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Abstract

N

Twenty-seven second-grade students were observed during two
reading periods to examine the nature of instruction and academic
responding time for students in high, middle, and low reading groups.

Across all groups, it was found that students spent Fbout 20 minutes

_of.a 120-minute typical reading period actively engaged- in academic --

responding, and only about two minutes,reading aloud and eight minutes
reading silently. Compa;isons between high, middle, and low. reading
groups revealed ihat, in most respects, reading groups we}e more
similar than they were different in instructional and student
respondihg variables. Findings re]atéd to the breakdown of timeﬁin a
typica]_ reading period and variability among students also are
presented. The importance of time engaged in reading as a crucial

\ .
instructional. variable centributing to  students' achievement

differences in reading is discussed.

~
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N
r Instructional Ecology and Academic Responding Time for Students

in Different Reading Groups

-

The topic of students' reading achievement has engendered

considerable interest in educational research. There is the popu]ara

A

-

belief that students' reading scpres are declining, -whicn L Was
described by Flesch !(19553 and made public by Packard (1974).
Although the belief that reading scores of today's students are
dropping has been refuted (Farr & Tuinman, 1974), there is still
concern about the reading ability of many students. -For example, a

substantial number of teachers' academic referrals are for reading-

re]ated difficulties (Ysseldyke, Ghristenson,'Pjanta, & Wang, 1987).

Since reading skills are essential to the mastery of other school,

subjects, .several investigations have focised on “how reading

t

instruction occurs.

One method that has been employed in the study of readifg is the-

naturalistic observation of reading periods to 1nvest1gate

d1fferent1a1 teacher 1nteract1ons With students at d1fferent read1ng

L] ¥ ,l .

[

" the s¥udy of reading - 1nstruct1on 1hvo1ves the descrlptlon of how t1me

ls spent 1n the c]assrooms--how tealhers a]]ocate t1me what tasks, and

«
o

mater1als are used, and in what types of . responses 1nd1v1dua] students

~ . -

are engaged Th1s “area of study ﬁas been;cal]ed "academic engaged

time," "academlc 1earn1ng t1me" {Fisher, Ber11ner, F11by, Marliave,

Cohen, & 01shaw, 1980) “opportunity to learn," or “academic

v

responding time" (Greenwood De]quadr1 Stanley, Terry, & Hall, 1981;

T . e

<

levels. Yet another observatjonal methodology that has been used in .

3

k]

1
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L * Hall, De]quadrif ﬁreenwood & Thurston, 1980) Fhe study of academic
responding time has been directed at investigating the extent to
wh1Ch° and ﬂuring whlch instructiona] contexts, students are engaged
academically It is argued that perhaps some chi]dren have difficulty
reading bedause they»have not had suffiCient opportunity to practice
reading (Hai] et a] . 1980).
. - 0bservationa1 research. of teachers interactions with different
. reading groups has resu?ted Anxconflicting findings Goldenberg (1966)
-reported on observations over, a three-month period in seven first-
grade c1assrooms during.reading;qnstruction; he found ‘that teachers . "
M _spent more timé uith their higﬁerfreadiﬁg groups. Furthermore, it was
. ‘reported that the teaehers conducted reading instruction to higher
groups during "prime time" (e. g R Tn the morning as opposed to the end

A

‘,.‘ of the “day’. Rist (1970) and McDermott (1977) ‘reported _similar

findings regarding advantages both in :ouantity and quality of
instructiona] time'given to higher reading g;oups- their conclusions
were based on ethnographic observations og one’.classroom over time

Brophy and Good “(1974) cited severa] of their studies which
demonstrated that higher achieving students received more favorable
interactions with teachers, including more opportunities to respond.
Together, tnese studies suggest that.students in nigher reading groups
Ereceive a higher quantity as “uell as quality of of reading time.
However, other studies have reached opposite ponc]usions. In a study
of 15 second-grade téachers‘judged as *good" teachers, Alpert (1974)
found no differencess in either amount of readdng time or quality of

teacher interactions for students in different reading ‘groups. ' {

!




Weinstein (1976) conducted observations ' in three first-grade

~
classrooms and found that low reading group students received more

«

opportunities to read and more AteaEhEr praise./ﬁ?Thé c0nf1ic£ing
findings fn the teacher intefactiOp research may be‘partially due to
differences between .the classes ‘and teachers studied. This may
) 'partiéu]ar]y be the case in the K]pe}f (1974) gtddy, in which only
feachers rated as "good" were observed. ‘ -
Another group of studie;‘relevanf to the teaching of reading are
« the observational studies on academic enééged time. These studies
.have described teacher and student. instructional k;riabTes without L.
regard to group differences. 6vera1], these studies have shown that
of the time "allocated” to Feadiqg by teachers, only a po;tign of the
time is actually "engaged" in reading by students (Hall et al., 1980;
Rosenshine, 19805. R#urthermoré, reports have indicated that there is‘
considerable variability both in time allocated to readiﬁg between
classrooms and time engaged in reading by individual students
(Berliper, 1979). In & major investigation of academic éngaged time

{ .
on 139 grade’two and 122 grade” five students during reading and math

by the Beginning Teacher Eva]uaijfn Study,'oBservatiOns were conducted
instruction. A report 6f. this study bbeosenshihe—(1980)‘revealgd
that an average of one hour apd ‘thirty minutes. was "allogated to .
second-grade reading and one hour and. fifty minutes to fifth-grade

reading. "Of this time, an average o&lone hour and four minutes was .

"engaged" “in -on-task responses in secoLd'-grade, and one hour and

twenty minutes was "engéged" in fifth;grLde. Studies of*time spént in
X b .

learning at the Juniper Gardens Children's Project (Grgenwood et al.,
. - ) ) , %V ;

L] ~
A
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1981; Hall et al., 1980) resulted in similar estimates of time °

allocated to reading in elementary classrooms. Greenwood et al.,
(1981) reported that an average of about one hour was allocated to
reading in fourth-grade classrooms in the four schBo]s stqdied.
However, in a discrete analysis of aciua] readiﬁé behayiors of the 93
fourth-grade students studied, it was reported that only about 15

minutes per day were ' edgaged‘ in the academic ‘behavior of silent

‘reading. In an earlier pilot study, Hall et al. (1980) reported that

the 12 elementary students who were observed engaged in silent reading

for 11 minutes per day and oral reading for only four minutes per day.

Studies on the effectiveness of various reading programs have
c0nc1uded that fime allocated to reading instruction is significantly

related to ‘the success of reading programs (Guthrie, Martuza, &
. £ . ¥

Seifert, 19765 Harris & Serwer, 1966; Samuels, }981; Stallings, 1975,

1976). Therefore, the stwdies on allocated and engaged time lead to

important implications for the study of reading instruction. Because

~of the demonstrated relationship between instructional time in Feading

. L - + .
and reading achievement, ‘it is important to assess thg extent to which

A}

students in.dffferent,reading groups spend differgnt’amounts of time
in 'reading. Studies using the engaged "time m?del have not yet been
directed. at assessing reading group differences, and the student-

teacher interaction studies that addressed reading groyp differences
S T
did not measure studept academic responses and the instructional

contexts in as specific and detailed a manfer as  the engaged time

)

.

studies. Thus, the present investigation was designed to apply the .

observational methodology of "the instructional ecology and engaged

A

.’ “ 1:1

i
R u(‘
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time (specifica]ﬁy, that of Hall et al., -1980 and GreehWood et al.,

1981) to the- study of reading group differences. A )

/

The current research sought to investigate the nature of the

instructional -ecology (i.e.,” time allocated to activities,

instructional tasks, ‘teaching structures, teacher positions, and

~ teacher .behaviors) and the actual engaged responses of stgﬂents in

different reading groups. Specifically, th{s study addressed these

major research questions: . "

e What is the instructional ecology of a "typical" read1ng
. period for studentS regardless of read1ng level?

¢ To what extent are there significant differences between
¢ - students in different reading groups in time allocated to

’

various act1v1t1es?
’
‘e To what extent are there significant
students in different refiding groups
various' tasks? ..

¢ To what extent are there significant
students in different reading groups
.teaching structures?

e To what extent are there significant
students in different reading groups
position relative to the student?

‘e To what extent are there significant
students in different reading groups
response relative to the student?

o To what extent are there -significant
students in different- reading groups
in var1ous student responses?

- Method

differences between
in time allocated to

differences between
in time allocated to

d1fﬁprences between
in the teacher's

differences between
in the teacher's

B

differences between v
in time spent engaged

)

Subjects *

Twenty-seven second-grade students (16 male;

-

11 female) from 10

1 4 = . .
elementary schools in a midwestern guburban school district served as .

v

o~




| A Co _ , ‘
- 6 N ", ' L@
. subjects.‘ Théée'sfﬁdgnts:were éeceiving reading instruction *in 14 ' '
different " levels of the Houghton-Mifflin Reading Series. Their
reading  teachers included 25'¥ema]es‘and 1 male; 7 of the teacheré
» were reading speﬁiéﬂists rather than regular secBhd-érgde teachers,

Three student;‘ng?!‘;select;%~ from each gf, the 10 schools to &
réflécy'thé high, middle, and'}éw second-grade reading groups within
eaéh schoo]. The distribution of readi?g groups was plotted for each

'schoo] and one high,'one midd[e, and 6neuwa group. were selected.

_ Then, from the student lists for each of thegé éroups, one'sfudent was
selected raﬁﬁom]y using .@ random numbers table.  This selection

- pracedure resu]tgd in a within-school analysis wherg low, middle, and
high ‘groups were defined solely by the distribution’of groups within
each>school‘(see Table 1). Because a middle:group student was lost
from one school fSchool 10), that school's groups were exc]udéd in
this analysis, resulting in -a total N of 27 (9,1" each’ level).

St

Insert Table 1 about here

A11- teachers and students were .volunteer’ participants "in ' the \
observational study.  Consent forms were sent to 511 éeCOnd;gra&e .
teachers amd students by the school district and selections were made
from thoseﬁ>§reeing to participate. . ' ' ¢

Obgervation‘System

y The CISSAR (Code for Instructional Structure and Student Academic

. Response) observation systeﬁ was used in this_ study. The version.of

Y

the system employed was developed by the Juniper Gardens Children's

1s
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Project in Kansas City, Kansas ‘(Greenwood, Delquadri, & Hall, 1978).

. The system focuséd the- obserVatiOn\ on the behavior of, one target

student (rather than sampling behd&ior§ of Lsevera] students) _and
.- ‘ . e
-allowed observers to record sfix event areas: (a) activity.(12 codes),

(b) task (8 codes), (c) ‘teaching structure (3 codes), (d) teacher
position (6 codes), (e) teacher activity (5 codes), and (f) student

y ) .
response (19 codes), Seventeen stop codes also were used to record

reasons for termination of observation. ' Table 2 summarizes the

definitions of the event areas and fhe specific events recorded within’

each area. Detailed definitions and examples are presented in

Appendix A, Excluding the stop codes, a total of 53 different events

- s . . . > .

could -be recorded with the CISSAR system.,
remm e m e ————— PSSR, [P,

-

Insert Table 2 about here

------------------------------

An interval time sampling technique was used to direct the
. | . v M
recording of events. Three event areas were recorded 'every 10"seconds

v

over the. entire observation session.  Coding was structured into
blacks of seven 10-second intervals. Durinb the first 1@-second
interval, activity, task, and teaching structure were recorded.

During ésth of the next six 10-3econd intervals, teacher poiition,

teacher _activity, anq'student response were recorded. This’pattern~

- . \
was 'maintained throughout the observation.
B . l)

“  An auditory electronic timer attached'to a clipboard was used to

~ .
“

"signal the 10-second intervals. The timer was equipped with an

earplug 4o that only the observer could hear the signal ¢a short beep




Hlocks representing 70 seconds’€ach. y

8. , ,

sound). Th$ clipboard was used to hold coding sheets and to provide a

hard surface for marking events.

The codiﬁg éheéts, modeled after those used by the Juniper

Gardens Chﬁ]dren's Project (Stanley & Greenwood, 1980), were designed

at_Minnesota's Institute so that they could be read automatically by

an optical scanner °(gee Appendix B). To be read correctly by the

scanner,'thg circles on the' coding sheet had to be very dark and .

“completely -filled. In addition to spaces for coding student

’

identification and- start and stop times, each sheet contained three
|

'S

' . 5

Observers

Eleven individuals served as observers during the present siddy.

Nine of the observers were responsible for the majority of the

observatjons. The‘okher two observers were substitutes who filled in
for reasons of sickness, make-up observgtiOns, and ‘so on, These
substitute observers wére Institute staff members who c0ndqgted
observer training sessions and monitored the regu]ar'observers. The
regular observers were'all'females who had been selected from a pool
of 50 female applicaﬁts who *had responded to an ad in a local
newspaper. A prerequisite for consideration was that the applicant
not have a backgroUnd in eduéaﬁion; the goal was to minimize biases
that might be brought to the.classrboh sétting. Additional selection
criteria inéluded average or above average reading ability and

pérforﬁance an selected parts of a general -office skills test. A

personal jinterview with bnéﬂéf twe IRLD staff members comprised the

final step of selection.
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! s \Of the nine selected oBservers, two had attended college for at

. hd k3

least- one- year and one had a BA. Two others had completed a business
orsVoéétional school pr09raﬁ: Previous employment varied greatly,
‘pin61udigg sales; clerical, foster barent, own business, and social
workeF: A1l but éwo observers had a 6%ild or chi]dren in e]emen;ary

"¢r sgcondaﬁy échoo]. Observers ?id not work in schouls in which their

L o s
i : children were enrolled. T
‘e y e -~
< - }/ -
: Procedures !
R Observer training, Training of observers in the observation '
' w‘k- r"’li :4 R - ' * 4

systeﬁ.wasraétompﬂfgﬁga through the use ‘of an Observer and Trainer's.

By

Maddél.(Stanley &'Greenwood, 1980). The manual presented eight. units

4 Se

¥ :'; o
that,.-according to the authors, were

sequenced

complexity wof the- recording skills covered.

in terms

Training

of the

required

"< ‘observers to read materials and then practice coding small numbers of
evenits, «through the use of a variety of other. media, including .
N . “,_:. - ‘ ,
Exercises and ,quizzes were ' .

“ a

- flaghcards, overheads, and videotapes.

' presented throughout the manual. Mastery (100%) of the material in

each unit was required before continuing in the “training to the next

unit. o, R
Training in the system was conduc ted by ‘four Institute staff

members. Two weeks of half-day training sessions Wwere required to

cover the material presented im the maﬁua]. This was.followed by two .

.
[

‘to three days of practice coding within actual classrooms.

Data collection.

The trained educational ° observers coded

L7

t

activities during the tgo hours designated for second-grade reading

instruction by ‘the school distnict.

In most cases, this was




10 .

’

continuous observation; in a few cases, the two hours were divided in

- ’

some way (1 hour in the morning and_l hour in the afternoon, or i 1/2
hours in theé ‘morning and 1/2 hour in the afternoon). During
observations, observers attempted to bOSiPiOn themselves to be
unobtrusive and to oniq revealing the identity of the target sthdehis
to the teachers, the térget students thémselves, or to other students.

Use of the optical scanner coding sheets typically required

; observers .to mark only slashes in the appropriate circles while

;observing because the 10-second interval did not p?ovﬁde enough time

v -

J for circles to be ‘darkened sufficiently to be read accurately by the
. \
optical scanner. As a result, observers darkened the slashed cirtles

“after the actual observation was completed, either during break
périods, in the evenings, or on the weekends. This procedure tended
" to reduce errors in the koding of data.
Fredﬁently, the coded observational data were supplemented yith
an anecdotal recording. Generally, anecdotal recordings were used’to
.provide a description of the classroom setting and ahything unusual
that may have occurrgd during observations. The observers wereé
provided with guide]ines'for anecdotal recdrdings (see Appendix C) to
hé]p them determine when they were needed and what they should cover.
tEach target student was ‘obseryed for two days of reading
instrgction. The decision to collect two days of data on each student
was based on stab}]ity analyses présenfed by Greenwood et al.” (1981),

in which they fqund one day of observation predicting 62% and 92% of

the variance for activity and.student response, fespectively. The

observations were scheduled so that students would“not be observed

Al
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twice on the same day of the week; typically the two days of
observat ion were consecutive. A1l obsérvatioas (2 days for 27

students).were completed in late’April .and early May.

.
.

Observersbwere kept b]ipd as to the reading group é]assificatiOn
of the students they obisrved. In certain ca;és{ however, ob§erver§
péobab]y detected students in low, groups -by virtue of the fact that
some of these stddénts received their reading instruction from a

.;eading specialist outside of the regular second-grade classrooms.

Reliability. ~ Re]iapi]ity checks were conducted to aetect.any
inconsistenc{es in coding among observers Or between an observer ;nd
the established code definitions. The re]iab%]ity checks were
conducted by another obse;ver (designated the “re]iabi]ity.observer")

¢
who joined the observer in the classroom and coded events on -the

target §tudent‘for approximate1y114 minuté; (4 pages of ;bservation).

Two types of reliability Qere checked: (a) beﬁaviora], and (b)
sequeﬁtia]. Behavioraﬁ reliability was a méasure of observer
agreement on a %pecific event being observed; behavioral reliabilities
were calculated for' (a) teacher. position, (b) teacher abtivity, and
(c) stugént respOn;e, The second type of reliability, sequential
re]iabﬁ]it}{ was a measure of observer agreement on a sequence of
ifems; this measure was designed to document that observérs were
coding in the sequence required by the observation system.. According
to the CISSAR training manual, the desired levels of re%iabi]ity were
90% for beﬁgy?ora] reliability ééd 85% for sequential reliability.

Because, of the desire not to lose observation data on any of the

subjects (which occurred when the reliability observer stopped to

.
.

'y
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watch another observer's studént) aqd the inavailability of "extra"
qualified observers, reliability checks’werg not conaucted during the -
current study. However, data were gbtained on the reliability of all
regular observers during a study that immediately preceded the present

study. The data from the 10 reliability checks are summarized in

Table 3.

Insert Table 3 about here

. i R

\

To maintain adequate levels of }e]iabi]ity during the present
study, meetjngs were held to discuss coding problems, reliability
disagreements, and so on. These were held on a weekly. basis. At the
meetings, definitions were reviewed and” any disagreements were

resolved. ' ;

Achievement testing. At the end of the school year, 22 of the

students were administered -the Peabody Individual Achievement Test
(PIAT; Dunn & Markwardt, 1970) by trained testers. Fouf of the
educational ogfervers and four Institute staff members served as
testers. Observers were not permitted to test students they had
observed. The remaining students (n=5) were not tésted either because
they were absent on the day of testing or because parental permission
,éor testing was not given: The students for whom PIAT data were an
;btained were from the low and middle reading groups. F

Data Analysis

k 1
~ Total ™amounts of time each Student spent in the 53 observed

events and in five event composites (academic activities, non-academic
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activities, academic student responses, task management student
responses, inappropriate student responsés) over the two days of
observation comprised the dependent measures that we;é analyzed in
this study. For descriptive purposes, these times were transformed to
represent the time spent in each evept during- one day's reading
peried. Because the opsérvatiOn system was designed to record as much
data as possible during each 10-second interval, the activity, task,
and structure were coded once every 70 seconds, while the teacher
position, teacher-activity, and student response were coded six times

every 70 seconds: Thus, transformation of times from the recording
. r

system produced slight overestimates of the time spent in each

activity, task,” and structure, and slight underestimates of the time

spent in each teacher position, teacher activity, and  student
response. The transformed times appear in ali tab]e§ and f%gures, but
were not used in the actual data analyses.

A1l data were analyzed using analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to

identify significant differences (p < .05) between reading group °

means. Follow-Up tests on significant ANOVAs weré conducted using the
Student-Newman Keuls progedure. Additiona]]y,\siudents"end-of—the—
year PIAT data were correlated with their student response times.

' Results

(

A Typical Reading Period

‘

The first research question concerned the nature of instruction
during a typical reading period. During the scheduled reading period
(120 min) not all of the time was allocated to reading; time also was

, ~ ,
allocated to such activities as transitjons and occasionally to other

\
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subject areas. Additionally, a portion of the scheduled reading time
was Spent in moving betweehv ciassrooms and cohsequent]y was not
observed and coded. The portion af scheduled time that was ‘not spent
in the classrooms and was not observed is labeled non-instructional
time. Within the obser&éd reading'time, observations of individual
students revealed differences in the actual time they were engaged in
read1ng. Thus, a breakdown of time in reading periods ;ahges from the
time schedu]eg for reading instruction, to the t%me aldocated, or
used, for read{ng instruction, to the time an jpdividua] student
actually is engaged in a reading response. In theé observation‘system'
employed, direct observafion was used to collect data on the allocated
time ‘variables (activity, éask, structure, teacher activity, and
teacher position) aqd on the engaged . time variables (student
responding). The fo]]éWing description of the time breakdown and
nature of instruction in a typical two-hour reading period is based on
‘the average of two periods of observation on each of~the 27 students.

Activity. , In describing the time breakdown of a typical reading
period, of major 'imhortance was the amount of time allocated to
reading aﬁd other subjects during the scheduled period. ering the
87.3 minutes of schedb]ed reading tjmé observed, on the average, 81.1
minutes were allocated to reading. About 30 minutes (labeled non-
instructional time) were not observed and consisted primarily of
students moving between classrooms. The remaindng time was allocated
to free time (2.8 min), transitions (i.8 min), or other academic

subjects (1.6 min). The average times allocatpd to reading and other

activities are shown in Fiqure 1.

21




15

P R L R R R .

Insert Figure 1 about here
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Task. Ooe area of interest in the investigation of the hature of

reading ins@%uction was how time 'was allocated to various :
.instructional and non;instructional tasks. - As’ shown in Figure 2, most-. R
reading 1nstruct1on occurred through the use of worksheets, other

media (e.q., games f]ashcaegs) readers, or workbooks. Relatively "

Kl

tittle time yas a]1ocated to read1ng instruction with paper and pencil

Si

tasks, J1sten1ng to teacher ]ecture or teacher and student

A}

discuss1on About five minutes per read1ng per1od were allocated to

gett1nq mater1e]s“ready (fetch and put away).

i am - - - - > - um = -

Teaching structbre Another\aspect of the nature of instruction

was how students’ were grouped in teaching structures. The average
amounts of time a]]oc%ted to various structures are depicted in Figure
3. The majority of re§d1ng time (63 min) was allocated to ‘smal] group
teaching, with roughly~ equa] amounts of t1me in either an entire class

structure (13.2 min) or in individual instruction (11.3.min).

B L - Ty T T T T

- Teacher positign. An additional instructional variable, shown in

Figure 4, is the Jlocation of the teacher relative to  the target
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student. Teachers spent most of their ’reading period time -among

.

class, at his/her desk, or at the 'side of the target student occurred .

Jess frequently during the reading period.

L e e T i P P P P e

|
students (about 4% min). Instruction with the teacher in front of the- ', ‘ : l
|
1
I

P e R e e

Teacher activity. Also of interest in the description of reading

. instruction’ is the teacher's response relative to the observed

student. As shown in Figure 5, the most frequent teacher activity was

the category of no response, in which the teacher is not' demonstrating

amount o{ teaching response received by any one student in a typical
reaﬁing period was ‘about 18 minutes. On the average, students
received éither dpprova] or disapproval for- less than one-half minute
of a reading period. _ T 5

|
any observable response toward the observed student. The average ‘ {

Student response. A major focus of the investigation was how
individual- students were engaged during reading instruction. Figures
6-8 contain the' breakdown of average times engaged in academic

responding, task management responding, and inappropriate responding

LT

during, reading. )

~
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Insert&Figures.6-8 about here ‘ .
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The ‘representation of  how students spent time engaged in active
academic Fesponding is inc]#d?q in Figure 6. In the typical reading
period, stgdents were engaged, for abogj'ZO minutes in active academic
responses, ingluding.si[ent énd oral reading,,writiAQ, and answering '
;nd asking questions. Of"the ' scheduled 120 mindtes of reading
instruction -and of the 81 minutes of allocated reading insgrudtién,
students actually were engaged in reading silently for.about eight
minutes and in reading aloud for'less than two minutes.

Task management .responses comprised the major portion’ of

students' time; about 41 minutes of the typical reading period were

-
*

épent engaged in all task management respoﬁses as *shown in Figure 7.
The largest amount of task management, responding (about 29 min)
included the cgtegory of passive responding (q.g., waiting for
instruction, 1istening"to another student read). Other task

management time included time engaged in 1looking ‘for lmateria]s,
moving, or teacherlapproved play. ‘

Students were engaged- in inappropriatx‘ behaviors for about 12
minutes of reading time (see Figure 8). nThe\majérity of this time was
engaged in looking around or iﬁ nén;acaqemic talk.

Variability. The description of the typical reading period masks
the considerable diversity apparent between individda] students in how
reading time was allocated and how the'studenté wére engaged. The

average times and ranges in times allocated to activities, tasks,

’ + \
§

\
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structures, teacher positions, and teacher responses, and times
v engaged 4n various student responses are listed in Tables 4-9.

»

Highiights of the variability between students are described below. -

’

- e e = e e e e e L -

' Insert Tables 4-9 about here »
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While the average daily amount of time allocated to reading was

®

él minutes, the actual time allocated to reading ranged from 35 to 107 |
minute§. Within the scheduled reading fime, the time allocated to
non-instructional activities also varied widely; for example, the time
allocated to free time during readinqivgried from zero minutes to 25
ﬂ?inufés and time allocated to transitions during thé reading period
ranged from a low of zéro'minutes to a high of 11 minutes. Time
allocated to instruction with readers ranged %rom zero minutes to
almost 45 minutes, while time allocated to getting materials reéay
ranged from zero minutes to a high of 17.5 minutes. While “the
) majority of students recéived most of their reading insfructioﬁ in a
small group, some received either totally entire group or individual
instruction. Time that teachers spent amo&g students '?ﬁ reading
ranged from about 7 minqtes to over 83 miﬁhtés, and the time that a
gbserved sludent received instruction with the teacher at his/her side
during reading ranged frqm a ]gw of zero minutes to a high of 33
minutes. The range in time in which a teaching response was displayed
toward the observed student ranged from about’ two minutes to 39
minutes, and the amount of eiFher app}ova] or disapproval received iﬁ

reading instruction varied from zero minutes to not,quite two mihutes.

'
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Individual students varied g;eat]y also hin time spegp engaged in
various responses. Tota[ time spenﬁggngageﬁ‘in acadg@ic }esponding in
; reading period ranged from a lowﬁqstsix and one-ﬁa]f minutes for one
student to 37 minutes for anoth%} student. Time engaged in task
management responses by ind}viduaﬁ"’studengs ranged from about 20
minutes to ébout 60 minutes of the reading period; and time engaged in
inappropriate behaviors ranged from only about oné minute for one
stddent to almost oﬁé—ﬁa]f'hour of readin®>fferiod for another' student.
For specific types of responses, the ranges also were striging. ‘For
example, the time that individual Stydénts were engaged %n reading
<ilently ranged from 36 seconds to 26 minutes, time engaged in reading
aloud ranged from zero minutis to not quite eight minutes, and time
engaged in passive responding varied from 12 to 43 minutes.

This demonstrated diversity in the nature of instruction and
engaged time for individual students points to the need to"invesfigate
the extent to which systematic differences exist between'groups of

students at varying reading.levels.

Comparisons Between Reading Groups

Research questions two through seven dealt with the extent to

which students in different reading grOud levels differed in the
‘o

nature of instruction they received or in the types of responding in

which they were engaged. * Significant differences between high,’

middle, and low groups in allocated and engaged time variables are

summarized here, ’ ' )

Activity and activity qumposite. Comparisons in the time

allocated to reading and other agtivities arg' listed in Table 10.

2u

nS
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High® middle, and" low reading groups did not differ significantly in

time allocated by theﬁr~teachers to different activities during the

"~~~ gcpeduled reading- time.  For-all groups, more than 90% of - the

scheduled reading time (or about 80 minutes) was allocated to reading.
Composites were formed to assess time allocated to academic activities
versus time~3llocated to non-academic aftivities. .It was found that
high, middle, and low reading groups differed in the téta] time
allocated to academic activities, F(2,24) = 3.73, p = .039.
.\§pecifica11y, middle reading group studenks ‘recéived significantly

more time allocated to academic activities than students in the other

two groups.

R 4 Insert Table }0 about here

Task. As shown in Table 11, different reading group levels did

not differ significantly in timé allocated to various task%, with the
exception of time allocated to listening to a teacher lecture. Middle
and high groups received significantly more reading instruction
through lecture than 1 groups students; F(2,24) = 4.28; p = .026,
alfhodgh the time allocated to,]istening to 1e£?hre Qqs:small for all
groups (1éss than two miqytes per reading pgribd). All re;aing group

levels received mdst of their instruction through worksheets, readers,

other media, or workbooks.

- et o e et . - ap 4D tm e
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Teaching structure. Significant differences between reading

groups were ,found Yn time allocated to small group instruction,

)

4 . 1nstruétion,_§(2,24) = 4.69, p = .020 (see Table 12). Follow-up tests
revealed that while middle and high reading group'students receiyed
significantly more small group instructiOn; Tow reaaing group students
] received signif{caﬁtly more individuaf instruction. Middle and high

. §iudents received at least 80% of their ‘finstrdction (about 80 min and

Y

* 73 min, respectively) within small groups, and low students vec&ived

. \ CIN - . L
) * about 50% small group instruction (43 min). Students in the low
- reading groups received about 28% of their reading instruction (about

23 min) in an . individuglized structure, whereas middle and high
- §fudents received 3.4% and 0.5% (3 min and 30 sec), respecfﬁvé]y, of
individual instruction.

D b L e e

‘

‘Te;cher'position.ﬁ Groug_means anq percenta§és 6f time spent with
) . 3 o~ Lo ‘ —

C significant difference.between groups was .found; low reading group
stqunts regeived more instruction Q{th the teacher at tﬁeif sidé than
‘niddle and high_ group students, F(2,24) = 5.60, p = .010. Students in
the low reading group received about 11 minutes of Feading instruction
with the teagher at their ;ide°({6.3%), compared to only about one

minyte for middle of high group students (about 1.4%).

-

L . F(2,24) =15.86, p = .008,—and—time—-aHlocated —to- individual-

the teﬁpher in various positions aré listed in Table 13. Only one

v




Insert Tabt® 13 about here
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Teacher activity. Differences were found between reading groups

) in the amount of time dur1ng which the teacher made no response,
F(2,28) = 7.22, p = .004. During the reading per1od middle and high
group students received more time _during which no response was

« directed to them. T1me of no teacher respénse totaled 75% or more of
. ﬁ{ddle and high_ groups' readlng time (63 min and 55 min, respect1ve]y)

and about 64% (43, min) of the’ low groups' time.® On the other hand,
. How readihg group students 'rece1ved s1gn1f1cant1y more teacher
: ‘approval than middle and high group students,-fﬁ2,24) = 5.19, p =
.013,'a]thou§h'the amounﬁg‘of approval received were sha]] for all
groups.(le§; ihan 30 sec per reading perioa). /Ihe arerage‘times and
. percentages of time allocated to all teacher achivities are listed in

v .

" Table 14.

o " = > = - .- - =

. . " * Insert Table 14 about here

.
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Studeént response and student response composites. There were few

[

~

“ differences betweéd/studenﬁs at varying reading levels in, the-actual

-~

respénses in thcg they were engaged during the reading period. The

group means an p.rcentages\bf time spent engaged in various types of
t

, respond1ng are contained, in Table 15. ‘"Among the academic resp0nses,
h1gh, m1dd1e and low read1ng group students differed in time engaged

in writing, F(2,24) =-4.09, p = .030,_and time engaged in reading

Y . @‘ v

4
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aloud, F(2,24) = 8.19, p = .002: Middle reading group students, were
engaged in writing more than lower éroup students (about 10 min'v 5

1min per reading period), while high reading group students engaged in
writing for about eight and One-h\avllf minutes of reading time.
However, low reading g}oup students spent significantly more reading
time engaged in reading aloud than did other groups, although the
times were low for all groups (about 2 1/2 min for the low group, 54
sec and 24 sec, resbective]y, for thelhigh and middle groups). For
all other types of stude;t responding, including all types of task
mapagement.and inappropriate respoﬁding;‘students in different reaaing
groups did not differ signifiéant]y. A Additiéna]]y, students in
differenF reading g%oups did not. differ significantly in amount of
time engaged in each of the three composite categories of student

respoﬁding (academic, task management, Sr inappropriate).

- - - - - s S = s - -

Insert Table 15 about here

.
___________________________ -
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Highlight$ of.additional comparisons. 1In addition to cohpar{gpns

between groups in time allocated to activities, tasks, structures,
. teacher positions, teacher activities,)and time engaged in student
responses, additiOnal comparisons were completed for the%e variables

in combination. For example, differences in student response as a

-

function of the teaching structure or differences in student response -

as a function of the teacher's response were investigated., A complete
it

listinglof these "additional research questions and the significant

findings is included in Appendix D; specific findings of interest are

Ky

pos
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highlighted here. ) .

‘Many significapt differences between the groups were }ound as a
function of the teaéhing structure. .Generally, results followed the
trend that lower group students differed from middle and High group
students as a function of -time spent {n individual instruction and -

t
with the teacher &t their side. For example, during individual

opportunit%es to engage in reading aloud, F(2,24) = 3.77: p. = .038,
and to talk about academics, F(2,24) = 4.72, p = .019, yet they also
had more time in passive réspOnses, F(2,24) =.4.46, p = .023. A]go,
when the teacher was at their side (whi;h is likely to occur during
individualized inStruction), low readiﬁg group students spent more
Iime‘"éngaged in writing, F(2,24) = 4.74, p = .018, talking about ‘

academics, F(2,24) = 4.80, p = .018, but also spent more time_in____

passive responding, F(2,24) = 6.09, p = .007.

Achievement Test Results.

Comparison of achievement levels for reading groups. Analyses of

“variance comp]eteg on achievement test scores for the three -reading
groups revealed that. high, middle, and‘ low raading group students
differed‘significantly_on all PIAT subtests with the exception of ' .
scores on General Information. Group means on the PIAT are presented
in Table 16.' Results followed the general trend that the higher the

reading group placement, the higher the measured achievement,

o " . . o o P e -

reading “instrucution, low reading group students received more ]
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Correlations between  student responses and achievement.

Corre]atidhs were computed between students' standard scores on each
PIQJ subéest and the total test with time engaged in each student
response category; the significant éorre]atiOns obtained are listed in
Table 17. Three academic responses, writing, silent weading, and
answering questions, were positively correlated with achievement, with

porre]atiOns ranging from .37 to .48. Yet, three other academic

responses, p]ay%ng academic games, reading aloud, and talking about

academics, were negatively related with achievement. These negative

correlations ranged from -.39 to -.61. Finally, one task management
response, raising, hand, was positively correlated with reading
recognition scores, r = .39, p = .037.

Anecdotal Comments v

Observers recorded anecdotal comments on the students they

observed in order to supplement the observational data. Observers

noted the student's primary Jlocation in the class during reading

@

instruction, the student's physical appearénce, the student's

Y
’

interactions with the teacher,ﬁthe studeﬁt's-péer re]ati0n§, and the
student's attention to task. These data were collected on 23 of the
27 students in the study (six in the high reading group, eight in the
middle group, and nine in the low group).

| Student's location. The majority of students oObserved in the

% .
high groups (four of six) were situated close to the teacher, while

the majority of middle group students (six of eight) and low group
students (five of nine) were located in the middle or back of the

class. The remaining students were located as follows: Two high
. : N
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group students in back of the class, two middle group students and two

low group students close to the teacher, and two low grdﬁp students'

location was not noted.

Physical appearance. Regard?ess'of reading group placement, mqs}
of the students were described as average in appearance relative to
peers. Four .of the six high éroup students, five of the eight middle
students, and six of the nine low group students were described'as
average. Two h}gh group students, one middle group student, and one
low group student were described as Wwore attractive than class peers.
On the other hand, two low group students were described as less
attractive than class peers, while no high or middle group students
were described as,}ess attractive. The remainder of ‘the middle group
either had missing data on this item (one student) or was described in
irrelevant terms, suchvéé “tanner than other students" (one student).

Tedcher-student relationship.. For the majority of middle and low

reading group students, interactions with the teacher were described
as average: (i.e., aﬁiunt and nature of student-teacher contacts was
about the same as those of class peers). Seven of the eight middle
group students and seven of the nine low group students were described
as having average integéctions with the teacher. Half of the high
_group students were described  as receiving more favorable teacher
interactions, while no middle group students and only one low group
‘student were reported to receivé more favorib]e interactions.
ponversely, one low group student was described ’as receiving less

favorable teacher interactions, while no middle or high group students

were indicated as hdving less favorable interactions. Information dn

LS
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v

teacher and student interactions was not recorded for one high and one -

-middle group student.

Peer relationships. Most of the middle (six of eight) and low

(seven of nine) reading group students and half of the high group
students were described as interacting with peers in a manner similar

to that of classmates. Two high graup students, one middle student,

and one lgw student were indicated to display better than average peer

.

relations, while no middle and low group students and one high group
student “were described as having more negative peer interactions.
Data on peer re]atiénships were not available for one middle and one
low group student.

Attention to task. While in most other/areas noted above there

-

fwés a tendency to rate student§ as "average," students' abiﬁ{ty to
/attend to task was usually rated at extremes. Only two students (both
'iq high reading groups) were noted to display attention to task at a
level similar to class peers. The majority of low reading group
students (seven of nine) were described as- being off task more
frequently, while one high group stuqeﬁt and two midd]é‘gﬁgﬁp students
were noted tg have difficulty attending to task. Conversely, half of
the high group and middle group students were described as displaying
.good attention to task. For the remaining student$ .(one middle and
one highi, comments were not recorded.
Discussion
*The major findings of this study rigarding differences either in

instruction or actual student responding between students in high,
C 3¢

middie, or low reading groups revealed that in most respects, reading

w
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groups were more similar than they were different. In this detailed

28

investigation of reading instruction, it was found‘-that_»h—igh;--ﬁ}i-d@&,——»
and low reading group students did not differ significantly in time
allocated to reading or other activities or in the majority of
categories of materials used, teacher positions, tgacher activities,
or student “responses. The major differences between reading groups

< were that the low reading groups received‘mope individual instruction
and more apprové] while the middle and high reading groups received
more small group instruction. Additionally, reading groups differed
in total time allocated to academic activities, with middle reading
éroups receiving the most allocated academic time and low reading
groups receiving the least. VYet, few differences Aemerged in the
‘actual academic responses of students; middle group students engaged
"in more writing while low group students engaged in more reading aloud
" (but only about two and one-half minutes).

Compared to previous investigations which reported that higherl
students received advantages in reading instryction (Brophy & Good,
1274; Goldenberg, 1966; McDermott, 1977; Rist, 1970), thelcurrent
study corroborated the Weinstein (1976) findings that low reading

. , group students received more favorable treatment in some respects

-

(i.e., received more praise and opportunities to read aloud).

“Alternative explanations for the conflicting findings between studies

Al
L

\{pclude ~me»tho'dolog1'ca] differences as well as  possible real
differences between the classrooms observed. It is possible that
' classrooms in this study differed from those observed in previous

studies. A more reasonable ekp]anation/ accounting for different

Y t
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.results is that the focus of observations in the investigations
hdiffeféd; previous observations included more qualitative judgments of
teacher behaviors while this.investigation focuseﬁ less specifically

on teachers and more generally on the entire classroom ecology and

student responding.

Perhaps the most important finding of this study was the
documentation o% the small amount of time spent by all reading groups
in actual reading responses. Of the 120 minutes of s¢heduled reading
time, about 81 minutes were actually allocated to reading instruction.
0f this, only about 20 minutes were actually engaged in all academic

_responses, with only about 10 minutes in réading resbonses'(S min in
silent reading, 2 min in oral reading). On the other hand, over 40
minutes of the reading period were spent engaged in task management or
waiting responses. _These average times become striking when totaled
over a typical school year. At this daily rate, students will spend
109 hours of reading time engaged in task managemenf behaviors in a
school year and only 21 hours reading silently and five hours reading
aloud. The low amount of time spent engaged -in silent reading has
important implications when viewed in light of the finding that time
spent reading sjlently is a significant correlate of achievement.
While theA correlational model between engagéd time and achievement

. cannot be wused to state that more engaged time causes higher
achievement? it is plausible to suggest that a greater focus on time

spent reading-has important imp]jcatiOns for student achievement,

Another striking finding was the considerable variability that’

existed between individual students in different aspects of reading~
4
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. instruction. For 'examp1é, the time allocated to reading for

1nd1v1duat students ranged from a 1ow of 35 minutes to a high of 107
14
minutes, t1me engaged in s1]ent reading ranged from only 36 seconds

_for one student to 26 minutes for another student, and time engaged in

.oral reading ranged from zero minutes for one student to eight minutes

for another student. When these daily differences in student
L]

engagement rates are summed over the course of the school year, these

dif ferences become éven more, striking. For example, if the daily

differences continued at the‘ same rate, -the student who read 26

" minutes /in one day would read for 68 more hours over the course of the’

H

school year thgn the stu&ent who read for 36 seconds.

These findings of the Timited amount of time spent reading.in a
typical reading period- become important .when viewed in light of
Samuetns (1981) conclusion that time allocated to reading instruction
is a crucial variab]e.related to the success of reading programs.
A]so in the current investigation, time engaged in silent reading was
s1gn1f1cant1y corre]ated with read1ng, speT11ng, and total achievement
scores. Therefore, a]thougn this and other invest;gat1ons (e.g.,
Greenwood et -al., ®*1981; Hall, et al., 1980) have consistent]y
demonstrated that limited amounts of time are §pént engaged in
academic responses, the fncus on students' academic responding ttme
has clear implications for improviné reading instruction. A]so,
.engaged time can be viewed as an impbrtant intervention. strategy
because student engaged time is an a]terab]e varlable wh1ch can be
controlled by acher (Bloom, 1980).

That students learn to read by engaging in reading makes sense

3¢
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both from an empiriéa] ‘and ~'1ogica1 étandpoint. The recent awareness
of this relationship in the studies of academic .engaged time leads. to
important implications for education. « Efforts to translate this
awareness into actual strategiés to increase academic responding in
classrooms need to be shared by vresearchers, administrators,

university trainers, teachers, and parents to enhance learning by

_ \\xtudents at all achievement levels.

.
- -
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+ Footnotes

fhe observational resgﬁrcﬁ‘rgported here wééfbart of an éxtensive
¢

, project that could not_have béén completed without the cooperation and

help of numerous individué]s. Foremost) among these were- the

admindstratbrs, téacheérs, and students in the school district in which

“the research \wasv conducted. Equally important to the successful

completion of 'the research were the observers; all were committed to

,_.,fsgrOViding an accurate, objective picture of the school day. Listed

(KN

s

alphabetically, the“observers for the present study were: Barbara

’ F]yk{, Eileen Mevisseni Donna Miller, Rose Marie Plant, Cheryl

Randkley, -Judith Rygwall, Yvonne Shafranski, Wendy Studer, and

bera]diﬂe‘Webster. In addition, tHe‘assiétance of Sandra Christenson
during. observer training and‘ Jean Greener for cogrdination of
oﬂseréations is gratefu]]ifacknowledged. The special assistance of
Charles Greenwood and Sapdra Stanley, yniversity\ofiKansas,ﬁ;p the

implementation of their CISSAR observational system waS'éppreciated

-t

greatly, as was the data analysis expertise provided by Matthew Mcgue
and Jing_Jden Wang."ATéo e§§entia1 to the completion of Ehe project
ﬁLére the contributions of psychometric assistants Barbara Anderson,
Ljsé Boyuﬁ, Yetta'Léviﬁe, and. Cathy Walters. = Special thanks are due
to Cath} Walterg for her brgparation of the'graphics‘of this report.

Further, the excellent secretarial services provided by Audrey Thurlow

and Marilyn Hyatt made the entire research process a success.

Bob Algozzine is -also a Professor in thé Department of,Specia

. S

Education t ‘the University.of Florida, Gainesville.
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\ Table 1 . \
Reading Leve]s of H1gh Mlddle, and Low Reading Groups
From wh1ch Target Students were Se]ected in Each School? ]
& ) -
& - I O -
* . L]
School 57 High  Middle Low .
1 W 61 Fl . *
K (N=10) F~fn=12) (N=6)
2 S 61 AN
; (N=11) (N=T0) . (N=5) y -
3 L H1 . . F2 D
(N=10) (N=12). (N=1) _
4 _ 12 Y62 - E3 :
(N=5) .- (N=10) (N=3) .
5 H2 N G2 E3
' (N=7)" - (N=1'0) (N=4) .
6 \ T H] o 62 . F3
© (N=9) ., . (N=12) (N=9)
7 2 "3 A T
(N=9) (N=13) C(N=1) -
8 H2 F2 . E3
- ’ (N=18) (N=11) (h=1) <
I { 4
- 9 . 3H3 £ Gl‘ . v Pr D '  * , -
| - (N 5 ©(N=12) tn=2) . - e T\\x\
ST o H2 61° 2
. (N= 10) (N=8) , (n=2).

A etters in the table represent the fo]]ow1ng~Houghton Miff11n books :
D-Footprints; E-Honeycomb; F-Cloverleaf; G- Sunburst; H- -Tapestry;

I-Windchimes.

were selected.

Numbers represent magazines within books.
in parentheses indicate mumbers in groups from which students

Entries-

bTh1s student had to be dropped; becalse absenteeism prevented ob-
_servation on two days before the end of the year.

&

! ~




Table 2

\ ' ", CISSAR Event Areas and Specific Events Coded® - .
———— —_— — /'_ ’ A
- -Y-— - T . Chiased L3 éx— v L}
fvent Area . )ﬁ Spfc1f1c Events Coded - .
- — v - < — —
Act{vitx - type of instruction being R - Read1ng M - Math S - Spelling: H - Handwriting
provided/established by ‘teacher L - Language “Sc- - Science Ss - Social Studies
' ' ’ Ac - Arts/Crafts” Ft - Free Time Bm - Class Business/
. Management Tn - Transition Ct - Can't*Te]]
Task - curriculum task or verbal Rr - Readers Wb - Workbooks Ws - Worksheets _
instrugtion mode in which student Pp - Paper and Pencil L1 - Listen to Teacher Létture
is expected to engage. Om - Other Media  Tsd - Teacher-Student Discussion -
Fp - Fetch/Put Away
LI
'Teaching Structure - physical arrange- Eg - Entire grdup Sg - Snm]ﬁ group I - Individual
ment of student in class-
Teac her Po§itﬁon'~blocation of teacher ,IF - In FrOng\Qf Cldss AD - At Desk AS - Among Students
0 - Out of Room S - Side. B - Back
Teachér Activity < responSe o?\teacher NR - No Response T - Teaching 0T - Other Talk
to target student 1 A - Approval D - Disapprova] .
Student Response - behavior in wh1ch W - Writing G - Playing Academic Game RA - Reading Aloud -
student is engaged . RS - Silént Reading- TA - Talking About Acgdemics
*ANQ - Answers Academic Question ASK - Asks Academic
v ' Question AT - Pas$ive Respopse RH - Raising”Hand
V' LM - Looking.for Materi M - Moves to New Academic Station

.PA - Play Appropriate DI -“Bisruptive PI - Play Imappro-

priate IT - Inappropriate Task TNA - Talking About Non-
academics IL - Imappropriate Loca]e LA - Look Around
SST - SeTf Stimulation AP ‘

Based-on Stanley & Greenwood's: (1980) CISSAR: Code for instructional structure and student academic
responses. Observer's manual, M1th1n the Student Response Event Area, the AT event, which was designated
as "Attend1ng" by Stanley and Greenwqod, was renamed as ."Passive Response" in the present investigation
to avoid inappropriate connotations of the responses intluded within that event,

A

~ (Y

-~ " \
l A( - ’ ' N o




, “ 4
37
<
Y Table 3 .
Summary of Reliabilities Calculated During the Studya
i 7
Refiabi]ity Mean Range
/ -
Behavioral
Teacher Position 88.2 62-100
Teacher Behavior 92.6 82-100
' Student Response 85.5 65-98 :
Sequential - 90.3 74-99 T
8A11 reliabilities are‘expressed as percentages. h
-
L ETL UTIIIIIITIUTIRR I TIYTTERrTTTREES
- " \
y RPN A

”'“"""‘9""3~'>‘~—-.3 .
~
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¢« Table 4 _ v

Average Times and Ranges in Time Allocated to Activities®

it

PR

N

i . 'Activiéy B¢ Range

" Reading , ‘:81.1 C 35.0 - 107.4
Math ; 0.8 0.0 - 15.0
Spelling | ) 0.5 0.0 - 10.5

.Handwriting 0.2 0,0 - 4.6

Language ' 0.1' 6.0 - 2.4 o
Science . 0.0 | . _—
Social Studies - 0.0 A - ' )

”‘Ants/Crafts 0.0 B ' ﬂ x
Free Tine ’ ' 2.8 0.0 - 25.2 ‘
Business Management : 0.0 0.0- 1.0
Transition 1.8 0.0 - 11.2
Academic Activity Composite 82.7 35.7 - 107.4

. No'n-Acagiemic Activity‘Cdmposite ~ 4.7 ¢ ..40.0- 28,7 ., .

- - - -mugﬂ,.@&*"'
[ e N N N

%Means and ranges are average nhm”bers of minutes for one reading
period, based on 27 students.




éMeans and ranges are average numbers.of minutes for one reading
period, based on 27 students.

.- 39
> . ” ’ 1 '
Table ™S
T T T T T T Average Times and Ranges in Tiime Allocated To Tasks?
30 ; " LT

Task . - X Range

' Readers 19.3 0.0 - 44.8 .

. Workbooks ' 113 0.0 - 43.0

Worksheets - 26.0 0.0 - 62.0
Paper and Pencil 2 0.0 - 12.0

. Listen to Lecture . 0.7 0.0 - 8.0 -
Other Media ! 20.5 0.0 - 48.3
Teacher-Student Discussion R - 1.6 0.0 - 14.7
Fetch and Put Away 4.8 0.0 - 17.5




40

.
BRS

o Table 6

AveragexTimes and Ranges in Time Allocated to

Teaching Structures®

L

Structure X Range

Entire Group 13.2 0.0 - 51.8
Small Group 63.0 0.0 - 102.2
Individual 11.3 0.0 - 72.4

eans and ranges are average ndmber§
period, based on 27 stadents.

¥

of minutes for one reading_

e
L3
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Eaed

Table 7

Average Times and Ranges in Time in Teaching Positions?

iy

Teacher Position ' R , Range

In Front - -, | « 8.3 0.0 - 44.6
At Desk ‘ 8.3 0.0 - 43.2
Among Students 48.7 . 7.1 - 83.9
Beside Student 5.1 0.0 - 33.2
Back . 0.9 0.0 - 8.8
out , - 1.9 0.0 - 6.9

Means and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one reading
period, based on 27 students.

s




Table 8

Average Times and Ranges in Time in Teacher1Activitiesa9 ' )

\ o
Il > ‘
‘ ~ .
Teacher Activity ‘ X ‘Range °
No Response : 53.5 16.8 - 83.2
Teaching . : 17.6 1.8 - 39.0
Other Talk 1.4 0.0 - 3.8
Approval : 0.3 . 0.0 - 1.8 )
Disapproval ! . 0.3 0.0 - 1.9 '
qeans and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one reading
period, based on 27 students. ’
R ' . \ ~
. ".". “, ;
J.

:
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Table 9

\h\

Average Times and Ranges in Time Engaged in Student Respondinga

- . TN e e e e e L L
Student Response x = X . Range
Writing ' 7.6 . 2.0 - 16.9
== - Play Acad Game --—- - - 1.00-- == - 0.0 - 10.5
Read Aloud 1.7 0.0 - 7.9
Read Silently i 7.8 0.6 - 26.5
Talk Academics " 1.4 0.0 - 7.5
Answer Acad Question . 0.8 0.0 - 3.4
- Ask Acad Qhestion 0.2 0.0 - 0.8
‘ Passive Response - 28.7 12.0 - 43.5 ;
Raise Hand 0.9 0.0 - 5.2 !
Look for Materials = . 3.0 0.2 - 8.4 ?
Move to New Acad Task 3.2 0.6 - 8.1 a
Play Appropriate ) 5.4 0.0 - 21.8 ’
Disruption ‘ 0.3 0.0 - 8.0
' Play Inapproprigte 1.2 0.0- 4.0
Inappropriate Task 0.1 0.0 - 1.4
Talk Non-Academics . 2.8 0.0 - 1.1 .
- Inappropriate Locale 0.9 0.0 - 6.8 e e m
Look Around - 6.2 0.8 - 19.2
Self Stimulation ) 0.1 0.0 - 1.4
Academ1c Qﬁhav Campaswte"‘”’A” " 7205 6,5 - 37.2 -«
A S %%k"'ﬂ B omosi te 471 20.8"- 60.2
e (e T arageme 0 p site . . . .
\f | b {nappropr1ate Behavior Composite 11.6 1.1 - 29.5 .

eMeans and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one reading
; period, tbased on %7 students.
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Table 10

Time Allocated to Activities for Students at‘ThFee Reading Group Levels?

High

e -

Fen

L 319

Activity X % % ‘ % Level

Reading 831 939  90.5 93.5 72.8- 91.2 S0

Math 2.1 24 14 1.4 04 05 ns
Spelling ) O.i C 0T 1.8 1.9 0.0 0.0 ns
Handwriting ///” 0.5 0.6 *0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ns
La;guage_' 0.3 0.3 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ns

Scienc; - 0.0 0.0 ~-0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ns

Social Studfes 00 b.o 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  ns
_Arts/Crafts 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 s

Free Time N4 1.6 1.0 ' 1.01 ‘ S.O 6.3 ns

Business Management o1 01 01 0. 0.0 0.0 ns )
Transition 0.9 1.0 20 21 1.6 20 s
Academic Composite 86.1 97.3 93.7 96:8 73,2 91.7 .039
’Non-Agagemic Composite ,2.4 2.7‘ { 3.1 3.2 6.6 8.3 ns N
Total ' 88.5 . 96.8 79.8

, 2Entries are mean numbers of ‘minutes, and
for ohe day, based on 9 students in each

percentages of
group.

bSignificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean

two days.

total minutes

v
D

times over
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Table 11

ije‘Allécated to Tasks for Students at Three Reading Group Levels?

High Middle Low

i Sig
Task X % by % X % Level
Readers 22,6 26.0  19.4 20.0  20.2 25.4 ns
Workbooks 12.2 140 17.2 17.8 6.3 1.9 ns
- Horksheets 20.6 28.3 32.5  33.5 21.7 27.2  ns

Paper & Pencil

Listen to Lecture -

Other Media

Teacher-Student
Discussion

Fetch & Put Away

Total

”

4.4  5.] 2.7 2.8 2.0 2.5 ns
1.2 1.4 - 0.6 0.6f 0.1 0.1 .026

-

17.00 19.6 16.4 16.9 22.2 27.8 ns

1.2 1.4  .2.3 2.4 2.5 3.1 ns
3.6 4.2 5.8 6.0 4.7 6.0 ns
86.8 96.9 - 79.7

a; . » - . .
Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes

for one day, based op 9 students in each group.

bsignificance levels

, two days.

fre from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over

9




Table 12

Time A]]ocated’to Teaching Structures for Students at Three

Reading Group Levels?

, . 2
) High . -Mldd]e . Low, . "‘*5495 .
Structure g X % X % % % Level

Entire Group 2.1 13.7 16.4 17.0 14.7 18.4 ns
Small Group 73.1  82.9 79.7 82.5 42.6 53.3 .008
. Individual 3.0 3.4 0.5 0.5 22.6 28.3 .020

Total , 88.2 © 96.6 79.9

2rntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
for one day, based on 9 students in each group.

bSigm‘ficance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over
two days. =

v ;Q_w‘gwﬁww%w;*'“h“”"’
“ 4 3




. Table 13 . : .
N Time in Various Teacher Positions for Students at Three
F 34 .

Reading Group L_eve]sa

r‘. . ‘ ’ ‘ High Midd]e“ Low Sig
-Teacher Position X % X% ' ;X % Level
L n frort 13.3 180 6.4 7.9 7.6 1113 ns
’ At Desk o N 1.9 16.2 120 147 6.7 10.0 ns |
_ Among Students 43.7 59.5 59.1  72.6 40.2 60.0 ns
A Beside Student . 1.2 1.6 1.0 1.2 _109 16.3 .010
b . ¢ Back S s 200 0.7 0.9 0.4 * 0.6 ns
out ' 1.8 2.4 2.2 2.7 12 1.8 ns
Tota]f . 73.4 S s 67.0

qntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes

. for one-day, based on 9 students in each group.

bS1gmf1cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean’ t1mes over
two days.
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" Table 14 “ . ¢

—~— . ! ‘
- /

Time in Variou§ Teacher ACtivities for/Students at Three oot

= ‘ ‘ ' Reading Growp Levels
" ‘ ' ;= .
- 'I
! ‘ "+ High | Middle . . Low N
. » ! fr . lgb
Teacher Activity , Ye % D S X % Level”
No Response : 55.0 75.0 63.4 77.9.  42.7 63.6 .004
Teaching 16.3 22.2  16.7 20.5 . 22.3 33.2 ns.
Other Taik o 1.5 200 1.0 1.2 1.4, 2.1 | ns
Approval | .02 0.3 - 0 01 - 0.5 0. .013
’ . - - .
Disapproval 0.4 0.5 + 0.2 0.2 - 0.2, 0.3 ns
Total .~ © . 73.4 81.4 67.1 .

aEntries.are'mean ndmbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
for one day, based on 9 students in each group. .

bsggnificance ﬁeve1§ are -from one-way .ANOVAs on the mean xiﬁes over |
two days. ’ T ) .
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) ¥ Table 15 -
SFudent Resdonsé Time for Students at Threé Reading Group Levels?
_ High .- ‘ Middle Low, Sig :
Student Response -~ X ¥ - X % - X % " Level
Writing 8.6 1.7 10.1.12.4° 5.2 7.8 .30
Play Acad Game 1..0 1.4 0.5 .6 1.9 2.8 ns
Read Aloud 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.5 2.4 3.6 .002
Read Silently 9.1 12.4 | 9.3 11.5 4.9 7.3 ns
Talk Academics 0.8 1.1 1.2 1.5 2.4 36 ns
Answer Acad Question 0.8 - 1.1 .7 <0.9 0.8 1.2 ns
Ask Acad Question 0.3 0.4 4 0.5 02 0.3 ns
.~ .Passive Response  © 27.7 3.7 31.8° 39.2  29.9, 4.6  ns
Raise Hand ' 10 1.5 ' i 1.7 0.8 1.2 ns
Look fbr Materials 2.5 3.4 3.1 3.8 78 4.2 ns
* Move to New Acad Task 2.8 3.8 3.8 4.7 2.6 3.9 ns
SR Play Appropriate 3.9 5.3 6:2. 7.6 4.4 6.6 ns
“. v Disruption 0.9 1.2, 0.0 0.0 0.0. 0.0. ns
Hlay Inappropriate . 1.3 1.8 0.8 1.0 1.5 2.2 fs
Inappropriate Task 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.2 Ol 0.l ° s
Talk Non-Academics ‘3.4 .4.6 2.3 2:8 1.7 2.5  ns
* Inappropriate Locale, 1.8 2.4 .00 1.2 0.1. 0.1 ns
Look Around 6.0 .7 77 9.7 5.2 7.8  ns
3 Self-Stimulation. 0.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 . ‘ns
- Académic Composite  21.5 29.2 . 22.6 - 27.9 17.8 26.6 , ns
" * - Task Management’ . -
" Camiposite .- . 38.0 51.7 46.3 57.1  40.5 _ 60.4 ns
Inappropriate ¢ : . .
-~ Composite 4.0 19.1 12.2 15,0 8.7 13.0 : ns
o Total  °~ . _73.5 a0 67,00 '

%ntries are mean numbers of minutes,~and percentages of total minytes
for one day, based on 9 students in“each group.

bSigm‘ficance levels are from‘one-wax ANOVAs on the mean times over .
two dewys. ‘ ’ . .

W A
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Table 16

PIAT Scores by Reading Groups

+

'Subtest Low Middle - _H.igh , Sig.

- X $.D. X  .s.D. X $.D.  Level
Math \ | 98.33 (9.69) 100.29 '(7‘.25) 1]2\.67 (9.11) .008
. Reading Recognition ) 97.00 (14.91) 109.71 (8.28) 123.67. .(9.05) .001
Reading Comprefension 94.83 (13.15)  105.43 (7.21) 116.00 (5.64) 001
Spelling > . 97.00 (8.83) ' 106.88 (5.82) 115.33 (7.97) .001
Information’ 100.33 (]8.55‘) 109.00 (4.29) 109.89 (7.42) ns
Total ‘ '98.50 (]2.7?) - 107.29 (5.38)' 116.33  (7.05) .003

| N=6 N=7 N=9 |
>




Significant Correlations Between PIAT and Student Responses a

Table 17

51

Observation PIAT
Variable with Subtest r p
Writing Spelling .46 .017
Academic Game - Reading Recognition .42 .025
Academic Game Reading Comprehension -.46 .015
Academic- Game Spelling .39 .036
Read Aloud Reading Recognition  -.49 .010
Read Aloud_ Reading Comprehension -.45 .037
Read Aloud - Spelling .6 .001
Read Aloud Total .42 .026
Read Silent Reading Comprehension .48 012
Read Silent Spelling .38 .042
Read Silent Total . .37 .046
Talk Academic Reading Recognition .60 .002
Tdlk Academic - Reading Comprehension -.57 .003
Talk Academic General Information .46 .016
Talk Academic -« Spelling .53 .005
Talk Academic | Total. .56 .003
Answer Question Reading Recognition .40 .034
Answer "Question . ‘Reading Comprehension .39 .036
Answer Question Math =, * .37 .043
.Answer Question Total 4 029
Raise Hand ' Reading Recogqi;ion — .037

..aN=22 students.




Non-lna(ructlbnal

L4

" Reading (81.1 min)

Tims

Math (0.8 min)

Speliing (0.5 min)

Han‘dwriting (0.2 min) .

Language (0.1 ?min)-‘

Free Time (2.8 min)

I N

Transitidr} (1.8 min) X - | <

*Non-ins tructional time includes
time out of-the classroom (e.g., '
. moving between classes).

”

. /
Figure 1. Average times allocated to activities.
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Reader (19.3 min)

Workbooks (11.1 min)

~ Worksheets (26.0 min)

Paper and Pencil (2.9 min)

7 Listen to Lecture (0.7 min)

_ Teacher-Student Discussion (1.6 min)

L 3

T ey

Fetch and Put Away (4.8 min)

-

Other Media (20.5 min).

*Non-instructional time includes
time out of the classroom (e.g.,
moving between classes).

Figure 2. Average times allocated to tasks.
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' . Small (?roup (63.0 min) | u.n'...
Entire Group (13.2 min)-
| .‘lndividual (11.3 min) ‘ R | s ( 1
, | *Non-instructional time includes -

moving between classes).

Figure 3. Average times allocated to teaching structures.

N

time out of the classroom (e.g., ‘
f

' ‘ 61
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2
A

s
Non-tnstructional Time

T

Among Students
(48.7 min)

-l In Front (8.3 min)

At Desk (8.3 min)

‘Beside Student (5.1 min) L

Back (0.9 min)

Out (1.9 min)

*Non-instructional time includes *
time out of the classroom (e.qg.,

moving between classes).

]
!

Figure 4. Average times allocated to teaching positions.
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Non-Instructional Time

No Response (53.5 min)

Teaching (17.6 min)

Other Talk ' (1.4 min)

Approval (0.3 min)

. | Disapproval {0.3 min) |

.- . *Non-instructional time includes
time out of the classroom (e.g.,
.moving between classes). .

Figure 5. Average times allocated to teacher activities.
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*

Non=Instructional Time

Writing (7.6 min)

Ask Acad Question (0.2 min)

Ans Acad Question (0.8 min)

Talk Academics (1.4 min)

. Read Aloud (1.7 min)

Play Acad Game (1.0 min)

&~

Read Silently .(7.8 min)

time out of the classroom (e.g.,"
moving between classes).

Figure 6. Average times engaged>in academic respond%ng:

by

Q .. L Lol o oLl _ B

*Non-instructional time includes A
|
J
|
|
\




s
Non=lInstructional Time

.

INAPPROPRIAT

_ Passive Response (28.7 min)

. " Raise Hand .(0.9 min)

Look for Materials (3.0 min)

Move to New Acad Task (3.2 min)

Play Appropriate (5.4 min)

!

- *Non-instructional time includes
time out of the classroom (e.g.,
moving between classes).

* Figure 7. Average times engaged in task mamagement responding.

-
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Non-Instructional Time ¢

1 TASK MANAGEMENT
ACADEMIC

Talk Non-Academics = (2.8 min)

Disrup;tion (0.3 min)

. Play Inappropriate (1.2 min) K | .

¢

Inappropriate Locale (0.9 min)

.

~ Inappropriate Task (0.1 min)

, . . B
) /'g)
.
‘I
.

."Se!f Stimutation (0.1 min)

Look Around (6.2 min)

*Non-instructional time includes
_ time out of the classroom (e.g.,
- moving between classes).

1.

-

"Figure 8., Average times engaged in inappropriate responding.

- - - - - B - -
|
65 . | o
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oral and silent reading from ‘ ’
books, discussion of words, sounds,
vowels, consonants, phonics

t

Math (M) Math instructions or.activity;
numbers, geowetry, time, welights,
metrics, measurement, story
problens

e )

Spelling (S) Spelling instruction or activicy;
. copying spelling work, spelling
test

Handwriting instruction or activity;
focus on mechanics of writing lets

ters or words (print, cursive, etc.);
how to hold pencil, how to move arm,
discussion of size of letters, lines
- * on paper ’

Handuriting (1)

T

talking about ch sound o how to use dictionary, -
sitting at reading table encyclopedia,...(refer-
draw picture about story ence books)
) . e learning ABC's (but, not
) when learning how to write
o draw picture of what read;

A act out story ' .,

o,

working time worksheet

measuring each other's
.height

writing math problem on
board

finds examples of ''less
than"

find number of days in
2 years .

Al ) -

Include:

e use of dictionary to find

spelling .of word =

taking spelling test
playing spelling bee game
looking up correct spell-
ing of missed word .

~ .
-~ - - .

practice perimanship
matches capital and lower -
case letters

. . ‘\ . .
Instructional Activity . . '
(Subject area of learning experience being provided to target student by '
teacher, aide, or peer tutor or by‘target student to tutee.) .
l Note: Anytime-the activity changes, move to a new coding block ' )
Activity/Code Definition . Examples T Special Notes J//
o
Reading (R) Reading instructions or actiyity; - reading library book Include: // K
f




1%

Definition ‘

\

Activity

Examples

Spécial Notes

Language (L) Language instruction or ac,tivity,

focus on speech, vocabulary, and

. language meaning (words, physical .

) relationships, etc.); creative
vriting; listening exercises;

.other languages

“

Science instfuction or activity;
science-related topics (chemistry,
.electricity, space travel, elec-

. _ tronics, nature, insects, weather,
‘ . mamnals, body, exercise, persotial
LY
. hygiene) .
. L]
N
b

Social studies instruction or
activity; cultures, ways of life;
jobs, roles; maps; music topics

. (instruments, 'singing, ng, scales, notes)

Social Studies
(ss)

3

‘

-

.Arts/CI:ﬂts (Ac) Att—rglatedjﬁnstruction or ac;ivity,

coloring, d awing, utting, pxstihg o+

sl

s . -
" .

y; o P _ . F

a4

ERIC. . - R

writing book report on
story in reader

points to "on top,"
Munder," etc.

learns how to say ''thank
you" in 5 languages

"

5 discuss weather

per form experimentation
on electricity .

school nurse talks about
hygiene

reads Weekly Reader arti-
cle "about insects

0y

talk about sex biases
sing Thanksgiving songs
label map’ of U.S.

listen to lecture on Civil
. War

\

make‘postér'ofﬁprimary
‘colors £

draw picture of self

watch slidek of sculptures

! .

« relations with handifcapped

v

Include: p

¢ book reports (writing or
reading) "

o looking up definition 1n
dictionary '

o public speaking exercises

Include: ’

» watching or doing expériment
exexercises in classroom
e sex education (physical
. aspeets-not relationships)
o speakers on drugs/alcohol
e science article in Weekly
Reader

Include:

.o sex education - relatiogship
in general -

o unit on friendships

o special ‘education topics =~

o customs; holidays
o history

Include:

o vieding Jit (own or others)
. decgratiwg (bullecin boatd,

classroom) *

Within Ac time, putting away o
getting new materials is still
Ac; only change to T at begin
ning or end of Ac ;1me.-
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5,

;ng:;%ﬁtional Activity - cont. .

‘0

w

Definition

. * '

Activity

h ~ N

Examples

Special Notes ‘l

-

- g

Free Time (Ft) Period during which student may
choose activity - caam be academic;

study time

-

- -

Activity focused on scheduling,
discipline, rules; 'usually occurs
regularly at start of day; show
and tell

Class Business/
Managenent (Bn)

% B

. t

Time between two other activities;
teacher signals end of one (put
away) and time to prepare for new
activity. Ends vhen teacher
starts instruction in new activity

Transition (Tn)

) .. )

Activities that do not seem to fic
in other "categories. Sge coordina-
“ror-rovddscuss- m¢mus&‘ch%nge to

+ Can’t Tell (cT)

i OO s e PG ARG

o e
N another code. IS e
. 4
L4
v
N
) ?
.
t
) s ‘ ’
]
- . T8
ERIC |
. 4

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

ssworks math when told td do
anything wants to do
after student finishes
assignment, is in
library area reading

¢

plcks up lunch tickets .

class talks about_fight
on playground during -
recess

say "here" during atten-
dance check
sl . ‘lbp

zlass breaks into groups

line up to go to recess

' put away readers and get
out math books

-

-

. .
K . 5 ' Dilids

. remeamber events to discuss

with cgordinatoxr;, . :
with comdduators, | & g
. %

PR,

* Include:

o extra-credit work

1f everyone has free tioce, °
but target student 4s told
what he/she-must do, do not
code Ft. .Code the subject

¢ : Q\\:ea which he'is required to
' d

0. ] ;

4

Includes N "

e Pledge of Alleéiance,
morning songs

;e sex, relationshipg, drugs,
etc. wvhen related to -
specific problem in sghool]

o taking attepdence ' ,

For.arts/crafts, Ta is coded

only before ‘and after engire

activity )
&

Make note of activity'on
separate sheet so will

»
]
¥
.
PP
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Acadenic Task

(Materials used by target student for instructional activity)

A 7 Note: Any time the task c}\a\nges, move to a‘new &oding b{ock l
. - \
. : Ear—
Task/Code * Defi,niZ'on Examples . \\

Readers (Rr) . Princed.book, d caterial library book . Inklude:

3 - math textbook, .
\ comic book . of reference books (diction-
! \
Workbooks (Wb). Paperback material i which student spelling workbook
could write (even if student i% language workbook .
required by teacher to wiite on handwriting workbook
i separate paper or in noteb\oﬂok) , y
. Y ) ‘
Lt . ” . v RS
Worksheets (Ws) Separate prepared r.eache/: sheets - student practices letters Include: —_—
(usually ditte or photogopy) om , on blackboard e 1 page torn from workbook
which students write; blackboard dittoed crossword puzzle’ e writing Weekly Reader
writing by student exercise ’
- /\} | N 7 ' e teacher made or printed tests
T , " . : b
Paper and Pencil fasks where student/writes on - piece of notebook paper If students are taking notes
(Pp) paper using pencil, pen, crayon, 'for spelling test  during teacher lecture to
eté.; includes writing in note- remember points, code L1. !
« . . book i ) B - , ;
¥ . ‘ , '
Listen to Teacher . Tgacher talking or writing on watches teacher demon- Code L1 even if student is
,Lectere ' (L) board, and student expected to strate exercises taking notes
. _ look and listen, . listens to teacher talk . ° ’
o emeormiaghoni e e et < ae about telling time o ‘ .
T . . . - takes notes as téacher: T s . .
’ . . . : ) presents ideas for field . J
N field trip ol " .
L - . A ,
. . ' B! w o ;
o % . ‘ ‘ t
EMC lb\ ‘ ’ » - ‘ . o ) :
' . . Co
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Achdemlc Task - cont. ,
“ <
ifasleode . Definition &vixamples ~ Special Notes

{other Media (Om)
4
'{ ¥

v

* 'Teacher~student
Discussion (Tsd)

* Fetch/Put away
(Fp)

ERI

AT

Special materials; film, tape
recorder, game, arts and crafts
naterials, clocks, telephone,

play/drawa

Student talking with teacher;
ask-answer question

All other tasks take precedence

> -
. y
Students cHinging mgterials~

putting away and getting,
cleaning up

! . »
B
)
b "
~
- +
.
-
*
.
. e ,
.
} v
ey
.
/ i 1Y 4
‘ ‘.
koo !

watches novie

listens to tape recorder
. works on calculator

acts out story part

N ~ -
N -

student .answers teacher
question

students in class talk
with teacher about
friends

student tutors another
on ABC's

student reads book
report to class

line up for lunch

picks up paterials to
throw avay before com—
pleting art project

student hands out
vorksheets

LAl other tasks take pre~

Include:
e calculator .
e animals . .

Include:

‘e peer tutoting unless using
other materials .

e student verbal presenta-
tions (including reading
book report)

ES

cedence over Tsd.
Take cue from teacher for
change from L1 to Tsd.

When student has absolutely no
materials, and is not suppos
to have any materials (such
when has free time),.code Fp

N




Structure

(How student is grouped for instructional activity)

¥ B

Note: Any tiTe the structure changes, move to a new coding block

R

Structure/Code Definition Examples - . §pecia1 Notes
- , : —
Entire Group (Eg) Student receiving instruction . tlass lecture . For £g, teaching (or free
witlr all other students in | - class {%ﬁztime, time is for everyone)
classroon A Number is not the criterion
. - - if class has 5 students

Small Group (Sg)

Al

gt

Individual (1)

' - "
. T

=] ‘ , ‘ .
s et -
. E7 0 0w o ; SN .
I —

“h .

Student s’ In part of class
that has been separated from
Test

reading group
discussion group
students "in pairs

5

~ - ¢ .

Student is alone (in corral,
at table) or working one-to- sxperiment alone while
one wvith teacher or aide ’ “ othéer read from text.
‘ ;  aide tutors student

student working on science

Include:
e two students working

Does not “o¢cur during free

and instruction is directed
to all of them, code Eg

together away from rest
of class .

P

time except when free
time was created especially
for student
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k'

_ Teacher Position

(Place of teacher in relation to all students)

Code

Teacher Position/

Definition

Examples

Special Notes

In Front/IF

At Desk/AD

Side/S

Back/B

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

:

Out of Roou/0

"Among Students/AS

e

{n front of majority of
students T

standing or seated at teacher's
desk

y

.

standing or seated among
students

standing to the side of
students and not AS o

»

standing or sitting in back
of classroom away from
majority of students

out of the room

- seated with reading group

- standing at blackboard
-~ at front bulletin board

L
- looking in desk for note-

book

- at desk collecting lunch

wmoney !

%

Py

- walking around class:

checking student work

- student leaning over
child's desk

- talking to student at
his desk

vith“a student

E

-

4
- working at isolated desk
in back of room X -
-~putting up art pictures on
back ‘-bulletin board’

%

- in hall talking to parent
- in teacher's lounge : ,

- working individually




- A
@ { _
radly
4 / 7 . Teacher Activity
. (Coded in relation to target student or group in which he is a member)
! ' - .
> .
Teacher Behavior/ Definition Ekamples . - Special Notes
Code - .
No Response/NR makes no observable response - at desk grading papers . working individually
‘ , ‘ - out of room with another student
Teaching/T instruction or glving a - explaining at blackboard ~ key is active involve-
lesscn to students ~ asking question ' ment by teacher
e child must have opportunity - talking about academics,y
. e.g. giving directions
to learn .
i i . ’
Other Talk/0T - talking about class business, - talking about recess
rules, schedules, future - talking about mother's '
- activities hospital stay
+ = all teacher talk that is not - collecting lunch money
\ approval, disapproval, or 4 X
teaching j - . B ﬁ‘
Approval/A , expresses praisé for sgudent - teacher hugs student - includes verbal com-
work or conduct ~ teacher smiles } ments, gestures, »wf
. . - "Your map looks great" physical behaviors
i 1 . , &
! , }
s x y " .
Disapproval/D expresses dislike or d%sgust ¢~ frowns at student - - includes verbal com-...
with student work, appear- -'that is the wrofig answer ° ments, gestures,
¢ . ance or conduct . - "You're not trying" and physical behaviors 1
- |
‘ |
l v \ r-; ’1
e e ¢t o e 4*:1,, ‘
. AN ;
‘ N L . 1
% . . %
) } ' g . \ N . . 1
ERIC : — - ' i

. . e ' . '

sy N -
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S 4 . ,
Student Response t;‘ .
(Academic response, task management, or inappropriate behavior of target student)

. : \
Student Responsef Definition - Examples et -Special Notes .
Code . . . .
Academic Pesponses student responses made to
academic task
2 ‘ - arasing
‘ Writiog/W , students observed marking - marks answers on ditto - does not include drawing
academic materials with pen, sheet with crayon pictures, scribbling
b pencil, crayon - completes math problems - used for tests
) : . from workbook (/
Academic GCame/C engaged with an academic - includes fldshecards, word - includes’calculator
L ‘ media fask played individu- games, coloring, abacus - flashcards when with a
- AN ally or with peer - student responsés are classmate or as a
d ;s;;" g;)? verbalky manipulatory or practice tool
’ soci in nature * . &
-~ - 4 students ,are playing a Lo
N . spelling game ’
‘ ’

Read Aloud/RA vhen student looking at , ~ student reads a paragraph - ysed vhen teacher checks,
reading material and - ' o rest of (eading student's knowledge ©
saying aloud what is group . . flashcard

«m;m» m—-mmum»mf« ”W" )mur&&&gn:&n—printﬁw - v m‘m?wx«@ﬁ.d«s1 a"’mﬁ‘ a o‘id Lo T T Pt = o
P ¢ . "sound out iar ™
- . ‘ ' words
¢ ’
i ~

FRIC | | e

'
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: < .
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Student Response continued s

Student Response/
Code

Definition

«

Exanples

Reading Silent/RS

Talk About Acadenics/
TA

Answer Academic
Question/ANQ

Ask Academic Question/
Ask

f

ERIC .-

* T

looking at reading/material

for at least 2 seconds, and/for
eye movezents indicate scanning
materials on.desk'(3' radius)
or held in student's hands.
Readers must be open to a page.

talk back and forth about
academic materials or
assignment

. %

s:uden:.i%&her verbally
or gesturally responds
to teacher's academic
question

o v
%

verbally ask the ‘teacher a
question related to
acadenics

{
§
- student is reading direc-
tions in language workbook
- student is scanning work-’
book for familiar words
-~ student reads to self a
set of numbers from math
book ‘

-~ student tells classmate
answer to math question

- gtudent talks during show
and tell

- student recites a poen
he's memorized .~

<

- student siys "I don’t .
know'" to teacher's
question

- student spells a word for
teacher

"Is 3+ 4 = to 71"

R - - e

vhen listening

~ when reciting a poem or'
story from memory

- student doing all work
in limelight

- anSuer may be Yorrect
or incorrect
- answer should be almost

immediate .

" must be an academic
question: When is
it time for lunch?

Special Notes

- reading words or

number's

~- not rapid flipping

- only code when reading

materials include

several pages (not

worksheet) \

“. child may be talking to-~

*  himself or a peer

- coded only when target

student talking, not

is not ASK
—
)
|
;
i
i

<
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Student Response continued

Student Response/ Definition Examples Special Notes
Code
Play Inappronriate/ play not approved by teacher - play involving squirt - includes scribbling or
RI guns, toys hidden in desk. dzawing at wrong times
- shoots rubber bands; paper - code when student puts

airplanes head on desk when is
nét supposed to

' «

InapPEOpriate Task/ engaged in task without teacher - student colors to avoid - avoidanceagf assigned
j IT approval; not related to task math assignment task 1s key
Tt assigned : - reads story during ‘
S . Social Studies
[ ] . o .
. . 5
Talk Mon-Academic/ talks aloud to peer about -~ students talk about after - can be directed to teach-
’ THA® v non-academic materials not school plans er ér Student
ro. related to assignment - "What time is 'lunch?” - includes passing notes
:
N - ‘\
Inzppropriate‘Locale/ chjld out of seat and away - student goes to bathroom ¢
IL \\ from instruction site vithout permission
: Ly . looses contact; with seat - student becormes angry °

t and leaves school

- student stands on desk

« . , . ﬁ‘ oy
}Look A;oundqu‘ . ‘i studeht lookag auay‘from < child,looks out window - code AT if student
) ) academic task -~ looks at floor rhen ceiling looking at classnate

and answering question

B

Self Stimulation/: active behaviors of child like - - - student rocks back & forth ~ single major feature of
ssT +.  rapld rocking or shaking: - rapidly moves his pencil child's behavior
' maintained for 2 to 3 seconds back and forth ' -~ academic responses take

S . o precedence over SST

- . — S —

[

] ; NN . . .
y v ¢ K W R wh ™ - (; \
- Ly . \ \ v \.\ U
O . . t . . O R N .
. . ¢ \ , Iy < » &, L 'S
T4 N , . . 3 1 ¢ , Y \i‘. . L }

. . 4
v yooem 4 . , ‘




Student Response

cont inued

Student Response/ Definition
Code "

Examples

., r
Spec{al Notes

13

.

Look for Materials/ student observed looking for
™ . or putting away materials;
includes use of materials
away from desk (e.g. an-
swer sheets, reference books)

student noves to new area as
station for next activity-
activity is in transition

Moves to New Academic
Station/M

.

engaged in play, behaviors °*
approved by teacher

may involve toys from home;
may be strictly social

Play Appropriate/PA

<

;Inaporop:té:e behavior

Discuption/DI - behaviors which arke aggressive
. or produce loud noises: in-
cludfs loud talk

r \‘1 "o N 1 o ' .
EMC o A‘, .o { C o v e N %, }
t

A FuiText provided by Eric ~ !

desk for correction
sheet .

to shelf o

and pencil,

recess

- students play musical

chairs diring party
- studénts piay Monnpoly
during free time

»

- trips another student

- shakes fist at other
student
- yells 4

‘a

> poke another student

student goes to teacher's

student returns dictiomary

student looks for paper '

student moves to learning
center during free time
-~ students lining up for

~

/ -
' code G 1f play becomes

- may include use of
’, reference materials
. away frxom desk; logk
" up word in dictionary
sharpening pencil
stapling .

.

~ includes lining yp and
moving when in com-
pliance with teacher

\ request

an academic game

= c9de vhen student puts
head on desk when
told to or when has
free time .
drawing, coloring .-~
drinking water, wasHin

—- hands *

N

- DI takes precedénce ove
inapprgpriate}loca}e

L}

»

Moty
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- B . : Student Response continued R .
o T . . ’ T
i - ¢ ' :
. [ . . . AN
Student’Response/ *+ |, Definition Examples Special Notes
< Code” ° 4 . - ¢ f
. . ' .
3
L ¥
[ i . » N
Task Minagement’ student dehaviors which . LI . )
- . eriable student to engage . M , . -
N in academic tasks~ ‘not , .
. direct responses to' - ‘ . . .

f academic tasks

. Passive Response student is looking at teacher
- for instructions;e at. black=-

board for direction; or at

another-student asking or

}. . answering a question, --"

L ¢

. Key: looking at teacher
. or peer . .
‘7
N W [
¥ "\ -~ ¢
« ) . , . '
- B < . 6‘
Raising Nand/RH student’s hand raised; may
v . . be 4ccormpanied by looking
‘ .  for-techer and if student
’ % . raises hand 4n a request
L, to answer ;téacher -question

‘ . - 1

0 ’ i
) < o !

N
, ;
Q . C e . v )
ERIC . . © . ..
; . y , . "

w,?, - . - -
- - «

:/SCUdent looks at te§cher,
while she lectures

- student pages through
math book to final

« dssignment

- teacher asks student to
pass out ditto sheets
to class

3

.

v %

- teacher asks question and,

‘ student raises hand to %
respond -~ '

- student needs help with
.math so raises hand {
ito alert teacher ;%v

§ -

- coded for listener whei
two students are tall
ing about academics,

- rapid flipping of page

-~ two students are playii
a game; target studes
observing )

- readin® (ect.) takes
precedence

~ RH plus yelling equals
DI (disruption) :

1
v “ /‘?
. “ - t r%«:

i

-
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B A - N . ) " Observer Number
} t N . L. . . . . . . 4 R o . Pl -
o o L : - Observation Pages , .z )
N L 7 ' '
. . . o o o - ) . . ’
. 4. o B “ - -

Guidelines for Anecdotal"Recordingg

.
. O ) - .

Schoot # ;. . 'élass f . Y+ Student f '
¢ 2

Classroom Procedures (Note general class arrangement, schedule, and

atmosphere’. ' Anything unusual?) . /

. . .
an k. N *
. v . o a
. .
. . P e 4
o

Target Student (Comment briefly on eath of the following areas for the ; : -

targ8t student observed. ) - : . . .
Location (where does the child sit in relation 'to where teacher
does most teaching?) @ : . - )

‘ . '
- . M

-, Physical.appeafancé\é}s child's appearance sihilar to peer group?)

~ ., \.
v - - N '

- ~ . . -

Teacher—student relationship (are interaciions’ between teacher and

student similar to those of teather with other students?) - oL,

Al .
' . . ! . ‘o '

-

. I} con N - * .
» Peer relationshig;,(are 1nteractions between target student and
other students similar to those- -among mosﬁ students in class?) - .

|

Y .- J

-

- N “ R '- hd N '
. I . .

Attention ‘to task (how does target student compare to other 'students?)

- v T oo .
. v )
. - - - e m <o i . 77 - ) -
e . Lo - P i+
— ‘

e ‘e — =

Other (ds thefe anything about the target student that seemg different
from « other ‘students 1n the; class?) 2. -,

,

o - v ’ L . . o \l

EMC ~ < . .\' B ,\ : " ,:. . '. . PR u

B / v,

. 4
" - R . N - ) ) . . .
. . . & . - LN 1. . o
Validity of,Observation (Is there any reasgn why you would believe that ~
the observation is not a valjid reflection of tvpical classroom activities, . .
1nteractions, etc?), 0 -t
r : ) . ) . . .. -t . v ’ .-~
o ' . SR N Cw e
. , ® ' .y ° . . ~F
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i Specific Research Questions ) s ~ -
* v
- 1. To what extent are ‘there significant differences between groups .
in time allocated to various activities? ’ .
o Differences between groups were not significant. ¢/. *
B To what extent are there significant differences between g4oups
’ in time spent in various tasks?- .
* e High reading group students received more time allocated - RN
to listening to teacher lecture (aboyt 12 seconds per read-
ing period) than low redding group students (almost zero
seands) , C )
T . 3. To what extent are tHere significanf differendes between groups
in time spent in various class_structures? =~ . \ AN
. e Middle and high reading group Students received more: small .
group reading instruction (one hour, 10 minutes and one hour,
. 20 minutes, respective]y) than low reading group Sstudents
" (42 minutes per day). -
- . B »
o Low reading. group students reqeived more individual reading” ~
. . instruction, (about 23 minutes per day) then middle and ° y »
. + + high read1ng group students (both less than three minutes).
i ~* 4, Jo what extent are there S1gn1f1cant differences between qroups o=
. érn time' spent with the teacher in various teacher positions? °
. o_ Low reading group.siudents received -more instructdon with . ' .
f et ~ the teacher at. thegrOF}ﬂe_(about T1'minutes per'reading
] period) than middle “high réadifg group- students. (who
’ o averaged one minute or less per reading period). .
5. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent with the teacher involved in various teacher
activities? N , .
, w The amount of time the teachér was not exhibiting a teaching
responsc toward the student was nigher for niddle and aigh
read1ng group studeats (one’hour, three minutes and 33

m1nutes, respect1vc]y) than for 1ow rea¢1ng group students
< (about 42 n1nuees) o " _

M
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o' Low reading group sti?ents received more teacher appraval L
- - (about 45 seconds pew reading period) than middle and hi gh

reading group students (15 seconds or less).
6. To what extent are there significant d1fferences between groups in
t ime spent in various student responses7 N =

¢. During reading instruction, middle readinggroup students
spent more time writing (about 10 minutes) than for low
L reading group_students (about five minutes). High group
students spent about eight and one-half minutes. (
0 Dur1ng reading 1nstruct1on, low group students spent more
tTme reading aloud {about, two and one-half minutes per
“period) than either middle or high group students (about .
25 and about 55 seconds, respectively). . .
7. 7o what extent are there sighificant differences between groups‘
in time spedt in various student responsgs as a function of class

activity? - .

4’»

. D1fferences between groups were net s1gn1f1cant.

8. 7o what extent are there significant differences between_grgyps- Sl
in time spent in various student responses as a function of <. . . __ o

different tasks employed? - ' _

.

o Difference$ betwsen groups were not significant. —

9. To what extent are’ s1gn1f1 cant differences be tweer groups o
in time spent in va s student responses as a funct1on of class )

Structure. . e
t S
¢ During individual reading instruction, low group students I ’
answered more questions {about. 12 seconds per period) than-o
either middle or high group students (both were zero). Low
group students also were not engaged in an active-academic
response during 1nd1v1dua1 instructisn more often than mid-

: .dle or high group students during individual instruction

(about seven minutes versus about 20 Seconds and about 40

x seconds, respectively). Low group gtudents spent more time )
playing appropriately during intlividual instrugtion :than Ry
middle or high group students (less than 30 seconds for the

* low grodp, no time for middle and high grqups). Low group

students more time talking about non-academics than midgle -
and high group students (about 30 seconds per period compared
to no time for middle and high).

~
¢ DOuring small,group instruction, niddle and high students asked
more questions, (both less than 20 Seconds) than Tow group
students (alimost zero).
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10. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
1N time spent in various Student responses as a function of teacher
position? ‘

o While the teacher was teach1ng reading among the students
‘middle reading: group students spent more time writing a?out '
v, seven minutes) than low and high students (about two and
one-half and four and one-half minutes, respectively).
1 : v -
e While the teacher was teaching reading at the side of an
individual student, low Students were more often engaged in o
s writing (about 40 seconds), talking about academics (less
than two minutes), and not exhibiting an active academic
response (about five and one-half minutes). Middle and high
~ students Spent Tess than 30 seconds. in each of these activities. .
11, To what extent are there significant .differences be tweer groups
1n time spent in various Student responses as a function of teacher
activity? -

s 4hile the teacher was teaching, low reading group students
spent more time reading aloud (about one minute) and talking
about academics (about one and one-half m1nutes) than, either
. middle or high group students, who spent less than 30 seconds
in these activities. . ‘ ,
o While the teéacher was not directing a teaching response toward
the student, middle and high reading group students were more
' ‘ often engaged in writing (nine-minutes, and eight minutes,
respecéively) than low group students (about four minutes) .

~ o, While the teacher was not directing a teaching response toward
the student, low reading group students were more often engaged
in reading aloud (about one minute, per day) than middle or high
group students (both less than about 30 seconds per day).

.

o Mhile the teacher was not directing a teaching response toward
the student, middle reading group students were higher than
1OW«readihg group Students in the frequehcy of not being en- "
s S gaged in academic responding (19 minutes versus 14 minutes). o
' H1gh students exhibited about 16 minutes of not be1ng engaged

in academ1c respond1ng .

A

. '] wh11e the teacher~was not d1rect1ng a teaching response toward ’

‘ the student, middle groop students spent more time moving to
/ a ‘new academ1c station (about three ahd one-half minutes) than
’ either low or high group students (each about two minutes). Ce "

. i) ’ !
I ' ' ’
, ;e
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To what extent are there significant differences between groups
1n time spent”in various class structures as a function of class
.activity? . ’

0

o Middle and high rea&ing groups received more-small group

reading 1nstruction (one hour, seven minutes and one hour,

10 minutes, respectively) than Tow reading groups (about
38 minutes).

.

]

¢ Low reading groups received more individual reading instruc-

tion (about 20 minutes)
than 30 second}).

than middle or high groups (less

To what extent are there significant differences between'groups
in time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as a
function of class activity? i

1

+ Differences between groups were not significant.

To what extent, are there significant differencés between groups

in time spent with the teacher in various tedcher activities as a

functjon of class activity? v
o Differences between groups were not sigmificant.

extent are there significant différences between groups
spent in 'different tasks as a function of class activity?

To what
in time

o Differences between groups were not significant,

To what extent, are there significant differences between groups ,
in time spent in various class structures as a function of the
different tasks emplioyed? . ..

. ’
! v
v

s Differences between groups were not significant.

To what extent are there Significant differences between groups ‘-
in time spent with the teacher in various teacher positions as 4
function of the different tasks employed?- -

» Differences betweén groups were not significant.

£ - N

To what extent are there significant differen;ps/gzzaben groups
1n time spent with/the teacher involved in vafious teacher acti-

vities as a function of the different ‘tasks employed? -
o Differences between groups were not significant.

i

o what extent are there significant differences between groups
*n time spent with the teacher in various "teacher positions as a
function of the class structure?

e Low reading group students received mpre individual

reading instruction with the teacher at their side

-
. -
. !

f ' . i ¢

L]
.
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: T 7 (about 10 minutes) than either middle or h1gh group stu=
’ dents (both less than.1Q seconds).

o I —— - \

20. To what extent are there significant'differences be tween groupe
in time.spent with the teacher involved in various teacher acti-
v1t1es as a function of the class- structure7 . .

o During small group reading instruction, there was more - ) !
time during which the teacher did not make a teaching
response toward the student for middle and high group
K students (about 53 and 46 minutes, respectively) than
) for low group students (about 25 minute

- o During individual reading instruction, 1 w reading group
students received more time of no teachek response (about
12 minutes) tHan middle groups (less thai)30 seconds) o
high groups (about two minutes). Ltow studeAts also rece1ved
~ more teaching during individual instruction (about six and
one-hal f minutes) than either middle or high students (both
received almost none). Low reading group students ‘also
rece1ved more teacher approvdl. (about 36, seconds). during
s, e ' _individual .instruction than middle or high students, who
L - received none.

21. To what extent are there s1gn1f1cant differences between groups in
time spent with the- teacher involved “in various’ teacher aEt1v1t1es
as.a function of teacher position2 " :

N ' o While the teacher was at the side of the student, low read-
ing group students received more time of no teacher
. response (30 seconds), teaching (about ane minute), and
. : approval (less than 10 seconds).than middle and high group
‘ ' studeqﬁs who received a]most none.

' = 2. To what extegt are there signifitant differefdces between groups,

T e e - time -spent-with the teacher—invelved_in various teacher activi-~
' ties as a function of the class activity whjle the student is .
making no active reSponse7 N

e -~

) D1fferences between groups were not signifiQant.

@ 23. To what extent are there 51gn1f1cant di fferences between groups / _
in time spent in-vaFfious student responses as a function of the
different tasks employed during reading? ,

" . o Differences between groups were not significant.

| " 24, To what extent are there significant differences between groups
| in time spent in various student sesponses as a function of the
cdass structure guring reading? ;

; , e During individual readin instruction, low readin group,
- students spedt more time talking about academics ?about

‘
. ., .
’ - - f:
-
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two minutes), answeF?ng questions (about 10 séconds), not™
being engaged in an academic response (about six and one-
hal f minutes), 1ook1ng for materials (about 45 seconds),
playing approgr1ate1y (about 25 seconds), and looking
around (about one minute) than middle or high reading
group students who spent almost no time in any of these
activities. .

Ouring small group reading instruction, middle and high .
group students spent more time asking questions (about 20

seconds or less))than low group students {(almost no time)

nd more time writing (eight minutes and six and one-half

minutes for middle and high, respectively,. and two and

one-half minutes for low).

4
v

¢ During small group-reading instruction, middle group students
spent more time moving to a-new academic station {about three
and one-half minutes) than low group students (about one and
* one-hal f minutes). High group students spent about two
' minutes moving. - - - - S -
. 25. To what extent are there significant differences between groups
) in time spent.in various student responses as & function of teacher
v Y activity during reading7 .

g o During reading instruction, while the teacher,was not exhibit- \\\\
‘ ing a teaching response toward the student, m1dd]e65;yggnts
were more often engagen in writing (about e1ght and one-half
~ * -« minutes) and in moving to a new academic 'station (about three
’ minutes) than low group students (who spent. about four mindtes -
writing and one and one-half minutes moving). High group
. - , students spent about seven minute$ writing and about two
minutes moving whlﬁe the teacher was not exhibiting a teach-

ing response. C -
; . [

[
.

. Durlng reading instructidn while the teacher was not exhibit-
ing a teaching response toward the student, low reading group

students were more often gngaged in reading atoud (about one .
minute) than middle or high group students (@ t 20 seconds
N N _ ahd 40 seconds, respect1ve]y) ) .

-

. Durlng reading dnstruction while the teacher was teaching, |
" low reading group s‘tudents were more often engaged in . ’ .
’ reading aloud (about one minute) and in talking about
academics (abdut.one and one-hal f minutes) than middle or o,
high group students, who spent 10 secqnds or less.

) 26. To what exfent are there significant dlfferences between groups
in time spent with the teacher inyglved in'various teacher act1v1t1es
as a function of the task emp]oyed during reading? '

-

e Diffe}ences be tween groups were not significant, .
\ Lt
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28.
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To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time spent in different tasks as a function of class structure
during reading? . .

e Differences between groups were not sggnificant. )

To what extent are there significant differences between groups
in time allocated to academic versus non-academic activities?

¢ Middle group students were higher than low group students
in student academic responding time exhibited during
reading (13 1/2 minutes versus 10 1/2 minutes per reading
period). High group students spent about 12 1/2 minutes
per reading period engaged in academic responding.

To what extent are there significant differences between groups

in time spent in_academic responding,ytask management, and inappro-
priate behaviors? ' ’ R

e Differences between groups were nol significant.
L} .

To what extent are there significant differences between groups

in academic responding, task management, and inappropriate behaviors
as a function of whether the activity is academic or non-academic?

e Differences between’gréups were not significant.

~
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