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JOHNSON, SUSAN BUCHWALD. Student Expectations and Dyadic Interactions
with Physical Education Teachers of Third-Grade Children. (1982)
~ Directed by: Dr. Kate R. Barrett, Pp. 192,

The purpose of this study was to investigate the differences among
student expectations, student sex, and teachers with respect to teacher-
student dyauic interactions of third-grade children. Student expecta-
tions of 140 third-grade children enrolled in two different schools in
Guilford County, North Carolina, were measured by the Johnson Motor Perfor-
mance Expectancy Scale for Children (JMPES). A pretest and posttest of the
JMPES were administered during the first and last weeks of a nine;week
instructional period. The upper and lower thirds of the JMPES scores
were used to identify high and low expectancy groups.

Teacher-student dyadic interactions of two female physical education
teachers, each at a different school, and indiVidua] third-grade students
in their classes were measured by the Dyadic Adaptation of CAFIAS (DAC).
Teacher-student dyadic interactions were observed and recorded by two
trained coders on 18 randomly selected occasions during the nine-week
period. |

A preliminary t-test indicated a significant pretest to posttest
change in JMPES scores; therefore, the two data sets were Viewed as
separate variables and analyzed independently. Two 2 x 2 x 2 analyses
of variance (ANOVAs) were used to analyze the three independent variables,
student expectations, student sex, and teachers, with respect to the
dependent measure of total dyadic contacts. ANOVAs were computed by using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).

In addition, two 2 x 2 x 2 multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVAs)

used to analyze the three independent variables with respect to the



dependent variables measured by the DAC process categories. MANOVAs
were computed by using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS). The
following results were obtained:

1. No statistically significant differences were found between
high- and Tow-expextancy groups for number or type of teacher-student
dyadic contacts.

2. Males received more total dyadic contacts with teachers than
did females.

3. Teacher B had more total dyadic contacts with students than did
Teacher A.

4. Teacher B used more Teacher Praise/Encouragement, Teacher

Questions, and Teacher Acceptance/Use of Ideas than did Teacher A.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The fable of "The Mouse and Henry Carson" (Lowry, 1961) begins to
unfold when a mouse runs into the office of the Educational Testing
Service and accidentally triggers a critical point in the apparatus
just as the College Entrance Examination Board's data is being scored on
one Henry Carson. What emerged from the computer (thanks to the mouse)
were amazing scores of 800 in both the verbal and quantitative areas.
This is hardly what one would expect from an average high school stu-
dent, generally unsure of himself and his abilities!

When the scores reached Henry's school, the word of his

giftedness spread 1ike wildfire. Teachers began to re-
evaluate their gross underestimation of this fine lad,
counselors trembled at the thought of neglecting such
talent, and even college admissions' officers began to
recruit Henry for their schools.

New worlds opened for Henry; and as they opened, he
started to grow as a person and as a student. Once he
became aware of his potentialities and began to be
treated differently by the significant people in his
1ife, a form of self-fulfilling prophecy took place.
Henry gained in confidence and began to "put his mind
in the way of great things." (p. 2)

Lowry ends the story by saying that Henry became one of the best men of
his generation.

This story illustrates two important premises, and these premises
have been well documented by many researchers over several years.
First, the attitudes and expectations which individuals have for them-

selves and their abilities are primary forces in their achievement and



performance in school (Bledsoe, 1967; Brookover, 1969; Fink, 1962; Gill,
1969; Purkey, 1970, 1978). Students learn to see themselves as re-
sponsible, capable, and valuable or as irresponsible, incapable, and
worthless. These intrapersonal ideas about the self, as Felice (1975)
and Goffman (1959) have reported, are basic ingredients in student
success or failure. The second premise is that the ways in which indi-
vidua]s perceive themselves and their abilities are products of how
significant people in their 1lives perééive them and relate to them
(Helper, 1958; Kelley, 1973; Purkey, 1970, 1978; Sunby, 1971; Webster &
Sobieszek, 1974). Thus, intrapersonal attitudes and expectations are
developed and perpetuated through interper<nnal means. Next to the
home environment, the school setting probably exerts the single
greatest influence on how students perceive themselves and their
abilities. According to Patterson (1973), "The concepts which the
teacher has of the children become the concepts which the children come
to have of themselives" (p. 125).

The fable of "The Mouse and Henry Carson" describes a process re-
ferred to as a self-fulfilling prophecy. A self-fulfilling prophecy is
an expectation or prediction which initiates a series of events that
cause the original expectation or prediction to become true. Numerous
investigators using a variety of methods over the past several years
have established that expectations can and do function as
self-fulfilling prophecies (Brophy & Good, 1974; Jones, 1977). Recent
findings also seem to indicate that expectancy effects are present not
only in the classroom but in the gymnasium as well (Burnham, 1968;

Crowe, 1977; Martinek, 1980; Martinek & Johnson, 1979).



The self-fulfilling prophecy is based upon the assumption that
people will behave as they believe they are expected to behave
(Rosenthal, 1974). Furthermore, this behavior may be manifested in a
positive or negative direction. For example, expectancy effects may
affect one individual in a posi.ive way to become a skilled swimmer‘and
affect another in a negative way to be afraid of the water.

Expectancy effects operating in the classroom are mediated through
communicative messages during teacher-student interaction. Messages
continuously transmitted take a myriad of forms in the classroom:
verbal, nonverbal, formal, informal, subtle, and overt. These messages
are often indirect and can be so imperceptible that teachers and stu-
dents are unaware of their effects. Nevertheless, each smile, frown,
glance, or pause transmits a message from teacher to student and student
to teacher.

Figure 1 depicts how communication between the teacher and student
may first filter through and be affected by attitudes and expectations.
Both intrapersonal and interpersonal attitudes and expectations may
range from positive to negative and, likewise, the interactive events
between the teacher and student may range from positive to negative.

For certain students, teacher-student dyadic interactions falling
within the positive range on this model might include behavior patterns
such as more interactions with their teachers for longer periods of
time (Brown, 1979), more attention given to their comments (Willis,
1970), more warmth demonstrated toward them {(Jose & Cody, 1971), more
acceptance and use of their ideas (Martinek & Johnson, 1979), more

praise directed toward them (Jones, 1971), and more instruction given to
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Figure 1. Teacher-student dyadic interactions influenced by attitudes and expectations.



them (Rist, 1970). Habitual patterns of positive transactions such as
these will serve, for both students and teachers, to reinforce pre-
viously held positive attitudes and expectations and develop new ones.

For other students, teacher-student dyadic interactions falling
within the negative ra:ge on this model might include behavior patterns
such as fewer contracts with their teachers (Crowe, 1977), less atten-
tion given to their comments (Willis, 1970), less warmth demonstrated
toward them (Evertson, Brophy, & Good, 1973), less aéceptance and use
of their ideas (Chaikin, Sigler, & Derlega, 1972), less praise and more
criticism directed toward them (Oien, 1979), and less instruction and
more disciplinary actions given to them (Rist, 1270). Frequent inter-
changes such as these may reinforce and develop negative attitudes and
expectations for and about the student. Thus, communication between
teacher and student that is consistently exchanged in either the
positive or negative range on this model may serve to mediate the
self-fulfilling prophecy and gradually increase the relative differences
among students over time (Brophy & Good, 1974).

Expectancy effects operatiﬁg during instruction can best be under-
stood by recognizing student attitudes and expectations, teacher atti-
tudes and expectations, and the resultant teacher-student dyadic inter-
action patterns as interrelated and interdependent components of a
whole process. This study focused directly upon the students' _
expectations, "which may be the most important part of the Pygmalion

effect” (Entwisle & Webster, 1974, p. 304).



Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study waé to investigate the differences among
student expectations, student sex, and teachers with respect to
teacher-student dyadic interactions of third-grade children. Specific
questions that provided the framework for this research are as follows:

1. How many dyadic contacts occur between teachers and students of
high- and low-expectancy groups?

2. Are there significant differences among high- and Tow-expectancy
groups, student sex, and teachers with respect to dyadic contacts?

3. Are there interaction effects among high- and low-expectancy
groups, student sex, and teachers with respect to dyadic contacts?

4. What are teachers' specific behaviors toward students in high-
and low-expectancy groups?

5. What are specific responses of students in high- and Tow-
expectancy groups?

6. Are there significant differences among high- and Tow-expectancy
groups, student sex, and teachers with respect to teacher-student dyadic
interactions?

7. Are there interaction effeéts among high- and Tow-expectancy
groups, student sex, and teachers with respect to teacher-student dyadic

interactions?



Definition of Terms

Terms used in this investigation were operationally defined as

follows:

Student expectations. Self-perceptions of students relative to

anticipated motor performance as measured by the Johnson Motor Per-
formance Expectancy Scale for Children (JIMPES) (Johnson, 1978).

High and low expectancy groups. Groups of students who were

dichotomized according to their ranked JMPES scores in the upper and -
lower thirds of the students at their school.

Teacher expectations. Expectations held by teachers for

students' behavior and achievement.

Teacher-student interaction. Verbal and/or nonverbal interchange

of messages between teachers and students during the teaching/learning

process.

Teacher-student dyadic interaction. Teacher-student interaction

which occurred between a teacher and a single student as measured by the
Dyadic Adaptation of Cheffers Adaptation of Flanders Interaction
Analysis System (DAC) (Martinek & Mancini, 1979).

Assumptions

The following assumptions were acknowledged to underlie this

research:
1. The ways in which students view themselves and their world are

products of how others see them and primary forces in their achievement

in school (Purkey, 1970).






