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This chapter will introduce the field of teacher expectations. The first section will
provide a theoretical overview of the field and show how the seminal studies led to
understandings of expectation processes – that is, the chapter will show that early
studies helped researchers and practitioners to understand how teacher expecta-
tions could influence student outcomes, both academic and social-psychological.
This section will also describe how the teacher-expectation field developed, and
will profile some of the contemporary work in this area. The chapter will then
focus on how low expectations can be avoided, with specific reference to key
elements of teacher practice that are associated with high expectations. The final
section of the chapter will discuss intervention strategies that might help teachers
to become high-expectation teachers. Some practical guidelines for implementa-
tion will be provided.

Theoretical Overview

Teacher expectations can be defined as the beliefs that teachers hold about
the capabilities and future prospects of their students. The teacher-expectation field
began with an experimental study by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968), which sug-
gested that teacher expectations could influence student academic outcomes. The
Rosenthal and Jacobson study laid the foundation for future research focused on
questions that arose from that work. From the early 1970s until the 1990s, a large
number of descriptive studies were carried out that enabled researchers to gain
understandings of the types of learning opportunities delivered to students for
whom teachers held either high or low expectations, and the ways in which teachers
interacted with high- or low-expectation students. Other researchers investigated
how students could tell if their teachers’ expectations for them were high or low. It
also became evident that teacher beliefs contribute to the expectation processes. That
is, when teachers held particular beliefs, these led them to practice in ways which
either decreased or exacerbated the achievement gap between students perceived to
be either high or low achieving. It is only relatively recently that these understand-
ings about teacher-expectation processes have been consolidated into intervention
studies designed to implement high expectations into classrooms. Hence, the theo-
retical framework will review the following aspects of the teacher-expectation
research: (a) the initial teacher-expectation study, (b) studies that helped to cement
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understandings about the teacher-expectation processes, and (c) teacher beliefs and
how these could be viewed as contributing to teacher-expectation effects.

The Pygmalion Study

In the seminal work commonly known as the Pygmalion study (Rosenthal
& Jacobson, 1968), students in one school were administered a little-known IQ test.
The researchers “dressed up” the test in a fancy cover and called it The Harvard Test
of Inflected Acquisition. They told teachers that it was a new test designed to predict
which students would blossom during the academic year. Rosenthal and Jacobson
then randomly assigned 20% of students across classes to be the “bloomers.” At the
end of the year, the bloomers had increased their academic performance more than
the non-bloomers. The results of this study caused considerable controversy, with
some questioning methodological aspects of the study.
For example, Thorndike (1969) criticized the study because the IQ test used did

not have norms for the youngest students and, therefore, the results had to have been
extrapolated. Others became strong proponents of the study (see Spitz, 1999) and
argued that whereas the Pygmalion study had manipulated positive expectations for
students, it was likely that low expectations of teachers resulted in lower outcomes
for students thanmay have been anticipated. Interestingly, although this study caused
controversy, even the strongest critics, such as Thorndike, accepted the probable
existence of teacher expectations and the possibility that expectations could result in
students performing at the levels teachers believed that they could reach. Thus, the
field of teacher expectations was born.
In their book, Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) proposed that teachers must have

interacted differently with students for whom positively biased expectations had
been induced. In other words, the teachers had conveyed their high expectations to
the students, perhaps inadvertently. Rosenthal and Jacobson argued that these differ-
ential interactions led students to accept their teachers’ high expectations and to
perform subsequently at levels above what they had previously achieved. However,
the idea of teacher differential interactions as a mechanism for teacher-expectation
effects was not tested in the Pygmalion experiment. This proposition was investi-
gated in subsequent studies that explored whether or not teachers did interact
differentially toward students. These and other studies that explored teacher expec-
tations and teacher-expectation effects are described below.

Cementing Understandings of Teacher-Expectation Effects

Brophy and Good (1970, 1974) conducted systematic observations in class-
rooms, wherein they methodically recorded the ways in which teachers interacted
with students for whom they had high or low expectations. Their findings suggested
that the daily dyadic interactions between teachers and students differed markedly
depending on whether or not the teachers had high or low expectations for the

240 rubie-davies and flint

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235532.015 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108235532.015


student. For example, teachers waited a shorter time for low-expectation students to
respond to questions than they did for students for whom they had high expectations;
they also provided low-expectation students with inconsistent and less meaningful
feedback on their learning.
Nevertheless, no one knew at the time whether students actually perceived these

differences in teacher interactions. Examining student perceptions of differential
teacher interactions formed the basis of the work of Weinstein and her colleagues
(Weinstein, 1983, 1989, 1993, 2002; Weinstein et al., 1982; Weinstein &
Middlestadt, 1979). They were able to demonstrate that students were incredibly
perceptive. At times, students were able to detail teacher behaviors that even trained
observers did not notice. Students reported that teachers were more vigilant toward
low-expectation students and provided them with more learning support. High-
expectation students were given more independence and were perceived as being
favored (Weinstein, 2002).
In similar work, Babad (2009) reported that teachers provided low-expectation

students with more learning support but high-expectation students with more emo-
tional support. In other words, in some classrooms, teachers spent more time assist-
ing low-expectation students with their learning and associated tasks. However,
Babad reported that whereas the quantity of interactions was greater, the quality
was much lower. Babad also explained that students could detect teacher behaviors
that showed that their teachers preferred high-expectation students; they interacted
with students for whom they had high expectations more positively, and they were
kinder and more caring toward them.
Weinstein’s (2002) and Babad’s (2009) works also showed that not all teachers had

differential expectations for students. Some teachers treated all students equitably;
others were more extreme in the ways in which they differentiated in their treatment of
students. Teachers were found to have differing pedagogical beliefs about how to cater
to high- and low-achieving students that led to them treating students in contrasting
ways. Teachers’ beliefs, therefore, moderated the expectation effects on students. Put
simply, not all teachers differentiated sharply in their interactions with students; teacher
beliefs about how students learned and how achievement could best be supported
resulted in more effects of teacher expectations in some classrooms than in others.

Teacher Beliefs and the Moderation of Expectation Effects

Babad’s (1990b, 1993, 1998) works mostly concentrated on what he termed
high- and low-bias teachers. High-bias teachers were those who were easily swayed
by demographic information about students; they tended to adjust their expectations
in line with stereotypes pertaining to specific groups of students. For example, if
high-bias teachers thought that students came from a low socioeconomic background
they were likely to lower their expectations of the students and to treat them more
negatively in the ways described earlier. On the other hand, low-bias teachers
interacted with students more equitably. Predictably, teacher-expectation effects
were greater in the classes of high-bias teachers.
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Much ofWeinstein’s (2002) work has centered round describing differences in the
behaviors of what she terms high- and low-differentiating teachers. High-
differentiating teachers are those who treat high- and low-expectation students
very differently and who have large teacher-expectation effects on their students,
whereas low-differentiating teachers treat all students similarly. Hence, in the classes
of high-differentiating teachers, the achievement gap tends to widen because of the
resulting differential treatment of students. On the other hand, the achievement gap
tends to narrow when students are taught by low-differentiating teachers. Weinstein
(2002) identified six key areas in which high- and low-differentiating teachers varied
in their practices and which probably contributed to greater expectation effects in
classes of high-differentiating teachers. The six key areas are grouping, the curricu-
lum, the feedback system, the motivational system, student responsibility, and
relationships. Each of these factors is described in more detail below.

Grouping. High-differentiating teachers grouped students by ability and made
ability salient in the classroom such that students were very clear about their
teachers’ expectations for their achievement. Low-differentiating teachers used
mixed-ability groups and did not convey explicit messages about their expectations.

Curriculum. In classes of high-differentiating teachers, high-expectation stu-
dents were given more challenging tasks, whereas those in the lower-ability
groups were more often assigned skills-based worksheets and other low-level
tasks. In the classes of low-differentiating teachers, however, all students
completed similar tasks.

Feedback. In terms of feedback, students with high-differentiating teachers further
reinforced the salience of ability by announcing (often publicly) whether or not
students had completed work at the accepted standards. Those considered low
achievers often received negative messages, whilst high-expectation students were
reinforced positively for their achievement. On the other hand, low-differentiating
teachers provided feedback related to student effort rather than achievement. Ability
was not salient in these classes.

Motivation.Use ofmotivational techniques in classes of high- and low-differentiating
teachers also showed contrasts. High-differentiating teachers more frequently used
extrinsic motivation, rewarding high achievers for good performance. In contrast, low-
differentiating teachers were more likely to focus on increasing student intrinsic
motivation. They gave students messages that effort brings rewards and that student
performance would increase when students were prepared to try hard. In these classes,
students were given hope and the promise of teacher support in their efforts to enhance
their achievement.

Student responsibility. In the classes of high-differentiating teachers, only those
achieving at higher levels were provided with independent learning opportunities,
whereas the assignments for low achievers were always teacher-determined. Low-
differentiating teachers, on the other hand, provided opportunities for all students to
have some choice in their learning opportunities.
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Relationships. One final way in which high- and low-differentiating teachers held
contrasting beliefs was in the relationships that they fostered in the classrooms.
High-differentiating teachers seated students in ability groups, and hence students
rarely interacted across groups. It would seem that these seating arrangements,
coupled with the salience of ability and achievement in high-differentiating class-
rooms, may have led to antagonistic relationships between those considered high
versus low achieving. Certainly, in these classes students were very clear about
who the teachers preferred. Low-differentiating teachers created a classroom
community. They encouraged students to work together as a family where they
supported each other in mixed-ability groupings. There was an environment of
care and helpfulness fostered in these classes whereby students formed relation-
ships with many other students in the classroom and worked together coopera-
tively and collaboratively.
In summary, it appeared that the ways in which the expectations of low-

differentiating teachers were enacted in the classroom may have contributed to
a narrowing of the achievement gap in these classes. Low-differentiating teachers
appeared to have high expectations for all their students and introduced pedagogical
methods into their classrooms that assisted all students in making substantial aca-
demic progress.

Prevention Processes

The evidence that teachers interacted differently with students for whom
they held high or low expectations led to studies designed to enable teachers to
interact more equitably with students and thus mitigate the teacher-expectation
effects. These studies tended to be grouped around four key areas: (a) confronting
teachers directly with evidence of differentiation, (b) moving away from ability
grouping, (c) increasing teachers’ passion for teaching, and (d) altering mindset
beliefs.

Confronting teachers with evidence. Some researchers argued that if teachers were
made aware of their explicit and implicit messages about their expectations to
students, teachers would change their practices and be more equitable to all students,
consequently equitable treatment of students would lead to the dissipation of expec-
tation effects. Unfortunately, teachers were not as accepting of the evidence of
differentiation as the researchers had hoped. Good and Brophy (1974) collected
data showing that, in their observations of eight classrooms, there were two parti-
cular groups of students for whom teachers had low expectations and who were
treated negatively by their teachers. The first were students whom teachers seldom
interacted with; teachers largely ignored these students. The second group were
rarely given any opportunities for a second response to a teacher question when they
made an error. Instead, teachers passed them over and asked another student the
question, or simply provided students with the correct answer. Teachers also criti-
cized and interacted negatively with the second group of students.
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Good and Brophy (1974) showed the teachers the evidence of their classroom
behavior toward the two groups as described earlier. The researchers then asked
the teachers to interact more frequently and appropriately with the students who
were largely ignored and with those who were not given second chances, and the
teachers agreed to try to change their response patterns. During the follow-up,
researchers discovered that teachers did indeed change their interactions with the
group identified as given fewer interaction opportunities; however, they did not
change their expectations of the students. Further, although the group with whom
teachers had rarely interacted were being given more opportunities to answer
questions, teachers continued to criticize, rather than support, them when their
responses were incorrect.
Babad (1990a, 1998) conducted similar studies in 12 classrooms, all of which

showed that teachers provided less emotional support for low-expectation students.
Similarly to Good and Brophy (1974), Babad presented teachers with the observa-
tional data from their classrooms. However, despite the evidence, the teachers argued
that the data were incorrect and that they were warmer and more encouraging toward
low-expectation students. Perhaps not surprisingly, then, this attempt at preventing
the effects of low expectations and its relations with emotional support was not
successful, because teachers believed that they were already providing sufficient and
appropriate emotional support to their low expectation students.

Ability grouping. A consistent finding in several studies is that teacher-expectation
effects appear to be exacerbated in classes where teachers use ability grouping.
Ability grouping is a popular way for teachers to manage student achievement
differences even though the evidence shows that this form of grouping has very
little effect on student learning (d ≈ 0.10 for both within- and between-class ability
grouping; Hattie, 2009) but can have negative effects on student self-beliefs (Hallam,
Ireson, & Davies, 2004; Weinstein, 2002). Hence, some researchers concentrated on
trying to prevent the negative effects of low expectations through changing grouping
practices.
In one quasi-experimental study (Mason et al., 1992), the researchers selected 34

average-achieving 8th grade students to be placed in advanced pre-algebra classes
alongside their high-achieving peers. By the end of the academic year, the students
were achieving well above other average-achieving cohorts from previous years at
the same school. Further, several average-achieving 8th graders scored above their
high-achieving peers in the same advanced mathematics classes. The so-called
average-achieving students also went on to take more advanced mathematics classes
at high school than previous cohorts of average-achieving students, and they
achieved higher grades than their previous peers. This study had implications for
educational practice. First, it suggested that teachers’ expectations were likely
shaped by the groups in which students were placed. In other words, teachers had
higher expectations for students in high tracks and therefore offered them more
advanced opportunities to learn. Second, the study showed that when average-
achieving students were given advanced learning opportunities, they could achieve
at levels equivalent to those of high-track students.
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Third, the study raised questions about teacher accuracy in the placement of
students into different tracks – that is, if students who were given more opportunities
to learn could achieve at much higher levels by the end of one academic year, how
accurate were the initial placements? Fourth, the findings suggested that ability
groupings pertain to conceptions of intelligence as being fixed – that is, students
have a certain ability that cannot be altered. When average-achieving students were
encouraged to perform at high levels, this reflected a view of intelligence as malle-
able; students could increase their capabilities given opportunity and teacher support.
In a further study, also designed to prevent low expectations, Weinstein and her

colleagues (1991) worked in one high school with at-risk students who had been
assigned to the lowest track. Initial teacher training involved three seminars centered
round the six key areas that Weinstein had identified as pertaining to teachers who did
not differentiate in their treatment of high- and low-expectation students (i.e., group-
ing, curriculum, feedback, motivation, student responsibility, relationships). Teachers
were exposed to how treating students equitably in relation to the six key areas could
lead to closing the achievement gap, whereas high levels of differentiation could lead
to a widening of the gap. The teachers then met weekly and collaborated to design,
implement, and evaluate the new practices. At these meetings, teachers created lesson
plans and resources for implementation, discussed successes, and made refinements.
The at-risk students in the study were given the option of taking honors classes and

teachers supported them to pass their courses by ensuring that students were exposed
to high-level learning opportunities, providing clear feedback about learning, moti-
vating students through a focus on mastery of skills, allowing students to make
choices and training them in work/study skills, and developing strong teacher–
student, student–student, and parent–teacher relationships. Hence, teachers raised
their expectations of what these at-risk students could achieve as they saw the effects
that low differentiation had on students’ academic progress. Students were aware of
their teachers’ high expectations, and this awareness, in turn, engendered positive
beliefs in the students that they could achieve at high levels. Teachers also spent
additional time coaching students and helping them to bridge the gap between their
current achievement and where they wanted to be. As with the study by Mason and
colleagues (1992), by the end of the year the at-risk students were achieving well
above previous cohorts of similar students at the same school.
Finding ways to teach students that do not involve ability grouping appears to be

a strategy that should be urgently attended to in both elementary and secondary
schools. Ability grouping not only makes achievement salient to students by provid-
ing clear messages about what is expected of them, it also leads teachers to differ-
entiate learning. High-expectation students are given more demanding, exciting
tasks that continually challenge them, whereas low-expectation students are given
low-level, repetitious, and skill-based tasks. Ultimately, one group learns more than
the other simply because they are given more opportunities to learn.

Increasing teachers’ passion for teaching. Fried (2001) alerted us to a concerning
trend whereby some teachers lack the passion for teaching and for their students’
learning; instead, these teachers were more interested in covering the curriculum.
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A teacher’s passion for teaching is fundamental to high-quality teaching and is
strongly correlated with successful student learning and achievement. Passion for
teaching drives teachers to seek new and innovative ways to reach all students (Day,
2004; Mart, 2013). In one study, Carbonneau, Vallerand, Fernet, and Guay (2008)
determined that the more passionate teachers were, the more they perceived they
could affect adaptive student behaviors in the classroom. The greatest teachers are
those who have a passion for and love teaching. These teachers have the expectation
that each of their students will learn and make real progress, and will achieve things
they have not previously mastered, regardless of their level of ability. Such teachers,
therefore, set high standards and expectations, and challenge both their high achie-
vers and those who struggle (Hattie, 2003, 2009).
In order for teachers to be passionate about their teaching, they need to be given

opportunities to be reflective by engaging with evidence-based research literature and
analyzing their own practice in terms of the impact they make on students’ learning
(Wisehart, 2004). They should also be encouraged to foster strong relationships and
learning partnerships with their students, and to establish classroom environments
conducive to student agency and self-regulation, by involving students in discussions
about their learning (Wisehart, 2004). Teachers also need to explicitly convey a love for
the content matter and skills they teach students in order to engage and be partners with
them (Fried, 2001). Teachers should be role models, showing students that they too are
continually learning, taking risks, and learning from their mistakes, thereby creating
classrooms which are safe spaces within which students can make and learn from
mistakes (Fried, 2001). Key to a teacher’s passion is the ability to balance a sense of
humor and the capacity to be spontaneous with being serious when necessary (Fried,
2001).

Altering mindset beliefs. The different mindsets, perceptions, or expectations
teachers hold about their own and their students’ intellectual abilities and basic
qualities have an effect on students’ achievement (Rheinberg, Vollmeyer, &
Rollett, 2000; Rubie-Davies, 2015). A fixed mindset implies that intellectual
abilities and basic qualities are static and cannot be changed, whereas a growth
mindset infers that intellectual ability and basic qualities are dynamic and can be
altered, improved, and developed through effort and training (Dweck, 2011).
Teachers, whether holding fixed or growth mindsets, create self-fulfilling pro-
phecies. Those who have fixed mindsets believe some students lack ability and,
as a result, tend to have low expectations for them. These students will often be
influenced by their teachers’ negative beliefs and achieve accordingly.
Conversely, teachers with growth mindsets have high expectations for all stu-
dents, regardless of ability, and are committed to finding ways to ensure that
their students can improve (Rheinberg et al., 2000; Rubie-Davies, 2015). These
teachers care about their students’ learning, are not afraid to take risks, try
innovative and different approaches, and make mistakes in their teaching in
order to develop and improve their teaching practice and ability (Dweck, 2014).
A longitudinal study conducted by Blackwell, Trzesniewski, and Dweck (2007)

investigated students’ beliefs about intelligence, goals, effort, and responses to
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failure. They found that students with a growth mindset exhibited focused learning
and effort, and were more resilient to challenges. Students with a fixed mindset,
however, were more concerned with appearing smart and not making mistakes, and
therefore put in less effort and avoided challenges. The researchers found that
students with a growth mindset achieved significantly better than those who held
fixedmindsets. Blackwell et al. (2007) then designed an intervention to teach a group
of students study skills as well as a growth mindset. The control group were only
taught study skills. The intervention group was taught, through engaging readings,
activities, analogies, and examples, that intelligence could be changed and that they
could become smarter due to their brains becoming stronger and forming new
connections with continued use. It was found that both motivation to learn and
achievement were higher in those students who demonstrated a growth mindset
compared with those who endorsed more of a fixed mindset.
Training students to have a growth mindset thus seems imperative to student

motivation and academic success, and aligns closely with the practices of teachers
who set high expectations for all students. Researchers have suggested a variety of
ways that teachers can foster a growth mindset in their students. Rheinberg et al.
(2000) suggested that teachers make a concerted effort to reformulate uninteresting
activities, or ones that do not appeal to students, into engaging and attractive
activities. Dweck (2007) suggested that students be taught about the brain’s capacity
to grow stronger with hard work and effort. Dweck stated further that teachers should
avoid the use of product or outcome praise – for example, for completing work
quickly. She suggested the use of process praise instead, which focuses on the
strategies students use in completing their work, as well as their effort and their
willingness to accept challenges. Bromley (2014) recommended five further strate-
gies for teachers to help students develop a growth mindset: (a) giving students
regular, formative feedback on their strengths and areas for improvement, as well as
the time to apply the feedback; (b) setting high expectations for all students, not just
those already achieving well; (c) fostering an environment where making mistakes is
acceptable and is used as a mean of improving; (d) creating considered opportunities
for students to practice skills; and (d) rewarding effort rather than ability.

Intervention and Action Strategies

In the Pygmalion study (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968), teachers’ expecta-
tions were experimentally increased and higher student performance was noted.
However, simply changing teacher expectations does not seem to have pronounced
effects on student outcomes. As the quasi-experimental study by Weinstein et al.
(1991) showed, teachers also needed to change their behaviors. Until recently, there
had not been an experimental study since the Pygmalion era, and no large-scale study
had attempted to change teachers’ expectations or their practices.
Rubie-Davies (2006) conducted a series of studies designed to identify the beliefs

and practices of what she called high- and low-expectation teachers. High-
expectation teachers were those who had high expectations for all their students;
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correspondingly, low-expectation teachers had low expectations for all students. The
conception that some teachers might have expectations at the classroom level had not
been systematically addressed previously, although the idea had been discussed (e.g.,
Brophy, 1983; Brophy & Good, 1974). Rubie-Davies (2015) showed that high-
expectation teachers had large positive effects on student achievement whereas low-
expectation teachers made little difference to their students’ academic progress, and,
in some cases, students in the classrooms of low-expectation teachers lost academic
ground over the year – that is, compared with national norms, the achievement of
students of low-expectation teachers declined from the beginning to the end of
the year. Further, students of high-expectation teachers became more confident in
their ability to perform well in mathematics and reading, whereas the self-beliefs of
students of low-expectation teachers declined considerably (Rubie-Davies, 2006).
Rubie-Davies (2007, 2008) interviewed high-expectation teachers and also

observed them in their classrooms, and was able to show that teachers’ pedagogical
beliefs and practices differed considerably depending on whether the teachers had
high or low expectations for all their students. These differences were evident in
three key areas: (a) grouping and learning activities, (b) class climate, and (c) goal
setting.

Grouping and learning activities. High-expectation teachers, in contrast to low-
expectation teachers, did not use fixed ability groups in their classrooms. Instead,
they used a variety of grouping arrangements, including both mixed-ability grouping
and flexible grouping (grouping arrangements that varied frequently depending on
the skills being taught and the tasks to be completed). For example, a common
strategy for these teachers was to pull students out to teach them specific skills but
then to allow them to choose their own learning experiences. Within the carefully
designed learning experiences, there were activities suited for students achieving
from the lowest to the highest levels in the class. However, the students were not told
that they could only choose particular activities. The high-expectation teachers often
gave their students choices in terms of their learning activities and who they could
work with. In contrast, low-expectation teachers kept students in same within-class
ability groups, decided who students would work with, what activities they would
complete, and how the activities would be completed. In the classrooms of low-
expectation teachers, different ability groups completed very different activities.
The high-expectation teachers also supported their students’ learning more effec-

tively through a variety of strategies. They spent far more time teaching new
concepts than low-expectation teachers, ensuring that students understood the new
ideas before moving on. New ideas were linked to prior learning so that students
could make connections to new ideas. High-expectation teachers, much more than
low-expectation teachers, questioned students to ensure understanding, but they also
asked more high-level questions than did low-expectation teachers. They asked
high-level questions to all students in order to extend thinking. Further, when
students did not know the answer to a question, high-expectation teachers were
much more likely to provide students with prompts and support them to an answer,
whereas low-expectation teachers either asked another student to answer or gave
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students the correct response. Hence, in high-expectation classrooms, students were
all given opportunities to think at high levels and learned that if they were unsure of
an answer their teacher would help them, rather than dismiss them.
The feedback in classes of high-expectation teachers was also aimed at enhancing

student learning. The feedback told students what they currently understood and
where they needed to go next in their learning. In contrast, the feedback of low-
expectation teachers was not helpful. They tended to simply praise or criticize
students and the feedback did not relate to the key ideas students were learning.
For example, if students were learning how to use descriptive words in their written
language, the feedback of high-expectation teachers would focus on key learning
outcomes and how well students had achieved these aims, whereas low-expectation
teachers might focus on spelling or the use of punctuation.

Class climate. High-expectation teachers also managed student behavior more
positively than did low-expectation teachers. High-expectation teachers tended to
use positive, preventive management statements to preempt the kinds of student
behavior they wanted, whereas low-expectation teachers tended to react negatively
to student misbehavior. These different forms of teacher interactions as well as other
teacher practices resulted in very different climates in the classes of high- and low-
expectation teachers. The practice of having students seated in mixed-ability group-
ing and frequently changing groupings meant that, as in Weinstein’s (2002) studies,
high-expectation teachers created a classroom community in which students were
expected to work together and support each other. This contributed to students
forming positive relationships across the classroom. High-expectation teachers
took an interest in every child in their class and, in combination with the positive
interactions they had with their students, these practices served to enhance teacher–
student relationships.

Goal setting. The final area in which high-expectation teachers differed from low-
expectation teachers was in goal setting. Low-expectation teachers did not set goals
with their students, whereas high-expectation teachers set skill-based goals with
their students on a regular basis. High-expectation teachers managed this by, for
example, setting aside one hour every Friday where they met with a quarter of the
students and discussed with them what they had achieved and what the next steps in
their learning were. This meant that students were setting and resetting their goals on
a monthly basis. High-expectation teachers also monitored student learning closely
so that they could provide feedback to students on their progress toward meeting
their goals. They used goals to motivate and engage students, and the wide range of
activities available helped to promote student autonomy and responsibility for
learning. Further descriptions of differences in the practices of high- and low-
expectation teachers can be found in Rubie-Davies (2015).

Intervening in teachers’ expectations. On the basis of findings from the pre-
vious studies, Rubie-Davies, Peterson, Sibley, and Rosenthal (2015) designed
an experimental study in which 84 teachers were randomly assigned to either
an intervention or a control group. Teachers in the intervention group were
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trained to implement high-expectation practices based on the three key areas of
grouping and learning activities, classroom climate, and goal setting. Teachers
were trained in the first year of the project through a series of four full-day
workshops interspersed with three-week intervals to enable teachers time to
change their practices in line with the focus of each successive workshop. All
teachers in the intervention group had their teaching filmed prior to attending
the first workshop. In the first workshop, teachers were introduced to the
teacher-expectation field and taught about how the field had developed.
A key component of the first workshop was learning how expectations can
be conveyed verbally or nonverbally through teacher interactions. Teachers
then viewed their own DVDs and analyzed their verbal and nonverbal beha-
viors. These recordings became a powerful tool in changing teacher behaviors
and enabling teachers to reflect on how they were communicating expectations
to students. Teachers were encouraged to film themselves at various times
throughout the three-year project (e.g., using mobile phones or tablets). In
addition, teachers were filmed by the project team three more times, and the
films were then sent to teachers so they could reflect on their progress in
communicating high expectations to students.
The following three workshops followed a similar pattern. In the morning,

teachers were introduced to the ways in which high-expectation teachers prac-
ticed. In the mid-morning block, the teachers were exposed to the research that
supported the ways in which high-expectation teachers worked. For example, in
the second workshop, the intervention teachers learned that high-expectation
teachers did not used fixed ability groups and, using materials from the original
studies, they learned why these teachers chose to organize learning in mixed-
ability and flexible forms of grouping, and how they managed learning. The
intervention teachers were then exposed to the literature showing that ability
grouping had very small effects on student learning but large equity implica-
tions, coupled with large negative effects on students’ self-beliefs, motivation,
and attitudes to school. This literature aligned closely with the reasons why
high-expectation teachers did not use ability grouping.
In the afternoon, the teachers planned how they would implement the high-

expectation practices in their classrooms (e.g., grouping and learning experi-
ences). They designed several activities to be introduced to their classrooms that
were leveled within, rather than between, activities. This meant that students
could choose the activities they completed and who they wanted to work with.
For example, see Figure 15.1 for a tic-tac-toe activity for reading and writing
based on the story of “The Lion and the Mouse” by Aesop. Students select three
activities either across, down, or diagonally to make tic-tac-toe. So, in Figure
15.1 students can choose, for example, Activities #1, #2, #3, Activities #3, #6,
#9, or Activities #3, #5, #7. Students cannot just choose randomly (for example:
#2, #4, #7). By carefully placing the activities in the grid, the teacher can ensure
that students are covering a range of different types of activities and skills while
still giving students choice. The teacher can also leave a blank or free space in
the tic-tac-toe matrix for students to suggest a choice of their own. The choice is
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always teacher-approved for appropriateness of content and level of difficulty.
Whatever activities students chose to complete, ability was not made salient in
the intervention classrooms. In the Resources section of this chapter are further
descriptions of activities that can be used with elementary school students such
that perceived differences in achievement are diminished, and through which all
students are challenged.
In relation to class climate, teachers were reminded about interacting positively

with students. Behaviors such as positive, preventive behavior management techni-
ques are taught to preservice teachers during their training but can become forgotten
in the daily interactions in the classroom. Preventive management requires planning,
and it is more difficult to remain positive every day with more than twenty students in
any classroom. Rather, it is easier to react negatively when student behavior is
annoying or frustrating. However, much of the focus in the workshop related to
class climate focused on the ideas of frequent group changes and how these might be
managed. For example, some teachers used a pack of student name cards which they
shuffled every month or more frequently, and then simply drew names for the new
groups. Teachers were taught how to use sociograms to plan student groupings. To
prepare a sociogram, students are asked to name 2–3 class peers they would like to sit
with in their group and their responses are then translated into a diagram showing
preferences. This information provides teachers with data about the quality of the
relationships in the classroom.
Although the information needs to be handled sensitively and confidentially for

ethical reasons, intervention teachers found the information provided in the socio-
grams to be invaluable (Rubie-Davies, 2015). Teachers learned who the stars were in

1. Imagine 2. Compare 3. Change

(Synthesis) (Comprehension) (Synthesis)

You are themain character in the

story. How would you do things

differently?

Compare this story with another one

with the same theme.

You are the author. Change the

sequence of events.

4. Locate 5. Name 6. Create

(Knowledge) (Knowledge) (Synthesis)

Find the page where the author

writes about the plot’s turning

point.

Name the main characters. Identify

your favorite character, and why this

character is your favorite.

Select from the ProductMenu away to

share what you have read.

7. Critique 8. Identify 9. Change

(Evaluation) (Analysis) (Application)

Give your opinion of how well

the author wrote the story, with

pages to support your

rationale.

Create a flow chart to show the

sequence of events.

How would this story change in

a modern-day situation.

Figure 15.1 “The Lion and the Mouse” reading and writing tic-tac-toe.
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their class – that is, those perceived by students to be leaders. They also learned who
the isolates were (those no one selected to sit with), who could then be seated and
paired with more popular students to increase their acceptance. The sociogram also
identifiedmembers of cliques who did not have relationships with other students, and
so on. Further, the frequent incorporation of group and class activities as part of the
intervention meant that students were often working collaboratively. Fun was also
encouraged.
The final aspect of the intervention was on goal setting, and it incorporated several

of the findings from Rubie-Davies’ (2015) earlier work. High-expectation teachers
did set goals with their students on a regular basis, but they also monitored student
learning closely. They used goals to motivate and engage students, and the wide
range of activities available for students helped promote their autonomy. Clear
teacher feedback on student progress toward their goals also promoted student
autonomy and responsibility for learning. Hence, goal setting involved helping
teachers to develop clear learning goals with their students, monitoring the students’
learning closely, and providing feedback that promoted further student learning.
In a qualitative study, McDonald et al. (2014) showed that teachers saw clear

benefits from the intervention and reported raised expectations for students. With
respect to the introduction of flexible grouping with greater activity choices, teachers
reported that students demonstrated greater interest in the tasks allocated, enjoyed
working in mixed groups, and that lower-ability students engaged with more able
peers in order to extend their achievement. Intervention teachers also felt that mixed
groups enhanced their classroom climate and supported students’ self-regulation
through goal setting and feedback. On the whole, teachers credited flexible grouping
with making a positive difference to the learning outcomes for students in reading,
mathematics, writing, spelling, and topic studies. Following the intervention, an
example of a flexible group activity introduced by teachers was reciprocal teaching
for reading cards, which involved children managing the groups and the teacher
participating as a group member. Further activities that the teachers introduced are
described in the Resources section of this chapter.
Teachers reported making changes to their classroom climate based on ideas

obtained in intervention workshops, but were also inspired to develop and implement
their own ideas. Changes in teacher practices included a stronger focus on positivity,
administering sociograms and interest inventories to determine the interests and
social structures within the classroom, and giving students more responsibility for
enhancing the classroom climate. A change introduced by teachers was a brag wall,
which was a space where everyone in the class (adults and students) could post items
to celebrate things they were proud of. Benefits of these practices and initiatives
included improved classroom relationships, students who demonstrated greater
confidence and motivation, and improved achievement outcomes (McDonald
et al., 2014; Rubie-Davies, 2015). Despite initially thinking that they were already
using goal setting well in their classrooms prior to the intervention, teachers reported
that they were consciously implementing goal setting in a variety of ways and using
various assessment tools as a result of the intervention workshop. They emphasized
the increased benefits for students, including students being better able to self-
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manage, identify gaps in their learning through reflections and self- and peer-
assessment, and focus on future learning steps and targets.
In a quantitative study designed to measure differences between students with

intervention and control group teachers, Rubie-Davies et al. (2015) reported positive
benefits for students if they were with intervention versus control group teachers. In
mathematics, students in the intervention group gained approximately 28% more
than students in the control group over one year. A subsequent meta-analysis showed
that students benefited when they were with the intervention versus control group
teachers (Rubie-Davies & Rosenthal, 2016), irrespective of the school students were
from, their grade level, socioeconomic status, ethnicity, or gender. This multischool
intervention study was the first fully experimental study since the Pygmalion era and
the first study designed to change teachers’ expectations through changing teacher
practices. The results have shown that targeting teacher practices may be
a constructive avenue in the quest to alter teacher beliefs. By making ability less
salient, supporting students more closely in their learning, and providing a warm,
high-expectation climate, student achievement can be improved. Finally, clearly
informing students about the next steps in their learning and providing the supports
for them to get there enables students to achieve at higher levels than may have been
thought possible.

Conclusion

Further evidence showcasing that students from many backgrounds can be
successful in education when teacher expectations are high is provided in the recent
volume, Achieving college dreams (Weinstein & Worrell, 2016). The editors trace
the steps of an early college entry high school, CAL Prep, attended by students who
are first in their family to attend college. Most of these students came from low
socioeconomic backgrounds and from minority groups. The school was set up based
on the high-expectation principles of Weinstein’s earlier work (using mixed-ability
grouping, providing all students with similar learning experiences, giving clear
feedback in relation to skills currently being mastered, engendering intrinsic motiva-
tion, encouraging student autonomy, and creating a classroom community). The
study details the struggles and the successes of the teachers and students as they work
collaboratively toward the goal of four-year college entry.
Importantly, the authors of the various chapters show that such students can go to

college when teachers believe in them, and when they themselves believe that they
can achieve at the highest levels. It is frequently those from low socioeconomic and
marginalized ethnic minority groups who have been the target of low teacher
expectations (Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007; Weinstein, 2002), and it is often those
same students who have not been successful in schooling. The work of Rubie-Davies
and her colleagues, and that ofWeinstein and her colleagues, clearly show that, given
the right support, all students can achieve at high levels. Hopefully, one day we can
look forward to equitable outcomes for all underserved groups – outcomes achieved
through high expectations and positive teacher actions.
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Resources

Flexible Grouping Activity Ideas

Creating flexible groups

Name cards: Students make their own name cards which are kept by the teacher. For
a grouping activity or a seating arrangement, the cards are shuffled and students draw
out the names of peers they will work with or sit with.
Birthdays: Students line up according to their birthdays using only nonverbal
communication to organize themselves. Once lined up the teacher can group the
first five children, next five children, every fourth child, etc.
Common characteristics: Students work with peers who have the same color eyes/
hair/share the same birthday month. Students are grouped according to common
interests; students get to choose their own social group.
Colored pencils: The teacher has a tin containing equal numbers of colored pencils –
as many colors as the number of groups needed (i.e., if each group needs to have four
members, have four pencils of the same color in each color group). Each student
selects one pencil from the cup. The four students with red pencils form a group, and
so forth.
Clock buddies: Variation 1: Students are given an analogue clock face with their
name printed in the middle and 12 classmates’ names already indicated on each of
the hours (prepared by the teacher). For a paired activity, the teacher says to Child A,
“Get together with your 7 o’clock buddy.” For a group activity, the teacher says to
Child A, “You will be working with your 2 o’clock, 5 o’clock, and 9 o’clock buddies
for this activity.”

Variation 2: Students are given an analogue clock face with their name printed in
the middle. Students walk around with their clock face and a pen while music is
played. When the music stops, students face the person closest to them and write
their name on the clock face on any hour. This is continued until the clock faces have
a name on each of the 12 hours.
See also www.random.org/ for a variety of suggestions for creating mixed
groupings.

Reading/Mathematics Related Activities for Flexible Groups

Whole class or mixed-ability novel study: The whole class or mixed groups are
involved in a study based on a novel – for example, Hatchet by Gary Paulsen. Every
student reads the novel or the teacher can read the novel to the class. A series of
activities related to the novel (such as designing a new dust cover, creating a cartoon
strip, or writing an author blurb) is prepared, and students choose three activities to
complete. The completed activities are presented as a wall display about an author
and one of his works.
Reading response activity boxes: These boxes include a wide range of interest-based
books and activities at varying levels.
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Literacy circles: Students choose their own books but work within social groups to
answer the same set of questions.
Reading/math activity choice chart: A list of activities is written in two columns on
a large chart. The teacher indicates the three or four activities the students are
allowed to choose from using colored pegs. See also www.readingrockets.org/arti
cle/103-things-do-beforeduringafter-reading for further reading ideas.
Jackpot!: (A math game for 2–4 players): Materials – Scrap paper; a deck of cards
with all picture cards removed. Aces represent 1. Each player gets dealt four cards
face down. The remaining deck is placed face down in the center of the table. The
first player turns the top card of the deck over – this is the jackpot number. On the
count of three, all players turn all four of their cards over and add, subtract, multiply,
or divide their numbers to make the jackpot number. All four cards have to be used.
Players can use the scrap paper to do their calculations. The player who creates an
equation matching the jackpot number correctly first gets one point. The first player
to reach three points wins.

Ideas for Enhancing Classroom Climate

Teacher modeling: Teachers need to create a safe, welcoming classroom environ-
ment for all students which is conducive to supporting learning and attaining desired
behaviors. This can be aided by teachers modeling appropriate verbal and nonverbal
interactions, positive body language, and employing preventive rather than reactive
management.
Promoting class cohesion: This can be achieved in a number of ways – for
example, developing a class charter or treaty with the students at the beginning
of the school year which all students sign and have ownership of. Students can
complete a fun activity as a whole class at least once a day – for example, telling
stories or jokes, or playing board games. Students can create a strengths wheel
which indicates the things they consider their strengths. Teachers lead class
discussion forums to glean ideas for greater class cohesion or to resolve issues
present in the classroom.
Celebrating successes and friendships: Have a variety of ways to celebrate suc-
cesses, special occasions, and friendships in the classroom: for example, a one-
minute dance party, a class celebratory song, a class praise card or token which gets
sent home to be shared with parents, a “we are proud of” treasure box, a friendship
scroll on which peers have written things they like and admire about the person
receiving it, a classroom wall tableau on which students write and illustrate an aspect
of their class that they enjoy and why.
Measuring class climate: Use existing, or design your own, interest inventories,
questionnaires, and sociograms that measure aspects of class climate (www
.phenotyping.com/sociogram/).
Club Fridays: A type of book club, where soda and biscuits are served, and a few
students share information about a favorite book or a book they have read prior to the
meeting. Peers are encouraged to ask questions about the book. Clubs can consist of
between two and five members, and these members get changed regularly.
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Goal Setting Ideas

Setting SMART goals: The goals students set for themselves, sometimes with input
from teachers, should provide them with a clear focus to enable sustained motivation
and engagement. Students should therefore be encouraged and trained to set goals
which are specific (explicit and concise), measurable (have an outcome that can be
measured), attainable (realistic within a set time frame yet challenging enough),
results oriented (focused on the big picture) and time bound (achievable within
a clear time frame).
Goals linked to assessment: Goals can often be linked to assessments, particularly
formative assessments – for example, teacher-made activities and tests, teacher–
student conferencing, and peer- and self-assessment using rubrics where areas for
further development are identified. Online summative assessments can be useful for
goal setting because they provide the student (and teacher) with information about
where the gaps are in the student’s learning and what they need to focus on next.
Recording goals: Use a variety of ways to record and track goals. For a visual
representation of tracking where bigger goals are broken down into achievable steps,
goals can be written on the petals of a flower/scales of a fish/layers of a hamburger –
once success is achieved with a goal, students color in that petal/scale/layer. Goals
can be recorded on bookmarks, on cards, or in students’ books so that students have
constant access to them and can evaluate and reflect on them regularly. The teacher
can have a modeling book where the learning goals and success criteria for each
lesson are recorded, the work modeled, and the goals reflected on. The teacher can
conduct whole class plenaries or provide feedback to individual students to evaluate
learning goals and set new expectations.
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