
TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 1 

Abstract 

Boys continue to demonstrate lower average achievement in reading than girls.  The 

influence of teacher gender has been explored among the factors explaining this scenario but 

with mixed results.  Further, although teacher expectations have affected student academic 

outcomes, and student gender-related stereotypical notions have shaped such expectations, 

the role of teacher gender within this scenario has been neglected.  The current study was 

conducted with a sample of elementary schools, in New Zealand (a national setting where 

essentialist gender attitudes have existed and where policies to implement scholastic gender 

equity have been critiqued as unsuccessful).  The influence of teacher gender and of a 

teacher-student gender match and mismatch on teacher’s expectations of their elementary 

student reading achievement, was tested via hierarchical linear modelling.  Male teachers’ 

expectations were found to be lower for students of both genders in reading and negative 

implications for male teachers and their students’ reading achievement were revealed.   

Keywords: teacher gender, teacher expectations, reading 
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Teacher gender, and expectation of reading achievement in New Zealand elementary 

school students: Essentially a barrier? 

Introduction 

In many countries including New Zealand, boys’ reading achievement has been lower than 

that of girls’ (Machin and Pekkarinen 2008) and persists in being so (OECD 2016).  Such 

differences are not explained by ability, but by the reinforcing of stereotypical attitudes and 

behaviours associated with expected student performance (Hyde 1996; OECD 2015).  

Stereotypical beliefs have been shown to influence teacher perceptions of their students 

(Tiedemann 2000), and student gender has strongly predicted teacher expectations (Dusek 

and Joseph 1985; Jussim, Eccles, and Madon 1996).  Further, research (e.g., Li 1999) has 

suggested that stereotypical gender-typing of scholastic domains has shaped teachers’ 

expectations of male or female student achievement advantage in certain subjects (e.g., 

reading has been gender-typed feminine).  Supporting such research, teachers have assumed 

that their male students are less competent readers than their female peers (Martinot, Bagès, 

and Desért 2012; Wolter, Braun and Hannover 2015).  However, we do not know whether 

teacher gender plays a part in such expectations. 

Female teachers dominate in number compared to males, contributing in part to an 

educational climate described as feminized (Skelton 2009; Neugebauer, Helbig, and 

Landmann 2011).  Raising the proportion of males in the teaching profession as role models 

for boys has been suggested as a solution to boys’ general underachievement within a 

feminized scholastic climate (Carrington and McPhee 2008).  Although the influence of 

teacher gender on boys’ disadvantaged performance in reading has been investigated (e.g., 

Dee 2007; Burusic, Barbarovic, and Seric 2012), results have been inconclusive.  Thus, a 

teacher-student gender match has been found on the one hand to benefit the 

underachievement of boys in reading (Dee 2007), and on the other, evidenced not to 
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advantage boys’ reading achievement at all (Helbig 2012).  Further, the appropriateness of 

policies advocating an increase in male teachers as a means of improving boys’ reading 

achievement, has been criticized (e.g., Skelton 2003).   

Importantly, the small amount of research which has explored the relationship 

between teacher gender and teachers’ subjective student judgments (e.g., Ehrenberg, 

Goldhaber, and Brewer 1995; Hopf and Hatzichristou 1999) has revealed negative 

implications for the students of male teachers in reading, giving cause to question the wisdom 

of increasing the quota of male teachers in schools.  Although the link between teacher 

expectations and student outcomes is well documented (Rosenthal and Jacobsen 1968; 

Entwisle, Alexander, and Olsen 2007; Rubie-Davies 2010), the relationship of teacher gender 

with teacher expectations of student reading achievement remains unexplored.  Taken 

together, the above research gives reason to ask whether the relationship of teacher gender 

with teacher expectations might potentially contribute to the underachievement of boys in 

reading, and whether a teacher-student gender match or mismatch might affect teachers’ 

estimations of their students’ reading ability.     

If male teachers were found to have higher expectations of their students in reading 

than their female counterparts, then an increase in male teachers may benefit boys’ 

comparatively lower achievement in reading.  However, the negative implications of a 

reverse scenario are also clear.  The focus of the current study was to investigate whether 

teacher gender was associated with teacher expectation of student reading achievement, and 

how any such association may impact boys’ reading achievement.  

Teacher expectation of student achievement and self-fulfilling prophecies  

Among the factors that shape differences in students’ academic outcomes, differential teacher 

expectations have been named as influential (Rubie-Davies 2010).  For instance, research 

suggests that teachers potentially communicate beliefs and expectations to their students 
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consciously and unconsciously, transmitting indications of perceived ability to students that 

could be transformed into self-fulfilling prophecies (e.g., Page and Rosenthal 1990).  Jussim 

and colleagues reported that self-fulfilling prophecies come into being when teacher 

expectations, embodied as teacher behaviours, influence students’ beliefs about themselves, 

and result in student behaviours that match the original teacher expectations.  Student 

characteristics have shaped teachers’ expectations for particular groups of students (e.g., 

Jussim et al 1996), and have been associated with teachers’ stereotypical expectations of 

gender-role and gender (Dusek and Joseph 1985).  As stereotypes have been suggested to be 

formed on inaccurate bases, and to promote and maintain inequalities (van den Bergh, 

Denessen, Hornstra, Voeten, and Holland 2010), teacher expectations influenced by 

stereotypical beliefs (as discussed above), may have the potential to result in inequitable 

student outcomes.  

Teachers’ gender beliefs, and reading 

Stereotypical expectations about gender have influenced whether certain subjects, roles, and 

activities have been associated with males or females (Meece, Bower Gleinke, and Burg 

2006).  Boys have been perceived as less able than girls in reading and the language arts, 

subjects that are stereotyped as feminine (Scantlebury 2006), and the lesser achievement, 

engagement, and participation in the language arts for boys than for girls may be explained 

by expectations reflecting such stereotypical gender norms (Entwisle et al 2007).  Other 

research (Cheryan and Plaut 2010) has suggested that male underrepresentation in domains 

gendered feminine (specifically, tertiary-level English) may be attributed to perceived 

dissimilarity to those stereotypically associated with the field, and that current stereotypes 

serve as cues to belonging. 

Not only have stereotypical expectations of gender role been evidenced in teacher 

beliefs (Dusek and Joseph 1985), but teachers have also actively endorsed student gender-
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role conformity (Martino and Pallotta-Chiarolli 2003).  Further, teacher expectations 

themselves have been suggested to play a role in transmitting such gender norms by 

mediating perspectives about gender and achievement (Younger and Warrington, 2008).  

A brief summary of New Zealand’s educational history sheds light on the interface 

between gender-role and expectations for boys’ reading achievement in the context of the 

current study.  By the 1970s, the gender prescription which had shaped the New Zealand 

curriculum since the late 1880s, had resulted in a dichotomy of subject choice: girls took arts 

subjects, and boys chose sciences (Fry 1985).  Despite steps to address curricular gender 

inequity, a lack of gender awareness seemed evidenced in New Zealand classrooms (New 

Zealand Educational Institute 1999), and the importance of understanding gender issues had 

been consistently ignored in teacher education in New Zealand (Cushman 2010).  The 

acknowledgement that New Zealand boys’ reading underachievement has persisted in the 

contemporary context (Bradstreet, 2000; OECD, 2016) is therefore not surprising.  

Adding complexity to stereotypically gendered expectations of student reading 

achievement, teachers’ stereotypical gender views have varied in magnitude in New Zealand.  

Male teachers have been suggested to hold a stronger stereotypical view of gender than their 

female counterparts (Cushman 2010).  The specific nature of New Zealand’s gender context 

may serve as an explanation.  An essentialist concept of gender, described by Ashley and Lee 

(2003) as perceiving masculine as opposite to feminine (e.g., the demonstration of physical 

strength and stoicism for men), has been emphatically valued in New Zealand (Ferguson 

2004).  Further, gender-role conformity has been promoted in that national context, especially 

for males (Rout 1997), and issues of gender equity have received attention later than in other 

countries (Williams & Sheehan 2001) and with less success (Cushman 2010).  Thus, it could 

be suggested that a less gender-equitable educational climate might exist in New Zealand, 

than in some other countries. 
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Taken together, the research discussed above indicates that teachers might expect 

more of their female than their male students in reading, and that specifically within the New 

Zealand context, male teachers’ personal gender attitudes may result in teacher expectations 

of student reading achievement that are more stereotypically-based in comparison to those of 

their female colleagues.  Literature which reports how teacher gender has affected student 

reading outcomes and has affected teacher subjective judgments related to reading in several 

national contexts, is discussed below. 

Teacher gender, student outcomes and teacher subjective judgments in reading 

Mixed and sometimes contradictory results have been found for the influence of teacher 

gender on student reading achievement (e.g., Dee 2007; Burusic et al 2012).  Evidence 

demonstrating that a teacher-student gender match has advantaged student reading 

achievement appears to have been methodologically contestable, or limited by context-

dependency, as will be discussed.  Employing data from the 1988 and 1990 waves of the 

United States’ National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS: 88), Dee found that a 

teacher-student gender match advantaged student reading achievement.  However, Cho 

(2012) asserted that the subject pairing integral to the NELS: 88 compromised the 

applicability of the student fixed effects model Dee employed to account for unobserved 

student characteristics, rendering his results questionable. Similarly, Lam, Tse, Lam, and Loh 

(2010), found that when they applied a revised regression model to Dee’s data (taking into 

account school and classroom effects), no influence of teacher gender on student reading 

achievement was demonstrated after all.  Moreover, the finding of a further study 

(Ammermüller and Dolton 2006) that girls benefit with a female English teacher, was only 

observed in the United Kingdom, and not in the United States, pointing to the influence of 

context, and questions of generalizability.  
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The results of studies suggesting that teacher gender had no effect on student reading 

achievement have been more consistent and evidenced across a wide range of developed 

countries.  Ehrenberg and colleagues also utilized data from the NELS: 88, but in contrast to 

Dee, found no effect of teacher gender on reading achievement for their cohort of 2,848 

United States 8th   and 10th graders.  In a Dutch study involving 5,181 elementary school 

students, and 251 teachers (Driessen 2007), no influence of teacher gender was found on the 

achievement, attitude, or behaviour of students (including results for Dutch language).  

Similar findings were evidenced in Neugebauer and colleagues’ study involving 2,434 male 

and 2,389 female elementary school students from the German Supplemental Sample of the 

2001 Progress in Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS).  No advantage of a teacher-student gender 

match for German language achievement for either boys or girls and no evidence of teacher 

gender affecting teacher grades were found.  Notably, the authors’ findings were consistent 

across a number of subgroups (e.g., those based on ethnicity).  Helbig’s (2012) study 

employing the PIRLS data of 2006, with a sample of 146,315 elementary school students 

from 21 countries found that boys did not benefit from having male teachers, but (although an 

explanation was not offered) in two countries (Austria and Romania), girls benefited from 

having female teachers. 

The findings of a Finnish study involving 1,063 9th grade students (49.8% girls), and 

72 teachers of Finnish language (Mullola et al 2011), revealed no influence of teacher gender 

on student mother language achievement, however, nuanced findings were apparent in a 

study conducted with an upper secondary cohort in Sweden (Holmlund and Sund 2008).  

Holmlund and Sund noted that the gender gap favouring girls was highest in Swedish 

language (where female teachers dominated) but they explained this as relational not causal.  

That is, the authors speculated that both teachers’ and students’ subject interest and aptitude 

were affected by the same selective gender mechanisms, rather than a same-gender 
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advantage.  Further, support for the idea that teacher gender had no significant effect on 

student academic outcomes, including reading, was evidenced by the findings of Carrington, 

Tymms, and Merrell’s (2008) study with a sample of 8,978 11 year-old students and their 413 

(113 male) teachers in the United Kingdom; Lam and colleagues’ study of 4,867 (2,332 boys) 

Grade 4 students and their 148 (42 male) teachers in Hong Kong; and Lingard, Martino, 

Mills, and Bahr’s (2002) case studies of Australian middle school children.  Corroborating 

the findings of the aforementioned research, Burusic and colleagues’ Croatian study 

involving 48, 232 4th grade students (49.14% girls), and 46, 196 8th grade students (48.64% 

girls), revealed that teacher gender had no significant effect on student achievement for 

Croatian language.  However, Burusic et al (2012) cautioned that the use of different 

assessment measures (i.e., potentially subjective school-based grading, as compared to 

standardized achievement tests) could occlude results.  

The idea that students of female teachers have had more success in reading 

achievement than those in the classes of male teachers, however, has been supported in 

several national contexts, for example, India (Chudgar and Sankar 2008), The United States 

(Ehrenberg et al 1995; Krieg 2005), Greece (Hopf and Hatzichristou 1999), Germany 

(Neugebauer et al 2011; Helbig 2012), Israel (Klein 2004), Hong Kong (Lam et al 2010), 

Australia (Lingard et al 2002), and Canada (Sokal 2005).  The findings of Ehrenberg and 

colleagues suggest that an explanation could be found in the influence of teacher gender on 

teacher subjective judgments.  When Ehrenberg and colleagues replaced their student gain 

score with one summarizing teacher subjective judgments, female teachers rated both male 

and female students higher in reading, compared to male teachers.  Similarly, the results of a 

Greek study of 1,041 elementary school students and their 29 male and 7 female teachers 

(Hopf and Hatzichristou 1999) showed that female teachers evaluated student behaviour 
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more positively and awarded better grades to their students in Greek language, than male 

teachers.   

In sum, a teacher-student gender match has been suggested overall not to advantage 

students’ reading achievement, although it cannot be assumed that this may be so in New 

Zealand’s unique context. Further, both male and female students were found to benefit from 

being in the class of a female teacher.  Thus, given evidence (e.g., Hopf and Hatzichristou 

1999) that teacher gender affected teacher subjective judgments of student outcomes 

(including reading achievement), and considering the gender attitudes reported in New 

Zealand (e.g., Cushman 2010), investigation of the influence of teacher gender on teachers’ 

expectations of their students’ reading achievement in that context, seems warranted.   

In order to determine the discrete influence of teacher gender and teacher-student 

match and mismatch on teacher expectations of students’ reading achievement, other 

variables that could potentially have occluded results, were controlled for.  Socioeconomic 

status (SES) (e.g., Auwarter and Arguete 2008), prior achievement (e.g., Rubie-Davies, 

Weinstein, Huang, Gregory, Cowan, P., and Cowan, C. 2014), and student ethnicity (e.g., 

Baron, Tom, and Cooper 1985) were therefore considered.  Teacher expectations of student 

academic success have been found to be positively and significantly related, for example, to 

teacher perceptions of student SES (Auwarter and Arguete 2008).  Similarly, teachers could 

hold lower expectations for students of some ethnicities (e.g., Māori), and these expectations 

could contribute to lower achievement for those students (Rubie-Davies, Hattie, and 

Hamilton 2006).  Such variables may potentially have complicated the ability to understand 

the role that teacher gender as distinct from their students’ gender might play in teacher 

expectations.   

The current study 
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The current study aimed to investigate whether teachers’ expectations of their students’ 

academic competence in reading was predicted by teacher gender.  In addition, the question 

of whether teacher-student gender match and mismatch would affect teacher expectations 

was statistically considered via multi-level modelling.  The socioeconomic level of the 

school, student ethnicity, and demonstrated ability were entered alongside teacher-student 

gender match and mismatch to determine the unique effects of student-teacher gender 

groupings on teacher expectations of student reading achievement.   

It was hypothesized that when students’ socioeconomic status, prior achievement, and 

ethnicity were statistically accounted for a) teachers’ expectations’ of reading achievement 

would be lower for their male than for their female students, reflecting gendered stereotypes 

associated with reading achievement, b) teacher gender would influence teacher expectations 

of student achievement in reading, with female teachers demonstrating higher expectations 

than male teachers, and c) students would not be advantaged in reading by teacher 

expectations where there was either a teacher-student gender match or mismatch. 

Method 

The unique setting of the current study enabled data collection from a large sample size 

spanning a wide range of cultures.  Data were collected in the initial phase of a three-year 

longitudinal intervention study which explored whether teacher expectations of their 

elementary school students could be raised and sustained, and how student achievement 

outcomes might be subsequently influenced (see Rubie-Davies, Peterson, Sibley, and 

Rosenthal 2015).  The relations of teachers’ gender with their expectations of student reading 

achievement provided baseline data prior to the intervention.  Additionally, a central aim of 

the longitudinal study, investigating what it was about teachers’ (rather than students’) 

behaviour and beliefs that influenced expectations (Rubie-Davies 2015), was supported by 

the current study.   
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Participants 

After gaining ethical permission, 12 New Zealand elementary schools across a range of SES 

levels were recruited for the study. A specific area of Auckland (New Zealand’s largest city) 

comprising a wide spread of SES levels, was selected in order to afford a comprehensive 

range of participating schools.  However, one high SES school within the originally chosen 

area declined the invitation to participate and was replaced with a high SES school in an 

alternative area.  In New Zealand, school SES levels are based on a 10-point scale: 1 is 

assigned to schools at the lowest SES level and 10 to schools at the highest.  Table 1 

comprises participant demographic information.   

[Table 1 near here] 

Measures 

Two measures (described below) were used in this study, one to measure teachers’ 

expectations and one to measure student achievement.   

Teacher expectation measure  

A teacher expectation measure (Rubie-Davies 2015) was administered four weeks into the 

academic year, allowing teachers to estimate achievement levels students would reach by year’s 

end.  As this was a single-item measure no alphas could be provided.  The early implementation 

of the teacher expectation measure was guided by research (Raudenbush 1984) indicating that 

teachers’ expectations for students were formed early in the school year, and then remained 

relatively stable (Kuklinski and Weinstein 2000).  Teacher expectation levels (based on National 

Curriculum levels), were indicated on the following 1–7 point Likert scale: 1 = very much below 

average, 2 = moderately below average, 3 = slightly below average, 4 = average, 5 = slightly 

above average, 6 = moderately above average, 7 = very much above average.   

Student achievement  

Student achievement in reading was measured using e-asTTle (e-asTTle Project Team, 2009).  

e-asTTle is an online assessment tool designed to assess students’ progress in reading, 
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mathematics, and writing.  Customized literacy tests aligned with the national curriculum for 

Years 4-12 students can be created and analysed using e-asTTle.  National norming trials 

were employed in 2009-2010 in order to establish the robustness of e-asTTle.  All items in 

the e-asTTle system were calibrated using item response theory (IRT) scoring procedures 

(Embretson and Reise 2000), and the standard error of measurement for any e-asTTle test 

was estimated to be 15 points, with a standard deviation of 100 for each year level (see e-

asTTle website: http://e-asttle.tki.org.nz/).  Thus, confidence in test consistency was assured 

across e-asTTle test levels.  Confidence is also assured in comparing students’ total scores, 

regardless of different tests being administered to different students.    

The tests comprised a range of achievement reading objectives (processes and 

strategies, ideas, and language features) which were consistently represented at each 

curriculum level.  Since expected scores differ by Year level, the published normative 

expectation for each Year level was subtracted from each student’s overall total reading 

score, generating a ‘standardized’ score that indicated the distance from the norm, while 

retaining the metric of measurement.  The average achievement in the current sample was 

approximately equivalent to that of the normative sample (M = 11.43, SD = 89.59, N = 1775). 

Procedures 

The expectation measure was completed by participant teachers approximately four weeks 

into the school year but before they were able to refer to that year’s standardized test results.  

The e-asTTle tests for reading were completed soon after by the students.  It was assumed 

that the subjective opinions teachers formed of their students during the first two weeks of 

school (Raudenbush 1984) influenced teachers’ estimates of achievement, rather than 

reference to actual achievement data.  To that end, teachers were asked to complete the 

expectation scale without reference to any prior achievement information.   
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To measure student achievement in the current research, the teachers selected the 

reading tests created for the study in paper and pencil form.  The tests had been designed at 

appropriate curriculum levels for the ages of the students and the teachers decided how many 

tests they needed at each of the curriculum levels, for the approximate levels of achievement 

for their class. Once all tests had been completed, they were marked on-line by the research 

team.  Standardized scores derived from the overall total scores for reading generated by the 

e-asTTle computer system were used in this study to represent student achievement. 

The data for this study were collected between February and March 2011.  Analyses 

were carried out using IBM SPSS v 22.0 (2013), and MLwiN v 2.32 (Rasbash, Charlton, 

Browne, Healy, and Cameron 2015). 

Analysis procedures  

To investigate whether there were gender differences in student achievement in reading, and 

whether overall teachers’ expectations for boys differed from those for girls, two-way 

between-group analyses of variance (ANOVAs) were conducted.  The interaction effect 

between student and teacher gender was also investigated. 

Hierarchical linear modelling (HLM) was employed to explore the relationship 

between gender and teacher expectations with student achievement being controlled.  HLM is 

a multilevel regression framework incorporating information about how the data are 

hierarchically structured, within the model.  The degree of similarity among students within a 

particular classroom, or attending a particular school, means that educational data generally 

violate the independence assumption (Osborne 2000).  Further, within the HLM framework, 

students in the same school can be conceptualized as nested within schools, with students at 

level one and schools at level two.  Classrooms have been treated as level two within the 

hierarchy, as the focus is on teacher expectations in the current study. It was considered 

unnecessary to include school as a third hierarchical level as only a small proportion of 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 14 

additional variance (< 1%) was explained at the school level after the inclusion of 

classrooms.  

As noted in the Introduction, socio-economic status (SES) (e.g., Auwarter and 

Arguete 2008), prior achievement (e.g., Rubie-Davies et al 2014), and student ethnicity (e.g., 

Baron et al 1985) were considered likely to occlude the specific influence of teacher gender 

on teacher expectations.  Each of these variables, therefore, was entered into the models first, 

before the gender variables were included.  Achievement had already been ‘centred’ against 

the normative expectations, and therefore, it was not centred further.  Socio-economic status 

was included at the school level, allowing interpretation of the intercept in terms of attending 

a school with an average, aggregate socio-economic profile.  Ethnicity was entered as a 

polytomous categorical variable, with Māori, Pasifika (Pacific Island) and Asian students as 

binary dummy variables, and New Zealand European and ‘other’ students as the reference 

category.  Gender was included as a dummy variable at each level (i.e., student gender at 

Level 1 and teacher gender at Level 2).  In both cases, females were included as the reference 

category since there are more female teachers than male teachers.  A cross-level interaction 

term was then added to test for the interaction effect (see Aguinis, Gottfredson, and 

Culpepper, 2013).  To make the results more easily interpretable we then calculated the 

parameter estimate for the possible scenarios (male teacher, male/female student; female 

teacher, male student), compared with female teacher, female student. 

Results 

Teacher expectations of student reading achievement 

Student achievement 

Table 2 provides descriptive statistics pertaining to the student participants’ e-asTTle reading 

scores versus norms.  It should be noted that the student reading achievement data were 
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reported here as baseline information, although they are discussed regarding incidental 

findings.   

[Table 2 near here] 

Overall results suggested that female students performed better than male students, and 

overall achievement in female teachers’ classrooms appeared also to be higher than that in 

male teachers’ classes.   

In summary, the descriptive results suggested that teacher expectations differed as a 

function of both teacher gender and student gender.  Both male and female teachers expected 

lower scores for their male rather than female students, and male teachers’ expectations 

overall were lower than those of their female counterparts.  To investigate this further, while 

controlling for other possible confounding factors, a series of Hierarchical Linear Models 

(HLMs) were conducted.   

To control for individual differences in achievement, after fitting the unconditional 

model, reading achievement was added first.  This was followed by the possible confounding 

variables of student ethnicity and school socioeconomic status (school SES).  Thereafter, the 

quadrant relating to gender was entered.  This included the three dummy variables for 

student/teacher gender with female students in a classroom with a female teacher as the 

reference group (see Table 3).  

[Table 3 near here] 

The results indicated that higher teacher expectations were strongly associated with 

shifts in standardized reading achievement and understandably, students’ actual achievement 

predicted the expectations that that teachers held of students.  On average, teachers gave 

expectation ratings almost one point higher (0.78 on the seven-point scale) to students scoring 

one standard deviation above the normative expectation than those scoring near expectation 

(see Table 3).  Let the reader be reminded that the mean reading score to the norm was 11.43 
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with a large standard deviation of 89.59.  Therefore, as depicted in Table 3, given a shift of 

one in the reading score to the norm, the expected shift in the dependent variable (teacher 

expectation), is 𝛽𝛽 = 0.00872 on the seven-point scale.  However, given a shift of 89.59 

reading score points to the norm (i.e., 1 SD), the influence on the seven-point expected 

reading level scale would be 𝛽𝛽 = 0.78. 

Two other covariates were also associated with teacher expectations, after controlling 

for achievement differences.  Although ethnicity and school SES did not have any significant 

influence on higher teacher expectations, teacher-student gender groupings did: (a) compared 

to the Female Teacher-Female Student reference group, male teachers had statistically 

significantly lower expectations of male students (𝛽𝛽 = -0.519, p < .01, over half a Likert 

value); (b) in addition, compared with the same reference group, male teachers also had 

statistically significantly lower expectations of female students in their classes (𝛽𝛽 = -0.411, p 

< .05, almost half a Likert value). Interestingly, results also revealed that female teachers had 

similar expectations of their male and female students (𝛽𝛽 = -0.064ns).   

Discussion 

Hierarchical linear modelling revealed no statistically significant differences in teachers’ 

expectations of their male and female students’ reading achievement.  There was also no 

difference in teacher expectations of student reading achievement when there was a teacher-

student gender match or mismatch.  However, male teachers were found to have lower 

expectations than female teachers for their students of both genders.  This finding indicated 

that, for the present study, factors associated with teacher gender, rather than stereotypical 

expectations of student reading achievement explained teacher expectations.   

The major finding of the current study that male teachers had lower expectations of 

reading achievement for both boys and girls in their classes casts doubt on policies that have 

been implemented in New Zealand (Cushman 2010), aimed at increasing the representation 
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of male teachers in schools as a remedy for boys’ educational disadvantage (including that of 

reading).  Such a finding provides impetus to question whether policies to decrease the 

underrepresentation of male teachers in other global contexts (see Ailwood 2003; Driessen 

2007; Skelton 2009), should also be challenged.  Further, the ideas that a teacher-student 

gender match would not advantage academic outcomes (Cho 2012), and specifically so boys’ 

reading achievement (Helbig 2012), were also strengthened by the major finding of the 

current research, at least in the New Zealand context.   

The current study’s major finding parallels concurrent research (Watson, Rubie-

Davies, Meissel, Peterson, Flint, Garrett and McDonald 2016) that revealed no statistically 

significant difference in either teachers’ expectations for boys’ and girls’ mathematics 

achievement or the effect of a teacher-student gender match or mismatch on teachers’ 

expectations of their students’ mathematics achievement.  However, Watson and colleagues 

(2016), found that male as compared to female teachers demonstrated lower expectations of 

both boys and girls in their mathematics classes.  Other research (e.g., Retelsdorf, Schwarz, 

and Ashbrock 2015; Wolter et al 2015) has suggested that negative gender stereotypes 

associated with boys’ reading ability conveyed by significant others (e.g., teachers), can 

detrimentally affect achievement-related behaviour and motivation.    In the case of such 

research, expectations were associated with student rather than teacher gender.  However, the 

findings of the current paper further support those found by the Author and colleagues 

(2016), at least in the New Zealand context, that teacher (as compared to student) gender can 

impact teacher expectations of student achievement, and suggest that this disposition may be 

stable across subject domains.  Importantly, teacher expectations have been suggested to 

create self-fulfilling prophecies (Rubie-Davies 2010), and even small and subtle teacher 

messages can cumulatively influence student outcomes over time (Rubie-Davies et al. 2014).  

Thus, the current study’s central finding suggests that future reading achievement for both 
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boys and girls in the classes of male teachers could be diminished, compared to that of 

students of female teachers, in New Zealand elementary schools.   

The question of what might have influenced male teachers’ overall lower expectations 

for their students in reading in the New Zealand context, then begs to be considered.  

Teaching (and indeed reading as a subject domain) has been conceptualized as feminine, and 

engagement in that profession has been suggested to constitute a threat to masculine identity 

(Skelton 2009).  Other research (Bosson, Taylor, and Prewitt-Freilino 2006) has reported 

threats to masculine identity for males working in feminine roles.  Additionally, school 

principals have expected male teachers to conform to and model ideals of hegemonic 

masculinity, for example, enthusiasm for rugby playing (Cushman 2008).  In turn, male 

teachers have experienced pressure to demonstrate such masculine ideals (Martino 2008), and 

have been pressured to define masculinity by rejecting behaviours (e.g., nurturing) that are 

considered feminine (Martino and Pallotta-Chiarolli 2003).  Thus, male elementary school 

teachers have been encouraged to model traditional masculine roles such as assertion and 

discipline (Skelton 2003), and emotional neutrality with an increased degree of structure in 

learning opportunities (Kenway and Fitzclarence 1997).  Such a gendered scenario had the 

potential to be exacerbated for New Zealand teachers, given the gender-role conformity and 

gender-role modelling expected and commended in male staff (e.g., Ferguson 2004; Cushman 

2008).   

The same forces that potentially threaten male teachers’ masculine identity, as males 

engaging in the feminine domain of education (see Skelton 2009), have been suggested to act 

to discourage male students from engaging and achieving in reading (a field considered 

stereotypically feminine Martinot et al 2012).  Such influences have conflated success in 

literacy with a lack of masculinity (Alloway and Gilbert 1997).  Boys have been aware that 

reading is for girls and not for them (Wolter et al. 2015).  Further, stereotypes of boys as 
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undisciplined, and less conscientious than girls have been suggested to threaten male 

students’ ideas of academic success, a negative scenario that contradicts the higher status 

expected of males, and as such, warrants further research (Hartley and Sutton 2013).   We 

suggest that in the New Zealand context, knowledge of sanctions for transgressing 

expectations of gender-role conformity (e.g., Ferguson 2004) may be particularly salient, and 

function as “a threat in the air” (Steele, 1997, 613), compromising male students’ engagement 

in reading.  Thus, the central finding of the current study holds even greater implications for 

the future of male students in the classes of male teachers, in the light of an achievement gap 

that still disadvantages boys in reading (OECD 2016).     

Taken together, the aforementioned literature suggests that male teachers’ teaching 

behaviour had the potential to be different to that of their female colleagues.  Further, we 

suggest that any such differences might be heightened in New Zealand where gender 

conformity is suggested to be particularly salient for male teachers (as discussed above).  

Earlier research (e.g., Brophy 1985) suggested that ideas of gender conformity could 

influence teachers’ own style: female teacher behaviours matched traditionally expected 

female gender-roles such as nurturing, while male teacher behaviours aligned with the 

agentic gender-role stereotypically associated with males.  More recently, Lam and 

colleagues (2010) found that these ideas were borne out in contemporary elementary schools 

in Hong Kong.  The authors found that male teachers exhibited an authoritarian teaching 

style, preferring to control student learning, and concentrating on whole-class oriented 

reading activities rather than tailoring study to individual needs.  Conversely, the female 

teachers in Lam and colleagues’ study were sensitive to the reading levels of their students, 

and encouraged the students to discover for themselves, rather than tightly directing their 

learning.  Skelton (2003) explained the intensity with which male elementary school teachers 

reinforced stereotypical masculine gender norms, as a reactive step taken to preserve 
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masculine identity potentially threatened within the traditionally feminine domain of 

teaching.    

Interestingly, the sorts of gender-normative behaviours observed in male and female 

teachers by Brophy, and Lam and colleagues, align closely with the instructional practices of 

low and high expectation teachers respectively, described by Rubie-Davies (2015, 85-91).  

Low expectation teachers asked fewer questions of their students, created less nurturing 

classroom environments, and allowed less student choice within the classroom in contrast to 

their high expectation counterparts.  In adjunct to the aforementioned research, female (rather 

than male) English literature and language teachers were found to foster a more advantageous 

teacher-student relationship (Duffy, Warren, and Walsh 2001).  As teacher-student 

relationships have themselves been found to be fundamental to student learning success 

(Hattie 2009), the negative implications for a teaching style which is less student-cantered, 

more authoritarian, and less nurturing are clear.  Given the current finding, and those 

discussed above, further research to explore interrelationships between teacher gender, 

teacher expectations, and teaching style seems warranted.   

A finding (albeit incidental to the purpose of the study) that teacher expectations were 

higher overall for students with higher reading achievement scores, supported research (e.g., 

Tach and Farkas 2006) which found that more was asked of students perceived as high 

achievers.  Longitudinal results will prove interesting regarding the effectiveness of an 

intervention designed to raise teachers’ expectations for all their students, rather than some.   

Importantly, the findings of the current study support calls to raise awareness of 

gender issues in teacher education (e.g., Skelton 2009).  In contrast with some other national 

contexts (e.g., Sweden) where teacher training reflects educational policy aimed at effectively 

addressing gender equity, New Zealand teachers have not been educated to be aware of their 

own gendered attitudes or help their students understand and address gender issues (Cushman 
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2010).  Cushman’s assertion that policy changes to improve gender equity in New Zealand 

classrooms have been implemented with minimal effect, and that calls to enlist teacher 

trainees have all but ignored measures to raise awareness of gender equity, were endorsed by 

the major finding of the current study.  We suggest that the creation of identity-safe 

educational environments free from essentialist associations for both staff and students, is 

fundamental to achieving the aim of gender equity advocated in New Zealand educational 

policy. 

Limitations and future directions 

Some limitations were found for the current study.  In terms of missing data, 648 (26.7%) of 

the 2,423 students in the overall sample could not be included.  For 519 students, absence 

precluded their participation in the e-asTTle reading test, their teacher had not estimated their 

reading performance, or they were considered unable to cope with testing (e.g., as special 

needs students) and, therefore, were withdrawn.  The remaining students had either left the 

school before testing occurred, or inconsistencies between their official name and that used 

for the questionnaire data rendered matching impossible. 

Chi-square analyses conducted to assess the distribution of missing data indicated a 

statistically significant difference in the proportion of some groups of missing students: more 

male students, and Māori and Pasifika students were missing; and the data provided by higher 

SES schools was more complete (p <.05).  In terms of ethnicity, the pattern of missing data 

follows the trend of absenteeism documented for Māori and Pasifika students in New Zealand 

schools (see http://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/), but should nevertheless be considered.  

Compared to the proportion of male (51%) and female (49%) students in the overall sample, 

missing male students (58%) were represented in larger numbers than missing female 

students (42%).  Although it must be acknowledged that this may have had some effect on 

results, it is also important to note that the missing data were identified largely in the boys’ 

http://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/)


TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 22 

test results not their teachers’ estimates of expectation of their reading achievement.  This 

interesting finding is in itself deserving of further research.    

Importantly, the proportion of male and female teachers was comparable across both 

missing data and non-missing data groups.  In addition, an independent samples t-test 

revealed teachers typically had lower expectations of students who did not sit the e-asTTle 

reading test (average TEAL difference = .38, p < .001).  Acknowledging the above 

considerations, we are confident that the pattern of missing data was unlikely to affect the 

current results. 

The small sample of male teachers (27.9%) was representative of the proportion of 

male teachers in New Zealand schools (e.g., Harker and Chapman 2006).  However, caution 

should be observed in generalizing the results of the analyses to other populations.  

Moreover, the lower proportion of male teachers noted for high SES schools in the current 

study, warrants caution in generalizing results to other high SES schools.  

The current study adds to literature (discussed above) that has explored the potential 

impact of teacher gender on educational outcomes.  However, such research (e.g., Burusic et 

al 2012) has almost exclusively been situated in developed national contexts.  Neugebauer 

and colleagues observed that a female-teacher dominance for schools in OECD countries 

contrasted with a male majority found, for example, in most African schools.  Thus, as the 

proportional representation of teacher gender can differ between contexts (e.g., Neugebauer 

et al 2011), caution should be noted in applying the findings of the current study and, we 

suggest, of other research investigating the association between teacher gender and student 

outcomes to third world countries.  Moreover, research to investigate the impact of teacher 

gender on student outcomes in developing national settings seems necessary.  

Conclusion  



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 23 

In sum, the findings of the current study suggested that teacher rather than student gender 

influenced teacher expectations of student achievement in reading, so that female teacher 

expectations for the girls and boys in their classes were higher than those of male teachers.  

Teacher expectations can mediate messages that shape student futures (Ehrenberg at al 1995). 

Therefore, the suggestions of a less positive future for the reading achievement of boys and 

girls in the classes of male teachers, and caution in increasing the proportion of male teachers 

without first addressing issues of gender awareness, seem clear.  Thus, reconsidering ‘care’, 

for example, as associated predominantly with female teachers (within an elementary school 

context), and freeing perceptions of men and women teachers from hegemonic expectations 

of gender role (Pulsford 2014), may be a more meaningful way to rebalance a feminised 

teaching environment than simply increasing the numbers of male teachers.  Longitudinal 

results will evaluate whether an intervention to raise teacher expectations of all students, may 

also act to raise male teachers’ expectations of student reading achievement.  The pressing 

need to raise teacher gender awareness, and to create gender-identity safe non-essentialist 

scholastic environments for students and staff alike in New Zealand, were highlighted.     



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 24 

References 
Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., and Culpepper, S. A. 2013. “Best-practice Recommendations  

for Estimating Cross-level Interaction Effects using Multilevel Modeling.” Journal of 

Management 39: 1490–1528. 

Ailwood, J. 2003. “A National Approach to Gender Equity Policy in Australia: Another 

Ending, another Opening?” International Journal of Inclusive Education 7: 19–31.  

 doi:10.1080/13603110210143635 
 
Alloway, N. and Gilbert, P. 1997. “Boys and Literacy: Lessons from Australia.” Gender and 

Education 9: 49-58. doi:10.1080/09540259721448 

Ammermüller, A., and Dolton, P. 2006. “Pupil-teacher Gender Interaction Effects on 

Scholastic Outcomes in England and the USA.” ZEW Discussion Paper No. 06–060, 

Centre for European Economic Research. Retrieved from: 

http://hdl.handle.net/10419/24515 

Ashley, M. and Lee, J. 2003. Women Teaching Boys: Caring and Working in the Primary 

School. Stoke-on-Trent, England: Trentham Books. 

Auwarter, A. E., and Arguete, M.S. 2008. "Effects of Student Gender and Socioeconomic 

Status on Teacher Perceptions." The Journal of Educational Research 101: 242–246.  

 doi:10.3200/JOER.101.4.243-246 

Baron, R. M., Tom, D. Y. H., and Cooper, H. M. 1985. "Social Class, Race and Teacher 

Expectations." In Teacher Expectancies, edited by J. B. Dusek, 251–269. Hillsdale, 

NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Bosson, J. K., Taylor, J. N., and Prewitt-Freilino, J. L. 2006. "Gender Role Violations and 

Identity Misclassification: The Roles of Audience and Actor Variables." Sex Roles 55: 

13–24. doi:10.1007/s11199-006-9056-5 

Bradstreet, A. 2000. "Gender Equity in The New Zealand Curriculum: A Change in Focus." 

ACE Papers 7: 89–105 

http://hdl.handle.net/10419/24515


TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 25 

Brophy, J. E. 1985. "Teacher-student Interaction." In Teacher Expectancies, edited by J. B. 

Dusek, 303–328. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Burusic, J., Babarovic, T., and Seric, M. 2012. "Differences in Elementary School 

Achievement Between Girls and Boys: Does the Teacher Gender Play a Role?" 

European Journal of Psychology of Education 27: 523–528.doi:10.1007/s10212-011-

0093-2 

Carrington, B., and McPhee, A. 2008. "Boys' Underachievement and the Feminization of 

Teaching." Journal of Education for Teaching 34: 109–120. 

doi:10.1080/02607470801979558  

Carrington, B., Tymms, P., and Merrell, C. 2008. "Role Models, School Improvement, and 

the 'Gender Gap': Do Men Bring out the Best in Boys and Women the Best in Girls?" 

British Educational Research Journal 34: 315–327. doi:18.1080/01411920701532202 

Cheryan, C., and Plaut, V. C. 2010. "Explaining Underrepresentation: A Theory of Precluded 

Interest." Sex Roles 63: 475–488. doi:10.1007/s11199-010-9835-x 

Cho, I. 2012. "The Effect of Teacher-student Gender Matching: Evidence from OECD 

Countries." Economics of Education Review 31: 54–67. 

doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.02.002 

Chudgar, A. R., and Sankar, V. 2008. "The Relationship between Teacher Gender and 

Student Achievement: Evidence from Five Indian States." Compare: A Journal of 

Comparative and International Education 38: 627–642.  

doi: 10.1080/03057920802351465 

Cushman, P. 2010. "Male Primary School Teachers: Helping or Hindering a Move to Gender 

Equality?" Teaching and Teacher Education 26: 1211–1218. 

doi:10.1016/j.tate.2010.01.002 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 26 

Cushman, P. 2008. "So what Exactly do You Want? What Principals Mean when They Say 

'Male Role Model'" Gender and Education 20: 123–136. 

doi:10.1080/09540250701805847 

Dee, T. 2007. "Teachers and the Gender Gaps in Human Achievement." Journal of Human 

Resources 42: 525–554. 

Driessen, G. 2007. "The Feminization of Primary Education: Effects of Teachers' Gender on 

Pupil Achievement, Attitude, and Behaviour." International Review of Education 53: 

183–203. doi:10.1007/s11159-007-9039-y  

Duffy, J., Warren, K., and Walsh, M. 2001. "Classroom Interactions: Gender of Teacher, 

Gender of Student, and Classroom Subject." Sex Roles 45: 579–593.  

 doi:10.1023/A:1014892408105 

Dusek, J. B., and Joseph, B. 1985. "The Basis of Teacher Expectancies." In Teacher 

Expectancies, edited by J. B. Dusek, 229–250. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

e-asTTle Project Team. 2009. e-asTTle Generation 2: e-asTTle Educator Manual. 

Wellington, New Zealand: Ministry of Education.   

Ehrenberg, R. G., Goldhaber, D. D., and Brewer, D. J., 1995. "Do Teachers' Race, Gender, 

and Ethnicity Matter? Evidence from the National Educational Longitudinal Study of 

1988." Industrial and Labor Relations Review 48: 547–560. doi:10.3386/w4669 

Embretson, S. E., and Reise, S. 2000. Item Response Theory for Psychologists. Mahwah, NJ: 

Erlbaum. 

Entwisle, D. R., Alexander, K. L., and Olsen, L. S. 2007. "Early Schooling: The Handicap of 

being Poor and Male." Sociology of Education 80: 114–138.  

doi: 10.1177/003804070708000202 

Ferguson, G. 2004. You'll be a Man if you Play Rugby. Palmerston North, New Zealand: 

Dunmore Press. 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 27 

Fry, R. 1985. It's Different for Daughters: A History of the Curriculum for Girls in NZ 

Schools 1900–1975. Wellington: NZ Council for Educational Research. 

Harker, R., and Chapman, J. 2006. "Teacher Numbers in New Zealand: Attrition and  

 Replacement." New Zealand Journal of Teachers' Work 3: 42–55. 

Hartley, B. L., & Sutton, R. M. 2013. "A Stereotype Threat Account of Boys' Academic 

Underachievement." Child Development 84: 1716-1733. doi: 10.1111/cdev.12079 

Hattie, J. 2009. Visible Learning: A Synthsesis of over 800 Meta-analyses Relating to  

 Achievement. London, England: Routledge. 

Helbig, M. 2012. "Boys do not Benefit from Male Teachers in their Reading and 

Mathematics Skills: Empirical Evidence from 21 European Union and OECD 

Countries." British Journal of Sociology of Education 33: 661-677. 

doi:10.1080/01425692.201.674782 

Holmlund, H., and Sund, K. 2008. "Is the Gender Gap in School Performance Affected by the 

Sex of the Teacher?"  Labour Economics 15: 37–53. 

doi:10.1016/j.labeco.2006.12.002. 

Hopf, D., and Hatzichristou, C. 1999. "Teacher Gender-related Influences in Greek Schools." 

British Journal of Educational Psychology 69: 1–18. doi: 10.1348/000709999157527 

Hyde, J. S. 1996. "Meta-analysis and the Psychology of Gender Differences" In Gender and 

Scientific Authority, edited by B. Laslett, S.G. Kohlstedt, H. Longino and E. 

Hammonds. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press. 

IBM 2013. SPSS for Windows v.22. New York, NY: IBM 

Jussim, L., Eccles, J. S., and Madon, S. (1996). "Social Perception, Social Stereotypes, and 

Teacher Expectations: Accuracy and the Quest for the Powerful Self-fulfilling 

Prophecy." In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, edited by M. P. Zanna ,  

28: 281–388. San Diego, CA: Academic Press. 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 28 

Kenway, J. and Fitzclarence, L. 1997. "Masculinity, Violence and Schooling: Changing  

'Poisonous Pedagogies'" Gender and Education 9:117–133. 

doi:10.1080/09540259721493 

Klein, J. 2004. "Who is Responsible for Gender Differences in Scholastic Achievements: 

Pupils or Teachers?" Educational Research 46: 183–195.  

doi:10.1080/0013188042000222458. 

Krieg, J. M. 2005. "Student Gender and Teacher Gender: What is the Impact on High Stakes 

Test Scores?" Current Issues in Education 89: 8.   

Kuklinski, M. R., and Weinstein, R. S. 2000. "Classroom and Grade Level Differences in 

the Stability of Teacher Expectations and Perceived Differential Treatment." Learning 

Environments Research 3: 1–34. doi: 10.1023/A:1009904718353 

Lam, Y.H., Tse, S. K., Lam, J. W. I., and Loh., E. K. Y. 2010. "Does the Gender of the 

Teacher Matter in the Teaching of Reading Literacy? Teacher Gender and Pupil 

Attainment in Reading Literacy in Hong Kong." Teaching and Teacher Education 26: 

754–759. doi:10.1016/j.tate.2009.10.010 

Li, Q. 1999. "Teachers Beliefs and Gender Differences in Mathematics." Educational 

Research 41: 63–76. doi: 10.1080/0013188990410106 

Lingard, B., Martino, W., Mills, M., and Bahr., M. 2002. "Addressing the Educational Needs 

of Boys." Research Report: Department of Education, Science, and Training, 

November, 2002. Retrieved from: http://works.bepress.com/mark_bahr/1 

Machin, S., and Pekkarinen, T. 2008. "Global Sex Differences in Test Score Variability." 

Science 322: 1331–1332. doi:10.1126/science.1162573 

Martino, W. 2008. "Male Teachers as Role Models: Addressing Issues of Masculinity, 

Pedagogy, and the Re-masculinization of Schooling." Curriculum Inquiry 38: 189–

223. doi:10.1111/j.1467-873X.2007.00405.x 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 29 

Martino, W., and Pallotta-Chiarolli, M. 2003. So what's a Boy? Addressing Issues of 

Masculinity and Schooling. Maidenhead, England: Open University Press. 

Martinot, D., Bagès, C., and Desért, M. 2012. "French Children’s Awareness of Gender 

Stereotypes about Mathematics and Reading: When Girls Improve their Reputation in 

Math." Sex Roles 66: 210–219. doi: 10.1007/s11199-011-0032-3 

Meece, J. L., Bower Glienke, B., and Burg, S. 2006. "Gender and Motivation." Journal of 

School Psychology 44: 351–373. doi:10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.004 

Mullola, S., Jokela, M., Ravaja, N., Lipsanen, J., Hintsanen, M., Alatupa, S., and 

Keltikangas-Järvinen, L. 2011. "Associations of Student Temperament and 

Educational Competence with Academic Achievement: The Role of Teacher Age and 

Teacher and Student Gender." Teaching and Teacher Education 27: 942–951. 

doi:10.1016 /j.tate.2011.03.005 

New Zealand Educational Institute. 1999. "Who’s to Blame for Boys' 

 Underachievement?" Rourou 6: May 1999.  

Neugebauer, M., Helbig, M., and Landmann, A. 2011. "Unmasking the Myth of the Same-

sex Teacher Advantage." European Sociological Review 27: 669–689.  

doi: 10.1093/esr/jcq038 

OECD. 2016. "Low-Performing Students: Why They Fall Behind and How to Help Them 

Succeed." PISA, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264250246-

en. 

OECD. 2015. "The ABC of Gender Equality in Education: Aptitude, Behaviour, Confidence." 

 PISA, OECD Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264229945-en. 

Osborne, J. W. 2000. "Advantages of Hierarchical Linear Modeling." Practical  

Assessment, Research and Evaluation 7: 1–3. 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 30 

Page, S., and Rosenthal, R. 1990. "Sex and Expectations of Teachers and Sex and Race of 

Students as Determinants of Teaching Behavior and Student Performance." The 

Journal of School Psychology 28: 119–131. 

Pulsford, M. 2014. "Constructing Men who Teach: Research into Care and Gender as 

Productive of the Male Primary Teacher" Gender and Education 26: 215–231. doi: 

10.1080/09540253.2014.901719 

Rasbash, J., Charlton, C., Browne, W.J., Healy, M., and Cameron, B. 2015. MLwiN Version 

2.32.  Centre for Multilevel Modelling. Bristol, UK: University of Bristol. 

Raudenbush, S. W. 1984. "Magnitude of Teacher Expectancy Effects on Pupil IQ as a 

Function of the Credibility of Expectancy Induction: A Synthesis of Findings from 18 

Experiments." Journal of Educational Psychology 76: 85–97. 

Retelsdorf, J., Schwartz, K., & Asbrock, F. 2015. ""Michael can't read!" – Teachers' Gender 

Stereotypes and Boys' Reading Self-concept." Journal of Educational Psychology 

107: 186-194. doi: 10.1037/a0037107 

Rosenthal, R., and Jacobson, L. 1968. Pygmalion in the Classroom: Teacher Expectation and 

Pupils' Intellectual Development. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart & Winston. 

Rout, B. 1997. "Being 'Staunch': Boys Hassling Girls." In Women and Education in Aotearoa 

2, edited by S. Middleton and A. Jones, 169–180. Auckland, New Zealand: Auckland 

University Press with Bridget Williams Books. 

Rubie-Davies, C. M. 2010. "Teacher Expectations and Perceptions of Student Characteristics: 

Is there a Relationship?" British Journal of Educational Psychology 80: 121–135. doi: 

10.1348/000709909X466334 

Rubie-Davies, C. M. 2015. Becoming a High Expectation Teacher: Raising the Bar. 

Abingdon, England: Routledge. 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 31 

Rubie-Davies, C. M., Hattie, J., and Hamilton, R. 2006. "Expecting the Best for Students: 

Teacher Expectations and Academic Outcomes." British Journal of Educational 

Psychology 76: 429–444. doi:10.1348/000709905X53589 

Rubie-Davies, C. M., Peterson, E. R., Sibley, C. G., and Rosenthal, R. 2015. "A Teacher 

Expectation Intervention: Modelling the Practices of High Expectation Teachers." 

Contemporary Educational Psychology 31: 72–85. 

doi:10.1016/j.cedpsych.2014.03.003 

Rubie-Davies, C. M., Weinstein, R. S., Huang, F.L., Gregory, A., Cowan, P A., and Cowan, 

C. P. 2014. "Successive Teacher Expectation Effects across Early School Years." 

Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology 35: 181–191. Retrieved from: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2014.03.006 

Scantlebury, K. 2006. "Gender." In Teaching and Learning Science: A Handbook, edited by 

K. Tobin, 201–206. Westport, CT: Praeger Publishing. 

Skelton, C. 2009. "Failing to get Men into Primary Teaching: A Feminist Critique." Journal 

of Education Policy 24: 39–54. doi:10.1080/02680930802412677 

Skelton, C. 2003. "Male Primary School Teachers and Perceptions of Masculinity." 

Educational Review 55: 195–209. doi:10.1080/0013191032000072227 

Sokal, L., Katz, H., Sych-Yereniuk, A., Chocinov-Harder, L., Adkins, M., Grills., 

T,…Priddle, G. 2005. Male Reading Teachers: Effects on Inner City Boys. Winnipeg, 

Canada: University of Winnipeg. 

Steele, C. M. 1997. "A Threat in the Air: How Stereotype Threat Shapes the Intellectual 

Identities and Performance." American Psychologist 52: 613–629. 

Tach, L.M., & Farkas, G. 2006. "Learning-related Behaviors, Cognitive Skills, and Ability 

Grouping when School Begins." Social Science Research 35: 1048–1079. doi: 

10:10.1080/0013188042000222458 



TEACHER GENDER AND READING EXPECTATIONS 32 

Tiedemann, J. 2000. "Gender-related Beliefs of Teachers in Elementary School 

Mathematics." Educational Studies in Mathematics 41: 191–207. doi: 

10.1023/A:1003953801526 

van den Bergh, L., Denessen, E., Hornstra., Voeten, M. J., and Holland., R. W. 2010. "The 

Implicit Prejudiced Attitudes of Teachers: Relations to Teacher Expectations and the 

Achievement Gap." American Educational Research Journal 47: 497–527. 

doi:10.3102/0002831209353594 

Watson, P. W., Rubie-Davies, C. M., Meissel, K., Peterson, E. R., Flint, A., Garrett, L., and 

McDonald, L. 2016. "Gendered Teacher Expectations of Mathematics Achievement 

in New Zealand: Contributing to a Kink at the Base of the STEM Pipeline? 

International Journal of Gender, Science and Technology, 8(1): 83–102. 

Williams, R., & Sheehan, J. 2001. "Gender Issues in Education." In Theory in Practice for 

Educators, edited by V. Carpenter, 211–232. Palmerston North, New Zealand: 

Dunmore Press. 

Wolter, I., Braun, E., & Hannover, B. 2015. "Reading is for Girls!? The Negative Impact of 

Preschool Teachers' Traditional Gender Role Attitudes on Boys' Reading Related  

Motivation and Skills." Frontiers in Psychology 6:1267. 

doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01267 

Younger, M., & Warrington, M. 2008. "The Gender Agenda in Primary Teacher Education in 

England: Fifteen Lost Years?" Journal of Educational Policy 23: 429–445. 

doi:10.1080/02680930802054396 

 

 


