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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF THE RELATIONSHIF BETWEEN THE TMPORTANCE OF CERTAIN FEEDBACK
SOURCES AMD CLASSROOM TEACHER PERFORMANCE

HELLIESEN, MARY ®., Ed.D.
THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM AND MARY IN VIRGINIA, 1978

ADVISOR: G. WILLIAM BULLOCK, Ed.D.

Purpose

This research examined the relationship between the importance
attributed to certain sources of feedback by classromm teachers and
principal ratings of thelr teaching effectivenesa. The purpose of the
study was to determine 1f highly effective teachers ap rated by their
principals attributed primary Ilmportance to certaln sources oi feed-
back which differed significantly frem the sources of fesdhack con-
sidered primarily impertant by teachers rated low in cffectlvencss.

Method

A random sample of rwenty-five Leachers was interviewed to
determine the sources ol feedback which they utilized Iin accomplishing
thelr teaching tasks. A compllation of the sources of ieedback 1so-
lated in these interviews was established in the lorm oif a guestion-
naire.

Questlionnalre dara was obtained {yrom 177 classtroom teachees 1in
glx different school divislens. Each member of this random sample was
asked to rate the sources ol feedback acvcording to their importance to
him/her. The principal in each school which had teachers involved 1in
the study rated those teachers on slx dimensions of teacher effective-
ness, It was hypotheeized that certain feedback sources would be con-
gidered more important by teachers rated highly effective, Other
significantly different sources would be consldered of primary impor-
tance by teachers rated low in effectivencss.

Regults

Resulrs zhowed that there were certain scurces af leedback
whirh discriminated betweean the highly effective group and the mini-
mally effective group of teachers, These sources were Formal
Evaluation by the Principal, Student Test Results, and Self-Evaluation,
There was no statletleally slgnificant diiference between the highly
affective group of teachers, the minimally offective, the average
eflective group and the principals in their owverall cholce of feedback
gsources, Sex, years of experience and grade level taught produced no
highly significant effects on cholce of Feedback source, although
certaln trends on particular sources did appear.

Conclusicns and Implicaticns
Teachers selected sources close to self, such as melf-

satisfaction, ae most important., Secondary Llmportance was attached to
gsources Ino the Immediate job envirooment, such as the different forms

of astudent feedback. Of terriary {mportance were sources ocouteide of the
immediate job enviromment, such ae parent feedback. Implications and
suggestions for adminlstrators and future researchers were included.
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A STUDY OF THE RELATIOWNSHIP BETWEEN THE
iMPORTANCE OF CERTAIN FEEUBACK
SOURCES AN CLASSROOM

TEACHER PERFORMANCE



Chapter 1
Introduction
The fundamental {mportance of Feedback in the study of human
behavior is indicated by the proliferation of research studles inves-
tigating various aspects of this phenpomenon.  For example, Lo 1950,
there was no feedback categury provided in the Psychological

Abstracts. Tn 1976, therc were 195 studies published. The emphasis

on feedback was hroadened from knowledpe of resulbks te auditory,
visual, delayed and hiofeedback categnries. Since Wieper (194B)
assigned the engipeering term to the process by which an individual
obtainag infarmation econcerning the correctness of his previous
responses so that he can adjust his bohavioer to compensate [or errors,
the number of teoecarchers Investigating feedhack has increared dramac-
leally.

Feedback rescarch In educational settings incluedes wark by
Bryan (1963, clted by Tuckman & Oliver, 1973) in which {t was
suggested thart teachetrs will alter their behavior as a result of
receiving feedback from their atudents. Tuckman and Oliver (1968}
attempted to determine the relative effects of feedback to teachers
Erom students and feedback ro teachers from supervisors, rontrolling
for vears of teaching experfence and found significant differences.

There haa been an equally prolific accumulation nf literature
in the area of teacher effectiveness. Thila reaearch has attewpted to

gpeclfy criteria of teacher effectiveness (Mitzel, 1960). Tolor

Z



£1973) reported that attempts to assess the quality of teaching have a
long history and are fraught with value judgments and measurement
problems:

Even a cursory apnalysls of the problem reveals {ta inherent

complexity since che effectiveness of a teacher Ix likely to

vary at least with a host of student characteristics, rhe sub-
ject matter heing raught, and the teaching setcing itself,

Yet the search for the good teacher has continued unabated

both in the resesarch arena and in every community where educa-

tional facilities are staffed [ p. 2601 ].
However, Flanders and Simon (1969) offered some optimiasm for research
on teacher cffectiveneszs with the advent of new tools for analyzing
the teaching process.

The purpose of thie study of the relationship between the
impattance of certain feedback rources and classroom teacher perfor-
mance was to analyze one agpect of the ceachlng process and to assess
the posaibility of a vinculum between the concept of feedback and
teacher effectiveness, This {nvestigation sought to detcermine the
fnllowing:

1. the mources of feedback which teachers use in Assersing
how well they are doing thelr jobs,

2. the relative lpportance of these sourcea of feedback to
different teachers In different teaching settings, and

3. the relarlonship of speclfic sources of feedhack to a
measure of teacher effectiveness.

The motlvation of employees Is a key to organizational success



(Herzberg, Mausner, & Snvderman, 1959). Annctt (1969) described
motivation as feedback in action. The ability to discern the source
ot sources of feedback, whlch a particular teacher relies upon 1In
adjusting performance, has major implications for supervisora in thefr
attempts to motivate subordlmates. According to Wiles (14967}, the
rupetvisor™s role has become cne of supporring, assleting and sharing
rather than directing. The supervisor not only must conaciously
manitor the feedback he receives frotm his subordlrates, hut also should
he aware of the kinds of feedback his subordinates Tequlire in order ro
adjust and improve their performance on the job. A knowledge of the
kinds of fcedback relied upon by subordinates would be Invaluable
information for a supervisor who strives to malntain optimal perfor-
mance of mubordinates in order to meet organizational goals.

Theeoretical Background

Feedback
Cybernatic theory has been the nucleus for the development of
servogystems or servomechanisn models, which depict human behavior hy
comparing it to the operatlon of a machine, Wlener (1950} stated ax
his thesis:
The physical functioning of the i{ving indlvidual and the
operation of some of the newer communicaction machines are pre-
cisely parallel in their amalogous attemptsd to contrel entropy
through feedback. Both of them have rensoary receptors as one
stage Iin thelr cycle of operation: thac 1s, in both of them
there exists a speclal apparatus far collecting information

from the outer world at low energy levels, and for making It



available in the operacion of the 1ndividual or af the

machine, In borh cases, these external messages are not

taken meat, but through the internal transforming powers of
the apparatus, whethet it be alive or dead. The Information
ip then turned Into a new form avallable for the further
atages of performance. 1In both the animal and the machine
this performance is made to be effective on the outer world.

In borkh of them, their performed actlon on the ocuter world,

not merely thelr intended action, 18 reported back o the

central regulatory apparatua [ pp. 26-27 |.
This reporting back or feedback 13 an integral facter in human commu-
nication, since 1t allows an individual te monitor his apeech and to
evaluate his sucrcess in getting desired rrsponses from the listoner,
There feedback signals regulate the speaker. According to Hrooks
{1971), the speaker must adjust te the feedback he recejves from his
own speech mechanlsms, as well as the feedback he recelves from the
listener in the form of smiles, frowny, Inattention.

Falrbanks {1954) proposied an intrapersonal servosystem
describing the production of #peech. In his model, the sensor unit,
romprised of the ear, kinesthetic and proploceptive nrgans, pravides
conrtant feedback to the effector unit--the respiratory, vibratory,
and articulatory systems--which produces swpeech. Tf the output does
nat match the ipput (1f the spoken word {s not in the desired form},
an error signal 1s transmltted to the central nervous system and a
new driving aignal or input i{s fnitilated.

A ¢lose parallel existes between the function of feedback on



an individual dimension In the intrapersonal system and its function
on an interpersonal and arganizational level. Thaver (19268} deacribed
thias relationahip:
As is true of the individual, any organization®s effectiveness
is some function of 11w past and present communication pattern
both Iinternal and externmal. As ls true of the individual, the
corganization's external communication patcterns determine its
Internal structure and functioning. The rele of managing (s
therefore to design and implement thoge communication systems
that will accomplish organ{zational goals and at the rame
time develap their further capabilities [ p. 20 ].
In the realm of organizational literature, the term, feedback, is used
frequently to describe a2 process {n which the supervisor listens fo
the ideas and concerns of his subordinates ar in which he checks to
determine whether an order has been underatood. Halve {1964) sug-
geated the importance of finding out what the liatener has heard as a
check on what was communicated:
It is essential for the communicator to provide an opportunity
for "feedback" {rom the reciplent. Unless one has wome way of
finding oot what was heard either by ohserving subsequent
behavior or by some kind of restatement, communication must
remaln pretty much a matter of shanking in the dark, with very
uncertain tesults [ p. 105 1.
S3ighand (1969) stated that everyone depends opn feedback to evaluare the
clarity of their communications and to recei{ve and interpret responses

to what 1s sald. He advised the communicator to keep in mind that the



message may not have beepn transmitted and sugpgested the desipgn of
various methods for securing feedback to determine as concluslvely as
possible that he wad successalul {n tramemlitting what was In his mind
tc the listener's or reader’s mind., Gaudet (1983) also suggested the
fmportance of avoiding confusion hy getting feedback and finding out
from the employee himself whether or not he understood the order.
Baseett (1968} wsugpested thact building a feedback loop is the primary
arep in interperaonal problem dolving. Unless there ia seme mechod
for finding out how messages are being understood, "wou may Find your-
self [orever lost In a semant{ic wapteland, You will pever find the
pteblem, murch lese solwe it [ p. 137 1.

According to Yoder (1970), it {4 a manager's responaibilicy co
create and malntain farilities to provide fecdback so that he can stay
informed about crganizational and individual performance. Dowling and
Sayles (1971} aleo streassed the impartance of feedback:

Horbert Wiener, who did some of the key piloneer work 1in apply-

ing the principles of electronic commmicatlona to human commu-

nications, obperved in words that descrve to he wrlt in gold,

"I never know what 1 said until [ hear the response to it."

In other worda, you can't really know what you've communicated

until you'wve potten feedback. What was true for Wliener is

true for all of us. Only feedback can tell us what we're
commutnicating or, in fact, whether wa're communicating at all

[ p. 207 1.

A flnal example of thils general interpretation of feedback which aidse

in eatahlishing irs value ar interperscnal and nrganizational levels



is taken from Haimann and Hilgercr (1972):

Among the several methods availahle to loprove communicaclon,

the feedback technigue is by far the most Llmportant one.

Feedback means that the sender utilizes questions, discuwm-

sions, signala, or clues In order to determine whether or notc

he is understood [ p. BY |.
Another facet of feedback, which 13 more central to the theme of the
present paper, is 1ts function as a supplier of information regarding
the appropriateneas nr inapprepriateness of an action. Lillice {1972}
suggeated that after sending a message, an individual looks for some
reacrtien In the receiver--gome feedback., Tt {s from the feedback that
an individual decider how to frame or plech hila next cotmmunicat lon
act. Leavitt and Mueller (1951) perlormed o laboratory study in which
four groups of students were required to assemble rectangles into a
design using only the verhal description of the design provided by the
researchers. The four groups were differentiated by the degrec of
feedbacrk they werc allowed, The lmportance aof feedback In accuracy of
performance was demonstrated,

In a discussion vf job characteristics and their effecr on
motivatrion, Lawler (1973) advised chat an employee cannot experience
higher order need satclafact {on when he performs effecrively unless he
nbtalns some feaedback about how he 1s doing:

Such feedback may come from doipng the task itself (for

example, when a telephooe operator successfully completes a

long distance person to parson call), hut performance Eeedback

may come from scme other person, such as an esteemed co-worker



or a supervisor, The crucial conditlon {s that feedback must

be believable to the worker, so that a realistic basls existr

for the patlafacrlon (or frustration} of needs [ p. 160 ],

Greller and Herald (1975} investigated five sources of feed-
back which they considered to he commenly available sources of {nfor-
mation about Jjoub requirements. These sources were the company, the
superviser, coworkers, the particular task, and the worker's own [eel-
ings and ideas. The researchers asked respondents to thelr survey to
rate each ouf the five sources ol feedback in two capacities; flrst,
the role of each wource as a provider of informarion--the awount of
information 1t provided abour the joh requirements; second, on the
cxtent to which the source provided information about how well the job
requirements had heen mer. A 2 x 3, source by lsgue, factorial design
wlth repeated measurer was used Iln the analvsis of the data, The
resnlts showed no main effect for fssue (F = 0.26), hut a highly
gignificant maln effect for source (F = 23,84 p < 001}, Acrording to
Greller and Herold, this finding indicated that different sources
tended to provide consfistently different amounts of information, The
lasue by source Interaction yielded an

F=13.50 p < .01

which the authors interpreced as indilcatlve that differences in
informativeness between soutces ls moderated by the Lssue to which the
{nformarion pertatns. The authurs examined the data in a posteriort
analveir, hypotherlzing that the informativeness of the sources
decreased with thelr distance from the individual. Thie test proved

to be slgnificant (F = 534.60 p < 001 Scheffe Test: p < .00L),
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ind{cating that sources of feedhack increase 1o informativeness as one
goes from the company to une's own feellngs:

The notion thar intrinslcally provided information 18 particu-

larly valuable {s conalstent with a pumber of other notlons

abnut the feedhack prucess. Knowledge based on cne's own
feelings or the task 13 immed{iately avallable: there is no
dulay or "lateney." Second, there 1= less of a question of
distrust or interperzonal evaluation than there 1p with 2 com-
munication [rom the boss or co—workers. The informacion is
alse avallable to be used when the individual chooses to view
it. Thls meane that the worker van consider the intrinalce
fecdback when he feels ready to deal with ic. I[nformation
voming from others is delivered when they ure ready to provide
it: this may oot be the most propitinud moment from the
reciplent's point of view [ p. 249 ].

Greller and Herald (1975) obtained their data from guestion-
nalires distributed to 130 evening colicge studenrs., The majoricy of
the students held Full-time jobs. Approximately 43% of the gquostion~
naires were sufflelently complete to use In their analyaisa. The mean
age of the respondents was 25, and the mean time on the job was 2.2
YEATS,

The limitatlons of a low-return rate oo guestionnalires, a
sample which apparently had limited job experience and the possibility
that a8 part of the sample was not In rthe work force may jeopardize the
generalizablilicy of their findings. In additlan, thelr assumptions

concerning rhe commonality of the five feedback sources used in their
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study may have been tco restrictive, In contrast, In the preszent
study of feedback sources and teacher effectiveness, a wider range of
years of experienee, a larger sample, and an 1n~depth appreach to
sources af feedback of a specific setting was employed. Greller and
Herold {19%5) were interested primarily in the quantivative aspect of
feedback., The amount of {nformation earh source provildes is of
interesat, however, the ImporLance which the {ndividual ateributes to
that informacicn is of greater consequonce.

In n field experiment, Turkman and Oliver (1988} separated 286
teachers hy years of teachlog exnericnee and exposed thew to one of
four conditions, {a) feedback from students onlyv; {h} from superv!sors
unly: {c} From both students and supervisorsg; sand {(d} from neither,
no feedback. According to che results of rthe experiment, student
feedback led to a positive change in tearher behavior which was
meaaured by changes in student ratings during a 12-week interval
{F = 5,941, df = 1/274, p < .025). The presence of supervisor feed-
back producred no significant effect (F = 1.0684, df = 1/274)., There
were nn slpgnificant intevactions and the vears of experience variable
wad also inslgnificant.

4 basic flaw 1n Lhe study was their no feedback category. By
1imiting the definition of fcedback to the student ratings aof teachers
on the Student Opinion Questionnaire and supervisor rating of teachers
on the same measure, a variery of uncontrolled feedback was ignored.
As was tevealed in the above studies, feedback emanates from many
soutces, Indeed, the positive change In teacher hehavior attributed

to student feedback may have resulted from the reactivity of the
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measure (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) which made the students more per-—
ceptive and sensitive to teacher bahaviers. Although in the Tuckman
and Oliver (19688} studv, vears ot experience and receprivity to feed-
back did not produce a significant relationship, the least experienced
group tended bo show the leaat receptivity to feedback From their
BUpe v SOT.,

The limited number of sources used {n the Tuckman and Oliver
(1968) srtudy and the lack of control on other sources affecting
teachers diminiahed the fimportance of thelr Findings, The particular
method of uging student ratings of feachwers in two capacities--as a
measure of teacher behavior change and as the feedback dource for
teachiers--may have afleceed the clarity of the findings.

Although the literature is repletie with studles of the effeces
of various forms of feedback on performance, thoseo which are pertinent
tiov the divertion of thle study are limlted. The work of Greller and
Herold (1873, 1Y77) in attempting to define feedhack, appears to be
the point of departure for further Ilovestigation into the complexities
of the construck.

Teacher Effectiveness

Biddle {1964} reported that the literature available on
teacher effecciveness was overwhelming and suggested rhat even bibll-
veriphiea were becoming unmanageable. In spite of Ehis abundance of
literature, he stressed:

Few {f any "facrs" seem to have been established conrerning

teacher effectiveness, no approved method of measuring com=-

petence has been accepted and no methods of promoting teacher
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adequacy have been widely adopted | p. 2 1.

The necesaity for increased wunderstanding of teacher effecriveness has
nob dimin!ehed. Biddle ateributed the lack of knowledge on ctoeacher
cffectiveneas to confusion about the definltion nf teacher competence
and to the complexley of the preblem, hecause the teacher 1s oply one
of many Factors aperating in the pupil's environment and it is diffi-
cult e isplate, observe and measure the depree of influence of this
particular factor,

In a reviow of regearch on teacher effecciveness, Mitzel
{1960} clapnified teacher effectivencss criteris into three catego—
riea: (a} product criteria, (b} process criterian, and (r} presage
ctiLeria. Product vriteria are stated in rerms of change in behavior
on the part of tne student, They arc defined within the framework of
the goals of teaching.

Process criterla are aspocts of teacher and rtudent behavier
which are not necessarily directly related to cthe goals of education,
but may havw a modiating effect on the product criteria. According
to Mitzel [(1960), examples of teacher behaviar which could be con-
gidered process criteria might be rhe extent bo which teachers use
effective discipline, maintain rapport, or {ndividualize insatruction.
Student behavior proceass examples might {include attentive listening
and conformity to classroom rules.

Presage criteria which have heen commonly used in research
include teacher personality actribures, characteristicse of teachers In
training, and teacher knowledge and achievement. In concluding

remarks, Mitzel (1960) summarized:
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For the past fifty vyears, most research and adminlstrative
practice seems to have been based on the arsumption that
teaching competence 16 o unitary traic., Although {t has long
heen felt that there are degrees of effectlveness among
teachers, many educaters still act on the aasumption that the
teacher who astlmulater the greatest student growth In one
kasic akill will stimulate the preatest growth In ether
skills, as well as in problem solving, =sucial adjustment, and
other cducational objlectives. 1t iz alsa frequently assumed
that the effective teacher, however defined, is cgqually
effective with all chlldren. The weight of the evidence,
though fragmentary, preponderantly supports a multidimensional
view of teachipg effectiveness [ p. 1489 ].

Morsh and Wilder (1954) concluded that cvidence auf student
change appeared tuv he the most direct and reliable criterfon of
teachor competence, however, the problem of relating specific ceacher
influences—-hehavior or traits-—to student achievement had not been
resolved,

Perhaps the most comprehensive teacher characteristic study is
the work of Ryans (1960). The total sample for all aspects of hia
study 1ncluded 6,179 teachers. Ryans provided 2 llat of personal
qualities which gppear to disclngulsh teachers sclected as high or low
with respect to averall classroom behavior. The characteristice of
the high group, elementary and secomdary teachers combined were:

1. Indicates greater enjoyment of pupil relationships (i.e.,

more favorable pupll upinions}.
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2. Indicares greater preference for non-directive clarsrnom

procedures,

3. Ts superior in verbal intelligenee,

4. I more gatisfactory with regard to emotional adiuntment

[ p. 360 1.

Byans (19A7) listed rhese characteristics of outrtandlng
teachers:

Supcrinr intellectual abilitices, above-average schonl achleve-

ment, good emoclonal adjustment, attitudes favorable to pupils,

enjoynent of pup!l relationships, generosity in the appraisal
of hehavior and motives of other persons, strong interests in
reading and literary matters, Loterest in palnting and music,
particlpation In scoclal and community affairs, early experi-
erice {n caring for children and rteaching (such as reading to
children and taklng a c¢lass for the teacher), hilstory of
teaching in the family, famlly supporL of teaching as a voca-

tion and strong aoclal service interests [ p. 366 .

Drawlng from a number of Investigations, Gage (1965) listed
the following desirable teacher bhehaviors which were shown Lo be
related to desirable teacher outcomes:

1. Warmth., Good teachers, especially ab the elementary grade

levels, tend to be warm persong and to behave warmly toward

puplila.

2. Cognitive ocrganization., {ood teacrhers tend to hehave in

ways that reflect a clear and val{id cognitive organization of

the subject matter or discipline they are atrempting to teach.
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3. oOrderlinesm, Guod teachers rtend to he orderly, aystem-

acic, and businesa-11lke,

4. Tndirectness, fGooud tearhers tend more often than others

to influence pupils indireccly, through aszking qQuestiong and

atherwise evoking partleipacion {n e¢lassroom activity on the

part of pupils.

3. Ability to splve instructional problems, Goud teachers

tend to have grearer ability ta salve problems requirving

technlcal knowledge of teaching methods [ pp. A7-28 .

In a study nf the opinions of 3,72% high school seniors, Hart
(t934) found that the teacher who was best liked was helpful in school-
work, explained lessond clearly, used examples In teaching, and had a
sense of humor. Tn a later mare comprehens{ive study, Witty (1947)
analyzed the contents of (2,0 compositions by students {n grades 2
ta 12. The compositions were enticled, "The Teacher Who Has Helped Me
Most.'" According bto Witty, 12 {tems were repeated again and agair.
The teacher traits mentioned by the stuwdents In order of their fre-
quency are:

1. Cooperative, democratic attitude

2. Kindnessn and conslderation for the individual

3. Patlence

4. Wide Interests

5. Personal appearance and pleaging manner

A fﬂltﬂ&ﬁﬁ and impartiality

7. Sense of humnr

B. Gond diesposition and consistent hehavior



17

9, Interest Iin pupils’ problems

1, Flexibility

I11. Upe of recognition and prailsc

12. Unusual preficiency in teaching a particular subject

| p. &A1 ],

From his review of research on teacher effectiveness, Hamachek
{1969} roncluded that pgood teachers generally possers 4 more positive
view of others, a more favorable view of democratic rlassroom pro-
cedures, and the abillty to sec things from the othor person’s point
of view., They see athers as potentially friendly and worthy., They
see Students as individuals capable of dodng for themselwes ance they
feel Lrusted, respected and wvalued.

The dimensions ol teacher elfecciveness used Iin the prescnt
study represented rharacteriatics of teachirs established by previous
researchers. These dimensions were sense of humor, flexibility,
knowledge of subject matter, aoptimism, positive attitude toward others
and atudent achievement. In summary, from previocus research based on
personality theory, industrial and organizativnal paychotogy, general
systems theory, communication theary and educatiomal psycholopy, feed-
back emerges as a viable area for {nvestipacion.

Need fur the Present Study

Feedback has been a concept studled in peychological labora-
torles and has been the focug of much experimental manipulation.
However, there have not been adequate empirical studiesr investigating
feedback in an organizarlonal setting. Hercold and Greller {1977

found that although the concept of feedhack had bearing on many issues
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in industrial and organizational psychology and was considered to be
an lmportant aspect in training, performance, motivation, and satis-
faction, "there was a aurprising lack of empirical rigor applied in an
effort o better understand it [ p. 244 1." A closer scrutiny of the
conatruct feedback in the achool setting 18 warranted,

There are a varlety ol diflferent srrategies which organizations
use ln thelr attempts to mapage feedback. Mest forus on external
rewards, some use goal serting to try to manipulate the indjvideal's
gelf evaluation {(Greller, 19¢5)}. In a srheol sertting, a knowledge ol
feedback sources and how the selectlion of particular sources by
teachers may he related to perfarmance would provide valuable informa-
tion to principals and supervisors. Tf a relatlonship does exist,
some clarificacion of the elusive definlcion of 4 hilghly effective
teacher may he Fortheoming. Through the present study, some guestions
about feedback in an educational setcing will he addressed.

Statement of the Problem

The problem central to this study was to determine whether the
dependence of classroom teachers upon certain sources of foedback was
relacted to their overall jebk performance. Answers to the Following
specdfic quesxtions were sought.

1. What arc the sources of feedback which teachers use in

adjuscing and contrelling their performance?

2. Are there differences among teachers In thelr perceptions
of the importance of cthe different fecdback sources?

3. What [eedback Bources do principals percelive as most

{mportant?
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4. Is there a common eet of feedback sources consldered
important by teachers who are rated highly effective by thelr

principals?

5. Is rthere a common set of Feedback sources considered of
primary importance by teachers rated low in effectiveness which
differs [rom the set used by the teachers rated highly ellective?

6. Do the varlables, sex, years of teaching experience,
and grade level taught affect a classroom teacher's selection of

[eedback svarces?

Diefinlition of Terms

For the purpose pf the pregent study, the followlng dofi-

tnitions applied.

Effecriveness

Effectiveness ia an indicator of overall teaching performance
ag tated by the principal. The Highly Effective teacher wae cpera-
tionally defined ar one who obtalned a composite score of at least 29
on the Teacher Raring Scale {see Appendix A) which was based upon six
rharacterisatice of teacher behavior and personallity. A Minimally
Ef fective teacher was operationally defined as a teacher who cbtained
a composlte rating scare of 17 or less on the Teacher Rating Scale,
Fepdback

Feedback 1s Information an individual perceives about how well
the job has been done, There a, 'ear to be at least two types of fesd-
bacrk. Extrinslic feedback includes Information which 1s moderated by
other people In the work enviromnment or by rthe organization such as

pay and appraisal. Intrinsic feedback conelsts of information the
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individaal can derive independently from cbservation of the job
environment (Greller, 1975).

Sources of Feedback

Thege sources are persons, things, or occurrences in the job
environment which provide information about how well the Jlob has been
done. Greller and Herold (1975) cited five porential sourcepn of feed-
back: the company {(formal organization), supervisoer, cowotkers, the
task itself, and one's own feelinpgs and ideas.

Hypotheses to Be Tested

Hypothesis 1

The teachere rated highly effective by thelr principal will
differ significantly from cthose rated low In effectiveness with reepect
to thelr chofce of {mportant feedback spurces., Greller and Heraold
(1975} suggested that job performance feedhack, or Information about
the exrent to which one has met job requirements, can be meaningfully
thought of as emanating from different aources, and that these sources
differ in thelr degree of Infermativeness. In cheir review of astudies
Involving evaluative feedbaclk as a function of aelf-asBessment,
Shrauger and Lund {1975) reported that thetre are differences in the
waya people react to feedback:

If the feedback recelved 1s unacceptable it may be avoided or

distorted in scme way. The validity of the feedback may be

undercut by questicning the credibility of its source, either
the source's general competence or his specific knowledge

relevant to the feedback whlch ia glven [ p. 94 .
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Hypothesls 2

The sources of feedback considered mosr important hy the
princlpal will differ significantly from those sources conpidered moat
lmportant by teachers rated low in effectiveners.

Hypothesis 3

The sources of feedback considered moat impoartant by the
principal will correlate highly with thoee sources considered most
important by the teachers rated hipgh in effectiveneas. The basis for
the inclusion of Hypotheses 2 and 3 13 primarily exploratory. Biddle
{1964} condemned the use of teacher rating forms in assessing teacher
effectivenesa. He suggested that they be eliminated until an under-
gstanding of thelr blasez 13 aveilable. The testing of these
hypotheses provided some {nformaticen on the nature of theae blases as
they relate to similaritlies 1n feedback source preferepceas.

Hypotheals 4

The demographic wariables of sex, years of experience, and
Erade level taught differentiate teachers with respect ta their use
of certain sources of feedback. Tuckman and Oliver (1968}, as nored
previously, found that the most expericnced teacher group tended to
show lesa receptivity to feedback from their studenta and rthe least
experienced teachers tended to show low receptivity to [eedback from
their supervisoras. In the study clted, the relationrhips were not
gtrong enough to prove significant. Ryans (1960) suggested that there
jg tittle doubt abput the exigtence of important differences hetween
tagehers In varying age groups with respect to a number of character-

1sticy. In Bupport of this contention, he wrote:
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Among sixcy different F tests computed from the data for the
teachers participating in the teacher-characteristice study,
forty—five were found te be significant at or beyond the .05
ievel [ p. B1 |.
Ryans found that men and women teachers appearted ta difler on the
peraonal-social characteristics which he studled. Dliferences were
often insignificant at the elementary schopl level, but were pro-
nounced among secondary teachers. Women generally ohtained signifi-
cantly higher scores than men on the scales measuring understanding
and Eriendly classreom behavlor, responsible and businedrlike class-
ranm behavler, and Favorable attitudes toward pupils, among others,
at the secondary achool level. At the elementary school level, as a
group, men scorced significancly lower than women on respongihle and
businesslike classroom behavier. The results supgested that male
elementary achool teachers may he more Favorable in attitude toward
democratic classroom practices and more {nclined toward permissive,
child-centered educational practlces, according to Ryans' assessament.
The idea that cultural factors and expectations shape [emale
behavior inte a dependent mode and cast the male into a role of inde-
pendence and self-reliance mlght indicate sexusl differences In the
poutcex of feedback which are part of the cultural orientation. The
test of this hypothesis will provide informatlon on rexual preferences
for feedback sources.

Overview of the Remainder of the Btudy

A review of reaearch which {s vrelevant to the atated hypoth-

eses {g presented in Chapter 2. The methodnlogy implemen.ed in the
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research atudy and the research desipn with appropriate statiatjcal
testa is presented in Chapter 3. The results of the study and an
analysis of the findings are rontained in Chapter 4. A discusslon of

the concluplons and implicatinona for further repearch comprise

Chapter 9.



Chapter 2
Relevant Research

No investigations of the relacionship between teacher eflec-
tiveness and sources of feedback were located. Studies lnvolving the
affect of feedhnek on behavior in an educational settlng were ldenti-
fied. Studies which 1solated the dimensicns nl teacher effectlveness
used in the present study are alac discussed. The review of studies
is organized into twu sectiops, The firar section reviews research on
sources of feedback. The second sectlon, on teacher cffectiveness,
includes studies dealing with the dimensions of teacher behavior and
characteristics used in this study. They are sense of humor, flexi-
bility, knowledge of sublect makter, optimism, positive attitude
towatrd others and student achievement.

Sources of Feedhack

The concept of auditory feedbark and 1ts relationship to
disfluent speech has been explored by speech pathologists (Van Riper,
1871%y. Yates (1963) studied the effects nf delaying auditory feedback
in experiments with stutterers. The use of delayed auditory fecdback
caured some atutterers to become fluent and had no effect on others.
It war determined that the scutterers who relied wpon bone-conducted
and kinesthetic feadback demonstrated less change in speech pattern
than those who relied primarily ovpon auditory feedhack.

Annetr (1969} viewed the servomechanism theotry and the concepr

of feedback as it relates to basic perceptual-motnr skills, He was

24
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primarily concerned with knowledge of results, the term used to
degcribe varlous forms of psychological feedback. Anpett distin-
guished between intrinsic Hnowledge of results which is normally
pregent and 18 not often subject to experimenter manipulation and
extrinalc knowledge of results which represents feedback heing
supplicd by the experimentoer,

Tn a working papar on intrinsic and extrinsic performance
feedback, Herold and Greller {1975} presented thelr findings in a
laboratary experiment. The manipulation of the extrlosic feedhack was
accomplighed hy assigning none college student Iin a group of threc the
role of supervisor. The supervisor provided positive feedback to one
subordinate and negative feedback to the other regardless of thelr
performance on a specific task. The intrins{c fcedback was obtalned
by having the subordinates rate themsolver on the tapk. A measure ol
attitude toward the task was alsc obtained. The results demnnrtrated
that intrinsic feedback was related to attitudes toward the task and
the quality of performance. Extrinsic or superviaory feedback was
related to attitudes toward the supervisor. but had no effect on task
rerformance., This study was accomplished in a laboratery sctting with
32 proups of 3 male collepe ptudents. The claspi{fivation of feedback
into the extrineic and intrinelc categories Is {mportant In light of
Rotter’s (196f) theory on internal and external locus of rontrol and
Deci'a (1973) work on Intrinsiec motivatcion, Although the foecus of the
present research was not directly related to thls aepect of feedback,
some discussion on the extent of support for Herold and Greller's

findings in this area will be afforded.
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Tn an attempr to carrect a weakness In previous studies,
Greller {1974} surveyed 224 people In two organizations. The partici-
pants were asked te Indicate how useful they found information from
certain souwrces of feedback, which included the orpanizatlion, the
aupervisor, the Informal graup and the individual's own observaticns.
Creller's analyels of the resulbs demonstrated chat the parcicipants
perceived the sonrces as differing In Importance {F = 13.46, df =
51120, p < .001). Greller poted that although the dilferences were
Interesting, a large portion »f the variance was unexplained, He
concluded:
The complete set of reasults are consistent with the notion
that feedhack is not a passive cxperience for the recipiont,
Earlier work has shown that people actively pather Information
about how well they have done thelr jobs and regard such
informatlon as guite important. When feedback iz provided by
another person, It ia influenced by the nature of the rela-
tionship between the provider ard reclpient (Greller, 1%76;
Creller & Herold, 1975). In the present study, the role feed-
back plays and its perceilved value were shown to be subject to
the Individual's relacionship to the job. All thlw ralses new
research questions about how Feedback fiLs into & larger
expectancy framework and in what way feedback fits with the
Individual's personal work objectives [ pp. 7-8 ].
In Greller's (1976) study, the sources were again limited by
the choice of the researcher, The sample used in the Ilnvestigation

comprised Eull-time employeas 1n a large bank and in a research and
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development firm. Ferhapa by using a wider variety of feedback
sourced, more of the variance would be explained. 1In contrast, the
study proposed and completed hereln provided additional data on the
value placed on certaln aources of feedback by a populatlion in an
educacional secting.

Tn a ltater study, Herold and Greller {1977) developed a toax—
onemy of feedback based on 