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Abstract:

The problem of this study was to determine which factors were most important in influencing teacher
preactive content decisions. The influencing factors used in this study were District Policy, , Teacher
Belief, Student Achievement, Professional Opinion, and Community Pressure.

The study was conducted during the 1987-88 school year. The population consisted of middle school
classroom teachers in the State of Montana.

To collect data, a simulation instrument was utilized. The instrument consisted of a series of fifty
simulations each of which represented a possible context in which a preactive content decision might
be made. The information used to make each preactive content decision in each simulation was a
numerical rating given to each of the five influencing factors. The statistical method used to analyze the
data was Judgment Analysis (JAN) which yielded policy groupings of participants and standard beta
weights for each of the five influencing factors for each participant. Participants were also divided into
demographic categories of size of district, years of experience, years of education, and subject area
taught on the basis of a short demographic survey.

The JAN analysis indicated that there were three policy groupings of participants. These three policy
groupings showed up in every demographic category. Policy group one used a multi-factor approach.
In other words, participants in Policy 1 based their content change decisions on the influencing factors
of Student Achievement, Teacher Belief, and District Policy. Policy group two used a single-factor
approach. In other words, they based their decisions on Student Achievement. Policy group three used
a dual-factor approach basing their decisions on Student Achievement and Teacher Belief. The most
important factor in this study was Student Achievement followed by Teacher Belief and District Policy.
Professional Opinion and Community Pressure were not important influencing factors.
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ABSTRACT

The problem of this study was to determine which factors
were most important in influencing teacher preactive content
decisions. The influencing factors used in this study were
District ©Policy, ,L Teacher Belief, Student Achievement,-
Professional Opinion, and Community Pressure. : '

The study was conducted during the 1987-88 school year.
The population consisted of middle school classroom teachers
in the State of Montana. '

To collect data, a simulation instrument was utilized.
The instrument consisted of a series of fifty simulations each
of which represented a possible context in which a preactive
content decision might be made. The information used to make
each preactive content decision in each simulation was a
numerical rating given to each of the five influencing
factors. The statistical method used to analyze the data was
Judgment Analysis (JAN) which yielded policy groupings  of
participants and standard beta weights for each of the five
influencing factors for each participant. Participants were
also divided into demographic categories of size of district,
years of experience, years of education, and subject area
taught on the basis of a short demographic survey.

The JAN analysis indicated that there were three policy

groupings of participants. These three policy groupings
showed up in every demographic category. Policy group one .
used a multi-factor approach. In other words, participants

in Policy 1 based their content change decisions on - the
influencing factors of Student Achievement, Teacher Belief,
and District Policy. Policy group two used a single-factor
approach. In other words, they based their decisions on
Student Achievement. Policy group three used a dual-factor
approach basing their decisions on Student Achievement and
Teacher Belief. The most important factor in this study was
Student Achievement followed by Teacher Belief and District
Policy. Professional Opinion and Community Pressure were not
important influencing factors.




CHAPTER . 1
INTRODUCTION

Since the early 1900s, the problem of identifying‘
effective teachers has puzzled educational researéﬁers. 'In
their seérch for an answer, regearchers ha?e investigated
varidus teacher variables. They héve also employed various
meésufes of teacher effectiveneés. Their ﬁgest has led them
from early investigations of teacher traits as they relate to
teacher effectiveness ratings to present-day investigatioﬁs
of teacher decision making as it relates 'to ' student
achié?ement (Cruickshank, 1985). |

Initially, from the early 19005‘to the 1950s, educational
researchers investigéted teacher variables called teacher
traits. Base teacher traits——chdracteri#tics iike ﬁonestyﬁ
friendliness, and punctuality--were gleaned from teacher
rating ﬁorms (Rupley, Wise, aﬁd-Logan, 1986). Researchers
measured teacher effectiveness by emp;oying supefyisor‘
ratings. If a supervisor rated,a teacher as’effec{ive, that
teacher was measufed as effective for purposes of regearch
(Rupley, Wise, and Logan). Educafional researchefé tried to

establish correlations between teacher traits and teacher
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effectiveness ratings hoping to predict teacher effectiVeness
from feacher.traits (Cruickshank,'1985)?

'By the early 19608, educational researchers had agreed
uncn the follcwing conclusions: (1) Superv1sors d1d not agree
when they were asked to subJectlvely ~rate teacher
effectiveness; (2) Traits by themselves did{ nct',predict
teacher effectiveness nor could they be combined inro_one list
or index which cculd be used.to predict teacher effectiveness;
(3) Few facts, if any, couid be said to:-be .estabiished
regarding teacher effectiveness for all ‘children. in ali.
contexts. Researchers recognized thar their_investigafions
of teacher traits as they related to teacher effectiveness had
not succeeded in identif&ing effective teachers (Crdichshankg
1985).

Researchers from the 1960s to the 1970s were no more
successful (Rupley,‘Wise, and Logan, 1986) .- .But,‘they did
beg1n to experlment w1th teacher var1ab1es other than teacher
traits and with a measure of teacher effectiveness cther than .
supervisor ratings. They began to investigate ‘teacher
behavior as it related to student achievement (Rupley, Wiée,
and Logan, 1986). | |

Ddring the 19705, educational researchers continued
investigations of teacher behavior as it related to student
achievement Researchers marched ‘into teachers classrooms-
armed with obJectlve observation 1nstruments for the purpose

of correlating teacher behavior with student achlevement.




This research became known as 'pfocess-product research
_ (Rupley, Wise, and Logan, 1986). |
Process-product research led educational'researChers to
some promising conclusions regafding the‘identification of
effective teachers. It also.led researchers to fheir most
recent research. As they investigated teacher behavior,
researchers became aware of the important part teacher
decisién making played in that behavior (Duffy and'Bali,.
1986). ! | | | |
Since 1976, many reducational researchers - have bééﬁ
investigating teacher decision making as it relates.to student
achievement (Clark and Peterson, 1984). The& "have
investigated the ways in which teachers make decigiqns_and the.
kinds of decisions which they make . ‘ ﬁany present-day
researchers use stﬁdent achievement as their measure 6fn
teacher effectiveness. " This researcﬁ pelating teacher
decision making to student achievement became kndﬁn as teacher
decision-making research (Clark and Petefson, ;984). |
Researchers have identified two phases . of teacher
decision making, the preactive aqd the iqteraétive phases
(Shavelson and Stern, 1981). Teacher inteféctive decision'
making included decisions made during actual classroom
interaction. Teacher preactive decision making'includgd those
decisions made before and after actual classroom . interaction.
This decision making guided future classroom‘inferactions.

for example, teacher preactive decision making iﬁcfuded those
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decisions made at the end of a classroom 1nteract10n whlch

determlned what would become the classroom 1nteract10n for thei..r

following day.  Teacher preactlve dec;slon maklng 1ncludedh_’"
decisions regarding da11y, weekly,: term;vzand, yearlyt{

interactions. It also 1ncludes de01s1ons made for un1ts and

lessons (Clark and Peterson, 1984).

Shulman (1986) stated that educational researchers who .=

wished to contribute to'answering'the'Questioﬁs.“Effecttvef

teachers—-who are they”" must 1nvest1gate teacher preactlve'd

-de01s1on making. He urged researchers to 1nvest1gate teacher

preactive declSlon maklng partlcularly as. 1t related to‘f

content decisions. Content declslons were. de01s1ons regardlng

(1) what will be taught, (2) to whom. (3) dur1ng what perlodh

of time, (4) in what order, and (5) to what standards of _~h -

achievement'(Clark and Peterson, 1984)
This - study followed Shulman s urglngs : ’It examineda
effective teaching by 1nvest1gat1ng teacher preactlve contentA

de0151ons.

Problem Statement

The problem of this study was to determlne whlch factors- -

were most important in 1nf1uenc1ng teacher preactlve content:
de01s1ons. The dependent var1ab1es for thls ‘study were,

dec1s1ons wh1ch teachers made in response to 50 31mu1at10ns

In the s1mu1at10ns, teachers were asked to dec1de whether or'-s

not they would make content changesu on} the basls- Qf}f
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descriptions of five influencing factors. These five factors,

the independent variables of this studj, were district policy,:

teacher belief, student achievemeht, professional opinion, ahd‘»

community pressure. .
"The five influencing factofé were described’ in the

following mannef for the purpose of thié~study:.

1. District policy - Thg extent to which teacher

preactive content decisions were influeﬁcéd by .district
written poliéy statemenfs, district curriéulum-guides, and
district tésting policy. |

‘2. Teacher belief - The extent t6 wﬁicﬁ teécﬁer
preactive content decisions were influencedﬂby knowlédée of
the sﬁbject_area,‘interest in and enjoyment of the sﬁbje?t
area, convictions aﬁout the imbdrtance of-tﬁe subjecf area and
the topics within the éubject area, and expecthfiops.for
student achievement within that area.

3. Student achieyement - The extent to‘whicﬁ teachey

preactive content decisions were influenced by information

regarding student skill levels provided by diagnostic testé,.

formative tests, summative tests, anecdotal reports, comments
from parents, classroom assignments, student verbal resppnses}
and teacher observations.

4. Professional opinion - The extent to which teécher

preactive content decisions were influenced by recommendations

from building principals, curriculum coordinators, teachers

-
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in higher grade levels, teachers at the sameVgrade leuel and
subject area, and educational research. |
5. Community pressure - The ektent to ﬁhdch'teacher
preactive content decisions were intluenced b& the'desires.of'
a single parent or community member, a pressure'groung the"

PTA, or the local newspaper.
Contribution to Educationai Literature-

Wiil research into teacher-preactiye content\decdsion
making contribute to identifying effective teachers? The
researchers cited below think so. | |

Research into teacher preactive content decision makiné

is research into teacher thinking. And, researchers agree.

that research into teacher thinking is ,necessary,' ‘For‘,-

example, Clark and Peterson (1984) stated‘that‘research into
teacher thinking was essential in understanding,'predicting,
and influencing teacher behavior;v Allan A Glatthorn'(1987) :
asserted that the way teachers thought about the1r subJect
profoundly affected the way in wh1ch they taught that subJect

Mlchael McKibbon - (1978—79) concurred . He contended that
teacher thinking influenced and was 1nf1uenced by the nature
of the content taught. He asserted that if teacher tralners
were to have an effect on teacher th1nk1ng and, consequently,
on. student achievement, those trainers would.have to teach
teachers to think differently. Shavelson and Stern (1981)

agreed. They cited two Justlflcatlons for research 1nto,
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teacher thinking. First, they stated that a solely behavioral
model of teaching process was incomplete. It did not account
for differences in. teacher ©behavior which arose from
variations in goals, judgments, and decisions. 'Secondly,'they
stated fhat research linking teacher behavior . to ‘tedcher
thinking provided a basis for teacher eduéétion and for.
instructional innovationé. - |

More specificall&,-researchers called for investigations
into teacher decision making. Iﬂ.fact, as has been notgd;
this research has become the most recent research tr&ing fo
identify effective teaéhers.. McKibbon (1978—795 highlightéd
the teacher decisién—making component of teacher thinking_whén
hé proposed that teacher trainers difeét their eneréieé toward
those critical incidents in feéching,when specific decisions
were made. Bush acknowledged the importance of teacher
decision making when ﬁe declared that awareness of the sources
of teacher decisions could provide insight into the process
of teacher training. Duffy and Ball (1986) asse;ted-that.
making decisions is of paramoﬁnt importance in tééching. They
believed that teachers must be trained to make decisions as
professionals rather than as technicians. Shavelson and Stern
(1981) insisted that training of teachers must emphaSize
training in decision making. Teacﬁers must be made aware of
th;se decision-making strategies which they used and mﬁst be
encouraged to substitute effective ones for ineff¢c£ivé ones.

Finally, Rupley, Wise, and Logan (1986) indicatea fthgt
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research intd this important component of teacher'thinking had
only recently been recognized as legitimate. |

'Researchers, as ‘has been noted, bfoke.'down tﬁe
decision-making component of teacher thinking ipto two phasés;
Those +two phases were the preactive and :the ]intefactive
phases. Putnam and Duffy (1984), in deSCribiﬁg thé decisioﬁs
of one effective reading feacher, explained that his pfeactive
decisions éccounted'fbr his effécfiveness, ife. his succegs
in producing students who achieved well on staﬂdardized
reading tests. They contended that ﬁe'madelvirtually all of
his critical décisions during the preaéfive decision-making
phase of his teaching. Yinger (1980)}n6téd thét thefé have
been few studies done on this phase of te§cher depiSibn making
even though research has pointed to its importance.

Within~ thé phaég of preactive decision making,
researchers have found it neéessary to limit theif
investigations. As has been noted, Sﬁulman (198§) snggesis
that researchers should investigate teacher preactive conkenf
decision making. Why should researchers investigate cgﬁtent.
decisions? Rosenshine (1978) emphasized'thé importance éf‘
coﬁtent in determining student acﬁievement——the.meaéufe @f
teacher effectiveness, He declared that content was one of
two variables most highly correlated with student achievement.
Frederick J. McDonald (1976) agreed. He insiéted'that the_
aﬁount of content covered ﬁas,a,criticgl variable_in studeht

achievement. Shavelson and Stern (1981) étated that one of
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the most cr1tlca1 de0151ons affectlng student achlevement was’

the dec151on about what content should be covered Shulman:g-

asserted that mere content knowledge was not suff1c1ent t0'
make an effective teacher, researchers must pay as much

attentlon to the content aspects of teachlng as they pay to

the process aspects of teachlng Duffy and Ball p01nted out:d

that researchers must 'look’ for de01s10n maklng that went]?"

beyond process concerns and must 1nvest1gate teacher content.‘

decisions. Zoharik (1975) PrOPosed that the Place of content"' S

in preactlve de0151ons be more fully researched

Floden et al (1986) 1ndlcated future useS'forxteacheri‘

preactlve content dec1s10n research As. a result“of such T

research. publlshers of 1nstruct10na1 materlals could become

more .aware of the need to mon1tor content var1ab1es. Teacher :

educators could become .more aware " of the need to addressi

content de0151on maklng. F1na11yl as a result of research'

into teacher preactlve content dec1s10n maklng, researchers:‘

could become more aware Of the 1mportance of d1fferences in-:

teachers in terms of_thelr de01s10n—mak1ng.ab111t1es?and,the}r-~=-"T

content decisions.

| Research into teacher preactive content decision mahing
could contribute to identifying effective teachersifn severafﬁ
ﬁays. Such research can eventually 1nd1cate dlfferences 1n2
the de0151ons of effectlve and 1neffect1ve teachers‘.asv
measured for example, by student ach1evement ; It could have;

the potent1a1 for 1ndlcat;ng the . ways 1n-whrch effectlve‘:
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‘teachers interact with instructional materiele;"teechef _

supervision{ and teacher in-service. It could diréct future - .

researchers toward 1nvest1gat10ns whlch would contrlbute to
a more complete 1dent1f1cat10n of effectlve teachersr

This study cpntrlbuted to an‘ldentlf;eatlon of effectiye
teachers by contributing to researchers’. desefiptions~ of
preactive content decisien making. It conffibu{ed to  a~
description of the faetore whieh influenced teacher_preectiye-
content decisions for Montana public school‘teachefs dufing
the 1987-88 sehool year. It complemented research already.
completed et Michigan State University whichldescribed factors
whlch influenced the preactive content dec151ons of s1xty
fourth grade mathematics teachers in Mlchlgan during the yearsg
from 1978 to 1987 (Porter et al., 1986). |

Although the contribution of the research ceﬁaueted for
this study was small when compared ﬁith the potentiai'
contribution of future research, it wae esseﬁtiel.‘ "It
provided a necessary building block with whieh future
researchers could construct a complete description'of #eacher
preactive content decision making. That qescription could
centribute to the completion ef the descriptions of teacher
pfeacfive decision making, teacher decisien making, Aand
teacher thinking. With those deseriptiens .eompjeted,
researchers could then' begiﬁ to relate them to teacher
effectiveness as measured by, for example, | student

achievement. As researchers investigafed;the'reletionship
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between these descriptions and teacher:effectiveness, they

could contrlbute to. the 1dent1f1cat10n of effectlve teachers.:'

General Questions

1. Was there'more than’one rankiné of the five.tntluencing'd
factOrs used by the teachers tn'this'study.when-they'made ‘
their decdsion to-changehor not.to change"thedrycontenté

2. Which of the five influencdné factors used-invthts study'c
was most important in influencing teachers! decisions:to.
change or not to change the1r content°

3. How d1d the ranklng of the f1ve 1nf1uen01ng“factors used
by teachers in this study to dec1de whether or not to
change their content compare when those teachers were
grouped 1nto categories- accordlng to the s1ze of the‘
d1str1ct in which they teach the subJect area taught,
the1r number of years of experlence, and thelr level of.j

educat10n°

General Procedure .

Follow1ng is a descr1pt10n of the procedures whlch were-

used for the research descrlbed in th1s study. Durlng the

1987-88 school year, an 1nstrument whlch presented 51mu1ated. _

preactive ‘content decision 51tuat10ns_ was sent to 192 .
certified middle school teachers from- Montana' who Were 5
randomly selected by school Mlddle school was deflned as any'

school wh1ch was comprlsed of 'grades 5 9.'
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'The' instrument required that the selected - teachers
indicate whether or notr'on the basts of five-influencing_
factors, they would change their content. The fnteractions
of the 1nf1uenc1ng factors were presented as numer1ca1 ratlngs
using a scale, from 0 to 100 - A factor rat1ng of 100 1ndlcated
a strong impetus; a rat1ng of 0 1nd1cated no- impetus. |

| District policy which provided a strong ‘impetus- for
change on teacher preactive content decision'-making was
district policy which mandated that teachers adhere to the
curriculum guides prepared by the dlstr1ct -as part of the
district’s written pollcy, which mandated that teachers teach
froy designated textbooks and be on specific pages on speclflc
days as part of its curriculum guides, and.whtch'mandated
district-wide testing and comparison of test ,scores byj
classroom and schoolhat the end of each semester as'part of
its written po}icy. A strong d1str10t pollcy recelved a
rating of 70-99, District policy wh1ch prov1ded a weak
impetus for ‘change on teacher preactive content_ de01s1on_
making was a district policy_uhich suggested goals and texts
for teachers as part of its written 'policy. | It had no
.currlculum guide and did not mandate d1str1ct—w1de test1ng
It rece1ved a rating of from 30- 1

Teacher belief whlch .provided a rstrohé ‘tmpetus .was
teacher belief which was founded on a complete knowledge of
the subject area, an unshakable conviction that the subJect

area was important to students and that each toplc taught
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within that subJect area was 1mportant to students, and the
expectatlon that every student could succeed in the subJect
area if glven approprlate 1nstruct1on and suff1c1ent time.
Such a po11cy received’ a‘ratlng of-from 70f99 ' Teacher be11ef4
which provided ‘a weak.impetustwasoteacher\bellewahlch,was :
founded.on~a-shakey hnowledge of'the:subject area,;a;concern;
about the 1mportance of the subJect area to students .and a;”
-concern about the 1mportance of many of the toplcs taught'
w1th1n that subJect area,v and the expectatlon that many;f
students could not succeed in the subJect area.' It recelved"
a rating of 30-1. | B h

Student achlevement wh1ch prov1ded a strong 1mpetus for -
change on teacher preactlve content dec151ons was student
achievement wh1ch was measured by d1agnost1c tests at the‘
beglnnlng of each top1c w1th1n the subJect‘area._'It.was'
student ach1evement wh1ch was regularly measured by formatlve
tests as we11 as summatlve tests. It was also measured.by.
anecdotal reports, student . verbal-responses, homeworh'and.
classroom assignments, comments from parents, and teacher .
observations. Once it was measured, it was acted upon by the
teacher. For example, the teacher'adJusted what was taught-
to whom durlng what t1me perlod in what order and to whatr~
standard of ach1evement on the bas1s of student ach1evementff
This type of policy received a ratlng‘of,70—99. ,Student.
achievement which provided-.a- weak ,impetus for.- change on .’

teacher -preactive content decision.. making wasf student\
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achievement which was only measured by summative'fesfs.: Once
measured, it was not,acted upon b& the teacher. Instead, the
teacher moved on to new topics according to a predefermined_
plan. That'plan could be a district.currichlum'guide, for
example. This policy received a 30-1 rating. |
Professional opinion which provided a stropg‘impetus for

change on teacher preactive cohfent_ decision: making .was
professional - opinion which was in agreement (principal,
curriculum coordinetor,. teachers, - and _reseérch agreed),‘
prescriptive (stated'clearly and concisely'ﬁhat'should be
taught); and carried rewards and sanetiens for eompliance.
This type of policy received a 70-99 rating. Prpfessiona}
opinion which provided a weak impetuslfer ehange pn teécher'
preactlve content decision maklng was profe551ona1 oplnlon
whlch was confllctlng, was. vaguely stated, and carrled wrth
it no rewards or sanctions for compllance. This t&pe of
policy received a 30-1 rating |

| Community pressure wh1ch prov1ded a. strong 1mpetus for
change on teacher. preactlve content de0131ons was communlty‘
pressure Wthh was unified, i.e. all segments of the communlty :
concur; specific, i.e. told teachers exactly what needed to
be taught; and powerful, i.e. threatened to punlsh, perhaps
through law suit or dlsmlssal, teachers who failed to conform.:
This type of policy was rated from 70—99.' Community pressureg

which provided a weak impetus for change on teacher preactive
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content decisions was community pressuré which was ff&gmented;'
generalized, aﬁd powerless. It received a rating‘of,SO—l.“

Each teacher was ﬁreseqtedA&ith‘SO simulétionsuéonsistihg
of five numerical ratings;—pne'fér each'influgnéinglfactoft
Teachers were asked to.deéide whether or not tﬁey koﬁld change
their content for each one of the simulations. They expressed
their decision in the form of a percentage indibating tﬁg
percentgge.of chancé.that they would chénge theiffcontent!

Table 1 presents an éxample of a SiMulation,

Tablerl

A Sample Simulation:

1. District Policy 50 100 High likelihood that

o you would change'
2. Teacher Belief . 90 . 75 your content. |
3._Studenf Achievement ___gg‘ 50 Your rating: ___
4. Professional Opinion ___ 40 25 Low likelihood that -
. you would change
5. Community Pressure 5 0 content. .

The rankings of influencing féctors, of pblicieé,-of the.
participating'teachers wefe ideﬁtified By the'ﬁse of the
Judgﬁent Analysis Technique (JAN). Teachers whose policies
were similar were grouped into clusters. Eaéh'ciuster of
teachers was described as having one bolicy. Becausefmofe‘
than one cluster of teachers occurred, the ﬁolicies of the.

clusters were compared through. narrative desc:ipfibn: The
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clusters were compared on the basis of which influencing
factors Wwere most important for the teachers within the
clusters when making preactive content decisions.

Teachers were also grouped into categories on the basis
of the size of the district in which they taught, the subject
area they taught, the number of years of experience which they
had, and the levellof education which they had attained.
Within each cateéory, teachers were separated into divisions.
The policies of teachers within those divisions were compared
on the basis of their rankings of influencing factors to see
if any similarities or differences existed. ‘Since
similarities and differences did exist within divisions of
teachers, the policies for the divisions were compared in a

narrative.

Limitations and Delimitations

1. Since it was impossible to include all of the factors
influencing teachers when they make their preactive
content decisions, only five were included.

2. Those five influencing factors were general in nature.
If any of those five were found to be important in
influencing teacher preactive content decisions, they
would require further inQestigation in future research.
That research would need to attempt to determine which
aspects of the influencihg factors were most important
in influencing teacher preactive content decisions.

3. Although inferences could be made, this research did not
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Although inferences could be made, th1s research‘dld not
investigate what teachers actually dec1de in preactlve
content decision-making 51tuat10ns ' It\only_lndlcated>
what they did in simulated 51tuat10ns. : '
The research was limited to data collected durlng the

1987-88 school year.

The population for this study ﬁas limited to middle

'school classroom teachers certified_to teach~in.Montana

public-schools.

Definitions

Decision making: Making decisions meant choosing. alternative .

courses of action among alternative courses of action
either before or during actual teaching based on
inferences resulting from cues present in .a learning

environment.

Preactive decision making: Decision making which occurred

outside of an actual teaching situation (Duffy-anﬂ Ball, .

1984).

Preactive content decision making: Preactlve content decision

making occurred prlor to actual teachlng 51tuat10ns and

as concerned with ch0051ng among alternative courses of

action with regard to what to teach to which'students

during what period of time, in what order, and to what

standards of achievement (Porter et al., 1985).
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Introduction

Identifying and investigating thé. vafiabies, which
contrabute to teacher effectiveness has occupied édﬁcaﬁional'
researchers since the eérly 1900s (Cruickshank, 1985; Ruple&,
Wise, and Logan, 1986).  0ne‘of‘these Qariabié;——an:iﬁportant
one'according to recent research--was teacher thinking (Joyce,
1980; Shavélson, 1983; aﬁd Shavelson and Stern{ 1981). As
they have investigated teacher +thinking, regearéﬁers have'
idéntified several of its compbnents. Thé 'combonents of
teacher thinking which were examined in'this'review'of the
literaturé wére teaéher decision.makiﬁg,‘teachér'bréactivé
decision making, and teaqhér ﬁreactive cqntent:>decision
making. The examination éf thesé éomponents pf6ceeded from
an exéminafion of the mpst inclusive, teacher thiﬁkiné, to the
‘most specific, teacher preactive content-dediéion ﬁakingo

The research reviewed in this chapter wag baSed Qﬁ thfee.
assumptiohs. The firéf-aﬁgumption was thé% teachers were
rational professionals ﬁho‘ .must blan- abqqtv "complex

environments. The second assumption was that there were
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certain aspects of teacher behavior that were stable over
time. .The third was that there are teacher behaviors which

were related to student achieVement (Joyce, 1978f79).

‘Teacher Thinking '

As a result of a year-long, descrfptive etudy;conducted'
during the 1976-77 school year on tecchere .at "South Bay
Elementary School in South‘Bay, Maésachusetts{{Bruce Joyce
(1980) drew the followiné cqnclusioh: | The firet task tn
analyzing teacher decision making, preactive.decision making,
and preactive content de0151on making was to’ analyze teacher
thinking. Joyce descrlbed teacher thlnklng as con31st1ng of
four parts: (1) the flow _of cues, (2) the teachers
perceptlon of those cues which transformed them 1nto st1mu11,
(3) the teachers’ 1nterpretat10n of those stimuli, and (4) the
teachers’ response behaviors to the interpretetions,of those
stimuli.

According to Joyce (1980), teacher thinking'commenced'
with a flow of cues. The cues within a flow could-be numerous
ahd diverse. Theoretically, a teacher could perceite from zero
to 100% of the‘cues presented within the flow from a given
environment. Realistically, a teacher rarely perceived 100%
of the available cues° Instead;,only a'few-qf the cues in a
g1ven env1ronment were percelved These cuee hecome_stimuli

to the teacher




20 .
Not only did teachers fail to perceive 100%'&f the‘cues
available in a given environment, but those teacﬁefs aiéo
failed to process all of the avéilable'sfiﬁuli.r A teaqhér

could "mask" certain stimuli by covering over-eforggttiﬂg

almost immediately-~those stimuli. The choice of:whether-or -

not to "mask" stimuli was made on the basis of ‘a détgfminatioﬁ
of the poténtial relevance of those stimuli to thé teéchef..
Joyce (1980) described relevant stimuli és fhose'sﬁiﬁﬁii which
had enough-meaning to the’teacher to‘require.further thught.,
This differentiation among stimuli on ‘the basis of ‘their
possible relevance was célled ”seleéti%e atteﬁtibn." _“In
complex environments like the ones in which teachers oftén '
féund themselves, teachers could faciiitate this process qf 
"selective attention" by devélopihg sfructurés7hhich helpéd
to focus their attention toward relevant stimuli. |
Joyce (1980) suggested £hat the afféntionffopqsipg
structures of teéchers must have consideraﬁle.imﬁact'on the .
types of stimuli they choose as relevant. Beéause-there.waé
cbnsiderable variety in the'éttentibn—focusing struéﬁures‘used
by.varioué téacheré, there was sigﬁificant Qérigty.iﬁ'the a
tipes of stimuli chosen as relevant. Certainly, the'ﬁblicies
uged by teachers when making preactiQe cqntent"deciSions
qualified as . atteﬁtibn—focusing - structures “.and. had
considerable impact on the types of stimuli 'lﬁﬁiéh‘thpse

teachers chose as relevant.
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OnceAperceived, stimqli were interpreted‘(Joyée, 1980).
Inferences wére drawn from the stimuli. Thgse.inferences
could be in the form of judgments, expecfationé, ér hybdthesésl
(Shavelson and Stern, 198i). Formihg judgménfs, for éxamplé,
was the process of evaluation or categorizétion. 'It has been
called classification, selection, or eétimation. fofming
judgments.ﬁas.more than the simple pr&cess of applying rulesj
it went beyond available stimuli by integratiﬁg new stimuii
as the process continued (Shavelson, .1983)1 Judgmeﬁt,
insisted Joyce, permeated the interpretation'phase of teacher
thinking. | |
" In phase four of teacher thinking, asserted Jque (1980),
stimuli were acted upon. The action whiéh resulted from the
process of cue flow, perception, and interpretation was in the

form of teacher behavior. That behavior mighf be overt,

covept, immediate, or delayed. But it was always

demonstrative of teacher decision making. In other words, the

cue flow, perception, and interpretation resulted in teacher

decision making.

Teacher Decision Making

Are teachers decision makers? Shavelson and Stern (1981)
contended that it seemed reasonable to assume that teachers
.were decision makers and that their décisions were one of thé
factors that influence student achievement. Madeline Hunter ‘

(1987) affirmed that teaching was decision making. Bush
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(1986), in‘a study conducted at the University of Houston onf
the sources of teaching decisions of five preservice teachers,

concluded that teachers could be viewed as rational, thinking
individuals who reached instructional goals through.dgcisions.

" Yet, Shavelson and Stern (1981) suggested that wﬁile

teaghers'might be decision makers, they were nof‘rational_'
Adecision makers. The rational,'prescribed model éf decision
making should, for example, follow this'pattern: (1) Sﬁeqif&
objecfives, (2) Specify student en{ry ievel skills, (3) Select

and organize learning activities to .move students:from entry
1evei skills to objectives, and (4) Evalgate oqtcomes'to

improve planning (Shavelson And Stern, 1981). This was ﬁot

the model generally used in teacher decision makiné{ Thef¢

was, Shavelson and Stern (1981) concluded, a miématch Betwéen
the unpredictable and complex en&ironment in ‘which. teachers

found themselvgs and the prescripfive instructional.
décision—making model. |

Besides not following the rational decisi§n;making mddel,

téachers did not use actual cues for making degisions.‘
Instead, accordiﬁg to Shavelson (1983), teachers ﬁased their
decisions on their perceptions. and interpretations of those
cues. Those perceptions and ihterpretétions, as have been
noted, resulted from the use of attentidn—focusing structures
like policies. Shavelson further coﬁtended that feéchérs were
unaware of their policies. Teachers also'ténded_to q;e their

beliefs about education as the basis for their interpretations




23

and ;perceptions in the absence -of relevant éues. In
conclusion, Shavelson asserted that the depiction of teachers
as rational decision makers was more descrfptivé of their
intentions for their decision making than of their actual
behaviorf

He suggested thét the lack‘of rationality in &ecisioh.
making was due, at least in part, to the-dem&ndé{bf‘fhe
decision making situations. He continued by stating'that aﬁ
teacher;s capacity for making rational decisions in an.
uﬁpredictable, complex environment like the teaching
environment was probably small compared to thé epormoﬁs bower
of a model like the rational decision-making model. Finally,
he concluded that teachers behave.rétionally'with respect fq
the simplified models of realify which they constructed with
the help of theif attention—focusihg structures. He described
tgacher decision-makiné behavior as reasonable rather than
rétional.
| Duffy and Ball (1986) went even further thaﬁ Shavelson
bj declaring that reading teachers make very fgw decisions.
Furthermore, they proposed that research did:not provide any
evidence of a direct link between teacher decision making and"
teacher effectiveness. Yet, they asserted that effeétive
teachers did make decisions. They submittéd'that tﬁe lack 6f
réséarch linking decision making to teacher effeétiVeness-
résulted from incomplete descriptions of theﬁ éroéesées

involved rather than from the lack of a link. Thgy preéeﬁted
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three examples of incomplete descriptions which they found in
teacher decision-making reéearch. First, reseaéchers might
have inéorrectly described teacher thinkiﬁg.. > Fo11owiné
Shavelson’s example (1983), they concurred_thaf the,ratiénal"
modef of decision making might Qery well be idéﬁlizéd and
inappropriate. Second, reéearchers might not have accurately
described. the complexity of the decisions which teachefé must
make and: mighf have, 1in féct, "missed importan{- kinds of
decisions which teachers must make. For_examplé,.iittle
research had been done §n‘content decisions acéqrainé‘ta Duff&_
ahd Ball. They.suggested that this omissiqh mightlwelivhavé
occurred because of the lack of a precise :definition of.
instruétion. Third, researchérs might nbt.hévé'ACGurately.
described the constraints wunder which teachers. must make
deqisions. For exémple,_ if teachers must use mandated
‘textbooks, tﬁey had 1little opportunity to mdké .content-
décisions. Th conqlusion, Duffy and Ball dubted Shavelson’s
jﬁdgment that teachers behayéd reasonabiy, rather thah

rafionaily.

Teacher Preactive Decision Making

-Obviously, a more cdmplete deseription éf ‘tgachér.
decision making was necessary. Several réSéarchers ﬁaQé
proposed more precise descriptions. Bush k1986516ffered é
three-way differentiation among types of decisidns.A'DecisiQns'

could be preactive, méde prior to teaching; interactive, made
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during teaching; or postactive, hade after teaehing. Duffy
and Ball (1986) followed their own suggestion by proposing the
following differentiafion among types-éf decisionsﬁi Decisiéns
might be procedural or substantive. Procedural decisiéns were
concerned with maintaining an activity flow by mgnééing~‘,
student behavior, time distribution, procedures; instructioﬁal.ﬁ
pace, student responses, and task completion. Tﬁef'ﬁsuaily_
occurred . during the interactive phase~offdeéiéioﬁfmakinéﬂ‘
Substantive decisions weré concerned with content.. C;ntent
_decisions usually occurred in the preactive décisfon%makihg '
phase and emphasized what would be taught, -the' desired
outcomes of the teaching, the materials which would be.used,
the illustrétions, and the'models‘or demoﬁstrqtionéJWhiEh'
would be employed. |

Duffy (1984) described his rple.as,& pgftiéibant in a
study which was reported by the Institute fpr Research on
Teaching at Michigan State University in Augustidf 1984,
During this study, which had as one of itg‘objepﬁiveshto
determine whether or not,Shaveléon’s and Stérn;s models Qfl
preactive and interactive decision making cohld actﬁally.be"
uéed to describe a teacher’s behavior,' Dﬁffj*s féllow
researcher Joyce Putnam éescribes Duffy -as ;ﬁe -taught‘ tﬁb':
reading gréups in a thifd/fourth grade reading qlassrqom'ih
a low-to-middle class neighborhood school in a nddweéférn
city. He and Joyce Putnam reported the findinészfrom”thié

study. Their report further clarified the definition of
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teachér decision making. They confirmed-thaf, indeed, the
distinction between preactive and 1nteract1ve decision maklng'
was a; accurate one. They agreed w1th-Shavelson'and Stern
(1981) that postactive de0151on maklng actually cycled 1nto
preactive decision making and that there was no realn
distinction between those two types of decision ﬁaking. i

They described four phases of preactive decision.makiﬁg.x
In the first phase, Duffy decided how to assess hi$-studenfs
individually in order to determine each oné’s (1) generaf
interests and interesf in reading, (2) fluency,.(3) sight word
recognition, (4) ability fo predict or genéralizé bdsed'on.
personél experience and on what has been read, and (5) ability
to employ reading strategies for comprehension. The'preactiVé
deciéions made by Duffy in pﬂase ohe.provided him with the:
stimuli used as the basis for his preactive decisidﬁs in'phase
two. | |

Phase two preactive decisions involvéd proce&ural and
substantive decisions like (1) what would be'taught to whoﬁ,
(2) what materials would be used'by whom, (3) what type of'
1nstruct1on would be used initially, and (4) what management
ana organization routines would be establlshed. In phase
fhree, buffy’s preactive decisions dealt wifb (1) managément‘
of one group in particular, (2) explicit gXplahationg for each
individual lesson, and (3) correct practice aﬁd\applicatibn
of the content being taught. Finally, in phase:four, Duffy

focused his preactive decisions on the coherence of individual
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lessons as they were integrated into his loﬁg-term plans.

© Duffy and Ball (1984) further delineated the description
of preactive decision making by identifying it. as. being
concerned.with content, what would be ﬁaught; iﬁstruction?‘
how it would be taught; maﬁagement, organization; and‘student-
behavior, completing assignments. They pfoposed that a strong
relationship'existed between these pfeactive decisi&ﬁs and
phases of decision making and the subsequent :interactive
deéisions.éﬁd phases of interactive decision making.

Robert Yinger (1980) from the University of:Cincinnati
described a study which he conducted which was similar to that .
of Duffy and Ball. 1In reviewing the observations he made
dﬁring his year-long study of a teachér'in a combined first
and second grade classroﬁm in a Michigan school district,
Yinger drew several conclusions about . teachers’ preactiye
deéision makipg. One of them,'which he repoftéd in an 1980
article in The Elementary School Journal, was cqnfirmed‘by the
Dﬁffy and Ball study. Teachérs "did make instructional
decisions. Those decisions were, as Duffy and Ball contended,
made during the preactive and interactive phases of teaching.
But, the most important ones were made during the preactive
phasé. The decisions were both procedural and subs{antive in

nature.
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Teacher Preactive Content Decision Making

Zahorik (1974) explained that 'contént' deciéions—f
decisions regarding the nature of the subject métter to be .
taught--were one of the most important preactive decisions
thét te&chers could make. He described content decisions as
_h&ving been made by almost three-fourths of the_teéchers in
a study of 194 teachers ffom a large metropolitan school
district which he conducted £o determine what types of
pfeactive decisions teachers made. Preactive content
decisions were described as having been made first by more
tééchérs than any other dec;sion. Most of the teachérs in
this study were descfibed as asking this question first, "What
is the fange and particulars of the subject mafter'to be
taught?"

: Porter et al. (1986), as a result of a project on teacher
decision making completed by them for a Michigan State
research project, concluded that teachers determined what was
taught in school. Preactive content decisiqns made by
teachers were a major influence bn school gffecfiveness as
measured by gtudent achievement because those decisions, in
effect, determined what it is that students would learn.

These researchers proposed that preactive content
decisions could be divided into these fivelcategories: (1)
wh&t to teach, (2) for what leﬁgth.of time, (3) to which

students, (4) when and in what order, and {5) to what
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standards of achievement. Colléctively, these five preactive
coqtent decisions determined  student opportunify to learn
which was, acéording‘to these reseqrpherg, a majér influence
on: student achievement. These authors insisted that thefe
was a direct link between teacher decision making--at least
at the preactive content level--and teacher effectivéﬁess as
measured by'student achievement. |

Who are effective teachers? They are teachers who make
effective decisions at the preactive content level of decision
making. Researchers are in the process of deséribing how
those effective decisions are made, which of them,a;é more or
légs effective, and in what ways those decisiéns affect
student achievement.

The research conducted for this study contributed to that

déscription by investigating how preactive content decisions

were influenced by the five factors of district policy,

teacher belief, student achievement, professional opinion, and
community pressure.. These factors have begn récommended as
factors which need to be investigated by Floden et al. (1986),
résearchers at Michigan Séate University who have been
investigafihg teacher preactivé content decision making for
the Institute for Research on Teaching spongbred By the
National Institute of Education.

The. influencing factor of district policy was an
important one in the research conducted by floden et al.

(1986). They discovered that, while mOSt_district policy




30
regarding content is relatively. weak, it has a strong
influence on teacher preactive content decision making.

Policies varied in their strength according to four

criteria: prescriptiveness;, consistency, authority, and
power. 'Prescriptiveness referred +to the ‘extent and
specificity of a policy. The more extensive the policy and

the mofe specifically it described what teaéhers were to do,
the more ‘strength that policy was said to have héd. For
example, a‘ policy mandating a textbook for uéen in each
cléssroom,is weaker than a policy mandafing‘é'textbook ana
instructing teachefs to cioqely follow that textbook‘starting
a{ the beginning and teaching everything in-the text to its
completién. |
Consistency referred to the degree to which different
content policies within a district support or contradict each
other. For example, a-mandatediEnglish textbook'wight‘be tied
to Eng}ish objectives which 'specified pages. witﬁin the
téxtbook on which material for each objective was presented.
| Authorit& referred to the degree to which.a,policy was -
tied to law, social norms, expert knowledge, of>we11-knowﬁ‘
individuals. Policies which were supported -by _research,
advocated in teaching journals, and designed;byqindividualé.'
within the district wh6 weré respected'by that‘ajstrict’s
téachérs have more strength than poiicieé‘ which were
afbitrary,‘untested, and designed by individuals within the

district who were not known or respected.
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A final criterion for judging the strength of a policy,
according to Floden ét al. (1986)¢'was‘power. Power referred
to the degree to which the policy was tiedito rewards dnd
sahctions. A policy which mandafed'that éAteaCher reporf‘
progress in a mandated textbook to a 'deparfment head or
brincipal had more power than a policy whicﬁ‘me;ely.handated
the textbook. | ' | _

Floden et al. (1986) also found thét téacher}ﬁelief wag
a strong' factor influencing +teacher préqctiﬁé' content
decisions. In fact, in their first study (Flodén, Por£er, and.
Schwille, 1980), they found teacher belief td be the gtrongesf
influence on teacher preactive content decisibns, Floden et
al.'attributed.differences in the strength of teacher belief
as it affecfs teacher preactive content decisions to
differences in subject area knowledge, interest and enjoyment
in the subject area, convictions about the importance of the
éfea and topics within the area, and expedtations fdr whafi
students can accomplish within the area. Support for the
imﬁortance of teacher belief in teacher Aecision making was'
found in articles by George M. Schuncke (198i){ Donald R.
Cfuickshank (1985), Christopher M. Clark and Pénelope L.
Petersoh (1984), Richard Shavelson and Paula Sfern'(1981), aﬁd
Gerald G. Duffy (1982). |

Many researchers have commented on the importance of
using studént achievement data when making teaching.decisions

(Schuncke, 1981; Meisels, 1986; Salzer, 1986; Rosenshine,
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1978; Hartley, 1976;_Duffy‘and McIanre,.1980; Bioom, 1984;
Jp&ce, 1978-79; Tindél et al., 1981; and Moriné—Dershimer,‘
1978-79). floden et.al. (1986) likewise agreed tﬁat student
achievement data influenced teacher preactive content
decisions although théy found the influencé to be minimal.

Floden et al. (1986) found community preésure; especially
parent pressure, to be more influentiai 7tﬁah -student -
aéﬁievgment. , The stréngth of parental ﬁres#ure seemed to be
linked to the socioeconomic status of the pérents}“ln schools
of higher socioeconomic status, pafents had more‘influence
than iﬁ schools of 10Wer_socioeconomic status. - Community
pressure in the form of newspapers which printed local test
results by grade level and building did not seem to have a
strong effect on teacher breaétive content decision making;
The following authors have also emphasized the impdftance of
cpmmunity in influencing teacher decision makingﬁ Robert J.
Yinger (1950), Richard J. Shavelson and Paula Stern (1981),
Christopher M. Clark and Penelope L. Peterson (1984), and
Allan A. Glatthorn (1987). | '

'Finally, Floden et al. (1986)‘ found that peers,
esbecially principals, had very little influence on teacher
p%eactive content decision m&king.' Déspite 1iterature.wﬁich
émbhasiied the importaﬁce of principals as instructional
1eadérs, they did not find pfincipals to be a major influence
on teachers’ decisions about what to teach. They found that

principals tended to leave content decisidns to teachers and
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to policymakers at higher levels, have little knoﬁledge‘about
district content policies, ‘and show little -interest in
carrying out those policies. Other authors'have'suggested
that peers did 1influence teacher :decisions (Duffy and
McIntyre, 1980; Bush, 1986; Glatthorn, 1987; Goodlad, 1987;

and Bush, 1986).
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CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES,
Introduction

The problem of this study was to determine which factors
were most important in influencing teacher prgacti?e content-
decisions. This chapter described the précedures'which were
followed in this study. It was divided into these sections:
Population Describtion and Sampling Procedure, Iﬁfluencing
Factors, Method of Analysis, Méthod of Data Colleétipn, Method
of Dqta Organizatiop, Research Questions, Analysis'of.bata and

Precautions taken for Accuracy.

, Population Description and Sampling Procedures

Thg population for this study cqnsiste& of certified
public school teachers in the State of Montan& who taught in
middle schools during the 1987-88 school year. Middle schools
were those schools consisting of any combination.of grades 5-
9. |

A samplé of 192 teachers was randomly selécted from their
buildinés to participate in this study. They were selected

by their building principals. Each of Montana’s 64 middle
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school principals was contacted. -They were asked to randomly .
select 3 teachers from their schools and ask that those

teachers complete the simulation instrument.

Influencing Factors

From this study’s review of literature, five fgctors were
sglected'as being important in influencing teacher preactivé
content decisions. These five factors were district policy,
teacher beliefs, stuqent achievement, profeséionai opinion,i
and community preésure. Four démbgréphié factnrs relatine to
teachers Qere.also selected fnr sfudy. They were area of
teaching, education, size of distnigt,.and number of &ears of
experience. |

Method of Analysis

JAN (Judgment Analysis) was the statistinal techniqué
useq in this study to determine which facforé were most
imnortant in influencing teacher preactive content decisions.
This technique has been effectively' used . to 'gapture and'
cluster the policies of raters (Dudycha, 1970).' "Capfuring"
" the policieé of a ratef resulted in a researchef being able
to predict the decisions :of a rater from the known
characteristics. of the factors he was réquiréd‘ to rate’
(ﬁudypha, 1970). "Cluétering" the policies df ratéfs_resuited
in,a féseafcher being able to group rafers on the basis on

the homogeneity of the policies which they wuse (Dudycha,




36

1970). ‘The "policy" of a rater referred to that fater’s
reéression equation which identified the impor{anqe piaced on
the influencing factors‘ﬁy the rater. A poficy'résulted in
a decision made by a rater when faced with a complex situatidn
consisting of several factors (Dudycha, 1970). A "rater,"
for ﬁurposes of this study, was a te&cher.. A "situation," for
purposes of this study, was a simulation. | |

_JAN was an effective statisfical téchnique for
résearchers to use when trying to determine po1icies which.
might be présent.in dedisions which were made collectively or
individually (Houston aﬁd Stock, 1969). Accopdihg-to Anderson
(1977), JAN distinguished between’ factors influeﬁcing
decisions in simulations more clearl& than did’fanking_of
fating.' This technique had been applied in many studies and
had been found to provide valid and féliaﬁie inforﬁation
(Christal, 1968).

The validity of this statistical technique Iéy in the
validity of the influencing factors chosen fdr étudy. A
review of the literature established those factors which were
mést likely to be important influencing ‘factgfs. ' fhé'
reliability of this statistical technique ‘lay in thé
cénsistency of a rater’s policies. The more consisfentha'
rater’s policies were across all of the simulations contained
within an instrument, the more réliable, was informatioﬁ

provided by the JAN technique.
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In this study, teachefs were presénted with 50H
simulations contained in a survéy;iype inétrument. The
simulations consisted of variations on the five influencing
factors seiected for use in this study. ‘Teachers responded
with a percentage rating for each simulation.“Thé percentage
rated the chance, given a variation of the five factors
presented for a particular simulation, that a feacher would
change a preactive content decision. |

After making their ratings, teachers were asked to return
the simulation instruments to the researcher for anglysis by'
JAN. The JAN procedure consisted of two stages. in the first
stage, the JAN technique acted on the assumﬁtibn that each
teacher had an individual policy (Keelan, Houston, and
Houston, 1977). A multiple regression equation was developed
for each teacher which ordered the five factors according to
their importance in accounting for the variability in that
£eacher’s ratings. JAN also determined a correlation (Rh fér
each teacher.which expressed the consiétenqy of a teacher’s
rétings across all of the simulations (Dud&cha, 1970).

In the second stage of analysis, jAN determined how
teachers clustered together in terms of the similarities of
their ratings. First of all, the over-all szﬁs computed for
all of the teachers’ ratings. The policy of the teacher whose
R}.was closest to the over-all R! was identified. An R! was
then computed for the identified policy plus each of the

remaining N-1 (total number of teachers minus one) teachers’
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policies. The combined policy which resulted in the smallest
drop in' R} when compared with the policy of the teacher whose
R! was closest to the over-all R! was identified.  That
combined pblicy then became the ﬁolicy with which fhe
remaining N-2 individual policies were combined. Again, the
combination of three policies which resulted in thé smallest
drop in R! when compared to the preceding combiﬁation of two
policies became the policy with which all -of fhe reﬁaining N-3
policies were combined. This proéess continued until the drop
in R! between a combined policy.and that combined policy plus
a remaining policy exceeded .05. All the teachers whose
policies had been included in the combined policy prior to the
combination .which resulted in the unécceptable drop were
conSidefed, for fhe purposes of this study, to have simiiar
policies which they used whenl making preacfive content
decisions. The process was then repeated with the remaining
teachers’ policies until all of the teachers had been
clustered into policy groups. |

Once teachers had been clustered together according to

policy groups, . they were categorized into different
demographic groups; ‘for example, teachers from districts of
50,000+ people were categorized together. Teachers from

schools of 49,999-20,000, 19,999-5,000 and 4,999 were also
categorized together. Policy groups were formed for +the
different divisions of teachers. The policies of those

divisions were compared in a narrative.
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Method of Collecting Data

A packet including a cover letter briefly describing the
study, was sent to each of Montana’s 64 middle school
principals. The packet aiso contained explanafions of the
process to be followed, examples of simulations, explanations
of influencing factors, short surveys for the purpose of
gathering demographic data, simulation instruments, and
stamped, self-addressed envelopes to be given to the selected
teachers.

Each of 50 simulations consisted of a numerical rating
from 1 to 100 for each of the five influencipg factors. The
five influencing factors were ﬁhe independent variables for
this.study; These five factors had been determined to .be
important in ﬁeacher preactive content decision making from

a review of the literature. They are the following:

Table 2

Influencing Factors

Number Factor " Abbreviation.
1 ‘ District Policy . T op
 2 Teacher Beliefs TB
.3 Student Achievement SA
4 Professional Opinion . PO

5 Community Pressure - CP
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The numerical rating for each factor in-a particular
simulation was determined by computer. As was shown ih Téble'
3, the intercorrelatiqns of simulation factor ratings was
close enough to zero to be acceptable for the JAN étatistical

technique (Dudycha, 1970).

Table 3

Intercorrelations of the Factors

Factor 1 2 3 s 5

P 1.0000

TB .09 1.0000

SA -.05 .00 1.0000

PO .00 -.03 .07  1.0000

CP .16 .02 -.25 - .05 .1.0000

The means and standard deviétions for the simulation

factor ratings was shown in Table 4..

Table 4

Means and Standard Deviations of Simula{ion‘Factor

Factor Mean Standar& Deviatioﬁ
DP - 51.04 ‘ 'é9.8i
TB 51.30 - 28.19
SA 49,70 28.76
PO 49.48  26.46

CP 49.50 ' 28.35
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Table 5 presented a sample simulation.

Table 5

Sample Simulation

SIMULATION FACTOR_RATINGS RATING SCALE

District Policy ' __20 100 High likelihood that
~ you would change -

Teacher Beliefs __60 75 your content

Student Achievement __40 50 Your rating: __

Professional Opinion 10 25

Low‘likelihood that
Community Pressure 10 0 you would change

The survey instrument was short. It was included in the
packet which was mailed to each teacher selectéd for this
‘study. It asked teachers for their names, school district,’
siZze of school district, subject taught, level of educatioh,

and number of years of experience.

Method of Oréanizing Data

The data obtained from this ‘study was organized in
tables. The tables described the meén and standard deviation
for each teachers’ ratings, the correlafions between the
simulation ratings and .the influencing factors. for each
teacher, the stages of the JAN procedure. for clustering
teachers’ ratings, and correlations between the simuiation

rafings and the influencing factors by policy for each
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teacher. Tables were also presented describing the above
information for each of these diviéions of teachers: -teachers
from districts with 50,0004, 49,999-20,000, 19;000-5,000 and
4,999 students; teachers who teach English, Social Studies,
Mathematics, Art, Home Ecqnomics, Physical Education, Special
Education, Industrial Arts, Music or Science; teachers who
have taught 15+, 14 to"4, or 3-; and teacﬁers who have

BAs/BSs, MEds/MAs/MSs, Masters plus:#5, or Ed.D.

Research Questions

Question 1: Was there more +than one policy wused by
| teachers in determining their preactive
content decisions? :

Quéétion 2; What was the importance placed on each pf the

| five factors by teachers in making_préactive
éontent decisions? a
Question 3: How did the policies of teachers cohpare when
teachers were categorized by.siie‘of_district,'
area of teaching, 1level of edﬂéation, or

number of years of experience?

Analysis of Data

The computer services at Montana State University Testing
Séfvice were used to perform the JAN analysis. An a_priori
minimum drop of .05 in R2 from one stage to another indicated

a significant change in policy.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS OF DATA

Introduction

The data reported in this chapter are arranged in the
following categories: populations and samples, research

‘questions, hypotheses, and summary.

Populations and Samples

The population for this study consisted of certified
public school teachers in the State of Montana who taught in
middle schools during the 1987-1988 school year. ﬁiddle
scﬁools were defined as those schools consisting of grades 5-9
or: any combination of grades falling within érades 5-9, A
total of 64 schools in Montana consequently quélified as
middle schools.

Each middle school principal was asked to randomly
select, for participation in this study, three teachers from
his/her school by identifying the first, middle, énd last
teécher on the school’s roster. He/she was then asked to
distribute study packets. to those three teachers. From the
64 qualifying middle schools a total of 192 teachers thus

became potential participants in this study.
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Out of the 64 middle school principals who were sent
survey packets, 44 principals responded. Fortyftwo of those
prancipals agreed to distribute packets to their teachers.
Out of the 126 possible teacher participants in this study,
110 responded. Of those 110 participants’ packets, 107 were
valid and, consequently, usable for this study. Packets were
éonsidered to be invalid if they were improperly or
incompleteiy filled out. These 107 valid packets resulted-in
a 35.7 rate of return out of 192 possible packets.

The‘demographic surveys contained in the valid packefs
yielded thé following description of the participants in this
study. Eleven of the participants came from communities of
50,000 or more; seven came from communities of 49,999 to
20,000 people; seventeen came from communities of 19,999 to
5,000 people; and sixty—four came from communities of 4,999
or fewer. Fif{y—one participants had 15 or more years of
teaching experiencé; twenty-eight had 14 +to 10 years
experience; thirteen had 9 to 4 yéérs; and eleven had 3 or
fewer years of teaching experience. Three participants had
earned their Ed.D. degrees; nineteen had their M.A.+ degrees;
twenty-two had their M.A. degrees; two had their B.A./B.S.+
degrees; and sixty-one had their B.A./B.S. degrees. Thirty
of . the participants taught English; fourtéen taught math;
eleven taught science; three taught music; fourteen taught
social studies; three taught art; two taught home economics;

three taught industrial arts; three taught physical education;
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five taught special education; and nineteen taught multiple
subjects.

Research Questions

The research questions in this study were investigated
using the Judgment Analysis (JAN) technique. The standard
beta weights, in the prediction equation for each pélicy,
indicated the importance of each influencing factor as
expreséed by the participating teachers. The R2 wvalue
indicated the consistency of the raters in.the prediction

equation. The data are presented in tables.

Research Question One

Was there more than one ordering of the five influencing
factors used . by the teachers in this study when they made
theif aecision to change or not to change their content?

The purpose of this question was to determine if all
teachers used the same policy when deciding whether or not to
change the content which they taught to their students.
Policy referred to the relative-importance parficipants placed"
on each of the five influencing factors used in this sfhdy.
If the results from this study indicated that there was only
-oné policy used by the participants, then it would indicaté
that the teachers agreed 6n the relative importance of the
influéncing factors when making decisions to change or not to
cﬁange content. If this study indicated that there.was more

than one policy, then it would indicate that teachers did not
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agree on the relative importance of the five influencing

factors. This disagreement would be expressed as individual

or group policies.

Table 6

Stages for Judgment Analysis Procedure

Number of

Stage Policies

Participant
(Identified by Number)

Drop

107 - 1107

3 3

Single member policies
Policy Number 1
(67, 90, 56,

40, 107, 96,
89, 31, 63,

66, 83, 92,
41, 46, 88,
47, 98, 93,
54, 72, 4, 52, 99, 100,
13, 33, 21, 79, 35, 57,
76, 105, 6, 15, 91, 49,
103, 81, 34, 78, 14, 18,
73, 59, 19, 32, 95, 7,
71, 61, 80, 74, 8, 85,
16, 106, 10, 38, 101,
82, 9, 29, 77, 12, 60,
69, 97, 20, 53, 22, 94)

58,

Policy Number 2
(43, 45, 28, 44, 84, 36,
3, 37, 17, 11, 68, 51, 24,
26, 55, 23, 50, 86, 87)

Policy Number 3
102, 25, 27, 48, 42,
62, 64, 70, 75, 104)

(65,
30,

Policy Number 1
(67, 90, 56, 66, 83,
40, 107, 96, 41, 46,
89, 31, 63, 47, 98, 93,
54, 72, 4, 52, 99, 39,
100, 13, 33, 21, 79,.35,
57, 76, 105, 6, 15, 91,
49, 103, 81, 34, 178, 14,

92,
88,

6794

»3914

.3146

.0769


















































































































































































































































































