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 The aim of the present study was to scrutinize how teacher 

expectations are shaped and reflected in teachers’ classroom behaviors 

by presenting a holistic picture of teacher expectation literature that 

has significantly developed since 1968. To achieve this, a systematic 

review design was utilized in the study, and different academic 

databases, which were namely EBSCOhost, ERIC, Science Direct, Journal 

Park Academic, and HEC Theses Centre, were examined. Among 1.227 

of the studies conducted, 32 research studies were included in the 

current review based on a set of inclusion and exclusion criteria after 

the identification, screening, and eligibility processes. After the content 

analysis carried out on the included studies, the review extracted 

certain factors shaping teachers’ expectations of students’ academic 

achievement, which were grouped as students’ readiness, skills and 

abilities, teacher- and family-related factors, and school policies. In 

classes, teachers differentiated their instructional methods according 

to students’ ability levels, presented more group work opportunities, 

established more eye-contact, assigned cognitively harder tasks, and 

expected more quality work from high-expectancy students. Teachers 

also tended to decrease their interaction time by turning to another 

student when a low-expectancy student could not answer a question, 

and to know personal or academic strengths of high-expectancy 

students more than low-expectancy ones. 
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Introduction 

Students are directly influenced by their teachers’ expectations (Weinstein, 2002), which consist 

of their beliefs and inferences about students’ general behaviors and academic potential, mostly 

indicating how much they could achieve (Li & Rubie-Davies, 2017). These expectations are of high 

importance in educational settings to define standards for student evaluation because whereas 

one teacher’s higher expectations bring about fostered learning outcomes in students, one’s 

mediocre expectations may hamper students’ further academic progress owing to students’ lower 

academic self-image for themselves (Dusek & Joseph, 1983; Jordan & Stanovich, 2001; Rubie-

Davies, 2006). The impacts of teachers’ level of expectations on students’ learning outcomes have 

also been tracked as the self-fulfilling prophecy or the Pygmalion effect in the literature put forward 

by Rosenthal and Jacobson as early as 1968. 

In their leading study, Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) falsely informed teachers about the 

students’ results of an achievement test at the beginning of an academic year and their academic 

potential to achieve higher. Although the students were not selected based on the achievement 

test scores as declared, these students showed greater progress in test scores than the others in 

the same classroom. Teachers’ expectations imposed by the researchers at the very beginning 

have shaped their behavior towards the students in the class, so the students have produced a 

positive ‘self-fulfilling prophecy’ effect (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968). This appears as an initially 

wrong assumption which is proven to be accurate following the emergence of new behavior in the 

environment (Merton, 1968). To be more precise regarding the presence of self-fulfilling prophecy 

in classrooms, firstly a teacher forms an opinion or expectation of a student’s academic capability; 

then, the teacher demonstrates differential behaviors towards high- and low-expectancy students, 

which results in a confirmation of what the teacher has expected initially about the student 

(Gentrup & Rjosk, 2018; Jussim, Robustelli, & Cain, 2009), also named as sustained expectations 

by Cooper and Tom (1984). Rosenthal and Jacobson’s (1968) study stands as a milestone since it 

reveals the role of affective factors in cognitive skills such as self-esteem, self-efficacy beliefs, 

motivation, and anxiety (Andres, 2002; McClure, Meyer, Garisch, Fischer, Weir, & Walkey, 2011). 

As voiced by Smith (2011), “The human mind does not like to be wrong.” (p. 33), and so teachers 

may form an expectation bias and retain it even if students start to perform differently (Bognar, 

1982, as cited in Stegemiller, 1989). Therefore, teachers’ classroom practices and behaviors may 

inevitably be formed by such expectations and beliefs. Rhem (1999) exemplifies teachers 

demanding simpler answers and tasks from low-achiever students. Cruickshank, Jenkins, and 

Metcalf (2009) also summarize common features of teachers with low expectations as being 

ignorant of task orientation, discipline, and students’ response time in classes, lacking accurate 

and timely feedback, and positive reinforcement. On the contrary, when teachers have higher 

expectations from the students and believe in their academic potential, their instructional practices 

are moved to a higher level that presents a clear set of learning objectives, well-organized 

explanations relating to student interests, and more challenging learning opportunities together 

with remediation strategies – if necessary, more advanced thinking skills, and a more demanding 
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curriculum (Cruickshank et al., 2009; Warren, 2002). Rosenthal (1974) also found out that teachers 

tend to build a more positive learning environment for high-expectancy students by nodding and 

smiling at them more. They are also inclined to evaluate these students’ work more positively, 

present more praises and positive reinforcements, and behave in a more encouraging way (Babad, 

1992; Madon, Jussim, & Eccles, 1997). Moreover, Rubie-Davies (2007) asserted that teachers with 

high expectations for their students have a tendency to provide more feedback, ask cognitively 

demanding questions more, and demonstrate more constructive behavior management 

techniques in their classes when compared to teachers with low expectations. 

The literature is also home to many studies investigating the factors indicating how teacher 

expectations are shaped. Students’ ethnicity (Rampaul, Singh, & Didyk, 1984) and socio-economic 

status may show parents’ incapacities to academically assist their children and provide resources 

at home (Claassen & Mulders, 2003; De Boer, Bosker, & Van der Werf, 2010; Ditton, Krüsken, & 

Schauenberg, 2005). Gender of the students may also lead to differential teacher expectations. To 

illustrate, Timmermans, De Boer, and Van Der Werf (2016) point out that teachers have positively 

higher expectations for female students who are considered to possess better study skills and 

more engagement in school work whereas lower expectations of achievement for male students 

reported less successful in classes. Similarly, regarding teachers’ expectations, female students are 

also favored in Driessen and Van Langen’s (2013) study in terms of their cooperative and self-

regulated learning skills. 

Depending on the variety among these studies on teacher expectations and classroom 

behaviors, it is believed that a systematic review could prove more generalizable results by 

providing a fuller and more collective picture of the key findings of the previous studies. The 

current study also aimed to put the previously conducted studies forward in a more holistic way 

rather than focusing on their findings individually through a systematic review. For these reasons, 

the study aspired to illustrate how the teacher expectation literature has developed since 1968 by 

investigating how teacher expectations are shaped and reflected in their classroom behaviors. In 

this way, the study may increase the professional awareness of teachers regarding how they form 

their expectations of academic achievement and how these expectations are transmitted to their 

classroom behaviors and consequently to students. Thus, teachers might make an effort to 

regulate their differential behaviors towards high- or low-expectancy students so that they could 

avoid sustained expectations - if they have any, in the light of what the relevant literature has put 

forth thus far. 

A meta-analysis study was carried out on teacher expectation interventions and their effects on 

student outcomes by De Boer, Timmermans, and Van Der Werf (2018). The researchers delved into 

19 studies meeting their eligibility criteria after a literature search on PsycINFO and ERIC. They 

found out three kinds of interventions, namely changing teacher behaviour, awareness of 

expectancy effects, and teacher beliefs concealed in expectations. More importantly, they 

underlined the possibility of raising teacher expectations (De Boer et al., 2018). Tenenbaum and 

Ruck (2007) addressed the differentiation of teacher expectations for ethnic minority or European 

American students through another meta-analysis study. After working on 32 studies, they 

revealed that teachers tended to hold higher and more positive expectations for European 

American students than ethnic minority ones. It was also reported that teachers made fewer 

positive referrals and speech to ethnic minority students (Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). The first 

systematic review on this issue was published in 2018 by Wang, Rubie-Davies, and Meissel (2018) 
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where the quantitative studies reporting only statistically significant findings were essentially 

included, and the effects of teacher expectations on student achievement were investigated by 

going back to the last 30 years only (1989-2018). The researchers conducted the study on 

PsycINFO and ERIC and included 144 articles meeting their inclusion and exclusion criteria. They 

put forth four main themes regarding influential factors on teacher expectations, transmission 

ways of teacher expectations, factors moderating teacher expectations effects, and teacher 

expectation effects on student achievement (Wang et al., 2018). Depending on the fact that these 

meta-analyses and the systematic review scrutinized merely quantitative studies on similar 

databases, the current systematic review aspired to specifically address qualitative findings in the 

literature, which might display more in-depth perspectives of teachers concerning their 

expectations of students and their classroom behaviors. In addition, unlike the other studies 

mentioned above, the researchers took 1968 as the starting point of the literature search for this 

review, when Rosenthal and Jacobson’s study was first conducted. 

Method 

Research Design 

The present study employed the systematic review as its research design. The characteristics of 

this design can be considered as adopting a bias-free approach with the use of a rigorous and 

methodical way of literature search in a specific field (Hanley & Cutts, 2013). Petticrew and Roberts 

(2006) focus on the significant aspects of this method, which are to examine, compile and reunite 

research evidence in a critical way. To achieve this, having a set of eligibility criteria to choose 

studies from the literature, providing a systematic and reproducible method, and an organized 

way of synthesizing and presenting the findings of the included studies are musts of this design 

so as to answer the research questions formulated for the review (Systematic Review Module, 

2018). 

Research Questions 

To achieve the aforementioned purposes, the present study sought answers to the following 

research questions: 

1. What are the potential reasons shaping teacher expectations of students regarding their 

academic achievement in the research studies selected for the review? 

2. How are teacher expectations transmitted, tracked, or reflected in teachers’ behaviors in 

classrooms to students in the studies selected for the review? 

Procedures of Literature Search 

Since most of them were fed by similar sources, certain electronic databases for educational 

research were selected for the review, namely EBSCOhost – Academic Research Complete, ERIC, 

and Science Direct along with Journal Park Academic powered by TUBITAK ULAKBIM and Higher 

Education Council Theses Centre with the aim of reviewing the studies in both Turkish and 

international contexts. Another reason behind this selection was also the fact that it provided a 

better manageability and practicality for the researchers. While searching, various combinations of 

keywords were employed such as “teacher* expectation* AND student achievement”, “teacher* 

expectation* AND academic achievement”, “self-fulfilling prophecy in education”, “Pygmalion in 
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the classroom”, “teacher* expectation* of students*” since they constitute the major terms in titles, 

abstracts, or keywords of the studies. For Turkish databases, “öğretmen beklentileri”, 

“öğretmenlerin başarı beklentileri”, “Pygmalion etkisi” were utilized. Depending on the options 

offered by these databases, peer-reviewed, full-text, open-access/archive, academic journals, 

research/journal articles, and theses and doctoral dissertations were selected interchangeably to 

narrow down the search to more reliable studies. 

The number of initial results declined with the selection of the studies written in either English 

or Turkish and published after 1968. Within the scope of the current systematic review, the 

databases were last accessed on the 2nd of January 2020 by the researchers, and the total number 

of the recognized studies was 1.227. EBSCOhost-Academic Research Complete contributed to this 

number with 199 studies, ERIC with 535 studies, Science Direct with 489 studies, and HEC Thesis 

Centre with 4 studies. No studies including the target keywords were found on Journal Park 

Academic. 

Inclusion-Exclusion Criteria 

The duplicates were firstly removed from these 1.227 studies by using Mendeley Software 

(Elsevier, Mendeley Ltd., 2020). The studies without full texts were also excluded from the review. 

After this identification process, 319 studies were found appropriate for the upcoming screening 

process. In the next phase, the first criterion was to exclude the studies conducted on teachers’ 

expectations of disabled, gifted, and ethnically diverse students since the current systematic review 

primarily focused on teachers’ expectations of students’ academic achievement naturally occur in 

regular classes because both the field of special education and ethnicity issues require a different 

academic perspective and expertise due to their complexity stemming from the combination of 

psychology, anthropology, and sociology disciplines (Good & Nichols, 2001; Odom et al., 2005). 

For this reason, teachers of such learners are expected to demonstrate different classroom 

behaviors and play varying roles and responsibilities (Eisenman et al., 2011) shaping their 

expectations of students in return (Gillung & Rucker, 1977). 

Based on the first criterion, the researcher discarded 106 studies. The second criterion was to 

exclude the studies carried out with pre-service teachers and students based on their expectations 

of teachers or the teaching profession, teachers’ accuracy of judgements, their expectations of 

themselves, or expectations of the implementations of a new method, or teaching approach 

because they do not reflect the essential aim of the current review. Herein, 21 studies were 

eliminated from the review. 

In line with the purpose of the study, the researchers excluded 160 quantitative studies. 

Therefore, in the eligibility process, the researcher included qualitative and mixed design studies 

only based on the third criterion in line with the aim of the study, which was to display a 

multifaceted picture of teachers’ expectations of student achievement and their classroom 

behaviors rather than presenting only statistically meaningful findings. Finally, the studies which 

collected qualitative data directly from in-service teachers were involved in the study as a result of 

the fourth criterion. All in all, 32 studies were included in the study in the final step. These processes 

can be examined through a three-step flowchart demonstrated in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1. A Three-Step Flowchart Indicating the Steps of the Review 

Data Extraction and Analysis 

By the nature of the systematic research, the researchers first examined the characteristics of 

the selected studies involving their aims, participants, research contexts where the data were 

collected, data collection instruments, sampling methods, and data analysis procedures. Apart 

from this data extraction process, the findings of the studies were analyzed through content 

analysis with the derivation of codes and themes determined in line with the research questions 

of the current review. In addition, the researchers checked their code agreements in the analysis 

but did not calculate the congruence. 

Results 

Profile of the Selected Studies 

Among the studies included in the review (n = 32), 90.63% of them (n = 29) were research 

articles published in academic journals, 6.25% of them (n = 2) were doctoral dissertations, and 

3.13% (n = 1) of them were master’s theses. When the school contexts were scrutinized, 20.51% (n 

= 8) of the studies collected qualitative data from elementary schools, 17.95% (n = 7) of them from 

secondary schools and primary schools (n = 8), and 12.82% (n = 5) of them collected data from 

middle schools and high schools (n = 5). Moreover, 5.12% (n = 2) of the studies were conducted 

at universities while 2.56% (n = 1) were carried out in a kindergarten. Four studies did not specify 

the school setting at all. Table 1 indicates more detailed descriptive information about the studies. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Information about the Included Studies 

Citations Methods/Designs Participants Instruments 

Engin, 2018 Multiple case study 20 teachers Open-ended questionnaire 

Göksoy, 2018 Phenomenology 15 teachers Semi-structured interview 

Li & Rubie-Davies, 

2018 

Grounded theory 20 teachers Semi-structured interview 

Timmons, 2018 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

30 teachers Open-ended questionnaire 

Whittle, Telford, & 

Benson, 2018 

Qualitative (not 

specified) 

37 teachers Focus group interview & field 

notes 

Amini, 2016 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

2 teachers Semi-structured interview 

Fletcher, 2016 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

126 students & 7 

teachers 

Students’ artefacts & interview 

McDonald, Flint, 

Rubie-Davies, 

Peterson, Watson, & 

Garrett, 2016 

Qualitative (not 

specified) 

84 teachers Open-ended questionnaire, field 

notes, & workshop evaluation 

form 

Niari, Manousou,& 

Lionarakis, 2016 

Qualitative (not 

specified) 

6 faculty members 

& 16 graduate 

students 

Non-participatory observation & 

semi-structured interview 

Sedova & 

Salamounova, 2016 

Micro-

ethnographic 

discourse analysis 

2 teachers & 2 

students 

Video-recordings of classes & 

interview 

Yanisko, 2016 Case study 2 alternatively 

certified teachers 

Classroom observation & field 

notes 

Ng, Wang, & Liu, 2015 

 

Qualitative (not 

specified) 

48 students & 3 

teachers 

Group & individual interview 

Nutter, 2015 Phenomenology 9 teachers Interview, classroom 

observation, questionnaire & 

review of teacher artefacts 

Deuker, 2014 Action research 3 teachers & 23 

students 

Focus group & individual 

interview 

Harris, 2012 Mixed methods 270 teachers & 

school leaders 

Semi-structured interview 

Jones, Miron, & 

Kelaher-Young, 2012 

Mixed methods 12 principals, 9 

counselors, & 20 

teachers 

Interview & student survey 

Kususanto & Fui, 2012 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

17 teachers & 20 

students 

Unstructured interview 
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Table 1. (Cont.) 

Citations Methods/Designs Participants Instruments 

Nishino, 2012 Mixed methods 4 teachers Classroom observation, field 

notes, survey & individual 

interview 

Williams, 2012 Quasi-experimental 

mixed methods 

170 teachers Open-ended survey 

Mercuri & Ebe, 2011 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

1 teacher Observation, audio-taped 

instruction, & interview 

Odabasi-Cimer & 

Cimer, 2010 

Mixed methods 24 teachers Semi-structured interview & 

document analysis 

Rubie-Davies, Irving, 

Peterson, & 

Widdowson, 2010 

Qualitative (not 

specified) 

26 teachers Focus group interview 

Stevens & Vermeersch, 

2010 

Mixed methods 17 teachers Semi-structured interview, 

survey, & student performance 

test 

Wedin, 2010 Ethnography 3 teachers Classroom observation & 

interview 

Calabrese, Hummel, & 

Martin, 2007 

Case study 16 teachers, 2 

principals, & 1 

assistant principal 

Focus group, semi-structured 

individual interview, & online 

survey 

Bergqvist, 2005 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

8 teachers Interview 

Jones & Myhill, 2004 Qualitative (not 

specified) 

144 students & 40 

teachers 

Semi-structured interview & 

classroom observation 

Janisch & Johnson, 

2003 

Qualitative (not 

specified) 

11 teachers Interview, field notes, & 

classroom observation 

Timperley & Phillips, 

2003 

Mixed methods 26 teachers Follow-up interview, 

questionnaire & observation 

Robinson, 1994 Mixed methods 180 students, 6 

teachers, & 30 

parents 

Observation, interview, 

questionnaire, & school records 

Goldenberg, 1992 Case study 2 first graders & 1 

teacher 

Classroom observation & 

performance test 

Eder, 1981 Mixed methods 23 students & 1 

teacher 

Observation, individual 

interview, & analyses of video-

taped classroom interaction 

Although the selected studies underlined that they utilized qualitative research paradigm in 

general, 33.33% of the studies (n = 13) did not clarify any specific qualitative research design, 

23.08% of them (n = 9) employed mixed methods without specifying any typology from the 
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relevant literature. Furthermore, 5.12% of them (n = 2) used ethnography, 10.25% of them (n = 4) 

used case study, and 5.12% of them used (n = 2) phenomenology. While one study utilized 

grounded theory, another one was an action research study as seen in Figure 2. Despite being 

limited, typical qualitative sampling procedures were explicitly stated to be used such as purposive 

maximum variation sampling (Göksoy, 2018), snowball sampling (Amini, 2016), convenience 

sampling (Niari et al., 2016), and criterion-based purposive sampling (Nutter, 2015). 

As for data collection instruments, the selected studies described the following methods, which 

were namely open-ended surveys (e.g., Engin, 2018; Timmons, 2018; Williams, 2012), unstructured 

or semi-structured individual interviews (e.g., Amini, 2016; Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 2012; Kususanto 

& Fui, 2012; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; Ng et al., 2015; Niari et al., 2016; Nishino, 2012), classroom 

observations (e.g., Goldenberg, 1992; Niari et al., 2016; Nishino, 2012; Timperley & Phillips, 2003; 

Yanisko, 2016), video-recordings of classroom interaction (e.g., Eder, 1981; Mercuri & Ebe, 2011; 

Sedova & Salamounova, 2016), document analyses through the reviews of teacher artefacts 

(Mercuri & Ebe, 2011; Nutter, 2015; Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010) or student artefacts (Fletcher, 

2016), student performance tests and school records (Goldenberg, 1992; Robinson, 1994; Stevens 

& Vermeersch, 2010), and focus group interviews (Calabrese et al., 2007; Deuker, 2014; Rubie-

Davies et al., 2010; Whittle et al., 2018). Furthermore, the researchers’ field notes also contributed 

to the data collection procedures of certain selected studies (e.g., Janisch & Johnson, 2003; 

McDonald et al., 2016; Nishino, 2012; Yanisko, 2016). 

All the studies in the review employed content analysis and derived codes and themes. While 

analyzing the data, some studies underlined the use of certain qualitative data analysis software 

such as N6 (Stevens & Vermeersch, 2010), MrInterview and CATPAC (Calabrese et al., 2007), Atlas 

Ti (Harris, 2012), and NVivo (Whittle, Telford, & Benson, 2018). Moreover, one of the studies 

touched upon Excel as a helpful tool in data analysis (Nutter, 2015). When examined closely, some 

of the selected studies overtly declared that open or axial coding (Jones et al., 2012; Stevens & 

Vermeersch, 2010; Whittle et al., 2018), selective coding (Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018), situation or 

activity codes (Kususanto & Fui, 2012) were adopted as coding strategies. However, such details 

were rarely given in the included studies of the review. 

When it comes to the trustworthiness of the selected studies, the researchers mainly put 

emphasis on intercoder reliability assured through the help of a second qualitative researcher who 

was responsible for coding the data (Eder, 1981; Engin, 2018; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; McDonald 

et al., 2016; Mercuri & Ebe, 2011; Ng et al., 2015; Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010; Rubie-Davies et 

al., 2010; Timmons, 2018). In addition, some studies stressed triangulation through different data 

collection methods (Calabrese et al., 2007; Harris, 2012; Mercuri & Ebe, 2011) while some 

highlighted other strategies such as audit trails (Calabrese et al., 2007; Nutter, 2015), member 

checks (Niari et al., 2016; Nishino, 2012; Nutter, 2015), thick descriptions provided for 

transferability (Göksoy, 2018; Nutter, 2015), and an independent observer (Timperley & Phillips, 

2003). The selected studies mostly allocated room for teachers’ quotations from the interviews 

while presenting their findings (e.g., Amini, 2016; Deuker, 2014; Göksoy, 2018; Yanisko, 2016). 

After the systematic recognition of all these studies, common themes were derived in relation 

to the research questions. The first main theme was determined as the factors influencing teachers’ 

expectations of academic achievement whereas the second main theme was teachers’ reflected 
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classroom behaviors. A table for themes and codes was also presented in Table 2 below. The 

following sections displayed the findings in a more detailed way with the relevant quotations. 

Table 2. Themes, Sub-themes and Codes Derived from the Included Studies 

Themes Sub-themes Related Codes 

Factors 

Influencing 

Teachers’ 

Expectations of 

Academic 

Achievement 

Students’ 

Readiness, Skills 

and Abilities 

 

self-efficacy beliefs 

cognitive 

readiness/capabilities 

comprehension/self-

expression abilities 

prior academic achievement 

response and work quality 

interaction with peers 

interest and commitment 

on/off-task behaviors 

study skills and autonomy 

science vs. art orientation 

gender 

 Teacher-related 

Factors 

past teaching/learning 

experiences  

competencies in teaching  

self-efficacy beliefs  

professional development  

creativity and patience  

interaction with 

students/colleagues  

 Family-related 

Factors 

 

SES of families  

cultural/social orientation  

interest in children/academic 

work 

lack of academic resources 

life at home 

 

 School Policies  

 

lack of instructional time  

limited instructional resources  

stream hierarchy  

ability grouping  

student records 

Teachers’ 

Reflected 

Classroom 

Behaviors 

High-expectancy 

Students 

setting clear standards for 

success 

efforts enhancing student 

learning 

teacher-student talks & 

teacher-parent conferences 

more cognitively demanding 

tasks 

putting pressure 

classroom language 

more eye-contact & 

proximity 

reflectivity during instruction 

more group work & student 

autonomy 

knowing them better 

monitoring them less 

 Low-expectancy 

Students 

 

scaffolding & structured 

support 

spoon-feeding  

adjusting the 

standards/instruction 

providing less response time  

addressing them less 

harsher warnings 

labelling 

Factors Influencing Teachers’ Expectations About Students’ Academic Achievement 

In line with the first research question, the researchers defined a main theme named the factors 

influencing teachers’ expectations of academic achievement under which there were certain sub-
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themes as students’ readiness, skills, and abilities, teacher- and family-related factors, and school 

policies. 

Students’ Readiness, Skills, and Abilities 

Within this review, the included studies revealed student-related factors shaping teachers’ 

expectations of student achievement which were students’ lack of pre-learning or cognitive 

readiness to learn new subjects (Göksoy, 2018; Timperley & Phillips, 2003), self-efficacy beliefs 

(Rubie-Davies et al., 2010), problems with the medium of instruction hindering comprehension 

and self-expression (Nishino, 2012; Timperley & Phillips, 2003), cognitive capabilities, maturity 

(Eder, 1981; Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 2012; Nutter, 2015), prior academic achievement (Li & Rubie-

Davies, 2018; Niari et al., 2016; Rubie-Davies, et al., 2010), reading and writing skills in exams and 

expressions used in-class activities (Bergqvist, 2005; Harris, 2012; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; 

Timperley & Phillips, 2003). Students’ interactions with their friends, response, and work quality 

during lessons were also reported as the other factors shaping teacher expectations of students’ 

academic achievement (Rubie-Davies et al., 2010). Some of these findings were evidenced by the 

quotations below: 

“I do not believe that all of my students are able to learn all subjects. Because each student 

is different in terms of perception and learning levels. (T8)” (Göksoy, 2018, p. 210). 

“I feel that it’s very important not to push these children beyond their learning capabilities or 

their absorption levels at that time. You can’t push these children into a place where they’re 

not ready. Then you see what will happen … they’ll flounder. (A teacher)” (Timperley & 

Phillips, 2003, p. 636). 

“When I call on students, they only repeat what is written in the textbook... They do not say 

anything different at all (T16).” (Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010, p. 9). 

Moreover, students’ interest and commitment to the subjects (Deuker, 2014; Fletcher, 2016; 

Göksoy, 2018; Ng et al., 2015; Niari et al., 2016), motivation in learning and test-taking (Deuker, 

2014; Fletcher, 2016; Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 2012; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; Ng et al., 2015; Nishino, 

2012), study skills and autonomy such as previewing the textbook before classes and doing 

exercises after classes (Deuker, 2014; Fletcher, 2016; Harris, 2012; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018), and 

having academic discipline (Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018) also stood out as the student-related factors 

affecting teacher expectations as explained by a teacher:  

“I would be expecting them all to be researching independently. I would be expecting them 

all to be independently seeking me out for areas and asking questions as opposed to just 

coming to lessons and doing their homework. (T3)” (Deuker, 2014, p. 72). 

On the contrary, students’ off-task behaviors in class, insufficient abilities and short attention 

span to keep up with the classroom routines may lead them to be regarded as low-expectancy 

students (Eder, 1981; Goldenberg, 1992). Teachers tended to expect more from science-

oriented/stream students than art-oriented/stream ones who were only expected to pass the 

required exams and have more off-task behaviors in classes while science-oriented/stream ones 

were expected to achieve much higher scores (Kususanto & Fui, 2012; Yanisko, 2016). It was 

exemplified by the comments of a student from an art-oriented stream: “My teachers used to 

prejudge us as being incapable to score high. (S11)” (Kususanto & Fui, 2012, p. 112). 
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Even in the 21st century, students’ gender was also seen as another factor shaping teachers’ 

expectations of students’ academic achievement (Nutter, 2015; Williams, 2012). Sometimes high-

achiever female students were described as “a girl who does more than is required (Teacher X)” 

whereas no male students were defined like that (Jones & Myhill, 2004, p. 556). However, 

sometimes the high-achieving female students were considered “typical” while high-achieving 

male students were accepted as “atypical” in the eyes of their teachers (Jones & Myhill, 2004). 

Moreover, Janisch and Johnson (2003) also quoted a teacher who was surprised by male students’ 

positive attitudes towards Shakespeare’s work in their study: 

“I thought they would be frustrated with this topic. … but they became enthusiastic about the 

reading. It consumed them. When we read certain passages … you could hear a pin drop. 

They were that interested in finding out the emotions and feeling … even the boys.” (p.302). 

Teacher-related Factors 

Secondly, teacher-related factors were also underlined in the included studies, which are 

teachers’ lack of knowing their students’ actual performances and their past teaching and learning 

experiences since teachers teach as being taught (Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; Ng et al., 2015; Nishino, 

2012). Moreover, teachers’ competencies in teaching (Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 2012; Li & Rubie-

Davies, 2018; Nishino, 2012) and their self-efficacy beliefs (Harris, 2012; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; 

Nishino, 2012) also came to the surface as the factors derived from the studies selected. To 

illustrate, there were teachers reporting that although they knew the potential in students, they 

professionally did not know what to do to reveal it with these words: “… I can see the potential in 

this kid, but I don’t know how to draw it out, to maximize it. (A Math teacher)” (Harris, 2012, p. 138). 

Another teacher underlined the significance of professional development opportunities in 

Timperley and Phillips’ study (2003) by expressing: “Maybe the professional development made us 

lift our expectations of what children can do. It has made us look at what we’re doing ourselves.” (p. 

636). 

Teachers’ creativity, patience, and beliefs (Göksoy, 2018; Ng et al., 2015; Nishino, 2012) were 

also declared as the other factors having an impact on teachers’ expectations of students’ 

academic achievement since some teachers’ notion was that every student could master the 

standards (Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 2012). However, some teachers expressed that while some of their 

students could easily contribute to society after being employed, some “will be rotting in jail” 

(Rubie-Davies, et al., 2010, p. 43). Similar to these arguments, some teachers believed that low-

expectancy students were “are hard to reach, … and only capable of working with a watered-down 

curriculum” (Calabrese et al., 2007, p. 287). 

Furthermore, teachers’ interaction with students and colleagues (Rubie-Davies et al., 2010) was 

also reported to influence their expectations in time. Teachers’ expectations were also formed by 

their own experiences with the students and their colleagues’ opinions about the students (Amini, 

2016). 

Family-related Factors 

Family-related factors became also apparent based on the socio-economic status of students’ 

families (Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010; Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 2012; Nutter, 2015; Robinson,1994; 

Stevens & Vermeersch, 2010), their cultural or social orientation (Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010; 

Harris, 2012), their insufficient interest in their children and their academic work (Calabrese et al., 
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2007; Timperley & Phillips, 2003), lack of academic resources provided at home (Harris, 2012; 

Timperley & Phillips, 2003), and students’ home life (Calabrese et al., 2007; Göksoy, 2018; Harris, 

2012; Wedin, 2010). For instance, one interviewee teacher mentioned these issues by expressing 

that “… Low socioeconomic students are going to perform lower because they don’t have as  many 

books in the home. Students don’t know half the vocabulary you are looking at. …” (Harris, 2012, p. 

137). Another quotation from Calabrese et al.’s (2007) study evidenced the same issue: 

“The kids that we usually can’t reach or have the most difficult time with are the ones that 

we get no parental support from. (Mike)” (p. 287) 

Students from low socio-economic backgrounds were also considered more problematic 

regarding their attention span and working memory, which made them low-expectancy students 

for teachers (Nutter, 2015). What is more, students’ motivation to learn and encouragement to go 

to university also built a base for teacher expectations depending on the level of their parents’ 

valuing education (Rubie-Davies, et al., 2010). In relation to this, a teacher quoted in Robinson’s 

(1994) study asked a crucial question “If the parent has little concern for the child, why should I?” 

(p.518). 

School Policies  

Finally, teachers mentioned that lack of instructional time (Harris, 2012) and limited instructional 

resources (Engin, 2018; Göksoy, 2018; Whittle et al., 2018) also had the potential to impact 

teachers’ expectations of student achievement. It was also revealed that certain school 

administrators set different standards, goals, and programs for art-oriented/stream and science-

oriented/stream students, which was a situation influencing teacher expectations and students’ 

self-esteem in return (Kususanto & Fui, 2012). Some studies specifically touched upon a stream 

hierarchy and emphasized lower-stream schools (e.g., vocational education schools) as having less 

hard-working and more problematic students, and hence, negatively affecting teacher 

expectations of student achievement when compared to higher-stream schools (e.g., technical or 

general education schools) (Rubie-Davies et al., 2010; Stevens & Vermeersch, 2010) as depicted 

below: 

“And I said, whoever told you, you could pick any goal you want really didn’t realize that you 

were going to say you’re going to be a brain surgeon, because . . . you can’t tie your shoes. I 

mean, I don’t want to rain on their parade, but sometimes it’s not too realistic. (Teacher)” 

(Rubie-Davies et al., 2010, p. 42). 

The same streaming factor was also described as an obstacle to the formation of self-esteem in 

students due to the student stereotypes determined by teachers (Kususanto & Fui, 2012; Rubie-

Davies et al., 2010). In some schools, ability grouping in classes also had an impact on teachers’ 

expectations of student achievement (Amini, 2016; Eder, 1981; Goldenberg, 1992; Nutter, 2015; 

Timmons, 2018; Williams, 2012). In addition, some school administrators wanted teachers to read 

students’ records before they started teaching and there were teachers reporting that reading such 

kind of documents about students would prevent them to form their own expectations from 

scratch regarding students’ academic achievement (Amini, 2016). In this issue, Amini (2016) quoted 

a teacher declaring this: “… I was told within the first week, I would have to spend time going through 

the student’s Ontario Student Record and as a teacher… I felt I’m not gonna do that… because I don’t 

want those biases to creep in.” (p. 37). 
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Teachers’ Reflected Classroom Behaviors 

As an attempt to answer the second research question, the reviewed studies were investigated 

to reveal the evidence of teachers’ classroom behaviors reflected by their high or low expectations, 

which also became the second main theme of the current systematic review. 

Depending on their expectations of student achievement, some teachers let their students 

know about their expectations directly by clearly stating the expected behavior (Amini, 2016; Engin, 

2018; Nutter, 2015), setting the standards for success (e.g., rubrics), and making efforts to enhance 

student learning outcomes (Amini, 2016; McDonald et al., 2016). Teachers sometimes preferred 

talking one-on-one to students (Goldenberg, 1992; Timmons, 2018), communicating with parents 

through private conferences (Goldenberg, 1992), or weekly newsletters sent to homes (Nutter, 

2015). As reported, especially one-on-one student-teacher conferences could provide empathy, 

trust, and understanding regarding teacher expectations on the side of both students and teachers 

(Nutter, 2015). When teachers had high expectations, they also had a tendency to increase the 

level and the number of tasks demanding more cognitive efforts from the students for better 

intellectual gains (Amini, 2016; Nutter, 2015; Rubie-Davies et al., 2010; Wedin, 2010; Yanisko, 2016), 

employ flexible grouping in their classes where students’ own choices mattered and students were 

guided through goal-setting and self-management strategies (McDonald et al., 2016). 

In the studies analyzed, depending on teachers’ expectations of student achievement, teachers 

differentiated their instructional methods, materials, and pacing according to students’ individual 

differences or learning styles (Amini, 2016; Göksoy, 2018; Janisch & Johnson, 2003; Mercuri & Ebe, 

2011; Li & Rubie-Davies, 2018; Nishino, 2012; Nutter, 2015; Stevens & Vermeersch, 2010; Williams, 

2012) as depicted by the words of a teacher:  

“… And very important for a teacher, especially with groups like that (vocational education), 

is how you explain things. You have to change the content of what you teach, you have to 

explain it in different ways, and try to get feedback, one way or another …” (Stevens & 

Vermeersch, 2010, p. 274). 

Therefore, as a consequence of a slackened instructional pacing, teachers complained about 

falling behind curricular requirements in their classes (Engin, 2018; Stevens, & Vermeersch, 2010). 

Furthermore, teachers provided scaffolding and structured support when they had low-expectancy 

students whereas they presented more collaborative and group work opportunities (Janisch & 

Johnson, 2003; Mercuri & Ebe, 2011; Yanisko, 2016) such as letting students check their answers 

with friends, edit their peers’ papers or discuss the processes of problem-solving when they have 

high expectations of student achievement. They also assigned harder tasks, put much pressure, 

and expected more quality work in the presence of high-expectancy students (Jones et al., 2012; 

Rubie-Davies et al., 2010). More interestingly, it was exemplified in one of the studies that a high-

expectancy student might also be ignored and monitored less by his/her teacher due to the beliefs 

that they would be fine by themselves, which made them a victim of great expectations in the end 

(Deuker, 2014; Goldenberg, 1992). Another example of the same issue could be found in Rubie-

Davies et al.’s study (2010) where there were higher-stream students declaring their teachers 

expected them to know things in advance and provided less support in the learning process. 

Similarly, teachers’ time and efforts spent on each student, and classroom management 

strategies also differed in relation to their expectations of students (Goldenberg, 1992; Robinson, 
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1994). As depicted in Eder’s (1981) findings, teachers had a tendency to ask more questions and 

employ more management acts while working with low-expectancy students because, in such 

classes, low-expectancy students violated each other’s turns more often. Herein, Robinson (1994) 

found out that the way of managing off-task behaviors during lessons also changed according to 

teachers’ expectations of student achievement because while teachers warned low-expectancy 

students in a harsher manner by saying “You wrote it all wrong” or “You don’t listen to me” (p. 519), 

they tended to use more motherly words with a soft tone of voice while warning high-expectancy 

ones. 

Furthermore, teachers’ encouragement with a friendly style and interaction with students were 

also accepted as signs of teacher expectations (Niari et al., 2016). To exemplify, during classroom 

interaction, teachers might blame or label students as being low-achiever or low-expectancy 

(Sedova & Salamounova, 2016); and might start to decrease teacher-student interaction time by 

addressing the low-expectancy ones less (Robinson, 1994), or by turning to another student when 

a low-expectancy student could not answer a question (Sedova & Salamounova, 2016), and by 

knowing personal or academic strengths of high-expectancy students more than low-expectancy 

ones (Sedova & Salamounova, 2016). Additionally, teachers were most of the time aware of when 

and whom to push students to accomplish better academic performances (Rubie-Davies et al., 

2010; Timperley & Phillips, 2003) since as teachers’ expectations became higher, they asked critical 

thinking questions, spent more time on eliciting answers from high-expectancy students (Janisch 

& Johnson, 2003; Sedova & Salamounova, 2016), and questioned the reasons behind the correct 

answers more (Yanisko, 2016). 

Based on their expectations, teachers arranged their classroom language and used 1st person 

plural or we language (Niari et al., 2016; Yanisko, 2016), students’ first names, superlative 

adjectives, and possessive pronouns (Niari et al., 2016) more frequently. Moreover, when their 

expectations were high, some teachers established more eye contact with students and utilized 

more positive facial expressions and proximity to those students during classes (Niari et al., 2016). 

They also tended to appreciate students more (Yanisko, 2016) and feel happier when low-

expectancy students achieved higher than what they had expected (Fletcher, 2016; Goldenberg, 

1992; Rubies-Davies et al., 2010; Yanisko, 2016). A teacher quoted in Fletcher’s (2016) study 

described her/his feelings after low-expectancy students’ performance as: 

“Students really surprised me and worked well on their writing activity. … Students like 

[Charlie], who are normally weak in writing skills, did well and never complained about 

having to write a recount.” (p. 411) 

Another teacher also mentioned their regret regarding their low expectations of students’ 

achievement by saying:  

“As wrong as it was for me to assume that these sixth graders should be at a lower level in 

their reading and comprehension, I expected little from them. When I saw that these students 

were actively engaged in several works by Shakespeare, I went home feeling a little guilty…” 

(Janisch & Johnson, 2003, p. 306) 

Additionally, one of the studies asserted that building rapport with students in the class was 

also required to learn about students’ weaknesses and guide them better to take risks without 

being afraid of making mistakes (Nutter, 2015) in a well-established emotionally-free climate 



International Journal of Curriculum and Instructional Studies, 12(1), 2022, 247-274                Aydın, & Ok 

262 
 

(Whittle et al., 2018; Niari et al., 2016) where student autonomy was also encouraged properly with 

enough guidance from the teacher (Mercuri & Ebe, 2011). What is more, teachers having high 

expectations of their students were found more inclined to be more self-aware and reflective in 

relation to what and how they were teaching in classes (Whittle et al., 2018; Ng et al., 2015), doing 

wrong or right (Ng et al., 2015), and finding ways to motivate students and draw the potential out 

of them (Amini, 2016; Harris, 2012). Similarly, they spoon-fed low-expectancy students by 

simplifying their teaching methods, re-arranging assignments and assessment procedures such as 

by revising crucial topics before exams, adjusting criteria to judge mastery of the expected 

standards (Harris, 2012; Nutter, 2015), presenting cognitively less demanding questions in the 

exams (Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010), and modifying their expectations so that low-expectancy 

students could achieve certain standards as well (Harris, 2012; Ng et al., 2015) because teachers 

did not actually mark students’ exams, but their own expectations (Amini, 2016). They also varied 

exam questions in line with their varying expectations of student achievement as one teacher 

expressed with these words: 

“In the exams, I ask one or two questions they can answer easily and questions that can be 

counted as of medium difficulty, and then there are one or two difficult questions. I want to 

see how many of them can answer these questions. These last ones show who really studied.” 

(Odabasi-Cimer & Cimer, 2010, p. 14). 

Another teacher also carried out a modification for low-expectancy students and was quoted 

in Nutter’s (2015) study: 

“When I put the project together, I knew I was going to have them do fewer of the 

requirements than the other students because I knew they wouldn’t be able to handle it. … I 

knew I was going to need it changed a little bit to make it easier for them.” (p. 107). 

It was also underlined in one of the studies that either low or high, such teacher expectations 

were also noticed by students; therefore, when teachers had high expectations and an encouraging 

manner to help students achieve higher standards academically, students started to feel the same 

way and reflected the expectations of their teachers (Rubie-Davies et al., 2010). 

Discussion and Implications 

The current review aspired to systematically investigate the potential factors building teacher 

expectations for students’ academic achievement and teachers’ reflected classroom behaviors as 

a result of their expectations. Student motivation and engagement in academic subjects previously 

stand as primary student-related factors forming the basis of teacher expectations (Thorburn, 

2003; Wijnia, Loyens, Derous, & Schmidt, 2016). It is also seen that students’ prior achievement is 

another student-related factor shaping teacher expectations in the review; however, there are 

some studies arguing that students’ prior academic achievement makes no difference in teachers’ 

expectations of students (Batten, Batey, Shafe, Gubby, & Birch, 2013). Moreover, students’ study 

skills and tendencies to work independently give rise to teachers’ having either low or high 

expectations of student achievement as asserted in previous studies (Coertjens, Donche, Maeyer, 

Van Daal, & Van Petegem, 2017).  

Teachers’ characteristics (Rubie-Davies, 2007), beliefs, and previous experiences as a student 

and a teacher also shape what they expect from students (Pajares, 1992) since former teaching 
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experiences with their ex-students and previous learning experiences play significant roles in the 

formation of their expectations of student achievement by providing them with both professional 

and experiential insights. Moreover, teachers’ self-efficacy is supposed to influence teachers’ 

expectations of student achievement (Rubie-Davies, Flint, & McDonald, 2012) in a way that when 

teachers have higher self-efficacy beliefs and higher self-esteem in implementing certain teaching 

methods and techniques, they have higher expectations regarding their students’ achievement so 

they become more inclined to think that every student can reach certain standards in learning. On 

the contrary, teachers’ low expectations of students may bring about academically lower self-

perceptions of students themselves (Rubie-Davies, 2006), which creates a disadvantageous 

situation due to the so-called self-fulfilling prophecy for students. 

In the light of the factors shaping teacher expectations, their reflections on teachers’ classroom 

behavior were also investigated systematically in the review. As Brophy (1983) suggested, teacher 

expectations cannot directly influence students’ academic progress; however, when teachers start 

to differentiate their classroom behaviours in line with their expectations, such differential 

behaviours of teachers are perceived by students, and then, self-fulfilling prophecy takes the lead, 

especially when there is a kind of special treatment towards good or high-expectancy students 

(Trouilloud & Sarrazin, 2003). Parallel to these arguments, while high expectations of success lead 

to high levels of student achievement, low expectations may tend to cause low levels of student 

achievement (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2013) because when students feel discouraged by teachers’ 

low expectations in time, they stay passive during the classes and hence, go on fulfilling the low 

student profile attributed by the teachers (Lefstein & Snell 2014). For these reasons, depending on 

their expectations of students, the detection of teachers’ differential classroom behaviours is still 

worth exploring because these behaviours are generally known as being invisible on the side of 

teachers (Babad, 1993). 

The present systematic review also puts forth that teachers have a tendency to change and 

adapt their teaching methods and techniques so that students can achieve the learning outcomes 

as expected. With the aim of promoting students’ academic progress, teachers are expected to 

organize the learning environment in line with students’ individual differences (Dennis, 2006). On 

the other hand, teachers’ differential behaviours such as interacting more with high-expectancy 

students, waiting for more to elicit the correct responses from them, and labelling low-expectancy 

ones in classes, might create a learning atmosphere where students, especially low-expectancy 

ones, are hesitant about whether the teacher likes and respects them or not (Hamre & Pianta, 

2001). They might also feel that their academic abilities are undervalued by teachers (Cooper, 

1984). These arguments have similarly been verified in the literature such as Brophy’s study (1983) 

revealing that teachers tend to give correct responses directly instead of asking probes to low-

expectancy students, let them sit at the back rows in classes, address them less frequently, reward 

even their inappropriate answers, establish less eye-contact with them, and smile less to them by 

paying insufficient attention to them. Therefore, this situation may pose an obstacle to the 

establishment of a cooperative and encouraging classroom environment for better learning 

opportunities. 

It has also been revealed in the review that reflective teaching is in relation to teachers’ 

expectations of student achievement because teachers start to evaluate their own teaching skills 

and performance after classes when they want to accomplish more in terms of students’ academic 

progress. When teachers possess higher expectations for their students, they make more 
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professional investments and try to foster their teaching skills in a more conscious and motivated 

way (Gorski, 2008; Hinnant, O’Brien, & Ghazarian, 2009). The current review has also found out 

that teachers have a tendency to assign more demanding tasks to high-expectancy students so as 

to provide them with more cognitive gains. This finding was also proven in the literature by Brophy 

(1983) and Mitman (1985) indicating that high-expectancy students are more often criticized by 

their teachers than low-expectancy ones with the aim of displaying teachers’ high expectancies 

even against more challenging tasks. 

It seems evident that teacher expectancies may cause differential teacher behaviors in classes, 

which might affect levels of student achievement in return as a result of the self-fulfilling prophecy 

(Skinner & Belmont, 1993). Therefore, especially teachers’ classroom behaviors which are the 

reflections of their expectations of students may stand as a potential danger transmitting their low 

expectations of some students who may simply be considered low-achievers whose academic 

abilities are generally underestimated. On the other hand, some high-expectancy students may 

face this potential danger in a different form, which is being ignored due to the presence of their 

teachers’ overconfidence in their academic capabilities. As a result, although they are supposed to 

achieve higher, such students may fall behind academically owing to their teachers’ diminished 

care and attention during instruction. 

Implications for Practice 

Teacher expectations might be a potential obstacle to students’ learning capabilities whether 

they are high or low. Whereas some students are capable of utilizing high expectations as a bar 

raised highly and making more efforts to reach it, some might feel underestimated and lose their 

confidence in attaining certain learning outcomes, especially when their teachers’ low expectations 

become apparent. For these reasons, teachers should become more aware of what to expect from 

their students professionally and how they transmit these expectancies to their students with the 

professional understanding of knowing the possible positive or negative consequences of their 

expectations. Therefore, when teachers start teaching, their classroom behaviors should be 

scrutinized closely so that they do not pose more obstacles to some low-expectancy students’ 

learning. Classroom observations or video recordings of the classes might be employed so as to 

raise teachers’ self-awareness on the issue. Professional development can also be beneficial so 

that teachers can evaluate their teaching from the expectancies perspective and discuss the 

possible ways of changing their attitudes to avoid sustained expectations. 

Implications for Further Research 

The current systematic review showed that in teacher expectation literature there is a need for 

more on-site investigations such as conducting more ethnographies, case studies, or 

phenomenological studies which may allocate rooms for more observations, interviews, or focus 

groups to display fuller, more authentic and in-depth pictures concerning how teacher 

expectations are reflected in classrooms. Rather than focusing on the factors shaping teacher 

expectations, their genuine reflections to classrooms as teacher classroom behaviors, might be 

studied more frequently because these studies are the ones revealing the real effects of teacher 

expectations on students and their academic achievement. For a similar purpose, students’ 

expectations can also be examined qualitatively so as to find out whether they are in compliance 

with their teachers’ expectations, and learn more about their feelings and reactions to their 

teachers’ expectations as affective filters in learning processes. Herein, teachers’ self-efficacy 
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beliefs, reflectivity, and perfectionism might be potential variables influencing their expectations 

of students by affecting their standards and definitions of achievement. Future studies and 

researchers might focus on possible relationships among these variables. Studies leading to model 

or theory building on factors influencing teacher classroom behaviors could also be helpful. 
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TÜRKÇE GENİŞ ÖZET 

Öğretmenlerin Beklentileri ve Sınıf İçi Davranışları Üzerine Sistematik Bir 

İnceleme 

Giriş 

Öğretmenlerin beklenti düzeylerinin öğrencilerin öğrenme çıktıları üzerinde etkisi vardır 

(Rosenthal ve Jacobson, 1968) ve bu durum literatürde Pygmalion etkisi olarak da 

tanımlanabilmektedir. Bu beklentiler, eğitim ortamlarında standartları belirlemek ve öğrencileri 

değerlendirmek için büyük önem taşımaktadır, çünkü öğretmenler daha az beklentiye sahip 

olduklarında ve daha düşük standartlar belirlediklerinde, öğrenciler daha fazla çaba harcamadan 

bunları başarma eğilimi gösterirler. Diğer yandan, eğer öğretmenler daha yüksek standartlar 

belirler ve daha fazlasını beklerse, öğrenciler bunları başarmak için daha fazla çaba ve ilerleme 

gösterme eğilimindedir. 

İlgili alanyazın, öğretmen beklentilerinin nasıl şekillendiğini gösteren faktörleri araştıran birçok 

çalışmaya da ev sahipliği yapmaktadır. Öğrencilerin etnik kökenleri (Rampaul et al., 1984) ve sosyo-

ekonomik statüleri, ebeveynlerin çocuklarına akademik olarak yardım etme ve evlerde kaynak 

sağlama konusundaki yetersizliklerini gösterebilir (Claassen & Mulders, 2003; De Boer et al., 2010; 

Ditton et al., 2005). Öğrencilerin cinsiyeti de öğretmen beklentilerinin farklılaşmasına yol açabilir. 

Örnek vermek gerekirse, Timmermans ve diğ. (2016), öğretmenlerin daha iyi çalışma becerilerine 

ve okul çalışmalarına daha fazla katılıma sahip olduğu düşünülen kız öğrencilerden daha yüksek 

beklentileri olduğunu, buna rağmen erkek öğrenciler için daha düşük başarı beklentilerinin 

olduğunu bildirmektedir. 

Sonuç olarak, öğretmenler, öğrencilerin başarısına ilişkin beklentileri yüksek olduğunda, bu 

öğrencilerin çalışmalarını daha olumlu değerlendirme, onlara daha zorlayıcı görevler verme, daha 

fazla övgü ve olumlu pekiştireç sunarak daha teşvik edici davranma eğilimi gösterirler (Babad, 

1992; Madon et al., 1997). Ayrıca Rubie-Davies (2007), öğrencilerine yönelik beklentileri yüksek 

olan öğretmenlerin, düşük beklentileri olan öğretmenlere göre derslerinde daha fazla geri bildirim 

verme, daha fazla soru sorma ve derslerinde daha olumlu sınıf yönetimi teknikleri sergileme 

eğiliminde olduklarını ileri sürmüştür. 

Tüm bunlar ışığında, bu araştırma, öğretmen beklentilerinin nasıl şekillendiğini, öğrencilere nasıl 

aktarıldığını ve öğretmenlerin sınıf davranışlarına nasıl yansıdığını inceler. Mevcut çalışma ayrıca, 

aşağıdaki araştırma sorularına yanıt arayarak, öğretmenlerin öğrencilerden yüksek veya düşük 

başarı beklentilerinin potansiyel olarak farklılaştırdığı davranışlarına ilişkin mesleki farkındalıklarına 

katkıda bulunabilir: 

Uluslararası Eğitim Programları ve Öğretim Çalışmaları Dergisi 
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1. İncelemeye dahil edilen çalışmalarda öğrencilerin akademik başarılarına ilişkin öğretmen 

beklentilerini şekillendiren potansiyel faktörler nelerdir? 

2. İncelemeye dahil edilen çalışmalarda öğretmen beklentileri öğretmenlerin sınıf içi 

davranışlarına nasıl aktarılmakta ve davranışlarına nasıl yansıtılmaktadır? 

Yöntem 

Sistematik bir inceleme olan bu çalışma 1968'den sonra yayınlanan araştırma bulgularını 

değerlendirir ve sentezler. Çeşitli anahtar kelime kombinasyonları aracılığıyla EBSCOhost – 

Academic Research Complete, ERIC, Science Direct, YÖK Ulusal Tez Merkezi ve Dergi Park 

Akademik gibi veri tabanlarında hakemli dergilerde yayınlanan ve tam erişime açık olan makalelere, 

yüksek lisans ve doktora tezlerine erişilmiştir. 

Başlangıçta tespit edilen 1.227 kişiden ilk olarak mükerrer olan çalışmalar çıkarılmış; öğretmen 

adaylarının beklentileri, öğrencilerin akademik başarı beklentileri ile özel eğitim, etnik çeşitlilik veya 

azınlık öğrencileri üzerinde yapılan çalışmalara hariç tutma kriterleri uygulanmıştır. Uygun bulma 

sürecinde, araştırma sorularına yönelik daha derinlemesine bir resim ortaya koymak adına temelde 

hizmet içi öğretmenlerden nitel veri toplayan 32 araştırma seçilmiştir. 

Bulgular 

Bu sistematik inceleme, öğretmenlerin öğrencilerin akademik başarısına ilişkin beklentilerini 

şekillendiren, öğrencilerin hazırbulunuşlukları ve becerileri ilgili, öğretmenle ilgili, aileyle ilgili ve 

okul politikaları ilgili faktörleri ortaya çıkarmıştır. Öğretmenler, öğretim yöntemlerini öğrencilerin 

bireysel farklılıklarına veya öğrenme stillerine göre farklılaştırmış, öğrencileri yetenek seviyelerine 

göre gruplandırmış, daha fazla yönlendirici destek sağlamış, daha fazla grup çalışması fırsatı 

sunmuş, daha fazla göz teması kurmuş, daha zor görevler vermiş ve yüksek beklenti duyulan bu 

öğrencilerden daha kaliteli işler beklemiştir. Öte yandan, yüksek beklenti duyulan öğrenciler 

öğretmenler tarafından göz ardı edilebilmekte ve daha az takip edilmektedir ki bu da onları “büyük 

beklentilerin kurbanı” haline getirebilmektedir. Öğretmenler ayrıca, düşük beklentisi olan bir 

öğrenci bir soruya cevap veremediğinde başka bir öğrenciye yönelerek onlarla etkileşim sürelerini 

azaltma ve yüksek beklenti duyulan öğrencilerin kişisel veya akademik güçlerini düşük beklenti 

duyulan öğrencilerden daha fazla bilme eğilimindeydiler. 

Tartışma, Sonuç ve Öneriler 

Öğretmen beklentileri ister yüksek ister düşük olsun, öğrencilerin öğrenme yeteneklerine karşı 

potansiyel bir engel olabilir. Bazı öğrenciler, bu yüksek beklentileri kullanma ve onlara ulaşmak için 

daha fazla çaba gösterme yeteneğine sahipken, bazıları hafife alındığını hissedebilir ve özellikle 

öğretmenlerinin düşük beklentileri ortaya çıktığında, belirli öğrenme çıktılarına ulaşma 

konusundaki güvenlerini kaybedebilir. Bu nedenlerle öğretmenler, öğrencilerinden beklentilerinin 

olumlu ve olumsuz sonuçları olabileceğini bilerek bu beklentileri sınıfta onlara profesyonel bir 

anlayışıyla nasıl aktaracakları konusunda daha bilinçli hale gelmelidir. Bu nedenle, öğretmenlerin 

sınıf içi davranışları yakından incelenmelidir. Öğretmenlerin bu konudaki farkındalıklarını artırmak 

için sınıf gözlemleri veya derslerin video kayıtları kullanılabilir. Öğretmenlerin kendilerini var olan 
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bu beklentiler açısından değerlendirebilmeleri ve gerekirse tutumlarını değiştirmenin olası yollarını 

tartışabilmeleri için hizmet içi eğitimler de faydalı olabilir. 

Mevcut sistematik inceleme, öğretmen beklentileri alanyazınında daha fazla etnografi, vaka 

veya olgubilim çalışmaları gibi daha fazla saha incelemesine ihtiyaç olduğunu göstermiştir. Benzer 

bir amaçla, öğretmenlerinin başarı beklentilerine karşı öğrencilerin beklentileri, duygu ve tepkileri, 

öğrenme süreçlerindeki duyuşsal filtreler olarak da incelenebilir. Burada öğretmenlerin öz-yeterlik 

inançları ve bir kişilik özelliği olarak mükemmeliyetçiliği de başarı tanımlarını ve standartlarını 

etkileyerek öğrenci başarısı beklentileri üzerinde etkili olabilir. Gelecekteki çalışmalar ve 

araştırmacılar bu değişkenler arasındaki olası ilişkilere odaklanabilir çünkü mevcut veri 

tabanlarında öğretmen beklentileri ile ilgili olarak bu tür değişkenleri araştıran herhangi bir 

çalışmaya rastlanmamıştır. 
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