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A policy capturing.approach was used in a study that

‘inyestigated teacher judgment during the selection of instructional
agtivities. This approach uses a simple (usually linear regression)
model to reproduce the inferential responses of a particular judge.

combines/information in the form of discernable cues or features of

Centralejoithe approach is the manner in.which the, judge wéighs and

the objécts being judged. Nineteen fourth and fifth grade teachers
vere given descriptions of 32 language.arts idstructiqnal activities
reflecting five dimensions that teachers use to judge the guality of
téaching‘matyrials: (1)t amount of student, involvement, (2) difficulty
for students,' (3) integration with other skills_ or. subject matter,
(4) demand' on teacher time, and (5) fit between stated purpose and

. instructional process. Individual and composite models showed that

integration, difficulty, and demand were the most influential ™

. sjudgment dimensions‘for the teachers. However, the findings suggest

that in a realistically complex judgment task teachers use a wider
‘variety of information than can be represented adequately by a linear

~ regression model., (FL)
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Teachers' thoughts and decisions are the focus of studies cqrrently

under way at Michigan State University's Institute,f%r Research on Teach-

<

\ A

ing (IRT). The IRT, was founded in April léi% with a $3.6 million grant from
the Nationalflnstijute'of Education. That grgnt has since been renewed,

-extending IRT s work through September 1981 Funding is also received from

other agencies and f0undations. The Institute has major projects investigating

a

teacher decision-making, including studies of reading diagnosis and remed;ation,

\ ‘ ' P -

classroom management strategies,.instructiOﬂ:in the areas of language arts,

,reading, and mathematics,'teachen education, teacher planning, effects of
N . 4 ‘\‘

« external, pressures on teachers' decisions, socio-culturLl;Eactors. apd

‘teachers' perceptions of student affect: Researchers from many, different

2

. .. . -/
disciplines cooperate in IRT research. 'In addition, public school teachers
¥ .

work at IRT as half-time collaborators in research helping to ,design and

plan studies, collect data, and analyze results. The Institute publishes

»

research reports, conference proceedings, occasional papers, and a free
quarterly newsletter for practitioners. For more information or to be placed

on the IRT mailing list olease write to' : The IRT Editor, 252 Erickson, MSU,

\ \ ' . . o

East Lansing, Michigan 48824.

-

Co-Directors: Judith E, Lanier and Lee S. Shulman -

.. n . N
Associate Directors: Lawrence W. Lezotte and Andrew C. Porter

ol
o
< © .
L} B

o Editorial Staff: e L .,
» ‘ M

Lawrence W. Lezotte, coordinatorJof Communications/Dissemination
Janet Flegg, IRT editor , - -
Pat Nischan, assistant editor .
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\\\\\\‘—//ggnsiderable activity and interest has'been stimplated -in research’’
) . . . . ., - R <

-~

e
™

i
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, . » . : LT .
Informatdon Processing of the National Institute of Educatior Con-

5§erence~sn Studies in Teaehing (NIE, Note 1). To date, research on -

14 . : 3 N .

< ' SELECTING INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES:
\ A POLICY-CAPTURINGANALYSIS

-~ .
“ay -

. Robert J. Yinger, Christopher M. Clark, and Merlyn M. Mondol!l
t Co. L. . v _

on teacher thinking by the report of the Panel on Teaching as Ciipical

A}

s
<
-~

4

Lk : ‘ s
teacher thinking has been diréeted at’' four- topics: teachersf‘pIanning[

»
)

_ judgment, intéractive decision making; and implicit theories or per- °

spectives (Clark & Yinger, i977; Shavelson, Note 2). - This .paper reports <
B . \ ] .

. ' - . .

the results of a sfudy of‘teacﬁers' judgments while selecting instruc-

] J
~ »

tional activities. S .

[ ' ' ; '

The most: frequeqtly used method of studying and representing judg-

¢

ment processes is polfcy capturing (Slovic'é& Lichtenstein, 1971 Shulman

& Elstein, 1975). Thig approach begins with a simple (usually 1inear)

-

model and attempts to reproduce the inferential responses of a parti-
4 - P
cular judge. Of central nterest in this- paradigm is how judges weigh,~

and combine information in\the form of discernable cues or features of

Y ~

the objects' to be judged. | \ ‘ R .
' A ! : bol 7 e
The policy-capturing apﬂroach has been used in studies of teacher

o

judgments as they-relate to'cﬁaracteristigs of efféctive teachers

.

-
IRobert Yinger is a former IRT senior researcher with the Teacher

\Planning Project and an assistanR professor of education at the Uaiver-

sity of Cincinnati. Christopher 'Clark is the coordinator of IRT's Teacher
Planming Project and &n assocfate professor of education at MSU.

Merlyh Mondol is an associate professor of psychology at Saginaw Vajley
State College, specializing in learning and cognition. The authors wish
to express their appreciatior to Susan K. Bowns,. who provided valuable
assistance in the data collection forlthis study ’
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N / @
ment (Cone, Note 4), structional strategiés (Russo, Note 5), and‘instruc-

tional content (Floden, Porter, Schmidt Freeman, & Schwille, 1981). The

&

present study adds to this list teacher judgments pertaining to selection

)
N

of instructional activities. We have advocated elsewhere (Clark & Yinger,

»1977)- that a greater number and variety of studies are required about
teacher.judgment of students, about cur¥iculum materials, and about other ’
~ . 4 N
important aspects of the classroom environment before such research.will

be useful in policy and training decisions. The present study adds to .

that data by investigating teacher judgment in realistically compl2x

situatipns. By applying policy-capturing methodology to’judgment situa-
o ¢ v v
tions like those regdlarly encountered by elementary school teachers, we
. are also evaluating the usefulness of this methodology for descrihing the

complexities and subtleties of teachers' mental lives .

N ’ - e
This study of teacher .judgment s one part in a series investigating

%;z . series include% a study that identifies factors influencing the selectioﬁ§

of instructional activities (Clark, Yinger, & Wildfong, .Note 6), a policy-

capturing ‘study of_teacher judgment (reported here), a process-tracing .

o study of teacher judgment (forthcoming), a feature analysis of preferred.

instructional activities ( reported here), and an analysis of teacher's
‘ u‘

self—reported judgment proceSses (forthcoming)

‘The underlying hypothesis of these studies is that the selection of

3

attractive, appropriate, and effective insttructional activities is an

important step in teacher planhing for instruction (Yinger Note 7.

Furthermore, teacher judgment iswan important psychological process in

this activity—selection task. : . .

teacher judgment during the selection of instructional,materials This_ T

~

<

3

fs.,




. . 3
4
CoL ' - v ° . N
. These .are the major research questions guiding thig'study. T
’ *1. What factors do teachers take into account in selecting instruc- 7
’ e ) tional activities? ) - ! N

.

2. How do teachers differ in the relative emphasis they place on’
factors influential in selecting instructiqnal activities? . N

. 3. To what extent is the policydcapturih%)approach adequate for
representing teagher judgments about: omplex instructional—
. . activity descriptions’ t r o . ..
. . . v
4. What do teachers judgments reveal about whft constitutes a gOod ;.
* learning activity’ . R
. _ . S
: D ‘. . Method

.
M 0

Subjerts - . , ’ -0 - N T
i Yo -~ ' ‘ .
Nineteen fourth-and fifth-grade teachers (five“males‘and 1% females in
- ’ L] - »

their late 20s to middle 50s) from two Michigan schoofﬁdistricts volunteered -z

v
L4 4 »

(and were paid) to participate in the study The average teaching exper—

-4

M

. ’ o
¥ ien e was 13 years, with'a range from five to 33.years.- Twelve teachers

. . .. M
3

taught ‘in self- contained classrooms, while seven Eaught in team—teaching ’
° - . Y
gituations or a combination of team—teaching and departmental arrangements.

*
)

Seven qf the téachers tadght'ip urban settings, 11 inysuburban communities,
. . N “’3 . s - f
and one in a rural area. Although all the.teachers were taking graduate

. t . = - 4 .
courses, only nine ofcthem were _in master's degreé programs. The rest

“ba . .

-

A ’Qere taking graduate‘courses in order-to be permanently certified as
v A ';eachers. ’ i .
~ t‘v ’ ' . Est
. ) Materials : ‘ N . -
- —_— . ) _ .
" ./ Thirty-two one-or two-page descriptions of language arts writing P
fﬁiwﬂ activities were derived from aEtivities selected from a commercially
'a available instructional catalog of language arts activities for upper
elementary classrooms (Forte, Frank, & McKenzie, £§73) The activity
‘ descviptions.z?re all presented in the same genera} format: an activity
ALY ’ - "

- y ' - a .

©

2 .
. ‘ A
. N 0
’ ’ ~
.oy
. . .
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: » :
y ; title, a ane-or two- sentence statement of the purpose of the activity, and X’
&ﬂ - a/iisting of the steps’ involved in planning and conducting the activity.
B Each activity description .was edited to reflect five important dimen- &

'3 . sions teachers use td jggge the quality of language arts instructional

’\

-
g materials (Clark Yinger, & Wildfong, Note 6). These dimensions, or cues,

were (1) student involvement,'(Z) difficulty for students, (3) integration
with other skills or SUbje%E matter, (4) demand on teachers,_and (5) fit

between stated purpose and instructional process. . .

.

The 32 descriptions were constructed to represent a full factoral .

matrix of high and low values for each cue. Four researchers.indépendently N

rated each‘activity,'negotiating when their ratings disagreed. ?

— )

We hypothesized that the evaluation and selection of instructional

f &

materials is not' one, but a series of judgmenpts leading to a final:decision

BT

To investigaﬁe this process and

~ -

to implement or not implement an activity.

to better reflect the comp&exity.of the judgment task, each participant re-
. . . Y, . o

sponded on a nine-point continuum to four questions about each activityt o

4

A

How’attractive is this activity to you’

¢
\ a e o
r

. 2. How approprlate is this activity as part of a catalog of language
arts activities for fourth- and fifth-grade teachers7
. - v N ’ . - .
R 3. How likely would you be to' use thls activity as lt is in your

present classroom?

. .

How ‘effective do you think this activity.would be for your students?

¥

. .
L ' . ~.
o

T, . - . ‘ 7

el of T

These'four questions, in effect, represent’ our hyﬂothetical’mod

. the activity‘judgment process.

'

In selecting materials for classroom use,

(e.g., while hrowsing through a collection of instructional activities)

.

ES

’

a teacher may first be personally attracted to an activity,'then assess its
appropriatenéss fot the content and purposg (s)he has in mind, and finally

v " evaluate(its potential value for his/her own students. By’ phrasing the

hNES .
P P .
) ° A N M L ”~ .
. <«

’ , - . -
- i
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. 4 . . - ot - . «

. ’ -

" four judgment questibﬁs relétive'io‘different reference groups (ile., in 3

. e N .
. y oL T . ) ' .
reference to the teachéf;. to fourth- and fifth-grade teachers in general

and to.the téacher's own claés),'we hoped that the components of the;seleq— *
N i . ‘ ‘ * ’ A '

tion process might be'morérdndépendently visible in the data.
o .

-
-

y R

Procedure Ly - . ‘ .o
I3 : : . v B ,,
. After a set of six warm-up activities and a qﬁestion‘and_ansWer session, .

each teacher was given a looge-leaf b30k1et,containing the 32 activity des-

v

criptions, which were arranged in a.different'randomrgrder for each teachef.

v

The teachers‘proceeded through the bobklet of activities, responding to .

the four judgment questions on the reverse side bf‘each activity deséription.

L 4
I3

Data Analysis ST o ' - S - -

t .

The study proposed to assess the degree to which judgments abéut in-

structional matgrials could be modeled by linear mathematical .representa-

A Y ¥

tions. Simple linear regression equations have been shown'to provide, in ~

N
. ~ : ~
a number of cases, very good explanations of judgmental responses (e.g.,
Goldberg, 1968). Therefore, we computed linear regressidn equations for ’
each judge (teacher).’ The five oues were treated as independent variaﬁlés )

. “ . . .
“on which the ratings given to each case were regressed. Using programs

from the Statistical Package for .the Social Sciences, 76 fegrebsidn equa- -

tions were computed. h

Thé regreséion équatidns produced by the analysis were examiped in
_two ways. First, fegression.wéights‘were studied to determ%ne which factors
were siénifisant predictors of each'judge's rating of the inst}uctional ¢
activities. Squared multiple cdrfelatipns weré used to assess the extent,

to which a judgé’s rating was systematically related to the-five écﬁivity

features yafied across the césgs. Though'ju@gment policy analysis is most




. - . \'
‘_ . “ . T 1 ¢ ) . <

s .

powerful as an intra-individual method, a second analysis was conducted on ~ |
N . . i -

the mean we&ghts_prthe regression: models fér éach_oﬁ'fhe four judgmepts .

to examine -any group tregds. .

A

Al

. N , ‘e . -

&

.o Results ’ ‘ , e
.'4. ' + .’ 'l . ’ /

o - . . . v < o
Individual Judgment Policies..

r

. The analysis of feacher judgment broduced‘four judément models (re-

. £ . ' .
gression equatigns) fo.‘ eachoot the 19 teachers. Since space limitations ™ x

. + [ . .. e ' ! ) » . '
. do not permit a presentation of all, 76 of 'these models, one judge was

’

[N . . 1

'qeleéted for illustrative purposes. y ' et
% Teacher 2 is a fifth-grade teacher in an urban school with 16 years ' o

of experience. The mean rating given by this judge to all actiyitx_des-,a
: . i . S , C ~
criptions was 6.22 with a standard deviation of 2.6§i fhb average squared .

multiple co rélation from the négféssion anal&sié of the, four judgment | ‘

.

, a little less than one—thi}d\df.the variations. in Teacher 2's

ratings can be accounted for by the activity features studied.

Ay v

For the portion of this teacher's.judgment accounted for by the re- .

T, gression[apalygis, a fairly consistent éeighting pattern is p;esenﬁ acrogé )
\‘Lhe'fdﬁr jﬁdgménté; ¥n Tabie 1, oh% cén see that Teacher é's jg@gments of
the activity.déécriptions were influenced most @; the perceived difficulty
..of the activity for thé’studeﬁts (éue Z:Id;fficultg) and the intqg;ag;og
of various lapguage arts skills'or other subject mattet,in the activity
= (Cue 3: integ}ation).' Also, for three of the four 3udgmeht;x the fit of
the stated purpose of_ the activity with the'described instruct{pnai process . ‘
. A )

1 *(Cue 5: fit) was a significant influence.. The poﬁential student'ihvolvé—’

ment in an activity and the demand:that an activity puts og/:;; teacher did

2 3




+ ’ J{ . | M .
not reliably influence this tkacher's ratings. From this description

» . .
. ‘

bne might predict that Teacher 2 is lTikely to search for and use.language

arts activities that aréfgell orgaﬁized and constructed,¢that are not too

* s

. rd ‘ .
difficult for the.students, and that . integrate a variety of language arts

.

skiIls’or(other subjeqt matter.

N -~

- N <
.
.

-y , Tdble 1 . -

2 <

h"Regression Weigh s for Four Judgments

* Determined by the Judgment Policy of Teacher 2

—

- . -~

-
¢ 3 * ro, . Judgnent ’ ’ ‘;‘.m v»l
- - <
Feature o 1 . . 2 ; 3. 4
. -, :/’ Attrac- Appropri- Likelihood ° Effec<
’ . .tiveness . ateness .1 of us& " tiveness,
Cue ' - . i ‘
5. Involvement . .- .13 - .00 YA .16
2. Difficdlty - = -.81%% - - 50% SLoeawkk 34wk
3. -Integration - L 63Kk 1 L . 66*
4. Demand T.13 T T~ 122 .13 . w=031
5. Fit L L63%kT - 47 SEATY EAS
’ S %
Note. *P .10, *¥P(.05, ***Pc.0l. . A
. r'. > , 4 ) -

LA R a

Conposite Judgment Policies

v ‘ . ® .
Teacher 2, with judgment models cbaracterized by moderate consistency

-

and three significant regression Weights, was quite different from the

- rest of the judges in this study. Across all four judgment tasks, 447,

.
VoW et

of the regression equations had no significant regression weights, and a

1 . -
/- : ' g

s . - ' ‘ s : . v,
!Sﬂ‘;:'\_\.‘ . E - . ) ) 1 O
\_\‘ « ) ' . [}
‘.\ - .
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- . - % .
. .
-

\
-

« - N ¢ - N ' . %’ .

majority of the significant regression mogels had.low squared multipie .

correlations (mean R2 = ,18; range'from};03'4‘]5d5. /.
L . . . \

To more closely examine the, composife-judgment poligies, average-

regression weights were computed for thg five features that were mani-

: ) . i . i , . . '
pulated in .the actjvity descriptions’ (see Tgble 2).- For activity attrac--
‘ S v .
. - . ’ ,‘ . ¥ ‘ .
tiveness judgments, the feafure most hedvily weighted was Fit. This was
closely followed by the féatdfngemand: Diffibuitg was,  on the'hverage,

negatively weighted, that is, acfivities perceived as being toaq difficult

for the students were judged as being less atgracfivé.__f'

3

N

[

Table 2 °

. .Mean Regression Weights for Each Feature Cue

oﬁl
. : *  Judgment Task
Feature ¢ o o2 3 b,
‘ * . Attrac- Appropri- "Likelihgod Effec- .
tiveness ateness of usé tiveness
. v . ' ~ P
Cue . )
ad , .

‘1. Involvement * .07 .02. A1 N .82
: (400 ¢ (3D - 243, w40y Y
2. Difficulty -.16 -.04 . =14 -.17

: (.34) . (.28) ° .. (.52 (.43)

3. Integration 11 .01 A5 .05

N -(.50) (35) T+ GSINT L (L42)
. - .o, » A ° \
4. Demand .21° .15 .11, .12
. (.42) “(.35) (.48) (.38)
s. Fe T L4 21 .23 .28
(.32) - (.22)° (.35) (-36)

< ’ & . - . ™~ '

Note. * Numbers injgarentheses are standard deviations ‘<

\ . » . .
. X ) .
)
.
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The average weightings for the second judgment task, that of éppropria—

‘teness, followed a similar pattern to that of the first judgment. The high-
\ .

.
\

. ‘s :
est average~weighting was given to Fit followed by the weighting given te ° '
Demand. For this judgment, however,.pifficulty had a negligible negative,

» - N ~ N . a.
weighting. . o N

The composite policies for the third and fourth judgmenfgiasks,:those

i
|
S
|
|
l

of liielihood of use and'effectiveness, follomed the pgttern of&the first ia .
tho judgments. In beth cases, teachers gave Fit the, ghest average ;eightf ; \\.~‘
and leflcultg a negative weight. - ’ . N e a 3
CharacteristiciJudgment Policies " L R ‘ ' : A
The'éomposite judgment policies;descr?bed in the previous section ’

provide some notion of the tendencies among these teachers .for weighting . -
. L

<& ] .
certain activity features more highly ‘than others. The fact that the ’

regression weights in' Table 2 are averages, however, obscures and often

” ‘-/ - o - . . : "4’
cancels out‘individual differences amortg the teachers.' The large extent
. i
{ ? 4 .
of these ‘differences is reflected in the large sqandard deviations in—
. - (4
dicated in Table 2. ) ) AN

- Tb further analyze similarities and differences among the teachers,,_

[4

the standardized'regression coefficients for the 43-significant poiicy

equations (p &. 10) were mapped onto _polar coofdinate graphs (Figures l “45,

¢

These graphs allow a figural representation and compar‘sog of the signifi— . .

cant judgment models for each judgmen‘.task.._The he%yy solid pentagon S

represents a weighting of zero for each cue, and positive and negative ° - LS

LY

weightings are»représented by points outside and inside of the- pentagon,

respectively. Simple models (Kaving only one significant regression
'.l v ) P ",
weight) are indicated by narrow solid lines. Since for ‘these models all
. - ./ c. , .
~other Weightings are tteated as zero, the three sides not tangent to the
e .

"w

- -
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Figure 1. Representatidn of twelve significant'policy_equa—.

‘tions for Judgethent Task 1: Attractiveness.
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weighted cue are represented by the heavy soli#d lines. Complex models

4 v

’ §- “(having-more than oné cue wéighted) are indicated in these figues by -
textured lines. oo ) E ) . f .
‘. - N . “ ’

1]

A variety of information can be obtained from thése figures. For

A
~

instance, Figure 1 represents the 12 significant models for the first

judgment task,+attractiveness. Of the 12 models, 10 are simplg, relying

.

on only one cue. Each of the five éues\méqipulated in the model has
been significantly ;eighted by the teachers; but the frequency of weightin;s
varies from only one weighting (forw Fit).to five weightings (for Integration)..
- Fit afld Demand were only weighted positively, Difficulty was onlytweighted
. negatively; and Involvenfent and Integration were weighted both posi?ively

and negatively. Similar information can be obtained for the other three

»
1

¥ 4 judgment tasks, and in addition,_the point labéig allow comparison“of the

'same teacher's judgments across all four judgment tasks. {Only four of the -
s L )
19 teachers had no significant equdtion for any judgment :task and therefore

o do not appear on any figure. Two teachers appear on oﬂly one figure:)

Since, .with the exceptionjof Teacher 2, the models‘§epresented in =

- .

Figures 1-4 have low RZ values, these graphs may be best used for com-
parative purposes, indicating the wide degree of ind#vidual differences

among the teachers. They do, ‘however, suggest some interésting trends in
r ‘ ) .

~

tﬁe weighting pattéjsg of the ;eachers who are‘represénted.

Across the four judgment tasks certain cues were significantly welghted
much more often than others. One can see in Table 3, for instanke, that
Integration was signiéicantly weighted 16 times, whilé"%it was significantly
weighted only five. times. K The number of‘signig;cant wéightiggs for the
other three cues fell somewhere in between.’ It can also be obéervedﬁthat
for most of the feature cues, the number of significant regression we?%hts

. .
{ . [y
A »

ot
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was fairly consistent across thé four, judgment/tasks. The most obvious

- deviation from this trend 1nvfor Fity where

/

weights assigned to the judgment tasks wer

: . . . ™
* . ‘task (Effectiveness). ‘ '
- W A N
\ ¥
N~/ . " .  Table 3 Y .
‘ . AS . ‘ r \\
. " Significant Regresgjon Weights N . S ;
. . . \\\‘ .
. « for the Five Activity Featurgs in Each of the Four .

. . , Judgment /Tasks i . S
' L ) . .

i , /
.o ) . . N 3

N e . N [ -
L -

Feature 1 2 3 4
. ’ | Attrac- Appropri- Likelihood Effec-
T T tiveness ’ ateness. * . of Use tiveness
. - . ,
; .Cue j : j
’ 1. Invelvement 37~ 3 2 2
2. Difticuley 3 1 Lo
; .3 I?tegratiog ’ 3. 3‘ 4 4
’ . 4.lDemand : i 3 4 ~4/ - 2
'5. Fit L 0 . 1 3 -

~

Other trends in weighting patterns atross the four judgﬁlnt tasks re-

late to _variations in positive and negative weights assigdédhto the cues.

-~

¢ fﬁgFit between the stated purpose of +an activity and the described instructional’
3§ 3 , !

} process was only assigned positi;e weighgqngs. 'This,ihdicétes the higher

. [ ’ - . * 8 . 2,

fating of acéivities having a close fit between its purpose and instructional
b )

4 PrOCEss.’




One-sided weighting was aiso apparent for Difficulty. No teacher sig-

5
- nificantly weighted this feature positively. This fits éxpectations that

an activity judged as being too difficult would not be rated highly. Note

tﬂat of the-éive teachers‘significantly weighting this cue, only one teacher

L )
used it in the second judgment task appropriateness of including the acti-
I
¢ : vity in a set of activities for teachers of fourth or fifth grades. .

Ihvolvement, Demand, and Integration, all had both positive and nega-:
- ) tive weights assigned to them. One might predict thaf an activity perceived

as having greater student\tnvolvment would always be rated more highly than

one having low student involvement, but Figures 1—4‘shoy that -two of the
" ] \

-~

teachers gave significantly high ratings to activities with low student, .
&

\

involvement. One might also predict that activities judged as being de-

<

*manding on the teacher would not be given hightnatings. This is not always
. A M ¥
true, as Figures 1-4 indicate;’ Five teachers weighted Demand- in a signifi—

\

cantly positive manner on at least o6ne of the four judgment tasks,iand only
kf one teacher weighted Demand negatively. — ¥
The degree tdé which other skills or subject.matter,are°integrated iato

"an activity appeared. to be an important activity feature for many of these-.

¥,
teachers. Integratlon had the greatest number of significant regression

. ~

weights assigned to it and w eighted negatively as welL as positively
v!ii

N\ One might predict that acti es higher.o integration wouyld be weighted
& “Ae

higher. This was true for the weightings of five teachers. But three

/’/ .
teachers assigned negative weight to Integrat;on at 1east once, suggesting

- a preference for activities that focus on one skill or subject-matter area,
. y . W
In summary,- the simple linear model used here has failed to;capture

much of the richness and comsiexity of these teachers' judgments. In those

instances where regression équations had any significant descriptive power,




i

v

v

the large individual differences in the models suggest the presence of
: v

highly idiosyncratic processes for the selectionqof instructional activities,

’,

Activity Analysis

.

Thus far, we have been discussing what this. study reveals about tlre

various factors inflgencing the juhgments,of these teachers.‘ What do their

3

judghents of the activities suggest about which characteristic¢s of an
l‘ , ’ ~ - -~ '.

activity make it especially attractive, appropriate, useful, or effective?

Since the four judgments that the teachers were asked to makKe about

each activity were ?ighly intercorrelated (mean‘r = .82), we averaged the

-
ratings giyen)by all the teachers for each judgment related to each'activity

’

to produce a general ifdicatiqn of quality The mean rating given to the

activities was 6.05, with a range from 3.72 for the lowest-rated activity

-

to 7.55 £0r -the highest rated activity. ‘ ,

Tahle 4 lists the characteristics of those activities rated highest +

(in" the top 25%). and those'rated lowest (in the bottom 25%). Sinée the 32

activity descriptions were constructed to represent'a full factoral matrix

. . L
of high and low values® for each of the five activity features, there is no

i
.

repetition or replication of any one activity profile. Therefore, at best,‘

- .

) the data presented in Table'4 can only suggest the contributing effectsg of

*»

Y

individual activity features. A ' .

3

‘ +

‘ o ; .
<., For the most part, the data in Table 4 reveal no consistent trends for

+

activities in each grouping.\'lhe only interesting exceptions appear to be
A /

the features 5emand.andfFit for the bottom\grdupn All but one of the

L]

activities im the bottom group were low in Pit and all but two of the

activities”in>this group were low in Demand. ,

In activities of this complexity ‘it is likely that various features-.

counterbalance each other in some configural manner. This seems to bé'




i
N + 1
. . Table 4 ‘, “
. N . 3_ * . LN ¢ ‘
Characteristics of Activities in the Top
- M ' . |
N . . ]

and Bottom Quartiled of Teacher: Ratings ' ;
ol ‘ -~ ) . 3
_ ¥y e - - - ' ]
) - ’ , Activity Featured —— ——  —— —— — g

. - . ' - Vi a.

. b N S ’ . //
Activity Involve- =~ Diffi- Inteégra- . ' |
No. Rank ment * o eulty tion [Demand °  Fit w
5 1 " H *L L L L
|
32 2 L H H L H \ |
1 3 H L L L - H
‘ 12 4 H VL L B H |
- 31 : 5 L / H® . H o« H L 1
¢ 20 6 'H Ly H H - H |
- - M

w 16 7 ~ L L. v H L T
J N ’ |
30 8 L L H\ LY+ L ) |
¢ ) . 1
18 25 H H H H L . 1
‘ *, = "} /‘

6 Y6 H L H o L

. . - . . x
v . R . A \\ - |
9 v 27 H H H L L
7/ 28 H L H . L H* ’ :
i 23 ° “29 L ‘ H L L L
. = / s A -
r 27 30 S "\ H H L L 4
29 31 H .-H TL L~ L .
X ‘ 25 32 L L L L L
. o - “ o O
Note. H = high;'L = low o ~ . s
v A \ ' - . .
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N v * . ‘ L]
supported by the data’ in Table 4 so that no £eature was unanimously, high ‘or '
low across the two groups. For fastance,i;hg'act;ylgies in the toﬁ group

- - .

L] ~ ¢ ¢

‘were not.all high in Involvement or high. in Inteératipn; nor were the °

activities 'in the bottom group/gff low in Fit, '7It is likely that teacHers

use policies containing ‘tradeoffs.like "thiﬁaacgivity shofild be worthwhile
o . — = - L N -7 .

even though it may demapd a lat from me, because it integrateslgeveral im-

[

portant language arts skills." R . i

A difficulty in assessing-which features of tﬁ} activity descriﬁ?ions
A

contribute most strongly to highfor-ibw.rankings is felatéd to-our method.
We ch6$e to control oniy.f;ve features of ﬁhé aé£1v§£i§; khédlné\that there
are many more 'sources of iﬁformaﬁion iﬁ activitied of ;hi; type. For jin-
stan®e, in a Prévious Efudy kélark{ Yiﬁgfr,rgjgéld€9ngz %oge 2) we. found

. N s
tHat teachers mentioned an average of igﬁ?§ag£¥¥éfyiﬁeatures and as.many

L 4 - » r‘ . iR P , " ”
as 11 when making judgments of this typizf?\\tfj» ) . !‘ n
B A : ¢ s £

E !g~' -
-0 . ’ .
. ' .
.

?
> . S
x N -

. . ' ~ Discugsion N

What can be learned from this study about‘fegcﬂérsi selection of in=~

4 . . . N . .
structional activities? The féar research ‘questions poseéd earlier ‘will
provide a framework fé§~our answer,
. T

What Factors Do Teachérs Take into Account
in Selectifig Instructional Materials? *

¢

Teachers seem to be taking a 1£fge nufber of -factors into accotnt
S ) . -
< 1 -
in their judgmenty about instructional materiald. . The factors or cues that
.. S .
" we selected to systematically wvary_in this”study‘ﬁid.not°fu11y account for

b

A ‘ { 0y .
the' richness of the teachers' ydgments. On* the average, less than one- .
- g L3 9

fifth of the variance in teachgrsj'judgménts;were accounted for by the model -

: used here (dlthqugh in severalecases one—éhird to éne-half of the variance

-

\ .

T
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vas accounted for). This is not to sa%‘ however, that‘the feature cues . .
- - l N
selected for use in this study were not being used by Yhis group of teachers;

1 - a

Fifteen of the 19 participating teachers ased one or more of the five cues
»

' in,a sigpificant manner. For this sample of teachers the fgctors most fre-
) 7 . F4

quently influential in their’judgments were Intégration, Difficulty, and
' Demand. , ' N s .
*
SR St )
- . 3 . .
How Do Teachers Differ in the Relative Emphasis\They Place

on Factors Influential in Selecting Instructional Activities?
2 . 5 ~1

Y

“— The wide variatibns found in cue use are strikingg These wide variations

.
- N ¢ - . &

made it virually Jimpossible to say anything meaningful about average or .group

judgment policies. (See for instance the large standard deviations in Tablé

“2.) . By focusing on those %eachers who had significant policy, equations we '

-

RS

2
were able to get a somewhat better idea about the ways in which they wére ’

K . - .
weighting the five feature cues manipulated in.the study. Figures 1—4 pro- .
) . [ -
vide a much more accurate picture.of the variety of individual judgment )
S. ’policies. 4 T - - . ' . E ’

Based on these_figues it is also possible 'tg say'h.few things about
. 4 ’ 1 x4 J
trends in cue use. For instance, across the four judgmentg§ Integration was

incorporated most frequently. Xlso, the weighting for Integration(was

. negative as well as positive. Three teachers tended-to quge activities
more favorably if they did.not.incorporate otherr language a{ts skills,
while five different teachers favored more integrated activities. Similar
variety was found for Involvement and Demand. ﬁowever, when Fit was used

— 1it.was only used'positively. Difficulty was used only negatively, indi-

cating a lower-rating of activities that are perceived as being too difficult.

Y- -

’ ‘e . » y N —
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. . .
To What Extent Is the Eolicy—capturing Approach Adequate

for Representing Teacher Judgments about Complex Instrucs -
tional Activi;y Descriptions? g ( \ .

nade-

. &
Baged on the Tesults of this study, policy-capturing methods seem

quate for modeling a tas} of this cofiplexity. The low number, of signifi-

‘cant poliev equations and the small amount of variance that could be

o~

e

/

plex situations that

»

accounted for attest to some kind of mismatch - One might argue that the

ﬁau;t»isfsot in the method but in how it was used but we’ feel that

A
unaerstanding‘human judgment invcontaxts as complex as_ “this presents
~N L X )
several insurmountablé‘barriefs to the use of policy—capturing methods,
. 4N . - b B -

.The first*barrier‘is'the-tradeéoff that one fieeds to make between

¢

=

task validity (ecological validity) and the limits of the linear model»
- ?
The linear model funq*ions most effectively in situations in which judg—
ment stimnld areqpreSented in a fully factorial design with cue values ﬂ
represented in an unambiauous manner. As the information presenteé to au
< .
iudge becomes richer (in terms of information content) the ability of the
e

!
linear model to describe the judgment process drops.- This decline is

..y
largely due to the additional uncontrolled information ‘available in com- °

P

can influence judgments.  The trade—off.between task

complexity and descriptive effectiveness has been shown repeatedly in

studies of teache( judgment. For example, in studies of teacher judgment

.using simplified summaries or profiles of student or curricular character-
%o
istics (e.g., Anderson, 1977; Shavelson, Caldwell &-Izu, 1977), the -linear

model has much more effectively captured judgments ‘than in more recent ?
7
studies that have attempted to use more complex and realistic’ objects of

judgment (e g., Smith & Glass, Note 8; Byers & Evans2 Note 9; Floden et al.,

1981) These results, when combined with those of this ptudy, suggesf’that

/7 f

4 v““ .
.
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.
-

policy capturing can only be used effectivély in judgment tasks’in which

‘the cues can be represented in a simple, unambiguous manner without strip--.
. o
«

ping away the\richness and COmplexity of the real task. - N
~ 4 / ¢ .

-

A second barrier is related to the assumptions underlying the linear :
v - . . " \ . ¢

.mpdel. By viewing judgment as a fairly simple additiffe or multiplicative

‘may be excluding the-more holistic and confrgural components in judgment.

It may be, that judgment research needs to attempt to" accommodate more

« complex cognitive structures such as schem/s, prototypes, ‘and scripts.

. v
’
A‘ghlated éssumption of the 11near model and policy capturiag models

is that bhe Cue fs perceived exactly the wa;'it is presented.. Recent re-

search in perception has revealed much aboyt the 1mpprtance of context and
.

the knowledge and experience that the’ perceiver brings to the situatioﬁ.,

One cannot be sure that what is presented is the same £s what is judged.

Judgment is as dhch aﬁperceptual task as it is a conceptual task.

Another 11m}tatidn inherent in the policy—capturing method is the losg

v

of informatiod about judgments when summarié;ng across instances. As judé- ‘

-+ ) . / . .
; ™hents are averaged, therunique factors influencing each judgment are lost.

a group.of people.

- . o

- - s - N
’ ) E \!i ”'( ) .~ L‘

.e L ‘”‘o
What Do Teachers' Judgments Tell about What . ..
Constitutes a Good Learning Activity? ‘o . .
\' Analysis of the activities the teachers rated highestiand lowest re-

. °\ ' ’ -
vealed no consistent trends for activities in each grouping. As was pre-
) 4 N

) 3 -

V{Pusly mentiqned,.thig'is most likely due to artificially restticting the
. . { ' ) _
nimber of cues studied. There was a trend for teachers to reject language
. . .0

-

. ; ~ . e »
arts activities that'yere demanding for the teacher and in which the stated
. - R oy

te - .o P

- A -

P ) o oLk : ‘ g

-~

process where discrete .features combine simply with'other features; we ..~

This is especially true when researchers try to represent “the judgments of

-




‘o . R \-.‘ : } . -
. . (4. -
. - © purposes of the activity did not fit well with the grocesses prescribed for

|

i

|

.

¢ -1

L students. Our comparative analysis of the activities rated in the highest o 1

]

’\ e and lowestgguartiles indicates that no single activity feature (of the five —’ )

N
.

manipulated) was always_ pre%ent among the highly rated’activities or always.

& - absent among the activities rafed loWests This suggests that the teachers

> . . LAY

. ~2" °.  may have been using a configural process in judging the attractiveress,.. |

- - - . d
: . . likelihood of use, and®potential effectiveness of Jdanguage arts activities. -
-- e , o . .S - - ‘ * ¢ ‘

BN
- ‘ . : . ‘-

Conclusions

»

L e s _Teacher judgment_plays an important part'dr teacher selection of in-

. &
“structional activities. The policy—capturing 4nalysis presented in this

study shows that teacher judgménts of the attractiveness, appropriateness,

on 7

usefulness, and potential effectiveness of 1anguage arts activities are

highly intercorrelated (1. e., that there are two kinds "of activities' -

. ’ S

- those rated high and those rated 1ow) yet there are striking individual
) N
differences among teachers in which- activities they rate high or low.
- a 5 1]

) and why. Furthermore, the relatively 1ow1de§g§iptive pbwer of a . T

- B

»

fiVe—cﬁe model of teacher judgment sugge3%s=th§t, in a realistically com-

e < «
: . v

plex judgment task; teachers use a wider‘variety of'information, possibly T
’ M -

\\\ _in a more configural fashion,'than can be adequately.representéd\by a linear™

[

. . regression model.’
-~

-

. . T A
In an attempt to move beyond the limitations of the 1}near.model in
. - RO ¢
- describing complex human Jjudgments, we have conducted a process~tracing

- [

. study of teacher judgments about thé& same language arts actiyities used in ‘
. the present study. In the process tracing approach the teacher is askJ:g -
to think aloud-when coming to-a judgment. Transcripts of the teacher's

. N -«

deliberations are then analyzed to trace the process whereby (s)he arrived

. & ‘ i ) - ’ + * .‘b@ v . .

4




2

.4)///dt.a decision. Data analysis is still in progress, bute¢preliminary results

-+ suggest that the process—traéing aﬁproach provides a more approprfately

\ « . *

. ' - -
rich, complex, and configural picture of human judgment in realistically

'complex situations than does the policy-capturing approach.
. N

[

This sigdy dealt with one aspect‘of how curriculum materials, instruc-

tionaléﬁpnsiderations, and human‘perceptions‘come together in the-minds of

- teachers as they decide what to teach and how to teach it. Ve souéht to ‘
oo ] &
, understand why and how these important decisions are made to' better under- ™

stand how the content and process of instruction come to be. Teachers'

.-
j;égment processes are complex and differ among teachers. We recommend

~ ¢
- that others use more appropriate, complex methods of studying teacher judg-
@ S s - N
-ment in action. —
\’ -
¢
2
¢ -~
’
4 .
) ]
/
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