- Speer e Learming and Gonditioning

working to reduce media vi
12 violence or put in pla
. : ce par i i

&\mﬁmﬁm warning of particularly violent content ’ pasenisl advisory e

erha i :
hat b ommwwu %m M<m.s greater concern is scientific evidence demonstrati
(g, o of violent media on children may continue into adulth sm
End.mw S.OFUWME M%_.. 2003). One study found “that childhood @%omsam No
foodia v Emsmmm ; icts young mQE.H aggressive behavior for both males and
T o ation «.S% aggressive TV characters and' perceived reali
g wm MM@&@QEH later aggression. These relations persist even STMHM

. oeconomic status, intellect ili i
parenting factors are controlled” (p- 201) b and = e

CONCLUSION

research fronts for the foresee
able future. Recently, the G li i i
: . , f
W%MmMMom Mwewmvmmﬂsm the sale of “ultra-violent” SQ@“ mmgmw MOOMMMWQMM&NHMH@
without parental permission and i i 00 on
: / mposin
MMMNMWMW SME mm.: to adhere to the law. What is hhc:w%ioﬁmgw :»WMM MMMWH% ot
mg o 1 nﬂ M@ it is Q.ombmg .:m_m depicting serious injury to chmE vo.ms nnwa-
amer wooM especially heinous, atrocious or cruel” (Going after vide e
, v.. If you find such a definition overly subjective you SOMHMNMS mﬂ
, o

Bandura, A (1965). Infl N
ra, A. . uence of models’ reinforcement i i
Imitative responses. Journal of Personality and ?&MW@%MMEWWSMW@% MW@Q:W equisidon of

Bandura, A., Ross, D & R mitatio
» A, , D, 0ss, S. (1963). Imitati n of film i
ol cial Poyehoiog, V& H_H. t1 ilm mediated aggressive models. Journal of

Goi - .
IM“MM%WM S%w%nm%ﬁo Mo_ouno. (2006). State Legislatures 32(1), 9.

&a_ﬁ%:MN quaﬁma ;N. minmn._u (1972). The effect of frustration on the imitati i
" mality and Social Psychology, 21, 30-34. Retri ebacgression.
- J :\Mm_uoan\vwzmim.rcd_. s . Retrieved from http:/ \Savm_umnn.mr%
smann, L. R., Moise, J., Podolski, C, P, |

! »Jes , G P, & Eron, L. D. itudi i
Mwmmwrooa €xposure to media violence and mac:A mmoowvm. ﬁo:mi:&;.& ey
o D Nm\wﬁ:mi&w&i«&a@ Seay oy aggression and violence: 1977-1992
res, F. Bi . |
1j (2004). Albert Bandura: Biographical sketch. Retrieved March 10, 2007, f; E

e » from Emory

G:?mam,g&&o . . .
EE_. Q :ommmcnmao:mﬁc&mw Web site: http:// des.emory.edu/ mfp/bandurabio

RS INTELLIGENCE,
COGNITION,
AND MEMORY

sz

e

Lo e e e

Reading 13 WHAT YOU EXPECT IS WHAT YOU GET
Reading 14 JUST HOW ARE YOU INTELLIGENT?
Reading 15 MAPS IN YOUR MIND

Reading 16 THANKS FOR THE MEMORIES!

PO KA e mema

_H‘rm branch of psychology most concerned with the topics in this section
is called cognitive psychology. Cognitive psychologists study human mental
processes. Our intelligence, our ability to think and reason, and our ability to
store and retrieve symbolic representations of our experiences all combine to
help make humans different from other animals. And, of course, these mental
processes greatly affect our behavior. However, studying these processes is
often more difficult than studying outward, observable behaviors, so a great
deal of research creativity and ingenuity have been necessary. .

The studies included here have changed the way psychologists view our
internal mental behavior. The first article discusses the famous “Pygmalion
study,” which demonstrated that not only performance in school but actual
intelligence scores of children can be influenced by the expectations of
others, such as teachers. The second reading discusses a body of work that has
transformed how we define human intelligence. In the early 1980s Howard
Gardner proposed that humans do not possess one general intelligence but
rather at least seven distinct intelligences. His idea has become widely known
as Multiple Intelligence (MI) Theory. Third, we encounter an early groundbreak-
ing study in cognitive psychology that examined how animals and humans
form cognitive maps, which are their mental images of the environment around
them. Fourth, you will read about research that revealed how our memories
are not nearly as accurate as we think they are, as well as the implications of

this for eyewitness testimony in court and in psychotherapy.

Reading 13: WHAT YOU EXPECT IS WHAT YOU GET
Rosenthal, R., & Jacobson, L. (1966). Teachers’ expectancies: Determinates of

pupils’ 1Q gains. Psychological Reports, 19, 115-118.

We are all familiar with the idea of the self-fulfilling prophecy. One way of
describing this concept is that if we expect something to happen in a certain

way, our expectation will tend to make it so. Whether selffulfilling prophecies
93
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cheating or purposefully slanting their results. The influences they exerted
on their animals were apparently unintentional and unconscious.

As aresult of this and other related research, the threat of experimenter
expectancies to scientific research has been well established. Properly trained
researchers, using careful procedures (such as the double-blind method,
in which the experimenters who come in contact with the participants are
unaware of the hypotheses of the study) are usually able to avoid most of these
expectancy effects.

Beyond this, however, Rosenthal was concerned about how such biases
and expectancies might occur outside the laboratory, such as in school class-
rooms. Because teachers in public schools may not have had the opportunity
to learn about the dangers of expectancies, how great an influence might this
tendency have on their students’ potential performance? After all, in the
past, teachers have been aware of students’ IQ scores beginning in 1st grade.
Could this information set up biased expectancies in the teachers’ minds and
cause them to unintentionally treat “bright” students (as judged by high intel-
ligence scores) differently from those seen as less bright? And if so, is this
fair? Those questions formed the basis of Rosenthal and Jacobson’s study.

THEORETICAL PROPOSITIONS

Rosenthal labeled this expectancy effect, as it occurs in natural interpersonal
settings outside the laboratory, the Pygmalion effect. In the Greek myth, a sculp-
tor (Pygmalion) falls in love with his sculpted creation of a woman. Most
people are more familiar with the modern George Bernard Shaw play
Pygmalion (My Fair Lady is the musical version) about the blossoming of Eliza
Doolittle because of the teaching, encouragement, and expectations of Henry
Higgins. Rosenthal suspected that when an elementary school teacher is
provided with information that creates certain expectancies about students’
potential (such as intelligence scores), whether strong or weak, the teacher
might unknowingly behave in ways that subtly encourage or facilitate the
performance of the students seen as more likely to succeed. This, in turn,
would create the self-fulfilling prophecy of actually causing those students to
excel, perhaps at the expense of the students for whom lower expectations
exist. To test these theoretical propositions, Rosenthal and his colleague
Jacobson obtained the assistance of an elementary school (called Oak School)
in a predominantly lower-middle-class neighborhood in a large town.

METHOD

With the cooperation of the Oak School administration, all the students in
grades 1 through 6 were given an intelligence test (the Tests of General Ability,
or TOGA) near the beginning of the academic year. This test was chosen
because it was a nonverbal test for which a student’s score did not depend
primarily upon school-learned skills of reading, writing, and arithmetic. Also, it
was a test with which the teachers in Oak School probably would not be familiar.
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The teachers were told that the students were being given the “Harvard Test of
Inflected Acquisition.” This deception was important in this case to create
expectancies in the minds of the teachers, a necessary ingredient for the experi-
ment to be successful. It was further explained to the teachers that the Harvard
Test was designed to serve as a predictor of academic blooming or spurtin
In other words, teachers believed that students who scored high on the 8%.
were ready to enter a period of increased learning abilities within the next year.
This predictive ability of the test was also, in fact, not true. .

Oak School offered three classes each of grades 1 through 6. All of the
18 teachers (16 women, 2 men) for these classes were given a list of names of
students in their classes who had scored in the top 20% on the Harvard Test
and SQ.,P therefore, identified as potential academic bloomers during the
wnm&mﬁ:n. year. But here’s the key to this study: The children on the teachers’
top 10 lists had been assigned to this experimental condition purely at
random. The only difference between these children and the others (the
controls) was that they had been identified to their teachers as the ones who
would show unusual intellectual gains.

me.n the end of the school year, all children at the mnwog were meas-
ured again with the same test (the TOGA), and the degree of change in
[Q was calculated for each child. The differences in IQ changes between the
experimental group and the controls could then be examined-to see if the
*xpectancy effect had been created in a real-world setting.

RESULTS

figure HwL summarizes the results of the comparisons of the IQ increases for
.ro experimental versus the control groups. For the entire school, the children
or 4:05 the teachers had expected greater intellectual growth averaged
ignificantly greater improvement than did the control children (12.2 and
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FIGURE 13-1 1Q score
gains: grades 1 through 6.
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8.2 points, respectively). However, if you examine Figure 13-1, it is clear that
this difference was accounted for by the huge differences in grades 1 and 2.
Possible reasons for this are discussed shortly. Rosenthal and Jacobson offered
another useful and revealing way to organize the data for these 1st- and
2nd-grade students. Figure 13-2 illustrates the percentage of the children in
each group who obtained increases in IQ of at least 10, 20, or 30 points.

‘Two major findings emerged from this study: First, the expectancy effect
previously demonstrated in laboratory settings also appeared to function in
less experimental, real-world situations. Second, the effect was very strong in
the early grades, yet almost nonexistent for the older children. What does all
this mean?

DISCUSSION

As Rosenthal suspected from his past research, the teachers’ expectations of
their students’ behavior became a self-fulfilling prophecy: “When teachers
expected that certain children would show greater intellectual development,
those children did show greater intellectual development” (Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968, p. 85). Remember, the data are averages of three classes and
three teachers for each grade level. It is difficult to think of explanations for
the differences in IQ gains other than the teachers’ expectations.

However, Rosenthal felt it was important to try to explain why the self-
fulfilling prophecy was not demonstrated in the higher grade levels. Both
in this article and in later writings, Rosenthal and Jacobson offered several
possible reasons for their findings:

1. Younger children are generally thought of as more malleable or “trans-
formable.” If this is true, then the younger children in the study may
have experienced greater change simply because they were easier than
the older children to change. Related to this is the possibility that even if
younger children are not more malleable, teachers may have believed
that they were. This belief alone may have been enough to create differ-
ential treatment and produce the results.

2. Younger students in an elementary school tend to have less well-established
reputations. In other words, if the teachers had not yet had a chance to
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form an opinion of a child’s abilities, the expectancies created by the
researchers could have carried more weight.

3. Younger children may be more easily influenced by and more suscepti-
ble 3 the subtle and unintentional processes that teachers use to com-
municate performance expectations to them:

Under this iﬂm.%noﬂmmo:v itis possible that teachers react to children of
all grade _.Qim in the same way if they believe them to be capable of intel-
_mmEm_ gain. But perhaps it is only the younger children whose perform-
ance is mmwnﬁma by the special things the teacher says to them,; the special
ways in which she says them; the way she looks, postures, and vnocnvwm the
children from whom she expects greater intellectual growth. (p. 83)

4. Teachers in lower grades may differ from upper-grade teachers in
ways that produce greater communication of their expectations to the
children. Rosenthal and Jacobson did not speculate as to exactly what
these differences might be if indeed they exist.

SIGNIFICANCE OF FINDINGS AND SUBSEQUENT RESEARCH

The real importance of Rosenthal and Jacobson’s findings at Oak School relates
to the potential long-lasting effects of teachers’ €xpectations on the scholastic
@mamoi.smsg of students. This, in turn, feeds directly into one of the most con-
Qownam_& topics in psychology’s recent history: the question of the fairness
of :ﬁm:mmmzno testing. Let’s explore some later research that examined the
specific ways in which teachers may unconsciously communicate their higher
€xpectations to those students whom they believe possess greater potential.

. A m.E&\ conducted by Chaiken, Sigler, and Derlega (1974) involved
videotaping teacher-student interactions in a classroom situation in which
the teachers had been informed that certain children were extremely bright
?rmmo. “bright” students had actually been chosen at random from all the WE.
dents in the class). Careful examination of the videos indicated that teachers
favored the identified “brightet” students in many subtle ways. They smiled at
98@. students more often, made more €ye contact, and had more favorable
reactions to these students’ comments in class, These researchers go on to report
that students for whom these high expectations exist are more likely to ow.o
school, receive more constructive comments from teachers on wrmmw Bmmﬁmw_mm%
and work harder to try to improve. What this and other studies indicate is mrmm
teacher mxwonﬁm:nmom can affect more than just 585%@58 scores.

Imagine for a moment that you are an o_ognsﬂm&\ school teacher with
a n.Hmmm.Om 20 students. On the first day of class, you receive a class roster on
s&E.r is printed the IQ scores for all your students. You notice that five of your
pupils have IQ scores over 145, well into the Wm:m:m range. Do you HEEAMWM;
your treatment and expectations of those children during the school year
would be the same as of your other students? What about your ex onﬁmﬁw\oa
of those students compared with another five students with IQ mnoWom in the
low-to-normal range? If you answered that your treatment and expectations
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would be the same, Rosenthal would probably be willing to bet that you’d be
wrong. As a matter of fact, they probably shouldn’t be the same! The point is, if
your expectations became self-fulfilling prophecies, then that could be unfair
to some of the students. Now consider another, more crucial point. Suppose
the intelligence scores you received on your class roster were wrong. If these
erroneous scores created expectations that benefited some students over
others, it would clearly be unfair and probably unethical. This is one of the
major issues fueling the intelligence testing controversy.

In recent decades, researchers have charged that many standard tests
used to assess the intelligence of children contain a racial or cultural bias. The
argument is that because the tests were originally designed primarily by white,
upper-middle-class males, they contain ideas and information to which other
ethnic groups are less exposed. Children from some ethnic minority groups
in the United States have traditionally scored lower on these tests than white
children. It would be ridiculous to assume that these nonwhite children pos-
sess less overall basic intelligence than white children, so the reason for these
differences in scores must lie in the tests themselves. Traditionally, however,
teachers in grades K through 12 were given this intelligence information on all
their students. If you stop and think about this fact in relation to the research
by Rosenthal and Jacobson, you’ll see what a potentially precarious situation
may have been created. In addition to the fact that children have been catego-
rized and stratified in schools according to their test scores, teachers’ unin-
tended expectations, based on this possibly biased information, may have been
creating systemic, unfair self-fulfilling prophecies. The arguments supporting
this idea are convincing enough that many school districts have instituted a
moratorium on routine intelligence testing and the use of intelligence test
scores until new tests are developed (or old ones updated) to be valid and bias
free. At the core of these arguments is the research addressed in this chapter.

RECENT APPLICATIONS

Due in large part to Rosenthal and Jacobson’s research, the power of teach-
ers’ expectations on students’ performance has become an integral part
of our understanding of the educational process. Furthermore, Rosenthal’s
theory of interpersonal expectancies has exerted its influence in numerous
areas other than education. In 2002, Rosenthal himself reviewed the litera-
ture on expectancy effects using meta-analysis techniques (explained in
the reading on Smith and Glass in Chapter IX). He demonstrated how “the
expectations of psychological researchers, classroom teachers, judges in the
courtroom, business executives, and health care providers can unintention-
ally affect the responses of their research participants, pupils, jurors, employ-
ees, and patients” (Rosenthal, 2002, p. 839).

An uncomfortably revealing article incorporating Rosenthal’s expect-
ancy research examined the criteria school teachers use to refer their students
to school psychologists for assessment and counseling (Andrews et al., 1997).
The researchers found that teachers referred African American children for



