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INTRODUCTION

* Background: Peer-assisted learning (PAL) is an educational method which is frequently applied in academic
teaching. The interplay between peer teachers and learners who are at a similar academic level is a main
feature of PAL. It is assumed that peer teachers benefit from participating in PAL, however, the knowledge
about their perception of motivation and rewards is sparse. Therefore, we designed an instrument to
measure the perception of intrinsic motivation and rewards of peer teachers from 3 different PAL programs.

* Aim: Investigate the peer teachers' perception of intrinsic motivation and rewards within the context of
peerassisted learning.

METHODS

* Study cohort: 227 peer teachers from 3 different peer-assisted learning (PAL) programs (ANA: Anatomy,
NEP: Neurophysiology and PTP: Peer Teaching Program), which have different didactic and content-related
features.

* Instrument: Multiscale instrument with items that measure the perception of intrinsic motivation and 5
reward categories (Supporting Others, Self-improvement, Feedback, Financial and Negative Rewards) on a
five-point Likert scale (1: “fully agree”, 5: “do not agree at all”).

RESULTS

* Peer teachers highly valued the importance of intrinsic motivation as well as rewards from different reward
categories (Supporting Others, Self-Improvment, Financial and Feedback, Fig 1, A). Negative rewards were
less appreciated.

* Items that address intrinsic motivation (median = 1, IQR = [1;2]) were more strongly appreciated than items
which address rewards (grouped median = 2, IQR = [1;2], exlcuding negative rewards, Fig 1, B).

* OQOverall, the reward category Supporting Others was valued most.

* ANA peer teachers appreciated aspects of skill development more compared to NEP and PTP peer teachers.
NEP peer teachers valued financial rewards as well as personal interaction more when compared to the two
other groups. PTP peer teachers rated items regarding their teaching performance as important as opposed
to NEP and PTP peer teachers (Fig 2). These items reflect the didactic and content-related features of the 3
PAL programs (Fig 3).
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Fig 2: Multinomial logistic regression model. Reward items which differ significantly among ANA, NEP and PTP
(p = 0.05 by Kruskal-Wallis rank sum test) are shown. 3 regression models were calculated, one for each PAL program as a reference
for the two others. The items were plotted with their respective logits indicating the logarithmic chance ratios to be associated
with the respective PAL program (compared to the two others). Items in the upper right quadrant of each plot are considered as
being more appreciated by peer teachers from the respective PAL program compared to peer teachers from the 2 other PAL programs
(ANA: Anatomy, NEP: Neurophysiology, PTP: Peer Teaching Program).
PAL Program | ANA | | NEP | PTP |
One subject Multiple subjects
Prog ram focus Fixed didactic design ‘ ‘ Individual didactic design
Learning themselves Interacting with team Being a good teacher
R Improving rhetorical skills
Peer teachers Erraie Ell o s Being paid Actively shaping teaching situation
rewards Receiving feedback
Meeting demands of supervisors Follow strict teaching concepts Voluntary basis
Fig 3: PAL program features and the peer teachers' perceived rewards. Summary of the
content-related and didactic focus of the 3 PAL programs (program focus). Rewards which are
significantly higher valued by peer teachers of the respective PAL program (as compared to peer
teachers of the 2 other PAL programs) are depicted (peer teachers’ rewards, ANA: Anatomy, NEP:
Neurophysiology, PTP: Peer Teaching Program).

» Overall, peer teachers were highly intrinsically motivated.

» The reward category Supporting Others was appreciated the most when compared to the reward
categories Self-Improvement, Financial and Feedback.

* The perception of rewards reflected the didactic and content-related features of the 3 PAL
programs.
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