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~ABSTRACT
v In a field experiment it was tested whether teachers
change their behavior when they receive student ratings as, feedback
on their own behavior and on the behavior of a fictitious ideal N
teacher from the students’ perspective. The researchers believed that
+rheories of cognitive balance 4o not adeguately explain such
bahavioral changes; therefore the Achievement Motivation Theory was
nsed in the test, The student ratings referred to 14 modes of teacher
- behavior which, according to Berlyne's theory of epistimic curiosity,
can be assumed to provoke curiosity behavior, on the part of the
students. Forty-four German language teachers, teaching seventh to.
~enth grades, were assigned randomly to the experimental and control
groups. The ma jor hypothesis, that the teachers in the experimental
group, would approximate their behavior more to> the ideal behavior
~*han the teachers in the control ‘'group, was tested by the interaction
in a tvo way analysis of variance with repeated .measures on one
factor. The effectiveness of feedback on the behavioral changes in
teachers was not estimated as especially high. The teachers in the
carntrol group-:changed for the worse, while ,th2 teachers in the
axperimental group improved QnLyfslightly as an averade, It was
., . assumed that fhe students /did not perceive their teachers in a very
| naccentuatei" way, so that teachers would have to change their
behavior o a large degree before students perceived it. It was
recommended that teachers should use the feedback technigue in
combination with other methods. (SK)
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In a field experiment it was tested whether .teathers-

-
v < »

‘change their behavior when they receive student ratirigs. as .

‘feedback on their own pehavior and on the behavior of a

.

fictitious ideal teacher (from the students' perspective).

k3

Explanation of such behavioral changes in the form of

theories of cognitive balance, as suggested by various

S

other authors, has been criticized. As an alternative

i

explanation the fichievement Motivation Theory has been

- S

conside;ed, from which aiseries qf-additionalehypotheses S
has been deduced. |
The student ratings referred to 14 modes of teacher
, benavior which could, accérding to Berlyne's tiheory ofl epi-

- % ~ g =7 ¢ . . .
- stemic curiosity, pe assumed to provoke curiosity behevior

Ve

on the part of students.
. -’

-

It has been shown that the behavior of those tedchers

who receiveéd feedback approximated highly ;iénificantly
more =in cne item- the£ideal behavior than d?é the behavior Cy
of teacheré who reéeived no feedback. Another item as well ‘
as the overall behavior (i.e, allv%h items) came clos;.fs

) significance. The remaining hybotheses concerning‘ach?eve-

ment mbtivatiog could not be confirmed, 0

‘ The 1l items correlated to a large extent signifi-

cantly in the expected diregti'on.with students' ‘self- .

descriptions regarding their curiosity behavior.
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As soon as teachers become perrfanently incorporated ™ °°
. into the schooil structure, they have very few opportunities

to change effectively their behavior. Oaten they ‘are aware

¢

of the inadequacies of their own behavior.:In such cases,-

’

. _ current teacher education offers courses (behavioral

o

training, mieroteaching, minicourses etc.), methods which

coe

are characterized by low accessibility, high effort on the .

- o

part of the organizers, and high costs for the partici-

panﬁs. All these.procedures rely on the important principle

h L
of feedback and correction of one's berhavior by others. ) . ‘

t al. (1960) have, tor the first time, outlined a *

Gage

&

simpl; method of feedbacik that any tesacher, ;t any ti@e, >
N can carry out, and that, moreover, transfars the corrective
: ' tunetion to the student, the teacher’s most important partnér.
.Tnere is some empiric research on thé‘question of* whether
or not teachers change their behavior as a function of their
students' feedback. Gage et al.(1960) instructed students
in each class to judge thelr teachers'. behavior on a-fﬁting
scale (see also Gage, 1972). [n addition, the studentsd’
corded the behavior of a fictitious ideal teacher on the
same rating scale. After several weeks, the teachers vere
again judged by the stuaents on the rating scale. It was
~hown that those teachers who received student ratings as
feedback chanzed: their behavior sigpificantly more in the

1

1irection of the idenl teacher than did those teschers who

did fint receive feedback.
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Thlb result has been replloated in another experlment

(/(/h D with the same design, in whlchprlnClp% 3 receited feedback ;

from teachers (Daw and Gage, 967) Im _ ) ‘
e T )
. In s almllar/experlment by Tuckman.and 011ver (1968) ’ s
‘% L e . M

' teachers rece1Ved only student ratlngs on their actual

- 7,

. behqvior. As a Pﬁ ult, the teachers changed thelr behavior

inf£he directipn of the p031t1ve end- 6% the ratlng scale..
‘ . ~ Centra (193)Q arrives at‘soméwhat”modified results.”
Behavioral chfnges took place only %n“those teachers who
_in a self-report rated themselves better than they were
rated by their students.

. . \
Negative results are reported by Bartz (1973). In '

&

-~

this case, however, it was the superintendant. who

2

receiyed the feedback.

A

A case study of four teachers (Edwards, 1973) sﬁggests

v

that an interaction between relatively .long-term xeachef

characteristics and the Peedb &k trea?@ent has to be .

et

4 o considered when predicting feedback ‘effects.

a

-
.

THEORETICAL EXPLANATION OF THE

"

BRHAVIORAL CHANGES AND H¥?OTHESES 0

. ? .
Gage et al. (1960) did not limit themselves to the
i invast{gatioé of a purély praxeological question, but also
proposed an e#plana;ory model for the process. They, as well
as the authors of‘subséﬁuent experimentg, haQe deduced She
hypothesis, that teachers change their behavior as a result o ,

.of discrepant feedback, from various theories of cognitive

balance (e.g. Heider, 196l ).According to these:theories, . .

[y

- 9




a cognitive imbalance arises for teachers when they learn )
o - : . . o
through feedback that' their actual_behavior does not

. . correspond to ideal teagher behavior as percelved by stu-

. dents. Positive self—]udgment is then dlssonant with nega-
. ‘- - ’
tive student judgment. %ince individuals strive for cogni-

A3

tive balance, teachers will change thelr behaV1or in xuch g

-

a way as to corresnond to ideal behavior. . .
X <t

< PR T

A somewhat modified deduction is. presented by Centra
(1973b), which need not be detailed in this context. )

There is, however, no empiric evidence for the validi-
. L] e 4

. -
- 5 P o - .
h

ty- of these theories.

[

.

Moreover, in our ooinion the theories on cognitive

halance arr1ve at false oredlotlons in the fqglow1ng two

LI

‘cases: assuming that a teacher judges himseit hegatlvely

in regard to a specific teaching style, and that the

T N %
'Btudents, too, judge this teaching style negatively; in

I ¥ . .

that case there 1s no coenltlve imbalance, because both

. e teacher self rating and student rating are negative.

a

 Consequently, according to the theories on cognitive
- . . -
balance, no behavioral changes will take place. The

. i~ 3 "y - .
teacher, though, can change hisbehavior, and he will- do

A

it exactly when he (as well as the students) holds the

+

ideal behavior as desirable.

v

can be made for cognitive dissonance.

A different cast’..$

Despite imbalance -the teacher W111 not change his behav1or,

“

when the ideal betiavior is not in consonance with his level

A
Y

¢ ~ e

. of aspi.etion. .
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- Hence, it resu;ts that the behav1oral _changes have fb

.
” - . -
L~]

“ T e explalned by a theory whlch thematlzes the variabile .

»
-

. "Level of kspiration". The Achievement Motivation Theory

—-——

“can be rezarded in. thls light. HeckMausen (1965) defines

achievement motivation as "the tendgncv to increase or
© r

maintain as high as possible ong's personal.ablllty in

-

£y

qll those activitieS‘ln which one Pegard§ a standard of c¢x-

cgllcnceas binding and whose execution cqn therefore

- succeed or fall The actual achievement motivation
consists of a dlscrepancv between a nresent and an anti-
' LN

cipated state, " Such a discrepancy (between the

\

.

actual and the ideal behavior) is induced by feedback;

) and it is balanced by approximatingsthe actual behavior to_

~

. the ideal behavior. .

o 14

~Our major hypnothesis reads as follows:

+

(1) A discrepant feedback induces -achievement motivations

4 and the increased effort connected with achievement moti-

4
.

vation leads to behav1oral changes.
In order to cxamine strlngentlv the intervenineg
varlable cf this hypothesis one would have to compare the

" avtual acnlevement motlvaolon between teachers with .and

Y -

without feedback. ‘Lhe OnLy 1nstruMent presentlv avallable

to measure actualized achievement mqtivation ig the TAT.

Because, of primarily technical reasons Wwe unfortunately
. had to refrain from administering the’ TAT to the teachers

of our sample. Thus the mediating mechanlsm could not pe

A
%

subjected to a direct. attempt at falgsification. N

~
»

.
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Y. Nevertheless it is oos51b1e in our experament ‘to .- -
ilest some hypath&sés thab follow from achievement motlvatxnﬁ
theory. Such hypotheses can exnlain the fact'that feedbacg .
is effective only wi%h~ce{tain\teachers and certdin items.

According to Heckhausen's (1965) definition, achievement

¢

motlvatlon sets in when a binding sﬁandard of excellence

1s present for a sneclflc behav1or, i.g. when a spe01flc

benavioral’ goal is aspired. The liability of the standarﬁkgfllenqe

can be concelved as a characterlstlc ol the teacher as well
as of the item. Hence our second hypothesls follows:

. - ’
(2.a) A teacher changes his behavior the more, the more ’

desirable the ideal behavior fdefined by the students'’ . *

perspective) is for him.
. $ .

(2.b) | teacher changes his behavior more in items of high standard

- X

of excellence than in items of Low-“standard of excellence.

- 3 - i

‘Another condition for the occurrence of achievement
- " a )
motivation is the discrepancy between a present and an anti-

<

cipated state. Teacherd prrceive feedback as dis-
crepant‘only when .their judgmenﬁ of their-own actual*

behavior corresponds with the students' judgment, or at

v e

least is not more positive than the latter. This leads to

the third hypothe31s, which again peieps to.,teacher and /;tc "

o

item ChﬂPaOt@Pl%£1Co. - ) ‘ -

.~

(2. a) The fore a teacher belleves to be, correctly judged
bv his students, the more he W111 change his behavior.
(3 b) A teacher changes %13 behav1or in items, 1n which he

belleves himself to be c¢orrectly ]udged, more than in 1tems

in whlch he does not beligve himself to be correctlv ]udve .

bl o

>
8 ’
b

S
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A Achlevement motlvatlon and thus the effort 1nveqt0d

. .
.
’ » N

o in an activity depends not onlv on 31tuatnonal varrﬂbleq "y
’

but 'alsd on:the relacively’ long-term achlevement moriver

»

Consequently oun.iourth hypoth931s Peads as follows..

“+(ly) High SCOrers in achlcvement motive change thelr

\ , « \¢ .
. tehavior more than 1 ow scorers., . L / .-

’ ‘Achlevement motivation is induced only when the solution

3 v ~ Ly .

or, non-solutlon of tasks permits an 1nference about one's
’ S own ablllty. This ability ﬁgn be teqted optimally’ onlv on

o tasks of medium difficulty, since in such tasks it is
f 4

g o

obv1ous to attribute the solution/non-solution to one's '_ ,

. own ability and/or effort, (1nternal attrlbutlon) On the

LIRS
contrary, the solutlon/non-solutlon of very dlfflcult or 8

‘very easy tasks is more likely toibe-attrlbuted tootask

difficulty and/or chance, in any case,eXternally (Weiner,
{ «

- . @

: : 197?)0 » | .
. .. Moreover the tendency to prefer medium difficult tasks. :

and to try hardest on them depends on th& long -term . -

‘ ~_ achievement motlve (Atkinson, 196&) Hence the three parts

»

_of the fifth hypothesis:’

- \

(5.2) High scorers in achievqment.motivo change, their

/ .- -behavior more .on'items og\medium dpfficulty (in ordgr to
Y N - -

realize the idesal béhavior)'than.on items of high or low '

-

dirficulty.

\ (5.b) Low scorers in achievement motive change their

-

behavior less on items of ‘medium diqficulty than on"items

, " of low or high difficulty. o ,

o

-

. . \ a . N v
~ (5.c) High scorors in achiovoment motive change thelr
R o

v

behavior more -on items of medium difficulty than do ]nw

. . R [}

sSCOorors. -

‘ " | 9 . ‘ . - . v,
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~ . . [
. . . . . . Y
In hvnotheses (5.8) andQ(G.b) one has to consider
» that the,predlctlons are wronp to, t e extent to whlch ‘ .
7 .o - objective., I o S I
“behavioral ‘changes- areé determlned bv the dlfﬁloulty of* ?‘3 o :
" 4 Y L LT LY

reallzing the ideal” behaVldr, In thls case behav1oral

chaﬁges depend not on the et ﬁort oonnected w1th medlum task |

2
<. \,'y v
N

. dllflculty, hué on the obgébtlve task dlfflcultv. blnoe

one can assume that bbjective and. subJectlme 1evels of
- ’

dxiflculty cor;elate,‘ln such a case the greatestbehav1oral- :
'cnanges will occur in items with qub]ectlvelv (and obwect—

°1vely) low 1eve1% of dllecult . 5 _ ) .

~

’

The causal attrlbutlon is not oﬁlv_deteﬁmined by task

4

chanacterlstlcs, but it can a]so'be concelued of as a ) ,

rela%ivelj iong—term personality trait.’ From-Cstel 7 b

A

“

Attribution Theory (Weiner; 1972) the sixth hypothes@g is .

.

derived, whlch llkewlse con§1sts of three parts: - ot

(6. a) The more teacheps attrlbute their succesqes 1nternally,

’ . . L. '

the more thev change their’ behavior. T

~
e *

- (6.b) "The more teachers attribute their successes as . L

internally varlable, i.e. to their =effort, the more they )

ohange thelr behav&pr. : IR N

(6.c) The. more teachers attrlbute their fallures as intern- - .

ally stable,.i.e. to .their lack of abllltles, the 1ess,

v

they change thelr behavior. .
. >
Our last hypotheelq refers to the connection between \

Leuoher and student behav1or. vaothe31s seVen reads as ,

2 i v K}
.. N

follows: ‘ S : oo

N v r h -

(7) There are connections between selucted varlables of

tencher benav1or and SpGlelc, theoretlcallv predlctable
[ .

LY

student variables. - . ' o
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f

,
S - = N S , S
a ’ In the selection of “items for-'the independent wvariable '
a . - ~ N “ ' . . \‘ . s "
'3 *. we’havé purposely not drawn upon & teacher behavior whose -,

. s T o e . N € S
: —diréct impact on gtudent achievement would be obvious, be«~. oo

. : nt > _‘ . . N ! “ T . ) Y
S . cause we hotd am unmcdiated cause-gffact model to be too ’ '

. .« .t -

: ..'\ simplistic. Ve believe{thap teacher beb?iioﬁ.ﬁroduces .
. \ ,'éﬁtervening‘processeé'in étudenés,»wﬁiéﬁsih.ﬁéfg}havé,h

~ N . .Y T -
Lt ~ .mediatingfeffedt on scholasﬁiq achievemente ° ' T _ Do
o . ~ - LI v . - . °
. \‘f * i The iiehs fér the feedbabk;gg}ggg_td'a cafés wi%ﬁ

.
- -.

20N\ " : s st NE
fheoretically uniform characteristi¢s. According to - BRI

\ <& . .
d L IR ' . . .curiosit .
Berlyue'!s (1960) theory ot eplgtemlg LY seimilus
.. characteristics such as_noJé}ty. chﬂnge,'inpongrﬁity, and

L) v .

T surprise provcke cognitive conflicts in the receiving indi-
. 3 . B .
vidual, which produce curiosity behaldior such.as search for

. \ . -
- - - « .

I - -
, ' new information. The teacher behavior ;addressed in our iggms

- - 1 2%

4 . . ) e N e . . s
contains such stimulus characteristics etther diregtly, or )

N ¥

‘6 * *
. it-leads with acertain probability to’ stimulus” situations T
x * . &

* <

3. . A - .
“swhich have these characteristics, .o toe
“ 5y N . . A ,‘~

- Moredver, .items were preferréd whose curriculdr relev-

; ancé has already been demonstrated through empiric research .

. . ’ -
.

(see e.g. Rosgnshine, 497],‘Kounin; 1970)." T

[ ~ . .

Finally, each item should possibly describe directly
L] . ‘ - x > .

. observable resp. low inferent behavior (see Rosenshine, 19%70).

\ * ) * . Ed "

The\Tollowing tpreé of the 1l items are listed as '

= .

R}

> -

examples:. - ‘ . « .

1 “?

When a .certain topic Shall be discussed,  the teacher .
. * first presents opposing wiewpoints and then asks the -
students for their opinion on the topic’(Np.7). :

t o fad

s - -

¥ , The teachery responhds.to funny remarks made By students;
. the teacher shows that he enjoys them, he laughs about .
. them or makes corresponding remarks (No.10)., '
. “‘ -

-

2 - -
« -
o .

.
s . N LR . BN ‘-
' : 1 {
.
M Se kY . -
. N . '
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P - - . o . « .’- . ..“~r‘:. . \_ N \‘l . o,‘ PN
+ When deﬂilng w1th speclilq topie,. the tea«her ¢

. encourages the students fo look for comtrybutlons-"”\

« to the topfic in'.various ]ournals, books,. : .

. . encyclopacdids etic. (NO AL)... .= = v

. ) * .

ol German langpage teachers, teqchlng ?th‘to 10th
. grades, were randomly asslgned to the exnerlmental and ~~: L=

contpol groups. All teachérs were,1udged ‘at- t1mé-t1 by

their-students on ‘the 1u 1tems, The 1tems were rated on '

. ’ A\
‘9-point rating scales; that ranged from‘“never (O)" through

v "often (L)) to "always (8)" The students coded-how Q;ten, <
'—_nL;, in their oplnlon, thelr own teacher dlsnlaved the corres-

nond}ng'bahavior; and how oiten an 1dealateacher would do

,SO., ) ) . ) \:\\." - 4 - o“
NUR . P ¢ ' NI ..
. . . The teachers of the experlmental group rece1ved one' . A
.2 'day a;ter t1,hlstograms of the 1udgment of thelr class

\',- 2 »

. p ] N
' as 1eedback ~Eor each, 1tem tﬁe&hlsﬁwprams ghowed the mean L .

¢ of the cIass s Judgment as well as the percentapes of ‘the '~ N

‘., -
* * LN

, rgsponses for~ each category\nf the rating scales P

‘. ’" iIn order to exclude that behav1ora1 changes would = - /
o

1 L -

. ~N -
deriVe“solely.?re//a‘know1edge of the 1tems, the teachers

’ ‘ in the .control group received “a 1lst of the 1tems. ; ' -

«

. ' After fgyr weeks (td¥~all tedchers were agaln fated -
bupthelr students On the 1t items. The dlfferences-between .

the student ratings were used ag,a meagure for behavmoral
. ' N !

¢nanged. - ‘ ' . ’ Lo s .

- -

R e In order to test _the hvpotheses derived from ) o p
Achlevement Motlvatlon Theorv, the. f0110w1ng measures were £ 4

addltlonallv taken. ) " . PR T

- ¥

- As a measnro of their accouatab111?y to bLandard of excellence
’ \

)

-(dypothe31s 2), the teachers were presented w1th the mean T ..

\ .
.ot their stﬂdents' juégments of tie ideai teacher. The

[ . R A3 ) . -

. o

.
M ‘ - (S

. -
. .
~ . - ~




teachers statsﬁ on an &ipoiﬁt rating scale, how desirable

they held th jdeal behavior to be.

-

e

The degrege 19 which the teachers 5/11eved themselves
to,be Judged cor£ECtly by their students (HypotheS1s 3)
. was measured in the same way. The teachers checked on a *
T~ point rating scale how correct the mean of the students'
udgmipts of thelr actual behavior appeared tc them.

. The long-term achlevement motive (vaothesaf I and g) -
7

was measyred uslng a questlonnalre developed by Mehrabian

L (1968 1969)

In ordef“go measure the subjective dlfflculty in
attaining the idesal behav1or, the teachers vere agaln -
presehted th the mean for the ideal behavior. On «an

< > - N
8-point rating scale they listed how difficult they held

the'realization of the ideal behavior to be.

!

In order to-grasp the relatiﬁély,long~term ;ndividuél
attribution ten@ency (Hypothesis 6), a questiohnaire on
"Intellectual Achie¥ement Responsibility (IAR)" was admin-

istered for our purpdses in the form of Weiner and Potepan's

4

(1970) modified wersion.

To examine the connection between teacher behavior and

- . . M > » .
the curiosity behavior of students, the students\responded'
, ‘ o

at time tp to three meve ié%ms on their own curiosity
behavior (again on a 9-point rating scales e.g., "In the

German lesson I listen attentlvely.")
- . Q
All measures raferrlng to achievement motlvatlon weprén>:

,
V/’ taken after timé t2 in order tq exclude thelr effect on.,

the behavioral changes.

¢ -




* RESULTS .
The difference between ezperimental group (E) and
control group (X) in’apﬁroximating actual teacher .behavior (R)

to, ideal behavior (1) was established using the students'

-

ratings. - ° . " ) .

- e - e wm wm o ew =~ - wms ew W e =

since the means for the "jdeal teacher" (E Iq, & I,
K I, K 12)°are gen -rally higher than “the initial values
for actual teacher behaviqr (E Ry and K Rq), the dllferentlal )
approximations to the ideal behévior can be calculated by
estéblishi;g whether or not Ehe average d;fferences between

R4 and Ro are'larger in E than they aré 1n K. - "

Despite randomlzatlon the initial values of all but

two items are hlghér in the control'gggup than they are

.

in the experlmental group. . "
- Tha'magor hypothesis, that the teachers in the egperi-
mental group approximate their pehavior more. to the ideal

behavior than the teachers in the control group do, has

‘e

thus been adequately tested by thg ipteragtion in a two-way .
analysis 1f variance with rgpeated measures on one factor.

The problem of statistical regres%ion doés'th apoear ‘ s

. since the teachers have not -been assigned to th% groups |- -

because of e;tréme values. ' IS - .

Factor 1 is represented by Experimegtal vs. Control
group, Factor 2 1q thc First vs. Second Judgment of theﬁ ‘ .
actual teacher beha»lor (repeated measure). The hypothesis

can be held as being confirmed 1if (1) the interaction in

14




the analysis of variance is significant, i.e. the increase
from Ry to R, is significantly different between K and K
(see e.g. Kirk, 1968), and if (2) the increments from Ry
. to R, are ﬁé?ger in E than they are in K.
For each item an analysis of variance was calculated. ' ,

- e ve mm e e e em e s um  am = e e

Ttem 1lp differentiates highly significantly between

E and K, and item 10 barely missed the 5% level of

gsignificance. With the exceptions of items 3 and l} the

%

di fferences are larger in E then in K and thus follow the

pfedicted dir{;tionw p
. The major hy"\¥ﬁ€:1% can in addition be tested in )

a single analysis of variance by calculating the overdll

behavior of eazh teacher on all 1l items as a sum of the

item means given by his class. The interaction ofl this

analysis of variance has a~probability of :Oéj(F=%11§,

- df,=1, df?—u?) Thé increment in E (=.06) is 1arger than

the ‘increment in K (=.10); the difference is close to the .
A
L% level of 51gn1flcanoe 5

The follow1ng achievement motivation hynotheseq were

also tested by interactions in two-way analysés of variance.

i

The Ss resp. items were divided into two groups by the
median of their achievement motivation scores (standard of excellence ,
acéepting of student judgments, achievement motive, téask

difficulty, and attribution).These two groups make up one

n

‘factor in each analysis. The other factor was again Rq/Ro.

) ? rlf tho ‘hypothesis is tested not with an analyéié of varianco
but withea sign test (in 12 our 14 items the teachérs in I

: change more than those in K) the 5%—level of significance

Q is roached. ,

- 15 . ;




“ Bv examlnlng the 1nteract10nq one can establlsh whether or
aot the behavioral changes (difference between R1 and R )
discriminate sigpificantly between groups with high vs.-

low indicators of achievement motivation.

Since in Hypotheses 2 (écceptihg of student judgments)

and 3 (accountability of standard of excellence)

the indicators of achievement mntivation can be interpreted

as charapteristics\gp'indivfduals as well as of items, it
can be tested (1) whether teachers with high scores in the
behavioral changes differ significantly from teachers with
low scores; (8) whether d;fferentlal changes occur in items
witQQPigh scores asopposed to 1tems w1;h low scores.

’ In testing the dlfferences between teachers the item
sums of the achievement motlvatlon indicators werp ured,
Denendlng on their scores, the teachers were then asqlﬂn%d
to the group above or below the median and it was checked
whether the overall behavioral changes were larger in
teachers with high scores than in teachers with low score;.

Ig order to test the differences between items, they

were .divided into two groups according to their .value and
I‘(‘

it was tested whether the behavioral changes differ between -

these two groups. : . n

With ihe exception of Hypothesis 3 in all hypotheses:
the scores of the control group Ss were included; it can
be assumed that they, too, change their hehavior because df
imrlidit self~judgments, even though that may be less the

-

case than with the .8s in the experimental groﬁp.

16




‘From Tablée 3 it is evident that with the exception of
Hypothesis 2.b there was no 5% 31gn1f1cance. Hypothe31s 3.2
barely missed this signlflcanbe levpl In both cases, thourh, R )
- the behavior did not change in the expected dlrectlon. It B
is conspicuous that in both hypotheses the flrSt measure
(R1) shows a 31gn1f1cant superlorlty of the group with high

achlevement motivation scores as compared to the low—score

group, whlch could of course be the starting point of a

~
- *

regression effect.

The three subhypotheses. of Hypothe31s 3 (task diffi-
. culty and achievement motive) were tested by the AxBxC-

interaction of a 2x2x3 analysis-of variance with repeated

~ >

measures oﬁ two factors. The first factor was R1/R2, the

.second one was high vs. low achievement motive, and for the

third the items were givfﬁed into .three groups according

to their difficulty.

- ,—b—-——-—-——-——--

The AxBxC-interaction is not significant.
. In order to test Hypothesis 6 énelgtionship between
teacher behavior and student variables) The judgment on -
A

the 1l items of the actual teacher behav1or were correlated

w1th the students'~self ratings of, cur1051ty behav1or on - 5

the three 1Lm . Out of L2 correlation coefficients, 25

o,

.were signifi

hypothesis (With n=lY and df=l}1 a correlation of over .30 .
.is sigpificant), . o " ' }

(2]
-
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DISCUSSION

N —

S
¢ , s

The effegctiveness of feadback on the behavioral
changes in teachers cannot be estimated as especiplly high.
Still, one Fffect could be establ%shed: In the overall

- behavioral changes the significance was barely missed in

an analysis of variance (p=.08), as was the case in one

item (p=.06), and in another itém there «was a ﬁighly
significant difference between E and K. Moreover, a sign-
test over the 1l items reached the g% level of signif{cance.
Phe results should be considered in the light of a rather
émall sample of Lly teachers.(%ince in such a casé e%treme
values become Jery conspicuous, large error Gariancéf result
:which make it diffiéulf tQ-reach a significance level.
The following flndlng should be empha31zed the
teachers in the control group changed for the worse, whireas
the ﬁeachers in" the experiméntal group JAmnproved only. e
slightly as an average. There is empiric.évidenpe that
the Ss of a controi group~éenefa}ly déteriorate from the
<« first teo the‘sebond measure. -Such tendenciES’occurred in
the experlments conducted by Gage et al. (1960), Daw and
Gage (1967), and Tuckman and Oliver (1968). Pos31blv this
_can beiexplalned by the fact that the students have become
more "eritical" at the ;econd measure.
One can assume that,students do not peroeive their
teachers in ; very "accentuated" way .so that teécﬁegs

suppogedly have to change their behavior to a large degree

before students perceive that. Because of that the factual




v

behavioral changes in teachers are prob}bly’larger'than ~
one tends to assume judging from the ratlng scales (The v
teachens~1n B, e.g., improved only by .06 scale unlts on

the overall behavioral changes, and the teachers in K
deterlorated by .10 scale units.).

Besides, a certain weakness in the method as such has

<
a

to be taken into account. The various gurfent developments
in teacher training”(micrbteaching, minicourses) seem to
indicate ﬁhat a change in teacher behavior“requires intens-
jve training methods which address a series of'pro;esseg
withtthe help of exercise; illustration, ;miﬁation,up &o'
the development of skills in cognitive discrimination

(e.g. Wagner, 197L).

-
“

Consequently, massive behavioral changes as a conhé~
quenceaof feedback may not be likely offhand. Teacher . *
behavior is relativel& constarit over various situations -
and curricular conditions. (see, é;é., Tausch and Tausch,
1971).‘Feedback, inxa sense, has to "assert itself" against
a.tendency toward.constant behécior. .

Intérnal.emétional and-cdgnitive processcs that are'
connected with letting oneself be rated by others, have not
kbeen considered so far. Defense and fear of judgment (see
Glass, 1975) certainly play an influential role even when
the teachers participate in tﬁé experiment as vélunteersx
and show great 1nterest. ‘ . /

In our opinion the question whether 1t ehould be

recommended to teachers to use the feedback technique can

| - 19 o -




be angwered p051t1vely. In«anx.case it should be imn}emented
in combination with other methods, because it is economical

angd fostérs_the emotional relatlonship petween teacher and

student. . .

r

P0351bly the feedback effects could be further enhanced |
when teachers and students are conceded a larger part in

its plannlng’and implementation. Finally, teachers could

be given addiiionelainformation on the.effect of teachlng

styles. |

T
PURIPENULI S

In order, to rmprove the feedback teéhnique and to

of fer a thequtical explanation of the pr%cess we tried

to find diffeﬁentiah predictors that discriminate hetween

different behavioral changes in different teachers. The

gttempt at a differentlal nredlctlon with hypotheses that'

e 4 e e =

héd'been dedu§9d from Achievement Motlvatlon Theorv, haq,
however, not been suoceqeful. The behavioral changes were
either 1n31gn1f}cant or went a&alnst the predictedvdirectién.”

bupposedly the dlfferences can al so- be. the presult of a
,statlstlcal regre331on!.becau§e Ss have ;een assigned to
groups because of theip’extreme scores.

Nevorgheleés it may be appropriate not to drop pre-
maturely the Achievemént Motiﬁation Theory as aﬁtexplﬁnatory
attempt As alreadv mentioned, we could'not compare the
actualized achlevement motivation of experlmental VS,

vcont}ol‘groups, Thus the assumption that ‘discrepant feedback
produces achigvemeﬁt notivation should nof be consideyed

/

re jected. .,




' cur10s1tq\behav1or. These correlatlons, though, may be

somewhat ex }gerated in that both -variable groups have been

.diner largely regarding the ideal behavior. Possibly

‘xthat the teachers' modes of behav1op selected by us

In opposition to the theories on cognitive balance >
we had enphasized the acceptance by tegchers of behavional

goals as defined by students. Now it turned out that the

e

-

behavior v1eWed as ideal by students has been asnlred to

1

by almost all teachers on all items to almost the same
degree. In'replicatiné'the expériment it would -thus make

sense to.include items on which teachers and students

’

in such ‘cases the crltlcal variable "Acceptance of the ' .

students! 1deaé as level of asplratlon for one 's own .
- . . }. s
behavior" becumes notlceable. - <. .

>
s

Another h1nt at the relevance of Adhlevement Motivation -

Theory can be deduced from Centra's. (19738 b) results., In
\e‘ OJ) :L‘ ’

thls studykfbehav1ora1 changes occurred onIv 1 i “teatheTs

that had rated themselves better than they had been ﬂ%rcelvéd

by their students. In the context of Achievement Motivation

N

theory, this nesult can be 1nterpreted«1n "the follow1ng
way: Because of the "information on th81P actual behav1or
these teacners corrected the}r present state - "doijavds
so that a motivaging discrepancy between their present

o

stato and the asplred behavior arose.

1

The last part of our study dealt with the relatLonshlp

between teacher and student behavior. It has been shown

L]

cornelated to a large degree slgnlfxcantlv with the students'
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scored by.the same 3s. A steict causal interpretatigﬁ'ié

not possibl

-

. . . #
e in aqyﬂcase, since both variable-groups

« L

possibly correlate with a third critical variable, e.g.

- «
» - .

the popularity of the’ tedcher concerned. i
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* Table L
- Means of cells of the 3-way analysis of variance
. T R1 ” R2
1d++  md+++  hd+gtt © _
High AM+  3.94  73.53- ?.05 3,96 . 3.32 2.66
Low AM 3.83 3.6 2.83 . 3.86 3.33 2.67
> ¥ Achievement motive, ++ Ttems with low difficulty,
+++ Ttems with medium difficutly, ++++ Items with high
difficulty. ) ‘
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