time of the observations, the

observers were unaware of the rankings obtained by target

students on reading achievement, and .did not ’know the
teacher expectuncy ratings of the children beinq observed.

The observern were ‘located so a clear view of

teacher and students could be maintained. The observers did

not interact with'either the teacher or the students. A
code” number between one and éiqht was randomly assigned to
each of the target students in a classroom. "An observation.
cycle w;s *established so tlgat'theiobserven focused their
attention-on one énrget u‘t a time in numerical order.

A thirty second observation period was employed

Al
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durihg which a target student and the te%er were observed.
, Duzing tffe £irst ten seconds, attention was focused on the '
target student andda judgenent was made concerning the
B o ;tudents' behayiour.” Attention was then focused on the
teacher For the mext tin secindsand a ndgemsnt vas mada
concerning the teachers' behavicur category. - The remaining
ten seconds was spent checking the appropriate columns on
the coding form. All observations were carried out in the
home-room; No cbservations were carried cut during library,
nusic or physical education, Observers did not interact

with students _.outside the-classroom. ‘

Obsexrvers and-teachers did not interact abput the

- nature of the observations. Teachers had agréed to this
procedure with respect to the larger study, and were asked
to cooperate in an extension of that study. They were unaware v

o . that the procedure was related to their ranking of the students

in the class.

o . Statistical Analysis

Residual gains -for the CBT ratings of the grade two
students in ‘the larger study were computed from the pre-test
£ + ' and post-test CBT ratings in order to obtain a measure of

change of teacher expectancy for the students.-

The sample size vas nearly 1,000 students, rated by
~ >
thircy—nine different teachers. The seventy students oi this/ *
P! B § study weré a subsample of this group, and were among tﬁe

nearly 270 students rated by nine teachers.




The residual gains. Vete! compdtai mubaeqhanbits e

second’ dantnistration of the ‘BT in May, ' The mean CBT residual =
gain was computeﬂ and the seventy. target,students were rated

as having high expectancy gain if they were above the. mean gain
fur the sample, and low’ expectancy gain if they were below the
mean gain. Thus, four groups of students could be obtained:
those having average achievement ‘and high expectancy gain,
those wfth average achievement and-flow expectancy gain, those
with learning prchlems and high ex;[:ctam:y gain and those with
learning problems and low expectancy gains.

As' the classroom obse:vation systen\atical].y sampled”

student and teacher behuvioura at thh:/tfy second 1ntervals,

the average number of times each behavl_om: was observed in

each classroom was taken as the proportion of total time

that “Students and [teachers. engaged.in that behaviqui. In
this study, interest wds focusedz/n the ‘time that the teacher
intexacéed with target students. As this tine was guite lov
for each student, a matter of a.few minutes VUVEZ the flfteen

hours of observation, students in e;ch learning group

5, e i
-~ category. were assigned the average by classroom for teacher

behaviours for that learning group category. .The four «

groups were compared with respect to student-and teacher
-behaviours using analysis of variance.

. Hypotheses were tested at both thé .‘05 and .20 levels.
The small size of the sample increased the risk of committing
a Ty’pe 1i error. By 1nc}easiqg the risk of Type 1 e;zct from

»05 to .20, the. risk of committing Type 1l error was reduced.




testable hypotheses \which were not contrived or trivial.

tudy confirmed'the findings of other
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CHAPTER' IV d
_ ANALYSIS

Introduction . L 4
The- analysis of ‘the data collected'in this study is
presented in this chapter. .As a preface to the discussion of
the research questions, an examination is made of .the
" differences which were observed betveen the ¢lassrooms which
/participated in the study. Following this, the research ‘

" questions.are considered in the order outlined if Chaptér I.

Classroom Differences .
Table 1 shows the teacher expectancy residual mean
gain|scores across classrooms and achievement groups. There
. el BiwiNE pRTaLIGN HEtReRn Ve RN EOoRE Bi (e Lt
residual mean gain scores. Classroom number five; in
particular, was extremely high in comparison. to the mean for
the entire pqulation. There were differences between class-—
rooms on the mean expectancy residual .gains for average and
learning problem students.” The residual mean gains for the
average achieving students were above the total population
mean-for six of the nine. classrooms, while for, the learning,

problem students, six were below. .

Question 1: Are there differences in student

beh " and the ‘facilitating rei

experienced

40

|
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Table 1

xpectancy Residual Mean Gain Scores

Classroom,

" Number

Achievement Group

‘

ohrosriwaoanoss

4
H
4

4

8

4

4

8

4
-4
8

Average
Learning Problém
+ Total i

. Average -
¥~ Learning Problem~
Total
Average
Learning Problem
Total
Average 1/,,/»4//’//
Learning Problem
Totali—
erage
Learning Problem
Total :
Average
“Learning: Prblem
Total
Average
Learning Problem
a1

.Average
Learning Probxem
Total

Average

- Learning Problem
" Total

* Mean for Entire Population -.20

~




by between those who are average achieving and
. :

who are having learning problems?

* -Table 2 shows the mean percent%ge of student time
for each of the student behaviour dategpries which were
observed. Means aré shown for the 1;10 chievement, groups,
the two expectancy gain categories and the four groups :
formed from the combinations of achievement and expectancy
gaih. Table 3 gives similar informatign for the target-
oriented teacher behaviours which werejobserved. Target-
oriented behaviours'were those teacher behaviours which ;
oceurred when the teachex, was 1nterac(Iinq with the studeht
who was being observed at the time. Table 4 gives the results
of the analysis of variance testing h“ﬁ significance of the
mean differences between the groups.

! significant differences between the average'achieving
students and the students with learning problems were not

found at the .05 level for either category. However,

. differences. in student behaviours were found ab the .20 level

of significance in the categories on non-attending non-disrupt,

\ \ - :
| total pupil on-task behaviour; attending peer-directed on-task,

and teacher-directed off-task disrupt. Average achievers had
& total’of. 86k per cant of their time.categorided hs'an-task
¢ompared to-81.5 per cent for the students with learning

L i . p
problems. In 'the non-attend non-disrupt category, the

comparison was about 7.6 per cent for. the average achiever:
and'11.5 per cent for the students with.learning probléms.

In the attending, and peer-directed on-task chtegories, -the




-Table 2

Pupil Classroom Be] aviours Comparing

Gain Category Shd Achieverent Catedor

Pupil igh Low stancy

Behaviour .Achievement Group Gain Mean Gain Mean Total

Attending . -Avera 75.8 80.4 774

E Learning Problem 77.0 71.3 73.3

Total 76.3 174.6

Peer Directed Average 3.1 5.2 3.5

On-Tas: Learning Problem 3.4 2.7 2.9
Total 3.2 3.6 s

Peer Directed Average 5.7 . 2% T oA S

‘Distract Learning Problem 5.6 4.8 15 el
Total . 5.7 3le '

Peer Directed Ave: 0.16 . 0.0 0.1l

-Disrupt : \Learninq Problem 0.16 0.13 0.1

0.2 0.1
Teacher Directed Averag 5.6 2.2 T 4.3
on-Task Positive Learning Problem 4.0 4.8 4.6
ota: 5.1 3.9
Teacher Directed Average 0.7. 0.05 0.5
On-Task Negative . Learning onblem 0.4 0.8 0.7
0.6 0.6 ’ <

Total

Bicass s et . = . s




" 7able 2 (Continued)

Pupil
‘Behaviour

-Achievement Group

Teacher Directed
Off-Task Disrupt

Teacher Directed
Off-Task

Non-Disrupt

Teacher Directed
Pupil Initiated

Teacher Directed

Teacher Initiated

Non Attending

Disrupt Learning Problem
s Total
© Non Attending .  Average
~ Nondisrupt _ . . - Learning Problem
R s, Total
Total ‘on-Task Average i

ot

Average

Learning Problem
Total .
Average

Learning Erohlem
Total

Averag

Leaming Pproblan
Total

Average ¥
Learning Problem
Total

Average

Leazning pxobum

gh
Gain Mean

oo
e
oo

[Ey

[
[
Wi

» ‘®muo

wu




' Table 3

Tauchex‘ Clasafoom Behaviours Target Orientation Comparing

Explctnncy Guin and Achievement Category
1]

N B D
Achievment Gloup High Expectancy . Low Expectancy
. Gain * Gain -

‘Teacher Behaviqur . Total
Indeterminate Average . i 0.24 0.37
- Léarning-Problem - ' 0.27 0.39
Total 4 0.25
Accepting Average ‘ . 1.8 1,85
Learning Problem 1.4 7 1.46
Total | 1.7
: . i v
Esteem . Average ! 0.23-" -
L i Problem 0.10 0.14
Total " 0.19
Interest Average . 0.14 b 0.10
Providing * Learning Problem 0.19 T e 0.06
Total 0.16 0.06
Non Accepting Average  * 1.4 1.26
’ e Learning Problem ., 1.0 '0.84
Total ¥ 1.27 » h
. : o
Degrading, Average 3 0.09 0.0§
i Learning Problem 0.01 # 0.02
Total 0.06
% g . h . 2
Indirect ol Average e Wy 3:0 2.74
W v Learning Problem Ral. 1.90
- Total o 2.68 :
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Table 4 “ .. -
,Analysis of Variance

Achievement Group and Expectancy Category with Pupu and Teacher - “ -
Behaviour as Dependent Variable: B

’ Behaviour S e o5 F P F
G : Achi ?
” . 4 Group Gain
Puéu Behaviour: ¥ B
*Attending . 2.75P 0.06 4.50%
Peer Directed: On-Task 1.74° 078 * ' 2:61°
Peer Directed: Distract 1.06 [ 2.88° 1.14
Peer Directeld: Disrupt o . 0.56 T1.25 0.58
Teacher Directed: On-Task Positive " 0.46 2,44 6.18
. ‘Teacher On-Task Negative 1.31 0.27 6.04% ¢
"'+ mTeacher On-Task Disrupt: 0.57 0.57 0.57 i
Teacher Off-Task Disrupt 2.84 0.11 0.09 :
Teacher Of£-Task Non Disrupt 0.67 793 0.06 ¢
Teacher Pupil Initiated " 0.13 0.97 1.56
Teacher Directed: Teacher Initiated * dae 1.53 - 6.66° .
Nonattending, Disrupt 1.25 1.70° 1.41
€ Non.attending, Nondisrupt 3:39° 3oun™ 2.00°
v 3.78° 0.34

Total Pupil On-Task Behaviour

3.11




- : Table 4 (Continued) g

Behaviour w A ® A P ., P

[ 2 3 v ‘Achi tion
: Group Gain

Teacher Behaviour -- Target Orientatidh :
Indeterminate L0431 8.60% 0.89
Accepting x e, 3.24° 0.03 0.02%

. Esteem-Enhancing ; 11.06* 3.25" 0.39
Interest Providing . e . L0.01 11,89” . 1.06

“'Non Accepting % | 3.8 3.64° 0.05
Degrading : : 4:14% 3.66° 5.042
Indirect ¢ X 6.81% L3672 0.54"
Direct 5 o 2.42° 0.69 3.83°0
‘Total Target Directed i = -

(" Motivating Behaviour' . 6.54 0.01

. ~ 1
®significant at the .05 level

Pgignificant at the .20 level ¥

12




- differences were 77.5 per.cent and 3.9 per. cent respectively
for the average students_and 73.3 per cent and 2.9 per cent
for the students with learning problems, The teacher’i
directed off~task Aisrupt’ wds 0.20 per cent for the hverage

" and 0.46 per, cent .for learning problem students.

0 Significant difiexences between the ‘achievement
groips and the target-oriented teacher behaviours vere found
at the .05 ‘level £0r ektiem enchancing, degraling, indirect
and total target directed motivating behaviour. All other
Behavloure Wore stgnifiedng st s 20 wvel sept bor we
indeterminate and interest providing categories. The average
achieving students received twice as mich esteem enchancement,
0.28 per cent, than did the-learning problem students who

received 0.14 per'cent. The average students had 1,8 per

cent and 0.1.pej cent accepting and interest providing
teaching behaviours directed towards them compared to 1.5 per
cent and .06 per cent respeckively for the lcarning problen
students.. ‘The ’teachez was nore’ non=accepting of and )
degzadmg towards the average student vith 1.3 per’cent and
.06 per cent respectxvely for the averge students and .84 per
cent and ,02 per cent for the learning problen students.
There. were no significant differences in the anount of inde=
términate notivating behavioir dhyen Bowardthe two groups,
but significant differences in both the amount of indirect
and direct motivation and the total motivating teacher

behaviour favored the average students. B




Research Question 2: Are there differences in student
behaviours and the facilitating reinforcement received by

students between those wha have low residual expectancy
gains and -those having high residual gains?

The £indings for this question are presented in the
Tables 2 to 4. i ’ :
Significant differences at the .05 level were found

for the teacher-directed off-task non-disrupt behaviour

category with 1.83|per cent for low expectancy gain students-
compared Yo 0 T cent for‘mgh expectancy gain students.
Significant differences at the .20 level were. found in four
stu'den: behaviour categories. High expectancy gain students
had more peer—directed-distract behaviour (5.7 per cent)

than the low expectancy gain students (3.9 per cent). ‘The

teacher-directed k-positive ur’ of with
high gain was 5.1 per cent compared to 3.9 per cent for low -
gain students. Low gain students exhibited more non-attending-
disrupt behaviour (0.16 per cent) and non-attending non-
disrupt behaviour (11.2 per ce;\t) than did the high gain

students who had 0.05 per cent and 7.8 per cent respec-

tively! inthese behaviour ;ateqories.

Significant dlfferences at the .05 level were found

in the indeterminate categary of the tarqet—oriented teacher :

Low y gain twice as
much indeterminate teacher behaviour (.50 per cent) as did
the high expectancy gain 'students who received 0.2 per cent. -

Significant differences at the :20 level vere found in five




s

target-onented teacher behaviours. Low expectancy gain

students received 0.23 per cent -esteem enchancemem: Cmpax‘ed

to 0.19. per cent by high Cy. gain st »
However, high expectancy gain students received more interest

providing motivation, (0.16 per cent) "g:oupigrea to . low
\expectancy gain students who received .01 per cent.. More
non-accepting teacher beliaviour (127 pée: cent) was directed
toward the high expsctancy ‘gain: students comparsd &5 0:84° per’
\\éenc for'the students wtih low.expectancy gain, While the.'
ounts were very small, significant differences in degrading

behavxours were found. The level Eor the high expectancy

gai\. students (0.06 per cent)_ was higher than the level for
students with ‘low expectancy gain which vas 0.02 per cent.

High .‘y\‘peccancy gain students also had more indirect motivating
behavio\tt shown them (2.7 per cent) compared to 2 per cent

experxenﬁed by low expectahcy gain students.
\ \

-\
Question 3: Are there di in student
behaviour: and she: Saciiivating xal z:acei;red by
anong those with difﬁ-rane ions of achieve-
mentand’ . residual gain? a*

Aggin,. the reader fs referred to Tables 2 to 4 for data
:elating to this uestion. In Tables 2 and 3, the reader is
- referred to the mean per cent recqrded for each of the four
combinations of lch!\evement and teacher expectancy gain

categories. In lel? 4, the mova test of significance of ’

the i on was !‘;he statistical consideration
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for this question. As can be seen, siqnificant interactions
were found for the student behaviours of attending, peer-

directed-distract, teacher-directed on-task positive and

' ndgative, teacher-directed teacher initiated, non-attending

non-‘aiarugt andtotal pipil on-task behaviour. significant
interactions were found.on two teacher tardet- oriented
hehayiours, degrading and direct motivatmn. .
"It would be difficult to convey. the significance of
vthe Lnteractions which were found by discussing the mean
values found-for each of the achievement/teacher expectancy
gain categories. What is of real interest are the profiles
of student and teacher behaviours.which were generated for
each of the categories. Tables 5 and 6 were prepared to -
help deseribe the behaviour profiles which were developed.
Profiles were prepar'ed for the group of average achievers
with high teacher expectancy gains "(aH) s the q‘rcup of
average achievers dith fow teackset expectancy gains (AL);
the group of learning problem children with hilh teacher
expectancy; gain (LH), and the group of learnin \ problem
children with 10w teacher expectancy gain (LL). '\ In the
two tables, + indleates that the observed behdviéur for a
group uas observed more frequently ﬂman “for t{te sample as a
whole, - means the behaviour was observed less frequently
than for the sample as a whole, while a blank means that
the behaviour for a group was observed to be at about the.
darage Sroqumncy tor ths Eannls as 4 WHolb:, T e

following sections, the behaviour profile of éach of the




Table 5. . o

Pupil Bhaviour Profile

; : ) AL T (D)
3 . Pupil Behaviour Average  Achievement Learhing® Problems
High Exp. Low Exp. High Exp. - Low Exp. &
. Gain Gain Gain Gain %
; T
Attending . Bk = 3 | -
% peer Directed ' g
.on-Task J o0 : + ¥ - .
Off-Task Distract ., 4+ . = ke
Off-Task Disrupt + - wY \
Teacher Directed o e .
On-Task Positive + - i
On-TabbLeqative & > - 4 +
Off-Task Disrupt . - o S :
Off-Task Nondisrupt 3 + e
Pupil Initiated =~ - 4 ° o
) el Teacher Initiated =~  + - +
Nonattending . :
Disrupt " L B - - s
k Nondisrupt A - - +

.~ 76tal On,Task 2 + - i =

# 418 hther l.n the observed behavioux than typical for

. he sample as a whole.

"/ = 15 lower in the observed behaviour- thun typical for
the sample as a whole. »
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Table 6

Target-Oriented Teacher Behaviour Profile

54

(LH)

i ; () (L) _(mL) .
Teacher Behaviour Average Achievement Learning Problems
High Exp. ' Low Exp. High Exp. Low Exp.
Gain Gain Gain Gaih
Indeterminate - + - o
Accepting ‘
Esteem-Enhancing : o = -
Interest Providing £ - E -
Nonaccepting i P ! -
_Degrading ! ¥ S -
Indirect + i =
Direct . ! + . j
Total Motivaking g . = -

+ Higher than typical for the sample as a whole.

. -\Lower than typicnl for the&samp1e as -a whole.
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groups |
/
i

Average achiévers:with high teacher dain
() The growp of students with average achieverent and
high teacher expectancy gain had student behaviours charactei—

ized by the highest ratings in the £ollowing categories; peer=

directed distract, teacher-directed on-task positive and\off—
task disrupt, -and teacher-directed pupil initiated inter-\
actions. With regards to the teacher-directed pupil-
initiated interactions, these interdctions were on ‘task.more \
“Ehan 73 per,cent of the time. This: group-had the secomd ' \ d
highes¥ 1evel of teacher-directed teacher—initiated inter- )
.actions. It had nearly the same level of peer-directed /( “ &
axgrupc behaviour as for the learning problem high teacher Nl
expectancy gain group which rated highest of the four - \
groups. It had the lowest level of non-attending non-dusrupt

behaviours and was one of the. two groups which obtained the

lowest rating in' the 1y disrupt gory of
J behaviours. ‘' The peer-directed on-task, teacher=directed off-

task non-disrupt and’attending. behaviours of this group were

typical; whereas the teacher-directed on-task negative and

50 total on-task behaviours were higher than typical for the
" sample as'a‘whole: !

Teacher behaviours directed oward this group wers

high in non-accepting and degrading behaviours. The 1lével

of indirect and total motivating behaviours was &1so -highest

for this group. The indeterminate behaviours of teachers were

i .
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lower than for the other groups. .In all other categories :
except interest providing, the behaviours directed toward
this target group were moderate and typical of the sample

as a whole. Interest providing behaviours of teachers toward

; . - .
this group were almost as high'as for the learming problem

‘high expectancy group which obtained the highest rating of

all four groups.

*Average achievers with low teacher expectanc: ain

(AL). . The group of students- that had average achievement but
low teacher expectancy gain were characterized by having the

highest attending and total on-task behayiours of all

groups. It also had the highest peer-directed on-task and . .-

teacher-directed off-task non—disrupt behaviours. It had
the lowest peer-directed-distracpmnd disrupt behaviours,
teacher-directed off-task disrupt, and teachér-directed pn-
task positive and negative behaviours. Teacher-student

interactions, both pupil-initiated and teacher-initiated,

_were also lowest for this group: Teacher—directed pupil-

initiated interactions were on task less than 3B per cent

of the time. The non-attend disrupt and ncn;disrupc AL
behaviours of this .group were similar to two other groups and .
|were lower than for the learninL problem  low expectancy gain
lgroup. ‘ ' “ ‘ X i

\ Teacher behaviours directed ‘toward this group were
high in indeterminate:and esteem enhancing behaviours. Th‘e

direct motivating behaviour of teachers was also highest for

‘this group, however, the indirect and total motivating
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teacher behaviours were-about average .for the sample ‘as a

whole.. The accepting and non-accepting behaviours of

'teachers were typlcal of the other groups. There was a

below average level of interest providing behaviour directed
tovard this group, however, it was not as low as for the
learning problen’low expectancy group. The level of,
deqrading behaviour showr was. lover than for two groups

but the same as for the learning problem high expectancy
gain group. ¢ .

N » 3 Vi

Learning problem with high teacher expectancy

‘gasn (m-xz. The group of students with learning problems and

high expectancy gain was characterized by having about the

- same amount of peer—dlrected-disrupt behaviour and almost

the same amount of peer-directed-distract behaviour.as the
average high expectancy group. who were rated highest in the
samle in thesé categories. The learning problem niqﬂ

expectanc& group exhibited the highest level.of teacher—

.directed off-task disrupt behaviours and the lowest level of

teacher-directed of f-task, non-disrupt behaviours. The level
of ‘non-attending disript béhaviours exhibited vas the same as
for the average high expectancy gain group which obtained

the lowest rating in'this category. The non-attending non-

disrupt-and teacher-directed on-task negative were lower than

typical for the sample. The teacher-directed pupil-initiated
interactions were typical for the sample and were on task more

than: 75 per cent of the time. In-all other categories, the




pupi1 behaviours  of the 1 group were typical for the sample
as awhole. LE s o
Teachers responded to'the learning prohlem high
expectancy gain I higher level of literest
providing. behaviour than for any ‘other group. They used
lover levels of esteem enchancinent than for the other
Wi - ' gr upa. Indeterminate mot:.vatinq benaviours were lower than '
was typlcal, however, they were higher than the level for )
the average high expectancy. students. The level of s |
degrading behaviours exhibited by, teachers towards £his

group was the same as for the average low expectarcy gain ©

students which was lower than for the other two groups.

" B 5 f -
The levels of nce and | were typical *

for the sample as vere the levels of difect and indirect

motivation, and the level of total motivating behaviour.

Learning problem students with low teacher

gain IL). The group of students with learning probless ard
low teacher expectancy gains had ‘the lowest lével of peer-
directed on-task, attending and total on—task ‘student
‘behaviours of all groups. It had the highest. level of.
disrupt and non-dlbrupt non-attending behaviours, as well. -’
as the highest teachet-directed on-task negative behaviours.

' It also had the highest level ¢f teacher-directed teacher—

{ initiated behaviours. . It had the second highest level of
g i '’ teacher-directed pupil-initiated interactions, however, 2
these interactions were on-task only about 56 per cent of -

i the ‘time. . All other behaviour categories for this group Lt




‘ behaviours,

were typloal for the sample as awible.

"' ( In comparison to the other groups, teacheérs responded
+0.this' group with the lowest 'level of non—accepting and’
interest providing motivating’ behaviours, as well as with -
the lowest level of direct, indirect and total motivating

The level of indeteminate’teacher motivation
was hthex than average for the sample whereas the 1evel of .
esteem enhancement was Lower: The accepting and deq:adinq
behnv:.curs Of tedchers toward this groip wete typical “when
Sopasen 51 sample as a'wholc. ey

s i

' ‘Summary N

It Gan bé Seen that the four groups of childréh
Qiffered decidedly with respect to the behaviours they
exhibi ted in the classroom and with respect to the teacher
mativatinq behaviours shown toward then.. The next chapter
will discuss the mplieations of these fmdinqs. 7
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Chaptex I

z residual mean gain. scores. One classroom, in particular,

. CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- The purpose. of this chapter is to examine the
dlffey:ences which vere observed between the classrooms which
participated in ‘the study, discuss thé conclusions which
Were drawn with.respect to the Fesearch questions, and
Preseiit récomendations for practice and future research.
The p:eaem:ation wiu ‘be,in that’ otdex. The conclusions will ',

be discussed in tne or\ier of the questions presented ‘in :

c pi. .- In the di ion of cy .

rating and classroom behaviours ‘which follow, it must be

remembered’ that important differences existed -bétween class-

“'rooms ‘in terms of teacher expéctancy residual mean gains. 2

Thars ‘was a wl.de variation between .classrooms on the twtal

was very high in comparison to the mean for the entire !

population. 'l‘he results aeem to 1ndicate that, over the

§ year, teachers may change (their expectations of students

’1n thei.r classzocms 'l‘here were dlfﬁe:ences between class-

rooms cn the mem expeceuncy residual gaxns for average arui

learning pxablem students., The residual mean gains for t.he<

‘averggs achieving students. were above the total populiixon'

mean for l.b: of the nine class:eoms, ‘while for t.he learnin;

Thls seemd to lndicat:s-xhut

problem stndents, six were belou
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teachers tend to become more positive in their .expectancy’
ratings for ‘average achieving Students than for learning .
problem students and is supported by theﬁuéxatuxe ' )
réporting that tedcher expecfancies remaif relatively stable. '
More importantly, the existence of significant differences =
between classrooms suggests that ’chanqe‘m teacher .expec-
tancy. may be a function.of 1n1t£a‘i expectancies; chafacter-
istic, of the incoming students, J;ha:actenscic teacher

behavior, teacher personality and attitudes.

The Relationship of Student and Teacher Eehavlours

The first research question asked if there——’

were difi r and the faciutating

in student behavi
reinforcement experlenced by students Who are average
‘achilevers and students who are having learning problems.

From the afhalysis, it was found that differences between the

groups do exist,

‘in bhoth the areas. of student and teacher

behaviour.

In genéral, the findings of this study were

similar. to ‘those of other studies examining the same .’

question.

_Average achieving students differed from thdse with
learning problens in that they had. higher levels of
ot 'non-

' actenalng, total en-taek behaviour and lower levels

attending ‘non- auruyt and ;eachet-directed oif-task disrupt

hehhviours. ’l'his finﬂinq was' consistent with thoae reported

by Eoge ‘and Luce 11975) and McKinney et al. (1975). .The
present ntudy also found that the average achieving students

g

T —
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hed higher levels of -pesr-divacted on-task interactions.
Sirilay findings have been reported by Perkins (1965) and
Soli and Devine (1976). Students with Learning ‘pfoblems
had higher levels of cff—t'ask disruptive teacher interactions
bt their levels of on-task pasitive and negative teacher

interactions vere similar to the level experienced by the

average achieving student.  Similar levels.of teacher inter-

actions were initiated by both the average achieving students
and those with learning problems. The same level of inter-
actisn with both groups vere initiated 5 the teacher. There-
fore, it appeared that pupils with learning problems: initiated
“fewer on-task interactmns. While thosé findings generally

support those of Eoge and Lut:e (1979) , who reported a

positive re n i -achieyenent ‘and pupil initiated
work contacts, they are inter sting in that they sugqest that
the overall level of pupil- ﬁeZchgr interaction is not .
directly associated with'achievement, and, therefore, “that -
it must be the nature of the cantact that is important. .
Average achieving students were-also found to' . .
experience’ different~lavels' of teacher facilitating reinforce-
bkt “bnan. it e learning probler students. 'The findings
of thig study were not ‘entirely consistent with the liter-

Loirs, The average achieving studente .received twice as

much estaamA enchancement as did the studs nt:s with learning

problems: ~This vas, consistent with the yeport of Brophy and

-'Good (1970) “and .Thurstone (1937)- x‘espectxinq teachex praise.

Some of the lite . teacher for

R




achievement also supported this finding (Cooper and Baron, 1977).
Average achieving students received more reinforcement
of all types than aid the learning prohlem students. .:The
total amount of relnforcement was‘noc an issue in most of
the literature reviewed. .The abe:age achigving ‘students vere
found to experience sliqhtly mofe accepting, more non-accepting
and ‘degrading teacher respcmsﬁ‘s than the learning problem«
students. This finding vaxled///somewhat from that of Hoge and
Luce (1979), who, in their review'of the literature on this
topic, found that, while negative teacher’ cént@ccs (e.g. ;
criticisms, behaviour warfxinqs)- generally related negatively .
to achievement, ‘posifive types Of attention. (.q."teachbr
initiated work interactions) showed more variablé relations
to achjevement. The average achieving students also
experienced higher levels of ‘interest.providing facilitation !
it from the teacher. Howeéver, research has found that intérest
and achievement tend‘ not to be ass;;ciated except wher}‘the . 0
' | 1learning goals have been internalized by the student (Clifford, ' . >
1973) . - The Findings 3£ this study regatdinq the relationship
of achievement and teacher facilitation suqqested a much more
complex relatinns-hip than did the findings of most of tne

S " above authors. Hoge and Luce (1879) " drew’ similar cuncminns : 1 .

. concerning this relationship. .

The Relationship of Student and Teacher Behaviour
to Teacher Exgectancx Gain. The second x‘eseaxch questicm
asked if there' were differences in student bahavioux‘s and

s
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the ‘facilitating réinforcement reéceived by students who had
low' gains in teacher. expectancy and those having high gains
5 oo dme expectan‘cy. ‘From an analysis, differences were. found
with respect 'to both student behavicurs and téacher
facilitating reinforcement.
: Those students who experienced high levels of
: teacher expectancy ‘gain had more teacher-directéd on-task
‘positive behaviour. This finding is consistent with that of
Brophy and Good (1970) who found. that children £or whom
7 ,* teachers heid high expectations raised their hands more
frequently than lows and initiated more work related and
{ ‘. | procedural interactions. Cornbleth, Davis and Button (1974)
also found that high expectancy students initiate more.work
related contacts with their teachers. The students who
. .. experienced low lévels of teacher expectancy gain had more u
teacher-directed off-task non-disrupt and ncn-atter’ndinq
Qisrupt behaviours. Brophy (1979) found that teachérs with
low expectations for certain students may dev. more time . .
o controling conduct than to actual instruction. Brophy

and Good (1970) found a tendency for teachers to initiate’

¢ more inter ns with.low in the area
o teachet criticlism ahd control rather/than in york related
contacts or provision of op;poztunlties to respon‘d.‘ -Students
who' experienced high levels of teicher éxpectancy gain had

more peer-directed distract behavm}r'bue no difference in

.- ‘other peer orierted interactions suggesting that there were

more off-task social interactions with peers among this group.-
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The literature reviewed doés not ‘examine the relgtionship of

expectancy-to student behaviour very extensively. It is
worthy of note, however,:‘that off-task peer interactipns were
higher and off-task teacher interactions were lowef among
students experiencing high teacher expectancy gain.

, Students with high teacher expectancy gains experienced

more non-accepting and degrading reinforcement from their

whereas low received more esteem

‘enchancing reinforcement. This is in conflict with the

studies of Brophy:and Good (1970) who found that teachers

seemed to praise the highs more when they answered correctly

and criticize less when they were incorrect or unable to amswer __ ©  *
A ° F &
- 3 the’ question. Cooper and Baron (1977) also found that students
5 for whom Had expr high - expectations

received more praise per correct answer than-did low-
expectation students.

A basic difference between this study and those

reported, was that hcy gains, rather than expectancy

Sl levels, were.the basis for analysis. To the extent theh - :

T - “that positive gains occur for low as well as high expéctancy |
" students, the reported nature of teachér behavicurs

nasociated with high and low expectancy would be axpaeted

t6.Be a factor in'modifying the £indings of ‘teacher behaviours -
associated with gains in expectancy.
‘After conemermg the above, a second explanation

emerges. In this study, changes in-teacher expéctancy have

been: theoretically4associated with student behaviour. . As




|
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students behave in ways which lead to higher expectancy,
teachers could become more demanding-that the desired
behaviours be maintained and less accepting of student
behaviour which is hot congruent with the new expectancy.
It is possible that the teacher will also be 1dss. ambiguous
in reinforcing these students, thus explaining the Tower
levels of indeterminate teacher behaviours which were found
for the high gain students. This is in agreement with the'

review'by Good and Brophy (1977) who found that more is

demanded f£rom high exp y sti by their 7
than £rom low expectancy students. Brophy (1979) concluded /
that praise is more likely to be associated with achievement

if 1t is applied to specific behaviours and outcomes in the
learning situation. Even.though Bmph;r was specifically”
concerned with tt;‘e application of 'praise assoclabe‘d with
achievement, his conclusions may be applied to'the above
findings. " An important finding id that teachers used.

interest to reinforce.the high expectancy gain students

‘much more frequently than they did with low expectancy gain

students. In fact, interest provision was virtually limited

to the high expectancy gain -students.

Student and Teacher Behaviout and the Interaction

Tof évement and Teacher Gain. . The third

research-uesticn asked if there were differences in student
behaviotrs and the facilitating reinforcement that were

related td the combination of achievement group and teacher

gain gory. This ion grew- from




67
which suggested that student a'nq teacher classroon behaviours
were highly variable. 'From this it followed that academic’
achievment might not. be alvays associated with teacher
expectancy gain, ‘and this proved to be the case, Four groups
of students wére identified., The first was a group of.
average' achieving students with high teacher expectancy
gains '(AH) . The second, a group of average achieving
students with low teacher expectancy gains (AL). The third
was a group.of students who had learning problems with high
teacher expectancy gains. (LH). The fourth was a 'qrt;u'p of
learning problem students who had low teacher expectancy
gains ‘(LL). -Each of the groups differed from thé others in
temms of s{uaent behaviours and teacher provided facilitating

reinforcement and will be discussed in turn.

Average Achi t and High Teacher Gain.

Thgeas‘t{dents had the highest rating of all groups' in the
teacher-directed on-task positive, student-teacher inter-
. actions, both pupil and teacher initiated, and the lowest
‘Jevel of non-attending behaviours of all groups. These
findings are in aq:eement with those of Rnthbar:, Dalfen
and-Barrett (1971), Cornbleth, Davis and Button (1974) and
Brophy and' Good (1970).  'The students with average achieve=
ment and high- expectancy Gain had the highest level of
peer—dix‘ected off-task behavior of all groups. However;
studies by Perkins (1965) and ucmnney et al. (1975)
siggested that achievérs spend-signifidantly more time engaged

in ‘work oriented interactions with peers than underachievers.
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B Btudents who interacted most with peers on-task.
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While this was true. in qeneral for this study, it was the AL

The total level of'rexnforcement was higher for the
AH group, a finding which is ;n'accord with findings of
Rothbart et al, (1971) and Cornbleth; et al. (1974),
shiggesting higher ‘levels’of contact betveen teachers and high

éipectancy pupils. This group also experienced the highest

“level of indirect and the second highest-level of interest

providing motivation -of all groups. The teacher used less

indeterminate behaviour ‘With this group, suggesting that, the

‘teacher resporises were less ambiguous and more specific to

the behaviour of students, a £inding in accord with Brophy's
(1979) conclusion that praise is more hkély to be associated
with achievement if #t is applied to specifig behaviou:‘and
outcomes in the learning situation. This groun experienced

more nonfaccepting and degrading teacher responses than any

'of the other groups, a finding which is inconsistent witlf

those of Brophy and-Good (1?.701. and Cooper and Baron (1977)
o found that studentq £ for whom teachers held high expec-
tauons were praised more and blamed less than students for
whom the' teachers:, expecr_atxons were low.

an’ important’significant finding for thid group was
that the total time on-task was, if anything, slightly lower
thqn for the AL grcup who were also achievers bm—. for whom
teachers aropped their expectancies. Another significant
$indlng was that pupil-initiated teacher-directed inter-

actions were on task mo;re than 73 per cent for this' group,
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whereas when AL nts initiated i with the

teacher 'they were off-task more than 62 per cent of the time.
!

Average Achievement and Low Teacher.Expec Gain.

-, o, Fpttie pEndeRE neiaViour of tHIG GEGp Baa e’ Lonast, (ajel of
teubhdr<diracted on-task posxtxve and negative and teacher-
student interactions,. both pup'n and teacher ‘initiated, of

all groups. This is consis;er;t with.the findings of Rothbart. .

et al. (1971) and Cornbleth et al. (1974) who found higher

levels of -contacts between teachers and high

students. ‘Howevér, it is somewhat inconsistent with the

£indings of Brophy and Good (1970) who fuunfl a. tendency for

teachers to initiate more .interactions wg}H low expectancy

students, in the area of teacher criticism and control rather

than in work related contacts. An important finding for this

3 group was that pupils. initiated less interactions.with the

teacher than any of the other groups and these. interactions -
were off task more than 628 of the time. Also, this group of

o students were lowest of all.groups in their level of teacher-

directed off-task disrupt and highest in ‘teacher-directed .

non-disrupt behaviours which is contradictory to the findings

: of the above author. The peer-directed offstask behaviour was
lowest and peer-directed on-task behaviour was highest for
this group. WAtN regards to dchievement, this finding is’

»  in agreement with those of Perkins (1965) and McKinney et

e al. (1975) who found a relationship between achievement and

.7+ 'work oriented interaction with peers.' The literature reviewed

_does not examine. the relaticnship of teacher-expectancy to
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peer interactions. However, this finding is different from
that found with the AH studénts who were al'so achievers and
for whom there was a higher teacher expectancy gain,

] suggesting that the differénces found in peer interactions
were related to the differences in teacher expectations and |
ot to, the differences in the achievement level of students.
It is interesting to note that in all siuagnt behavior
alsoussed 4o’ far, the behaviors of the AL group contrasted .

to those of thé AH group.. The AL group -had the highest

- attending and total on-task behaviour of all groups, a

f£inding which is consistent with the literature which has
associated aehievémgnc with‘ta'sk oriented behavibur (Hoge
and Luce, 1979; McKinney et al., 1975). The levels of
attending and on-task;behaviour for this group were slightly

* higher than for the AH group who were also achievers'but had . . -
higher teacher. expectancy gain. It is also worthy of note T
that the teacher appeared. reasonably tolerant of off-task
peer. involvement<of the AH students. but c_nlexa;:ea off-task
involvement ‘of the AL students completely. This can bey
explained by the fact that.the AL group had higher on-task
Peer involvement and relatively much-less off-task {avolve-
ment so that when the AL group were involved with peers,
they were much more likely to be on-task (70 per cent of the

time), than the AH, LH or LL group.
The teacher response to (':his group was high in .
esteem enchancing behaviour, a finding which is inuonsisﬁex_xt

with the findings of Brophy (1977) who found that teachers
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seéemed to praise.the highs more when answered correctly and
A s Iy

Jcriticize less when they were incorréect or unable to answer’

_the question. 'These students also experienced the highest
\ level of indeterminate motivation, suggesting that teacher

' < .x'esponses were more ambiguous and not as specific to the
behaviour of students as for the other groups. This
finding is inconsistent with findings of Brophy (1979) that

\ [ . praise is associated with achievement if it is applied th

| speific behaviours .and:outcomes in learning situations.

| . It is interesting to note th’g‘t the AH group

| experienced the highest leve‘lycf éeceminate, behaviour,

7 suggesting that the difference in motivating behaviours

experienced by the fwo grou fniqht be related to the nature
of the changes in {teaghGr expectancy. The AL- group experienced
. the highest level of direct teacher motivation in contrast to )
the AH group who expérienced the highest level of indirect s e
" motivation. This' finding could be explained by hypothesizing
& . that when'-expactations change for the worse, the teicher is
more likely to reinforce in_\mediai‘.ely. The nature of the
, . teacher reinforcement again very clearly. dtstinguished the

AL group from the AH students. The AL gfoup dxperieficed = 2 i

high esteem enchaneing behaviour whereas  the AH group

experlem:ed high non-accepting and degzadmg behaviours.

. The'AH group were high in datermlna(:é and 1ndir=ct teacher

. behaviours whereas the AL group were high in- indeteminate

and ditect behaviours. 'l‘he AH gx‘oup were high and the AL

A
i
it s i

‘group low- in the amount. of providing. moti oh
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experienced. There is,no d‘oubt that the difference in:’
student-teacher 'interactions can be related-to the changes
in teacher expectancy rather thah to differences in achieve- |~
ment. Academic achievement might not always be associated
with teacher expectancy gain. ’ a L

A élear pattern also emerged reg‘ardxng the nature
of the pupil feedback whichsled to the changes in teassher
expectaricy among the average achievers. -The total level of
tedcher—pupil interaction was much hiqher fot ‘the ,AH group
“than:for the AL group. The prepcndetance of :\15 interaction
was on task, ‘though it was both positive and negative. -The
AL group’ hdd mich legs ofi-task -interaction with the teacher i

even though ‘this was almost exclusively positive.

' Learning Problem and High Teacher Gain.. * ..

“~These students initiated more.off-task disruptive and fewer
_‘off-task non-disrupt teacher interactions than any other

- group. ' They had thé same level of disruptive and almgst

" the saine. level of distract peer interactions as the AH .group
which was highest of allgroups. Thei{on-tasx behaviour
was typical of Ere sample s a whole.. However, their mon- !
attending disrupt. behaviours was the _same as for the AH which
was lovest of all groups. -The literaéure is not very helpful
in interpreting these £indings, the problem being that’ the :

‘nE g:oup were’ not achieving even “though their “level of task

« orientation was almost as high as for the AH qroup Who dld "

lachieve. In the research'the disruptive’ student is usuauy
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. regarded as less likely to achieve but the acﬁ);ax relationship
of disruption and achievement has generally been confoinded
with more general measuresgQf inattention.or dx_n’zactib;ucy
- (Hoge and Luce, 1979; Cobb; 1972; McKinney et al., 1975):
'On;z interesting observation ahout r_!;s.s group is their N

simiTarity to the AH skudents th respect to their peer-.

directed 333 k and disrupt

| ' Another interesting observation wasithat the LH students were.

more" likely to initiate On—task intex-!cf.&ons with teachers

& than the~l-l| students. ’l‘ha LH qzeup initiate on—task with

the teacher 75 per cent of the time whereas the tr grouP 40
_initiated on task 56 per cent of the time. "

The LH students x'eceived more Lntezest provxding

,reinforcenent and less estéem enchancenent ‘than any. groip.
Teachers acted in a relatively positive way,:eéxcept for .
5 este enchancement, .toward "“the LH students an'd _the teacher
expectancy -gains which were observed would:be ;:onuls.tent

with this but would not be consistent ulth thé !ower levels °

of achlevenant pbuzvad in this group. 3 In cmpazison co the
LL group, teachers responded to this group with about the
same level of acceptanve, more interest. providing .and
rélatively more total motivation. They zecexved.:encﬁ_vely‘
1ess esteem enchancement,'a little more non-acceptance, less
*eriticiam and indeterminate ﬁ{o:m-eim. Again, ke pattern
-for _the LH group was precisely the ume as !or the. AH' gy bup.

excepl: ‘there was less total reinforcement diracted toward o

thu 1H qmg. This dl.!fe!ence could bn ave .,ﬁo t.he 1ower ~ b




“levelgf eateen enchaﬁceméqt' Qirected toward the IH group.
Thig finding cou’ld be expl;med by hypothesizing that 1:
I.B studente were,s 1n genenl, not good achievers, then
teachets found less to pzaiue. It'is aiso worthy of note o ¥

that there was virtuauy no cri.ticiem directed twani the

LH group.

LéaranG‘P:nblem and’ Yiou Teacher c Gain. | X

These atudents had tha lowest level of all’ groups ‘of |
“attending,’ peer-directed on task and total on-task behavxquru
ety tha mqhast 2ével of disrupt and. non-disrupt non-attending ', -

" behaviours, ingsin agres with those.of Perkins usss),

Mcxlnnay ef al. (1975),, Hoge and Luce (1979), Cobb ¢ (1972)

e This group had néaxly the hlgheut level of teacher-directed

pupu-lniuated. ntez'actlons of au groups. Howevaz, At is HEA

‘_’signifh:ant that: Dnly 56 par callt of thése hﬂ:eractlnns were

. on talk. conﬂequently, thesa ltudents had a hiqh prppo:ti.sn

iof pupil-(xni far,ee off-tagk Lnteract-lenu. This proportion

was_ much hﬂqher; than For' the' La gz'ol;p “'The teacher;. nowever," i

s auggeseing that

Than teachex-
‘highest /7

3 chanqe was' dif‘ferent.
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. ‘ pretation of this finding. . The teacher response to this group

was gengzally positive. Théy received average levels of

Tow y and ériticism. They
S experienced no ‘interest providing and relatively high-

mde&;nuate mouvau‘on.- -n.a*patt.em ‘of behavior was’

similar tyo the AL qtoup who also’ expetlencsd a negati.ve
9xpectancy gain. However(t.hey did differgin that the LL 3

‘group ienced less total’ ation mainly due to low

e-teem enchmcement. Again,. this might be nti:zi.buied to ‘low.

s achievement, giving teachera less to pruisq.

Suminary - v .
' The major purpose of this study was to mmeifyY e
through actual beh of gxade

two students:and teachers. More specifically, the study
‘foéuud on actual classroom behaviours of these students and

tzachezs and huv they varied with differences in achlevment

]

d - teacher. axpocnncy.
" The ujur fncton under’ conaidezutian 1n this -tudy
were: 1) teacha: clalaxoom behaviollu; 2) student clan‘lrcom

.behavi 7-3) demi L ind 4).- teacher 5 X 5
gl e 1S 4 ’ : 3
expactancy. 3 ¢ g - % Y
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From ‘the literature which has ‘been previously cited,
for example Cooper ax{:d Baron (1977), there can be little
Goubt ‘that a relationship. exists batween teacher expectancy
and teacher behaviour. In this. study, -it has been hypothesized
that these expectations may change’as. a result of "feedback
£rom st\xdents, and that’ in aéy given context, an éxpectatioh
Swill exist and that 1'; will constimte the standard against-
which Student perfomance'or behaviour,will be gauged. ' It can
be hjpotisained Al in sons senss; teadhor expectations will
be sterectyped balse‘d.on Ll inpressions’ £ron records.
reports from.other teachers, and outward appeatanc'é,, but the
. expectations ‘will becone mere personalized; and may change
as a‘“‘réau é,of pupil-‘teacher interactions and pupil
performance. '

Nost of ‘the literature- reviewed regarding teacher
expectation auggested that teachers communicate differential
performance expectatxona to different chhdr’en ‘through their

Glassroom behavicur 4 ‘the nature Of this differehtial

Ereitment ia What snconsages chijdsen”ti begtn 15 edepond

in a way which confim teacher expectations. ety lkele:
literature is available o:n how studént behaviour may:,
establish chariges 1{. teacher sxpect‘ancy. Gaxrner. and nmg
(1973) found a relationship betwaen a student's'distinctive ~ -
personauty or .conduct. and the’ ‘€eacher s uttitude tcwards

‘him, McKinney,‘Mason, Perkstson and Cnffcrd (1975) found
that studem: behaviour may be the result of teuche:a' %o 3

attitudea and ‘zeinEdicement. pattems or there isa RN
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possibility that differences in student behaviour may

establish * differim; a and’ behpviours:

Noble' and Nolan (1976) suggested that more probably the

behaviour of teachers anﬂ students are mutually: accomn\odating.
In ccmparinq the AH and AL students, some interesting

trends emerged. 'The teacher rated these two groups of

Students on'expact—_ancy at. the beginning of the school year.

In general, if nay be’ assumed that similar behaviors were' , - ./

expected from students rated the sime 1h terms of expectancy ,
and that therefore the initial intera‘ctlops ‘of‘ the teachers
with these stulents would. have been sintlaz: However,- at the
end of the ‘'year, there was a change in teacher expectations
for, some studenta as evidenced by differences in teachez
ratings. Therefore, it can be argued that' the change in

student—;eacher interactions must be initiated by .the low

expectancy qain Student.
The student feedhack -of the AL group differed . from’
the. pﬂnqul{p in tha_é‘there vere fewer teacher-directed pupil—
in’itiated‘ interactions.. A mich higher percentaqe of ‘these’
1nteractions were Off- Cask. The teacher as well 1n1tiated

fewer _vfai.th,the AL den : ’l‘he AH group vag §

high in peer-directed ori-task behaviours. The teachbr-vas
reasonably “tolerant .of the off-task behavidir of the AH

group but tolerated the off—task 1nvolvement of the AL" qzoup

conpletély.. The teacher responded to the AL group wu:h a h.l.gh

1eve1 ef accapbunce, h!. h esteem en;hancement, high indeter~:

mi):ate and direct mot 1 ticn,_,lov\ n-accept-and degrading
y s 2
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motivation and very little interest provision. It appears then
that as students behaved in ways which led to low. expectancy,
tedchers jrefained accepting of the student, but gave more

praise and more

became less demanding that desi¥Yed behaviours be maintained

and became more amby in their

'l'hey gave
little interestsproviding motivation. Interutinqu enough,

with ‘the provision of this teacher feedback, students
ramained on task and attendinq eveh slightly more ‘than . the AH.
a-tudents. : ‘A‘

s, - ’~ NEPINL
. onded to ‘the AH with the

same levels. of acceptance, less praise and. more non-accgptance

) \ P
and criticism. Interest provision, inqﬂect ‘determinate and

-total motivation were high, ‘It appeary.that is students ‘behaved

in ways which led to higher expectancy| teachers became more
demanding that desired.behaviours be mhintained and less

acceptinq of student behuvio\u's which are not eongxuent wu:h .

f.he new expecuncy. They became less .-ud!.nu ‘but -ore

« 3
spectfic in their reinforcement’. Interestingly, interest

provision was high. Overall, ehgle--tg.mu received more
motivation. - . o

In cemparan the behgviours ass iated with changes’ :

ln expectnncy £or the'LH anrl’ LL ltudentl, the ume pat(:em o

emerged as for the AH'and;, Ax. groups .’ Hwev » there weze

some diffe:encal in’ behiavibife which: coum b dna o the
poor nchiévemant of t‘n LH and m. ltudantl. <

- .°" “'rhe’behavicurs of :ne L group difered. £xon the m.
.

also i




“ group in a smuax fashion as the AH group differed. £rom the
AL group. In fact, the LH teacher behaviours followed the
exa‘ct pattern of the AH qroup except the LHreceived less

total ‘reinforcement, the ma:.n‘ differencs beinq 1n a'low level

of esteem enchancenent, perhaps due to their poor achievament.
“‘The LL group had low] attending and on-tagk behavieurs

and high|disruptive behav}ourl\;. The teachers tolerated this

behaviour but their expectancy dropped. . The teachers responded

. ima generally positive vay, similar to the AL group but again

+'differing in/total motivation due to low lgvels: of astam
enchancemient. . Interestingly, this group received no interest
: pxoviding motivation whatsoever.
_Nothing has béen said in "the 1iterature to explain

why student behaviour should deviate Erom teacher expech-

atxons, Developmental 'change could‘pro‘vide an - éxplanation.
The difference in the peer interactions ‘Of the AH and AL

students cotld be explained by hypothesizing that the

" at this time.g The observations in this study focused ‘on the

ons ‘between . ) and thelr students, with emphasis‘

- Qn the level of student needa haing met by the taacher An the

in Maslow (1952) , then :einfm;cement can be viewed as the'

5 nsatisfaction of r.hese needl and A};udents would leam, and

tend to repeat t.hose behav!.outu which lsed l\‘.o needs 5 {

i attraction of sofie students ‘for peers becomes more ‘pronounced . -

classmmn. If pupusyare assumed to have fundamental needs, as | .




\teacher expecbanr:y aasociated with these behavinura simply . é

: ; 5
3 LL tidéh;s, teauhers vere appax:gntly paaitlvely reinfozcing

80" 2
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studies have consistently concluded that un—tasl@ behaviour is oy & k.
the general pupil behaviour most related to achievement . G O

(Mékinney,. 1975; Cobb, 1972). One of the nost' inportant  roles

of thé teacher, then, 'is tc optimize the’ participation of the’
student in the Jearning prccess. A F KL
Py

3 Maslcw 8 motivntional theory {1962) hypntheeizes a
set of baaic humn needs which‘are 6f “two types, growth and

deﬂciency. ’l‘he deficiency needs encompass tha psysiologlcal,

safety 1lote and belonying - ahd esteen needs and are_satisfied
p:imanly (:hx:uugh social interactian. .The, growth needs of

self actualization and aesthetics, re satisfied from within

the self, thx:ough the activxty\ of: the child. : &

f . Acq\/ding to the findings: of this’ study, the . low 4 4

expectancy. gain students £it into l{laslow 8 deficiency :

category of ‘neads. - Adcording to Maslow, these needs are -
0

) X . 5 -
satigfied primarily. through social interaction. = These
students cbtalnad fulfiument of their deficiéncy needs- by : .
the high levels of ncceptinq, esteem enchancing and direct

motivaeion a:ecelved. Pears as” ws’ll as teachers. were the

‘possible sources of “need satigfaction. . ’l‘he change” n

‘zeflects the. nature of pupu bahavioura which wete being :
2 i .

pgs!tlvely rexnfotced by the teacher. In the case oi the N

s n=task behavicur, vand thus couxd’ he dixeutl

infly thexowe:a-m
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satisfagtion of deficiency needs (possibly outside: the school)
and were growth motivated, Satisfactich of these needs must 4
come from within the self through the activity and could be
acéomplished by the interest or challenge associated with - e
the a}:uvity. High interest providing and indirect moti-
+ | vation were provided to the high expectancy gain. students
" as.a basis for motivating learning behaviour.” The,hiqh
expectancy ‘students expenenceq much.more non-ac'qeptinq‘

behaviour. than ‘the. low expectancy. students; but again this: = .. ° - .

would not necessarily have a negaf.ive effect on their on-

task hshaviour j.f their deficiency needs had been met.

Implications i y 5 Wl Vo
CA NG © - This study implies that'a c:uciax issue for ‘the

classroon teacher 1a:the control of retnforcement. ' In terms,
of satiafaction of deficiency needs, it* is quite irrelevant
where the' reinforcement comes ‘£rom, " except that it mist be
through social interaction; however, rééé:dlesa of its

source, it becomes important that reinforcement be:provided 5l

only for task: behaviours'4f achievement is ‘to. be

" The motlvationnl qun of the teacher, :he:e:grg iust. be to
‘sstablish control-over the sutuiacticn of nesgs, so that .
‘control. may. be exercised of pupil on—tuk bahaviour. There

jare: many reasonis” why this may be difficult to accomplish in LA,

"practlcé. The etudent ay have developed altetnate, and«




: "functiun cf chanqinq expectancy, "

~

facilitating the satisfaction of needs’. In either case, the

teaches \rould lose control of the leamlnq behaviour of the |
student. ’ : /

e Lo
Students who'are growth motivated comprise an

entirely different problen. Growth motivation ‘implies that .- - £

the deficiency’ needs' @emg alleqhiately satisfied, since,
acco:ding to Maslow (1962) , peop]e can.defer or forego 4 @
sahsfacuon of, growth’ heeds wmmut suffering psychological / 3
erauma, and furthermore,Asinc:/e the source of ‘sitisfaction is

probably due to. the lnterest or dhalienge associdtéd with the / .
activity, the ‘teacher must pruvide interésting problems or <
activities, ‘or seek to develop Anterest -if q:owth needs are *

to be used.as'a basis for gnotivatxng lean\inq bahavicur.

;. o
/ : § s

Recommendations - - * X a0

for Eurther

This section discusses possible reccnmendations for x

further tesearch.as'a result of this study. First, it is

that be : to further investigate

‘the causes: of chanqes tn teacher expectancy. - -

* Second :esea:ch shculd be conducted to further

investigate the behaviouzs Bs‘soclated with cha‘nges 1n teacher

expectancy, especiauy Lnterest ptuvidlng' motivation as a




initial teacher expectations.

Fourth, further research involving in classroom

“observations should be conducted to imestigate the nature
of the indeterminate category of teacher behaviotr used in " )

this study. - “ b

tions  for Practice

X ; ' This study suggested several areas which miqht be

& of ‘condern to school counsellors and-teachers.. The, first is

5® the hyp is that y ch are related to the

level-of student needs being met in the classroom, It is

important thaf_ these needs be identified and controlled if

mental health apd achievement_are ‘to be: attained. .Following -
‘;thi.s, it is evident th;t students should bé screened .with

respect ‘to theix lével of needs. In screening and subsequent

assessment, ways lin "wh\fé -the students needs could possibly be

met outside the classto should be examined.

Third, teackers should be assisted to find ways to

increase their contro¥ of the _satisfaction of needs in the

e1agsroom: :
% | ' Four, teachers should be made aware of the importance/

of regular meetings with parents ‘to ensure thlat the reinforce-

“ment, ptov&ded by parents is compu:nentary to- that provideﬂ

" by hhe teacher to direct the learriing behaviour of .the student.

Plvg, counsellars should be t:ained in classroom

observation procedureu ju(:h respect te the interactions af

o 5 5 Y, =
W & students with X and other E They should lea:n




to focus on specific interactions of the teacher, with the'
students, rathgr. than the. general classroom chi.uate created
by the teacher, and, in particular, the lavol\of on-task
pupu teachex: interactions 1n1t‘uﬂad by the pupi\l

Sixth, counsellors should be skilled in let.hods to
anraasq the level oi dn-task pupu—tencher Lntexnctions =
initiated by students for whon the t:enhgz has a low

sxpectam:y. ]
Seventh, in-service with teachers should foi:us‘on

help!.ng e to the, exp they have

_for' the achievement and_behaviour of each of their students .

They must also learn that student be_hnv!.our will dxffe: in

relation to the they ue—teékl.nq':o satisfy; and thn: .
chlnges in teacher expectancy a.nd behaviaur vill change in

relation to these needs.
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