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Background of the study Background of the study

. Self-fulfilling Prophecy effects: teachers’ false expectations over time
» TEs: A determinant of students’ outcomes (e.g., (Brophy, 19%3), phecy P

Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968).

> Teacher Expectation Bias (TEBs): Reflection of the false expectations.

: : 10 > Calculate TEBs: Regressing the measured values of teacher
»>The argumentin th.e sizes of SeIf-fuIﬂIImg . expectations onto the students’ prior achievement (Residual scores).
Prophecy Effects (Hinnant et al., 2009; Jussim,

K ) > Criterion (e.g., Rubie-Davies et al., 2018):
2017; Rubie-Davies, 2010)
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3373 THE UNIVERSITY OF 3373 THE UNIVERSITY OF
&y AlckiaN ¥ ACkIAN
Prior Findings Research Questions

>Bg%sieiteihaeflgf)sllge)vel: Stable over time (Rubie- » Does teacher expectation bias remain stable

across allthe teachers over two school years in
the curricula of mathematics, Chinese, and
TEBs (Wang et al., 2020) English? ! !

> Between-teacher differences in the stability of

» Overestimate: high-achieving group;
underestimate: low-achieving group (Wang et al.,

2020) » What are the change trajectories of teacher
expectation bias for high-, medium-, and low-
» Cross-teacher stability in TEBs: Unstable (Hinnant expectation teacher groups, and do the
et al., 2009)

trajectories vary by curriculum area?
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Results-Pearson Correlations Results-HLM Analysis

& Pearson Correlations of Teacher Expectation Bias and Student Achievement across the Four

Time Points

» Grouping studentsinto high-, medium-, &
low-expectation teacher groups

Time 1

Strong Time 2 Time2 Time 3

Instability stability &3 &4 &4

Expectation Mathematics R — Identifying high-, medium-, & low-expectation
bias Chinese 7 teachersfrom their first expectation bias.

English 25 .

. - — Grouping students: HExp group, MExp group, &

verage .
L Exp group.

Students’ Mathematics .81 747 717 75T 65" p g p
achicvement Chinese 64" 547 48 63 In-/some

English 88" 73 s e stability or |
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Descriptive Statistics of Students” Demographics for High-, Medium-, and Low-Expectation I B A na I y S | S
Teacher Groups L
S( Unbalanced N (%) N(%) of  Average age al N (%) willl §
sample female 1% time point Low SES
— wasay’ i) Ry
Mathematics HEXp |231%40.74)| 125 (54.11) 1 181 (78.36) . T T Teacher
- C o - 4,_";““ N characteristics
MExp 224 (39.51) | 108 (48.21) " Non-significant m"" - m;‘_' m;::.'"' — matter to the
5 differences e . ' ili
LExp [112(19.75)| 56 (50.00) Pyt ARART ST ARGD stability of TEBs
Chinese HExp | 99 (17.46) 43 (43.43) 16.3 85 (85.86) L i e ] srrag™  emgeg™
Yowdyrm
MExp 331 (58.38) 170 (51.36) 16.2 266 (R0.36) [ E.aﬁ.il?" m&'\:"" g™
LExp |137 (24.16)| 76 (55.47) 16.1 112 (81.75) e e e e
S e e [ aE™ e
English HExp (216 (40.53) [ 104 (48.15) 163 183 (84.72)
MExp [165(30.96) | 86 (52.12) 16.1 122 (73.94)
LExp [152(28.52)| 82(53.94) 162 131 (86.18)

Note. If a student had at least one tertiary-educated parent or at least one parent was working

B . . ERSITYOF i el i b4 = L
in a high-income career, the student was considered to be high SES, otherwise, they were D 6
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Conclusion

» Teachers alleviate their initial expectation bias in
the first six months _ why small effects

» High- and low-expectation teachers routinely
over- or under-estimate their students _ why
large effects

» Context issues matter in the stability of TEBs _
expectation bias changed when students entered
in the last year; differences exist acrosscurricula
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Future Research

e long-term teacher expectation effects

» The students’ perceptions and interpretations
of the changing teacher expectation bias

» The possible relations between the initial
teacher expectations and later expectations

» The factors that might account for the
variability in teacher expectation bias over
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