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Abstract

(Hving sixth-grade teachers information as to how their pupils described
their actual and thelr ideal teacher on 12 items of teacher hehavior changed
the teachers' behaviors, as described a month or two later by their pupils, in
the direclica of tke pupils' initial ratings of their ideal teacher, end also
nmade the teschers iore accurate in predicting their pupils' descriprions of

the teacher.
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Equilibrium Theory and Behavior Chenge:
An Experiment in Feedback from Pupils to Teachers

¥. L. Gage, Philip J. Runkel, and B. B. Chatterjeel
Bureau of Educational Research
College of Education
University of Illinois

This monégraph presents the purposes, methods, end results of an experi-
ment in feedback from pupils to teachers. The experiment was performed in
intact classrooms in public schools. The research represents an attempt to
test social psychological theory in an educationally significant setting.

We begin with an analogy: A blindfolded person throwing darts &t a
target will not get closer to the bull's eye. Take off the blindfold, and he
improves. We say that the improvement is due to knowledge of results, or
"feedback."”

Tt is not tooc far-fetched to think of the teacker as "throwing” her
behaviors, gesiures and words, at pupils. How “close” she gets to the pupils--~
how well they 1like, undersisnd, end learn from the teacher--may depend, in
part at least, on the amount and kind of feedback she gets from her pupils.

In everydsy teaching, how does the teacher get feedback? She glances st
her cless and notices signs of interest or boredom, comprehension or puzzlement,
faverability or resentment. These signs appear in the pupils' facial expres-
sions, movements, postures, and verbal behavior. The teacher esks direct
questions of her pupils: perhaps ebout the lesson at hand, perhaps about the
procedure and objectives of instruction. The teacher gives tests, either
standardized or made by herself, The teacher talks informally with her pupils
during or after class. She gets some feedback from other teachers who know
things sbout her pupils and their reaction to her teaching. She hears things

from parents, from people in the community, and from her principel.

lNow at the University of Michigan.
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Obvicusly, for most teachers most of the time, these sources of feedback
serve fairly well. If this were not so, our classrooms would be cuaotic. Our
teachers do meet with much success, and pupils do learn falrly well vwhat we
want them to learn. A good number of the teacher's darts hit the target.

Even 80, it is reasonsble to suppose that there is room for improvement.

Feedback a8 an Experimental Variasble
seeaback a8 an sxperimenta. varlab e

Much research has already been done to discover factors that maxe &
difference in the effectiveness of teaching. Characteristics of teachers
(traits, abilities, attitudes, etc.) at Time 1 huve served as independent
variables in a considerable part of this research, with the achievement of
pupils at Time 2 as the dependent varisble. Such studies bhave not yielded
many positive findings; the relationships obtained have generally been low an?
inconsistent from one study to the next.

Why has this research been relatively barren? A full answer to this
question would require irore wisdom than caen be offered here. All the same,
two possibilities can be briefly indicated. First, it is possible that the
characteristics of teachers that have been measured in the past (such as their
intelligence, their attitudes, or their perceptual accuracies), however greal
the varienze obtslned with the indices used, still do not very enough to mske
much difference in the kind of dependent varisble with which we have been
concerned.

This possibility may be likened to a point made sbout vision. Among
normal people, visusl acuity, after correction with spectacles, does not vary

- carkedly. The importent variables affccting visual perception in everyday
life are not those residing within persons but rather those in the environment.
Accordingly, we deve’op better lighting systems, typographies, traffic signs,
and advertising layouts.

Suppose, for example, that accuracy of social perception is important in

O

Egiéé;aaching. And suppose variance in socisl "acuity,” viewed as a trait, is not
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sufficiently great to make an apprecisble difference in everyday life. Then
it follows that we should tuxrn to conditions of the external environment that
affect such accuracy. We would not try to hold constant the stimuli and
surrounding conditions in which social perception is weasured so as to
meximize the variance due to individual differences among persons. On the
contrary, we would intentionelly change and manipulate environuental
conditions so as to change accuracy of interpersonsl perception.

A second possibility 1s‘that studies concentrating solely on prior
characteristics of the teacher fail to take into account a major class of
determiners of classroom phenomena: thosz that can broadly be termed
characteristics of rupils--their abilities, interests, needs, values, end
perceptions, If teaching is viewed as an interactive process, we canmnot
account for classroom events solely in terms of tre charact=zristics and
‘vehaviors of teachers. Rather, these events nust be scen as outcomes in
vhich pupil variables, hoth In themselves end in interaction with teacher
variables, have an important effect.

Perhaps this peint calls for another look at our dsrt-thioving analogy.
Puplls are not inanimate, standardized, motionless, end passive targets. WNor
are the behaviors of teachers vis a vis pupils the same from one pupil to the
next, After each effort at hiiting the merk, both the "dart" and the "target"
ray change. Even if we disregard the fact that the teacher is also changing,
this fermulation mekes it easy to 'nderstand why measures of teacher charac-
teristics at Time 1 must usually have low value for predicting pupils!
learnings at Time 2.

Accordingly, cliaracteristics of pupils must be taken into account and
these cannot be considered invariant over classrooms or over occasions within
classrooms. What are the research implicstions of this orientation? Some
provision must be made for the ways in which characteristics and behaviors of

]E T}:~enter into the process. We should not assume tnat classes are so

iiiar that they will differ only slightly in their response to the teacher's



\ I

{
behavior. An adequate design for the investigation of classroom teaching and
learning vhenomena must include some provision for the characteristics,

behaviors, and perceptions of the pupils in relation to the teacher.

Type of Feedback Chosen for Experinent

. Now suppose that in an experimentel group of classrooms a treatment is
applied aimed at incressing the amount of interaction between teachers and
their pupils, The learning of the pupils may then improve, hecause the
tehavior of their teacher becomes mere appropriate, But first we should
determine vwhether the teacher's bhehavior changes as a result of this induced
interaction. And that is vwhat we tried t» ascertain from the present
experiment.

The kini of interaction we supplied in the present experiment was
feedback from pupils to teachers. Such feedback was only one of several
rossitilities. It would have been possible to study feedback from teachers
to puplls, or even from pupils to pupils. Wby, then, did we make the choice
indicated? The ansver rests on an assumption, well supported by everyday
observation, that teachers have most of the power to determine classroom
activities in most schools. The teacher's power may not prevail in the
"hlackboard Jungle" or in extremely "democratic" classrooms. But, in most
elementary school c¢lassrooms, it is the tecacher who mskes most of the choices,
from momeat Yo moment as well as from morth to month, as to what the pupils
should study, how it should be explained, where pupils may sit, and su on,

If this is s0, change in classroom processes cen be most effectively brought
about by supplying feedback information concerning classroom processes to the
teacher rather than to the pupils.

Furthermore, estsblished role definitions already provide for considerable
feedback from teachers to pupils. Teachers are expected to tell pupils how
t&fy perceive and evaluete them-~their behavior, achievement, attitude, and

]EIQJ!:Like. Therefore, experimentally provided feedback from teachers +o pupils
o o e ,7



would not be much of a departure from the normal interaction that may elready
be presumed to toke place in classirooms.

We have come to the position that experimentally introduced feedback
from pupils to teachers shoculd materially enhance classroom processes. But
before going further, we rieeded to determine whether such feedback would

change the behavior of teachers at all.

The Experiment in Brief

Our experiment was aimed at the question, Can teacher behavior be changed
by informing the teachers how their pupils describe the behavior of their
sctual teacher and their ideal teachei'? The pupils in our experiment indi-
cated how well certain behaviors characterized their actual teachers. The
pupils also indicated how well the same behaviors would charecterize their
ideal teacher. Some of the teachers {the experimental group) were given
information concerning their pupils' opinions; the remaining teachers (the
control group) were not given this information. A month or two later, asll
teachers were agein described by their pupils as to how well the bebaviors
characteri :d the teachers. Briefly stated, our major hypothesis was that the
experimentel group of teachers would change its behaviors (as described by
pupils) more than the control group. If the change was in a direction which
could be considered desireble, the result could be called an "jmprovement" on

the part of the experimental group.

A Note on Strategy

It is easy to think of reasons why this experiment might fail. The
influence of the pupils' opinions was brought to bear on teachers through the
mails, through printed words and graphs. It was presented in the same form
to all teachers in the experimental group, regardless of differences in their
personalities gnd situations. Much bas been written on the difficulties of
)y " anging teacher behavior. Elaborate progrems of diagnosis and therapy are

ERIC
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Two different strategies might be employed in a program of research and
development designed to chenge teacher behavior. Cr: strategy would begin
with a1 elaborste approsch--using teasts, auestiounaires, obeervations,
digynostic and therapeutic interviews (individuval and group)--which would
almost indubitably bring sbout desired changes. Since such a program would
ve too expensive for practical use, various featu,es would then be stripped
awsy from the elaborate program, one by one, so that eveatually enough of the
desired change rewmains while the program is reduced to e practical scope.

Je began at the other end. Our strategy was to begin with & minimal
program of practical scope--a kind of "meil-order" program. If this nrogram
did not work, we reasoned, additional kinds of influence could be brought to
bear upon teachers until significant changes in behavior were brought about.
We could, for example, add a personunl interview with each teacher designed to
interpret the pupils' ratings in terms that the teacher might understand
better than a printed report. Additional elements could be added as necesssary
to secure the change desired. But if some change were achieved with the
primitive and simple mail-order approach, we woculd have made a gain. This

vas our strategy in underteking the present experiment.

The Practical Setting of the Experiment

No institution for teacher education can produce finished teachers. And
improvement in teachers does not necessarily follow from experience alone.
Hence, there has always becn s need to help teachers become more competent
vhile on the job. Supervisors, workshops, conferences, and study toward
advenced degrees have in part met this need. As the teacher shortage
continues, teachers will need even more advice, information, suggestions, and
even funcamente] reorientation to their task. Otherwise, teachers will fail
to overcome the inevitable limitations of their pre-service preparation end
their experience in particular ~lassrooms.

]E T}:« The present research tried out a method of influencing teacher behavior

CEEERRteh could become a feasible method of improving the teacher's practices on



the jch. The particular behaviors on which we tried to focus were tuuse
smensble to change through increased awareness by the teacher of her pupils!'
perceptiors of her actions. We certainly do not urge that teachers should
alveys act so as to gain the approval of their pupils; but 1: does seem
plevsible that additional information about her pupils' reactions cen help a
teacher behave more appropriately to her purils' needs.

The practice of collecting ratings of teachers from their pupils has had
a moderate vogue for asbout 30 years. Advocates of this practice have urged
many values of such ratings, among them being the improvement of teacher
behavior. But no adequate test of this implied hypothesis has been mede.
Ward, Remmers, urd Schmalzried (1941}, for exemple, employed nc control group.
From their review, Morsh and Wilder (1954, p. 39) concluded that:

There appears to be considerable opinion that, properly used, student
rating has value in bringing shout instructor improvement. TFor example,
Schutte (1926), Clem (1930), Flirn (1932), Riley et al., (1950), and Stuit and
Fbel (1952), after raving students rate instructors in one form or another,

state (generally without agecguate research evidence [itelics added]) that

student rating enavles instructors to eveluete their courses and teaching
performances and that students' opinions often provide a better basia for self-
study end instructor self-improvement than do the opinions of supervisors.
Since that paragraph was written, at least two studies of the effect of
student ratings on teachers hare been undertaken. In 1957, Marjorie Savage
investigated such effects among Junior high s:-hool teachers of home econsmics,
Her experiment differed in several respects from the present one. Her
subjects were gtudent teachers who, in the experimental group, tebulated their
own puplils' ratings and then discussed them with the supervising teacher; the
coQBrol group had regular conferences with the supervising teacher but
]Elsz:‘access to the infoimation from pupils' ratings. The subje2ts in our

o
own experiment were remulariv smnlnusA tonrhare wha 223 wad Lo oo
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vith a supervisor in either the experimental or the control group. Further-
more, in Savage's experiment, the interval between the first ratings and the
second ratings was only sbout 20 days; the first ratings were made only five
days after the student teacher hed begun to teach. As will emerge in our
report, the intervel between feedback and second ratings may be an important
variable in reletion to the discernible effect of the feedbeck. Finally,
Savage did not exploit the advanteges of analysis of covarisnce for control-
ling initiel differences between groups in relevent variasbles. Her results
were not statistically nignificant, and even their trend was not in the
hypothesized direction (Savage, 1957).

A second underteking relevant to our own is that of Bryan (1959). BHis
research, still presumably in progress at this writing, nas among its objec-
tives an answer to the question, "To what extent can improvements in teacher
effectiveness as Judged by students be brought sbout through the use of
written student reactions?” (Bryan, 1959, p. 5). In elaboiating this question,
Bryan states:

Testimony to the effect that student reactions have been helpful to
individuals end groups is plentiful. Not so numerous are reporte of improve-
ment based on a study of favorable changes ir average ratings over a pericd
f time. Cne of these was made by Wilson, who stated, "On those topics on
which instructors had made a thoughtful and systematic effort to improve, the
June averages were st.ut 25 percentile points higher than in December..."
Starrack found that ratings of teachers by students increased "quite materially"

with each successive rating over a two-year pericd {p. 5).

Bryan's method will be to get student reaction to a number of teachers
annually for a period of time. In the spring c’ one school year he will get
student reactions from the classrooms of 75 or more teachers classified as the

"?xperimental" group. EHe will mail to each of these teachers a surmary and
O
]E[{J}::rpretation of the ratings of his students. Two-thirds (50) of these

IText Provided by ERIC

would be secondary-s~hool teachers (grades (-12) and one-third (25) would de 11



elementary-school teachers (grades 4-6). He will rereat the process in the
spring of the next two years. 1In the third spring, each teacher will answer
& questionnaire on the ways in which and the extent to whkich student reactions
were helpful.

The control group of 75 s/ ailar teachers will be given no information
concerning the written reactions of theiy students. Theive will be no further
communication with them until time to obtain the reactions of their students
in the third spring.

Ratings of teachers in the experimental group will be compared with
those in the contrcl group for the purpose of determining (a) whether tkhe
experimental teachers show more improvement in teaching performance as Jjudged
by students than the control teachers; (b) how iteny teachers sl ow significant
gains in each group; (c) o1 what questicas the greatest gains are recorded;
and (d) how these gains are related to years of teaching experience, the
grade or subject taught, the school or faculty of which thLe teacher is & part.

As w11l appear, the present experiment, designed and executed in 1956,

has much in common with Bryan's plans, ma’e independently in 1959,

Equilibrium Theory

Although other theoretical frameworks might be equally useful, we have
sought & rationale for our hypotheses in wnat has often been called
"equilibrium theory," end what Zajonc (1960) has called "consistency theory."
This theory represents & convergence of recent contributions by Heider {1958),
Newcomb (1959), Osgood and Tannenbavm (1955) and Festingevr (1957).

Hedder
Reider's ideas, first published in 1946 and elaiorated 4in his Psychology

of Interpersonal Relations {1958), hinge upon the concepts of unit formation,

sentiment, and balanced state. Units are entities perceived as belonging

I:I{j}:ether; puvils in & classroom comprise a unit, and & teacher and her sct
e orise a unlt. Sentiments are the ways people feel about or evaluate things.
4 0
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A baleancet ctave is one wherein pirceived units and experienced sentiaments
co-exist without stress, without pressure toward cl.nge either in the unit
formation or in the sentiment. Heider's gerersl hypotuesis is that the

relation between sentinente and vnit formstions tends toward a balanced state.
Hle sets up schematic situations in terms of a percelving person, p, an observed
other person, o, and & third entity, x, which may be elther a third person or an
impersonal cbject. The relationships of unit Tormation (e.g., belonging, owning,
producing, ceusing) and sentiment (e.g., liking, respecting, admiring) are
vortvay2d by means of U and L respectively, for the positive versions, and
not-U and DL for the negative., In triade consisting of p, o, auu x, Heid ¢
states the formal conditions of balance as follows: "A tried is belanced when
all three of the relations are positive or when two of the relations are
negative and one 1is positive. Imbelance occurs when two of the relations are

positive and one is negative" (1958, p. 202). "If two nezative relations are

given, balance can be obtained either when the third relation is positive or
vhen it is negative, though there appears to be a preferehce for the positive
elternative” (1958, p. 206).

In our context, p stands for the teacher, o for the pupil, and x for the
teacher's behavior. We assume that typically plo, that is, that the teacher
likes, respects, or is concerned with the good opinion of her pupils. The
sentiment of o toward x is determined from the pupils' descriptions of their
actusl and their ideal leacher's behavior. The greester the difference between
the pupils' descriptions of their actual end ideal teacher's behavior, the less
the pupils like the teacher's behavior; the smaller the difference, the more
the pupils 1like the teacher's behavior.

Now, if plo, olx, and pIx, there is no influence on the teacher o change
her attitude toward her cwn behavior. But suppose the teacher is given evidence
that oDLx, that is, that the pupils are critical of her behevior and would like

]E i&:lt to change in certsin ways. She Snfers cDLx from the gap between her pupils’

i ot e
deseriptions of their actual teacher's behavior and their ideal tescher's
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behavior. Then we can infer from Heider's formulations that there will be an
influence on the teacher to change plx to pDIx, always assuming that plo will
remain true. Thue the teacher begins to "dislike" her own behavior, and
presurebly will want to changes it in the direction of the pupils' descriptions
of their ideal teacher's behavior. The "iubalance" re: .lting from & situation
in which plc end pIx, but oDLx will, we hypothesize, tend to be resolved by a
tendency t~werd pDIx. Subseqy.xently, the teacher chenges x to x' and restores
the bsiance becaus , after she has changed her behavior, plx'. She can
ussume, becau~e she wes told what the pupils want when she was given their
descriyption of the ideal teacher's behavior, that olx'--and of course we
continue to assume plo.

In short, from Heider's theory of balanced states--ircluding its exten-
sion by Cartwright and Harary (19%6) to systems involving more then three
relationships--we cen derive the hypothesis that teachevs given information
concerning how their pupils describe their actual and their 3deul teacher's
behavior will change their behaviors toward those of the pupils' idesl
teacher.

Newcomb concerns himself with "communicative acts" which, in their simplest
form, consist of one person (A) transmitting information to another person (B)
sbout something (X).

In the p.esent study, we caen consider A to be the teacher, B to be the
pupil, and X o be the teacher's behavior. When we assume that the teachiar has
a positive orlentation towards her ypupils, and we tell the teachers what the
pupils' orientations toward the teachar's behaviors are, we set up what Newcomb
labeled "strein toward symmetry” on the pert of the teacher to make the tez~her
develop the same orientation toward X.

1 What responses might a teacher make when he finds himself under such a
(S

Emc‘strain?" The teacher can reduce strain by sltering his own orientations or
14
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his perceptions of his pupils' orientations. From Newcomb's snalysis, we cen

derive the following alternatives:

(1)

(2)

(3

(¥)

(5)

(6)
(7}

(8)

Influencing pupils toward his own orientation to the behaviors, i.e.,
meking pupils have the same attitudes that he hes, vhether positive
or negative, toward the behaviors.

Changing his own orientation toward the behaviors, i.e., adopting
the seme attitude toward the behaviors as he percelves the pupils

to have.

Cognitively distorting the pupils' orientetion, i.e., reinterpr=ting
his perception of his pupila' orientation so that it becomes more
like his own.

Modifying his attraction toward the pupils, i.e., liking them less,
feeling less "drawn" to them.

Modifying his Jjudgrent of his own attractiveness to the pupils,
i.e., feeling that the pupils like him less.

Modifying his own evaluation of himself, i.e., liking bimself less.
Modifying his judgment of the pupils' evaluation of themselves, 1.e.,
rerceiving the pupils to like themselves less.

Tolerating the asymmetry, without cbange.

How likely is each ¢f these alternatives under the conditions of classrocm

1ife? It should be kept in mind that teachers and pupils are constrained to be

associated; neither is free to discontinne the associaticn, at least physically.

Second, the teacher has subjected hiuwself to a long reriod of treining. At

the time of our exveriment, he is still in & teaching situation. These facts

are evldence that co-orientation toward his pupils and his behaviors is at

least in some respects still strong and positive. Third, the teacher's continu-

ation in the role of teacher is evidence, because of the preascriptions of the

role, that at least in some respects the teacher 1s sirongly end positively

sttracted to the pupils. If these assurptions are warranted, Alternatives E

and 5 above are unlikely. ~
= 19
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Similarly, we assume it to be unlikely that, until other eslternatives have
been exhausted, the teacher will select Alternative & (modifying his evaluation
of himself) or 1 (modifying his judgment of his pupils' evaluations of them-
selves). These assumptions stem from the proposition that the self-concept
is relatively stable and i:¢ perceived as such in others, as compared with

concepts of others.

Recell that the objects toward which he perceives asymmetry of relations
between himself and his puplls are the teacher's own behaviors, subject to his
own control, at least to some extent. Hence, the teacher can employ Alternative
1 above, 1.e,, attempt to achieve symmetry with his pupils by influencing them
towards his own orientation. If he thinks that a certain behavior is very much
like hiuself, while he is informed that his pupils do not consider it so, but
they would 1like it to be so (i.e., they say it would characterize their ideal
teacher), a strain toward symmetry will lead the teacher to cormunicative acts
intended to meke the pupils also consider the bebavior very much like himself.
In the classroom, these communicative acts will probably take the form of
increased frequency or conspicuousness of the behaviors in question.

After an interval of time, these changes in behaviors will influence the

pupils to consider the behaviors more like the teacher. In short, giving the

teacher information a8 to the pupila' orieatations toward the behaviors should
influence the teacher's behavior.

Alternative 2 {changing his own orientation) will not be as likely to
occur because, insofar as both the teacher and pupils consider the behaviors
desirable, the teacher will not be likely to change his own orlentation to the
behaviors tovard greater similarity with his pupils' orientations.

Alternative 3, cognitively distorting the pupils' orientation, can be
made less probsable, by giving the teacher presumably accurate information
concerning the pupils' orientations to the behaviors. The teacher's use of

)
[z ~'l‘(:*native 3 will be revealed by the difference between the teacher's acturacy
P oo



in predicting the pupils' responses on & pretest and a posttest. Post-test

accuracy should be greater thun pretest.

Festinger

Festinger's theory of cognitive dissonance also bears on the kinds of
phenomena with which we are concerned. Dissonance is a relationship between
two elements in a person's cognition such that, consldering these twn alcne,
the obverse of one element would follow rrom the other. "To state it a bit+
more formelly, x end y are dissonant if not-x follows from y" (Festinger, 1957,
. 13). Dissonance is considered psychologically uncomfortseble; it motivates
the person to reduce the dissonance and achieve consonance and also to svoid
situations and inclinations which would increase the disﬁonance. To reduce
dissonance, a person can (a) change the action or feeling which one of the
cognitive elements represents; (b) change an environmentel cognitive element by
changing the situation to which that element corresponds, if he has sufficient
control over the environment; (c) chenge a cognitive element without changing
the corresponding reality, usually by finding others who will agree with ead
support his new opinion; (d) add new cognitive elements that will increase
consonance or reduce dissonance, as thro.h his choice of 1eading matter; or
{c) add a new cognitive element that, in a senge, "reconeiles" two elements that
arc dissonant (Festinger, 1957, pp. 18-24).

How does Festinger's theory beer on our experiment? It seems to us thet
dissonance cen be induced by introducing into the teacher's cognitive field
vhat Festinger would call new cognitive elements: (a) how pupils think their
teacher does behave, and (b) how pu ils think their ideal teacher should behave.
To the extent that there is a discrepancy vetween the pupils' ratings of their
actual and their ideal teacher, the teacher is furnished with a cognitive
element that is dissonant with what we must assume to be another cognitive
Slement, nemely, the teacher's favorable opinion concerning his own behavior.

]EllJ!:ﬁming the teacher has some respect for the pupil's opinion, we have a
oo 1f7
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situation in which "the cbverse of one element would follow from the other."
That is, the obverse of the teacher's favorgble self-regard would follow from
evidence that he does not conform, as his pupils see him, to his pupils' idesl.
Or, vhat is the same thing, given the discrepancy between his own snd ideal
behavior, as his pupils see it, the obverse of favorable self-regard would
follow from this discrepancy. Tbe consequent dissonance should motivate
teachers to change tleir bebavior in the direction of their pupils! ideal.
0sgood -Tuinenbaum

The “principle of congruity” stated by Osgood and Tamneavsum (1955) deals
with three variables considered significent with respect to the direction of
attitude change to be expected in any given situation: {s; existing attitude
toward the source of a messege, (v) existing attitude toward the concept
evaluated by the source, and (c) the nature of the evaluating assertion which
relates source end concept in the message.

The principle of congruity implies that "Whenever one objzet of Judgment
is associated with another by an assertiion, its congruent position slong the
evaluative dimension is aiways equal in dzgree of polarizetion to the other
object of Judguent and in either the same (positive acsertion) or opposite
(pegative mssertion) evaluative Airection.” Applying these ideas to our
phenomena, we cen again consider one object of judgment to be an item of teacher
behavior and the other object of judgment to be the teacher's pupils. When we
give the teacher information concerning how pupils have rated her behavior and
that of their ideal teacher, we are presenting the teacher with an sssertion by
pupils conceming their evaluation of the teacher's behavior. Lat us assume
that the teacher evaluates her pupils favorebly and that pupils show some
dissatisfaction (difference between their ratings of their actusl and ideel
teachers) with the teacher's behavior. We will then find en increase in
"incongruity” on the part of the teacher which she will be constrained to

reduce. The teacher's own attitude toward her behavior will tend to become

18
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similarly unfavorsble or affected with dissatisfaction. With this change in
attitude toward her own behavior on the part of the teacher, the teacher will
attempt to change her vehavior. And we should then find a greater change in
the teacher's behavior, as rated subsequently by hzr pupils, on the part of .he
experimental group of teachers, who were given information on pupils' ratings,
as compared with the control group.
A Comparison

The four versions of equilibrium theory Jjust swmarized are brought togeth-
er in Teble 1. For eech of cight possible situations, we give in the left-hand
column an exemple of how & tercher might view her class (p — o), some action
or assignment (p - x), end her class's relation to that acticn or assignment
(2 -3 }_(_). The situation ie schematized, in the manner of Heider, in the seccnd
colum. In the remaining four colummns, we present brief characterizations of
the situation in the terminologies of Heider, Newcomb, Osgood-Tannenbaum, and
Festinger, respectively.

It should be noted that the four versions of equilibrium theory agree
for the mosv part as <o whether equilibrium or disequilibrium exists in each of
the eight situations. Only Newcomb disturbs vhat would otherwise be unsnimity,
and then only in Exemples 7 and 8, Here Newcomb assuwmes that if p and o are
not constrained to continue their association, then situations 7 and 8 are
not strained--equilibrium is achieved through dissociation end cessation of
corrunication. If, however, as in the case of teachers who stay in their
classroom jobs, P end o ere constrained to continue their association, Newzomb
argues that a dissociative strain toward balsnce will exist.

It was not one of the purposes of our experiment to test this difference
between Newcomb and the other three. We had hoped to display some resultrs

bearing on this issue by using "assumed dissimilarity” as a measure of plo.

Q However, the analysis gave results so inconclusive that they will not be

reported here. 1 9
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Cur experiment clearly reflects the equilibrium model shared by these
four theorists, Although other schemes might have led us to the same plens and
expectations, the models ovtlined above secmed parsimonious and suggestive to
us. They called sttention to assumptions (e.g., that ppg) and implications
(e.g., "resistence to change" of teacher behavior might affect results) that
might otherwise have rc<mained unexplicated. Further research should move
forvard by taking irto account some of the assumptions and implications
spelled out by these authors. By casting cur research into the consistency
mold, ve hoped to show connections between ¢lassrcom phenomena and the larger

realrn of person perczption and interpersonal behavior.

Metl.od

In this section; we desaribe our proces .res in selecting subjects and
collecting data erd in developing the items of behavior on whieh teachers were
described. We also describe the instrusents used in collecting data from
rupils and teachers, the procedure used in coxzmunicating feedback, and fi: :1ly

the foiral characfer of the experimentel design.

Procedure_in Selecting Subjects and Collecting Data

We wished to work with sixth-grade teechers. Their pipils would be mature
enough to henile printed test materialc with adequate comprehension, end this
is the highest grade in which pupils typically have just one teacher. Having

one teacher throughout the day for each class seered an advantage to our

exreriment because pupils and teachers would then be subjected to more hours
of influence from each other during the veek. In higher grades, with
"depertmentalized”’ programs end several teachers i'cr each pupil, the phencmena
undes study might be attenuated by the pupil's interaction with other teachers.
Tte subjects of the experiment were 176 sixth-grade teachers in Illinois
end their approxiwately 2900 pupils. The distributions of class size etong the

']Z T}:ontrol and experimertal groups were sbeut the same, a8 will be seen in Teble 2.

[ ]



‘Table 2

Distribution of Class-size in Control. and Experimental Groups

Runber of teachers having
clees Bize within this range

Range of

cless size Control Experimental

0 - 3% 5 5

25 - 29 25 2k

0 -2k 35 25

15 - 19 18 23

10 - 14 6 6

5-9 1l 3

N %0 86

Median 22 22

Q.3 26 26

Ql 18.5 18

Q 3.75 4

23
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The redian class size was 22 in toth control and experimentsl groups, ard
_uartile values were also almost identicel. There were 25 males and 65 females
among tke control teachers, 25 males and 61 femeles among the experimentals,

Where the control and experimental teachers were located in Illinois is
shown in Figure 1. It is spparent that the teachers were scattered all over
the state, in concentratioas roughly similar to those of the population.

The Nature of the Sample

To some extent, the teachers were self-selected from a considerably
larger group. They voluntezred and conperated in response to a series of
mailings. How this came about is portrayed in the steps described below.

Our first step wes to approech every superintendent of schools in ‘the
state of Illincis whose Jjurisdiction included a sixth grade. Each superintend-
ent was invited to send uvs the name of one of his sixth-grade teachers whem
we would in turn invite to participate in the research. After having been
given names of teachers by superinterndents, we tried to retain every possible
teecher and her class for use in the final working sample upon which analysis
of data would be performed,

Since, however, the entire data collecticn and the treatment were conducted
by mail, the beginning list of teachers was inevitably subject to ettrition.
Scme returns came in to> late to be used if the schedule was to be meintained.
Some that came in had to be discarded because & teacher had nu. followed
directions. Some losses in the rails occurred because of changes of address,
packeges destroyed during the Christmas rush, ead the like. And of course at
each stege of the majling losses occurred because of nonresponse.

ur 49 teachers originally receiving our invitation to participate in the
research, 208 finally returned ussble paterials from themselves and their pupils
at both pretest and posttest. Before anelysis, this number was further re.uced

]E i%:ecause sore teacers worked under conditinns incomparable with those of most

e eachers, in ways to be exp)ained later.

2.1
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The final sample was probebly b:ased in having a wmore tihan rep.ese.aiative
proporticn of teachers who were interested in what their pupils think of their
actions end who were willing to trust information gathered for them by a
university research buresu. Possibly other factors are present, such as the
ebility to organize ome's work so as to meke time to esdwinister the
questicnnaires. Some varisbles, as suggested by the foregoing evidence con=-
cerning cless size end geographic location, were probably equally distributed
between the wwo groups. Differences between groups at pretest on relevent
veriables were controlled by the use of analysis of covariance., Since our
primary purpose was to test the effect of feedback to the teacher concerning
hier pupils' perceptions of her actions, our conclusions should be valid for
teacbers sle and willing to adminuister the questionnaires and exchange the
mailing pieces such as our study required.

Since ‘he final 1list of subjects was determined prizarily by attrition at
various meilings, the latter are listed in Appendix A, along with the returns

of questionnaires at each stage.

Developing the Items of Teacher Behavior

Our experimeat called for four kinds of protocol, each cbtained at the
beginning (pretest) and end (posttest) of the fall sewester, 1956-1957.

(a) SELF: description by the ‘eacher of herSELF

() PERC: the teacher's PERCeption of ho' she would be described

by "a pupil who belongs to the msjority"

{c) ACD: descriptions by the puplls of iheir ACTuel teacher

(d) IDL: descriptions by the pupils of their IDEAL teacher

All four of these protocols consiated of responses to the followirg set

of 12 "stimwld," or brief verval descriptions of teacher behavior:

O

ERIC
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A, Enjoys a funny remark made bty a pupil.
B. Pralses vhat a ypupil says in class discusslon,
C. Trlls pupils about some interesting things to read.
D, Explains erithmetic so pupils casn urderstand it.
E. BSuggests to puplls new and helpful weys of studving.
F., Talks with a pupil after school about an idea the pupil has had.
G, 28ks a smsll group of puplis to study scmething together.
H. Shows & pupil how to look up an answer when the pupil can't find
it himself.
I. Asks the pupils what thev'd like to stuiy in tomorrow's lesson.
J. Acts disappointed when a pupil gets something wrong.
X. Explains sorething by using examples from ganes and sports.
L, Asks the class what they think of something a pupil has said.
Since these itums determined rmuch of what the experiment could revesl,
their selection assumed considerable luportance. First, the items were
written to be meeningfl to sixth-grade nupils; this reguired, in turn, that

they be brief and have few qualifying vhrases or clauses that would meke

pupils uncertain or hesitant. We wanted the items tc elicit a gquick judgment

after a sweep of the pupll’s eye across the stctement,
Second, ecach item wes intended to describe a relisbly recognizable

teacher behavior so that pupils would agree with one another as to whether

the behavior occurred. This requirement meant that the items should describe

teacher beheviors that were reasonably frequent, occurring at least a dozen
tires per semester, and quickly observed once they occurred.

Third, the items were intended to deal with ettributes in which the
teacher can change withiin the time-span of the research, since the major
dependent varieble of the experiment wes to be change in the teacher's
behavior,

[:l{j?ii Fourth, the items were desipgned to deel with tehaviors determined by

o her-pupil interaction rather than by physicel circumstances, VWhether the

ne
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teacher "Shows movies often’ might be determined primarily by her having a
movie projector and films, rather than by motives end attitudes that could be
influenced by our feedback.

Finally, to maximize the teachers' acceptance of the procedure, we sought
to reduce the threat that teachers might experience from their pupils!?
descriptions. Accordingly, the items should deseribe desirable, or at worst
neutral, kinds of teacher behavior. It would then be impossible for pupils to
cescribe sins of commission on the part of the teacher. The least laudalory
descriptions of teachers would then represent merely omissions of desirable
ects. Even the least favorebly described teacher would not, w: héped, be
highly threatened by such a description.

From one point of view, "threat" should be great enough to exert pressure
on the teacher to change. This criterion was in a sense opposed to that of
maximizing acceptability of the experiment. Meeting both criteria regquired
reducing the range of conditions intended to induce teacher change. OCur hope

was that the range would £till be great enough to produce discernible effects.

The Attribute Interview Study

The 12 items about teacher vehavior used in the pretest and the posttest
wvere the end result of nuch developmental work. The process began with a
seerch of the literature for items of this kind used by other investigators,
Jtems describing specific behaviors easily recognizable on s questionnaire were
comparatively rare. Another phase was that of interviewing professicnal
colleegues; this also did not yield a large pool.

One heipful project in this process was the "Attribute Interview Study.”
Begdinning in December 1995, this study was undertaken to explore the attributes
used by teachers of grades % and 6 in describing cr judging their pupils. The
dimensions within vhich the teacher perceived her pupils might conctitute s

\)f11ter,so to sypeek, through which ruct pass her irmpressions of what her pupils

]EIQJ!:Lought aebout ber. Dimensions important to teachers in Judg’ing thelr puplls
o e 238
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would provide clues to differences she could perceive samong her pupils when
they were rzacting to her own actions. The pupil could then be asked ques-
tions asbout his teacher's reactions to certain of his behaviors that varied
along these dirensions easily perceivable by the teacher. Details of the

Attribute Interview Study are given in Appendix B,

The Discriminability Study

The "discriminability study" led to the finel 12 items. When the
discriminability study began, we bhad 22 promising ftems, shown in Appendix C,
Table C~1; the 12 finally used are starred.

Vhen used to characterize teachers, the items should not be readily con-
fused with each other. Of any pair of items,; a teacher should be able to say
consistently "This is moxe like me than that.” The items were to be maximally
discriminable in this sense.

The discriminability study went through four stages, designed (a) to
select items whose mwean discriminebility over pairs was a maximum, (b) to test
items for spread of responses, and (c¢) to “esi which of two metheds of label-
ing a response continuum would produce the gre:ter spread of responses. The

four stages are described in Appendix C,

The Questionnaire for Teachers {\IDTE

— ———— ——ei—s et et

The questionnaire “or the teacher was contained in the booklet, "What
Do They Expecti" {An excerpt is shown in Appendix D.) Both the covering
letter and the introductory material in the WDIE represented our project as
orfering a service to the %eacher--that of providing her with information
about Low her pupils jerceived her classroom beh:. vior. And eventually we did
indeed--in the booklet entitled "Feport on Your Fupils' Opinions" (M13)--send
every teacher a summary of the responses given by her pupils on our question-
neires. De dcting the project as a "Teachers' Information Service" was

O
[E l(:ntended to heighten receptivity to the influence of the leedback.
oo :ZS)



The WDIE booklet was attractively prepared, since in soliciting the
teacher's participation we depended entirely upon this booklet and & one-page
mimeographed follow-up letter. Designed in cooperation with John Massey, then
of the art department of the University of Illinois Press,2 the booklet was
printed in three colors, bound in & heavy gloss cover, and enlivened with
whimsical druwings. The text was printed in short easy-to-read lines,
Justificd on only cne sjde end surrounded with much white space. The first
seven pages of the booklet--in an informal, intimate, light vein--described
the project and invited the teacher to participate. The last 17 pages
contained the questionnaires and instructions for filling them out.

The care taken with this booklet seems justified. As shown in Appendix A,
Table A-1, we got back 30 of the 483 sent out--a return of 74 percent. In
viev of the time, work, and dislocction of daily routine asked of the teachers,
this rate of return seems considerably higher than titat expected from rates
typrically reported.

The 12 items in the questionnaires were divided into two groups of six,
hareafter denoted A-F and G-L. Within each group ¢f six, 10 triads were formed
in a balanced design. Altogether, the total of 20 triads comprised the
' relative" format3 of each questiuvnnaire,

The WUIE contained four sections: (a) A 20-triad section for collecting
relative data in which the teacher was asked to describe herself. (b) A 12-
item section for collecting irrelative data in which the teacher was egain
askel to describe herself. (c) A 20-trisd section for relative data in which
the teacher wes asked for her perception of how her modal pupil would describe
her. (d4) A 12-item section for irrelative date in which sha was egain asked
how her nrodal pupil would describe he. The same 12 jtems appeared in every

20-trisd relative section es in each 12-i%em irrelative section.

———— ¢ o e S

Q 2I‘he booklet wes appealing enouvgh to be admittrd to an exposition sponsored
[E l(:? the Art Directors Clut of Chicago.
P 30

The terms "relative" and “"irrelative" are used here rs ir Coombs {1953).
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Lvceijve froum the insiructions in the WDIE are given below.

Section (a) "On the next four pages a number of behaviors or actions are
listed in groups of three. Reed over the three behaviors in each group.
Decide which of the three is most like you. You will find the letters
'M' and 'L' following that behavior. Please encircle the 'M.!' Then
decide which of the thrce is least 1ike you. Encirele the 'L' following
this behavior. For exeample,

Gees to movies often. M L
Likes to travel, M (i;
Reads 2 lot. Cﬁ) L

Then go on to the next group of three."

Sz¢tion (b) "On the next two peges you will find again some things you
Lave already met. But tlhis time they come one ai a time. After each
thing are six diZferent answers. Pick one of these snswers and care=
fuliy make an 'X' in the box in front of the enswer,

Goes to movies often. i:tiVery ruch LIKE me.
| Somewhat LIKE me.

1A little bit LIKE me.

| 1A 1ittle bit UNLIKE me.
[:J Somewbat UNLIKE me.

| 1 Very rmch UNLIKE me.”

!
1
I

Section (c) "In Part 1 you told us what actions were most and least
like you.and to yhat degree the actions were like you. Part 2 asks for
your estimate of what answers your pupils would give if asked the same
questions about your behaviors.

"Now, we know that you krow that gll your pupils would not answer alike.
There sre ro doubt a few pupils whose answers it would be almost impos-
sivle to guess.

"Just the same, it's almost certain that a mejority, or at least a large
nunber, of pupils would answer these questions in the same way. Think

of a pupil who belongs to this majority. Keep this pupil in mind &nd
ansver the questions in this section the way you estimate this pupil would
asicwel them if be were asked to: 'Read over the three things in each

g ouvr. Decide which of the three things is most like your teacher. Mske
e circle around the 'M' after it, and then make a circle around the 'L’
arter the tbhing which is .east like your teacher.'

Section {d) "Please answer the items on the next two pages also
eccording to your best estimate as to how this pupil who is typical of
the msjority would ansver tlem if he were asked to: 'Read the sentence
which teils what your teacher might do. Then make an 'X' in front of
one of the six answers,'"

In summary, the WDVE booxlet provided relative end irrelative data for the

‘C;"her‘n perception of herself and the teacher's percepticn of how her pupils

EMC‘zived her.,

s 3
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The Pupil Opinion Booklet (PCB}

The Pupil Opinion Beoklet (M9), printed in the seme four sections as the
VDTE, contained the following instructions:

{For the first relative section): "You are to read over the three things
in each groups. 'Then decide which one of the three things is most like
your teacher and also which one is least like your teacher,"

(In the first irrela*ive part}: "First read the thing which tells what
your teacher might do Then mark 'X*' after one of the six ansvers,

(In the second relative part): “This time, think of the best teacher
you can imagine. (Do not think any more about the teacher you really
have.) In the rest of the booklet, think of the best teacher you can
imagine and think how that teacher would act.”

(In the second irrelative part): “Read the thing which tells whst a
teacher might do, Then mark 'X' after the answer which tells how much
this thing woult be 1like the best teacher you can imagine,"

These instructions were supplemented by mimeographed material (M8) for the
teacher to reed aloud as her pupils prepered to answer the questionnaires. The
P(Bs were provided with separate auswer sheets (}9) to save postage and to
allow using the booklets again for the posttest. The answer sheets were made
to fold in the middle and were gummed arovnd the edges. The outside bore the
address of our Resesrch Bureau, The face of the booklet bere this legend:

"Your answers will be sealed up tight vhen you are finished. Then they
will be sent to the University of Illinois. No one in your towm--not
your teecher--nor your principal--nor anyone else--vwill ever know how
you ensvered these questions,"”

Here are the instructions concerning the answer sheet, reed to the pupils
by the teacher:

"This is the enswer sheet, (Hold up demonstration copy.) You will be
marking your answers on this sheet., Notice that there is - line of
glue sround the edge (point th.s out). 'Ii- glu- is there so that you
can seal up your ansvwers when you have finivhed. When you are all
through--not now!--you will 1ick the glur. fold the enswer sheet

closed (demonstrate) and seal $t. The & er sheet, sealed closci,
will then be 1like a letter in a .irge ~nvelope. You should think of
the enswer sheet as a letter--a letter to sn office in Champaign,
Illinois. The people there need to know your ideas about things. They
are very interested in the answers you will give to the que:. ions., But
they do not wish to tell anyone who gave any particulsr enswer. There-
fore the people in Chempaign will c: carefully keep your name secret.
Your nere, written inside the enswer sheet, will help the people in

(jlampaign to keep separate all the diiferent ideas end opinions. But
[:lz\y rey will never tcll anybody what the names of the pupils were. When

@EEETJou have finished answering all the questions in this booklet, you will



seal the answer sheet witl: your riame snd your answers imside., ‘Yhen I
vill put them all in a larger envelope and mail them to the office in
Charpeign, I1linois."

The instructions to the teacher fcr administerirg the POBs included the
following comments:
"(A) Stand far encugh away from the first row of pupils so tha. you
cannot look down at their papers. Stay that far away during the entire
session,
(B) If a pupil asks a question, do not wslk to his desk to help Lim.
Stay at the front of the room and use your copy of 1.2 questionnaire
for demonstration, if needed.
(c) As the pupils complete their questionnaires and bri.. 2 the ansver
sheets to you, be suvre that every pupil has sealed his enswer sheet
closed. If enyone has not done so, ask bim in a clear voicc 1o do so,
so that everyone nearty can hear you.
(D) When all are finished, let the pupils see you put all the enswer
sheets in their mailinz enelope and seal it closed. All these actions
will help the pupils to feel secure,"
In our pemory, every answer sheet ceame to us sealed.
The POBs used for the pcsttest were identical with those for the pretest.
The WDIEs for the posttest were identical with those of the pretes® except that
the cover and introductory materiel had been removed.
Communicating Feedback:
The f.cport on Your Pupils' Opinions {RYPO)

The Report on Your Pupils' Opinions (i{13), printed in blue and red, was
rade 60 that InCividual information could be entered for each teacher. In
each booklet, 12 charts appeared, one for each of the 12 items. The chart for
each item had two parts: {a) a histogrem showing how many of her pupils chose
"Very much like ry teacher," "Somewhat iike my teacher," etc. (b) a histogram
showing how many of her pupils chose "Very much like a 'best' teacher,”
"Somewhat like a ‘best' teacher," etc. Also, on each chart the position of
the median answer wes shown. How these charts looked is shown in Appendix E.
In the 12 cherts, wide bends of blue and red ink were used in order to make the

h}stograms, and the medians were indicated by means of triangular red and blue

E lk\l‘c‘:ke Ys.
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In short, the booklet gave the teacher two h’ tograms for each item, one
showing the distrivution of pupils' answers characterizing their sactuel
teacher (ACT) and one showing the distrioution characterizing their idéal
teacher (IDL). Furthermore, the medien answer in her class was indicated in
each chart.

Aside from these 12 charts, the teacher wes also given intormation on the
relisbility of her pupils' aiswers. This information was put in terms of the
consistency with which the pupils were uble to say that one item was wore like
her than another item. The bootlet expleined the concept of consistency in

ansvering tne items appearing in triads end then bore the following list.
Percent of clas~

"High consistency in opinion of actuasl teacher

and high consistency in opinion of ideal teacher —e.
High consistency in opinion of actual teacher

but low consistency in opinion of ideal teacher ———
Low consistency in opinion of actual teacher

but high consistency in opinion of idesi teacher —
Low consistency in opinior of actusl teacher

and low consistency in opinion of ideal teacher —

The largest group is indicated in red. From these figures, yov . -
see the extent to which opinion on these matters has 'Jelled' in uy
class.”

Consistency was computed for cach of the two groups of six it

separalely in the method described earlier. Since each pair ¢f . Wik
the i was replicated in Qifferent triads, it was possible to te? ther
the pupil contradicted himself in different triads in saying whc. < tew

was rore like his teacher than anothe:r.

The Experimental Desimn

Our experiment erbodied what Campbell (1957) has termed the - t-

posttest control group design:

RIC o 0,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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where X represents the experimentel treatument (i.e., feedback from pupils to
teachers); O refers to the process of observation or measurement {1.e., pupils!’
descriptions of their aciuval teacher); Xs end 0s in a givea row are applied
to the same persons (teachers); the left-to-right dimension indicetes temporal
order; and parallel rows represent equivalent samples of persons.

Trenslating Cempbell's riode of expression into one of our major analyses

yields the following:

Approximately Approximately Approximately

Mid-October Early November id-December
Experiment group: pre-ACT Feedbacx (RYPO) post-A0T
Control group: pre-ACT o feedback (letter post-ACT

explaining delay)

Extraneous Yariebles Controlled

In using this desiga, we controlled several sources of difference between
pre-ACT and post-ACT that might have operated other then the feedback whose
eifect was to be ascertained, The rival explanscions thus eliminated were
(again in Campbell's terminology):

History. Specific event series other than X+ (E.g., suppose an article

had eppearzd in the Illinois Teacher, at about the time of our feedbacXk,

advoceting one of our items of teacher Ybehavior.)

Meturation. Effects systematic with the passage of time. {E.g., the
possibility that all pupils may become less favorgble tuward teachers as the
{all scmester wears on.)

Testing. Persons teking s test the sccond time meking scores systemati-
cally different fron those taking the test the first time. (Our pupil ratings
could modify the phencuenon under study, e¢.g., by sensitizing teachers to
these items of behavior--and hence were proletly "reactive" measures; cf.
C?mpbell. But eny such effects of testing would similarly influence our con-

]E[{I(j,and experimental groups. Hence the difference between them would

oo e
probebly be less then that to be found between our experimental group and &

n
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“postiest only" group. Our control group probebly gt some unintended influence
similer tn that of the experimental group simply frem participeting in the
pretesting end seeing vwhat the items were. Hence our experiment tests the
effect not of pupils rating teachers but of feedback to teackers of the
ratings.)

Instrumental é=cay. Shifts in measurement conditions, as when racers

become more experienced. (Our pupils might guess that the purpose of the
rosttest was to ascertain change or stability in the retings and might rate
accordingly on the posttest.)

Regression. Shifts toward the mean occurring due to unrelisbility of
the measurements or rendom instebility in the things measured. (Since our two
groups were bound to differ in thelr pre-ACT means, they wculd regress
statisiically toward the total group mean; analysie of covariance determined
vhether changes occurred from pre- to posttest beyond thoss due to regressicn.)

Selection. Bigsed recrultrent of subjects in the experimental end
control groups. (Although our subjects were sel€-selected, the bisses due to
this source probably influenced the control and experimenval groups in the
same way and left them equivelent,)

Mortality. Drop-out of a biased subset of the subjects. ({Same comment

applies as for "Selection.")

Extrenecus Yariables Uncontrolled

Our design failed to rule out several sources of exrerimental-control
difference other than those already noted as controlled. Still following
Campbell, we discern the following shortcomings of our desiga as a basis for
draving generalizations to classrocms beyond those involved n cur exreriment.

The Interacticn cffect ¢f Testing. Cur design, as already noted, offers

no basis for generalizing to unpretested teachers. Our conclusions, in strict

[: \%:Lc, can anply only to teachers who not only receive feedback but whe were
miiﬁma> pretested, i.e,, prerated by their pupils and by themselves. Since we
niMn
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would have had no informstion to {eced back to the teachers without'the pre-
rating by pupils, this limitation is a realistic and necessary one. But it
sh.uld be realized that the effects of the total progrem of prerating plus
feedback ere another matier, to be investigated only by an experiment involving

unpretested groups c¢f teachers, in wrat is called the Solomon {1949} four-group

design:
9 % 9
93 gu
X 9
96'

How the third group (-, X, 95) could be providel feedback without prerating
by pupils is of course a major problem in studies of the present kind of
exy2rimental variable. If apuriovs, ficticnal feedbacks; serving as placebos,
can be Justified on ethical grounds, such Xs without pretesting might be used.

Otherwise, we should have to use a design like the following:

0 X 9
0y 9,
A o

wiore the A indicates that at a specific time prior to X the third group wes
uade equivalent to the other two "by a random sampling assignment" (Campbell,
1957, p. 304).

lLimitetions due to measurement procedures. We relied, in this experiment,

on ratings as our measurcment devices. These ratings of teachers were made by
their pupils and *he teachers themselves.

The validity of such reasurements depends, like all validity, on t :
pur;nse or Aefinition of the varisbles measured. It is defensible to say that
ratines 1ike those we obtained are intrinsically significant, quite apart from

ERIC
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The fact remains, however, that the gencralizability of the present
experiment is limited simply because no measures other than ratings were used.
To overcome this limitation, we should eventually use a variety of ways of
describing teacher behavior, "sll having in common the theoretically relevant
attribute but varying widely in their irrelevent specificities" (Campbeil, 1957,
P. 310). Observations by exper visitors to the classroom, films, recordings,
and perhaps objective tesis of pupil achievement--insofar as they can be used
withcut producing 'reactive" effects on the phenomena being studied--are
possibilities. But at present all these must be relegated to subsequent

experiments, and we must limit our conclusions to what we cen learn from ratings.

esults with Irrelative Date

We first present results with the irrelative data--the data obtained with
the 12-item rating scales where each item was used independently of the others.
These results are organized under three major headings: {a) pupil protocols,
(b) teacher protocols, and (c) reletions between teacher and pupil protocols.

In a subsequent section we present results with the relative data.

Pupil Protocols

The four protocols oblLained from pupils are listed below, along with the
symbols used in referring tc them:

pre-ACT -- the pupil's description of hiy mctusl teacher
on the pretest

post-ACI -- the pupil's description of hie sctual teacher
on the posttest

pre-IDL ~- the pupil's description of his ideal teacher
on the pretest

post -IDL -- the pupil's description of his Zdeal teacher
on the positest

ERIC
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Adjusted post-ACT

The most important single concern of this study was, Would teachers--ns
described by their pupils-~chenge more if they were given information about
how their pupils described them mnd their ideal teachers than if rnot given
such informationt It will be recalled that the experimental group was given
such information, while the control group was not, Did this information--
"feedback" --have effects manifested in how teachers were described by their
puplls on the posttest?

Chenges in teachers over time might occur "naturaslly," without being a
result of the treatnent menipulated tn this experiment. Such changes could
oceur a8 a result of unplenned developments in teacher-pupil relaticnships
in our control group during the school semester. By comparing changes in the
experimental group with those in the control group, we sought an indicaticn of
whether the experimental treatment produced changes ebove and beyond these
"natural” ones.

Specifically, did the experimental snd control groups of teachers differ
in the post-ACT descriptions of them by their pupils? A straightforward
attack on this question would determine whether the post -ACT meens on each
item were significantly diiferent. This approach would, bowever, neglect the
possibility that the teachers in the two groups may have differed in their
initial status--at the time of the pre-ACT ratings by the pupils. Such
differences, even if not statistically significant, would arfect the
comparisons of po3t-ACT.

The method for taking account of such initial differences is analysis of
covarience, with the pre-ACT ratings servinz as control variebles, the post-~ACT
retings as the dependeut varisbles, and the feedback serving as the independent
veriable. When such analyses of covsriance were carricd out with each of our

12 items, the re=sults in Table 3 were obtained.
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Table 3

Means of Pupils' Ratings of Actual Teachers

(Nexp. =86; Nogne, = 0)
Adjusted Difference
pre=ACT post -ACT post-ACT between
Ttea ‘m;. ;xp . Cont, Exp. Cont. posiﬁ\é’g‘t;{gms _Ti
A 2.73  2.55 2.65 2.49 2.57  2.57 .00 <1
B 3.32 3,18 3,49  3.58 346 361 .15 1.65%
C a.43 2,32 2,37 2.78 2,33 2.h42 .09 l.27
D 1.16 1.16 1.15 1.8 1.15 148 03 1.76"
E 2.6 2,23 2.20 2.%22 2.22 2.%0 .08: 1.17
F L9 k07 kLl 4.6 Lot 54.20 13 1.23
G 3.53  3.b49 3.36 345 3.35  3.46 .11 1.19
H 2,03 2,07 2,18 2.18 2.9 2.16 -.03 <1
I 5.4 5.25 5.33  5.21 5.29 5.0 0l <1
J k.33 4,11 L3 k.25 L2 4.33 .06 <1
K 3.29  3.10 3310 3.% 3.2 3. .20 1.91*
L 2.78 2.78 2,84 2,9 2.84 2.9 12 1.84%

B‘:c_ was computed as JF.
*
Significant at the .05 level, on a ona-tail besis with df = 173.

Note.--In this and all other tebles relerring to irrelative dala, umeans refer
to a scale in which a s.ore of 1 was assigned to the "Very much LIKE"
rating scale alternative, 2 to 'Somewhat LIKE," and so on, to 6 for
"Very much UNLIKE."
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Table 3 presents the pre-ACT, post-ACT, and adjusted post-ACT meauns of
the 12 items for the experimental and control groups. Each pre-ACT and post-ACT
mean is the mean over teachers of the medien of ratings of the teacher by her
pupils on the item. Also sbown are the differences between the adjusted post-
ACT means for the two groups snd the t-statistic for estimating the statistical
significance of these differences.

For four of the items, the differences ere statistically eignificant at
the .05 level; these are the differences for Items B, D, K, and L. It should
alsc be noted that the direction of the difference 1s the same for 10 of the
12 items. This direction is that in which the post-ACT meen for the
experimental group has s smaller numericel value than that of the control
grcup.

Adjusted rost-ACT minus pre-IDL

How should we interpret the direction of this difference between adjusted
post -ACT means? Is the differeace in the direction of the influence exerted
by the feedback? To ansver this question, we refer to the means of the pupils'
pedian preratings of their ideal teacher (pre-IDL). That is, the feedback
given the teachers in the experimental group concerning how their pupils rated
their igeal teacher would presumably exert sowe Influence on the teachers to
change in that direction, Our hypothesis was that the difference between
edjusted post-ACT end pre-IDL would be smaller for the experimental group.

In Teble b, we have shown the means of the medien pre-IDL ratings in the
experimental groups., When the differences between edjusted post~ACT mean
ratings and pre-IDL mean ratings vwere compared for the experimental and control
groups, it turned out that the differences, for 10 of the 12 items, were
smaller for the cxperimentel group. The only two items not showing a differ-
ence in the hypothesized direction were Item A, in which there was no
difference in either the adjusted post.ACT means or pre-IDL reans, and Item J.

)
]E T(:the other items, the experimentel group showed the smeller difference

11
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Table L4

Means of Adjusted post-ACT and pre-IDL Ratings

(Nexp. = 86; Ncont. = 0)
Is Difference
Adjusted pre-1DL Ad justed post-ACT between
post -ACT Mean Mean nious pre-IDL Columns 6 end 7
Iten in Hypothesized
Exp. Cont. Exp, Cont. Exp. Cont. Direction?
(1) (2) (3) (L) (5) (6) (7)
A 2.57 2.57 2.20 2.20 37 .37 No
B 3.6 3.61 3.21  3.02 .25 +59 Yes
C 2,33  2,k2 2.09 1,96 2 L6 Yes
D 1.15 1.18 1.13 1l.12 .02 .06 Yes
E 2,22 2.3 1.60 1.51 .62 19 Yes
F L.0o71 k4.20 3.31 3,14 .76 1,06 Yes
G 3.35 3.6 2.81 2.83 .Sk .63 Yes
B 2,19 2.16 1.66 1.57 53 59 Yes
1 5.29 5.3 L,o6 3.83 1.23  l.47 Yes
J L.21  L4.33 Lok L.hk -.27 =11 No
K 3.2k 3.u4b 2,64 2,66 60 .78 Yes
L 2.84 2,96 2,77 2.8 .07 16 Yes
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betwveen the aijusted post-ACT mean and the pre-IDL mean. In short, although
the differences between adjusted yost-ACT means are significent at the .05
level for only four of the items, the direction of the difference is in the
bhypothesized direction for 10 of the items.

It is impossible to make *ests of the statistical significance of the
combined results here because each item does not constitute an independent
experiment or replication; i.e., the same subjects (teachers and pupils) were
involved in all items. The consequent possibility of correlation among the
results from item to item mekes inappropriate the use of the binomial or
chi-square modr s for the testing significance of combined results over all
12 items. It may Le possible, through subsequent computations, to apply
Hotelling's generalized student test here (Jones & Fiske, 1953). Tre ccnsist-
ency in the direction of the resulis doea suggest that the bypothesized effect
of the rfeedback ¢id ocecur.

Adjusted post-ACT by interval. The kind of effect that might result from

giving teachers "feedback" would, it is re2dily appreciated, teke some time--
days or weeks. After a teacher received information about how pupils described
her and their ideal teacher. she might take thought as to how she might change
her hehaviors in order to come closer to her pupils'! ideals. How fast this
process might orperate--how quickly teachers might change their behaviors--was a
question on which we had no data to begin with., It might be that in just a few
days the teacher could "internalize" the feedback, do something about it, and
make these changes evident enough to her pupils that their ratings of her would
reflect these changes. On the other hand, the process might take weeks or
ronths, 1f it occurred at all. Indeed, there might be & curvilinear relation
between tke time interval end the emount of change it produced in the teacher's
hehavior as reflected in pupils' ratings of the teacher; in this event, after a
certain interval the teacher might "rcgress" to her pre-feedback ways of

behaving.

43



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

41

Iv was thus desivable to investigate the relation between change due to
feedback end the interval from feedback to postratings of the teacher. We
recorded the number of calendar days intervening between the mailing of the
feedback informetior to the tecchers and tke date on which the teacher
collected her pupils' posiratings of herself and the ideal teacher. This
varieble, denoted "INTERVAL,” was then used in analyses of the data., The
frequency distribution of the nunber of days of the interval for each of the
teachers in the experimental group is showm in Table 5. In this distribution,
three interval sub-groups seemed to be epparent. In Teble 5, these experi-
mental sub-groups are denoted El, E

, and E,, for the shortest, medium, and

2 3
longest intervels, respectively. The range of intervals was from #9 to 59
days--from one *0 two months. The median intervsel for subgroup El vas sbout
34 calendar days; fov E,» @bout 42 days; and for E5, sbout 53 days., If we
were to estimate the psycuological significaice of ttese intervals, we should
say tbal this range is quite small. Ideally, the range should have been much
levger, extending to eight months or even a year or two. But exigencies of
data collection, schocl calendars, and other administrative consideretions
militated against a more adequate range in the present experiment,

The obvious hypothesis is that the approach of the experimental group
to the pre-IDL becores closer as interval became greater. To test this
rossibility, we repeated the snalyses of covariance with the experimental
group divided into three subgroups: El, EQ’ and Ei’ for the short, medium,
and long experimentel groups, respectively. The pre-ACT and post-ACT means
resulting from this analysis of ccvarilence are shown in Table 6. Table 7
shows the adjusted post-ACT and pre-1DL means for each of the four groups
(Control, El, Eg, Ej) for each of the 12 items. In Table 8 are skown the
differences in the three experimental-interval subgroups between adjusted
rost-ACT and pre-IDL zmeans. Also shown in Trnble 8 are rank orders of the
differences for the three experimental-interval subgroups, with & rank of 1

assigned to the largest difference for each item.
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Table 5

Frequency Distribution of Intervals (Days)
between Sending "Report on Your Pupils' Opinions" (RYPO)
and Riceiving "Pupil Opinion Booklets" (POBs) for Post-Ratings
--Experimental Group

Number of
Interval Teachers in Experimental«
(No. of Days) Experimental Intervel

Group Sub~-group Code
59 1y
56 - 58 5 :
53 - 55 3 yEy (i =15)
50 - 52 o
W7 - b9 6
Wwo-s6 12 )
b1 - 43 17 ( E, (N = 39)
38 - Lo 10 5
-3 W f\;
32 - 34 1 T E, (¥ =32)
29 -~ 2 L "




Teble 6

Means of pre-ACT end post-ACT Rating.
by Experimentel-Interval Subgroups

pre-ACT Post -ACT
Control Experimental-Interval Control Experimental-Interval
Group? Subgroups Group Subgroups
Item  C B Eg E‘; ¢ £ E, Ey

i 2.55 2.60 2,79 2.82 2.49 2.58 2.69 2.70
B 3.18 3430 3.24 3.45 3,58 3.58 3.2 3.49
o 2,% 2.50 2,%9 2.k 2.38 2,47 2.3 2.25
D 1.12 1.16 1.14 1.21 1.18 1.13 1.17 1.11
E 2.22 2.17 2,21 1.99 2.32 2.23 2,23 2,05
F k.07 Lt L7 h,28 k.16 Lo13 3.97 L.45
G 3.49 3.76 3.28 3,43 3.5 3.40 3.21 3.67
H 2,07 2,02 2,12 1.83 2.18 2,17 2,27 1.92
I 5.25 5.13 5.49 5.42 5.27 5.12 547 5.41

J 4,11 4,30 4,38 L,28 4,25 4,26 k.35 4,28
K 3.10 3.19 3.52 2.92 3.3 3.2 3.48 2.99
1A 2,78 2.73 2.7 3,13 2.56 2.83 2.79 3.00

8 =50

by = %

°n = 39
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Table 7

Meens of Adjusted post-ACT and pre-IDL Ratings
of Experimentul-Interval Subgroups

Adjusted post-ACT pre-IDL
Control Experimental-Interval Control Experimental-Interval
Group  _____ Subgroups Group Subgroups
It em‘ c El E2 E 3 P C E 1 E2 E 3
A 2.5 2.62 2.56 2.k <1 219 2.8 2.2 2.3

B 3.61  3.53 3.3 3.3 <1 3,02 3,23 316 3,31
c 2.2 2,38 2.33 2,23 <1 1.95 .16 2.01 2,08
D 1,15 1.3 1.8 1.07 3.%0 1.2 1,15 111 .11
E 2,20 2,25 2,22 2,16 <1 1.51  1.63 1,57  1.54
F haz 4,10 3.93 4,32 1.55 3,14 3.22 3.2 3.61
G 3.7 3.22 3,20 3.73 2.67 2.83 2.87 2.1 2.92
i 2,17 2,20 2.21 2,09 <1 1.56 1.6 1.601 1,75
1 5.3 5.2k 5,20 5,33 <1 385 389 b0 L.b7
J L.33  4,% k.23 4,24 <1 b 4L 4.78 4,37 4,48
X 343  3.24 3,23  3.21 <1 2.65 2,53 2,69 2.73
L 2.97 2.87 2.84 2.71 1,2 2.80 2.79 2.72  2.82
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Table 8

Adjusted post-ACT minus pre-IDL
Experimental-Interval Groups

Ad justed post-ACT Correlsations of Obtained
minus pre-IDL in with Hypothesized Rank Orders
Experimental-Interval of Differences between
Subgroups Ad justed post-ACT and pre-IDI, Is Rho in
Iten ! 2 Es _Rho” lf%_f';i?i:iﬁ?d
A .54 + 30 A1 1.0 Yes
B .30 27 .08 1.0 Yes
c 22 32 .15 5 Yes
D -.02 07 .0k ) No
E b2 .65 .62 13 Yes
F .88 .66 .71 .5 Yes
G <35 +59 81 -1.0 No
H .56 .60 . .5 Yes
I 1.35 1.16 .86 1.0 Yes
J -8 -1k ~.2h .5 Yes
K 71 Sk A48 1.0 Yes
L .08 .12 -.09 -5 No

8Rho is the rank-order correlation between the obtained values for
El, Ez, and E)’ respectively, and th2 hypothesis that the values would rank
E, >E, > E,.

2 >

1
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In the fifth column of Table 8 are shown Spearman coefficients of rank
correlution {rho) between the obtained and bypothesized rank orders. The
hypothesis, it will be recalled, is that the effect of feedback 1s monotoni-
cally related to the length of time during which it had a chance to operate.
COf the 12 rhos, nine are positive, and eight are .5 or higher. It appears
that the adjusted post-ACT means of the three experime: al subgroups have
approached their respective pre-IDL meens t0 a degree that conforms well
with the hypothesis. The 15 teachers in group E}’ wno had the feedback for
the longest interval before thz posttest, approached their pupils' pre-IDLs
wost closely., As is evident in Table 8, 35'5 difference between the adjusted
post-ACT and the pre-IDL is the smallest (has rank 3) in seven of thc 12 items;
by chance, this group would have this rank on only four items. Further,
group El,which had the shortest Intervel, had the highest difference batween
the adjusted pest-ACT and pre-IDL means on six of the 12 items, as against the
four that would occur dy chance. Further, we find that the differences
(2djusted post-ACT minus pre-IDL} of these groups fell into the exact hypothe-
sized rank order for four of the items (Items A, B, I, and K} as against two
by chance; into the correct order with one reversal for four of the items
{Items C, F, H, and J), as sgainst two by chance; and into orders less well in
conformity with the hypothesis for only four of the items (Items D, E, G, and L),
es against eight by chance. Although it is difficult to evaluate the statis-
tical significance of these resulis, because the same sublects ‘- ~2 involved in
all items, there seems little question that they tend to conform to the
bypothesis: teachers who had the feedback for a longer time interval moved
closer to the pre-IDL of their pupils,

Adjusted yost-ACT end other measures of IDL. In the foregeing analyses we

have coopared the pupils' adjusted mean postratings of their actuel tecachers
:j*ﬁ their mean preratings of their idral teachers. The rationale for using

EiES;S;latter verieble is that it constituied part of the feedback to the teachers
49
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in the experimental group and presumably, therefore, part of the influence
exerted upon those teachers.

It is conceivable that other meassures of pupils' ideals were better
indices of what teacters might perceive as desirable gosls for them in the
eyes of their pupils. Among these are the "adjusted post-IDL" and the
“"average IDL." For the seke of completeness, we alsu made Comperisons with
"gost -IDL" means.

The adjusted post-IDL mean rating is the mean post-IDL rating adjusted

through analysis of covariance for differences between groups in mean pre~IDL
rating. The adjusted post-IDL mean might cnnceivvably influence teachers
through their continuing social interection with pupils after the feefback,
during the interval between feedback end postrating. Perbaps teachers can
plick up cues as to their pupils' "idesls" during this interval. If these
ideals do change somewhat, then edjusted post-IDL might provide a better basis
for eveluating the rean adjusted post-ACT ratings.
When such comperisons were made, however, on the basis of “"adjusted
post -ACT minus adjlusted post-IDL," the results were not ss consistently in
favor of the experimental group. Instead of 10 of the 12 differences being
smaller for the experimental group, and instead of eight of the .2 items
showing trends toward smaller differences with increasing "Interval" in the
experirental -interval subgroups, comparisons of adJjusted post-ACT with
adjusted post-IDL yielded only seven smaller differences for the experimentsl
group, end only four trends as hypothesized in relation to increasing interval.
The aversge-IDL rating is the mean of the pre-IDL and post-IDL mean

ratings. It might be considered a meeningful measure of pupils' ideels on the
ground that it provided a mores representative reasure of what pupils want ~d--in
the "best teacher you can imagine"--during the interval between the pre- and
posttests, When aversge-IDL was subtracted from edjusted post-ACT, the
O 'ferences did behave as consistently in favor of the experimental group as

E

wrmmmrmn pre-IDL was used; 10 of the 12 differences between adjusted post-ACT and
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average~-IDu vere smaller for the experimental group, only those for Items H
{no difference) and J (reversed) failing to go in the hypothesized direction.
When the experimentel group wes divided into subgroups according to experi-
mental interval, the rank order of the adjusted post-ACT minus average-IDL
differences did not conform quite as well to t’:c hypothesis; five of the
tho's (N = 3} were 1.00, and three were .50, but two were -.50 and two were
-1.00.,

To determine whether pre-IDL was more relevant and influential than
post-IDL as influence on the experimental group, we compared the adjusted
post -ACT mean ratings with the post-IDL meen ratings on each item. The latter
was not communicated to the teachers; it was collected from pupils and aralyzed
for various control purposes only. Since it was not part of the feedback to
the teachers, it should not be expected to serve as a goal toward which
teachers in the experimental group would change. On the cther band, none of
the differences between pre-IDL and post-IDL is statistically significant.
Accordingly, when adjusted post-ACT minus post-IDL differences are computed
for the experimental and control groups on each item, we should not expect the
differences for the experime. *al group to be as consistently smaller than those
for the control group, as was the case when we compared the two groups on the
basis of adjust~d post-ACT minus pre-IDL. But we should not, on the other
hand, expect any substential difference.

Only eight of the 12 items show differences between adjusted post-ACT
and post-IDL that are smaller for the experimentsl group, where 10 items did
so when the difference was tekan between adjusted post-ACT and pre-IDL.
Similarly, when the experimental group is divided into interval subgroups, the
correlations with the hypothesized rank order of the adjusted post-ACT minus
yost-IDL differences are not a8 high or consistently positive as were those

obtained by subtracting pre-IDL from adjusted post-ACT; the differences fall

RIC
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into the exact hypothesized rank order for only three liems (as agsinst four
with pre-IDL), into orders with one reversal for six items {as againet four
with pre-IDL), and into negative-rho orders for three items (the same as with
pre-IDL). Although the difference in results with pre-IDL and post-IDL is
slight, it s in the direction favoring pre-1DL.

The foregolig anelyses provided support for the hypothesis that the
experimental group of teachers as seen by pupils, compared to tke control group,
would be closer to the pupils® pre-IDLs end for the hypothesis that the close-
ness of teachers on the post-ACT to the pupils' pre-IDLs would be positively
related to the length of time the teachers had to show influence by the feed-
vack before the postratings were made by their pupils. There was also tenuous
evidence that the chenge toward the pre-1DL was more consistent over items than

that toward the adjusted post-IDL, the average IDL, or the (unadjusted) post-IDL.

pre~IDL vs. Departure from Predicted post-ACT

Our main hypothesis may be restated as follows: The post-ACTs of teachers
given feedback should ¢ .art from the post-ACTs that would be predicted from
Pre-ACTs if the teachers were not given feedback, and the departures should be
in the direction of their pupils® pre-IDLs. In this formulation, we apply two
control variables in the mnalysis of covarience: both pre-ACT and pre-IDL.
That 1s, we adjust the post-ACI means for differences between the experimental
and control grours in both préLIDL and pre-ACT. The difference in post-ACT--in
the form of departure of nbtained from predicted post-ACT--1s then atiributeble
presumably to the feedback.,

To determine how each teacher's post-ACT departed rrom prediction on each
of the 12 items, we developed 12 regression equations, using the "within groups"
regression coefficients from the enalyses of covariance betwesn pre-ACT and
post-ACT. With these regression equations ve ccmputed for each teacher &

"predicted post-ACT" score on each item. The diffe.ence between this score

Q .
]E[{J!: the teacher®s "obtained post-ACT" score wes the teacher's "departure" from
o o y

02
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prediction. Would these departures for the teachers in the experimental group
go toward the ideals of the Pupils more than would those of the control group
teachers?

A proper answer here required that differences in pre.IDL between thz
groups should be controlled. So analysis of covariance was agein used, with
the teacher's "departure" score as the dependent varisble, the pre-IDL as the
control variable, and feedback a&s the experimental variadle.

Table 9 shows the results of the 12 analyses of covarisnce performed on
this basis. Th; adjusted means of the departures from predicted post-ACT of
the experimental group are algebraically lower than thase of the control roup
for 10 of tke 12 items, i.e., for all items except A and I. The differences
vetween e2djusted derarture means are significant at the .05 level (one-tail)
for three items (B, K, and L). The rating scale was scored sc that a lower
numerical value was always assigned the "very much like" end of the continuum
{1 = very much LIKE, 2 = somevhat LIKE, ..., 6 = very much UNLIKE). 1In the
case of sll items except Item J, the numerical value of the mean IDL rating is
lover than that of the ACT rating. Hence, an algedraically lower adjusted meen
departure value signifies a departure in the direction of the pupils' IDL
ratings for all items except Item J. Our hypothesis is thus supported by the
direction of the results from nine of the 12 items; the three items ylelding
results in disagreement with the hypothesis conaist of two (Items A and I) in
vhich the very slight difference is in the direction opposite from that where
the pre-IDL mean of the experimental group is nurerically lower than the pre-ACT
weans and one {Item J) in which the pre-IDL mean of the experimental group is
numericslly higher ther the pre-ACT rean. In the case of the latter item, the
hypothesis wa3s that the departure-from-predjcted-post-ACT mean of the experi-
wental group would be algebralcally bigher than that of the control group.

pre-IDL vs. Departure from Predicted post-ACT, by Interval. Would interval

between feedback end posttest have a relatioaship to departure-from-predicted-

post-ACT? If so, we should e:pect to find adjusted departure scores tznding to ES(}
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Table 2

Departure from Predicted post-ACT

in the Exrerimentel and Conmtrol Groups

Is Difference

Depa.ture from J'redicted post~-ACT be ween
—EER - Umajusted  _Adjusted In Hyotheatges
Tten Cont.* Exp®  cont.  FExp. Cont, Exp. _t° _ Dir ction®t
(1) (2) (3) (&) (s) (6) (7) (3 (9)
A 2,20 2.20 -.0078  .0n58  -.0078 0056 <1 No
B 3.02 3.21 .0067  -.0907 0157  -.1008 1.89" Yes
c 1.96 2,09 0500  -.0419 0566  -.0510 1.49 Yes
D 1.12 1.13 0156  -.017h 0156  -,0181 <1 Yes
E 1.51 1.60 .0300  -.04%0 .0382 -,0512 1.45 Yes
F 3,1k 3.31 0578 -.0628 0626 -,0670 1.26 Yes
G 2,83 2.81 0611 -,0733 L0600  -.0722 1.32 Yes
H 1,57 1,66 0122 -.C035 0155 -.0c88 <1 Yes
1 3.83 k.07 -.0089 -,0105 -.0098 -.00395 <1 No
J b hb h.sh O0Lk67  -,0200 0521 -,0344 <1 No
K  2.66 2.6+  .0989 -.0988 0979 -.0988  1.92" Yes
L 2,80 2.17 0789  -.0605 0779 -.0586 2.02"" Yes
®N =90
Py -85

cg was computed as J“.
d
Positive values are in the hypothesized direction, except for Item J; i.e.,
the adjusted departure of obtained from predicted post-ACT was hypothesized to
be algebraically smsller for the experizental group fo - ail items except J.
*
Significant at the .0H level, .or one-tail.

o
Significant at the .025 level, for one-tail.
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become larger, in the direction toward the pre-IDL, for the experimentel sub-
groups with the longer intervals. The algebraic value of the adjusted depar-
ture scores, for all items except J, should be lowest (most negative) for E3
and highest (least negative) for E,-
Analysis of covariance ylelded the adjusted departure means shown in
Table 10 for the control and three experimental interval subgroups. For Items
D and G, the F-ratio of the between-groups to the within.groups varience is
significant at the .05 level. But it is perhaps more revealing to look at
Table 11, in which ere shown the rank correlations with the hypothesized order
of the adjusted mean departures of obtained post-ACT from predicted post-ACT.
Six of these correlations are perfect as against the two that would be obtained
by chence. Fouyr of the rhos are -.5 or -1.00; four would also be obteined by
chance. The data in Table 11 suggest that not only does the feedback make
teacher behavior, as described by pupils, change in the direction desired by
pupils (as 1s indicated by the data in Table 9) but that the time interval
during vhich the feedback operates also makes a difference in the hypothesized

direction.

Correlations between pre-IDL and Departure of Obtained post-ACT from

Predicted post-ACT. So far we have evidence that (a) feedback me'.es a differ-

ence and {(b) longer intervals meke for greater changes toward pupils' ideals.

A third step in the progression of influences would be that stemming from the
variance in pre-IDL. Is the amounit of the teachers' departure in obtained
post -ACT mean frow their predicted post-ACT mean correlated with differences in
the mean pre-IDL of the teachers' pupils?

Some correlation between "departure" and pre-IDL might occur even without
feedback, due to tendencies of pupils of a given teanhér to respond et about
the sane scale level to both the ACT and the IDL rating scale situation:. That
is, the pupils might tend to be satisfied with the way they perceive their

seacher to be at any given moment. Hence, we must ccmpare the correlations

RIC
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Table 11

Correlations of Cbteined with Hypothesized Rank drders
of Adjusted Mean Departures of Obtained from Predicted post-ACT

—_ Group8 Is Rho in

- E E E Hypothesized

Item i 2 3 Rho Direction?

A 3 2 1l 1.0 Yes

B 3 2 1 1.0 Yes

C 3 2 1 2.0 Yes

D 2 3 1 5 Yes

E 3 2 1l 1.0 Yes

F 2 1 3 -5 No

G 1 2 -1.0 No

1 2 3 .5 Yes

I 1 2 3 -1.0 No

J 1 2 3 -1.0 No

K 3 2 1 | 1.0 Yes

L. 3 2 1 1.0 Yes

a‘Hypothesized order was 3-2-l1l. Rank 1l was assigned to the largest
departure in the algebraically negative directiou, etc., except for Item J,
where Rank 1 was assigned to the largest depsrture in the algebraically positive
direction, because for Item J the mean pre-IDL values are nurerically larger
then the mean pre-ACT values,

57
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obtained in the experimental group with those in our control group. Only if
the former correlations are consistertly higher {algebraically) can we infer
that the variance of the mean pre-IDLs communicated to teachers in the experi-
mental group accounted for some of the variance in their departures from
predicted pnst-ACT.

The correletions are shown in Table 12. No consistent trends are apparent.
The experlmentsl group's rs are algebraically higher than those of the control

group for only four items, or about & chance number. Nor does the r consistently

rise or fall ss we go from El to 35; the rank rorrelations of these rs with a
hypothesized order giving E5 a rank of 1, etc., are positive for six items and
negative fér éix. In short, the date provide no evidence that variance in
pre-IDL accountE for some of the variance in departure of obtained post-ACT from

predicted post-ACT in the experimental group.

Correlational Indices of the Effect of Feedbagg

It seemed pcssible thet the feedback would lower the correlations between

pre~-ACT and post-ACT. This effect of the fecdback would presunably result from

greater changes in post-ACT in the experimental group, unrelated to pre-ACT.
But if the changes in post-ACT tended to be fairly constant for all teachers,
the mean post-ACT could be higher or lower then the mean pre-ACT without, of
course, systematically affecting the correlation between pre- and post-aCT.

At any rate, the correlations between pre- end post-ACT are shown in
Teble 13. Eleven of the 12 18 in the control group ara Jarger than tle corre-

spcnding rs in Group E But the differences between the control group and

1
Groups E?’ Ei’ and ET are not nearly as consistent and can readily be ascribed
to chance. For example, only six of the 12 rs in the control group are larger
than the corresponding rs in the experimental tctal group. Apparently, the
feedback had no consistent effect on the correlation between prc- and post-ACT.
Ot also seemed possible that the effect of feedback would manifest itself

E119
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correlations between IDL and ACT means. In previovs sections we have
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Table 12

Correlations between (&) pre-IDL and
(v) Departure of Obtained post-ACT from Predicted post-ACT

Group

c Ey E, By Ep

Iten N % 32 39 A5 N:
A .15 -.01 3 33 29
B .07 .26 .10 .09 .16
c 15 .28 <405 .07 .11
D 35 -.22 -.09 R -07
E 07 G 35 05 31
F .08 -o1h .09 36 .Oh
g 17 .06 A1 -.4o .07
H 11 -1 Y44 511 .06
I 07 -.25 Ok .15 -.10
J .25 .02 -0l .33 .06
K .03 27 .10 e 13
L b ¥ -.05 =31 .05




Table 13

Correlations between pre-ACT and post-ACT

Iten

Q W »

o

]

HOX & Mm@

Group
T T T T
79 b 85 .92 84
+50 %14 L6 A5 A3
79 .62 .50 .62 .56
7 .58 NA .20 33
43 .70 7 .33 J2
67 57 72 .85 67
.83 .68 .81 RIY .70
T3 b2 .85 .80 75
.65 .62 .62 .85 .68
.78 .63 62 79 66
.68 .63 .78 a4 .68
T3 71 .55 .09 .56
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seen that the differences between pre~IDL and adjusted post-ACT means vere
systematically smaller in the experimental group and that the decrease in this
difference was releted to interval. Such closer approximation of the ACT mean
to the IDL mean might be considered to betoken an increase in "satisfaction
with the teacher" on the part of the pupils. Would the correlation between ACT
and IDL also show such greater closeness, or what might be celled greater
satisfaction? Such correlations would of course reflect a different kind of

proximity of ACT to IDL, one besed oh covariance rather then on similarity of

average levels, And it is questionable whether such covariance is a relevant
measure of eatisfaction, since the difference between mean IDL and mean ACT
could be large even when the correlation is almost perfect, and the correlation
could be very low or zero even vwhen the means are equal.

Teble 14 shows the correlations between pre-ACT and rre-IDL, the correla-
tions between post-ACT and post-IDL, and the change in correlation from pre- to
post-test. In the experimentel total group, the rs for ten of the 12 items
change to bigher values in the posttest. But this is also true for nine itenms
in the control group. And only seven of the items, about & chance proportion,
show a greater increcse in r in the experimental group then in the control
group. The mean difference between the experimental and control groups in the
amount of change in r is .07, with the greater increase in r appeering in the
experimental group, but this value is not significantly different from zero.
The changes in rs in the experimental-interval subgroups show no consistent
trend toward greater incrceses in r with increasing intervel, only four of the
items showing rank order correlations of 1.0 with the hypothesis that the changes
would increase from El to Ei'

It might be argued that the increase in correlation of post-ACT with
pre-IDL is more reasonably to be expected, since it was pre-IDL and not post-IDL
trat was contained in the “eedback. To check on this possibiliiy ve computed
the rs between pre-IDL and poat-ACT. When these rs were ccupared with those

ERIC 61
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between pre-IDL and pre-ACT, the increases in r were not consistently greater

in the experimentsal group.

Teacher Protocols

Tour protocols were obtalned from teachers:

pre-PERC -- the teacher's perception (estimate) of how a
pupil who is typical of the majority of the
class would answer the item on the pretest

post-PERC -- the teacher's perception (estimate) of how a
pupil vho is typical of the majority of the
class would anewer the item on the posttest

pre-SEIF -- the teacher's indication of how much the item

was "like" herself un the pretest

post -SELF -- the teacher's indication of hov much the fitem
was "like" herself on the posttest

These protocols made possible a study of the extent to which feedback produced
changes in teachers' perceptions of their pupils and themselves with respect to
the 12 items of teacher behavior. Cbanges in teacher tehavior as described by
pupils, of the kind we bave considered in the section on pupil protocols, need
not of course be accompanled by changes in how the teachers view themselves and
their pupils' perceptions. But evidence on these perceptions on the teacher's
side would throw light on whether teachers' self-perceptions 3id change, and on
whether teachers changed their perceptions of their pupils' perceptions of then.
In this scction we deal with changes in the teachers' protocols in then-

eelves, independently of eny reletions (such as "accuracy”) to the pupil

protocols. The latter relations are examined in the next section.

Ad justed post -PERC

Table 15 shows the results of 12 analyses of covariance in which post-PERC
was the dependent varieble, feedback was the experimental variasble, and adjust-
rents were made to control for between-groups varience in pre-PEHC.

For five of the 12 items, the differences in adjusted post -PER} means of
tﬂs experimental and control groups are statistically significant at the

EﬂzJﬂ:evel (two-tailed) or hetter. The dircetion of the differenccs, whether

IText Provided by ERIC
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Table 15

Means of Teachers' Perceptions
of Their Pupils' Majority Responses

Difference betv.

pre-PERC post -PERC Aggdg‘é e o ppastes” .

Item Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont. Exp. Cont. post-PERC t

A 2.24 2,04 2,28 2,07 2,22 2,13 09 <1
B 2.15 2.% 2,39 2.3 2,43 2.m 12 1.10
¢ 2,19 2.3 2,19 2,02 2,23 1.98 .25 1.69%
D 1.65 1.57 142 1.58 150 1.60 -.20 1,768*
E 2,28 2.24 2,07 2.11 2,06 2.2 -.06 <1
F 3.56  3.31 3.90  3.ub 3.8 3.51 .33 1.76"
¢ 3.28  3.19 3.12 3,21 3,10 3.7 ~.1b <1
B 1.81 1,70 1,79 1.64 1.77  1.65 12 1.0
I .72  L.sh 4,75 b4.63 4,75 4.65 .08 <
J 3.48  3.24 3.66 3,64 3.60 3.70 -.10 <1
X 2,88 2,76 2.51 2.81 2,46 2.86 -.ko 2.05""
L 2.68  3.10 2.88 2.86 3,06 2.71 .33 1.084%

3¢ was computed as NF with df e 173,
*
Significant at the ,10 level (two-tailed).

o
Significent at the .05 level (two-tailed),

64




62

significani o: non-zignificant, is not eensistent; five go in cne direction

and seven in the other. Without some basis other then direction for interpret-
ing these differences, we cannot sa’ at this point what they mean, except that
five ¢f the 12 are probably not due ﬁerely‘to chance. We shaell later compare
these "perceptions" of the teachers with other protocols to see what they mean
in terms of accuracy, etc., Suffice it now to sey that something, presumably

the feedback, made the teachers in the experimental and control groups "parceive"
their pupils' descriptions differently at the time of the posttest, on five of

the items.
Adjusted post-PERC by interval. Were the adjusted post-PERC means different

sccording to the interval between feedback snd posttest? Teble 16 shows that
analysis of covariance yielded significant between-groups variesnce in post-PERC,
adjusted for pre-PERC veriance, for Items F and H. But there is no consistency
in the direction of the differenccs between the interval groups in mean adjusted
poet -PERC scores., Further interpretation of these means is deferred until we

exarine relationships between teacher and pupil protocols.

Adjusted post-SELF

Did the feedback produce differences between the experimenta’ and control
groups in how they described themselves on the 12 items? Table 17 show: the
results of the relevant analyses of coverdance. Differences significant at the
«10 and .05 levels occurred for three items: C, F, and I, But the direction
of thase differences was not consistent from one item to the next.

Adjusted post-SELF by interval. As is shown in Table 18, the arslyses of

covariance ylelded only cne significant between-groups varlance in adjusted
post-SELF mean, that for Item L. No substantiel evidence appeared for sysien-

atic changes in mean SELF perception as a function of feedback interval.

Correlational Indices of Effect of Feedback

Q 414 the correlations between pre- and post-PERC differ consistently

(0

2 the experimentsl and control groups?--between expericental-interval
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pre-SELF
item Exp. Coat.
A 1.85 1.82
B 1.96 2.00
c 2,18 2.22
D 1.51 1,43
E 2,01 1.83
F 3.25 2,98
G 3.06  3.01
H 1.47  1.45
I L.5h 4.5
J 3.86  3.97
4 2.61 2,8
L 2.68 2.99

-

84 was computed as VF with 4&f = 173,
*
Significent at .10 level (two-tailed).

H .
Significant at .05 level {two-tailed;.

Means of Teachers' SELF Descriptione

Table 17

_post -SEIF_
Exp. Cont.
2,08 2.9%
1.96 1.96
1,71 2,00
1.35 1.3
1.94  1.91
3550 3.2L
3.04 3,06
1.59  1.47
L,ot 4,58
3.85  3.91
2.66 2.55
2.67 3.1

67

£l

Di:f:rence

etwacen
el ik
Exp. Cont. post-SBELY t
2.07  1.%5 12 <1
1.95 1.95 .00 <1
1.72  1.98 -.26 2,05
L% 1.32 .02 <1
1.88  1.97 -.09 <1
3.63  3.31 .32 1,90
3.02  3.07 -.05 <l
1.58  1.48 .10 2.k
4,93 %.59 B 1.88"
588 3.A8 .00 <1
2.61 2.60 .01 <1
2.7  3.02 -.26 1.58
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subgroups? Such differences wceuld indicate that the feedback upsst e
relationship betveen pie- and post-PERC that would normally (i.e., without
feedback) prevail.

Teble 19 shows the rs obialncd between pre- and post-FERC. Compeiing the
respective rs ip the control and experimenta). groups, we find six larger in
one group arnd six in the other--s chance split. But when the experimentel
group is broken into the three subgroups by interval, we find five rs smeller
in El than in the zontrol greoup, sevea in Ea, and nine in E.5. The trend is
in the hypothesizrd direction: the longer the interval, the lower the ¥
between pre- and yost-PERC. Periaps, with longer intervals, we would find the
feedback consistently lowering the r below the norm Provided by tne control
group.

Table 20 shows the results of a similar correlational analysis of pre-
and post-SELF. Does the feedback reduce the stability of {eachers' views of
themselves? No consistent differences in the eize of the 18 from one group to
another app.ear in these results to cupport en effirmative answer. The differe
ences between the experimental and control groups are about as often in o.ae
direction 88 in the other. The same is true of the rs in the experizental-
interval subgroups.

Owr final question concerning the teacher protocols in themselvec deals
with & form of what has been called "assumed similarity:" the degree to which
a person assumes anothor to have the same opinions ag himself. One meusure of
assumed similarity averaged over teachers is the correlstion votween the
teachers' self-descriptions and those they estimated the majority of their
puplls to meke of them, A high correlation vetween pre-SCL} and pre-PERC,
for exeample, would mean thau teachers in the group tended to rate themselves
and predict their puplls to rate their teacher at abocut the samt relative level
on the item of teacher bekavior.

E TC The pertinent correlations for exeaining the teachere' assumed similarity

EITETe given in Table P). The rs for all 12 itews, .or both experimental and 69



Tabie 19

Correlations hetween pre-PERC and post-PERC

Group
T A BB A
A buoo72 85 80 .79
B 24 55 62 15 .53
c 61 .60 .6+ 97 .68
D A7 69 .28 .19 .1
E Sh 59 .50 35
¥ 80 .56 sk .55 .52
G 62 k1 51 53 48
H AL 79 85 A9 65
I 62 -06 61 .50 L3
J 0 W 65 M8 .52
K gL .8 .53 60 W62
L L8 72 k9 om 53
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Correlations between pre-SELF

Item

[\ B

s

Table 20
and post-SELF
Group
fh B oA
Bo W60 W69 8L W67
A6 82 60 MO .63
B 76 62 70 W68
g1 69 T2 A48 .67
B2 70 .56 W13 .63
Sh 56 L& T .53
55 A3 W30 W55 W52
L4 50 68 .09 .59
61 09 M6 52 .2s
b7 97 A Bh €
63 87 79 1 B8O
68 .56 .55 69 .56

68



Teble 21

Correlations betweer Teachers' SELF Descriptions endl PERC:
Assumed Sinilarity

Lore -SELF vs. pre-PERC Lpost-SELF vs. post-FERC Change
e & L A& c &
A +56 A5 .67 8L 11 .19
B 67 J1 .53 .62 -1 2009
c .65 75 75 .81 .0 .06
)] 19 48 .80 66 01 .18
B 61 62 64 .65 .03 .03
F 65 .76 75 71 A1 -.05
3 .66 63 a7 81 Al .18
H .58 69 +59 .68 01 -0l
1 83 66 .85 61 02 -.05
J 53 72 72 <79 19 7
K B .82 .87 .85 03 .03
L 79 1 84 79 .05 .08
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control groups, tend to be high and positive. Rosponse set; i.e., a form of
test-taking habit characterized by reliable individual differences, no doubt
produced much of this high correlation; confounded with such sets as a cause

of the high degree of assumgd similarity is a genuine psychologlcal tendeacy to
ascribe one's own beliefs to positively valued other persons.

For our purposes, however, in evaluating the effect of our feedback, we
are more interested in differences between the control and =xperimentul groups
in the emount and direction of change from pre- to post-test. In the control
group 11 of the )12 rs increased from pre- to post-test: <in the exparimental
group, eight of the 12 r8s increesed. By and large, the groups 4o not differ
appreciably or consistently in their levels of assumed similarity or in the
enmounts or direections of change from pre- to post-test.

When the experim.ntal interval subgroups ure cxamined, using the re shown
in Teble 22, a slight trend Coes appear in the direction of change toweré less
assumed similarity in the lcngest interval (EB) group. All 12 of the E3
changes are less pocitive or ror> negative than those in El; nine of them bear
a 8imilar relation to the changes in the contiol group., [here appears to be a
distinct effect of the feedback, co.bined with a longer interval before the
posttest, towérd reducing tbe amount of e3sumed similarity that teachers would
otherviss manifest. Since assuned similerity often has a kind of "autisn"
inherent in it, the feedback may be considexed to be producing less suticum.
Whether this change away from autism is tantamount to be improved contact with
social reality will ve considered vhen we examin: the "accuracy' of the teachers

in predicting their pupils'® responses.

Relations between the Pro%ocols of Pupils and Teachers

So far we have examined differences beiiz2en oir experimental snd control
groups in the protocols of pupils and teachers separately. ’ow vhat of
th O ious tetween these protocols? Such relations can teke the following

73
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ACC -~ the ACCuracy of the teacher's perception or estimation
(PERC) of the typical pupil's response, a8 measured by
its closeness to the pupils' median description of their
actual teacher (ACT)
SIM -- the SIMilarity between the teacher's description of
herself (SELF) and the pupils' medisn description of
their actual teacher (ACT
It would also be possible to study relations between the pupils' descriptions
of their ideal tencher (IDL) and the teacher protocols (PERC and SELF); these

relations ere, however, being disregarded at this point.

AdJusted post--ACC

Cne measure of accuracy can be obtained by computing the difference Letween
the mean sdjusted post-ACT of the pupils and their teacher's adjusted post-PERC.
The two adjusted values entering into this adjusted post-ACC score have been
listed for each item in earlier tables (Tables 3, 7, 15, e.d 16). Taking the
difference between them gives us the ACC mearures shown in Table 23.

It seems reasonable to expect the experimental group to be more accurate;
s8imply remembering or extrapolating from the information concerning pre-ACT
provided by tle feedback should have enabled tliese teachers 4o estimate post-ACT
more accurately, as compared with the control group which received no such
informetion,

Teble 23 shows that this expectation is for the most part borne ovt; for
nine of the 12 items the mean adjusted poBt-ACC of the experimental group is
better (i.e., shows a lower absolute difference between ACT ard PERC) than that
of the control grour;. Yhen we tested the significance of these differernces over
o1l 12 ftems, the t of 1.89 (4f = 11) vas significent at the .05 level (one tail).
This estimate of significance ia of course an overestimata, since the iters are
not experimentally indepencent.

Adjusted post-ACC by interval. Are “eachers more accurate in predicting

thﬁir post-ACT ratings by pupils when a shorter or a longer interval has intevr-
L
[ﬂzJﬂ: by the feedback and the post-testt Higher accuracy might go with the

IToxt Provided by ERIC



73

Table 23

Accuracy (ACC) Based on the Difference between Means
in Adjusted post-ACT and Adjusted post-PERC,
Vith and Without Intervals

Is Difference

Without Interval With Interval

between
Adjusted post-ACC Columns 2 and 3 Ad justed post-ACC
e v v S U
(1) (2) (3) () (5) (6) (1) (8)
A ol .35 Yes by .57 .25 .06
B 1.30 1.03 Yes 1.0 1,00 16 .72
c RV .10 Yes o .05 .13 -,28
D b2 -.25 Yes <45 -.35 - 27 ~.02
E .13 .16 Yes .18 .10 a7 27
F .59 23 Yes 61 .66 05 .22
o .22 25 No .23 .20 .21 53
H .51 A2 Yes 52 .50 23 £0
I .65 56 Yes .65 .70 ho LY
J .63 67 No .63 53 59 1.17
X .58 .78 No 57 10 3 .70
L 25 =20 Yes 26 -ak =05 .78

&0ccasional discrepancies between values for the cortrol group on the
eame item in the two anslyses of covariance result from using different
within-groups regression coefficients in computing the adjusted posttest
means .

76
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shorter interval, since less forgetting of the feedback might then cccur. (This
expectation would be the opposite of that for change-ACT, vhere we reasoned that
more change in the teacher's behavior, as described by pupils, would yprobably
occur in the subgroup of teachers with the longer intervel.) On the contrary,
it could be a&gued that the longer interval would give teachers more opportunity
to internalize the feedback and sllow it to guide their perceptions.

As can be seen in Table 23, nine out of 12 of the adjusted post-ACC means

in El are better (smaller) than those of the control group; 12 out of 12 in Ee;
and only seven out of 12 in EB' There is thus a slight. tendency for the 82
group to be more accurate on the posttest then either E1 or E;.

Accuracy in correlational iterms, Accuracy can be measured in one form by

the closeness of two averages, and in anotber form by the size of a correlation
coefficient. Accuracy of the latter kind reflects how well the relative
position of the teacher's PERC followed that of her pupils' ACT (description of
their actual teacher) on & given item. Table 24 shows “he ¥s obtained betw. en
PERC and ACT for the various groups on the pretest and posttest. The right -
band section of ‘fable 24 shows the changes in these rs from pre- to post-test,
Eight of the items show chenges that were more positive or less negative in the
experimental group than those of the control group. A Wilcoxon matched-peirs

test shows these changes to be significently different in the tvo groups,

'

p being less than .025. Measured in correlationsl terms, accuiacy agsin se2ms
to improve as a result of feedback.

And vhen the changes in correlational accuracy are compared in the
experimental-interval subgroups, it sgain appears that the Ee group gained most
consistently; it shows greater gain than the control group on 10 items, while

El doco so on only four items, and E} on seven,

Adjusted post-SIM

. Similarity of teachers' self-descriptions to tneir pupils' descriptions of
(8

]Elsz:!an also be measured both as a difference between means and as a correla-

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

tion. The difference on each item b=t » n the adjusted post-SELF ard the '7'?
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adjusted post-ACT mean: is called adjusted post-SIM. As shown in Teble 25, thre
experimental group menifests greater similarity in this sense, presumably us a
result of the feedhack. Eleven of the 12 items show greater adjusted yost-SIM
for the experimental group. The difference between the means of the two arrays
of 12 ajjusted post-SIM values i8s significant at the .025 level on & one-tail
basis, using a t-test with 11 df.

Adjusted post-SIM by interval. The experimental-interval subgroups do not

seem to ditfer consistently in adjusted post-SIM. All three subgroups have con-
sistently smaller values than the control group, but they do not differ consist-
ently among themseives. Apparently feedback incressed similarity to about the
same degree for all intervals between feedback and posttest,

Similarity in correlational terms, To what extent do the experimental and

control groups differ when change in similarity is measured by the change in
correlation betveen SELF and ACT from pretest to posttest? Table 26 shows that
the experimental group of teachers gained more in similariiy to its pupils on
only seven of the 12 items. But the gains on these items were so much lsrger
than the losses on the other five items that the difference between tlhe

change -SIM values of the experimental and control groups is significant at the

025 level, with t = 2.67 and 4f = 1}.

Reswlts with Relative Data
j~——%

Thue far this report has presented results cbtained with irrelative data,
i.e., with pupils' and teachers' responses to the items of teacher behavior
vhere each item was to be considered independently of the others., The response
vas made by choosing o~ of 8ix alternatives: e.g., "Very mich LIKE my teacher,"
"Somevwhat LIKE my tecacher," “A 1ittle bit IIKE my teacher," "A little bit
UNLIKE my teacher,” etc.

It will be recalled that all protocols were also collected in reletive

Q In this form, the items were presented in trisds. The pupil or teacher

ERIC

arTmmne jtem of the triad as "MOST," and another an “LEAST"-."like you"
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Tgble 25

Similarity (SIM) Based on the Difference
between Means in Adjusted -~ ost-ACT and Adjusted post-SELF,
With and Without Intervals '

Without Interval Is C - BEp With Interval
Adjusted post-siM Difference in Adjusted post-SIM

Bypothesized
—(_)‘- f_?- Direction? i f_l_ _3_2_ __E_:_Q
65 5k Yes 63 49 W8 .51
1.6% 1,48 Yes 1.66 1.0 1.5k 1.12
L9 L6 Yes b 29 3 .20
-13 =19 No <3l - 17T -7 -2
32 32 Tie ¢33 27 L2 02
.68 A Yes .80 .72 31 41
43 33 Yes oAb 2 .38 .32
O 64 Tie .69 75 50 .56
I3 .25 Yes T o 27 R
b 37 Yes A7 o3 L0 .39
89 .66 Yes 85 47 A2 B4
-.08 .08 Tie -0l NS AT =70
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(for teachers' SELF); "1ike what your typical pupil would say aborv you'

{for teachers' PERC); "like my teacher" (for pupils® ACT); "like a best teacher”
{for pupils® IDL}. 1n constructing the triads, the 12 items of teacher
behavior were divided into two groups of six--Items A-F and Items G-L, Each
group of six made possible 20 triads {of vhich & balanced set of 10 was used)
vhose items were thus interdependent with one ancther but independent of those
in the uther group of six. We thus have two alternaie snd presumably equivalent
groups of six ltems arrenged in the form of 10 trieds each. The correlsiicus
between these "equivalent” forms can yield esiimates of the reliability--in the
sense of equivalence--of any score based on a group of six items in the
relative--or triedic--form., And the two groups of items permit us to obtain
twice any difference between experiwmertal ani control groupé involving & given
score based on the six items in the relative format--ps against the 12
differences possible when the items were used singly, in irreletive form.

How does the relative formet differ from the irrelative? First, it ylelds
rank orderings of six items; hence all subjects' responses have the same mean
and dispersion of the renks. Individual differenceé in the mean end dispersion
of responses cannot occure. A}l pupils, for example, are forced to discriminate
emobs & given group of six items, but the whole set cannot differ from one
Pupil to enother in the average degree to which purils say the items are "like”
their teacher. Similarly, the puils must be equal in the differcnces they
attach to the items in how much they ere "like" the teacher. Siuply stated, ;
the pupils' end teachers' responces to 10 of the 20 trieds-.made up of eix items
in balenced combinations of three--were alvays reduced to & renk order: 1, 2,

3, 4, 5, and 6.

A second difference between the relative and irrelative data is that the
subject's ordering of a cet of six items could readily he considere: as & vhole
rather t.an a8 & set of six individua) responses, In effect, the subject
Sroduced a "profile,” or pattern of scores on the six items; the level and

EMCtter of the profile were the pame for 8ll subjects, and only differences in 82 i
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shape were possible. Response sets--such as ‘acquiescence” --conducive to
individual differences in the level or dispersion or responses canno', operate
on the relative protocols,

We shell present our scoring methods and the results of analyses of *the
"reliability" of the relative date. Then we shall exemine differences between
the experinental and control groups in such variables as pupil satisfaction,

change in actual teacher, change in SELF, and change in PERC.

Scoring the Relstive DNata

To> score the relative protocols, each subject's responses to the
appropriste 10 triads was first converted into a venk orvdering of the s6ix
componert items. For erample, a pupil's responses, in describing his actual
teacher, to the J0 triads composed of Items A-F might be converted into the

following ranking of Items A-F

Iten: A B c D E F
Rank: 1 k 3 2 6 5

This ccnversion of triad responses into ranks was done by counting the number

of times eech item was considered by the pupil to be "more like my teacher" than
each other item in the set of 3ix. The item thus "preferred" most often to all
other items was given Rank 1; next most often wag glven Renk 2; etc.

Now, for exsmple, we obtained ona such renking by each pupil of Items A-F
as to how well these items characterized bis actusl teacher. We also cbtained
such & ranking by each pupil of Items A-F as to how well these items characteri-
zed his ideel teacher., These two rankings of Items A-F can of course be
'correlated; in this cese, we used the term satisfaction (SAT) to refer to the
tau (Kendall's coefficient of rank correlation) between the two rank orderings.
This tau was converted into a ccore according to the follawing table:

ERIC 83
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—Tau
RanrzeLL Midpoint Score
1.00 1.00
733 to .933 833
L46T to 667 567
«200 to .1#00 -m
'-067 to 1153 1033

"u533 tO "'155 '-235
'0600 to -.'400 '.500
-.867 to -.667 - 767
-1.000 to -.933 -.967

O=LONR E WO~ O

Thus the agreemznt between the pupil's relative protocols for his actusl and
iden) temchers was expressed as a score from O to 8; the lower the score on the
0-8 scale, the higher the positive rank correletion, and the higher the score,
the more negative the correlation, with a score of 4 standing for & correlation
neaxr zero.

Several scores were cbtained on the basis of correlations between the
ranks of six items on different protocols. We shall report results from the

analysis of the five scores shown below.
Relative Protocols Correlated

Score in Obteining Scores
1. Pre-SAT pre-ACT vs. pre-IDL
2. post-SAT post-ACT vs. post-IDL
3« change-ACT pre-ACT vs. Post-ACT
i, change-SELF pre-SELF vs. post-SELF
5. change-PERC pre~-PERC vs. post-PERC

Reliebility of the Scores on Relative Data

The correlations between relative date scores based on Items A-F and those
tased on Items G-L are shown in fable 27. If it may be assumed that Items A-F
ard G-L represent equivalent gets in terms of their discriminability, content,
social desirability, etc., the ys between scores based on these sets may be
considered coefficlents of reliability in the sense of egquivalence, or what are

often called coefflcients of equivalence. These coefficiente reflect the degree

uld ocuur,

O
[MC l*Gaps occur between the intervels because only certasin discrete values
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lable 27

Correlations betwzen Scores Based on Trieds
for Items A-F and G L, Relative Data

Correlation (r): A-F vs, G-L
Group: C El Ea E5 E’l‘
Score N: % 32 39 15 8

pre -SAT b1 11 s a3 L%
post -SAT M7 65 52 .25 .51
change-ACT .20 -.07 .05 64 .15
change-SEIF -.11 .08 -4 L3 .03
change-EZRC  -.10 09 -,16 -.13 -.06

co
-




83

to which & teacher or class who had one standing on a score based on responses
to triads of Ttems 2A-F Lended to have the seme rela“ive standing on a score
based on Items G-L. If the r is high, it means each score 1is measuring sore-
thing reliably. If the correlation is low, it means that the scores are not
measuring snything reliebly, since the two sets of trlads are composed of iteus
assumed to be equivalent in content and statistical properties. (1If the A
assumption of eguivalence is sbandoned, then the scores may each still be
reliable, but we have no evidence of the relfsbility, and in any case the two
scores measure something different.)

The rs in Table 27 show that the reliabiiities of the pre-SAT and post-SAT
scores ranged from ,%0 to .61 for the control and ET groups. The reliabilities
of the chenge-ACT, change-SELF and change-PERC scores were essentially zero,;
accordingly, further analyses of these latter scores will not be reported.

It is noteworthy that the change-SELF and change-PERC scores are based on
the responses of a single individual--the teacher--to six items, which the
teacher ¢ .entially renked. Experience has shown that tests of this “length"
are seldom ruch more reliadble then the present ores have proved to be. The
pre-SAT and post-SAT scores, however, are means of scores based on responses of
sbout 22 pupils on the average. Experience has also shown thet mean ratings or
rankings of obJjects, including teschers, by 20 or more Judges usually possess
substantiel reliability, perhaps even higher than those obtained for the pre-SAT
and post-SAT scores. As to why the change-ACT scores are so low in reliadility,

although based on Ns of 22 pupils on the average, we presume that the time

interval between the pre- and post-ACT ratings is responsible; not only different

items dut different occasions are involved in these correlations, while the
pre-SAT ard post-SAT relisbilities involve only different sets of items, eack
score being based on data collected on Just one occasion.

The coefficients of equivalence between the A-F and G-L items, even in the
a' ¥ 2f pre-SAT and post-SAT, are rather low in view of the elaborate process
lEllJf:m selecting end grouping the items, Three possible explanations for this

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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come to mind. a.u the first place, of course, our techniques ¢ item selection
may have containéd unnoticed faults. Secondly, as we mentinned earlier, the
criterion indexes we used in selecting the items were still well below .1.00 for
our final 12 items (see Appendix C, Teble C-5). Perhaps further refinement in
item selection would have ylelded higher coefficients of equivalence. Finally,
it may be that items differ radically in their meaning from one school room to
another. A palr of items easily discriminsdble £$nwapplication to the tc-cher)
for one class of pupils may not be for another. If this is an importont factor
in reducing the equivalence between two sets of six ranked items, the researcker
would need to build separate sets of items for every classroom. The time and
expense involved in doing this, not to speak of the demands on the teacher and
ber pupils, make it easy to see why we rejected this possibility.

At any rate, the data on reliability indica’ed that only the pre-SATl and

post-SAT scores merited further study.

Adjusted post-SAT from Relative Date

What is the meaning of the score for the tau coefficient between the
pupil's rank ordering of six items in descriving his sctua) teacher and the
same pupil's rank ordering of the same six items in des2ribing his "best
imaginsble,” or idesl, teecher? We have interpreted this score as an index of
the pupil's "satisfaction" with the teacher, i.e,, the degree to which the
pupil sees his teacher's pattern of activities approximating what the pupil
desires in a teacher. These scores, as derived from pupils' pre-test protocols,
were then averaged over all the teacher's pupils, and the mean wes the teacher's
pre -SAT acore, on Items A-F. By the same method applied to the pupils' post-
test protocols, we obtained the teacher’s post-SAT score on It:ms A-F.

Did the experimental and control groups of teachers differ in their
pupils' "satisfaction" with them at the end of the experiment? If so, in what
]ZI{I}:qon? Our hyyothesis is, of course, ttat teachers in tl.e experimental

ErCayy baving received feedbeck on what their pupils thought their actual and

87
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jdeal teachers would be like, would msuifest behaviors prior to the posttest
that would elicit higher post-SAT scores from their pupils.

In comparing post-SAT scores, we must adjust for differences tetwesn the
groups in pre-SAT. Analysis of covariance was sgein used for this purpose.
Teble 28 shows the results., It should be noted that, in all three pairs of
adjusted post-SAT means, the mean for the experimental group is the smaller.

A smaller nurher here meens & higher mean tau coefficient. A higher tau in

turn signifies closer agreement between the two ran* orders involved in adjusted
post -SAT measures, nemely, post-ACT and post-IDL. In short, the experimental
group's behaviors were Judged by pupils, at the time of the prsttest, to be

more in the rank order characieristic of the pupils' ideel teacher, sfier
adjustment for differences in pre-SAT.

The difference between esdjusted post-SAT means for Items A-F is significant
at the .05 level (one-tail); the differences between meens for Items G-L, and
for the two sets of items co.bined {Items A-L) are not sigpificent. Clearly,
although the results are suggestive, the hypothesis of greater post-SAT in the

experimental group gets only weak support from these relative data.

Adjusted post-SAT by Interval

Is a longer interval hetween feedback and posttest associated with
greater adjusted post-SAT (smaller numerical values) in the experimental group?
It will be recslled that evidence favorable to this expectation emerged from
analyses of the irrelative data. As showr in Tabie 23, the relative data go
in the seme direction. With only one reversal, the mean tau scores for
ad justed post-SAT become smaller--and satisfacticn hence greater..as we go from
Ey (shortest interval) to 83 (longest interval). The F-ratios in these analyses
of covarfance are not, however, statistically significant, with 4f = 3 and 173,
Apparently, the longer the teacher had to assimilate and act upon the feedback,
[E[{j?i?e she changed in the directior of her pupiis' desires. But little

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Teble 29

Means of Teachers' Adjusted post-SAT Tau Scores by Experimental Interval

Mean Adjusted post-SAT Tau Score

Items _(i_ El E2 '35
A"F 5-17 5. ll" 5-05 5-06
¢-L 2,94 2,94 2,93 2.84
A‘L 6-12 6015 5!96 5-9!*

F

1.50
L0
1.13

a

Ruo

]
1.0
1.0

Is Rho in
Hypothesized
Dirzction?

Yes
Yes

Yee

8cho ia the renk-order correlation between the obtained velues for

Eys Epy and E

El> E2> 35'

3

30

, respectively, and the hypothesis that the values would rank




Summary and Ioplications

In everydsy teaching, the teacher gets feedback by glancing at her class,-
by giving teste, and by talking informally with her pupils, other teachers,
parents, people in the community, and her principel. Obvicurly, for most
teathers most of the time, these sources of Teedback gerve fairly well. It is
reasonabls to suppose, however, that there is room for improvvement. One
possibility suggests itself: manipulate environmentsl conditions so as to
improve teachers' accuracy in perceiving pupils' perceptions of their teacher.
Experimentally introduced fesdback from pupils to teachers should materielly
affect clagsroom processes.

Our experiment was aimed at the question, Cen tescher bekhavicr be changed
by informing the teachers how their pupils descrite the behavior of their
actual teacher and their ildeal teacher? The pupilc in our experiment indicated
how well certain behaviors characterized their actual teachers. The pupils
also indicated how well the same behaviors would cheructerize their ideal
teacher. Some of the teachers (the experimental group) were given iuformation
concerning their pupils' opinions; the remaining teachers (the control group)
were not given this informastion. A month or two later, &l teachers wvere
again describrd by their pupils as to how well the Lehaviors characterized the
teachers. Briefly stated, our major hypothesis was that the experimental
group of teachers would change its behaviors (as described by pupils) more than
the control gooup.

¥When we assume that the teacher has & positive orientation towards her
Pupils, and ve tell the teachers what the pupils' orientations toward tune
teacher's behaviors (X) are, we set up what Newcomb labeled "strain towsrd
symetry' on the part of the teacher to meke the teacher develop the same
orientation toward X. Hence, ihe teacher can attempt to achieve symmetry with
Q
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his pupils by influencing them towards his owr orientation. If he thinks that
& certain behavior is very much like himself, while he. is informed that his
pupils do not consider it so, but they woulu iike it tc be so (i.e., they say
1t would characterize their idea). teacher), a strain toward symmetry will lead
tie teacher to communicative acts intended to make the Pupils also consider
the behavior very much like himself. In the classroom, these communicative
acts will probably tex=2 the form of increased frequency or conspicuousness of
the behaviors in question. (Our hypotheses can slso be forumulated in trrms of
Heider's theory of balance, Festinger's thecry of dissonaice, and the Osgood-
Tannenbaum principle of congruity.) Ow: generic term for all these theories
is equilibrium theory.

sfter an interval of time, these changee in behaviors will influence the
pup’ls to consider the behaviors more 1i£e the teacher. In short, giving tne
teacher information ss to tbe pupils' orientations toward the behaviors skould
influence the teacher's behavior and subgequent descriptions by the pupils of
their teacher's bebavior.

The subjects of the experiment were 176 sixth-grade teachers in Illinois,
one from each of 176 school districts, and their approximately 3900 pupils.
They volunteered and coorerated in respconse to a series of meilings.

Protocols consisted of responses to a set of 12 "stimuli," or brief verbal
descriptions of teacher behavior. Illustrative of these are

A. Enjoys a funpy remark made by a pupil,
B. Praises vhat a pupil says in class discussion,

A "Report on Your Pupils' Opinions" was made so that individual informa-
tion could be sent to each teacher. Twelve charts, one for each item, were

bound in a booklet. The chart for each item had two parts: (a) a histogram

mnon

showing how rany of her pupils chose "Very much like my teacher,” "Somewhat

1

like my teacher," etc.; (b) a histogram showing how many of her pupils chose
"Wy much like a 'test' teacher,” "Somevhat like a 'Lest' tescher,” etc. Also,

JEIQJ}::ach chart, an arrow pointed to the medien answer.
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The four protocols obtained from pupils were

pre-ACT -- the pupil's description of bhis actusl teachei
on the pretest

post-ACT -- the pupil's description of his actual teacher
on the posttest

pre-IDL -- the pupil's description of his ideal teacher
on the Ezgyest

post-IDL -- the pupil's description of his ideal teacher
on the posttest

Did the experimental end control groups of teachers differ in the post-ACT
descriptions of them by their pupils? Using enalysis of covariance to take
account of initial (pre-ACT) differences, we found the differences in adjusted
post-ACT vere statistically significant at the .05 level for four of the items.
The direction of the difference was the game for 10 of the 12 items.

Did the differences go in the direction of the influence exerted by the
feedback? The feedback given the teachers in the experimental group concerning
how their pupils rated their ideal teacher would presumably exert sor.e
influence on the teachers to change in that direction. Our hypotheeis was that
the difference between adjusted post-ACT and pre-1DL would be smaller for the
experimental group, The differences, for 10 of the 12 items, were indeed
smaller for the experimental group.

Was there a relation between change due to feedback and the interval
between feedbark and the postratings of the teachers? The interval was the
nunber of calendar dsys intervening between the mailling of the feedback
information to the teachers end the dete on which the ieacher collected her
pupils' postratings of herself and the ideal teecher. The range of intervels
vwas from 29 to 59 days--from one to two months. The median intervsl for
Group E1 was sbout * calendar daye; for Ea, about 42 days; and for Ej, about
53 days. The 15 teachers in Group 85 spproached their pupils' pre-IDL3 most
c][:l<j}:‘ Group Ll had the highest average difference between the adjusted

P gnd pre-IDL meant .

Q1
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Four protocols were obtained from teachers:
pre-PERC -~ the teacher's perception {estimate) of how &
pupil who is typical of the majority of the
class would ensver the item on the pretest
pust-PERC -~ the teacher‘s perception (estimate) of how a
pupil who is typicel of the majority of the
cless would answer the ivem on the posttest

pre-SELF -- the tzacher's indication of how much the item
vas "like" hLerself on the pretest

post-SELF -- the teacher's indlcation of how much the item
vas "like" hergelf on the posttest

For five of the 12 items, the differences in adjusted vrost-PERC means of
the e.perimental and control groups weie statistically significant. The
direction of the differences, vhether significant or non-significent, was not
consistent; we cannot say 2t this point what they mean. Suffice it now to say
that something, presumably the feedback, made the teachers in the experimental
and control groups "perceive’ their pupils' descriptions differently at the
time of the posttest, on five of the items. In any csse, adjused post.SELF
differences significant at the .10 sud .05 levels occurred for three items,
but the direction of these differences was not consistent from one item to the
naxt.

Did the feedback upset the ralationship between pre- and post-PERC that
would normally (f.e., withcut feedback) prevail? When the experimental grouw
was broken into the three subgroups by inuerval,.ve found five rs smaller in
El than in the control group, seven in 32’ and nire {n Ei’ The trend was in
the hypothesized dirextion: the longer the interval, the lower the I tetween
pre- and post-PSRC.

D14 the feedback veduce th=2 stability of teachers' views of themselves,
i.e., the rs between pre- and post -SEIF? No consistent differe:ces in the
size of the rs appeared. .

A foru of vhat hes been called "assumed similerity," averaged over

)
[Efil(jachers, is the correlation between the teachars' SELF cnd PERC on & given

ad
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item. A1) 12 of the 35 chauges in assumed similarity were less positive or
more negative thon those in El; nine of them bore a similar relation to the
cbanges in the control group. Apparently feedbeck, combined with a longsr
intecrvel before the positest, tended to reduce the mnount of assumed similarity
that teachers manifest.
The reiations between pupils' and teachera' protocols cesn take the
following forms:
ACC -~ the ACCuracy of the teacher's perception or
estimation (PERC) of the typiesl pupil's response,
as measured by its closeness to the pupils' mean
descrintion of their actual teacher (ACT)
SIM ~- the SIMilarity between the teacher's description of

herself (SEIF) and the pupils' mean description of
their actual teacher (ACT)

One measure of ACC, avevraged over teachers, is the difference‘between the
mean sdjusted post-ACT of the pupils and their teachers' adjusted post-PERC.
It seems rcasonable to expect the experimentsl group to be more accurate. This
expectation was borne out for nine of the 12 items. Nine out of 12 of the
adjusted post-ACC weans in E, are better {smaller) than those of the control

group; 12 out of 12 in E,; but cnly seven out of 12 §n E5. The E2 group was

more acturate on the posttest than efther El or E).

Accuracy caa also be measured by the correlation between the tzacher's
PERC and her pupils' ACT on e given item. Improvements in such correlational
accuracy were sliphtly better in the experimental group and the 32 group again
gained most consistently.

Similerity of teachers’ self-Coscriptions to their pupils' cescriptions or
them can be measured by the diffcrence on each item between the adjusted
Post-SELF and the adjusted pust-ACI means. The experimental group manifested
greater similarity in this sense, presumably as a result of the feedback, on
1) of the 12 items. The increase in similarity appeared to about the same
d~gree for all the interval subgroups. Chenge in similarity was also measured

O
EE l(:é chenge ir correlstion betwer: SEIT and ACT from pretest to posttest.
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Tue experimertal group o. teachers gained more in such correlational similarity
to its puplls on only sevan of the 12 items. But these gains were so much
larger then the losses on the other five items that the difference betieen the
chenge -8IM values of the experimental and control groups is significant.

All protocols were also collected in relatire form. IJa this form, the
items were presented in triads., The pupil or teacher chose one item of the
triad as "MOST," and encther as "LEAST"--"like you" (for teachers' SEIF);
"like what your typical pupil would say about you" {for teachers® PERC); "1ike
ny teacher" (for pupils' ACT}; "like a best teacher” (for pupils' IDL}. To
construct the trieds, the 12 items of teacher behavior were divided into two
grovps of six~-It¢ms A-F and Items G-L.

To score the relative protocols, each subject's 1:.3ponses to the arpropriate
triads were first converted into & rank ordering of the six component items.
For example, each rupil's responses to the triads of Items A-F were converted
to a rank ordering of those items as to how well they characterized his actual
teacher and slso his idesl teachor. We used the term savisfaction (SAT) to
refer to the tau (Kendall's toefficient of renk correlation) between these
two rank orderings. Several such correlational scores were obtained between
the ranks of six items on different protocols,

The rellabilities of the pre-SAT and post-SAT scores ranged from .30 to
.61 for the contro). and Ep groups. The relisbilities of the ~hange-ACT,
change-SELF and change-PERC sctores were essentially zero; sccordingly, further
snalyscs of these lattc - scores have not been reported.

Our hypothesis was that teachers in tke exyerimental group world elicit
higher post-SAT scores from their pupils. The experimental group's b:haviors
vere indeed judged by pupils;, at the time of the posttest, to be more in the
renk order characteristic ol the pupils' ideal teacher, after adjustment by
analys.., of covariance for differences in pre-SAT. But only the difference for

) s A-F wes significant. With only one reversal, the mean tsu scores tor

v
!Sh;mjusted 178t -SAT vere found to vecoie smeller--and satisfaction hence ﬁ](;



oh

greater--in going from Ey {shortest interval) to E5 (longest interval); the
F-ratios in thesz analyses of covariance were not, however, statistically
significant.

All in ell, our results have the following theoretical and practicsl
ioplicetions: Equilibrium theory is supported, or at least not refuted, by the
changes in teachers® behaviors, &s descrited by pupils, vesulting from the
feedback of pupils' opinions concerning the behavior of thel'r actual and ideal
teachers. The feedback not only produced change in behavior; it also produced
corresponding changes in the accuracy of teachers' perceptions of their pupils'
yerceptions of their teacher, gnd in the similarity of teachers' self-
descriptions to their pupils' descriptions of the teacher. Whether rivel
theories of some kind could explain these results as well or better will remsin
unkiown until the attempt is made. For the present, it aprears that equilibrium
theory survives the test to which it was subjectzd in the present experiment.

For practical purposes of improving teacher behavior, the method of
feedback to teachers of pupils' ratings alaso seems to possess new promisz in
the light of our results. Teachers did change, in the direction of pupils’
{deals, s8 described by pupils, as & result of getting feedback. Whether the
changes were great enough to have educational significance, whether they would
be found if teachers' behaviors were describved and messured by expert outside
observers rather then pupils, vhether the chenges toward pupils' ideals are
also tovard educators' ideals--all these are questions for subsequent investiga-
tioa, A host of additional issues would avise in the development of such
feedback into a 1s8ble scheme for teacher improvement. Such develoyment and
refinement of the feedback-of—pupils'-ratings technique can now proceed, with
s8ll the advantages of recent inventions for repid data processing, on the
basis of some evidence that, in one test of the possibilit:, at least, teacheva'
behavioi's d1d change &8s hypothesized.
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Appendix A
The Chronology of Data Collection

1. On September 5, 1956, letters (Ml)5 were sent to all superintendents
in Ixlinois, except those in Chicago, having sixth grades in their charge.

Fach of the S37 superintendents was invited to give us the neme of the sixth-
grade teacher coming first in his alphabetical 1list of sixth-grade teachers,
along with her home mailing zddress. We wanited only one teacher from each
community in order to make it difficult for our subjects to compare notes with
each other. Each superintendent receilved a postal card on which to send us the
information reguested. This mailing is shown as the first entry in Teble A-l,
which is to be reed as follows: On September 5, 587 letters (Ml) enclosing
post cards (M2} were sent out. By September 15, 373 replies had been received.
On this date, a reminder (M3) was sent to the superinterdent. By Septerber 25,
4{7 replies had been received, end by Cctover 5, L97. This was the total
response,

2. By September 25, cur records of return showed that the rate of return
ves lev>ling off. We therefore prepared the next mailing--the booklets entitled
"What Do They BExpect?' (M5) (excerpts of which ere shown in Appendix D)--and on
September 28 mailed them to all 475 teechers whose nemes we had at that time.
Teble A-l shows b77 replies from superintendents by September 25, but only
475 "What Do They Expect" (WDTE) booklets mailed on September 28. The explana-
tion for this is that twe superintendenti. returned pust cards only to say that
they did not wish to parii:ipate in the research or sent us jfllegibvle post cards
or the like. By October 16, 489 WDTEs had been sent out. The difference
between this figure and the figure of 497 replies from superintendents sgain
indirates a few replies unusable for one recason or another. This kind of
actrition as well as that resulting from nonresponse took place at each stage

38

of HEF nailings and returns.
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A-2
Table A-1
Calendar of Mailings and Receipts
Sent out Rzcedved
Cumulstive Cumulative
Instrument Description Date Nuzber Date Number
ML & 2 Invitetion to Sept. 5 587 Sept. 15 313
supsrintendent Sept. 25 W17
Oct. § %97
M3 Reminder to superin- Sept. 15 218
tendent
Mh & 5 Whet Do They Expect Sept. 28 475 Oct. 15 178
Oct. 16 L8y Cct. 17 218
Oct. 24 285
Nev. 28
M6 Post -HDIE reminder Octs 15 12k
Oct. 16 200
Oct, 17 28%
Mf, 8, & 9 Pupil Opinion Booklets Oct. 8 8 Oct. 20 77
Oct. 15 133 Oct. 24 112
Oct. 27 265 Oct, 25 151
Oct, 3% 210
Hov, 19 250
M10 Post-P0OB reminder Oct, 15 ]
Oct., 20 iW8
Oct. 26 86
Ml12 & 13 Report on Your Pupils® Oct. 24 3
Opinions (Experimental Nov. 13 127
group)
Mr1 Notification of delay Nov, 1 1
‘o control group Nov. 14 12k
Mik & 15 RYPO followeup Oct. 31 3 Nov. 8 3
questionnaire Nov. 21 1z7 Nov. 2} 53
{Experimentel group) Nov. %0 88
Dec. 19 119
Mih & 15 Follov-up railing of Nov, 21 12
RYPO follow.up Hov. %0 b
uestionnaire
Experiuental group)
MS & 9 Post-test WDTE and PCB  Dec. 3 217 Dec. 6 ?
{both groups) Dec. 15 249 Jan, 17 223
M12 & 13 RYPO {Control group) Dec, 11 4
Jan. 9 121
RYFO follow-up Dec. 19 10 Dec. 21 1
questionnaire Jan. 15 120 Jan. 15 67

{Control group)
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"The WDTE (MS) booklet contained a description of what we were asking of
the teacher and what service we offered her, and also pages bearing question-
naires for the teachers to fill out. At the end of the booklet, the teacher
was asked to tell us hovw meny questiomnaires she needed for her pupils. By
October 15, 178 WDTEs had been received. Between that date end October 17,

284 follow-up reminders (146} were sent out. By October 24, 285 WDTEs had been
received. This date was used &3 a cut-off point to maintain our schedule and
allow a reasonsble length of time for the treatment--that of feeding information
back to the *eachers of the 2xperimental group concerning how their pupils had
deserited them. Although 760 WDTEs were received in all, those received after
October 24 were put aside, and letters of regret were sent to the teachers
saying that we wculd not be sending Pupil Opinion Booklets and that we were
sorry not to be able to process thelr data. (This letter of regret, M21, is

not shown in Table A-1.)

23 WDITEs were rnceived, the experimantal and control groups vere e-iab-
lished. As each batch of mail was received and before any inspection of the
booklets in it, each booklet ves alternately marked "Experimental” or "Control."

3. In the meantime, Pupil Opinion Booklets (FOBs) were packaged according
‘0 the numhers requested by the teachers. Eight packsges of POBs (M7, 8, and 9)
vere mailed on Octobar 8. By October 27, 265 had been mailed. By this time,
attrition was at a lower rate; 250 packages of POBs vere returned by Novewber 19.
Reminders (M)JO) sent out during October 15-26 pres.amably helped.

"+ The difficult task was now under way of preparing reports to the
teachers of the experimental group telling them what thelr pupils said sbout
their actions. A large staif of computers \~s trained to prepare booklets (M13)
entitled "Report on Your Pupils' Opinions” (RYFO)--an excerpt of vhich is shown
in Appendix E--as rapidly as the POBs were returned. The first three vepcrts
1}}{3}:1t out Octobter 24 and by November 13, RYPOs had been sent to the 127

FullToxt Provided by ERIC.

rembers of the experincntal group as it was then constituted. 100
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Beginning on November 1, teachers in the control group were sent letters
(M11) saying that reporis to them on what thair pupils had answered would be
delayed for some weeks. By November 1k, the 12L teachers who had been
designated members of the control group had been sent these letters.

A follow-.up question.aire--prepared partly to gather additional deta but
algzo to encourage the 127 teachers in the experimental group to carefully read
their RYPOs--was 3ent between October 31 and November 21. This questionnaire
(M15) asked whether the teacher had rcad the RYPO booklet, whether she found
it interesting, and whether she felt wve had provided information she hed not
had before. A follow-up malling of 56 replacement copies of this questionnaire
took place between November 21 and Novesher 30. In ell, 119 were returned from
the experimental group by Lecerber 19.

5- The WD'Es and POBs required for the posttest were sent to teachers in
both the experimental and control groups between December 3 and December 15.

In all, 249 packages were sent. Between December 6 and January 17, 223 were
returned. Here we experienced some delay and found it necessary to undertake
considerable correspondence and detective work because a serious number of our
packages were broken in transit through the Chicago post office during the
Christmas rush. Most of these, huwever, weyre identified and duplicate packagss
vere sent to the teachers involved.

6. Between December 11 and January 9, as the control group's post-test
materials csme in, 121 RYFO booklets were sent to teachers in the control
group. “his was followed by 120 cnpies of the follow-up questiornaire (M15)
to the control group; 67 were returned by Jenuary 15.

7. 1In the spring of 1957 & report was prepared for participating teachers
giving sumraries of pupil responses and teccher rasponses throughout the state.
This report also explaired what we boped to learn from our research. It vas
seqzl{j}:wery teacher who had at any time participated in the projert.

SEOTUL the end of the data collection, 208 teachers had provided us with 101
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106 in the control group. But not all these teachers were used in the nnalysis
of the date. Scme teachers had speciasl situations in thelr schools whi:h made
‘their snswers not comparsble to those of teachers in other schools: (a) one
item, for exemple, read "Explains arithmetic so pupils cen understand it."
Some teachers told us that they did not teach arithmetic. (b) Another item
read, "Talks with a pupil after school about en idea the -upil has had." Some
teachers explained to us that school buses carried away all their pupils
immediately after rchool so that they had no opportunity to talk with pupils
after school. ({c) Further, some teachers told us that the sixth grade was
departrentalized in their schools so that they taught only certain subjJects to
their pupils. This condition, too, would affect answers to such items as
"Explsios arithmetic so pupils can understand it.” It would also reduce the
amount of time pupils of such teachers would be exposed to their influence.
Accordingly, the free reuarks written in by teachers on instruzents they had
gent us were scrutinized for evidences of the foregoing unusual conditions.
Any teacher who gave such evidence was removed from the sample along with her
pupils.

Teachers removed from the semple to be analyzed were not, however, removed
from subscguent stages of the experimental procedure. In our introductory
waterial (WDTE), we had promised a corvice to the teachers--that of providing
them with information sbout their pupils' perceptions cof their actions--end
this promise was rigorously kept. RYPCs were sent to all teachers who furnished
resmonses from their pupils with which o0 obtain the information to be put in
the report booklet. In addition, all inquiries from teachers were answered.
(Eventually, the correspondence file got to be about five inches thick.) 1In
answering questions from teachers, however, we tried not to bias the outcome of
the reseerch. While many qiestions could ve snsvered fully and directly, we
]El{j}:erely suggestel that the teacher would find her question answered in a

o s v
future report and that she write again if shke did not eucceed in doing so. 1()r)

r o
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9. After the list of teachers had been reduced for the reasons described
above, the sw.ples used in the final snalysis contained 86 teachers and clusses

in the experimental group and 90 in the control group.
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Appendix B
Tke Attribute Interview Study

The "dimensions” obtained in thils study are 1epresented by the groups of
items shown in Tables B-1 and B-2. A few examples will illustrate how these
groups suggested items finselly selected. One item in one of our pre-final
sets of items was MAsks a pupll to explain more fully if she doesn't understand
vhat the pupil mean. to cay." Arnother was, "Explains arithmetic so pupils can
understand it." These can be seen to raprecent the converse of the actions in
the fourth group shown in Table B-l. One item we considered vas "Tries to help
a pupil feel better if he is sad or worried." This obviously fits with the
fourth group shown in Table B-2. The item, "Asks a small group of pupils to
study something together,” Las bearing on the first g P=ble B-2. These
examples illustrate after the fact our reason for bei: ested in the

cognitive framework through which the teacher perceive. .. : jpupils.

The Attribute Interview tudy wus exploratory in r- = and fairly unstruc-
tured methods were used. Eight elementary school teac).er e invervieved.
First, each teacher was asked genersl questions abcui ' :t uld come to her
mind in waking & rough description of her class, sbouw °*7 -~vro ces and
similarities between this class and others she had ta. ., . .¢ was also ssked
vhat she felt it wes important to keep in mind when t: .. “er class, what
kinds of things she watched for among her pupils. She £n asked to pick
every fourth pupil from her class roster and to answe: ~ s lowing questions
sbout euch one: "How would you describe this pupil if - 2 telling ebout
him to some friend you knew well who would understand y "Will you pick
out the narmes of tvo or three pupils who aye alike in “tportent vay. How

arz these two alike? which pupils are least like thear Tte teecher wvas
finally asked how she would expect the following kints « i~ils to differ:
Q
]E[{J!: and girls, children from poor or well-to-do hores, .pi.s scoring high and
P v v
1N/,



Teble B-1

Arproximete Equivalence Groups among 38 Selected Itens
frem the "Attribute Interview Study”

(Among whicn 6 Items were Common to No One Group)

e

First Group Second Group Third Group Fourth Group
410. traveled 286. obese 203, interested 320. quick to
in athletics resypond,
a
oly, ggtsiter of a 48, attractive ond genes when they
- 52. not beauty 256, 1ikes disagree
376, from South queens, but e thletd with you
physical ethletics
192. home life is as heatness 0k . would Le
high financislly impolite
and scholasii- Th. come to if neces-
cally as many school clean sary
120, don't eat well, 278. neat Eﬁzgfg
frem poo:r homes, .
heven't slept well 100+ tell let 1t
372, small for pass over
122, comes from poor o their
economic ag! heads
conditions 708, pretty
b3k, because of his 20, active
background doesn't thysically
dc so vell in vork 102. physical
250. can't do English development
t
vhen they don't 42, good athlete

speak vell

rich children make
probler: in 4 room
because they don't
understaru pupils
vho have less

268.
328.

416,

288, had operation in

September
Lk,
116,

a twin

dresses so much
neater than sore of
other members of her

farily

thly, have greater range
of txperience

318. spesk better, rLave

traveled mere, have
wore to centribute in
English and reading,
do better on 1.Q.

1RR . hearirs han {imnraved

RIC

IText Provided by ERIC

manners

a reel boy
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First Group

Table B-2

Equivalence Groups arong 23 Selected Items
from tae "Attribute Interview Study”

Second Group

Third Group

62,

82.

86.

i7h.

250.

252,

careful not to 13k
hurt each otler's
feelings

concerned 150.
gbout each
other

considerate 210.
of others

shows proper 212,
consideration

for his

classuates 238,

gets along
very well
socially

well liked

by boys and
girls because
of fairness end
considerateness

well liked by
children end
they do iry to
help binm

326,

don't have L,
too much
difficulty

try to figure
things out for
themselves

interested 10,

in learning

inteyested
in 56.
schoolviork

not hostile
to learning

€6.

340,

do much out-
side reading

106

ubllity to
carry on
independent
proJjects
that are
varied

ability to
use
abstractions

bright and
able

easily
challenged

responsible
and
intelligent

Fourth Group

128,

148,
222.
2716.
k32,

emotional
problenms

fearful
isolates
moody

is
withdrawn
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low on an intelligence test, and pupils she found wore satisfying or less

satisfying to have in class.

The protocols were then typed off without eny identification, and -hree
judges independently went through the transeripte marking what they con-
sidered to be the smallest units of meaning. If two judges agreed in
identifying a unit of meaning, this unit was typed on & small card. One
judge then looked through the cards for duplicates, and cfter these were
rvemoved, 450 cards romained. Helf of these were randomly selected for
further anelysis. These 225 cards wvere given tv each of five Jjudges. Each
Judge was instructed to go through the cards placing cards in the same pile
if they were similaer in meaning. The Jjudges were specifically instructed that
the cards should not be separated cn the basis of vhether they indicated
positive and negative aspects of the same atiribute, but shauld be put in the
same pile if they reflected the same criterion or basis regardless of whether
they mentioned explicitly the positive or negative aspects of the criterion.
Thuz, “enthusiastic" end “apathetic” might go in the same pile, but
"enthusiastic" and “intelligent"” would probably go in different pilea. The
judges were told that they might have as nany or ss few piles as they wished.
After the Judges had done their work the results of their sorting were
recorded in a 225 x 225 nmatrix,

Two snalyses were then perfo.med, yielding the results shown in Tables B-1
and B-2. Iun the first analysis, a selection of items was mede to cbtain a
subset of items haviag the greatest agreem:nt among judges. This was done by
assigning weights to each cell of the 225 x 225 uatrix as follows: 0, if
either no Jjudge or all five Judges had agreed in placing two items in ihe same
pile; 1, if either one Judge or four judges asgreed; 2, if either twe or three
Judges ag -eed. By adding the weights in all cells corresponding to a given
item, a total welght for eoch item was cbtained and the 338 items with the

]ZI{I}:;t weights were selected for further analwsis. A new 38 x 38 ratrix was

““tnen ronstructed; a "1” was entered in & cell if the two items had been put in 107



1C3H

B-5
the ssme piles by three or more Judges, and a "0" if fewer than three judges.
This 28 x 38 matrix was then manipulated by Festinger's method (1949). This
procedure yielded the four groups of items shown in lable B-1,

in the second analysis, ths 225 x 225 matrix was inspected to find pairs

of items placed by all five Judges in the same plle. There were 23 items for
which at least four such cells appeared. These items were selected for a new
23 x 23 matrix. In this matrix & "i" was entered in a cell if all five judges
had sgreed, and a "0" if fewer than five had agreed. This matrix, after

manipulation by the Festinger method, yielded the four groups shocwn in Teble

B°2|
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Apperdix C
The Discriminability Study

In Stage 1, four overlapping replicetions were made of Plen 11.20 from
Cochran end Cox (1950, p. 333), emch replication presenting six items to each
of the eleven subjects. Forty-four questionnaires vere prepared, each with a
different set of six items, and presented to sixth-grade teachers in kMattoon
and Lincoln, Illinois. Each set of six items was grouped into 20 triads--all
possible combinations of six items, three at a time. The subjects were asked
to indicate which one of the three items was most characteristic of them, and
vwhih one was least characteristic.

Sinne rairs of items sppeared in more than one triad, a teacher cc11d
say one time that Item A was more characteristic of her than B, and at another
time the reverse. For every pair of items, the number of such inconsistent
responses could te recordeld for each teacker. Finelly, the mean consistency
was computed for each pair of items over all teachers.

In the next step, a matrix was made with a "1" in the cell corresponding
to a peir of items with 100 percent consistency, and a "0" otherwise. The
matrix was then manipulated by the Festinger method to find groups of items
nmutuelly discriminable from each other, This analysis provided a beginning
indication of which items could best be used together in groups,

The questionnaires sent to the teachers also contaired the six items
pregented to the teacher in a list with each item followed Ly six alternatives
among which the teacher could checose to tell us how much che item charecter-
ized her. In half the questionnaires, the six responses offered were
"Very much 1ike me," "A little like me,” etc. 1In the other half, the choices
vere "I try to do this very frequently,"” "I cometines do this," etec. For
both kinds of choices, the mean deviation from the medisn over sub jects was

\j‘wputed to determine which kind of cholce-labeling yielded grestey

ERIC
1ability.
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Table C-1

Iist of Items

A, Tells pupils when they are doing good work.
B. lets pupils tecll sbout things they think the class would like to hear about.
* C, Enjoys a funny remark made by a pupil.
* D. Praises what a pupil fays in class discussion.
% E, Asks a small group of pupils to study something together,
# F, Tells pupils ebout some interesting things to read,
G. Gives more help tr pupils who have a hard time with thelr schoolwork.
H. Asks a pupil to explain more fully if she doesn't understand vwhat
the pupil meant to say.
% I, Shows a pupil how to look up an answer vhen the pupil can't find
it by himself.
* J, Explains arithmetic so pupils can understand it.
% K. Asks the pupils what they'd like to study in tomorrou's lesson.
L. Explains why she wants us to study a certsin lesson.
M. Asks pupils to give their opinions about a movie,
* 1. Suggests to pupils new and helvful ways of studying.
% 0. Acts disappointed when a pupil gets scmething wrong.
P, Likes pupils who work hard.
Q. Tries to help e pupil feel better if he 18 sad or worried.
R. Asks pupils who don't say much if they'd 1like to say something.
% S, Explains something by using exsmples from gemes and sports.
T. Shows pupils scme weys to avold mistakes 4n spelling.
* U, Asks the class what they think of something & pupil has said.
* V, Talks with a pupil after school about an idea the pupil has had.

#*
Items finslly used,

ERIC
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Although & number of other kinds of analyses were performed in Stage 1 of
ihe Discriminebility Study, the foregoing illustrates tne icanner in vhich it
vas performed.
Stage 2 was similar to Stage 1 except that only 16 items of the original
22 were used. These 16 items were made into 18 questionnaires, each containing
six items. Copies of these questionnaires were presented to 48 teachers in
Mattoon, Streator, and Bloomington, Illinois.
In Stage 3, we turned to pupils. The same 16 items were used as in

Stage 2 and were distributed over different questionnaires according to

Plan 11,28 of Cochran and Cox {1950, p. 335). The superintendent of schools
in Mehomet, Illinois kindiy granted permission for us to present these
questionnaires to sixthegrade pupils in bis system, Anelysis wes similar to
that of Stages 1 end 2,

By the time Stage 4 was begun, we had selected 12 items for final use
out of the original 22, The purpose of Stage 4 was to see whether the 12
items would perform properly when the subject was asked whether the item
characterized the behavior of his idesl {not ectusl) teacher. In this stege
two sets of six items each were given to 52 sixth-grade pupils in Arcols,
I1linois, and were analyzed as in previous stages.

The final 12 items were chosen on the basis of a number of criteria
reflected in measures developed in the Discriminability Study. Some of these
criteria have already been mentioned. Another was the relation between the
self-characterizations of teachers when answering +*e two kinds of question
forms we offered thems In one part of the questionnaire we asked them which
two items were most and least like themselves among three presented at a time,
From all the triads a rank order of items was obtained as to the degrece to
vhich the teacher said they characterized herself. Anotber part asked the
teacher to tell us how nuch each item was "1like" aer by choosing one of 3ix

¥
°F

(8
l(:answers. The answers in this part of the questionnaire slso yielded

IText Provided by ERIC

a rank order of items based on the particular answer chosen by the teacher for
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each item., When the renk cor—elations (rho) between the responses in these two
parts of the questionnaire were coxputed for each teacher, the mean of the
correlations in Stage 5 wes «85. Wnen the mean ran was computed for each

item over ell teachers and the mean teken over items the meen rank correlation
was .82, Some further characteristics of the items are shown in Table C-2,
Although the final 12 items did not heve the highest possible indices, they

were far better as a group then the other iterms and were considered satisfactory

for final use.
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Table C-2

O
O

Cheracteristics of Items irn the Diseriminsbility Study

- Stage
Statiotl 1 2 3 b

atistic A-F G-L
Nur?.er of subjects 3 3 41 L9 L9
Nuziber of items 22 16 16 6 6
Range of meen percent
consistency within pairs 504100 67~100 $8-100 83-97 80-94
of items
Mean percent consistency
among subJjects LA 76 29 76 7
Percent cf subjects
keving percent consistency 62 58 26 Lo 61
of 80 or above
Correlation (r) between
(1) percent consistency end
(2) rho betueen relative 35 .33 46 .83 .54
end irrelative rankings
of 6 items

pofr .05 05 01 01 01
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Apperndix D
Excerpt from "What Do They Expect?"' Booklet
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WHAT DO THEY EXPECT?

some conversation about pupils,

an invitation, and a request

by N. L. Gage, Ph.D., and P. J. Runkel, Ph.D.
College of Educaticn, University of 1llinois

Teachers Information Screica

Bureau of Educational Research

University of Nlinols

Produced in part under Rescarch Grant M-650,
National Institute of Health, U, S. Public Health Scrvice
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By they we mean your pupils.
What do they expect of you?

Naturally, a pupil who gots zero on a test
doesn’t expect you to be exactly happy about it.

And the chances are that a pupil who turned up
with a beautiful model airplane

—with working parts, no less—

would expect something more than a

“That's very nice.”

And naturally, there are many ways
in which they try to anticipate
what you want and what you will do.

Sometimes they anticipate correctly
and sometimes incorrectly.

All of us sometimes wonder what in the world
the pupi's theught we were talking about . . .
and we wonder particularly

when we get answers like these:

“New York is behind Greenwich time
hecause America was not discovered
until very much later.”

“Quinine is the bark of a tree;
canine is the bark of a dog.”

“'Quinine is the berk of a ree;
canine is the bark of a dog."’

“Gravity was discovered by Izaak Walton.
It is chicfly noticeable in the Autumn,
when the apples are falling off the trces.”

113
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But there are less funny cases
where a pupil and teacher
have different expectations:

There was the time when a teacher of a sixth grade
was giving her pupils practice in public speaking
by letting themn stand up and tell jokes.

At las* a very reticent boy,

who lived in a rather depressed neighlhorhood,

got up his courage

and signalled that he wanted to tell a joke, too.
The only point of the joke

he proudly told

was that it ended in a four-letter word. -

Needless to say,

neither the class nor the teacher

burst into delighted laughter.

And the boy, not understanding the shocked silence,
was hurt and bewildered

by the result of his effort to join in the fun.

And one remembers, too,

a particular music ap.preciation period

in the sixth grade.

The phonograph was bursting its seams
with the galloping finale

of the William Tell Ocverture.

One boy put his head down upon his arms
and closed his eyces,

so as to be alone with the compelling excitement
of the music.

But the teacher saw what he had done.
She whipped down the aisle to his desk.
She shook the boy sharply by the shoulder.
“Philip!” she said stemly,

“Sit up and listen to the music!”

In cach of these examples,

e orientation of the pupil

was not what the teacher thought it was.
The mental direction

in which the pupil was looking, so to speak,
was not the direction

in which the teacher was looking.

**Philip, sit up and listen to the music.”
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“Every now and then you run actoss & pupil who doesn't
want 1o talk...""

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI

What the pupil expected to happen next
was not what came to the mind of the teacher.

Teachers get a lot of information
about how the pupils are following along
as far as subiec!-ma!tcr is concerned.

Like when you ask “How much is 7/8 plus 5/16?” ‘
And he answers “19/16.” :
You're both talking the same language.

But how the pupil sees you
in the midst of all these busy classroom matters,
is information which is not so easy to get.

Suppose you try it.
Suppose you ask a pupil, “How do you think I act?”

Poor child.

In the first place, he probably wouldu't know
what you were talking about.

Even if he had a glimmerinz,

he'd probably give you some answer

you couldi’t use anyway.

Such as, “You're O.K., I guess.

You act O.K."

Which you are alicady trying to do

with every nerve and nsuscle you've got.

In the second place,

you every now and then run across a pupil
who doesn’t want to talk.

He distrusts teachers.

He might think you were about to hit him,
or about to kiss him,

but he'd rather you'd do either

than find out what he thought about you.
We're glad not many pupils are like that,
but there’s no denying

that every school has some of them.
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Problems like this
make it hard to find out
L whethe. your pupils are secing you
N \__\KE SCH as you see yourself—
'T“E whether they notice the same kinds of things
about you
THEY LIKE T NOT- that you tend to be concerned about.

And of course, there’s the problem of time,
~ TAND ME which pops up in connection with almost everything
THEY UNDERS > which a teacher tries to do,
these days.

If you could sit down with each one of your pupils
for an hour each,

you could perhaps find out,

at least from most of them,

how they felt about school and about you.

But we all know how difficult it is
to find time for this kind of thing.
Much as we wonld like to do it.

The result of these difficulties
is that teachers make the hest guesses they can.

When she tries to keep in touch

with what is going on

in the minds of 20 or 30 bouncing young creatures,
any teacher has ihoments

whean she feels like the knight

who leaped on his horse

and rode cff in all directions.

Most of us would give a lot

to know the many different ways
inwhich our pupils see

(or understand, or find meaning in)
what we are doing

as teachers in the classroom.

"

*“The teachcrs make the best guesses they can.

We'd like to get this information more reliably
than by the catch-as-catch-can method.

116

119



NOW COMES THE PITCH YOU'VE BEEN WAITING FOR.

We've been trying to figure out a way
of getting hold of the elusive turns of mind
we have just been talking about.

You might think, offhand,

that it would take a six-hour interview,
or an electroencephalograph,

to get at this kind of thing reliably.

But it won't.

What it requires is

that you answer the questions

on the next few pages,

and then pass out similar questionnaires
to your pupils.

A great amount of potential information

is packed into the few pages

of this questionnaire.

We have been able to achieve this condensation
by using a very special form of questionnaire,
whiclh may at first seem strange to you.
This unusual form enables us, however,

to reduce to a minimum

the time and effort required of you

and of your pupils,

and at the same time

IT WILL ENABLE US TO MAIL BACK TO YOU
A LOT OF INFORMAT!ION ABOUT YOUR PUPILS,,

If you are like the average person,
it will take you perhaps thirty or forty minutes
to chieck off your answers in this booklet.

T

-

And once you have answered the questions
in this booklet,

you will know how to help any of your pupils
who may not understand

the dizections for their questionnaires.

“Re’ve been trying to figute out a way of getting hold of

these elusive turns of mind we have just beea talking about."’ . .
ese eTusive THms of i vl ¢ You will not have to do a lot of counting

or adding
In fact, you won't have to do any.

117

120



WT:{’- [=IEE 3
8- - hbhh
3¢ )
r S 4 0\5T
*L"‘*‘I \

**You know how fast th:se electronic computers work."

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

We will do all the totalling and computing
for you,

and make up an interpretive report
concerning your particular pupils

(r.ot lumped with those of other teachers).

WE WILL SEND YOU THIS REPORT
AS SOON AS THE ANALYSIS IS COMPLETE.

We will punch all this information on cards,

and run the cards through an electronic computer,
which will handle all these data

in the special way

which this new technique requires.

You know how fast these electronic computers work.

Ours is all set up and ready to go.

We are planning to have the information
about your class

computed and laid out in understandable form
and on its way back to you

at the earliest possibie date.

This information will then be yours
to keep and use.

To sum up,

all you need do

is find a few minutes at your convenience
to fill in the remaining pages cf this booklet.

Give your pupils a part of an hour
to fillin their questionnaires.

Send the questionnaires to us,
and we will do the rest.

That’s all there is to it.

Now we have to admit
there’s a small catch to this.

We have been talking about a technigne
of analyzi.g thr questionmaires

of a group of people

which comes up with a description

of the viewpoints or orientations

which exist in the group.
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We're developing this technique
with resources provided

by the University of Illinois

and the U.S. Public Health Servi e,
both of which care a lot

about teachers and teaching.

This technique has been tested
in a number of situations,
and has turned up useful and reliable information.

But it has not yet been tried out
in many classrooms.

You can see what our concern is in this.

We want to be sure

that this method

of getting and analyzing information

will be useful to teachers in elementary schools
as well as to other types of leaders.

To make sure of this,

we would want you and your pupils
to mark your answers in these booklets
a second time, :
about six weeks after

you have first filled them out.

This ¥ill enable us to check
on the variability shown by pupils

compared to other groups
where this method has been used.

We feel that the information we can send you
will be a very worth-while return

on the investment of part of an hour’s time now
and part of an hour's time six weeks from now.

We hope you will want this information
about your pupils

*...the {nformation we can send you will be a very and at the same time
worth-while return on the investment of part of an hout’s he]p us make information of this ir iportant kind
time... ™ more widely available to teachers.
o _ _
EMC Your questionnaire starts on the next page.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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PART 1 HOW TO DO IT

This is not a “test.”

There are no right or wrong answers.

An answer which tells us what your corsidered opinion is,
is a “correct” answer. .

On the next four pages,
a number of behaviors or actions are listed
in groups of three.

Read over the three behaviors in each group.
Decide which of the threg is most like you.

You will find the letters “M” and “L” following that behavior.
Please encircle the “M”".

Then decide which of the three is least like you.
Encircle the “L” following this behavior.

For example:

Goes to movies often. M L
Likes to travel. M @

Reads a lot. @ L

Then go on to the next group of three.

(Perhaps all three statements may seem like you,

or perhaps none of them may seem very much like you.
But pick out the one which is most like you

and the one which is least like you

in each group of .nree.

Some of these choices may seem hard to make.

But please do the best you can.

Most teachers’ answers make good sense to us,

even when the teachers don't think they will.)

Please go along thoughtlully,
but it is not necessary to spend very much time
on any one group.

When you have finished these four pages,
Pleasc check back to make sure

that you have encircled one “M"” and one “L”
in every group.
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Praises what a pupil says in class discussion.
Explains arithmetic so pupils can understand it.

Tells pupils about some interesting things to read.

Acts disappointed when a pupil gets something wrong.
Asks the class what they think of something a pupil has said.

Explains something by using examples from games and sports.

Suggests to pupils new and helpful ways of studying,
Enjoys a funny remark made by a pupil.

Praises what a pupil says in class discussion.

Shows a pupil how to look up an answer when the pupil can’t find it by himself.
Asks the class what they think of something a pupil has said.

Asks a small group of pupils to study something together.

Suggests to pupils new and helpful ways of studying.
Tells pupils about some interesting things to read.

Praises what a pupil says in class discussion.

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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Explains something by using examples from games and sports.
Asks a small group of pupils to study something together.

Shows a pupil how to look up an answer when the pupil can't find it by Limself.

Tells pupils about some interesting things to read.
Enjoys a funny remark made by a pupil.

Explains arithmetic so pupils can understand it.

Asks a small group of pupils to study something together.
Acts disappointed when a pupil gets something wrong.

Explains something by using examples from games and sports.

Explains arithmetic so pupils can understand it.
Suggests to pupils new and helpful ways of studying.

Talks with a pupil after school about an idea the pupil has had.

Asks the class what they think of something a pupil has said.
Asks the pupils what they'd like to study in tomorrow’s lesson.

Asks a small group of pupils to study somnething together.

CO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE

ERIC He
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Goes to movies ofte .

HOW TO ANSWER THE QUESTICNS
IN THE NEXT SECTION:

On the next two pages,
you will find again
some things you have already met.

But this time
they come one at a time.

After each thing

are six different answers.

Pick one of these answers

and carefully make an “X”

in the box in front of the answer.

FIRST,

read the sentence
which tells what a teacher might do.

THEN,

pick one of the six answers.

Make sure that your “X”
marks just one
of the boxes.

LIKE THIS:

a Very much LIKE me

1 Somewhal LIKE me

O3 A tittle bit LIKE me
T\ A litile bit UNLIKE me
B Somewhat UNLIKE me
0 Very much UNLIKE me

Now go ahead.
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Suggests to pupils new and helpful ways of studying.

Shows a pupil how to look up an answer when the pupil can't find it by himself.

Enjoys a funny remark made by a pupil.

Acts disappointed when a pupil gets something wrong,

Asks a small group of pupils to study something together.

Asks the pupils what they’d like to study in tomorrow’s lesson.

124
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Very much LIKE me
Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A litle bit UNLIKE me
Somewhat UNLIKE me
Very much UNLIKE me

gaoaxko

Very much LIXE me
,Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

0 A little bit UNLIKE me
[} Somewhat UNLIKE me
Q Very much UNLIKE me

cgom

Very much LIKE me
Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A little bit UNLIKE rnie
Scmewhat UNLIKE me
Very much UNLIKE nie

goaopR

Very much LIKE me
Sorunwhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A little bit UNLIKE ME
Somewhat UNLIKE me
Very much UNLIKE me

ROoggoa

o Very much LIKE me

=} Somewhat LIKE me

Q A litte bit LIKE me
£ Alitle bit UNLIKE me
&J Somewhat UNLIKE me
O Very much UNLIKE me

Q Vety much LIKE me

o Somewhat LIKE me

B3 A tiute bit LIKE me
O Alitle bit UNLIKE me
O Somewhat UNLIKE me
& Very much UNLIKE me

GO ON TO THE NEXT PAGE
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Talks with a pupil after school about an idea the pupil has had. Very much LIKE me
Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A little bit UNLIKE me
Somewhat UNLIKE me

Yery much UNLIKF, me

80000 D

Praises what a pupil says in class discussion. Very much LIKE me
Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A little bit UNLIKE me
Somewhat UNLIKE me

Very much UNLIKE me

ognnoopas

Asks the class what they think of something a pupil has said. Very much LIKE me

Somewhat LIKE me |
Alittle bit LIKE me
A little bit UNLIKE me
Somewhat UNLIKE me
Very much UNLIKE me

So000AQ

s 5o . .
Explains something by using examples from games and sports. Very much LIKE me

Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A little bjt UNLIKE me
Somewhat UNLIKE me
Yery much UNL'KE me

oanamraO

Tells pupils about some interesting things to read. Very much LIKE me

Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE me

A little bit UNLIKE me
Somewhat UNLIKE me
Very much UNLIKE me

ngouWdn

Explains arithmetic so pupils can understand it. Very much LIKE me
Somewhat LIKE me

A little bit LIKE. me

A little bit UNLIKE me
Somewhat JFLIKE me
Very much UNLIKE me

scodocosd

GO ON TO PART 2

ERIC
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Appendix E
Excerpt from “Report on Your Pupils' Opinions” Booklet
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