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PREFACE

AY . L
B

Thie report is one of several in a series of reviews of research
literature conaucted for the Alaska School Effectiveness Project.
Each of the reports addresses a-topic which ;s deemed.to/have an
impact, actual or potential, on school effectiveness. alli of the
reperts have been generated using the same general approach and a

common reporting gptmat.
, .

v

The reView process begins with a topical literature search using
both computer based ERIC and conventional library methods. Articles
and other documeq;% found are analyzed and abstracted into a brief
form called an Item Report. Each of the items:is then- judged against
a set of pre-established criteria and ranked on a five-point scale.

The collection of Item Reports are then examined for purposes of
igentifying issues. Thesé issues are statea in the form of -
hypotheses. Each hypothesis thus generated becomes the subject of a
Decision Display. A Decision Display is created by sorting the Item.
Reports into those which support or negate the hypothesis, are
inconclusive, are badly flawed, or-are irrelevant. One or more
Decision Displays are gegerated for each tqpic addressed. A Summary
Report is then generated from the consideration of the Decision
Displays and the file of Item Rep5rts. Thus, each complete report in,
the series consists of a Summary Repoit which is-backed up by one or

. more Decision Displays which in turn are supported.by a'-file-of Ttem -
-Repprgs,_uThis,format-was'désighéd_fb'gig7tmodate those readers who

"might wish to delve into various depths®fldetail.

b4
.
»

. . ¢ . . 4
This report is not intended,go_fagresent the "final word" on the
“topic tonsidered. Ratherf'iiﬁrepreéénﬁs,the analysis of a particular
collection ot research documents .at this time. There may be other
uments that were not found because;Gf time or other limitations.

" Thexe may be new researqb published tomdgrqw. This present report

represents our best judgment of available information 8t this time.
This format allows fpr modification and re-analysis as new -
information becomes available or old information is re-interpreted.

For a more.complete de$cr§ption-of the analysis.procéss see
William G. Savard, Procedures for Research on School Effectiveness

Project, Northwest Regional Educational Laboratery, December” 10, 1980.

]
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_ ciassroom_planning. - —--

.Studies or because certain relationships between time and learning were

Topic: Time Factors in Learning
Authors: /Ka€h§pen Cotton/W. G. Savard
Date: February 20, 1981

.

Resealch on instructional time has sougnt adéwers to a number of

questions: What is the relationship between the time allocated for the
\ .

3

study of a glven:subject and achievement in that subject? Does increased

\
time-on~task actuyally produce achievement gains? Is there is a more

.

meaningful measure of productive instructional time than the time-on-task

- »

concept?®

. . )
The questions are impprtant ones. As more knowledge 1s gainedfabout
N . \ * -
the effects of time factors on educational outcomes, implications emerge
’ Al
for curriculum aevelopment, for- teacher training, for schdol staffing and

scheduling and for other aspects of the educational process, such as

1
. The sizeable boay of research on theérelationship betyeen ot

instructiornal fime and student achievement is fgbused on three mazpr °
instructional time measures: . \
1. Aallocated.time: the amount of time scheduled -for a learn1ng
-act1v1ty‘and in which the opportunity to learn is present.
. ! -t
Engaded time‘or time-on-task: the amoant of time spent
paying attention to a learning act1v1ty and. aftemptlng to-
learn. - .

.
~

Academic’ learning time (ALT): the amount of time spent by a
student in an academic task that he or’ ‘she can perform w1th

high success. . . W .
* - ' ' \

Forty-eight documents on instructional time were examinéd. 'Eleven of
<, -~ Id "
LI 0 T,
these were deemed irrelevant, either because they were not regearch ~

Ed
s : :

.

'

aisumed rather than investigated. Two of'tpe studies were reported in

. &

- - .t .
more than one source and under -different titles; 'in* Both casesL‘tbei
W e . . ,

Page 2 of 112 -
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second report retrieved was eliminated from the analysis. ‘Thirty-five
' : - :

valia stuaies, which were relevant to one or mote of the time measures ¢
' ' '
< N .

defined above, were reviewed in preparation for'this report.
Twenty-eight were primary sources, six were secondary sources and one

reported both a literature review and a research study conducted by its, .
' ' - ) <
author.

[ * .
.

, The age/grade levels qf the student subjects in these studies were: i

preschool/kindergarten-3, elementary;ZO[ secondarxis, both‘elementary and

secondary=~5, Junior highll, not specified-l. P '
- Three of the studies reviewed ‘were ;oneerped with both achievement !

ane affective outcomes such as attztuéee; self-esteem and coping skills: - \ .

)

The achievement areas with which the stuaies were concerned included:

réaaing-Q, mathematics—-4, both reading apd mathematics-G, general ) L o

* \ e —_— - -~ 5 - o
achievement-10, science-2, social studies-l, language arts-2 and . !
. . ] ‘

unication skills-l.

.

4 D

Finally, the kinds of time measures examined were: gallocated .

°

timeJi3, engaged time-12, both allocated and engaged time-4, and these
. . * q
‘" two measures Plus academic learning time (a relatively newtconcept) 6. -

v

’ .
The findings emerging from these studies are organized according to these ]

different kinds of time measures. - _ . . . >

. .
b3 . . . - .
. .

Fingings : . .

\

Allocated time. A teviewco; the research studies which focusea on .

°
«
2 . N

. I allocated time suggested the follow1ng hypothes1s- "There is a positive
r - - L -
: relationship between the amount of allocated time for studying a sub]ect N )

. ) [
and achievement in that subject.” Although the studies suggested this

2 . - - .
€ N ° o
. - .

o hypothesis, the picture which emerges‘frbm analysis of the studies is by

,' - e . .no, Jeans perfectly clear (see Decision Display 4#1). Considerable numbers
. N N '\, -

. i . pi;,, T .o, = . ¢ P
. L L ¢ ‘-\ . . ) . - R ¥ 3
a’.f~ i ., ’ T N e
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of high quality studies support this'notion; and nearly as many equally

\ well-doné\€§udies deny it.

+

Most of -the supportive studies revealed a“

"fodest, but persistent"‘relationship betwéen allocated time and

achievement, especially for-low-abi&ity students and especially if
* . - A \

<

g5e§%er time allotments are- spent in lnteractiye activities with the

teacher rather than on homework or seatwork. Several of the_studies

- . -

state in their conclusions that, while time allocations are obviously L

necessary for learning to take place, increasing allocated time without a

comparable 1ncrease in activities whlch facilitate learn1ng is not likely

to promote s19n1f1cant éﬁ@lévement gflns. Increases' in allocated time

.

were even found to have a negative relationship to achievement,beyond a

a“ .

. A

certain point and particuIarly for high-abIITty students.

>

\"

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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-
- v

~

‘matter as a predictor Of achievement. “The Studies suggested and

e

reldtionship betwéen the amount of engaged time given to a subjectvand
- . - L4

Y A

[

.

* achievement in that subject."

)

a . ', . . ‘
greatest am?unts of time-on-task .were. higher achievers than those who.

)

¢

-

toe

overwhelmingly supported the hypothesis that,hthere is a~positive

'

_ -Engaged time or_time-on-task issmuchgolosernto~the*heart*of”thé';’“*

1

Those students who .appeared to spend the

~ .

‘were 9Ef—taék by overt or covert measures. Some differences in'

: achievemént qutcomes .were mgted, however ,fqr *‘different kinds.of on-task

coa . v

behavior:

“

LIS

s

‘r

A}
&

L)

0}

y

-

Students who had(high engagemeht rates in listening,

-

.

discussing, questlon answering anad other kinds of- 1nteract1ve classroom

,

~

T

»

\\

‘/f (;\ - -
iact1v1t1es-ach1eved more than those who had high engagement rates in only

,

I

As one researcler expressed -

. non-1nteract1ve activities such as seatwork.
\

.

-

s

-

3

Academic Ledrning Time (ALT).

L3

Y

7

i

[

i

° achievement benefits are modest at ‘best. s

»

.
¢ -
.

“ ,*organlzed around the ALT concept were all weIl—deslgned 1nvest19atlons

\ M

3 K

" .
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-it, when the students are on-task, but the teacher is not teaching,

The few studies reviewed whiigh were




.
- N 4 ¥ -
v

S

- I

’Emc’i |

’ 4 §

. * ana gave rise to the hypothesis that "there is a posif{;evrelationship .
v ) - .
between the amount of acadéemic learning time given to a\subject and

. achievement in that subject."® These 'stuaies stress the inadequacy of

allocated and engaged time amounts (and especially the former) as ? '

te

proaucers of achievement gains in and of theméelves. Instead, these

studies’ focus on the necessity for allocated time, plus task engagement,

Plus teaching methods and task content'which result in the stuaent

working at an "appropriate level of difficulty and experiencing success."

L - —

While these studies do riot recommend q\&minatirig seatwork, homework or

’ . ’ -

N . . - . - .
individual stident projects, they'do emphasize that interactive

approaches such as airect instruction are most effective 1n increasing
. ’

- the amount of ALT e£pebd%d by -students. s J// .
. . . . . @ -
Conclusions . . . '
— o . . . Co
a - . N -,
v . ' Learning, like all things, takes place in time, and time allocations

-

+ - —

are therefore necessary for. learnlng to take place.. "If high- ana

low-ability students alike are unable pto master~a given lesson or unit in

3

‘a certain period of time, benefité can be expected froﬁ‘TJcreasing the

-
. P

e ‘time allcgation, Low-ability students can Benefit-#rom various kinds of

> ~

. additional.instr0ctional time anfl practice, though some of these (such as

. - - - S ¥ .
parent tutoring, resource room part1c1pet10n) are much® more effective

L
»

. than others (such as extra seatwork or hdgework). Increasing time e,
“~.allocations will not automatically proauce achievement dains; benefits \
L

: begin td- accrue when adaitional time allocations are accompanied by
. . "v . ) P
. . ) . . ~ .
egfectlve Instruction and approprlate task content.
¢ t

) - ——

£

The greater the amount of engaged time, the h1gher the levels of

stuaent achlevement. ‘While this p01nt is rather obvious/, establlsh;ng

I

‘3he~1mpor§anee ofs engagement rate serves to disuade those who would

kel

a; ¥ ég
+ ’. *
LSRN

a
:

‘; . . : o N . .

-
] . . .
.
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. , . { . :
increase allocatea time alone in hopes of promoting achievement gains.

High engagement rates in interactive classroom activities have a more
: R . . N . \

.

positive effect on achievement than high endagement rates in

¢ non-interactlve'?ctivities al&ne. While £§o few of }he studies discussed
atfective outcomes for these to be d major subject ok this report, there
.o A
- is evidence that engagement in interactive aEtivIEies also enhances such
.
- attributes as self-confidence and attitude.
) - Of_alf measureS'oﬁ student learning time, the rate of academ}c
learning tlmé‘(ALT) cons%}gutés€£he best predictor of, achievement: ’ .
- ¢ v
> ’ Students'working on material that-ig appropriately challenging‘and which
if,J ‘is preSenFe§.in suc§ a way that interaction occurs betweén student and .
o teachér.anaeamong/;tqdqqts,'can be expected to make significant ] {
“ . - " achievement gains. -
- * N y ) ‘ ) N
5 ¢ “ R . ) N - t ¢
+  RecommendAtions :
- ) . 1. /Time éllocations-for the different subjects whi;h comprise the )
. ‘ chrricﬁlum should reflect éhe relative priorities given to tﬁe .
. ‘
. : R various sébject aFeas. Since a "modest“ but persistent" ’
- relationship exists betweeg time allo;ations‘and aéhiévemqnt,\ '
. * ’ * .
- ‘i&* schools and districts ake_en@quraged to alloc;te ﬂelathgly la;ge
. - X . ;mounfs of tiﬁe td tﬁose‘sgbjéct_greés_in which studeﬁt success
‘ / has bé;njdetermined to'ma:ter the mqgé. L A © . ’
\‘Qe ,'1 2. Efforts should be madelté keep the amount of cléﬁsggom "dead
/ - .
.o, . - timg",ét a minimum. ‘Dead time raée, defined as the amount of
. ‘ ” , * f N .
' allocdted learning time @uring which the.obbdktunity to learn is .« '
g . "THOE present for one redson oé anotﬁe;} was quité high in tée ‘
.classrooms-studiedlaﬁd desériﬁéd. Business matters (takify roll,
L - ? collecting luneh mgnej), ifiterruptions, -discipline problems and .t
‘ v : ) -. o

i - ':
§ . .
e gt . .
- . '
N '
.
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situations in which there is nothing the students are expected to

be doing, are pernicious dead time producers. Teachers and

others are encouraged gp deal with these matters efficiently so
. B . ) )
¢ that reasonable amounts of allocated time are present.
4

3. Addipional instructional time allotments should be provided for

4

low-ability, low-achieving students, preferably‘ﬁn an interactive

mode. Resource teachers and aides can provide extra time and

q ’ -

help and, as demonstrated in a previous report in this series,

- .

parentwstudent instruction can be a powerful means g¢f enhancing”

- achievement. —~

~

1 .
4., Techniques which can increasé the amount of time students spend

on-task should be applied. Positive teacher feedback,,

.

v

interactive instruct}onal methods, minilmum amounts of dead time

) . . .
and the opportunity for students to select some of their learning:
- activities have been shown to increase engagement rates, and
4 " '
teachers are encouraged to utilize these approaches.

5. AE}ivitieE and methods which result in greéter amounts of ALT
R .

sﬁéuld be utilized. Teacher familiarity with student academic

* L 4

history and abiIity Tevel is essential in order that material .at

. .

.an appropriately challenging and rewarding level of task :
difficulty can bé found and presented. \bpportungties for

"teachers to become familiar with and to access a wide rangé of

//) proven inétructional materials should be provided in order that

material ‘which can facilitate ALT increases is available.
-

-

v - ' '

P ) .
. \
. «
. ’ : . .
-~ e ] . < !
8! . ! . g
rad
4r€ e / .
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TIME FACTORS IN LEARNING
Decision Display
#1

- e
.

Restatement of issue as a hypothesis: .

’ >
\
‘

There is a positive relationship between the amount oé allocated tlme for, stﬁaylng
a subject and achievement in that subject. . .

¢ <’ O‘
Quality RETERR;

Item : . of Study
Number Short Title : )

— . . .

N

Items which tend to support hypothesis:

36 "Fredrick & Walberg, 1980; 'Time Research ' (4] (Most of 51 studies
Review , support)
125 " Borg, 1980, BTES & Other Time Stuuies [4] (Most stucles suppo;t)
126 ~~ "Fisher, et al., 1980, BIES Final Field— - (4] - - -
. : ‘ Study . *
135 Stallzngs, 1980, Allocated Time | [4] (Nearly all studies
Revisited. reviewed support)

142 0'Donnell, 1976, ERIC/RCS Time Review (4] (Nearly all of 15 studies

’ ‘ . support)
144 Kidder, et al., 1975, Quantity and [4] . .

Quality of Instruction' ¥
158 Hanson & Ross, 1975, Instructional’ Time
. Adequacy
167 wiley & Harnischfeger, 1974, Quantity
. of Schooling
129 /Bloom, 1974, Time and Learning
131, Fisher, et al., 1976, BTES Grade 2 Math
149 , Fredrick, 1977, Timé Use and Reading
127 Anderson,\l980 Learning Time Research (Most studies reviewed
Synthesis support)
143 Jarvis, 1962, Texas Gulf Coast Study
163 Husen, 1967, International Math Study
164 + Nieman & Gastright, 1975, Presc¢hool
Programs

171 Isaaés & Stennett, Increasing Time on "Task

L/\ & . T ) ' : ‘\

Items which tend to.deﬁy;gypoghesis: .

~Ne : 9 .
Fredrick & Walberg, 1980, Time Research {Some OJ ‘stuaies deny

Review
Borgh\1980 BTES & Other Time Studies (Some studies rev1ewed
. deny) .
Stallings, 1980, Allocated Time ) {A few studies reviewea
Revisited » (aeny)

»

Page 8 of 112
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) “Items which tend' to deny hypdthesis: (Continued) -. ] -
] . . .
) .142 . O'Donneljl, 1976, ERIC/RCS Time Review 4] (A few studles reviewed
. ‘ - ’ \ . ) deny) ’
153 Rosensmne, n.d., Academic'Engaged Time « [4] wirtually all studies
. . ) v a . . . reviewed deny)
¢ 134 lomax & Cooley, 1979, Achievement/ [3]) qul*lO studies deny)
- - Instructional Time
\ 16?'.‘ . Karweid, 1976, Quantity a Major ‘Factor {3}
165 Welch & Bridgham, 1968, stadedt Ability . ([3) ,
e . e 127 ' Anderson, 1980, Learning-Time Research . [2]) (Some studies reviewed
o . . Synthesis . deny) ?®
. "7 t46 Deady, 1969, Science Achiévement & To(21
. . o ‘Attitudes - . .
l6l Smith, 1979, Allocated T1me/Soc1al Studies (2] . s ’
) * - N ’ Fad) A ’
Items which are inconclusive regardlng the hypothes1s ,
- N . . ) .
139 'Klesllng, 1975, Readlng Time Stugy © o 12) i oy
, . . . P ¢
Items which were excluded because they were weak: ’ ’ -
T T “None T - T —--— e oo s .

, N ' s T

Items which were excluded because they -wére Judged to be 1rrelevant to this

i hxgothes1s. - . . ,

128 Bloom, 1974, Time and Leatning -, !
. 130 Weber, 1977, Envirdnment: and Learner Involvement T
132 Rusnock & Branaler, 1979, Time-OEf- Task/Learnlng . T
133 Anderson, n.d., Task Behavior and Achievement .
° 136 N Arlln, 1979, Teacher Transiticns
‘ 137 Myrcw, 1979, Learner Choice ° ' .

138 Schultz, 1973, Attentlon and Achievement . !
140 ‘Calfee & Calfee, 1976, .RAMOS . i
141 . Jones, 1976, Mastery and Aptitude ' . . .

’ I'45 Good & Beckerman, 1978, Naturalistic Time Study -

. 147 Carnahan, 1980, Teacher Planning - .
° 148 Attwell, et al., 1967, Kindergarten Behavior and Fifth Grade Achlevement
150 . Arehart, 1979, Opporturniity to Learn ¥ e .
. . 151 Slavin,, 1978, Teams & Equals’. .

152 Sjogren, 1967, Acplevementland Stuay Time )
154 McKinney, et al., 1975, Behavior & Achievement
155 Anderson & Scott, 1978, _Method. and Student Involvement ) -

! . -1 O'connor, et al.. 1979, Resource Room Effects :
157 Wyne & Stuck, 1979, Time-on-Tasky/Reading . ’
159 Barley, 1975, Time Dissertation S -

Tos ’ lé60 Frearick, et al., 1979, ngh School Tlme Use *
. 166 . Lorentz & Cokerl 1980, Classrogm Behavior *& Achle ent
368 Fox, 1978, Tracing Teacher Effects ,/?m
B 169 Easton, et al.; 1979, Time and Elementary Reading ,
. lﬂO{H Stallings, ©1979, Secondary Remedial Reediné . ’

§ ) ‘Page 9 of 112
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Decision Dlsplay
.. #2

Rl

' TIME FACTORS IN'LEARNING

LY

.
T

Restétement of issue as a hypbthesis: L

‘There is'a positive relatlonshlp between the amount of engaged tlme {or

tlme-on-task) glven to a subJect ana achlevement in that subject.

)

-
)

LY

Tt . a Tttt . ( .
0 QUrality Rating 4 S
Item & - * NN of Study .
Number Short Title PR 1] . A
P SN - : \
Items which tend to suppoft hypothesis; . ) v 4!£::f .
125 7, Borg, 1980 BTES & Other -Time Studles v {4] |V1rtually all stua%£§)
T _ - " support)
126 . Fisher, et al., 1980, BIES Final Field (4] e :
' . Stuay . TN i
135 : Stallings,.1980, Allocated Time < (4] (Virtually all studies -
R Révisited T , reviewed support)
142 ¥ O'Donnell, 1996, ERIC/RCS Time Revxew (4] (All-15 studies support)
. 153 Rdsenshane, n.d., Academlc Engaged Tlme [4) (Virtually all studies * ¢°
. ‘ / reviewed support)
’ 156 @'Connor, et al., 1979, Resource Room 14} : * . .
o - Effects ’ .
160 Fggdrlck, et al", 1979, High Schoql Time .[4) - 6™
N I Use, > .. ' . ..
169 - Easton, et al., 1979, Time and Elementary L1417 K . .o
. . Reading N e T
131 [Fisher, st al., 1976, BTES Gride. 2 hath [3)- - .
133 Anderson, n.d., Task Behavior and 13], i .
-~ Achievement < e » Yemoe
134 Lomax & Cooiey, 1979, Achlevement/ .. ~[3) (Ald 10 stuaies support),
‘ ) LB ) Instructional Time e C . s ° .
¢ 138 Schultz, 1973, Attention and Achlevement (3] v \\ ..
ilhs Good & Beckerman, 1978, Naturalystlc—Tlme (3], - S, ’
- et Sﬂudy P . 3 ‘-
.149:# --Fredrick, 1977, Time Use apd Reading " - {3] ot
- 154 Mcxmney, et al.; -19%5, Behavior & , (3] - - A
T, - .Achievement * .. N T
168 Fox, 1978, Iracing Teacher Effects , (3] ’ .
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Items which tend to aeny hypotResis: e,

132 Rusnock & Brandler,.1979 T1me-0ff-Task/ {2] /
e Learnlng . B

‘151 - Slavin, 1978 Teams & Equals . ) 2) . . .

< ¢ o -
. .

'Items which are inconclusive regarding the hygg}hesis:
: \

. ‘ ’ . - .
Noge - -, N .
: : ™
. -7 ° <

’ - -

Items which were excluded because they were Wweak: \

‘ . ‘ .

None

R B e

[ ]

Items which were exclyded because they were judged to be 1rrelevant to this

xggthes1 : - , .
. : . L4
36 Fredrlck & Walbeng, 1980, Time Research Review !

128 Bloom, 1974, Time and Learning B

129 ettlnger & White, 1979,.Learn1ng ‘Time vs. Intelligence .
5430 . Weber, 1977 Environment and Learner Involvement

136, Arlin, 1979, Teacher Transitions . R
*137 ¢ -Myrow, 1979, Learner Choice . \ :

139 Kiesling, 1975, Reading Time' Study

140" Calfee & Calfee, 1976, RAMOS

141 Jones, 1976 Mastery and Aptitude

143 -Jarvis, 1962 Texas Gulf Coast Study

144 Kiader, et al., 1975, Quantity ana Quality of Instruction

146 Deady, 1969, Sc1ence Achievement & Attitudes ‘

150 Arehart, 1979, Opportunlty to Learn ,

152 Sjogren,! 1967, Achievement and Study Time N )

155 Anderson & Scott, 1978, Method and Student Involvement '

157 . e & Stuck, 1979, Time-on-Task/Reading”

158 . - Hanson & Ross, 1975, Instructional Time Adequacy . : ,

159 Barley, 1975, Time Dissertation .
161 ‘Smith, 1979, Altlocated Time/Social Studies

162 Karweit, 1976, Quantity a Major Factor .

163 Husen, “1867, Internatjonal Math Study \}

164 Nieman & Gastright, 1975, Preschool Progr : ]

165 Welch & Bridgham, 1968, Physicg Achievement

166 'Lorentz & Coker, 1980, Classroom Behavior & Achievement

167. W1ley & Harnischfeger, 1974, Quantity of Schooking

170 Stallings, 1979, Secondary Remedial Reading
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. TIME FAGTORS IN LEARNING '
. - Decision Display
- - 3 ‘

Restatement of issue~as a hypothesis:

1)

. There is a p051t1ve relatlonshlp between the amount of academic learning tlme glven
to a subject and achievement 1n that subject.

. ~ ~
. »

-~ o Quality Rating o !
Item . of Stuay
Number . Short Title t [ . .

Items which tend to support hypothesis: .

125 * Borg, 1980, BTES & Other Time Studies (4] (All .studies support)
126 Fisher, et al., 1980, BTES Finhl Field . (4)
Study . /

135 Stalllngs, 1980, Allocated Tlme (4] (All studies support)

* e i Revisited .
142 O'Donnell 1976, ERIC/RCS Time Review [4)
131 Fisher, et al., 1976, BTES Grade 2 MBth (3] '
127 Anderson, 1980, Learning ,Time Research (2]

o W

Items which tend to deny hypothesis:
v

€

None

Items which are inconclusive regarding the hypothesis:
N @

.

’ None ,

Items which were excluded because they were ‘weak:

. N ., R

None - . .. ’ ¢
. - .
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4
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36 - Fredrlck & Walberg, 1980, Time Research Rev1ew
! 128 Bloom, 1974, Time-and Learning )
' 129 Gettlnger & White, 1979, Learning Time vs. Intelllgence '
. 130 Weber, 1977, Environment and Learner Involvement
132 + Rusnock & Brandler, 1979, Time-Off-Task/Ledrning
133 Anderson, n.d., Task Behgvior and.Achievement
-~ 134 * Lomax &.Cooley, 1979, Achlevement/Instructlonal Time «
136 Arlin; 1979, Teacher Transitions . f u
137 - Myrow, 1979, Learner Choice »
138 Schultz, 1973, Attentlon and Achievement ¢ .
139 Kiesling, 1975, Readlng Time Study : .
140 . Calfee & Qaifee, 1976, RAMOS '
141 . Jones, 1976, "Mastery -and Aptitude ‘
) © 143 . Jarvis, 1962, Texas Gulf Coast Study !
l44. Kidder, et al., 1975, Quantity and Qdality of Instruction
s . 145 Good & Beckerman, 1978, Naturalistic Time Study .
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) 147 Carnahan, 1980, Teacher Plannlng
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) 151 Slavin, 1978, Teams s Equals P, b
S 152 Sjogrer, 1967, Achievement and Study Time'
153 Rosenshine, n.d., Academic Engaged Time. ’
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‘155 Anderson & Scott, 1978, Method and Student Involvement
N 156 O'Connor, et al., 1979, Resource Room Effects |
157 + Wyne § Stuck, 1979, T1me,pn-Task/Read1ng \
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159 Barley, 1975, Time Dissertationy
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CITATIOﬁ:' Borg, W..R. Time and school learning. In C. Denham and A.

- ; o . Lieberman (Eds.), Time to Learn. “Washipgton, DC: National
. : L . Institute of Education, .1980. - \
{ T % ' r
- DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors' (Learning)
¢ - ) L Naveating Y
. . ¥
i\ ' SHORT TITLE: Borg, 1980, BYES & Other Time Studtes— — —

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS .t

s

RELEVANT v/ IRRELEVANT ___ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES ¢ , B
PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE _X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
~ ’ -

s .
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) :

-

(Weak) ~ 1 2 . 3 Iy ' 5 (Stgong)

»

‘ }. BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

this is a.good review of an important set of studies.

«

SYNOPSIS: .
‘ This report discysses several’theoretical models on time and learning and
. o - g;esents findings from the Beginning Teacher Evaluagion Skudy (BTES) on

‘ a qé;:ic learning time. This abstract focuses on the review of learning ‘time
‘research included in the report.

- Three kih of studies are reviewed--those dealing with allocated time, those
concerned with engaged time and those focusing on academic learning time™
‘ (ALT).. See Item Report No. 126 for the BTES findings. The definitions of ™
N allocated time, éhgggffbtime and academic learning time are as follows: .

[

allocated time: _the am t of time scheduled for a learninb activity and in \
which the™epportunity %o leatn is present. \

. |
) . ehgagea time (or time-on-task): nt of time spent paying attention to ;
y T~ —————_--— - - the learningactivity and attempting to leatn.
N academic learning time (ALT): the amount of time spent by a student engaged
’ ) ) in an academic task that he or she can perform )
S with high success.
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

'
s

" Allocated Time: All studies found that allopated 1earning time varies
‘enormously from subject to subject and school to school (orggzstrlct to
district). Examples:- one study found that second grade math instruction in
one district was allocated 4 1/2 times the amount of time allocated to any

.

times as much time to it as the district which emphaslzed it the least. . Most.
studies have found positive relatlonships between allocated timk and student
achievement, ,but some have not. The, BTES study found a positive relatlonshlp
between allocated t1me for a content area and achlevement in that area.
Engaged Time: Though studles on endaged t1me have been structured
different ways, all found a positive relatlonsh1p~between engaged trme and
achievement. Tnese studies reveal great differences from' classroom to
classroom, subje¢t to subject-and student to student in the amount of on-task
behavior observed. BTES found a positive relatlonshlp.between engaged time in
. math and reaaing on the one hand, and achievament on the other. .

-

n

A3

Academic Learning Time (allocated tlme + engagement rate + high succesg
rate) The BTES study, in which the ALT concept was formulated, found that
ALT is pos1t1ve4y related: to student’ ach1evement. .

-

?
Y

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

i

-

N
.

"In tracing the previous research on allocated time and engaged time, we find
consistent relationships with pupil achiewement—that increase as research
focusesygiore sharply on the acttial time the 1ndlv1dual pupll devotes to
relevant academic work." 3z )

'
4e Y »
.

"This [ALT]- model...appears tQ be a clear -advance over other formulations,- and

appeérs to form a ugeful basis for making future decisions regardlqe time
, allocations and for shaping future policies in areas such as teache education
and certification., . - :
. '; “
) REVIEWER'S NUTES AND_COMMENTS: - - LT
The full technical report .on the BTES study may be obtained from: BTES,

Commission for Teacher Preparatlon and Licensing, 1Q20 "O" Street, Sacramento,
CA.95814. Several of these are also in ERIC. I

21
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Fisher, C. W., et al. Teaching behaviors, acad ic,lé%gning time,
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other grade ‘levels. - .. o .

™

This is a qood, well-designed and condubted\study.. It should be Eepddcated at

4 - . Yy

SYNOPSIS: ' . A ’
This article presents and discusses some of the find;ngsrfrom the Beginffing
Teach Evaluation Study (BTES), a complex, six-year reseatfch project funded
by the National Institute of Edusation. The Portios of the BTES research
described here .was the\last of four field studies, which was conducted in
1977-78. Subjects irdclyded 25 wecond grade and 21 fifth grade teachers and
their students. Withingthe student group, 139 sepoﬁa graders and.122 fifth

f‘ intensiVve- data colleqtion wt:l"xro,l.lghout: the year.

v

.

Students were pre- and post-tested yith.various’math and reading subtests.
Attituaes toward reading, math and school wete also tested.¥ Records were kept
by observers on allocated learning time4 engaged time and success rates.* - ‘'
Teaching behavior were obserxzﬁ and recorded, and t her planning funEtioqs
were profiled during intervieWws with teachers. & pral characteristics of the
classroom and’ the instructional program were hoted and.given ratihgs.

’ : Conginued N )
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ITEM NUMBER: ‘126 *  SHORT TITLE: Pisher, et al., 1980 o
.. - ¥  BTES Final Field Study J

.

.
- &

, *allocated time: the amount of time scheduled for a learning act1v1ty and in
N which the opportunity to learn is Present. ‘;f
o engaged time ‘(or time-on-task): - the amount of time spent peyfhg attention to
: . ) - the learning activity and attempting to learn.

. .

academic 1earning time (ALT): the amount of time spent by a student engagea
in an academic task that he or she can perform

with hlgh success.,

-

' -~

RESEARCHER'S-#INDINGS: o )
The amount of time teachers allocate to- instruction in a particular.content
area ig positively associated with student learning in that content area. -
Other factors which are positively associated with learning are the proportion
of allocated time students ake engaged (on-task) and the proportion of time
_that reading qr math tasks are performed‘with high succe®s. Low- sucqsss in
pe&formlng math or reading tasks is associated with lower. achievement.
Increases in, ALT do not produce more negat&ve attitudes toward reading, math

or school. k
’ ' ARl ‘ .

Other findings, which are concerned with classroom environment and processes
.include: 1) teacher accuracy'in diagnpsing student skill levels is related to ’
student achievement and ALT; 2) teacher prescription of’appropriate tasks is
related to student achievement and success rate; 3) more substantive
interdction between teachentand student is associated with higher student’
engaéement° 4) academic’ feedback is pos1t1vely assoc1ated with student
le?rnlng, 5M structured’ teachlng is pos1t1vely related with student success;
6) responding to student's eds for explahation is negatiwvely associated with
high' scores; 7) reprimandingfinappropriate behavior is negatively asocigted
with Student learning; 8) .the teacher's value system is related to ALT and to

_~student achievement, with teacher emphasis on academic goals being,positively
assdicated with student learning;"9) student respensibility and cooperation on
tasks is associated with achievement. * ’

- » o

_¢ RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: - -
)
Those things tbat,promote ALT and which are under the contrpl of the teacher
should be noted and“used to advantage. N
— )
) Student§ learn more when teachers know more about what their individual
students can and cannot do--diagnosis is an important part of effective -
teaching. Appropriate prescription is’ equally~ important. Structured teaching

méthods and sufficient feedback enhance learning.

v -

"The teacher must try to'balance conflicting goals, taking into account the
needs of the class ag a'whole, as well as the needs of individual students.
There is not one ‘right' way to organize the instructional program."

o

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: ’ p

-,

N
ERIC-
]

1ne*fuii—technrcairreportS’bn the BTES study may be obtalned from: BTES,d'
'Coﬂh1ss1on for Teacher Preparation and Licensing, 1020 "O" Street, Sacramento,
CA 95814.. Several of these are also in ERIC.

‘
. ~ . 2]
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ITEM NUMBER: 127 ) LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Project Files

. REVIEWER: K. Cotton : DATE REVIEWED: January 1981
AN
~ ) .

CITATYION; Anderson, L. W. Learning tifme and educational effectiveness.
“\NASSP Curriculum Report, 1980, 10, 2. ’ =

.

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

/ . . AN N ! .
SHORT TIT%E:“ Anderson, 1980, Learning Time Research Syntﬁesis
. C , '

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT RUR§OSES, NO ANALYSIS

<

RétEVANT-\///IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

- 14
- . -

PRIMARY SaﬁRCE - SECONDARY SOURCE _X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

-

[ 2 . « 4
’ = -

BATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): -

S

»~ @
X

(Weak) 1l ©[2] 3 ‘4 . ) (Strong)

~

Ny
P

, BRIEE DISCUSSION OF RATING: . 7

-

o . v . :
Findings from seyeral stuajes are presented, but 1nf2%yat10n about methods;
number and kinds of students studied, etc. are not réferenced.

. - Nt .
SYNOPSIS: B .
P /
This edition of the NASSP Curriculum Report is;devoted to a review/synthesis
of research and other literaturegaﬁ‘the°relationship between learning time and
« educational outcomes, particularly aéhievement.

-
- 1 »
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ITEM NUMBER: 127 SHORT TITLE: Q@r@on, 1980 ¢«

- . Learning Time Research Synthesis

.. . .
9
N . . &,

RESEARCHER’S FINDINGS: e i , - .
L3

~

'Researchers have identified three distinct types of ledrning time: lf

allécated time--the amount of time scheduled for a learning act1v1ty and

during Wthh they presumably have the opportunlty to learn; 2) engaged time' or
time-on-task--the_amount of time stud@nts spend actually attempting to learn;

and -3) academic léarnlngﬁtlme--the amount of timé students are engaged in e

“

learning and succeedlng at learning. . ‘s

¢

LI . bd
<

. . L]

There is a positive relationShip betWEen the §m6Unt of learning time (by ény
of these measures) and achievement. 'However, withim this general finding,
Hther important- flndlngs are noted:. 1) when tasks are at a level of
d1ff1culty that promotes success, students spend more time engaged in
learning; 2) high-ability students spenda more of their time on-task and are
more consistent in their use of time than_ low-ability students; 3)
1nsttuct10nal approaches-—mastery learnlng and direct 1nstruct10n-—are
associated w1th high levels of tlme-on-taSk. - , L
- -\2\ ! .o
: l N < > "\’:, ' L.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: = %

Allocated time amounts for learning should berased on clear currlculum
prloxltles. - °

. . . PN
L

"Learnifg time is seep as’a key to~improving student achievement, but the .’

. -

‘possibilities for implementatlon are many" [ds demqQnstrated by .the variety of

exemplary programs developed out of research on learning time and instruction.
Several ofwthese are described in the article.] _ *

"The concept of learning time...has implications for the assessment of

» instructional and teaching effectiveness.... Time-oh-task...can provide

r

teachers with information about their strengths and Qegknesses." v
N Vi * -t

°

+ ) ) . . . )
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: - : ‘ \ . .

A copy of the rev1ew/synthes1s m% be found in the bac'li.up file on Time Factors
"(Learning) . )

v
,

‘.- o
20
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ITEM NUMBER: 128 - © - Locarfon: . NWRBLjIQfo: CntrAPeriodicals
. REVIEWER: K. Cotton \; ‘ DATE REVIEWED: Jahugty-lBgﬁ L
. ‘ T Lok . '
N . T ')' . ..x LI 7/

CITATION: .Bloom, B. S. Time dnd learningy 'Américangsycholggist, 1974, 29y "

< s . .

- 682-688. ... oo ) e
' - - . L. ,

-

]

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning{} \ . T

. [
L) ‘ .
SHORT TITLE: Bloom,%1974, Time and Learning : _ ' -

. - " v 4 F's

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, -NO ANALYSIS ™ X

N y ’
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENYT PURPOSES ) ‘ - ’

~

-

L 4

PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE : DISSERTATION ABETRACT

- . . s
1 [ -~
¢ .

» RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2. .3 4 - s (Strong),

%

”~

=

v
.

n -

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: -, . ' .

L’ ’ ™

SYNOPSIS: .« .. . . .
-~ % .

‘This is not a true literature review. Rather, findings from éevéral'studies, -

are ¢ited and discussed in relation to the principles of mastery learning. It

is, -however, a thoughtful and provocative article.s . “N«ﬁﬁgxw

Py < -
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ITEM NUMBER: 128 SHORT TITLE: Bloom, 1974
. Time and Learning

% ~

[y

RESEARCHER"S FINDINGS:

None found. ‘

t M M ¥
4 A )
~3
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: .o 7
Nene drﬁn . . .
A
o ”, ‘

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

+

A copy of the article and references can be found in the Time Factors

(Lear.m.ng) backup file.,

) "

.
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ITEM NUMBER: 129 LOCATION: A&NWREL Info. Cntr./Beriodicals
REVIEWER: K. Cotton ) DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

CITATION: Gettinger, M., & White, M. A. Which is the stronger correlate of
school learning? Time to learn or measured intelligence? Journal
of Educational Psychology, 1979, 71, 405-412.

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning), Academic Ability
= \ N

. SHORT TITLE: Gettinger & White, 1979, Learning Time vs. Intelligepce

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

.

RELEVANT \/ IRRELEVANT FQR PRESENT PURPOSES

-
~

N PRIMARY SOURCE X . SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 [3] 4 ) : 5 {(Strong)

@BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:
Pl
This is a good study but it does not focus directly on the concerns of this
project. .

»

SYNOPSIS: -
M , This study sought to determine whether student IQ or learning time was the
more important factor in student achievement. The sﬁudy was first conducted
with 71 students in grades 4, 5 and 6 (Sample 1); and a replicétion study
‘(Sample 2) involved 82 students from these same grade levels: After being °
given IQ tests, the students were presented with six learning tasks--in
vocabulary, spelling, math concepts, math computation, reading comprehension
and reading for facts. For each task, students folloped a process--dfrections
[from the instructor, reading and listening to taped lesson content, and taking
a short criterion test--up to eight times until the méstery level was achieved.

] L3

. 20
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L
129 SHORT TITLE: Gettinger & Jhite, 1979 C

Learning Time vs. Intelligence
LY

-~

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . . . .

The time required to learn the tasks (an average of 3-4 trials in Sahple 1-and
4-5 trials in Sample 2) was more closely related .to achievement than was
student IQ. This was true in all task areas, for all grades and for students.
of both sexes. g

The study data supported the findings of 6§her studies to the effect that
pupils vary widely in- their learning rates. "...the fastest pupils learned
the same amount of material to the same level of achievement' from 6 to 9 times
as fast as the slowest pupils, depending on thé particular task." . ‘

- ¢ ¢
-

RESEARGHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

>

"Time to_le&rn has been shown to be related to intelligence and achievement
and can best be measured by the number of trials to criterion on academic
tasks...f For any type of educational setting, the value of a measure of time
to learn”is that early in an academic year pupils can be identified who might
be expected to need more time and more repetiin Grill to learn, and extra
_time and help provided &€cordingly,, so that mas ry ‘can be reached on .early
units with&P a curriculum or within an academic program."

. 5

N
®

*

—

\

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: )

The data also demonstrates that the more time the children spent learning each
tas#, the better they achieved on the criterion tests. The’researchers do net
discuss thi;) however, as it is treated as an assumption rather than %omething

to' be proved. °

-~ ’ ?

A topy of the study article may be found in the Time Factors, (Learning) backup .
fil_e‘. . 4 c
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ITEM NUMBER: 130 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

-

CITATION: Weber, M. B. The effect of learning environment on overt learner
‘ involvement and relevant achievement. Paper presented at the
) Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
New York, April 1977. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 152 791) '

©
.

DESCRIE%ORS: Time Factors (Learning)

.

13 o
by

) 4

SHORT TITLE: Weber, 1977, Environment andoLearner Involvement
1
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS * X
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT u//;OR PRESENT "PURPOSES
PRYMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): !
] .
(Weak) 1l T2 3 4 ‘5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

¢

SYNOPSIS:

This study concludes that certain learning environments, inciuding highly
structured materials and highly directive teaching, produce greater amounts of
on-task behavior and assumes that greater gmdunts of on-task behavior produce
higher achievement. ‘ .

‘ i

1 ~ \ [}

g0 ‘ ’
) .

‘ Page fé of 112 ’
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ITEM NUMBER: 130 SHORT TITLE: Weber, 1977 .
" : o ’ Environment and Learner Involvement
/ 1
RESEARCHER'S FINQNGS: .
. - .
. 3> ré..
]
L 4 -
¢ \
Rl
. A ]
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
. . - ' ¥
4
- - ..'1# -
” 4
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ITEM NUMBER: ~— 131 . LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche.

-

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

%

CITATION: Fisher, C. W., et al. A¥study of instructional time in grade 2
mathematics. (BTES-Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study Technical
Report II-3). San Francisco: Far West Laboratory for Educational
Research and Development, June 1976. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 147 186)

]

#

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning) -

SHORT TITLE:s Fisher, et al., 1976, BTES Grade 2 Math

-

s
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

— . .
+ RELEVANT V//IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES .
©
PRIMARY SOURCE _X . SECONDARY SOURCE " DISSERTATION ABSTRACT _

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for prajeét purposes):

) (Weak), 1 2 [3). . 4 . 5 (Strong)

. 2

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ’
The study yas careful%y designed and carried out. The small size of the

sample and the relatively small amount of time devoted to the study limit its ,
conclusiveness. \ .. : :

SYNOPSIS: -

This is ane of several "sub-studies" of the ambitious Beginning Teaéher
Evaluation Study (see Item No. 126), which produced important learnings about
the relationship between time factors and both achievement and affectiwe
outcomes. ’ ‘ . .

LN

In this study, researcheré‘investighted the relationship between amounts of
instructional time devoted to second grade mathematics and math achievement.
Achiesément tests were administered to ninq‘plassrooms of second graders,
after ‘which teachers logged allocated time for math instruction for a period

of eight weeks. In six classes, observers recorded actual time-on-task.
4 -

[N

x

~ -
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' ITEM NUMBER: 131 SHORT TITLE: Fisher, et al., 1976
‘ ’ o , BTES Grade 2 Math
I Tt o

. N e

/  RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

) ’
A posxtlve relationship was found between allocated time and achievement and
"an even more positive relationship was "noted between engaged time and
achievement. These findings were éonsistent with those emerging from the BTES
studies generally. ‘ .
£ f ) Y .
Researchers also noted that subjects, observed spent, on the average,
approx1mately one-half of the time allocated for mathematics instruction
actually engaged in learning activities.

Large differences were noted within and between classes in stadent engagement
rates.

A}

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: N

. - \

d Researchers cautlon that the sample used for the study was small and thaf the
0 period over which time and achievement were examined was short. They :

conclude, nevgrtheless, that the methods used Jwarrant further application in
future "studies. .

° . )
L]

. » None ’ .
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ITEM NUMBER: .132 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche

' REVIEEER: K. Cotton DAYE REVIEWED: January 1981

-

. 4
CITATION: Rusnock, M., & Brandler, N. Time~off-task:’ Implications for
- learning. Paper presented at the Annual meeting of the American
. Educational Research Association, San Francisco, April, 1979.
’ {ERIC/EDRS No. ED 171 407)

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning) Q\\\ . ' -_ -

SHORT TITLE: Rusnock & Brapdler, 1979, Time-Off-Task/Learning
. 4 : ) -

'SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

o RELEVANT 0//IRRELEVANT . FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

y PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE _ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
s - ; A\
-RATING OF QUALITY-OF STUDY (for project purposes): . «

- (Weak) 1 . j2]. 3 . 4 \ 5 (Strong)

. BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This study has is a ‘teasonable design but involves a very small sample.
. . v ' , ' . .
. J -

® SYNOPSIS:

This study investigated the relationship between off-task studené beha%ior and

- achievement grdwth. Fourth graders with a two-year history of high
achievement growth and' those demonstrating low achievement growth were

- selected as subject§. Four target students were obhserved during different
instruction in different subjects and in different kinds of activities (e g.,
individual, group). Each target student Yés observed 30 times for 30 minutes.

-

’ .
'3 . 0

~ ' 34 = X
- 3 .’-
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Rusnock & ‘Brandler,- 1979

Time~Off-Task/Learning N

ITEM NUMBER: - 132 SHORT TITLE:

R .
a ! L]

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . a +% -

g »

The high achlevement growth (AG) chllQQEn tended to be off-task aurlng

creativ act1v1t1es, while low AG chlldren were more likely:to be offftask
during :txuetureq act1v1t1es, €.9 n rec1tat10n.
- - } :

s

The subject area (science,’ readlng) was a more important determinant of

off-task-behavidbr than format (11sten1ng, wrltlng, 01scuss10n) for both gfoups.
r\ e

High and low AG students spent nearly equal amounts of time off-task.

- . ’

L
- > h
A
W ] ' - -
Y =~ >
. ‘ et - L.
RESEARCHER'S GONCLUSIONS: ' ' ' s K .
- * : [ .
"Mop1tor;ng and providing successful experlences for low AG students may
encourage on-task behavior.... Since high AG students appear to go off-task
upon completion of their work, provision of more on alfferent activities may
maintain their on-task behavior,”
v
4 . .Q
\,' -
- N . ' ' -~ ) -
- L d °
l ~
REVIEWEd'S NOTES_ AND COMM‘ENTS: . 5 i e L,

Ny

The désign fOéﬁ}hlS study may be found in the Tlme Factors (Learning) backup
flleo .
rJ -

. .
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ITEM NUMBER: 133 . LOCATION: NWREL Info: Cntr./Microfiche ’

’ REVIEWER: .K. Cotton ’ DATE REVIEWED: * January 1981

PS . Y . ~ o,

2y < , . ,

4

. ‘
CITATION: aA.nderson, L., W. A measure pf student involvement in learning: .
Time on-task. Columbla- S@nﬂ(erslty of South Carolina {(no date).
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED llO 504) y o; . ¢
g

. ey @

e !
DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

°

.
M . .
5

SHORT TITLE: Anderson, n.d., Task Behavior and Achievepént

.
! ‘ - C C '
‘.

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS -

RELEVAYT y(/IRRELEVANTt FOR PRESENT PURPOSES .

'y

]

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

/PRIMARY SOURCE _X . SECONDARY SOURCE

.

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) o
(Weak) 1 2 .. 4 . .5 (Strong)
N ¢ .

BRIEE DISCUSSION OF RATING: . : (

—— d .
.

Although the main purpose of this study was to develop an .instrument, the,
.findings are relevant to purposes of the present review.. v

- .
R .
° <@

-

SYNOPSIS: ’ <o .7

6 -
This study was designed to: 1) test the validity of technlques and
instruments for measuring student task behavior, and 2) to’ examine the
relationship between both overt and covert student task behav1orfand
achievement. - . . -

e v

Observers recorded the task behaviors of 177 junior high mathematlcs students
in three classes--arithmetlc, algebra and matrix arithmetic. The classes
required different kinds of task behaviors .(e. 9., performing seatwork or
attending a lecture),\and obseryers utilized techniques for- measur}ng both -
overt and covert studetit behavior. Overt behavi@r was measured by means ,of
an observer recording whether the student appeared to be-on task; covert .
.behavior was measured by querying the student about his ox her thoughts at.
particular moments during the qlass period.- (

53{3 Page 35 of 112 - S />
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ITEM NUMBER: 133 - SHORT TITLE: Anderson, n. d. . -
' 2T Task Behavior and Achlevement

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: ,

"
A positive relatlonshlp between time-on-task and achievement was noted foc all
three classes*and for both seatwork and lecture activities.
An overall time-dn~task rating was .arrived at by combining a students' overt
and covert task behaviors® There was a pogitive relationship between covert
behavior and achievement; the relationship between overt task behavior and
achievement ranged from unclear to very, lrigh, depending on the kind of task;
the composite time-on-task measure was a far better predictor of achievement
than either the overt or the covert measure bz itself. T

.

<

¢ -

¢ &

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: .-

"~

A multiple measure of student task behaviors, i.e., one which measures both" ,
overt -and covert behaviors, is’ superior to techniques which measure only overt
or covert behavior. e ‘

) i » ’ . >
The lack of a valid multiple measure may be the reason that little research
has been conducted on the student behavior-stpdent learning relationship.

° )

o L - .

I

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: . e

A~descript§on of the instruments, the method and the major findings may be
found in the backup file on Time Factors (Learnlng) ) ’ .
L , - .
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’ ITEM NUMBER: = 134 - LOCATYON: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

7 ’ +

instructional time relationship. Paper presented at the Annual

. Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, April
: 1979. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 179 598)

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning) _ )

: 13
LY

SHORTCTITLEgo Lomax & Cooley, 1979, Achievement/Instructional Time

-

2

.SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES : )

PRIMARi SOURCE - SECONDARY SOURCE X DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

B

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 . 2 {3} 4 5 (Strong)

-~

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

A good review which presents the major problems associated with instructional
time resgarch as well as the findings of such research.

SYNOPSIS: o .

. Ten studies® investigating the relationship between instructional time and

studies were concerned with general classroom research (3 instructional time
N research (3), and attention research (4).
allocated time: the-amount of time scheduled for a learning actiwity and in
. whlch the opportunity to learn is present.

.

engaged time (or time-on-task): the amount of time spent paying attention

.

» academit learning time (ALT) : the amount of time spent by a student engaged
’ ~ in an ac!hemlc task  that he or she can perform
with high success.

38 Page 37 of (112

achievement in elementary school readinhg and mathematics were reviewed. These..

s _ CITATION: Lomax, R. G., & Cooley, W. W. The student achievement- l'
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- 134 SHORT TITLE: Lomax & Cooley, 1979 \}L
- Achievement/Instructional Tim

/
.~

0 5

ITEM NUMBER:

~ !

S JRE |
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:
- P

The review indicatéd that the relationship between instructional time and

° academic achievement was not as strong as generally believed. Allocated time
was found to be unrelated to achievement, while engaged time (or attention)
was only moderately related to achievement.’

/ ; .

A lengthy "methodological discussion" indicated.that the relationship would
have been stronger if certain methodological p{oblems were not present.

! ;
¢ o : ¢

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ~ .

' e o
Researchers concluded that instructional time i ighly related to’ achievement
and that. this is éaéily demonstrated when engaged time, rather than allocated
time, is used as the instructional time measure, and when modern, more

. , sophisticated ﬁgshodé of data analysis are used.

* .

o - -

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: N

PR : . )
The references, which disglay the studies reviewed, may be found in the backup
file on Time Factors (Leagning) . ’ "

- . .
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ITEM NUMBER: 135 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Periodicals

a . N
°REVIEWER: K. Cotton ) DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

\ _ :
'( L 3 )
CITATION: Stallings, J. Allocated academic learnlng time rev1s1ted, or beyond
time on task.‘ Educationa} Researcher, 1980, 9(11), 11-16. v

2

DESCRIPTORS: <Time. Pactors (Learning)

* 1

SHORT TITLE: Stallings, 1980, Allocated Time Revisited

-

o

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

~

~ .o

RELEVANT o/ IRRELEVANT ___ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

oy ) 7~ ’ - .
" PRIMARY SOURCE _X . SECONDARY SOURCE DISSEQTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
A5 ‘ . M

(Weak) 1 o 2‘ 3 [4) (Strong)

A

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This study is well-designed and ;\ndugted in both of its phases. The review
is brief, but presents the/major flqdlngs fr?m-several impdrtant time studies

from the recent past.

o

SYNOPSIS:
‘ %
This paper pre®ents both ,the salient p01nts of instructional time research
conducted during the Os and the f1nd1ngs from a particular study conducted
by the author and her cdlleagues. R
The review traced research from studies on allocated time, through studies of
engaged time, to studies concerning academic learning time (ALT)
ﬁhe stuaz, called the teaching of Basic Réading Skills in Secondary Schools,
had two phases. Phase I, a correlational study, involved 43 teachers and°’
their classes. Observers logged the use of time as to whetler it was on-
or-off-task and, if on-task, what kind of on-task behavior it was, interactive
or noninteractive. The range of bghaviors was then examlned against
achievement growth scores. In Phas®e II, a quas1-exper1ment," 44 teachers
from the same district as those in Phase I were observed, prévided inservice
experiences based on Phase I f1 ings, observed again, and their students'
“achievement gains were noted. L.
‘s() Continued
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ITEM NUMBER: 135 SHORT TITLE: ‘“Stallings, 1980

-t Allocated Time Revisited
- $ ) -
i \ .

allocated time: the amount of time schedyled for a learning activity and in

, . ‘. . . which.the opportunity to learn is present.
. - .
engaged time (oL time-on-task): the amount of time spent paying attention to
< . the learning activity and attempting to learn.

' academic learning time (ALT): the amount of time spent by a student engaged
c ) et . . in an academlc task that he or she can perform
! . . with high success.

.

.
te

RESEQRCHER'S FINDINGS:

/g
From thé'review- The reView. cited essentially the same findings as are
.presented by most researchers and reviewers of research, namely that allocated
. tlme, engaged time, and academic learning time (ALT) are all positively related
to achLevement. ALT is the most closely related to achievement, then engaged
,time - (tlme-on task) and, finally, allocated time.

*'h‘ . . P .

From the study. In Phase I, it was found that 1) off -task behaviors were

negatively assoc1ated with reading ach1evement gains, 2) non-interactive

on-task 1nsbruct10n 4s11ent ‘reading, written assignments) produced some gains,

- and 3) 1nteract1ve oni-task instruction {discussion, review, reading aloud,
drill and ,practice) Produced the greatest gains. The mzre academically needy
the student, the more important interactive activities Decame. In Phase 1I,
the students_of those.teachers who received inservice tralnlng based on the
Phase I findings showed greater gains than those of control teachers. (six
months more readlng gain, on the average, was noted.) An observation Jater in
the school yeara.also showed that the treatment group ma1nta1ned most of their

\ behavior changes. - - .

’ - a

‘ RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: L. :
"leen the flndlngs from research on teachlng in the '70s, educational models
would not be complete without considering allocated learnlng ‘time, student
engaged tihe, .distribttion of time across act1v1t1es, 1ntezact1ve instruétion

*muand student achievement level." .

“

]
' .

* Interactive on—task instruction is effective in promotlng reading gains, most

W especially for the lowest-ach1ev1ng students.
- " A *
o TeacHérs'can be tra1ned to use the f1nd1ngs from research on the effectlve use
o of tlmez . - S
S " REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : e\ ’
» - 7 ' . , ¢ . . -
HE k-#ﬁpy of the rev1ew/study cay be found in the backup file on Time Factors

P 1 . . - (Learning). . - -
. | ) . ' 41 . e
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT

ITEM NUMBER: 136 : LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Periodicals
REVIEWER: K. Cotton " DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

CITATION: Arlin, M. Teacher transitions can disrupt time flow in
classrooms. American Educational Research Journal, 1979, 16, 42-56.
Z . —— \9

\

- -

.

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learnifg)

. 3 -
SHORT TiTLE: Arlin, 1979, Teacher Transitions '
SKIMMED, SaéECTEP FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X - 3
RELEVANT ___ IRRELEVANT / FOR BRESENT PURPO;ES ] ol
PRIMARY SOURCE ___ SECONDARY SOURCE ___ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT _
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for prosect pﬁrposes):

(Weak) 1l 2 3 4 5 (Strong)
BRIEF’DISCUSSION OF RATING:

SYNOPSIS: . N

”

[

This study established that time flow is disrupted, and time is therefore
wasted, when certain methods of bringing about t!bnsxtlons between activities
are used by teachers. Other methods, conversely, conservye time. fThe
relationship between 1nstructlona1 time and student outcomes is not addressed
directly.

53
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ITEM NUMBER: 136 SHORT TITLE: Arlin, 1979 .
‘ . Teacher,Transitions
‘ 1 ]
. , . .
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:
v
" .
.
5 . r .
L] {: ¢ .
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:
N
= s
. : N i - 1
i - — 4 - -
o - D ” ~
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS,: ' R )
R s, 4 o, .
t “'."' ~ « *
ﬁ : 43 C
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. ITEM NUMBER: 137 o LOCATION: PSU Library/Project Files
. REVIEWER; K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981
" )’ GITATION: Myrow, D,«L. Learner choice and task engagement. Journal of
Experimental Education, 1979, 47, 200-207. :
. . -. ~
- DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning) .
. . !
> SHORT TITLE: Myrow, 1979, Learner ‘Choice ‘
. 4 » =
‘ . 3 . 1Y .
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR BROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT U//;dR PRESENT PURPOSES ° .
PRIMARY SOURCE . SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT _
R@TING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
" (Weak) 1 2 o3 4 -5 (Strong)
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:
~ -
SYNOPSIS: ' N - ( ,
3 This study looks at the, dlfferences between outcomes when teachers determine

the task and when learners choose their own tasks. Tt hypothesizes that .
greater learneg epgagement will result when learners make the task choices and
that this will lead fo greater achiévement and retentlon., It doe$ not,. 5
°however, examlne the reiatlonshlp between engaged t1me and student outcomes..

- !

P 3'1 \ ..

!
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ITEM NUMBER: 137 ' SHORT TITLE: Myrow, 1979
s Learner Choice

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

« None fou‘nd.

\

RpSEARCﬁER's CONCLUSIONS:

-

None drawn.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: 5

A éopy of the entire article can be found in the Time Factors (Learning)
backup file. ' y
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ITEM NUMBER: 138 , LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche

REVIEWER: K. Cotton L DATE REVIEWED: January 1981
.oy

CITATION: Schultz, E. A, An investigation of ‘the relationship between
individual differences in attention and reading achievement in
first grade. Masters Thesis, Rutgers University, 1973.
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 108 117) -

DESC]!?TORS: Time Factors (Learning)

»
[

SHORT-TITLE: Schultz, 1973, Attention and Achievement
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

’

RELEVANT .V//;RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

~PRIMARY éOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT X
. (Masters—Thésis)

~ .

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

. {Weak) 1 - 2 3] - 4 (Strong)

-

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

This is a well-done study which convincely demonstrates a relationship between
attention level and learning. ) Ct

’ ——T N
SYNOPSIS: ’ 1
Eighty-one New Jersey first graders. (48 boys, 33 -girls) comprised the sample.

for this study, which examined the relationship between attention-and reading
achievement, reading achievement and 1Q, and attention and IQ. Data were .

gathered separately for boys and gééls. Observations were made daily during
an eight-week period to assess student attention levels.

While the report provides an in-depth discussion of attention as a ,
psychological phenomenon, the way attehtion‘is measured in the study makes it
roughly equivalent to engaged time 6r time-on-task.

: .46
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SHORT TITLE: Schultz, 1973
Attention and Achievement

»

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: ) .
A significant positive relatlonshlp was fbund bgtween attentlon and reading
achievement for both girls and boys. The role of IQ inh attention and
achlevement was less clearly defined. IQ was positively related to
achlevement for girls, but no sSignificant relationship was foGnd for’ boys.
There was a positive relationship bsetween IQ0 and attention for boys, but no,
S§ignificant relationship was found for girls. Boys and girls in the sample
were similar in their percentage of attentior and their reading achigyment.

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIQNS:

«

"..+students who are having difficulty with beginning reading skills.might
benefit from techniques to overcome difficulties with attention." ™

\\

i~

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS

None
47
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ITEM NUMBER: 139 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche!

-

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATEVREVIEWED: January 1981 °

-

CITATION: Kiesling, H. "The relationship of time spent on reading instruction
to reading gains as measured by norm-referenced and ]
.criterion-referenced tests. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University,
1975. (@RIC/EDRS No. ED 116 135)

X .
DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

' ’
¥
SHORT TITLE: Kiesling,/1975, Reading :;Eé\gtudy . R
. , — ) .

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES NO ANALYSIS

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURBOSES

-

PRIMARY SOURFE: X SECONDARY SOURCE - DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

4 °

. ! i Yoo . .
RATING OF QUALITY,.OF STUDY. (for project purposes) : . ) .
. ‘ o« >3 )
(Weak) 1 [2] 3 4 5 (Strong)
4 . >

14

BRIEF DISCU§SIQN OF RATING:

< 4 '

\
As the :esearcher himself comments, 1nterven1ng variables and the short time
pe;zod limit the validity 'of this study. Many cells were very small as well,
since so many combinations of factors were- examlned. .

-
- o .
°

Lo

¥

SYNOPSIS:

4

° -

This study investigated the "productivity" of different kinds of reading
1nstruct10n in a sampleigf New York elementary classrooms. Data were gathered
from approximately 5,800 students in grades 4, 5 and 6. Teachers, aides and
spec1a11sts kept records of minutes of instruction per week for 9-10 weeks in
, each of four 1nstructlonal modes: whole group, small group, individualized
instruction and individual help. Crlterlon-referenced and norm-referenced
tegts were administered. . .

- ’
- . — . . ' .
e ¢ s~ . -
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' RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: .

£ ’ ’
ITEM NUMBER: 139 SHORT TITLE: Kiesling, ‘1975 .
. + Reading Time Study* * -

!« l . oo

[

A positive telationship waé_found between ‘amount of instructional time and
achievement on criterion-referenced tests, especially when the classroom
teacher had provided the instruction. Most of the "instructional inputs"
(type of instructor + characteristics of students + mode of instruction +
amount of instructional time) were negatively related to achievement on
norm-referenced tests. This was especially true of instruction provided by
aides and specialists. ' : - '
. * “ ~ . . s

Vérious other findings were reported and explained, e.g., the negative
relationship between the amount of materials and equipment used and
achievement\was probably due to low SES schools having more such equipment
purchased with Title I funds. \*_

RESEAKCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ) o _
Instruction by the regular classroom teacher appears more effective than
instruction by -paraprofessionals, specialists, etc. School inputs were more
closely related to criterion-referenced than to norm-referenced tests. Low _
SES“students were more strongly affected by school 1npu;§ than were higher .SES
students. - . . e

%)

None .
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ITEM NUMBER: 140 " LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche

LI 4

* -

CITATION: Calfee, R. C. & Calfee, K. H. -Reading and mathemat cs observation

system: Descrlptlon and measurement of time usage in thg
classroom. Paper presented at, the Annual Meeting of the American
Eaucational Research Association, San Francisco, April 1976.

T (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 131 llS)

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors {(Learning)

s
4

SHORT TITLE: Calfee & Calfee, 1976, RAMOS®

-

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X'

»
“

+
l

RELEVANT - IRRELEVANT ~“//;OR PRESENT RPOSES

e

"4 Yon f . e, .
. /} R . LR} * . 5
PRIMARYQSQyRQE i *SECONDARY SOURCE _ DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
"\ o ! ® ,,AQ\ Lt bl s . T, > : .

ﬁei,‘T L ; ’ ‘s\
RATING OF QUALITﬁ\OF TUDYG(for g;ggect purposes)
7 r
. A L v, o

.
- ~ 4

(Weak) 1 . - 2

”

(étrong)
. [ 4 . ’
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

SYNORSIS:

A )
2 < '
This paper describes an observation system:whigg}facilitates measurement of
classroom-behavior and ti¥me dispensation. Thr gh. developed and utilized for
several studiés, it is not itself a research stagy. .

ES . . .
’
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' o ITEM NUMBER: 140 SHORT TITLE: Calfeé & Calfee, 1976 '
. _ \ RAMOS

- . /
+ RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

3

\.._.—‘ . 2
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b / 2
v ' 1]
« 0y .
7~ '.\ < s ’\
. N -
Q‘ . ~'s,'
[} .
~ 3 - » \ .
, . : Y
, . ‘ 'MSEAR@HEK'&ONCLUSIONS}M A .
- : cime—— \ -
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REVIEWER'S NOTES.AND COMMENTS: . '
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ITEM NUMBER: 141 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./M%crofiche

4

REVIEWER: K. Cotton : DATE REVIEWED: Jarflary 1981

CITATION: Joneg, G. Exlbihe effects of mastery and aptitude on learning,
retention and time. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
American Educational Research Association, San' Francisco, April
1976. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 126 381)

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

) 3

SHORT TITLE: Jones, 1976, Mastery and Aptitude

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X

5
~

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT +/ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES *

* .

N

-

-

PRIMARY SOURCE, SECONDARY SOUiTE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

- B
+RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 2 3. 4 (Strong)

a

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

SYNOPSIS:
This study used a self-instructional geography unit in 20 seventh grade
classes to assess the effects of a mastery learning procedure and aptitude on

learning, retention and time spent studying the unit. It examines fhe effect
upon time expenditure, rather than the effect of time usage.

#

L&
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*ITEM NUMBER: 141

.

RESEARCHER'é‘%INDINGS:

-

\

SHORT TITLE: Jones, .1976.
Mastery and Aptitude

53 ~
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ITEM NUMBER: 142 LOCATION: NWREL Info. GfgP.,/Periodicals

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

CITATION: O'Donnell, H. Instructional time as related to reading
achievement/ The Reading Teacher, 1978, 32, 246-251.
-

-

]

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Lgarning)

‘V . . . -
SHORT TITLE: O'Donnell, 1976, ERIC/RCS Time Review

P

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

" RELEVANT V//;RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

.

PRIMARY SOURCE  ° . SECONDARY SOURCE X . DISSERTATION

. -

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

: (Weak) 1 2 3 [4]

h Y

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

»
This is a good review of ‘major instru&tional time studies.
< P, s -

x

SYNOPSIS: : T

- b .
. This review waéﬁﬁgvelopeg by staff of the ERIC Clearz;ghouse on Reading -and
Communication Skills and examiqes major stud}es and research’'summaries on the
«instructional time/achievement relationship. Though the primary interest of
the reviewer was reading achievement, many of the studies reviewed lookeq at
achievement in reading and in other’ subjects. Its title notwithstandi g, the =
reviéw is therefore broader in scope than it might initially seem, - DR v

N . ; . . g, '
" Thirteen studies and reviews ‘were examined. Several of these‘argiindividually
abstracted on other item reports. - ' e ¥C ”

‘o1

L
4
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iSHORT TITLE: Q'Donnell, 1978
ERIC/RCS Time Rediew

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:
-

[ .
The studies reviewed revealed £ dings which were'bons1stent with those of
1nstruct1onal time studies geneiﬁ%%g-_ Allocated time, however, measured
— - t{rength—of class periods, days’ imthe sSchool year; years of ITHStrUCtion); Was —
positively related to achievement in reading, mathematics, language arts and
other eybjects. Engaged time, or time-on-task, was even more positively
related to achievement in those areas. Academic Learning Time (ALT) was the
most reliable predtctor of achievement. ’

P

These findings were cited in studies of both elementary and secendary students
and held true tegardless of teaching methods'employed. While 'students in
-general were found to’benefit from greater amounts of time, however measured,
low-ablllty-students experienced the gr%atest beneflts.

J

allocated tifie: ‘the amount of time schlduled for a leatning activity and in

’ »  which the opportunity to learn is present.

L s > . N
endaged time (Or time-on-task): the amount of time spent paylng atytention to
‘g the learning act1v1ty and aéhéLgtlng to leagzn.

’ A . i
academic learning time (ALT): the amount of time spent by a student engaged
: in an academic task that he .or she can perform
- * with high success. .

-

<

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS'

e hammaniaien <

The ‘reviewer did not offer genéral conclusions. Some of the ‘studies concluded/
.recommepded that extra allocated timé be provided for 1ower-ab111ty students
and that methods be developed/utilized for increasing eng time and ALT for
students generally. Some studies' also cautlonec that past certaln point,
aadlglénal increases in allocatgd time, w1thout any change in instructional
method and engaged time, Ab‘ﬁgzagrcduce addltlonal ach1evement increases.

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

H
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ITEM NUMBER: 143 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche

REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

’

CITATION: Jarvis, O. T. Time allotments and pupil achievement in the
intermediate elementary grades: A Texas Gulf Coast study, 1962.

(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 035 063) RS

PESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Jarvis,#1962, Texas Gulf Coast Study

-

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS -
RELEVANT U//;RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES .
PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE " DISSERTATION ABSTRACT «

. 4 .

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) :

(Weak) 1 [2] 3 4 5 (Strong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

The conclusions do not seem to be justified by the findings. The findings
appear to be reasonable. -

° -

- - < ' ~ & \ e

SYNOPSIS: - \

This study was designed to detertnine the relationship between allocated time
(défined as, length of class periods) and student achievement in reading,
arithmetic andglanguage arts. Mental maturlty and achievement tests were
administered to 713 students in grade six. Scores were examined in relation
to the class period durations in the schools attended by the students.’ :

A review of past and current time allocation practices in the Gulf Coast area

accompanies the report of the study. .
./,,;_ -
) 3 < w‘ — _ ’ -~
- * \d'\) - °

N )
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y ITEM NUMBER: 143 N SHORT TITLE: Jarvis, 1962 ’
~ ‘ . * o ' Texas Gulf Coast Study
* %.
o= , . . ) -

L _ RESEARCHER'S , FINDINGS : '

. avw
A

Maximum class period lengths were pos1t1vely related to ach1evement in each of
the areas tested for students whose IQ scores were 115 or.more. For average
) "students, longer class periods resulted in significantly hlgher ach1evemeQ; in. .

* arithmetic and language arts., - ‘ . .
[ PR -
r . ‘\ " -': . - . ‘ . »
i ’ - ( / * N ]
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° - . v , *
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* ' * ' @ * ™

. ,*. RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ' .
» The conclusions are in the form of recommendations which include: 1) that
- maximum class period lengths for formaljzed reading not be in excess of 50
"+ +, minutes daily; 2) that minimum daily arithmetic periods be set at 55 minutes;”
‘“ «°3) that m&ﬁlmum daily class,perlods for languagg arts be 40-minutes; and 4)
¢ .. y that more research is‘needed to establish the relationship between time
’ ) allotments and achievement in the 1ntermed1ate grades.,
LN N

¥
The author also concludes, on the basis of the literature review which

' = ~accompan1es the report of the study, that elementary school time allocations
, are based on "societal pressure, admlnlstratlve expendiency and opinions of J
Qpading educators” rather than learnings from research. .
" and . . \ ‘
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: o : R
- ’ - ~ ¥
\./’/’T ‘A copy of the procedures andnllmltatlons of the study can be found in the Time -
L Factors (Learning) backup file. \ : .
' | \////) o7 \ : .
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ITEM NUMBER: 144 . ®  LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cngé./microfiche

REVIFWER: K. Cotton
& . ‘. e
CITATION; Kidder, S. J., et al., Quantity and quality of instruction:
empirical 1nvestlgat10 S. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Association, Washington, DC, ,
March 31- Aprll 3, 1975. (ERIC/EDRS No. ED 110 417)

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning% ‘ .
- .,
SHORT TITLE: Kidder, et ally 1975, Quantity and Quality of Instruction

.

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PRQJECT PURPOSES, NO_ANALYSIS,

RELEVANT _t/+ IRRELEVANT ___ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

“
<

4

PRIMARY SQURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE L DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

-

>

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) i .

. 3 . .
(Weak)l’ 1 , 2 ' 3 [4]. ) (Strong)

. BN N

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

4 é
Based on ttgfmdlngs, the conclusxons regarding the allock time factor ‘
could probably be stronger. ; .

-

e em A e v

SYNOPSIS: . o
This study investigated the effects of allocated time on reading achlevement.
The allocated time/achievement relationship was examined with regard to other
variables: ' student ab111ty,,student background, teacher characteristics and.
instructional mode. The sample consisted of 2,516 students in grades 4, 5 and
6. Data on the guantity ana quallty* of instruction were gathered via
interviews with' principals, teacherS, specidlists and-selected teacher aides.

a . ~ ¢ . %

. Norm-referenced readlng tests were admlnlstered to“students.

. .

iy ‘\\\\ . o

*Quality" 19 ;hls study refers to the characterlstlcs of the’ 1nstruct10nal
situatidnd, Aot "t ;ts,&orthg
o ﬁyr "“n.’ ' 4/ a -
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ITEM NUMBER: 144 _SHORT ®ITLE: Kidder, et al., 1975
e . Quantlty “and Quality of Instructlon
. ) ' 7
. .
&
RESEARCHER ' S* FINDINGS : . SO .
/

Generally, allocated instructional stime was positively related to reading /
achlevement, regardless of other variables.

- a— — - S e - e

.

Additional time and help beyond allotted class.periods appears helpful for
low~ and middle-abil#ty students; these are not. productive for high-ability

studerits.
) ( ’ ) / \
;;M. ‘ f . 1)
3
——
) i’ .
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v / .
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RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: X
~ S ,/g K ‘. .
" "Further studies should-be desigmed to det Imine‘optimum‘éiudent‘*“‘““i"l‘" o

ability-instructional time-performance combinations in the school setting.

[

N | S

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: ] I

A caopy @f the methods-used in the stuﬁ?)éaﬁgge found in the Time Faetors
{(Learning) backup file. .
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! ¥
ITEM NUMBER: 1 145 LOCATION: PSU Library
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: February 1981
LS 1 R " ) " *
CITATION: Good, T. L. & Beckerman, T. M. Time on task: A naturalistic study
in siﬁﬁ& grade classrooms. The Elementary School Journal, 1978,
787 193~201. . . . ’ -
DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning) N ' ‘ ¥
SHORT TITLE: Good & Beckerman, 1978, Naturalistic Tﬁme Study
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS
4. /
- RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR BRESENT PURPOSES '
PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT -
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
(Weak) 1 © 2 . [3] 4 5 {Strong)
) ks » v . I
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ‘ ) .
- r T - : -t e ."“ T T T T T T e "“"‘7“““”"‘“""""" ""‘“"”“““""‘.““"*—'
Time factors is really not the major focus of study.
- o
L
//, SYNOPSIS: . ' o

The purpose of this study was to find ouf whether pupil involvement was
"different for high, middle and low achievers; whether pupils generally were
more involved in some s$@bjects than in others; and whether dertain types of

" classroom activities were associated with highet or with lower' involvement .
. " - v

\levels., . '
. a .

. . .
Students in six 6th grade classrooms from two schools paréicipated. Students
in g%hool 1 represented low,’ middle and high socioeconomic levels; ~those in
School 2 were from working-class.or lower-middle class families. . 'Student
involvement level +(time on task) data were gathered via classroom observations
and compared with achievement data. Other factors examined were student sex,
whether tasks were selected by the.teacher or not, and instructional groupings.

v
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ITEM NUMBER: 145 SHORT TITLE: Good & Beckerman, 1978
. Naturalistic Time Study
. .
. . rd
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . f .
High achievers were found to”be more involved {spent more time on task) than
low achievers. Boys' and girls' involvement rates were. s1m11ar, glrls' O .
—-— ~achievement was- sllghtly highér. - - e
' ' b . -

» Differences in involvement rate for different subjects were small and appeatEd
to result from the response requirements of different subjects (i.e., spelling .

and math classes require active responﬁes and exhibited more 1nvolvement). .
quolvement was greater when tasks were assigned than when studentg chose !
them. Involvement was greater in small groups or in large g;oups with’a .3
teacher than in whole-class or individual act1v1t1es.' Sl . "\%
\ .

Teachers whose students-were most involved were all from School 1 (large .
socioeconomic range). . )

\.} . L . ° . .?

] . * ! >

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: :

A copy of the article may be found in the Time Factors (Learning) backup file.
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-
a . ITEM NUMBER: 146 + LOCATION: PSU Library o )
2~ - . ‘ -
LA REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: Februady 1981 . -
- N . ~ ‘ . Y hd
TN CITATION: . Dpfdy, G. M. The effects of an\TLcreasedstime allotment on student
A . . attitudes and achievement in science. Doctoral dissertation, . °
-\K " University of California-Berkley, 1969. '
‘\ v DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning) i SN
‘SHORT TITLE: Deady, 1969, Science Achievement & Attitudes
e YN : e R
. SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJEGT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS -
T ¢ @ N - . >
. \ RELEVANT v//;RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES '
. : - ' v , %
. PRIMARY SOURCE 1ﬁ& . SECONDARY SOURCE “# DISSERTATION ABSTRAGT_,ﬁ;
i, * . ‘ . - o . L. .
o L RATING OF QUALITf OF STUDY (for project purposes):
» : 4 ;I ’ » ’-
N ) -(Weak) 1 _12) 3 4 < 5 {Strong) . .
R . * ’ . . - . , . A . R ) [
o PR .- . { - . - .
" * BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: _ . - ' ‘
) > The ddration of the experimenteiSehnknown. ¢
C L. SYNOPSIS: ° . o . -

3
& .
5 ® 1 i
-

This study investigated: .) whether increased time allotment increases
. . student.achievement in science; 2) whether the teacher's preference~for a
o particular time allotment for sciefhce instruction affects student achievement
in science; and 3) whether teacher priZerence for a particular time allotment

for science instruction affects student attitudes toward spieﬁbe.

- A total of 324 control and experimental students in grade 4 participated.
Data on teacher time allotment preferences were gathered, assignments to time
allotment groups were made and students were pre- and post-tested.

.
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A
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SHORT TITLE: Deady, 1969
- Science Achievement & Attitudes

¢ . .

ITEM NUMBER: 146

 RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

‘No significant differences could be attributed to the treatment variable or
the teacher preferences variable when examined across exper1mental~groups,
., both sexes, IQ0s or reading groups.

t - . <
. T

' -RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

None ; ) ¢

-

.
w» . ° '

% REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: {

.

The abstragt may be found in the backup file on Time Factors (Learning) .
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ITEM NUMBER: 147 ' . LOCATION: Audit & Evaluation Program
\ _— 3 T : )
. REVIEWER: ' K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: Fébri;ry 1981
’ ! . \ . ) - ‘
. v ) ) ) .
. . CITATION: Carnahan,.R. S. . The gfﬁécts of teacher planning on‘classroom )
- . processes. - Technical Report No. 541, Madison: Wisconsin R & D
Center for Individualized Schooling, ‘May 1980. © -
l “ . \ ;rl AN P
’ U --‘;«‘JL‘,J‘ S * ‘
’ .-DESCRIPTORS : Time_Factgrs:%&ggrn;pg)
. ¢ - “':- ,"‘.Y - - t
' ) ) o ® o o RSN . - i .
SHORT TITLE: Carnahan, 1980, Teacher Plannirg .
- ! . ’ ", . ,:v .
. ‘ Do e . 23
- . ‘ e \
* SKIMMED, REJECTED®FOR pRanCT.pURposzs,;QE?ANALyg s X
. b j (2 X ‘x—q‘:\ d A ¢
~ * 4 h . a rl ?‘ ,‘ "‘ ’ N % .
) . ' < " "oﬂ v ¢
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR pRESENfggQRPOSEs . N .
~~ e . @ '
@ . < ‘ ' . ’ C ot ’
4 PRIMARY §OURCE X . @ECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
' ' v . \
" ' RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) :
(Weak) 1. . = [2] 3 . 4, 5 (Strong)

o *

-
’

BRIEF DESCUSSION OF RATING: ) .

- i * -
Teachers were the unit of analysis ‘for part of this study and there were only
nine of them. Moreover, it is likely that the kinds of information presented
by the researchers was accessed by non-treatment and partial—-treatment
teachers via other means. Also, factors such as "teacher planninglquality?
’ and "teacher clarity" were defined narrowly and somewhat eccentrically.

~

N .

“ . ‘
- . SYNOPSJS: - ‘ o .

Thi§ study had two major purposes: 1) tq, determine whether providing teachers
with information on student aptitude and motivation strategies would affect-

the quality of teacher-written planning in elementary mathematics classes: and
2) to Qetermine the relationship of written Planning quality to the quality of ?
classroom interactive and organizational environments. Nine 5th grade math
teachers and their classes were arranged in groups in which the teéachers were
given aptitude information, aptitude information plus motivation information,

or neither. Observers assessed teacher clarity, motivation strategy use and
level of 'student engagement# Student outcomes measured included perceived
teacher clarity, attitude toward math, and achievement. .

14
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ITEM ‘NUMBER: 147 SHORT TITLE: Carnahan, 1980

Teacher Planning
» ~ ’

s

[

REJEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

e N
- - .

jJor findings were that: 1) there was no treatmegt effect on the huality of

ritten planning done; 2) written planning was not related to motivation
strategy or perceived teacher clarity; and 3) student engaged time was not -
related to motivation strat69§: but was related to observed and
student-perceived teacher. clarity.

.
i

Althdugh the engaged time/student ‘achievement relafionship was treated as a
"secondary question” in this study, it was found that "there was 4 positive, f
significant relationship between student engaged time and student achievement."

/

,-l

AJ

>

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

‘ -

"The data suggest that planning "is Trelated to the classroom environment.
++.using student background or aptitude information when planning might
possibly allow for mor'®e effective adaptation.of instruction to fit individual
or small group needs. ...the fresults have inplications when considered as
helping teachers to become awaye of how their planning and classroom behavior
may effect (sic) the amount of time students actually spend working." -

7

* C 7

.
’

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

The technical report may be found in the backup file on Time Factors
{Learning). . C

65

,Page 64 of 112




ve

»

1]
&

. motor activity, performance rate, manual dexterity, amount of speech,
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SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT 4 - )
ITEM NUMBER: 148 LOCATION: PSU Library ‘
REVIEWER: K. Cotton . DATE REVIEWED: January 1981

. - .

CITATION: Attwell, A. A., Orpet, R. E. & Myj$s, C. E. Kindergarten behavior
ratings as a predictor of academic achievement. Journal of School

Psychology, 1967, 6, 43-46.

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors @Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Attwell, et al., 1967, Kindergarten Behavior & Fifth Grade

’ v Achievement

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT, PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

:
RELEVANT V//;RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

PRIMARY SOURCE _X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

2

‘ (Weak) 1l [2f . 3 . 4 5 (Strong)

/ -

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ~~ == =~ =" " = 2 == sommmm oo ooy o
’ L4

The topic, time factors, w3s not the major focus of the study even though it
turned out to be the best predlctor.

~

SYNOPSIS: . :

This longitudinal study hypothesized that a pos1t1ve relatlonshlp would be
found between the observed behavior of Kindergarten ‘children and those

children's academic achievement. in ‘grade|5, as measured by the California
Achievement Test (CAT). While in kinderyarten, 100 children in eight
kindergarten classes were—given a battery' of tests.which measured amount of

attention (defined as- Ythe ability of the subject to put forth a mental effort |,
and to concentrate on thectask at hand"), anxiety, self-confidence, effort .
d1splayed cooperatlon given to examiner and interest. Five years later, 59 of
these children were available to the researchers for follow-up testing and
were given the CAT. Seventy correlations between the klndergarten scores and -
CAT scores were examined. r’n .

-
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ITEM NUMBER: 148 SHORT TITLE: Attwell, et al., 1967
' : ~ Kindergarten Behavioy and Fifth Grade
3 Achievement
. o, ! ,
RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:
Attentlon was the éply behav1or to predlct each of the six CAT areas plus
total score. Attention was partlcglarly predictive of reading achlevement.
Thé *next best predictor of overall achievement, and especially reaalng - B
achieveyent, was manual dexterity. . “
a ¢ »
. ‘»
.- ’ . %
“
. ) N
¢ ~ v  t , ¢ 2
’ t
4 - \\
, ‘."‘; L ?
" 'RESEARCHER'S COYCLUSIONS: ~ SR ’ )
T T"The Test Observation Guidé [used with” the kindergarten chlldren] appears to )
- be useful in predicting’ some areas of academlc achig ement, especially .,
reading, at least through'the 5th grade. ‘Arithmetic and Mechanics of Engllsh:
are less well predicted."
=~ + - %
e, . . =
- { L e .
\ 3
» REVIEWER'S' NOTES AND COMMENTS: : ' \
+4 : s
Attention, as measured in this study, 1s roughly equivallent to ﬁengagement
rate”™ measures in other studies. ,
3 @
\ A copy of the art?cle may be found in the backup file on Time Factors ! ‘
° (Learning). . -
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-ITEM NUMBER: 149 LOCATION: PSU Library .
o REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981 "

)
‘.
b -

. ‘ ‘ o\ \
CITATION: Fredrick, W. C. The use of classroom time in high schools abové or
below the median reading score. Urban Education, 1977, 11, 459-464.

-

DESCRIPTORS: 'Time Factors (Learning) _ : /;(/f '
\ . ' ’ T ' @
> . - .
v SHORT TITLE: Fredrick, ;972, Time ‘Use and Beading .

. .
. v M

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NQSKNALYSIS "
. ) . o ‘,\*i \/< - | ’

. ' RELEVANT'u///IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES <:::::T\ - &

t
“

« r

' PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SdURCE DIMSSERTATION ABSTRACT
R L SOURCE — : T %
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): - E e
. (Weak) 1 2 " 13] 4 " 5. (Strong)
. \ ' ' N ‘ ) ’ .
[} N - . -
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: Y "

"

A good observational study, but it would be stronger if classes had been
observed more than once each. vy,

- /

.

SYNOPSIS: - . .

This study Rypothesized a positive relationship bstwee learning time in
reading and reading achievement. Observations werer made in 184 classrooms in
. 27 secondary schools in Chicago, 12 of which had reaaing achievement scores
above the median for the area, and 15 of which were below the median. ‘. ®
'Observers noted: 1) the proportion of students pregent; 2) the proportion of
those presgnt involved in the lessor; 3) the number of students arriving late
or leaving early; 4) the number of diverse 1nterrupt10ns to the lesson; 5) the
oportidn of classes with homework assigned; and 6) the- proportlon of
> ' - 9fydents doing homework when assigned. , .,

-
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The hlgh ach1ev1ng schools had sngn;flpantly better,attendance, a-higher level
‘ of student 1nvolvement, fewet 1nterrupt10ns and more students doing ass1gned
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cL =’ ,
. ITEM NUMBER:~' 150 LOCA&ION; NWREL Info. Cntr./Periodicals
Y U . L .
Voo REVIEWER:* K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: January 1981
LT LA CITATION: = Arehart, J. . Student opportunity to learn related to student’
e L . » achievement of objectives in a probability unit.  Journal of
)

, . Educational Research, 1979, 72, 253- =258,

[y

"\,
o ’

. . DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

t

N SHORT TITLE: Arehart, 1979, Opportunity to Learn .

2

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS X

o ¢

~. ™ ~ . -
7 RELEVANT IRRELEVANT v//;OR PRESENT PURPOSES
/
PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
N E— - —
RAT}NG OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
i (Weak) 1 2 3 . 4 . 5 (Strong)
‘j . — R ' = . .
4 BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: -~ '~ _ ° : nTL e
- . - ” . . N . ' 4
" v . SYNOPSIS: ) )
o *This study examined the relatlonshlp between achlevementaand "opportunity ‘to =
-~ léarn", as measured by counts of teacher statements, teacher-student
exchanges, problems attaﬁbted per pupil and other factors. 'While number of
problems attempted was positively related to achievement, the study does not
o dlrectly examine any time-outcome relatlonshlps.
. . L]
- hY . -
- .‘Q ’ ) . -
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ITEM NUMBER: 151 ’ LOCATION: NWREL Infd. Cntr./Periodicals
REVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REV:gWEd: January 1981
CITATION: Slavin, R. E. Student teams' and comparlson among equals: Effects
. on academic performance and student attitudes. Journal of

> Edutational Psychology, 1978, 70, 532-538.
34 i
. )( . . ¢ '

‘ & . .;’ S . t

DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Léarning) - w

\

SHORT TITLE: Slavin, N978, Teams & Equalss _ .

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALQSIS L

S .o
-~
A} . , -

RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES . R

. +
& RIMARY SOURCE _X . SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

- \ . £y .

o

’ : .
,5ATING.OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 [2] 3 4 . 5

(Strong)
. 13 2
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: N ' . . ’
The study is not directly focused on time factors. '
’ ' r :‘_ ] « \
SYNOPSIS: S

This study investigated the effects on achievement and attitude of: 1) kinds
of rewara (recognition based on telm vs. individual performance) and 2) kinds
of "comparison- (with students 0f liRe ability vs. with the entire class). !
Participants were 205 seventh graaers studying grammar and punctuation, over
ten weeks. ‘Achievement tests, sociometric instruments and attitude .
questionnaires were administered, and observers recorded 1nd1v1dua1 and team
task behaviors.
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SHORT TITLE: -Slavin, 1978 W
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ITEM NUMBER: 151
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

LY

. Team reward, and domparison with students ofakike ability enhanced time on /
task, interpersonal perceptions and student™attitudes. There were no academic

- * achievement effects noted for eithef‘factor: . *
" , o e e . :
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~  RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

Llg .
»
. +

Tead:interventiohs have a positive eff{gt on non-achievement

outcomes--attitudes, working cooperativdly, etg. . . )
- ‘ . s *

¥ \

: -
REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS: ] . _ - : .

Though the-study was not’ designed to determine whether increases in
time-on~task would lead to increases in achievement, it did find that cer;gin
structures produced time-on;}ask increases with no achievement increases.
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LOCATION: PSU Library

.

DATE REVIEWED: . January 1981. -

Al

“ CITATION: Sjogren, D. D. Achievement as a function of study time.

American
Educational Research Journal, 1967, 4, 337-343. i
; ’ DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Legrning) ‘ ’ ) )
- SHORT TITLE: S;ogren, 1967, Achievement and Study Time : .,
¢
SKIMED, REJECTED, FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS .L &
. ’ %EVANT - IRRELEVANT '/FOR PRESENT PURPOSES
.
" PRIMAMY SOURCE SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT __
. R . . ” . ~
KATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for pref'}ee{—pdrpo‘ses): . & )
. 6 *
(Weak) 1 2 3 4 5  (Strong) -
'BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: . '
.SYNOPS1S: N
This study'found that Carroll's (1963) model, in which the ra?ié between time
‘spent learning and time neéeded to learn.is.yonsidered an accurate predictor of
achievement, did not apply to the subjects ;udisd.. This suggests that the
time-achievement relationship,’if any, is different than Carroll proposed, °
although what the real relationship might be is not. ‘explored. ) ,
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PRIMARY SOURCE SECONDAﬁY SOURCE' X < DISSERTATION
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ABSTRACT
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.’

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
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(Weak) _ 1 2 © 3 (4] 5  (Strong)
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BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ) '

This is-a very good review-which clearly restates the important findings and
conclusions emerging from thewresearch. . ‘

SYNOPSIS: ° ) L. . ' ) .

>

teaching methods on the reaﬁlng and mathematlcs achlevement of students in

grades 1‘5 in &
papers:' Rosens
Berliner (1977).

g.s.

ne {1976) , Berliner and Rosenshine

It is "both a summary and expan51on of three previous °
(1977) and Rosenshine ahd

~ v
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ITEM NUMBER: 153 SHORT TITLE: Rosenshine, n.d.
* <A Academic Engaged Time

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Of 15 stuaies of "content covered or opportunity to learn", all but one found
significant relationships between content covered and student achievement gain.

Student attention or engagement was also strongly related to achievement. :

"In studies which consider only allocated time, most of the results tend to he
non-significant." ~ -

"Teacher2 who most successfully promoted achievement gain...approached the
subject matter in a direct, businesslike way, organized learn1ng around
questions they posed, and occupied the centet of attention." ,Student choice,
of act1v1t1es yielded negative results.

Teachers working with .small groups (3-7 students) or large groups was
positively related to achievement; teachers working with three students or
less was negatively relatea to class achievement gain.

v/
RESEARCHER 'S CONCLUSIONS: )
The author cautionS°tha£ the studies reviewed are of varying qualities. He
also emphasizes “the need to proceed with caution in implementing [the
findings emerging from thé stuaies]) into teacher training programs or into

evaluative checklists for teachers." .

Content covered and student engaged time’ are the most consistently reliable
bredictors of achievment. < - .

! -
) —

"There are fio lists of essential teacher behav10xs1ﬂnor is' it claimed thq§ any
one type of teaching method or style is inherently -superior.... The'primary
goal of the teacher is obtafhlng ‘sufficient' student content covered and

academically engaged minutes." .
REVIEWEKR'S NOTES AND' COMMENTS: . P ‘ ’
L : ’ ¢ . : _
None - - - _—
<’l o ' L}
- . . .‘/ . Y 2 -
g - '!. -
. . » . - -
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SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS
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RELEVANT V///IRRELEVANQ FOR PRESENT PURPOSES oo
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PRIMARY SOURCE X - SECONDARY SOURCE DI§§ERTATION ABSTRACT -
—_ — ¢ .

°
-

0
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. RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY _(for. project purposes): ) : ‘

-

(Weak) 1 2 (3] a 5  (sfrong)

BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: : v

L}
’ K

The sample is relatively small and the observation periods relatively short.
The study is-nevertheless a valid one ana convincingly demonstrates the

behavior/achievement relationship. . . .

P

SYNOPSIS: . A
This study examined the relationship between-classroom behavior and
achievement. Ninety 2na graders in f1ve classes were observed for 5 minutes

4 per day for 4 days in the fall and agaln in the spring. Observations took
Place duripg language arts 1nstruct10n. A classification system was used in
which all observea behaviors were recorded under one of 12 categories.* -
Language arts achievement tests were admlnlstered to the children in the fall
and spring, .

*Constructlggiiself-dltected‘act1v1ty, attendlng; constructive play;
task~oriented’ interaction; nonconstructiver activity; distractibility; passive
responding; gross motor activity; social interaction; dependency; aggression;
teacher 1nteract10n' -

. L "‘
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Behavior ngchievement
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- a
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: ‘

.r

\ The behavior of boys and girls did not differ>s;§nificantly. The behavior of.
the individual children, and therefore of the class, did not change '
significantly between the fall and “spring obse#vatidns. \

- ’
'

14 .
Although the degree of significance differed between spring and fall

behavior/achievement correlations, all behav;brs were significantly related to
achievement. 1In geneﬂhl, the higher achieving children exhibited behavior$
describable as constructive, ‘active, attentive, task-oriented and

independent. Lower achieving children werg/génerally described as being less
engaged, due to hehaviors that were nonconstructive, passive, distractable,
social (as opposed to task-oriented), dependent and/or aggressive.

LN

¢ /

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: /
’ . 9 /' »
"Overt classroom behayior is an important determinent of academic progress."

The combination of behavidfal information and ability test data is a more

- reliable predictor of pchievemg t than either kind of information by itself.
The point in the school year when behavioral observations are made appears to-
affect result§ and should be considered a variable. - .

*

n 4 L .
JInterventions to modify behavior may have a positive effect on academic

progress. . . - , s ,
Ve v ‘
LY . -
. H w *

- REVIEWER'S NOT ND COMMENTS:

The authors.st ne ctrious conclusion--that if behavior modification

intervernttions a O be used, they shquld be aimed at altering behavior

pPatterns that impair a child's learning, rather than being aimed at disc;;te

behaviors for no better reason than because those behaviors are "bethersome to

the teacher." It-seems that if a behavior is botQersome because it interferes

with the learping of other children or with'the teacher's teaching, then it is
. importént to address it whether or not it impairs the learning of the child in
question. . . . //L//’

' L X't
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> RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): ) -
(Weak) 1 . 2 3 . 4 : 5" (Strong)
’ E?IEF DISCUSSION OF, RATING: ’ - e .{
‘ . ‘ h - . f .
" SYNOPSIS: T L N e ‘ .
This study found that different "student typed" exhibit different amounts of
time-on-task in response to different teaching methods. ' While the researchers .
_ Clearly believe that engaged time is related to achievement, their study was .
not designed to explore th{s relationship. ¢
- ) 4 & * .
*
. N » k] . L4 .
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RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY -(for project purposg‘?: ; : : . Cow
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BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ° . ‘ ' .

v ) +

4
a

This is a carefully designea and executed Study. 1Its relationship to.other

'tlme factors literature is also we\l‘ -expllcated. .
. . . < & [SERY
2 . . 5 - s . - ‘ *

synogsrs:, U oy - ~
g o * .
The study had two, purposes: 1) to adapt the Walker enginered intervention . "
prognam as a short—-term resoarce model to fuhction as an integral part of &
regular school, and 2) to establish comparisqgn groups in order to evaluate the O

1mmed1a’§e and long-term effects of such a program on readlng and math
‘achievetent and on-task behavior. 8 ) .

LIRS
.

Second, t'hlrd and sixth graders with ,IQsS abd*/e 89 who were. one, or more years"
below grade level\ in reading and/or math’and who spent Iow percentages of time -

on task were selected for the" study. Groups of approxlmately 10 chlldlnen. ot Sei
. » barnticipated in each of three 8-week intervention phases. P For each phase, a -
=~ comparison group of approxlmately 10 ch1]_.’ren remained in the regular, ’
N; ' , / ’,
; ‘ o s \ v 8O Continued® B
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156 " SHORT TITLE: O'Cqnnor, et al., 1979
© ‘Resource Room Effects

’ 4, = L2

. ~classnpom. * Observers recorded student behav1or and ach;evement tests were

¢ adm}nlstered -

w
B
S
-
.

L. RESEARCHER s FINDINGS°‘ " ' !
) * p R A . ,\‘a' Yooeor
A Lo Resour¢e room students spent s1gn1f1cantly,more time on-task agd‘achleved*at a
significantly hldher level in readlng and math than did their compar'ison group
counterparts. These-advantages were ma1nta1ned over a perlod of four months

after thelr'return to regular classrooms on a full- t1me hasis.

- . ¢
<N
Cbmparlson group students also\ev1denced ancreases 1n on- tas behavior after
" tredtment students returned to join them- in the regular clasgroom, although
these increases were far léss dramatic than the 200% fncreasd on the part of

the treatment students.. The comparison group 's.achievement gains were about
‘one-half those of the treatment group.

- . 7 . ~
- > . . . . ,
~ - . .

RESEARCHER' S cougLusioﬁs:

“*The flndlngs of this study strongly support -egrlier research show1ng the
La critical relatlonshlp between task attent1veness and school achlevement f.

.
-,
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. ‘ ‘ ~ j ' [ ' .. . ‘j'

S {ENiEWER S NOTES AND. COMMENTS° oL L BT P ‘
(. e , y i " ’ . ' )
N f'}. *It was agreed that chllﬁren asslgned tq the comparlson

% ) . eligible gor partlclpatlon in the resource room program
AN the comparison function for. six monthg

group would become
dfter having seryed
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BUURY S . -t ' The study cleaxly shows necessity to provide adequate time a
. . M . v - . ( * "y . N /
¢ . . : . . > ’ o4 ’ .

. ThlS study demonstrated that both completlbn of program activities and

G achleyement are dependent on adequate_ amounts of allccatjfttlme for

o ] instryction and learning to take Place. Noting that some hisers of the
, . developmenX§l,F1fst Year Communication ‘Skills Program (FYCSP) hal failed to

» ) "* complete t pPtogram in the allotted 35 weeks, researchers rked with- program
users to determine the adeMuacy of 1nstruct10nal~t1me allocations suggested by

:“, >, —% program developeﬂs.v Sli‘y-SIX kindergdrten classés comprlsed the sample.
g// ' . . time. spent on- each unit, the average daily 1nstructLonal time, and the amount
‘- o€ 1nstruct10nal t1me per outcome area. , ] .

Teachers kept a weekly log of t1me so that researchers could learn the overall a.
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGSY e

\/\\"

It was found that those classes which had failed to complete the program had
devoted sto°its teaching less time than those who did complete it and less time
than had been'recommended'by~the'deyelopers.a ‘ ~ .

Achlevement test results indicated that recommended 1nstructlonal time for two

LA
' . .. .
-

-

of the units was inadequate. \ . 5 - b
‘ kN - : )
s ] ry .
2] - 4
- ’ 4
-
. R . - . . . _a
v e
\ . - - g . i ®
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: . . ,

- ’ . : L)
Researchefs concluded that the recommended 1nstructlonal time was adequate for
most program units, and that it was failuge "to follow recommendations that

.

caused some classes to complete only part of the program.

v ;
R ¥ , -

‘As the allocated instructional time recommended for two of. the units appeared

<

[ 4

" REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

ta have a megative af on achlevement, researchers also recommended that
these suggested time perlods be lengthened. - . .

.o

. ) e !
\ ki

.-A copy of the-article may be found in the'Time Factors (Learning) .backup file.
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‘hAlthoubh the abstract.of this disser;;kioﬁ indicates that one of the purposes

of the study was to review the’literature on instructional time, nohe of “the
. findings on the‘effects ¢f instructibnal time\hre presented in the abstradt.
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Fredrick, et al., 1979, High School Time Use

FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

SEGONDARY SOURCE

-

)
DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

’
o

RATigG OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): 1

(Strong)

riodicals

v

m (Weak) 1 .2 3 41+ 5

y ) '« * :-o L a
. BRI"EF DISCUSS‘ION os"*RATING. .

- The study clea:ly focuses on the effects of time 1ost by absences and
- _ -classroom 1nterrupt1onsu ) N .

P

» v

-
- . »

’ o ,
a SYNOPSIS: @

Y . -

This study sought to determine the effects on aqh1evement of-in-class” learning
time and of positive and negative teacher comménts. Each of 175 high school
classrooms in Chicago was observed for two ,Periods in February 1976.
.. Observers noted the number of students present in the glass, whether these
i students appeated engaged in the lesson and their entrances and exits frdom the
classroom. Interruptlons of the lesson.-were logged. These four var1ables
were used to. derive a"measure called Actual Student Time. Teachers'®
. - evaluative cgmmehts about student performance were classified as positive or

) negative and’recordeds¢ These hehaviorial data were compared with'student

. achievement-records in reading. ’
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ITEM NUMBER: 160 SHORT TITLE: Fredrick et al., 1975 ' )
o High School Time Use ) p ,}_5
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . . v .

A positive relationship was found betwéZn AST ‘and achievement (.54) and

. between positive comments and achievement (.22). A negative relationship was,

found between negatlwe comments and achievement (~.08), using 1975 achievent
daba. ‘
The, number- of evgluative statemehts of any kind was surprisingly low; the

researchers felt?jbservers may have m1ssed subtle evaluative statements. - T

— J !
The 1nc1dence of various' interferences with student learning time was quite
hlgh- ’g * N ) v
s ae % ’ )
. ., 4
» - ¥
L3 - 1y -
! M L)
. S
. <’ e -
. ~ ~ - _
{ N ,
hd
5 * " 4 _ ¢ ’

RESEARCHER'S 'CONCLUSIONS: ‘ )

I 4
»

"Observers can deteot events that are assoc1ated"w1th advances in

" achievement.... It is apparent that major time fot learnlng was lost ‘in’ these

schools.... Establisiment of policies for brlnglng in absent students and for
increasing the quallty of classroom 1nteraqt10n are two visible areas with
room fof 1mprovement. o’

( . ‘ . ¢ﬁ¢&3 - |
N e L | (
REVIEWER’S NOTES«AND COMMENTS: * -~ ~ - - .
A copy of the artlcle may be found in the backup file on Time Factors e

(Learnlqg) .
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RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for pro}ect purposes) : °
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(Weak) 1 . [2) ~ - 3 . 4 .5 « (Strong) ) ,
T Lo % -
BEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ‘ s

- “n ’ ¢ L e

"The flndlngs of this research are clouded by methodolOglcal problems. --true.

\‘? . 5 . . . ' - .
.’ . . . . re .
"SYNOPSIS: o N

. . 4
This study asked: Does time allocated for satlal studies instruction account
for variance in student achievement? Sixty-elght fifth grade teachers-in J
.  Maryland kept Jogs of the time they allotted to social studies instruction for .-
L 0 a period of 101 days. Attendance records and(records of the level of student
“involvement were kept over this same period of time. Studentsfwere then given
the STEP Achlevement Test (Social Studies). ‘ ¢
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ITEM NUMBER: 16l SHORT TITLE; °"Smith, 1979, .
- ' ) Allocated Time/Social Studies

¢

' RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:. - ' _ ,

o

The contribution of allocated time‘to achievement was nonsigmificant. .
The study also revealéhﬁ;hat there was considerable variation in the amount.of
time the 68 teachers allocated to soeial Studies instrudtion and’ that ‘teachers
generally spent less time on such instruction than was_ cdalled f£Jr by d1str1ct
pollcres . . ’ L.

. Y : .t ’ "‘

y Of the other variables examined:in relatlon to ach1evement,,only class DG

intelligence was s1gn1f1cantly (and positiveély) related. Class involvement
and attendance were related, but not significantly.

- ) -7 ‘ — T T T

¢

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS:

1
Concluslons are in the form of‘recommendatlons°
taking steps to increase the amount of t1me_spent on so@ial studies
1nst§pct10n° 2) further study should take place regarding the huge variance in N
time spent .teaching ‘social studies; 3) discrepancies betweg&n these findings -
and those of previ‘ous research may be the result of defj:ftlbnal differences.

-

REVIEWER'S NOTESgﬁyD COMMENTS° . .

. .
A copy of the at&lcle may be found-in the backup file on Time Factors
{(Learning). )
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.RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project ‘purposes):
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BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATINGy =~ ’ ‘ o .
. - . > ) N ; N > L ’ N / . - N o
. ¢ The basio idea of reanalyzing Wiley and Harnischfeger's study wa$
” good--sugges€ts complexity of other factors interacting with time.
( 39/ ! st racH ‘ ¢ 9 - ! R
T o : : . ( + .
. . . ’ - . -2 * s o N
SYNOPSIS: ey et PR ©

. B N . N ? 2
- .
'

- ¢ N - .
This'study\was coﬂaupted to determine whether the results of Wiley and
. - Harnisthfeger's ¥74 study would hold true with.other and larger populations.
.The W & H study had used data on 6th graders in'Detroitwwhich had been ‘;
published in the 1966 Coleman Report, and a very strong positive relationshipr
-was found between quanti'ty of schooling and.achieveme?tn . (Seé Item No., 167.)

- >

. £ .

-The .present sﬁudy‘exa@ined the quantity of schooling/achieveﬁeqt r aﬁionship .
. using the.W &'H data plus 1) additional Coleman repoft data, 2) data collected
By McDill & Rigsby "in~1973, and 3) 1974 data from the Stage:of~@grylanql

% , ' »

.. rd . . : ‘; . . ] 1 an . ) /. . ' ) ~ ;* . {
) L - R . . : . B { oo i
. o \ . S ‘94 ' ,’ A ) ‘,' v~ 3
s ’ [y , . N LI - ‘. \/ . ' ' ’
. o i ) : Lo . oo T
o ) e . Page 93 of 112 ', ~ a .

-

L 2 ‘ ’ *

, EMC: ’v" - s 14 \; . Iy . \ N '




[
. ITEM NUMBER: 62 SHORT TITLE: Karweit, 1976 \ )
. - . \ Quantity a Major Factor o ’
e ¢ P \
- + ° ’\‘\ s \
) . - .
¥ ‘ .

-

s -RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS :

N

. . Reanalysis of the W & H aata found results similar to those W & H originally
. reported.-, However, analysis of'data on the non-central city schools in the ~
troit area revealea the effect of the quantity of, schoollng on achievement

AN

Study of central .city/non-céntral combinations in
failed to find the large positive effects reportea by

¢ to be’ inconsequential.
the McDill & Rigsby data on 20 high schools revealed a very modest
attendance/achlevement relationship for some achievement outcomes areas and
none for others. A final® analysis with the 12th grade Coleman data revealed

i Other large cities al
_ii W & H. BAnalysis of the\Maryland data on 3rd, 5th% 7th and 9th graders and of
t
relatlonshlps between quantity of schoeling and achievement in only a few:
R .( areas and these were not s1gn1f1cant. "

°

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUST oNS:
T 1
The W1ley ‘and Harnlschfeger findings, whlle -valid f6r the populatlon stucled )

; by jpthem, are not-generarizable. ) . .

‘Thls .does n&¢ mean that quantity of schooling is not 1mportant. "However,
before makin clalms for its large impact=--claims which are almed at
influencing licy” Qec151ons--1ts effects should be examlned in.a wide varlety
of school settings, with attention to 1nd1v1dual student dlfferenees,and to

~  the possible 1mgortance of cumulatfve effects. . . -

\ : - - ) - - t

~ .’

REVIEWER'S ‘NOTES AND COMMENTS? ST - . ) "
. ° ‘ FRTER Y N, ° . - .
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+ . A copy of the.article may be found in
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' PRIMARY/SOUKRCE® X '~ , SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT _ - -~ -
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RATING ‘OF QUAEITY OF STUDY (for project purposes) : v 8
. T Ty :

. (Weak) 1 NVIE 3 & 4 5. (Strong) | N

‘ \ g » ':/(l . ) - . ) -~ @
5 W%MEF DISCUSSION OF RATING. - A

. \A ’ [] .
‘ y Controls for such confoundi}ag factors such as‘ cultural expectatlons do not
appear to have beeg adequately establ:.shed. . - -

a NS
' . N - . R . .
- - I R ¥

v

) SYNOPSIS,': . '; N . L . ‘ o -
a . The exam:\Qatlon of time factors in relatlon to mathematlcs ach:g/emept is one '
) . Ssmall par of g?n intefnational study. ip wh1ch mathemat:z.cs 1nstruct1bn and ’

achlevement 1n 12% countr:.es were lnvest:lgated and compared. -
L] ,g“. . . 3
Lo In the ,part & the study dealing with?time factors, researchers exanuned data_ " 1
. gathered from the 12 countrles to determine what relatlonshlp, if' any,”’ ex1sted
N . between mathematics achievement and: . 1) amount pf overall schoollng, 2) ‘

T . wamount of mathematics 1nstructlon, and, 3) amount' 'f mathematics homewark. b £
v+ 77 -Ywae also hypothesized that the amount of time devotea - tg all, school homework
] : ¢ woula be .more closely related to. lower me al process scoreg than to highey
co mental process scores. T . . . L . - o .
- . - . PN )
< v 5 kY
. % » . ® "
R *Austrlalla, Belg1um, England, Flnland, Frante, Germany, Israel Japan, -

Netherlands, Scotland, Sweden, Udr\ted States. _ o o !
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ITEM NUMBER: 163 SHQRT TITLE: Husen, l9§7
: International Math Stuay

’
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: b
- - 4 . B
* The most significant finding was that greater amounts of mathematics.homework
S * was strongly positively related to the math achievement of children in the
lower elemeritary grades and of students whose math coursework is a major part
"of their career preparation.
o s . . . 8 . ' . =
When all countries were considered, achievement in mathematics had little
relationship to the number of hours per week of schooling. 1In fdct, the
relationship, such as it was, was slightly negative. oo .
H

*  Mathematics achievement has a slight positive relationship to the number of °

. hours per week allocated for math instruction. , .
) For populations other than young elementary students and stuaents preparing
€ . - for careers involving mathematics, the number of hours per week spent on

¢ - mathematics homework makes no appreciadble’ ‘Gifference in achievement.

Al M ~

g F . . ‘ . ‘
. . e d The relationship between the amount of homework time expended was more closely ,
s related to lower mental process scores than to higher ones.
A . T . - ‘
ﬂ-' ) M 4 1 N i}
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PRIMARY SOURCE _X SECONDARY SOURCE . DISSERTATION ABkaACT

A ° AN

RATING OF QUALITY OF SPUDY (for project purposes): °
. [

°

L. y -
(Weak) 1 [2) 3 « 4 ° 5+ (Strong).

v .

o BRIEF DISQUSSION OF RATING:

The quality of the study-is limited as sub]ects were, ndt randomly assigned, —
< initial status. data were not collected for all students, and populations were
ﬁybject to uncontrolled mortality.

~ -

] SYNOPSIS:
This study investigated the relationship between .the amount of time students
,particapate in preschool/kindergarten classes and later school achievement.
Approximately 1,500 children who ‘had participated ineTitle I 1) preschool;
2) half-day kindergarten; 3) aXl-day kindergarten; and™4) all~ ~day kindergarten
plus preschool’ were subsequently\tested at 1ntervals, ~up through the end of

, N second grade. Both intelligence tests and reading tests were administered to
- . them and to primary classmates who had not hagd preschool or kindergarten
. experiences. - < . . ) \ o
o ‘ o) - ’
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... ITEM NUMBER: ,164 SHORT TITLE: Nieman & Gastright, 1975
' : Preschool Programs -

RESEA%FHER'S FINDINGS: f . b

"./.the children whd‘atte d preschool score significantly higher on the Boehm
Test of Basic-Concepts thEn those' who do not attend. These differences are
even dJreater at the end of kinaergarten.... Follow-up studies on samples of
children form each ggoup show that these differences are maintainea at the end
of both the first ahd sejqu grade.”

This positive relationshilp exlsts independent of a wide range of teaching

, styles, ma%erlals and me hodologles. .

These findings are consistent with those of other studies on the effects of
preschool and kindergarten experlence.

-

Raagt\ncusa's CONCLUSIONS: . .

...Results suggest that pf%school and klndergarten have g significantly
positive effect on both intelligence and.reading test scores..., Further, the
evidence suggests that these gains are maintained until the end of the second
grade.' Results for populations with varying amounts of pre-first grade
schooling suggest, that there is a posgtlve and lasting relationship between
B the amount of time students participate in preschool &nd kindergarten, and
- their perfdrmance on tests. o

2

3,

, "
. ) : ~
s REVIEWER’S NOTES.AND' COMMENTS: '
. o
A copy of the article may be found in the backup file on Time Factors
(Learnlng) - v
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CITATION: Welch, W. W. & Bridgham, R. G. Physics achievement gains as a
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; .
: .
PRIMAKY SOURCE _X_ '  SECONDARY SOUKCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
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. P «

-

~ .- )
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):
- * . ¢ .
(Weak) 1 -2 T3], . 4 5 ! (strong)

? . v
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RK&ING:
'y ]
This is a good sfiudy w1th only minor design problems, e. g., reliability of
measures is good but not’ perfect,, etc. . ]

'd

SYNGPSIS:

This study was designed to determ1ne what relationship, if any, exxsts between
1) instructional time and ach1evment in physics, and 2) 1nst;uct10nal tlme and - .
the mean mental abiljty of studehts. Forty-one high schooI physics teachers
and approximately.2,000 students ffom 20 states were §tudred during. a trial
test of materials from a developmental project, Project Phys1cs. Teache{s-
logged- the total number of days’ during which physics was taught in.efch _of the
project's six units. Students were pre- and post—tested, and.data were ! ‘/‘k
adjusted to account for initial differences in phys1cs ‘knowledge. * Mental
ability tests were administered to the students. .

n -

Lo .
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RESEARCHE'R/ 'S FINDINGS: ‘ . ,
! . 1 . .

No relationghip was found between allocated time for physi instruction and

physics achievement. )
. - \ ?’
-

No relationship was found between allocated time for phys1cs instruction and
the average sfudent ab111ty level of a class. ¢ {

. . M
. : . : )

- J l P

-

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUBIONS: : ‘ ’ oo
2 . ’

. -

<

- Since exfra time spent on a unit appears mot to affect achievement, "the

tesearchers recommend giving each unit {ts recommended 30 days. so that later
units will not be slighted or omitted. -
Researchers were surprised .that no relatlonshlp w3s found between
instructional time and stutdent ,ability. They conclude that those teachers who
e€xpended more ‘than 30 days on any of the project's units, they did so for
reasons other than low student ability levels.

. i o

\ T -
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REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS : . - Tl T
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'Q~cdpy of the article may be found in the backup file on Time Factors .
(Learning). Ce . )
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BRIE% DISCUSSION OF RATING:
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SYNOPSIS:

The major focus~—i$§ not on tlme‘factors per se, but rather on technlques for
generatlng vartables to be_ studied. N
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REVIEWER: K. Cotton - DATE REVIEWED: January 1981 - !

v

CI%ATION: Wiley, D.- & Harnischfeger, A. Explosion of a myth. Quantity of
. schooling and exposure to instruction, major educational vehicles:
Educational Researcher, 1974, 3(4), 7-12. Q
° . ~ ’ .

DESCR;PTdRS: Time Factors (Learning)

<& T , .
«"i .S b
SHORT TITLE: Wlley & Harnlschfeger, 1974, Quantity of Schooling
o

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR‘PRdJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS ! , N

PR

FLEVANT V///RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES M\

\ \ /
PRIMARY SOURCE X kﬁCONDARX SOURCE
y . .

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

o

RATING §F QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): - - .
> . <
(Weak) 1 2 3 (4] -« 5 (Strong)
. _ o ‘ o . ‘
BRIEF DISCUSSION.OF RATING: < . '

¢ LY
*The study focuses directly on time factors.. ’
‘ P

%K v Y - :
SYNOPSIS: o v
< ‘e

-
. o . .

The authors of this paper, utlllzlng a model descrlblng the telationship .
between schoollng exposure time and ach1evement, examlned.data which .had been
utilized for other gtudies or were avallablle from other sources. The
motivation for thié Mdndertakinmg was their observation that many previous
studies had, for-a variety of reasons, pgdoduced inaccurate findings and
“conclusiogs.. ‘Reasons inclutled failure to differentiate between quantltatlve

« and qualitative ‘factdrs’ wrongly categorizing data on the amount of time for

exposur€ to instructlon, etc. . .
’ . 7 . .

The model includes four time factors which bear on achievement: total o

allocated exposure t1me, percent usable exposure t1m67 percent active learnlng

time, and total needed learnlng time. . . .
? . : , .
. . .. M ¢ - '. 4
’ o Page 103 c]Eq{i;Z o -
’ . . . , - )
- i . M ‘{ ', R e




s,

[N

3

.~

- schooling as defined by the modeI has an enormous impact on_ achievement.

. "Cutbacks in the lengths of the school year.and school day will ‘result in
* significant drops in school achievement." ,

REVIEWER'S NOTES, AND COMMENTS:

L

- N - -
ITEM NUMBER: 167 SHORT Tl?LE: Wiley & Hérnischfegef, 1974
- . Quantity of Schooling

< . . \ ’. ‘

. . ¢

4

Fs

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: .

Examination of data on time'factors and application q‘sthe model to these data
revealed findings which were very different from the findings -of some other °

reseatchers. Overall, Wiley and Harneschfeger found that quantity of
In

-one part of their analys1s, “for example, these researchers found that a 24 -
percent 1ncrease ih the amount of schooling in the intermediate grades '
resulted in an increase in reading achievement gains of two-thirds and, in~

math and verbal skills, one~third-

The authors also noted tHNt, from.state to state, there are enormous
dlfferences in the amounts of education offered.

‘ . * .

-~
\
g
2 . ’ } - ‘
“ RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS; . ) . .
N . )
...schoollng has large, 1mportant effects if we ask adequate questlons such
as: What is the effect of ,a particular amoun€ of schooling?" .

»
I

K4

"
I

"...our findings of important consequences of ‘the quantity of schooling lead
us to. adgvocate more time for those who need it, so that more equal individual
begefits of schooling w1ll be obtained," -—:&'

i

A copy ofs the article may bé found in the Time Factors

.

See also Item Report No.'16?."

|
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ITEM NUMBER: 168 . LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cnhr./Microfiche‘ ,
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REVIEWER: K+ Cotton * DATE REVIEWED: Febryary 1981
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-
. N - .
« &

CITATION: Fox, R., et al. Tracing teacher effectg through studemt behavior
to Jdearning outcomes, Washington, D.C.: NIE, August 1978.
(ERIC/EDRS No..ED 169 039%) .
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¢

. .
,DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)
SHORT TITLE: Fox, 1978, Tracing Teacher Effects

SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PRCJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS

. RELEVANT V///:RRELEVANT . FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

\

PRIMARY SOURCE X SECOSPARY SOURCE

DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

RATING OF_QUAﬂITY OF STUDY .(for project purposes):

-

{Weak) 1 2 \ {3] ‘4 5 (Qtrong}

§

Cy
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING:

-

Observgzion time was limited, but this is nevertheless a good study.

J

L]

SYNOPSIS: “ ,

After providing a brief summary of research demonstrating that time-on-task is
a more reliable predictor of achievement than allocated instructional timé,,
the researchers describe the methods and outcomes of their own time study. .
The study was designed to determine: 1) thq.effect of teacher oharacteristics
and teacher classroom behaviars on student time-on-task, and 2) the effect of
Student time-on~task on four kinds of student outcomes--achievement,
self-esteem, gelferal attifuaés and coping skills. \

The sample consistd of 53 sixth grade teachers and a subsafnpl@ 408 of
their studepts in Austin, Texas. Teacher personal characteris ) s were
profiled, and observers visited classrooms to record teacher classroom ,
behaviors and student time-on-task (for 78 students). Achievement, attitude
and affective data were gathered through tests and questionnaires.

» 106
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SHORT TITLE: Fox, 1978 .

Tracing Teachgr'ﬁffects

\

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: \

’ ¢

" Teacher attributes which were éignificantly and positively related'to

time-on-task included efficiency; a moderate (rather than extreme) score on,
Procedure, responsibility and courtesy, and systematic, orgtnized classroom
behavior. - "

.
.

Time-on-task was positively and significantly related to attitude improvement,
coping skill gains, .self-esteem and standardxzed achlevement. An ,average
amount of time-on-task was better.$han a low amount, but the largest and most

positive effects were assoc1ated with consistently high time-on-task,

. !' -
.

L)

. ' * -

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: .

"the oyerall conclugsion is that teacher characteristics do affect children's
work habits, in expectable ways, and children's work habits, in turn, affect.
their learning, their self-gesteem, and their broad coping skills. . -

]
(

©

. REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None
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A
Page 106 of 112




O

ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

“u > < .
Al ) * - - ’
» 4
" SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT; ITEM REPORT . oo ‘ ; ~_,)t’, ®
» . e . < . .
) . N . L} )
.. ) ’ 5 4 ’ » N . ‘v"‘
, ITEM NUMBER: 169 LOCATION: NWREL Info. Cntr./Microfiche
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" REVIEWER: K. Cotton ' DATE REVIEWED: February 198ls . T
- . , 4 . - N o ) . 5

CITATION: Easton, J. Q., Muirhead, R. S., Fredrick, W. C, & Vanderwicken,”S."
) . Relationship among student time®on task, otientation of teachers,=
‘and instructional’ grouping in elementary reading classes. “Paper :
“presented at the Annual Meetlng of the American £ducational
Research ASSOClat10n4 San Francisco, ta, Apr11€$979. - ‘ .
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 169 503) ; '

-, . .

BESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)
;o ) . . )
¢ ‘ ! b *

SHORT- TITLE: Easton, é& al., 1979, Time anq,Eiementary Reaétﬁg'

. o . . , A,
SKIMMED, REJECTED ,FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS ___ N
. / 3 t .
- RELEVANT IRRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES :
¢ M . ) . . . . .'
-PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE - DISSERTATION ABgTRAQT . v
) IR ) * - e ¢ ’ < )
RATING,OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): R 3
R BN ’ N . .
- (Weak) 1 L2 e 3 M TS B 5  {Strong) 7
. - ’, n . by ‘v, :
a < BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: \ ' :
r Observatlon time was. short, but this is otherwise a well-designed and Lot
conducted study. —_— ‘ _ . 2’ .
- ( , ? ' ’ - \ / o N
SYNOPSIS:
. Thls stud¥ was des1gned to determine the effect of various factors on -
. " time-on-ta$k and the effect of time-on-task on studept achlevement. Teachers
. and students in 74 primary and intermediate classrooms were observed while ¢

reading instructidn was in progress. Reading achievement scores_ were “examined.
. .
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ITEM NUMBER: 169 SHORT TITLE: Easton, et al., 1979

Time' and Elementary Reading

\ o f

RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: . N
Instruction directed to the entire class (as opposed to instruction of a group
within the class) was positively related to student involvement. Student
involvement was higher when there was one instructional group and activity
than when there were two .or more ‘groups or activities. These relatianships

were noted both within and between classes.
. - L4

. -~

Poverty was negatively related to both involvement and. achiewvement.

Involvement was positively related to achievement. ‘

'

RESEARCHER'é concrus:o?s: ‘ v

'

"The 1mp11cat10ns are not that teachers should always be drlented to the

entire class or shoulgd, have only one 1nstruct10na1 activity at a time, but
that teachers should be more aware of all students and not regard any activity

as having secondary importance."

: | \\ - *

3

12
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REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

: 109 o S

None
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R ITE§§§UMBER: ‘ 170 LOCATION: Audit and Evaluation Program .
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REVIEWgR: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: February 1981
CITATION3; Stallings, J. A. Instructiondl processes that work in remedial
\& reading classes. Paper presented at "R & D Speaks: Classroom *
Management" Conference, Dallas, Texas, May 1979. . L
) > L
- i’ L]
DESCRIPTORS: Class Organization, Time F%ctors (Learning) o .
‘ .
SHORT TITLE: Stallings, 1979, Secondary Remedial Reading
X . I .. .
SKIMMED,}REJECTED FOR ?ROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS _X /
RELEVANT IRRELEVANT U//;OR PRESENT PURPOSES
; o
PRIMARY SOURCE X SECONDARY SOURCE DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
. ) ¥ * ) ) -
RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes): "
(Weak) 1 2 3 4 ) S  (Strong) | i ?
B . &
BRIEF DISCUSSION OF RATING: ‘e
L
\
' ¥

SYNOPSIS : Yy N

-

1y

This paper describes the same study as is reported in Item No.-135.
. . Ll

L 1 .

<

Page 109 of 112




e T . @ N A .
v ‘ . 4
A fﬁ:‘. - . ‘
N ‘ . D [
Rl . - L * ) . ¢
ITEM NUMBER: i7or SHORT TITLE: Stallings, 1979 /
<! . - Secondary. Remedial Reading /
* . e P — . . f
. . J
= ) [ ' . ) s v
. - . i ! )
- RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS: 4 . . .
. N ' N / 4
. ) 4 ¢ .
— 4 .
. i . ® . .
1
- * . “y. )
“ ) " .- v
/ . ' - . 4 ‘ ’ '
. . ¥
” " T . » .
S - . .
. ' e
.?'
-4 - ‘ ’ \
. !
* - .
RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: ' — '
¥
~ ¢ ' s
> " . e .
3 ¢ R -
, ‘ ~ ) . s R
‘-
. ) o
. ’ / . ~ A
. A - v s ‘ e . ".
. . % ' ‘
Je L% T
’ ° u\ -%. - ]
e U -

’ ~ . .
- Ll ~
- -
, . . : .
. . , . \
3 15y vk
. \ 5 M
— w N S I I _ R -
. | 3 s
l‘ -
- N .
. L4 o’ . ~ v
' - B . . ./,
“ o Page 110 of 112 e .
\ . - N é
i ERIC - <
N ‘. * ’ 7o e :
§ » .
i . L -~ F B
1 . , A




SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, ITEM REPORT.

[

\
\ .
A \ . . .
ITEM NUMBER: 171 : LOCATION: NWREL In¥o. Cntr./Microfiche

KEVIEWER: K. Cotton DATE REVIEWED: TFebruary 1981

2 3 ~\ ——
“> CITATION: Isaacs, L. M. & Stennett, R. G. Increa51ng "time on task" through \
‘ a multi-method approach to reading 1nstruct10n. Research Report,
Lonaon Board of Education (Ontario), 1979. :
(ERIC/EDRS No. ED 181 404) oo
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DESCRIPTORS: Time Factors (Learning)

SHORT TITLE: Isaacs & Stennett, Increasing Time on Task

»
s

X ’ " . ) \
SKIMMED, REJECTED FOR PROJECT PURPOSES, NO ANALYSIS’

RELEVANT V//;RRELEVANT FOR PRESENT PURPOSES

)

" PRIMARY SOURCE _X SECONDARY SOURCE = DISSERTATION ABSTRACT

-~

&

RATING OF QUALITY OF STUDY (for project purposes):

(Weak) 1 (2] 3 . (Strong)
% - \ ’ N ’ '
BRIEF\D;SCUSS£BN OF RATING:
Sbmé.méthodologfcal pr&biems were noted (Seé "Findings" section). It is not
specified how many studénts participated or their dge/grade level(s).

1 .
\ -

—

' SYNOPSIS; o ' N w

‘This study 1nvolved 1ncreas1ng the time on task of elemégtary students ,who

. were below grade level in reading in order tQ raise their readlng

h~~achlevement. .Over a six-month period, sub;ect students received -additional
readlng 1nstrudt10n and practice in one of three ways: 1) In Condition 1, the
cHildren recelved tutorlng plus home-based reunforcement~ 2) in Conaition 2,
they receLved.tutorlng with home=-based relnforcement plus instruction by the
Learnlng Resource Teacher in a small group withdrawl program- 3) in Condition
3, they recelved tutoring with homé-based reinforcement plus small-g#oup
w1thdrawl instruction and-daily rehearsal of reading skills with thelr

/' classroom teacher. Readlng post-tests. were adanlsterea.
A s
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ITEM NUMBER: 171 SHORT TITLE: ' Isaacs & Stennett, 1979
", ., v Increasing Time-on Task -
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RESEARCHER'S FINDINGS:

Studénts in all thtee treatment conditions showed significant improvemept ih

regding skills. However, students in Conditions 2 and 3 did not make greater
gains than those in Condition 1. ) ’

&
< ’ ’ ¢ .

Researchers noted that the expected amounts of extra instructional time the
children would receive were greater than the actual amounts: ~20-, 40~ and

50-minute increases werk expected .for Conditions 1, 2 and 3 respecti&ely; 15~, ,

30- and 45-minute increases actually occurred. a

Several megpo@ological problems were noted. Students did not always receive
all of the extra instruction for their assigned condition; aAd students in
Conditions 2 and 3 were collapsed (or, rather, their data were collapsed) for
analysis.

N .
& . [ !
- “ -

RESEARCHER'S CONCLUSIONS: -

. . TN
Implementation of programs ajmed at providing extra time on task is difficult
without additional staff. It is also difficult to find an acceptable method
of providing additional time on task within normal instructional hours.

. - )
Planning and discussion is necessary in order to solve these problems.

LRV

REVIEWER'S NOTES AND COMMENTS:

None ) =
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