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ABSTRACT
. , .

A policy capturing, approach was used in a study that
'imvestioated teacher judgment during the selection of instructional A

' aqtivities. This `approach uses a simple (usually linear. regression)
model to reproduce the inferential responses of a particular judge.
Central o.the appioach is the manner inwhich the, judge weighs and

0
. combines, in the form of discernable cuils or features of

the obj"cts being -judged. Nineteen fourth and fifth grade teachers
were given descriptions of 32 language -arts' idstruCtignal activities
reflecting five dimensions that teachers use to judge the quality of
teaching mat?rials: (1)t amount of student, involvement, (2) difficulty
for students, (3) integration with other skills_onsUbject matter,
(4) demand' Rn teacher time, and (5) fit between stated purpose and
instructional,process. Individual and composite models showed that
integration, diffiCulty, and demand were'he most. influential'
ludgment dimensionsfor the,teacher. 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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SELECTING INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES:v A POLICY-CAPTURINyANALYSIS

, Robert J. Yinger, Christopher,M. Clark, and Merlyn M. Mondoll
,

"1

t

fOnsiderable activity and interest has'been stimilated.in research"'

on teacher thinking by the report of the Panel on

InflormatIon Processing of the National Institute

'4erence. on Studies in Teaching (NIE, Note 1). TO

teacher thinking has been directed at'fOur-topics

Teaching as Clinical
) 4'

of Educatiod Con-

date, research on

: teachers' *planning,

judgment, interactive decision making; and implicit. theories or per- '

.

spectives (Clark & Yinger, 1977; Shavelsbn, Note 2).' This.paper reports

the results of a sudy of e'actiersi judgments while s'electing.instruc-
.\

tional activities.

The most.frequently

ment processes is policy capturing (Slovic*& Lichtenstein, 1971; Shulman

used method of studying and representin& judg-

& Elstein, 1975). Thi. approach begins with a Simple (usually linear)*

model and attempts to re

cular judge. Of central

roduce the inferential responses of a parti-
,

lisw

ntgtest in this-paradigm is flow judges weigh.

and combine information in the forM of discernable Cues or features of

the objects.to be judged.
\

The policy-capturing aproach has been used in studies of teacher

judgments as theyrelate to characteristics of effective teachers

'Robert Yinger is a forther IRT senior researcher with the Teacher
Planning Project and an assistant profesSor of education at the UBAver-
sity of Cincinnati. christdpherrark is the coordinator of IRT's Teacher
Planning Project add An assocrate professor of education at MSU.
Merlyn Mondol is.an associate professor of psychology at Saginaw Vbiley
State College, specialiiing in learning and cognition. The authors wish
to express their appreciation to Susan K. Bowns, who provided valuable
assistance in the data collection for' this study.
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(Anderson, 1977) anization (Bor o, Note 3), classroom manage-
/

.,,

/went (Cone, Note , structional strategies (Russo, Note 5), andinstruc- -

2

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

.
, - i .

-

preseAt study adds to this list teacher judgments pertaining to selection

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

1977)- that a greater number and variety of studies are required about

teacher ju4gment of students, about curViCulum materials, and about other

4

important aspects of the classroom ermironment before such research will

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

that data by investigating teacher judgment in realistically complex

situations. By applying policy-capturing methodology to judgment situa-

tions like those regularAy encountered by, elementary school teachers, we

are also evaluating the usefulness of this methodology for describing the
I,

. 0 . . .

.
.

Coffiplexities, and subtleties of teachers' mental lives.
1.

2

N' , .

This study of teacherudgmAnt ds one part in a series investigating 'I

teacher judgment dufing the selection of instruCtionaaterials. This
p

series intlgdet a study that identifies faCtors influencing the selection

4fr .

of instructional activities (Clark, Yinger, 4 Wildfong,,Note 6), a polic3r-

capturingStudy ofteacher judgment (reported here), a process-tracing

study,of teacher judgment (forthcoming), a feature Analysis of preferred-

instructional-activities ( reported here), and an analysis of teacher's
.

self-reported judgment procetses (forthcoming).

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

attractive, appropriate, and effective instructional activities is an

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

Furthermore, teacher judgment is'an important psychological process in

this activity-selection task.
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. .

These are the major research questions guiding this study.

'1. What factbrs do teachers take into account in selecting instruc-
' tional activities?

2. How do teacher's differ in the relative emphasis they place on
factors influential in selecting instructional activities?

3. To what extent is the policy-capturihg approach adequate for
representing teacher judgments about oniplex instructionalT
activity destriptions?

4. What do teachers' judgments reveal abut wha't constitutes a good ,

learning activity?.

Subjetts

Method

3

Nineteen fourth-and fiftt -grade teachers (five'males and 14 females in,
o

their late 20s to coddle 50s) from two Michigan schoor`districts volunteered /-
4

. (and were paid) to participate in the study. The average teaching exper-
,0

ien e was 13 years, with'a range from five to 33:years.° Twelve teachers
, .

taught
,

in self-contained class'rooms,'while seven taught in team-teaching
. ,...

situations or a Combination of 'teem-teaching'and departmental arrangements.
.

, 1

Seven sf the teachers taught 'ill l urban settings, 11 in suburban communities,.

.4.z .,.

and one in a rural area. Although all the.teachers were taking graduate

f .
i

courses, only nine of them were in master's degred,programs. The restc .-
.

_., 'were taking graduate courses in orderto be perTanently certified as

.

. . .

.

teachers.
,

, v
..-

Materials

:-/
Thirty -two one-or two-Page descriptions of language arts -writing

,.

activities were derived from activities selected from a commercially
-.A ,

available instructional catalog of language arts activities for upper

elementary classrooms (Forte, Frank, & McKenzie,'i)73). the activity

descAptionaTe all presented in the same general format: an activity ,

4 '
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title, a one-or two-sentence statement of the purpose of the activity, and

a.....11pting of the steps'involved in planning and conducting the activity.

Each activity description, as edited to reflect five important dimen-

sions teachers use to _like the quality of language arts instructional

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

were (1) student involvement,' (2) difficulty for students, (3) integration

with other skills or subjeclb t 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.indtpendently

rated each, activity, negotiating when their ratings disagreed.
.

We hypotheSized that the evaluation and selection of instructional
pp

materials is not one, but a series of judgments leading to a final.decision
'r'

to implement or not implement an activity. To investigate this process and
,

,

to better reflect the com4exity.4 the. judgment task, each participant re-

,

t,

sponded on a nine-pdint continuum to four questions about each actiyity,

1. How 'attractive is this activity to you?

. _

2. How appropriate i s this activity as part of a catalog of language
arts activities -for fourth- and fifth-gfade teachers?

3. Howlikely would you be to use this activity as it is in your
present classroom?

f

4. HOw 'effective do you think this activity would be for your students?

.
These four questions, in effect, represent our hypfothetical. model.. of

the activity judgment process. In selecting materials for classroom use,

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

a teacher may first be personally attracted to an activity,'then assess its

(

appropriateness fob the content and purpose (s)he has in mind, and finally

evaluate its Rotential value for his/her own students. By-phrasing the

7
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four judgment questions relative to different reference groups (i.e., in
_.\

reference to the teacheTZ.to fourth- and fifth -grade teachers in general
.

and to.the teachet's own class),we hdped that the components of the selec-
a

tion process might be-more-independently visible in the data.
e.

Procedure

, After a set of six warm -up activtties'and a qUestion'and answer session,

each teacher was given a loose-leaf bOoklet,cbntaining the 32 activity des-

criptions, which were arranged in a differenCrandom order far each teacher:.

The teachers, proceeded thrbugh the booklet of activities, responding to

the four judgment questions on the reverse side of,each activity description.

Data Analysis

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

structional materials could be modeled by linear mathematicalrepresents-.

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

a number of cases, very good explanations of judgmental responses (e.g.,

Goldberg, 1968). Therefore, we computed linear regressicin equations fOr

each judge (teacher)." The five sues were treated as independent variables

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

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

tions were computed.

The regression equations produced by the analysis were examined in

two ways. ,First, regression. weightswere studied to determine which factors
t

b. were signifilant predictors of each judge's rating of the instuc.tional

activities. Squared multiple correlations were used to assess the extent,

to which a judge's rating was systematically related to thefive activity

.

features yaried across the cases. Though...judgment policy analysis is most

4
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t

powerftl as an intra-individual method, a second analysis Was conducted on
I

the mean weights of-the regressionmodels fOr each.of the four judgments .

to examine.any group trends.

' f4

Results

Individual Judgment' Policies_.

The analysis of teacher judgment 'produced'four judgment models (re-

gression equations) foeacholet the 19 ,teachers. Since space limitations'

do not permit a presentation of all, 76 of 'these models,.onejudge was

selected for illustrative purposes.

I
Teacher 2 is a fifth-grade teacher'in an urban school pith 16 years

of experience.. The mean rating given by this judge to all activity des-,

criptiOns was 6.22 with a standard deviation of 2.66. Ae average squared

multiple correlation from the regression analysis of the, four judgment

models was

estimat

ratin

.40, (adjustedgP2 = that, as a conservative

a little less than one-third of.the variationsin Teacher 2's

s can be accounted for by the activity features .studied.

For the pOrtion of this teacher's.judguient accounted for by the re-

gression:analysis, a fairly consistent weighting pattern

the four judgmdnts. In Table 1, one can see that Teacher

is present across

2'p judgments of

the activity degcriptions were influenced most by the perceived difficulty

of the activity for the'students (Cue g: difficulty) and the integration

of various language arts skills or other subject matter in the activity

- (Cue 3: integration) Also, for three of the four judgments,, the fit of

6

1

the stated purpose of,the activity with the described instructional process,

'(Cue'5: fit) was a significant influence. The potential student involve-

ment in an activity and the demandlthat an activity puts o the teacher did

so
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not 'reliably influence this t'eacher's ratings: From this description

bne might prTaict that Teacher 2 is likely to search for and use language

arts activities that arellwell orgattized and cOnstructedthat are not too

4

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

skills or, other subject matter.

Table 1

....Regression Weights for Four Judgments

17 %,

Determined by the Judgment Policy of TeaOker 2

46

Feature

Judgment

1 . 2 r
.

3. 4

Attrac-
tiveness

Appropri-
ateness

,

Likeliho d
of us

1

Effec=
tiveness.

Cue

.

,... ,

.13

-.81**

- .63**

-.13 '.

.631i*'

..-

.00

-.59*

59*
Z

.47

.44 ; 4,6

1.34***

.66*

., -.31

.72*,

3. Invpivemqnt

2. Difficulty

3. -Integration

4. Demand .

Sr Fit

-1.63***
6

.87**
.

.1,3

fi
F. 75*

Note. *P <.10, *vP<.05, ***Z(''. 01.

I-.

Coniposite Judgment Policies

.

Teacher 2, with judgmept models characterized 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, 4Y4

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

0,
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k * ^ i
r .. .

majority of the signifiCant regressiori'mpidels haddow squared multiple
,..,

correlations Omar; R2 = .18; radge'from., A3
1

='',501.

To more closely examine ,the.compoaite.judgment poliQies, average-

. . .. .

regresaion weights were computed for the five hattiies that were mini=

. A
pulated in .the activity descriptions, (see T4cle 2).- For activity 'attrac -'

.

-it .

t

tiveness judgments, the feafure most heavily weighted was Fit. Thia Was

481.
,

..
.. :

closely followed by the featurg-Demand. Difficulty was,. on theeaverage,
. .

negatively weighted, that is, activities perceived as being too difficult

far the students were judged as being less attractive..

Table

.Mean Regressionyeights fOr'Each Feature Cue

Feature

4

Judgment-task

i 1
2 3 4

.

1' ,

1

4,

04.

er,

Attrac-
tiveness

Appropri-
ateness

.

'Likelihood

of use
Effec-

tiveness

S.

Cue

'1. Involvement

2. Difficulty

3. Integration

4. Demand

5. Fit

.07

'(.40)

-.16
(.34)

:11

-(.50)

. ,

.21
(.42)

.24
(.12)

.02.

(.31) (

-.04
(.28)

.01
(.35)

.15

'(.35)

.21 ..

(.22)

.11

(.52)

-15

(.53)

.11
(.48)

.23

(.35)

'

k

.02

(.40)

-.17
(.43)

.05

,, (.42)

.12

. (..38)

.28

(.36)

".

Note.* NUmiiers in-pArentheses are standard deviations



The average weightings for tie secondsecOnd judgment task, that of Appropria-
.

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

est average weighting was given to Fit followed by the weighting given to *.

Deland. For thisAudgment, however,.Difficuity had a negligible negative.
o.

weighting. 4.-

.. .-
- Pt

The composite policies for the third and fourth judgment tasks,.those
. .

of likelihood of use andeffectiveness, folloWed the p ttErn of the first -

two judgments. In both cases, teachers gave Fit the. ghest average weight
t

and Difficulty a negative weight;

Characteristic Judgment Policies

The..pmposite judgment policies desortbed in the previous section

provide some notion of the tendencies among these teachersfor weighting

ter
certain activity features more highly

4

than others. The fact.that.the

regression weights ins Table 2 are averages, however,, obscures and often

-..1.../ ,) cancels out'individual Alfferences among the teachers.' The large extent

of these-differences is reflected in the large standard deviations'in-
,

dicated in Table 2.

To further analyze similarities and differences among the teachers,.

the standardized regression coefficients for the 43 significant policy

equations 4(p.<.10) were mapped onto polar coofdinate graphs (Figures l-41.
. ' .

. .. $ '

These graphs allow a figural representation and compartsO9 of the 'bignifi-
.

. .

. . te.
4cant judgment models for each judgmenktask. The heavy solid pentagon ........,(-

O- 4

421
,

:, . s - - -.

. \.._represents a weighting of zero for each cue, and positive and negative . ,, .

.

.weightings areltreprdsented by'points outside and .inside of ehq-pentagori,'

respectively. Simple models (having only one Significant regression

)

weight) are indicated by narrow solid lines. Since for"these models all
.

...other weightings are tteated as zero, the three sides not tangent to the

. 12
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weighted cue are represented by the heavy soll(d lines. Complex modelsr
4- (having,more than one cue weighted) are indicated in these figues by

textured lines.
*

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

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

judgment taskattractiveness. Of the 12 models, 10 are simple, relying

on only one cue. Each of the five 'Cues mdnipulated in the model has

F

been significantly weighted by the teachers; but the frequency of weightings

varies from only one weighting (for Fit) to five weightings (for Integration)..

Fit and Demand were only weighted positively, Difficulty was only weighted

negatively, and Involvement and Integration were weighted both positively

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

e judgment tasks, and in addition, the point labels allow comparisonsOf the

'same teacher's judgments across alb four judgment tasks. Only four 6f the:

19 teachers had no significant equation for any judgmenttask and therefore

do not appear on any figure. Two teachers appear on only one figure.)

Since,.with the exception of :leacher 2, the models'epresented in

Figured 1-4 have low R2 values, these graphs may be best used for com-

parative purposes, indicating the wide degree of indtvidual differences

among the teachers. They do,however, suggest some interesting trends in

the weighting patter of the teachers who are'represented.

Across the four judgment tasks certain cues were'significantly weighted,

much more often than others. One can see in Table 3, for instance, that

Integration was significantly weighted 16 times, while Fit was significantly

weighted only five. times., The number of significant weightings for the

other three cues fell'somewhere in between. It can also be obierved that

for most of the feature cues, the number of significant regression weights

17-



4

was fairly, consistent across the four,judgment tasks. The most obvious

deviation from this trend 'TA for Fit where hree of the six significant

weights assigned to the judgment tasks wer given for the fourth judgm n

15

. task (Effectiveness),

Table 3

Significant Regress on Weights

for the Five Activity Featur s in Each of the-Sour

Judgment asks

Feature

----Jud ent Task

1 2 3 4

Attrac- Appropri- Likelihood Effec-
tiveness ateness. ' of Use tiveness

Cue

1. Inv lvement 3 --- 3 2

2. Diricuity 3 1 4`

3. Integration 5. 3 4

4. Demand 3 4 -4
/

'5. Fit 1 0 1 3

Other trends in weighting patterns across the four judgi4ent tasks re-

late tosvariations in positive and negative weights assigned to the cues.

,h,Fit between the stated purpose ofan activity and the described instructional"

. .
,

process was only assigned positive weightings. 'This, indicates the higher
1

d.

rating
, .-

of activities having a close fit between its purpose apd instructional
t

10'N. process.'

18
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One-sided weighting was also apparent for Difficulty. No teacher sig-

4

nificantly weighted this feature positively. This fits expectations that

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

tgat of the ive teachers'significantly weighting this cue, only one teacher

used it in t e second judgment task, appropiiateness of including the acti-

In
vity in a set of activities for teaches of fourth or fifth grades.

AvolveMent, Demand, and Integration, all had both 'positive it'd nega-,

tive weights assigned to them. One might piedict that an activity perceived

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

one having low student involvement, but Figures 1 -4, show that-two of the
. 1

teachers gave significantly high ratings to activities with low student.
6

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

mending on the teacher would not be given high,tings. This is not always

A 4
true, as Figures 1-4 indicate. Five teachers we \ghted Remandin a signifi-

cantly positive manner on at least One of the four judgment tasks,_acd only

/ one, teacher weighted Demand negatively.

The degree to which other skills or subject matter.,are'integrated Vito

an activity appeared to be an important activity feature for mpny of theie.

teachers. Integration had the greatest number of significant regression

weights assigned to it and w weighted negatively as well, as positively.
.

\ One might predict that activ es higher6on,integration would be weighted
9!47'

higher. This was true for the weightings of fiv.e teache rs. But thtlee

teachers assigned negative weight to Integration at least once, suggesting-
:

a preference for activitieq that focus on one skill or suh'ject=matter area.

In summary,- the simple linear model used here haa, failed th:capture

1.much of the richness and comp exity of these teachers' judgments . In those

instances where regression equations had any significant descriptive powe,

9
I
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the large individual differences in the models suggest the, presence of
1 ,

highly idiosyncratic processes for the selection,of instructional activities.

Activity Analysis

Thus far', we have been discussing what this study reveals about the

various factors influencing the ju4ments,of these teachers.' What do their

judgments of the activities suggest about which characteristics of an

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

Since the fOur judgments that the teachers were asked to make about

each activity were highly intercorrelated (meanr = .82), we averaged the

ratings gi,enl)y all the teachers for each judgment relateCto eacItactivity

to produce a general i dicatiqn of quality., The mean rating given to the

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

to 7.5S fi7.the highest sated activity.

Table 4 lists the characteristics of those activities rated highest

(in'the top 25%). and those fated lowest (in tht bottom 25%). Sinee the 32

activity descriptions were constructed to represent'a full factoral matrix

of high and low values'for each of the five activity featIlres, there is no

repetition or'replication of any one - activity profile. TherefOre, at best,

the data presented in Tables4 can only suggest the contributing effectq of °

individual activity features.

For the most part, the data in'Table.4 reveal no consistent trends for
*

activities in each grouping.' The only interesting exceptions .appear to be

the features Demand and,Fit for the bottom group. All but one of the

activities in the bottom group were low in Pit and all but two of the
1:t(=

activi.tiesvin)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 be

20
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Table 4

Characteristics of Activities in the Top

and Bottom Quartile§ of Teacher.Ratings

.1%

Activity' Featufet--

Activity
No.

Rank
Involve=

ment
Diffi-
dulty

Intdgra-
tion

5 1 H L L

32 2 L ,H

1 3 H

12 4 H L L

31 5 L. H' H- 0 C

20 6 H 'L H

16 7. L L. 11,

30 8 L

18 25 H H H

6 Y6 H
-....

L
%

H

9 ,27 H H

7/ 28 H L H

23

27

: '29

30

L

..

L

H
. ,
H

.1,

. H

29 31 H H L

25 32

Demand ". Fcit

L

-4

L H

H L

H H

H L

L ,

L L.

L H' '

L .L 49

L.0

Ndte. H = high;-L low

21 4
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supported by the data' in. Table 4 so that nojfeatute warms unanimously, high or

low across the two. groups. For instance, the activities in the top group

.

'were not all high in Involvement or high in 'Integratipn; nor were the
.

activities:in the bottom group,aif low in Fit 'at is likely that teachers

use policies containing rAdepffs.like "thiii activity shofild be worthwhile
-__. ,,,..___ 1

, 3 0

even though it may demand a lot from me, bedause it integrates. several im-

portant language arts skills."

A difficulty in assessing-which features of thg activity ,descriptions

contribute most strongly to high'or4lOWrankings is related to-our method.
a °.

We chose to control only five features of the activities knowing that there

arermany more sources of information in activitiek of this type. For in-
,

. 4;,

stantev in a previous study (Clark, Yinger,r& Wildfong, Note 2) we. found
-

r 6 Vt, ,, / '

A
that teachers mentioned an average of eighhag..110-eyifeatures and aA.many

...

,..lt

as 1 1 when making judgMents of this typ . IP

v55..

Discupsion w

What can be learned from this study about teachers', selection of in .

I

structional activities? The four research' questions posed earlier-will

provide a framework foour answer.
4

. What Factors Do Teachers Take into Account
in SelectiAg Instructional Materials?

Teachers seem to be taking a large nutber offactors into account

in their judgmentf about instructional materialAr. .The factors or cues that

'0.

we selected to systematically vary in this-study-did.not fully account for

therichness of the teachers' judgments. On'the average, less than one-

fifth of the variance in teachersipjudgments;were accounted for by the model

used here (Althqugh in several cases one-third to gne-half of the variance

za
V

t

.4
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was accounted for). This is not to sayer however, that'the feature cues

' i
,

selected for use in this study were not being used by 'tills group of teachers.
. r

. ,

ii
Fifteen of the 19 participating teachers used one or more of the five cues

4

in,a sigpificant manner. For this ample of teachers the fObtors most fre-
/ .

.

quently influential intheiejlidgments were Integration, Difficulty, and
ti

Demand%

Aw Do Teachers Differ in the Relative Rmphasi"They Place
on Factors Influential in Selecting Instructional Activities?

The wide variations found in cue use are striking, These wide variations

made it virually impossible to say anything meaningful about average Or",group

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

-2.) , By focusing on those 'teachers who had signifidant policy,equations, wg '

-2 .

were Able to get a somewhat better idea-about the Ways in which they were'
. ...,

. ..

weighting the five feature cues manipulated in, the study. _Figures
.

1-4 pro-.
es---- ..,

.

.
.

.

, .. s ° ,

vide
. ,.

a much more accurae picture.of the variety of individual judgment

.
t

policies.
.

. .

. . -.
.

.

et Based on theae.figues it is also possible't9 say46.few things about ,

, 4
trends in cue use. For instance, across the four judgments Integration was

"
.

incorporated most frequently. Also, the weighting for Integration was

1

negative as well as positive. Three teachers tended to ju4e activities

more favorably if they did alot. incorporate other language art s skills,

While five different teachers favored more integrated activities. Similar

1/41

variety was found fof Involvement and Demand. However, when Pit was used

it,was only used'positively. Difficulty was used only negatively, Jodi:-

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

23
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To What Extent Is the Eolicy-capturing Approach Adequate
for Representing Teacher Judgments about Complex InstrudS.
tional Activity Descriptions? e

Based On the-nsults of this study, policy-capturing methods
.$

seem I nade-
,

quate for modeling a task

1
of this complexity. The low number, af si ifi-

_
-

cant policy equations and the small amount of variance that could be

, accounted for to some kirid of mismatch. One might argue that the

a it is" ot in the method but in hbw- it was used, but wefeelthat*

La
unaerstanding:Human judgment incontaxts as complex as'this presents
"N

several ineurmountahle0,,arriers to the use of policy- capturing methods.
,

The first-barrieris the trade =off that one needs to make between

task validity (ecologicil lidity) and the limits of the linear 1OdeL,

The linear model functions most effectively in situations in which juag-
. ,

Rent stimuli sreipretented in a fully factorial design with cue values

represented in an unambiguous manner. As the information presented to a

iudAe becomes richer (in terms of information content) the ability of the

linear model to descrilpe the judgment process dropg.. this ddcline is
F

largely due to the additional, uncontrolled information available in cm--
, .

plex situations that can influence judgments." The trade -off-between task

complexity and 4escriptiVer'effedtiveness 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 charatter-
\

istics _(e.g., Anderson, 19Z7; Shavelson, Caldwell &Izu, 1977), thelinear

. model has much more effectively captured judgmentsthan in more recent 17

studies that have attempted to use-more complex and realistic oblipts of

21

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

1981). These results, when combined with those of this ,study, sugge9f that

4

1 24



policy capturing can only be used effectively in judgment tasks-in which
9

the cues can be represented in a simple, unambiguous manner without strip-'

ping away the.richness and totplexity of the real task. . *

.
I

,

A second barrier is related, to the assumptions underlying the-linear

model. By viewing judgment as a fairlYsimple additive or multiplicative

process where disciete,features combine simply with other features-, we

1

may be excluding the-more holistic and configural components in judgment.
- 4

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

complex cognitive structures such as schemas, prototypes, and scripts. ..

. _ . ....

k4lated'Assumption.of the linear model and policy capturing models.
,

: 1.
V .

is that the cue is perceived exactly the way it is presented: ,Recent re-'
. -

.

search in percePtion has revealed much about the importance of context and

the knowledge and experience that the perceiver brings to the situation.;

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

Judgment is as Ich alkperceptual task as it is a conceptual task.

Anotiler fimitatidh inherent in the policy - capturing method is the loss

of informatioff about judgments when summarising across instances. As judi-
)

**lents are averaged the unique factors influencing each judgment are lost.

This is especially true when researchers try to represent.*the 3udgments of

a group, of people.

What Do Teachers' Judgments Tell about-What
Constitutes a Good Learning Activity?

Ahalysis of the activities the teachers rated highest and lowest re-

vealedvealed no consistent trends for activities in each grouping. As was pre-
)

viously mentioned, thi; is most likelydue to artificially restticting the

nhmber of cues studied. There was a trend for teachers to reject language

arts activities that were demanding for the teacher and in which the stated
'1.

- o

r e

. 6
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purposes of the activity did. not fit well wqhthe'Arocesses prescribed for

student's. Our comparative.analysis of the actiVities rated in the highest

and l'owest quartiles indicates that no single activity feature (of the fide --"

manipulated) was always,prdsent among the highly rated'activities or always.

23

absent among the activities rated lowelst. This suggests that the teachers

may have been using a configural process in judging attractiveriess,,

likelihood of use, ancrpotential effectiveness of anguage arts activities.

Conclusions

:reacher judgment.playa an important part..ia teacher selection of in-
,

'structibnal activities. The policy-capturing Analysis presented in this

study shows that teacher judgtnts of the attractiveness, appropriatdness,
7

usefulness, and potential effectiveness of language arts activities are

;highly intercorrelated (i.e., that there are too kindS'of activities:

those rated high and those rated low) yet there are striking individual

differences among teachers

and why. "Furthermore, the

in which-activities they rate high or low,

relatively lowjde- ptive gbwer of a .

. . ...

five-Ae model of teacher judgment suggeAsc.thpt, in a realistically com-

plex judgment task; teachers use a wider variety of information, possibly

in a more configural fashiont'than can be adequately.represented by a linear"

regression model/

In an attempt to move beyond the limitations of the linearmOdel in

describing complex human judgments, we have conducted a process-tracing

study of teacher judgments about th4 sane language arts activities used in

the present st'ud'y.. In the process tracing approach, the teacher is askall,
10

to think aloud when coming toa judgment. Transcripts of the teacher's

.0
deliberations are then analyzed to trace the prpcess whereby (s)he arrived

,

P

1
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a decision. Data analysis is still in progress; butpreliminary results

suggest that the process-tracing approach provides a more appropriately

rich, complex, and configural picture of human judgment in realistically

complex situations than doeg the policy-capturing approach.

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

tional

/nsiderations, and human perceptions come together in theminds of

teachers as they decide what to teach and how to teach it. We sought to

understand why and how these important decisions are made to' better under-

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

judgment processes are complex and differ among teachers. We recommend

that others use more appropriate, complex methods of studying teacher judg-

ment in action.

A
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