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Abstract

Thirty third and fourth grade students were observed over two
entire school days to examine the educational environment and
students' responding times as a function of whether the students had
been ranked by their teachers as high, middﬁe, or low in academic
competence. Only one stati§tica11y significant difference was found
among groups: high academic group students engaged in academic talk
for a greater amount of time than did low academic group students. In
contrast to previous studies, no differences were found in the amounts
of teacher praise and criticism or in student time engaged in academic
versus inappropriate hehaviors. Correlational ana]&ses of engaged
times and achievement were inconsistent. The implications of the
findings for altering the educational environment and students'

responding times are discussed.
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The Educqtiona] Environment and Students' Responding Times

as a Function of Students' Teacher-Perceived Academic Competence

Across Ame;ica, an estimated 40,700,000 students atnend §choo1,
taught by over 2,100,000 teacheérs. Children spend a significant
portion of their Tlives in‘schoo1, but the extent to which they are
spending sufficient time learning and the extent to which they are
achieving adequateHy has_-been the subject of controversy (cf.
Copperman; 1978).  Parents as consumers of education, legislators
deciding on educational dollars, and educators facing declining
budgets are questioning how well students are achieviﬁg and the ways
in which educational resources are allocated.

| Educational researchers recently have recognized the importance
of considering the time a student spends learning as a crucial
variable affecting the student's achievement (¢f. Borg, 1980; Graden,
Thurlow, & Ysseldyke, 1982a; Rosenshine, 1978; Rosenshine & Berliner,
1978). The use of time in school, specifically the portion of time
defined as active academic responding time, has been shown to
correlate significantly with achievement’ (Greenwood, Delquadri,
Stanley, Tercy, & Hall, }981; Hall, Delquadri, Greenwood, & Thurston,
1980). Additionally, researchers have suggested that cne reason that
all students, particularly low-achieving students, are not learning
adequately may be that they are not spending sufficient amounts of
school time engaged in academic practice and responding (Baer &

Bushell, 1981; Hall et al., 1980).
The study of time as a variable in learning has been the focus of

several investigations (e.g., Berliner, 1980; Borg, 1980; Fisher,

¢
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- Berliner, Filby, Marliave, Cahen, & Dishaw, 1980; Greenwood et al.,

1981; Hall et al., 1980;’Lomax & Cooley, 1979; Rosenshine, 1980).

Although these investigations used different definitions, measurement
procedures, and techniques of analysis for studying time spent engaged
in learning, their major findings were consistent. Generally, it has
‘been reported ihat (a) students spend only a small portion of séhob]
time engaged in learning, (b) individLa] studeﬁts Jﬁffgr widely in
time engaged in 1learning, and (c) time engaged in learning is a
significant predictor of achievement. Studies of academic engaged
time or academic responding time have not addressed the extent to
which students at different 1eve[s of academic competence, as

perceived by their teachers, differ in time spent engaged in academic

responding. ) : ..

Related investigations have found that students of differing

academic competence.do differ in other instrqctiona] variables,. such
as interactions with the teachers. Brophy and Good conQucted several
observational <nvestigations of .e1emer2dry level teaqher-stq@ent
interactigps as a function of. the teacher's ranking of students'
achievement (Brophy & Good, 1970, 1974; Good & Brophy, 1951, 1972;
Good, Cooper, & Blakey, 1980). They found consistently that higher
achieving students received more teacher praise.  Further, higher
achieving .students initiated more contacts' with the teacher, while
lower achieving students received more teacher-initiated contacts and
more criticism.

Teacher interactions with students ranked into different groups

also were observed by Silberman (1969); Good and Brophy (1972)

-
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attempted to replicate Silberman's study. Good and Brophy found that

students whom teachers preferred tended to be high-achieving students;

i < o
these “preferred" students received the most teacher cbntact and

praise. Low-achieving students who also were ranked as problem
students received, the greatest number of behavioral contacts and
criticism from teachers, but received fewer opportunities to respbnd.
Low-achieving students who were not ranked as prob]eh students
received fewer teacher contacts overall, both in academic op#ortuhity

to respond and in behavioral contacts.. . €

Other studies have been directed at assessing differences in

classroom behavjors displayed b)? stydents at different aghievement '

levels (Good & Beckerman,-1978; Soli & Devine, 1976). These studies

found that students ranked high in achievement spent significantly

more time "on task." 'Although these studies did not use thee

comprehensive, in-depth observation methodology of academic engaged
time studies, Fhey do suggest~that high achieving students may spend
more time engaged in academic responding than 1ow-achie;ing students.
The comprehensive observdtional Jnethodology of the academic
engaged time studies (Greenwood et al., 1981; Hall et al., 1980)
provides the basis for systematically investigating student responding

time and several elements of the educational environment (such as time

>

allocated to variohs dactivities: tasks and materials, teaching
structures, teacher positions, énd‘ teacher responses). Previou;
investigatibns of academic responding time did not assess differences
_in time spent 1eafhinq by students considered by their teachers to

differ in academic competence. Studies that did look at differences

-

do .

-
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among groups of students at différent achievement levels assessed only
teacher-student 1nteract1ons or broad “time on task" variables. Most
of the investigations observed students for only a part of the school

day. ; :

*:‘ -
This investigation ysed the comprehensive observation system of

academic engaged time studies to examine the extent to which there are

differences in the educational environment and student responding for

students ranked by their teachers as high, middle, or low invacademic.

competence. Observations were conducted over entire school days to
obtain accurate pictures of the educational environment and student

» 0 » 'n » A\ »
responding times. Nine specific research questions were addressed:
L]

1. To what extent are there sign}ficant differences between .
students at varying levels of teacher-perceived academic
competence in time allocated to various activities?

2. To what extent are there significant differences between
students at varying levels of teacher-perceived academic
competence in time allocated to academic versus >
non-academic activities? RS

3. To what exte.t are there differences between students at
vary1ng levels of teache,-perce1ved academic competence ,
in time allocated to varicus tasks? |

4. To what extent are there significant differences between
students at varying levels of teacher-perceived academic
competence in time allocated to various teaching
structures?

5. To what extent are there s1gn1f1cant diffegrences between
students at varying levels of teacher-perce1ved academic
competence in time allocated to various teacher
positionsy

6. To what extent are there significant differences between
students at varying levels of teacher-perceived academic
competence in time allocated to various teacher

. activities?

li




7. To what extent are there-significant differences between
students at varying levels of teacher-perceived academic
competence 1n time engagedin various student responses?

8. To what extent are there significant differences between
students at varying levels of teacher-perceived academic
competence in time engaged in academic, task management
and inappropriate responses?

9, What is the typical school day like for the student
, regard]ess of teacher-perceived academic competence? .

\

The first six questions focused on 2ilocated times--these times were

L]

measured by direct observations of how much time actua]]y is spent in

vvar10us class activities, tasksz SLructures,Ltpacher positions, and

_teacher activities. These times should be * distinguished from

scheduled éimes, which are derived from teacher or school reports of
how muech time fs planned for activities. The time spent by each
target student making each response also was assessed by direct
observation; these times are referred to as’engaged times. Only those
engaged times that involved active, observable 1earnin§ responses are
referred to as active academic\responding‘times:

\
Method

éubjects

Thirty students from 10 ctlassrooms in five elementary schools in
a SUJUPban school district served as subjects. In each schoo], three
students were -selected from each "of two classrooms. The teache%s in
these classrooms included eight females (four third grade, four fourth
gradé) and two ma]és (two %ourth grade). Overall, 12 of the students

,f
(four classrooms) were third graders and 18 (six classrooms) ‘were

fourth graders. In each school, three boys were selected from one

classroom- and three girls were selected from the ofher, so that half

2
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of the students were male and half were female.

A1l teachers and students were volunteer participants in the
observat%ona] study. At the beginning of the school year, the school
district sent ¢®nsent forms to all teaChers‘and to ‘'the parents of all

«students within the target grade 1levels in the five designated
schools. Homeroom classes from which target students wobld be chosen
were raﬁdom]y selected from those in which teachers had signed consent
forms. &

In response to a school district request, students within the 10
participating classrooms had been rated earlier by their teachers in
terms of their academic competence in the classroom from top (most
competent) to bottom (least competent). Boys and éir]s were ranked
together, provid{ﬁg‘a subject<pob1 of three academic groups in eéch_
c]aésroom--high, middle, and low. One student‘was random]y selected
from éach academjc group in each of the 10 classrooms, with the

restriction fhat all students from one classroom be of the same sex.

Observation System

The CISSAR (Code for Instructional Structure and Student Academic
Response) observation .system was used in this study. The versioh of
the sys.em employed w¥s developed by the Juniper Gardens Children's
Project in Kansas City, Kansas (Greenwood, Delquadri, & Hall, 1978).
Rather than sampling activities of sé&era] students, in this system
one targe; student was observed over the entire school day and six
event areas were recorded: (a) activity (12 codes), (b) task (8
cpdes), (c) teaching structure (3 codes), (d) teacher position (6
codes), (e) teacher activity (Slébdgs), and (f) student response (19

o
’

13




codes). Seventeen stop codes also were used to record reasons for
termination of observafion. The definitions of the event areas and
the specific events recorded within each area are summarized in Table
1. Detailed definitions and examples are pﬁesented in Appendix A.
Excluding the stop codes, a total of 53 different events could be

recorded with the CISSAR system.

An interval time sampTing technique was used to direct the
recording of events in l0-second intervals over the entire school day
while the studeﬁt was in the classroom. Coding was structured into
consecutive blocks of seven 10-second intervals. During the first
10-second interval, activity, task,. and teaching structure were
recorded. During each of the next 10-second intervals, teacher
position, teacher activity, and student response were recorded. This
péttern was maintained throughout the observation.

An auditory electronic timer attached to a clipboard was. used to
signal the 10-second intervals.  The timer was equipped with an
earp.ug so that pn]y the observer could hear the signal (a short beep

- sound). The c¢lipboard was used to hold coding §héets aﬁd to provide a
hard surface for marking events. '

The coding sheets, modeled after those/ used by the Juniper
Gardens Children's Project (Stanley & Greenwood, 198G) were designed
at Minnesota's Institute to be read automatically by an optical

scanner (see Appendix B). To be read correctly by the scanner, the
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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 blocks representing 70 seconds
each. Each completed sheet represented 3.5 minutes of observation
time. '
Observers

Thirteen individuals served as observers; ten of the observers
were responsible for the majorify of the observations, and the other
three observers were substitutes who filled in for reasons of
sickness, make-up observations, and so on. These substitute observers
were Institute staff members who conducted obéerver,training sessions
and monitored the regular observers. The regular cbservers were all
females who had been selected from a pool of 50 female applicants who
had respgnded to an ad in a local newspaper. fb minimize biases that
might be brought to the classroom setting, a prerequisite for
consideration  was that the applicant not have a background in
education. Additional selection criteria included average or above
average reading ability and performance on selected parts of a general
office skills test. A personal interview with one of two IRLD staff
members comprised the final step of selection.

0f the 10 selected observers, three had attended college for at
least one year and one had a BA. Two others had completed a business
or vocational school program. Previous emp]oyﬁent varied greatly,
including sales, clerical, foster parent, own business, and social
worker. A1l but two observers had a child or children in elementary

or secondary school. Observers did not work in schools in which their




children were enrolled. -

Procedures

Observér training.  Training of observers in the observation
system was accomplished thr%ggh the use of én Observer and Trainer's
Manual {Stanley & Greenwood, 1980). The manual presenfed eight units
that, accbrding to the authors, were sequenced in terms of the
complexity of the recording skills covered. Training required
observers to read materials and then practice coding sma]i numbers of
events through the use of a variety of other media, including
flashcards, overheads, and videotapes. Exercises or quizzes were
presented throughout the maﬁua]. Mastery (100%) of the material in

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

P

. »
unit.,

Training in the system was conducted by four Institute staff
members. Two weeks of half-day training sessions were required to
cover the material presented in the manual. This was followed by two
to three days of practice coding within actual classrooms.

Data collection. The trained educational observers coded

activities on either a whole-day (one observer all day) or half-day
(one observer for morning, another for afternoon) basis. ‘Typiqglly,
observers did not code continuously for a period of more'than 1 1/2'to
2 hours because of breaks within the school day. Observations were
not conducted during breaks, such as those for lunch, recess, and
bathroom. Also, observers did not code dﬁring physical education,
music, or special assembly programs sincé the observation system did

not apply to these situations. Observers followed target students

<2 i . o -




10
when_ they left their homerooms to go to other classrooms for other

subjects (typically reading;énd/or mathematics). Coding was conducted

in these classrooms in th2 same manner as in homerooms. Regardless of

" the physical setting, observers attempted to position themselves to be

unobtrusive and to avoid revealing the identity of target students to
the teachers, the target students themse]ves; or to other students.

Use of the optical scanner coding sﬁeets typically required

‘ observers to mark only slashes in the appropriate circles while

observing because the 10-second interval did not provide enough time
for circles to be darkenea sufficiently to be read accurately by the
optical scanner. As a result, observers darkened the slashed circles
after the actual observation was completed, 'either during break
periods, in the evenings, or on the weekends. This procedure tended
to reduce errors in the coding of data.

Each targei student was observed for two full school days by
observers. The decision to collect two days of -data on each student

was based on stability analyses presented by Greenwood et al. (1981),

variante for activity and 92% of the variance for Etudent response.
Observations were %onducted in all schools at approximately the same
time (2 days in school 1, 2 days in school 2, etc.). The order of
observation of students within a class was random; classrooms were
scheduled for oﬁservation so that observers would be present in the
classrocom on different days of the week. Observers were blind as to
the classification of the students tHey observed. For each classroom,

students' names were listed a]phq?gtipa]]y and observers signed up for

17

s

" in which they found one day bf observation predicting 62% of the °
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observation of students on a random basis. In addition, teachers were
not informed as to the identity of the xstudenté peing observed.
Observers located their target students by means of either a seating
chart or by name tags on students' desks in the homeroom.

Since three students were observed in each classroom, schedules
were arranged so that two observers coded in each classroom on each

day of observation. This»a]]owed for the observation of two students

during each day in a particular classroom. All observations (2 days
for 30 students) were completed during the fall of the year.
Reliability. Re]iabi]ity checks were conducted throughout the

study to detect any inconsistencies in coding among observers or

" between an observer jand the established code definitions. . The

reliability checks were conducted by the observer pairs within each’

_room; one of the two observers, designated randomly as the reliability

observer, stopped observing her target student and coded é&ents\on the
same student as the other observer in the classroom for approximately
14 minutes (4 pages of observation). During the study, 41 reliability
checks were completed.

_Two types of ré]iabi]ity were checked?i (a) behavioral, and (b)
sequential. Behaviora!l reliability was a measure of observer
agreement on a specific event being observed; behavioral reliabilities
were calculated for (a) teacher bositisn, (b) teacher activity, and
(c) student response.- The second type of reliability, sequential
reliability, was a measure of observer agreement on a sequence of

items; this measure was designed to document that observers were

¢oding in the sequence required by the observation system. According
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to the CISSAR trainiﬁg manué], the desired levels of reliability were
90% for behavioral reliability and 85% for sequential reliability.
Table 2 is a summary of the ;e1iabilities obtained during the present

study.

To maintain adequate levels of reliability throughout the study,
meetings were held to discuss coding problems, reliability
disagreements, and so on. These were held on a weekly basis for the

first two weeks of the study, and then on a biweekly basis after that.

At the meetings, definitions were reviewed and any disagreements were

resolved.

Achievement testigg.® At the end of‘the school year, 21 of the

observed students (70.0%) were administered the Peabody Indivjdual |

Achievement Test (PIAT; Dunn & Mdrkwardt, 1970) by trained testers.
The remaining students were not tested either because theylhad moved

or because parental permission fﬁr testing was _ng} given. The

%

students for whom parental'pérmission was not obtained generally were

from the lower behavioral group; all.upper behavioral group subjecﬁs

£

were tested.

Data Analysis »>

Total amounts of time each student spent in the 53 observed

- ) » - » abo -
events and in five event composites (academic activities, non-academic

activities, academic _student "responses, task management student™

responses, inappropriate student responses) over the two days of

»
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( observaiion comprised the dependent measures that were analyzed in
e this study. However, . for descriptive purposes, these times were
transformed to represent the time spént in each event during one

school day. Because the observation system was designed to record as

® ~ much da‘ta as possible during each 10-second interval, the activity,
task, and structure were coded once every 70 segonds, while the

teacher position, teacher activity, and student response were coded

® six times every 70 seconds. Thus, transformations of times f_rom the
recording system produced slight overestimates of the time spent in
each acti’vity, task, and structure, and slight underestimates of the
e time spent in each teacher position, teacher activity, and stident
response. The transformed times appear in all figures and tables, 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 group means.
Further, because some of the significant results might occur by chance
® due to the large number of ANOVAs conducteci: only those findings thqt
excgeded fhe number that would be expected by chance for each resear&h
question (5%) are reported. Follow-up tests on significant ANOVAs
e were. conducted using the Student-Newman-Keuls procedure.
Additionally, students'’ end-of-the-year PIAT data we%e correlated with ‘
their student response times. .

® ’ Results

Comparisons of Student Groups

Activity. The average amounts of time allocated to activifies

-

hd .+ within a school day for each_ academic -group are gi‘ven in Table 3. No

» S
L4 - ®

LTS

. 21




. ®
14
- statistically significant differences were found among the three,
groups in the time allocated to any of the activities. e
Insert Table 3 about here
_____________________________ @
Activity composites. In order to examine the amOt;n'Es of time ’
allocated to academic and non-academic activities, compos'ite times
_were. ca]cu]a.ted. The academic activities included reading, math, *
spelling, handwriting, language, science, and social studies. The
‘no\n-academic activities included arts/crafts,‘free time, business
\management, and transition. The average amounts of time allocated to o
., these fwo categories of activity for each of the groups are presented
in Table 4. ) For both composites, differences among gr:qups were not
statistically significant. e
A Insert Table 4 about here °
- * . ..
Jask. Table 5 is aijist Eﬁ the various -tasks that’ were observed )
~during all activities, and the .amo'unts of t1:me devoted to each task .
. 'for each academic group. Nonqe of the differences in times among . e
groups‘qu statistically significant. - .
I SN ,
. Insert Table 5 about here’_m_—w_ﬁ__*_ﬂr;_,_.ﬂ_,,,_*_———;»g.«~~—.’f
e T >‘—_#~'—’“\i~_.. ___________ T. ::-_ . -& . . CLLel
. ‘Iiacrg'_rlg}s'fructure. " The t'}:nre_?e structures .\j»n,‘ which students .
.rec‘eived instruc‘tjon, Tisted ;fn Tab]e- 6, were Entir‘e Gr'oup, Small i
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Group, and Ind1v1dua1 No statistica1‘ differences emergéd in the
® a110cat1on of time to any of these instructional arrangements for the
three academic groups.
¢ Insert Table 6 about here ’
Teacher position: Teacher positionsuin relation to students in
® the three academic groups are summarized in Table 7. For about 1/3 of
the day the teacher was in front of the students and for another third
among the students. No statistically significant differences among
¢ ‘ groups were found. ‘
Insert Table 7 about here 6
® eeemmmmmema—mem————————
. -

Teacher ~activity. Five categories were used to code the
teacher's activity in‘nejatiqn to the“observed 8t@dents.< Table 8 is a
® . "V - 1¥st of the categories.,and the obser;ea times for students at
’v\different levels of academic competence. Time allocated to each

teacher activity did not differ significantly for the three groups of' :

® _students. ,Ar”’/ ] .

- T - D T W b S W S W WS S me WO WS WL W WS AP W WS TS W TS aAm we

- —\ ) \ - .
' a . ' P JE A e
‘. . o I'nsert Téb1ﬁ_8f_abgut«here-.~ e
A I N S SRR
"X ~ ) . :
poe ' Student response Student responses that were observed included

ones that were academ1c fe.q., wr1t1ng, ask1ng a question), ones

® ) related to task management (e.g., raising hand, looking for

¢ ~ - *
.
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materials), and ones that were inappropriate (e.g., disruption,

working on an inappropriate task). Table 9 is a 1list of the 19

"student responses and the times observed for each group. One

statistica]fy significant difference among groups emerged (Talk about
Academics), £12,27)=q.55, p=.020. The follow-up test indicated that

students in the high academic group engaged in academic talk for a

greater amount of time (4.8 minutes) thanldid students in the low

»

academic group (1.7 minutes). -No other statistically significant

differences: in times engjaged in specific responses were found.

- - . T . T T ) W W TS TS W WS e M W S W D

Student response ‘Eomposites. Analyses also were conducted to

compare the amounts of time students: in the three gr?ups engaged in
academic ¥esponsg§'ove?qll, task manqgeﬁeht responses overall, and
- .
inappropriate response§ overall. The acadeﬁic responses included
writing, playing academic games, reading aloud, reading si]entiy,
talking about academics, answering academic questigns, and qsking
academic‘ questions. . Task managemeﬁ¥ responses included ﬁassfve
responding, raising hands, Tlooking :?or materiajsz,'moving - to. a;'néﬁ

v

academic station, and,ﬁlaying appropriaféﬁ} (teachér-appraved play).
Irappropriate r-asponses included disrﬁption, playing i:;ppropriaéely,
wo}king'on inappropriate tasks, talking about non-academics, Being in
an 1inappropriate locale, 1ookin§ around, and self-stimulation. The
average amounts of time students in the three groups engaged in these

response coﬁposites are presented in Table 10.

23
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A statistically significant difference was found for the academic

<

response composite, F(2,27)=3.66, éf.039. However, the follow-up test

failed to identify where the differencés existed, which suggests that

(Winer, 1971). The amounts of time the students in the three groups

were not statistically different.

A Txpica] School Dgi
The ddta obtained from the observation of students perceived by
thein teachers as hjgh,‘ middle, and low in academic competence
indicated.that the jnstruc%iona]‘environmen% for these students was
essehtialyy,the'sahe. The only difference among.the groups was in the’
.amount of the time £hey talked about academiEs, with the high group
doing sg/for a gregter amount of time ;han the ]QW academic group. As
a resu]ﬁ, the observational data providé.ap éxge]]ent pjctureﬂof a
"tygica] sghool day for students of all levels of academic competéﬁce
in the fhird and fourth grades. The picture that emerges will be
presented in detail here.
. Activity. Figure 1 is a graphic 'representation of -how the
typical school day breaks down into time allocated to academic, non-
academic, and \Lnobserved activities. Clearly, during the time

students were observed, much more time was devoted to academic

activities (180.2 minutes) than to non-academic activities (36.3

24

the finding of a statistically significant difference is questionab]e;

- *

engaged in task managemeht responses and in inappropriate responses;
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.minutes). However, it must be Qgoted that nearly one-half of the
school day was not devoted to either of these. The observed sfudents
were in schoo]\for 390 ‘minutes (6 1/2 hours) per.day. Those times not ‘
observed durinhg the school day included recess/playground activity,
lunch, physical education, music, transition between c]assrooms,.and .

bathroom breaks. These.activities amounted to about 173 minutes (2

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

4T .. Insert Figure 1 about here

The?;breakdown of time allocated .to dcademic activit%es’ is
presented in'Fiéuré 2. Reading was the activity to which the most
time (66.2 minuéés) was allocated, followed by math (42.3 minutes),
{anguage (22.9'?ﬁﬁutes), anq social studies {19.3 minutes). Fifteen
minutes or less were allocated to each of the other academic
activities. ’ ) . be |

The amounts of tiﬁe allocated to: each —of the .non-academic
actiQities are deﬁicted in Figure 3. Most of the time allocated to
non-academic activities wés devotea to transitions (12.9 minutes) and
to arts/craft§ (12.5 minutes). Less than eight minutes were allocated

' -
to each of the other non-academic activites.

[ 4
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. The times presented in Figures 1-3 are averages. Table 11 is a
1ist of these average times and the ranges of times observed‘ for

individual students. For each activity, variability in times,

»

allocated to the activities for individual students was great. For

L

example, only 12.2 minutes were allocated to reading for one\;tudenﬁ
while 95.6 minutes were allocated to reading for a;other student.
To%a] time allocated to acgdemic activities varied from 109.6 minutes;
(1 hour 48 minutes) for one stuﬁent’to 229.2 minutes‘(3 hours 48

»

minutes) for‘ahotheﬁ student.

Task. Time allocated to various tasks is represented in Figu}é
4. The greatest amount of time was allocated to the use of readers '
(71.0 minutes), followed by other media such as flashcards, tape

1.

recorders, etc. (36.6 minutes), worksheets (34.5 minutes), and

. ‘ b
workpooks (26.4 minutes). Less than 10 minutes, on the average, were
allocated to teacher-student discussion and to listening to teacher .

< v s
_ lectures. '
Insert Figure 4 about here \
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. for tasks, again ‘shows the large variability that existed among
students. For exaﬁp]g, although students used readérs an average of ®
7}.0 minutes, one student used readers for only 13.3 minutes while
s ;n;other used readers for almost two hours (118.3 minutes). At least
9 C. . one étudint spent 35.0 minutes getting materials out and putting them ®
2 I aways ’ ‘ u
c ‘ Insert dable 12 about here . 4
’ 5 . I v
Tegaching 'structure.MThe average times allocated to entire. Qroup,
o ‘ smaﬂ group, and 1nd1kua1 teach1ng structures are‘depicted in Figure o
- ""55, Stuc‘ie’nts spent almost aH of » the1r time 1n entn*e group teachmg . Lo
. structu‘res (175, 2 mmutés) Con51derab1y less time was aHocated to .-
,smaH group mstructwon (39 ] mlnutes) and m1n1£na1 time was devoted l ' '
. ., pq individual inspruction*for eachgobserved student (2.1 minutes). '
Inse‘rt.Figure S‘Qboui here g
T e fepn .
‘ The var1ab111ty among students was great (see Table 13), with one .
' student, recewmg ng ’1nd1v1dua1 instruction and one student receiving . R
no small group instruction. Time allocated to entwe group teaching
‘ ‘'varied from 65.8 minutes %6} one student to 260.8 minutes (4 hours, 21
‘minutes) for another student. _ i
Insert Table 13 about here :
9.

& *
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Teacher positién. The position of the teacher in relation’to the

student being observed most often was in front of the .class (63.4
minutes) and sitting or standing among the students (€0.8 minutes),
followed by being at his/her desk (40.6 minutes). These times are
presented in Figure 6 and Table 14. The teécher spent less than 10
, ,minutas in the back of the class or out of the classroom, and less
than 3 minute; beside the student being observed. While the teacher
was besia; one Stﬁdent‘for only 12 seconds, the. teacher was beside

another student for 14.8‘minutes. Similar variations in time existed

for each teacher position category (see Table 14).

Teache; activity. On the average, the observed student received

specific teaching responses from the teacher for just over one hour
‘per day (see figure 7); for one student 'the actual time was 37.8
mingtes and for another the actual time was 116.8 minutes. Teachirj]
was coded' whenever teaching acyivities were directed either to the
specific student or to the group. in which the student was a member.
Teacning time was exceeded by no response time (103.5 minutes), during
which the»teacher was not makigg any overt response to the §tudent.
Teacher disapproval of the target student occurred infrequently,
ranging from no time to 3.1 minutes (see Table 15). Teacher approval
was observed only rarely; the student given the most approval feceiVed

only 36 seconds of it.

28
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Insert Figure 7 and Table 15 about here
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Student response. Figure 8 is a- graphic representation of the

average amounts of time students engaged in academic responses, task
management responses, and inappropriate responses. Students clearly
spent most df their time making task management responses (111.2
minutes); these responses accounted for 62% of the students' total
responding time during one school day. During -approximately 25% of
the observed school day, the student engaged in active academic
responding (41.3 minutes), and during approximately 15% of the school

day, the student engaged in inappropriate responding (26.9 minutes).

- - e S w0 o e e WS S s W S S S =S wh e W W TS WS e W WS W

Although seven active academic responses were coded (see Figure
9), only writing occurred with much fréquency (26.2 minutes); this was
followed by reading siTently (8.7 minutes). Students engaged in oral
reading for 1less than one-ha]f‘minute on the average. Variability
among students was great (see Table 16), as is evidenced by the fact
that one student read silently for only 1.6 minutes while another read

silently for 16.9 minutes.

————————————————————————————————————————

Five task management responses were coded. The average time .jn

29 -

*
re wa
T T




23

-

which students engaged id each of these, excluding passive responding,
was about 5 minutes (see F?gure 10). .Passive nesponses included such
behaviors as nditing in line and looking at the teacher; in other
. words, this was coded when the student was not engaged in an active
observeb]e response. The amount of t1me students were involved in

passive responding ranged from less than one hour (42.9 minutes) to

over two hours (134.6 minutes).

R Seven inappropriate student°responses were coded; all but looking
arodnd and play inapnropriate were observed for less than five minutes
per day (see Figure\ll). Inebpropriate responses in which students
engaged mdst often consisted of looking around (12 7 minutes). One
student spent nearly one- ha]f hour (25.8 m1nutes) looking around,

while one d1d SO for only 4.0 minutes. Va11ab111ty was evident in all

student response times (see Table 16).

Achievement ! Test Data
|

‘ Achievement test data were collected at the end\of the school

year for 21 of the 30 students observed. Table 17 is,a list of the

: / .

scores for the high, middle, and low academic groups. Differences
» R\

among groups were found on two subtests (Reading Comprehension and

General Information) and the Total PIAT score. These differences
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corresponded to the ranks given to the students by the teachers.
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Correlations were calculated between the times students engaged
in various responses and their ach1evement scores (see Table 18).
Many of the obtained correlations were not in expected’ directions.

i

Unexpected findings included the’ negative correlations between scme of

‘thg active academic responses (read silently, answer question, ask

question) and PIAT scores. Expected negative correlations occurred

between inappropriate student responses (disruption, play

}inappropriate, inappropriate task) and PIAT scores. In addition,

i

looking for materials, a task management response, Wwas negatively

correlated with the math score. Also, the inappropriate response

_composite showed negative correlations with math and general

information.

[ e L L L L T R L

Acditional corre]a%iona] analyses were completed to determine
whether similar patterns of negative and positive correlations would
emerge within the high, midd]é, ond low academic groups. Again, not
all the re]gtionships were as expected. In genera], the high group
showed the mosi mixed results. While play inappropriate and ta1k'nozr
academic were correlated negatively with math achievement scores,’ so

were vfa]k académip and ask academic dquestion. The high gpqu

-

3i
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composite scores on task management responses correlated positively to

spelling, reading, and the total score (see Table 19).

For the middle group, inappropriate task and inapprooriate locale

correlated negatively with math and reading comprehensfon scores, and
disruption correlated negatively with reading comprehension. However,
a strong negative correlation emerged between writing and reading
comprehension (r=-.80) as well as between reading aloud and reading
comprehension (r=-.82). These and other significant correlations for

the middle group are listed in Table 20.
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Only a few significant correlations were found for the Tow
academic group; most of them were predictable (see Table 21). For
example, academic games corre]gted po;itive1y with math scores,
reading recognition scores, and total scores. Inapproﬁriate locale
and look around correlated negatively with the informat{on score. The
inappropriate response composite also correlated negatively with the
information score, The active acadéhic response of answering

. questions correlated negafive]y with both the math subte;t‘scpre‘énd

" the total score.
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Discussion _

A surprising Tesu]t of this study was that students perceived by
teachers to be at dif#erent levels of academic competence did Eggg
differ signif%cant]y in how instruction occurred or how they spent
their time in school. High, middle, and low academic group students
received equal amounts of teacher praise and criticism and were
engaged in academic, task management, and inappropriate behaviors for

, about ‘the same amounts of time. These results are contrary to
previous findings of studies of teacher-student interactions or time
on task for students of different achievement'rankings.

Several factors may account for the differences between previous
findings ’aﬁd the results obtained in "this study. éirst, earlier
studies used different. observation schedules and different\definitions
from those used in this study to assess both teacher And student
behaviors. In the current study, teacher behaviors were defined in a
more Agenera] and global manner than in previous investigations.
Thgrefore,‘subt1e diffeéences in types of praise or criticism may have
been overlooked. However, it ‘is still important to note that the
. total amounts of praise and criticism did not differ among the three

groups. " In contrast to previous studies, the preéent invéstjgation
used more spegtfic and precise observations of the amounts of time
students were éngaged in vari§u§ responses; the procedure used here is

~

considered to have produced a more accurate representation of student

. 33




27
engaged time.

A secgnd factor accounting for differences in the results of this
study and preQious ones is that the présent findings were based on
obseyvations conducted over the entire time students were in the
classroom rather than during some portjon of the school day. This
factor is important since some fypgs of student responses appear to
occur with greater frequency during specific parts of the school day.
Clearly & more accurate picture of how students Q;re engaged and how
instruction occurred is obtained by examining these over the total
context of a typical schoq] day.

The results of correlational analyses between time spent engaged
in various student responses and student achievement also were
unexpected. While previous investigations (e.q., Greenwoodret al.,
1981) have found positive correlations between academic responses and
achievement, and negative correlations between inappropriate behaviors
and achievement,. the results from the current study were mixed; Among
the unexpected resu]té were the pos{tive cofre]ations between task
management responses and achievement scores and between inappfbpriate
behaviors and achieveﬁent scores, as well as the negative co}re1ations
between some academic responses and acﬁigvement. 6ne explanation for
these incbnsisteﬁt\resu1ts is that the present study‘sampled students
across the entire, range o; academic ‘competence; students at the
extreme§ may haQe' affectéd corré]atidhs ‘di#ferently. . Other
_explanations relate to the small sample size éhd the choice of the
gchievement measure (which was not specifically related to the content

covered in the classroom).
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Perhaps the most str%king finding of this study was the small
amount of time that, all students, regardless of academgc ranking,
spent engaged in learning. This finding is consistent with the
results of previous investigations of academic‘engaged vime (e.g.,
Borg, 1980; Fisher et al., 1980; Graden, Thurlow, & Y§§e1dyke, 1982b;
Greenwond et al., 1981; Hall et al., 1980; Rosenshjne, 1980; Thurlow, |
Graden, Greener, & Ysseldyke, 1982); only a smell portion of the
~ school day was spent actually engaged in acadehic responding. It
_ appears that even though school district policy outlines spec1f1c
amounts of time that are to be devoted to certain academic subJects
each day, these do not translate into active engaged time in the.
classroom. |
Of the 390 minute school day, about 180 minutes were allocated tq
academic activities, and only about 42 minutes per day (about 10% of
the time students were in school) were spent actively engaged in
academic responding. At th1s rate, o;er the course of a 160 day
school year, a studeht, on the average, would' sperid 112 hours making
academic responses. Of this 112 hours of academic resppnding{ only
about one hour per year would be spenf reading atbud and only 23‘hogrs
per year would be spent reading si]ent]y. . in contrast, ove; the
coursé of the year, apout 296 hou}s would be spent in task menagement
responding. : . L , a“
The finding of the small a%ount of time students spent engaged 1n
1earn1ng supports the assertion by Baer and Bushe]] (1981) and Ha]] et
al. (1980) that students are not spending adequate amounts of school

]

time engaged'in learning. The additional finding that, regard]ess of
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academic rank, students spent equally low amounts of time engaged in
academic responding, suggests several possible conclusions. First, it
is possible that although high and low academic group students did not
differ*in total time spent engaged in academics, they differed in the
quality or use of the téta] time, For example, while all students
spent only about nine minutgs per day in silent reading, higher
students may have read twice as many pages as lower students, tﬁey may
have read more difficult material, or théy may have understood more of
what they read. T;ese qualitative aspects of academic responding time
were not assessed in the present investigation yet are undoubtedly
important “in a complete understanding of variables in student
learning.

Second, it is possible that while there were no différences in
engaged times among groups when they were in school, students
perceived by their teachers to be high in academic competence may
spend significant]y more time out of school engaged in academic
practice (e.g., homework, help from parents or siblings). Finally,
achievement differences between high and low achieving students cannot
be explained totally by time ‘engaged in academic responding.
Variables such as tognitive abi]itjes, interests, and motivation also
are important. Still, active academic responding time does account
fqr- a sigﬁificant paortion of achievement variance (Fisher et al.,
1980; Greenwood ef al., 1981). The fact that students épena only
limited amounts of time engaged in academic re§ponding clearly has
jmportant imp]icationé. ‘

~. The results of this and other recent investigations (e.q.,
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Berliner, 1980; Cooley & Leinhardt, 1980; Fisher et al., 1980; Graden
et al., 1982b; Greenwood et al., 1981; Hall et al., 1980; Rosenshine,
1980; Thurlow et al., 1982; Zigmond,’ Vallecorsa; & Leinhardt, 1986)
point to the need to considér ac?demic responding time as an important
jnstructional variable. Academic responding time is a useful concept
for instructional interventions because time is an alterable variable
(R1oom, 1980)--a variahle that educators can change and manipulate fo
have. direct and significant imbact on student learning. Further, time
as an instructional variable is important because time is a resource
available equally to' all students. Efforts are needed to design,

implement, and evaluate various strategies to .increase the amount and

appropriateness of time spent engaged academically for all students.
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Table 1

’ a

. CISSAR Event Areas and Specific Events Coded

. . . .
., event Area , - Specifﬁckzvcnts tcce? .
Activity - type of Pnst-uctica being 2 - Reating M- Math S - Smelling & - Haandwriting .
proviced/established by teacher L - Limgcuege Sc - Scieace  §s - Social Studies
=t - Aris/Crafts 4 - Frae Time  3am - Ciess Business/
. rimagement  Tr - Transition (U Can't Yeld

Jask - curricul=~ tas% or vertel ir - &

Ar - fegiders  WR - lorkaooks  Ws - nor(s~eeus
Insiruction rode in wnich student Ty - Fazer end Féncil i - Listen to Tezcher lecture
is expected 2 engage o3~ Ctmer Mezia v Trd - zacher-Stuceat ,.scu551on
Fo - Fetch/Fal fmay
- s .“ - 3 - ad & - - L4 »
ieaching Structure - phyiical arrange- Eq - @ntire group Sc - S=ail group I - Individial

ment o7 stugent in c¢lass

Teavner Position - lccation of teachasr IF - in Front cf Class A - AL lesk  AS - Anong Students
C - Out of Roo $ - Sice B - Back ’
Yeacher Aztivity - response of teacher 4R - No Resgonse T - Teachirg Q7 - Other Talk
to target! stucent A = kzor val D~ D1sapp'o"31
Student Response - behavior in which W - kri»:;g £ - Plaring Academic Game - Reading Aloud
stud~nt 15 engaged «S - Silent Reading TA - talking About Acadea\cs P
ZaQ - Aasuers Acedemic Question ﬂ§h =" Asks Acacenic
' questzow AT - Possive Res ;Orah #H - Raising Hand
Li- LbOK}ng for Materiais - Moyt to hew Atademic Statiagn
rA - Piay ~zpropriate 5o - Dzsr"pt.ow Pl - Play Inupp“o-
~ ’ Triate i: - 'napyrcarzc:e Task  TRA - Talking Adout Hon-
acacerics - Irecpropriate Localn LA - Look Around
‘ SST - Se f-S:xrunat on

33ased on Stanley & C'conuoo#' {Y2E3) CISE3R: fede foe irg tr;c:ion:l structure and student academic
response: QObserver's ranval. Hita.n the S%udert naepuﬂSL fyent Area, tne Al event, which was designated

as “Attending’ by Stanley ard Greersood, wes rese~ed 33 Passi.e Respinse” in the present investigation
to avoid inapproprizte coanotations of tne responses isciuded with.n that event,
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Table 2

Summary of Reliabilities Calculated During the Sfudya
Reliability ' Mean Range
Behavioral .

Teacher Position 92.5 ’ 69-100

Teacher Activity 94.4 72-100

Studént Response 89.0 ’ 60-100
Sequential - L 93.6 . 85-99

3A11 reliabilities are expressed as percentages.

. Y

? | 4
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Table 3 ',%,;a
Time A11ocated to Activities for Students afﬁThree Levels of .
Academic Competenced - .
Activity E Hiéh o Middle ow - Lz;g]H’

Reading 66.8 (30.7) 69.3 (31.5) 62.6 (29.4) ns

Math 42.6 (19.6) 41.6 (18.9) 42.7 (20.1) ns )
Spelling 98 (4.5)- 9.7 (4.4) 83 (3.9) ms
Handwriting 7.1 (3.3) 9.1 (f.]) 7.7 ﬂ3 6) ns
Language 20.4  (9.4) 25.7 (11.7) 22.7 (10.7) ns
‘Science 1.4 (5.2) 10.5 (4.8) 15.0 (7.0) ns
Social Studies 22.2 (10.2) 17.8 (8.1) 17.8 (8.4) ms

Arts/Crafts 10.8 (5.0) 13.6 (6.2) 13.0- (€.1) ns .

Free Time 27 (1.2) 2.8 (1.3) 41 (1.9) s

[&2)
—
K
[o0]
~—
)
D
—
~N
ja—

Business Management 10.

-

Transition 13.3 (6.1) 15.0 (6.8) 10.5 (4.9) ns

|

Total 217.6 219.8 ho212.6 ns

\
Entr1es are mean numbers of minutes, and percentaggs of total minutes
: (in parentheses), for one day, based on 10 students. 1n each group.

bS1gn1f1cance Jevels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mqen times over
two days.
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' Table 4

Activity Composite Times at Three Levels of Academic Corqpetencea

[

Activity Composite . High * Middle Low T9
; , ] ~ |
Academic 180.4 (82.9)  183,7 (83.6) 176.9| (83.2) ns
Non-Academic 37.2 (17.i4. 36.1 (16.4) 35.7 (16.8) ns

{

Total C217.6 219.8 212.6 ns

ntries are mean numbers .of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses), for one day, based on 10 students in each group.

"bSidnificance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean fimes over two
days, . T~

45
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Table 5 .
Time A]]ocated to Tasks for Students at Three Levels of
Academic Competencea -

*
.

Task High  Middle: Low 19 b
Readers 75.2 (34.6) 72.5 (33.0) 65.3 (30.8) ns ;
Workbooks 261 (12.0) 29.1 (13.2) 23.9 (11.2) s
orkshaets _ 0.2 (13.9) 35.4 (16.1) 37.8 (17.8) .ns
_ Paper & Pencil 1217 (5.6) N8 {5.4) 125 (5.9) ns
Listen to-Lectire 6.9 (3.2) 10.3  (4.7). 11.6 (5.5) * ns
" Other Media | 38.8 (17.8) 33.9 (15.4) 37.0° (17.4) s _
" Teacher-Student
Discussion » 9.9 (4.6) 9.0 (4.1) 10.4 (4.9) ns

Fetch & Put Away  18.1 (8.3) 17.4 (7.9) 13.7 (6.4) ns
Total 217.5 219.6 212.3 ns

3Entries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses), for one day, based on 10 students in each group.

bS1gmf1cance levels are from one- way ANOVAs on the mean times over
two days.




* Table 6

T1me AMlocated to Teaching Structures for Students at Three Levels
Academic Competence®

7 ECIVED

T

Structure . High * Middle Low

Entire Group 189.2 (87.0) 169.9 (77.4) 166.5 (78.5)
Small Group . 21,7 (12.7) 47,0 (21.4) 42,6 (20.1)
Individual .- 0.6 -(0.3) 2.6 (1.2) 3.0 -(1.4)

Total 217 .4 : 219.4 . 2i2.1.

—

%Entries. are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
, (in parentheses), for one day, based on 10 student, in each group.

bSlgmﬁcance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over
two days.

3
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Table 7

41

Time, 1n Various Teacher Positions for Stgdents at Three Levels of
- Academic Competence™ s

»

. Teacher Position "High Middle Low " Level®
Iﬁ Front 69.6 (385) 58.0 (31.6) 62.5 (35.4). ns

At Desk 8.4 (21.2) 47.4 (25.8) 36.0 (20.4) ns

. Anong Students 56.9 (31.5) 62.6 (34.1) 63.0° (35.6) ns
,Be;ide Student 1.4 (0.8 2.4 .(1.3) 2.8 (1.6) ns
Back 7.6 *(4 2) 5.6 (3.0) 5.2 (2.9) ns
out - 70 (3.9) 7.5 (41) 7.3 (1) ns
Total 180.8° 183.6 176.7 ns

3ntries are mean numbers of minutes,.and percentages of total minutes
for one day, based on 10 students in each group.

(in parentheses),

bS1gmf1cance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over

two days.

-
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Table 8
Time in Various Teacher Activities for Students at Three Levels of

: Academic Competence®
$

.

{ a
.

Teacher Activity ﬁigh T Middle Low - Ezjg1b
No Response 98.0 - (54,2) 112.4 (61.1) 100.1 (56.6) ns
Teaching - 74.0 (40.9) 63.2 (34.5) 69.4° (39.5) ns
Other Talk . 7.4 (40} B3 (3.3) 5.6 (3.2) ns
Approval 0.3 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 0.2 (0.1) ns
Disapproval 1.1 (0.6) 1.5 (0.8) 1.3 (0.7) ns

Total . © 1808 183.4 176.7 ns

8ntries are mean nimbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses) for one day, based on 10 students in each group

bSagmﬁcance levels are from one- way ANOVAs on the mean times dver
two days. .
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Table -9

Student Respdnse Time for Students at Three Leveis of

Academic Competencea

Student Response High Middle Low ing]b
Writing 23.4 (13.0) 31.0 (16.9) 24.3 (13.8) ns
Play Acad Game 1.2 (0.7) 1.2 (0.6) 1.7 (1.0) s
Read* Aloud 0.3 (0.2) 0.2 (0.1) 0.6 (0.3) jns
Read Silently’ ' 6.9 (3.8) 10.4 (5.7) 8.9 (5.0) ins
Ta]k.Academics 4.8 (2.6) 3.4 (1.8) 1.7 (1.0) .020
Answer Acad Question 0.6  (0.3) ‘0.9 (0.5) 1.0 (0.6) ns
Ask Acad Question -~ 0.4 (0.2) 0.6 (0.3) 0.6 (0.3) ns
Passive Response 93.0 (5.15) 84.3 (46.0) 89.0 (50.4) ns
Raise Hand - 4.6 (2.5) 4.3 (2.3) 4.5 (2.6) ns
Look for Materials 5.5 (3.0) 6.9 (3.8) 4.9 (2.8) ns
. Move to New Acad Sta 5.0 (2.83 5.4 (2.9) 4.6 (2.6) ns
Play Appropriate 10.5 (5.8) 5.0 (2.7) 5.7 (3.2) ns
. Disrupéién 0.0 (0.0) 0.2 (0.1) 0.1 (0.1) ns
Play Inappropr%éte 2.7 " (1.5) 7.5  (4.1) 8.0 (4.5) ns
Inapyropriate Task 1.6 (0.9) 1.7 ~(0.9) 0.7 (0.4) ns
Talk Non Academics‘ 5.0 (2.8) 4.2 (2.3) 3.8 (2.2) ns
Inappropriate Locale 1.5 (0.8) 2.4 < (1.3) 2.4 (1.4) ns
Look Around 1.3 (6.2) 13.3 (7.2) 13.6 (7.7) ns
Self Stimulation 0.2 (0.1) 0.4 (0.2) 0.4 (0.2) ns
Total 180.6 183.4 176.4 ns

L3

qEntries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses), for one day, based on 10 students in each group.

b
two days.

Significance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on.the mean times over
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~ . Table 10

, Student Response Composite Times at Three Levels of
~ Academic Competence?

-

-

Student Response

s a Sig
Composite High Middle ‘ Low Leve]b 5
Academic 1 39.5 (21.9) 37.6 (26.0) 38.7 (21.9) .039

Task Management 118.7 (65.7) 106.0 .(57.8) 108.7 (61.6) ns
Inappropriate 22.4 (12.4) 29.8 (16.2) 29.0 (16.4) ns
Total 180.6  183.4 176.4

aEﬁtries are mean numbers of minutes, and percentages of total minutes
(in parentheses), for one day, based on 10 students in each group.

bSignifjcance levels are from one-way ANOVAs on the mean times over
two days.

5§
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. Table 1i

Averagé Times and Ranges in Time Allocated to Activities®

Activity X ' Range

Reading | f 66.2 12.2 - 95.6
Math ) 42.3 . 23.8 - 51.8
Spelling '-;;f 9.2 0.0 - 20.3
Handwriting ’ ‘ 8.0 0.0 - 26.2
Language ‘ 22.9 0.0 - .42.7
Science 12.3 0.0 - 42.7
Social Studies 19.3 0.0 - 47.2
Arts/Crafts 12.5 0.0 - 37.4
Free Time _ 3.2 -~ 0.0 - 15.0
Business Management 1.7 ~ 0.0 - 58.4
Transition - — 12.9 2.4 1 28.7
Academic Activity Composite 180.3 109.6 - 229.2
Non-Academic Activity Composite 36.3 7.7 - 90.0

aMga"s and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on 30 students.

’
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. Table 12

Average Times and Ranges in Time Allocated to Tasks®

. ‘
- . —
Task R ~“Range
Readers . 7.0 13.3 - "18.3
Workhooks 2634, 0.7 - 69.0
Workshéets 34.5 ' i4.0 - 72.8
Paper and Pencil 12.1 6.0 - 32.2 -
Listen to Lecturé. 9.6 0.7 - 29.8
. Other Media ‘ 36.6 4;2 Q 83.5
‘ Teacher- Student Discussion 9.8 2.4 - 200
Fetch and Put Away 16.4 7.0 - 35.0

3Means and ranges are average
on 30 students.

numbers of minutes for one day, based




Toe . «  Table 13 ’

<

, Average Time and Ranges  in Time Allocated to Teaching Structures?

-

\

o St}ucture : _ T X : Range
- * i ’ . . °]
, Entire Group 5 . 175.2 65.8 - 260.8
Small’Group : 39.1 0.0 - 84,7
‘ Individual _ <2 0.0 - 12.2

a ., - - -
IMeans and ranges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based
on 30 students. . ) .

34




Table 14

Average Times and Ranges in Time in Teacher Positions®

[ Y ) .
Teacher Position X Range \
In Front : 63.4 23.2 - 119.8
At Desk 40.6 1.6 - 91.9
‘ ®
Among Students 60.8 11.9
Beside Student 2.2 0.2
Back ) 6.1 0.1
out * 7.3 , 0.6

4Means <and ranges are average

numbers of minutes.




Table 15

Everage Time and #.nges in Time in Teacher Activities?

Activity R nange ‘
No Response 103.5 52.8 - 130.8 ; )
Teaching 68.9 37.8 - 116.8

Other Taik 5.4° . 1.1 - 13.2

‘ Approva]" | 0.2 - 0.0 - 0.6
Disapproval » 1.3 0.0 - 3.1

3Means and jranges are average numbers of minutes for one_ day, based
on 30 students. .
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Table 16

5
Average Times and Ranges in Student Respondinga

Student Response

- X Range
Write 26.2 8.6 - 46.5
Piay Academic Game 1.4 0.0 - 6.2
Read Aloud 0.4 0.0 - 3.4
Read Silently 8.7 1.6 - 16.9
Talk Academics 3.3 0.0 - 10.0
Answer Academic Question 0.8 0.1 - 2.8
Ask Academic Question 0.5 0.0- 2.4
Passive Response 88.8 42.9 - 134.6
Raise Hand ‘ 4.5 8 - 10.0
Look for Materials 5.8 1.9 - 11.6
Move to New Academic Station 5.0 1.0 - 1.2
Play Appropriate 7.1 0.1 - 32.8
Disruption 0.1 0.0 - 1.4
Play Inappropriate 6.1 0.1 - 21.4
Inappropriate Task 1.3, 0.0 - 6.9
Talk Non-Academic 4.3 1.0 - 13.4
Inappropriate Locale 2.1 \\\3:2 - 5.1
Look Around 12.7 49 - 25.8
Self Stimulation 0.3 0.0 > 2.2
Academic Composite .3 13.2 - ‘56§1
Task Management Composite 11.2 56.2 - 154.8
Inappropriate Composite 26.9 10.2 - 46.0

-

a .
Means and ranrges are average numbers of minutes for one day, based

on 30 students.

57




Table 17¢

PIAT Standard Scoresa

51

High ‘Middle Low
X N X SD X " sD
Math 111.9 10.0 101.2 8.4 104.3 13.3
Reading ' - . |
Recognition 113.0 12.9 114.0 2.3 102.7 8.4
Reading
Comprehension* 110.9 10.7 106.2 2.6 96.2 13.3
Spelling 111.1 10.3 109.2 16.5 95.5 9.2
General
Information* 115.2 6.3 100.6 8.9 106.3 12.9
Total* 114.4 7.4 107 .6 6.3 101.2 8.7

ignificant differences among groups (p < .05) are indicated by *.




52

o~ Table 18

Significant PIAT Correlatiors o
Observation with PIAT
Variable Subtest . r p
[
Academic Game _ - Reading Recognition 47 .016 B |
Read Silently Math -.40 .035 S
Talk About Academics Spelling 43,026 “n
Ansvier Academic Question  Math -.51  ..009 { o
Answer Academic Question  Spelling -84 022 \\
Answer Academic Question General Information - .50 .010 ‘
Answer Academic Question  Total -.57  .004 |
. Ask Academic Qlestion Math .55 .005 \ o
Ask Academic Question Reading Recognition -.41 .033
Ask Academic Question Total -.40 .038
Look for Materials Math -.45 .021
Look for Materials Reading Recognition 39 .039 e
Play Appropriate Reading Comprehension .44 .022
Play Appropriate Total , .48 .015
Disruption , Reading Recognition -.39 .041 ;
Disruption Total -.38 .044 ¢
Play Inappropriate Total .37 088 |
Inappropriate Task _ Reading Comprehension 46 - .019
Inappropriate Task ~__Spelling .42 .028
“"Talk About Non-Academics  Spelling .39 .040 ¢
Inappropriate Locale Reading Recognition -.40  ,037
Lnappropriate Locale General Information . -.51 .009
Inappropriate Locale Total ) -.50 .011 o
. Composites |
Inappropriate Math ’ -.38 .043
Inappropriate General Information -.42 .030
e

* .
N=21 for all correlations except those with Reading Comprehension,
for which N=20,

oY




> 53
Table 19
Significant PIAT Corre]at?ons‘for'High Academic Group
Observation PIAT
Variable with Subtest- r p
Academic Game Reading Recognition .56 .046
Talk Academic Math .84 .001
Ask Question Math .78 .004
. Passive Response fota] .80 .003
Passive Response Reading Recognition .12 .009
Passive Response Spelling J4 007
Look for Materials Math .59 .037
Look for Materials Info .61 .031
D¥sruption Info .65 .022
Play Inappropriate Math .57 .044
Inappropriate Task Reading Comprehension .58 .040
-Inappropriate Task Total . 12 .010
Inappropriate Task Spelling .69 .014
Talk Non-Academic Math .72 .009
Inappropriate Locale Total .54 .054
Look Around Total .55 .050
Look Arounq Info .62 .029
Composites
Academic Math .61 .030
Task Management Reading Comprehension .66 .018
Task Management Total .93 .001
Task Management Reading Recognition 77 .005
Task Management Spelling .76 .006

b
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Table 20

Significant PIAT Correlations for Midd]é Aci.demic Group

Observation

Variable Subtest r p
Wiriting Reading Comprehension .80 .051
"Reading Aloud Reading Comprehension .82 .044
Raiéihg Hand Reading Recognition .92 013
Raising Hand Info .84 .037
Look for Materials Reading Comprehension .84 .039
Play Appropriate Math .85 031
Play Appropriate Info .84 .037
Disruption Reading Comprehension .85 .032 -
Play Inappropriate Reading Recognition .92 013
Inappropriate Task Math .80 .050
Inappropriate Task Reading Recognition .87 .028
Inappropriate Locale Reading Comprehensién .84 .036
Self Stimulation Total .90 .018




& Table 21

Significant PIAT Correlations for Low Academic Mroup

Observation ‘
Variable Subtest r p

Academic Game Total . .76 .040
Academic Game Math , .74 .045

Academic Game Reading Recognition .76 04

Answer Question Total -.77 .036
Answer Question ~ Math | -.85 .016
Inappropriate Locale ' Info -.97 .001
Look Around . Info -.88 .010

Composites
Inappropriate Info ) -.86 .014




School Day: 390 min
Observed Day: 216.6 min

ACTIVITY

96

' ACA/DEMlC ACTIVITIES
180.3 min

¢

NON-ACADEMIC ACTIVIITIE.S
36.3 min

>

UNOBSERVED:

Figure 1. Time Allocated to Academic and Non-Academic Activities for Third and Fourth Grade Students of
High, Middle, and Low Académic Competence Combined. )




ACTIVITY
School Day: 390 min Observed Day: 216.6 min
. \\\\\
Academic Activities 180.3 min |
|

\ .
!

Reading 66.2 min '
(// ‘\\\\\\\\ UNOBSERVED j '
P

e s “F:\\\\ LUNCH,
RECESS, i
- /’ -

Math 42.3 min .

. Language 22.9 min . /

& MUSIC, ~ /
Social Studies 19.3 min Vsssuay ||
Science 12.3 min | \ /

. ‘///

//,/

Spelling 9.2 min.
: ‘ /

Handwriting 8.0 min
N
~3
Non—-Academic Activities 36.3 min-
. , , \
Time Allocated to Specific Academ1c Activities For Third and Fourth rrade Students of High,
Vo 66

Figure 2.
Middles, and Low Academic Competence Combined.
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'Non-Academic Activities- 36.3 min

L

‘ . . . ' UNOBSERVED
Transition 12.9 min___

LUNCH, RECESS, MUSIC, PHY ED .l ASSEMBLY

L]

Arts/Crafts 12.5 min

Business Mgmt 7.7 min

Free: Time 3.2 min

Academic Activities 180.3 min /

i ,/ . 68 |
677

Figure 3. Time Allocated to Specific Non/-Aca_demic Activities For Third and Fourth Grade Students of
' High, Middle, and Low Academic Competence Combined.
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TASK

Schodl Day: 390 min  Observed Day: 206.8 min

-
-

Readers 71.0 min

Other Media -36.6 min

Worksheets 34.5 n%ih

Workbook 26.4 min

UNOBSERVED

LUNCH,
RECESS,
MUSIC,
PHY ED,
ASSEMBLY

B
Fetch/Put Away 16.4 min

Paper & Pencil 12.1 min

Teaéher—StuV Disc, 9.8 min

Figure 4, Time Allocated to Tasks for Third and Fourth Grade Students of High, Middle, and Low Academic
Competence Combined.

\
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STRUCTURE

School Day: 390 min Observed Day: 216.4 ryin .

Entire Group 175.2 min—.

Small Group 39.1 min

UNOBSERVED

LUNCH, RECESS, MUSIC, PHY ED, ASSEMBLY

Individual 2.1 min

Figure 5. Time Allocated to Teaching Structures for Third and Fourth Grade Students of.High, Middle,
and Low Academic Competence Combined. .

09




TEACHER POSITION

Schoo! Day: 390 min Observed Day: 180.4 min

In Front 63.4 min:

Among Students 60.8 min | /
At Desk 40.6 min ' UNOBSERVED
\ LUNCH,
Out 7.3 min _ , " s,
' PHY ED,
ASSEMBLY
- 74

Back 6.1 min

Beside 2.2 min .

Figure 6. T1me Allocated to Teaching Structures for Th1rd and Fourth Grade Students of High, Middle,

.

and Low Academic Competence Combined.

\

i 4

2]

L




TEACHER ACTIVITIES

School Day: 390 min  Observed Day: 180.3 min’

No Response 1083.5 min

Teaching 68.9 min

Other Talk 6.4 min

Disapproval 1.3 min

. 7o Approval 0.2 min

" UNDBSERVED

LUNCH,
RECESS,
MUSIC,
PHY ED,
ASSEMBLY

Figure 7. Time Allocated to Teacher Activities for Third and Fourth G?g;; Students of High, Middle,

and Low Academic Competence Combined.
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School Day: 390 min

STUDEIT RESPOR
STUDENT RESPONSE Observed Day: '179.4 min

v

L]

TASK MANAGEMENT
111.2 min—

ACADEMIC
41.3 min

'INAPPROPRIATE
26.9 min

UNOBSERVED

€9

Figure 8. Time Third anc Fourth Grade Students of High, Middle, and Low Academic Competence Combined
Engaged in Academic, Task Management, and Inappropriate Responses.
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STUDENT RESPQNSE \

School Day: 390 min Observed Day: 179.4 min \
|. Academic 41.3'mir ' \

R | ~ \

- Writing. \26.2_ min ’ _ o , N
' Read Silently 8.7 min
Talk Academic 3.3 min
Academic Game 1.4 min

Answer Acad @ 0.8 mi

Ask Acad Q 0.5 min___/

Read Aloud. 0.4 mi‘

UNOBSERVED

LUNCH, "
RECESS, -
MUSIC,
PHY ED,
_ ASSEMBLY

Task Management 111.2 min

Inappfopriate 26.9 min_.__ ' S \

Figure 9. Time Third and Fourth Grade Students of High, Middle, and Low Academic Competence Combined
Engaged in Academic Responses. ’

i
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~

Task Ménagement 111. 2 min

Passive Response 88.8 min

STUDENT RESPONSE

- School Day: 390 min
. 7 .

Observed Day: 179.4 min

LR

Play Appropriate 7.1 min

LLook for Materials 5.8 min

/

Move 5.0 min

Raise Hand 4.5 min

Academic 41.3 min

Inappropriate 26.9 min S
‘ : \

Figure 10, Time Third and Fourth Grade Students of High, Middle, and Low Academic Cdmpetence Combined
Engaged in Task Management Responses.

UNOBSERVED*

LUNCH,
RECESS,
MusicC,
PHY ED,
ASSEMBLY

S9

~




. STUDENT RESPONSE

School Day: 390 min Observed bay: 179.4 min K

| ‘ | | . ’ ' \

Inappropriate \26.’9 min L

Look Around 12.7 min -

~ Play Inappropriate 6.1 min ‘

—-—— Talk Non-Acad 4.3 'min .
Inappropriate-Locale 2.1 min
Inapprepriate Task 1.2 min

. ‘ Self Stimulation 0.3 min
Disrup"ci‘on ~0.01 min—

UNOBSERVED

LUNGH,
RECESS,
MUSIC,
PHY ED,
. ( ASSEMBLY

’
PR

* Academic 41.3 min / :

Task Management 111.2 min

84

) 83 Figure 11. Time Third and Fourth Grade Students of High. Middle, and Low Academm Competence Combmed f
Engaged in Inappropriate Responses ’
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APPENDIX A

Definitions and Examples of CISSAR Events

~
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3
Instructional Activity
(Subject area of learning experience being provided to target student by
teacher, alide, or peer tutor or by target student to tutee.)
Note: Anytime the activity changes, move to a new coding block
Activity/Code Definition

Examples

t

Special Notes

Reading (R)

Math (M)

Spelling (S)

Handwriting (H)

Reading instructions or activity;
oral and silent reading from

books, discussion of words, sounds,
vowels, consonants, phonics

Math instructions or activity;
nunbers, geometry, time, weights,
metrics, measurement, story
problens

Spelling instruction or activicy;
copying spelling work, spelling
test

Handwriting instruction or activity;
focus on mechanics of writing let-
ters or words (print, cursive, etc.)}
how to hold pencil, how to move arm,
discussion of size of letters, lines
on paper

reading library book
talking about ch sound
sitting at reading table
draw picture dbout story

working time worksheet

measuring each other's
height

writing math problem on
board

£i{nds examples of "less
than"

find number of days in
2 years

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

practice peﬂmanship
matches capital and lower
case lecters

Include:

e how to use dictionary,
encyclopedia,...(refer-
ence books)

. » learning ABC's (but, not

when learning how to write)
e draw picture of what read;
act out story

Include:
e use of dictionary to find
spelling of word

L=V
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Instructional Activity - cont.

Activity

Definition

Examples

[

Special Notes

Language (L)

<

Science (Sc)

Social Studies
(ss)

L

Arts/Crafts (Ac)

Language instruction or activity;
focus on_speech, vocabulary, and
language meaning (words, physical
relationships, etc.); creative
vriting; listening exercises;
other languages

Science instruction or activity;
science-related opics (chemistry,
electricity, spac2 travel, elec-
tronics, nature, insects, weather,
nammals, body, exercise, personal

hygiene)

Social studies instruction or
activity; cultures, ways of life,
jobs, roles; maps; music topics
(instruments, singing, scales, notes)

Art-related instruction or activity;
coloring, drawing, cutting, pasting

writing book report ‘on
story in reader

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

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

discuss weather

perform experimentation
on electricity

school nurse talks about
hygiene

reads Weekly Reader avti-
cle about insects

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

listen to lecture om Civil

War

make poster of primary
colors ;

draw picture of self

watch slides of sculptures

Include:

® book reports (writing orx
reading) >

e looking up definition in
diciionary

s public speaking exercises

Include:

o vatching or doing expeiiment

e exercises in classroom

2 sex education (physical
aspects-not relationships)

e speakers on drugs/alcohol

o science article in Weekly
Reader

Include:

o sex education - relationships
in general

e unit on friendships

¢ special education topics -
relations with handicapped

e customs; holidays

e history

Include:

o viewing art (own or others)

o decorating (bulletin board,
classroom) -

Within Ac time, putting away or

getting new materials is still

Acs only change to Tn at begin-

ning or end of Ac time.

Ant')
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Ingtructional Activity - cont.

Activity

Definition

Examples

Special Notes

Free Time (Ft)

Class Business/
Management (Bm)

Transition (Tn)

Can't Tell (CT)

Perind during which student may

choose activity - can be academic;

study time

Activity focused on scheduling,
discipline, rules; usually occurs
regularly ar start of day; show

and tell

Time between two other activities;

teacher signals end of one (put

away) and time to prepare for new
actfvity. Ends when teacher
starts instruction in new activity

Activities that do not seem to fit
in other categories. See coordina-
tor to discuss - must change to
another code.

works math when told to do

anything wants to do
after student finishes

assignment, is in

library area reading

¥

picks up lunch tickets

class talks about fight
on playground during
recess

say "here" during atten-
dance check

class breaks into groups

line up to go to recess

put away readers and get
out math books

Include:
e extra-credit work

1f everyone has free tice,
but target student is told
what he/she must do, do not
code Ft. Code the subject
area which he is required to
do.

Include: !

e Pledge of Allegiance,
morning songs

s sex, relationships, drugs,
etc. when related to
specific problem in school

e taking attendence

For arts/crafts, Tn is coded
only before and after entire
activity

Make note of activity on
separate sheet so vill
remember events to discuss
with coordinator
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Acadenié Task

{Materials used by target student? for instructional activity)

Note: Any time the task changes, move to a new coding block

Task/Code Definition

Examples

Special Notes

Lecture . (L1)

Readers (Rr) Printed book, bound materiecl

A

Paperback material in Which student
could write {even if student is
required by teacher to write on
separate paper or in notebook)

te

Workbooks (Wb). .

L]

Worksheets (Ws) Separate prepared teacher sheets
(usually ditto or photocopy) on
which students write; blackboard

writing by student

Paper and Pencil Tasks where student writes on

{Pp) paper using pencil, pen, crayom,
etc.; includes writing in note-
book

Listen to Teacher Teacher talking or writing on
board, and student expected to
look and listen

library book
math textbook
comic book

speliing workbook
language workbook
handwriting workbook

student practices letters
on blackboard
dittoed crossword puzzle

plece of notebaok paper
for spelling test

“watches teacher demon-—
strate exercises
l1istens to teacher talk
about telling time
takes notes as teacher
presents ideas for field
field trip

Include:

e magazines, Weekly Reader

» reference books (diction-
ary, encyclopedia)

Include:

¢ 1 page torn from workbook

e writing Weekly Reader
exercise '

e teacher made or printed tests

If students are taking noges

during teacher lecture to

remenmber points, code /Ll

/s
e
/

/

/
Code L1 even if student is
taking notgs‘

/
{
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_ Academic Task - cont.
{ - —_—
I - o /
Task/Code : Definition Examples ' Special Notes

Other Media (Om)

- ‘Teacher-student
Discussion (Tsd)

-
-

Fetch/Put away
(Fp)

O

ERIC

o .

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

play/drama

Student talking with teacher;
ask~answer question

All other tasks take precedence

- > ———

7

Students changing materials-
putting away and getting,
cleaning up_ :

Ed

watches movie

listens to tape recorder
works on calculator

acts out stotry part

]

" student answers teacher
question
students in class talk /
with teacher about J
friends !
- .student_tutors anothér
on ABC's,
student reads book
report to class

ine up for lunch ‘

picks up materials t
throw away E;fbre!ccm-
pleting art projett

student hands out
vorksheets /

»

Include:
e calculator
. animals - Q

Include: .
e peer tutoring unless using
other materials
e student verbal presenta-
/ tions (including reading:
book rgport) ¢

All other tasks take pre~ _
cedence over Tsd.

Take cue from teacher for
chahge from L1 to Tsd.

7

¢

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

S-v




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Structure

(How student is grouped for instructional activity)

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

Structure/Code

Definition

Examples

Special Notes

Entire Group (Eg)

Small Group (Sg)

*

Individual (I)

Student receiving instruction
with all other students in
tlassroon

Student is in part of class
that has been separated from
rest

Student is alone (in corral,
at table) or working one-to-
one 'vith teacher or aide

class lecture
class freetime

reading group
discussion group
students in pairs

student working on science
experiment alone while
other read from text
aide tutors student

For £g, teaching (or free
time is for everyone)

Number is not the criterion
- {f class has 5 students

and instruction is directed

to all of them, code Eg

Include:

e two students working
together away from rest
of class

Does not occur during free
time except when free

time was created especially

for student

3-v




Teacher Position

(Place of teacher in relation to all students)

Teacher Position/
Code

Definition

Examples Special Notes

In Front/IF

At Desk/AD

b

Among Students/AS

Side/s

Back/B

Out of Room/O

{n front of majority of
students .

standing or seated at teacher's

desk

standing or seated among
students

standing to the side of
students and not AS

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

out of the room

- standing at blackboard
~ at front bulletin board

- looking in desk for note- N,
book

- at desk collecting lunch
woney

-~ walking around class
checking student work
- seated with reading group

- gtudent leaning over - working individually
child's desk with a student

~ talking to student at
his desk

- working at isolated desk
in back of room

-putting up art pictures on
back bulletin board

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

33
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i,

, Teacher Activity

=

(Ccded in relation to target student ov group in which he is a member)

Teacher Behavior/
Code

Definition

Ekamples

Special Notes

No Response/NR

Teaching/T

. Other Talk/OT

————

Approval/A

Disapproval/D

makes no observable response

fnstruction or giving a
lessen to students

child must have opportunity
to learn

~ talking about class business,
rules, schedules, future
activities

~ all teacher talk that is not
approval, disapproval, or
teaching

expresses praise for student
work or conduct

expresses dislike or disgust
with student work, appear-
ance or conduct

at desk grading papers
out of room

explair.ay at blackboard

asking question

talking about academics,
e.g. giving directions

K]

talking about recess

talking about mother's
hospital stay
1®cting lunch money

teacher hugs student
teacher smiles
"Your map looks great"

frowns at student
that is the wrong answer
"You're not trying"

~ working individually
. with another student

- key is active involve-
went by teacher

- includes verbal com~
ments, gestures,
physical behaviors

- includes verbal com-
ments, gestures,
and physical behaviors

3~V
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Student Response

(Academic response, task management, or inappropriate behavior of target student)

~

reading material and
saying aloud what 1is
written in print

102 . ‘

to rest of reading:
gfoup !

~reads a scntence aloud to
"sound out" -unfamiliar
words

Student Response/ Definition Examples Special Notes
Code )
) Academic Pesponses student responses made to
academic task .
~ arasing
Writing/W students observed marking - marks answers on ditto - does not include drawing
academic materials with pen, sheet with crayon ¢ pictures, scribbling
pencil, crayon { - completes math problems -~ used for tests
from workbook
Academic Game/G engaged with an academic ai{ncludes flashcards, word - include$ calculator
media task played individu: e games, coloring, abacus - flashcards when with a
ally or with peer - student responses are classmate or as a
‘ verbal, manipulatory or practice tool
'Y social in nature
- 4 students are playing a
[ 4
spelling game
Read Aloud/RA when student looking at - student reads a parﬂgraph - used vhen teacher checks

student's knowledge of
flashcard

6=V
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’ N Student Response

continued \

"

ye

Student Response/
Code’

1

Definition

Examples

Special Notes

Reading §11ent/RS

Talk About Academics/
TA

. . 1
i Ansver \(&.d_omic

Question/ANQ

Ask Academic Question/
Ask

ERIC *

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y

looking at reading material
for at least 2 seconds, and/or

eye movements indicate scanning

materials on desk (3' radius)
or held in student's hands.

Readers must: be open te a page.

’.- LN

talk back and forth about
academic materials or
assignment

student either-verbally
or gesturally responds
to teacher's academic
question

verbally ask the teacher a
question related to
academics

~ student is reading direc-

rions in language workbook

- student is scanning work-

book for famillar words

- student reads to self a
set of numbers from math
bock

~ student tells classmate
answer to math question

- student talks during show
and tell

- student recites a poem
he“s wemorized N

r

M »
- student says "I don't
know'" to teacher's
question
- student, spells a word for
teacher

"Ig 3 + 4 = to 77"

- reading words or

numbers

- 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 talkfng, not
wvhen listening

— when reciting a poem or

story from memory
- student doing all work
in limelight o

-~ answer may be correct
or incorrect

-~ answer should be almost
imtediate

- must be an academic
que§tion: tWhen 1is
it time for lunch?
is not ASK

oL-v
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Student Response

G

Student Response/
Code- ¢

Definition

- -
*
N
I
. O
continued:
Examples N

[N M y
- Ly

v

Special Wotes

Task Management

>

Passive Response

Raising Hand/RH

109

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

¢

student behaviors which
enable student to engage
in. acadenic task —— not
direct responses to
academic tasks

student is looking at teacher
for instructions; at black-
board for direction; or at
another student asking or .
answering a question --

Key: looking at teacher

or peer

student's hand raised; may
be accompanied by looking
for teacher and if student *
raises hand in a request
to answer teacher question

.

»

L v
%

student looks at teacher
while she lectures

student_pages through
math book to final
assignment :

teacher asks student to
pass out ditto sneets
to class

teacher asks question and
student raises hand to
respond .

student needs help with
math so raises hand
to alert teacher

. - coded for listener when
two students are talk-
ing about academics

- rapid flipping of pages

« two students are playing
a game; target student
observing

- veading (ect.) takes
precedence

I3

~ RH plus yelling equals .
pI (disruption)

L=V




Student Response

continued

sL-v

Student Response/ Definition

Code

Examples

Special Notes

Look for Materials/
LM

student observed lo-king for -
or putting away materials;
includes use of materials
away from desk (e.g. an- -
swer sheets, reference books)

Moves to New Academic
Station/H

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

Play Appropriate/PA engaged in play behaviors -
approved by teacher
may involve toys from home; -

may be strictly social

Inappropriate behavior

Disruption/DX behaviors which are aggressive -
v or produce loud noises: in- -
cludes loud talk
100
Q
ERIC y
P cnc ¢

student goes to teacher's
desk for correction
sheet

student returns dictionary
to shelf

student looks ror paper
and pencil

student moves to learning
center during free time

students lining up for
recess

students play musical
chairs during party

students play Honnpoly
during free time

trips another student

shakes fist at other
student

yells

poke another student

t

may include use of
reference materials
away from desk; look
up word in dicticmary
sharpening pencil
stapling

includes lining up and
moving when in com-
pliance with teacher
request

code G if play becomes
an academic game

code when student puts
head on desk when
told to or when has
free time
drawing, coloring
drinking water, washing
hands

DI takes precedence over
inappropriate locale
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Student Response continued

Student Response/
Code

pefinition

Examples

Special KNotes

Play Inappropriate/
31 )

Inappropriate Task/
IT

Talk Non-Academic/
™A

Inappropriate Locale/
IL

3

Look Around/LA

Self Stimulation/
SST

o - 11w
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

play not approved by teacher

engaged in task without teacher
approval; not related to task
assigned

talks aloud to peer about
non-academic materials not
related to assignment

child out of seat and away
from instruction site
looses contact with seat

student looking away from
academic task

active behaviors of child like
rapid rocking or shaking:
maintained for 2 to 3 seconds

play involving squirt
guns, toys hidden in desk
shoots rubber bands; paper
,airplanes

student colors to avoid
math assignment

reads story during
Social Studies

students talk sbout after
school plans
"What time is lunch?"

student goes to bathroom
without permission

student becomes angry
and leaves school

student ‘stands on desk

7

i

child looks out window
looks at floor then ceiling

student rocks back & forth
rapidly moves his pencil
back and forth

includes scribbling or

drawing at wrong times

code when student puts

head on desk when is
not supposed to

avoidance of assigned

task 1is key

can be directed to teach-

er or student

includes passing notes

- code AT if student

looking at classmate
and answering question

~ single major feature of ~

child's behavior

- academic responses take

precedence over SST

11:
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Optical Scanner Coding Sheet
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