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MEASURING AND INCREASING TIME-~ON-TASK:
A COST EFFECTIVE APPROACH

Precis

This paper will describe Detroit's cost effective approsch ro
the measurement and improvemant of time-on-task for early elementary
achool students. The instrumentation will be described and results
from the first two years of project implementation will be presented.
Coples of the classroom observatiou instruments developed by the
project will be included.



MEASURING AND INCREASING TIME~-ON-TASK:
A COST EFFECTIVE APPROACH
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Background

Barly in this decade, educational research focused attention of
practitioners and resesarchers on the use of time in classrooms as a signifi-
cant variable in the equatidn wvhich describes student achlavement. This
coucern continues to grow with the focus on the use of time evidenced in the
multitude of national and local reports on the state of education 1n America.
This concern resulted in part from a body of research which established the
relationship between engagement rates and achievement (e.g., Frederick,
Walberg and Rasher, 1979; Stallings, 1976 and 1980; Good ard Beckerman, 1978;
Davidson and Holly, 1970; Anderson aqd Scott, 1978; Frederick, 1977;
Rosenshine, 1976; F;;'ederick and Walberg, 198d).

In 1981, the Natiocnal Institute of Education issued a raquest for
proposals (RFP) for research coﬁtraccs which would investigate cost effactive
models for increasing student time—-on~task in grades 1 -4 at Title I eligible
schools. The monies for these research contracts were allocated from Follow
Through funds which had been sat aside to fynd r .search in promising practices
for raising student achievement at these grade levels. The time-on~task focus
rasulted from the Follow Through evaluation and geveral meerings and solicited
papers which reflected this concept.

Four school districts wers= gelected as sites for these research
contracts. The Detroit project was entitled, '"Peer Teachers as Mirrors and
Monitors." The original ~roposal outlined the general format lor the project
which included a periodic feedback system in which teachers are provided data
gathered by their peers which document their students’' engaged—-in-learning
rates and their classroom management procadures (Mirrors and Monitors), plus
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four types of teachar training: Knowledge of Theory and Practice, Modeling/
Demonstration/Sharing, Practice in Simulated Conditions, and Coaching/
Recy~ling. Each of these training methods is more expensive than the ome
which precedes it; however, it was assumed that fewer teachers would need to
participate in each successive type of training since many would have
benefited from the esarlier ones.

The contract was for four years——one planning year and three years of
implementation. The planning year was used to work with the teachers at the
project schools to flesh out the original proposal into a final project plan.
The planning involved many mestings with participating teachers and outside
consultants which resulted in the early devalopment of the training materials
and preliminary work on the data collaction instruments. Teachers worked in
committees to develop strategies to reduce iaterruptions, increase student on-—
task behavior, mak? use of tsacher aides (who could not work with project
students as part of the NI# imposed stipulations) and other project related
tasks.

Project Ovefview

The purpose of the "Peer Teachers as Mirrors and Monitors" project is to
{increase mathematics and reading achievement in grades onme through four by
increasing the awount of time students are engaged in learning tasks in which
they experience a low error rate and which are directly related te the outcone
msasure (1.s., increase Academic Learning Time—~ALT). The strategy for accom~
plishing thia purpose includes a periodic systam of feedback through which
teachers are given data by their peers which document their students’' engaged-
{n-learning rates and their use of classroom time. This observation/feedback

component is called Mirrors and Monitors. It takes place at the beginning of
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the year (when outside codars collect data) and following each of the four
interventions which are designed ﬁo provide teachers with management tech-
niques, instructional strategles, research findings, and opportunities to
observe others, either live or via video tape. The final observation sequence
each year is also conducted by outside coders. This procedﬁre is followed
because the data from the first and last observations each year are used for
avaluation purposes as well as for feedback to participants.

The first training intervention is called Knowledge of Theory and
Practice. It provides participants with a library of printed and video tape
materials relatad to the project goals. Participants use their data from the
{nirial observation to determine which areas they wish to strengthen via the
use of these materials. They are provided released time by a subs:i:u:e”in
ord@r to read articles or view video tapes.

Following a period of Mirrors amnd Monitors where participants form teans
coﬂobserve each other and record data, the second inﬁervencion, Modeling/
Demonstration/Sharing takes place. This intervention allowed participants to
use the services of ome of the district’'s demonstration teachers or to cbserve
teachers in their own building in order to improve their skills.

This was followed by Miriors and Monitors before the third interveantiom,
Practice in Simulated Conditions, began. This intarvention was designed to
allow participants to try out strategies they had observed with small groups
of their peers before attempting to use them in their classroom.

Foll’ ing another period of Mirrors and Monitors, the final intervention,
Coaching/Recycling, was implemented. This {ntervention involved one-to-ome
coaching of participants in strategies they wished to acquire but had not
acquired from the other intervemtioms. The coaching was dome by either

project staff or district demonstration teachers.
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The final phase of the projeqt each year was Mirrors and Monitors
conductad by the outside coders.

The original project plan called for the interventions to begin during
the second year of funding (year one of project imnlementation). Many
problems ware encountered during that yeaf. These included, but were not
limited to, a moath-long teachers' strike at the beginning of the school year,
and reaia;anca on the part of the teachers to embrace the project. 4s a
result, only the Mirrors and Monitors component of the project, along with an
increased level of awareness of the project goals, was implemented during the
first year.

The second year of implementation saw fewer problems. The year began on
ﬁima and the initial data collection thk place. lae interventions were
1np1essnced'nore or less as planned. There was still some resistance on the
part of some of the teachers. ’The.final implementation year (currently under
way) consists of only the Mirrora and Monitors component, with an additional
modification which allows teachers to have their lessons video taped and to
code thénselves using the observation forms. This final year is intended as a
gaintenance year for the project.

Observation Instrument Development

The Mirrors and Momitors data required the design and development of
instruments which would provide valid and reliable data on student on~task/
of f-task behaviors and on teachers' use of time and behaviors in the classroom
which could be linked to student behaviors. Since teachers would be collect-
ing data in peers' classrooms, the instruments and instructions hsd to be

simple enough so that all participants would feel comfortable using them. The



{nstruments also had to be unobtrusive so that the normal classroom routine
would not be interrupted. The interpretation of the data had to be simple and
{mmediate since the observation data are shared between peers following each
observation. Once tha instruments were developed, training procedures had to
be developed and perfected so that all project participants, and the outside
coders, would be rained to produce valid and relfable data using the
instruments.

After reviewing the literature (Borish and Shulte, 1981; Floden and
Porter, 1981; Stallings, 1980), it was determined that observations made every
two minutes throughout a class period would give a valid "snapshot” of
behavior. This time frame was used for collecting data at the student level
and at the claséroom level. This provides a sampla of bebaviors which is
averaged across time and gives a good approximation of the proportion of tine
students are oﬁ-:ask and the allocation and use of classroom time by teachers
for diffarent c#tegories of behavior. |

Student level data are collected using a seating chart format (see
Figure 1). Prior to the observatiom, a seating chart is prepared which gives
the name and location of students in the classroom within a box large enough
to accommodate 5 rows of 5 marks indicating the students status as follows:

a plus sign (+) for on-task, a zero (0) for 'don't know,' and a minus sign (=)
for off-task. In addition to the seating chart, name tags are prepared for
students to be coded in order to facilitate identifying students when they
move about the room or are regrouped during the class period.

On-task behavior is defined as "studenmts par-icipating inm the intended

lesson which 1s related to either reading or mathematics.” Examples of on-

task behavior included: participating in gulided lessons, responding orally,
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engaged ia a written assigoment, engaged in a discussion that is related to
the lesson, and takin® a test or Quiz. Off-task behavior is defined as

. "behavior not related to the lessons or a lack of involvement on the part of
students.” Examples of off-task behaviors included: engaged in a social

' i{nteraction, uninvolved in the lesson, exhibiting disruptive behavior, waiting
for help, being discipliicd, sharpening pencils, daydreaming, and zoving about
the room. Obsarvers are instructed té code s:udents either cn- or off-task if
at all possible. The zero (0) code is used only when the observer is unmable

to observe the s:uffn:a for some reasomn.

Coding student bshavior involves rapid decisions on the part of the
observer. A swesp of the classroom is made at the beginning of each two-
minute observation period. Each sweep follows the same path in order to
assure that students are obsarved in approximately the same segment of the
two-minute interval. As the observer glances at the student, a decision is
made about the student's on-task/off-task status and the appropriats mark is
made on the observation form. No attemp:c is made to make a cumulative assess~
ment concerning the student’s behaviot_:hroughou: the interval. Since 25
dbservations are padq\during each observation, errors resulting from this
sampling procedure ar;\hinimal.

" Classroom level/teacher behavior data are collected simultaneously with
student level data in order to provide feedback to teachers on their bebavier
and on the classroom activities taking place during the observation period.
One of the important goals of the project 1is to increase teachers' use of
{nstructionally appropriate behaviors while decreasing those behaviors which

cause students to move off-task or appear not to promote academic learning

time.



The data collection forms developed for this purpese weat through several
revisions. After the first year §£'imp1eﬁsntation, the form was revised
again. The changes in the form between year one and year two did not signifi-
cantly affect the summary data since both forms reported data in the same four
categories: non-interactive instruction, interactive instruction, off-task,
and organization. The revisions resulted in combining and renaming some of
the sub-categories and in how data were racorded on the form. The latest
revision of the form is included herein (see Figure 2). The numbers of
studants engaged in each of the categories of activities are recorded on the
form. The activity in which the teacher is involved is marked with a circle.
Nop~interactive instruction includes silent reading and seatwork. Interactive
{nstruction includes oral reading, instructional explanation, giving
directions, discuss/revievw assignments, and practice/drill. Off-task involves
students in off-task activities. Organization includes management,
distributa/collect materials and transitioms. Specific definitions were
developed for each of these behaviors (see Figure 2) based upon input from the
_project teachers.

Target percents f;r each of the four areas addressed on the form (from
Stallings, 1980) are included as a guide to project teachers in interpreting
the results. Data from the observation are easily converted o percents using
the directions on the form., These results can then be compared to the |
targets. F

Each observation period consists of 25 two-minute intervals during which
aach student is observed and coded (on the student form) and then the class-
room level form is completed, recording the numbers of studants in each

category in the appropriate location. Then the teacher's activity is
-7-
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indicated with a circla. Both the student and classroom forms are marked
during each two-minute interva.l. .During the 50 minute class period, 25 obsern-
vations are made for every student in the room and 25 sets of numbers are
recorded on the classroom observation form.

Information about the effect of various types of activities in the
classroom can be determined by comparing the two cobservation forms. Student's
on-task/off-task data can give the :eachcr‘informa:ion about what activitiaQ
students in the classroom ware involved in and what activities miy have caused
them to stray off-task. Grouping patterns and the number of students with
whom the teacher was working during each interval are also available. These
data provide information for possible areas in which the teachezs may wish to
alter their behaviors.

All observation forms developed by the project wrve field tested and
validated over a one-year period prior ﬁo classroom use. The validation
procadure involved criticism and reiision of the forms by project teachers and
administrators, project staff, and outside consultants. Field tests were
conducted in non-project schools in Detroit. All elementary grades were
involved in the fleld test as were some high school classes. The results of
the fiéld tests indicated that the data coliected were representative of. the
classroom situation observed. Fileld test observations were made by pairs of
observers. The results were very consistent betwean the pairs o§ observers.

Training observers to use the forms requires two steps. First, obsarvers
must memorize the definitions of the behaviors to be observed and become
familiar with the location of each of the behaviors on the classroom observa-
rion form and memorize the definitions of on-task and off-task behaviors for
students. Second, they must be provided guided and independent practice in

-

11



using the observation forms to code behaviors of studen:s and teachers in a
closely supervised)si:uacion and in classrooms.

The first phase of the :r;ining'is best accomplished through preseantation
of the concepts and a detailed walk-through of the definitions of each of the
behaviors with ample exnuplesApresented to the‘enci;e group of chservers.
Discu-;aon among the observers which results in consensus among them as to the
meaning of the terms is also helpful. ‘ |

The guided practice phase of the training should begin with the use of
video tapcs of actual classroou situations which may be stopped and ras:a::ed
at any point in order to present the group with situations that they may
encounter during the observation. This procedure should be £ollawed by role
ﬁlaying where half the group codes while tha other half acts out a classroom
'scene. The groups then reverse roles as observers and pres;ncers. The
trainer should discuss the results of each of these trial codings.

Following this initial training, independent ptacﬁice should be provided
by placing trainees in pairs in actual classrooms aﬁd debriefing them follow-
ing the coding period. Discussions between pairs concerning discrepancies in
their observations are an lmportant part of the learning prdcesa. At least
three gfactice s?ssions should be provided. Most observers can learn to'

coliect data in about two days of training.

Other Daga Collection Procedures

In addition to observation data, achievement data in reading and
mathematics and attendance data were collected for the purpose of project

avaluation.

Attendance data was collected from ljocal school records for both students

and teachers.
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Achievement data were collecied using the Califormia Achlevemant fcs:.
This 1nstrumnn£ was udan baciuse it wvas administared cn”a city-wide basis by
the district and additional testing of project students on another iastrument
would ha#e been excessive. Achievement data are collected in the spring of
each school year. |

/o
Eva.uation Results '

Evaluation rasults gumnarizing the first two years of program implemen~
tation are presented here. Three major areas of results will be described:
classroom/teachar behaviors, student behaviors, and achievement data.

Classroom/teacher behavior dat# were collected during obsgrva:ions

" conducted by outside observers using the instrmments dascribed above. Each
teacher was scheduled for two reading and two mathematics class observations
in the fall and spring of each year. The mean DPercent of time across the four
observations was recorded for each teacher as a pre and post measure of their

use oflclassroom time.

M IR MES AW A GRS SEmE AR D Sy RN e

Table 1A gives the numbers of tiuchers at vach grade level and each
- school for whom observation data were available during year ome of the

project.
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Table 1B gives the same data for year two of the project.
Table 2 presents the mean percents of time the teachers at each of the

schools used in each of the four catsgories measured during the observatiom.

Data for both years are included.

Table 2 about here
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‘xamipation of these data indicate that over the first two years of the
oroject both project schools significantly increased the percent of time spent
{in {nteractive instructiomn. Both project schools maintained the increase in
this category. The conticl school regressed eight percent at the Fall '83
data collection time in this category and then reached a new high at the end
of year two. In all cases, teache;s were well within thé':arget percents at

all data points. The organization category was reduced and remained low.

Teacher attendance data are presented in Table 3. The results are mixed.
School One improved, School Two and the Control School worsemed. In absolute
terms, the two project schools were about equal in year two and had bettar
attendance than the comparison school.

Student behavior data were collected using the seating chart form

" described above. These data were collected simultaneously with the classroom

ievel data. Table 4A presents the numbers of students at each school Ly grade

N AN SN R RN D e RN G MR SR NS S

for year ona. Table 4B presents the same data for year two.
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The data in Table 5 represent the mean percents of on-task behavior for
students at each school by grade level for the two years of project implemen-

ration. The results are somewhat unexpected. At the school level, all three

schoals followed a similar pattern: high levels of on-task behavior in the

fall of year ome which was maintaiged into the spring, followed by a sizeable
=11~
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increase in the f£fall of year two which fell back to the initial level observed

in the fall of year omne.

N e -
Student attendance is presented in Table 6. These dsta indicate that

student attendanca declined slightly at each site. In absoluta terms, the
Control School had the highest absence rate at the end cf year two, followed
in dascending order by School Two and School One. This trend was parallel to
results of comparisons made between year one data and the year prior to
project implemencation.

Achisvenent data were gathered using the California Achievemant Test
(CAT/C) as described above. All analyses included only students with data for
year one and year two.

Tables 7 and ¢ present mean scale scores by grade level for the pre— and

posttest data in reading at the three sites. All three showed gains in

Tables 7 and 8
about here

reading achievement from year one to year two. Analysis of covariance was
employed to compare the three schools' scores in reading on the posttest

controlling for pretest diff.remces (see Table 9). Adjustad means on the
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The overall ANCOVA produced a significant F value of 50.168. The

covariata (reading pratest scores) accounted for a significant proportiom of
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this difference (F= 408.787). There was a significant :interaction between tha

two main effects (F=13.55"), grade level and school. Both main effects were

° significant. The grade level effect (F=11.830) was anticipated due to the
nature of the scale scores. The school effect (F=7.347) showed tbat Scheol
° One scored significantly higher tham School Two which, in turm, Scored highez
than the Contrsl School. In year one, school differences weve not siguificant.
TPl
e . mmmmmmmemmTes
Additional ANCOVA analyses conducted contrclling for pretest .2 the
proportion of time students were on~task in the spring of year two indicated
that the differsnces observed in the analyses sbove were mainzaimd, as was
¢ the ralative ranking of the schools when these variabler were ccatrolled (see
Tables 11 &nd 1.
o " Zable 12 about here
Tables 13 and 14 present mean scale scoras by grade level for the pre-
and posttast data iu mathematics at t 2 three sices. Al} three showed gains
e  mmmmmem——e
: Tsbles 13 and 14
about here
, in mathemavics achievement from year ome to year two. Analysis of covariance
@ was empluyed to compare the three schools' scores on the posttes: coatrolliag
for pretest differences (see Table 14). Adjusted means ot the posttest for
each school appear in Table 15.
| o e o o e - —
Tat ‘e 15 about here
The overall ANCOVA produced a significant F value of 159.912. The
o covariate (mathematics pretest scores) accountad for a significant pioportionm

-13-

CRiC 16




of this differenca (F»~1352.230,. There was a significant {interaction
batween the two main effecta (F=43.808), gradc level and school. BRoth main
effects were significant. The grade level effect (¥=17.631) was anticipated
due to the naturs of the scale scores. The school effect (F=22.446) showed
thar School One scored siguificantly higher than School Two which, in turmn,
scored higber than the Control School (see Table 16). This result parallels
the year two reading results and reinforces a somewhat weaker finding from

year ons data.

N TN GED SN I GEE COWR NS SR R S G S

Additional ANCOVA analyses conducted controlling for pretest and tha
proportion of time utidents were on-task in the spring of year two indicated
that the differences observed ia the analyses above were maintaihed, as was

the relative ranking of the schosls when these variables were controlled (see

Tablmy 17 and 18).
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The £inal set of snalyses involving achievament data involved correla-
tional analyses conducted to reaffirm the relationship between achievement and
on-task venavior. A significant positive correlation was found between on-
task behavior (spring of year two) and reading achievement (year two posttest),
r=0.2080. There was a similar result for mathematics in year two, r=0.3234.
Uaing year one data, the correlations were r=0.3466 and r=0.2619 for

reading and mathematics, respectively.
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Sunnary
This paper has described Detroit's "Peer Teachers as Mirrors and

Monitors" project, a cost-effective approach to increasing student achievement
in mathematics and reading in grades one throﬁgh four which uses a system of
periodic feedback to teachers on their use of time and the on-tusk level
evidenced by their students and four progressively more expensive interven-
tions to assist teachers in making changes which will have the desired result.
The evolution of the project was described and observation data collection
instruisents developed by the project were presented. Findings from the
evaluation of the first two years of project implementation were included.

Conclusions

The project has been successful in several areas. Firsz, the data
collection procedures have been developed and refined and are useful to this
project and in other applications. Second, students at the project sites
appear to be on-task at high levels. Ihird,.teachcrs have modified their
behavior in order to conform to research based allocatinn of time. Fourth,
new instructional strategies have been employed, including move focused
instruction. It is difficult to attribute the improvement in student
achievement entirely to this project since many other competing hypotheses
are tenable. However, the experience of participating in this project has
had an impact om school and pruject staff which will be felt long after the

project ends in 1985.
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FIGURE 1

DETROIT PUB-IC SClOOLS
PEER TEACHERS AS MIRRORS AND MONITORS
Student Time-On-Task Observation Form

Teacher Timé : to
‘School Grade:___ Jubject

Room . Date

Observer -

SEATING CHART
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PIAECTIONS: Durimg esch 2 minute observation, record th; sunber
: Circls ths number of students iavolved im sctivity

School: Tescher:

FIGURE 2

PEER TEACHERS AS NIRRORS AND MONITORS
Observation Form
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358 or less
S0% or more
St or less
158 or less

*Divide the total number

of teacher circiss by the
nuaber of observations and
multiply your answer by 1040
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FIGURZE 3.

PEER TEIACEILRS AS NIRRORS AND NONITORS
Classroom Observatios Yors Activitiaes

ACTIVITY DRSCRIPTIION
84lent laading Scudents ItlAtlldlnt silestly to tlemsslvas

29 & group sctivity or ars working on
{sdividael a-l§ga-nnei. Yo writing.

Seat Verk Ose ot sors studests Ls/are vritiag papsrs,
. , deisg computaties, of favolved 4z asy other
ey stlast writtam work relatsd te the lesson.
Oral Raading Oue or more studeats is/ave resading &

section from s plsy aleud or readiag s boek
fcr the class re Taadisg grosp to hear.
Oral readiag is usually sst dose iz uoisesn;
geserally, studests tske turus rsading
saquentisl sectisus frem a beok. T2e
taacher of the student(s) can alse rsad
sleud while tha rtest of the clsss follow
sleag is their ews taxts.

Instructionsl As sdult is isformiag some groupiag of
Explasation sctodests shout 8 subject. Acadenic
discuseioy or slowepaced questioan/asever
. geseior takes placs regarding lactura
- magerial, assigsamacta, or prebless.

Civing Dirvections As adult 1s explsiatag as activity, the
procadurss te da felloved, thea amcuat of
verk to de f4misbed, or rewards for
completing the assigasssc. The discuseion
is set fecusing on the scadenic congest,
but os the imformatiss that studants seed
te carry out the sseiguwent (er discussing

grades).
Discuss/Raviaw Ose or mers studeats ias/are recsiviag
Assiganest taformatiss or fsaddack es verk they have

completsd, or ars daisg evaluatad ex their
vork preparatory to sentinuisg the
sssignsest. .

Practica/Drdill Omne of aere studeats is/are verdally
{svelved in raiafsrciag, respecitive, or
rots werk., This scCiviLy Bust de
d1fferventiated fres seat werk. Sctudesncs
writing verdal mscerial, 248 in d4ccacion,
ars alse eedsd Prastice/Drill.

Stxdoncs O0(f~Tank Ons er uere students eor tcacher ssd studencs
sre imzerasctiag abeut work eor subjscts other
than clase~relatad matarial, eor stxdaats are
sot isvelved iz any asstivity, sre arriviag
er lsaving, ef meviag sheut the Tsem. (See
149t of eff~cask dahaviers)

Massgessat takiag asttendanes, sakiag/receivisg
anseusceBants, Tagreupiag. ferniang lises,
diseiplise, sellssciag mensy, Of&.

piscriduce/Collisct Tesehar suéd/er studsacs ave iuvelved (a

Ratszials passing eut PAPErs, juttimg sway satarisle,
praperiag te lsave. sr preparisg o¢
chacking sacerials.

Trassitiens Chasging from eme activity te asether.

24 - BEST 60PY AVAILABLE




o
. *
e
TABLE 1A
Nusbers of Teachars at Each School by Grade
® Numbers Of Teachers
13:;‘_!:3 Project Schools Control
School One School Two School
K 1 o 0
. »
® 1 3 2 3
2 3 2% 2
3 Inr 0 2%%
4 2 - 1 0
L Tocals 12 5 7
‘ 20ne of each of thesea teachers has a
1st/2n0d grade aplit.
*%0ne of esach of these teachers has a
| 3rd/4ch grade split.
@
o -
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TABLE 18
Numbers of Teachers at Each School by Grade

*  Numbers 0f Teachers

Srade  —Frolect Schools __  Gomtrol
School Ome  Schoal Two __ School

1 2 2 1

1/2 Split 1 0 0
2 3 2 1

2/3 split 1 1 1
3 2 0 1

3/4 Splic i 1 0
4 1 2 2
Totals 11 8 6
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o ) | LABLE 2
Maans of Percents® of Classtroom Time Usad in’ Four Categories
ﬁ-— 0ff-Task
School Obu;:::m N Iateractive II:::uc:::: \ (Student Organization
Instruction Tuc Related) .
® Pall-'s2 11 122 752 12 122
" School Spring~-'83 12 8 84 1 8
One Fall-"'83 11 4 86 1 9
Spring-'84 11 b 83 5 8
@ - - - - - - -— - — - - - — - -
- Fall-"'82 5 11 - 7. 3 15
S -
School Spring 83 5 -] | 864 ‘Zw 8
. Two Fall-'33 8 3 83 2 11
) Spring - '84 8 1 as 3 10
Fall - '82 7 19 60 . S 15
]
Control Spring - '83 7 12 76 2 10
[ School  po11-'a3 6 8 68 7 16
Spring -~ 'S4 6 7 79 3 11
sFercents zay not total 100% due to rounding error.
' ® Target percents for each of the categories were as follcws:
Non~Intarsctive Instruction .. 352 or less -
Interactive Instruction .. 507 or more
0ff-Task (Studant Ralated) .. 5% or less
Organization .. 132 or less.
@
@
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TABLZ 3

Means of Numbers of Days Absent at Each School by Grade for Teachers
Year One (1982-83) and Year Two (1983-84)

Grade

Means of Numbers of Days Absent

1983-84 School Ome School Two Control School

Year One Year Two Year One Year Two Year One Year Two

1 10.0 5.8 2.0 3.0 9.0 7.0
1/2 Split 1.5 4.0

2 8.8 5.8 1.8 8.0 8.0 10.0
2/3 Splitc 2.0 5.0 8.0 8.0 6.0 8.5

3 0.5 4.3 0.0 18.0
3/4 Split 12.5 16.0 5.0 10.0

4 6.0 3.0 €.0 15.0 8.8 12.5

Sc,':mol

Means 8.0 6.3 2.8 6.9 6.8 11.3
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o TABLE &4 .
Numbers of Students at Eacll School by CGrade
~ Bembers 0f Students
: 1:;;253 Project Schools Control
o School Oune School Two " School
1. 85 58 57
2 69 56 79
; 3 . 87 R 0 30
* 4 90 28 49
Totals 331 140 215
@
o
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TABLE 4P
Numbers of Students at Each School by Grade

Numbers Of Students -

c————— S —— =
1:;;f;ﬁ Project Schools Control
School One School Two School

1 77 50 25

2 85 50 43

3 72 18 15

4 3 84 45

Totals 268 202 128
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TABLE S
® Mean Percent On~Task Behavior for Students at Each School by Grade Level
Pall and Spring, Year One ond Year Two
Project Schools Control
Grade  golect School e e sl Two School
Fall Spring  Fall Spring Fall Spring
® 1 One 782 802 67% 742 592 58%
Two 92 a7 88 71 83 72
2 One 77 72 81 87 73 68
Two 950 81 88 86 77 65
® 3  One R4 95 - - 87 81
™a 92 80 84 82 90 79
4 One 95 .9 87 57 83 70
Two . 98 98 83 68 81 83
® School  One 84 85 75 7 73 67
Means Two 92 85 86 75 81 74
°
@
, -
o
e
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TABLE 6
Maans of Numbers of Days Absent at Each School by Grade for Students
Year One (1982-83) and Year Two (1983-84)

(Nw312)

Grade Mgans of Numbers of Days Absent

1983-84 School COue School Two Controel School
Year One Year Two Yaar One Year Two Year One Year Two
2 11.0 13.1 16.0 15.7 13.1 11.9
3 10.1 11.1 7.9 6.2 8.2 12.0
8.5 7.3 9.6 11.1 11.7 12.7
School | |
Y] ‘

Mgans - 10.3 11.4 11.0 11.6 s11.9 12.3
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TABLE 7

Means of Scale Scnril on the CAT/C Reading Comprehension Subtest
For Each School by Grade

® ‘ Spring, 1943 (Year Two Pretest)
Crade Project Schools Control
1983-84 School One School Two School
Mean s.d. N Maan s.d. N Mean s.d.
°® 1 386 22 P
2 374 31 61 316 29 X 350 1
3 398 34 33 390 3 17 363 36
4 470 38 23 421 36 16 416 33
¢ School
Means 401 49 123 370 56 54 382 47

*These two students were grade failures and are in Grade 1 for the
postrest also.

®
g TABLE 8
Means of Scale Scoras on the CAT/C Reading Comprehension Subtest
’ Por Each School by Grade
. Spring, 1984 (Year Two Posttest)
® Grade Project Schools Control
1983-84 School Ome School Two School
Mean s.4. N Masn s.d. N Mean s.d.
1 342 83 2%
@ 2 39. 31 61 359 32 21 380 44
3 418 39 35 421 33 17 400 39
4 539 43 25 645 59 16 427 43
School , ?
® Means 629 68 123 404 56 54 405 49

*These 'wo students vers grade failures and are in Grade 1 for the
pretest also.
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TABLE 9

Results of ANCOVA Comparing Posttest Reading Scale Scores for Thrae
Schools While Controlling for Pretest Reading Scale Scores _
Year Two Data -

Source Sum of Squares 4 Mean Square F Significance
Prates: 510669 .000 1 $10669.000 408.787 ah -
Main Effects 48315.250 5 9663.047 .. 7.735 o B
School 18355.500 2 9177.750 7.347 L3
Grade 44334.125 3 16778.039 11.830 .
Iateraction 67728.313 4 16932.078 13.554 L] -
Explained 626712.563 10  62671.256 50.168 b |
Residual 292319.438 234 1249.228
Total 919032.000 264 3766.526 - N
*ap =< .01 -
*  TABLE 10 B

Meap Posttest Reading Scale Scorss
Adjusted for Pretest by School
Year Two Data

Adjusted

School Mean Scale Score -
School One 425.75
School Two 414,95

Coatrol School 402.73




TABLE 11

® Resulcs of ANCOVA Comparing Posttest Reading Scale Scores for Three
Schools While Controlling for Pretest Reading Scale Scores
And Proportion of Time-~On-Task for Students
’ Year Two Data

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance

e
Covariates 523767.188 2 261883.563"  211.643 _"
Pratest 473529.938 ) 473529.938 332.686, i
On-Task 13098.176 1 13098.176 10.585 w
;. Main Effects 47434.250 5 9486.848 7.667 b
School 13262.867 2 6631.436 5.359 bl
Grade $6313.832 3 14771.277 11.937 e
° Interaction $9519.9138 4 14879.984 12.025 dd
Explained 630721.375 11 $7338.205 46.338 i
Rasidual 288310.625 233 - 1237.385
Total 919032.000 244 3766.524
® w*p < .01
o
TABLE 12
: Msan Posttest Reading Scale Scores Adjustad
@ For Pretest and Proportion Tine-On-lask
For Students
Year Two Data
Adjusted :
School Mun Scale Score i
e School One $23.98
School Two 416.97
Control School 404.28
o
35




TABLE 13
Maans of Scale Scores on the CAT/C Mathematics Subtest

A For Rach Schoel by Grads
Spring, 1983 (Year Two Prctest)
Grade Project Scheols | “ Conttol
1983-84 School One Schocl Twvo School
Meaa s.d. N Mean s-d. N Mean s.d. N
1 316 4 2% ~
2 340 22 61 313 19 21 323 22 28
3 366 14 35 363 19 17 369 14 8
b 440 29 25 82 k| 13 398 27 32

School
Meana 368 &4 123 347 37 51 364 - 42 €8

*"Thess two students vers grade failures and are ias Grade 1 for the
posttest also.

TABLE 14

Maans of Scale Scores on the CAT/C Mathematics Subtest
For Esch School by Grade
Spring, 1984 (Year Two Posttest)

Grade Proiect Schools Control
1983-84 School One Schoal Two School
Mean s.d. N Mean 8.4. N Mean s.d. N
1 300 40 2%
2 355 20 61 345 21 21 347 24 28
3 404 27 35 400 27 17 382 20 8
4 543 1A 25 407 49 13 422 31 32
School  ,n¢ 77 123 379 . A 45 68
Means

*Thess Two SCudents were grade faliures and are im 7«72 7 for the

pretest also.
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. TABLE 15
Results of ANCOVA Comparing Posttast Mathemstics Scale Scores for Thrae
_. , Schools While Contzolling for Pretest Msthematics Scale Scores
Year Two Data
M —
Source Sun of Squares daf Mgan Square F Significance
® Pretest 728065.875 1 728065.875  1352.2%0 o
' Main Effects 38579.250 5 7715.848 14.331 ”r
School 24170.828 2 12085.4146 22.446 kh
Grade 28477.805 3 9492.602 12.631 Ldod
® Interaction 94349.125 4 23587.281 43.808 L L]
Explained 860994.250 10 86099.375 159.912 L
Residual 124374.750 231 538.6.19
‘. Total 985369.002 261 4088.668
e < 01
@
o
; !
e




TABLE 16

I Mean Posttest Mathematics Scale Scores
Adjusted for Pretest by School
Year Two Daca

Adjusted

School Mean Scale Score
School One 404.62
School Two 392.64 .
Control Jchool 386.43

TABLE 17

Results of ANCOVA Comparing Posttest Mathematics Scale Scores for Three
Schools While Controlling for Prstest Mathematics Scals Scokes
Ans Proportionm of Time-On-Task for Students

| Year Two Data

——
——

e

Significance

Source Sum of Squares daf Mean Square ) 4
Covariates 748761.87% 2 - 374380.938 722.075 "
Pretest $71963.625 1 373963.625  1107.014 "
On-Task 20695.996 1 20695.996 39.917 *
Main Effects 26271.938 5 $254. 387 10.134 o
School 15250.590 2 7625.293 14,707 *h
Grade 22215.941 3 7405.313 14,283 A
Intaraction $1085.000 4 22771.250 43.919 Ll
Explained 866118.813 11 78738.063 151.864 "
Residual 119250.188 230 518.479
Total 985369 .000 241 4088.688
whn << .01 :
i é
}
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TABLE 18

Mean Posttest Mathematics Scale Scores Adjusted
For Pretest and Proportion Time~On~-Task

for Students
Year Two Dats

Adjusted

School Mean Scale Score

School One 403.63

School Two 389.19

3813.07

t

Control Schosl

t

YT A
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