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CHAPTER 2 

IMPORTANCE IN INSTRUCTIONAL TEXT 

Teachers' and students' perceptions of task demands 

Abstract 
History teachers (N = 22) and their 11 th-grade students (N = 451) rated the relative importance of sections 
of an instructional text on which teachers would be giving a test. Multilevel analysis revealed only a 
moderate correspondence between teachers in their importance ratings. This suggested that there were 
large differences between the task demands of individual teachers; therefore, students needed to attune to 
the demands their own teacher set. However, only a moderate correspondence was found between ratings 
of individual students and those of their teacher. Although this correspondence varied between teachers, 
between students and between text sections, results suggest that, in general, the participating students did 
not have a very clear or sound perception of task demands. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Contemporary theories about academic learning emphasize the importance of task 
demands and students' perception of these demands (e.g., Anderson & Armbruster, 
1984; Brown, Bransford, Ferrara, & Campione, 1983: Doyle, 1983; Nist & Simpson. 
2000; Thomas & Rohwer, 1986). Effective learners are self-regulating and attune 
their learning process to task demands (Butler & Winne, 1995). A clear perception 
of task demands allows students to choose appropriate learning strategies, formulate 
standards against which they monitor the execution of these strategies, and make 
metacognitive judgments concerning past and future task performance (Winne & 
Hadwin, 1998). Because the perception of task demands occupies a central place in 
theories of academic learning, an important question is whether students in class
room contexts have an adequate perception of task demands. We will examine this 
question for a specific task, studying text in preparation for a test. 

In classrooms, the teacher generally has the final responsibility for formulating 
goals and criteria of tasks (Doyle, 1992). Differences between teachers - with re
spect not only to their knowledge, skills and beliefs, but also to their instructional 
context - may result in differences in task demands, even when the same learning 
content is taught (cf. Nist & Simpson. 2000; Wilson & Wineburg, 1989). These dif
ferences between teachers imply that students have to attune to the particular task 
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demands that their own teacher sets (cf. Alexander & Jetton. 1996; Thomas & 
Rohwer, 1986). 

Studying in preparation for a test is a frequent form of reading in secondary and 
higher education; it can be distinguished from other reading tasks by its relatively 
strong orientation towards external goals (Lorch. Lorch. & Klusewitz, 1993). Al
though students receive a considerable amount of practice in test preparation, the 
task remains very difficult (Pressley, Yokoi. Van Meter, Van Etten, & Freebern, 
1997). One of the reasons for this difficulty may be that students know too little 
about the demands of the study task (Pressley et al., 1997: Thomas & Rohwer, 
1986). Because, as a rule, students do not know the actual questions of the upcoming 
test, it is often difficult for them to ascertain the required contents and processing 
activities of the test questions that, in principle, they can expect. The problem for 
teachers is that they must convey to their students task demands that relate to the 
actual test questions, without giving away the test questions (cf. Christopoulos, 
Rohwer, & Thomas, 1987). 

If students and teachers fully overcame these difficulties, they would agree about 
what is important to learn for the upcoming test. However, limitations with regard to 
the way teachers convey task demands to their students as well as the way students 
make use of this information, may lead to discrepancies between teachers' and stu
dents' perceptions of task demands (cf. Christopoulos et al., 1987: Miller & Parlett, 
1974; Simpson & Nist. 1997; Van Etten. Freebern. & Pressley, 1997; Winne & 
Marx, 1982). In the present study, three questions were examined, (a) To what de
gree do teachers who give a test about the same instructional text show a correspon
dence among each other in their perceptions of task demands? (b) To what degree do 
students of the same teacher show a correspondence among each other in their per
ceptions of task demands? (c) To what degree do teachers and their individual stu
dents show a correspondence among each other in their perceptions of task de
mands? 

Our focus is restricted to a particular kind of task demands, which concerns the 
relative importance of elements of an instructional text. It is generally assumed that 
students' perception of this kind of task demands can help them to focus their atten
tion on relevant text elements. By doing so, they can increase both the effectiveness 
and efficiency of their learning performance (e.g.. Anderson & Armbruster, 1984; 
Reynolds, 1992). It should be stressed, however, that the effect of students' percep
tion of textual importance on learning performance is mediated by several other at
tributes of effective studying, including students' ability to focus their attention on 
task relevant text and to engage in strategies that ensure that this text is well under
stood and remembered (Anderson & Armbruster, 1984). Moreover, students will 
need to attune such strategies to specific processing demands (e.g., reproducing or 
integrating information: Elshout-Mohr. Van Hout-Wolters. & Broekkamp, 1999; 
Thomas & Rohwer, 1986). 

We have two reasons for focusing our study on the gradations of importance in 
instructional text. First, this kind of task demands is considered to be an important 
factor in text studying, both by researchers and students (cf. Brown et al., 1983; 
Christopoulos et al., 1987; Van Etten et al., 1997). Second, it seems to us that the 
research on textual importance takes on a pioneering role by systematically compar-
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ing students' and teachers' perceptions of task demands at the level of specific 
studying tasks. This study, then, is designed to connect closely with the extant body 
of research on the instructional importance of text. 

/ . / Research on instructional importance 

A growing number of researchers agree that the concept of relevance or importance 
should not be considered solely as a property of the text, but also as something fluid 
and contextually determined (Goldman, 1997). In line with other authors (e.g., Rey
nolds, 1992; Schraw, Wade, & Kardash, 1993: Van Dijk, 1979; Van Hout-Wolters, 
1986). Alexander and Jetton (1996) distinguished between three perspectives of im
portance: (a) author-determined or structural importance, denoting the position of 
textual information in the propositional or hierarchical network of the text; (b) 
reader-determined or constructed importance, referring to what the reader person
ally considers important; and (c) teacher-determined or instructional importance, 
which denotes the importance that follows from the instructional context and the 
task demands defined by the teacher. The three perspectives of importance do not 
necessarily converge. For example, teachers may focus their instruction on details 
that they deem to be essential but that are unimportant from a structural point of 
view. In schools, teacher-based importance can play a dominant role. However, in
structional importance has only recently entered the research domain (Alexander & 
Jetton, 1996). 

In a study by Schellings and Van Hout-Wolters (1995), 10th-grade students and 
their biology teachers read a biology text. Students were asked to pretend study for a 
regular biology test, underlining sentences that were important for this (imaginary) 
test. Their teachers underlined sentences they thought important for their students to 
pass a regular biology test. With regard to the selected sentences, large differences 
were found between students, between teachers, and between students and their 
teachers. The researchers concluded that many students experienced difficulty in 
ascertaining task demands, and that teachers did not agree about the task demands 
they defined for their students. 

These conclusions confirm findings of earlier research, in which students (Schel
lings & Van Hout-Wolters, 1994; Van Hout-Wolters, 1990a) and teachers (Van 
Hout-Wolters, 1990b/1997) were studied separately. The conclusions are also sup
ported by an experimental study (Schellings, Van Hout-Wolters & Vermunt. 1996a, 
1996b) in which students performed three selection tasks. Only a minority of the 
students adapted their selections to the demands of different tasks. Analyses of 
think-aloud protocols gathered in this study revealed few signs of task awareness 
(Broekkamp, Schellings, & Van Hout-Wolters, 1996). 

A study of Alexander, Jetton, Kulikowich, and Woehler (1994) involved 5th-8th-
grade students and their teachers, who were drawn from different disciplines. Par
ticipants studied a nine-paragraph text on a popularized science topic. The teachers 
were asked to formulate 5 to 10 questions typical of those they asked their students 
for purposes of assessing comprehension. Students were instructed to write five to 
ten questions their teacher would ask in a regular test. A high correspondence was 
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found between the two samples regarding the paragraphs about which questions 
were written. 

In a follow-up study (Jetton & Alexander. 1997), 9th-grade students and their 
science teachers read the same nine-paragraph text. Studying the text was an integral 
part of the regular curriculum and was followed by a real test. Furthermore, addi
tional sources were used to examine instructional importance, including ratings as
signed by teacher and students, indicating the importance of the nine paragraphs. 
Teachers differed in their views of what was instructionally important. Moreover, 
whereas two teachers showed a high correspondence with their class, one teacher 
showed practically no correspondence. On the basis of these results, the authors 
concluded that students' effectiveness in ascertaining what their teacher considers 
important in texts depends, in part, on the teacher in question. 

The results of these studies suggest that a limited correspondence exists between 
teachers, between students, and between teachers and their students with respect to 
their perception of task demands. However, to what degree this correspondence is 
limited remains unclear. Whereas the studies of Alexander and her colleagues sug
gest a reasonably high correspondence between students and their teachers (Alexan
der & Jetton, 2000, p. 291), the studies by Van Hout-Wolters and her colleagues 
suggest that this correspondence is in fact rather low (Schellings et al. 1996b, p. 
371). 

In interpreting the results of these studies, at least three considerations have to be 
taken into account. First, all of the studies involved classes of students and their 
teachers, but only the study of Jetton and Alexander (1997) involved a text and a test 
that were integral parts of the regular curriculum. Second, the studies used different 
judgment tasks to measure perceptions of task demands. Because convergent results 
were found for a rating task, an underlining task, and a note-taking task (Schellings 
& Van Hout-Wolters, 1994) and for a rating task and question-writing task (Jetton & 
Alexander, 1997), the type of judgment task seems to provide insufficient explana
tion for the differences between the studies. However, as the studies addressed dif
ferent text levels, the findings suggest that students are more effective in assigning 
instructional importance at higher text levels (paragraph, section) than at lower text 
levels (sentence). Third, whereas Van Hout-Wolters and associates used the ob
served differences between participants in their text selections as a correspondence 
measure, Alexander and her colleagues calculated a Pearson correlation between 
participants across selections and ratings. Both measures had strengthts and limita
tions. The observed-difference measure directly expressed the correspondence of 
individual participants, but was bound to the number of text elements that were se
lected. The Pearson correlation, on the contrary, offered a scale-free measure of cor
respondence but could only be calculated at the group level (i.e., for scores that were 
aggregated across students). Moreover, because aggregation reduced the variation 
among students, the Pearson correlation has likely overestimated the real correspon
dence between participants. 

As in previous studies, we examined the relative importance that students and 
their teachers assigned to various text elements of an instructional text on which 
teachers would be giving a test. We tried to improve on some of the limitations of the 
previous research by examining classroom contexts in which the study text and the 
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test were integral parts of the regular curriculum. Furthermore, we used multilevel 
techniques that allowed us to analyze the correspondence between individual par
ticipants in their assignment of importance, as well as the variance of this corre
spondence at different hierarchical levels. In addition to these two changes, we tried 
to extend the previous studies by examining 1 lth-grade history classes and by focus
ing on the importance of sections of a relatively long text. 

In history classes, teachers have a relatively high level of autonomy in defining 
teaching content (Stodolsky & Grossman, 1995). Furthermore, texts that students 
have to read for this subject are often longer than in other subjects (such as science 
or biology) and therefore encourage selective reading strategies to a greater extent 
(cf. Christopoulos et al., 1987). For these reasons, it appears especially important for 
history students to be well attuned to the specific task demands set by their own 
teacher. The 1 lth-grade students were assumed to be relatively well equipped to 
identify and state task demands, when compared with students of lower grade levels 
(cf. Butler, 1999; Reynolds, 1992; Thomas & Rohwer, 1986). Given the previous stud
ies on instructional importance, the focus on text sections was expected to increase the 
chance to find a high correspondence among participants, when compared with lower 
text levels. 

Previous studies on instructional importance had led us to expect that teachers 
and students alike would make distinctions between sections according to the impor
tance they assigned to these sections. We also expected a clear but limited corre
spondence between teachers, between students, and between teachers and their stu
dents in their assignment of importance. Finally, we expected that the correspon
dence between teachers and their students would vary between teachers. 

2 METHOD 

2. / Participants 

Participants were 22 history teachers and their 451 1 lth-grade students. Teachers, 
who were from 17 schools in the Netherlands, each participated with one class of 
students. A total of 15 schools participated with 1 teacher. 3 schools participated 
with 2 teachers, and 1 school participated with 3 teachers (the ratio of the number of 
teachers and the number of schools was considered too low to examine school ef
fects). The average number of participating students in each class was 20.50 (SD = 
6.86). 

Teachers, on average, had 17.6 years of teaching experience (SD = 8.45), and 16 
of them (73%) were men. Students had a typical age of 17, and 253 of the students 
(56%) were female. Concerning their academic level, all of the students were in the 
penultimate year of pre-university education. Dutch students at this level still receive 
teacher-made tests, unlike 12th-grade students, who take part in a national examina
tion. 

In order to recruit participants, we first approached schools all over the country 
that trained students of the level mentioned, and also used a particular history text
book, which had the highest market share. From a first orientation it appeared that 
teachers widely differed with regard to the chapters they selected for instruction and 
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the sequence in which they taught them. In addition, teachers differed in the number 
of lessons spent on chapters and in the way they constructed tests. As no standard 
chapter tests were provided by the text book, the vast majority of teachers made or 
assembled the test questions themselves. As we intended to study a realistic class
room context, we did not persuade teachers to adapt their curriculum. Instead, we 
chose a chapter most frequently taught at grade 11, and recruited teachers who tested 
their 1 lth-grade students on this chapter in the second half of the school year. At this 
point, students would be more used to their teachers and would be more likely to 
attune to task demands effectively (cf. Doyle. 1983: Van Etten et al, 1997). 

2.2 Materials and procedure 

The chapter had "The United States of America since 1945" as its theme and con
tained approximately 8,000 words. It was structured in 16 sections of differing 
length that described the presidential terms from Roosevelt to Clinton. These de
scriptions were chronological, but not proportional; the text on certain presidents 
took up two or three sections, whereas other presidents were described within a sin
gle section. 

The chapter's section structure formed the basis of a rating task that was per
formed by the teachers and their students. To obtain text units of equal length, 
longer sections were subdivided. This resulted in 26 sections, with each section en
compassing a sequence of coherent paragraphs. The new division followed quite 
naturally from the text. Sections were presented to the participants by means of a 
short title and a brief summary, for example. 

Truman, Roosevelt's successor: About Truman's internal policy and the resistance that 
it met with. About his unexpected victory in the elections and the subsequent reaction of 
the Republicans. 

Nixon's second term becomes a fiasco: About the causes of Nixon's fiasco: wayward 
foreign policy, and the Watergate scandal, which led to his forced resignation. 

Titles were taken from the book verbatim, or formulated in a similar style. 
The rating task was performed within 2 days before the actual classroom test, 

during a history lesson (16 classes), or during a separate session (6 classes). Students 
and their teacher, at the same time but independently, rated the importance of the 26 
sections. Respondents indicated for each section whether it was important to the 
upcoming test and likely to be tested. Teachers were told that their ratings should 
express the degree to which a section was important for their students preparing for 
the test, taking into account that the student did not know the test questions before
hand. Importance was rated on a 4-point scale (unimportant, less important, impor
tant, very important; cf. Brown & Smiley, 1977). 

During the rating task, students and teachers were asked not to refer to the text
book or to their notes. With this constraint we tried to ensure a common ground for 
text ratings and to avoid that some students would focus on additional test prepara
tion, as was the case in a pilot study we conducted. Moreover, we could more easily 
present our revised division with text units of similar length. 
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We assumed that section titles and explanations would generally be familiar to the 
students. As a check, however, students could indicate if they were unfamiliar with a 
section; this option was used in 2% of the ratings. In addition, for 1% of the total 
number of student observations, no rating was given. For teachers, this percentage 
was also 19c In the analysis, both kinds of data points were considered as missing 
values. 

2.3 Analysis 

The data can be considered as hierarchically organized: Importance ratings of sec
tions are nested within teachers, students' ratings are nested within students, and 
students themselves are nested within classes (cf. Goldstein, 1995). This basic hier
archical structure is at the heart of the five multilevel models that we used to exam
ine our research questions. Teacher Model 1 and Teacher Model 2 both partition the 
variance in teachers' importance ratings according to the two hierarchical levels 
(teacher and section). Teacher Model 1 describes teachers' deviations from the aver
age importance rating across teachers and sections (overall mean), and Teacher 
Model 2 describes for each of the sections, deviations from the average rating across 
teachers (section means). By relating higher and lower order variance components of 
Teacher Model 2. an intracluster correlation was obtained, which indicates the de
gree of correspondence between teachers (Question a). 

In similar ways. Student Model 1 and Student Model 2 were used to obtain a cor
respondence measure that indicates the degree of correspondence between students 
(Question b). Now, however, three hierarchical levels are involved (class/teacher, 
student, and section). As a consequence, two intracluster correlations could be de
termined, one indicating the correspondence between students of different classes 
and one indicating the correspondence between students of the same class. 

In the Teacher-Student Model, teacher importance ratings were used to predict 
the variance in students' importance ratings. This model estimates a regression coef
ficient indicating the correspondence between teachers and students (Question c). In 
addition, the model estimates the variation in the regression coefficient at the teacher 
and section level. Finally, the model estimates the covariance among the variance 
components. A more detailed explanation of the five models is given in Appendix 
A. 

The (co)variance components at the different hierarchical levels were estimated 
with the software ML-wiN (Multi Level Models Project, 1999). Analyses were per
formed on normalized scores. Statistical significance of the parameter estimates can 
easily be determined as the ratio of the parameter's estimate, and its standard error is 
t distributed. For variance estimates we used a one-sided alpha level of .05 (t > 
1.658); for covariance estimates a two-sided alpha level of .05 (t > 1.965; cf. Gold
stein, 1995). 
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3 RESULTS 

The results are organized according to our research questions and the corresponding 
multilevel models, (a) To what degree do teachers who give a test about the same 
instructional text show a correspondence among each other in their perceptions of 
task demands (Teacher Model 1 and 2)? (b) To what degree do students of the same 
teacher show a correspondence among each other in their perceptions of task de
mands (Student Model 1 and 2)? (c) To what degree do teachers and their individual 
students show a correspondence among each other in their perceptions of task de
mands (Teacher-Student Model)? Students' and teachers' perceptions of task de
mands were indicated by their pattern of importance ratings. 

Table I. Descriptive statistics for observed importance ratings of teachers and students 

Teachers 
Section rating 
M of ratings across sections 
SD of ratings across sections 

Students 
Section rating 
M of ratings across sections 
SD of ratings across sections 

n 

569 
22 
22 

11441 
451 
451 

M 

2.98 
2.98 
Ü.67 

2.81 
2.81 
0.73 

SD 

0.67 
0.27 
0.11 

0.73 
0.30 
0.16 

Min 

1 
2.58 
0.47 

1 
1.77 
0.27 

Max 

4 
3.50 
0.85 

4 
3.85 
1.21 

Note. For both teachers and students, descriptives are given for importance ratings of individual 
sections, the average of a participant's ratings across sections, and the standard deviation of a 
participant's ratings across sections. The number of missing values for teachers and students 
was 3 and 285, respectively. For students. 175 missing values pertained to the response option 
"not familiar with section ". Min = minimum; Max = maximum. 

3.1 Teachers 

Table 1 includes descriptives of observed teacher importance ratings. The general 
mean was 2.98 and shows that teachers, on average, considered sections important. 
However, teachers' average ratings across sections ranged from 2.58 to 3.50 (SD = 
0.27). This suggests that some teachers considered sections more important than did 
other teachers, but differences may also have followed from a different interpreta
tion of the rating scale. The average standard deviation of a teacher's section ratings 
ranged from 0.47 to 0.85 (M = 0.67, SD = 0.11). This indicates that each of the 
teachers distinguished between the importance of sections in a substantial way. 

As can be seen from Table 2, the general mean for teachers as estimated by 
Teacher Model 1 was similar to the observed general mean: 2.98 (SE = 0.047). The 
estimated variation between teachers in their average rating across sections was sig
nificant (S2 = 0.036, p < .001) and accounted for 10% of the variance in teachers' 
ratinss. This leaves 90% for the variation that teachers showed between sections (S~ 
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= 0.328, p < .001). The values of the two variance estimates allow us to examine the 
correspondence among teachers' ratings. 

Results from Teacher Model 2 are presented in Table 3. When compared with 
the observed average ratings across teachers (see Appendix B) estimated section 
means are very similar. Estimated section means ranged from 2.53 for Section 25 to 
3.60 for Section 6. Obviously, for the sample of teachers studied, some sections 
were deemed more important than others. Moreover, these differences indirectly 
indicate that teachers showed agreement in their ratings. The degree of this agree
ment is expressed by the between-teacher variance (S2 = 0.036, p < .01). The aver
age value of the between-section variances was 0.242. When this value is combined 
with the between-teacher variance, an intracluster correlation is obtained of .13 (p = 
0.036 / (0.036 + 0.242). We interpret this value as indicating that the degree of cor
respondence among teachers' rating patterns, on average, was moderate or low (see 
Appendix A). 

Table 2. Estimates of Teacher Model I and Student Model I 

Teacher rating Student rating 

Parameters Estimate SE Estimate SE 

Fixed 
General mean (intercept) 2.980*** .047 2.804*** .021 

Random (variance) 
Between teachers/classes 0.036** .015 0.007** .003 
Between students 0.047*** .004 
Between sections 0.328*** .020 0.416*** .006 

Note. Teacher Model I and Student Model I describe the deviation 
of participants' importance ratings from the general mean of teachers 
and students, respectively.* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001. 

The degree of correspondence among teachers was not the same for sections. As can 
be seen in Table 3, the between-section variance ranged from 0.110 for Section 10 to 
0.452 for Section 4 - the corresponding intracluster correlations were .25 and .08. 
These values show that some sections were far more controversial with respect to 
the importance that was assigned to them than others. Moreover, a linear relation
ship could be discerned between the between-section variance and average section 
ratings (the Pearson correlation was -.39, p < .05). The negative value of this rela
tionship suggests that, on average, teachers agreed most about the sections they con
sidered most important and showed the greatest diversity with regard to sections 
they deemed to be the least important. 
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Table 3. Estimates of Teacher Model 2 and Student Model 2 

Teacher rating Student rating 

i 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
IS 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Av 

3.53 

2.92 

2.83 
2.98 
3.03 
3.60 

3.07 
2.80 

2.83 
3.18 
3.40 
2.81 

2.76 
3.37 
3.19 

3.03 
2.95 
2.88 
2.56 

2.73 
3.41 

2.69 
2.95 

2.58 
2.53 
2.84 

SE 

108 
122 
142 
152 
106 
088 
104 
108 
124 
081 
108 
140 
142 
096 
095 
117 
110 
109 
134 
010 
095 
088 
102 
096 
114 
113 

s-
0.220 
0.292 

0.405 
0.452 

0.210 
0.136 
0.202 

0.220 
0.304 

0.110 
0.211 

0.398 
0.408 
0.168 

0.156 
0.263 
0.232 
0.225 

0.356 
0.182 
0.161 
0.136 
0.192 

0.167 
0.251 
0.244 

SF. 

.068 

.090 

.124 

.142 

.065 

.043 

.063 

.069 

.094 

.035 

.067 

.122 

.125 

.053 

.050 

.082 

.072 

.070 

.110 

.057 

.051 

.043 

.060 

.053 

.078 

.076 

P 

.14 

.1 1 

.OS 

.07 

.15 

.21 

.15 

.14 

.11 

.25 

.14 

.08 

.08 

.18 

.19 

.12 

.13 

.14 

.09 

.16 

.IS 

.21 

.16 

.18 

.12 

.13 

Av 

3.02 

3.03 
2.94 

2.50 
2.93 
3.25 

2.86 
2.02 
2.78 
3.05 

2.77 
2.14 

2.79 
3.12 

2.90 
2.80 
2.78 
2.72 

2.70 
2.59 
3.34 

2.71 
2.91 

2.75 
2.66 
2.69 

SE 

.037 

.032 

.034 

.042 

.033 

.034 

.033 

.041 

.032 

.023 

.041 

.040 

.037 

.032 

.033 

.033 

.033 

.031 

.037 

.036 

.034 

.037 

.032 

.034 

.037 

.037 

s-
0.395 

0.240 
0.300 
0.554 
0.272 

0.293 
0.275 

0.531 
0.249 
0.247 

0.549 
0.464 
0.382 

0.238 
0.288 

0.261 
0.273 
0.213 

0.370 
0.368 
0.303 
0.381 
0.225 

0.291 
0.394 
0.393 

SE 

.027 

.017 

.208 

.038 

.019 

.020 

.019 

.037 

.017 

.017 

.038 

.033 

.026 

.017 

.020 

.018 

.019 

.015 

.026 

.026 

.021 

.026 

.017 

.020 

.027 

.028 

P 

.13 

.20 

.17 

.10 

.IS 

.17 

.IS 

.1 1 

.19 

.19 

.10 

.12 

.14 

.20 

.17 

.18 

.18 

.21 

.14 

.14 

.16 

.14 

.19 

.17 

.13 

.13 

Note. Teacher Model 2 and Student Model 2 describe the deviation of participants' importance ratings 
from the average rating (Av)for a particular section (i). Teacher Model 2 yields estimates of the aver
age section rating across teachers per section, the herween-teacher variance (not in table; S' = 0.036, 
SE = .013. p < .01) and the between-section variance per section (S~). Student Model 2 yields esti
mates of the average rating across students per section, the between-class variance (not in table; S~ -
0.007, SE = .003, p < .01), the between-student variance (not in table; S2 = 0.053, SE = .004. p < 
.001), and the between-section variance per section (S ). On the basis of the variance estimates, for 
each section, an intraclusler correlation is calculated (p). For teachers, this measure denotes the 
proportion of the variance in teachers' ratings that is explained by the agreement among teachers. 
For students, it denotes the proportion of the variance in students' ratings that is explained by the 
agreement among students of the same class. All of the estimated values were statistically significant 
Ip < .001). 
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3.2 Students 

Table 1 includes descriptives of observed student importance ratings. The general 
mean was 2.81, which shows that students tended to consider sections important 
rather than unimportant. Students' average ratings across sections however ranged 
from 1.77 to 3.85 (SD = 0.30). Apparently, some students gave mostly low ratings, 
whereas other students gave predominantly high ratings. As a consequence, these 
students had a smaller spreading among their ratings. The standard deviation of a 
student's section ratings ranged from 0.27 to 1.21 (M = 0.73, SD = 0.16). As for the 
teachers, students generally distinguished between the importance of sections in a 
substantial way. Concerning the relatively low spreading of some students, this will 
have had some reductive effects on the correspondence measures. 

As shown in Table 2, the general mean for students' importance ratings as esti
mated by Student Model 1 closely resembled the observed general mean: 2.80 (SE = 
.021). The surplus value of the model is that it shows that the average rating across 
sections differed between classes (S2 = 0.007. p < .01) and between students (S' = 
0.047, p < .001). These differences explained 1% and 10% of the variance in stu
dents' ratings, respectively; the between-section variance accounted for 89% (5 = 
0.416,/; < .001). Although low, the differences between classes are of special impor
tance because they point to a contextual effect. With the next model, then, we will 
examine more directly the systematic differences between classes in their rating pat
terns. 

Table 3 includes results from analysis with Student Model 2. Estimated section 
ratings averaged across students closely resembled the observed section means (see 
Appendix B). Estimated sections means ranged from 2.02 for Section 8 to 3.34 for 
Section 21 (M = 2.80, SD = 0.29). Apparently, our student sample clearly considered 
particular sections more important than other sections. As a consequence, students 
showed agreement in their rating patterns. As shown by the between-class variance 
and the between-student variance, agreement was found both at the class level (S~ = 
0.007, p < .01) and the student level (S2 = 0.053. p < .001). Given that the average 
between-section variance was 0.337, two intracluster correlations were calculated. 
The first, denoting the correspondence between students at the class level had a 
value of .02 (p = 0.007 / (0.007 + 0.053 + 0.337)); the second, denoting the corre
spondence between students at both the class and the student level had a value of .15 
(p = 0.007 + 0.053 / (0.007 + 0.053 + 0.337)). Clearly, rating patterns of students 
within a class were much more similar than those of students of different classes. 
Nevertheless, we consider the vaiue of .15 as an indication that students of the same 
class had only a moderate or low correspondence in their rating patterns. 

As can be seen in Table 3, the degree of agreement was not the same for sec
tions: the between-section variance ranged from 0.213 for Section 18 to 0.554 for 
Section 4 - the corresponding intracluster correlations were .21 and .10. This shows 
that, within classes, some sections were more controversial than other sections. As 
for teachers, a linear relationship was discerned in which higher average ratings 
went together with lower variance values (Pearson correlation = -.63. p < .001). 
Sections that were rated higher within a class yielded more agreement among stu
dents. 
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3.3 Teachers and their students 

In Table 2 estimates are shown of both the average importance ratings across teach
ers and the average ratings across students. The rating patterns of the two popula
tions were quite similar, as a Pearson correlation of .60 (p < .001) indicates. The 
correlation value suggests that students and teachers showed a fairly high corre
spondence in their perceptions of task demands at the group level (i.e., when percep
tions were aggregated for each sample). However, we should take into account that 
the Pearson correlation overestimates the real correspondence of the two popula
tions, because the variation in importance ratings is reduced by aggregating the rat
ings. Moreover, the correspondence at the group level provides rather indirect indi
cations for the correspondence at the individual level. A more direct view of the 
correspondence among teachers and individual students is given by the Teacher-
Student Model. 

The results of the Teacher-Student Model are presented in Table 4. The regres
sion of student ratings on teacher ratings was 0.226 (p < .001). If we do not take 
differences between teachers (in regression weights) into account, teacher ratings 
explain 3% of the variation in students' ratings (not in the table). 

Table 4. Estimates of the Teacher-Student Model 

Parameter 

Fixed (mean values) 
Intercept (student rating) 
Slope (teacher-student regression) 

Random (variance components) 
Level 3 (variance between classes/teachers) 

Intercept 
Slope 
Co variance 

Level 2 (variance between students) 
Intercept 

Level 1 (variance between sections) 
Intercept 
Slope 
Co variance 

Estimate 

2.806*** 
0.226*** 

0.008* 
0.013** 

-0.013** 
-0.005 

0.390*** 
0.014 

-0.016 

SE 

.023 

.027 

.004 

.005 

.003 

.004 

.007 

.013 

.005 

Note. In the Teacher-Student Model, students' importance ratings are predicted by 
teachers' importance ratings. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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The teacher-student regression varied between classes (S2 = 0.013. p < .01) The re
gression coefficient ranged between .035 and .417. taking a probability of 90%. 
Thus, some teachers showed a substantial correspondence with their individual stu
dents in importance ratings, whereas other teachers showed practically none. If we 
take these differences in regression weights into account, teacher ratings explain 6% 
of the variance in student ratings (not in the table). Because the correspondence 
among teachers was quite limited, we interpret this percentage as indicating that 
individual students and their teachers, in general, showed a moderate or low corre
spondence in their rating patterns. This is also indicated by the between-section 
variance (S2 = 0.390, p < .001), showing that students often deviated from the rating 
of their teacher. 

In estimating the regression coefficient and the between-section variance, the 
Teacher-Student Model accounts for the differences among classes (S~ = 0.008, p < 
.05) and among students (S2 = 0.048, p < .001) with regard to the average rating 
across sections. Furthermore, it accounts for the variance of the teacher-student re
gression and the covariance between the regression and the intercept, both at the 
class and the student level. 

The teacher-student regression did not vary between sections. However, the non
significant variance value should be interpreted in relation to the covariance (COV) 
at the section level, which was found to be significant (COV = -0.016, p < .001). 
When substituted in the model, the covariance value means that the between-section 
variance ranged from 0.370 for sections that teachers rated as important and 0.508 
for sections they rated as unimportant. Thus, students had a higher correspondence 
with their teacher for sections that their teacher considered relatively important than 
for sections that their teacher considered relatively unimportant. 

4 DISCUSSION 

In this study, teachers' and students' perception of task demands were examined. 
More specifically, we studied the correspondence between participants with respect 
to the importance they assigned to sections of an instructional text in the context of 
an upcoming test. 

4.1 Relating the results to our expectations 

We expected that teachers and students alike would distinguish between the impor
tance of sections. This expectation was confirmed. Despite similarities between the 
sections in their structural characteristics (they had approximately the same abstrac
tion level and length), teachers and students showed considerable variation in their 
importance ratings. For both the student and the teacher sample, some sections re
ceived a higher average importance rating than other sections. In addition, the aver
age section ratings of the two samples showed a clear correspondence. We infer 
from these findings that some sections had more instructional salience than other 
sections (see Alexander & Jetton, 1996). Furthermore, task demands were shared by 
individual participants, at least to some degree. 
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As expected, we found a limited correspondence between teachers with regard to the 
sections they deemed to be important for their students to learn in preparation for the 
test. The moderate average correspondence in ratings suggested that task demands 
were largely idiosyncratic to individual teachers. On closer inspection, the degree of 
correspondence between teachers differed between sections: Some sections gave rise 
to more controversy among teachers than other sections. Moreover, sections that 
teachers, as a group, considered more important yielded more agreement among 
teachers than those that were considered less important. This could mean that teach
ers, in general, show more consensus for important task demands than for less im
portant task demands. However, a possible methodological explanation is that spe
cific textual characteristics of the relatively unimportant sections caused unusual 
controversy among the teachers. 

On the basis of previous research, we expected to find a limited correspondence 
in the rating pattern between students of the same class/teacher and between students 
and their teacher. These expectations were confirmed. Students often deviated from 
the average class rating, as well as from their teacher's rating. These findings sug
gest that students experienced difficulties in ascertaining the task demands and that 
teachers had difficulties in presenting these demands. However, our results also sug
gest that the various participants did not experience these difficulties in the same 
way. The limited correspondence between students suggests that some students were 
more effective than others in ascertaining task demands. In addition, some teachers 
showed a much higher correspondence than other teachers. Apparently, teachers 
varied in the effectiveness with which they conveyed their task demands. Finally, 
the teacher-student correspondence and the correspondence between students both 
differed between sections, with sections that, on average, were considered to be 
more important showing more agreement than sections that were regarded as less 
important. This finding suggests that whereas teachers stress the importance of parts 
of the learning content they consider important, they give relatively little informa
tion about those parts of the learning content they deem to be less important. This 
finding, however, might also be explained by student factors, such as a tendency to 
pay special attention to task information on important learning content or a reluc
tance on the behalf of students to regard parts of the learning content as unimportant. 

4.2 Relating the results to previous research 

Our results shed light on the seemingly inconsistent results of previous studies on 
instructional importance. At the group level, our findings replicate a study by Alex
ander et al. (1994) in which a fairly high correlation was found between a group of 
teachers and the group of students of these teachers with respect to the importance 
they assigned to paragraphs. Furthermore, our findings are consistent with a study 
by Jetton and Alexander (1997), in which two of the three participating teachers 
showed a high correlation with the average paragraph ratings of their class and an
other teacher showed no correspondence at all. At the individual level, our findings 
are in line with studies by Van Hout-Wolters and colleagues, who found large varia
tions among students, among teachers, and among teachers and their students with 
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respect to the sentences they selected as being instructionally important (Schellings 
& Van Hout-Wolters. 1994. 1995: Van Hout-Wolters. 1990a, 1990b/1997). 

Our results differ from those found by Reynolds and associates (Reynolds, 
1992). In several studies, they found that 10th-grade students were fairly well able to 
identify text elements that were important to fulfilling an experimental assignment. 
The authors concluded that students had a well-developed task awareness, which 
was considered to be an important prerequisite for making use of a selective atten
tion strategy for learning from text. Compared with our results, the high degree of 
task awareness found by Reynolds and associates was, seems to be, in part, due to 
the experimental setting in which task demands, although implicit, were more 
clearly defined than task demands in a classroom setting. As our findings suggest 
that the findings of laboratory studies do not necessarily hold for classrooms, they 
underscore the call for more research on studying, test preparation, and metacogni-
tion in classroom contexts (Alvermann & Moore, 1991; Crooks, 1988; Van Etten et 
al., 1997). 

On the basis of these findings and previous findings on instructional importance, 
we draw the tentative conclusion that teachers differ widely in their task demands 
and that students do not generally have a very clear or sound perception of the task 
demands their own teacher sets. These conclusions, however, should be qualified by 
the following considerations. 

4.3 Measuring the degree of correspondence 

Multilevel analyses provided scale-free measures of the correspondence among the 
individual participants, which could be expressed as proportions of common vari
ance. Roughly, it could be said that 13% of teachers' ratings were explained by the 
agreement among teachers, 15% of students' ratings were explained by the agree
ment among students within a class, and 6% of students' ratings were explained by 
differences in teachers' ratings. We consider these values as indicating a moderate 
or even low correspondence among participants (see Appendix A). However, as 
stressed by Cohen (1988), the interpretation of effect sizes is also dependent on the 
methodology used. The meaningful relations we found between ratings of students, 
teachers, and classes suggest that the rating task had substantial validity. However, 
as measurements of task perceptions are inherently indirect, caution is needed in 
making any absolute interpretation of the correspondence values we found. 

4.4 Measuring instructional importance 

Concerning the type of judgment task, previous studies found convergent results for 
a rating task, an underlining task, and a note-taking task (Schellings & Van Hout-
Wolters. 1994) and for a rating task and question-writing task (Jetton & Alexander, 
1997). However, the rating tasks in these studies were performed with the text at 
hand. 

In our study, the study text was considerably longer than in the previous studies. 
For this reason, we used a rating task in which instructional importance was as-
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signed to sections on the basis of short summaries of these sections. The summary 
rating task was assumed to help participants to consider the text at a global level and 
to compare topics of broad units in a balanced way. Moreover, we assumed that the 
summary rating task would provide the participants with a common ground for their 
ratings. The finding that students rarely indicated unfamiliarity with a section, in 
combination with our informal observations, convinced us that the summaries were 
reasonably understood by the participants and that they did indeed provide a com
mon ground. However, more research is needed to compare the summary rating task 
with a rating task that is performed with the text at hand. 

For teachers, an additional complexity is that there might have been a discrep
ancy between their section ratings and the task demands they actually imposed upon 
their students in practice. In the study by Jetton and Alexander (1997), three other 
measures of instructional importance were included in addition to ratings of impor
tance: class observations, test questions, and stated views about importance. 
Whereas 2 of the 3 participating teachers showed a reasonable consistency on these 
measures, the 3rd teacher showed a wide divergence. Given these findings, we 
should be careful in interpreting the differences in teachers' importance ratings in 
terms of actual task demands. 

4.5 Type of task demand and instructional context 

The previous studies on instructional importance suggested that the degree of corre
spondence between students and their teachers in their perception of task demands 
was higher for higher text levels (paragraph level and beyond) than for lower text 
levels (sentence level). The present study disconfirms such a relation; it shows that a 
low correspondence among students and teachers may also pertain to higher text 
levels. However, to gain more insight in the relation between the correspondence 
among participants and text level, studies are needed in which different text levels 
are compared. 

Although our rated sections had approximately the same abstraction level and 
length, they were certainly not unrelated. For example, in 5 of the 26 sections of the 
chosen chapter about the United States, the description of the position of Afro 
Americans occupied a central place. Data limitations prevented us from using multi
level models that took into account the degree of interdependence among sections. 
However, effects on the correspondence measures seem to have been limited. For 
instance, both for the teacher and student sample, the five sections clearly differed in 
the average importance that was assigned to them. 

Our study focused on task demands that pertain to the relative importance of top
ics of textual information. In doing so, we did not consider at least three other kinds 
of task demands that are involved in text studying. First, task demands may concern 
the relative importance of factual information versus concepts in a text (cf. Thomas. 
Bol, Warkentin, Wilson, Strage, & Rohwer, 1993). Second, task demands may per
tain to the cognitive level at which students have to demonstrate that information has 
been mastered (e.g., Elshout-Mohr. et al., 1999; Thomas et al.. 1993). Third, task 
demands may concern the required level of effort or the study orientations and epis-
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temological beliefs that are appropriate in academic contexts. Concerning the latter, 
phenomenographic studies suggest that the correspondence among students' and 
teachers' perceptions is limited as well (Ramsden, 1988; Simpson & Nist, 1997; 
Smith & Feathers, 1983). 

The finding that task demands were to such a large extent idiosyncratic to teach
ers may have followed from our choice of subject. Stodolsky and Grossman (1995) 
found that history teachers have relatively high levels of autonomy with respect to 
defining what they teach. Moreover, from our informal observations, we got the 
impression that in the vast majority of the classes, the teaching style was rather tra
ditional, in the sense that it seemed very much centered on the textbook and on the 
way the teacher interpreted this textbook. Although this teaching style is still very 
common in content area classrooms (Alvermann & Moore, 1991: Bean, 2000), we 
should take into account that perceptions of instructional importance might be con
structed differently in less teacher- and textbook-centered classrooms. 

4.6 Consequences and implications 

Despite the considerations above, we feel compelled to speculate about the conse
quences of our findings, which we regard as worrisome. Our findings indicate that 
students often had inadequate perceptions of the instructional importance of text 
sections. According to theories on studying this could have represented a restriction 
on students' ability to focus their attention on task-relevant text units. Moreover, 
students showed more disagreement for sections that, on average, were considered 
less important. As shown by experimental studies, readers will use only a selective 
attention strategy if they are convinced that part of the information is of minor im
portance to the task (Reynolds, 1992). An important question, then, is whether task 
demands in secondary classrooms are clear enough for students to use a selective 
attention strategy. This question could be examined by taking into account both stu
dents' task perceptions and their learning process. Moreover, performance data (e.g., 
test grades) could be included to get insight into the effectiveness and efficiency of 
students' learning, depending on their perceptions of task demands. 

Our study may give rise to reflection upon the freedom teachers have in defining 
task demands. However, we believe an even more important issue concerns ways in 
which teachers can increase their effectiveness in conveying task demands. First of 
all, teachers could provide more explicit information about the task demands and use 
several strategies to ensure that this information is well understood (see Nist & 
Simpson. 2000). Furthermore, teachers could instruct students about how to attend 
to task cues and analyze and interpret these cues (Butler. 1999). Finally, teachers 
could prevent their students from being given invalid information about the task 
demands. To this effect, teachers must take into account that students rely not only 
on task cues that are directly provided by the teacher, but also on task cues that indi
rectly follow from the instructional-learning process (Schraw et al.. 1993). For ex
ample, when teachers dwell on a specific part of the learning content, that is a signal 
to students that this part might be very important to the test (Alexander & Jetton, 
1996). Moreover, students may infer task cues from the learning materials or from 
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previous instructional-learning episodes, especially previous tests (Doyle, 1983; 
Thomas & Rohwer, 1986). By signaling inconsistencies between these sources, 
teachers might prevent their students from being caught on the wrong foot. 
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APPENDIX A 

EXPLANATION OF THE MULTILEVEL MODELS 

For each of the five models a formal description is given along with a more detailed 
explanation. Because the teacher models and the student models are largely similar, 
we will describe only the latter two in detail and, where necessary, point at the dif
ferences with the teacher models. For all models, variables pertain to importance 
ratings, which may vary at three levels: section (/), student (ƒ), class/teacher (it). 

Student Model 1 

(student rating),-,* = J3m) + [vm + u0jk + em \. (1) 

Student Model 1 is a so-called intercept-only model, which has no explanatory vari
ables. In the fixed part, only an intercept is specified (/?0oo). which can be intepreted 
as representing the general mean of student ratings. The random part (in square 
brackets) consists of three residual scores. Parameter Voo* represents the deviance of 
the mean rating in class k from the general mean (/?0oo), «Q/A represents the deviance 
of student j in class k from the average rating in this class (/?0oo + Voo*); and, finally, 
eijk indicates the deviation from Section ;' of Student; in Class k from this student's 
average (/?0oo + voo* + u0Jk). These scores are assumed to be normally distributed with 
an expected value of 0.000 and a variance of crv , au , and o2,, , respectively. The 
between-class variance (<TV) and the between-student variance (ö2,,) indicate differ
ences in the average rating across sections between students and between classes, 
respectively. The between-section variance (<Te) indicates whether students differen
tiate between the importance of sections. Note that, as parameters are estimated si
multaneously, estimation of this third component takes into account differences be
tween students in their average rating across sections. A substantial value of cre is a 
necessary condition to examine the correspondence among students in a meaningful 
way. As will be shown in the discussion of Model S2, significant values of crv and 
cr„ are necessary as well. 

Teacher Model 1 

(teacher rating),-* = $,<> + [ v« + eik\. (2) 

Teacher Model 1 differs from Student Model 1 in that, next to the mean (teacher) 
rating, two variance components are estimated: a between-teacher variance and a 
between-section variance. 
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Student Model 2 

(student rating) ,jk = y?,, (Section 1) + fa (Section 2) 

+ ... fai(Section 26) + [V()OOA + «oo/* + eUjk (Section 1) 

+ e2ijk (Section 2) ... + e26yk (Section 26)]. (3) 

The fixed part of Student Model 2 consist of 26 explanatory dummy variables, 
whose average regression weights (fa), fa, ..., fa0) represent the average section 
ratings across students (i.e.. the general rating pattern). The random part consists of 
28 residual scores. At the class level, %»* indicates the systematic deviation of 
classes from the general rating pattern (i.e., the degree to which classes follow the 
general rating pattern and also have a lower or higher average rating across sec
tions). At the student level, j<oq/<. indicates the systematic deviation of students from 
the average rating pattern of their class. The remaining parameters (eUjk, e2yk, •••, 
e2(,ijk.) indicate, for a particular section, the degree to which students deviate from the 
average rating that is given to this section in their class (when the average rating 
across sections of each student is taken into account). The residual scores are as
sumed to be normally distributed with an expected value of 0.000 and a variance 
that has 28 components: 1 between-class variance component (crv), 1 between-
student variance component (er„), and 26 between-section variance components 
(<r,,i + er, ,? , . . . , cre2(,). 

Note that - because of data limitations - we estimated an incomplete covariance 
matrix. As a consequence, the between-student variance includes both the common 
variance among sections and the variance between students in their average rating 
across sections. Similarly, the between-class variance includes both the common 
variance among students and the variance between classes in their average ratings. 
The between-section variance components, then, represent the unique variance of 
sections (within students). Note also that estimation of the between-class variance 
and between-student variance in this model only makes sense when differences are 
found between students and classes in their average ratings across sections (see Stu
dent Model 1). 

The three kinds of variance components each are indications for the agreement 
or disagreement among students. However, for a sound interpretation they need to 
be considered in relation to each other. Taking the ratio of higher and lower level 
variance components, two correspondence measures can be calculated, whereby the 
value of each measure varies according to the particular section (i) that is consid
ered. The first measure (pciass,;) indicates the proportion of the variance in students' 
ratings that is explained by the agreement at the class level: 

/'class, i — ^ class ' W class "•" ^ student ' ^ section, i (4) 
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The second measure (/?ciass+student. d indicates the proportion of the variance in stu
dents' ratings that is explained by the agreement at both the class and the student 
level. 

/'class+sludenl. i ~ ^ class "*" ̂  student ' W class ' ^ student ' ^ section, it- \^) 

The p measures can be considered as intraclass correlations, which are also called 
intracluster correlations (Kish. 1967). In principle, intracluster correlations can be 
compared with common standards for proportions of variance. Following Cohen 
(1988, pp. 24-25), a value of .01 can be a considered as a small effect, a value of 
.059 as a medium effect, and a value of .138 as a large effect. However, these com
mon standards especially pertain to experimental contexts. Because our measure can 
be considered as pertaining to an interrater agreement context, a different interpreta
tion of the effect sizes is called for. Concerning the Pciass+studem, i measure, it is as
sumed that perceptions of task demands require considerable consensus among stu
dents in a class, in order for the students to base their learning on these perceptions. 
On the other hand, we should also take into account that the variance at the lowest 
level also includes the traditional error variance. Therefore, 52

seclion , is an overesti-
mation of the true between-section variance, and /Ofciass+student, / is an underestimation 
of the true correspondence between students in a class. Alas, it is not possible to 
entangle the true and error variance components. 

Which values of /Ofciass+smdent,;. then, can be considered as high, and which ones 
can be considered as low? The best answer to this question involves comparison of 
intraclustercorrelations for various kinds of importance assignment (e.g.. question 
writing, selection of text sections and stated views of importance). Because this 
study only included one measure of importance assignment (ratings), we felt only 
reasonably confident about the interpretation of intracluster correlations at the upper 
and lower level of the scale. That is. whereas we considered values of pciass+student, / 
that would exceed .50 as high, values of pbiass+student,; that would be lower than .20 
were considered as moderate or low. 

Teacher Model 2 

(teacher rating),* = pu (Section 1) + /?:, (Section 2) 

+ ... p\bi(Section 26) + [vmk + eia(Section 1) 

+ eljk (Section 2) ... + e26rt (Section 26)]. (6) 

In Teacher Model 2. two levels can be discerned (teacher, section). As a conse
quence, only one kind of intracluster correlation can be calculated, indicating the 
proportion of the variance in teachers' ratings that is explained by the agreement 
among teachers: 

/'teacher. i — ^ teacher ' ^ teacher *" ̂  section, i • (7) 



46 CHAPTER 2 

Teacher-Student Model 

(student rating)ijk = /3{)ViV + J3n0k(teacher rating),™. 

POijk - POOOO + vOOOi- + I'OOjk + ZOijk- PliOk = P i000+ v100/t + ^liTO-

The fixed part of the Teacher-Student Model includes the intercept (Poijk) and the 
regression of student ratings on teacher ratings {/5\t^ )• The random part includes five 
residual scores (V00OA > «oo;* , eotjb vioo* and ei,m), which are assumed to be normally 
distributed with an expected value of 0.000 and a variance of <x,0, <TM, <x,.0. crvL 

and cr,,|, respectively. Teacher ratings are centered on the overall teacher mean 
(poooo)- The average teacher-student regression (J3[000) is a measure for the general 
degree of correspondence between students and their teacher in their perception of 
task demands. The variance parameters cr,., and <Tc] indicate whether the degree of 
correspondence is dependent on the particular teacher and the particular section, 
respectively. Note that, as teacher ratings do not vary between students of the same 
class, the model cannot estimate whether students vary in the correspondence they 
show with their teacher. However, such variation would indirectly follow from Stu
dent Model 2, because differences in the rating pattern of students within classes 
imply differences between students in the correspondence they show with their 
teacher. The model also takes into account differences in average section ratings. 
Parameter crM denotes differences between classes in the average rating across sec
tions, parameter crM denotes differences between students in the average rating 
across sections, and parameter cr(>0 denotes the deviations of a student's rating from 
the teacher rating (when taking into account differences between students in the av
erage rating across sections). The latter parameter, then, is a scale-bound comple
ment of the regression coefficient. Finally, two covariance components at the class 
level (crl0. ,1) and the section level (<x(,0.ei) are estimated. The first indicates whether 
the teacher-student correspondence is dependent on the average value of a teacher's 
ratings across sections; the second shows whether this correspondence is dependent 
on the value of a teacher's rating for a particular section. 

The effect size of the teacher-student regression can be determined by calculat
ing the correlation between the observed and predicted ratings. The square of this 
correlation expresses the proportion of the variance in students' ratings that is ex
plained by teacher ratings. Note that as a measure for the correspondence between 
students and teachers, this value should be related to the correspondence among 
teachers (Teacher Model 2). 

Because of the inclusion of an explaining variable, the effect size of the variance 
estimates of the model cannot be determined in a straightforward way as in the other 
four models (cf. Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992. p. 128). Hence, we consider them at 
face value and report a 90% probability range when this is suitable. 
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APPENDIX B 

Descriptives of observed importance ratings 
per section for both teachers (N = 22) and students (N = 451) 

Teacher Student 

Section N M SD Min Max n M SD Min Max 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

22 
22 
22 
21 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
21 
22 
22 
22 
21 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 
22 

3.64 

2.91 

2.82 
3.00 
3.05 
3.73 

3.09 
2.77 
2.82 

3.23 
3.48 
2.77 
2.73 
3.45 
3.24 

3.05 
2.95 
2.86 

2.50 
2.68 
3.50 
2.64 
2.95 

2.50 
2.45 
2.82 

0.49 

0.68 
0.73 
0.84 

0.65 
0.46 

0.53 
0.61 
0.73 
0.43 
0.60 
0.81 

0.83 
0.51 

0.54 
0.79 
0.65 
0.64 
0.80 

0.57 
0.51 
0.49 
0.65 

0.60 
0.67 
0.66 

3 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
2 
1 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
2 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 

447 
450 
447 
430 
447 
448 
450 
439 
445 
441 
441 
404 
443 
442 
445 
441 
444 
440 
428 
437 
441 
442 
446 
438 
437 
428 

3.06 
3.07 

2.97 
2.45 
2.95 
3.31 

2.87 
1.88 
2.78 
3.10 
2.77 
2.02 

2.79 
3.17 

2.93 

2.80 
2.78 
2.72 

2.70 

2.56 
3.42 
2.70 

2.93 
2.76 
2.64 
2.68 

0.69 

0.62 
0.70 
0.86 
0.69 

0.66 
0.69 

0.85 
0.65 

0.65 
0.88 
0.83 
0.75 
0.62 
0.67 
0.67 
0.70 

0.62 
0.76 
0.77 

0.67 
0.78 

0.64 
0.71 

0.81 
0.81 

1 4 

1 4 
1 4 
1 4 
1 4 
1 4 

1 4 
1 4 
1 4 
[ 4 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Note. Min = minimum; Max = maximum. 




