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CHAPTER I
PRESENTATION OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction

The purpose of a school is to provide opportunities for
all children to learn skills necessary to function in our
society, Success in reading is a skill highly valued in our
culture. Without the ability to read, a person is very
limited in the choices he can make thrpughout his life.

School is important to a learner., It is the institu-
tion responsible for developing the many cognitive skills
necessary for achievement in our society. It is the setting
in which the learner spends a great amount of time. During
the time he is in school, most of his attitudes toward
learning are developed and reinforced. During the early
years in school, the learner can develop a sense of industry
and good task identification if he is successful. It is,
therefore, very important that this time in a child's life
be productive and he be aware of his cognitive successes in
school (Erikson, 1968).

A teacher's attitudes and beliefs about children will
make a difference in her classroom performance. Teachers,

whe believe that children can learn, will try to teach them.



Conversely, teachers who feel that certain children cannot
learn will go through the motions of teaching, while not
expecting much achievement from the children. The teacher's
beliefs about her students can be a limiting factor in deter-
mining how well the students perform in school (ASCD, 1962).
The primary grades of school are very important grades
in establishing the child's academic self-image (Erikson,
1968). The self-image developed may be one of success or
one of failure. A child's success in school is mainly de-
termined by his success in learning to read. If a student
has difficulty in learning to read, he may look upon himself

as a failure (Bond & Tinker, 1967).
Need for the Study

Many people now believe that a teacher's expectations
for a child’s success can be a determining factor as to
whether or not the child does indeed successfully learn in
school (Rosenthal, 1971)., 1If a teacher's expectations for
a child's success can be controlled, then the child's
achievement can be better assured,

The first grade teacher has very littie concrete in-
formation on which to base her academic expectations for her
pupils. One of the most important tools available to the
first grade teacher is a reading readiness test. This gives
the teacher a major indication of how easily she may expect
the child to learn to read. The teacher's interpretation of

reading readiness test results may largely influence her



expectations for her pupils' success. These expectations
in turn help determine the teacher's attitude towards the
child. Therefore, the influence of reading readiness meas-
ures may be extensive.

Another indicator on which a teacher bases her academic
expectations for her children is the socioeconomic status of
the children in her classroom, She is aware of the chil-
dren's backgrounds and has expectations for her children's
achievement based upon her beliefs about socioeconomic
status (Erikson, 1968). These beliefs about socioeconomic
status and their relationship to achievement can alter her
expectations for her children's level of reading achieve-
ment., The teacher has differing expectations dependent on
the socioeconomic status of the child.

The classroom teacher has an opinion of the reading
readiness status of the pupils in her classroom. To what
degree the teacher"s'opinion of reading readiness status
is influenced by the socioeconomic status of her pupils
needs to be examined. The teacher’'s opinions of her pupils’®
reading readiness status also need to be examined to deter-
mine if the teacher is a reliable judge of reading readiness
status. A better understanding is needed of the expectations
that teachers hold for children's failures in learning to
read. It is also necessary to see if teacher expectations
can be controlled.

The purpose of the study was to ascertain to what ex-

tent teacher expectations influence reading performance of



students at the first-grade level., This study was designed
to investigate whether student's reading achievement can be
increased by influencing the teacher's expectations for a
student through the falsification of the student's reading
readiness scores. |

Answers to the following questions were sought:

1. Does providing the teacher with falsified reading
readiness scores influence reading achievement of students?

2. Can teacher expectations be influenced by providing
the teachers with falsified reading readiness scores?

3. Are teacher rankings of readiness status as re-

liable as the Metropolitan Readiness Tests rating?

X Statement of the Problem

The problem concerning this study is that it is un-
known if teacher expectations do influence a child’'s reading
performance, or, if teacher expectations do influence a
child’s reading performance, to what extent teacher expec-

tations may influence reading performance.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine to what ex-
tent teacher expectations influence reading performance of
students. Another purpose of this study was to determine if

teacher expectations can be manipulated.



Hypotheses

The hypotheses to bé tested are stated in the null
form as:

1. There is no significant difference in reading
achievement between groups with different levels of reading
readiness who are perceived by the teacher as being at ﬁhe
same state of reading readiness performance.

2. Student socioeconomic status and teacher knowledge
of student reading readiness performance will not interact
to shape reading achievement,

3. There is no significant relationship between a
teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her children
before readiness tests have been administered and a ranking

of the children's Metropolitan Readiness Test scores.

4, There is no significant relationship between a
teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her students
before readiness tests have been administered and teacher
ranking of reading readiness status after reading readiness
tests have been administered.,

5. There is no significant relationship between a
teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her students
after readiness tests have been administered and a ranking

of the children's Metropolitan Readiness Test scores.

Definitions of Terms

For the purpose of this study the following definitions

will be used.,



1. Reading Readiness will be defined in terms of total

scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Form B, as estab-

lished by the norms for that instrument.

2., Socioeconomic Status of the pupil will be deter-

mined by the head of the household's (parent's) occupation

as ranked by the Otis Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic Index for

Occupations based on the North-Hatt Scale. A high socio-

economic status child in this study is one whose parent's

occupation ranks in the top third of his class by the Otis

Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic Index for Occupations. A low

socioeconomic status child will be defined as a child whose

parent's occupation ranks in the bottom third of his class

on the Otis Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic Index for Occupa-

tions.,.

3. The North-Hatt Scale is a social ranking scale of

occupations covering the range from U, S. Supreme Court
Justice to shoe shiner. The scale was developed under the
direction of Cecil North and Paul Hatt in the National
Opinion Research Center at Ohio State University.

4. Normal Range of Intelligence is defined as a per-

formance score of between 84 and 116, inclusive, on the

Short Test of Educational Abilities, Level I. These scores

are within one standard deviation of the mean of the instru-

ment’s normative population. The Short Test of Educational

Abilities, Level I, is a standardized group intelligence test

for kindergarten and first-grade children,



5, First-Grade Children are those children who are

enrolled in grade one for the first time and are not re-
peating the grade at the time of initial testing.

6. Teacher Expectations are defined as a change in the

teacher's reading readiness rankings as a result of having

been presented with reading readiness test results.
Scope of the Study

This study includes an analysis of the reading achieve-
ment scores made by low reading readiness first-grade pupils,
some of whom had false reading readiness scores reported to
their teachers. Comparisons of achievement scores of the
control groups with the children for whom false scores were
reported were made twice during the first grade. Compari-
sons were made between high and low socioeconomic status
children. A comparison was made between teacher rankings of
reading readiness before and after reading readiness test
scores were reported. A comparison was made between teacher

rankings of reading readiness status and the Metropolitan

Readiness Test ranking.

The subjects in this study included all of the first-
grade children in one northeastern Oklahoma city who were
average in intelligence, of either high or low socioeconomic
status, and who received a readiness score of minus one
standard deviation calculated by individual classroom on the

Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The final sample included




sixty-four children from 26 classrooms in 12 elementary

schools in the city.
Limitations of the Study

This study is limited to first-grade pupils from one
city in northeastern Oklahoma.

The tests used in this study were only a sample of the
measures that might have been used. Other tests might have

yielded different results.
Assumptions of the Study

1. The random sampling procedure supports the assump-
tion that the children selected were representative of the
population of all first-grade classrooms. There are no
known reasons for believing that this school year and these
first-grade children were not typical of a much larger popu-
lation of first-grade classrooms. Strictly considered,
however, the conclusions of this study can only be general-
ized to the particular population sampled.

2. The Otis Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic Index for

Occupations is a reliable instrument for determing the

socioeconomic status of pupils.

3. The Short Test of Educational Abilities, Level I,

is a reliable measure of intelligence.

4. The Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form B, is a re-

liable measure of reading readiness skills.



5. The Stanford Achievement Tests, Primary I Battery,

Forms W and X, are an adequate measure of reading achieve-

ment.
Methodology

A factorial analysis of variance was used to test for
significant differences in achievement between the experi-
mental groups. The teacher rankings of reading readiness

were analyzed using the Spearman Rank-Order Correlation.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction .~

The area represehting information relevant to the
problem discussed and examined in this paper is primarily
confined to a review of the literature concerning the role
of a teacher's expectations as a determinant of pupil‘
achievement. The studies reviewed are those that demon-
strate the phenomenon of teacher expectations as deter-
minants of pupil achievement and those that fail to demon-
strate the phenomenon of teacher expectations as deter-
minants of pupil achievement. Studies relative to the re-
lationship existing between socioeconomic status and reading
achievement are reviewed in a second section. A third
section in the review of the literature concerns teachers'
ability to appraise their students' level of reading readi-
ness through informal measures. The predictive value of the

Metropolitan Readiness Tests as an indicator of reading

achievement in the primaxry grades has been well established
in studies by Karlan (1957), Simpson (1960), and Akers

(1967).

10
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Teacher Expectations as Determinants

of Pupil Achievement

One of the earliest studies conducted to test the hy-
pothesis that teacher expectations affect pupil performance
was done by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966). Rosenthal and
Jacobson hypothesized that teacher expectations would signif-
icantly influence pupil's I. Q. gains. All of the children
in a low socioeconomic elementary school were used in their
study. There were 18 classrooms in the elementary school,
three at each of the six grade levels. Heterogeneous ability
grouping was used throughout the school. All children in
the school were administered a nonverbal intelligence test,

the Tests of General Ability or TOGA. Approximately 20 per-

cent of the children from each classroom were randomly
chosen to be the experimental group. Each teacher was given
the names of these children in her room and was told that
test results‘indicated that those children could be expected
to show remarkable gains in intellectual competence during
the remainder of the school year. Eight months later all
children in the school were again retested with TOGA and a
gain score was computed for each child. A t test was used
to test for significance. The results are as follows:

1. As a whole, those children from whom the teachers had
been led to expect greater intellectual gain showed signif-
icantly greater gains in I. Q. scores than did the control
group children (p = ,02, one-tailed test). 2. The effects

of teachers' expectancies were not uniform across the six
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different grade levels. The lower the grade level, the
greater was the effect with the effects being the greatest
in the first and second grades. Significance for the first
grade was p = .002 and second grade significance was p = .02.
Differences between grades 3, 4, 5, and 6 were not signif-
icant. Rosenthal and Jacobson give a number of conclusions
as to why teachers' expectancy effects operated primarily

at the lower grade levels. They are:

1. Younger children have less well-established

reputations so that the creation of expectations

about their performance would be more credible.

2., Younger children may be more susceptible to

the unintended social influence exerted by the

expectations of their teacher.

3. Younger children may be more recent arrivals

in the school's neighborhood and may differ from

the older children in characteristics other than

age.

4, Teachers of lower grades may differ from

teachers of higher grades on a variety of dimen-

sions which are correlated with the effective-

ness of the unintentional communication of

expectancies (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1966).

Jose's (1970) study was a partial replication of
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966). The basic concern of his in-
vestigation was to determine if students, who had been iden-
tified to teachers as being capable of doing better work,
would show a greater increase in intellectual growth and
school achievement than would a control group. His sample
consisted of 18 teachers, nine first grade and nine second

grade, and 144 students, eight from each classroom. The

teachers were randomly selected and randomly assigned to
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'experimental and control groups. The students were pre-
tested with TOGA and the subjects in the experimental group
were presented to their teachers as "late bloomers." The
experimental treatment resulted in little difference in the
performance of the experimental and control subjects. How-
ever, Jose concluded that there were many similarities in
results between his study and Rosenthal's (1966). Some stu-
dents achieved high gain scores in I. Q. in both studies.
Goldsmith and Fry (1971) tested the question: Will a
high expectancy prediction make a significant difference in
I. Q. or reading achievement of 10th grade students. They
randomly selected 112 tenth grade students as a control
group from a middle-class high school in New Jersey. Pre-

testing and posttesting was done using the Sequential Tests

of Educational Progress and TOGA. Teachers were given a

bogus high expectancy prediction for the 112 experimental
children. Their results showed no significant difference
between the two groups in either I. Q. or reading achieve-
ment gains. Goldsmith and Fry concluded that within the
limits of their study, the efficacy of the teacher expect-
ancy effect on the high school level failed to be supported.
Beez (1968) was also concerned with changes in teaching
behavior and performance by pupils. He also attempted to
investigate the question of how teacher's expectancies be-
come translated into behavior so as to elicit the expected
pupil behavior. Beez worked with 60 children from the summer

Headstart Program in Bloomington, Indiana. The children



14

ranged in age from 5 years, 7 months to 6 years, 6 months,

and had I. Q.°'s on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test from

fifty-five to 127, with a mean of 91. Children were ran-
domly assigned to either a "low ability" or a "high ability"
group. Sixty graduate students in the School of Education
of Indiana University during the summer of 1967 served as
the subjects of the study. The subjects were given a folder
containing a faked "evaluation" of the child. All reports
for each group were identical except for name and age. The
"low ability" children were described negatively and the
"high ability" children were described in positive terms,
Each subject taught one child a specific task, There was a
significant difference (p = .001l) in the achievement of "lowv
ability" children and "high ability" children. Beez con-
cluded that his results strongly supported the findings of
Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966) that pupils are influenced by
their teachers'® expectancies and have a tendency to behave
accordingly.

Conn, Edwards, Rosenthal, and Crowne (1968), doing re-
search designed to study the accuracy with which the child
perceived vocal expression of emotion as a factor of teach-
er-child interaction, closely replicated Rosenthal and

Jacobson (1966). They administered the Tests of General

Ability to students in grades one through six of an upper
middle-class elementary school. The instrument was dis-
guised as a test designed to predict academic "blooming" or

intellectual gain. Approximately 23 percent of the students
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were randomly assigned to the experimental group. The names
of these children in the experimental group were given to
their teachers and told that they would show unusual intel-
lectual gains during the coming year. The students were re-
tested four months later and again a full year after the
children had left the teachers who had been given special
expectations for the children in the experimental group.

The researchers (Conn et al., 1968) obtained results paral-
lel to those of Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966). The experi-
mental group showed a tendency to gain more in I. Q. than
the control group for one semester. There were no sigifi-
cant differences in the groups over three semeéterse They
concluded that positive expectations do not necessarily
lead to positive results for all pupils.

In an experiment conducted at the USAF Academy Pre-
paratory School, Schrank (1968), tested the null hypothesis
that randomly grouped classes will show no differences in
academic achievement when ability grouping is simulated and
classes are labeled with ability level designations. Schrank
used a table of random numbers to assign 100 airmen to one
of five class sections. Mathematics was the subject matter
used and the experiment lasted for seven months. Ability-
level labels in the form of numerical designations were
assigned to the sections. Neither the students or the in-
structors knew the grouping was randomized. The academic
grades of the students served as the independent variable.

Schrank found that the difference between the means of the
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highest-labeled section and the lowest-labeled section to

be significant at the 0.1+ percent level. It was found that
the higher-level labeled section achieved a higher mean than
the next lower labeled section. Schrank concluded that
there is definitely a labeling effect present in simulated
ability grouping even though the grouping is actually ran-
dom.,

In a second experiment, Schrank (1970), replicated his
first experiment except that he informed instructors that
the ability grouping was only being simulated. The results
of this experiment failed to demonstrate any significant
difference between the different groups. He concluded that
the labeling effect was not a predominant factor in this
study. He also concluded that the teacher plays a major
role in the production of the labeling effect and that it is
the teacher's reaction to his own expectation of the pupil's
performance that is reflected in the teacher's grading
standards and teaching methods thus creating the performance
the teacher expects.

Clairborn (1969) tried to replicate Rosenthal and
Jacobson (1966) in his work with first-grade children. His
first purpose was to quantify some in-class teacher-pupil
behavior in an attempt to isolate the variables that might
cause the I. Q. gains in children for whom higher expecta-
tions were held. Clairborn's second purpose was to re-
plicate Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966). His sample consisted

of three first-grade classrooms from each of three middle-
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class suburbs in upstate New York. Classes were assigned to
the "Bias" and "No Bias" condition at random and approxi-
mately 20 percent of the children were designated as "poten-
tial intellectual bloomers" to their teachers. A pretest
and posttest difference in I. Q. as measured by the TOGA
was used to assess I. Q. gains. The analysis of covariance
yielded an F ratio of 2.12 (df - 1/101) which was not signi-
ficant. He also found no significant differences when I. Q.
subtest scores were compared. There was weak evidence of a
differential change in the teacher-pupil interactions with
the non-special pupils in the "Bias" classrooms when com-
pared with the non-special pupil in the "No Bias" class-

rooms (F = 3.6, df = 8/95, p = .0l). He concluded that

v
further research needs to be conducted before the con-
clusions of the Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966) experiments
become accepted as psychological fact.

Palardy (1968) also used the rationale of the self-ful-
filling prbphecy to investigate the effect of teacher's
beliefs on pupils® achievement. His main purpose was to
determine whether teachers' reported beliefs about first-
grade boys® probable success in reading had any significant
effect on the measured achievement in reading that the pupils
in their classes attained. Palardy was particularly in-
terested in the effect of these beliefs on the boys® achieve-
ment. Sixty-three first-grade teachers in an Ohio city

completed a questionnaire designed to elicit from the teach-

ers a report of their beliefs regarding the probable success
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of first-grade boys in learning to read. Of the teachers
who responded to the questionnaire, ten teachers were
selected to be in the study. Five of these teachers (Group
A) believed the boys would be as successful as girls in
learning to read. Five of the teachers (Group B) did not
believe boys would be as successful as girls in learning to
read., In May all students in the ten classrooms were given
reading achievement tests. The combined effect of pupils’
sex and teachers' beliefs resulted in a lower achievement
score for the boys in Group B, those boys whose teachers
believed that first-grade boys are far less successful than
girls in learning to read. The two groups of boys' scores
were compared by an F test. The comparison revealed a
difference in mean scores that closely approximated signifi-
cance, favoring the boys in Group A (F = 3,174, p = ,08).
Palardy (1968) concluded that when first grade teachers
reported that they believed that boys are far less success-
ful than girls in learning to read, the boys of those teach-
ers did achieve less well than boy pupils whose teachers re-
ported they believed that boys are as successful as girls in
learning to read. He also concluded that in terms of the
self-fulfilling prophecy it can be stated that when teachers
believed that boys are not as successful as girls in learn-
ing to read, the boys in their classes are far less success-
ful than the girls and, conversely, when teachers believed
that boys are as successful as girls, the boys are as suc-

cessful as girls.
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Brophy and Good (1970) extended previous studies of the
effects of teacher expectations on children's academic per-
formance by studying how children change so as to begin to
conform to teacher expectations. They approached the pro-
blem through classroom interaction analysis. Their subjects
were four first-grade classrooms in a small rural Texas
school district. The teachers ranked the children in order
of their achievemenf° These rankings were used as an in-
dicator of the teachers' expectations for cléssroom per-
formance. In each classroom, three boys and three gifls low
on the teacher's list were chosen for observation. All
interaction between these students and the teacher were re-
corded and categorized by observers. Their results may be
summarized in the statement that outside of the reading
group at least, the highs seek out the teacher and initiate
interactions with her more frequently than the lows; espe-
cilally in work-related interactions. The teachers called on
the highs to answer more questions and more frequently crit-
icized the lows, especially boys. The big difference be-
tween the highs and the lows was in quality rather than
quantity of interaction with the teacher. Brophy and Good
concluded that teachers systematically discriminate in favor
of the highs over the lows in demanding and reinforcing
quality performance, and the nature of this differential
treatment is such as to encourage the children to begin to

respond in ways which would confirm teacher expectancies.
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In short, they concluded that teacher expectations function
as self-fulfilling prophecies.

Good (1970) was also interested in how teacher ex-
pectations are transmitted to the pupils. Good studied
four first-grade classrooms for the purpose of determining
if teachers call on pupils perceived as high achievers
significantly more than they call on pupils perceived as low
achievers. Teachers who took part in the study were asked
to provide the investigator with a seating chart and a list
of pupils ranked in order of achievement. Twelve students
from each classroom were observed; the first four pupils,
the last four pupils, and the middle four pupils on the
teachers® achievement list. Good'’s results showed that
opportunities to respond were related to pupil achievement
as rated by the teacher. He states that the especially
important findings of this study is that low achievers
were deprived of opportunities to respond in competitive,
non-reading classroom situations. The difference in the
number of opportunities to respond as ranked as High, Middle,
or Low achievement was significant at the .001 level. He
concluded that pupils who have a low achievement record
continue to show less achievement than their classmates and
that teachers' actions contribute to the wvicious circle be-
cause teachers "know" that low achievers cannot provide the
answer and do not call on them.,

The body of research leads one to conclude that the

phenomenon of teacher expectations does exist and is an
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influential factor in determining how much is learned in the
primary school classroom. Although the research demonstrat-
ing teacher expectations has been primarily concerned with
I. Q. gains, it has direct implications for reading instruc-
tion. If I. Q. scores can be increased by giving a teacher
false expectations, it is a reasonable supposition to be-
lieve that other cognitive pupil gains can be achieved in

the same manner.

Socioeconomic Status as a Determinant

of Pupil Achievement

One of the earliest studies to determine the relation-
ship between ability and social status was conducted by
Havighurst and Janke (1944). In this study, 110 ten year
old children from a "typical middlewestern community" con-
stituted the sample. Four other ten year olds resided in
the community at that time but were not given the entire
battery and were excluded from the final sample. Havighurst
and Janke utilized the social status method of studying the
community and placed the families of the ten year old chil-~-
dren on a scale of social status. They found five social
classes in the community. Group A, the so-called "top crowd"
had no ten year old children, Group B, composed mostly of
the families of professional men, had one child in the ten
year old group. Group C; the small business men and other
white-collar workers, had 23 percent of the ten year olds.

Group D, the semi-skilled workers and labors, contained 62
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percent of the ten year olds. Group E, the "river rats" and
the "bottom of the heap," contributed fourteen percent of
the ten year olds.

All of the children were tested separately by one of
the authors. The following tests were administered: 1. the

Revised Stanford Binet, Form 1, 2. the Cornell-Cox Per-

formance Ability Scale, 3. the Iowa Silent Reading Test,

New Edition, Form Am, 4., the Minnesota Paper Form Board,

Revised, Form AA, 5. the Minnesota Mechanical Assembly Test

(for boys), and the Chicago Assembly Test for Girls, 6., the

Porteus Maze Test, and 7. the Goodenough Draw-A-Man Test.

The test results were compared for social class groups
by calculating the ratio of the difference of the means to
the standard error of that difference. Havighurst and Janke
found that children of higher family social status tended to
do better in all of the tests than children of lower social
position.,

Hanson and Robinson (1967) sought to‘describe dif-
ferences in reading readinesé and reading achievement be~
tween three sociceconomic levels of children in kindergaftenp
first grade, second grade, and third grade. The disadvant-
aged subjects were enrolled in a public school in the Chicago
area which is representative of a low socioeconomic strata.
All the subjects in the sample were Black. The subjects in
Hanson and Robinson's average group were Caucasian children
from a middle-class school in a white suburb of Chicago.

The advantaged subjects attended a private university-
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affiliated school in Chicago. About 75 percent of the ad-
vantaged subjects were Caucasian; the remainder were Black
or of Oriental descent.

Hanson and Robinson administered the Metropolitan

Readiness Tests to the kindergarten and first graders during

the first half of the school year. At the end of the school

year, the Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered

in the first, second, and third grades.

Analysis of variance procedures were used to determine
differences in reading readiness and reading achievement
among the subjects of different socioeconomic levels at each
grade level., At the kindergarten level, the advantaged sub-
jects scored significantly higher than the average subjects,
and the average subjects scored significantly higher than

the disadvantaged on the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The

advantaged first graders also scored significantly higher

than the average first graders on the Metropolitan Readiness

Tegts and the average first graders scored significantly
higher than the disadvantaged first graders. The advantaged
first graders scored significantly higher than the average

first graders on the Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the

advantaged first graders also scored significantly higher

than the disadvantaged first graders on the Metropolitan

Achievement Tests. The scores of the average first graders

were significantly higher than the disadvantaged first

graders on sections one and two of the Metropolitan Achieve-

ment Tests.
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In both the second and third grades, Hanson and Robin-
son found that the advantaged subjects achieved significant-
ly higher than the disadvantaged on the reading achievement
tests. The scores between the advantaged group and the
average group and the scores between the average group and
the disadvantaged group were smaller and less uniform.

Hanson and Robinson concluded that reading readiness
and reading achievement scores attained by the advantaged
subjects are significantly higher in each grade than those
attained by the disadvantaged. The authors concluded that
their study contributes:

s » o additional evidence to show that ad-

vantaged youngsters enter school more ready

to receive reading instruction and experience

greater achievement in reading in the primary

grades than other children.

In a similar study, Hill and Giammatteo (1963) sought
to investigate socioeconomic status and its relationship to
vocabulary achievement, reading comprehension, arithmetic
skill, problem solving, and a composite of these variables,
Their sample was 223 third-grade children from western
Pennsylvania., The group was the total third grade popu-
lation of nine classrooms and three schools, representing
two school districts.

High and low socioeconomic status was determined by the

use of an interview sheet completed by teachers and pupils.

The Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Ability Test, Iowa Tests of

Basic Skills, and the Scott-Foresman Basic Reading Tests

were administered to all 223 third-grade children in the
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study. Correlations were computed between socioeconomic
status, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and arithmetic
skills. These correlates were: 1. between socioeconomic

status and reading comprehension, r = .,90; 2. between socio-

'
economic status and vocabulary, r = .77; and 3. between
socioeconomic status and arithmetic skills, r = .77.

The mean scores of the high and low socioeconomic
status groups were compared for reading comprehension, vo-
cabulary, and arithmetic skills by t-tests. The means ob-
tained indicated the children from the high socioeconomic
group by grade three were eight months ahead of the children
from the low group in the area of vocabulary achievement.

In reading comprehension achiévement, the range between the

groups was equivalent to a full school term or nine months.,

A full six months difference was evidenced between the high

and low groups in arithmetic skills. These differences were
significant,

Hill and Giammatteo concluded that the results of this
study strengthen the accumulative evidence that socio-
economic status affects school achievement. All scholastic
achievement areas reported in this study were effected by
socioeconomic factors.

Vilscek and Cleland (1968) conducted a study for the
purpose of examining the extended effects and outcomes of
the Coordinated Basal Language Arts Approach and the Inte-
grated Experience Approach to Communication on pupils®

‘language development at the second and third grade levels.,



26

One of the major purposes of the investigation was to deter-
mine the effects of socioeconomic levels on pupil achieve-
ment. The study began with 669 first graders in twenty-
four first grades, selected from 241 first grades in the
Pittsburgh Public Schools. This pupil population repre-
sented three distinct levels of socioeconomic strata as
measured by the Hollingshead and Redlich Scale. Pupilé
and teachers were randomly assigned to classes within either
teaching method. Testing at the end of the first grade re-
flected that in every instance pupils in the Integrated
Experience Approach had significantly higher mean scores.
Eighteen of the original twenty-four first-grade classes
constituted the pupil populations in second grade and third
grade, There were 396 pupils in the analysis at the end of
the second grade. There were 351 pupils in the analysis at
the end of the third grade. The following instruments were

administered for measurement: Stanford Achievement Tests -

Advanced Primary Battery; the University of Pittsburgh Rat-

ing Record of Supervisory Attitudes and Pupils’ Social In-

tegration; the University of Pittsburgh Diagnostic Ratings

of Language Outcomes for Second Graders, and Third Graders:

Informally Devised Tests of Listening Comprehension Abil-

ities:; Minnesota Tests of Creative Thinking:; the San Diego

Pupils Inventory of Reading Attitudes; the Gilmore Oral

Reading Test:; the Gates Word Pronunciation Test:; the Fry

Phonetically Regular Words Oral Reading Test; the Restricted

Stimulus Measure of Written Expression; and, Pupil
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Inventories. A factorial analysis of variance was used to

analyze the data. The analysis of reading achievement
scores at the end of second grade yielded significant dif-
ferences between pupils in the three socioeconomic levels.
These same differences were also significant at the end of
third grade. Vilscek and Cleland concluded that pupils'’
achievement was directly related to their socioeconomic
level with higher socioeconomic status pupils having higher
achievements than do lower socioeconomic status pupils.

In a longitudinal study to determine predictor wvariables
of future success in reading and arithmetic, Hirst (1969)
drew a sample of 300 kindergarten children from a population
of beginning public school students to be tested in kinder-
garten, first, and second grade. These 300 children were
selected from nine schools on the basis of socioeconomic
status of the school. The schools represented lower socio-
economic, middle socioeconomic, and higher socioeconomic
levels. All children in a kindergarten class of the select-
ed schools were included. Reading achievement scores as well
as many other variables commonly associated with academic
achievement were analyzed using multiple regression analysis.
Results of the research tend to indicate that socioeéonomic
status is a significant predictor variable of second grade
reading and arithmetic success. Hirst concluded that socio-
economic status was a significant predictor of second grade

reading success.
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Oakland (1969) studied the relationship between reading
achievement and social class membership as well as the re-
lationship between reading achievement and performance on
phonemic and non-phonemic auditory discrimination tests.
Oakland's sample consisted of twenty randomly selected
children in each of three socioeconomic status levels. The
socloeconomic status of the children in these three groups,
lower-lower class, upper-lower class, and upper-middle class
was determined by ratings on the Index of Status Character-
istics. The assessment of phonemic auditory discrimination

was made with the Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test and

non-phonemic auditory discrimination was measured using
experimental tests. Reading achievement was determined by
utilizing an Eight-Point Reading Scale which permitted
teachers to specify the children's independent reading level
on basal readers. Each subject was tested individually.

An analysis of covariance with I. Q. scores as the
covariate was significant at the .05 level for differences
in reading achievement between the different socioeconomic
status groups. Children of the upper-middle class group
read significantly better than children in the upper-lower
class group, who in turn read significantly better than
children in the lower-lower class group. Oakland concluded
that the results of the study supported the widely held
notion that there is a direct correspondence between social

class status and reading achievement.
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Although Bruininks (1970) was concerned with deter-
mining various characteristics of disadvantaged children
other than reading achievement, he did examine the extent of
differences between disadvantaged children and normative
samples relative to reading achievement. Bruininks' sample
consisted of 354 subjects, 177 boys and 177 girls. All 354
subjects were from low socioeconomic status homes and all
subjects had been enrolled in the public schools of Metro-
politan Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee for three
years.

In addition to measures of oral and written language
and creative thinking abilities, each subject was ad-

ministered the Metropolitan Achievement Tests at the end of

the second and third grades. All testing was done by train-
ed and/or qualified psychometrists in small group sessions.
Bruininks found that on all MAT subtests, the subjects at-
tained scores appreciably below those of the normative popu-
lation. This disparity was of approximately 18 months.
Bruininks interpreted these findings as indicating that dis-
advantaged children do not achieve as well as other chil-
dren do in reading.

An examination of studies of reading achievement using
socioeconomic status as an independent variable do conciude
that reading achievement is related to socioeconomic status.
In the studies reviewed, children from a higher socioeconomic
status consistently achieved better reading scores when com-

pared to children with lower socioeconomic status.
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Teacher Judgement of Reading Readiness

Henig (1949) conducted a study "to determine the com-

parative forecasting value of the Lee-Clark Reading-Readiness

Test and of teachers' estimates of their pupils' likelihood
of succeeding in learning to read." Ninety-eight first-
grade children from a low socioeconomic area were ranked by
their teacher on their relative likelihood to succeed in

learning to read. A day or two later the Lee-Clark Reading-

Readiness Test was administered to the 98 children by their

teachers. A Chi Square value of 51.9 (p = .0l1l) led Henig
to conclude that the forecasts made by teachers, versed in
reading readiness techniques, have just as high a predictive

value as does the Lee-Clark Reading-Readiness Test.

Kermoian (1962) utilized teacher ratings of reading
readiness rather than rankings to determine the validity
of teacher judgement of the readiness status of children
entering first grade. The investigation was conducted in
the fall of 1959. Participating in this study were 276
first-grade children from six elementary schools of dif-
fering socioeconomiq areas of San Francisco. Thirteen
first-grade teachers were used to obtain the ratings.

Although all cooperating teachers were familiar with

the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, they were asked to

carefully examine the manual and to study the sections
dealing with a description of the subtests and of letter

rankings. The teachers were asked to observe their children



31

for the first two weeks of school and at the end of the
two week period were asked to rate each child according to

the five point scale used on the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests for Reading Readiness, Number Readiness, and Total

Readiness. The Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Form R were

then administered.

The Pearson r was used to calculate the correlation
coefficients. The correlations were .73 for Reading Readi-
ness, .73 for Number Readiness, and .77 for Total Readiness.
All three correlations were significant beyond the .01 level
of confidence. Kermoian concluded that the classroom teach-
er's appraisal of readiness correlates highly and signifi-
cantly with that of formal instrument and that most teachers
can easily judge readiness status through non-test tech-
niques,

In a study designed to determine how kindergarten
teachers' evaluations of pupil reading readiness compared
with reading readiness measures, Smith (1968) studied 360
pupils from eleven classrooms in the Longview, Washington
School District. The kindergarten teachers were asked to
assign reading readiness ratings to their pupils using the

criteria and ratings of the Metropolitan Readiness Tests.

Reading readiness classifications were then obtained using

the Metropolitan Readiness Tests. The Metropolitan was

teacher administered at the end of kindergarten. Reading
achievement ratings were obtained from first-grade teachers

during the second year of the study. The Gates-MacGinitie
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Reading Tests were administered during May of the first

grade. A Chi Square coefficient was calculated using a
contingency table for each comparison. The Chi Square
value comparing teacher ratings of reading readiness with

the Metropolitan Readiness Tests' ratings were significant

at the .01 level. Smith concluded that kindergarten teach-
ers could provide a reading readiness evaluation that is ap-
parently as accurate as commercial reading readiness tests.

Merrill (1968) had as his primary purpose, determining
the relationship that exists between teachers®’ informal
estimates of éheir pupils® reading readiness and first-
grade reading achievement. A second purpose of Merrill's
work was to determine the relationship between these in-
formal estimates of reading readiness and a standardized
reading readiness test.

Merrill's sample for the study consisted of 692 pupils
in forty first-grade classrooms. The teachers were asked
to observe their children for two weeks and to then make an
informal estimate of their pupils®' reading readiness. Dur-

ing the third week of school the Lee~Clark Reading Readiness

Test was administered by the teachers. The Gates-MacGinitie

Reading Test, Primary A, Form l,was administered at the end

of the year. This instrument was also teacher administered.
Pearson Product Moment Correlation coefficients were

calculated between the teachers' informal estimates of

reading readiness and first-grade reading achievement. The

average correlation coefficient for the forty classrooms was



.537, which was significant at the .01 level. Although,
Merrill found the average correlation to be significant,
only twenty-eight of the correlations computed between the
informal estimate of reading readiness and the Lee-Clark

Reading Readiness Test scores were significant.

Merrill obtained similar results between the Lee-Clark

Reading Readiness Test and first-grade reading achievement.

The average correlation coefficient for the forty cléssrooms
was .537, which was significant at the .01 level. Only
twenty-eight of the individual classroom coefficients were
significant. Merrill concluded that informal teacher rat-
ings of reading readiness were as good as the standardized
measure of reading readiness for his total sample but that
these coefficients were not necessarily significant for
individual classrooms.

Research supports the conclusion that teacher judge-
ments of pﬁpilsB reading readiness status are as reliable
an indicator of reading readiness as are standardized read-
ing readiness test results., A change in teacher rankings of
reading readiness as a result of receiving falsified reading
readiness test scores would therefore be indicative of

changed teacher expectations for success in reading.
Summary

The body of research leads one to conclude that the
phenomenon of teacher expectations does exist and is an in-

fiﬁential factor in determining how much is learned in the
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primary school classroom. Although the research demonstrat-
iﬁg t;ééhér expectations has been primarily concerned with
I. Q. gains, it has direct implications for reading instruc-
tion. If I. Q. scores can be increased by giving a teacher
false expectations, it is a reasonable supposition to be-
lieve that other cognitive pupil gains can be achieved in
the same manner,

An examination of studies of reading achievement using
socioeconomic status as an independent variable do conclude
that reading achievement is related to socioeconomic status.
In the studies reviewed, children from a higher socio-
economic status consistently achieved better reading scores
when compared to children with lower socioeconomic status.

Research supports the conclusion that teacher judge-
ments of pupils® reading readiness status are as reliable
an indicator of reading readiness as are standardized read-
ing readiness test results. A change in teacher rankings of
reading readiness as a result of receiving falsified read-
ing readiness test scores would, therefore, be indicative of

changed teacher expectations for success in reading.



CHAPTER IIT
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
Introduction

This chapter contains a description of the population
of the study, the testing procedures, the instruments used
in collecting the data, and the statistical treatment of

the data.
Description of the Population

The population for this study consisted of 64 randomly
selected first-grade pupils in the public schools of a north-
eastern Oklahoma city who were of a high or low socio-
economic status and were either high or low reading readi-
ness status pupils,

The experimental population were those children who
met the following requirements:

1. Ranked in the top one-third or the bottom one-third
of their class as rated on socioeconomic status by the Otis

Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic Index for Occupations based on

the NORC scale.
2, Received a reading readiness score of either one

standard deviation (real limits) below the norm mean reading

35



36

readiness score on the Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form B,

for that pupil's classroom.

3. Were not repeating the first-grade.
Testing Procedures

The classroom teachers first ranked the students in her
classroom as to level of reading readiness. A form was pro-
vided for each classroom by this researcher. The teacher
ranking of reading readiness was done during the third week
of school. On the same form, the school secretary recorded
the occupation for the head of the family. This was done
after the teachers ranked reading readiness,

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Form B, was adminis-

tered and scored by trained examiners from the Oklahoma
State University Reading Center. 1In each testing situation
only the examiner and the subjects were present.

Due to the failure of the intelligence test to arrive,
it was decided to forgo the use of an intelligence test as

a screening device. The results of the Metropolitan Readi-

ness Tests were returned to the classroom teachers during
the sixth week of school. The reported results included
the scores of 32 children which had been falsified. These
scores were falsified by adding an equal amount to each
subtest score., The total added raised each of these 32
scores two standard deviations. One week after receiving
the falsified test results, the teachers were asked to rank

their students' reading readiness level for a second time,
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During the first week in December, 1972, trained ex-
aminers from Oklahoma State University administered and

scored the Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I Battery,

Form W. The Stanford Achievement Test was administered to

all the first-grade students in the 12 schools. The teach-

ers were not present. The Short Test of Educational Abil-

ities, Level I, was administered in February, 1973, by the
classroom teachers and scored at the Oklahoma State Uni-
versity Reading Center to determine if the original sample
was in the normal range of intelligence. Due to missing
data on this instrument, (approximately 30%) the scores
were used in no way.

Trained examiners from the Oklahoma State University
Reading Center administered the first three subtests of the
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I, Form X, during the
third week in April, 1973. Since only the first three suyb-
tests were to be used in the data analysis, the regular
classroom teacher administered the remainder of the Stan-

ford Achievement Test. The entire Stanford Achievement Test

was scored by the examiners from Oklahoma State University.

Instruments Used in the Study

Short Test of Educational Ability,

Level 1 (1966)

It was intended that this test be used to identify

pupils who were within the average range of intelligence.
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It measures three aspects of intelligence: cause and effect
relations, problem solving, and spatial relations. The
"What Would Happen If...?" subtest consists of twelve mult-
iple choice items, each of which requires a selection from
four pictoral alternatives to answer a question. The "How
Would You...?" subtest consists of eight multiple choice
items, each of which requires a selection from four pictoral
alternatives to answer a question. The Spatial Relations
subtest consists of twenty-five multiple choice items, in
which the subject is required to choose the correct shape,
from one of four éhapes, necessary to complete the stimulus
symbol (STEA, 1966).

Standardization was based on several thousand children

by correlating with the Primary Mental Abilities. The Short

Test of Educational Ability has a mean I, Q. of 100 and a

standard deviation of 16 (STEA, 1966). In the present in-
vestigation children with STEA I. Q.'s of between 84 and 116,

inclusive, were intended to be retained in the sample.

Metropolitan Readiness Tests,

Form B (1966)

This test was devised to measure the extent to which
school beginners have developed in the several skills and
abilities that contribute to readiness for first-grade in-
struction., It is made up of six subtests which yield a
total readiness score for the child, Primarily the test is

designed to be administered at the end of the kindergarten
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year or the first month of the first-grade year. The six
subtests which make up this test are:

Test 1. Word Meaning, a l16-item picture vocab-
ulary test. The pupil selects from three pic-
tures the one that illustrates the word the
exXaminer names.

Test 2, Listening, a l6-item test of ability to
comprehend phrases and sentences instead of in-
dividual words. The pupil selects from three
pictures the one which protrays a situation or
event the examiner describes briefly.

Test 3. Matching, a l4-item test of visual per-
ception involving the recognition of similarities.
The pupil marks the one of three pictures which
matches a given picture.

Test 4. Alphabet, a 16-item test of ability to
recognize lower-case letters of the alphabet,
The pupil chooses a named letter from among four
alternatives,

Test 5. Numbers, a 26-item test of number know-
ledge.

Test 6. Copying, a l4-item test which measures
a combination of visual perception and motor
control (Hildreth, Criffits, McGauvran, 1966).

The normative population of the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests included a nation-wide sample of approximately 15,000
pupils in 70 school systems. Norms for Form B of the Read-

iness Tests were established by means of a program equating

results on this form with those of Form A for the same
pupils (Hildreth et al., 1966).

The Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Form B, scores were

used to determine the subject's level of reading readiness

and as the manipulated independent variable in this study.
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Stanford Achievement Tests: Primary I

Battery, Form W and Form X (1964)

This test was used to measure pupil's reading achieve-
ment. It measures three aspects of reading achievement:
word reading, paragraph meaning, and vocabulary. Only the
reading subtests were analyzed in this study. The Word
Reading Test consists of 35 multiple choice items, each of
which requires a selection from four alternatives of the
correct word which stands for a picture. The Paragraph
Meaning Test contains 37 paragraphs (38 multiple choice
items) of increasing difficulty from which one or more words
have been omitted. The correct word for each omission must
be selected from among four choices., The Vocabulary Test
employs 39 multiple choice items in which the pupil is re-
quired to select from a series of three alternatives the
proper answer to a question or a statement read by the
teacher (Kelley, Madden, Gardner, & Rudman, 1964).

The tests were standardized on a minimum of 10,000
pupils per grade level., Content or curricular validity is
based on the content of the typical elementary school cur-
riculum. Typical courses of study and textbooks were exam-
ined by the authors; experimental tests were tried out and
the items reviewed by a number of classroom teachers and
reading specialists. Split-half reliability coefficients

of .85 for the Word Reading Test, of .90 for the Paragraph
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Meaning Test, and of .79 for the Vocabulary Test were re-

ported for grade one (Kelley, et al., 1964).

National Opinion Research Center

Scale {NORC)

Cecil North and Paul Hatt, in 1947, developed a method
of occupational classification. The NORC measure of rela-
tive prestige for each occupation is a rank based on order-
ing the average scores derived from the weighted proportions
of excellent, good, average, somewhat below average, or poor
ratings for each occupation. The lowest occupation on this
prestige scale is shoe shiner with a score of 33 while the
highest score is 96 for United States Supreme Court Justice.
Otis Dudley Duncan constructed a socioeconomic index from
census information on detailed occupation characteristics.

This index related the NORC to the 1950 Bureau of Census

Report and allows a researcher to classify more varied oc-
cupations (Reiss & Duncan, 1961)., The Otis Dudley Duncan

Socioeconomic Index for Occupations based on the NORC was

used in this study because it provides a system of clas-
sification that allowed the investigator to classify all
occupations of the subjects' parents. The Otis Dudley

Duncan Sociceconomic Index for Occupations was used to

classify children as being of either high socioeconomic

status or as being of low socioeconomic status.
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Statistical Design

The reading readiness scores and the Otis Dudley Dun-

can Sociloeconomic Index for Occupations rankings were used

to select the sample. The procedures for this are explained
in the section on the Description of the Population.

A factorial analysis of variance with unequal cell
frequencies will be used to determine the effects of socio-
economic status and reported reading readiness scores on the
reading achievement (Winer, 1971).

The factorial arrangement is as follows:

B
aiby a;b,
A
a2bl a2b2
Where:

a, = high socioeconomic status
a2 = low socioeconomic status
b, = experimental treatment (falsified scores)
b2 = control (no falsified scores)

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 are concerned with the relation-
ships that may exist between true reading readiness rank-
ings, uninformed teacher rankings of reading readiness, and

informed teacher ranking of reading readiness. An average
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CHAPTER IV

TREATMENT OF DATA AND

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine to what ex-
tent teacher expectations influence reading performance of
students. Tests were made to determine if falsified reading
readiness scores had any influence on reading achievement.
The study included an analysis of the relationships that
exist between teacher rankings of reading readiness and a
ranking of actual reading readiness scores obtained on the

Metropolitan Readiness Test. An analysis of teacher rank-

ings of reading readiness before and after falsified

Metropolitan Readiness Test scores were given to them was

also done,

The hypothesis related to the effect falsified reading
readiness scores have on reading achievement will be con-
sidered along with the hypothesis related to the inter-
action of falsified reading readiness and socioeconomic
status. Next, the hypothesis concerning the relationship
between teacher rankings of reading readiness and a ranking

of Metropolitan Readiness Test scores will be examined. The

hypotheses concerning the relationship that exists between

teacher rankings of reading readiness after falsified reading

44
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readiness test scores have been returned and the teachers'!

earlier rankings and the Metropolitan Readiness Test rank-

ings will be examined last,

Tests of the Hypotheses

Hypothesis l: There is no significant difference in
reading achievement between groups with different levels of
reading readiness who are perceived by the teacher as being
at the same state of reading readiness performance.

Hypothesis 2: Student socioeconomic status and teacher
knowledge of student reading readiness performance will not
interact to shape reading achievement.

To test these hypotheses, and due to loss of subjects,
a factorial analysis of variance for unequal cell frequen-

cies was used. These two hypotheses were tested separately

for the Word Reading subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test

at each time the Stanford Achievement Test was administered.

The Stanford Achievement Test was administered twice. These

results are presented in Tables I-VI.

Tables I-VI reported the F values and the level of
significance for each F value for the Word Reading subtest,
the Paragraph Meaning subtest, and the Vocabulary subtest

of the Stanford Achievement Test at each of two test ad-

ministrations., An examination of Tables I-VI indicates
that no F value reached the ,05 level of significance neces-

sary for a rejection of the null hypothesis. Therefore,



TABLE T

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WORD
READING FOR DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
AND FALSIFIED METROPOLITAN READINESS
TEST SCORES TWO MONTHS AFTER DATA
PRESENTED TO TEACHERS
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Source SS af MS F

Socioeconomic Status 9,779 1 9,779
Reported Readiness 18,142 1 18.142 1,945%*
Interaction 12.077 1 12,077 1.295%
Within Cells Error 447,568 48 9,324

Total 487.566 51

*ns

**p = .20

TABLE IT
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PARAGRAPH
MEANING FOR DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND
FALSIFIED METROPOLITAN READINESS TEST SCORES
TWO MONTHS AFTER DATA PRESENTED TO TEACHERS
~Source SS af MS F

Sociceconomic Status 23,663 1 23,663

Reported Readiness 18.517 1 18.517 1.395%
Interaction 4,071 1 4.071 0,306%*
Within Cells Error 636,749 48 13,265

Total 683,000 51

*ns

**p = ,20
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TABLE IIT

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN VOCABULARY
FOR DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND FALSIFIED
METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS SCORES TWO MONTHS
AFTER DATA PRESENTED TO TEACHERS

Source SS df MS F

Socioeconomic Status 189,789 1 189.789

Reported Readiness 2,575 1 2.575 0.078%*
Interaction 8.479 1 8.479 0.257%
Within Cells Error 1583.215 48 32,983

Total 359,068 51

*ns
TABLE IV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN WORD
READING FOR DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
AND FALSIFIED METROPOLITAN READINESS
TESTS SCORES SIX MONTHS AFTER
DATA PRESENTED TO TEACHERS

Source SS df MS F
Sociceconomic Status 147,019 1 147,019
Reported Readiness 90,653 1 90.653 2,320%%
Interaction 0,367 1 0.122 0.003%*
Within Cells Error 1718.975 44 39,067
Total 1957.014 47

*nsg
*%¥p = 20



TABLE V

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PARAGRAPH

MEANING FOR DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND
FALSIFIED METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS SCORES
SIX MONTHS AFTER DATA PRESENTED TO TEACHERS
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Source SS af MS F
Socioeconomic Status 38,275 1 38.275
Reported Readiness 11.976 1 11.976 0.,308%*
Interaction 0.303 1 0.303 0.002*
Within Cells Error 1706.,997 44 38.795
Total 1757.551 47
*ns

TABLE VI

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF DIFFERENCE BETWEEN VOCABULARY

FOR DIFFERENT SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS AND FALSIFIED
METROPOLITAN READINESS TESTS SCORES SIX MONTHS

AFTER DATA PRESENTED TO TEACHERS

Source SS af MS F
Socioeconomic Status 52,389 1 52,389
Reported Readiness 30.723 1 30.723 1.500%*
Interaction 60.171 1 60.171 2,941 %%
Within Cells Error 900,170 44 20.458
Total 1043.453 47

*ns
**p = ,10
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no components of Hypothesis 1 or Hypothesis 2 can be re-
jected by the findings of this study.

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant relationship
between a teacher ranking of reading readiness status of
her children before readiness tests have been administered

and a ranking of the children's Metropolitan Readiness Test

scores.,
To test this hypothesis a Spearman Rank-Order correla-
tion coefficient was computed between the ranking of reading

readiness prior to the administration of the Metropolitan

Readiness Tests and a ranking of actual reading readiness

scores., A correlation coefficient was calculated for each
classroom. The average Spearman Rank-Order correlation
coefficient was then calculated for the 26 classrooms (Guil-
ford, 1965). The data is presented in Table I. The average
Spearman Rank-Order coefficient for the 26 classrooms is
0,78 and has a critical value exceeding the .01 level
(segal, 1956).

Table VII reported the average Spearman Rank-Order

correlation coefficient between the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests, Form B, and rankings of reading readiness by the
classroom teacher prior to the administration of the Met-

ropolitan Readiness Tests. An inspection of Table VII

indicates that the average correlation between the rankings

of the Metropolitan and the teacher rankings of reading

readiness was .78. This correlation is significant beyond

the .01 level of confidence., Thus, the null hypothesis of
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TABLE VII

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF METROPOLITAN
READINESS TEST RANKINGS AND PRETEST TEACHER
RANKINGS OF READING READINESS

Classroom N r t P z
A 22 0,747 5.024 0.001 0.97
B 22 0,902 9.327 0.001 1.47
(o 23 0,959 15,440 0.001 1,95
D 22 0.657 3.894 0.001 0.79
E 27 0.585 3.609 0.01 0.68
F 18 0.832 5.996 0.001 1.19
G 19 0,606 3.140 0.01 0.71
H 20 0.789 5.444 0.001 1.07
I 19 0.877 7.522 0.001 1.38
J 16 0.380 1.536 0.5 0.40
K 17 0.821 5,568 0,001 1.16
L 15 0.679 3.334 0.01 0.83
M 16 0.803 5.034 0,001 1.10
N 19 0.789 5.291 0,001 1.07
o) 20 0.919 2.870 0.001 1.59
P 20 0.696 4,110 0,001 0.87
Q 21 0.818 6.197 0,001 1.16
R 22 0.574 3.133 0.01 0.65
S 19 0.759 4,775 0.001 1.00
T 15 0,646 3.050 0.01 0,78
U 25 0.819 6.837 0.001 1.16
\Y 23 0.897 9,283 0.001 1.42
W 23 0.910 10,054 0.001 1.53
X 23 0.419 2,113 0.05 0.45
Y 24 0.781 5,857 0.001 1.05
Z 26 0.656 4,256 0,001 0.79
Total 536 27.22
Average z = 1.05
Average r = /8%

*p = 001
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no significant relationship between a teacher ranking of
reading readiness status of her students before readiness
tests have been administered and a ranking of the student’'s

Metropolitan Readiness Test scores can be rejected.

Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship
between a teacher ranking of reading readiness status of
her students before readiness tests have been administered
and teacher ranking of reading readiness status after read-
ing readiness tests have been administered.

Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship
between a teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her
students after readiness tests have been administered and a

ranking of the children's Metropolitan Readiness Test scores.

To test these hypotheses, a second teacher ranking of
each teacher's student's reading readiness after the teacher
had been given falsified reading readiness test results was
necessary. This ranking was done. However, due to the
movement of children from classroom to classroom the second
rankings constituted a slightly different sample for all but
three teachers. Therefore, average correlation coefficients
to test Hypothesis 4 and Hypothesis 5 were calculated using
the rankings of these three teachers. These results are
presented in Table VIII and Table IX.

The observed relationship for Hypothesis 4 is pre-
sented in Table VIII. Using p = .05 as the recognized level
for rejecting the null hypothesis, Hypothesis 4 can be re-

jected on the basis of the evidence presented.



TABLE VIIT

SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF PRETEST TEACHER
RANKING OF READING READINESS AND POSTTEST TEACHER
RANKINGS OF READING READINESS
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SPEARMAN RANK ORDER CORRELATIONS OF METROPOLITAN

READINESS TEST RANKINGS AND POSTTEST TEACHER

RANKINGS OF READING READINESS

Classroom n r t P z
G 19 . 799 2,630 .02 1.10
L 15 -115 417 ns »12
Y 24 103 . 485 ns J11
1.33
Average z = .44
Average r = ,41%*
*p = ool
TABLE IX

Classroom n r t P z
G 19 .822 5.944 .001 1.16
L 15 0543 2,330 .05 -61
Y 24 - 7189 6.018 .001 1.07
2,84
Average z = ,95
Average r = _74%
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The observed relationship for Hypothesis 5 is presented
in Table IX. Using p = .05 as the recognized level for re-
jecting the null hypothesis, Hypothesis 5 can be rejected

on the basis of the evidence presented.

Summary

This chapter has presented a detailed analysis of the
statistical treatment of the data. The following hypotheses
were rejected:

1. There is no significant relationship between a
teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her children
before readiness tests have been administered and a ranking

of the children'’s Metropolitan Readiness Test scores.

2, There is no significant relationship between a
teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her students
before readiness tests have been administered and teacher
ranking of reading readiness status after reading readiness
tests have been administered.

3. There is no significant relationship between a
teacher ranking of reading readiness status of her students
after readiness tests have been administered and a ranking

of the children‘’s Metropolitan Readiness Test scores.

The following hypotheses could not be rejected:

l. There is no significant difference in reading
achievement between groups with different levels of reading
readiness who are perceived by the teacher as being at the

same state of reading readiness performance,
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2, Student socioeconomic status and teacher knowledge
of student reading readiness performance will not interact

to shape reading achievement.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

General Summary of the Investigation

This study was concerned with determining if falsified
reading readiness test scores significantly changed reading
achievement. A second concern of this investigation was
to determine the relationship that exists between teacher

rankings of reading readiness and the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests, Form B, and attempted to determine if teacher rankings
~of reading readiness are influenced by reading readiness
test results,

The sample consisted of 64 randomly selected first-
grade children from 26 classrooms who ranked one standard

deviation (real limits) below the mean Metropolitan Readi-

ness Tests, Form B, score for individual’s classroom and who

ranked in either the top or bottom third of their class-

room when ranked by the Otis Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic

Index for Occupations. No children repeating the first

grade were included in the sample.

The Stanford Achievement Tests, Primary I Battery, has

six subtests. The Stanford was administered twice., Form W

of the Stanford was administered approximately two months

35
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after reading readiness test results were given to the
classroom teachers. Form X was administered six months
after reading readiness test results were given to the
classroom teacher, A factorial analysis of variance for un-
equal cell frequencies was run of the data from the first
three Stanford subtests each time the Stanford was adminis-
tered.

Teacher rankings of reading readiness were obtained
from the teachers before and after a reading readiness test
was administered. A ranking of reading readiness was as-
certained from the total score obtained on a standardized

readiness test, the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Form B,

A ranking of socioeconomic status for each classroom was
made from information provided by the schools utilizing the

Otis Dudley Duncan Socioeconomic Index for Occupations based

on the North-Hatt Scale (NOQRC). All six subtests of the

Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, Form W and

Form X, were administered but only the first three subtests
of each battery were analyzed.

An average correlatlon coefflclent was calculated be—

tween the Metropolltan ranklng of readlng readlness .and _the

TSt

readlng readlness ranklng made by teachers prior to the ad-

e

mlnlstratlon of the readlness test The other planned com-

e A e o

parisons were not made by reason of not being able to meet

statistical assumptions.
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Conclusions

When the results of the factorial analysis of variance
are examined, one has to conclude that the lack of signifi-
cance at an acceptable level for the rejection of hypotheses
causes this study to fail to support the efficacy of the
concept of the self-fulfilling phrophecy. This seems to
indicate that the effect of teacher expectations may be more
subtle and their effect may not be as immediate as other
studies have seemedito indicate.

Results of the study indicate that teacher rankings of
reading readiness prior to the administration of a readiness

test correlate significantly with the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests, Form B, For the sample of teachers considered in
this study, it can be concluded that the teacher's rankings
of reading readiness are as reliable an indicator of the

students®' readiness status as are the Metropolitan Readiness

Tests, Form B.

This study failed to indicate that teacher expectations
for a child's probable success in reading can be demon-
strated by altering her views of the child's reading readi-
ness by the presentation of falsified readiness data., The
significant average correlation coefficient between the two
teacher rankings of pupil readiness would indicate that the
teachers did not significantly change their rankings of
their children's readiness as a result of receiving falsifi-

ed readiness scores. One reason for the failure of this
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study to demonstrate a measurable change in teachers' expec-
tations may be a result of the small number of subjects in
each classroom for whom false readiness scores were report-
ed., In the three classrooms from which usable data was ob-
tained for measuring the phenomenon of changing teacher
e#pectations, a total of only four children's readiness
scores were falsified. This could then only result in minor
changes in the second teacher ranking and the statistical
techniques available are not sensitive to such minute
changes in rankings.

A second explanation for the lack of a demonstrable
change in teacher expectations may have been due to delays
in initiating the study. Because of unexpected problems
at the beginning of the school year, the initiation of this
study was delayed several weeks. The teachers may, there-
fore, have already formed their expectations of each child's
probabilities for successfully learning to read before this
researcher could provide them with data intended to bias
their beliefs for the children's success.

A third factor for failing to demonstrate a change in
teacher expectations through a change in teacher rankings
of readiness may have been due to the teachers lack of ex-
perience with reading readiness tests. Reading readiness
tests had never been given to all first-grade children in
this school system previous to this study. Therefore, the
teachers may not have placed much value in their predictive

validity for success at learning to read, rather they may
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be better attuned to other factors in making their judge-
ments about children's reading readiness and did not rely

on the data given them.

Recommendations

l., It is recommended that a study be made that would
attempt to measure if teacher expectations are changed due
to the presentation of falsified reading readiness scores,
Falsified scores should be presented in such number per
classroom as to better ensure a probable change in teacher
rankings that would be statistically measurable. Any future
study that attempts to induce changes in teacher expectations
should be initiated as early in the school year as is pos-
sible, Creditability in the independent variables should
be strived for by the researcher.

2. It is recommended that this study be replicated
with the collection of data over several years to measure
the long range effects of falsified reading readiness scores.
The influence of falsified reading readiness scores may be
more subtle than previously believed and their influence

may be more pronounced in later grades.
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